ASSISTANT SECRETAHY OF DEFENSE
WABHINGTON, D.

9 Beptamber 1983
ROTY P

MEMORANIIM FOR THE BECRETARY OF DEFENSE
SUBJECT: mc Meeting on START, Saturday, 10 Beptdnr lt 11:00 a.m.

'l'.'h:l.- meeting has been called to dwo:l.ap an ldni.n:l.-t:._
timpo-itimmthamu-mwmmdimcw
to make changes in our gurrent START position. The pacing factor
is Admiral Howe's appearance before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee on 14 Beptember; at which he will be expected to present
the promised Administration Build-down + Secretary Shuliz
may use the occasion to argue for modification to our START pro-
posal, both to secure Congressional support for MX and to facili-
tate future progress in START.

Howevar, we belisve that there are ccwpelling reasons -
ﬁor not moving nows

- we have 2 8 n.i. otiating position, which we can licly it
defend as fair (i based on eguality), comprehensive . - ek
{ALCMs and bombers are fully included) and flexible (o.g.
the deployed ballistic missile lavel and method of reducing
the disparity in ballistic missile throw-weight.)

- the Soviets have yet to move in reeponse to the moves we
made at the beginning of the last round (June.)

- additional moves now would appear as U.8. indecisiveness
and would constitnte a reward for Soviet intxmnsi

- current international situation (Korsan airliner ddant)
makes this a particularly inappropriate time for concessions

Thus, we recommend that no changes be made now to our
START proposal. Possible changes that may be described as "minor®
(e.g., dropping the 2500 sublimit on ICEM warheads) are in faot
important and have not bean wall thought—out.

(# We believe that the Administration should sigoel its
willingness to accept a "basic” Build-down package (which appears
as the consensus option in the BTART Discussion Paper at Tab A,
PP. 3-4) vhioh fits easily within the current START proposal:

~ Integral part of a START agresment
~ Ballistio missile wvarhesds only (to u “floox® of 5000) -
. ~ Requires reductions at a fixed "annual percentage rate,”

not tied to modernization
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Finally, the Administration should recognise, intermally,

that quiet negotiations with key Congrsassional figures and Scowgroft
Commigsion members will be necessary, and may well sventuate in
some further changes to our position in several weeks time.

2

The rationals, which should probably not be -urtu.oqd' at
the NEC meeting, for the above recommended course of aotion is as
follows: . :

- We shopld be working quietly with the Socowaroft Commiesion
RO »

- Ultimately, we must be willing to meke ‘a.deal with the
Ccmmission members and key responsible Congressional
figures. *

- To preserve their orsdibility, these negotiations mmst °\
be seen -as tough, and Adminietration mast bs seen
as agreeing reluctantly.™. : :

- Therefore, it is important that at this point we not
acquiesce easily to fairly inchoate pressures for ochanges
in our START positiom. :

'CHARD PERLE
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Talking Points
for NSC Meeting on BTART

. September 10, 1983

START Discuassion Paper

BACKGROUND

- In late August the NSC directed a discusaion paper on how
to incorporats build-down into the US START positioen.

Tha paper was worked extensively by the Beniox Arme
Control Policy Group (chaired by Judge Clark).

= The discussion paper will be used at the 10 September NEC
mesting for the President.to decide the Administration's
position on build-down.

«= Admiral Howe (S8tate), chairman of the START IG, is
scheduled to brief this ition to the SFRC on
14 hﬁ-h-r. prior to comuittee's mark-up of
a build-down resolution on 20 September.

=  There is tntorn:my congensus on the dbasic build-down poesi-
tion, that build-down should not be tied to moderniszation
apd that now is not the time to make fundamental changes
in our BTART position.

POX TO

~ The START Discussion Papar (Tab A) r saents an axocslleant
w: to frame the build-down issue for the President's
sion.

-~ It places the technical sssessment of the build-down
concept (Tab B) forwarded to the WSC in July 1983 in
the proper politicel context.

