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MEMORANDUM FOR 

Mr. Donald P. Gregg 
Assistant to the Vice President for 

National Security Affairs · 

Mr. Charles Hill 
Executive Secretary 
Department of State 

Colonel John H. Stanford 
Executive Secretary 
Department of Defense 

Dr. Alton Keel 

Septerrber 8, 1983 

Ms. Jacqueline Till~an 
Executive Assistant to the 

United States 
Representative to the United 

Nations 

Brig Gen George A. Joulwan 
Executive Assistant to the 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of 

Staff 
The Pentagon 

Associate Director for National Security 
Mr. William B. Staples 
Executive Secretary 

and International Affairs 
Office of Management and Budget 

Mr. Thomas B~ Cormack 
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AGENDA 
FOR 

NSC MEETING ON BUILD-DOWN 

Introduction -- Judge Clark 

Build-Down -- All Principals 

. Discussion· of .the . basic · approach and strategy .. implementing 
the build-down -concept . outlined in the .Senior Arms Control 
Policy Group discussion paper. Discussion should focus on 
the following questions: 
. 
1 • .. What should be .the Administration's final position 

on implementing the build-down _concept? When and how 
·should the full bottom-line be revealed? 

2. Given the current political environment, what 
should be the thrust and level of detail of 
the Administration presentations made at 
Congressional hearings scheduled for the week 
of September 12? 

3. What additional steps ~eed the Administration 
be prepared to take prior to key votes later 
in the month? 

, 

, 
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START Discussion Paper 

I. Introduction 

There has been interest in the Congress in seeing modif­
ications to our START position -- combined with a build-down 
proposal -- as evidence of the Administration's seriousness on 

_arms control and as the quid pro quo for support of the 
President's strategic modernization program. The signals from 
the Hill, however, are mixed and in many ways contradictory. 
Moreover, the current US negotiating position is fundamentally 
sound and the Soviets have given us little ground for believing 
that additional modifications at this time will result in 
progress. 

On balance, we see no need at this time to adopt funda­
mental changes to our current START position. However, our 
current understanding of the situation on the Hill is that some 
form of a build-down proposal must be forthcoming from the 
Administration to assure support for defense pro_grams in the 
upcoming appropriations cycle. 

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

The issue for decision is what form of build-down we should 
propose, and how, if at all, it should be augmented by changes 
in our START position. This decision must be based on an 
assessment of our national security requirements and of the 
actual political situation on the Hill -- a situation which is 
fluid and subject to change over the next two weeks. This 
paper presents a basic build-down proposal within the START 

DECLASSIFIED 
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negotiations as well as elements that are more extensive with 
.respect to build-down and some possible adjustments to our 
c ·urrent START position. 

II. Basic Position 

A. Current US START 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 during 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 US START approach 
mutual reductions to 5,000 ballistic missile warheads. 

Following are the major changes to the US position intro-
duced in Round IV: 

We relaxed the limit of 850 deployed ballistic 
missiles in order to allow the deployment of 
additional single-RV ICBMs, as recommended by the 
President's Commision on Strategic Forces. 

We proposed a single-phase agreement, in place of 
our previous two-phase approach, to make it clear 
that all systems, including ALCMs, would be 
limited from the outset of an agreement. 

We proposed limits on heavy bombers (400) and on 
ALCMs (a maximum of 20 per heavy bomber) which are 
well below SALT II levels. 

On throw-weightr we offered to withdraw the col­
lateral constraints (the 2500/210/110 subceilings} 
in f a vor of a direct limit on aggregate missile 
throw-weight, if the Soviets prefer. We told the 
Soviets that we are not insisting on reductions to 
US levels, but made clear that the level would be 
a matter of negotiation. We also discussed a 
variety of other possible approaches to resolving 
the throw-weight issue and said we would be recep­
tive to any serious Soviet proposals. 

5:E€ft:ET/ :!tEM3I':PIVL 
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We made it clear to the Soviets that the subs­
tantial reductions we. seek in the strategic forces 
of both nations would be implemented over time. 
We stressed -- in accordance with the recom­
mendation of the President's Commission on 
Strategic Forces -- that our objective is to 
channel the modernization of both sides in a 
direction which ·will enhance stability and reduce 
the first strike threat. 

One of the ways we seek to do this is by re­
ductions in the weight -- and hence the 
destructive power -- of warheads on new ballistic 
missile systems. We have proposed sep.arate weight 
ceilings for RVs 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 
should be. 

During the last round, the Soviets also modified some of 
their previous proposals which were so obviously one-sided that 
it was clear that they had been made primarily for negotiating 
purposes: the Soviets expressed a willingness to drop their 
proposed ban on all ALCMs while maintaining a ban on "long-range" 
GLCMs and SLCMs, and to modify provisions whose effect would have 
been to stop deployment of Trident submarines and the D-5 
missile. We welcomed these Soviet moves. 

However, the Soviets did not respond to our flexibility with 
any equivalen~ willingness to modify the central elements of 
their position. Moreover, they tabled subceilings for MIRV 
missiles under their 1,800 SNDV aggregate which would, if fully 
implemented, allow them to deploy over 11,000 ballistic missile 
warheads and 6,800 warheads on MIRV ICBMs; substantial increases 
over the already high Soviet levels. 

