


NEWS CONFERENCE
of
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
Robert S. McNamara
at
Pentagon

Friday, November 3, 1967

* * *

Mr. Goulding: Gentlemen, this is our normal Thursday backgrounder
with a couple of exceptions: first, that we are holding it on Friday instead
of Thursday, and second, we have a couple of announcements so the entire
thing will be on the record.

Secretary McNamara: We do have two announcements that I want to
make. Afterwards I'll be happy to take your questions. The first relates
to what we call a Fractional Orbital Bombardment System, and in connec-
tion with this I want to discuss with you certain intelligence information we
have collected on a series of space system flight tests being conducted by
the Soviet Union. These relate to the possible development by the Soviets
of something which, as I say, we call a Fractional Orbital Bombardment
System, that I'll hereafter refer to as FOBS -- a rather inelegant term.,

Let me distinguish the FOBS system from the traditional intercon-
tinental ballistic missile. An ICBM, as you know, normally does not go
into orbit, but rather follows a ballistic trajectory from launch point to
impact point, On this trajectory it reaches a peak altitude of about 800
miles.

Now, unlike the ICBM and this ballistic trajectory, the vehicle
launched in a FOBS mode is fired into a very low orbit about 100 miles
above the earth. At a given point -- generally before the first orbit is
complete -- a rocket engine is fired which slows down the payload and
causes it to drop out of orbit. The payload then follows a re-entry path
similar to the re-entry of a ballistic missile.

Even now it is impossible to be certain of what these Soviet tests
represent. It is conceivable that the Soviet Union has been testing space
vehicles for some re-entry program. But we suspect the Russians are
pursuing the research and development of a FOBS. If this turns out to
be true, it's conceivable that they could achieve an initial operational
capability during the next year, 1968.
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Some years ago we ourselves examined the desirability of the FOBS
system, and there was agreement among civilian and military leaders that
there was no need for our country to develop a FOBS system. While develop-
ment of it could be initiated at any time for relatively rapid deployment,
our analyses conclude that it would not improve our strategic offensive
posture and consequently we have no intention of revising the decision made,
some years ago.

Like other possible variations, the FOBS offers some characteristics
which differg from traditional ICBMs. In our opinion, the disadvantages of
‘the FOBS system are overriding.

Because of the low altitude of the FOBS' orbits, some of their trajec-
tories would avoid detection by some early warning radars, including our
BMEWS. Also, the impact point cannot be determined until ignition of the
rocket engine that deboosts the payload out of orbit -- and that occurs
roughly three minutes and some 500 miles from the target. And the flight
path can be as much as 10 minutes shorter than that of an ICBM.,

For these characteristics, severe penalties are paid in two critical
areas -- accuracy and payload. The accuracy of the Soviet ICBM modified
to a FOBS weapon would be significantly less, and the payload of the FOBS
vehicle would be a fraction of the ICBM.,

The FOBS weapon would not be accurate enough for a satisfactory
attack upon United States Minutemen missiles, protected in their silos.
Perhaps the Soviets might feel it could provide a surprise nuclear strike
against U.S. soft land targets such as bomber bases.

However, several years ago, anticipating such Soviet capability,
we initiated the deployment of equipment to deny that capability. For
example, already we are beginning to use operationally over-the-horizon
radars which possess a greater capability of detecting FOBS than do the
BMEWS. These will give us more warning time against a full-scale attack
using FOBS missiles than BMEWS does against a heavy ICBM launch.

As you know, our deterrent rests upon our ability to absorb any
surprise attack and to retaliate with sufficient strength to destroy the
attacking nation as a viable society. With three-minute warning, a 15-
minute warning or no warning at all, we could still absorb a surprise
attack and strike back with sufficient power to destroy the attacker. We
have that capability today; and we'll continue to have it in the future.

Now in the second announcement, I want to tell you that we have
approved the name SENTINEL for the Chinese-oriented anti-ballistic
missile system. Moreover, Lieutenant General Alfred D. Starbird, USA,
has been named as the Army's System Manager for the Sentinel System,
General Starbird is currently serving as Director of the Defense Commun-
ications Agency as you know. He'll assume his new position on November 15.
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The System when deployed will provide a defense against the Chinese
ICBM force, (assuming they go ahead to deploy such a force), of the mid-
1970's. As System Manager, General Starbird will be responsible for the
Sentinel's development and deployment.

His organization will have three main elements. The first will be
the System Office in this area. It will be an element of the Office, Chief
of Staff of the Army. The second will be the Systems Command at Hunts-
ville, Alabama. They will develop, procure, and install the Sentinel
System and the third element will be an Evaluation Agency with headquarters
at the White Sands Missile Range, responsible for the evaluation, review
and testing of the system.

The Sentinel organization will be supported by existing Army agencies
such as the Corps of Engineers, the Materiel Command, the Army Com-
munications Command, the Continental Army Command, and the Air Defense
Command.

The NIKE-X organization will continue separately from the Sentinel
organization, NIKE-X will carry on research and development on systems,
the objective of which would be to protect population centers against large-
scale attacks. The NIKE-X program will also design equipment to be used
for tests of the penetration capabilities of our offensive missiles. Lieuten-
ant General Austin W, Betts, who as you know is Chief of Research and
Development for the Army, will continue to be responsible for the NIKE-X
& program.

Now I will be happy to try to take your questions.

Question: Of the two possibilities you mentioned in the FOBS
announcement, either the development of FOBS or a new re=entry program
for space, to which do you give the greater weight at this stage?

Secretary McNamara: I think it more likely they are working on the
Fractional Orbital Bombardment System than they are on new re-entry
vehicles for space systems. It's too early to be absolutely sure, but the
weight of evidence is in favor of the former.

Question: Would this stimulate our effort in Bambi type of concepts
as interception by satellite ?

Secretary McNamara: No, I think not.



Question: Why is that?

Secretary McNamara: We have other ways of obtaining warning and
the problem of protecting the population by destruction of the warhead as
we have said before cannot be met by technology available to us today,
taking account of the almost certain reaction of the Soviets to any ballistic
missile defense that we would put up.

Question: Mr. Secretary, is this the orbital bomb that the Russiars
themselves have referred to and if it is as bad as you say it is, sir, why
on earth are they considering the thing? I don't men to be facetious .

Secretary McNamara: Let me first say I don't know what they were
referring to when Khrushchev made the statement. I believe it was Khrushchev
who made the statement about an orbital bomb. I don't know whether this was
what he had in mind or not. He didn't tell us, but secondly, why are they
doing it? I think the most logical explanation is that we have maintained
a very large bomber force in contrast to their bomber force, intercontin-
ental bomber force, and as you know, we have plans to continue to maintain
such a force in the future. They have perhaps thought that this force was
a problem to them and that they could reduce the effectiveness of the force
by designing a weapon that would eliminate the warning that the force needs
to survive, As you know, our bomber force is highly vulnerable to missile
attack, and we have protected a percentage of the bomber force against
missile attack by putting it on an alert status such that it could take off and
advance into the atmosphere during the period of warning of the missile
attack., That is the primary advantage of BMEWS,

What the FOBS does is circumvent BMEWS, So if you were a Soviet
planner, possibly concerned about the bomber element of our force, this
might be one action you would take to meet that threat.

We countered their action with a reaction which is our over-the -
horizon radar to recapture the warning time necessary to preserve a
portion of our bomber force.

Question: Mr, Secretary, some of us met this morning with Senator
Jackson and he brought up this Fractional Orbital device problem, and he
is not all as sanguine as you are about our ability to detect. In fact, he
made that statement it would completely confound our defense and would
come in by the back door. Do you have any comment on that?
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Secretary McNamara: He hasn't said that to me so I don't want to
try to read what was in his mind, but we do have as I say an over-the-
horizon radar system which we have been working on for some time, which
we are beginning to use operationally at the present time and which will be
fully operational early next year. And which does provide warning of poten-
tial attacks of this kind, Whether he is aware of that or remembered it when
he made the statement he did, I can't say. Perhaps he can raise the ques-
tion again. Mr., Nitze is appearing in public session before his Committee
on the subject of ABMs on Monday.

Question: What you have on your hands here -- I know what the head-
lines are going to be -- that they have a three-minute bomb. It's not going
to make any difference about whether it's aimed at a soft target like our
bombers, as far as the American public is going to be concerned, is pos-
sibly a terror weapon, Is this the kind of irresponsible act that perhaps
the German scientists did on the V-2 when they were sending these things
over London?

Secretary McNamara: I think any such headline, of course, would
be a false statement of the characteristics of the weapon and a misleading
indication to the American people of the character of that weapon. This is
a less accurate, less efficient weapon than the intercontinental ballistic
missile. It does have the characteristics of flying, if you call it that, at
an altitude and in certain areas of space such that it perhaps would not be
detected by our Ballistic Misslle Early Warning System. In anticipating
that possibility several years ago, we developed a supplementary warning
system -- the over-the-horizon radar. I recall speaking of it publicly,

I believe in 1964, so we've had it under development for a long period of
time forexactly this purpose. It's becoming operational at the present
time, it will be fully operational before their FOB system is in effect,
and therefore the FOB system is just what we indicated -- a system in
which the disadvantages far outweigh the advantages as far as the attacker
is concerned.

Question: There are four parts to this. (a). does this make an attack
from over the South Pole far more likely? (b). how long have we known
about their development of the FOBS? (c) where are they testing it?

(d) what do we think of it as our main defensive weapon against it -- the
Thor-based system you referred to in '64, anti-satellite, or the NIKE-X?

Secretary McNamara: Taking the last one first, as we have said
before, we don't believe that there is a defense today in their hands or ours
against a large-scale intercontiniental ballistic attack on population centers.
That, of course, is why we decided against deployment of an anti-ballistic
missile system designed to protect population centers against heavy missile

attacks.
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Secondly, it's only been in the past month or two that we've seen
enough evidence of testing to lead us to believe that it's more likely than
not that these space shots are associated with a FOB system in contrast
to a possible re-entry development of the space system.

Thirdly, where are they testing from? I'd rather not discuss that.
It exposes some of our intelligence gathering information.

Fourthly, does this make an attack from the south more likely than
not? I think not because there are severe penalties, as I have indicated,
they pay for a FOBS orbit, A FOBS orbit need not come from the south,

It could come from the north, But in any case, where it's to come from
the south, it would be far less efficient way of delivering their warhead
than an intercontinental missile trajectory, and I think that if they were

to use it, it would be a specialized form of attack against such soft targets
as, such time-urgent soft targets, as bomber bases.

Question: Will you go into why you are announcing it at this point?
Is it in some way an effort to convey something to the Russians?

Secretary McNamara: No. It's only been in the last month or two
that we've seen enough tests, enough evidence of tests, to lead us to this
conclusion, and it's only been in the matter of the past few days that we've
finished classified briefings on the subject of Congressional Committees.
It was quite appropriate, therefore, I think, that we announce it publicly
at this time,

Question: Could you describe how far along they are, Mr, Secretary,
in an advanced stage of experimentation?

Secretary McNamara: As I indicated to you, we think it could be-
come operational, if they choose to deploy it, sometime in 1968,

Question: Is this tied in with the 7 Cosmos shots in the past week?
Are they related?

Secretary McNamara: I don't think they are related.
Question: Are these connected with the myste¥¥shots?
Secretary McNamara: Let me just take this. I'll come to you next.

Question: I was going to ask that, too. Also, what do you estimate
the payload is of these things? In terms of megatons?






8.
|

Secretary McNamara: The over-the-horizon radar warns of the
incoming objects whether they be targets against cities or bombers.
There's no particular reason for them to use a FOBS as opposed to an
ICBM against the city. The only purpose of using FOBS instead of ICBM's
would be to avoid the warning, reduce the warning time and this becomes
important only in relation to time-urgent targets. Cities aren't going
to move in the next ten minutes, we can't do anything to move them. The
bombers can move and we can act to move them and its this characteristic
of the target that leads to this choice of weapon to be used against it and
we counter that charge as I say by a new type of warning that recaptures
the warning time.

Question: But my question sir is do you have enough of this over
the horizon radar to protect the countries residents --

Secretary McNamara: To warn of attacks on any part of the country
and the answer is yes.

Question: Mr, McNamara, is it possible, though....I want to get
one thing straight on this thing, when you speak of an orbit. Is it possible
for them to put this thing up in orbit and go around and around the earth
several times before they fire this rocket off?

Secretary McNamara: The answer it is possible, but there is no
advantage to it. As a matter of fact, there is a penalty to them for doing
that. It exposes the weapon to destruction, it's a violation of an agreement
they've entered into, it gives additional warning and for all of these reasons
it's a very unlikely tactic.

Question: But if this thing is capable of orbit, how are you going to
know when they put this thing up and it starts orbiting that they are not
simply orbiting some sort of satellite and that they are actually orbiting
a FOBS. Couldn't they orbit this thing, let it go around once, and then

fire the damn thing off. And you only have 3 minutes warning.

Secretary McNamara: And of course it isn't one you are thinking
about. One is of no value to them. We have roughly 40 SAC bomber bases.
It would take a very substantial number of warheads targeted on those
bases to destroy them and quite clearly they are not going to put that sub-
stantial number X into orbit.

Question: Mr, Secretary, you said they were destroyable? What
would you destroy them with?
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Secretary McNamara: We have systems that are capable of destroying
them -- Satellites. We can put objects in orbit if that becomes desirable

or necessary.,
Question: Sir . . .
Secretary McNamara: Let me take someone else, yes.

Question: On the over-the-horizon radar, I understand this is one
of the first developments in which we were actually using it as we were
developing it, What I want to get clear is whether this is what you mean
by saying it has become operational and also is it still confined to the test
area -- whether it be Florida or wherever?

Secretary McNamara: No. The over-the-horizon radar has been
in development for several years. In a test made, we have been actually
using it to --

Question: Where is that?

Secretary McNamara: We don't disclose the sites of it.

Question: Is this airborne radar?

