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SALT II Gives the Soviets —

The Oil Weapon, The Dollar Weapon, The Cuba Weapon
Testimony By Phyllis Schlafly
to the U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Committee, September 7, 1979
Strategy is the science of planning and using your assets
to achieve your objective. Many people seem to assume that
the only utility o f nuclear weapons is to kill millions of
people. Nothing could be further from the truth, and nothing
could be a more dangerous assumption. I ask you to consider
the other uses of nuclear weapons, and how ratification of the
SALT II Treaty would allow the Soviet Union to have powerful political and economic weapons against which we would
have no defense.
Ratification of the SALT II Treaty would deliver to the
Soviet Union: (1) the power to cut off U.S. imported oil, (2)
the power to destroy the U.S. dollar, and (3) the power to use
Cuba as a Soviet base. Ratification of the SALT II Treaty will
prevent the United States from effectively interfering with or
stopping the Soviet exercise of the Oil Weapon, the Dollar
Weapon, or the Cuba Weapon.
Rejection of SALT II, on the other hand, will not give the
Soviet Union any additional power which is realistically usable, but it will permit the United States to control our own
destiny, politically and economically.

I. The Oil Weapon
The great American industrial nation, a people on
wheels to whom gasoline is almost as much an essential of
life as water, is now facing the prospect of gasoline rationing.
What is it that has brought us to the point of accepting rationing? President Carter says he needs standby power to cope
with a sudden, massive oil shortage. Obviously, all the oil
wells in the United States will not dry up at the same time.
The very request for rationing power reveals our humiliating
dependence on the whim of the OPEC nations thousands of
miles away, in the shadow of the Soviet Union.
In October 1973, the Kremlin openly, brazenly, and defiantly goaded the Middle East oil producers to use their “ oil
weapon” against the West. Use of the “ oil weapon” was so
very simple: just embargo oil to the West for five months, and
then jack up the price fivefold. It cost the Soviets nothing.
With the higher prices, the Arabs quickly recouped their
temporary losses. And the United States was exposed as an
impotent giant who could do nothing, absolutely nothing, to
force the Arabs to respect U.S. property and contracts.
We have had six years since Oil Embargo I to prepare
and defend our nation against the contingency of Oil Embargo II. Instead of improving our situation, we have become

dependent on imported oil for an even larger percentage of
our consumption. Nobody likes to talk about it publicly, but
the only reason there is the slightest need for gasoline rationing is the clear and present danger from the threat of Oil Embargo II.
Translated into plain English, SALT II = Soviet
superiority in nuclear arms = Soviet ability to wage political
nuclear blackmail in the Middle East = more gasoline shortages in America. So, let’s consider a possible scenario of
what Oil Embargo II might mean to America.

Scenario: Oil Embargo II
Time: Early 1980. Scene: The Kremlin, Moscow. Members of the Politburo are hosting a meeting of the chiefs of the
Middle East oil-producing states. Brezhnev (or his successor)
is doing all the talking.
“ Comrades of the Middle East, we all have a common
interest in world peace and prosperity. Although we have
been enjoying apparent peace, our great leader Lenin
warned us that, so long as Capitalist Imperialism exists, war
is a constant danger. Our courageous intelligence agents have
uncovered a massive plot by the Capitalist Imperialist Warmongers to launch a new world war. This would bring death
and destruction such as the world has never seen before. This
would be bad for your business. Your good customers, the
United States and Western Europe, would be destroyed by
our necessary retaliation. Since your economies are based on
continuing revenues from your great oil resources, you have a
vital interest in preventing such a senseless Armageddon.
“ Fortunately, there is a peaceful way to avert this nuclear
destruction, and that is why I have invited you to Moscow. I
want you all to agree to impose immediately a total embargo
on sales of oil to the warmongering United States and her
NATO allies. Within a few weeks, hardly a wheel will be
turning in Western factories. They will have little electricity.
They will be on their knees to you, pleading for oil on any
terms. Then you and the great peace-loving U.S.S.R. will impose our joint terms. The Western democracies will pay any
price you set for your oil and you can easily recover tenfold
the revenues you lost during the embargo.
“ For our part in the setdement, the Soviet Union will
demand that the Capitalist Imperialist Warmongers surrender all their nuclear and conventional weapons to the United
Nations. And, since most UN members do not possess the

