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ARMS CONTROL INTRODUCTION 

Secretary Shultz has reported to me on his meetings with 
Foreign Minister Shevardnadze, on the experts meetings in 
Moscow in August and in Washington in September, and on the 
current status of the negotiations in Geneva. 

We were hoping for more, but believe some progress was 
achieved. There now appears to be common ground in some 
areas. 

We now should consider how to build momentum and get 
concrete results in the weeks ahead. 

Propose we review this area with an objective of finding 
elements that we can agree upon. 

START 

Stabilizing and verifiable reductions in strategic offensive 
forces should be our highest priority. After several years 
of negotiations, both sides understand many of the major 
issues and concerns. Time to take practical steps. 

18 months ago when these negotiations began, you were 
talking about Strategic Nuclear Delivery Vehicles (SNDVs) 
and nuclear charges (weapons), we were talking about 
ballistic missile warheads and throwweight, and there was 
very little common ground. 

Although a number of significant issues remain for 
resolution, we have made considerable progress. This is no 
small achievement, to which both sides have contributed. 
Our job is to accelerate this process. 

The heart of the matter is the reduction of ballistic 
missile warheads. These represent the majority of strategic 
weapons on both sides and the primary threat to stability. 
If we are to reduce, and do so significantly, in a manner 
which enhances stability, we must focus on ballistic missile 
warheads and destructive power. 

You and I agreed in Geneva to the concept of 50% reductions. 
In this context, we have proposed a level of 4500 ballistic 
missile warheads, roughly half the current Soviet number. 

[FYI: US has about 7800 ballistic missile warheads today . 
Soviets have about 9000.] 

SEGRE'.['- ---.. 
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[START continued] 
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Your delegation has made a suggestion which would have the 
effect of placing a ceiling of 6400-6800 on ballistic 
missile warheads. Your recognition of the need for 
constraints on this category of weapons, the most 
destabilizing in times of crisis, is a constructive step, 
but 6400 is too high. 

In response to the proposal you made at the last round in 
Geneva, I made clear in my letter to you that I am prepared 
to consider initial reductions less sweeping than 50%, as an 
interim measure and a step toward 50% and still lower 
levels. In this context, we can accept a limit of 5500 
ballistic missile warheads. Our negotiators in Geneva have 
put forward a proposal including such a limit. 

If we can agree on this ceiling on ballistic missile 
warheads, sublimits to deal with special concerns 
about stability (e.g., warheads on heavy ICBMs and heavily 
MIRVed ICBMs) ,and appropriate verification measures, we can 
build the basic elements of an agreement around this core. 

Missile throwweight should also be reduced. 50% is a figure 
that both sides have used, and we believe that there should 
be a reduction in ballistic missile throwweight to no more 
than 50% of the current Soviet level. 

Throwweight is a measure of the destructive potential of 
ballistic missiles and the number of warheads that can be 
deployed on any one missile, so it makes sense to reduce 
throw weight to ensure predictability and verifiability in 
the way we reduce warheads. 

We cannot ignore verification. Discussion of and agreement 
on verification provisions must proceed concurrently with 
discussion and agreement on other elements. 

You have expressed the need to limit air-launched cruise 
missiles (ALCMs). 

We don't accept your contention that ALCMs are particularly 
troublesome. They take hours to reach their targets, and 
hence are useful only for retaliation and deterrence. We 
deploy them only because your air defenses, which are not 
limited by treaty, threaten the ability of our bombers to 
reach their targets. 

But as part of a package sharply reducing ballistic missile 
warheads, we are prepared to constrain ALCMs. 
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In the context of agreement on 5500 ballistic missile 
warheads and the sublimits we have proposed in Geneva 
(including a 50% reduction in Soviet ballistic missile 
throwweight), we can accept a ceiling of 7500 ballistic 
missile warheads and ALCMs. This is a major step we are 
prepared to take to meet your concerns. 

Once again, we are prepared to accept a limit of 7500 
ballistic missile warheads and Air Launched Cruise Missiles, 
not a 7500 limit on all "nuclear charges" (i.e., all nuclear 
weapons including the gravity bombs and Short Range Attack 
Missiles [SRAM] carried by our bombers) as you have 
proposed. 

Your past proposals have dealt with "nuclear charges", 
including bomber weapons. Again, bombers take hours to 
reach their targets, so they do not pose the disarming 
first-strike threat of ballistic missile warheads, and our 
bombers face vast, unconstrained Soviet air defenses, which 
are being modernized. It makes no sense to equate bomber 
weapons with missile warheads, and this was not done in past 
arms control agreements. But in the context of reductions 
along the lines I have discussed here, we can consider a 
sublimit on the number of bombers. This would bound the 
number of bomber weapons which can be carried. 

[FYI: The sublimit we propose is a maximum of 350 heavy 
bombers. We currently have 541 bombers (B-52s and B-lBs) 
that would -count under SALT; however, 257 are actually older 
bombers in long-term storage -- 284 are active bombers.] 

We can begin to see the structure of an agreement that meets 
both sides' concerns. In the context of the limits and 
sublimits we propose on warheads, we can accept your 
proposed aggregate ceiling of 1600 on ICBMs, SLBMs, and 
heavy bombers. This can be the basis of a significant 
agreement to reduce offensive forces and enhance the 
stability of the strategic balance. 

If we can work out such a · useful agreement, it should not be 
held hostage to progress in other areas. 

