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and Lithuania into the Soviet Union. Other boundary representations on the maps are not
necessarily authoritative.

The illustrations of Soviet strategic defense facilities and systems included in this publication

are derived from various U.S. sources; while not precise in every detail, they are as authentic
as possible.




Preface

In March 1983, President Reagan presented a dramatic new vision of a world in
which we would no longer have to depend on nuclear weapons to prevent nuclear
conflict. He presented that vision, and that challenge, in this way:

What if free people could live secure in the knowledge that their se-
curity did not rest upon the threat of instant U.S. retaliation to deter
a Soviet attack, that we could intercept and destroy strategic ballistic
missiles before they reached our own soil or that of our allies?

The Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), which the President announced that night,
marks the first, essential step toward the realization of his ultimate goal. The SDI
is a research program, designed to examine the promise of effective defenses against
ballistic missiles based on new and emerging technologies. If such defenses prove
feasible, they would provide for a more stable and secure method of preventing war
in the future, through the increasing contribution of non-nuclear defenses which
threaten no one.

The Strategic Defense Initiative has been the subject of much discussion within
the United States and allied countries since its initiation. Such exchanges are essen-
tial in our free societies and can only help ensure that the vision behind the research
program can be achieved. There has been comparatively little public discussion, how-
ever, about the trend in Soviet defensive as well as offensive forces which provides
the essential backdrop to the SDI. Indeed, the Soviet Union has intentionally tried
to mislead the public about its strategic defense activities.

As this publication documents, Soviet efforts in most phases of strategic defense
have long been far more extensive than those of the United States. The USSR has
major passive defense programs, designed to protect important assets from attack. It
also has extensive active defense systems, which utilize weapons systems to protect
national territory, military forces, or key assets. Soviet developments in the area of
active defenses fall into three major categories: air defense; ballistic missile defense
based on current technologies; and research and development on advanced defenses
against ballistic missiles.

Important recent Soviet activities in strategic defenses include:

e Upgrading and expansion of the world’s only operational Anti-Ballistic Missile
(ABM) system around Moscow;

e Construction of the Krasnoyarsk ballistic missile detection and tracking radar
that violates the 1972 ABM Treaty;

e Extensive research into advanced technologies for defense against ballistic mis-
siles including laser weapons, particle beam weapons, and kinetic energy weapons;

e Maintenance of the world’s only operational antisatellite (ASAT) system;
e Modernization of their strategic air defense forces; and

e Improvements in their passive defenses by maintaining deep bunkers and blast
shelters for key personnel, and enhancing the survivability of some offensive
systems through mobility and hardening.

The following pages examine in detail Soviet programs in defenses against bal-
listic missiles, air defense, and passive defense. A summary of key Soviet offensive




force developments is presented in the annex to this document, since those are crit-
ical to an understanding of the impact of Soviet strategic defense programs. Soviet
offensive forces are designed to be able to limit severely U.S. and allied capability
to retaliate against attack. Soviet defensive systems in turn are designed to prevent
those retaliatory forces which did survive an attack from destroying Soviet targets.

Given the long-term trend in Soviet offensive and defensive force developments,
the United States must act in three main areas to maintain security and stability
both in near term and in the future.

First, we must modernize our offensive nuclear forces in order to ensure the es-
sential military balance in the near term, and to provide the incentives necessary
for the Soviet Union to join us in negotiating significant, equitable, and verifiable
nuclear arms reductions.

Second, we must act now to start constructing a more reliable strategic order for
the long term by examining the potential for future effective defenses against bal-
listic missiles. The Strategic Defense Initiative is a prudent and necessary response
to the ongoing extensive Soviet anti-ballistic missile effort, including the existing
Soviet deployments permitted under the ABM Treaty. The SDI provides a necessary
and powerful deterrent to any near-term Soviet decision to expand rapidly its ABM
capability beyond that permitted by the ABM Treaty. The overriding importance
of the Strategic Defense Initiative, however, is the promise it offers of moving to a
better, more stable basis for deterrence in the future and of providing new and com-
pelling incentives to the Soviet Union to agree to progressively deeper negotiated
reduction in offensive nuclear arms.

The third approach is one of negotiation and diplomacy. We are even now looking
forward to a transition to a more stable world, with greatly reduced levels of nuclear
arms and enhanced ability to deter war based upon the increasing contribution of
non-nuclear defenses against offensive nuclear arms. Toward those ends, we are
endeavoring at the negotiations in Geneva to achieve significant, equitable, and
verifiable reductions in existing nuclear arsenals and to discuss with the Soviets the
relationship between offensive and defensive forces and the possibility of a future
transition to a more defense-reliant deterrence.

ap kg G P f,-

CASPAR W. WEINBERGER GEORGE P. SHULTZ
Secretary of Defense Secretary of State



Introduction

In the late 1960s, given the state of defensive
technology at the time, the United States came
to believe that deterrence could best be assured
if each side were able to maintain the ability
to threaten retaliation against any attack and
thereby impose on an aggressor costs that were
clearly beyond any potential gains. That con-
cept called for a reduction by both the Soviet
Union and the United States in their strategic
defensive forces, the maintenance of a balance
between the two sides’ offensive nuclear forces,
and negotiated nuclear arms reductions which
would maintain the balance at progressively
lower levels.

In accordance with those principles, the
United States exercised great restraint in of-
fensive nuclear arms and at the same time dra-
matically lowered its defensive forces. Thus,
we removed most of our defenses against Soviet
bombers; decided to maintain a severely limited
civil defense program; ratified the 1972 Anti-
Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, which placed
strict limits on U.S. and Soviet defenses against
ballistic missiles; and then deactivated the one
ABM site which we were allowed under that
Treaty. The basic idea that stability and de-
terrence would be maintained if each side had
roughly equal capability to retaliate against
attack also served as the foundation for the
U.S. approach to the Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks (SALT) process of the 1970s.

The Soviet Union, however, failed to show
the type of restraint, in both strategic offensive
and defensive forces, that the United States
hoped for when the SALT process began. The

USSR has consistently refused to accept meéan-
ingful and verifiable negotiated reductions in
offensive nuclear arsenals. Since the late 1960s,
the Soviets have greatly expanded and mod-
ernized their offensive nuclear forces and in-
vested an approximately equal sum in strategic
defenses. The USSR has an extensive, mul-
tifaceted operational strategic defensive net-
work which dwarfs that of the United States
as well as an active research and development
program in both traditional and advanced de-
fenses against ballistic missiles. Soviet non-
compliance with arms control agreements in
both the offensive and defensive areas, includ-
ing the ABM Treaty, is a cause of very seri-
ous concern. The aggregate of current Soviet
ABM and ABM-related activities suggest that
the USSR may be preparing an ABM defense
of its national territory — precisely what the
ABM Treaty was designed to prevent.

Soviet offensive and defensive force develop-
ments pose a serious challenge to the West. If
left unchecked and unanswered, they would un-
dermine our ability to retaliate effectively in
case of Soviet attack. The situation would be
even more severe if the Soviet Union were to
have a monopoly on advanced defenses against
ballistic missiles in addition to its sizable of-
fensive and defensive forces. In that case,
the USSR might come to believe that it could
launch a nuclear attack against the United
States or our allies without fear of effective
retaliation. At the very least, it might see a re-
alistic chance of successful nuclear blackmail.
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Soviet Strategic Defense Programs

The Soviet Approach

The Soviet emphasis on strategic defense is
firmly grounded in Soviet military doctrine and
strategy, which call for the following actions in
the event of nuclear war:

e destruction and disruption of the West’s
nuclear-associated command, control, and
communications;

e destruction or neutralization of as many
of the West’s nuclear weapons as possible
on the ground or at sea before they could
be launched;

e interception and destruction of surviving
weapons — aircraft and missiles — before
they reached their targets; and

e protection of the Party, the State, military
forces, industrial infrastructure, and the
essential working population against
those weapons that survived attacks by
Soviet offensive forces.

In pursuit of these goals the USSR puts consid-
erable stress on a need for effective strategic
defenses as well as offensive forces. In the So-
viet view, the USSR could best achieve its aims
in any nuclear war if it attacked first, destroy-
ing much of the U.S. and allied capability for
retaliation. Defensive measures, both active
and passive, would in turn prevent those en-
emy forces that survived a Soviet first-strike
from destroying targets in the USSR.

Marshall V. D. Sokolovskiy, in Military
Strategy — the basic Soviet strategic treatise,
originally published in 1962 — defined the aim
of Soviet strategic defenses in this way: “They
have the task of creating an invincible system
for the defense of the entire country. ... While,
in the last war, it was sufficient to destroy 15-
20 percent of the attacking air operation, now
it is necessary to assure, essentially, 100 per-
cent destruction of all attacking airplanes and
missiles.”

Soviet offensive and defensive force develop-
ments over the past 25 years demonstrate that
the strategy articulated by Sokolovskiy still ap-
plies. The following pages present a detailed
description of the actions undertaken by the
Soviets in the area of strategic defenses. In or-
der to explain the totality of the Soviet strate-
gic military effort, a description of offensive
force developments is provided in the annex to
this document.

Defensive Forces

Over the last 25 years the Soviets have in-
creased their active and passive defenses
in a clear and determined attempt to blunt the
effect of U.S. and allied retaliation to any So-
viet attack. Passive defenses are non-weapons
measures — such as civil defense and harden-
ing — which protect important assets against
attack. Active defenses utilize weapon systems
to protect national territory, military forces, or
key assets.

