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SUBJECT: 

,ARTICIPANTS: 

MlMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION 
U.S. I ALT 0 E LE CAT 10 N 

V1£NNA, AUSTRIA 

DAT£: DeceQer 4, 19 7 _ 

Special Working Croup: ABM 

us 
I 

Mr. David Aaron~ 

TIME: 

Pl.ACE: 

USSR 

, 

1:30 p.m. • 1 :45 p. 

Soviet Imbusy 

Mr. V. S. Chulitiky 

( 

Mr. Chulitaky also made a strong pitch for dropping Article 5, para 3, 
on future systems. He argued.that it was unnecessar:,., since "no one knew 
vhal future systems might be" and that an effort to include "everything" 
in the agreement vould delay progress. He insisted that future systems 
could be dealt vith in the Standing Consultative Co'll"fflission.in the periodic 
reviev conference, or in follow-on negotiations. He also argued that the 
prohibition on air-based, space-based, land-based,ctc. ABM systems is 
adequate to cover the problem of future systems. Ihe only insig~t Mr. 
Chul itsky offered into the reasons for the Soviet position vas that "it is 
difficult to argue with the technical people" that unknown systems should 
be proscribed. 

Mr. Chulitsky asked if the U.S. Delegation vas prepared to drop 
Article V, para 3. I aaid no, we considered it very ir.portant. I reviewed 
the reasons !or including it and indicated that the Sovieta vould be hearing 
more !rom our I>ele&ation in support of cur position. 

-



SU9JErT, MIG~LlGMTS OF POST•PL[~A~Y CONVERSATIONS DECEMBER 4 

5• r~ULTT~~y ~A~E STRONG PITC~ TO AARON rnR OROPPING JOT 
ARTICLE 5 PARAG~APM 3 o~ FUTURE SYSTE~S, NOTING tT w,s ~oIFFICULT 
rr. ,~$U~ ~IT~ T~CM~JCAL PF.~PLE" TMAT u~~NO•N SYSTEMS S~CULO BE 
PRC~C~l=E~• 



..,~,.,..,nANUUM OF CONVERSATION 
U. S . SALT 0ELECATION 

VIENNA, AUSTRIA 

SUBJECT : Effort to Resolve Differences on the 
ABM Joint Draft Text 

PAATICIPANTS : US 

Ambassador J. Craha~ Parsons 
Dr. Ra)-mond L. Carthoff 

, 

DATE : December 7, 1971 

TIME , l: 2 O to 3: :30 p. m. 

PUCE : Franziskaner Restaurar.t 
Vienna 

USSR 

Mr. O. A. Crinevsky 
Mr. N. S. Kishilov 

On Article V, both aides reiterated the •trong positions which they 
hold on the question of the parag-raph relating to future ayaterns. After 
•~1:ie discussion, CarthoH MK~d Kilhi.lov v~ether Se!:!enov and the Soviet. 
Dele3atlon might be willing to seek a change in their inltt'\lctions ir 
ordrr co accept t~e US proposal. Kishilov and Crinevsky flatly asserted 
that they wt:re certain there would be no change in the position of the 
Soviet aide. Carthoff atressed this was a point on which the t:.S. aide 
felt acrongly, and there seemed no alternative except co retain the 
provision in brackets for later resolution, perhaps at hig;~er instance. 
Kishilov \;rged thll t 10..1e V&)' be fouad to express· the difference over 
ihis point in Article Ill rather than in Article V. Garthoff said he 
thought it would probably be better kept in Article v,but the posaibility 
of dealing with the matter in Article Ill could be considered. 



MEMOfUN0UM OF COMYUUATION 
U. I . SALT 0ELECATION 

VIENNA, AUSTIIIA 

DATE : 

TIME : 

December 9, 19 71 

12:30 • 12:50 p .m. 

~CE: Asnerican Embassy 
Vienna 

SUBJECT : Resolving Differences on ABM Joint Draft Text 

PARTICIPANTS : us 

Ambassador J. Graham Parson, 
Dr. Raymond L. Carthoff 

USSR 

Kr. O. A. Crinev1ky 
Mr. N. S. Xishilov 

Most of the discussion resolved around Article 11. Crinevsky began 
by delivering a short speech to the effect. that the Soviet tide did not 
regard the article as necessary, that it had been found troublesome, 
and that it vas something of•a concession by his side even to be making 
the effort to resolve differences. ~oreover, it was related to the 
differencescontained in Article V. His remarks implied that members of 
his Delegation believed thereshould be a "tradeoff" involving the US 
dropping Para 3 of Article Vin exchange for Soviet acceptance of a 
definitional Article 11 as proposed by the ~S side. Garthoff stated 
again that the US side considered Article II to be important, that the 
definitional approach was non-prejudicial to Soviet aa well as American 

positions on other articles such as Article V, and that the US p~sition 
on Article V involved a matter of important substance which could not 
be "traded". He also said that while we were not proposing any particular 
"package", Grinevsky and Kishilov of course recognized that we were work
ing simultaneously on possible resolution of differences on a nu~ber of 
articles, and had to find some combination of such articles which would 
represent in the eyes of both Delegations an equitable balance of movement 
on various points by both sides; we considered that Article II should be 

included in 1uch a gro11p of articlu. Articles V and VI, on the other hand, 
like Article Ill, evidently were not ripe for resolution at this time. 
Crincvsky no1ded under1tanding, and remarked that his 1ide would need to 
address Articles 11 and\' on some early occasion, but th.it our 1nfonn3l 
vork on rtsolving differences should continue and would be the best w~y 
to reach agreement. (ln these remarks, Crinevsky seemed to imply that it 
vould be necessary for his De1egation to go through a ritual of tr)•ing . to 
get conceuion1 from our side on Article V before he would be authorized to 
reach an agreement accepting the basic US position on Article II.) 



Garthoff asked if there were further reactions from Grinevksy and 
Kishilov to the oral remarks he had made in response to the Soviet text 
passed over to u1 on Decet:iber 8. Grinevksy 1aid there were not. Garthoff 
aaid that for convenience he had prepared a typewritten copy reflecting 
approxirr.ately what he had said the day before, which he would give Crinevs'<:: 
and Kishilov (see attachment). Grinevsk:: and Kishilov both 1eemed disappo!nc~ c 
on hastily reading it, but raised no ne'"' ans:i:iera ti-ons (except for Grinevsky' s 
di1satisfaction with the word "co•Jiter", which Garthoff--and Kishilov-• 
confirmed had been used throughout in our exchanges without objection from 
the Soviet aide. 

4 . 
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SALT VI 

. US/USSR ~Uni-Plenary Meeting No. -
Soviet Embas, }' 

1100 Hoc.rs, December 10, 19i l 

Per.,cns Present: 

Ambas saclor Smith 
Amua11ador Parsons 
Mr. Nitze 
Dr. Dro"1.•n 
General Allison · 
Dr. Carthoff 
Color,cl FitzCcrald 
Mr. Krimer (Interpreter) 

STATEMENT !Y OR. BROWN 
December 10, 1971 

1 

Minister Semenov 
Academicia n chukin 
General 'I'ru 
Mr. Grinevaky 
Mr. Kilhilov 
Admiral Sinetsky 
Mr. Pavlov (Interpreter ) 

1 would like now, Mr. }tiniatcr, to addr~ss the inclusion 

in an Am-1 Agrc:?c~nt of constraints on the deploy~cnt of 

possible future types of A!M systems. 

II 

The U.S. has proposed a specific provi1ion to de~l ~ith 
• • 

the deployment of possible future types of A!S?-t systems. The 

following langu~ge has been propo!ed by the U.S. as paragraph 3 

of "Article V: 

"tach Party undertakes not to deploy ABM 1y1tem1 
using devices other than A.ml interceptor muilea, ABM 
launchers, or ABM radars to perform the function. of 
the1e components." 



The two 1ides 1hould 1eek an agreement vhich vould prohibit thJ 
I 

deployment of both wide area ~ thick re1ional ~ def_~~sc.s_ j 

••.and also the foundation for 1uch defen1e, ;. -~:r or not . 
. / 

these defense 1ystem1 employ devices other than interceptor 

mi11ilc1, launcher, and radar, to perform the function of 

these AB:·! cocponc0t1. 
.. 

The objective of the U.S. pr0p01ed 1-niuage 11 to avoid 

a 1ituation which othervi1e eould undermine the ef' --~~-•neas of 

the .U:·l agreement. ~e U.S. Delegation believes tb&t 1uch an 

under_taking ii neceuary, especiAl ly in an Al:{ agrem:ient of un

limited duration. 

·III 

The two aides have an ·opportunity at tbia time ta take a 

1tep forward tcwar~ comprehensive ariu limiution -- an objective 

often es~oused publicly by both of our Goven1me.nt1. We ahould 

not pass by this opportunity to 1n0ve toward fulfillment of that 

objective. 
• • 

The Soviet side h&s objected to limits on p01sible future 

ABM syatems on the ba1i1 that auch 1y1tems are defined only in 
, , 

aeueral term.a. Thi• view runa contrary ta the precedent established 

in the Outer Space Treaty and the Seabeds Treaty -- ta which the 

U.S. and the USSR are Parties. In these treaties. cur two Govern• 

aent1 have accepted obligation, banning the deployment of "other 

veapons of ma11 destruction" -- a general term which clearly in• 

cludea possible future 1yste-ms. The rationale 1upporting the under• 

taking of tb01e obligations applies fully to a c0rre1ponding under• 

taking in the case of pouible future A!M ay1t-... 

C 



IV 
Vould ve uot risk undemining the viability a~.· •-=~bility 

of the agree.t!lent if ve did not foreclos~ nov the deployment or 

ABM syste?:1s usin3 technologies vbich future research may prove 

feasible? 

Though one cannot•· and vould not wish to•· balt ecientific 

;ro&ress, ve must recognize the effects•• which the U.S. aide 

thinks vould be beneficial•· that prohibiting the deployment of 
. . . 

such types of 1y1tem.a vould -have in inhibiting a race to develop 

1uch systems. Ve believe it vould be to the advanta;e of both 
• 

eides to avoid deployment of ,uch 1y1tema •• deployment that 
. 

could circumvent the Ar.-1 limitations both sides have proposed. 

An ounce of prevention is said to be worth a pound of cure. I• 

there not merit in this ca1e to exerciaing an ounce of prevention? 

Must ve vait until new 1y1tem1 are ready for deployment•• or 

. even being deployed•· before ve con1ider limiting them? 

The o.s. Delegation believes that our common objective, 

would be bette_r 1erv~d by prohibiting nov the deployment of 

pouible future type1 of Al3M syatema. 

Ve vould welcome your further vieva on thue aatter1. 



SUBJECT: SALT 

PARTICIPANTS: · u. s. 

Date: Au1u1t 17, 19 . 
Tune: 12: 30-12:45 p . 
Place: Soviet Emba.1 1 

· . Hehinlti 

USSR 

Mr. Paul H. Nitz.e 
Dr. Harold Brown 

Acaderrw.cian A. N. She bu.kin 

( 2. Brown a1ked Shchukin what bi• reaction wa1 to Article 6 
which we had preaented today. Had we made it clear that in tile 
fir1t paragraph we were talking about a ban on the deployment, but 
not on the development and teatin&, of future kind• ol 1y1tem1, not 

-

· u1ing the u1ual components'? Shc:hukin replied he would have to look 
at the text carefully. Nitze pointed out that Shchukin him1el! had 
rai1ed the possibility. o! future kinda o! 1y1tem1 in inform.al conver••
tion1. 

Shchukin 1aid that there might be 1ome difficulty in 1~tting f 
the politician• and diplomata to con1ider thi1 problem, l:,ecau1e if 
one could not poini to 1peci!ic 1y1tem1 in or near development 
1tatu1, the politician• and diplomata . would probably not be interested 
in future po1sibilitie1. Brown 1aid that 1uc:h a ban on pre1ent ABM 
1y1tem1 ten year• ago would have ea1ed our pre1ent problem,. 
Shcbuk.in 1aid that in 1961 ABM mh1ile1 and radar• already exiated, 
10 be dilagreed. Brown 1aid that in that ca1e, fifteen yeara ago 
would have been the right time. Shc:bukin 11 reaction wa1 that it 
might be all right to include 1uch a ban, but the whole 1ubject wa1 
not very important. The wordin& and terminology covering 1uc:h 
thing•, would have to be determined in the end by the diplomats, 
advi1ed by the re1t of u1 • . .. . 



•• It 11 'fll1 belief that if future 1y1teu are not covered, uncertaintie1 
would increase, and the result could be an arms ccrapetitiOD 1n A!M 1ystema 
vith the result opposite from that which ve 1eek in an aru control agreement. 
The queatioo 11: Are ve trying to limit ABM 1yste:m.a of all typea, or juat 
current ABM radars, ABM launcher,, and ABM interceptors? 

ga~pov addressed the formulas used to identify 1y1tem, limited under 
paragraph l of the U.S. Article 6. Be noted that thi1 act euvi1age1 the 
undertaking of the Parties ''not to deploy A!M 1y1tema uaiog devices other 
than A!M interceptor mi11ile1, ABM launcher,, or ABM radars to perform the 
function, of these components." He believed that the 1ubject m.atter of thi 
provision va1 outlined in au.ch an u~lear m.anner, in term• of legal 1cience, 
that it could not be accepted. Be 1aid that if the U.S. aide believe• that 
au.ch 1y1tem.1 exist in reality, then it 1hould identify and name them 10 that 
the po1sibilitie1 to limit them could become clear. Be 1tated th&t both 
aides are equally intere1ted io the viability of an ABM agreement; however, 
the agreement canllOt be amorphoua vi.th regard to the 1ubject matter of the 
aeana to be limited. Be believed it vas vroua to 11.itlt ID!ana not 1tnavn to · 
anyone. Up to now, he noted, the aubject of our di1cu111ooa vu 11.mitatiooa 
oo concrete and 1pecific ABM ayatesu, on A!M 1y1tema vhich might exi1t and 
could be verified by national aeaoa. le believed that ve ahould adhere to 
this aubJect in the future too. Be 1aid that he could not agree to an 
approach designed to prevent deployment in the future of certain ayste:ma 
vbeo the ay1tema to be limited are undefined. Be recognized that in the 
future, question• may ari1e about ABM 1y1ttm.1 vhich are not covered in this 
Agreenient or Treaty. He l)Oted that appropriat·e proceduru for handling these 
queat1on1 are envisaged in both the USSR and U.S. draft taztt. In thi• 
:ormection, he referred to paragraph 1 of the USSR Article X and to aubpara
craph (e) of Article 11 of the U.S. text. He quoted that portion of the 
Soviet text vbich 1tatea that the Standing Com:duiou vould "cooaider 
po11ible propo1al1 for further in.creaaing the viability of thi• Treaty, 
including propo1al1 for additions and amendments to the Treaty in accordance 
vith Article XI of thil Treaty", and noted that a counterpart provision ii 
cont·ained in the U.S. text. lhua, he 1aid, the pouibility of queatiooa 
ari1ing in the future i• fully covered by the appropriate paragraph• in the 

-v.s. Article 11 and the USSR Article x. furthermore, he 1aid, the para17:aph1 
vbicb follow (1ubparagraph (f) of U.S. text and 1ubpara17:apb C of USSR text) 
eliminate the need for parairapb 1 of Article 6 of the u.s. text. 

Graybeal atated that he va1 a technician rather than a lawyer, and that 
be would deal vith the 1ub1tance and intent of the U.S. paragraph 1 rather 
than vith legalitie1. With regard to ~arpov'1 remark• about namin& future 
ABM 1y1tem1, he found it difficult to identify those 1y1tem.a vhich the 
1cienti1t1 and enaineer1 of o\11" tvo countrie1 might invent in the future. 
Be a1ked whether, if auch 1y1t~ vere to be developed, they vere to be left 
uncontrolled, and did ve want to leave an openin& for 1cienti1t1 and engineer, 



to find vaya to bypa11 the limitation• under the Agreement. Be 1aid that 
if he understood Karpov, the Soviet aide intended to limit only ABM launchers , 
ABM interceptors, and A!M radars. He wondered if we would be doing a service 
to either aide or to the vorld if ve vere to enter an agreement vhich limited 
only existing 1y1te:iu and did not attempt to limit future 1y1tem.1. Be believed 
that the concern regardi~g future 1y1te1n1 vu recognized in both the Seabeds 
Treaty and the Outer Space Treaty. 'l'he,e Treaties limited "other veapona of 
■au deatruction"••the intention being to limit not only e.xi1tiog 1y1tem1 but 
future 1y1tem1 a1 well. Be did not believe that the problem of future 1y1teina 
could be handled adequately through the U.S. Article ll or the lJSSR. Articl e X. 
Be noted that the lead-in to the U.S. Article 11, which vu 1imilar to the 
lead-in ln the corrupondin& Soviet article, 1tart1 with "To promote the 
objective• and a11i1t in the implementation of the provi1ion1 of this agree
aent," and expre11ed the belief that one of the objective, of the Agreement 
1hould be to limit future 1y1tem.1. If thi1 ver1 the case, be said, then the 
U.S. Article 11 and the USSR. Article X could be uaeful in promoting thb 
objective. 

iarpov returned to the legal aide of the question, saying that it vu 
clear to him that le1al documents of importance such u this 1hould be precise 
·co the aaxi.mum extent and 1hould not create a balia for friction between our 
tvo countriea in the future. OD thi contrary, he said, it ahould promote the 
1trengtbening of relations between our tvo countriea-•at present and in the 
future. If there i1 no clear-c~t definition u to vhat would be limited by 
pararraph 1 of u.s. Article 6, then in the ·future there would remain a •ut 
field for dilarreement and doubt. u an example, be used a case in which 
one of tbe tvo 1ide1 aaid that in its opinion the other aide deployed an ABM 
ayatem using device• other than ABM launchers, ABM interceptor,, or ABM radara, 
and the other aide categorically denied 1uch deployme~t, 1aying that the ayste:m 
vu duigtied for purpoaea having nothing in comnon vith ABM 1y1tem1. Re vu 

i not referring to the capability of national means to distinguiab ABM 1y1tema; 
rather, he vas pointin& to the problem that might axi1t when ·there vere agreed 
definitions u to vbat an ABM 1y1tem va1, but there va1 not agreement on what 
,an AIM ayatem va1 if it used devices other than A!M launcher,, ABM interceptors, 
or A!M ra.dar1. Be add that in the hypothetical e.x.ample he had juat 1iven, 
the entire Treaty would be in doubt because one aide vould have doubts about 
compliance by the other •ide. In thil connection, he believed that the 
provision of the USSI Article X and U.S • .Article 11 would make it possible to 
handle 1uch que1tiou1 of future 1y1tema aa m&y be regarded by the 1ide1 to be 
•ubject to limitationa. Since the pu.rpo11 of the Treaty i• to limit A!M 
•y1tem1, the queation of future 1y1tem1 would be a matter for the . Standing 
Commi11ion. Without a preciae definition in the Treaty or Agreement u to 
vhat would be covered by the obligation• of the 1ide1, he did not believe it 
po11ible to include the preaent form of paragraph 1 of the U.S. Article 6 in 
the Agreement or Treaty. With regard to the comparilon made by Graybeal to 
the Treatie1 on Seabed• and Outar Space, be did not believe that thia could 
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American Embassy, 1100 hours, 4 ~ecemb~r 1970 

1. Persons Present: 

Amb, Smich 
Pnrsons 
Nicze 
Allison 
Garthoff 
Graybeal 
Shaw 
Scoertz 
Weiler 
Aldric!ge 
S. Smith 
Twombly 
Germond 
Lavroff 

Min.Semenov 
()garkov 
Cihchukin 
Pleshakov 
Grinevs:.Cy 
Kishilov 
Gryzlov 
Afonsky 
Kar.pov 
Skoptsov 
Perfilye:v 
B.a.ranovsky 
Buyanov 
Fayekov . , .. 

The p'roposals o! the Soviet Union p1·oceetl from the 

premise that those systems o! each !ide should be limited, 

tnat were spec1aay developed to counter strategic ballistic 

missiles L.d their components in flight t.L ]ectory. 

Taking this into account, the oblig ... tions o! the sides 

would extend to long-range acquisition radars, tracking 

and ABM guidance radars, ABM launchers and AB:Ms. 

Furth(;r, agreed q'.lantitative limitaLions o! la.\!nchers 

.ind ABMs would be established, as well as limitations on 

the maximum distance o! ABM systems from the center o! 

the target defended. 

