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APPENDIX A 



Hl::~lNKl, FlNLAND 

SUBJECT: SALT 

PARTICIPANTS: · u. s. 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

Au1u•t 17, 19 . 
12: 30-12:45 p. m. 
Soviet Embas ay, 

· . Hellinki 

USSR 

Mr. Paul H. Nit%e 
Dr. Harold Brown 

Academ..ici&n A. N. Sbchukin 

( z. Brown &aked Shchukin what his reaction w&a to Article 6 
which we had presented today. Had we made it clear that in tae 
firat paragraph we were talking about a ban on the deployment, but 
not on the development and teating, of future kinds of 1y1tem1, not 

uaing the usual components'? Shchukin replied be would have t o look 
at the text carefully. Nit%e pointed out that Shchukin himself bad 
raised the possibility_ of future kinds of systems in inform.al convera11.­
tion1. 

Shchukin 1a.id that there might be 1ome difficulty in getting 
the politicians and diplomats to consider this problem, pecause if 
one could not point to specific system• in or near development 
at&tus, the politicians and diploma ts . would probably not be interested 
in future po1sibilitie1. Brown said that 1uch a ban on pre1ent ABM 
1y1tems ten years ago would have eaaed our preaent problems. 
Shcbukin said that in 1961 ABM missiles and r.dars already exi1ted, 
10 he diaagreed. Brown aaid that in th.at case, fifteen years ago 
would have been the right time. Sbchukin'• reaction waa tha.t it 
might be all right to include auch a ban, but the whole 1ubject was 
not very important. The wording and terminology covering 1uch 
things, would have to be determined in the end by the diplomats, 
advi1ed by t~e rest of u1. 



- 1. 

-

American Embassy, 1100 hours, 4 Jecemb~r 1970 

Persons Present: 

Amb, Srni th Min.Semenov 
P.irsons 0garkov 
Nitze Shchukin 
Allison Pleshakov 
Gar tho ff Grinevs~y 
Graybeal Kishilov 
Sha~ Gryzlo ,, 
Stoertz Aionsky 
Weiler Ka1:.pov 
Aldridge Skoptsov 
s. Smith Perfilyev 
'I\.ombly Barano·,;sky 
Germond Buyanov 
Lavroff Fayekov . , .. 

The p'ropo sals of the Soviet Union proceed from the 

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

tnat were spec1a11y deve.l.oped to counter strategic ballistic 

missiles \. .. J their components in flight t.L ]ectory. 

Taking this into account, the obliga.tions of the sides 

would extend to long- range acquisition radars, tracking 

and ABM guidance radars, ABM launchers and ABMs. 

Furthc.:r, agreed q'.lantitative lilnitaLions of launchers 

and ABMs would be established, as well as limitations on 

the maximum distance of ABM systems from the center of 

the target defended. 

Obviously, it is precisely these components, take:n 

. 
together, that constitute an ABM defense system. There-

fore, it is enough to extend the obligations of the sides to 

the totality of the above-mentioned components in order 

to solve th~ problem of limiting the deployment of ABM 

systems effectively and reliably. , _ _j 



SALT V 

US/USSR MINI-PLENARY MEETING NO. 8 
US Embaasy, 1100 houri, August 24, 1971 

Peraons Present 

Ambassador Smith 
Ambassador Farley 

. Parsons 
Niue 
Brown 
Allison 
Graybeal 
Ifft 
krimer 

Minister Semenov 
Shchukin 
Truaov 
Timerbaev 
Uahilov 
Anyutin 
Faekov 

( 

Ac&C:!:TI',.:dan Shc:hukin aaid that it vas his view that as a 
result of the negotiations the aides ~ad achieved an understanding 
that limitations should cover auch aystems of AB~i defense a1 radars, 
launchers, and ABM interceptor missiles. In thi1 both aides 
proceeded from the premiae that these systems could be detected 
by national technical means, could be distinguished from other 
■ystems, and •o on. In other vorda the treaty should have for 
its subject ABM systems which could be technically described and 
determined and therefore could be controlled by national technical 
means. 

On August 17, the US Delegation introduced new language for 
Article 6. It is propo1ed in Paragraph l that the aides be 
obligated not to deploy ABM systems using devices other than ABM 
missiles, ABM launchers, and ABM radars to perform the functions 
of these components. Thia 11 an entirely new provision and the 
Soviet aide is not clear on its meaning and subs:ance. What did 
the US have in mind in speaking of auch ABM aystems and auch 
devices? 

Ambassador Smith replied that thia was an important point 
and he wished to give it aome study before replying. The US 
aide would certainly reply to this question. The question had 
been 10 ahort that perhaps the Soviet side wished to keep the 
floor. 

Minister Semenov observed that the length of a question 
va1 not determined by the number of vcrds it contained. 

Ambassador Smith aaid that be vas more concerned about 
depth than about length. 



HinhtM' Scmcnov a&id that he vould &ive the floor aga!.n 
to Acad~ici&n Shchuk1n. 

Academician Shchukin aaid that he had another question 
relating to Paragraphs2 and 3 of Article 6. He had juat apoken 
about the prohibition on the development of some kinda of ABM 
1y1tems. Article 2 of the US draft also contained a paragraph 
to the effect th•t limitation• 1hould extend to cover A!M 
systems undergoing development. WO\lld it be possible for the 
US to clarify it1 understanding of the notion of "development" 
and of the practical application of limitations at this stage? 

Ambassador Smith said the US aide would undertake to anaver 
this question alao. 

Academician Shchukin asked vhat the US aide had in mind 
vith regard to the m&Mer of verifying development to ensure 
confidence in co:npli&nce with the above proviaion, if it were 
accepted by the aides. He va1 using the term "development" 
in the sense that it vas usually used in the Ru11ian language. 

Aiubassador Smith 1aid that the US tide would be &lad to 
clarify this trinity of queat1oc1/ · 



US/USSR ''TROIKA" MEETING NO. 1 
USSR Embassy, 1100 hours, August 27, 1971 

Persons Present 

Ambassador Smith 
Ambassador Farley 
Nitze 
Bro\ol'Tl 
Allison 
Carthoff 
Krimer 

Minister Semenov 
Shchukin 
Trusov 
Xarpov 
Faekov 

, f - -

Mini1ter Semenov noted that paragraph · l of Article 6 of the 
US draft was new, and contained a new concept of limiting devices 
other than ABM launc~ers, missiles, and radar5. He 1aid the Soviet 
•ide would 1tudy the considerations put forw&rd by Dr. Brown in 
that connection. But, he continued, it wash.is impression that 
it was doubtful if it properly applied to th~ subject matter of 
an agreement on ABM limitation. 

A:nbassador Smith remarked that if auch hlture 1y1tems were not 
covered, uncertainties would increase, and thie result would be an 
arms race in other ABM systems with the opposite re1ult from that 
which we sought in an arms control agreement. He noted that the 
US and USSR -hia -agreed in the Outer SpaceTr-ea°ty and the Seabeds 
Treaty to ban various future weapons of mass destruction in its 
environments. Why 1hould we make an exception in the present 
case? 

Minister Semenov said that he would comment at a later 
time. In the meantime, he proposed assigning paragraph 3 of 
Article 6 (Article V(B) of the Soviet draft) to the Ad .Hoe 
Committee. Ambassador Smith agreed. 



Dr. Bro,m's Re>sl>CIT'\SC' to Aci'ldc>~Tddan Shchukin's Questions on Article- 6 
"Troika," August 27, 1971 

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

With regard to paragraph 1 of our Article 6, Academician 
Shchukin askecl what is meant by "AB~! systems using devices other 
than A:C~1 interceptor missiles, AB}1 launchers, or ADM radars to 
perform the functions of these components." By this we refer to 
any present or future system which employs other means or devices 
.to perform the functions of int.erceptor missiles• launchers• or 
radars in renderinb ineffective strategic ballistic missiles or 
their components in flight trajectory. Our objective in this 
Article 6 is to establish a com:nitment that neither side will 
deploy AB~ systems--including possible future types of ABM 
aystems--which might not use ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, 

-~r A.BH __ r.id.:i~~-Su_x:ely we would not want an agreement which \Jould · 
permit either side to deploy an AtH system both thick and nationwide 
simply because the system did not use interceptors. launchers, or 
radars. Paragrapn l of Article 6 is ~n undertaking not to do so, 
thus preventing systens or components using such ne~ concepts from 
being used to circu1nvent the ABM asreement. 

C Academician.Shchukin noted that parabraphs 2 and 3 of Article 6. 
as well as paragraph 2 of Article 2 of the US text, refer to 
limitations on "development." ln this connection, he asked for 
our vie....,•s on the mc.Jning of "development" and the praeticali ty of 
limitations on development. By "developr.ient" we 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, though often overlapping vith research, is 
usually associated ~ith the construction and testing of one or 
more prototypes of the weapon systen or its major co~ponents. ln 
our view, it is entirely logical end practic:.al to prohibit the 
developmcnt--in this sense.::.;of those systems whose testing and 
deployment are prohibited. I 

4 



HELS1NK1, FINLAND 

SUBJECT: SALT 

PARTICIPANTS: u. s. 

Captain W. O._ McLean 
Lt Col F. P. DeSimone 

Date: August 31, 19, 
Tune: 1155 to 1255 
Fla.ce: U.S. Embassy, 

Helsinki 

USSR 

Lt Gen K. A. Trusov 
VAdm P. V. Sinetsky 
Col V. N. Anyutin 
Mr. Yu. K. Bardin 

Tn,sov said that he would like to return to clarification o! 
paragraph l, Article 6 of the U.S. draft ABM Agreement which 
General Allison had p..rom.ised him at the end o! their la.st conversation. 
He wanted to know what we had in mind when we spoke o! a.n ABM 
aystem which does not include launchers, interceptor missiles a.nd 
radars, and asked for an example. I told him tha.t I could not give 
a concr~te example, and that was a.n 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 that we can 
only specifically limit the systems and components which exist today, 
the U.S. side feels 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!or9l the ABM mission tomorrow but 
which art'! not in existence today. <.Jrusov i.aid 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 
~ould 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 o! the kind which the U.S. side has 
proposed would add an undesirable element of vagueness to our ABM 
agreement. 



I agreed with Trusov that the process o! review would be necess:-.ry 
to take account o! developments and to reexamine the ABM agreement 
in light of those developments and stated that we had such a provision 
in our text. However, we also !eel a need to avoid channeling arms 
competition in a new direction with the search by either side for ABM 
means not specifically constrained in the agreement. Paragraph 1 o! 
our Article 6 was directed toward filling tliis 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.) 

' 

------------------------------



Per1on1 Present: 

September 1, 1971 

SALT V 

US/USSR AD HOC CCM?-!ITTTEE 'Hf.ETING NO. 1 

~.s. Embassy, August 31, 1971, 1500 Hours 

Graybeal 
Shaw 
Wade. 
Leard 
Xrimer 
FitzCerald 

.· 

. . 