Secretary McNamara: No. Ground-based radar. A ground-based
system. I'm not going to discuss any more than I have, It has been in
development for a number of years. It's been in use as a test system for
a number of years, measuring and obtaining flight information on Soviet
launches for that period of time, and within the last 60 days -- am I right
op that -- within the last 60 days we've put it in the operational status, I'ts

not yet fully operational. It wont be fully operational until February of next «
year,

Question: Can I ask you a questionof .. . . .
Secretary McNamara: I'll take this one.
Question: What kind of warning time does it give us on the FOBS?

Secretary McNamara: Roughly the same as the BMEWS. Slightly
more, but roughly the same,

Question: Fifteen minutes?
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Secretary McNamara: Roughly fifteen minutes.

Question: On the warhead itself, just to get it into perspective,
you say that the payload of the FOBS would be a fraction of the ICBM
and you put:the actual as between one and three megaton. Isn't that
about equivalent to Polaris or Minuteman?

Secretary McNamara: They have to ase a very large launch vehicle,
and the large launch vehicle would carry larger warhead on an inter-
continental ballistic missile flight. But you degrade the capability in order
to use it for this purpose, and you degrade it in two respects, One, as
in reducing the payload, and the other, and far more important, degrada-
tion, is in reducing the accuracy.

Question: Well, actually the warheads would be equal to our own
warheads? :

Secretary McNamara: Yes, roughly so. The accuracy, of course,
is far, far less than our warheads and therefore the destruction capability
which is a function of accuracy and payload is far, far less.

Question: As a follow-up on that, would they be capable of using
MIRYV in these bombs to get really messed up, multiple warheads in the
bombs? And why couldn't they increase the accuracy?

Secretary McNamara: They have a number of inaccurate objects,
possibly.

Question: Can't they increase -- just like everything else is per-
fected, just increases accuracy where it would be.

Secretary McNamara: The length of the flight and the characteristic
of the orbit -- they will never be able to get the accuracy in this kind of a
system that they could get, applying the same technology to an intercon-
tinental ballistic missile system. The object, therefore, is to reduce
warning time, That's why you sacrifice payload, why you sacrifice
accuracy, and our counter to that, as I say, is to develop a new warning
system. I am correct in saying, Phil, Dan, and I announced this in 1964,
am I not?

Mr. Goulding: It was before I was on board, sir,

Question: How do they get them in orbit? Doesn't that imply
improved accuracy?
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Secretary McNamara: No. Low orbit is one of the things that takes
additional power,

Question: Isn't that a new reentry vehicle?

Question: There are so many important questions asked about this
today, won't you please give us a little more time and a few more ques-
tions? '

Secretary McNamara: No, I have a terribly busy day. Let me
just take this question here. I can't answer the question of yours about
the new re-entry vehicle, but Phil, will you get the answer to that?

Question: Will your satellite observation station network at Hawaii
and ........, will they be able to identify those objects?

Secretary McNamara: These objects are identified by the over-the-
horiz on radar system, the sites of which are classified, and I just don't
want to get into a discussion that throws any light at all on where these
sites are, or the character of the over-the-horizon system.

Question: Your whole presentation here seems to be based on the
assumption that the Russians don't think much of our over-the-horizon
radar. If this thing works, then it knocks the hell out of their reason
for using it.

Secretary McNamara: It negates the advantage that they may have
hoped to get from it, It's exactly the reason why we decided not to go
ahead with it. On the other hand, they are faced with the bomber threat
that is very substantial and they are quite clearly taking action to counter
that bomber threat. There's no question but what if you are sitting in the
Soviet shoes and you look at our bomber force as it has been, and as it
is, and as it will be, it's a much larger bomber force than they have.

Question: We're not developing a new bomber?
Secretary McNamara: We have today how many bombers?
Voice: 600,

Secretary McNamara: 500 to 600? How many are we going to have
tomorrow?

Question: We're phasing out the B-52s.
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Secretary McNamara: Oh, no, we're going to have hundreds of bombers
as far in the future as any of you can look, . . . If you are looking at this
problem from a Soviet point of view, you are going to be concerned about
it. Particularly you would have been concerned about it 4 or 5 years ago.

I don't think there is any doubt but that is what is behind the Tallinn system,
For our planning, we must assume the Tallinn system has an ABM capa-
bility., There's an uncertainty whether it does or doesn't, But its' very
clear indeed that it is an advanced air defense system. It was designed

to take account of the stated plans of the United States to maintain a large
bomber force for a number of years. So it's very clear that our decision

to maintain a bomber force has led to their reaction,

There's no argument about that. This is simply another illustration
of the theme I tried to advance in San Francisco, that in strategic force
planning, action leads to reaction. It's absolutely fundamental to each
party that they maintain a deterrent, so long as technology and financial
capability permits, and technology and financial capability both the Soviets
and the U, S, make possible the reaction of one to the action of the other.
So this is -- you are seeing it every day. You see it in our action, Cur -
Posiedon is in part a reaction to their potential ABM force, we said so at
the time we introduced the Posiedon into the research and development
program two or three years ago; we said it again when we introduced it
into the deployment schedule this past year.

You can continue to expect that, and this is the reason why this
government so strongly believes that it is in our national interest to engage
in discussions of this subject with the Soviets.

Question: Did we have an agreement with them -- I've forgotten
the status of the agreements -~ did we have an agreement with the Soviets
that we wouldn't get into using weapons in space?

Secretary McNamara: No. They have agreed not to place warheads
in full orbit, That is why this is a fractional orbit, not a full orbit, and
therefore not a violation of that agreement.

Question: You said a moment ago, it could go around the earth,

Secretary McNamara: I said they could, but they haven't,

Question: Well now, maybe they will,

Secretary McNamara: Maybe they will violate and if they will we

will observe it, but the point is that this Fractional Orbit Bombardment
System is not a violation of that agreement.
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Question: You are going to say this is not a violation of that
agreement?

Secretary McNamara: Read the agreement and you will see why
it isn't. I will be happy to give you a copy of the text.

Question: You say we have systems which are capable of destroying
satellites of this nature. I take that to mean, the very limited installations
we have out in the Pacific.

Secretary McNamara: Yes, thatis right,
Question: This doesn't provide very much coverage, does it?

Secretary McNamara: Idon't want to imply that we can defend
population centers of this country against heavy Soviet attacks. We can't,

Question: Is your position now that we are still relying on deterrent
as your basic defense against it?

Secretary McNamara: Yes, very, very, definitely so. We are still
relying on the deterrent and that is what they are relying on. There is no
other basis on which to rely at the present time and no technology, either
ours nor theirs, would permit any other basis, One more question.

Question: We would like to have you characterize your concern,
whether this means a new round in the arms race. . . .

Secretary McNamara: I'm not concerned for the reasons I have
outlined to you.

Question: Should our European allies be concerned, Mr, Secretary,
who don't have over-the-horizon radar?

Secretary McNamara: The European allies face different problems.
They face the medium-range ballistic missiles and the intermediate-
range ballistic missiles and they did not have and cannot obtain the period
of warning that we have. Theirs is quite a different problem.

Thank you very much.
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the last few days concerning the Soviet Fractional Orbit Bombardment
System (FOBS). Certainly, any Soviet commitment to a major new
strategic weapons system is a matter of importance and concern. I
believe, however, that an objective review of the facts relating to
this development leads to the conclusion that it will not constitute a
major new factor in the strategic balance.

In developing the FOBS, the Soviets may have been attempting
to achieve an element of surprise by underflying or circumventing our
BMEWS radars. The FOBS, however, involves a major sacrifice
in both the yield and the accuracy of delivery that can be obtained with
a given missile booster as compared with its use as an ICBM. New
developments in technology, however, have deprived the Soviets of
the advantage of surprise that they might have hoped to achieve with
this system. We are already operating new over-the-horizon radars
which can give us more warning time against a full-scale attack with
FOBS missiles than BMEWS would against an ICBM attack. Moreover,
if the Soviets should attack from the south or put weapons in multiple
orbits, these new radars (which detect at launch) would give us even
greater warning of an impending attack. There is a real possibility,

therefore, that rather than increase their military capabilities, the
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Soviets hawve actually reduced their net capabilities deploying FOBS

——f

rather than ICBMs. I believe it important for us to recognize that
the fact that something is different does not make it good and the fact
that something has been done by the Soviets doe s not dictate that we
must follow their lead.
I am also concerned that the charge has been made that the
Soviet FOBS program constitutes a direct violation of the Outer Space
Treaty. While I wish to emphasize that I do not in any way condone or
excuse this unnecessary action on the part of the Soviets that further
escalates the nuclear arms race, I do think that we must recognize
that their action does not constitute a violation of the Outer Space
Treaty.
Article IV of the Outer Space Treaty states:
'"States Parties to the Treaty undertake not _
to place in orbit around the earth any objects
carrying nuclear weapons or any other kinds of
weapons of mass destruction, install such

weapons on celestial bodies, or station such
weapons in outer space in any other manner. ..."

The wording of this Article makes it absolutely clear that the Treaty
is intended to prohibit the "carrying of nuclear weapons.' The Treaty
does not and was not intended to in any way prohibit the development
or even the testing of systems capable of carrying nuclear weapons.

I understand that there is no evidence of any kind or any reason to
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believe that nuclcar weapons were associated with any of the Sovict
tests of the FOBS.

Beyond this fundamental consideration that excludes a violation
of the Treaty, I believe it important to recognize that the intent of
this Article was to outlaw military systems that would station nuclear
weapons in orbit above the earth as a terror or blackmail threat
during peacetime. To this end, the wording in the Article, '"'not to
place in orbit around the earth, ' was chosen with the intent of cover-
ing a system that would circle the earth many times. The wording
was not intended to cover ICBMs or systems such as the FOBS which
presumably would only be used with nuclear weapons in time of war.

I believe that the Outer Space Treaty is an important inter-
national obligation to which most of the major countries of the world
have solemnly committed themselves. This Treaty can serve a most
important role in preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons
to the new environment of outer space. If we wish to develop the
stature of this Treaty, we must be prepared to insist that its true
obligations are honored. At the same time, we must be careful to
avoid vague charges which cannot be substantiated that the Treaty
has been violated. Such hasty actions can lead to counter charges

that we are interested in employing the Treaty for a tactical, political
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advantage when it so serves our purpose. This can only serve to

degrade the Treaty in the eyes of the world.
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EXECUTIVE SECRETARY

November 4, 1967

MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE WALT ROSTOW

Subject: FOBS

I have not yet seen the actual transcript of Secretary McNamara's
press conference in which he is reported to have spoken at length
regarding a Soviet fractional orbit bombardment system. However,
from what I have read in the newspaper and on the AP ticker, 1

would have to register disagreement with the interpretation regarding
the space treaty.

The Secretary is reported as having said, '"This is a fractional orbit,
not a full orbit, and therefore not a violation of that agreement, "

Article 4 of the treaty says nothing about a 'full orbit,"" Rather, it

expresses a prohibition against placing weapons of mass destruction
"in orbit around the earth . . . on celestial bodies . . . or in outer

space in any other manner, "

Obviously, if the Soviet system contains no warhead, putting the object
into space is not a violation of the treaty. Just as obvious, however,
if an object is put into space with a warhead of mass destruction, it

is violating the treaty.

It is incorrect to conclude that a space object has not attained orbit
until it has made a complete revolution of the earth. Once having been
launched, a spacecraft is in orbit as soon as it at'tains an altitude and
speed which would permit it to make a complete revolution of the earth.
To bring down such an object before it has made a complete revolution
does not amend in any regard a statement that it was an object in orbit
around the earth,

E., C, Welsh
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NOTE FOR COL. GINSBURGH

Here = the docu :nts I promised
to send you.

I understand conference of *~ e intereste
members of the Intelligence Community
may be convened to discuss this matter.
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October 17, 1967

MEMORANDUM FOR DR. E, C. WELSH

Subject: Soviet One-«Orbit Space Operations

The October 16, 1967, TIMES article by Evert Clark, concerning
the possible significance of the recent flurry of Soviet one-orbit space
operations, may mislead the readers.

The orbits used in these tests have an apogee of about 115 n. miles,

a perigee of 73 n. miles, an inclination of 49, 6°, and a period of about
87.8 minutes. The launch is conducted from Tyuratam in a due east
direction. The Recovery takes place just prior to completing one orbit
at Kapustin Yar. The following discussion identifies a variety of
possible test objectives for these operations.

Possibility I - (Fractional) Orbital Bombardment System

Such a system could approach every target on the surface of the
earth from any direction. While the information available on
these tests is not necessarily in conflict with this objective, the
SI.-11 launch vehicle, as modified for these tests, does not kave
the payload carrying capability to carry this payload in a weapon
system. With a launch due east, this vehicle thrusts until fuel
exhaustion. In order to strike targets in the United States, a
launch to the north or south is needed. This reduces the earth
rotation advantage inherent in an easterly launch. Therefore,
an upgraded or new launch vehicle will be needed to make this
system operational. Such a change requires a major launch
vehicle-paylead integration task.

Contrary Arguments -

1. In the absence of a northward viewing U, S. ABM system, no
plausible void exists in the Soviet weapon spectrum which could
be filled by a FOBS.

2. The need to substitute a new or modified launch vehicle for

operational deployment raises a serious question of why the
recent flurry of tests.
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Possibility II - Low Altitude Ballistic Missile System
Such a system would use an orbital or near-orbital velocity,
low 100 n. mile altitude trajectory and then de-orbit as the
warhead approaches the target area from the usual minimum-
distance trajectory direction. A weapon of this type could
evade early detection by BMEWS and thereby reduce the warning
time available to the U, S, to launch its counter strike. This
would presumably increase the probability of destroying the

U. S, missiles while still in their silos.

Contrary Arguments - The need to retro-thrust during the
re-entry phase increases the complexity of the vehicle system
and the operation, thereby degrading its accuracy, and increasing
the probability of missing the target.