B. Basic Build-Down Position 

Within the context of START, the US could seek a guaranteed 
mutual 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 year 
(based on entry-in-force warhead levels) which equates to a 
certain, constant number of warheads guaranteed to be retired 
each year during the treaty's period of reduction. The US would 
propose to count warheads according to SALT counting and type 
rules. This would mean that the starting level for US and Soviet 
forces would be approxiately equal. (The Poseidon C-3 would be 
credited with 14 RVs.) 
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From equal accountable entry in force levels, both sides could 
_reduce to a 5,000 floor in slightly over eight years, a 
guaranteed annual build-down of approximately 440 accountable 
warheads. 

There is an apparent contradiction between the actual de­
ployed warhead figures we have used (7,300 for the US and 7,900 
for the Soviets) and the· accountable warheads on which the 
build-down would be based (8,800 on both sides). This could 

- cause the credibility of this approach to be questioned; i.e., 
the charge could be leveled that we were proposing to build-down 
1,500 non-exisiting warheads (the difference between 8,800 US 
SALT accountable warheads and 7,300 now deployed). The contra­
diction would be explained as follows: 

For existing types of missiles the maximum number 
of warheads tested must be used to enable verifi­
cation, and to deny the Soviets any possibility of 
actually increasing their current advantage over 
the number of US deployed warheads during the re­
d_uction period. 

This counting method would be consistent with 
figures and counting concepts used in the past 
with the Soviets and should be relatively easy to 
negotiate. 

Our START position has as its focus achieving a 
reduced number of actual deployed warheads. This 
is cons.tent with the build-down formula. The 
issue is not how we get t6 5,000, but actually 
achieving the goal of 5,000 deployed RVs. 

Finally, using the 7,300/7,900 figures would 
expose us to charges that the Soviets were obliged 
unfairly to build-down at a faster rate than the 
US, or that the Soviets were permitted a longer 
period to reach the floor level. 

c. Strategy for Pursuing Basic Build-Down Position 

Packaging the incorporation of build-down in our START 
position will be key to its acceptability by the Congress. This 
will involve a clear exposition of how our START position, 
modernization program and build-down fit into a comprehensive 
approach to a more secure strategic environment. We would make 
clear that our approach to build-down represented a seriously 
considered, firm Administration position • 
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o ·The US strategic modernization program and the US arms 
control position as modified during the last round of negotia-

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

o Our modernization program includes modernizing our aging 
bomber forces and ALCMs, the B-1 bomber and the Stealth bomber, 
to achieve greater survivability and penetration of Soviet air 

· defenses. Modernization of the SLBM force with Trident II will 
permit greater use of wide-ocean areas so as to reduce the 
effectiveness of Soviet ASW against the SSBN fleet and, thus, . 
ensure its long-term survivability. All of these changes are 
designed to promote long-term stability of our strategic forces. 

o Our modernization program also includes a limited number 
of MX missiles designed to counterbalance Soviet hard-target kill 
capability and, thereby, to increase near-term stability. It 
also serves to encourage, in combination with the D-5 SLBM, 
Soviet movement from large silo-based ICBMs toward smaller mobile 
ICBMs while we, ourselves, pursue, 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 enhancing the contribution of the ICBM force 
to deterrence and long-term stability. 

o Complementary to this •program, our START position focuses 
on deep reductions in the destructive capability and potential of 
the strategic forces of the US and Soviet Union and to channel 
residual deter~ent capability into more survivable and, thus, 
more stable systems, that is, toward greater dependence on small 
single-RV ICBMs, on SLBMs and on second-strike bomber forces. 

o This position has as its central element reduction by 
roughly one-third in the numbers of deployed ballistic missile 
warheads of both sides, a key measure of destructive capability. 

o It also calls for significant reductions in the throw­
weight of Soviet missiles. Throw-weight is an important measur~ 
of destructive capability and potential because in an agreement 
limiting both sides to equal numbers of warheads, the side with 
the greater throw-weight can deploy larger warheads or in a 
breakout deploy more warheads. 

o We have also indicated wide flexibility on the ceiling for 
deployed ballistic missiles, which, in combination with our 
proposed missile RV and throw-weight reductions, should further 
encourage Soviet movement toward more survivable and, thus, more 
stabilizing single-RV missiles. 

~€1tl.1/SENSl'l'IQ £ 
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o To this position we now intend to add a new major element 
- suggested by the US Congress -- a mutual, verifiable, guaranteed 
build-down of ballistic missile warheads. 

o We have studied the concept intensively over the past 
months to see hpw it could be integrated in and complementary to 
our START position and the US objectives in START. These object­
ives include significant reductions leading to increased 
stability, equality in key measures of destructive capability and 

· potential, and verifiability. A number of alternatives were 
examined and discarded because they failed in one way or another 
t~ meet these essential objectives. 

o The build-down we will propose will be an integral part of 
our START proposal, taken in concert with reductions in all other 
elements of our proposal. 

o Specifically, it will call for both sides to reduce from 
their approximately equal current levels by about 5% per year 
(about 440 warheads) over an eight-year period to a level of 
5,000 ballistic missile warheads. 

o We have chosen percentage reductions in ballistic missile 
warheads to an agreed floor rather than tying it to modernization 
because of the obvious and serious verification and compliance 
problems we have with regard to differentiating Soviet modern­
ization of existing systems from new systems, a key element in 
any build-down tied to modernization. 

