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, 91344 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

~ WASHINGTON 

January 1, 1985 

NATIONAL SECURITY VECISION (?57 
VIRECTIVE NUMBER 153 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE SHULTZ-GROMYKO MEETING IN GENEVA jJJ,V 

The Situation Today. We find ourselves at a unique point in the 
history of U.S.-Soviet relations. In 1981, we embarked on two 
major efforts. First, we initiated a military modernization 
program determined to reverse a long period of decline and 
apparent unwillingness in this country to invest in our own 
security in the face of the unprecedented Soviet military buildup 
of the last decade or more. This modernization program was 
specifically designed to garner sufficient strength to ensure 
Western security through deterrence and to provide the incentives 
necessary to cause the Soviet Union to join us in negotiating 
significant reductions in the nuclear arsenals of both sides. 
Second, we c6mmitted ourselyes to seeking equitable and verifiable 
agreements which would increase stability and security, reduce the 
risk of war~yd lead to significant reductions in nuclear 
arsenals. rJ 

Over the past four years, the United States has been able to 
sustain support for its strategic modernization program. With 
continued resolve, this program promises to restore th~ nuclear 
balance between the the Soviet Union and the United States by the 
end of the decade. During this same period, with a firmness of 
purpose, the NATO Alliance stood solidly with us. Despite an 
unprecedented Soviet propaganda campaign, NATO began the 
deployments of Pershing II and Ground Launched "Crui."S·e -Missiles 
necessary to modernize NATO's LRINF missile force and redress the 
balance in this area also. At the same time, we offered a range 
of concrete proposals to the Soviet Union aimed at permitting each 
government to move to much lower levels~f both strategic and 
intermediate-range nuclear forces. (.e1"'"" 

In response, the Soviet Union has focused primarily on 
intimidation to move us off our sound course, including implied 
threats, blatant attempts to drive ~edges between ourselves and 
our allies, and the abandonment of ongoing negotiations. However, 
it is now clear that these efforts have failed. This has been an 
important factor in influencing the Soviet Union to alter its 
approach and agree to join us, once again, in negotiations aimed 
at reducing nuclear arms. While the Soviet Union can be expected 
to continue its extensive propaganda efforts, we must hope that 
the opportu~ity for real movement is better today than in previous 
ye a rs • J,e"( , UASSIF 0 
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The Soviet Union and SDI. Another important factor influencing 
Soviet behavior, especially in returning to nuclear arms reduction 
negotiations, is the Soviet desire to block our Strategic Defense 
Initiative as soon as possible. The Soviet Union knows that the 
SDI represents a major U.S. resurgence of interest in strategic 
defense. The USSR has long had a vigorous research, development 
and deployment program in defensive systems of all kinds. In 
fact, over the last two decades the Soviet Union has invested as 
much overall in its strategic defenses as it has in its massive 
strategic offensive buildup. As a result, today it enjoys certain 
relative advantages in the area of defenses. The Soviet Union 
will certainly attempt to protect this massive, long-term 
investment. ~ 

The Soviet Union fully recognizes that the SDI program -- and 
most especially, that portion of the program which holds out the 
promise of destroying missiles in the boost, post-boost, and 
mid-course portions of their flight -- offers the prospect of 
permitting the U.S. technologically to flank years of Soviet 
defensive investment and to shift the "state-of-the-art" in 
defenses into areas _of comparative U.S. advantage. This is one of 
the reasons that the primary Soviet focus has not been on 
attacking tn· idea of the increased contribution of defenses to 
deterrence, which lies at the heart of the SDI program; but 
rather, on "preventing the militarization of space." While the 
Soviet Union may also be concerned about other potential "space 
weapons" programs, in large part, its focus on space reflects an 
attempt to confine future U.S. defensive activity within more 
traditional areas which are consistent with the long-term pattern 
of Soviet investment and where the Soviet Union now ~oJds a 
competitive advantage. ~ -

The U.S. Rationale for SDI. For our part, we approach SDI from a 
different perspective. {.CJ_ 

For the past twenty years, we have based our assumptions on 
how deterrence can best be assured on the pasic idea that if each 
side were able to maintain the ability to threaten retaliation 
against any attack and impose on an aggressor costs that were 
clearly out of balance with any potential gains, this would 
suffice to prevent conflict. The notion of the costs needed to 
deter aggression have changed oyer time. For example, we have 
moved away from simply holding at risk significant portions of 
Soviet industry and population. ·Today, we don't target 
population. Instead, our current strategy focuses on being able 
to deny basic Soviet war aims by destroying the forces and 
leadership needed to exploit aggression. Nevertheless, our basic 
reliance on nuclear retaliation, provided by offensive nuclear 
forces, to deter aggression has not changed over this period. y 

This basic idea -- that if each side maintained roughly equal 
forces and equal capability to retaliate against attack, stability 
and deterrence would be maintained -- also served as the 
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foundation for the U.S. approach to the SALT process. At the time 
that process began, the U.S. concluded that offensive deterrence 
was not only sensible, but necessary, since we anticipated that 
neither side could develop the technology for a defensive system 
which could effectively deter the other side. The ground-based, 
terminal, anti-ballistic missile systems then under consideration 
were both expensive and uncertain, and attacking ballistic 
missiles during any other phase of their flight was technically 
infeasible. Further, we lacked the basic computational capability 
to process the information needed quickly enough to m~~~Y a 
defense against a large number of inbound warheads. J>' 

Today, however, the situation is different. Emerging 
technologies offer the possibility of defenses that did not exist 
before. Of equal importance, the trends in the development of 
Soviet strategic forces, as well as the problems of Soviet 
deception and non-compliance with existing agreements, will, over 
the long-term, call into question the funpmental assumptions upon 
which our current strategy is based. jJi'r 

The Soviet Uni~n•s relentless improvement of its ballistic 
missile force, providing increased prompt, hard target kill 
capability, ~~eadily attacks the fundamental survivability of our 
land-based retaliatory forces and the leadership structure that 
commands them. At the same time, the _Soviet Union has continued 
to pursue strategic advantage through the development of active 
defenses with increased capability to counter surviving U.S. 
retaliatory forces. Further, it is spending significant resources 
on passive defensive measures aimed at improving the survivability 
of its own forces, military command structure, and nat_ional 
leadership -- ranging from providing mobility for its -~atest 
generation of ICBMs, to constructing a network of super-hard 
bunkers to protect its leadership -- thus fur_!J;i,er eroding the 
effectiveness of our offensive deterrent. ~ 

These trends indicate that continued long-term U.S. 
dependence on offensive forces alone for deterrence will likely 
lead to a steady erosion of stability to the strategic 
disadvantage of the United States and its allies. In fact, should 
these trends be permitted to continue and the Soviet investment in 
both offensive and defensive capability proceed unrestrained and 
unanswered, the resultant condition will destroy the foundation on 
which deterrence has rested for several decades. ~ 

In the near term, the SDI program directly responds to the 
ongoing and extensive Soviet anti-ballistic missile effort, which 
includes all the actual deployments permitted under the ABM 
Treaty. It provides a powerful deterrent to any Soviet decision 
to rapidly expand its ballistic missile capability beyond that 
contemp~~d by the ABM Treaty. This, in itself, is a critical 
task. _,J,Jtn 

stc'RET 



However, the overriding importance of SDI to the United 
States is that it offers the possibility of radically altering the 
dangerous trends cited above by moving to a better, more stable 
basis of deterrence, and by providing new and compelling 
incentives to the Soviet Union for seriously negotiating 
reductions in existing nuclear arsenals. The Soviet Union is 
correct in recognizing the potential of advanced defense concepts 
-- especially those involving boost, post-boost, and mid-course 
defenses -- to change existing, and increasingly destabilizing, 
aspects of the strategic competition. This need not lead to a 
decisive U.S. unilateral advantage -- and that is certainly not 
our goal. However, if the promise of SDI is achieved, the Soviet 
advantage accumulated over the past twenty years at great cost 
will be largely neutralized. And, in the process, we will have 
enhanced deterrence significantly by turning to a greater reliance 
upon defensive systems -- systems which do not threaten anyone. 

~ 
The Expected Soviet Approach. Over the next year, the Soviet 
Union may wish to shift its tactics and offer the prospect of a 
better U.S.-Soviet ~elationship in return for constraints on 
specific U.S. programs. However, no matter how the rhetoric may 
soften as tfi prospect of renewed negotiations looms, we should 
expect to be tested in different, more subtle, but just as serious 
ways. As a minimum, the Soviet Union will certainly continue to 
attempt to exploit any vulnerabilities they perceive to undermine 
public, allied and Congressional support forLthe general U.S •. 
approach and for specific U.S. positions. _,.s) 

The Soviet Union will likely continue to empha~e its theme 
of desiring to "prevent the militarization of space." -~In doing 
so, it will attempt to block advanced technologies associated with 
SDI in an attempt to confine defensive developments to areas of 
Soviet advantage and, thus, to slow the entire thrust of the 
Strategic Defense Initiative. The Soviet Union will also propose 
restraints on U.S. anti-satellite capability to inhibit or block 
related SDI technologies. Finally, it will likely continue to 
resist U.S. attempts to negotiate deep reductions in existing 
offensive forces, especially ballistic missiles and warheads. ""8'r" 

Expected Soviet Approach in Geneva. At the upcoming meeting in 
Geneva, there is a possibility that the Soviet Union will seek to 
be very reasonable and will take the opportunity offered by the 
meeting to lay the groundwork for serious negotiations in a range 
of areas. The U.S. delegation will be prepared to encourage the 
Soviet delegation to do so. On the other hand, we should 
anticipate that the Soviet Union desires, at that meeting; to get 
an agreement on modalities and the procedures for subsequent 
negotiations, as well as on the subject and objectives of those 
negotiations, that protects existing Soviet areas of advantage 
and, consequently, prejudices U.S. long-term interests. The 
Soviet Union has already launched a sophisticated propaganda 



campaign designed to support this goal. 

The U.S. Approach. For our part, the thrust of the U.S. effort 
for the foreseeable future will be as follows. 

1. We will continue to pursue the negotiation of equitable 
and verifiable agreements leading to reduction of existing 
nuclear arsenals, and to seek other complementary means 
(including cooperative and confidence-building meas~~~) of 
enhancing stability and reducing the risk of war. jJa'f 

2. As we do so, we will protect the promise offered by the 
ASAT/SDI program to alter the adverse, long-term prospects we 
now face and to provide a basis for a more stable deterrent 
at some future time. This specifically involves protecting 
those SDI technologies that may permit a layered defens~~ 
including boost, post-boost, and mid-course elements. ~ 

3. Complementing this, we will also protect the U.S. 
strategic modernization program which is needed to maintain 
existing deterrence, to restore the balance of offensive 
forces, and to provide incentives for negotiating real 
reductI~s in the size of existing nuclear arsenals. ~ 

Characterizing the U.S. Approach. To support this approach 
publicly, the following paragraph can be used to characterize to 
the Soviet Union, the Congress, our Allies, and Western publics, 
the basic, central concept that the U.S. is pysuing at the Geneva 
meetings and in subsequent negotiations. (ef · 

~ -
"During the next ten years, the U.S. objective i~-a radical 
reduction in the power of existing and planned offensive 
nuclear arms, as well as the stabilization of the relation­
ship between offensive and defense nuclear arms, whether on 
earth or in space. We are even now looking forward to a 

-period of transition to a more stable world, with greatly 
reduced levels of nuclear arms and an enhanced ability to 
deter war based upon in the increasing contribution of 
non-nuclear defenses against offensive nuclear arms. This 
period of transition could lead to the eventual elimination 
of all nuclear arms, both offensive and defensive. A world 
free of nuclear arms is an ultimate objective to whic~rT~ 
the Soviet Union, and all other nations can agree."~ 

Specific U.S. Goals for the January Meeting in Geneva. The 
following are the specific U.S. goals for the meeting between 
Secretary S~tz and Foreign Minister Groyrnko in Geneva in 
January. re) 

1. Establish, without concessions or pre-conditions, a 
sustained, formal negotiating process with the Soviet Union 
on offensive nuclear arms which would permit us to pursue our 
goal of achie_yng deep reductions in U.S. and Soviet nuclear 
arsenals. (S"} 

~ SECRET 
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2. Keep START and INF issues substantively separate, and 
preferably procedurely separate if possible. ~ 

3. Shape the nature of future discussions or negotiations in 
other areas to support U.S. interests by: 

a. proposing negotiations on nuclear defensive forces, 
which complement those on offensive nuclear forces, with 
space weapons being included in both forums as 
appropriate; 

b. avoiding a "space only" forum; 

c. specifically protecting the SDI program and, thus, 
the promise offered by SDI; and 

d. providing for future discussions about the long-term 
maintenance of stability and the transition to 
deterrence based on the contribution of defenses.~ 

4. Keep the Soviet Union on t~e defensive at both the 
private and public levels with special attention to: ~---

a. keeping the onus on Moscow to resume serious 
negotiations; and 

b. denying the Soviet Union a sustainable basis for 
charging that a "failure" of th~eneva meeting was the 
responsibility of the U.S. (e'f 

~ -
5. Avoid public negotiation with the Soviet Union. 

6. Lay the groundwork necessary in the discussions with the 
Soviet delegation to provide the basis for later garnering 
public and Congressional support for the U.S. position. ~ 

Addressing the Offense/Defense Relationship. Early in the 
discussions, the U.S. delegation will provide to the Soviet 
delegation our conceptual thinking about the offense/defense 
relationship. This presentation is critically important since it 
sets the stage for the U.S. proposals about format, object and 
substance which follow. It also should permit the U.S. to preempt 
Soviet charges about the U.S. SDI program by citing the record of 
Soviet actions which have called ·into questions the fundamental 
assumptions underlying the ABM Treaty and which have contributed 
to the growing instability in the current situation. ~ 

This presentation should make the following points: 

The United States has no territorial ambitions. It is 
inconceivable that the U.S. would initiate military action 
against the Soviet Union or the Warsaw Pact unless it or its 
allies were to be directly attacked. The U.S. hopes the 

.SE6RET 
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Soviet Union comparably has no intention of initiating an 
attack on the United States or its allies. 

The United States is determined to assure itself and its 
allies of a high-quality deterrent to an attack by anyone on 
our vital security interests. The U.S. expects that the 
Soviet Union intends to maintain a similar capability. 

It is hard to understand why the Soviet Union places so 
much emphasis upon massive expansion and modernization of its 
nuclear forces, both offensive and defensive. The U.S. is 
forced thereby not to neglect its own offensive and defensive 
capabilities. 

Perhaps the explanation is to be found in the fact that 
each side looks at the nuclear strategic situation primarily 
from the viewpoint of its own security. Each must assume 
that at some time a situation may arise in which the risk of 
war in the immediate future cannot be dismissed. In that 
situation each side will carefully analyze what it must do to 
deny the other _side a meaningful military victory. 