Possibility III - A Penetration-Aids Development or Other Warhead
Re-entry Development Program

The United States has been conducting an extensive Penetration

Aids and Warhead Re-entry Development Programs by launching
re-entry test payloads into the highly instrumented Kwajalein complex.
The Soviets have no long range test target complex with equivalent
instrumentation. Therefore, in order to conduct tests of this type,

it may be necessary to bring the test re-entry body all the way

around the globe and conduct the actual experimental measurements
near the highly instrumented Kapustin Yar launch complex.

Contrary Arguments - Intelligence sources, to my knowledge,
have not detected signals which support this possibility. The low
altitude of the final phase of the re-entry operation may preclude
this detection.

Possibility IV - Earth Re-entry System Development for Lunar
Operations

Because of the high northern latitude of the Soviet mainland and
the primary lunar tracking and control station in Crimea, the
Soviets have an exceedingly difficult problem in their prospective
lunar return operation. Because of the particular moon-earth
geometry, a ballistic re-entry to earth favors landing in the

lower latitudes. A landing in the Soviet Union requires shooting
for a very narrow re-entry window. If the window is '"over-shot, "




a retro-fire can save the operation. If the window is '"under-shot, "
the landing will fall short, The footprint of this probable landing
area includes the Western Indian Ocean, the Arabian Sea, and the
Soviet mainland to the north. Recent representations by the Soviets
to the U, K. and Malagasy Republic indicate that they are concerned
with the possibility of an emergency operation in this part of the
Indian Ocean.

Contrary Arguments - The signals intercepted during these one-
orbit operations indicate that the terminal phase uses instruments
similar to or are the same as are being used during the warhead
re-entry tests of the conventional ballistic missile systems,

Conclusion - In order for the Soviets to conduct lunar return operations
within the constraints imposed on them by geography, the earth-moon
geometry, their desire for land recovery in the Soviet mainland, and
their restricted access to a global tracking system, I conclude that the
most likely possibility is Possibility IV, the development of Earth
Re-entry System for Lunar Operations.






https://se~�.ie;_~w�Jw.ns

4
Department of State TELEGR A’M
Ho

UNCLASSIFIED 398

PAGE @1 ROME 02397 8621272
ie -
ACTION EUR 29

INFO SP 22,8S 20,GPM @3,SC B12NSC 10,RSC @1,L @3,H @22,SA 4,

USIE @#,ClA @4, INR @7sNSA P2sRSR D1,ACDA 17sMC 216 I 85,

AEC 1 1sNASA @4s/122 W

R 0618222 NOV 67

FM AMEMBASSY ROME

T0 SECSTATE WASHDC =33

1NFO SECDEF,US MISSION NATD 21
USCINCEUR

UNCLAS ROMg 2397
SUBJs PRESS REACTIONS SECDEF'S FO0OBS DISCLOSURE
JOINY EMBASSY/USIS MESSAGE

f, SECRETARY MCNAMARA'S NOV 3 NENS'CONFERENCE RECEIVED PROMINENT
COVERAGE IN NOVe & PRESSs WITH NQOes 5e=§ EDITIONS ALSO REPORTING
SUBSEQUENT REACTIONS IN US AND UKe ALTHOUGH HEADLINES WERE
PQEDICTARLY SENSATIONAL» A THOROUGH READING OF MOST PJECEc

IN RESPONS{PLE PRESS REVEALED REASONABLY ACCURATE REPORTING OF
SECDEFJ'S CAREFULLY BALANCED STATEMFNTS =- J1.E¢ STORITS

INCLUDED REASSURANCES RE OVER<THE-= HORIZON RADAR, US NUCLEaR
NETERRENT» ETCe '

2+ INDEPENDENT /CORRIERE DELLA SERa/ REPORTED NGV 5 THAT US

PAGE 2 RUFJAB 2397 UNCLAS
APPEARED MQRE CONCERNED OVER IMPLICATION OF NEW ROUND IN NUCLEAR
ARMS RACE THAN WHETHER FORS WOULD DjSRYFT PRESENT BALANCE OF

UNCLASSIIED



Department of State TEI.EGRAM

UNCLASSIFIED

PAGE @2 RQME 02397 @621272

POWER

3¢ IN FRONT PAGE STORY ENTITLED “WASHINGTONJ®'S WARNING To MOSCOW =
IMHED!ATE AMERXCAN NUCLEAR REPRISAL IF RUSSTANS PLACE SParE
WEAPON IN ORBIT®, CENTER /IL MESSAGGERO/ NOV 5 SAID PURPnSE

of - SECDEFJ*S ANNOUNCEHENT WAS THREEVOLD: A} TO INFQRM US aND
WORLD PUSLIC OF NEW WEAPONS B) TO rOQESTALL PROPAGANDA EFFEcT

OF MOSCOWJ*S "IMMINENT® ANNOUNCEMENTs AND €} TO AVOID "paNiIc™
WHICH MIGHT ENSUE IF SOVIETS DECIDEo TO ANNOUNCE THAT SYSTEM WAS
ALREADY OPERATIONAL. IN NOVe 4 EDITION, /MESSAGGFRO, SAIn SECDEF
HAD TRIED TO PLAY DOWN DRAMATIC NATURE OF ANNOUNCEMENT RY
"REFUSING® TO CALL SOVIET FORS EXPERIMENTS a VICLATION OF QUTER
SPACE TREATY.

4e CHRISTIAN DEMOCRATIC /IL POPOLO/ REPORTED NOV. 4 THAT SOVIETS
WERE APPARENTLY PREPARING TO PLACE NUCLEAR WARHEADS IN ORRIT
“DESPITE SPACE AGREEMENT".

5e CONSERVATIVE /LA NAZIONE/ NOV S TERMED MCNAMARA ANNOUNCE -
MENT ¥A HARSH REMINDER OF THE REALITY OF EAST<WEST RELATIANS." IN
NOVe 6 LEAD EDITORIAL ENTITLED "MCNAMARA=MYTH AND REAL[TY®,

PAGE 3 RUFJAB 2397 UNCLAS

/NAZIONE/ SUGGESTED US NUCLEAR STRATEGY HAS RELIED TOO STRONGLY
ON YSECOND STRIKE™ CAPABILITY IN LIGHT OF RECENT INDICATIONS
SOVIETS ARE “CLOSING NUCLEAR GAP+® EDITORIAL CONCLUDES WiTH
QUESTION: IS US DETERRRENT STILL CAPABLE OF DISSUADING RUSSI~
ANS FROM THE MAD ADVENTURE OF NUCLEAR WaAR?w

6¢ CENTERLEFT /LA STAMPA/, BASING ITS INFORMATION ON BRTIGH
PRESS AND INSTITUTE OF STRATEGIC STUDIES DIRECTOR BUCKAN,
REPORTED SOVIET /SPACE BOMB™ HAS BEEN TESTED NINE TIMES SiNCE
SEPTs |96 DURING "COSMOS" SERIES

7+ WHILE SCARCELY NOTED IN SOCIALIST /AVANTI /o "MCNAMARA S
REVELATIONS", SAID REPUBLICAN /LA VOCE REPURBL!CANA/ ON NOV &,
"CONFIRM THE DRAMATIC URGENCY OF A DISARMAMENT AGREEMENT™,

2e COMMUNIST PARTY ORGAN /UNTITA/ SalD NOVa g "ITi'S WIGH

‘UNCLASS]IFIED



Department of State TEI.EGRAM

'UNCLASS]IFIED

©AGE @3 RQME 92397 @621272

TIME THAT THE AMERICAN UNDERSTAND THAT USSR IS CARARLE OF
RESPONDING TO EVERY ONE OF THEIR NE W MOVES IN TeE ARMS

RACE, AND THAT THEY GIVE UP THEIR BnasTFUL €LAIMS NF cUPER{C.
R1TYY,

REINHARDT

UNCLASSI#IgD



5
Z

Department of State TEI.EGRAM

4

UNCLASSIFIED 361

PAGE #] BONN 04997 0621092

20
ACTION EUR ?ﬂ

INFO USIE @@,P @4,NSA @2,ClA P4,RSC @1»INR 27,D0OD @t .c0 a~,85 27,

GPM ©3,SC @1,NSC 10,EA 15sRSR @1,/091 W

PEOROCRTN PR BN R e e

R 2618352 NOV 67 -
FM AMEMBASSY BONN
TO SECSTATE WASHDC 5856

UNCLAS BONN 4907

SUBJECTs PRESS REACTION TO SECRETARY MCNAMARA®S FR OUNe
CEMENT ON FOBS

JOINT EMBASSY/USIS MESSAGE

SECRETARY MCNAMARA'S ANNOUNCEMENTs ON FRIDAY, THAT THE SOVIET
UNION IS WORKING ON A FACTIONAL ORBIT BOMBING SYSTEM (FORS)
MADE FRONT<PAGE NEWS IN MOST PAPERS AND WAS CARRIED WiDELY ON
RADIO AND TELEVISION. IT WAS ALSO THWE MAJOR TOPIC FOR EDITORIAL
1N MONDAY®S PRESS.

RHEINISCHE POST REFLECTS A FEELING OF UNEASINESS WHICH PERVADES
GENERAL EDITORIAL COMMENTe THE PAPER CLAIMS THAT FOUR WEEKS
AGO» WHEN WASHINGTON AND MOSCOW RATIFIED THE TREATY BARRING

THE USE OF SPACE FOR MILITARY PURPOSESs» THERE WAS A DEGREEF OF
RELIEFo TODAYJ DESPITE SECRETYARY MCNAMARA'S ASSuRANcgsp THERE
1S A FEELING OF RENEWED CONCERNo THE PAPER EXPRESSES IT mvy

PAGE 2 RUFKC 49@7 UNCLAS ‘ ,
ASSERTING THAT MANY AMERICANS DO NOT AGREE WITH THE SECRETARY'S
ASSURANCES, AND THAT UNREST AND MISTYRUST ARFE MOUNTING IN THE
CONGESS.

FRANKFURTER NEUE PRESSE BELIEVES THAT "THE CONCERN CREATEpD BY
FOBS 1S NOT ALLAYED BY CERTAIN WEAKNESSES ATTRIBUTED BY MCNAMAR:
TO THIS SYSTEMe® THE PAPER SEES IN FOBS A MaAUOR INCENTIVFE To

UNCLASSIFIED


https://RATrFt.ED

UNCLASSIFIED

PAGE @2 BONN 049097 0621092

PUSH AHEAD WITH NPT, BECAUSE NPT MIGHT CONSTITUTE A MAJOR
UoSe=SOVIET BRIDGEs BY IMPLICATION FRANKFURTER NEUE PRESSF
SUGGESTS THAT IMPROVED UsSe=SOVIET RELATIONS ARE THE REST
GUARANTEE AGAINST NEW WEAPONS SYSTEMS AS WELL AS THE POTENTIAL
NUCLEAR THREAT OF CHINAe BONN’S GENFRAL=ANZEIGER TAKES A RATHER
PESSIMISTIC NOTE WHEN IT CLAIMS THAT CHANCES FOR SURVIVAL FROM
A ®SPACE ATTACK"™ HAVE BEEN REDUCEDe THE PAPER COMMENTS THAT
MCNAMARA HAD TO ADMIT THAT THE WARNING PERIOD OF A NUCLEAR
ATTACK HAD BEEN REDUCED BY FOBS TO THREE MINUTESe GENERAL.
ANZEIGER CONCLUDES THAT SHOULD THE FOB SYSTEM MATERIALI!ZE,
CHANCES FOR UeSs=SOVIET NEGOTIATIONS ON ABM WILL BE DASHED

FOR THE ARGUMENT THAT THE SOVIET FOR WAS ONLY CHINESE<ORIENTED
COULD HARDLY BE ACCEPTED AT FACE VALUE IN THE WEST.

OF ALL EDITORIALS, THE KOELNER STADYT=ANZEIGER IS THE MOSTY
ALARMINGo T SAYS THAT MCNAMARA'S ANNOUNCEMENT "RAISES THE MOST

PAGE3 RUFKC 49@7 UNCLAS o
ALARMING PERSPECTIVES®, AND THE PAPER PESSIM]STICALLY PREDICTS
THAT THE SEARCH FOR THE ULTIMATE WEAPON WILL CONTINUE. THE
PAPER CONCLUDES THAT IT MAY BE WELL FOR MCNAMARA TO REASSURE
AMERICANSs BUT "WE EURQPEANS HAVE EVERY REASON TO BE AL ARAMED«"
MCGHEE

UNCLASSIFIED






Remarks by Secretary McNamara to the
National Association of Educational Broadcasters
T November 1967

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I want to talk to you this morning about the unused potential of the
Department of Defense -- a potential for contributing to the solution of the
social problems wracking our nation.

The Defense Department is the largest single institution in the world: an
institution employing directly four and a half million men and women, indirectly
employing several million more, and directing the use of nearly 10 percent of
the nation's wealth.

The question I want to put to you is this: can these vast resources be
used to contribute to our nation's benefit beyond the narrow -- though vitally
necessary -- role of military power?

As a basis for exploring this question, I want to describe to you three
projects that are currently under way:

. An Open Housing Program, to break through the barriers of racial
discrimination in off-base housing for military personnel.

. PROJECT 100,000, a program to salvage the poverty-scarred youth of
our society at the rate of 100,000 men each year -- first for two
years of military service, and then for a lifetime of productive
activity in civilian society.

. And finally, PROJECT TRANSITION, a program to assist the three=
quarters of a million men leaving military service each year to
select and train for the role in civilian life that will contribute
most to their personal fulfillment and to the nation's benefit.

But before discussing these programs, let me make it unmistakably clear
that our primary responsibility and our clear mandate from the President and
from the Congress is to procure and maintain in a high state of combat readi-
ness whatever military forces are necessary to protect this nation from ex-
ternal attack, keep our commitments to our allies, and support the objectives
of our foreign policy.

We are meeting that responsibility.