Evidence of the importance the Soviets at-
tach to defensive damage-limitation can be
traced back to the beginning of the nuclear age.
National Air Defense became an independent
service in the late 1950s and since 1959 has gen-
erally ranked third in precedence within the
Soviet Armed Forces, following the Strategic
Rocket Forces and the Ground Forces.

By the mid-1960s, two new mission areas —
antisatellite defense and anti-missile defense
— were added to the National Air Defense mis-
sion. As a result, the Soviet Union has the
world’s only operational anti-satellite (ASAT)
system, which has an effective capability to
seek and destroy critical U.S. satellites in low-
earth orbit. In addition, Soviet efforts to attain
a viable strategic defense against ballistic mis-
siles have resulted in the world’s only opera-
tional ABM system and a large and expanding
research and development program.

The Soviet emphasis on the necessity of re-
search into defenses against ballistic missiles
was demonstrated by then-Minister of Defense
Grechko shortly after the signing of the ABM
Treaty in 1972, when he told the Soviet Pre-
sidium that the Treaty ‘“places no limitations
whatsoever on the conducting of research and
experimental work directed towards solving
the problem of defending the country from nu-
clear missile strikes.”

Ballistic Missile Defense

The Soviets maintain the world’s only oper-
ational ABM system around Moscow. In 1980,
they began to upgrade and expand that system
to the limit allowed by the 1972 ABM Treaty.
The original single-layer Moscow ABM system
included 64 reloadable above-ground launchers
at four complexes and DOG HOUSE and CAT
HOUSE battle management radars south of




Moscow Ballistic Missile Defense

A Pushkino
-.Phased-Array Radar

ABM-1B Complex
ABM Silo Sites Under Construction _e

Roads

The Moscow ballistic missile defenses identified in map at right include the Pushkino ABM
radar, above, GALOSH anti-ballistic missile interceptors, top left, and new silo-based high-

acceleration interceptors, top right.

Moscow. Each complex consisted of TRY ADD
tracking and guidance radars and GALOSH
interceptors (nuclear-armed, ground-based mis-
siles designed to intercept warheads in space
shortly before they reenter the Earth’s atmo-
sphere).

When completed, the modernized Moscow
ABM system will be a two-layer defense com-

posed of: silo-based, long-range, modified GA-
LOSH interceptors; silo-based, high-acceler-
tion interceptors designed to engage targets
within the atmosphere; associated engagement
and guidance radars; and a new large radar
at Pushkino designed to control ABM engage-
ments. The silo-based launchers may be reload-
able. The new system will have the 100 ABM



Ballistic Missile Early Warning, Target-Tracking, and Battle Management

HEN HOUSE radars

DOG HOUSE/CAT HOUSE radars

New radars Y
Krasnoyarsk radar m

launchers permitted by the ABM Treaty and
could be fully operational by 1987.

The Soviet system for detection and track-
ing of ballistic missile attack consists of a
launch-detection satellite network, over-the-
horizon radars, and a series of large phased-
array radars.

The current launch-detection satellite net-
work can provide about 30 minutes warning of
any U.S. ICBM launch and determine the gen-
eral origin of the missile. Two over-the-horizon

radars directed at the U.S. ICBM fields also
could give 30 minutes warning.

The next operational layer of ballistic mis-
sile detection consists of 11 large HEN HOUSE
ballistic missile early warning radars at six lo-
cations on the periphery of the USSR. These
radars can distinguish the size of an attack,
confirm the warning from the satellite and
over-the-horizon radar systems, and provide
target-tracking data in support of anti-ballistic
missile forces.



The 11 large HEN HOUSE ballistic missile early warning radars, at left, at six locations on

the periphery of the USSR provide warning and target-tracking data in support of the Soviet
ABM system. The DOG HOUSE radar, at right, provides battle management for the anti-ballistic
missile interceptors around Moscow.

The Soviets are now constructing a network
of six new large phased-array radars that can
track more ballistic missiles with greater accu-
racy than the existing HEN HOUSE network.
Five of these radars duplicate or supplement
the coverage of the HEN HOUSE network,
but with greatly enhanced capability. The
sixth, under construction near Krasnoyarsk in
Siberia, closes the final gap in the Soviet early
warning radar coverage against ballistic mis-
sile attack. Together, the six new large phased-
array radars form an arc of coverage from the
Kola Peninsula in the northwest Soviet Union,
around Siberia, to the Caucasus in the south-
west.

The United States is now constructing new
ballistic missile early warning radars, known
as PAVE PAWS, that are located on the periph-
ery of our territory and oriented outward. Both
the U.S. and the USSR, in signing the ABM
Treaty, recognized the need for ballistic missile
early warning radars. At the same time, they
recognized that ballistic missile early warn-
ing radars can detect and track warheads at
great distances and therefore have a significant
anti-ballistic missile potential. Such an ABM
capability would play an important role in a
nationwide ABM defense, which the Treaty
was designed to prevent. As a result, the
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U.S. and the Soviet Union agreed that future
ballistic missile early warning radars must be
located on a nation’s periphery and oriented
outward. In that way, the desirable and legiti-
mate goal of early warning could be advanced
while minimizing the danger that an effective
nationwide battle management network could
result.

The Krasnoyarsk radar is designed for bal-
listic missile detection and tracking, includ-
ing ballistic missile early warning, and vio-
lates the 1972 ABM Treaty. It is not located
within a 150-kilometer radius of the national
capital (Moscow) as required of ABM radars,
nor is it located on the periphery of the So-
viet Union and pointed outward as required
for early warning radars. It is 3,700 kilometers
from Moscow and is situated some 750 Kkilo-
meters from the nearest border — Mongolia.
Moreover, it is oriented not toward that bor-
der, but across approximately 4,000 kilometers
of Soviet territory to the northeast.

The Soviet Union has claimed that the Kras-
noyarsk radar is designed for space tracking,
rather than ballistic missile early warning, and
therefore does not violate the ABM Treaty. Its
design, however, is not optimized for a space-
tracking role, and the radar would, in any
event, contribute little to the existing Soviet



space tracking network. Indeed, the design and acknowledged by the Soviets — to be for
of the Krasnoyarsk radar is essentially iden- ballistic missile detection and tracking, includ-
tical to that of other radars that are known — ing ballistic missile early warning. Finally, it

The Soviet Union is violating the ABM Treaty through the siting, orientation and capability
of the large phased-array, ballistic missile detection and tracking radar at Krasnoyarsk.

The receiver and transmitter of the large phased-array, ballistic missile detection and tracking
radar at Pechora. The design of the Krasnoyarsk radar is essentially identical to that of the Pechora
radar. Unlike the Pechora radar, however, the Krasnoyarsk radar does not meet the ABM Treaty
requirement that early warning radars be located on the periphery of the Soviet Union and be
oriented outward.

11



closes the last remaining gap in Soviet ballistic
missile detection coverage. The Krasnoyarsk
radar, therefore, is being constructed in direct
violation of the ABM Treaty.

The growing Soviet network of large phased-
array ballistic missile detection and tracking
radars, of which the Krasnoyarsk radar is a
part, is of particular concern when linked with
other Soviet ABM efforts. Such radars take
years to ‘construct; their existence might al-
low the Soviet Union to move rather quickly
to construct a nationwide ABM defense if it
chooses to do so. The Soviets are also de-
veloping components of a new ABM system
which apparently are designed to allow them
to construct individual ABM sites in a mat-
ter of months, rather than the years that are
required for more traditional ABM systems. So-
viet activities in this regard potentially violate
the ABM Treaty’s prohibition on the devel-
opment of a mobile land-based ABM system
or components. We estimate that by using
these components, the Soviets could undertake
rapidly-paced ABM deployments to strengthen
the defenses of Moscow and defend key targets
in the western USSR and east of the Urals by
the early 1990s.

In addition, the Soviets have probably vio-
lated the prohibition on testing surface-to-air
missile (SAM) components in an ABM mode by
conducting tests involving the use of SAM air
defense radars in ABM-related testing activi-

ties. Moreover, the SA-10 and SA-X-12 SAM
systems may have the potential to intercept
some types of strategic ballistic missiles.

Taken together, all of the Soviet Union’s
ABM and ABM-related activities are more
significant — and more ominous — than any
one considered individually. Cumulatively,
they suggest that the USSR may be preparing
an ABM defense of its national territory.

Advanced Technologies for Defense
Against Ballistic Missiles

In the late 1960s, in line with its long-stand-
ing emphasis on strategic defense, the Soviet
Union initiated a substantial research program
into advanced technologies for defense against
ballistic missiles. That program covers many
of the same technologies involved in the U.S.
Strategic Defense Initiative, but represents a
far greater investment of plant space, capital,
and manpower.

Laser Weapons

The USSR’s laser program is much larger
than U.S. efforts and involves over 10,000 scien-
tists and engineers and more than a half dozen
major research and development facilities and
test ranges. Much of this research takes place
at the Sary Shagan Missile Test Center where
the Soviets also conduct traditional ABM re-
search. Facilities there are estimated to in-
clude several air defense lasers, a laser that

The directed-energy R&D site at Sary Shagan proving ground includes ground-based lasers that
could be used in an antisatellite role today and possibly a ballistic missile defense role in the
future.



may be capable of damaging some components
of satellites in orbit, and a laser that could be
used in feasibility testing for ballistic missile
defense applications. A laser weapon program
of the magnitude of the Soviet effort would cost
roughly $1 billion per year in the U.S.

