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Dear Member, 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 5, 1982 

5351 

The President has provided his guidance to our 
Ambassador to the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks in Geneva. 
I want to share with you President Reagan's letter to 
Ambassador Rowny, as well as other information that explains 
the Administration's views on arms control. 

I hope the enclosed material will help you as you 
formulate your own views. To be successful, our 
negotiators need support from the Congress and from the 
public. For that reason, I am providing this material 
directly to you and to your colleagues. 

Sincerely, 

William P. Clark 

Enclosures 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 25, 1982 

Dear Ambassador Rowny: 

You: are about to undertake one of the most impor
tant tasks of our age -- the negotiation of an 
effective and equitable strategic. arms reduction 
agreement~ Your efforts in this endeavor are 
vital to the citizens of the United States and 
the Soviet Union, and to all. mankind. 

Despite more than a decade of intensive negotia
tions, nuclear weapons continue to accumulate, and 
the strategic relationship between the Soviet 
Union. and the United States has steadily become 
less stable. A major reason for this has been 
the massive buildup of the Soviet Union's ballis
tic missile force over the past 15 years. 

An historic opportunity now exists for both. the 
United States and the- Soviet Union to reverse this 
process, and to reduce substantially both the num
bers and the destructive potential of nuclear 
forces. Such reductions to equal levels must 
immediately focus on the most destabilizing ele
ments of the strategic balance if we are to 
promptly enhance deterrence and stability and 
thereby reduce the risk of nuclear war. Further, 
the achievement of this goal should greatly reduce 
the nuclear· anxiety that has become such a conspic
uous feature of public concern throughout the 
wor1d. 
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I do not underestimate the monumental nature of 
the task of effectively reducing forces. But 
while the task is formidable, the importance of 
undertaking these negotiations· is fully appre
ciated by the American and, I believe, by the 
Soviet people •. We must learn from the short- · 
comings of earlier efforts for, as you are well 
aware, the American people will not accept an 
agreement unless it is equal and verifiable, and 
contributes to stability. 

The proposal.s you take to Geneva represent a prac
tical,. phased. plan which. will. protect the legiti
mate security interests of both sides. It is 
designed to enhance deterrence and to achieve 
stability by reducing nuclear forces on both sides 
to equal. levels in a verifiable manner. Its pro
visions significantly reduce the forces of both 
the Soviet Union and. the United States and, there
fore, contain benefits for both sides, as well as 
for the rest of the world. 

r know that you. and your delegation will. present 
these proposals clearly and persuasively, along 
with. the fundamental. considerations that lie 
behind them. And, I want the ·soviet delegation to 
know . ·that concerns and proposals put forward by 
them wili be given careful consideration by us. 
For our part, the. United States is ready to move 
forward rapidly toward an agreement reducing stra
tegic nuclear arms·, · and I am confident that if our 
efforts are met with the same seriousness of pur
pose by the Soviet Union, we can seize the historic. 
opportunity that lies before us. 

As the two leading nuclear powers in the world, the 
United States and the Soviet Union are trustees for 
humanity in the great task of ending the menace of 
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nuclear arsenals and transforming them into instru
ments underwriting peace. I am convinced that this 
can be. done if both nations fully accept the princi
ple that the only leg1timate. function. of nuclear 
arms. is to deter aggression. 

I wish you Godspeed in your efforts, and assure 
you .. that these negotiations will have my personal 
attention. 

The Honorable Edward L. Rowny 
Chairman 
U.S. START Delegation 
Washington, ·o.c. · 20451 
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O.S. ARMS CONnOL POLICY 

BACXGROOND 

Since the end of World Wu I:t, the o.s. has been the leader in 
se:ious disarmame.nt and arms c:011tr0l proposals. Many of these 
have fecused on c:ont:cllinq the spread. of nuclear weapcns. For 
exampl.e, in 1946 the ·O.S. S'\lbrnitted a proposal. (the Baruch plan) 
for inte:national c:0111::cJ. of nuclear weapons. and nuclear energy. ·. 
In 1955,. President Eisenhower presented his •open skies•· preposa.l, 
under which the tr.s. and the Soviet Onion wouJ.d have exchanged 
blueprints of military· establishments and provided fer aerial 
reconnaissance. The Soviets rejected both plans. 

Major a:ms contrcl ag:eements tc which we are a party include the 
I,imi+-.ed Test Ban Treaty (1963), which prchibits nuclear weapon 

. tes~ in. the atmcsphe:a, in outer space, and under water; the 
Direct CCJDmUnications Link or •hct line•· (1963), improved in 1971, 
for use by the o·.s .• and o-.s.s.R. during inte:national c::ises; the 
OUtel:' Space Treaty (1967), which bans placing nuclear weapons or 
other weapons of mass destruction in outer space: the Non-Prolifera 
tion Treaty (1968), the pw:pose of which is to prevent the further 
spread of nucl.ear weapons.; the Seabed Al:ms Cantrel Treaty (1971), . 
which prohibits- the emplacement of. nuclear -weapons or ~apons of · 
mass destruction on the seabeds and ocean floor beyond a 12-mile 
coastal.. zcner the Accidents Agreement (-1971) , which provides fer· 
o.s.-soviet measures to reduce the likelihood of accidental nuclear 
war; the ABM T:eaty (1972), which imposes limitations on defense 
aga-inst. ballistic missile weapons; anc1 the Interim Agreement on 
Strategic Offensive Arms (1972), which froze the nmncer of strate
gic ballistic missile launchers on either side •. 

tJ'. s·. PRINCIPLES 

One of President Reagan's first official acts was to order an 
intense. review of arms ccnt:cl policy, to lea:n the lessons of the 
past in order to achieve more lasting- progress in the future. Four 

. princ:iples, which the Administration is working to put ·into prac
tice, underlie the. a .• s. approach. to arms c:cntrcl. We seek ag:ee
mmrcs that:. 

- Prcduca signi.fic:ant reductions in. the arsenal.s of· both sides; 

- Result. in. equal levels of a:ms on both sides, since an 
miequal. agreement, like an unequal bal.ance of forces, c:an 
encourage ccercion or aggres·aicn: 

1 
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Are verifiable, because when national security is at stake, 
agreements cannot be based upon trust alone; and 

Enhance U.S. and Allied security and reduce the risk of war, 
because arms control is not an end in itself but is a complement 
to defense preparations as an ,important means of underwriting 
peace and international stability. 

U.S. NUCLEAR ARMS CONTROL INITIATIVES 

On November 18, 1981, President Reagan offered to cancel deploy
ments of the Pershing II and Ground-Launched Cruise Missile (GLCM) 
if the u.s.s.R. would eliminate its ss-20, ss-4, and ss-s missiles. 
The U.S. is negotiating toward this end with the U.S.S.R. in 
Geneva. On May 9, the President announced a two-phased approach 
to the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START), which began on 
June 29, aimed at the following objectives: 

In the first phase,. we will seek to reduce. the number -of 
ballistic missile warheads on each s.ide by 1/3, to about 5,000. 
No more than half the remaining ballistic missile warheads 
will be on land-based missiles. We also will seek to cut 
the total number of all ballistic missiles to an equal 
level -- about half the current U.S. level •. 

In the second phase, we will seek further reductions in 
overall destructive power of each side's arsenal including 
an equal ceiling on ballistic missile throw-weight below .the 
current U .s·. level. 

CHEMICAL/BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS 

The U.S. · is party to the two existing international arms control 
agreements affecting chemical and biological weapons. The first, 
the Geneva Protocol of 1925, prohibits the use in war of these 
weapons; the second, the Biological Weapons Convention of 1972, 
prohibits the production, development, and stockpiling and trans-
fer of biological and toxin weapons. Both of these agreements 
contain a common and fundamental flaw. Neither incorporates adequate 
means to verify compliance. Soviet compliance with both has been 
b~ought into sharp question by events in Southeast and Southwest Asia 
and in Svex-dlovsk in the USSR. Because of this, it is clear that 
effective verification provisions are essential to future agreement 
in these fields. The U.S. is committed to achieving a complete and 
veritiable prohibition of chemical weapons development, production, 
stockpiling, and transfer, and to that end, we participate in the 
40-nation Committee on Disarmament in Geneva • 

. MUTUAL AND BALANCED FORCE REDUCTIONS (MBFR) 

The MBFR talks between NATO and the Warsaw Pact, underway in 
Vienna since 1973, are concerned with the reduction and limita
tion of conventional forces in Central Europe and with associated 



3 

confidence building, stabilization, and verification measures. 
On June 10, 1982, the President announced in Bonn the new NATO 
initiative to seek connnon collective ceilings in the reductions 
area (the Federal Republic of Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands, 
and Luxembourg in the West, and East Germany, Poland, and · 
Czechoslovakia in the East) of about 700,000 ground forces and 
about 900,000 ground and air forces. The NATO initiative also 
includes measures to encourage cooperation and verify compliance. 

VERIFICATION AND COMPLIANCE 

Arms control agreements with a highly secretive adversary like the 
U.S.S.R. cannot be based simply on trust. We must have effective 
means of verification that enable us to know with confidence 
whether agreements are being honored. In practice, this means we 
must be able · to monitor activities in the areas covered by such 
agreements in order to detect any violations; we must be able to 
~o so early enough to permit us to assure Soviet compliance and 
take steps to offset the ·effects of any noncompliance. Agreements 
that cannot be effectively verified are not acceptable. 

In the past, we have relied primarily on national technical means 
(NT~) of verification -- sophisticated data-collection methods (e.g., 
photographic, electronic, radar, seismic) operated unilaterally 
by the U.S. As arms control agreements, the systems they cover, 
and the possibilities of concealment become more complex, it will 
be· essential to supplement NTM with some form of r•cooperative" 
verification measures. The Reagan Administration has made clear 
that the U.S. will insist on verification procedures, including 

· the possibility of measures beyond national- technical means, if 
neces~ary, to ensure full compliance with any agreement. 



ARMS CONTROL AND NATO INF MODERNIZATION 

BACKGROUND 

In order to sustain NATO's deterrent strategy in the face of the 
massive buildup of Soviet intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF), 
NATO ministers agreed in December, 1979, to modernize the Alliance's 
INF, while pursuing u.s.-soviet negotiations on arms control 
involving those forces. This decision was reconfirmed by NATO in 
May, 1982. In the absence of a full arms control agreement arising 
out of u.s.-soviet INF negotiations, the U.S. will deploy 108 
Pershing II's and 464 ground-launched cruise missiles (GLCMs), 
beginning in December, 1983. The new systems will be mobile and 
capable of dispersal in times of crisis, thus enhancing their sur
vivability and reducing the danger of a Soviet preemptive attack. 
These deployments have not been forced in Europe but, rather, were 
arrived at through a process of genuine consultation and joint 
decision with our NATO partners. Modernization will not increase 
the risk of a nuclear war limited to Europe; on the contrary, the 
deployments will serve to reduce the risks of Soviet attack by 
reminding the Soviets that they cannot hope to limit a nuclear war 
to the territory of others. 

SOVIET DEPLOYMENT 

The need for NATO modernization stems from the fact that in the 
mid-1970s, the Soviets began deploying the triple-warhead SS-20, 
exacerbating the threat to our European Allies and adding to an 
already destabilizing imbalance in INF. 

The Soviets currently deploy some 315 mobile SS-20's, with 
945 warheads, in addition to 280 single-warhead SS-4 and SS-5 
missiles, for a total of over 1,200 warheads on longer-range 
INF missiles (not . counting refires). NATO has- no similar 
systems deployed. 

This deployment gives the Soviets a capability to hit, 
accurately and in great number, targets located anywhere 
i n Western Europe frqm locations deep within the U.S.S.R, 
far beyond the range of any of NATO's European-based systems. 

If deterrence is to be maintained, the Alliance must move to redress 
the imbalance, either through negotiation or, in the event a con
crete INF arms contrql agreement obviating the need for GLCM and 
Pershing II is not achieved, through modernization. 

U. s·. ARMS CONTROL PROP-OSAL 

NATO's INF modernization has not set back the prospects of arms 
control but, in fact, has forced the Soviets to accept, in 
~~inciple at lea$t, the need to limit their own nuclear weapons. 

IC 
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As a result of NATO's demonstrated resolve to modernize its 
nuclear forces, the U.S.S.R. has been persuaded to put on the 
negotiating table, for the first time, nuclear forces that 
threaten the Allies. Without NATO modernization, there would be 
no prospect of reducing the Soviet nuclear threat to Europe. 

We are now negotiating with the Soviets in Geneva on the basis 
of the President's November 18, 1981, proposal to cancel deploy
ment of Pershing II's and GLCMs in exchange for elimination of 
all Soviet SS-20's, SS-4's, and SS-S's. We are focusing on longer
range INF missiles because they are the most destabilizing systems. 
The U.S. proposal, if carried out, would be a major step toward 
achieving stability at dramatically reduced levels of forces. 
During the first round of negotiations in Geneva, the U.S. tabled 

·a treaty that embodied this proposal. Both sides have had a chance 
to set forth their respective positions and to ask questions about 
the position of the other side. The talks have been serious and 
businesslike; we intend to consider Soviet proposals and to nego
tiate in good faith. 

SOVIET OBJECTIVES 

Soviet proposals made thus far contain elements that cannot provide 
a basis for an equitable and verifiable agreement. They would permit 
the Soviets to keep intermediate-range .nuclear missiles while 
prohibiting comparable U.S. systems. A Soviet proposal outlined 
earlier this year would not require destruction of a single SS-20 
missile, but the proposal would force the cancellation of 
NATO's modernization program and the virtual elimination of U.S. 
nuclear-capable aircraft from Europe. The Soviet proposal~ based 
on contrived claims that a balance exists in INF, includes U.K. 
and French systems and calls for reductions from an unequal start
ing point, which would give the U.S.S.R. an overwhelming advantage. 

A ?Q-called unilateral "moratorium' on further deployment of Soviet 
intermediate-range nuclear missiles announced by President Brezhnev 
allows the Soviets to retain all of their currently deployed INF 
m.i$Siles but calls for a halt in the NATO deployment preparations, 
thus prohibiting NATO from fielding comparable systems. Since this 
"moratorium" was declared, the Soviets have continued to deploy new 
SS-20 missiles and construct facilities for still more of them. 
The Soviet objective clearly is to forestall NATO deployment 
wtti.lout sacrificing Soviet INF superiority. NATO must remain 
C.Omll\itted to moderniation of its· INF if it is to convince the 
Soviets that they have no alternative to serious negotiations 
toward reducing the nuclear threat. 

/( 



START PROPOSAL 

BACKGROUND 

On May 9, 1982, President Reagan announced a new proposal to reduce 
substantially the nuclear arsenals of both the U.S. and the Soviet 
Union to equal levels and to reduce the threat of nuclear war. The 
negotiations, beginning on June 29, are called START (Strategic 
Arms Reduction Talks) -- to emphasize the President's goal of nuclear 
weapons reductions and to signify a break from the unratified SALT II 
Treaty. 

The President's initiative has opened the door to a more construc
tive relationship with the U.S.S.R. Such a relationship, however, 
can be built only on reciprocity and mutual restraint. Arms con
trol is an important instrument for securing such restraint. 
Equitable and verifiable agreements, when combined with sound 
foreign and defense policies, can play a critical role in enhanc
ing deterrence and ensuring a stable military balance~ 

U.S. ARMS CONTROL OBJECTIVES 

The President has outlined the objectives of U.S. arms control 
policy: 

s ·ubstantial Reductions. We seek to reduce the number and 
destructive potential of nuclear weapons, not just to cap 
them at high levels as in previous agreements. 

E~uality. We seek agreements that will lead to mutual reduc
tions to equal levels in both sides' forces. The U.S. will 
accept nothing less. 

Security. We seek agreements that will enhance U.S. and 
Allied security and reduce the risk of war. 

Verifiability. We will carefully design the provisions of 
arms control agreements and insist on measures to ensure 
that both sides comply. Otherwise, neither side will have 
the confidence needed to accept the deep reductions we seek. 

START NEGOTIATIONS 

To enhance deterrence and ensure a stable nuclear balance, the 
fresident's proposa1 focuses, in the first phase of negotiations, 
on significant reductions in ballistic missile warheads and 
deployed ballistic missiles. This would halt and reverse the 
destabilizing growth in ballistic missile warhead numbers that 
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would have been permitted under the flawed and thus unratified 
SALT II Treaty. In this first phase, we will seek to reduce the 
number of ballistic missile warheads by at least one-third, to 
about 5,000. No more than half the remaining ballistic missile 
warheads will be on land-based missiles. We also will seek to cut 
the total number of all ballistic missiles to an equal level, about 
one-half the current U.S. level. 