Und~ today's conditions and those of the foreseeable 
future, both sides have certain incentives to act quickly and 
decisively with their military power, both nuclear and 
conventional. This creates an unstable situation which could 
make crises more difficult to manage and, if conflict breaks 
out, makes rapid, perhaps immediate, escalation to high 
levels of destruction more likely. 

~ -
This is a dangerous situation. It is one the-u.s. and 

the Soviet Union must address both together and unilaterally. 
The political and military measures necessary to do so will 
be difficult for both sides. But we must tackle this 
problem; the danger must be defused. 

In the late 1960s and early 1970s, the U.S. hoped that 
both sides would be able to agree on measures which would be 
helpful to the security of each of nation. It was accepted 
that each side should have rough equality in the aggregate 
power of its nuclear weapons systems, that if defensive 
capabilities were to be limited, there should be comparable 
limitations on offensive capabilities, and that limitations 
should preclude break- out, circumvention or failure to adhere 
to the letter and spirit of the limitations agreed upon. 

For a time it appeared that we had made some progress in 
that direction. As one looks at the situation today, it 
appears that U.S. anticipation of such progress may have been 
illusory. 

Since that time, your building program -- in both 
offensive and defensive systems -- has violated any 
reasonable sense of strategic balance. 

~ SECR'ET 
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And on the defensive side, the Soviet Union at least has 
also continue d to improve its capabilities. It has done 
everything permitted by the ABM Treaty, and it has also taken 
steps we believe are almost certainly not consistent with it. 

The ABM Treaty rested importantly on the limitation of 
large Phased-Array Radars; these radars took five to ten 
years to build and were easily identifiable. The limits on 
such radars would assure each side against break-out or 
circumvention in less time than would be required for the 
other side to take offsetting actions. 

Allowance was made for early warning radars, but these 
were to be on the periphery, outward looking and should not 
be defended, and for radars required for space track and for 
national technical means of verification. 

It was also agreed that ABM interceptors, launchers, and 
radars should be non-mobile, non-transportable, i.e., fixed 
to the ground. 

It_was further agreed that other systems, such as 
air def~ ses, should not be given ABM capabilities, i.e.,, 
that the line between air defenses and ABM defenses should be 
kept clear and unambiguous. 

Finally, it was agreed that the ABM Treaty should be 
accompanied by a comprehensive treaty on offensive nuclear 
forces of indefinite duration to parallel the ABM Treaty; i t 
was hoped that such a treaty could be agreed in~two years, 
and certainly within five years. 

Today all of those assumptions appear invalid. 

The five Soviet early warning radars and the Krasnoyarsk 
radar (which appears to be identical in physical 
characteristics to those for detecting and tracking ballistic 
missile RVs) can, if interconnected, provide a base for a 
nationwide defense. 

The SH-08 ABM system with its Flat Twin radar seems to be 
transportable. The United States has seen it erected and 
made operational in a relat~vely short period of time. 

The SA-10 and SA-X-12 anti-aircraft systems seem to have 
a capability against certain ballistic reentry vehicles in an 
intercontinental trajectory, thus blurring the distinction 
between air defense systems and ABM systems. 

The Soviet Union is pursuing active research programs on 
more advanced technologies, which have a direct application 
to future ballistic missile defense capabilities. 

8EeRET 
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And, most importantly, there has been no treaty of 
indefinite duration on offensive arms to parallel the ABM 
Treaty. 

For the immediate future the United States wishes to work 
with the Soviet Union to restore and strengthen the regime 
for stability which, in 1972, was thought by both sides to be 
our common objective. We must negotiate the follow-on 
effective limitations on offensive systems called for when we 
signed the ABM Agreement in 1972, in order to remove the 
inherent instability in the present and projected array of 
offensive systems on both sides, and we must reverse the 
erosion of the ABM Treaty which has taken place. 

The research, development, and deployment programs of 
both sides must be consistent with the ABM Treaty. The U.S. 
SDI program is. The Soviet program should be. 

If either side ever wishes to amend the Treaty, then 
there are provisions for discussing that. In the U.S. view, 
such discussio~s should precede action by sufficient time so 
that stability is guaranteed. 

"'-., 
The U.S. SDI research program is fully consistent with 

the ABM Treaty. The Soviet Union has had a large SDI program 
of its own for some years. We do not believe that either 
country wants at this time to ban the research and concept 
development permitted by that Treaty. We doubt an effective 
ban on such activities could be designed, even if desired. 

1W 

For the long run we should have bolder and more radical 
objectives. Both sides seem to be agreed that with respect 
to nuclear weapons as a whole, the objective should be their 
total elimination. This should be worldwide and agreed to by 
all nations. 

Whenever research validates that a defensive technology 
can make a contribution to s~rengthening deterrence, the 
Unites States would expect to discuss with the Soviet Union 
the basis on which it would be integrated into force 
structures. 

At the same time, both the U.S. and the Soviet Union 
recognize that we must find -a safe path down the road of 
reductions toward disarmament. The U.S. believes that during 
the transition from reliance on the retaliatory capability of 
massive forces of offensive arms it could be extremely useful 
to move toward a more and more effective defense on both 
sides. 

It appears that new technologies may open possibilities 
of assuring the security of both sides through a substantial 
improvement in our respective defenses. To the U.S., 
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high-confidence defenses would appear to be a sounder 
approach to peace and security than equal and high-confidence 
vulnerability to every manner of nuclear strike by the other 
side, and could produce a more stable offense-defense 
relationship. 

The United States recognizes that arms control and other 
forms of cooperation could play an important role in creating 
and sustaining such a more stable, less threatening 
environment. We believe that the security interests of both 
sides could be served by such an evolution. 

The United States also recognizes that, as Mr. Chernenko 
recently noted, there is an organic relationship between 
offensive and defensive forces. While the possibilities of 
a development as I have just described could be realized in 
the fairly distant future, U.S. is prepared to initiate a 
continuing discussion with the Soviet Union now, not only on 
future roles for strategic defense, but also on other steps 
we can take to enhance strategic stability while reducing 
nuclear arms. •1'S.l 

The Issue of~egotiating Fora. While we should seek that 
negotiating approach which gives the United States the best 
possible negotiating leverage, in order to reduce pressure for 
concessions and agreement to preconditions, the immediate tactical 
objective of the U.S. is to obtain from the session in Geneva an 
agreement to begin formal negotiations on terms which do not 
prejudice the United States and its allies and key defense 
initiatives such as SDI and INF deployments. To ach~~ye this 
objective, we should characterize agreement on basic negotiating 
structure(s), title(s), short statements describing the subject of 
the negotiations/discussions, starting date(s), and location(s) as 
a basic and necessary {_frst step and measure of the seriousness of 
our mutual purpose. (~ 

a. Structure. With respect to negotiating structure, basic 
U.S. objectives are: (1) to enter negotiations on nuclear 
offensive forces while keeping START and INF issues substantively 
separate, and, preferably procedurely separate as well; (2) to 
propose corresponding negotiations on nuclear defensive forces, 
which complement those on offensive nuclear forces, with space 
weapons being included in both forums, as appropriate; (3) to 
avoid a "space only" forum; and, · ( 4) to provide a forum for future 
discussions about the long-term maintenance of stability and the 
transition to deterrence based on the contribution of defenses.~ 

The preferred U.S. negotiating structure would consist of three 
formal fora: separate START negotiations and INF negotiations 
(with these two negotiations addressing nuclear offensive forces); 
and negotiations on nuclear defensive forces. In addition, the 
U.S. would also prefer to supplement this negotiating structure 
with agreement to begin ongoing discussions about the long-term 
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maintenance of stability, the offense/defense relationship, and 
the transition to deterrence based on the contribution of 
defenses. This structure would permit us to build upon the work · 
previously accomplished at START and INF as quickly as possible 
while establishing a new negotiating forum to deal with nuclear 
defenses and a new discussion forum to deal with related issues of 
concern to both sides. y' 
Should the Soviet Union not agree to this approach, the U.S. 
Delegation is authorized to alter the U.S. proposal along the 
following lines and in the following order of U.S. preference: 

1. Separate negotiations on START, on INF, and on defensive 
forces with the later to include nuclear and non-nuclear 
defenses. In this latter category of negotiations, the U.S. 
would continue to focus its efforts to constrain nuclear 
defenses. 

2. Separate negotiations on nuclear offensive forces and 
nuclear defensive forces. Under this structure, the U.S. 
would seek separate START and INF subgroups to keep START and 
INF is9~ s substantively separate, 

3. Separate negotiations on nuclear offensive forces and on 
defensive forces. 

4. A single negotiation on nuclear forces including nuclear 
offensive and defensive forces and related issues. ~ 

Each of the above should also protect the U.S. desire""£or a forum 
for continued discussions about the long-term _maintenance of 
stability, the offense/defense relationship, and the transition to 
deterrence based on the contribution of defenses. ~ 

b. Titles. The preferred titles for such negotiations are 
implicit in th~escriptions provided of the preferred negotiating 
structures. /f'C) 

The Soviet Union will desire to include "space" in the title of 
one of the established fora. The word "space" should not appear 
in the description of any negotiations or discussions in a manner 
prejudicial to the U.S. For example, negotiations entitled 
Offensive and Defensive/Space Arms would be unacceptable. The 
title "Nuclear and Space Arms" f6r a single negotiation would be 
undesirable, but acceptable as a last resort if the Soviet Union 
insists on the word "space". ~ 

Difficulty with respect to titles could be resolved by avoiding 
agreement on specific titles, referring only to the locale such as 
"Geneva Talks." (~ 

c. Describing the Negotiations/Discussions. The preferred 
U.S. short descriptions of the negotiations are also implied in 
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the discussion of structure. In descriptions of agreed fora, the 
delegation is authorized to include reference to space in a manner 
which does not single out space and which makes clear that space 
issues apply to both offensive and defensive systems. For 
example, descriptions of separate negotiations on offensive forces 
and on defensive forces which described as subjects of the 
separate negotiations "nuclear offensive forces" and "strategic 
defenses and space arms", respectively, should be avoided in favor 
of formulations such as "strategic and intermediate-range 
nuclear arms, whether based on earth or ins~~~ and "defensive 
arms, whether based on earth or in space." J,,WT 

Other formulations which are not acceptable include the following: 

formulations which accept the Soviet definition of 
strategic arms, i.e. weapons capable of hitting Soviet 
territory by virtue of their location rather than their 
range, including third-country as well as intermediate-range 
systems; 

formulations which accept Soviet demands for compensation 
for thi~d-country forces; ..... 

formulations which exclude non-European based INF systems 
from limitation, which accept limitations on our carrier­
based aircraft or other dual-capable aircraft with a radius 
of action less than that of the F-111, or which remove 
shorter-range INF ballistic missiles from at least collateral 
constraints; 

formulations which accept a substantive merger of 
START and INF; 

formulations which would imply that the relationship 
between offensive and defensive systems can only be addressed 
in the defensive forum or that space can only be addressed in 
the defensive negotiations; 

formulations which accept the Soviet objective of 
"preventing the militarization of space", which restrict the 
subject matter to just the space issues of SDI and ASAT, 
which imply the necessity of additional restrictions beyond 
those in existing treaties and agreements on US activities in 
outer space, or which prejudice U.S. freedom to pursue SDI 
and ASAT; and, 

formulations which uses the SALT II phrase "equality 
and equal security." In recent weeks, some Soviet statements 
have used a different formulation, "equality with due account 
taken of the legitimate interests of parties." While not 
preferred, this formulation is acceptable in the context of a 
general agreement which meets other primary U.S. objectives. 
(S) 
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d. Starting Dates. The US should seek the opening of 
formal negotiations during the month of March, preferably between 
March 5 and March 19. Selection of these dates is not essential, 
but is useful to permit preparation, delegation selection, and 
consultations with allies and the Congress. y 

e. Location. The US should seek a common location for all 
formal negotiations, preferably in Geneva. Separate locations 
could be acceptable in the context~ an overall package which 
meets primary U.S. objectives. ~) 

Substantive Presentations. We are on record as being prepared to 
engage in substantive discussions during the Geneva meetings, and 
to have concrete new ideas to present at that time. Our intended 
presentation on the U.S. concept of the offense/defense 
relationship certainly provides the basis for substantive 
discussion; and our proposal to open negotiations on nuclear 
defensive systems and to continue discussions on stability are 
specific, concrete new ideas worthy of note. ~ 

During the discussion of negotiating fora, the Soviets may attempt 
to initiate discussion on the substance of the negotiating 
approaches tM'@. U.S. would intend to use in various fora or they 
may present substantive proposals of their own. In general, 
discussion of the substantive aspect of future U.S. negotiating 
positions should await the beginning of formal negotiations. 
Agreement to pre-conditions or substantive concessions for the 
purpose of reaching agreement to begin formal negotiations is not 
authorized. To the extent possible, we should attempt to maintain 
the best possible climate for entry into the formal negotiations 
or, if agreement is not reached on formal negotiations, to protect 
our leverage for continued discussions. In addition, we must be 
prepared to protect ourselves against Soviet accusations that the 
Geneva talks failed because the U.S. had nothing new to offer. 
(S) 

The following guidance is provided on the treatment of the 
substantive detail associated with various issue. ~ 

a. START. On START, the delegation should stress the basic 
flexibility and reasonableness of the elements of the current U.S. 
START position -- flexibility which could not be implemented in 
the face of the Soviet departure from Geneva. In addition, the 
delegation should indicate U.S. readiness to move beyond where the 
last round of START talks were left in Geneva and to explore 
trade-offs between relative U.S. and Soviet advantages. J,,s;,t-- -

With respect to START trade-offs, the delegation is authorized to 
indicate to the Soviet Union that we have extensive flexibility 
with respect to both structure and content of the tradeoffs, so 
long as the outcome meets our basic standards with respect to 
equality, verifiability, stability, significance, and alliance 
security. In the context of formal negotiations, the U.S. is 
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prepared to propose trade-offs and, in doing so, consider the 
of asymmetrical limits and/or different aggregations of the 
elements of an agreement in an effort to reach a satisfactory 
outcome. er 
As an example of the above, the delegation is authorized to 
suggest that, recognizing the Soviet Union's preference for 
certain types of forces, the U.S. is prepared to consider a 
trade-off between their areas of -advantage and ours. The 
delegation can explain that one way this could be achieved is 
by adding to the current U.S. proposal a specific limit on the 
number of air launched cruise missiles permitted to each side. 