The percentage reduction formula has the same effect on 
ballistic missile warheads as a two-for-one build-down but would 
ensure a guaranteed Soviet build-down. 

o We believe that this significant addition to our current 
highly-flexible START position involving deep reductions in 
strategic destructive capability and potential provides a sound 
and fair basis for an arms control agreement with the Soviet 
Union, one that promotes long-term stability while allowing each 
side great latitude to configure its forces to meet its strategic 
needs. · 

o This modified position, in combination with ·our planned 
strategic modernization program, form the two key building blocks 
upon which, with the cooperation of the Soviet Union, we can 
build a more secure and stable strategic environment, one that 
reduces the risk of war. 

-SECRE·I'/51!:NSITI V'E 
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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 US negotiating team to seek 
an equitab~e and verifiable arms control agreement at lower, more 
stable levels. We can only hope that the Soviet Union can 
exhibit equal flexibility and desire to achieve such an agreement. 

D. Soviet Reaction to Basic Build-Down Position 

1. Initial reactions 

The initial Soviet reaction to the build-down is likely to 
be negative mainly on the ground that it does not address bomber 
weapons in aggregation with ballistic missile warheads. A second 
objection to the proposal, possibly not voiced, is that the 
Soviets have indicated that they desire to retain significantly 
more than 5,000 warheads in their ballistic missile inventory. 

However, it is unlikely that they will either accept 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 o~ the 
proposal by evidencing some interest in it. 

The initial Soviet reaction will also be influenced by the 
current state of US-USSR relations, especially the public flavor, 
which does not appear to prov"ide a climate for, much less allow, 
the Soviets to compromise on central issues. Moreover, we know 
of no apparent internal pressures on the Soviet leadership to 
negotiate seriously. 

2. "fflssible Soviet Actions--After Round V 

In the- absence of an outright rejection, the Soviets at 
least may attempt to modify a build-down proposal to minimize its 
effect on their force modernization programs. Some actions the 
Soviets could take to protect 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 agreement where modernization triggers 
build-down; this would enable them to defer modernization 
for a number of years since their strategic forces are 
generally more modern than ours; 

--proposing an agreement in which modernization of exisitng 
deployed systems was exempted; this would allow them to 
deploy follow-on systems without triggering build-down; 
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--proposing an agreement where modernization restrictions 
apply only to those systems first flight-tested after the 
agreement goes into effect; this would protect weapons 
like the SS-X-24, PL-5 and SS-N-18 follow-on, which are in 
a late stage of development. 

The Soviets may chose to make a direct counter build-down 
proposal rather than negotitate a US proposal. Some key elements 
of proposals they could make to promote their START position 

· while undermining ours include: 

--aggregating bomber weapons and cruise missiles with 
ballistic missile RVs; 

--proposing a build-down ratio higher than the US would 
accept; 

--proposing different rules for a build-down that impact 
more heavily on the us. 

It is possible that after a lengthy negotiating process, and 
then only in return ·for appropriate US concessions, the Soviets 
would agree to some type of build-down as a mechanism for the 
reductons required in a negotiated START agreement. 

III. Modifications to the Basic Build-Down Position 

If it is decided that we must augment the basic build-down 
position, the following elements could be considered. Adoption 
of these elements should be avoided if possible. 

A. Percent Reductions "Build-down" Tied to Modernization 

This variant would add the link between modernization and 
force reductions to the percentage annual build-down in START. 
Under this concept, there would be two mechanisms for reductions. 
First, a percent annual reduction would be in effect. Second, 
for every new, modern warhead deployed, a certain number would 
have to be withdrawn. The preferred formulation would require 
1.5 older warheads to be withdrawn for each new warhead 
deployed. This would represent a 3:2 across-the-board build-down 
for ballistic missile warheads. An alternative of 2:1 build-down 
for ICBM warheads and 3:2 build-down for SLBM warheads could also 
be considered, if necessary. In any event, the actual reductions 
would be the greater required by either the modernization 
schedule or the specified percent annual reductions. 
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The central problem with linking the build-down to modern­
ization is the difficulty in defining, negotiating and effect­
ively verifying "modernization''. A build-down with modernization 
would also be particularly sensitive to the definition of new 
warheads. The ambiguities inherent in this approach would prolong 
negotiations and bedevil an actual build-down. 

B. Inclusion of Heavy Bombers in Build-Down 

This variant would build-down heavy bombers in addition to 
ballistic missile RVs by reducing heavy bombers in the force on 
the basis of a negotiated schedule. As long as retired B-52s (in 
storage) are counted as well as operational bombers and a floor 
consistent with our current position in START (400/350) is used, 
a variety of build-down ratios for bombers would not adversely 
affect our force · plans. A reduction schedule that is similar to 
that proposed for missile warheads would be easiest to negotiate 
and explain publicly. A build-down of bomber weapons would not 
be acceptabl~ to the us. 

IV. Adjustments to the START Position 

Some beli~ve that pressures on the Hill to adopt build-down 
and to change our START position are deeply held and transcend 
the current international political circumstances. This is 
clearly not the time for fundamental changes or major initiatives 
in our START position. Nevertheless, pressures may be such that 
we will need now to take the steps which could propitiate the 
condition for ac"tiieving progress in START in the corning months. 

