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MEMO RAN D CM SE8RET 
THE W HITE HO U SE 

WASHINGTON 

SYSTEM II 
90701 Add-On 

June 6, 1983 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT _ n_L/ 
FROM: WILLIAM P. CLARK \)]1-

SUBJECT: NSC Meeting on START -- Tuesday, June 7, 1983 

Issue 

To what degree should the US negotiation position on START be 
changed at this time in view of the Scowcroft Commission report 
and the Cohen-Nunn "mutual build-down" concept? With regard to 
the Scowcroft Commission, should the US retain, raise, or delete 
the current 850 limit on deployed missiles, and should we retain, 
alter, or drop indirect and/or direct limits on throw-weight? 
Concerning a build-down, what possible alternative options could 
be implemented or rejected now, which require further study, and 
what stance should the Administration take with the Congress on 
this subject until a suitable option can be developed? 

Facts 

The Administration needs to address the above issues prior to the 
resumption of the START negotiations on June 8 and prior to the 
MX-related Senate vote on the 1984 Authorization Bill during the 
week of June 13. Following the last NSC meeting on START, on 
May 7, you indicated to the appropriate members of Congress that 
the Administration's START position would reflect the 
recommendations of the Scowcroft Commission and would seek to 
develop a flexible approach to the "build-down" concept for START 
(letter at Tab H). Subsequently, the START Interdepartmental 
Group (IG) undertook an intensive work program on these issues and 
has produced two papers on Scowcroft Commission implications and 
options (Tab D) and on mutual build-down implications (Tab G). 

In addition to the IG's work to be considered at the June 7 NSC 
meeting, the meeting will a l s o p r ovi d e a n opport unity t o h ear 
directly from General Scowcroft (arms control recommendations at 
Tab E) and from the Chairman of the General Advisory Committee 
Arms Control and Disarmament, Dr. William Graham, who has 
forwarded a separate proposal for a START package (Tab F). 

OADR 
cc Vice President 

Ed Meese 
Jim Baker 
Mike Deaver 
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Discussion 

We believe the most useful means of framing the discussion of the 
Scowcroft Commission issues relating to the number of deployed 
missiles and the issue of direct or indirect limits on 
throw-weight, would be through a focus on the two charts on: (1) 
the Agenda and (2) alternative START "packages," as briefed to you 
by NSC staff on June 1. 

On the deployed missile number, the current 850 missile limit 
would permit the US to deploy MX and Trident missiles as planned 
and still field some 300 new small ICBMs or Midgetmen. We feel 
that it may be prudent to raise the 850 number at this time, but 
that we should probably not eliminate the number entirely at this 
time. A number remains an understandable counting and 
verification principle (although similar to SALT), offers some 
protection against direct limits on US bomber weapons, and may be 
necessary if, as is likely, we cannot agree now on the nature of a 
substitute approach focused entirely on warheads and direct 
throw-weight limits. 

Concerning throw-weight, we believe further discussion and study 
are probably required before a major shift should be undertaken. 
In this regard, special consideration should also be given to 
verification and build-down factors. 

Concerning build-down, we do not -believe it is possible at this 
time to define any one or two clear options for our START 
position. However, the IG believes ·that, with a comprehensive IG 
work program current underway, we will be in a position to brief 
appropriate members of Congress on possible alternative approaches 
before the August recess. 

NSC Package 

For your use at the NSC meeting and for background information, we 
have prepared the comprehensive package attached with the 
following items: 

Tab A 
Tab B 

Tab C --

Tab D 
Tab E 

Agenda; 
My suggested Talking Points at the NSC meeting 
i nv i t i ng di scu ssion of the - a g e nda i ssu es ; copies 
of two IG charts; 
The Scowcroft Commission-related Talking Points that 
we provided for your information earlier for your 
June 1 briefing; 
The IG paper on the Scowcroft Commission issues; 
GAC Chairman William Graham's letter to you 
proposing a specific START package related to the 
Scowcroft Commission; 

SEGREl 
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Tab F -- The Scowcroft Commission recommendations on Arms 
Control; 

Tab G 
Tab H 

Tab I 

The IG paper on Mutual Build-Down; 
Your letter to Senators, Cohen, Nunn, and Percy 
on a build-down; and 
The proposed draft text of a ~TART trsaty, to be 
updated on the basis of decisions to be made. 

Following the NSC meeting in the morning, you are scheduled to 
have consultations with appropriate Senate and House members 
later, in the afternoon., to be followed by a meeting the next 
morning with the Congressional leadership. Based on the NSC 
meeting discussion, we will prepare recommendations and 
alternative decision memoranda for your consideration prior to 
your meeting with the leadership. 

Recommendation 

OK NO 
That you review the attached package, particularly 
the summary Talkfng Points and charts for the NSC 
meeting at Tab B, the comprehensive Talking Points 
prepared for your June 1 briefing by NSC staff at 
Tab C, and the START IG papers on Scowcroft 
Commission at Tab.- D and on the "Build-Down" at 
Tab G. 

That you not announce any decisions at the NSC 
meeting, pending consideration of the afternoon's 
Congressional consultations and of alternative 
decision directives to be prepared by NSC staff. 

Attachments 

Tab A 
Tab B 
Tab C 
Tab D 
Tab E 
Ta b F 
Tab G 
Tab H 
Tab · I 

Agenda 
My Proposed Talking Points for NSC Discussion 
June 1 NSC Staff ariefing Talking Points 
START IG Paper on Scowcroft Commission Issues 
GAC Chairman's Letter to You 
Scowcroft Co mmiss i o n Recomme ndation s o n Ar ms Co ntro l 
START IG Paper on Build-Down 
Your Letter to Senators Cohen, Nunn, and Percy 
Proposed Draft Text of a START Treaty · 

Prepared by: Sven Kraemer/Robert Linhard 



AGENDA 
FOR 

NSC MEETING ON START 

June 7, 1983 

1. Introduction: Judge Clark 

2. Should we change our START position now? Discussion of the 
following questions by NSC Principals: 

Is a shift really the price of continued Congressional 
support for MX? And, given Soviet intransigence, would a 
shift really be in the US interest? 

If we shift, should a change be major or minor at this 
time? 

Should we retain limits on ballistic missiles? 

Should we emphasize direct limits on throwweight? 

3. If changed, what should our new position be. A discussion 
of alternative START packages by NSC Principals? 

4. How do we incorporate a "mutual build-down" concept into 
the U.S. approach to START. Discussion of the following 
questions by NSC Principals. · 

What alternatives/options could be implemented now? 

What alternatives/options are worthy of additional 
study? 

What alternatives/options should be rejected from 
further consideration? 

What stance should the Administration take with the 
Congress on this subject until a suitable option is 
implemented? 

s~ 
DECLASSIFY ON: OADR 



Suggested Talking Points for Judge Clark's use at June 7 NSC 
Meeting on START . 

