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110/11/863
Co : UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY

Memorandum of Conversation
DATE: Qctober 8, 1963

SUBJECT: Meeting of Committee of Pr1nc1pals
o Concerning ''Bombs in Orbit"™

PARTICIPANTS: See attached list

COPIES TO: Participants

Referring to recent discussions in New York, the Secretary
recalled that he had informed Gromyko that while there appeared
to be agreement in principle on refraining from placing weapons
-of mass destruction in orbit, the question of form was a diffi-
cult and complex matter. He had told Gromyko that the Soviet
draft of a joint declaration looked too formal.

References' (1) Memorandum for the Committee of Deputies from
the Deputy Director, USACDA, Subject: Proposed U.S.--Soviet
Arrangement Concerning the Placlng in Orbit of Weapons of Mass
Destruction, October 1, 1963. (Top Secret)

_ (2) Memorandum for the Committee of Principals
from ‘the Director, USACDA, Subject: Nature of Arrangement for
a Prohibition of Bombs in Orbit, October 4, 1963.  (Confidential)

(3) JCSM-785-63; Subject: Proposed U.S.==Soviet
Arrangement Concerning the Placing in Orbit of Weapons of Mass
Destruction, October 7, 1963. (Top Secret)
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The Secretary then stated that from the standpoint of
the matters before the Committee of Principals the question
of the form of an arrangement appeared bracketed by two
considerations. On the one hand, we were not thinking of

-a treaty or formal agreement. On the other hand, we were

not likely to avoid a General Assembly resolutlon whatever
we might think about it.

In the Secretary's view, the rate and pace of agree-
ments with the Soviet Union (in the absence of resolution
of such issues as Laos, Vietnam, and Berlin) presented a
problem. If we moved too rapidly on less significant matters,
we might be creating either the illusion of progress or the
impression that we were blind to more important issues.
Nonetheless, there was some point in finding particular
matters on which agreement could be reached. These might
include a consular agreement, improved communications with

our Embassy in Moscow, implementation of the civil air agree-

ment, and the sale of wheat. We needed to consider how fast
we should move on a particular matter or series of matters.

- With respect to the matter before the Committee, the
Secretary believed that the simplest way to handle it would
be through a General Assembly resolution accompanied by
parallel declarations of the two countries. He noted that

. the Joint Chiefs were concerned about the possibility that

a resolution might be amended. The Secretary believed that

“if the U.S. and Soviet Union had agreed to the text, we

would have no difficulty in turning aside unacceptable amend-
ments, ‘He asked for Mr. Foster's comments.

‘Mr. Foster thought the Secretary's concern about the
limits of the form which an arrangement might take was
proper. He noted, however, that there was a greater ''public
education' value in the case of some forms than others. One
Senator had commented that a chief value of the test ban
treaty was its educational value.

—op STERTT
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- Whatever the form of the arrangement, Mr. Foster
believed that it should not be entered into precipitately.
There had as yet been little opportunity to. sound out the
Hill, but he was aware of concern that we were rushing into
something. All indications were that Congressional consulta-
tions could be accomplished readily, but their importance
should not be minimized. Consultations with other countries
were also necessary,

Noting that the arrangement would not include provision
for inspection, Mr. Foster emphasized the importance of an
opportunity for review and withdrawal. Although the Joint
Chiefs were opposed to accepting inspection in this case, we
did not want to lose the right to it. These matters might
present difficulties with the Soviet Union, which would want
a more permanent arrangement.

Mr. Foster noted the preference expressed by the Joint
Chiefs for the term "weapons of mass destruction" instead
of "nuclear weapons''. He wished to hear discussion of this
matter. ' ’ ' :

* With respect to the form of an arrangement, Mr. Nitze
stated that if only declarations of intentions were involved,
-the question of a way out was not as important. That was
why Defense would feel easier with parallel declarations or
‘a joint declaration.

Gen. Hamlett agreed that this was the Joint Chiefs'
view. ‘ : .

The Secretary pointed out that a General Assembly

- resolution was not binding. He then pointed out that if
we used the term 'weapons of mass destruction'', this would
be interpreted as meaning nuclear weapons plus something
else, However, the Joint Chiefs intention seemed to be to
leave open the question of interpretation.