The Soviets are conducting research in three
types of gas lasers considered promising for
weapons applications: the gas-dynamic laser;
the electric discharge laser; and the chemi-
cal laser. Soviet achievements in this area, in
terms of output power, have been impressive.
The Soviets are also aware of the military po-
tential of visible and very short wave-length
lasers. They are investigating excimer, free-
electron, and x-ray lasers, and have been de-
veloping argon-ion lasers for over a decade.

The Soviets appear generally capable of sup-
plying the prime power, energy storage, and
auxiliary components needed for most laser
and other directed-energy weapons. They have
developed a rocket-driven magnetohydro-
dynamic generator which produces over 15

megawatts of electrical power — a device that
has no counterpart in the West. The Soviets
may also have the capability to develop the
optical systems necessary for laser weapons to
track and attack their targets. Thus, they pro-
duced a 1.2-meter segmented mirror for an as-
trophysical telescope in 1978 and claimed that
this was a prototype for a 25-meter mirror that
would be constructed in the future. A large mir-
ror is considered necessary for a space-based
laser weapon.

Unlike the U.S., the USSR has now pro-
gressed in some cases beyond technology re-
search. It already has ground-based lasers
that could be used to interfere with U.S. satel-
lites, and could have prototype space-based
antisatellite laser weapons by the end of the
decade. The Soviets could have prototypes for
ground-based lasers for defense against ballis-
tic missiles by the late 1980s, and could begin
testing components for a large-scale deploy-
ment system in the early 1990s.

The remaining difficulties in fielding an oper-

Soviet ABM/Space Defense Programs
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Soviet programs for ABM and Space Defense, which include advanced technologies and space based weapons, were in place prior
to the 1972 ABM Treaty and have continued to expand in scope and size. During the same time period, U.S. ABM/Space Defense
research has been limited in scope as well as the level of effort i terms of resources invested.

*Potential capability of the Moscow ABM system.




ational system will require still more develop-
ment time. An operational ground-based laser
for defense against ballistic missiles probably
could not be deployed until the late 1990s, or
after the year 2000. If technology developments
prove successful, the Soviets may deploy oper-
ational space-based antisatellite lasers in the
1990s, and might be able to deploy space-based
laser systems for defense against ballistic mis-
siles after the year 2000.

Particle Beam Weapons

Since the late 1960s, the Soviets have been
involved in research to explore the feasibility
of space-based weapons that would use parti-
cle beams. We estimate that they may be able
to test a prototype particle beam weapon in-
tended to disrupt the electronics of satellites
in the 1990s. A weapon designed to destroy
satellites could follow later. A weapon capa-
ble of physically destroying missile boosters or

The USSR'’s operational antisatellite interceptor is launched from the Tyuratam Space Complex,
where two launch pads and storage for additional interceptors and launch vehicles are available.




The Soviet orbital antisatellite (ASAT) weapon is operational and designed to destroy space
targets with a multi-pellet blast.

warheads probably would require several addi-
tional years of research and development.

It is still uncertain whether ground-based
charged particle-beam weapons are feasible —
that is, whether the beam will propagate in
the atmosphere. A space-based neutral particle
beam weapon, however, would not be affected
by the atmosphere or by the earth’s magnetic
field.

Soviet efforts in particle beams, and par-
ticularly on ion sources and radio frequency
quadrupole accelerators for particle beams, are
very impressive. In fact, much of the U.S. un-
derstanding as to how particle beams could be
made into practical defensive weapons is based

15

on Soviet work conducted in the late 1960s and
early 1970s.

Radio Frequency Weapons

The USSR has conducted research in the use
of strong radio frequency signals that have the
potential to interfere with or destroy critical
electronic components of ballistic missile war-
heads. The Soviets could test a ground-based
radio frequency weapon capable of damaging
satellites in the 1990s.

Kinetic Energy Weapons
The Soviets also have a variety of research
programs underway in the area of kinetic en-



ergy weapons, using the high-speed collision of
a small mass with the target as the kill mech-
anism. In the 1960s, the USSR developed an
experimental “gun” that could shoot streams
of particles of a heavy metal such as tungsten
or molybdenum at speeds of nearly 25 kilome-
ters per second in air and over 60 kilometers
per second in a vacuum.

Long-range, space-based kinetic-energy
systems for defense against ballistic missiles
probably could not be developed until the mid-
1990s or even later. The USSR could, how-
ever, deploy in the near-term a short-range,
space-based system useful for satellite or space
station defense or for close-in attack by a
maneuvering satellite. Soviet capabilities in
guidance and control systems probably are ad-
equate for effective kinetic energy weapons for
use against some objects in space.

Computer and Sensor Technology
Advanced weapons programs — including
potential advanced defenses against ballistic
missiles — are also dependent on remote sensor
and computer technologies which are currently
more highly developed in the West than in the
Soviet Union. The Soviets are therefore devot-
ing considerable resources to improving their
abilities and expertise in these technologies.
An important part of that effort involves an in-
creasing exploitation of open and clandestine
access to Western technology. For example,
the Soviets have long been engaged in a well-
funded effort to purchase U.S. high-technology
computers, test and calibration equipment, and

sensors illegally through third parties.

Antisatellite Developments

The USSR has had for more than a dozen
years the world’s only operational antisatellite
system, a co-orbital device which enters into
the same orbit as its target satellite and, when
it gets close enough, destroys the satellite by
exploding a conventional warhead. In addition,
the nuclear-armed GALOSH ABM interceptor
deployed around Moscow may have ASAT ca-
pability, and Soviet ground-based lasers could
possibly damage some sensors on some U.S.
satellites.

Furthermore, as noted earlier, the Soviets
are engaged in research and, in some cases
development, of weapons which ultimately may

16

serve as ballistic missile defense systems,
but probably will first provide antisatellite
capabilities.

Air Defense

Although the United States began disman-
tling most of its defenses against Soviet bomb-
ers in the 1960s, the Soviet Union has con-
tinued to invest enormous resources in a wide
array of strategic air defense weapon systems.
Taken together, the Soviet strategic air defense
network is a potent and increasingly capable
force which would attempt to limit the retal-
iatory capability of our strategic bombers and
cruise missiles.

The Soviets have deployed numerous strate-
gic air defense systems with excellent capabili-
ties against aircraft flying at medium and high
altitudes. They are now in the midst of a major
program to improve their capabilities against
aircraft and cruise missiles that fly at low alti-
tudes. That effort includes partial integration
of strategic and tactical air defenses, the up-
grading of early warning and surveillance ca-
pabilities, the deployment of more efficient data
transmission systems, and the development and
initial deployment of new aircraft, associated
air-to-air missiles, surface-to-air missiles, and
airborne warning and control system (AWACS)
aircraft.

Soviet Territorial Air Defense

Interceptor Aircraft Bases
Strategic SAM Concentrations -
Radars (BMD,EW, OTH types)




Currently, the Soviets have nearly 12,000 additional 2,800 interceptors assigned to So-
SAM launchers at over 1,200 sites, 10,000 air viet Air Forces (SAF) could also be employed
defense radars, and more than 1,200 intercep- in strategic defense missions. In contrast, the
tor aircraft dedicated to strategic defense. An U.S. has approximately 300 interceptor aircraft
based in the U.S. dedicated to strategic defense,
118 strategic air defense warning radars, and
no operational strategic surface-to-air missile
launchers. These figures do not include tac-
tical air defenses deployed by NATO and the
Warsaw Pact in Europe.

The newest Soviet air defense interceptor
aircraft, the MiG-31/FOXHOUND, has a look-
down/shoot-down and multiple-target engage-
ment capability. More than 85 FOXHOUNDS
are now operationally deployed at several loca-
tions from the Arkhangelsk area in the north-
western USSR to the Far East Military
District. Two new fighter interceptors, the
The new I1-76/MAINSTAY aircraft is illustrated ~ S¥2T/FLANKER and the MiG-29/FULCRUM,

as configured for its Airborne Warning and also have look-down/shoot-down capabilities
Control Systems mission. and are designed to be highly maneuverable
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The MiG-29/FULCRUM all-weather, air superiority fighter-interceptor reflects the USSR's
continuing drive to produce new generations of tactical and strategic aircraft. The FULCRUM
is fitted with AA-10 missiles and the USSR’s most modern look-down-shoot-down radar.

METERS SA-1 USSR Strategic Surface-to-Air Missiles

12 SA-2

0

RANGE (KM) 50 50 20
EFFECTIVE LOW-TO-
ALTITUDE MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM

in air-to-air combat. These three aircraft are
equipped with two new air-to-air missiles — the
long-range AA-9 (for the FOXHOUND) and the
medium-range AA-10 (for the FULCRUM and
FLANKER) — that can be used against low-
flying targets.

SA-3
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SA-5
SA-X-12
300 100
MEDIUM- LOW-TO-
TO-HIGH HIGH

The USSR is also deploying the MAINSTAY
airborne warning and control system (AWACS)
aircraft, which will improve substantially its
capabilities for early warning and air combat
command and control, especially against low-
flying aircraft and cruise missiles.



The Soviets maintain the world’s most ex-
tensive early warning system for air defense,
composed of a widespread network of ground-
based radars linked operationally with those of
their Warsaw Pact allies. As previously noted,
more than 10,000 air surveillance radars of var-
ious types provide virtually complete coverage
at medium to high altitudes over the USSR, and
in some areas well beyond the Soviet Union’s
borders. Three over-the-horizon radars for bal-
listic missile warning could provide additional
warning of the approach of high-flying aircraft.

