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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 sy~tem flight tests being conducted by 
the Soviet Unioq. 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 differ• from traditional ICBMs. In our opinion, the disadvantages of 

4::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 al;>sorb 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 ~mrprise 
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 111 assume his new position on November 15. 
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The System when deployed will provide a defe-nse against the Chinese 
ICBM force, (assuming they go ahead to deploy such a force), of the mid-
19701s. As System Manager, General Starbird will be responsible for the 
Sentinel I s development and deployment. 

His organization will have three main elements.· The first will be 
the System Office in this area. It will b~ an el~ment 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 agencie·s 
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 us.ed 
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. 
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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 Russians 
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 1t 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 
attacfc, .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 pre serve 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 sai p. that to me so I don 1t 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 ope rational 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. Perhap·s 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 goi,n.g 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 'WO uld not be 
detected by our Ballistic Missile 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 foreJCactly 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 164, 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 intercontiri'ental 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 
ronclusion, 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? 
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Secretary McNamara: I don't whether to give that out or not. I'd 
say one to three megatons. 

Question: Are they multi-warheads, sir? 

Secretary McNamara: No. 

Question: Is our third stage, the new stage for the ....... sufficient 
to counteract this? 

Secretary McNamara: The Chinese-oriented ABM system is designed 
to protect against a Chinese attack in the mid-70s and not a Soviet attack. 

Question: We are developing a new third stage against the FOBS 
system? 

Secretary McNamara: The Chinese-oriented ABM system is designed 
to effect against the Chinese and not ·against the Soviets. Yes? 

Question: I asked earlier whether these recent space shots were 
described as so-called mystei:ryshots that we were not discussing, were those 
so-called FOBS tests, there were about eight or nine2 

Secretary McNamara: Let me ask Phil to check this. I'm not entirely 
sure that I know which shots you're talking about -- the mystery shots. Well 
let me ask Phil to ask the question. I don't think of these shots as mystery 
shots. I hope there aren't any mysteries. 

Question: Talking about over-the-horizon radar and warning. What 
kind of warning will you be able to get if this takes only about a few minutes 
for the warhead to come down? 

Secretary McNamara: We will have warning of the movement to us, 
toward us, of .... objects. 

Question: How will we know if it is one of the FOBS? 

Secretary McNamara: When we see the kind of the FOBS attack that would 
be designed against our model bases, we'll know it's that, it's a FOBS, and 
over-the-horizon radar. 

Question: .... Do you have this over-the-horizon radar deployed , 
all a round the city too? 
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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 
vvould 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 I t do anything to move them. The 
bombers can move and we can act to move them and its this cha'racteristic 
of the target that lead-e · 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 prate ct 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 minute·s 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 e!se, yeij. 

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 se·veral 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 
~ number of years, measuring and obtaining flight information on Soviet 
laµnches for that period of time, and within the last 60 days -- am I right 
op- that - - within the last 60 days we 1ve put it in the operational status. I'ts 
no,t yet fully operational. It won't be fully operational until February of next, 
year. 

Question: Can I ask you a question of .. 

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 u_se 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 the re fore 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 
MIRV in these bombs to get really messed up, multiple warheads in the 
bombs? And why couldn 1t they increase the accuracy? 

Secretary McNamara: They have a number of ina-ccurate 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 ~ay 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. 

Que·stion: 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 re-entry vehicle? . 

Question: There are so many important questions asked abo\lt 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 ove;r-the­
horiz on radar system, the sites of which v-e classified, and I just don 1t 
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 cm t~e 
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 ,thr.eat 
that is very substantial and they are quite clearly taking action t:o 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 M·cNamara: 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. 

The re's no argument a bout 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, Our · 
Posiedon is in part a reaction to their potential ABM force, we said so at 
the time we introduced the Posiedon into the re search 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 willo 

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, that is right. 

Question: This doesn't provide very much coverage, does it? 

Secretary McNamara: I don'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. 



NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

Nov. 9, 1967 

NOTE FOR MR. JOHNSON 

Chuck--

Attached for your information is a 
statement on FOBS that I prepared 
for Dick Moose for possible use 
in the Senate. 

Att. 



STATEME 

I have been very troubled by th 

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. 

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, t~e 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 

I 
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Soviets ~ tually reduce/ their net capabilities ~ eployl.i.g FOBS 
~ ,---<: 

rather than ICBMs. I believe it important for us to recognize that · 

the fact that something is different does not make it good a~d the fact 

that something has been done by the Soviets does not dictate that we 

must follow their lead. 

I am also concerned that the charge has been made that the 

Soviet FOBS progr~ 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 Sovi. ets 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 Tr~aty undertake not 
to place in orbit around the earth any objects 
carrying nuclear weapons or any oth~r kinds of 
weapons of mass destruction, install such 
weapons on celestial bodies, or station such 
weapons in outer space in any other manner. II 

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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b elie v e tha t nuclea r w eapons w e r e ass o ciat e d with a ny of the Soviet 

t e sts of the FOBS. 

B eyond this fundamenta l conside r a tion that excludes a v i ola tion 

of the Treaty, I believe it important to r e cognize that the intent of 

this Article was to outlaw military systems that would station nucl ear 

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, 11 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. 

# # # 

11-9-67 



November 8, 1967 

'lt~ ORANDU}.::! FOR MR. llOSTO '"1 

Sub,Ject: FOBS and tlle Outer Space Treaty 

I agree vJith Ed Webh"s 'basic polnt. iu tbe attached memo that th.e 
fund.."!J.mental reason FOBS is not in violation. of ·the Out·er Space Treaty 
i.a that there i-s no eviclence that it v..ras carrying a nuclca2: warhead. l 
d,o not, howe~~r, agree with.his additional -technical point tbat- a FOBS 
is in orbit vnthin the m0aning of the Treaty. 

Incidentally. the confusion on this t ·seue.-appears to hav.e been created 
in part by the fact that McNmna:ra. ,ms quoted {as r~ported by Ed Welsh) 
out of context·. lihile McNamara's statanent WEiS .a:tlll not very clear, 
wlla.t he actually said, in answer to a q-qes:tion as to whether this was 
a, violation of the Outer Space ·Treaty, was: 

''No. They have agreed not to :place warheads .i.11 

full orbit. That in why this ig a. .fractinnal orbit# not 
a full orbit~ and the-refore not a violation of that :agree­
ment. !l 

Article IV o£ the Outer Space T%e.aty sts.tes: 

' 
1State·s Parties to the T~en.ty u:ndel'talte not to 

_Jclace in_ojr~it around_the ear.th any objects cax:ryi:et3 
nnele~ we~ons ot any other kinds of weapons of mass 
deatructi.on, ·install such weapo11.s on <:elestial bodie.s , 
or stati·on such weapons in -oute·r space in.any other 
~ner. • •• ,1 

it lD completely clear f-ro-m the v101·ding of tlle Arti<:le .tha,t it is meant 
to prohibit "'carrying nuclear weapons. n It does !:2,t_in any- wa;.· pro­
hibit the ilevelopn1ent or even the, testing of systems capable of carry­
ing n:uclcnr weapons. It io .certainly in1.plicl.t b.mn the·'\vo-rding. 0 place 
in orbi:t around the -car.th, it that the Article '\.vas meant to -cover s1r-atems 
that woul-d 01-bit the oarth.at lea.st once and p.·res~bly many times. 
Consider ing the legislative history o£ the Treaty, the tb~cat that i t 

https://deatructi.on
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sought to outlaw \VS..$ cl:¢a~1y Uiat of etatiouing of l.lU-clear weapons in 
tpace as ·Br terror Ot! bl&Qanai1 threat du.ring p~e.cetin.lc;. The T~-~ 
specl.lically avoided ~n-g with the qurevtio11 of military dellve-~; 
S.)'#t~$ su.cll .ao 1CB1As which migh,t go into· epace. 

Ed vVelall malt~.a an intc,resting technical point thet a FOBS has l n tact 
been placed .in an orbit (as ita ·nan1;e indicates). Howovorj I believe 
that it 1$ cleaz that it was. not the meaning Ott tnt<mt ot Ar·ttcle IV 
to coYe~ th!1l1 cas.o. Fw Tll"eaty pur.pQs-es FOB..., should be Wt:\Gidcred 
&$ -an ~e11sion of the lClll,;... p-roblc.nl. At tho s:ame time. I think 

11lv!tN~a. and b;tB. i11terp#~ have Cdnf®:ed tho asuc. and poe:sibl, 
c1te.a.ted. a pl"'obl.~m £01: u.G by, maJd,ng ,;ueh a. $ha,rl). dJ,J):t~ti.an bebltc@ 
a. FOB-o and a MOBS since th,e Sovi~t ayatom il:l cloai-'ly -capa:l)le of 
rn:-~Uple 0lrbita. A MO!lS would also d$-1tly nnt be in wolntloo ot tb.e 
Treaty unl~ils it conta.i:ned. a nuelcar v,eapon. Htlweve.r . 1n making a 
major point o.f the-dlBtincttan betv:,ee:n FOBS and MOBS, 1110 are at 
1~ ~es~g tbat a .. 10BS '\VQuld be a Treaty violation. I do not 
believ6 we have really thoqgbt th-10ush hov~ we WQuld ~ with a futul.~ 
Stlvibt 1-A.OBS £iring in thet ®f$-ene-e ol any cvidenc·e that it c-ontains a 
nucl.eai.' vmrhe.ad. I would thc1:e!ore rt.~'Uri.end soft pedalling this 
point tUJ.til 111:0 lUlll:W whe~e we :U·e· gotng. 

l have diaeussed ~ pJ:f;lblern with Len Meoke-r, Ray Gartb.off, mid 4,£»:t 
Halpe-dn.. ~ 1 believe all would a.gr-e:e with my intei-pi+etation ~ the 
Treaty. I M.ve a..skod !SA and G/Plvt to pl'-$pare a cable of iMlructions 
to t.hc field on this eubjcct. I believe that thQ prepa:ra.tio.n. and ~le.a.ranee 
r4 tbia cabl~ will belp Qlca~ up-the poUey· is~ on tbi.a question. Al.­
thov.gh .l have. n~ ; 4 et a.e:ttn the tran$c~ipt, I und-61:$ttt.nd thflt ?-Ut~e•s 
te-&timony on ,l,.l onday be!ore the J'oint Cotnnuttoe-has helped etear up 
the c~!-on ¢n the 1·eltltion o! FOSS to ·the ·Out.e1 ··pace Treaty. 

SMKeeny:jb:11-8-67 
bc,c·: SMK file and chron 

CEJ 
Del1d by jb to 1n -1:00pm, 11-8. 

https://und-61:$ttt.nd
https://vmrhe.ad
https://dJ,J):t~ti.an
https://p-roblc.nl
https://p~e.cetin.lc
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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 ti<;:ker, I 
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. 11 

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 at·tained orbit 
until it has made a complete revolution of the earth. Once having been 
launched, a spacecraft is in orbit as soon as it atJtains 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. 

-~...,.61-
E. ·C. Welsh 
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PAGE ~2 BONN 0492 7 l005 44Z 

iND CftRST~NS BY THE AM BASSADORo) 

~, O ✓ THE BASIS OF INFORMAT ION AVAILABLE So FAR, GESC~ER THOUGHf 
TH AT SOVIE~ FOBS HARDL Y REPRESENTED A ~TEP TOWARD DIS~RMA~ENf 
A~D DID NOT BODE WELL FOR SOVIET INTENTIONS ON THE NPTo Hr 
>~LSO EXPRESSED CUR OS I Ty · WHY THE US DEC XDED .. TO ANNOUNCE" --
T~AT FOB S WERE ~OT I~ VIOLATiON OF fHE OUTER SPACE TR~ATi , 
A PO.I T _THE FONOF"F ~✓ AS NOW STUDYING. 

