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MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

MEETING: 

DATE: 

TIME: 

DURATION: 

LOCATION: 

Jf.o£Y 
THE WHITE HousE -ft/4?oo7 REVISED 

WASHINGTON 

8/16/85 

ROBERT MCFARLANE 

FREDERICK J. RYAN, JR.'ff" 
APPROVED PRESIDENTIAL ACTIVITY 

with Lord Carrington,. NATO Secretary General 

October 7, 1'9 85 

9:45 am 

15 minutes {changed from 10 minutes as previously 
notified) 

Oval Office 

REMARKS REQUIRED: To be covered in briefing paper 

MEDIA COVERAGE: 

FIRST LADY 
PARTICIPATION: 

Coordinate with Press Office 

No 

NOTE: PROJECT OFFICER, SEE ATTACHED CHECKLIST 

cc: K. Barun 
P. Buchanan 
D. Chew 
T. Dawson 
B. Elliott 
M. Friedersdorf 
C. Fuller 
W. Henkel 
E. Hickey 
C. Hicks 
J. Hirshberg 
G. Hodges 
J. Hooley 

A. Kingon 
J. Kuhn 
C. McCain 
B. Oglesby 
E. Rollins 
J. Rosebush 
R. Scouten 
R. Shaddick 
B. Shaddix 
L. Speakes 
WHCA Audio/Visual 
WHCA Operations 
Nell Yates 

w. Martin 



MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

MEETING: 

DATE: 

TIME: 

DURATION: 

LOCATION: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

ROBERT MCFARLANE 

8/15/85 

FREDERICK J. RYAN, JR{yt 

APPROVED PRESIDENTIAL ACTIVITY 

with Lord Carrington of NATO 

October 7, 1985 

9:45 am 

10 minutes 

Oval Office 

REMARKS REQUIRED: To be covered in briefing paper 

MEDIA COVERAGE: 

FIRST LADY 
PARTICIPATION: 

Coordinate with Press Office 

No 

NOTE: PROJECT OFFICER, SEE ATTACHED CHECKLIST 

cc: K. Barun 
P. Buchanan 
D. Chew 
T. Dawson 
B. Elliott 
M. Friedersdorf 
C. Fuller 
W. Henkel 
E. Hickey 
C. Hicks 
J. Hirshberg 
G. Hodges 
J. Hooley 

A. Kingon 
J. Kuhn 
C. McCain 
B. Oglesby 
E. Rollins 
J. Rosebush 
R. Scouten 
R . Shaddick 
B . Shaddix 
L. Speakes 
WHCA Audio/Visual 
WHCA Operations 
Nell Yates 

W. Martin 
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MEMORA NDUM 

SCHEDULE PROPOSAL 

TO: 

FROM : 

REQUEST: 

PURPOSE : 

BACKGROUND: 

PREVIOUS 
PARTICIPATION: 

DATE & TIME: 

LOCATION: 

THE WHITE H O U SE 5880 

WASHINGTON 

August 5, 1985 

FREDERICK J. RYAN 
Director of Presidential Appointments 
and Scheduling 

WILLIAM F. MARTI~ 

Meeting with Lord Carrington, NATO 
Secretary General. 

G 

To consult on East-West relations in the 
period prior to the President's meeting with 
General Secretary Gorbachev. 

The President traditionally meets with the 
NATO Secretary General when he visits 
Washington. This meeting would symbolize the 
closeness of transatlantic consultations at a 
time of intense Allied interest in the 
upcoming Presidential meeting with Gorbachev. 
It would further reinforce Carrington's 
helpful efforts to manage Allied 
expectations , to ensure Allied steadiness, 
and to deflect Soviet wedge-driving efforts . 

The President met with Lord Carrington on 
April 3 , 1985 and September 11, 1984. 

October 7, 1985 
DURATION: 20 minutes 

Oval Office 

PARTICIPANTS: The President, Secretary Shultz, Secretary 
Weinberger, Robert C. McFarlane. 

OUTLINE OF EVENTS: 

REMARKS REQUIRED: 

MEDIA COVERAGE: 

PROPOSED "PHOTO": 

RECOMMENDED BY : 

OPPOSED BY: 

~Bfflfll'rA-ir"''. 
Declassify on : OADR 

Photo opportunity followed by meeting. 

NSC will prepare briefing paper. 

White House Photographer. 

The President and Lord Carrington sitting 
in Oval Office. 

Robert C. McFarlane and Secretary Shultz. 

None . 



MEMORANDUM 

NOTE TO NSC/S 

FROM SALLY 

NATIONAL SECURITY CO UN CIL 

RE: Close Out Actions: 

Log# Subject 

July 8, 1985 

4488 Ltr to McF. fm. CSIS re. Appt . Re. Conf. 17-20 June 

4182 S-960 - Int'l. Security & Development Cooperation Act 
of 1985 (SR - no comments) 

3536 Ltr. to McF. from CSIS re. Contingency Paper and 
Bonn Summit 

2126 Recom Changes to List of Free World Destinations 
Perle/Fortier, 3/12/85 and 3/15/85 

1891 Ltr. to McF. Fm. Schuler re . Oil Products Refined 
in Libya 

1153 RADM Fontaine Ltr. to JMP Re. Tech. Transfer Seminar 
and Logicon 

1154 COCOM High Level Mtg., 6- 7 Feb 

846 Cable fm. Arnb. Keating re. Reagan Revolution in Development 
Assistance 

690 Export Controls and Enforcement in Austrai 

240 Ltr. to McF. from U.S. Defense Cte. re. U.S . Illegal Techno­
logical Acquisitions by Soviets 

6974 State Draft Bill/ NATO Cooperative Projects 

6475 Ltr . to McF. from Robt Gray re . Report on Persian Gulf 

{:~ HR-~417 Authorizing SecDef to Enter into Agreements w/Mernber 
~ Nations of NATO for Cooperative Projects 

3799 Weinberger Memo Re. Korea Stop 

3286 Mil. Tech Coop Team Visit to China 

NOTE: All these actions were in Steve Rosen's safe; please close 
them out. Thanks . 