The USSR also has an active research and
development program to improve its air surveil-
lance network. In 1983, it began to deploy
two new types of air surveillance radars which
will enhance Soviet capabilities for air defense,
electronic warfare and early warning of cruise
missile and bomber attacks. The Soviets are

The mobile version of the SA-10 SAM will soon be operational.
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also continuing to deploy improved air surveil-
lance data systems that can rapidly pass data
from outlying radars through the air surveil-
lance network to ground-controlled intercept
sites and SAM command posts.

Soviet strategic surface-to-air missiles pro-
vide low-to-high-altitude barrier, area, and ter-
minal defenses under all weather conditions.
Five systems are now operational: the SA-1,
SA-2, and SA-3, and the more capable SA-5 and
SA-10. The recent Soviet air defense reorgani-
zation permits efficient integration of strategic
and tactical SAM systems. While most tactical
SAMs have a shorter range than their strate-
gic counterparts, many have better capabilities
against targets flying at low altitude.

Over the years the Soviets have continued
to deploy the long-range SA-5 and have repeat-
edly modified the system. Further deployment




The surface-to-air missiles of the SA-X-12 air defense system are designed to counter high-
performance aircraft, will also have a capability against tactical ballistic missiles, and
may have a potential against some strategic ballistic missiles as well.

and upgrading of the SA-5 to enhance its capa-
bility to work in conjunction with low-altitude
systems like the SA-10 are probable.

The SA-10 can defend against low-altitude
targets with small radar cross-sections, like
cruise missiles. The first SA-10 site was op-
erational in 1980. Over 60 sites are now op-
erational and work is progressing on at least
another 30. More than half these sites are lo-
cated near Moscow; this emphasis on Moscow
and the patterns noted for the other SA-10 sites
suggest a first priority on terminal defense of
command and control, military, and key indus-
trial complexes.

In keeping with their drive toward mobility
as a means of weapons survival, the Soviets are
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developing a mobile version of the SA-10 which
could become operational late this year. This
mobile version could be used to support Soviet
theater forces and to permit periodic changes
in the location of SA-10 sites within the USSR
so as to counter U.S. retaliatory forces more
effectively.

The Soviets are also flight-testing another
important mobile SAM system, the SA-X-12,
which is able to intercept aircraft at all al-
titudes, cruise missiles, and short-range bal-
listic missiles. The SA-10 and SA-X-12 may
have the potential to intercept some types of
strategic ballistic missiles as well. This is
a serious development because these systems
are expected to be deployed widely through-



out the Soviet Union in the 1980s. They could,
if properly supported, add a significant point-
target defense coverage to a nationwide Soviet
ABM deployment.

Passive Defenses

Soviet military doctrine calls for passive de-
fenses to act in conjunction with active forces
to ensure the wartime survival and continu-
ity of Soviet nuclear forces, leadership, mili-
tary command and control units, war-related
industrial production and services, the essen-
tial work force, and as much of the general
population as possible. The U.S. passive de-
fense effort is far smaller and more limited;
it is no way comparable to the comprehensive
Soviet program.

Physical hardening of military assets to
make them more resistant to attack is an im-
portant passive defense technique. The USSR
has hardened its ICBM silos, launch facilities,
and key command and control centers to an un-
precedented degree. Much of today’s U.S. retal-
iatory force would be ineffective against those
hardened targets. To maintain effective deter-
rence, the United States must be able credi-
bly to threaten prompt retaliation against the
full spectrum of Soviet targets, including those
which have been greatly hardened.

Soviet leaders and managers at all levels
of the government and Communist Party are
provided hardened alternate command posts lo-
cated well away from urban centers — in addi-
tion to many deep bunkers and blast shelters in
Soviet cities. This comprehensive and redun-
dant system, patterned after a similar system
for the Soviet Armed Forces, provides hardened
alternate facilities for more than 175,000 key
party and government personnel throughout
the USSR.

Elaborate plans have also been made for
the full mobilization of the national economy
in support of a war effort. Reserves of vital
materials are maintained, many in hardened
underground structures. Redundant industrial
facilities are in active production. Industrial
and other economic facilities have been equip-
ped with blast shelters for the work force, and
detailed procedures have been developed for
the relocation of selected plants and equip-
ment. By planning for the survival of the essen-
tial work force, the Soviets hope to reconstitute

21

vital production programs using those indus-
trial components that could be redirected or
salvaged after an attack.

In addition, the USSR has greatly empha-
sized mobility as a means of enhancing the
survivability of military assets. The SS-20 and
SS-25, for example, are mobile. Rail-mobile de-
ployment of the SS-X-24 is expected before the
end of the decade. The Soviets are also develop-
ing an extensive network of mobile command,
control, and communications facilities.

Soviet Statements on the U.S. Strategic
Defense Initiative

These extensive Soviet activities in strate-
gic defense, combined with the large Soviet
buildup in offensive forces over the past two
decades, have been eroding the retaliatory ca-
pabilities of U.S. strategic forces on which de-
terrence has long rested. If the USSR in the
future were unilaterally to add an effective ad-
vanced defense against ballistic missiles to its
offensive and other defensive forces, it would
pose a very serious new threat to U.S. and
allied security.

The U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative is de-
signed to counter the trend in the Soviets’
favor. It is thus not unexpected that Soviet re-
actions to the U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative
have been strongly negative. Through an in-
tensive, worldwide propaganda campaign, the
USSR evidently hopes that it can dissuade the
United States from pursuing this research pro-
gram, thereby preserving the possibility of a
Soviet monopoly in effective defenses against
ballistic missiles — a monopoly that could give
the USSR the uncontested damage-limiting
first-strike capability that it has long sought.

Thus, Soviet statements on the SDI must be
seen in light of the extensive, long-term growth
in Soviet offensive and defensive forces and
of their major research effort to develop ad-
vanced weapons for defense against ballistic
missiles. They should also be viewed in light
of comparable Soviet propaganda campaigns
on other issues. The USSR engaged in a ma-
jor propaganda effort in the late 1970s and
early 1980s to preserve its monopoly in longer-
range intermediate-range nuclear forces, and
has adopted many of the same tactics to pre-
vent the United States from acquiring an oper-
ational ASAT system to balance its own.



On April 22, 1983, a month after the Presi-
dent’s announcement of the Strategic Defense
Initiative, a published letter signed by more
than 200 senior Soviet scientists denouncing
the initiative appeared in the New York Times.
It is interesting and instructive to note that a
number of the signatories have been instrumen-
tal in the development of both traditional and
advanced ballistic missile defensive systems:
Petr D. Grushin, Vladimir S. Semenikhin, Fe-
dor V. Bunkin, Yevgeniy P. Velikhov, Vsevolod
S. Avduyevskiy, Aleksandr M. Prokhorov, and
Nikolay G. Basov. Velikhov, for example,

was for several years the director of the Insti-
tute of Atomic Energy laboratories at Troitsk,

F8 W .

2 VELIKHOV\Y
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Dr. Y.P. Velikhov has been a central figure in
the development of the USSR’s high energy
laser weapons. As Chairman of the committee
of Soviet Scientists in Defense of Peace and
Against Nuclear War, Dr. Velikhov is also the
leading Soviet scientific spokesman against
the U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative.

where lasers for strategic and tactical appli-
cations are being developed. Avduyevskiy has
long been involved with strategic weapons re-
search and now has responsibility for a num-
ber of projects concerned with the military
use of space, including a space-based laser
weapon. Other signatories have spent their
careers developing strategic offensive weapons
and other military systems: Vladimir N. Ch-
elomey, Valentin P. Glushko, Aleksandr D.
Nadiradze, and Viktor P. Makeyev in ICBMs
and SLBMs; Oleg K. Antonov and Aleksandr S.
Yakovlev in military aircraft; Nikolay Isanin
in nuclear submarines; Yuliy B. Khariton in
the Soviet military nuclear energy program;
and Martin 1. Kabachnik in chemical warfare.
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The U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative

The U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative offers
the possibility of a better, more stable de-
terrence based increasingly on defenses that
are survivable, militarily effective, and cost-
effective relative to offensive forces. If our
research shows that such defenses against bal-
listic missiles are feasible, they would allow us
to move from deterrence based solely on the
threat of nuclear retaliation, toward enhanced
deterrence characterized by greater reliance
on defensive capabilities that threaten no one.
The Strategic Defense Initiative is also a pru-
dent and necessary response to the very active
Soviet efforts in offensive and defensive forces.
It responds directly to the ongoing and exten-
sive Soviet anti-ballistic missile effort, includ-
ing the existing Soviet deployments permitted
under the ABM Treaty. The SDI research pro-
gram provides a necessary and powerful deter-
rent to any near-term Soviet decision to expand
rapidly its ABM capability beyond that con-
templated by the ABM Treaty. It also provides
insurance against an eventual Soviet attempt
to deploy an effective advanced system for de-
fense against ballistic missiles unilaterally.

SDI research complements our efforts to
achieve significant, equitable, and verifiable re-
ductions in nuclear forces. In the near term,
we are seeking reductions of strategic and
intermediate-range nuclear forces, and discus-
sing defensive and space arms, in the U.S.-
Soviet negotiations which opened in Geneva in
March 1985. The United States and the Soviet
Union have agreed that there is a fundamental
relationship between offensive and defensive
systems and that neither can be considered in
isolation.

In the longer term, if we were to deploy ad-
vanced defenses against ballistic missiles, such
defenses could increase significantly the incen-
tives for further negotiated deep reductions in
offensive nuclear forces because they could re-
duce or eliminate the military utility of ballis-
tic missiles. Such significant reductions would,
in turn, serve to increase the effectiveness of
defensive systems.