- Our purp:,se today is to discuss two main topics: 

-- first, how should we m::xli.fy our current STARI' position to reflect the 

work of the Scowcroft Camri.ssion; and, 

-- second, what should be the Administration stance with respect to other 

Congressional initiatives, and especially the build-down concept. 

- The chart displayed outlines the agenda for today's meeting. 

- Given the anount of material on that agenda, Mr. President, I propose we 

wade into our discussion without further delay. 

Agenda Item 1: Should we change our START position? 

- The first item on the agenda is the question "should we change our STARI' 

p:)Sition now?" 

- We have listed a number of questions to structure our discussion of the 

main issues involved in adjusting our current STARI' negotiating position. 

-- The first two questions listed on our agenda chart address the larger 

issue of how much of a shift is necessary at this time. 

-- The last two address the two major substantive items, the treabrent of 

limits on deployed ballistic missiles and throwweight, that are at the 

heart of the alternative ways we choose to make such a shift. 

- I am sure that we will have much to discuss concerning both the limit on 

ballistic missiles and on throwweight. But, before we turn to these 

substantive topics, Mr. President, I would propose that we start our 

discussion by initially focusing only on the first two questions. 

-- We'll get to the two major substantive issues after we have set the i1 
l;\ ~ 

I i 
stage for them by discussing the larger issue. 

- George (Secretary Shultz), perhaps you could lead off our discussion. 

in shifting our position at J 
this tin-e? And, should the shift be major or minor? i . 1 

SECRET 

What, in your opinion, should be our objectives 



(After a discussion of the first two questions, move to the next 
topic, the treatment of the 850 limit on deployed missiles.) 

The Treatment of the 850 Deployed Missile Limit 

- Could we nCM turn to the two substantive issues that define many of our 

options for shifting our current STARI' position. 

- I think that rrost of us would agree that, as a minimum and no matter what 

else we do, we need to address the issue of our current 850 limit on 

deployed ballistic missiles. 

- I would propose that we reorder our agenda slightly and address this item 

next. 

- Cap (Secretary Weinberger), perhaps you could get us started on this 

item. 

(If the impact of totally dropping the deployed missile limit on 
the bomber weapon issue is not raised in the discussion, use the 
next point.) 

- If we do drop totally the deployed missile limit, and focus very heavily 

on missile warheads and not on missiles,~~ -be able to sustain a focus 

on banbers and not on bomber weapons later? 

(If the discussion does not raise the issue that retaining 
limits on deployed missile limits could make our START position 
look like a SALT approach, use the next point.) 

- If we do retain the limit on deployed ballistic missiles, albeit at sare 

higher lever than 850, hCM do we answer the criticism that we are simply 

rroving back to SALT II? 

(After a discussion of the deployed missile limit, move on to 
the next topic, the treatment of throwweight.) 
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The Treatment of Throwweight 

- The second major substantive issue involves the treatnEnt of throwweight. 

- Our current STARI' :position attenpts to reduce Soviet throwweight during 

the first phase of START to 2.5 million kilograms by indirect limits. It 

calls for a further reduction of soviet throwweight to below 2.0 million 

kilograms in phase tv.O by the application of direct and equal limits on 

throwweight. 

- At issue now is whether we should change the current US approach to the 

treatnEnt of throwweight at this tirre. 

- As we approach this discussion, we must keep in mind the anount of 

Congressional interest we have recently had on this subject. 

- In light of that interest, any pro:posed changes should be tied directly 

to the objectives of a change in the current US :position outlined by our 

earlier discussion. 

- F.d (Rowny) , perhaps you ~uld like to start off this part of our 

discussion by providing us your views on this topic including negotiability 

aspects? 

(If the discussion does not address the linkage of a change in 
the US position on throwweight to the upcoming MX vote in 
Congress, use the following point.) 

- Given that we face another critical MX vote in the near future, how would 

a major change in our :position affect that vote? 

(As the discussion of this issue nears completion, use the next 
point.) 

- If we do not make a major shift on throwweight at this tirre, when should 

we return to this critical issue? 

(After the discussion is completed, turn to the next item on the 
agenda, a discussion of the alternative packages proposed.) 

~ET .. 
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Agenda Item 2: Proposed Packages 

- Let's now turn to the second agenda item listed for today. 

- The IG paper included a number of agency packages that incorporated the 

positions agencies took with respect to the issues we have just discussed 

under our first agenda item. 

- The chart displayed shows a cacparison of the packages that were provided 

to the IG. 

- Given the discussion that we have just had, perhaps we could have those 

agencies who have offered packages quickly surcmarize them, or alter them if 

they wish, and give us their view as to whether they still support changing 

the US position to one like their proposed package at this tine. 

- George (Secretary Shultz), would you like to start? 

(After State, ask the other agencies who have provided packages 
-- ACDA, Ken Adleman and the Negotiator, Ed Rowny -- for their 
views.) 

(Once State, ACDA and the Negotiator have responded, use the 
next point to get the views of those who have not yet provided 
packages.) 

- Other agencies have not provided packages. Perhaps they would like to 

offer their views now? 

- Cap (Secretary Weinberger), what do think? Do you now have a package? 

(After SecDef, also ask General Vessey for his views.) 

(With all agencies given the opportunity to talk, use the next 
point to get the views of the other guests. Dr. Graham has 
proposed his own package to the President.) 

- Does anyone else have anything to add? Gen Scowcroft and Dr Graham, 

perhaps you have an alternative view? 

(As discussion nears completion, use the next point.) 

- If we don't now make a major shift as suggested by sare of the packages 

proposed, when should we next return to this issue and what work should be 

done in the interim? 

(After discussion is complete, go to the last agenda item.) 

_SESBET • - 8E6RE:-~ 
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Agenda Item 3: Handling the "Build-down" 

- The last item on today's agenda may be the rrost difficult of all for us 

to handle over the next few critical days and weeks. 

- We are all familiar with the President's letters sent to key Senate and 

House rrembers prior to the beginning of the cycle of votes on the MX. 

- At issue is what stance the Administration should now take with respect 

to a variety of Congressional initiatives, but especially the "build-down" 

concept, in light of the ccmnitrrents made by the President in his letters. 

- As a rninirrnlrn, haw do we discuss with Congress the incorporation of 

"I1U1tual build-down" into our START position, and especially in terms 

of the packages just discussed. 

- The chart with our ireeting agenda lists a number of questions about this 

issue. 

- Perhaps it would be best to discuss all of these questions at one time. 

- However, the prirna.ry focus of our discussion should be the last question: 

"What stance should the Administration take with the Congress on this 

subject until a suitable option is inplemanted?" 

- The IG has suggested that we indicate that we are seriously studying the 

issue and that we should offer Congress a briefing on our progress before 

the August recess. 

- Cap (Secretary Weinberger), would you like to start us on this topic and 

give us your views on the IG's suggestion? 

(As the discussion nears completion, use the following point.) 

