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and practice their religious beliefs. This strength is
not present in Soviet society. In fack, there is mueh ko
be ppoiniscic about in ternins of America's role in tha
world and less to fear from the future than some doomsday
commantators try to portray.

The comparison between the two societies can be made
more convincing by an enumeration of the serious challenges
which will confront the Soviet Union during the next few
decades. It is not uncommon to encounter the vague im-
pression among members of the public that the Soviet Union
is somehow on the ascendant, that it faces fewer problems

. in the world than does the United States. A comprehensive
examination of the prospects for both nations in the
future, however, reveals that the Soviet leadership will
in fact be faced with a number of very serious dilemmas
in the immediate future and a few major problems which
will not be susceptible to short-term solution. The
economic prospects for the USSR are perhaps the most
readily apparent. The Soviet Union is saddled with a
rigid and unresponsive economic decision-making bureaucracy
which has never been able to deal adequately with pro-

duction shortages and maldistribution of resources. Agri-

cultural productidon has been a chronic problem in the USSR. The
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Soviet Union may develop an energy crisis within the next
decade. Many of the production goals in the latest five-
year plan have not been met. Soviet industry is facing

shorzag2s of woung, «4illied labor. in genzcal, the ctonony

of the Soviet Union is stagnating and is not likely to
improve substantially in the near future.

On top of the economic situation, there are serious
internal difficulties which will continue to plague the
Soviet leadership. No one -- inside or out of the Kremlin

-—-can be precisely sure how the succession to the post-
Brezhnev era will be handled. The recent campaign of .
repression directed against internal dissidence will not
stem the campaign for human rights within Soviet society.
The Soviet leadership will also have to contend with the
increasing complexity of managing a nation which is largely
a federation of discrete national and ethnic groups, many of
which seek greater individual autonomy.

The international situation poses a number of potential
challenges to the Soviet Union as well. NATO has become
newly united in its determination to resist any Soviet
encrouchments upon the independence of West Europe. The
People's Republic of China has adopted an aggressive foreign
policy which is largely oriented toward countering Soviet
influence throughout the world. China alone has become
a major preoccupation for Soviet defense planners, and its

potential as a military rival has tied up a.substantial

portion of the Soviet defense effort. The USSR can no
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'longer count on the unified support of Eastern Europe; a

number of Warsaw Pact nations have embarked upon their own

foraign policy initiatives and have their own domestic

stoblams.,  flarshall Shulman's parcly facetious chservation

g

that the Soviet Union has a great deal to be worried about
since, after all, it is the only nation in the world that is
completely surrounded by hostile Communist countries, re-.
maing a wvery succussful way of putting the Soviet challenge
in perspective for most audiences.

Speakers are scmetimes asked to speculate on why the
Soviets may be interested in a successful conclusion to
the SALT TWO negotiations. We cannot, of course, be
certain as to the exact motivations of the Soviet leader-
ship, but for one thing, SALT ratifies the Soviet Union's
status as a global superpowerl Then, to the extent that
SALT TWO may relieve the Soviet Union of the need toc spend
additional funds on the deployment of strategic weapons to
stay abreast of the United States, it may, to a limited
degree, provide some relief for other, ailing sectors of
the Soviet economy. Third, there is some reason to believe
that certain portions of the present Kremlin leadership
have invested a great deal of personal prestige in the
policy of detente in general and the SALT process in particu-

lar. A failure of the SALT talks would be interpreted as

a failure of the policies of these individuals. Finally,

s
&
S

the Soviets will be otaining certain
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. limited restrictions on a few U.S. weapons systems which

they view with particular concern. The principal such

ul

enampla 13 Lae ranje limitatinas on cruise nmissiles, but
even hare tna2 restrictions in the agreement are useful from
a Soviet point of view only for their precedential effect
since all of the limitations will have expired by the time
the United States isrready to deploy cruise missiles.
Naturally, it wéuld be nice if the Department's speakers
could truthfully say that the SALT TWO agreement will wholly
and one—si@edly favor the United States. Most audiences
accept the fact, however, that such an cutcome is simply not
a realistic prospect in a bargaining situation between two
powerful nations in which each side must be willing to
compromise and negotiate in good faith. What we can assert
is that SALT TWO will benefit bﬁth the United States and the
Soviet Union and is therefore likely to be a stronger, more
effective agreement. Both sides win in SALT TWQ, and there
are conspicuous benefits for the world at large as well.
The SALT process has contributed to the maintenance of
international stability and has made it less likely than
ever before that nuclear weapons will ever be used. Our
basic strategic policy is, after all, to maintain sufficient
strength to ensure that any other nuclear power is effectively

deterred from actually using nuclear weapons. SALT TWO will

place a cap on the nuclear arms race and further the goal of

!i‘;
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mutual deterrence by holding the strategic arsenals of the
United States and the Soviet Union within certain, verifi-
ablo bounds, |
Occasicnally, a speaker may be asked whether there 1is
any enforcement mechanism to deal with infractions of the
agreement and how such a mechanism would work. While there
is no supranaticonal authority that will have the power to
enforce compliance with the terms of SALT TWO, there is the
Standing Consultative Commission (SCC) which will be charged
with handling gquestions of igterpretation that may be raised
with regard to the agreement;s terms and resolving ambiguous
situations that may arise with regard to the deployment of
strategic weapons covered by the agreement, As is the case
with an ordinary contract, it is impossible to foresee every
eventuality that may occur in the future and provide for all
possible contingencies. The SCC, which was created by éhe
SALT ONE treaty and is composed of representatives of both
the United States and the Soviet Uniecon, is a standing body
that is designed to facilitate the orderly implementation of
the SALT agreements and discuss matters of concern relating
to their operation. In.the case of a major violation which
could not be resolved by the 5CC, of course, the United

States would be free to abrogate the SALT TWO agreement and

proceed with its strategic programs in a completely unrestrained
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fashion. The SCC has done a good job in the past, however,
and we expect that the Soviét Union will live up to its
obligasions in S5ALT THO.

Thera nave boen a number of Eharges in the past that
the Soviet Union has "violated" the SALT ONE agreements. All
of these charges were examined in some detail in a report‘
which the Department published in February, 1978. While it
is true that certain ambigﬁous situations have arisen with
regard to SALT ONE, the United States has never had occasion
to charge the Soviet Union with an actual violation of that
agreement. It is an interesting fact to many audiences that
the Soviet Union has had occasion to challenge certain
activities undertaken by the United States, and has raised
these issues in the SCC. In particular, the history of the
environmental shelters constructed by the United States
during the course of its silo modernization program provides
a graphic illustration of the fact that an innocuous activity
may provide the basis for a discussion in the Standing
Consultative Commission.

It is a rare audience that manifests a strong interest
in learning about the precise details of the SALT TWO agree-
ment or the arcana of strategic theory. There is, however,
one concern that does surface from time to time, and that is
the Soviet superiofity in throwweight and warhead yield.

There is relatively little that can be said regarding throw-

weight except to note that the Soviet emphasis in this area
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. was probably dictated years ago by their inability to
match the United States in miniaturization technology. In
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weapons then

followad largely as a matt:r of course. Tha United States
currently leads the Soviet Uniocn in the number of warheads
deployed by a factor of more than two to one, but we have
chosen to concentrate upon the development of smaller yield
weapons for valid reasons of basic strategic policy.

Very large nuclear warheads tend to be less efficient
than smaller warheads. The blast and radiation effects of a
nuclear detonation radiate out from the epicenter cof the
explosion in three dimensions {as, roughly, a sphere}.

. . Targets, however, are basically two dimensional in character.

Thus, large explosions tend to dissipate much of their
destructive power into the atmésphere. Four one-megaton o
weapons can cause about as much damage as one lé6-megaton
weapon. At optimal burst heights, a 100 kiloton explosion
creates overpressures of 10 psi out to 1.3 miles, and in-
creasing the yield tenfold, to one megaton, only doubles the
radius at which the same overpressures are encountered.

While it is possible to deliver a very comprehensive
speech on SALT TWO without ever describing the exact terms
of the agreement, every speaker must be familiar with the
nature of those pro;isions that have been made public.

There are a few unresolved issues that remain under active

. negotiation, but the general gutlines ©f the final document
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hava become generally known. The agreement will consiskt of
) T
Lacgs parts. The firgc pars i3 the Dasic Ayreesasnt which

"will last until the year 1985. The second part, a Protocol
to the Basic Agreement, will be of shorter duration, and
will expire several years before 1985. The third part is a,
Statement of Principles that will contain the agenda and set
the goals for the SALT TRHEE negotiations which will begin
after SALT TWO has been completed.

The Basic Agreement contains the overall, numerical
limitations on how many strategic weapons the United States
and the Soviet Union may have. This number will be equal
for both sides, and it amounts initially, in the aggregate
to 2,400 land-based ICBMs, submarine-launched ballistic
missiles, and long-range, strategic bombers. During the
period of the basic agreement, the allowable total will be
reduced to 2,250. The Basic Agreement also contains sep-
arate limitations which restrict the number of MIRVed
systems which each side may deploy and these sublimits will
be 1,320. for the total number of MIRVed ICBMs, MIRVed SLBMs,
and heavy bombers equipped with long-range cruise missiles;
1200 for the total number of MIRVed missiles (both ICBMs and
SLBMs); and 820 for MIRVed ICBMs alone.

The Protocol to the Basic Agreement contains the basic

. restrictions on certain types of new weapons which neither
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side has yet deployed. It will ban the deployment (but not
development} of mobile missiles. Finally, the Protocol

will contoin.certain range limitaticns apolicable to cruise

siles. The Protocol restrictions on both moblle missiles

U

Tk
and cruise missiles will expire before the United States
could be ready to deploy such weapons.

The Statement of Principles sets forth the objectives
for subsequent negotiations on the limitation of strategic
weapons. The SALT talks are a continuing process, in which
both sides seek to achieve a more stable strategic envi;on—
ment and an end to the nuclear arms race. Progress in this
area cannot be achieved in rapid and dramatic advances, but
only through the careful and patient persistence of both
sides. Audiences are often interested in a history of SALT,
which demonstrates the sophisti&ation of the process, the
care taken in its negotiation and the bi-partisan nature of
the effort.

The concept of bilateral negotiations on the limita-
tion of strategic weapons was first formulated in 1968
during the administration of President Johnson. The first
session of the SALT ONE talks got underway the following
year. The SALT ONE talks resulted in a treaty which pro-

hibits the deployment of Anti-ballistic missile (ABM)

systems except for one site in defense of the national
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capital of cither side. SALT ONE alseo produced an Interim
Agreement which froze the number of land-based missile
launchars to.the number in evistence in 1972, and placed

sumher 975 subdnacino-laugacied balliscie
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missiles deployed by each nation. The SALT TWO negotiations
commenced under Presidents Nixon and Ford; indeed, when

the Carter Administration took office it inherited a text
of the SALT TWO agreement which was roughly 70 percent
complete. The SALT process has also benefited from exten-
sive participation in the formulation of U.S. negotiating
strategy by all of the agencies involved with the national
security of the United States. Instructions to the Delega-
tion in Geneva are approved in Washington after they have
been reviewed and cleared by representatives of the
Department of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the
Department of State, the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, the intelligence community, and tbe National
Security Council. Important decisions are personally
approved by the President.

There are a number of related issues which affect the
public’s perception of the SALT TWQO agreement. Most of
these can be handled in the context of question and answer
sessions, and because these particular topics are rather

specific in nature they are difficult to integrate into the

text of an actual speech. These major related issues
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. include the following: Soviet civil defense, ICBM vulner-
ability, cancellation of the B-1 bomber, Allied strategic
forces, the role of China in strategic affairs, cruisé
"he3 il limiéatisns and thelr vzrification, and U.5. wlans
for a possible mobile basing system for landbased ICBMs.
While it is ordinarily not necessary to address these
guestions directly in a Erepared presentation, every speaker
should be familiar with the policy guidance that has been
developed for responding te public inquiries about these
concerns. Material relating to each of these topics has
previously been distributed separately.

Inevitably, each speaker will encounter a certain
number of guestions which have only a marginal bearing on

. the SALT TWO negotiations. It is impossible to formulate
guidance on the full range of topics that can be raised by
an audience, and each speaker will have to draw from his own
background and expertise in coping with some of the ques-
tions that he or she may be asked. A useful appreoach in
explaining the Department's concept of the role of public
affairs in foreign policy is to note that it is difficult to
make a firm distinction today between international events
and domestic reaction. The Department has an obligation to
seek out and consider the views of the Bmerican people when

maijor foreign policy initiatives are under consideration.

SALT TWO will undoubtedly be the most important foreign
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policy issue before the American people in 1979, and the
Department's speakers program is an effort to exwplain the

Adminigivazion's policizas in a cleanr and compra2hensible
manner. Wa do not intend to "lobby" the Amefican people in
any sense, but we do feel that the public has the right to a
full explanation of our goals and objectives in the SALT

process, and an accounting of how well we have preserved our

national interests.

Matthew Nimetz
October 13, 1978
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Decemher 22, 1878

MEMOPANDUM FOR

ANNE WEXLER
MATT NIMETZ

SUBJECT: Draft SALT Cable

Attached is the "short" version of the draft SALT cable.
I am working on a longer version which I will get to you
early this afternoon. Let me know if you think the attached

draft should be recriented in any particular direction.

Roger Molander

Attachment
Cable
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.. DRAFT SALT MAILGRA T 11:08 a.m.

The President has asked me to communicate to you his thoughts on
the recent progress in the SALT pegotiations and the Summit meeting
with General Secretary Brezhmev scheduled for mid-Januarvy.

At the recent meetings in Geneva petween Secretary Vance and
Soviet Foreign Miniscer Gromyke, agreement in principle was reached on
all of the major outstanding SALT issues. [While some additional work
will be required to translate this agreement in principle into Treaty
language, we are fully confideut that the full text ¢f an agreemant
will be ready for the President and General Secretary Brezhnev to sign

_ emerging SALT TWO

at the Summit meeting in January.] The/ agreement will be a major step
in stabilizing our relationship with the Soviet Union and reducing the
tisk of nuclear war., It will ensure that a potentially wasteful and
dangerous strategic arms race does not take place and will maintain the
momentum of a process :ﬁat has spanned ten years and four administrations.

The SALT TWO package will consist of a Basic Agreement lasting
chrcuéh 1985, a three-year Protocol to this agreement, and a Statement
of Principles for SALT THREE. The Basic Agreement contains the overall,
numerical limjitations on the numbers of offensive strategic weapons
that either side may deplov and a number of additional important
qualitative limitatioms. The Protocol limits certain systems that neither
side was willing to restrict for the lengeth of the Basie Agreement, in
essence keeping open certain arms control options wnile both sides decide

how thev want to proceed with these systems.
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There are a number of important consequences frem this agreement,
For example:

--  Without SALT TWO, the Soviets could have nearly one-third more
strategic forces by the late 1%80s, and we would have no
alternative but to keep pace with such deployments. We
clearly can use those scarce resources 1n other vital defense

and domestic programs, particularly now.

-- Not only does the agreement provide for equal numbers of strategic
arms but for the first time the Soviets will have to actually reduce
their strategic force level., They will have to take a 10 percent cut
in their strategic forces, over 250 missiles or bombers, when this
agreenment is fully implemented. At the same time, we will be free

" to increase slightly our own strategic force level if we choose.

— The quﬁlitativ; limitations in the agreement restrict the Soviets to
the development of only one new ICBM, whereas we would have expected
two to three new ICBMs during this period based on past experience.
At the same time, we can use our right to a new ICBM to go ahead with

our M=-X mobile ICEM program.

-~ The crulse missile limits in the agreement permit us to fully implement
our plan to modernize our strategic bomber force with cruise missiles
and proceed without restraint in our development and testing program

for ground- and sea-launched cruise missiles,



Among the other important details of the agreement are aumerous

provisions related tc verification which insure that this agreement
is adequately verifiable by our own national means of verification, a
critical consideration which insures that we do aot have to depend on
trust of Soviet good faith,

Io sum, the emergiog SALT TWO agreement is 2 major accomplishment
in our coatinuing effort to stabilize our relationship with the world's
other superpower and maintain the process of arms control rather than the
building of more weapons as the safest and preferred way to enhance
naticnal segurity.

Upon signing, this agreement will go to the Congress and to the public
for the detailed scrutiny that a document of this nature warrants. We
believe it is an agreement that i3 very much in our imterest and in the
interest éf the world as a whole, and we hope that you will give it your

full support.
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TALKING POINTS ONM THE SALT TWO AGREEMENT
FOF. USE WITH MEMBERS OF CONGRESS

I. TATLKING DOINTS TO BE USED ON FRIDAY MORNING PRIOR

TO THE COMCLUSIOMN OF THE NEGOTIATIONS

-- The President has asked me to call you with a
report on the ongoing negotiations on the SALT TWO Agreement
between Secretary Vance and Foreign Minister Gromyko in
Geneva.

-- Secretary Vance and Foreign Minister Gromyko met
on Thursday and are still meeting today to try to resolve
the remalning issues that separate the two sides in SALT
0.

-- While we have not as yet reached final agreement
on all of the details, the agreement that is emerging will
insure that a potentially wasteful and dangerous strategic
arms race does not take place. Without SALT TWOQO, the Soviets
could have nearly one-third more strategic forces by the
late 1980's, and we would have no alternative but to keep
pace with such deployments. We can use those scarce resources
in other vital defense and domestic programs, particularly
now.

-- Second, for the first time we have an agreement
that limits each side to egual numbers of strategic arms.
The Soviets have had more strategic arms than we since 1972
and, as you know, SALT ONE froze numbers of ballistic

missiles but left the ineguality in overall strategic

force levels.
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-- Third, for the first time the Soviets will have
to actually reduce tNeir level of strategic arms. They
will have fo take a 10% cut in theilr strategic forces,
over 250 missiles or bombers, when this agreement is fully
implemented. At the same time, we will be free to increase
slightly our own strategic force level if we choose.

-—- Fourth, the Soviets will only be allowed to develop
and test one new ICBM. We would have expected two to three
new ICBMs during this period based on past experience. At
the same time, we can use our right to a new ICBM to go
ahead with our M-X program.

-—- Fifth, the cruise missile limits in SALT have no
impact on our plans for development, testing, or deployment
of cruise missiles, In particular we can proceed to fully
implement plan to modernize our bomber force with cruise
missiles.

-- Sixth, we are confident that we can verify the
terms of this agreement. We have strong provisions to
enhance verification and preclude interference with, or
impeding of, our technical means of verification such as
photoreconnaissance satellites.

~-- Finally, this agreement clearly will enhance
our national segurity and reduce the risk of nuclear war --

the principal aim of our defense, arms control and foreign

policy.
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/ _CONTINGENCY TALKING PQINTS ~~ IF ASKED:

-- Backfire. This issue is still being discussed.
We want and expect to get adeguate assurances that Backfire
aircraft are not being produced at a rate in excess cf the
current production rate. We are free +to counter the Backfire
and we want to have greater certainty about the size of
future deployment.

-- Minuteman Vulnerability. SALT TWO vermits verifiable
mobile or MAP systems that may be necessary to respond to

the Minuteman vulnerability problem. It should be kept in

mind that this is not a problem created by SALT. It is a
problem of advancing technology making fixed land-based
ICBMs increasingly vulnerable on both sides. However,

SALT TWO will limit the Soviet threat to mobile or MAP
systems which are the likely U.S. response to the Minuteman

problem. In short, SALT TWO helps to make the Minuteman

vulnerability problem manageable. 7
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ACGREEMEMT IN MORE DETAIL

-- As you know, the SALT TWO package will consist
of a Basic Agreement lasting through 1985, a three-year
Protocol to this agreement, and a Statement of Principles
for SALT THREE. The Basic Adgreement contains the overall,
numerical limitations on the numbers of offensive strategic
weapons that either side may deplov. These systems,
consisting of ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers, will be cut
back to a ceiling of 2250. As I indicated, this will
regquire the Soviets to dismantle over 250 operaticnal
strategic weapons.

-- There will also be a sublimit of 1320 on the
number of MIRVed ICBMs, MIRVed SLBMs, and heavy bombers
equipped with long-range cruise missiles,

-~ There will also be an additional sublimit of 1200
on MIRVed ICBMs and MIRVed SLBMs and a limit of 820 on MIRVed
ICBMs.

~~ The Basic Agreement also includes a number of quali-
tative limitations, including in particular a limit of only
one new type of ICBM on each side.

~=- The Protocel will last for approximately three
years -- and will limit certain systems that neither side
was willing to restrict for the length of the Basic Agreement.

In essence, the Protocol keeps open certain arms control

options while both sides decide how they want to proceed with

these systems.
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-- For example, the development and flight-testing of
mobile missiles will be banned for the period of the Protocol.
This will have nec impact whatever on the M-X program since
the first flight tests of the M-X missile are not scheduled
until after Protocol expiration.

-~ Similarly, the deplovment of ground- and sea-launched
cruise misgsiles over 600 km are banned for the Protocol, while
at the same time there are no restrictions on the develop-
ment and testing of these systems. This will have no impact
whatever on U.S. ground~ and sea-launched cruise missile programs
since these missiles are not scheduled for deployment until
after the Protocol period. 1In this context, it is important
to note that there are no upper range limits of any kind on
the air-launched cruise.miSSiles which we play to deploy on
our strategic bombers.

-- The Statement of Principles for SALT THREE sets out
the agenda and establishes basic ground rules for the follow-on
negotiations.

-- We have consulted closely with our NATO Allies
throughout the SALT TWO negotiations. They have expressed
satisfaction with the course of the negotiations to date and
believe that the emerging agreement does make a significant

contribution to Alliance security.

e LT g Al g
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ITI. ADDITIONAL ﬂALEINQLgQINES ON THE STATUS OF THE

MEGOTIATIONS

-- The major differences that remained before
Geneva talks were the following:

* Whether to limit conventionally-armed as

as nuclear-armed cruise missiles after expiration of

the Protocol.
* The number of MIRVs that could be vlaced

any future ICEBM.

* The number of air-launched cruise missiles

that could be deployed on heavy bombers.
* The question of dealing with telemetry

encryption so that its use in the future would

A -vini)16/6

the

well

on

not impede verification of the terms of the agreement.

* The duration of the Protocol to the SALT

TWO

Agreement, and the amount of time permitted for all

dismantling and destruction activities.

* How to handle the assurances to be given

by the Soviets concerning the Backfire bomber.

us
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IvV. CONTINGENCY TALKING POINTS TO BE USED IF MOST OR

ALL OF THE MAJOR CUTSTANDING ISSUES ARE RESOLVED AND A

SUMMIT SCHEDULED

-- I am very pleased to be able to tell you that
major progress was made on most of these issues., The two
sides are now in general agreement on iElmosE7 all the
major issues, and we -believe a basis has now been laid for
a summit meeting. Further work will be necessary on a
range of technical guestions which will be handled by our
Delegations in Geneva. At thé same time, we cannot rule
out the possibility that one or two guestions will have to
be resolved at the summit.

-- Specifically, Vance and Gromyko have now agreed
to settle the principal remaining issues on the following
terms:

* ICBM Fractionation

* ALCM Number Limits

* (Cruise Missile Definition

* Telemetry Encryption

* Backfire

ZﬁbTE: We would describe the outcome on these issues when

it is known;7
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v. SUMMARY COMMENTS

== In summary, I would.note that we have been
negotiating SALT TWO for some six vears and believe that
we have an agreement that will serve the national security
interests of the United States. Specifically, it provides
for the first time that there be egqual aggregates in
strategic weapons., This will require the Soviets for the
first time in any agreement to actually dismantle and destroy
more than 250 presently operaticnal systems, while we will
not have to dismantle anv.

-- Second, it provides for specific sublimits on
their most formidable weapons =-- MIRVed ICBMs.

-- Third, it provides for the first time real gqualita-
tive restrictions -- only one new type of missile to each
side for the next seven years and limits on the number of
warheads per missile,.

-- Fourth, it does not impede any of our ongoing
research and development programs =-- including mobile
missiles, cruise missiles, the M-X missile, or the Trident
submarine.

-- Fifth, it contains strong provisions on verification
to enable us to monitor Soviet compliance.

-- Sixth, it introduces an important element of

stability into U.S.-Soviet relations and the world as a whole

that significantly reduces the chance of nuclear war.
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-- I hope that you will reserve your judgment until
vou have a chance to study the final text of the agreement
and discuss it with us. Please feel free to contact me at
any time should you have ény guestions about the Geneva

talks or the agreement as a whole. We will be glad to give

you or your staff a detailed briefing any time next week.
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CATZ: JANURRY 30, 1979
SUSJECT: SRLT II RATIFICATION WORK PLAM
Tals netabcosk cantains ths work plaa for ths SALT IT
ratifica=ion effort. It was develcped in cless conjunction
with Frank Moore and his staff,
e work clan is divided into six sactions: Activities o
Date, Present Activities, Swummit Announcemant, The Summis,
iz Hearings and Floor Debate. )
In each saction, tasks are broken down by function: Congrassional
Liaison, Public Outreach, Media, Press, etc. This formaz will

help us estazbiish priorities among the hundreds of tasks that
must be completed if SALT II is to be ratified.

The Task Force will consist of myself, David Aaron, Fr
Jody, Jerrv, and Anne from the White Houvse staff; Wars
Christoph2zr and Matt Nimetz from State; Ganaral Seigni
ACOA; Chnarles Duncan from Defense; Frank Carlucci from CIA
and Dick Mog from the Vice President's staff.

Our first mseting will be this Monday, February 5,at 1:00 p.m.

I3
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(the so-called
pafe’ ugﬁly brisfed by the State Depar:im

T Senators

both expartise

ané competent sta
ty is presantad i

wall-prapared

--Twenty-cne Senators have visited Gensva to wiktness
fiftean have recently visited

~-All but sixteen Senatcors and theilr staffs have been briefzz
at least once during 1578.

Public Qutreach.

initiaz=d

A State coordinating committee under Matt MNimetz has
and directed a broad public outreach effort:

--bublications. Five general SALT brochures have been developzd
and aver 300,000 capies distributad.
tions have been prepared or are planned,

of speeches,

Fifty additional publica-
including reprints
issue papers, and Q-and-A brochures.

Five full-time persons are staffiing

=~Public Speakers Program.

a2 speakers bureau:;
600 live forums have been addressed to date.

sixty speakers have been trained and over

--Media. State/ACDA spokesmen have participated to date in over
650 live and direct-wire TV,

radio and print interviews.

-~State Leadership Conferznces. Seven full-time persans at State
are organizing SALT conierences throughout the country.
very successful conferances have been held to date;
others are planned over the next few months.

- EéciaL Interest Briefings.

of se2ven Washington conferences for
woman, wveterans,

i
it

twenty-seven

ACDA nas begun plang for a saries
special interestc grougs:




-~High-iszval desariment officials havs met regularly on SalLT
with selectad raporters and columnists.

--SALT zublications have baan mailsi Lo 6002 edlitors, columnists
and troadcasters.

tlajor Public Figure Liaissan

—--The Prasident's Ganeral Advisory Commizte=z on Arms Cantral

and Dizarmament, which includes such prominent individuals

as Tcom watson, Brent Scowcroft, Arthur Krim and HMclaorge

Bundy, has met for two days each rmonth for the past vear. NMast

ars I Wil

--Major gublic figures (Kissinger, Laird, etec) have bzen informally
contactad on SALT by Administraztion officials.

Allied Lizison

~-—Frequant SALT briefings have been held for ths Morth Atlantic
Coungil, the Defense Planning Committee, the Muclear Planning
Group; in addition, other bhilateral and informal consuliations
have been held.
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1003 are far 2ns _nI2 2
Zzuse st owill ihla
o 5aLlT IT ratcif S oxilva
tromoting a treance sirg
52 the treaty is not tanle, w2 Wiil he
radle to opposition criticism during this
ne orevared to reacsh guickly to crificisnm
nists and memoers ¢of Congress During this
orce will meet daily.

Ceongressicnrnz’l Lialson

--The Presidfent will continue mestings with kew S2nators.

--The brielings begun in January for ths entirs Senatz and )
approoriate staff on the current status ¢ nagotiztions will
he complated.

--Selectad members of the Cranston group will be consultsd on our
overall ratification strategy.

& --A single, comprehensive, confidential congressional stratagy
ﬁ! rmemo will be prepared for you.

--Foreign policy briefings for House and Senate leadership
will b2 held on February 1 and 5; the President, Secretary
Vance, Sacretary Brown and Brzezinski will brief.

--Briefings will be given to new Senators in early February
by Brzezinski.

Public Qutr=ach

--Ongoing outreach activities will continue. Leadership
conference will be held during this period in Mashville,
Minneapolis, Indianapolis, Birmingham, and Denver.

ACDA briefings will be held for scientists, health

professors and the Presidential Commisson on Executive
ilanagement. The speakers bureau has 85 live forums with

100 follow-on media events scheduled for ths moath of

February, plus a major conference on SALT in the context of
Soviet-Amarican relations, January 31, in Riversids, California.

--Dztailed planning will begin for c¢2nerating grasszozts activity.
--Lints will bz prepared of individazls in <critical szitas wao
can cxll thelr Senators when & summit 1s announcsd.
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Piress
--State and Wnite House Media Liaison will cocp=2rate on plans
for 2 Washington confersnce for 500-790 out-oi-town editors

1n Tebruary.

Pubiic Figurs Lialson

~-The Gesnzral aAdvisory Committee will be briefed, at their
reguest, on ratification politics.

;3' --Eight or ten major public figures will b2 briefed oa the
: current status of negotiations, outstanding issues, etc.

. --In Washington, Mew York and possibly Los Angeles, Hamilton
Jordan and Secretary Vance will seek to pull togather a
loose alliance of prominent individuals (Edward Bennett Williams,
Jane Pheiffer, etc) to help infeormally with ;he task of
reaching leading opinion makers.

Qther
-~A stratsgy will be developed for coordinating the SALT II

ratification effort with the Defense Departmant's erforh to
explain our overall defense posturs and plans.
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-—~Follcwins the summit anncouncemant, a le:tter from bthe

President asking withholding of final judgemant shzuld -

b2 s2nt Lo the full Congress; tha President should zZrial

key congrassional lesaders at the VWhite House; and

decgailad arlefwnga for the entire Senate and apgpropriate .

staif should begin.
Public Qutreach

--Anne Wexlasr's office will send telegrams to leaders of k2
constitu=znciss urging an open mind. Detailed inforzmaticn
will follow the telegrams.

. —--Supportsa
: t

contac

s of SALT II in critical states

r will be asksd to
thelir Senators immediately after the

anpouncamenc.

--0Other ongoing outreach activities will continue through
this period.

tledia

~-Vance, Brown, Brzezinski, et al will be schedulsd for Sunday
izssue programs, morning talk shows, and other madia app=2arances.

Press

~--Prior to the announcement, background briafing or tne
s £

Washington press corps will be conducted; ané editor avarable

to SALT II will be asked to takes the lead in urging an coan

nind on the treaty.
ncament riefinys will hegin D.: Pantagon
tmanz o aditorizal writars. <omnanhaters,
37 infor: b2 mailed 2o =24itzvs: and
nas for ston edlzows wWill oot oouz.
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ntirs Senate and kay House leaders will b2 brizfed in
ivancs on thz summit schedule

--Congress will ke involved in as many aspects of ths summit .
25 possible; Brezhnev will be given as muznh sxposurz to ths -
Hill as possible.

--ife will begin a series of one-on-one meetings with critical
Senators, Prererablj at private residances,by the Vice Presicdent,
Secretary Vanca, Secretary Brown and Brzezinski.

Public Qutreach

During the summit period, the following groups will bs briefzd:

--arms control and defense groups
-~-foreign policy establishment organizations
--the sclentific community
--church groups
—-Administration officials
5 --Washington lcbbyists
~-vetarans groups.

At this time, we will also assess the need for a moderate
citizens comn*tt e on SALT, and begin planning post-summit
speaking tours by Administration spokesmen.

Ma2dia/Press

A detailed media and press plan will be developad whizh will
encaomnass public appearancas by the President, the Vice Poasident,
Sacratary Vancs and Secretary Brown; background briafiinzs Zor the
n=tworhs and related press; and c-har appreozriate eflzrons.

FMrator Publiies Tionvae Liaisson
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tnzy snould maXkse cro3z-cour
d statss,
on may be made durinzy this sSarisi. :
at lesast once ta2r =2,
Congeoling lcbovxng efforts will continue. In 24&8ition, the
Congrassional Lialson staff will assist with the coordinacion -
of target=2d state briefings and speaking tours.

Public Qutrs=ach

——CroSs—-country speaking tours will be mzade by S=acratary
Vancs, Secretary Brown, Brzezinski, Gena2rz2l Seignicus arndé
other ddministration officials. At the same timz, efforts
will intensify to generate grassroots supsort in critical
states, with the ultimate objective of generaziting mail
during the floor debate pericd.

~-Whita House briefings will begin for target=d state groups
and special interest groups; the President, Vice Prasidant,
Secratary Vance, Secretary Brown, Brzezinski, General
Seignious, Stan Turner, and the Joint Chiefs will brief.

Media

--A major Presidential eveant socon after ths suwpmit will be
coordinated and planned.

—-Media exposure (talk shows, etc.) for Administration sgokespersons
will be coordinated.

--Covarage of the targeted state briefings will be providad to
local madia.
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onzoing media activitiss will contin:iz.
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, TaEEs: wWE ULoL 823 "- d25% possibis supzor he
1 act, Tha © 5, 3uUT 2
oy 2XZorits.  The ta ca
nericd of ifiha floor 2.
Drosidential mestings with key Senetfors will bs coordinated,
and lokby 2ZIzrts of Administration spoxes:an and supportiva
prominant Zigures will continue.
Public Qutraach
Efforts will be maxinmized to genserate exprassions of grassrodts
support for ratification, espeCLally throuch congressicnal mail.
Hedia

Scneduling of Administration spokesmen on television talk shows
will continua; coverage of targeted state briefings for the
local press will also continue.

Press

@
o

Regional briefings and regular contact with editorial boards
will continue. Just before the Senate vote, friendly editorial
writers and commentators will be asked to make one last push
on SALT.

Major Public Figure Liaison

Efforts will be maximized to encourzge prominent public figures
to support SALT II.




‘Aie1qy I93a®)D
Kdop 31988 : /

"

- /—V//‘///)’/.(

‘ . DETAILED AGEMDA
SALT TASK FORCE
Febrvary 5, 1979

—-Task force curoose and membership [Encourage merbers that task
force srould be for principals only with no substitutions; dis-
courage hrimging aides. In addition to principals you have only
asked Butler, Beckel and Moffett to sit in.)

—Prooose g raqular time and meeting place [Eleanor suggests vendays,
2:00 B, Poosevelt Room. Eeckel will be meeting requiarly on
Vednesdays with CL SALT group]

——Staff work {Staff work for the task force will be cocordinated
through Landon Butler. Butler and Beckel will coordinata CL/
task force campcnents of SALT effort.]

—-Possible tice frame (Summit anncuncement - late Feb/early March
Surmmit - mid/late March
Hearings ~ April/May
Floor debate - June/July]

) —Descriotjon of Presidential memo [--Activities to date E
—Current activities
. ——Summit announcement
' —Sumit
—Hearings

—Floor debate}

—Congressicnal assesgrent [Frank and Bobl

——\ssiﬂ..ents_

“4af Completion of Congressional strategy mamo - eyes only for the
t Presicdent [Frank/Bob -~ by February l2th]

t{b} Preparation of lists of key supporters of critical Senators
[Anne_= by Feb. 12th] — 7727

“5) Completion of plans for establishing grass-roots activity
[Anne - by Feb. 12th}] :

(@) Begin preparation of graphs, other visuals [Nimetz - report

progress on Feb. 12th]
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ra recarrendaticons for DoD program to explain U.5. de—
ens Dos‘-u.re ard plans [Charles Duncan ~ by Eeh, 12th]

{£) Brief General Myvisory Council on ratification strategy
(Bob - by Fab. 12th]

{g} Firalize public figure liaision strateqy [Landon — by Feb. 12th}

{(h) Initiate contact with praninent individuals in New York, Wash=-
ington to help informally with the task of reaching leading
opinicn rakers [Hamilton — by February 25th]

(i) Report on plans for production of £ilm for TV, live forum
use and on possible televised town meeting [Jerry - by Feb.
l2th]

(3} Develcp press strategy.-to-deal.on short notice with anti-SALT
articles,- camentary (Jody - by Feb. 12th]

)ﬁelop estimates of added defense costs which would be dn-
curred in the event of failure to ratify SALT {Charles - b
"Feb. 12th}

- s

. } e e e aiara . s mer cemd— —— .

~-Clearance [Remind task force that all testimony and responses
to substantive questions from Congress and press must be/cleared
through Roger Mplarder; all Congressional contacts to be cleared
through Frank Moore's offlce ]
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Sreategic Armi Lemusonon Talks (5ALT) be-
rween the Unireg Sates ond the Sowet Union
tave been icimolly undetway snce 1900
qunng the admungranons of ihiee Amenican
presdenns Richard NMixon Gergld ford ond
now himmy Coner The purpoie of the ralhs is
12 promole our NQBONQE secunry by reducing
the sk of nucleqr war thraugh negonanon of
MIugl oirs on siralegic nuclear arms  In
1972, the negananons resulred n ihe s SALT
agreements—the  Ann-0allisne Misule Treary
and the lmenm Agreement on Siraregie OF-
fensive Arms Since rhen—dunng neorly ux
yeors of 1ough Dogowing — Do nonon hove
arnved ar the brood ocurlines of O new
agreernenr, called SALT TWO ond accorg
has been reached on many al us spechic
NOVIBONS

SaLl —oand all arms ¢oniral pohcy —15 pair of
nanonal segunty policy Qur base ams conirol
palicy and Oud specdic Negonanng Pounons
ore gevetoped thiough the Nananal Secunry
Councl with the pamciponon of oll the 1espon-
wble agencies and ther heads the Secerary
ol Srare 1he Secretory of Detense e Chau-
man at the Jowe Chiels of S1ott ihe Dvactor ot
e Aims Conrel and Discrmament Agency
ond the Duecor of Cennat lweligence The
U5 SALI Deleganoun  which 13 negohanng
wuh the U 5 5 4 Deleganon in Geneva uader
nsiruchons Jpproved by the Preuden hos
iepesemandn HoMm the agenties iespansble
tor nanonal secunty pokcy

In the nugeor age borth madiary forces and
GHMS COMIO! SBNvE Gul AOKONOH seunly  We
need A strong ond HleauBle miliary ¢opPabiliry
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Which nation has stronger strategic forces
today, the United States or the Soviet Union?

In retrns of overall sraregic nuciear power the
WO nafions afe rgughly equal  Baib sides
hove immensely powertul siraregic nuclear
farces thar can bing corosiophic devastalan
1 eQch other Or any orher arfocker

In terms ot specfic taces. the United Srares
leads in some categones: the Soviers lead n
others Toooy. for example. we have aboul
rwice as many delverable swrategic nuclem
warheads The Soviers have imoie ond larger
land-based cnissles. bur Gurs are more adCu-
tafe. We hove a subsranhially foiger heavy
bomber torce. more of which is on alerl. ona
our bormbers are more copable  The ovien
hove exiensive an delenses. whereas Us an
defenses ore mummol. Both nanons possess
secure retaharory weapeons on botlisne
missile-finng submonnes The Sovier Union
passessey Q larger number of submonnes and
submanne-lounched baliisnic rrissiles (LAMs).
however, the Unied Srares has tar more of ity
MrofeQ:C nucteal weapons ar sed on 1fs sub-
mannes than Joes the Sovier Umon

Althgugh rhe >oviets are making majar efforns
1o cotch up  we€ Continue 1 MO Coses. 1o be
far oheod of the Sovier Umon n economic
and rechnologiced wrengrh —imparrans tor
Preserving SIrong snaregl capabiines in e
furuie  Locking ro 1his fulure  Dath wdes are
madermzing ther fawes ) hat each may
alwoys manian powerful 0nd sedure sitaregic
nudear pOwet

What will be in the
SALT TWO agreement?

SALT WO aill conmst Gl o) Benie Jgiesmieit
At aall rRman o fonce IRougi 1985
PeatGost whinh will weapre sl Beelore thor
date oned g Seare et ot Puin ey st =W
eaabinh geseral gusdelioes (D0 subsequent
Oegonanges YALY THIREE

Fught counly wanGlly  wall Be AN Lo an
aqual T3l amiber ar MG siratege oo deot
delvely velues O g Al adl Be e
aueed 1 22580 aell Gotae 1745 Uit e
el Loy thete wil %) be Mige on
PeHant suttiry 1220 suGhme oo e tien
O R Db il ONMen ] Dulhishic | fislilues
AEDMF eQuippea anih il ndepecd
Uy IOIGerable wallNeadds MRV urchers
3 ARV submionne lounsNed Bulisin 1T
sifes ASUBMs)  and  anOanes 2Guwppend sl
NG HONGE Juse Misikes  alNe e 13200 3
1200 sublirar 30 launcherns of fARVe s boathsne
musiles ICBAs and SL0Ms) ANy ailhn e
1200 an 820 swolimir A sauncners of WikVed
H0Ms  The sutnimurs on MIRVS are emposran
Lo GUSe "Nz wser o MRV rapialy ikivoses e
NP S e h SR TG Sk e L giealet nuinber
3 NGRS S0 Che SIRer wde  The Bicmaeg s,
10 WGl TeviBuTes S . U S e e
SIEyMent 3t cwikhen ol matile KMy anc
BITUISRONY O rove minyiles

BOIH (4 IWE ADDVE ALY -
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What will the SALT TWO

agreement mean for American security?

the new ogieement will impeave our secunty

n severob sgnificant woys: .

—MIr will piace equal numercal liruts on the
averglt U3 and Sowviet siategic toices To
comply. the Soviers will have to dsmanrle
of desiroy up to 300 sirareqic systems We
wilt nof have o dismonile o destioy any
systems rthal curmenrly ore operchonal

~It will hold the deploymenr ot Sowet
srraregic totces. wncluding rher mast
thiearenung inrerconninenral missiles,  well
below whot they could deplay n the ab-
serke of an agreement

—will somewhar reduce uncertainry i our
sirategic planning  since we will know rhe
maxmum number of siareqic sywems rhe
Sovier Union will be allowed ro deploy

— Ir willk ContQin IMPoNant provisons 10 help us
derefmine At the Soviers are living up fo
thewr ablhigations in the agreement

—lt will dllow us the Hexbrity we need 10
connnue e sSIra1eqic PIoGrams we requirg.

In sum, SALT TWO will provide G frameworh tar
maifraining essennial equivalence berween
the Unued Srares ond the Savier Union. and it
will A conuncnon wirh an aggressive U S
srategec force Modernizonon progiom. ¢on-
uibute 1o sigtnliry in the sraregic balance

A -tnlfr5/y

How can we be sure that the
Russians will live up to the agreement?

In SALT we do nof 1ely o rust of Soviet good
tairh The 1972 SALT ONE agreemens esab-
Ished the prnaple thar both nanom would
use shenr diverse and saphisercored snrelligen e
copobilines—hnown as  'Nanonat lechivcal
Means 0 monnor carnpliance  Nanoaal
Techrical Means such as saeline pharog-
raphy ate very etfecuve Ihicugh thein, we
ore able 1o Monror the AUIMber Ol sitaregic
fuclear detivery syuems the Soviers have
thew basc characrersnes and when  where
and how rhey are rested [he SALI ONE
agreemenrs glso prohibined gny interterence
with these means ond any geibeiare (o
ceatment meosuies which could npede ver-
dicanon of complionce with e provisions ol
thase agreements SALT TWO will conunue
hese piohibihons. and will v tact  comon
addinenal derailed proviugns 10 ncleds our
conhdence thar the Saviens are complyng
wwh the agreement Ir should be nored that
withour 0 5ALl agreement comanung suxn
protubinons the Soviers would be tree 10 we
Qay and all methods of concealment mahing
our Queroll MGAoNNg 1ask tar more auhoulr

Thi SALE ONE ugieeineiny ulse provided for
the esrablistunient of Ihe ot Sinding Con-
swhianve Comimisskm o Inm o which the
Uired Stores and the U5 5 gddiess Ques-
o GDaW migiters relating fu e an-
plemenanon Gl e agieemeon  mduding
Quesnons of Compehance I e Comimsaon
borh sides have roned O ounbed G dohvities
which ihey udged 1o be wimouuuus ut subed
10 QUEON QNG which wete thus o suurce ot
some coneein L wouh cose the Unnied Sraires
has rased (e oty n Quesnan oy enhier
cemed Of QUOINGRGE IOHNGHoN Tias alluyed
oW cosen AL the WOme ume BGth awdes
have made i Gear o e Gy 0o notuie b
unplementanun and cemphune Sould e
qQuire e recpening af any of these subyecrs of
Me rong o nerw questnns At any wne Cone
sequenity N2 Sowvets Ole well awdre thut the
Unned Jigres wall call e 1o acoouns 1o uoy
quesnonable uchivilies reldnng 1o then
Wrategre prograns aad will espedl sanstacion
fesalnon of Qiy prodlems iInvolvedg
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Under the SALT agreement, won't our
Minuteman missiles be vulnerable to Soviet attack?

With o1 withaur SALT. our Minureman mssles
will become ncreasingly vuineratde 1o arrach
by Sovier ICOMs This siruanon s the sesulr of
Sovier odvances v missile acguiocy coupled
with rhe deployment ot large oumbers of
KDMm-camed nucleor warheads It s nor the
esult of SALT To guard gqong the porenuot
wulneratiliry of any one pon of aur draregi
forces 13 0 mgyor 1eason why the Unied Srares
hos manraines o bolonced siraeQic nucleor
lorce of dand-based ICBMy, submonne-
lounched boilisne mussiles and heavy bomb-
eis toch element of s torce has s own
opeignonal odvantoges and poses ugue
problems for the geher site Funthermore, al-
mgough no decisions have been made. the
Unired Stares 15 exomiring orher opriom such
o3 olternative, mote survivable merhods for
baung ICOMs ro compensare tor the ncregung
vulngrobiity ol fixea KWz The SALT TWO
dialr, Qs presently agieed exphatly permins
deployment of mabile ICHM launchers ater
the eapranon of the Proiccol penod — well
Hlicie wech sysriems would e ready tor
geployment

The ssue of Minureman vuinerabiiey must be
viewed n perspechive [he Soviels loce sub-
sonnal uncerianbes it planning an airack on
our Mipwiemon. how télioble and accurate
will thew mussles reolly be: can they avosd
having the explovon of one otracking
woyhead damage he ettectivensss of sub-
sequent offacking worheods., <an they be
cerfoin of the hardness of our missile sdos. and
would the United Srotes lounch s own iC0Ms
once ! wos determined thor a maskive Sovier
K.0M arrack was underwnoy, thus leawng only
empry holes fas the Sovier mussiles ro hut?

Finolly s Secrelary of Delense Haorold Drown
has siared, rhe vulnerabihity of he
Minureman —even It we did nothing abour
ir—"would nor be syncnamous wih the vul-
nerabdity of 1he Uaired Srares. or even ol the
uraieqic derewent 7 This v becouse Min-
ureman mMisufes constitule onfy a gare of our
retabarory loces  Any Spwier pianner must
realize thar even a succentul arnack on the
Minuteman woutd stll legve the Sovier Union
wvulnerable 16 mowve (@sponse Dy ow ballisik
mussde-hnng submonnes ond heoavy bombers
The damage hese remanundg torces could do
would be devasranng

[

Cicnol U5 Au Fougw Photo
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What about
Soviet civil defense?

Soviet cvil detense conngt change 1ine Lurrent
sroreqe weapons balance or the fundamen-
roilys dsasrous narvie of a moar nuclecr ex-
chonge berween the Unwed Siotes and he
Sovier Union. The desirucnon thor our rerahio-
non would bing could mean only catasiophe
tor the Sovier Union  The wmmediore etfecrs
cavsed by bloir fie ond fallour would be
tollowed by long-lerm comequences Most
wndusines would be desnoyed and wide-
spreod warvonon and dearh from diseose
would almou cedoinly occur  Joaal order
would be weakengd 1 the point of break-
down  There would furthesmave. be large-
wcale contaminanen of 1he enveonment with
unprediciable consequences

We are moniianng the Sovier Ovil defeme
program very carefully  Theu cvil detense
PHOQram repiesenrs a subsianhoily larger eftarr
han guis However. campared (o rhe United
Stores. the Sowier Umon laces even more im-
pasng avid defense problems. severe chimaric
condinons  mMmote concentiared wbon areos
mgte populangn focared near indusinal
Taigen  ond on ngdequare  ranspeiranon
sysrem for lorige-wale evacuanon Despue
mesr ovil delense progrom  hete 15 NO pass-
Bilty that v an oll-our audear war the Soviers
<oulgd avord ihe dearhs of tens af mithons of
thew anzens and the destucnon of mos of
their industal fesouices and wibon oreas As 0
recenriy released analyas by the Cenral Imel-
hyice Agency concluded “We do nol be-
lieve thar the Sowien presemt Gl defenses
would embolden them delbeiely 10 er-
pose the USSR 10 ¢ tugher nsh of nuclear
anachk
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What about the Soviet “Backfire” bomber?

The Soviess hove developed a modemn
wing-wing bomber which bears the NAIQ
desgnanon “Backhre * Ins characrensucs falt
berwean the chaiaCteastics geaetqily Qb
uted 10 exshing heovy bombers and hose of
mediymn bombers (rochcal ongrati and
medwm bombers on borth sdes ore Not cav:
ered by the SALI ceings) The Backfre con
reach a ugndicant number of rargets w the
Unued Srares on one-way. high-alimude  un.
refueled missons However close observancn
over a penod of vearn wndicates har s
bomber 13 curently beng deployed 1or use in
o rhearer of noval siike ole and 15 O fer
placement tor olger Sovier meadwm bombers

n Hus regord w should be nored that the
Unired Siotes has a nurmber of awcrofr which
when deployed in lotward bases such Qs n
the Euiopean theates, are capable of sinking
rargers in the Sowviel Union We have refused

are thearer syvwems oad 1he Sowier loicey
whichlthey tace are nor covered by the Sall
[Tqat1sY

[[») |n(|:.|d9 these aucroil n SALT because they

The Unired Stotes has indicared 1a the Sawiers
thar the Bocktre con be eacludeo hiom the
perrruried overall SALl orals # and anly f
the Soviers underohe commirments which will
whlpir the Dockbee trom assuming on nier-
copunenial role n the tulure, as well gy im-
pose limuis on s producnon rare  These com-
muments would have he same siotus as ihe
SALl agreemeni binding the Saviers ra ihe
commitments conromed mhesewn  Althpugh
theie ate no assurances that the Backhre
would nor be used ogains 1he Unied Srares in
nme of conflikr these commuments by rhe
Sovier Union are designed 1o inbibir the
Backiire rom bewng given an opergnonal in-
reiconnnenral role and 1o imir us overdlt
sraregic porentol

UNITED STATES MALITARY POMURE FOR #Y 1979 U3 lowst Crwels of Waft

Won't SALT TWO constrain the
United States cruise missile program?

W have baen caretul 1o pteserve Mose L
mussle QPIOMY (ROsE ITMEGHUAT [y 4ol Jdelease
needs The new agiesrnent will pedn uy 10 Yo
obead with the Jeplcanem ol the i
lounched Iomg-1ange Guse insules we tuw
hove decided 10 Je@iy on Redyy Bomben
The Erncpal Imwansas o dune THssdes il
b contamed i e shose ferm Prarck ol Even
gunng the penad of ihe Poiocal we ~ill Le
penmileg 13 thgnt -fest Qi repes of oune 1.
sles ond to deploy ground- and sed Jouri ]
cse Minales capable of 1anges wp o 00
wlometens LaDaul 375 aikes) Ve will bee caOie
10 90 aheagd with devalopmei ond fesing
programys tor il fypes SF cuse mnsles wihdul
gltenng present sinedules  Aher 1he Protun ol
expues Ihete will D N0 IMmilGnoas an groond:
QG 1aUNCRed Guse Mswes unlesy Mmutu-
ally ogreed upon i SubEUENT NEQUIKIKMTY
Cruse mugsile hmuonons will e an agenda
wern toi JALT THIWE

A el NG R
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Will SALT TWO stop us from developing
mobile intercontinental ballistic missiles?

No The Protocol will prohibir each side om
deployng mobie ICOM iaunchers and tighr.
tesing [COMs om mobile launchers Reseorch
and development progiams short of thght-
teshng will not be offecred

A present. (he Unned Siares 1y srudying o
number of mobile ICDM-baung conceprs. in-
cluding some involving allernare launch poinls
for each missie  No decsion has been made
whethes o1 nor 1o deplay mobule ICBM sys-
fems Nor have we decded which pamculor
concept we would implement. if we wete 1o
elect 1o deploy o mobile ICBM sysiem  The
cwireny and projecred capabiines of ow
siralegec torces give us nme o study thow-
oughly quesnons of rechnical feaubitity  ma-
Tory effecnveness ond cowr prior fo malung
decsions abour deploying mobile IChMs The
poirs ol e joint drafi rear of the SALT WO

ogreement ihal have alieady been agreed
uvpon allow deployment of mabile KM sys-
tems ol the rypes we are consdenng. The
draft ogreement expliculy permurs deploy-
menr of motie ICDM lounchers dunng s
rerm atied the expuanon of an ntenm pro-
focol pengd which would end wett betore
mobile ICDM sysrens wouwld be ready for
deploymenr

Any mobile ICOM baung system would. of
ourse. have 10 be tully conustenr with all
provistons —including rhe venfication
provmom—of a stroregec Orms himirguon
ogreement The Unired States will not deploy
o mobie IC0M syslern mar would not pesmir
odequare venlicanon ot the number of
lounchers deployed and other provisans ol
ihe agieemenr We wdl Inus! that any Soviet
systerm meer the same venhconon stondards

A -G/

How will SALT TWO affect our NATO allies?

SALT TWO will nor place any (esrmcikons on he
nuclear forees ot France and Giear Buain und
it owill not imat any o Amenca s auclear
weapons sysiems locared in Europe  There will
be no ban on the nonsfer of cuse missile and
other sophisicared 1echnology  SALD fur-
rhermoie, will not attect ow impartant etforts
1o sirengthen NATO's convennonal torces We
have consulted clasely wirh our allies rmrougt-
our the course of e SALT negonanoss and
haove 1gken into account alised secunly Con:
CEIN5 1IN QUI NEGONANNG POSILING

B LTI
PR Ptk susR P R L € 1 14

- NATO MEMDERS
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How do the cancellation
of the B-1 bomber and
the decision to defer pro-
duction of the “‘neutron
bomb” relate to SALT?

The 0-1 decsion w~Gs nor On arny (Onnel
dedsion 8 wos made seporalely from ALNA
the interest of providing the United Stares wih
o seng ethoeat ond ouw eedwe agnional
delense Instead of the 0-1 bomber we have
chosen 10 develap (ruse inuules and parngu-
iarly 0 the ned reim 1o equip some of Jui
exihing bombels with highly accurare leng.
range cruse misules 10 nsure the coninued
effecaveness ol ou bombed torce This cea-
won will resull N @ dual Ihreal —moanned
penelnanng bambers and Clune misuies —I10
Sowier arr detenses in furure yeors the aeuion
w~warhead s nO! 4 saregic wecpon aad
nereiore hos nor Leen wiscussed of YALT Iy
0 Iachical weapon designed 10 counter Soviel
offenuve torces in Centcal Ewtope  The neuriqn
waihead has nol Deen cancdfed 1he dednon
an s lull produchon and Jeployment Ny
neen Jdetewed —ia see it QppiopnGiv
meaningtul resiaine by e Savier Uaan wdl
moke s produchon oma Jeplcneadl un-
nedessary

3 A bimie Rewsdiear sy




f domestic policies of their form of govemnmaent.”
1'The Unired Siares will continue 10 oppose
3 Sovier"policies where they-conilicr with ours.
- SMT s not a reward that we are giving the
" Soviet Union for good behavios. Rarher 3ALT is
= worth oaly if, by itself, & promotes
- our nationol- secunty. The emerging SALT
agreement. in conjundion with our on-going
deferme programs, does improve our nahonal
_securiry by upporing conminued siaregic
nucleor stoblliy and by reducng the nsk of
nucleQr wor.

"Why shoﬁld we sign an agreement with the
v Sovlet llnlon when that country promotes instability
ln Afrlca and other parts ol the woﬂd?

,4—.4’;///? /)

Will SALT TWO really slow the arms race?

Yes While there 1y shll Q long woy 1o ya und
we wiih maie 1gpid progiess he SALL potess
has alteady Ha~ed rthe arns ace

In SALT ONE the Unded States ano ihe Suvier
Union Gurailed On @xpensive COMpEnton m
gelenyive missles by agiceing 10 muiel lin-
rahons on antballisne missde (ADM) systerny
Deployrment .t AllMs could have stnnululed
mhe expansun of offenuve draregi foiltes ro
offset them  In the larenm Agieemeit on
sroteqic OHensive Atmy  the United Srares
and the Sovier Union hotze lond-hased and
swbmonne ballsne-massile lounchers i e
levels easnng or wunder constunen m 1977
the heere sopped ihe Sovier buddup of ICBM
lounchers alihough he agreermeoar ad per-
mit the 3ovien 1o have O greater nuimber of
1oral ICDMSLBM taunchers tor The duranan ol
the Infenm Agreement than the Unded Srares
We however, wewe et with mare delverable
uroregic washeads and other advaniages

SALT TWO will establish equol aggiegare el
ngs tor siraregic nudleor gebvery vehicles
(C0M ond SUBM lounchers and heavy bomb-
ers) and common subcelings on launchers lol
missiles carrying MIMYs - Esrabhshiment ot such
equalily n numbers will 1equue 1he Sovier
Union 1o reduce o (anskierable nwinber of
srotegic sysiems In agdman SALT TWO will

v 1he wuhwal el
3 b U non ay

praywicle Bt tedud s o
cetliny ULt aill tesgn
The Saviel sHQrepd Jorg e

T im0 QUaliQlisc: Glns TUCE 31 S edpons
rechnoldgy  he new agleeimend will o for
Exantipe OGS LONSITUIITY L the: sntr QU lion
Ol New Iypes GF Eaibsle ousules atthiugh
LGEeC T TS 0T D, esidied an ihe e
Ot sondions The 3 nend ot Paiwoples ot
SALT THRER will Iy o »peieral Bamew otk isd
toundanon tor ke prsgress ar iedung the
Nutier 0sendls GF Both sides and tor Tutthen
TSI 0 3 QuialiTu iy 2 I FOYEnT el s

I s anpotont 1 ealee e prre wb 0ot
eatay ugieesTenn Go AL TVO S Al eapuan
wn Qf 12 SIrOtegd O’y S hPe i Ol g
mtCant moae1oy west ek folloe aih an
nCeang doiger ol hauie weopnn sy

famny wauld INCEOTE The e nfves 10 Tesoll 1o

PUClEAn WPy In Det s of Chss

SALI jepresents an oppoiiunry ta fake
MagH ¥ep o enance fGhelny — DAYt o0
achigving SN egufGBle andl odegquotely ven-
hable ogreement —ans Ietetore i should e
putsued A sulnluchisy drgieemient gl il
momnmiomn he oy Al i sudes B Donbioee
me seanh 1o luiner gJedinents o Ihe en
Tue funge Of Orms sy
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It you wauld kke 1o teceve mode intoi-
MOon b SALT o1 if you would ke
10 orrange for|a speaker 10 AQdIess youl
whoqgl  ¢hurch group  or oigonizanon
pleme wnle 10

Dureau of Public Atfalrs
Dapartmeni of State
Washingten, D.C. 20520

or
Office of Public Affain
U.5. Arms Control and

Disarmament Agency
Washingtas, D.C. 20434
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If you are one of the more than two-thirds of s LT /,‘ / ] AR B P
Americans who favor a nuclear arms treaty,
you cannot remain silent on this issve. A4 AL .?t"/[

We need you to raise public understanding A M E R I CA N s

and support for SALT in your community. We
need you and your friends 1o urge your sena-
tors to vote for ratification. AMERICANS FOR Fo R SA LT
SALT will supply materials explaining the
treaty, wark with you to organize local octivi-

ties, provide speakers, and help you to make
your views known on Caopitol Hill,

We also need your financial help. Our
ability 10 promote support for SALT depends
entirely on raising adequate funds through
citizen donations. Becouse your money will be
used to build public support and lobby indivi-
dual senators, it cannot be tax deductible. It
may be the most important contribution you
have ever made toward a basic choice of
national policy.

Please contact us for more information.

Townsend Hoopes, Former Under
Secretary of the Air Force

Charles Yost, Former United States
Ambassador to the United Nations

Co-chairs

AMERICANS FOR SALY
324 Fourth Street, N.E. .

Washington, D.C. 20002 A national campaign to support the
202--547-8030 Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty



N a few monrins, the Jniredad arares
S5enate will make the most impoartant
foreign policy decision of this decade
—whether to continue or to abandon
nuclear arms control, ,

A new Strategic Arms Limitation Treoty
between the United States and the Soviet
Union is ot hand, after six years ol negotia-
tions by two Republican presidents and Presi-
dent Carter. The Senate is expected to take up
the treaty in early 1979. A two-thirds vate—67
senators—will be required for ratification,

Opinion polls show thot over 70% of the
Americon people favor @ new nuclear arms
treaty. Yet there is serious opposition to the
treaty in the Senate. Opponents of SALT are
making a strong effort to bring about its
defeat. Without the votes of many undecided
senators, the treaty will not be ratified.

THE SALT TREATY

Basic provisions of the new SALT treaty have
been made public by the State Department
and the Deparniment of Detense.
® The treaty will place equal ceilings on the
numbers of US and Russian strategic
delivery vehicles—missiles and bombers
—for carrying nuclear weapons.

® It will set fower ceilings on the numbers of
missiles karrying multiple nuclear war-
heads.

® It will impose temporary limitations aon

new types of delivery vehicles, to allow
time for further negotiations an these
weapons of the tuture.

® It will incdlude on agreed agenda for the

next round of SALT talks, which would
begin shortly after ratitication of this
treaty.

These provisions would limit significantly the
growth of nuclear arsenals, reduce the present
number of Russian missiles, and lower the risk
of nuclear war by making the military balance
more stable.

YT RAIIFILVAIIVIV 1D IMPFURKTL AV

An equitable and verifiable SALT treaty will
strengthen the national security of the United
States. The alternative is no limits on numbers
of nuclear strike weapons.

The Senate’s action on SALT will determine
for years the noture of relotioms between the
United States and the Soviet Union.