14:25 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

0:-[8.t'LRD 001 . -- • 

a'?~/¢~ 3c/u ( 
///v 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THI:: P~Ul:J't I _ZJ2}~ 7 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT ANC BUDGET ~ L}/..5 

w A.iH-1~. !), C, l!l!la!I L £ 

. ~pb✓lls PEC!lr 
• .. 1 •• ~_,,J 

May 14, 1984 

LEGISLATIVE REF!RR.AL MEMORANDUM 

Legislative Liaison Offieer-
,,,,,,.,,· ff'.) a,11,_- £,'3;i..-t1t13a 

Department of State -~~ ({;f . ,t.,•{.J_':- /_ , _ ,_ 
Deps rtment of Defense- WcU1--....t~ t-../_.v~.-.J)- ,;o q7 l-3° <::-. 
National Security Council.,. ~T/W-1-~ ~ ... ::;;·3tJs .-i.fll1 
Department of the Treasury_ (0~ r ,,c:J'-7. 7 I l/7./(., - S~j r f;J';J._ ~ 

--:; 

a,~·:-:R::-:'..~ 5~4~1~7~,~ a~u~th~o~r;;;.;i;;;,;z~i~n~g~ t;;.;.h;.;:e;..;S;.;:e:.;:c~r .;;e~t ;;a~~;;;....::::.;,;;;.;~ ;;...;;~ ~~- r 

aroj ects ·. ( 
procurement aut __ _ io_m·:) 

~ '._' 

t;;~. 
i -

at.ive 
se 

The Office of Management and Budget requests the vie~s of your 
agency on the above subject before advising on its relationship to 
the program of the President, in accordance with OMS Circular A-19. 

A response to this request far your views is nee~ed no later than 

FRIDAxr MAY 18 7 1984. 

Q~estions should be referred to 
the legislative analyst in this 

Enclotaures 
cc: Al Burman 

,John Eisenhour 

Tracey Lawler { 395-4 710 ) 
office. 

~K,~ 
MNALt> :l.. PETE~0N FOR 
Assistant Director for 
Legislative ~eference 
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' .. 

To amsn.d. tu1e 10, United St&i&s Code, tn a.u.tl!orise the SooNiaty of D5fBUe to 
antel' into ~ts with other mmDher natkm.s af tb Nm1h Atlt.tttio 
Treaty Orpniwian for osrtaln oooperative project.. 

]N THE HOUSE OF :REPRESENTATIVES 
APiJL 11, 188' 

Mr. &rli'l"l'Ox (!~ himelf and !in. .RoI;r) inttmmoed the fcll0'"'1VIUg bill; whlcll 
WM mrrea JamUy to the c~ on Armed. Semnet &tl.d FO'l'eign Mfairt 

A aid-:., 
r:-

To a.mend title 10, United St.a.tea Codet ~ authorize the Secre-
tary of Defense to enter into agreements with other member 
na.tions of the North Atla.nti.0 T?eaty Organiza.tion far cer­
ts.in coopara.tive projects. 

1 Be it e'f&IJCted ~ the S~ and Houu of R~enkz. 

2 tif>U of tM United States of A?ne1"iM in C~ f'J.Ue'mh'led, 

5 Tha.t (a) chapter 141 of title 10, United States Code, is 

4 amended by adding at the end thereof the f ollowi:ng new sec-

5 tinil! 



···· ·· ·· · .. 
(6' 14/ 84 

"! 

2 

1 "I 2401. Acqullitlon of defense equipment under North At-

2 lant!c Treaty Orpniutton cooperativ~ proje 

3 ecill 

4 "(a} The Se(ll'etary ol Dafenae ma.y mw an agreement 

5 with &D.y other member nation of the North Atlantic Treaty 

6 Organue..tion (ors. oombina-tion of !U.Oh nations) for & coopera-

7 tive projefJt for the resea.rch, development, testing~ evalwi~-

8 tio~ production, or support of defense equipment if such eo---

9 operative project would be likely to further the objective of 

10 st&.n.da.nliza.tion or interoperalrility of defense equipment of 

11 the members of the North Atlantia Tree.ty Orgs.niu.tion. 

"(b) l -Secret&ry of Defense may mue a. contract on 

13 behalf of a--· .!9P.~~'V'.e project if each pamoipant m the coop-.... · ·- - . 

12 

~ - -

14 ers.tive proje{t agrees (1) to pay such partfoipa.nt's sh.are of 

15 the oontra.ot, a.nd (2) to mel:a funds available in suoh a.mounts 

16 a.nd at such times aa ma.y be required by the contract and to 

17' pay a.ny damages a.nd costs that -r!lB.Y acerue from the per• 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

fonnance of or ca.ncella.tion of sueh contrat:i, in adva.nce of 

the time such payments, damages, \>r costs &re due. Except 

to the extent waived under subsection {d), eh.apter 137 of this 

title and all other requ.irementg of United States law relating 

to procurement ah.a.11 apply to e., contmct me.de by the Secre­

tary of Defense on behalf of the cooperative project. 

