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THE \\"HITE HOL'SE 

December 24, 1984 

Dear Mr. Hammer: 

Thank you for your letters of December 8 
to the President and me regarding your 
meeting with Chairman Chernenko and your 
speech at the Human Rights Conference in 
Madrid. 

We appreciate your briefing Ambassador 
Hartman on your meeting. He has, of 
course, kept us informed. 

We are encouraged by your judgment that 
Chairman Chernenko is ready to negotiate, 
and you can rest assured that we will be 
making every reasonable effort to get 
productive negotiations under way. 

With best wishes for the holiday season 
and the New Year. 

Sincerely, 

;?~hi ·b.L_ 

\. 
\ 
\ 

\ 
\ 

Mr. \Armand H-:2mmer 
Chairman and' Executive Director 
Occidental Petroleum Corporation 
10889 Wilshire Boulevard 
Los Angeles, 1California 90024 

- ..... . .. _ .. ,)._ ,-:.._ - -
-·--' - . .:-._ 



y 
' . 

8980 add-on 
\ r I .;,1 (, IZ A:'.\DC\ f 

KATIOKAL SECURITY COUKCIL 

December 18, 1984 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. McFA 

FROM: JACK F. MATLOC 

SUBJECT: Response to Mr. Armand Hammer 

As requested, attached at Tab I for your signature to Mr. Hammer 
acknowledging his letters to you and to the President, dated 
December 8, 1984 (Tab II). 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign 

Approve 

Attachments : 

Ta b I 
Tab II 

at Tab I. 

Disapprove --------

Proposed Letter to Mr. Hammer 
Incoming letters to you and the President,· 

dated December 8, 1984 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHIN GTO N 

Dear Mr. Hammer: 

Thank you for your letters of December 8 
to the President and me regarding your 
meeting with Chairman Chernenko and your 
speech at the Human Rights Conference in 
Madrid. 

We appreciate your briefing Ambassador 
Hartman on your meeting. He has, of 
course, kept us informed. 

We are encouraged by your judgment that 
Chairman Chernenko is ready to negotiate, 
and you can rest assured that we will be 
making every reasonable effort to get 
productive. negotiations under way. 

With best wishes for the holiday season 
and the New Year. 

Sincerely , 

Robert C . McFarlane 

Mr. Armand Hammer 
Chairman and Executive Director 
Occidental Petroleum Corporation 
10889 Wilshire Boulevard 
Los Angeles, California 90024 

.··· . .,:;. 
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·- .~lS G FRO~l: I\S~TM - -CPUA TO: NSGVE --CPUA 
To: I\SGVE - - CPUA GEORGE VAN ERON 

NOTE FROM: WILLIAM F. HARTIN 
~--

Subject: Forwarding Note 12/14/84 18:09 Armand Hammer 
Could you please print out and give Jack Matlock the following 
message. thanks. 

Jack, 
The message below £rom Bud response to~ message I sent him 
from David Fisher. Armand Hammer contacted .Fisher to see what 
the status was of his letter. David ~anted me to give Bud a 
heads up that the letter had arrived. I mentioned to Bud that 
you had action on it. Bill 

***FORWARDED NOTE*** 
To: NSWFM --CPUA 

NOTE FROM: ROBERT MCFARLANE 
--$~ --

Subject: Reply to Note 12/14/84 16:15 Armand Hammer 
I will welcome Jack's recommendation as to who receives Hammer--if 
I do not want the President to receive him. I will do it if forced 

.. 
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

"'~ J.• •• • - _ _ _......,.._.,......,,-. _-r _"'!_ _-; .•• ~.,-...,. • .,..,... ____ _ 

anyone--but 
to . 
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NTIAL 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

l\ATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

ROBERT C. M1RLANE 
JACK MATLOC \JJ\ 
Letter from~ mand Hammer 

December 13, 1984 

Hammer has written you .and the President regarding his 1neeting 
with Chernenko and has offered to come to Washington to brief you 
on the meeting. In _an earlier letter, he suggested Tuesday, 
December 11, but was told that you would be out of town. 

I still feel that there is no need for the President to receive 
Hammer -- and indeed for him to do so following Hammer's public 
espousal of a "non-first-use" policy could leave the damaging 
impression that the President is considering such a course • 

.. 
Given Hammer's prominence, however, you might wish to contact him 
by telephone and let him know that we would be interested in any 
observations he has from his meeting with Chernenko. If he 
insists on a meeting here, I would recommend that we steer him to 
Ken Dam or Mike Armacost, if possible. 

Recommendation: 

That you telephone Hamme r in reply t o the letters at Tab I. 

Approve _ _ Disapprove 

Attachment: 

Tab I Letters from Armand Hammer to the President and to Mr. 
McFarlane 

Copies: Ron Lehman 
Karna Small 
Tom Shull 
John Lenczowski 
Bill Martin 
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OCCIDENTAL PETROLEUM .CORPORATION • 
10889 WILSHI RE BOULEVARD • SUITE 1600 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90024 Ii\ 
{ 213) 879-1700 • (213) 208- 8800 ~ ~ \ 

¼ ARMAND HAMMER 
CHAIRMAN AND 

CHIEF !EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
December 8, 1984 

The Honorable Robert C. McFarlane 
Assistant to the President for 

National Security Affairs 
The White House 
Washington. ·nc 20500 

Dear Mr. McFarlane: 

I recognize that the crisis meetings must 
take up all your thoughts, but wish to 
reiterate my willingness to provide any 
insights when convenient. As you suggested, 
I reported to Ambassador Hartman immediately. 

I have written the attached letter to 
President Reagan and wanted you to have a 
copy. 

I also felt I should send a note to 
Secretary Armacost and Mark Palmer 

As a l ways, my very best wishes, 

At t achment 

AH :ec 

Sincere ly , 

·r . ··~ 7 ---; - ,, · .. 

\ .. 

,. 



OCCIDENTAL PETROLEUM CORPORATION 
10889 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD • SUITE 1500 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90024 

(213) 879-1700 • (213) 20B·BB00 

ARMAND HAMMER · 
.CHAIRMA,.. AND 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

The President 
The White Hou·se 
Washington, DC 0500 

Dear Mr. President: 

December 8, 1984 

I am in Madrid where the annual Human Rights Conference 
which I sponsor is currently in discussions in the halls 
of the Spanish Parliment. Over thirty five nations, large 
and small, are represented by 115 delegates--international 
jurists, former Presidents and Foreign Ministers, leading 
professors, . ambassadors . and others who have dedicated parts 
of their lives, as I have, to .being in the forefront of the 
struggle for human rights. 

Friday, after former French Premier Edgar Faure offered some 
kind remarks about my career and meeting with President 
Chernenko, ·I was surprised to be c alled suddenly to speak 
extemporaneously on both the meeting in Moscow and my views 
of the current situation in arms control. 

I will not burde n you wi t h my f ull remarks , b u t will say that I 
s aid that I be l i eve d t hat as a result o f your opening statement 
last January, an historic window has been raised where - now, 
at the heiqht of your powers, there is an opportunity~ absent 
over a decade, to move closer to mutal understanding and mutual 
reduction of armaments. I described you as a strong man 
whose vision in building our defenses has now brought the 
Russians to a point where serious negotiations are possible. 