In the second phase, we will seek further reductions to equal 
ceilings on other elements of strategic forces, particularly 
ballistic missile throw-weight. Throw-weight is an important 
measure of the size and destructive potential of ballistic mis
siles. First-phase reductions will reduce the current disparity 
in ballistic missile throw-weight, and lay the groundwork for the 
second-phase reductions to achieve an equal throw-weight ceiling 
below current U.S. levels. 

RELATIONSHIP TO SALT . 

The President's START proposal has built upon _the experience of 
the SALT process. It is U.S. policy to take no action that would 
undercut existing agreements, provided the Soviets exercise equal 
restraint. We believe that this policy can contribute to a positive 
atmosphere for START negotiations. However, the Reagan Administration 
will not pursue ratification of SALT II for three broad reasons: _ 

First, the Treaty has specific flaws. These include the 
perpetuation and codification of dangerous, destabilizing 
asymmetries, illustrated by a unilateral Soviet advantage 
of 308 modern, heavy ICBMs. It contains several ambiguities, 
particularly with respect to provisions for verification. It 
permitted force expansion and did not achieve force 
reductions -- it is possible that the Soviet ICBM forces alone 
could have grown to more than 8,000 warheads under SALT II. 

Because· of these and other· shortcomings, SALT II never 
achieved the broad national support that a treaty of this 
importance must have. Even before the Soviet invasion of 
Afghanistan, there was a divisive debate on the merits of 
the Treaty. Attempting to ratify SALT II now would only 
reopen that controversial debate -- at~ ~ime when a broad 
consensus behind the President's proposal is needed and when 
we should focus our full attention on achieving substantial 
reductions. 

Finally, formalizing the SALT II Treaty would make achieve
ment of the President's goals for START ·more difficult 
by establishing unacceptable precedents for a future agree
ment. For example, Soviet Backfire bombers are not 
included in an equal treatment of bombers, and heavy 
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mi.ssiles are treated in a manner inconsistent with our 
plans for START. These and other provisions would have 
to be changed later in START. While our policy of not 
undercutting the general limitations of SALT II would not 
impede progress toward START, codifying them most certainly 
would. 

A REASONABLE APPROACH 

The main threat to the strategic balance has been the massive 
Soviet buildup of ballistic missile forces. Because· of their 
large size, increasing accuracy and short flight times, these 
missiles (and particularly land-based ICBMs) pose a significant 
threat to U.S. deterrent forces. The President's START proposal 
attempts to reduce the threat of nuclear war by enhancing deter
rence and securing a stable nuclear balance. 

The President's approach is reasonable and equitable. It would 
lead to significant reductions to equal levels on both sides and 
thus to a more stable nuclear balance, which should be in the 
interest not only of the U.S. and the u.s.s.R., but of the entire 
world. The President has emphasized our intention to negotiate 
in good faith and to consider all serious proposals from the 
Soviets. 
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STR.~~GIC ARMS REDUCTIONS TALKS ( START) -- PROPOSED REDUCTIONS 

On May 9, the Prasident announced a bold, new proposal to reduce 
signi£icantly the risks posed by laxge nuclear arsenals. Ee has 
proposed a phased approach to reductions focused on the most 
destabilizing elements of nuclear forces. The initial phase 
would reduce the total number of ballistic missile warheads by 
one-third, to a.bout 5,000, would limit the number of warheads 
carried on ICBMs to one-half that number, and would cut the total 
number of ballistic missile.s to an equal level a.bout one-half of 
the current OS level. L~ a second phase, we would seek further 
:edu.ctions in the overall destructive power of each. side's arsenal 
to ecr~al levels, L~cluding a mutual ceiling on ballistic missile 
throw weight below the current OS level. We will also treat 
bombers and other strategic: systems in an equitable manner. The 
proposed reductions, coupled with effective verification, will 
substantially reduce the nuclear threat and will make a major 

-. coni:ribution- to the stabil.ity of the nuclear balance. · 

T~e significa.~t reductions proposed by ?resident Reagan are shown 
in the- .following comparison: 

E'IRST PH..'l\SZ 

Ballistic- Missile Wa:heads 
(Land-Based and Sea-Based) 

o Proposed ceiling of 5,000 

Land-Based Ballistic Missile 
Warheads 

o Proposed ceiling of 2,500 

Ballistic Missiles 
(Land-Based. a.~d Sea-Eased) 

o ~reposed ceil.L~g of 850, approximately 
one-half current cr.s. levels 

SZCOND PR..~Z 

Missile Tr.row Weight 

o Proposed ceiling below cur=ant U.S. 
levels 

Appro:~ima te 
Current Levels 

OS USSR 

7,200 7,500 

2,150 5,900 

l,600 2,350 

5 M.KG 



United States Department of State 

.-TH·E,. 
NUC:LEAR 
FREEZ-E 

April 1982. 

The Nuclear· 
i Freeze 
I 

I In recent months, a proposal for a U.S.-Soviet 
nuclear weapons freeze has attracted 
widespread attention. A resolution. supporting 
such a freeze has been submitted to Congress, 
and versions have been placed on the 
November ballot in several st.ates. While the 
wording of different .versions. varies, and some 
call for eventual reductions in arms levels, the 
basic idea is this: 

The President should immediately propose 
that the United States and the Soviet 
Union adopt a mutual freeze on the 
testing, _p~uction, and deployment of 
nuclear weapons and missiles and new, air
craft designed primarily to deliver nuclear 
weapons, subject to strict ver:iiication. 

The U.S. Government recognizes that the 
proposal-represents the best of intentions: to 
reduce the-likelihood of nuclear war and en
courage more rapid progress in a critical and 
exceptionally complex area of arms control 
We all share these objectives. But, after 
carefully reviewing the proposal, we have con
cluded that a freeze at existing nuclear levels 
would have adverse implications for inter
national security and st.ability and would 
frustrate attempts to achieve the goal on 
which we all agree: the negotiation of substan
tial reductions in the nuclear arsenals of both 

Im~ 

1 
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What Kind of Arma Control AgreeJDenta Do 
We·Seekr 

Four principles underlie the U.S. approach to 
arms control We seek agreements that: 

• P~ucs significa,nt reductions in the 
arsenals of both sides; 

• Reault i11 equal. levels of arms 07I botJ,, 
~ since an unequal agreement, like an un
equal balance of forces, can encourage coer
cion or aggression; 

• Are- verifiable, because when our na
tional security is at stake, agreements· cannot 
be based upon trust alone; and 

· • ·Ew1U:t1 ·u .S. a1UI, allied security and. 
reduce ti,,. risk of war, because arms control is 
not an end in itself.but an important means 
toward seeming peace and international 
stability. 

These four principles were high1ighted by 
the President in his speech of November 18, 
1981. They are the foundation for the U.S. 
position in the current Geneva negotiations 
between the United States and the U.S.S.R. 
on int.ermediate-range nuclear forces (INF). 
They also form the basis for our approach to 
strat.egic· arms negotiations with the Soviet 
Union, negotiations we will call START
Stra.tegicArms Rediu:tio7' Talks. 

What Are. the Drawbacks of a Freeze 
Proposal? 

While the Administration shares the genuine 
and deeply felt convictions that have given rise 
to the freeze proposal, we believe the proposal 
does not· constitut.e sound defense or effective 
arms control policy, and thus we cannot sup
port the freeze itself. A freeze would be 
dangero-as to security, stability, and the cause 
of"peace for-the following reasons: 

2 

I 

• A freeu at e=i,sting levels would look the 
United States and <YUr allies into a position of 
militarJJ disadvantage and wJ.nerability. The 
freeze would prevent us :from correcting exist
ing dangerous deficiencies in our nuclear 
forces caused by the sust.ained Soviet buildup. 
The substantial improvements in the Soviet 
force of intercontinental ballistic missiles 
(ICBMs), for example, have given the Soviet. 
Union the means to destroy a large part of our 
ICBM force. In addition, there are about 600 
Soviet int.ermediate-range nuclear missiles 
capable of striking our· NATO allies. These 

. missiles are not offset by any comparable U.S. 
systems. In this case, a freeze would prevent 
us :from restoring the balance. 

• A freeze is not good 61UYU!Jk. We do not 
want to cap deployments at current levels; we 
want signmcant reductions in the nuclear 
arms of both sides, reductions that will lead to 
a stable military balance. The United States 
bas already offered a bold new arms control 
initiative at the negotiations in Geneva on 
land-based intermediate-range nuclear 
missiles. We proposed a "zero option" under 
which the United States would cancel the plan
ned deployment of Pershing II missiles and 
ground-launched cruise missiles. in exchange 
for the elimination of comparable Soviet 
intermediate-range nuclear missiles. Our objec
tive in negotiating strategic arms control 
agreements is also to achieve significant reduc
tions. 

• · A freeze would '17Ulke significant arms · 
control moN dijficult. The Soviets would have 
little incentive to agree to reductions in strate
gic and int.ermediate-range nuclear arms if 
they knew they could simply freeze the ex
isting military situation. This. bas already been 
demonstrated in the area of intermediate
range forces, where the U.S.S.R. initially 
refused our offers ~ negotiate while ~y 
deploying some 300 SS-2(>° rmssile systems. . 
The Soviets agreed to come to the negotiating 

3 



Introduction of Strategi~ Weapons by the U.S. and U.S.S.R. 1972-1982 

ICBM-lntercontlnentaJ Balllatlc Mlaalle 

SLBM-SUbmartn.t.aunched BaJllatlc Mlsalle

SSBN-Nuclear•Powered BaJllatlc Mlaalle Submarine 

ALCM-Alr•Launched Crulae MlaaUe 

U.S. 
1172 

~ .. 
Bomber 

11 

Trident 
SLBM 

11 
SS-11 SS·N·8 S5·17 S5·19 S5·18 • SS·N·18 SS·N-17 

Mod 2/3 SLBM ICBM ICBM ICBM SLBM SLSM 

AlCU · 

Trident 
(Ohio Class) 

SSBN 

1882 --

dWt :'I . 
Della I SSBN Della II SSBN Delta Ill SSBN Typhoon SSBN. U.S.S.R. _______________________ _ 

1172 1882 



t.able only when it became clear that we and 
our NATO allies were determined to take 
steps to counter those SS-20 deployments. 

.. A jretJU would cast serioua doubt on 
Ammca11 1,ea,dgrsh,ip ·of th6 NATO allia.1&C&. Iii 
1979~ in the face of continuing Soviet deploy
ments, the members. of the alliance agreed to 
begin deployment in 1983 of U.S. Pershing· II 
and ground-launched cruise missiles and to 
seek a U.S.-U$.S.R. arms control agreement 
to reduce intermediate-range nuclear forces. A 
freeze now would, in effect, be a unilateral 
decision by the United States to .withdraw 
from this joint allied imdert.aking. · · 

• A freez.e on all testing, production, a:nd 
deplny,rumt of nwlear· wea:pqns would includs. 
im:porta.nt elements that can1&0t be verified. The 
practical.result is that the United States would. 
live up to a freeze in all its aspect5y while 

· --· - there would be considerable doubt that the 
Soviets would also live up to it. We simply 
cannot aff'ord to base our national security on. 
trast of the Soviet.s. 

A. Freeze-and the Soviet Buildup 
During the past .decade,. the Soviet Union has 
mounted a.sustained buildup across the entire 
range of its nuclear forces. Soviet moderniza
tion efforts have far· outstripped ours, par
ticalariy in the· development and deployment 

. of intercontinental ballistic missiles, which 
. now pose a major threat to a large part of our 
land-based ICBM force. In the last IO years, 
the Soviets introduced.an unprecedented array 
of new strategic weapons into their arsenals, 
including the SS-17, SS-18, and SS-19 
ICBMs, the. Typhoon and Delta submarines 
and several new types of submarine-launched 
missiletS, and. the Backfire bomber. During this 
same period, the United States exercised 
restraint and ·only introduc;ed the Trident 
missile and submarine and the c:raise missile. 
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. This trend has been harmful to the securi
ty interests of the United States and its allies 
and to global stability. It is not just a questi(?n 
of numbers. As their military capability has 
grown, the Soviets have increasingly resorted 
to the use of military force directly, or through 
proxies such as Cuba,, to. intervene in areas 
farther and farther from their borders. '.rhe in
creased assertiveness of Soviet behavior-the 
invasion of Afghanistan, pressure on Poland, 
support for· insurgency in Central America
reilects growing Soviet confidence in their 
military capabilities. 

· '· · ICBMs. Since 1972~ the Soviet.s · have 
developed and deployed at least 10 different 
variants of three new types of ICBMs. In the 
same period, the United States deployed no 
new types of ICBMs and only one variant of 
the existing Minuteman. In 1986, we plan to 
begin deployment of the n the first new 
U.S. intercontinental ballistic missile in 16 
years. 

Sea-Based Forces. The commissioning of 
the first U .S~ Trident submarine in 1982 
marked the end of a 15-year period during 
which the United States did not build any new 
ballistic missile-firing submarines. In this same 
period, the U.S.S.R. added over 60 missile
firing submarines in four new or improved 
classes. The Soviets are now deploying two 
new types of missile submarines-the Typhoon 
and the Delta ill-while we are building only 
the Trident. 

Bombers. When the first B-1 bomber be
comes operational in 1985, it will have been 
nearly a quarter of a century since the last 
U.S. heavy bomber was produced. In contrast, 
the Soviets have produced more than 2'50 
modern Back:6r'"'t bombers that hav-:t inherent 
intercontinental capabilities~ The_Soviets also 
have improved their large air defense system 
designed to counter our bomber force. A 
freeze. would not ~ these Soviet air 
defenses. 

7 
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The chart on pages 4 and 5 compares the 
introduction of new strategic weapons by the 
United States and the U.S.S.R. and shows the 
momentum of the Soviet buildup over the last 
decade. As the chart shows, the Soviets intro
duced 12 new or improved I)Uclear ·weapons 
systP..ms, while the United States only in
troduced three, and they upgraded or expand
ed every area of their nuclear arsenal. 

Moreover, in most significant measures 
used to judge strategic forces-tot.al number 
of systems, tot.al number of ballistic missiles, 

i-- _ tot.al d~ve potential~the Soviets now 
, surpass the United States. Soon they could 

equal and surpass us in number of warheads, 
the.one area.where the United States has 
traditionally had an advantage. 

The President entered office with a man
dat.e to correct these trends. The moderniza- · 
tion program he announced in October 1981 is 
designed to restore the strategic balance and 
prevent nuclear war. In so doing, it will give 
the Soviet Union a strong incentive to 
negotiate with us to achieve genuine arms 
reductions. 

Conelaaion 
The Reagan.Administration is committed to 
equitable and verifiable arms control aimed at 
substantial reductions in military forces. While 
the freeze proposal reflects the desire of peo
ple everywhere to reduce the threat of nuclear 
war, it would not promote reductions, equality, 
or verifiability. Rather, it would accomplish 
the opposit.e. A freeze at existing levels would 
lock in existing-nuclear inequalities while mak
ing further progress in arms control difficult, 
if not impossible. For these reasons, our goal 
in arms control must be the negotiation of 
substantial reductions in the nuclear arsenals 
af both sides. We can do better than a freeze. 
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Ballistic Missiles 

ICBMs 

SSBNs/SLBMs 

Warheads 

'l'hrow~we~ght (Klbs) 

Nuclear-Capable Bombers 

Bomber 

US-USSR STRATEGIC FORCE COMPARISON 

TOTAL ACTIVE INVENTORY 

1962 1972 

us USSR us USSR 

78 40 1054 1500 

9/144 JB/ioo 41/656 57/500 

222 140 3700 200 0 

400 500 3000 7000 

i7OO 160 11 500 150 

1982 

us USSR 

1053 1398 

33/544 70/950 

7200 7500 

4000 11,000 

I 

II 347 400 
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MAXInun_EXTENT MODERNIZATION Qf EXISTING (I ·»s Of SUCH 
ARMS.ft THC DRAFT PROV!~£~ NO DEFINITIONS 0 DISTINGUISH 
8£TWCEN ."l~CW TYP£.:i" AND MOI>ERNIZ(P VE1'SIONS ti" EXISTING · 
SYSTEMS. IT POES NOT DEFINE TH( (XTCNT or O»ERNIZAlION 
WHICH WOULD BE P(RMlTTtD, NOR DOES IT SPtCIFY HOW THE 
PARTIES COULD DETCRMI~C WHETHER A NEW SYSTEM HAP A 
STRAT£GIC MISSION. 