USSR -
Xarpov · 
Fedenlto 
Obukhov 
Artcmyev 

iarpov agreed to this approach and to proceeding with Article 2 (II). 
He stated that because of the nature of the two articles, o~r two drafts 
~rocecd from different premises. The U.S. paragraph 1 of Article 2 ia 

!Voted to definitions of terms the U.S. intends to use later. The Soviet 
y&ragraph 1 contains a mo~e concise list of aystems covered by the obliga­
tions of the treaty. Both have in common that they deal with the AB.~ 
1ystcms to which the provisions will extend. The Soviets do not think that 
the Article should cover obligations other than A.BM 1ystems--only those 
ayatems aubjcct to restrictions •. 

In scneral, paragraph 1 should contain a definition of the scope of 
aystems to be covered by the oblis~tions of the treaty; i.e., A!M systems, 
ABM launchers, ABM interceptors, and ABM radars. Paragraph 2 should contain 
definitions of catesories of ADM systems contained in paragraph 1. The 
Soviets would consider the possibility of addins to their paragr~ph 2 mention 
of ABM aystems under construction and undergoing tc1t1. 

He then rc~d a sa:nple introduction to Article 2, paragr&ph 1 as the 
Soviets would -like to see it and presented it to the U.S. (See Annex 1.) 

Jt applies to A.BM 1ystems apecially constructed and deployed to counter 
atrategic ballistic mi~sile1. 

CTaybeal stated that the U.S. will review the paragTaph carefully. but 
that it appeared to be quite 1imilar to the old Soviet text in 1pecificity. 
~e asked Or. Wade to present a brief U.S. rationale for paragraph 1 of 

ticle 2. 



U.S. /USSR Mini-Plenary Meeting No. 10 
Soviet Embassy, 1100 hours, September 3, 1971 

Persons Present: 

Amb Smith 
Amb Parsons 
Mr. Nitz.e 
Gen Allison 
Dr. Garthoff 
Col Fitz.Gerald 
Mr. Krimer 

(Interpreter) 

Min Semenov 
A cad ~c hukin 
Gen Trusov 
Mr. Timerbaev 
Mr. Kishilov 
Col Fedenko 
Mr. Faekov 

(Interpreter) 

Minister Semenov then turned.the floor over to General 
Trusov. 

General TTusov .•aid that Para 1 of Article 6 of the U.S. 
Draft provides that each Party undertake obligations not to deploy 

ABM systems using a device other than ABM interceptor missiles, 
ABM launchers or AnM radars to perform the functions of these 
components. Dr. Brown, on August 27, in answering Academician 
Shchu'<.in's que,;tiCJn as to what systems are meant by this para­
graph, said that this applies to any present or future system which 
employs other physical mechanisms or devices to perform the 
functions o! interceptor missiles, launchers, or radars in 
rendering ineffective strategic ballistic missiles or their com­
ponents in flight tTajectory. Frankly speaking, Gene'ral Trusov 
believccl that such a reply referring to any pres~nt or future 
ay stems, which employ devices ct.her than those known to the 
Delegations, docs not cast any light on the problem. If such 
systems exist, then they should be named and the subject would 
be made more clear and could become the subject of further 
discussion. The U.S. side's objective in including a paragraph 
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 is conjectural 1y1tems, i.e. , acme possible future 
systems not now known to an)lbody. So far, the 1icles have been 
discussin~ limitations on concrete existing systems or systems 
whose rt:ality is adequately known for the future and can be clearly 
defined in an agreement. Now the U.S. side propnses to include 
in a draft treaty limitations on the deployment of such systems or 
components not known to 1.nybody. The Soviet side does not be:ieve 
that it is correct to include such limitation,:. Such a provision in 

' 
I 
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a treaty could have reference to something that is amorphous & 1. 

not subject to a clear determination of what is to be limited. Both 
sides are equally interested in the viability of an agreement to 
limit ABM systems. However, Para l of Article 6 acts in the 
opposite direction, · in General Trusov'1 view, and gives rise to 
unnecessary misunderstandings. 

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

the components which the sides are not discussing, would be 
discovered by national technical means. This would be 
especii'llly true o! the testing of such new i;ystems. Therefore, 
both sides would be able, in the context of the above noted 
paragraphs, to c ens ide r cone retely and completely any questions 
linked to ABM systems and their components which would ensue 
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 actualli existing systems. It was clear what systems 
were involved. Para 1 of Article 6 speaks about possible !ut,:re 
systems which a re completely conjectural. Therefore, incl us ion 
of Para 1 of Article 6 is not necessary. 

Ambassador Smith said he would make a few observations 
regarding General Trusov' s intervention. He stated that, if the 
two sides had been clcaling only with pre sent systems, their work 
would have been completed long ago. Most of the problems 
encountered in our discussions on limiting ABM systems, for 
example. the proble-rn of radars, are problems o! the future. 
Such problems are the most difficult to put into an international 
agreement in such a way as to provide methods o! gaining assurance 
!or the future. The device that General Trusov suggei;ted for 
handling this problem -- a problem which Ambassador Smith 
considers to be a central aind very serious one -- would be a device 
for putting the problem into the pocket of an amendment clause 
or a clause !or future discussion, perhaps in the Standing 
Cornrnission. Thia 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 systems or just ABM interceptors, launchers, 
and radars. It would seem that those on the Soviet side who have 
watched the developments that have taken place in technology over 
the past 20 years would not agree that, for an indefinite future, the 
functions of ABMs will be carried out only by systems based on 
technolop.y d~ting back to perhaps the early !i!ties. 



( 

wn1cn nol.)oay 11as any notions at the present. time. He has a 
hif:her e~timate of the capabilities o! Soviet weapon del:iigners 
than that. Anybody reading the unclassified literature in this 
field knows that there are other possibilities. 

As reg a rd s General T rusov' s view that the analogy to 
the Seabeds and Space Treaties was irrelevant, Ambassador 
Smith believed t.ha~ his analogy had bee.n directly to the point. 
As he rec::illcd the early U.S. drafts on these treaties -- he 
would like to <.:heck the record before being called in error on 
this -- these drafts were based on obligations that the parties 
not deploy nudear weapons in space or on the seabeds. It was 
at Soviet insistence that other weapons of mass destruction were 
included in the space agreement. At that time, none of 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 
since the U.S. wished to cover all possible ways for deploying 

C weapons of mass destruction in apace, we agre.ed to include theseJ 
"other" -.-,eapons 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 of ADM systems, rather 
than merely limiting ABM launchers, interceptors, and radars. 

Speaki:,g pe rsoha lly, Ambassador Smith bdieved that, in 
the event that Para 1 o! A rticlc 6 should not be included in an 
agreement, it would bef'cruel illusion to the peoples of both nations 
to say that we had concluded an agreement on ABM systems. We 
1hould more properly say that there had been an agreement to 
limit ABM 1.iunchers, 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 also wanted to add one additional con­
■ ideration. 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 <".Ontrol over systems which he had been speaking 
about. 

Mini st.c-r Scmennv thought. thc1.l the viewpoints of both 
sides had been made sufficiently clear. I! there were no 
objections from the U.S. side, he would propose to turn 
discussion of Paragraphs 1 and 2 of the U.S. Article 6 over to 
the Ka rpov-G ra ybeal Ad Hoc Committee since it already has 
Paragraph 3 of that Artide. 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 i- s .:idor Smith agreed. 
/1.. 



been turned ovc r to the Special Working Group and the latter 
has already begun discu.ssion of the question. At the same 
time, in view of the significance of this problem, it is possible 
that further discussion by the Dehigates might assist the Special 
Working Group in making progress toward reconciliation of 
the two texts. 

If Minister Semenov correctly recalled the course of 
the negotiations to date, the question of the possibility of moder­
nization and substitution had been repeatedly discussed by the 
sides. This possibility is provided for in Soviet Article VI. 
The U.S. Draft lacks a. similar article. The exchanges of views 
up to now, in the Soviet understanding, have demonstrated that 
the sides 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 of modifying and replacing ABM components. He also 
wanted to point out that the Understanding o! May 20 makes direct 
provision !or moderniz.ation, even under the conditions o! a 
freeze. . . 

Of course, under the Soviet Draft, modernization and 
substitution could only be effected in accordance with the 
provisions of Articles ll, III, IV, and V. In other words, the 

Partil:,.. wuuld Le 11ble to effect "Tlodernization and replacement 
o:ily in strict compliance with the agreement on ADM limita­
tions. In pa rtic ula r, mode rni z.ation of A 13M systems, as 
permitted by Soviet Article VI, would not involve mobile ABM 
systen1s,or rapid-reload laun1.:hers, or launchers capable of 
launching more than one interceptor at a time. 

Thus, bearing in mind the agreement of the two sides 
on the essence of the problem of modernization and replacement, 
the Soviet side considers it necessary to include its Acti cle V1 
in an ADM agreement. This would increase the clarity of the 
agreement and insure its viability which is in the interests of 
both sides. 



Persons Present: 

September 3, 1~71 

SALT V 

US/USSR AJ) HOC CCH-i!TI'EE MEETING NO. 2 

Soviet E=baasy, September 2, 1971, 1100 Hours 

Graybeal 
Wade 
Leard 
~imer 

Jt'.arpov 
Fedenko 
Obulc.hov 
Art~ev 

larpov welcomed . the U.S •• Delegation to the Soviet Embassy. He opened 
by presenting a Soviet draft cf Article II which he stated takes into 
consideration the U.S. Article and the views expressed by both sides at the 
last meeting, and contains an· the ·necessary proviaions required in 
Article II to insure the effectivenesa cf a treaty on ABM'a. Be said that 
the text contains precise definitions of systems and components that are ' 
·the means to which obligations should extend. 

Graybeal stated that he vould give the draft careful study. He then 
commented that a ma .icr issue involves the fundamental point of lead-in to 
Article 2; namely, ~he "definitional" approach versus the "obligational" 
approach. He said it vould be helpful if he knew the Soviet objection to 
the definitional approach. He said that he saw the purpose of the defini• 
tional approach as being to clearly define what are and wh~t are not ABM 
systems and ABM components. He noted that the Soviet working paper also 
reflects the need for definitions, but that the Soviet definitions were not 
as C01%lprehen1ive. In addition, the obligational approach and the use of the 
vord1 "shall apply to" indicate th.at Article II contains all of the obliga­
tions. In both texts there are other articles that contain obligations not 
included in this approach. If the obligational approach were adopted, would 
it not be necessary to list all obligations contained in the agreement? 

Karpov responded that when speaking about approaches, Mr. Graybeal did 
not quite correctly express the substance of the Soviet futmula. lu dealing 
with Article II, we do not specify obligations as such; rather, the obliga­
tions cf the aides shall apply to the means listed in paragraph l cf 
Article II and explained in paragraph 2. The systems defined in paragraph 1 



give a preci1e concept of the 1ubject1 for the obligations of ~0th sides 
~~ ABM systems. This article ia a means of ensuring confidence in 

pliance of the sides by listing the aubjecta for control; not the method 
controlling them. The definitional approach is an unnecessarily ccmpli­

cated structure for the agreement. The best approach to definitions is one 
in which whatever ii to be limited or defined is accompanied by• corre• 
■ ponding definition where it first appears in the treaty. It 11 our opinion 
that it is unnecessary ta define other than ABM terms until they fir1t appear 
in the article. So if this article 11 to define the composition of the 
systems 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 still remains. 
However, the Soviet definitions provided . in their working paper are a 1tep 
in the right direction. If the obligational approach were adopted, vould it 
not be necesaacy to include all the obligations of the treaty? For example, 
the obligations under U.S. Article 8 on non-tranafer vould need to be incluaed. 