I said I viewed you as warm-hearted and earnest and that with 
your powers in America you alone could finally mak~ a signpost 
treaty--a benchmark if you will--which could pass the Senate 
where others have £ailed ratification. This treaty could take 
into consideration the possibility of violation by conventional 
force attack which in turn could result in tactical nuclear 
response. Lastly, I said that I am neither a diplomat nor a 
warrior, but a businessman accustomed to finding solutions to 
problems, who earnestly seeks a legacy of peace. I see now 
an opportunity for a contract that will let us grant to all 
people that one great inalienable human right--peace. 



. ..~ .. 

- 2 -

To my astonishment, 411 of these sophisticated men and women 
rose in continuous 4pplause, evidencing more than I have ever 
seen the hunger people have £or the security of knowing 
nuclear confrontation is not their legacy .to their children 
and grand children. 

I felt compelled to share this thought with you. Indeed, by 
the time you receive ·this, you may have read some of ·it 
in the papers since the press has been daily:beseiging 'me 
since the Chernenk~ ·meeting. !, ~ 

I stated to the press that I travelled to Moscow as a private 
citizen and carried no message. 

Neither do I return with any message other than the statement 
President Chernenko gave me Tuesday. 

I was very courteously received by Messrs. McFarlane, Armacost 
and Palmer in briefings . before I left and have notified them 
that I am immediately availabie on my return to the U.S. 
Tuesday morning. · 

My meeting with President Chernenko lasted much longer than 
planned and offered some interesting insights, much of which 
I reported to Ambassador Hartman at dinner at his Embassy. 

Whether it be that "no first use" is one more bargaining ' chip 
is something I must leave to the experts, but I have a very 
positive feeling that President Chernenko is ready to 
negotiate. My knowledge of the Russian character and the 
Soviet system of government, gained over 63 years, leads me 
to the conclusion that you and Mr. Chernenko in a face to face 
meeting can overcome the difficulties that I see ahead. 
I am convinced you are the one man . who can do it and be 
remembered as the President who gave mankind its basic human 
right--the right to peace. 

AH:ec 
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OCCIDENTAL PETROLEUM CORPORAT ION 
10889 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD • SUITE 1600 

LOS AN GELES, CALIFORNIA 9 0 0 24 11\" 
(2 13 ) 879 -1700 • (2 13 ) 208- 8 8 00 ~ ~ \ 

~ ARMAND H AMMER 
C HAIRMAN A NO 

C HIEF" E XECUTIVE O F'F"ICER 
December 8, 1984 

The Honorable Robert C. McFarlane 
Assistant to the President for 

National Security Affairs 
The White House 
Washington , DC 20500 

Dear Mr. McFarlane: 

I recognize that the crisis meetings must 
take up all your thoughts, but wish to 
reiterate my willingness to provide any 
insights when convenient. As you suggested, 
I reported to Ambassador Hartman immediately. 

I have written t he attached letter to 
President Reag~n and wanted you to have a 
copy. 

I also felt I s hould send a note to 
Secretary Armacos t and Mark Palmer 

As always , my very bes t wishes, 

Attachment 

AH :ec 

Si ncerely, 

_~::-_,. ' .. ·:::~: . 

t\ 



:/ OCCIDENTAL PETROLEUM CORPORATION 
10889 WILSH IRE BOULEVARD • SUITE 1500 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90024 

(213) 879-1700 • (213) 2oe- eeoo 

ARMAND HAMMER 
C H A I RMAN AND 

CH I E F E X EC UTIV E OFF I CER 

December 8, 1984 

The President 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

I am in Madrid where the annual Human Rights Conference 
which I sponsor is currently in discussions in the halls 
of the Spanish Parliment. Over thirty five nations, large 
and small, are represented by 115 delegates--international 
jurists, former Presidents and Foreign Ministers, leading 
professors, . ambassadors and others who have dedicated parts 
of their lives, as I have, to being in the forefront of the 
struggle for human rights. 

Friday, after former French Premier Edgar Faure offered some 
kind remarks about my career and meeting with President 
Chernenko, I was surprised to be called suddenly to speak 
extemporaneously on both the meeting in Moscow and my views 
of the current situation in arms control. 

I will not burden you with my full remarks, but will say that I 
said that I believed that as a result of your opening statement 
l a st J a nuar y , an histor i c window h as been raised where now, 
at the heiqht o f your powers, there is an opportunity, abserit 
over a decade , to move c loser to mutal under s tanding a nd mutual 
reduc t ion of armaments. I described you as a strong man 
whose vision in building our de fenses has now brought the 
Russians to a point where s erious negotiations are possible. 

I said I viewed you as warm-hearted and earnest and that with 
your powers in America you alone could finally make a signpost 
treaty--a benchmark if you will--which could pass the Senate 
where others have failed ratification. This treaty could take 
into consideration the possibility of violation by 'conventional 
force attack which in turn could result in tactical nuclear 
response. Lastly, I said that I am neither a diplomat nor a 
warrior, but abusinessman accustomed to finding solutions to 
problems, who earnestly seeks a legacy of peace. I see now 
an opportunity for a contract that will let us grant to all 
people that one great inalienable human right--peace. 
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To my astonishment, all of these sophisticated men and women 
rose in continuous applause, evidencing more than. I have ever 
seen the hunger people have for the security of knowing 
nuclear confrontation is not their legacy to their children· 
and grand .children. 

I felt compelled to share this thought with you. Indeed, by 
the time you receive this, you may have read some of it 
in the papers since the press has been daily beseiging me 
since the Chernenko meeting. 

I stated to the press that I travelled to Moscow as a private 
citizen and carried no message. 

Neither do I return with any message other than the statement 
President Chernenko gave me Tuesday. 

I was very courteously received by Messrs. McFarlane, Armacost 
and Pal mer in brie'fings . before I left and have notified them 
that I am immediately available on my return to the U.S. 
Tuesday morning. 

My meeting with President Chernenko lasted much longer than 
planned and offered some interesting insights, much of which 
I reported to Ambassador Hartman at dinner a t h is Embassy . 

Whether it be that "no first use" is one more bargai ning chip 
is somethi ng I must leave to the experts, but I have a very 
positive feeling that President Chernenko is ready to 
negotiate. My knowledge of the Russian character and the 
Soviet sys tem of gove r nment, gained .over 63 years, leads me 
to the conclusion that you and Mr. Chernenko in a face to face 
meeting can overcome the difficulties that I see ahead. 
I am convinced you are the one man who can do it and be 
remembered as the President who gave mankind its bas i c human 
right--the right to peace. 

Respectfully, 

AH:ec 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

6~Gfi~~,' SENSITIVE/EYES ONLY December 26, 1984 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFARLANE 

FROM: JACK MATLOC+ ..,..,.... 

SUBJECT: SDI, Geneva and the Europeans 

The interagency staffing of options for Geneva is most impressive 
in many respects, but in my judgment some considerations have not 
been adequately explored up to now. Since these are fundamental 
not only to our negotiating position, but also to the viability 
of SDI with the Allies and Congress, I would like to point them 
out. 

1. There seems a tendency to consider any limitation on SDI as 
fatal to the program. I do not believe that this is the case, 
and in fact that an effort not to allow it to be touched in any 
respect could undermine the effectiveness of the program itself, 
and also make it impossible to get the levels of offensive 
weapons down. 

-- What is essential, in my view, is ensuring that no 
limitations be placed on research. Since verification is 
impossible in this area, we should insist that research continue 
unrestrained on both sides. 

-- This would leave such matters as types of demonstrations 
permitted, timing of possible deployments, and perhaps bans on 
testing certain types of devices (e.g. nuclear) in space as 
possible topics for negotiation, in the context of offensive 
weapons reduction. 