Since 1961, excluding those forces added because of operations in Vietnam,
we have increased our military capability in every essential category:

. A U45% increase in the number of combat assigned Army divisions --
from 11 to 16.

. A T3% increase in the funds for general ship construction and
conversion to modernize the fleet.



A 200% increase in the number of guided missile surface ships --
from 23 to T2.

A 300% increase in our inventory of nuclear-powered ships -- from
19 to TT.

A 40% increase in the number of Air Force tactical fighter séuadrons -
from 67 to 94 -- and a 100% increase in the total payload capability
of all our fighter and attack aircraft, Air Force, Navy and Marine
Corps.

A 300% increase in helicopter troop lift capability.
A 340% increase in our fixed-wing airlift capability -- an increase
which will reach 1000% in the 1970s with the introduction of the

mammoth new C-5A transport.

A 100% increase in the number of nuclear weapons deployed in NATO
Europe.

A 160% increase in the number and total megatonnage of nuclear weapons
in the strategic alert forces.

Nor do these increases tell the full story. We have developed in the past
several years a broad new array of weapons which include:

The SR-T1l: a highly sophisticated reconnaissance aircraft that can
fly three times the speed of sound.

The POSEIDON intercontinental missile which has five to ten times the
destructive power of the POLARIS missile it replaces,

The MBT-T0, a new main battle tank, providing increased firepower,
protection and mobility.

The CH-54 flying crane: our first heavy-lift helicopter, which has

paid for itself many times over in recovering battle-damaged helicopters,
as well as performing an expanded range of supply and logistic functions
in support of our troops.

The family of F-111 aircraft: the most sophisticated and effective
attack aircraft in the world todey -- and recognized as such by foreign
governments who are buying it in preference to aircraft produced in
their own countries.



. The multi-warhead ballistic missile re-entry system which multlplles
the effectiveness of our missile force.

. The WALLEYE guided bomb, which uses a television guidance system,
enabling aircraft and conventional explosives to hit t¢ zets in
Southeast Asia today with extreme accuracy and effectiveness.

. The LANCE tactical surface-to-surface missile, equipped with both
nuclear and non-nuclear warheads, which has greater range, accuracy
and reliability than the missiles it will replace.

. The SPARTAN and SPRINT anti-ballistic missiles which will provide
defense against a possible Chinese attack in the 1970s.

. The PHOENIX air-to-air missile system, providing us with the capability
of destroying formations of enemy aircraft in the air at substantially
greater distances,

The SRAM air-to-surface missile, increasing the effectiveness of our
strategic bombers, and enabling us to penetrate advanced enemy defenses.

. The COBRA attack helicopter, providing faster, more flexible support
of our ground troops.

. The A-T attack aircraft, giving our Navy and the Air Force an improved
capability to support our ground forces, with its greater bomb capacity
and longer range.

. And scores of other weapon systems and sub-systems -- many of them,
of course, still highly classified.

Now, obviously, the real test of combat readiness is not simply to have an

adequate arsenal of advanced weaponry -- which we have greatly added to over the
past six years -- but to be able to respond rapidly and effectively to an
emergency . ’

Such an emergency faced us in the summer of 1965, when it became apparent
that Hanoi was on the verge of cutting South Vietnam in half by overwhelming
force.

If we in the United States were to prevent that defeat, we had to respond
rapidly and effectively.

That is what we did -- and our accomplishments in the face of that emergency
are the most realistic measure of our combat readiness.



In the first crucial months of the crisis we moved over 100,000 men to
Southeast Asia in 120 days. We supplied them with hundreds of thousands of
different items, at the end of a 10,000 mile pipeline -- which at the time
had only one deepwater port, and neither roads nor rail line to move the
supplies inland.

In those first critical months we saved South Vietnam from complete and
final defeat.

Today we are supporting some 600,000 men in Southeast Asia -- at a standard
of proficiency never before equalled in the history of warfare -- and we are
doing so without wage controls, without price controls, without profit controls =--
and indeed without the serious dislocation of the economy that has been the
inevitable accompaniment of every other war we have fought in this century.

What is more, we are accomplishing this without calling up our reserve
forces; without any significant movement of our men and equipment out of Western
Europe; without any important change in our.forces in South Korea; and without
Jeopardizing our ability to meet additional emergencies that might occur else-
where in the world.

Now, how has all this been possible?

It has been possible because we have met our first and overriding respons-
ibility in the Defense Department: we were, we are, and we will continue to
remain in a high state of combat readiness.

Combat readiness is our primary responsibility.

But I want to stress that responsibility is not inconsistent with other
goals.

We have been concerned, for example, with obtaining and operating the
required level of military power at the lowest possible cost. That goal is
clearly sensible in a Department that is spending over $70 billion per year.

Efficient, economical management does not detract from combat readiness.
On the contrary, it strengthens it.

Our defense expenditures today -- even including the full cost of our
commitments in Southeast Asia -- constitute a smaller percentage of the Gross
National Product than they did in any fiscal year from 1952 through 1959.

That is due in part to the five-year Cost Reduction Program, which we
initiated in 1962. Over the five years we saved the taxpayers in excess of
14 billions of dollars. Now that the initial phase has been completed,



we have esteblished the Cost Reduction Program as a permanent annual procedure —--
with stated goals and carefully audited results.

As part of reducing costs, we have to date initiated actions to consolidate,
reduce, or close over 950 Defense installations or activities -- all over the
world -- involving property that has become surplus to foreseeable peacetime or
wartime needs. ’

The base closure program understandably created, in the beginning, a
great deal of local apprehension and political pressure. And yet we have not
reversed a single base closure decision due to pressure; nor has it been necessary
to reopen a single installation to take care of the 25% expansion of our forces
which has occurred in the past two years. The recurring annual savings of the
base closure program alone, when completed -- including the elimination of 200,000
Jobs -- will total $1.5 billion.

Furthermore, the usual pattern of these base closures is that the local
communities -- ultimately -- benefit from the action. Our Office of Economic
Adjustment works closely with the community leaders from the day a base closure
is announced, and helps explore fully the growth potential of the area.

Now, just as efficient management and cost reduction are not the Defense
Department's primary goals -- but are nevertheless entirely consistent with
our central responsibility of combat readiness -- so it is becoming clear
there are other measures that we can take that benefit the economy, and the
social profile of the nation, which are equally consistent with our primary
objective.

As I said at the outset, we are currently conducting three programs which
are directed toward alleviating certain social inequities in the nation.

First, the Open Housing Program:

Racial discrimination -- granting the great legislative advances that have
been achieved in the past six years -- remains a festering infection in our
national life.

The Defense Department, beginning with the courageous executive order of
President Truman in 1948 integrating the armed services, has been a powerful
fulcrum in removing the roadblocks to racial justice -- not merely in the
military, but in the country at large.

But clearly the nation's road to equality is still strewn with boulders
of bias.



-Shortly after I became Secretary of Defense, I asked Mr. Gerhard A.
Gesell, a leading member of the bar, to organize a committee to review the
progress of equal opportunity in the Armed Forces.

Thét cqmmittée took a hard, realistic look at the problem. It reported
that substantial improvement had been made on military bases. But.it found
that there remained severe off-base discrimination affecting thousands of

Negro servicemen and their families. This discrimination was most destructive
in the field of housing.

Open housing is & serious issue throughout our society. It is not con-
fined to the Armed Forces. Too many of our citizens cannot live in the homes

of their choice, on the streets of their choice, in the neighborhoods of their
choice.

But this intolerable racial discrimination affects military personnel even
more severely than it does the population at large. The serviceman and his
family, on limited compensation and under military orders, must move every few
years. While defending their nation, they are singularly defenseless against
this bigotry.

My response to the Gesell Committee findings was to issue a directive in-
corporating its recommendations. Commanders everywhere were asked to organize
voluntary programs to eliminate housing discrimination in the communities
surrounding their bases.

In the Pentagon we turned our minds to other problems.

Early this year we reviewed the results of that four-year-old directive.
We sent teams to a dozen bases to look into every aspect of equal opportunity.
A special task force was set up for the greater Washington area. Seventeen
thousand service families were surveyed. Their answers were analyzed.

One fact became painfully clear. Our voluntary program had failed, and
failed miserably.

This failure we found intolerable. I put the matter to you bluntly: our
nation should not, and will not, ask a Negro sergeant, for example, to risk his
life, day after dangerous day, in the heat and hardship of a jungle war; and
then bring him home and compel him to remain separated from his wife and his
children because of the hate and prejudice that parades under the pomposity of
racial superiority.

And yet, that is precisely what has been happening in this country.

The color of the blood that our men shed in the defense of Asia is all the
same shade.



But when these men return home, it is not the color of their blood that
matters: it is the color of their skin.

There are thousands of our Negro troops, returning from Vietnam, who are
being discriminated against in off-base housing. When there is adequate housing
on the base, Negro men in uniform are treated as all Americans should be treated.
When there is not, and the Negro must depend on the civilian community for hous-
ing, he all too often is denied this equality of treatment.

Because of his color he suffers a penalty; his femily suffers a penalty; and
our national security suffers a penalty because of the impaired morale of our
fighting forces.

We are talking here about a group of men who have distinguished themselves
in the service of their nation. It is a fact that Negroes often volunteer for
the most difficult and hazardous assignments. It is a fact that 20 percent of
Army deaths in Vietnam last year were Negroes.

Earlier this year, in a visit to his home State of South Carolina, General
Westmoreland paid tribute to the superb performance of these men.

"I say to the people of my native State and my country," the
General noted, "that the performance of the Negro serviceman has
been particularly inspirational to me. He has served with distinc-
tion equal to that of his white comrade in arms. The Negro service-
man, like all servicemen, has been a credit to our country. He has
been courageous on the battlefield, proficient in a cross section »of
technical skills. Like his white colleague, he understands what the
war is all about, he is loyal to his country and supports its policies,
and is carrying out his responsibilities with a sense of responsibility."

The Negro serviceman has been loyal and responsible to his country. But
the people of his country have failed in their loyalty and responsibility to him.
The country which sent him to hazardous duty abroad refuses to permit him to live
in the midst of the white civilian community when he returns.

Our original voluntary program to correct off-base housing discrimination
floundered and fell apart. It lacked sufficient leadership from the top --
starting with me, and going right on down through the senior echelon of the
Defense establishment. And it lacked appropriately stiff sanctions for the
violation of our anti-discrimination policy.

We have forged, therefore, a whole new set of tools to deal with this failure.
We have mapped out a two-pronged campaign. The first phase was to compile

a nation-wide census of open off-base rental housing for military personnel. That
we have completed.
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Defense installations and military personnel there; but because of the 1k
states with open housing regulations and laws, California has the lowest
percentage of apartment facilities open to all races.

Indeed, we have plans to extend the program in a dozen additional states
in the near future.

Everywhere our approach will be the same. We will survey the local
situation of each military base. We will meet with the realtors and landlords
and explain the problem fully. We will request their cooperation and seek
their voluntary compliance. We will do everything possible to see that our
military femilies act as good tenants: that they pay their obligations promptly,
and that they respect the property of private owners. We will enlist the help
of local and State officials. And only when, and if, all other actions fail,
will we apply the appropriate sanctions.

I want to emphasize that I am fully aware that the Defense Department is
not a philanthropic foundation or & social-welfare institution. But I want to
emphasize just as strongly that I do not propose to let our Negro servicemen
and their families continue to suffer the injustices and indignities they have
in the past.

It is said that there are no atheists in foxholes. I can assure you that
in South Vietnam there is no segregation in foxholes,

There is no segregation of our servicemen in on-base housing.

And the Defense Department cannot tolerate segregation of our servicemen
in off-base housing.

Where we must use stiff sanctions, we will.

What we prefer, hope for, and expect is an overwhelming measure of
voluntary compliance.

Now let me discuss with you for a moment our second program in the social
field. It is called PROJECT 100,000, and I first announced it in a speech in
New York in August of last year.

I pointed out, &t the time, that though there were roughly 1.8 million young
men reaching military service age each year in the United States, some 600,000 --
8 full third -~ were failing to qualify under our draft standards. Some had
medical problems, but I was particularly concerned about those thousands who
failed because of educational deficiencies.

In some areas, the failure rate for draftees ran as high as 60 percent; and
for Negroes in some states it exceeded 80 percent.
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What this clearly meant was that the burden of military service was not
being shouldered equally. Inequities were serious: inequities by region;
inequities by race; and inequities by educational level.

What was even worse was the obvious implication. If so massive a number
of our young men were educationally unqualified for even the least complicated
tasks of military service, how could they reasonably be expected to lead pro-
ductive and rewarding lives in an increasingly technological and highly-skilled
society?

Our studies confirmed that a great number of these draft rejectees were
the hapless and hopeless victims of poverty: a poverty that is not the mere
absence of American middle-class affluence, but something infinitely more
complex: a corrosive and decaying mix of social, educational, and environmental
deprivation. ‘

What these men badly need is a sense of personal achievement -- a sense of
succeeding at some task -- a sense of their own intrinsic potential.

They have potential, but the slow and silent poison of the poverty virus
has paralyzed it in many of them. They have grown up in an atmosphere of
drift and discouragement. It is not simply the sometimes squalid ghettos of
their external environment that has debilitated them -- but an internal and
more destructive ghetto of personal disillusionment and despair: a ghetto of
the human spirit.

Poverty in America pockmarks its victims inwardly.

If unchecked and unreversed, that inner ghetto of the poverty-scarred
personality of these men can fester into explosive frustrations of bitterness
and violence.

Chronic failures in school throughout their childhood, they are destined
to a downward spiral of defeat and decay in a skill-oriented nation that
requires from its manpower pool an increasing index of competence, discipline,
and self-confidence.

Poverty destines thousands of young men today to a dismal future. Destines
them, yes. But dooms them, no.