- We have tasked the IG to continue to work this issue. Is there any 

additional work related to this subject that we should ask fran them? 

- Haw does this work on the build-down concept alter our other options for 

changing our START position discussed earlier today? 
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(After discussion is completed, use the following points to 
close the meeting.) 

- The rrost irrp:>rtant point v.ie nrust all renember is that it is essential 

over the next few days and weeks that v.ie all sign fran the same sheet of 

rrn.1sic on this topic -- and, for that matter, on all the topics that v.ie have 

discussed today. 

multiply. 

If we do not, our problems with Congress will only 

- Mr. President, do you have any additional remarks on this or on any of 

the other topics of today's agenda, or any concluding remarks? 

-
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AGENDA FOR NSC MEETING ON START 

June 7, 1983 

!"Le:-. 1: Should WE chance: o..i:- START position nc,,.,•? J... discussion o: 
the n-,ai T') issues involve:. ir. acjustin9 ou.:- curre..'1:. srJ.Ja 
neootiat.inc msi tior:.: • ., r--

- ls c shift re.ally the p:-iee of continued Congressional SU?fX)rt 
fo= X>:? Anc., ci ve:-, Sovie:. intransiaence, would a shift re.c.lly be ., . 
ir, the US interest? 

- If ~ shift, s})cul.c a cl-..a.'1")9e be major or minor ~t · s ti.Ire? 
Should we ~~size direct limits on thrc,,.."weight? 
Should we retain limits o~ ballistic missiles? 

It.e-r, 2: If changerl, \i.'hat should air nev.· position be? A discussion 
of the main issues in teDT\S of alternative packages. 

lterr: 3: Ho,..• do we handle the "ITD.Jtual build~o,.m"? J.. discussion of 
the inoo!"JX)ration of "rrutual build~o,.m" into the srART 
JX)Si tion in tenr.s of the packages just discussed. 

- ~,:'lat alternatives/options could be inplarented rDw? 
- What alternatives/opt.ions are worthy of additional study? 
- W:'1.at alternatives/options should be rejected fran further 

consideration? 
- Wr~t stance should the Administration take with the Congress on 

this subject until a suitable option is inplem:nted? 
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F{ET 
COMPARISON OF START LIMITS March 28, 1983 

' REVISED POSJ.T,IbN 

LUIITS CURRENT POSITION ' \ S'CART I STATE OSD ACDA NEGOTIATOR JCS 

Hlsslle '• 

\.la rh<!ads 5000 5000 5000 

ll11avy 
llombt!rs 350 350 

. 350 
' .. 

Ut!ployeil ' 

850 1150 No limit Missiles 
I 

110/210 150 heavy ICBMs', - Direct linit of 2,5 mill i on l'hase I: . 
l lmlt on heavy and , , Reaulta in about kg .. 111etlium ICBHa, 2,5 . 3.0" million kg . 

Throw-weight mllllon kg of Soviet , of Soviet throw- .. 
1'0 IIE 

throw-weight aa o goal wal11ht TO E.E 

M-:OVIDED l'HClVlllEII .. 
l'hase II: Direct limit 
of 1.9 million kg of . 
throw-weight 

. . . 
! .. 

. . 
' Average of 28 per 20 per heavy Avet l!CJEt of 20 f•er" hoi.vy 

,\I.CM,i heavy bo~ber120 per bomber ~umh~r/20 per cui~t i rg 
existing heavy bo~ber haav}' bon,bei: ' 

; 

Platform Platfona 
:-.1.t..:Ms 

No limit limi~ No limit limit 
' . Uun nuw types of heavy Ban ne1,.• q•p~& cif ' ' tk\l Types ICUMs hea,ry /med hlu, ICB Hu Uc linii t : & liffiit light IC l'.H : . 

to single RVs 
*Thls figure represents an estimate of a likely force the Soviets could field under this approach, Soviet throw-weight 

~ ' ~011ld be higher (up to 3,4 million kilograms) if the Soviets choose to empheaize ' high throw-weight to the detriment of 
·· other features of their strategic forces. The I~telligence Cormtunity believes that they are likely not to do so. 

I 

I 
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Background 

May 28, 1983 

START ISSUES FOR DECISION 

The START negotiations resume on June 8. During the last 
round, the US presented proposals for _limiting heavy bombers and 
air-launched cruise missiles (ALCMs), tabled a draft treaty on 
confidence-building measures (CBMs) and a document outlining the 
US "Basic Elements" of a START agreement. The basic framework of 
the US position re~ained as it ha~ been presented in the summer 
of 1982. 

The Soviets contended that US proposals would "emasculate" 
the Soviet ICBM force while permitting US modernization programs 
to proceed. They stated that the US proposal was not an 
acceptable basis for negotiation. They also rejected the idea of 
a separate agreement on confidence-building measures {CBMs). 
They tabled a draft treaty based largely on SALT II, but with a 
28 percent reduction in strategic delivery vehicles from the 
Soviet level at the time SALT II was signed, about 2500, to 1800. 
They say they are prepared--to accept·· significant cuts in warheads 
but only in the context of combining ballistic missile warheads 
and bomber weapons in a single category. In short, the Soviets 
demonstrated no inclination to move the talks forward • 

. 
The us Delegation's view is that the Soviets apparently 

regard our present START proposal, particularly those aspects 
dealing with ICBM force restructuring, as unacceptable. They 
argue that our proposal is designed not to promote stability and 
equality, but to obtain strategic advantages for the us .. We 
would expect the Soviets to continue dismissing our proposal in 
its present form. , 

The recommendations of the Scowcroft Commission have 
stimulated considerable interest, both in the Congress and within 
the Administration, in reassessing our START position. Key 
members of Congress have made their support for MX contingent on 
modifica·tions to our START propo.sal, and the President wrote to 
several Congressmen that we ·are now considering modifications to 
reflect the Scowcroft Commission's recommendations. 

State, ACDA and the START negotiator believe that we should 
now alter our START proposal--not only to reflect the Scowcroft 
Commission's recommendation for a modified approach and to 
respond to Congressional pressures, but also to improve prospects 
for productive negotiations. Moreover, there is agreement 
(except for JCS) that we move away from the ceiling of 850 
deployed ·missiles. 
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Some believe we need to make changes now to our position 
that will bring us close to our final position. Others believe 
that our position now should retain considerable room for further 
bargaining. 

Issues 
,J , 

There are two principal issues. One is the extent to which 
we seek to reduce Soviet ballistic missile throw-weight--that is, 
should we seek (a) the level that is our goal for the second 
phase of the negotiations (1.9 million kilograms), or (b) the 
level that would result from our current proposal for the first 
phase (2.5 million kilograms), or (c) a higher level? The other 
issue is whether throw-weight should be constrained directly, or 
indirectly through collateral constraints. Our current position 
calls for indirect limits on throw-weight (i.e., sub-ceilings on 
heavy and medium ICBMs) in Phase I and direct limits (i.e., an 
aggregate ballistic missile throw-~eight ceiling) in Phase II. 
Our current Phase I proposal was designed to achieve a goal of 
reduction in Soviet throw-weight of 55 percent below the 
estimated current Soviet total of about 5.6 million kilograms. 