- Recommend that you:

- sugportﬂu basic build-down position and resist &ny
sttempte to link build-down to modermization.

«-- The basic position is a ranteed, mutual build-down
of ballistic missile warheads in the context of START
as a means of achieving reductions to the proposed
level of 5000.

~==~=- The US could accept an amnual reduction of
approximately 3%, or about 440 warheads per
year, which is more or lees equivalent to the
: schedule of warhead reductions slready proposed
to the Soviets in Geneva.
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the tie between moderniszation and
n to reduce nusbers of ballistic missile

_ ‘we avold the discrepancies that could
rolf.t l,b the Boviets decide to defer moderniszation
whi t! @, with our older eystems, are forced to.
continue.

=== Heavy bombera could be included in bnild-down if
on basis of platforms (including retired B-52's)
rather than bomber weapons.

-~-- Howsver, including bombers in build-down might
requiré a reasolution of the Backfire jssue.

~~ fupport the strategy for pursuing the basic build-down
position, v

sodernisation program and bulld-down fit into
a comprehensive approach to a more secure
strategiec environment.

~== A glear u?uil:i.on of how our START positiom,
O -

-~ Do mot support any attempts to sugment the basic
Bulld-down position with adjustments to the current
U8 BIART position. .

=~~~ All of the adjustments need additional snalysis.

-~~~ For example, the option to ban new s
of ICBMs may not g.cluéa MIRVed -o'b:m
ICBMs in the future if the Boviets
deployed the 58-X-24 as a rail mobile.

( option would have to be changed to
avoid this problem.)

=== There is consensus that some modifications to our
basic position might ba considexed if absolutely .
neasssary, but should be avolded if possible.
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BTART Discussion Paper

I. Introduction 3 -

There has basen interest in the s in seeing modig-
{ioations to our BTAR? pasition -~ ‘with a buila-down
1 ~= as evidence of the Administratiomn's seriousness on

- arms control and as the quid pro guo for support of the

President's strategic irnigation program. 'The signals from
the Hill, however, are mired and in many waye m-ﬁ':my.
Moreover, the current US negotiating ition is fundamentally
sound and the SBoviets have given us little ground for believing
that additional modifications at this time will reésult in
progress. ;

' On balance, we see no nsed at this time to adopt funda-
mental changes to our current START position. However, our
ourrent understanding of the situation on the Hill is that some
form of a build-down proposal must be forthcoming from the
AMpministration to assure @ t for defense programs in the
upcoming appropriations qy:ff?:

It ie apparent, moreover, that there is not a good under—
standing of our current negotiating proposal -- on the Hill or
with the public -~ or of ths magnitude and significance of the
changes made in the last round to bring the UB position into
line with the recommendations of the President's Commission on
Strategic Forces. Therefors, we should undertake a major
educational effort on the Hill, strese that in fact our
ocurrent START position is commensurate with and responsive to
the recommendations of the Commission and that it offers a
solid chance for mak progress toward reaching agreement with
the Soviets -- pr they are interested in reaching .
agresment.

: '!.'.ho issue for decision is what form of Duild-down we should

e, and how, i€ at all, it should be augmentsd dhanges
!n our ‘sﬂuu pooitlon. !h:l; decision mtb.bnd:xnm

assessment of our npational security requiremente and of the
actual political situation on the Hill ~ a situation which fe
fluid and subject to e over the next two weeks. This
paper presents a basip build-fown proposal within the START

el
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negotiations as well as elemsnte that are more.extensive with

respeot to build-down and some possible adjustwents to our
currsnt BTART position. .

11. Magic Position : s
A. Corrent U§ STARE Position
Prior to Round IV President Reagan announced a number of .

' fundamental changes to the US START position. These changes

reflect the recommendations of the President's Commission on
Strategic Forces and respond to concerns the Soviets had
expressed duzing the first three rounds of the negotiations.
During Round IV the US tabled a draft treaty which embodies
this new, more flexible approach while, at the same time,
preserving the central element of the DS START approach ~-—
wutual reductions to 5,000 ballistic missile warheads.