Karpov 1tated that this vould not be neces,ary if the provisions of 
Article 8 are covered by the phrase at ~he beginning of Article • It seems 
clear the Soviet ver1ion precisely expresses no obligationa, but the 1ystems 
that 1hould be covered by the ~bligatiota • . 

Crayb~~l asked if the obli$&tion1 would apply on~y to the 1ystems listed 
in Article II. 

Karpov responded that the fundamental basic obligations vhich deal vith 
-merical limitations in the Soviet Article III would be applied to these 
stems. It does nnt me~n that there will not be other obligations listed 

~n the treaty which vill cover other systems. For example, the Soviet 
Article IV, vhich has a counterpart in U.S. Article 5, would place obligations 
on each aide. However, it ii a concept not covered in Article II. Also, 
Soviet Article V, which corresponds to paragraphs 2 and 3 of U.S. Article 6, 
is a concept covered by the obligations under the Soviet Article V. 

Graybeal atated that the explanation bad been helpful and t hat he vould 
respond at the next meeting. 

~ then asked (in connection vith paragraph 1 of Article II of the 
Soviet working paper) for clarification of the worda "counter" as used under 
systems, "destroy" as used under missiles, and "ensure destruction" as used 
under radars. 

Xarpov aMvered that to ''counter" is more comprehensive than the term 
"destruction". Therefore, where the question of ABM interceptors arises, ve 
u1e the vord "deatruction". Since radars don't destroy ballistic miuiles, 



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

Wade then asked how the Soviets would handle a missile whose purpose 
may notbe the destruction cf an incoming ballistic missile? 

Karpov respmded that we must decide what we are talking about. Tne 
main thing ia to define systems that are really ABM systems. In Article Il, 
paragraph 1, ABM systems are defined as a whole, and specific means for 
limiting component• are included in the following paragraph. So Dr. Wade's 
question as to the meaning of "destroy" (i.e., a direct hit or arr'/ other means of 
destroying balliatic missiles) ia not significant. It is most important to 
define deployed ayatems in terms of the tasks aet for ABM systems. For 
example, in order to define ABM interceptor,, the Soviet• uae the criteria 
listed in their subparagraph (b). • 

Graybeal then remarked that he still considered the definitional 
approach desirable in the lead-in paragraph. Be atated that his questions 
are designed to identify difference, pertaining to definitions and to merge 
them where po1sible. He stated that in Article 2, paragraph 1, subpara­
graph (a), he had taken into account "constructed or deployed to counter" 
and as a definition for "ABM system" proposed ad referendum the fcllwing 
definition: "An ABM 1ystem ia• a 1ystem constr~ted or deployed to counter 
strategic ballistic miuiles or their components in flight trajectory." 

Karpov stated that in com~aring the two draft1, Mr. Graybeal had 
suggested that 111pecially" be deleted and that "const:-uct or deploy" be used 
instead of "construct and deploy". 

Graybeal answered in the affirmative. 

JCarpov responded that the Soviet aide had already stated that "1pecially 
constructed" mere clearly defined the nature of 1y1tems ua~d as ABM 1ystems 
and that the question of converting SAM'• into ABM'a ii not a practical 
question--it is an artificial proble1n. Besides, a ,ystem, whatever it might 
be, if it is tested in an ABM mode it i• an A!M 1y1tem. Therefore, the 
question of initial purpose ahould not a.rite. 'l'he combination of "specially 
constructed and deployed" gives the criterion for a preci1e definition that 
these systems are ABM 1y1tems. If an ABM system is deployed as an ABM system, 
then it has been tested in an ABM mode and 1uch testing could be detected by 
national means of verification .which vould help to determine that it is 
clearly an A!M 1y1tem. The term "specially constructed" includes the element 
of defining ABM systems through test• undertaken in an A!M mode. Therefore, 
he believed that the combination of these definitions makes it possible to 
define to the greatest extent that a 1y1tem is an ABM 1y1tem. "Specially 
constructed" in.eludes the concept of having been tested in an ABM mode. He 
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D,uring the portion o! the conversation a.t which Lt Col Leard 
wa1 present, Col Fedenko repeated the aq;ument1 Mr. Karpov had 
made in favor o! excluding para.graph 1 o{ U. S. Article 6. He 
declared -that"the sides are in agreement (with the exception of 
OLPARs and MARCs) on the ABM components (1redstva) to be limited. 
These are spelled out in Article 2 o! the Soviet Draft, which 
1peci!ies tbe components to be limited, n~mely, ABM intercep-
tors, launchers, and radars. The sides have no intentions o! 
limiting the computers or communications associated with ABM 
1ystems, or ABM depots (sklady). At the same time, if ABM 
means different from those presently known -- !or example, 
some new power source, or source of light, or some new 
searchlight (prozhektor), such as was employed in early AAA 
1y1tems -- should be detected by national means, the problem 
could be examined by the Standing Commission. He noted that 
in the early days of air de!ense, AAA crews ha.d to rely on sound 
ranging equipment. Now, everybody clearly recognizes that 
!ire-control radars are an integral element in air defense systems. 
The same situation would prevail in the !uturc as regards other 
means that might be used for ABM systems. He concluded that, 
these "other mcar,s 11 ahould be identified if they &re known at the 
preaent ti.me. / 

I 1ugge sted that pe rhapi- he might as~ wh~ t General Oba rkov 
had in mind in his Septernber·3 article in Red Star. The General 
had emphasized the need for the Soviet military to keep up with the 
l&te1t advances in science and technology and !or long-term 
imaginative development of weapons systems. Obviously, he was 
thinking in terms of new weapons, as yet unknown. 
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I then ~sked, apart !rom 11 0ther devices" bow the Soviet 
•ide visualize.s how the Standing Commission will operate. l¼.r , 
Karpov ha..d ·used the words "examination" and "resolution" 
(resheniye) in describing how the ques~on o! "other devices" wo uld 
be handled in the Standing Commission. Did this mean that the 
Commission would have the power of decision? Col Fedenko 
:replied in the negative, The Commission would consult a..nd 
examine various questions and would attempt to arrive at agreed­
on recommendations or language to be submitted to the two govern­
ments. The final solution to problems .....,ould, however, rest with 
the governments. 

Col Fedenko concluded the discussion o! Para 1, Article 6 
by saying that the Soviet side realized the U.S. 1ide had required 
a long time to arrive at its formulation o! this pa.ra.gr:iph and 
consequently, the Soviet side would require some time to under-
1bnd the need for including such a paragraph. 

Col Fedenko also argued in favor o! the Soviet version ' 
o! Para 1 o! ~rticle 2, which specifies or..lv interceptors, 
launchers, and radars as the A:P.M means ti) be limited. I . 

, argued against exclusion of MARCs and 0LPARs· but Col Fedenko 
insisted that these definitions should be discussed in the context 
o! the a rticle.s iD which they initially a_p_pea r _ Article 3 in the 
case o! MARC, a.nd Article 4 in the case of OLPARs. I continued 
to disagree. He then observed that the U.S. side had not chosen 
a good military term when it had selected "complex'.' to describe 
the deployment area !or ABM radars. He said that an agreement 
covering weapons systems should use military terminology &1 much 
as possible. In response to my question, he suggested "assembly 
area (rayon sosredotocheniya)" as a possible better military term. 

' 
A 
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Graybeal made the follovini pointa: 

tJSSR -
~arpov 
Pedenko 
Obukhr:,v 
liztemyev 

-- Our Article 6 11 not intended to 1upplement the tJ.S. Article 7 in any 
re1pect; rather, it ia intended to addre11 future ABM 1y1tem. that would 
utilize component• CT devices other than launcbera, interceptor mi11ile1, or 
ra.dar1. 

-- 'nle tJ.S. paragraph 1 of Article 6. which baa no eounterpart in the 
Soviet tut, vould prohibit the deployment of futm-e ABM 1y1tems or component• 
other than tho1e fixed land-based canponenta defined in Articl~ 2; that 11, 
A!M interceptor mi11ile1, ABM launcher,, or ABM radua. '11111 paragraph would 
in no vay restrict modernization of the c0mpooent1 liated in Article 2. It 
ii wy belief that it ii the intention of both ■ idea to limit the &nll competi• 
tion in the future•• well u at pre1ent. Inclusion of thi1 paragraph would 
repre1ent a atep taward that 1011. 



-- lt i• rrry belief ehat if future 1yate-u are not covered, uncertainties 
vould increaae, and the result could be an arma con:ipetitioc in ilM 1ystema 
with the reault opposite from th4t vhich ve 1eek 1n an u,u control agreement. 
The q,Jeltioo 11: J.ze ve trying to limit A.BM ayste?U of all typea, or juat 
current ABM radus, ABM lauochera, &Dd ABM interceptora7 

Jarpov addressed the fot"'ml.llaa uaed to identify 1y1te::u limited under 
paragraph l of the U.S. Article 6. Re noted that thia a.ct envi.1age1 t.he 
UDdertaking of the Putie1 ''not to deploy A!M 1y1tem, using devices ether 
than ABM interceptor mi11ile1, ABM launcher,, or ilM radata to perform the 
function• of these compooent1." He believed ehat the 1ubject matter of t.hil 
proviaion va1 outlined in au.ch an unclear m.anner, in term• of legal 1cience, 
that it could not be accepted. Be ■ aid that if the U.S. aide believe• that 
auc:h 1yatems uiat in reality, t.hen it 1hould identify and name them 10 that 
the po1sibilitie1 to limit them could become clear. Be 1tated that both 
1idea &re equally intere1ted 1n the viability of an ABM agreement; however, 
the agreement cannot be amorphous vith regard to the 1ubject matter of the 
aearu to be limited. Be believed it vas VTcmg to li?tlt mean, not known to 
anyone. Up to now, he noted, the 1ubject of our di1cu11ion.s vu limitation.a 
ou concrete and apecific ABM 1y1te:ma, ou ABM 1y1te.ma vhich might exi ■ t and 
could be verified by national mean.a. Be believed that ve 1bould adhere to 
thi• 1ubject in the future too. Re 1aid that be could not agree to an 
approach designed to prevent deployment in the futu:re of certain 1y1tema 
vben the system.a to be limited are undefined. Be recognized that in the 
future, question• may ariae about ABM 1y1te:ma which are not covered in thi1 
Agre~ent or Treaty. He ~ted that appropriate procedures for handling these 
questions are enviuged 1n both the lJSSR and 'U.S. draft te.xta. In thia 
connection, be referred to paragraph F of the USSR Article X and to subpara­
graph (e) of Article 11 of the U.S. text. He quoted that portion of the 
Soviet text vbich statea that the Standing Cocmiuion vculd "cou.ider 
po11ible prop01al1 for further increa,ing the viability of thia Treaty, 
including propo1al1 for additions and amendment• to the Treaty 1n accordance 
vitb Article XI of thil Treaty", and noted that a counterpart providon 1a 
contained in the U.S. text. Thu.a, be 1aid, the po1sibility of que1tiona 
ari1ing in the future 1• fully covered by the appropriate paragraphs 1n the 
U.S. Article 11 and the OSSR Article X. Furthermore, he 1aid, the paragraph• 
vbich follow (aubparagraph (f) of U.S. text and subparagraph C of USSR te..xt) 
eliminate the need for paragraph 1 of Article 6 of the U.S. tut. 