~• COMMENT~ IT IS . EQUE~TED THAT THE DEPT ·PROVIDE FOR ·TRA~S• 
MISSION rO eRANDTi DUCKWIT? AND OTHER GERM~N OF~ICIALS AN~ ADDfTION 
ioNAL IN ~ORMATION AVAILABLE ON VARIOUS ASPECTS OF THE -Fas 
s~STEMi JNtLUDING OUR VIEWS ON ITS TEC~NICAL, STRATEGfC ~N6 
LEGAL ASPECTS 0 

CGHEE 
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UNCLAS STA TE 6 7 963 

SUB JE CT FOBS 

f. ON 3 NOVtM BER SECRET ARY Mc NAM AR A ANNOUNC ED THAT THE SO~JE TS 
iP PEA R Ta BF DE VEL OP I NG t ~~ACTION AL oRe I TAL BOMBARD ME NT svS~EM 
f F' 0 8S ) • DEF E" NS E CA~ L E 1 9 9 '1 t . E I~ G R:: PE ATE D TO ALL AO D ~ ES S~ S S l 
QUOTE S T~E ~ECR ETA ~y • S S T~ MENT WHJ C~ ~RO V! DEO OE T•t L~ 0 ~ TH E 

UNC-L ASSI ~ I ED 
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PAGE ~2 STATE 6796 3 

~YSTEM, TRA NSCRIPT OF SECRETARY MCNAMA~A•S PRESS CONFERENCE 'WAS 
TRANSMITTE D I N US I t. \;; I i~E LE SS F' I LE Et.JF 135 AND 138 AND EPF 110 
AND 114 DAT~D 3 NOVE MB ER J 967• SINCE · rHE .ANNOUNCEMENT ' THERE 'HAS 
AtEN WI DESP READ PUPLIC IN TEREST IN THIS DEVELOPMENT• SOM~ 
OF THE" ~ORE r;-REQU:> 1 1' QUEST I ON S THAT HAVE AR l SEN ALONG 'WI T~ 
RELEVANT ~i CTS AND US VIEWS WHICH MAY BE DRAWN ON WHE~E 

PAGE ? RUEHC 67963 U CLAS 
QESPONSE Is NECES SARY ARE LISTED BELOW~ 

A• DOES r uE SOVI ET ~0 8S VIOLATE THE SPACE TREATY? 

t. ARTICLE r v OF TH E 'TRE ATY REQUIRES T~AT "STATES PARTIES 
TO THE TR EATY UN DE RTA KE NnT TO PLACE IN ORBIT AROUND THE 
EiRT~ ANY OBJEC TS C~ RR YING NUCLEAR WEA~ONS OR ANY OTH~R KfNDS 
nF WEAPONS OF MASS DESTR UrTJoN~ INSTALL SUCH WEAPONS ON CrLESTRT-AL 
~ODIES OR STATIO N su : M WEAPO~S IN OLJTER SPACE IN ANY OTHER MANN~R." 
iHE WOR DI NG OF T~ I S ARTI CLE MAKES IT c(EAR THAT THE ·rijEAT~ 
TS CO NCE RN ED WI TH '' TH E CA~RYING QF ~Ut LEAR WE~PONS"' fHE fREiTY 
~aES NOT PR OHIB I T TH E DEV ~LOPMENT OR EVEN TESTING OF SYSTEMS 
CAPABLE 0~ CA~R YIN G ~Uc LE~R W~APQNS. T~~RE rs NO EVIDENCE QR 
QEASO N To BE LIE VE T~AT ~UCLE~R WEAPONS ARE ASSOCIATED WlT~ ANY 
OF TH~ SOVIET ~n es TESTS, MOREOVER THE F09S !SA LAND.BAS~D 
s~STE~ WHIC 4 ACTS ESSENTIALLY AS AN INTERCQNTINrNTAL MISSi~E 
i ~D DOES NOT ~O IN TO A COM? LETE QRByT AQOUND 'THE £ART~ AEfORE 
i '~NDING ON TARG ET ! HEN CE THE NAME "FRACTIONAL ORBITAL BOM~ARDME~T 
~YSTE~" ~Og Sla AN c q ~! TA L 90MAARDME~T ~YSTEM ON THE OTH~R -
~~ND WOUL D IN VOLVE W~AP ON S 9 ASED ON DEPLOYED IN SPACE FOR LONGE~ 

0 •&3 3 RU EHC 6796 3 UNC LA S 
PERIODS OF TI ME • 

? • BOTH THE LA NGUAGE ~N D TH E INTENT OF THE TREATY HAY~ TH~ 
PURPOSE 0~ pqEV E~TI NG THE STATIONING QF MASS DESTRUCTiON 
WEAPONS I N SPAC~• THE D£V ELOPMENT AND DEPLOYMENT OF ANY SPACE 
WEAPONS AT r;R QUt-JD !N STALL A.T!ONS ARE NOT RPT NOT PROHil?ITEn• 
w~ DO NOT B~ I~ VE T~t ~ r~ ~ sovIETS wouCn TEST FOBS WITH A 

UNCLA.SSIF'IED 



Department of State JElEGRAM 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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LIVE NUCL EAR WAR HEA D, HOW FVER~ EVEN IF THEY WERE TO DO SO, 
TT WOU LD NoT ~E A VI OLAT IO N OF THE TREATY SINCE THE wiRHEiD 
WOUL D NOT COM PL ET E AN ORBI T AROU ND THE EARTH• 

~ • WE HAV E T~f REF ORE CONCLU DED THAT THE SOVIETS HAVE NOT ~jOLAT~D
THE TREATYe 

R • WHAT ARE THE AD VANT AGE S AND DISAOVA~TAGES OF FOBS 7 

1 , FO BS TR AVEL AT ALTIT UD ES MUCH LOWER THAN THE HIGH PORTtON 
nF IC BM TRAJECTO RIES AND 9ECA USE OF THEIR GREATER RANGE THEY 
c oULO ATTA ~K TAR GETS FR OM DIF~EQE~T DI~E CTI ONS• A SOVIET -~ass 
~OR EXAM PLE COULD AT TA C~ TY E US FQQM ·rH E SOUTH• THESE CHA~ACTERISTI CS 

~iGE 4 RUEHC 67963 UNCLAS 
MIGHT ENABLE A FOBS TO AVO ID SOME OF OYR RAnARS SUCH i s T~QSE 
ot THE BMEws . THE us HOWEVER HAS RE CENTLY DEPLOYED OVER• 
THE- HO RI ZON RA DARS WHI CH CA N ~ETECT FOBS LAUN CH ES. SOME ARE 
ALREAD Y r~ r.P FRATI ON, WAR ~I I NG TIME o~ A Foes ATTACK rqoM THEs 
R~DARS WOUL~ ACT UALL Y BE GREATER THA N THE WARN I NG TIM~ OF 
•N ICe M AT f AC K FRO ~ THE B~ Ews. 

?• ON THE 6rs TT s1 0E, THE FO BS HAVE TWO SEVERE DRAWBACKS. 
THE ACCU~ .AC Y OF IC ~MS MODIF'IE D INTO A Foss WOULD BE SiGNIF'ICANTj ' y 
~ESS THAN ic B~ S AND THEIR PA YL OAD wMUL6 BE CO"SIDERA8~Y -
~EDUCED • T H! IS THE RE A.RE PE ~AL TIES It\! 80TH PAYLOAD AND ACCURACY 
THAT EXAC T A HIGH PR! C~ F" 1R USE OF T~IS ~JEAPO\IS ·SYSTEM• 

f . DOES THE US P LAN TO DEV EL OP• ~OBS 7 

~. SOME YEA RS AG O THE EX AMfN ED THE ~ESIRABILITY OF THE SYSTEM 
i ND DECID ED TH AT THE DISADVANT AGES WERE OVERRIDING, W~ HA~£ NO 
r NTF.NTJ ON OF REV I S!~G THI ~ DEC ISION suT WE WOULD IN NO WAY 
F~EL OURSEL VES CONSTq AI~ ED ~y THE SPAC~ TREATY FROM SUCH 
~EVE:LCPMEN T A.ND S>EPLOYMF.N T I F WF. CONCLUDE!) T~A T IT W,AS l"N 

PAGE 5 RUEHC 6 796 3 UNC LA S 

UNCLASSIF'IEq 
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OUR I NT ER~S To 

~ o IN VIEW 0 ~ THE t RAWBACKS WHY ARE THE S OVIETS DEVELOPIN G 
THIS S YSTtM ? 

i o THE Y ~ Ay OF CO UR SE COM~ TO THE SAME CONCLUSION THAT WE 
~AVE AND NEVEq 0£PL0 Y TUE SE WEAPON S. 

?o SO ~E YEAP S AGO THEY ~A Y ~ AVE CONS I DER ED THAT THIS ~YSTF.M 
0F~ER ED A MfANS or ATYAC KI NG FLEMENT S OF THE us BOMBER FORCE 
~v SU~PPISE 3 AVO!~!N G THE US ' RADA Q WAQ NING SYST~M WHICH 
wn ULS tT~EQ WJSE ALFR T THE BOMBER ~ ALLOW I NG TH~M To 8ECO~E AIRAOR NE 
AND SO Rf lC~ S AFFTv o n uR 'E W RAD ARS O~VIAT E T~IS POSSiBILTT Y. IF 
Tl.-i EY ~o or P LOY I ' jJ I ,. ~n LL s r MP L y sc- A LES S E~ F EC T I VE ·US;: 
n~ TH~ RESD U~CE EX PEN DE D T~AN WOULn A CO MPARABLE INVES TMENT 
I 1' rJ F I o J C~ M ;- 0 R . ~- o RU S " 

UN CL .A. S S I j:' I E D 



October 18,. 1967 

NOTE FOR COL. GINSBURGH 

Here are the documents I promised 
to send you• 

.4U 
I understand -Nre conference of the interested 
members of the Intelligence Conununity 
may be convened to discuss this matter. 

CEJohnson 

-aECRET Attachment 



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, a~ 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 che 
earth from any direction. While the information available on 
these tests is not necessarily in conflict with this objective, the 
SL-11 launch vehicle, as modified for these tests, does not have 
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 
la.unch to the north or south is needed. This reduces the earth 
rotation advantage inherent in an easterly launch. There:(ore, 
an upgraded or new launch vehicle will be needed to make this 
system operational. Such a change requires a major launch 
vehicle-payload 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 
he 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. 

DECLASSIFIED 
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Possibility U - 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 _mis sing the target. 

Possibility Ill - 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 instrwnented 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 Argun1ents - Intelligence sources, to m.y 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, 11 



- 3 -

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 Ope rations._ 

3ECREI 
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9 so·viet One.;·Q-rbit <Shots·Hitt 
.., ... ,. :,. , '\' . f j 

Testing lor Warhe'aH.:'Re~Ent'ry 
1' -,, , ' • ' I • ., '/' t •:,, ' i~)i

By EVERT CLARK 1 : :tih. ;r• ,; r~ ~ 
Special to nie New Yprlt Ttmu vo 1u1. ;' ,: :1 

. • , ' ! 

WASHINGTON, Oct. 16- not prohib_it, .,Ui.tt engineering 
The mystery of what the Soviet tests nece~sary to lea~ ·; how 
Union is trying to achie_ye with to station weapons in orbit and 
a . series of . one-orbit . space call them down at wil,l -~ on . 
shots has deepened· since . the specific targets. . .. ·hr:~'. . 
first flight 13 months ago. · f " Nor· does the treaty p_rohibit 

Most analysts .here now be- the explosion ·of conv~n~~mal · · 
lieve the flights are e_xplor~ng y.r~arons -~ ...o~~it .W¥,~ :~e 
the techniques of bnngmg Russians have 1not done: .this m . 
down a nuclear warhead from the series . ;of~.n~e;: . gf~rbit 
an orbiting platform. ,, ~ ~~ ..'//_, s~t.s/ t!lell' -~~~~~~lly 

Until recently · there· "had want to do· o, · to- stimulate 
been considerable disagreement destruction patterns of a nu­
about the purpose of the shqts. clear . weapon, some observers 
But the analysts believe they here,; l>elie.ve~·• ,' / . . · .. . 
h~ve narrowe~ d~~-. ~e ~~s- · >'U1e'J~e~t}.'. :·~oe/ 1':;na! : · ~ii.ne . 
s1bl: explanations. ... I. ,.., : : ~•ou~~fAP~S~.:::.Je1t~ IIwas 

Nme. shots have be.en . fired left to later negotiations: But 
in the 'series .since ·.·~~PS.rP• th~ tr.~&_ijl. ~~~;~ •. ~~:J?Oi!}t 
1966. : ·. ·· ·:~.~·-/?;"'! ~- j ~at an obJef t 1s~.t;ot consiaer~d 

At first, Western .experts to be in ·oute ! 
1\ ip)ce unleSS' 

thought the Soviet Un}on *as {t; remams'.'. intorbitf '-'·-; · .. 
attempting to disgu~se) he l act : }fhus tlil p~yl~a~ ~ nt alQ/t 
of the flights as well as their jn_the nine;, So~e ~ ots, whifh 
purpose. Now, ~howev!:. l tpey Ju~ve ~e.n ~ •".l~I:11~,--.~ , .. : h 
believe the Sov!et. !"~1;1t! 14the ~ fore tfiey"~. : jiff ' che ' :r-
United_ States to.' be a~ar_e.. of cuit of the- e . · !l~-<·•qt 
the fhghts, _but t?ey :1~.9., ~o be subject to Ii . ·. 'e 
know why. · ·-· .. .-.--. - ·'t ·,1 I I t t · ·r· , • ._~. , . .,_

•• · . • , 1 ,;, ' rea y, even 1 ": 
Ironically, the Sov1~t , .,~sts nuclear weapons. .. . . ·:·ly,~.1, 

would not violate . the ·. ~~:19e . There is no '. _fod1C1'.•u.·n· ,.ptat• 
treaty put into . effecr Ill, _a hve we~pons, ~1the.:t;;.~~~J~~ '?r 
White House ceremorlt .Ja~t convent~onal, have.~~-~ .UJ. 

· ·t th. · ;·tltary the Soviet tests~ ~ rts" ~ ,re week, even 1 ey are m1 . t t th t •t ·· .•.1"cL ""-"·"1- ~ · pom ou a 1 1W011U ~o.., ~ 
t~s~s of :warhead re-~tg t~ h- n_ecessary to ~se~µ.ie;_~w¥Jw.ns, 
mques. . . .. , . ; . \ ; smce dummy · ~ ~ d~~·®}d 

The treaty, signed .; by ~~t methods forJ1~ding weap-
84 natio~s, . _proqibits, ~ -,~ on~~o~~lmost ~mpJ,et# ·c>1ti,its 
tioning in orbit of weapon$ ,t ~. d P.....,_~g ~eµi 10_.~.- .;t9 ,_pre-. ~ ,~ ro:ets ,..,-l •• -~·· , •. 
mass destruction. But it ~s •,',.~~viet fligh~ begai{:'with~ 1 

~ ~ ced .shots on .Sept. 17 1 
atfcf !fov. 2, -i966. Both launch- I 
·itig..fihkles apparently explod- ' 
·ed>m: orbit, accidentally or on 
tommand _ .. .1-.tlie ~ cL_·. 1from · -

Since then ·there .Jll:ft ~ 
seven shots,: U,,, P.'pn Sept. 