The SDI research program emphasizes ad-
vanced non-nuclear defensive technologies. It
will provide to a future President and Con-
gress, possibly in the early 1990s, the technical
knowledge required for a decision on whether



to develop and later deploy advanced defensive
systems. Extensive discussions with our allies
would take place prior to any future decision
to move beyond research to development and
deployment.

Any future deployment would also be a mat-
ter for discussion and negotiation as appropri-
ate with the Soviet Union, as provided in the
ABM Treaty. Even now we are seeking to
engage the Soviets at Geneva in a discussion
of the relationship of offensive and defensive
forces and of a possible future transition to
greater reliance on defensive systems.
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While we could not allow a Soviet veto over
a decision which would have such a major
impact on U.S. and allied security, it is our in-
tention and hope that — if new defensive tech-
nologies prove feasible — we and the Soviets
would be able both to move to a more defense-
reliant balance. What we envision is thus just
the opposite of an arms race or a search for mil-
itary superiority. We seek instead an approach
that would serve the security interests of the
United States, our allies, the Soviet Union, and
the world as a whole.






Annex

Offensive Forces

Soviet military doctrine and strategy call for
superior offensive forces capable of executing
a successful first strike. The Soviet buildup in
offensive forces over the last two decades has
been designed to move in that direction.

Soviet strategic offensive forces introduced
since 1971 include:

e four new types of intercontinental

ballistic missiles (ICBMs) — the SS-17,
18, 19, and 25. In addition, the USSR
probably has deployed the SS-16 in
violation of the SALT II Treaty;

e five new types of ballistic missile-carrying

submarines;

e four new types of submarine-launched

ballistic missiles (SLBMs);

o five improved versions of existing SLBMs;

e long-range cruise missiles; and

e a new variant of the BEAR bomber

carrying strategic air-launched cruise
missiles.

That buildup is all the more striking when
compared to the relative restraint exercised by
the U.S. in its acquisition of nuclear weapons
systems during the same period. The number of
strategic and tactical nuclear warheads in the
U.S. stockpile peaked in 1967. We had one-third
more nuclear weapons then than we have now.
Moreover, the total explosive power (measured
in megatonnage) of our nuclear weapons was
four times greater in 1960 than it is today.

Our latest B-52 bomber was built in 1962.
Although we modernized the missiles our sub-
marines carried with the POSEIDON C-3 in
1971 and TRIDENT I C-4 in 1979, we did not in-
troduce a single new ballistic missile-carrying
submarine from 1966 until 1981, when we be-
gan deploying the TRIDENT submarine at the
rate of about one a year. In fact, our ballistic
missile submarine force declined by one-fourth
between 1966 and 1981, from 41 boats to 31.
During the time we were decreasing the num-
ber of our SSBNs, the Soviet Union deployed
62 new ballistic missile-carrying submarines.

Similarly, the U.S. began deploying its new-
est ICBM, the MINUTEMAN III, fifteen years
ago; today, we have fewer ICBMs than we did
in 1967. By contrast, the Soviet Union has
added about 800 ICBMs to its arsenal since
that year. Of greatest concern for strategic
stability has been the development and deploy-
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ment of the SS-18 and SS-19 ICBMs. Since the
late 1970s, the USSR has deployed more than
300 SS-18s, each twice as large as the U.S.
PEACEKEEPER/MX and carrying ten war-
heads, and 360 SS-19s, each approximately the
size of the PEACEKEEPER/MX and carrying
six warheads. The Soviets already have enough
hard-target-capable ICBM warheads today to
attack all U.S. ICBM silos and launch con-
trol centers and will have a larger number of
hard-target capable warheads in the future. (A
weapon with hard-target capability has suffi-
cient accuracy and yield to destroy targets that
have been hardened to withstand the effects of
a nuclear detonation.)

In addition to the rapid growth in its ICBM
force, the Soviet Union is engaged in a major
modernization and expansion of its strategic
bomber and submarine forces. The bulk of So-
viet strategic offensive nuclear warheads has
traditionally been on ICBMs, while the U.S.
has maintained a balanced force, with fewer
than one-quarter of our strategic weapons on
ICBMs. The growth in modern Soviet strate-
gic offensive forces of all types is thus not only
exacerbating the imbalance between U.S. and
Soviet ICBMs, but also steadily eroding the
traditional countervailing U.S. advantage in
SLBMs and strategic bomber systems.

When the SALT I Interim Agreement on Of-
fensive Arms was signed in 1972, the USSR had
roughly 2,300 strategic ballistic missile war-
heads, and the throw-weight of its ballistic
missile force was about 3 million kilograms.
(Throw-weight is a basic measure of ballistic
missile destructive capability and potential.)
By the time the SALT II agreement was signed
in 1979, the Soviet strategic arsenal had more
than doubled to roughly 5,500 strategic bal-
listic missile warheads with a ballistic missile
throw-weight of about 4 million kilograms. To-
day, the Soviet Union has over 8,000 strate-
gic ballistic missile warheads and a ballistic
missile throw-weight of about 12 million kilo-
grams.

Perhaps even more troubling is the fact that
the USSR’s offensive nuclear force buildup con-
tinues unabated, with a large number of new
systems at or nearing deployment. For exam-
ple, the Soviets are:

e continuing production of the BEAR H

bombers which carry the AS-15 long-range
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air-launched cruise missile. They are also
developing a new strategic bomber, the
BLACKJACK, which, when deployed
before the end of the decade, will be
larger than either the U.S. B-1B or B-52;

e completing development of the SS-X-24
and have announced deployment of the
SS-25 ICBM. The SS-25 violates the SALT
IT agreement, since it is a prohibited
second new type of ICBM;

e deploying two new classes of nuclear-
powered ballistic missile-carrying sub-
marines (SSBNs), the DELTA IV and the
TYPHOON, and associated SLBMs. They
are also testing a new sea-launched cruise
missile, the SS-NX-21.
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The combination of U.S. restraint and Soviet
expansion and modernization of its strategic
offensive forces means that U.S. forces are be-
coming increasingly obsolete. We are therefore
modernizing our strategic nuclear forces to en-
sure the balance necessary for continued de-
terrence. That program includes development
of the PEACEKEEPER/MX ICBM, a smaller
single-warhead ICBM (popularly known as
MIDGETMAN), the B-1B bomber, an advanced
technology bomber, and the TRIDENT II
SLBM. We are also deploying long-range air-
and sea-launched cruise missiles and TRIDENT
SSBNs. Our strategic modernization program
is essential not only for the military balance,
but also to induce the Soviets to agree to nego-



tiated offensive force reductions which would
enable us to maintain the balance at far lower
levels of armaments.

The Soviet Union has also greatly expanded
its nuclear forces of less-than-intercontinental
range, which primarily threaten our friends
and allies. The USSR has developed an en-
tirely new generation of nuclear short-range
ballistic missiles. Of gravest concern has been
the creation and subsequent rapid expansion
of the SS-20 longer-range intermediate-range
missile force, which threatens our friends and
allies in Europe and Asia. NATO had no equiv-
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alent systems when the USSR began to field
this modern, mobile, highly accurate, triple-
warhead missile. As of September 1985, the So-
viets had deployed 441 SS-20s, with over 1,200
warheads. Not only is the SS-20 force continu-
ing to grow, but the Soviets are also testing
a modified version of the SS-20 which is ex-
pected to be even more accurate. In contrast,
NATO plans to deploy 572 single-warhead PER-
SHING II and ground-launched cruise missiles
and stands ready to reduce or reverse those de-
ployments if we can reach an equitable, verifi-
able arms reduction agreement with the USSR.



Soviet Strategic Defense Programs

ERRATA
p. 4, line 8 “both in near term” should read “both in the near term”.
p. 18, caption “look-down-shoot-down” should read “look-down/shoot-down”.

p. 25, col. 2, 1. 44 ‘12 million kilograms” should read ‘“12 million pounds”.

p- 26, graphic BACKFIRE bomber was inadvertently omitted from depiction of Soviet
strategic forces. It was introduced in 1974.
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

October 9, 1985
MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM F. MARTIN

FROM: JOHNATHAN S. MILLER

SUBJECT: NSC Support in Geney,

After a preliminary check, I am concerned that the
incompatibility of all of the electronic systems to be used in
Geneva to support the President's meeting with Gorbachev could
create a potential problem. Our Mission and Embassy in Geneva
use the WANG, the White House will be bringing IBM
D1sp1aywr1ters, and the principal decision-makers wiTl be us1ng
GRIDs. To avoid unnecessary delays in preparing documents in
Geneva we should plan to have the equipment, software, and
personnel needed to make these systems compatible brought to
Geneva.

Jack Matlock, Bud Korengold and I have already experienced this
problem during the run up to Geneva, especially converting WANG
to IBM. The equipment works well and I am convinced that it

could help in Geneva.

pock

Recommendation:

That you task the CMC to provide the equipment and persdﬂﬁél
(recommend two) to support the President's meeting with Gor
in Geneva. We plan to use commercial transportation if yo

approve. o
Approve Disapprove

Jac a‘{:\i\cack and Ronzc/:Daniel concur. ) Chq(. ‘” 7’2

/‘}M.
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PROPOSED MAJOR PRESIDENTIAL EVENTS ON THE ROAD TO GENEVA

October 7-11:

October 11

October 12:

Mid October:

October 15-18:

October 19:

October 21:

October 23-25

Short Presidential meeting with Prime Minister
Blaize of Grenada (success of Grenada a good
message to send to the world before Geneva).