Craybeal stated that he was a technician rather than a lavyer, and that 
he would deal with the aub1tance and intent of the 'U.S. paragraph 1 rather 
than with legalitie1. With regard to Karpov'• remark• about naming future 
ABM 1y1tema, he found it difficult to identify those 1y1te:m, which the 
1cienti1t1 and •n&ineera of our tvo countriea might invent in the futu:re. 
Be asked whether, if 1uch 1y1tema vere to be developed, they ve.re to be left 
uncontrolled, and did ve want to leave an openins for 1cienti1t1 and engineer• 



to find vay1 to hypa11 the limitation• under the Agreement. Be said that 
if be understood lC&rpov. the Soviet aide intended to limit only Ami launchers, 
ABM interceptor,, and ~M radar,. He wondered if ve would be doing a service 
to either aide or to the vorld 1f ve were to entu- an agreement which limited 
only exiating 1y1tem£ and did not att~t to limit future 1y1tema. Be believed 
dlat the concern regarding future 1y1tema vu recogni~ed in both the Seabeds 
Treat"y and the Outer Spa.ce Treaty. 'l'beae Treaties limited "other vupon1 of 
■as• deatruction"--the intention being to limit not only e.xiating 1y1tem1 but 
future 1y1tema 11 well. Be did not believe that the problem of future 1y1teN 
could be handled adequately through the U.S. Article ll or the USSR Article X. 
Be ~ted that the lead-in to the U.S. Article ll, vhich vu similar to the 
lead-in in the corresponding Soviet article, atarta vi.th "To promote the 
objective• and a1si1t in the implementation of the provi1ion1 of thi1 agree­
ment," and expre11ed the belief that one of the objectives of the Agreement 
should be to limit future syatema. If thi• vere t.ht case, he 1&.id, then the 
U.S. Article 11 and the USSR Article X could be u.aeful in promoting thi1 
objective. 

Jarpov returned to the legal side of the quutioo, saying that it vu 
clear to him that legal document, of importance such u thia should be preciae 
to the ID&.Xi.mum extent and 1hould not create a ba1i1 for friction between our 
tvo countries 1n the future. On th~ contrary, be 1&.id, it 1bould promote the 
1trengtbening of relation, between our two coUDtrie1--at present and in the 
future. If there 11 no clear-c~t definition u to vhat vould be limited by 
paragraph 1 of U.S. Article 6, then in the ·future there would t'emain a TUt 

field for disagreement and doubt. IJ an e.xample, be u1ed a ca,e in vhich 
one of the tvo aidea aaid that in 1ta opinion the other aide deployed an ABM 
1y1tem using device• other than ABM launchers, A!M interceptors, er ABM radars, 
and the other aide categorically denied 1uch deployme~t, 1aying that tl:.e 1ystem 

/ vu deaigtied for purpoaea havin& nothing in comn.on vith ABM 1y1tem1. Re vu 
, ~t referring to the capability of national mean.a to distinguish A!M 1y1tem.s; 

t'atber, he vas pointing to the problem that might axiat vhen there vere agreed 
definitions u to vbat an A.SM 1y1tem va1, but there vaa not agreement on vh.&t 
an A!M 1ystem vaa if it used device, other than ABM launchers, ABM interceptOT1, 
or A!H radars. Be aaid that in the hypothetical ax.mp le be had juat 1iven, 
the entire Treaty would be in doubt because one aide would have doubts about 
compliance by the ct.her tide. In thi1 connection, he believed that the 
provision of the USSR Article X and U.S. Article 11 vould make it possible to 
handle 1uch questions of future 1y1tema •• ruy be regarded by the 1ide1 to be 
eubject to limitationa. Since t.he purpoae of the Treaty ia to limit A!M 
eyatema, the question of future ayatems would be a matter for the Standing 
Comni11ion. Without a precise definition in the Treaty or Agre~nt u to 
vhat would be covered by the obligations of the sides, he did not believe it 
po11ible to include the present form of paragraph 1 of the U.S. Article 6 in 
the Agreement or Treaty. With regard to the comparison made by Graybeal to 
the Treatie1 on Seabed• and OutJr Spa.ce, he did not believe that thia could 



1erve aa a useful analogy to the present Treaty. He expre11ed the belief that 
.Amb1s1ad0r Smith recognized in hi• re=:.ark.a yesterday that these other treat1es 
did not refer to aome unknovo future 1y1tem. The term "other veapons of mau 
destruction" ia clear, he said, and means those nuclear, chemical, and 
biological veapon.s that can be designed at yresent. 

Graybeal expresaed the viev that pa.ragTaph 1 of Article 6 vould 1erve to 
atrcogthen the relatiooship betveen our t'W0 countrie1 and would .void misunder­
atandingi in the future. He 1aid that while ve vere not 7et in agTeement, at 
o\U' level, on the definition of an ABM 1yatem, ve wer~ cloae. Be referred to 
the wording in the U .s. working paper of September 6; u.cnely, "An &:1ti-balliltic 
ai11ile aystem 11 a aystem conatructed or deployed to counter atrategic 
ballistic: miuilea or their components in flight trajectory." Be aaid that 
thia definition would apply also to par&gT&pb l of Article 6. Whether OT not 
auc:h systems exi1t at present ia not the key iasue, he aaid. It i• the concept• 
and technologies which do e.xiat and vith which both 1ide1 are familiar that 
are of importance. Our objective 1• to limit ABM ayste:m,, and our definition 
of ABM aystem.s would include nture 1y1te:m1 a1 well u present onea. He atated 
that paragraph 1 of the Article 6 would avoid just the kind of misunderstandings 
that ~arpov had referred to in hia remarka. He believed that if ve could make 
clear the intent of the Agre~~ent, which in our viev ia to limit ABM 1y1tems, 
then ve could help c.he Standing Coc:uission nilfill ita role. If the intent 
vere only to limit preaent 1y1tems, and to leave to the Standing Comni11ion 
the aattu of limiting future ayatema, then we would be inviting miaunderstand­
ings. B.e aaked if it ii the intent of the Soviet aide to limit ABM 1y1tema ar 
ju.at to limit present ABM ayate:u. 

~•rpov believed that our intent i• to limit ABM 1y1tems and that we have 
a mutual understanding between ouraelvea on that acore. 'nle difference 11 in 
our approa.ch••how to do it in the moat effective way and, at the acne time, 
to gu.arantee the cvo aidu that the agreement would be c.omplied vith. Be 
could not imagine haw an agTeement could bring the tvo aides cloaer together 
if it dealt with 1ystems which could not be clearly defined. He aaid that the 
aubject of a.n agreement ia determined by at least three ele:meot1: the presence 
of phyaical or legal entitiea entering into the agTe~nt, the subject matter 
of agreement, and the guaranteu of COClpli&nce vith the obligations. Be could 
admit the existence of an agreement without guarantee•, but not without the 
first tvo elements. ?he U.S. draft, he 1aid, contain• no legal definition of 
vhat it deala with. He did not agree with the definiticma in the ~.s. 
Article 2. On the other hand, he aaid, Article 2 of the Soviet draft Sives 
a clear-cut definition of ABM syatem..a; namely, "The meana apecially constructed 
and deployed to counter 1trategic missiles and their cociponents in flight 
trajectory." Thia definition would enable one fully to verify by national 
aeana compliance with an agreement. It ii eaaential that an agreement in.elude 
• preciae definition of the mean, to be covered by the obligation,. Be viahed 
to note alao th&t parasraph l of Article 6 in it1 present form could DOt 



p. ~e the U.S. intent of precluding possible mi1under1tandings in the 
future. Thi• paragraph did not m&ke it poasible for nation.al m.e&n.a of verifi­
cation to determine cleuly if 1y1tecs ue ABM 1y1tenis or net, &11d, 1ince 
paragraph l would be an integral part of the Agreement or Treaty, compliance 
with the entire Treaty vould be questioned. He asked if it would not be 
better for us to refer the que1tion1 of future 1ystems to the Standing CocmJ.1-
1ion. He thought that thia would be the moat rational approach to limiting 
tboae ABM 1y1tems which c:'-Ilnot be defined 1n technical or legal terma. 

, 
Graybeal as1ured him that this paragTaph bad been reviewed by lawyers and 

that it did 1erve a useful function in the tu:t·. Be thought that there vu a 
difference in the views of the two 1ide1 rega.rding the adequacy of the defini­
tion. in paragTaph l of the U.S. Article 2. He thought that theae definitions 
we.re adequate to deal vith all ARM 1y1tems, while p&r&gTaph 1 of USSR Article XI 
dealt only vitb A!M launcher,, A!M interceptor,, and ABM radar,. Be uked if 
be vaa correct in believing that 1n I..&rpov'a opinion the o.s. definition• were 
inadequate. 

~arp0V responded that Graybeal vu correct and that the S0Viet1 had 
propoaed to limit 1y1tems vhich uae A!M laun.cbera, ABM interceptors, and A!M 
radar a. 

Graybeal aaid that there alao aeemed to be a difference in our Tieva on 
the role of operative article• ver1u1 the role of the Standing Comni11iou. 
Be felt that an operative article indicating clearly the obligation• ¥1th 
-egard to 1.mprovnicnt of -.xilting ABM 1ystem, and vith regard to future 

•items vould be far more u1eful than merely refening the1e que1tion1 to the 
Jtanding Comni11ion. Re al10 noted a difference in views reflected in Jtarpov'• 
comnent1 on the analogy to the Treaties on Seabed! and ()Jter Space. He referred 
to Ambassador Smith'• statement of yesterday in vhich lmlba11ador Smith aaid 
that he found that the author1hip of the phra,e "other veapons of m.au deatruc­
tion" vas not •• clear •• bad previou1ly been suggested. Smith vent on to say, 
however, ''but vhat ii clear, and relevant, 11 that in these Treaties our two 
Government• have accepted obligationa baMing deployment of 'veapon1 of au• 
deatruction' not 1pecifically identified:' Graybeal believed that the term 
"veapons cf man dutniction" referred to any weapon of m.au destruction, 
including any that might be developed in the future. Thus, he believed that 
the analogy vaa a uacfYl one. !iological and che=iical veapona were used•• 
examples of other weapon, of mass destruction and not•• the only ones. He 
noted that he bad participated in the negotiation of the Outer Space Treaty 
and that he could not recall either 1ide trying to define what vaa meant by 
"weapons cf ma11 de1tr~tion". 