Mh;nug are the major changes to tha UB position intro-
duged in Round IV:s 3

-~ We relaxed the limit of 8350 deployed ballistic
missiles in order to allow the deployment of -
additiocoal single-XV ICBMs, s recommenfded by the
President's Commision on Btrategic Forces.

-— We proposed a single-phase agreement, in place of
our previous two~phase oach, to make it clear
that all systems, inolud ALCMs, would be
limited from the ocutset of an agreemsnt.

- mp:ofudlmu onhuvy‘boub-tl- (400) and on
ALCMs (2 maximum of 20 per hsavy bomber) which are
well below BALT IX levels.

~= On throw-weight, we offered to withdraw the col-
lateral constraints (the 2500/210/110 subceilings)
in favor of a direct limit on aggregate missile
throw-weight, if the SBoviets prefer. We told the
Boviets t we axre not insisting on reductiomns to
US levels, but made clear that the level would be
a matter of nbgotiation. We alsoc discussed a
variety of other r::dbh approaches to resolving
the throw-welght ue and said wa would be recep-

s=eo = ‘pive tO any serious Soviet proposale.
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it clear to the Boviets that the subs-.

Yeductions we seek in the strategic forces

‘nations would be implamented over time.

4 ~- in accordance with the xecom-

if the President's Commission om

- Forces -- that our objective is to =

. ohe he modexnization of both sides in a .
direction which will enhence stabllity and reduce
the first strike threat. .

-- One of the s we seek to do this iz by re-
ductio hug. weight ~~ and hance the
destructive power —- of warheads on new bellistic
nissile systems. We have propobed saparate weight
ceilings for RVe on MIRV and single-RV systems.

We left the specific ceilings blank in our draft
treaty in order to demonstrate our desire to take
into account Soviet views on what the levels
ghould be.

During the last round, the Soviets also moliffed some of
their previous proposals which were so obviously cus-eided that

it was clear that they had bsen madp ily for negotiating
purposes: the Boviets expressed a wi s to drot thairx
proposed ban on all ALCMs while maintaining & ban on e"

GLCMs and ‘SLCMs, and to modify provisions whose sffent would have
been to stop deployment of Trident submarines and the D-5

. missile. We welcomed these Boviet movea. :

However, the Soviets did not respond to our flexibility with
any egquivalent willingness to modify the central slements
their position. Moreover, they tabled suboeilings for MIRV
missiles under thaixr 1,800 SNIV aggregate which would, if fully
implemented, allow them to deploy over 11,000 ballistic missile
warheads and 6,800 warheads on MIRV ICEBMs; substantial increases
over the already high Boviet levels.

B. Basic Bnild-Down Position

Within the context of START, the US could sesk & guaranteed
wmutual build-down of ballistic missile warheads (to a floor of
5,000} as a means of achieving reductions. The US could accept
ballistic missile warhead reductions of approximately 5% per yeax
(based on entry-in-force warhead lavels] which equatea to a
certain, constant nuwiber of warheads guaranteed to be retired
each year during-the treaty's period of reduction. The U8 would

e to count warheads atoording to BALT counting and

Propos
rules. Thies would mean that the = fox U8 mnd et
iotcu would be ﬂat-ly egqual .

~SRCRES/SRN GBI~
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itable entry in force levels, both sides could
100 floox in slightly over eight.years, a
1 baila-down of approximately 440 accountable

; (s, This could
m‘tﬁmu o! thh W to h gnul:ioud:
: ed th re poop to build-down

~~ JFor ui-tlnq types 9'1 missiles the mazimus nunbexz
of warheads tested Inlt. be used to anable verifi-
cation, and to feny the Soviets any poesibiliity of
actuall incrmlu their current advantage over
the er of US deployed m-nd- during the xe-
duction period.

~~ This counting method would be consistent with.
figures and counting concepts used in the past
with the Boviets and should be relatively eany to
negotiate.