technology to handle the takeover o f nuclear weapons, the
U.S.S.R. will gladly take custody for the UN.
“ Do you want to know what the United States will do to
pressure you into terminating your embargo? The answer is
NOTHING. Just remember back to your first courageous and
innovative use of your oil weapon back in 1973. What did the
United States and Western Europe do then? Nothing! They
meekly agreed to pay you a fivefold increase in the price of
oil, even though that increase disrupted the stability of their
economies. It was your courageous action in 1973 which
brought about so much costly inflation and unemployment in
the Western nations.
“The United States had far more conventional military
power than any of the Middle East nations. Yet the United
States did not dare to use its conventional military power because the great peace-loving Soviet Union gave you the protection of our strategic nuclear umbrella. The United States
will never again dare to send in the Marines as President
Eisenhower did to avert a threatened coup in Lebanon in
1958.
“ Oil Embargo II will enable our Middle East friends to
become richer and richer at the expense of the Capitalist Imperialist nations, and it will give die great Soviet Union the
power to enforce world peace, on our terms of course. The
massive nuclear power we were allowed to retain under the
terms of the SALT II Treaty has made all this possible. SALT
II prevented the United States from building any weapons to
challenge our use of the Oil Weapon.”

II. The Dollar Weapon
The second power that the SALT II Treaty, if ratified,
would accord to the Soviet Union is the power to destroy the
U.S. dollar. The value of a nation’s paper currency is based
directly on that nation’s promise-to-pay credibility and on the
public’s perception of the government’ s ability to survive and
redeem its paper-money promises. The rapid decline of the
value of the U.S. dollar in the last few years exactiy tracks the
world’s perception of the fact that the Soviet Union is building toward a decisive military superiority which will soon be
able to dictate the terms of surrender-or-survival to the United States.
From 1945 to 1967, the United States had clear and undisputed nuclear superiority which peaked at the ratio of
8 -to-l. During those years o f undisputed U.S. nuclear
superiority (which were disparagingly known as the Cold
War), we had hard currencies, a stable dollar, and inflation
only in that controllable degree which accompanies an increase in the Gross National Product. The U.S. nuclear umbrella was the basis for the stability of relationships in the
Western world, not only for political freedom, but for trade
relationships and agreements, for the stability o f the flow of
raw materials in and finished products out, and for the availability of oil and other energy sources at reasonable prices.
The year 1967 was the last year in which the United
States added a single strategic weapon (ICBM, nuclear
missile-firing submarine, or strategic bomber) to our forces.
Many of us knew that the United States that year opted out of
the arms race at a time when the Soviets were building toward a first-strike capability, but most Americans refused to
believe it. The U.S. nuclear umbrella remained credible, and
therefore effective, for another five years because of the lag in
international perception that the strategic balance was shifting in favor of the Soviets.
The SALT I Agreements signed in Moscow on May 26,
1972, made it officially and publicly apparent that the United
States had voluntarily and unilaterally put ourselves in a
n u cle a r-w e a p on s fr e e z e and a b a n d on ed our o n c e overwhelming strategic superiority. Under the SALT I Treaty (on defensive weapons), the United States gave up our
right to defend our population against incoming nuclear missiles, and under the SALT I Interim Agreement (on offensive

weapons), we agreed that, for every three ICBMs and every
three nuclear missile-firing submarines the Soviets build, we
will limit the United States to only two, respectively.
Publication of the SALT I statistics in May 1972 destroyed the credibility of the U.S. strategic umbrella. The
newly credible Soviet strategic umbrella protected the Arabs
in their effective use of the oil weapon against the great oilconsuming Western nations. Although the conventional
military power of the Western nations overshadowed that of
the Arabs by a factor of about 1,000-to-l, that was no help
whatsoever in the face of the Soviet nuclear umbrella.
Thus, mere possession by the Soviets of nuclear weapons
of sufficient numbers and power rendered impotent all other
forms o f American power, including conventional military
power, industrial power, financial power, technological
power, population power, and even food power. All those
other factors, however mighty in themselves, even in combination are not enough to challenge Soviet nuclear power.
SALT I gave the Soviets a worldwide perception of nuclear
superiority, and it gave the Soviets a sufficiency of nuclear
power to use the Oil Weapon and the Dollar Weapon.