• (ACH PARTY WOULD BE ALLOWED TO REDUCE TH NUMBER OF ITS 
STRATEGIC ARMS AT ITS OWN DISCRETION. 

- VERIFICATION o, THC AGRCCMENT WOULD BC AC OMPLISH£J BY 
NATIONAL TECHNICAL M(ANS- COMPLIANCE QUEST 0NS W0UL) 8£ 
ff£f£RR£D TO THE b(LEGATI~~S TO T~E STri~TEGit AR~$ TALtS 
IN GENEVA- THE DRAFT IMPtIES THAT NATIONAL TECHNICAL . 

. MEANS ~OULD BE ADEQUATE TO V£~I~Y TH£ 'REEZ, INClUIING 
THE LlMlTS ON QUALITATIVE IMPROVE1'£NTS, ANP· THAT THE · . 
»ELE~ATIONS COULD - HANDLE COMPLIANCE QUESTIO~S IN AJ>DITION : 

:: •' .. : :;: . .' ·: .. . ·;. p: .. :; TO. T H'C IR . 14 ORM AL NC GO T I A T IN G T ASKS: • I · 
. . ... ,, 

·-:' :\ :··,:q ,: . .-·:;;::·· . . - · TH£ . . FRECZE . WOULI> REMAiN IN fO.RC-£ .FOR TH£ URAT10N OF 
... . ... .. . . 

' •' .·-· . J}tH~<. N~GO~IATIONS • . . ·•··.<·.•.· .. . · ... . 'c_ i' : .... . 
. =,_;·~·; ::~:-~ f-/-~~ :_.-. • THE UNITED STATES DELEGATION TO· TH( TAllCS HAS TOLi TH[ ... . - .. ·: ·i · .·, 

/~-}:/§ :\~-~- SOVIET . J>ELEfATION THAT THE SOVIET! FREEZE PR POSAL IS 
/,_ .. : ---:~ : .. ~ . UNACC£PTA8l¢• . 1 · 

.. -:-:L:: ·· ·- . ~ - THE us SIie: EMPH,U!ZE~ TH4T . A FREEZE AT E: ISTING LEVELI· · 
?(? ir_ :-~=- =~:·:· W-OULP IMPCD THE ACHilCVCM£NT OJ' A STABLE ST~4TCGIC 
.. ,,\ .. ·. --.· ·:. BALANC[ AT USST4NTIALLY REDUCED LEY[l~ orr ~ftftAn£NT .• TH£ · 
~, ' • . . ~--' . . . .-:--:·~ft :;;-::-: · . .- ;.'~·~:- US SIDE ALS COl11'fENT£D THAT A FREEZE W<>ULl> ~Jlfl'Y 

__ ';;::/~-·:-;;-::.--.;::'::··7 [XIS.TING s;o 'n:r AnV4NT.\GES AND W01JL) NOT ])£ L WITH TH[ 
· , ,· ,· ._,~~ ·.: "·-.. · · SOV1£T DE?L YMCNT OvE:R iH( LAST J>Ec•,e: Of L RGE t101>£RN 
,:~:=:.".·,· ; .· . -,":.:~ -· ICBMS' WHICH HAVE GlV(N TH( SOl/lt:T UNIO~ TH£ 11tANS TO ·· ... -:~.- ... ~· ··: .:. •;.:~ ,'.._ :' · ~-= 

.... , .:;~_:_.· ~:: .. _~:. . . · THREATEN TH US ICBM FORCt ANl) THUS UN»Eftnl £. ST•BlLlTY. 

- THE SOVIE _s HAVE NOT THUS rAR "~,£ PUBLIC THE FACT THAT 
THEY HAVE T~BLED THlS fORMAL P~OP~iAL~ BUT ~E DO NOT 
EXCLUDE THE POSSIBILITY-. SHOULD THEY NAKC PUBLIC THEIR . 
PROPOSAL~ T~[ UNITED ST41[S WILL REPEAT ITS : 08J£CTIONS TO . 

. . I j 
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' A NUCLt&R ARrS F~E(Z£, •~ ~TATEP ijHCN 8RtIH CV FIRST 
BROACHED THE IDEA. THE 30YI£T PROPOSAL IS L£ARLY 
ONt-SIDCP· IT WOULD CODIFY EXISTING SOVIET A»VANTA,t~, 
BOTH IN INT(RM£DIAT(-RANG£ NU(LEA~ roft(ES AD IN 
STRATEGIC ~YS TEMS" l:IH ILE AT THE SA 11E TIME 8 O-CIClr4G- US 
PROGRAMS DESIGNED TO RESTORE THE BALANCE. T WOULD 
DIVERT EFFORTS FROM THE ACHIEVErtENT Of STABlLIZING 
RE»UCTIONS IN INF AND STRAT(GlC ARMS• THE UNITE» STATES 
WILL CONTINUE TO SEEK I~ TH£ STA~T AND INr NEGOTIATIONS 
BALANCED AND V(KlflABLC AGRtEMENiS wHICH WILL PROVI)t 
INCR£AS£P STABILITY AT iU9STANTIALLY LOW£~ 1£V£LS OF 
ARnAMCNT~ WE BtLl[V[ THAT INTERNATIONAL SU PORT ,oR THIS · 

. POSITION. IS ESSENTIAL TO MOVE THE NEGOTIATI NS IN A noR£ . 
PRODUCTIVE DIRECTION~ . 
yy ,, . . 

,., : 
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2.1 PRAVTlA B!RAT1!S PRESID!'NT REAGAN'S ARMS CONTROL SP~Eeft 
I 

1 "o•cow•• 1D0at eonaidered reaponM to the Pr••id•nt--t.he 
Pravda editorial of Noveaber 25-va• alao its moat critical. In 
th• week■ to com•, th• Soviet e■pbaaia Nema 110r• likely to be 
on propa9anda than on effort• to n.gotiate. In the next START 
round the So91•t• uy ·probe tb• poaaibilitiea for an agreeaent 
on at leaat on• confidence-building Masure, while continuing to 
attack the OS poaition on nductiona. 

• • • • 
The Scwiet• began reactinq to the Preaident•• apeecb eftn 

IMfor• be deliYered it. &oae day■ before the addreaa, DeputJ 
Poreign Niniater lorniyenko criticised the us failure to ratify 
SALT II tn a atat ... nt !or Jlevaveek. Andropov hi•Mlf vaa prob• 
ably anticipating tb• President'• • .,_.en when, on Hoftllber 22, 
he reaffiraed Soviet inter-eat in negotiation• vitb the OS, but 
warned tbat th• ossa would not aake conceaaiona in adYanoe. !be 
So91eta ai,i-rentlJ boped to detract froa th• 11'1pact of the Pn•• 
!dent•• ai-ech by publiciain9 fre■h atat•••nt• of their own. 

Initial TASS oovera9e of the •peecb focuaed on the IIX 
d•ciaion, callinq it• danqeroua new •t•P in the anu race. It 
alao highll9bted OS d011eatic criticin, and charged that th• 
Preaident uaed fala• data on the ■ilitary balance to justify hi• 
deci ■ ion. 

PraYda'• NoYeat,er 26 edit:.ori&l coaaaented in detail on the, 
entire apeecb. It repeated AndrOPO"'• rejection of conc•••iona 
ln advance- of n~tiationa and elaborated on the thelNa in the 
TASS c:o•era9e. Pra•d• vent f11rther, however, and introdQced new 
th••••• chuacterlalng us poeition■ in both START and IRP •• 
•ab■urd.• tt chaqed that MX deployaent would •1olate SALT I 
and II li■itationa vhicb, Pravda aaintained, prohibit new ■iloe 
tor ICBNa. Pravda alao critlclsed the Pr••ident•• treatJtent of 
confidence-buildlnt ••••urea, charged that the OS failed to con
■ider Soviet prop,oaala, and ••••rtad tbat work on CBMa abould not 
delay or ■ubatitute for reductiona. W.nrth•l•••• the editorial 
conceded that exchange• of 110re infonution on misail• launching• 
vould be uHful. 

An obacure paaaa9e in the editorial augqeated that the USO 
■ iqht not undertake any ■i,ecifie military program becauM of MX. 
Pravda aaid the USSR did not intend to reapond to every new 
Anerican veapona avatft!I, but warned that this did not •••n the 
USSR would not find an effecti9• anaver to us ,0lana to achieve 
•ilitarv superiority. 

D C ~cn=u:o ,,I. . 
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EXDIS 
MILITARY ADDRESSEE HANDLE 
FOR ACDA / DIRECTOR ROSTOW; 
USSTART 

AS SPECAT EXCLUSIVE 
SHAPE / FOR GEN ROGERS AND POLAD 

E . 0 . l 2 3 5 6: DECL : OADR 
TAGS: PARM, START 
SUBJECT: (U) RO WNY /K ARP OV MEMCON , 

1 ' 

2 . 

THIS IS ST ART MEMCON II-M-025 . 

ME ETING DATE : 
TIME: 
PL ACE : 

OCTOBER 19 , 198 2 
1 2 10-3 : 05 PM 

SOVIET MISSION 

3 . P ART I CI PANTS : 
US: AMS. ED WA RD L. RO WNY 

MR. S . SEYMOUR , INT . 
USSR: AMS. V. P . KA RPOV 

MR . N. V. BOROVS KI Y, INT. 

19 OCTOBER 1982 

SECRET ENTIRE TE XT . 

4. SUBJECT SU MMARY : E QUALITY AN O EQUAL SECURITY ; 
THR OW-WEIGHT; PARITY ; DATA EXCH AN GE . 

5 . KARP OV OPENED A LONG (THREE-H OUR) POST-PLEN AR Y BY RE
ITERATING THAT EQUALITY AND EQU AL SECURITY MUST BE THE 
BASIS FOR ANY FUTURE AGREEMENT . I S AID WE BELIEVED THAT 
AN AGREE MENT SHOULD BE BASED STRICTL Y ON EQUALITY , AND HiD 
TAIL ORED OUR PROPOS AL ACC ORDI NGLY . I ASKED HIM TO SPECI . 
FY WHAT THE SOVIE TS HAD IN MIND WHEN THEY SPOKE AB OUT 
EQUAL SECURIT Y. KAR POV SAID THE SOVIETS MEANT THAT 
US ,. FORWARD-BASED SYSTEMS" BASED IN EUROPE AND ON AIR
CRAFT CARRIERS AND "OTHER F AC TORS " NEED BE TAKEN INTO AC 
COUNT . I REMINDED KARP OV THAT THE SO- CALLED "FORWARD 
BASED SYSTEMS " HAD NO PLACE IN OUR NEGOTIATIONS, AND WENT 
THROUGH THE "TERRITORIAL" ARGUMENT FOR HIM ONCE AGAIN. I 
SAID THAT THE US HAD ADDITIONAL S YSTEMS TO PROTECT ITS 
OWN SECURITY AND SECURITY OF ITS ALLIES BECAUSE OF THE 
OVERWHELMING ADV ANTA GES THE SOVIETS HAD IN CONVENTIONAL 
AN D INTERMEDIATE NUCLEAR FORCES . I SAID THAT WHEN THESE 
THREATS WERE REDUCED , TH E US WOULD UN DO UBTE DL Y REDUCE 
ITS COUNTERBALANCING DETERRENT FORCES. AT ANY RATE , 
THESE OTHER S YSTEMS HAD NO PLACE IN ANY BILATER AL AGREEMENT 
ON STRATEGIC ARMS . AS FOR "OTHER F ACTORS , " I TOLD 
KA RPOV THAT THE REPEATED USE OF SUCH A FORMULATI ON WA S 

SEBRET 
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EVIDENCE THA T THE SOVIETS INTENDED TO MAK E S UBJECTIVE 
J UDGMENTS CO NCERNING COMPENSATION WHENEVER IT SUITED 
THEIR PURPOSES TO DO SO. I URGED HIM TO BE SPECIFIC OR 
TO DROP T HE TER M. 

6 . KARPOV S AID THAT THE US PROPOSAL WOULD NOT RESULT I N 
EQUALITY SINCE I T PREVENTED T HE USSR FROM FIELDING THEIR 
FULL 2500 ICBM WA RHEADS UNLESS IT COMPLETELY 
RESTRUCTURED ITS FORCES. HE SAID THAT BASED ON THE AS
SUMPTION THAT THE SOVIETS WOULD SPLIT THEIR BALLISTIC 
MISSILES EVENL Y BETWEEN ICBMS ANO SLBMS , THE 425 
ICBMS WOULD ONLY PERMIT 1915 ICBM WARHEADS. HE DID 
THIS BY MULTIPLYING 110 (HEAVIES) X 10 , FOR 1100 . HE 
THEN ADDED 100 X 6 (MEDIUMS) AND THE REMAINING 215 FOR 
THE WARHEADS WHICH WOULD BE ON SINGLE WARHEAD MISSILES . I 
TOLD KA RPOV THAT THE 110 HEAV Y AND 210 HEAVY AND MEDIUM 
COLL ATERAL CONSTR AI NTS WERE FOR THE PUR P OSE OF BRINGING 
DO WN THE LA RGE SOVIET ICB M THROW- WEIG HT AS YMMETR Y. I 
AS KED HIM IF HE HAD AN OTHER WAY OF REDUCING SOVIET ICB M 
T HROW- WEIGH T BY A SI MILAR AMO UNT . HE DID NOT RESPOND . I 
AS KED HI M F URT HER I F HE WA S PROPOSI NG TH AT THE 25 00 
NU MBER BE f EDUCED TO 1 915 . KA RPOV SAID , " NO, " HE WAS 
ONL Y USING 1 TH IS AS AN ILL USTR ATION OF THE LAC K OF EQUA L IT Y 
BUILT INTO THE US PROPOS AL. 

7 . NE XT KA RPO V ADDRESSED P ARIT Y, S AY ING THAT BY SIGNING 
S AL T II THE US HAD TACITL Y AGREED TH AT A CONDITION OF 
P ARITY E XIS T ED AT T HA T TIME . HE S AID T HAT SINCE THE 
SOVIETS HAD NOT I NCRE ASED THE NU MBER OF SYSTEMS SINCE 1979 , 
THE S AME P ARIT Y THAT HAD EXIS TED T HEN E XISTS NO W. I TOLD 
KARPO V THA T S AL T II HAD NOT BEE N RATIFI ED BY THE US PRE
C I SE LY BEC AU SE I T WOUL D CODI F Y MA JOR INEQUALITIES 
BET WEE N TH E TWO NA TIONS . AS EXAMPLES I POIN TED OUT TH E 
UN I L ATER AL R I GHT WHIC H S ALT I I PRO VIDED THE SO VIET S BY 
ALL OWI NG TH E M 308 HEAV IES ; THE F ACT THAT THE S OVIE TS WOULD 
BE PER MIT TED TO DEP LOY OVER 6 000 ICB M WA RHE ADS AS COM
P ARED TO 215 0 F OR T HE US ; THE LA RGE ASY MMETR Y IN ICB M 
THRO W- WE I GHT ; AND T HE FACT THA T HU NDREDS OF I NT ERCONTI 
NENTALLY- CAP ABLE BAC KFIRE BOMB ERS WERE NOT I NCLUDED IN 
THE AGGREG AT E L I MITS . I TOLD KAR PO V THAT UNL ESS WE CO ULD 
AGREE ON THE CURRENT US- USSR STR ATEGIC SITUA TI ON, I DI D 
NOT SEE HO W WE COULD PROCEED TO TALK ABOUT A FUTURE 
RELATIONSHIP . 