use 

The U.S. limit would be well below the number of such missiles 
that could be deployed on the U.S. bomber force if the Soviet 
Union were to agree to commensurate reductions in the destructive 
capability of their ballistic missiles. However, in recognition 
of the Soviet preference for ballistic missiles, the corresponding 
limit on Soviet air launch=?/ruise missiles would be lower than 
that permitted the U.S. (pr 
The delegation should stress that this is one example, that the 
U.S. has additional ideas, and that the U.S. is prepared to use 
these ideas ~~ meet both Soviet and U.S. concerns in the context 
of formal negotiations. The delegation should again reemphasize 
the point that, in the context of such negotiations, the U.S. is 
prepared to consider the use of asymmetrical limits and different 
aggregations of the eleme~!~f an agreement in an effort to reach 
a satisfactory outcome. J;" 

b. INF. The delegation should stress to the S~vJet Union 
that major progress in negotiations across the board and in areas 
of interest to both sides would prove easier if an early 
breakthrough were possible in the area of INF. The delegation 
should also stress that we and our allies remain committed to our 
basic standards for evaluating an INF agreement: 

equal rights and limits expressed globally, with no 
export of the SS-20 threat from Europe to Asia; 
no compensation for British and French nuclear forces; 
no reduction in NATO conventional force capability; and 
effective verification. $(' 

At the same time, the delegation should point out that we have 
demonstrated flexibility and have sought to a ddre ss Soviet 
concerns. We believe that an agreement is possible on the basis 
of the September, 1983, U.S. proposals which would have provided 
for an equal global limit under which the United States would have 
considered not deploying its full global allotment in Europe. At 
that time, the United States also indicated its willingness to 
consider reductions in Pershing II missile deployments and 
limitations on aircraft, two major concerns of the Soviet Union. 
The delegation should stress that within these basic principles, 
and in the context of formal negotiations, the U.S. is prepared to 
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show considerable flexibility with respect to formulation and 
trade-offs. For example, the U.S. can imagine an approach through 
which equal warhead levels could be reached through equal 
percentage reductions on both sides (i.e., the U.S. reducing from 
its planned levels of deployment -- 224 GLCM anfr' Pershing II 
launchers carrying 572 missiles/warheads). (.:-,( 

In introducing the equal percentage reductions example, the 
delegation should take care not to indicate to the Soviets any 
acceptance of the principle of equal reductions or equal 
percentage reductions per se. When used in situations where there 
is not a beginning balance, or where there is ·not agreement that 
the reductions will ultimately lead to equal levels of forces (as 
is the case in the U.S. START build-down proposal), equal 
percentage reductions do not lead to equal force levels. If 
applied in different contexts, the principle of equal reductions 
or equal percentage reductions could damage U.S. interests. If 
pressed for an endorsement of the general principle of equal 
reductions or equal percentage reductions, the delegation should 
note that while the U.S. cannot endorse the general principle, the 
LRINF missile issue bas some unique features that, in the interest 
of making p~~ress on this important issue, may make the use of 
the certain specific equal percentage reduction approaches 
acceptable to the United States and its Allies within the limj.ted 
context of the LRINF missile agreement under discussion. ~ 

c. Space Arms Control. In response to initiatives from the 
Soviet Union involving space arms control, the U.S. delegation 
should remind the Soviet delegation that an extensive body of 
international law and treaties exists with respect t"&':space, 
including the Outer Space Treaty and the ABM ~reaty. Further, the 
delegation should point out that it is the Soviet Union which has 
the largest number of warheads which would transit space; it is 
the Soviet Union which has an existing ASAT system, and it is the 
Soviet Union which has a deployed ABM system which can attack 
objects in space. The delegation should explain that the United 
States is prepared to consider Soviet proposals related to space 
during the course of formal negotiations. However, because issues 
involving space cannot logically be separated from the major areas 
to which they relate, we are only prepared to deal with these 
proposals in the context of nuclear off~ve and defensive 
negotiations as appropriate to each. '("S) 

d. ASAT Limitations. The U.S. will not propose substantive 
ASAT initiatives at this time. If pressed by the Soviet Union for 
agreement to an immediate ASAT moratorium, the delegation should 
point out that, as the U.S. has consistently made clear, while the 
U.S. will not agree to such a proposal as a precondition for 
negotiations, in formal negotiations on the full range of nuclear 
arms control issues, the United States is prepared to consider 
areas of mutual restraint which might be negotiated in the context 
of a broader range of agreements which would~rovide for 
stabilizing reductions in nuclear arms. ~ 
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e. Other Areas. In other arms control areas (e.g., nuclear 
testing, MBFR, CBW, CDE, CD, and the full range of U.S.-proposed 
confidence building measures}, the delegation is authorized to 
restate, reaffirm and explain the U.S. positions in each of these 
areas as appropriate. The delegation should stress the need and 
the U.S. desire to make ¢ogress, where possible, across this full 
spectrum of issues. cy 

f. Verification and Compliance. The delegation should 
stress the importance the United States attaches to effective 
verification of, and compliance with, arms control agreements. 
Further, the delegation should note that, for this reason, we have 
proposed specific verification, inspection and confidence building 
measures and have sought to have the Soviet Unio~o?esolve our very 
serious concerns about Soviet non-compliance. _,,>'°' 

In addition, the U.S. delegation is authorized to draw upon 
current guidance on arms control related issues, as supplemented 
by this directive, to respond as necessary and appropriate, within 
the terms of such guidance, to serious Soviet proposals or use 
such guidance in countering the development of a situation which 
could creat~. a serious setback for the United States in its effort 
to gain supp~t among allies and within the United States. ~ 

~ 
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January 3, 1~85 

The Secretary's Presentation to Gromyko 

First SessiQn: Morning of January 7 

1. Introduction 

Backaround: To set the stage, you would note the importance 
the President attaches to the meetings, emphasize the US view 
that nuclear arm s. reductions are of highest priority, and 
exFress readiness to agree on the "subject and objectives" of 
new negotiations. 

Note: It would be preferable if you were to speak first. 
Since the first session will be hosted by the Soviets, however, 
the choice will be theirs. If Gromyko speaks first, you would 
draw on contingency talking points as appropriate, before 
delivering the following presentation. The points below have, 
however, been designed with a view toward preempting familiar 
Soviet arguments, particularly on the SDI. 

Talking Points 

-- President views this meeting as major opportunity to 
launch new effort aimed at reaching arms control agreements that 
enhance security of both our nations. 

Much time has been lost since USSR suspended negotiations 
at the end of 1983. New weapons deployments continuing on both 
sides. Increasing concerns about consistency of Soviet actions 
with concepts underlying existing agreements. 

-- Our principal task today, however, is to look to the 
future, to establish a more efficient precess and more effective 
negotiating approaches for addressing critical arms control 
questions. Hope our meetings today and tomorrow can lay the 
basis for progress toward that end. 

-- Agreed purpose of our meetings is to define subject and 
objectives for new negotiations on "nuclear and space" arms. I 
intend to present some ideas on the substance of these nego­
tiations, as well as on procedural arrangements; expect you will 
do the same. 

Indeed, I think we can agree that no procedural arrange­
ments will bear fruit unless both sides are prepared to engage 
in serious and substantive give-and-take that takes into account 
other side's concerns. As President has stressed, we are ready. 
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-- Our meetings in September and the correspondence between 
our two leaders give me reason to hope that we will be able to 
make headway in these nexf two days toward identifying areas of 
coIT"mon ground. 

- We both agree that the "question of questions" is to 
ensure that our relationship evolves toward peace rather 
than confrontation and, in particular, that we get control 
over nuclear weapons . 

• 
- ~e agree that the preeminent task toward this end is 

to reduce nuclear arms, and in the longer terrr. to eliminate 
therr. 

- We also seerr tc agree that nuclear arrr.s reductions and 
the military use of space are inherently related, and should 
be addressed as part of a constructive and coordinated 
effor,t to establish a more reliable deterrent balance 
betw~en offensive and defensive capabilities. 

-- We obviously have difficult negotiations ahead of us to 
translote these areas of common ground into concrete agreements 
which both our countries can accept. With hard and constructive 
effort~ on both sides, however, we can succeed. 

3731M 
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2. The Offense/Defense Interaction: Current Problerr.s 
[Longer version as per NSDD] 

Background: The following points would seek to put the 
monkey on the Soviets' back by citing Soviet actions which have 
undermined the ABM Treaty (such as the Krasnoyarsk radar), and 
stressing the need to redress the growing instability in the 
current situat r on. 

Talking Points 

-- l would like to set forth our views on the future 
strateqic environment, including the relationship between 
offensive and defensive forces. 

-- The United States has no territorial ambitions. lt is 
inconceivable that the US would initiate military action against 
the Soviet Union or the Warsaw Pact unless we or our allies were 
to be directly attacked. We hope the Soviet Union comparably 
has no intention of initiating an attack on the US or its allies. 

The United States is determined to a~sure itself and its 
allies of a high-quality deterrent to an attack by anyone on our 
vital security interests. The US expects that the Soviet Union 
intends to maintain a siwilar capability. 

-- We will maintain a sufficient deterrent with or without 
arms control agreements. However, we believe that the strategic 
relationship can be wade more stable and secure, and that 
stability and security can be maintained at significantly lower 
levels of armaments, if this relationship is regulated through 
effective arws control. We prefer that path. 

-- But it is hard to understand why the Soviet Union places 
so much emphasis upon massive expansion and modernization of its 
nuclear forces, beth offensive and defensive. The US is forced 
thereby not to neglect its cwn offensive and defensive 
capabilities. 

-- Perhaps the explanation is to be found in the fact that 
each si~e looks at the nuclear strategic situation primarily 
from the viewpoint of its o~n security. Each must assume that 
at some time a situation may arise in which the risk of war in 
the immediate future cannot be dismissed. In that situation 
each side will carefully analyze what it must do to deny the 
other side a meaningful military victory. 
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-- Under today's conditions and those of the foreseeable 
future, both sides have ~rtain incentives to act quickly and 
decisively with their military power, both nuclear and 
conventional. This creates an unstable situation which could 
make crises more difficult to manage and, if conflict breaks 
out, makes rapid, perhaps immediate, escalation to high levels 
of destruction more likely • 

• 
-- 1his is a dangerous situation. It is one the US and the 

Soviet Union must address both together and unilaterally. The 
political and military measures necessary to do so will be 
difficult for both sides. But we must tackle this problem; the 
danger must be defused. 

In preparino. for this meeting and for renewed negotia­
tions, the US has conducted a review of our past arms control 
efforts. While so~e worthwhile agreements have been reached, 
our efforts in the area of strategic arms have not fulfilled 
their original promise in terms of constraining the arms 
competition and enhancing stability. 

-- In the late 19t0s and early 1970s, the US hoped that both 
sides would be able to agree on measures which would be helpful 
to the security of each nation. It was accepted that each side 
should have rough equality in the aggregate power of its nuclear 
weapons systew.s, that if defensive capabilities were to be 
limited, there should be comparable limitations on offensive 
capabilities, and that limitations should preclude break-out, 
circumvention or failure to adhere to the letter and spirit of 
the limitations agreed upon. 

-- For a time it appeared that we had made some progress in 
that direction. These premises, however, have come increasingly 
into question over the past decade; as one looks at the situation 
today, it appears that US anticipation of such progress may have 
been illusory. 

-- Since that time, your building program -- in both 
offensive and defensive systems -- has violated any · reasonable 
sense of strate~ic balance. 

- - And on the defensive side, the Soviet Union has also 
continued to improve its capabilities. It has done everything 
permitted by the AEM Treaty, and it has also taken steps we 
believe are almost certainly not consistent with it. 

- The AE M 'l'reaty rested importantly on the limitation of 
large Phased-Array Radars; these radars took five to ten 
years to build and were easily identifiable. The limits on 
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such radars would assure each side against break-out or 
circumvention in less: time than would be required for the 
other side to take offsetting actions. 

- Allowance was made for early warning radars, but these 
were to be on the periphery, outward looking and should not 
be defended, and for radars required for space track and for 
national technical means of verification • 

• 
- It was also agreed that ABM interceptors, launchers, 

and radars shculd be non-mobile, non-transportable, i.e., 
fixed to the ground. 

- It was further agreed that other systems, such as air 
defenses, should not be given ABM capabilities, i.e., that 
the 1ine between air defenses and ABM defenses shculd be 
kept; telear and unambiguous. 

- Finally, it was agreed that the ABM Treaty should be 
accompanied by a comprehensive treaty on offensive nuclear 
forces of i ndef in i te d urat icn to parallel the A Eh 'I'rea ty: it 
was hoped that such a treaty could be agreed in two years, 
and certainly within five years. 

Today all of these assumptions appear invalid. 

The five Soviet early warning radars and the Krasnoyarsk 
radar (which appears to be identical in physical characteristics 
to those for detecting and tracking ballistic missile RVs) can, 
if interconnected, provide a base for a nationwide defense. 

-- The SH-08 ABM system with its Flat Twin radar seems to be 
transportable. The United States has seen it erected and made 
operational in a relatively short period of time. 

-- The SA-10 and SA-X-12 anti-aircraft systems seem to have 
a capability against certain ballistic reentry vehicles in an 
intercontinental trajectory, thus blurring the distinction 
between air defense systems and ABM systems. 

-- The Soviet Union is pursuing active research programs on 
more advanced technologies, which have a direct application to 
future ballistic missile defense capabilities. 

And, most importantly, there has been no treaty of 
indefinite duration on offensive arms to parallel the AB~ Treaty. 

(3906M) 
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3. The Offense/Defense Interaction: Lookin to the Future 
Longe-r version as per NSDD 

Background: The following points emphasize the need in the 
near term to make the current regime of mutual deterrence more 
stable, and lay out the President's view that both sides have an 
interest in the longer term in considering the possibility of 
increr~ed reli a nce on defenses. 

Talkinq Feints 

--It is important that you understand the conceptual and 
political framework in which we approach renewed negotiations. 

-- For the immediate future the United States wishes to work 
with the Soviet Union to restore and strengthen the regime for 
sta~ility which, in 1972, was thought by both sides to be our 
common objective. We must negotiate the follow-on effective 
limitations on offensive systems called for when we signed the 
ABM Agreement in 1972, in order to rerr.ove the inherent 
instahility in the present and projected array of offensive 
systems on both sides, and we must reverse the erosion of the 
AEM Treaty which has taken place. 

-- The research, development, and deployment programs of 
both sides must be consistent with the ABM Treaty. The US SDI 
program is. The Soviet program should be. 

-- Now I know you will argue that it is the United· States, 
and not the Soviet Union, that has decided to embark on the 
creation of a nationwide ABM system, including the deployment of 
defensive systems in space. On this, let me state the following. 

-- The President has set as a major objective for the coming 
decade the determination of whether new defensive technologies 
could make it feasible for our two countries to move away from a 
situation in which the security of both our countries is based 
almost exclusively on the threat of devastating offensive 
nuclear retaliation. 

-- We believe both sides have an interest in determining the 
answer to this question. Indeed, your country has historically 
shown a greater interest in strategic defenses than the United 
States, and deploys the world's only operational ABM system. 
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The US SDI research program is fully consistent with the 
ABM Treaty. The Soviet ~nion has had a large SDI program of its 
own for some years. We do not believe that either country wants 
at this time to ban the research and concept development 
permitted by that Treaty. We doubt an effective ban on such 
activities cculd be designed, even if desired. 