The Financial Cost of SALT I

When we plot on a graph what has happened to the U.S.
dollar, it is clear that our runaway inflation started with the
signing o f SALT I in 1972. If our leaders don’t learn the lesson of the financial cost of SALT I, we will find to our sorrow
that the cost of SALT II is far higher.
The Consumer Price Index is based on the 1967 dollar
(the last year the United States acquired an additional
strategic weapon). The Consumer Price Index, which stood at
100 in 1967, had risen only to 125 by 1972 (the year of SALT
I). However, subsequent to SALT I and Oil Embargo I, we
slid into double-digit inflation. By 1979 the Consumer Price
Index had shot up to 217, and inflation is now running at 13.4
percent a year. It now takes $2.17 to buy what $1.00 would
buy the year the United States stopped building nuclear
weapons. This means that more than half of all our savings in
bank accounts, savings and loan companies, life insurance,
pensions, and other money investments has been stolen from
us by those who changed American strategic policy from
superiority to inferiority.
According to conventional wisdom, stocks are supposed
to be a good hedge against inflation. From 1950 to 1968,
stocks did as expected, rising 436 percent during a period of
relatively low inflation. But since 1968, while consumer
prices have more than doubled, stocks have fluctuated
widely and the 1979 average is a pitiful two percent higher
than in 1968. This means that stocks in 1979 have really lost
half their 1968 value, because the dollars they are worth will
buy only half as much. And the price of gold rose from $60 in
the year of SALT I to $329 in the year of SALT II.
American history provides a tragic lesson of what happens to paper money when the government which issues it
lacks the military weapons necessary to maintain itself as an
independent nation. In the South, children of the second
generation after the War Between the States in impoverished
households had a unique toy. Instead of play money, they
had quite literally scores of thousands of dollars in genuine
American currency. Thousands o f southern patriots had
turned in their gold for this currency in order to buy essential
food and war materials from abroad. The first postwar generation still treasured this paper, hoping that some day it might
be redeemed. They finally learned the bitter lesson that the
paper-money promises o f a government which has been
militarily destroyed will never again be honored.
H owever, Confederate paper money did not lose its
value overnight When it was first issued, it was accepted at
face value in the South. Progressively, as it became apparent
that the industrial North was building toward decisive military superiority, the credibility o f the Confederate Government’s promise-to-pay began to deteriorate. As it was per-

ceived that the North’s power would soon become overwhelming, Confederate currency began its slide down to nothingness.
This is what is happening to the American dollar as the
power centers of the world progressively grasp the fact that
the Soviet Union is building toward decisive military
superiority. The progressive attainment by the Soviet Union
of the military power which will enable it to fulfill what it has
openly declared to be its “ historic” mission (to destroy the
Western capitalist nations) has resulted in a growing loss of
confidence in the U.S. dollar.
SALT I and Oil Embargo I which resulted cut the value
of the U.S. dollar in half. SALT II and any resulting Oil Embargo II will complete the destruction of the U.S. dollar.

