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MEMORARDUM FOR THE PREBIDENT

SUBJECT: Senior Arms Control Policy Group ASAT Options Paper

#) Your Senior Arms Control Policy Group, chaired by Bud
NMcFarlane, has completed its evaluation of an array of options
for limited bans on anti-satellite weapons. The Executive Sum-
mary of that paper adequately conveys the inherent difficulties
of each of them. All of the ions studied either interfere
with your Strategic Defense Initiative or favor the Soviets or
raise insurmountable problems of verification. The attached
memorandum from the Joint Chiefs of Staff (at Tab A) reiterates
the importance, among other ls, of not impeding or preventing
“research, development, test . and de I.oyunt of systems that
make up the Strategic Defense J:nit!.nt.:lvo.

) Your March Report to the Congress, which concluded that
a comprehensive ban on anti-satellite weapons was not in our in-
terest and could not be verified, remains valid. This conclusion
is now broadly shared even in the Congress. (It was, by the

way, the Soviet position during negotiations with the Carter
administration in 19791)*

@) In recognition of the undesirability of a comprehensive
anti-gsatellite ban, attention has shifted to partial dbans. This

is rather like building half a dam: it may bs a good jobs program,
put it s bad flood control.

(#) soviet manipulation of the issue is aimed primarily

at blocking your Btrategic Defense Initiative and, only second-
arily, at halting our anti-satellite development program. Despite

a Gecade of neglect on our part following the ABM Treaty in 1972,
da which the Boviets made significant advances in anti-ballistic
misaile systems, the U.8. is well poised to explore ballistic mis~- :
sile defense options because of the remarkable development of civil- |
ian technology, especially micro-electronics and data processing,
both of which are critical to BDI. It is this potential that the "

Boviets seek to throttle (while they continue, as they have since

1967, to work vigorously to secure an BDI of their own and to buy
and steal western technology).

he Exce rom the Soviet statement of May 18, 1979, at Tab B.
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‘} The principal difficulty with embarking on a negotistion
broadly drawn to encompaes “the militarization of space” is the
near impossibility of defining--to say nothing of verifying--the
terms of an agreement that would protect our exploration of stra-
tegic defense technology. Even if we were to propose a set of
exacting, raszor-sharp constraints that thread thelr way through
a3 minefield of undesirable limits on defensive technology, it is
certain that the Soviets will broaden the dialogue by tabling a
draft treaty that stops everything, verifies nothing, and limits
our freedom to act in areas vhere they know we have great potential
benefits to reap from continuing our present R&D.

(’) A U.B8. ASAT proposal, however narrow, will legitimige the
abatract notion of "halting an arms race in aspace;" and our sffort
to confine the scope of the negotiation will force us onto the de-
fensive. The matter 1s further complicated by the fact that vir-
tually any good SDI system we Adevalop will bs equally--if not
more-—-effective against satellites. Thus, any proposal to ban
anti-satellite systems might also ban desirable SDI answers we
will want to pursue. Morsover, it is essential to the protection
of our own satellites that we proceed to deploy an ASAT that
would enable us to respond in kind to a Soviet attack on them,
particularly if such an attack were to occur during e conventional
wvar. The Soviets have that capability today; we do not; with the

Soviets knowing that we do not, they might well be tempted to use
theirs.

)} Thess problems are not overcome by seeking an agreement
that 14 expire before our SDI R&D program violates it. The
suggestion that we could reach, say, a five-year agreemant con-
fident that we could prepare for, and eventually oconduct, pro-
hibited teats when it expires is wighful thinking. Agresments
that, however wrongly, are perceived as making the world safer
become more, not less popular, with the passage of time. We are
atill ablding by the BALT I Interim Agresment, even though it
expired seven years ago. I can imagine any attespt to proceed
with SDI or ASAT after a treaty expires would be labeled as a
proposal to "reignite an arms race in space.” (The Soviets, on
the other hand, will not bs troubled by such oritics when they
are ready to dcrloy.) The only thing more permanent than a
temporary building is an interim agreement.

)} A better slternative exists. We should go to Vienna,
pre to discuss the Soviet proposal while at the same time
making our case for limiting ballistic missiles. We could deal
with the Soviet proposal by asking detailed and difficult gues-
tions about how envigage it be verified, how they define cer-
tain terms, ste. nteraspersed in this discussion we could reit-
erate that the "militarization” of space began with ballistic
missiles, and that ballistic missiles are the systems most ur-

gently in need of arms control.
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() with this approach you would not be on the defensive,
since you would have instructed our negotiator to explore the
Boviet position fully. We would not, however, be burdened with
a hard-to-defend, very partial, ABAT ban. You can protect vital
U.8. programs by instructing our negotiator to resist any Soviet
proposal tlut. would adversely affect your Strategic Defense Initiative.

(‘) 80 1 recommend that we continue to make clear our willing-
ness to meet in Vienna, and that we prepare for serious, construc-
tive discussions of the Soviet proposal there. If the Boviets
refuse to meet with us unless we adopt their proposed joint state-

ment, their da, and their proposed moratorium, I believe the
American and most of our Allies will f-min correctly
that SBoviet inflexibility and preconditions this arena, as in

START and INF, are the real impediments tc progress in arme control.
The record of our activity since June 29 can be used to support
this.

)} Incidentally, I very much hope that we will not, under
any circumstances, agree to the Soviets dictating who your nego-
tiator should or should not be. Ed Rowny is one of our very best
negotiators, which, of course, is why the Boviets are trying to
dictate to us that we cannot have him.