~ The Soviet Union· announced 
~ of them,. dis~~ing · tl!em 
:u -Cosmos scientific satelhtes 
1but using an announcement for­
mat different enough from that 
used for ordinary Cosmos sat­
ellites to convince Western ex­
perts that the difference was in­
tended to call attention to the 
shots. 

The experts here say they 
will not be certain of the pur­
pose of this test series until 
some new flight characteris­
tics are.. exhibited-perhaps a 
greater number of orbits before 
re~entry or the use of a larger 
laun~~ing ve~ 

.;_ ep~os Vehicle Orbited 
Mosc;ow, Oct. 16 (UPI)­

The .. Soviet .Union · today put 
into. orbjt the.J&2d. ..~anned 
.satdlite in its C()IJll~ ;:•,Ftes of 
space experiments... .::.-~:- -~ 

p 
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·~.
46 · 
•tTION :e:uR 20 

INFO SP 02,ss 20,GPM 03,SC 01,;NSC 101RSC 0 i .1L 031H 02,SAH 03,·P ·~'+ .. 
. . h. 

USIE 09'iCtA 04, INR 01,NSA 212~RSR ·~I , ACDA i 7,MC 0i iGDP 0 - ,·sr t 05a 

AEC · 1t ;NASA 0••' /122 W 

R 0618202 NOV 67 
FM AMEMBASSY ROME
TO SECSTATE WASHOC 5033 
i~~o SEcot~ . us MtSStON NATO 21 
use INCEUR ' 

UNCLAS ROME 2397 

SUBJ• PRESS REACTION• SECDEF tS FOBS DISCLOSURE 

JOINT EMBA SS Y/US!S MESSAGE 

J~ SECRtTiRY MCNAMARA•S NOV 3 NEWS 'CONFERENCE RECEIVED PROMlN~NT 
~6VERAGE I~ NOV. 4 PRESS, Wit~ NO• ~-~ EDITIONi ALSO REPORTfNG 
SUBSEQUENT REACTIONS IN US ANO UK• ALTMOUG~ ·H~AD LINES WERE 
~~EDtCT~~Li SENSATJON~L, ~ THOROUGH RE~DING 0~ MOST PfECE~ 
i~ ~ES~ONS jeLt PRESS REVEALE6 ·REA~ONA8LY AtCURATE REPORTI~G Of 
sECDE'F"Jts CAR E:F'ULLY BALANCED STAT EME NY:S '-' <.? T•E :g STORI~S 
i~CLVDEO . REASSURANCES RE OVER~T ME=MQ RiiON RADAR, - US NUCLEiR 
6tT£RRENT, ETC• 

2• INDEPENDENT /C0RRI£R£ DELLA SER~/ ~EPORTED NCi V 5 THAT 1uS 

PAG£ 2 RUFJAB 2397 UNCL•S 
iPPEAR£D MQRE CONCERNED OVER !MPLfC ~TI ON OF NEW ROUN D I N NUCLEA R 
~~MS RAC E fHA~ WMETMER FOBS WOULD OJS R~PT 'PRESENT BALANCE OF 

UNCLASS I r:- I ED 
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UNCLASS I F"IE~ 

PiGE 02 R6ME 02397 062l27Z 

POWER• 

3• IN FRONT PAGE STORY :ENTITLED ••w ~i S~I NGTON,J 0 S WARNING To MOSCoW 
iMMEDIATE ~MERlCAN NUCLEAR REPRISAL ( F RUSSIANS PLACE SPA rE 
WtAPON IN ORBIT", CENTER /lL ME~SAG GER0/ NOV 5 SAID PURPOSE 
0~ SECOEF"J•S ANNO~NCEME~T WAS 'THREE ~O~ci, A i TO INFO~M US iND 
WO~LD PUsLi~ OF NEW WEAPONI e, · rb ~a ~ES TALL PROPAGAN6- Ei~EtT 
o;:, Mosco wu , s " 1MM 1NE N r ,, "N No uN c ~MEN r , -~N o r , r o Av o r6 "p AN i c " 
w~i ~M MlGMf ENSUE r, 'SOVIFTS DECIDE 6 fo ANN OU~C E TM•T svsi~M WAS 
i~REAOY oPERiTIONAL~ jN !NOV~ 4 ED fi roN, / M~ SS AGGFRC/ SAi-~ SECDEF 
~iO _TRIED ·f o PLAY DOWN DRAMAT I C NAT~RE OF ANNO UNCEMENf BV 
ttREFUSINGP TO 'CALL SOVIET -FOBS E¥PE~ I MENTS A VIOLATION OF OUTER 
SPACE: "TREATY• 

~. CHRisTiAN ·DEMOCRATIC /IL POPO~Oj R~POR TED NOV . 4 iHAT SOVIETS 
w~RE APPA~~NTLY PREPA~fNG TO ·PLACE NUCLE AR WAR HEADS IN OR~IT 
tt6ESF1TE S~ACE AGREEMENT"• 

S• . CONSERVATIVE ·/LA NAZ IONE/ NOV ·5 TE~M ED MCNA MAR,~ ANNOUNCE 0 

M£NT •A MARSH REMINDER OF THE .REA LITY OF EAST.W EST RE LATJnNSQ" IN 
N6V~ ~ .LEA 6 EDITORIAL "ENT(TLEO "MCNAMA~ AaM~TH AN D REA ~ ITVtti 

PAGE 3 RuFjAB 2397 UNCLAS 
j~llIONE/ SUGGESTED US NUCLEAR STRATEGY HAS RELI ED TOO STRONGLY 
ON "SECOND STR(KE" tAPABlLITY IN Lt GHT OF RE CE NT J ND if ATioNS 
SOVIETS ARE "CLOSING NUCLEAR GAP.~ ED!T 6RI AL CON CLUD ES WiTH 
QUESTION, "IS us DETERRRENT STIL L CAPAB LE a~ OI SSUADiNG ~ussr, 
i~S iROM T~E MAD ADVENTURE 0~ NUC LEAR ~A R~ " 

6• CENTER • LEFT /LA STAMPA/, BASING rr s IN FOR MA TI ON ON BR?TISM 
P~ESS AND iNSTITUTE OF STRATEGIC STuD i ~s DI RECTO R BUC~ AN, . 
R~PORTED SOVIET /SPACE BOMBfl 'HAS BE EN TESTED NiNE TIMES SiNCF 
SEPT• l '66 DUR I NG "CO~MOS" SER X: ES• 

7• WHIL E SCA~CELY NOTED IN SOCIA LIS T i AV ANTI /P "M CNAMARA.<J~S 
REVELATIONS", SAID REPUBLICAN /LA VOCE ·REPUABLiC ANA/ ON N6V ·5, 
uc:ONF'IRM THE DRAMATIC URGENCY OF' A DI-SAR MAMf.NT AGREEM~NT" ~ 

UNC LASS irIE D 

" ~ - r 

0 
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cAGE 03 ROME 02397 0621272 

TTME TMAT fME AMER[CAN ·UNDERSTAND T~A T ·US SR IS CAPAAL ~ OF 
RESPOND I NG TO EVERY ONE :OF THEIR NEW ·MOV ES li N TYE ARMS 
~•CE, AND +~ •T THEY GtVE ·up THE IR BOA ST ~U L CLA!MS a~ SUPE~iO­
~iTY"• 
~EINHARDT 

UNCL ASSX ~ !ED 
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PAGE 01 BONN 04907 0621092 

8"1 
ACTION EUR 20 

INFO USIE 00,P 04,NSA 021CIA 04,R~C 01,INR 0?,000 01,SP 0 t~ss 20, 
-,n 

GPM 0j,sc 01,NSC l0•EA 15,RSR 01i/09l w 

R 0618352 NOV 67 
~M AMEMBASSY BONN 
TO SECSTATE WASHDC 5856 

UNC LAS BONN 4907 
SU BJ E C T I P R E S S R E A C T I ON T O S E C R E T AR Y M~ N A M A R A oS FR I D .A_Y__ ·ANNOUN .., 
CEMENT ON FOBS 
JOINT EMBASSY/USIS MESSAGE 

SEC RETARY 'MCNAMARA'S ANNOUNCEMENT, ON FRIDAY, "THAT THE so vIET 
u~ION IS WQRKING . ON A FAC TIONAL ORB~T ,SQHB!NG SYSTEM (Fba~, 
MiDE FRONT ~PAGE NEWS !N MOST PAPERS ~NO WAS .tARRIED Wi OEL ~ 0~ 
RA DIO AND ·fe:LEV IS I ON• I T WAS ALSO l~E ,MA,UOR TOP. lC FOR :ED I foR LAL 
jN MONOAY ~S ·PRESSo 
RHEINISCME F>OST REFLECTS A F'EELING OF 1UNEA:SINESS 'WHI.CH PERVADES 
GE:NERAL EDITORIA L. ' COMMENTo THE PAPER '. CL AIMS THAT FOUR 'WEE ~S 
AGO, WHEN 'WASHINGTON •. AND Moscow RATrFt.ED -r~E TREATY siRRING 
THE USE or SPACE raR ,MI~ITARY PURPOSES~ THERE WAS A D.EGR~E OF 
RELIEFG T06AY, DESPITE SECRETARY Mt~AM~RAgS ASSURANCE~, TAE RE 
is A 'FEELING OF RENEWED :CONCERNo THE PAPER EXPRESSES IT RY 

PAGE 2 RuFKC 4907 UNCLAS 
i sS ERTING ·iHAT MANY AMERICANS DO NOT AGREE WITH 'THE S~CREfAR y, s 
ASSURANCES, AND THAT UNREST AND MISTRU§T ARE MOUNTING IN THE 
co NGESS, 
F~ ANKFURTE~ NEUE PRESSE BELIEVES TH~T "THE CONCERN CREATE6 B~ 
~OBS IS NOf ALLAYED BY CERTAiN WE~~~ES§ES ~TTRIBUTEO ~y MtNAMARi 
TO THIS SYSTEM•" ' THE PAPER SE ES IN FOBS A M~QOR INCENTIVE To 

UNCL ASSIF'IEL? 
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PUSH AHEAD WITH NPT1 BECAUSE NPT MIGHT CONSTITUTE A M~JOR 
u Q S " Q SO V I ET t3 R I D GE • BY I MP L l CA T I ON ·F' RA N,K r UR i ER NE: U E PRESS E 
SUGGESTS THAT IMPROVED u.sQ~~OVIET ~EL~TIONS ARE "THE ~EST 
GUAR ANTEE AGAINST NEW WEAPONS SYSTEMS .As WELL AS i:HE ·POTE NT lA L 
NUCL EAR THREAT OF CHINA" BONN°S GENERAL ~ANZElGER ·tAKE~ A R~ THER 
PESS IMlSTlt NOTE WHEN IT CLAIMS THAT OHANCES - ~OR ·suRvfVAL F~OM 
A "SPACE AfTACK" HAVE BEEN REDUCEDe THt PAeER .COMMENTS T~if 
MC NAMARA HAD TO ADMIT THAT THE WARNING PERIOD OF A NUC LEAR 
ATTACK HAD BEEN REDUCED BV FOBS TO THR~E MINUTESo GEN ERAL ~ 
ANZEIGER .CONCLUDES THAT SHOULD TME ,as SYSTEM MATERIAL I ZE, 
c~~NCES FOR u,So=SOVIE:T NEGOT(ATIONs ON -ABM WI LL -BE DASHED 
r:- 0 R THE ARGUMENT :·THA T T~ E SO V. i ET · F' 0 9 WAS ON L Y · C ~ XNE SE .i OR i·ENT ED 
~QULD MA~D ( Y BE ACCEPTED AT ~ACE v~~u~ - IN THE WEST, ... -
OF ALL EDI' TORIALS" THE ~OELNE:R STAOYc-ANZEIGER IS 'iHE MOST 
ALARMING o i~ SAYS THA T MCNAMiRAQS ANNO~NCEMEN~ "RAISES THE MOST 

PAGE3 RUF~C ~907 UNCLAS 
ALA RMING ~~RSPECTIVES~, AND THE PAPER •~gss1MIST1CA LL Y PREoiC ~S 
f HAT THE SEARCH FOR 'THE ULTIMATE WEiPON WI L~ toNTINUE~ 'TH~ 
PAPER CONCLUDES THAT IT MAY BE WELL FOR MCNAMARA ·ro REASSURE 
AMERICANS, BUT "WE EUROPEANS 'HAVE EVERX REASON TO BE ALARAMEO w" 
MCGHEE 

1, 

I 
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Remarks by Secretary McNamara to the 
National Association of Educational Broadcasters 

7 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 p~t 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 fpr 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 45% increase in the number of combat assigned Army divisions 
from 11 to i6. 

A 73% increase in the funds fo~ general ship construction and 
conversion to modernize the fleet. 
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A 200% increase in the number of guided missile surface ships -­
from 23 to 72. 

A 300% increase in our inventory of nuclear-powered ships -- from 
19 to 77. 

A 40% increase in the number of Air Force tact.ical fighter squadrons 
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 197Os 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% increas·e 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-71: 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-7O, 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 today -- and recognized as such by foreign 
governments who are buying it in preference to aircraft produced in 
their own countries. 
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1'he multi-warhead ballistic missile re-entry system which multiplies 
the effectiveness of our missile force. 

The WALLEYE guided bomb, which uses a television guidance system, 
enabling aircraft and conventional explosives to hit targets 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 missilE:Sit will replace. 

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

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

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

The COBRA attack helicopter, providing faster, more flexib1e· support " 
of our ground troops. 