, 
One approach would seek a direct limit on throw-weight. The 

collateral constraints and the limit on deployed ballistic 
missiles would be dropped (leaving ballistic missile warheads and 
throw-weight as our two units of account). We would propose a 
direct throw-weight level (2.0 - 2.5 million kilograms)· aimed at 
obtaining the large-scale reduction in Soviet throw-weight that 
our current proposal is designed to ac~ieve. 

An alternative approach would achieve throw-weight 
reductions indirectly as a consequence of reductions in deployed 
ballistic missiles and warheads, and other collateral constraints 
(leaving deployed ballistic missiles and their warheads as the 
two units of account). Our cur~ent proposed limits on heavy and 
medium ICBMs could be replaced by other collateral constraints. 
Under this approach, Soviet ballistic missile throw-weight would 
likely be about 3.0 million kilograms, about 46 percent below the 
estimated current Soviet total of about 5.6 million kilograms. 

*This figure represents an estimate of a likely force the Soviets 
could field under this approach. Soviet throw-weight could be 
higher (up to 3.4 million kilograms) if the Soviets choose to 
emphasize throw-weight to the detriment of other features of 
their strategic forces. The Intelligence Community believes that 
they are likely not to do so. 



The following sections discuss the main questions involved 
in modifying the US START position: whether to retain the 850 
limit on deployed missiles, raise it, or drop it: what level we 
should propose for throw-weight limits: and whether to limit 
throw-weight directly or indirectly. Following that discussion 
are packages supp9rted by various Agencies for a modified START 
position, accompanied by arguments for each package. 

Finally, as an alt~rnative to those packages, we could 
consider modifying the current position to the minimum extent 
necessary to reflect the recommendations of the Scowcroft report. 
This would require, at a minimum, a decision now on whether to 
retain the 850 limit on deployed ballistic missiles, raise it, or 
drop it altogether. State, ACDA and the START negotiator 
recommend more basic changes to our position for substantive, 
politicat, and negotiating reasons. 

I. Should we retain the limit on d~ployed ballistic missiles, 
raise it, or drop it? 

The report of the Scowcroft Commission states that arms 
control agreements should encourage deployment of small, single­
warhead ICBMs. "This requires that arms control limitations and 
reductions be couched, not in terms of launchers, but in terms of 
equal levels of warheads of roughly equivalent yield. Such an 
approach could permit relatively simple agreements, using 
appropriate counting rules, that exert pressure to reduce the 
overall number and destructive power of nuclear weapons and at 
the same time give each side an incentive to move toward more 
stable and less vulnerable deployments." 

The report states that the 850 limit on deployed ballistic 
missiles "should be reassessed since it is not compatible with a 
desirable evolution toward small, single warhead ICBMs". The 
report does not make any recommendation .whether or not to drop 
deployed missiles as a unic of account. 

1. Retain the 850 ceiling 

The number of small ICBMs the United States might want to 
deploy would depend on the deployment mode chosen, cost, 
survivability, Congressional support, and the constraints on the 
number of Soviet warheads, and is, therefore, difficult to 
predict. Retention of the 850 limit would limit us to a 
deployment of no more than about 300 small, single warhead ICBMs 
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in addition to 100 Peacekeeper ICBMs and planned SLBMs. This 
would appear inconsistent with the Commission's recommendation to 
promote a long-term evolution away from large highly fractionated 
ICBMs. 

The JCS believes that it is not clear at this point whether 
the US need for small ICBMs will require an increase in the 850 
deployed bal~istic missile ceiling. Some believe that retaining 
the 850 limit may give us all the force structuring flexibility 
we need during the n~xt decade since, in the context of US 
deployment of 100 MX under a ceiling of 5000 missile warheads, we 
are unlikely to deploy significantly more than 850 ballistic 
missiles. The Soviets, on the other hand, with a modern, single 
RV missile beginning flight testing are better placed over the 
next decade than we are to exploit the possibilities of large 
numbers of single RV ICBMs, which would increase their advantage 
in force survivability. The US could also pay a political price 
if the 850 limit is dropped since substantial reductions in 
deployed ballistic missi-les are a'· prominent, popular, and readily 
understandable element of the US position. Finally, in view of 
Soviet stalling in Geneva, some would argue that the appropriate 
US negotiating response is to hold to our current position and 
not make modifications which could be considered movement tow_ard 
the Soviet position. 

2. Raise the ceiling on deployed missiles 

Under this approach the United States would retain a limit 
on deployed ballistic missiles but raise it to provide more 
headroom for large numbers of small missiles. The ceiling could 
be: betw~en 1050 and 1250; 1450 (which corresponds roughly to 
the number of deployed missiles the United States would have 
under the Soviet proposal): or 1600 (the current number of US 
deployed ballistic missiles). The representative limits cited 
above could permit from 500 to more than 1100 small missiles, 
depending on the limit chosen, -the number of Peacekeeper ICBMs 
deployed, and the size of the US SLBM force. 

Raising the limit would respond to the Scowcroft 
Commission·• s report by making room in our START proposal for the 
evolution to small, single warhead ICBMs. A level could be 
chosen with sufficient "headroom" to give us considerable force 
structuring flexibility in the future. At the same time, 
retaining a ceiling on missiles would avoid the potential 
political liability of appearing to abandon constraints in a 
category of strategic capability (i.e., missiles) that has 

s.ECPET • 



SECRET-

-5-

previously been subject to constraints and that some still 
consider significant. It would also have the negotiating 
advantage of moving us closer to the _Soviet proposal of 1800 
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles. 

One disadvantage of raising the limit is that this may 
appear contraryJ to our objective ,of deep reductions. In 
addition, the Scowcroft Commission report argued against 
reductions in the number of deployed missiles, and cited the 
negative aspects of relying on such limits in past agreements. 

3. Drop limits on deployed missiles 

Under this approach the United States would have flexibility 
to deploy a larger number of small ICBMs within the constraints 
on warhead numbers and destructive potential. 

This approach would encourage ~n evolution in both the US 
and the USSR to smaller missiles and would provide substantial 
flexibility to exploit the advantages of small missiles to 
enhance survivability and stability. The START agreement would 
focus primarily on broad measures of capability (warheads and 
throw-weight). The Scowcroft Commission report makes clear the 
drawbacks of use of launcher limits in past agreements--i.e, 
agreements that rely primarily on launcher limits create 
incentives for large, highly fractionated missiles. Some believe 
this option corresponds most closely to the approach advocated in 
the Scowcroft Commission's report as more likely to be practical, 
stabilizing, and lasting than constrai~ts on force structures. 
They believe that dropping limits on deployed missiles could be 
useful in obtaining Congressional support for the development, 
production and deployment of the Peacekeeper and a small ICBM. 