III. The Cuba Weapon

The recent revelation that there are thousands of Russian
combat troops in Cuba is only the tip of the iceberg of what a
Cuban Crisis II could mean to the United States. What will
we do if the Soviets send 200 Backfire bombers or 350 SS-20
missiles to Cuba?
At the time of Cuban Crisis I (the Cuban Missile Crisis of
1962), the United States was able to face down Khrushchev
because our Strategic Air Command put our then-new and
impressive B-52 fleet on airborne alert. This constituted a
credible threat that we could deliver up to 50,000 megatons
of nuclear striking power on Soviet territory.
No U.S. President could make that threat today. It would
not be credible to the Soviets or to anyone else. So what will
our President do if the Soviets send Backfire bombers or nuclear missiles into Cuba? Plead with them to take them out?
Humbly appeal to their good faith? Tell them we will denounce them in the UN or the OAS? Is that what the great
United States is reduced to when it comes to the supreme
matter of protecting the lives and property of our own citizens?
First, let’s consider a scenario o f the Soviets’ sending 200
Backfire bombers to Cuba. Basing Backfire bombers in Cuba
would give the Soviets a dramatic option to exercise their
strategic power without the launching o f a single missile or
the dropping of a single bomb.
The Kremlin could send a flight of 200 Backfire bombers
to overfly New York, Boston, Philadelphia, Baltimore,
Washington, Pittsburgh, Detroit, Cleveland, Chicago, St.
Louis, Atlanta, and any other cities convenient to a plan of
concentrating on areas of dense population. The flight could
be timed to arrive over the cities during late-afternoon rush
hours. No bombs would be dropped, but they would be on
board.
The force o f 200 could be divided into flights o f 10
Backfires each, and they could sweep in low over our great
cities at, say, ten-minute intervals; each flight could make
two sweeps over each city. The Backfires are large and impressive, and they fly at mach 2.2. Sonic booms would break
windows by the thousands. Motorists on the freeways would
abandon their cars, attempting to find shelter from what they
would think was a bombing attack. No wheels would be moving because of the massive traffic jams. Telephone systems
would be swamped by the volume of calls from frightened
people trying to find out where to go and what to do.
What would our President do? Get on the Hot Line and
ask the Kremlin, please, not to drop any bombs? Or please,
order the bombers home? There is no way we could stop the
overflights because our policy for years has been one of zero
defense against bombers.
This use of the Backfires to create Cuban Crisis II would
be in exquisite technical compliance with the SALT II Protocol which allegedly (though not directly) prohibits the
Backfire bombers from “ operating at intercontinental distances” or from “ in-flight refueling” or from a production rate
of more than 30 per year. Of course the Backfires would not
run out of gasoline on this overflight mission; they could all

return to their bases in Cuba.
Second, let’s consider the scenario of the Soviets’ sending 350 SS-20s into Cuba. The SS-20 is a compact, landmobile missile launcher having three MIRV warheads. The
350 SS-20s would give the Soviets a total of 1,050 warheads,
or about as many warheads as we have ICBMs. It is reasonable to suppose that U.S. intelligence will be just as slow in
discovering SS-20s in Cuba as it was in discovering offensive
missiles in Cuba in 1962 and in discovering thousands of
Russian troops in 1979; so the Soviets could expect to get
them all deployed before a U.S. President recognized the
threat
The strategic power which 350 SS-20s in Cuba would
give to the Soviets is almost incalculable. The Soviets would
know that, even if we had instantaneous warning of a launch
from Cuba, it would require at least 10 to 12 minutes time to
launch our ICBMs. But missiles launched from Cuba would
require only 8 or 9 minutes travel time to reach most of our
Minuteman bases.
The Soviets would not have to violate SALT II to carry
out this SS-20 scenario. The SS-20 is not an ICBM, is not
fixed-based, and is not a “ heavy” missile, so it is not covered
by SALT II.
What could the United States do? We would be reduced
to doing nothing at all except pleading on the Hot Line for
the Kremlin to show compassion, mercy, and good faith. Ask
Alexander Solzhenitsyn how much compassion the Kremlin
bosses show when there is no force able to make them act in a
civilized manner. If our State Department couldn’t even
make the Soviets accede to our request to let Russian ballerina Vlasova be interviewed on American soil without the
intimidating presence of 12 KGB kidnappers, how can we
make the Soviets respect our demands about Cuba?

