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SUMMARY

Unlike earlier works on the history of SALT I and SALT II which deal
with the negotiations as a whole, this study traces the development of a
single issue--the controversy over the Soviet TU-22M (Backfire) bomber.
This weapons system has been a continuing source of disagreement between
the United States and the Soviet Union from the Vladivostok Accord of 1974
until the Vienna Summit of 1979. It has also been the source of
considerable disagreement within official United States Government circles
during the same period.

The Backfire problem is not the major issue in SALT II. It is not
even one of the major issues. However, it is among the most long-standing
and rancorous, and mirrors in many ways the broader themes and
controversies which surround the talks. 1Initially, Backfire may have
presented only a military problem; it has now become a political problem.
In fact, it is one of the most popular issues used by treaty opponents to
flay SALT II.

To date SALT has focused on efforts to control the central strategic
systems, offensive and defensive, of the two super-powers. However,
weapons on the periphery have emerged which are not so easily integrated
into SALT. Attempts to deal with this new class of multimission "gray
area" weapons have been neither simple nor successful.

This study reviews Backfire's technical history and the negotiations
(within and without the government) involving the airplane, treating both
military and political arguments. It concludes that for all practical
purposes, since the United States has already conceded that Backfire
is not to be treated as a heavy bomber and thus not within the aggregate
of SALT's central systems, it will be very difficult to reverse the
position in subsequent negotiations. Given its present threat to Europe
and the interest there in theater nuclear arms limitation, Backfire will
most probably be negotiated in its theater context.
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If SALT...is agitated by
tenacious internal con-
troversy, it is also beset
by ambiguity....As with
questions of dogma, there
is no way by which either
side can be fully vindi-
cated. The technicians,
alas, can prove or dis-
prove anything.

John Newhouse
Cold Dawn: The
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Technical Data on Backfire "B"*

Crew
Dimensions

Length

Height

Wing Span (max/min)

Wing Sweep (max/min)
Weight

Empty

Fuel

Max Payload

Max Takeoff Weight
Powerplant

(number and type):

Navigation
Armament
Combat Radius (unrefueled)

High-High-High
Performance

2 NK 144

3

133 feet

33 feet
113/86 feet

20%/55°

114,790 pounds
150,110 pounds

22,075 pounds
270,000 pounds

turbofan w/44,000 1b static thrust eaéh

Takeoff Distance (at 260,000 1lbs.)

Service Ceiling

Max Speed at Low Altitude
Cruise Speed at High Altitude
Max speed at High Altitude

*Sources:

Doppler, inertial, satellite assisted

1 37mm tail cannon
2500+ nautical miles

7870 feet
59,040 feet
above Mach 1
Mach 0.82
Mach 2,25 - 2.50

International Defence Review, May 1975, p. 640.

Jane's All The World's Aircraft, 1978-1979, pp. 201-202.

American and Soviet Military Trends Since the Cuban

MiSSile CriSis‘ }.9.78" p.. .19'. 0o O & 000 L L XX J ..:
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I. A Technical History of the TU-22M (Backfire) Bomber
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US sources ackno%vfeﬂc';ed the e);iéte'qce'ofsas'ney §ov§.e§: variable
geometry (or swing-wihd) sairafalis #nethe salle of 1960+ <fts appearance had
been anticipated by Western intelligence agencies who were aware that the
most recent Soviet medium bomber, the TU-22 (NATO code name: Blinder),
had not lived up to its design potential.

A prototype of the Backfire was first seen on the ground at Kazan in
Central Asia in July 1970 near the Tupolev factory, one of the major
Soviet design and production complexes. It was a twin engined bomber from
which two prototypes were developed. Twelve preproduction models followed
for use in performance testing and weapons trials in early 1973.
Preliminary analysis suggested that the Backfire was designed to be
capable of a high altitude, supersonic dash above Mach 2.25 and to possess
a maximum range at subsonic speeds of 4775-5200 nautical miles--a clear
intercontinental capability at high altitude.l

The initial version--Backfire "A"--fell short of designed ranges,
however. 1Its large, extruding wheel housings at the wing's midpoint
caused considerable form drag and limited the sweep to the outer half of
the wing (unlike the US FB-111 with full wing movement). The redesigned
"B" model, which appeared soon afterward, eliminated the large wheel
fairings, increased the wing span nearly twelve feet, and improved
performance.2

On both models, the engines were built into the body and had complex
engine inlet ducts (similar to the US F-106 interceptor, also capable of
high altitude speeds in excess of Mach 2). The engines themselves were
modifications of the Kuznetsov turbofan jet engines on the new TU-144
supersonic transport observed at_the Paris Air Show in 1973. The plane
also had an air refueling probe.

Backfire was credited with the ability to carry a complete complex
of nuclear gravity bombs and short range air-to-surface missiles under
each wing. Interceptors also photographed Backfire with removable
multiple ejector weapons racks under the inlets, suagesting the capability
to carry a full complement of conventional weapons.

The aircraft's estimated gross weight of 270,000 pounds is more than
twice that of the US FB-11l1l and nearly two-thirds that of the now cancelled
B-1 bomber. It has an estimated 20,000 pound bomb load capacity plus
electronic countermeasures to confuse enemy interceptors and inertial,
doppler, and satellite-assisted navigation equipment to facilitate
overwater, intercontinental missions.5

It was also the only Soviet aircraft capable of flying at high
subsonic speed on a two-way (radius) low altitude mission anywhere in NATO
Europe from bases in the western USSR. Thus, by all estimates, it was the
premier low level, theater/naval strike aircraft in the Soviet inventory.
"In early 1975, an Aviatsia Dalnyaya Deistvya (Long Range Aviation or LRA)
squadron based in southwest USSR received 18 Backfire Bs, while in the
same year, a unit of the Soviet Aviatsia Voyenno-Morskava Flotta (Soviet
Naval Aviation or AV-MF) based in the Black Sea area began operating the
aircraft on long-range reconnaissance flights. Since 1976, Backfires
based on the Kola Peninsula--mainly in Murmansk~-have been observed on

. . . ee __ade, » Qe s, & ¢ as L J [ X R ] ee
reconnaissance missions.’¢Simifar m#sslons “have ‘alsc deen reported from
the northern part of Careliass(@asts of *€he sWhite Séa) » amd €pom the base at
Anadyr on the Bering Sed.?6..lBis.ddpleyment’ patterms hasecontinued in
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approximately e al® numbers-to-bo%hothe LRA end\anaoAV—MF and "by
mid-September lgfb, the Séviets had-produced.a ou€ 200 Backfires"
according to Defense:Depaithent teetimonse.’+’ eee ‘ol

The Defense Department also judged that the potential for upgrade of
the Backfire B model was considerable and could be incorporated relatively
quickly and easily by adding external or weapons bay tanks, or in a more
elaborate process by improving the engines and aerodynamic features or by
lengthening the fuselage.8

II. Backfire as an Issue in Strategic Arms Limitation Talks

Early History of SALT I. The earliest attempts on the part of the
US Government to limit strategic armaments came in 1964 with President
Johnson's January letter to Khrushchev and in a March proposal at the
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Conference for a "bomber bonfire" scheme,
Both proposals were rejected by the Soviets.

In January of 1967, President Johnson returned US Ambassador
Llewellyn Thompson to Moscow carrying an arms limitation proposal which
included bomber as well as air defense limitations, plus other offensive
and defensive strategic weapons curbs. The Soviet Union responded
favorably in March, but had definite objections to considering any limits
on air defense.l0 president Johnson then countered with a broad proposal
for intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) and submarine-launched
ballistic missile (SLBM) limitations, linking them to antiballistic
missile (ABM) talks. Until 1968, the talks at the ministerial level were
inconclusive, but, in June 1968, Gromyko indicated the Soviets were ready
to begin talks on nuclear weapons limits, both offensive and defensive.
Johnson responded favorably but each side agreed to bypass bombers, the
Soviets to avoid the air defense issue, and the US because it too
acknowledged the difficulty of separating strategic and tactical aircraft
and because the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) felt bomber limits were
irrelevant in an age when both sides were already reducing their strategic
bomber forces. Then, the Czechoslovakian invasion and Nixon's election
forced the lame duck President to drop the talks.ll

In late spring 1969, Nixon signalled his willingness to begin similar
talks and, by November, formal talks between the two newly formed
delegations had begun. During the first SALT session the favored US
position included a freeze on bombers and missiles, an ABM limit, a mobile
ICBM ban, and freedom to develop the new multiple independently targeted
reentry vehicles (MIRV). The Soviets responded by insisting that the US
forward based systems (FBS) in Europe and Asia be included and that MIRVs
be banned. They also had a radically different definition for "strategic"
which dealt, not with intercontinental capability, but included any weapons
system that could attack the homeland of the opposing party.

The second session of SALT I again featured the US proposing to freeze
bombers at existing levels and the Soviets refusing to include air defense
without US FBS aircraft in the aggregate. Throughout the third session
that impasse continued while the US delegates tried to find an acceptable
definition of "heavy bombers."12 By the fourth session, an agreement on
ABM limits was reached, and the US appeared willing to drop its demand for
equal aggregates in return for Soviet willingness to relinquish the FBS
issue. Later$*jin°July, 197l;:at'tﬁé.ihsisténﬁﬁ'df.lnteragency representa-
tives in Washtnytqn, thd SIPM isBuq‘wisialfosraisdd again, although
Dr. Kissinger?fetgred® it iwould fepren thi JFBS:dsfud, which he considered
settled. By May 27, 1972, a SALT I agreement had been signed, but it only
included a permanent ABM Treaty and a separate Interim Agreement to freeze




offensive missile laugehey® (ICBM apd, SpaM)es SThes Jogtety® were allowed
higher total numbers fogy #heir force devglse tq ¢ompeqsatd ¢for the US MIRV
(total warhead), FBS, :a.md:.h.eayy "o.mge}- .a;dv.apte;ggs, :blg'g.np.'agreement on
bombers per se was reached, and the issue was deferred to SALT II.13

SALT II: The Nixon/Ford Period. In November 1972, the first session
of SALT I1 began with the Americans hoping to codify parity, to reduce the
Soviet arsenal and growing threat to the American Minuteman missile, and
to replace the Interim Agreement of SALT I with a new treaty of unlimited
duration.l4

At the second session in Geneva in 1973 under the newly appointed US
Delegation Chairman, Ambassador U. Alexis Johnson, the Office of the
Secretary of Defense (0OSD) representative, Paul Nitze, attempted to get
the new Soviet Backfire bomber included in discussions of "heavy
bombers."1l3 Ambassador Johnson queried Dr. Kissinger, who directed the
team to drop the issue.

After Nixon's resignation, interagency groups were asked to prepare
background papers for President Ford's upcoming visit to Vladivostok in
November 1974. The papers included force structures under each of four or
five options and, at the working level, there was strong 0SD and JCS
interest in footnoting Backfire as a heavy bomber. However,_this
proposal was never elevated to the Verification Panel level.

The Vladivostok Accord was a significant breakthrough and its agree-
ment to a 2400 numerical limit on total offensive weapons was the point -
of departure for all subsequent SALT II negotiations. "Although the
total of [ Strategic Delivery Vehicles ] SDVs for each side was understood
to include not only ICBMs and SLBMs, but also bombers, nowhere were
bombers specifically mentioned in the published agreement [ technically,

a joint statement] ."

Immediately following the Conference, Secretary Kissinger held a deep
backgrounder for accompanying journalists, and, in reply to a specific
question on Backfire, he stated that the Backfire and the FB~1ll1 would not
fall in the heavy bomber category, which did include the B-52 and B-1.19

When Secretary Kissinger returned to Washington he briefed the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee on the Accord and, at a press conference
following the session, expressed surprise at the criticism already
prevalent in the capitol. The New York Times, noting that Senator Jackson
was a presidential aspirant, focused on his criticism. "Concern has been
raised by Senator Jackson's office about whether the two-engine Soviet
bomber known as the Backfire would be included in the total ceiling of
2400."