Interview with selected White House News
Service Reporters; Copley, Cox, Gannett,
Hearst, Knight-Ridder, McClatchey, Newhouse,
and Scripps-Howard. (30 Minutes)

Radio Address - SDI

Interview Times of India (Theme: regional
issues)

Off the record cocktails with selected White
House Correspondents (40 minutes)

Off the record cocktails with principal
Washington Bureaus

10 minute meeting/photo op with Jerzy Milewski
of Poland's Solidarity Trade Union. Theme:
American Respect for Freedom; Human Dignity

Radio Address previewing Global Visions Theme
of UNGA Speech; reference First Ladies Drug
Conference.

Interview with Independent White House Radio
Network Correspondents; AP, Mutual, NPR, RKO,
Sheridan, UPI, and Westinghouse. (30 minutes)

First Lady's Drug Conference at the UN

Trip to New York for United Nations

October 23:

%EGRET7SENSITIVE
eclassify on: OADR

Bilaterals with President Zia and President
Gandhi (Emphasis on U.S. concern for Third
World; Afghanistan)

Thirty minute Bilateral with Prime Minister
Nakasone (Emphasis on close consultation with
Allies prior to Geneva).

DECLASSIFIED
£.0. 12334, Sec. 3.4(b)
Yhite Fowe Guidelines, Feb. 24, |

W veﬁ? . NARA, Date g%o/ar
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October 24:

October 25:

October 26:

October 28:

Week of October 28:

October 31

November 2:

Early November:

November 5:

Reception for visiting Heads of
State/Government and short remarks (hosted by
President and Mrs. Reagan); potential mini
meetings with several leaders

Presidential Address before the United Nations
General Assembly (Global Vision Theme;
US-Soviet relations; including regional
initiatives)

Two hour Meeting with Thatcher, Kohl, Nakasone,
Mulroney, Craxli at USUN at U.S. Mission
(Emphasis on Close Allied Consultation)

President attends 40th Anniversary ceremony at
the U.N. Brief remarks

Private Dinner, hosted by President in honor of
Allied leaders. (optional)

Mid morning bilaterals of 30 minutes each with
P.M. Thatcher and Chancellor Kohl; Late morning
departure from New York for Washington (and
then Camp David)

Radio Address from Camp David. Theme:
Reemphasizing message of UN Speech and
Consultations with Allies

15 minute Statue of Liberty Anniversary
Ceremony at the White House. Theme: Freedom
and Open Societies

Rose Garden Ceremony with Afghan Resistance (or
alternatively at the UN)

Interview with U.S. News and World Report
Radio Address

Working lunch with outside advisors at Camp
David (such as former National Security
Advisors)

Lunch with four network anchors

SDI Event TBD

Televised Address to Youth Group emphasizing
people-to-people initiatives; peace through
people.

Soviet Experts lunch with President
Private Meeting (Think Type Groups)
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November

November

November

November

November

November

November

November

November

November

6:

11:

12:

13:

13 or 14:

14 or 15:

16:

21:

Interview with Selected Foreign Broadcast
Representatives; broadcast media from England,
France, Germany, and Italy. (30 minutes)

On-the-record Drop-by Luncheon for Network
Anchors and White House Correspondents. (15
minutes)

Radio Address. Theme: U.S. efforts to reduce
nuclear danger

President meets with U.S. arms negotiators in
Roosevelt Room/Cabinet Room.

Veterans' Day Appearance at Arlington National
Cemetery. Theme: The need to discourage the
use of force

Private lunch with religious leaders (Human
Rights)

Interview with Selected Foreign Press
Representatives; print media from England,
France, Germnay, and Italy (30 minutes)

Meeting with bipartisan Congressional Arms
Control Oversight Group (State Dinning Room or
Cabinet Room). Theme: A United America goes to
Geneva

Taped interview with Foreign press
representatives (State Dinning Room)

Oval office (or Indian Treaty Room)
Presidential Address to the Nation. Integrated
Vision of Future if Soviets are responsive
(reiterate four main Themes: reduce force;
eliminate nuclear weapons; 1mprove human
contact; defend human rights)

Breakfast at the White House with former
Presidents Nixon, Ford and Carter. Theme:
United America

Predeparture remarks (East Room - 5 minutes) to
be broadcast worldwide (Worldnet). Theme:
Commitment to Century of Peace.

Short arrival statement in Geneva (variation on
predeparture statement of Commitment to Peace;
Geneva's legacy in such efforts)

Televised Address to Joint Session of Congress
Theme: Future Agenda for Peace
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PROPOSED MAJOR PRESIDENTIAL EVENTS ON THE ROAD TO GENEVA

October 7-11: Short Presidential meeting with Prime Minister
Blaize of Grenada (success of Grenada a good
message to send to the world before Geneva).

October 12: Radio Address - Middle East Peace Process

Mid October: Interview Times of India (Theme: regional
issues)

Mid October: Off the record cocktails with selected White

House Correspondents (40 minutes)

Mid October: Off the record cocktails with principal
Washington Bureaus

October 15-18: 10 minute meeting/photo op with Jerzy Milewski
of Poland's Solidarity Trade Union. Theme:
American Respect for Freedom; Human Dignity

October 16: Lunch or Dinner (proposed by Jim Rosebush) with
visiting Soviet Women (Group from USSR. Part
of Exchange Program touring US under
sponsorship of Mrs. Dale Bumpers)

October 19: QA/ Radio Address previewing Global Visions Theme
x \/of UNGA Speech
October 21: First Lady's Drug Conference at the UN
October 23-25 Trip to New York for United Nations
October 23: Bilaterals with President Zia and President

Gandhi (Emphasis on U.S. concern for Third
World; Afghanistan)

Thirty minute Bilateral with Prime Minister
Nakasone (Emphasis on close consultation with
Allies prior to Geneva).

Reception for visiting Heads of
State/Government and short remarks (hosted by
President and Mrs. Reagan); potential mini
meetings with several leaders



October 24:

October 25:

October 26:

October 28:

Week of October 28:

November 2:

Early November:

Early November:

November 5:

November 9:

November 1l1l:

- -

Presidential Address before the United Nations
General Assembly (Global Vision Theme;
US-Soviet relations; including regional
initiatives)

Two hour Meeting with Thatcher, Kohl, Nakasone,
Mulroney, Craxi at USUN at U.S. Mission
(Emphasis on Close Allied Consultation)

President attends 40th Anniversary ceremony at
the U.N. Brief remarks

Private Dinner, hbsted‘by President in honor of
Allied leaders. (optional)

Mid morning bilaterals of 30 minutes each with
P.M. Thatcher and Chancellor Kohl; Late morning
departure from New York for Washington (and
then Camp David)

Radio Address from Camp David. Theme:
Reemphasizing message of UN Speech and
Consultations with Allies

15 minutes Statue of Liberty Anniversary
Ceremony at the White House. Theme: Freedom
and Open Societies

Rose Garden Ceremony with Afghan Resistance (or
alternatively at the UN)

SBI—EVept—TBD

Radio Address

Working lunch with outside advisors at Camp
David (such as former National Security
Advisors) H\
Lunch with four network anchg

Televised Address to Youth”’Group emphasizing
people-to-people initiatives; peace through
people.

Soviet Experts meet with President

Radio Address. Theme: U.S. efforts to reduce
nuclear danger

President meets with U.S. arms negotiators at

(Eamroactd)

Veterans' Day Appearance at Arlington National
Cemetery. Theme: The need to discourage the
use of force




November 12:

November 13:

November 13 or 14:

Private lunch with religious leaders (Human

Rights)

Meeting with bipartisan Congressional Group
(State Dinning Room or Cabinet Room). Theme: A
United America goes to Geneva

Taped interview with Foreign press
representatives (State Dinning Room)

November 14 or 15:x\_gyal_g£iiggi(or Indian Treaty Room)
Presidential- Address to the Nation. Integrated

November 16:

November 21:

Vision of Future if Soviets are responsive
(reiterate four main Themes: reduce force;
eliminate nuclear weapons; lmprove human
contact; defend human rights)

Breakfast at the White House with former
Presidents Nixon, Ford and Carter. Theme:
United America

Predeparture remarks (East Room - 5 minutes) to
be broadcast worldwide (Worldnet). Theme:
Commitment to Century of Peace.

Short arrival statement in Geneva (variation on
predeparture statement of Commitment to Peace;
Geneva's legacy in such efforts)

Televised Address to Joint Session of Congress
(helicopter directly to Capitol from Andrews)
Theme: Future Agenda for Peace




THE WHITE HOUSE

‘ WASHINGTON

TRIP OF THE PRESIDENT

TO

GENEVA, SWITZERLAND

NOVEMBER 16 - NOVEMBER 21, 1985

OUTLINE SCHEDULE

Saturday, November 16, 1985

* Departure Remarks from South Lawn
Depart The White House (8:30 am) q?
Depart Andrews Air Force Base (8:45 am)
Arrive Cointrin Airport, Geneva Switzerland (10:25 pm)
* Brief Remarks
Arrive Residence (10:50 pm)
REMAIN OVERNIGHT: MAISON DE SAUSSURE
GENEVA, SWITZERLAND

.Sunday, November 17, 1985

Private Breakfast at Residence (am)
WASHINGTON WORK/PRIVATE TIME
Briefing with Senior Advisors at Residence (1:30 pm)
Walk in Garden of Residence with Mrs. Reagan (2:45 pm)
Optional Tour of Meeting Facilities and Grounds of Fleur d'Eau
(3:30 pm)
WASHINGTON WORK/PRIVATE TIME
REMAIN OVERNIGHT - MAISON DE SAUSSURE
GENEVA, SWITZERLAND

Monday, November 18, 1985

Private Breakfast at Residence (am)
WASHINGTON WORK/PRIVATE TIME
Briefing with Senior Advisors at Pometta Residence (11:15 am)
Working Lunch at Pometta Residence (12:15 pm)
PRIVATE TIME (1:20 pm - 30 mins)
Arrive Le Reposoir (2:00 p.m, *¥*)
* Arrival Ceremony (2:00 pm)
* Meeting with President Furgler (2:20 pm)
(T)Possible Event TBD, Location TBD
WASHINGTON WORK/PRIVATE TIME
REMAIN OVERNIGHT - MAISON DE SAUSSURE

' ' GENEVA, SWITZERLAND

** Subject to confirmation (GOS)

10/07/85 1:30 p.m.