Ratitication would demonstrate that despite
fundamental dilferences, both superpowers
seek to avoid nuclear war and will accept
rational limits on their destructive pO\.ﬂer.

Rejection of this SALT treaty would increase
unceriointy in Soviet-American relations, lead
unnecessarily to more competition in military
strength and spending, and unavoidobly heigh-
ten tensions between two powerful nations.

Rejection would orrest two decades of
moment;mllowcrd further dnd more etfective
arms control. The United Sigtes and the Soviet
Union are parties to 15 agrepments since 1959,
No treaty hos been broken

Previous SALT tatks have groduced a perma-
nent treaty banning anti-migsile defenses, and
a five year agreement fredzing missile aum-
bers which expired in October 1977.

It cellings on the size of the two nuclear
arsenals are not reestablished soon, the
momentum of past agreements and the bene-
fits ot arms control could be lost.

AMERICANS FOR SALT

AMERICANS FOR SALT are concerned citi-
zens who want to inform the public about the
SALT treaty and press the Senate for prompt
ratification. Our supporters include leaders of
business, education, labor, and religion.

The large maojority of Americans clearly
favors a new treaty. Yau can prevent g minor-
ity of 34 senators from rejecting a good treaty
ond abandening nuclear arms control,
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TO: Room:

From: Jennifer Brandt and Dee Sampson
Subject: SALT II Briefing Packet

For your convenience we have assembled this Briefing Packet on SALT
issues. [t is a condensation of our SALT I Information Kit containing
key articles, reports and other information on the nearly completed SALT
[1 agreements and their implications and the outlcok for the upcoming
debate over ratification.

The packet is divided into five sections:

A. SALT Il Highlights at a Glance

Highlights and Assessments of SALT |
Background and Analysis of SALT Il

The Issue of Verification

m oo o

Congreszional Stand and Cutlock for the Coming Debate

If you have any comments regarding the Briefing Packet or would like
further information, please call the Information Center at x6500.
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A_ SALT IT HIGHLIGHTS AT A GLANCE

"Highlights of Expected SALT II Agreement.'' CO Weekly Report,

January 6, LO70. ittt ittt s i i sttt e e p.l
Contenctious IssuU@S. ... . i i innnennnaas e N
"U.S., Soviet Strategic Arms Lineup as of July 1978." CQ Weekly

Report, January &, 1979..... e et et et ee ety et p.3
U.S.~%ovier Strategic Forces, 1967-1978......0 i ivriervennnen p.é

"Planned Ioprovements in Strategic Weapons.' CO Weeklv Report,
January 6, 1979...... reenas Ceeseisaeaasaenas et p.3

Chronology of Events.....c.vnnvvnn. e es e p.6-16
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Treaty (effective through 1925)
© Ceiiing of 2,250 an all sreztagic
lounchen (sHective as of 1§52 —
limit 1 2,400 until then),

B Ceiling of 820 an IC3Ms with
HiRVed werheods,

® Ceiling of 1,200 an !C3Ms and
SL3Ms with MiRVed warhacds.

€ Ceiling af 1,320 on all MIRVed
missiles olus bambars carrying long-
range cruise missias

# Nz new lend-ceased lcunchars for
missiles [arger thaa e Soviet 55-

19

€ Only ane naw tyma af (C3M cwid
o= tevtsd cr dezloyed during the

lita of the treary,

® No circurtvantion of treaty by
trantierring cofiroiled wecgans to
any third country.

® Ng interference with fechniques
=0ch country currentls uses to verify
other’s complicrice with fraaty
grovisiges,

Pratocel [eFertive through 1931 or 1982)

% No test or deslovment cf mokiie .
12304, &

© No danieyment of ground.
leurched ar sea-lgunched criise
~ivsilay with mare than o &20m.

rerse.
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céfect on Announced
U.5. Programs

® Nane

® Nane, M-X (the anly new ICBM] will
not be deploysd urtil choyt 1937,

® Nonme urtil the 7th Trident subme.

rine goss 1o sea (1934-85). Then, it
could” foree retirement of Minuta.
men lils or Poseidons to allow for
mars Tridants,

® Could limit to 120 the number of 8.
323 madified to carry cruise missilas
unless M!RVed n-u'ssi.es cre retired o
allow mere. the planned rote,
the 120th plune would be magified
at obout the same time the irecty
expired.

© None. M.X is projscted fo be
stightly smailer than the §5-19, U.S.
will hava no missiles the size of the
Soviet 55-18,

® Nane Only M-X is ynder develgo-
ment. (Theoretically limits MIRVed
ICBM warheads to 1,630 ond Sars
more ccourgte single ~arheods.)

@ Depending on final wording, couid
bar assistance to Britgin and ‘Mast
Germany in developing cruise mis.
siles, including nen-nuclear grmad
versions.

© None

® Nene, M-X would not be tested
until gfrer 1932,

® Capending en finzl wording, zeuid
zar {ar gt lazst deizy) deverzomant
2t 1,CO0-mileronse cruns missile
for use ia NaTD,

@ 8+ 1932 must scrap ebovt 150-250
cider lounchers. Mare wauld have
to be seropoed sooner if additionc!
missife submerines. wers built,

®If {C3M praduction cantinyes at
rote of abaut i00-15Q annually,
replocement cf older missiles with
new MIRYad IC3Ms wauld have to
stop abaout 1932,

© Lfpporently weuld prevent-replss-
ing 35N-4 seg-Ocsed mistile with
MIRVed missiie.

€ None, Saviet cruive missiles appor-

ently cre nct limited becouse of
short ronges less then &G0 km.).
Thesa incluce one type trznsported
by air, @ne-ig-g-3amber, 2nd cbaut
300 of another *vpe carried on 45
older submerians,

S Limits 10 the current numbser (303-
324) the numbar of Iguschers f2r

$5-138s.

© Allows only ors of faur new mis.

siles reportaciv yader development,
(Theoreticatly limits AMiZYed 1C35M
wgrh¥ads o 6,084}

® Naps, No Soviet aflies have =svar
besn given nuclecr launshers with g
range of more than g faw hundrad
miles.

® Depending on fingl wording, couis
bar coding of infarmoticn redioad
from test missiies

_® Prohibits deniovmesnt of mobi's

“overtion of S5-15, restrg cof whick
hes been comptered,

None




CONTENTIOUS ISSUES

- Henvy ICBM issues. The U.S. wants
to limit the profilertion of "heavy" missiles
(those with higher volume and throw-
weight). The Soviets continue to replace
older "light" missiles with "heavy" ones.

- M IRYS. Verification is greatly
complicated when the same launches have
been developed and deployed in MIRVed
and unMIRVed modes, as have been the
Soviet Delta Class submarine launchers.

The U.S. wants to limic the number of
MIRVs allowed on a single [CBM to the
maximum allowed in the Soviet $5-18s
{abgut 10).

- Bombcr Issues Disagreement exists on
what to class as a "hcavy” bomber and how
o count them. The main sticking point has
been the Backfire bomber, which could
reach the U.S. if it were flown at high
altitude at subsonic speed.

- Cruise Missiles.  Disagreements stiil
exist on a number of issues, including how
t0 measure cruise missile ranges, limiting a
multiple warhead capability, and
distinguishing nuclear and conventionally
armed cruise misiles.,

- Mobile 1ICBMs. Mobile missiles pose
difficult verificaton problems. The Soviets
have already tested a mobile missile, and
may have deployed a few.

A it f21fv
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Pt Qienbomi, Arre ]l - £ily 1878
£).5., Sovief Strategic Arms Lineup as of futy 1578
- L} a2 - .
Unitec States Soviet Union
| Number Typ= Warheads ! i Number Type Warhecdt
lond-based Missiles’ 530 Minyte- Careries 3 of 170 200 5519 1 of 5 megotons or é of
(MIRVed) men 1l kiigions ecch (rztzl: 1.2 megzrans foossibiy
1,850 warhaeds) 1,200 werheads)
[Rle) 35-18 ! of 18-25 megetans or
10 of 2 megotans’ {zes-
sivly 1,104 werhzads)
&0 5517 1 of § meg=tont or 4 of
900 «xitztans {pessibly
240 worreads)
Cther' lond-hosed © <50 Minyia- 1 af 1-2 magstens 40 35-13 T et 1 meggton
Missiles man il
54 Titgn 1 1 of 510 megaisns 720 gs.11 T 9f 1-2 magetons or 3
ef 100-300 iletans
190 53-9 1 cf 13-25 megztans or
3 of £4-3 meg=ions
Sea-bosed Mrssiles ~96 Posaidan 10 of 20 Xilotons? '
{MITVed) - {on 31 sub. {tatzl; 2 940 wer-
marines) hecds)
Other Sea-besed 140 Poleris 3 of 229 kiletens 370 SSN-8 1 of 1-2 megatans
Missilas {on 10 sub- {on 28 sub-
marines} marines}
524 T SSN6 P of 1.2 ~agatcns ar 3
{on 34 wb- of 1 messran
marines)
Bombery 264 B-52 4 bomasiarger thea 135 3ear end {not knowat
long-range | megectan and up dison
ta 20 shcﬂ-rcng-_.
missiies of 170 kilo-
tans
Medium-renge 44 F8-111 Up te & shor-cange £0 Sockfire (no! kpownt
missiles =7 170 xiio-
tens
Anti-bellistic missiles Q 44
Anti-bomper defanses 31 about
Intercaptors i . 2,720
Anti-airgref migsilag 0 10,000
laungners
¢t 1,0CO
sites

4. T5q wpingry warhendr on mrrular
>y ariel 3 wgle

P Qrle mainr wacoset 1vire =1 —imely Ziicvnted in The cxvierr =t SALT f gre anrivzer

Q= vad are o gagr Farel 1a0.08rs? misnlan ¢t wel g1 Oirree® Bt soeT T Sgicou T

dres sutienr YamEr 38 INe 8'ver fQuAtY 2T 2 9F =T MIDOF,
Zomctuzet 9%, masdes 82 lguerhert Enelufer chavt 10) mavteman 1 ogec =
wrrazmn agmbes ol Sougr ‘aeg. Baied Mniel » 13rRge,

I Tearerganatien invg—gnennl irantite Jar Sirgtepd Tiudien 5T ceage T oogenan

m—cpoat regnrtesy tory [0 warheses

IENg regereealy ey Begrveg Seu,
e M Ven cairgn, Byt sdeerdl grhge Tuthgeriatiey 10urEHd sx3lf P —areaame rE

SOURCT. Bared om Irtacmzmigmsl lmgnryre Tar Sremrg g 0 Srogion

LT

Fra M litmey Ea'amre [EF2.7070

-‘ﬁ;lvr g-e se! guder fesry yrageae

IrreeTan £20 tgen T8 morasagy feer & (darer rerge §,0

=g.refiny

3 Zazcymest ol apm wiT el ;s "IE0 1 S rg semee SENS ang it i oz cemizre

Sac zmn 125 0,401 0 mainaa 1 g=2 44 Fogs rameesy tvars il amce 30 -2 Erpr
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‘?'-‘}31 223120 US AND US3R OPERATIONAL _
a . - -
CRNEAS A STRATEGIC OFFZNSIVE WARHEADS/ BCMBS
120G0
10000
3CC0 T
us/
6000 <
4000 b@"//
0| ‘ ' _ '
67 &9 il 73 75 77
|
S AND USSR ICSM LAUNCHERS
1800
1500 il e
"
USSR
1200 / us
Z
%00 j77!
600 |
oo
0 g -
&7 89 71 13 75 17
US AND USSR US AND USSR 5LBM LAUNCHERS
INTERCONTINENTAL BOMBERS
1200
800
NN\L 1060
500 M
\_\ e us
400 us 600
460
USSR
200 - 20 /_-—-/
0[ . USSR _ . o b
&7 69 H 713 15 17 &7 53
U. S.-Soviet Strategic Forces 1967-1978
Source: Dept. of State, The SALT Process,

June 1978
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Currently oeing depiaved

@ MNaw worheads [(Mark 12A) far MIAVed Minuvtemen I
missies with creater cegur=cy end rwice the powaer (335-
370 tiletans) af ezisting werheeds,

© AWALS rader slanes te dirsct infercestors deployed
egqinst Sowet bombers if they amacksd the continentci
UnHed Statex,

‘-

0 1,500-2,000-miie~renge crvise missiles. Sach of 143 newar
3-52 bembers could corry up to 20 miswles with 200
kilcran warbeads. - ]

S Longerrenge Trident missila with eight MIZVed werhecds
(1G4 kiictons e=ch) reslacing Paleris cnd some Passidon
missires, Lorper misiiscartying submerines (24 launchen)
will enter warvics.

Under development by 1682

@ M-X modile, lerZ-2=3ed misiies. Current plans ore for
230200 missiles e=rrying 8-10 wariteads {333-500C kilotons
=ceh).

9 Langer-range Tridert | miiles b realces exicing Tridamts.

8 Momayvershie (M3} for M-X end Tridant U
(=% to home in on izrget).

9 Suseronic cruise missiles (ASALM) with anti-radar

U deienem,

O lzrnd-bosed cod wobased cruise missilas with rzngas of
aver 1,000 miay. ‘

g = =
-

Entering sarvics by 1932

& MiRVad jond-baosed missiles continua in production ot g
rete of 100-130 anmually (repiecing missiles withaut
MAIRYY,

® Missile submarines conbinue in production et g rate of 5.4
annugily {16 lqunchers each). MIRVed missiles (S3N-13)
with three warbeads (1-2 megctons =sch) ars replzzing
S55MN<3s, Langer range mitsiles (SSN-17) ore replacing SSN-
&s.

® Backiire bomber centinues in productian ot a rete of 25.
50 annuclly, . N

® Imoroved gzcuracy of MIRVed lond-based miuiies. Meiile,
land-based missiles (55-15) <couid be deaaloyed (an=
warhaad).

® Ngw, larger miuiie submarines (20-24 lsunchers e=ch).

® New gnti-gircraft missiles (SA-10) designad to hit bombars
flying ct very low alttrudes,

© Four new types of MIRYed land-besed miusiles.
® Radar pigne comparchls to AWACS 10 direct Soviet
intercepters cgaiast [aw-fying bom>en and cruisa missiles.

Source: CO Weekly Report,

January 6,

1979
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SHRGUOLOGY OF SVENTS!
09/27/78 — Secratary ol State Yance and Soviat For2{gn Xinister
Gromyko Decan twg days of neetings (n JTashington
to discuss a SALT [l Treaty and to eresare for a
meeting with President Cartar at the conclusien ot
their calks.

Q9/06/78 — .5, orficials wera clted in reports that the U.S.
and the Soviet nien were gn the veraes 2f a final
SALT Il agreement, following tantative compromises
over {ssues related to bombers and testing of "new
typeit [CSMs,

— ACDA Dirsctor and Chier SALT Negotiator Paul Yarmke
arnouncead his plans to resign sometime aftar the
SALT [! agreement {s finally worked out.

09/N4s78 = [t was rengrted that the Administration was

preparing to propose In nid=-Sentanber SALT neecings
that 3 new agraemant archib{t tha usga af
depresssc~trajectory 3L3M4s, whose shortanea =al.istic
flight oath woula reduce warning time. :

C8/24/78 ~= SALT Wegotiator Payl Narnke sa{d that a nultisle aiping
opoint mobile miss{la asing systam would “e congistzant
Adith a new SALT treaty, so long as decays and durmies
are not used, since "{f {t lcoks like a launcher, (%
counts as a launchar.®

== Speaking for a bi-nartisan group of Senators, Charlas
Hathi{as warned the Cartar adminlstrati{on against .
attempts to sybmit a 3ALT treaty or any psrt of it as
an execytive agresmant, ag had been mentioned 3s a
continuing cossibility by ACDA Clrector arnkas the
day before,

CB/22/73 =— [n a speech In New Orleans, Secretary of Datfens2
grown reported that the Zrart SALT agreement

"explicitly overmits ceploymeant of mobile (23X
launchers," whilea stressing that any such system
Would have to bte "fylly cansistent with all
provisions — {necluding verification provisicns”
of a SALT agreement.

07/25/78 == Chairman of the Jolnt Chiefs of 3taff, General Jecnes,
in reference to mobil miss{les and SALT lim{ts, said,
"[ consicder the mobiles are authorized and therafore
MAP multisle ailming polnt zasing (s authorized.
And to me ihat Lls not =3 matter for disgussion negactaticn.”
Q7723/78 - Administration offizials said that, Zuring neetlngs
in Geneva, Soviet Chiei nagotiator Jemycnov irnforTed
U.5. negotiator “arnke that a U.S., prooosal to 22rmit
« multiole aiming goint (YAP)} deploymant of [I3Ms
Mmight not be comoatible with the t2rms of the agreament
ce{ng negaotiated.
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QT/13/78 = Aftar two days af meetings (n Geneva, two primary
{ssues were identified as sticking points {n the
progress toward a SALT agreements () ‘hat "naw?
missile systems can be tested or developed during thae
life of the agreement? {2} that assurances w~ill the
f.5. acsept 2f Soviet comoliance with rastriciions
on dackfire bomber capab{lities?

J7/712/78 == Soviet Forsign Minister Cramyvo and Secraztary ot
State Vance met !n Ceneva far two Jdays”’ discussiens
an strategic arms limitatiens.

07710778 == (In the eve of his trip to meet Scoviat Forsign dinlstar
CromyZo in uenava, Saeretary of 3tats: Yance eq.eed
that the growing straing {n U.3.~Saviet r2latiznsg
could impertl »he ratif{catizsn orf 2 3ALT zagreemant
in the Senata. Xe derended zentinuing negcuz=t1~ns
agalinst thz2 background of Soviat <issidancts” trials,
saying that SALT talks "stanz an thelr awn w9 faet

and have a sveci{al aquality," and are aot linked t2
any other di{scussicns.

Q7708/78 —= Administration officials sa{d that Jesolte the added
complications likely in zomplating 3 SALYT agreement,
the U.S. was adopting the peositicn that a naw
accorg must preserve U,5, freedem to deploy a mobile

: [CBM {n the 1980s.

J8/10/78 == Senate “ajority Lir*der Syrd sais that the 3anatz will
ngt act ta ratlfy a SALT treaty this Jear, aven i
one were completad for submissioen. “The “hite Housa
has known for scma time that a treaty «#ill notl He
taken up this vyaar," hes added,

C6/02/73 = The Washingteon Post reported authoritative government
sources as saying that currens demestic ind fntarnational
political climates have lad the Carter ‘dministration
to effactively fres2e SALT negotiations to praclude

the nossibility of an asresment In summer 1973,
The #hite House responced Lo that repert as "absolutely
not true." ,

$5/27/78 — Sovist Forelgnm Min{ster Gromyko met with President
Carter and Secretary Vance {n “asnington. 3oth
s{des reported limited gains toward a SALT agresment.

05/26/738 == In 2 speach Zefore the United liations soecial

sassion on disarmament, Soviet Foraisgm Minisster
Gromy%o said, "irmed{ately aftar siagning the
‘agresment now being srepared, the Sovietl Unilon would

R De raady %o enter (nto negotlations which zhould
lead =— with all the necassary factars taken Into
account = T2 2 sumstantisl raduction of the lavels
af strziagic arms and fo 3 {further l{mitatiasn o¢ their
qualitative inorovement." This reorasentad th: Yirst
Jime Ine 3cwvits nave puciiciy 3gTe2g To supstantiail
cuts a5 2 goal or “3ALT [711."™ 23 orocoses (n 1977
by Pres{cent Zar<ar.
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Q5/24/73 = [n an 2ddress to the Unitad ilatlons sn0acial ssssion
on disarmament, Vi{ce2 President Mondale axprassed hope
that the Unitad States and the Sovist Union would
reach 2 SALT 2greement '"before too long,'" but criticized
the "substantial increase in the nuclear threat cof
the Soviet Union" as exemplified Dy deployment of
the 5520 mooile MRBM.

05/20/78 — [n a mneeting in Paking with P.R.C. Saraign ‘finister -Huang
Hua, Assistant to the President for ational Sacurity
Aftalrs Brzezinks! gave 2 detallad reviaw gf the
SALT negotiaticns betwean the Unitadg States and the
Javiet Unicn.

C5/04/73 — The iew York Tlnes disclosed that J.5. and 3Soviat
SALT negotiatars have tentat{vely 2orsesd 0 2n averail
Lim{t 2n sirategic weapons of 2,250, Lo 5e 23zhisved
by [1%82. Alszo, 2n 2qgread subklimi{t a7 1,220 on "'[RY

miestlas will nermit U.5, nezlcvment orf 12C crutse
missile-armed alrsrart v{thout orejudize o the numser
of UsS. IRV missile deployments.

£4/25/78 = Soviet Prasident 3rezhnev notad "some =roqgress" (n
the strategic arms talks lust concluced with
Secretary Yance {n losgow,

C4/24/78 — The Morth Atlantic Treaty Organfzaticn wasg {nforned
that under tesrms s~gepted durinag Secratary Yance’s
taiks {n Moscow, 23 SALT [I agreemsnt will not
nrohibit the transfer of cruise missile tachnology
by the United States to {ts HATO allles. o otner
specific gains irom the talks were reported,

04s/22/778 =— After three days of meatings {n “Yoscow hetween
Secratary of Stata Yance and 3oviat officlals, the
.3. spokesman concluded, "'Ye are not in 2
breakthrough situation." No targec date wasg set for

econcluding a SALT [l agreement.

Q04,2078 = Thres davys of Soviet—American talks sagan [n “foscow
. between an American deiegation headed Sy Secratary
Vancs and Soviet officlals lncludinmg Scoviet President
3razhnev and Foreign Mimister Gromyko,

04/12/78 = [n an interview reported by Jefense/Scace Da{lv, D
Salt Task Fores Oirector Walter Slocombe outlined
a{ght major [ssues still to be resolved in current
negotiations for a 3ALT [l iraaty.

Q4/07/78 — From the dect of a cruissr {n Vladivestox, 3oviet
- : President 3drezhnev critizizad the Cartar administration
for "indecision 2nd fneonsistency™ {n its SALT
negotiactions and suocgestads that 1t was sta2llling
for Zomestic polltieal reasons.
QisZ17/78 — [n a speech at Make Forest University {n North Caralina,

. — T —— —— — — — — i — ——— T TETEm — i — —— —— . —— — — — — — — —, A — — — — -
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Presi{ident Car=ar warned against an "excz2ssive Soviet
bulldup™ of nillitary fgr=es and sald he will [nsurz2
that a new SALT agresment "reserves the strataqic
balance,"

Q2/24/78 = & senlor U.3. diplomat {nvolved in SALT said that
an agreement csuld not S8 concluged befsre summer,
at the earliast.

- A statement from the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
{ACDA) to the Senate Far=ign Relat{ons Comm{tiese
revealed that agreement has Seen raached on canning
the deployment and testing 5¢ mobile land-cased
[C34s curing the Lifes of thas pratocsl being
negotiated as n2art of the 3ALT [[ agreement. The
expiration date of this orotocosl was stated as
Saptember 1980.

— An ACDA statement an SALT verification {ncluded the

strongest rubli{c assurances o <ats atout the
vertfiabillsy of 3ALT [l 3greements, 2aciknowledaoing
the Soviets” ability %o zheat on 35ma 2sDacts of the
treaty, but clafming that *syzh zheating would aot
alter the strategl-~ alance in view of Y.5. programz

Q2711773 — A Pravda editorial zlamed the United States far lack
of progress {n SALT ana warnad of %3 new spiraiing
race 2f{ the most Zangerczus means ol w~arfare, +hich
can have anly one gutcome — 4“he steeply mounting
danger of nucliear holecaust." Spacilfically mentioned
ware aroblems over cruise missiles, the 3ackfire
bomber, and the nodearnization o1 weapons technology.
In acditton, the ar%ticle suggestad that the Unitad
States {5 threataning Senate re'asction of 3 treaty
to extracst Soviet zonmcessians.

Clr/21/78 — Congrassman Charles '{lson, resorting on his
cbsearvatian of recent SALT negotlations, cricvicized

STRATESIC ARMS LIMITATION TALXS (SALT I[): PROBLZMS AUD PROSPECTS
"an almosgt total lack of veriftanility of somoliance”
in the agreement, and concluged %hat the drart
treaty (n oresent form "would guarantaes Soviet
stratagic superiority for the remaincer oS¢ tha
century."

01/15/78 = [n an {nterview reparted oy the Yashingtaon Star,
SALT negotiator Paul warnke saf{d that wnen SALT
[I ts concluded, "if we have any evidence of
violation, even 1f it {s something not of military
signiflicance, we wili rave every right and duty®
to make an {ssye »¢ Lt «{ith the 3Joviats.

0l/09778 — Congrassman Les Asnin rel2ased a stucdy whien

. concluded that "[F the SALT [l accords are not

ratifiseg by the Senata, the Pussians could sasily
end uo with hal{ 2zain as many 7ni{ssiles and bonzers
a5 %ne United 3tata2s by the end of 135."
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2i/206/78 ~— SALT se2gotiavor Paul “arnke gradictad commletion
2f a SALT agreement satisfactary o the J.3. 2and
alliag allke by the nicdis or (973,

12728777 — An article publisned {n Pravda ralsed anew %he
nossicility that Soviet SALT negotiatars would
propose the i{nclusion »f UY.3. "lorward=—-pased
systems" in arms limitatlion ~alzs. The sucgestion
“#as apparently. ntended %o counter U.3. expressions
of concern that too many concessions (n SALT were
being made to Lhe USSH. .

— Prosident Car%ar denied the exi{stancs of serious
unresolved problems {n the SALT negotiaticns and
sredlicted completion of an agreement (n 1973,
i2/709/77 = Defonse OJepartmnent offi{ci{als racortad that the
Soviet Unfon hz2s agreed o nerait tasting of
SLCus, GLZMs, as well as ALCHs, over ranges of

1,550 miles. The arotocel would still Llimit to
372 miles the range of sround- and saa=launched
crulse missilas deployed ZJuring the nex:t thrae
years.

12/702/77 =— Taree zTembers of :the Senate Armed 3Sarvicas
Committee, Senatars dcintyre, Culver, and sumpers,
sucgestad to the President That several [ssues
be satisfaeterily addresssd (n a 3ALT 2greament:
(1) qualitative L{mi%s an Soviet technoiogical
improvementss (2) a detfinition for crujsa afssile
range which takes sufficient account of avagive
paths to a targett (3) a "type rulas“ to allow
ynambiguous Fistincticn between alrcraft carrying
cruise missiles 2nd those not: and {d4) a constraint
against the asscciation of 5S3—1¢6 [CBUs with
existing S3=20 [R3M launchers.

11717777 == Administration officlals reportedly announced that

the Soviet Union would conceds to U,3. testing

and develsopment of ground and s2s-iaunched =ruise
missiles anc deolovment of ailr-launched cruise
missilas with erffoctive rangss of apcut 1,33C miles.

11706777 — Secretary of Cefense 3rown concecded that Y,.3.
Minuteman [C3Ms would e rulnerable to a Soviet
ruclear f{rst strike by 1985, but cauti{onad
that "the Soviets would not be, or snculd not ==,
confldent by that *ime that the M{nuteman would
not survive.”

-— Soviet Anbassador Anatolly Cobrvnin saicd that he
axpacts a new SALT agreement 12 be reached 9v the
and of 1977,
TG/ 11/77 — SALT Nagotiator Paul Warnze satld in Geneva that

*¥a have started p thrash cut with the 3Sovliets
B the framewor% ¢f a new agraement." The zroposzd
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treaty (through 1985) resortedly inc¢ludes zsrovisions
for U.S. cruise missile ceployment undsr the MIRV
sub=limit, ang U.3. concessions 9n the Zeployment
of 33-18 [CBMs. Three-year limits would raoortedly
impose a 1,350 m{le test iimit on long-range cruise
miss{les and 327 mile test limits on groun=-— and
ses—-launched cruisa missiles. Ses Table [II in
Appendix. -

iQ/719/777 — The Senate agreed td a resolutlion whizh authorizes
axacutiva actions taken in agcordance wi{th the
declaration of intent made by Secretary Yancs.

10714777 — The Senata Armad S-+vrvices Zommittee 28t {n clased
sassion {or a briefing by Secratary of Stata
Yanca on the latast developments 'n SALT
negatiations. :

10/13/77 = Thas Senace Taommitzee an Foreign Ra2istisns met in
closed session %o raceive a ariefing drom 3

Yance on rsescent devalocments in She 'iddle
and {n 3ALT negotlatiocns.

erstary
as

2
=

[}

1G/11 /77 == Qapresantatives of three Suyrcpean MATY) mamoar
nations sxpressed concern at a2 panel !n
Jashington tnat current SALT negotiatians
leave the way spen for the arming of Zurcpean
torces with tactical cruise missiles.

Q9/25/77 — Pravda annoyncad the Sovist release of an
"1dentical statement" that pledces Soviet
obsarvance of SALT [ linitaticns bevond the
(lctober 3 axpiration date, "arovided :that the
vnited States shows the same rssgtraint.”

0$/23/77 — 3Sacretary VYance [ssued a statament declaring
U.S. intent "mot to taks any action {nccns{stent®
with 3SALT [ ca2ilings, "awrovided that the 3Soviet

Union exercises similar restraint.”
- AL the conclusion of secrstarial-level talks,
Yarce and Gramy%o agreed that the two sices had
"drawn closer” (n their positions on 5ALT.
Q9/22/77 —= Secretary of 3taty Yance and Soviet Forsign
dinister Cromyko began two days of scheculed
talks, primarily on SALT, at the ‘hite Houss.
Q9s20/77 — Department of Defanse 2nd Joint Chiefs of Statf
. recommencations foar U.5. SALT position an
air-launched crui{se missiles are reported tn
support a 25C0 ¢m rangs limitat{on for three
vears only, (n anticipaticn of needs z2rter tnat
time for leonger stand—rf distances.
G9/10/77 = A spokesman for the Senate Arned Servisas Subco~mitt e
on Arms Control ins{sted that "any J{ortal agraement®
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betwaen the United Statas and %ha Soviat Ynion %o
axtand the terms of SALT [ »ayond Uct. 3, 1977
requiras congressional acproaval.

99/01/77 - 3tate Department spokesman rHodding Car<er indlcated
that the Oct. 3 exniration of SALT [ can be axtenced,
stating that "We s—e axploring with the Soviets ways
to handle that problem and we ars and will be
censulting with Congress an the subfect.”

0a9/15/77 — Avtatlon YWeek and 3pacs Tachnology magazine reoorsed
that JCS Chatirman 3rown (s resquasting that :ast
limi{ts imposed by SALT oravcsals on cruise missiles
be extended to 3,500 %m. {n comoensation for :tarsget
coverage lost with the cancellation of the 3-I
bomber. Subsequent repart of COC views on this
sub Ject ci{ted concern over orojected {mprovements
{n Soviet air deranses as well.

C7/239/71 — 2resident Carter !{ndicatsd that any nraospectiva
axtansion ar 3ALT [ agraemen-s would nct 9a "in the
rorm thact would raquire anv tind of csngressional
approval.t

Q7/28/77 — U,3, nagotliators have proposed a 400 k¥m range limtt
on SLCH and GLCY tasts. 3Soviets are sressing tor
such constraints to be {ncluded in a new treaty
(8=year duraticnl), while the United Statas seeks o
incorporate those limits, as well as other centantious
{ssyes {nvolving rapldly—-changing tSachnoleglies, (n
a pkotocol (3-year dursation). [ssues with Litsle
nope of 2arly resolution resortedly are being
raleqgated to a statement of general principles.

07/27/71 =— Congressmen Qobin 3eard 2nd Sam Stratton released
thelr critique of current SALT propasais, guestioning
cruise missile and mobile [C3H restraints as
"more designed for unclaarly defined political

objectives than clearly defined military objectives,”

C7/12/77 ~— Oresident Cartar reaffirred U.S. positions on SALT,
as well as on othar U.S5.-Soviet issues, as "carofully
cantrived and constantly raassessed,”" predi{cting that
*calm and persistent and fair neqgotiations vith the
Soviet Union will ultimately lead to Llncraasaed
ralationships with them,”

04/08/77 — A meeting of the HATDY Huclear Planning Sreup opened
in Ottawa, where zurapesn members rsoortedly urged
the nited States o roject 3Joviet demands for
limjtations on <ruiss missiles.

0Sr/26/77 == Pragsicent Carter disclosed that the three—sear pretaocsl
sroposed as ane element of 3 new SALT negotiating
framewor® would introduce zanstrainis on U.3. cruise
. missila development and on the Soviat 3ackfirs and
Hvery heavy missiles."
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Q3713777 — Sa2cratary of State Vance and soviat Fareign Yinlster
Cromy4o met in Geneva ty Segin two Jays of rnalis
to !mclude negotiations aimed at overszaming the 3SALT
stalamate. -

05/14/77 — Secretary Vance sald that 1{f the United Statas and the
Soviet Unfon fall %o reach an arms accard zy Octcber 3,
e can e2ither extand the aaresment ({ the Soviaets are
#{lling to <o so, or we zan continue to proceed
without an zgreement Hut 2n the assumcticn that we w[il
centinue as {f thi=a were a zantinuing agreement.”

Q5710777 — J.5. SALT Celagation head Paul Yfarnk2 sumcested that
some deqgree of con=s{te insoaction would be reguired
under the terms of the "zomoranensive™ oroocosal nade
by the United Statz2s {n ‘farch. ZIvan 3qresments of
lessar scape, sheyla thevy [nclude cruise nissiizs,
nfcht regquire on—-sita {nsoectisn, ne saild,

Q3/07/77 — Pravca oditerial asssrted 'lascow’s wllilinanessz ta
zarry on continued SALT t2lks, urging zloser azttantlicn
to Soviet praososals and zriticzizing .5. ar-oosals far
seeking "uyni{lateral agvantags.”

Q05/06/77 == The Y.5. "comprehensive! procesal, acecordinag Lo

Paul ditze, will continue t2 te rejectad by the Soviat
Union, 2ven theough {t favors their sosition, becausa
aczeptance would raquirs “great change” [(n Soviet
stratsglc arograms already clanrned a2nd a Yradizzl

read justnent in long-sczepted zatlarns of Soviet
solitice-military thinking." This change {(n Hitze’s
shinking was recorted by the Christf{an Science “onitor.

C85/04/77 ~— in an (nterwiew trapartad. 2y the Sostan Globe, Sovizt
SALT experts from the (nstitfute af the UJ3A and Canada {(n
loscow exoressed unofficial views that the Soviats
night agrae to an arms pact [neluding a 0% raductien

{n the Viadiwastak strategis dJalivery vehicle celling,
"scme Limitations" on Backfirs deolovment, 2 ban <n
naval and graund=launched cruise missiies, and

"maybe a limitatis on the numpar of fests! of [C34s.

QS/03/7T7 — Secretary of Defense 3rown announced that oroduction of

’ Hlautamen ]I ICSYs will be continued o orovide tean
additiconal replacements. The reversal of the
acministration’s earlier decision %o cancel preduction
may have oean designed to f{ll a gan unt{!l antlizicatad
production of MX, and as a signal to Soviat arms
necotlateors.

A3/C1 /77 +== Scovien axpert on J.§5,., aifairs Gecr3yl Arbatov stated in
a speech that the Sovist Unfen 1s more congarnes 2bout
the %hra2at cosed by the next Teneration 2f 3czurata
IS2Y warheads % [2A with N5-20 suidance than acourn
. crulisa ntesjlas.

- ——— — — e — e e —— — —— — —_————
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S4/729/777 —= A Scvist affictal In Yashington was quctad Sy -he
Hasnlngton Post as saying "e would orafar no 2rutisa
misgsile at all™ to racisrocal Limitations zn range and
declcyment,

04/28/77 — The Annual [IS3 "Stratecic Zurvev® {ssusd &zr 1976
suggested that tha (mpasse {n rocent arms nagotiations
was due o "the incraasing !nadequacy of the traditional
instruments of arns contrgl In a peried aof rapld
technologlical change," and cautloned that rescent U.3.
preposals for raductions in strateqgi:z weapons could
wegken Tutyal detarrant cacakilitizs,

— Senator Alan Cranston suacssted a "Yladivestok
olus" formula far 3ALT which would include "reasonaglae®
restriciions on %he range of U,3. ALCHs 3ang 2
"gaterral”" of U.5. 3LCMs anmd CLZMs, {n esxcnange for
Soviet collateral constraints on Sackfirs.

Ca/13/77 —= Prasidant Carter, denying that SALT talxs wera an an
{mpasse, reftaratad {5 hgoes of neating Soviat
leader 3razhnev, 2ut zautisneg 2cainst sressures
3t such 3 meeting Lo Iroduce agragment for a2grarement’s
sake.

J4/14/77 = Communist Party newspaper Pravda adicorfal reaf?lrmed
that Soviet rejection of U.S. nuclear arms raductisan
oroposal was a "fi-al apswer” ts a 2ackage whizh
*ecannot he the subleet of serious <iscussion.t
Thna U.5. Iinittative wag attackad as 3 destabilizing
dapature from the Vladivostok zuidelines and follow=an
fornulas, esspecially with ragard to cruise missiles,

Qe/1 377 — 3Secratary af Defsense 2rown assarted that the U.3,
"~omprehensive option™ of Yarch 30 weuld delay
substantially 3ha time when flxed [CS¥g seccme
vulnerables. Since the Soviets have a3 nuch larger zartian
of their strategic nuclear farce in [C3Vs than the
United States, he "camnot see how anvone zould clain
that this arrangement would be {nequitable.”

Security for [C2.Ms {3 gatned, he satd, "thraugh
controls to [im{t {moravements [n 2czuracy and tNraoush
reducticns in throwweight," lessening the need

ro Jdesloy expensive mobf{ls aissilas,

04/11/77 — Senator Alzn Zranston notad that President Zart2r’s hoges
for a balanced Sudget by 1981 are Zepencent upoeon
achieving a meaningful arms acreement wi:h cthe Soviac
Union, espectially in viaw of tihe Adninirstration’s
indications that weapons ~evelopment would be
increasec [n the absence of such an agrement,

C4sC8/77 = Pragi-zent Carter alluded ts a3 privatas aessage Tcom
Sewiet leader 2rezhnev as 2vidence of
cont{nuad Sgviat Interest in suzcessiul arvs
talks, Althouch re{teratins that U.S. proscsals
were "falr ang egquitable," Carter assertecd that



qrT I9o3ae)d
Adey 31°S

CasCesTT

Q4/02/77

Q3730777

Q3r28/77

03/24/77

Q3/09777

Q128777

01s23/77

any (neguity would willinaly De zorracted (!
subsequent reassessment lustifliad (.

Secratary of 3tate VYance assertad that (.5, sreoocsals
on March 10 shouyld have came as ne sursrise %o Joviet
nagotlators. since they ra2ceived at la2ast cne weak’s
advance notice.

Senator Henry Jacksen praised ?resident Tarser’s
procosals to Moscow as "eminently roeaspnapla and
sensible.™ Although skeotical of public diplomacy
in SALT, Jackscon zonceded that currsntly "We’rs
tha guys {n the whita hats.,”

The 3oviat rejeetion of UY.S. SALT Il oropesals on

Harch 30 may Se linked %o Soviet orogress an 2 new
family of Auclesar arms, aczording to Admirzl Stansfialg
Turnar, Dilrector or ClA.

nidentified offi:'als in the Cartar administration
reportedly concadad that the J.5. SALT [I t2am mav
nave “miscalcylatas" {n Yocscow. {On April 4, however,
woth Jecretary Yance and <he “hita House rlatly
danied any such allagation.

J.Z.=3aviet t2lks {n YMoscow anded with Soviat rejaction

of J.5. SALT (nitfatives and U.53. {nsistence upon actual
arms reductions as zanditiosn for meet{ng Soviat demands {or
Limit2tions on 4.5, sruise nissiles.

“remlin meeting with 3rezhnev and Yance opened {n air

of uncartainty attributed o aggressive J.S5. cositicn on
internatiomnal human rights.

Presidant Carter disclosed new 3ALT framewvori =
proposed by diplomat{z mission ta the 3g9viat Jn

reductions In weapons telow Yladivestok lavels and s{¢f2ring
3 "fallback” positien (necorporating Vladivestor zulZelincs

vithout consideration of latar {ssues such ag 2acklire ara

cruise missila,

After four days of haated <ebate, the Senatz apcroved the
naemination of Paul arnke to 2e Olrector, ACDA, and to ba
chlet 3ALT nemotiator.

Secretary of Defense 3rown sucgested that 2 new 3ALT
agreeament night ccome {n two stages, with the {irst
excluding Backfire and cruise missilas. He acded that
other possibilit{es couyld zmerge, and that the
administration wax "zommittec" to reach a naw agreenmant
before 3SALT [ exsires {n Uctober 1777,

[ his first {nterview as Presicdent, Jimmy Carzar indic
that the Sackfire~zrulse nisstle {ssye st 3aL7 would not
prevent agraement on strataate arms linftaticns,
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Secretary of 3tata Vance said SALT would orckably reosunme
at the end of ‘darzh, {ollswiang his 2nnounced :ris to
Mescow that nonth.
Seviat sarty leader 2rerzhnev sald ir 2 spesch that the
Scviet Unfion was preparag for a najor advancs {n i:ts
relat{ons ~{th the Unitad Statzs, but that a first st20
#as the conclusion of 3 SALT agreement, based zon Lhe
principles agreed to at Yladivastok i{n 1974,
{n an {nterview, Soviat Party leader Srezhnev sald he
would favor a sumnit meeting with President-elact Zartar
f thare were acriement a: 5aALT.
Presicdant=elect Carster said he would srobably neet wiin
Soviet party leader 3rezhnev sometime Beferae Saotempaer
1977 %o discuss a 3ALT agreement. Commenting 2n pross
reports regarding Intelligence 23stinataes of Scoviat
military capapility., he said that sne ‘inited Jtates wvas

still "by far stranger.”

Azparzntly tn response o 3 zubli{c azoeal zcv Soviet la2acdar
3rezhnev, Praesident—elect Zarter s3id he would nova
"aggressively® toward achisving 2 5ALT agra2ment.
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MEMORANDUM FOR: ANNE WEXLER

FROM: MARGARET McKENNA \ A~

SUBJECT: SALT

In order to disseminate information and educate citiz
at the grass roots level, we will form a task force o
individuals to do outreach and liaison with states.
The task force will be composed of 20 to 30 individua
the bulk of whom worked in the campaign and are now
employed by the Administration (proposed list is atta

The task force members will contact influential commu
leaders in 26 priority states (list attached). They
will identify one or several individuals who are willj
to be "the SALT person” from that state. The task fo
member will outline the type of education activities
needed in the state and will remain in liaison wit
local perscon through the summit and ratification.
task force person will provide the local SALT person

with (dj=sgtets pretss= (£) a list of individuals and
organizations to contact, (3 a general suggested plan of
action, (&) literature and a list of available speakers.

The general plan of action will be provided to each local
person in the form of a memcrandum or a handbook. The
basic ocutline will be: ‘

1. Identify influential community leaders and
contact them to explain SALT. If possible, obtain
endorsements and commitments from them to work on SALT.

_3. Contact organizations -

a. Explain that speakers and literature are
available.

b. Attempt to get resolutions of support for
SALT II ratification.

c. Place articles in organization newsletters.

Identify and create feorums, such as Rotary,
Kiwanis’, Chamber of Commerce, trade asscociations, lawyers
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March 8, 1979

MEMORANDUM FOR: ANNE WEXLER ‘;f
FROM: MARGARET MCKENNA iT
SUBJECT : SALT

In order to disseminate information and educate citizens
at the grass roots level, we will form a task force of
individuals to do outreach and liaiscon with states. The
task force will be composed of 20 to 30 individuals, the
bulk of whom worked in the.campaign and are now employed
by the Administration (proposed list is attached).

The task force members will contact influential community
leaders in 26 priority states (list attached). They will
identify one or several individuals who are willing to

be "the SALT person" from that state. The task force
member will outline the type of education activities
needed in the state and will remain in liaison with the
local person through the summit and ratification. The
state SALT person or persons will be invited to the White
House for an in depth briefing.

The task force person will provide the local SALT person
with (1) a list of individuals and corganizations to contact,
{(2) a general suggested plan of action, (3) literature and
a list of available speakers.

The general plan of action will be provided to each local
person in the form of a memorandum or a handbook. The
basic outline will be:

1. Identify influential community leaders and
contact them to explain SALT. If possible, obtain
endorsements and commitments from them to work on SALT.

2. Identify influential individuals throughout
the state in business, academe, labor, etc., to be invited
to White House briefings.

-_“--,\
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March 8, 1979

MEMORANDUM FOR: ANNE WEXLER ‘[f

NERY OVND
FROM: MARGARET MCKENNA E‘ ‘
SUBJECT: SALT

In order to disseminate information and educate citizens
at the grass roots level, we will form a task force of
individuals t£o do outreach and liaison with states. The
task force will be composed of 20 to 30 individuals, the
Lbulk of whaom worked in the campaign and are now employed
by the administration (proposed list is attached).

The task force members will contact influential community
leaders in 26 priority states (list attached). They will
identify one or several individuals who are willing to

be "the SALT person"” from that state. The task force
member will outline the type of education activities
needed in the state and will remain in liaison with the
local person through the summit and ratification. The
state SALT person or persons will be invited to the White
House for an in depth briefing.

The task force person will provide the local SALT person
with (1) a list of individuals and organizations to contact,
{2) a general suggested plan of action, {3} literature and
a list of available speakers.

The general plan of action will be provided to each local
person in the form of a memorandum or a handbook. The
basic outline will be:

1. Identify influential community leaders and
contact them to explain SALT. If possible, obtain
endorsements and commitments from them to work on SALT.

2. Identify influential individuals throughout
the state in business, academe, labor, etc., to be invited
to White House briefings.
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J. Contact corganizations -

a. Explain that speakers and literature are
avallable.

b. Attempt to get resolutions cof support
for SALT II ratification.

c. Place articles in organization newsletters.

4, Tdentify and create forums, such as Rotary,
Kiwanis, Chamber of Commerce, trade associations, lawyers,
NEA, AFT, and other labor groups, public interest groups,
science and technical associations, the Business Round-
table, NAM, Veterans, Jewish and women's groups.

5. Identify state conventions and national
conventions held in state and insure that a SALT speaker
is included.

6. Maximize dissemination of information through
the media -

A. TV and radio talk shows.

B. Columinists, editorials, letters to the
editor.

C. Place articles in legal, scientific, and
foreign policy journals.

D. Brief foreign affairs editors of local
papers.

E. Give advance notice of SALT events and
speakers and make information available.

F. News releases and speakers for interviews.

We should plan to contact potential task force members this
week and meet with them early next week.



New York

Fennsylvania
Connecticut
Virginia

North Carolina
Scuth Carolina
Florida
Georgia
Louisiana
Arkansas

Texas

Kentucky

Tennessee

Indiana
Oklahoma
Nebraska
California
Washington
Montana
Arizona
South Dakota
Maine
Alabama
New Mexico
Delaware

Wyoming



Stan Bregman

Dick Israel
Mike lurray
toira Egan

J. B. Blekley
Chuck Parish
Mike Cardozo
Chris Delaporte
David Hales
Steve Englebert
Isabel Hyde
Randy Kinder
Bill Heckmaﬁ
Andy Manatos

Toni Chayes

Doug Coulter
3ob Vincent
Carla Rezames
Paul Sullivan
Karen Voight
Bill Dixon

Tim Smith

Jim Free

Joe Levin
Chester Davenport
Emily Sheketoff
Iris Jaccbson
John Podesta
Bill Albers

Mary Hanley
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FROM: MARGARET MCKENNA \V ’
SUBJECT: SALT

In order to disseminate information and educate citizens
at the grass roots level, we will form a task force of
individuals to do outreach and liaison with states. The
task force will be composed of 20 to 30 individuals, the
bulk of whom worked in the campaign and are now employed
by the Administration (proposed list is attached).

The task force members will contact influential community
leaders in 26 priority states (list attached). They will
identify one or several individuals who are willing to

be "the SALT person" from that state. The task force
member will outline the type of education activities-
needed in the state and will remain in liaison with the
local person through the summit and ratification. The
state SALT person or persons will be invited to the White
House for an in depth briefing.

The task force person will provide the local SALT person
‘'with (1) a list of individuals and organizations to contact,
(2) a general suggested plan of action, (3) literature and

a list of available speakers.

The general plan of action will be provided to each local
person in the form cof a memorandum or a handbook. The
basic outline will be:

1. Identify influential community leaders and
contact them to explain SALT. If possible, obtain
endorsements and commitments from them to work on SALT.

2. Identify influential individuals throughout
the state in business, ‘academe, labor, etc., to be invited
to White House briefings.
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3. Contact organizations -

a. Explain that speakers and literature are
available.

b. Attempt to get resolutions of support
for SALT II ratification.

c. Place articles in organization newsletters.

4. Identify and create forums, such as Rotary,
Kiwanis, Chamber of Commerce, trade associations, lawyers,
NEA, AFT, and other labor groups, public interest groups,
science and technical associations, the Business Round-
table, NAM, Veterans, Jewish and women's groups.

7 5. Identify state conventions and national
conventions held in state and insure that a SALT speaker
ig included.

6. Maximize dissemination of information through
the media -

A. TV and radio talk shows.

B. Columinists, editorials, letters to the
editor.

C. Place articles in legal, scientific, and
foreign policy journals.

D. Brief foreign affairs editors of local
papers.

E. Give advance notice of SALT. events and
speakers and make information available.

F. News releases and speakers for interviews.

We should plan to contact potential task force members this
week and meet with them early next week.



New York
Pennsylvania
Connecticut
Virginia

North Carolina
South Caroclina
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SALT AND NATTONAT, SECHRTTY

The United States and the Soviet Union are on the verge of an
historic achievement: completion of a comprehensive agreement on
limiting strategic offensive nuclear forces. Our nation has been
striving to achieve this geoal since the SALT negotiations began
nearly ten years and three Administrations ago. Today, I want to
talk with you about the importance of this SALT agreement in terms
of our naticonal security and our relations with the Soviet Union.

The signing of the SALT II agreement will engage us in a vigorous
and, we hope, enlightening national debate leading to Senate ratifi-
cation of the SALT II treaty. Equally important, this national
dialogue should produce a fresh consensus for policies to ensure our
national security in the 1980s. President Carter began this dialogue
in his recent address at Georgia Tech. Secretary of Defense Harold
Brown will be discussing military and defense aspects of the treaty
tomorrow in New York City.

The security of the United States can only be achieved through the
full particpation of our elected leaders and of the American peopls.
As we all realize, the issues which challenged us in negotiating
SALT II will not disappear once the agreement is signed and ratified.
Protecting our strategic interests and pursuing a constructive
strategic relationship with the Soviet Union will remain on our
national agenda as far intc the future as we can see. As a result,
our policies must be based on realism, patience, and wisdom about
the future. The American people must understand these policies. So
must our allies. So must the leaders of the Soviet Union.

SALT and U.S., Policy toward the USSR

As President Carter has stated, U.S.- Soviet relations will continue
to be a mixture of competition and cooperation. Our policies must

be designed to pursue both, and to draw an effective balance between
the two ~- seeking to broaden cooperaticn where we can, but effective-
ly meeting the challenge of the competition where we must.

The Soviet Union is a military superpower that is now pressing
forward to become a true global power. In some parts of the world,
the Soviet Union challenges our security interests and those of ocur -,
close friends and allies.

In pursuing its goals, the Soviet Union relies primarily on its
military power. This is its strength -- strength which we match --
but in many ways it is also the source for its weakness. By diverting
massive resources from its civilian economy to build its military
machine, the Soviet Union has weakened the strength of its society.

MORE
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In contrast, the United States enjoys many unique assets; our
economic and technological dynamism; our thriving and stable
society; our government which can c¢ount on genuine public partici-
pation and support; our ability to count on allies who have jcined
with us in free association.

The Soviet Union's ideological appeal has flagged at home and abroad.
Its econcomic and political systems are models for none. Perhaps
most remarkable is its political isolatien, as it has discovered tha:
it is difficult to transform raw military power into political gain.
It has allies, clients, and proxies. But these are associations
usually defined by Soviet might, not by mutual respect or self-
interest.

The limits on cpen and free Soviet political engagement with the
community of nations -- relationships which we enjoy in full measure
force the Soviet Union to concentrate on its military power to gain
influence. This leads it to be both more assertive towards others
and more fearful of its own position -- a combination that poses
deep challenges to our steadfastness and resolve. We are meeting
these challenges today:; we will continue to do so in the future.

At the same time, the Soviet Union has gradually come to understand
the risks of a competition that is so heavily influenced by military
issues. It is a nation that directly suffered the full brunt of the
worst conflict of modern times. With us, the Soviet Union has come
to recognize that SALT can help contain the risks of nuclear holocau:
which would flow from unrestrained competition in strategic arms.

As a result, SALT, in the context of programmed U.S. strategic
capabilities, can provide the needed strategic stability for progres:
in political relations between our two countries.

Even with this SALT agreement,' the competitive elements of our
relations with the Soviet Union will remain. .We will need a sustainec
and long-term effort to protect our interests and those of our
friends. But this competition can be managed more safely and effec-
tively if our two nations can and will contain the dangers of nuclear
confrontation, through the agreed and reciprocal exercise of
restraint,

In pursuing mutual restraint through SALT, we are concerned not only
about the Soviet Union of today, but also about the Soviet Union of
tomorrow. During the next several years, the Soviet leadership will
change. We cannat predict the character of the new leaders, or all
the major aspects of future Soviet policy. But we can work now to
ensure that Soviet leaders of the present and the future will under-
stand the policies and purposes of the United States =-- both our
determination to protect our interests and those of our friends and
allies, and our desire to broaden detente and cooperation.

When the next generation of Soviet leaders decides its policies
towards strategic arms and towards the United States, we want them
to face clear and agreed restraints on the competition in strategic
arms, We want these to be the restraints of SALT II, not the milder
restraints of the SALT I interim agreement. We want them to see
convincing evidence that the United States recognizes its interests
and will successfully defend them whatever the challenge. And we
want them to know how they can join with us to further detente and
cooperation.

That is a vital objective of the new SALT agreement: helping to
determine the way in which the Soviet Union will see future relation:
with the United States -- setting limits now on its actions in the
strategic field, and increasing the chances that limits on these
arms can lead to more peaceful relations.

MGRE
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What is SALT?

Our goals in SALT are the same as our geoals in overall strategic
policy: *o promote greater stability, to rsduce incentives Ior
either side to use nuclear Iforce, to limit pressures to build up
strategic arms, and to guarantee the security of cur national
interests and those of our friends and allies.

The SALT Treaty of 1972 sharply limited deployment of anti-ballistic
missiles systems on both sides; it averted a costly and dangercus ABM
competition whizh neither side wanted but which both feared the
other was about to initiate. We reached a comprehensive agreement
with relative ease because extensive ABM deployment had not yet
begun, and neither side was confident that its ABM technology

would be effective.

The challenges invelved in negotiating a comprehensive agreement
on limiting strategic offensive arms have been far greater because
both sides already have large deployments of these systems.
Moreover, marked differences in the compositicn of Soviet and
American offensive forces have made it extremely difficult to
define limitations that are both balanced and equitable.

But we have persevered, and the expected agreement will go far
beyond the interim SALT agreement, It is much more comprehensive
and better suited to America's strategic needs. Let me ocutline
some of the major accomplishments of the SALT II agreement:

-- For the first time, it sets equal ceilings on all
ma]or intercontinental strategic del livery systems, as well
as important subcategories of MIRVed missiles.

-- It imposes an'effective upper limit on the number of
warheads that can be placed on each MIRVed ICEM. This is
critically important because it simplifies cur future
strategic planning and adds more certainty to our military
projections.

== The treaty limits each side to developing and deploying
one completely new ICBM before 1983. This provision will
inhibit the gqualitative expansion of the arms race, while
still permitting us to develop an entirely new ICBM and a
more secure basing mode for our ICBM force. This we need
to do hecause improvements in Soviet military capacity are
increasing the threat to our Minuteman ICBMs. The SALT
treaty gives us the flexibility to solve this problem.

SALT 1I goes beyond SALT I, in all these provisions, by setting
equal ceilings for the categories of weapons it covers. This
requirement reflects a key demand expressed by the Senate when

SALT I was negotiated. This neogitated principle of eguality will
require an actual reduction in the Sowviet Union's intercontinental
forces. They will have to eliminate more than 250 systems, and the importance
of this step should not be underestimated. It may well be the fore-
runner of more substantial and significant reductions by beoth sides.

It is also important to recognize that the SALT II Treaty runs only
through 1985. Wwhile our long-term goal is a permanent treaty,

the development of offensive weapons remains far too dynamic for
us to make confident predictions about the late 1980s and bevond.
But the SALT II Treaty dcoes markedly reduce our uncertainty about
Soviet forces in the early 1%80s -- a period in which we must
improve our own strategic forces, especially to allow them to
survive in the face of potential Soviet attack. These necessary
improvements on our part would be far more costly, and we would be
far less confident about their success if we were without the
limits which SALT II will impose on Soviet forces.

MORE
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We have long recognized that SALT II would have little value if
we could not be confident that iis provisions were being follewed
by the Soviet Union. That is why verification was such an impor-
tant issue in the negotiations. The =reaty reflec¢ts our concerns.
It unambiguously establishes that verificaticon is a necessary
companent of arms control agreements in general, and SALT II
specifically. It establishes that national technical means of
verification, such as satellite photagraphy, are legitimate *rools
for insuring compliance. It prohibits both interference with these
tools and deliberate concealment that could impe-de the collection
of necessary information. And the agreement mandates that both
sides follow special procedures to make verification easier.

These important steps significantly reduce the uncertainty about
the threat each country faces. One of the major triggers of increass
arms competition is uncertainty about what might exist. And the
SALT II Treaty takes a critical step toward reducing that uncertainty

It should alsc be underscored that the SALT II Treaty allows us to
proceed with the force improvements that we need within a structure
of predictability and confidence.

What SALT Is Not

This is how the SALT Il agreement will enhance qur security and
provide the basis for further limits on strategic arms in the future.
But a sensible evaluation of the SALT II agreement also requires
clear understanding of what it doces not do ... and what it cannot

do.

First, and most important, the SALT II Treaty is not an agreement
based on trust. It stands on its own merits based on common interest
expressed in hard bargaining and compromises. It provides for
adequate verification of “essential provisicns, it is backed up by
strong U.S. capabilities to respond to both present and future
military needs.

Clearly, the SALT II Treaty will also not signal the end of East-
West competition. Where our interests are threatened, we shall
defend them. And where we can brcaden detente, and achieve new
forms ©f cooperation with the Soviet Union, we shall seek to do
so, as well,

SALT II is not the end of military competition with the Soviet
Union, even in strategic arms. During the last two decades, the
Soviet Union has expanded and modernized its armed forces in all
areas. Its steadily-growing defense budget consumes more than 10
percent of Soviet GNP. As a result, we are confronted in many
areas with military competition to which we must respond.

The SALT II Treaty will keep those requirements lower than they
would otherwise be in one area -- gtrategic arms -- but it will
not end them. The most urgent problem we face is the graowing
vulnerability of our ICBM force. In additicn, we must modernize
and improve ocur theater nuclear and conventional forces. Ve can
and shall do so, and nothing in the SALT II Treaty prevents us
from taking these necessary steps on our own and with our allies.

MCORE
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Mo one should regard the SALT II Treaty as a way to impose
comprehensive constraints on everything that the Soviet Union
does in its military and foreign policy, much less on what it
does within its own society. In our own national debate about
SALT, some observers gquestion whether we can sign an agreement
when the Soviet Union continues to act against our interests in
many areas abroad, and fails to recognize basic human rights at
home. They thus insist on linkage.

Cur position on linkage is clear. We believe that limitations

on strategic arms are desirable in themselves. The guest for such
limitatiens should not be held hostage either to other American

or Soviet policies or to competition between us. We do not accept
any linkage, for example, between closer U.S.- Chinese cooperation
on a variety of issues and SALT, and we would strongly reject any
Soviet effort to impose such a negative connection., By the same
token, we cannot insist that the Soiviet Union accommodate us

in regard to matters of concern to us as a condition for an
agreement with the United States on strategic limitations. To
impose such a linkage would mean that no problem in the U0.S5.-
Soviet relationship could be solved unless all major issues were
resolved simultanecusly., This is not a prescription for pelicy
but for paralysis.

Accordingly, our task is to obtain a good SALT agreement and to
meet as appropriate Soviet challenges where and when they arise.

MORE
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- Criticisms and RSQHEEééi

In the weeks ahead, the SALT II agreement will be subjected

to searching discussicon by the Senate and by the people of the
United States. And that, in our democracy, is the way it
should be. It is impossible ko negotiate an agreement on any-
ching that will please everyone. Critics of the SALT II
Treaty will raise a wide wvariety of objections. I think it
might help .to clear theair if I tried tc answer some of the more
common criticisms of this agreement.

It will be maintained that the agreement does not go far

enough, that the ceilings are too high, and that the limita-
tions are too modest, Let me assure you that no one agrees
more sincerely with this criticism than President Carter.

Yet he recognizes =- and we all need to -- that the oursuit

of the best cannot be permitted to stand in the way of achieving
the good. The achievements of the SALT II Treaty are useful
and real. They move the prospects for peace and stability far
ahead of where they would be in the absence of this Treaty.

The rcad to achiewving more ambitious strategic arms contrcl lies
in approving this agreement, and then moving ahead toward
greater goals.

There will be those who will arque that this agreement -- despite
the principle of equality on which its essential provisicns are
based -- will impese a degree of strategic inferiority on ocur
nation. I believe these criticisms are unwarranted, alarmist,
and I would like to expain why:

~=- It will be said that the Soviet Union is permitted to
have very heavy missiles, while curs are much lighter.
Yet we have never had an interest in building heavier
missiles ourselves, relying instead on cur gqualitative
advantages. And we have achieved in SALT II a truly
important restriction on how the Soviets can exploit
their heavy missiles by limiting the number of warheads
each can carry;

-- It will be said that the agreement fails to cover

the backfire bomber, which could reach the United States.
Yet, the agreement also does not constrain our F-111

bombers based in Britain, or other aircraft which could

also be used against the Soviet Union: .

-~ It will be said that the agreement includes limits

on cruise missiles which are more important to us than to
the Soviet Union. Yet, we are permitted to mount a
sizable force of air-launched ¢ruise missiles, without a
1imit on their range. And limits on sea-launched and
land-launched cruise missiles will expire well before we
could deploy them.

I cite these examples -~ and there will be more -- for a simple
reason: w2 have gained or retained one or more advantages for
ourselves for every one we have granted the Soviet Union. And
where any Soviet capability truly presents a military problem,
we are free, within the termg of the agreement to respond in
appropriate ways to guarantee our security. This is what it
means to have a good and equitable agreement: not symmetry of
systems; but a framework for egual security.