Prepared for intensive work in the coming weeks to produce 
an agreed package of basic elements. Your side could also 
contribute with a prompt and positive response to our 
proposal made last month in Geneva. 

[If he raises Sea Launched Cruise Missiles (SLCMs)] 

We are prepared to consider your suggestion of a separate 
treatment of SLCMs; you should give some thought to how 
SLCMs can be verified, and make some suggestions. 

,-. f;" ~ ,-
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[START continued] 

[If mobile ICBMs are raised] 

Mobile ICBMs present unique verification concerns. 

Thus far your negotiators have been unable to suggest an 
effective verification scheme that would promote stability 
and address our concerns about the refire and reconstitution 
provisions of mobile ICBMs. 

Our concerns about verification of mobile ICBMs are 
heightened by your substantial concealment activities 
regarding both the SS-24 and the SS-25 mobile missile. 

As a result, I see no alternative to a ban on mobile ICBMs. 

[If pressed on why the U.S. is willing to allow mobile medium 
range missiles in INF but wants to ban mobile ICBMs in START] 

Our preferred INF outcome is zero US or Soviet LRINF 
missiles. Until a complete ban can be implemented, interim 
numerical limits are preferable to no limits on LRINF 
missiles. 

Mobile ICBMs pose different and additional considerations 
than do LRINF missiles: 

Mobile ICBMs present a direct threat to targets on your 
national territory and ours. 

Mobile ICBMS are just now entering the force, unlike 
mobile medium range SS-20s which are an established 
part of Soviet force structure. Therefore a ban on 
mobile ICBMs in START would be both logical and a 
practical place to begin. 

Of course the United States remains prepared to listen to 
Soviet ideas concerning the verification of limits on mobile 
ICBM systems that could meet our serious concerns about 
verification and stability. 

INF 

We still prefer the total elimination of the entire category 
of land-based, LRINF missiles; and that remains our 
objective. 

However, we are prepared to pursue an interim agreement 
which moves us toward that goal • 
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Progress has been made on INF. We both agree there should 
be an interim INF agreement with equal ceilings on US and 
Soviet LRINF missile warheads in Europe, and an equal 
ceiling on US and Soviet LRINF missile warheads worldwide, 
and that such an agreement must be subject to effective 
verification, including by national technical means (NTM), 
cooperative measures, and on-site inspection (OSI). Both 
sides have contributed to this movement toward an agreement. 

You proposed 100 warheads on each side in Europe. If we can 
agree on the other aspects of an interim agreement, we have 
no problem with that number. 

I noted that in your most recent letter you said that 
verification is no longer a problem. I assume by that you 
mean that you are prepared to be constructive in finding 
common ground that will allow a solution of our verification 
concerns. As we jointly noted in Geneva when last we met, 
"during the negotiation of these agreements, effective 
measures for verification of compliance with obligations 
assumed will be agreed upon." 

You propose to limit SS-20 levels in Asia. You have said 
privately that you have a formula to propose to help resolve 
this issue. I assume that your formula goes beyond your 
Vladivostok statement (which involved a commitment to freeze 
LRINF forces in Asia) and involves reductions in Asian 
SS-20s. If, on the other hand, you only mean to freeze 
current Soviet SS-20 levels in Asia, we cannot accept that. 

Reductions in Europe increase the significance of SS-20's in 
Asia; their range and mobility allow them to threaten the 
security of our Allies in Europe as well as Asia. 

Simply to freeze SS-20's in Asia would discriminate against 
Asian states, and would represent a massive shift to Asia in 
the distribution of Soviet LRINF missiles and, because of 
the mobility of the SS-20, would still constitute a 
continuing threat to Europe. As I have just said, this we 
cannot accept. 

As regards reductions in Asia, the US position has long 
been, and remains that SS-20's in Asia should be reduced 
concurrently and in the same proportion as reductions in 
Europe. Anything short of proportional reductions would 
have the effect of both retaining a threat to Europe and 
shifting the relative weight of Soviet LRINF missile forces 
from Europe to Asia . 
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[INF continued] 

We cannot be a party to what would be seen as a 
discriminatory move against our Asian Allies. You might 
consider how it would appear from the standpoint of your 
effort to improve your relations with Asian nations. 

If we reduce to 100 warheads in Europe, and reduce Asian 
systems in the same proportion, the Asian ceiling would be 
something like 63. That would be a much better outcome 
because it would lead to a lower global total, reduce the 
potential impact on Europe, and not lead to a discriminatory 
outcome with respect to Asia. 

In the right context, however, we are prepared to settle on 
100 in Europe and 100 in Asia. 

We are not asking for unilateral reductions: 

a lower Soviet level will result in a lower worldwide 
ceiling on US forces. 

if you reduce SS-20's overall and in the Asian and 
confine all such deployments to Soviet territory, as a 
part of an acceptable INF agreement like the one I have 
just proposed, the US is prepared to accept an approach 
under which the US right to deploy LRINF missiles 
outside of Europe would be restricted to U.S. 
territory. 

[If he offers a reduction in Asian SS-20s which is either less 
than proportionate and/or not tied to our 100 in Europe /100 in 
Asia offer] 

I welcome you understanding of the need for reductions in 
areas outside of Europe. However, the number you have 
proposed does not solve the problems that I have just 
outlined. 

I suggest our negotiators work now to develop a mutually 
acceptable number. 