"{cXl) An agreemellt for a cooperative project ma.de 

und.er this section may provide that a _participating govern­

ment 0th.er than the United States (or .a NATO body es·t.ab­

n H!7 Ill 
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8 

1 liahed for the purpose of contra..cting for the cooperative 

2 project} m.a.y make a, contract for requirements of the Un.itsd 

8 Sta~s under the project if the S~tary of Defense deter-

4 mines th.a.t-

o H(A) the contra.ct "will ha made on a oompetitive 

6 b.a.sis, except to the extent wa.i:ved :pu.rsu.a.nt to au.bsec-

7 tion (d); 

8 (B) United Sta.tes sourees will not be :precluded 

9 from oompeting under the oontr&cti a.nd 

10 (C) the CODtract -will include & requirement for da-

11 livery to the United States of tool:rrrle&l data a.nd rights 

12 in such data (including p~~,~ ~~~s) ~~ to 

18 :permit the United States to p-t.1!)7L~si competith-ely the 
r-

14 equipment s.cquired under the o!opera.tive project. 

15 °(2) Ifs. pa.m.aipa,ting govermnent other tha.n the United 

16 Stat.es (or a NATO body) will make a contract on behalf of 

17 the cooperative project for the requirements of the United 

18 States~ the a.greement may provide that the contracting gov-

19 ernment (or the NATO body) ah&Il follow its awn procedure.s 

20 ?ela.ting to contracting. 

21 ''(d)(l) Subject to para.graph {2), for 11. contract described 

22 m subswtion (h) that the Secretary of DafeDse awar& to a 

28 contractor outsiae the United Staws (or that requires the iB-

24 S"JA.D.ce of .a. subcontract to a .subcontractor outside the Unitad 

25 Stat.es) in. a.ccordance mth the requiremenui of the coopers-

.fill Ml'f IB 

l. 

I 
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C:lr!B./LRD NCi. 016 0ffi 

1 tive project, the Secretary of Defense may waive the appli.ca-

2 tion to suoh contract or suboontnct of any provision o£ law 

3 specificaily prescnomg prooedures to be followed in the !or-

4 mation of contracts, terms and eondition.s to be included in 

5 oontraota, requirements fm or preferences to be given to 

6 go-0ds grown, produred, or ms.nufsctured in the United States 

7 or in United States Government-owned fa.cilitiea or for serv• 

8 ices to be performed i:n the United States, or regulating the 

9 perform.a.nee of oontr&ots and the requirement for me.king 

10 com~titive contraets in subseotion (c) • 

11 /((2) A waivsr m&y not ~e made tlllder pan.graph (1) 

12 unless the &m-J~~~~s that- . . . 

13 "(A) th~m"'.er: ui a necessary preoondition of an 
~ , -

14 agreement for~ cooperative project, and 

15 ~j(B) the cooperative project is for the research1 

18 

17 

, development, testing, ev&luation, production, or sup• 

port of military equipment for which a.t lee.st two mem-

18 hen of the North .Atlantic Tre&ty Orga.ttlMtion lurve 

19 stated & requirement for their · forces. 

20 "{3) The authority of the Seeretar; of Defense under 

21 this· rubsection may only be delsga.ted to the Deputy Sec:re-

22 tary of Deien.se or the Acquisition Executive d.esigrul.ted for 

23 the Offiae of the Se-0retary of Defense. 

24 H(e) An agreement for a cooperative projeet made under 

25 this section may :provide for the disposal of property that was 

Blt!i,U'i IH 



· 0~v'14,'84 14:28 CtlB/LRD MO.016 

5 

1 jointly acquired by the members of the ,PToject without regard I 

! 

2 to any United States la.w a.pplica,ble to the disposal of proper- i .. 
' . 

3 ty owned by the United States. DispoS&l of such propMty 

4 ma.y include tr&nsfer of the interest of the United States in 

5 such property to one of the other p.artieipa.ting governments 

6 or the sale of suoh property. 

7 "«, An agreement for a cooperative pxojeet made und.er 

8 this section m.a.y provide for the reciprocal waiver of customs 

9 and duties th&t might otherwise be a.pplics.ble to equipment or 

10 goods imported in pumI&nce of such agreement. 

11 "(g) A oooperati.ve agreement made 1md.er this section 

12 slu.1l provide that the cost o! a.ny s6:f~-p~ormed by the 

18 Dep&rtment of Defeil.Be on b-eh.a.lf oftS -~per&ti\te projoot · 
r ~ 

14 sha.11 be shued equitably by all :participa.hts, The cost of serv-

15 foes pi,rlormed for other participa.n~ in the project by the 

16 United States on behalf of the projeot m.e.y be offset by the 

17 cost of Berviee.B perlormea by other participants on behalf of 

18 the ooopemtive project. 

19 "(h) The Secretary of Defense nuty not make an a.gree-

20 ment for a ooo:pera.tive project under this section unless-

21 "(1) ea.ch participating government in the project 

22 1w3 agreed not to transfer title to or possession of &ny 

2S defense artic~ or toohnioa.l data relating to the cooper• 

24 a.tive :project to any person not an offi-Oeri employee, or 
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, 

. ' 

. ' 

Ol'!BA.RD HO.016 

6 

l agent of that government without the prior consent or 
2 t.be Sooreta.ry of Defell!e; and · 

8 "(2) each participating government has agreed 

4 . that it will maint&in seo~ty of defense a.rticles and 

5 

6 

7 

services and technical dats. rela.ting to thB cooperative 

project and will provide substantially the same degree 

of security protection as that afforded to such defen.se 

8 artioles s.nd services a.nd technioal dat& by the United 

9 States. 

10 "(i) With the approval of the &crete.ry of Defame, a 

11 oooperatrve agreement made by a. military depanment or 

12 other component of the Department of Def enae be!ore the 

18 ~ective da~ of -~~~~~-~n that otherwise me~ts the require-

14 ments of this 4:·may 0 be treated as havmg been ma.de 
. ti,-- - . r-~ 

15 under this section.' I · 

16 (b) The table o! sections at the begbining of such cha.p-

17 ter is amended by adiling at the end thereof the following 

18 new item: 

"2401 . .A.oqu:isition of d.eleus ~nt u.rultr N~rth. Atlantic TreaJ.y ~ 
coopen.tiTe p:ojeet:e.". 