MORE
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Furthermore, much =riticism of the SALT II Treaty will focus on
whether it can be adequacely verified. We are fully confident that it

can. We maintain a vast, sophisticated, and expensive array
of means to detect and monitor what the Soviet Union is doing
in its strategic programs. They are totally under our own
control: in no way do they require us to simply trust Soviet
goad will. These means help us to overcome a major differsence
between our two countries -- our cpen soclety versus their
closed one. We are able to monitor many aspects cf the

development, testing, production, deployvment, training, and
operation of Soviet strategic forces, despite the c¢losed nature
of Soviet society, and despite Soviet obsession with secrecy.

To be sure, no means of verification can be absolutely perfect.
Yet, through our enormous efforts ~- harnessing the world's most
advanced technology and the skills of many tens ¢f thousands of
our most highly trained people -- we are confident that we can
detect any significant violation of the SALT II agreement well
before we would have to react militarily to such a viclation.
And the SALT II Treaty will continue the Standing Consultative
Commission in Geneva, to which either we or the Soviets can
refer any question of compliance with the Treaty.

While negotiating SALT II, it has been vitally important for us
to protect the security and the interests of ocur NATO Allies, as
well as our own. We have consulted with our Allies on SALT II
at every step of the process, with a thorcughness and intensity
that has few precedents.

We have assured our Allies that their interests will be fully met
by this Treaty. The best evidence of the success of our continual
efforts to work with our Allies on SALT II can be seen in their
response: strong suppert for this treaty by Allied leaders,
including »ublic statements at Guadelcupe by Chancellor Schmidt,
Prime Minister Callaghan, and President Giscard.

We are also determined that the continuing SALT process not

divert our attention from the continuing challenge cf Soviet
military power or undermine our resolve to meet it. This resolve
is unrelated to the merits of the proposed agreement, but rests
instead on our own good sense and national will.

With or without the SALT talks, with this agreement or any
conceivable altesnative, we would still face the tasks of judging
the military challenge to the United States and our Allies, and
of responding effectively to it. In any event, we would have to
provide for the common defense in sober and realistic terms. And
in any event we will do so.

During the next several years, we will need to make a number of
difficult choices about our force posture in several areas. We
shall make these choices in the sober realization that the United
States must have military strength sufficient teo deter any attack
on us or our Allies, to enable us to deal successfully with any
attack and at any level -~ should an attack cccur, and to defend
our interests and those of our friends and Allies around the world.

MORE
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The Future of SALT

The SALT II agreement is a major step forward in strategic

arms ccntrol. But it is only one step. In the future, it will
be important for us to move promptly on a complex agenda of

arms control issues, including significant reductions in
strategic weapons, furcther gqualitative limitations on weapons,
and still further improvements in our ability to verify arms
control agreements. and at every step of the way, we will work
closely with our NATO Allies, to ensure that our efforts in SALT
III will advance their security as well as our own.

We shall continue to press for mere and better strategic arms
control agreements. But we shall not hold cur cwn needed
defense programs hostage to the uncertain prospects of future
arms control. Nor shall we hesitate to halt any defense program
whose military requirement is effectively and safely removed by
successful arms control agreements.

Finally, as we judge the SALT II Treaty, we must remember pre-
cisely what is being achieved. The SALT process is an effort
unique in human history. Never before have two very different
and powerful competing nations engaged in an effort to limit their
freedom of action in matters vital to their own survival and that
of mankind. Never before have two such nations recognized that
greater security can come from mutual self-restraint in building
their most destructive weapons, rather than from continuing an
unbridled competition. This mutual understanding is not based
upon trust, or upon ignoring cur deep and continuing differences.
Rather, it is a recognition of the critical importance of
reducing strategic uncertainties and the risks of nuclear crises
and devastation. our efforts in controlling nuclear weapons will
continue to be diffjcult, halting, and uncertain. It will
reguire our patience, wisdom, and unparalleled efforts to make

sound judgments, But I think you will agree that it is a noble
effort to achieve goals that are vital to ourselves and to all
mankind.
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THE WHITE HOUSE -+ - .
TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES:

There is no more important responsibility for me as
President than ensuring the safety and security of our
nation. Like Presidents before me, I am meeting this
responsibility: (1) by maintaining sufficient military
forces to protect ourselves and our Allies; and (2) by
seeking equitable and verifiable arms control measures to
reduce the risk of war. The attached report is a summary
of the actions taken through the U.S. Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency in 1978 toward this latter goal.

The SALT process, which has been carried forward by
four Administrations since 1967, is the most fundamental
of our arms control efforts. A SALT II agreement to limit
strategic offensive weapons will serve as the linchpin of
all of our other arms control efforts, including: SALT III,
where we hope to achieve further strategic arms limitations;
a ban on tests of nuclear explosives; mutual and balanced
force reductions in Europe; limitations on antisatellite
capabilities, chemical weaponry, and conventional arms
transfers; and prevention of nuclear weapons proliferation.

To prevent war -- and to redirect the rescurces of
nations from arsenals of war to human needs -« will be a
formidable challenge to all mankind in this last quarter of
the 20th Century. It is.a challenge that I am determined
to meet.

JIMMY CARTER

THE WHITE HOUSE,
April 23, 1979.
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President Jimmy Carter
American Uewspaper Publishers Association
New York City, New York
Wednesday, April 25, 1979

I want, first of all, to commend and endorse the theme of this
convention: the defense of the First Amendment and the freedom
OI the press.

Libercy of expression is our most important civil right, and the
freedom of the press is its most important bulwark. We can never
afford to grow complacent about the First Amendment. On the
contrary, we must actively protect it always.

The American press has grown enormously since our nation's early
days -- not only in size and breadth, but in its conception of its
own duties and responsibilities. The highest of those duties is
to inform the public on the important issues of the day. And no
issue is more important than the one I want to discuss with you
today -- the control of nuclear arms.

Each generation of Americans faces a choice that defines its
character -- a choice that is also important for what it says about
our nation's outlook on the world.

In the coming months, we will almost certainly be faced with such
a choice: whether to accept or to reject a new Strategic Arms
Limitation Treaty. The decision we make will profoundly affect
our lives -- and the lives of people all over the world -- for
years to come.

We face this choice from a position of strength -- as the strongest
nation on earth -- politically, economically, and militarily.

Qur alliances are firm and reliable. Our military forces are strong
and ready. Our economic power is unmatched. Along with the other
industrial democracies, we lead the way in technological innovation.
Our.combined economies are more than three times as productive as
those of the Soviet Union and its allies. Our political institu-
tions are based .,on human freedom. Our open system encourages
individual creativity -- and -that, in turn, strengthens our whole
society. Our values and our democratic way of life have a magnetic
appeal for people around the world which a materialistic and
totalitarian philosophy can never hope to rival.

For all these reasons, we have a capacity for leadership in the
world that surpasses that of any other nation.
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That leadership imposes many responsibilities wupon us, but our
noblest duty is to use our strength to serve our highest interest:
the building of a secure, stable, and peaceful world. We perform
that duty in the spirit proclaimed by John F. Kennedy in 1963:
"Confident and unafraid,” he said, "we labor on -- not toward a
strategy of annihilation but toward a strategy of peace."

In our relations with the Soviet Union, the possibility of mutual
annihilation makes a strategy of peace the only rational choice
for both sides.

Because our values are so different, it is clear that the United
States and the Soviet Union will be in competition for as far
ahead as we can see.

Yet we have a common interest in survival and we share a common
recognition that our survival depends, in a real sense, on each
other. The very competition between us makes it imperative that
we bring under control its most dangerous aspect -- the nuclear
arms race. That is why the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks are

so important. This effort by the two great nations to limit wvital
security forces is unique in human history.

As the Congress and the American people consider the SALT Treaty
which is now nearly complete, the debate will center around four
basic questions:

-- Why do we need SALT II?

-- How is the Treaty related to our overall
defense strategy?

-- Can Sovier compliance be verified?

-- How does the Treaty relate to Soviet activities
which challenge our interests?

Let me address each question in turn.
First, why do we need a Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty?

We need it because it will contribute to a more peaceful world --
and to our own national security.

Today, we and the Soviet Union, with sharply different world out-
looks and interests, both have the ominous destructive power
literally to destroy each other as a functioning society, killing
tens of millions of people in the process. And common sense tells
us -- as it tells the Soviet Union -- that we must work to make
our competition less dangerous, less burdensome, and less likely
to bring the ultimate horror of nuclear war.
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Indeed, the entire world has a vital interest in controlling the
strategic arms race.

We have consulted closely with our Allies who count on us not only
to maintain strong military forces to offset Soviet military
power, but also to manage successfully a stable East-West
relationship. SALT is at the heart of both these crucial efforrts.
That is why the leaders of France, Great Britain, the Federal
Republic of Germany, Canada, and other nations have voiced their
support for the emerging Treaty.

Some nations which have so far held back from building nuclear
weapons will be strongly influenced by whether the two nuclear
superpowers will restrain our own weapons. Rejection of the

new Strategic Arms Treaty would seriously undermine the effort

to control proliferation of these deadly weapons. And nothing
would more surely damage our other critical efforts in arms con-
trol -- from a ban on all nuclear testing to preventing dangerous
satellite warfare in space; from equalizing MNATO and Warsaw Pact
forces to restraining the spread of sophisticated conventional
weapons .

Every President since the dawn of the nuclear age has pursued the
effort to bring nuclear arms under control. This is and must be
a continuing process.

-- President Kennedy, building on the efforts of Presidents
Truman and Eisenhower, signed the first agreement with the Soviet
Union in 1963 to stop the poisonous testing of nuclear weapons in
the atmosphere.

-- 1In 1968 under President Johnson, the United States and
the Soviet Union joined other nations in signing the Non-Proliferation
Treaty -- an important step in preventing the spread of nuclear
weapons.

-- In 1972 under President Nixon the SALT I agreement placed
the first agreed limits on the number of offensive weapons, and

-- The Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty made an enduring contri-
bution to our security.

President Ford continued at Helsinki and at Vladivostok. Each
negotiation builds on the accomplishments of the last, Each
agreement provides the foundation for further progress toward a
more stable nuclear relationship.
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Three Presidents have spent more than six years negotiating the next
step in this process -- the SALT II agreement. We have all nego-
tiated carefully and deliberately. Every step of the way we have
worked with our military leaders and experts, and we have sought

the advice and counsel of the members of Congress.

An overwhelming majority of the American people recognize the need
for SALT II. OQur people want and expect continued step-by-step
progress toward bringing nuclear weapons under control. Americans
will support a reasoned increase in our defense effort, but we

do not want a wholly unnecessary return to the Cold VUar and an
all-out arms race, with vastly greater risks and costs. Through
strength, we want world peace.

Let me turn to the second question -- how SALT 11 is related to
our overall defense strategy.

The strategic forces of the United States and the Soviet Union
today are essentially equivalent.

They have larger and more numerous land-based missiles. We have
a larger number of warheads, and significant technological and
geographical advantages.

Each side has the will and the means to prevent the other from
achieving superiority. Neither side is in a position to exploit
its nuclear weapons for political purposes, nor to use strategic
weapons without facing almost certain suicide.

What causes us concern is not the current balance, but the
momentum of the Soviet strategic buildup. Over the past decade,
the Soviets have steadily increased their real defense spending,
while ours has had a net decrease. In areas not limited by SALT I,
they have launched ambitious programs to strengthen their
strategic forces. At some future point, they could achieve a
strategic advantage ~- unless we alter these trends.

That is exactly what I intend to do -- with the support of the
American people and the bipartisan support of Congress,

We must move on two fronts at the same time:

-- First, within mutually accepted limits, we must modernize
our own strategic forces. Along with the strengthening of NATO,
that is a central purpose of the increased defense budget I have
submitted to the Congress -- improvements necessary even in a time
of fiscal restraint.
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-- Second, we must place more stringent limits on the arms
race than are presently imposed by SALT I. That is the purpose
of the SALT II Treaty.

The defense budget I have submitted will ensure that our nuclear
force continues to be essentially equivalent to that of the
Soviet Union.

This year we have begun to equip our submarines with new, more
powerful and longer-range Trident I missiles. Uext vear, the
first of our new, even more secure Trident submarines will be
going to sea, and we are working on a more powerful and accurate
Trident II missile for these submarines.

Qur cruise missile program will greatly enhance the effectiveness
of our long-range bomber force. These missiles will be able

to penetrate any air defense which the Soviet Union could build
in the foreseeable future.

We are substantially improving the accuracy and power of our
land-based Minuteman missiles. But in the coming decade missiles
of this type based in fixed silos will become increasingly
vulnerable to surprise attack. The Soviets have three-quarters

of their warheads in such fixed-site missiles, compared to
only a quarter of ours. Nevertheless, this is a serious problem --
and we must deal with it sensibly and effectively.

The Defense Department now has under consideration a number of
options for responding to this problem, including making some of
our ICBMs mobile. I might add that the options we are evaluating
would be far more costly -- and we would have far less confidence
in their effectiveness -- in the absence of SALT II limits. For
without these limits on Soviet warheads, the Soviet Union could
counter our effort simply by greatly increasing the number of
warheads on their missiles.
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Let me emphasize that the SALT II agreement preserves adeguate
flexipility for the United States in this important area.

Our strategic forces must be able to survive any attack, and
to counterattack military and civilian targets in the aggres-
sor nation. We have had this capacity -- which is the

essence of deterrence -- in the past; we have it today; and
SALT II plus the defense programs I have described will ensure
it for the future.

The SALT 11 agreement will slow the growth of Soviet arms

and limit the strategic competition, and by helping to define
future threats we might face, SALT I will make cur defense
planning more effective.

Under the agreement, the two sides will be limited to equal
numbers of strategic launchers for the first time, ending the
Soviet numerical advantage permitted in the currently effective
SALT I agreement.

To reach these new and lower levels, the Soviets will have to
reduce their overall number of strategic delivery systems by
10 percent -- more than 250 Soviet missile launchers or bombers.
Naturally, the Soviets will choose to phase out their older
systems, but these systems are still formidable. The missiles
to be torn down are comparable in age and payload to our
Minuteman II and Polaris missiles. Under the agreement, they
will not be permitted to replace these systems with modern
ones. Our own operational forces have been kept somewhat
below the permitted ceiling. Thus, under the agreement, we
could increase our force level, if necessary.

SALT II will also impose the first limited but important
restraints on the race to build new systems and improve
existing ones -- the so-called "qualitative" arms race.

In short, SALT II places serious limits on what the Soviets
might do in the absence of the agreement. For example, without
SALT II, the Soviet Union could build up to some 3000 strategic
weapons by 1985. With SALT, we will both be limited to 2250
such weapons.

This new arms control agreement will obviocusly serve our
national interests. It will reduce the dangerous levels of
strategic arms and restrain the development of future weapons.
It will help to maintain our relative strength compared to
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the Soviets, and will avert a costly, risky, and pointless
buildup of missile launchers and bombers -- at the end of
which both sides would be even less secure.

Let me turn now to the third of the four questions I listed
at the beginning: How can we know whether the Soviets are
living up to their obligations under this SALT agreement?

No objective has commanded more energy and attenticon in our
negotiations. We have insisted that the SALT II agreement
be made verifiable. We are confident that no significant
violation of the treaty could take place without the

United States detecting it.

Our confidence in the wverifiability of the agreement derives
from the size and nature of the activities we must monitor

and the many effective and sophisticated intelligence collection
systems which we possess.

For example, nuclear submarines take several years to construct
and assemble. Missile siles and their supporting egquipment

are large and visible. Intercontinental bombers are built at

a few plants and need major airfields. Our photoreconnaissance
satellites survey the entire Soviet Union on a regular basis
and give us high confidence that we will be able to count
accurately the numbers of all these systems.

But our independent verification capabilities are not limited
cnly to observing these large-scale activities. We can deter-
mine not only how many systems there are, but what they can do.
QOur photographic satellites and other systems enable us to
follow technological developments in Soviet strategic forces
with great accuracy. There is no guestion that any cheating
which might affect our national security would be discovered
in time for us to respond fully.

For many years we have monitored Soviet strategic forces and
Soviet compliance with the SALT I agreement with a high degree
of confidence. This overall capability remains. It was
certainly not lost with our observation stations in Iran,
which was only one of many intelligence sources we use for
following Soviet strategic activities.

We are concerned with that loss, but we must keep it in
perspective. :
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This monitoring capability relates principally tc the
portion of the agreement dealing with the modernizatiocn
limits on ICBMs and to only a portion of such modernization.

The sensitive intelligence techniques cannot be disclosed

in public, but the bottom line is that if there is an effort
to cheat on the SALT agreement -- including the limits on
modernizing ICBMs -- we will detect it, and we will do so

in time fully to protect our security.

We must also keep in mind that guite apart from SALT limits,
our security 1s affected by the extent of our information
about Soviet strategic forces. With this SALT II Treaty,
that vital information will be much more accessible to us.

The agreement specifically forbids interference with the
systems used for monitering compliance. It prohibits any
deliberate concealment that would impede verification.

Any such concealment activity would itself be detectable,
and a violation of this agreement would be so sericus as to
give us grounds to cancel the Treaty itself.

As I have said many times, the stakes are too high to rely

on trust -- or even on the Soviet's rational inclination
to act in their own best interest. The Treaty must -- and
will be =-- verifiable from the day it is signed.

Finally, how does SALT II fit into the context of our overall
relations with the Soviet Union?

Because SALT II will make the world safer and cur own nation
more secure, it is in our national interest to control nuclear
weapons even as we compete with the Soviets elsewhere in the
world.

A SALT agreement in no way limits our ability to promote our
interests and to answer Soviet threats to those interests.
We will continue to support the independence of Third World
nations who struggle to stay free.

We will continue to promote the peaceful resolution of local
and regional disputes, and to oppose efforts by any others
to inflame those disputes with outside force.

And we will continue to work for human rights.
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It is a delusion to believe that rejection of SALT would
somehow induce the Soviet Union to exXercise new restraint
in troubkled areas. The actual effect might be precisely
the opposite. The most intransigent and hostile elements
of the Soviet power structure would be encouraged and
strengthened by a rejection of SALT. The Soviets might
wall feel that they have little to lose by creating new
international tensions.

A rejection of SALT II would have significance beyond the
fate of a single treaty. It would mean a radical turning
away from America's long-term policy of seeking world peace,
the control of nuclear weapons, and the easing of tensions
between Americans and the Soviet people under a system of
internaticonal law based on mutual interests.

The rejection of SALT II would result in a more perilous
world. As I said at Georgia Tech on February 20: "Each
crisis, each confrontation, each point of friction --

as serious as it may be in its own right -- will take on

an added measure of significance and an added dimension of
danger. For it would occur in an atmosphere of unbridled
strategic competition and deteriorating strategic stability.
It is precisely because we have fundamental differences with
the Soviet Union that we are determined to bring this most
dangerous element of our military competition under control.”

For these reasons, we will not try to impose binding linkage
between Soviet behavior and SALT -- and we will not accept

any Soviet attempts to link SALT with aspects of our own foreign
policy of which they may disapprove.

Again, SALT 11 is not a favor we are doing for the Soviet
Union. It is an agreement carefully negotiated in the
national security interest of the United States.

* * *

I put these ilssues to you today because they .need discussion
and debate, and because the voices 0of the American people must
be heard.

In the months ahead, we will do all in our power to explain
the Treaty clearly and fully to the American people. I know
that Members of Congress from both parties will join in this
effort to insure an informed public debate.
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During this debate, it is impeortant that we exercise care.
We will be sharing with the Congress some of our most
sensitive defense and intelligence secrets. And the
leaders in Congress must insure that these secrets will be
guarded carefully so that the debate itself does not
undermine our security.

As the national discussion takes place, let us be clear about
what the issues are -- and are not.

--Americans are committed to maintaining a strong defense.
That is not the issue.

~--We will continue to compete ~-- and compete effectively --
with the Soviet Union. That is not the issue.

The issue is whether we will move ahead with strategic arms
control or resume a relentless arms competiticon. That 1is the
choice we face -~ between an imperfect world with SALT II

and an imperfect, and more dangerous, world without it.

With SALT II, we will have:
--significant reductions in Soviet strategic forces:

--far greater certainty in our defense planning and in the
knowledge of the threats we face;

--flexibility to meet our defense needs;

-=-the foundation for further controls on nuclear and conven-
ticnal arms; and

--our own self-respect and the earned respect of the world for
a United States committed tc the works of peace.

Without SALT, the Soviets will be unconstrained and capable of
an enormous further buildup.

-

Without SALT, there would have to be a much sharper rise in our
own defense spending.

Without SALT, we would end up with thousands more strategic
nuclear warheads on both sides, with far greater costs -- and
less security -- for our citizens.
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Without SALT, we would see improved relations with the
Saviet Union replaced by heilghtened tensiaons.

Without SALT, the long, slow process of arms control, so
central to building a safer world, would be dealt a crippling
blow.

Without SALT, the world would be forced to conclude that
America had chosen confrontation rather than cooperation and
peace.

This 1s the inescapable choice we face. For the fact 1s that
the alternative to this treaty is not a perfect agreement
drafted unilaterally by the United States in which we gain
everything and the Soviets nothing. The alternative, now
and in the foreseeable future, is no agreement at all.

I am convinced that the United States has the moral and
poliitical will to control the relentless technology which
could constantly devise new weapons of mass destruction. We
need not drift into a dark nightmare of unrestrained arms
competition. We Americans have the wisdom to know that our
security depends on more than maintaining our unsurpassed
defense forces. Our security and that of ocur Allies also
depend on the strength of ideas and ideals, and on arms
control measures that can stabilize and finally reverse a
dangerous and wasteful arms race which neither side can win.
This is the path of wisdom ~- and of peace.

LI I A
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e ZIMTLTON JORDAVLP§7

DACE: . MAY 9, 1979

SURIETC: SALT II PRE-ANNQUNCEMENT CALLS

Ear=s =z-= =2 nazas that we suggest you call before the
3pm X277 I =2onouncement today:

_r.awd(
Senatzz r=zzicx Movnihan. (L-) oty Jzmd ersten %@4 yé
L eziimed }ﬁéynfu Emel AL ik [ /Laai;y ols SaT.
Sena=z> Zz==v 3=2llmon. (Und)

SenatcT Z:.2 3umpers. (L+)
’

President F-=Z. I suggest that you offer President Ford
a SALT IZ ;::a:lng by a high Administration official;
David aar-z— I1s prepared to make the trip within the next

week. I:ic '111 be calling President Nixon; DaVld can

brief Y¥izz= sa the same trip. pé'),if/ gw _fg;}- 7,,,,. /m /:“""e/{
;;; Tom Viaszc—. The General Advisory Cormittee of ACDA, which

Tom Wa-szz czairs, will be very helpful during the

ratifizz-iza debate. The GAC will be holding a two-day

mzetins :::orrow and Friday, and they hope to agree on

2 unani=cus statement of support for SALT II; a call /,’é_;
from yor 2t this time would be especially timely. 509/

aaksar T--—as O'Neill.

vV v V V

You srhould ask Tom to make sure that the members of his
committ=a taka part in the ratification debate.

. ;7- Clark CliZZford, Mr. Clifford is co-chair of Americans for /&2&&? AZ/

. SALT, a ¢roud that is becoming an important asset. A call =g 4%
from you at this time would acknowledge the role that we,7_ 2

hope th2 group will play, and will help Mr. Clifford in 72 LA

his oxganizing and fundraising efforts. 795;55#€41

S Dusihd im Ao Sy W T

iif%f{ga, prx)7-£$h§7 ,fgﬁf Azﬁlaa /iZﬁJf;.
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NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE HUMANITIES  ~ -5

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506 R S A

THE CHAIRMAN June 11, 1979

MEMORANDUM

TO: Mr. B. Aronson
The White House

FROM: Joseph Duffey %

1 have been asked to provide some suggestions for the arrival
statement and "the Teoast" in Vienna. I attach some language and
references prepared by Bob Tucker at Princeton. While I think there
may be some ideas here, my only caution would be to check carefully
"the proverb" since quoting proverbs with Russians is tricky business.

The following quotation comes from the end of Volume I of
Democracy in America. Speaking for the US and the USSR, Tougquillle
writes "Their starting point is different and their courses are not
the same yet each of them seems marked out by the will of heaven to
sway the destinies of half the globe."

Jefferson was a frequent correspondent with Alexander I "there is
a bust of A in Monticello and Jefferson recommended that John Paul
Jones go to Russia to study the Navy as a protype for the US Fleet.

One more suggestion. Bill Béder of the Senate FR Committee, knows
and has written about the history of US/USSR Tensions and Negotiations
on Vienna &ffectively Resolved 25 Years ago.

I attach a copy of an article by James Billington which has some
references which maybe suggestive.

Attachments
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ARRIVAL AT AIRPORT

A little over 25 years ago a new era started in relations between
the Soviet Union and the United States. A new era that was marked
first of all by the conclusion of the treaty whereby Austria again
achieved independence, and it is fitting that the leaders of our
two countries--the United States and the Soviet Union--should meet here
in Vienna, the capital of the country whose independence and néutrality

was assured by this first agreement of the new era.

We have come here to conclude an agreement on mutual regulation of
the deadly destructive weapons that our two States possess in uﬁique
quantities. This agreement is the fruit of long and arguess negotiations.
It will serve our two countries interest in greater security, and these
interests coincide with all other nations equally vital interests in a
world with improved prospects of peace,

. bad

The Russian people, I am told, have a proverb that says "a pees
»

peace is better than a,?hne fight', but it will not be in that spirit, I

hope, that we conclude this agreement on regulation of armament. For what

we, and the world need now, is something more than a qucte for peace. We

need a far greater measure of understanding and active cooperation among

nation-states toward the solution of our ever mounting problems.
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The United States and the Soviet Uniecn, as I see it, have a
special obligation here. Not only must we cooperate in this and other
agreements to improve the prospects of world peace, we can and must, and
I pray we will, show an example of responsible actions in what we do
as individual nation-states and in what we do cooperatively towards
the resolution of conflict situations toward assuaging local conflicts
rather than aggravating them toward assisting troubled areas to find
peaceful solutions of their problems.

It is not only our great size and strength as nation-states that
lay this obligation to responsible action upon us. It is the ideals
to which our pecples have traditionally aspired. The American people,
so diverse in orgin, in religion, in color, are united in dedication to
universalists ideals. And your peoples, too, are no strangers to those
ideals. Just 99 years ago this week, your great writer Fy .Aad 0°Wk7
speaking in Moscow at the dedication of the monument to le‘l‘u\
spoke of the meaning and mission of the Russian people. He said this
mission was to foster, in the future, a reconciliation of “Furopean
contradictions" in the spirit of universal brotherhood. Now it is not
only European but wgdd contraditions that need to be reconcilled, but
I would like t6 believe that it is the joiﬂfmission of the American pecple
and_the Russian and other peoples of the Soviet Union to cooperate in that
cause. We have stood together in the past, in the dark days of 1941 to

1945, let us now learn to cooperate toward the creation of a peaceful

and orderly world based on human values.
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modern Leningrad like 3 crown jewel in a2 new base metal
setting: or medieval Suzdal, fargely untouched by modernity
and cuerently being restored 1o its former glory. These cities
inspire the imagination in ways no modern city can—least of
all those built by Soviet architects as they moved from mon-
suosity under Stalin to monotony under his successors.

- Even more than the moauments, the memories of Old
Russia are well preserved. For Russia is rich in oral folklore
and has long experience in keeping alive aspects of past
histoey and present aspiration that have been denied expres-
sion in the oflicially controlled written culture and that have
and belatedly —been written down for a
wider audicnce. Asin its early religious art, Russia's enduring
oraf folklore is the anonymous and usually collective work

only occasionally

of the Russian people themselves, more than of any indi-

L- vidual craftsinan.

The Russian people perhaps bear comparison with the
American more than with any other people, despite obvious
differences in culrural heritage and political development.
Like America, Russia is a relatively new civilization that grew
from Christian roots on the periphery of Europe to become
one of the world's two great industrial superpowers. During
parailel periods of expansion from the seventeenth through
the ainetecnch centuries, the ewo civilizations moved toward
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each other across the Northern Hemisphere, their pioncer
settlements overlapping briefly in Northern California, where
the old Russian Fort Ross {from Resra} may still be seen
fifty miles northwest of San Francisco.

Russians developed their own frontier spirit and psychol-
ogy. The earliest Russian epic, The Lay of Igor’s Campaign. is
2 Cowboys-and-Indians tale of a raid out of Kiev against the
Polovetsian peoples of the steppe; and this rale was trans.
posed in the nineteenth century into pechaps the most popu-
lar of Russian national operas, Alexander Borodin's Prince
Igor. The rugged Cossacks who established milicary outposts
on the frontier and thus carried Russian civilization down the
Dnieper. the Don. and the Vaolga -~ then on into Siberia -
recafl the stockade sertlers and freebooters of the early
American West. They inspired a rich literacure from Nikolai
Gagol's Taras Bulba through Mikhail Sholokhov's epic of
the Russian Revolution and Civil War, And Quiet Fluwe the
Don. The schismatic Old Believers who sought refuge in the
hitherto vacant wastelands of the Russian north and east re-
call the Mormons and other American sects who set off into
forbidding virgin territory in search of freedom from relig.
ious persecution. They roo inspired many Russian writers
and became the all. consuming interest of Modest Mussorg-
sky. who made them the subject of his unfinished operatic
masterpiece, the 'populac musical drama”™ Khocanscliina.
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Pre.Christian Greeks and Scythian tribesmen from Asia Minor came ta sonth-
ernt Ruisia €. G50 8.C.and tonn were carrying on a lively trade, the nomads ex-
changing grain, furs, and hides for Greek metaluwork, jewwelry, and postery.
The Greek gold comb [appasite ), decorated with battling tribesmen, was puade
for a Scythian chief. The Scythian griffin with a stag’s head in ity mouth
(right) was made of wond and leather o ornanent the 1np of a pole. [ts deign
and craftsmanship westify to the sophistication of the Scythians™ animal wrt.

Out of the frontier society's need for discipline amidst
physical adversity, and out of the imperatives of an ascetic

monasticism that championed the colonization of the Rus- .

sian interior, there arose the steain of moralism and repressed
ot deferred sexuality that Russian culture shared with Amer-
ican culture. Where the pioneering settlers were not mission-
ary monks. they were cossacks and fur traders forced to
accept long periods of celibacy. Even more than the early
Puritans in relatively temperate North America, Russians had
to forego personal indulgence for communal survival,

Since the Russian fruntier communities tended to assimi-
late racher than annihilate the pre-existent native communi-
ties, they were influenced in many subtle ways by the
animistic, naturalistic cults that had preceded Christianity.
The offcial Orthodox culture felt compé!led to suppress the
earthy impulses that had been evoked by a lustier paganism
and by a life on the steppe and in the forest that was heavily
dependent on the cycles of nature. The tradition of duneverie,
or "duality of belief,”" persisted, however, and helped enable
the Russians of the “silver age™ — the period after the revolu-
tion of 1905 and the subsequent repeal of censorship—to
produce a culture of passion, color, and sensuality that
astonished the European waorld. *

Another legacy of the pioneer spirit in both Russia and
America was a passian for the practicat and demansteable, 1

suspicion of the abstract and intellectual. Medieval Kiev's
Prince Vladimir, who embraced Orthodox Christianity for
Russia in 988, had himself been converted by the beauty of
Constantinople, not by the ideas of Byrantium; and the
Russian people sought to embellish this heritage, not to criti-
cize it—to vindicate it by deeds of physical construction and
conquest, not by philosophical arguments. The Moslems
the south and east were the people of the book; and Russizn
culture remained remarkably resistant to the assimilation of
Islamic learning. Russia was equally opposed ro the assimi-
lacion of philosuphic thoughe from Western Christendom,
The first printers were driven out of Moscow in the 1566's;
the attempt to print corrected versions of the basic Church
books precipitated a schism in the Church in the 1660's; and
it was not until the reign of Carherine in the 1760°s that the
large-scale printing of secular books on philosophical sub-
jects gained official approval. Not before the carly nineteenth
centuty did a vernaculat version of the complere bible be-
come widely available or a university offer a full course of
instruction in the Russian language. Thus, prior to the nine-
teenth century, crirical, intellectual activity was Lirgely con-
ducted in French, German, or even Latin, rather than in che
august Church Skivonic which controlled che literary cultute
ur in the vernacular used for che pracrical tasks of war. com-
merce, and adminiseeation.
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Like America, Russia was and remains a multi-cultural
melting pot, the conglomerate Great Russians of the central
and northwestern 11.5.5.R. providing only a slim majority of
the population. While subduing pre-existing native popula.
tions that ranged from Eskimos in the north 1o desert
nomads in the south, both countries drew on successive
waves of emigration from Europe (though these became
increasingly more important and numerous in America than
in Russia during the nineteenth century). Both countries
contain men of many races and creeds not always success-
fully integrated into the often parochial mainstream. If
Russia had few blacks to persecute, it had a large Moslem
population on which to visit various forms of discrimination,
Fleeing Western oppression in the late Middle Ages, the
Jews moved East and were gradually absorbed into the
western portion of the Russian empire, which became the
leading center of world Jewish culture before renewed per-
secution in the late nineteenth century began a new exodus,
largely to America. .

But for all its prejudice and provincialism, Russia like
America was mnre often a sousce of refuge from old persecu-
tions than a source of new ones. Oppressed German sects of
the eiphteenth century emigrated not only to the land of the
Pennsylvania Dutch, but to the equally virgin lower Ukraine
and Crimea newly wrested by Catherine the Great from the

Mongols. Those who had opposed the successful French
revolution of 1789 tended to flee to tsarist Russia, while par-
tisans of the unsuccessful revolutions of 1848 generally flec
to America. Far more than is realized, Russia as well a:
America offered both the space and the freedom for a frest
start to 2 wide variety of western Europeans. Scratch
Russian and you are likely to ind not so much a Tatar (a
the old saying has it), but a Evropean who emigrated Eas
rather than West.

Like America, Russia experienced a rmarked tensipn be
tween the culture of its interior regions and that of its semi
European cities. Just as an American once said that Europs
extends to the Alleghenies and America lies beyond. so man:
Russians have felt that Europe extended to the Valdai Hill
(just to the east of Novgorod and Petersburg), and tha
Russia lay beyond. A special world of commerce and cultur
that was as self-contained in its own day as it is forgotten i
ours grew up among the rich forests, mineral resources, an:
river trade routes of the Old Russian interior. A key role i
developing a conatinent-wide civilization in Russiz as i
America was played by one great central river with innume:
able navigable tributaries. Mother Voiga, no less thaa ol
man river, dominated the imagination and conteolled tt
commerce of a heartland culture that lay within—bu
pointed beyond—Europe.




Russians like Americans in the nineteench century felt 2
special compulsion to explain who they were and how they
differed from Europeans. Writers felt obliged to find mean-
ing for 2n expansive but still relatively inarticulate populace
that was dominated by, but no longer felt secure in, its older
teligious traditions. One can find American parallels for
many Russian ideological preoccupations and literary per-
sonalities. The metaphysical answers that Herman Melville
sought in southern seas, Fedor Dostoevsky found in the
Siberian camps— after each had experienced an 2lmost simul-
taneous spiritual crisis in the Europeanized parts of his
native land. Ivan Turgenev and Henry James feared the
intolerance and anti-aristocratic plebianism of their native
lands and fled to western Europe, where they became friends.
Yet their elegant fiction returns incessantly for subject
matter to the lands they left behind. Maxim Gorky, like
Jack London (a special favorite of Russians—even of
Stalin), glorified the world of the unspoiled interior and the
rough egalitarianism associated with it. Then, in the early
twentieth century, from the interior of each country came a
tomantic figure who personified the dream of middle-class
America and lower-class Russia. Scott Fitzgerald of Minne-
sota and Sergei Yesenin of Ryazan longed to be literary
voices in touch with the new order being built in the urban
tenters closer to Europe. But cach moved on through the
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“"Far away above the rye there rose up a white
gleaming tower with a blue onion dome upon
i, close by another tower with a golden
dome, then a cluster of five towers and domes
together, to the left—a bigh, slender belfry,
and st more 10 the left the piﬁ.é walls of a
monastery like the walls of a fortress with
turrets along it. .. "' Thus a comemporary’
Rusian writer describes the approach o
Suzdal, one of the earliest Slavic settlements
in northern Rusia. Founded in the 90074,
Suzdal was a flaurishing city when Moscow
was a hamlet: until it was overrun by the
Mongols in 1238 1t was a major agricultural
and commercial center. A key role in the
development and protection of such settlements
was played by the monasterses, which served
as religions havens and military outposts.
Suzdal’s Pokrovsky Monastery is at left.

Paris that lay beyond New York and Leningrad to alcoholic
despair and premature death.

The links and afhnities that have been detected between
Russians and Americans by such disparate observers as Alexis
De Tocqueville. Nehru, and Mao Tse-tung are now based on
more than geographic and psychological similarities; for, in
the Soviet period, Russia resolved first to imitate and then to
"overtake and surpass” American industry. More recently
the two powers have extended competition into the heavens.

Beyond politics, however, stands the undoubted respon-
siveness of the one to anything that is authentically exuber-
ant in the popular culture of the other—as attested by the
fascination of ordinary Russians with American jazz and
ordinary Americans with Moiseev dancing. [t was not simply
cold war curiosity that produced either the extraordinary
popularity in America of the writers Boris Pasternak and
Alexander Solzhenitsyn or the extraordinary curiosity in
Russia about new material trends and spiritual unrest in
America. Plagued by inadequate exposure and imperfect
understanding, many citizens of each superpower feel a sim-
ple childlike desite, as well as a responsible adult need, to
know more about the other. It is to such that this essay is
addressed; for it is not an inventory or guide, but anly an in-
vitation addressed by a citizen of the one to an adventure in
discovering the civilization of the other.
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THE WHITE 1HHOUSE

WASIIINGTON

June 12, 1979

MEMORANDUM FOR JERRY RAFSHOON B
FROM: BERNIE ARONSON

SUBJECT: Reference To " Palestinian
Homeland " In 2nd Vienna Toast

The latest State/NSC draft of the President's
second toast in Vienna has the President
endorsing " a comprehensive peace that

must include recognition of the right for

a homeland for the Palestinians " ( page 3
see enclosed ).

The phrase " Palestinian homeland " used

in a Toast to Brezhnev will cause serious,
and totally unnecessary, shockwaves in the
Jewish community at this time., It will
remind the Jewish community of the Joint
Soviet~American statement on the Mideast
that caused the President such political
problems ., It is the most offensive buzzword
to American Jews and Israelis and coming

at a sensitive time in West Bank negotiations
will not be helpful, :

The first draft of the Toast did not contain
the word " homeland " so I doubt that either
State or NSC is particularly wedded to it.
Both Ed Sanders and Jerry Shecter agree that
this particular word will be a disaster. If
and when the Toast is re-written, here on

in Vienna, you might make sure that this
phrase is not used,.
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voday, Mr. President, we discussad a2 range of arms
control and 1international issues imoportant not only to us but
to the entire vworld. On some of thz issuzs, »articularly in

the arms control field, we were able to give Ifurther impstus

rr

o our joint efforts to develop rules to curd the military
comp=tition bstwsen us. On other issuas, particularly inter-
national problems that confront us in troubled areas of the
world, wé did not agree, and we wera not &dble to develop =z

commTon approach.

b1

Our discussion demonstrates thz danger and risks to both
our countries that stems from the profouna changés'sweaping
many parts of the worid today. As the two majoxr nuclear
powers; we have a spscial historic responsibility to deal with
that change.

=4

I believe that two roads lie bsiore us.

- There is the rcoad of compztition, confrontation and

even conflictk should either of our nations sezk to exploit -~

-

th2 turbulence that exists in various parits of the world. The
United States can and will protect its vitzl interests if this
is the route we must follow.

-- But there is another paih. And that is the path oF

v

restraing and, where possible, coozeration in bringirg about

paacaesul change..
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pursue the Zirst if ne=d be.

We hope, Nr; President, that the islan2 of detente
which has been created in Europz can be 2xpzandad to othar
regions of tha world. It is our hopz thazt w2 can work to-
gether so that thé'rﬁles of restraint, thz mutual respact
accorded each other’'s interests; and the recogﬁition of the
danger of unbridled competition will lea? to a rore stable
peace in Europe —*-indeed to the revival ¢f this very city --
and can progressively be applied to othzr troubled regions
of our planet.

In Southern Africa, there is a struggls fo:_iacial

justice. Americans know from pesrsonal e:x
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a struggle it is. We also know that violance is not the so-

conflicts
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lution aﬁd; S50, we séek peacefvl r
there.
in Southeast Asia, war continues. Wa believe that the
war in Cambodia must end and can only end by thsa withdrawal -~
of Vietnamese forces which invaded Cambodiz months ago.
In the Middle East, Israel and Egypt hava taken an
| historic step toward o comprehensive pzacz. The violence
and wars and bloodshed and terrorism of thresz decadss brought

us no closer to peace; only ths courzga of Zgyotian and

H
|
i
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v Iura=li leaders have enz2bled us o siart doun the road of a /

i
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‘3 1 Eg%g %h,hsaaa =sace that must include recognition of the
right for a honmzland for the Palestinians.

ted

[Sdd

k On 211 thase major international gquestions, the Un
States stands for the peaceful resolution of disputes, the
reconciliation of differences, and agal 3¢ the use of force,
violence and war.

So, too, we stand for measures to conitrol the instruments
of war.

The SALT Agreement which we will sign here provides =a
firm foundation for strengthening the peace everywhere. Th2
other -arms control initiatives which we are parsuing together
can reinforce that foundation but, in thes and, we mUS— bLlld
on that foundation ——_nof an arenz for conflict but a meeting
house where we can resolve our differences and implément in
practical ways the principles of restraint, respect for the
independence and texritorial integrity of 21l nations, and
regard for the value of every human being.

Mr. President, in the history of all markind, no two -

—_

nations have had a greater responsibility to act with restraint
and to seek mutual accommodation, and never bsfore has tha
world undergone such enormous transition and change. Despite
our differences in hiétory, ideology, and ecoromic and social
systoms, I am nonetheless confident that with goodwill we

can make progress in the differences that divide us and

trensthen those that unite us.
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June 18, 19792

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: Jerry Rafshoon M
Rick Hertzberg )E}GJE

Subject: Signing statement and Joint Session Speech
(attached)

The signing statement incorporates the changes you

have made to date as well as suggestions from Secretary
Vance and Zbig. It also incorporates the best lines
from other drafts which you did not see.

Draft #3 of the address to the Joint Session has been
totally revised, and incorporates the changes suggested
by Messrs. Vance, Brown and Brzezinski. They have
signed off on it.

We are sending a copy to Washington to be held in
our coffice awaiting changes, so that we can release -
the text before our arrival.

We suggest that after you have reviewed and made changes
on the Congressional speech that you let go of it in
time to get a few hours' sleep on the plane and that
you then rehearse it in the two or three hours before
landing. In other words: please don't work on it

and then take a nap just before you have to deliver it.

Please be sure to wear a dark suit for both the signing
ceremony and the speech.

Sorry for the screwup on getting approvals yesterday.
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Mr. Vice President, Members of the Congress, Friends:

Thirty-five years ago at another summit meeting in
Potsdam, a brief message was brought in to President Truman.
Just before dawn on the desert of Alamagordo man had

unleashed the power of matter itself -- and changed the

world forever.

Since theﬁ ?he unchanging duty 6f‘every President
of the United States has been to avoid nuclear war while
.maintaining the security of our nation. That is the purpose
of my mission tq Vienna. We are a strong nation committed
to the patient search for peace. We know that progress in
the ways of peace is measured in inches not ip miles. And
we know that the only way to have peace in the end is to

have kept it all along.

The Vienna Sumﬁit will be the tenth time American
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and Soviet leaders have met since World War II. Our
‘ >

differences with the Soviet Union are considerable, and they

reguire the most careful discussion.

We will make clear to the Soviet Union what our views
and goals in the world are, so that there can be no
dangerous misunderstandings as we pursue our separate

courses.,

We will try to broaden our communiaaﬁiohs with the
Soviet leadership and create new channels of understanding

for the future.

We will seek new areas where more cooperation and
less competition are possible. The arms limitation treaty
which President Brezhnev and I will sign on Monday embodies

that spirit and gives us hope for the future.

And with SALT II, we will continue the thirty vear

search for ways to avoid nuclear war. That was the goal of
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the Limited Test Ban Treaty, the Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty, and of SALT I. It Qas the_goal of three Presidents
from both parties who worked for seven years to make SALT Il
fair, balanced and verifiable. That will be our goal as

we begin to discuss further limitations and reductions

in SALT III.

No one treaty can take us back to a time before we
learned to arm ourselves with nuclear weapons. Just as no

one summit can end the sharp competition between us.

We and the Soviet Union can, however, agree that the
security of both our nations and the stability of the world
depends on avoiding a nuclear conflict that some may survive --

but no one can win.

I approach this Summit in Vienna full of hope, but

without false expectations.

The goals which lie at the heart of my mission today =--
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improving our nation's security and avoiding nuclear war --

transcend all other issues that I will face during my life

in public office.

I am grateful for your guidance and for ydur good

wishes,

Because of them I go to Vienna with the confidence

which can only come from representing the greatest, the

strongest, and the freest society in the world.
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Thirty-five years ago 1éﬂanother summit meeting in

Potsdam, a brief message was brought in to President Truman.
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Just before dawn on the desert of Alamagordo man had
unleashed the power of matter itself}rr'and changed the

world forever.

Since then the unchanging duty of every President
of the United States has been to avoid nuclear war while

maintaining the security of our nation. That is the purpose

of my mission to Vienna. WUe are a sirong -pationocommitboad

= . . We know that progress in
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The Vienna Summit will be the tenth time American
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differences witn the Soviet Union arxro-esagidexakla, and they
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require the most careful discussion.

We will make clear to the Soviet Union whkak our views
PMPOS 3
and goads in the world ams, so that there can be no

dangerous misunderstandings as we pursue our separate

courses.

We will try to broaden our communications with:the
Soviet leadership and create new channels of understanding

for the future.

We will seek new areas where more cooperation and
less competition are possible. The arms limitation treaty

which President Brezhnev and I w1ll 51gn on Monday embodies
HA L owdd
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And with SALT II, we wiit—eontinue the thirty year

search for ways to avoid nuclear war. That was the goal of
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Treaty,'and of SALT I. It was the goal of three Presidents
from both parties who worked for seven years to make SALT II
fair, balanced and verifiable. That will be our goal as

we begin to discuss further limitations and reductions

in SALT III.

No one treaty can take us back to a time bzfore we
learned to arm ourselves with nuclear weapons. Just as no

one summit can end the sharp competition between us.

We and the Soviet Union canb however,lagree'that the

security of both our nations and the stability of the world
depends on avoiding a nuclear conflict that soma may survive --

but no one can win.

e T2
1 approach this Summit in Vienna fxiX—=£ hope, but

without false expectations.

The goals which lie at the heart of my mission today --
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improving our nation's security and avoiding nuclear war --
transcend all other issues that I will face during my life

in public office.

I am grateful for your guidance and for vour good

wishes.

Becsnre nf thaem I go to Vienna with the confidence

which can only come from representing the greatest, the

mas

strongest, and theAfreeet-sbciety in the world.
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The most powerful currents of history have been the
Y A1 /39

ones that have swept nations to war,

Yet as we look back on the causes of so many wars,
we can make out times when a more watchful course, even a

'small careful shift, might have guided nations that much

further, kept them that much longer in the ways of peace.
That is what we have tried to do here in Vienna.

Today, the threat of a nuclear hoiocaust that no one
can win still hangs over us ~-- as it has fof more than
thirty years. Our two nations are now armed with thousands
of nuclear weapons, each capable of causing devastation beyond
measure and imagination. A dozen other nations stand ready
to take the steps necessary to deploy nuclear arms. And

as weapons technology advances, so too does the danger

that the arms race might escalate cut of control.
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The Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, which have gone

on for more than ten years without interruption, represent

the realization that a nuclear arms competition without

shared rules, without verifiable limits, and without

continuing dialogue is an invitation to disaster. It tempts

fate and the future in a way that insults our intelligence

and threatens humanity.

It also challenges our courage and our creativity. If
we cannot control our power to destroy, we can never guide

our fate.

Like SALT I, the ABM Treaty, and the Vladivostok
accords before it, SALT II is based on the real security
needs of our two nations. It will not end the need for
continued military strength and readiness on both sides.
But SALT II does piace important new limits on both the

-

number and quality of nuclear arms. And it allows us to

continue on course towards a safer world with even more
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substantial limitations and reductions in SALT III.

I am entrusted with the security of the United States

America. I would never take any action that would

jeopardize that sacred trust, Mr. President, we both have

children and we want them to live, and to live in peace.
We have both worked hard to give our nation's children that

security.

No one treaty, no one meeting can guarantee the
future safe passage of our nation. 1979 is but a moment on
the clock of history. &And in the end, peace can only be

won if we have maintained it all along.

Here today, as we draw boundaries to our power, we
begin to set limits on our fears of each other and of the

unknown.

As we contain those fears, we stand a better chance
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of guiding our own course towards the future.

And as we remain watchful and determined on that
course -- the destiny of human kind need not be its own

-

destruction.

We who can explore the stars, who can find the essence
of matter -- must find the power to preserve ourselves and
our earth. Each of us has only one nation. Each of us

has only one world.

-

We know that as we set our hands to this treaty -- we

'Set our nations on a safer course.

We have labored long to make this a careful and useful

chart.

Let us use it to continue our passage towards peace.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

TEXT OF PRESIDTZUT CARTER'S
TOAST AT VIORUING DINNWER
SOVIET ENMRASSY
‘JUNE 17, 1379

Today, lr, President, we discussed a rance of issues important
not only to each of us but to the entire world. On some of the
issues, particularly in the arms conkroi field, we were able to
further our joint ecfforts to develop rules curbing the military
competition between us and to lay the g¢groundwork for ifurther pro-
gress on the control and regulatisn of nuclear weapons. On

some other issues we did nat agree, and we were not able to
develop a common approach. Ye agreed, however, to continue
searching for peaceful resolution of these differences.

Both our countries face risks that stem from the changes sweep-
ing many parts of the world today. As the tvo major nuclear
powers, we have a special responsibility to deai with that
change.

I believe that two possible roads lie before us. There is

the road of competition and even confrentation. Any effort

by either of our nations to exploit the turbulence that exists
in various parts of the world pushes us toward that rcad. The
United States can and will protect its vital interests if this
becomes the route we must follow.

But there is another way -- the path of restraint and, where
possible, cooperation. This is the path we prefer.

I hope, Mr. President, that the detente which has been growing
in Europe can encompass other regions of the world. I hope that
we can work together so that the rules of restraint, the mutual
respect accorded each other's interests, and the recognition of
the danger of unbridled competition will lead to an even more
stable peace in Europe and can progressively be applied to other
troubled regions of, our planet.

In Scuthern Africa, there is a struggle for racial justice. We
Americans know that violence is not the solution, and so we seek
peaceful resolution of the conflicts there.

In Southeast Asia, war continues, with national territories being
invaded and occupied by foreiqn troops. We believe that the war
in Kampuchea can only end by the withdrawal of foreign forces

and the honoring of national independence and international
borders. We must all show compassion for the tens of thousands
of suffering people who have been driven from their homes and
their homeland. The callous indifference with which the world
ignored refugees in the Europe of the 1930's must not be repeated
in the Asia of the 1970's.

In the Middle East, Israel and Egypt have taken an historic step
toward a comprehensive peace. Thirty yzars of hatred had brought
only war and terrorism. Only the courage of Egyptian and Israeli
leaders has now enabled us to start down the road of a comprehen-
sive peace.

On all these major international questions, the United States
stands for the peaceful reconciliation of differences, and against
the use of force.

MORE
(QVER)
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So, too, we stand for measures to control the instruments of war.

The SALT Agreement which we will sig¢n here provides a good foun-
dation, one that will be strengthened by the other afms control
initiatives we are purzuing together. Let us build on that foun-
dation so that we can narrow our differences in a spirit of
respect for the independence of all -nations and the value of
every human being.

Let us both agree never to use offensive weapons against any
nation in an act of aggression,.

Let us discourage the use ©f foreian forces in troublind racions

of the world, and encourage the peacsful rettlerant ol & ¢ utes
amony the people who are diregtly invoived.

Mr. President, in the world's history, no two nation: have ever
had a greater responsibility to act with restraint, «ni to seek
mutyal accommodation, than the United States and the Saviet
Union. We have many differences of history, id2ology and eco-
nomic and social systems. I!r., President, we are both concerned
about the future, and I am sure that with honesty arnd goodwill
we capn make progress toward a safer, more peaceful world.

# # #
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THE THITE HOUSE

TEXT OF REMARKS OF PRESIDENT CARTER
UPOM SIGHMING SALT II TREATY

The most pcwerful currents of history have often been :hie cnes
that swept nations to war.

Yet as we lcok back on the causas of so many wars, wWe can see
times when a more warchful ton=se, evea a small careful zhifeg,
might have guided naticns thzt wwuch better, that much furthar in
the ways of peace.

That is the purpose of what we have done here in Vienna.

Today, the threat of ruclear holocaust still hangs over us, as

it has for more thzn tnirty yesars., Our &wo nations are new

armed with thousznds of nuclezr waapons, each capable of causing
devastation bazyeond mz2aszure and beyond imaginatinn. Several other
nations now have nuclezar arms, and evenl more neva th: abiliecy %o
develop the same cdeistructiva power. Weapons technology his con-
tinued to advance, 4ad uo have tne danqgzrs and the obvious need
to control and to regulate this arms competition.

The Strategic Arms Limitaticn Talks, which have gone on for nearly
ten years witheout interyr-urtion, rapr2sent the realication that a
nuclear arms compa2zition without ¢hiared rules, withount vavifiable
limits, and without convinuing dialigue is an invitaticn to dis-
aster, Such an unrestrained compe#ition would tempt the fate and
the future, and would insult our intelligence and threaten the
existence of humanity.

This prospect is a challenge to our courage and our creativity.
If we cznnot control our power to destroy, we can neither guide
our fate nor preserve our future.

Like SALT I, the Anti-Ballistic Hissile Treaty. and the Limited
Test Ban Treaty before it, this SALT II Treaty is based on the
real security needs of cur two nations. It will not end the
continuing need for, military strength and readiness on both
sides. But SALT II does place important new limits on both

the number and quality of nuclear arms. And it allows us to
continue on course towards a safer world with even more substan-
tial limitations and reductions in SALT III. We cannot inter-
rupt or endanger this process.

I am entrusted with the security of the United States of America.
I would never take any action that would jeopardize that sacred
trust. Mr, President, we both have children and we want them to
live, and to live in peace. We both have worked hard to give
our ocwn and our nations' childrsn that security.

We realize that no one tyeaty, no one neeting can guarantee the
safe future of bur nations. In the end, peace can oce won only

if we have pursued it and struggled tenaciously to keep the peace
all along. Yet this fight for peace has often seemed the most
difficult victory to win.

Here today, as we set careful limits on our power, we draw
boundaries around our fears of ocne another. As we begin to
control our fears, we can better insure our future.

We can now continue to explore the planets. e can discover
the essence of matter. e can find the power to preserve our-
selves and our earth.

IIORE
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Fach of us has only cne nation. e both share the same world.

Not one nation on this earth, not one people, not one human being
is harmed, tihreatened or deprived by this victory in the battle
for peace. ' A7ictory is here for all.

Iin our lifetime, we have learned teo make war by unlocking the
atom -- the power of creation itself. To make peace we must
limit cur use of that power by sharing our courage, wisdem and
faith.

These fundamental strengths of human kind have brought us to
this table today.

In setting cur hands to this treaty, we set our nat-on& on a
safer course.

We have labored long to make SALT II a safe and useful chart
toward the future.

Let us pledge to use this treaty as we c¢ontinue our passage
to peace.

£
=
£l
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE . JUNE 18, 1937

O0ffice of the 'hite House Prass Secretary
[Vienna, Austria)

EXCHANGE OF REMARYS
DLETUEEN
THE PADGIDENT
OF TYE UINITED STATES OF AMERICA
AliD THE
GEMERAL SECRETARY OF THE COMMUWIST TARTY OF THE SOVIET UWMIGH
AND PRESIDEIT OF THE PALSIDIUM OF THE USSR SUPRRME SOVIET,
LEOMID I. BREIRNEV
gpon
SIGIING TEE SALT II TREATY

The Redoutensaal,
Vienna, Austria

1:02 pP.M. CET

{lote: Presidesnt Brechnev spoke in Russian. The follewing is
the English translation provided at the signing ceremony.)

PRESIDE!'T BREZEMEV: President Carter and I have
affixed our signatures to the Treaty on the Limitation of
Strategic Nffensive Arms and NRelated Docunments. This has
been an event long awaited by the Soviet and American peoples, by
thy neonles of other countriss, by all those who desire a durable meace
and realize the dancer of a further build-up of nuclear
arsenals.

In sigriing this treaty, we are helping to defend
the most sacred right of every individual -~the right to live.
Many representatives of our two countries have worked long
and hard to draft the treaty. I think it will be fair to
spzcinlly mention the contributions made by Secretary Vance
and *linister Gronmyho,Secretary Brown and Minister Ustinov,
Pregident Carter and I have also had to do a good deal of
work.

To act in such a way as to prevent an outbreak of
nuclear wdr is an obligation that the Soviet Union and the
United States have jointly assumed. The treaty that has
been signed today reaffirms our desire to fulfill that
obligation. 1In terms of both gquantitative and qualitative
limitations of strategic arms, it goes far beyond the SALT I
agreerent. '

HMORE OVER
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Page 2

The entry into force of this treaty opens up
the possibility te begin elaborating subsequent measures )
to not only limit but also reduce strategic arms. By concluding

the SALT II treaty, we are making a major step forward alongz
the road of an overall improvement of Scviet-American

relations and consequently of the entire international
climate.

For the Sowviet Union, this is a logical
continuation of the peaceful foreign policy line defined by

our Party Congresses, a line that we intend to ¢o on following.

The signing of the treaty has appropriately
crowned the Soviet-American summit meeting here in Vienna.
On this auspicious occasion, we express our sincere gratitude
to the President, the Chancellor and the Government of the
Austrian Republic and to the people of Austria for the warm
hospitality and cordiality extended to us.

MORZ
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Tew FAISIOLLT.  lir. Presicent, fellow citicens
of the world: Unfertunetaly, ia the 2ast the most powarful
currents of alstory tave ¢lten been the ones waica
Svept natlns to WaK. Yet as we look Lack on tha causes
¢f so many wvars, we can sae times wnhnen a more watchful
course, even a spall careful sinift, might have guluec
nations that nuch peatter, tudt much further in the ways
oI peace.

Tat is the pursose of wnat we have dene nere in
Vienna.

Today, the threat of nuclear holocaust still hauys
over us. as it has for :ore than 30 years, Our two nations
are now drned with thousanas of auclear weapons, each
capable of causing cdevastation beyond measure and beyenad
imagination. Several othesr nations now have nuclear arms,
ana even rore have the ability to cevelop the sanme
cestructive weagons. lleapdcns technology nas continuad to
aavance, anc S0 aave the dancgers ana ti.e obvigus neea to
control anu to regulate this arms competition.

Tne Strategic Arms Limitatien Talks, which have
gene on for nearly ten years witiiout interruption,
represant the realization that a nuclear arms competition
without shared rules, ana without veritfiable limits,
anc without a coneinuing dialogue, woula be an invitation
to aisaster. Sucin an unrestrained corpetition woula
tempt fate in the future anc would insult ocur intelligence
ana tiireaten the very existence of humanity.

This prosgect is a challenge to our courage aing to
our creativity. If we cannot control the vower to
destroy, we can neitaer yuide our fate nor preserve our
own future.

L QAL
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Like SALT @, the Anti-Ballistic Missila Treaty, and
the Limited Test Ban before it, this SALT II Treaty is
based on the real security needs of our two nations. It
will not end the continuing need for military strength and
for readiness on both sides.

But SALT Il does place important limits on both the
number and the guality of nuclear arms. And it has allowed
us to continue on course toward a safer world with evsn move
substantial limitations and reductions in SALT III. We cannot
interrupt nor endangear this procecs.

I, as President, am entructaed with the security of
the United States of Amsrica. I would never take any
actien that would jeepardize that sacred trust. President
Brezhnev, you and I both have children and grandchildren and
we want them to live, and to live in peace.

We have hoth wecrlhad hard to give our own and our
nations' children that security.

We realize that no one treaty, no one meeting can
guarantee the future safety ¢f our nations. In the end,
peace can be won only if we have pursued it and struggled
tenaciously to keep the2 peace all along. Yet this fight for
peace has often seemed the most difficult victory to win.

Here todzy, as we set very careful limits on our
power, we draw boundaries around our fezars of cne another.
As we begin to contreol our tears, we can better ensure cur
future. .

We can now continue to explore the planets. We ‘
can discover the essence of matter, We can find the power
to preserve ourselves and to preserve our earth.

Each of us has only one nation. We both share
the same world.’

Not one nation on this earth, not one people,
not one single human being is harmed or threatened or
deprived by this victory in the battle for peace. Indeed,
2 victory is here today for all. )

In our lifetime, we have learned to make war by
unlocking the atom -- the power of creation itself. To make
peace we must limit our use of that power by sharing our
courage, our wisdom and our faith.

MCRE



K1exqrT 183 IRD . /4“147§4%?94}/’

fdop 3198

These fundamental strengths cf humankind have
brought us ts this very table today.

In setting our hands to this tre=aty, we set our
nations ¢cn a safer course.

We have labored long .to make SALT II a safe and
useful chart toward the future.

Let us pledge now all together to use this treaty
as we continue our passage to peace.

EWD (AT 1:25 P.f. CET)
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I transmit herewith, for the advice and cofisent of the =

. e AT 6/21/79 ) & = .

TO THE SENATE-CF THE UNITED STATES:

Senate to ratification, the Treaty on the Limitation of
Strategic Offensive Arms, known as SALT II, including the }

Protocol thereto, both signed in Vienna, Austria, on June 18, g
1979.

I transmit also, for the informapion of the Senate, the
Report of the Secretary of State with-respect to the Treaty,
together with the following related documents:

l. a series of Agreed Statements and Common Understandings
concerning the obligations of the Parties under particular
articles of the Treaty;

2. a Joint Statement of Principles and Basic Guidelines i
on the Limitation of Strategic Arms concerning the next phase
of negotiation on this subject;

3. a Soviet statement on the Backfire bomber, tcgether
with a U.S. response;

4. a Memorandum of Understanding that will establish an

agreed data base by categories of strategic offensive arms

along with associated statements of current data. - ;
For thirty years the United States has pursued a funda-
mentally bi-partisan foreign policy towards the Soviet Union,

with the objectives of deterring aggression by maintaining

" strategic forces second to none, creating a pattern and
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tradition of negotiation to settle differences, building a
strong framework of allies, and stabilizing the glcbe by

halting the uncontrolled growth and spread of nuclear weapons.