[If he raises restrictions on US LRINF missiles being place in 
Alaska] 

The US could consider a commitment not to deploy its LRINF 
missiles in Alaska if the Soviet Union would undertake a 
reciprocal commitment to reduce its Asian and overall LRINF 
missiles to a level acceptable to the US and not to deploy 
its LRINF missiles outside the USSR or east of 110 degrees 
east longitude. 
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[INF continued) 

[If he raises US aircraft and naval forces in Asia) 

The Soviet Union has large numbers of its own aircraft and 
naval forces in the Asian Pacific region. On both sides 
there are forces not appropriately part of the INF 
negotiations. We should stick to dealing with comparable 
systems, i.e., US and Soviet INF missile systems. 

Shorter-range Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (SRINF) 

I understand that you want to defer this question, but it is 
essential to the interim agreement to deal adequately with 
SRINF. At a minimum, you should certainly agree limiting 
SRINF, including an overall ceiling on SRINF at an equal 
level. 

There can be no question that the effectiveness of an 
agreement reducing LRINF missile systems would be undermined 
if there were no effective and verifiable concurrent 
constraints on SRINF missile systems. This is a matter of 
concern to our Allies as well as to me. 

The Soviet Union once included constraints on shorter-range 
systems in its own INF draft treaty. Your reluctance now 
to agree to constrain SRINF systems is troublesome, and 
suggests a possible interest in increasing them, perhaps 
offsetting LRINF reductions through SRINF systems. 

[If he offers to freeze Soviet SRINF at current Soviet levels in 
Europe (about 90), provided that the U.S. agrees to freeze at its 
current level in Europe (O)] 

I welcome your willingness to place ·constraints on SRINF 
missiles concurrently with constraints on LRINF missiles. 

However, these systems are even more mobile and 
transportable than LRINF, so the constraint should be global 
and we cannot be a party to a nuclear arms reduction 
agreement which is based on such an unequal outcome between 
the U.S. and the Soviet Union. 

Your proposal would thus be acceptable if it were to provide 
for a U.S. right to have the same number of SRINF missiles 
as the Soviet Union and applied to SRINF missiles regardless 
of their location. 

[If he shows no flexibility on this critical point] 

Perhaps we should tell our negotiators to move the ball 
forward on the basis of our now agreeing that SRINF should 
be constrained concurrently with LRINF, and let them resolve 
remaining differences on numbers and geographic scope. 

-SE6RE=f 
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Our negotiators in Geneva can discuss the mix of Pershing II 
and GLCMs. 

A ban on Pershing II missiles, leaving you with ballistic 
missiles in your LRINF force but us with none, is not 
acceptable. 

Duration 

Both sides recognize an interim agreement as a step toward 
further reductions and eventual elimination of LRINF missiles. 

That said, we want an agreement with substantial reductions 
that would provide substantial benefits to ourselves and 
other countries, and we want those benefits to endure until 
we can work out further reductions on the way to zero. 

The Soviet draft INF agreement of May 15 itself contains a 
clause referring to its remaining in force until 
replacement by a follow-on agreement. That is the concept 
we support. And, we believe the follow-on agreement should 
be negotiated as quickly as possible. 

We are prepared to undertake a joint commitment to begin 
negotiations with the objective of further reducing and 
eliminating LRINF missiles as soon as the interim agreement 
enters into force. 

Verification 

The U.S. negotiators have laid out key elements necessary to 
verify an INF Treaty. Such an effective verification regime 
is absolutely essential to an acceptable INF approach. 

Discussions on verification elements must proceed 
concurrently with those on other treaty provisions as we 
agreed at our meeting last year. We therefore don't 
understand the unwillingness of your negotiators to even 
react to our approach, let alone to engage in specific 
discussion of the issues. 

INF Summary 

We are getting somewhere. You suggested 100 LRINF missile 
warheads in Europe. We have no problem with that, if you 
make comparable reductions in Asia. If you can't make a 
proportional reduction in Asia (i.e., to about 60-65), why 
not 100 warheads in Europe and 100 warheads outside Europe 
with a concurrent freeze on shorter-range systems at your 
current level? The basis for an agreement is within reach. 

SEJ?RET 
.7 
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DEFENSE AND SPACE 

I have listened to the concerns that you have expressed 
about the U.S. SDI program, and have sought to take them 
into account in my July 25 proposal. 

It offers a constructive way forward that would enhance the 
stability of our strategic relationship in a manner that 
would leave both sides and the entire world more secure at 
every stage, while diminishing the burden we are both 
assuming in the continuous modernization and expansion of 
strategic offensive missile forces. 

My proposal envisions a careful management of a transition 
to forces in which there is a stabilizing balance of 
offensive and defensive weapons. 

It would lead to the total elimination of offensive 
ballistic missiles. 

It would accommodate your concerns, and would carry forward a 
process in which each new stage would be safer and more 
stable than the one that preceded it, beginning now. 

Let me begin by discussing the concerns that you have 
addressed to us. They fall into two categories. 

Offensive Use of Defensive Systems 

First, you have suggested that our defenses might be used 
offensively to attack targets on Soviet territory. 

I can assure you that they are not being developed for that 
purpose. 

I have heard the argument that the SDI program will 
inevitably lead to the development of space-based weapons 
which will have an offensive capability against earth 
targets. But the quickest, surest and most effective way to 
strike earth targets is through earth-based systems such as 
ballistic missiles. 