Ratification vs. Rejection Risks

What are the risks of SALT II Treaty ratification versus
rejection? If SALT II is ratified, the Soviets will be given
both the power and the perception of power to use the Oil
Weapon, the Dollar Weapon, and the Cuba Weapon. If SALT
II is rejected, the Soviets will have substantially the same
power, but the worldwide perception of that power will be
diminished because people will have a new respect for the
determination of the United States to control its own destiny.
Neither idealism nor semantics can conceal the fact that
SALT II is an unequal bargain for the United States. The
Treaty does not limit the carrying capacity o f either individual weapons or the total weapons forces of the two superpowers. The allged “ equality” of SALT II is like saying that
two intercontinental freight-moving firms are equal when
each one has 2,250 “ delivery vehicles,” even though one firm
has all 50-ton tractor-trailers and the other has only one-ton
pickup trucks. Our principal ICBM, the Minuteman, has a
“ carrying capacity” o f one megaton; the 308 Soviet SS-18
ICBMs have a “ carrying capacity” of 50 megatons each.
The humiliating inequality of SALT II is also shown by
the comparison of what the Treaty allows each side in the
most powerful category o f nuclear weapons: land-based
ICBM MIRVs. The Treaty allows the Soviets to build almost
fou r times as many MIRVs on land-based ICBMs as it allows
the United States to build: 6,162 to 1,650. But that’s not all.
The Treaty places no limit whatsoever on the power of
MIRVed warheads. The Treaty allows the Soviets to have
land-based ICBM MIRVs with explosive power more than 26
times that of ours. The power centers of the world will not be
fooled by calling this fantastic disparity “ equality.” With
SALT II, the Soviets will not only have the power, but just as
important, they will have the worldwide perception of
power.
Defense Secretary Harold Brown argues that, without
SALT II, the Soviets could build even more strategic
weapons. His speculation as to how many more weapons the
Soviets might build sets up a strawman in the SALT II de-

bate. Nobody can offer any reason for why the Soviets might
want to build more strategic weapons than they are permitted
under the terms of SALT II; there simply are not that many
targets in the world. Under SALT II, the Soviets clearly have
enough weapons to destroy the United States as a viable nation if they choose to use that power and risk our retaliation.
But even assuming the existence of Secretary Brown’s
boogeyman o f the additional weapons the Soviets might
build if we reject SALT II, those hypothetical additional
weapons add nothing whatsoever to the Soviet power to use
the Oil Weapon, the Dollar Weapon, or the Cuba Weapon.
The lessons of history are impressive and convincing on this
point The lesson of Oil Embargo I, the decline of the U.S.
dollar since then, and Cuba Crisis I, all prove that the Soviets
now have a sufficiency of power to confront us with Oil Embargo II, a coordinated assault on the U.S. dollar, and Cuba
Crisis II. The Kremlin will not need to launch any missiles
against us. The Soviets will not even need to suggest the use
of nuclear missiles against us. A few “ peaceful” measures
will suffice: cut off our oil supplies from abroad, cut off our
imports of other essential materials, and make the dollar unacceptable in international trade.
American strategy for survival in the nuclear age is still
based on the long-since discredited and now hopelesslyobsolete doctrine called Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD).
This strategy keeps American citizens as hostages in the face
of the Soviet nuclear weapons force, hoping that the men in
the Kremlin will be deterred from attacking us by the knowledge that we will retaliate and kill millions of Russians. If
deterence fails, we have no contingency plan except surrender. Even if the plan works, it is based on killing Russians
instead of on saving American lives. But most immediately
relevant here, this strategy is completely unable to cope with
Soviet use of the Oil Weapon, the Dollar Weapon, or the
Cuba Weapon.