~arpov expressed the belief that both 1ide1 recognize that the Treaty 
cannot cover all po11ibl~ ca1e1 in limiting A!M 1y1tem1, and that ve could not 
envisage everything that vill appear in the future. He &gTeed that there had 
been no need to define rrechely vhat ''weapon. of zuu dutniction" vere, 



claiming that there vaa an under1tanding bet"ween the Parties to· the Outer 
Space Treaty as to vhat vere auch weapons. Re said that they we~e veapon. 
capable of destroying masses of people or m.a1aes of m.aterial things, and 
that such weapon, are precisely defined by these criteria. He cla~d that, 
as a ~tter of fact, the very name "veapona of mass destruction,. indicates 
the criteria. Unfortunately, he aaid, the term "A.BM defense" cannot determine 
whether 1pecific means belong to auch a syate:m. 

(There vu a recea, at this point.) 

Graybeal agreed that not a:l future A.BM systems could be identified nor.; 
however, he disagreed vith the contention that an agreement could not CO"/er 
all posaible future ABM ayste:tU. Be pointed out that, vith an understanding 
of what 11 an ABM 1y1tem, ve could prohibit the deployment of future system.a 
or device,. /He then tu.med to paragTaph 2 of the U.S. Article 6 and it1 
counterpart,'}aragraph A of the USSR Article V. He noted that the texts were 

· 11.milar, Yith tvo exception,. Fir1t, the U.S. text VO\Jld prohibit the 
development, production, te1ting, and deployment of the1e 1ystenu while the 
Soviet text VO'\Jld prohibit only testing and deployment. He believed this 
difference could be resolved. Second, the U.S. text refer, to future devices, 
and reflect, the baaic difference in view whic~ ve have been ~iscusaing in 
relation to paragraph l of the U.S. Article 6. 

~arpov tabled a vorking p~er (attached) in vhich the Sovieta attempted 
to merge the language of paragraph A of the USSR Article V and paragraph 2 
of the U.S. Article 6. He noted the addition to the Soviet language of the 
vorda "not' to con1truct" rather than the U.S. words "uot to produce". Be 
&110 pointed out that, for rea1on. previously di1cu11ed, the Soviet tide did 
ll-Ot u.e the O.S. phraae "not to develop". He 1uggeated that the o.s. aide 
look at the language and be hoped that it would find it acceptable. 

Graybeal 1tated that be vould certainly 1tudy the vorking paper. As. he 
underatood it, the Soviet phra,e "not to con1truct" encompa11e1 the U.S. 
phrase ''not to develop and not to produce", and the Soviet phrase "1pecially 
duigned for" could be interpreted u "apeci&lly created for". 

Xarpov confinned the~e interpretation••) 

Graybeal asked whether the language of the Soviet working paper covered 
device, other than A!M launche.r1, interceptor,, and radar,, and whether 
transportable 1y1tem, or component, vould be coruidered aa mobile 1y1tem.s or 
component,. 

Xarpov a1ked vhat va1 meant by transportable 1y1tmu. 

Graybeal ruponded that in the U.S. ve u.e the term ''mobile" to refer 
to ay1tem1 which could be con1tantly in motion; but, in thi1 provision, we 

' 



... 

intend to iru:lude 1yste.:ns which could be readily transported from one pl a... 
to another. He called on Barlov to amplify theae re:ur~a. 

!&rlow 1aid that by "transportable ayate:m.," ve mean interceptors, 

) 

launchers, and radars duigned to be moved frequently duriog their aervice 
life. Be said that a 1y1te:n tranapOTted from a fact~ to a lite vould not 
uece11arily be con.aidered a tran.aportable system. 

~arpov said that he did not quite underatand any difference between 
1DObile and transportable ayate:u if both could be moved frequently. 

Graybeal aaid that if that vu the ca1e, he thought ve vere in agreement 
on this point. 

~arl~ said that in U.S. u1age, a mobile radu has wheel• 0t' tracks; 
that 11, it 1s ulf-propelled. He noted that the term.s ''mobile" and "tran.a­
portable" are u1ed in contrut to fixed perm&.nent in1tallation1. 

~arpO'Y said that be would review the U .s. remark• e1d would rupond at 
a later time. Re viahed to uk, however I whether the term ''mobile" included 
the term "tranaportable". 

Graybeal responded that it did. 

~•rpov uked if th11 alao applied to 1ea-ba1ed, air-baaed, and apace­
'bued 1:,s te:ma. 

Graybeal reaponded that, by definition, •~•-bued, air-bued, and 1pace­
'bued ay1tems are mobile 1yste:ma. 

~•rpov aaid that be vould return to the 1ubject at a later time. 

Graybeal said that be b&d nothing more to di1cu11 today. 



....,._.... 

SECRET/EXDlS 
) 

MEMORANDUM OF CON'IERSATION 
SALT DELE<..,ATION 
HELSINKI, FINLAND 

A-498 

;J;-( LL . ., ~ ·( .1. a. 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

September 13, 1971 
1230-1300 hou ra 
U.S. Embauy 
Hellinlti 

SUBJECT: Early Warning Rada.rs; ICBM De!en1e; and 
Future ABM Sy1tem1 

PARTICIPANTS: U.S. 
Col C. G. Fit%Ge ra.ld 
Maj William Birlow 

Fuhl re Sy1tem1 

US'✓~ 

Col A. A. Fedenko 
Mr. Obuhkov 

Col Fedenko reiterated the 1tandard Soviet argumeoh 
against including any general proviaion1 on !~ture undefined ABM 
1y1tem1. The St.anding Com.rni11ion could handle 1uch problem• 
if they ever arose. The alternative, he !elt, wa1 !or the U.S. to 
1peci!y and define in Article ll wh&t 1y1tem1, component• or 
mechanism• it had in mind. U the U.S. could define what it ..,as 
talking about, then national means could probably veri!y such 
activities becau1e presumably it would be mandatory to test 1ucb . 
conceptual device,. The Soviet aide would then be in a po1ition 
to determine whether 1uch 1y1tem1 1bould be in an ABM Treaty . 

' 



SALT DEL:SA710N 
HE LS l !'v: 1 , rI !\ 'LAND 

SUilJL:T: Discussion of Articles 2 and 6 (V) 

PARTICIPANTS: 

Mr. S. N. Graybeal 
Col. Charles FitzGerald 

DATE: September 15, 1971 

TIME: 10:00 - ll:30 a.c. 

PLACE: Soviet Embassy 

USSR 

Mr. Viktor K.arpov 
Mr. A. A. Fed~nko 

At the s~ptember 15 meeting between Graybeal and Karpov, accompanied by 
FitzC.erald and fedenko, the Soviets tabled new Articles 2 and 6(V). (S~e 
attac"l.""lCnt.) 

The discussion started with Article 6(V). tarpov argued that th~ nev 
formulation of Soviet paragraph l (U.S. paragraph 2) of Article 6(V) ~~viates 
the requirement for the phrase "other devices for perfonning the functions 
of these components" appearing at the end of U.S. paragraph l. The Soviets 
were proposing to eliminate specific listing of ABM system components 
(launchers, interceptors, and radars) and substitute the word "components" 
(using the literal Russian word (komponenty) for this instead of the word 
for "components" (sredstva) used in Article 2 when referring to launchers, 

!
interceptors, and radars. Karpov agreed with Craybeal'a interpret~~ion that 
the Soviet text meant 11 any type of preaent or future components" of }.3M 
systems. · 

l&rpov said they would give favorable conside~ation to Graybeal', su~~es­
tion that the phrase "specially constnicted for auch aystems 11 be dropped .. IC":l 

the Soviet wording. 

~reement was also reached that, cons is tent with the ''new Artie le 6", 
the Soviet text would use "and" between aystems and components, vhile the 
U.S. text would retain "or" between. system.a arlC! co-;:-,?onenta. 

I ~ . 

Graybeal said he vould take the new Soviet fonaulation into considcratior. 
and refer it to the U.S. Delegation. It vas a;reeC: that paragraph l of U.S. 
Article 6 would r~main bracketed a.s a U.S. proposal. 



After a brief break, the discussion turned to Article 2. Karpov 
refused to accept the U.S. wording "indistinguishable from" or "of a type. 
teste?d in an ABH mode". He argued that "nev Article 6" forbids testing 
non-At~ components in an ABM mode, To include these phraaes in Article 2 
implies that there can be a breach of the treaty. Therefore, inclusion of 
either wording in Article 2 1s incompatible with ''tlev Article 6" 1inc:e 
d~finitions 1%1USt not conflict with obligations. The Soviet aide could 
undcrst~nd the requirement for this language in Article 2 if there vere 
no prohibition on such testing, but inclusion of the phrase in Article 2 
would .call "nev Article 6" into question. 

Karpov also said the U.S. approach to Article 2 is una.ccc?t&ble with 
or without the phrases "indistinguishable from" or "of a type tested in .:m 
ABM mode". 

Graybeal argued the need for clear and concise definitions to include 
the above phrases. He,..., no incompatibility berween U.S. Article 2 and 
"new Article 6". In fact, he argued, two Articles are complementary to 
each other vhen the U.S. wording is uaed. 

The final result vas to leave each side'• veraion of the entire 
Article 2 in brackets. 

It was also agTeed that Karpov and Graybeal vould make only individual 
reports to their respective Heads of Delegation, and the remaining problt'Ills 
would be discussed further.at the nev mini-troika (Paraora, G&rthoff, and 
Graybeal with Timerbaev, Kishilov, and Karpov). 

' 



SL'"aJFC":': 

PARTI C1P.Q7S: 

lm'1C'P.\",r..,~ OF COh"VEltSATION 
S:\LT DG.EGATION 

HELSINKI, FlNLAND 

A-515 

DATE: Septem!,er lS, 1971 

m'.I: 5:00 • 5:1; p .o. 

PU.ct: Capitol Thceter, 
Helsinki 

Further Prosre11 in SALT 

ill! 

Dr. Raymond L. c~rthoff Dep,.1t"y Foreign Minilter V. S. Se"i'.."~o ·; 

As I was leaving the theater, Semenov engased me in c~nve= ~~ ; ~o~ 
for a fe<-1 ~io1Jtes in whi c:h he emphuhed the duirabili ty cf n;,x, v :!. , ~ 
.,:.,:, : 1.. ": t: . .;; .,.:.;-.- • ..;~~:.c; .~!.ve b= • .:t,:ed t!.:i!~ree::c:iti: in t~: .k!rit 
Draft TExt being devclo;,ed by the tvo Delegations. I mention~d in 
particular Article 2, and urged that ve fir.d a 1olution wh~ch ~id 
not prcjucge the different 1ub1tantive po1ition, of the tvo 1id~s 
over the article on future kinds of ABH 1ystcru. Semenov agr.:c~, 
and also thought that ~e should be able to fir.d a neutral fomulatio~ 
vhich would not preju~ice the vie~s of either side. 



SUBJECT: 

PARTICII'/JITS: 

SALT DL:L[Gi\Tl 0~ 
HCLS!~KJ, FlNL~~D 

DATE: September 17, 19 . 

TIME: 12:30 - 12:50 p.c. 