LA el i34 ST T 21 24 2 R4 RS EER ALt ERE L E 1

SALT II strengthens each of these objectives. The seven
years of negotiaticns, under three administrations represen-
ting both political parties, were carried out in closer con-
sultation with Congress and under greater public scrutiny
than any other arms limitation treaty. SALT II is truly a z
national accomplishment. . Ej:f 4

It is my )= judgement and firm belief that these leimée \

£k Jo
Jmuif v agreements further the long-standing goalg, our nation's

Aukgdﬁﬁ?ieégﬂ‘FSIEE?T‘ They improve our strategic situation and E

allow for further improvements in the future. They reaffirm l

our leadership of the world in the cause of nuclear arms
control. They allow us to negotiate for peace from strength
in SALT III. |

Like SALT I, the Test Ban Treaty, and the Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty, SALT Il is ancther important step forward towards
our basic goal of a secure America at peace in a stable world.

Pell Co—0 plactirn 7t v vy
Therefore I pledge the wmeet conscientious attention to

f

:

| E

Mf L VLIRSV 5 U, M(",A v  *tplaic Ll hnatl N2y [
;

W
details and principles ’1 N ‘ﬂTxtbh—hJC?:

Therefore I request with a sense of special urgency the

e

advice and consent of the U.S. Senate to ratification of the

" SALT II Treaty.
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ROTECT WORKLING CROUP CHAIRMANSIID

48 you know, the scope of my activities has bz=en eupanded
s a result of my assumption of the duties of Chief of
Shaff.  Accordingly, it will be n=scessary for me to relin-
cuilsh my role as chairman of the interagency task force
which since February has been coordinatinz our SALT
rotification efforts.

Iffective immediately, I have ashed Landon Butler to assume
my previous responsibilities as Chairmarn of the SALT Workiny
Group. As you may know, Landon has been engaged in SALT
activities since the spring of 1977; he drafted the master
work plan which has outlined and detailed nur entire
racificaticen strategy.

Tn addition, I have asked George MoZfett to work full-time
wi.i:h Landon in overseeing on a day-to-day basis the
tmplementation of assiynments made to the worlking group

in the areas of Media and Press, Allied Liaison, Public
¢tmtreach and Public Figure Liaison; it will be George's
cosponsibility to make sure that the work done in thaese
areas complements our SALT Congressional Liaison efforts.
Coorge is a veteran of our successiul effort on the Panama
Canal treaties and has worked closzaly with Landoan in the
development of our ratification plans.

The SALT Working Group has been singularly effective in
presenting our case for the treaty and in helping to sustain
the momentum for ratification. I know you will continue to
give the Working Group your best efZorts in the critiecal
noniths ahead.
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SALT II and Defense -- themes

Like every major defense decision President Carter has
made, the MX decision was freely debated and minutely examined,
both within tﬁe Administration and outside it. Every option
was considered, and the President made his decision in the

light of a careful assessment of the national interest.

Today America is strong and secure. To stay that way,
we must counter the growing military power of the Soviet
Union. In particular, we must deal with Fhe prospective
vulnerability of our‘land-based misgiles,uone of the three

legs ©of our nuclear deterrent.

We are meeting these threats in two ways: by modernizing

our own military forces, and by pursuing arms limitation.

In the nuclear age, arms control and a strong defense
are complementary —-- not contradictory. It is precisely our

strength that enables us to negotiate with confidence. And

arms control -- equitable, verifiable, painstakingly negotiated
arms control -- has defense as its guide and security as its
result.

These two paths lead in the same direction -- toward

security, and away from the final horror of nuclear war.
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That is why the nation has followed both paths ever since

the dawn of the nuclear age.

But during the debate over SALT II and its implications

for national security, we are seeing a disturbing drift by

some toward the view that their answer —-- whether it is arms
control or more defense spending -- is the only answer.

I have no doubt that every participant in this debate
shares our goals of protecting the United States and
avoiding nuclear confrontation. But if we adopt either of
these narrow, polarized views -- arms control wi;hout more
defense, or more defense without arms control -- we will end
up fighting for peace with one hand tied behind us. And we
may end up forfeiting both our security and our leadership of

the democratic world.

Our allies -- for whom Soviet power is no abstraction,
but a tangible reality that looms close to their borders --
find 0ppo§ition to SALT II almost incomprehensible. They
support SALT II -- because they know it is crucial to their
security. They support it because it will help avert a
destabilizing, open-ended increase in the strategic arms
competition. They support it because it opens the way for
further improvements in Western security through other arms

control measures, such as MBFR and theater nuclear force

reductions. And they support it because it will help

PR
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us in the United States to concentrate our resources on
meeting our commitment to strengthen NATO. President Carter
has kept that commitment in his 1980 budget -- and he intends

to go on keeping it.

Let neither our adversaries nor ocur friends doubt our
national will to compete -- and compete effectively —- with
the Soviet Union. And let neither doubt our will to work for

a safer, saner world.

Nothing we are doing to strengthen our defense conflicts
with the goal of continued arms control. And nothing in SALT II

conflicts with our commitment to maintain a strong defense.

In this time of passionate debate it is tempting to take
an absolutist position ~- to turn away from arms control or
to turn away from the need to meet the Soviet military threat.
But the times call for something else. The times call for
the political wisdom to see the need for a national consensus

-- and the political courage to build one.

Without that kind of consensus, we will be paralyzed,
and our security -- as well as our leadership of the alliance

of free nations -- will be gravely threatened.
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SALT II / Defense Themes
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I have no doubt that their goals are the same as ours ~-
to protect the United Sﬁages and to avoid the dangers of
nuclear confrontation. But however well-intentioned thelr
narrow view may be, it is a myth, and it threatens not only
our security, but our position of leadership in the free world.

Our allies rely on us to lead the way in both arms
control and military strength. They support SALT II and
they support our commitment to modernize our defense forces.
And they expect actioh, not endless debate and paralysis.

Qur allies support SALT II because it will help avoid
a destabilizing and unregulated increase in the strategic
arms competition. It will enhance the chances of further
imﬁroving Western security through other arms control, such
as MBFR and theater nuclear force reductions. And they
support SALT because it will help ensure that our resources
will not be diverted from ouf commitment to strengthen NATO.
That is a commtment President Carter has made in his 1980
budget, and it is a commitment he intends to keep.

There can be no doubt ~- among either our friends or
our adversaries -- about our national will to compete and
compete effectively with the Soviet Union. But there can
also be no doubt about our desire to work toward a safer
world with less, not more nuclear weapons.

None of the defense decisions we have made conflicts with

thelgoal of continued arms control -- and nothing in SALT II

conflicts with our commitment to maintain a strong defense,
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It may be easier in this time of intense national debate
to take an absolute position on either side -- to turn our
backs on arms control or on the need to respond to the
Soviet military threat. But the times call for political
courage, they call for compromise, and they call for
consensus.

Without that consensus, we will be paralyzed, and our

security -- as well as our leadership of the alliance of

free nations -- will be gravely threatened.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

MEMORANDUM TO EAMILTON Joli
FROM: LANDON BUTLERYU

DATE: SEPTEMBER 6, 1979

SUBJECT: M-X ANNQUNCEMENT

The argument against having the President perxsonally read
a gtatement in front of the cameras goes as follows:

The M-X anncuncement must be considered in the context of
an unfolding SALT and defense debate, along with the
defense budget decision, negotiations with Senator Church
over amendments to the SALT II treaty, and, now, the Cuba
situation. Under these circumstances, the President

should not personally get involved in the details of the
debate as it unfolds, but rather should attempt to have

the last word prior to Senate floor debate. If the
President personally makes the statement tomorrow, he

runs the risk that he will be personally associated with
any surprise arguments (technical, cost, etc.) that develop
about the basing mode decision immediately after its
announcement. The result would beto trivialize the President's
role.

It may be far better to plan now for a major speech in early
Cctober which wraps up all of the loose ends of the various
components of the SALT II debate, and then summarizes the
President's mainstream position in advance of Senate floor
debate,

Whether or not the President decides to make the M-X
announcement personally, we should still begin now to plan
for a major speech in October.
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REMARKS CF THE PRESICENT _’,,f
In AN ADDRESS TO THE NATION

The Oval Office

9:00 £.4. EZDT

Good evening,

I want to talk with vou about a subject that is
my highest ceoncern, as it has been for everv President. That
subject is peace and the security of the {United States.

le are at neace tenicht, as we have been at peace
throughout the time cf my service in this cffice. The peace
wa anjoy is the peace of the strong. Our national defenses
are unsurpassed in the werld. Those defenses are stronger
tonight than they were two Yyears ago; and they will be stronager
two years from now than they are tonight, because of carefully
planned improvements that are going forward with your suprors:
and with the support of the Congress.

Our program for modernizing and strengthening the
military forces of the NATO alliance is on track, with the full
cooperation and participacion of 'our European allies. Qur stratesic
nuclear forces are powerful enough to destroy any potential adversary
many times over, and the invulnerability of those forces will socn
ha furcher assured by a new system of powerful mobile missile=,
These svsctems are designed for stability and defense.

Beyond these military defenses, we are on the threshol.!
of a great advance in the control of nuclear weaoons -- the adootioa
of the second Strategic Arms Limitacicn Treatv, SAaLT II.

. This evening, I also want to repor: to vou about che
highly publicized Soviet bricade in Cuba and about its bearina
on the important relationship hetween our Nation and the Sowviet Unizn.

This is not a simple or easyv subject.

The United States and the Soviet Union are the two moSt
powerful rations on earth, and che relationship between us is
complex because it involves strong elemencs gf both comretitien
and cooperation.

Our fundamental philosophies conflict. Quite often, 2our
national interests conflict as well. As two great naticns, we do
nave COmMOnN intarests and we share an ovarwhelming mugual conczen in
sreventing a nuclear war. We musc recognize therefore that nuclear
érms control agreements are vital t3 both our courntries, and thnat
we must also exercise self-restraint in our relations and be sensitive
to each other's concerns.

..Self Copy
HORE l'C%i')‘l:er Library
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Recently we cbtained avidence that a Soviec
combat brigade has been in Cuba for several years.
The presence 2f Soviet combat rrocps in Cuba is of
serinus concern %o us.

I want 2o reassur? you at the outset -hat we
do not face any immediate, ¢oncreta “hreat that could escalate
into war or a majcr confrontation.

But we do face a challenge. It is a challenge to
our wisdom -- a chalillenge to our ability to act 1n a firm,
decisive way without destroying the basis for cooperation
that helps te maintain world peace and control nuclear
weapons. [t is a challenge to our determination o give
a measured and effective response to Soviet competition
and to Cuban military acktiviries around the world.

Now let me sxplain the specific problem
af the Soviet brigade and describe the more general problem of
Soviet-Cuban military activism in the Third World.

Here is the background on Scoviet forces in
Cuba: As most of you know, 17 years ago in the era of
the Cold War, the Soviet Union suddenly attempted to introduce
offensive puclear missiles and bombers into Cuba. This direct
threat to the United States ended with the Soviet agreement
to withdraw those nuclear weapens, and a commitment not
to introduce offensive weapons into Cuba thereafter,

At the time of that 1962 missile crisis, there were
more than 20,000 Soviet military personnel in Cuba. Most
of them were withdrawn, and we monitored their departure. It
was believed that those who stayed behind were not combat fcrces,
but were there to advise and train Cubans and to perform
intelligence functions.

Just recently American intelligence obtained
persuasive evidence that some of these Soviet forces
had been organized into a combat unit. When attention
was then focused on a careful review of past intelligence data,
it was possible for our experts to conclude that this
unit had existed for several years, probably since the mid-1970s
and possibly even longer.

This unit appears to be a brigade of two or three
thousand men. It is armed with abour 40
tanks and other modern militarv equipment. It has
been organized as a combat unit. Its training exercises
have been those of a combat unit.

This is not a large force, nor an assault force.
It presents no direct threat to us. It has no airborne or
seaborne capability. In contrasc to the 1962 crisis,
no nuglear threat to the United States is involved.

MOEPE
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Nevertheless, this Soviet brigade in Cuba
is a sericus matter. It contributes %o tension in the
Carikbean and %he Central American region. The delivery
of modern arms o Cuba and the presence of Soviet naval
forces in Cuban waters have strengthened the Soviet-Cuban
Mmilitary relationship. They had added tc the fears of sonme
countries that they may come under Scoviet or Cuban pressure,

puring the last few vears, the Soviets have been
increasing the delivery of military supplies te Cuba.
The result is that Cuba now has cne of the largest,
best equipped armed forces in this region. These military
forces are used to intrude into other countries in Africa
and the Middle East,

There is a special relationship between Cuba
and the Soviet Union. The Cubans get their weapons free.
Other Soviet satellite countries have teo pay for their military
supplies.

- The Communist regime in Cuka is an economic failure that
cannot sustain itself. The Soviet Union must send to Cuba
about $8 million in economic aid every day.

Fidel Castro does not pay money for Soviet arms:
the Cuban people pay a much higher price. In every internatiocnal
dispute, on every international issue, the Cuban regime automatically
foilows the Soviet line.

The Soviet brigade is a manifestation of Moscow's
deominance of Cuba. It raises the level of that dominance --
and it raises the level of responsibility that the Soviet Uniocon
must take for escalating Cuban military actions abroad.

Now I want to report further on what we are deing
to resolve these problems and to counter these activities.

Over the past three weeks, we have discussed
this issue at great length with top Soviet officials.

MORE




o .
AxeIqQyT A93I3ED
&dod 3T1°8

/ ~V///c/3 /.y

Page 1

We have made it clear that the presence of a Soviet
czmbat unit in Cuba is a2 matter of sevrious concern to us. The
Soviet Union Zoes not admit that the unit in guestion is a combat
unit. However, the Soviets have made cer+tain statements to us
with respect L0 our concern:

-- That the unit In question 1s a training center,
that it does nothing more than training, and can do nething
more:

-- That they will not <change its function or status
as a training center. "“We understand this to mean that they
do not intend to enlarge the unit or to give it additional
tapabilities;

-=- They have said that the Soviet perscnnel in
Cuba are not and will not be a threat ko the United States or
to any other nation:

-+« That they reaffirm the 1362 understanding and the
mutually agreed upon confirmaticon in 1970 and will abide by
it in the future., We, for our part, reconfirm this understanding.

TH4ese assurances have been given to me frem the
highest level of the Soviet Government.

Although we have persuasive evidence that the unit
has been a combat brigade, the Soviet statements about the
future non-combat status of the unit are significant.

However, we shall not rest on these Soviet statements
alone, First, we will monitor the status of the Soviest forces
by increased surveillance of Cuba. Second, we will assure that
no Soviet unit in Cuba can be used as a combat force to threaten
the security of the United States or any other nation in this
hemisphere.

Those nations can be confident that the United States .
will act in response to a request for assistance to meet anv
such threat from Soviet or Cuban forces.

This pelicy is consistent with our responsibilities
as a member of the Organization of American States and a party
te the Rio Treaty., 1t is a reaffirmatica in new circumstances
of John F. Kennedy's declaration in 1963 "that we would not permit
any troops from Cuba to move off the Island of Cuba in an
offensive action against any neighboring countries.”

MORE
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Third, [ am establishing a permanent, full-time
Caribbean joint task force headguarters at Key West, Florida.
I 'will assign to :his headguarters forces from all the
military services responsible for expanded planning and for
conducting exercises. This headguarters unit will employ
designated forces for action if required. This will sub-
stantially improve our carability to monitor and to respond
rapidly to any attempted military encroachment in this
region.

Fourth, we will expand military maneuvers in
the region. We will conduct these exercises regularly from
now on. In accordance with existing treaties, the United
States will, of course, keep our forces in Guantanamo.

Fifth, we will increase our economic assistance
to. alleviate the unmet economic and human needs in the Caribbean
region and further to ensure the ability of troubled peaples to
resist social turmeoil and possible communist domination.

The United States has a worldwide interest in peace
and stability. Accordingly, I have directed the Secretary of
Defense to further enhance the capacity of our rapid deployment
forces to protect our own interests and to act in respeonse to
requests for help from our allies and friends. We must he able
te move our ground, sea and air units to distant areas == rapidly
and with adequate supplies.

We have reinforced our naval presence in the Indian Ocean.

We are enhancing our intelligence capabilitv in order :to
menitor Soviet and Cuban military activities -- both in Cuba and
throughout the world. We will increase our efforts to guard against
damage to our crucial intelligence sources and our methods of collecticn,
without imparing civil and constitutional rights.

These steps reflect my determination to preserve peace,
to strengthen our alliances, and to defend the interests of the
United States. In developing them, I have consulted not only with
my own advisers, but with Congressional leaders and with a bipartisan
nroup of distinguished American citizens as well. The decisiors are
mv own, and I take full responsibility for them as President anc as
Commander-in-Chief.

I have concluded that the brigade issue is certainly no
raason for a return to the Cold War. A cenfrontation might be
emotionally satisfying for a few days or weeks for some people,
but it would be destructive to the national interest and to +<he
security of the United States.

We must continue the basic policy that the United States
has followed for 20 years, under six Administrations of both rarti=zs =--
a policy that recognizes that w2 are in competition with the Soviat
Union in some fields and that we seek cooperation in cothers --
notably maintaining the veaca and controlling nuclear arms.

HOFE




Kzezqrq I93IRD
Adop 31e9

A-binfidfe

Page 4§

Ay fellew Americans, the greatest danger
to American security tonight is certainly not the
tvo or thrae thousand Soviet troops in Cuba. The greatest
danger to all the nations of the world -- including the
United States and the Soviet Union -- is the breakdown of a commen
affort to preserve the peace, and %he ultimate ~hreat of
a nuclear war.

I renew my call to the Senate ¢f the United
States to racify the SALT II Treaty.

SALT II is a solid treaty. Ensuring compliance
with its terms wiil not be a matter of trust. We have
highly sophisticated national technical means. carafully
focused on the Soviet Unicen to ensure that the Sreaty is
verifiahle. This treaty is the most important step ever
taken to control strategic nuclear arms.

It permits us to strengthen our defense and to
preserve the strategic balance at lower risk and lower cost.
During the past few years we have made real increases in
cur defanse expenditures to fulfill the goals of »uar
five-yaar defense plan. With SALT II we ¢an concentrate
these incresases in areas where our interests are most
threatened and where direct military challenge is most likely.

The rejecticn of SALT would seriously compromise our
Nation's peace and security.

0Of course we have disagreements with the Soviets.
QOf course we have conflicts with them. If we did not have
these disagreements and conflicts, we would not need a
treaty %o reduce the possibility of nuclear war between us.

If SALT II is rejected, these disagreeme=xts and
conflicts could take on a new and ominous dimension. Against
the background of an uncontrolled nuclear arms race, avery
confrontation or dispute would carry the seeds of 2 nuclear
confrontation.

In additien, SALT II is crucial to American leadership
and to the further strengthening of the Western Alliance.
Obvrionsly a secure Eurcope is vital to our own security.

The leaders of our Eurcpean allies suppor= SALT II --

unanimously. We have talked to a number of those leaders

in the last few days. I must tell vou tonight that if the
Senate fails to approve the SALT Treaty, these leaders and
their count:ies would be confused and de=zply alarmed. If our
allies should lose confidence in our ability to negotiate
succassfully for the control of nuclear weapons. then our
effart to build a stronger and more united HATO could %ail.

, I know that for Members of Congress this is
a trouhling and difficult issue in a troubling and difficul:
time, But the Senate has a tradition of being the greatast

HMORE
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deliberative body in the world, and the whole world is
watching the Senate today. I am confident that all
Sanatnrs Wwill perform their high responsibilitfies as the
national interest requires.

Polities and nuclear arsenals do not mix.

We must not play politics with the security

of the United States. We must not plav politics with the
survival of the human race. We must not play pelitics with
SALT II. It is much too important for that -- too vital

to our country, to our allies, and te the cause of peace.

The purpese of the SALT II Treaty and the purpose
of my actions in dealing with Soviet and Cuban military
relaticnships are exactly the same -- :o keep ocur MNation
secure and to maintain a world at peace,

As a powerful nation -=- as a superpower =-- we have
special responsibilities to maintain stability even when there
are serious disagreements among naticns.

We have had fundamental differences with the
Soviet Union singe 1917. I have no illusions about
these differences., The best way to deal with them successfully
is to maintain American unity, American will, and American
strength.

That is what I am determined to do.

The struggle for peace -- the long, hard struggle :o biing
weapons of mass destruction under control of human reason
and human law -- is a central drama of our age.

At another time of challenge in our MNation's history,
President Abraham Lincoln told the American pecple: "We shall
nobly save, or meanly lose, the last best hope of earth.”

We acted wisely then, and preserved the Hation.
Let us act wisely now, and preserve the world.

END (AT 9:20 ?F.i4. EDT)
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IN REPLY PLEASE

REFER TO N /7

The President : fS%?LZf}L;Cf

The White House :
Hashington, D. C. 20500 {

Dear Mr. President:

On Lehalf of the Senate Select Committee on
Intelligence I transmit a copy of the. unclassified
principal findings.by the Senate Select Committee
on Intelligence on the capabilities of the United
States to monitor the SALT II Treaty, which will -
be released later today. These findings and the
full classified report of the Committee were ap-
proved unanimously at a meeting of the Committee

" dn September 25, 1879,

I want to thank you for the assistance given
over the past two years to the Committee by the
intelligence community and other parts of the
Executive branch. I would be happy to review with
you the full classified report and its findings
should you wish.

With kind regards,

Respectfu]ly,
a, A
h‘uﬁﬁ/m\ g “ﬁf?fg\
Bircn Bayh )
Chairman

Enclosure

')
L]
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PRINCIPAL FINDINGS BY THE SENATE
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE
ON THE CAPABILITIES OF THE UNITED STATES
: TO MONITOR THE SALT Il TREATY

In approaching the duty given tolus by the Senate to
examine the ability of the intelligence community to monitor
Soviet compliance with the SALT Il Treaty, the Committee has
kept in mind that our reconnaissance system cannot provide
absolute certainty. In the past our monitoring system has, in
some instances, underestimated the rate of deployment of some
strategic weapon systems of the Soviet Union. In other instances
it has overestimated the deployment of some strategic weapon
systems.

Since 1970, the estimating record has improved as a direct
consequence of improvements in the technical capabilities of
the United States reconnaissance systems and in the intelligence
community's analysis of that data. These improved technical
collection and analytical capabilities have resulted in a reduc-
tion in uncertainties about. the state of devé!opment. testing,
and deployment of Soviet strategic weapons. Because we are
forced by history tc beer in mind the analytic error of the
"“missile gap,”" as well as the underestimatingkof the rate of
deployment of some strategic weapons systems, the Committee
has conducted an independent review and assessment of United
States monitor}ng capabilities. As a result of this review, the

Committee has made fihdings with respect to the following issues:
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A, Implications of SALT I record for monitoring SALT
.II ﬁccords;

B. The degree to which United States  SALT Il negotiating
positions were based on monitoring capabilities;

C. Providing the necessary resources for the United
States monitoring system; -

0. Improved analysis;

E. Congressional oversight; and

F. The ability of the United States to monitor the SALT

[l Treaty.
The subject of U.S. monitoring capabilities is so complex
that Senators are strongly encouraged to read and study the full
text of the classified Report and its accompanying attachments,

in order to fully understand these brief Findings.

Implications of SALT I Record for Monitoring SALT
1 Accords ‘

_0n the basis of the SALT [ record, the Committee believes
that the Soviet Union will push to the greatest extent possible
any advantages which'the praovisions or ambiguities of the SALT
[l Treaty might permit. Further, the Soviet Union will probably
continue nearly all its present concealment and deception

practices, and additional concealment and deception practices

-
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may be attempted.- The record aiso indicates, however, that the
Standing Consultative Commission is a valuable forum for resoiv-
ing compliance issues, and possible ambiguities in intelligence
information and Treaty interpretation, when the United States
aggressively pursues them. For example, in the case _of the
expanded pattern of Soviet concealment activities, vigorous
pursuit by the U.S. of this issue in the Standing Consultative
Commission halted the expansion.

Therefore, the United States must expect that unanticipated
Soviet activities may occur during the course of the SALT II
Treaty and be willing to raise and aggressively pursue questions
of Soviet compliance with the Treaty in the Standing Consultative
Commission, which will play an even more significant role during

SALT IT.

B. The Degree to Which United States SALT I] Negotiating
Positions Were Based on Monitoring Capabilities

The Committee has also reviewed in detail the substance
and process of SALT II diplomatic negotiations to see how the
need for effective monitoring was factored into the actual
negotiations in Geneva and elsewhere. Members of the Committee
have gone to Geneva repeatedly to observe firsthand the negotia-

tion process, paying particular attention to monitoring ques-
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tions. We have also examined the diplomatic record of these
negotiations, the historical record of the SALT I and ABM Trea-
ties, and the Proceedings of the Standing Consultative Commissian
in order better to understand Soviet SALT behavior and the
monitoring record concerning those agreements. We have also
studied the specific verification provisions of the SALT [I
Treaty and Protocol and have made our own judgments as to the
monitoring requirements of these provisions.

The Committee has reviewed the extent to which the provi-
sions of the SALT Il accords contribute to monitoring compliance.
There are provisions which enhance our monitoring capability;
there- are other provisions which reduce monitoring difficulties
but retain substantial ambiguities; and there are provisions
which impose very difficult monitoring burdens.

The Committee believes that, in most cases, monitoring
requirements were given high priority during Treaty negotiations,
and that monitoring necessities Qere reflected in the Treaty
provisions. In some cases, however, Treaty provisions were not
drawn precisely because of negotiated trade-offs and U.S. and
Soviet interest in not impairing the flexibility of some of their

respective weapons development programs.

C. Providing the Necessary Resources for the

Unites States Monitoring System -

Although our national reconnaissance system is complex and

comprehensive, some of its components are fragile. In order
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for the recqnnaissance system to be effective, sufficient
back-up and redundancy must be provided during the period of
SALT 11.

In order to provide these resources a very high budget
priority must be given to the intelligence collection_systems,
as well as to processing and analysis functions.

The Committee finds that continued improvement and invest-
ment will be required during this period to ensure that United
States monitoring systems keep pace with the monitoring tasks
they must perform. Arbitrary resource constraints must not
curtail these needed improvements and investment.

The Committee also recommends that increased anaiytic
attention to SALT monitoring should be accompanied by the intel-
ligence community's full and careful attention to other areas
of Soviet military, political and economic activity and to
military, political, social and economic developments in other
countries. It is for this reason that we recommend a very high
budget priority for processing and analysis, as well as for

intelligence collection systems,

D. Improved Analysis

The Soviets wunanticipated ability to emplace the much

Targer S$S-19 in a slightly enlarged $S5-11 silo circumvented
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the safeguards the United Sfates thought it had obtained in SALT
[ against the ;ubstitution of heavy for light ICBMs. Similarly,
the range of the S$S-N-8 missile on the Delta class Saviet
ballistic missile submarine was greater than expected. This
reduced the significance of the Soviet “geographical disadvan-
tage" on the basis of which we conceded to the Soviets in SALT I
the right to build a larger number of ballistic missile sub-
marines than were permitted to the United States. The Commit-
tee is of the view that the intelligence community should make
every effort to minimize intelligence surprises. Recognizing that
predicting the future is a very difficult, if not impossible
task, the Committee recommends the following:

Soviet SALT negotiating strategy and tactics should be
exhaustively studied for hints about future developments which
the Soviets may have been trying to protect. On the basis of
this analysis, "warning signs" should be formulated whose appear-
ance would alert the analyst to the possibility the Soviets are
taking unexpected steps in their weapons development program,

Various possible Soviet "cheating scenarios"” should be
developed, using technical experts outside the intelligence
community.who have been given briefings containing informatien
about U.S. intelligence sources and methods roughly comparable to
what the Soviets may be expected to possess. On the basis_of

these scenarios, similar "warning signs" should be formulated.
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Competi@ive analysis, reflecting a full range of expert
points of view, should be conducted periodically on important
topics in Soviet strategic weapons deve{épments. The results
should be analyzed to provide "warning signs" and to suggest
collection strategies which would minimize the differences and

uncertainties.

E. Congressional Qversight

It is clear from the SALT [ record that intelligence of
possible Soviet violation of the Treaty was, in some cases, and
for a time, withheld from Executive branch officials who had a
need.for such information. Lacking an oversight committee for
intelligence matters, the Congress was not supplied the intelli-
gence information on SALT I monitoring.

In the course of the hearings held by the Committee on the
SALT I monitoring record, the responsible officials in the
intelligence community were asked if they would "fully and
currently" supply to the Committee intelligence on the monitoring
of SALT II Treafy provisions, as reguired by S.Res. 400 and by
Executive Ordef 12036. The Director of Central Intelligence,
the Director of_the National Security Agency, and the Director
of DIA have said they understood it Qas their duty to do so.
Procedures for handling such reporting have already been estab-

tished by the Committee.
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Cther committees of the Senate with the task of SALT
Il oversightlare the Foreign Relations Committee and the Armed
Services Committee. Under S.Res. 400, the Select Committee
on Intelligence is obliged to keep these committees informed
of any intelligence information that might be of significance
in carrying out their mandated duties.

The Committee wishes to point out that monitoring compliance
with the new strategic arms agreement is only the first step
in the SALT process. The capability to determine whether the
Soviets had violated the SALT II agreement would be of little
consequence if at the same time the United States did not have
the will and determination to pursue an aggressive verification
policy.

In order to assure effective oversight of monitoring of
SALT 11, the Committee finds that the Select Committee on
Intelligence should be kept fully and currently informed on
all intelligence concerned with the monitoring of the SALT
Il Treaty. The Committee undertakes to keep the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee and the Senate Armed Services Committee
informed of any significant information affecting their mandated
duties. Further, the Senate Select Committee an Intelligence -
should receive a- detailed intelligence annex, to be maintained
under the secﬁrity provisions of S. Res. 400, along with {he

semi-annual monitoring report supplied by ACDA to the Senate
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Foreign Relations Committee and the Senate Armed Services

Committee.

F. Evaluation of the Ability of the United
States to Monitor the SALT Il Treaty

The Committee's examination of the United States monitoring
capabilities show that, under current Soviet practices, most
counting provisions can be monitored with high or high-moderate
confidence, Monitoring qualitative limitations on weapons
systems is a far more difficult task and is dependent on the
collective capability of a large number of systems. In general,
these qualitative limitations present some problems but most can,
on balance, be monitored with high to moderate confidence.
There are some provisions of the Treaty which can be monitored
with only a low level of confidence.

The Committee also finds that the present capabilities
of the national reconnaissance syétem could be degraded by the
use of changed practices on the part of the Soviet Union and
through concealment and deception. Some of these changed prac-
tices would be permitted under the Treaty; other changed prac-
tices which involve deliberate concealment and deception would
constitute seripus violations of the Treaty. The impact of

those changed practices permitted under the Treaty may decrease

* The terms "high," "high moderate," "moderate," and "low"
refer to the monitoring uncertainties (in terms of quanita-
tive measures or probabilities of detection) and do not
suggest the military significance of the resulting monitor-
ing uncertainties.
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our confiden;e in our ability to monitor counting provisions,

and a combination of such chénged practices could greatly com- .
piicate our task of monitoring'those‘provisions involving
qualitative limitations,

Overall, the Committee finds that the SALT I[I Treaty
enhances the ability of the United States to monitor those
components of Soviet strategic weapons forces which are subject
to the limitations of the Treaty. The Treaty permits measures
short of "deliberate concealment" which could impede monitoring,
and does net indicate what types of collection systems are to be
considered national technical means. [In the absence of the SALT
Il Treaty, however, the Soviets would be free to take more
sweeping measures, such as unrestrained conceaiment and decep-
tion, which could make monitoring these strategic forces still

more difficult.
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THE WHITE HOUSE / / Q\/-

WASHINGTON

" October 12, 1979

Administratively Confidential

MEMORANDUM FCOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: LLOYD C%FLER L V] &

SUBJECT: SALT 7

Senators Byrd and Cranston had a very constructive
two-hour lunch meeting teoday in pursuit of their

effort to develop a consensus among defense-minded
Senators and Senators interested in more rapid progress
on deep cuts. Attending the meeting, in addition to
Byrd and Cranston, were Senators Moynihan, Nunn, Mathias,
McGovern, Inouye, Percy, Muskie, Morgan, Hart, Church,
Stennis, Chafee, and Bellmon.

The group discussed a possible internal U.S. government
understanding, not requiring Soviet consent, that would
commit the Senate in principle to support the authorizations
and appropriations for the five~year defense program, and
that would instruct the SALT III negotiators to achieve
significant deep cuts. The specifics were not discussed,
except for a suggestion of Senator McGovern's that if
SALT III with significant deep cuts was not signed within
three years, the Senate would not ratify it. This led
Senator Byrd to raise the question of whether the NATO
allies would object to such a Senate position, because of
their own keen interest in a theatre nuclear limitation
agreement as part of or parallel to SALT III.

During the discussion Senator Nunn said that he would not
insist on any specific percentage increase on defense it
expenditures or on Congressional (e.g., Senate and House) b
enactment or approval of the 1981 defense budget. Senator o
Bellmon was also more affirmative about SALT than in. his
recent statements.
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The group established two sub-committees: a sub-committee
on deep cuts with Moynihan as chairman and McGovern, Bellmon,
and Chafee, and a sub-committee on defense expenditures with
Cranston as chairman and Morgan, Nunn, and Hart. The
sub-committees have been instructed to work with us on
trying to frame the specifics of the understanding.

My original report on the meeting was from Senator
Cranston. Later in the day I happened to meet with Church,
Mathias, Percy, and Moynihan, each of whom confirmed the
same positive impression of the meeting. v

NEY

cc: Vice President Mondale

Secretary Vance
Secretary Brown
Hamilton Jordan

Dr. Brzezinski

Hedley Donovan

Frank Moore

Bob .Beckel
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE NOVEMBER 9, 197%

Office of the White House Press Secretary

THE WHITE HOUSE

The President is deeply gratified by the vote of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee to favorably report the SALT II
Treaty to the Senate floor. We are particularly grateful
for the thoroughness with which the Committee has explored
all aspects of the Treaty.

The President would like to express special appreciation to
Senators Church and Javits for their leadership during the
extended hearings and markup of SALT II.

It is the President's hope that all Senators will explore the
SALT II Treaty and related issues with the same intensity as
the Members of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. We
believe after such study Senators will reach the conclusion
that SALT II is in the best interests of the United States
and will vote to ratify the Treaty.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE DECEMBER 17, 1979

Office of the White House Press Secretary

THE WHITE HOUSE

The following is the text of a letter being sent by the
President to 19 members of the Senate:

Thank you for your letter c¢oncerning the Senate’'s view of the

SALT II agreement., I welcome your commendation of the statements
Secretary Brown and I have made relating to the Five Year Defense
Program.

I have also noted your comments about certain aspects of SALT
Il's terms and about the shift in the comparative military
positions of the Soviet Union and the United States, and your
views on a number of further considerations bearing on variocus
aspects of the Soviet-American relationship.

The issues you raise have been probed in depth during the
hearings before the Senate committees, and will be further
examined in preparing for the floor debate and in the course
of the debate itself. I therefore share your interest in
discussing these matters in detail with me and members of my
Administration.

I also share your desire to achieve a bipartisan consensus on
these issues of long-range national security strategy and arms
contrel, and to that end we should begin these meetings at an
early date. I am confident we can find the common ground on

which the prompt ratification of this treaty, so important to our
own national security and the peace of the world, will be achieved.

Sincerely,

JIMMY CARTER
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE JANUARY 3, 1980

Office of the wWhite liouse Press Secretary

THE WHITE IIOUSE

The following is the text of a letter sent to Scnator Robert
Byrd by the President today:

Dear Senator Byrd:

In light of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan,
I request that you delay consideration of the
SALT II Treaty on the Senate floor,

The purpose of thls request is not to withdraw
the Treaty from consideration, but to defer the
debate so that the Congress and I as President
can assess Soviet actions and intentions, and
devote our primary attention to the legislative
and other measures required to respond to this
crisis.

As you know, I continue to share your view

that the SALT II Treaty is in the national
security interest of the United States and the
entire world, and that it should be taken up

by the Senate as soon as these more urgent issues
have been addressed.

Sincerely,

JIMMY CARTER
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Tnar Senator Duranberzoar

e

u for your letter of Docauber 12, 1279, concerning 19

cafe pabiliiies to wonitor &he SALT IL Treaty.
As I notad in #hd correspominvee with Senaters Zavh and
. Goldwarar on this issue, we plan substantial luavestoaents
' b in a nusber of pxog ams aimed a2t sirongihening our intelli-
i Ll S - A d
+ et Eb, es - wa FIS OHL—?PO UCt'-‘fil'_‘l_—"il_ﬂ___S;: !-_-!.J

nee collaction' capabiliti
analytinal-eanabilitisg,-F s are plaanad
i', £ in pregrams S:EFIEL rally z2p 1r'b1e Lo 5A4T muﬂlLDFlﬂg tasks

; N in the ¢Y 31 Tatelligonce ‘JHJ5LII will soon submit to the
Congress. This budget will greatly aabince &he-robustpess
o€ our monitoring C_pa01llLy by proeviding fer back-up systems
25 well as new,and rmultiple zpproaches to collection®to” Fvoid " er
L.v;”ntg‘_e\cpcslvp upcﬂde1rﬁ en auy single system. The 1931 Intelli-

gence bLu’et wvil—Haue 1°=l growth of almest ten percant, -I-
be&1=ve—cﬂat this substantial increase and our projected
intelligence progranxs over the next five years raflect the
comniinent to excellence called for in the Intelligence Com-
mittse report on SALT wonitoring.

4Lt
I appreciate the serious consideraticn which you and your
collzagues have given o the SALT process and the SALT II
Treaty. 1T undarstand that you recently discusszd these
mattars with menrbers of =Y staff. We look forward to a time . }'
in—the~future.when it 45 more zppropriate for the Scnate to
i consider the SALT II Treaty. I hope that et-that--tiwey you

| o o A ] T - A it ] A 8 et e ), At S s W bt} 4 s 5k e

TS 1D conclude;as I have, that, this Treaty is in the national
security interest of the United States, My apologles for the
delay in rasponding to your latter.

. Sincerely,

The HRonorable Dzvid Durenterger
: United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 203510
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ace with Sanztors Zayh and

izn Snbstahtial invaestaants
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, Aa3-well as ouc production ¢, 11,
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cally appliceble to SALT moani-
pllizonce budzat.  This budgaet

4s I noted in the co
! Goldwakter on this is
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S TFollaction «

sad-analyviical -eapal

planned in progrars spac
i tering tasks in the FY 81 3 3
i Crm(gp_ will previde for back-up sysinms as weil as new, and wulti-

ple TZfpréachés to “collacts oi‘to avoid excessive dependence

on any s1ggle system. The real growih of almost ten per-
cent plannad for the 1931 Intelligance budget and our pro-
jected intalligznce programs ovar the next f{ive yoars
:eflec;{my firm comitment to kaaping our raceonnnissance
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systenms effactive. ’
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As you are-sware,. [ have requestad.that the Senate‘delay
further consideration of the SALT II Treaty so that the

. Congress end T can assess Soviat actions in Afghanistan ., . . ¢
bty [ _—— P, PRS- R
BT and our rea sponse T6 ®his-erisisa I wisH £0 assure you

and other supporters of the Treaty in the Senate that <his

: represents -no—diminukion- of ny cormilment to the funda-

; mental gcals of the erate°¢c zrms limitations talks.u [AARN

: ’ .t .

’ I zppreciate the support -H1ch vou and others have pro—~ 3v-f™t
~vided-to the SALT process and the SALT II Treaty. I can

“"___ugssure you of my 901ﬁ1Pmént-te—m=kﬂha~n}9g that support

through con;lnued diligence in the maintecance and design
of effactive intelligence prograzs.

:J:‘.\A i".;.“

Sincerely,

Tue Honorable Patrick J. Leshy
United States Scenate
Washington, D.C. 20510
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WARHINGTTON

Dear Senator Leahy:

: Thank you for your letter of December 13, 1979, concerning
i U.S. capabilities to monitor the SALT II Treaty.

; As I noted in the correspondence with Senators Bayh and

! Goldwater on this issue, we plan substantial investments

f in a number of programs aimed at strengthening our intelli-
{ gence collection capabilities, as well as our production

' and analytical capabilities. Substantial increases are

: planned in programs specifically applicable to SALT moni-

i toring tasks in the FY 81 Intelligence budget. This budget
' will provide for back-up systems as well as new and multi-
ple approaches to collection to avoid excessive dependence
on any signle system. The real growth of almost ten per-
cent planned for the 1981 Intelligence budget and our pro-
jected intelligence programs over the next five years
reflect my firm commitment to keeping our reconnailssance
systems effective.

As you are aware, I have requested that the Senate delay

i further consideration of the SALT II Treaty so that the
Congress and I can assess Soviet actions in Afghanistan
and our response to this crisis. I wish to assure you

i and other supporters of the Treaty in the Senate that this
j represents no diminution of my commitment te the funda-
mental goals of the strategic arms limitations talks.

vided to the SALT process and the SALT II Treaty. I can

assure you of my commitment to maintaining that support

through continued diligence in the maintenance and design
. of effective intelligence programs.

]
3

'i I appreciate the support which you and others have pro-
|

' Sincerely,

The Honorable Patrick J. Leahy
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510
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THE WHITE [TOLSTE

MWANEHNGTTON

Dear Senator Durenberger:

g Thank you for your letter of December 12, 1979, concermning
: U.5. capabilities to monitor the SALT II Treaty.

As I noted in the correspondence with Senators Bayh and
Goldwater on this issue, we plan substantial investments
in a number of programs aimed at strengthening our intelli-
gence collection capabilities, as well as our production and
analytical capabilities. Substantial increases are planned
in programs specifically applicable to SALT monitoring tasks
in the FY 81 Intelligence budget I will soon submit to the
Congress. This budget will greatly enhance the robustness
of our monitoring capability by providing for back-up systems
as well as new and multiple approaches to collection to avoid
excessive dependence on any single system., The 1981 Intelli-
gence budget will have real growth of almost ten percent. I
| believe that this substantial increase and cur projected
i intelligence programs over the next five years reflect the
commitment to excellence called for in the Intelligence Com-
mittee report on SALT wmoniteoring.

I appreciate the serious consideration which you and your
colleagues have given to the SALT process and the SALT II
Treaty. I understand that you recently discussed these
matters with members of my staff. We look forward to a time
in the future when it is more appropriate for the Senate to
consider the SALT II Treaty. I hope that at that time, you
will cooclude as I have that. this Treaty is in the national
security interest of the United States. My apologies for the
delay in responding to your letter. '

Sincerely,

R

The Honorable David Durenberger
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510
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WASHINGTON
January 4, 1980
MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT
FROM: ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI/Dg
SUBJECT: Speech Additions

Here are some minor additions to the original speech draft
from which you worked. You might consider adding them or
rewording the appropriate passages.

At the early afternoon meeting I will bring with me the more
important wording recommendations on commercial and agricul-
tural relations, and I will have with me comments by Stu,

Lloyd and others on the original draft (though many of them

may now be OBE). If you want those comments earlier, I will
rush them to you.

Electrustatc Lepy Macy
for Preservation Purposes



, | s
Kaeaqy x333%D . ﬂ ///A 7/2.
Kdop 3198 . -

PARAGRAPH ON ALLIED RESPONSE

We Qre in ¢lose touch with our allies, to make sure that
our actions are supported and that no advantage is taken of the
sacrifices we are making for the sake of peace and cur common
interests. I have been encouraged by their initial responses.
We will continue to stress that international solidarity is
essential in meeting this Soviet threat to international peace

and stability.
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ADDITIONAL OR AMENDED PARAGRAPHS

1. p.l, second paragraph:

"By moving fifty thousand Soviet troops into AFghanistan;

by its complicity in the murder of that country's President; by

fighting and attempting to overwhelm Afghanistan’'s armed forces:
by forcibly installing a puppet regime in the capital; by- con-

tinuing its military actions to this day; and by attempting to

cbscure the facts about its aggression, the Soviet Union has laid

bare its intention to destroy the independence cof Afghanistan:
to hammer a small but sovereign country into the new shape of a

captive state." (Changes underlined)

2. Fisheries:

"I have also directed the Department of State to withhold
any furthér allocations to the Soviet Union for fishing rights
within the U.S. 200-mile fishery zone. This action will result
in the immediate loss to the Soviet fish industry of approximately
360,000 tons, an amount equivalent to approximately 5% of their

total fish catch around the world."

3. Vic .Ef e ev Ef S vig&_di lgﬂgtic ersonnel

"I have directed that the necessary steps be taken to insure
that strict reciprocity is enforced with regard to the numbers
of Soviet diplomatic representatives and media personnel in the
United States. And we will also act on the basis of strict
reciprocity in restrictions on official Soviet travel in this

country."
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4. New paragraph on aid to Pakistan:

"I am.asking the Congress to remove restrictions on American
assistance to Pakistan. The United States Government must be able
to provide the military equipment, food and other assistance to
Pakistan that is necessary to help that nation, which borders on
Afghanistan, deal effectively with the seriously increased
threat that it faces from the ncrﬁh. I believe that we can develop,
together with the Congress, a means of balancing our continuing
concerns about Pakistan's nuclear activities with the urgent need
to respond, in a clear and credible manner, to the Soviet challenge

to peace in Asia."

5. Suggested addition at conclusion:

"The United States, for its part, will meet its responsibilities.

This will require certain sacrifices on our part. I am determined
that the burdens of this sacrifice be carried, as fairly as possible,
by our society as a whole. I am ce;tain that our nation, as a
whole, will bear this burden courageously and in unity. I am
confident our allies will join us in our efforts.

"We have sacrificed, before, to oppose aggression. Our
position in the world, and our pride, cannot be sold at any price.
We will never place our profits ahead of our freedom. This is

what has always made our nation strong. It makes us strong today."
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Draft -- Japnuary 4, 1980
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I come to you this evening wt-t-h—?'q extremely important QL J

and—sobor _axplanatien-cf—tte rapidly changing circumstances

.—’\_
in Scuthwest Asia. . . PreSLdent s Flnal/Approved
: ) Drafg

I continue to share with you the sense of outrage and

B Pl Aty vz e TN erd
impatience because of the kidnapping of innocent American

hostages and the holding of them by militant terrorists with

the support and approval of Iranian officials.

Our purposes continue to be the protection of the
long-range interests of our nation and the safety of the

MAmerican hostages.

Ap&_’caw

We are A

through the International Court of Justice, through the

United Nations, and through public and private diplomatic efforts.

k)g.hﬁﬁk 49 4:&&0

We are determined to accomplish this goakﬂwithout bloodshed

(?nl without ‘_,,,
phich.would] further ‘efPanger, the lives of our 50 fellow Americans.

FETEVSRPRCET SurtAPPC O e

Electrostatic Copy Made
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In these efforts we continue to have the strong support

A\~

of the world community.

oD € rrmvenen SR o
The unity‘r\of the American people and-ypeouvspatiance
4y;141115usg 4&:

under such trying circumstances arezfaﬁ—hrbeg—m—k—pa;-t—eé— the

success of our effort%.
X X 2

Recently there has been another very serious development

. L
which threatens the maintenance of peace in Soutwest Asia.

/

14

aurasticdeparture—from—resent. policy of.the_Soviet-Union,
n:ssive Soviet military foces have invaded the small non-aligned,
sovereign nation of Afghanistan, which had hitherto not been

an occupied satellite of the Sovietf,%’?/ﬂh

Fifty thousand heavily armed Soviet troops have crossged
the border, and are now dispersed throughout Afghanistan,
attempting to conguer the fiercely independent Muslim people

of that country.

... -Electrostatic. Copy Made .
tor Preservation Purposes
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The Soviets .claim falsely that they were invited into
Afghanistan to help protect that country from some unnamed

ocutside threat. But President Amin, who had been the leader

of Afghanistan before the Soviet invasion, was assassinated --

along with several members of his family -- white-the Soviets

’
control the capital city of Kabul.

feveeal A“TS newt
Onlyﬂlater was the puppet leader even brought into

1D

Afghanistan by the Soviets. §

This invasion is an extremely serious threat to
peace -- because of the threat of further Soviet expansion
into neighboring countries in Southwest Asia, and also because
such an aggressive military policy is unsettling to other

peoples throughout the world.

i - Electrostatic Copy Made _ .
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It is a callous violation of
the United Nations Charter.

It is a deliberate effort of

international law and

a powerful atheistic

government to subjugate an independent Islamic people.

We must recocgnize the strategic importance of Afgha

&3 ertof stability and peace.in—thtS“rEgiUn of ~the-world.

-’i(‘fiﬂt'f;\l Ql"llv\l";'s

blﬂIIF\

and peaceful balance of the world will be changed.

The United States wants all nations in the region
to be free and to be independent.ﬁt the Soviets are encouraged

in this invasion by eventual success, and if the maintzin
L]

'/I(IM.LW /

their deminance over Afghanistan and then-extend—this-kind

ofaction to Hther parts_of-the region| -- the stable, strategic

threaten the security of all nations including, of course,
the United States, .our allies and friends.

Therefore, the world cannot stand by and permit the

Soviet{ to commit this act with impunity.

Q CQW‘,{Q Jcaz_af_'ra/ @/j /ld-m'n_/é:‘;, 7[16\(6'€Cins
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This would
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I}aeeiéJ%Lre than 40 other nations have petitioned the

United MNations Security Council to condemn the Soviet Union
and to demand the immediate withdrawal of all Soviet troops

from Afghanistan.

we realize that undey the United Nations Charter

aﬂﬂﬂTﬂ
the Sovietg and other permanent members have—the—right-to. sy

5 T T i e e T L e 60

veto action of the Security Council. l _ (4 , *
//ﬁ«)cu c/

1f the will of the Security Council should be subverted
in this manner, then an immediate action would be appropriate

in the General Assembly of the United Nations where no Soviet

I

veto exists.c( ‘)
d :
LA ‘“M'}LU?V/?% any o Jﬁ,{ /79 ﬁon /z%;% S

In the meantime, we-and-otherlike-minded-nations
;N

ST T e ST AT N e e s
" “whd_are committed to world peace and stability cannet continue 7L dé

business as usual with the Soviet Union.
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I have already recalled the United States Ambassador
from Moscow to Washington. He is working with me and my other
senior advisers in an immediate and comprehensive evaluation

of the whole range of our relaticns with the Soviet Union,

X% X =

The successful negotiation of the SALT Il Treaty has been

a major goal and a major achievement of this Administration --

W)ﬁcf’* Y (e, R A o S A OTIITE SIS

and wepy theﬁ50v1etf/ and 1ndeed the entire world will benelit
from the successful control of Strategic Nuclear Weapons through

. -
the implementation of this carefully negotiated Treaty.‘) (,

lHowever, because of the Soviet aggression and—the
imposstbtlity:oﬁ_natiEieation—of-the_?reatyﬂe&this-time,

I have asked the United States Senate to defer Eer—the—{émo—being

. . R 1 i TP TR LI
ewﬂ further consideration of the SALT 1I Treatx, RRSEER

As circumstances change in the future we will, of course,
I
keep the ratification of SALT II under active review and Wy

consultation with the leaders of the Senate.

>0 7'4# 7%( Cﬂﬁ wes and -*-0 Caum LIS er]/
Qc'erhj cu~<f Wf—fa@)\j aAc,/ Q/ﬁozn/t(! Qc;(/ ﬂdm«a,d_ -
’gm 7/ _/f :Qﬂ {‘CUJ& oThey A?da.((owz,
ﬂfa‘ ,/ ‘(o I\(Sd'hht.j &40 ‘7‘/},‘& M,
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We will delay opening of ary new American or Soviet defere

(prassy and)Consular facilities,/and I have decided to halt
or reduce exports to the Soviet Union in three areas that

are particularly important to them. These new policies will

be coordinated with those of our allies;:isffa

== I have direc¢ted that no sales of high technology
or other strategic items will be licensed for saleto the
Soviet Union until further notice, while we revise our licensing

policy.

-- Fishing privileges for the Soviet Union in

United States waters will be severely curtailed.

-- The 17 million tons of grain ordered by the
Soviet Union in excess of that amount which we are committed
to sell under a five-year agreement will not be delivered.
This grain was not intended for human consumption

but was to be used for building up Soviet livestock herds.

Elactrostatic Copy Mada
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We will delay any/openlng ofinew Embassy and Consular

> T T T T
facilities, and weiedd—imédetan e*v'ﬂ‘—=uu;Fxocwtf—tn—sheqaumher \\\\\

of-diplomats._ assighed to-each*country:-travel .restraints-on

wisiting-offiniale,—and-media-representation.

LS

Commercial trade with the Soviet Union will be severely \\

reatricted, and I have directed

a0 than ‘“ﬁ" s bewns
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waters will be severely curtailed,

c:Sn1x45—LLhﬁTTr_fti'é}éf%Vth_iﬂﬂqupo;
oy _....f o'< * J? ﬂ\l.—-
esentialfcultural and economic exchanges

currently under consideration with—tire-Soviet tUmien-will be

defesed
776, /74"‘4-({”’1 1< ?//\1"" Mm‘% ordered [7

Fa Gratn-wrdenEG—by ihe Soviet Union in excess of that

/ A

amount which we are committed to sell under a five-year agreement

will not be delivered,

anttal-gquansity
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I am determined to minimize any adverse impact
on the American farmer from this action. The undelivered
grain will be removed from the market through storage and
price support programs and through purchases at market prices.

We will also use increased amounts of grain to alleviate hunger

in poor cocuntries and for gasohol production here at hofiiz,j;;:

After consultation with other principal grain exporting
nations, I am confident that they will not replace these

quantities of grain by additional shipments to the Soviet Union.

These actions will require some sacrifice on the part

of all Americans,

Elactrostatic Copy Made
for Preservation Purposes
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of—grain—-—none- oez?hteh-ua for human consumption

1 M SVLOI.
but was to be used for Eeedsydvé%vestcckHJaQ;\;Lg,,

Hq\will take action through price support and

~

reserve storaga policies of the Departmeqt/éf Agriculture
to remove this grain from the market.
“ B

b
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The use of grain Eor'éaéohol fuel production and to

i

alleviate hlnger . in poor countries will minimize any adverse

effect on the American farm community. T
MAfter consultation with other principal grain exporting
nations, I am confident that they will not replace these guantities 0
D
33
of grain by additiconal shipments to the Soviet Union. iel fi
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These actions will require some sacrifice on the part PR ...
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of all American€’-—these involved in agriculture, trade and

E!ectrosta

for

commerce,_and those -who are taxpayers réqiiifed to finance the

additional.budget expenditures.
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P ‘ut there ls no doubt that these actions are in the
interest of world peace and the security of our own nation,
and are also compatible with actions being taken by our own
major trading partners and other nations who share our

deep concern about this new Soviet threat to world stability.

AL H oy he uni%f%nga/ Prefer 077
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\ Heorid Olympicf,‘seheduled in Moscow this sununen'—‘b&t) the Soviets
t : )

L@Y\'W\ must realize that thefr continued aggressive actions

will endanger both the participation of athletes and the

travel to Moscow by spectators who would normally wish to attend

the Olympic games. i

% Qeinn "‘._‘A r Uﬂ' I
Re—«éi-i—«gk with othernations A provide military

equipment, food, and other assistance te—Pakistan -- to help

that-natiem—which-borders-on Afghanistan, deal effectlvely
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winbly the sericusly increased threat itﬁfaces Erom the HNorth.
The United States also stands ready to help other nations

in the region in similar ways.

Neither cur allies nor our potential adversaries should

have the slightest doubt about our willingness, our determination,

PR L L 8

and our capacity to take the measures I have outlined.

€j____ T

History teaches perhaps few clear lessons. But surely

one such lesson learned by the world at great cost is that

aggression uncpposed becomes a contagious disease.

The resPnse é,the international community to the

Soviet attempt to cru$h Afghanistan must match the gravity

of the Soviet action. \The United States will miii_i:i_,f,/) Y
responsibilities. s

e e =
g

With the support of the Americanpeople and working
with other nations, we will deter aggression, protect our nation's

security, and preserve the peace.
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FOR IMHEDIATE RELEASE MARCH 7, 1980

Office of the White House Press Secretary

TO THE CONMGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES:

I am pleased to transmift to you the annual report for
1979 of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.
Over the past few vears SALT has tended to dominate our thinking
about the arms control activities of the United States. It
is one of many arms control endeavors which this report will
describe.

Last June in Vienna, I signed the SALT II Treaty with
Soviet President Brezhnev and submitted it for the Senate's
advice and consent to ratification. Since that time, SALT
has been the subject of an intense national debate and of
hearings by three committees of the Senate. In November,
the Committee on Foreign Relations reported the Treaty
favorably to the Senate.

After the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, however, I
asked that the Senate delay consideration of the SALT II
Treaty on the floor so that the Congress and the executive
branch can devote our primary attention to the legislative
and other matters required to respond to this crisis. But
I intend to ask the Senate to take Up this treaty after these
more urgent matters have been dealt with. As I said to you
in my State of the Union address, "especially now in a time
of great tension, observing the mutual constraints imposed
by the terms of (such) treaties will be in the best interests
of both countries and will help to preserve wWorld peace."
When the full Senate begins its debate on SALT II, I am
convinced that those who are concerned about our national
security will support the Treaty as a wise and prudent step.

This Administration continues to believe that arms control
can make genuine contributions to our naticnal security.
We remain deeply committed to the process of mutual and veri-
fiable arms control, particularly to the effort to prevent
the spread and further development of nuclear weapons.

Those of you who have an opportunity to read and reflect
upon the attached report will find a compelling case for the
importance of the work deseribed -- to us, our allies, and
those who look to us for leadership in the world, We must
diligently pursue negotiated, verifiable solutions to the
many arms races upon which nations are now embarked. We
must be prepared to work with others te hring peace and
stability to the world.

While we depend upon the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, the Department of Defense and other agencies to be
vigilant in their duties, none of us should forget the danger
that confronts us all individually and collectively, and that
threatens us as a sovareign nation and as a part of the world
of nations.

JIMMY CARTER

THE WHITE HQUSE,
March 7, 1980.
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MEMORANDUM

MEMORANDUM FTOR:
FROM:

SUBJECT:
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WASHINGTON

June 11, 1980 j

THE PRESIDENT
ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI .

Draft Policy Statement on SALT II

THE WIITE HOUSE 2/7

Enclosed is the statement prepared by Muskie, and approved
by Brown and myself, regarding SALT and Afghanistan. If you
approve, I will use it in my Platform Committee presentation;
and Muskie may use it, if the press doesn't pick it up after
my use, in his press conference on Friday.

RECOMMENDATION:

That you approve the attached statement.

APPROVE

AS AMENDED '

DISAPPROVE
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DRAFT POLICY STATEMENT ON SALT II

A strong American response to the illegal and brutal
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan serves our nation's security
interests. It must and will be sustained, so long as Soviet
troops remain there,

The SALT Il treaty also serves our security interests.
It is a vital step in an arms control process that can begin
to lift from humanity the shadow of nuclear war. That process,
also, must be sustained.

Mhile Soviet aggression against Afghanistan has delayed

the course of ratification of the SALT II treatyj Efa;a_must
U P e n////. Bonfrtv e Ao Lt rieee

he pe—gquestionm abbub—our—ecemmi-bment—+£g] both security priorities:

deterrence of Soviet aggression and balanced arms control

agreements., I;os—a-Geﬁtrai—purpose—ef—e&r—fereéqn—po&éeées is

to bring absut-Soviet—restraintr—IT ITST aCEions ang fmr—tts

militax#—ﬁuxnﬂﬁﬂmig Both our response to Afghanistan and the
SALT II treaty serve this purpgse.

Through the measures we are taking, including both denial
of economic benefits and the Olympic boycott, as well as our
efforts to enhance the security of the region most directly
affected, it is our purpose to make the Soviets pay a price for

GG gulsfsom
their act of international capnibaliem. We will continue to

do so. We will also continue our efforts to strengthen ocur
national defense. We cannot let this attack across an inter-
national border, with the threat it poses to the region and
thus to the strategic balance, go unanswered. Only firmness

now can prevent new adventures later.

bl PRI S
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The SALT IH—treaby is also an important way of restraining
Soviet behavior.
A
Without SALT,the Soviets could have hundreds more missiles

and thousands more nuclear warheads than the Treaty permits.
Under the Treaty, they would have to eliminate many nuclear
weapons they already have.

And the Treaty helps sustain a strong American position
g
in the world. Our allies, and nations around the world, £~

beliauve the SALT II treaty serves their security interests
as well as ours. Our support for arms control is important

to our standing in the international community, the same com-
cre affenisfed mgymreitsm Y
munity that has rebuked the Soviets for,Afghanistan. It is

also imgortantitg=gug pasition—ocf-—tesdership-—within &l ALLS

and thns cruciall to our efforts to organize an enduring response
S YA fuu/,ry' %44,/ ¢ JAr Jppire X STiwm it foar 27iffeton G
to Soviet aggressioq{&n Afghanistan.

(] ﬁm'l?-‘-)

I am confident the American people want the arms control

process to continue, just as they want us to sustain strong
policies against Soviet aggression in Afghanistan. For they
understand that both build peace and make our nation more
secure. Accordingly, we will persist in our strong policies
regarding the Soviet aggression in Afghanistan as long as

that aggression continues, and we will seek ratification of

SALT as-6con-as mﬂje JSorsee /lf//424-c f/‘éﬂ{
,44‘/4,%/ /Wyp JAe /ﬂﬂ/ft«tﬁw C-/;Z‘fif('[
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ANEXO IX

A-1X/1 a A-IX/17 Documentos campafia SALT II. Presidential Files:

A-IX/18

Briefings, Memorandums y Correspondencia (prensa,
grupos sociales y opinién publicaj, 1977 - 1980

Humor de la New Age
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JOHN C. CULVER

SENATOR FORIOWA

344 Russell Office Building
Waushingion. D.C. 20510

FOR RELEASE: For More [nformation Contacr:

LEWTTATTLY Don Brownlee  202-223-3744
FRIZ .J, 4OVEMZIR LI, 1577 703-527-6190

CULVER ASKS HALT
TO ADMIVTISTRATION SALT LEARS

(PASIIIHGTOU, D.C., Nev. 1%) == Senator John Culver (D-Iowa)
today called on President Carter "to halt the selective disclosures
by administration sources of sensitive details of the SALT
negqotiations and to lay before the American nesovle as much about
the smerging agreement as can properly be released at this
time,*

As an example of new SALT lsakage, this time by the executive
brans4, Culver cited a front paga article in today's Hew York
Times under the headline, “Major Concession on Cruise !!issiles by
Scviets Peported.” The article said the Soviet Union had altered
its sravious position on the testing, deployment and range of the
cruise missile. -

Culver sall he had talephoned the *Thite House to protest
tha Times story.