Obviously, it is precisely these components, taken 

. 
together, that constitute an ABM defense system. The!"e-

!ore, it is enough to extend the obligations o! the sides to 

the totality o! the above-mentioned components in order 

to 10lve th~ problem o! limiting the deployment o! ABM 

1ystema e!!ectively 2.nd reliably. , -------- ·---- -------- _ _j 



SALT V 

US/USSR MIN1·PLtNARY MEITtNG NO. S 
US Embassy, llOO hours, Au1ust 24, 1971 

Persons Present 

Alnbuudor Sm.i th 
Ambassador Farley 

. Parsons 
Witze 
Brown 
Alliaoo 
Graybeal 
Ifft 
trimer 

Minister Se.tDenov ' 
Shchukio 
Tnaaov 
Timerbaev 
liahilov 
Anyutio 
raekov 

( 
Aca,l:'tl'l~eian Shchukin said that it~• bis view that as a 

result of the aegotiatioos the 1ide1 had achieved an understanding 
that limitations should cover such systems of A!~ defense a, radars, 
launchers, and A!M interceptor mi11iles. Io thia both 1ide1 
proceeded from the premise that these systems could be detected 
by national technical aeana, could be di1tingui1hed from other 
1y1tems, and 10 on. In other vord, the treaty should have for 
ita subject A!M systems vhich could be technically described and 
determined and therefore could be controlled by national technical 
aean1. 

On August 17, the US Delegation introduced new language for 
Article 6. It is proposed in Paragraph 1 that the aides be 
obligated not to deploy A!M 1y1te.m, using devices other than . ABM 
mi11ile1, A.BM launchers, and A.BM radar, to perform the functions 
of these components. Thia i1 an entirely new provision and the 
Soviet aide ii not clear on its meaning and suba:ance. What did 
the US have in mind in speaking of such A!M 1y1te.in1 and such 
devices? 

Ambassador Smith replied that thi1 va, an important point 
and he wished to give it some study before replying. The US 
aide vould certainly reply to this question. The question had 
been 10 1hort that perhaps the Soviet aide viahed to keep the 
floor. 

Miniater Semenov observed that the lenath of a question 
vaa not determined by the number of vorda it contained . 

Ambassador Smith said that be va1 more concerned about 
depth than about length. 



MinhtM' SC'fflcnov uid that he would &iv• the floor a1&1n 
to Acadt:mici&n Shchuk.1n. 

Academician Shchukin ,aid that he had another que1tion 
relatin& to Paragrapha2 and 3 of Article 6. He had juat 1poken 
about the prohibition on the development of 10111e kinda of A!~ 
ay1tem.1. Article 2 of the US draft alao contained a ·para,raph 
to the effect that limitation• 1hould extend to cover .UM 
ay1tems undergoing development. Would it be posaible for the 
US to clarify it• u.ndeutanding of the notion of "develop1nent" 
and of the practical application of limitation, at thi• 1tage? 

Ambasaador Smith 1aid the US aide vould undert~e to anawer 
thi• question al10. 

Academician Shchukin aaked vhat the OS aide had in mind 
with regard to the ID&Mer of verifying developnient to ensure 
confidence in c01;11pliance vith the above proviaion, if it vere 
accepted by the aides. He vaa u1in1 the term "development" 
in the 1en1e that it vaa uaually u1ed in the Ru11ian language . 

Aniba11ador Smith 1aid that the US aide would be alad to 
clarify this trinity of queatioc~ · 
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US /U SSR ''T ROIKA " MEET1 ~G NO. 1 
USSR Embassy, 1100 hour,, August 27, 1971 

Persons Present 

Ambassador Smith 
Ambassador Farley 
Niue 
Brown 
Allison 
Garthoff 
Krimer 

Minister Semenov 
Shchukin 
Truaov 
1t&tl'OV 
Faekov 

1'1 -L ~ -

Mini1ter Semenov noted that paragraph 1 of Article 6 of the 
US draft va1 new, and contained a new concept of limiting devices 
other than ABM launchers, missiles, and radars. He aaid the Soviet 
aide would 1tudy the considerations put forw~d by Dr. Brown in 
that connection. But, he continued, it was his impression that 
it was doubtful if it properly applied to the 1ubject matter of 
an acreement on ABM limitation . 

AD,bassador Smith remarked that if 1uch flJture 1y1tems were not 
covered, uncertainties would increase, and thae result vould be an 
anu race in other ABM 1y1tems with the opposite reault from that 
which we 1ought in an arms control agreement. He coted that the 
US and USSR haa ·-•greed in the Outer SpaceTr-eaty and the Seabed1 
Treaty to ban various future weapons of mass destruction in its 
environments. Why ahould we m&ke an exception in the present 
ca1e? 

Minist~r Semenov 1aid that he would col!'ll'llent at a later 
ti~e . In the meantime, he proposed assigning paragraph 3 of 
Article 6 (Article V(B) of the Soviet draft) to the Ad .Hoc 
Committee. Ambassador Smith agreed, 



AN~lr.X l 

Dr. !ro1m's Rt>spC"nsc- to Ac21dC'~ie1aii Shcht1k'in'1 Questions on Article- 6 
"Troika," Ausust 27, 1971 

We would like to respond at this time to the questions posed 
by Academician Shchukin in connection with Article 6 of the US 
text. 

With regard to paragraph 1 of our Article 6, Academi ci an 
Shchukin as'kecl what is inunt by "AB~! systems using devices o r 
than At)! interceptor missiles, AB}! launchers, or An~ radars t c 
perform t~e functions of these components." By this "1e refer 
any pr~sent or future system which employs other means or devices 
.to perform the functions of int.erceptor missiles, launchers, or 
radars in renderins ineffective strategic ballistic missiles or 
their co~ponents in flight trajectory. Our objective in this 
Article 6 is to establish a cot:i::1itment that neither -aide vill 
deploy AB~ systems--including possible future types of ABM 
aystcins-•which might not use AB}t interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, 

_or AB?1 __ r.id.i~~-· _ _ Su_rely we would not -want an agreement which would 
permit either side to deploy an At~! system both thick and nationwide 
simply because the system did not use interceptors, launchers, or 
radars. Paragraph· 1 of Article 6 ii a_n undertaking not to do so, 
thus preventing systems or com?onents using such new concepts from 
being used to c:ircu1nvent the AB?-1 asreement. 

, C Academician . Shchukin noted that parasraphs 2 and 3 of Article 6, 
as well as parasraph 2 of Article 2 of the US text, refer to 
limitations on "development." In thil coMection, he asked for 
our vie..:s on the mc:lning of "development" and the practicality of 
limitations on development. B)' "development" ve have in mind that 
stage in the evolution of a weapon system which follo~s research 
(in research ~e include the activities of conceptual design and 

' laboratory testins) and which precedes full-scale testing. The 
develop~ent stage, thoush often overlapping vith research, is 
usually associated ~1th the construction and testing of one or 
more prototypes of the veapon syste::'1 or its cajor cor.1ponents. ln 
our vie~, it is entirely logical •nd practical to prohibit the 
developmcnt••in this sensc.:..;of those systems whose testing and 
deployment are prohibited. I 



SALT DEL£ AT IO~ 
HELSINKI, FINLAND 

SUBJECT: SALT 

PARTICIPANTS: U.S. 

Captain W. 0 •. McLean 
Lt Col F. P. DeSimone 

Date: A~guat 31, 19 7 1 
Ti.me: 1155 to 1255 
Place: U.S. Embassy , 

Helsinki 

USSR 

Lt Gen K. A. Trusov 
VAdm P. V. Sinets v 

Col V. N. Anyutin 
Mr. Yu. K. Bardin 

Tnisov said that he would like to return to clarification o! 
·paragraph 1, Article 6 o! the U.S. dra!t ABM Agreement which 
General Allison had p..rom.ised him at the end o! their last conversation. 
He wanted to know what we had in mind when we apoke o! an ABM 
aystem which does not include launchers, interceptor missiles and 
radars, and asked !or an example. I told him that I could not give 
a concrete example, and that was an important part o! understanding , 
the reason !or the paragraph in question. Since both sides agree that • 
the ABM limitations we develop will be long-lasting and th.at we can 
only specifically limit the systems and components which exist today, 
the U.S. aide !eels that there should be a provision to take account of 
the fact that it is reasonable and desirable to prohibit.the deployment 
of components which might per!or93 the ABM mission tomorrow but 
which a.rf' not in existence today. '-l'rusov 1111.id that he did not consider 
it reasonable or necessary to include a provision covering what he 
called undefined ideas, maintaining ·that the provision in both the U.S. 
and Soviet drafts !or review and amendment would be sufficient. He 
aaid that development, testing and deployment of such future systems 
"4!fOUld be observed by our national means o! verification and the review 
process could take care of the necessary prohibition or limitation . 
He went on to say that a provision of the kind which the U.S. side has 
proposed would add an undesirable elemet1t of vagueness to our ABM 
agreement. 



I agreed with Trusov that the process o! review would be neceSS:\ ?'Y 
to take account o! developments and to reexamine the A BM agreement 
in light of those developments and stated that we had such a provision 
in our text. However, we also !eel a neeii to avoid channeling arms 
competition in a new direction with the aurch by either aide !or ABM 
means not specifically constrained in the agreement. Paragraph l o! 
our Article 6 was directed toward filling t.bis need. Trusov said that 
his understanding o! paragraph 1, Article 6 was that it referred to 
deployment and he repeated his argument that the possibilities it 
foresees could be dealt with by national verification means and the 
review process.) 

----------------------------
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iarpov agreed to this approach and to proceeding with Article 2 (II). 
He 1tated that because of the nature of the tvo articles, o~r tvo drafts 
proceed from different premises. The U.S. paragraph 1 of Article 2 is 
devoted to de!1n1tions of terms the U.S. intends to uae later. The Soviet 
paragraph 1 contains a mo~e concise list of system, covered by the obliga
tion, of the treaty. !0th have in common that they deal with the ABM 
systems to which the provisions will extend. The Soviets do not think that 
the Article should cover obligations other than ABM syatems-•only those 
ayateu aubjcct to restrictions •. 

In general, paragraph 1 ahould contain a definition of the acope of 
1y1tems to be covered by the obli&Qtions of the treaty; i.e., ABM systems, 
ABM launchers, ABM interceptors, and ABM radars. Paragraph 2 should contain 
definition, of catesoriea of AnM systems contained in paragraph 1. The 
Soviets would consider the possibility of addins to their paragrcph 2 mention 
of A!M 1y1tems under conatruction and under1oin; tc1t1. 

He then read a sample introduction to Article 2, paragraph 1 as the 
Soviets vould ·lik1 to aee it and presented it to the U.S. (See Annex 1.) 

Jt applies to A!M 1y1tnis apecially constnicted and depla,red ~o counur 
1trate1ic ballistic mi~1ile1. 

Graybeal stated that the ~.s. will review the paragraph carefully, but 
that it appeared to be quite similar to the old Soviet text in 1pecificity. 
He asked Dr. Wade to present a brief U.S. rationale for paragraph 1 of 
.Uticll 2. 
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Minister Semenov then turned the floor over to Oeneral 
1'ru1ov. 

Oeneral Truaov .•aid that Para 1 of Article 6 0! the U.S. 
Draft provides that each Party undertake obligation• not to deploy 

ABM systt:ms using a device other than ABM interceptor missiles, 
ABM launchers or ADM radars to perform the functions of these 
components. Dr. Brown, on August 27, in answering Academician 
Shchu'dn's queAtic.,n as to what systems are meant by this para
graph, said that this applies to any present or future system which 
employs other physical mechaniAma or devices to perform the 
functions o! interceptor missiles, launchers, or radars in 
rendering ine!!ective strategic ballistic miniles or their com
ponents in flight trajectory. Frankly speaking, Gene'ral Trusov 
believed that such a reply referring to any prese?nt or !uture 
1y stems, which employ devices other than those known to the 
Delegations, docs not cast any light on the problem. I! 1uc:h 
aystems exist, then they ahould be named and the subject would 
be made more clear and could become the subject o! further 
discussion. The U.S. side'• objective in including a para.graph 
in Article 6 to provide obligations not to deploy ABM systems, 
including future systems, which use components other than ABM 
launchers, interceptors and radars, it not clear. What is, in 
!act, involved i1 c:onjecturd 1y1tem1, i.e., 1ome pouible future 
systems not now known to &n)lbody. So !ar, the sides have been 
discussin~ limitations on cone rcte existing systems or ay1tem1 
whose rt:ality is adequately known !or the future and can be clearly 
defined in &n agreement. Now the U.S. aide proposes to include 
in a draft treaty limitations on the deployment o! such 1y1tems or 
components not known to 1.nybody. The Soviet aide does not be!.ieve 
that it ia correct to include auc:h limit.ationfl. Such a proviaion in 
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a treaty could have reference to something th.at i• amorphous a.nd 
not subject to a clear determination o! what i• to be limited. Both 
aides are equally interested in the viability o! a.n agreement to 
limit ABM ayatems. However, Para 1 o! Article 6 acts in the 
opposite direction, in General Trusov' 1 view, and gives rile to 
unnecessary misunderstandings. 

General Trusov believed that it was not by accident that 
both sides -- the U.S. in Para (e) and (!) o! Article 11, and the 
Soviet side in Para (!) and (g) o! Article X -- provided for 
proposals aimed at increasing the viability o! the agrcemen , t 
include proposals for amendments or additions !or curbing the 
race in ABMs. The appearance o! a.ny new 1y1tem not employing 

the component~ which the sides a.re not discu11ing, would be 
discovered by national technical means. This would be 
especi;dly true o! the testing o! such new liystems. Therefore, 
both aides would be able, in the context o! the above noted 
paragraphs, to consider concretely and completely any questions 
linked to ABM systems and their component.• which would enaue 
from the treaty obligations. 

As regards Ambassador Smith's comments on the Sea
beds Treaty and the Space Treaty, this was a. somewhat 
irrelevant analogy. The obligations assumed in those treaties 
referred to actually"existing system,. It was .clear what systems 
were involved. Para. 1 o! Article 6 •peaks about possible fut,:re 
systems which are completely conjectural. Therefore, inclusion 
of Para 1 o{ Article 6 is not neceasary. 

Ambassador Smith said he would make a !ew observations 
regarding General Trusov's intervention. He stated that, if the 
two sides had been dealing only with preaent systems, their work 
would have been cornpletcd long ago. Most o! the problems 
encountered in our discus1ions on limiting ABM 1ystems, !or 
ex.ample, the problf'm of radars, are problem, o! the future. 
Such problems a.re the moat difficult to put into an international 
agreement in 1uch a way as to provide methods of gaining assurance 
for the future. The device that General Trusov suggected for 
handling this problem -- a problem which Ambassador Smith 
considers to be a central and very serious one -- would be a device 
for putting the problem into the pocket o! an amendment c:la.use 
or a cause !or !uture discussion, perhaps in the Standing 
Com.miasion. Thi• would be tantamount to sweeping an existing 
question under the rug. 

A fundamental question before the aides is whether we are 
trying to limit ABM system, or just ADM interceptors, launchers, 
and radars. It would seem that thoae on the Soviet aide who have 
watched the developments that have taken place in technology over 
the pa.st 20 yea rs would not agree that, !or an indefinite future, the 
functions o! ABMs will be carried out only by 1y1tem1 baaed on 
technolo~y d~ting back to perhaps the early !i!tie1. 
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which nobody has any notions at the present time. He has a 
hi~her ei-l1mate of the capab i lit i es of Soviet weapon de!>igners 
than that. Anybody reading the unclassified literature in this 
!ield knows that there are other possibilities. 

As rcga rds General Trusov' s view that the analogy to 
the Seabeds .ind Space Treaties was irrelevant, Ambassador 
Sinith bel ieved lh.i~ his analogy had been directly to the point . 
As he rec.illcd the early U.S. drafts on these treaties -- he 
would like to t:heck the record before being called in error on 
this -- thesE' drafts were based on obliiations that the parties 
not deploy nudear weapons in space or on the seabeds. It was 
at Soviet insistence that other weapons o! mass destruction were 
included in the 1p-£ce a~reement. At that time, none o! us then 
knew what other systems could be placed in space and the Soviet 
words indicated the ignorance we all had on this subject. But 
aince the U. 5. wished to cover all possible ways for deploying 

Cweapons o! mass destruction in space, we agreed to include theseJ 
"other" weapons in the treaties. <:onsequently, the precedent in 
the case o! the Space and Seabeds Treaties was clearly in favor of 
including in an agreement a wider range -:,{ ADM systems, rather 
than me rely limiting ABM launchers, interceptors, and radars. 

Speakbg persoflally, Ambassador Smith b~lieved that, in 
the event that Para 1 o! A rticlc 6 llihould not be included in an 
agreement, it would bcfc rue! illusion to the peophs of both nations 
to say thal we lad concluded an a~reement on .ABM systems. We 
ahould more properly say that there had been an agreement to 
limit ABM launchers, interceptors, and radars. This would be 
a far cry from what the U.S. side means when it speaks about 
limiting ABM systems. 

Ambassador Smith alao wanted to add one additional con
aideration. It has been our experience that it is less difficult to 
control weapons systems before they are invented and deployed. 
The sides could lose a good opportunity if they were to postpone 
to the future r.ontrol over system, which he had been speaking 
about. 

Mini ~lc- r Scmenov thought th.t the viewpoints o! both 
sides had l><.:cn made su!!i<.:iently clear. I! there were no 
objections from the U. 5. aide, he would propose to turn 
discussion o! Paragraphs 1 and 2 of the U.S. Article 6 over to 
the Karpov-Graybeal Ad Hoc Committee aince it already haa 

Paragraph 3 of that Artie:le. The statements made by Ambassa
dor Smith and General Trusov could serve as ~ood material to 
assist the committee in comparing the texts to be discussed. 

Amba"' 1.idor Smith agreed. 

,.. 



been turned over to the Special Working Group and the latter 
has already begun discussion of the question. At the same 
time, in view o! the significance o! this problem, it is possible 
that further discussion by the Delegates might assist the Special 
Worl<ing Group in making progress toward reconciliation o{ 

the two texts. 

1! Ministc-r Semen,ov correctly recalled the course o{ 

the negotiations to date, the question o! the possibility of moder
nization and substitution had been repeatedly discussed by the 
sides. This possibility is provided !or in Soviet Article YI. 
The U.S. Dra!t lacks a 1imilar article. The exchanges o! views 
up to now, in the Soviet understanding, have= demonstrated t , t 
the aides are in agreement in principle on this question. On 
August 27, the U.S. side had said it was as equally interested 
in modernization as is the Soviet side and Soviet Article VI 
clearly reflects this mutual interest. 

Today, Minister Semenov wanted to emphasize the impor
tance o{ modifying and replacing ABM components. He also 
wanted to point out that the Underatanding of May 20 makes direct 
provision !or modernization, even under the conditions o{ a 
freeze. 

0{ course, under the Soviet Draft, modernization and 
•ubstitution could only be effected in accordance with the 
provisions o! Articles II, III, IV, and V. In other words, the 

f'artic..:,- wuul<l Le ,,ble to e!!ect -nodernization and replacement 
o;-ily in tit1·ict comµliance with the agreement on ADM limita
tions. In particular, moJcrniz.ation o{ Al3M systems, as 
permillc<l by Soviet Article Vl, would not involve mobile ABM 
1ystem~,or rapid-reload laum:hers, or launchers capable o! 
la.unchins more than one interceptor at a tirrle. 

Thus, bearing in mind the agreen,ent of the two sides 
on the essence o{ the problem of modernization and replacerner:t, 
the Soviet side considers it necessary to include its Article \fl 
in an ADM agreement. This would increase the clarity o! the 
agreement and insure its viability which is in the interests of 
both aides. 
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iupov welcomed·. the U.S •• Delegation to the Soviet E'.mbany. Be opened 
by preaentin, a Soviet draft of Article II which he 1tated takes into 
consideration the U.S. Article and the views e.xpre11ed by both tides at the 
last meetin&, and contain• a11· the·nece11ary provisions required in 
Article II to insure the effectivene•• of a treaty on ABM'•• Be 1aid that 
the text contain• precise definition£ of 1y1tem1 and coniponents· that are 
the mean• to which obligatioua 1hould extend. 