PLACE: Soviet Embassy, 
Hcl s inki 

Smith-Scmenov Post-Mini-Plenary Conversation, 
September 17 

us 

Ambasr.ador Gerard C. Smith 
Mr. William D. Krimer, 

Interpreter 

Deputy Foreign Minister V. S. Se~cnov 
Mr. V. Ya. Faekov, 

Interpreter 

Scmenov said 'he hoped that Smith hQd noticed that in today's 
Sovit>t st.i.tcmcnt Scr.ienov lia<l paid special attention to Article 2. 
lt seemed to him th3t there ~as an opportunity here to try and 
remove some differ~nces on lJnguagc for this Article. In his 
view Article 2 and Article 3 formed the main b.i.sis for the An:-1 
agreement. He quite understood th.:1t in regard to Article 3 we 
f~ced some serious problems that would require additional reflection ' 
~ith ~ view to narrowing differences; On the other h~nd, looking 
at Article 2, he c~r.ie to the conclusion that there were possibilities 
for rc.::ching mutually agreed L1:1guagc. At one time it had 
appe~red to him that such agreed language would be easily achieved, 
but then somehow the two sides had started moving away from ~ach 
other. It "1as the Soviet view that inclusion of the word "indistin­
guishc1ble" cast doubt on the effectiveness of national technical 
means of verification. ln this connection he would recall that 
~hen he had reported on the state of our negotiations at a meeting 
of his Government in Moscow, one of the fund3mcnt3l questions 
asked of him related to national means of verification. He was 
ask~d how this matter ~ould be settled bet~ecn the two Delcsations. 
He had replied that it wns his general impression that the US 
Delegation had a very sood undcrstandinc of this general situation. 
At that same meeting some views had been expressed to· the effect 
that this issue of national technical means might prove to be a 
stumbling block. He would say that inclusion of any provision 
that "1ould enlarge the shadow of doubt abo~t verification would 



-
September 9, 1971 

SALT V 

WJSSR An HOC COMM!TTEE MEETING NO. 4 

Soviet F.mba11y, September 8, 1971, 1100 Houri 

Person. Pruent: 

Graybeal 
Leard 
larlc:N 
Carnuale 
~imer 
PitzGerald 
Zarecbnak 

Graybeal made the follc:Nin_i point•: 

USSR -
~arpov 
fedenko 
Obukhov 
Artf!1llYe'V 

-- Our Article 6 i1 not intended to supplement the U.S. Article 7 in any 
Te1pect; rather, it 11 intended to addreaa future ABM system.a that would 
utilize coaiponenta Ot' device, other than launcbera, interceptor mi11ile1, or 
radar 1. 

•• The U.S. paragraph 1 of Article 6, which baa no counterpart in the 
Soviet text, vould prohibit the deployment of future ABM 1y1tema 0r components 
other than thoae fixed land-based cocnponenta defined in Article 2; that ia, 
ABM interceptor mi11ile1, ABM launcher,, or ABM radars. Thia paragraph vould 
in no vay restrict modernization of the components liated in Article 2. It 
11 my belief that it· ii the intention of both ■ idea to limit the a.rins competi­
tion in the future•• well u at pre1ent. Inclu1ion of thi1 paragraph would 
repre1ent a atep toward that goal. 



I then 9.sked, apart from "other devices" }~ow the Soviet 
•ide visualize.s how the Standing Commission will operate. Mr. 
Karpov had·used the words "examination" and "re!'olut.ion 11 

(resheniye) in describing how the quest~on o! "other devices" would 
be handled in the Standing Commission. Did this mean that the 
Commission would have the power of decision? Col Fedenko 
replied in the negative. The C1.>mmission would consult a.nd 
examine various questions and would attempt to arrive at agreed­
on recommendations or language to be submitted to the two govern­
ments. The final solution to problems would, however, rest with 
the governments • 

• 
Col Fedenko eonc:luded the discussion of Para 1, Article 6 

by saying that the Soviet side realized the U.S. •ide had required 
a long tune to arrive at its formulation of this paragr::iph and 
consequently, the Soviet side would require some time to under­
stand the need !or including such a paragraph. 

Col Fedenko also argued in favor o! the Soviet veraion 1 

o! Para 1 o! °'rtiele 2, which specifies or..lv interceptors, 
launchers, and radars as the ABM means t~ be limited. I . 

, argued against exclusion o! MARCs and OLPARs but Col Fedenko 
• insisted that these definitions should be discussed in the context 

o! the articles in which they initially a_ppea r. Article 3 in the 
case o! M.ARCs and Article 4 in the case of OLPARs. I continued 
to disagree. He then observed that the U.S. side had not chosen 
a good military term when it had selected "complex'.' to describe 
the deployment area !or ABM radars. He said that an agreement 
covering weapons systems should use military terminology as much 
as possible. In response to my question, he s\lggested "assembly 
area (rayon 10s redotoc heniya)" as a. poi sible better military term. 

C 

... 



aerve aa a useful analogy to the present Treaty. He expre11ed the belief that 
•~bas1ador Smith recognized in hia remark.I ye1terday that these other treaties 

net ref er to aome unknO\nl future 1y1tem. The term "other veapons of m.au 
..itruction" is clear, he said, and means those nuclear, chemical, and 

biological weapons that can be designed at present. 

Graybeal expre11ed the viev that pa:ragraph l of Article 6 vould aerve to 
atrcngthen the relationship between our two countriea and vould avoid misunder• 
1tandingi in the future. He ,aid that while ve were not yet in agreement, at 
our level, on the definition of an ABM 1y1tem, ve wer~ cloae. Be referred to 
t.he vording in the U .s. vorking paper cf September 6; namely, "A:r:J. anti-ball ii tic 
miaaile 1y1tem 11 a 1y1te:m constructed er deployed to counter 1trategic 
ballistic miuilea or their component, in flight trajectory." Be aaid that 
thi1 definition would apply also to paragraph l of Article .6. Whether or not 
1uch 1y1tems exist at present 1• not the key issue, he 1aid. It i1 the concepts 
and technologies which de exi1t and with which beth aides are familiar that 
are of importance. Our objective ia to limit ABM 1y1tema, and our definition 
of ABM 1ystems would include nture ayatems u well u present onea. He 1tated 
that paragraph 1 of the Article 6 would avoid just the kind of mi1underst&nding1 
that larpov had referred to in hia remarka. He believed that if ve could m.alte 
clear the intent of the Agreement, which in our viev ia to limit ABM 1y1te:ms, 
then we cculd·help the Standing Commission fulfill its role. If the intent 
vere only to limit pre1eut 1y1te:ms, and to leave to the Standing Com:ni11ion 
the matter of limiting future 1y1tems, then we vould be inviting misunderstand­
ings. Be asked if it it the inunt of the Soviet aide to limit ABM systems or 
juat to limit preaent ilM 1y1te:u. 

~arpov believed that our intent i• to limit A!M n1tems and that ve have 
tual understanding between our1elve1 on that 1eore. 'lhe difference ia in 

0\..4' approach--how to de it in the moat effective way and, at the 1ame time, 
to guarantee the two tides that the agreement vould be c.omplied vith. Be 
could net imagine bow an agreement could bring the two 1ide1 closer together 
if it dealt with systems which could not be clearly defined. He 1aid that the 
aubject of a.n agreement is determined by at least three element•: the pretence 
of physical or legal entities entering into the agreement, the 1ubjeet matter 
of agreement, and the guarantees of compliance with the obligations. Be could 
admit the existence of an agreement without guarantees, but not without the 
lirst two element•. The U.S. draft, he 1aid, contain• no legal definition of 
vhat it deals with. He did not agree with the definitions in the U.S. 
A:-ticle 2. On the other hand, he ■ aid, Article 2 of the Soviet draft &i,ves 
a clear-cut definition of ABM 1ystexu; namely, "The means apeciafly constructed 
and deployed to counter 1trategic missiles and their components in flight 
trajectory." Thia definition would enable one fully to verify by national 
aeana compliance vith an agreement. It ia eaaential that an agreement include 
a precise definition of the mean, to be covered by the obligations. Be wished 
to note also that par•&T•ph l of Article 6 in it1 present form could DOt 



promote the U.S. intent of precluding possible mi1under1tandings in the 
future. Thi• paragraph did not make it poasible for nation.al means of verifi­
cation to determine clearly if 1y1tms a.re A!M 1y1tems or not, and, lince 
paragraph l would be an integral part of the Agreement or Treaty, compliance 
vith the entire Treaty would be questioned. He asked if it would 'DOt be 
better for u1 to refer the questions of future aystems to the Standing Commi.1-
•ion. He thought that thia vould be the moat rational approach to limiting 
those ABM 1y1tems which c~not be defined 1n technical or legal teru. 

, 
Craybeal as1ured him that thi1 paragraph b~d been reviewed by lavyers and 

that it did serve a useful function in the text. Be thought that there vu a 
difference in the views of the tvo 1ide1 regarding the adequacy of the defini• 
tiona in paragraph l of the U.S. Article 2. He thought that the1e definitions 
were adequate to deal vith all ARM 1y1tem.s, while paragraph 1 of USSR Article XI 
dealt only vith ABM launchers, A.SM ioterceptor1, and ABM radar•. Be uked 1£ 
he vas correct in believing that 1n I..arpov'a opinion the U.S. definition• were 
inadequate. 

~arpov responded that Graybeal vaa correct and that the Soviets had 
pTopo1ed to limit 1y1tems vhich use ABM laun.chera, ABM interceptoTs, and ABM 
rada.ra. 

Graybeal 1aid that there also teemed to be a difference in our views on 
the role of operative articles ver1u1 the role of the Standing Comni11iou. 
Be felt that an operative article indicating clearly the obligation• vith 
regard to improvement of ~iatin.g ABM 1y1te:u and with regard to future 
■y1tems vould be far more useful than merely Teferriog these que1tion1 to the 
Standing Comni11ion. Re al10 noted a difference in views reflected in K&rpov'a C 
comnent1 on the analogy to the Treaties on Seabed! and Outer Space. He referred 
to Ambassador Smith'• atatement of yesterday in which Jl:nbas1ador Smith 1aid 
that he found that the authorahip of the phrase "other weapons of m.au destruc-
tion" vaa not as clear aa had previoully been 1uggeated. Smith vent on to aay, 
however, ''but vhat 11 clear, and relevant, is that in these Treaties our two 
Governments have accepted obligationa banning deployment of 'weapons of ma.11 
destruction' not apecifically identified:' Graybeal believed that the term 
''weapons of m.as1 destruction" referred to any weapon of mau destTUCtiou, 
including any that might be developed in the future. Thus, he believed that 
the analogy waa a uaeful one. Biological and chemical veapou1 were used a1 
examples of other veapona of mass destruction and not aa the only ones. Be 
noted that he had participated in the negotiation of the Outer Space Treaty 
and that he could not recall either aide trying to define vhat vas meant by 
''weapons of ma11 deatruction". 