'l'he A-7 attack aircraft, g1vrng our Navy and the Air Force an improved 
capability to support our ground forces, with its g·reater 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 addei'd to over the 
past six years -- but to be able to respond rapidly and effective_iy 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 t ·o 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. 
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In the first crucial months of the c.risis 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 s~andard 
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 
jeopard~zing our ability to meet addit.ional 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 D~fense Department: we were, we are, and we wi11 · 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 oth,er 
goals. 

We have been concerned, for example, with obtaining and operating the 
required level of military power at the l9west possible cost. That goal fs 
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 percentag~ of the Gross 
National Product than they did in any fiscal year from 1952 throu~h 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 
1# billions of dollars. Now that the initial phase has been completed, 
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we have established the Cost Reduction Program as a -permanent annual procedure -­
with stated goals and carefully audited res~lts. 

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 r -ecurring 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 co!Mlunity leaders from the day a base closure 
is announced, and helps explore fully the growth potent.ial of the area. 

Now, just as efficient management and cos·t 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 coµntry at large. 

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



6 

- · :shortly ·after I 'became Secretary of Defense, · I asked Mr. Gerhard A. 
Gesell, a leading member of the bar, to organize a comm-ft.tee to ·review the 
progress of equal 9:pportunity_in the Armed Forces. 

- · .... -· -·\ .... ·, ·, j •• ' ,""'; .:. • • ... ' 

',_ That , committee took ·a '.ha.rd, realistic look at the probl~. . It reported 
that --,~-ubst~tiil ·, improvement had been ·made on military ·bases. But .it found 
that there remained severe off-base discrimination affecting thousands of 
Negro servi~eme~ and their famil:ies. This discrimination was most destructive 
in th,e, field 9f housing._ 

Open housing is a serious issue throughout our society. It .is not con­
fin~d to t~e Anne~ Force~. Too m~y of our citizens cannot live in the homes 

..of their. choice, -on-the streets qf 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.. l ·imited compensation and under. military orders, must move every few 
years. While defending their nation, they are singularly defenseless against 
this bigotry • 

. : ,' ! i . 

My .response · to the Gese·ll Committee findings was to· issue a directive in­
corpor~ting its recommendations. ·Commanders everywhere were asked to organize 
voluntary programs _to eliniinate housing discrimination i'n ·the communities 
surrounding . their•bases. 

I~ th~ Pe~~ag9n, we turne~ 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. S·eventeen 
thousand · se~vice .families _were s':1rveyed. T.heir ~swers were ~alyzed. 

!• i· 

One fact 
. 

became 
' 

painfully clear. Our voluntary program had failed, and 
failed miserably • 

. This failure we found intolerable. I put the matter to you biuntly: 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 
chiid.ren ·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. 
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But when these men return home, it is not the color of thei.r bloo?, 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 bff-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 family 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 servic.emen, has been a credit to our country. He has 
been courageous on the battlefield, proficient in a · cross section 6f 
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 refu~es 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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The second phase is to mobilize -- throughout the entire country -- effective 
community support for non-discriminatory military Off~base housing. That is now 
well under way. 

We selected the greater Washington metropolitan area, including ~aryland 
and Virginia, as our first objective. We wanted to make the area surrounding 
the nation's capital a model program -- as it should be -- and we wanted to 
learn quickly all the lessons we could that would assist us in the country at 
large. 

Officials from the highest levels of the Defense Department~- the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense, the Service S~cretaries, and senior commanders -- met with 
realtors and landlords of the area and put the matter to them squarely. 

The extent of off-base housing discrimination was appalling. The morale 
of our Negro servicemen and their families was being severely eroded. We told 
the landlords the Defense Department could no longer tolerate the situation. 

We appealed to the landlords for voluntary compliance with our non­
discriminatory housing policy. 

But we pointed out that the situation as it stood was so unjust that, 
whether we secured their voluntary compliance or not, we simply could not permit 
the conditions to continue. If, then, the landlords felt they would not or 
could not comply, we were going to have to prohibit any of our men -- regardless 
of their race -- from signing rental agreements in housing units where such 
discrimination was practiced. 

Many proprietors complied voluntarily. Too many did not. 

Let me say that in many instances their position -- while shortsighted -­
was understandable. Some faced genuine economic pressures. 

In any event, they did not comply. And so we were compelled to take ·the 
only action open to us. We prohibited all military personnel, both white and 
Negro, from signing ne~ leases or rental agreements in their facilities. 

This had the effect of applying a countervailing economic pressure, and 
our open housing program took on an altogether new and positive direction. 

In Northern Virginia and Maryland, within 120 days, we more ~ban trebl.ed 
the numbe.r of non-discriminatory units -- from about 15,000 to 5 3 9 000 units. 

Now we are at work elsewhere throughout the nation. We have, for example, 
an intensified program going on in California at the moment. We are giving 
particular emphasis to this State, not merely because of the large number of 

https://trebl.ed
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Defense installations and military personnel there; but because of the 14 
states with open housing regulations and laws, California has the lowest 
percentage of apar tment facilities open to all races. 

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

Everywhere our approach will be the same. We will survey the l ocal 
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 
mil itary families act as good tenants : that they pay their obl.igations 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 a social-welfare institution. · But I want to 
emphasize just as strongly that I do not propose to let our Negro se rvicemen 
and their families continue to suffer the injustices and indignities- they have 
in the past. 

It is said t hat there are no atheists i n foxholes. I can assure you that 
in South Vietnam there i s 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 m~ 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, at the time, that though there were roughly 1.8 million young 
men reaching military service age each year in the United States, . s·ome 600,000 
a 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 unqttalified 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 
apsence of American middle-c lass affluence, but something infinitely more 
complex: a corrosive and decaying mix of social, educational, and environmental 
deprivation. · 

What t hese men badly need is a sense of personal achievement -- a sense of 
succeeding at some task -- a sense of their own i ntrinsic 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 vict i ms 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 break 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. 

'I'hey 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. 'l1hirty 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. 'J'hey lack pride. They 
la.ck 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 ttaditio~al 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 p~ovide 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. 
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 · dr1ft back into the 
stagnation of the urban ghetto -- an opportunity for valuable training and 
sa·Uatyinp: 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. 

I 
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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 ~ade 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 s~cial 
improvement. 

This is manifestly 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 desc~ibed 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, tnat 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 commitmente to contain aggression internationally, 
and at the same time take the measures necesa~cy to C\ll'e 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 195Os. The taxes we pay today are billions of 
dollars less than the taxes we would be paying under the tax rates of the 195Os. 
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 Administrati_on has achieved, 

And yet, we appear to believe that we cannot afford to achieve ~11 that 
genuinely needs achieving. 

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

We appear to oelieve that we cannot simultaneously w~ge war against aggression 
abroad, and a war against poverty, urban decay, and soo.ial 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 
that America is not strong enough to do all that needs doing. 

the mythology 

We 
sources 

are strong enough materially and technologically. 
in both money and manpower. 

We do have the re­

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 constituti~nal 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. 

E N D 



SOVIET FOBS (FRACTIONAL ORBlT BOYa3ARDME?iT' SYSTEM) 

QUESTION: Are you cone-orned by the new mili.tary threat posed 

by th~ Sovicit FOBS devclopnle11t, wb.lch w0rn recently announced by 

Sec,:etary M~Namal."a; and does the Soviet testing 0£ this aya.tem constitute 

a violat.ion 0£ the Outer Space Treaty '? 

ANSWER: I am, naturally conee,:n~d about the possible implications 

o! any Soviet comm.i.tr.aent to a m.a-.jor new m.Uita.l"y system. However, 

a .a Secr.etary 1-1:cNa.ma:ra has al.i-ea.dy explained in detail, the Soviet 

FOBS development does not 1·eally pose a new threat o~ alte1· the p:reaent 

military balance. I believe it ir.nportant to recognize that the £act 

that s·o1netlung la dU'fe_re-nt does not mak:e it good ·or the £act that some"' 

thil:1g has ·been done by the Sovieta dictate that we should !oUow theb· 

The Soviet testing of FOBS does not represent a violation of the 

Oute).· Space Tl'eaty. The tl...eaty ,vas clea.i-ly dei;igned to prohibit the 

pr-ohibit the development 0'1: testing o! ayste1ns that might be. capable 

of carl!)'"lnb nuclea1• ,vcapone. There is no evidence that the Soviet FOBS 

M..ve carried nuclea.r weapons. Moreover, tho t.reaty wa.e not intended 

to COvel: s·ystem.s such as ICBMs or FOBS that a.re not in full orbit 

~O\.\nd the ea1•th. 

https://al.i-ea.dy
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FROM AmEmbassy LONDON DATE: November 9, 1967 

SUBJECT : British Press on FOBS 

~EF 

~cNamara's announcement regarding the Soviet FOBS got front-
page factual treatment in Saturday press, but British react i on 
emerged slowly, first editorials appearing Monday. The general 
attitude seems to be that, while the new FOB is regrettable, 
it is an almost inevitable development in the nuclear weaponry 
competition between the Big Two, and that the arms race should 
be stopped. The Sunday Observer carried an article by its 
Science Correspondent, John Davy, entitled "Space Bomb Blasts 
Arms Li mits Hopes." The arttcle reports that British defense 
experts believe the development of a Russian FOBS further 
undermines prospects for agreement on arms control and limita­
tions. In the article, Alistair Buchan, Director of the 
Institute for Strategic Studies, is said to have suggested 
that "us· may have aggravated these developments by constantly 
clai mi ng numerical superiority in numbers (sic) of nuclear 
rockets ••• and had underrated the resentment caused in 
Russia." Mr. Buchan reportedly said the FOBS might be a 
So viet attempt to achieve parity. However, the Observer stated 
"American sources in London" did no t think FOB would lead to 
a breakdown in the space and test ban treaties. 

The Sunday Times, in an article by Bryan Si lcock and Robert 
Hunter, focused on the US domestic political scene, viewi ng 
McNamara's announcement as "almost certainly a new mo ve i n 
his battle with the powerful lobby that wants an a ll -out 
American effort to defend against Russian ICBMs·." The article 
noted in this connection that McNamara "repeatedly stressed" 
that the strategic situation is not affected by the FOB. The 
article also attributed as the main reason for the FOB Russian 
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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 sperfd heavily on new . complex · 
defenses." By Monday, press wc'.s covering ramifications of 
FOB, especially repercussions jn US. Noteworthy is Daily 
Telegraph's report that RAF had known about FOB for six years. 

The first editorial comment appeared Monday. The Daily 
Telegraph editorial saw McNam~ra's announcement ~s a move 
to limit "already severe pressure on him to out-build the 
Russians in every aspect of the nuclear arms race." .This 

-~ditorial was most sympathetic toward the American Govern­
ment, terming it "a model of patience and restraint," but 
suggested that Russia is playing~ 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 
inMcnday'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 t'~o secure agreed nuclear 
disarmament." 

Articles enclosed. 
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GUARD.IAN, Novumber 6, 1967 
.-. .,.~ ,~ T,. - - -- ,. . - - - - - • 

~; ·1: ·ti:..,:- • · · · .) . ··~.;... 

.· .:_)Jterican argument ove~~-
:~ ,..,• . :· ·, '. 

· •i · c' · spac.e .bombs ,1 

'Jrom R;C~ARD.. S~o'.rr : Was~ington, November 5:r····-- , 
· . Congress, which is already~ deeply critical of Mt 
~kNamara . for failing to match the Soviet antiballistic Ne\lr problems 
missile defence, is liable to be. equally critical of his · . ln other words. the Americar 
reluc_tance to provide the US with a new space missile ~ar deterrents, on w hi c i, 

·cotpparable to that which he announced on Friday .the· ·the ·'Qs utimately depends for its 
Russians are .now developing. . . . seeuriity, · has not, in Mr 

McNamara's . view, been affocted
Senator Jackson opens a hearing tomorrow on the, by the deveiLopment or the Soviet 

subject of offensive and defensive -missiles, and he has said. FOBS. But Congress is likely to 
that this Will include an inquiry il1to the new Soviet space : thtiink differently and so a1rc the 

......b H · o 11 b 1· .-------- US mi1ltiit;airy ·loode·rs.b · ~Om e pers na ·Y e ieves
that, by this development, the 
Russians have violated at least 

, h • •t •f 
t e sp1~1 , 1 n~t the substance, 
of the mternabonal agreement
banning the putting of nu.clear 
weapons in orbit around the 
earth. . . 

1 'M M ,N . h .. .. r . c am~ra, owever, sur-

I
prised. some ,people on Friday
by saying 'that .. the Soviet project · 
would not .violate the treaty
because the new .weapons would 
presumably .only make a partial
orbit of the ·eatth. He did how-
ever . admjt t~t the missile 
wouid be · c~•bte of niakting 
~.ve.r~l orbits: of the e~rth 
before being dfrected on to its 
targei · 
· ,, .'1. ~ _ , . 
Different route 

The· new Soviet · we·apon was 
labelled· · by Mr. McNamara \ a 
"fractional orbi\JAl bombardment 
system ·· . (FQBS)-. It would 
differ Crom an intercontinental 
haH1stic missile in reaching a 
height .of up to 100 miles, as 
opp·osed to some 800 miles for 
an ICBM. It would thus evade 

: most e:iristing US radar screens. 
j lt would also approach the US 

from t~e , -~~t:J), a'f,ter ftying
1threeq\)art~ :~ ,. .tM •~ ay rqund 

. 

: ·.i ,. 