We already have in place agreements which prohibit the 
placing of weapons of mass destruction in space. However, 
if you have additional concerns on this subject, we are 
prepared to work with you to resolve them. 

Elimination of Ballistic Missiles 

Second, you have suggested that we might launch a first 
strike against the Soviet Union and use our defenses to 
defeat your retaliatory strike . 
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This is just another way of saying that certain force 
configurations made up of both offensive and defensive 
systems could be used in combination to defeat your 
strategic forces. 

That is not our objective. But your concern on this point 
has led me to propose that we sign a treaty now that would 
lead to the elimination of all offensive ballistic missiles. 

Eliminate the offensive missiles, and the issue of a 
combination of offensive and defensive forces giving one 
side or the other an advantage would not arise. 

We would both have eliminated those weapons which can strike 
in a matter of minutes and which cannot be recalled. 

We would have ended once and for all the instability that 
results from fears of a disarming missile first-strike. 

And we will have relieved both sides of the need constantly 
to improve its missile forces to keep pace with potential 
developments on the other side. 

The defenses that we could possess under my proposal would 
reinforce the stability that we both could achieve by the 
elimination of offensive ballistic missiles. And they would 
protect each of us against cheating or the ballistic 
missiles of third countries. 

What we are seeking, above all, is the replacement of 
offensive ballistic missiles with defensive arms in a phased 
manner that provides greater stability at each stage in the 
disarmament process. 

And we are prepared to go so far as sharing the benefits of 
strategic defenses in conjunction with the elimination of 
ballistic missiles by agreeing now to a Treaty that would 
provide for both sides of the equation: elimination of 
offensive ballistic missiles and the transition to defensive 
weapons. 

Obviously, if we agree to the elimination of all offensive 
ballistic missiles, our deployments of defenses required to 
maintain stability could be adjusted accordingly and the 
level of defenses required to maintain stability would be 
relatively modest. 

And equally obvious would be the need to reduce 
significantly those other strategic weapons, bombers and 
cruise missiles, on which we would rely for deterrence. 
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[DEFENSE & SPACE continued] 

Neither bombers or cruise missiles are suitable for surprise 
attack due to their long flight times to target and 
vulnerability to unconstrained Soviet air defenses. 

Deterrent forces based on these weapons would be far more 
stable than the current situation in which the technical 
possibility of instantaneous launching of ballistic missiles 
causes such understandable concern. 

Important issues of timing and phasing a transition to 
strategic defenses need to be considered. 

I can assure you that the principle on which we would engage 
on those issues would be an equitable search for stability 
at every stage. 

I realize that this is a very significant step. It will 
require serious negotiation, but I am convinced that it 
gives us our best chance to put the security of both our 
nations on a better, more stable long-term basis. 

[If he raises non-withdrawal from the ABM Treaty] 

We both have programs to explore new defensive technologies. 

Our program is being carried out strictly within the ABM 
Treaty. Prepared to agree to confine our program through 
1991 to research, development and testing, .which is 
permitted by the ABM Treaty as a part of the proposal I made 
to you last July. 

The right to withdraw from a treaty if extraordinary events 
should occur that jeopardize the supreme interests of the 
nation is a fundamental element of international law. I 
have a basic problem with foreswearing that right. 

Our proposal is positive and forward looking. It 
contemplates an agreement entered into now that would modify 
the way the parties would act with respect to the ABM 
Treaty. 

[If he presses his idea of non-withdrawal for up to 15 years.] 

If either our research and development program on advanced 
defenses or yours indicates success, both sides should have 
the option to make timely decisions. This would be blocked 
by your proposal. 
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[DEFENSE & SPACE continued] 

[If he raises the subject of sharing the benefits of Defense] 

We are committed to our SDI program for peaceful purposes. 
As I have repeatedly emphasized, we do not seek strategic 
advantage over the Soviet Union. Proof of this can be found 
in my proposal that a side which chooses to deploy strategic 
defenses must submit a plan for sharing the benefits of 
strategic defenses and for the elimination of offensive 
ballistic missiles. 

This proposal also reflects my conviction that a commitment 
to share the ·benefits of strategic defenses makes sense only 
if the two sides begin moving toward our commonly stated 
goal of the total elimination of offensive ballistic 
missiles. 

Such sharing should be of a nature that neither side could 
use it to gain unilateral advantage over the other during or 
after a transition to greater reliance on defenses, or to 
undermine the effectiveness of the defenses. 

Can't be precise at this time as to the specifics of this 
sharing program, since I don't know the nature of the 
systems you or we may wish to pursue. But the idea would be 
to proceed in a stable and cooperative way, with new 
defensive technologies used in the cause of peace and 
stability. We do not seek unilateral advantage. 

We propose a mutual undertaking that if and when the 
occasion arises, the sides would enter into negotiation with 
this objective. And I'm ready now to commit the United 
States by Treaty on this point. 

We envision that this sharing must be accompanied by a plan 
for the elimination of ballistic missiles, which would in 
itself be a step, a very significant step, toward our agreed 
goal of the elimination of nuclear weapons. 

When we talk of sharing the benefits of advanced defenses, 
we are talking about a situation in which our countries have 
agreed upon a program for eliminating offensive ballistic 
missiles. 

In the context of elimination of offensive ballistic 
missiles, defenses take on a new character -- protecting 
against violations, third countries, accidents. Your 
concerns about defenses augmenting the offense could not 
arise. 
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NUCLEAR AND SPACE TALKS SUMMARY 

We see potential for concrete results in time for the summit 
in the form of agreed basic elements of the Nuclear and 
Space Talks (NST) areas: START, INF and Defense & Space. I 
wish to stress the potential contribution our negotiators in 
Geneva can make in achieving such results. 