8 . AS TO OUR REQUEST TO EXCH AN GE DAT A ON THE CURRENT 
BT 

., SEeRET -
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E XDIS 
STR AT EGI C SITU ATION KA RPOV S AID HE WOULD GI VE ME A PRE
L IMI NA RY PERSON AL RE ACTION . HE S AID THE SOVI ETS BELIEVED 
I N E XCHA NGING DAT A ONL Y ON P ARAMETERS WH ICH T HE Y WOULD 
AGREE TO FOR THE PURPOSES OF THE TRE AT Y. I TOLD KARPO V 
TH AT THE REASON WE WERE AS KING FOR AN E XCH ANGE OF DAT A 
WAS TO LET THE FIG URES SPE AK FOR T HEMSELVES AS TO T HE 
CURRENT US-SOVIET STR ATEGIC REL ATIONSHIP. KA RPO V ANS WERED 
TH AT THE SOVIETS ONL Y S AW T WO P ARAMETERS NECESS ARY ON 
WH I CH WE WOULD LAT ER NEED TO E XCHAN GE DAT A; TH E NUMB ER 
OF S NDVS , AND THE TOT AL NUMBER OF NUCLE AR WE APONS . KARPO V 
S AID TH AT THE US INSISTED ON SELECTIVEL Y SINGLING OU T 
CURRENT ICB MS AS THE MAI N DEST ABILIZING F ACTOR . WHERE AS 
FUTURE ALCMS WERE SUC H A F ACTOR . HE AS KED WH E N WE WOUL D 
RESPO ND TO THEIR CL AI M THAT THE US PROGR AM FOR 4 000 ALC MS 
WOULD PRO VE DEST ABILIZING. I S AID T HA T THE SO VIETS HAD 
F AILED TO ENG AGE US IN A DIALOGUE ON WHICH WERE THE MORE 
DES TA BILIZING SYSTEMS AND IT WA S OBVIOUS THAT NOT ALL 
S YSTEMS AS THEY CL AI MED , WERE EQUALLY DESTABILIZING. I 
AS KED KARPOV WHEN THE SOVIETS WOULD ADDRESS THE THREE CON
CERNS WHICH WE HAD HIGHLIGHTED IN OUR PLENARY S TA TEMENT 
ON OCTOBER 7. TH ESE WERE , FIRST , TH AT BALL I STIC MISSILES 
PRESENT A FIRST STRI KE THREAT WHI L E SLOW-FLYING SYSTEMS 
ARE NOT SUITABLE FOR THIS ROLE AND ARE PRIMARIL Y RE T ALI A
TOR Y WEAPONS. SECOND , THA T REDUCING RELIANCE UPON ICBMS 
WILL SERVE TO IMPROVE STABILITY AND THUS S T RENGTHEN THE 
SECURITY OF BOTH COUNTRIES . AND THIRD , A FUND AMENTAL 
DESTABILIZING ASYMMETRY EXISTS BET WEEN THE FORCES OF THE 
TWO COUNTRIES IN BALLISTIC MISSILE THRO W-WEIGH T, L ARGEL Y 
BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE IN THE SOVIET ICBM FORCE OF MORE 
THAN 300 HEAVY MISSILES ; WE DID NOT KNO W HO W THE SOVIE T 
UNION PROPOSED TO DEA L WITH THIS ASY MMETR Y. KARPOV 
SAID HE WOULD REPL Y TO THESE QUESTIONS AT A L AT ER OATE. 

9 . IN CLOSING , I TOLD KA RPOV TH AT HE WOULD MOVE OUR 
NEGOTIATION FOR WARD B Y ADDRESSING CRISIS ST ABILIT Y, AND 
NOT SIMPL Y ARMS CONTROL ST ABILITY . FURTHER , I TOLD HI M 
I DID NOT KNOW WHAT HE WAS REFERRING T O WHEN HE 
SAID THAT THE FORCES OF THE T WO SIDES WERE CONVERGING . 
FINALLY , I SAI D THAT BEFORE WE COULD TAL K ABOUT A FUTURE 
BALANCE WE HAD TO AGREE ON THE PRESENT STRATEGIC RELA . 
TIONSHIP . KARPOV S AID HE WOULD ALSO REPLY TO ME ON THESE 
THREE POINTS LATER . 
ROWNY 

SECRET 
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EXDIS / USSTART 
E.O. 12356: DECL:OADR 
TAGS: PARM, INF 

MYER-01 KRAM-01 
/ 009 A3 

SUBJECT: INSTRUCTIONS FOR ROUND TWO OF START 

l. SEC~ST - ENTIRE TEXT 

2. THIS MESSAGE PROVIDES GUIDANCE TO THE U. S . DELEGATION 
FOR THE SECOND ROUND OF STRATEGIC ARMS REDUCTION TALKS 
(START) WITH THE USSR BEGINNING OC T OBER 6 . IT 

SUPPLEMENTS INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE FIRST ROUND , WHICH 
REMAIN IN EFFECT . GUIDANCE IS PROVIDED SEPTEL FOR A 
REVIEW OF ISSUES CONNECTED WITH ARTICLE XI OF THE ABM 
TREATY . 

3. THE OVERALL OBJECTIVE FOR THE SECOND ROUND IS TO 
FURTHER ELABORATE AND PROMOTE 0. 5 . PROPOSALS FOR A !HART 
AGREEMENT. SPECIFICALLY, THE U. 5. DELEGAT!ON SHOOLD: 

-- INTRODUCE AND MAKE AN EFFECTIVE CASE FOR\ 
ADDITIONAL ELEMENTS OF THE U. 5 . POSITION ; 

-- REINFORCE AND SEE K SOVIET ACCEPTANCE OF POSITIONS\ 
WE HAVE ALREADY TABLED , EMPHASIZING KEY PRINCIPLES ON 
WHICH OUR PROPOSALS ARE BASED; 

-- RESPOND TO SOVIET PROPOSALS , ATTACKING THE\ 
WEAK POINTS OF THEIR POSITIONS; 

-- PRESS FOR FURTHER DETAILS AND CLARIFICATIONS\ 
OF SOVIET POSITIONS; AND 

u. 5 . 
-- SEEK TO IDENTIFY AREAS OF SIMILARITY BETWEEN I 

AND SOVIET POSITIONS . 

4. THE DELEGATION IS AUTHORIZED TO CONFIRM THAT, 
AFTER CAREFUL STUDY DURING THE RECESS, THE U. 5. 
GOVERNMENT HAS CONCLUDED THAT THE SOVIET PROPOSAL 

!PRESENTED DURING THE FIRST ROUND DOES NOT PROVIDE AN 
ACCEPTABLE BASIS FOR AN AGREEMENT. WITH RESPECT TO 
SPECIFIC SOVIET PROPOSALS, THE DELEGATION IS 
AUTHORIZED TO RESPOND ALONG THE FOLLOWING LINES : 

-s~eRET -
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-- THE SOVIET PROPOSAL IS NOT BASED ON UNITS OF 
ACCOUNT THAT ACCURATELY REFLECT STRATEGIC CAPABILITY 
(I.E. , BALLISTIC MISSILES , THEIR WARHEADS, AND THEIR 

THROW-WE I GHT) . 

-- THE 1800 LIMIT IS TOO HIGH, AND LINKAGE OF 
REDUCTIONS TO SO-CALLED FORWARD-BASED SYSTEMS IS 
UN WARRANTED AND UNACCEPTABLE . 

-- THE SOVIET-PROPOSED LIMIT ON " NUCLEAR 
CHARGES " REFLECTS A RECOGNITION THAT 
LAUNCHERS / DELIVERY VEHICLES DO NOT ADEQUATELY REFLECT 
STRATEGIC CAPABILITY. HOWEVER , WE BELIEVE THAT LIMIT 
SHdULD BE EXPRESSED IN TERMS OF BALLISTIC MISSILE 
WARHEADS, AND SHOULD NOT INCLUDE CRUISE MISSILE / BOMBER 
WE APONS. 

WE CANNOT ACCEPT THE BAN ON DEPLOYMENT OF 
CRUISE MISSILES WITH A RANGE GREATER THAN 600 KM. 

-- WE CANNOT ACCEPT A LIMIT ON OHIO/TYPHOON
CLASS SUBMARINES TO 4-6 UNITS OR A PROHIBITION ON 
MODERNIZATION OR REPLACEMENT OF MISSILES FOR THOSE 
SUBMARINES. REGARDING A BAN ON NEW TYPES OF SSBNS 
WITH MORE THAN 16 LAUNCH TUBES , THE DELEGATION MAY 
SEEK CLARIFICATION OF THIS PROPOSAL, INCLUDING WHAT IS 
MEANT BY NEW TYPES OF SSBNS . 

REGARDING THE PROPOSED ICBM MODERNIZATION 
CONSTRAINTS (E . G., RESTRICTIONS ON INCREASING SILO 
VOLUME , BAN ON NEW OR RELOCATED FIXED ICBM LAUNCHERS , 
LIMIT ON NEW T YPES OF ICBMS), THE DELEGATION SHOULD 
AVOID A RESPONSE PENDING FURTHER GUIDANCE . 

-- REGARDING THE PROPOSED PROHIBITIONS ON EARTH-

ORBITING NUCLEAR WEAPONS OR OTHER WEAPONS OF MASS 
DESTRUCT! ON, OCEAN FLOOR-BASED BALL I STI C OR CRUISE 
MISSILE LAUNCHERS OR MISSILES , AND BALLISTIC MISSILES 
ON WATERBORNE VEHICLES OTHER THAN SUBMARINES, WE 
BELIEVE THESE ISSUES SHOULD BE HANDLED AT A LATER 
STAGE. 

-- WE WOULD LIKE SOVIET CLARIFICATION OF THE 
PROPOSED BAN ON MANEUVERING , SELF-GUIDED, AND 
PENETRATING WARHEADS , INCLUDING THE REASONS FOR THE 
PROPOSAL . (THE DELEGATION SHOULD AVOID SIGNALING A 
POSITIVE U.S . INTEREST IN THIS PROPOSAL.) 

-- WE NOTE SOVIET INTEREST IN CONFIDENCE 
BUILDING MEASURES , AND PLAN TO ADDRESS THIS QUESTION 
AT A LATER DATE. (FYI . FURTHER GUIDANCE ON THIS 
SUBJECT WI LL BE PROVIDED . ) 

-- WE AGREE ON THE NEED FOR COOPERATIVE 
VERIFICATION MEASURES, BUT THE US POSITION IS THAT 
COOPERATIVE MEASURES SHOULD SUPPLEMENT NTM, NOT JUST 
ENHANCE THE EF FECTIVENESS OF NTM. 

5 . CONSTRAINING RECONSTITUTION CAPABILITIES. THE 
DELEGATION IS AUTHORIZED TO PROPOSE THE CONSTRAINTS ON 
NON-DEPLOYED BALLISTIC MISSILES OUTLINED IN THE 
S~CTIONS OF NSDD-53 ENTITLED "LIMITS APPLIED AT ICBM 
COMPLEXES, " " NON-QUANTITATIVE CONSTRAINTS ON NON
DEPLOYED BALLISTIC MISSILES , " "QUANTITATIVE 
CONSTRAINTS ON NON-DEPLOYED BALLISTIC MISSILES, " AND 
" DATA EXCHANGE " . THE DELEGATION MAY POINT OUT THAT , 
WITH RESPECT TO CERTAIN CONSTRAINTS ON NON-DEPLOYED 
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MISSILES , COOPERATIVE MEASURES TO SUPPLEMENT NATIONAL 
TECHNICAL MEANS , WILL BE REQUIRED TO ENSURE EFFEC T IVE 
VERIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE . (PENDING FURTHER 
GUIDANCE , THE DELEGATION SHOULD NOT DISCUSS FURTHER 
OUR APPROACH TO VERIFYING CONSTRAINTS ON NON - DEPLOYED 
MISSILES. J IN PRESENTING THE MATERIAL CONTAINED IN 
THE SECTION OF NSDD-53 ENTITLED " NON-QUANTITATIVE 
CONSTRAINTS ON NON-DEPLO YED BALLISTIC MISSILES , " THE 
DELEGATION SHOULD BE GUIDED BY THE FOLLOWING: 

-- REGARDING THIRD CONSTRAINT IN SECTION, 
LAUNCHERS ASSOCIATED WITH DEPLOYED MISSILES RETIRED TO 
ACHIEVE 850 LIMIT MUST BE DISMANTLED OR DESTROYED. 

-- REGARDING FOURTH CONSTRAINT, ALL NON-DEPLOYED 
MISSILES MUST BE STORED AT DESIGNATED STORAGE AREAS 

(EXCEPT FOR THE SMALL QUANTITY PERMITTED AT ICBM 
COMPLEXES AND MISSILE TEST SITES) AND ARE BANNED FROM 
ALL OTHER LOCATIONS . STORAGE AREAS MUST BE LOCATED A 
SPECIFIED DISTANCE FROM ICBM COMPLEXES. 

6. THE DELEGATION IS AUTHORIZED TO PROPOSE THE 
DEFINITIONS , COUNTING RULES , AND OTHER MEASURES 
CONTAINED IN THE INTERAGENCY PAPER "DEFINITIONS AND 
TYPE / COUNTING RULES FOR START" DATED OCTOBER 1 , 1982 . 

7 . NE W HEAVY MISSILES. DURING THE FIRST ROUND , THE 
DELEGATION PROPOSED A BAN ON "NEW HEAVY MISSILES . " IF 
THE SOVIETS AS K WHETHER THE PROPOSAL APPLIES TO ALL 
NEW HEAV Y MISSILES OR TO "NE W TYPES " OF HEAVY 
MISSILES , THE DELEGATION SHOULD POINT OUT THA T , UNDER 
THE US PROPOSAL WHICH CALLS FOR A SUBSTANTIAL 
REDUCTION OF HEAVY MISSILES IN PHASE ONE AND THEIR 
COMPLETE ELIMINATION IN PHASE TWO, WE CAN SEE NO 
JUSTIFICATION FOR PRODUCING ADDITIONAL HEAVY MISSILES 
UNDER THE AGREEMENT . (FYI . THE US POSITION IS TO BAN 
" NEW TYPES " OF HEAVY MISS I LES, BUT WE SEE NO NEED TO 
CLARIFY OUR POSITION AT THIS STAGE. END FYI . ) 

8 . DEFINING THROW-WEIGHT. THE DELEGATION SHOULD 
INDICATE TO THE SOVIETS THAT WE CONSIDER BALLISTIC 
MISSILE THROW-WEIGHT TO BE THE SUM OF THE WEIGHTS OF 
THE REENTRY VEHICLES (Rvsj' POST - BOOST VEHICLE 
(INCLUDING ITS FUEL) OR SIMILAR DEVICES FOR RELEASING 

OR DISPENSING RVS , AND ANY PENETRATION AIDS , INCLUDING 
THEIR RELEASE DEVICES. THE DELEGATION SHOULD INDICATE 
TO THE SOVIETS THAT THE US WILL PROPOSE AT A LATER 
DATE A METHOD OF DETERMINING THROW-WEIGHT . THE 
DELEGATION MAY INDICATE TO THE SOVIETS, THAT WE ARE 
CONSIDERING COUNTING RULES AND THE POSSIBILITY OF 
SPECIFYING IN THE AGREEMENT A COLLATERAL CONSTRAINT OR 
UNDERSTANDING DESIGNED TO PREVENT THE CIRCUMVENTI ON OF 
THE COUNTING RULE THROUGH THE TESTING OR DEPLOYMENT OF 
MISSILES THAT HAVE THE P OT EN T IAL TO CARRY MORE THROW
WEIGHT THAN THE MAXIMUM DEMONSTRATED VALUE FOR 
MISSILES OF THAT TYPE . 

9. DEFINING· HEAVY BOMBERS. THE DELEGATION SHOULD 
PROPOSE THAT , FOR EXISTING TYPES OF AIRCRAFT, THE 
SYSTEMS TO BE COVERED SHOULD BE SPECIFIED IN THE 
AGREEMENT (BEAR , BI SON, BACKFIRE, AND BLACKJACK FOR 
THE USSR; AND B-52 AND B-1 FOR THE U. S. j . FOR FUTURE 
TYPES , A FUTURE BOMBER AIRCRAFT TYPE WOULD BE 
ACC OUNTA BLE IN 
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START IF IT COULD CARRY OUT THE MISSION OF A HEAVY 
BOMBER IN A MANNER COMPARABLE TO THE EXISTING HEAVY 
BOMBERS PROPOSED FOR INCLUSION IN THE AGREEMENT BY THE 
US. THE DELEGATION MAY INDICATE TO THE SOVIETS THAT 
WE ARE CONSIDERING THE POSSIBILITY OF SPECIFYING IN 
THE AGREEMENT CRITERIA THAT WOULD HELP CLASSIFY FUTURE 
AIRCRAFT AS HEAVY BOMBERS . 