-- No deci~ ions on moving beyond the stage of research have 
been taken, r~~ cculd they be for several years. Such research 
is necessary to see if it will be possible to move toward a 
world in which the threat of nuclear war is eliminated. 

-- If either side ever wishes to amend the Treaty, then 
there are provisions for discussing that. In the US vie~, such 
discussions should precede action by sufficient time so that 
stability is guaranteed. 

-- Whenever research validates that a defensive technology 
can make a contribution to strenqthening deterrence, the United 
States would expect to discuss with the Soviet Union the basis 
on which it would be integrated into force structures. 

-- For the long run we should have bolder and more radical 
objectives. Both sides seem to be agreed that with respect to 
nuclear weapons as a whole, the objective should be their total 
elimination. This should be worldwide and agreed to by all 
nations. 

-- At the same time, both the US and the Soviet Union 
recognize that we must find a safe path down the road of 
reductions toward disarmament. The US believes that during the 
transition from reliance on the retaliatory capability of 
massive forces of offensive arms it could be extremely useful to 
move toward a more and more effective defense on both sides. 

-- It appears that new technologies may open possibilities 
of assuring the security of both sides through a substantial 
improvement in our respective defenses. To the US, high­
confidence defenses would appear to be a sounder approach to 
peace and security than equal and high-confidence vulnerability 
to every manner of nuclear strike by the other side, and could 
produce a more stable offense-defense relationship. 

-- The United States recognizes that arms control and other 
forms of cooperation could play an important role in creating 
and sustaining such a more stable, less threatening 
environment. We believe that the security interests of both 
sides could be served by such an evolution. 
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-- The United States. also recognizes that, as Mr. Chernenko 
recently noted, there is ' an organic relationship between 
offensive and defensive forces. While the possibilities of a 
development as I have just described could be realized in the 
fairly distant future, US is prepared to initiate a continuing 
discussion with the Soviet Union now, not only on future roles 
for strategic .,d efense, but also on other steps we can take to 
enhance strateg ic sta ~ ility while reducing nuclear arms. 

-- ~e are prepared to discuss with you the whole question of 
strategic defense (both existing and possible future systems), 
reductions in offensive arms, and the nature of the 
offense-cefense relationship that we should be seeking to 
establish and ~aintain in the future. 

I 
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2. The Offense/Defense Interaction: Current Problems 
[earlier version] 

Background: The following points would seek to put the 
monkey on the Soviets' back by citing Soviet actions which have 
undermined the ABM Treaty (such as the Krasnoyarsk radar), and 
stressing the need to redress the growing instability in the 
current situation • 

Talkinq Points • 

-- I wculd like to set forth our views on the future 
strategic environment, including the relationship between 
offensive and defensive forces. 

-- The United States has no territorial ambitions. It is 
inconceivable that the US would initiate military action against 
the UESF er the Warsaw Pact unless we or our allies were 
directly attacked. We hope the USSR comparably has no intention 
of initiating an attack on the US or its allies. 

-- The United States is determined to maintain sufficient 
forces to deter attack against ourselves and our allies. This 
means forces of such size, effectiveness and survivability as to 
deny an opponent any possibility of gain from an attack. We 
expect that you wish to maintain similar capabilities. 

We will maintain a sufficient deterrent with or without 
arms control agreements. However, we believe that the strategic 
relationship can be made more stable and secure, and that 
stability and security can be maintained at significantly lower 
levels of armaments, if this relationship is regulated through 
effective arms control. We prefer that path. 

But it is hard for us to understand why the USSR has 
placed so much emphasis upon massive expansion and modernization 
of its nuclear forces, both offensive and defensive. The US is 
obliged to take the steps necessary to maintain our offensive 
and defensive capabilities. 

-- Under today's conditions and those of the forseeable 
future, if a crisis situation should arise, both sides have 
certain incentives to act quickly and decisively with their 
military power, both nuclear and conventional. 

-- This creates an unstable situation which could make crises 
more difficult to manage and, if conflict breaks out, makes 
rapid escalation to high levels of destruction more likely. 
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situation. It is one we must address. 
measures necessary to do so will be 
but we must tackle this problem: the 

In preparing for this meeting and for renewed negotia­
tions, the US has conducted a review of our past arms control 
efforts. While so~e worthwhile agreements have been reached, 
our efforts i ~ the area of strategic arms have not fulfilled 
their original prowise in terms of cO~titraining the arms 
competition and enhancing stability. 

-- In the late 196Cs and early 1970s, we negotiated measures 
that we hoped would be helpful to the security of each of us. 
Those constraints were based on two assumptions: 

(1) with defensive systems severely limited, it would be 
possible to place comparable limits on strategic 
offensive forces, and to establish a reliable deterrent 
balance at reduced levels, and 

(2) the constraints on ballistic missile defenses would 
precluce break-out, circu~vention or failure to adherE 
to the letter and spirit of the agreements. 

These premises, however, have come increasingly into 
question over the past decade. 

-- Both sides today have substantially greater offensive 
capabilities than in 1972. Not only have the numbers of 
offensive weapons reached exceedingly high levels: of even 
greater concern, systems have been deployed -- on the Soviet 
side, in significant numbers -- which have the capability for a 
devastating attack on the other side's missile silos and command 
and control facilities. 

-- Gn the defensive side, the Soviet Union has taken full 
advantage of the ABM Treaty, has exploited technical ambiguities, 
and has also taken steps we believe are not consistent with it. 

-- The viability of the ABM Treaty was based on several key 
assumptions: 

-that large phased-array radars would be constrained so 
as to limit potential breakout or circumvention to provide 
the base for a territ o rial ABM defense. Allowance was made 
for early warning radars, but they were to be on the 
periphery and outward faci~g. 

/ 
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-that ABM interceptors, launchers and radars would be 
neither mobile nor tr~nsportable. 

-that the line between anti-aircraft and antiballistic 
missile defenses would be unambiguo~s. 

-that the ABM Treaty would be accompanied by a 
comprehensive treaty, of indefinite duration, on offensive 
nuclear fo t'ces. 

-- Unfortunately, today those assumptions no longer appear 
to obtain. The Krasnoyarsk radar appears to be identical to 
radars for detectin~ and tracki~g ballistic missiles, and could 
serve as part of a base for a nationwide defense. 

-- The inconsistency of the location and orientation of this 
radar witp the letter and spirit of the ABM Treaty is a serious 
concern,? and it causes us to question the Soviet Union's 
long-ter~ intentions in the ABM area. 

-- We are also concerned about other Soviet ABM activities 
that, taken together, give rise to legitimate questions on our 
part as to whether t h e Soviet Union intends tc deploy a 
wide-spread ABM system. "The SA-X-12 anti-air missile is one 
ele~ent of our concern: it see~s to have some capabilities 
against strategic ballistic missiles. 

-- In the area of defensive nuclear forces, it has not 
proven possible to work out mutually acceptable agreements that 
would bring about meaningful reductions in offensive nuclear 
forces, particularly in the most destabilizing categories of 
such force~. 

3732M 
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to the Future 

Background: The following points emphasize the need in the 
near term tc make the current regime of mutual deterrence more 
stable, and lay out the President's view that both sides have an 
interest in the longer term in considering the possibility of 
increased reliance on defenses . .. 
Talking Points 

--It is important that you understand the conceptual and 
political framework in which we approach renewed negotiations. 

-- For the immediate future we wish to work with you to 
restore and make more effective the regime for reliable mutual 
deterrence which, in 1972, was thought by both sides to be our 
common objective. 

- We must negotiate the effective measures toward 
reductions in strategic arms, nuclear disarmament, and 
general and complete disarmament called for when we 
signed the ABM Agreement in 1972. We are prepared to 
negotiate constructively toward this end. 

- And we must reverse the erosion which has taken place 
of the premises assumed when we entered into the ABM 
Treaty. 

The research, development and deployment programs of both 
sides should be consistent with our longer-term aims. 

-- Now I know you will argue that it is the United States, 
and not the Soviet Union, that has decided to embark on the 
creation of a nationwide ABM system, including the deployment of 
defensive systems in space. On this, let me state the following. 

-- The President has set as a major objective for the coming 
decade the determination of whether new defensive technologies 
could make it feasible for our two countries to move away from a 
situation in which the security of both our countries is based 
almost exclusively on the threat of devastating offensive 
nuclear retaliation. 

-- We believe both sides have an interest in determining the 
answer to this question. Indeed, your country has historically 
shown a greater interest in strategic defenses than the United 
States, and deploys the world's only operational ABM system. 
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-- A situation in which both of our countries could shift 
their deterrent posture toward greater reliance on effective 
defenses could be more st~ble than the current situation. 

-- It could provide a baEis for achieving the radical 
solution both our leaders seek -- eliminating nuclear weapons 
entirely on a global basis. 

-- Our effort to see whether this is possible is embodied in 
the Strategic ~efense Initiative. The SDI is strictly a research 
effort and is being conducted in full confor~ity with the ABM 
Treaty. 

-- No decisions on moving beyond the stage of research have 
been taken, nor could they be for several years. Such research 
is necessary to see if it will be possible to move toward a 
world in which the threat of nuclear war is eliminated. 

-- If, at a future point, testing or deployment of systems 
not now permitted by the ABM Treaty were contemplated, we 
believe that should be a matter for negotiation. 

-- The Soviet Union has been actively engaged in the sarne 
sort c f research for several years. Your military has intensive 
efforts underway to develop lasers, particle beams and other 
technologies for ballistic missile defense. 

-- I doubt either side is prepared to abandon its research 
efforts now, before we know whether there are defensive systems 
that could enhance rather than diminish the security of both 
sides. We doubt an effective and verifiable ban on research, as 
such, could be designed in any event. 

-- We are prepared to discuss with you the whole question of 
strategic defense (both existing and possible future systems}, 
reductions in offensive arms, and the nature of the 
offense-defense relationship that we should be seeking to 
establish and maintain in the future. 

-- In this context, we are also prepared to explore the 
possibilities for effective and verifiable limitations in the 
area of space weapons, on which the Soviet Union has placed such 
emphasis. 

-- We do not consider it either timely or practical, 
however, to pursue the chimera of a sweeping ban on all military 
uses of space. For example, ballistic missile early-warning 
satellites are a valuable military use of space, and make a 
significant contribution to the stability of deterrence. 
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-- Two days of talks in Geneva do not provide enough time to 
fully explore all the issues. 

-- We believe our negotiating efforts today and tomorrow 
should focus on the most urgent question before us: how to begin 
the process of reducing offensive nuclear arms and enhance the 
stability of the strategic environment. 

-
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Second Session: Afternoon of January 7 

4. Kon-Ar~s Control "Headlines" 

Background: Gromyko has evaded your suggestion that time be 
set aside for these issues, but it is important that some 
discussion take place. The most likely time would be during the 
second session Monday afternoon, after the two sides have made 
their basic presQJ1tations on arms control, but before getting 
more deeply into substance. Since the Soviets have some 
interest in an exchange on VE-Day, it would probably be best to 
raise issues that are less pleasant together with this topic, 
rather than separating the relatively sweet and the relatively 
sour. Alternatively, you may wish to raise VE-Day late in this 
second session, reserving the right to come back to other 
non-arms control topics the next day. The best format would 
probably be the "headlines" that Gromyko introduced and you both 
used during your September sessions. 

On substance, there have been three developments since our 
first memo on non-arms control topics. First, the Soviets have 
given us a counterproposal on Middle East exchanges, for talks 
in Moscow in February at Assistant Secretary level. Second, 
Ambassador Hinton has suggested that you raise Afghanistan~ we 
think that fuller discussion should be deferred to a later 
meeting, but the President's reference to Afghanistan exchanges 
in his last letter to Chernenko should be mentioned. Third, the 
Soviets have accepted the US-Japanese proposal to talk about 
Pacific air safety rr.easures, and this should be noted in urging 
further movement on bilateral topics, specifically consulates. 

Talking Points 

VE, VJ-Day Anniversaries 

We intend to recognize the Soviet contribution to the 
common victory in 1945. 

I well remember my moving visit to the Leningrad war dead 
cemetery in 1975. 

-- But Soviet efforts to downplay our contribution and 
isolate west Germany and Japan make it very difficult to 
contemplate appropriate joint commemoration of the anniversary. 

-- We should face the future rather than the past, and 
concentrate on peace and reconciliation, avoiding a corr.petitive 
propaganda aFproach. 
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Berlin Air Corridors 

-- Have noted small reductions in coverage of your airspace 
reservations in Berlin corridors, but issue is unresolved, and 
your practices still create serious problems for Allied aircraft. 

-- Don't want this issue to interfere with improvements in 
bilateral relations, but more flexibility on your side will be 
required. • 

Pegularized Exchanges on Regional Issues 
~=t; ~r-

Welcome yourfproposal for talks on the Middle 
-Mo5cm~ in Februar~and will be getting back to you. 

J:;ast ti:fr-

We have had exchange of papers on southern Africa, and 
our offer of further discussions stands. President mentioned 
Afghanistan in his last letter to Chernenko: Far East {both 
Kampuchea and northeast Asia) is still important. 

-- Would be good if we were moving toward regularized 
exchanges at policy level President proposed in UNGA address. 

Human Rights 

. -- In no other area could Soviet gestures be so beneficial 
to relations as in hu~an rights. Ludmila Alekseyeva's mother 
e~igration before New Year is example of good step. Examples of 
further steps: Shcharanskiy {worried about health): Sakharov 
{full medical treatment and study facilities should-be granted); 
Josi£ Eegun; Yuri Crlov. 

-- Most critical issue is repression of Hebrew teachers: 
savage beatings, extortion, severe sentences on trumped-up 
charges. 

-- Issue is Soviet international commitment to foster 
cultural and religious freedom. 

/ 
Every bit as damaging as decline in emigration levels tc 

Soviet reputation and to prospects for better relations. / 

Bilateral Issues 

-- Area where we seem to be able to do some business: Olmer 
visit, meetings on coast guard search and rescue and on hotline 
upgrade this month. On Pacific air safety, we are working on 
proposals for date and location of talks, welcome your interest. 
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-- Ought to try to keep moving forward, avoid artificial 
linkages. We are willtng to talk about Aeroflot issue on its 
merits, think we should both be able to move forward on 
exchanges agreement and on consulates on their merits. 

-- We proposed last April that technical team visit Kiev to 
look at properties, have some specialists looking at our 
chancery in J1oscow this month, propose they go on to Kiev. 
Would like response. 
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5. Subject and Objectives 

Background: By way of introduction to your presentation on 
the substantive aspects of START, INF and defensive arms, you 
would lay out our general thoughts on the principal concrete 
task: reaching agreement on the fora for follow-on negotiations, 
their subject, title, objectives, location, and timing. This 
would lay the ba s.d. s for possible negotiation of a joint 
comrnuni q~ e the following day. In addition, you would raise the 
possibility of another Ministerial meeting, so that Gromyko will 
be able to obtain instructions on how to respond before the next 
day's meeting. 