‘Thage negotiations are too critical to our national and
glohal security to be subjected to a guerrilla war of leaks,”
Culver commented. 'One lealk begets ancother. I cannot balieve that
tha continuing nagotiations are haelpei in any way »y a running
seri»s of stori:s about who concedad what this wesk.”

"Lass than two weeks ago,"” Culvar said, "a number of ny
S.m= : ~molleaguas and I condemnaed and calladé for an investigation
o ar-arent Jeaks ragarding hearings bafora the Senata Armed
Sorvic:s Committeae.” Culver noted that he had praviously deplored
th. l:als of sansitive informatien, b} advocat:s as w:ll as
oproi:ints of the tentativs agrecments, as t.ing harmful to the

nagotiations.

~m=HORT ==
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ULVER/GALT LEAXS RELEZAS™
first add

In the past, therc hava ba2zn othar motentially damaging
r v.iations attributed to exocutiva branch sources. “fow we have
Y-t another anonymous account that appears to b1 part of an
administration salling job. All of these apparently unauthorizad
disclosurzs should be thoroughly investigatad.”

“Tha public is.zptitlad to know as much about th: ongoing
negotiations as can b told without hurting our national security
intarests in these crucial talks.

In order to clear tha atmosphere, the administration should
a2t grcund rulos regarding disclosura that ara fair and understandable
to all partias concarned.

“1f some of the people now providing information to the
pr2ss have the authority to declassify ssnsitive dotalls, then
thiay ghould spaak opanly, accuratsly and on tho racord.

"And dzclsions about what can be safaly cisclesad should not
be made by individuals at will, but only aftaer a careful raview
procass by rasponsibls authorities that balances the public's

right to know with tha precisa requiraments of diplomatic’n

cenfidontialiey.”
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Senate Committees Which Will Consider the Treaty

Armed Services

Democrats Republicans
John C, Stennis (Mississippi), Chairman John Tower (Texas)

Henry M. Jackson (Washington)
Howard W. Cannon (Nevada)
Harry F. Byrd (Virginia)

Sam Nunn (Georgia)

John C, Culver (Iowa)

Gary Hart (Colorado)

Robert Morgan (North Carolina)
J. J. Exon (Nebraska)*

Carl Levin (Michigan)*

Democrats

Frank Church (Idaho), Chairman
Claiborne Pell (Rhode Island)
George McGovern (South Dakota)
Joseph R. Biden (Delaware)

John Glenn (Ohio)

Richard Stone (Florida)

Paul Sarbanes (Maryland)
Edmund Muskie (Maine)*
Edward Zorinsky (Nebraska)®

Strom Thurmend (South Carolina)
Barry Goldwater (Arizona)

Jesse A, Helms (North Carolina)

John Warner (Virginia)*

Gordon Humphrey (New Hampshire)*
William S, Cohen (Maine)*

Roger Jepsen ([owa)*

Foreign Relations

Republicans

Jacob Javits (New York)

Charles H. Percy (1llinois)
Howard H. Baker (Tennessee)
Jesse A, Helms (North Carolina)*
S. . Hayakawa (Hawaii)*
Richard G. Lugar (Indiana)*

*new d¢ommittes members



-

E:'._t‘e:q'm“:am:)— N iy
Porkddh 3198 b;j Adan Barop!

A-y1/ofe 107

ST ) - '___—'f 7:-‘1 :
1oncna B

0 C R .
o DAL

leddin

Mew power clignments in the Senate

i

w2 70 13 prass. nagoiiations fora
{TA aw stracegic arms Hmition treaty
SALTY zr2 proczading, out aol very
zpidly. Nzvartheless, VWhite House
id2s remain confurdent that 2 wrzaty will
12 signed within the next f2w months,
Camtze. they report, beiieves nuclear
i, conirelto b2 o fundamantal purpose
s opresidapcy., And Sovist leader
. while irmitaied with Carter's
vems of Ressien hlumen rizhis viola-
> voncluds a
is prmanly

earfiad abe it China &
aiis to build s2tize e

SN

3 with the

somanis.ifa
d by the
? That rakas o 7. x-irds vote
sof now, ihe pross=oms dou rotieok

MO

The difticetey Camer fa0es

juve since |
or czfenn). OF tanse. 13 votad for the
reatizs and 7 against. While it's nocclear

cioud prospects for ratificatioit.

how these senators” replaczments would
have voied on the P2nama frauiies—or
how they'rz likzly to votz on SALT —
one can make some educalzd guesses.

> Four of the new senators are lisaral
Democrats who wiil almost certainiy
back the president. These includz Bill
Bradley of Naw Jarsey. Paul Tsongas of
tlassachusatts, Max Baucus of Montzna
and Carl Levin of Michigan.

© Four of the n2w senators are very
conservaliva Republicans who are ai-
most certain to oppose a new SALT
agreement. Thzse include Roger Jepszan
of [owa. Bill Ammstrong of Colorada,
Gordon Humphrey of New Hampshire
and Thad Cociwan of Mississippi. The
oae senator in this group who might con-
ceivably bagk SALT is Cochraa, ar in-
depzadaat thinker. But the odds are
agzinst it.

» Five of the nzw senators are moder-
ate to conservative Democrats, and their
voess wili b2 cruciz! to the presidaat. CF
these, threz—David Prvor of Arkansas,

Donald Stawart of Alabama and Howell |

Heflin of Alabama—szem likely to sup-
port SALT, unless vekement opposition
in their home states makes it impossible
for them 1o do so. Stzwart would be the

’_’\.n\ ’?:' [

O

st s=nsiliy 2 0 sech praysures; his taom
anpires 10 [hat vy vears, Tve vthere mod.
eriuty Cemacrats —ouizoing Davig

i

Borzn o Oklafioma and Jumas Exon o f

Nebraska—will protubly be ouina-

voizs for e presidant 10 oblda, but e
silll stands ab2itzrchanes with them thian
he did with thair pradseessons, diirazon-
servative Republicans Car Curtis ang
Dewsey Barlzu,

& Five oi the n2w senaiors are moder.
ate Republicans. They incleds Wiiliam
Cohen ol Maine, Larry Pressizrof South
Dakota. Ridy Boscnwitz of Minnsssia,
David Durenberger of Minnesota und
Nancy Kassebaum of Kansas. And iwo
Republicans ars moderaie conservazivas:
Adan Simpson of Wyoming and Join
Warner of Virginia.

How will the seven stand on SALT?
The odds now favor Carter gattiag Sourto
six of them. if he's abls to present a
strong case and build public suppuit. But
there's littla doubr 2| have to cenvinee
each of tham individually on tha merits
of the case. And that will ba a lot more
time-constming than it wou!d have bez2n
to convince most of theic predacessars,
who were liceral Democrats.

Assums. for a mome=nt, that Cartar
picks up all four liberal Demuerats, four
of the five moderate Damegsts, all tive
moderatz Rasublicens and n2ithar of the
two medsrate’consarvative Republicans
for a SALT trzaty. That would give kim
13 of th: 20 nzw votes—the same
rumber he zoi fur the Panama treaiizs,

The propiem is, that's a big assumn-
tion. At l2ast a third of the senaiers who
supported Penama are ot sure voles for
SALT. Ths Ley to thair decisions resis
with two man.

The firstis Howard Baker, the Senute
minerity leader. Baker’s also 2 presi-
dential candidate-—and he did himseif
considerable damage with right-wing
Republicans when he helpsd put Curtar
over th2 tup on Panama. Baker's political
advisers will urge him to oppose SALT io
win back the right; such oppusition
would be a logizal move. And Buker's
opposition would influencz other Rzpuh.
licans, both incumbent szzators who
supported Panama, like Henry Beilmon
of Oklahomz and S. [, Hayakiwa ot Cul-
itormia, and r2wly elzcted ones, partizu-
larly the moderatss.

Baker’s opposition, however, 18 no
L4 h 1

i cenainiy. The Tennessean has pue prinsi- |
ple over politics betors. aut vniy
Panuma. but alse whn oz al

Y

Fewisin

foans By bulking

tloration, vl Do
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Twan,
tre Lo Koy toree is Sen. Hearw
.ot losssen, thehard-hine Drmassut
Wit Moshinsion. Juzkson is respected
naeks on ool sides of e zisle ead
3 ipTcential with nameroes med
s tsueh s Magnuion o
Movalhan of Mew Yerk.
oi Tlorda) who dackad Caner
if it's improkadle that 2

-
I
v

o
L.

[
i

3.1
Jaznr can win on SALT without
r.it’s 2lmost tmpossible to »22 him
~ning without Jackson.

i 2 admintstration knows it
w0y they intznd to go along with

2 fitinu of!

Tr
v

real (eountine indada®) Soost e

Dasis. of progress in thz nzoliations,
Curter nezdvyhim: Catec Knows it und o
does Scoop.

¢ Fucthermors, Jacksun 13
2inyg keot informed. on 2 cuniiouing |

v

Trare a2, it should be noted, a few

aati-Paparna senuiors who migai back
SALT: the kav onezs are 1w o aucihwvest-
emzrs, John Meichar of Montanu and

uznitn Burdick of North Dakota, But
thay could hardly oftser the defections
that would resuli from either Juckson's or
Buaker’s opoosition.

3eboLnd
LAt
; ; Loual, faatt
Curter vouid win oz st in

jalatale] SN

H IR
;T e v c - -
ae of the rro—and w in unpras.

stve vamoaiga for public 5
Unlite the Panama ire:
SALT is faversd by the ; :
Amedean peoste. And witie uil of rhe
tirz aed funy wus unthe sidz of iz epog
sition on e Panzma issug, thut 't e
¢asa on this onz. Advocates of th=
Panama traaties hod considzenpte 410
culty conviaciag pzople that ratification
would b2 carsonally adviaiayzous 0
inem. A inuch mere direct 2nd 2rotional
case can e maede for a slowduwn intha
nuclear arms raca,

S=cy.

bortion:
Détente Ahead?

*HERE are faw more sxplosive is-
_ suz2s in American poiitics today than
ortion. Advocates of legalized abor-
n ses it 23 & fundamsntai human rights
va. Opponsats sae it 25 the [2galiza-
a of murder.

Pror to ihe Sepreme Coun raling that
alized uborzions. the gurizn 'was on
» oroabortion—or proie2dom of choica
advocass. They attamaizd 1o win re-
ul of siutz laws bannir 2 sToctioas, but

d oniv iimited succzs:
Sincz iz court ruling, Suwever, the

02 has b2en on th2 o
if2 muvement
n poassage of a constitull
=it banaing abortivns. 2ut the nght-
rs uave had litte su.vess.

2 thut the public. &- 2 jarg2 mar-
.epooszssuch an amesIment. Andit
:ks the support (0 win th2 requirad
o-thirds maipdty of Congress or ratift-
tion ov theee-fourths of the states.
But rignt-to-lif2rs have been generally
cezssful in another arsy; they ve won
nzrassional opproval of restrictions
at end funding for n2arly all abortions
id for through the Medicaid program
r taz poar, Yzt that issue is far from
wlad, and it continues to play a major
{2 in Congress—and in the congres-
onai campzigns.

This year wis mo exzeption.
teasivea campaizgn astivity, rght-te-
o3 wers instremzneal in the defeas of
w0 ‘prochuice’” Democratic legis-
rory: oo, Deonald Fraser in Minneso-
s Szaciz pamacy and Sen. Dick Clark

S {ow in tae feneral election. Fruser
P

Through

. b

w Gl weeren’t the only srochoies
simecnls e losz, But in other raoes,

b

[4]
—

2
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d
H
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abortion was not as central an issue. In
thz Minnesota 2nd Jowa camnpaigns.
tight-10-life forces waged intensive.
well-organized drives to defeat the two
liberals.

Prochoice advocatzs can also point to
some important victories, including gov-
ernorship races in New York, Califomia,
lllirois, Pennsylvania and NMichigan, as
well as Senate races in Michigan and
Alabama. And they also won some key
House races. Pannsylvania Democratic
Congrassmen Robert Edgar and William
Moorhead boih were rezlected, despit2
strong opposition in theic heavily
Catholic districts. A **prolife™ Republi-
can was defeated by a ““prochoice™
Democratic woman, Geraldine Ferrcro,
in the heaviiv etianic Catholic Broax
diztac: whars the vpening sggment {or
Archiz Buaker's “All in the Family™

r e
S2Vs

[ife Rupublicua Rep.

ion stovrem was filmed. And pro- !
Jeha Cunninghaum,

of a Seattia, Washington, working-class
district wiiit a ot of Cuthaoiizs, was da-
{zatzd by a prochoice Demucrat,

But these resuits have not r=assurad
liberal Democrats, who viewed th2 Clark
and Frasar defeats with alzrm, Overall,
two factors stand out. Fiest, the 2borrion
issue costs votes mainly among middie-
class Catholics. and. therefore, hurts
Democrats most: secoad. thare’s u gen-
eral imoression thue the issuz is 2 mara
volutile one ia the Midwast than any-
where else.

That's importaat, because th: mid-
western coalition of working-cizss
Cucholics und progressive Protsstan:s
has bezn a2t the hear: of Americaa
litzralism during the past thres doecadas.
Hubert Humphrey, ‘Waltzr Merndale,
Eugens McTanhy, Guyierd Nelson,
Gzorge McGovam and their collzzoyes
have provided th2 thrust of the proyras-
sive mavement within the Demovratic
party.

Whils prograssive Democrats «iili
qenecally oppuse dznying aburtions o
poor womsn, they don’t wantto risk their
s2ats over tha issue. S0 far, most have
voted prochoice. but some (iike Natsen)
have tampered that by sucporting tuition
tax crediss for parocnial schools.

Now, more than anything, they want
the abortion issue to fadz away. And in
this session of Congrass. it mighe justdo
that, Serveys indicate that the Housa,
which hud an 2ntiabortion majority lase
vear, will have an even lzrger one idis
vear. Arnd few Democratic s2nators are
in the moud to rsk what huppened to
Divk Clask.

The boitom line will probably be the
pusiiion Jirumy Cartze ook after weigh-
ing 20l the factors, A constitution
smendent? Mo, Medicaid abortions!

a0
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irter AgministTation is gearing up
 first Sig foreign policy battle of
xt Congress: the effert to win
tiern by the Senate of the antici-
Strategic Arms Umitation Treaty
1} between the U S. and the
Uniarn.
go=2s ass crdmg to pla,n nﬂgotla-
vill >2 concluded by Thanksgiv-
nmy Carter and Leanid Brezhney
jn the document by Chiistmas,
iy in Alaska, and the treaty will
Senata in January, As one of the
2ms o business before the 961h
253, {he sacT. treaty will carry a
waiznt ot political symbolism.
's 5t3¥ would love to nail down a
foreign policy triumph to main-
e President's new momeantum in

cang half of histerm. | =77 -

| now, opponents of the treaty
2en 20le to conduct tha debate

e own tarms—which weapons

SLAN TO WIN ON SALT 1l

“to 10 the number ¢f warheads on their

1S wiil or won't atfeet U. S. strate- -

d national security interasts, dut

istration oiicials, who have been

to ramzin silent so as not to
ice the negotiations themseives,
2 that the most potent arcument

daszata will be the pushic’'s desire -

new and highly accurate $3-18 missile,
which can carry up to 40 warheads.

Meanwhile, White House poiitical aper-

atives will work on the 10 or 15 uncom-
mitted senators in t'na muddie ' -

Trauhf backon alreedy have a distinct-

advantage: Support for the treaty will

“have a bipartisan awra from the very

beginning, Such liberal Republicans as

- Senator Jaceb KL Javits (N, Y.}, Charles
© McC. Mathias Jr. (Md.), and Charles H.

Percy {li1.) will favor the treaty. Dermo-
cratic liberals, such 28 Senator Edward
Kennedy (Mass.) and Senator Alan
Cranstan (Calif), the majority whip,
have already_ been mesting {0 prepare
their support for the SaLT treaty.

The treaty shouid also get an early
boost from the Senate Foreign Reia-
tions Committeea. - Chairman John “J.
Sparkman (D-Ala), who has been
neutral to the point.of invisibility, Is
retiring, and he will be succeeded by
Senator Frank Church (D-idaho), . a

“longtime supportar of disarmament.

traaty, even an imperizct one. ..

s mare, advisers beiieva that .

.will win tha fight hancily. *“The 7
Ire going to show that the public -

erally in faver of the treaty " says
Y staler. ‘

:i:traticn stratogi.sts.are count-
Carter’'s new-found stature as a

ledder after his Camp David -

33 to put the oppeosition on the .-

ive, To bolster that image, aides
raady talking about “trust me"
& chats by ths President. -

18 Administration gets ‘its way, -
2 opnonents won't have much .

radnd to fight on.*They will be

 to debate the treaty on narrow,’

r

icated, technical issues: numbers
heads, the range of weapons, all -

to sleea. oLt

Administration's pomt man will
fense Secrstary Haroid Brown,
5 highly regarded on the Hill
ch Brown is no politiczl whiz, he
: down treaty opponents, such 2s
ors Henry M. Jackson (D-Wash.)

loyd 1. Bentsen Jr. (D-Tex.), on

cal issues, He will stress a still-
lnsed Soviet concession limiting

After langthy —and sympathetic ~-hear-
ings, the-treaty package should be
dispatched 10 the floor with the support

of a heaithy majerity of the committee..
The real locus of oppasition is likely.
to he the Senate Armed Services

Committes, At the urging of Jackson,

its second-ranking membar, the com-
. mittee will 2imost certainly seek to hold
. its-own hearings on saLT. Adminisira-

tlon strategisis expect that.Jackson
won't try to kill-the treaty directly.
Instead, they suspact that he will offer a
series of reservations-—reservatians
that the Soviets would find unaccepta--

. ble. Opponents of the Panama Canal

Treaty used the same-tactic and came .
close to sinking the agreements. . .. -
.-To counter such tactics, supporters -

are likely to.otfer their own reserva-;
-"tions, 'miid engugh to be acceptabie to-
.the Russians but strong enough to offer
: pofitical shelter to wavering senators. :*
cane maiters that put the umm-

~The biggest potential threat to saLT

‘ratification derives, as one Senate statf-
. er puts it, from issues “extransous to

the. treaty itselt”" if, for exampie, the
Sovists renew the trials of dissident
‘activists, or launch new adventures in

" Africa, the treaty could get lost in the

resulting uproar. The betting, though, is
that the Russians wan! sair badly
enaugh to keep the lid on anything that
might jeopardize the treaty.

Capital wrapup

PEGPLE: Already at odds with some af
his iabor supporters over the contre-
versiai lapor<aw reform bill, Senator’
Harrison A Williams Jr. (D-N. J.), chair-
man of the Senate Human Resources
Cammittea, may irritata them aven
more if ha dissolvas the laber subcom-
mittes, which he 2lso-heads, and trans-.
tfars ity jurisdiction to the full commit-
tee. Under Senate rules, Williams can’t
remain chairman of both panels. and
aiso continue .to head the securities
subcommitiee of the Sénate Banking, °
Housing & Urban A#airs Committee. -
Dissaiving the Izaor subcornmities will
solve his problem at the expense of the

unians, which consider the subcammit-_ L

tee their turf.

REGULATION: The muclear industry,
already impatient at the obstacies to-
the development of nuclear- power, -
won't be cheered by 2 new report on
nuclear wasts disposal delivered to the

- Presidentt by an interagency task force.

The report forecasts that the mast eniti-
eal high-level waste repository won't be
ready for at teast a decade. The report
also makes no firm recommendation on
tha nat ure af underground stomge

] . ;...\

4-,

STOCKP!LES. S-enator william - Prox-

. mire (O-Wis.) plans hearings ‘in- mid-

November that could unravel a.year of
interagency study on the natign’s $8.6
billien strategic stockpile poucy Prox-
mire wants - to reassesg the- poltcy 3

- underlying- essumptlons, . which- have-

1 baen aczepted by the Carter Adminis-
tration. One assumption: Critical mate-
_rials must: be _sytficiant to sustain a
three~year conventional war.” Proxmire

considers such an assumptlon to ba

mva!ld
INFLATION: The White Houss is raviv-
ing the ""spezkers’ bureau’’ tactie used
extensively during the fight for the
energy package, Each Cabinat depart-
ment is being asked to designete three
top officials availzble for speaking
engagernenis in support of tha anti-
inflation program.
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a verbatim trans-
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edived for claritvy.)

MONDAY

THIS BRIEFING MAY BE ATTRIBUTED
TO AN ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL.
DIRECT QUOTATION IS NOT PERMITTED

MR. SCHECTER: Contrary to some reports, we aren't
going to have any major announcement this afterncon. In facs,
what we have arranged is a background briefing for attribution
to an Administration Official.

This Administration Cfficial has been working on the
SALT problem since 1974, and what he plans to do this afternoon
is te give you a broad overview of strategic systems, some
basic definitions, the history of the negotiations, and then
he will take your questions. He is not here to get into the
politics of the SALT treaty or to defend it in a political sense,
but rather to try and give you a basic factual and historical
background and overview 0f the negotiations and to the extent
possible answer gquestions on the technical side.

Now, I assume that vou all understand the ground rules
and will be bound by them. ¢

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: 1 see some people in this
room who I think should leave right away. (Laughter)

As Jerry said, what I want to try and do is just give
yvou some of the technical background of SALT and strategic
systems to provide a basis for the kind of writing which a lot
of you are going to be doing over the next six to nine months.

Let me start by simply giving you a historical perspective
on how we got to where we are today both in SALT and in terms
of strategic systems.

First of all, there is the gquestion of what is a
strategic system which people fregquently ask. In fact, it is a
difficult guesticn, and not easy to answer, It is more something
that has emerged by example.

Certain things clearly end up in the class of strategic
systems; for example, ICBMs and SLBMs -- submarine-launched ballistic
missiles -= certainly do. Strategic systems, though, have the
connotation of being different from tactical systems in that they
would attack targets such as industry, leadership targets, targets
away from the front line of battle, if yocu will, and deeper into
countries. In general, then, what we are talking about is the
longer-range nuclear delivery capability systems.

MORE
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The Iirst strategic systems with a nuclear delivery
varietyw were bombers -- improvements in the bombers that came out
2I Worlid War II -- first the B-47 bombers, which the U.S. had in
the late Iorties and early Zif:ies. By the mid-fifties, really as a
foliow=-up fc the kind of V-2 capabilicy that emerged in 1945 in

Germary, pe2ople started gecting interested in deliverinc nuclear
warheads with ballistic missiles. Guidance systems had progressed
to the point where people thought they could get accuraciess ¢aod
encugh to delivery nuclear warheads at distances of thousands <%
miles, as opposed to the hundreds of miles which were used with the
“'~2s which delivered conventional warheads on England. Both zhe
Soviet Union and the U.S. go*® into this business at about the sams
time. Sputnik spurredé it on with a lot of gusto.

By the late 1950s, things were evolving in a particular
direction for both sides. The United States was moving away from the
B-47 bombers and towards the B-52 bombers, which would be based in
the United States, with the capability, with refueling, of
striking targets in the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union itself was
starting to build intercontinental bombers, the Bears and the Bisens,
and both sides were working on ballistic missile systems.

Because of technological differences, the United States,
shortly after Sputnik, was able to move very rapidly ahead in
this area. We first came out with the Atlas and Titan ICEM
systems, both liquid fueled, both somewhat unreliable, and
not particularly accurate, but good enough to deliver nuclear
warheads to the territory of the other side and at least hit
cities with enough accuracy to essentially destroy them. The
Soviets were working on land-based ballistic missile systems at the
same time, intermediate and shorter-range systems for delivering
warheads against Europe, longer-range systems, but very crude and
unsophisticated, for delivering warheads against the United States

Both sides were also at that time starting to work on
hmarina-iannchad hatlierin missile av=tam=. Somehndy gat Ehe

iS22 oF gutsims ralllzeic mizzilss me moiimao sag TR PR
e mBmes.sZTLT DSLZZILE = SaliAl WL 2E, = ...4.../_ PR )

something like the first five U.S. ballistic missile submarines had
originally been designed to be regular tactical submarines -- what
we call SSNs or attack submarines. But somebody did calculations
that indicated that if vou split the hull in half andput missile
tubes in there, they really would work.

And the Soviets started working on the same thing,
but because of technological disadvantages, they really couldn't
put into a submarine ballistic missiles that had the capability
of going to very long ranges. So they started deploying on a few
nuclear-powered submarines and on a few conventional-powered
submarines some very short-range ballistic missiles., Although
a few of them showed up off the United States, they were really
more appropriate for attack against European targets.

MCRE
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By the time o
built up to the peint whe
in partzicular in ICBM sys
there bhecause 2f chat sic

the Cuban missile crisis, the U.S5. had

2 wa had & clear and distinct advantage,
ems, and vou all know what happened
acs

As we moved into the mid-1960s, the situation which esvolved
in the Uniced Sta<tes., I would say, more by acctident than deliberatelw
fgund us devoting roughly the same amount of forts to 1CBMs, SLBMs
and strategic bombers.

We had, in the early 1960s, looking at the issue of
follow-on svstems to the Atlas and early Titans, decided to start
building two systems, one the Titan II, a fellow-on liquid-fueled
system, very large, actually a heavy missile in today's language,
and Minuteman solid-£fueled ICMBS, which offered advantages in terms
of handling and reliability. We decided to make the Minuteman
small and deploy them in large numbers ©f silos because even then
pecple were estimating that some day you might be able to target
individual siles. Seo it was decided to proliferate numbers of silos
a means of hedging against this possibkbility.

The SLBM force was now, after the first few becats, a
thing of its own. We were moving through successions of Polaris
missiles on the same submarines -- just modernizing the missiles
-- and went through the A-1, A-2 and A-3, gradually increasing
the range.

On the bomber side, we toyed with a follow-on to
the B-52, the B-70, which would have been a high-altitude
supersonic bomber. But the situation which evolved with respect
to air defenses on the Soviet side made it clear that they would
be able to shoect down high-altitude bombers, so we abandoned the
B-70 and instead went to low-altitude penetration for B-52s.

On the Soviet side, in contrast to the three relatively
balanced U.S. efforts in terms of allocation of resources, they
tended to emphasize, and still do emphasize, their ICBM force,
They found it much easier to do that. They were at a disadvantage
in terms of miniaturization of warheads to be delivered to
to intercontinental distances and built very large missiles to
deliver their very large warheads. They also had a problem with
the technology, not only of SLBMs, but of ballistic missile
submarines. And they seemed toc lose interest in the bomber
business after, in the mid 1950s, building some 150-0dd strategic
boembers. They basically sat on that force and have not developed
a long-range bomber subsequent to that period of time.

So they ended up with a real concentration in their
ICBM force. By the mid-1960s, they were building an SLBM force,
but it still was significantly less in capability than that of
the United States.

By the time of about 1967 or 1968, another
phenomenon had come on the scene. It actually started in
the early sixties; that is, the idea of defending against ballistic

MORE
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missiles. —We started almost immediarzely o pursue this as
a natural evoluticn of trring to defend onself against
any attacking system that might be derloyed on the other side.
However, we were gulickly persuaded that this was no mean
-

technology. aAnd although we spent guite a lot of money on R&D,
we weren'+ getting systems on the drawing board that we were
persuaded could do any significant blunting of an attack by
somebody like the Sovie: Union. The Soviets at the same time
were also engaged in anti-ballistic missile effor%s and I think
starting in 1964 or 1963, they had deploved an ABM system around
Moscow -- a very crude one -- one whigch was obvious to us we
cculd easily penetrate. Heowever, interest in ABM systems was
meounting in the mid-1%60s and, as you know, a very seriocus
debate started in the United States as to whether it made sense
for us, and whether it was feasible to defend against ballistic
missile systems.

About this period of time, it was becoming clear
that this was extremely difficult technology. The Administration
was toying with the Sentinel system and other light area defensive
svstems and the idea emerged that maybe both sides would be better
off if we simply did not have anti-ballistic missile systems.

It was really at this point that the concept of
SALT began, probably initiated in the Pentagon under McNamara
where the idea emerged of going to the Soviets and suggesting that
the two sides negotiate on limitations on anti-ballistic missile
systems.

It was a major step from a policy standpeint in the
sense of admitting, since it was quite clear we would be talking
about very restrictive limits on ABM systems, that we were not
going to be able to defend the country, something which Probably a
lot of people didn't realize in 1965, 1966 and 1967. There
was a lot of misinformation then insofar as what our capabilities
were to defend against, say, an attack by the Soviet Union. .

MORE
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3o with that in mind, under President Johnson, the
Soviets were approached In -- I guess it was probably =arly 1968,
I would refer vou to 1é Dawp Sor the precise details. We
aprzroacned them about the possibilify of arms control negotia<ions
to limit ABM systems. People had been encouraced by the Limited
Test Ban Treaty, had been encouraged by crogress toward --
anc shortly o be completed in 1968 -- the Monproliferation
Treaty -~ that arms control was a feasible way of workinzg %his

particular problem.

The Soviets came back andé said, "Fine, ané let's talk
also about the limitations on coffensive systems.” With that, the
bureaucracies came to ¢rips with the issue and by the summer of
1968, there were some reasonably well-developed analvtical papers
within the United States Government dealing with SALT limitations
on both anti-ballistic missile systems and limitations on
strategic offensive systems.

But in August of 1968, the Soviets invaded Czechoslevakia
and that was too much in terms of linkage. It put the whole
igea of SALT on the back burner and it really didn't come up again
until the start of the Nixon Administratiocn.

Meantime, the United States was moving through
generations of, for the most part, single warhead missiles -~
although I sheould point out the Polaris A-3 is what we call an
MRV missile, a multiple re~entry vehicle, or multiple warhead
missile, but not one where there individual warheads can be
independently targeted. But we were moving into the concept of
what we call MIRVs, multiple independently targetable re-entry
vehicles, the capability of deploying from & single missile
separate warheads and putting them on individual targets.

So this was a problem that was immediately seen as a
new and complicating factor in the arms control negotiations
which then started in the fall cof 1969 under the Nixon
Administration-

There were a few things that became issues early on,
one of which was, "Okay, we have decided to negotiate on strategic
weapons. Just what are strategic weapons?" The Soviets started
talking about including In the negotiations what we call forward-
based systems -- airecraft like F-1llls in England, A-6fs and 7s on
carriers in the Mediterranean and the Far East and the fact
that we had forward bases for our submarines. All of these
things they did not have and in one sense had given up when they
got out of Cuba,.

We also got tied up with the issue of what were
strategic systems and looked@ into the possibility of including
in SALT what are known as the intermediate-range or medium-range
ballistic missiles in Eurcpe which clearly aren't targeted on
the United States since they can’t get here. But the give-and-
take led, in SALT I, to our dropping the idea of limitations on,
if you will, intermediate and medium-range ballistic missiles.

MORE
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The Seoviets, in a slower move, eventually alse in
SALT I drcppoed the idea of limiting forward-based svstems.

another thing that they alsc brought up early

SALT I was the idea of including in the nego=iations
ther compensation for or formally including the systems

our allies. For example, there were +then and are now Zgur
itish ballistic missile submarines with 16 launch tubes
iece for which the United States had provided the boosters.
v were Polaris boosters built by Lockheed. The warheads
were built by the British themselves. And the French had
started into ballistic missiles, were starting to build their
submarines and had intermediate range ballistic missiles
deploved in France itself.

So anyway, after the first shuffle, we were left in
SALT with anti-ballistic missile systems, intercontinental
ballistic missile systems on both sides, submarine-based
missile systems and strategic bombers.

Here again, there was an issue as to what constitutes
a strategic bomber or what has been come to be called in SALT
jargen, a heavy bomber. 1In contrast with ballistic missiles
where the existence of oceans separating two sides provides
clear delineation in terms of range, the range to cover most
targets from the Soviet Unicn to Western Europe and China is
on the order of 3,000 miles, but to really get to the United
States, you are talking well in excess of that, 4,500 to 5,500
nautical miles.

In contrast for bombers, because they can be refueled,
it is a much less clean proposition. People wrestled with this
a lot in SALT I and the outcome was as follows: In terms of
offensive systems, we gave up in SALT I on dealing with s&trategic
bombers or heavy bombers, The SALT I interim agreement which
emerged in May 1972 dealt only with submarine-launched
ballistic missile launchers and ICBM launchers. There was no
limitations on heavy bombers whatsocever.

Then there were the limitations on anti-ballistic
missile systems. What happened in the course of the negotiations
was that because there was felt to be a real priority in dealing
with ABM systems -- that this was the technolegy that was really
getting out of the bottle. There was some thought that MIRVs
also fell in that category, a genie about to get out of the
beottle, but it was of less concern.

The result was that the negotiations in SALT I ended up
focusing on in detail anti-ballistic missile systems. Therefcre,
the ABM treaty was very detailed, very comprehensive, restrictinc
both sides, in terms of the U.S.-Soviet strategic relatienskhip,
te negligible anti-ballistic missile systems. Tach side was
iimited to two ballistic missile sites, one protecting national
capitels, one protecting a missile area with 100 interceptors
per site --" a piece of cake for either side to penetrate.

MORE
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nsive weapeons side, what came out of

a freeze on the cverall numbers of
ners. Because the Soviets at that

nL re thay had mecre balilstic

v the U.5., thisg provided the Soviets,
isparity uncder the interim acreement:
rmething like 2350 <o 1700-odd. But,
z bombers were not incliuded,

ear and distinct advantage.
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as compensation, s
an area where we n

This broucht us out of SALT I and into SALT II
where the priority was immediately to replace the interim
agreement with a long-term acreement in the sense <that

the ABM treaty is a permanent agreement which is reviewed
every five years. We completed a review of the ABM Treaty
in the fall of 1977 with almost no noise whatever. Both
sides agreed they would just let the treaty sit as it is.

And we were now trying to proceed in SALT I
to replace the interim agreement with a long-term. agreement --
originally thought to be maybe a permanent agreement, limiting
cffensive systems in the same way, in a comprehensive manner,
that we had limited anti-ballistic missile systems.

Very early on in SALT II, the Scviets started
testing a new generaticn of ICBMs. And it became clear
that we really were about to look at a vastly improved Soviet
ICBM force. T think it was by early 1973, and somebody
could check this, the Soviets had even started testing these
systems with MIRVs, and we then knew that they were going to
have on the order of three times the payload capacity or
throw-weight capacity that had existed in the earlier Soviet
systems in terms of light missiles,

Let me first, since that is terminology we use,
talk about just what that is. I am going to use a blackboard
here because it is easier.

This is..a ballistic missile. There is a shroud
over the top. They ccme in one stage, two stages -- we do
mostly three stages, but for the Soviets, it is generally
two stages.

(Referring to sketch) These first two basic stages
are called the booster. Everything above that is what is known
as throw-weight. Throw-weight includes -- this is meant to
represent a bus or what we call a post-boost vehicle, the
mechanism for targeting each of the individual targets in a
MIRVed system -- they sometimes are set up in stacks =-- to
their individual targets. And the throw-weight includes
both the RVs, and what it really is a little rocket engine
and guidance system.

MORE
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Peccls had been concerned in SaLT I about what
came 3 be cailsd heavy missiles. This was a group of
Scvietr missilles much largey than anvthing we had, much larger
than the Titans -- almeost twice the size of the Titans in
cerms of the throw-welght capability.

As a result, one ©f the things that came out of the
SALT I interinm agreement was a distinction between light
missiles and heavy missiles. t that point, it was not deiined
in terms of what was a light missile and what was a heavy
missile. But 1t became immediately clear in the early days of

SALT II that what was needed was a very clean delineation
between what was a iight missile and what was a heavy missile
because of what was happening =-- the Soviets were tripling

the throw-weight of their ostensible light missiles. And

with all the potential for MIRVing capability that was now
becoming a cause for concern and people started to realize
that in fact the MIRV genie was about to get cut of the bottle.

This led earlv in SALT II to a scramble to try and
£ind some way to limit MIRV systems in a manner that we would
find acceptable. We were at this time in a position where we
had started to deploy MIRV systems on both our ICBMs and SLBMs
and the Scviets really hadn't started, And we put together some
proposals that were somewhat in a vein of what you might call
enlightened self-interest -- proposals that would have provided
a distinct advantage to the United States in terms of MIRV

R capability. We were saying, basically, "We will trade you an
advantage in MIRV capability for the U.S. for an advantage in
throw-weight capability for the Soviet Union. We will let you
keep your heavy missiles but we are going to have more MIRVs,
more warheads on top of cur missiles." There was a struggle
throughout the first two years of SALT II to work a compromise
on this. It passed through the Nixon Administration and into
the Ford Administration. Finally, at Vladivostok in 1874,
we abandoned any effort to create some kind of fancy tradeoff
of more throw-weight for them, more MIRVs for us. And out of
Vladivostok came MIRV limitations and also an overall aggregate
limitation on the number of ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers and
strategic bombers.

The numbers agreed there were an aggregate of 2,400
on what we call strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, a jargon
term which simply means, ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers, and
heavy bombers and a limitation of 1,320 on the number of
launchers of missiles that could be equipped with MIRVs.

There was a perception in the immediate post-
vladivostok period that we really had broken the back of
SALT II and would very quickly be able to move to completion
of a SALT II agreement. Although we were not talking about
restrictions that were going to cause either side to make
drastic changes in their strategic posture, nevertheless they
would perform the task of wrapping some blanket arcund the
strategic competition, not only overall numbers of strategic
delivery vehicles, but also numbers of launchers of MIRVed
missiles. .
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in two areas. The
2 of what 1s a heavy homber. >
whether a parrticular Soviet bomber, ckfire, was going =c
be classified as a heavy bomber under SA a bomber which we
believed was being deploved Zor theatre missions against
Western Europe and against the Chinese. At the same time,
calculations indicated that at least on a one-way mission,
at high altitude, and flying subsonically -- this is an airer
designed to fly supersonically -- it could reach the United St
We proposed in the post-Vladivostok pericé that the Soviets
include the BackZire bomber ameng the heavy bombers limited under
the 2,400 on their side.

ivostck perio wWe
harkens pack to

ue came Uz as to

F

Ia

=3
in the
Lo

o]

n T
es3 E]
at a
T
1
Qur

n

[Te]

i
alt
ates

MORE



K.m..tq?'I Iajzae) ) /“‘/X/J//D

Kdod 31as

M that we ran intc was the problem of

» let me explain to you what a cruise
enerally fall into two categories, criise
¢ missiles. Ballistic missiles of the
Soviet Union co outside zhe atmosphere,

@ corder o, say, & thousand kilometers, and:
come down. The term "ballistiz" means after the ini<ial boos:
phase that lasts for three or four minutes -- think of it like
throwing a baseball. The boost phase is when your arm still has
the ball. After you let co of i%t, +he ball is flving on a

surely ballistis trajectory affectsd out here st rictly by gravisy
and as it comes back inside the atmosphere (which, for purpcses
©of impact on re-entry vehicles, is on the order of 30 kilometers)
by the aerodynamiec forces that are encountered as you come into
the atmosphere.
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Cruise missiles are strictly unmanned airplanes.
They stay inside the atmosphere, are less efficient in the sense
that it is a much more expensive and a much slower way to deliver
nuclear warheads. They are generally air-breathing in the sense
they carry their fuel on board and breathe air in the same way
a jet airplane does. But some of them are also rocket-
powered in the sense they carry both the rocket fuel and oxidizer
on board. But the unique characteristic is that they stay in
the atmosphere, generally at low altitude, but some £ly like
airplanes do at 20,000 or 30,000 feet.

We ran into a problem in the post-Vladivostok period cn
how cruise missiles were geing to be handled in SALT. There
had been some discussion on cruise missiles prior to Vladivostok
and some discussion of air-to-surface missiles at vVladivostok.
But in the post-vVladivostok period, the Soviets insisted there
be comprehensive limitation on cruise missles. Here we are
talking about cruise missiles that would be launched from
aircraft, from surface ships, from submarines, or from ground-
based launchers. Cruise missiles are not new things. The v-1
was the first seriocus cruise missile. Both sides had lots of
cruise missiles but generally of very short range, not designed
for strategic applications. But we had moved into a reaim
through miniaturization of engines, miniaturization of warheads,
where we could pack a fairly respectable cruise missile and a
fairly respectable warhead in a fairly small volume.

50 we could talk about delivering these things with
nuclear warheads to ranges on the order of 2,000, 3,000, 4,000
kilometers. And it also offered the prospect of doing this at
relatively low cost.

Well, the year of 1975 was spent wrestling with the
two issues of Backfire and cruise missiles. We had the overall
2,400 and 1,320 agreed and it wasn't until January of 1976 that
the two sides really got close in terms of working out ways to
handle cruise missiles and the Backfire.

I will spare you the details of that. But in the

period immediately after January 1976, where Kissinger had
gone to Moscow, there was a little stutter step on
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where we were going to go with SALT and wvery rapidly the whele
issue got bound up in the 1976 Presidential campaign and SALT
ended ur on =he back burner for the balange of the Feord

Administration.

m

This thern brought in the Carter Administration in
early 1977 where immediately one of the priority =opics was
the review of the U.5. position on SALT. At the analytical
level, we were invited tec look not onlv at just, if you will,
trying to wrap up a SALT II acgreement on the basis of the
negotiating situation that prevailed in Januaryv and February of
1976, but alsoc to look at mavbhe whether we wanted to tryv and do
mere in SALT II, either more reductions, more qualitative
restraints or whatever.

This led to the March 1977 comprehensive proposal which,
as you know, was not particularly well received in the Soviet Union

They clearly had hoped that we would be willing to
move promptly to negotiate on the basis of the negotiating
situation that prevailed in January of 1976.

However, as a testimony to the commitment of both
sides to pursue SALT, by late april of 1577, the process was
really back on track. And I think it was in May of 1977 that
Secretary Vance met with Greomyko in Geneva and came up with what
is now known as the three-tiered approach to SALT II. This is a
comprehensive agreement which will last through 1985, a protocol
which will last, we now know, until the end of 1981, and a
statement of principles for SALT III which will provide a set of
basic guidelines for the SALT III negotiations as well as note
the commitment of both sides to pursue further gualitative
limitations, further reductions, further efforts to enhance
verification by thinking about more enlightened approaches to
verification in terms of cooperation, et getera.

However, May of 1977 is almost twe years ago and we
have spent the last couple of years working out the details. .
This involved continuing to work on the particular problems that
had been left from January of 1976, but also to work on a new set
of problems which are known as the ICBM modernization constraints,
something that certainly had probably surprised the Soviets in
March 1977, but yet something which they did not reject outright
as testified o by the existence in the agreement today of a fairly
comprehensive set of qualitative restraint on ICBMS and also to a
lesser degree on SLBMs.

Nevertheless, it has taken a couple of years to work
the details. As is frequently said, the devil is in the details,
not in the agreement in principle. We have found that this has
taken some time. However, we now, as you know, believe we are
extremely close once again. One gets tired of saying these
things, but we are within striking distance now of completing an
agreement which we anticipate would be signed at a summit meeting
between President Carter and President Brezhnev.

Let me tell you a little bit about where we have come

in terms of the limitations, and then I will field gquestions of
an informaticnal nature about aspects of the agreement.

IMORE
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The 2,400 limitation on overall strasegic delivery
vehicles, IC3M launchers, SLBM launchers and heavy bombers
will now be the level whizh comes into effect immediately
upon the ratifization of the agreement. However, the sides
nave agreed this level will be reduced &5 2,250 by the end of
1981, Reductions will start at the start of 1%81, and be
comeleted during the vear of 1981.

The 1,320 limitation from Vladiveostok on launchers
of MIRVed missiles has been replaced by a 1,320 limitation
which includes not only launchers or MIRVed nissiles but
also heavy bombers equipped with air-launched cruise missiles
capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers.

I will use the jargon term, ‘and you will frequently
hear the term used, "long-range” cruise missiles which really
means range greater than 600 kilometers.

The previous 1,320 limitation on strictly launchers
of MIRVed missiles has .now been reduced to a level of 1,200.
So there is a2 1,200 limitaticon on launchers of MIRVed ICBMs,
launchers of MIRVed SLBMs and I should als¢ mention, although
they are not in the inventory of either side, launchers of
MIRVed ASBMs or air-to-surface ballistic missiles.

Think of this as an air mobile ICBM. One of the
things you have heard about this type of system is that it is
a possible replacement for the silo-based ICBM force. Here
we are talking about any ballistic missile launched from an
aircraft -- any ballistic missile which has a range in excess
of 600 kilometers which is launched from an aircraft. (Such
ballistic missiles are also included in the 2,400 and 2,250
limitations.

Within the 1,200 limit then, there is an 850 limitation
on launchers of MIRVed ICBMs.

These, are the basic numerical elements. On top of
this are some important qualitative limitations. There is a
limitation on ICBM modernization which permits each side one
new type of ICBM during the period of agreement. But the term
"new type" requires a definition.

One of the things we learned in SALT II is that we
should define every term that we possibly can because any
ambiguity can be exploited by the Soviets to their own
advantage.

And we have a definition of a new type of ICBM
that is based on physical characteristics of the missile such
as its diameter, its length, its throw-weight (everything above
the boost stages) what we call missile launch weight, which
is the total weight of the missile =-- if you took a missile
out of a silo and put it on a scale,that is launch-weight --
and fuel type.

MCRE
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wWhat we have negctiated is a se: of cons:tralnts

on pow much these indi-vidual parameters can be changed, and I
am not preparec to tell vou the particular Ze+tails on that,

but how much those parameters can be changed in +he process of
modernizing an existing missile before it goes over and becomes a
new <voe. And the Soviets can, as I sav, change

or come cut with a new missile that is signifi-antly differsnt Irom the
existing missiles but there can ke only one of them.

We, for our part, will almost certainly use cur one
chit, if you will, for the MX missile.

In addition to the limjitations on modernization of
this type, there are also what we call fractionation limits,
which are limits on the number of warheads that can be placed
on a missile. Under these limitations, existing types -- i.e.,
those that are not changed beyond the restricted parameters
on what defines a new type -- are frozen at their existing
fractionation levels. This means for the $5-17, 19, and 18
of the Soviet Union, four Vs, sixf/s and ten R¥s. BAlso there
is a limitation on the number of RVs on the one new type of
ICBM that is permitted each side and that is ten RVs as well.

It should alsc be pointed out that one new type that
is permitted each side must be a light ICBM, where light
ICBM is defined as anything that has a throw-weight less than
that of the S8-19. Let me correct that. It is defined as
anvthing which has a throw-weight or a launch weight, i.e.,

a total missile weight, less than that of the §55-19.

There is also a limit on the number of warheads
that can be placed on an SLBM which is 14, which happens to be
the maximum which hag been tested to date. We have tested up
to 14 RVs on the Poseiden SLEM.

There are.a number of other qualitative limitations
of lesser import which I will pass over for now. Shortly
after the announcement, you will probably be able to get some
more details on some of the individual provisions of the
agreement. But I will start to pass into a realm of things
that you have not heard of and probakly won't write too much
about in the future.

In the protoccol te this agreement, there are some
additional limitations. The protocol, as I indicated, will
last through the end of 1981. The additional limitations in
the protocol cover mobile ICBM systems, and ground-launched
cruise missiles and what we call sea-launched cruise missiles.
Sea-launched cruise missiles include cruise missiles launched from both surfa
ships and submarines. For the protocol, both sides are
prohibited from deploying ground-launched or sea-launched
cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers.
However, there are no restrictions whatever on the testing or
any other aspects of the development of cruise missiles.

MORE
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. = for that period of time, we can test cruise missiles
~o whatever rance we want, which, as you nave heard, has no
impact whatever on the U.S. cruise missile program bhecause we
do not plan to deplov ground-launched or sea-launched
cruise missiles with ranges in excess of 600 kilometers during
the periocé of protocol.

The limitations on mcbile ICBMs are “hat the testing
and deployment ¢f mobile ICBMs is banned for the period of
protocol. Here, I am talking about, when I say mobile
ICBM systems, both land mobile ICBM systems and what we call
air mobile ICBM systems, those ASBMs or air-to-surface ballistic
missiles that I referred to earlier. Here again there is
no impact on U.S5. programs in that we had not planned to test
the MX until I think sometime early in 1983.

I will not go into the details of the Joint Statement
of Principles bhecause they are very general and in large part
simply a commitment of both sides to continue to pursue the
negotiations. There is nothing binding in terms of particular
limitations, either numerical or gualitative, in the Joint
tatement of Principles.

Let me go back and mention a few other things that
are in the treaty itself. For cne thing, as I alluded to
earlier, there is a wide spectrum, or large number of definiticns.
We have defined in great technical detail such parameters as
throw-weight, launch weight, what is a MIRV, what is a cruise
missile, things which make certain that there will be no
ambiguities on the two sides as to what these technical
terms mean. .

Ancther thing that is included is a number of what we
call MIRV counting rules, things that ensure that the two sides
either conduct themselves in a manner consistent with making an
agreement verifiable, or, if you will, change practices in the
future since both sides have tended to evolve in terms of
strategic systems development in a manner not particularly con-
cerned about verification.

Let me give you a couple of examples in terms of
verifying the numbers of launchers of MIRvVed missiles.

If a missile has been tested with MIRVs and single
re-entry vehicles (No post-boost vehicles and just a single re-entry
vehicle)as the Soviets have done with several of their missiles,
all missiles of that type when deplpyed will still count as
MIRVed., We do not have to take an the task of
telling whethera missile once deployed has on it a single re-entry
vehicle or MIRVs.
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Secondly, any launcher, any silo in the case of

ICBMs or any launch tube on a submarine in the case of
SLBMs, that nhas ever been uged to launch a MIRVed missile,
wili also count as a MIRVed missile launcher regardless of
what 1t contains. These are type rules or counting rules isr
MIRVed ICBMs which deal with some verification problems which we
simply could net deal with otherwise, the inabili+y to :£elil what
a launcher contains once they have shut it up or an inabilisv %o

tell whether a missile has multiple warheads or a single RV.

There are a number of other verification-related
¢constraints. As in the SALT I agreement, there is a ban on
interference with national technical means of verification. This
15 the SALT term for the satellite systems and other technical
systems that are used to moniter the adherence of the other
side to the agreement.

There is a ban on deliberate concealment measures
which impede verification. That means vou can't go out and
erect a Barnum & Bailey tent over your missile silo for a year
and let the other guy wonder what is happening underneath
there or, in the case of submarine construction, you can't
jo out and cover the place where vou do your submarine construction
so the other side cannot count the number of launch tubes that
are going into the submarine.

MORE ‘4
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That gives you a brief cverview of where we have

come, scme of vhe important pravisiosns of the agreement,
ané I now would invite you o guestion me abouit anything
except why we did some of this stufl.

Q Deoesn’'t the ban on one new missile per nation
for development place the United States in a kind of strateqic
disadvantage because the Soviets could refit an 88-20, which
is now an intermediate-~range missile, with a booster which
would automatically make that an ICBM, plus it would allow them
to develop vet a secend new missile as well?

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Under the terms of the
agreement, the 55-20 problem, if you will, is generally thought
c¢f in terms of converting an 55-20 to an S5-16, because it is
generally conceded that the first two stages of the 55-16 are
common with the two stages of the $5-20.

Further testing and deplovient of the 55-16 is prohibited,
pericd, under the SALT agreement., S0 that particular idea
of just putting another third stage on top is not apossikility.
Now, it is possible they could deploy a new $5-20 follow=-on
or something like that, but anything like that which has
an intercontinental capability would count as the one new type.
Cnce it is judged to have the intercontinental
canablllty ~- which is defined as range capability
in excess of shortest distance between the continental United
States and the continental Soviet Union or 5500 kilometers -- it

would count. So we are really not concerned about that sort of possibility
in terms of the one new type. There is some concern abcut the

potential for breakout, if you will, in their ability to possibly
put a third stage on top of the S5-20, but there are a lot of
other reasons why we think we are in reasonable shape for that.

Q How did they settle Backfire?

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There will be an exchange
of statements that deals with the Backfire issue which will
be made public at the summit meeting.

o] You haven't mentioned the constraints on a
transfer of technology to our allies. How do you read that now?
May we transfer cruise missile technology or any other kind
of technoleogy that bears on this treaty to our NATO allies and the
Japanese?

ADMINISTRATION QFFICIAL: That is a guestion of
interpretation. Let me avoid going into that because the United
States will make a concrete statement about interpreting what
is in the agreement on that.

First I will tell you how it came out.
At the start of SALT I, the Soviets proposed a highly
restrictive, what we call a non-transfer previsicn, which
would have restricted the transfer of systems limited
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by the agreement, or any tachnolcgy associated therewith,
or assistance in the develooment of such systems to

third countries, If you will look at the non-transfer
provision which is in the ABM treaty, in simple terms, they
wanted tc carry this over into the of{Zfensive agreement.

We resisted this on legitimate grounds in terms
of interfering with legitimate programs of cooperation with
our allies. Andthe outceome, if you will, on the negotiations
was a very simple non-circumvention provizsicon which commits
both sides not to circumvent the provisions of the agreement
through third states, or in any other manner.

One cculd go through a whole litany of guestions
about transfers or cooperation on cruise missiles, Poseidons,
Tridents, and all sorts of things like that, but we do not want
to get into that sort of thing.

Let me just say that at some time in the future
some effort will be made to explain in more detail how we
view that non-circumvention provision.

Q Can you say whether pur allies are happy with what
decision we have made?

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think we can say the
allies are satisfied with the outcome on that issue.

Q There must be some area which the United States
suspects that the Soviets might try to violate the treaty or
most liberally interpret the treaty in their faver. What
is that area and what does the United States plan t© do to
menitor and make sure that there are no violations in that
particularly sensitive area?

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, our approach to the
agreement has been to assume that the Soviets might in principle
be interested in cheating in any area. That is presumably their
approach as well. For that reason, we have not attempted to
negotiate any particular provisions that we did not think
we could adeguately verify.

So I really couldn't answer your guestion. I could go
through thewhole list of provisions I have given you and say,
yes, I can see reasons why the Soviets might try and cheat
in each one of them. But we are, as has been stated, quite
confident in our ability %o adeguately verify those provisions
which have been negotiated. I wouldn't want to try and guess
where they might cheat,

Q What does "adequate verification" mean, as
opposed to "verification"?

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me just refer to
something here that will list for you a few
things that should go into a consideration of what constitutes
adeguate verification.

MORE



10 _ . - 19 - - '
19123331?{;;.3 ‘. . /}t /X/J)///P

Adeguacze verification, in the first place, means
taking into account things cother than simply monitoring
uncertainties. It means taking inte account
possible motivations on the Sovie: side for cheating,
taking into account the s:irategic significance of possible
cheating, <=2kinz into account our own srograms that could
conceivably respond to such chea<ting, and other factors of
this nature.

It is not simply a consideration of some plus or
minus 3 percent or plus or minus 10 percent monitoring
uncertainty.

There is, we realize, an educational effort we have
on our hands to make people understand this concept, which has
been part cf arms control since the very beginning. But it
is one which has tended to be obscured in some of the debate
that has already started on the SALT agreement. We will be
making the case on the adequacy of verification, taking into
account all of these factors, to the Senate, and are quite confiden
we can make that case.

Q Do we have any idea what the new Soviet missile
will be? And is it your understanding when they finally
bring on their 5th generation, that wiil be a modified missile
as opposed to a new missile?

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There is some speculation as t
what that new missile might be. . There are several
possibilities, and we don't know for sure.

Q One of the critics of SALT said this morning,
Paul Nitze, he thinks that it is pot guite clear to the
Russians what the Americans believe the agreement says, which is
that after the protoccol we can deploy a mobile missile. He
doesn't think the Russians understand that clearly, do they?

ADMINISTRATION QFFICIAL: Yes.
e} Have they agreed to it?

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It is explicit in the
agreement that mobile ICBMs are permitted after the period of
the protocol. Neither side has attempted to negotiate particular
mobile ICEM concepts. On the other hand, both sides recognize
it is incumbent on he who wants a mobile ICBM system toc make
it adeguately verifiable under the provisions of the SALT
agreement. We have not attempted to go to the Soviets and lay
out in excruciating detail how we intend toc do that. They have
not tried to do the same for us with any mobile ICBM systems
they might want to deploy.

Q You talked about a three-year protoceol. You've
talked about 1981. Which is it? Secondly, will the treaty
be significantly different from the treaty you were on the
verge of completing in October 19777 And is the Administration
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doing a stubtter step of its own, which you have accused the
Ford Adminisctration and Kissinger of doing?

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I wouldn't call is "accused".
That was a description.

Q You said they had a treaty but because of
oolicics, they wouldn't put it across.

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That is not what I said.

o] All right. Please explain if the treaty will
be significantly different from the one where you were
when Carter, in Des Moines, Iowa, in October 1977, said, "within
weeks we will have the cutline of 3 treaty that will be provided
the country."” What have you done in the last 18 months to
change it?

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The basic outline of the treat
that existed in October of 1977 are the same as those that
exist today.

Q What has been going on, then?

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have been negotiating
the details, which has not been easy.

Q That devil. Right?
ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The devil.

Q These cruise missiles, are they straight air
missiles, or maneuvering?

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me not try and get
into the technical details on that, other than to sav there is
& very explicit definition as to how you define cruise missile
range. It is a little complicated. I am going to have to
pass on that.

Q How have you resolved the issue of nuclear
and conventionally armed cruise missiles?

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That is a level of detail
I am not prepared tc get into.

Q Can I ask a guestion about the basing mode
of the MX? My understanding is there is considerable interest
in ways of concealing the location of the MX missiles, either
by having some empty silos and shifting them around, or
having them in trenches, and so on. Is that prohibited under
the terms of outlined concealmen: ags you mentioned?

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: As I indicated to you,
what is prohibited is deliberate concealment measures which
impede verification. 1If you will think of it, deception in
and of jitself is not prohibited, or concealment in the sense
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that, for example, ballistic missile submarines, once they
leave their bases, also disappear.

Q Why wouldn't that impede verification? If
tnhe Soviets were unable to determine how many MX missiles
were concealed because there were a whole bunch of empty
silos scattered around the country, why wouldn't that be
deliberate concealment?

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The issue isn't whether
they can determine where they are, but whether they can
determine how many there are, It is incumbent upon us
to devise a scheme to insure that they can determine how
many missile launchers there are.

Q Does that mean the verification problem is
not only a guestion of the U. 5. verifying the Soviets, but also ¢
of the Soviets verifying what we are doing. Right?

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Most assuredly. They
freguently point that out to us.

Q How has the issue of telemetry and encryption
been resolved, and has it been?

ADMINISTRATION QFFICIAL: I am not prepared to address
that issue.

THE PRESS: Thank you.

END (AT 4:40 P.M. EST)
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE MAY 9, 1979

Dffice oI the Whits House Press 3Jecretary

/{‘ SM THE WHITE HOUSE

PRES3 ANMNOUNCEMEMNT
3y
CY2US R. YANCE,
SECRETARY OF STATE
AND
HAROLD BROWN,
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

The Briefing Raoom
3:00 P.M. EDT

SECRETARY VANCE: Good afternoon. I have an announcement
to make and then I would like to make a few brief remarks.

Ambassador Dobrynin and I have concluded our negotiaticns
on SALT. Both governments have now instructed their respective
delegations at Geneva to incorporate into the joint draft treaty the
agreements reached in negotiations between Ambassador Dobrynin and
myself, and to complete negotiations on the few remaining secondary
items which have not yet been resolved.

Details contcerning the time and place of a summit meeting
will be announced in the very near future.

. Let me make a few comments about the significance of these
negotiations. With this treaty, we will take an essential step toward
a safer America and a safer world. Our overriding purpcse in these
negotiations has been to strengthen our NWation's security and that

of our allies with practical and wverifiable restraints on the nuclear
arms race.

Today we are on the threshhold of signing a strategic arms
agresment that achieves our purpose.

The treaty will enhance the security of the United States
and our allies. It will restrain the nuclear arms race. It will
lessen the 1likelihood of nuclear war. The treaty will serwve these
essential interests of the American people in several concrete ways.
It will establish equal ceilings on the strategic forces of the
Soviet Unien and the United States. It will begin the process of
actually reducing the level of nuclear weapons, and it will limit
not only the quantitative but also the qualitative race in nuclear
arms.

MORE (OVER)
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As a result, this treaty will limit zhe strazegic

.challenges we would otherwise have to meet. It will hold down
the expense we would have o bear te meet those challenges.
and it will aveid much of the uncertainty about Soviet arms
that would otherwise prevail.

This treaty will not only mark the end of cne
negotiation; it will open the way for ancother. When 1t 1is
ratified by the Senate, it will become the cornerstone Ior
still furcher limits in reductions in SALT IZII.

The national debate which we now ccmmence is not
only about this treaty. We are still consicdering as well the
inescapable realities o©f a nuclear world =-- the necessity to
our security of a strong defense and the grave danger to our
security of an unlimited race in nuclear arms, for our security
today lies in maintaining a stable strategic halance between
two nations with awesome power.

A SALT II treaty will make a substantial contributien
to that stability. We have demonstrated to the SALT process that
even as we compete in some areas, the United States and the Soviat
Uniocn can and must cooberate to lessen the dangers of war. In
this way, the treaty can serve to open the path to a more constructive
and peazeful relationship between us.

This treaty is a message of hope for us and for zll the
people of the world.

Harold?
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SECRITARY BROWN: The hignest siagle priority in our
national defense must g0 to the maintenance of strategic nuclaar
zalance I want to sav 2 few words akout how the SALT I
agreement will help us t5 meet chat need.

The cutlines of the agresment ars well-wneown. But lex:
me repeat Zor vou some of the main features

1 ke a limit on the number of strategic
launchers. EZach side can have 2250. With SALT, =hs Soviets
w1ill have to make some reductions. Without SALT, the Sovieus
could, by continuing at their present rates of deployment
of new systems, have a third more than this by 1983.

There will also be sublimits on the numkers of launcher

with independently targetable multiple warheads, that is,
MIRVs. With the SALT II agreement, the Soviet launchers will
be limited teo 820 for MIRVed intercontinental ballistic
missiles, the most threatening part of their force. This

is fewer than we believe they planned. Without the SALT II
agreement, they could have many more than that by 1985,

In addition, there will be limits on the introducticn
of new intercontinental ballistic systems and on the number of
warheads they c<an carry. With a SALT II agreement, the Soviets
can have, for example, ten warheads on their largest missile.
Without the SALT II agreement, they could have 20, perhaps 40,

Finally, there will be a ban on interfering with
international technical means of verification and there will
be cther provisions to make verification easier.