~IQP_SEGRET"
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Dr. Wiesner said that he had initially thought the
term was used since it was broader than ''muclear weapons'
and might cover BW-CW, but he understood that there was
‘concern about leaving the way open for orbiting anti-
missile systems. That was, in his view, not a likely
possibility. He pointed out that orde of the basic consid-
erations involved in the arrangement was that the number of
orbiting objects would be relatively small. If 100 to 500
objects appeared in orbit, there would be a reason to worry.
Once you made it legitimate to place in orbit large numbers
of defense satellites with nuclear weapons, you took away
the one check on the arrangement.

Amb. Thompson thought that if this question were opened
up, the Soviets would want to cover both nuclear weapons and
other weapons of mass destruction.

The Secretary stated that puttihg some nuclear weapons
in orbit would really involve withdraw1ng from the declara-
tion.

Gen. Hamlett said that the term 'weapons of mass
destruction' was broader than nuclear weapons. The Joint
Chiefs had wished to reserve the right to place small nuclear
weapons in orbit. He recognized, however, that if we reached
that point, we would be withdrawing from the arrangement,
However, another problem with referring to 'nuclear weapons'
was that there might be some mlsunderstandlng concerning our
propulsion developments.

Dr. Wiesner said the only one that might be affected
was Project ORION which was ambiguous. In any case, no one
took ORION seriously. ROVER was not ambiguous.

Mr. Palfrey agreed that there wgs no problem respecting
ROVER, We should be careful not to prohibit our own
development efforts. .

Mr. Fisher noted that ORION was prohibited by the test
ban treaty.

“TOPSECREE-
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Amb. Thompson commented that we would need to tell
Gromyko that we will work somethlng out.

The Secretary said that-Geryko wanted something as
close to a formal agreement as possible but that he would -
tell Gromyko we have too many constitutional problems to
take on a formal agreement at this time. The Secretary
- wished to be sure whether or not Defense was requesting
that we leave the way open for small nuclear weapons in
orbit.

Mr. Nitze said that Defense had not thought that it
would present much of a problem to leave this open. In our
previous statements, - we had referred to "weapons of mass
- destruction'". However, no one had a clear idea of why we
needed to leave the interpretation open. The point Defense
was making was simply that the main concern was weapons of
mass destruction and there seemed to be no reason to tie
‘our hands on other weapons.

Dr. Wiegner thought it would be hard to define if we
tried to exclude some nuclear weapons. He did not think
"weapons of mass destruction'" could be defined in a way that
- would distinguish between hitting a city with 20 small
AICBM's and one large ICBM.

Mr. Barber asked why a definitioﬁiwas necessary.

The Secretary said that the term 'weapons of mass
destruction' would be generally understood to include all
nuclear weapons. If we were asked whether this were the
case and if we said anything but ''yes', we had better not
go into the arrangement at all

Gen. Hamlett said he thought the Secretary was right.

Turning to the question of withdrawal, the Secretary
said that we might put in our declaration some language
which would take off from the withdrawal clause of the test

~TOP-SEGRET—
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ban treaty. We might say that '""The U.S., of course, as in
the case of the test ban treaty, reserves the right to
terminate if it determines that extraordinary events,
related to the purpose of the declaration, have jeoparized
our supreme interests.' He questioned a reference to
"technological advance' in one of the drafts, commenting
that it seemed to him to imply that when we had developed
a system, we would put it up.

, .
Mr. Fisher pointed out that the reference to "tech-
nological advance" was more related tc the possible need
for additional assurance at a future time. Additional
assurance might also be needed if we got substantial dis-
armament. Our relaxed approach to this matter might change.

Amb. Thompson said he had told Dcbrynin that we would
need some withdrawal provision. Dobrynin had said something
~ along the lines of the test ban w1thdrawa1 clause might be
worked out, :

Mr. Chgyes cautioned that we did not want to parallel
the test ban treaty too closely. If we did that, it would
be dlfflcult to explain why we dldm't want a treaty. '

Mr Foster commented that we might come back to a
treaty before we were through. '

Mr. Nitze asked why a terminatlon clause was needed in
‘a declaration of intentions.

, Mr, Fisher responded that it was desirable to have
something in the-public record.

The Secretary then suggested language along the follow-
ing lines: ''The U.S. Government will keep in close touch
with developments, and if the U.S. decides that extraordinary

events require that it change its view, it will inform the
General Assembly."” The General Asqembly might review the
matter in four years time.

—IOR-SECREF-
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Mr. Nitze noted this implied a General Assembly resolu-
tion and asked whether that was what the Secretary wanted.