Talking Points 

-- Having in this morning's session discussed our general 
views, I propose this afternoon that we concentrate on our 
principal task, agreement on the fora for negotiations, their 
subject, title, and objectives, and their location and timing. 

-- I would hope that, by the conclusion of our discussions 
tomorrow, we will have made sufficient progress to announce 
agreement to open formal negotiations. 

-- In any case, I hope we can agree on the desirability of 
the two of us meeting again at an early date to give impetus to 
the negotiating process. 

Offensive Forces 

-- With respect to offensive nuclear systems, we would 
prefer to begin where we broke off in the START and INF 
negotiations. We believe that much good work was done in both 
sets of talks, even though many issues remained unresolved. 

-- Moreover, while the issues involved are clearly related, 
we continue to believe it would be most practical to address 
strategic and intermediate-range nuclear forces in separate fora. 

-- Thus, we propose that we begin new negotiations on 
strategic arms red uctions, and a second set of new negotiations 
on reductions in intermediate-range nuclear forces. 

-- The subject of the first, strategic offensive arms -- or, 
more precisely, intercontinental-range offensive nuclear forces 
-- is fairly well established. 
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-- We are prepared in step-by-step fashion to reduce 
radically the numbers and destructive power of strategic 
offensive arms, with the i~~ediate goal of enhancing the 
reliability and stability of deterrence, and with the ultimate 
goal of their eventual elimination. 

-- As a title for such talks, we believe that "Strategic 
Offensive Nuclear Arms Reductions Talks" would be an apt 
description. • 

-- I propose that the objective of renewed talks be an 
equitable agreement providing for effectively verifiable and 
radical reductions in the numbers and destructive power of 
strategic offensive ar~s. 

-- In the case of the second negotiation we envisage, on 
intermediate-ran~e nuclear forces, we likely still differ on the 
exact scope oft e agenda. 

- But here too I think that our previous efforts 
revealed a common emphasis on reducing longer-range I NF' 
missiles, with the ultimate goal of their total elimination. 

- Moreover, we seem to agree that while systems in or in 
range of Europe should be a central concern, any agreement 
must take account of the global aspects of the INF problem. 

- And both sides have proposed that certain INF aircraft 
and shorter-range missile systems be dealt with in some 
fashion. 

-- We propose as the title for new talks on INF the 
"Intermediate-iange Nuclear Offensive Arms Reductions Talks." 

-- The objective of such talks should be an equitable agree­
ment providing for effectively verifiable and radical reductions 
in intermediate-range offensive nuclear arms. 

-- I suggest that, for both the strategic and intermediate­
range negotiations, the location of the talks be Geneva and that 
the date on which both fora be convened be the first Tuesday in 
March (March 5th). 

Defensive Systems 

-- Let me now turn to our ideas for how to address the other 
aspects of "nuclear and space arms" on which we agreed in 
November to begin negotiations. 
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-- In the early days of SALT I both sides agreed that a 
treaty limiting defensive arms should be paralleled by a treaty 
limiting offensive arms and vice versa. For reasons including 
those I advanced this morning, we continue to believe there is 
merit in such a n approach. 

-- We understand that the USSR believes that controlling 
weapons in space should be a priority matter. We believe, 
however, that a ! orum permitting negotiation of defensive 
nuclear arms would be a more appropriate complement to new 
negotiations on offensive nuclear systems. 

-- In such a forum, we would be prepared to address the 
question of space-based defensive systems in a serious and 
constructive manner. Space-related questions could also be 
taken up i n the offensive arms negotiations as well, as 
appropriat~

1
• 

-- Bu(' we believe that it is important to address questions 
relating to existing defensive systems based on earth, as well 
as potential future spa~e-based systems, and to restore and 
revalidate the assumptions on which the ABM Treaty was based. 

-- We therefore propose that we establish a third negotia­
ting forum, in which each side could address aspects of the 

'l/ offense-defense relationship not dealt with in the two offensive 
•/ nuclear arms fora. I!/ (/ A. -- Given our shared objective of eliminating all nuclear 

, • weapons, and the concerns you expressed at our September meetings 
, I regarding the potential deployment of nuclear arms in space, the 

focus of discussion should be on defensive nuclear arms. 

-- Thus, as the title for such talks, we suggest the 
Defensive Nuclear Arms Talks. Their objective would be 
agreement on measures to enhance the reliability and stability 
of deterrence, and on steps toward the eventual elimination of 
all nuclear-armed defensive systems. 

-- We propose they also be located in Geneva and that they 
convene on the second Tuesday in March (March 12). 

Continuing Forum to Address Strategic Stability 

-- In addition to the three formal negotiating fora I have 
suggested, we believe it would useful to establish a continuing 
channel for more unstructured, conceptual exchanges on the 
maintenance of strategic stability and the relationship between 
offensive and defensive forces. 

-E 
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-- This could be done through diplomatic channels, or 
perhaps more usefully, though periodic meetings of special 
representatives. · 

Conclusion 

-- I hope you will give all these proposals serious consi­
deration, so that by the end of our meetings tomorrow we will 
have identified liiOme common ground on "subject and objectives" 
of new negotiations in the offens:¥e and defensive areas. 

Of course, we should recognize that a fully agreed 
approach can only emerge through the negotiating process itself. 

-- In the remainder of today's discussions, we should begin 
the process of reaching a fuller understanding of one another's 
approach to the negotiations by exploring some of the concrete 
issues involved. 

NOTE: At this point you may wish to give Gromyko a chance 
to respond. Depending on his position, you would have the 
option cf moving to one of the fallback positions set forth in 
your instructions -- although this may be more appropriate for 
the next day's meeting, when negotiation of a joint communique 
would presumably occur. In any event, after Gromyko's response, 
you would go on to the following talking points addressing 
strategic, INF, and defensive arms in more specific terms. 

Possible Fallbacks (Contingency Points) 

[If Gromyko presses for combined START/INF negotiation: 

-- While we continue to believe separate fora are more 
practical, we are prepared to agree to address strategic and 
intermediate-range nuclear forces in a single forum. 

-- We would envisage, however, that there would be separate 
working groups to address strategic and INF issues.] 

[If Gromyko objects to "nuclear" qualifier for defensive 
arms negotiations: 

-- We are prepared to agree to address all defensive 
systems, nuclear and non-nuclear, in Defensive Arms Talks. 

-- We cannot, however, agree to a negotiation focused 
exclusively on space-based systems. As I stated, space­
related issues can be addressed as part of the broader 
offensive and defensive arms negotiations.] 
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[If Gromyo calls for single negotiating forum: 

-- Although we agree t~ere is an interrelationship among all 
these issues, we believe it more practical to address 
offensive and defenEive forces in separate negotiations. 

-- We would, therefore be prepared to address strategic and 
intermediate-range nuclear offensive arms in a single forum, 
but believe strongly that it would be more practical to 
treat defens i ve systems in a separate forum. 

-- (If pressed) Nonetheless, as a gesture of good will, we 
are prepared to agree to a single omnibus negotiating 
framework. We would propose that forum be entitled the 
Nuclear and Space Arms Talks, and assume that, within the 
single negotiating structure, there would be working groups 
to address individual issues.] 

[If Gromyko insists on reference to "space" in title of 
negotiations: 

-- We do not believe that it would be productive to have a 
negotiation that focused exclusively on space arms. 

-- As I noted, space-related issues could be taken up in 
both the context of offensive and defensive arms. We are 
prepared to indicate that space arms would be addressed in 
both the nuclear offensive and defensive fora. 

-- (If pressed) Nonetheless, as a gesture of good will, we 
are prepared to agree to a single omnibus negotiating 
framework that would be entitled the Nuclear and Space Arms 
Talks. We assume that, within the single negotiating 
structure, there would be working groups to address 
individual issues.] 
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6. Strategic Forces 

Background: You would open by reviewing the flexibility and 
reasonableness i nherent in the previous US START position. You 
would then go on to reiterate US readiness to move beyond where 
the last round of START left off and to explore trade-offs 
between relative areas of US and Soviet advantage. By way of 
illustration, you would set forth the possibility of asymmetrical 
li ~its and/or aggir egation (in the latter context, reiterating 
the concept of a common framework that you descrir~d to Gromyko 
in Stockholm). Supplemental points are provided that preview 
some of the details of our proposed new structure [these would 
require White House approval]. 

Talking Points 
7 

Revie✓' of US position , readiness to explore trade-offs 

-- Our proposals in START were designed precisely to achieve 
more stable balance at substantially reduced levels. Our 
original START proposal entailed a one-third reduction in number 
of ballistic missile warheads on each side. 

1 1 -- We also proposed important limitations that would reduce 
' ~- and constrain those systems that pose greatest threat to 
/!/strategic stability, large, highly-MIRVed ICBMs. 

;f -- At same time, we demonstrated considerable flexibility. 
, ' ~ We expressed readiness to talk about alternative ways to reduce 

the destructive power of ballistic missiles. We were also 
prepared, in response to Soviet concerns, to negotiate 
constraints on heavy bombers and cruise missiles to levels well 
below those permitted by SALT II. 

-- There was basis for a trade-off between each side's 
concerns. Unfortunately, Soviet side did not explore that 
possibility, and then suspended the dialogue on these issues. 
We remain ready to work with you to achieve mutually acceptable 
strategic arms agreement embodying major cuts and putting us 
well on the road to a more stable strategic situation. 

-- In previous discussions with you on the question of 
reducing strategic arms, I have stressed US readiness to explore 
new ideas going beyond where we left off in the last round of 
START, ideas that could overcome some of the fundamental 
differences that have divided us in negotiations to date. 
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-- In seeking a more stable and reliable balance at levels 
lower than now exist, we recognize that there are important 
asymmetries between the int~rcontinental-range nuclear forces 
our two countries, and that ~equality can be achieved without 
requiring forces that are mirror-images. 

of 

-- We are prepared to explore concrete trade-offs that would 
take account of the differences in our force structures, as we 
seek to establish a more stable balance at reduced levels. 

-- We are flexible regarding both the structure and con~ent 
of the trade-offs, so long as the result is an agreement that 
meets our basic criteria of equality, verifiability, militarily 
significant reductions, and stability. 

-- We can envisage proceeding in a number of alternative 
driections. We could, for example, consider asymmetrical limits 
or different aggregations of the elements of an agreement in an 
effort to reach a satisfactory outcome. 

Of course, we are also ready to listen to any new Soviet 
thoughts in this area. 

Examples of Trade-Offs: Asymmetrical Limits 

-- As an example of asymmetrical limits, we could envisage a 
trade-off involving a Soviet advantage in the overall destructive 
capacity of ballistic missile forces in exchange for a US 
advantage in the number of air-launched cruise missiles. 

-- If the Soviet Union were interested in pursuing this 
idea, we would be prepared to add to the current US proposal a 
specific limit on the total number of ALCMs permitted to each 
side. The US level would be well below the number that could 
otherwise be deployed on the US bomber forces, if the Soviet 
Union were prepared to agree to commensurate reductions in the 
destructive capacity of its ballistic missiles. 

-- To the extent the Soviet side insisted on retaining an 
advantage in ballistic missile destructive capacity and 
potential, the corresponding limit on Soviet ALCMs would be 
lower than the level permitted the US. 

Examples of Trade-Offs: Common Structure (recap of Stockholm) 

-- This is but one way we could proceed. Another practical 
approach would be to consider limitations that would aggregate 
the elements of the sides' forces in different ways than the 
sides' have proposed to date. 
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For example, as I suggested at Stockholm, we could try to 
corn e up with a common structure which could incorporate key 
elements of both the US and . Soviet positions. This could involve 
mutual acceptance of parts of the Soviet Union's proposal and 
parts of our own proposal. 

-- Such a common structure would be a means of recognizing 
the concerns already expressed by both sides in the START 
negotiations -- one that would account for the Soviet Union's 
concerns over li miting US bombers and cruise missiles, while 
meeting our concerns about the large Soviet ICBM force. It 
would not have to make each other's forces identical or to 
achieve equality in every measure. 

-- For our part under such an arrangement, we would want to 
see constraints that begin the process of effecting genuine 
reductions in the number of Soviet and US missile warheads, 
especially those on MIRVed ballistic missiles, and ease the 
asymmetry in the destructive power of our two strategic forces. 

-- In turn, there could be accompanying limits on US heavy 
bombers and long-range .air-launched cruise missiles, about which 
the Soviet Union has expressed concern. 

[Supplemental Points Providing Further Details of 
Framework -- would need to be cleared by White House: 

-- More specifically, such an arrangement might involve two 
parallel networks of ceilings and subceilings, one on the total 
number of delivery vehicles (as emphasized by the Soviet side), 
the other on the total number of warheads (as emphasized by the 
US). The latter ceiling could encompass warheads on air-launched 
cruise missiles together with those on ballistic missiles. 

Within these ceilings, we would envisage appropriate 
sublimits. For example, within the aggregate ceiling on 
delivery vehicles, there would be a ceiling on heavy ICBMs below 
that established in SALT I and II. 

-- Within aggregate ceiling on ballistic and cruise missile 
warheads, there would be a subceiling on the number of warheads 
on the most destabilizing systems, MIRVed ballistic missiles. 

The likely de facto outcome of such an approach would be 
some Soviet advantage in ballistic missiles and some US advan­
tage in bombers -- hence, the trade-off. 

-- There would, at same time, be sufficient flexibility for 
sides to structure their forces as they preferred, in context of 
overall reductions in warheads, delivery vehiclas and 
destructive potential.] 
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7. Intermediate-range nuclear forces 

Background: You would summarize in some detail where we left 
off in the fall of 1983 and the areas of US flexibility still to 
be explored. Additional points introduce the equal percentage 
reductions to equal warhead levels approach • 

• 
Talldnq Points 

Basic points reviewing flexibility in US fall 1983 proposal 

-- We should find a solution to put INF behind us. 
Resolution of this issue would be in the interests of both 
countries and would facilitate arms control progress across the 
board. This will require a creative effort by both sides to 
overcome th~ problems which have stymie9 that negotiation. 

/ 
-- We and our Allies will continue to evaluate a potential 

INF agreement against several basic criteria: 

equal rights and limits expressed globally, with no 
export of the SS-20 threat from Europe to Asia: 

no compensation for British and French nuclear forces: 

no reduction in NATO conventional force capability: and 

effective verification. 

-- The US demonstrated considerable flexibility during the 
course of the INF talks. Last fall we presented proposals that 
represented a major effort to accommodate Soviet concerns on 
several basic questions, and I note that there were questions on 
which the differences in our views were narrowed. 

-- We both agree that the priority objective should be to 
reduce longer-range INF missile systems, those planned and those 
in being. 

-- We stated that we would not deploy our full global allot­
ment of LRINF missiles in Europe and offered to discuss specific 
co~~itments with regard to US deployments in Europe. The Soviet 
side expressed a readiness to consider some constraints on its 
missiles in Asia. There thus was a narrowing of our differences 
on the question of geographic scope. 
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-- Moreover, we offered to make specific reductions in the 
number of Pershing IIs that could be deployed, in response to 
particular concerns express:ed by the Soviet side. 