The article continued, "The Backfire is not believed to have a
capability to fly a round trip to the United States without being refueled
in the air, and the Russians do not have an air refueling fleet, but
because the Backfire could theoretically carry nuclear weapons to the
United States on a suicide mission, Mr. Jackson wants 50 or so of the
planes counted against the Soviet total., Up to now, neither the Backfire
nor the 75 American FB-1lls have been counted in the preliminary
discussions, according to the participant, but Mr. Kissinger told the
Senators that the questi.cg wa:s:sti:l]: gpen."ﬂ?: ess o see eo
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To brief key admin®sfra®idn tffliclald.aftler Prediddht: Hord's return
to Washington, Kissinger *¢alTed tdY *a‘’Verffichtiod Pané!’mefdting. During
this session Secretary Kissinger gave his approval for the Delegation to



include Backfire jin, the hggqy.yomggr glas§ t p%.dissyssions in Geneva.21
Therefore, priors %o his égpg:rtt.lre So¥ Geneva,. An}éass-ador'Johnson talked to
Secretary of Defense gchlesinger ébO!toBaqkflfe.- §qh1e51nger told him

"he thought it Couwlés@ot be countad.s'latRifg’ will®cdome of it, but try it
anyway.'"22 Also, apparently to avoid embarrassing President Ford and to
assure himself, Secretary Schlesinger held a seven-hour session in the
Pentagon with General Rowny and "a whole stable of experts to determine if
the Backfire was a heavy bomber. At the end, Schlesinger could not knock
them off the beam on Backfire's classification as a heavy bomber."23

In February 1975 when the delegation returned to the sessions in
Geneva, the Soviets tabled a Joint Draft Text (JDT) which excluded
Backfire. By March the US delegation was prepared to table its own version
of the JDT and it did include Backfire among Soviet heavy bombers. Thus
was the issue joined, not to be resolved until the final days prior to the
1979 summit in Vienna.

Prior to allowing discussion of the Backfire, however, Ambassador
Johnson asked General Rowny for intelligence data to support the US
contention. The intelligence estimates received were in general agreement
that Backfire had some marginal intercontinental capability and that
deployments were split equally between LRA and AV-MF for peripheral/naval
strike activity. These initial estimates also consisted of unrefueled
performance characteristics because Washington (concerned that discussions
of refueling, on which our strategic aircraft heavily depended, were not
in our best interests) wanted the US airborne tanker fleet kept outside
SALT. Disagreements between the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and the
Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) soon surfaced, however, and convinced
Ambassador Johnson that the US had a weak argument. In spite of the fact
that the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) and State Department
representatives believed that the Soviets would not agree to Backfire's
inclusion in the aggregate, it was allowed to remain on the negotiating
table because of the previously mentioned decision in Washington.Z24

As part of the delegation's efforts, a working group under General
Rowny was set up to discuss definitions. This group was strongly
influenced by Congressional criticism of SALT I and the Interim Agreement.
Therefore, they worked toward defining: ICBM, SLBM, launchers, heavy
bombers, air-to-surface ballistic missiles and heavy missiles. By May the
debate in this working group was so acrimonious that the Ambassador ordered
his delegation to cease attempts to define "heavy bomber." His own
position, however, had solidified. "It was clearly nonnegotiable within
the 2400 ceiling because the Soviets would have been required to stand
down additional offsetting systems. There was no expectation they would
change. 1Insisting on counting Backfire would frustrate the Vladivostok
agreement and there were better ways to do that if that was one’'s
objective."25

In the spring of 1975 the debate sharpened within Intelligence
circles. DIA and Air Force Intelligence footnoted all interagency
references to Backfire as a peripheral strike weapon (rather than as a
strategic bomber). Thus, the lineup was OSD and JCS against State, ACDA,
and CIA, with the National Security Council (NSC) staff in Washington
indicating it would favor Backfire's exclusion with possible collateral
assurances to restrict the bomber's use against the US. Apparently to
help resclve the dispute, a number of collateral studies were also
performed by €fie &fr.forcdé's ¥irfeith Bethnd1ddY Bivision, General Dynamics,
McDonnell DoudlistateSt. Lodis, .Rave'l :stiedtifid Intelligence Center, and
agencies in C#4ridh.afd’ the Unfited Kindddm. ¢ DIA :also asked McDonnell
Douglas in California to study Backfire. At the completion of these




studies, lasting several years, the data indicated that marginal
intercontinental unrefuelgds rangg on.a QRe-vave JLigh Jltifude mission over
the US with recovery intasnedttal tRifd® codptry syas; dessifle. Range
estimates continued td diffex yikth 3090+:nautﬁbal miles 2 the mean.26
[ X ) [ XX ] L] oo o & o e ® 000 oo

At Helsinki in July 1975, Brezhnev gave President Ford his personal
verbal assurance that Backfire could not be used against the United States,
but verbal assurances were insufficient and the two leaders were unable
to break the impasse on Backfire and the cruise missile. Therefore,
Secretarg Kissinger was directed to return to Moscow to resolve the twin
issues.?2 After several intensive NSC meetings, Kissinger departed for
Moscow and his 20 January 1976 meeting with Brezhnev carrying two
proposals.

In the first proposal, the 120 Backfires already produced would be
outside the aggregate, but all future Backfires were to be counted as
heavy bombers within the 2400 aggregate. Further, all cruise missile
launcher platforms (bombers, surface ships, and submarines) would count
within the aggregate, but only if the Backfire proposal were accepted.
Although they were interested in counting MIRV bombers (armed with cruise
missiles) within the separate and more restrictive MIRV ceiling, the
Soviets rejected the overall proposal. So, Secretary Kissinger then
offered a proposal which limited the Soviets to 275 Backfires until 1982,
after which time there would be no further limits on the bombers. 1In
trade, the US was to have a limited number of ships equipped with long-
range cruise missiles and submarine-launched cruise missiles unrestricted
in numbaer, but limited in range.28 The Soviets repeated their previous
position: Backfire was not a strategic bomber. For this and other reasons
Kissinger was unable to reach aareement.

7

"But when Henry [Kissinger] returned to Washington, Rumsféeld and the
Joint Chiefs had growing reservations. Most of their objectlons were
highly technical, and I [President Ford] hoped that with some give from the
Soviets, we could allay the Pentagon's concerns. Brezhnev wouldn't budge,
however, and our Defense officials maintained their doubts, so we came up
with a plan that I thought would satisfy everyone."2

This new plan was developed leaving the definitional ambiguities
unresolved, falling back on Vladivostok, and treating the Backfire and
cruise missiles in a separate package for three years. This package
included a proposed production freeze on Backfire. The Soviets, however,
angrily rejected the package abruptly because they still favored an
agreement along the lines of the earlier January proposal.30 Ford,
increasingly concerned about Reagan, and in no mood to compromise with the
Soviets, reluctantly concluded that SALT was not possible in the volatile
election year of 1976.31

SALT II: The Carter Administration. In September 1976, after his
nomination, but prior to the election, candidate Carter authorized
Averell Harriman, during a trip to Moscow, to tell Brezhnev that Carter
favored signing SALT II on the basis of vVladivostok "with a compromise on
unresolved issues."32

Shortly after the Inauguration, on 8 February 1977, President Carter
held his first formal press conference and publicly said much the same
thing.33 During February, the new administration had begun to review its
SALT II options. The Department of State hagked, a4 "basic Vladivostok"
with Backfire not includpq in{ the 3gpnegage. ;,The jPentagq@niwhnted a
"Vliadivostok plus" with h fseppraptesagpcopmotafidn @n Bpclfigel while 0OSD
supported this option onl%y ff*Packfire*wete traded f£&r e*new, long-range




ground-launched cruise missile (GLCM) exclusion. The third option was a
Vladivostok minus' eptioreexchuadiag Backfiresandecrasise missiles as the
President had sdbéestkd imshmisepreessconfardncess Afiter a review, Carter
and his key advisaers ¢ejected salle thide wdrkihg fe¥el proposals, looking
instead for more *fmdYidati¥e” clits W18nY e 1idé$ Clrter had suggested in
his campaign.34 The President presumably was influenced by a breakfast
with Senator Jackson, who expressed concern about the existing vladivostok
proposal. When asked for his views in writing, he supplied the White House
with a memo which suggested that Backfire count "pure and simple."
Jackson's memo also rejected summarily the "vVladivostok plus" and "basic
Vladivostok" positions.

At a highly secret "principals only"” Special Coordinating Committee
(8CC) meeting on 12 March 1977, President Carter and Vice-President Mondale
stressed the need for a bold new approach. Based on the discussion,
William Hyland of the NSC was directed to produce a set of comprehensive
proposals—--instructions for Secretary of State Vance to take to Moscow at
the end of March. "The propcsal would not have counted Backfire as a
strategic bomber, as long as the Soviets adhered to a list of measures
that would inhibit its range."36 Vance himself insisted on a fallback
proposal, the "Vladivostok minus" package, because he reasoned that,
though the Soviets might reject this new, comprehensive proposal with its
deep reductions in Soviet heavy missiles and land-based MIRV missiles, they
might still accept a quick fix to Vladivostok deferring Backfire and cruise
missiles till future rounds.37

The pretrip briefing Vance gave to Dobrynin was conducted with little
notice, unlike the lead time given the Soviet Ambassador under
Secretary Kissinger. Also, although the proposal was extremely closely
held in Washington, Carter undercut his own efforts by publicly revealing
the details and seemingly going over the heads of the Soviet bureaucracy
directly to Brezhnev.3

Under the new administration, positions began to harden. The new
Secretary of Defense, Harold Brown, told his 0SD support staff and the JCS
that cruise missile was far more important than Backfire and that he
clearly favored increasing the distance between the two. Further, he was
aware that Brezhnev's prestige was on the line because of personal
commitments to two previous administrations and Brown doubted the Soviets
would fall off Backfire. (Duncan, however, his principal deputy, was
more skeptical about ruling out the political impact of Backfire's
intercontinental capability and particularly about the reaction in Congress
"where people understood airplanes.") Increasingly, therefore, JCS became
isolated as the only agency to take a hard line on Backfire. O0SD emerged
neutral on the subject under Secretary Brown, and State and ACDA reasoned
that Backfire was nonnegotiable and not worth holding up a possible SALT
treaty.39 1In the view of the NSC staff, the key question was now what
form and in what forum the Backfire assurances would surface.

The Soviets, almost predictably, reacted harshly to the first
(March 1977 Comprehensive) proposal and the fallback, most probably because
of the manner in which they were surfaced--short notice for Dobrynin and
pre- and post-meeting press conferences by the Administration.40 Therefore,
in April, the Administration had to return to the drawing board, and under
Hyland and Les Gelb, who headed the State Department's Politico-Military
Bureau, a new three-tiered approach was crafted.4l This new proposal
excluded BackfiressioreSomiet @assurancesy thee.fonm and content of which were
still uncertain:42 e Tt et o+ e e s e e

e o0 o ® e & & ® & oo o o0 e o

¢ o 9 e 9 * @ L ] . o L 2 o ¢
By May 1277 *“te Gerfeva talR$ HId*retvumnted®with negotiators themselves
deliberately left in the dark about the new administration initiative until
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48 hours prior to Secretary Vance's arrival there to meet Gromyko. At
their meeting the US offered to include the Backfire and the cruise
missile in a separate Psotocaf.as an’execusive a'é;:e:ar;e.ﬁt:.f-or three years--
content still undeciddds-but Grotykdeturned’down the sOffer, partly because
he was disturbed by arathds fedtmedting ’pyess donfeseacesby Vance.43
Significantly, however, after this May meeting Vance and Gromyko did agree
to extend the agenda of the Geneva delegations to cover all outstanding
issues except one--the Backfire bomber.

"Brezhnev considered it a matter of personal honor that Backfire not
be negotiated as a part of SALT. He had given his word to two American
administrations that the plane was not a heavy bomber, and therefore not
within the jurisdiction of SALT. If the US was so brazenly mistrustful to
doubt his word and to demand collateral constraints on production and
deployment of the bomber, then these restraints would have to be
negotiated outside regular SALT channels. For that reason, throughout the
long summer of 1977, Backfire was exclusively a topic for Vance to discuss
with Anatoly Dobrynin...."44

On 27 July, Paul Warnke, appearing before the House Armed Services
Committee, briefed the Congressmen on the latest SALT developments. He
testified that Backfire would not be counted within the aggregate but
instead limited within a three-year protocol with collateral constraints
on the Soviet bomber that proscribed Arctic deployment and collaterally
deployed tankers.45 He also issued an invitation for Congress to parti-
cipate in the delegation process, to attend intra-US delegation meetings
discussing policy and tactics and to meet privately with Chiefs and senior
members of both delegations.4

By September 1977, at the ministerial level, Gromyko and Vance were
continuing to work on Backfire. For the first time, Gromyko proposed a.
Soviet letter of assurances, giving Backfire specifications and some
measures for its non-use for intercontinental missions.47 Twelve desired
US assurances were formulated but Secretary Vance reportedly felt that
they were "so ridiculous that he refused to discuss them personally," and
gave them to his deputy Les Gelb to work out with Gromyko's subordinate
Bessmertnykh.48

In November, Secretary Vance and Director Warnke testified again
about SALT proposals before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and
stated they were confident that the tanker/Backfire mating, necessary to
enhance the bomber's strategic capability, could be detected (by national
technical means), but that the assurances issue was still not resolved.49

In his 20-22 April 1978 meeting in Moscow with Brezhnev and Gromyko,
Vance proposed that the Soviets include in their letter of assurances
pledges on a constant production rate, a prohibition on forward basing,
and training restrictions. Gromyko rejected parts of the proposal.>0 The
Secretary's position did not go farther because, while a production limit
was clearly desirable, in fact critical, he was uncertain if a range/
payload upgrade prohibition now under consideration could be verified.5l

The new Chairman of the JCS, General David Jones, held a press
conference on 25 July 1978 in which he outlined his differences with those
in favor of assurances. In the interagency arena, General Jones had
already come up with a new idea for dealing with Backfire. "The US should
confront the Russians with an American intention to ‘count or counter' the
Backfire: either the bomber'*¥ould scount addinst'the ’salts oédling--as the
JCS preferred--or the USs swould araﬁhﬂiéalfy u?" ade iws d%éeises....It was
a hugely expensive propo$itian §7«d Bidd'iond é?rdolfhfs}g: IAstead,
pavid Aaron, Brzezinski's deputy, suggested 'countering' the controversial
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Soviet bomber wigh shat g gajdeq,'ouyr owp Backfire,.' which would not
count [in the an;‘egqtg.] s ta ;?trqteg:;c weapaen ;mb mlght be subject to
restraints on pgoglucgign qn@ gellpg...qBrze21nsk1 brought the idea to
the President...ands«@arter selge »ene theesdod asoaogood one."33 But
General Jones was not happy with a US Backfire, and at this previously

mentioned press conference, rejected the idea with some firmness.

