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UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY 

MEETING OF THE COMMITTEE OF PRINCIPALS 

Tuesday, October 8, 1963, 6:00 p .m. 
Conference Room of the Secretary of Stat e • 

CONCLUSIONS RESPECTING U.S. APPROACH 
TO AN ARRANGEMENT AGAINST PLACI NG 

WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION IN ORBIT 

1. Under present circumstances, a General Assembly 
resolution would be the. mos t acceptable form of an arrange­
ment against the placing in orbit of weapons of mass 
destruction. The text of su~h a reso l ution would have t o 
be acceptable to t he U.S. and Soviet Union, and amendments 
not acceptable to either would be rejected . 

2. Statements supporting . the resolution would be made 
by the two countries. The statemeIJ.tS would not be identical, 
but they would be exchanged in advance of presentation . 

3. The U.S-. statement would include language designed 
to provide a basis in the public record for re-opening the 
queo?tion of verification at a future time should it become 
desirable to do so and for withdrawing if necessar y. 

4. "Weapons of mass destruction" would have to be 
interpreted as including all nuclear weapons. The U.S. 
could _accept specific reference to nuclear weapons should 
the Soviet Union prefer that approach. 
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7 
Referring to recent discussions in New York, the ·secret·ary 

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. 

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

_(2) :tvlemorandum 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 Connnittee 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 resolution whatever 
we might think about it. 

In the Secretary's vlew, · the rate an9, 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 s_ome point in _finding particular 

! 
matters on which agreeme11-t could be reached. These ·might 
include a consular agreeme·nt, improved communications . withl 
-our Embassy in Moscow, implementation of the .civil air agree­

i 
\ 

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 Conunittee, the 
Secretary believed that the simplest way to hartdle it would 
be through a General Assembly resolution accompanied by 
parallel declarations of the two countries. He noted that 
the Joint Chiefs were concerried 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 1 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 connnented that a chief value of the ·test ban 
treaty was its educational value. 

'i8P SECRE'r 
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Whatever the form of _the arrangement, Mr. Foster 
believed that it should not be entered into precipitately. 
There bad as yet been 1ittle opportunity to. sound out the 
Hill, but he was aware of concern that we were rushing into 
somethtng. 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 prov1.s1.on 
for inspection, Mr. · Foster emphasized the importance of an 
opportunity forreview 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 arrange~ent. 

Mr. Foster noted the preference express_ed by the Joint 
.Chiefs, for the term "weapons of mass destruc~ion" instead 
of llnuclear weapons". He wished to hear dis:cussion of this 
matter. 

· With respect to the form of an arrangement, Mr. Nitze 
_stated that if only declarations of intentions were invol~e4, 
· the ques.tiori of a way out was not as important. That was 
why Defense would feel easier with parallel declarations or 

-~ 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. 

No Objection To Declassificat ion 2004/03/25 : NLJ-030-011-2-1-6 
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Dr. Wiesner said that he had i~itlally thought the 
term was .used since it was broader than "nuclear weapons" 
and might cover BW-CW, but he understood that there was 

·concern about leaving the way open ~or orbiting anti~ 
_· missile systems. That was., in his view, not a ·likely 

possibility. He pointed out that ode of the basic consid­
( erations involved in the arrangement was that the numb.er of 

orbiting objects would be relatively sr~all. 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 w:eapons, you took away 

1the one check on the arrangement. 

Amb. ThoJ!:P-son thought that if this question -were opened 
up; · the Soviets would ·wan:t to cover both nuclear weapons and 
ot_her weapons of mass dest~uction. 

I 

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

Gen. Hamlett said that the term: "weapons of mass 
destruction" was broader .than nucleaf weapons. The Joint 
Chi~fs had wished to reserve the right to place small nuclear 
weapons in orbit. He recognized, however, that if we rea.ched 
that point, we ·would be with~rawing from the arrangemer1t. 
However,· another pi::oblem with referring to "nuclear weapons II 

was that there might be some misunde~standing concerning our · 
propulsion developments. · 

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

Mr. Palfrey agreed that there w'ts :no problem respecting 
ROVER. We should be careful not to P,rohibit our own 
development efforts. 