-- We also offered to explore limits on LRINF aircraft and 
were abl~ somewhat to narrow differences on this score in the 
last weeks of the Geneva talks. 

-- We believ@ a mutually acceptable accord is possible on 
the basis of these proposals. In formal negotiations, we remain 
ready to explore the considerable flexibility inherent in them, 
and to consider any new ideas the Soviet side has to offer. 

Equal Percentage Reductions to Equal Warhead Outcome 

-- We are prepared to take a creative approach to INF in the 
interest of resolving this issue. 

[Variant 1: 

-- As an example of the approach the US is prepared to take 
in resumed negotiations on INF, we could envisage a proposal 
incorporating equal percentage reductions to achieve equal 
global warhead levels. 

Note: This assumes equal percentage reductions in planned US 
launchers in Europe and existing Soviet launchers globally, 
with the US having the right to deploy outside of Europe 
additional launchers (over and above the level to which it 
reduced in Europe) to achieve equality in global LRINF 
missile warhead levels.] 

[Variant 2: 

-- As an example of the approach the US is prepared to take 
in resumed negotiations on INF, we could envisage a proposal 
incorporating equal percentage reductions in planned US 
LRINF deployments in Europe and in the existing global 
Soviet SS-20 force. 

-- The US would retain a legal right to deploy an equal 
number of warheads globallyr we presently have no plans to 
d e ploy LRINF missiles outside of Europe or the US.] 



[Variant 3: 

As an example of th~ approach the US is prepared to take 
in resumed negotiations on INF, we could envisage a proposal 
by which the US would cut its planned LRINF deployments in 
Europe by half were the Soviet Union to reduce its existing 
global SS-20 force by half. 

-- The US would retain a legal right to deploy an equal 
number of warheads globally~ we presently have no plans to 
deploy LRINF missiles outside of Europe or the US. 

Note: given the concern about avoiding the principle of 
equal percentage reductions per se, it might be better to 
simply suggest that US and Soviet deployments be cut by a 
specific amount, i.e., half.] 

(pick up following points for all three variants) 

-- With agreement on this, and picking up some of the points 
discussed in earlier negotiations on secondary issues, the 
details of an accord could be settled in a short period of time. 

-- This offer represents a significant step toward Soviet 
concerns and could open the door to a resolution of the INF 
issue. We urge you to give it most serious consideration. 

[If Gromyko Attempts to Pocket Equal Percentage Reduction 
Approach as a Principle: 

-- The US is not prepared to accept the concept of equal 
percentage reductions per se. However, in the interest of 
achieving a quick solution that will put the INF issue behind 
us, the US is prepared to consider certain equal percentage 
reduction approaches as a means to achieve a mutually acceptable 
accord governing LRINF missile systems.j 
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8. Defensive Arms 

Background: You would indicate that we view space as one 
aspect of the broader range of offensive and defensive issues. 
You would point out that an existing body of international law 
already governs space and that space is already "militarized." 
You would atterr.pt to get Gromyko's agreement to address space as 
part of both the -n uclear offensive and defensive fora. 
~upplemental points raise the possibility of a joint space 
rescue mission. 

Talking Points 

-- While we are ready to address these issues seriously, 
"space" cannot be viewed in isolation; it is one aspect of the 
broader ranoe of nuclear offensive and defensive arms issues. 
For this r~~son, we believe space-related issues should be 
addressed in the nuclear offensive and defensive arms fora. 

-- We will give careful consideration to Soviet concerns, I 
would note, however, that there is already a considerable body 
of international law governing space. The stationing of weapons 
of mass destruction in space is banned by the Outer Space 

, Treaty. The testing and deployment of ABM systems and their 
?1. components in space is banned by the ABM Treaty. 

/J.j -- Further, your side has long had ~ilitary systems in J/ space, including national technical means of verification and 
.' j means of communication. We also have such systems and, although 

they are military systems, we believe these types of systems to 
perform desirable functions. 

-- Moreover, the only operational dedicated anti-satellite 
system is a Soviet system. It is the Soviet Union that maintains 
the only operational ABM system. And the Soviet Union has the 
largest number of offensive nuclear warheads that would transit 
space. 

-- As I indicated this morning, we on our side have 
important concerns concerning existing defensive systems and the 
erosion of the assumptions underlying the ABM Treaty in recent 
years. 

We wish to raise our legitimate concerns in that area 
concurrently. In the same forum we will welcome a presentation 
of your views concerning additional measures concerning new 
defensive arms. 
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-- We also believe, consistent with our mutually stated goal 
of eventually eliminating ~11 nuclear weapons, that restricting 
nuclear defensive arms should be a special concern. 

-- As to possible future missile defense systems, space­
based or otherwise, this is a question for the future. The 
relevant technologies are still in the research and technical 
experimental phase. As I noted before, SDI is a research 
program; re~earch• and technical experimentation is permitted by 
the ABM Treaty. 

-- If, and when, our research should lead us to conclude 
that a defensive technology not permitted by the ABM Treaty 
could strengthen deterrence, this would be a matter for 
discussion as provided by the ABM Treaty. 

-- We are, however, prepared to discuss now the question of 
defenses, both future and existing, whether space-based or 
otherwise, and how they relate to offensive arms and to the 
overall offense-defense relationship. We are prepared to join 
you in a serious nego~iation on defensive arms if you also are 
desirous of doing so. 

[If Gromyko Raises ASAT Moratorium or President's "mutual 
restraints" offer: 

-- We have made clear that we will not accept a moratorium 
on the testing of anti-satellite systems as a precondition for 
negotiations. 

-- With regard to ASAT limitations, the US is prepared -- in 
formal negotiations -- to consider areas of mutual restraint 
which might be negotiated in the context of broader agreements 
providing for stabilizing reductions in nuclear arms.] 

Space Rescue - Supplemental Points 

-- The US does not view or seek to make space an arena of 
competition between our two countries. I would comment that 
there have been notable cooperative efforts between us, for 
example, the instrumentation developed by US scientists now 
carried aboard your Vega space probe. 

-- The President has asked me to reiterate the offer we made 
last January for a joint US-Soviet manned mission to develop 
space rescue techniques. Such a mission would be relatively 
easty to set up from a technical view, and would benefit both 
our manned space programs. 

(3738M) 
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-
ARMS TALXS - The Ad.mini•tration bu outlined a bardline 
negot .lating poa1t1on for Genova. Npccially for the 
Preaident'a Star Wara Pro;,o.al. OUtaide observers say the 
hardlin• ata.nce on defensive aysateas -could prevent any · 
proqress. But the Adaliniatration ia prepared to offer 
tradeoffa on offenaive veapons. (Andrea Mitchell, the 
White House) · · · 

CENTRAL CXJIOltITT!m AIJVISOR HAMISLAJl ll(l!llSH't~ I!n"DVIEWED 
BY STEVE KALLORY - Mr. iieiicliikov: We •~t the Americans 
to be realistic and constructive at o.neva_ ao ve .can bring 
an end to the araa buildup aDd fin.ally an end to nuclear 
weapons. We have not aeen a .single 08 military program 
cancelled or even modified to the .extent that it vould give 
n8'tt hope. We have to continue to build arms because the OS 
does. Space is a key ia ■ue. If there is a decision on 
apace, there will be a decialon on all the other things. 
If there i• no decision on apace. ve vill ·be in an a-rms 
race for the next 10 to 15 y.ara. I expect •pace and 
nuclear . veapons to be discussed as . a single issue~ . 
neither to be decided ·without the other. There is a hope 
for the . succes1 of the negotiations. The Soviet Union is ! 
ready for radical and constructive solutions - for radical 
reductions in arms - and we are looking forward to seeing 
what Mr. Shultz bring• in hi• luggage. 

. . 

NICARAGUA - Concern is growing about attacks on · ctviliana 
by .US-backed Mic•raquan rebel■• Rebel l•adera flatly deny 
thia and ••Y such report• are ~OC"f+'1iniat propaganda. I~ the 
.field they say they varn civilians that they.will be •hot 
if they .are seen vith governmect soldiers. Despite th ... • 
reports. Nicar&qua'a mor• moderate oppo■ iton leader• have 
announced unexpectedly that they support CIA funding of the 
rebels -- a dramatic change i.n their poai.tio11. Arturo 
Cruz: Military pressure on the M!caraguan government · l"IUat ; 
continue . . 

Administration officials ••Y they vill_ launch a major ­
campaign to persuade Congress to restore funding to the 
rebels. (Robin Lloyd, the State Department) 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

Office of the Press Secretary ~ 

For Immediate Release January -3, 1985 

12:00 P.M. EST 

STATEMENT BY ROBERT~- MCFARLANE 
ON GENEVA TALKS 

Room 450 
Old Executive Office Building 

MR. SPEAKES: I want to welcome you to the briefing that 
will be, more or less, a scene-setter for the upcoming talks in 
Geneva between Secretary Shultz and the U.S. party and the Soviet 
Foreign Minister and the Soviet party. IJ..,ft..-/';uw-;fy 

The briefing today will be in two parts. ~he first -part 
will be an on-the-record statement by the President•sLioroigA Polioy 
Advisor, Robert~- McFarlanei and the second will be a background 
briefing by a senior administration official. 

We have a number of press materials here in a kit that 
includes reproduc t ions of these charts, a new booklet on the 

· ent's Stra · e Initi · ' · · 

Do we have any questions prior to the beginning? 

Q Larry? 

MR. SPEAKES: Yes? 

Q Can't you have the whole briefing on the record? 

MR. SPEAKES: No. 

( 
Q Larry, are you aware of the fact that the briefer's 

J name has already been published as the person giving this briefing? 

MR. SPEAKES: 
York Times this morning, 
license for anyone else, 
judgments on this. 

I'm aware it's been published in The New 
but I don't know whether that constitutes a 
but you have to make your own moral 

Q Will the briefer appear saying substantially the 
same things in front of a television camera in the next several days? 

MR. SPEAKES: There are no plans for the briefer to 
appear on television in the next several days. 

Q Larry, those charts aren't in 

MR. SPEAKES: Aren't what? 

Q Aren't in the book. 
-

MR. SPEAKES: Oh, they will be brou2ht in. You'll 
them on the way out. 

2eJ: 

All right. Anybody else anywhere? Everybody feel pretty 
comfortable with the rules? 

MR. MCFARLANE: Good morning~ In the course of the past 
year, the President has directed and managed a review of the full 
family of United States arms control positions, covering the spectrum 

MORE 
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of separate negotiations which have gone on in the past and ­
presumptively will be resumed in the future. More recently, he has 
chaired and now completed a review of preparations for the ·-opening of 
talks wi~h• the Soviet Union to take place next Monday in Geneva. 

. The United States ~pproaches the January 7th and -8th 
meetings with the Soviet Foreign Minister with a sense of 
determination and patience and with hope for a productive outcome. 
We fully recognize this is the beginning of a long and complicated 
process. The issues involved go to the very heart of national 
security interests of both countries. 

They are extremely complex from a technological 
standpoint. Furthermore, these talks are only a part, although a 
vital part, of the broader relationship between our two countries, a 
relationship involving regional issues, human rights, bilateral 
issues, as well. 

While considerable time, therefore, may be needed to 
reach agreement on arms control outcomes, the U.S. is hopeful that 
the Geneva meetings will facilitate progress toward addressing t~e 
difficult arms control issues before us. We are realistic concerning 
the obstacles we face, but we are determined at the same time to do 
our part to make these efforts succeed and to establish a framework 
and a process for resuming the bilateral arms control dialogue. 

-
Both the U.S. and the Soviet Union have a special 

responsibility to the international community to make these efforts 
succeed. The United States, for its part, has constructive ideas to 
present in Geneva, and we will listen carefully to the Soviet 
presentations. Our negotiators will be flexible and patient. 

With equal commitment and flexibility on the part of the 
Soviet Union, we are hopeful that these meetings will provide a start 
down the long road toward achieving equitable and verifiable 
reductions in nuclear forces, toward enhancing deterrenCeand 
ensuring the peace. 

ENO 12:04 P.M. EST 
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MEMORANDUM 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

C> 
NATIONAL ECURITY COUl\'CIL 

FOR WALT RAYMOND 
RON LEHMAN 
CHRIS LEHMAN 
T OBB 
JACK MATLOCK 
BOB LINHA 
BILL WRIGHT 
SVEN KRAEMER 
RON SABLE 
JOHN LENCZOWSKI 
KARNA SMALL 

January 4, 1985 · 

STEVE STEINER 5~ 
Geneva Preparations -- Arms Control Themes 

Attached for your use is a copy of the interagency-cleared 
arms control themes which we have developed as part of our 
preparations for the Geneva meetings. You may draw upon this 
as you see fit in your contacts with press, public, diplomats, 
etc. 

We are also sending this by cable to our posts and commands 
overseas, making clear to them that at least for now Geneva 
should be treated as part of these broader points on arms 
control. We are asking posts not to go into further detail 
about Geneva, beyond the themes and Bud's Backgrounder, until 
we send further guidance after the meetings. 

Attachment 



Points to Make: Arms Control 

Basic Message 

we seek a constructive and realistic long-term 
relationship with _the soviet Union, and nave made a major 
effort to improve relations across tne board. 

Resuming the nuclear arms reduction negotiations is only 
one part -- but an important part -- of that overall effort. 

we also have an active dialogue in other major areas, 
including regional issues, human rights, and bilateral issues. 

U.S. Approach to Arms control 

our objective continues to be balanced and verifiable arms 
control agreements which reduce the levels of armaments on ootn 
sides and strengthen stability. 

· --The purpose of the meeting in Geneva is to break the arms 
control logjam, and reach a common understanding on the subject 
and objectives of further negotiations on tne whole range of 
questions concerning nuclear and outer space arms. 

--Realism, flexibility and resolve are the hallmarks of our 
approach. We 

o do not expect results overnight -- recognize that tne 
negotiating process is likely to oe long and complex; 

o are ready to be flexible; 
o are determined to move the arms control process forward. 

In short term, talks could help clarify our differences 
and begin more productive dialogue. over longer-term, such 
dialogue can help resolve substantive and procedural issues. 

-- we will be ready to discuss full range of arms control 
issues, including relationship between offensive and defensive 
forces. U.S. will have concrete suggestions to advance the 
process of arms control, and will listen carefully to what the 
soviets have to say. 

-- Time is right for negotiations: 
o we are strong both economically and militarily -­

our modernization program is underway and provides important 
incentives for soviets to negotiate seriously; 

o our allies fully support our efforts to get 
negotiations going; 

o since west has held firm, soviets nave gained 
nothing by walking away and staying away from the negotiating 
table for a year. 



Reductions in Offensive Nuclear Arsenals 

Basic Message 

Most important task is to resume negotiations to reduce 
offensive nuclear forces. we -were flexiole at the START and 
INF __ ne~otiations, and are prepared to resume talks in that sam~ 
spirit. 