These young men -- and they are typified by those who in the past have
failed to qualify for military service due to educational deficiencies -- can
be saved from that futile future. They can be rehabilitated, both inwardly
and out. They are men, we concluded, who given the benefits of the Defense
Department's experience in educational innovation and on-the-job training, and
placed in an atmosphere of high motivation and morale, could be transformed
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into competent military personnel. Beyond that, after their tour of duty they
could return to civilian life -~ equipped with new skills and attitudes -- and
thus bresk out of the self-perpetrating poverty cycle.

The Defense Department is the world's largest producer of skilled men. We
provide enlisted men with highly professional training in 1,500 different skills,
in more than 2,000 separate courses. And each year we return about three-quarters
of a million men to the nation's manpower pool.

The goal of PROJECT 100,000 was, therefore, to take in 40,000 rejectees the
first year, and 100,000 each year thereafter. The program completed its first
year on September 30.

I want to report to you on its progress.
Our goal was to take 40,000 men; we took 49,000.

They entered all of the services: Army, Navy, Air Force, and the Marine
Corps.

Now, what sort of backgrounds do these men come from? About 60 percent
are whites; about 40 percent Negroes. Their average age is 21. Thirty percent
of them are unemployed at the time they come to us, and an additional 26 percent
are earning less than $60 a week.

What this means is that more than half of these men are gripped in poverty.
Nor is that surprising. Their average reading score is a bare sixth-grade level;
and 14 percent of them read at a third-grade level or less. Many are poorly
motivated when they reach us. They lack initiative. They lack pride. They
lack ambition.

If nothing were done to give them a strong sense of their own worth and
potential, they, their wives and their children would almost inevitably be the
unproductive recipients of some form of the dole 10 years from now.

I want to repeat: we have taken these men into the service because we are
convinced that, given the proper environment and training, they can contribute
Just as much to the defense of their country as men from the more advantaged
segments of our society.

Has that belief been borne out by the facts?

We now have had a full year's experience with this program, and let me
tell you the results.

Ninety-eight percent of our traditional categories of recruits successfully
graduated from basic training during the year. And the successful graduation
rate of these 49,000 new category men was 96 percent -- only two percentage
points less than our traditional recruits.
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I have insisted that these men should never be singled-out or stigmatized
as a special group. Technically -- and for our own internal record-keeping --
men who would have formerly been draft rejectees are termed New Standards men.
But the men themselves are never informed that they are in this category.

It is absolutely imperative that they believe in themselves and their own
potential. They obviously cannot do that if we treat them with anything
remotely suggesting condescendence.

The plain fact is that our PROJECT 100,000 is succeeding beyond even our
most hopeful expectations. Many of our commanders report that these men are
turning out to be even more highly motivated than some servicemen with a much
more privileged background.

Now these are the initial results, and we are immensely encouraged. But
obviously the real test is going to come later, when these men move back into
civilian society. How will they fare then?

Will the vital sense of achievement and self-confidence they have experienced.
in their military service, as well as the skills they have learned, move them
forward in society -- or will they return to the depressing downward-spiraling,
poverty-in-the-midst-of-plenty phenomenon that plagues our urban ghettos and
our rural pockets of economic stagnation?

We cannot say for certain. But we intend to find out.

We are launching a careful follow-up study to test conclusively the ultimate
outcome of PROJECT 100,000. At least a decade of careful measurement of the
performance of the men both in and out of the service will be required. We won't
know until the end of that period what the definitive study will prove. But I
am willing to make a prediction. I am convinced that the PROJECT 100,000 men
will continue to do a fully creditable job in the service; and that on return to
civilian life, their earning capacity -- and their over-all achievement in society --
will be two or three times what it would have been had there been no such program,
and had they remained rejectees.

Hundreds of thousands of men can be salvaged from the blight of poverty, and
the Defense Department -- with no detriment whatever to its primary role -- is
particularly well equipped to salvage them.

We not only can do it. We are doing it. And the benefit to our society --
and to the ultimate roots of our security -- will be immense.

Now, let me describe to you briefly our third program in this field. We
call it PROJECT TRANSITION.
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As I mentioned, we return some 750,000 men from the services annually to
civilian life. Some of these men can move readily into civilian jobs without
difficulty, but a significant number of them are faced with genuine problems.

We surveyed the situation, and found that some 50 percent of the men about
to leave the services need and want some degree of help to make the transition
to a productive civilian life.

To provide that help, we have created a voluntary program -- PROJECT
TRANSITION -- for men with 30 to 180 days of service time remaining. The project
gives priority to certain groups: to those disabled in battle; to those with no
previous civilian occupation; to combat arms servicemen with no civilian-related
skill; to those who have such a skill, but who require additional training or
upgrading; and finally to those who desire a completely new civilian skill,
regardless of their current training status.

The program meets four basic needs of the man leaving the service: counseling,
skill enhancement, education, and job placement.

We now have pilot programs -- for each of the services -- at five bases. I
can report to you today that within sixty days PROJECT TRANSITION will be in
operation at all eighty of the major installations in this country.

We have enlisted the cooperation of other federal agencies -- the Labor
Department, HEW, the Postal Service -- as well as a number of State and local
agencies that can assist with training, and offer employment to these men., A
number of police departments around the nation, for example, are participating,
not only with professional advice and technical assistance but with solid job
offers as well.

Though the program is still in its pilot stage, it clearly has tremendous
potential, and industrial leaders throughout the nation have already expressed
enthusiasm for the idea. Further, the Ford Foundation has offered to work closely
with us in solving the problems connected with placing the right veteran in the
right job.

We are going to be able to give the returning Negro veteran -- particularly
the Negro veteran who without help might be compelled to drift back into the
stagnation of the urban ghetto -- an opportunity for valuable training and

satisfying employment.

Every veteran -- regardless of color, creed, or class -- who has served his
country in the Armed Forces deserves the opportunity to move back usefully and
productively into civilian life. PROJECT TRANSITION will help give him the
opportunity.

I think the point we must realize is this. There is no question but that
the economic, social, and educational legislation of the current period eventually
will transform American society immensely for the better.

But the very magnitude of the task will require a decade or two for the
full effects to be felt. .
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This means that the present generation of the under-privileged youth of
all races, caught in the self-perpetuating trap of poverty, are in danger of
being left out of these eventual benefits.

The President has made clear that the United States cannot be satisfied
with that situation. We must find ways to assist people now -- even before
our present legislation can reach its full potential for economic and social
improvement.

This is menifestly a national responsibility -- not primarily a Department
of Defense responsibility.

Our primary responsibility -- to repeat -- is the security of this nation.
But in the ultimate analysis, the foundation of that security is a stabile
social structure. I suggest to you that the Defense Department can find ways
to contribute to the development of such a structure without compromising the
combat readiness of its forces.

The three social programs I have described to you today are the kinds of
programs that will bolster the security of this nation. They are the kinds of
programs that will reduce the criticism, some of it justified, that we are
often bludgeoned with internationally: criticism that grows out of the dis-
crepancy between our traditional preaching of the principles of liberty and
equality -- and our obvious lapses in the practice of those two bedrock con-
stitutional guarantees. They are partial answers to the basic question: can
our present American society afford to meet simultaneously its responsibilities
both at home: and abroad?

Can we continue to meet our commitments to contain aggression internationally,
and at the same time take the measures necessary to cure our urban and racial
ills here at home?

I say definitively that we can.
This nation is immensely powerful -- both in material and human resources.

Our current Defense expenditures -- as heavy as they are -- are only 9 per-
cent of the GNP, That is a lesser percentage of the GNP than defense spending
in most of the years of the 1950s. The taxes we pay today are billions of
dollars less than the taxes we would be paying under the tax rates of the 1950s.
The modest surcharge that the President is recommending -- and which makes eminent
sense in our highly charged economy -- will represent a recision of less than
half of the tax cuts this Administration has achieved,

And yet, we appear to believe that we cannot afford to achieve all that
genuinely needs achieving.

We appear to believe that we are stretching our resources too thinly.

We appear to believe that we cannot simultaneously wage war against aggression
abroed, and a war against poverty, urban decay, and sociel injustice here at home.
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That we cannot afford it is a myth.
That we may choose not to attempt it, is another matter entirely.
But if we make that choice, let us make it deliberately and rationally.

Let us not make that choice because of a mere mythology -- the mythology
that America is not strong enough to do all that needs doing.

We are strong enough materially and technologically. We do have the re-
sources in both money and manpower.

What we may lack is the will power.
If we do lack it, so be it. But let that be our conscious choice. Let
us face the issues honestly, and admit to ourselves that we simply do not want

to make the effort.

Let us not blame the lack of effort on the myth that we cannot do all that
needs doing.

For the fact is, we can.

We can curb aggression abroad. And we can meet our pressing social problems
here at home. And we can do both at the same time if we will use wisely existing
institutions and available resources.

The simple question is this: do we have the requisite faith in ourselves?

Do we have the requisite confidence in our constitutional objectives?

Do we have the requisite resolve to complete the achievements that the
United States was founded less than 200 years ago to secure?

I, for one, say we do.
Ladies and Gentlemen, what say you?

Thank you, and good morning.
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desire to decrease American numerical superiority in

‘nuclear capacity. In rather convoluted reasoning, Kenneth
Gatland, Sunday Telegraph Space Correspondent, opined that
the FOB is really part of a Soviet political-economic war

to again force America to spernd heavily on new, complex
defenses." By Monday, press wes covering ramifications of
FOB, especially repercussions in US, Noteworthy is Daily
Telegraph's report that RAF had known about FOB for six years,

The first editorial comment appeared Monday. The Daily
Telegragh editorial saw McNamara's announcement as a move
to 1imit "already severe pressure on him to out- build the
Russians in every aspect of the nuclear arms race." This
editorial was most sympathetic toward the American Govern-
ment, terming it "a model of patience and restraint, " but
suggested that Russia is playing a dangerous poker game in
the nuclear weaponry field.

The theme that Russia is trying to cut down the US lead in
nuclear weaponry again occurs in a rather detached editorial
inMonday's Guardian. - Although somewhat critical of the
Russians, most of the editorial outlines the facts of the
nuclear weapons race in general and the FOB in particular.
The editor does believe that, since the 1962 missile crisis,
the Russians have been committed to catching up with the US

"by building enough long-range missiles and by developing
new weapons, such as the orbital bomb," but the editor also
remarks "how much more constructive, in retrospect, would
.have been a committed attempt to secure agreed nuclear
disarmament.

Articles enclosed.

BRUCE
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:Sy SAM POPE BREWER
2% Spectal to The New York Times

INITED NATIONS, N. Y.|
OBE: 16 — The General Assem-

bI§s: Political Committee ap-
prpyed unanimously today a 17-
nptjon resolution to prohibit
weapons of mass destruction in
S

wihe agreement, originally
réachied by the United States
aid. the Soviet Union as the

dif§f:nations capable at present
mrbitlng such weapons, pro-
an unusual atmosphere
elief and almost jubilation

le committee.
=IHe accelerated procedure
fMagited will put the resolution
‘ire the General Assembly
tification tomorrow morn-
=Representatives of 10 coun-
198 spoke briefly in enthusias-
M. Kupport of the resolution.
(g were led off by those of
Tnited States and the So-

eeddiroshi "Hitomi of Japan
aade a strong plea” for unani-
Bous  support. He said that
@mligh the resolution did not

the binding effect of a
aty, it was “an important
toward establishment of a

"""" . Formal Vote Wh.lved

y the speakers finished, the
mnume chairman, Carl W.
&Schurmann of the Nether-

ids, said: “We are all so

wpy about this resolution

it will not be Jnecessary to
ig e a formal vote.”

w38 asked whether there were
Ky objections to this procedure,
Psused for an answer, and said

- he considered it adopted.
ere was thunderous applause.
=-{'The resolution has been au-
oly adopted by acclamation,”
.Chairman announced.
&Trance had not joined with
fecother members of the 18-
: jon Disarmament Committee
sponsotlng the resolution, but
ehief delegate, Roger Sey-
doiiX; joined in the applause for
the decision.. He said later that

if there was a rollcall tomorrow,
France would vote for the reso-l
lution.

The resolution was described.
by Adlai E. Stevenson of the|
United States in a brief speech
&s “a simple one.” He noted that
“it does not require the cessa-
tion by governments of any
present activity.”

THE NEW YORK TIMES

October 17,

to refrain developing &
riew potential’¥n the armaments
field.” He added: “Certainly it
would seem easier not to arm an

and the s::viet Unlon, announced
Oct. 3, that they would not.sta-
tion weapons of mau astrmw
tion .in space. , - “

It “solemnly calls upon a.ll !
states to refrain from' placing
in orbit around the earth any
objects containing nuclear weap-
ons or any other kinds of weap-
ons of mass destruction, install-
ing such weapons on celestial
bodies, or stationing such weap-
ons in outer spa.ce 1n any other
manner.’

To cover all possxbﬂities, the
resolution also calls on all coun-
tries to refrain from “causing,
encouraging or in-any way par-
ticipating in the conduct of the
foregoing activities.” =i

Mr. Schurmann rema.rked as
he opened the meeting: that it
was a “happy coi.ncldenoe” that
the agreement came as two So-
\get1 Xos(;nonauta Ligit’.t “S:i

ur:; agarin and -
entina Tereshkova,; were visit-
ing the United’ Nationg, 2

The importanéeé ,attaehed
the resolution was: shawn : by
the Political Cox?mm.ea'l ;ctlon‘
in setting aside its a%'eed
da to take up the matter. f !s
also being put at the head. of
the General Assemblx‘a’ ca.lenn
dar tomorTow. it Fe

The resolution will be vtak
up when President. - Ahmadou
‘Ahidjo of Cameroon finishes an
address to the Assembly, whichj
is due to begin at 11 AL M, .. |

Mr. Stevenson called the reso- |
lution “another decisive advance
lin the disarmament process”
-and “a positive step toward the'
|goal of disarmament,” "

Nikolai T. Fedorenko of the'
Soviet Union told the commit-}
tee that through the signing of|
the treaty for a partial. test|
ban “a favorable atmosphere|
has been created for further

steps toward disarmament and
toward solving -other problems
awaiting solution.” -

pis e

“It is beyond déubt,” he add-

1963, Thursday

Carl W. A. T ' ’
chairman_ of Political Oom-

: mittee ot Gene;al Assembly.
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October 7, 1963

-CONFIDENTIAL

MEMORANDUM FOR MR, BUNDY

SUBJECT: "Bombs in Orbit" -~ Meeting of the Committee
of Principals, October 8, 1963

1. Itake it that there is no longer a policy question as
to v 3ther or not we reach some agreement with the Soviet Union
mutually to refrain from placing of bombs in orbit. The remaining
issue to be examined is the mode to be used.