Prepared to work intensely in all three NST areas. We are 
prepared to make · progress in any and all areas; but we do 
not believe that progress in any one area should be held 
hostage to progress in any other. 

We are interested in any ideas you may have for ensuring 
that the time between now and our next meeting is used most 
productively. 

NUCLEAR TESTING 

The top priority of the United States in the nuclear testing 
area is to fix the defective verification protocols of the 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT) and Peaceful Nuclear 
Explosions Treaty (PNET). 

We have held two useful technical experts meetings in 
Geneva. At those meetings our experts described in detail a 
yield measurement system called CORRTEX which is both 
sufficiently accurate and minimally intrusive and would 
permit effective verification of the two treaties. 

As I have repeatedly made clear, if the Soviet Union agrees 
to use the CORRTEX yield measurement system to verify the 
TTBT and PNET, then I would be prepared to move forward on 
ratification of these two treaties. 

You should now be ready to make the political decision to 
accept CORRTEX. If your experts have any remaining 
questions on CORRTEX, they can be resolved simply by 
accepting my invitation -- which I renew to you now -- to 
come to the Nevada test site for an operational 
demonstration. 

Let us make immediate progress in the nuclear testing area 
by agreeing here to fix these two treaties. This would be a 
sound and logical approach. 

I have also told you explicitly that upon ratification of 
the TTBT and PNET, "and in association with a program to 
reduce and eliminate nuclear weapons," the U.S. "would be 
prepared to discuss ways to implement a parallel program to 
achieve progress in effectively limiting and ultimately 
eliminating nuclear testing in a step-by-step fashion." 

-SE6R-E--..--t --
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[NUCLEAR TESTING continued] 

Whether we start moving or stay where we are now depends on 
your willingness to focus on practical first steps focused 
on existing agreements. 

I am very serious about making progress on testing, but you 
should know by now that neither a test moratorium nor a 
comprehensive test ban is in the cards for the foreseeable 
future. 

Instead, let us start to make genuine progress by reaching 
agreement on deep and verifiable cuts in offensive nuclear 
arms and on verification improvements to the two existing 
treaties. 

[If pressed for the U.S. view on a comprehensive test ban] 

As for cessation of nuclear testing, a comprehensive test 
ban is a long-term objective of the United States. But 
before we can consider this objective, certain conditions 
must exist: 

Broad, deep and verifiable arms reductions. 
Substantially improved verification capabilities. 
Expanded confidence building measures. 
Greater balance in conventional forces. 
Nuclear deterrence no longer required to ensure 
international security and stability. 

In this context, we need to work on the underlying reasons 
why we both maintain nuclear arsenals, so that we can make 
real, steady progress toward that solution. 

We both know that this is not something that we can move to 
quickly or without first laying the foundation to ensure our 
security. 

[If he raises the Soviet nuclear testing moratorium] 

For many of the same reasons we cannot agree to a 
comprehensive test ban in the near future, we cannot accept 
a moratorium. As long as we must depend on nuclear weapons 
for our security, we believe we must continue testing. 

Our experience with the 1958-61 testing moratorium, when the 
Soviet Union broke out with the most extensive series of 
nuclear tests in history, reinforces our view. 

Finally, like a comprehensive test ban, a moratorium 
very serious verification problems. We cannot trust 
security to arms control agreements that cannot be 
effectively verified, nor do we expect you to. 

~ 

poses 
our 
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[NUCLEAR TESTING continued] 

I urge you to stop your propaganda campaign on this subject. 
It isn't going to work and it diverts us from the real issue 
of seeking genuine, substantial arms reductions. 

RISK REDUCTION 

I am pleased there has been such good progress in following 
up on the commitment we made last year to examine the 
question of nuclear risk reduction centers. 

There seems to be a close proximity of views on the 
potential value of such centers. This represents a small 
but important step toward our common goal of a safer world. 

As I understand it, our two governments have agreed in 
principle that: 

Such centers should be established in each national 
capital, 

They should be linked by a permanent, dedicated 
communications link, 

Initially, this link could be used to notify each other 
of ballistic missile launches and major military 
exercises, in accordance with existing agreements to 
which we are both parties; and 

The staffs of the centers should meet once or twice a 
year. 

I see no reason, given the progress we have made thus far, 
we cannot agree on the goal of signing a formal agreement to 
establish these centers when you come to the United States. 

[If asked about timing of negotiations] 

We had proposed to begin negotiations in Geneva on October 
2. I understand that the Soviet side suggested waiting 
until later this month. We can be ready to begin 
negotiations as soon as you wish. 

VERIFICATION 

You and I both understand how significant, militarily and 
politically, verification is to our two government, both for 
existing agreements and for those we jointly seek. 

I want to reaffirm the importance of working out effective 
verification measures concurrently with the limits on 
weapons. Last year in Geneva, you and I agreed on such an 
approach. 

~ -SECRE-T 
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[VERIFICATION continued] 

I believe it is time to act in concrete, positive ways. We 
are ready to engage in a serious dialogue. 

Verification, and the closely-related issue of compliance, 
are central elements today in all the arms control arenas. 

Failure to provide for effective verification was one 
of the major flaws of previous offensive arms 
agreements. 

