BVERAN .. JepseeRer—— LI

D o Approved for R(_aleasevz_gg(_){.qgém CO51 1 1672 f‘.", , BYEMAN ‘

TV e s @ CONIROL bySTRmE
fellls B AR

o | o NN AN
481 NATIONAL. RECONNAISSANCE or-'r-'zca R S
' WASMINGTON, D.C. . .,_:_”‘S_J .
W OL A =D s

OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY DIRECTOR - August 6, 1869

: MEMORANDUM FOR MR. PACKARD
MR, HELMS

SUBJECT: Background Material for ExCom Meeting of August 7

Attached, for your information, is a copy of a talkihg ‘paper
which describes the issue for discussion by ExCom at its meeting
on August 7.

Also attached is a paper which discusses the related subject
of an arms control satellite and an alternative ''no elaboration"
approach to verzﬁcatmn of a strateg1c arms- hm1tatmn agreement

e

'F. Robert Naka

Copy to Mr. Nitze
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WASHINGTON, D.C.

OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY DIRECTOR T _ ' . August 6, 1969

' MEMORANDUM FOR DR. STEININGER

SUBJECT: Background Material for August 7 ExCom

I have attached a copy of a revised talking paper to replace
the one I sent you on August 4 (BYE 13053-69). Our reason for
revising the paper was to insure that there was no misunderstanding
that the issue was one of security and policy implications of SALT
rather than the arms control satellite initiative- as ‘several people
have been led to beheve.

We have rem'oved the arms control satellite initiative text
from the issue and have appended it as an information paper relating
_ to the verification of any arms limitation agreement that may be
reached sometime downstream We are not proposing that it be
addressed as an issue by the ExCom at this time.

I have also attached a copy of this discussion for your use,

S

F. Robert Naka

WANDLE VIA : : . ) . " cowraon no BYE 13062-69
BYEP&AN E . T : (€ory oF coriLs
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DOD DIRECTIVE 3100.10 DOES NOT APPLY i .
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. August 6, 1969

MEMORANDUM FOR DR. McLUCAS

I ) SUBJECT: Executive Committee Consideration of SALT on
Thursday, August 7 v

Apparently there is some misunderstanding amont those par-
ticipating in the staffing of the subject to be discussed by you with
the Executive Committee on August 7. It seems that our previous
discussions and papers on this particular subject have led those
participants to believe that the key issue for ExCom consideration ‘
is the "'white' arms control satellite initiative. This is, of course,
L not the case. The only issue, as far as we, the NRO, are con=-
: cerned, is that of the security and policy implications of the SALT
i " activity with respect to the NRP.

g , I have just had a long discussion with Dr. Colin Blaydon, who
| has been charged by Mr. Benington with the staffing of a paper for
i Mr. Packard's and Mr. Nitze's use at this meeting. 1 find, un-
fortunately, that Dr. Blaydon has devoted firtually his entire effort
P to establishing a position for Mr. Packard and Mr. Nitze on the
arms control satellite initiative and has only tacitly treated the key
" issue of the security and policy implications as it related to the arms
control satellite initiative. I was able, in my discussion with Dr.
Blaydon (who, incidentally, will now represent Mr. Benington to
Dr. Foster and Dr. Tucker since Mr. Benington had departed on
leave), to assure him that the urgency and concern on the part of the
NRO in this matter was one of informing the ExCom, as completely
objectively as we can, that the current and anticipated activities of
SALT are very likely to impinge on those of the NRP unless the
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validity of U.S. policy on satellite reconnaissance is reaffirmed
and some explicit guidance is provided those individuals involved

" in SALT, both during this period of preparing for negotiations of

an agreement and during the negotiations themselves. Dr. Blaydon
agreed that our concern was certainly a relevant and important one
and felt somewhat embarrassed that he had centered his activity in
support of Mr. Benington around the lesser important (as far as we
are concerned) and separable issue of an arms control satelhte
initiative.. ‘ ,

Dr. Blaydon's conclusions on the arms control satellite proposal

~are quite similar to ours, i.e., that it displays some advantages as
a credible means of verification, that there are political dangers
associated with its proposal, and most important, that a substantive
~discussion of the implications of its ‘acceptance by the NSAM 156
Committee is a bit premature at this time.