. . 

On the other hand, it is a ~idespread interagency view that 
since our position is fundamentally sound and that recent signif­
icant changes have not been adequately responded to by the 
Soviets, changes to our START position are now unnecessary and 
would be perceived by the Soviets as a lack of resolve. 
Moreover, the Soviets are unlikely to make major moves in START 
until the situation in INF becomes more clear. -

The following adjustm~nts to the current US position could 
be added to the basic build-down proposal to demonstrate 
additional flexibility in our negotiating stance. Additional 
analysis on each of these changes would be needed before a 
decision is made to adopt any of them. 
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1. Unconditionally Drop 2,500 Sub-Limit on ICBM Warheads. 
-This could be seen by some critics of the current START position 
a's a major move in our START position. Under the current 5,000 
ballistic missile warhead limit, the Soviets probably would not 
deploy more than about 3,400 ICBM warheads in any event. 

2. Adopt 2,500 MIRV ICBM Sub-Limit. This change could be 
portrayed as an additional step toward consistency with the 
recommendations of the President's Commission on Strategic 

· Forces. It would represent an intermediate step between our 
current position and unconditionally dropping the 2,500 sub-limit 
as discussed above. 

3. ALCM Limits Close to Our Requirements. The current US 
position would theoretically permit 8,000 ALCM ·warheads, well 
over twice the size of current US force plans. We have not 
proposed sub-limits on ALCM-carrying heavy bombers. We could 
propose a direct limit on ALCMs of 3,000-4,000, in . line with 
current US plans. This could be implemented by offering a 
sub-ceiling of 200 on ALCM carriers. Proposing either of these 
limits would undercut critics' charges that the US is not willing 
to discuss reasonable limits on its bomber forces. 

4. Ban New Types of MIRVed ICBMs. A ban on new types of 
MIRVed ICBMs would be consistent with the recommendations of the 
President's Commission on Strategic Forces that encourage greater 
reliance on single-RV missiles. It would also insure that future 
types of mobile ICBMs are single-RV missiles. Presumably, this 
ban would allow no new MIRV ICBMs beyond the MX and the SS-X-24. 
The US would need to decide first whether it needs to protect the 
option of a new type of MIRV ICBM after the MX. This type of ban 
would also raise the difficult problem of rules concerning 
modernization of existing types. 
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SECRET 

SECRET 
NATIONAL SECURITY. COUNCIL 

SYSTEM II 
91063 

ACTION September 8, 1983 

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT M. KIMMITT 

FROM: BOB LINHARD ~~VEN KruJ:~R 

SUBJECT: Papers Supporting Sept 10th NSC Meeting on 
Build-down 

Please sign the attached cover memorandum and make immediate 
distribution of the Senior Arms Control Policy Group paper and 
proposed meeting agenda in support of Saturday's NSC meeting. 

Concurrence: 
-.)O\o,i..ll 

Ron Lehman ~• 

Attachments 

Tab I 

c ii:CR-i:'r 

Cover Memorandum Transmitting Papers ~ 
A Arms Control Policy Group Paper (e,t 
B Proposed Agenda ' ~) 
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Assistant to the Vice 

National Security A 

Mr. Charles Hill 
Executive Secretary 
Department of State 

Colonel John H. Stanford 
Executive Secretary 
Department of Defense 

Dr. Alton Keel 
Associate Director for Nati 

and International Affairs 
-Office of Management and Bud 

Mr. Thomas B. Cormack 
Executive Secretary 
Central Intelligence 
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Executive Secretary 
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United States Department of State 

Washington, D. C. 20520 
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SENSITIVE Attachment September 8, 1983 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. WILLIAM P. CLARK 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

Subject: Discussion Paper for September 10 NSC Meeting 

Attached is the requested START discussion paper, in 
preparation for the NSC meeting now. -scheduled on Saturday, 
September 10. 

Attachment: 
As stated. 

Cha:r:les Hill 
Executive Secretary 

DECLASSIFIED 

Depar~ of State Guidelines , J~ 21, 1997 
By l'Ji NARA, Date ~(?f'!i!:r 
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SECRET 
MEMORANDUM 

SECRET NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR WtLIAM P. CLARK 
rr-J 

FROM: R LEHMAN 

. , 

SYSTEM II 
91063 

Septerrber 9, 1983 

SUBJECT: Talking Points for NSC Meeting on Build Down 

The following attached material is designed to support you in 
the NSC meeting on build down: 

Tab A - NSC Meeting Agenda {S) 
Tab B - Draft Talking Points for Your Use {S) 
Tab C - Charts Developed for Use at the Meeting (S) 
Tab D - Senior Arms Control Group Discussion Paper (S) 
Tab E - Letter from Nunn/Cohen/Percy to Scowcroft and 

Related Press Release (U) 

The charts provided at Tab C were developed for use at the 
meeting to support your talking points and the general 
discussion if needed. They are being developed this evening 
will be available on poster board prior to the meeting. 
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The letter to the Scowcroft Commission from Senators Nunn, Cohen 
and Percy which was received only today, and a press release 
{Tab E) announcing the letter may well represent the most 
difficult aspect of the meeting. Senator Nunn intends to 
provide the press release for media use on Monday. It will 
clearly generate some attention, and whatever posture we take 
with the Congress over the next few weeks, it must reflect a 
judgment on how we should treat this letter. We should 
certainly expect Senator Percy to press Jon Howe on the 
Administration's view of the letter when Howe testifies before 
the SFRe on September 14 • ' 

It is likely that all of the other NSC principals will be 
familiar with the letter. We would recommend that you show it 
to the President or at least describe it to him prior to the 
meeting. The letter is only briefly addressed in your talking 
points. When we meet with you prior to the meeting (10 a.m.), 
we will brief you further on this evolving situation. 