0 
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Dear Jim: 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
WASHINGTON, D .C. 20506 

November 17, 1984 

,, ✓~ 
~ /Jc~ 12 

/lDCv7 
In resp onse to y our note of October 29 Lieutenant Colonel Donald ff ~/3 
Mahle is the NSC Staff member with p rimar~ responsibility, among 
other areas, or NATO defense issue_s_ Brigadier General James //;t)O/ f 

4 Delk of the Reserve Forces Policy Board did visit Colonel Mahley 
in October, although this was at General Delk's request. They 
discussed the prospect and desirability of a future Reserve 
Forces Policy Board meeting obtaining an NSC Staff briefing on 
Reserve issues. During discussion, Colonel Mahley offered a 
review of some of his own thinking, as well as that of several 
other individuals around Washington, that the constraints on 
active forces and the growing nature of the Warsaw Pact threat 
have implications for Reserve Forces structure, training, and 
equipment. 

I think both this meeting and the discussion that occurred were 
proper. It is our practice to encourage informal contacts with 
agency counterparts, and Colonel Mahley would be willing to share 
his opinions with you if you so desire. Please let me know if we 
may schedule such a meeting. 

Honorable James H. Webb, Jr. 
Assistant Secretary of Defense 

for Reserve Affairs 

Sincerely, 

.. 
' 

~ /~1t-
Robert M. Kimmitt 
Executive Secretary 

Office of the Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 



· MEMORANDUM 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT 

FROM: DONALD 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

M. KIMMITTV 

MAHLEY R..-~ 

8303 

November 15, 1984 

SUBJECT: Restructuring of Reserve Forces Policy Board 

Attached at Tab I is a proposed reply to ASD Webb. 

For your information, Mr. Webb has some factual inaccuracy in his 
letter, beyond the points raised in the draft reply. The primary 
purpose for which BG Delk sought an appointment (which he did at 
the recommend~ion of the Reserve Forces Policy Board executive 
secretary, a Col F.J . McKeown who is an old friend of mine from NWC 
teaching days) was to inquire about getting a Reserve Forces Policy 
Board briefing by the NSC Staff in March. 

In the course of that discussion, I offered the point that if 
efforts to improve NATO's conventional defense proceed in the way I 
anticipate, there might well be implications for reserve component 
missions, organization, and equipment levels. I allowed that such 
implications, if a part of any national approach to NATO, would 
indeed bE of interest to a Reserve Policy Board. 

~'("""' 
Ron Lehm n concurs. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the reply to ASD Webb at Tab I. 

Approve Disapprove 

Attachments 

Letter to ASD Webb Tab I 
Tab II Incoming Correspondence from ASD Webb 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON , D .C. 20301 

RESERVE AFFAIRS 

Mr. Robert Kirnmitt 
Deputy Assistant to the President 

for National Security Affairs 
and Executive Secretary 

The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Bob: 

October 29, 1984 

8303 

It was brought to my attention today that a member of 
your staff, Major Don Mahley, made contact with BG James 
Delk of the Reserve Forces Policy Board regarding the 
possibility of restructuring the use of our reserve forces 
in a NATO scenario. I am informed that Major Mahley sought 
and obtained a private meeting with General Delk, apparently 
in order to make a recommendation to the National Security 
Council in this matter. 

As you must know, the Reserve Forces Policy Board is a 
statutorily independent board that reports to the Secretary 
of Defense through my office. I have no objections to 
members of your staff educating themselves in whatever 
manner they deem necessary in order to fulfill their 
responsibilities. However, I would suggest that the 
assistance of my office might be more directly appropriate 
to policy formulation in such matters, particularly on so 
delicate a subject. 

Best Wishes, 

:d:. Webb, Jr. 
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I 
INTRODUCTION 

SOME THOUGHTS 
ON 

THE NATO ALLIANCE 
AND 

THE STRATEGIC DEFENSE ·INITIATIVF.: 

G. A. KEYWORTH 

cJtJf~/~ 
I71J~~ 

//2)£1/f 

History will record that the last half of the 20th Century 
saw weapons hecome available that, for the first time since the 
Old Testament, could destroy entire civilizations overnight. 
Worse, their devastation was completely out of proportion to 
any previous measure of military balance. 

But in the beg i nn i ng _ _ t~h"'."'-e ~y- w_e_r ___ e __ f_e_w ___ i _n....;.;.;;;;;,;.;.;..;;..;;_,_..;;,;,;;;;.__,,....;;,;;;.._~ 
dif · · · d t e ad l"tt e ilitar value as 
Qreemp tive weapons. Western policy thereby evolved about the 
rational avoidance of their use by assuring these weapons would 
survive any first strike -- and total destruction of any attacker 
would immediately follow. History will also record that 20th 

I Century Man g radually became more concerned about these weapon's 
survival than his own. 

Technical advances in only fifteen years, especially in the 
ICBM, l e d to rea l concerns for tfie prospect of an escalatory 
arms race and continued stable balance between East and West. 
Starting in 1960, an almost frantic decade of arms control agree-

l 
ments culminated in the SALT I Treaty. B its own wording this 
was only a stop-gap measure establishing a :,f.,rame~ __!':__ ams 
control wast hold ra idl thereafter.I Seven years were 
spent trying to produce SALT II. It failed -- ostensiby because 
of intolerable Soviet actions such as Afghanistan. But there 
were deeper problems. 