Dropping the limits on deployed missiles would emphasize the 
limits on warheads and destructive potential, but could lead to 
increased pressure to limit bomber weapons, which would not be in 
the US interest. In addition, if the Soviets deploy a large 
number of missiles and missile launchers, this could provide a 
potential to deploy additional warheads. 

II. What throw-weight level should we seek? 

Our current proposal seeks to substantially reduce Soviet 
missile throw-weight in phase I indirectly to about 2.5 million 



kilograms through the limit of 5000 missile warheads, the sub­
ceiling of 2500 ICBM warheads and a limit of 210 medium and heavy 
ICBMs of which no more than 110 could be heavy ICBMs. In Phase 
II Soviet missile throw-weight would be further reduced to a 
direct ceiling of 1.9 million kilograms. Since the US throw­
weight level is cµrrently at 1.9 million kilograms, and the 
Soviet level i~ at about 5.6 million kilograms, any throw-weight 
level which exceeds the US current level would require the 
Soviets to reduce unilaterally. 

There are three options: 

(1) A level of 2.0 mill i on kilograms (64 percent below the 
estimated current, Soviet level but above the US level) would be 
consiste~t with our proposal for the second phase. We could 
argue that we were accelerating achievement of what has always 
been our ultimate goal. A proposa~ for a low ceiling now could 
give us bargaining room. ·- · 

(2) A ceiling of 2.5 million kilograms (55 percent below the 
est i mated current Soviet level) would be roughly equivaient to 
our .current proposal for the first phase, and, would allow both 
sides somewhat greater flexibility to structure forces. It is 
the level the US has proposed in conjunction with the ceiling of 
5000 ballistic missile warheads. 

(3) Constraints that could result in about 3.0 mitlion 
kilograms (46 percent below the estimated current Soviet level) 
would permit the Soviets greater force 'structure flexibility than 
the other options, and hence such a throw-weight level could be 
more likely to lead to an agreement._ 

The illustrative force tables for the options describe 
representative Soviet forces for each of these levels. While all 
the options limit the Soviets to 5000 warheads, the~igher the 
throw-weight, the larger could be the size and explosive power of 
Soviet warheads, and th~ greater could be the Soviet potential to 
deploy additional warheads. 

III. Should we seek direct or indirect limits on throw-weight? 

The Scowcroft Commission report does not explicitly address 
this question. It does state that simple aggregate limits "are 
likely to be more practical, stabilizing, and lasting than 
elaborate, detailed limitations on force structure and 
modernization." Constraints on large missiles, however, would 
not be inconsistent with the . Commission's emphasis on small 
missiles. 
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The principal advantage of a direct throw-weight limit is 
that it would give each side more flexibility to structure its 
forces within the limit. It would directly constrain the overall 
potential of each side's missile forces, without dictating a 
particular force structure. This would undercut the Soviet 
complaint that our indirect throw-weight limits through medium 
and heavy ICBM constraints would require them to rebuild 
according to "US standards". Some believe that combining warhead 
and throw-weight ceilings would be the most straightforward way 
to constrain the sides to equal ·numbers of warheads of roughly 
equivalent yield. A direct limit would preclude growth in Soviet 
throw-weight that an indirect limit might permit if the Soviets 
chose to maximize throw-weight within the constraints. The 
Intelligence Community believes that the Soviets are likely not 
to maximize throw-weight to the detriment of other features of 
their strategic forces. 

Some believe the principal drawback to a direct limit on 
throw-weight is that (depending on the level) it would undercut 
chances for an agreement, and as a.n in.itial objective could be 
perceived as a hardening of our position and a step away from 
achieving an agreement. Moreover, they believe the Soviets are 
less likely to accept throw-weight as a unit of account for START 
than collateral constraints. Some believe the level of throw­
weight is not as significant a measure of military potential as 
warheads, and should not be assigned the same priority in our 
START proposal. Additionally, some believe that direct limits on 
thr9w-weight cannot be adequately verified. Others point out 
that indirect limits also require verification of the throw­
weight of Soviet missiles. 

IV. Other Issues 

1. Phasing. The current US proposal would reduce Soviet 
throw-weight indirectly in Phase I, and would place a lower 
direct ceiling on throw-weight in Phase II. The packages · 
proposed by State, ACDA, and the START Negotiator would combine 
the current two-phased approach into a single phase.* 

* OSD position to be provided. 
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2. Air-launched cruise missiles (ALCM). Our current 
position is to accept in Phase II a ceiling of 28 on the average 
number of ALCMs on heavy bombers, wi~h a limit of 20 on the 
number of ALCMs on existing types of heavy bombers. One of the 
packages presented below recommends proposing a maximum limit of 
20 for all heavy bombers (not just existing types) on the basis 
that (1) there are no projected qs requirements for a bomber to 
carry more than 20 ALCMs, and (2) to counter the Soviet criticism 
that our present position would permit 11,000 ALCMs, a level we 
do not require. The other packages retain our existing position 
on ALCMs. 

3. Sea-launched cruise missiles (SLCM). Our current 
position does not contain limits on SLCMs. The current guidance 
to the Delegation instructs the Delegation to respond to any 
Soviet proposals to limit SLCMs by soliciting Soviet views on how 
such limits could be verified. Two of the packages presented 
below refer to limits on the number\ of SLCM platforms; the others 
do not address SLCMs. 

4. Modernization constraints. Our current position 
contains a number of modernization constraint~: limits on ICBM 

· and SLBM fractionation, limits on the weight of re-entry vehicles 
on new types of missiles, and a ban on new heavy missiles. Our 
current proposal does not include limits on the number of new 
types of missiles. One of the packages proposes banning new 
types of heavy and medium ICBMs and restricting new types of 
light ICBMs to a single warhead during the first ten years of 
START. (The Peacekeeper and the SS-X-2-4 ICBMs would be permitted 
as existing types.) Other packages do not require limits on the 
number of new types of missiles. 

5. Draft treaty. At the end of the last round, all 
Washington Agencies agreed in an instruction cable to the US 
START Delegation that we should. be in a position to table a draft 
treaty early in Round IV. 'The Soviets, for their part, tabled a 
draft treaty during Round III and, in the inter-round period, 
they have· sought to make propaganda mileage by false charges that 
the US refused to discuss treaty language with them. In order to 
deprive the Soviets of this propaganda advantage and to further 
the negotiations by putting the US position on the table in a 
unified fashion, the US Delegation believes it should be 
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authorized to table a. draft treaty early in Round IV. The START 
Delegation will incorporate changes to the US position arising 
from NSC decisions into the current draft text. The Delegation 
will send this revised draft back to Washington for prompt 
consideration by the US Government • 

V. Packages .I 1 

The following packages would: (a) retain our goal of a 
ceiling of 5000 ballistic missile warheads, (b) make no change in 
our proposal to limit heavy bombers, and (c) combine the phases 
of our current proposal. In addition, none of the packages would 
retain the current proposal's sub-limit of 2500 ICBM warheads or 
the Phase II ban on all heavy missiles. 