It is unfortunate that there has been this misunderstanding of the
real issue. Ifeel we can correct this misunderstanding in the ExCom
with a very informative discussion by you of NRO concern over the

~ security and policy implications of SALT and perhaps a clarification
in these discussions that the arms control satellite was simply pro-
posed as one means of providing, much further downstream in the
arms Hmitation talks, a credible cover for whatever actions the U.S.

- decided it must take with respect to the verification of any agreement.
Dr. Blaydon intends now to adjust his thinking and revise whatever he
prepares for Drs. Foster and Tucker to likewise address the key
issue for discussion at the ExCom meeting,

Dr. Blaydon agreed that our talking paper did represent an
reasonable and adequate discussion of the "key' issue. I suspect
the format in which it was presented led to the confusion of issues.

We continue to feel very strongly that there is a need for NSAM -
156 Committee review and consideration of the security and policy
. implications of SALT and would hope that such a review would result
-~ in a reaffirmation of the validity of established U.S. policy on satel-!
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lite reconnaissance and definitive guidance to the participants in
SALT as to just exactly how that preparatory activity and further
negotiations should proceed in the light of this policy.

We have revised the text of the talking paper previously
~furnished for your use at the ExCom meeting in an attempt to
more clearly relate the issue and correct the misunderstanding.
Essentially, we have addressed only the {ssue in the main paper
~ and Have appeanded a separate "talker' on the arms control sdtel-
lite and the "no elaboration" proposal as alternatives in verifica=-

~ tion.
These papers are attached. We suggest that a copy of the

revised papers be provided to Dr. DuBridge to replace the previous
paper which Dr. Naka has already sent _Dr. -Steininger.

: We could also, if you desire, dehver this afternoon a copy of
the revised papers to Mr. Packard, Mr. Helms and Mr. Nxtze.,

v WILLIAM R, YOST
- Lt Colonel, USAF
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" The Issue
Should the Exc.c;ﬁm encourage an‘NSAM‘ 156 Comrx';ifctee consid-
- eration of the security and policy imlpl‘icaAtions of SALT with respect
to the ﬁRP. | | | |
Background
In early September 1968, the U.S. began preparatmns to enter
negotiations, with the USSR, aimed toward reachmg an agreement
to limit strategic arms. Thg State Depar-tment proposed to enqufce.
such an agreement by "maximum, or if neéesSary, -exclusive |
reliance on national means of §erification, meaning ali types of
'observatibni satellites, as well as other surveillance activities
ca;‘fied out by one side -‘-"7 either uniléterally or in conjunction with
its allies == outside the territory or territorial waters of the other.
side." | | |
The problem, as presented by State, was to permit the negotia~
tions to proceed on this basis and at'the same time develop a policy
which would maintain U.S. freedom of aétion unilaterally to conduct
reconnaissance sate;;;‘ce operations} ahd prevent foreign polit’ical’
'aﬁd phyéical ‘interfertlance with thé' conduct of these operaiions.

The essentials of the State proposal were these:
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1. ’} RegilaSSificatidn of the fact that the u. S.‘ i.s conduc’ting satellite
reconnaissanc_e from Top Secret BYEMAN (or TALEN’I‘-KEYHOLE) to -
SECRET. | | o

-2, Continuation of the present TALENT KEYHOLE and BYEMAN

.'slecu‘r;ty systems with regard to acqu;red mtelhgence, capabillities,
) and operations of reconnaissance sateliites.

3. Revelation to the Soviets that.''national means of verification"
includés the use of reconnaissance satellites.

4. Establishment ‘of a'rlxegotiating position based on the assumption
that "one side will not impede the operation of the other's reconnaissance

) satéll_ites." |

5. Providing NATO general information on the U. S. negotia‘lcing
position on verification, |

6. Briefing Congress on the U.S. position on verification and
capabilities for verifying the pro’poéed agreement through national means.

7. Maintaihing_a discreet posit.ion_ in response to 'pxtess'inquir_ie's
and in official public statements, with preparatibn to eventually acknowl-

. edge "maximum reliance on national means of vgr_ificat.ion”,and the |

inclusion of the use of satellite photo'gr_aphy in such means.