1 On May 9, 1972, Ambassador Smith made the following statement, 
included within the documented text of the SALT ABM Treaty 
Section 3, Unilateral Statements_: 

"The U.S. delegation has stressed the importance the U.S. 
government attaches to achieving agreement on more complete 
limitations on strategic arms, following agreement on an 
ABM Treaty and on an Interim Agreement on certain measures 
with respect to the limitation of strategic offensive arms. 
The U.S. Delegation believes that an objective of follow-on 
negotiations should be to constrain and reduce on a long-term 
basis threats to the survivability of our respective strategic 
retaliatory force~. The USSR Delegation has also indicated 
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On the one hand, there was an awakening that technology 
and a massive soviet strategic investment in ballistic 

I 
missiles -- produced a situation vastl different f that 
of SALT Id the strate ic balance had shifted was 
recognized. The only discussion 8, 

979 or 1980? There was graver concern, however,that the 
underpinnings of stable deterrence had begun to shift as well. 

They had begun to shift militarily as the 1970s closed 
when ICBM's lost their survivability. The flexibility, 
payload, and accuracy of Soviet missiles had increased to 
the point that the West could find no survivable basin 

!
mode. The even broader implications were tat tne even more 

a ile Nat i ona Cornman utn o cornrnana ad control 
networks, nd bo c gg ere also at risk. Worse, l an explosion in data-processing coupled with this offensive 
power might have the ability to better localize (not necessarily 
locate) and thus threaten to destroy the presently secure SSBN 
force. 

I l 

The Scowcroft Commission foreshadowed these concerns when 
they pointed out we depend more and more upon the threat of 
having to launch our forces under attack2 if they are to have 

1 (Cont'd) • ••• that the objectives of SALT would remain unful­
filled without the achievement of an agreement providing 
for more complete limitations on strategic offensive arms. 
If an agreement providing for more complete limitations were 
n t achieved within five ears [em hasis added), u.s. su reme 
interest coul b eo ardized. Should that occur, it wou d 
constitute a basis for withdrawal from the ABM Treat • 

e u.s. does not wish o see ton occur nor 
do we be ieve the USSR does. It is because we wish to 
prevent such a situation that we emphasize the importance 
the u.s. Go nt attaches to achievrnent of more corn lete 
limitations on strategic offensive arms.• 

2 Commission Rpt Page 8: • ••• In such a case the Soviets 
should have no confidence that we would refrain from launch­
ing our ICBM's during that interval after we had been hit 
[by SLBM attack on our bombers). It is important to appre­
ciate that this would not be a 'launch-on-warning,' or even 
a 'launch-under-attack,' but rather a launch after attack 
-- after massive nuclear detonations had already occurred ••• • 

[Ed. Note: I must assume no attacker would allow free inter­
val between SLBM and ICBM arrival. I therefore have to con­
sider ourselves having to plan for launch under attack.] 
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any hope of survival. This increasing tendency to shorter 
decision times and spasm warfare has clearly indicated a 
tendency toward decreasing stability as well. 

Simultaneously, thee resent 
deterre nce have come under fire. Scowcroft notes: •Det e r ­
rence is not, and cannot be , bluff. In order for deterrence 
to be_effe7tive we must not merely have wea pons, we must be 

rce1ved to be able ,. and repared, if neccesary to use 
them effectively a gainst the key elements of Soviet wer.• 
But it is this is~ue -- bluff vs planned use -- that the 
Bishops develop as the central ethic against present policy. 
That they argue themselves into a paradox, i.e., weapons and 
deterrence are acceptable as long as you don't think seriously 
about using them, is at the heart of our problem. 

There is expanding popular confusion as to just what 
comprises our justifiable self-interest -- evidenced by the 

!
broadly based Freeze movement. The unmistakable trend is that 

decreasin ar su rt for future nuclear s stems, Doth 
· nations and between nations. Western leaders cannot or­

ever fend off sue pressures. fi e trend 1s clear. West:ern 
strate ic o t i ons a e ecomin alarmingl narrow. And at the 
same time, even er K" in er ints out tat: convent i onal 
arms control measures alone are insufficient, and are at a 
justifiable•... u gh,t ••• • Continuin u n the 
resent course with deterre ce maintained solel b an ever­

increasing offensive threat, presents little hope and even 
ewer options. On the other hand, reestablishing historical 

check-and-balance effects of offense vs defense might offer 
new avenues to atalyze the process to effective arms control. 
That is: 

,_ ,..y,,l--lu;;.UJ.1.JCA.,_- ~.......,- - ~ ---- .._ 
To reduce arms of war 
To reduce consequences of war 

Two years after President, Reagan assumed office, the 
Chairman of his Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended a new 
•strateg ic vision• to provide new options for the future. 
While obligatory modernization of TL $ . s.t..rat.e.g,i.c_.of.£ens.e 
forces had already begun in 1981 the were see to 
be inadeq uate as we ended the next decade. 

o arch 23 1983 t e 

l the feasibilit of a new strategy. Such a strategy would 
ance u pon de ther than of o 
al of someda nuclear wea fee-
and obsolete. He proposed we In1 ally 

explore the technologies to defend aga ns e pr nc pa 
source of today's instability, the ballistic missile. 
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greatly reducing our reliance upon the wea pon s thems,,e.lves. 

In that same speech -- often ove oo e t 

\

noted f 1s woul enta1 increasing our conventional leverage. 
We h to address tne compl ete problem, not simply the veneer. 

believe these goals can be met readily -- and sustained -- by 
the superior technical industrial bases of the allied free 
nations. · 

Such a change from long-accepted doctrine presented a 
ripe target for the Western press and Soviet propaganda. But 
it has survived the criticism. Two years later it receives 
increasing support from the public. the media, defense 
strategists, scientists, and even key political figures in 
the ranks of opposing parties. 

It is the larger implications of SDI that motivated the 
Soviets to return to Geneva: and redirected the initial knee­
jerk reactions to •star Wars•. The u.s. media is now giving 
more serious discussion to the feasibility of both the technol­
ogies and policies in a view toward a future that seeks to 
defend -- not simply avenge -- a free society. Moreover, it 
is the first enforceable catalyst to arms control in almost 
thirty years: and the only means by which I can foresee securing 
the implications of any truly drastic cuts in nuclear arsenals. 