In spite of the Chairman's objections, at the September 1978 meeting
with Gromyko in Washington, President Carter indicated that the US had
decided to reserve the right to build a comparable aircraft.55 1In
October 1978, Vance returned to Moscow and found the Soviets unwilling to
put in writing the assurances "the US considered necessary to keep
Backfire from becoming politically damaging to the ratification of a
SALT II agreement. One other apparent problem from the American side was
that although Gromyko had earlier agreed that the Soviets would not
increase the current production rate of the Backfire, the Soviet side
subsequentl% declined to confirm what the rate was, leaving an obvious
loophole."5 ‘

In November after Vance's return from Moscow, another new concern was
expressed by Brzezinski: Could a Backfire armed with conventiocnal cruise
missiles "run free"? The US could have little confidence the Backfire
cruise missiles were really conventional and not nuclear. Therefore, the
President was persuaded to drop his earlier opposition to including US
conventional cruise missiles in the ban, in order to avoid the loophole.57

Between 1 January and 25 May 1979, Vance and Dobrynin met some 25
times to discuss these final issues which the Soviets had earlier insisted
be resolved prior to the summit. In these meetings the assurances and
formats were worked out, and, in the weeks before Vienna, the Joint Draft
Text was finally altered to reflect new agreement on Backfire.

When the formal summit talks began in Vienna in mid-June, almost
every item was resolved as detailed by the careful advance work. "Still
there was one unpleasant surprise. It concerned the Backfire bomber and
the form of Soviet assurances restricting its range and rate of
production."58 Brezhnev read aloud his proposed statement on the Soviet
intention to deny the Backfire an intercontinental capability and followed
with his intention to freeze production "at the present rate." President
Carter responded with his own prepared statement, then asked for confirma-
tion that the subject rate was indeed thirty per year. Gromyko refused
to answer. "The wrangle continued until the next day, when Carter
delivered a table-pounding lecture, saying he had come to Vienna 'in good
faith' believing that the Backfire issue had been resolved in advance and
that for the Soviets to renege now would be to jeopardize the summit.
Vance and Gromyko got into a sharp exchange....Finally Brezhnev intervened.
Throwing up his hands in a gesture meant to convey both impatience and
magnaminity, he stated, for the record, that, yes, the reference in the
Soviet letter to the 'present rate' of production meant thirty. ‘'There,’
concluded Brezhnev, 'another Soviet concession!'"59

But that was not to be the final word on Backfire., In a 15 August
letter to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, the White House noted
that "President Carter made clear at the Vienna Summit that any significant
upgrade in range/payload capability of the Backfire would be inconsistent
with Soviet Bgckfjire.,asguranggs. .gheg sov%ggg, rgsponded that they would
not be bound by ¥S Qnilgte:ag 1Qteque;atqoqs of etheir statement."60
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ITI. Interagency Positions on Backfire
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By early 1975 eacly of the agerncies, inyolyed i LhelSPLT process was
familiar with Backfiregs sInteellsgenee jutigmgnig shpwd ¢iyergence, but
there was common agreements thatethe mews bomber thade eelaast marginal,
unrefueled intercontinental range, was a premier peripheral attack weapon,
and was being assigned in nearly equal numbers to LRA and AV-MF units.
Beyond this agreement about technical data, however, strong differences
of opinion existed. The first was over capabilities of the aircraft
versus how the Soviets intended to use it. The second general disagree-
ment revolved around the criticality of the Backfire to American security
and political interests. These fairly fundamental divergences continue to
exist.

Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA). ACDA's position began to
emerge quickly. The actual deployment patterns were a clear validation of
the 1975 estimate that gave Backfire a principal peripheral mission. The
Soviets would have to destroy additional central systems were Backfire in
the aggregate, so they will never agree to count it. Look at its
negotiability and ask how critical it is. SALT II should not be delayed
for Backfire and it is not cause for rejecting the treaty. However, the
bomber cannot have a free run, so collateral restraints are warranted. The
important issues to protect are cruise missile, since the B-1 cancellation,
and FB%. In summary, it is a political judgment, not a substantive
lssue.

Department of State. State's position is similar to ACDA's. An
undisputed, though marginal, intercontinental capability does not mean it
was designed as a strategic weapon. It is primarily an extremely capable
medium bomber and is optimized for that mission. Besides, it is not any
more effective than our more numerous aircraft in Europe, and if we
reopened the FBS issue we'd lose far more than we would gain. Since
Brezhnev's personal prestige is involved, the Soviets would never agree to
count it. The production contraints are meaningful, significant con-
cessions, and besides, there are no limits on a US Backfire. We do not.
need Soviet agreement that a production violation is cause for abrogation.
We have made a stand on thirty, and if they violate it, we abrogate.
Therefore the approach was to find a way to fall off Backfire with the
least trouble within the administration.62

Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). CIA has no policy role in the SALT
process. Its functions are to assess: characteristics and capabilities of
Soviet weapons systems and forces; the capability to monitor the treaty;
and protect sources and methods during negotiations. This treaty is
designed to take verification into account. All intelligence inputs to
the interagency process are community inputs with all differences of basic
fact clearly surfaced. Backfire has a marginal, intercontinental
capability with our range estimate substantially lower than DIA's.

Backfire is clearly their principal theater/naval strike weapon and from
the Soviet viewpoint it would not fit in SALT II. The deployments are to
theater units: over that there is no dispute. The argument %g over their
intention to use it as a strategic weapon if the need arises.

National Security Council (NSC). NSC has a similar position. "There
are no sweetheart deals 1in this business." The logic of counting Backfire
just because it is a big bomber, with some intercontinental capability, is
not sound in view of our gongiderable ERS aixcraff. .After yladivostok, a
lot of effort had to be gwpengled t® rggaip cgyise Mntsyild prdtection for
the US, which is more importapty tegug than® Bgckfige,iy t¢ $hp Soviets.
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The Soviets clearly demonstrated their intention to deploy Backfire in a
theater role. Be*ifrddtityion®lintit,ts ugefyl *£9r,¥anning, but other
limits were noty forthiputsigs.6> 3,0 & ¢ °13i ¢
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Office of the Secretary of Defense (0SD). Secretaries Schlesinger
and Rumsfeld considered Backfire a heavy bomber, but OSD has since taken a
middle position between the above agencies and the Joint Chiefs,
Secretary Brown changed the emphasis because he strongly favored the cruise
missile. He was also more sensitive to Brezhnev's personal commitment,
realized the Russians would never agree to Backfire in the aggregate, and
believed that if we wanted a SALT II Treaty we could not attach too much
importance to Backfire. Under Brown, the OSD SALT Task Force considered
the Backfire itself the world's best medium bomber or the worst heavy
bomber. In a strategic role Backfire could only make the rubble [caused
by the numerous Soviet ICBMs] bounce. We also decided quite early to
carve out FBS and favored counting Backfire only if the Soviets agreed
without reopening the FBS issue. That would be in our interest, but the
huge geographic asymmetry forces the Soviets to insist on FBS within the
aggregate if Backfire counts, and we do not want that.65

Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS). "While we are well aware of its
[Backfire's] employment capabilities in peripheral and maritime roles, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff consistently recommended that the Backfire be
included in the aggregate because it has an intercontinental range
capability. Nevertheless, the United States did obtain some constraints on
the Backfire, the most important of which is a production limit not to
exceed 30 per year. Furthermore, the United States retains the right to

~build and deploy an aircraft of equivalent capabilities."66 "The primary

air threat to the continental United States is from the Bear/Bison force...
Backfire, the only LRA aircraft in production, can carry gravity bombs
internally or externally mounted AS-4 Kitchen ASMs. Backfires based in the
western Soviet Union can strike all NATO countries on unrefueled missions.
Inflight refueling, an option for which all Backfires are believed

capable, would enhance intercontinental operations. The Backfire's primary
functions have been assessed as peripheral attack and naval missions.
However, detailed technical analysis indicates that the aircraft has
intercontinental strike capabilities."67

IV. The Ratification Process

Carter Administration Efforts with the Congress. The Carter White
House moved to consolidate support for SALT II by applying the lessons of
the Panama Canal Treaty debate. "It began consulting legislators
earlier....It augmented its liaison specialists with a team of substantive
experts. Finally it sent a clear message that the President would
negotiate with the Senate leadership, but not with the rank and file."68
The record was mixed, however, because the major target, Senator Jackson,
found his advice ignored.

As Chairman of the Arms Control Subcommittee of Armed Services,
Jackson was at the center of the SALT debate. But his positions on cruise
missiles, Backfire, and warhead limits were at odds with the forthcoming
treaty and the Administration became frustrated with the Jackson
courtship. Then in October 1977 an article in the New York Times, by
revealing much secret information which the Committee did not have,
angered not oply, genatqr Jackgon hut a nugpber Qf other Senators as well.
"From that t$me on,?the¢ Adpinistratient and gacksen appear to have written
each other offs £s.I¢ wads the Admipisgrestignds most serious misstep."69
To compensates the White Housesshiftedsssts effarts to other critical
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Senate leaders; supported Send&tdiy,Bytd®'s ney:23}ﬁeﬁﬁe§ ESnatd* AT group
under the Majority Whip, Senaldk iCrahstgn; &nd o€féwed thed &h fntensive
series of briefings by key exttuttte branchiéALT'auﬁeidb. eBYeedsly 1979,
all control for SALT subjects of interest to Congress was centralized
under Vice-President Mondale, and he took great pains to "avoid the
serious mistake made during the previous Panama Canal Treaty campaign when

negotiators with Congress got separated from negotiators with Panama."70

The White House, focused now on Byrd, Baker, Stennis, Nunn, and
Muskie, was willing to accept that reservations and understandings would
be added to the text but expected Baker and Byrd to lead the rank and file
" away from killer amendments which would cause the Russians to reject the
treaty or require the US to make new concessions in compensation."7l The
administration also made it clear that it expected no premature commitment
from any Senator, and thus avoided another pitfall experienced during the
Panama debate. So, by June 1979, while the delegation in Geneva finished
up the Joint Draft Text, the executive branch was polishing its efforts
in Washington.

Everyone involved with the Senate relations program realized the
treaty was a technical nightmare, but they gave no indication that they
expected the Backfire bomber to emerge as an easily understood issue about
which treaty opponents could rally. Senators, eager to explain a negative
vote publicly, discovered in Backfire an issue that could be grasped by
laymen who might find the more arcane arguments beyond them. Thus, even
though Backfire was far from the most important strategic issue, the Soviet
bomber became a symbol of opposition to SALT."