Senator .Jackson has al11eady
the ·earth, instead of. over the . . h.- . th • ~ 15 1 t North Pole, as would a Soviet saic~ that m vie~ is a e. 
or Chinese ICBM Soviet develtopmenit ha,s »pened 

. • · : . . . lup . a w,hol,e new ctimens11on· of 
T_he new Soviet miss l'~e or problems." On<.'e again Mr 

orbita:l bomb wowld, areo~d?•ng to I McNama1·a is Hkel:v to he unde-r 
Mr ·McNaim,a.ra, be oon,siderably lively aittack i,n Co•ngress ~~~ 
less a<,>eurate than a.n I~BM, and Sen~,tor .Jac~son's commttte-'f' 
would carry_a s~allef: payload. It begm,s its hearmg-s tomorrow. . ~ .
could conce1vably be m operation Th us h h.. ·t · g
next ear . e . as ·ee~ ry1-0m orm 

Y · . . . and ~essmg the s1gmfic~nce of 
The US itself contE;mP!ated 11 Soviet space shots durmg the 

development of a s 1 m 1 l a ,r pa9t 13 months w,Mch are now 
weapon sever~J yea•rs . ago .b'ot related tK> the development of the 
demded thai 1t was not neces-. FOBS. Mr ,¥cN:amara believes 
say. Mr Mc~amal'a clearly ·- stHl thle ll,ussi.a.m intend t,o use their 
talc~ that new even after the /\~FOB$ ptiimarily againsit US stra­
Russums have gone .ah~a<! widl [1te_g'ic; bomber bases. They would 
the _d~velopme~t of their FOBS. _1. flol, t,e a-ccurate enoug,h to use 
He said, on Friday that the. U~.lj•....t hardened US ICBM ~ltes. 
oould · ~evelop an ·. ort,ltt~ ,:·.· · 
we.a,pon "att any tlJl)e· for 1 ··~-
tively., rap:Jd d-eployment " : ',~ .., 
that we have . ~ intenith~tts . i 
revi~ing the. deoisi10n made ye!lrs 
ag-0. , 

The over-the-horizon radar, 
which the US has already begun , 
to use ope-rationally and whi·ch 
wiN be ful1ly ope,ratio:nal next 
yea,r, should be a,bl-e to give at 
least a tlhree-min-ute, 500-mHe 
warning of the a,pproach of a 
Soviet FOBS. Mr McNamara does 
not believ~ tha4 the devel~p-
ment of th~ new Sovi·et weapon 
.affects the oontbnued abHiity of 
the US to absorb a wrprise 
Sovie• aitta-ck a'l'ld stil'l to be able 
ta retaliate on swch a scale as to 
inflict ~nacceptable damage on 
the Sov1iet. Uniori. 
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GUARDIAN, November 6, 1967 
· - - ------------ - --· ·• -c-• .-·· · ....... • ·.:: t 

i . 'l-R · . . g ·ty • 1· d:;.:.: / 
,. 

.. : •·. psstan 1n .enu1 . · m1sapp te ·-'I, 

Anything called a " fractional orbital bomb 
system" is an abomination anyway. It is a new 
weapon ih the nuclear armoury, and Mr McNamara 
says that the Russians are developing it. Whether 
he announced it to steal the Russianst own 
thunder or to stifle his critics in Congress is 

-.. r - uncl,ear. Either way he took care to indicate that 
it did not at present alter the strategic balance-

~: · which' probably it does not. The United States has 
gone to great expense to make its." second strike " 
effective. Its missiles oil land are widely dispersed 
over the North American continent, and most of 
them are in hard.ened silos. Its missiles at sea, in 
the Polaris fleet, are beyond reach of any krtowh 
Soviet <Jetection and attack. Add to this the vast 
American numerical superiority-at least two to 
one in land-based intercontinental missiles and 
p-robably ten to one in operational sea-based 
missiles-and the American power of counter• 

., attack ls plain. Even a massive surprise attack on 
the · United States cannot at present save the 
attacker from appalling retaliation. 

Nevertheless an orbital bomb, if it has -been 
deveioped, is a technical achievement. The system 

·Mr McNamara mef1tioned is not for a weapon that
remains in· orbit for a long period. It is ·Instead 
one that no~ally go·es not more .~ban . half way
round, or one and a h~lf times rqurtd, the world. 
Its value, compared with the intercontinental 
ballistic missiles now in general setvice, is that it 
is :more difficult to detect. It flie, lower-only 
100 tnil~s instead of some 800 mil_es into ~pace-­
and it can approach its .target frQm almost any 
dit.ection. It appea~ likely, howev~r, to be less 
acc:urate than . known ballistic missiles. Partly 
because it flies lower, it cannot be checked and 
con,~olled ·so readily from the launching country. 
~n :u_m~/ no doubt, ~eans will be ~ound to perfect 

.. . tts penormanc~1ther by tracking and control 
~.-_·_ fro~ vessels at ~ea- or by improye'1 " ov~r the · 

. ,;i,)!iJ~;~~#t / .', ~~~~:: : }I.~~ ~~ -~~_t\ \!~,.)udJl~$-., b1 
~ . 

T 

current progress, counter-measures will also have 
improved. All this is being achieved at enormous 
cost. Whether it is politically or strategically 
worthwhile is questionable. Part of Mr McNamara's 
case to Congress is that the United States 
mµst choose wisely where to concentrate its 
resources. 

The announcement comes just when the 
· Soviet Union is celebrating the fiftieth anniversary 
of the October Revolution. In those fifty years the 
,equipment and competence of the Soviet armed 
forces has been transformed. Some of the greatest 
changes have come since the war. In 1945 the · 
Russians had virtually no long-range air force . 
They began to build one only in 1946. Even then­
as Mr Malcolm Mackintosh sets out in the con­
cluding chapters of '' Juggernaut," a history of 
the Soviet forces published by Secker and 
Warburg at three guineas-Stalin's outdated 
thinking delayed reform. Stalin died in 1953 ; and 
in 1957, just ten years ago, the Russians tested 
their first intercontinental rocket and their first 
sputnik in space. Since _then the Strategic Rocket 
Forces have become the senior arm of the Soviet 
forces. 

The new orbital bomb raises an echo of the 
Cuban crtsis ·of 1962. Because of Russia's 
inferiority in strategic weapons, Mr Khrushchev 

. sought in the autumn of 1962 to establish a missile · 
base in Cuba. From there mediqm-range missiles ; 
could have dominated the south-east of the United 
States and up into the Middle West, wh~re 
America's strength in intercontinental missiles was 
then located·, President Kennedy's determination 
stopped Mr Khrushchev. From then on the 
Russian strategists knew that they must catch up 
by building enough long-range missiles and by 
developing new weapons, such as the orbital bomb. 
How much ··more constructive, in retrospect, would 

· have. l>een ~·committed a-ttempt to secure agreedc
nuclear .dlsatmaxrient. . . ,.. ' 

,,_:'/(i~. 
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DAILY TELEGRAPH, November 6, 1967 

' : .... ~

;Jj; ,At'OMIC PO&m 
/(:;:~ :.~N~ •~ ••tt~~··;;,~na a ~jo~~brt ,: 

'WfiJn, b' di~"cfdgfng that Rufot ·:would s:oon Wave 
an_orbital bomb, he stole :',ome ~ thunder 
which the Kremlin was keer ing :up its sleeve for 
release with maximum effect a·t borne and abroad 
at tomorrow's celebrations of the · 50th anniversary 
of the Revolution. His aim was to prevent sudden 
consternation i'n America and a· ~resulting . increase 
in the already severe press~re on him .to out-build 
the Russian$ in every . aspect of the nuclear arms 
rac~ that 

~ 
they care •l&.)l'litiatc. ...... ~~ . 

The non-Comm'imi~t: world has paid generous 
tributes to the achiev~ttlents of the Revolution, 
often with lavish ;r,nd indis<iriminate use of romantic 
propaganda material supplied by the Russian 
Government. That menacio·g military displays, with 
increasing emphasis on atomic sabre-rattling, play 
the major part in Communist celebrations is so 
normal that they arouse far less alarm and interest 
than they should. Those not versed in Marxist­
Leninist-Stalinist dialectics find it difficul t to recon­
cile this with the Commun.ist claim to be "peace­
loving " while the capitalists are " warmongers.'' 

Yet Governments of democratjc countries have 
to take these actions of the Communist States at 
their face value; there is certainly nothing in the 

· record <>f Communist expansion since the war, or 
in the Communist creed, to justify their do~ng 
otberw:Jse. They ate dJiven to look to their owrt 
·defence . while doiiig everytt1hi1 in their :power to 
persuide the Russian ·" leaders , Qf the .WJJUillY . 

'ruinous and ::ies>ientially ~~trl(~Je natute'·-•o} '"t bii 
_arms-tace. _; ··· ·, . .·, -; ..• : 

Th·e American Government, on whom the main 
burd,en f~lls, . has bect'l a mo•~l of patithce and 
restraint. When Mr. KHRUSCHEV boasted of his 
50 mega ton bomb, Mr. MCN.AMARA dismissed this 

1 • .•a~ pointl~ss .over-killin:~.. .,· ~,Qt, until Russia had 
f . been buUdhig a1t .jati' ..mtss1l1 ·scr.een for three years 
' did America- after fruitless appeals to Russia to 

avoid mutual escalation- begin ·~ uilding a limited 
scr:e~n. :M i:. •Mc,h~·~RA now .'i$serts that defences 
against th~ . p~ial ' .cba.(aCt,tJsdcs of the orbital 
oomb will ~ read~ \ n •tuite~~ that it has many 
limi,~ti~ns. Yet, ·it~ s~.: t ~rlfinucJl press,urt? and 
the ·fresh evidence ..fast weel: of her re.markable 
pro~ress in rocketry are disconcerting. Is she 
trying to force America to economise by quitting 
Vietn.am? Or to lick .the American taxpayer? Or 
to build up a bargaining position for an arms limi-

, tatio11 deal? . OJ.le boP,s; the latter. But she bad 
!~ er not delly ~100 1,-,. I .overbid, ill•such .an' 
>•sfeeaaJwtic p~k~r ~~; 

~ 

. · 1_. ::. • 
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THE NEW YORK TIMES 
October 17, 1963, Thursday 

lJJtAG.TS TO;BAR_i 
~ARMS IN SPAGE 
Ee 
P<tlitical Committee Adopts
S solution Unanimousiy• ·. i 
~ . . -·• .......- ..·•··.. ·, ·..,.~ ,.,.__ ' .. 
:SY SAM POPE BREWER . 
C Special to The New York rim;s .· I 

. :tfNITED NATIONS, . N ." Y. , 
0 £ 16 - The General Assem- , 
b~ : Political Committee · ap- 1 

p~ unanimously today a 1.7-
n~ resolution to prohibit 
~ ns of mass destruction in . 
s~~ . ·. 
~~ .agreeme1tt, origtrui.Uy . 

~ ed by the _ nited Sta.. tesu 

,the Soviet Union as · the 
~Uons capable at present 
<Qrblting 111ch weapons, pro­
<!TJ~ l,j an unusual atmosphere 
Qf.:--relief and almost jubilation
~ ecommittee. . 

li
=me accelerated p rocedure 
~ed will put th_e resolution 
lfftf..m the General Assembly 

tifiCB:Uon t~morrow morn-

resentatives of 10 eoun­
-....poke briefly in enthusias­
";Nupport . of the resolution. 

: were led off by •those of 
, · nited .states and the So-
-J]nion. . 
t'OShi Hitomi of Japan . 

I
. ~ _a strong . plea~ for unani­

support. He said that 
· gh the resolution did not 

the binding effect of a 
rt:y, it was "an important 

toward establishment of a 
eful and rational regime in 
r space." , · -

~ --- Formal Vote Waived ,a the speakers finished, the 
ittee chairman, Carl ·W. 

£7'...Sthurmann of the Nether-

1;said: "We are all so 
y about this resolution 
it will not be necessary to 

~ .e- a formal vote." . . 
;a-asked whether there were 
l!rSt;objectlona to this procedure, 
=.'PJed for an answer, a:nd said 
litt.t-· he considered it. adopted.
'f!l,,m-e was thunderous applause.
:ft~e resolution has been au-
11&01-1: adopted by acclamation," 
~,Fhairman announced. . 
~ ance had not joined with 
- i~i,ther members of the 18-

: ffl-te. ,,_J}.2'.l Disarmament Committee 
,..1P9nsoring the resolution, but 
.......~ hiet delegate, Roger Sey­

c!oux·; joined in the applause for 
the decision., He said later that 
if there was a. rollcall tomoITOw, 
France would vote for the reso- j
lution. 

The resolution was described ; 
by Adlai E. Stevenson of the / 
U_nited States in a brief .$peech.' 
~ -"a simple on~ • He no\~ that-

it does not requirf the cessa.. 
~ion by governments of any 
present activity." -

·;k ~_. "' ~. ". ~.. · _.! ff .'-~.'"! . ,.. .. ,-:-;;.-. ~\~'O; 
anq the So.Yi~ :Unto~-~ ~ n,eed 
Oct, i ,· that,.qrey .wo~aot.:sta- . 
tio~ weapon~ ·'O{ irt'u.-4@ · . 
tion .in space. -:-< ,·. ,;.:"·.: -.: , · · - -.-. : 

It · "sole~rily ~ails -·upon ·all 
states to r,·efrain from· pl'1Cirig 
in orbit _around the earth,, any 
objects containing nuclear.weap­
ons o_r any:.other kinds·~f.weap­
ons of mass destruction~install­
ing such weapons on celestial 
bodi~s; or stationing·such ~~ap·­
ons in outer, ~p_~ce·1it- ,;Jnf.' otner 
manner." . · .~ . ·.::..-.~~· :.-;► ;. :) t;~ 1 ~~-· :? ~ . ~ 

. To cover all po~sibilili~? th~ 
resolution also calls on all cioun­
tries to :efrain_ from "¢ausi:ng, 
e~~our~gm_g or _m ·any way .par-:­
bc1patmg .m Uie cqnduct ·of the 
foregoing acti.vities." --,.:\?--:. 