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

'TOI' ~!CRE'F 
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Amb~ Thompson commented that we would need to tell 
Gromyko that ·we will work something out. 

The Secretary said that · Gromyko wanted something as 
close to a fonnal agreement as possible but that he would 
tell Groinyko 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 
01:·bit. 

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 "weapon_s of mass 
dest1:11ction". 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. 

D:t. Wiesner thought it would be hard to define -if we 
tried to exclude some nuclear weapons. He did not think 
0 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 definition was 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. 

Tµrning 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 

No Objection To Declassification 2004/03/25 : NLJ-030-011-2-1-6 
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ban treaty. We might say that "The U.S., of course, as in 
the case of the test ban treaty, re,erves 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 tl:ie drafts, connnenting 
that it seemed to him to imp1s that : when we had developed 
a system, we would put it up. 

i 
Mr._Fisher pointed out that the reference to "tech-

nological advance" was more related to the possible nE~ed 
for additional assurance at a future time. Additional 
assurance might also be needed if we got substantial dis·­
armament. Our relaxed approach to thi.s matter might change. 

' 
Amb .. Thompson said he had toldi Dc,brynin that we would 

need some withdrawal provision. Doprynin had said something 
along the lines of the test ban withdrawal clause might be 
worked out. 

Mr. Chayes cautioned that we d;id not want to parallel 
the test ·ban treaty too closely. I~ we did that, it would 
be difficult to . explain why we did~'t 

! 
want a treaty . 

. 

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

Mr. ·Nitz~ asked why a termination clause was needed in 
a declaration of intentions. 

· Mr. Fisher responded that it ~as desirable to have 
something in the•public record. 

: 

The Secretary then suggested language along the fo'ilow­
ing lines: "The U.S. Government wi11 keep i.n close touch 
with developments, and if the U.S. lde,:ides that extraordinary 
eve·nts require that it . change its view, . it will. inform 

. 
the

I 

General Assembly.'' The General As~embly might review the 
matter in four years time. ! 

TQP 8ECRE'f-. 
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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 affirmatively and said that it 
would be accompanied by declarations. 

Dr. Wiesner asked whether the GA resolution came first 
and then our decla·rations? 

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 ~o the resolution. 

-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, wi.t.h an agreement between the U.S. and Soviet 
Union not· to ac.cept amendments. 

Mt. 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. 

'f'Of SEGR£T" 
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The Secretary said that the mee~ing had been moving 
in the direction of the President's position. The text: of 
the . re·solution 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 one now. 

Mr. Chayes said we would need tp a.void two identi<~al 
statements in connection with the repol.ution. 

~!.· Johnsort asked whether in the U.s. declaration, · 
Amb. Steven.son would not simply repefl,t what we had already 
said. ! 

Amb. Thomps,0.11 noted · that we wou;Ld need language to 
get out if necessary. 

J '3-sked whether the Soviets would agree not 
toebate other uses of space • 

. The Secretary · said it was his ~pression 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 tje undertaking such 
activities themselves. j · 

______....., sai.d that had been :crA 's only problein. 

In response to a question by tl{e ·Secretary, Mr. Gardner 
said that · the Mexicans and Canadian~ w1~re likely to 
introduce a resolution whether we did or not. 

Mr. Nitze said an effort should b 1= made to coordinate 
with the Soviet Uni.on to have bettei; ·control over the UN 
debate. 

The Secretary reaffirmed the n~ed for a jointly agreed 
text. 

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

'IOP 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 f or us to see in advance what the Soviets 
were· going to say. 

_Mr. Nitze thought. we might inform the Congress that 
the resolution wa·s not an obligation. 

The Secretary cautioned against using the "no obligc3:tion" 
· 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 · "obligatiqns '', 
and we would see how far up we would ultimately go. 

Mr. Nitze asked about the status of other limited 
measures, in particul~r -observati6n posts. 