Senate Foreign Relations Committee. "Under [ Senate] Rule xxv.l.j.
all treaties are referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations, which has
exclusive jurisdiction over them. That is not to say that other standing
committees cannct, and have not, held parallel hearings on the subject
matter of a treaty (i.e., the Nuclear Test Ban and Nonproliferation
Treaties) but there has never been a formal referral--either sequentially
or concurrently--of a treaty to any committee other than Foreign Relations.
The Committee, nonetheless, has on occasion invited other members to
participate in its deliberations, without, however, the right to vote....
The Senate Rules do not require that hearings be held or a written report
filed, but this has become customary."73

"Regardless of the fact that the labeling of the Senate's expression
is relatively unimportant in determining its legal effect, there is a
general belief that the most significant actions in order of their effect
are: amendment; reservation; understanding; interpretation....Used
correctly an Amendment would make actual changes in the language of the
treaty....A Reservation modifies or limits the substantive effect of one
or more of the treaty provisions....An Understanding is not intended to
modify or limit any provisions of the treaty in its international operation,
but is intended merely to clarify or explain....Interpretations have
similar effect....Under existing practice, however, the Executive would
communicate such understandings or interpretations to other parties."74
During SALT II hearings, the Committee altered these traditional categories
slightly. Category I provisions would not directly involve formal notice
to, or agreement by, the Soviet Union; Category II provisions would be
formally communicated to the Soviet Union as official statements of the
United States Gouerament in ratifwing £he.Treatyes Qut would not require
their agreement; §nd L£tegbhyIIL prditisidnt would fequire the explicit
agreement of thg $ovied UNidn Ipr *thd Fregdty sto*foned into force. "All such
conditions to ad?¢ist’tand*torséht Woull be®ectha?ly P*nding upon the
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President 1n accqrganbe W1ﬂh.thenr ierms; ;egardless of the category in
which %hey appeag .2 mhﬁ'd;fféreﬂce.1noeategory would be a function of the
desired®invdlvement of the Soviet Union, as determined by the purpose of
the proposal."75

.o -o. o ooo t O'

Even before the Treaty was referred to Senator Church's Foreign
Relations Committee, efforts were underway to prepare for the ratification
hearing. Church enhanced the permanent staff by hiring arms specialists
from the State Department's Politico-Military Bureau and from the National
Security Council. He also retained one full-time consultant (who had
previously served on the OSD SALT Task Force), three additional part-time
professionals, and a new staff director who had greviously worked with
verification problems in the Defense Department.

It is possible to criticize Senator Church for being too deliberate
and thorough with his preparations, but there were excellent reasons for
his caution. 1979 was Senator Church's first year as Chairman of the
Committee and he wanted to alter the Committee’s nonactivist image under
Senator Sparkman. The Committee as a group smarted from criticism of its
handling of the Panama Canal Treaty and did not want a repeat performance.
Therefore, Church planned for extensive hearings on SALT II and stressed
more daily staff activity and higher quality staff work.’7 Church also
wanted the Committee and staff to get into SALT as a process and to go
beneath the surface of the agreement. He asked for all unilateral US
statements made in the course of the negotiations which he knew were
critical to the treaty, yet might otherwise go undiscovered. Because the
Soviets took advantage of unilateral statements by the US in SALT I, this
feature of the negotiations assumed added importance.

It also became apparent that there were several major issues simple
enough to discuss in isolation, yet linked to the broader, comprehensive
features of the treaty. Although the treaty had too many complexities to
integrate well, five to eight issues emerged as the debate progressed
which seemed to be representative and central to understanding the treaty.
Backfire was one of the issues.

The Committee chose two Backfire issues on which to concentrate: the
legal status of the Soviet Backfire statement and the military and technical
controversy over whether or not to include it in the aggregate. Senators
were more comfortable with the first issue because their training was
legal, not technical or military. To many, the Backfire statement, signed
by our Secretary of State, was devoid of practical meaning in legal terms
and worse than no commitment at all. As it was attached to the treaty, the
Committee saw only an English text, no Russian signature, and only a US
interpretation of what the Russians had said. There was no formal acknow-
ledgement, and, in fact, in Vienna Gromyko had insisted that the USSR was
not bound by unilateral interpretations of its statements.

Further, in legal parlance, the Soviet Backfire statement appeared
to be contrary to material fact. The statement said, first, that the
Soviets did not intend to give Backfire the capability to operate at
intercontinental range, but the aircraft clearly already possessed that
capability. It further noted that the Soviet side did not intend to
increase its radius of action (round trip range) through in-flight
refueling. Yet, from l§ f1rs§.pquug;1qq gnslop“,the.alrplane had been
equipped with an 1n-fiqght refyelinmg pqpbe' While the; State Department
expressed the legal opun;on-that the §ta§emepq'wa$ ¢ valid contract and
binding on the Soviets Unien, +’Senators werasnotsesos s\tret® Neither were they
blind to the political merits of the opposition's criticism,

12




:.. :.. .Q. : ... ... €9 © 000 ¢ o0e oo
® o o [ L] e o * .. . o . . . s

® oo L] e

As their second issue in &heiBackfiife ffdstidpn, sther Coémi’ttee:
considered several military and t&&hnitcal®ffedtitngs ewrremtspowential
for Backfire striking the US; its upgrade potential in terms of range and
cruise missile carrying capacity; estimated primary mission; whether
Backfire should have been counted in the aggregate; how SALT II would have
differed in other ways if Backfire had been treated as a heavy_bomber;
and the ability to verify compliance with Backfire assurances. This
second set of problems beyond the legal questions had to be resolved
because there remained the nagging problem of treaty circumvention with
Backfire outside the aggregate.

In its report, issued 19 November 1979, the Committee adopted one
Category III "Reservation on the Soviet Backfire Statement"; one
Category 1I "Understanding on Range/Payload Upgrade of the Backfire
Bomber" (which had been rejected as a Category III Reservation); and one
Category I "Understanding Concerning Theater Nuclear Systems and SALT III."
It also rejected one killer amendment which would have counted the
Backfire bomber within SALT II as three-fourths of a strategic nuclear
delivery vehicle (SNDV) and the FB=-1lll as one-half an SNDV. 0

In their Category III Reservation on Backfire, the Committee wished
to "clarify the legal effect of the Brezhnev statement. It is not intended
in any way to affect the terms or substance of the statement. US
ratification of the SALT II Treaty will be conditioned upon explicit
agreement...that the Brezhnev statements are legally binding upon them."81
The Category II Understanding put the Soviet Union on formal notice that
significant increases in the range/payload capabilities of Backfire would
be inconsistent with Brezhnev's statement and that any such action would
justify US withdrawal from the SALT II Treaty. This was added because of
Gromyko's contention at _Vienna that the Soviets were not bound by US
unilateral statements.82 The Category I Understanding reinforced an
Administration policy statement not to accept any SALT III limitations
on our theater nuclear systems unless the Soviets agreed to appropriate
limitations on their theater nuclear systems.83 This was adopted to
counter the Allied fear that systems on which their deterrence and defense
depended would be cut without their approval.

In its summary report, the Committee recognized that Backfire, while
principally a peripheral attack airplane, had sufficient intercontinental
strategic capability to consider it in the aggregate as a heavy bomber.
However, the Committee concluded that the Soviets would firmly reject a
proposal to include all or part of the Backfire force in SALT II or to
place additional constraints on it beyond those in the oral and written
assurances. They also cautioned against any Backfire exchange for
American FBS aircraft which the US had long pledged to the Allies would
not be included in SALT II. They further stated that reopening the FBS
issue would not be in the best interests of the US or the Allies.84
"However, the Committee was concerned by testimony that the Backfire poses
at least a marginal threat to the US, which could be substantially
increased by modifications to the bomber. The Committee therefore
recommended adoption of an understanding to clarify the seriousness with
which the US would regard any Soviet action that significantly increased
the Backfire's range/payload capability.85 The committee concluded that
the US could probably detect any large-scale efforts to prepare to use the
Backfire against the 4U$,e upgrada.ite. nangeypayload capabilities, or
increase its prodlcitiod ¥até,:bht fhatt.fovief &ontildgeéncy plans to use
Backfire as a respr¥e*dr: f811dw-an StrxiRe weapdn *2gdihst the US cannot be
dismissed as a posY¥iBf1itys*86 o ¢ o 0 ser o0
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i gﬁivate-qiseyse;ops.wiﬁh,ﬁﬁéff ddmbers of the Committee, it was
appaftedt &hat #b sSemator thbughit if POLitically wise to endorse the
Admirfi§tratfon's shandlingesof R4ckfingl"Witthout playing with it." They
also P&ali%&d that 1t was hard to vote against a floor amendment to
include the Backfire when the bomber was acknowledged by all as having
the capability, letter notwithstanding, to bomb the United States. To
Committee members, the US appeared to have gained little that could be
explained to voters in a positive fashion and the argument that the
Soviets would not accept Backfire within the aggregate was useless
domestically. The wording of the Category III Reservation, therefore,
was carefully chosen.

*

Committee proponents of SALT II tended to avoid any Backfire
discussion beyond the legal issues. They clearly prefered to talk about
areas where the Soviet concessions were apparent. Opponents, on the
other hand, used Backfire as an understandable symbol of US weakness at
the negotiating table, as a marketable method of attaching a killer
amendment in a manner unacceptable to the Soviet side but difficult for
US Senators to reject.

Senate Armed Services Committee. When the draft of the SALT II -
Treaty was referred to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, the Armed
Services Committee also prepared for hearings with the expectation that
its eventual summary of testimony received would carry considerable weight
in the full Senate. Junior Senators in their first term, interested in
SALT and arms control, viewed the Committee as the best place to influence
the upcoming treaty and some, on entering the Senate, were specifically
advised to seek placement on the Committee for that purpose. Various
members of the Committee were also among Senator Cranston's group of 23
selected to manage the upcoming floor debate.

No report from Armed Services was planned in the early stages of
ratification. Each committee understood and respected jurisdictional
lines, and under the rule of comity, expected to provide no interference
with Foreign Relations' traditional control over treaties. But, with the
SALT II Treaty, some members of the Armed Services Committee let their
anti~SALT feelings override comity. By a vote of ten to zero, with seven
members voting present, the majority decided to issue a printed report
which, in effect, rendered a judgment on the treaty itself. The seven
holdouts abstained on the grounds that, while hearings were fine, a report
was not. When Senators Jackson and Tower held a press conference in
which they referred to the report and used the words "committee" and
"majority of the committee" interchangeably, the seven dissenters objected.
They were given until 1 February 1980 to submit their positions and the
deadline was subsequently extended to 1 March and beyond. At last
report, the additional comments still had not been submitted.

However, the initial draft report has been given limited circulation,
and has received considerable attention in the Senate. This draft credits
Backfire with one-way capability against the US, mentions an eventual
production run of 375-400 bombers, and notes the JCS opposition to Backfire
outside the aggregate, as well as the Administration decision that counting
Backfire would impede movement toward a treaty. It then suggests that
Soviet assurances "caused problems more serious than the one it was
intended to solve. It [the statement] promises not to give the Backfire
capabilities the US knows the Backfire already has. It is therfore, in our
judgment, false. Worgar i%, 18 dedeptive ., tdhuard: th®® Sherican public,"87
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"When Presidef® Gaytty’ dticiydted, tq.odthintalwedutnt [at the Vienna
Summit] with a US interpretation to the effect that any significant
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increase in range/payload of tl:&es B:eckfi.ré wolild *he Sncéngisgent w:'.’gh
Brezhnev's assurances, he was g.ebqf.gei--t’.he SHviels thgs? pagirg the way
for significant improvements to the Batkfife® ™88+ e o o ¢ ;.. o,

"At various stages of the negotiations, the United States sought a
number of 'collateral assurances',..all aimed at inhibiting its
[ Backfire's] use as a strategic bomber....At one point, the Administration
took the position that the assurances finally agreed upon were inadequate
and would have to be substantially enlarged. At another point, the
Administration expected that the Backfire assurances would be incorporated
in an exchange of letters signed by the heads of state and accorded a
status comparable to the treaty as a whole. 1In all of this, Soviet
intransigence was rewarded by American acquiescence....In short, the
treaty permits the Soviet program to continue much as it was estimated to
continue in the absence of an agreement."89

"We thus find ourselves with an assurance that does not assure but,
rather, deepens the concern of the Committee that the Soviets intend to
fully exploit their right to deploy nearly 400 Backfires, many of them
'significantly improved versions, between now and the time the treaty
expires. Such a fleet...unchallenged by US air defense, will have
formidable strategic capabilities against the United States and its
Allies."90

The draft then depicts the Backfire's ability to deliver an
additional one-third of total Soviet megatonnage (four million pounds),
the need for ten billion dollars for improved US air defense, the worth-
lessness of a US equivalent to Backfire, and the problem of no agreed
definition covering "heavy bombers." "In light of the foregoing, the
proposal that the Senate act to incorporate the Soviet assurances on
Backfire in the treaty or otherwise elevate its status would seem ill=-
advised, likely to make matters worse rather than better. For one thing,
it would imply that the defect in the Soviet assurances is one of form
when, in fact, it is profoundly one of substance. 1If taken seriously it
would miglead the American people into believing the problem had been
solved."