On September 9, State submitted the proposal for NSAM 156

Committee consideration.
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The NRO reacted \}efy quickly to this proposal, meeting with
represertatives of theCIA, JCS and 'NASAV‘_co_- develop Qpposition'to
the basi‘c.proposal and to suggest an ‘alterna:tive. |

On September 13, 1968, the USIB consideredthe security aspects

| ‘of the State proposal and decided that "there should be no change in

the classification of reconnaissance Satellite operations or the in-
‘formation derived from them at this time. "

.On September 1'6~' 1968 the NéAM 156:Committee met; discussed ’
the matter at some length, ‘end arrived at no speciﬁc conclusion.

, Those in attendance reported that all parties were to prepare recoms=

" 'mended guidelines and furnish them to State.

On September 26, 1968 .ACDA issued a propesed guidelines

paper for comment by NSAM,_‘156 Committee membefs. This paper

- was a decided improvement over the eariier (Septembef 9) proposal.
It did eot ask for a downgrading of the secﬁrit.y surreunding "the fact
of'" satellite reconnaissance. It restricted the proposed discussions

| .to "information-gathering" s‘atellites, with no further definition

. authorized. Consultation "with Congress'' was changed to ''selected
members of Congrese;' and was to be done on a classified basis.

Constraints were placed on what might e’ventually be said to the press,
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“ with the statement folv,r release limitécllsto‘ "the U. S is ‘prépared to
place maximum reli_iance on natjonal _m.eané of verifij_clation. "

."Alt‘hough some of tﬁe rationale expre'ssed in the pap‘elr was objection-

| able, the NRO agreed tha‘; there had been a ge'nerabl improvement i’n
concept.

In late October 1968, the urgency of the negotiations dissipated,
and SALT entered a waiting phase.’

On March 6, .1969, the President, in NSSM 28, directed the
preparation of a U.S. position for possible‘strategic arms limita-
tion talks with the Soviet Union. Alternative options Were to be
develoﬁed by a steering committee under ACDA chairmanship for
éopéideration in preparing' the U.S. position. The options were to

-be accompanied by an evaluation of tvhe. strategic balance that woulc'lv
result, as well as by a discussion of possible Soviet reactions to
each and likely U.S. response. A statement of principles and
'objectives was also to be developed for each 'obtion, together with
proposed tactics for its use in relation tb the proposal.

On May 1, State submitted for NSSM 28 Steering Comumittee éon-

" sideration a new paper which set forth the general guidelines for

handling the question of observation satellites in connection with
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SALT. The new paper was practic_aliy a vs'rorvdﬂ-for-w‘ord copy of the"
guidelines papef iss_ued by ACDA on Séptember‘-' 2”6, k1968. |
On May 14, NASA formally urged NSSM 28 Committee’ consid-.

eration of a possible new Administration initia‘giye in strategic arms
limitation: bilateral negotiations on verification mééﬁs to include
: the development and ﬁfilization of an open satellite system designed
- for the single pur,poé‘e of verifying U;S. and USSR"adherience to

treaty conditions. 'NASA was emphasizing” the pgteﬁtial of this
‘~.initiative in: ‘( - |

1. é\'roiding disclosure of the existence, ‘sc'op'e,' utility or
sophistica{ion of the present overhead reconnaissance program,

2. minimizing concern over international confrontation on

this .issue,

'3, providing an important bulwark to the unimpeded continua-
tion of covert intelligence gathering activities,

4. providing a reasonable overt basis for the possible challenges
that might become necessary in the e\}ent treaty violations were dis-
cerned through any k:over-t means.

Current Status

At its meeting on May. 14, the NSSM 28 Committee approved the

State proposal as a basis for drawing up instructions to the SALT
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" delegation and for plarming‘ consbu‘ltations'with Congress and our

allies. | |

The alternative propoéal for an Arms_Coﬁtrol Satellite initiative
was remanded to the NSAM 156 Cofnmittee for examination at a later
date.
Discussion

It is apparent frbin oﬁr discussion with participants in NSSM 28
activity that the Committee's concern with the basic requirements
of the various 1.S. thions for SALTi has completely overshadowed
its recognition of the profoﬁndly adverse effects that any disclosure
of the U.S. satellite reconhaiSsance.program could ha\}e on the
security of this nation.

Once taken, the disclosure action is irreversible. No matter

| how much the hation might regretvits acti‘or‘i-; its‘ options would be

foreclosed.