We now have highly capable monitoring systems. They
will be bolstered by measures we are taking to replace
expeditiously the capability lost in the Iranian stations.

We will be able to detect any. Scviet violation in
ample time to protect our military security. With a SALT II
agreement, we will be able to verify the agreement from the
outset. Without the SALT II agreement, we could be faced
with concealment, countermeasures and so-called cheating of
all sorts, because without SALT, all of these actions would
be permitted.

Even with SALT, we will need to expand our defense
effores, including specifically cur efforts devoted to
strategic nuclear forces. We are doing so under the program
now before the Congress, because SALT won't solve our strategic
problems. However, SALT will contribute significantly to our
security.

MORE

=
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. With the SALT II agreement, we will be able to
avoid the pressures and uncertainties of an unbounded numkers
race in strategic forces. The U.S. zould and would engage

in such wesmpetition if we had to. Bui the result would be
simply more systems, higher ¢23ts, and greater risks with no
more security, Still less a situation of .S, superiorivy.

SALT II will ease scome of our other problems. rfor
example, the limit on warhead numbers will maxe mors survivable
the moblle missiles whose deployment we are considering as an
answer to the growing vulnerability of ocur Minuteman ICEMs,

SALT II will not prevent us from doing what may be
needed in areas where the Soviet challenge is nct limited. For
example, we will be abkle to work with our allies on both forze
modernization and on arms control in response to the problems
posed by the Soviet buildup of theater nuclear forces.

SALT II will provide a firmer foundation for other
measures to control the growth and spread of nuclear and
conventional arms. It will permit centinuation of the
process of limiting superpowers strategic forces, leading,
we hope, to substantial cutbacks in those arsenals.

In sum, SALT will help us maintain flexible and credible
deterrence, stability and essential equivalence., Without the
treaty, we ceculd also do these things, but it would be
more costly and less certain. WNone of the challenges we face
would be less without the treaty, and scme would be
considerably greater. All the increases we plan in our
defense efforts with SALT would still be needed without it,

But many more would be needed as well.

I see the treaty as a valuable method of helping,
along with our own moderately increased programs, to meet
our Nation's strategic needs and, if the Soviet Union will
emphasize cooperation rather than competition, SALT will
also allow a healthier state of U.S.-3oviet relations.

Thark you,.

SECRETARY VANCE: Thank you very much.

MR. POWELL: Ladies and gentlemen, for those of
you whe do not already know this, there is a background

briefing on SALT that we hope to begin in about 20 mipnutes
in Room 450 of the 0ld Executive Office Bullding.

END (3:10 P.M. EDT)
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i
i - It toak - Seven year! of pamstakmg,
so:_neumae:crucnung negotiations to agree
om'a SALT [T agreement with our main ou-
tlear syperpower rival—the Soviet Unjon.

It can all be undope in 2 few weeks of
debate. in. the Senate of. the United States.
The:treaty and all it. means pow literally
hipg by 3 vote -

The SALT 'au'q placa hlm\s on the
strategic weaponry both powers may stare.
lt~provides for verification procedires by
which each country can assure iiself that thes,
dtHier is gdt fudging. It contipues previous
agreements such’'as the 1972 bao on anti-balk
(isB¢ missile systems. .

SALT I is one of the moest important
international agreements of our century—
peshaps of all time. Not'so much for what it
does: but for what 11’ implies, wlm |t
promises. .
1=t doesn’t end the arms race. It doesn't
tesn that President Carter or Leonid Brezh-
Bev Or their successars will néver push the
figfear button. It has nothing to do with the
formidible cooventional armies still main-

_ Gijned by both nations and their allies. It

Mt’ do away with the 6evelepmem and
digloyment of ew weapons.

But it doey tell the world that the two

-,

major nuclear powers are concerned about siti

the future of mankind and that each is will-
ing to takes risks, make concessions that it

The SALT II Treaty

Gther’ prnbiem forexgn or domsuc No sur-
prise io that. The president sees SALT I as
a giant step farward for the peace of man-
| 47,1 R S

Yet all of that can- collapse in the
upcoming debate in the U.S. Senate.

Public opinion polls bave generally
shown that Americans faver a strategic
arms limitations 3greement.

They and -their elected representatives
have 2 right to ask whether this one, oo mat-
*ter how much time- and effort was spent ¢n
it, is really: fair to both sides. No one should'
dispute that right

But the American people have ; FH ngﬁt to .
ask another question, [t is this: should this
treaty be considered and debated oo its
merits alone or should its fate hang on.the
intricacies of American mtem:d politics?

There are many good men aad true in
the Sepate who have expressed doubts. Qur
own Georgia Sen. Sam Nunn, who has made
himself one of the nation's leading experts on
national defense and oo SALY, has expressed
doubits: Those doubts. shouid be thoroughly
.aired. and a final vote must take them into
account.

" Butithe objectivity of tome of the oppo-
on oow being voiced is harder to assess,
Is it based on sincere doubt or on other con-
siderations? ‘Sen., Howard Baker of Tennes-

might not otherwise have mads for the saks "

ot world peace.
The details of the :greement have to do

“see, lor instance, vayy that at the moment he
ia inclined to vote against the treaty. Sen.
Baker is a possible Republican presidential

with technical matters—bow many missiles pominee io 1980. Sen. Henry Jackson bas ex-
and bombers each side may have, what sort pressed doubls, Sen. Jackson was a possible
of warheads, what may and may not be built Democratic nominee in 1976 and perhaps

and deployed. the ranges of missiles, etc.

Every word of the agreement, it iy safe
to assume, represenis countless hours of

work by many people nver a long period of
time.

Ratification of the tteaty is first on\
President Carter's list of priorities. [t comes |

still harbors hopes. These observations are

* pot meaut to cast doubt on the sincerity of

anybody. But they serve to emphagize the
burdles now remaining. The SALT treaty
could fail not on its meriG But for other rea-
sons, reasons having little to do with the
world's long search {or a permanent peace.
It is the task of the president and of the Sen- |

before inflation, before energy, before any L___t_eto make sure that doesuthappen.

—r— . o es e

.
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WASHINGTON

June 13, 1979

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: JERRY RAFSHOON }

The consensus of the networks is that they would all like to
interview you AFTER the Summit or -during the Summit AFTER you
have met Brezhnev., Cronkite would do something on Friday, but
says he, too, would prefer an after-Summit interview.

Frankly, I think it would be ill advised for you to do any big
interview before the two summits are over. We have you live

on TV giving a departure statement, an arrival statement, a
signing statement and a prime time address to the Congress.-- all
on SALT and foreign policy. Ancther appearnace would constitute
overkill in a short period of time.

In the month of July, we should thoughtfully conduct an "operation
repair". During this month I propose that we have a three-network
interview (or Cronkite alone) that encompasses domestic as well

as foreign issues. It would be a report of your activities after
having met and sized up Brezhnev, have gone to the Economic
Summit, and having reflected on the domestic issues and
institutions, such as Congress, the media, etc. We would work

up some themes that you can stress and give it to you in time for
study and rest.

Attachment

cc: Hamilton Jordan
Jody Powell




Othey Voices -

America Isn’t Listening -

{The following editorial appeared re-
cently in the Manchester (Engiand) Guardias
Weekly.} :

The heat, then, is on Jimmy Carter. He
seeks cautious pursual of existing Angle-
Amierican policy in Squthérn Africa. He seeks.
energy controls at bome. He needs SALT IL'”
There can be little Western Eurcpean argu-
ment with the aims the president has set him-
seif. Western Europe is not alarmed about Lhe
White House: it is alarmed about Congress and
_American public opinion. Who runs the United
States these days? ... 1 L

impossible to answer purely in terms of per-
sopalities. One may say, simply, that Jimmy
Carter is'an uninspiring fellow and that Teddy,
Jerty or Ronnie would soon restare decisive
1eadership; but that is an illusion. For two dec-
ades  mow; American-presidents bave been
grzppling’ with the Increasingly intractable
problems of a dissident and unpredictable Con-
gress: As the thin lines of party loyalty have
€rumbied, quirks of histary have ground them
ihto the dust. Jimmy Carter, an honest, inex-
perienced, careful mam from the South; is
president because of thase virtues: he was nat
a crooked, hardened, reckless man from Wask-

ington; he was oot Richard Nixon. - e

-.'The crisis, in sum, may be chronic and
systemnic.. The spread of power in the United
States may be so thin and various that, in ef-.
fect, it- can- be no more-than 2 balance of
impotence. Who, with 18 ‘months to go to the.
poils, -is attracting all' the attention on’the’
Republican side? Mr.-John Connally, 2 rem-
nant of the -Nizon era, a buddy of Big Oil.

Thoseare formidable handicaps and yet = be-"
cause he says -something pliin and incisive, .

tossing his silver locks on the box — his band-
wagon iz rolling. Meanwhile, amongst the:
Demnocrats, it is Teddy Kennedy who attracts
all the adulation; an apastle of more tazation,
more: health services, more liberalism in
Southern Africa. an apostle well to the left of
Carter as the pation moves right. That makes *
no sense either’

It forms a pattern though. The intermina-
ble American electoral process, . baffling
though it may seem, is throwing up a8 major
challengers exzactlly the poiiticans who, it may
be clinically calculated, will experience more
rather than less difficulty with Congress. Their
strength — Lhe mindless fid-fad of politics —
is that they both have physical presence,
whilst Carter seems such a dull dog.*~ "

Some of this, of course,.is bis own fault
American foreign policy, eddying- between
White House and State Department, need not
have appreared quite as confused as Vance,

o T i T 770 Young and Brexinski have contrived to make
* 7. The question is a forbidding one because -

it. Relations with the Hili need oot have
started quite $o ineptly. Economic policy need
not have been. such a muddle. Nevertheless, a
solid core of achievement remains. Panama
was an achievement. The Middle East peace
{whetber its miscalculations betray. it or pot)
was at least a negotiating tour de force, some-
thing done s oppesed to something ducked.
SALT is an achievement. All these steps, and
more, have been accompanied by an open
eagerness to learn, a predilection for educa-
tion above rhetoric, a painstaking attachment
to the complexity of decision-making in the
real wocld, o
This has been, and is, heavy gruel. Evena
week or two ago, one might have thought its
virtues strong enough to survive the hazards of
re-election campaign. Now there is real peril,
on the primary trail, that any one-shot wonder
will be able to defeat Carter and plunge him’
into retirement. He needs a themne, his image
merchants say. They were banking on Carter
the Peacemnaker, Today that scems a shrinking
prospect. . .
+ Will the real Jimmy Carter stand up and
be. counted? Leader writers may relish the
prospect, but in all probability the real Jimmy
Carter has been on his feet. fully countable,
for two-and-a-hall years; and America has not
listened too closely. The president may look
forward o some kindly retrospective verdicts
from historians. but that is all he will bé able
to look forward to unless America begins to
hear, ponder and understand. '
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PRESS COVERAGE QF SALT SUMMIT ACTIVITIES
VIENNA, AUSTRIA

June 14-18, 1879

THURSDAY, JUNE 14, 1979

President Carter's arrival in Vienna

Open Press Coverage

FRIDAY, JUNE 15, 1979

Visit to Austrian President

Open Press Coverage
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SATURDAY, JUNE 16, 1979

First Meeting - U.S. Embassy
. Open  Press Coverage of Arrival*

U.S., Soviet and possible Third Country
Pool Photo ** inside

Departure of Principals from Meeting
Open Press CoVerage

Second Meeting - U.S. Embassy***

df Open Press Coverage of Arrival and
‘:cwc{w/t W : ? :

C e e Departure :
§7FC99 ¢ 3 Working Dinner at Ambassador's Residence
(Toasts only)

Set up TV pool to feed both film and
Electronic News Gathering {mini-cameras) ****,
Also stills representing wire services,

news magazines and agencies for Third-
Country pool. Approximately 12 people

* This would be determined by available space outside U.S.
Embassy. Some restrictions may have to be placed on
numbers.

** Third-Country Pool could be comprised of Washington-based
Correspondents who will travel with the Presidential
Party to Austria. We could get worldwide representation
this way.

.%#%* 7f the 2nd Meeting should go right into Dinner, there
naturally would be no coverage of the departure until
after the Dinner. Again space constraints would determing
the number of Correspecndents that could be accommodated.
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***%* American networks could set up a pool for Electronic

News Gathering for feed. We would recormmend two cameras,
because inevitably someone would stand and block the
primary camera. Two cameras would eliminate the necessity
of roving around the room by one. Film feeds to Third-
Country Press could be worked by using Navy Film as a

pocl or, again, a selection could be made tc use one of
the White House based foreign networks as pool for film.

SUNDAY, JUNE 17, 1979

Third and Fourth Meetings - Russian Embassy
Open Press Coverage of Arrival

U.8., Soviet and possible Third Country
Pool Photo inside

Departure of Principals from Meetings
Open Press Coverage

Working Dinner*

Would suggest exactly the same coverage of Sunday's
Dinner as Saturday's Dinner. However, on Sunday,
consider possible use of Soviet Film Crew for Dinner
Film Pool (USSR does not use Electronic News Gathering).
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MONDAY, JUNE 18, 1979

Final Meeting

If location is same as earlier meetings,
would propose arrival and departure shots
only in an Open Coverage situation.

If location is different from Saturday and
Sunday, we would propose inside pool
coverage of meeting room.

Signing Ceremony

'Propése Open Press Situation available for
live pickup on a TV pool basis.
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June 15, 1979

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
From: Jerry Rafshoon

Subject: Speeches

N A C b Cemiidimilet oo ueticin

-=A ast;

-- o B Sy ETT G~

Attached are drafts of the first dinner toast, the signing
statement and the speech to the joint session.

The first draft of the wimpm joint session speech was read
and commented on by Vance, Brown, Brzezinski and Seignious,
and this second draft reflects their suggestions. It is
being delivered to them at the same time as to you.

The speech avoids the technical detail wwsimsw of the
ANPA speech, and it touches on other summit issues, not just
SALT. But it does include the basic SALT arguments, since
this will be the first time a national television audience
has been exposed to them.

The speech is]25#M minutes long, by my reckoning. This
would leave the networks a minimum of time for instant
analysis and interviews with carping Senators, etc.

L

S o 1 R At L ] gl i g S
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Messrs. Vance, Brown, Brzezinski and Seignious:

Here is draft no. 2 of the speech. You will find it
incorporates most if not all your suggestions. The
President has also received this draft.

We may be doing another draft tomorrow. If you have
further comments or suggestions on it, could you please
get them to me or Rick Hertzberg by the middle of
tomorrow?

Thanks

Jerry Rashaan Rafshoon

FERY B AR - AP B e R AT s e Y 0 TR U T g o] AT L1t Ty s et S el EHL e s o i el i i s
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QFFICL OF TUE B{ITE .LQUSL PRLSS SCLCARAETARY
{(Vienna, Austria)

PRESS BRILFIUG
DY
JCLY POWELL
PRESS SECRUTARY
AlBASSADCR RALEU EARLL
CUILF WoGUTIATOR FOR GALT I
RCESOT GARRY
DZIPUTY ASSISTAIT SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EUROPEAN AFFAIRS
UARK MALDLD
ASSISTANT 70 AIIBASSADOLX LARLE
D
JERROLD SCHEECTLR
AGSUOCIATE PRL.L SECRUTARY, WSC

Vienna Hilton Press Center
Vienna, Austria

3:23 P.ii. CIT

ik, POUELL: Let me establish a few ground rules
here and explain how we hope to conduct this thing.

Tthis portion of the briefing is on the record.
I will begin by discussing very briefly the two meetings
that took place this morning, then Ambassador tarle will
discuss the treaty with you, ana respond to your quastions
on the treaty text.

After that, if there are other matters which you
wish to pursue -- an expansion, for example, on remarks
on these morning meetings, which I will have to warn you I
am not in a position to do to any great extent -- then we will
reconstitute the briefing on a backgrouna bagis and see what
we can get done,

I think you are all anxious to get filed and get
hoeme. S0 am I. We have as rmuch time as you want to spend,
but there is no need to waste it.

Q Will you introduce the other people?

ifR. POWELL: That is my next point. Thank you,
Gene,
rORD
{OVER)
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You know Jerry Schecter with the wSC, and myself.
To my left is Ralph Earle, wno sonre of you know. Ambassador
Larle is and has keen our Chief Negcotiator for SaLT II at
Geneva. Ve also have l.ark Ramee, who is Assistant to
Ambassador arle, and Rokert Barry, who is the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of State for Buropean Affairs.

Jerry reminds me, also -- and this is a little
bit complicated, but it seems to me the only way to do it =--
imbassador Larle's portion of th> briefing on the text,
it secms to me, Eﬁggid_be embargoea until ¢h= time of the
relecase of the toxe. All fzéut? Everything else, what
little there may be of it, you are welcome to use whatever
you can. That is 5:00 o'clock local tine here.

Any questions alout that?

All right, very quicikly, on the meetings this
morning, as you know, the fivst meeting was a private
meeting just with President Carter, President bBrezhnev and
the two interpreters. I have very little detail on that.
It lasted from about 10:00 until about 11:30.

The second meeting was the usual bilateral.
It took place at the Russian Embassy. It began at 11:55
and concluded, I think, almost exactly at 12:30.

The agreement had been reached earlier ana was
confirmed by President Carter and President Brezhnev that #f
the earlier nieeting ran longer, that we would cut the second
meeting short.

About, the only aetails that I can give you, or
information I can give you, of the first meeting, are those
which the President himself recapped in the second meeting.
He pointed out in that meeting that he and President Brezhnev
had agreed in their private meeting to increase the
frequency of their meetings, that mutual jinvitations had
been extended to visit the United States and the Soviet
Union, and that they would look for an opportunity to
exchange some such visits without waiting for a situation
of crisis or some event such as the signing of a treaty.

The President also stated they had agreed that
in their relationships with other nations, they would refrain
from actions that are a threat to peaceful relationships
between the United States and the Soviet Union. He stated

iiIORC
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that they had also agreed to continue their personal
correspondence and to keep each other informed on matters
of mutual—interest to lessen the possibilities for
misunderstanding,

He noted that they had found substantial conformity
in their general views on the directicn of future arms
control negotiations. ‘ly understanding of that reference
was that it was primarily to SALT III.

The Pregident concluded his remarks by saying that
it had been a worthwhile meetirg, he was grateful for the
progress that nad bean made there, and in the preceding
meetings, and h2 looked forward to more progress in the
future.

As you know, the second meeting was focusea oh
bilateral issues. Fresident Grezhnev began and went through
a number of arcas of our bilateral relationship. President
Carter responded by saying tinat because of time he would
nct attempt to go into detailed responses to the statements
made by President Brezhnev, that they both agreed that
they would study the statements and concerns of the other
and that when -- well, the Fresident said when it was possible
for us to take action that would improve those relationships,
we would do so, and that when he found that there was
action needed on the part of the Soviet Union to improve
that relationship, he would let President Brezhnev know.

MORE
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Q "las there anything on MFM in either one of
those meetings?

MR. POMELL: I don't know about the first part,
about the private meeting. We did not get into MFN. There
was a reference to it, or to trade on the part of President

Brezhnev., I really don’'t think I ought to speak for him,
however,

Q Was this today?
MR. POVIELL: Today.

Q Following up on the MF!l question, what sort
of assurances did the hmerican side get on continued, lzberal
enmigration from the Soviet Union?

.

MR. PCWELL: I am going to take about twg or
three gquestions on this and that is going to be it hecause
we need to get moving aleong.

The question of ' emigration, per se, did not come
up at this sessieon.

Q You mean at the summit?

MR. POWELL: At the second session I am familiar
with. I obviously cannot spzak to the first one.

Q But it came up before.

MR, POWELL: I didn't say that.

Q Then it didn't come up at the summit?
MR. POWELL: 1o, I didn't say that either.
o] Did it come up?

MR. POWFLL: I don't know.

Q No. Did it come up at either meetings one,
two -~

MR. POWELL: Obvicusly I don't know about
meeting one, since it was a private meeting.

Q I am talking about Saturday.

MORE
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n At all during the three days of talks,
Jody. That is what we are geotting at.

MR. POWELL: Let me see if I can make it as
clear as I can. If it came up, 1t came up at the private
meeting this morning. It 4id not come un at the expanded
meeting.

n tlas italluded to? You said oenigration,
per se.

MR. POI'RLIL: =-- or directly -- not by us. As I say,
I don't think it iz anpropriate to specak for the Russians.

Q Has the question of emigration come up in
the preceding two days before today?

MR. POUELL: MYMo. I just said it haédn't.
Q You said it didn't come un this morning.
0 In the communicue, the -~

MR. POUFLL: I am not going to start briefing
on the communique at this point. I agreed to do this because
people warnted a little stuff on these opening meetings. I
am going to do that. FWe will deal with the communique a
little later.

n This relates to the discussicon we are
having.

HR. POWELL: All right.

Q In the communique, they said they both have
to take steps to remove ohstacles to trade. Was that
specifically addressed in any way at any time here?

MR. POWELL: Removing obstacles to trade?
2 Relating to this question of MFN and emigration.

HR. POUTLL: I don't know whether the specific
question of emigration came up at the first meeting this
morning. It was not discussed at the second meeting, as
such. It was not discussed at other meetings. I think you
know -- I think you very well know that the Russians would
not have agreed to a statement such as that with reference
to emigration because of their position in the matter.

MORE
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As you also know, we have other matters in our
bilateral relationship relating to trade and commerce where
we do not sce completely eye to eve; questions that arise
with regard to civil aviation, maritime and so on, I think
that goes to the comment I made about the second meeting
in which they both said, we will look at these problems,
President Carter said he would study the statements that
were made by President Droechnev and he would respond through
Secretary Vance, but he would nnt do so in detail at the
meeting this morning. I thin¥ that is what that goes to.

0 VYhat was said by Drezhnev about HFN?

MR. POUELL: I rcally can't speak for DBrezhnev.

0 Just that he wanted it or did he imply they
had talked about it in the private meeting by what he said
in the summit?

MR, PQUELL: I can’'t speak for him. I certainly
won't attempt to assess the implicaticns of the statement

about what was discussed ahead of time,

Q Did the question cf the Indo-Chinese
refugees come up today?

MR, POWILL: Yot in the second meeting. I don't
know ahout the first meeting.

0 Yhat about the UNMEF force in the Sinai?

MR, POWELL: lo. The second meeting today was
entirely on the bilateral relationship with such amenities.

Q - Carter did not make his presentation --
MR, POWZILL: To what?

Q At that bilateral? He did not go through
his list?

MR. POWFLL: No.

0 Did the question of Soviet dissidents come up,
the release of them this morning?

MR. POWELL: I understand that the human rights
issue was discussed at the first meeting this morning, but

I have no;details on the discussion.

MORE

2
s
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0 Do you know who brought them up?
MR. POWELL: Pardon? (Laughter)

Q Did the President submit to Brezhnev a
list of names of families that the U.S. would like to see
released?

MR, POVCLL: I really don't know the details of the
meeting this morning.

Q That was your plan, was it not?

MP., POUFLL: Not so far as I am aware. I mean,
you are asking me sort of -- I saw a press report that the
President planned to hand a list to Brezhnev. That is the
only specific reference I have heard from anycne about the
President handing a list. I simoly do not know exactly in
any detail what happened in the discussions. Presidents
don't usually hand lists to one another.

Q Let's hear from Ambassador Farle.

MR. POVELL: I agree. Let's do move to that.
I know this other stuff is fun, but let's listen to Ambassador
Earle. I will come back to this later on.

This portion of the briefing is embargoed until
5:00 p.m., local time.

AMDASSADOR EARLLC: fThis may not be so much £fun,
because although you have the document in front of you, I would
like to walk through it guickly and then take questions. I
weuld appreciate it if you would hold the gquestions until I
have gotten all the way through.

First -of all, there have been a number of guestions
on what exactly was on the table this morning. There was
the treaty of 22 pages; the Protocol of 2 pages; what we call
ASCU, the document containing the Agreed Statements and
Common Understandings of 43 pages; the memorandum on data
base which was 2 pages; the individual or unilateral statements
of data, which was one page; and the joint statement of
principles, which was 3.

The preamble is a preamble. ({Laughter)
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T Article 1 is simply a dgeneral statement regarding
commitments to be taken. Article 2, as I trust you will
give all of these articles, desnrvas close attention
because it is the definitional article. Paragraph 1
deals with ICEM launchers -- 5500 kilometers, which is
simply a numerical manifestation of what was already
agreed in SALT I. The Agrzed Statements and Common
Understandings set forth type rules on that subject, but
I will discuss thkose in a little greator detail when I
talk about [{IRVed missiles.

Paragcaph 2 is simwly the carryovar from SALT I
of the definition of submarine-launched ballistic missiles,
SLBMs, with which we have had no problen.

Paragraph 3 deals with keavy bombgrs. As you
see, sub-A simply sets fouth the existing heavy bombers
on both gidas. Dnoth sides agreed that was hetter than
setiing sone sort of oujest. vs standerds which would
create a desiyn-pround oy lem. D 3i-wly relates any
future heavy bombers to the capabkilities of those listed
in A. € is a simple definition of cruise missile carriers,
and D deals with hombers equipped for AZIIl, air-to-surface
ballistic missiins, of which thare are nene.

Nzw, on Backfire, as you already have in vour
package, the Soviets cave us a statement that they would
not increase the production rate and would 1limit the
upgrade of the capability of this aircraft. 2And President
Brezhnev confirmed that the production rate, which will not
be increased, is 30 per ycar.

Mow, the Soviet statement says that they will not
give the Backfire an intercontinental capability. As you
know by now, the United States regards the packfire as
already having some intercontinental capabilities,

In addition, wa have a disagreemaent with the Soviets.
The Soviet view is that radius, that is, two-way missions,
rather than range, a cne-way mission, is the sole measure of
intercontinental capability, and we have been discussing
this for gquite a few years.

Because of this, the United States stated
the view that any significant increase in the range payload
capability would be inconsistent with the Soviet statement
on Backfire, The Soviets stated that they would not be
bound by unilateral U.S. interpretations of their statement.
But as with any other situation in which the Soviets had
taken action which we believe would be inconsistent with the
SALT II treaty, we would seek resolution through the standing
consultative mission which already exists under the auspices
of SALT I and will be continued under SALT II or any other
available channels.
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Ultimately, if we could not resolve the
situation satisfactorily through such discussions or
other solution, we would have the right to withdraw from
the treaty on the grounds that the Soviet side had hroken
a commitment essential to the obligation of the treaty.,
just as would be the case with respect to any other provision.
We made our position totally clear on that subject.

In addition, the President has also made clear that
the United States has the right to develop, produce and deploy
an aircraft comparable to Backfire,

Mow, paragraph 4 is a straightforward definition
of air-to-surface ballistic missiles. I won't dwell on it.

Paragraph 5 is a definition of [fIRVs, MIRVed
missiles and MIiwVed lauachnrs, and I would take a moment
here, because it is an axample but one of a 'number wherein
the treaty, the provisions have been drafted in order to
enhance the capability of verification by national technical
means on each side.

If you read carefully through the Agreed Statements
and Common Understandings to paragraph 5 of Article 2,
the following will come out. If any missile is tested with
a MIRV, that missile will be considered to be MIRVed, as will
all other missiles of that type, regardless of whether they
are MIRVed.

In addition, if any one of that type of missile
is tested from a launcher, which it obviously would be, then
that launcher and all other launchers of that type would be
considered to be MIRVed launchers, whether or not they actually
contained MIRVed missiles. '

In that context, I would note one of the common
understandings in which the Soviets agreed that all 180
launchers at two places called Derazhnva and Pervomaysk where
they insist they are not all MIRVed launchers, they agreed
they all be included in the MIRVed launcher total.

In addition, we have other provisions which
provide that in the future, MIRVed launchers shall be dis-
tinguishable through national technical means from non-!1IRVed

launchers to aveid any perazhnya-Pervomaysk situation in the
future,

Paragraph 6 is a simple extrapolation of the MIRVed
rule ASBMs. Paragraph 7, which is a definition of a heavy
ICBM in effect provides that neither side will have any more
launchers of heavy ICBMs and that the heaviest light ICBM is
one with a throw weight and launch weight of the Soviet S5-19,
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Paragraph 8, the cruise missile definitiom,
sets forth in the treaty that the definition of cruise
Midsi1e5 abplies wo air-launched cruise missiles plus a
remote type of cruise missile which is banned, seabed cruise
missile, 1le have type rules for cruise missiles, ange type
for cruise missiles, distinguishability rules for cruise
missiles, e have a ban on conversion. And the cruise missile
package, I think as does the MIRV package, makes for greater
verifiability.

Article 3 is a principle article of limitation.
It sets the 2400 limitation. It provides that from
January 1, 1981, the gross numhor will be 2250. Paragraph 3
is simply the Lrcedom to mix, subject to the other limitations.
Paragraphs 4 and 5 deal with ASBIMs and MIRVed ASDMS, counting
rules and type rules. And paragraph 6 simply is a cross-
reference to Article 1l regarding reduction of excess systems,

Article 4 is sort of a catchall. It has a number
of things carried over as a result of the Vladivestok
Agreement into SALT II =-- no now construction of fixed ICBM
launchers, no relocation of fixed ITBM launchers, no con-
version to heavy launchers and a limitation on silo volume.

In addition, paragraph 5 touches on the subject of
some interest, that is rapid reload, and what those words mean
is that, read together with the Agreed Statements and
Understandings, is that you can only have one missile per
launcher, plus a relatively linited number for routine
maintenance and training requirements at any given ICBM
launcher complex.
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Paragraph 8 is somewhat rephrased carry-over
from SALT I regarding limitations cn construction rates.
Paragrapn 7 simply says that the Soviets cannot have a
heavy ICBH with a launch waight or throw weight greater
than the S55-18,

Cight deals with conversion of non-ICBil launchers
to ICBH launchers, primarily aimed at the 55-20 and
paragraph 9, a provision of considerable discussion over
the last year, is the bun on new types of ICBlis, except
one for each side.

Ther~ is a nyriad of agreed statements and common
urnderstandings to this parzgraph which not only limits -- well,
it amplifies the limitation that there be only one new
ICBI1, but it also imposes qualitative restrictions on existing
ICBtis, that is, thmt ccrtaln pdrameters may not be increased
or decreased by more than $ parcent.

It permits ciflcading under certain circumstances,
but very limited circumstances, which was a provision
desired by both sides. It inposes limitations on testing
of lighter re-entry vehicles which results in reduction of
any breakout potential of an ICH1 with a large throcw weight.

It also determines how the relevant parameters are
to be set for the one new t:epe of ICBIL

Ten is another gualitative limitation. It effectively
freezes existing ICBiis to the maximum number of
re-entry vehicles which they presently have. It means
four re-entry vehicles for the 55-17, 10 for the
55-14, 6 for the S5s-19. We agreed that the linuteman
III should be deployed in the future with no more than
three. We have no intention of doiny that, particularly
with the upgrade’ of the warhead and the Minuteman III will
remain at three, although we twice had experimental tests
with more than that.

With respect to paragraph 11, with respect to
the one new type of ICBIl, it limits its re-entry vehicles
te 10 SLBils, present or future, are limited to 1l4.

In other words, any existing SLBil can be given RVs
up to 14, and any new one may have up to l4.

Paragraph 13 is a similar provision with respect
to ASBris, the number being 10.

Fourteen was a difficult issue. It remained
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on the table for a long time. The result is that

with respect to heavy bombers eguipped for crulse missiles,
the average shall not exceed 2d. In addition, the

sides have agreed thiat existiny heavy bombers will not

he equipped with more than 20 during the life of the
treaty and there are also statements of present intention
not binding that future new types of airplanes during

the life of the treaty will not have 20.

As I repeat, that is simply a statement of intention
and not a binding commitment.

Article S gets into the sub-aggregates.

One deals with the 1320 limitation on launches
of MIRVed IC3lis, «iIRVed S5LPuis and heavy bombers equipped
with cruise missiles, and when I say c¢ruise missiles, I
am talking about cruise mitsiles capable of a range in
excess of 600 kilometers, but I won't keep repeating it.

Paragraph 2 is the 1200 limitation on launchers
of MIRVed ICPlis and SLilis.

Paragraph 3 is $20 i1IRVed ICBlis and paragraph
§ is a counting rule for ASBiis and paragraph 5 is a
further permission to, freedom to mix subject to the
other limitations.

Article 6 I won't spend a lot of time on. It is
what we call the "when" article, wiien things count, when
they are considered to be converted cone way or another,
| and so forth.

All of these counting rules will be subject
to consideration in the standing consultative commission.

Artitle 7 deals with test and training launchers.
They are exempted, but there are limitations on where
they may be placed, and the number which may be added by
each party,

In addition, I would mention that there is
a common understanding to Article 7 regarding 18
controversial launchers at -- (inaudible) =-- which is
a test range in the Soviet Union. We took the position
that they were Operational because of the tender loving
care with which the Soviets treated them. They maintained
they were testing-training launchers of fractional orbital
missiles.
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In Article 9, fractional oribtal systems are
banned, therefcorz the migsiles have to be destroyed.

t'e finally got the Soviets to agree to destroy
12 of these 18 heavy launchers, and to maintain 6 in
an inactive status until such time as they were converted
for other missiles.

Article o is a ban on conversion of existing
non-bombers to cruise missile carriers as well as a
ban on the conversion of existing non-bombers to bombers.

e had a bit of a struggle on this because we
vanied to have axempticns to conversion in cr<ier to pursue
our cruise missile program. It was finally agreed that
there should be 16 exemptions for cruise missile test beds
which would not ccunt against the aggrevats. But
they are limited to conversion of non-bombers .or
construction ©of non-bombers.

Existing heavy bombers cannot be introduced into
the 16 exemptions.

Article 9 is a list of bans, Iiilost of it was
agreed on a long time ago. If you skim through it, you
will see that there are a numbsr of systems listed
which neither side has, nor probably has any intention
of having.

There is alsc a ban on heavy SLBiMs and heavy
ASEBEils, and a ban on cruise missiles with multiple
independently-targetable warheads. I am sorry., not cruise
missiles, air-launchea cruise missiles with nultiple
independently~targetable warheads. There are no limitations
in the treaty itself on cruise missiles other than air-
laynch cruise missiles and the sea-based cruise missiles,
whatever they are.

The ground-launched cruise missile and sea-launched
¢ruise missile limitations are solely in the Protocol and,
as I mentioned, paragraph 4, Article 2 of the treaty makes
that explicitly clear.

Article 10 is a carry-over from the interim agree-
ment which simply says that miodernization can be carried
out. Article 1l provides timetahles for the destruction
of excess systems which would apply to the Soviets only,
and also to any system which a side might have which is
prohibited. Article 12 is the so-called non-circumventicn
provision which simply articulates what is the rule of
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international law.

Article 11is boilerplate regarding other
internaticnal obligations. Article 14 is a commitment
to bz2gin negotiations on SALT III promptly after entry 13
intoforce of this treaty, and hopefuliy to conclude
another agreement well in auvance of 1985.

Article 15 deals with verification. It carries
over from the interim sgreement; the understanding that
the sides will use naticnal techniral means, that
neither side will interfere with tbe other sides' natiocnal
technical means, and that nzither side will use deliberate
concealment measures. Deliberate concealment measures
are further defined in a number of agreed statements and
common understandings. They exclude testing of
penetration aids which by definition are concealment measures.

There 13 3 cormpon understanding regarding
telemetry; and an additional conmon understanding prowviding
that neither side will use shelters over ICBI launchers
which impede verification, whether or not deliberate, over
ICBli silo launchers.

On the much discussed point of telemetry, I will
just add that here in Vienna the Soviets confirmed the
understanding regarding telcmetry and that informaticn
necessary to verification will not be encrypted.

Article 16 deals with advanced notice of ICBid
launches; in effect, one must notify the other side of
all ICBi launches except single launches which take place
entirely within national territory.

Article 17 deals with the standing consultative
commission. It is largely a carry-over from the interim
agreement, under which it has worked quite well.

It also provides particularly for procedures to be
developed about conversion.

And finally, in paragraph 3, it constitutes a

treaty cormitment to maintain the data base which I will
discuss in just a minute.
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The Protocol, as you see, is a short document. It
prchibits -- and it should be read carefully -- the deployment
of mobile ICBM launchers or the flight testing of ICBMs from
such launchers. It means that the MX as a missile system
can go ahead with full testing as well as its basing mode.
The only thing is that prior t¢ Decemper 31, 1981, an ICBM
may not be launched from a mobile ICBM launcher -- I think an
Lmpossibility under the timeframe, anyway.

Article 2° I have 2 raady touched on, the cruise
missile limitations., It iv a han on deployment of sea-based
or ground-launched cruise missiles ~-there is no prohibition
whatsoever on testing of such missiles -- and, again, a ban
on such cruise missiles with multiple independently targetable
warheads, and another definic:ion of cruise missiles which
substantively is identical with the one in the treaty except this
cne explicitly amplies to GLC!s and SLCMs as opposed to the cne
in the treaty which applies to ALCHMs, and a protoccl ban on
the flight testing and deployment of ASBMs.

It further states the protocol is an integral part of
the treaty.

Now, I am probably going on at too great length. but
I am almost finished. I will jump to the data base documents
and let you all read the agreed statements and common under-
standings on the plane.

The Memorandum ¢of Understanding represents an agreed
document between the sides as of November 1, 1378, If you
have gquestions about the numbers, I will answer them as best I
can. The subseguent documents represent unilateral statements
handed across to each other today, eetting forth the figures in
each of our own forces as of today. They are not agreed.
They will be subject to discussion subsequently in the standing
consultative commission.

Finally, on the Joint Statement of Principles, the
document dealing with SALT III, I think it is short; vyou
can read it yourself. I would just make a couple of points
about it. One, it is not limited to strateglic cffensive
arms but permits further negotiations on all strategic arms,
including defensive arms. There is a reference in the second
session to cooperative measures. which may be necessary,
increasingly, in SALT III, given, hopefully, greater
limitations and more qualitative limitations.

There is already in SALT II agreement to use so-called
cooperative measures with respect to cruise missile carriers.

It lists in general terms the issues to be considered
in SALT III and concludes by saying that each party will be
free to raise any issue. So SALT III is up for grabs, at
least as far as the introduction of proposals by either side.

I am finished.
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Q Mr. Ambassador, could you tell us on the Backfire
issue when and why the current formulation was reached? And
could you tell us what happened to the idea of there being twe
.otters as opposed to this single statement and the American
egxplanatory note?

0 Que=tion?

AMBASSADOR EARLE: The question is on Zackfire and
how it got to where it 1is,

Unfortunately, Backfire was not an issue that I
dealt with in Geneva, s> T am not the world's greatest expert.
The fact is that statements were exchanged. The Soviet state-
ment was handed over in writing. fThe American statement was
not handed over.

The important thing is, one, that the Soviets made
their commitment regarding no upgrade to intsrcontinental range
and no increase in the production rate, andticy confirmed the
current producticn rate to be 30. And we made it quite clear
to them the circumstances underwhich w2 were signing this
agreement and the effect and importance of their statements on
Backfire to our entry into the agreement.

So whether we discuss whether there were two letters
and one statement or one letter and two statements, whatever,
the fact is subseguently the Backfire issue came ocut as we
anticipated it would., We have their commitment and they have
our understanding with regard to how wa intend to treat it in
terms of being a binding document on them as far as our
entry into force of the treaty.

MR. POWELL: Let me add a little bit to that in terms
of sort of the play-by-play on this thing.

What we felt we needed here, first of all -- and I can't
deal with it without repeating some of what the Ambassador
said, but I will try to hold it to a minimum -- we felt that the

most important point here was production, how many they had.
What we wanted to make sure that we had was a mutual under-
standing with regard to what that production would be or what it
would not exceed.

That was to have been cobtained through our statement to
President Brezhnev that we understcood their production rate to
be 30. And that statement having followed their commitment
to us not to exceed their existing production rate, we would
then respond by saying we understand that to be 30, and they
would respond in the affirmative that they agreed that it was;
yes, that is correct.

That process, that exchange, took place on the after-
noon of the second day. If you will remember, some of you,
there was an American official backgrounding on that day who
voiced his view that the matter of Backfire -- and I don't
know if it was mentioned specifically, but that the matters
relating to SALT II had been resolved. He was wrong.
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Upon careful examination of the record of that
discussion on that afterncon, that evening, by the American
side, it was our conclusion that --

Q You are talking about Saturday there? Right?
R, POWELL: Saturday.
Q Saturday or Sunday?

MR, POWELL: Saturdav. my days are all mixed up. The
first day, the first full day, Saturday. VYesterday was
Sunday; today is Monday. Okay; Saturday.

Saturday afternoon this exchange takes place. Later
unnamed American briefer says, "We are done with SALT II."
The folks look at the record. They decide we are not done.

We felt that the assurances with regard to the rate
of production -- that is to say, 30 -- were not sufficiently
specific, As the issue was reraised at the morning session on
Sunday, there was an interesting and lively exchange on the
matter, which concluded with a statement from President Brezhnev
that -- indeed an_explicit statement.that their production rate
was 30, which is, from our point of view, I think, somewhat
better even than the original situation of us stating that it
was 30 and them simply saying yes or agreeing to that statement.

That having transpired the way it did, the problem, as
I understand it, presented to our delegation was how do we
present this in its most c¢lear and understandable form. And
tive form which you see in which their statement is presented --
and then the narrative states that President Brezhnev did
indeed explicitly state that their production rate was 30 -- was
a form which we came up with.

That is about the best I can do here.

Q Did you come here with the intent of the two
letters, though?

HR. POWELL+: I think the original idea, I guess, was
just a simple exchange of documents, yes. Remember, the same
unnamed briefer kept referring to these things as documents,
not letters. And I don‘t think there was a clear sort of
when is a letter not a letter, in any case.

Q Do you have any intention of making public the
text of what Brezhnev said in that session?

MR. POWELL: The question was do we have any intention
of making public the statement Brezhnev made. It is already
public for all practical purposes. You know what he said. You
know their comments on unilateral statements. You know our
statement explicitly with regard to the importance which we
attach to this and the fact that we would consider deviations

from it to be grounds for -- it was the basis for us signing
the treaty. And you know explicitly what President Brezhnev
said with regard to -~ becanac I juat rald yosw === L+ 2o —2-..

reflected there -- with regard to the fact that, yes, they would
not exceed 30.
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Q What about telemetry encryption? Would you

tell us what the Russian or Scviet assurances were?
Ambassador, would you do that?
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AMBASSADOR EARLE: The question was telemetry

encryption and the assurances, if any, that the Russians
gave usg here,

First of all, when we came here on Friday, we
had agreed in Geneva, and it is part of the signed
documents of common understanding providing that encryption
which impedes verification is banned, encryption which
does not impede varification is not banned. They
confirmed that position here. It was just,as we anticipated,
the understanding reached previously and was merely
a confirmation of what was alrecady in the documents.

Q ° How 4.4 it come up? Did it need confirmation?
If it was agreed upon at Geneva --

AMNEASSADOR ELRLLE: Because of the debate that
has existed ovar this, in spite of ths clarity of the
provision reached by the negotiaters in Gereva, the
President wanted one more assurance from llr. Brezhnev,
and he gnt it. '

Q On what pag2 is the reference to encryption?

AIBASSADOR EARLE: The reference to encryption
‘is in a common understanding to Article 15.

(IR, POWELL: Let me say with regard to
encryption ~- and this will be a cryptic statement on

encryption -- that there were other discussions in that
area during the course of the meetings here which we
believed -- which we believed to have been positive in

terms of their effect, and that is as far as I can go.

Q Could you just explain what the point of
encryption is that is not for circumventing verification
means -- just to give us 2 better understanding? '

in other words, this encryption which is permitted,’
what is the point of that? Why would they engage in that
at allz

ANBASSADOR EBRRLE: The question is what encryption
is permitted, and why. The fact is I think the Soviets
don't wish to turn every military secret they have over to
us, whether or not it is relevant to compliance with
the provisions of SALT.

Q That is rather a broad answer. Could you be
a little more specific as to what kind of encryption they
would engage in with regard to telemetry that has nothing
to do with national means of verification?

Q What is the question?

ANABASSADOR BARLE: Tho guegblun iw givs an
example.
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I think, for instance, you have got to look at
the parameters which are te be linited with respect to
the new types of ICBiis. Jot ¢ll parameters are limited.
£rgo, telemetry relevant to noen-limited parameters woulad
be permittea to be encrypted.

i, POWLLL: Let me say one tiilng about
telemetry encryption. I think it is relevant to
other aspects of the treaty as well. One of the advantages
©f having a treaty now befor: you and the American people,
not to mentioun the Senate, is that there is no longer any
excuse for statemenis being made about this treaty which
are either grossly nislieading or factually in error.

One of the statements which I have heard on several
occasions about telenetry encrypticn is the statement that,
"Well, we are sinply cepending upon the Soviet Union to
define and determine what it is that they will encrypt.”

That is exactly the opposite, that is exactiy the opposite
of the case.

We know through experience what it is that we
need in order to verify these parametars, and we will
know if that is being encrypted. So it is not a gquestion
of us having to aepend on them to tell us what we need,
and vice versa.

Q lir. Ambassador, we have been told that the
Soviet Union would have to dismantle weapons under this
treaty, and that we would not. how do we get the 2250 from
the 2280, or whatever total it is in our data base now?

ALBLSSADOR BARLID: The reason that we have said
that we will not have to dismantle is because we have been
referring to pperational systems. Approximately 200 B-52s
included in the numbers which we gave to the Soviets, are,
to put it mildly, non-operational. Hany of them, at least
in part, are already dismantlea.

Q Jody, can you explain what it was about the
notes of Saturday's meeting on Backfire that caused
the review on Sunday morning? In other words, why was there
an impression that it had been settled when in fact it had
not?
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MR, POMELL: The guestion was over whether we
felt there were assurances on production rate, i.e.,
30 per year were sufficient., “e felt that they were not at
that point.

It related just to the 30, ths production rate,

0 There is something in the communigue which
refers to a future treaty, limiting weanons inv.alving
radiation. Does that involve the neutron homb? Could

vou elaborate on that?
MR. POWCLL: No.
¢ i'hy not, then?

MR, PO''RLL: Because it i5 hot, and v¢ have made that
clear that the enhanued rediakicn weapon is nor a radio-
legical wesapon. Tre fant 2f the ratter is, I am not sure
if I can define for you precisely what a radiological
weapon is.

The fact of the mattor is there is no such
thing at titis puint. %ut I Lkelieve it is Jdefined -~
you will have to check vith someone more capabile ~- it
is a weapon that causes decath through the natural decay of
radicactive material.

The enhanced radiation weapon causes death
not throuch other than the natural degc.y of radiocactive
material,

] On Backfire, could I pursue one other
matter?

MR. POWELL: But that is very clear.

0 I don't understand the statement you read
out about our disagreement with respect to range., FHow
can you take to the SCC a dispute about a watter which the
Soviets claim is not covered Ly SALT?

AMBASSADOR ERRLE: "e can take any matter to
the SCC we want. Put as far as covered hv SALT, ve have
made it clear to them that any significant upgrade, that is,
in range payload capability, we will take to the =CC because
we will see it as givinag the Rackfire such capability that
either crosses the line or impinges on the line of what
constitutes a strategic system.

*Then you get to the £CC, you just have to see
vhat happens.

] I gquess my question is do you have any
agsurance that the foviets would agree to take to the
SCC, the Backfire guestion which they maintain is not a
SALT matter at all?

AMBASSADOR EARLE: I have no exolicit assurance,
but the history of the SCC is that each side has heen
prepared to discuss anv issue krought cut by the other side.

Amhassador, first of all, just a
clarification on the MX., In the agreed statement it
says, as you peint out, the han is on deployment. It
does not ran testing it.
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Fut it goes on to say unless the parties
agree after the expiration of the Protocol that mohile
ICB!* launchers shall not be deploved after that date.
Does that irmply that MX is already, the denloyment of
¥ is already considered to he an apnropriate subject
for SALT III negotiations?

I would also like to ask vou after that, would
you explain te us a little more clearly tihe meaning and
implications of the han on reduced weight?

0O Duestion?

PMBEASSADOR FAPLF: The first questicon vas
regarding tha agreed statensnt, it stipulates the
possikility of 2 -han on mobile ICEM launchers after the
period of the Prctocnl,

As a matter of fact, that rrovision was put
in essentially at our recuast to make it exrlicitly clear
that the treaty did no+t cnver -- that mobilized ICBN
launchers were not hanaed by the treaty and would only
be kanned if it was further sc necotiated.

And the Joint Statementof Principles provide
that the issues zrising fron the Frotocel will be the
subject of negotiation, bhut wi:hout creatirg any precedent
for the outccme of those nerocinticns in the SALT III
discussions.

The second cuestion dealt with reduced rreight
of re-entry vechicles. I mus% say at first hlusn, it
appears to he a peculiar provision in an arms contral
agreement, tthich does not permit a side to have fmaller
re-entry vehicles.

Rut the goal, I think reached is that it
prohibits a side from testing smaller re-entry vehiclen
on an ICBI which would, in turn, give that ICEM a break-
out potential by increasing the numher of re-entrv
vehicles which it could carry. '

2, POYELL: Let me add one comment from the
discussions today -- here in Vienna, that goes with
Flora's guestien: The President on Sundav morning in his
discussions with Prezident Brezhnev on SaLT III, exolicitly
stated that the Protocol would not he precedential; that
is to say, the terms of that would expire at the time that
it exnires, and that it would not constitute a precedent for
the terms of SALT III.

That, too, is one of the areas in which some
of the opponents of the treaty have attempted to pretend
that the terms of the Protocol vwere the same as the terms
of the treaty, and I have aksolute. confidence that that will
now cease.

MORE
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Q Mr. Ambassador, is the type of MX missile

decided upon the other day by the President definable as a
light rcame

AMAASSADOR EARLE: The question is, is the Mx that the
President decided to go ahead with last week a light ICBH,
Yes, it is. It comes within the numerical limitations which
are placed, as I noted in my presentation, with respect to
the 35-19. We are guite comfortable that the planning for
the MX is within the launch weight and throw weight limitations
of the Soviet §5-19.

Q On the Backfire once again, Brezhnev's statement
talks about the radius of action of the Backfire. What is
your understanding of it? Is it defined explicitly anywhere?

AMBASSADOR EARLE: The question is, what does
radius mean in the context of the Backfire. I think it is
a well-acknowledqged military term meaning "go out and come
back." 1In their view, the position they have taken is
that it is not an intercontinental) bomber unless it can fly
to another continent and return. We have disagreed with that
view,

Q What is the Backfire's range?

AMBASSADOR EARLE: I am not at this moment geing to
get into discussion. There is some debate within the
intelligence community. Let me just say our judgment is the
Backfire has some interxcontinental capabilities: that is,
on certain profiles, particularly a high, high, high profile,
it can reach the United States. Some think it can recover
in Cuba; some think it can not.

Q You used the term "cooperative measures” in
the joint statement about SALT III. Were cooperative measures
defined anywhere? And, Jody, was the subject of on-site
inspections brought up in the talks about SALT III?

AMBASSADOR EARLE.: . .The_meaning of cooperative measureshas
been left open. The sides have agreed that the limitations
under SALT III may indeed be more complex, have greater
qualitative limitations and that additional steps dependent
upon the nature of the limitations may be necessary in order
to verify them properly.

There has been no specific discussion of what might
be or what might not be a cooperative measure,

Q Mr. Ambassador, "intercontinental” is defined,
I think, in the treaty as an agreement between the corner
of this nation and the corner of the Soviet Union. 1Is the
Backfire intercontinental within that definition?

MORE
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AMBASSADOR EARLE: That definition is limited solely
to ICBMs.

Q Mr. Ambassador, was there anything in the presen-
tation by the Russians of their new data base, their updated
data base that you found surprising or disturbing?

AMBASSADOR EARLE: The short answer is no. There
was nothing surprising. There were a few changes. They had
32 more launchers of ICBMs equipped with MIRVs and 16 more
launchers of SLREMs equipped with MIRVs, which is consistent
with their current conversion rate since liovember 1.

Q Mr. Rabassador, will SALT III include the
theater nuclear wearons, such as tie S55-207?

AMBASSACOR EARLE: It may: it may nct.

Q Mr. Ambassador, do you anticipate any European
countries will take part in SALT III?

MABASSATOR EARLE: GSMLT ITI is a matter of intensive
consideration in Washington right now. I would hesitate to
speculate on either the form or the substance of it.

0 Mr. Ambassador, on the basis of how long it has
taken you to negotiate SALT II, how lorg is it going to take
for SALT III?

AMBASSADOR FARLE: I am glad you didn’t say "How
long is it going to take you to negotiate SALT III?"

MCRE
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0 “Why do you think it is going to take sooner
than 1985, as ycu have implied?

AMBASSADOR EARLE: There are certain things
that have to be addressed. We would like to address a
number of issues early and promptly. The Protocol issues
obviously are included among those. Ue would hope to get
other limitations in a shorter period. One thing, if I
may say about this treaty is that there is a great deal in
it which can be carried over in a SALT IIL, IV, V, et cetera.
For instance, the definitional article which tock months and
months, indeed years of negetiations, hopefully will not be
changed in the future.

In lawyers terms, I think there is a good deal
of boiler plate that now exists in the treaty which can be
carried forward in any substantive agrecment and we would
not have to spend time on items of that nature.

Q that issues would you like to address in
SALT III?

AMBASSADOR EARLE: I am neot going to express a
personal opinion and I have no official opinion.

Q In your own judgment, was there any
important substantive change in the document that we have
here made after the President arrived in Vienna?

AMBASSADOR EARLE: UWot one word was changed
in this document after it arrived from Geneva; except that
the titles of the signatories were typed in.

Q Was there any important, substantive change
that resulted from the Geneva summit meeting?

v

Q Vianna.

Q I mean the Vienna summit meetings regarding
SALT.

MR. POQWELL: Just from the tone of the briefing,
I would assume that you at least consider Backfire to be
substantive, although it is not in the text of the treaty.
Obviously there were no changes in the text of the treaty.
e consider the confirmation review, as we said at the ocutside,
to be important, With regard to that, with regard to telemetry
and other matters. There were matters which the Soviets couid
address if they wished, which they wanted to confirm and
review, also.

MORE
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Q2  Can I ask you a general guestion about
this summit? Could you sort cf sum up for us your view
of what has taken place in the last three days in terms
of what vou expected to take place? ‘lere there surprises
for you? ’

MR. POUZLL: I don't think there were any real
surprises. I think the communique sums it up better than
I could. And perhans if you wish, if we complated dis-
cussions on SALT III, we can deal with the communigue, I
really hope briefly.

0 Jcdy, on that --

MR, POWZLL: I will just say this akout the
communigue:r I would direct vour attention to the
importance that the conminique piacaes on the effects of
nuclear war as -- and thir is a quote "as a disaster for
all mariiind"ard on the restponsibility of both sides to
reduce the risk of nuclear war.

That is and has been, I think, the seed of the
beginning of this cooperative relationship in this area
betwveen the Soviet Union and the United States. I think
this--although I am not persorally familiar with earlier
communiques--I think this communigque is noteworthy for,
as these things go, frankness, and that it does not
attempt to conceal the fact that there are differences in
our views on the Middle East ard on Africa. But at the
same time, it underscores the importance of the SALT
process and of the need for regional stability.

There are two others I would direct vour
attention to; the language on pages 4 and 5 beginning
on the bottom part of page 4, in which there is some .
extensive discussion of an area which we consider to be
important, and that is the expanding of contacts, discussions
and so forth between American and Russian officials as well
as more frequent meetings at the summit level.

As you know, that was one of the areas which we
felt -~ that was the goal which we pursued. Obviously,
there is another step between the statement of that agree-
ment in principle and actual implementation. We will have to
see what the results of the statement are. But the statement
of intent is certainly a first step.

Q Jody, have you finished?
MR, POWELL: Yes,

0 Can you tell us on this--on the question of
the meetings hetween the heads of government, it has been
agreed that such meetings be held on a regular basig. Doed
this take that understanding between the United States and
the Soviet Union beyond what has been previously reached in
previous summits?

!401}}2 p ~ }//
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MR. POWELL: It is my understanding that this is
a broader and more explicit statement of that intent, although
I can't compare language for vou. ’

9] Is there any time frame in mind, annual?

HMR. POWELL: There was no attempt, so far as I
krnow, to set a specific date for a next neeting.

0 I am saying --
MR. POI'ELL: OJr to draw --
o -~ a sequcroe.

MR. POULLL: Sort of so many of them a month.

0 You are not at the point of saying annual?

MR. POUTLL: So far as I kunov, there was -- no,
there was no agreement that we would do so many a month
or a ycar.

Q Was there a propesal by the United States
that the two leaders meet or there be these meetings
on any kind of specific bhasis? Did you come hore to propose
that you might meet in a year?

MR, POWTLL: I don't know what discussions might
have taken place -- I am not aware of any such proposals
Letween the two Presidents.

Q tThat was the question?

MR. POVBLL: The question was whether we proposed
that we meet on a specific timetable and so forth.

0 Was it proposed before the SALT treaty in
the pre-planning stages and turned down by the Soviets?

MR. POWELL: I really don't know.

Q Does anybody up there know?

MORE
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Q Jody, could you deal now with the
U-2 guestion? Could you tell us whether the U-2 flights
over Turkzey were ever brought up?

[IR. POWELL: ot in the meetings which I attended.
Q What about the Dofense Minister's meeting?

HR. PCWELL: I don't think sp. I have a little
bit better feel on the Defense (linister's meeting. That
wouldn't have been the place to discuss this, at least
not in the terms -- thay did taik about a couple of areas
that relate to the military asgects of verification in that

meeting. But I would be very surprised if tiicy discussed
that.

There would hav: Leon no reason for them to, unless
they wanted to %oss it around.

Q when do you expect the $RLT III talks to
begin?

FR. POWELL: It calls for the beqipning of the
SALT III talks when the treaty goes into effect.

Q That wasn't my question.

MR. POWLLL: That is the best answer I can
give you. I have no expectation other than that.

Q If you are talking about an informal sense,
obviously, there were discussions of SALT III here
in Vienna.

Q Jody, did anybody, Vance, and Gromyko, or
anybody at any level, exchange a list from the United States
with names of digsidents eon it, the United States would
like to see released?

MR. POWELL: I don't know.

Q Jody, there appear to have been several
subjects, this ocne of them, the U-2 ancther, the question
of human rights in the Soviet Union, which could have
conveniently have come in that morning meeting about which
you know nothing. Was there any understanding between the
two sides that issues of particular gelicacy would be
handled at that meeting?

MR. POWELL: I don't know of any such understanding.
I mean I suppose there is a reason for having a private
meeting, isn't there?

MORE
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Ambassador Earle has to catch a plane. If
anybody has anything else for him, fine.

Q ilr. Ambascador, the Soviets are permitted
one mobile ICBlI. Is there anything to prevent that
mobile ICB! being something very similar indeed to the S55-167

AlIBASSADOR EARLE: 1In the first place, the
permission for one new ICBIl is not limited to a mobile
ICBE. It is simply one new type of missile which could be
cdeployed either in fixed launchers, or assuming that there
is no further restriction L :vond the Protocol on mobiles,
it could be a mobhile.

There is comething to prevent it from being rather
like the SS5-16 since taa Sovieis have agreed for the life
of the treaty net to prodvce th: S5-1hA, Or any components
unique to it. So the 58~16 is banned. :

I would suppese that they could develop a missile
which wag somewhat like it, but I dcubt that they would.
It is not a very interesting missile. Of course, it would
have to be verifiable that it was not the 55-16.

Q 'hank you.

tIR. POWLCLL: Thank you, kr. Ambassador.

) Q Uas that morning meeting the private meeting
for 30 minutes, or an hour?

HR. POWELL: It was scheduled for an hour and
ran an hour and a half.

IR, SCHECTER: Yes, one point was they agreed to
have it at 10:00, rather than 10:30, as originally scheduled.

Q Ahen did they agree to that?
IR, SCHECTER: Last night.

Q Finally, were the two leaders alone, except
for interpreters, the whole time?

iiR. SCHECTER: That is correct. They were alone
in what is normally the American Ambassador's office. They
sat on two armchairs covered with blue brocade and the
translators sat nz2arby on the couch.

MORE
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0 Jody, I have one more guestion on this
Backfire statement. Was it Jircluded in the bounds of volumes
that they signed today at all? Aad did the Soviets approve
the langquage in this statement thkat we have?

{IR, POWELL: Did they approve the lan<guage in which?

Q Tn what is outride of guotes. Obviously guotes
are original lsnguagr. UDid they approve the last two
paragraphs of this statemnat?

MR. POWETL: I dcua’t have tbhat statement. I frankly
don't know. I diin't bring the Backfire tl:ing down
with me. But let me tuke a lock at it. I thinx it will be
obvious.

I dca't know whether thoey approved it in
terms of where they reaad aod chocked 2ff ¢n this. They
wore awarz and said so, and said explicitly they were
aware that we would make »nuebklis the assurances that they
had given us, including this one.

Q But this isn't an agreed-upon statement?

liR. PCWULL: In the s~ns=2 -- well, yes, it is
not an agreed-upcn statement in the sense that the statement
was written and then agreed upon. The specifics of it
were agreed upon, however. They agreed that, first of all,
a production rate would not exceed 30. They also agreed
that we would make that public. They also agreed that we
would make public the statements which the Presicdent made
which were in the second part of the paragraph. Inthat
sense, it is, I guess. )

Q But the statement was put out unilaterally
by the U. S.?

MR. POWELL: You mean the piece of paper?
Q This one-page statement.
MR. POWELL: That is correct.

Q Can those of us who feel we have been
briefed release what has come out here so far?

lLIR. POWELL: Except for the part on -- that might
be a way to break this up,as a matter of fact.

HORE
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Q . Jody, do you assign any particular
significance to the last paragraph on paye 11 of the
communique? It refers to raestraint.

iR POULLL: I think it is significant -- and
that was the peinrt I was going to make, as a matter of
fact ~- I think szt is significant, Jim, Lhe deitalied
language on restvaint kpern, and the mulual recoqgnition,
public and joint recognitron of tha%t wroblen. cgain
ve will have tc- oI course, s2¢ Low that is, as I am sure

will the Soviers, bLovr vac i% Srenciated inko
actions.
Q I3 taLs sunssed £ rofer to specifie problem
areas lile Africs nd 0w iddle last, and Scutheast
hsia?

Tes, 0F cuursa.