START 

u.s. objective in the area of strategic nuclear weapons 
remains substantial, stabilizing reductions in strategic 
arsenals through sound, equitable and verifiable agreements. 

In START negotiations, U.S. proposed deep reductions in 
deployed strategic ballistic missile warheads and deployed 
ballistic missiles, and limits on bombers and ALCMs. U.S. 
offered to discuss trade-offs between areas of U.S. and soviet 
advantage. 

--For over a decade, soviets have been building more and 
newer weapons, while the U.S. has exercised restraint and even 
made reductions in the number and overall yield of its nuclear 
stockpile. soviets have destabilizing advantage in key areas of 
strategic balance -- notably in land-based ICBMs which threaten 
U.S. deterrent forces. 

u.s. strategic modernization program -- particularly the MX 
--is designed to restore stable balance, and provide important 
incentives for soviets to negotiate seriously for genuine arms 
reductions. 

cannot expect soviets to agree to reductions to equal 
levels unless they are convinced U.S. is prepared to maintain 
strength and effectiveness of its own forces. 

Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces 

U.S. had proposed complete elimination of longer­
range land-based INF missiles, or their reduction to lowest 
possible equal US - soviet level. 

soviets broke off negotiations in November 1983 when 
NATO allies' remained on course with deployments of U.S. 
LRINF. The NATO decision to deploy while seeking 
simultaneously significant soviet reductions was taken in 
response to the dangerous buildup of soviet modern, mobile, 
triple-warhead SS-20s. The soviets deployed over a hundred 
triple warhead SS-20s during two years of INF negotiations, and 
they continue to deploy SS -20s. 

soviets have deployed at least 387 SS-20s and are 
building more. 

we remain prepared to halt, reverse, modify or dispense 
altogether with NATO LRINF missiles as part of an equitable and 
verifiable arms control agreement with the Soviets. 



Anti-Satellite weapons and Arms control 

Basic Message 

Despite difficulties, U.S. is ready to discuss equitable 
and verifiabla arms control measures, J ncluding anti-satellite 
weapons. soviet advantage in possessing the world's only 
operational ASAT is a destabilizing reality that must be taken _ 
into account: 

ASATs 

rt is disingenuous for the soviets to speak of 
•preventing the militarization of space•: military use of 
space began four decades ago when the first ballistic missiles 
were shot through space. 

-- For over a dozen years, the soviet Union has had the 
world's only proven anti-satellite weapon system, and has other 
systems capaole of threatening U.S. satellites and deterrent 
forces which depend on them. 

The us is developing an anti-satellite weapon for 
defensive reasons: to deter threats to US and Allied space 
systems and to counter soviet space-based systems that could 
support hostile military forces. 

-- The U.S. ASAT system will redress an existing imbalance 
and provide important incentives for the soviets to negotia~e 
seriously for meaningful ASAT arms control. 

-- We need to recognize the difficulties inherent in ASAT 
arms control -- i.e. defining an ASAT for arms control 
purposes, verifying an agreement and deterring breakout from an 
agreement. 

--There is an existing extensive body of international law 
and treaties concerning space. 

we are prepared to discuss during talks what measures 
of mutual restraint both sides might take, but we cannot agree 
to a moratorium as a precondition for talks. 

-- The problem of weapons in space cannot be considered in 
isolation from the overall strategic relationship. Offensive 
ballistic missiles constitute the most dangerous and 
threatening use of space by nuclear weapons. Resuming 
negotiations to reduce offensive nuclear arsenals is therefore 
an urgent task. 



y 

Arms control: Other Issues 

Basic Message 

Despite the soviet walkout last year from the nuclear 
arms reduction negoti~tions, various important multilateral 
negotiations have continued. re all of thesei the u~s. and our 
Allies have been making concrete efforts t0- reduce force levels 
and strengthen confidence and security.-

Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions 

Goal is to reduce conventional forces in central Europe. 

NATO made new proposals in April 1984 to break the 
East-West negotiating impasse over the data issue. soviets have 
not yet responded positively. 

conference on Disarmament in Europe 

Objective is to reach agreement on measures to build 
mutual confidence and reduce the risk of surprise attack in 
Europe. U.S. and western allies have proposed 6 specific 
measures to achieve those objectives. 

In June 1984, President Reagan announced U.S. would be 
willing to consider the Soviet proposal for a declaration on 
non-use of force, if soviets will negotiate measures to give 
concrete meaning to that principle. soviets- have not yet been 
willing to address seriously this U.S. initiative taken in 
response to their expressed concerns. 

Chemical weapons 

In April 1984, Vice President Busn presented U.S. draft 
treaty for a comprehensive ban on chemical weapons, and a far­
reaching inspection system to veri~y it. so far, soviets have 
not responded positively. 

Nuclear Testing 

The U.S. has on numerous occasions proposed talks with 
the soviets on improving the means for verifying tne unratified 
Threshold Test Ban and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaties. 
sovi e t s h a v e r e j ec t e d those o ff e r s. 

President Reagan, in his UNGA Speech, proposed a 
reciprocal exchange of experts to visit each others' nuclear 
weapons test sites to measure directly the yields of nuclear 
weapon tests as an initial step toward improving verification 
of the TTBT and PNET. 



A comprehensive test ban remains a long-term U.S. goal. 
It - must be considered in the context of broad, deep and 
verifiable arms reductions, improved verification capabilities, 
expanded confidence-building measures and the maintenance of an 
effective deterrent. 

Hotline Improvements 

In July, U.S. and USSR exchanged notes to upgrade the 
Hotline. We are also pursuing additional U.S. initiatives in 
this area. 

Compliance 

--If the concept of arms control is to have meaning and 
credibility, it is essential that all parties to agreements 
comply with them, 

--After careful review and numerou~ diplomatic exchanges 
with the soviet Union, the US determined in January 1984, that 
the soviet Union had violated or probably violated a number of 
legal obligations and political commitments in seven areas of 
the arms control field. 

-- The Administration is continuing to seek clarification 
and corrective action from the soviet Union on these and otner 
issues. A second Administration report will be provided to the 
congress on February 1. 

--soviet noncompliance is a serious matter. It calls into 
question important security benefits from arms control and 
could create new security risks. It undermines the confidence 
essential to an effective arms control process in tne future. 

--The U.S. is determined that any agreement signed contain 
provisions for ef£ective verification. 



Arms control and Defensive Systems 

Basic Message 

While we pursue efforts to negotiate offensive nuclear 
arms reductions, we are also examining the future potential for 
new technologies ~o strengthen deterrence through scientific 
research to_ find a defense against ballist1c missiles. These 
efferts - are complementary, and we believe it · is important to 
discuss the offense-defense relationship with the soviet Union. 
The soviet Union has long been engaged in extensive strategic 
defense research and has deployed the world's only existing ABM 
system. 

SDI 

-- The Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI} is a long-term 
research effort to explore the potential of new technologies to 
defend against ballistic missiles. By our pursuing SDI research 
now, a future President and Congress will be able to make a 
knowledgeable decision about deployment of such systems. 

-- The soviets have long been believers in defense: 
they have the world's only ABM system deployed around Moscow, 
which they are upgrading. They have long been conducting 
research into advanced technologies -- such as lasers and­
neutral particle beams -- with ABM applications. 

--The soviets have devoted far more resources than we have 
to defensive programs. Indeed, they have spent about as much 
money for strategic defenses as strategic offense, and both 
amounts are extremely large. 

--By pursuing SDI research now, we are taking the initial 
steps toward a prudent hedge against the possibility of a 
soviet scientific breakthrough or breakout of the ABM treaty. 

-- soviets have almost certainly violated the ABM Treaty 
with their construction of their large phased-array radar in 
Eastern Siberia, and we have additional concerns about their 
compliance with the ABM Treaty. 

Arms control and Defensive Systems 

-- We have offered to discuss the implications of strategic 
defense and the offense-defense relationship with tne soviets, 
and are prepared for an in-depth discussion. 

-- The U.S. and western aim is not to achieve superiority, 
but to achieve a safer oalance, taking account of soviet 
developments; 

--SDI-related deployment would, in view of treaty 
obligations, be a matter for negotiation; 

--overall aim is to enhance, not undercut, deterrence. 



( -· A I 00 06 
00 RUEHAI 
DE RUEHC #4353 ✓01 01360419 

. U~R UUUUU FCO Y .: 
0 06 0 41 6 Z J AH E:5 ZF F 4 
FM SECSTATE lJASHJ TO USO 
BT ECRETARY I IMM 

II"' I; 
I' I "I 

TE .6439 '. ,. ' : ,, 
~' 

f . 

. ' 
• I 

I 
11'1 

,1.j ;.: 

I 

Ul'r 8 SECTiqH ~ 1, °.~ ~2 c r E 004353 TOSE ,010001_ , ·;·. '" 

PASS : TO BERNARD KALB , I•: I ' .,, I ,! ,j I '. ,: !': ·. ,If I I 

' .. ' I I I I I ! I I ' • ·,:• : ,,, I ;, ' l I ,. I I J 1 ~ 1 1 t ! ~ 1 

f ,: i ,, f:. I i l I ' ! • ~I I l : I ' •• i I • •' I l I ' 

E. 0 . . 12356 1 N ✓ A ;•. ,{ .. , 1
1 t~. , ' • ,"':.: u,',: ,

1

• ,' , ' ' 

TA GS : SOP H , "'/' '1 ,;I 1 . . . · ' • J' , : : · 1 ; ' • 

SUBJECT 1 , HIGHLIGHTs ,l oi:: ., JANUAR~• ·5 TV NElJSCAsTs , 
1
• l:. 

1 
' , 

I ~ ' I I • ' r. I '. I A.' • ABC ilJORLD HEWS 1 TONlGHT I.' I ,, ' I I i ,, '11 'i .. ·, '• ' 
• ! .;, I • t ! I I' j 1 I I I 

ti !I I I ' f 

1 .. SHULTZ - GROMYKO MEETING - SECRETARY SHULTZ LEFT , , . -' 
liJ A SH I NG TOH TOH I G HT FOR GEt-l EV A WHERE HE · lJ I LL MEET l.JI TH 
SOVIET FOR·E IG N' MI IH STER GROMYKO O~l MO ~lDAY. REAGAN 
ADMINISTRATION OFFICIALS ARE OPTIMISTIC ABOUT THE CURRENT 
THAlJ IN U.S. - SOI/I ET RELATI OHS E:UT THEY · l,JARHED THERE IS 
LITTLE LIKELIHOOD FOR ,A, BP,~AKT~ROUGH.1 , <,KATHLEEN , SULLIVAtO · 

• . •• • . t I . 
j' • .,',e J I. I :.' ·•\·:I, I ' 

,......, .,., ,..:. ,..~ o-,.,......,.._....,....,. ___ . ,...,.,,..,.,~,......,..-.... . -· . ·• • • •• ,. . i 
1 ~ ,. d ~i ! II\. J ' \ •, ' •. ' ◄ 

SHULTZ l~ILL BE GAUGING SOVIET lJILLINGHESS TO MAKE DEEP 
CU TS IN OFF ENS E lJ EA PONS AND GROM ~'KO lJ I LL BE TES TI NG 

I • 
I 

' ' ~ AMERICA'S lJILLINGl~ESS TO ' BAN lJEAP0~4S FROM , SPACE . . : BOTH ; 
s 1 DE s Ac KN o ML EDGE ~HE ', Ro~ p AH E~ o w 1 LL , Np r ! BE ~As~· ·: , , , , , , 

OF ALL ,THE ISSUES TO 8E ' DISCUSSED IH' ' GE~4EVA1 ~lONE HAS , : 
0 R At,.I N MO RE FIRE FROM THE · S OV I ET S TH l~H ;PRES I D E~l 1' RE AG A ~4' S , , 
STAR MARS ' DEFENSE PLAN ' EVEN THOUGH IT IS · l~C1THIHG MORET.HAN •, 
A RESEARCH PROGR~M. ,1 PAlJI,; lJAR~H<E• "I'T''S 1r BARGAI~UNG 1 

CHIP1 IT ALl\lAYS HAS ,BEE~L 08VIOllSL 1
( IF THERE . IS ' SOMEiHING ' ... 

YOU CA~l DO THAT 'T'HE ·i OTHER SIDE DOESt·4' T· bJANT YOU , T.O DO THAT 1 ' 

GIVES YOU: A, C;FRTf~N ~1f~P~~jT , OF; , BARGAINI;~lG ', ro~~R 1l':i, .. •,· Ar, ,, r~.I
1

S[·r i 

. ' I I I I '.I ' 

ROUND OF TALKS ' THE ' U ·. S .'; IS NOT EXPECT E O ' TO GIVE G ~OUN D ' 0 N : ' 
THE QUESTION OF: WEAPmis IN SPACE1 rnsrEAD '., , rr · Is 1 ,., , 

ANTICIPATED THE REAGl~~l 1 ADMINISTR1~TION ltJILL USE THE ISSUE : : 
AS LEVERAGE To GET THE SOVIETS BACK TO THE BARGAINING 
TABLE IN TH~ MONTHS AHEAD TO DISCUSS LIM,ITIHG ALL KINDS OF 
WEAPONS . • ( JOHN M~lJETHY I GENEVA) . I ,· 

'I I I I 

2. KENNEDY IH SOUTH LAFRICA - TODAY SEN~TOR EDWARD KENNEDY 
BE GA H A l\lE EI( L O~l G TO UR OF SOU TH l~F RIC A . · ' THE R~ l\lA $ A MI X ED 
li.lELCOM~ •. AT THE . A:I.RPOR~ LOBBY lJI)'H Ai ~UMBEf OF BLACKS · 

I 

-
I 

. I 
i 

I 
I f '.I !. ,. I i_.!1., / 

. ; '. ,] i 11 .. .J J ;~, 
I , ' ' . . ·•;'r . ,,.. ~......;...........,...,..,.,......,.......,.,.,,....,.,.,=-':"T. ,,..._ , .. ,-, i:-:, .. -r"7"!, ::,-:-,., -,: •. ,:-r. =• --:-r:,.-:-ti1 r::,: .. ~ • • cm,, ... . ~ •. cir. :;-~ ::r:.~-rl+.'im,,T'l'1l"'r--1Tr=-rr.-:r,...-nn.:-,-. ,:-r-r.,,, .. ;.""' :-:~ ~ r. ::'I" r.-: L~ :-: - .: n ~ r;~ 

: .: I' • I r ·• • I •' ' 1 ! •: ' ! • •.; f• ,,. t , , I l '~1J • 't. I 

I h ;t• ·, ~ , . ~' I I : 

I,, " PROTEST 1 HG HI S V I SI T AS POL I 1' IC AL GRANDSTANDING . KE ~rnE DY · 
IS VISI'T'ING THE COUNTRY TO GET A FIRST HAND LOOK AT THE 
RACIAL TEMSIO~l THERE AND ' TO DEMONSTRATE HIS ,OPPOSITION ·TO · 

1 I 'T'S HARSH , TREATt11Et~T TO . BLACKS. , BI SHOP TUTU l~I LL BE ' ,, . . 
KEHNEDV 'S HOS'T' , FOR ; HIS · STAY, II~ SOUTH AFRICA, · <,JIM OOOTEN1 . 
JOHANNESBUfG> ,, ,•, ,· ' ' ,• : I ' : ' I, ! •. ' 

' I I I ! L I I I l ! I I • ' I ~ ( i. , , t . i ' ' -: 1 

I l I ,, ' 11 • 1 I I ' I! • • I 8. ·CBS EVENING, ~lEl,JS ,, :, , ·.,. : , , , t 1 .,, 
1 

! · ;' -, 
,. ( ' ' ·i I I ' ~ I I ~ I ' I I I I t f'l ••• 

•I I 1 . , I , t· ' 
1 

I 

1 .• SHULTZ "" GROMYKO ' ME ET It-lG - SECRET A RY SHULT 2 LE FT ·; ' 
li.lASHil~GTO~l TODAY ' FOR GEt·lEVA. NO HINT YE'T' AS , TO b.lHEiHER 

1
: 

THE ATMOS~HER~ 1 A~ ( THE ,: ~fGOTIATUlG TAB~E ) iJ
1
ILL 1 BE ~1Af~1 ·: pR ,;. 