Disclosure does not enhance our ﬁegotiating position; in fact,
it is counterproductive since éur pérsﬂistence m dis¢u§éing Sateilite
recqnn,aissance surf_éces our’ heavyAdependenc;e‘ on it énd, by"in-
‘férence, indicates thé limitations .of our more conventl mai capabilities.

Dbisclosure_ excites cﬁriosity and in negotiations would eli;:it

a pressure for more and more credibility. The path from a dis~ -
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Closure of "the fact of" to total revelation then becomes very short
.and swift,
A disclosure of satellite reconnaissance could well prejudice
and eve.n tacitly outlaw other space intelligencé techniques as well as
ground collection methods.
Disclosure afforcis the Soviets the high g‘rov'und in the challénge
to "continue negotiations or tolerate U.S. espiéhage":'since we aré
almost uniquely dépendent on satellite reconnaissance for our |
intelligence information and they are not.
) D"isclos.ure would inevitab‘ly excite Soviet interest.in protécting
its seﬁsitiva targets. Discloéure would renew their interest in
- developing afnethods -- operat‘ional or standby == of h’ampering or
incapacitating our operjations ina neceésvarily pérr}niss'ive exiyiron-
ment. ) | |
“Most natioﬁs accept satevllite overflight taci‘cly; they know it is
‘peing.done and will not reacf unless confronted pubiicly with the
fact. Disclosure is, in effect, a confrontation. It forces each nation
to reassess its attitude toward U.S. satellite reconnaissance in terms
of pregtige, sovereignty and popular reaction. It is l:ik"e_.ly:that many
" neutrals would be forcéd by that public reaction to join the - . stiles

and to announce that henpeforth their nations would not be overflown.
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The Soviets could ea_sily negotiate on one hand and sponsor a clamor

" of protest (in some neutral or non-allied nation) on the other,

Friendly nations would be shocked by the diSclo_sure -an& would feel

that they haa been sold short in negotiations Aw"ith a ,c;o;;mmon adversary.
While disclosure could result in a possible gain in Congressional

support for arms limitation negotiations because. of the specific

assurance regarding a reasonable basic U.'S.. éapability to verify,

-it could also become a major political issue, irrespective of timing

or degreé of disclosure. It would undoubtedly trigger a clamor
fof information on related covert and clandestine operations and an

apprehension and uneasiness over undisclosed aspects of the arms

‘limitations negotiations.

With the American public, disélosure could develop a 'know'ledge-
able support for U.S. intelligence collection activities or perhaps
create widespread dismay over official confirmation of an espionage

activity, especially with the well informed, vocal sector which will

~understand the violation of the international _inteliigence code. Dis~-

closure would certainly have a treme_nddusly disruptive effect on the

existing security control systems.
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Recommendation

We need a cllearl statement of policﬁr .w.hick‘z‘ Wili permit the U.S.
- to cbntinue, ‘withouﬁtv'fovreign ?olitical or' phyléicavl'ihtevrference, to
‘ con&uct a unilateral satellite reconnaissance operation and at the
same time, enable it to proceed in negotiatio.ns with the USSR
toward reaching an agreement to limit étrategic arms. |
We are recommending, ‘thereAfor‘e‘, a review and cons'idveration
by tl'.xe"NSAM‘ 156 Con'lmittfee‘ of the ‘securi‘cy*a‘nd policy i:mp‘.lications
of SALT with respect fo the NRP. We would’ expect such a review
and consideration to provide for U.S. participants, both in prepara-
tory SALT activity and negotiations with the USSR, a clear statement
~of U.S. po_licy on s-aée_zllite reconnaissance and'ex;ﬁlicit guidance as
to how U. S. SALT éctivity and negotiationé must proéeed in the

light of this policy.
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Verification and the Arms Control Sateilite Initiative

A major problem in preparing a basis for SALT is that of a

‘credible means. for verificatian of any agree.ment‘._t‘_o limit strategic
- arms, There ié 1ittie'questioﬁ that the U. S. must rely, to some

degree, on the covert satellite reconnaissance program to provide
this meaﬁs.' The concern then centers about a,n"y ackﬁbwledgement
to the Soviets, either publicly or privately, c')f' our reliance on this
means for verification and the attendant requirement to disclose the
existence, status, extent or effectiveness of the covert satellite
‘reconnaissance program. |