10. SCHEDULE OF REDUCTIONS . THE DELEGATION SHOULD 
STATE THAT THE US FAVORS A PHASED APPROACH TO 
ACHIEVING THE FORCE REDUCTIONS PROPOSED BY THE U.S. 
FOR THE FIRST PHASE OF START , WITH EQUAL INTERMEDIATE 
CEILINGS ' IMPOSED AT TWO-YEAR INTERVALS DURING A 
SPECIFIED PERIOD. THE REDUCTIONS WOULD BE CARRIED OUT 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH AGREED DISMANTLING AND DESTRUCTION 
PROCEDURES, WHICH THE U. S . WILL ADDRESS AT A LATER 
DATE. THE DELEGATION IS AUTHORIZED TO PRESENT THE 
FOLLOWING ILLUSTRATIVE SCHEDULE, WHICH DEMONSTRATES 
HOW REDUCTIONS FROM CURRENT FORCE LEVELS COULD BE 
A~HIEVED WITHIN 8 YEARS OF ENTRY INTO FORCE EIF). 
~YI. SINCE THE INTERMEDIATE CEILINGS ARE SENSITIVE 

TO THE FORCE LEVELS PREVAILING AT THE TIME OF EIF, WE 
WOULD NOT WANT TO COMMIT OURSELVES TO A PARTICULAR 
REDUCTION SCHEDULE AT THIS TIME. THE DELEGATION 
SHOULD BEAR THIS IN MIND IN PRESENTING THE 
ILLUSTRATIVE SCHEDULE. END FYI.) IF THE SOVIETS 
CRITICIZE THE CEILINGS ON DEPLOYED BALLISTIC MISSILES 
ON THE GROUNDS THAT THE FIRST TWO INTERMEDIATE 
CEILINGS ARE ABOVE THE CURRENT US LEVEL, THE 
DELEGATION SHOULD POINT OUT THAT US DEPLOYED MISSILES 
WOULD ALSO BE REDUCED DURING THIS PERIOD AS A RESULT 
OF THE REQUIRED REDUCTIONS IN BALLISTIC MISSILE 
WA RHEADS . 

DATE BALLISTIC 
MISSILE 
WARHEADS 

ICBM DEPLOYED 
WARHEADS BALLISTIC 

MISSILES 

HEAVY HEAVY / 
ICBMS MEDIUM 

ICBMS 

EIF PLUS 2 7000 5000 2000 260 
EIF PLUS 4 6400 4200 1650 210 
EIF PLUS 6 5700 3400 1250 160 
EIF PLUS 8 5000 2500 850 110 

670 
510 
360 
210 

11. DURATION. THE DELEGATION IS AUTHORIZED TO 
INDICATE THAT WE FAVOR AN AGREEMENT OF LONG DURATION 
AND THAT WE ARE CONSIDERING A NUMBER OF ALTERNATIVE 
APPROACHES . WE WOULD BE INTERESTED IN SOVIET VIEWS ON 
THE QUESTION OF DURATION. 

12 . FLIGHT-TEST DATA . THE DEL EGA TI ON SHOULD POI NT 
OUT THAT SOVIET PRACTICES IN THIS AREA ARE A MATTER OF 
CONCERN AND RAISE SERIOUS PROBLEMS FOR EFFECTIVE 
VERIFICATION OF STRATEGIC ARMS AGREEMENTS . FOR THIS 
REASON, WE CONSIDERED IT IMPORTANT IN THE OPENING 
ROUND TO RAISE THE ISSUE OF TELEMETRY ENCRYPT I ON. THE 
U.S. R E COGNIZ E S , HO WE VER , TH A T E NCRYPTION IS NOT THE 

ONLY MEANS OF DENYING ACCESS TO FLIGHT-TEST DATA, AND 
WILL, AT AN APPROPRIATE TIME , MA KE FURTHER DETAILED 
PROPOSALS REGARDING ACCESS TO FLIGHT-TEST DATA UNDER A 
START AGREEMENT. DAM 
BT 

SEERET -



BY 

DECLASSIFIED 

i' bl.l.Lt bk.. Lt:.'rfJ --k lkl ;.. 

-SEBREf 
NLRRcofe-1\ H / u ~ l\_:i7 'I 

'6:Mk NARA DATE ~/1,1t11 

PA GE 0 1 OF 02 
EOB826 

NATIONAL SEC,URITY COUNCIL 
MESSAGE CENTER 

USMISS I ON GENEV A 05 0 2 
AN0 09496 

DTG : 2 1 I 8542 OCT 82 
TOR : 2 9 4 / l 9 2 I Z 

511l\-(2T-

PS N: 027 0 7 1 
CSN : HCE 165 

DISTR I BUTION: BL AR-01 GAFF-01 POLL-0 1 
BOV- 01 L I NH -01 / 0 0 8 A2 

KRAM- 01 L ORD- 0 1 P I PE-01 

E 
X 
D 
I s 

E 
X 
D 
I s 

E 
X 
D 
I s 

E 
X 
D 
I s 

DI ST R I BUT! ON: I SEC- 0 I ST AR-00 BOV- 00 / 00 1 

WHTS ASS I GNED DIS TRIBU T ION : 
SIT: 
EOB: 

I 
OP I Mtv,ED 
ST U62 1·2 
DE RUFHG V # 0502 / 0 1 294 1 903 
0 211 8 542 OCT 82 
FM US MISSION GE NE VA 

TO SE CST ATE WASHDC IMMEDIATE 4064 

INFO AMEMBASSY MOSCOW IMMEDIATE 6270 
US MISSION USNATO IMMEDIATE 8388 
US NMR SH APE IMMEDIATE 

~ E 8 ~ET SECTION 01 OF 04 GENEVA 10502 

E XDIS 
AS SPECAT E XCLUSIVE 

A2 

MILIT ARY ADDR ESSEE HANDLE 
FOR ACD A/ DIRE CT OR ROSTO W; 
US ST AR T 

SHAPE / FOR GEN . ROGERS AND POLAD 

E . 0 . l 2 3 5 6 : DECL : OADR 
TAG S : P ARM, ST ART 
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1 . THI S IS ST ART II- 0 20 . SE CRET- - E NTI RE T E XT. 

2 , FOLLO WING IS TEXT OF SOVIET ST ATE ME NT DE L I VERED AT 
OC TOBER 21 , 1 982 PLEN ARY . 

3 . BEGI N TE XT: 
KARPOV ST ATE MENT, OC TOBER 21 , 1982 

MR, AMBASS ADOR , 
I 

TH E P ROPOS ALS ON QUA NTITATI VE REDUCTIONS 
OF THE S T R ATEGIC ARMS OF THE USSR AN D THE U. S . , T ABLED 
BY THE US SR DE L EG ATION AT T HESE NEGOTI ATIONS , CONSTITUTE 
ONE OF THE MOS T I MPORT AN T ELE MENTS OF T HE SOVIE T SIDE ' S 
AP PROACH TO RESOL VI NG THE QUES T IONS INVOLVED IN LIMITING 
AN D REDUCIN G STR AT EGIC ARMS , 

IMPL E ME NT AT ION OF T HE SE PROPOS ALS , NHICH ARE 
AI MED AT L OWERING THE LEVEL OF NUCLEAR CO NFRONT AT ION 
IN FULL ACCORD WITH THE PRINCIPLE OF EQU AL ITY AND 
EQUA L SECURITY , WOULD BE A MA JOR CO NTR I BUTION TO 
STRENGTHENING STR ATEGIC ST ABILIT Y AND RED UC ING THE 
THRE AT OF OU T BREA K OF NUCLE AR WA R, AN D THI S C ANN OT BUT 
SERVE T HE I NT ERES TS OF BOTH OUR ST ATES . 

AT T OD AY'S ME E T I N G T H E USS R DELE G A TI O N INTEND S T O 

P RESENT ITS CONSIDER ATIONS ON THIS QUESTION , WITHD UE 
REG ARD FOR T HE ONGOING E XCH ANGE OF VIE WS BET WEE N T HE 
DELEG ATIONS , 

II 
AS YOU KNO Y/, THE SOVIET UNION IS IN F AVOR OF HAVING 

THE FUTURE ACCORD PROVIDE FOR MUTUAL OBLIG ATIONS ON 
ST AGE-BY-ST AGE REDUCTION TO 1800 UNITS BY THE YE AR 199 0 
OF THE AGGREG AT E NU MBER OF STR ATEGIC DELIVER Y VEHICLES , 
TH AT I S : I CBM LAU NCHERS ; SLBM L AUNCHERS AND HE AVY 
BOMBE RS . WE HAV E AL SO PROPOSED THAT ST AGE-B Y-ST AGE 
REDUC TIO N ~O AGREED EQU AL LEVE LS OF THE AG GREG AT E NUMBER 
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OF NUCLEAR WE APONS ON STRATEGIC DELIVERY VEHICLES , AS 
WELL AS OF THE AGGREG ATE NUMBERS OF STRATEGIC DELIVERY 
VEHICLES EQUIPPED WITH MIRVS BE CARRIED OUT BY THE 
SAME DATE . I T GOES WI HOUT S AY I NG THAT IN THE COURSE 
OF THE NEGOTI ATIONS WE CO ULD AGREE UPON THE 
SPECIFIC FIGURES FOR THE SCOPE OF REDUCTIONS OF MIRVED 
STRATEGIC DELIVER Y VEHICLES AND ON AN APPROPRI ATE LEVEL 
FOR THEM. TODAY I WOULD ONLY LIKE TO EMPHASIZE THAT 
UNDER THE SOVIET APPROACH IT IS ASSUMED THAT THIS 
LEVEL MUST BE LOWER THAN THE LIMIT PROVIDED FOR IN 
THE SALT II TRE AT Y FOR THIS CATEGOR Y OF ARMS. 

THUS , IF ONE T AK ES AN OBJECTIVE VIEW OF THINGS , 
ONE CANNOT FAIL TO RECOGNIZE THAT IN TERMS OF THE 
SCOPE OF QU ANTITATIVE REDUCTIONS OF STRATEGIC ARMS , 
THE SOVIET SI DE IS PROP OSI NG MAJ OR , SIGNIFIC ANT, AN D 
FAR-RE ACHING REDUCTIONS . 

INDEED , FOR THE SOVIET UN I ON ALONE THIS WOULD 
MEAN REDUCTION OF THE OVERALL LE VL OF ITS STR ATEGIC 
DELIVERY VEHIC LES BY 700 UNITS , THAT IS, BY ALMOST 
ONE-THIRD . FOR THE U. S. , TOO, THERE WOULD BE QUITE 
SIGNIFICANT REDUCTIONS , THAT IS , ITS STRATEGIC DELIVERY 
VEHICLES WOULD BE REDU1CED BY ALMOST 500 UNITS . ONE SHOULD 
ALSO EMPHASIZE THE FAQT THAT T HE REDUCED LEVELS WE 
ARE PROPOSING WOULD Bi 450 UNI TS LO WER THAN THE CORRES
PONDI NG LE VEL EST ABLISHED UNDER THE SALT II TREATY , 
AND REDUCTIONS TO TH AT LEVEL WERE NOT I MPLEMENTED 
ONLY BEC AUSE THE U.S . REFUSED TO RATIF Y THE TREATY . 

HENCE IT IS CLEAR TH AT AT THE CURRENT NEGOTIA
TIONS . TOO , THE USSR IS ADVOCA T ING THAT THE STRATEGIC 
ARMS L IMITATION PROCESS WHICH BEG AN WITH THE CONCL USION 
OF THE FIRST SOVIET- U. S . 4. GREE MENTS IN THIS ARE A 
BE CO NTI NUED AND DE VELOPED SO THAT THE F UTURE ACCORD 
WIL L BE A MAJ OR S TEP IN THIS DI RECTION . 

PRECISEL Y SUC H 4. N OPP ORT U I TY IS CR E ATED BY THE 
P ROPOS ALS F OR QUANTI TAT IVE RED UCTIO NS , TABL ED BY 
TH E SOVIET SIDE , WHIC H ARE DIC TAT ED F RO M BEGINNI NG TO 
BT 
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END BY THE INTERESTS OF LOWERI NG THE LEVEL - OF NUCLEAR 
CONFRONTATION AND PREVENTING THE RIS K OF OUTBREA K OF 
NUCLEAR WAR. 

I I I 
MR . AMBASS ADOR , I THIS CON T EXT I WOULD ALSO L I KE 

ONCE AGAIN TO DIRECT YOUR ATTE NTION TO TH E E XI STE NC E 
OF U. S . F OR -N ARD-B ASED ~,UCL E AR S YS T E MS AS A F t, CT OR WHIC H 
HAS AN IM~ACT ON THE STRATEGIC SITUATION. 

IT IS SELF-EVIDENT THAT SINCE THE Y ARE CAP ABLE 
OF REACHING TARGETS ON THE TERRITORY OF THE USSR , 
ESSENTIALLY THESE SYSTEMS CONSTI T UTE AN ADDITION 
TO THE STRATEGIC POTENTIAL OF THE U.S., IN A SITUATION 
WHERE THE USSR HAS NO COMP ARABLE SYSTEMS . 

IT IS ALSO CLEAR THAT WITH REDUCTI ONS -- AND QUITE 
SI GNIFICANT REDUCTIONS AT THAT -- OF ICBM LAUNCHERS, 
SLBM LAUNCHERS AND HEAVY BOMBERS , FROM THE STANDPOINT 
OF THE STRATEGIC RELATION BETWEEN THE US S R AND THE 
U.S. THE RELATIVE WEIGHT OF U. S . FORWARD-BASED NUCLEAR 
SYSTEMS WOULD INCREASE GREATLY . 

THE SPECIFIC FIG URE FOR THE LEVEL OF REDUCTIONS 
OF STR ATEGIC DELI VERY VEHICLES PROPOSED BY THE SOVIET 
SIDE IS DICT ATED BY PRECISELY THIS OBJECTIVE FACT . 
UNDER PRESENT CONDITIONS , TAKING INTO ACCOUNT ,:HE 
EXISTENCE OF A LARGE NUMBER OF U. S. FORWARD-BASED 
NUCLEAR SYSTEMS CAPABLE OF REACHING OUR TERRITORY , 
THIS LEVEL CANNOT BE LOWER. 

NATURALLY , IN THE INTERESTS OF STRENGTHENING 
STRATEGIC STABILITY AN D MAINTAINING PARITY BETWEEN 
THE USSR AND THE U.S ., THE NEW ACCORD MUST NOT ALLOW 
THE POSSIBILITY OF CIRCUMVENTING IT THROUGH AN INCRE ASE 
IN U. S. FORWARD-BASED NUCLEAR SYSTEMS WHICH IN WESTERN 
EUROPE ALONE NUMBER MANY HUNDREDS OF NUCLEAR DELIVERY 
VEHICLES . PRECISELY FOR THIS REASON THE S OVIET APPROACH 
PR OVIDES THAT THE PROPOSED LEVEL OF REDUCTI ONS TO 
1800 UNITS COULD BE CARRIED OUT ON THE UND ERSTANDING 
THAT THE U.S . AT LEAST DOES NOT BUILD UP ITS OTHER 
NUCLEAR SYSTEMS CAPABLE OF REACHING S OVIET TERRITORY . 

THERE IS A SIMILAR INTERDEPENDENCE WITH RESPECT 
TO THE QUESTION OF FURTHER MEASURES TO LIMIT STRATEGIC 
ARMS . IN PROPOSING THAT NEGOTIATIONS ON FURTHER 
LOWERING THE LEVELS OF STRATEGIC DELIVERY VEHICLES 
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AND THE WEAP ONS ON THEM BE HELD FOLLOWIN G CONCLUSION 
OF THE ACC ORD CURRENTLY UNDER NEGOTIATION, THE SOVIET 
SIDE BELIEVES THAT THE SPECIFIC AMOUNTS OF SUCH 
FURTHER REDUCTIONS WOUL D DEPEND ON HOW THE QUESTION 
OF U.S . FOR WA RD-B ASED NUCL EAR SYSTEMS , INCL UDING 
THOSE IN EUROPE , IS SOLV ED . 

IN OTHER WORDS, EVEN THOUGH U. S . FOR WA RD-BASED 
NUCLEAR S YST EMS AR E NOT A SUBJECT OF DISCUSSION AT 
THESE NEG OTI ATIONS, THE FACT THAT THE U. ,S , HAS THEM 
AT ITS DISPOSA L CAN NOT BUT BE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT IN 
WOR KING OUT APPROP RIATE SOLUTIONS TO THE QUESTIONS 
OF LIMITING AND REDUCING STRATEGIC ARMS. 

IV 
AN IMPORT ANT FEATURE OF THE SOVIET APPROACH, 

WHI CH ALSO FOR MS THE FRAMEWORK FOR THE PROPOSALS 6N 
QUANTITATIVE REDUCTIONS OF STRATEGIC ARMS , IS ITS 
COMPREHENSI VE NA TURE WH ICH PROVIDES FOR THE NEE D TO 
COVER ALL SUCH ARMS AT THE DISPOSAL OF THE SIDES BY 
THE AGREE D MEASUR ES TO REDUCE , BAN, OR LIMIT THESE 
ARMS . 

SUCH AN APPROACH ENSUES FROM THE OB JECTIVE FACT 
THAT 1THERE ARE ABSOLUTEL Y NO GROUNDS FOR DIVIDING 
STR AT EGIC OFFE NSIVE ARMS INTO SOME ARTIFICIAL CATEGORIES 
BASED ON THE PRINCIPLE OF THEIR ALLEGE DLY UNEQUAL 
IMPACT ON THE ST ABILIT Y OF THE STR ATEGIC SITUATION . 