2. The staff papers I have seen up to now also give insufficient 
attention to the likely Soviet reaction in the short and medium 
term to various U.S. options. 

-- It is particularly fallacious, in my view, to argue that 
the cost/benefit ratio of defense and offense will inevitably 
force the Soviets toward a defensive strategy. First of all, we 
don't really know what the cost/benefit ratio will be when we 
have not even developed the defensive systems. But even if this 
ratio favored the defense, costs have never been a determining 
factor in Soviet minds. They generally do what they are capable 
of doing, and hang the cost. 

6~8RO~ /SENSITIVE/EYES ONLY 

DECLASSIFIED 

NLRR,..J:.!.1::11.1i1t.__:E.,£;14f 

BY--==-~ NARA DATE 3/1«7/ I z, 
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Therefore, we should give more attention to how the 
Soviets are likely to react in the short and medium term if we 
fail to present a negotiable proposal in the space area. 

Such failures have plagued our negotiating postures in 
the past -- as when we insisted on the right to MIRV in the early 
1970's, failing to forsee that in the long run MIRV technology 
would increase the threat of the Soviet heavy missiles without 
compensating U.S. advantage. We could make an analogous mistake 
today if we insist on preserving all options without regard to 
the impact certain technologies have on future Soviet capabili
ties. 

What seems clear is that if the Soviets are convinced 
that we have embarked on a Manhattan-type pro j ect in SDI which 
could produce a breakthrough in a decade, they will refuse any 
substantial reductions in ICBM warheads (and perhaps actually 
increase them), and also move to expand their terminal BMD 
defenses, which they can deploy more rapidly than we can, since 
we have cancelled hardsite prototyping and development. 

3. While the papers recognize the necessity of briefing the 
Allies and Congress, the success of these endeavors depends 
critically on the content of the consultations. 

Virtually everyone agrees on the necessity of a research 
program in SDI. If we keep this the basis of our approach, we 
will be dealing from the high ground. 

Some types of SDI demonstrations are likely , however, to 
be highly controversial, as are some potential programs (e.g., 
those involving nuclear devices in space or automated space 
battle stations). If we are seen to be in effect blocking 
offensive weapons reduction by insisting on these types of things 
in the near term, then we are likely to be unconvincing with both 
the Allies and Congress. 

-- Therefore, an effort to preserve all options could in 
fact bring us the worst of both offensive and defensive worlds in 
the medium term: no offensive reductions, but political and 
budgetary constraints on us, and a Soviet nation-wide terminal 
defense system before we could deploy one ourselves. 

I have recently been given a very thoughtful paper on this 
subject by Torn Johnson of West Point. Johnson is a physicist 
who worked on SDI matters for Keyworth for a couple of years, has 
followed SDI developments closely, and knows the Soviet position 
well. (He recently made a trip to Moscow on Velikhov's 
invitation.) His views are close to Johnny Foster's, and he 
wrote the paper at Foster's suggestion. Although I do not 
endorse all of Johnson's ideas, I believe that Johnson has 
explained some factors better than the official staff papers I 
have seen. (Instead of the unilateral statements he suggests, I 
would consider these more appropriate as elements in a joint 
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U.S.-Soviet statement which contained commitments to offensive 
weapons reduction.) 

Although I know this is a very hectic time for you, I would urge 
you to read the attached paper, since I believe it contains some 
excellent ideas which should be explored before we proceed to 
Geneva. 

Recommendation: 

That you read the paper at TAB I and pass it on to Secretary 
Shultz and Paul Nitze for consideration. 

Approve Disapprove 

Attachment: 

Tab I "Negotiating Position on SDI," by Thomas H. Johnson, 
December 20, 1984. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFARLANE 

FROM: JACK MATLOCK 

SUBJECT: SDI, Geneva and the Europeans 

NOT FOR SYSTEM 

December 26, 1984 

DECLASSIFIED 

NLRR tUCtle • leJ§o 
BY Kf\k NARA DATE 3./1-7/1 L 

The interagency staffing of options for Geneva is most impressive 
in many respects, but in my judgment some considerations have not 
been adequately explored up to now. Since these are fundamental 
not only to our negotiating position, but also to the viability 
of SDI with the Allies and Congress, I would like to point them 
out. 

1. There seems a tendency to consider any limitation on SDI as 
fatal to the program. I do not believe that this is the case, 
and in fact that an effort not to allow it to be touched in any 
respect could undermine the effectiveness of the program itself, 
and also make it impossible to get the levels of offensive 
weapons down. 

What is essential, in my view, is ensuring that no 
limitations be placed on research. Since verification is 
impossible in this area , we should insist that resea rch continue 
unrestrained on both sides. 

-- This would leave such matters as types of demonstrations 
permitted, timing of possible deployments, and perhaps bans on 
testing certain types of devices (e.g. nuclear) in space as 
possible topics for negotiation, in the context of offensive 
weapons reduction. 

2. The staff papers I have seen up to now also give insufficient 
attention to the likely Soviet reaction in the short and medium 
term to various U.S. options. 

-- It is particularly fallacious, in my view, to argue that 
the cost/benefit ratio of defense and offense will inevitably 
force the Soviets toward a defensive strategy. First of all, we 
don't really know what the cost/benefit ratio will be when we 
have not even developed the defensive systems. But even if this 
ratio favored the defense, costs have never been a determining 
factor in Soviet minds. They generally do what they are capable 
of doing, and hang the cost. 
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Therefore, we should give more attention to how the 
Soviets are likely to react in the short and medium term if we 
fail to present a negotiable proposal in the space area. 

Such failures have plagued our negotiating postures in 
the past -- as when we insisted on the right to MIRV in the early 
1970's, failing to forsee that in the long run MIRV technology 
would increase the threat of the Soviet heavy missiles without 
compensating U.S. advantage. We could make an analogous mistake 
today if we insist on preserving all options without regard to 
the impact certain technologies have on future Soviet capabili
ties. 

What seems clear is that if the Soviets are convinced 
that we have embarked on a Manhattan-type pro j ect in SDI which 
could produc e a breakthrough in a decade, they will refuse any 
substant i al reductions in ICBM warheads (and perhaps actually 
i ncrease them), and also move to expand their terminal BMD 
de f enses, whi c h they can dep l o y more rapidly than we can, since 
we h a ve c ancelled hardsite p rotot yping a nd development. 

3. Whi le the p apers recogniz e t he necess i t y of b r iefing the 
Al lies and Congress , the s uccess of thes e endeavor s depends 
critically on the content o f the consultations . 

Virtually everyone agrees on the necessity of a research 
program in SDI . If we keep this the basis of our appr o a ch , we 
will be dealing f rom the h igh ground. 

Some types of SDI demonstrations are likely , however, to 
be highly controversial, as are some po tential programs (e. g . , 
those involving nuclear devices in space or automated spa c e 
battle s tations) . I f we are seen to be in effect blockin.g 
off ensive weapons reduction by insisting on these types of things 
i n the near term , then we are likely to be unconvincing with b o th 
the Allies and Co ng r e s s . 

-- Therefore , an effort to preserve al l options could in 
fact bring u s t he worst of both offensiv e a nd defensive worlds in 
the medium term: no offensive reductions, but political and 
budgetary constrai nts on us, and a Soviet nation-wide ~terrninal 
defense system before we could deploy one ourselves. 