-~ Our BTART position has as its focus achieving a
reduced number of actual deployed warheads. This
'is constent with the build-down formula. The
issue is not bhow we get to 5,000, but actually
achieving the goal af 5,000 deploysd lvs.

~ Finally, using th 7:.900 figures would
© e us to char ﬂumim were obliged
g:rlyto‘lmild-dmn:a faster rate than the

US, or that the Soviets were permitted a longer
period to reach the floor lavel.

C. c Buil : on
Pa ng the i ation of build-down in our START
position be key to its acceptability by the ess. This

will involve a blear exposition of how onr START position,
modernization program and build-down f£it into a comprehensive
¢h to a more secure strategic environment. We would -make

approa
- clear that our approach to build-down represented a seriously

considered, f£firm Administration position.
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o -‘The US strategic moderanisation program apnd the US arms

. control position as modified during the last round of negotia-

tions to fully incorporate the recommendations of the President's
Commissiop on Strategic Forces are designed to complement each
other in an overall framework designed to promote long-term
strategic stability.

o Our modernimation program includes modernizing our aging
bombex forces and ALCKs, the B-1 bomber and the Stsalth bomber,
to achieve graater survivabllity and pensatration of Soviet aixr

‘Gefenses. Modernization of the BLEM force with Trident IX.will

permit greater use of wide-ogean areas so as to reduce the
effectiveness of Boviet ASW inst the BSBN fleet and, thus,
ensure its long-term survi 1lity. All of these are
designed to promote long-term stability of our strategic forces.

: o Our modernization program also inaludes a limited nusber
of MX missiles designed to counterbalance Soviet hard-target kill
capability and, thereby, to increase nsar-term stability. It
also serves to encourage, in coabination with the D-5 SLEM,
Sovist movement from large silo-based ICEMs toward smaller mobile
ICBMs while we, ourselves, pursus, on an urgent basis, develop-
ment of a small single-warhead ICBM adaptable to a number of more,
survivable basing modes, to replace Minuteman. Again, the goal
is maintaining and enmhancing the contribution of the ICEM
to deterrence and long-term stability.

o Quuplulnur{ to this program, our START position focuses
on deep reductions in the destructive capabdlity and potential of
the strategic forces of the US and Boviet Upion and to chamnel
residual deterrent capability into more survivable and, thus,
more stable systems, that is, toward greater dependence on small
single-RV ICBMs, on SLEMs and on second-gtrike bomber forces.

© This position has as its central element reduction
roughly one-thixd in the numbers of & ballistic missile
warheads of both sides, a key measure of ructive capability.

o It also ocalls for sigmificant reduoctdons in the throw-
weight of Soviet missiles. Throw-weight is an important measure
of destructive capability and potential because in an eement
limiting both sides to egual numbers of warheads, the with
the greater throw-weight can deploy larger warheads or in a
breakout deploy more warheads.

0 We have also indicated wide flexibility on the geiling for
deployed ballistic missiles, which, in comdination with onr
proposed missile RV and throw-weight reductioms, shouild further
encourage Boviet movement toward more survivadbla and, thus, more
stabllising single—~RV misslles.

~EB0 R SN SE BTN B
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© To this position we now intend to 244 a new major element
suggested by the US Congress —- a mutual, verifiable, guarantesd
build-down of bnnhtlc missile warheads.

o We have studied the concept intensively over the past .
aonths to see how it could be integrated in and complemen to
our BTART position and the US objectives in BTART. These cbject- '
ives include significant reductions leading to increased
stability, equality in k«{ neasures of destructive capability anda
. potential, and. verifiability. A number of alternatives were
examined and discarded because they failed lnmmu mt:m:
to mest these essential dbj-atim

© The build~down we will ptopon will be an integral part of
opr BTART al, taken in concert with nﬂnotim in all other
elements of our proposal.

© Bpacifioally, it will eall fox both sides to refuce £rom
their approximately egual current levels by about 5% per year
(about 440 warheads) over an eight-year period to a level of
5,000 ballistic missile warheads.