Graybeal 1tated that he vould give the draft careful atudy. He then 
c:,mnented that a ma .1or iuue involves the fundamental point of lead-in to 
Article 2; namely, \.he "definitional" approach verau, the "obligational" 
approach. Be said it vould be helpful if he knew the Soviet objection to 
the definitional approach. He 1aid that he saw the purpose of the defini
tional approach•• bein, to clearly define what are and wh~t are not ABM 
1y1tem1 and ABM components. He noted that the Soviet working paper also 
reflects the need for definitions, but that the Soviet definition• were not 
as comprehensive. In addition, the obligational approach and the use of the 
vord1 "ahall apply to" indicate that Artie le II contain• all of the obliga
tions. In both text, there are other article• that contain obligations not 
included in thi1 approach. If the obligational approach were adopted, would 
it not be nece11ary to list all obligation• contained in the agreement? 

Karpov responded that when 1peaking about approaches, Mr. Graybeal did 
not quite correctly expre11 the 1ub1tance of the Soviet fut.mule. In dealing 
Vith Article II, ve do not apecify obligatioua •• auch; rather, the obli&•
tion1 of the 1ide1 1hall apply to the means listed in paragraph 1 of 
Article II and explained in parasraph 2. lhe systems defined in paragraph l 



1ive a precise concept of the 1ubject1 for the obligation• of both 1ide1 
on A!M systems. Thia article 11 a mean, of enauring confidence in 
compliance of the 1ide1 by liating the 1ubject1 for control; not the method 
of controlling them. The definitional approach 11 an unnecessarily COTUpli
cated structure for the a1ree.ment. The best approach to definition£ 11 one 
in which whatever ii to be limited or defined is accompanied by a corre
aponding definition vhcre it first appeua in the treaty. It 11 our opinion 
that it 1• unnecessary to define other than ABM terms until they fir1t appear 
in the article. So if this article i1 to define the composition of the 
1y1te~s to be covered by the obligations of each aide, then the definitions 
1hould be limited to th~se necessary to the content of the article. 

Graybeal stated that a fundamental difference of approach atill rem.a 
However, the Soviet definitions provided . in their working paper are a 1tep 
in the right direction. If the obli&ational approach. were adopted, vould it 
not be necessary to include all the obligations of the treaty? For example, 
the obligations under V.S. Art~cle 8 on non-tran1fer would need to be included • 

. Xarpov atated that thi1 vould not be necessary if the provi1ion1 of 
Article 8 are covered by the phrase at ~he beginning of Article • It 1eems 
clear the Soviet version precisely axpres1e1 no obligation., but the 1y1tems 
that 1hould be covered by the obligatioua. . . 

Grayb~~l asked if the obli~ation1 vould •~ply on~y to the 1ystems 111ted 
in Article 11. 

~arpov re1pOT1ded that the fundamental basic obligation• which deal vith 
numerical limitations in the Soviet Article III wuld be applied to the1e 
aystems. It doea nnt me.an ~hat there vill not be other obligations li1ted 
in the treaty which vill cover other 1ystem1. For example, the Soviet 
Article IV, vhich has a counterpart in U.S. Articlo 5, would place obligations 
on each side. Havever, it 11 a concept not covered in Article II. Al10, 
Soviet Article V, vhich corresponds to paragraphs 2 and 3 of V.S. Article 6, 
11 a concept covered by the obligations under the Soviet Article V. 

Graybeal 1tated that the explanation bad been helpful and that he would 
respond at the nut meetina. 

Wade then asked (in connection vith paragraph 1 of Article II of the 
Sovietworking paper) for clarification of the words "counter" aa used under 
1yste:m1, "destroy" •• uaed under mi11ile1, and "ensure destr\JC tion" as uaed 
under radar a. 

!arpov anawered that to "counter" ii more comprehensive than the term 
"destruction". Therefore, vhere the question of A!M interceptors arises, we 
u1e the vord 11de1truction". Since radars don't destroy ballistic missiles, 

f 



ve use the term "to ensure destruction'!• "Counter" include• both of the 
terms and also covers ''rendering ineffective". 

Wade then asked how the Soviet, would handle a mi1sile whose purpose 
may not be the destruction of an incoming ballistic missile? 

Karpov respaided that ve must decide what ve ue talking about. ~e 
main thing 11 to define 1ystems that are really ABM ay1tem1. In Article II, 
paragraph l, ABM 1y1teiu are defined as a vhole, and specific means for 
li~iting component• are included in the following paragraph. So Or. Wade' 
question as to the meaning of "destroy" (i.e., a direct bit or &rr'J other me · of 
de.atroying balliltic missiles) 1a not significant. It ii most important to 
define deployed 1y1te~s in terms of the taaks 1et for ABM 1y1tem.s. For 
example, in order to define ABM interceptor,, the Soviet• u.e the criteria 
lilted in their 1ubparagraph (b). • 

Graybeal then remarked that be atill conaidered the definitional 
approach desirable in the lead-in paragraph. Be atated that hi1 questiona 
are designed to identify difference, pertaining to definition• and to merge 
thera vhere po11ible. He 1tated that in Article 2, paragraph 1, 1ubpa.ra-
1raph (a), he had taken into account "constructed or deployed to counter" 
and •• a definition for "ABM 1y1te.m" propoaed ad rehrendum the follwing 
definition : "An ABM 1y1tem 11· a 1y1tem constr~t~ deployed to counter 
atrategic ballistic m.iuilu or their componenu in flight trajectory. 11 

Xarpov stated that in comraring the tvo draft,, Mr. Graybeal h.ad 
1uggested that 111pecially11 be deleted and that "conat:-uct or deploy" be wed , 
inatead of 11con1truct and deploy". 

Graybeal ansvered in the affinutive. 
I 

JCarpov responded that the Soviet aide had already 1tated that "specially 
con1tructed 11 more clearly defined the nature of 1yatema ua~d as A!M 1ystU1.S 
and that the question of convertina SAM'• into AB~• 11 not a practical 
que1tion--it 1• an artificial problni. Besides, a ,yatem, whatever i t might 
be, if it 11 tested in an ABM mode it 11 an ABM 1y1tem. Therefore, the 
quution of initial purpoae 1hould not ariae. lbe combination of "specially 
constructed and deployed" give, the criterion for a preciae definition that 
theae 1ystems are Ami 1y1tems. If an ABM 1y1tem 11 deployed as an ABM system, 
then it haa been teated in an A!M mode and 1uch testing could be detected by 
national means of verification .which would help to determine that it 11 
clearly an ABM 1:,1tem. The term 111pecially conatructed" includes the element 
of defining ABM 1:,1teiu thro~gh test• undertaken in an A!M mode. Therefore, 
he believed that the combination of the1e definitiona m.a.ke1 it possible to 
define to the 1reatut extent that a ,ystem ii an ABM 1y1tem. "Specially 
constructed" includes the concept of bavin& !>.en tested in an ABM mode. He 



1aid he vould not like to counterpose "•p~cially constructed" and "dep l oyed"• 
these terizi.s arc No sides of one question and should not op~o,e each ct.her. 

Graybeal stated that the preceding discussion made the case for dropping 
"1pcci&lly" 1ince a SAM 1ystem tested in an ABM mode would count u an ABM. 
SAM 1ystems need not be "1pecially constructed or deployed" to counter 
ballistic missiles, but could be modified to intercept ballistic miasiles 
after they are deployed. SAM'• teated in an ABM mode could have the capa
bility; therefore~ "apecially" ii not needed. Aho, this could app ly to 
other than SAM systems--it ia not inconceivable to use 1urfa.c:e-to-1ur f 
missiles in an A.BM role even though not "1pecially ccr.utructed" for th 
purpoae. 

Xarpov responded that while the Soviet, don't believe it i1 po11ible or 
desirable to convert miuilea, other than A.BM'•• into ABM'•·• In any event, 
1uch converaion VO\lld require testing; therefore, the old 1y1tem will cease 
to e.xiat. The new 1y1tem would be deployed in an ABM 1DOde. 

(At thi1 point a recesa vas taken.) 
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·--- -•· TRUSOV AOORESSEO PARA 1 or us ARiICLE 6• ME SAIC 
TMAT SRO~N•S ANSWER ON AUGUST 21 AS TO THE POSSIBLE E"PLOY• 
~ENT OF •oTwER OEVIC;S• rOR A9M PURPOSES MAO NOT CLARtrtEO 
TME QUESTION• IF SUCM DEVICES NOW EXIST, TMEY SMCULO 9£ 
NAMED ANO COULO TMEN BE TM[ SuBJECT or rL~TMER OlSCUS~ION. 
••A• 1 or A~TICLE 6 WOULO GIVE RISE T~ UNNECESSARY M!SU~OEA• 

sTANOlNGS• tr •oTMEA O[VtCtS• WERE TO BE OEVELOPEO ANO TESTEO 
IN TM£ ruTURE, TMIS FACT ' WOULO BE OISCOVEREO eY NATlONAL 
~EANS ANO eoTM SIOES WOULO BE ABLE TO CONSIOER TMIS PROBLEM 
CONCRETELY wITMIN T~E JOINT ' SiANOING COMMiSsION• TAUSOV 
•LSO OISAGREEO WITM SM?TM'S EiRLaER STATEMENT TM.AT 
iME~E IS AN ANALOGY iN TME SEiee:os . ANO SD.ACE TREATIES• 
TRUSOV SAIO TMESE TREATtES RE~ERAEO TO SYSTEMS 
ACTUALLY IN EXISTENCE• 

9• S~IT~ ARGUED TMAT. MOST OF TME PAOBLE~S OEL••ING 
,GAEEMENT 0~ ABMS PERTAIN TO TME FU!URE• TRUSOV'S AEFEAE~CE 
ro JOINT COMMISSION WAS [QUIViLENT TO SWEEPING A FU~OAMENTAL 
~UESTIO~ UNOEA TM£ AUG• TM£ QUESTION IS• ARE WE TRYING TO 
~I~IT ABM SvSTE~S, o~ . JUST AB~ RAOA~S, LAUNC~EAS, ANO 
:~TEACEP!ORS~ SMlTM MAS A MIG~E~ REGA~O roR S1VIEi •EAPON 
iESiGNE~s T~AN TO BELiEvE TMAT TMEY ,~E CONT£Nr WiTM ,e~ 
TECMNOLOGY -~ICM OAT£$ !ACK To TME EARLY •!~ 1 S• AS P[~Aq~s 
!ME SEAPEOS ANO SPACE TREATIES, S~ITM RECAL~tn iMAT ri~ST 
JS o~•FTS RtrERREO ONLY TO NUCLEAR WEAPONS• :T ~A~ AT 
SOVIET INSi•~CE TMAT •oTMER •£A~0NS or ~ASS OES~A~CT:oN" "'s 
!NCL~OEO !N OUTER SPACE AGREEMENT, SOTM SIOES ~AO Au~~EO :N 
T~EsE EARLI~R Tq[ATirs TO CO~EA -~TME~" UNSP,CIFIEO "EAFONS 
~F ~ASS OEST~UCTiON, iP,RT rRoM NUCLEi~ ~EAPONS, F!NALLY, 
~XPE~l~~~~ P~OVES TMAT IT is EA~IER TO CONTROL ~E•PONS 
3YSTE~S eEroRE TMEY MAVE BEEN INVENTEO A~O CEP~OYEC• 

:~• S~~ENO~ NOTED TMAT VIEWS OF eo:~ S!DES ~,vE 8£:~ 
~•DE C~EAR ~~ T~IS QUESTION, ANO PROPCSEO T~~~~~~ Oit~ 
~.R,S I ANO 2 or us ARTICLE 6 TO AO MOC CO~HIT~EE, SE~i~~v 
•ME~ AOORESSEO QUESTjON OF MOOERNiZATtON ANO ~~~L&Cl~E~T. 
-1.T~OUGH ~s O~ArT LA~~s A PROVISION ON TMESE 0UES7IC~s~ us 
srOE ~•S OE~O~STAATEO TMAT IT IS AGREED IN PRINCir~E -IT~ 
T~E ~IGM~- TO MODERNIZE ANO REPLACE SYS7E~~• T11!~ 1$ ~LSC 
:ONSISTENT wIT~ TM[ MiY 20 UNciERSTANOlNG, WHtC~ P~ov•r£S FOR 
~OOERNIZAT!~N EVEN IN CONOiTIONS OF A FREEZE ON orrr~t,~E 
SYSTEMS• ME CONCLUOE6 TMAT A~ ARTICLE ON ~OC(RN?ZATic,. ANO 
REPLACEMENT -OULO PROVtOE CLA~ITY ANO VIABI~ITY roR A~ 

4GAEE~ENTe 



M!MOM.'itll.11 or a>NVtRSAnON 
IAI.T DEUGAnON 

EELS INKI , FlNU.NI> 

SU!J'E CT: LU.T 

PA.Rn CIP>.NTS: 

• 

DAn: September 3, 1971 

TDa: 1:20 • 1:40 p.a. 

PLACE: Soviet !mbauy 

USSR -
Dr. a.,mc,ad t. Cartbcff Mr.•• S. ~i•hilov 

Article 6 

1 1tre11ed to ~i1hilov the 1reat lapcrtance of paraaraph l 
of Article 6 prohibiting deployment of future type ■ of Al5M 
1y1tem1. I 1aid that de1pite Cener■ l Tru10v'1 remark■ in the 
meeting, the Soviet 1ide 11\llt be l'Vare of tome of the po11ible 
future 1y1tem1, and I drev bi1 attention to the pamphlet by 
freeman I)y10n ("Arm• Control and Technological Chance"), vhich 
I had &iven i11hilov earlier, In any ca,e, ve did not need to 
di1cu11 po11ible f\lture 1y1tem1••the principle vat clear, and it 
would be in the intere1t1 of both 1id11 to adopt the limitation· 
ve had propoHd, 

( 



Date: 
T:me: 
Place: 

September 8, 197 l 
1:00 - 4:00 p. m. 
Soviei Embassy and 
Capital Theater, Helsink. 

SUBJECT: New Soviet ABM Proposal; "Clther Devices" 

PARTICIPANTS: 
I 

u. s. 

Col. C. G. FitzGera.ld 
Lt Col R. E. Leard (part-time) 

USSR 

Col Gen A. A. Gryzlov 
(part - t· 

Col A. A. Fedenk 

During the portion of the conversation at which Lt Col Lea.rd 
' waa present, Col Fedenko repeated the argument• Mr. Karpov had 

made in favor of excluding paragraph 1 of U. S. Article 6. He 
dee.la red -that 1.he aides are in agreement (with the exception o! 
OLPARs a.nd MARCa) on the ABM ccmponents (,r-edstva) to be limited. 
These are spelled out in Article Z o{ the Soviet Dra!t, which 
1pecifies tbe components to be limited, n:.mely, ABM intercep-
tors, launchers, and radars. The aides have no intentions o! 
limiting the computers or communications associated with ABM 
1y1tems, or ABM depots (,klady). At the same time, i! ABM 
means di!!erent !rom those presently known -- !or example, 
1ome new power source, or source o! light, or some new 
1earchlight (prozhektor), such aa was employed in early AAA 
1ystem1 -- should be detected by national means, the problem 
could be examined by the Standing Commission. He noted that 
in the early days of air defense, AAA crews had to rely on aowid 
ranging equipment. Now, everybody clearly recognizes that 
fire-control radars are an integral element in air defense systems. 
The same situation would prevail in the future as regards other 
mean~ that misht be used for ABM systems. He concluded that, 
these "other mear.s" 1h0uld be identified i! they are known at the 
present time. _ / 

' 
I suggested that perhap~ he might ask wh.i.t. General Osarkov 

had in mind in his September·3 article in Red Star. The General 
had ernphaaized the need !or the Soviet rniliury to keep up ~ith the 

latest advances in science and technology and for long-term 
i:naginative development of weapons 1ystems. Obviously, be was 
thinking in terms of new weapons, as yet unknown. 



MEMOP.ANDt.!1 OF CONVIRSAnON 
JALT DEUGAnON 

BnSINKI , FINUND 

SU!J'E C'I': S.U.'1' 

P AJtTI CI PANTS : us -

A-455 

• 

DATE: September 3, 1971 

TIME: 1:20 - 1:40 p.a. 

PLACE: Soviet Embauy 

USSR -
J>r. I.IJ!DOa! l.. C&rtbcff Mr.•• I. kiahilov 

f.rticle 6 'I. . 

I atre11ed to ~i1hilov the 1reat importance of paragraph 1 
of Article 6 prohibiting deployment of future type1 of ABM 
ay1tem1. 1 aaid that de1pite Cener1l Tru1ov'1 remark• in the 
meeting, the Soviet aide mu1t be aware of 1ome of the po11ible 
future 1y1tem1, and I drev hie attention to the pamphlet by 
freeman I)y1on ("Arma Control and Technological Chanae"), vhich 
I had &iven Xi1hilov earlier. In any ca1e, ve did not need to 
di1cu11 po11ible future 1y1tm1••the principle va1 clear, and it 
vould be in the intere1t1 of both 1ide1 to adopt the limitation· 
ve had propo,ed. 

' 
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I• TRUSOV AOORESSEO PARA I OF US ARTICLE 6• ME SAID 
TMAT BROWN'S ANSWER ON AUGUST 2? AS TO THE POSSIBLE £~PLOY• 
"ENT OF •oTwER OEVIC~S• FOR ABM ~URPOSES MAO NOT CLARIFlEO 
TME QUESTION• IF SUCM . OEVICES _NOW EXIST, TMEY SMCULO 9£ 
NAMED ANO COULD TMEN BE TM£ SUBJECT OF FL~TM£R OISCUS~IONe 
•ARA I OF A~TlCLE 6 WOULD GIVE RISE T~ UNNECESSARY ~!SU~OER• 

sTANOlNGS~ IF •oTMER OEVtCES· WERE TO BE OEVELOPED ANO TESTEO 
IN TME FUTURE, TMIS FACT . WCULti BE OiSCOVEREO BY NATlONAL 
~EANS ANO BOTM SIOES WOULO BE ABLE TO CONSIDER TMIS PROBLEM 
CONCRETELY ~ITMiN T~E JOINT · SfANOING COMMiSSION, TRUSOV 
ALSO DISAGREED WITM SMiTM'S EiRLaER STATEMENT TMAT 
TME~E IS AN ANALOGY iN TME SEiBEOS. ANO SDACE TREATIES• 
+Rusov SAIO THESE TqE~TiES . RE~ERREO TO SYSTEMS 
ACTUALLY IN EXISTENCE• 

3• S~IT~ ARGUED TMAT ' ~OST OF TM£ PROBLE~S OELAYING 
AGREEMENT 0~ ABMS PERTAIN TO TM£ FU!URE• TRUSOV'S REFERE~CE 
TO JOINT COMMISSION WAS EOUIVi~ENT TO SWEEPING A FU~OA~ENTAL 
~UESTION UNOER TME RUG• TME QUESTION IS• ARE WE TRYING TO 
~I~IT ABM SYSTE~S, 0~ . JUST AB~ RAOA~S, LAUNCMERS, ANO 
:~TERCEP10RS~ SMITH MAS A MIG~ER REGA~O roR S1VIEi •EAPON 
iEStGNE~s r~AN TO BELiEvE TMAT TMEY •~E coNTENr WiTH ,e~ 
TECHNOLOGY •~ICM OATES BACK TO TME EARLY •S~'S• AS ~E~AR~S 
~~E SEAPEOS ANO SPACE TREATIES, SMITM RECAL~tO iMAT ~jRSi 
JS ORAFTS R~~ERREO ONLY TO NUCLEAR WEAPONS• !T ~A~ AT 
SO~IET INSTANCE TMAT •OTHER WEAPONS 0~ MASS DES~R~cr:aN" ~AS 
!NC~vOEO !N OUTER SPACE AGREEMENT, SOTM StOES ~AO AG~~EO ~N 
T~EsE EARLI~R TqEATiES TO COVER "~TMER" UNSPrcirIEO "£AFONS 
~F ~ASS OEST~UCTiON, AP6RT ~ROM NUCLE~R w[APONSe r!NALLY, 
~XPE~!~~:t P~OVES TM~T IT is EASIER TO CONTROL WEAPONS 
;YSTEMS eEr~RE TMEY MAVE BEEN INVENTED •~n DEP~OYEC• 

: ~• S~~ENO~ NOTEO THAT VIEWS 0~ BO:~ S!DES W~VE BEEN 
~•OE C~EAR ~~ T~IS QUESTION, ANO PROPOSED T~~~!~~ OiE~ 
~,R1S I ANO 2 0~ US ARTtCLE 6 TO AO MOC CO,...HIT7~E• SE~£~CV 
•HE~ AOORESSEO QUESTiON OF MOOERNiZATION AN~ ~£~LACl~t~T. 
-LT~OUGH us O~ArT LA~~s A PROVISION ON iMES( CUES7IC~s. us 
S!OE ~AS OE..,O~STRATEO nuT IT IS AGREEO IN PRI~CIP~E . iilITt,; 
T ~ E re I G H ~ . T O MOOE RN I z E ANO RE" L A CE sys 7 E ,... r • T 11 ! ~ I $ ,. Ls C 
:CNSISTENT ~IT~ TME MiY 2~ UNtiERSTA~OING, WHtC~ P~ov·r~5 rcR 
~OOER~IZAT!1N EVEN IN CONOiTIONS Of A F~EEZ( ON OFr~~t,~E 
SYSTEMS• ME CONCLUOE6 TMAT AN ARTICLE 0~ M00£QNIZATICf, ANO 
~E~LACEMEN1 ~OULO PROVtOE CLA~ITY ANO VIABI~ITY FOR A~ 
~G~EE~ENT• 



••id he vould not like to counterpose "sp~cially constructed" and "deployed"
thcse terms arc two aides of one question and should not op~ose each other. 