.Tuesday, November 19, 1985
Private Breakfast at Residence (am)

g with Senior Advisors at Pometta Residence (8:55 am)
leur d'Eau Meeting Facilities (9:50 am)

Briefing with Senior Advisors at Pometta Residence (9:10 am)

Tete-a-tete with General Secretary Gorbachev at Fleur d'Eau
(10:00 am)

Plenary Meeting with General Secretary Gorbachev at Fleur

d'Eau (10:20 am)
Working Lunch at Pometta Residence (12:35 pm) § .
WASHINGTON WORK/PRIVATE TIME (1:20 pm - 55 mins,) (}’
Plenary Meeting with General Secretary Gorbachev at Fleur

d'Eau (2:30 pm)
WASHINGTON WORK/PRIVATE TIME (4:40 pm - 3 hrs. 5 mins.)
Small Dinner hosted by Soviets at Soviet Mission Villa (8:00 pm)
Arrive Reslidence (10:15 pm)

REMAIN OVERNIGHT - MAISON DE SAUSSURE
GENEVA, SWITZERLAND

Wednesday, November 20, 1985

Private Breakfast at Residence (am)
Briefing with Senior Advisors at Pometta Residence (9:10 am)
Plenary Meeting with General Secretary Gorbachev at Soviet
Mission (10:00 am)
Working Lunch at Pometta Residence (12:40 pm)
WASHINGTON WORK/PRIVATE TIME (1:25 pm - 45 mins,)
Plenary Meeting with General Secretary Gorbachev at Soviet
Mission (2:30 pm)
WASHINGTON WORK/PRIVATE TIME (4:45 pm - 2 hrs. 35 mins.)
Reception hosted by Swiss Government at La Gandole (7:00 pm)
Small Dinner hosted by U.S. at Maison de Saussure (8:15 pm)
REMAIN OVERNIGHT - MAISON DE SAUSSURE
GENEVA, SWITZERLAND

Thursday, November 21, 1985

EVENTS TBD

Depart en route Andrews Air Force Base (12:00 pm *)
Arrive Andrews Air Force Base (3:00 pm *)

Arrive The White House (3:15 pm *)

' * Denotes approximate time

10/07/85 1:30 p.m.
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President's UNGA Address, 1985
Basic Outline

Introduction on UN

-- On UN anniversary, should not only evaluate its record, but
ask what kind of world we seek. Not just, does the UN work?
But, what do we want it to work for? And how to make it happen?

-- We don't overlook successes of UN: Korean War, Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty, decolonization, UN High Commissioner for Refugees.

-- ...0r its low moments: Inability to deal with real security
issues, Zionism-is-Racism resolution of 1975, politicization of
many agencies, misuse of resources.

-- UN is a political institution, and in politics one often
settles for second-best. But also have to remind ourselves of
the real meaning of the UN's goals: peace and growth. Won't
attain either unless we recall their relationship to freedom and
human rights. America's policies based on this relationship.

Our Record

-- Recall Charter principle: to "save succeeding generations from
the scourge of war."

-- In the past 40 years, a new world war has been averted; US has
contributed by

° maintaining a secure military balance, by helping friends
in trouble, by negotiating settlements and agreements where
we can, by making sure our adversaries know where we stand.

-- We take pride in [short elaboration of each item]:

NATO and other alliance commitments

Camp David agreements, peace process

Protecting El1 Salvador

Answering the appeal of our Caribbean friends in Grenada
Support for Pakistan since invasion of Aghanistan
Proposals for deep, fair, verifiable arms reductions, but
also unilateral steps (like cutting nuclear stockpiles)

Other US initiatives, including CW ban, conventional force
reductions, CDE

Steps to reduce the danger of misunderstanding; e.g.,
hot-line upgrade, but also meeting with Gorbachev

0O 0 0 o o ©o

Looking Ahead to Geneva: Goals...

-- General approach to meeting. First between US-Soviet leaders
in over six years; will review the many areas in which we have
disagreements.



-- We seek to deal with differences peacefully. In Geneva, will
search for signs of Soviet willingness to engage in real
give-and-take. Fuller statement of arms proposals.

-- Success in this and other efforts described above can contrib-
ute to building peace, to guaranteeing a safe path into the 2lst
century. But have to do more than that: try to lay the founda-
tion for peace in a broader, fuller sense.

... And Obstacles

-- Much stands in our way, but we shouldn't settle for second-
best in seeking peace. The UN's founders saw the source of peace
in self-determination -- in both national independence and
democracy. To live up to this vision, need to change our
thinking in four ways:

° Peace based on partition is not true peace. Years after
World War II, nothing justifies permanent division of
European continent. [Foreshadow exchanges proposals] This
pattern must not spread to other continents through inter-
vention and interference.

° Peace based on repression is not true peace. To make
peace secure, and to enjoy its blessings, individuals must
be free to direct their own governments.

° Peace based on quarantine is not true peace. World
community can't averts its eyes from the tragic consequences
of conflict, just because contained within one country.

° Finally, peace based on mutual insecurity, on fear, is not
true peace. Sketch rationale for SDI. After signing ABM
treaty, US thought deep reductions possible, but Soviets
haven't responded. Reiterate hope for a nuclear weapons-
free future. Hope Soviets will see this serves their
interests.

-- In place of partition, then, we need policies that expand
communication. In place of repression, policies that enhance
reform. In place of quarantine, engagement. In place of fear
and insecurity, increased safety.

-- Always hard to find practical ways to bring these closer.
Today want to present an American approach on one of the most
important areas on the Geneva agenda.

Initiative on Regional Conflicts

-- A plan for dealing with a series of conflicts that have taken
a heavy toll on the people involved, have expanded to draw in
outside powers, and created extreme concern in my country and
among friends about the conduct of the Soviet Union. Builds on
proposal for US-Soviet discussions made at 1984 UNGA.



-- Among the most brutal wars being fought today: those in which
popular resistance forces battle Communist regimes, in Afghani-
stan, Cambodia, Nicaragua, Ethiopia, Angola. In all these cases:
people refusing to accept imposed regimes; conflicts spilling
over borders, threatening neighboring states and more dangerous
confrontation; external involvements prolonging the fighting.

-- A three-part American proposal:

° First, ceasefire and negotiations among the warring
parties in countries I've mentioned.

° Second, once these negotiations open, a separate set of
Soviet-American talks on how to eliminate external military
presence in the country and to cut off the external flow of
arms into the area of conflict.

° These talks would lay the basis for the third-element of a
long-term solution =-- reintegration of these countries into
the world economy. US would participate generously.

-- To succeed, such a proposal has to address the underlying
conflicts that have drawn others in, but also to find a formula
for keeping them out in the future. Plan is not meant to replace
but to complement existing efforts at mediation, peace-making.
One reason other efforts haven't succeeded is that Communist
governments' refusal to negotiate with representatives of the
people.

-- Ask careful thought before rejecting this proposal: to reject
is to take responsibility for perpetuating violence. Benefits of
proposal should be clear, for the US and USSR, but most of all
for the peoples of these regions. Creates a basis for internal
reconciliation, and for beginning economic growth.

Economic Growth and Human Rights

~- Recall Charter principle: "promoting social progress and
better standards of life in larger freedom." Scientific achieve-
ment, technological advance today promise revolutionary improve-
ments in lives of ordinary people.

-- The countries to which initiative applies have become increas-
ingly isolated from the world economy, a formula that has meant
increasing hardship for their people.

-- Proud of American record of helping others, from Marshall Plan
to Mexican and African relief. Cite 40-year foreign aid totals.

-- But the real energy of economic growth comes from assuring
individual freedom, depends on governments staying out of the
way. Nations cannot exploit their promise to the fullest, cannot
enjoy the blessings of peace, without also protecting human
rights to the fullest.



-- Those who doubt the link between peace, growth and freedom
should consider the regions that have been denied them: e.g.,
Eastern Europe, Indochina, southern Africa, Nicaragua, Cuba.

-- Always a heavy price where governments don't trust the people.
They keep their countries from enjoying material well-being, from
keeping promises of revolutionary betterment, from living in
peace.

-- Sakharov quote: international trust, mutual understanding,
disarmament and security inconceivable without an open society.

For the Future -- How Can We Do Better?

-- We're practical: look problems in the face, develop fair and
balanced solutions. Understand what works, what doesn't.

-- No country can ignore its responsibility to contribute.

° At present, we're pursuing improved relations with the
Soviet Union. Given importance of these two powers, people
evervwhere would benefit from results.

° Need for serious negotiations at the talks in Geneva. Why
can't we move forward now?

-- Consider what would be possible if Soviet side ready to work
with us.

°© Less likelihood of confrontations arising from regional
conflicts. The confidence that can help us to lessen
reliance on nuclear weapons, and in the future eliminate
altogether.