Recommendation 

That you _rev~~W the attached materials ·and use the talking 
points provided to .frame discussion at the NSC meeting. 

Disapprove 
. S'K' 

Approve 

Concur_;ire.nce: .~hris Lehman {unavailable), Sven Kraener, Bob Linhard 

A~tachments as noted above {S) 

SECRET 
Declassify on: OADR SECRET 
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AGENDA 
FOR 

NSC MEETING ON BUILD-DOWN 

A. Introduction -- Judge Clark 

B. Build-Down -- All Principals 

SYSTEM II 
91063 

Discussion of the basic approach and strategy implementing 
the build-down concept outlined in the Senior Arms Control 
Policy Group discussion paper. Discussion should focus on 
the f9llowing questions: 

1. What should be the Administration's final position 
on implementing the build-down concept? When and how 
should the full bottom-line be revealed? 

2. Given the current political environment, what 
should be the thrust and level of detail of 
the Administration presentations made at 
Congressional hearings scheduled for the week 
of September 12? 

3. What additional steps need the Administration 
be prepared to take prior to key votes later 
in the month? 

-
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Proposed Talking Points for Judge Clark 
National Security Council 

September 10, 1983 

ITEM 1: Introductory Remarks 

For some time now, the Interagency Group has been studying 
various approaches to the concept of a guaranteed mutual 
build-down in strategic forces. The concept of the build-down in 
nuclear force·s has proven very attractive in the Congress, 
especially in the Senate where Senators Cohen, Percy, and Nunn are 
the primary sponsors. 

Many of you have spent time with advocates of the build-down, 
and the . Senior Arms Control Policy Group met with the primary 
co-sponsors before the August recess. In the .weeks ahead, there 
are several milestones with resp~ct to the build-down issue. 

In the next three weeks we will have MX votes in 
subcommittees, full committees and possibly on the floor 
in the House and in the Senate. 

In addition, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee will 
be marking up an arms control resolution and voting on 
the nuclear freeze resolution on the 20th of September 
and will be hearing from the Administration on its arms 
~ontrol efforts next Wednesday, the 14th . 

. r 

On the sixth of October, Ambassador Rowney returns to 
Geneva for the next round of START, and many advocates 
of the build-down would like to see us return to the 
negotiations with a build-down proposal. 

The build-down involves -many complex issues, both technical 
and political. If improperly implemented a build-down could cause 
great harm to the national security of the United States. At the 
same time, the Senior Arms Control Policy Group has .reviewed ways 
in which a build-down might safely be structured. 

In preparation for this meeting, an interagency group has 
produced a paper which outlines a Basic Build-down position and 
discusses·-sonief~ossible modifications to that position. At this 
time, ·I would like to call upon Ron Lehman to briefly highlight 
the contents of that paper. 

-8EGRET 
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ITEM 2: Lehman Briefing on Paper 

((Ron Lehman briefs on paper)) 

ITEM 3: Congressional Dimension 

Given the importance of the Congressional dimension in our 
consideration of the build-down, I think it is important to gauge 
the current state of thinking on the Hill. This is especially 
true in light of the recent tragedies which have affected everyone 
and because the Congress is only now returning from the recess. 

We have all been consulting closely with the Congress and I 
am sure each of us has developed some impressions. Before and 
during the recess, we received numerous ideas and proposals from 
the Congress and these have been under review. In addition, the 
President's Commission on Strategic Modernization has received 
some proposals. 

. . 
I wonder if Brent Scowcroft could start us off with ·a short 

summary of .what he has seen with respect to build-down on Capitol 
Hill. I understand that you have just -received a letter from the 
three major sponsors of the build-down in the Senate, Senators 
_Cohen, Percy, and Nunn. I understand that the Senators' letter is 
to be made public on Monday. Brent, how do you think all of this 
will affect us? 

((Brent Scowcroft speaks)} 

Ken Duberstein; would you like to comment on the Hill 
situation? 

SE;GRE:T 



ITEM 3: Discussion 

The issues before us, then, are set out in the agenda: 

1. What should be our bottom-line on the build-down 
and how s~ould ·it be implemented with respect 
both to the Congress and the Geneva 
negotiations? 

2. What should the Administration say in the 
Hearings beginning next week? 

3. What additional steps do we need to take prior 
to key votes and other milestones prior to Ed 

· Rowney's return to Geneva. 

George ((Shultz)), perhaps you could begin the discussion? 
Paul ((Thayer))? 
Ken Adelman? 
Ed Rowny? 
etc. 

George . ((Shultz)),- because Jon Howe heads the Interagency 
Group and wi.11 be testifying on Wednesday, I wonder if he might 
have a few comments on how he ' sees the situation? 