2. Iunderst d that the Secretary of State now leans
in the direction of having an identical policy declaration issued
simultaneously by the U, S. and the USSR following agreement on
the text of such a declaration. The Secretary contemplates having
the declaration appeasr substantially as Bill Foster's Tab A, but would
add the thought that both countries agree to sponsor a resolution in
the UN General Assembly on the same subject. This GAresolution
would give other countries an opportunity to sign on.

3. The Secretary's reported line of action is appealing.
It has certain definite advantages:

a. The United States and the USSR c¢an act
swiftly in reaching agreement on a joint declaration;
in fact, it might be possible to have something for
Gromyko this week,

b. It puts the matter back in the UN forum and
would mollify the UN supportexrs who have criticized
the tripartite Test Ban Treaty procedure for not having
used the UN machinery.

c. Although it doesn’t add any legal sanctior - it
accentuates the moral commitment and gives the other
nations a pasitive act to perform that will intensify
their participation.

_CONFIDENTIA__ -
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d. It will tend to blur the "secret understanding"
angle that Senator Russell and his friends will be
looking for.

8. It avoids the drawbacks of the formal treaty
procedure and the risks attendant on Senatorial review.
{The major risk is the probable insistence by certain
Senators on "safeguards' to protect our military
position in space -« particularly a major spending
program for the development of an operational capability
to detect, apprehend and destroy hostile satellites. )

4. There is only one aspect of the Secretary's reported
preferred line of action that might be handled a little differently.
Instead of having simultaneous and identical declarations, there might
be a joint communique along the line that the two governments, '"having
agreed on principle that outer space ehall be kept free of weapons of
mass destruction, ete., ete.''*, have agreed to sponsor jointly a
resolution in the current session of the General Assembly declaring
space to be a matter of concern for all people, and stating it to be the
intent of the sponsoring powers and all othex nations that may adhere to
that resolution that no weapons of mass destruction will ever be placed
in orbit. This variation in the Secretary's approach might get more
mileage out of this particular subject by keeping it alive for a while
longer and receive very good support at the UN. In addition the
resolution might hint at the next steps in this ''onion peeling' peace-
making process.

Chaxrles E. Johnson

% The Gromyko text has some rather good language.
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Arrangement concerning the stationing
of weapons of mass destruction in
outer space.

The question of a U.S.-Soviet arrangement concerning
the stationing of weapons of mass destruction in outer
space was reviewed by the Committee of Principals at its
meeting of October 8. The Committee agreed to recommend
to you t--=T the following approach be taken to such an
arrangement: :

1. We should inform the Soviet Union that while we
do not rule out the possibility of a more formal agreement
at a future time, we believe that the most satisfactory
approach under present circumstances would be the adoption
of an appropriate resolulion by the General Assembly with .
the full endorsement of both countries.

2. The text of such a resolution should be acceptable
to both the U.S. and the Soviet Union, and sponsorship of
the resolution would be &s agreed by the two countries.

U.S. and Soviet support would be expressed through state=-
ments made in connection with consideration of the resolu-
tion by the General Asscmbly. Although these statements
would not be identical, they would be coordinated in advance

. of presentation.,

3. The U.S. statement should affirm that the
resolution reflects the intentions of this country. The
statement should also note that in the event that unforeseen

- developments should dictate the need for additional assurance,
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we would seek such asSurance as might then be required.
In addition, we would irrform the United Nations should
there occur extraordinary events affecting this matter.

If you approve of this approach, you may wish to
inform Foreign Minister Gromyke of the substance of the
foregoing approach in ycur meeting tomorrow and advise
him that a draft resolution together with a draft of the
statement we would propcse to make in connection with the
resolution will be provided tq Ambassador Dobrynin in a
few days. At the appropriate time, the matter would be
turned over to Ambassadcrs Stevenson and Fedorenko in New
York. Uncleared drafts of the resolution and key portionmns
of the U.S. statement. are attached for your information
but preferably should not be presented to Foreign Minister
'Gromyko since inter-agency coordination and Congressional
liaison have not t=en cumpleted and since there is need to
alert our allies. SR = -

In considering the question of a U.S.-Soviet arrange-
ment concerning this matter, the Committee was informed of
the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that they continue
to regard pre-launch notification and inspection of our
spacecraft as unacceptal le from the military standpoint
but that there are no military objections to a U.S.-Soviet
declaration prohibiting the placing in orbit of weapons of
mass destruction. The (ommittee carefully considered two
questions which had beer. raised by the JCS regarding the
specific nature of such an arrangement.

The first of these questions related to the concern
of the Joint Chiefs that a General Assembly resolution
might be amended in a m:nner detrimental to our sSecurity’
interests. I believe ttat this hazard will not arise if
the Soviet Union agrees to the approach recommended above.
We will, of course, obtzin Soviet assurance that no amend-
ments to the resolution would be accepted unless they were
acceptable to both of our countries.

~1CR-SEERET
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The second of thes:: questions related to the interpre-
tation of the term '‘wea.ons of mass destruction.' The JCS
expressed a preference :or this term, in contrast with the
specific reference to.''nuclear weapons' which appears in
the Soviet draft. The difficulties of interpreting the
term ''weapons of mass destruction' as excluding small
nuclear weapons, which might some day be considered for use
in orbital anti-satellite and anti-missile systems, were
made clear at the meeting, and the representative of the
JCS (General Hamlett) expressed agreement that we could not
sustain such an interpretation should questions arise and
that if the time should come when.we might wish to place
numbers of small nuclear weapons in orbit, the arrangement
under consideratipn would no longer be viable. It was also
made clear that development of nuclear propulsion systems
for space would not be affected by the arrangement. Taking
these factors into account, we could accept either the term
"weapons of mass destruction'" (which would be interpreted
as including all nuclear weapons) or, should the Soviet
Union prefer, a specific reference to nuclear weapons.

Regarding the question of sponsorship of a General
,Assbmbly resolution, there will be strong interest on the
part of the UN membership and in particular on the part of
the active members of the ENDC. Ambassador Stevenson
recommends sponsorship by the seventeen active members of
the ENDC, including the U.S. and the Soviet Union. Such
sponsorship would meet our needs best, in that it would
help channel the strong interest of the members of the ENDC
and give them an opportunity to participate while at the
same time providing us with control of the resolution. Since
there would be fifteen sponsors in addition to the U.S. and
Soviet Union, our own sponsorship would not be particularly
highlighted. However, should the Soviet Union prefer some
other arrangement, we should remain flexible on the question
of sponsorship. ~
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At such time as prior U.S.=-Soviet agreement is
reached and sponsorshij determined, the resolution could
be considered in the First Committee within the framework
of one of the disarmamcnt items now.on the agenda.

Subject to your approval, we will proceed with the
further steps necessary to carry out the approach recom-

- mended above. ' '

Dean Rusk
Attachments:

1. Draft CA Resolution.

2. Dréft U.S.—Statement.
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DRAFT GA RESOLUTION

The General Assembly,

Recalling General Assembly resolution 1721 (XVI)
which expressed the belief that the exploration and
use of outer space shou}d be only for the betterment
of mankind,

Determined to take stéps to prevent the spread

of the arms race to outer. space,

' Welcoming the expressed intentions of the United
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist :
) Republics not to station any weapons of mass destfuction
in nger space,

Solemnly'appeals to all states:

1, To refrain from placing in orbit around the
earth'ény weapons of mass destruction,
installing such weapons on celestial bodies,
or stationing such weapons in outer space in

‘' any other manmer,
2, To refrain from cauéing, encouraging, or ™

any way participating in such activities,
e

—CONFIDENTIAL ‘
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DRAFT

INSERT FOR STATEMENT TO BE MADE IN

o N .. -

GENERAL ASSEMBLY IN CONNECTION WITH .- --—e—.

ADOPT-ON OF RESOLUTION

‘On Septgmber's, 1962, the Deputy Secretary of Defense,

i Mr, Gilpatric, made the following statement of U.S. inten=-
 tions respecting the placing in orbit of weapons of mass

destruction:
. ™Poday there is no doubt that either the United
States or the Soviet Union could place thermo-
nuclear weapons in orbit, but such an action is
just not a rational m111tary strategy for either
side for the foreseeable future,

I'E

"We have no program to place any weapons of mass
destruction into orbit. An arms race in space will
not contribute to our security. I can think of no
greater stimulus for a Soviet thermonuclear arms
effort in space than a United States commitment to
such a program. This we will not do.

YAt the same time that we are pursuing cooperative ,

scientific efforts in space through the United

Nations and otherwise, we will of course take such
. steps as are necessary to defend ourselves and our

T re=—~ 2-.._allies,. if_the Soviet Union forces us to do so.

This is in accordance wifh the inalienable right-—— ... _ _
of self-defense confirmed in the United Nations
* charter."

Our policy in this regard was made clear to the United

Nations by Senator Albert Gore speaking as U.S. Raﬁrasentative

—CONEIDENTIAL
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to the First Committee on December 3, 1962. On September 20

1963 President Kennedy reaffirmed our intention to keep

~ weapons of mass destruction out of orbit.

Since that time, we have met with the representetivea ;

R I A

'ofhthe Soviet Union on this problem. We are glad that the ..

intentions of the Soviet Union in this regard are the same

~as our own, and I am happy to report that the resolution '

whlch is before the Assembly has the aupport of both

'Governments.

Speaking on behalf of the United States, let me say

what has been said many times before: the United States'hes

- no intention of placing in orbit around the earth any weapons

of mass destruction, of installing such weapons on celeetial']
bodies, or of stationing such~weapons'in outer space in any

other manner. The United States intends to refrain from

‘causing, encouraging, or in any way participating in such

activities.

We a11 recognize that it is not- possible to foresee

todey all events which may at a future time occur in the

newly emerging field of space technology and in the

—CONFIDENTEAL :
 PRESBAVATION CU¥¥






NNNN
FBIS 68

NUCLEAR WEAPONS IN SPACE
MOSCOW TASS IN ENGLISH TO EUROPE 1632 4 OCT 63 L
(FROM THE IZVESTIYA REVIEW)

(TEXT) IZVESTIYA NEW YORK CORRESPONDENTS STANISLAV KOMDRASHOV
AND MIKHAIL MIKHAYLOV REPORT ANOTHER IMPORTANT AGREEMENT, MEETING
ON THURSDAY, THE SOVIET, AMERICAN, AND BRITISH FOREIGN MINISTERS
AGREED IN PRINCIPLE ON BANNING THE ORBITING OF VEHICLES WITH
NUCLEAR WEAPONS ON BOARD. “"THUS SPACE IS TO BE PROCLAIMED A
NUCLEAR-FREE ZONE,"” THE DISPATCH SAYS. "THIS STEP 1S A LOGICAL
COROLLARY TO THE MOSCOW TREATY AND A NEW MOVE IN THE RELAXATION
OF INTERNATIONAL TENSION. MOREOVER, IT WAS BEGOTTEN BY THE SPIRIT
OF THE MOSCOW TREATY."

KONDRASHOV AND MIKHAYLOV REMARK IN THIS
CONNECTION THAT "THE AGREEMENT TO BAN THE NUCLEAR BOMB FROM SPACE
DOES NOT OF COURSE MEAN DISARMAMENT. BUT IT FORMS A
REAL OBSTACLE ON THE ROAD OF THE NUCLEAR ARMS RACE."

4 OCT 240P REB/GS

o



OF DRAFT DECLARATION HANDED BY SOVIET FOREIGN MINISTER
COP%RO&YKO TO SECRETARY OF STATE RUSK ON OCTOBER 2, 1963

Unofficial translation

DRAFT DECLARATION

PROHIBITING THE PLACING IN ORBIT OF OBJECTS CARRYING
NUCLEAR WEAPONS

The Governments of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
and the United States,

Seeking to further the prompt achievement of an agreement
on general and complete disarmament under strict international
control in accordance with the purposes of the United Nations,

Determined forthwith to take steps to prevent the spread of
the arms race to outer space,

Desiring to generate the best possible conditions for the
exploration and harnessing of outer space to the good of man-
kind and to the benefit of all nations,

Solemnly declare that they have assumed the following
obligations:

1. To prohibit and not to carry out the placing in orbit
of any objects carrying nuclear weapons, the installation of such
weapons on celestial bodies or any other stationing of such
weapons in outer space.

2. To refrain from causing, encouraging, or in any way
assisting in, the placing in orbit, the installation on celestial
bodies or any other stationing in outer space of nuclear weapons
by any other States, separately or Jointly, or through interna-
tional organizations.

These obligations shall enter into force with the signing
of this Declaration, and shall be of unlimited duration.

For the Government of For the Government
the Union of Soviet of the United States
Socialist Republics of America
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UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY
WASHINGTON

CONFIDENTTAE—

OFFICE OF
THE DIRECTOR

October 4, 1963

MEMORANDUM FOR THE COMMITTEE OF PRINCIPALS

SUBJECT: Nature of Arrangement for a Prohibition of
Bombs in Orbit

Circulated herewlth for your consideration is
a Memorandum for the Secretary of State from me dated
October 4, 1963. This memorandum relates to the Memo-
randum to the Commlttee of Deputles from Mr. Adrian S.
Fisher dated October 1, Subject: Proposed US - Soviet
Arrangement Concerning the Placling 1n Orblt of Weapons
of Mass Destructilon.