© We have chosen percentage reductions in ballistic missile .
warheads to an agreed floor rather than t it to modermization
because of the obvious and serious verification and compliance

problems we have with regarxd to Aifferentiating Boviet modern-
tntim of existing systems from new systems, a key element in
any build-down tied to modernization.

The percentage reductica formula has the same effect on
ballistic missile warheads as a two-for-one build-down but would
ensure a guarantesd Baviat bulild-dowm.

o We believe that this signitiocant nddition to oar ourremt
highly-flaxible START position involving deep reductions in

strategic Gestructive capability and potential provides a sound
and fair h.li- for an arms control agreement with the Boviet
Union, one that. promotes long-term stability while allowing each
side g-.'ut latitude to uonﬂgnn its forces to meet its mtrategic
n..dl-

© This modified position, in combination with our planned
strategic modernization program, form the two key building blocka
upon which, with the ‘cooperation of the Boviet Union, we can
build a more secure and stable strategic -wi:onmt, one that
- -reduces. the risk of war.

| —SBOREDSENGIBEE~
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- o Given this overall framework and a consensus of the
Congress and the US public behind this coordinated and compre-
hensive approach to arms control and national security, we
provide the clearest mandate to the U8 negotiating team to smesk
an eguitable and verifiable arms control agreement at lower, more
stable levels. We can only hope that the Soviet Union can
exhibit equal flaxibility and desire to achisve such an agresment.

D. Boviet Reaction to Basic Build-Down Position

1. Ipitia) reactions

The initial Soviet reaction to the build-down is likely to
be negative meinly on the ground that it does not address bomber
weapons in mggregation with ballistic missile warheads. A second
objection to the proposal, possibly not voiced, is that the
Boviets have indicated that desirs to retain s £icantly
moxe than 5,000 warheads in their ballistic missile inventory.

However, it is unlikely that they will either acoept or
reject the proposal outright. They have been following closely
the internal US debate On arms control policy and could possibly
see advantage in encouraging Congressional advocates of the ;
proposal by evidencing some interest in it.

The initial Soviet reaction will also be influenced by thas
current ‘state of US-USSR relations, espscially t:ﬂg@uu flavor,
which doces not appear to provide a climate for, less allow,
the Bovists to compromise on central issues. Moreover, we know
of no apperant internal pressures on the Soviet leadexship to
negotiate seriously.

2. sible iet ions——. 3 v

In the absence of an outright rejection., the lovi.alt- at
least may attempt to modify a build-down proposal to minimise its
effect on their force modernization programs. Some actions the
Soviets ocould take to protsct their forces while appearing to
accept the basic build~-down concept include (in each case the
Soviet proposal would include all strategic offensive systems):

~~proposing an agxeement where modernisation tri 3
la-down; this would enable them to deafer sation -

for a nusber of ysars sinca their strategia forces are
gansrally more modern than oursp

“—p ing an agreement in which modermization of exisitng
deployed syatens was exempted; this would allow them to
deploy follow-on systems without triggering build-down:

~BRCEED/SENOMNENE~
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~-proposing an agreenant where modermization reatrictions
apply only to those systems first flight—tested after the
ngnmm. goes into effeuct; this wonld Protect weapons
1ike the B8-X-24, PL~5 and ss-u-—:.s follow—on, which are in
a late stage of development.

The Boviets may chose to make a @irect counter build-down
prcpu-al rather than negotitate a US proposal. Gome key elements
£ proposales they could make to promote their START position
quu- undermining ours include:

ating bowber weapons &and oruise missiles \dth
b.uht:lc nissile RVs;

~~proposing a build~down ratio higher than the US wounld
accepty ;

~=proposing different rulu for a buila~dowa that impeot
nore hclvuy on the US

It is possible that after a lengthy negotiating m.. and
then only in return for appropriate US concessions, the Boviets
would agree to some type Of build-down as a mechanism for the
reductons required 1n & negotiated m agreement.