Graybeal stated that the preceding discussion made the caae for dropping 
"specially" 1ince a SAM system teated in an ABM mode would count a1 an ABM. 
SAM systems need not be "specially constructed or deployed" to counter 
ballistic missiles, but could be modified to intercept ballistic missiles 
after they are deployed. SAM'• teated in an ABM mode could have the capa
bility; therefore, "1pecially" ii not needed. Abo, this could apply o 
other than SAM systems--it is not inconceivable to use 1urfa.ce-to-1ur 
missiles in an ABM role even though not "•pecially CO:'latructed" for thil 
purpose. 

Xarpov responded that vhile the Soviet• don't believe it i1 po11ible or 
desirable to convert mi11ile1, other than ABM'•• into ABM'1: In any event, 
•uch conversion would require testing: therefore, the old 1y1tem vill cease 
to exiat. The new 1y1tem would be deployed in an ABM mode. 

(At thia point a rece11 was taken.) 

4 
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make consideration of what had been discussed here i~ Helsi~ki . 
very much more difficult and might also create addit1on 3 l difficu l t 
at · the next phase in Vienna. He would ther~fore ask the US s i de t o 
take this fact into consideration. It was quite poss:ble t hat he 
.was himself at fault in this respect, perhaps not having ~cen _ 
convincing enough in expressing the vie'lols of the Soviet side O, ; 

this issue. His argumentation on the efficiency and ad:quacy of 
national means and the compl~te unacceptability of on-site 
inspection would perhaps require some further presentation. He 
h.id a voluminous dossier on this questjon and apparently he w~ uld 
have to make use of it at the next Vienna phase, _presenti~C his 
consider3tions and reasons in support of the Soviet position in 
greater detail. However, he wanted to c~press the hope th:it 
perhaps we could work the problem out 'lolhile we wer: stil~ he r_ 
and remove the unnecessary difficulties caused by inclusion of 
the word "indistinsuishablc." 

Smith s.iid th3t in regard to the Article 2 problem, as he 
understood it, the Soviet side h3d not wanted to say anything 
in Article 2 th3t might prejudice the Soviet position on S~~ 
upgr.ide. lie h.id thought th:it this concern h.id been resolved 
between Carthoff and Kishilcv ,,:hen they discuued Articles 4 
and 7 of the dr.ift ~e~t. But lately he had the feeling that 
the Soviet position on Article 2 reflected a desire that nothing 
be done to prejudice the Soviet position on the issue treated in 
parai:;r.iph l of Article 6. It seemed to him that we should be 
ingenious enough to draft Article 2 in such a w.1y as not to 
prejudice the position of either side in regard to paragraph 1 
of Article 6. Smith wanted to e~phasize to Scmenov th~ great 
importance that the US G~vernnent attJched to this issue. It 
was his belief that without such a provision, which was similar 
to analogous provisions included in other treaties, an acreement 
bet"1een us mis ht prove to be sir.1ply an il 1 us ion. We might think 
that we had concluded an 1i;recr.1ent on limitin:; ABi-1 systems, only 
to find that in fact we had only limite:d 1.iunch~rs, interceptors 
and rad3rs. He hoped th3t he hod been able to convey to Semcnov 
the greJt irr.portancc.: we at cached to that issue. r.-- • 

s~mcnov said th3t in rcg.ird to Article 2 he would -h3ve no 
objection to a further sC'arch by our Executive Sccretorics !or 
possihl~ l~ngu3se thnt would not prejudice our respective 
positions on p3rn~r~ph 1, Arti~lc 6. However, Article 2 spoke 
for itself. He did not re.illy know in vhat sense Article 6 hod 
a bearin& on Artlclc: 2, since the latte. dc3lt "With ddinitions 
and in his view th i s w~s quit~ enough for that p~rticular Article . 
With rt-ferc~nce to the US position on Artie le: 6, \which had been 
advnncC'd l1cre in Helsinki for the first t i me, naturally the Soviet 
side had corcfully listened to the considerations "~pressed in 
support of the US pusition. At this moment he would not care to 
say any more thon had already bec:n said on this issue. Obvious l y 
tl1is problem would be kept in his field of vision during the 
~reparation in Ho~cow for the next Vienna phase. · 



. --
Frankly, it \.:is his Dclc0c1tion's impression that inclusion 

of the "10rcl "indi~tinbui sh.:ib l c" in Article 2 would mal:e the en~ i re 
agrccmc:nt quitP uncerta i n. What 'was indistini;uish.:iblc fro:n la un chc 
missiles, and rad.:irs? This concept in his view 'was too ill-de f ined 
and arbitrary for inclusion in an agreement on ABH' s that we ha vt 
been '-'Orkins on. Furthcrr.ore, when we spoke of re.:ichin:; an agree
ment to limit AB~1 s in our t\-:o countries, it w.is his impression 
that we intended such limitation to be at n minimum level and this 
in his vi~w was an essential c~~sidcration in seeking mutually 
acccpt.::blc positions . In his go.il he sa..., the m~in basis and the 
soul of our discuss:ions. Smith ',,.' i'\S right in his belief that the 
Soviet sid~ was seriously interested in reaching an AB~! agree,.. t . 
For his p.:irt, he proceeded from the same premise regardins t h~ 
intentions of the US side, There!orc he bc.:lieved that in this 
matter 'we should each take a broader view of the matter, bearing 
in snind th.:it inclusion o! uncertaint1es in an agreement would 
surely le.:id to all sorts of misundcrstandinss in the future. He 
emphasized that after concluding an ABM ar,rcement we would be 
faced with the necessity of solving a number of other questions 
that were no less difficult than this one. 'M'icrcfore he believed 
we should give a green light to the work that lies ohc.:1d of us 
and that th.it 'work ~hould be based on the growing mutu.il trust 
bet,:ecn our t\Jo sides. H~ asked Smith tc note that he had not 
spoken in these teTT.'ls in the past, but in the context of recent 
events and of our work here h~ was doing so now. 

Smith rep 1i ed that he vou l d lil~e to think over Semenov' s 
suggestion that our Executive Secretaries take over Article 2. 
This micht he acccpt.:iblc, but before s.iying any more on the 
subject he would lik~ to consult ~ith his colleagues. · 

Semenov said he would be very rcluctJn~ to leave Article 2 
in br.:1ck~t~. This would create an undesirable impression when 
he reported to his leJdership upon coming home . 

--------------------------·· - ·-
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SU1'JECT: 

PARTI Cl PANTS: 

SECRET-E:XDIS 

MEMORANDUH OF CO~"\f'ERSATION 
SALT OEUCATION 

HELSINKI, FINLAND 

) 

//~-
A-532 

DATE: Sept.ember, 20, 1971 

TIME: 3:00 • S:00 p.m. 

PLACE: Soviet Emba11y, 
Hehin~i 

Joint Draft Text o! an ABM J.&reement 

~ 

Dr. Raymond L. Carthoff Minister R. M. Timerbaev 
Mr. N. S. li1hilov 

1 noted that the package ~rade-off which 1 had outlined vould, 
if accepted, re:icve a great deal of underbrush from the draft 
agreement. There would remain ,even point, ~f difference: whether 
the agreement would be a Treaty or Executive Agreement; A.BM levels 
and deployment limitations; a provhion to cover future "unconventional" 
ABM 1y1tem1; large-pha1ed array radar,, other than ABM and early
varning radar,; non•tran1fer; explicit link to the offensive 
limitation,; and withdraval in the event of lack of 1ucce11 in 
follow-on offen1ive negotiation,. Our Delegation did -not 1ee 
aolutions to the1e problems here at Helainki, and they would 
pre1uiubly remain for later resolution. After probing the, 
firmness of our position on the link to offensive limitations, 
and the •racial withdrawal provi1ion, the Soviet participant, 
agreed that thi1 li1t of i11ue1 would remain. ( 
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American Embassy, 1100 hours, 4 :>ecemb~r 1970 _ 

l. Persons Present: 

Amb, Smith 
PArsons 
Nitze 
Allison 
Gar tho ff 
Crayb<!al 
Shaw 
Stoertz 
Weiler 
Aldri~ge 
S. Smith 
Twombly 
Cennond 
IAvroff 

Min.Semenov 
t)garkov 
c;hchukin 
Pleshakov 
Crinevsky 
Kishilov 
Cryzlov 
Afonsky 
Ka1:.pov 
Skoptsov 
Perfilyev 
!.arano·,1sky 
Buyano\• 
Fayekov 

The p'ropou.11 o! the Soviet Union proceed from the 

premile that tho1e 1ystem1 o! each ride ,hould be limited . , 
tnat were specially aeveJ.oped to counter strategic ballistic 

mi11ile1 <, ... d their components in flight t.L ]ectory. 

Taking thi• into account, the obligations o! the ■ ides 

would extend to long-range acquisition radar•, trackins 

and ABM guidance rada.r1, ABM launcher• and ABM,. 

Furthe:r, agreed q'.lantitative limita.i.ions o! launcher• 

and ABMs would be establilhed, a1 well as limitations 011 

the maximum distance o! ABM 1ystem1 from the center o! 

the target defended. 

Obviously, it h preci1ely these com;x>nents, taken 

together, th.at constitute an AB~{ defense system. The!'e-

fore, it h enough to extend the obligation, o! the lide1 to 

the totality o! the abcve-mentioned components in order 

to 1olve th~ problem o! limiting the deployment o! ABM 

A •y1tem1 e!!ecti:,ely a.nd relia_b_l...:.y_. _______ - -- -~----· 

- & 

f 

_ _j 
, 



SALT VI 

US/USSR Mini-Plenary Meeting No. 4 
Soviet Embassy 

1100 hours, November 30, 1971 

Persons Present: 

Ambassador Smith 
Ambassador Parsons 
Mr. Nitze 
General Allison 
Dr. Gartho!f 
Mr. Shaw 
Mr. Parr 

(Interpreter) 
Mr. Krimer 

(Interpreter) 

Minister Semenov 
Academician S'1chulcin 
General Truaov 
Mr. Grinevsky 
Mr. Kiahilov 
Mr. Pavlov 

(Interpreter) 
Mr. Novikov 

(Interpreter) 

, Academician Shchukin a4id that thanks to the joint work on 
preparing a draft text o! a Treaty (Agreement) on the Limitation of 
ABMs, the aides had been able to agree on a number o! provisions. 
The results o! this work had been confirmed in Moscow during the 
interval between Helsinki and Vienna. In this connection, it was 
o! fundament.il importance to have reached agreement on the text 
o! a provision in which each party undertook not to develop, tes t , 
or deploy sea-based, air-based, space-baaed, or mobile land-based 
ABM systems or their components. Thia provision in particular 
confirmed the importance ~oth aide.s attached to preiaring a draft 
which excluded the possibility o! the deployment o! ABM defenses 
o! the territory o! a country. The next provision was to the effect 
that each Party undertook not to develop, teat, or deploy ABM 
launchers !or launching more than one ABM interceptor m i ss ile 
at a. time from each launcher, nor to modify deployed launchers 
to provide them with such a capability, nor to develop, test, or 
deploy automatic or semi-automatic or other similar systems !or 
rapid reload o! ABM launchers. Apart from this, the Soviet aide 
cannot recognize as well-founded the proposal o! the US involving I 
an obligation not to deploy ABM system• using devices other than 1\ 
ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM radars to 
perform the !uncti ons of these components. The subject o! a Treaty 
(Agreement) could only be a specific and concrete limitation o! AB M I 
systems. It would seem that prohibiting 1omething unknown, as 
proposed by the US side, would create uncertainty a1 to the subject 
o! the Treaty (Agreement) on limiting ABMs. Such had never bee n / 
done in a serious agreement. I! systems baaed on different technica l 
principles should subsequently appear, they could be discussed I 
additionally, as provided by the dra!t Treaty. 

,-· . 

-



SALT V II Je6 

TMAT SOVIET PPOPOSEO •OOITION TO JOT ARTICLE I WAS 
P•RTIAL SUBSTITUTE roo ARTICLE v, PARAGRAPM •c• ON ruTU~E 
SYS'T'E'~S WMICM SCIVIETS STILL REJECT• . . .• .. -•· ·•· · 
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IU9JECT : 

PA.RTICIPAN'TS : 

M£MOIUH0UM OF COHVUISATION 
U.S. SALT DELEGATION 

VIE H NA, AUST I" A 

• 

Special Working Croup : ABM 

us 

' Mr. David Aaron "t2-o 

0ATE: Dece~er 4, 1971 

TIME : 

USSPI 

• 

1:30 p.m. • 1:45 p.ffi . 

Soviet Imbusy 

Mr. V. S. Chulitiky 

( 

Mr. Chulit1ky al10 m.ade a strong pitch for dropping Article 5, para 3, 
on future systems. He argued.that it was unnecessary since "no one knew 
vhal future systems might be" and that an effort to include "everythin," 
in the agreement would delay progress. He insisted that future 1ystems 
could be dealt with in the Standing Consultative Commission.in the periodic 
review conference, or in follov-on negotiations. He also argued that the 
i,rohibition on air-based, space-based, land-bued 1 ctc: . ABM systems ii 
adequate to cover the problem of future systems. The only insight Mr. 
Chulitsky offered into the reasons for the Soviet position was that "it is 
difficult to argue with the technical people" that unknovn 1y1tems ahould 
be proscribed. 

Mr. Chulitsky asked if the U.S . Delegation was prepared to drop 
Article V, para 3. I uid no, we conlidcred it vet'y ir.;,orunt. I revieved 
the reasons !or including it and indicated that the Soviets would be hear in, 
mre fro= our Dele1ation in 1upport of our position. 



SALT VI 1116 

5• rMUL'T~KY ~•~E STRON~ PITC~ TO AA~ON rn~ o~OPPING JOT 
A~TtCLE 5 PA~AG~•Pw 3 ON ~~TU~E SYSTE~S, NOTING IT WAS ~ot~~!CUL T 
T~ .~,u~ ~ITM T~cwNrc•L PF.~PLE" TMAT UNKN~•N SYSTEMS s~ouLo BE 
P~O~C~l=Er• 



'- · 619 
MEMOFUNOUM OF CONVERSATION 

U . S . SALT OELECATION 
VIENNA , AUSTRIA 

SUBJECT : Effort to Resolve Differences on the 
ABX Joint Dra!t Text 

PAATICl?ANTS : US 

.Ambassador J. Craha~ Parsons 
Dr. Raymond L. Carthoff 

, 

DATE : Dec:r=i:>er 7, 1971 

TIME : 1:20 to 3:30 p.m. 

PlACE : Franziskaner Resta ura r. t 
Vienna 

USSR 

Mr. O. A. Crinevsky 
Mr. N. S. Kishilov 

On Article V, both 1ides reiterated the strong poaitions which they 
hold on the question of the paragraph relating to future ayste~s. After 
11."1:ie discussion, Carthof! ASk~d Kis!ii.lov v~ether Sr.:ienov and tr.e SoviH 
I>ele5atlon might be willing to seek a change in their instructions ir 
ordrr co accept t~e US proposal. Kishilov and Crinevsky flatly asserted 
that they wtre certain there would be no change in the position of the 
Soviet aide. Carthoff stressed thia vu a point on which the t:.S. aide 
felt 1crongly, and there seemed no alternative except to retain the 
provision in brackets for later resolution, perhaps at hi!;~er instance. 
Kishilov 1.:rged th~ t 10;.1~ w~:,· be fouad to express· the difference o·,1er 
this point in Article III rather than in Article v. Carthoff said he 
thought it would probably be better kept in Article v,but the pos,ibility 
of dealing with the m.atter in Article III could be considered. 
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U.I. SALT 0£LECATION 

VIENNA, AUSTfllA 
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TIME : 12:30 • 12:50 p.m. 

PLACE : AJnerican Embassy 
Vienna 

SU9,JECT : Resolving Differences on ADM Joint Draft Text 

f'ARTIC1PANTS : UI 

Ambassador J. Graham Parson1 
Dr. R.ayt110nd L. Carthoff 

USSR 

Kr. o. A. Crinevsky 
Mr. N. S, Kishilov 

· Most of the discussion resolved around Article 11. Crinevaky began 
by delivering a short speech to the effect. that the Soviet 1ide did not 
regard the article•• necessary. that it had been found trouble1ome. 
and that it vaa 1omething of·• concession by his aide even to be making 
the effort to resolve differences. ~oreover. it was related to the 
differencescontained in Article V. His remarks implied that members of 
hia Delegation believed thereshould be a "tradeoff" involving the US 
dropping Para 3 of Article Vin exchange for Soviet acceptance of• 
definitional Article II as proposed by the uS aide. Carthoff stated 
again that the US aide con1idered Article II to be important, that the 
definitional approach wu non-prejudicial to Soviet u well as Azn,·ri ·can 

positions on other articles 1uch as Article v. and that the CS p~sition 
on Article V involved a matter of important substance which could not 
be "traded". He also 1aid that while we were not proposing any particular 
"package'', Crinevsky and Kishilov of course recognized that we were work
in& 1imultaneously on possible resolution of differences on a number of 
articles, and had to find some combination of such articles which would 
represent in the eyes of both Delegations an equitable balance of movement 
on various points by both aides; we considered that Article 11 should be 

included in 1uch a gro11p of articles. Articles V and VI, on the other hand. 
like Article Ill, evidently were not ripe for resolution at this time. 
Crincvsky no~ded understanding, and remarked that his side would need to 
address Articles II and \' on some early occasion. but th.it our Jn!onn.11 
vork on r•solving differences should continue and would be the best w.1y 
to reach agreement. (ln these remarks. Crincvsky seemed to imply that it 
vould be necessary for his De'l.egation to go through a ritual of trying . to 
1et conceuion1 from our 1ide on Article\' before he would be authorized to 
reach an agreement accepting the basic US position on Article II.) 

f 



G•rthoff •sked if there were further reactions from Grinevksy and 
Cishilov to the oral remarks he had made in response to the So viet teY.t 
passed over to ua on Oece:1ber 8. Grinevksy aaid there were not. Garthoff 
••id that for convenience he had prepared a typewritten copy reflecting 
approxirr.a te ly vh•t he had aaid the ~y before, which he would give Crinevs'< :.· 
and Kishilov (see att•chment). Grinevsk:: and Kishilov both aeemed disappolnt cc 
on hastily reading it, but raised non~ a:ns~erations (except for Crinevsky's 
dissatisfaction vith the word "co"J"lter", which Carthoff--and Kishilov-
confinned had been used throughout in our exchanges without objection from 
the Soviet aide . 



SALT VI 

. US/USSR Mini-Plenary Meet.in& No. -
Soviet Embas&)' 

1100 Hoc.rs, December 10, 19i1 

Per,c-ns Preterit: 

Ambauac;or Smith 
AmlJauador Paraon1 
Mr. Niue 
Dr. Ero..,tn 
General Alliaon 
Dr. Gar tho!! 
Colo"cl FitzGcrald 
Mr. Krimer (Interpret.er) 

STATEMENT BY DR. BRO\-,'N 
December 10, 1971 

l 

Minister Semenov 
Academicia chukin 
General Tru ~ 

Mr. Grinevsky 
Mr. Kishilov 
Admiral Sinetaky 
Mr. Pavlov (Interpreter) 

I would like nov, Mr. ,u.niatcr, to addre11 the inclusion 

in an AEi-1 Agrcc~nt of constraints on the deployt:icnt of 

possible future types of ABM systems. 