From the perspective 'of the West, concerns expressed 
about the SDI fall into four broad categories: 

Technical Feasibility: 

Many of the defense and scientific community have renewed 
the debate preceding the 1972 ABM treaty. Missile defense was 
then only feasible during the last seconds of missile flight, 
and then only with nuclear weapons. Interception while the 
missile was still in boost-phase was not even a serious option. 
From this perspective, otherwise highly distinguished spokesmen 
have commented that the objective of •rendering nuclear weapons 
impotent and obsolete• is simply impossible. A number of scien­
tific groups and leaders have commented likewise. But during 
just the last few years, remarkable advances in the technology 
of directed-energy such as lasers and particle beams; as well 
as sensors, optics -- and most emphatically -- data processing 
and satellite survivability; have permitted a wholly new and 
realistic approach to the concept of ballistic missile defense, 
one that emphasizes boost-phase intercept. 
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For example, it is feasible to build large, short-pulse 
lasers emitting very high frequency (visible) light -- and 
place them on the ground. New deformable, phased-array mirrors 
can not only compensate for the atmosphere, but permit what 
otherwise would be impossibly large optics and aim them precisely 
and rapidly. Only the simple, cheap, proliferable, and highly 
survivable components of any defense might then have to be 
in space. Demonstrations of as much as 100 megajoules of 
energy compressed into pulses of less than 100 microseconds 
-- many times per second -- would clearly be seen by Soviet 
planners as signaling the end of the ICBM's strategic reign. 

Critics would note that the USSR might shift to cruise 
missiles and bombers. But such shifts would themselves move 
the Soviets toward a more balanced, stable, posture. The 
President's Strategic Defense Initiative did not see the ICBM 
as its only priority, just the first and most difficult. SDI 
technologies will rapidly evolve toward these other systems as 
well. 

Although many scientists remain skeptical, those who have 
examined the state-of-the-art have concluded boost-phase inter­
cept is entirely feasible today. This makes defense of whole 
areas -- not merely limited military targets as in the pre-1972 
debate -- entirely plausible. Boost-phase kill negates two 
generations of heavy-lift and highly MiRV'd Soviet ICBMs. It 
reverses the arguments of the 1972 Treaty, a technologically 
different era. It makes the ICBM a totally unproductive military 
system for preemption. It makes it negotiable. 

Arms Race in Space: 

The earliest outcry -- and the continuing theme of Soviet 
propaganda -- stresses •arms race in space.• This virginal­
sanctity-of~space is the entref ~nto their moral argument 
against muddying up an otherwise pristine environment. This 
ignores five simple facts: It is in space that military itelli­
gence has long been gathered. It is in space that the military 
battle-management and c3 systems reside. It is in space that 
only the Soviets have tested national command exercises within 
the Soyuz missions. It is in space that only the Soviets have 
yet tested anti-satellite weapons. And it is from space 
that tens of thousands of nuclear warheads will descend upon 
the earth. Space -- far from being sanctified -- has in fact 
been a •free-fire• zone for more than 15 years. 

In contrast, both the Joint Chiefs' call for strategic 
vision and the President's SDI proposal seek alternatives to 
the existing offensive spiral. Defense threatens weapons, not 
people. It can be accused of stimulating an arms race only 
if it succumbs to ill-advised actions inviting Soviet attempts 
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to simply proliferate •more of the same.• Here then remains a 
central misunderstanding born of the 1972 debates. 

Terminal defenses of this earlier era -- interceptors 
standing alone or as first moves in any defensive shift -­
degrade catastrophically to simple proliferation. No new 
Soviet approaches are needed. No radical shifts in Soviet 
investment or strategic priority are necessary. No techno­
logical lead is gained by the West. No real protection is 
afforded by stopping five out of six warheads against an 
adversary who has the throw-weight to put as many as necessary 
on the target. And not even the hope of protection is offered 
to those who will pay for this defense -- the people. 

In contrast, boost-phase defense technologies, degrade 
gracefully. Attempts to proliferate result in only a slowly 
diminishing defense effectiveness. Boost phase defense sys­
tems don't kill a half dozen warheads, they destroy hundreds 
of boosters -- thousands of warheads -- each. Boost-phase 
systems don't cover tens of square miles, they cover tens of 
millions. Boost-phase systems can't be decoyed with simple 
lightweight penetration aids, they attack multi-megawatt rocket 
exhausts. There is tremendous leverage on the defender's 
side. Attempting to overcome it through simple arms prolifera­
tion is implausible. Instead of spurring an arms race in 
space an effective defense can serve as the missing catalyst 
for ending the present offensive arms spiral. 

Concerns have also been introduced, both in the u.s. and 
abroad, that the SDI would create a first-strike capability 
for the West. In fact, that capability did once exist and its 
use was never contemplated. But the need for a mutually 
negotiated stable transition was recognized both in President 
Reagan's original speech on SDI nearly two years ago and, more 
recently, in his proposal to discuss at Geneva the •strategic 
Concept•. 