~arpov expressed the belief that both 1ide1 recognize that t~e Treaty 
cannot cover all po11ibl~ ca1es io limiting ABM 1ystems, and that ve could not 
envisage everything that vill appear in the future. He agreed that there had 
been no need to define precilely what "weapona of man destruction" were, 



.aiming that there vaa an under1tanding between the Partie1 to the Outer 
Space Treaty as to what were such weapons. He said that they we=e weapoM 
capable of destroying masses of people or masses of material things, and 
that such weapons a.re precisely defined by these criteria. He claimed that, 
a1 a matter of fact, the very name "weapons of mass destruction" indicates 
the criteria. Unfortunately, he said, the term "ABM defen1e" cannot determine 
whether 1pecific means belong to auch a system. 

(l1lere vu a rece,, at this point.) 

Graybeal agreed that not a:1 future ABM aystems could be identified now; . 
however, he disagreed with the contention that an agreement could not CO"ler 
all po11ible future ABM 1y1tema. Be pointed out that, vith an underatanding 
of what 11 an ABM 1y1tem, ve could prohibit the deployment of future systems 
or devices. /He then turned to paragraph 2 of the U.S. Article 6 and ita 
counterpart,~aragraph 'A of the USSR Article V. He noted that the texts were 

••imilar, vith two exceptions. Firat, the U.S. text would prohibit the 
development, production, testing, and deployment of these aystems while the 
Soviet text would prohibit only testing and deployment. He believed this 
difference could be resolved. Second, the U.S. text refer, to future devices, 
and reflect, the basic difference in view whic~ ve have been ~i1cu11ing in 
relation to paragraph 1 of the U.S. Article 6. 

Xarpov tabled a working pa.per (attached) in which the Soviet• attempted 
•o merge the language of paragraph A of the USSR Article V and paragraph 2 

the U.S. Article 6. He noted the addition to the Soviet language of the 
_..>rda "not to construct" rather than the U.S. words "not to produce". Be 
also pointed out that,for reason. previously discussed, the Soviet aide did 
n.ot u.e the U.S. phrase "not to develop". He auggeated that the U.S. side 
look at the language and he hoped that it would find it acceptable. 

Graybeal atated that he vould certainly atudy the vorking paper. As. be 
understood it, the Soviet phrase "not to construct" encompa11e1 the U.S. 
phrase "not to develop and not to produce"• and the Soviet phrase "1pec:ially 

· deaigned for" could be interpreted u "specially created for". 

Xarpov confirmed the~e interpretation••) 

Graybeal asked whether the language of the Soviet working paper covered 
devices other than ABM launcher,, interceptor,, and radars, and whether 
transportable ayatema or components would be cOMidered as mobile systems or 
component,. 

Xarpov asked what va1 meant by transportable syatesu. 

Graybeal ruponded that in the U.S. ve uae the term ''mobile" to refer 
to 1y1te:m1 which could be constantly in motion; but, in this provision, ve 



intend to include systems which could be readily transpOTted from one p' 
to another. lie called on Barlow to amplify these remark1. 

!arlov 1ai.d that by "transportable 1y1tems" ve mean intercepto!'s , 
launchers, and rada.rs designed to be moved frequently during their service 
life. Be said that a system tr&nsp~ted from a factar;y to a lite would not 
cecesaarily be cou,idered a transportable 1y1tem. 

,:,arpov ■ aid that he did not quite understand any difference betveen 
mobile and transportable 1y1te.m.a if both could be moved frequently. 

Graybeal 1aid that if that vu the case, he thought we vere in agreement 
on thia point. 

~arlow ■ aid that in U.S. uaage, a mobile radar ha..s wheels OT tracks ; 
that ia, it ii ·•elf-propelled, He noted that the terms ''mobile" and "tran.a­
portable" are u1ed in contrut to fixed permanent installation•. 

~arpov 1aid that he vould review the tl .s. remarks and would respond at 
a later time. Re wished to uk. however, whether the term ''=obile" included 
the term "tranaportable". 

Graybeal responded that it did. 

~arpov uked if this also applied to ,ea-based, air-ba1ed 1 and 1pace­
bued ay1 te:ma. 

Graybeal responded that, by definition, •~•-bued, air-bued, and 1pace- ( 
baaed ayatem.£ are mobile 1yatema. 

~•rpov aaid that be vould return to the 1ubject at a later time. 

Graybeal 1aid that be had nothing moTe to di1eus1 today. 
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A--498 MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION 
SALT DELEuATION 
HELSINKI, FINLAND 

~-( li,, -y...~·( L. a \ 

Date: September 13, 1971 
Time: 1230-1300 hours 
Place: U.S. Embassy 

Hebinki 

SUBJECT: Early Warning Radars; ICBM De!en1e; and 
Future ABM System• 

PARTICIPANTS: U.S. 
Col C. G. Fitz.Gerald 
Maj William Birlow 

Fuhl re Systems 

us•.,~ 
Col A. A. Fedenko 
Mr. Obuhkov 

Col Fedenko reiterated the 1tandard. Soviet arguments 
against including any general provi1ion1 on future undefined ABM 
1y1tems. The St.anding Commi11ion could handle 1uch problems 
if they ever arose. The alternative, he !elt, wa1 for the U.S. to 
1pecify and define in Article 11 what 1y1tem1, component, or 
mechanisms it had in mind. I! the U. 5. could define what it wa1 
talking about, then national means could probably verify 1uc:h 
activities because preswnably it would be mandatory to teat such . 
conceptual devices. The Soviet aide would then be in a po1ition 
to determine whether 1uch 1y1tem1 1hould be in an ABM Treaty. 



HELS lNKl , r INLAND 

SUilJLST: Discussion of Articles 2 anc 6 (V) 

PART IC IPM7S: 

Mr. S. N. Graybeal 
Col. Charles Fit:Cerald 

DAI'E: September 15, 19 7 

TIME: 10:00 - 11:30 a.m. 

PLACE: Soviet Embassy 

Mr. Viktor Karpov 
Kr. A. A. Fed~nko 

At the s~ptember 15 meeting bet\ieen Graybeal and Karpov, accompanied by 
FitzGerald and Fedenko, the Soviets tabled new Articles 2 and 6(V). (S~e 
attac~~nt.) 

~e discussion started with Article 6(V). larpov argued th3t the nev 
formulation of Soviet paragraph l (U.S. paragraph 2) of Article 6(V) ~~viatcs 
the requirement for the phrase "other devices for performing the functions , 
of these components" appearing at the end of U.S. paragraph l. The Soviets , 
verc proposing to eliminate specific listing of. ABM system components 
(launchers, interceptors, and radars) and substitute the word "components" 
(using the literal Russian word (komponenty) for this instead of the word 
for "components" (srcdstva) used in Article 2 when referring to launchers, 

!interceptors, and radars. Karpov agreed with Graybeal', interpret~~ion that 
the Soviet text meant "any type of present or future components" of >.3M 
systems. · 

Xarpov said they vould give favorable conside~ation to Graybcal's su~~es­
tion that the phrase "specially constructed for auc:b systems" be dropped .Hi'."3 

the Soviet vording. 

Agreement was also reached that, consistent with the ''nev Artie le 6", 
the Soviet text would use "and" bct,.,een systems and components, while the 
U.S. text would retain "or" between. syctems atid c0::-.ponent1. 

I I' . 

Graybeal aaid he would take the new Soviet formulation into considcratior. 
and ref er it to the U.S. · De legation. It vas asreeC: that paragraph 1 of U .s. 
Article 6 would r~main bracketed as a U.S. proposal. 



After• brief break, the discussion turned to Article 2. Karpov 
refused to accept the U.S. wording "indistinguishable from" or "of a type.. 
teste:d in an ABM mode". He argued that "nev Article 6" forbids testing 
non-Ar~ components in an ABM mode. To include these phrases in Article 2 
implies that there can be a breach of the treaty. Therefore, inclusion of 
either -wording in Article 2 is incompatible vith "11ew Article 611 aince 
d~finitions must not conflict vith obligations. The Soviet aide could 
undcrst~nd the requirement for this language in Article 2 if there were 
no prohibition on such testing, but inclusion of the phrase in Article 2 
vould call "new Article 6" into question. 

Karpov also said the U.S. approach to Article 2 is unacceptable vith 
or without the phrases "indistinguishable from" or "of a type tested in .in 
ABM mode". 

Graybeal argued the need for clear and concise definitions to include 
the above phrases. He saw no incompatibility between U.S. Article 2 and 
"new Article 6 11

• In fact, he argued, tvo Artie les are complementary to 
each other vhen the U.S. wording is used. 

The final result was to leave each 1ide 1 1 veraion of the entire 
Article 2 in brackets. 

It was also agreed that Karpov and Graybeal vould make only individual 
reports to their respective Heads of Delegation, and the remaining problt".nJs 
vould be discussed further.at the new mini-troika (Par10na, Ga.rthoff, and 
Graybeal with Tilnerbaev, Kishilov, and Karpov). 



• 

SL"oJECT: 

PARTICIPAh"T$: 

ME?-10P.,'l.!\~'-'11 OF CO'h"VERSATION 
S.\LT DE:.EGATION 

HELSINKI• FlNLAl\1) 

A-515 

DATE: Septwer 15, 1971 

Tn'.E: 5:00 - 5:1~ p.o. 

Pl.\ct: Capitol Th~eter, 
Helsinki 

Further Progre11 in SALT 

USSR 

Dr. Raymond L. c~rthoff Dei)'Jty Foreign Minilter V. s. s~!~~o·J 

As I vas leaving the theater, Semenov ensased me in c~nve=r-~~~o~ 
for a f~ ininutes in which he emphasized the desirability cf rtno..,:L ·i 
£,:.i:.11.. o: t:.;: .,.:.:.- .... ~~'..ca~ . ~!.ve 1:=.d~c. :ed ~it :'!~?"ee=:::1t~ in t!:~ .Tc-!.nt 
Draft Text beini developed by the t'Vo Delegations. I mentionC"d in 
p8rt1cular Article 2, &nd urged that we fir.d a solution wh~ch ~id 
not prejucge the different 1ub1tantive poaition, cf the two sid~s 
over the article on future kinds of AB11 1ystcms, Semenov agr.l:!c~, 
and also thought that ~e should be able to fir.d a neutral fonr.~latio~ 
which would not prejudice the views of either side. · 
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SUBJECT: 

PARTICIPAJITS: 

SALT DEL[GATI 0~ 
HtLSI~KJ, FlNLA.ND 

DATE: September 17, 1971 

TIME: 12:30 - 12:50 p . rn. 

PLACE: Soviet Embassy, 
Helsinki 

Smith-Scmcnov Post-Mini-Plenary Conversation, 
September 17 

us 

Ambasr.ador Gerard C. Smith 
Mr. William D. Krimer, 

Interpreter 

Deputy Foreign Minister V. S . Semcnov 
Mr. V. Ya. Faekov, 

Interpreter 

------- - - .. -- -- --- . 