Mr. .Schurmann .remarked 'as 
he opened the Jlleeting:'that it 
was a ,...happy .coincidence»·.that 
the agreement·caine ~ -two ,So­
viet cosmonauts,-: ,. :J_;!eu~,< :CoL 
Yuri A ..Gagarin .·~ -~:Val:. 
entina Teresnkova;qwm-t.;.:J~t~ 
Ing the' United·:.Natllirit '" t~}-· 

The importaric,r attac~ tbl 
the resolution :w~ -:-· ~ ~ l by· 
the Political Commlttee'•;actton 
in setting aside its . eett:uen:: 
da to take up. th~·matt;J!t~'ft;.,t,i 
also being put !3,( :.the:,*-8d','. ~ 
the General .A.ssem~,t :·ca1eli€ 
dar tomorrow · · l,t(~;~it' if,k " 

Tlle r.eso'iuti9Ji'.'.''win:;· t,i}tati~ 
up wlwn, ··P~sident~~u 
'Ahidjo o'f C~e roon filiJ&hes 'an I 
address to the Assembly which 1 

is due to begin ·at 11 A;. M, ... ,. . I 
Mr. Stevenson called tbe-reso~ 

lution "another decisive advance • 
in the disarnajnent: ·process'.' 

;and "a positive step ·toward the 
goal of disarmament/ ,::- ---?. ,. . ·.-- •l Nikolai T. Fedorenko of the 
Soviet Union told the comrnit­
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 problena 
awaiting solution." · · .'· }t:,;"_..-

"It is beyond 'd~ubt," he add-
ed, _ that~.·-t.hia-!'_ .-..
draft ~Jutiotl- ,&DO . 
step ._ .. ·.,tiitenlatlb · 
tensions:-.nd'": ~ ­1 

between people&"'•'. ,-~ . · , 

https://tensions:-.nd
https://origtrui.Uy
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UNI STATES AflMS CONTROL A ISARMAMENT AGENCY 

October 10, 1963 

MEMORANDUM FOR TH! COMMITTEE OF PRINCIPALS 

SUBJECT: Draft General Ass mbly Resolution and 
Statement on Bombs in Orbit 

With reference to the October 8 meeting or the Committee 
ot Principals, I am ro arding he with tor y ur comment or 
concurrenc drafts of a O neral Assembly resolution a an 
accompanying statem nt to be made in connection with adoption 
or the resolutiono The drafts are similar to those presented
under Tab B of my memorandum of Octob r 4 tor the Principals
but have been revised in the light ot further discussions 
Within ACDA and the Departm nt or State subsequent to the 
meeting oft Principalso . 

W hav us d the term "weapons of mass destruction" in 
th draft resolution on the basis of the understanding reached 
at the Principals' meeting that it ould· have to be interpreted 
as covering all nucl ar weaponso Since that interpretation is 
contemplated, we believe that we could rater spec1t1cally to 
"nuclear weapons" should the Soviet Union preter that approach. 

The reference to "add1tional assurance" in the last 
paragraph or the statement is intended to provide a basis in 
the public record ror re-opening the question ot verification 
should e desire to do so at a tuture t1meo i'he reference to 
"ex raordinary events" is d sign d to provide a basis tor 
Withdrawal should that becom necassaryo 

would appreciate it it Mr. Gathright (Code 182., Ext. 2952)
could be notified promptly by your start or any further comments 
or concurrenc Bo 

w~r
William Ca Foster 

Enclosures: Draft of Gen ral Assembly Resolution Draft or 
U. So 

Ambed~.........,...____ -
By.....s...--GROUP 4 

Downgraded at 3 year intervals; 
Declassit1 dafter 12 yearso 
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DRAFT GA RBSOLU'l'ION 

'rhe General Assembly 

Recalling Oeneral Assembly solution 1721 (XVI)
which xpressed the belief that th exploration and use 
or out r apace should be only tor the betterment ot 
mankind 

l'IJ11n d to take st ps to prevent the spread or 
th arms race to outer space, 

~elcoming the expressed intentions ot the United 
States of Am rioa and the Union or Sov1 t Socialist 
Republics not to station any eapons of mass destruction 
in outer spac , 

Solemnly apP ala to all atatesi · 

l · 'l'o refrain trom placing in orb1 t around the 
earth any weapons ot mass destruction, 
installing such weapons on c leat1al bodies, 
or stationing such weapons in outer space in 
any other manner. 

2o To retrain trom causing., encouraging, or in 
any way participating in such at1v1t1eso 

1)70 
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RAL ASSEMBLY CONNECTIO '1'H 

ADOPTION OF RBSOLU'l'ION 

On s pt mb r 5. 1962, th Deputy s oretary or Derens,
Oilp tric, mad tollowing statement ot U. So 
n iona spec 1ng the placing in orbit ot weapons ot 
dest ction. 

"Tod y th is no doubt that ithar the United 
St ts or t S 1 t on could pl c th rmo-
nuclear eapons in orbit, but such n action 1s 
just not a rational military strategy for either 
side for the foreseeable future. 

"We have no program to pl c any weapons ot mass 
destruction into orbit. An arms race in spa ce will 
not contribut to our security. I can think or no 
great r stimulus tor Sov1 t termonulcear arms 
ttor in ep ce han United States commitm nt t o 

such programo Th.is e W1 1 not do. 

"At t aam time that w are pursuing cooperative 
ac1ent1tio efforts 1n space through the United 
Nations and otherwise, we will ot course ke such 
st ps s are necessary to d tend ou:rselve and our 
al 1es, it the Sov1 t Union forces us to do BOo 
'l'h1.s 1a in accordance 1th th inalienable right 
ot salt-defens contirmed in the United Nations 
chart ro" 

Our policy in this r gard was made clear to the United 
Nations by Senator Albert Gore sp aking as Uo s. Representa­
tive to the First Committee on December 3, 1962, On 
S ptember 20, 1963, President Kennedy reatt 1rmed our 
int ntion to keep weapons ot mass destruction out or orbit • 

. Since that time, we have met with the representatives 
or the Soviet Union on this problem. We are glad that the 
int ntions ot the Soviet Union in this regard are the same 
as our own, nd I m happy to report that the resoluti on 
Which is befo the Assembly has the support ot both 
Oovemmantso 
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k1ng on b lt ot t Unit d Stats. let me say 
t s b n 1d 1D8llY' t1 e beto : the United States 
no in ntion or placing in orbit around th earth any 

w pons ot mass destruction~ ot installing such• apona 
on celesti 1 bod1 s, or ot stationing such we pons in outer 
sp ce in ny other mann r. '1'he United Stat intends to 

1n tl'01D c using~ ncouraging. or in any y rt1c1Plt1.ns 
uch activ1t1 • 

We all cogniz that it is not po sibl to or see 
t ya 1 v nts which may at future t1m occur in the 
ne ly merg ng f1 ld of sp c technology and in the 
exploration and us of outer apace. Nor can e toresee 
fully the outcome of continuing ttorts to achieve disarma­
m nt. Should events as yet unforeseen dictate the need for 
additional assurance against the stationing or weapons or 
mass d struction in outer space, we ould seek such add1t1ona.1 
assurance as might then be requ1r d. We would inform the 
u. N. should extraordinary events occur which would affect 
this mattero 

https://rt1c1Plt1.ns


I~ 

UNI S'l'ATBS Am.ts CO TROL AND DIS 

Octob r 10, 1963 

ORANDUM OR THE CO IT'l'EE OP PRINCIPALS 

SUBJECT: Draft General Assembly solution and 
Statem nt on Bombs in Orbit 

With r ference to the October 8 m ting of the Committee 
ot Principals, I am forwarding her with f-or your comm nt or 
concurrenc drafts of a Gen ral A sembly resolution and an 
acco panying tatem nt to b mad in connection 1th adoption 
ot the resolution. The drafts ar similar to those presented 
und r Tab B or my memorandum ot Ootob r 4 for t Principals
but hav b n revis din the light ot further discussions 

thin ACDA nd the Departm nt. ot State subsequ nt to the 
m ting or t Principals. 

W hav used th term "weapons ot mass destruction" 1n 
th draft resolution on the basis ot th understanding reached 
at th Principals' m eting that 1 t would· have to be i nterpreted 
as cov ring all nuclear weaponao Since that interpretat ion 1s 
con mplat d, we believe that we could reter sp c1r1cally to 
11 nucl ar eapons11 should th Sovi t Union pre~er that approach•. 

'1'h reference to "additional assurance" in the last 
paragraph ot the statement is int nd d to provide a basis in 
th public record tor re-opening th qu st1on ot verification 
should w desire to do so at a tu.ture t1m • The reference to 
tlextraord1nary events" is designed to provide a basis tor 
Withdrawal hould that become necessary-. 

I would appreciate it it. Mr. Gathright (Code 182, Ext. 2952)
could ·be .notiti d promptly by your start ot any turther comments 

. or concurrences o 

/J/1~,==
w11!r~m C. Foster 

Enclosures: Draft ot General Assembly Resoiµt1on Draft ot 
U. So 

GROUP 4 
Downgraded at 3 y ar int rvals;
Declassified after 12 years. 
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CONPil>lDPl'lAL 

DRAFT GA RESOLUTION 

'1'he General Ass mbly, 

Recalling General Assembly resolution 1721 (XVI)
which expressed the belief that the exploration and use 
ot outer space should be only tor the betterment ot 
mankind, 

Determi.ned to take steps to prevent the spread ot 
the arms race to outer space, 

Welcoming the expressed intentions or the United 
States of Am rica and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics not to station any weapons of mass destruct ion 
in outer space, 

Solemnly appeals to all states: 

l. To retrain trom placing in orb1t around the 
earth any weapons or mass destruction,
installing such weapons on celestial bodies, 
or stationing such w apons in outer space in 
any other manner, 

2o To retrain from causing., encouraging, or in 
any way participating in such at1v1t1eso 

CONFIDENTIAL 
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INSERT FOR STA TO BE MADB IN 

GENERAL ASSEMBLY IN CONNECTION WI'l'H 

ADOPTION 01' SOLUTION 

On S ptemb r 5, 1962. th Deputy Secretary ot Defense,
Mr. G1lp tr:lc, made the tollowing statem nt or u. s 
in tiona resp ct1ng the placing in orbit of weapons ot 
mass destruction. 

"'l'od y th re is no do bt that either the United 
Stat or th Sovi t Unio could place thermo­
nuclear eapons in orbit, but such an action is 
just not a rational m111taey strategy tor either 
side tor the foreseeable future. 

"We have no program to place any eapons ot mass 
destruction into orbit. An arms race in space will 
not contribute to our secur1ty. I can think of no 
greater stimulus tor a Soviet termonulcear ·arms 
effort in sp ce than United States commitment to 
such a programo This e Will not do. 

"At the a time that we are pursuing cooperative
ac1ent1tic efforts 1n space through the Unit d 
Nations and oth rwise, e will of course take such 
steps as al'e necessary to defend ounelves and our 
allies, it the Soviet Union torces us to do soo 
Thia 1a 1n accordance with the inalienable right 
ot selt-detense confirmed in the United Nations 
chartero" 

Our policy in this regard was made clear to the United 
Nations by Senator Albert Gore sp aking as Uo s. Representa­
tive to the First Committee on December 3, 1962, On 
S ptember 20, 1963, President Kennedy reattirm dour 
intention to keep weapons of mass destruction out ot orbit 

. Since that time, we have met with the representatives
or the Soviet tJnion 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 
1fh1oh 1s betore the Assembly has the support of both 
Gov rnmentso 

1170 
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Sp ak1ng on behalt ot th United States. let me say 
t has b en e d many times betol'e: the United States 
no int ntion ot placing in orbit around the earth any

• pons ot mass d struot1on., ot installing such apons 
on celeet1 l bodies. or ot stationing such eapona in outer 
sp ce in ey other manner. 'l'he United States int nds to 
retrain from causing, encouraging, or in any way pirt1c1:plt1.ng
in such activities. 

~i all cogniz that it is not possible to toresee 
today all events hich may at a future time occur 1n the 
n ly merging field or space technology and in th 
exploration and use of outer space. Nor can we foresee 
fully the outcome of continuing efforts to achieve disarma­
m nt. Should events as yet unfores en dictate the need tor 
additional assurance against the stationing or weapons or 
mass destruction in outer space, e ould seek such additional 
assurance as might then be requiredo We ould inform the 
u. N. should extraordinary events occur which would attect 
this matt r. 

CONPII>ENTIAL 

https://pirt1c1:plt1.ng
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Oct<>bel' 7, 1963 

-CONFIDEN~IAL 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. BUNDY 

SU.B-JECT; ttBombs in Orbit" -• Meeting of the Committee 
·ot Principals. October 8, 1963 

l. 1 take it that ther·e is no longe.i- a policy qtiestion as 
to whether or not we reach some agreement with the Soviet Union 
mutually to refrain from placing of bomba in ·orbit. The remaining 
issue to be examined is the mo~e to be used. 

2. l understand that the Sec;,etary of State now leans 
in the directio.n of having an identical policy declaration issued 
simultaneously by the u. s. and the USSR following .agreement on 
the tem of such a declaration. The Secretary contemplates having 
the declaration appear substantially as Bill Foster•s Tab A, but would 
add the thought that both countries agree to sponeoi- a resolution in 
the UN General Assembly on the tiame subJec·t. This ClzAresolution 
would give other countries an opportunity to sign on. 