The Alternative to Salt I I

The best and time-proven strategy for survival in the
nuclear-space age is the one which worked so well in its first
27 years from 1945 to 1972, namely, U.S. nuclear superiority
combined with a war-winning capability. The history of 1945
to 1972 proves — and millions of us are witness to it — that
American nuclear superiority did preserve the nuclear peace
between the great powers. In themselves, nuclear weapons
are neither good nor evil. They are just instruments of power.
In the hands o f a peaceful nation like America, nuclear
weapons can ensure world peace because no nation would be
able to challenge them. In the hands of an evil, aggressor nation like the Soviet Union, nuclear weapons are a force for
tyranny, destruction, and world conquest.
Our first priority must be to rebuild the credibility of our
strategic deterrent, and our second priority must be to rebuild
our strategic deterrent itself. Unless we do that, our entire
population, deprived of all ABM defenses by the SALT I
Treaty, w ill be sitting ducks for mass murder, nuclear
blackmail, or economic disaster, at the will or caprice of the
Kremlin.
The fastest and easiest way of restoring the credibility of
our strategic deterrent would be for the United States to
adopt a launch-on-verification-of-warning strategy as a substitute for our present strategy o f not launching our ICBMs until
after a Soviet disarming strike has impacted. This is the only
way we can preserve our Minuteman force as a credible deterrent. This changeover in strategy will immediately render
our 1,000 Minuteman force invulnerable and make it safe
against a preemptive strike by the Soviets. Defense Secretary
Brown has testified that our Minuteman missile force will be
“ vulnerable” in the 1980s, a timeframe which begins in only
a few months. A launch-on-verification-of-warning strategy
can prevent that vulnerability before it begins.
The second way to rebuild the credibility of our strategic
deterrent is to reject the SALT II Treaty. This would be a

clear signal to the world that the United States will not accept
a position inferior to the Soviet Union, and that we will resume control of our responsibility to defend our own people
and our allies from any vital threat, political or.economic.
Then comes the task of rebuilding our strategic deterrent Remembering always that it is the mix and the readiness
o f weapons which are paramount, here are some specific
suggestions — all of which would be prohibited if we ratify
SALT II, but which become possible if we reject SALT II.
1. Start immediate production of the B-l bomber. SALT
II would effectively limit bomber production because the
Treaty would force us to count every B-l built under SALT II
limits. Without SALT II, we can build all the bombers we
need. If the Soviets can build 30 Backfires a year, we can
build 60 B-ls a year.
2. Reopen production lines for the Minuteman III. Deploy the missiles as land-based or sea-based mobile missiles
or, alternatively, install them in Minuteman I silos and immediately transfer the Minuteman Is to mobile launching
pads. This would be prohibited by SALT II because the Treaty does not permit us to deploy mobile missile launchers
until 1982.
3. Proceed immediately and rapidly with development
and deployment of the MX mobile missile, and deploy it variously on railroad cars and trucks. This would make effective
use of one of our great American assets: our far-flung and efficient transportation system. This can be our counterbalance
to the Soviet capability of hiding their mobile missiles in
their enormous land mass protected by the tight security of
their closed society. The Soviets had the capability and the
legal right under SALT I to build and hide 2,000 mobile missiles; no one knows how many they have.
4. Develop, test, and deploy the cruise missile in ranges
that can reach the Soviet Union from our delivery vehicles.
This is prohibited by the SALT II Treaty Protocol until 1982.
5. Go into immediate and rapid production of the Trident
submarine and submarine-launched missiles. If the Soviets
can build eight such submarines a year, we can build 16. The
Soviets already have 29 Trident-class submarines, and at our
present snail’s pace of production, we will have only one in
1981.
6. Withdraw from the SALT I ABM Treaty in accord with
Article 15 which permits either country to do that when “ extraordinary events related to the subject-matter of this Treaty
have jeopardized its supreme interests.” Certainly the staggering momentum o f Soviet weapons buildup and their
steady substitution o f heavy missiles for lighter missiles
jeopardize our supreme interests.
A country so divinely blessed as America, with boundless resources, a Gross National Product twice that of the
Soviet Union, a technology which is the envy of the world,
and the “ can-do” resourcefulness that put a man on the moon,
certainly has all the qualities it takes to defend ourselves
against the Soviet Union -- not only against its nuclear arsenal, but also against its use of the Oil Weapon, the Dollar
Weapon, and the Cuba Weapon.
Phyllis Schlafly delivered the above testimony on
behalf o f the American Conservative Union, fo r
which she is a member o f the Board o f Directors.
Her statement is slightly shortened here to fit this
newsletter. Mrs. Schlafly is the co-author o f five
books on nuclear strategy.
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