Paul ((Thayer)), I suspect that Richard ((Perle)) will also 
be called to testify fairly soon, especially on the military 
aspects ef the build-down. Richard, you know the Hill well, do 
you have any comments? 

ITEM 4 : Wrap-up 

This has been a very useful discussion. As the paper 
indicated.,. the;;:~. j,.~ .a great deal of consensus on how we should 
view ~he build~down 'concept. I take it that we all agree that we 
could agree to a build-down that was within the START framework 
and that we could so inform key members of Congress if necessary. 
I think we ~ould als9 agree that more work needs to be done, both 
in oqr ~n~lysis~and in our consultations with the Congress. 

s~ ,. 
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BUILD-DOWN 

Basic Position on Build-Down 

"Could seek a guaranteed mutual build-down of ballistic missile 
warheads" · 

1. Integral to START 

2. Annual reduction of approximately 5% 

3. SALT Counting rules 

Modifications to Basic Build-Down Position 

1. Link RV reductions to modernization ·with ratio of 3:2 

2. Different ratios for warheads (e.g., 2:1 for ICBMs and · 
3: 2 for SLBMs) 

3. Build-down of bomber platforms to START levels 

Adjustments to START Position (additional analysis needed) 
, 

1~ Drop 2500 ICBM warhead sublimit 

2. Adopt 2500 MIRV ICBM warhead sublimit 

3. -ALCM limits closer to U.S. requirements 

4. Ban on new type MIRVed ICBMs 

-· SECR. ET 
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Related Issues Studied or Under Study 

IG Throwweight Study 

SLCM limitations 

Warhead/platform cap 

Build-down precursor 

Missile/Bomber Aggregates 

SNDV/Warhead Sublimits 

Weighted Counting methods 

/ DEC~SSIFIED 
NLRR tt101:oqg/f'fle'td« 
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NUNN - COHEN - PERCY PRINCIPLES 

1. An immediate ceiling on the number of ballistic missile 
warheads. 

2. An immediate ceiling on the overall destructive capacity. 

3. A guaranteed annual build-down in the number of ballistic 
missile warheads. 

4. Build-down rules should create incentives favoring 
stabilizing systems -- in particular, small, single warhead 
ICBMs -- and should penalize destabilizing . systems such as 
MIRVed ICBMs (e.g., by requiring the destruction of three 
warheads for each new warhead on a MIRVed ICBM). 

5. A second guaranteed annual build-down in the overall 
destructive capacity of the strategic forces, missiles and 
bombers, of both sides. 

6. Not prohibit or discourage measures which enhance 
survivability . 

7. An immediate .agreement with the USSR on a build-down as a 
framework and precursor for a detailed START treaty. 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

THE WH ITC: HOUSE 

W ASHI N GTO N 

WILLIAM P. CLl\RK 

FREDERICK J. RYAN, 

SUBJ: APPROVED PRESIDENTIAL ACTIVI·rY 

9/7/33 

MEETING: National Security Council Meeting 

DATE: Septewher 10, 1983 

TIMB: 11:00 am 

DURATION: 60 minutes 

LCC,;l.'!'ION: Cabinet Room 

REtlARKS REQUIRED: • Agenda to be covered in briefing 9aper 

MEDIA COVERA.G:S: If any, coordinate with Press Office 

FIRST LADY 
PARTICIPAT!C!-l: No 

NOTE: PROJECT OFFICER, SEE ATTACHED CHECKLIST 

c:c: A. Bakshian c. McCain c. Ty son 
R. !)arman ..,. Rcsebush R. Kim.mitt '-' . 
R. Deprospero B. Shaddix 
K. Duberstein w. Sittrnann 
D. Fischer T Spe?.kes .. . 
c. Full2:r WHr:A ~-udioiVisual 
w. Henkel WHCA Operations 
E. Hickey A. Wrobleski 
G. Hodges Nell Yates 
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1. ~T - ENT I RE TEXT) 

2. WH I LE I N WASH I NG TON LAST WEEKEND I EXPRESSED, I N NS C MEET I NG S 

AND IN THE BRIEFING TO THE CONGRESSIONAL LEADERSHIP, MY VIEW THAT 

THE CENTRAL FACTOR IN THE LEBANON CONFLICT IS SYRIA'S DETERMINATION 

TO MAINTAIN AN ENDURING INFLUENCE OVER LEBANESE POLICY. GIVEN HER·· 
OVE-RWHELMING MILITARY POWER RELATIVE TO LEBANON, AND ABSENT MAJOR 

THIRD COUNTRY MILITARY INTERVENTION IN BEHALF OF LEBANON, SYRIA CAN 

ACHIEVE HER GOAL. SHE CAN EXERCISE HER INFLUENCE TO A GREATER OR 

LE SSE R DE GR EE BY MA I NT A I N I NG O CCU PAT I ON F ORCE S I N -THE- -COUNT-RY- . A N-0 / 0 R 

RELYING UPON LEBANESE ~OLITICANS IN THE CABINET WHO ARE SENSITfVE 

TO SYRIAN CONCERNS. FACED WITH THIS PROBLEM, OUR POLICY HAS BEEN 

~ 
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TO INSIST UPON SYRIAN WITHDRAWAL FROM LEBANON BUT TO AGREE TO THE 
F 0-R t,I AT I O N OF A G O V E R N ME N T O F N AT I O N AL U N I T Y . AC C E P T I N G T H AT I T W I L L 
SURELY INCLUDE FIGURES BEHOLDEN TO SYRIA (E, 7& .. FRANJ IYYEH. KARAMI 
ANO BARRI) . OUR POLITICAL STRATEGY HAS BEEN TO DEVELOP THE BROADEST 
POSSIBLE SUPPORT FOR LEBANON'S FORMAL CALL FOR SYRIAN WITHDRAWAL 
THROUGH BILATERAL CONTACTS AND (IN THE DAYS AHEAD) THE UNITED NATIONS 