I have recently been given a very thoughtful paper on this 
subject by Tom Johnson of West Point . Johnson is a physicist 
who worked on SDI matters for Keyworth for a couple of years, has 
followed SDI developments closely, and knows the Soviet position 
well. (He recently made a trip to Moscow on Velikhov's 
invitation.) His views are close to Johnny Foster's, and he 
wrote the paper at Foster's suggestion. Although I do not 
endorse all of Johnson's ideas, I believe that Johnson has
explained some factors better than the official staff papers I 
have seen. (Instead of the unilateral statements he suggests, I 
would consider these more appropriate as elements in a joint 
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U.S.-Soviet statement which contained commitments to offensive 
weapons reduction.) 

Although I know this is a very hectic time for you, I would urge 
you to read the attached paper, since I believe it contains some 
excellent ideas which should be explored before we proceed to 
Geneva. 

Recommendation: 

That you read the paper at TAB I and pass it on to Secretary 
Shultz and Paul Nitze for consideration. 

Approve Disapprove 

Attachment: 

Tab I "Negotiating Position on SDI," by Thomas H. Johnson, 
December 20, 1984 . 
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FROM: JACK MATLOCK BY ¥Ab NARA DATE :J}z.1/11.-
SUBJECT: SDI, Geneva and the Europeans 

The interagency staffing of options for Geneva is most impressive 
in many respects, but in my judgment some considerations have not 
been adequately explored up to now. Since these are fundamental 
not only to our negotiating position, but also to the viability 
of SDI with the Allies and Congress, I would like to point them 
out. 

1. There seems a tendency to consider any limitation on SDI as 
f a tal to the program. I do not believe that this is the case, 
and in fact that an effort not t@ allow it to be touched in any 
respe ct could undermine the effectiveness of the program itself, 
a nd a lso make it impossible to get the levels of offensive 
weapons down. 

Wha t is essential, in my view, is ensurinq that no 
l imi tations be placed on research. Since verific~tion is 
impossible in this area, we should insist that research continue 
unre strained on both sides. 

-- This would leave s uch matters as types of demons t rat ions 
permitted , timi ng o f possible deployment s , and pe rhaps bans on 
testing certain types of devices (e.g. nuclea r ) in space ·as 
possible topics for negotiation, in the context o f offensive 
weapons reduction. 

2. The staff papers I have seen up to now also give insuffic ient 
attention to the likely Soviet reaction in the short and medium 
term to various U.S. options. 

-- It is particularly fallacious, in my view, to argue that 
the cost/benefit ratio of defense and offense will inevitably 
force the Soviets toward a defensive strategy. First of all, we 
don't really know what the cost/benefit ratio will be when we 
have not even developed the defensive systems. But even if this 
ratio favored the defense, costs have never been a determining 
factor in Soviet minds. They generally do what they are capable 
of doing, and hang the cost. 
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Therefore, we should give more attention to how the 
Soviets are l i kely to react in the short and medium term if we 
fa i l to p r esent a ne gotiable propo~al in the space area. 

Such failures have plagued our negotiating postures in 
the past -- as when we insisted on the right to MIRV in the early 
1970's, failing to forsee that in the long run MIRV technology 
would increase the threat of the Soviet heavy missiles without 
compensating U.S. advantage. We could make an analogous mistake 
today if we insist on preserving all options without regard to 
the impact certain technologies have on future Soviet capabili
ties. 

What seems clear is that if the Soviets are convinced 
that we have embarked on a Manhattan-type project in SDI which 
could produce a breakthrough in a decade, they will refuse any 
substantial reductions in ICBM warheads (and perhaps actually 
increase them), and also move to expand their terminal BMD 
defenses, which they can deploy more rapidly than we can, since 
we have canc e lled hardsite prototyping and deve lopment. 

3 . While the papers recognize the necessity o f briefing the 
Allie s and Congress, the success of the se endeavors depends 
c ri t i c a l ly on the content of the .consultat i o ns. 

Virtually ever yone agrees on the necessity of a research 
p rogra m in SDI . If we keep th i s the ba s i s of our approach, we 
will be dealing from t he high ground . 

Some t ypes of SD I demonstration s a re likeli, however, to 
b e highly contro ve rsial, as are some potential programs (e.g., 
t hose involving nuclear device s in space or automa ted space 
battle stations ). I f we are seen t o be in effect b l ock in g 
c!f c ns i ve w0apons reduction by in s isti ng on tt c sE type s of t hings 
in the nEar t e rm, then we a re likely to be unc onvincing with both 
the Allies and Congre s s . 

-- Therefore , an effort t o pre s e r ve all options could i n 
fact bring us the worst of both offe ns ive a nd de f ensive worlds in 
t he me dium te r m: no offensive reduction s , but political and 
budgetary c onstraints on us, and a Soviet n a tion-wide terminal 
defense sys tem before we could deploy one ourse lves. 

I h ave r ecently b een given a v e r y thoughtful p a p e r on . this 
subject by Tom Johnson of West Point. John s on is a physicist 
who worked on SDI matters for Keyworth for a couple of years, has 
followed SDI developments closely, and knows the Soviet position 
well. (He recently made a trip to Moscow on Velikhov's 
invitation.) His views are close to Johnny Foster's, and he 
wrote the paper at Foster's suggestion. Although I do not 
endorse all of Johnson's ideas, I believe that Johnson has 
explained some factors better than the official staff papers I 
have seen. (Instead of the unilateral statements he suggests, I 
would consider these more appropriate as elements in a joint 
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U.S.-Soviet statement which contained commitments to offensive 
weapons reduction.) 

Although I know this is a very hectic time for you, I would urge 
you to read the attached paper, since I believe it contains some 
excellent ideas which should be explored before we proceed to 
Geneva. 

Recommendation: 

That you read the paper at TAB I and pass it on to Secretary 
Shultz and Paul Nitze for consideration. 

Approve __ Disapprove 

Attachment: 

Tab I "Negotiating Position on SDI," by Thomas H. Johnson, 
December 20, 1984. 
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20 December 1984 
--

Y.EMORJ. .. NDUM FOR THE RECORD 

SUBJECT: Negotiating Position on SDI 

The question posed is: can we establish a negotiating position _on SDI 
which offers the Russians substantive issues for potential trading, yet which 
ooes not materially pl~ce the SDI in jeopardy? J will summarize here a 
recommended position which ooes this, assuming that the SDI is what the 
President asked for on 23 March 1983: a long-range 'R&D program to oetermine if 
a nationwide missile defense is possible, and how to build one. The logic 
supporting these recommendations and details of their interpretation are 
presented in the longer memorandum, .. An Arms-Control Context for SDI,•• 
attached. 

'J·he recommendations are in three classes: unilateral statements , elements 
for ne9otiation , and near-term proposals. 

Unilatercl s~ateDents 

1. Tn e SDI program will not violate the ABM Treaty. 

2. -:;-,,E ~ =)J "·ill not violate the treaty b arring nucl ear \.''2apon s i n !::pa c e . 

Element!:: for Neootiation -- positions at the outset: 

: -, :.:~i~1-= -:.0 C:!=" ::u£= 1:..r.1itstior:~ c~. l2:-~c. --:-::-. -, 

- r .. ~ • . "._ ~L:~·•,:__(.1~iE:S , J.-.,2.:!'"'L: c.~~C-:~~ c:..'-• .... ! ._ . 

~- ;~£ ere willing to discuss limitations of space battle stations f or 
I.. !·Jl . 

Near-TE :T. . Propasa ls 

5. 

6. 

Tell the Russians that we will consider bans on testing and deployment 
of space-based ASATs, but not of ground-based or air-based ASATs. 