An option"to éeveIOp and employ an overt arms control s‘atellite
fof the single purposé of verifying adherence to the conditions of any
agreement would, if accepted, appear to offer several advantages. L
It would not require the revelation of the existle"nce,t s.cbope or utility
-of our.covert program. It.'cauld provide a reasonable over"twbasis
f_or any necessary challenges on violations discerned through covert
means, and thus provide a strong support‘to the unimpeded continua-
tion of the covert program. If accepted as a reasonable venture iﬁ
the SALT arena, it Wauld rriiﬁimizé our coﬁcern ¢ er infernational

confrontation on the issue of satellite reconnaissance. Its acceptance
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and application would provide a step forward in increasing the tacit

acceptance of satellite observation as a reassonable governmental

operation. It would underline the U.S. commitment to the peaceful

uses of outer space.

- The approach could essentially be one in which the U.S. would

negotiate with the Soviets an Arms Control Satellite to be developed

and operated (1) jointly by the two nations, or (2) bilaterally, like.

the US-USSR meteorological satellites, or (3) nationally, with each

nation agreeing to build and operate its own. In each case, the U.S.

~ development agency would be NASA.

' The satellite could be defined in. terms of whatever emerged
from the negotiations. Resdlﬁtion -- always a critiéal question
previously -- would be no pi"oblem here, and if 1s eétimated that
fhe USSR would propose some value between 2 and 10 meters. By

working in this manner, outside the NRP, ACDA could avoid con-

'fronti'ng the Soviets (and the rest of the world) either publicly or

privately with the reality of a major U.S. intelligence collection

program. Perhaps even more important -- if that is possible -~

ACDA could also avoid domestic confrontation with Congress and

the American public. Finally, if the initiative were successful,
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the U.S. would have achieved a measurable step toward legitimatizing

satellite observation at some to-be-negotiated level; if the discussions
failed, they would do so without jeopardizing the NRP.

An Alternative Approach

Discussions concerning the Uv. S. capability {o verify a SALT
agreement hav'e-generaliy‘ led to equating‘the term ''national means
of verification" witl‘x't}he covert satellite reconnaissance program. .
It is very likely, however, that the verification of any agreement
would require the us'e of collection capabilities of the ;ofher pro-
grams supporting national intelligence needs,‘ "i. e. ," the CIP, the
CCP and the CIAP. A disclosure of. the details, or in some cases,
the existence,’ of any of these activities is of equally significant
concern;

"Another option would appear appropriate in light of this concern -~
that is, a proposal which pefmits negotiations tc proceed without a

" definition of 'national means of verification.! The U.S. delegation
would simply state that the U.S. is p;fepared to rely on unilateral

' verification capabilities to-an extent praoticable‘for any specific
"strategic arms limitation agreement. The delegation wonid'not be

authorized to elaborate upon the verification'Ca_pabilities.
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 The most significanf advantage- of this 6ption is that if a limita=
tion agreement éould not be reached with fhe, Soviet Union, national
- intelligence capabilities would not-b.é-disclésed, nor Would operations
be impaired. A revelation of the scope, utility or existence of
covert/clandestine elements of the natioﬁal intelligence programs
would not be required. This option would not force us to provide a |
- basis for Soviet or third country‘chalienges of U.S. collection

-activities. Such an 6ption should be acceptable to the Soviet Union

for generally the same reasons it is acceptable to the United States;
sensitive and valuable intelligence collection activities remain un-
disclosed and unimpaired. |

| ‘ - Initial SALT' cénsultations with the NATO‘allie.s and Japan have
‘been conducted. ThlS option would permif further briefings to our:‘ |
- o - allies on general verification capabilities untilyspecifié limitations
have Been negotiated with the Soviet Union. Similafl&, specific
~verification capabilities probably need not be discussed with the.

Senate prior to negotiating a tentative agreement with the Soviet

Union. This would correspond to previous approaches to Senate

8 % e P o i ot

consultation (e.g. Outer Space Treaty).
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It must be understood, however, that while this option affords

an excellent position for the initiation of negotiations, it has the

disadvantage of forcing the revelation of some degree of verification

details once an agreement has been reached and is ready for further
)\

NATO consultation and Senate ratification, Thisﬁdvantage‘ is

inherent in any option which does not contain a means of verification

. which may be discussed openly.
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