THE FACT IS TH AT TH E COMBAT CAPABILITIES OF 
STRATEGIC ARMS ARE CO NSTANTLY CO NVER GI NG, AND 
I NCIDE NTALL Y U. S . MI LITARY PROGR AMS GRAPHICALL Y 
DEMONSTRATE T HAT . THUS , T HERE ARE NO GROUNDS E VEN 
TO RAISE THE QUEST ION OF DIVIDI NG STRATEGIC DELIVER Y 
VEHI CLE S INTO TH OSE WHICH ARE SUPPOSEDL Y "MOR" OR 
" LESS " DEST ABI L IZING , OR E VEN SOME WH ICH ALLEGEDL Y 
HAV E A ST ABILI ZIN G ROLE AL TOGETHER . GI VE N GRE AT E R 
SCRUTINY , S UCH AN AP PROACH IS ESSENTIALLY T AN T AMOUN T 
TO ATTEMPTS TO DECL; RE THE BUILDUP OF CERT AI N TY PES 
OF STR ATEGIC ARMS TO BE LITTLE SHORT OF US EF UL IN 
TERMS OF SOLVI NG THE PR OBLEM OF REDUCING THE RIS K OF 

OUTBRE AK OF NUCLE AR WA R. ONE WOULD THIN K THERE IS 
NO NEED TO E XPLA I N I DET AI L THAT SUCH A POINT OF 
VIE W IS VER Y, VE RY FAR FROM MEETING THE OBJECTIVE OF 
LIMITING STRATEGIC ARMS AND ST RENGTHENIN G STRATEGIC 
ST ABILITY , AND , TO PUT IT BLUNTLY , IS CO NTRADICTORY 
BT 
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TO THAT OBJECTIVE AND AMOUNTS TO GRANTING DISPENSATION 
TO CONTINUE THE ARMS RACE WITH ALL ITS NEGATIVE 
CONSEQUENCES. 

AN OBJECTIVE ANALYSIS CONFIRMS THAT THE COMPRE
HENSIVE APPROACH OF THE USSR IS EQUITABLE. 

I F WE CONSIDER THE SPECIFIC CHARACTERISTICS OF 
VA RIO US TYPES OF STRATEGIC ARMS - .- ICB MS , SLBMS , 
HEAVY BOMBERS OR CRUISE MISSILES -- WE CANNOT BUT 
ADMIT THAT THEY DE MONSTRAT E TH AT FROM A PRACTICAL 
STANDPOINT SUCH ARMS AR E EQUALLY DANGEROUS IN TERMS 
OF THE CONSEQUE NCES OF THEIR USE IN THE EVENT A 
NUCLEAR WA R WERE UNLEASHED. THE COMBINATION OF CHARAC
TERISTICS WHICH EACH TYPE OF STRATEGIC ARMS HAS DOES 
NOT PERMIT ONE TO PLACE ONE TYPE OF SUCH ARMS OR 
AN OTHER INTO A SPECI AL, DEST ABILIZING CATEGORY . MORE
OVER , U. 5 . MILITARY PROGRAMS ARE AIMED AT GIVING ALL 
TYPES OF STRATEGIC ARMS THE ABILITY TO BE USED TO 
DELIVER A FIRST STRI KE. IT IS PRECISELY FOR THIS 
PURPOSE TH AT STEALTH TECHNOLOGY IS BEING DE VEL OPED 
FOR HEAVY BOMBERS AND LONG-R ANGE CRUISE MI SSI LES , 
CRUISE MISSILES ARE BEING GIVEN INCREASED AC CURACY , 
THE WARH E AD YIEL D AND THE FIRING ACCURA CY OF SLBMS 
IS BEING INCREASED , ETC . 

THIS IS WHY ALL STRATEGIC ARMS -- WIT HOUT ANY 
EXCEPTIONS AND WITHOUT DE LAYIN G THEIR CONSIDERATION 
UNTIL SOME UNSPECIFIED FUTURE TIME -- MUST BE SUBJECT 
TO LIMITATIONS AND REDUCTIONS , IF AT THESE NEGOTIATIONS 
WE ARE TO STRIVE FOR EFFECTIVE SOLUTIONS WHICH WOULD 
RESULT IN LOWE RING THE LEVEL OF NUCLEAR CONFRONTATION 
WH ILE MAIN TAINING A BALANCE IN THE SECURITY INTERESTS 
OF THE TWO SIDES . OTHERWISE , THE PRINCIPLE OF EQUALITY 
AND EQUAL SECURITY WOULD INEVITABLY BE VIOLATED , AND 
THE BASIS FOR COMP ARISON OF THE STRATEGIC POTENTIALS 
OF THE SIDES WOULD BE LIQUIDATED . THIS IS PRECISELY 
WHY SUCH AN AP PROACH CANNOT CREATE THE CONDITIONS 
NECESSARY FOR A MUTUALLY ACCEPTABLE ACCORD ON EFFECTIVE 
LIMITATION OF STRATEGIC AMS. MOREOVER , THE U. 5. 
PROPOSALS BASED ON SUCH AN APPROACH TA KE ON A CLEARLY 
ONE-SIDED CHARACTER : THE Y ARE AIMED NOT AT RE ACHING 
A JUST Ai'lD EQUIT ABLE ACCORD , BUT AT UPSETTING 
EST ABLISf-iED PARITY AND AT ENSURiNG OBV I OUS UNIL ATER AL 
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ADVANTAGE FOR THE U. S. , AS WE SPECIFICALLY STATED AT 
THE LAST MEETING OF THE DE L EGATIONS. 

MR. AMBASSADOR , SUCH IS THE RESPONSE OF THE USSR 
DELEGATION TO ONE OF THE QUESTIONS RAI SED IN THE 
U. S . DELEGATION'S S TA TEMENT AT THE OCTOBER 7 , 1 982 , 
MEETING. 

V 
AS WE HAVE REPEATEDLY EMPH ASIZED HERE , THE SOVIET 

PROPOSAL ON QUANTI TA TIVE LIMITATIONS OF STRATEGIC ARMS 
ENSURES EQUALIT Y BET WEEN THE SIDES AT ALL ST AGES OF 
REDUCTIONS . THIS WAY THE SECURITY I NTERESTS OF BOTH 
SIDES WOULD BE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT, AND EQU AL SECURITY 
IN A SITUATION WHERE THE LEVEL OF NUCLEAR CONFRONTATION 
WAS GRADUALLY LOWERED WOULD BE ENSURED . PRECISELY 
SUCH DEVELOPMENT OF THE STRATEGIC RELATION BETWEEN THE 
USSR AND THE U. S. WOULD BE ONE OF THE MAIN FACTORS IN 
THE CONSISTENT STRE NGTHENING OF STRATEGIC STABILITY . 

VI 
OUR PROPOSALS ON BANNING THE DEPLOYMENT OF LONG

RA NGE CRUISE MISSILES , REGARDLESS OF BASING MODE , 
AND ON PROHIBITING THE DEVELOPMENT , TESTING AND 
DEPLOYMENT OF ASBMS GO HAND IN HAND WITH THE PROPOSALS 
OF THE SOVIET SIDE ON QUANTITATIVE REDUCTIONS OF I 
STRATEGIC ARMS . 

0 

THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THESE PROPOSALS WITHIN THE 
FR AMEWOR K OF THE GENERAL APPROACH PROPOSED BY THE 
SOVIET SIDE WOULD MAK E IT POSSIBLE TO CREATE A SOL ID 
BARRIER TO A FUTURE STRA TEGIC ARMS RACE IN NEW AN D 
PREVIOUSL Y NON-EXISTENT DIRECTIONS , AND IT WOULD MAK E 
SURE THAT THE FUTURE ACCORD IS STABLE AND EFFECTIVE . 

VII 
MR . AMBASSADOR , THE USSR DELEG ATION BELIEVES IT 

ADVIS ABLE TH AT I N ORDER TO ENSURE A MORE P URPOSEF UL 
DISCUSSION OF THE ABOVE- ME NT IONED PRO VISIONS ON 
T~ E QUANTIT ATI VE LI MI TA TI ON OF S TRATEGIC ARM S , TH E SE 
P ROVISIONS BE CO NSIDERED WITHI N THE FRA ME WOR K OF THE 
DOCUMENT ON THE BASIC PRINCIPLES OF AN ACCORD BET WEEN 

THE USSR AND THE U. S . . THE DRAFT OF WHICH WAS T ABLED 
AT THE OC TOBER 7 , 1 982 , MEETING . 
BT 
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BUREAU OF INTELLIGENCE AND RESEARCH - ANALYSIS - OCTOBER 8, 1982 

1. MOSCOW'S PUBLIC STANCE ON ARMS CONTROL 

The Soviets opened the current rounds in START, INF, and MBF 
by taking a sharp public line. Gromyko at the UNGA and Brezhnev 
in a "peace" statement earlier this week likewise accentuated 
the alleged dangers of us nuclear an~ defense policies. Moscow 
appears to be trying to maximize domestic US and Allied pressure 
on Washington by asserting that present US positions hold no hope 
of producing agreements. · 

* * * 

Nothing in the individual Soviet statements represents a 
departure from the previous line. Coming together over a rela
tively short time, however, they accentuate the negative in the 
Kremlin's opening public posture for the current rounds of nego
tiations. Sensing a continued firm US stance, Moscow is attempt
ing to shift public pressure, and the obligation to move first, 
onto Washington. But the Kremlin's present posture does not 
preclude eventual concessions, which historically have been pre
ceded by a show of unbending inflexibility. 

Moscow's most pres·sing goql is to upset NATO's INF deploy
ment timetable. The stiff statements in Geneva by Soviet START 
and INF negotiators reflect a -concerted effort to create the 
impression that negotiations are stalled and that Washington is 
at fault. For now, the Kremlin seems to be betting that West 
European public opinion, especially in the FRG, eventually will 
blame the US for lack of progress and create enough pressure at 
least to delay the INF deployment schedule. 

Moscow probably regards its opening position in START as it~ 
strong suit for public relations purposes. Soviet commentators 
already have urged European audiences to press the US for move
ment on START, which would then set the stage for progress in t he 
INF talks. Central Committee official Falin's disclosure last 
week that Moscow is proposing a 25 percent cut in existing stra
tegic nuclear weapons probably marked the beginning of a more 
concentrated effort to sell the Soviet START position to inforrnec 
public opinion. 

Moscow will continue to pitch much of its public campaign tc 
popular concerns in West Germany. It probably sees in Genscher•~ 
retention of the foreign affairs portfolio a sign that there wil: 
not be a sudden· discontinuity in West German arms control pol i c i~ 
The Kremlin probably believes that between now and the elections 
next March, the new coalition in Bonn will not want to be seen b, 
the electorate as insensitive to the advantages of detente. 

On I NF, Moscow will argue that it has already made adjus t 
ments in its original position to meet US concerns but that t he 
US has held stubbornly to its one-sided "zero" outcome proposal. 
Tough Sov iet stat~ments do not, however, preclune a gaudy new 
initiative as the Gernan elect i ons approach, desiq nea to encour
age "accommoaationist" sentiment in the FRG. 

- ' 
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FOR ACDA / DIRECTOR ROSTOW; SHAPE / FOR GEN ROGERS 
USSTART 
E . 0 . 12356 : DECL : 8 / 12 / 02 (ROWNY, E. L.) OR-0 
TAGS : PARM START 
SUBJECT : (U) END-OF-ROUND REPORT: START 

I. THIS IS START-091. SECRET--ENTIRE TEXT. 

AND POLAD 

2 . OUR PRIMARY OBJECTIVE DURING THE OPENING ROUND OF 
START WHICH ENDED ON AUGUST 12 WAS TO SET FORTH THE US 
PROPOSAL AS OUTLINED BY PRESIDENT REAGAN ON MAY 9 IN 
EUREKA . WE EXPLAINED THE MAJOR CRITERIA ON WHICH OUR 
PROPOSAL IS BASED : STABILITY, EQUALITY, REDUCTIONS , AND 
EFFECTIVE VERIFICATION. WE POINTED OUT THAT THE SOVIET 
BUILDUP OF HIGHLY ACCURATE ICBMS CAPABLE OF A DISARMING 
FIRST STRIKE AGAINST US ICBMS HAS BROUGHT ABOUT A DE
STABILIZING SITUATION. IT IS OUR INTENTION IN START 
TO ENCOURAGE FORCE STRUCTURES IN BOTH THE US AND THE 
USSR WHICH ARE MORE STABILIZING. WE MADE IT CLEAR THAT 
WE ARE NOT SEEKING IDENTICAL FORCE STRUCTURES , BUT 
RATHER EQUALITY IN THE MOST SIGNIFICANT MEASURES OF 
STRATEGIC CAPABILITY . WE REJECTED THE SOVIET CONCEPT 
OF "EQUALITY AND EQUAL SECURITY" AS A BASIS FOR START 
AGREEMENT BECAUSE THEY USE IT TO JUSTIFY SOVIET 
CLAIMS TO A RIGHT TO A GREATER STRATEGIC CAPABILITY THAN 
OURS . THROUGHOUT, WE STRESSED THAT OUR PROPOSAL 
CALLS FOR SUBSTANTIAL REDUCTIONS TO EQUAL AND VERIFIABLE 
LEVELS . 

3. ONCE WE HAD LAID OUT THE US CRITERIA, WE PRESENTED 
THE DETAILED ELEMENTS OF THE US PROPOSAL : 
- A PHASED APPROACH; HIGHEST PRIORITY ON THE MOST 

DESTABfLfziNG STRATEGIC SYSTEMS NAMELY , 
BALLISTIC MISSILES. 

FIASI PHASE 
--- 5 , 000 WARHEADS ON DEPLOYED BALLISTIC MISSILES , 

NO MORE THAN 2 , 500 OF WHICH WOULD BE ICBM 
WARHEADS . 

DECLASSIFIED 

NLRRrok-Ll4ln ~l\5gb 
. . 

~ECRET - BY \Cf1L NARA DA~'l/24/.'I 

A1 
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--- 850 AGGREGATE CEILING ON DEPLOYED ICBMS 
AND SLBMS . 

--- THREE COLLATERAL CONSTRAINTS : 
NO MORE THAN 110 HEAVY ICBMS ; 
A BAN ON NEW HEAVY MISSILES ; 
NO MORE THAN 210 HEAVY AND MEDIUM 
ICBMS . 

IF THE SOVIETS ACCEPTED SUBSTANTIAL REDUCTIONS 
IN BALLISTIC MISSILES AND COUNTED THE BAC K
FIRE , WE COULD AGREE TO EQUAL NUMBERS OF 

HEAVY BOMBERS IN THE FIRST PHASE . 
CEILING OF APPROXIMATELY 200 KG ON THE MASS 
OF REENTRY VEHICLES ON NEW BALLISTIC MISSILE 
SYSTEMS AND LIMITS OF 10 WARHEADS ON ICBMS 

AND 14 ON SLBMS . 
EFFECTIVE VERIFICATION IS ESSENTIAL INCLUDING , 
WHENEVER NECESSARY , GOING BEYOND NTM. 
STRESSED THE IMPORTANCE OF DATA EXCHANGE AND 
PROPOSED A BAN ON ALL ENCRYPTION OF TELEMETRY 
DURING FLIGHT-TESTING. 

4 . THE SOVIETS PRESENTED THREE SETS Pf FBPfQSAI S: 

BT 

FIRST, A FREEZE ON THE NUMBERS AN□ MPPfRNIZAilPN 
OF STRATEGIC ARMS, WHICH WE REJECTED . 
SECOND , PHASED REDUCTIONS IN ICBM AND SLBM LAUNCHERS 
AND HEAVY BOMBERS TO A LEVEL OF 1, 800 BY THE YEAR 
1990 . (THEY CONDITIONED THEIR PROPOSAL ON NO IN
CREASE IN SO-CALLED "FBS . ") THEY SAID THEY WOULD 
REDUCE THE AGGREGATE LEVEL OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS ON 
SYSTEMS LIMITED BY THEIR PROPOSAL, BUT 

- SECRET 
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EXDIS 
REFUSED TO SPECIFY THE NUMBER PENDING " RESOLUTION" 
OF THE CRUISE MISSILE ISSUE . THE Y ALSO CALLED 
FOR A BAN ON ALL CRUISE MISSILES AND ASBMS OVER 
600 KM. 
THE REDUCTIONS WOULD BE ACCOMPANIED BY RESTRIC
TIONS ON MODERNIZ ATION , FOCUSING MAINLY ON SEA
BASED SYSTEMS . THEIR PROPOSAL WOULD PREVENT MOST 
OF OUR PROGR AMS BUT ALLOW MOST OF THEIRS TO GO 
AHE AD. 
THIRD , A SERIES OF CONFIDENCE-BUILDING MEASURES I 
AS PART OF A START AGREEMENT . 