II 

The U.S. has propoaed a specific proviaion to de~l ~ith 

• 
the deployment of pouible future typu of A:S?·l 1y1te:ma . The 

following langu~se has been propo!ed by the U.S. as paragraph 3 

of 'Article V: 

"Each Party undertake• not to deploy A!?-! 1y1tema 
u11n1 devices other tlan ABM interceptor muilu. ilM 
launchers, or A!M radars to perform the function, of 
these components." 

f 



The tvo aides ahould aeek an agreement vhich would prohibit thJ 
. I 

deployment of both wide area~ thick reaional ~ de~!~se.s__ , 

•·. and a ho the foundation for 1uch de'f enaes ;_ -~:r or not -
. ./ 

these defense 1y1tem1 employ devices other th.an interceptor 

ai11ilc1, launchers and radars to perform the function of 

these .U:1 ccn:iponent,. 
• 

The objective of the U.S. propoaed l&Jl&"U,&&e 11 to avoid 

a 1ituation which otherviae a::,uld uudermine the ef· •• ~ •• cneas of 

the .U:·1 a;reement. The U.S. Delegation believes that 11.ich an 

undertaking 11 necessary, especiAlly in an AI:! asreex:'lent of un

limited duration. 

the tvo aides have an 'opporb.mity at thia time to take a 

1tep forvard to~•r~ comprehensive arm.a limitation -- an objectiv~ 

often eapcuaed publicly by both of our CovernmVlts. We. ahould 

not paas by this opportunity to inove tovard fulfillment of that 

objective. . . . 
. 
• 

The Soviet 1ide has objected to 11.mita on po11ible future 

ABM syate:m., on the ba1i1 that auch 1y1te:m.a are defined only in 
, , 

aeneral tenu. Thi• view r1Jn1 contrary to the precedent e1tabli1hed 

in the Outer Space Treaty and the Seabeds Treaty•- to which the 

U.S. and the USSR are Parties. In theae treaties, our tvo Covern

•at1 have accepted obligations banning the deployment of "other 

veapona of m..11 dutr1Jction" -· a general term which clearly in• 

elude• possible f1Jb1re 1ystn1. The rationale 1upportin1 the under

taking of those obligation, appliea fully to a corresponding under• 

takiaa in the case of possible fublre A.BM aystl:IU. 



tV 
Vould ve not risk unden:1inin.g the viability a~ •-:~bility 

of the agree.oent if ve did not foreclo•~ nc,v the deployment or 

Am-{ systems usina technologies vbich future research may prove 

feasible? 

Thou;h one cannot -- and vould not wish to•· halt acicntific 

;rosreu, we must recognize the effects •• vhich the U.S. aide 

thinks vould be beneficial•· that prohibitins the dcployi:cnt of 

web types of 1ystem.a vould have !n inhibitin& a race to. develop 

auch 1ystems. Ve believe it vould be to the advanta;e of both . 
aid•• to avoid deployment of such 1ystem.a •• deployment that 

. 
could circumvent the .U:-1 limitations both tides have proposed. 

An ounce of prevention 11 said to be vorth a pound of cure. I• 

there not merit in this ease to exercising an ounce of prevention? 

Must ve vait until new 1ystm1 are ready for deployment•• or 

even being deployed•· before ve consider limiting them? 

The U.S. Delegation believes that our common objective, 

vould be better served by prohibiting nov the deployment of 

pouible future types of AB:-1 ,ystema. 

Ve vould welcome your further views on these uttera. 

f 



PARTICIPANTS: 

• 

SALT 

ua 

U.I . IALT 0£L£QATl0H 
VIENNA, AUIT,-IA 

DATI : 10 December 1q11 

T1M£ : 1: 00 - 1 :-'0 p. m. 

PUC!: Soviet Emba11y. 
Vienna 

Mr. Paul H. Nitze 
Dr. Harold Brown 

Academician A. N. Shcbukin 

\.. Shchukin ,aid he di1a1reed with Brown'• 1tatement on 
future 1y1tem1. He thou1ht 1eneral definition• where one couldn't 
even mention the 1peci!ic: 1y1tem to whic:h they applied were unhelpful. 
Brown referred to the 1eneral definition in the Outer Spac:e Treaty. 
Shc:hukin re1ponded, but in that ca1e, one could 1pecify 1y1tem1 
which were within the meaning of "other weapon■ o! ma11 deatruction. 11 

The1e included chemical and bacteriological weapon,. Brown 1aid 
that, in f'act, the u1e o! 1uch weapon• from outer apace waa far 
from clear; 1imilarly, one could 1peci!y 1y1tem1 which would be 
included within _the 1eneral definition "future ABM 1y1tema. 11 The1e 
would include la1er1 and particle accelerator,. 

Shchukin 1aid he wi1hed to set at the problem in another way; 
both 1ide1 agree that there 1hould not be territorial de!en1e1. The 
Soviet aide baa propoaed ■ pec:i!ic language covering thia in Article I: 
thua, the agreement would ban the deployment o! future 1y1tem1 in 
a manner providinJ a territorial de!en1e. U, however, n~ technolon-
1hould m.ake po11l.bl- compunent• carrf'L9ll out tbe r~me tad-: s a• 
exi1ting component,, but perhap1 in a more e!!ieient and 1•~·• 
co1tly manner, why ■hould tho1e be prohibited? We are not 
prohibiting ABM component,. 



Niue 1aid that the number and location o! ABM component, 
would be l.irnited under Article Wand other article• o! the ll?'ee
ment. Specifically, in the ca1e o! an NCA de!en1e, launche1'1 
and ABM• would be limited to 100. U a future 1y1tem were to be 
deployed which performed the 1arre function a1 exi1tin1 Launcher, 
and ABM1, but without interceptor mi11ile1, for example, the 
limit of 100 could be rendered meaninglu •• Shcbukin 1ugge1ted 
that were 1uch {uture 1y1tem1 to reach a 1tage where they could 
be deployed, the 4ue1tion would be re!erred to the Standine 
Commi11ion, throu1h which the neceuary regulation• could be 
worked out. 

Nitze 1aid be withed to tee whether he correctly under-
1tood what it wa1 that Shchukin had 1aid. Wai he 1ayin1 that the 
1ide1 would a1ree in principle that the provi1ion1 o! the agreement 
1bould not be undermined by the deployment o! component, capable 
o{ per!orrnin& !w.ction1 •~rr.ilar to ABM componenu; that, if 1·Jcb 
component• reached a 1ta1e o! development 1ucb that their deploy
ment could be contemplated, the iuue o! the appropriate manner 
of their re1ulation would be referred to the St&ndin& Commiuion; 
and that no 1uch deployment would take place until 1uch re1ul&tion1 
h.ad been agreed by Covernment1 throu1b the Standin& Commi11ion. 
Shchukin ■aid that if it were nece11ary, they could agree to that, 
though it wa1 not clear that be wa1 holdin1 out a commianent in 
the treaty to that e!!ect • 

.: 

f 



MEMOAANDUM OF CONVEASATION 
U.S. SAlT DELECATIOH 

VIENNA, AUSTAIA 
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- -
DATE: December 13, 1971 

TIME: 3: 30 p.m. 

PLACE: Soviet Emba1sy 
SUBJECT, December 13 Meeting of JDT Working Croup 

PARTICIPANTS: us 

Ambassador. Parsons 
Mr. Shu1 
Dr. Wade 
Mr. Aa.ron 
Lt.• Col. Leard 
Mr. Parr (Interpreter) 

USSA 
Mr. Crinevsky 
Col. Anyutin 
Col. Surikov 
Col. Baranovsky 
Mr. Obukhov 
Mr. Artemiev (Interpreter) 
Mr. Yushin (Interpreter) 

Turning to Article 11, Mr. Crinevsky a.aid the purpose of this article 
ahould be clear. It vu a listing of the AB:"t components limit~d under other 

provisions of the agreement. Op Occ~mber 6 the Soviet aide received :he CS 
revised draft text of Article II. Mr. Crinevaky 11id that the Soviets had 
paid attention to the fact that the co~pletely unacceptable concept of "in• 
cliatinguilhable from" was abaent from that US draft. However, aaid Mr. 
Grinevsky, all four sub-paragraphs of Article II, paragraph 1, have the 
tenn "!?.! deployed." Such a provision is, as careful analysis shovs, capable 
only of causing misunderstanding and hampering compliance. 

Mr. Crinevsky said that it was well knovn that Al3M 1y1te-ms were extre~el) 
complex and must be tested. In fact, they cannot be deployed without testing 
in an ABM mode. National means, he aaid are sufficient to detect such testing. 
Mr. Crinevsky therefore had tvo questions: ~hat concrete meani~g is attached 
to the idea of "or d..?ployed." Accordir.g to what characteristics vou~d 
deployments At AB:·! lites be considered Al3~1 components if they were not tested 

in an AE.·1 mode; i.e., intercepting ballistic missiles in flir'' •--;ectory? 

Mr. Crinevsky pointed to the fact that the U~ teT.t of Article II, 
paragraph l (b) and (d), preserved the l&nguage "of a type tested in an 
..U?-t mode." Mr. Crinevsky asked what this language meant aince the Soviet 
aide assumed that Aln-1 co~ponents must be tested. 



Turning to paragraph 2 of Article 11, Mr. Grinevsky said the idea 
in paragraph 2(c) Teferrir.g to "develop:nent" vas superfluous. He noted 
that at one time the tS ~qlegation spoke to the fact that the develop~ent 
atage to a large extent coincided vith the testing stage. The Soviet aide 
believed that the testing stage vas the stage vhich coincides vith develop
ment insofar as national means of verification are concerned. Thus, ~tr. 
Grinc'lsky proposed that the term "development" be excluded from para-

sraph 2(c). 

Mr, Crinevsky noted that the initial p;rt of the US paragraph 2 of 
ATticlc II said that the content of that paragraph did not apply to all of 
parasraph l. He recalled that it once appljcd to all of paragraph l r 
asked the reason for the change. 

Mr. Crinevsky then read a Soviet proposed version of •-ticle 1M, II as follows: 

Article T_l 

1. For purposes of this Treaty: 

(a) an il~I system ii a system ipecidly constructed 
and deployed to ~ounter strategic ballistic cissiles or 
their elements in flight trajectory and including the 

l
following cor.1poncnts--AB~t interceptor missiles AB'1 

auncher1, and AB:•i radars; ' · 

~b1
1

Am-1 interceptor missiles are interceptor missiles 
apec a y constructed and 1eployed for an Alr.-1 role; 

and ~c) AI:M launchers are launchers ipecially constructed 
eployed for launching ABH interceptor missiles; 

(d) ~~ radars are radars ,;ec:ially constructed and 
deployed for an A~l rClle. 

:hiaThc systems and ccmponents listed in paragraph I of 
Article shall include those which are: 

(a) . operational; 

(b) under construction; 

(c) undergoing testing; 

(d) undergoing ovarh3ul, iepair, 0 • i .. convcrs on; 

(e) mothballed. 

• 



Mr. Crinevsky said that he would like to draw the attention of the 1.l . S. 
aide to the fact that this proposal was made in a constructive spirit. He s aid 
it was more precise than the U.S. dr~ft. 

He noted, however, that the structure ~f ·the Article had much in comuon ,.-1th 
the U.S. draft and that the second p:irasraph of the Article also had much in 
com:ion with the U.S. draft. 

Mr. Crinevsky said that the key 1nerit of the Soviet proposal vas that it 
formt.1latcd in a clenr and un~~biguous ~nnner the subject matter of the Treaty by 
listing the .Ar:1 cyste1:1s 4nd c~ponents to be li1nited. 

In particular, a feature which distinguished it fror.t the U.S. draft was 
that parasraph l(a) of the Soviet draft presentc~ a cooprehensive description of 
.UN compo,1e:nts--i. e., i\3:-1 interceptor missile"" 1 ABM launchers, and AB:-1 radars-
to avoid misunderstanding in the future. 

In this coMcction, }1r. Crinevsky noted that par&gt'aph 3 of Article V should 
be excluded since it is quite unacceptable to the Soviet side. 

Ambassador Parsons said he recognized the importance of Article II vhich 
Mr. Crincvsky had addressed at ler.gth toda:• in justific:ition of the Soviet text. 
A great deal of effort has sone into this Article at all levels of both dclegatior 
and it has been discussed at great length. The Soviet proposal tabled today woulc 
be carefully studied. A response to it deserved careful preparation. Therefore, 
Ambassador Parsons proposed to co:ne back to it at another time. 
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Shchukin said that, in his opinion, it was i?'1portant at this 
at.age o! the negotiation, to dot the "i 11. 11 He said that his remarks 
thia morning on the subject o! 1ubma.rine1 and SLBMs had been 
for that purpose. He 1lad tried to be precise about what was and 
what was not within the negotiating limits o! poi sibility in this phase. 
It was not.'possible to deal v.·ith submarines, but he had meant to 
indicate that SLBMs were in a di!!erent category. It was important f 
!or u1 to realize this before we went back to Washington over the 
Christmas vacation. 

Nitze noted, in c:o:1nc:ction with Shchukin' s comments on the 
1ubjcct o! the importance o! dotting "i 'a," that in his comments this 
morning on future systems he had emphasized the inappropriatene11 

. o! this aubject !or treaty language; waa his empha1i1 on the word 
"treaty" meant to indicate the possibility o! a minute or protocol 
dealin~ with th:it subject? Shchukin said this had not been hia intent. 
He said th~t even though he !clt we could swamp ourseh·es by getting 
into exc:eaaive detail on some subjects, in the caae o! future 1y1tem1, 
he felt we needed to dis cua I the subject with more precision. In 
particular, he thought we should di1cu11 optical ,1y1tem1: they 
represent current technology which can be applied to meeting certain 
ABM tasks. Nitze aaid that O\!r 1ug~e1ted language for Article V, 
paragraph (c), would apply to O?tical systems only i! they substitute 
!or ABM rad:1.rs, not i! they were used as adjuncts to radars. 
Shchukin said that he assumed I was re!erring to the fact that 



meteorological conditions would prevent optical ■y .teins from 
being completely substitutable !or rada:-:. Brown said this was 
correct. He sugsested that new tedui?loi;y such as lasers would 
first be developed to handle easier tasks 1uch as anti-aircraft 
t&ks before being developed to handle the more di!!icult t&sk1 

·involved in ABM de!ense, and wondered whether, under the Soviet 
aversion to limiting air de!en1e, they meant that they would not 
be willing to limit 1uch systems even if they were usable !or ABM. 

Shchukin went on to 1ay that speaking entirely on bit own 
and without consultation with his Delegation, that it should be 
possible to provide that i! components based on new technology were 
developed which could 1ub1titute !or the components limited under 
Article 111, the matter should be referred to the Standing Commi1 sior. 
and agreements thereon reached by Oovernment1 10 that there 
would be no circumvention o! the limiation1 o! Article 111. This, 
together with S\.ch provisions as the prohibitions on rapid reload, 

\,. 
1hould ake care o! the problem. · 
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US/USSR "TROD<A" MEETING NO. 1 
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Ambassador Smith 
Nitze 
Brown 
Allison 
Ciartho!! 
Krimer 

• 

Minister Semenov 
Shchukin 
Trusov 
Kiahilov 
Pavlov 

~662 

l l believe il would be ut e!ul !or our t.ilks 
i! the US side would submit a const:-uctive propos.ll, t.tki.ng into acc:ount 
also what has been said by the Soviet side during Uat period. I have 
another small remark. Although Dr. Drowns.lid that the question o! 
future ABM systems, which do n«:1t include launchers, radars, and 
interceptors, baa already been discussed, I will allow mysel! to say 
a few words on this subject. 

I would like to llsk v.hat this is all about in concrete terms. ln 
what does the US side see a danger i., the absence of • provision on this 
account in the treaty? I! these 1y1tems cannot be de!~ned now, except 
that they are not something known tod:iy, and, at the same time, the 
dra!t treat)• includes a number o! clear limilations and constraints 
not to deploy ~crrHori.il ADM systr.ms, not to ~ive the capability !or 
rapid reload, etc., is it not S\tf!icicnt to have such limitations? To 
be sure, including in the treaty a provision coverins a;omething Ua l is 
not known cannot be jus ti!icd by ar. y considerations, and thcre!ore this 
proposition cannot be the subject o! a treaty. 

-
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December 17, 19 71 
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Vienna 

us USSR 

Dr. Jtaymoad L. Garthoff Mr. N. S. Kishilov 

We discussed the draft Article I for some time. 1 told Kishilov 
it might be possible to drop the word "l>ase" from the sentence I bad 
&iven him on an earlier occnion, but only if a nev clause were added 
to the sentence to the effect that in addition to undertaking not to 
deploy ABM systems for a thick regional d~fense OT defense of the 
territor:-• of the col!ntry. they wo·.1ld n l so :ndertake not to provide 
a ba1e for such defense,. Kishilov agreed to consider that 1ugge1tion, 

without c01m1enting on it at this time. He , ·bjected again to the reference 
to ABM "component," in the formulation I b, d siven him earlier, and I 
aaid thAt vith the addition 1 v11 now suggc sting it might be possible 
to drop the word components, sjnce they \i'O , ld be included ·in the "cue". 
Ki1hilov said that there had been discussiL 11 and disputes over the 

••ning of the expreuion "thick" defense o1 a region. I argued thAt 
the concept va1 clear, and that ve could net expect precision in such 
reference. For ex:unple, the expreuion "de fe:ise of the territory of 
the country" wa1 clear but not precise; if, for example, some particular 
small area of a country was included, a dei!nse covering the major part 
of the country would still be "a c!cfenae o! the territory of the.country". 
Kishilov agreed. He continued, however, to pre11 on the question of 
clarifying what we meant by a "thick" regional defense. He asked vhethe r, 
for example, ve considered the present Moacov ABX defense to be "thick". 
I aaid that ve did not, and in other specific provision, were pressing 
for cle~r conatraints which would insure against the Mo1cov 1y1tem·· 
or any other AF.i deplo)-ment by either aide--becoming a thick defense 
of a region. Kishilov said he !ound th~t clarification helpful, but 
still thought ve needed to find some way to make IZlCre clear the mean• 
ing of the phrase. 



Kishilov emphasized the difficulty that his Delegation cor.tinu~d 
to have vith Article II. I re•e~phasized its importantance from our 
1tandpoint, and the fact that our proposals should provide a base for a 
mutu.lly acceptable agreement. We did not have time to di1cu1s the 
1pecific i11ue1. Ki1hilov did, ho~ever, for the 1econd time 1ugge1t 
that 1n0vement on resolving the problem caused by our proposed addition 
to Article V might help to reaolve the impa,se over Article II. 

Xiahilov asked vhether under our proposal it was alloved to have 
more than one radar in a ?1ARC. I as1ured him that it va1 indeed allowed , 
10 lens as the radar or radar, remained within the three kilometer circle. 
Xi1hilov 1aid there had been 1ome uncertainty in his Delegation on thia 
point. 

On future ABM 1ystems, I 1uggested to Kishilov the po11ibility of a 
new approach to meeting the issue. rerh•ps it would be possible to have 
a clear and explicit understanding, for exa~ple in an agreed cinute, 
that neither aide would deploy a future AB:•1 aystem or components vi th• 
out prior consultation and mutual agreement in the Standing Consultative 
Commission. Kishilov see~ed quite interested in thia possibility. He 
asked~ for clarification, if I had indeed said that such an agreement 
could be in a aeparate understanding and if not in the treaty. I made 
clear that Iv~• not making an official proposal, but he had correctly 
described th~ 1u;~~stion 1 -Was jdvancir.g. I stressed that 1 v~s 1p:aking 
about consultation and mutual agreet:ient. Kiahilov 1ugge1ted perhaps the 
lansuage could indicate that the mAtter would be taken up in the Stand• 
ins Cotmiuion for ita "determination". Kiahilov then 1uggeated that 
perhaps the 1ame techinque could be used to handle OLPA.Ra. I aaid that 
it 1eemed to me this was an idea that could be considered. 



SUBJECT: SALT 

PARTICIPANTS: 

A· 667 . 
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U.S. SALT DELECATION f 

VIENNA, AUSTRIA 

DATE : December 17, l 971 

TlMf : 7:30 ~ 11:00 p.m. 