The~packages differ in: (a) the throw-weight level they 
seek; (b) the way throw-weight is qonstrained; (c) whether the 
number of deployed missil~s is limited; (d) the limits on ALCMs; 
and, (e) whether to seek platform limits on SLCMs. 

OSD and JCS will provide packages at a later date. 

\ 
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o 5000 ballistic missile warheads; no ICBM RV subceiling 
o 1150 deployed missiles 
o Limit of 150 heavy ICBMs; no direct throw-weight limits 
o 350 heavy bomber s 
o Maximum of 20 ALCMs per heavy bomber 
o SLCM platform limit 
o Flight test/deployment ban on heavy/medium ICBMs, only 1-RV 

new light ICBMs in first 10 years (MX is existing type) 
o Warhead weight limit (225 kg) for new missiles, and at least 

half of new missile throw-weight must consist of RVs 

The central objective of the State package is to draw the 
Soviets into the US negotiating framework without compromising 
our overall START objectives of substantial reductions, equality, 
stability and effective verification. The State package seeks 
to work within the structure of our current Phase I proposal to 
loosen the specific limits on ICBMs, while still requiring sub­
stantial reductions in Soviet ballistic missile forces (including 
ICBMs) and, indirectly, in throw-weight. This approach would 
provide a strong incentive for the Soviets to negotiate seriously 
on the basis of our proposal (or cause them significant difficulty 
in explaining why they would not) and would demonstrate conclu­
sively to US and international public opinion that our START 
approach is serious, even-handed and flexible. Indeed, without 
a change in our proposal along the lines described above, we 
cannot realistically expect an agreement. 

The State package retains the equal ceiling of 5000 bal­
listic missile warheads as the most important element of our 
START proposal. State also believes that it is important to 
retain a ceiling on deployed missiles. Militarily, the USSR 
is in a better position than the US to expand its deployed 
missile force in the near- future. Moreover, reductions in 
deployed missiles have been a prominent and generally popular 
element of our proposal. State supports raising the deployed 
missile ceiling to 1150, in order to allow for the deployment 
of a substantial number of the single-warhead ICBMs recommended 
by the Scowcroft Commission and to bring the US and Soviet 
positions closer together. 

The major difference between the State package and that 
of some other agencies is the question of direct limits on 
throw-weight. State supports a single-phase framework for 
the us position but without a direct ceiling on throw-weight. 
The importance of throw-weight as a measure of strategic 
capability has declined sharply over the years. Moreover, 
because of the current asymmetry, any throw-weight ceiling 
low enough to constrain the Soviets would have an obviously 
unequal impact in the US favor. The USSR has rejected 
throw-weight as a unit of account in START, and a direct 
throw-weight ceiling would make serious negotiations on the 
basis of the US proposal highly unlikely. Moreover, a low 
direct ceiling on throw-weight would strongly undercut 
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domestic and international perceptions of the seriousness 
of US arms control policy and would more than negate any 
benefits which we would gain from incorporating "build­
down" or the Scowcroft Commission recommendations in the 
US START proposal. 

State agrees that the current indirect limits on throw­
weight present a major obstacle to an agreement. State pro­
poses that these limits be replaced by a simple limitation 
on heavy ICBMs which would require that heavies constitute 
no larger proportion of Soviet ballistic missiles in a START­
limited force of 1150 deployed missiles than they do today 
(i.e., the USSR would be required to reduce from 308 to 150 
heavy ICBMs). Because of the obvious destabilizing nature 
of heavy ICBMs (which the Soviets implicitly acknowledged by 
accepting direct limits on heavies in SALT I and II), such 
an approach would be easier to defend -- to the public, Con­
gress, the Allies and the Soviets -- than direct limits on 
throw-weight. In the context of other START limitations, a 
limit of 150 heavy ICBMs would reduce Soviet throw-weight 
from 5.6 million kg to 3.0 million kg. The resulting dif­
ference between US and Soviet throw-weight levels would 
be about three times smaller than exists today. 

State also points out that limits on heavy ICBMs can be 
verified with high confidence, but direct limits on throw­
weight cannot. The uncertainty in our estimate of aggregate 
Soviet throw-weight amounts to 850,000 kg above or below the 
best estimate, which is equal to the throw-weight of more 
than 100 heavy ICBMs in either direction. 

State also believes that: 

o Deleting the ICBM warhead subceiling would undercut 
Soviet criticism that the US seeks to "emasculate" the 
USSR's ICBM force and would be consistent with the Scow­
croft Commission's recommendation that each side should 
be able to configure its forces within a warhead limit. 

o The lower ALCM loading limit is consistent with US 
programs and would limit possible future Soviet acti­
vity. It would also indicate that the US is willing 
to go beyond SALT II in limiting a weapon system in 
which we have a current advantage. 

o A SLCM platform ceiling would be the most verifiable 
way to limit SLCMs. Such a ceiling would close off a 
loophole for circumventing START limitations by prohi­
biting the Soviets from exploiting their current advan­
tage in SLCM platforms. 

o Modernization constraints which move both sides toward 
small ICBMs would demonstrate support for the Scowcroft 
Commission recommendations and would preclude a "break­
out" threat with future ICBM systems. This would also 
be consistent with the Senate "build-down" proposal. 
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5000 ballistic missile warhead£ 
2.5 million kg ~eiling on ballistic missile throw-weight 
350 heavy bombers 
Single phase agreement 
Drop deployed ballistic missiles as a unit of account, drop 

210/110 collateral constraints and 2500 ICBM warhead sublimit 

Scowcroft Commission 

"Not stabilizing to use arms 
control to require mutual reduc­
tions in the number of launchitig 
platforms or missiles." 

''An approach [ of J relatively 
simple agreements ••• to reduce 
the overall number and 
destructive power of nuclear 
weapons." 

"Eoual levels of warheads 
of roughly equivalent yield." 

"Simple ~ggregate limits• are 
"more practical, stabilizing, 
and lasting than elaborate 
detailed limits on force 
structure. 11 

. . 

Policy Implications 

Drop the 850 limit, and 
drop deployed missiles 
as a unit of account. 

Retain equal warhead limits 
(5000) as a key element of US 
proposal, along with destructive 
power as second key element. 

Seek throwweight limits 
(2.5 million- kilograms) as the 
second ke¥ element to reflect 
yield o~ destructive power • 

. ·Drop th~ 210/110 collateral 
constraints on medium and 
heavy ICBMs,. and drop the 2500 
ICBM warhead sublimit.· 

Drop the artificial distinction 
between Phase I .and Phase II, 
thereby putting cruise missiles 

.into the negotiations now. 