Mr. Fast.er 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 Secretar;r comm~nted 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 Objection To Declassificat ion 2004/03/25 : NLJ-030-011-2-1-6 
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.. CONFIDEN1'IAL 

Foster will come to New York to participa.te in the negotiationso- ~~~:>and<~iOrk-~
Western four and France should be briefed and given draft text on 
lifiitll~~~ confidential basis, before meeting with 

Eromykoo 

Verbatim texts of resolution and of statement: to be made by US followo 

BEGIN VERBATIM TEXT 

DRAFT GA RESOLUTION--- - __,,.,_,___,,,_ 

The General Assembly, 

Jlec~llin,.g_ General Assembly resolution 1721 (XVI) which expressed the 

belief that the explora.tion and use of outer space should be only for the 

betterment of mankind~ 

Determined to take steps to prevent the spread of the a:rms race to 

outer space, 

lo Welcomes the expressions by the United States of America and the 

Union of Savi.et Socialist Republics of their intention not to station 

any weapons of mass destruction in outer space; 

2o Solemnly appeals, to all statesg 

(a) To refrain from placing any weapons of nwss destruction in orbit 

around the earth~ installing such weapons on celestial bodies, or 

stationing such weapons in outer space in any other manner; 

(b) To refrain from causing, encouraging~ or in any way particip~ting 

in the conduct of the foregoing activities by otherso 

https://participa.te
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INSERT FOR \STATEMENT TO BE MADE IN 
\ 

GENERAL ASSEl'lBLY IN CONNECTION WITH 
\ 

ADOPTION OF RESOLtn'ION 

On September 5, 1962, the Deputy Secretary of Defense, Mro Gilpatric, 

made the f ollowing statement of UoSo intentions respecting the placing 

in orbit of weapons of mass destruction~ 

''Today t here is no doubt that ._either : the United States 

or the Soviet Union could place thenno=nuclear weapons in 

orbit, but such an action is just not a ra tional military 

strategy for e i ther · side f or the f oreseab le futureo ,, 
~-

'°We have no program to p lace any weapons of mass desturc·t .ton 

into orbito An arms race in space will not contribute to our 

securityo I can think of no greater stimulu~ for a Soviet 

thermo=nuclear a rms effort in space t han a Uni ted States commitment 

to such a programo This we wi.11 not do o 

nAt the same time that we are pursuing coopera tive scientific 

efforts in space through the United Nations a.nd otherwise, we will 
\ 

of course take such steps a s are necessa r y to defend ourselves and 

our allies, if the Sovie t Union f orces us to do so o This is 

in accordance with the i nalienable right .of s lf=defense conf irmed 
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in the United Nations chartero" 

Our poli yin this regard was made clear to the United Nations by 

Senator Albert Gore speaking as UoSo Representative to the First Committee 

on December 3, 19620 On September 20, 1963j President Kennedy reaffirmed 

our intention to keep weapons of mass destruction out of orbito 

Since that time, we· have met with the representatives of the 

Soviet Union on this problemo We are glad that the intentions of the 

Sovie t Union in this regard are the s ame as our oun, and I am happy 

to r eport that the resolution which is before the Assembly has the 

support of both Governm.entso 

Speaking on behalf of the United States , let me say what has been 

said many times before~ the United States has no intention of placing 

in orbit around the earth any weapons of mass destruction, of installing 

such weapons on celestial bodies, or of stationing such weapons in 

outer space in any other mannero The United States intends to refrain 

from causing, encouraging, or in any way participating in the conduce 

of the foregoing activities by otherso 

We all recognize that it is not possible to fore see today all events 

which may at a future time occur in the newly emerging field of space 

technology and in the exp loration and use of outer space o Nor can we 

forsee fully the outcome of continuing e fforts to achi eve cl i.sarmament 0 
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Should events as ye t unforeseen dictate the need for additional 

assurance agai ns t t he stationing of weapons of mass des truction in 

outer space, we would see such addi tional assurance as mi ght then 
We 

be required o /H would inform the Uo No shou l d extraordinary events 

occur which woul d affect this mattero 

END 
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