While the Soviet Union has chosen to build a strategic 
force -- primarily ICBMs --- that is emphatically preemptive 
in nature, the West has tended to deemphasize the various 
aspects of civil defense. The Soviets have invested hundreds 
of billions in passive and active defense measures, and dis­
cipline, for both their key socioeconomic assets and 
political/mi~itary leadership. They have a national air defense 
system that is effective against both aircraft and cruise 
missiles. Further, the Soviet Union has had a massive effort 
underway for fifteen years, using some of their finest technical 
talent, to develop just such advanced defenses as the SDI. 
Comparing capabilities, the West can hardly stand accused of 
preparing for a first-strike. 
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Decoupling the U.S. from its Allies: 

There is concern that SDI would produce •fortress America.• 
In contrast, the President has clearly stated that our goal is 
to defend not just the United States but our allies as well. 
•our security and theirs is one.• 

It is again boost-phase technology that makes this possible. 
It can defend Europe, the u.s. or other nations. For example, 
the SS-20 is as vulnerable to its intercept as the SS-17, 18 or 
19. Boost-phase intercept can occur even before an ICBM's pre­
cise target is known. What's more it destroys the missile threat 
close to its origin. Defense need not wait until the last second 

surrendering both time and tactics to the attacker. 

As discussed previously, other delivery systems, such 
as shorter-range tactical weapons, cruise missiles or aircraft 
are also targets for defensive technologies. The SDI is only 
the first step toward a major change in strategy. That first 
step addresses ballistic missiles because they have been the 
dominant contributor to the erosion of stability. It is the 
ICBM, with its ability to destroy civilizations in minutes, 
that has most clearly displayed the central flaws of a doctrine 
allowed to evolve without deep thought for the clear long-term 
implications -- under which we now face grave decisions. 

As deterrent strategy moves away from the present dominance 
of offensive measures to an increasing dependence upon defense, 
the transition must be managed to ensure that stability is 
continually enhanced. The course of change can be managed best 
by the Alliance. Instead of decoupling the u.s. from its Allies, 
developnent of defensive technologies will require even closer 
cooperation. 

Unaffordable: 

Immediately after the initial SDI speech, wild cost 
estimates approaching trillions of dollars were proffered. 
Recalling the often heated debates that preceded the 1972 
ABM treaty, these groundless estimates ignored the tremendous 
advances in technology that make the SDI feasible today and, 
instead, stem from extrapolating terminal defenses to whole 
continents. While somewhat abated, concerns remain that the 
SDI wil divert funds from conventional force modernization. 

Two facts are worth noting here: 1) Research and 
developnent is performed to produce new means and to make 
those means affordable; 2) The u.s. will spend between 1.5 
and 2 trillion dollars on defense between 1985 and 1989. 



- 8 -

The SDI is a first step toward a new strategy, one 
that will include both missile defense and use of emerging 
technologies to strengthen conventional forces. Each of these 
p4rsuits has a common goal--reducing our reliance on nuclear 
weapons. But each new element in an unfolding strategy requires 
an assessment of the cost and the effectiveness. 

It is often assumed that any reduction in our reliance 
upon nuclear weapons will result in an increasing dependence 
upon even more costly conventional systems. In fact, a number 
of technologies are emerging from the intense high-technology 
trade competition that promise extremely high military leverage 
-- at reduced cost. An example is the clear prospect of carry­
ing out many of the missions traditionally attributed to 
manned aircraft by pilotless vehicles. These use modern sensor 
and data processing technology along with new materials and 
manufacturing techniques to produce highly effective systems at 
low cost. Developing these technologies jointly can spur economic 
growth throughout the Alliance by stimulating the developnent 
of technologies with commercial benefits. 

Coupling the rapid acceleration in commercial technologies 
to conventional military requirements can restore the •force 
multiplier• that languished as tactical nuclear weapons became 
more and more prevalent. The nuclear threshold can be elevated, 
and affordably, and with it the prospect of escalation to glob.al 
nuclear war will diminish. While some would argue that the 
differences between nuclear war and conventional war are dimin­
ishing, in fact, modern conventional weapons are becoming far 
better able to discriminate between combatants and non-combatants. 
And it is this central theme of Western civilization that has 
become obscured over the last decades by the brute-force nature 
of nuclear weapons. 

CONCLUSION 

It's time for the members of the Alliance to rethink our 
collective course. Our present strategy of deterrence only 
through the threat of massive retaliation offers little hope 
and fewer and fewer options to prevent a contining erosion of 
stability in the nuclear balance. A change is necessary--and 
it is feasible. In fact, it is inevitable. 

The SDI is a first step toward a new strategy that will 
combine defensive measures with the present offense to offer 
hope for a future where nuclear weapons play a diminished role. 
When the 1972 A~M treaty was signed, there -were no realistic 
alternatives to the status of mutual vulnerability that resulted. 
Today, remarkable advances in technology do offer alternatives 
and the SDI proposes to explore them. 
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Any change in defense strategy must be managed with 
care and vision, and this is particularly so in the 
nuclear age. The Alliance is the best means to manage 
the course of change that the SDI embarks us on. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

May 8, 1985 

MIKE MATHESON 
DEPUTY LEGAL ADVISER 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

. d b~ Rf\\-\ 
RICHARD A. HAUSER Qrigina\ s1gne 
DEPUTY COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

Draft Response to U.S. NATO's Request 
for Guidance for a May 14 POLADs Exchange 
on Ratification of the 1977 Protocols 

Counsel's Office has reviewed the above-referenced proposed 
guidance cable, and finds no objection to it from a legal 
perspective. 
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cc: FFFielding 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHI N GTON 

May 8, 1985 

MEMORANDUM FOR RICHARD A. HAUSER 

ROBERT~ FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

JOHN G. 

Draft Response to U.S. NA'I'O' s Request 
for Guidance for a May 14 POLADs Exchange 
on Ratification of the 1977 Protocols 

State Deputy Legal Adviser Mike Matheson has asked for our 
views on a proposed guidance cable to be sent to the U.S. 
NATO Mission. At the last Law of War Working Group meeting, 
on April 22, the participants were advised that a meeting of 
the NATO Political Committee would be held on May 14, and 
that one of the items on the agenda would be the status of 
ratification of the 1977 Protocols to the 1949 Geneva 
Convention. The 1977 Protocols update and revise the famous 
1949 Geneva Convention on the acceptable conduct of war and 
treatment of prisoners of war. The 1977 conference was 
unable to reach agreement on limitations on the use of 
specific types of weapons, so another conference was held in 
1979-1980 that gave rise to the Conventional Weapons Con­
vention , with three additional Protocols. 