You must understand that I will not agree to, and the 
United States Senate will not consent to, arms control 
agreements that do not provide for effective 
verification. 

In the proposals we have made in Geneva, my negotiators have 
outlined a concept involving the use of National Technical 
Means, data exchange and other cooperative measures, and 
on-site inspection. You have also said that an approach 
incorporating these elements could be followed. It is time 
to move from the discussions of general principles to 
serious, detailed negotiations. 

COMPLIANCE 

Strict compliance with arms control agreements is essential 
if we are to make progress in arms control. 

We are sad to say that there is a clear pattern of Soviet 
noncompliance with existing agreements, with increasing 
consequences for United States and allied security. 

My policy decisions regarding SALT I and II were in large 
part a result of Soviet noncompliance. 

One of the clearest and most important Soviet violations 
involves the radar at Krasnoyarsk. 

It erodes the viability of the ABM Treaty and the 
entire arms control process and hampers many other 
aspects of our bilateral relationship. 

Together with a number of other Soviet actions, it 
suggests that your country may be preparing a 
territorial missile defense that is specifically 
prohibited by the treaty. 

Soviet attempts to justify this radar, which is clearly 
illegal, rather than taking the corrective action we have 
requested has profound implications for the future of arms 
control and u.s.-soviet relations. 

-8EGRg 
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ADDITIONAL CONTINGENCY POINTS 

If needed, additional contingency points are provided on the 
following subjects starting on the pages indicated. 

PAGE 17 
PAGE 18 
PAGE 18 
PAGE 19 
PAGE 21 
PAGE 22 
PAGE 22 

ASAT 
DEFINITIONS & INTERPRETING THE ABM TREATY 
INTERIM RESTRAINT 
CHEMICAL ISSUES 
CONVENTIONAL FORCE ARMS CONTROL 
NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION 
BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS CONVENTION 

ASAT 

Any limitations on anti-satellite (ASAT) systems must be 
effective, verifiable, and consistent with our national 
security. So far, we have not been able to identify any 
such limits on_ ASAT capability. 

We both understand the underlying reasons for this. 

ASAT systems are difficult to define. A ballistic missile, 
the GALOSH interceptors surrounding Moscow, or even another 
satellite, could all be used to damage or destroy satel­
lites. 

In part because of these definition~l problems, but also for 
other reasons, limitations on ASAT systems may present 
insurmountable verification problems. 

Finally, the Soviet Union is using satellites as gun sights 
for its forces. Just as reconnaissance planes were not 
accorded special sanctuary during World War II, the United 
States does not see the logic in according sanctuary to 
satellites. 

[If the issue of a ASAT testing moratorium arises.] 

The Soviet Union has had an operational ASAr system for 
years. The United States system is still in the testing 
stage. Any moratorium on testing would simply perpetuate 
this inequity. 

s~ 
..> 
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INTERPRETING THE ABM TREATY & DEFINITIONS 

The treaty is clear and we are respecting it. 

The key terms and definitions of the ABM Treaty are already 
understood and agreed. Definitions of terms that do not 
appear in the Treaty are neither necessary nor desirable. 

The United States cannot accept direct or indirect amendment 
of the ABM Treaty that would narrow the range of activities 
permitted under the Treaty through new definitions. 

[If broad vs. narrow interpretation issue is raised] 

Our view of the legally correct interpretation of 
development and testing activities permitted under the 
Treaty, as stated last October, remains unchanged. During 
the ABM Treaty negotiations in 1971 and 1972, the Soviet 
side successfully resisted any limitations on the 
development and testing of ABM systems and components based 
on "other physical principles." 

A MUTUAL PROGRAM OF INTERIM RESTRAINT 

My basic message has been that the two sides need to build a 
sound new foundation of truly mutual restraint and real arms 
reductions. We continues to seek constructive Soviet steps 
as we work to substitute a new framework for one that was 
not working and that was increasingly obsolete. 

We therefore continue to seek Soviet action in each of the 
three major areas identified in my June, 1985, and May, 
1986, statements on US interim restraint policy: (1) the 
correction of noncompliance; (2) reversal of the Soviet 
military buildup; and (3) serious negotiations in Geneva. 

My highest priority remains the achievement of an agreement 
on significant, equitable, and verifiable reductions in 
offensive nuclear arms. 

The United States regret that at the special session of the 
sec in July, the Soviet representatives rejected my call to 
join us in an interim framework of truly mutual restraint as 
we continue to work for agreement on arms reductions. 

We also regret that at the sec session, the Soviet 
representatives criticized as unsatisfactory and unfair my 
stated intention, assuming no significant change in the 
strategic threat we face, not to deploy more strategic 
nuclear delivery vehicles or more strategic ballistic missile 
warheads than does the Soviet Union. 

c1E6Rrr-
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[INTERIM RESTRAINT continued] 

We believe this is an important expression of the U.S. 
desire for restraint. Yet you have made no corresponding 
suggestion. 

Recognizing that SALT is behind us, we would be prepared in 
the future to discuss other methods that would foster 
restraint even as we seek progress in the START 
negotiations. For example, there may be other ideas that 
would be consistent with our mutual objectives in START. As 
our representatives indicated at the special session of the 
sec, we would welcome any new ideas you may have. 