2

a “ac fiem on the Iadian Crmian, on paae 10 of
the ceowrmuniqu= oula asy 13 he one ai th= most specific
things decided, or cgresc vionm cutsids: ol SALT, Is that
right? AnG what is the beckgrzund »f tha issuve?

iR, POWLLE: I win't give yow a great detail
on the baclground ¢f thz2 Iuliar 2zean neyotiavions.
As you know, thoey vagan, they hava been in a period of
suspicior -~ (laughtcr} -- sugrension -- either or
both ~~ for a period of tinz, and we now have agreed
to meet wromptly to discuss tiils matter acain.

Q Was the guestion of Furopean countries
pacticipating in SALT III raised? And if so, was it
decided whether SALT III would go ahead, whether ¢- not
any other countries would be able to pariicipate?

iRy POVELL: It was not raised in that sense,
and such & decision was not made. The discussions
on SALT III, as you know, or you may not know, were
primarily a discussion on which both sides mentioned.
particularl s our side, frankly, some of the issues or
preolens that we would need to address there like vulnerability,
liie for the need of impvoved and expanded verification means,
and further reductions, and so forth.

THE PRESS: 7Thank you, (ir. lPowell.
R, POUELL: Thanwk you, and good night.

EuD (A 4:40 P.M. CIT)
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State~Wide Poll Bhows Public Remains
Dissatisfied with U.S. Military Strength

A Minnesota poll conducted late last year updates
earlier, national surveys of (l) how the American public
perceives the relative military strength of the United States
and the USSR and (2) the public's preferences concerning 0.S.
strength vis-a-vis the OSSR.

The Minnesota results in November were similar to CBS
nationwide findings last June: PFPifty-five percent of the
respondents perceived the United States as weaker than they
preferred. Dissatisfaction with U.5. military power thus
seems to have reached a plateau by late 1978 after rising
markedly from 1976 to 1978. (Minnesota poll findings have
been found to approximate nationwide attitudes on a number
of other foreign-policy issues.)

Peelings about _ Minn,

Military Btrength , Poll ‘ National Polls

of U.5. Relative ‘ Nov. June Feb. Dec.

to USSR _ 1978 1978 1978 1976
Dissatisfied ' 55% - 55% 49% 41
Satisfied 41 30 37 49

The forty-one percent of Minnesotans who could be termed
“satigfied” with U.8. military strength comprised 31 percent
who believed the United States was as strong as it needed to
be vig-a-vis the USSR and 10 percent who thought the United
States was actually stronger than it needed to be.
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The fifty-five percent of Minnesotans who were "dissat-
isified” perceived the United States as having less military
strength than they wished. 1In thie group, 17 percent wanted
the United States to be stronger than the Soviet Union but
believed the United States was actually weaker; thirty-eight
percent perceived equality but preferred superiority or
accepted equality but perceived the United States to be
militarily weaker.

The Minnesota results come from comparing responses to
these two questions:

Preferred U.S. Position: "In general, do you feel that
the United States should have greater military strength than
the Soviet Union, strength equal to that of the Soviet Union,
or that it is all right for the United States to have less
military strength than the Soviet Onion?*"

Stronger 37%
Equal 53
Weaker 8
No opinion 2

Perceived U.S. Position: "As things stand now, do you
think the military strength of the United States is greater
than the Soviet Union's, about equal, or not as great?®

Stronger 10%
Equal 44
Weaker 42
No opinion 4

All Minnesota population groups had larger proportions
dissatisfied with the level of U.5. military power than
found it satisfactory. Most dissatisfied were conserva-
tives, independents/Republicans, adults 50-64, and those
with less than college education (about 60 percent dissatis-
fied vs. about 35 percent satisfied). Least dissatisfied
were liberals, Democrats, adults 18-34, and the college
educated (about 50 percent dissatisifed vs. about 45 percent:
satisfied).

Increased econcern between 1976 and 1978 about U.S.
military strength relative to the Boviet Union produced
increased public support for a larger defense budget. Last
July, as reported earlier (October 11, 1978), a Harris poll
found that for the first time in recent years the number of
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Americans who wanted to raise defense spending far exceeded
the number who wanted to lower it (by 36 percent to 18 per-

cent, with 41 percent saying they preferred to keep defense
spending at its then-current level).

e s ———
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WASHINGTO®N

May 15, 1979

Sriefing on SALT fcr Wational Leaders
Wednesday, May 16, 1979
3:30 p.m. - 4:00 p.m.

tast Foom

FROM: ANNE WEXLERF*“ ‘ST‘

HAMILTON JORDANY=

*I. EURPOSE

To educate a small group of prominent opinion-makers on SALT in
the cverall context of U.S.-Soviet relations and global implications.

II. BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS AND PRESS PLAN

. Background

1. This will be the first group to be briefed in
the White House exclusively on SALT since the
announcement of the summit. The group was
carefully selected and represent most of the
major interest groups from across the country.
It will also be the smallest group that we
assemble before the summit.

2. Prior to your arrival the group will have been
briefed by Cy Vance and 2bigniew Brzezinski.
When you arrive to close the meeting, Cy and
Zbig will be answering guestions. After the
meeting there will be a reception in the State
Dining Room. (See attached agenda.)

3. 1t is anticipated that you will speak for about
15 minutes and then take some questlons for the
remainder of your time.

B. . Participants

(See attached list.)
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C. Fress Plan

m

white House photo and press pool will be present for
the first five minutes of vcur remarks. The rest of
the briefing is closed to the press.

I1I. TALKING PCINTS

({See attached.)
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WHITE HCUSZ SALT ZRIEFING
way 16, 1979
Lest Room
2:30 - 4:00 p.m.
I 2:320 g.m SALT Two ecreement, The 15 mins.
Case for SALT -- Cy Vance
IT. 2:45 p.m. SALT and Nztionzl Security;
- The President's Four -
Questions -- Zbigniew
Brzezinski 1% mins.
1I1. 3:00 p.m. Questicns and Answers 30 mins.
iv. 3:30 p.m. Remarks &nd ‘Questicns and
Answers--The President " 30 mins.
Note: White House Press
pool first 5 minutes
V. . -
4:00 p.m. Reception - State Floor
to =

5:00 p.m. ~
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May 15, 1978

MENCOR Q\DUW FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM:- Hamiliton Joroan}fﬁ
Anne Hexlerﬁ&vxj

SUBJECT: SALT briefing for national leaders
Wednesday, May 16
3:30 p.m.

East Room

We believe yocu should talk along the lines of your remarks

to the retailers. Here are scme suggested points to cover,
which we've worked up with Rick Hertzberg of Jerry Rafshoon's
cffice:

1. The SALT II treaty was hammered out by the sus-
tained work of three Administrations: President Nixon's,
President Ford's, and ycurs. It builds on the work of every
American President since the-end of World War II.

2. SALT must be examined realistically., It is not a -
panacea. It will not end the arms race. It is a supplement
-- not a substitute -- for a strong national defense. But
it ig_a major step in the long, histcric process of bringing
nuclear weapons under rational control.

3. SALT II is based on self-interest, ours and the
Soviet Union's. Although the competition between us will
continue as far intc the future as anycone can see, we share
a mutual interest in survival and in steering our competition
away from its most dangerous element, an uncontrolled strate-
gic nuclear arms race,

4. SALT IT is not based on trust. The treaty will be
adequately verifiable by our own national technical means of
verification. 1In addition, it is in the interest of the
Soviet Union to abide by this treaty. Despite predictions
to the contrary, the Soviets have observed the terms of the
SALT I treaty.
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5 Whether or not the treaty is ratified, we must be
able to make accurate assessments of Soviet capabilities.
Zut SALT II will make this task much easier -- not only
because the treatv forbids concealment measures and inter-
farence with means O0f verificaticn, but also because the
treaty cives vs basic standards with which we can compare

the infeormation we cderive independently from our satellites
and other methocds. .

6. The details of ICBEMs and SLEMs, throwwelcght and
vield and all the rest are important. It was largely because
of these detzils that the treaty took seven vears to nego-
tiate. But these details should not blind us to the real
significance of the treaty as a contribution to stability,
security and peace.

7. The treaty must be judged on its merits, but we
must consider the conseguences of rejection:

--radical departure from the process of arms control
that began with the atmospheric test ban and SALT I
and will continue with SALT III and a comprehensive
test ban;

--heightened possibility of confrontation in each
local crisis; -

--triggering an expensive, dangerocus race for a
nuclear superiority that each side has the means
and will to prevent the other from attaining, with
a loss of security for both;

--calling into gquestion our ability to manage. a
stable East-West relationship, thus undermining our
leadership of the Western alliance;

--implications for nuclear proliferation;

--gravely compromising our Nation's position as a
leader in the search for peace.

8. Importance of the coming debate; solicitation of
support. ) ‘

&8 4 i
™ T T
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Expected Attendees
VIP Briefing cn SALT.
May 16, 1979
2:30 P.M.

Dr. Jimmy Allen
Southern Baptist Convention

The Honorable William Baroody, Sr.
American Enterprise Institute

The Heoncrable Ellsworth Bunker

Mr., Carter Burgess
Foreign Policy Association

The Honoreble Yvonne Braithwaite Burke

Dr. Marjorie Bell Chambers
American Association of University Women

The Honecrable Clark M. Clifford
Clifford, Glass, Mcllwain & Finney

The Honorabkle Orville Freeman
Business International, Inc.

General Andrew Jackson Goodpaster
United States Military Academy

Mr. Donald Graham
The Washington Post

Mr. Maxwell E. Greenberg
ANTI-DEFAMATICON LEAGUE

Ambassador W. Averell Harriman

Mr. Billy O. Hightower
Disabled American Veterans

Ms. Ruth J, Hinerfeld
League of Women Voters
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Mr. Williem Koward
National Council of Churches

Hr.o ¥m. G. Hylang
Georgetown University Center
for Strategic & Internaticnal Studies

Reverend Jesse Jackson
Pecple United to Save Humanity

Ms. Mildred Jeffrey
President
National Women's Peolitical Caucus

The Honcorable U. Alexis Johnson

Mr. Vernon Jordan, Jr.
Naticnal Urban League

Bishop Thomas C. Kelly
United States Catholic Conference

The Honorable Coretta Scott King
Martin L. King Center for Social Change

The Honorable Lane Kf}kland
AFL-CIO

Ms. Esther Landa
National Council of Jewish Women

Ambassador Scol Linowitz
Coudert Brothers

Mr. Winston Lord
Council on Foreign Relations

Mr. Richard laass
American Jewish Committee

Dr. Benjamin Mays
Horehouse College
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wr. John J. NcCloy

Milbank, Tweed, Fa

e
of United Letin Americen Citizens

Me. Lvnda Bird Robb
Chairperson
Naticnzl Advisory Committee for Women

The Heonorable Willieam Screznton
WNeortheastern Bank

>

'r. James Shepley
IME, Inc.

Mr. J. E. Slater
Aspen Institute

Mr. Martin Ward -
United Associztion of Plumbing & Pipe Fitting Industry

-

Mr. Thomas Watson
IBM

Ms. Alice H. Weber

Association of Junior Leagues, Inc.

Mr. John White
Chairman
DNC

Mr. Walter Wriston
Citibank

Rabbi Israel Miller
Chairman, Israel Task Force

. Frank Lautenberg
President, United Jewish Appeal

Morten Mandel i
President, Council of Jewish Federation
and Welfare Funds
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Rakbi Joserh Sternstein
President, American Zionist Federation

wrence Welnberg -
‘esident, American Israel Fublic
2ffzirs Committee

Thneodore Mann
Cheirman, The Cecnference ci Presicdents
of Major Jewish-aAmerican Orgeanization

Howard Sguadron :
President, American Jewish Congress

Ivan Novick
President, Zionist Organization of
America
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

5/24/79

ham --

enclosed is your caddell
memo, with coples of pages
on which president made
notations/comment inserted
; in place of originals.

a copy of those pages {as
a set) has been sent to
jerry rafshoon.

-— su n
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| Suite 1250 1775 Pennsylvanio Avenue, Washington. D.C. 20006 Telephone (202) 223.6345

A MEMORANDUM ON CURRENT PUBLIC ATTITUDES ON SALT

FROM PATRICK H. CADDELL
Summar

One fact stands out in the recent survey on SALT -- the
American people stand firmly behind the idea cf arms limitation
and, to the extent they know and understand it, behind the
SALT treaty. Support for SALT can be seen in three separate
types of questions:

--more than two to one support for the specific

SALT treaty among the approximately two-thirds of the

population who claim to have heard of it.

--overwhelming support for the general idea of
limiting nuclear arms among the whole population, and

--strong support for the SALT treaty when we
presented a description of it and both pro and con
arguments.

People who support SALT do so0 out of the hope that it will
reduce war and the threat of nuclear holocaust. Furthermore,

e e e —
most people recognize that the failure of SALT will lead to

more defense sgending and a greater danger of war. Even people

who have some doubts about SALT have doubts about what would

happen without it.

In many ways support for SALT is hoth broader and deeper

—

than we would have imagined. One major problem does exist

IN CAMBRIDGE

10 Moulian Street

Cambridge, Massaochusetis 02138
(617)661-3212
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though. While people want arms limitation, they want it to 5&
meaningful. The major reason that the current minority
opposition to SALT exists as it does is lack of trust in the
Russians. That lack of trust extends beyond the current .
opponents however and thus opposition to SALT has a potential
for growth. Indeed, on a question which pased the idea that
there was no point in making a treaty because the Russians
wouldn't keep it, the American public was virtually evenly
divided, coming down on the pro-SALT side by a mere 6-point
margin,

Thus, one major task facing the Administration in presenting
SALT is not convincing pecple about the details of the bargain,
but instead convincing people that the bargain will be kept, The
Administration has to show people that trust glaxs no part in the

enforcement of SALT. It has to show people that the treaty can
be policed whatever the Russians do.

More importantly, SALT must be presented to the American
people in a larger context, To the extent the public has focused
the issue, it is over large issues; war vs. peace, an unlimited
arms race, and much great dgets. The public concern

e ——

over possible nuclear confrontation is much deeper than many

would predict., 0ddly, in some ways the accident at Three Mile
Island may weil have intensified that concern.
Another factor that we have seen in our survey work is the

uneasiness the public has over prospective clashes with the

Cambridge Survey Research
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Soviet Union. Despite great support for Human Rights the public
becomes skittish when it relates to the Russians, fearing any
side issue that could endanger the relative status quo between
the U.S8. and the U.S.S.R. and lead to confreontation. Such
concerns were in evidence when the problems iﬁ the Horn of
Africa arose.

In surmary, it would seem that the best public strategy
should address these larger concerns, emphasizing the rocky
road of "waging peace™ but pointing out the unknown but possible
consequences of not having a SALT treaty. The public is far
less concerned with the details or technical issues of the

——————

treaty and far more concerned with these larger issues. Finally,

attention must be given to the verification/trust question which

in great part must be assured by the President.

This memorandum will ocutline the results of the most recent
survey conducted by the Democratic National Committee as it
pertained to public attitudes on SALT. The survey was based on
perscnal, in-home interviews with a representative sample of
about 1500 registered voters designed to reflect the likely

198¢ voting behavior of the United States.

Cambridge Survoy Reaearch
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The’Basic Question

We began our inguiry by asking respondents to tell us
whether they had heard of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
(SALT) and, if so, what they thought about them. As the
table shows, almost two-thirds of the voting population-have
heard enough about SALT to have formed an opinion and they

are slightly more than two-to-one favorable in their opinion.

Have you heard of the Strateglc Arms Limitation Talks ——
or SALT —- with the Russians? [IF YES] Do you have a
generally favorable or unfavorable opinion of such talks?

Yes, No,

Yeg, Yes, don't haven't Not

favorable unfavorable know heard  sure

Today 46% 18 16 11 8
RIT-197%8 TV 7. 3N 19 17 21 6
R11 - 1977 1I o 15 24 22 -
R6-1976 I 3N 18 15 21 12
R3-1975 II In 13 15 22 13

Cambridge Survoy Revearch
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Looking at the demographic breakdowns on the following

pages, we see some interesting points:

* pemocrats and Republicans show equal percentages in
favor of SALT. However, Democrats who are not favorable
terd to be undecided while Republicans are rmore likely
to have a critical opinion.

* Liberals are more favorable than conservatives, but it
is notable that even a substantial plurality of conser-
vatives favor SALT.

* Men are more likely to have an opinion -~ either favorable
or unfavorable —— than women, In any educational effort,
women are the most likely to be undecided and thus should
be prime targets for persuasion.

* Not surprisingly, knowledge about SALT increases as both
the incame and educational level of the respondents
increase. Perhaps surprisingly, the ratio of support to
opposition also increases steadily with both increasing
income and education.

* The Northeast and Industrial areas are most likely to

support SALT; the Pacific and South least likely to back
it.

Cambridge Survey Research
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Have you heard of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks -- or SALT -- with
the Russians? |[IF YES] Do you have a generally favorable or unfaworable
opinion of such talks?

Yes, Haven't
Yes, Yes, don't  heard Don't
favorable unfavorable know of talks know

Overall 46% 18 16 11 8

Party preference

Derocrat (44) 47 13 16 13 10
Independent (37) 46 22 17 9 6
Republican {17} 47 24 13 8 8
Political ideology

Liberal {26) 57 13 14 10 6
Moderate (24) 45 14 20 8 12
Conservative {42} 44 25 14 11 7
Carter favorability rating

Favorable (54} 51 12 16 13 8
Unfavorablel (39) 42 27 15 8 8
Can't ratell ( 7 46 15 23 11 6
Carter job performance rating

Excellent { 4)* 55 18 6 13 8
Good {29) 52 11 16 12 9
only fair (44) 46 19 18 10 8
Poor {21) 41 27 15 10 7
Democratic primary for President .

Carter {44) 48 15 11 15 11
Lean Carter {12) 40 12 25 9 14
Undecided  (17) 43 9 19 1s 13
Brown (22) 55 13 17 11 5
Lean Brown ( S) 52 17 13 7 - 7
Derocratic primary for President

Kennedy {53} 47 14 18 14 B
Lean Kennedy { 9) 44 15 20 9 13
Undecided {11} 41 10 16 16 18
Carter (22} 53 13 11 11 12

lean Carter ( 5) ) 49 15 7 18 11

Cambridges Burvey Ressarch
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Opinion of SALT {continued)
Yes, Haven't
Yes, Yes, don't  heard Don't
favorable unfavorable know of talks know

Overall 46% 18 16 11 8
Sex

Female (50) 41 15 19 15 11
Male (50} 52 22 14 7 6
Race

White (89) 48 19 16 10 8
Black (10) 33 15 23 19 10
Occupaticn

Professicnal ( 5) 67 19 7 - 7
wWhite collar (14) 53 20 18 6 3
White collar clerical ( 9) 47 15 21 10 8
Government { 4)* 55 19 18 2 6
Skilled blue collar (14) 44 23 14 10 9
Unskilled blue collar (14) 38 16 20 17 9
Retired (26) 46 19 13 13 10
Self-employed ( 6) 54 18 15 6 8
Ethnic background

Irish (i1) 52 15 18 9 6
English (20) 47 25 16 6 7
French { 4)* - 42 16 19 18 €
German (17 50 18 16 8 8
Italian { 5) 53 14 18 8 7
Eastern Furopean ( 7) 54 8 13 13 12
Scandinavian { 4)* 45 31 6 7 11
Spanish ( 4)* 35 15 6 31 14
Education .
Some grade school (10) 35 14 14 27 10
Some high school {15) 36 15 17 16 16
Graduated high school (32) 43 18 20 10 10
Technical/vocational ( 5) 51 24 12 6 7
Same college T (20) 47 22 19 7 6
Graduated oollege (12) " 67 18 10 2 3
Graduate/professional ( 7) 67 22 7 4 1

Cambridge Survey Research
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Opinion of SALT (continued)
Yes, Haven't
Yes, ) Yes, don't heard Don't
favorable unfavorable know of talks know

Overall 46% .18 16 11 8
Religion
Protestant (58) 44 20 17 10 9
Catholic  {(30) 50 15 14 12 9
Jewish { 4) 61 4 15 17 4
Other { 4)* 39 36 16 8 2
None { H* 52 17 12 12 7
Income
$0-3,999 ( 5} 26 24 8 28 15
$4-6,999 (1) 43 12 16 20 9
$7-9,999 (11} 39 19 17 14 11
$10-14,999 (16) 49 16 19 7 10
§15-19,999 (18} 54 15 18 7 &
Over $20,000 (29) 53 21 14 b 6
Unicn merrbership
Respondent n 56 20 13 7 4
Family member (13) a8 19 21 12 il
No mestber {(70) 16 18 16 11 9
Age
T%:QS (12) 52 18 12 12 7
26-35  (17) 41 19 19 12 9
36-45 (17} 46 14 23 8 9
46-55  {18) : 51 20 15 8 7
56-65 (17) 49 15 13 13 10
Over 65 (19) 42 23 14 12 9
Ur rural
Urban {46} 45 19 16 14 7
Suburban (35) 50 18 17 8 8
Rural {20} 44 18 15 10 12
Area I
Northeast (15) ° 53 15 16 9 7
Industrial {25} 50 15 18 9 8
) - Midlandg  (195) 49 19 14 10 9
| South (19 > 41 17 16 14 ¥12
; Central (14) . 44 26 13 13 =5
| Pacific (13 y 10 21 20 1 9
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Opinion of SALT (continued)
Yes, Haven't
Yes, Yes, don't heard Den't
favorable unfavorable know of talks knoW

Cverall 46% 18 16 1 8
Area 11

California (10) > 37 24 15 12 12
West (11) 46 24 13 ] 3
New York (8 50 10 19 13 8
South (13) 40 18 15 16 12
Industrial (28) 49 14 - 18 10 9
Border { 8} 51 17 13 9 10
New England { 7} 57 19 14 6 5
Midwest (15) 44 23 15 11 7
Area 111

South {24) : 44 19 15 12 11
Industrial (52) 47 16 17 1 9
Other (24) 48 22 16 9 5

Given that SALT is a specific, and perhéps confusing, issue
to many peoplé, we also asked respondents the more general
guesticn of whether or not they favored limiting nuclear by
agreement with the Soviet Union. As the table shows, respon-

dents are overwhelmingly in favor of this idea.

Do you favor or oppose an agreament between the United
States and the Soviet Union limiting nuclear weapons?

Favor S 4t
Don't krow 12
Oppose 14

Cambridge Survey Research
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When asked why they took that position, we found that
those wheo supported such an agreement felt it would reduce.

the chance of war and bring some control to the arms race.

[IF FAVOR/OPPOSE AGREEMENT BETWEEN U,S, BND SOVIET
UNION LIMITING NUCLEAR WEAPCNS] Why do you take that

position?
FAVOR
Would decrease chance of war 13%
Nuclear war could be the end 10
Need an agreement 7
Limit weapons, limit arms 6
Need to be in control of these weapons, would

give us same kind of control 6

No one would have an edge, keep things equal,
limit arms for both sides

To stop a nuclear war

A step toward peace, a step in the right direction

Don't believe in nuclear weapcns, nuclear weapons
are insane

Too much is belng spent for weapons and defense

We already have enough weapons to destroy each
other :

Good if Russians follow or keep their word

We have encugh weapons

hrms race is getting out of hand

Good for our country, good idea

Good if it can be policed or enforced properly

Would decrease weapons

Good if we can get equal temms

It won't work

Other

Don't know

W L - -2 L VL]

‘...J
Wk RPN

People who opposed reaching an agreement overwhelmingly

cited a lack of trust in the Russians as the major issue

Cambridge Survey Research
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preventing them from supporting the idea of such an
agreement. Quite clearly, the whole "verification”" issue
that has already been raised by people with doubts about
the agreement will be a decisive factor in the public

debate.

(IF FAVOR/OPPOSE AGREEMENT BETWEEN U.S, AND SOVIET
UNION LIMITING NUCLEAR WEAPONS] Why do you take that
position? o B

OPPCOSE

Can't trust the Russians, Soviets can't be trusted,
Russians will never keep their word 51%
U.S. would get the short end of the deal, we give

too many concessions and get nothing in return 8
It won't work 6
Russia hasn't lived up to what she has said before 5
Can't police the treaty, impossible to check up

on what they're doing and to enforce it 3
Bad idea 3.
We should not make any deals 2
We have enough weapons 2
Other 18
Don't know 3

Carmbridge Survey Ressarch
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To try to gain some notion of how intensely people
felt about the question of concluding an arms agreement, we
also asked them how important such an agreement was to them
personally. As the table shows, a majority rated such an
agreement as very lmportant, The number rating it important

has remained relatively stable over the last two years.

How important is it to you personally that the U.S.
and the Soviet Union reach an agreament limiting
nuclear weapons: very important, important, some-
what important or not important at all?

Not
Very Somewhat important Don't
lmortant Important important at all know
Today 52% 22 11 10 5
CR17 1978 1v 52% 24 12 7 5
CR11 1977 II 56% 21 10 7 6

Demographic breakdowns -- in the Appendix to this report
-- show that the percentage assigning great importance to
the issue is relatively uniform throughout most demographic

and peoclitical groups,

Aided awareness

The preceding guestions rest on what people already know
and feel about arms limitation and SALT, No one can doubt

that as the public debate heats up after a treaty is actually

Cambridge Survey Research
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signed people will receive much more information about SALT.

This new information may very well lead to changes of

position as people discover new facts and hear new arguments,
To try and obtain some reading of what might happen

in that circumstance, we presented respondents with a

relatively long =-- though, of course, grossly simplified

-- description of SALT and of some arguments pro- and con-.

That description is shown below,

" BALT DESCRIPTICH

The Strategic Arms Limitation Talks {SALT) were begun ten
years ago to limit the number and kinds of nuclear weapons
possessed by both the U,S, and the Soviet Unicn.

President Nixon signed the SALT I agreement in 1972, It
provided for a freeze on the construction of new missile
systems and barned anti-missile missiles,

In 1974, President Ford signed an agreement at Viadivostok

that limited both countries to 2,400 strategic noclear wea-

pons,

The new agreement would extend this limit trategic 23] ¢
weapons including land-based missiles, submaribased

missiles, heavy bombers and cruise missiles,

Those who favor the new agreement say it stabilizes the
nuclear arms race and makes war less likely, They arque
that we do mot have tO trust the Russians to observe the
treaty since gur intelligence, including spy satellites,
will enable us to detect any cheating, They say that the
treaty will keep us roughly equal, though different, For
example, the Russians tend to have bigger rockets while ours
are more accurate, We also have rore missiles on submarines,

Cambridge Survey Resoarch
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SALT DESCRIPTICN (oontinued)

Furthermore, they argue that failure to ratify the treaty
would set off a new arms race, force increased defense
spending and hurt the econdmy.

Opronents of the treaty say it would leave us behind in
overall strength. They argue that the heavier Russian
missiles might be able to knock out our land-based
"Minuteman" missiles, Furthermore, they claim the
Russians might develop more accuracy to complement the
larger size of their missiles. Finally, they say that
we cannct trust the Russians to obey the agreement any-
way and that we shouldn't sign anything unless we can
get a better deal.

After this presentation, we asked respondents whether
they favored or opposed the treaty as it had been presented.
As the table shows, a majority favored the treaty while

about one-fifth of the publie oﬁposed it,

Having heard all of this, are you strongly in favor,
scmewhat in favor, somewhat opposed or strongly opposed
to signing the new SALT treaty?

Strongly in favor 29%
Somewhat in favor 38— 67
Scmewhat opposed 12
Strongly opposed 9.::=.21
Don't know 13

Looking at demographic breakdowns of this new gquestion,

we see patterns that are, not surprisingly, much like those

for the previous question,

Cambridge Survey Resoarch
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Having heard all of this, are you stxongly in favor, samwhat in favor,
sanahat oprosed or strongly opposed to signing a new SALT treaty?

Strongly Somewhat Scmewhat Strongly Den't
in favor in favor opposed opposed  know

Overall 29% 38 12 9 13
Party preference

Democrat (44) 29 37 11 7 17
Irdeperdent (37) 28 40 11 11 10
Republican {17} 29 35 15 11 9
Political idecl

Liberal (26) 35 36 12 5 12
Moderate (24) 29 43 B 7 13
Conservative (42} 27 36 i5 13 10
Carter favorability rating

Favorable  (54) 32 40 1 6 11
Unfavorable (39} 24 o 36 13 14 13
Can't rate { 7) 27 27 10 8 28
Carter job performance rating

Excellent { 4)* ag 33 9 7 13
Good (29} 35 40 10 5 10
Only fair (44) 27 37 12 g 14
Poor (21} 21 36 12 15 16
Damocratic primary for

President

Carter 133) 29 7° a1 g 8 13
Llean Carter (12) 36 35 13 1 15
Undecided (17} 24 23 11 8 34
Brown (22) 30 41 10 7 1z
Lean Brown ( 5) 38 36 16 3 7
Damecratic primary far

President 53

Kennedy (53) 28 35 11 8 19
Lean Kennedy (,9) 29 37 10 4 20
Undecided {11} 27 31 14 8 21
Carter (22) 35 44 7 ? 7
Loan Carter ( 5) 32 36 17 3 11

Cambridge Survey Research
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Favorability toward signing of SALT treaty (continued)

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Don't
in favor in favor opposed opposed kKnow

Overall 29% 38 12 9 13
Sex

Female (50) 28 37 12 7 17
Male (50) 30 38 11 11 10
Race

White (89) ’ 29 38 12 9 12
Black (10) 25 31 8 11 25
Occupation

Professional { 5) 30 48 11 5 7
White collar (14) 34 39 11 9 7
White collar clerical ( 9) 27 41 10 11 11
Government ( 4)* 35 35 12 10 8
Skilled blue collar {14) 27 38 14 6 15
Ungskilled blue collar (14) 30 38 8 10 14
Retired (26) 27 35 12 11 15
Self-amployed )] 25 41 15 9 9
Ethnic background

Irish (1) 33 39 13 5 11
English (20) 30 37 13 11 9
French ( 4)* 27 41 10 9 13
German (17 31 38 10 10 12
Italian (5) 39 27 12 12 12
Eastern European ( 7) 25 40 14 7 14
Scandinavian (4)* 19 46 19 10 7
Spanish ( 4)* 27 42 6 6 18
Education

Somz grade school (10) 23 30 11 10 27
Some high school {1%) 29 36 11 7 i8
Graduated high scheool (32) 27 39 11 10 13
Technical/vocatiocnal ( 5) 33 35 12 12 8
Same college " (20) 27 39 14 10 10
Graduated oollege (12) 36 39 10 8 7
Graduate/professional ( 7) 36 40 10 8 6

Cambridge Survey Reaearch
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Favorability toward signing of SALT treaty {continued)

Strongly Scmewhat Somewhat Strongly Don't
in favor in favor opposed opposed know

Overall 29% 38 12 9 13
Religion
Protestant (58) 27 39 11 9 14
Catholic  (30) 31 38 11 8 12
Jewish {N* 33 35 9 7 le
QOther { 4)* 20 24 28 16 13
None { 4)* 40 32 6 10 12
Income
$0-3,999 (5 22 27 8 11 32
$4-6,999 (11) 27 40 11 8 15
$7-9,999 (11) 27 36 11 13 12
$10-14,999%  (16) : 29 39 12 7 13
$15-19,999 (18) 32 36 10 8 i3
Over $20,000 (29) 3 41 13 9 7
Union membership
Respondent (17 34 36 11 12 g8
Family member {13) 31 36 12 9 1l
No merber {70} 27 38 12 9 15
Age
18-25 (12) 36 ag i2 7 8
26-35 (1N 25 40 12 8 17
36-45 (17N 27 43 10 8 12
46-55  {18) 28 36 15 10 12
5665 7N 28 37 11 9 16
Over 65 {19} a0 i3 11 11 14
Urban/rural
Urban {46) 28 3g 12 9 13
Suburban (35} 31 37 11 9 14
FRural (20} 27 37 13 9 14

; Area I

Northeast (15) k). 27 12 12 11
Industrial (25} 29 38 11 7 16
Midlands  {15) 32 38 11 7 13
South (19) 27 ¥ 37 11 11 14
Central (14) 18 42 14 12 14
Pacific {13) - 27 42 11 9 11
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Favorability toward signing of SALT treaty (continued)

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Don't
in favor in favor opposed opposed know

Overall 29% 38 12 9 13
Area II

California (10) 28 38 12 11 12
West (11) 20 49 12 8 11
New York ( 8) 48 21 12 9 10
South {13) 28 35 12 12 15
Industrial (28) 31 34 12 6 17
Bordar (8 27 45 9 6 13
New England ( 7) 29 3 11 14 13
Midwest {15) R 23 43 13 11 10
Area III

South (24) ' 26 40 11 9 14
Industrial (52) 33 34 11 8 14
Other (24) 22 42 13 12 11

When we asked people to pick out things on the card that
had helped them make up their minds we found that people who
favored the agreement tended to go simply to the core issue
-- the arms race and the chances of war might be reduced,
People alsc picked the notion that our technolegy is sufficient

to detect cheating,

[IF STRONGLY FAVOR/OPPOSES SALT TREATY] What one thing
on the card was most significant to you in helping you
decide abkout the treaty? ~ =~ ‘

STRCNGLY FAVOR

Limit arms, limit production of arms 25%
Limit chances of war : 21

Balance of nuclear arms 9

Cambridge Survey Research
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Wwhat one thing was rmost significant to you {continued)

STRONGLY FAVOR {continued)

Stabilize arms race

We have technology to detect cheating

Prevent new arms race

Reduce number of arms

Can't trust Russians

Nothing on the card

Don't know 1

W iww oo

SOMEWHAT FAVOR

Limit arms, limit production of arms 16%
Limit chances of war 14
Balance of nuclear arms 13
Stabilize arms race 12

Prevent new arms race

Can't trust the Russians

Too difficult to police

We have technology to detect cheating

Nothing

Other 1
Don't know

WO RN WRe D

People who opposed the treaty, not surprisingly, picked
out the idea that we canhot trust the Russians, though many

also cited the idea that the U,S, is not getting a good deal.

[IF STRONGLY FAVOR/OPPOSE SALT TREATY] What one thing
on the card was most significant to you in helping you
decide about the treaty? =~ = ‘

SOMEWHAT OPPOSE

Can't trust the Russians 61%
U,S. ot getting a gocd deal, making more concessions 16
Limit chances of war 7
Other - 16
Don't know -

Cambridge Survey Research
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What one thing was most significant to you (continued)

STRONGLY OPPOSE

Can't trust the Russians 30%

Russians won't obey or abide by treaty 25
U.S. not getting a good deal 23
Nothing on the card 15
Double talk, too confusing, don't understand 7
Other -
Don't know -

We also asked people who indicated that they supported
"an agreement to limit nuclear arms" on the earlier general
guestion but who oppose thisg version of the treaty what,
if anything, made them switch, About 8% of the total pop-
ulation were Iin this group and the reason given again
centered on a lack of trust in the Russians or a fear that
the Russians could grow too powerful, (Remember the figures
shown in the table below are percentages of the 8% in the
group; not of the whole population. Thus, 25% is actually

about 2% of the total population,)

[IF SUPPORTED ARMS AGREEMENT BUT NOW OPPOSE] Earlier you
said you fayvored an agreanent to limit nuclear WeapOns;
now you oppose this one, Why did you switch?

Can't trust the Russians 23%
Russia ocould easily became stronger than the ©,S,,

would give Russia an edge . 16
Understood it better after reading card 7
Can't force the Russians to abide by the treaty,

have no means of enforcement 6

Cambridge Survey Ressarch
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Why did you switch? (continued)

Terms are better for the Russians than for the U,S,,

bad deal for the U.S. 5
Can't police the treaty 2
Other 25
Don't know 16

What if no treaty?

One news commentator has recently argued that perhaps
the strongest argument the treaty has golng for it in the
Senate is that no Senator likes to imagine what would
happen if we don't have a treaty. In this survey we tried
to find out what our respondents felt would happen if we
fall to get a treaty,

As the first table shows, about one-third of the
public weren't informed enough to even venture a guess on
this topic. Another group félt that the status quo would
persist, However, most people felt in some way that defense
spending would have to increase and a new arms race would

be on,

TT the Senate of the Unlted States refuses to approve
a new SALT tredty, what do you think will happen? .

Nothing will happen, status quo 15%.
Have to came up with new approach or solution,

more negotiations 1
New arms race, an arms race 7
Russians will get ahead, Russians will become

stronger than the U,S,, throw us behind Russians 6

Cambridge Survey Research
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If the Senate refuses to approve a new SALT treaty (continued)

Increased defense spending 5

Increased weapons production, countries will go
crazy building weapons, will builld weapons more
rapidly, great production of war materials

Increased chance of another war

Another war .

Will strain U.S.-Soviet relations

Continued weapons production

Continued arms race

Go on as before, country will continue as before

I am not concerned

Other .

Don't know

O =R NN WA e

[ ]

To try to pin down expectations more accurately, we
asked respondents 1f the chances of a nuclear war would
increase or decrease in the absence of a treaty, As the
table shows, the plurality volunteered the idea that the
chances would not really change, but one-third felt they
would increase while virtually no one felt they would

decrease,

Do you think the chances of a nuclear war will increase
or decrease 1f the Senate refuses to approve the SALT

agreement?

Increase 32%
Decrease 5
Stay the same 44
Don't know ' 19

Cambridge Survey Research
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Demographic breakdowns show that liberals are more
likely than conservatives or moderates to see the chances
of a nuclear war increasing if the treaty is not passed.
Feelings that the chances ¢f nuclear war will increase are

otherwise fairly uniform in most demographic groups.

Do you think the chances of a nuclear war will increase or decrease
if the Senate refuses to approve the SALT agqrecment?

Increase Decrease Stay the same Don't know
Qverall 32% 5 44 19
Party preference
Democrats (44) 34 6 37 23
Independents (37) 30 5 49 17
Republicans (17) 31 5 50 15
Political ideclogy
Liberal {25) 40 6 38 16
Moderate (24) 26 4 51 19
Conservative (41) 31 6 46 17
Carter favorabili
Favorable  (53) 35 6 41 19
Unfavorable (39) 28 5 49 19
Can't rate ( 7) 25 5 43 27
Carter job performance rating
Excellent ( 4) 30 19 i3 17
Good (29} 37 4 39 20
Only fair (44) 32 5 46 17
Poor {21) 24 5 49 22
Daocratic primary for
President ‘
Carter (18} 34 .7 37 22
Lean Carter ( 5) . 35 5 37 24
Undecided ( 7) 24 3 34 39
Brown (9 40 6 37 16
lean Brown ( 2)* 36 6 47 10

Cambridge Survey Ressarch
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The chances of nuclear war (continued)

Increase Decrease §Stay the same Don't know

Cverall 32% 5 44 19

Democratic primary
for President

Kennedy 23) 38 5 34 24
Lean Kennedy ( 4)* 32 3 40 25
Undecided ( 4)* 23 7 39 k)i
Carter ( 9) 35 10 39 16
Lean Carter ( 2)%* 15 - 5% 30
Sex

Female (50) 33 4 39 23
Male (50) 30 6 48 16
Race )
White (B8) 31 5 45 19
Black ( 9) 35 10 30 25
Occupation

Professicnal ( 5 31 6 55 9
White collar (14) "33 5 48 14
White collar clerical ( 9) 1n 3 51 15
Goverrment ( 4)~* 27 5 49 20
Skilled blue collar (14) 37 5 41 17
Unskilled blue collar (14) 34 S 39 22
Retired (26) 31 S 41 23
Self-employed ( 6) 26 7 52 15
Ethnic background

Irish (10) - 32 6 45 18
English (20) 32 4 45 18
French ( 4)* : 41 6 37 16
German (17) 29 3 50 17
Italian (5 34 7 40 19
Eastern Eurcpean { 7) 34 6 45 15
Scandinavian { 4)* 37 4 50 8
Spanish ‘ { 4)* 26 6 31 37
Italian (29) 30 6 41 23
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The chances of nuclear war (continued)

Increase Decrease Stay the same Don't know

Qverall 32% 5 44 19
Education

Same grade school {10) 35 6 31 28
Some high school (14) 31 7 32 30
High school graduate (32) 31 5 47 17
Technical/vocational ( 5) 33 3 45 18
Some college {20} 33 5 45 17
College graduate (11 24 6 55 14
Graduate/professional ( 7) s 2 52 7
Religion

Protestant (58) 32 4 45 19
Catholic (29) 31 7 43 19
Jewish ( 4)* ' 38 4 36 22
Other ( )* 17 8 58 17
None { 4)* 37 8 35 21
Income

$0-3,999 { 5) 34 3 29 35
$4-6,999 (11) 37 B8 34 21
$7-9,999 (11 30 8 40 22
$10-14,999 (18) 30 8 46 . 15
$15-19,999 {(17) 33 3 46 18
Over 520,000 (29) 33 4 50 13
Labor union membership .

Respondent (17) 37 7 41 15
Family member (13) 35 4 42 20
No merber {70) 29 5 45 20
Age

18-25 (12) 41 < 38 14
26-35 (17) 30 7 43 20
36~45 (17} 29 3 51 18
46-55 (18} . 28 5 50 17
56~65 (17) 33 5 39 23
Over 65 (19) 30 6 42 22
Urban/rural

Urban (46) 30 5 44 20
Suburban (35) 32 5 46 17
Rural {(20) 33 5 39 22

Cambridge Survey Ressarch
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The chances of nuclear war {(continued}

A~ /1sfo2

Increase Decrease Stay the same Don't know

Overall 32%
Area 1

Northeast (15) 29
Industrial (25) 34
Midlands {15) 38
South {19) 30
Central {14) 32
Pacific {13) 23
Area II

California (10} 21
West (11) 32
New York ( 8} 24
South (13) 31
Industrial (28) 36
Border { 8) 31
New Englard ( 7) 35
Midwest (15) 34
Area III

South (24) 31
Industrial (52) 31
Other (24) 33

5

W -] W v N

b U U - U~ e

o ~J

44

47
43
40
42
42
52

49
46
50
41
39
46
46
44

41
44
47

19

19
17
19
22
19
22

26
16
22
22
19
17
15
17

21
20
16

Interestingly, voters were somewhat more evenly divided

on whether the security of the United States will increase

or decrease if the treaty 1is rejected, though again the

largest number felt that it would not be affected,

This

woudld seem to indicate that at least part of the current

high level of support for the treaty is based on "hope"

rather “han on a firm belief that the treaty will pay off

with actually improved security,

Cambridge Survey Research
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Do you think the security of the United States will
increase or decrease if the Senate refuses to ratify
the SALT agreement?

Increase 21%
Decrease 22
Stay the same 39
Deon't krow 19

Interestingly, demographic breakdowns show little difference
between groups on this question. Women are slightly inclined
to feel security will decrease without the treaty; men are
slightly inclined the other way. Feelings that failure to pass
a treaty will actually hurt security do increase somewhat as

educational levels rise.

Respondents are much more in agreement over what will
happen to the defense budget if the SALT treaty is not ratified;

they believe it will go up.

Do you think the defense budget will increase or decrease if
the Senate refuses to ratify the SALT treaty?

Increase 53%
Decrease 10
Stay the same 18
Don't krow 19

Demographic- breakdowns show that belief the budget will
go up is greater among higher income and better educated
respéndents. However, few politicial differénces can be seen;
Democrats and Republicans, liberals and conservatives all see

the budget increasing.

Cambridge Survey Research
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One éoint closely related to this has been raised by a
number of observors, That is, that given the mania in the
country for reducing government spending and balancing the
budget, the defense department is a logical place to look for
cutg, The problem of war 1ls an argument frequently raised
against the Constitutional amendment to require a balanced
budget,

When we tested this idea with our respondents, however,
we found that less than one-fifth found a lot of truth in
it, BAs we have seen in the Cambridge Report analyses over
the last four years, support for increasing defense spending

has been on the rise whille the desire to cut has waned,

Some people say that the only way the U,S, can ever hope to

balance its budget and reduce taxes is to cut down the costs

of defense spending, Do you think there is a lot of truth,
] th or hardly a h to thi o

araqument?
A lot of truth 16%
Only scme truth 42
Hardly any truth 23
No truth at all _ 12
Don't know 7

Demographic breakdowns can be found in the Appendix

of this report.

Cambridge Survey Research
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Obviously, one facter in deciding where you stand on
the SALT treaty is deciding where the U.S, stands compared
to the Russians., Critics of the treaty paint an apocalyptic
picture of mighty Russian power spreading influence and control
all around the world. On the other hand, many cobservors see
the Soviet Union as a nation ﬁilled with problems and sur-
rounded by enemies and doubtful allies,

We began our inquiry into how the American people see
the issue by asking them to tell us whether they felt the
U.5, or the Soviet Unlon had been more successful in world
affalrs in recent years, As the table below shows, by a .

modest plurality Americans chose the U,S,

In the last two years, which major power — the United
States or the Soviet Union ~~ has been more successful

in world affairs? TN
The United States 42%
pon't know 6
The Soviet Union 32

Cambridge Survey Ressarch
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Demographic breakdowns show that Democrats are slightly
more likely than Republicans to choecse the U.S5. but that
pluralities of both chose the U,5, Feelings that the United
States has done better also increase 1if people feel that
President Carter has been doing a good job,

Lower income and less educated respondents tend to be
more undeclded on this guestion, The idea that the Soviet
Union is doing better -- though always a minority sentiment
-- actually increases with education and income, despite the
fact that higher income and better educated people are, as

we have seen, more likely to be treaty supporters,

In the last two years, which major power —- the United States or the Soviet
Union ~- has been more successful in world affairs?

The Unite@ States Don't know The Soviet Union

Overall 42% 26 32
Party preferen

Denocrat (44} As 28 27
Independent (37) 39 : 22 38
Republican (17) ~~ 3 29 a3
Political ideol

Liboral (26) 43 25 32
Moderate (24} . 39 30 a1
Conservative (42) 43 23 35

Carter favorability

rating .

Favorable  {54) . 26 24
Unfavorable {39) 25 43
Can't rate (7N ’ 38 32

Cambridge Survey Ressarch
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Which major power has been more successful {(continued)

The United States Don't know  The Soviet Union

Overall 42% 26 32
Carter job performance

rating

Excellent ( 4)* 59 21 20
Goed (29) 54 26 20
Only fair (44) 40 26 34
Poor (21) 26 27 47
Democratic primary for

President

Carter {44) 53 27 20
Lean Carter (12) 49 37 15
Undecided (17) 32 35 33
Brown (22) 41 20 39
ILean Browm ( 5) 40 27 33
Democratic primary for

President

Kennedy (53) 45 ‘ 27 28
Lean Kennedy ( 9) 35 37 29
Undecided (11) ' 49 28 23
Carter {22) 50 25 25
Lean Carter ( 5) 43 39 18
Sex

Female (50) 41 31 28
Male (50) 42 22 36
Race

White (89) 41 25 34
Black (10) 44 36 20
Occupation

Professional ( 5) 52 22 27
White collar (14) 40 23 37
White collar clerical ( 9) 46 19 35
Govermment { 4)* 47 13 40
Skilled blue collar (14) 43 28 29
Unskilled blue collar (14) 41 27 32
Retired (26} 41 30 29
Self-employed { 6) 34 29 37

Cambridge SBurvey Research
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Which major power has been more successful (continued)

The United States Don't know The Soviet Union

Overall 42% 26 32
Ethnic background

Irish (11) 44 23 33
English (20) 42 21 38
French { 4)* 42 32 27
German {17 42 28 30
Italian { 5 36 29 35
Eastern European ( 7) 39 21 40
Scandinavian ( 4)* 47 28 ' 25
Spanish { 4)* 45 33 21
Education

Same grade school {10) 47 35 18
Some high school (15) 42 35 24
High school graduate (32) 40 27 33
Technical/vocational ( 5) 34 30 36
Some college {20) 45 18 37
Graduated ocollege (12) 38 23 39
Graduate/professional ( 7) 45 18 37
Religion

Protestant (58) 42 28 _ 30
Catholic {30) 42 25 33
Jewish { 4)* 32 26 42
Other ( 4)* 34 25 42
None ( )* ‘ 55 13 32
Income

$0-3,999 ( 5 29 54 17
$4-6,999 (11) 43 30 27
$7-9,999 (11) 40 33 28
$10-14,999 (16) 46 23 31
$15-19,999 (18) 43 20 37
Over $20,000 {(29) 43 22 35
Union membership

Respondent . {17) 41 26 33
Family member (13) 46 24 30
No member (70) 41 27 32
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Which major power has been rore successful (continued)

Overall

Age
18-25 (12)
26-35 {(17)
36-45 (17}
46-55 (18}
56-65 (17)
Qver 65 (19)
Ut rural
Urban {46)
Suburban (35)

Rural (200

Area T

Northeast (15)
Industrial (25)
Midlands (15)
South (19)
Central (14)

Pacific (13) -

Area 11

California (10}
West (11)
New York ( 8)
South (13)
Industrial (28)
Border ( 8)
New Englard ( 7)
Midwest (15)
Area III

South (24)
Industrial (52)
Qther (24)

A- /x//d/ﬁ v

The United States Don't know  The Soviet linion

42%

45
41
48
38
41
40

43
40
42

29
46
55
38
44
35

34
44
24
39
46
46
34
50

42
42
41

26

19
23
26
25
31
32

26
27
27

32
26
22
29
25
23

24
22
41
29
27
24
23
24

27
27
24

32

35
36
26
37
29
29

31
33
31

38
28
23
33
3l
42
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However, when respondents are asked not about success
in the world but about nuclear arms development, we see a
different picture. A slim plurality of our respondents feel

we are behind the Soviets in developing nuclear arms.

Do you think we are currently ahead of or behind the
Russians in nuclear arms development?

Ahead 25%
The same 22
Behind 31
Don't know 22

Of course, many people argue these days that "ahead"
and "behind" don't really mean all that much when both sides
have enough weapons to destroy each other several times over.
When we ralsed this point, the table shows, people were
almost evenly divided with a slim plurality coming down on

the side that the distinction did not in fact mean much.

Some people say that we are falling behind the Soviet
Union and that we need to build more weapons, Other
pecple say that both we and the Soviet Union have
enough weapons to destroy each other totally and,
therefore, it is pointless to talk of being ahead or
behind. First of all, do you think it means anything
to talk about being "ahead" or "behind” these days

or not?

Yes 36%
Not sure 19
No ‘ 45

Cambridge Burvey Research
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When Qe compare the two gquestions, however, we find
that it is the people who feel the distincticon is meaningful
who are most likely to feel that we are behind at this time.
Thus, the perception of being behind is strongest among

those who care.

Those who feel we are:
Bhead Even Behind Not sure
Those who feel it matters 29% 16 42 13

Those who feel it
doesn't matter 24% 28 25 23

Looking at the demographic breakdowns of whether people
feel we are ahead or behind, we find that Republicans and
conservatives are the most inclined of political groups to.
feel that the U,S., is behind, Less educated respondents are
more undecided on the gquestion, but also they are proportion-
ately more likely than the well educated to feel that we are
behind,

Regionally, the South and Central areas -~ traditicnally
most conservative -~ are most likely to feel that the U.S. is

-

behind Russia,

Cambridge Survey Research
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However, even the people who feel the U,S, is currently
ahead of the Soviet Union tend to see the Russians making
progress and catchiné up, As the table shows, two-thirds
of those who currently see us as being ahead see the

Russians catching up,

[IF AHEAD] Do you think the Russians are catching up,
staying about the same distance behlnd or actually
falling farther behind?

Catching up 62%
Staying about the same

distance 26
Falling farther behind 5
Don't know 7

2ll in all, this widespread perception that the Russians
are either ahead or gaining on us militarily can only con-
tribute to the unease with which some people view the treaty.
Since it appears that "trust" in the'Russians is the major
obstacle to treaty support in the minds of many opponents,

a further growth of the perception of Russian military

strength can only hurt chances for ratification.

Cambridge Survey Research
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Arguments pro and con

We also tested reaction to several arguments in the
arms control area. The first of these was the idea that
the treaty will leave us weaker than the Russians, As
the table shows, thls is rejected by more than a two;to-

one margin, but many people are undecided and could be

swayed either way,

The new SALT agresrent will leave us weaker than the

Russians.

Agree 22%
Don't know 3
Disagree 7"

Demographic breakdowns show that even Republicans and
conservatives reject the ldea that the treaty will leave us

weaker} but by smaller margins than other political groups,

Pecple favorable to Jimmy Carter are more convinced that the
treaty will not leave us weaker than people who dislike him,
Indecision is particularly great among women, blacks and

poorer, less educated respondents,

Cambridge Burvey Ressarch
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Would you agree or disagree: The new SALT agreement will leave us weaker

than the Russians.

Cverall

Party preference

Agree Don't know Disagree

Dempcerat (44)
Independent (37)
Republican (17)

Political ideol

Liberal (26)
Moderate (24)
Conservative (42)

Carter favorability

rating

Favorable (54)
Unfavorable (39)
Can't rate (7)

Carter job perfor-

mance rating

Excellent (4)*
Good (29)

Only fair (44)
Poor (21)

Democratic primary

for President

Carter {(44)
lean Carter (12)
Undecided {(17)
Brown (22}
Lean Brown (5)

Democratic primary

for President

Kennedy {53)

Lean Kennedy

Undecided {11)
Carter {22)

Lean Carter

22%

20
24
25

18
16
30

15
1
13

20
18
19
32

20
11
21
24
17

31

36
26
26

30
37
24

31
27
44

30
29
33
29

32
41
55
24
31

33
37
51
31
32

47

45
50
50

52
47
46

53
42
43

50
53
48
39

48
48

52
52

43
47
37
55
47
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-..SALT will leave us weaker than Russians (continued)

Agree bBon't know Disagree

Overall 22% 31 47
sex

Female (50) 18 34 48
Male (50) : 25 28 47
Race

White (89) . 22 29 49
Black (10) 19 48 33
Occupation

Professional {5) 16 26 S8
White collar (14) 18 25 57
White collar clerical (9) . 22 31 47
Government (4)* 28 29 44
Skilled blue collar  (14) 26 28 46
Unskilled blue collar (14) 22 31 46
Retired (26) 22 34 43
Self-employed (6) 24 16 60
Ethnic background

Irish (11) 19 30 52
English (20) 23 25 52
French (4)* 19 26 55
German (17 17 29 55
Italian (5) 26 - 22 52
Eastern European (7) .19 34 47 .
Scandinavian (4)* ’ 25 30 46 .
Spanish (4)* 24 49 27
Education .

Some grade school {10) 23 45 32
Same high school (15) 24 38 38
Graduated high school (32} 19 31 50
Technical/vocational (5) 25 31 45
Sare college (20) 26 25 49 -
Graduated college = (12) 15 27 58
Graduate/professional (7) 20" 20 60
Religion

Protestant (58} 22 31 47
Catholic (30} 21 30 49
Jewish (4)* - 15 40 46
Other (4)* 32 33 3s
None (4)* 21 29 50

Cambridge Survey Research
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...SALT will leave us weaker than Russians (continued)

Overall

Incame

$0-3,999 {5)
$4-6,999 (11)
$7-9,999 (11)
$10-14,999 (16}
$15-19,999 (18}
$20,000 or over (29)

Union membership

Respondent (17)
Family member (13)

No member (70)
Age

18-25 {12)
26-35 {(17)
36-45 {17)
46-55 (18)
56-65 (17)
Over 65 (19)
Urban/rural
Urban (46}
Suburban (35)

Rural {20)

Area 1

Northeast (15)
Industrial (25)
Midlands {15)
South "{19)
Central (14)
Pacific (13)

Area II

California (10)
West {11)
New York (8)
South {13)
Industrial (28)
Border (8)
New England (7)
Midwest (15)

Agree Don't know Disagree

22%

22
15
25
23
21
20

25
23
21

22
21
18
25
21
23

22
21
24

21
20
17
21
32
22

21
i3
17
24
17
20
25

31

50
43
34
31
29
22

25
26
34

31

30
29
33
33

34
29
30

36
27
32
36
28
3l

33
25
45
38
29
24
26
32

47

27
42
41
46
50
57

50
52
46

48
48
53
46
47
44

45
51
46

43
54
52
43
40
48

46
42
37
37
54
56
50
47

A/ B/

Cambridge Survey Research
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...SALT will leave us weaker than Russians (continued)

Agree Don't know  Disagree

overall T 22% 31 47
Area III

South (24) 25 32 43
Industrial (52) 18 32 50
Other (24) 26 28 46

A second question tested the idea that one cannot trust
the Russians to keep an agreement, so there is no point in
having a SALT treaty. Since this is the central point on
which most opposition to SALT seems to hinge, it is disturbing
to note that agreement -- i,e,: potential opposition to
SALT ~-- is much higher than on the actual SALT questions,

As the table shows, whilé a plurality still back SALT, it

is a razor thin six point margin,

There is no point in negotiating a SALT agreement since
the Russians won't keep their part of the bargain anyway,

Agree 37%
Don't know . 21
Disagree 43

-

In some ways, lt seems to us, this guestion may represent
a better barometer of where people will end up after a long
SALT debate than the actual SALT questions we saw earlier,

It is, therefore, essential that the Administration clearly

Cambridge Survey Research
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make the point over and over again that we don't have to
e —

trust the Russians to verify SALT.

—

Looking at the demcgraphic breakdowns, we see
surprisingly little difference between Republicans and
Democrats, Conservatives actually agree with the state-
ment, while a plurality of liberals reject it. However,
it is notable that even one-third of the liberals accept
the idea, Disagfeement increases with income and education;
it is poorer and less educated voters who are least willing
to trust the Soviet Union to abide by the treaty., Mistrust

also increases as the age of the respondent increases.

Would you agree or disagree: There is no point in negotiating a SALT agreement
since the Russians won't keep their part of the bargain anyway?

Overall

P fer

barocrat (44)
Independent (37)
Republican (17)

Political ideclogy
Laboral (26)
Moderate (24
Conservative (42

Carter favorability

rating )
Favorable  (54) 49
Unfavorable (39) . 3s
Can't rate (7) 34

Cambridgs Burvey Research
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...since the Russians won't keep their part of the bargain (continued)

Overall

Carter jcb perfor-
mance rating
Excellent (4)*

Cood (29)
Only fair (44)
Poor (21)

Democratic primary
for President
Carter {44)
Lean Carter (12)
Undecided (17
Brown (22}
ILean Brown {5}

Democratic primary
for President
Kennedy (53)
ILean Kennedy (9)
Undecided (11)
Carter (22)
lean Carter (5)

Sex
Female (50}
Male  (50)

Race
White (89)
Black (10)

Occupation

Professional (5)
White collar (14)
White collar clerical (9)
Govermment: {4) *
Skilled blue collar {14)
Unskilled blue collar {14)
Retireq (26)
Self-amployed {6)

Agree Don't know Disagree
37% 21 43
37 17 46
28 22 50
38 19 43
46 23 31
32 25 44
37 25 37
40 35 25
33 21 46
41 26 34
37 26 37
27 26 47
36 4] 24
27 20 53
53 17 29

34 23 43
40 19 42

36 19 45
39 . 39 23
25 10 65

30 18 52

32 22 47

37 18 46

40 22 39

31 25 45

47 19 35

39 14 47

Cambridge Survey Ressarch
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...since the Russians won't keep their part of the bargain {continued)

Agree Don't know Disagree

QOverall ' 37% . 21 43
Ethnic background

Irish (11) 36 21 43
English (20) 37 13 S0
French (4)* 38 18 44
Garman (17) 35 19 45
Italian {5) 39 19 42
Eastemm Buropean (7) 36 21 43
Scandinavian (4)* 36 15 49
Spanish (4)* 38 41 22
Education

Some grade school (10) 49 21 30

Samz high school (15) 39 27 34
Graduated high school (32) 38 22 40
Technical/vocational  (5) 31 26 43

Somz college (20) 35 20 45 -
Graduated college (12) 28 14 58
Graduate/professional (7) 28 12 60
Religion

Protestant (58) 37 20 42
Catholic  (30) ' 36 22 42
Jewish (4)* 2 34 . 35
Cther {(4)* 47 - 13 " 40

None (4)* , 4 16 50
Incame -

$0-3,999 (5 48 29 23
$4-6,999 (11) 41 25 34
$7-9,999 {11) 43 . 21 36 i
$10-14,999 (16) 35 ‘ 18 47 ,
$15-19,999 {18) 34 21 46
$20,000 or over (29} i 18 52 f
Union membership

Respondent (17) 37 19 45
Family merber (13) 30 25 46

No member {70) 38 21 41

Cambridge Survey Reasarch
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...since the Russians won't keep their part of the bargain (continued)

Overall

Age
18-25 {12)

26-35 {17)
36-45 (17
46-55 {18)
56-65 (17
Over 65 (19)
Urban/rural

Urban (46)
Suburban (35)
Rural (20)

Area I

Northeast {15)
Industrial (25)
Midlands {15)
South (19)
Central {(14)
Pacific {13)

Area II
~Calitornia (10)
West (11)
New York (8)
South (13)
Industrial ({28)
Border (8)
New England (7)
Midwest (15)
Area III
—South (24)
Industrial (52)
Other (24)

Agree Don't know Disagree
37% 21 43
32 20 48
30 27 44
32 23 45
36 20 44
37 17 46
49 is 33
34 26 40
39 17 45
40 16 44
39 23 38
31 18 51
30 22 48
40 25 36
48 17 35
37 20 44
39 21 41
4Q 19 41
33 36 il
44 22 35
30° 21 49
29 24 47
44 10 46
42 18 41
19 23 38
13 22 45
43 16 42

Cambridge Survey Research
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Finally, we tested the idea that even if we don't have a
SALT agreement we should take sone steps on our own to reduce
the arms race. While over one-third of the pecple accepted
this, a plurality of respondents rejected it. It seems
crystal clear that most people are not, at the moment, in

" a trusting or disarming mood.

Would you agree or disagree with the following statement:
Even if we can’t reach an agreeament with the Russians, we
should take some unilateral steps to reduce arms to show
that we really want peace.

Agree : 38%
Don't know 15
Disagree 48

Demographic breakdowns in the appendix show the same

general patterns as other questions in this section.

Conclusion

This survey clearly.shows that the American people at
this time support a SALT agreement and want it ratified.
However, much of that support is shaky and laced with mis-
trust. HNontheless, support seems deeper than we might have
imagined. The essential issue for most Americans does not
appear to have anything to do with the details of the
agreement itself; it boils down to the essential question:

can we trust the Russians to keep the treaty?

Cambridge Survey Research
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Current public attitudes on SALT
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As we see, current opponents of the treéty almost
universally cite this as at least one reason for opposition.
Even many current treaty supporters, however, are doubtful.

In presenting the treaty to the American people, therefore,
supporters have to demonstrate that "trust" is not an element
of the treaty. They must show that the U.S. can monitor and
respond to any cheating before any serious damage or threat of
damage arises.