We should revitalize our conventional hardsite BMD development 
program, and prototype a working system. When we have an adequate 
benchmark, we should consider. the relative benefits of re-negotiating 
the ABM Treaty lun.its, in terms of numbers (of sites, interceptors and 
radars) and basing (mobility and deception), for "'conventional" 
hardsite defense of ICBM silos. 

BY 

DECLASSIFIED /ee/£)4611) 
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The effect of the first two statements is to establish our bon2 fiae 
intent ~ith the Russians, or allies and ec;ngress. The effect of the second 
two is to offer the Russians negotiations on elements which will appear to 
them to be substantive but which ~ill not injure the SDI ;f tr?ded aya~~ The 
effect of the fifth is to s~tisfy pressure, both domestic and international, 
for ASAT negotiations with a position which is far more restrictive to the 
Soviets than to us. The effect of the last is to deny the Soviets sole 
near-term possession of defensive capabilities, and to attempt to redress ICBM 
vulnerability. 

THOMAS B. JOHNSON 
Director, Science "Research I.a.boratory 
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SUBJECT: An Arms-Control Context for SDI 

20 De c ember 1984 

The assumptions linking SDI and arms-reduction negotiations seem to be these: 

(1) The President wishes to make significant gains in negotiating 
reductions in offensive arms. 

(2) The Presiden t ~ishes to continue with the SDI as a strong program. 

( 3) Tne Russians will n ot negotia t e serious ly on offensive arms unles s we 
are willing to negotiate seriously o n SDI. 

It i s the third assUil\ption whi ch seetn?, to make t he first two logically 
incompatibl e , a na to place u s in a birnoaai situation with regard to SDI: 
prese rve it , an d uno e rmine the n e gotiations ; or consider it fai r t e rritor y f or 
trading , and t hus lose it . The problem , t h en, is whether t her e i s a miodle 
ground . 

WHAT IS T HE SDI ? 

J b e1i fl·c }· f ••· j Tl r: ... .: .J. .: - ... 

( a) 1-, long- ran g £ Rli.D program t u dete rmine ,..,-het h e r natiom.-ide d e.fe·n s e is 
poss ibl e , an~ ho~ it c oul~ b ~ a one? 

or (b) A goal-oriente d development program specificc lly char9e c t o produce 
( t h at is, design and d eploy ) a nationwi d e defense , either a s soon as 
possible or within some fixed t imespan? 

If the correct ans we r is (b), then the d i lemma above i s real, for ·we cannot in 
good faith profess t h at we have anything to bargain with unless we intend to 
give up the whole thing. If, on the other hand, the correct answer is (a), 

DECLASSIFler/ 12e/~ 
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then there are a good many things which we could realistically discuss with 
the Russians, things which would not materially damage the SDI or retard its 
success, but which would provide the Russians with real incenti~e to bargain 
(given their manifest concern over SDI}. 

Definition (a) is in fact consonant with the President's expressed desire 
on strategic defense: M ••• a long-term research and development program to 
begin to achieve our ultimate goal of eliminating the threat posed by 
strategic nuclear missiles.~ The significance and wisdom of this · formulation 
1ie in the fact that it recognizes the actual state of technology: We don't 
know -today what sort of system will accomplish _the objective of n'ationwide 
defense, nor even whether it can actually .he accomplished. :: 

An important turning _point in the logic is a recognition of this fact, 
which is a strong consensus among real experts in the field. It was said 
plainly in the report of the Fletcher Commission, and it was said in the 
y e ar-long 00D study of BMD chaired by 3ohnny Foster (which concluded about the 
ti.me of the Fl etcher Commission). If you accept the fact that we do not know 
yet about the feas ibility of nationwide defense, then the logical orientati~n 
of the SDI is ( a) . In e i t her c a se, you must begin with R&D to provide the 
d a ta for a n alysis a n d evaluation of alternatives. The real difference between 
( a ) and (b) is thus that in (b) we have already decided that some defense 
~hi ch sat i sfies our cri t e r i o n will be found and that we ~ill deploy it. The 
9 enera l ar~ent in fa vor of (b) is that, having decided now to go ahead full 
st..e:am, we can ~pe:e:c up t he process by doing, in parallel wi th the R&D to get 
trie c..J!S1,;ers, cJJ U iE: ac ·.·2nceo a e,:e1o?:nent. ana testin9 tec~'10logy '"-ill allow • 
.t-'.uch of that \.."Or}: \.-il l b e wasted be:cause it will pertain to systems that don't 
s}JO-..- up ir, t.1 ,E: f.:.,,c l solution, but \.·P . ~ill move to .. :arc ccployroent fa s ter. In 
f act, tr,:s c : c;-t:.= ,e ;-i-::. is n ot correct . Pc.rallel d emos of u..-:aevelooea technology 

--;-- - -_---
cptio:-. s , t- i, ~ ~ 

J.r. t.o c ~ ·.· £~c : 

Tr:e C.c..rr18!:---=----
.(: _ .:.. ~~~ -=:- 1

• .: ._. c ·., c~::- -..: ". : ~.--: : ~ ... ~- : ~- t".. :-. C !="~ .::1 : ~: 

· : . . ! .. :_·~ - :~ ._. ~- -~- -- !.. ~~·~ : ~: ~·-·~~--~--:;_- :~;-_-1-. :~:.: -~~--- !:: =-. 1- t · -J.-~_::_E.i r;~ 
: -: -~---~e "'·i ~J-. 2. - c-;-;;:~ ,: --=, ,,t t~.., c fc- e c o~c-r ctE: soi ution , e nci n eerec 

.=-::-0r. ; thc r- -.. ·(_ ~: •: '.: t. :r-£ p:::ir ·ve:-Ejon of ~ LL r..,:;.or op":.io:1 . 

\,;"£ x::;-..::s t. :;::- 2. ·..:..=- c c.. mo:.:r:ent in the c..::-q-u::-c1t to r .,fr.E 2...'1 in:po::-tant dist i nction 
a b ou t o e.:;::ionstrf~ ' Dns and testin~. Tne goa l enunciated by t he President is 
nationwi o e n~ssilE de fense. A d ifferent goal, e nunciate d by prominent SDI 
support ers from Senator Garn to He nry Ki ssinger, has been rei.nf~rcement of 
deterre nce by reoucing vu.1ne rabi1ity of our military forces. This 1atter job 
is something we can do with existing technology--interceptor missiles with. 
nuclear "Warheads--and we can test our systems with · c the ABM Treat 
Because of strictly numerical :uru.tations, we can't deploy a viable system 
without violating or revising the treaty. I shall discuss the relevance of 
this near-term technology at the ena of the memo. The important distinction is 
that when I speak of big demonstrations now I am speaking of demos of immature 
technology, proposals for things "'1hich, after considerable £urther improvement, 
may be part of solving the problem of nationwide defense, but whose pursuit now 
actually constitutes a danger to the success of the SDI. 

Thus far I have argued that R&D is the indispensable core of the SDI in 
the near future, by which :r mean at least five to ten years • .I have also 
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sugg e stea that (a) is thus the logical SDI strategy. I will now make several 
points about disaavantages of Cb) which I ~laim settle the case. I will then 
sho~ ho~ choosing (a} gives the U.S. a pl a usible negotiating position ·to 
satisfy both the Presiaent's wishes. · ·Finally, I will aadress ~ question of 
what we should b e aoing in the near term. 

Disadvantaaes of SDI Definition (b)' 

i shall enumerate five severe disadvantages -of this approach. 