ACDA's position implements the Scowcroft Commission 
recommendations. This straightforward approach would 
conform most faithfully to the President's letters to 
Congress, and increase Congressional support for the MX 
missile now a _nd for the · small ICBM in corning years, while 
retaining maximum flexibility for the President to design 
future US strategic programs within negotiated constraints. 
This would also be consistent with the President's statement 
that everything is on the table in START. 

Moreover, direct .implementation of the Scowcroft 
Commission approach would be: 

(a) simple and readily understandable by focusing 
attention on warheads and throwweight (as the best indicators 
of destructive capability) and by eliminating needlessly 
complicated factors such as various missile ~umbers, 
collateral constraints, constraints on new types of ICBMs, 
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phases, and sublimits. Both the American public and Soviets 
have been confused by such complicating elements of our 
START .proposal. 

(~) more negotiable due to its simplicity, greater 
flexibility for each side to determine its own force 
structure, and the inclusion of cruise missile limits in 
return for deep warhead and throwweight reductions. 

(c) stabilizing since ea~h side would have incentive 
to move towards less · valuable targets, thereby reducing 
incentives for a first strike by the other side. 

(d) true to the Reagan Administration hallmark of 
deep reductions. Deleting the missile limit is preferable 
to raising it, and thereby giving the impression that we are 
no longer seeking deep reductions in strategic forces. 

The Scowcroft Commission also states that ''as long as 
launcher or missile limitations ·are seen, in and of 
themselves, as primary arms control objecti v-es," there 
will not be incentives to move away from large missiles. 
In fact, movement on each side ' towa~ds more deployed 
missiles, with fewer warheads'and less thrpwweight overall, 
would enhance strategic stability. · Limits on the number 
of deployed missiles may work against strategic stability .• 

The Commission calls for reducing destructive power 
of nuclear weapons, and the President has already decided 
to seek limits on destructive capability. The best 
measure of this is throwweight. Without limits on throwweight, 
the Soviets will retain the potential to deploy far more 
than 5000 warheads. Attempting to constrain destructive 
power indirectly (via collateral constraints) inevitably 
restricts force structuring flexibility. We should offer 
the Soviets the alternative of a more flexible and staight­
forward approach. 

We should se~k at this stage a throwweight ceiling 
of 2.5 million kilograms, about SOI below the current 
Soviet level. This is consistent with the 5,000 warhead 
limit and is also roughly equivalent to the level that 
wou1d resu1t from our current proposa1. Adoption of a 
significantly higher throwweight level would compromise 
our goal of reducing the disparity in destructive capability. 
Adopting a lower throwweight level than 2.5 would be 
perceived as a hardening of the US position, which could 
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undercut the broad consensus on arms control we are in 
the processs of achieving. A lower level would also 
have a greater chance of being rejected by the Soviets 
without seriously considering throwweight as one of the 
two key units of account (the other being warheads). 

The ACDA approach gives high priority to throwweight 
limits along with warhead limits. The US should not 
propose limi·ts on deployed missiles, but later in the 
negotiations we could be flexible on accepting limits on 
the number of deployed missiles {at a level high enough 
to protect an option to deploy a significant number of 
small ICBMs) if the Soviets agree to the throwweight 
limits we seek. Missile limits would thus be considered 
as a dependent variable and not an independent variable 
{or goal in the US proposal). 

May 24, 1983 
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50 00 b~llistic missile RVs . 

2 .5 million kg ceiling on ballistic missile throw-weight. 

350 heavy bombers,· separate ceiling (Bac k fire included). 

2&/20 aver~ge / maximum ALCM loading limits. 

Indicate willingness to consider equal, verifiable limits on 
nuclear SLCMs, through limits on platforms. 

In the context of Soviet agreement to direct limits on throw­
weight and ballistic missile RVs, drop the subceilings of 
2500 ICBM RVs and 210/110 medium and heavy ICBMs. 

Single phase agreement. 

Drop deployed ballistic missiles as a unit of account. Later,· 
if Soviets press for its retention, indicate willingness to 
agree to acceptable limits on the number of deployed ballistic 
missiles but only if the Soviets accept U.S. proposals on 
ballistic missile warheads and throw-weight. 

Rationale 

The START Negotiator's package implements the Scowcroft 
Commission's recommendation for "simple aggregate limits" by 
making ballistic missile warheds and throw-weight the primary 
units of account~ It continues to focus on reductions in the 
current destabilizing disparity between the U.S. and Soviet 
ballistic missile forces. At the same time, it also offers 
significant benefits to the Soviet Union and sets the stage 
for serious negotiation toward an agreement by indicating 
U.S. willingness to limit cruise missiles at the outset of an 
agreement. By bringing forward direct limits on throw-weight, 
it allows us to trade, at the negotiating table, a number of 
provisions to which the Soviets have strongly objected, 
particularly the concept of phasing, the 210/110 subceiling 
and the 2500 subceiling. 

Recognizing, however, that the Soviets are unlikely to 
agree to a package which does not limit missiles and also 
that limits on deployed missiles have been a familiar and 
politically popular element of the U.S. START position, the 
START negotiator believes that our objective should be to 
place the Soviets in the demandeur role of seeking to 
reintroduce limits on ballistic missiles. In the context of 
Soviet willingness to accept our proposed limits on bal~istic 
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s1n~ l e: R~ IC BMs c.n6 wo~l6 a l so ~ac~ l ita:e: p:ogre:ss in t he: 
talks by reta i ~ i ng somt commo~ elements in :he ~ .s. and Soviet 
position . Th is approach would alsc 6eny t he: Soviets the: 
pro?aganda h ig ~ ground o~ appearing to be: :~e: c~ly party in 
favor o~ li ffi it i ng missiles. 

The SThRT Ne9otiator's package allows considerable 
s impli fica:io ~ o~ t h e U.S. position by subs: i t~ting direct 
l i m1ts · on t h ro~-weig h t for the compl ex an6 con s~ra i ning 
i ndirect li i mi ts currently in Phase Io~ t he ~.s. posit i on. 
Direct limits on throw-weight will meet Soviet criticisms 
that the 210 / 11 0 subceilings have placed overly-severe 
constraints on Soviet force structuring. Raising the U.S. 
throw-weight objective from its current 1.9 million kg to 2.5 
million kg should make it easier to· engage the Soviets in a 
substantive discussion of throw-weight as a unit of account 
ano still achieve sizeable (50%} reductions in ballistic 
missile throw-we i ght. Past Soviet objections to throw-weight 
have been based more on the level of reductions which the 
U.S. sought to achieve than on any intrinsic Soviet opposition 
to the principle of throw-weight limits. The Soviets will 
consider the acceptability of the U.S. throw-weight proposals 
in light of the effect they have on Soviet forces and the 
trade-offs they can obtain in limits on U.S. forces. In 
addition, as Soviet modernization proceeds, the Soviets will 
move toward smaller missiles which will tena to reduce Soviet 
opposition to limiting throw-weight. Direct limits on throw­
weight also allow us to arop the current s~bceilin9 of 2500 
ICBM RVs which will simplify our position anc also helps in 
negotiability. 