It is important to keep distinct the 1977 Protocols and the 
Protocols to the Conventional Weapons Convention . The 
upcoming NATO meeting concerns only the 1977 Protocols. The 
United States has not yet decided whether to seek ratification 
of the 1977 Protocols, pending review by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. That review is not yet complete, but all indications 
are that the Chiefs will recommend against ratification. 
The proposed guidance cable accordingly points out the major 
areas of concern, so the NATO Allies are aware that we may 
well decide not to ratify. The main objection is found in 
paragraph four: the Protocols would treat many terrorist 
organizations as if they were countries engaged in war, 
legitimizing their activities and offering them protections 
and courtesies that should not be extended to common criminals. 

I have no objections. The cable embodies the reality that 
the military concerns of the Department of Defense are 
prevailing in these discussions over the diplomatic objec­
tives of the Department of State. 

Attachment 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Washington, D.C . 

May 6, 1985 

NSC - Mr. Kirnmett 
OSD/ISP - Mr. Feith 
OSD/GC - Mr. McNeill 
JCS/J-5 - Cornmo. Sackett 
ACDA/GC - Mr. Graham 
White House Counsel - Mr. Hauser ~ 

State/L - Mike Matheson)-.0~ 

Attached is a draft response to USNATO's 
request for guidance for a May 14 POLADs 
exchange on ratification of the 1977 
Protocols. Please give me your clearance/ 
comments by COB Thursday May 9. 

Thanks very much. 

Attachment: 
Draft response. 
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lsuBJECT: NATO POLITICAL COMMITTEE - 1977 PROTOCOLS TO 
1949 GENEVA CONVENTIONS 

REF: USNATO 2057 
I I 1 . \ - ENTIRE TEXT-
i USNATO 2057 REQUESTED GUIDANCE FOR MAY 14 EXCHANGE ON 

THE STATUS OF RATIFICATIONS, INCLUDING THE ISSUES WE SEE 

AS IMPORTANT- GUIDANCE FOLLOWS . 

rt . -~---:---­
f -~ -
i·· 
t~· -·~--... --.-,,,. ........... •i:~ ., 
!i' . 
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3. THE USG HAS TAKEN NO DECISION REGARDING RATIFICATION Of f 

THE 1977 PROTOCOLS-
i 

Wt ARE PRESENTLY AWAITING THE RESULTS } 
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AND PRELIMINARY LISTING OF THE ISSUES WE CURRENTLY SEE AS MOST 

IMPORTANT. THIS LIST IS OF COURSE NOT FINAL OR EXHAUSTIVE. 

4. THE USG CONTINUES TO HAVE SERIOUS CONCERNS ABOUT 

ARTICLE 1{4}, WHICH PURPORTS TO EXTEND THE RULES OF 

INTERNATIONAL ARMED CONFLICT TO NON-GOVERNMENTAL ARMED 

GROUPS ON THE BASIS OF INAPPROPRIATE POLITICAL 

CRITERIA, AND WHICH, IN CONJUNCTION WITH ARTICLE 44, 

COULD GIVE POW STATUS TO MEMBERS OF SUCH GROUPS UNDER 

INAPPROPRIATE CIRCUMSTANCES. 

5. THE USG CONTINUES TO BE CONCERNED THAT ARTICLE 

28{2} MIGHT BE INTERPRETED AS PRECLUDING MEDICAL 

AIRCRAFT FROM CARRYING ENCRYPTION EQUIPMENT FOR SECURE 

COMMUNICATIONS TO SUPPORT MEDICAL OPERATIONS. 

6- THE USG CONTINUES TO BE CONCERNED THAT THE 

PROHIBITION IN ARTICLE 39{2} ON THE USE OF ENEMY 

UNIFORMS WOULD IMPOSE UNDUE LIMITATIONS ON ALLIED 

OPERATIONS. 

7. THE USG CONTINUES TO HAVE SERIOUS CONCERNS THAT THE 

PROHIBITIONS ON REPRISALS IN PART IV WOULD UNDULY 

CONSTRAIN ALLIED MILITARY OPTIONS IN THE EVENT OF 

SERIOUS BREACHES BY ENEMY FORCES. 

8- THE USG CONTINUES TO BE CONCERNED THAT THE 

~ PROVISIONS OF PART IV ON INDISCRIM~NATE ATTACKS AND 

COLLATERAL INJURY TO CIVILIANS MAY BE INTERPRETED IN A 

MANNER THAT WOULD UNDULY CONSTRAIN THE NECESSARY 



FLEXIBILITY AND DISCRETION OF FIELD COMMANDERS. 
' 

9. THE USG CONTINUES TO REGARD IT AS EXTREMELY 

IMPORTANT THAT NATO ALLIES SUPPORT THE VIEW THAT THE 

RULES RELATING TO THE USE OF WEAPONS INTRODUCED BY 

PROTOCOL I APPLY ONLY TO CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS, AND IN 

PARTICULAR DO NOT HAVE ANY EFFECT ON THE USE OF NUCLEAR 

WEAPONS. 

10. THE USG CONTINUES TO SUPPORT THE EFFORTS OF OTHER 

NATO ALLIES TO CLARIFY THE INTERPRETATION AND SCOPE OF 

VARIOUS PROVISIONS OF THE PROTOCOLS, INCLUDING ARTICLES 

41, 44 AND 56-58 OF PROTOCOL I-

11- THE USG LOOKS FORWARD TO HEARING THE VIEWS OF 

OTHER NATO ALLIES ON THESE AND OTHER POINTS. YY 