CONCUR RE NTL Y WE HAVE E ND ORS E D TH I RD' COUNTRY SUPPORT F OR L EB ANON' S 
CALL FOR A CEASEFIRE IN PLACE, AN IMMEDIATE CONVENING OF THE LEADERS 

-F·oR · THE NATIONAL DIALOGUE, MINOR REDEPLOYMENT OF LEBANESE F·ORCES · IN 
THE BEIRUT AREA AND AGREEMENT IN PRINCIPLE FOR THE ULTIMATE DEPLOY­
MENT OF LEBANESE ARMY FORCES TO MAINTAIN ORDER IN THE SHUF AfiD 
BEYOND. TO GIVE CREDIBILITY TO THIS POSITION WE, AND OUR ALLIES, 
HAVE GRADUALLY EXPANDE!J OUR MILIT/rRY FORCE PRESENCE IN THE AREA. 
IT HAS BEEN OUR HOPE THAT SYRIA WILL RESPOND TO THIS COLLECTIVE 
POLITICAL AND MILITARY PRESSURE AND ACCEDE TO THE CEASEFIRE, THE 
FORMATION OF THE GNU, AND WITHDRAW HER FORCES, ETC. INTELLIGENCE 
REPORTS RECEIVED WITHIN THE PAST TWO DAYS ANO 

REVIEW OF OUR STRATEGY AGAINST THE POSSIBILIG 
YET F OUN D OUR STRATE G Y CR E O I BL E. WE . BEL I E VE F UR THE R THAT PROPOSAL S 
SUCH AS ARE CONTAINED IN THE STRATEGY PAPER ANO DRAFT NSOO FOR THE 
GRADUAL EXPANSION OF FORCE PRESENCE TO RESOLVE THE LEBANESE CRISIS 
COULD BE AT BEST IRRELEVANT, AND AT WORST CATASTROPHIC UNLESS APPLIED 
IN THE CONTEXT OF A SPECIFIC STRATEGY DESIGNED TO BRING AN EARLY 
POSITIVE CHANGE IN SYRIAN BEHAVIOR. ON THE OTHER HANO WE BELIEVE 
THAT THE STRATEGIC ESCALATION -- IN BOTH POLITICAL AND MILITARY 
TERMS -- COULD ACHIEVE THE DESIRED RESULT. 

. . 

3. IN PRACTICAL TERMS WE BELIEVE THERE ARE THREE CRITICAL CONDITIONS 
WHICH SHOULD APPLY BEFORE SUCH AN ESCALATION IS CONTEMPLATED. FIRST, 
THAT WE ARE ABSOLUTELY CLEAR ABOUT OUR OWN POLICY AND ITS LIMITS 
AND .CONDITIONS; SECON _D, THAT WE HAVE THE ACTIVE SUPPORT Of OUR MNF 
PARTNERS: THIRD, THAT THE KEY MODERATE ARAB STATES, PARTICULARLY 

. · . 
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SAUDI ARABIA. BACK UP - OUR STRATEGY AND OPPOSE SYRIA. THE STRATEGY 

WQ~LD BE BASED UPON THE PREMISE THAT SYRIA HAS NO INTENTION OF 

AGRtEING EITHER TO A CEASEFIRE, TO THE SUPPORT OF A NATIONAL 

DIALOGUE IN LEBANON OR TO THE WITHDRAWAL OF HER OWN FORCES BUT 

ASSUMES THAT WHILE SHE MAY TAKE A POSITIVE POSITION ON THESE 

ELEMENTS PUBLICLY SHE WILL CONCURRENTLY PROPOSE SUCH PRECONDITIONS 

AS TO MAKE HER REALIZATION IMPOSSIBLE WHILE. ON THE GROUND. SHE 

SUPPORTS AND UL T I MATE L Y C ON ST R I CT S (THROUGH THE PS P) T Hl E NC L AVE 

0 F B E I R U T L E A D_ I N G T O T H E F A L L O F T H E G O \' E R N :,'. E N T . 
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NODIS 

FROM AMBASSADOR MCFARLANE 

4. THE SUBSTANCE OF THE CO LL E CT I VE POL I T I CAL PO S I T I ON WO UL D BE 

A QUADRIPARTITE CALL FOR: AN IMMEDIATE CEASEFIRE IN PLACE ; MINOR 

L A F R E D E P L O Y M E N T S W I T H I N B E I R U T , C O M M E N C E M E N T O F A N I l,1, M E D I A T E P R O E S S 