SECOND PHASE 
A DIRECT AND EQUAL LIMIT ON BALLISTIC MISSILE 
THROW-WEIGHT BELOW THE CURRENT US LEVEL . 
CONSIDER, IN THE SECOND PHASE , REDUCTIONS IN 
HEAVY BOMBERS AND OTHER CONSTRAINTS ON SLOW
FL YI NG SYSTEMS . 

5 . THE SOVIETS DID NOT CALL FOR COMPENSATION FOR BRITISH 
AND FRENCH FORCES IN START. THEY DID , HOWEVER , INDICATE 
THEY WOULD , UNDER SOME CIRCUMSTANCES , ~EEK COMPENSATION 
FOR CHINESE NUCLEAR FORCES . WE TOLD THEM THAT THIRD 
COUNTRY FORCES WOULD NOT BE INCLUDED OR COMPENSATED 
FOR. AS IN THE PAST , THE SOVIETS SAID THERE SHOULD 
BE A NON-CIRCUMVENTION AND NON-TRANSFER PROVISION. WE 
RESPONDED IN POST-PLENARY THAT WE WOULD NOT CHANGE 
EXISTING PATTERNS OF COOPERATION WITH OUR ALLIES . 

6 . IT IS EVIDEN T T H A T THERE AR E CON S ID E R A B L E DIFFERENCE S 
BETWEEN THE US AND THE SOVIET POSITIONS . WE TOLD THE 
SOVIETS THAT THE BASIC DEFICIENCY OF THEIR APPROACH IS 
THAT IT CONTAINS NO OBJECTIVE AND COHERENT CONCEPT 

I
FOR ENHANCING THE STABILITY OF THE US-SOVIET STRATEGIC 
RELATIONSHIP . IN CONTRAST TO OUR APPROACH , THEIRS 
PROVIDES NO INCENTIVE TO MOVE AWAY FROM RELIANCE UPON 
DESTABILIZING SYSTEMS . WE TOLD THE SOVIETS THEY FAIL TO 
RECOGNIZE: (1) THE DESTABILIZING NATURE OF ICBMS , 
~> THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN FAST FLYING AND SLOW-FLYING 
s~s. (3) THE IMPOR I Ai\JCE OF BA[Lfsttc MISS!LE THR'OW-

SEBRET -
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WEIGHT AS A MEASURE OF STRATEGIC CAPABILITY , AND (4) 

THE CURRENT ASYMMETRIES IN DESTRUCTIVE CAPABILITY CANNOT j 
BE ALLOWED TO CONTINUE . 

7. THE SOVIET PROPOSAL CALLS FOR REDUCTIONS OF ONLY 20 
PERCENT FROM THE HIGH AGGREGATE LEVEL OF SALT II (2250) . 
MOREOVER , BY FAILING TO USE PROPER UNITS OF ACCOUNT , THEIR 
REDUCTIONS WOULD NOT HAVE A MAJOR IMPACT ON THE DESTRUCTIVE 
CAPABILITIES OF STRATEGIC FORCES . FINALLY , THE SOVIET 
PROPOSAL WOULD NOT CHANNEL MODERNIZATION IN A WAY THAT 
PROMOTES STABILITY AND REDUCES THE RIS K OF NUCLEAR WAR . 

8. WE TOLD THE SOVIETS THAT OUR PROPOSAL , BY CONTRAST , 
PROMOTES STABILITY AND REDUCES THE RISK OF NUCLEAR WAR 
THROUGH SUBSTANTIAL REDUCTIONS TO EQUAL LEVELS IN THE 
MOST SIGNIFICANT MEASURES OF STRATEGIC CAPABILITY . WE 
SAID BOTH NATIONS WOULD STAND TO BENEFIT FROM THE US 
PROPOSAL. UNDER OUR PROPOSAL WE WOULD BOTH HAVE TO 
REDUCE BALLISTIC MISSILE WARHEADS BY ABOUT ONE-THIRD. 
THE US WOULD HAVE TO REDUCE ITS DEPLOYED BALLISTIC 
MISSILES BY ABOUT ONE-HALF, THE SOVIETS WOULD HAVE TO 
REDUCE MORE DEPLOYED BALLISTIC MISSILES AND MORE ICBM 
WARHEADS, BUT THIS SIMPLY REFLECTS THE FACT THAT THE 
SOVIETS HAVE BUILT UP MORE . WE WILL HAVE TO REDUCE 
MORE SLBM WARHEADS, BUT THE ONGOING SOVIET PROGRAMS TO 
DEPLOY NEW MIRVED SLBMS ON D~LTA AND TYPHOON CLASS 
SUBMARINES WILL ALLOW THE SOVIETS TO BUILD UP TO THE 
2 , 500 LEVEL . 

9 . ALTHOUGH THERE ARE SOME TENTATIVE SIGNS OF SIMILARITY 
IN OUR POSITIONS , THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN US ARE SERIOUS 
AND FUNDAMENTAL . IN CONTRAST TO THE EARLY ROUNDS OF 
SALT , HOWEVER , THE SOVIETS CAME PREPARED TO GET INTO 
SPECIFICS EARLY IN THE TAL KS . THE SOVIET DELEGATION 
ADOPTED A BUSINESSLIKE TONE AND, FOR THE MOST PART , 

AVOIDED POLEMICS . AS A RESULT , WE ARE CONSIDERABLY 
FURTHER ALONG IN UNDERSTANDING EACH OTHER ' S POSITION THAN 
WE WERE AT AN "EQUIVALENT STAGE IN THE SALT NEGOTI-
ATIONS . I ATTRIBUTE THIS TO THREE REASONS . FIRST, THE 
SOVIETS , IN MY OPINION, WANT (AND MAY NEED) AN AGREEMENT . 
SECOND , THEY WERE CAUGHT OFF-GUARD BY THE BOLDNESS AND 
APPEAL OF OUR START PROPOSAL OUTLINED BY THE PRESIDENT 
IN EURE KA ON MAY 9 . AND THIRD, KARPOV AND I KNOW 
BT 
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EXDIS 
EACH OTHER AND HAVE DEBATED MOST OF THE ISSUES IN SALT II. 

10. WE HAVE PROPOSED TO THE SOVIETS A SOUND AND EQUITABLE 
APPROACH TO ACHIEVING A STRATEGIC ARMS REDUCTION AGREE
MENT . WE HAVE SPELLED OUT , IN DETAIL , THE ADVANTAGES OF 
THE US PROPOSAL . WE HAVE POINTED OUT THAT OUR PROPOSAL 
REQUIRES SUBSTANTIAL REDUCTIONS IN THE MORE DESTABILIZING 
SYSTEMS . WE HAVE ADOPTED MEANINGFUL UNITS OF ACCOUNT AND 
CALLED FOR EQUAL QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE LIMITS ON 
BALLISTIC MISSILES . WE TOLD THE SOVIETS WE HAVE SERIOUS 
PROBLEMS WITH THEIR PROPOSAL AND AT THE CLOSE OF THE ROUND 
WE STRONGLY URGED THEM TO REEVALU ATE THEIR POSITION. 

11. IN CONCLUSION, I THINK THERE ARE THREE COURSES OF 
ACTION WE MUST PURSUE SIMULTANEOUSLY IF WE ARE TO PRE
SERVE OUR SECURITY AND MOVE TOWARD A SATISFACTORY START 
AGREEMENT . FIRST. AND MOST IMPORTANT, WE NEED TO KEEP 
OUR DEFENSE PROGRAMS INTACT. NOTHING WILL IMPRESS 
THE SOVIETS MORE THAN THE KNOWLEDGE THAT WE HAVE THE 
WILL AND RESOLVE TO FUND THE PROGRAMS WE NEED FOR FORCE 
MODERNIZATION . THEREFORE , ONLY WHEN THE SOVIET LEADER
SHIP IS CONVINCED THAT WE WILL MATCH THEM WILL THEY 
SIGN AN AGREEMENT . SECOND Wf "IFED A SIISIAJNfQ Pl/Bl IC 
INFORMATION CAMPAIGN WHICH KEEPS BEFORE THE PUBLIC 
T HAT OUR IS BETTER THAN THEIR . THE 
S UST NOT BE ALLOWED TO RECOVER TH ADITIONAL 
PROPAGANDA EDGE . THIRD

1 
WE NEED TO MAINTAIN A FIRM, 

REASONABLE AND PATIENT POSTURE Al IRE NEGOIIAIING 
TABLE . -
12 . THE US POSITION IS A REASONABLE ONE . IT SEEKS TO 
REDUCE THE RISK OF NUCLEAR WAR BY FOCUSING FIRST ON THE 
MOST DESTABILIZING WEAPONS . THE SOVIET POSITION , BY 
CONTRAST , WOULD SIMPLY PRESERVE CURRENT DESTABIL-
IZING SOVIET ADVANTAGES. THE ESSENCE OF ANY NEGOTIATION 
IS TO BUILD ON COMMON GROUND . NEVERTHELESS , IT IS 
ENTIRELY PREMATURE TO BELIEVE THAT THE SOVIETS HAVE PRE
SENTED US WITH SUFFICIENT POSITIVE POINTS FOR US TO BEGIN 
MAKING CONCESSIONS . EXPERIENCE IN PAST ARMS CONTROL 

~EERET 
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TAL KS HAS SHOWN THAT WHEN THE US SEEKS POINTS OF 
COMPROMISE PREMATURELY THE SOVIETS SIMPLY OIG IN THEIR 
HEELS AND THEN RAISE THEIR DEMANDS . DURING THE NEXT 
ROUND , WHICH OPENS IN GENEVA OCTOBER 6 , I THINK WE SHOULD 
CONTINUE TO ELABORATE , IN A FIRM AND PATIENT MANNER , THE 
US POSITION AN D TO DEMONSTRATE HOW IT BENEFITS BOTH 
OUR NATIONS . BUT IN THE FINAL ANALYSIS MY SUCCESS WILL 
DEPEND ON THE MAINTENANCE OF OUR DEFENSE PROGRAMS AND 
ON HOLDING OUR CURRENT ADVANTAGE IN THE PUBLIC RELATIONS 
ARENA . ROWN Y 
BT 
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8 i 8 R ■ T SECTION 01 OF 02 MOSCOW 09536 

EXDIS 
USSTART 
USINF 
NOFORN/WNINTEL 
E. 0. 12356: DECL: 8 / 6/02 
TAGS: MNUC, PARM 
SUBJECT: MIL' SHTEYN COMMENTS ON START AND INF 

PIPE-01 RENT-01 

1. (Sl SUMMARY: THE USA INSTITUTE' s MIL' SHTEYN HAS I 
ASSERTED TO US THAT: ll THE SALT II LIMIT OF ONE 
NEW ICBM TYPE SHOULD BE RETAINED IN START , 21 THE 
USSR COUNTS UNCOMPLETED ss-20 BASES AS OPERATIONAL, THUS 
THE U. S. IS WRONG IN CLAIMING THAT SINCE BREZHNEV'S 
ANNOUNCEMENT OF THE UNILATERAL MORATORIUM THE USSR 
HAS DEPLOYED MORE ss-20s CAPABLE OF HITTING EUROPE. 
END SUMMARY. 

2. (Cj ON AUGUST 6 USA INSTITUTE DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
RADOMIR BOGDANOV, DEPARTMENT CHIEF LT. GENERAL (RET. 
MIKHAIL MIL' SHTEYN, AND SECTOR CHIEF YURIY DAVYDOV 
RECEIVED VISITING DEPARTMENT OFFICERS KALNER AND MODISETT 
AND THE EMBASSY'S ARMY ATTACHE AND POLITICO-MILITA~Y 
OFFICER. THE DISCUSSION FOCUSED ON POLAND (REPORTED 
SEPARATELY! AND START / INF ISSUES. 

4. (Cl IN RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS ON THE SOVIET VIEW 
OF START/INF ISSUES, MIL' SHTEYN MADE THE FOLLOWING 
COMMENTS OF INTEREST: 

THE SALT II LIMIT OF ONE NEW ICBM TYPE IS ONE 
OF THE "POSITIVE ELEMENTS" OF SALT II WHICH 
SHOULD BE PRESERVED IN START. 
SINCE BREZHNEV'S ANNOUNCEMENT OF THE UNILATERAL 
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MORATORIUM ON DEPLOYMENTS OF SS-205 CAPABLE 
OF STRIKING EUROPE , NO NEW 55-205 HAVING THIS 
CAPABILITY HAVE BEEN DEPLOYED AND NO NEW BASES 
FOR SUCH MISSILES HAVE BEEN CONSTRUCTED. THUS 
RICHARD BURT'S ASSERTIONS TO THE CONTRARY ARE 
" WRONG." (COMMENT: IN RESPONSE TO A QUESTION 
WHETHER THE USSR CONSIDERED UNCOMPLETED SS-20 
BASES AS OPERATIONAL , MIL ' SHTEYN RESPONSED 
AFFIRMATIVELY. MOMENTS LATER HE ASKED THAT THIS 
REMARK "BE FORGOTTEN. "j 
THE USSR IS FOR PRESERVING THE ABM TREATY. 
(COMMENT: MIL' SHTEYN PRESSED TO LEARN THE U. S. 

POSITION AT THE ABM TREATY REVIEW BUT EMBOFF 
DEFLECTED THE QUESTION. j 
START AND INF TAL KS MUST BE CLOSELY LINKED. 

COMMENT 

1
5. (S / NF / WNl MIL ' SHTEYN' S ASSERTION ABOUT ONE NEW 
ICBM TYPE IS THE FIRST INDICATION WE HAVE HEARD HERE 
THAT THE USSR MIGHT STILL BE WILLING TO FOREGO THE 
DEPLOYMENT OF MORE THAN ONE NEW ICBM. THIS WOULD 
MEAN CHOOSING BETWEEN THE TWO ICBMS NOW UNDER 
DEVELOPMENT , THE NEW MEDIUM OR THE NEW SMALL MOBILE. 

6. ~j MIL' SHTEYN' S EXPLANATION OF SOVIET 55-20 
DEPLOYMENTS IS NOT INCONSISTENT WITH BREZHNEV'S 
UNILATERAL MORATORIUM ANNOUNCEMENT LAST MARCH OR WITH 
THE SUBSEQUENT CAREFULLY WORDED U. S. STATEMENTS . 
THE SOVIETS HAVE ' NOT BEEN AS EXPLICIT PUBLICLY AS 
MIL ' SHTEYN WAS PRIVATELY. IF THE SOVIETS PERCEIVE 
THE CREDIBILITY IN EUROPE OF THEIR PROPAGANDA ON THE 
MORATORIUM TO ERODE FURTHER, HOWEVER, THEY MIGHT GO 
NOTE : RAISED TO EXDIS PER 550 MEMO 7 / 29 / 71. 
BT 
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PI P E--01 

EXDIS / USSTART USNATO FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY B RT ONLY 
E. 0 . 12065 : RDS-3 06 / 28 / 88 (GREY, R. l 
TAGS : P AR~ START 
SUBJECT: START INSTRUCTIONS 

1. (Btef1ET ENTIRE TEXT! 

2. THE FOLLOWING IS GUID ANCE FOR THE US DELEGATION FOR 
THE INITIAL ROUND OF NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE USSR ON 
STRATEGIC ARMS REDUCTIONS (START), BEGINNING JUNE 29 , 
1 982. 

3 . THE PRIMARY US OB J ECTIVES FOR THE ROUND ARE : 

TO MA KE CLEAR TO THE SOVIETS THAT THE US GOAL IN 
S TRAT EGIC ARMS NEGOTIATIONS IS TO ENHA NCE DETERRENCE 
AND TO ACHIEVE ST ABILIT Y THROUGH S UBST ANTIAL REDUCTIONS 
IN BALLISTIC MISSI LES , ESPECIALL Y ICBMS . 

- - TO EMPHA SIZE THE BASIC DIFFEREN CE BETWE EN SLOW
FL YING , CLEA RLY S ECON D- STR I KE SY S TEMS AND THE MORE 
DESTABILIZING BAL L ISTIC MISSILES . THE CLEAR AND 
PRIMARY FOCUS OF THE START NEGOTI ATIONS SHOU L D BE TO 

ACHIEVE A SIGNIFIC ANT REDUCTION I N THE DESTRUCTIVE 
CAPABILITY OF BALLISTIC MISSILES , ESPECIALLY ICBMS , BY 
REDUCING THE NUMBER OF SUCH MI SSILES, T HE NUMBER OF 
WARHE ADS THEY CARRY , AND THEIR OVERALL DESTRUCTIVE 
POTENTIAL . 