These two memoranda will be considered at a meetling
of the Commlttee of Principals which 1s belng arranged
for 6:00 p.m esday, October 8, 1963, in the Secretary

THE COMMITTEE OF DEPUTIES MEETING CALLED FOR
4:00 P.M,, TUESDAY, OCTOBER 8, IS HEREBY CANCELLED.,

oo e et

Willliam C., Foster

GROUP 4
Downgraded at 3 year 1intervals;
declassifled after 12 years.
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UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY i
WASHINGTON ‘/,ﬁ/ i

OFFICE OF OCT 1 1963

THE DIRECTOR

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF STATE

SUBJECT: Nature of Arrangement for a
Prohibition of Bombs in Orbit

At your request I am forwarding herewith drafts
covering three possible alternative courses of action.
There are, of course, other alternatives. But, for
the purposes of discussion, it seems best to focus on
these three. They are as follows:

1. Declaration of Intentions.

Tab A is a draft unilateral policy declaration
which could be issued after agreement on the text by
both the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. It is a statement of
.intention, not an agreement. A binding commitment
would have to be expressed in the form of an executive
agreement or a treaty. The purpose of the draft en-
closed as Tab A was to go as far as possible in the
direction of agreement with this form of document
without producing an executive agreement or a treaty.

A joint declaration signed by both parties could
be achieved with only slight drafting changes in Tab A,

2, General Assembly Resolution and U.S. Statement.

Tab B is the second possible alternative, a draft
General Assembly resolution., Attached to Tab B is a
draft statement that the U,S. representative could make
at the time of passage of the resolution.

GROUP 4
Downgraded at 3 year
intervals; declassified
atter 12 jyoars
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|  The resolution could be easily modified to call
upon the parties to negotiate an agreement on this
subject if that was desirable. :

3. Agreement.

Tab C is a draft of a binding commitment. It
could be expressed as an executive agreement or as a
treaty., It is of such a nature that the Foreign Relations
Committee should be consulted on which form to use in
_ view of past statements which the Executive Branch has
made to that Committee., :

fw,,( A e (' -}VLW@ |

Willlam C. Foster

Attachments:

‘Tab A.
Tab B,
‘Tab C.




TAB A

_ CONFIDENTIAL—

DRAFT UNILATERAL, PARALLEL POLICY DECLARATION

. The Government of the United States of America

' uSeeklng to further the prompt achievement of an agree-

' ,ment on general and complete disarmament under strict

ﬂlnternatlonal control in accordance with the obJectlves
~ of the United Nations,.‘ : o
o Determined forthw1th-to take steps to'prevent the
~spread of the arms race to outer space, o
Desiring to generate the best pOSSlble conditlons'for
the exploratlon and harness1ng of outer space for.the
' benefit and in the 1nterests of all mankind |

Declares that it 1ntends-'

’-1;._To refrain from the placing in orbit around the'-.
| :earth of any [nuclear weapons7 [weapons of mass |
destructlon/ the 1nstallation'of sueh weapons ‘
'on celest1al bodies, or the stationing of such

weapons in outer space in an} ‘ther manner.

2. To refrain fromvcausing, en ﬁ'raging, or. “in- any

way participating 1n the placing’."ﬁrbi;-around

-_':the earth of f
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TAB B

2
\s

CONFIDENTIAL —

DRAFT GA RESOLUTION

}The General Assémbly,

.Récalling General Aééembly resolution 1721 (XVI)
~which expressed the belief that thé exploration and use
of outer space should be only for the betterment of man-

kind,

'Determined to take steps to‘preveﬁt the spread §f
the arms réce to outer space,

.wélCOming the expressed intentions of the United
States and'the Union éf'Soviet'Sbcialist Requiics,.thét
ﬁhéy ﬁiii ﬂdt'placeAih orbit around tﬁe‘earth>any lﬁhclear

' weapon§7'[§éapons of mass destrﬁctiog], install such

weapons on celestial bodies, or in any other manner station
such weapons in outer space:

' Solemnlyjenjoihs all states:

1. To refrain from the placing inlbrbit aroundAthe'
. earth of any Lihcléaf weapons/, Lﬁéapbns.of mass
déstrug;ioﬁ?,.the installatidn of such ﬁeapons on
‘b.celestial bodies; or the stétibhing df §UCh weapons

in outer space in any other manner.

~CONELDENTIAL— -
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To refrain from causing, encouraging, or in any
way participating in the placing in orbit around
the earth of any L;uclear weapon§7 L;éapons of
mass destructiog?, the installation of such
weapons on celéstial bodies or the stationing of

such weapons in outer space in any other manner,
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~
October 3, 1963

DRAFT INSERT FOR STATEMENT TO BE MADE IN E
GENERAL ASSEMBLY IN CONNECTION WITH ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION

On Seétember 5, 1962, the Deputy Secretary of Defense,

Mr. Gilpatric, made the following statement of U,S. intentions

| respecting the placing in orbit of Weapons’of-mass destruction:

"Today there is no doubt that either the United
States or the Soviet Union could place thermo-
. nuclear weapons in orbit, but such an agtion is
. just not a rational m111tary strategy for elther
side for the foreseeable future.

"We have no program to place any weapons of mass ‘
~destruction into orb1t An arms race in space will -
not contribute to our security. I can think of no °

' greater stimulus for a Soviet thermonuclear arms
effort in space than a United States commitment to
such a program.. ThlS we w111 not do.

"At the same'tlme that we are pursuing cooperative
scientific efforts in space through the United:
‘Nations and otherwise, we will of course take such
steps as are necessary to defend ourselves and our
- allies, if the Soviet Union forces us to do so.
This is 'in accordance with the inalienable right
. of self-defense conflrmed in the United Natlons
, charter. ' :

Our pollcy in this regard was made clear to the Unlted

rNatlons by Senator Albert Gore speaklng as U S Representatlve

to the»Flrst,Commlttee on December 3, 1962.A On September 20,
1963,'Presideht Kenhedy reaffirmed our intention to keep weapons

of mass destruction out of space. -
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Since that time, we have met with the representativeé
of the Soviet Union on this problem. We are encouraged
that the views of the Soviet delegation are the same as our
own. I am happy to report that the resolution which is
before the Assembly has the support of both Governments.

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
/nuclear weapons/, /weapons of mass destruction/, of
installing such weapons on.celestial bodies, or of
stationing such weapons in outer space in any other manner.
The United States intends to refrain from causing,
encouraging, or in any way participating in such activities.

We all recognize that it is not possible to foresee
today all events which may at a future time occur in the
newly emerging field of space technology and in the
exploration and use of outer space. Nor can we foresee
fully the course of continuing efforts to achieve
disarmament. Should events as yet unforeseen dictate
the need for additional assurance respecting the placing
of fweapons of mass destruction/ /auclear weapons/ in
orbit around the earth, we would seek such additional
assurance as might then be required.

CONELDENTIAL—




TAB C

- CONFIDENTIAE—

DRAFT AGREEMENT

PROHIBITING THE PLACING IN ORBIT OF

/NUCLEAR WEAPONS/ /WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION/

 The Governments ofvthe.United States of America and
‘the Union'of’Soviét Socialist Republics,

- Seeking to furthér theyﬁrompt achievement of an
.agréement on'genefal and,cémplete disarmament under stfict
internatioﬁalicontfoiAin accordance with the'objectiﬁes of
the'Unitéd Nations,

Determined fofthwithvté_take'steps to préVént the
vépreéd of the arms race to outer space, |

Desiring to,geqeréte the bést poésible céhditiohs
‘fOr’the‘exploration}and-harnéésingqu outer space for the
beﬁefif and inbthe‘interestsSofallhmankind, |

ﬁﬁvevagfééd as follows:

Article I
> ‘Each'of them undertakes: |

1. To prohiBit and not to»carry out the placing in

orbit around the earth of any lﬁﬁglearvweapong/, [weapons
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of mass destructlo;7 the installation of such weapons

on celestlal bodies, or the statloning of such weapons

1n_outerrspace in any other,manner.

2. To refrain from causing, encouraging, or in any

: way partlcipatlng 1n, the p1a01ng in orb1t around the

earth of any. Zﬁuclear weapon;7 Zreapons of mass destructlo;7

the 1nsta11ation of such weapons on celestlal bodles, or the

stationlng of such weapons in outer space in any other manner.,
- 3. ‘To seek undertakings comparable to those contalned

in thls Agreement from any state Wthh mlght achleve the

’-capablllty to conduct the activities referred to in para—‘

graphs 1 and 2 above.5
G . ARTICIE II
1. ThisdAgreementhshall be of unlimited'duration.‘
2. The Parties w111 consult ‘wlth each other should.
either of them consider add1t10na1 assurance necessary in

the light of changing technological conditions or further'

developments in'the~field of disarmament}

- 3. Each Party‘shall-have the right to withdraw

’ from the Agreement if such assurance, satisfactory to it,

is not received, or if 1t decides that extraordlnary events,
related to the subject matter of the Agreement, have |
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UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY ~

October 1, 1963

MEMORANDUM TO THE COMMITTEE OF DEPUTIES

SUBJECT: Proposed U, S. -- Soviet Arrangement Concerning
the Placing in Orbit of Weapons of Mass Destruction

There is transmitted herewith for consideration
by the Committee of Deputies a paper on a possible U. S. --
Soviet arrangement concerning the placing in orbit of weapons
of mass destruction. It is proposed that this paper should

be discussed at a meeting to be held on October 8, 1963, at

4:00 P.M. You will be advised as to the location of the
/_-\

meeting.

Drsary 3 T lahr

Adrian S. Fisher
Deputy Director, ACDA

~TOP SECRET ——

UNCLASSIFIED WHEN SEPARATED FROM ATTACHMENTS



This “»cument consists of pages

No. _of 65 coples. Series A
ACDA-2043 }@fﬁ
FOoP—-SECRERF—
A U.S.-SOVIET ARRANGEMENT CONCERNING
THE PLACING IN ORBIT OF
WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION

REFERENCES
(1) Minutes of Meeting of Committee of Principals;

September 19, 1962. (TOP SECRET)
(2) Memorandum for the President from the Director,

USACDA; Subject: Report on a Separate Arms Control

Measure for Outer Space; September 27, 1962. (TOP

SECRET)
(3) NSAM 192; October 2, 1962. (TOP SECRET)
(4) Memorandum for the President from the Secretary of

State; Subject: U.S, Reaction to Soviet Placing of

a Nuclear Weapon in Space; May 8, 1963. (TOP SECRET)
(5) NIE 11-9-63; July 15, 1963. (SECRET-LIMITED DISTRIBU-

TION - RESTRICTED DATA)
ISSUE

To determine the specific approach which the U.S.
should adopt in seeking an arrangement with the Soviet
Union concerning the placing in orbit of weapons df mass
destruction.

GROUP 3
TOR SECRES— Downgraded at 12 intervals;
not automatically de- ~
classified,

of
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. SCOPE

a. We should proceed to seek with the Soyiet
Union an arrangement reflecting the intention of the two
countries to refrain from placing weapons of mass
destruction in orbit about the earth or stationing such

*
weapons in outer space.

b. We should make clear that either country

could call for further consultation if additional assurance
were considered necessary in the light of ftechnological
change.

c. We should not agree to advance notification
of space vehicle launchings in connection with this arrange-
ment.

d. We should not accept pre-launch inspection in
connection with this arrangement.

e. The arrangement should not apply to any uses
of outer space other than the placing in orbit about the
earth and stationing in outer space of weapons of mass
destruction.

2. NATURE OF ARRANGEMENT

Prior to further discussion with the Soviet Union,

*Our nnderstanding of the terms used in this formulation
would be as set forth in the remainder of this paper.

FoR -SECRET
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we should determine the nature of the arrangement we
wish to seek. The following approaches should be con-
sidered in this connection:

a. Parallel unilateral statements of intention
by the two countries.

b. A joint statement of intentions by the two
countries,

¢c. A resolution of the General Assembly.

d. A resolution of the Eighteen-Nation Committee
on Disarmament.

e. An executive agreement or treaty.

3. CONSULTATION WITH ALLIES

At an early time, we should inform our NATO
allies and other friendly powers of the character of the
arrangement we envisage.

BACKGROUND

On September 5, 1962, the Deputy Secretary of Defense,
Mr. Gilpatric, made the following statement of U.S.
intentions respecting the placing in orbit of weapons of
mass destruction:

"Today there is no doubt that either the United

States or the Soviet Union could place thermo-

nuclear weapons in orbit, but such an action is

Just not a rational military strategy for either
side for the foreseeable future.

Tor SECRET—
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"We have no program to place any weapons of mass
destruction into orbit. An arms race in space will
not contribute to our security. I can think of no
greater stimulus for a Sovliet thermonuclear arms
effort in space than a United States commitment

to such a program. This we willl not do.

"At the same time that we are pursuing cooperative

sclentific efforts in space through the United

Nations and otherwlse, we wlll of course take such

steps as are necessary to defend ourselves and our

allies, if the Soviet Union forces us to do so.

Thlis is in accordance with the inalienable right

of self-defense confirmed in the United Nations

charter."

Similar statements respecting U.S. intentions have sub-
sequently been made by other U.S. spokesmen.

Pursuant to NSAM 192, the Director, USACDA, called
statements by U.S. spokesmen to the attention of Foreign
Minister Gromyko and Ambassador Dobrynin on October 17,
1962, and informed them of U.S. interest in an understanding
not to place weapons of mass destruction in orbit. He
noted that such an understanding might take the form of
a Jjoint declaration, simultaneous unilateral declarations,
or an agreement, and that, depending on technological
developments, inspection would not be required at least
for some time. Gromyko signified his understanding that
the suggestion concerned only the stationing of weapons
of mass destruction in outer space, not other military

uses. While agreeing to give the matter further consideration,

POR-SECRET
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he recalled the previously stated Soviet position linking
control of outer space with other aspects of disarmament.
The Director, USACDA, raised the matter again with the
Soviet Representative at the Geneva Conference (Tsarapkin)
on March 2, 1963, but received no indication of Soviet
interest.