The President will have to carry the argument on this
point. It seems clear that with the exception of this point
that support due to fear of nuclear war and an arms race is

gquite great and should be maintainable.

Cambridge Survey Research



.K'JEJQ‘}"I 193310 ' ‘ /.. ////‘j/q 7

LAdop 37198

SALT APPENDIX



Kieaqy1 I9IIED ) . " N
- K}io:) 319S - A /X/H// '/
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Do you think the defense budget will increase or decrease 1f the Senate
refuses to ratify the SALT treaty?

Increase Decrease Stay the same Don't ko

. Overall 53% 10 18 . 19
Party preference
Derrocrats (44) 49 11 16 Zng
Independents (37) 58 10 li o
Republicans (17) 54 9 2
Political ideclogy
Liberal (25) 58 14 13 ig
Moderate {24) 54 5 23 19
Conservative (41) 54 11 19

Carter favorability rating

Favorable (53) 53 11 16 20
Unfavorable (39) 55 B 21 16
Can't rate ( 7) 46 12 22 20
49 11 22 18
Good {29} 52 9 19 20
Only fair (44) 57 11 15 16
Poor {21) 51 8 22 19
Democratic primary for
President :
Carter (19) 44 12 19 24
Lean Carter ( 5) 56 : 3 19 22
Brown { 9) 58 16 14 13
Lean Brown { 2)* 43 21 13 23
Undecided ( 7) 50 7 10 33
Democratic primary for
President
Kernedy {23) 51 11 15 23
Lean Kennedy { 4)* 46 11 20 23
Carter (9 49 14 18 19
lean Carter ( 2)* 53 4 17 25
Undecided ( 4)* -~ 46 10 15 28
Sex
Female (50) 51 10 19 21
Male {(50) 56 11 18 16
.Race
White {(88) 55 10 18 17
Black ( 9) 43 11 18 28

Cambridge Survey Research
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SALT

Defense budget if SALT not ratified (continued)

Occupation
Professional

White collar

White collar clerical
Government

Skilled blue collar
Unskilled blue collar
Retired

Self~employed

Other

Ethnic backgroungd
Irish {11)
English (20}
French { 4}*
German (17)
Italian { 5)
Eastern European ( 7}
Scandinavian { 4)*
Spanish ( 4)*
Italian (29)
Education

Séme grade school
Some high school

High school graduate
Technical/vocational
Some college

College graduate

( 5)
(14)
(9
( 4)*
(14)
(14)
(26)
{ 6)
(9

(10)
(15)
(32)
( 5}
(20)
(11)

Graduate/professicnal ( 7)

Religion
Protestant (58)

Catholic (29)

Jewish { 4)y*
Other ( 4)y*>
None ( 4)*

65
61
55
52
55
44
50
62
50

52
59
6l

56
71
59
38
47

46
44
50
56
59
68

50
55
75

70

10

12
17

14
13
10

20
24
18
15
20
19
16
15

11
17
21
17
19
15
23

21
16

16
12

A-12/0317]

Increase Decrease Stay the same Don't know

12
10
14
17
16
21
23
15
29

17
17
le
17
11
12
11
25
24

30
26
17
20
15
10
10

20
17
11
22

Cambridge Survey Research
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SALT

Defense budget if SALT rot ratified (continued)

Income

$0-3,999
$4-6,999
$7-9,999
$10-14,9

99

$15-19,999
Over $20,000 (29)

{5
(1)
(11)
(16}
(17)

Union membership

Respondent

No member

Age
18-25
26-35
36-45
46-55
56-65
Over 65

(12}
(17
(17)
(18}
(17}
(19

Urban/rural

Urban
Rural

. Area I

Northeast

{45)
Suburban (35)
(20)

(17)
Family member (13)
(70)

(15)

Industrial (25)
(15)
(19)
{(14)
(13)

Midlands
South
Central
Pacific

Area IT

California

West
New York
South

(10)
(11)
{ 8)
(13)

A1 4[i3/r 2

Increase Decrease Stay the same Don't know

Industrial (28)
Border (8
New England ( 7)
Midwest (15)

38
48
49
56
58
59

56
55
52

68
51
54
S5
47
49

57
53
45

67
46
55
47
58
54

52
62

46
45
59

54

18
16
19

11
20
19
16
22
20

18
15
11
21
20
15
23
18

a8
23
23
15
16
12

16
16
20

10
19
16
17
22
24

19
15
24

15
18
16
25
15
21

21
13
14
25
19
19
15
18

Cambridge Survey Research
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SALT

Defense budget if SALT not ratified (continued)

Increase Decrease Stay the same Don't know

Overall 53% 10 18 19
Area ITI

South (24) 52 7 19 22
Industrial (52) 51 12 19 18
Other (24) ‘ 60 9 16 15

Cambridge Survey Research
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Do you think the security of the United States will increase or decrease if the
- Senate refuses to ratify the SALT agreement?

Stay the Don't
increase Decrease same know

Cverall 21% 22 39 19
Party preference

Domocrat {44) 20 22 35 23
Independent (37) 23 21 41 14
Republican {17} - 18 23 40 20
Political ideology

Liberal (26) 21 25 38 17
Moderate {(24) 16 22 43 19
Conservative (42) 23 23 38 17
Carter favorability

rating ,

Favorable (54) - 21 25 35 19
Unfavorable (39) 20 19 43 19
Can't rate {7) 17 15 42 26

Carter job perfor-
mance ratin

Excellent (4)% ' 29 24 36 11
Good {29) 22 25 32 20
Only fair (44) ‘ 19 23 41 17
Foor {21) 21 15 44 21
Democratie primary

for President

Carter {44} 21 22 37 21
iean Carter (12) ) 22 27 29 22
tUndecided (17 14 16 30 40
Brown (22) . 21 26 37 16

lean Brown (5} 28. ‘ 25 - 40 7

Democratic primary
for President

Kennedy {53) 20 23 33 24
Iean Kennedy (9) 19 24 37 20
Undecided (11) 26 19 26 29
Carter (22) 18 22 43 .17
Lean Carter . (5) 17 15 43 25

Cambridge Survey Research
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T Stay—the  pomr+
Increase Decrease same ¢

Know
Sex . )
Female (50) 19 24 34 23
Male (50} 23 19 43 15
Race .
White (89) 20 22 40 19
Black (10) 27 19 29 25
Occupation
Professional (5) 21 36 33 10
White collar (14) 23 21 44 13
White collar clerical (9) 14 23 50 14
Government (4)* 20 20 42 18
Skilled blue collar (14) 24 22 38 16
Unskilled blue collar (14} 26 21 29 24
Tetired {26) 17 22 39 22
Self-emloved (6) . 25 19 40 16
Ethnic background
Irish (11} 19 22 39 20
English (20) 20 25 40 15
French (4)* 27 26 29 18
Cerman (17) 17 21 42 20
Italian - (5) 24 26 37 14
Eastern European (7) 25 20 42 13
Scandinavian (4)* 23 25 37 15
Spanish (4] * 25 9 34 33
Educaticon
Sane grade school {16) . 18 24 25 33
Same high school (15) 22 16 34 28
Graduated high school (32) 22 20 .43 16
Technical/vocational  (5) 15 -~ 29 39 17
Samne college (20) 23 24 35 18"
Graduated college {12) 21 22 45 11
Graduate/professional (7) 11 2? 51 - 10
Religion
_'=Proteis=tan__T-Tt 58 ’ 19 22 39 20
Catholic  (30) 22 23 37 18
Jewish (4> 20 21 40 19
Other (4)* 22 22 39 17

None (4)* . 26 18 35 21

Cambridge Survey Research
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The Security of the United States (continued)

Increase Decreanss sSame

Income

$0-3,999 (5}
$4-6,999 (11}
$7-9,999 {(11)
$10~14,999 {16)
$15~-19,55%8 (18}
$20,000 or over (29)

Unicn membership

Respondent (17)
Family marber (13)

No member {70}
Age

18-25 {12)
26-35 (17)
36-45 (17)
46-55 {18)
56-65 {(17)
Qver 65 (19)
Urban/rural
Urban (46)
Suburban {35)

Rural (20}

Area 1

Northeast (15)
Industrial (25}
Midlands (15)
South (19)
Central (14)
Pacific (13

Area IT

California (10)
West {11)
New York (8)
South (13)
Industrial (28)
Border (8)
New ngland  (7)
Midwest (15}
Area III

soutr —  (24)
Industrial (52}
Other (24)

17
18
26
20
21

22

21
21

21

25
25
18
20
20
16

22
21
16

23
22
15
19
27
17

18
25
23
20
20
19
21
20

21
20
22

22
22
18
24
23

24

21
24
21

27
19
23
19
24
21

20
21
27

16
23
32
19

20

20
21
11
19
26
25
21
23

20
23
21

A-/x[13)76

Stay the Don't
Know
21 41
37 22
33 23
39 17 '
38 18 |
43 12
i
43 15
33 22
38 20
35 14
RY:! 18
43 16
42 19
36 19
37 27
40 18
40 18
33 24
40 22
39 16
36 17
36 25
37 17
44 19
42 21
39 15
40 26
35 26
36 18
39 - 17
42 17
41 17
37 22
38 19
4 16

Cambridge Survey Research
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Do you think we are currently ahead of or behind the Russians in nuclear

arms development?

Overall

Party preference
Damocrat (44)
Independent (37)
Republican (17)

Political ideology
Liberal 1206)
Moderate (24)
Conservative (42)

Carter favorability
rating '

Favorable (54}
Unfavorable {(39)
Can't rate (7)

Carter job perfor-
mance rating

Excellent (4)*

Good {29)
Only fair (44)
Poor (21)

Domocratic primary
for President
Carter {(44)
Iean Carter (12)
Undecided (17)
Brown (22)
Lean Brown {5)

Derocratic primary
for President
Kennedy (53)
lean Kennedy (9)
Undecided {11)
Carter (22)
Lean Carter  (5)

Ahead The same Behind Don't know
25% 22 31 22
26 20 28 25
27 23 31 19
18 26 40 16
30 21 28 20
25 27 25 23
23 20 38 19
28 22 27 24
22 21 39 18
19 29 20 32
38 22 20 19
30 21 27 22
25 24 29 23
17 20 44 19
34 15 27 24
18 35 19 28
17 19 36 27
24 24 28 24
28 17 27 28
25 18 31 26
23 37 21 19
24 20 24 33
33 17 26 25
25 29 - 21 25

Cambridge Survey Hesearch
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Ahead or behind Russians in development (continued)

Ahead  The same  Behind  Don't know

Overall 25% 22 31 22
Sex

Female (50} 21 21 32 26
Male (50) 29 23 3 18
Race :

Wnite (89) 25 22 33 21
Black (10) 25 20 23 33
Occupation

Professional {5) 24 25 32 19
Whiite collar (14) 29 24 30 17
White collar clerical (9) 31 28 23 19
Government (4)* 28 19 36 17
Skilled blue collar {14) 21 24 35 20
Unskilled blue collar (14) 24 27 27 23
Retired (26) 25 17 35 23
Self-employed {6) 20 14 40 26
Ethnic background

Trish {11] 21 22 31 26
English (20) 28 20 33 19
French (4)* 29 18 36 17
German (17} 19 26 35 21
Italian (5) 3 25 20 24
Eastern Buropean (7) 3l ] 25 25 19 .
Scandinavian (4)* 33 6 40 21 .
Spanish (4)* 29 23 25 23
Education

Same grade school (10) 21 15 32 32
Same high school (15) 27 20 24 29
Graduated high school (32} 23 25 32 21
Technical/vocational  (5) 24 30 25 21
Sama college L (20) 27 21 36 7
Graduated college (12) 25 25 3z 18
Graduate/professional (7) 33 16 ©33 18
Religion

Protestant (58) 25 19 34 22
Catholic (30) 24 27 29 20
Jewish (4)* 36 21 22 - 21
Cther (4)* 16 30 26 28
None (4)* 35 13 27 25
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Ahead or behind Russians in development (continued)

Overall

Incame

$U=37999 {5)
$4-6,999 (1)
$7-9,999 (1L
$10~-14,999 (16)
$15-19,999 {18)
$20,000 or over (29)

Union membership
Respondent {(17)
Family member (13)

Northeast (15)
Industrial (25}
Midlands  (15)
South (19)
Central {14}
Pacific (13)

Area IT

California (10)
West (11)
New York (8)
South (13}
Industrial ({28)
Border (8}
New England (7)
Midwost (15)

No member (70)
Age

. 18-25 (12)
26-35 (17)
36-45 (17}
46-55 (18)
56-65 (17)
Cver 65 (19)
Urban/rural
Urban (46)
Suburban {35)
Raral (20)
-hrea I

Ahead

25%

17
23
27
27
26
26

31
21
24

27
24
21
26
25
27

27
23
22

24
25
32
23
21
25

25
24
27
25
26
20
22
27

The same

22

20
20
16

25~

22
23

23
27
21

23
24
26
20
18
21

22
24
19

18
30
20
17
18
24

A1 2 [13/07
Behind Don't know
31 22
33 30
32 25
29 28
29 18
32 20
32 19
26 21
30 22
33 22
30 21
30 22
32 22
3] 23
36 22
29 23
30 20
31 22
33 26
26 32
28 17
26 22
35 26
43 19
32 19
32 19
43 17
18 35
39 . 25
28 18
28 . 25
33 27
29 22

Cambridge Survey Research



Kaeaqy1 I93IBD _ A~ /X /5/60
-+ AdoD 31%S ..

SALT

Ahead or behind Russians in development (continued)

Ahead The same Behind Don't know
Overall 25% 22 31 22
Area III
South (24) 23 1B 34 25
Industrial (52) 26 25 27 21

Cther (24 24 ) 19 37 21

Cambridge Survey Research
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Do you favor or oppose an agreament between the United States aﬁd the
Soviet Union limiting nuclear weapons?

Overall

Party preference
Democrat (44)
Independent (37)
Republican (17)

Political ideology
Liberal (26)
Moderate (24)
Conservative (42)

Carter favorability
rating

Favorable (54)
Unfavorable {39)
Can't rate (7

Carter job perfor-
mance rating
Excellent (4)*

Good (29)
Only fair (44)
Poor (21)

Democratic primary
for President
Carter (44)
Iezan Carter (12)
Undecided (17)
Brown (22)
lecan Brown {35)

Derocratic primary
for President
Kennedy 53)
Lean Kennedy (9)°
Undecided {11)
Carter’ (22)
lean Carter ({5)

Favor
74% 12
75 13

74 1
69 12
76 13
77 . 12
73 9

77 13,
69 11
72 19
77 9
81 12
73 13
67 11
78 12
73 14
67 18
77 8
77 13
75 13
69 18
67 14
83 8
72 14

Don't know Oppose

14

12
15
19

11
10
18

10

21

13

14
22

14
15
15
10

12
13
18

14

Cambridge Survey Research
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Agreament between the U.S. and the Soviet Union limiting nuclear weapons

{continued) .

- Favor Don't know  Oppose
Overall 74% 12 14
Sex :

Female (50) 72 16 12
Male (50) 75 9 16
Race
White (89) .75 o1 14
Black (10) 64 22 15
Occupation
Professional (5) 73 11 16
White oollar {14} - 83 7 10
White collar clerical (9) 78 10 12
Government (4) * 73 - 11 16
Skilled blue collar {(14) : 73 12 15
Unskilled blue collar (14) 73 14 . 13
Retired (26) 70 13 17
Self-employed (6) 75 7 18
Ethnic background '
Irish (11} 76 10 14
English (20) 77 8 15
French (4)* 77 2 21
German (17) 74 12 14 .
Italian (5) 85 3 13
Eastern Eurcpean (7) 72 22 7
Scandinavian (4)* 86 7 8
" Spanish (4)* 60 24 16
Education
Same grade school {10) 65 19 16
Sare high school ~ {15) 67 20 13
Graduated high school (32) 76 11 13
Technical/vocational (5} 73 11 17
Same college (20) 74 10 17
Graduated college {12) 84 7 9
Graduate/professiondl (7) 77 : 8 15
Beligion
Protestant (58) : 72 13 15
Catholic (20) 76 12 12
Jewish’ (4)* 78 17 6
Other (4) * 72 5 23
None (4)* : 77 14 9

Cambridge Survey Research
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Agreaement between the U.5:- and the Sov1et Union llmltlng nuclear weapons

{continued)

Overall

Incame

s0-3,999
$4-6,999
$7-9,999
$10-14,999
$15-19,999
$20,000 or over

Union membership

(5)
(11)
(11)
(16)
18)
(29)

Respondent (17}
Family member (13)
No merber {70)

Age

18-25 (12)
26-35  (17)
36-45  (17)
46-55  (18)
56-65  (17)
Over 65 (19)

Urban/rural
Urban {46)
Suburban (35)
Rural (20)

Area I

Northeast (15}
Industrial (25)
Midlands {15)
South {19)
Central {14)
Pacific (13)

Area II

California (10)
West (11)
New York™ . (8)
South’ (13)
Industrial (28)
Border (8)
New England (7)
Midwest (15}

Favor Lnn:t_knai Qppose
74% 12 14
63 25 12
74 16 11
68 15 17
76 11 13

© 76 10 14
Bl 8 12
75 11 15
72 13 15
74 13 14
79 11 10
69 16 15
76 12 12
75 11 14
75 13 12
72 11 18
74 13 13
75 11 14 *
71 13 17
71 14 15
73 14 13
82 9 9
72 14 15
73 9 18
72 13 15
66 16 18
79 8 13
70 16 14
68 15 18
75 14 11
77 11 12
73 11 17
78 7 15

Camhridge Survey Research
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Agrecment between the U.S. and the Soviet Union limiting nuclear weapons

(continued)

) Favar Don't know Cpoose
Cverall . 74% 12 14
Area III
South (24) 71 14 15
Industrial (52) 74 14 i2
Other (24) 77 7 17

Cambridge Survey Research
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How important is it to you pérsonally that the U.S. and the Soviet Unicn reach
an agresment limiting nuclear weapons: very 1nportant, important, somewhat

irportant or not important at all? - -

Overall

Party preference
Derocrat (44)
Independent (37)
Republican {17)

Political ideology

Liberal (26)
Moderate (24)
Conservative (42)

Carter favorability

rating

Favorable (54)
Unfavorable (39)
Can't rate (7)

Carter job perfor-
mance rating

Excellent (4)*

Good (29)
Only fair (44)
Poor (21)

Damocratic primary

for President

Carter (43)

Lean Carter (12)
Undecided {17)
Brown (22}

Lean Brown (5)

Denmocratic primary
for President
Kennedy (53)
Lean Kennedy (9)
Undecided (11)
Carter (22)
Lean Carter. (5)

52
53
438

56
57
48

57
45
55

69
58
49
46

57
50
43
46
60

52
59
44
52
46

24
20
22

20
17
25

19

26
23

13
24
27

20
19
29
30
24

22
29
28
24
23

SOWEWhat

11
12
11

12
10
12

13
11

13
10
13

11
11

13
10

12

11
12
11

—_——————— o ——— —_— —

11
14

11
12

14
11

10
15

ey
Wl Wwao

= -l U
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SALT

Importance of U.S. and Soviet Union reaching an agreement (continued)

Very Samewhat Not Don'!
- important Important important important at all know

Cverall 52% 22 11 10 5
sex

Female (50) 51 25 10 8 6
Male  (50) 52 19 13 13 3
Race

White (89) 52 23 1z 10 4
Black (10) 52 13 11 15 3
Cccupation

Professional (5) 51 20 19 8 1
White collar - (14) 54 - 21 14 9 3
Wnite collar clerical (9) 51 23 10 13 4
Government {4)* 54 25 11 9 P
Skilled blue collar (14) 50 24 12 i0 4
Unskilled blue collar (14) 51 24 8 11 6
Retired (26) 53 20 10 12 5
Self-employed (6) 48 30 14 7 1
Irish (11) 46 29 10 8 7
English (20) 50 25 12 10 3
French (4)* 62 13 8 13 4
German (17) 59 20 10 8 3
Italian (5) 50 18 19 9 4
Eastern Buropean (7) 52. 22 13 ' 9 4
Scandinavian (4)* 67 19 2 8 4
Spanish (4)* 38 20 10 20 12
Education

Sare grade school (10) 50 23 8 10 10
Same high school - (15) 48 23 11 10 8
Graduated high school (32) - 52 21 13 10 4
Technical/vocational  (5) 47 25 11 ' 15 1
Same college (20) 57 19 11 11 3
Graduated college | (12) 50 24 13 10 3
Graduate/professional (7) 54 23 o1 11 2
Religion

Protestant (58} : 52 22 11 10 - 3
Catholic - (30) 51 23 12 10 4
Jewish {4)* 55 17 17 : 9 2
Other (4)* . 46 25 9 20 —
None (4)* 47 23 12 13 5

Cambridge Survey Research
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Importance of U.S. and Soviet Union reaching an agreement (continued)

Cverall

Income

$0-3,999 {5)
$4-6,999 (11)
$7-9,999 (11)
$10-14,999 (16)
$15-19,999 18}
$20,000 or over (29)

Union

Respondent (17)
Family member (13)

No member {70)
Age
18-25 (12)
26-35 {17}
36-45 (17)
46-55 (18)
56-65 (17
Over 65 (19)
Urban/raral
Urban {486)
Suburban ({35)

Rural (20)

Area T

Northeast (15)
Industrial (25)
Midlands (15)
South (19)
Central {14)
Pacific {13)

Area TT

California (10)
West (11)
New York {8)
South (13)
Industrial (28)
Border (8)
New England (7)
Midwest (15)

Ve:y

Somewhat

Not Don’
Amportant - Important: impertant importantatall kno

52%

53
55
50
54
51
53

56
51
51

53
44
50
55
53
55

53
51
50

46
51
63
51
50
49

49
52
44
52
59
44
49
48

22

24
18

19.

21
24
23

18
26
22

21
17
24
23
25
22

20
22
27

18
23
18
22
27
24

20

26 .

17
20
18
34
20
27

11

12
12

10
14

W W O

14
14
14
10
12

11
13

11
15

6
11
13
11

14

9
13

8
12
15
10
12

10

17
8
11
S
2
11

11
11
17
10

7

7
17
13

Cambridge Survey Resonrch
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Importance of U.S. and Soviet Union reaching an agreement (continued)

Ovéral;

Area 111

South 24)
Industrial (52)

Other (24)

Very Somewhat Not Don'
important- Irportant important important at all know
52% 22 11 10 5

48 26 12 8 &

53 20 12 10 S

53 23 9 13 2

Cambridge Survey Research



A1eaqy I9310D
Kdop 31°8

SALT

A -//(/;3/[{ G

Some people say that the only way the u.s. can ever hope to balance its budget
and reduce taxes is to cut down the costs of defense spending. Do you think
there is a lot of truth, only some truth or hardly any truth to this argurent?

Overall

Party preference
Democrat (44)
Independent (37)
Republican (17)

Political ideol

Liberal (26)
Moderate (24)
Conservative (42)

Carter favorability
rating

A lot

Only

Hardly No Don't
of truth some truth any truth truth at all know

Favorable (54)
Unfavorable (39)
Can't rate (7)

Carter job perfor-
mance ratin
Excellent (4)*

Good {29)
Only fair (44)
Poor (21)

Democratic primary

for President

Carter {44}
Iean Carter (12)
Undecided (17)
Brown (22)
Lean Brown {5)

Dempcratic primary
for President

Kennedy (53)
lean Kennedy (9)
Undecided (11)
Carter (22)
lean Carter {5

16%

18
le
10

26
15
10

16
15
16

21
16
16
15

16
15
27
16
24

20
21
17
15°
10

42

40
44
41

43
47

38

45
40
36

38
45
43
37

41
49
37
38
31

39
37
39
40
56

23

21
24
28

19
21
29

21
28
13

28
19
25
25

22
17
10
30
34

21
20
16
26
23

12 7
11 9
12 4
16 5
6 6
12 6
17 6
11 7
13 5
18 17

5 8
12 8
11 5
17 7
12 9

9 10
12 14

9 7
11 -
10 10
11 , 12
19 9
10 9
10 -

Cambridge Survey Rereanrch
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Only way to balance budget is to cut down the cost of defense spending (continued

A lot Only Hardly No Don't
- of truth sgme truth any truth truth at all  koow
Cverall 16% 42 23 12 7
Sex
Female (50) . 17 42 21 10 10
Male {50) 15 42 25 14 4
Race
White (83) 15 42 24 13 7
Black {10) 26 41 19 4 11
Cccupaticn :
Professional {5) 16 43 28 7 6
White oollar {14) 17 ' 46 26 10 1
White collar clerical (9) 22 414 18 10 6
Governmant {4)* 19 46 12 23 —
Skilled blue collar  (14) 15 44 - 24 9 8
Unskilled blue collar (14) 15 40 - 26 9 10
Retired (26) 15 39 22 16 8
Self-employed (6) 6 45 32 12 S
Ethnic background :
Irish ° {11) 15 38 29 10 8
English (20) 11 40 27 16 6
French (4) * 11 37 35 1l 5
German (17) .15 42 25 13 6
Italian (5) 19 46 20 7 8
Eastern Euwropean (7) 27 . 47 18 6 2
Scandinavian (4)* 10 56 18 10 7
Spanish (4)* 14 44 9 .17 16
Education
Sore grade school {10) 17 37 22 _ 12 13
Same high school (15) 16 38 24 14 8
Graduated high school (32) 15 46 21 10 8
Technical/vocational  (5) 12 39 27 14 2
Same college (20) 15 39 28 13 4
Graduated college , (12) 19 41 27 12 1
Graduate/professional (7) 20 52 11 13 4
Religion _
Protestant (58} 14 41 25 13 7
Catholic  (30) 17 44 21 11 7
Jewish (4) * 40 40 13 4 4
Other (4)* . 10 43 27 13 6
None (4)* 20 44 21 9 5

Cambridge Survey Resonrch



AiexqyT I231I%D
Adep 31®8

SALT

| /4-/;(/ 13 /3

Only way to balance budget is to cut down the cost of defense spending (continued)

Overall

Incame

$0-3,999 (S)
$4-6,999 (11}
$7-9,999 {11)
$10-14,999 (16)
$15-19,999 {18)
$20,000 or over (29)

Union mambership

Respondent (1n
Family member (13)

No member {70)
Age

18-25 (12)
26-35 (17}

36-45 (17}
46-55 {18)

56-65 {(17)

Over 65 (19)
Urban/rural

Urban (46)
Suburban (35)
Rural (20)

Area I

Northeast (15)
Industrial (2%5)
Midlands {15)
South {19)
Central {14)
Pacific (13)

Area I1

California (10)
West {11)
New York (B)
South {(13)
Industrial (28)
Border (8)
New England ({(7)
Midwest (15)

—A 1ot

Cmilar
-

H:-n-rﬂy Noy

Don't

of truth  sare truth any tiuth truth at all know

l6%

14
122
21
14
12
16

19
18
15

23
21
14
13
11
17

18
17
9

25
16
17
12
10
16

17
12
29
10
16
14
20
16

42

36
34
41
49
47
42

39
43
42

47
44
42
42
44
35

42
43
39

36
47
45
34
45
44

41

47
29
32
46
46
44
45

23

20
24
20
21
23
27

27
22
23

17
23
24
26
24
23

21
23
29

17
23
22
30
25
22

23
25
20
32
24
21
15
21

Cambridge Survey Research
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15
11
12
10
13
13

12
8
13

7
8
12
12
15
16

11
12
15

9
9
12
16
13
13

14
13
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17
10
13
11
12
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Only way to balance budget is to cut down the cost of defense spending (continued)

A lot Only Hardly No Don't
) of truth some truth any truth truth at all know
Overall 16% 42 23 12 7
Area TIT
South (24) 11 39 28 14 8
Industrial (52) 18 42 23 11 6
Cther (24) le 44 20 13 7

Cambridge Survey Reosearch
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Some people say that we ave falling behind the Soviet Union and that we need
to build more weapons, Other people say that both we and the Soviet Union
have enough weapons to destroy each other totally and, therefore, it is point-
less to talk of being ahead or behind. First of all, do you think it means

anything to talk about being "ahead" or "behind" these days or not?

Yes Lot sure . No

Overall 36% 19 45

Party preference .
Democrat (44) 35 . 22 44
Independent (37) 38 14 48
Republican (17) 38 16 45
Political ideoclogy
Liberal (26} 31 le 53
Moderate (24) 34 19 48
Conservative (42) 42 - 16 42
Carter favorability
rating )

Favorable (54) 35 19 46
~Unfavorable (39) : 39 16 45
Can't rate (7) 32 24 44

Carter job perfor-
mance ratin

Excellent (4}* l 22 21 57
Good  (29)° 37 22 42
Only fair (44) 35 17 48
Poor (21) 41 16 43

Danocratic primary

Carter (44) s 22 43
Lean Carter (12) 31 19 S0
Undecided (17) 38 28 33
Brown (22) - 31 20 45
Iean Brown (5) 34 11 55
Democratic primary

for President .

Kennedy (53) 37 19 44
lean Kennedy (9) 20 . 28 52
Undecided {11) 33 35 32
Carter (22) 33 21 46
Lean Carter (5) . 41 14 46

Crnmbridge Survey Resonrch
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" Ahead or behind the Soviet Union (continued)

Overall

Sex
Female (50)
Male {50)

Race
White (89)
Black (10)

QOccupation

A/ X[13)¥y

Professional {5}
White collar (14)
White collar clerical (9)

Governmaent {4)*

Skilled blue collar (14)
Unskilled blue collar (14)

Retired {26)
Self-amloyed (6)
Ethnic background

Irish (11}
English {20)
French (4)*
German {(17)
Italian {5)
Eastern European (7)
Scandinavian (4)*
Spanish {(4)*
Education

Some grade school {10)
Same high school (15)

Graduated high school (32)

Technical/vocational (5}
Sam college {20)
Graduated college . (12)
Graduate/professional (7)

Religion
Protestant (58)
Catholic (30)

Jewish {4)*
Cther (4)*
None (4)*

Yes Not sure Eg
6% 19 45
32 22 46
40 16 45
37 17 46
30 25 45
38 18 44
41 10 49
30 14 55
31 14 55
35 20 45
29 22 48
39 22 39
39 14 48
33 17 50
41 16 43
37 13 51
36 17 47
a3 16 51
36 17 47
49 18 33
25 37 39
33 30 38
31 31 39
35 19 46
35 13 52
36 13 50
43 11 47
48 9 43
39 20 42
33 17 51
27 21 53
as 13- 52
+ 27 23 50
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SALT

ahead or behind the Soviet Union (continued)

Overall

Income

$0-3,999 (5)
$4-6,999 (11)
$7-9,999 (11)
$10-14,999 (16}
$15-19,999 (18)

$20,000 or aver (29)

Union membership
Respondent (17
Family member (13)

No member (70}
Age

18-25 {12)
26-35 {(17)
36-45 {17}
46-55 (18)
56-65 (17
Cver 65 {19)
Urban/rural
Urban (46)
Suburban (35}
Rural (20)
Area I

Northeast ({15)
Industrial (25)
Midlands (15)
South - (19)
Central {14)
Pacific {13)

Area II1

California (10)
West (11}
New York {8)
South (13}
Industrial (28}
Border (8)
New England (7)
Micdwest {15}

Yes Not

36%

37
30
136
39
35
38

35
31
37

31
32
37
37
41
37

36
38
34

35
32
39
40
40
33

31
38
31
43

.33
)|
37

* 42

S

e No

14
23
19

22
18
12
20
14
25

18
17
23

24
14
19
17

19

24

25

.13

31
15
17
18
16
17

45

38
44
44
44
49
50

52
47
44

47
50
51
43
45
38

46
46
43

42
54
42
43
42
44

44
44
38
42
50
31
47
41

A- /1/ BIA
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ahead or behind the Soviet Union (continued)

Overall
Area IIT
South (24)
Industrial (52)
Other (24)

A=/ X]13)26

Yes Not sure No
36% 19 45
39 16 45
34 20 46
38 18 44
&=

Cambridgea Survey Resenarch
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Would you agree or disagree: Even if we can't reach an agreement with the Russian:
we should take same unilateral steps to reduce arms to show that we really want

peace?

Agree Don't know Disagree
Overall 38% 15 48
Party preference
Darocrat (44) 39 19 42
Independent (37) 38 10 51
Republican (17) 33 10 58
Folitical ideclogy _
Liberal {26) , 45 15 40
Mcderate (24) 38 17 46
Conservative (42) 34 11 55
Carter favorability
rating . )
Favorable {54) : - 40 16 44
Unfavorable {39) 34 12 54
Can't rate (7) 44 16 40
Carter job perfor-
mance rating .
Excellent (4)* ' 44 15 41
Gocd (29) 40 16 44
Only fair (44) 39 13 48
Poor {21} : . 32 14 55
Democratic primary
for President . _
Carter (44) 38 18 44
Lean Carter (12) 42 25 33
Undecided (17) 35 29 36
Brown (22) . 42 13 45
lean Brown (5) . 33 11 : 51
Democratic primary
for President .. ‘
Kennedy (53) 40 18 . 42
Lean Kennedy (9) 41 22 38
Undecided (11} , 31 24 45
Carter (22) 41 17 41

Cambridge Surv'ny Resenrch
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SALT
Even if we can't reach an agreement with the Russians...... {continued)
Agree Don't know Disagree
Overall 38% 15 48
Sex
Female (50) 39 16 45
Male  (50) 36 13 51
Race
White (89) 37 13 50
Black (10) 42 27 31
OCccupation
Professional {(5) 46 7 47
White ecollar (14) 39 11 50
White collar clerical (9) 41 12 47
Govermment {4)* 26 9 - 65
Skilled blue collar {14) 44 16 40
Unskilled blue collar (14) 34 19 47
Retired (26) 38 14 49
Self-amployed (6) 27 10 63
Ethnic background
Irish (11) 40 14 46
English (20) 32 11 57
French (4)* 37 7 56
German (17} 39 9 52
Italian (5) © 44 19 37
Eastern European (7) 41 19 39
Scandinavian (4)* 36 17 47
Spanish (4)* 36 23 4]
Education -
Soame grade school (10) 34 25 42
Samz high school (15) 38 23 38
Graduated high school (32) 38 13 ' 48
Technical/vocational  (5) 40 10 50
Sare college (20) 37 10 54
Graduated college « {12) 43 11 48
Graduate/professional (7) 28 13 59
Religion
Protestant (58) 35 15 50
Catholic . {30) 40 l6 . 44
Jewish {(4)* 49 11 ' 40
Cther (4)* 41 9 50
Nane {4)* 44 14 42

Cnmbridge Survey Ressarch
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Even if we can't reach an agreement with the Russians

Overall

Incame

50-3,999 {5}
$4-6,999 (11}
$7-9,999 (11)
$10-14,999 (16}
$15-19,999 18)
$20,000 or over (29)

Union nerbership

Respondent (17)
Family mamber (13)

No merber (70)
Age

18-25 (12)
26-35 {17)

3645 {17}

46-55 {18)

56-65 (17}

Cver 65 (19)
Urban/rural

Urban {46)

Suburban (35)
Rural (20)

Area I

Northeast (15)
Industrial (25)
Midlands (15)
South (19
Central (14)

" Pacific (13)

Area II

California {10)
West {11)
New York (8)
South {13)
Industrial - (28)
Border (8)
New England (7)
Midwest {15)

Agree
8%

40
39
45
36
33
39

38
39
38

51
36
36
36
36
38

39
37
35

36
41
43
31
39
36

32
43
41
25
41
45
29
41

A- 7 X)13/2

..... {continued)
Don't know Disagree
15 48
28 32
20 41
16 39
14 50
15 51
8 53
14 48
14 47
15 47
- 16 133
17 47
16 49
14 S0
12 53
14 49
15 45
15 49
14 51
19 45
14 45
14 43
18 51
-7 54
15 - 49
15 53
11 47
27 32
18 57
14 45
17 39
12 s9
9 50

Cambridge Survoy Resesarch
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SALT
Even if we can't reach an agreement with the Russians ..... {continued)
) Agree Don't know Disagree

Querall 383 15 48
Area IIT .

South (24) 33 18 49
Industrial (52) 40 16 44
Other (24) ' 37 9 54

Cambridge Survey Research
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THE WHITE HOUSE

VWASHINGTONMN

June 2, 1979

REPORT O# SALT BRIEFIHGS & HELDTINGS FOR INTEREST GROUPS

(Washington-pased Staff)

Pro-SALT Groups -~ Three meetings held tc date. The first,
cn May 1, included an update on the negotiations (noct yet
completed} and a summary of the outreach and media activitics
in preogress oY planned by State, ACDA, and the White llouse.

The second, on May 16, was a briefing on the just-concluded
agreement. The third, on May 23, involved a summary by each
organization of its activities and concluded with suggestions

as to how the groups might coordinate activities by corganizing
into subcommittees. The fourth meeting is scheduled for

June 6 and is expected to include a report on how the coordination
or subcommittee organizing effort is working ocut.

The groups involved in these meetings include Americans for
SALT, the Religious Committee on SALT, the UAW, the Center for

. Defense Information, the Council for a Livable World, New
Directions, the Armsg Control Association, and ochers. They

. are eager to help on SALT and have already invested substantial

' resources in such activities as films {two exist, one by

: the Center for Defense Information, one by the Committee
on East-West Accord), publications, press briefings and press
conferences, and grass-roots organizing (the weakest activity
to date, but the one on which several groups are now beginning
to focus in a concerted manner}. Many of the groups are very
concerned about related defense issues like the MY and have
made it clear that, 1f the President makes decisions on these
issues with which they are unhappy, it could affect their
support (or at least their active support) for SALT.

State & Local Government Groups —-— Bricfed May 18 by

Pavid Aaron. Audience included exccutive directors of
National Governors Ass'n, National Conf. of State Legislatures,
National Ass'n of, Counties, Confl. of Mayors, and othcors.
Generally concerned about extent to which they should hoecone
involved, given the large domestic agendas of their gruups.
Jane Hartley to follow up.
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Religious Groups -- Bricled May 18 by Roger Molander.
hudience Included Catholic, Jawish, and Protestan: denominations.
Will he favorable to SALT, but concernced about other defense
issueys like MM, Religious Commitbee on SALT.has already
organized most cof these groups inte pro-SaLT force.,

Phil Spector Lo follow up.

Corporate Reprcsontatives of Membor Companics of
US/USSR Tracde Council -- Briefed May 24 by David haron.
Audience included reps of Interraticnal Harvester, 3M, Pullman,
and the like. Generally favorable to SALT and intercsted
in being helpful. Steve Selig and Richie Reiman to follow up.

Corporate Representatives of Defense Contractors --
Briefed HMay 30 by Walt Slocombe. Audience included reps of
Lockheed, Litton, Bell Acrospace, Goodyear, and the like.
More skeptical than first corporate rep group, and concerned
about whether support of SALT by the "arms mecrchants”" would
help or hurt with American public and Senate. Selig and
Reiman to follow up.

Trade Asscciations with Interests in USSR Trade --
Briefed May 31 by Kempton Jenkins and Al Pierce. Audience
included reps of American Gas Ass'n, Electronic Industries
Ass'n, International Chamber of Commerce, and the like.

Many personal doubts about SALT expressed, but interest 1in
having boards briefed as step toward possible later involvement.
Selig and Reiman to follow up.

Agricultural and Rural Groups -- Briefed May 31 by
Bob BeTIgland and Roger MNoImger. Audience included major
farm groups and more specific agricultural interecsts (e.q.,
soyheans, cotton, rice, cte.). Interested in relationship
between SALT and US-Soviet trade. Spector and Lyun Daft
to follow up.

Future Briefings -~ Planned: Junce 4, veterans & military
groupsT'Slocombc:‘June 4, envirvonmental groups, MHolander:
June 5, additional ceorporate representatives, Bill Dyess.
Uinder cansideration: minority groups, women's groups, ethnics.

ALl attendees ot these briefings will recelilve n letter
around the time of the summit, offering a briefing for group
menthiccvs, boards of directors, aml the tike, oither o Washiogton
ar o at a4 plaoca convenicent Lo Lhe group,
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\\“E.:- [ 84 UNION STREET & HEATTLE 1, WASHINGTON

) ) SEATTLE ILWU PENSIONERS” CLUB
\
! June &, 1579

Fresident Jimmy Carter
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue M.V,
Washington D. C.

Dear !r. Fresident;

ve wish to thank you and to congratulate you, ur. Fresident,
on your staunchness and acco"plzshment thus far on the
vitally important issue of SALT 11 Agreezent. — 7

Also, we feel that the ratification of SALT 11 1s the most ‘
important question now before the American people, in-as-
much, as the security of the United States and the world
largely depends on the agreement, vhich you have stated.

The outspoken support for SALT 11 oy the distingulshed
Social Democratice Statesman, Willy Brandt Helmut Sechmidt,
of the Federal Republic of Germany (Yest Germany) is a
clear indication of where the trade union rank and file

of Germany amnd_ zurope as a whole stand on this question.,

Therefore, again, lir. President regardless of what Senator
Jackson may or may not do, we will do everything within
ouf power to h&IpP win support for SALT 11 in the labor
mnovenent and especially among our fellow senior citizens
in our great State of YWashington.

Respectfully yours

//é”/‘“r Z /‘Z(é/zg/;fﬁ@v&

! ‘ Tom R. Rich dson, President

Rosco G. Craycraft
Recording Secretary




'szxirq 1934
Adop 31¢

ed

A= /5112

E!."Ctll ‘,_LTIQ,\T
WHEREAS, the United States of America and the Soviet
Union are on the verge of signing a new Arms Limitation Treatw;

and ‘
WHEREAS, the new propcsed Salt Treaty will creatly

.

restrict military arms development; and
y L

WHEREAS, it is the belief of this governing body that

such Treaty will be disregarded by the Soviet Union in the same

manner as they have ignored past treaties: and

WWHEREAS, the President's support of this Treaty will
only hinder United States military development while allowing
Russia to continue her reientless efforts towards world militar
domination; and -
WHEREAS, this governing body supports the rejecticn ¢
this Treaty by the United States Senate.

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Mayor and Counc
of the Borough of Seaside Heights, County of Ocean, State of MNe
Jersey, as follows:

1. That the Mayor and Ceouncil of the Borcugh of Seas
Heights hereby formally cppose the new Salt Treaty between the
United States and Russia as an ill-conceived agreement that wil
be dé;;i.engal to the military strength of the United States.of
America.

2. That the Bbrough Clerk is hereby authorized and

directed to forward a certified copy of this resolution to the

following:
a. President Carter,
b. United States Senators Harrison.Williams and
Bill Bradley,
¢. MNew Jersey Congressional Delegation.
e i ll
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CERTIFICATION
I, ZARIARA SINOMNIELLO, Clerk of the Borcush of Segasicde
He in the County of Ocean, State of dNew Jersey, do hereby
certi that the foregoing is a true ccpy of a reseluticn adep:=z
by th - and Council of the Borocugh ©f Seaside Helghts at a
re ting of said governing body duly held on the 2% da
of 1979,
WITNESS WHEREOF, I have herszunto sec my hand and
at seal of the Borough of Seaside Heichts this £ <
of , 1979.
BARBARA SI¥ONIELLO, Borocucgh Clerk
\ .
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BESOLLTION

WHEFZAS, there is now a progosal before the United
Sté:és Congress authorizing the expenditure of funds for the
transfer of the Panama Canal to the government of Parnama; and

WHEREAS, it is the nhelief of this governing body that
the United States Government should not appropriate any funds fc

this purpose since it has already committed itself to %transferc:

this multimillion dollar canal.

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resoclved by the Mayor and Counci
of the Borough of Seaside Heights, County of Ocean, State of New
Jersey, as follows:

1. That the Mayor and Council of the Borough of Seas:
Heights hereby oppose the United States governmeng_spending any
funds to implement the transfer of ownership to the Panama Canal
since the pecople of this Country have already paid for this
facility.

2. That the Borough Clerk is hereby authorized and
directed td forward a certified copy of this resolution to the
following:

a, President Carter,

b. United States Senators Harrison Williams and

Bill Bradley,

Fx\j) c. New Jersey Congressicnal Delegation.

CERTIFICATION

I, BARBARA SIMONIELLO, Clerk of the Borough of Seaside
Heights, in the County ©f Ocean, State of Hew Jersey, do hereby
certify that the foregoing is a true copy of a resolution adopte
by the Mayor and Council of the Borough of Seaside Heights at a
regular meeting of said governing body duly held on the 2¢% da
Of“?’?)a? , 1979.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and
 affixed the seal of the Borough of Seaside Heights this g« d

of g‘_,. , 1979,
= R%AMRA sfﬁéomariﬂé&__‘—r,o, Borough Clerk
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BRIEFING MEMORANDUM

S/S -
To: ACDA - General Seignious
C - Mr., Nimetz o ;
Fraom: Pa - Wﬁﬁgg . Dyess, Acting

Margin of .SupPort fof SALT
Narrowed Before Congress “Reces
Summary

The latest NBC and Roper polls show increased opposition
to SALT between early May and mid-July. Both polls repeated
questions asked previously, and both revealed more opposition
than previously. Roper's question, which highlighted the
signing of the treaty, was asked before the speech of July 15,
while the sojourn at Camp David dominated the news. The NBC
question was asked immediately after the speech, while it
dominated the news,

The percentaged responses produced by the NBC and Roper
questions are not comparable because the guestions are quite
different. Both guestions, however, evoked a markedly dimin-
ished spread between the favorable and unfavorable responses.,
SALT supporters were ahead of opponents by 2 points in the
Roper poll (instead of Y in May) and by 4 points in the NBC
poll (instead of 19 in May).

The two sets of July percentages were:

Roper NBC
For SALT 31% 21%
Against SALT 29 17
Don't know enough - 58
Mixed feelings 21 -
No opinion 19 4

End Summary

Self Copy
Carter Library
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Roper

Rbper interviewers repeated a guestion asked four times
since November 1978 {except for a change in the first sen-
tence, inserted this time):

“in June, President Carter for the U.S. and President
.Brezhnev for Russia signed a new SALT TREATY. (Previously,
the opening sentence was, "The U.S. and Russian negotiators
have about reached agreement on a SALT Treaty.") The treaty,
which would last until 1985, limits each country to a maxi-
mum of 2,250 long-range nuclear missiles and bombers. As
you know, there's a good deal of controversy about this
proposed treaty. Do you think the U.S5. Senate should vote
for the new SALT treaty or against it?"

Apr, 18-

July 7-14 May 5 Jan. Nov.

1979 1979 1979 1978

ror 31% 33% 40% 42%

Against 29 24 21 20

Mixed feelings (volunteered) 21 20 19 17

Don't know 19 23 20 21
Net difference between

"For" and "Against" +2 +9 +19 +22

For this gquestion, Roper interviewers have been regu-
larly instructed to accept--but not invite--ambivalent
answers rather than follow the usual procedure of trying to
prod respondents to give a committed response. This accounts
for the high proportion of "mixed-feeling” responses in the
Roper data.

Between May and July, union members, blue-collar workers,
and those with a high-school education or less increased
their opposition to SALT markedly. Regionally, the West -
showed the greatest increase in opposition to SALT, swinging.
from a plurality supporting SALT to a plurality opposing
it. Republicans and Conservatives also switched from plural-
ity support to plurality opposition.

Groups that continued to show sizable margins of support
for SALT were the college-educated, young adults (18-29),
executives and professionals, liberals. The young adults
were the only group showing no increase in opposition between
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May and July, and the change among liberals was minimal,
Regionally, the Midwes: retained the largest margin of support
for SALT, though it was smaller than in May. The South's
pro-SALT margin, though minimal in statistical terms, was
apparently unchanged.

The May and July responses for specific groups follow
{mixed-feeling and no-opinion responses are omitted):

July May
i For Against For Against
Total 3l% 29% 33% 24%
18-29 years old 33 26 33 26
45-59 years old 30 33 34 23
$15-%25,000 annually 34 28 36 23
$25,000-plus annually 35 33 39 27
Northeast 27 28 34 23
Midwest 33 25 36 22
South 32 28 28 25
West 30 37 36 25
Democrats 35 27 3is 21
Republicans 30 35 34 27
Consetrvatives 28 33 30 28
Liberals 40 25 39 19
Executives/Professionals 39 26 46 23
Union members 30 35 37 27
College-educated 39 26 44 213
High school-educated 29 31 30 25
Catholics 31 27 : 34 25
Protestants 30 30 31 23

NBC

NBC's latest SALT poll was conducted several days after
the Roper interviewing was completed. NBC interviewers
allowed respondents to avoid giving an opinion by offering
them the option of saying they didn't "know enough." Like
Roper, NBC was repeating its question for the first time
since the treaty was signed and therefore changed some of
the opening words of the gquestion:
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"Recently the United States and the Soviet Union reached
("At the present time, the United States and the Soviet
Union are close to reaching”) agreement on a new Strategic
Arms Limitation Treaty, usually called SALT II. Have you

alcready heard enough about 1t to have an copinion?" (If

respondent answered "yes,"” then was asked) "Do you favor
.or oppose this new SALT agreement?"

1979
July 16-17 Apr. 30-May 1 Mar. 19-20

i Don't know enough 58% 64% 79%

Favor 21 26 13

Oppose 17 7 6

Not sure 4 3 2
Net difference between

"Favor" and "Oppose" +4 +19 +7

NBC also repeated its guestion asking about attitudes
toward the idea of a nuclear-arims agreement rather than
SALT, itself. The question had been asked previously in
April, and the responses showed no statistically meaningful
change between April and July. We still maintain, as in the
past, that responses to this question do not reflect atti-
tudes toward the actual treaty.

"Do you favor or oppose agreements between the United States
and Russia which limit nuclear weapons?”

July April  March  Eebruary

Favor
Oppose 25 22 18 14
Not sure 10 10 11 5

Net difference between
"Favor"™ and "Qppose" +40

-7

-
-

PA/OAP:BRoshco:bds
8/24/79 X20474




e
(=

THE WHITE HQUSE

DAl SYN/SY

July 18, 1979

Here are some of the recent
SALT endorsements.

One list is organizations
and one is prominent citizens,
by state,

Anne Wexler
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Alabama

David Matthews
President ,
University of Alabama

~General Ray Furlong
{U.S. Army-Retired}

California

Mayor Thomas Bradley Jonas Salk
Los Angeles :

Thornton Bradshaw
Chief Executive Officer
ARCO

Edmund G. (Pat) Brown
former Governor

Paul J. Flory
Stanford University

Armand Hammer
‘Chairman of the Board .
OCccidental Petroleum Corp. -
Marina Von Neuman Whitman
Center for Advanced Study

in the Behavioral Sciences
Colorado

Walter Orr Roberts
Aspen Institute

Connecticut

Edward Gant
Acting President
University of Connecticut

Peter McColough
Chairman .
Xerox, Inc.

. Paul Newman
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Delaware
, Irving Shapiro
Chairman of the Board
DuPont de Nemours
District of Columbia
Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker
Marijorie Bell Chambers \
William E. Colby
Arthur Goldberg
Ambassador Averell Harriman

Christian Herter

Townsend Hoopes

Mildred Jeffrey
National Women's Political Caucus

Ambassador Sol Linowitz
Ambassador George McGhee

Thomas J. McIntyre
former senator

Patsy Mink

President

Americans for Democratic Action
Ambassador Kenneth Rush

Sargent Shriver

Stuart Symington
former senator

ambassador Charles Yost

William Winpisinger
International Association of Machinists

William Wynn
" United Food and Commercial Workers
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Florida

Radford D. Lovett
President
Piggly Wiggly Corporation

Georgia

erre ras I TEE HIS T LI ts Eversn

James E. Andrews
Stated Clerk
Presbyterian Church in the USA 1

Coretta Scott King
Donald Stewart
President

Spelman College
Illinois

Reverend Jesse Jackson
Phillip M. Klutznick
Brooks McCormick

Chairman
International Harvester

Indiana . 'l —
Reverend Theodore Hessburg

John Ryan

President

Indiana University

Reverend Kenneth Teegarden

Fresident
Disciples of Christ Church

Marzland
Dr. Milton Eisenhower

Massachusetts

Graham Allison .
Dean, Kennedy School of Government
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, Professor Paul Doty
Director, Center for Science and
International Affairs, Harvard

John ¥enneth Galbraith

SEATAT RTINS INYY

General James Gavin
George Kistiakowski

John W. McCormack: \
former Speaker

Donald K. Price
Dean Emeritus, Kennedy School

Jerome Weilsner
President, M.I.T.

Michigan

E. M. Estes
President
General Motors Ceorporation

Douglas Fraser
President, UAW

Minnesota e

David W. Preus
President
American Lutheran Church

Burton Joseph
Honorary National Chairman
B'nai B'rith

Missouri
James McDonnell

Chairman
McDonnell Douglas

New York

Robert Benjamin
United Artists Corporation
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Norman Cousins
Angier Biddle Duke

Murray Finley _
Aamalgamated Clothing and Textile Workers

Clifton Garvin
Chairman of the Board
Exxon Corporation

Malcolm S. Forbes
Forbes Magazine

e e81 81 s v purs powe ks bo ) b EREL LSS K3 E [RIS P 3440 PEERIPH

Donald M. Kendall
Chairman
Fepsico, Inc.

Richard Gelb
Chairman
Bristol~Meyers Company

Robert Hatfield
Chairman
The Continental Group, Inc.

Vernon Jordan
Naticonal Urban League

Nicholas deB. Katzenbach T
Alfred A. Knopf

George P. Livanos
Seres Shipping Company

Betty Goetz Lall
New York State Schoel of Industrial Relations

Joyce D, Miller
Coalition of Labor Union Women

Stewart Mott
William S. Paley

Chairman
CBS, Inc.

Avery D. Post
President .
United Church of Christ
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Robert V. Roosa
Brown Brothers, Earriman and Company

Harrison E. Salibury
New York Times

Rabbi Dav1d Saperstein
Union of American Hebrew Congregatlons

Theodore Screnson

e A=, p 111y PATUVTREURLY e 5 14

Marietta E. Tree

Richard shinn
President
Metropolitan Life Insurance

J. Stanford Smith
Chairman
International Paper Company

Martha Wallace
Henry Luce Foundation

George Weissman
Chairman
Philip Morris

North Carolina .-

William Friday
President
University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill

Terry Sanford
President
Duke University

Pennsylvania

Lloyd McBride
President
United Steelworkers

Martin Myerscn
President
University of Pennsylvania

L. Stanton Williams
Chairman
PPG Industries
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Benjamin Hooks
s NAACP

Dr. Herman Postma
Director .
Oak Ridge National Laboratory

harn axiB T3 ad L003 i ib 04 34T

Dr. Foy Valentine
Southern Baptist Convention

Texas

Harding Lawrence
Chairman
Braniff Airlines

Virginia
Admiral Isaac Kidd

Vice Admiral Gerald E. Miller
(USN-Retired)

General Bruce Palmer
(U.S. Army-Retired)

Vice Admiral William Raborn L y
{USN-Retired) N

Dr. Herbert Scoville
Wisconsin
Robert E. Matteson

former director of White House
Disarmament Staff

Martin Schreiber
former governor
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£dop z1°§ Progressive Alliance Board--Unions'
Representatives Who Endorsed
SALT II

Douglas Frasier, UAW

Jerry Wurf, American Federaticn of State, County, and
Municipal Employees

Tony Dechant, American Farmers Union

J.C. Turner, Operating Engineers -

William Winpisinger, International Association of Machinists

Acddie Wyatt, Food and Commercial Workers (Meatcutters and

Retail Clerks unions) ‘
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PEMEERS

(202) 452-4800

HIP ORCANIZATIONS

A. Philip Randolph Institute
Action for Children's Television
Amalgamated Clothing & Textile
Workers Union
American Associaticn of University
Professors
American Business Association
American Business Wemen's
Association
American Civil Liberties Union
American Federation of State,
County & Municipal Employees
American FTederation of Teachers
American Indians Movement '
American Parents Committee
American Vetaran's Committee
Americans for Demeocratic Action
Association Natjional Pro Persomas
Mavores
Association of Community
Organizations for Reform ROW
Californiz Cenference (Altermative
State and Local Public Policles)
Campaign for Economic Democracy
CAPE/Interchange
Center for Community Change
Children's Defense Fund
Citizen/Labor Energy Coalition
Coalition of American Public Employees
Coalition of Black Trade Unicnists
Coalition of Labor Union Women
Cozaittee for National Health
Iasurance

Communications Workers of
America

Comnunity for Naticnal Health
Insurance

Conference on Altermative State
and Local Folicies

Consumer Federation of America

Day Care & Child Development Council
of America

Democratic Agenda

Democratic Conference

Democratic Socialist Qrganizing

Committee

District €65 ~ Distributive
Workers of America

Energy Action

Energy Policy Task Ferce

Environmental Action Federztion

Envirenmental Action, Inc.

Environmentalists for Full
Employment

Federation of Southern
Cooperatives

Friends of the Earth

Frontlash

Graphic Arts International Union

Industrizl Union Department,
AFL-CIO

Institute for Policy Studies

International Association of
Machinists

International Association of
Hachinists & Aerospace Workers
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Intermaticnal Chexmical Workers Union

International Ladies Garoent Workers
Union '

International Longshoremen's &
Warehcusemen's Union

International Unien of Electrical,
Radio and Machine Workers

International Unien of Operating
Engineers .

International Woodworkers of America

Jewish Labor Committee

Laberers International Union

Leadership Conference on Civil
Rights

Martin Luther King Center

Massachusetts Fair Share

Midwest Academy & Citizen Labor
Energy Coalition

NAACP '

National Association of Farmworker
Organizations

National Association of
Xeighborhoods

National Association of
Social Workers

National Center for Economic
Alterpatives

National Citizens Communications
Lobby

National Council of LaRaza

Kational Council of Negro Women

National CoumeciT of Seniocr Citizens,
Inc.

National Education Association

National Farmers Union

National Football League
Players Association

National Lawyers Guild

National Organization of Women

National Union of Hospital
& Health Care Employees,
Distriece 1199

.' /—/X//)///

’

Naticnal UrbEE.League

Katicnal Women's Political Caucus

National Women's Political
Organization

New American Movement

New Democratic Coaliton

The Kewspaper Guild

Ohio Public Interest Campaign

Retail Clerks International

SANE

Scientists Instizure for Public
Information

Sheet Metal Workers' International . .
Association

Sierra Club

Southerners for Economic Justice

UAW Retired Workers Advisory -
Council

Onited Association Jourmeymen &
Apprentices of the Plumbing &
Pipe Fitting Industry

United Brotherhood of Carpenters
& Joiners of America

United Eleetrical, Radio and
Machine Workers of America

United Farm Workers of America

United Faperworkers International
Union

United Rubber, Cork, Linoleum &
Plastic Workers of America

United States Student Association

Urban Bishops Coalition

Urban Environment Conference

Women's Action Alliance

Women's Equity Action League

Women's International League for
Peace and Freedom

Women's Lobby

Working Women Crganizing Preject -
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Religious Committee on SALT

American Baptist Churches

American Ethical Union

American Humanites_Association -
Baptist Joint Committee on Public Affairs
Christian Church, Disciples of Christ
Christian Feminist |

Church of the Brethren

Church Women United

Friends Committee on National Legislation
National Assembly of Women Religiocus Council
National Council ofCﬁurchésafChrist‘in the.USA
National Federation of Priest Council . e
Network -

Passicnist Social Concerns Center

The Reformed Church in America

Southern BaptistrConvention

Unitarian Univeralist Association

United Church of Christ

United Methodist Church, Global Ministries
Women's Division \

United Methodist Church, Beard of Churchand ‘Society
United Presbyteriarn Church in the GSA
United States Catholic Conference’

L]
Union of American Hebrew Congregation

Clergy and Laity Concerned
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Other Religious

. Alabama Episcopal Ciocese .
Baptist General Convention of Texas
Episcopal Peace Fellowship
Joint US/USSR Church Leaders
Mennonite Central Committee, Peace Section
National Baptist Convention, USA, Inc.

Unions

Amalgamated Clcothing and Textile Workers

Communications Workers of America

International Association of Machinists ‘

International Longshoreman's and Warehouseman's Union,
Seattle Pensioner's Club

Hotel and Restaurant Workers

Progressive Alliance (list of members attached)

National Education Association

United Auto Workers

United Steelworkers of America-

Mihoritz

Black Leadership Forum

Joint Center for Political Studies

Martin Luther Xing, Jr., Center for Social Change
NAACP o
National Black Veterans Organization S
National Business League

National Council of Negro Women

National Urban Coalition

National Urban League

Operation PUSH

World Community of Al-Islam in the West

IMAGE (Hispanic Government Employees Union)

-Arms Control Organizations

Coalition for a New Foreign and Military Policy
Business Executives Move for New National Priorities
New Directions

SANE

Western New York Peace Center
Women Strike for Peace

World Federalist Association
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State and Local Organizations

City Council of Chicago
City Council of Plainville, Conn.
New Jersey State Senate

New York

State Liberal Party

Nassau Democratic County Committee

Miscellaneous

Americans for Democratic Action
Committee on East-West Accord
Board of the YWCA

Council of Senior Citizens
Gray FPanthers

Federation of Democratic Women
Women's Political Caucus

American
National
National
National
National
National

page 3
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“Too many strings, Comrade
.. oo many strings. ..

Peterson in the Yancowver Sun



AIX/18/3

BAS in Tachydromos, Greece

ROTHCO CARTOONS

S somelt beaer as time gocs on L




A-IX/18/4

“Sure it's vagae, but at least i0's belligerent!”

-

S Al AT BTV
“He At M pAT LR A CARE

Jm

o ~ Authin The Philadelphia Inguirer

frogo: SN\ B
AR

"fa)

MEawwNelly i The Richiond Neswva | aander

Reprinted by pernussion of the Chicage ' Tnbune-New York News
Svidicide ’



	DISTENSIÓN, RETÓRICA Y PROPAGANDA EN LA POLÍTICA EXTERIOR NORTEAMERICANA, 1962-1980 . Tres aspectos de análisis
	TOMO I
	AGRADECIMIENTOS
	ÍNDICE DE MATERIAS
	LISTA DE ACRÓNIMOS
	INTRODUCCIÓN
	PARTE I. DISTENSIÓN Y CONFRONTACIÓN: LA CRISIS DE LOS MISILES
	PARTE II. DISTENSIÓN Y CONFLICTO REGIONAL: VIETNAM
	PARTE III. DISTENSIÓN Y DESARME: EL SALT II
	CONCLUSIONES
	BIBLIOGRAFÍA

	TOMO II
	ANEXO I
	ANEXO II
	ANEXO III
	ANEXO IV
	ANEXO V
	ANEXO VI
	ANEXO VII
	ANEXO VIII
	ANEXO IX