-- TO PROPOSE A PHASED APPROACH TO THE START 
NEGOTIATION, AND TO SET FORTH ELEMENTS OF THE US 
POSITION. 

-- TO OBTAIN A CLEAR UNDERSTANDING OF THE SOVIET 
APPROACH . 

4 . THE DELEGATION SHOULD SET FORTH THE FOLLOWING 
PRINCIPLES WHICH UNDERLIE THE US APPROACH TO START : 

-- AN AGREEMENT SHOULD PROVIDE FOR EQUALITY. 

-- AN AGREEMENT SHOULD PROVIDE FOR SUBSTANTIAL 
REDUCTIONS ON EACH SIDE TO EQUAL CEILINGS BELOW CURRENT 

SESREl-
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LEVELS OF FORCES. 

-- AN AGR E EMENT SHOULD PROMOTE STABILITY BY PLACING 
SPECIAL LIMITATIONS ON ICBMS, WHICH ARE THE MOST 
DESTABILIZING SYSTEMS. 

-- AN AGREEMENT SHOULD PROVIDE FOR EFFECTIVE 
VERIFICATION, USING COUNTING RULES , COLLATERAL 
CONSTRAINTS , NATIONAL TECHNICAL MEANS , AND COOPERATIVE 
MEASURES WHERE APPROPRIATE, AND SHOULD INCL UDE 
DISCLOSURE OF DATA BY EACH SIDE ON ITS FORCES . 

5. THE US DELEGATION SHOULD PROPOSE A PHASED APPROACH 
TO START. THE FIRST PHASE SHOULD FOCUS ON BALLISTIC 
MISSILES. THE DELEGATION SHOULD SEEK SOVIET AGREEMENT 
TO THE FOLLOWING ELEMENTS OF THE US POSITION FOR THE 
FIRST PHASE OF THE NEGOTIATION: 

-- A LIMIT OF 5000 WARHEADS ON DEPLOYED BALLISTIC 
MISSILES ON EACH SIDE . 

-- LIMIT ICBM WARHEADS TO NO MORE THAN ONE-HALF OF THIS 
TOTAL . 
-- A LIMIT OF 850 DEPLOYED BALLISTIC MISSILES CTCBMS, 
SLBMS , AND ASBMS) . 
-- A COMBINED LIMIT OF 210 DEPLOYED HEAVY AND MEDIUM 
ICBMS . 

-- A SUBCEILI~G OF 110 DEPLOYED HEAVY ICBMS <THE SAME 
PROPORTION AS '. IN CURRENT SOVIET FORCES). 

-- A BAN ON NEW HEAVY MISSILES DURING THE FIRST PHASE 
OF NEGOTIATIONS . A BAN ON ALL HEAVY MISSILES IN THE 
SECOND , PHASE . 

A LIMIT ON THE WEIGHT OF RVS ON NEW MISSILE SYSTEMS 
TO APPROXIMATELY 200 KG. 

A LIMIT ON THE NUMBERS OF RVS THAT COULD 
OR DEPLOYED TO 10 ON ICBMS AND 14 ON SLBMS. 
RESPECT TO THIS PROVISION THE DELEGATION IS 
TO GR ANDFATHER THE 55-18. 

BE TESTED 
WITH 

AUTHORIZED 

-- AGREED RULES GOVERNING THE PHASING OF REDUCTIONS TO 
ESTABLISH EQUAL INTERMEDIATE CEILINGS AT AGREED 
INTERVALS. 

-- EFFECTIVE MEASURES TO ASSURE VERIFICATION OF THE 
ABOVE LIMITATIONS . 

6. THE DELEGATION SHOULD EXPLAIN THAT WE HAVE 
EXPRESSED THESE LIMITS IN TERMS OF DEPLOYED BALLISTIC 
MISSILES AND THEIR WARHEADS BECAUSE THESE ARE IMPORTANT 
MEASURES OF MILITARY CAPABILITY, AND ARE APPROPRIATE 
UNITS OF ACCOUNT FOR STRATEGIC ARMS REDUCTIONS . THE 
DELEGATION SHOULD INDICATE THAT, TO FACILITATE 
MONITORING OF THOSE LIMITS, COUNTING RULES AND 
DEFINITIONS SHOULD BE DEVELOPED THAT ASSOCIATE DEPLOYED 
MISSILES, WARHEADS, AND LAUNCHERS. THE DELEGATION 
SHOULD INDICATE THAT WE WILL BE PROPOSING SPECIFIC 
COUNTING RULES AND DEFINITIONS AT A LATER DATE. 

7 . THE DELEGATION SHOULD INDICATE TO THE SOVIETS THAT 
WE INTEND IN THE NEGOTIATIONS TO DEAL WITH THE PROBLEMS 
POSED BY NON-DEPLOYED MISSILES . THE DELEGATION SHOULD 

- SECRET 
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POINT OUT THAT NON-DEPLOYED MISSILES HAVE THE POT~NTIAL 
TO AUGMENT THE STRATEGIC CAPABILITY PROVIDED BY 
DEPLOYED MISSILES. PENDING FURTHER GUIDANCE, THE 
DELEGATION CAN USE DISCRETION TO DISCUSS TH~ PROB LEMS 
NOTED ABOVE , (E.G., RECONSTITUTION, REFIRE, RAPID 

RELOAD , BREAKOUT) . HOWEVER, DELEGATION SHOULD NOT 
DISCUSS SPECIFIC PROPOSALS FOR RESOLVING THESE 
PROBLEMS, OR TAKE ACTIONS WHICH PREJUDICE INTERNAL USG 
RESOLUTION OF THIS ISSUE. 

8. THE DELEGATION SHOULD MAKE CLEAR TO THE SOVIETS 
THAT THE FIRST PHASE LIMITS ON BALLISTIC MISSILES AND 
BALLISTIC MISSILE WARHEADS SHOULD RESULT IN A 
SIGNIFICANT REDUCTION IN TOTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE THROW
WEIGHT. THE US INTENDS TO NEGOTIATE DIRECT LIMITS ON 
THROW-WEIGHT AT EQUAL AND FURTHER REDUCED LEVELS ~ELOW 
THE CURRENT US LEVEU AS A MAJ OR PORTION OF THE SECOND 
PHASE OF START NEGOTIATIONS . THE US APPROACH IS 
THEREFORE TO USE INDIRECT MEANS IN THE FIRST PHASE, AND 
DIRECT MEANS IN THE SECOND PHASE , TO REDUCE, AND THEN 
ELIMINATE , THE SOVIET ADVANTAGE IN BALLISTIC MISSILE 
THROW-WE I GHT. 

9. THE DELEGATION SHOULD DECLARE THE US INTENT IN THE 
SECOND PHASE: (ll TO SEEK DIRECT REDUCTIONS IN 
BALLISTIC MISSILE THROW-WEIGHT TO EQUAL LEVELS BELOW 
THE CURRENT US LEVELS; (2) TO CONSIDER FURTHER 
REDUCTIONS IN BALLISTIC MISSILE FORCES; AND (3) TO 
CONSIDER REDUCTIONS AND OTHER CONSTRAINTS ON SLOW
FLYING SYSTEMS . THE SECOND PHASE OF THE ONGOING START 
NEGOTIATIONS SHOULD BEGIN PROMPTLY AFTER COMPLETION OF 
THE FIRST PHASE . 

10. THE AGREEMENT SHOULD PROVIDE FOR SUBSTANTIAL 
DISCLOSURE OF BASELINE DATA BY EACH SIDE ON ITS SYSTEMS 
LIMITED BY THE AGREEMENT . THIS DATA SHOULD INCLUDE AT 
A MINIMUM MISSILE CHARACTERISTICS -- LAUNCH-WEIGHT , 
THROW-WEIGHT, MAXIMUM NUMBER OF RVS, NUMBER OF STAGES, 
PROPELLANT TYPE (WHETHER LIQUID OR SOLID), AND 
DIMENSIONS . IT SHOULD ALSO INCLUDE THE LOCATIONS OF 
EACH MISSILE TYPE , AND THE NUMBER AT EACH LOCATION. 
AT A MINIMUM, DATA WOULD BE DISCUSSED AND AGREED BY THE 
DELEGATIONS AS EARLY AS POSSIBLE, PREFERABLY PRIOR TO 
COMPLETION OF THE FIRST PHASE , AND UPDATED TWICE A YEAR 
THEREAFTER . 

11. THE DELEGATION SHOULD MAKE CLEAR THAT EFFECTIVE 
VERIFICATION IS ESSENTIAL TO AN AGREEMENT. THIS MAY 
REQUIRE AGREED MEASURES , INCLUDING MEASURES THAT GO 
BEYOND NATIONAL TECHNICAL MEANS. THE AGREEMENT SHOULD 
INCLUDE PROVISIONS PROHIBITING INTERFERENCE WITH AGREED 

VERIFICATION MEASURES OR WITH NATIONAL TECHNICAL MEANS, 
AND PROHIBITING CONCEALMENT MEASURES WHICH IMPEDE 
VERIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH THE PROVISIONS OF THE 
AGREEMENT BY AGREED VERIFICATION MEASURES OR BY 
NATIONAL TECHNICAL MEANS . ALL ENCRYPTION OF TELEMETRY 
DURING FLIGHT-TESTING OF SYSTEMS LIMITED BY THE 
AGREEMENT SHOULD BE PROHIBITED. THE US WILL PROPOSE 
ADDITIONAL VERIFICATION MEASURES DURING THE COURSE OF 

THE NEGOTIATION. <FYI: GUIDANCE ON ADDITIONAL 
MEASURES TO ENSURE ACCESS TO RELEVANT FLIGHT-TEST DATA, 
AND OTHER VERIFICATION MEASURES , WILL BE PROVIDED AT AN 
APPROPRIATE TIME. END FYI. l 
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12. THE DELEGATION SHOULD AVO I D P ROVISIONS WHICH 
DISTINGUISH BET WEEN F~XED AND MOBi i E ICBMS AT THIS 
TIME . IF THE SOVIETS RA I SE THE QU ES T ION OF MOBILE 
ICBMS , THE DELEGATION SHOULD INDICATE THAT - THAT ISSUE 
IS UNDER REVIEW IN WASHINGTON. 

13. THE DELEGATION S HOULD NOT PROPOSE BOMBER L I MITS . 
IF THE SOVIETS PROPOSE BOMBER LIMITS , THE DE LEGAT I ON 
MAY ADVISE THE SOVIETS THAT THE US IS PREPARED TO 
DISCUSS EQUAL LIMITS ON THE NUMBER OF HEAVY BOMBERS , 
BUT THE INITIAL PHASE SHOULD FOCUS ON THE MORE 
DESTABILIZING BALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTEMS. THE 
DELEGATION IS AUTHORIZED TO ACCEPT , IN THE FIRST PHASE , 
A LIMIT ON HEAVY BOMBERS AT ROUGHLY CURRENT US LEVELS 

(NO LESS THAN 350) WITH THE BAC KFIRE BOMBER INCLUDED 
AND T HE FB-111 NOT INCLUDED . FURT HER REDUCTIONS OF 
BOMBERS OR DISCUSSION OF OTHER CONSTRAINTS ON SLOW
FLYING SYSTEMS (BOMBERS AND CRUISE MISSILES) SHOULD BE 
DEFERRED TO THE SECOND PHASE . THE DELEGATION SHOULD 
OPPOSE SPECIAL LIMITS ON ALCMS, AND ALCM CARRIERS 
SHOULD NOT BE SUBJECT TO RESTRIC T IONS BEYOND THOSE 
APPLYING TO OTHER HEAVY BOMBERS . IF THE SOVIETS RAISE 
QUEST! ONS CONCERN! NG AL CMS , OTHER BOMBER ARMAMENTS , OR 
REDUCTIONS IN THE NUMBER OF BOMBERS , THE DELEGATION 
SHOULD TA KE THE POSITION THAT SUCH LIMITS ON BOMBERS 
RAISE COMPLEX ISSUES , INCLUDING THE DEFENSES THEY FACE 
AND THEIR CONVEN T IONAL ROLE , AND SHOULD BE DEFERRED . 

14 . IF THE SOVIETS RAISE THE QUESTION OF SEA - LAU NCHED 
CRUISE MI SSILES , THE DELEGATION SHOULD TA KE THE 
POSITION THAT SLOW-FLYING S YSTEMS DO NOT POSE THE S AME 
THREAT AS BALLIS T IC MISSILES , AND DISCUSSION OF LIMITS 
ON SUCH SYSTEMS SHOULD BE DEFERRED TO THE SECOND PHASE 
OF THE NEGOTIATIONS . 

15 . IF THE SOVIETS RAISE THIRD COUNTRY FORCES , THE 
DELEGA T ION SHOULD MA KE CLEAR THAT THESE ARE BILATERAL 
TAL KS , AND SUCH FORCES ARE NOT AN APPROPRIATE SUBJECT 
FOR THIS NEGOTIATION. SUCH FORCES WILL NOT BE INCLUDED 
OR COMPENSATED FOR IN ANY AGRE E MENT , AND CANNOT BE USED 

TO JUS T IF Y UNEQUAL LIMITS ON US AN D SOVIET FORCES . 

16 . IF THE SOVIETS RAISE THE QUESTION OF THE 
RELATIO NSHIP BET WEEN THE ST ART AND INF NEGOTIATIONS , 
THE DELEGATION SHOULD RESPOND THAT OBVIOUSLY THE 
SUBJEC T MATTER OF THE TWO NEGOTIATIONS IS CLOSELY 
RELATED . THE US CONSIDERS THE INF NEGOTIATIONS TO BE 
WITHIN THE START FRAMEWOR K, AND HAS CLOSELY COORDINATED 
ITS APPROACH TO THE START AND INF NEGOTIATIONS . 

17. IF THE SOVIETS RAISE THE QUESTION OF THE STATUS 0 
THE SALT II AGREEMENT, THE DELEGATION SHOULD ADVISE THE 
SOVIETS THAT SALT II IS NOT AN ACCEPTABLE BASIS FOR AN 
EQUAL AND VERIFIABLE STRATEGIC ARMS REDUCTION 
AGREEMENT. THE US DOES NOT INTEND TO FORMALIZE THE 
HIGH CEILINGS AND SERIOUS INEQUALITIES OF THE SALT II 
AGREEMENT. THE TWO DELEGATIONS SHOULD FOCUS INSTEAD ON 
A NEW, EQUITABLE AGREEMENT THAT WOULD SUBSTANTIALLY 
REDUCE STRATEGIC FORCES ON BOTH SIDES. IF NEEDED , THE 
DELEGATION MAY ADVISE THE SOVIETS THAT US POLICY 
CONTINUES TO BE TO TAKE NO ACTIONS THAT WOULD UNDERCUT 
EXISTING STRATEGIC ARMS AGREEMENTS AS LONG AS THE 
SOVIET UNION SHOWS EQUAL RESTRAINT . THE DELEGATION 
SHOULD NOT EXPAND UPON OR INTERPRET THIS STATEMENT 
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WITHOUT FURTHER GUID ANCE. 

• 18. IF THE SOVIETS RAISE ISSUES NOT COVERED BY THESE 
INSTRUCTIONS , THE DELEGATION SHOULD SEEK GUIDANCE FROM 
WASH I NG TON. 

19 . THE DELEGATION SHOULD INFORM THE SOVIETS THAT IN 
THE US VIEW THE NEGOTIATION SHOULD BE KEPT 
CONFIDENTIAL , BUT MAKE CLEAR OUR OBLIGATIONS TO KEEP 
OUR ALLIES AND THE CONGRESS INFORMED . 

20. THE DELEGATION SHOULD ADVISE THE SOVIETS EARLY IN 
THE ROUND THAT IN THE US VIEW THIS ROUND SHOULD LAST NO 
MORE THAN SIX WEEKS . AT AN APPROPRIATE TIME , THE 
CHAIRMAN SHOULD PROPOSE TO THE SOVIETS TO RESUME 
NEGOTIATION IN SEPTEMBER OR OCTOBER. HE SHOULD ADVISE 

THE SOVIETS THAT THE US ENVISIONS SUBSEQUENT ROUNDS OF 
APPROXIMATELY TWO MONTHS' DURATION, WITH PERIODS 
BETWEEN ROUNDS FOR CONSULTATIONS IN CAPITALS. HAIG 
BT 
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