0 F W I T H D R AW A L O F A L L F O R E I G N F O R C E S .. T O B E C O MP L E. T E. D W I T H I N X M O N T H S ; 

AND AGREEMENT IN PRINCIPLE ON THE ULTIMATE EXTENSION OF LEBANESE 

SOVEREIGNTY THROUGHOUT THE COUNTRY VIA GRADUAL LAF PRESENCE IN 

EVACUATED AREAS. WE WOULD IN ADDITION TAKE THE POSITION THAT NO 

COUNTRY WOULD BE ALLOWED TO SUBVERT THIS PROCESS AND THAT TO ENSURE 

AGAINST THIS CONTINGENCY THE MULTI-NATIONAL FORCE WOULD POSITION 

UNITS AT STRATEGIC LOCATIONS (I.E., NOTABLY AT THE PASSES LEADING 

WESTWARD FROM THE BEK KA ON THE 8 E I RUT - DA MASC US H I G HWA Y. ) I T I S : -
OUR JUDGMENT THAT AS A PRACTICAL MATTER THE FOUR FLAGS ACCOMPANIED 

BY A MODEST FORCES WOULD CONSTITUTE A SUFFICIENT DETERRENT TO SYRIAN 

AND/OR PALESTINIAN INFILTRATION. 

5. WE BELIEVE THAT A JOINT US-UY.-FRENCH-ITAL .IAN DEMARCHE TO SYRIA 

WI TH AT L EAST P AR AL L E L , S T RONG SAUD I AN D OT H E R MODE R AT .E AR AB 

BACKING, ALONG THE LINES DESCRIBED ABOVE, COULD HAVE THE DESIRED 

~ 
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EFFECT. OUR POINT IS THAT THERE IS NO USEFUL PURPOSE SERVED BY 

l~C~IMENTALLY ESCALATING THE PRESENCE OF AMERICAN AND OTHER ~ILITARY 

P O \'IE R WI TH ALL T HE PROB L E MS T HAT GO WI TH I T UN L E S S I T I S CLE AR THAT 

IT HAS A GOOD CH.A.NC[ OF ACHIEVING THE . DESIRED PURPOSE !I.E. . A 

C E I-. SE F .I R E fa. N O \'/ I T H D R A WAL O F S ) R I t,, N F O R C E S 1 • I N S H O R T I T S E E MS T 0 

U S T HAT WE It'. I, Y B E F AL L I tJ G I r~ T O ,!.:, T R f.. P OF I NC R I r.~ E r; T AL E S C AL AT I O r; 
WHICH WILL ULTIMATELY BE EXPOSED AS A BLUFF . WE ARE VERY MINDFUL OF 

lHE NEED FOR A STRATEGIC ANALYSIS TO TAKE INTO ACCOUNT THE !MPLICA-

TIONS OF SUCH A STRATEGY FOR OUR RELATIONS WITH ISRAEL, THE COtlGRESS . 

. "NO I.IO ST I MP OR T tH L Y • T H E S O V I E T U ll I ON . I T I S C L E AR T H AT S Y R I A I'S . 

.A KEY ELEMENT IN SOVIET .NEAR EAST STRATEGY AND WE MUST CONSIDER A 

SPECTRUM Of ~OVIET . RESPONSES TO ANY ESCALATORY MEASURES WE MIGHT 

co~~SIDER . WE. BELIEVE, HOWEVER , THAT THERE ARE Et/Of:MOUS STRATEGIC 

STAKES FOR THE US ·AND THE WESTERN WORLD IN THE EASTERN MEOITER- -

REAN AND THE NEAR EAST IN ADDITION TO BUT NOT SEPARATE FROM 

LEBANON, THAT WOULD CERTAINLY JUSTIFY THE POSSIBLE USE OF AMERICAN 

MILITARY POWER. IT IS THIS F/1.CTOR -- WHICH ADMITTEDLY. IS EXTREMELY 

DIFFICULT TO CONVEY TO A CONGRESS WHICH HAS NOT BEEN SEIZED WITH 

TH I S I S SUE BY PUB L I C SP E E C HE S AND f RE OU E NT TE ST. I MON Y - - WH I CH I S OF 

GREATEST IMPORTANCE TO OUR ALLIES AND FRIENDS THROUGHOUT T]E WORLD. 

6. IT MAY BE THAT TOMORROW MORNING SYRIA WILL AGREE TO OUR FOUR . . . 

POINT STRATEGY, CEASEFIRE WILL BE ESTABLISHED, THE NATIONAL 

DIALOGUE WILL TAKE PLACE AND ALL WILL BE WELL IN LEBANON. QUITE 

HONESTLY, HO WEVER. I D OU BT I T. ( WE HAVE J UST HAD A CALL 

TO THE EFFECT THAT- TALKS HAVE GONE BADLY AND 
THAT NEW PRECONDITIONS HAVE BEEN ESTABLISHED BY SYRIA. THIS SIGNALS -
MY WORST . FEARS THAT SYRIA IS PURSUING A ST~ATEGY OF DELAYING TACTICS 

WHILE CHANGING THE SITUATION ON THE GROUND.) AS A CONSEQUENCE WE .. 
URGE YOUR CONSIDERATION OF WORST CASE SCENARIOS AND, :BASED UPON 
YOUR CON Cl US I ON S, PROMPT CONSULT AT I ON S WI TH ALL I ES T 0- BE FOLL OWE 0 

BY COORDINATED COLLECTIVE ACTION. DILLON 
BT 