PLACE : Park Hotel, Baden 

USSR 

Dr. Jtaymond l. Garthoff Hi· . O. A. Grinevsky 

Future >.!7-t Systems and OtPARs 

Crinevsky referred to the conversation 1 had had that 1n0rning vtth 
X.hhilov, concerning a posaible al tt:rnative a1>1>roach for handling future 
A!M 1y1tems and future O'LPAP.s. He thought that the idea ·of handling both 
these matter• through the Standins Consultative Co:niaion, rather than 
through explicit treaty provisions, offered a possible resolution to our 
differences. He initially referred to the idea of "declarations" in the 
negotiating record, but I noted that the susgestion had been for an 
explicitly agreed understanding; for example, in the form of an agreed 
~inute. Crinevsky said that he understood, and that the precise fo:-c of 
the understanding vas not 10 i~portant. I emphasized that the suggestion 
vas for consultation and agree~ent prior to any deployment of future A.BM 
1ystems or components, or of OIJ>Al!1. Grinevsky ackno-Jledged hia under• 
1tanding on that 1c0re. 



1!181~Z OEC ?t 

JI• FUTUPE ABM SYSTEMS ANO OLPARS1 

GRl~rVSvY RE~ERREO TO PREVIOUS KISMILOV•GARTMOFF CONVERSATjON 
CONCERNING A POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE APPROACM rOR MANOLI~JG FUTURE 
A~M SYSTE~~ 4NO FUTURE OLPARSe ME TMOUGMT IDEA OF MANOLING 
BOTM TMrSE MATTERS TMROUGM CONSULTATION ANO AGREEMENT IN 
STA ~OIN~ CONSULTATIVE COMM!SSlON, PRIOR TO ANY DEPLOYMENT OF 
FUTu~E .e~ SYSTEMS OR COMPONENTS, OR OF OLPARS, RATMER 
rMAN TM~OUGM EXPLICIT TREATY PROVISIONS, OFFERED POSSIBLE 
RESCLUTTON To DIFFERENCES• 
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SUBJECT : 

PARTICtr'/,NTS : 

J... 672 
ME,., 0 n AHO Ur., 0 F CON\' C n::; AT IO,~ 

U.S. SA.LT OCLECATIOU 
VIEUNA, AUSTntA 

OATE : Dccc:nber 20, 1971 

TIME : 12:30 to 1:00 p.r:l. 

PLACE: Soviet E~bassy, Vienna 

Smith-Sc~~nov Post Mini-Plcnnry Conversation 

us 

Ambassjdor Gerard G. Sroith 
l-lr. Willi·,1\,1 D. Krimer, 

Interpreter 

ussn 

D~puty Foreign Minister, V.S. Sc:e~=~ 
Mr. V. S. Artc:nicv, Interpreter • 

On the future systc:-:i~ pro!:>lc::i, Smith said it see.ne:3 to us that the 
problc:n was not .so far off an• not so .i•.,iorphous .is Se:nenov had sug£estc~ 
t _his morning. In his staLc:ncnt this mornins Sc:~1enov had s.iid that he 
had not been precise eno1.1gh; hci1,,1ever, if he w:>uld read Dr. l.ro·,.r.,• s state
ment of to:iay c.:ircfully, he w.:> ·.JJ d find that one e:-:.inplc r,ivcn h.::d re
ferred to lnscrs, Sr:iil"h w,1s sure that Soviet scientists could .1lso 
think of so::1? other possible- !uture systc::is. It was S,nith's fcclir.s th~t 
if, as Se~cnov h3d susscstc-d, this proble::, w~re lc!t to sub~cqccnt 
h.rndlins in the St~ndin; Co.;1-:,ii.sion or in so:ne other •.:ay, this w.:,uld 
&nount to s.iyins th~t ~c w~uld have to put o!f .i&re~~ent on tl1is prohlc~ 
until ~o::1e tine in the futur.?. lie believed th.::t th.:-re w:111ld b.:· :i 

tendc:,cy on b:>th :;ic!~s to do their !lcsl to desii;n i.ystc:ns th.H 1,::,uld no: 
b~ li1:1itcd by .t tn•,,ty. H~~ was sure th.it Sc:11cnov t1:>uld rcc.:ill lht: 
experience t:,ainccl in the ~:.:w;il Tn:.:1ty durin:; the 1930' s. Dcsir,11crs h:id 
then go11~ to w:>r:, to dcsi~n ;.round the Tre.::ty. Sc:~eno,• .:iskc:l if S·:fith 
h3d in ~ind a ~ircu~vcntion of a tre.:ity. S:nith s.:iid th~t tcchnic~lly this 
w:,uld not be c1 circu~vcntion, buL c:>rc like .i hunLi~s licen~~ to find ~=~s 
of doin0 thinss th.it "''ere not prohi!Jite:l by .in intern.:ition.:il tre:.1t:,•. lie 
had once henrJ Ccncral tis~,howcr MJ.Y th~t wars h.Jve a dyn.,mic o! their 

own, .:ind he believed that \JCilpons desicn also developed a dynamic: or 
ils o~n. ~1crc- .:i certain field was not prohibited by an intern.:ition;il 
acrcc;nt'nt, there w:>uld be stron~ thrusts to push dcvelop:acnt as £.:ir .is 
tcclmolo:;y r,cr.'.littcd. S:nith believed th.3t w!1.:it both our countries 
sl1ould he doinc w.:is to stop evolution of militnry tcchnolo~y in a 
direction th;it w.is d.:ingero:is to us b:>lh, Th~rcfore, he had hoped that 
if we ~oul<.I conclude a first arr:1.nr;c:!lent that w:>uld establi.d1 qu.1nt:i!:a-



tive li~ ics only for the ~ost p3rt, and lcnrn to live ~ith it, in ti~ 2 
~c would als~ be able to cet concrol · of quc1lit.itive aspects. In the 
raa t:ter of future AB.'·1 syste:-:1s, w:1ich hc1d not yet been devcl oped, it \:.'.ls 
in the interests of both countries to outlaw the~ before they ware born. 

Semenov s.:iid th;i l we vould evident) y need to develop our e:·c!iangcs 
on thi.s q1.:e:stion furth!?r. Frc1nl: ly sj'lec'.l.king, ho·.~ever, he could not 1.:11e.! ci:
stand w!1y w~ should pcrnit' a dcc1dfoC:~ on Article If to stop us fro~ 
moving ah!?ncl on otl·£':' questions . Ile did not: undcntand the practical 
reasons !01.· permitting tlii!: situ:it:iun t:o dcvel.op. \•:as it S,;iith's po~ i t i. o:~ 
th.:it nerce:;1ent on so.11? other .irticl ~s could possibly be binding 0:1 the 
sides in rc~c1r<l to Article !l? A$ for the Soviet position, on the 
inceri:.1 freeze:, !or cx.1!:1:,l e, it a::aountcd t:n re,lching agrec:nent as ::i,,c 
as possible, to .isree on w'1,1t could be• agreed, \•:ith a vie;.; to l.?avins 

a1ol:r;h ti~~ :ind energy foi: conc..::ntrati.n:; on the ir.iportant n:=i.in qi.estions 
w!1ich h,1d not yet been c1~rcc::l anu hopefully solvinz the:i. We si!.i ply <lid 
not h.:ive enough tir:ie left to negoti.::tc- in n classical oanner, i.e., 
"pacl~agin~" or trading .irticlet;. .t\(ter .ill, they \:~uld i.n any case be 
decided on the b.isis of the acceptnbility of their subject ~.Jtter too~~ 
side or the other, or, more prc-::isely, on th~ b.?sis of their acce?t.:ib~L.t:,· 
for both side:;. Ile •,-lJuld be in a much c.isier position if he could tell 
J1is authorities that the !ollo~ins two, three or four quc:stions re:~~irc:~ 
concentrated w:>rk and decision nnd th.it they could be settled vit~ouc 
touchins upon others. n1c.:y vcre co~plicated enou;h in the~selves and 
it would be sim?lcr to sin~le out the individu.:il questions rather th.i~ 
prc'.~cnt the~, in .i pack.ir,e lJPi:>roc1ch. The very pro::css of co.1sidcr.:i.:ion ~.' .:::; 
co!nplc}: .ind o:.ir failure to .ichicve procress ,,•:>ul d te.id to stren~then th(: 
position of Lh:>se 1-:'.10 rc>r;nrded our n~;:;otiat:io,,s \.'ith a ce:rt~in dc,;re~ 
of skc:pticis:n, espcci.:21 ly since nothing like.: t)1is sort of a dcadlocl; h ~c: 
h:ippcnc::I be-fore. lie ..1-:i:.Jld like to .,ppro:ich this ~.uter fro.~1 this ;. 1~~). e: 

:m cl \,' ., '.J l d hope: th c1 t th c t; • S • po s i t i o., on c C' n t r :.1 C') 'Jc• s tic, n s w ~ .J 1 <l ti .:: •; C' J o? 
wi ch clue: co:1sicJcr.it:ion of the Soviet vic;Js w!1ich h.:2cl be-en expressed hc·re 
in Vienna. 

Smith said th.:lt u ~1e:1 he returned to \,'ashincton, Sc~cnov could Le 
!;Ure Lhat he \-.- ~uld very r.iu~il be.Jr in mind the co:1sidcr.itio:u; th~ Sovi=c 
side h.:id e:-:;,re>s~c:d hc:-rc:; he h:i<l bec:n infornc.:d t:h:1t he "''-'Uld bc.> put to 
wc)l:i, on the ci.,y he arrived. Rc:;nrding Sc.::enov's st.:2tc::1e-nt of movinf, 
!r.:,:11 c.:1sier cl.:uses to ~,~re difficult: ones, he rec.:illcd th.JC this h.'.'lcl h<:cn 

said in ~onnection with moving fro~ e~sier articles to Article III, 
but he dicl not recnl 1 th=i.t it also ap;,lid to ::iovins on to less dif
ficult .,rriclc:s Sll\.:h ns Ai·Licle II. -If Se:ncnov's pe?plc were re.:cly to 
rcnch .:!{',rcc::-cnt ~c! rcfc.c>n~n"7'1 .Jlonr; the lines adv.:!ncd c;t:ring the first 
Kii;hi ln~•-G~ 1·thof f-m;;;f;~hcic in \~ienn.:i. he was SU re WC COIJ lcl s ti 11 
m.Jl;e .!: •:rn~ pr,>r;i-e:-:s c:vc:n befoi.-c ~:.ir dcp.1rture for ho.nc. It was his 
undc:rst:.::ndins th,H Ki~hilov and G.Jrthoff \1-,uld lunch together tod.Jy, 
and he hoped th:1L they '-'Juld be .ible to acco~plish so::icthing. 

Sc:iicnov said he clid not rccnll the. subjcct !Tlatrcr discus.!:cd :\t the 
first m~etin~ of o:.ir [ ~ecutivc Sccret~ries .Jt tl1is Vienna ph~sc but in 
nny c.ise, "let thc::u \1:>r:... 11 
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SALT VI 
US/USSR Mini-Plenary Meeting No. 10 

Soviet Em bas ,y 
1100 Hours, December 20, 1971 

.. .,. 
• 

Persons Present: 

Ambassador Smith Minister Semenov 
Ambassador .Parsons Academician Shchukin 
Mr. Nitze General Truaov 
Dr. Brown .· Mr. Grinev1ky 
General Alli1on Mr. Kishilov 
Dr. Gartho!! Colonel Anyutin 

A-681 

· Colonel FitzCerald Mr. Artemiev (Interpreter) 
Mr. Krimer (lntcrp.reter) Mr. Novikov (Military Interpreter) 

.... , ~~ ··~ . ·~r. ... .. ~ .... , .t~ ~- . ·t-!!l·. ~r.t t,H· •.f~, -:i. ,.,.ii' ·~ . ~-. ~ lJll . . IIIIC'" • ' .. . .. - t · t 

.. . 

. Minister Semenov said, in regard to other ABM sy1tems, suppose 
that the dra!t treaty on limiting ABM systems had a provision on 
limiting aystems other than those now known which use interceptors 
and launchers. What would result !rem such a provision? Undoubtedly, 
auch a provision would create the 1round3 !or endless ar~ents, 
uncertaintiea, and 1u1picion1 with all the undesirable implications 
for relation• between the two countries. He asked i!·the aides could 
in working out a dra!t ABM Treaty advocate 1uch a situation. He 
also asked i! the goal of the t-No Delegations isn't'j'ust the opposite, 
that is, to reach agreement on limiting known ABM systems re!erred 
to in Article W of the draft ABM Treaty. Certainly auch limihtions 
on known ADM 1y1tcm1 constitute a !actor for relaxin& international 

· d b: .... " the ra~e in 1trategic arms and limiting them. tension an cur .... o 1 · · · 
Such a rcsponiiblc international document as a treaty on uniting 
ADMs must be precise as to the subject of the agre~rn~n_t to the 
maximum extent possible. This would ensure the :1ability of_ 
a treaty which has an imporunt bearing on the national 1ec:urity 

of the aides. 
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Minister Semcnov aaid that the Soviet Delegation has repeatedly 
asked what the U.S. tide baa in nund 1peci!ically under other ABM 
•y~tems. This question ha1 nev~r been a.n1wered. He asked how then 
could an ABM treaty include a proviaion about whose content the 
■idea do not have the vaguest notion? Rc!erence1 had been made to the 
Outer Space Treaty and the Seabed Treaty. In the Soviet view these 
references were not convincing. The Outer Space a.nd Seabed Treaties 
had as their aubject obligations o! a much more general nature tnan 
ABM systems. They dealt with a ban on emplacement in outer 1pace 
and on the seabeds 0! weapons o! mats de1truction, that is, nuclea r , 
bacteriological, and chemical weapon•. Could the sides include in 
an ABM Treaty the unknown without risk o! making the treaty 
inde!inite and amorphous? On December 10 the Soviet aide had 

"already noted the importance o! avoiding the temptation to go 
beyond the acope o! our negotiations. We should ask ourselves the 
que 1tion: By including other sy1tems in an ABM Treaty, \\'Ould we 
not be placing ourselves in the position that the people refer to in 
the aaying ''Co I know not where, bring I know not wh&t?" The aide1 
cannot and must not ~ngage in discussion o! questions not know.i 
to anyone •. The t.aak !aced by the two lide1 ia to erect reliable 
barrier• against deployment o! known ABM components in exceu o! 
the levels de!ined by the ABM Treaty. At the same time, the aides 
undertake obligation• not to create a territorial ABM sy1tem and to 
limit ABM deployments around capital, by the limitations contained 
in the draft treaty. 

Minhter Sernenov then asked what would be done if 1omething 
appears in the future th.at the aides 1hould talk about. He believed 
tha.t the dra!t ABM Treaty envisaged provision• on this acore. 
Both sides recognize that the Treaty on limiting ABMs would be 0! 
unlimited duration. This does not preclude the possibility of 
1upplcn1entary and reJular review when the need arises. Articles 
Xlll and XIV, which are preliminarily agreed to, provide !or such 
review. l! it should appear necessary to supplement the ABM Treaty 
by a provision prohibitin~ or limitin, other ABM components in 
addition to tho1e now known, this can be done in accordance with 
the procedure• provided !or in the provhion on review. 

Minister Scrncnov declared that, in connection with the 

po11ibility of withdrawal !rom the ABM Treaty, the lides helve 
agreed in the .Joint Dra.!t Te:-.:t that the ABM Treaty should be 
o! unlimited duration. This is provided in parasraph 2 o! 
Article XV which provides !or the possibility o! withdraw&! 

J. 
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by either 1ide i! it decides that e>..-traordinary events related 
to the ABM Treaty have jeopardized its 1upreme interest.s. This 
provision is customarily included in such major inter-state docu
ments o! thi1 kind. It ii in keeping with the 1pirit o! the May 20 
Agreement, as well a1 with the agreed provisions o! the dra!t ABM 
Tre~ty, that the ABM Treaty 1hould, in principle, be an independent 
document. The conclusion which ensue• from this is that inclusion 
in Article XV o! the Joint Draft Text o! a provision making opcr.ition 
o! the Treaty dependent on the achievement o! an understanding with 
respect to strategic o!!en1ive arms . is without !oundation. 

Minister Scmenov 1aid that at Helsinki the aides had advanced 
to a ccrt..in de~rcc in reaching agreement on the Joint Dra!t Text 
o! +.he ABM Treaty although the central questions were not resolved. 
Recently, h~re in Vienna, despite a number o! constructive pro-

.. po1&ls introduced by the Soviet aide, there has, in fact, been practically r ... 
• no forw.ird movement in working out the Joint Dra!t Te~-t of the ABM 

Treaty. Should such a situation persist it could create an i:npression 
of destructiveness of approach in resard to this question which, 
in the Soviet view, should be avoided • 

. 
Amb"s sz.d"r Sm!th thousht that Mr. Nit:e n~ght have 1ome 

ob1ervations in regard to Academician Sbchukin'a intervention earlier 
. today. 

Mr. Nihc 1aid he wanted to make only a partial answer to one 
o! the points addressed by Academician Shchukin today. Under 
Article lll of the U.S. proposed te~-t for an ABM treaty, the two 
aides could· deploy ABM defenses !or either the capital or a l.united 
number of ICBM silos. 1n either case there would be a l.unitation 
o! !our MAR.Cs in the general are.is 1pecified in Article Ill. MAR.Cs 
■o limited a1 to number and geographical locations would fully meet 
the concerns both sides have in regard to the permitted ABM radars 
being used as the basis for development of an ABM de!ense o! the 
territory o! the country or for a thick defense of a region. 

Minister Scmenov asked if the U.S. tide had any other considera
tion& to present. 

Amba,uador Smith said that was all the U.S. wanted to present 
at this tirne. 

■ 
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MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION 
U.S . SALT DHECATION 

VllNNA, AUSTRIA 

A- 677 

DATE·: December 20, 1971 

SUBJECT: SALT 

,ARTICIPAHTS : US 

.Ambassador J. Graham Par1on1 
/ Dr. laymond L. Carthoff 

Article II of the ABM JOT 

TIM! : l · 40 3 50 • - : p. m. 

Pl.ACE : Franziak.aner ~estaurcnt 
Vienna 

USSII 

Mr. 0. A. Crinevaky 
Mr. N. S. Xi1hilov 

Following the mini-plenary ~eeting earlier that day, Carthoff had 
1ivcn Crinevsky a revised draft Article II (see attachment). Crinevsky 
noted that there were three problems recaining. First, sub-parasraph (a) 
uaed the air.,ple expression "to counter" strategic ballistic missiles. He 
said that he was not sure if this formulation vould be acceptable to his 
Delegation; he did not exclude the possibility, but he did 1uggest••as he 
had done in his dimer conversation with Carthoff on Decem~er 17--use of 
the expression "serving to counter .•• ". Carthoff in turn uid that 
inclusion of the word "serving" might be acceptable to his aide, but this 
vas uncertain••that the simple expreuion"to counter" seemed clear 
enoush and was acceptable to the US lide. He therefore ursed Crf.nevsky · 
to aee if it va1 acceptable to the Soviet side, and me1nwhile both could 
continue to think about "serving"•• a po11ible addition. 

Crinevsky stated that the second problem va1 the absence of a 
connective between the sub-paragraph definin1 Ami systems, and the three aub• 
paragraphs following vhich defined c0Mponent1. His Delegation strongly 
believed that there should be some connective such a1 "namely" or "con• 
eiating of". Carthoff 1Uted that the American side did not consider 
that a connective of this kind va1 either nece11ary or desirable. If, 
however, there were to be one, it should be precise. Therefore, he 
suggested, ve might consider use of the phrase "currently consisting of" 
•• a connective. Thia vas clearly a new- thought to Crinevaky and Ki1hilov 
and they appeLrcd uncertain of the rc1tt~on of their aide. Carthoff n~te~ 
that the Soviet 1ide, ••well•• the American, recognized that their could 
be future 1y1tem1, and while the question of constraints on future ayatems 
would be settled elsewhere than in Article 11, the correct vay of indi• 
c.ating a valid connection berween components Qnd ay1te1n1 in Article II 
vould be to include the word "currently". Crinevsky agreed to tak·• up 
thi1 possibility vith hi1 Delegation. 