The Armed Services Committee draft report, unlike that of the Foreign
Relations Committee, does not yet have minority viewpoints incorporated.
However, such views do exist. One of the Senators who voted present when
the issue of printing a report was discussed was Senator Levin, Democrat
from Michigan; another was Senator Nunn, Democrat from Georgia. Both men
take less negative views of Backfire assurances, and they will both
undoubtedly have an influence on the outcome in the entire Senate, if the
treaty is ever brought to the floor.

Senator Levin, as a treaty proponent, considers the Administration's
Backfire arrangements unsatisfactory. He stresses the need for some
Soviet acknowledgement going beyond the Foreign Relations Committee
reservation. He and Senator Exon of Nebraska cosponsored an amendment to
have a Russian text+of the Backfire statement attached to the ratification
document, which the Soviets could then acknowledge publicly in the forum
of their choice (the Supreme Soviet perhaps). He is concerned too about
the impact of a production violation by the Soviets, wondering if 31 or 32
aircraft per year off the production line is cause for abrogation. He
also appreciates jpiiatethe i.ss.ue.-is.olearly:ux}d.epsgand:able to a public
largely ignorant ©f the more complex .Ai.T %ssusss,:t?a:t his vote would have
to be explained rq:M}cbgggpz gn.-thptcghe gregenéolgpter is unsigned, unen-
forceable, and thus oY marginaf‘value.® For him, ‘*fowever, the Backfire
assurances could be positive political assets when explained as a
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Perhaps the crucial Senate vote on the Armed Services Committee among
those who did not support the majority is Senator Nunn's. Others in the
Committee and on the staff see him as essentially neutral toward SALT II.
He considers the Backfire as far from the most deadly issue in SALT, since
it has no real first strike capability, is heavily committed to the
peripheral mission already, is a superb naval and theater strike weapon,
and would at best be foolishly expended in a strategic role. However, the
arguments (about public currency, an easily translatable issue, an
apparent absurdity) were not lost on Nunn's staff either. But Nunn's
principal concern is defense spending, and he is certainly against SALT
without the Carter Administration's demonstrated commitment to a stronger
defense in the neighborhood of an annual five percent increase over the
next five years. :

Others associated with the Armed Services Committee felt the
Administration "blew it" at the summit, and that, at best, the oral
exchange drew attention to a bad issue. They expressed confusion over
what was traded for what. All were aware that Backfire was best utilized
in a peripheral role, that most Soviet destructive power was in ICBMs,
that the lack of any serious US air defense capability enhanced Backfire's
threat in the follow-on to a first strike consisting of a major missile
exchange, and that production limits were useful to keep additional
Backfires out of LRA. For most, the US Backfire was not a significant
option since the US would never, in all likelihood, build such a marginal
intercontinental bomber.9

The House Armed Services Committee. Pursuant to its subcommittee
(on Intelligence and Military Application of Nuclear Energy) oversight
responsibilities for arms control and disarmament matters, the House has
also been involved with its own SALT II hearings conducted under House
Rule X, clause 3(A). Their conclusions, in a report labeled SALT II:
An Interim Assessment, are closely aligned with the majority report of the
Senate Armed Services Committee.

"When coupled with the realities and trends in the military force
structures, SALT II could have profound and adverse effects upon the
United States-Soviet strategic balance. Since SALT II will not constrain--
in any militarily significant way~--the Soviet Union's military power but
will constrain several important US strategic force options, SALT II will
not prevent a destabilizing imbalance of power from emerging. If SALT II
is to be in the best interests of the United States, the interest to be
served is in making the balance of power more stable. The panel finds no
such attribute in SALT II as it is presently structured."95

On the Backfire specifically, the House comments also mirror those
found in the Senate Armed Services Committee draft. "...There is no longer
any reasonable doubt that the Backfire has the capability to attack the
United States. Moreover, significant improvements to the Backfire's
existing capability could be made which would not be detected by US
national technical means of verification."96 ‘

"The supersonil®BLARfite BOnbdr *hects 811 réa¥'dndble definitions of
a strategic delivery Susteh, dad §i'? fatr Lésh dimitkd £hin subsonic B-S52s
and ground and sea-laurighel,cRuishy mlsgsgi'lgse +Lhe banél®believes that the
Backfire should be included in the aggregate total of strategic nuclear
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delivery vehicles permitted om eash 5itd4. s fajlure ;o:}ncluae.the
Backfire in the aggregate totald woulll mdan ffat the sSeviets by 12945...
could have a force of some 400° BAERfiYred*Beployed..s. . A bombek.£Ladt of this
size would count for a 25 to 30 percent increase in the Soviet Union'’s
deliverable megatonnage."97

"'Assurances'...would be without military significance in a crisis
period. Since it is obvious that any attack on the United States would
involve only weapons then in being, the panel's concern with the Backfire
bombers...is their potential impact in time of war. [italics original]
Assurances which would limit the backfire in time of peace, but not in
time of war, are, in the panel's view, wholly irrelevant if not patently
ridiculous. Further, the panel is concerned that in a time when the
United States is seeking assurances that the Soviet Union will not increase
the present production rate of the Backfire bomber, the Soviets have
significantly expanded their Backfire production capability."98

"The panel submits that a SALT agreement which addresses none of the
root causes of the so-called 'arms race,' but which would legalize a
future de facto Soviet strategic superiority, would solve none of the
problems of detente, but may well cause new problems in the future,"99

The Current SALT Status ig Congress. Shortly after the treaty was
favorably reported out of committee in November 1979, President Carter
asked the Senate leadership to move it to the bottom of the Senate
calendar, not because of Cuba and Afghanistan, but because the votes were
not there to support its passage. The President also declared his
intention to abide by the treaty's provisions--the functional equivalent,
for the United States, of an executive agreement with the Soviet Union.
However, in a 14 March 1980 news conference, President Carter reportedly
surprised his aides by stating that, after close consultation with
Congress, he might declare SALT no longer in the nation's interest, and
that if such a declaration were made, he would notify the Soviet Union
that the treaty's terms were no longer legally binding.100 Announcement
aside, the SALT II Treaty is expected to remain where it is until after
the 1980 election.

V. Backfire in 1980 and Beyond

Conclusions on Backfire. The military has consistently maintained
that arms control agreements must be based on capabilities, not intent.
Therefore, they have insisted that Backfire be considered on its technical
merits and included in the aggregate since all parties acknowledge it has
some intercontinental capability. 1In spite of rational arguments citing
Soviet intent to use Backfire in a theater role, the argument about
capability has never been completely resolved. Rather, a political
judgement overruled the military judgement. The JCS accepted the
political judgement because they could live with it, and because, with
renegotiation, the cure would be worse than the disease.

The argument about capability versus intent, however, is not clear-
cut, because the element of technological change has been interjected. 1In
the current environmment it has become almost impossible for arms control
agreements to be unequivocably equitable when technological change is so
difficult to incorporate.lOl "The trend toward multicategory and
multimission systemseds rapidlg.erading &he link.beiween restrictions by
category and cuntailment of hilithryspkrfdrhahces.s .Visible size and
configuration ofi 2 wéagdons: ystem Bré ho Torger *felifable indicators of
performance and mis3ibd.?t%The’patticllar *sifyni’ficatfce of multimission
weapons is precisely that they cannot be pinned down in any category: they
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can span ﬁhe wpphp speqﬁrﬁm."lﬂz Baekfgqp provides an interesting model

of a.waapons systen prplltétatsng out31d§'negot1at10nsv a gray area weapon
whlch.has.operatronal ﬂbplbYﬁént ané growth potential characteristics
which "cannot be brought under the agreed c¢riteria chosen for the purpose
of a particular negotiation, either functional or geographic."103 1t has
been difficult to define Backfire as a strategic weapon because of the
ambiguity of its capabilities, its function when deployed with operational
units, the nature of its impact.

Not only is it difficult to treat in SALT II, but it promises to
remain a nightmare in future negotiations because cruise missiles can be
added, performance can be subtly improved, and deployment can always be
altered in wartime, adding to the existing ambiguity. There is also the
clear danger that the present assurances fly in the face of the historical
Soviet tendenc% to repeatedly refine a basic airframe with incremental
improvements. Further, one can only be skeptical about the attempt to
slow procurement when all previous efforts have been thoroughly -
discredited.l06 rinally, arguments over range calculatioga are basically
worthless given the ability to refuel aircraft in flight. Thus, as a
precedent for treating new Soviet and American bombers, the assurances
have limited utility.

It is also clear that the Soviet interest in keeping Backfire
outside the central strategic systems aggregate of 2400 presently (and
2250 by the end of 1981) has been far stronger than the marginal US desire
to include it.1l08 The Soviets have a major disincentive to eliminate
additional systems beyond the 200-250 weapons they already have to destroy
by 1981, and counting Backfire would require an additional cut for each
Backfire counted. The current administration has in effect ruled that
the strategic significance of Backfire, with only an incremental
contribution to deliverable Soviet strategic megatonnage, is at best only
marginal for the US when the Soviets alreadx have ample weapons to cover
every important US target with redundancy. For these reasons, and
because the Soviet deployment patterns for the Backfire bomber seemed to
signal their intent to use it in the theater and naval strike roles, both
sides concluded that Backfire would be excluded from the heavy bomber
category in SALT II. With this precedent it will be difficult to reverse
the US position in future negotiations.

In spite of the rational technical arguments for leaving Backfire
outside the aggregate,the Backfire assurances have caused problems
domestically. One is forced to conclude that in its political treatment by
the Administration the best has clearly been the enemy of the good. "Much
of America's negotiating effort over the last years has been taken up with
the frustrating task of seeking to protect the eventual treaty against
SALT's critics; the result may be a sounder and tidier agreement--but
whether these mostly marginal 1m rovements will have been worth the delays
must remain open to question." The years since Vladivostok spent
improving Backfire's technical assurances for political reasons have not
borne fruit. Now SALT faces strong domestic political opposition, and
during the ratification process Backfire has been useful to an opposition
discontent with broader trends, with American acquiescence, with
disappointment over arms control in general, with frustration over the US
inability to contain the Soviet strategic momentum.

The Lessons from SALT I and :SALY 12:  $ifile; SAET Y, froze offensive
forces, stopped thes ABM de?loymem:g ad saqu cohgidetaple dollars, it was
not intended to addtess’ thecencept of equality pryd,.it.failed to prevent
the Soviets from taklng advantage of the opportunity to put at risk our
secure second-strike force of Minuteman missiles. SALT II codified parity,
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but did not establish suff1c1¢n;gy 1ow ﬁbrce ce;llhgs’to.pﬁevenq ghe
continued emergence of the Mlgptqqan- thoeats and vas hdt?integded to
address threats to peripheral stability.’ ®°Thu’s,*fatfed*with *a*deterioration
of the foundations of US and of Allied security policy which have existed
for two decades--the ICBM in the US and the long=-range theater nuclear
strike forces in Europe--the US has been forced to acquire the MX (or

some other) missile system and NAT? Europe has decided to supplement arms
control with force modernization.

SALT II has raised crucial issues for NATO, for those very weapons on
which NATO's defense and deterrence depend and those by which they are
threatened are subjects of the talks, yet outside Europe's ability to in-
fluence. SALT II has introduced US-NATO problems into the arena of US-
Soviet negotiations and creates the potential for driving a wedge between
us and our allies.ll2 1In the face of the threat from new Soviet theater
weapons, NATO has decided to modernize, but they have also made a political
commitment that any major NATO tactical nuclear force modernization must
be accomganied by a concerted alliance effort to achieve theater arms
control.

Chancellor Schmidt's remarkable speech in London in October 1977
clearly pinpointed the new problem for NATO. "SALT codifies the nuclear
strategic balance between the Soviet Union and the United States. To put
it another way, SALT neutralizes their strategic nuclear capabilities. - In
Europe, this magnifies the significance of the disparities between East
and West in nuclear tactical and conventional weapons....The strategic
arms limitations confined to the United States and the Soviet Union will
inevitably impair the security of the West European members of the
Alliance vis-a-vis Soviet military power if we do not succeed in removxng
the disparities of military power in Europe parallel to the SALT
negotiations." "114 mThe implication of the Chancellor's argument was that
in a codificatiifsof strategic parity...US strategic forces could be
neutralized..." The Europeans are worried that Backfire assurances deal
only with the US and not with Europe, that the American strategic :
deterrent may be decoupled from Europe's tactical nuclear force deterrent,
and that "while a bad Backfire kills Americans, a good Backfire kills
Europeans.”