(1) Arms Control Dilemma As explained above, approach (b) reduces us to 
the bimodal position of bargaining with the whole SDI or refusing to discuss 
i.t. If the interpretation of the Russian position is correct, we cannot keep 
SDI and achieve a:.ans reductions. ' 

(2) Domestic Risks The SDI has alreaay attracted an entirely 
disproportionate amount of public criticism and comment. Because of domestic -
politics, going ahead with {b) now means that we risk losing the entire SDI. 
Maintaining an R&D program as requested by the Presiaent large ly aefuses 
further cri t icism, since even most liberal critics admit that absolute deferise 
would be 900a if it were p~ssible , and object to various problems of 
trz r: s.: ti or. . Eu t ar.nouncing t h zt we }:now now that it "·ill wo r k is doubly 
dangerous. First, tnis contention can be . di sproved to the sati s"Tac~Ion of any 

19000 scient ist , and'in debate to any intelligent congressman. Second , the 
h~nisLratioD open s itself to a variet ·cisms bas e a o ~ the unstable 
nat..ure 01 pc:.r t ia ae enses ana transitions, arguments which have een mace 
thus !c..r or.: l y cs possibilities : in short', a highly effective r c llying-point 
"'·ill :-,c: ·.·, },c..i- ,!"Ec:tea f or enc::.ies of _the p rogram. Pzrtic~1 c:.·· .:'..n it!c 
Ct:.Yre:r,t.Jy-co:.s t..itutea ·form, the SDI is not strong enough techn ically or 
p r o grazi.~c. tica l ly to oeal with either of these problems; the c o~.bination of 
trie...-:. i!c ,-c~• 1:il-:ely to p e~t t he enemies of strategic oefc:: Ec.. t.o '"crec}: the 

~,o::uct i-cr rE:c. E.:-:-:: L>:pl a ineo i r: t..r!E, ~c:- ·__ _ . -.c , . o.e.nos oi 
ir:-.r:.c.tu re t e c:::iologies are not merely wasteful, they actuall y )ea a to a poor 
~ol·..::::io: • 1 ·, trH: proposea t.a s ); . I n short , if we 9 e t any ;;c::::ic" : .· -~e oefense a t 
c:l::C, \. [. -..:i}:i !,eve electeo to aevelop one "·hich comprises c p:) ::,rj y integratea 
c or:;pl e>; o :f poor ly selectea ideas. It won't work well, anc it.. ,·ill rapidly 
bec o::r.e cia:; gerou s ly obsolete. ill this also ados to the di.sc.ci,•a.,ta ge ahove. 

(4) .Ally problems Dur allies have expressed sizeable fears about the 
success ana implications of SDI. Although these fears are not well-founded, 
they are real. If SDI is publicly elevated to· demonstration-and-test status, 
and if any of these demos fail, the allies will become truilent in their 

"'\ 
attitude toward SDI. Thus, definition (b) places great pressure on all the 
demos to succeed, distorting the technical plan (degrading or delaying the 
objective) and needlessly risking the -credibility of the entire SDI. Giving 
alliance politics leverage as a criterion in managing the SDI is another way 
of gambling with its .success. 

(5) Real Soviet Responses If we understand the Russians correct~y, they 
are seriously worried about the SDI. So far this is fine. But if we proceed 
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,,.-ith a larg e pro_g_ram of tests and aemos which ir..ay not lead anywhere, · and which 
will c ertainly not lead anywhere £or some time, what will be their response? 
Since the ABM Treaty, the U.S. has had no deployed miss· ea ~ 

i.mited BMD deployment, twice upgraded. They could proliferate 
easily. Perhaps more important, the Soviets also have an --,-----,-----.;... interceptor system, the SA-12, which represents a powerful, current military 

capability. It has _perfo:nnance to spare in killing Pershing II, .and it 
probably could have (with additional acquisition radar) disturbingly good 
performance against SLBM.s. They are building SA-12_ as anti-Pershing weapons 
through a loophole in the Treaty. If the Soviet response to SDI(b) .is to 
proliferate SA-12 as an anti-SLBM, they "'~ill have a real defense capability 
w!!_ile we have one on paper. Our lead-time to deployment of any similar system 
is longer than five years. 

Advantages of SDI Definition (a) 

Choosing (a) minimizes the problems (2), (4) and (5) and eliminates (3). 
The pertinent question is, what does it do for (1)? It allows us to a~opt the 
follo~ing bargaining position with the Russians: 

,v 

1. We will not violate the ABM Treaty. We are embarked on long-term 
R&D , and so are you. If we reach a positive answer sometime in the 
future, and decide that a sy~tem based upon that answer is good 
enough ·to be worth deploying,' we .. ·ill give the required notice 
b e fo r e withdrawing from the Treaty. We believe that you woula do 
t h e same, which is why the withdrawal clause was mutually agreed 
to . Me anwhile, our R&D efforts will respect the limits of the 
':::- E:c. ty . We ""·ould like t o }..nm,, the cr,2.racter 2.n a e xtent of your R&D 

J. ~ 0 s r c.1s , since ours has been c.nr.c,unct::d a.no y ours rt:.=.a.i n s a · very 
large but completely secret undertaking. 

3 . hE are ~illing to d iscuss l ir..i ~ati ons on large-scale demonstration 
of SDI- relev ant t e chnolosies, pc.rticularly o e.monstrations in 
sp2:ce . 

~- we a re willing to discuss l ir.ita tions of space battle stations for 
l3MD. 

The first two items will not interfere materially with our R&~ program and 
can be volunteered unilaterally. The effect will be to establish our bona fide 
intent with the Russia~s, with our allies, and with Congress. The ABM Treaty 
continues to be valuable to us as a tripwire to Soviet BMD breakout or SA-12 
deployments as SLBM defense, at least until we have a near-term capability of 
our own. 

T'ne third item comprises a large class of elaborate space demos almost all 
of which ·are premature or can be tested other ways. Specifics are complex for 

· a memo of this length, but there are only a few limited prerogatives which we 
would have to retain in order for our R&D of the next ten years or so · to 1ead 
us to the answers we need. Presumably the new treaty, like the ABM Treaty, 
would have a renewal time or withdrawal clause in case we reach a stage where 

-4 



b5g te s ts in space ar e e s sential. Thu s , t he re i s a large nu:T..be r of things here 
which will ap p e ar to b e substantive t o the Russians but whose l oss '-'Ould n ot 
injure SDI , and which we can bargain ~ith ·in good faith , o ne item a t a t iroe. 

The f o urth item r epre sents an app aren t ly lar g e r estrictibn which, if 
hand l e d properl y ,is n one a t a l l; thus we can appear t~ b e o ffer ing a lot. 
Teller 's die sa s that satellite battle stations are all chea er to shoot 
~own than they are to put in place. me e o e may argue with this dictum, 
but the real experts (Johnny Foster, 1or e xample) agree with it. We should be 
careful to preserve special cases, however: satelli tes which do not themselves 
house we apons syst ems but which may be key parts of EMD systems. Two examples 
are: relay mirrors for ground-based lasers and h igh-altitude satellites 
containing decoy discrimination technique s, such as particle beams. 

Thus, the 1atter two items do contain sensitive details which -must be 
handled carefully by experts, but they o ff er up what appears to be considerable 
g r ound for barganing. None of what we are a ctually o f f e ring should damage the 
att ainment of SDI' s goals. 