' 



The third point vhich Crinevsky -raised vu the handling of "testing" 
1n the three sub-paragraphs dealing vith AH! component,. Crinevsky no;ed 
that in hi• conversation with Carthoff on Dece~ber 17, the expression 
tttested and deplo)·ed" had been included in the first half of each of the 
three iub-paragraphs; it~•• absent i~ the draft they had been given 

li that day. Carthoff acknowledged that fact, and 1aid that ve 
:~~,i~:red it unnecess3t")' to include the words "tested and", but he 
believed th~t if the Soviet aide 1trongly wanted the~ included, ve 
could probably agrcr.. We could not, however, regard that reference 
to "tested" as a 1ubsti tute for the phTase "or of a .type tested in an 
ABM mode". Crinevsky indicated th~t vas precisely vhat he vu about to 

suggest. The A:aerican participants vigorously argued for the need to 
include this additional phrase, and vith no pro?Uise of succesa the 
Soviet participants agreed to try this approach with their Delegation. 

/ Article V of the A!~ JDT 

' Crinevsky raised the question of dealing vith future ~ -t •>·stems 
through 1tatement1 on the record concerning consultation prior to deploy• 
•ent in the Standing Cotrmission. Carthof! noted that the 1uggestion 
which he had advanced in thi1 respect waa for an agreed minute; formal 
plenary ~tatemcnt1 might be used, but in any case there muat be a clear 
agreed =utual u.nderstandin& that, prioT to any deployment of future 1y1- . 
tem1 and components, there vould be consultation and agreement in the 
Standing Conaultative Commission. Crinevsky acknovledged this, and 1,id 
flat perhaps an agreed minute could be used. He did remark that there 
sight be some question about the precise action to be taken through the 
Standing Co1m1i1sion. Carthoff again noted that his 1uggestion was for 
consu!tation and •sree~ent prior to any auch dcployT:ient. Crinevsky 1aid 
that it was necessary to think furth.r about this matter, but that the 
approach suggested was of interest. ' 



SALT V~ 

SLtaJ!CTs SMITK-SEl'l!tJOV POST MIUI-PLE:JARY CONv£qSATIOH, OEC. 20 

· 1. SUMMA~Y: It~ DISCUSSION MOSTLY OEV:,T£D TO SE~ENOV 
PRESSI~~ TO UARRO~ DIFFERENCES IN DRAFTING JOINT TEXT. SMITH 
RAISED AND ARGUED FOR CON!'.10L OUR F'UTUR! AB1'1 SYST£MS. E~JO SU~:'iA~Y. 

12. ON FUTURE SYSTEMS PR03LEM, S~ITH SAID IT SEEMED THE PR09 L 
VAS NOT so F'AR CIF'F' ANO NOT so Ar,,oqPHOl!S AS S£M!NOV HA!) St!.:G~ST_ o 
TH~T riOnNH,u. IN HIS STATE:~iENT S£!'lENOV HAD SAID THAT \IE HAD 
NOT BEEM PRiCISE; NOW!VER, lF' HE WOULD RECALL DR. BROw~·s ST~T!- . 
MENT CAREFULLY, HE WOULD fl~D 0~£ EXA~?LE GIVEN, ~EF'ER~I~~ TO = 

l LASEris. S:1!TH 1JAS SURE THAT SOVIET SCIENTISTS COULD ALSO THI~K or 
OTHER POSSIBLE FUTURE SYSTE~S. IT WAS SMITH'S FE~LlUG THAT IF, 
AS SE!'1;i; r;o V HAD SUGG ESTE:D, TH 1 S Prt03LE ~ W!RE LEFT TO SU9 S!QU~IH 
HANDLIN~ IN TH£ STA~OlN~ COMMISSIOtt OR IN SO~E OTHER WAY, THIS 
VOULD Ar~OUNT TO SAYHJG THAT tJE 1.rlOULO HAVE TO PUT OF'F' A~~EEHIE:tJT ON 
THIS PROBLEi'I UrlTIL 50:1£ TIME Itl THE F'UTURE:. HE 13EL1£VEO THERE \r'OULD 
BE A TENDENCY ON BOTH SIDES TO DO THEIR BEST TO DESIGN SYSTE~S 
THAT WOULD fJOT 3£ Ll"IITC:D BY A TREATY. SE:MC:NOV ASKS:O IF' S~ITH 
HAD lPl l'IHlD A CURCU~VZNTJOtJ OF A TREATY. SIIIITH SAID THAT TECH~ICALLY 
IT WOULD NOT BE A CIRCUMV!NTION, BUT MORE LIK£ A •Mu~TJNG LIC£~SE" . 
TO F'lSD WAYS OF OOIN~ THI~GS NOT PROHIBITED BY TREATY. Ht 
BELIEVED W~APONS DESIGN OEV~LOPEO A DYNAMIC OF ITS OWN. WHE~E 
A CERTAIN FIELD WAS NOT PROHIBITED BY AN INT!RNATIONAL AGR££N£rn, .4 
THERE WOULD BE STRONG THRUSTS TO PUSH DEVELOPM!ttT AS F'AR AS • 
TECHNOLOGY PERMITT~J. SMIT~ BELIEVED THAT WHAT 90TH OUR COU~T~IES 
SHOULD BE DO I NG WAS TO STOP E VvLUTIO N OF MI LITA RY TECH!lOLOGY IN A 
DIRECTION THAT WAS DANGEROUS TO US BOTH. THE~::F'ORE, ~E HAD 
HOPED THAT IF' WE COULD CONCLUDE A FIRST ARRANG£~£NT THAT WOULD 
ESTA9LISH QUANTITATIVE LIMITS F'OR THE MOST PART, A~O L!A~N TO 
LIVE ~ITH IT, IN TIME VE WOULD ALSO BE A9LZ TO GET CONTqOL OF 
QUALITATIVE ASPECTS. I~ THE MATTER or F'UTU~E A9M SYST!~s. Vl'!CH 
HAD NOT YET BEEN DEV~LOPED, IT VAS IN THE INTERESTS OF BOTH 
~t\J.UJTCT:'C: Tl'\ nuT1 aw 'W'UC-• OC'W'"ec- •u~y .. _.,.,. ,.,...,. •• 
••·-~••• •-- •• _, t ._I'\,. • rt ••• - • • ; Val.a ,,,_. ... ;i,C, :aw~••• 



SUBJECT: 

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION 
U.S. SALT DELECATION 

VIENNA, AUSTRIA 

A· 678 

DATE: December 21, 1971 

TIME: 12:30 • 2:30 p.m. 
American Embassy, Vienna 

PLACE: 5:00 • 7:00 p.m. 
Soviet tobassy, Vienna 

PARTICIPANTS: 

SAl..T Joint Draft Texts 

us USSR 

Ambassador J. Craharn Parsons 
Dr. laymond L. Carthoff 

· Article V of the ~ JDT , 

Mr. O. A. Crinevsky 
Mr. N. s. Kishilov. 

Crinevsky asked if the American side had proposed language for the 
suggested separate agreed understanding on future A.BM systems. Carthoff 
1aid he could provide ~n illustr~tive dr"ft statement, couched in the form 
of a statement by the US Delegation and incorporating the draft of an 
Agreed Minute. He was providing this lansuage at Soviet request for con• 
1ideration by both Delegations as a possible 1olution to the impasse over 
the American proposal for a third paragr~ph in Article V. (See attachment.) 

In the later session, Crinevsky and Xishilov aaid that the Soviet aide 
vould continue to study this possible approach for dealing with future AB~ 
systems. In conjunction with discussion (described belov) of a possible 
Agreed ~linute in connection with Article IX, Crinevsky asked if the US side 
va1 prepared to do the aame for Article V and Article VI. Carthoff noted 
that an agreed text of auch a aupplemcntary understandins had been reached 
vith respect to Article IX, and if the Soviet aide was prepared to accept 
the language proposed earlier that day, we were prepared to delete Article 
V(3) on an ad referendum basis. Crinevsky, hovever, aaid that the Sov1et 
side neededto study this ~tter further, and it was left there. 



The Soviet Delegation has said on several occasions that 

it is opposed to the proposal by the United States to include 

a provision in the AI::-1 agreement prohibiting A!:-1 systems in 

the future which vould use devices other than Am-1 interceptor 

missiles, Am-1 launchers, or A!:•1 radars to perform the functions 

of those components. In order to contribute to nesotiating 

progress, vhile maintainin, our basic position on this matter, 

the U.S. side is ~illing to drop Article V (3) if there is a 

clear agreed understanding as part of the negotiating record. 

An Agreed Minute could read as fol10"".1s: . 

The Parties asrec that the deploy-oent linita
tions undertaken in Article I and Article III are 
not to be circunvented by deploy~cnt of cooponents 
other than AB~l interceptor cissiles, A!:•t launchers, 
or Alm r:idars for countering stratesic b.illistic 
missiles in flight trajectory. They agree that if 
such ccr.:iponcnts are developed and the question of 
deployment arises, neither side vill initiate such 
deployr.,cnt ~ithout prior consultation and agreement 
in the St~nding Consultative Co::nission. 

' 



Participants: 

Ambassador Smith 
A.~LassaJor Farl•y 
Mr. Nitze 
Cencral Allison 
Dr. Carthof f 
Mr, lCrimer 

----
SAL'I VI 

US/rSSR Troiko No. 2 
1100 Hour~, January ll, 1972 

USSR Embauy 

£ill 

Minister Semenov 
Academician Shchukin 
Gener al Trusov 
Mr. Kishilov 
Mr. Bratchikov 

(Interpreter) 
(Interpreter) 

Semenov once again turned the floor over to Academician Shchukin. 

( Shchukin said that th: Soviet Delegation had repeatedly stated its 
position concerning the paragraph 3 of Article V proposed by the U.S. 
side. This dealt with so-called "other systems". The Soviet aide 
·continues to believe that only quite specific ~1 system componenu 
of which each side had a clear idea could be included in an ABM treaty. 
Any attecpt to include unkno-.m m~tters in such a treaty were bound to 
lead to misunderstandings, arguments and 1u.spicion with all the un
desirAble consequences ensuing therefrcmi, conse~uences for the relation• 
bet~ecn our two countries. The Soviet side had already 1aid that in the 
event some concrete questions arose in this regard, they could be the 
1ubject of disc:ussio·n in accordance with Article XIII of the joint draft 
text of the ."3M treaty, For this re.:son the Soviet Delegation continuu 
to consider this point "not suitable" for inclusion in the draft ABM 

I • 
treaty ve were negotiating.) ' 

S•-n•T"t:'V said that pe::-h&?S it \.0 ould b• hd{'!ul if be made a few 
concludin; remarks. First, the questions raised by Mr. Nitze and 
Cenertll Allison today would be caref\Jlly studied by the Soviet lide, 
snJ he hope~ to re:urn to the~ at a future meetin~. Secon~, on the 
question of other systems discussed by Shchukin, the Soviet side would 
not object to turning it over for discussion in special working group 
and other exchan&es. 



Afflbassador Srnith said he wanted to reverse himself and make a fev 
remarks in reply to General Trusov's mention of Dr. Brcr.m'a rem~tks, 
In the absence of Dr. Bro-.:n, he would like to say approximately what 
be thought Bro-.m would have said if he were there. It appeared to us 
that just aa General Trusov had said that what might appear to be 
insignificant to some, could appear to be very significant to others, 
it could also be said that what might be considered by one aide to be 
superfluous, could be considered to be indispensable by the othe~. If 
he had understood General Trusov correctly, he had said that restraints 
on other large phased-array radars were superfluous because under t~ 
general obligations of the treaty one co~ld not deploy such rada~s 
'for ASM use. However, if his principle vas correct, it seemed to 
SDith thAt we were vastin& a lot of ti~e discussing specific provisions 
instead of li~itin& ourselves to just general stateoent1. He found it 
hard to reconcile General Trusov'a remarks on generalizations vith 
Shchukin's sug~cstion for specific qualitative restrictions on A-3~ 
interceptors and radars. In that case one could hold it sufficient to 
simply •~)' that a given syster:i \.'as labeled for ICBM defense. Thh in 
ahort, is what Smith believed Brown would have said in reply. ' < Nitze said he had understood from Shchukin's remark• th3t he believed 
that if Al:~! c~poncnts other than radars, interceptors and hunchers vere 
developed, they could appropriately be the aubject of conault3tions under 
Article XIII. However, if such components were developed and could, in 
fact, be deployed in & mahncr to circumvent the specific limitations of 
Article III of the treaty, would it not be appropriate that they also 
be subject to agreement between our Governments?\ 



MEMOflANDUM o, CON\'tlUATION 
U. I . I ALT DEL E Ci AT 10 N 

VIENNA, AUSTIUA 

SUBJECT: SALT 

PARTICIPANTS: UI 

A.mha11ador J. Graham Par1ou1 
Dr. Raymond L. Garthoff 

( Future Atr.-1 Systnis 

DATE : February l, 1972 

TIME: 11:lS • 11:45 a.m. 

PLACE: Soviet Embassy, Vienna 

UISR 

Mr. O. A. Crioevsky 
Mr. H. s. ~ishilov 

Crinevsky said that the Soviet Delegation had found interesting and 
helpful the S point, civen by Garthoff. However, theydid not see a need 
to move 10 drastically from the previous text, which had been agreed 
except for a few words, and did not feel that the latest US draft pro-

_posal vas a1 100d. 

All four participants then addressed the several texts in an effort 
to find a compromise. Carthoff suggested a possible solution, and Grinev1ky 
and Xi1hilov agreed to propose it to their Delegation. Crinevsky and 
Carthoff each had a considerably marked up paper indicating the change, 
but Carthoff agreed to provide• clean typed text to the Soviet Embassy 
that afternoon. (See attachment 2.) 

(Note: a few hours later, Crinevsky called to say that he believed 
bis Delegation could accept the proposal if the words ''based on other 
physical principles and" were included before the phrase "including 
components". Garthoff replied that be 1av no objection of substance, 

but considered that this change vould make the s~ntence even ~ort u~gainly. 
Crinevsky no~etheless arsued that inclusion of those words wou~d be neces
sary to sain the agree~ent of his Delegation, and Garthoff agreed to 
propose this formulation to his Dclesation. Kishilov called later, and 
carthoff inCorc~d hia that the American Delegation could accept the 
revised fontul~tion (see attachment 3). Ki1hilov said that not all 
members of thair 0elesation were there, and he could not give a definite 
ansver that day, but he and Crinevsky were 90l sure that the new !ormula
tion would be acceptable.)~ 

, / 



USDEL SAL~I~~ 

11• S~CMUKIN THEN A00RESSED US ARTICLE V t3) ON 
,u+uPE ABM SYSTEMS, W~lCM M~ RErERREO TO is •oTMER~ 
s,sTEMS. ~E AGAIN ARGUEO THAT ANY ATTEMPT TO JNCLUOE 
UNKNOWN M•rr~Rs BOuNo 10 LEAo ·10 MtsuNoERsTiN01Nas ANO . 
SUSPICtO~S• 1r QUESTiONS AROSE . THEY CQULD BE pISCU~SEO tN . . . 
ACCO~OANCE WITH A~TtCLE XlII ICONCEPNlNG STANOING CONSULTATTVE 
COMHISSIONI• ACCORDiNGLY, SOVIET DELEGATION ~ONSJOER~O THI! 
~ROPOSEC PROVISION •NOT SUITABLE• 'OR INCLUSION !N THE TREATY, 

t•• NITZ£ NOTED THAT tr ruTuRE ABM COMPONENTS SUBJEC+ 'TO 
JOiNT CONSULTATIVE COMMISSION CONSULTATIONS UNDER ARTICLE xiii 
WOULD IT NOT BE APPROPRIATE THAT THEY ALSO BE SUBJECT TO 
AGREM[NT BETWEE• OUR GOV[RNHENTSJ 



SU8JECT: 

M£MOAAN0UM OF CONVERSATION 
U.S. &ALT 0ELCC.ATIOH 

\'ICHNA, AUSTIIIA 

CATE: 

TIME: 

PUC!: 

Narrowing Differences in SAI.T 

January 11, 

7:30 - 10:30 

Drei Huuren 
Vienna 

PAIITICIPANTS: USSII 

Ambassador J. Graham Parsons 
Dr. Raymond L. Carthoff 

Future AB'!'! ~,·sterns 

Mr. O. A. Crin~v,ky 
Mr. N. S. Ki1hilov 

1972 

p.:i. 

Res urant 

A substantial portion of the discussion w11 devoted to the issue of future 
AB!i systems. JCishilov, whom Carthoff had advised earlier that day that the US 
1ide might wish to make some chansea in the formulation provided in December, 
pressed on what these chanses would be. He aiked if Carthoff had a nev text. , 
The latter replied in the ne~ative. Kishilov then produced a text !ro~ his 
pocket, which on quick inspection turned out to be a Sovitt translation of the 
language which Carthoff h.1d provi'ded in 111id-December. He asked Carthoff to 
mark the cha~gcs which the American aide vould wish to make. · Carthoff r!peated 
that he was not prep~red to provide a new text, and would not undertake to do 
to. However, he would point out 1ome things that might be rendered more precisely. 

· He then 1usgestccJ that, for. example, rather than referring to "consultation and 
•~rccment in the Standing Consultative Comiiuion", it would be better to refer 
to consult~tion in. the Co;-:ni1sion and agree~ent between the Parties. Crinevsky 
nodded understandin~. Carthof! 1aid that n~ doubt certain oth~r edite=i:l 
improve~~nts could be m~de, concerning precise reference to A!~ components, etc. 
ln gen~ral, the formulation could probably be refined in a number of ways; the 
i~,p~rtant thing was the Soviet reaction to . the substance of the proposition it 
contained. Crin~vsky then ,uc51.csted a ttlimplified" approach, vhich both he r:nd 
Xishilov 'pointedly (end no doubt disingenuously) said they had just worked out 
on the way to the restaurant. The gist of Crinevsky's 1uggestion was that if 
the occasion should arise to consider such other systems, they could be con
aidcred in the Standing Consultative Co1m1ission in accordance vith Article XIII 
(conveyine the Cor.mi11ion'1 mandate). Carthoff asked what would happen if such 
consultation did ~ot lead to an •&reed conclusion. Would a party, wishing to 
deploy such a system, be able to do 10 or not? Crinevsky aaid that v11 a 



que$Clon wn1cn c10 not neca to be •skcd, that the whole question wa3 a t pres 
hypothetical. Carthorf said that such syste~s misht at present be hypot hetica . 
but the treaty as a \Jhol& either '-'Ould or \lculd not allov a party to deploy ,o::i 
presently unidentified At~! system or co~ponent at a future time if the e.ltter 
were not resolved through co~$ultation. Crinevsky 1aid that it could do so, 
and th.lt the otr.er aide alv.iys had the recourse of ''Article XV" (vithdr.· .. •al ) . 
Carthoff .ind Parsons not~d th.lt withdrnw3l would be a rather severe action , ad 
while Always available a~• last resort, should not be relied upon as a sol u• 
tion to .i probltm ~hich could be resolved in other way1. Carthoff susgested 
th3t instead of relying on Article XV, reliance should be placed on Article 
XIV (amend~ent). He IUFgested that perhaps an Agreed Minute might refer to 
both Articles XIII And XIV. At this point, the conversation divided into 
scp~rate discus~ions betveen Parsons an~ Crincvsky on the one hand, and 
Carthoff and K.ishilov on the orher. \Jhilc Crincvsky was adamant on restint 
with Article XIII, Xishilov (initially) agreed with Carthoff on possible 
resort to Article XIV. When the t->o conversations again merged, this dis
crepancy came to light, and after brief spirited and disjointed cxchanses, 
Kiahilov asreed with Crinevsky that the attempt to word a formulation con
cerning Article XIV "had not worked out". 

Crinevsky said that the treaty referred to AB.~ systems, which vere / 
defined in Article 11, lt could not deal with unknown other systems. Garthoff 
challenged thia interpretation on t->o 1round1: first, the treaty dealt not 
only vi th il-i systems comprising compocents identified in Art.icle II, but all 
~~ 1y1tems; second, the issue did not concern "other" 1ystem1, but rather 
future ABM systems. He asked Crinevsky whether in the light of Articles I, II, 
and 111, Crincvsky considered that • party would have the right -- a11umi1•.g 
conault~tions were held and did not lead to agreement•· to deploy all around 
the country, say, a thousan~ stations for firing anti-ballistic missile laser 
interceptor bea::,s. Crinevsky ,aid no, it would not have such a right. But, 
be countered, it should be able to place ''telucopes". Carthoff asked if he 
meant sensors vhich could serve the role played by ABX radara, and Crin~v,ky 
ref-lied that was p;irt of the problem. Also, "other" systems might or 1:1ight 
not be for AB?·f purposes, but the US wanted to have a veto over them. Carthoff 
rttm.arked that he had noted that morning constant Soviet reference to "other" 
1y:tems rather th£n "future" systems. But · the t->o issues should not be con-
fused. lf there were a question as to w~cthcr some system was in fact an A~ 
system or component or not, that would clearly be a subject for consultation, 
and if there were a serious divergence perh~p, there ~ould be need for recourse 
to vithdr.i~al, as Crinevsky had suggested. Hovever, what Carthoff!vas referring 

· to -- and what the US was particularly cocccrned about•· va1 precisely A~1 
system, and compo.ncnts of aome new kind in the future. Carthoff reputed hil 
reference to laser AB~ interceptor, as an cxuiple. In a side conversation , 
Crinevsky indicated to Parsons his own understanding of our concern, but 
i1:1plied th.it other (pnsurnably military) membera of his Delegatioc were unyield
icg, and in any case it was not an actual problem at this time. 