I wish to emphasize that a regime of truly mutual restraint 
can best be facilitated by Soviet compliance with existing 
arms control agreements, by Soviet reversal of its military 
buildup, and by progress in the Geneva negotiations. We 
should also understand that interim restraint cannot 
substitute for our shared goal of 50 percent reductions and 
the eventual elimination of nuclear weapons. 

CHEMICAL ISSUES 

Chemical Weapons Treaty 

The chemical weapons negotiations at the Conference on 
Disarmament (CD) in Geneva haye shown some movement. That 
is useful, since, as you know, we view progress toward a 
comprehensive treaty effectively banning chemical weapons 
from our globe as a most important objective. 

However, it seems the negotiations in Geneva repeatedly 
falter over one central verification issue: mandatory 
challenge inspections. 

I want to be very clear on why this matter of mandatory 
challenge inspections is so crucial for us. A relatively 
small stock of illegal chemical weapons or production 
capability would have extremely serious military 
implications. That is why the only regime we have been able 
to devise that would provide effective enough verification 
to give us reasonable assurance about compliance with a 
treaty is the mandatory challenge inspection provision we 
have proposed in Article X. 

If you can devise an alternative that you can demonstrate to 
be an equally effective safeguard, we would be prepared to 
discuss it constructively • 
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[CHEMICAL ISSUES continued] 

You are aware that the United Kingdom has proposed a less 
comprehensive alternative inspection regime to Article x. I 
must candidly tell you, however, that the US position 
remains firm and unchanged -- we have not yet seen an 
alternative that would provide essential assurances equal to 
those that would be obtained by our Article X provisions on 
mandatory challenge inspections. 

(FYI Only: The UK has long wanted us to weaken the core of 
the US position on Article X by abandoning the "no refusal" 
element of challenge inspections called for under this 
article. They have come up with an alternative that allows 
the challenged state the opportunity to offer other ways 
they think might "satisfy" the challenge, and then refuse 
the inspection if the challenging state rejects such an 
alternative. Thus, the British suggestion fundamentally 
undercuts our insistence on mandatory inspections. We 
argued long and hard with the British, asking them not to 
present their alternative in the Conference on Disarmament 
negotiations in Geneva. This spring, however, the UK 
decided to go ahead despite our serious objections. We 
finally agreed that we would not oppose their presentation 
and would not attack them publicly, but made absolutely 
clear that we would continue to support our own firm 
requirement for mandatory inspections.] 

On a separate point, we could accelerate our effort on 
bilater~l arrangements for data exchange, special inspection 
procedures (including visits), and mechanisms for bilateral 
consultations. 

Chemical Weapons Proliferation 

We seem to have made some progress in our talks on 
non-proliferation of chemical weapons. 

We must coordinate our efforts to limit the dangerous spread 
of chemical weapons. We can do this informally. 

You should understand, however, that further progress in 
this area would be aided by your own actions in preventing 
the use of chemical weapons by your friends and allies, and 
by ensuring that they do not get such chemical weapons. 

[FYI: We need to exercise some caution on this matter. The 
Soviets are trying to use this issue to block US deployment 
of chemical weapons to Europe. They are also trying to 
reduce allied cooperation on allied chemical weapons or 
allied chemical weapons production in Europe.] 
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(CHEMICAL ISSUES continued] 

(If he raises US binary chemical weapons] 

We have unilaterally refrained from producing chemical 
weapons for the last seventeen years, a restraint that you 
have not matched. 

I would remind you of our overall policy with regard to 
chemical weapons. Our first priority is to achieve an 
effective global ban on such weapons. If we can 
achieve that, the question of binary production becomes 
moot. 

Binary weapons are not a radically new and more dangerous 
type of chemical weapon. Quite the contrary, they are safer 
variations of the same kind of weapon that is in your large 
chemical inventory. 

CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL 

Both East and West have voiced publicly a commitment to 
undertaking serious efforts to reduce conventional forces 
over the whole of Europe, if that can be done while 
strengthening the security of both sides. 

The North Atlantic Council, in its Halifax statement of May 
30, stressed the objective of establishing a verifiable, 
comprehensive and stable balance of forces . at lower levels. 

We have also heard the appeal issued in Budapest at the 
conclusion of the Warsaw Pact meeting in June. 

The NATO study won't be completed until December. We'll be 
in a better position to discuss future conventional arms 
control then. 

In the meantime, we should concentrate on the opportunities 
at hand. 

CDE/CSCE 

We were pleased that the Stockholm conference produced an 
acceptable agreement. 

However, you surely realize that because of the fundamental 
differences between an agreement on confidence-building 
measures and one dealing with more central issues of arms 
control, the verification principles established in 
Stockholm cannot serve as a model for other agreements. 
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[CONVENTIONAL ISSUES continued] 

As a part of the CSCE process, the COE has accomplished its 
goals. We now need to turn to progress in the other CSCE 
areas. I remind you that the CSCE process, requires 
balanced progress. We are not satisfied with your actions 
in the human rights basket. 

[FYI Only: -The Conference on Confidence-and-Security-Building 
Measures in Europe (COE), which was formed in 1984 to negotiate 
confidence-building measures as a means of pursuing the security 
"basket" part of the Helsinki accords, recently concluded in 
Stockholm with a formal agreement. The Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), the "parent" body to the COE, 
will begin its third Review Conference in Vienna in November. 
Questions before the CSCE Review Conference will include Human 
Rights, and how to continue to pursue the security basket now 
that the COE mandate has expired. End FYI.] 

MBFR 

The U.S. Government refuses to give up hope in MBFR, but we 
were deeply disappointed by the lack of results over the 
summer. 