Scmenov said ~c hop~d that Smith had noticed that in today's 
Sovit'!t statement Scr.ienov hacl paid special attantion to Article 2. 
It seemed to him that there ~as an opportunity here to try and 
remove some diffcr~nces on l~nguagc for this Article?. In his 
view Article 2 and Article 3 formed the main b.isis for the An:•! 
agreement. He quite understood thJt in regard to Article 3 we 
faced some serious problems that would require additional reflection 
with a view to narrowing differences. On the other hand, looking 
at Article 2, he c~ne to the conclusion that there were possibilities 
for rccching mutually agreed language. At one time it had 
appc~red to him that such agreed lanGuage would be easily achieved, 
but then somehow the two sides had started moving away from ~ach 
other. It was thc Soviet vie'W that inclusion of the word 11 indistin­
guishc1ble11 cast doubt on the effectiveness of national technical 
means of verification. In this connection he would recall that 
when he had reported on the state of our negotiations at a meeting 
of his Governm<a:nt in }toscow, one of the fund.:imcnt.11 questions 
asked of him related to nation.:il means of verification. He was 
asked how this matter ~ould be settled bet~ecn the two Delcsations. 
He had replied th.:it it wc1s his general impression that the US 
Delegation had a very good understandin~ of this general situation. 
At that same meeting some views had been expressed ·to·the effect 
that this is~ue of national technical means might prove to be n 
stumbling block. He would say that inclusion of any provision 
that would enlarge the shadow of doubt about verification would 
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make consideration of what had been discussed here_i~ Helsi~ki _ 
very much more difficult and might also create addi;ional dif~ic ~ 
at the next phase in Vienna. He would ther~fore as~ ~he US side 
take this fact into consideration. lt was quite possible that he 
was himself at fault in this respect, perhaps not having ~cen 
convincing enough in expressing the vie\.ls of the Soviet side on 
this issue. His argumentation on the efficiency and adequacy of 
national ~cans and the complete unacceptability of on-site 
inspection would perhaps require some further presentation. He 
had a voluminous dossier on this questjon and apparently he w~uld 
have to make use of it at the next Vienna phase, presentinc his 
considcr.1tions and reasons in support of the Soviet position in 
greater detail. However, he wanted to e~prcss the hope th.:it 
perhaps ,,•e could work the problem out win.le we wer: stil: here 
and remove the unnecessary difficulties caused by inclusion of 
the word "indistinguishable." 

Smith s.:iid that in rcs~rd to the Article 2 problem, as he 
understood it, the Soviet side had not wanted to say anything 
in Article 2 th.:it mi£ht prejudice the Sov:ict position on SAM 
upgr.:ide. llc had thought th.:it this concern h.:id bC?cn resolved 
between Garthoff an<l Kishilcv "'·hen they discussed Articles 4 
and 7 of the draft ~ext. But lately he had the feeling that 
the Soviet position on Article 2 ref]ect~d a desire that nothing 
be done to prejudice the Soviet position on the issue treated in 
paracrDph l of Article 6. It sC?emcd to him that we should be 
ingenious enough to draft Article 2 in such a way as not to 
prejudice the position of either side in regard to paragraph 1 
of Article 6. Smith wanted to e~phasize to Semcnov th~ great 
importanie that the US Government att.:iched to this issue. lt 
was his belief that without such a provision, which was similar 
to analogous provisions included in other treaties, an agreement 
between us might prove to be simply an illusion. We might think 
that we had concluded an ar.;recr.icnt on limiting ABi-1 systems, only 
to find that in fact we had only limite:d launch<:rs, interceptors 
and radars. He hoped that he had been able to convey to Semcnov 
the gre.:Jt irr.portancc.: we attached to that issue. ~ • 

s~mcnov said that in reg.:ird to Article 2 he would ,have no 
objection to a further sc-arch by our E>.ccutive Sccrct.Jries for 
possihl~ langu.1ge that would not prejudice our respective 
positions on parn~raph 1, Article 6. However, Article 2 spoke 
for itself. He did not rc.:illy know in what sense Article 6 had 
a bearinc on Article: 2, since the latter dc.Jlt with dr.:finitions 
and in his view this was quite enough for that particular Article. 
With r~ferPnce to the US position on Article: 6, which had been 
adv.meed here in Helsinki for the first time, naturally the Soviet 
s i cl c ha d c .:i r c f u 11 y li s t e n c d to t h c con s i d e r a t i on s C' Y.p re s s e d in 
support of the US position. At this moment he '1-'ould not care to 
say any more than had already been said on this issue. Obviously 
tl1is problem would be kept in his field of vision during the 
preparation in Moscow for the next Vienna phase. 



Frankly, it li::tS his Dclc;ation's impression that inclusion 
of the word "indistinguish.iblc" in Article 2 would mal:e the entire 
agreemc.:nt quitP unccrt.iin . What was indistini;uish.:1ble fro~ launchers , 
missiles, and rad.irs? This concept in his view was too ill-defined 
and arbitrary for inclusion in an agreement on ABtl' s th.it we hav~ 
been \o.'Orking on. Furthe~ore, when we spoke of rc.:ichin;:; an agree­
ment to limit AB:1s in our t\.•o countries, it was his impression 
that we intended such limitation to be at n minimum level and this 
in his vir.\, \vas cJn essential coi1sidcration in seeking mutually 
acccpt~blc positions. In his gocl he saw the m~in basis and the 
soul of our discussions. Smith \o.'nS right in his belief that the 
Soviet sidr. was seriously interested in reaching an AB~! agreement . 
For his pclrt, he proceeded from the same premise rcgardin£ the 
intentions of the US side. Therefore he bt:lieved thcJt in this 
matter we should each tak~ a broader view of the matt€r, bearing 
in mind th.:1t inclusion of uncertainties in an agreement would 
surely le.'.ld to all sorts of misunderstandings in the future. He 
emphasized that after concluding an ABM ar,reement we would be 
faced with the necessity of solving a number of other questions 
that were no less difficult than this one. Therefore he believed 
"1e should sive a green light to the work that lies nhc.:id of us 
and that th.1t work i;hould be based on the growins mutual trust 
between our t,.:o sides. Ht: asked Smith to note th.it he had not 
spoken in these terns in the past, but in the context of recent 
events and of our ~ork here h~ was doing so now. 

Smith replied that he would lil:e to think over Semenov' s 
suggestion that our Executive Secretaries take over Article 2 . 
This micht be acccpt.:1ble, but before scJying any more on the 
subject he ~ould lik~ to consult ~ith his colleagues. 

Scmenov said he would be very rcluct.:2n ~ to leave Article 2 
in 6r.:1ckct~. This would create an undesir.ible impression when 
he reported to his lc~dcrship upon coming home. 

------------------------·-- --



SUP.JECI: 

PARTI Cl PANTS: 

SECR£T-EXD1S 

MEHORANDUH OF CONVtRSATlON 
SALT OEU:GATION 

HELSINKI, FINLAND 

) 
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DATE: Sept.ember. 20, 1971 

TDiE: 3:00 - S:00 p.m. 

PU.CE: Soviet !mbassy, 
Hel1inki 

Joint Draft Text o! an ABM Agreement 

Dr. Raymond L. Carthoff Minister R. M. Timerbaev 
Mr. N. S. Ki1hilov 

I noted that the package irade-off which I had outlined would, 
if accept~d, retn.ove a great deal of underbrush from the draft 
agreement, There would remain ,even points ~f difference: whether 
the agreement would be a Treaty or Executive Agreement; ABM levels 
and deployment limitations; a provilion to cover future "unconventional" 
ABM aystems; large-phased array radars, other than ABM and early­
varning radara; non-transfer; explicit link to the offensive 
limitations; and withdraval in the event of lack of 1ucces1 i n 
follov-on offensive negotiations. Our Delegation did not aee 

10lutions to these problems here at Helsinki, and they would 
presumably remain for later resolution. After probing the, 
firmness of our position on the link to offensive limitations, 
and the s~cci~l withdrawal provision, the Soviet participants 
agreed that this list of issues would remain. ( 
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1. Persons Present: 

Amb, Smith 
Parsons 
Nitze 
Allison 
Garthoff 
Grayb-eal 
Shaw 
Stoertz 
Weil<?r 
Aldridge 
S. Smith 
T\Jombly 
Germond 
Lavroff 

Min.Semenov 
l)garkov 
<;hc;hukin 
Pleshakov 
Grinevsky 
Kishilov 
Cryzlov 
A.fonsky 
Kar.pov 
Skoptsov 
Perfilyev 
Barano·,1s ky 
Buyano\· 
Fayekov 
, -

The p'ropo u.ls o! the Soviet Union pi-oceecl from the 

premise that tho• e 1ystem1 o! each !ide 1hould be limited 
. . 

tnat were spec1a..uy ceveJ.oped to counter 1trategic ballistic 

missiles t .. d their component! in flight t.L Jectory. 

Taking this into account, the oblig ... tions of the sides 

would extend to long-range acquisition radars, trackins 

and ABM guidance radars, ABM launchers and ABMs. 

FurthC:r, agreed q'.lantitative limita1.ions o! lau.ncher s 

and ABMs would be established, as well as limitations on 

the maximum distance of ABM systems !rom the center of 

the target defended. 

Obviously, it is precisely these com?()nents, ta.kt:n 

. 
together, th.at constitute an ABM de!ense system. The:-e-

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

the totality of the above-mentioned com?onents in order 

to aolve th~ problem of limiting the deployment of ABM 

•y•tema e!!ec:tively &nd reliably. --------· - ·---------- & 

__ J 



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. Garthoff 
Mr. Shaw 
Mr. Parr 

(lnte rp re te r} 
Mr. Krimer 

(Inte rp re te r} 

Minister Semenov 
Academician S'1chukin 
General Trusov 
Mr. Grinevsky 
Mr. Kishilov 
Mr. Pavlov 

(lnte rp re te r) 
Mr. Novikov 

(Interpreter) 

, Academician Shchukin said that thanks to the joint work on 
preparing a draft text of a Treaty (Agreement) on the Limitation of 
ABMs, the sides had been able to agree on a number of provisions. 
The results of this work had been confirmed in Moscow during the 
interval between Helsinki and Vienna. In this connection, it was 
of fundamental importance to have reached agreement on the text 
of a provision in which each party undertook not to develop, test, 
or deploy sea-based, air-based, space-based, or mobile land-based 
ABM systems or their components. This provision in particular 
confirmed the importance ~oth side.s attached to preiaring a draft 
which excluded the possibility of the deployment of ABM defenses 
o! the territory o! a country. The next provision was to the effe c t 
that each Party undertook not to develop, test, or deploy ABM 
launchers for launching more than one ABM interceptor missile 
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 for 
rapid reload of ABM launchers. Apart from this, the Soviet side 
cannot recognize as well-founded the proposal of the US involving 
an obligation not to deploy ABM systems using devices other than 
ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM radars to 
perform the !unctions of these components. The subject o! a Treaty 
(Agreement) could only be a specific and concrete limitation o! ABM 
systems. It would seem that prohibiting something unknown, &s 
proposed by the US aide, would create uncertainty a.a to the subject 
of the Treaty (Agreement) on limiting ABMs. Such had never been 
done in a serious agreement. I! systems based on different technical 
principles should subsequently appear, they could be discussed 
additionally, as provided by the draft Treaty. 

---