XII. Modifications to the Basic Build-Down Position

It 1'; is decided that we mmst augment the basic build-dowm
positian, the following elements could be considered. Adoption
o! thess elements should be aveided 1f possible. 2 ¢

« Percent Reductions “Build-down" Pied to Modernization

This variant would add the link betweeon modarnization and
force reductions to the perceatags snunal bullid-down in SEANY.
Undex this conoept, there would be two mechanisms for reductions.
First, n percant mma.l reduction would be in effect. Becond,
for av new, modern warhead mzu.umuummu
have to be withdrawn. formulation would require
1.5 oldex warheads eounl.&ﬂrumm-uhnﬂma

deployed. This would represant a 3:2 mcross~the-board build—down
for ballistic miseile warheads. An alternative of 2:1 build-down
for ICBM warheads and.3:2 bulld-down for SLBM warheads could also
be considered, if necessary. In nny event, the actual reductions
would be the greater required by sither the modermization
-scheduls or the specified percent a reductions.

~SRSIIR/ SRR LGEYE-
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The central pxoblem with linking the build-down to modexn—
ization is the diffiocvity in desfining, negotiating and effect-—
ively verifying “modernization". A build-down with modarnizstion
would also be particularly séensitive to the definition of new
warheads, The ambiguities inherent in this approach would prolong
negotistions and bedevil an actual build-down.

B. : of 8 14-]

y This variaant would build-&own heavy Dosbars in addition to
ballistic missile RVe by reducing heavy bombere in the force on
the basis of a negotiated schedule. As long as retired B-528 (in
storage) are counted as well as operational bombers and a floor
consistent with our current poeition in BTART (400/350) is used,
a variety of build-down ratios for bombers wonld not mdversely
affect our force plans. A reduction schedule that is similar to
that proposed for missile warheads would be easiest to te
nnd explain publicly. A build-down of bombex weapons not

be acceptable to the US,

IV. 8 8 on

Bone believe that preasures on the Hill to adopt build-down
. and to change our START position are desply held and transcend
the current imtermatiomal politicel ocircumetances. This is
clearly not the time for fundamental changes or major initiatives
in our START position. Nevertheless, pressures may be such that
we will peed now to take the steps which could propitiate the
condition for achieving ytog:uu in START in the coming monthe.' -

On the other hand, it in a widespread 1ntm view that
since our position is fundamentally sownd and that recent signif-
icant have not been mqnt.-l.y responded to by the
Boviets, to our START position are now nmecessary and
would be perceived by the Soviets as a lack of resolve.
Moreover, the Boviets are unlikely to make -u.jcu moves in BTART
until the situation in INF becomes more clear,

The following ndju-tunt- to the current US position could
be added to the basic build~down proposal to demonstrate

. ..addiel £lexibility in our negotiating stance. Additicnal

analysis on each of these changes would neaded before a
decision is made to adopt ‘any of them.
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as a major uma in mm 8TART ition. Under the mu::-nt 5,000
ballistic miseile warhead 1limit, the SBoviets probably would not
deploy more than about 3,400 ICBM uuhnﬂc in any event.

ub-Limit. %Yhis change oould be
mtrw as an . step toward consistency with the
recommendations n-l the Pa:u:la-nt's Commission on Btrategic
-FPorces. It would represent an intermediate step between our

otxrent position and unconditionally dropping the a.soo lnh—-untt
as diascussed above.

us

3 by "Offering B

ng O 00 on ALCH carriers. Proposing either of these
ould underont critice’ charges that the UB iz mot willing
to dhcuu reasonadle limits on its ‘bomber forces.

4, %lu?nat?ﬂﬂﬁ. Ahtnumtypu of
MIRVed X consistent w ecomwendations of t‘h.
President's Commission on Btrategic roruu that
reliance oo single-BV missiles. It would also ineus zg

.
types of mobile ICBMs are eingle-RV missiles. !Pt sunably,
mmunlmmmmwmwwum -*-. ,ﬂ;
Tha US would need to decide first whether it needs ep ; et the
option of a new type of MIRV ICHM after the MX.' of ban

would also raise the difficult problem of rules Comcern:
modernization of existing types.

mepa
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