Movino to a direct limit on throw-weicht from the outset - . 
allows us to drop the concept of phases which has been a 
major stumbling block to progress in the talks. By indicating 
willingness to limit ALCMs from the outset of an agreement 
and to consider equal verifiable limits on nuclear-armed SLCMs, 
we would offer the Soviets a strong incentive toward accepting 
the U.S. position on limits on ballistic missile RVs and 
throw-weight. 
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GENERAL ADVISORY COMMlffiE ON ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT 
· · ~~- ? Washington, D.C. 20451 

May 26, 1983 

Dear Mr. President: 

For several months, the General Advisory Committee 
on Arms Control and Disarmament has been analyzing the 
anns control implications of the u.s. strategic modern­
ization program. We have met several times with ACDA 
Director Adelmanr the Chainnan of your Commission on 
Strategic Forces, General Scowcroftr the Chainnan of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Vesseyr the Vice Presi­
dentr and with other knowledgeable persons both in and 
out of government. Their views have been invaluable, 
and while the following opinions and reconnnendations are 
those of the General Advisory Committee, we would like 
to acknowledge the counsel provided by these persons. 

For more than a decade, the u.s. has deliberately 
avoided deploying any ICBM system that would severely 
threaten Soviet land-based ICBMs, even though such sys­
tems were well within our ability to develop. This re­
straint was exercised in the hope that the Soviet Union 
would conduct its missile system development activities 
with equal restraint. 

Unfortunately, our unilateral restraint has not 
been reciprocated. Because of the central role· ICBMs 
have in our strategic policy, the greatest threat to 

The Itonorable 
Ronald Reagan, 

The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 
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strategic nuclear stability today is the increasing vul­
nerability of this leg of the triad. This vulnerability 
has come about not through some inevitable process, but 
through deliberate, long-term, large-scale Soviet efforts 
to threaten the survivability of the u.s. ICBM force. 

As you. have so clearly stated, it would be both ir­
responsible and dangerous- to world peace for the u.s. to 
further delay responsing to this threat. 

The recommendations of your Commission on Strategic 
Forces have major implications for arms control. It is 
the consensus of your General Advisory Committee on Arms 
Control and Disarmament, itself a bipartisan body, that 
the Commission's arms control recommendations be vigor­
ously pursued. To support. and add specificity to your 
Canmission's recommendations, we suggest that the follow­
ing be incorporated in our START position. 

U.S. START Position 

Canbine Phase I and Phase II: 
Retain the limit of 5,000 ballistic. missile 

warheads and the 2,500 sublimit on ICBM 
warheads: 

Limit both sides to 1.9 million kilograms of 
ballistic missile throwweight and a 
.S million kilogram sublimit on MIRVed ICBM 
throwweight: 

Limit future ballistic missile warheads to 
approximately 300 kilograms per warhead 
(payload) weight: 

Bombers should be treated separately: limits 
on bombers and ALCMs should take into account 
soviet air defenses. 

1. Retain the 5,000 ballistic missile warhead limit. 
This unit of account and level, when combined with a throw­
weight limit, moves both sides toward greater strategic 
nuclear stability while preserving flexibility for struc­
turing forces. 

2. Eliminate the 850 limit on deployed missiles and 
seek a phased build-down, over a specified period of time, 
to direct limits on ballistic missile throwweight at 1.9 
million kilograms. A direct limit on throwweight is para­
mount to a sound START agreement. In contrast to limits 
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on deployed missiles or launchers, throwweight limits 
would move both sides away from less stabilizing de­
ployments of large MIRVed missiles toward more stabi­
lizing deployments of small single warhead missiles. 
Throwweight remains the key indicator of strategic mis­
sile capability and strategic missile potential. As 
u.s. and Soviet technologies converge, a Soviet throw­
weight advantage would permit the Soviets to deploy 
accurate warheads with greater destructive capability 
than u.s. warheads. 

Direct limits on throwweight would also limit 
Soviet breakout potential, that is, the ability to de­
ploy more warheads clandestinely or following abrogation 
of an agreement. The 1.9 million kilogram limit would 
be based on the decision to combine the two phases of 
START: this level provides negotiating flexibility for 
seeking this major reduction in throwweight. Finally, 
a throwweight limit would permit dropping the collateral 
constraints on Soviet heavy and medium ICBMs, thereby 
simplifying our approach. 

3. Direct limits on throwweight should be accompa­
nied by s·eeking direct limits on- future warhead weight 
or payload~. Such payload limits would prevent the 
Soviets from deploying missiles having a relatively 
large amount of throwweight with a relatively small war­
head, which could give them a substantial breakout capa­
bility with such deployed missiles. 

4. A sublimit on MIRVed ICBM throwweight at .S mil­
lion kilograms should be sought in order to limit these 
most destabilizing Soviet weapons as we make the transi­
tion from MIRVed missiles to less lucrative targets, 
single warhead missiles. Such a limit would encourage a 
transition to smaller missiles as both sides' forces are 
reduced. 

5. The sublimit of 2,500 ICBM warheads should be 
retained as this limit makes the important distinction 
between ICBM and SLBM warheads. It would also aid in 
the transition to lower warhead levels, and it would 
bound the Soviet ICBM threat to u.s. ICBMs. In addition, 
it would limit Soviet counterforce potential, when can­
bined with the throwweight limits. 
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6. Limit both sides to a 20 per cent margin above 
the throwweight limit to cover logistics, flight test 
missiles, and maintenance requirements. This should be 
the u.s. internal position. 

7. Banbers should continue to be treated separately 
from ballistic missiles. There should be no bomber equiva­
lent payload aggregated in a missile throwweight ceiling. 
The aggregation of bombers and ballistic missiles would 
blur the important distinction between first-strike wea­
pons (Soviet ICBMs) and second-strike retaliatory weapons 
(U .s. bombers). 

a. Numerical limita on bombers and ALCMs should be 
addressed in the context of limits· on Soviet air defenses. 
The Soviets have the most extensive· air defense system in 
the- world while the u.s. has minimal air defenses. u.s. 
bombers and cruise missiles that survive a Soviet attack 
must be able to penetrate Soviet air defenses. Limits 
on u.s. bombers and air-launched cruise missiles without 
corresponding limits on Soviet air defenses would reduce 
the effectiveness of our bomber force - in an inequitable 
manner. 

The General Advisory Canmittee believes this package · 
of limitations would meet our objectives of seeking deep 
redu~tions in strategic forces, equality in capabilities, 
and greater strategic stability. These limits could be 
verified with appropriate cooperative measures. And this 
package preserves flexibility for both sides to design 
future strategic p-rograms within these constraints. We 
hope you find this useful in your deliberations concerning 
the anus control aspects of the strategic modernization 
program and START. 

Respectfully yours, 

w.£t~t.~ 
William R. Graham 

Chairman 