CHILLY. ' . l I I, .• • ' • ,, . ,, . ., I I ' 
1 

f r ' •I I i 

IF THE SOVIETS AND u . s .' · oFFIClALS DO DECIDE .TO HOL0 °.'' I'" 

SER I O US · HE GOT I AT I O~l S ' THE BARG A I HING TH AT lt.lI LL GO ON . 
BETWEEN T~E Tl1IO COUNTRIES l\lILl. ONLY BE OHE 01 PART. OF THE :,i 
PROCESS .' 1 ' SOME OF 

I 

THE T OU G HES T H EGO TI AT ING lJ ILL ' GO 1 0 N 
~JITHIN EACH GOVERNMENT AS VARIOUS FACTIONS. TR~' TO !~GREE ON ' 
bJHAf THEIR poUNTR;f',S P~SITipNS OUGHT ro j~E . . <BOB .sC~ElFFER > 
~HEN THE TALKS BEGIN MONDAY THE POSITIONS OF THE . SOVIETS 
AH D THE AMERICANS liJ I LL HA \IE BEEN CA REF U~ LY EST A BL I SHED 1 , 
BUT SLIBSTfiNTifiL ~IF~S REMrllH INSIDE ' THE 'T'l~O , NEGOTIATING ' : · 

I 

I 
' I I 

i 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

t,{ 



., Y.. t 

' ' ' 
11" ... ~ - ~-• .. ••1•·· · ·-• ~.1 .. • ◄"'• .. t. , - .. ~.~ ~ .... - ... ~ .. ..,;;-, • .:1.1l;~:nr;:;,:nl 

I I I t 

~ TE AMS . O~l THE AM ER I CAN S I DE THE RE IS THE HA RD L Hl E . ; '. ~f, 
. P OS I T I O N R E PR E SE N TE P A T T HE T AB L E , B 'r' .T HE · PE ~n A G ON ' S 1 ' · 

. RI CHARD PERLE ·. THIS ·HOLDS THAT NO ARMS CONTROL AGRf'.EMENT ' I 
1 SHOULD BE ALLdl,JED TO COMPROMISE 1

1
AMERI.CAN ' SE CUR ITY. ;.

1
, THE ;.," ' 

' MODERl~TE • V,IEW ' HE~D BY ASSISTAtlT SEC~:ETARY RICHARD BURT 1i:' 1 

HOLDS THl~T ·1THERE 1d~usrr ' BE GIVE , AND TAKE ' BY BOTH ~sipEs' ..: 11. : 
PRESIDE HT :REAGAN ,; HAS ' FORCED .A COMP.ROM E ', Of " T~ESE ,Tt,JO '·!: :; . , 
POSITIONS,. B'f' ,,, C~ALLENGING THE '. SOVIETS ,, OLATIO~iS O t R~sr 1' 1 11 , ,, 

TREATIES W~I E AGR~EI~G TO • BARGAIN O~ 1FUTLIRE'. ~RMS 11 '"' ,· :,: , 
': RE ou c r I o NS . : : s HU ~~(; 1 

' . •
11 lvE , ~RE · Gorn G ;. 11 HERE tJ IT 'I· A '.,1 P os r TI ~ f ! , , , , · . 

AND ·CONSTRUCtr 1IVFL FIT~ITUDE ·~Nb l11E l 00 1 p ~/ T'HA r ,J s rH1
1

NG 1 t, ·•·q · 
; tJO~TH WHILi= I w

1
1Lhi11BE k1 Ac po~1R t sHi::0 1: :'1 i11~ 11 1 ·,ri .. 1! l~Hl1 1, i.l, 111~1,i ,,1

1
1, ,,, · . 

; . .. , ·, ~11': r: , f';1 11.,1 r1'·1, · .. ,1· ,, 1 r- r. ,i~ 1•i1 ~:: !:qi 111 ·•ta: it·~i,,. • 1 :•J~-:. · : . 
', 'I oN : 'rHEr! SOV ~E'r P: s1,tJE:, 'l'H6 f

1SPLITS ' BRE t:i LES,S •, QEEfi 1, 1, 'r1t,L~1 ► 1• J ,· ' 1! 
• rHE

1
:sovxE~11i cAfAp11 r~ '1FoR I s~C:REc~11 r~E 1i -' et: LEss 10 E ~d'.:l ~;':-:-<!',' :1: 

ISPLAYEP j ! TH :➔ CHii r'
1
·I S0\1 1IE1L , !li11 11·:.~ 1•ri"1" l:;i 

EPRESENrrs 1f' E HA L E ~l fl' !jaA { , .. 1f'' 1!1J;,•,, 
1
11 

·HAr 1_,, MA~ts s s ~~ At~~ 1~ Jl1r,
1

~:::~ 11 1 
SfEClAL.:L fJ I l E j, l',,r r ,,.~ii 
$ ' RE.PRES~N R b I •• l~]1i·1! l,;',(1U1 
ORBACH S . U 1 !F1, ii•" ,,,1 
RES~N i ~!'~td;; 1:t.-:1:/ t' 

e> ' , ~I I' l ~4 "1
1
; .'' , i , ; f;) • 

I:' , 1 i ~1~f ~ ,, .. 1, 

• 1, , r11 ,, ' , , ' (. 
• 
:• 

I '' •· ••~ ~j., 11\1 

OVIET"! EXP ~R'l:S SA'r' 1TH I '' , 1 I 

VER ~E.~ GH~· leU REA UCR AC 1, t.: A Bo ~,i,il Ro 
n:;~o 

1
TI ME '.TI O"! GAT UP . 

1 
ot: OG~ • s9M 

HESE , Qg N IOTIN E 1NE~(T ,.1 ONPA:rl 
u Es D Av. ii 

1
,rn GEN ~v PP A~~ T~ ,~ 9~! 

HAP. ' OR .'ti E1H' EA Qi.II fT'HFi t, ,: 
I UL BG «I P ' ' . E EP SP. 1I 

11· ' ', · 'I' 

' 86041' . . , 
. P. Mf S ECS 

f,~~l.'~~Pn !~~w ~ ll 

1.f 4.~H~s~1 Jl•i~, !·d t l'fl !l li,1,1;•.,t.,,Jf, 1,l1;1ll'' l?.1' I ,ij ~I 
' '. 1·-~1~:r PAss t,, 0 A~Bt: l~1~·~1~I I l~ ,, " r: 1 -~h1,,z:11~ 't1;, ''" I ' ' ' 

1 1 
1
'1ll 1

1
1 I !ii1 I ii Fi , t 'h,) ~• l'.1,i1 ••!~' ,/fj m: ·1'1• , ,. · 

,; : ,1,. :-;.:I 11~:::~J.!ilt rH) . r- r 111,d 1l~f•m•,: i·! ,',, ,. 1,,:.iif!!.•'.11~u, .. ,p1t-~· ,1i,, .1t,l!'-it''i: ~·.;:; t~, • ., .. :··. : 
·: i_·. 1t-J ' AJ s'tATEME~T RELEAS~D ' TONIGH~ PR sroENT • CHERNE~lK0 ·1 sA1o t ~~!. ,:: L. ! -, ·1 / 

,·; :•"' THAT ~'' THE !'SOV!j ET 1!UNI ON IS '' 1READ'r' ' FOR "URGENT 1AND 'ERFECTIVE '. .H: ·1' •t·, '.. 

:., . , MEASURES" TO 1CONT,ROL THE :ARMS RACE 1 AND IS PREP~RED FOR;;•: . ."•: ; 
. 1 CO NS T RU CT IV~ , DISC us S l ON . 1 BUT THERE IS ~l O 8 I GN . IN , 'T'H IS ! ! 1 1 • 1 ·, l i 

, S'T'ATEMEN1'
1

:THA1' 1 THE ' SOVIETS ARE READ'( f0R '' COMPROMI,:BE _
1
0~l 1 ' ' ' 

, AN 'r'T HING AS HE 
I 

AG A I ~l CA LL E O ON THE U~l I TED S 1' ATES /I Tl O 
1
i A DO P 1' ' 

; SOVIET•' ARMS PROPOSALS . ' ( BOB . SCHEIFFER·) 'i •'., ',, "· '•, '.'., . ,' 
I : j I ' I ~ I I ' ' I I . ' 1 l I ' I I I : I I ., I 4 I ' ' ~ 1• 1

1 , I ,·1 1 ••. 't ' 

, ~me INIGHTLi V,,NEMS , l1IAS PREEMPTED B~( SPORTS .PROGRAMM IING , ; ::;i' ' 
DAM ,, I l t. '! I' I!'' I 'I I I' ' ' ' ' ' I ',, ~, ,i, ' 

I '. j'jt' 'J !- , I '1 BT i• '' I I • I· ;,, ·' 
I t I ' I • j l ! ,. ! ~.! I·: : ,': .1 ,.•. 'I 'I 

I ' t ( 

I 
J , 
l 
I 
I 
I 
I 

i 



JM: I have gone through our pending file and have oorre up with the 
following schedule of tentative engagerrents for next year. 

JANUARY 

7 8 ' 'fl. ip Lo GE.f<M!\tfr-

5-9 GENE.VA 

2.e, - ,:-._t 2_ -~'41'>,.AAcF~ -
FEBRUARY 

5 

1-10 
12 

1-3 

APRIL 

/ () -

Invitation to .Speak on the Hill at Congressional Ibundtable 
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_lecture at Chio University, Athens, Chio 

lecture at Dartnouin College, Hanover, NH 
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ROOM AND VEHICLE ASSIGNMENTS 
INTERCONTINENTAL HOTEL 

GENEVA 

Due to strict Swiss government limitations on vehicle access to 
the tarmac at Cointrin airport, arrival and departure motorcades 
will be as listed. Vehicle assignments and other motorcade 
configurations will be provided at the hotel. 

Secretary Shultz 

Mr . McFarlane 

Mrs. McFarlane 

Mr. Adelman 

Mr. Bean 

Mr. Begleiter 

Ms. Bova 

Mr. Burt 

Gen. Chain 

Ms. Clark-Stanton 

Mr. Clarke 

Mr. Countryman 

Mr. Gaiani 

Mr. Gannon 

Mr. George 

Mr. Haag 

Amb. Hartman 

Mr. Hill 

~..r. Hudspeth 

Mr. Kalb 

Dr. Lehman 

Room 

1627 

1627 

1613 

1710 

1122 

1807 

1727 

1705 

1806 

1714 

1722 

1721 

1604 

1614 

1605 

1706 

1804 

1208 

1609 

1709 

Vehicle 

Limo w/Amb. Lodge 

No. 1 w/Amb . Carmen 

No. 2 w/Mrs. Lodge and 
Mrs . Carmen 

VIP Bus 

Staff Bus 

Press Bus 

Staff Bus 

VIP Bus 

VIP Bus 

Staff Bus 

Staff Bus 

VIP Bus 

VIP Bus 

Spare 

VIP Bus 

VIP Bus 
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Room Vehicle 

Amb. Matlock 1712 VIP Bus 

Mr. McGuire 1607 

Ms . Milne 1703 Staff Bus 

Adm. Moreau 1702 VIP Bus 

Mr. Myers 1412 Press Bus 

Ms. Nesmith 1805 Staff Bus 

Amb. Nitze 1716 VIP Bus 

Mr. Oberdorf er 1408 Press Bus 

Mr. O'Brien 1608 

Dr . Oliphant 1619 Spare 

Mr. Palmer 1707 VIP Bus 

Mr . Pemstein 1121 Press Bus 

Mr. Perle 1602 VIP Bus 

Amb. Rowny 1713 VIP Bus 

Mr. Scally 1421 Press Bus 

Mr. Schweid 1119 Press Bus 

Mr. Simons 1618 VIP Bus 

Ms. Stein 1711 Staff Bus 

Mr. Twohie 1622 

Mr. Zawistowski 1505 

S Staff Office 1811/12 
S/S Office 1813 
Senior Staff Offices 1718-25 
Miss i on Control Room 1616/17 
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9:25 a.m. 

9:26 a.m. 

9:27 a.m. 

9:28 a.m. 

9:30 a.m. 

9:40 a.m. 

9:50 a.m. 

9:53 a.m. 

SECRETARY SHULTZ'S MEETINGS 
WITH FOREIGN MINISTER GROMYKO 

January 6, 1985 
Geneva 

SCENARIO 

Airport Arrival 

Wheels down. 

Motorized steps move in to place at front and 
rear doors of aircraft. Rear door of plane 
opens and SY agents disembark for assign­
ments. Baggage vehicle proceeds to baggage 
hatch. 

Secretary, Mr. and Mrs. McFarlane deplane 
and are greeted by Chief of Protocol and 
Mrs. Robert Vieux, Ambassador and Mrs. Lodge, 
and Ambassador and Mrs. Carmen. 

Rest of delegation bypasses receiving line 
and assembles behind the mircrophone. 

Secretary walks 75 feet to the right of the 
aircraft to microphone in front of local 
press area. Once the Secretary reaches 
microphone, Secretary's limousine will move 
to position 15 feet from microphone. 

Arrival statement. (If weather is inclement, 
rain or light snow, umbrellas will be provided). 

Secretary proceeds to limousine. Depart for 
hotel. 

Arrive at Intercontinental Hotel. Secretary is 
met inside door by General Manager Herbert 
Schott, and escorted to elevator. Proceed to 
18th floor accompanied by Mr. Schott and 
Ambassador Lodge. 

Arrive 18th floor. Brief photo opportunity 
at elevator, then proceed to Secretary's suite. 
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