A potential di sac,antage of SDI ( a) will no doubt be raised, so I should : 
cc~LJnen t on i t here . Th e re is a conten tion that a program without b5g 
cemonstrations c a~ n ev er oe t suffic5entlv big app ropriat5ons, or maintain its 
technological mo.r,e r.tur.. for lone . As f a r a s the a ppropriations go , I have 
cl r eaoy a rgue d t hat the o emos t hemsel ves·' :r e oresent a threat to the heal th , if 
n o t t he l ife , of t he p ~am:,,ro. The e ar-lv demos const itute more of a danger than 
~ n a ssistan c e . 1;o te that b 5g c hemi c a l ic:.ser proponents have tried for y ears t o 
get funaing for b jg spc: c e oemo s . Not 0 ;1l y h ave the y not s ucceeded , but the 
c h er::.i c a l 1 2.!:' Er p:r o ~ ar. }- c:~ a c.-::0:-!st ra i. c c r ,:--c- l j gibl e progre ss during t he p eriod . 
:: !=" : c-.. :-- c.. ... - , -··--- - - -. -- -- .. '"" - · ... :- .... ( ... ~_J ,a "t,,.. ~ U!li t:. i..~o ;.:::.cj t:c't..s a r e 
n e c essary, but we ca.r1 b~i ld nlentv of b .i g projects in laboratori es or on the 
gr o und (bic cp:ou,11 ::'. - bc. Ee □ l a sers , for e>: c:.mple ) . Su ch p r o jects can serve as 
t €:: ::: :: !101 0 c; .i C ;_ } ' €" :- ~ -:. - . ' ,_ ~ ~ :' : 0 :r Cc': . i; :- c- C ~ ' " r !" n Ch O y C !" f" c'. J J y fr r- - . C C ::-1 e c- (" !" s 2 '.!'"'Y • 

J r ccc =--: ':: : ....... 
the Russians : 

• • .. c ::-i ~r: 1c. !::r c..:-, 2 oc.ii...ion2.l p-::)sit ion for c.i !: cussion \; ith 

5 . We wil l cons1aer bans on testing and d eployment of space-based ASATs , 
but not of grouno-based or air - ba s e d ASATs. 

and an additio n a l course o f a ction, which might l ea d t o discussio n ~ i tb the 
Russians: 

6. We should r evitalize our convent ional har d site EMD developnent program, 
and prototype a working system. When we have an adequate benchmark, we 
should cons ider the relative benefit s o f re-negotiati n g the ABM Treaty 
limits, in terms of numbers (of sites, i nterceptors and radars) and 
basing (mobi lity and deception), f or ~conventional" har dsite defense 
of ICBM silos. 

5 
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Positi on 5 permits us t o refine and upgrco e our cur ren t h SAT ana to o evel op 
ana upgrade groun d- b ased l aser AShTs. It prevents t he Soviets f rom threatening 
opr high-al t i t ude satellites with a nything but a l a rge gro und b ased l~ser , a 
technology in which we have a substantia l l ead . 1n sh o r t, t here is no reai 
reaso n why we would pref er space-based ASATs o v er the o nes we have n o~ in 
d evelopment. '{his a greement would permit t he Sovi ets t o keep the ASh~s we 
~n•t verify anyhow, hut stop them from developing ones we can actually 
verify. 

Position 6 essentially argues that we close the gap on the Soviets' 
existing advantage in real military capability for missile def ense. We can 
actually construct a defense that will provide sufficient ICBM survivability, 
hut it will require changing several limits in the ABM Treaty - changing a few 
numbers; but leaving it qualitatively the same. The Soviets bave a big 
"lead-time-to-deployment advantage (4-7 years),· because we never prototyped our t 
s,_ystem. More important, when SDI start ed up , conventional hardsite -- the only 
BMD s stem ~ith demonstrated militar e ffe c tiveness -- was cancelled. 

Such a s ystem could a ddre s s the principal c oncern of Dr. Kissin ger an d 
Sen ator Garn , and do i t s ooner than any r esul t from the nation~ide oefense 
program is like l y to be ready. Everyone o c;:r ~e s that tenninal· h ar dsite defen s e 
of ICB~s is stabilizing . Tn e technolOS:' to do that job , to eliminate the 
u ns table vulnerability, i s actually available . Critic s will be con c ern ed about 
me ddling with t he Treaty , but not n ear ly so conc erned a s if we embarked on 
SDI (b ), in which we would eff e c tively be announcing an i nten t ion to ~ith draw 
f r o m t h e treaty , a n d fo r an objectiv e t hose same critics regard as 
destabiliz ing ra t h er than stabi lizin g . 

·_ : -:. re .:. !c. ·c..:...sc :.. .:t.ely no reason ..;hv \,; e Eh oula p e n:-cit the Sovie t s -;:. :1 

m2 .intain and kp~ove the ir c a o ability whi l e ~ e throw ours away, jus t beccus e ~ e 
~ope to oe -:: C- f1::ieth in o better . T'nere i s , h o·,.:ever. good reason for c o nce::r-n abou-:: 
.... · .. . - ~.:- -,-ic• r ; - .: :.:t-y , f" ~cc~~E o ;' :.hr J:-·1•;r-.- •1 :: 7' \.."f-•C:-- c-:=fen := ( c.--: i:: -: .r ~· - r , -

L. : 

=-~ ,;.:::- .. __ c,n ~ .: j c: : ._ _ ~ :--;-- .~ ·~·: j J c.ct :. o : ·: · ------- -t. i,E- l.;.=.S:-: ur.l e Es we c an h ave the o ;on fo r a n e quivalent defense , t o oet..er or 
r:.c:t. c r. S-~,i e':" "'- "' '.;;) breakout. At the very l e ast , we m'.ls t o c,-e: l u ct.. e -tJ ·,c-,,. 
c- c..:J::....i: :..2 i-::y c.,: t.h eir o e fe n se by mor e rel i a tl E- n,e a r:s than paper stuc i E::s . 

\-i h c. -:.r. c.::- or n o t we pursue actually d eploying hardsi te, we s hou lo re,;i ve our 
a c t ivi tie s in " conve ntionalfl h ardsi t e BMD , p r ototype a system, xeep moderniz ing 
i t , a nd t e st p e n-a ids against it t o insure we can get through Russian defens es . 
We should not a llow the Rus s ians a large unilateral advantage in - defensive 
c apability in t h e near term. While we are looking for the bet ter ' thi ng, let us 
keep the good one. 

THOMAS H. JOHNSON 

Director, Science Research Laboratory 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

• 

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT c. MCFARE 

FROM: RONALD K. SABLE'<::::,_ 

9080 

December 26, 1984 

SUBJECT: Senator (Elect) Gore's Trip to Moscow/Follow-up 

During your visit with Senator (Elect) Gore in advance of his trip 
to Moscow, you indicated you would welcome discussions with him 
upon his return. Jack Matlock has reported (Tab I) Gore was 
effective and agrees that it would be good for you to meet with 
Gore again. Matlock further indicated it may be useful for a Gore 
photo-op call on the President following your meeting. In fact, 
Gore's assistant, Leon Fuerth, contacted Ron Lehman and myself 
indicating Gore is asking for a meeti~g with the President. On 
reflection, Ron Lehman and Jack Matlock now believe that a meeting 
with the President is not necessary. 

- Though Gore was effective in his discussions, he will have 
nothing new to say. 

- As a freshman Senator, visiting privately with the 
President gives Gore significant credibility. 

- We may need the "Presidential visit" down stream, as we get 
close to votes on MX and SDI. /l!L 
Ron~~n, Jack~ock and Pamrurner concur. 

RECOMMENDATION 

to see you during one of the times reserved 
ltation in January. 