In more general terms, the SALT process has been misunderstood. SALT
"is not a carrot to tempt the Soviets into good behavior nor a stick to
beat them into line....It is not a barometer or a polygraph between
trusting friends....It is not a school to educate the Soviet Union....It
is not a cool, technical, rational bargaining forum into which details
of a permanent stable military balance can be drawn up."ll7 But because
SALT was ofte) oversold as the way to accomplish various of these tasks,
SALT is no longer surrounded by enthusiasts and many former advocates are
now keenly disappointed in arms control as an effective instrument of
national security policy. While opponents "have found it difficult in
reality to fault the treaty...its proponents have found it difficult to
present as a major contribution to America's and the West's security."l1l8
Therefore, the debate has tended to focus, not on the merits or demerits
of the treaty, but on the broader and less well defined issues of the
strategic balance and on legalisms by which to refine various parts of
the treaty. As a political exercise, SALT took too long, was not always
well handled, and the Soviets' adventurism and growing supply of weapons
by which to c1rcumvent the streaty-+Bagkfsre inciudede-became more
threatening. The Soviets, vwho-go -r.xot“s.hare Amerlca s concept of stability,
saw a way to move, ihe-con ‘momtabiqne to san arera oubszde saLT.l
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A contensus H;@’ngéIQb, Howebefz §h§t those concerned with the
deteriidrating s{r.ate;qie.palancé. Midbb euses SALT to apply pressure on the
Admini*®t#8%ti%n o’ increase its expenditure for defense and thus create
leverage on the Soviets that is now absent. Arms control by itself has
proved to be insufficient. These experts now believe we can only provide
for our own security through arms procurement linked to arms control, and
that if the two are not joined, neither will be sensible.120 As one
official said, and SALT II has clearly illustrated, "there are no
sweetheart deals in this business."

The Case for SALT II. "SALT II only ratifies the existing balance.
It cannot create a new one."l2l "The Western problem is not a poor SALT
package, rather it is a poor set of Western strategic programmes which
provide the negotiating base for SALT."122 It is true that SALT II
leaves aside Backfire and does not address the problem of a secure second
strike force in NATO Europe. Yet it is also clear that there would be a
major political problem if SALT II were not ratified. "If an adminis-
tration which has put so much effort and political capital into the treaty
negotiations should be incapable of engaging the necessary legislative
support, its authority would be shattered across the board--for allies and
adversaries alike,...America would appear incapable of orderly interna-
tional conduct."123 1t would signal a major policy reversal after ten
years of negotiations aimed at improving US-Soviet relations, especially
in light of the new initiatives with China. To reject SALT and thus
parity would be a return to the gace for superiority, and risk a damaging,
costly renewal of the Cold Wwar.144 :

In the author's opinion SALT II should be accepted in spite of
Backfire, which only tangentially damages US security interests at the.
strategic level., While SALT does not solve the problem created by an
insecure second~-strike force or limit Backfire, neither does it cause the
problems. SALT does give us a stable planning environment and an equally
clear measure of performance against which to measure Soviet conduct.

It does allow us to build on prior negotiations, to secure the advantage
of continued dialogue, and is an introduction to the critical, twin
issues of force modernization and arms control in Europe. Finally, it
does require the Soviets to dismantle nearly ten percent of their
strategic forces beginning in 1981, which they surely would not attempt
without the stimulus of a ratified SALT II Treaty. Thus, on balance, the
author concludes that it is in the best interests of the United States to
ratify the treaty in its present form. As General Russell E, Dougherty,
formerly Commander-in-Chief, Strategic Air Command, argued before the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, "I do not like the exclusion of the
Soviet's Backfire bombers....I cannot even disagree with my respected
colleagues who are confident that we could (or might) have negotiated a
better agreement--they mag be right, but we didn't negotiate a better one,
we negotiated this one."126

Backfire in Follow-on Negotiations. An analysis of the negotiating
history surrounding Backfire suggests its treatment as other than a central
strategic system is likely to continue. An analysis of technical data
suggests the Backfire is a superior long-range tactical weapon. An
analysis of the threats suggests that, although it has intercontinental
capability, Backfire is presently more dangerous to theater and naval
forces than to the continental United States. An apalysis of the guid
Pro quo suggests théte dfe. tradéss for Backfire im Furqpe. Finally, an
analysis of the polltidal &lirﬁate?squests theresiss skrong European
interest in new arm$,tdptrdd® fnitidtives’sinsconjenetion with NATO force
modernization.
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However, this study has alea‘Su Yedted, (hat® £ST10wEtn inpedtsegtions
dealing with gray area weapon$ wifl ge ﬂechhxcaily‘uompgbx; t¥Agagt

from the asymmetries in currently.debhloged fdrees [fagoring ghe sSeviets]
the difficulty of measuring the [long-range tactical nuclear LTN

balance, and verifying what is to be controlled, there remain a number of
extremely difficult and intricate political and technical impediments to
be considered and overcome."l127 politically it will be equally complex,
for while the President's proposed scheme for deep cuts in central
strategic weapons for SALT III may help the United States, it will only
exacerbate the concern in Europe over the current asymmetrv and the
dangers of decoupling. Therefore, if we are to involve gray area weapons
in some manner in future negotiations, we will require extremely close and
detailed technical and political coordination with our allies.

Bearing these cautions in mind, there are several possible arenas
for such talks. Linking gray area weapons to the Mutual and Balanced
Force Reduction talks is not promising. These talks have been stuck on
dead center for five years over the question of reducing the overwhelming
Soviet conventional superiority which the Russians have no incentive to
bargain away. A separate, special negotiation dealing only with gray
area weapons "and all those that possess them or can produce them would be
a negotiating nightmare and assure failure....The very nature of these
weapons is such that they cannot be contained in a specific forum because
they cover a whole range of weaponry: they elude_definition, and any
attempt to define them is foredoomed to failure."1l28 The only choice seems
to be to include in SALT "those weapons on the periphery which, if not
included, would devalue any agreement that might emerge.”129 However,
"because Western European nations have little, if any, margin of excess
capabilities with which to negotiate...it appears probable that the
United States will have to bear the initial responsibility...."130 Thus,
the forum which appears to offer a realistic hope without impenetrable
complexity is a SALT III that further reduces central systems in concert
with President Carter's wish but simultaneously deals with the more
significant long-range tactical nuclear forces of the United States and
the Soviet Union and acknowledges the existence of, and accounts for,
comparable French and British weapons. The political climate is ripe,
and the emerging Pershing II and ground-=-launched cruise missiles confront
the Soviets with serious enough threats and with staggering defensive
costs sufficient to induce them to bargain.

Arms control proponents have argued forcefully for a series of small,
specific, limited steps for short periods to rebuild confidence in the
arms control process and to demonstrate that the idea can work.l13l fThere-
fore, it seems to be most useful to suggest that the items for discussion
be separated into three categories (aircraft, land-based missiles, and
sea-based systems) and dealt with in an integrated, sequential fashion.

The weapons which might be considered in addition to the present
intercontinental forces now in SALT are those of multiple use that have
ranges approaching 1500 nautical miles (the distance from London to
Moscow). These would include: US F/FB-1llls, British Vulcan and French
Miraye aircraft, Allied SLBMs, and various ballistic and cruise missile
systems for the NATO side; and Badger, Blinder, and Backfire aircraft,

various submarine-launched missiles, and the S§S-4, SS-5, and SS-20 missiles

for the Soviet side. (It could be argued that systems with lesser range
capability might be included, but this would enormously complicate the
number of particigantis sexpand .t':he-'rfuxﬁb'er"cffo'sys'éime':greatly, and create
verification proHldms.dfe setiods magnithides) o o5 ¢ ¢
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H-c?v‘ve:r'e}:‘ béfcire.any,‘talks Bedih, .fhére must be an intense period of
planni:mi c?).ogera'.ti:oq with QoY NATO dllfeds tto identify the main security
problens, s o sassess how fris® ctrdl *¢an help to alleviate them, and to set
up, within the Alliance, the negotiating environment. "Above all it will
be vitally important for the United States and the Alliance, as they
prepare to enter the next round, that they know roughly where it is that
they want to arrive at the end. The old dictum--if you don't know
where you're going, every way will lead you there--simply does not [and
cannot be allowed to] apply to the sensitive effort of seeking security
through constraints on military power.”
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SOVIET BACKFIRE STATEMENT

On 16 June 1979, President Brezhnev handed President Carter the following
statement:

"The Soviet side informs the US side
that the Soviet "TU-22 M" airplane,
called "Backfire" in the USA,is a

medium bomber, and that it does not
intend to give this airplane the ca-
pability of operating at interconti-
nental distances. In this connection,
the Soviet side states that it will not
increase the radius of action of this
airplane in such a way as to enable it
to strike targets on the territory of
the USA. Nor does it intend to give

it such a capability in any other man-
ner including by in-flight refueling.
At the same time, the Soviet side states
it will not increase the production rate
of this airplane as compared to the
present rate.”

President Brezhnev confirmed that the
Soviet Backfire production rate would
not exceed 30 per year.

President Carter stated that the United
States enters into the SALT II agree-
ment on the basis of the commitments
contained in the Soviet statement and
that it considers the carrying out of
these commitments to be essential to

the obligations assumed under the Treaty.

CYRUS VANCE
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Glossary of SALT Related Terms
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Aggregate: Overall limits on ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers, heavy

bombers, and Air-to-Surface Ballistic Missiles. The overall weapons
limit is 2400 initially and a reduction to 2250 by the start of 1981.
There are also aggregate sublimits on various categories of weapons.

Capability: The ability to carry out a specific course of action, depen-
dent on variables such as enemy forces, time, space, weather.

Cruise Missile: A pilotless, winged, airbreathing, guided vehicle, whose
flight path to the target is conducted at nearly constant velocity. 1Its
strength resides in very low altitude flight, small radar signature to
elude enemy radar, and extremely accurate guidance for the warhead.

Deployment: The allocation of manpower and equipment to operational
units; the relocation of forces to desired areas of operations.

Essential Equivalence: A recent American concept calling for US and
Soviet strategic capabilities to be effectively equal, though not numeri-
cally identical. It is equated with parity, and within the political
context is an attempt to capture the peacetime political implications of
the strategic force balance.

Forward Based Systems (FBS): Aircraft or other nuclear delivery systems
that could be launched from foreign soil in strikes against a third
country. Essentially American forces designed to support NATO forces in
Europe to offset Warsaw Pact conventional superiority.

Gray Area Weapons: Those systems which do not fit easily into clearly
efined functional weapons classifications (tactical or strategic) but
have capabilities in both conventional and nuclear conflict or for both

intercontinental and regional conflicts.

Freedom to Mix: A US SALT concept that each side in the negotiations
should be free to determine the composition of individual delivery systems
within set overall aggregates.

Heavy Bomber: A multiengined aircraft with intercontinental range,
deslgned specifically to engage strategic targets whose destruction

would reduce the enemy's capacity and/or will to wage war. A source of
disagreement in SALT, the Soviets defined it as a long-range aircraft
intended to destroy ground or sea objectives in the enemy's deep rear or
homeland. In SALT II language, it was described by type, and included
four categories in the aggregate: B-52 and B-1 for the US and Bear and
Bison for the USSR; future types of bombers which can carry out the mission
of a heavy bomber in a manner superior to or similar to that of the above
listed bombers; types of bombers equipped with cruise missiles capable of
a range in excess of 600 kilometers; or types of bombers equipped with
air-to-~surface ballistic missiles.

Intention: An aim or design (as distinct from capability) to execute a
specific course of action. Intentions are condltioned by wvariables

including: lntereétSp objecilvé%; .jki ?p grlncrp es, commitments, and
national will. : o oo . o0 o ] o @ . ) e o o
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Intercomtipertal tBarlistic Misedilé.{I08M) ¢ A land-based missile capable
of a range in excess of 5,500 kilometers (about 3,000 nautical miles) that
flies an elliptical trajectory, a portion of which is outside the earth's
atmosphere.

Medium Bomber: A US Defense Department definition for aircraft designed
for a tactical operating radius (unrefueled) of under a 1000 nautical
miles at design gross weight and bomb load. There is no direct Soviet
equivalent and the type has not been defined in SALT.

SALT Backstopping Committee: An interagency group established during the
Carter Administration to give staff support to the Standing Consultative
Commission and the US SALT Delegation; chaired by ACDA. During the
Nixon/Ford Administrations. its functions included transmitting guidance on
SALT issues and providing other kinds of day-=to-day support for the
delegation in Geneva. It also supported the Verification Panel and
Verification Panel Working Group.

SALT Working Group: A Carter Administration staff in the National
Security Council supporting the Special Coordinating Committee on SALT-~
related matters., It is chaired by a National Security Council
representative.

Special Coordinating Committee: One ¢f the two committees created in the
National Security Council under the Carter Administration, replacing the
Verification Panel of the Nixon/Ford years, meant to deal with SALT and
non-SALT issues. )

. Tactical Nuclear Forces: Nuclear combat forces expressly designed for -
deterrent, offensive, and defensive purposes that contribute to the
accomplishment of localized military missions. They may be employed in
general or limited war.