In a briefer separate conversation, Kishilov conceded that Article• l, 11, 
and Ill together would ban future ABM systems or components. (Ccr.::\ent: The 
confusion and discrepancy bet..,..een the s~viec participants over interpretation 
of the effect of >.rticles I, 11, and Ill of the ABH draft Treaty with respect / ;
to future Al3~1 syst~~s, and over possible solutions, seco to indicate absence 
of a clear and thought-through position on the part of the Soviet Deletation 
ot the present time.) 

C:arthoff emphuized, 11nd P.irsons concurred, that it vu euential to 
establish a com:non understanding be~een the two Delegations with respect to 
the effect of Articles l, Il, and Ill on future ABX systetr.s, and to ruch 

agreement on a position concerning this subject. Notvithstandins the 
differences -which had emerged in the discussion (as indicated above), 
Crinevsky rez!fir:ued the interet t and readiness of the Soviet side to 
continue discussion directed at reaching a solution on this subject. 
Grinevsky specifically endors~d Carthoff's statement !hat this aubject 

• •hould be resolved in the current phase of the talks. 

' 



... . -

IUBJ!CT: 

PARTICIPANTS: 

SALT 

IUMOflANDUM OP CONVUUATION 
U. I. IALT DELEGATION 

V 11 N N A, A U I T " I A 

DATE : January 14, 197" 

TIME: 12: 15 • 1: 15 P• m. 

PLACE: Atneric&n Emba.11y, 
Vienna 

UI USllt 

Mr. Philip J. Farley 
Mr. Paul H. Nitze 

Academician A. N. Sbchukin 

· ' I 1aid it might be helpful if be could di1c:u11 further hi1 
1&1t 1tatement at today'• 1e11ion; I had 1aid I thought it wa1 clear 
but wanted to be 1ure. I 1aid that a1 I under1tood it, he wa1 1ayin1 
that under Artic\e m and in the light of Article I, ABM 1y1tem1 
could not be deployed except a1 provided by Article Ill. Shchukin 
interjected "and allo in the light of Article ll." I went on to 1ay 
11and there!ore, i! new 1y1tem1 reached a 1tage where they could 
be deployed, they would be the 1ubject of appropriate action under , 
Article• XW and XIV." Shchukin 1aid th.at wa1 right; he pointed 
out, however, th.at thi1 did not prohibit the deployment of a 
teleacope, · !or in1tanc:e, in 1upport of a radar. He wa1 not 1ure 
that deploying a tele1cope would provide any bene!it b~cau1e o! 
weather problem,, but there were 1ome who had an oppolite view. 
Deployment of 1uch a tele1cope would clearly not 1ub1titute !or 
a radar. He went on to 1ay th&t la1er1 could perhap1 have 10me 
additive !unction in detection or trackin1, but in hi1 opinion, could 
not 1ub1titute for a rad.&r. He 1aid he wa1 not a la.1er expert, but 
had 10ne throu1h the ba1ic computation• and had come to th~ 
conclusion that the power required to project a radar beam 
capable of melting an RV at appropriate di1tance1 wa• 10 unmenae 
aa to be beyond any !ore1eeable p~actical technology;> . 
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U, I, IALT OELIGATION 
VllNNA, AUITfllA 

0ATt : 14 January 1972 

TIME : 1215 to 1330 

P\.ACE: U.S. Emba11y, V . 

SUBJECT : SALT 

PARTICIPANTS : 

Future Systems 

us 
Lt General R. B. Allison 
Colonel C. G. FitzGerald 
Lt Colonel F. P. DeSimone 

USSR 

Gen-Lt~- A. Tru1ov 
Colonel B. T. Sur · ov 
Colonel S. I. Bara.. "' ky 

i &1ked Trusov iI he could repeat, 10 that I could be aure of understanding, 
Academician Shchukin'• mini-plenary 1tatement concerning future ABM 1y1tem1. 
Trusov affirmed the Soviet po1ition that it ii premature to dilcu•• limiting 
ay1tcm1 which are now nonexistent, and that i! and when 1uch 1y1tem1 appear 

• their limitation would be 1ubject to di1c:u11ion under the provision• of Article, 
Xlll and XIV of the Dr&ft ABM Treaty. 



SUBJECT : SAl.T 

MEMOIUNDUM Oil CONVUISATION 
U.S. I.ALT DELEGATION 

VIENNA, AUSTRIA 

A,. 716 

DATE : January 14, 1972 

TIME : 12:15 • 1: _30 _ _p_~ 

PLACE: American Embaaay, 
Vienna 

PARTICIPANTS : us USlfl 

Amba11ador J. Craham Paraona 
Dr. R.aymond L. Carthoff 

Mr. O. A. Crinev1ky 
Mr. N: S. li1hilov 

( On the question of future ABM systems, Kiahilov aaked Garthoff 
if he had the revised American proposed language for an agreed under• 
1tanding. When Carthoff 1aid he did not, Crinevsky produced a Soviet 
draft, baaed closely upon (but not identical with) the 1tatement made 
in the meeting that morning by Academician Shchukin. The 1tatement 
read: 

"With a view to enauring the implementation of the 
provi1ion1 contained in Article• 1 and 111 of the Treaty 
on the limitation of ABM 1y1tems, the Partie1 agree that 
in the event of the emergence of ABM 1y1tf!1U baaed on· 
other principle• queationa of their limitation may be 
dhcuased further in accordance vi th Artie lea XUI and 
XIV of the ABM Treaty." 

Carthoff and Par1on1 1aid they thought thia 1ugge1tion was help• 
ful, and promiaed to 1ive it tonaideration. The Sovi.et participanta 
vanted to knov when they could receive American reaction or an alter
native fo~lation, and Carthoff and Par1on1 1aid perhap1 within a 
few daya. '. 



SALT VI 
US/USSR Mini-Plenary Meeting No. 14 

U.S. Emba,,y 
1100 Hours, January 14, 1972 

Persons Presc!"lt: 

. Ambassador Smith 
Ambassador Farley 
Ambassador Par1on• 
Mr. Nitze 
Oeneral Alli1on 
Dr. Cartho!! 

Minister Semenov 
Academician Shchukin 
Ceneral Tru1ov 
Mr. Crinev1ky 
Mr. Kilhilov 
Colonel Surikov 
Colonel Baranov1ky 

A-717 

Col;nel FitzCierald 
LtColoncl DeSimone 

(Military Interpreter) 
Mr. Krimer (Interpreter) 

Mr. Bratchikov (Interpreter) 
Mr. Klyukin (Interpreter) 

.. 

< Academician Shchukin 1aid he had a very brief comm.ent to make. 
At the January 11,mcet:ing, ~r. Nitze had asked the question whethe 
ao-called "other ABM meanJ 11 would be a 1ubject not only for 
appropriate consultation b~t also for agreement. Both sides agree 
that they should assume obligations not to deploy }.BM systems excei 
as provided in Article m of the draft ABM Treaty. In order to insu: 

· implementation of this provision. o! the Treaty, the sic!t:s could, 
in the ever.t of the emergence o! ABM systems constructc:d on tbe baa 
o! other physical principles, !urther discus I the question o! their 
limitation in accordance with Article• XIII and XIV ~! the draft ABM 
Treaty.> 

Ambassador Smith asked Mr. Nitze i! he had a.ny further observatio 
• to make on this acore. 

Mr. Nitze said no, he thousht Academician Shchukin'• words had be 
clear. 
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MEMOIU,NDUM o, COtlVEJUATION 

IUIJ!CT: 

PAIITlCIPAHTS: 

SALT 

UI 

U. I. I ALT 0 EL EC AT ION 
VIENNA, AUITfllA 

Ambassador J. Craham Parsons 
Dr. laymond L. Carthoff 

Future ABM Systms 
.. . 

DATE: January .26, 1972 

TIME: 1:00 • 3:4S p.m. 

Pl.ACE : Stadtkrug Restaurant 
Vienna 

UISR 

Mr. O. A. Crinevsky 
Mr. H. S. lishilov 

Crinevsky then asked about the 1ubjtct of "other" or future 
A!M systems. Carthoff suggested that before d!1cu11in1 the aub-
1tance of a formulation, all four partic ~p1nt1 asree not to leave 
the table until they had agreed among th?mselves on a text. Thi• 
1u;gesti0n, made in a light vein, vaa ag:eed upon. Carthoff then 
aaked if the Soviet participant, had a r11ponse to the moat recent 
American 1uggc1tion1, made on January 21 in response to the Soviet 
proposal of that date. JCiahilov then pr,,duced a draft 1tatement 1 

. accep~ing all but one of the earlier American 1uggestion1. The one 
· point of difference va1 inclusion of the vords "the que1tion of" 

l>efore "apecific limitations". Carthoff then r.aid that he alao had 
a new text to present, one which vaa in lio1t r,1pect1 identical 
vith the one vhich Kiahilov and Crinev1ky had ju1t provided, but 

'U 

· that it did include a few changes from the earlier American pro• 
poaah. First vaa an editorial aimpliff cation, referring to "the 
treaty" rather than "the treaty on the limitation of~ 1y1tem1". 
Crinevalty agreed to the change. Second va1 a change from "and" to 
"or" in the l11tin& of A!M interceptor cii1ailes, ABM launcher,, and 
A!M radar,. Third va1 the addition for clarification of a clause 
reading "to perform the functions of ilM interceptor ei1dle1, ABM 
launchers or ABM radars,"•• a penultimate clauae. The US bad no 
other changes to 1ugge1t, but he did aak for the deletion of the 
vorda "the queation of" from the new so,·iet. draft. Grinevaky agreed to that 
deletion, and to the substitution of "or"for "and". Be could not, 
however, agree to the other newly pro~os•d addition, and a1ked vhy 
it had been advanced. Carthoff explained that it va1 inten~ed to 
aake more precise the intention of the 1cntence, which be believed 



.,,,n.u ••w1;a •u•c-cl.i, 1. 11•1. we wc&c &.•~"'~ ng c oou, J;1.11.1.1re •J•'-c~ ... ...-w,..,.ucu1.• 
lhich might take the pl4ce of ABM interceptor t"~-uilu, ABM launchers or 
ABM radars. He recalled Crinevsky's earlier reference to telescopes 
1upplementing but not 1upplanting radars, and noted that ve believed 
thi1 addition.l language would help make more clear that additional 
ele~ents of such kinds were not the aubject of the aentence. Crinevsky 
aaid that he new understood, but could atate definitely that hi• Dele
gation would not wish to make auch an addition to the aentence. The 
.American side evidently had not con1idered auch an addition necessary 
when it provided the earlier formulation, and the Soviet aide did not 
consider it nece11ary. He noted that the aentence already make, clear 
that reference it to future A.BM system components other than the three 
indicated in the aentence and in Article 11 of the treaty. Article 11 
ude clear that these are the three components currently compriaing 
ABM 1y1te:ms, • ~,d the language under discuuion made clear that it va1 
referring to precisely auch 1y1tem component, other than the three 

current ones which vere listed. He 1tron1ly urged that the American 
aide net pursue thia propoaed addition. He alao comnented that hia 
aide had now accepted the earlier Americm formulation completely, 
and in fact bd accepted the American position on the aubject entirely, 
aave only that it would be a jointly agreed interpretation rat_her than 
a paragraph in the treaty. Carthoff and Par1on1 agreed to report that 
fact to the American Delegation. and to 1eek agrefflent on the ba1i1 
propo1ed. (Th• te~t of the aareed formulation 11 attached•• Attach• 
■ent 1.) • . 



.. 

Janu.ry 26, 1972 

(Agreed Interpretive Statement on Future ABM Systems 

In order to insure fulfillment of the obligation not to 

deploy AEM 1y1tem component, except a, provided in Article Ill 

of the treaty, it 11 agreed that in the event ABM ay1tem com

ponents other than ABM interceptor mi11ile1, A!M launcher,, or 

A!M radars are created in the future, 1pecific limitations on 

auch 1y1tem component• vould be 1ubject to di1cu11ion in 

accordance vith Article n11 and agreement in accordance vith 

Article nv of the Tre.~ty. ,.> 

' 



SUIJECT: 

,AlmCIPAHTS: 

SAlT Com:runi~ue and Other Mattera 

UI 

DATE: January 31, 1971 

4:30 - 5:15 p.m. 

PLACE: Ameri~ tmbauy • Vie 

USSIII 

Dr. Raymond L. Garth.off Mr. O. A. Crinev1ky 
Kr. H. S. Kiahilov 

_[uture AF.-1 Systems 

I asked if the Soviet aide had anything nev to suggest on thi1 
problem. Crinevsky (repeating JC.11hilov'1 1ug;e1tion of Saturday) pro
posed deleting the second bracketed difference by referring to "them" 
or "their" instead of repeating _the disputed reference to 1y1tem1 and/or 
components. I conrnented ·that that vould not reaolve the problem. I sug 
seated that perhaps we needed a fresh approach, first 1urvey the problem 
and 1ee if w~ agreed on the substance of the m&tter•-which I believed 
ve did••and then find appropriate language to express this 11reed posi
tion.(See attachment 2 for talking point• I used.) Crinevaky 11v that 
I vas 1pe1king from prepared notes, and 1eemed interested. I there• 
upon gave him a copy noting that this va1 not'& formal transmittal 
from my Delegation, but if it would help him to see precisely what I 
va1 saying, I would be happy to give him a copy of the notes. After 

• readiDg the talking points, Crinevsky said that he believed there vai 
complete agreement. I thereupon gave him a text of a nev proposed formu• 
lation, based on the chain of thought expressed in the talking points 
·(aee attaclu:\ent 3). At this point, Crinevsky expreased some concern 
at the changed fo~ulation, noting that we were agreed on a number of 
parts of the text ve hAd been working on over the past veek or 10. 1 
repeated that while ve had 1eemed to come close to agree~cnt ve had 
not yet achieved it. We hoped that the outline of considerations and. 
Dew text b~scd upon the= might find a vay out of the impasse in which ve 
ud found ourselves. 

Crinevsky and JCishilov made the point in particular that there vas 
DO reference at all to il:l 1;1tcm1 in the latest fonnulation. On Friday, 
ve had still accepted reference to •r~ttma and their components !n the 
introductory clause, while objecting to a reference to ayste~ in the 
other tvo clauses. Nov it v11 absent altogether. Ve referred to aya• 
tems •• vtll as co~ponents in Article 1i and that they referred to 1y1te~s 
as vell 11 cot:tponents in A:ticle Ill . E.ishilov then noted that the 



American proposed lL,guage for parasraph 3 of Article V referred to 
systems. Grincvsky re~Arked thAt suspicions arose ar.-~ng so~e members of 
bia Delegation by th! new Atnerican aver1i0n to including a reference to 
sy1tec1. I assured ,;ri.nevsky that· there was no foundation for any l\.lch 
concern. and that ve were focusing on 1y1tem components aince it vaa 
unlikely that a ayat:m would ch.nge all at once. Moreover, the apecific 
limitations in the &Jreement pertained particularly to component,. 
lishilov noted that :uny cf the articles referred to "AB.'i systems and 
their components". 

Crinev1ky and JC.11hilov agreed to report the nev language to their 
Delegation, and to preaent argument, fer it and the &1st of the talking 
points. 

.. 



a,,EMOii.AN0UM o, CONVEIUATION 
U. S . IALT DEL!CATION 

VIINNA, AUSTRIA 

A- 7G6 

DATE: l February 1972 

TIME: 1105 • 1150 hour~ 

PUCE: 

IUSJ£CT: SALT: ABf-! Levels, Radar Limitations, 
Future Systems 

Soviet Embassy, 
Vienna 

,A1'TlctPAHTS: UI 

Lt Gen R. B. Allison 
Lt Col F. P. ·Desimone 

Gen-Lt X. A. Trusov 
DepMin P. S. Pleshakov (part-tim 
Lt Col A. A. Chesnokov 

-I brought up the matter of future ABM systems as another · 
possible proble~ in this cate~ory, noting the recent discussions 
concernin~ an agreed interpretive statement on the subject. 
I said I thought we could agree on this matter if ea~h side 
understood what the other had in mind, and asked Trusov if he 
agreed with me. He sajd that we had understood one another 
earlier but now sce~ed to disa~ree because of a word problem, and 
went on to speak at some length about the changing terminolo~y in 
i~c (uture syste~s para~raph. He dwelt_ prin~rily on the su~jects _ _ 
9!. "systems", "components", and :devices •. "._• _I o~served _:;hat both . __ _ 
sides have had a clear understanaing for some time that within 
the context of our necotiations when we speak. of an ABM system we 

-are referring to a system m~de up of three components -- ABM 
launchers, ABM interceptor missiles, and AB~! radars. · We also 
appear to agree that substituting a different component for one 
of these three in the future would result in what we refer to as 
a "future" or "other" ABM system. It seems, -I said, that with 
that understandinr. our Delegations should be able to agree on a 
set of words for the interpretive statement. Trusov agreed with 
ay ob!icrvation and said that the same words -- "other systems 
and their components" .-- should be used consistently, since that 
was a clear expression of what was meant, as well as the wording 
in which the question had originally been raised. 

' 
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SUBJ£CT: SALT 

PARTICIPANTS: us 

Mr. Paul H. Nitz.e 

OAT£ ; Feb1·ua.ry l 

TIME: 11 : 0 5 • l 2.: 

PLACE: Soviet EmbaSS) . 
Vienna 

Academician A. N. Shchukin 

( Shchukin aaid that what he particularly wanted to talk to 
me about waa the question o! future ay1tema. He {elt _th&t could 
and ahould be resolved prior to the time we leave Vienna. He 
•aid that concern had aria.en in their Delegation becauae of the 
tact that we re!usc to include language re!erring to "ay1tem1 11 and 

.in1i1tcd upon rc1trictin; the lan~ua~e to cover only ''1.:-1-:.'li'Dnent:.." 
He said Lh.l.t this appeared to raise the "telescope i1sue"""';lich 
we had discussed with Harold Brown. l said I thoughL that concern 
was covered by our proposed phra•e 111ub1titute !or." He asked 
why we oppoaed reference to 111y1tems." 

1 aaid that l did not believe that there was any aubauntive 
di!!erenc-e between the positions o! the two aides. It aeemed to me 
to be most likely that i! something new were to become possible 
in the future, that this would be o! such a nature as to substitute 
for either launcher• or interceptors or radars, but not !or all three. 
Sbcbukin ■aid he thought there were only two categories involved; 
one was interceptor/launchers, the other radars. He could not 
conceive of a system which would substitute !or a launcher and not 
aubstitute !or an interceptor as well. He said that i! a new system 
were developed which could sub1t!tute either for radar• or for 
interceptor/launcher1, this would be a new system and, as 1uch, 
aubject to Article• Xlll and XIV. · 

I •aid my concern sprang from di!!erent srounds. A• I 
understood it, the word "•y•tem" in R-usaian usaie conveyed the 
thought o{ the entire panoply of elements deployed to counter 
ballistic mia 1ile1 or their components in !light trajectory. It 
•eemed to me that the language which they had proposed would not 
necessarily cove:- a 1ituation where the '•Y.•tem" in this sense 
comprised radars, interceptor/launchers and new element• which 
mi&ht aubstitute !or certain o! the interceptor/launcher• or radar,. 



.. . 

... 

Shchukin isaid he understood the point. He asked whether 
the !ollowins sentence did not correctly express what we meant: 
"1! the system contains elements which could substitute !or either 
ABM radars or ABM interceptor/launchers, the system would be 
a new syst.cm aut:-ject to Articles XIII and XIV." I said that to my 
mind, this would correctly record our under1t~nding: but it would 
be necessary !or me to discuss it with my Delegation. He said 
that he ~ould wis .h to do the same.) 

• 

' 