The Secretary replied afflrmatlvely and said that it
would be accompanied by declaratlons

Dr. Wiesner asked whether the GA resolution eame first
and then our declarations?

M::, Chayes asked whether the declarations would simply
be the statements made in connection with the debate?

The Secretary said that the resolution might be sponsored
by other countries and that we would make our statements with
respect to the reeolutlon.

‘Mr, Foster said that it would be recognized that the
' U.S. and the Soviet Union were behind the resolution.’

The Secretary said that if we wanted Mexico and they
wanted the Czechs, everyone would know, but we needed to
negotiate with the Soviet Union a jointly acceptable
resolution, with an agreement between the U.S. and Soviet
Union not'to accept amendments. '

Mr Gardner said he thought such an agreement was
possible,

" The Secretary recalled that in his talks with the
Soviets he had mentioned parallel declarations, but he was
not sure they should be parallel. '

The Under Secretary, who had joined the meeting, said
he had just talked with the President about this matter and
that the President was dubious about anything that looked
like two agreed statements or like an executive agreement.
The President thought a GA resolution would avoid
Congressional problems. It could be put forward by other
states. He had asked whether we could control the text.

—FOP—SHCRET
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The Secretary said that the meeting had been moving
in the direction of the President's position. The text of
the resolution would have to be agreed to by the U.S. and
Soviet Union., We didn't exclude the;possibility of an
agreement at some time but couldn't buy omne now.

Mr. Chayes said we would need tb avoid two identical

statements in connection with the resolution.

Mr. Johnson asked whether in the U.S. deqlaration, 
Amb. Stevenson would not simply repeat what we had already
said. B .

Amb. Thompson noted that we would need language to
get out if necessary. : ' '

hsked whether the Soviets would agree not
to debate other uses of space.

. The Secretary said it was his %mpression that they would
agree not to do this, that they appeared to be tacitly
accepting reconnaissance activities, and that this was now
less of a problem, They seemed to be undertaking such

activities themselves. |

said that had been CIA's only problem.

~ In response to a question by the Secretary, Mr. Gardner
said that the Mexicans and Canadiang were likely to -
introduce a resolution whether we did or not. '

Mr. Nitze said an effort should be made to coordinate
with the Soviet Union to have better control over the UN
debate. '

The Secretary reaffirmed the need for a jointly agreed
text, S

.~ Mr. Johnson suggested that we should also exchange
statements prior to their presentation. '

—ZIoB-SECRET
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Mr. Nitze noted that the intent of this would not be
to have the wording the same but simply to coordinate them,

Gen. Hamlett wondered if the Congress might not regard
this as an agreement,

The Secretary thought this would not be the case, that
we were just showing the Soviets in advance what we planned
to say.

Mr. Fisher thought the Congress might consider it
advantageous for us to see in advance what the Soviets
were going to say. ‘ '

Mr. Nitze thought we might inform the Congress that
the resolution was not an obligation.

The Secretary cautioned against using the 'mo obligation'
~argument since that would be picked up by the Soviets. How-
ever, the type of obligation reflected the type of arrange-
‘ment. A GA resolution was a GA resolution and nothing more.
We were starting at the bottom of the ladder of '"obligations',
and we would see how far up we would ultimately go.

Mr. Nitze asked about the status of other limited
measures, in particular observation posts.

Mr. Foster said that the'JCS'report on observation posts
had been received, but there had not as yet been an opportu-
nity to review it,

The Secretary commented that there seemed to be less
chance that the Soviets would want to move on observation
posts without linkage to other measures. The chances
seemed somewhat higher that, despite the MLF, the Soviets.
might move on a non-dissemination agreement.

No Objecticn To Declassification 2004/03/25 : NLJ-030-011-2-1-6
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PARTICLPANTS
STATE
- The Secretary '
Mr. Ball (last part of meetlng only)
Mr. Johnson
Amb. Thompson
Mr. Chayes
Mr.. Gardner
Mr. Garthoff
ACDA
Mr. Foster
Mr. Fisher’
Mr.. Bunn S
Mr. Gathright, Reporting Officer
R
WHITE HOUSE '
Dr, Wiesner
Mr. Smith
Mr., Keeny
DEFENSE f
Mr. Nitze 5
Mr. Barber ' j
Capt. Zumwalt '
JCS f
General Hamlett '
Major General Powers
Col. Sykes
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ke .
| Mr., Palfrey

Dr. Kavanagh
NASA

Mr. Webb
cia
- :

Mr. Wilsqn'
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