Verification Panel/Working Group: A policy-making body and support staff
in the National Security Council during the Nixon/Ford years for the
interagency study of the strategic implications of SALT and verification
problems associated with those agreements. Chaired by the Assistant for
National Security and National Security Staff respectively.
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APPENDIX C

Comparison of Backfire With Other Contemporary Aircraft

Unrefueled High

Maximum Weight i

Country Altitude Range Combat Payload Engines Total Number
& Type (nautical miles) (pounds) (pounds) number type ! Available
LX) : I
L ] [ ]
[ AT R X X )
Upited States
Bl 6,100 60-70, 000 389,000 4 jet 4
«BroAD 6,025 3 10,000 3 450,000 8 jet 75 ,
,B-52G/H 10,000 1 60-70,000 1 488,000 8 jet 285
*FB-~111 3,100 13,500 114,000 2 jet 65 !
i (A X XY X ) !
Upitgd Kingdom '
*yulean 4,600 21,000 200,000 4 jet 4geeese
[ XX X}
France sreses |
Mgggge v 2,000 16,000 67,700 2 jet 3% * |
[ [ ) [ XX X
soviet Union v o° !
Bea¥ 6,775 . 25,000 340,000 4 turboprop 180eces |
£88n 7,000 2 10,000 2 363,700 4 jet 43
«Badkfire 5,000+ 1 20,000 3 270,000 2 jet 20030
Yadger 4,250 7,000 175,000 2 jet 1,508e¢¢°
s Rlifder 1,400 unknown 185,000 2 jet 135
[ AR X R ¥ J L4
[ AR X ] e *
[ ] [ [ .
LA XX R X '..":
Coveove
Sources: Jane's All the World's Aircraft, 1960/61, 1961/62, 1964/65 and 1978/79, tssees
unless otherwise noted. * 2
1. John M. Collins, American and Soviet Military Trends, 1978, p. 107. Cenese
2. Air Force Magazine, March 1980, pp. 120-21. st
3. The SALT I1 Treaty, Part 4, 1979, p. 371. ¢ .
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Jane's All the World's Airér
Inc., 1978), p. 201.
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Jane's, p. 202,
Jane's, p. 202.

The Backfire can carry two each AS-4 Kitchen or AS-6 Kingfish missiles
with ranges approximating 150 miles low altitude or 500 miles high
altitude. Aviation Week and Space Technology, Vol. 112, No. 12, p. 1l16.
Also, Air Force Magazine, Vol. 63, No. 3, (March 1980), pp. 120-21, 133.

John G. Behuncik, "The Soviet Backfire Bomber: Capabilities and SALT
Complications," The Heritage Foundation Backgrounder, No. 57

(April 1978), pp. 6-7. Also, Georg Panyalev, "Backfire--Soviet Counter
to the American B-1," International Defence Review, May 1975, p. 640,

Georg Panyalev, "Backfire and SALT II," International Defence Review,
February 1977, p. 209.

Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, The SALT II Treaty, Report
{(Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1979), p. 175, and Part 4, p. 465.

The SALT II Treaty, Report, p. 177, and Part 3, p. 148.

John Newhouse, Cold Dawn: The Story of SALT (New York: Holt, Rinehart
and Winston, 1973), p. 69.

Personal Interview with Paul Nitze, Washington, D. C., 11 March 1980.
"President Johnson stressed in his proposal, that he was only
interested in discussing offensive limits if appropriate defensive
limits were also included. The Soviets rejected air defense talks

due to their difficulty in distinguishing between strategic and
tactical US aircraft and because the same air defense system countered
both types of aircraft.”

Newhouse, pp. 123, 130.

Paul Nitze Interview. "The O0SD definition was very complicated and
hinged on differences for jet, turboprop, and swing-wing aircraft. The
ACDA version was adopted because of its simplicity, and favored the
type designation that was eventually incorporated in SALT I1I1."

Personal Interview with a member of the US SALT I Delegation,
Washington, D. C., March 1980. Between 1969 and 1972 the bomber
problem was repeatedly discussed by the delegations. When it became
clear that the US would scrap its supersonic B-58 bombers and limit its
buy of FB-11l1 aircraft, the Soviets declined further discussion on
offensive bomber limits. In Washington, at the interagency level, some
consideration was given to including medium bombers in the aggregate.
JCS wanted to limit as few systems as possible and ACDA and State
agreed that including medium bombers would only complicate the count.
So the issue was dropped.

*e oo o LX) oy @ & ase [ ]

Strobe'Talbot:,:Enggggee E Insifie Stggx:o%.égéi (New York: Harper
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24.
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26.

27.

28.
29.

30.

31.

Paul.qﬁgze-gqteryrew.,'Aftér.thé:fifgt session of SALT II, the
Brincipal members of b US Dellejdtian, with the exception of

Mro Nikde and By, Har¢lfl Rfo®s’, wér&all replaced. The changes were
mdde®bedause the White House was displeased with Gerard Smith as head
of the delegation and also because Senator Jackson was unhappy with
some of the team members. The JCS representative,

Lt Gen Royal B. Allison, USAF, was replaced by Lt Gen Edward Rowny, a
man thought to be more acceptable to Senator Jackson.

Paul Nitze Interview. Also, Personal Interview with
Ambassador U. Alexis Johnson, Washington, D. C., 11 March 1980.

Personal Interview with a former member of the OSD SALT Task Force,
Washington, D. C., March 1980. When the option papers were prepared
and circulated for agency comment, OSD and JCS footnoted Backfire as
a heavy bomber. At the Verification Panel Working Group it was
agreed that the appropriate force structure table would be footnoted

"with their position highlighted. When the paper was circulated the

next morning at the Verification Panel meeting, the footnote was
absent and its contents had been expanded elsewhere in the body of
the report. The OSD and JCS staffers were too late to surface the
disagreement, and the Backfire was not classed as a heavy bomber.

Thomas W. Wolfe, The SALT Experience (Cambridge: Dallinger Publishing
Co., 1979), p. 175.

Paul Nitze Interview., Also, Bernard Gwertzman, "Atom-Arms Vehicle
Limit will be Set Below 2,500, " New York ,Times, 26 November 1974,

pp. 1,6.

Bernard Gwertzman, "Kissinger, After Senate/Briefing, Calls Criticism
of Arms Accord Surprising,” New York Times, 5 December 1974, p. 3.

Ambassador Johnson Interview.
Ambassador Johnson Interview,

Personal Interview with Lt Gen Ed Rowny, USA, Washington, D. C.,
5 March 1980.

Ambassador Johnson Interview.
Ambassador Johnson Interview.

John M. Collins, American and Soviet Military Trends Since the Cuban
Missile Crisis (Washington: Center for Strategic and International

Studies, 1978), p. 19.

Gerald R. Pord, A Time To Heal (New York: Harper and Row, Publishers,
1979), pp. 304, 306. Also, wWolfe, pp. 86, 201.

Wolfe, p. 212.)

Ford, p. 358. Also, Talbott, p. 37.
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Personal Interview with a member of the US SALT I and SALT II
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University of Rochester, both men publicly expressed the willingness

to exclude Backfire from the aggregate as long as assurances were
provided.

Talbott, pp. 86-87.
Talbott, pp. 89-90,
Labrie, p. 482.
Wolfe, pp. 46-47.
Labrie, pp. 389-90.

Personal Interview with a past high State Department official,
Washington, D. C., March 1980. Also, Talbott, p. 213.

Labrie, p. 512,

Labrie, p. 394.

High State Department official, Interview.
Labrie, p. 579.

Talbott, p. 214,

Labrie, p. 579. General Jones remarked, "There are two considerations:

one is to imp¥cV§ dur salr, Teféhse :t8°the.pdiht*that it would not be
reasonable {o;calsidaxd tht, Bidckfide ak ad effdctive system trying to
penetrate thg; Unitdd, Stdtes; .the’ Sthe¥ ‘qite, il *€dr us to have an
option for our own Backfire. I wouldn't advocate this second option

29



54.

55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.

61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.

69.
70.
71.
72.

73'

74.
75.

76.

Contekgupd ) 3s° ‘J.uét.a." thes -have ttl;e;r Backfire, we have our Backfire.'
!fowe°eyer'wenxfthis Qirec 1on, 1t's§ou1d be because we would have a
fundamegtak getg, fox h.sys&em imekhes category. But this all against
the backdrop of a discussion that takes place after a statement that
we continue to recommend that Backfire be counted."

Talbott, p. 214. ,

Wolfe, p. 235,

Talbott, pp. 224-25.

Talbott, pp. 14-15.

Talbott, p. 15.

The SALT II Treaty, Report, p. 453.

Personal Interviews with senior officials of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, Washington, D. C., March 1980.

High State Department official, Interview. Also, Ambassador Johnson
Interview.

Personal Interview with a senior official of the Central Intelligence
Agency, Washington, D. C., March 1980.

Personal Interview with a high Administration official,
Washington, D. C., March 1980.

Personal Interviews with past and present officials of the Office of
the Secretary of Defense SALT Task Force, Washington, -D. C.,
February and March 1980.

The SALT II Treaty, Part 1, p. 371.

Gen David C. Jones, USAF, United States Military Posture for FY 1981
(Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1980), pp. 68-69.

Thomas M. Franck and Edward Weisband, Foreign Polic by Congress
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1979), p. 288.

Franck and Weisband, p. 289.
Franck and Weisband, pp. 290-92.
Franck and Weisband, p. 292.

Personal Interview with Senator Carl Levin, Washington, D. C.,
12 February 1980.

Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, The Role of the Senate in
Treaty Ratification (Washingtom, D. C.: GPO, 1977), p. 3.

The Role of the Senate, pp. 5,7,8.

The SALT II gg'gtz",’ lsépos.:t:, :p; 18. .: E : : E" 5':
. Q .. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] L ) [ X ] [ ] [ )
e @ L ] * @

Franck and Wersband5 ‘p. 2930« “eo ‘..

*
Y




77.

78.

79.
80.
81.
82,
83.
84.
85.
86.

87.

88.
89.
90.
91.
92.
93.

94,
95,

96.
97.
98.
99.

100.

io0l.

Personal Interviews with qtqff memhets aof, tire Senqpq-rorebg
Relations Committee, Washingten, s, b...M&rdh 198¢. 3o ¢ 3.

*®  gsee o ooo . . .. ' ' 0
Jeffrey G. Barlow, "SALT II Treaty Amblgultles- The Bac’kfire"Bomber
and the SS-20," The Heritage Foundation Backgrounder, No. 102
{October 1979), p. 3.

/

The SALT II Treaty, Report, p. 175.

The SALT II Treaty, Report, pp. 18-19.

The SALT II Treaty, Report, p. 65.

The SALT II Treaty, Report, p. 62. )
The SALT II Treaty, Report, pp. 51-52,

The SALT II Treaty, Report, p. 182

The SALT II Treaty, Report, p. 182,

The SALT II Treaty, Report, p. 215.

Senate Committee on Armed Services, (Unpublished Draft) Report on
Military lggllcatlons of the Proposed SALT II Treaty Relating to the
National Defense (mimeographed Washington, D. C.: Committee on
Armed Services Staff), 1979, p. 18,

Unpublished Draft, p. 19.
Unpublished Draft, p. 19.
Unpublished Draft, p. 20.
Unpublished Draft, p. 20.
Senator Levin Interview.

Personal Interviews with Senatorial legislative assistants of Members,
Senate Armed Services Committee, Washington, D. C., March 1980.

Legislative Assistants Interviews.

House Committee on Armed Services, SALT II' éﬂ Interim Assessment
(washington, D. C.: GPO, 1978), p. 3.

An Interim Assessment, p. 1ll.

An Interim Assessment, p. 1ll.

An Interim Assessment, pp. 11-12.

An Interim Assessment, p. 32.

Richard Burt, "Carter Aides Surprised By Arms-Pact Remark,” New York
Times, 6 March J.&80. RO ol°oo o- ¢ o see o, ce0 oo

s 0 ooo
oo L]

Christoph Bértrdm, §¥g gut5§e . Cogtr ~ -Part 11 (London:
Adelphi Papetf$,**Fa789%* Noi* 126, .; vee oo

31




102,

103.

104,

105.

106.

107.

108.

109.

110.

111.

112,

113.

114.

115.

lle.

117.

118.

119.

120.
121,

122,

123,

Berbnamz fmms COnEPQl“ IS'LL"bB" -5
e o0 o o0 ¢ o ~es -

fothas fuebl » ﬁThe 'C¥€Y.5¥GQ' RyDPLEm, " The Future of Arms Control:
pare* tLondon: Adelphi Papers, 1978), No. 141, p. 25.

Ruehl, pp. 30-31.