The U.S. won't sacrifice what we consider essential elements 
of a sound agreement, including effective verification 
measures, just to reach an artificial "symbolic" accord. 

Soviet authorities must realize by now that we will require 
effective monitoring and verification, regardless of the 
forum in which conventional arms control agreements are 
negotiated. 

The West's December 5, 1985, proposal represented a very 
serious attempt to address a number of stated Eastern 
concerns. The West made an historic move at that time and 
remains disappointed by the lack of a constructive Eastern 
response to our efforts. 

NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION 

Our consultations on this issue were constructive, as usual. 

I understand that our representatives will meet again this 
fall. 

BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS CONVENTION 

The Soviet Union should cease violating the Biological 
Weapons Convention. 
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[BIOLOGICAL ISSUES continued] 

These weapons are particularly dangerous -- a fact that was 
recognized when they were prohibited in the Biological 
Weapons Convention. 

The Soviet Union has maintained an offensive biological 
warfare capability in violation of this agreement. 

It has used or supplied for use, lethal toxin weapons. 

This conduct is not acceptable • 

SEGRET 
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REAGAN-GORBACHEV PREPARATORY MEETING 

Setting and Goals 

Second Day 
October 12, 1986 

The principal objective of your final meeting with Gorbachev will 
be to sum up agreed elements of the discussion from the first 
day, approve any "joint instructions" to negotiators which may be 
appropriate, and to settle on dates for Gorbachev's visit to the 
United States. 

In addition, it is important for you to set out a strong marker 
with Gorbachev regarding Soviet misuse of United Nations 
installations for intelligence purposes. This should be done 
with him in private, in order to stress the importance of the 
issue and to minimize Gorbachev's temptation to argue the point. 

Talking Points 

Talking points on most issues must be developed in light of the 
first day's discussions. 

Talking points on Soviet misuse of the UN are attached. 
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BY NARA DATE IO/B(JJ SOVIET MISUSE OF UNITED NATIONS 
--~--- .·1 (For Private Session) 

There is one matter which has rarely been discussed between 
our governments, but which is very important. Since we are 
pledged to candor, I want you to know how I feel. 

For decades the Soviet Union has assigned large numbers of 
intelligence officers to the United Nations. 

Soviet practice has created problems in past, and has 
potential for major problems in future. 

Soviet practice is not consistent with dealing as equals, or 
dealing on the basisof parity or reciprocity. (There are 
no international organizations in USSR and, anyway, U.S. 
does not use them for intelligence operations.) 

Recent events have shown how Soviet intelligence operations 
under cover of UN can blow up into major confrontation. 

In addition to using UN for cover, Soviet Union stations 
many more people in U.S. than U.S. does in USSR. A much 
larger proportion of Soviet officials are connected with 
intelligence operations than is the case with U.S. officials 
in USSR. 

This situation and recent events have caused me to draw 
these conclusions: 

a. The U.S. can no longer tolerate the Soviet practice of 
assigning intelligence officers to the UN or its missions 
attached to the UN. 

b. Under no circumstances will the U.S. tolerate retaliation 
against its installations in the Soviet Union or against 
private American citizens when Soviet intelligence officials 
attached to international organizations break our laws. 

c. If such retaliation occurs, I will have to take steps to 
see that there is real numerical parity in our respective 
bilateral representation. 

You must see to it that, over the coming months, remaining 
Soviet intelligence officials are withdrawn from the UN and 
from your missions accredited to it. 

I have no desire to make this a public issue, but have 
nothing to lose if it should come to public attantion. 
Would be best for all concerned if you quietly took the 
necessary steps. 

In final analysis, I will be watching this situation for 
signs as to whether the Soviet Union is really prepared to 
deal with the U.S. as an equal, and on the basis of parity 
and reciprocity. 

SEGRET 
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PUBLIC DIPLOMACY THEMES 



Themes 

Reykjavik meeting is not a signing ceremony or media event 
but a pre-summit planning session. 

o no signed agreements expected or necessary; 

o objective is to identify areas where progress is 
possible by accelerating negotiating efforts; 

o Iceland meeting is to lay groundwork for Gorbachev's 
visit to the US, not a substitute for it. 

We will not sacrifice US interests in order to have a 
summit, or, to obtain agreements. 

Focus is to be on broad agenda essential to true peace and a 
more productive relationship, including human rights, arms 
reductions, regional issues and bilateral matters. 

US has positive proposals in each of these areas: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Human Rights: to encourage respect for human rights and 
fulfillment of international commitments; 

Achieving Arms Reductions: to reduce, as a priority, 
offensive nuclear weapons and eventually eliminate them; 
to move toward a more secure world in which strategic 
defenses strengthen peace; to reduce the imbalance in 
conventional weapons and limit the risk of war by 
accident or miscalculation; and to ban chemical and 
biological weapons from the face of the earth; 

Ending Regional Conflicts: a three-pronged proposal 
(first made at UN in October '85) to end regional 
conflicts by negotiated settlements among the parties, 
withdrawal of foreign military intervention, and 
international economic and political support. Until 
Soviet policies change, our efforts to counter 
them must continue. 

Expanding Bilateral Contacts: to broaden and deepen 
contacts and cooperation between our peoples, especially 
young people. 

These are the objectives of all the American people; 

Unity at home, as well as allied unity and strength are 
essential to achievement of our objectives. 