In his address of September 19, 1963, before the
General Assembly, Gromyko included the following statement
respecting this matter:

"Being willing now to take steps in order to prevent
the spread of the armaments race to outer space, and
desiring to create the best possible conditions for
the utilization and exploration of outer space to
the benefit of all nations, the Soviet Government
deems 1t necessary to reach agreement with the
United States Government to ban the placing into
orbit of objects with nuclear weapons on board.

"We are aware that the United States Government also
takes a positive view of the solution of this question.
We assume also that an exchange of views on the banning
of the placing into orbit of nuclear weapons will be
continued between the Governments of the USSR and

the United States on a bilateral basis. It would be

a very good thing if understanding could be reached

and an accord concluded on this vital question.

The Soviet Government is ready."

On September 20, 1963, the President informed the
General Assembly:

"We must continue to seek agreement, encouraged

by yesterday's affirmative response to this pro-

posal by the Soviet Foreign Minister, on an ..

arrangement to keep weapons of mass destruction
out of outer space. Let us get our negotiators

FOP -SECRET
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back to the negotiating table to work out a
practicable arrangement to this end."

OBJECTIVE

The U.S. has previously made clear that it hés no
intention of precipitating a race to place weapons of mass
destruction in orbit. Gromyko's statement of September 19
presents an opportunity to obtain greater assurance than
the Soviet Union has previously been prepared to offer
concerning its own intentions in this regard.,

At the .present time, a.degree of assurance is inherent
in the technical difficulties, economic costs, and military
limitations of the types of orbital nuclear delivery
vehicles which could be deployed at an early time. The
incentive for either side to seek an operational force
of such vehicles is low. Such incentive as may now exist
for the Soviet Union is primarily related to the psychological
impact of such weapons rather than their military effective-
ness. The type of arrangement that it seems possible to
achieve would increase the political and psychological dis-
advantage to the Soviet Union of an effort in this field.

Although such an arrangement would clearly pose no
barrier if the Soviet Union should see decisilve advantage
in deploying a deterrent force in outer space, an arrange-

ment respecting this matter might be useful for some

POR-SECRER—
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years. While changes in teohnicalg economic, and military
factors may in time alter current assessments, they appear
likely to do so only to the extent of making the orbital
nuclear delivery vehicle a more practical and effective
weapon, not a decisive one. As long as we maintain deterrent
strength in other areas, there is no evident means by which
this strength would be rendered ineffective through Soviet
deployment of orbital nuclear delivery vehicles, Even if
they were to take such a step, we would not necessarily
desire to follow a similar course,

Both in the short term and the long, more especially
in the latter, we will need to have the capability of taking
action against Soviet spacecraft. In this regard, however,
the principal current incentive for acquiring such a capability
is to have a means of enforcing freedom of space by making
possible Soviet action against our own satellites a costly
proposition. Should a force of Soviet orbital nuclear
delivery vehicles materialize at some future time, our
principal reliance, as 1is now the case with ballistic missiles,
would be placed on deterrence rather than on active defense.
We would wish to be able to take defensive action, but
perfect defense does not seem to be in the cards. It should
be noted that such a defensive capability does not have to

be spaceborne although we might in time desire to have that

“FOP—SECRET—
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Since these considerations were examined a year ago,
at least three factors place us in a better position to
proceed with an arrangement in this field: |

a. Until recently, there was substantial uncertainty
respecting the potential capabilities of a new booster which
the Soviet Union was known to have under development. It
now seems clear that this booster is not more powerful than
those the Soviet Union already has available. This does
not, of course, mean that the Soviet Union may not have under
way other, more powerful boosters or that it could not
improve its launching capabilities through various techniques
employing existing capabilities. However, the early appear-
ance of a major new capability appears less likely than was
thought to be the case a year ago.*

b. The three-environment nuélear test ban has imposed a
ceiling on nuclear weapons development which, from the stand-
point of space weapons, should be particularly effective in
the case of extremely high yield nuclear weapons such as
those which might, at least in theory, be detonated at orbital
altitudes with devastating effects on the earth.

c. We are proceeding at highest national priority with

*It should be noted that NIE 11-9-63 was prepared at a time
when,this issue was in greater doubt.

FOP—SECRET
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acquisition of an anti-satellite capability.

None of these considerations is compelling, but they
lend support to our determination of a year ago that an
arrangement in this field would be acceptable. Since we
ourselves are not prepared to accept advance notification of
space vehicle launchings or pre-launch inspection at this
time and since there 1s no reason to suppose that the Soviet
Union 1is prepared to do so, we should proceed to obtain the
type of arrangement that the Soviet Union now appears pre-
pared to accept.

SCOPE OF ARRANGEMENT

Taking Gromyko's statement at face value, the Soviet
Union appears to have shifted from its previous position
which linked arms control for outer space to other aspects
of disarmament. Gromyko's statement also implies that the
Soviet Union is prepared to separate the question of the
placing of nuclear delivery vehicles in orbit from questions
related to other military uses of outer space. It remains to
be seen whether these inferences are correct, but such an
approach would fit the pattern of current Soviet interest in
limited measures which can be secured at little or no cost.
Should the Soviet Union re-introduce in private discussions

the question of linkage to other measures, we should maintain

TOT,_SEGRET-
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our present position that the arrangement we have in mind
would not affect other uses of outer space.

Even if the Soviet Union is prepared to proceed along
the lines indicated by Gromyko's statement, we will need
to clarify the scope of the arrangement. The following
problems need to be considered in this regard.

a. The arrangement would be concerned with deployment,
not development. While we have no current plans to develop
specific systems for placing weapons of mass destruction in
orbit, there is no way, in the presence of a continuing
space effort, to curtall advances in space technology applicable
to such systems.

b. We have used the term "in orbit" as referring to
objects completing at least one orbit about the earth.

Defined in this way, the arrangement would not raise any
question respecting the status of ballistic missiles and

would not be applicable to partial orbit nuclear delivery
systems. We should avoid such terms as "placing weapons of
mass destruction in outer space'" which might lead to confusion
respecting the status of objects which transit outer space

but do not complete one full orbit about the earth.

c. Although it is exceedingly unlikely that the question
of the emplacement of weapons of mass destruction on the moon

will arise in practical form, it would be consistent with the

FoF SECRET
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type of arrangement considered here to cover this apsect.
The term "stationing in outer space'" would clarify intentions
in this regard.
d. A more difficult problem arises in connection with
the term "weapons of mass destruction." Although the Soviet
draft disarmament treaty employs this term, Gromyko referred
specifically to the placing in orbit of objects with "nuclear
weapons' on board. Whereas "weapons of mass destruction" could
be construed as not including low yield nuclear weapons which
might be employed in spaceborne active defense (anti-satellite
or anti-missile) systems, Gromyko's more specific language
would rule out such an interpretation. Since the type of
arrangement we have in mind relates to offensive gystems,
we should continue to seek acceptance of the term "weapons of
mass destruction." However, we should face now the difficult
position we will be in if we seek to differentiate in this
connection between some types of nuclear weapons and others,
and we should consider this problem carefully both from the
standpoint of the negotiations and of subsequent public
discussions concerning the purpose and effects of the arrangement.
e. Certain types of BW-CW agents also fall in the category
of "weapons of mass destruction." Since the use of space

vehicles for the delivery of such weapons appears remote, we
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should avoid raising this question. However, if the question
is raised by others, we should take the position that the use
of orbital vehicles for such a purpose would be inconsistent
with our understanding of the arrangement. |

f. The Soviet draft treaty refers to '"special devices
capable of delivering" weapons of mass destruction. If this
language should be suggested by the Soviet Union, we should
reject it on the grounds that it would be difficult to inter-
pret without. affecting space activities not intended to be
covered by the arrangement. ‘We should not object to such
language as "objects with weapons of mass destruction on
board" if the Soviet Union prefers such an approach.

FUTURE RECONSIDERATION

Our present position contemplates provision for further
consultation if either side should consider additional
assurance necessary in the light of changing technological
conditions and in the event of delay in arriving at agreement
on Stage I of a disarmament program (additional assurance
being contemplated by both Soviet and U.S. disarmament
proposals).

Whether this approach would provide an adequate political
basis for a later change in our position should be further
considered. It is based on the asumption that the failure of

the other side to consult or the failure of such consultation
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to result in "additional assurance" would warrant termination
of the arrangement. It also implies that the basis for re-
opening the case would be some change in space technology.

On the whole, this approach appears adequate to meet
the needs of the limited type of arrangement that is
contemplated. The principal question that needs to be
considered is whether we might wish fo reconsider the arrange-
ment if changes in filelds other than space technology might
make acquisition of a spaceborne deterrent more important.

In that event, we wouldrnot,‘of course, be seeking additional
assurance respecting the fulfillment of the arrangement but
a basis for terminating it.

It should be noted that the Soviet Union is 1likely to
resist language respecting reconsideration of the arrange-
ment. However, since no provision for verification would be
included in the arrangement, we will need to make clear that
we would feel free to reopen the matter at a future time if
we considered it essential to do so.

NATURE OF ARRANGEMENT

In putting the matter to Gromyko a year ago, we left
open - -the question of the form of the arrangement. Gromyko's

statement refers to an "agreement," and it is likely that the
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Soviet Union has a formal bilateral agreement in mind. Other
things being equal, such an approach might be desirable.
However, recent experience indicates that we would have great
difficulty in securing domestic acceptance of thedtype of
agreement now probably attainable,

From our own standpoint, the use of parallel unilateral
statements of intention might be a defensible fprm for the
arrangement. Such an approach would represent an extension and
confirmation of the position we have already taken. Although
reliance on two unilateral statements would smack of a "mora-
torium,'" such statements would differ substantially in character
and form from the nuclear test "moratorium."

A joint declaration of intentions might offer a meeting
ground between parallel unilateral statements of intention
and the type of arrangement which may be preferred by the
Soviet Union. From the domestic standpoint, there may be a
fine line between a Jjoint declaration and an executive agreement.
However, if clearly limited to a statement of intentions, a
joint declaration might be acceptable.

If the U.S. and Soviet Union were in agreement, the matter
might be handled through a substantive resolution of the General
Assembly with 1little hazard that it would be amended in a manner
we could not accept. However, there might be some hazard that

issues respecting other uses of outer space might be debated.
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A General Assembly resolution might be accompanied by statements
by the U. S. and the Soviet Union indicating the significance
they attach to the resolution. A similar approach might be
taken in the ENDC where the co-chairmen might sponéor a resolu-
tion.

If a formal legal commitment is desired, it might be
possible to negotlate a legally binding international agreement,
elther an executive agreement (ejther negotiated, as the Laos
agreement, on the basils of executive authority, or based upon

action of the Congress) or a‘treaty to be ratifiled by the Senate.

THE ISSUE OF INSPECTION

Whatever the form of the arrangement, 1t willl be widely
viewed (both internationally and domestically) as an 'uninspected
ban'" and, therefore, as inconsistent with our general approach
to the question of verification. Even 1f we are ourselves
satisfled that we can accept the arrangement, we will need to
respond to questions concerning the consistency of such an
approach with our position 1in other cases and, more importantly,
with our national security interests. The following consldera-
tions are relevant:

a. We are dealing in this case with refraining from an
activity which 1s not yet under way. Nelther side would gain

declsilve advantage from this activity. Both would be exposed
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to increased risk of accidental war. There appears to be a
mutual interest in refraining from such a further extension
of the arms race,

b. While we do not have the capability of détermining
whether a nuclear weapon is on board a particular spacecraft,
we have a substantial capability for detecting the presence
of spacecraft in orbit.* The functions of many of these
spacecraft will be known. Further extension of cooperative
arrangements and of exchange of information may be of
assistance in this regard. The functions of some spacecraft
may be unknown, and their orbilts may present possible routes
for the delivery of nuclear weapons. We should be able to
detect a suspicious build-up in this category of spacecraft.
Prior to this point, we should be able to observe the
extensive development effort that would be required to develop
a significant system.

c. In our outline treaty on disarmament, we have pro-
vided for pre-launch inspection. We continue to believe that
inspection would be necessary in that context. It is
apparent that if other types of delivery vehicles are being

substantially reduced, an orbital capability could have

"We should be prepared to respond to questions respecting the
comparative difficulty of defense against orbital nuclear
delivery vehicles and ballistic missiles.
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greater significance than would be the case in the presence
of deterrent forces of other types.

d. We consider this to be a problem of a different
character than the problem of underground nucleardtesting.
Qualitative advances in weaponry which could be achieved
through clandestine testing underground could give some
advantage to the Soviet Union. We do not think this would be
the case with the deployment of the orbital nuclear delivery
vehicle,

e. As a general mattef, we seek inspection when and to
the extent i1t is essential for our security. If in our view,
inspection becomes essential in this cage, we will have to
reconsider the matter. Meanwhile, we do not think we should
reject such assurances as can now be obtained.

Although we thus rate the threat low for some time to
come, we consider it desirable to take those steps which are
now feasible to dampen, if not prevent, the possibility of the
extension of the arms race to outer space. If one side or the
other were to place weapons of mass destruction in orblt, the
effects on the arms race as a whole might be considerable.

There is in the dynamics of the arms race a counterpart
to what is known in the field of economics as the

"multiplier effect.” A new weapons system is introduced
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and 1s followed by a system intended to counter it. The first

1s then modified to evade the countermeasures, and the counter-

ing system 1s 1tself subsequently improved. And so it goes.
We do not think 1t desirable for either side to embark

on this grim game in outer space. We think both sides have

an Interest 1n avoilding the economic costs and the hazards

which would be entailed. The type of arrangement that now

seems attalnable would not relieve us of the necessity of

defensive precautions. However, 1t may assist in avoiding

the opéening of a new dimension in the arms race while we

continue efforts to bring the race for existing types of

weapons under control.