Arthur J. Alexandér. Decision-Making ig Soviet Weapons Procurement
(London: Adelphi Papers, 1978), Nos. 147 and 148.

Bertram, Arms Control: Part II, pp. 13-14,

Robert Perry, "Verifying SALT in the 1980's," The Future of Arms
Control: Part I (London: Adelphi Papers, 1978), No. 141, p. 20.

Ruehl, p. 30.

Edward N. Luttwak, "SALT and the Meaning of Strategy," The
Washington Review, Vol. 1, No. 2 (April 1978), p. 19.

Christoph Bertram, "SALT II and the Dynamics of Arms Control,"
International Affairs, Vol. 55, No. 4 (October 1978), p. 570.

Bertram, "The Dynamics of Arms Control," p. 568. Also, Francois
de Rose, "SALT and Western Security in Europe," Foreign Affairs,
vol. 57, No. 5 (Summer 1978), pp. 1067-68.

Senate Subcommittee on European Affairs, SALT and the NATO Allies
{(Washington, D. C.,: GPO, 1979), p. 9.

SALT and the NATO Allies, p. 7.

Helmut Schmidt, "The 1977 Alastair Buchan Memorial Lectures,"
Survival, Vol. XX, No. 1 (January/February 1978), pp. 3-4.

SALT and the NATO Allies, p. 5.

SALT and the NATO Allies, pp. 3, 25. Also, Gregory F. Treverton,
"Nuclear Weapons and the 'Gray Area,'" Foreign Affairs, Vol. 57,
No. 5 (Summer 1979), p. 1076.

Aaron L. Freidberg, "What SALT Can (and Cannot) Do," Foreign Policy,
No. 33 (Winter 1978-79), pp. 95-96.

Bertram, "The Dynamics of Arms Control,"™ p. 568.

Bertram, "The Dynamics of Arms Control, p. 569, Also,

Colin S. Gray, "The SALT Debate in Context," Survival, Vol. XXI,
No. 5 (September/October 1979), p. 202 and Richard Burt, "A Glass
Half Empty," Foreign Policy, No. 33 (Winter 1978-79), p. 37.

Bertram, "The Dynamics of Arms Control," p. 571.

Gregory F. Treverton, "Issues and Non-Issues," Survival, Vol. XXI,
No. 5 (September/October 1979), p. 194.

Gray, P. 202.:.0 : o.o :.. : : ..0 ..o : : : :.. :.-
N O N T T
Bertram, "TheePynamite of Ans *Cont50d ,dhepe SR0se’

32




124,
125.
126,

127.

128.
129,
130.

131.

132,

:I. :0. ... L 4 .l L] ... : %ee o o0 o
Treverton, "Issues and NGO‘S’SS‘iesv?’ 92.39 v el 5' $ie i

e o @ * & o e o [ 4 e % @ : . MM

L X 4 .
Bertram, "The Dynamics of Arms Contro P BBES T o e b

The SALT II Treaty, Part 2, p. 210.

1 .
Robert Metzger and Paul Doty, "Arms Control Enters the Gray Area,"

International Security, Vol. 3, No. 3 (Winter 1978/1979), p. 44.

Ruehl, p. 29.
Ruehl, p. 28.
Metzger and Doty, p. 48.

Leslie H. Gelb, "A Glass Half Full," Foreign Policy, No. 33
(Winter 1978-79), p. 21.

Bertram, "The Dynamics of Arms Control," pp. 572-73.

3 ase o o ® [ X 3 e & ¢ oo . .o88 [ X )
* & ® o ® & @ [ ] L s & & o & &
> o ¢ e o & 9 * ase [ ] L 4 s & @
L N ] o8 @ e » e L ] s » * [ ot o @
L N J e ° s ® e e o e 3 o s & 0

48 908 & S00 o 0 L & ] * . L L2 X J LX)

33




23 iEE IR T Tl s ersuycoRabul )
LI R e bedthorts

U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on Armed Services,
Nuclear Energy Subcommittee. SALT II: An Interim Assessment.
Washington, D. C.: GPO, 23 December 1978, 95th Congress,
2nd Session,

U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Armed Services. Military Implica-
tions of the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms
and Protocol Thereto (SALT II Treaty), 4 Volumes. Washington,
D.C.T GrO, July - October 1979, 96th Congress, lst Session.

U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations. The Role of the
Senate in Treaty Ratification. Washington, D.C.: GPO,
November 1977, 95th Congress, lst Session.

U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, Subcommittee on
European Affairs. SALT and the NATO Allies. Washington, D.C.:
GPO, October 1979, 96th Congress, lst Session.

. SALT II: Some Foreign Policy Considerations.
Washington, D.C.: GPO, June ~1979, 96th Congress, lst Session.

U.S. Congress, Committee on Foreign Relations. The Treaty Betwesn
the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms and the
Protocol Thereto, Together Referred to as the SALT II Treaty,
Both Signed at Vienna, Austria, on June 18, 1979 and Related
Documents, 7 Parts. Washington, D.C.: GPO, July - October 1979,
96th Congress, lst Session.

U.S. Department of Defense,'The Organization of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. United States Military Posture for FY 1981.
Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1980.

Books

Collins, John M. American and Soviet Military Trends Since the Cuban
Missile Crisis. Washington, D.C.: Center for Strategic and
International Studies, Georgetown University, 1978.

Ford, Gerald R. A Time To Heal. New York: Harper and Row, Publishers,
1979.

Franck, Thomas M. and Weisband, Edward. Foreign Policy by Congress.
New York: Oxford University Press, 1979

Jane's All the World's Aircraft, 1960/61, 1961/62, 1964/65, 1978/79,
New York: Franklin Watts, Inc.

Newhouse, John. Cold Dawn: The Story of SALT. New York: Holt,
Rinehart & Winston, 1973.

SALT Handbook: Kgy, Deeupentgseand ISSue§,-L872*19ﬂ@;' Ed. Roger P. Labrie.
Washlngton,.an.. ameglcqp°Entergrlse'Instatuteﬁfor Public Policy
Research, 18792 . . b

' Q ' .. .. . ... Q ..' L R 7

34




Talbott, Strobe. Endgame: Theoinszde.s ﬁx of, 5& v JNEW York:
Harper & Row, Publishersy ed978. & & s . .L}: T
R ' f s il N
Wolfe, Thomas W. The SALT Exgefience!"Chmbtidge- Beﬂllng%n b

Publishing Co., 1979.

Articles and Periodicals

Alexander, Aurthur J. "Decision-Making in Soviet Weapons Procurement,"
Adelphi Papers Nos. 147 and 148. London: The International
Institute for Strategic Studies, 1978.

Barlow, Jeffrey G. "SALT II Treaty Ambiguities: The Backfire Bomber
and the SS-20," The Heritage Foundation Backgrounder, No. 102,
29 October 1979, pp. 1-15.

Behuncik, John G. "The Soviet Backfire Bomber: Capabilities and SALT
Complications,” The Heritage Foundation Backgrounder, No. 57,
4 April 1978, pp. 1-21.

Bertram, Christoph, "SALT II and the Dynamics of Arms Control,"
International Affairs, Vol. 55, No. 4, October 1979, pp. 565-79.

Burt, Richard. "The Future of Arms Control, 'A Glass Half Empty,'
Foreign Policy, No. 30, Fall 1979, pp. 33-48.

. "The Scope and Limits of SALT," Foreign Affairs,
Vol. 56, No. 4, July 1979, pp. 751-70.

Freidberg, Aaron L. "What SALT Can (and Cannot) Do," Foreign POllCY,
No. 33, Winter 1978 - 1979, pp. 92-100.

"The Future of Arms Control," 2 parts. Ed. Christoph Bertram. Adelphi

Papers Nos. 141 and 146. London: The International Institute for
Strategic Studies, 1978.

"Galiery of Soviet Aerospacé Weapons," Air Force Magazine, Vol. 63,
No. 3, March 1980, pp. 120-21, 133.

Gelb, Leslie H. "The Future of Arms Control, 'A Glass Half Full, "'
Foreign Policy, No. 30, Fall 1979, pp. 21-32.

Gray, Colin S. "The SALT II Debate in Context," Survival, Vol. XXI,
No. 5. September/October 1979, pp. 202-05.

Luttwak, Edward N, . "SALT and the Meaning of Strategy," The Washington
Review of Strategic and International Studies, Vol. 1, No. 2,
April 1978, pp. 16-20.

Metzger, Robert and Doty, Paul. "Arms Control Enters the Gray Area,"
International Security, Vol., 3, No. 3, Winter 1978/1979,
pp. 17-52.

New York Times. 26 November 1974; 5 December 1974; 6 March 1980.

Panyalev, Georg. "Backfire and SALT I1," International Defence
Review, Februagy: 19773 o 2098 ¢ se: o ses oo
L N ) L N -9 @

ssee
[ X X 1]
L XX X T
[ X X ]
o090
(I X XX ]

s @ e o *8 o [ L] 49
L N} L I J s 0 ® * L] L]
6® P08 ® #0090 ¢ 0O »® . L ] .o [

35




[ ]
° . .‘ o Qﬂickﬁlrer-Sovzet Counter to the American B-~1,"
[ ]

4“‘—"'" "'"‘na“’ﬁﬁf‘:; Defdnde. HevidwseMays 1975, p. 640.

Rose, Francois de. "SALT and Western Security in Europe," Foreign
Affairs, Vol. 57, No. 5, Summer 1978, pp. 1067-68.

"Soviet Aircraft," Aviation Week and Space Technology, Vol. 112,
No. 12, 3 March 1980, p. llé6.

Schmidt, Helmut. "The 1977 Alastair Buchan Memorial Lectures,"
Survival, Vol. XX, No. 1, January/February 1978, pp. 2-10.

Treverton, Gregory F. "Issues and Non-Issues,”" Survival, Vol. XXI,
No. 5, September/October 1979, pp. 194-97,

"Nuclear Weapons and the"Gray Area,'" Foreign
Affairs, Vol. 57, No. 5, Summer 1979. pp. 1075-89.

Unpublished Material

U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Armed Services. (Unpublished
Draft) Report on Military Implications of the Treaty on the
Limitation of’Strateg;c Offensive Arms and Protocol Thereto
(SALT IT Treatx), (mimeographed) . Washington, D.C.: Senate Armed
Services Committee, undated, 96th Congress, 2nd Session.

Other Sources

Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. Personal Interviews with Senior
officials. Washington, D. C., March 1980,

Central Intelligence Agency. Personal Interview with a Senior
Official. Washington, D. C., March 1980.

Department of Defense. Personal Interviews with past and present
Senior Officials. Washington, D.C., March 1980.

Department of State. Personal Interview with a past Senior Official.
Washington, D,.,C., March 1980.

Johnson, Ambassador U. Alexis. Personal Interview. Washington, D.C.,
11 March 1980.

Joint Chiefs of Staff. Personal Interviews with past and present
Senior Officials assigned to the Joint Chiefs of Staff and to the
U.S. SALT II Delegation. Washington, D.C., March 1980.

Nitze, Paul. Personal Interview. Washington, D.C., 11 March 1980.

Rowny, Lt Gen Edward. Personal Interview. Washington, D.C.,
5 March 1980,

U.S. SALT I and SALT II Delegations. Personal Interviews with past
members of the Delegations Representing the Arms Control and

Disarmament, Aggncy, rhe.Departpent, Qf Qpﬁepsg, and the Department

of State. :Wash:uzgto:\, l:,::., Marplt 1980, b
e & S L] & [ ] .. e 8
. & & . L] . . . l L] ® » ¢ @ e &
L 2] L X X J L * [ X ] 9 9 80 ¢ S0 8

36




N I F B R T
P : ) . ¢ ¢ L] » ° oo ® oo . :
o o 0 . : Qe * ¢ o 0 * 0 M
o0 eee s’ 2ee 0 ® ] e oo oo . o
U.S. Senate. Personal Interviews with "L&gi<PatiVe *Assistantsesto

Senators Assigned to the Senate Armed Services Committee.
Washington, D. C., March 1980.

U.S. Senate. Personal Interview with Senator Carl Levin.
Washington, D.C., 12 February 1980

U.S. Senate. Personal Interviews with Staff Members Assigned to the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Washington, D.C., March 1980.

White House. Personal Interview with a High Administration Official.
Washington, D.C., March 1980.

*® 900 o ¢ O L2 J e O ¢ o000 L] LA L] LA J
® o e & > & ¢ [ 4 (K J o o O * & O
® o * e o o6 ¢ L] ece L] [ ¢ & o
[ 2N *e o ee o L LA [ L] e ¢ &
¢ ® ¢ o o o L} e e o ¢ o o e o @

8 00606 & 000 ¢ o9 a0 L] L L] o0 d e

37



on0000