° Relief for the Soviet people of major burdens; benefits
for ourselves. Confidence that facilitates unfettered
economic cooperation.

-- Emphasize: we don't exaggerate what greater Soviet-American
agreement on this or that issue can accomplish. The real
revolution of our time cannot be made by the great powers; it
will be made by free people who can show what peace really means.

-- As for the UN's future, plainly it too is only a part of
securing peace, because its members -- governments -- are
themselves only a part of it. But won't begin to play the role
it could unless we understand the true meaning, and real
requirements, of its high goals.



MEMORANDUM
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

October 7, 1985

MEMORANDUM FOR JON PURNELL

FROM: FLISE NeIL { Qa”*”

SUBJECT: Geneva Coordinating Group Meetings Held During My Departure

All of my duties for Jack are outlined below for whomever handles these tasks
in my absence. Thanks for your assistance.

I  BACKGROUND MATERTALS

A. Macazine Articles
1. Nn Tuesday/Wednesday, when Kirk/Art receives the weekly issues, you
need to 'borrow' copies of: US News & World Report, Time, and Newsweek.
Make copies of any articles concerning US-Soviet Relations, the November
meeting, leaks, etc., and forward to Jack ASAP.
NOTE: It is helpful to Jack, if the substance is highlighted (yellow

markers are good) .

B. Newspaper Articles
1. On Thursday mornings, Martha (X7000) in the library, calls when the
recuested material (same subjects) has been compiled. If I am indeed
on jury duty, you should call her at 8:30 am and pick up the package.
NOTR: As the package is so large, I recommend that only the articles
of sionificant, substance go forward. As with the magazine articles,
it would be helpful to 'highlight' the important parts for Jack. If
the material remains quite extensive, I would attach a brief summary
of the attached information for Jack.

IT GCG Meeting ATTENDANCE

A. Agency Attendance
Fach office has been instructed to call in their confirmations on Wed-
nesdays. Not all do, and provided that I am indeed out, it will be
necessary for you to contact every office. Use the 'Official Roster'
which I've attached at Tab I, for guidance, as well as the following:
1. Call each office listed for confirmation.
a) Be certain to get the correct spelling of the full name of each.
b) If the 'principal' regrets, one & only one, alternate is allowed

to attend in his/her place. Reason to be given is the lack of
available space.

c) NOTE: I've attached also at Tab I, a list of those people who in
the past, have served as alternates. Also note that alternates
replacing those given seats at the table, are not to sit in their
place--unless they are of equal/high level. (TY can help here)

B. NSC Attendance ‘
1. Send a profs note out to remind NSC participants of the meeting.



C.

page 2

a) It would be to your advantage to get an answer as to Bill Martin's
attendance because his absence would free a seat at the table.

b) I've attached at Tab II the proposed message, and the list of names
to whom the note should be sent.

Clearance List
1. Type this out on Wednesday, using my example for gquidance.
a) Place asteriks (*) by the names of those principals attending
that particular meeting, who have designated seats.
NOTE: This is a good way to organize the seating for yourself
and for Todd/John in Room 208, who would direct them to the seats.
b) Make 5 copies of the complete clearance list, sending copies to:
1) US Secret Service (deliver original Wed. Afternoon);
2) Todd/John (deliver to Room 208 15-30 minutes prior each meeting);
3) Stella;
4) Elise;
5) your copy (To use in double check, explained below).
c) Attached at Tab IIT is an example of last week's list.

IIT THURSDAY MEETINGS 3:00 pm

A.

Deliver clearance list to Todd/John in the reception room of 208, 15-30

minutes prior each meeting.

1. They admit only those listed into the meetings.

2. They direct the indicated (Bv asteriks) principals to the table.

3. In checking those names off as they arrive,this serves as a check
against your list, to verify and complete the final attendance list

at each & every meeting.

Arrangement of place cards for attending principals (16 at the table, max),

prior each meeting, and collect afterwards.

1. Attached at Tab IV is the list of 'principals' designated to sit at
the table.

2. Attached also at Tab IV, is the list of '2nd string principals' who
may fill those seats left empty (as a result of principals not attend-
ing that particular meetinf). They have place cards prepared from
past meetings.

3. Attached at Tab IV is the seating arrangement used last week, for
guidance. As the attending principals vary week to week, there is
no strick seating arrangement.

4. Attached lastly at Tab IV, are the place cards, marked Principals A
and Princlpals B, B being the '2nd string principals.'

one
Once Jack begins the meeting, send one roster, attached at Tab V,ato
your left, and one to the right, for signature. Be sure to collect this
at the conclusion of each meeting.

Using your copy of the clearance list, check off the names of those
participants as he/she arrives. If you do not know the names of everyone,
and they do not sign the roster (usually the result of arriving late),
then catch them after the meeting.

At the conclusion of each meeting, collect all place cards, rosters, ard
the marked clearance list from Todd/John.



page 3

F. Now, using the clearance list you've marked in the meeting, the clearance
list marked by Todd/John, and the roster signed by all participants, make
certain that the signed roster is complete--adding any names to this which
lack. Thsi is also attached at Tab V for your guidance.

G. Finally, make a copy of this complete roster for my files, and give the
original roster to Stella for the files. I also need the copy of the
clearance list for my files, and be sure the markings of those who sat
at the table is indicated--useful in arrangement of the next meeting
seating chart.

H. Brief note-taking is helpful to those not attending & asking questions.

I do believe this covers all ground, and I do hope that all is clear. If this is
followed in order, and notations are made along the way, the organization process
makes each meeting run smoothly, adequate seating is provided, the size of the
meeting is kept within the desired limits, the records are helpful in the future,
and you can cover yourself if problems were to arise. If any problems do come
up (people get fussy, etc.), then Ty can be of great help! (RIGHT, TY?!).

Thanks again Jon, whomever, for assisting Jack & I on all of this.

cc: Ty Cobb

Mary Wengrzynek
Stella Brackman
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PROFS MESSAGE TO NSC PARTICIPANTS IN THE GCG MEETINGS:

The following should be used on Wednesday as a reminder to the staff involved
in these meetings. Use the spacing indicated below so that this will go to
the staff through profs correctly.

TO: NSJSM NSMMW NSSES NSREL NSRFL NSWR NSJEM
SUBJECT: OCTOBER __ MEETING

Jack's weekly GCG meeting will go on as scheduled Thursday October , at
3:00 om in Room 208. Thank you-

.AD NSKS NSLSS NSWFM NSJL NSTC NSSRS NSRJK NSMEN

NOTE: I'VE ADDED MY INITIALS (MEN) SO THAT I MAY KEEP THIS IN MY PROFS FILE
AS WELL. THANKS!
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THE "OFFICIAL ROSTER" : SEATING AT THE TABLE

STATE DEPARTMENT

Amb. Rozanne Ridgway
Amb. Henry Allen Holmes
Mark Palmer

Mark Parris

DEFENSE

Doug Feith

Jcs
Admiral Arthur S. Moreau

CIA
Fritz Ermarth or Doug MacEachin

USIA
1 representative

TREASURY
Robert M. Kimmitt

WHITE HOUSE

Bill Henkel
David Chew
Ben Elliott
Ed Djerejian
Don Gregg
Dennis Thomas
Tom Dawson
Jim Rosebush

NSC

‘Jack Matlock
Bill Martin

ALTERNATES : SECOND STRING

Bud Korengold

Ron Lehman

Dean R. Sackett (in place of Adm. Moreau)

NOTE: As is obvious, there are more than 16 principals listed. For the most part,
this works out okay, in that not all attend every meeting.

NOTE: Alternates for White House & Treasury principals are not given their seats-
unless equal level. (Linda Hoyt for Henkel, Stephanie Ebert for Hooley, and Rosie
Andreatta for Bob Kimmitt, are examples of alternates not given seats at the table.)
NOTE: Only one representative for JCS, CIA, and USIA are given seats at the table.



THE SEATING CHART USED OCTOBER 3, 1985

RON_LEHMAN BOB KIMMITT
DOUG_FEITH DEAN SACKETT
DEFENSE JCS
ED DJEREJIAN USIA
BEN ELLIOTT CIa
JIM ROSEBUSH RALPH HALLENBECK
BILL MARTIN | BILL WOESSNER
JACK MATLOCK MARK PARRTS

NOTE:AS YOU SEE, THEFRE WERE ONLY 14 PEOPLE SEATED AT THE TABLE LAST
WEEK--SIMPLY BECAUSE THE NOT ALL PRINCIPALS ATTENDED THE MEETING.
OBVIOUSLY, GETTING CONFIRMATION OF THEIR ATTENDANCE MAKES THE
SEATING ARRANGEMENT EASTER TO MANAGE!
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WHITE HOUSE COORDINATING GROUP

FOR THE GENEVA MEETING

October 10, 1985

NAME OFFICE TELEPHONE SECURE NO.




WHITE HOUSE COORDINATING GROUP

FOR THE GENEVA MEETING

October 10, 1985

NAME OFFICE TELEPHONE SECURE NO.




WHITE HOUSE COORDINATING GROUP

FOR THE GENEVA MEETING

October 17, 1985

NAME OFFICE TELEPHONE SECURE NO.




WHITE HOUSE COORDINATING GROUP

FOR THE GENEVA MEETING

October 17, 1985

NAME OFFICE TELEPHONE SECURE NO.
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WHITE HOUSE COORDINATING GROUP

FOR THE GENEVA MEETING

October 3,
NAME OFFICE TELEPHONE SECURE NO.
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