3. The secretary's reported Une oi a~tion ls appealing. 
It has certain definite advanta.gee: 

a. The United States and the USSR can act 
swi,fiy in. ,:eaching agreement on a joint cle-claratlon; 
in £a.et, it might be possible to have something for 
Gromyko this week. 

b. It puts the mattei- back in the UN forum and 
would mollify the UN supporters- who have criticized 
the tdpartite Test Ban Treaty procedure for not having 
used the UN machinery,. 

£.• Although it doesn't add any legal sanctions; it 
accentuates the moral commitment and gives the other 
nations a poeittve a<:t to perform that will intensify 
their par-ticipation, 

f~ .r~. -~··~····.~ •· t t ~~ ,•~, ·~~,;. 
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d. It will tend to blu.i- the "secret understanding" 
anglethat Senator Russell .and his friends will be 
looking £or. 

!: It avoids the drawbacks. oi the fo:rrnal treaty 
procedure and the riitlcs atte.ndant. on Senatorial Jttview. 
(The major risk is the probabl~ insistence by certain 
Senato1ts on "'safegua11ds11 to protect our military 
position ln •Space •• pQticularly a major spending 
pros.ram. for the development a£ an operational cap.ability 
to deteet, apprehend and deatroy ho•tile •ateUite4'. ) 

4. Ther~ is only one aspect of the Secretary's reported 
pre£erred line ot action that might be handled a little diffeJtently. 
Instead of having simultaneous. and identical declarations, there might 
be.a. joint communique along the line thai the two gove,..nments, ''having 
agreed on pdndple that outer apace ehall be kept free of weapons of 
mas.a des-ttuctton, etc. , etc. "*, have as:reed to sponsor jointly a 
resolution in t.he eur;rent session of the Cleneral Assembly declaring 
space to be a matter of ~oncern fo~ all people·, and stating it to be the 
intent of the sponsoring powers and all o~e:r nations that may adhere to 
th.at resolution that no weapons of mass destruction will eveJr be placed 
in orbit. This vulatlon in the Seer.etary•e approach might get more 
mileage out of thie puticular aubject by keeping it alive ior- a while 
longer and receive very goo-d .suppo~t at the TJN. In addition the 
re&olution mlght hint at the next ateps in this uonion peeling,. pea.ce­
maldng process. 

Cha.i-les E. Johnson 

·• The Gromyko te2t has some rathe"t good. languag.,. 

CONElDENTlA:t. 
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THE SECRETARY OF STATE .

\ \ ~ It.,.., ..:_ \WASHINGTON 

,..--TOP SECRET October 9, 196.3 l9,..J;..i 
~ -

MEMORANDUM FOR THF.; 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 ~eviewed by the Committee of Principals at its 
meeting of October 8. The Committee agreed to recollllllend 
to you that 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 .fonnal agreement 
at a future time, we believe that the most satisfactory 
approach under present circumstances would be the adoption 
of an appropriate resoltilion by the General Assembly with 
the full endorsement of 00th 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 1.v0uld be expressed through state­
ments made in connection wi th consideration of the resolu·­
tion by the General Asscr;1bly. 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, 

T JP SECRET 

Exclud1. , -·~ ·;;:~ automatlo 
d/'J wr. t;I".::-u. ~ .--. ,; ,..r.d 
decla3si i :cation 
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we would seek such assur.:ince as might then be required. 
In addition, we would i rform the United Natjons should 
there occur extraordinary events affecting this matter. 

• If you approve of this appro.:ich, you may wish to· 
inform Foreign Minister Gromyko of the substance of the 

• foregoing approach in ycur meeting tomorrow and advise 
him that a draft resolu tion together with a draft of the 
statement we would propcs e to m.:ike 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 Ambassadors Stevenson and Fedorenko in New 
York. Uncleared drafts of the re~olution and key portions 
of the U.S. statement• are attached for your information 
but preferably should not be presented to Foreign Minister 

· Gromyko since inter-age~ cy cqordin.:ition and Congressional 
liaison _have not t een complet~d and since there is need to 
alert our allies • . 

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 ~egard pre-launch notification and inspection of our 
spacecraft as unacceptalle from the military standpoint 
but that there are no rn:i litary objections to a U.S.-Soviet 

• decl_aration prohibiting the placing in orbit of weapons of 
mass destruction. The Comrrlittee carefully considered two 
questions which had beeL 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 resol~tion . 
might be amended in a m~nner detrimental to our security 
'interests. I believe trat this hazard will not arise if 
the Soviet Union agrees to the approach r_ecommended above. 
We will, of course, obtc: in Soviet assurance that no amend-' 
ments to the resolution would be accepted unless they were 
acceptable to both of o~r countries. 

10NCO y 
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1The second of thes ~ questions related to the interpre­
tation of the term "wea:1ons of mass destruction." The JCS 
expressed a preference :~or this term, in contrast with the 
specific reference to . ",iuclear weapons" which appears in 
the Soviet draft. The difficulties of interpreting the 
term "weapons of mass destruction" as excluding small 
nuclear weapons, which raight 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) e:-:pressed _agreement that we could not 
sustain such an interpretation should questions arise and 
that if the time shoqld come when .we might wish to place 
numbers of small nuclear weapons in orbit, the arrangement 
under consideration would no longer be viable. It was also 
made clear that development of nuclear propulsion 9ystems 
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 w~apons) or, ·should th,e Soviet 
Union prefer, a specific referertce ·to·nuclear weapons. 

Regarding the question of sponsorship of a General 
Assembly 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 membe.rs 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 
highliglited. However, should the Soviet Union prefer some 
other arrangement, we should remain flexible on the question 
of sponsorship. 

y 
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At · such time as pl ·ior U.S. -Soviet agreement is 
reached and sponsorshir determined, the resolution could 
be _considered in the Fi rst Corrnnittee within the framework 
of one of the disarmam( nt items now ._on the agenda. 

Subject to your approval, we will proceed with the 
. t 

I • further steps necessary to carry out the approach r~com­
! mended above. 
I • 
l 
l 

Dean Rusk 

Attachments: 

~. Draft GA Resolution. 

2. Draft U.S. Statement. .• ... 
. ; ·. .,.• ·. · 

• 
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,f:ONFIDENT IAL 

.. DRAF.r GA RESOLUTION 

The General Assembly, .. 
Recalling General -Assembly resolution 1721 (XVI) . 

which expressed the belief that the exploration and 

use of outer space should be only for the betterment 

of mankind, 

Determined to take steps to prevent the spread 

of the arms race to outer.$pace, 

Welcoming the expressed intentions of the United 

. States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics not to station any weapons of mass destruction 

in quter space, •. 

·solemnly appeals to all states: 

1. To refrain from . placing in orbit around the 

earth ~ny weapons of mass destrµction, 

1n·stalling such weapons on celestial bodies, 

or stationing such weapons in outer space in 

· any other manner,· 

To refrain from causing, encouraging, or i.n· 

any way participating in such activities. 

-COtWIDEN'f IAI., 
PRESERVATION ~y JI 
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DRAFT 

INSERT FOR STATEMENT TO BE MADE IN 

GENERAL ASSEMBLY IN CONNECTION WITH .... _.__._ _ 

. .. -- . -- - ·· . . 
ADOPT:ON OF RESOLUTION 

_· On September 5, 1962, the Deputy Secretary of Defense·, 
l• 

.Mr. Gilpatric, made the following ·statement of U.S~ inten• 

tions respect~ng the plac ~.ng · in orbit of weapons of mass 

I . destruction: 

· ·· · · ·11today there is no doubt that either the United 
.. -4 • 

States or the Soviet Union could place thermci-
nuclear weapons in orbit, but sue~ an action is 
just not a rational mili_tary strategy for either 
s icle for the foreseeable future. · · · 

"We _have no program to place any weapons of mass 
destruction into orbit. An -~-~ -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 

. . 
... • , I • •such a program. This we will not do. 

. . 
"At the same time that we are pu:rsuing 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__~l)~ Soviet Union forces us to do so. 

This is in accordance· wifli the 1.nalienable -right--.."'.----~ -. 
of self-defense confirmed in the United Nations 

· charter.•• 

Our policy ·;n this regard was made clear to the United 

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

CONFIDDITIAL 
, ' • .; . 
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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 tinie 1 we have met with the representatives J .- .· ·, 
. ·~--- ~-.:- ::- . . - -·-- . 

. . --- ~-~. of .the Soviet Union on thi.s problem. We are glad that the · . , . 

intentions of the Soviet Union in this regard are the same 

as · our OWil, and I am happy to report that the resolution 

whlch 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 arqund the earth any weapons .· 

of mass destruction, of installing such weapons on celestial 

bodies, or of stationing such weapons in outer space in any ' 

other 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 

nwiy emerging field of space technology and in the 

f' 
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UCLEAR WEAPO SI SPACE 

0SC0W TASS I E GLI SH TO EU OPE 1632 4 0 T 63 L 

<F ROM THE IZVESTIYA REV IEW) 

( TEXT > I ZVESTIYA EW YOR}{ COR ESPO DE TS T ! SLAV KO DRA HOV 
AND IKHAIL MIK HAYLOV REPORT A OTHER I MPORTA T AGREE 'E T. EET I -G . 
0~ THURSDAY, THE SOVIET, AM RIC N, A .D BR ITI SH FORE! N MINI STERS 
AGREE. I PRI CIPL O BA.l I G THE ORB IT!. G OF VEHICLES ITH 

UC LEAR ·\JEAP0NS ON BOARD. "THUS SPACE IS TO BE PR0C LAI. ED A 
UCLEAR-F REE ZONE," THE DI SPATCH SAYS. "THIS STEP 15 A LOG ICAL 

CO OLLARY TO THE MOSCOW TRE ATY A D A NEW . OVE I N THE RELAXA T! O 
OF I TERNATIONAL TEN SI O • 0 EOV R, IT WAS BEGOT TE Y THE PIRIT 
OF THE MOSCOW TREATY ." 

KONDRASHOV AND MIKHA YL OV RE~ ARK I T I S 
CON ECTI O~ THAT "THE AGREE T TO THE UCLEAR BO B FROM SPACE 
DOES NOT OF COU RSE EA. DISARM AME T. UT IT FORMS A 
REAL OBSTACLE O THE ROAD OF THE NUCLEAR A MS RACE.e 

4 OCT 240P REB/ GS 



COPY OF DRAFT DECLARATION HANDED BY SOVIET FOREIGN MINISTER 
GROMYKO 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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THE WASHINGTON POST 
Thursday, October 3, 1963 

sta,ndaro•·~ U. S. <:_diplomatic I 
practice ~n talks with the So­
viets since last fall's missile 
crisis. Tlie usual Russian re­
sponse is to accuse the United 
States · of aggressive designs 
against Cuba. . ·· · 
. United States sources listed 
these other items of possible 
U. 'S.-Soviet _agreemen~ which I 
they said could co~e . . up in 
the Rusk-Gromyko session or 1' 
later: ·-..:. .1 

_'.·Trade e~pans1on beyond ; any 
one-shot wheat deal; building 
0£ new embassies in Moscow 
and Washington; a · private 
comm'unications line to the 
West for the U. S. Embassy in 
Moscow; · a compact covering 
consular activities; .··a New 
York~Moscow commercial air 
roµte; _·1:w"ider" :c.Uliural ex-
changes; cooperation in ·space 1 

medic~ne1 and sending a I?an 
to tne moon. ·, 

Just before joining Gromy­
ko for dinner, ij.usk held an 
early ''e"Vening .redeJ}ti()Jl in his , 
hotel ·: ~ite . (or ,;the-!-;; foreign 
min f.8:t er s ·~nd ·~legation 
heads . of 33 of the _e9untries 
aTTfieGeneral-Asserribly ses­
sion. This was part of Rusk's 
continuing program· to meet 
all the foreign leaders here. 
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UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY 

WASHINGTON 

-80Mii'Il)EM'fIAL 

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 herewith 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 Committee of Deputies from Mr. Adrian S. 
Fisher dated October 1, Subject: Proposed US - Soviet 
Arrangement Concerning the Placing in Orbit of Weapons 
of Mass Destruction. 

These two memoranda will be considered at a meeting 
of the Committee of Principals which is being arranged 
for 6:00 p.m., Tuesda:n October 8, 1963, in the Secretary
of ~t@ 1s Conrerence PAW .-

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

William c. Foster 

GROUP 4DEaASSIPIID Downgraded at 3 year intervals;
Authodq...,.ia-.p:1,a~--===-­ declassified after 12 years. 
By--a.--.-
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UNITED SlATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY 

WASHINGTON 

OFFICE OF OCT 41963 
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.So and the u.s.s.R. It is a statement of 

.intention, not an agreemento A binding corrnnitment 
would have to be expressed in the fonn of an executive 
agreement or a treatyo The purpose of the draft en­
closed as Tab A was to go as far as possible in the 
direction of agreement with this fonn 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 UoS. Statement. 

Tab Bis the second possible alternative, a draft 
General Assembly resolution. Attached to Tab Bis a 
draft statement that the u.So representative could make 
at the time of passage of the r e solution ~ 

GROUP 4 
D\".)wng:radad at 3 year 
i ntervals; declassified 
after 12 s,; :-.. .t>1 

DPO.A&mmo 
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. The resolution could be easily modified to callI . 
I · ·µpon the parties to negotiate an agreement · on . this 
I subject if that was · -desirable. 
I 

I 
I 

3. Agreement.
j 
i 
I 

I 
I 

I 

: Tab _C is a d~aft of a binding connnitment. It 
! ·could .he expressed as an executive· agreemeht 6r -as a 

treaty. · It isof such a nature that th~ .Foreign Relations 
Committee should be consulted on which fo.nn to use in 
view .of .past statements which the Executive Branch has 
lllclde to that Committee. 

. William· c. Foster 

·Attachments: 

·tab A. 
Tab B·. 
Tab- C.

i 
I . ' . . , 

" "!· 

.~ .•• ... . . 
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i 
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DRAFT UNIIATERAL, PARALLEL POLICY DECLARATION 

. . ' . 
. . . 

' . . .· ·.-· 

. The Government of the· United Stat.es· 9{ Aine·r ica;. 

·. Seeking to "further the · prompt a-chieve~e!).t ·:of ·an agree­

ment on general "artd · complete _.disarmati.eµt ·:u114er s 'trict 

international control in a-ccordan~e_-wj.th the .objectives 
L • • • 

of the ·United· Nations, · .· 
. . .. ·. 

Determined · fort.hwith to _t;ake step~ · to preven't __the _ 
. . 

. . ·. . . . . . 

spread of _Jhe arms ·rac~ to outer- space, ' . 
....._; ~-'-'' -., 

. . ·. . .) .·- . .. ... 

Desiring,·to:generate the best possible conditi ons - fo;r 
. ' . 

the exploratio~ and harnessing of :outer:-·spilce·, for / the 
--.• 1 _..... 

benefit and _:tn the i~terests of ail mankind,_-
. ' . . . 

>Declares .that it intends: . . ~ 

. . . . . . 

· 1 -~-·· .To r~frain .fr<;>µ_i -the placing in -orbi-t a~o.un~ t :he 

·e.:~rth -of :a11y _Lhuciear. weapon§_?, L;e~ports:·~f mass 
. .· ' . 

• ',':.,:.v ' 

I 

i 
I ·.2. r 

- -· . -~.... :, 

.• .·.·aD&JR&-ir:'.:-,-,..-,; ..._~!:11...: ;,.~-., ·.s1;,,·;r-: ..i;._ .;.:.v./· . ,_.,,._.. ' 
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l!lass destruction?, the instal+ation of such 

weapons on. celestial bodies · or the stationing 

_of such weapons in outer space _in any other 

_.·· manner. 

. .,.: 

- ,.· . . ' 

... · ' 

- • H . • •---- ____ _ ..._ _ .:_____ 

.'\ ·: 
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DRAFT GA RESOLUTION 

_The General Assembly, 

; 

' . · Rec~lling General Assembly resolution 1721 (XVI)
I 

i . 
i whfch expressed- the belief that the exploration and use 

of outer space_should be only for the bett.erment of man-

'. 
I 

ki'nd, .-

. ·net'ermined · to take steps· to prevent the spread of 
. . ~ . . 

•. . -
the arms_race to outer space, 

-Welcoming the ·expr_essed intentions of the United 

_States and ·.the Union of ·soviet ·socialist . Repub.lics, : th~t ·. 
. : 

i 

they will not. place in orbit around the ·earth any /nuclear 
. 1 

.weap-on!.7 Lweapons of mass destruction/, install such 

weapons on celestial . bod_ies, _or_in any· other manner station 
I . 

· such ·weapons in ·outer · space: 
. ; 

, ' 

Solemnly· enjoins .all states: . 

·:1·. To · refrain from the placing in .orb'it .around the 

earth of any /nuclear weapons7, /w'e~pons of mass 

d~struction/, - the installation of such weapons on 

celestial bodies, or the stationing _tif such weapons 

. · in outer -space in any other manner. -. 

CONFIDEN'rIAL -



1- --. ·-···-· - ·- -- ·-· ·· - . •-- - ----· --- - ·- .. ··---- . --·- ----
I ' 

e=ONFIDENTIAC 

- 2 -

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

way participating in the placing in orbit ar ound 

the earth of any /nuclear weapons/ /weapons of 

mass destruction/, the installation of such 

weapons on celestial bodies or the stationing of 

such weapons in outer space in any other manner. 

CONFIBENIIAr.-
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October 3, 1963 

DRAFI' INSERT FOR STATEMENT TO BE MADE IN · 
GENERAL ASSEMBLY IN CONNECTION WITH ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION 

On September ~, 1962, the Deputy S_ecretary of Defense, 

Mr. Gilpatric, ~ade the ·· following statement of ·U,S. intentions 

:respecting the placing ·in orbit of weapons of ·mass destruction: 

''Tod_a·y there · is no doubt that either ~he United · 
· states .or the Soviet Union could ·place th~rmo-
. nuclear weapons in orbit, ·but such an -ac:;:tion is 
· just not a rational' military strategy for either ·· 
-side ·for the · foreseeab:J_~ future·~· 

"We have· no progr~. to place any weapons of mass ·­
. des_tructi·on into orbit. · An . arms race . in .space will 

no·t contribute to ·our securit:Y. I can think o~ no 
· greater :~timulus for a ·Soviet · the:nnonucleal'..'.' arnis 
effort iri space tha~ ):t :United · $t,a1;es cortnnitment · to 
_such .a pl;ogram. ·_ This we tvilt no~ do. . . 

"At the· sam~ :time · that ~e are pursuing ; ce>operative 
scientific ·efforts in space throug_h tJle· Uni°ted · 

··Nations and otherwise, we will _of course ·take such 
·ste.ps a~ ·are _ne·cessary ·to defend ·ourselves _and our 
allies, . if .the· Sovi:et -Union forc:es us to· do .so. 
Th~s . is .-~n ·acc~rdance .with· the irialienabie _·right _. 
o_f self;..defense confirmed in the United Nations · 
:charter. " · 

Our policy in. this regard wa:s made . clear -·to the United 
- . . . . .. 

. Nations . by Senator Albert 
. 

Gore. speaking as·.:u.s. Representative 

to the -First .Committee on December 3, . 19_62~ -- On September 20, 

1963, Preside.nt Kennedy reaffirmed our intention to keep weapons 

of mass destruction out o·f space. · 
. i -sr;M ) '.i;iDJ . · · 

.· .·?~ );ff{:t~t%--1J.1:l · 
. . -~: .~ 
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Since that time, we have met with the representatives 

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 wnich 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 

ffiuclear weapony, £eapons of mass destructioIV, of 

installing such weapons on celestial bodies, or of 

stationing such weapons in outer space in any other manner. 

The United Stat-es intends to refrain from causing, 

encouraging, or in any way participating in such activities. 

We all reqognize 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 ,Lweapons of mass destructio!!7 ffiuclear weapony in 

orbit around the earth, we would seek such additional 

assurance as might then be required. 

CONE'IDEN!I'IAL 



TAB C 

DRAFT AGREEMENT 

PROHIBITING THE PLACING IN ORBIT OF 

LNUCLEAR WEAPONS/ /WEAPONS OF MASS -DESTRUCTION/ 

The Governments of the -United States of America and 

the Union of Soviet Soc~alist Republics, 

S~eking to further the prompt achievement of ·an 

.-agreement on general and complet_e disannament under st~ict 
. : . . 

international ·control in accor.dance with tl}e objectives of _ 

the United Nations, 

.Detennined forthwith . to take s-teps to prevent the 

spread of the arms race to outer space, 

- _Desiring to_ generate the best possible .conditions 

: ·for the -exploration and harne·ssing of outer space for the 

benefit and in the interests of all .mankind; 

.Have _·agreed 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 /~uc_lear weapons/, /;eapons 

·-CONF!BENTIAL -
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of mass destructioD7, the insta_llation of such weapons 

on celestial bodies, or the stationing of such weapons 

in . outer-_space in any other manner. 

2. To -refrain . from causing, eD:couraging, or in any 

way participating in, the placing in orbit around the 

earth of any ..ffiuclear ·.Wea.pony, ,Lweapons of mass destructio!J:7; 

the installation of such· weapon~ on cel~~tial bodies, or the 

stationing of · such weapons in outer space . in any othe.r manner. 

3. · To seek undertaki ngs comparable to those contained 

in this Agreement from an_y state which might achieve the 
! . 

capability _to conduct the activities referred to in para-

.graphs 1 and ,2 above •._ 

. ARTICLE .II 

l ~ This _Agreemeri t .shall .be of .unlirhited duration. 

2 • . The P~rties :will ·consult with each other sh6uld 

either. of ·them consider add.itional ·assurance neces.sary in . 
• • • • JI • • • • • • - - • 

the light of :changing technological conditions ·or further · 
-. - . 

developments in the -field of disarmament. 
. . ' . 

3. Each Party shall -have the right to withdraw 
. . . : . ·. _- . . .- . . 

· frcim the Agreement if such · assura~ce, satisfactory to it, 

is· not re·ceived; or if it ·decides that extraordinary events, · 

related to the subject matter of th~ Agreement, .have 

-.CONFIDEN'I'I.f"L 
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jeopardized the supreme i~terests of its country. 

4 • . It shall give notice of s·uch withdrawa.l to 

the . other Party to the AgreemeI?,t three months· in . 

I 
advance. 

I 
I 

i. 

For the Government of For the Government of 
! · the United States of the .Un·ion ·or Soviet 

America ·Soc.ial,is t Republics 

I . 

: 

i·
I • 

- :·:·~· -'\,- ·- . ... . 
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SUBJECT: 

MEMORANDUM TO THE COMMITTEE OF DEPUTIES 

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. 

Adrian S. Fisher 
D?puty Director, ACDA 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. SCOPE 

a. We should proceed to seek with the Soviet 

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 technological 

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 understanding of the terms used in this formulation 
would be as set forth in the remainder of this paper. 

~-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. 

~ SECRET 



~-SECRET 

- 4 -

'~e 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 ~rogram. This we will not do. 

"At 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 
allies, if the Soviet Union forces us to do so. 
This is 1" accordance with the inalienable right 
of self-defense confirmed in the United Nations 
charter." 

Similar statements respectiRg U.S. :t'ritentions -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 joint declaration, simultaneous unilateral declarations, 

or an .~greement, 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 

or mass destruction in outer space, not other military 

uses. While agreeing to give the matter further consideration, 
I 

~p -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 wit9 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 it 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 readye" 

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

OBJECTIVE 

The UoS. has previously made clear that it has 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 regard9 

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 decisive advantage 

in deploying a deterrent force in outer space, an arrange­

ment respecting this matter might be useful for some 

'.eOia SECRET 
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years. While changes in technical, economic, and military 

factors may in time alter current assessments, they appear 

likely to do so only to the extent of making the brbital 

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 st~p, 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 spacecrafto 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 is 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 

'f6fl SECRE'f 
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option. 

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 Unlon 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 l ess likely than was 

thought to be the case a year ago. * 

b. The three-environment nuclear 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 

*rt should be noted that NIE 11-9-63 was prepared at a time 
when 1this issue was in greater doubt. 

lfOF 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 is no reason to suppose that the Soviet 

Union is 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 
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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 np way, in the presence of a continuing 

space effort, to curtail advances in space technology applicable 

to such systems. 

b. We have used the te;r>m "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 
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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 qffensive ~ystems, 

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 arrangemente 

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 othe rs, we should take the position that the use 

of orbital vehicles for such a purpose would be inconsistent 

with our understanding of the arrangemento 

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 11 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 

• _ ,_I 
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to result in 11 additional assurance 11 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 to reconsider the arrange­

ment if changes in fields other than space technology might 

make acquisition of a spaceborne deterrent more important. 

In that event, we would: not, · ,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 likely 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 

op:en -::.the question of the form of the arrangement. Gromyko's 

statement refers to an 11 agreement, 11 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 t hat we would have great 

difficulty in securing domestic acceptance of the . type of 

agreement now probably attainable. 

From our own standpoint, the use of parallel unilateral 

statements of intention might be a defensible f?rm 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 joint 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 little 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. 

~ SECRE'f 
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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 sponsor a resolu­

tion. 

If a formal legal commitment is desired, it might be 

possible to negotiate a legally binding international agreement, · 

either an executive agreement (either negotiated, as the Laos 

agreement, on the basis of executive authority, or based upon 

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

THE ISSUE OF INSPECTION 

Whatever the form of the arrangement, it will be widely 

viewed (both internationally and domestically) as an '~ninspected 

ban" and, therefore, as inconsistent with our general approach 

to the question of verificationG Even if we are ourselves 

satisfied that we can accept the arrangement, we will need to 

respond to questions concerning the consistency of such an 

approach with our position in other cases and, more importantly, 

with our national security interests. The following considera­

tions are relevant: 

a. We are dealing in this case with refraining from an 

activity which is not yet under way . Neither side would gain 

decisive advantage from this activity. Both would be exposed 
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to increased risk of accidental war e 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 determining 

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 orbits 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 

inspeetion 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 missileso 
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greater significance than would be the case in the presence 

of deterrent forces of other types. 

d. We consider th±s to be a problem of a different 

character than the problem of underground nuclear testing. 

Qualitative advances in weaponry which could be achieved 

through clandestine testing underground could give some 

advantage to the Soviet Uniou. We do not think this would be 

the case with the deployment of the orbital nuclear delivery 

vehicle. 

e e As a general matter, we seek inspection when and to 

the extent it is essential for · our security. If in our view, 

inspection becomes essential in this case, 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 pl~ce weapons of mass destruction in orTu1t, 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 

~ SECRET 
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and is followed by a system intended to counter it. The first 

is then modified to evade the countermeasures, and the counter­

ing system is itself subsequently improved. And s9 it goes. 

We do not think it desirable for either side to embark 

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

an interest in avoiding the economi_c: costs and the hazards 

which would be entailed. The type of arrangement that now 

seems attainable would not relieve us of the necessity of 

defensive precautions. However, it may assist in avoiding 

the op~ning of a new dimension in the arms race while we 

continue efforts to bring the race for existing types of 

weapons under control. 