·Disagree 

That a decision o 
until we get cl 

a Gore meeting with the President be deferred 
er to March Capitol Hill activities. 

Agree Disagree 

Attachment 
Tab I Matlock memo to McFarlane, Dec 13, 1984 

CONFI NTIAL 
Declass'fy on: OADR 

·· i · ~ ..... 

. . . ·1,j 0\1 .. ,lflt-N.I I Al 
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December 13, 1984 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFARLANE 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

CHRIS LEH& \/ 

JACK MATLOC:r<.f'" 

SUBJECT: Albert Gore's Trip to Moscow 

Embassy Moscow has reported (Tab I) that Gore was extremely 
effective in presenting American views on arms control issues 
during his recent trip to Moscow, and recommends that he be 
received by you -- and if possible the President to report on his 
trip. 

Given the fact that Gore seems to have performed very responsibly 
in Moscow, and that he may be in a position to influence Senate 
consideration of defense-related issues when the Congress ~ 
reconvenes, I believe it might be useful for you to invite him 
~ver next week to brief you on his trie__. Although the 
President's calendar is doubtless very crowded, you might also 
wish to consider the possibility of arranging a five or 
ten-minute call. 

Ron~l~~an concurs. 

Recommendation: 

That you invite Senator-elect 
the Soviet Union and consider 

Gore to brief you on his trip to 
seeking a brief meeting for him 

~ith the. President.,_ / . 

-

1 

Approve L Disapprove __ 

Attachment: 

Tab I - Moscow 15730 of December 12, 1984 

DECLASSU:IEO 
~), E.0. 12958,SSUJenEfed 

BY ~-~einoo,&pt. 11,2o.o& I 
~ DATE c:41 I D ·~ 
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TAGS : PARM, OREP 
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REF: STATE 356411 

1. ~ ENTIRE TEXT. 
\ 

2. SUMMARY ANO RECOMMENDATION. CONGRESSMAN ~ND 
SENATOR-ELECT) GORE HAS BEEN EXTREMELY EFFECTIVE IN 
PRESENTING AMERICAN VIEWS ON ARMS CONTROL TO SOVIET 
SPECIALISTS. HE WAS GIVt.tLAN • ...ORI.HODOXJ!UI. AYIHORITA- · 
TIVE OUTLINE_0F.-SOVIET -.POSIT.l .ONS, . W.ITH. S.J"~ESS ON 
SPACE-P.ELAT.£D_ ISSU E: . WE RECOMMEND THAT A SENIOR L'S 
oc-FICIAL ~~: ET WI TH --i H ,' ON HI .S RETURN. END ._SUMMA RY. 

3. CONGRESSMAN ALBERT GORE, JR. , VISITED 
MOSCOW FROM DECEMBERS - 11 FOR DISCUSSIONS 
ON ARMS CONTROL . HE WAS ACCOMPANIED BY HIS 
WIFE ANO STAFF MEMEER LEON FUERTH. 

~. GORE HELD FOUR SUBSTANTIVE MEETINGS: 

OLEG BYKOV, DEPUTY DIRECTOR. INSTITUTE 
OF THE WORLD ECONOMY AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, 
DECEMBER ~-

AVGUST EDUARDOVICH VOSS , CHAIRMAN OF THE 
COUNCIL OF NATIONALITIES, SUPREME SOVIET, ANO 
SERGEI ANDREYEVICH LOSEV, SUPREME SOVIET DEPUTY, 
DECEMBER 7. 

ANDREY KOKOSHI~ .DEPUTY DIRECTOR, AND 
ALEKSEI VASILYEV, DIRECTOR OF POLITICAL-MILITARY 
DEPARTMENT, INSTITUTE OF THE USA AND CANADA, 
DECEMBER 7. 

) 

- GEORGIY MARKOVICH KQBNIYENKO, FIRST · DEPUTY 
FOREIGN MINISTER; AMBASSADOR VIKTOR PAVLOVICH 
KARPOV, START NEGOTIATOR; ALEKSANDR ALEKSANOROVICH 
BESSMERTNYKH, CHIEF OF MFA USA DEPARTMENT; 
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AND COLONEL-GENERAL NIKOLAY FEDCROVICH CHERVOV, 
GENERAL STAF-F, DECEMBER Uf. 

5. AMBASSADOR +iART~,&.N HOST.ED A LUNCHEON FOR THE 
GORE DELEGATION DECEMBER 11. THAT EVENING, THEY 
'.'!SITED WITH A GRO:.J;; Dr , •:>;;cow· s LEADING 
REFUSENIKS, INCLUDING ALEKSANOR LF.RNER AND 
YURIY KOSHAROVSKIY, 

6. IN HIS MEETINGS w:TH SOVIET OFFICIALS AND 
ACADEMICS, CONGRESSMAN GORE REPEATEDLY EMPHASIZED: 

THE PARAMOUNT IMPORTANCE OF STABILITY. 

THE NEED TO REMOVE FEARS OF A FIRST NUCLEAR 
STRIKE ON BOTH SIDES. 

THE SERIOUS APPROACH OF THE PRESIDENT AND 
ADMINISTRATION TO THE UPCOMING GENEVA TALKS. 

US INTEREST IN TRADE OFFS BETWEEN US ADVANTAGES 
IN STRATEGIC BOMBE~S AND SOVIET ADVANTAGES 
IN ACCURATE MISSILE WARHEADS. 

US INTEREST IN AVOIDING ,A COMPETITION IN SEA-
LAUNCHED CRUISE MISSILES. • 

US CONCERN OVER ACCURATE SOVIET MISSILES, THE 
55-20, THE SOVIET ASAT, SOVIET MILITARY 
EXERCISES, ANO SOVIET COMPLIANCE WITH ARMS 
CONTROL AGREEMENTS. 

7. HIS SOVIET INTERLOCUTORS EMPHASIZED: 

CONCER N CVER THE COMBJNATION or THE US 
ST~ATEGlC cr~tNSE INITIATIVE WIT~ THE UE 
BUILDU P Ir~ ,,...~Er.:SI VE WEAPONS HAVI NG COUl~TERFORCE 
CAPABILITIES . 

THAT AGREEMENTS ON OFFENSIVE WEAPONS WILL BE 
HARDER TO ACHIEVE IF THE UNITED STATES IS 
DETERMINED TO PUSH AHEAD WITH THE SDI. 

THAT THE SOVIET MILITARY RESPONSE TO SDI 
COULD INVOLVE AN OFFENSIVE BUILDUP. 

BT 

,-· .,. 

·~ 
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E. 0. 12356: DECL: OADR 
TAGS: PARM, OREP . 
SUBJECT: CODEL GORE WRAP-UP 

• • 
8. WITH REGARD TO THE SHUL Tz:-GROMYKO TALKS, 
CONG. GORE WAS TOLD THAT: 

THE SOVIET UNION WILL NOT BE FOUND WANTING 
IF THE UNITED STATES IS SERIOUS. 

MEANS OF LOWERING FEARS OF A FIRST STRIKE 
ARE A MATTER FOR NEGOTIATION. 

THE TALKS SHOULD DETERMINE THE "SUEJECT 
AND 08JECTJVE5" OF NEGOTI/T!O~ S ON SP ~ CE 
WE/•. POl\! 5 / , !./D STRATEGIC AN:) ltnERtv:EOI"-TE-F:~~~GE 
WEAPm~s. 

THE ISSUES ARE INTER-RELATED. 

AN AGREEMENT WOULD BE THE FIRST STEF TOWARD 
ENDING THE ARMS RACE AND E~IMINATING NUCLEAR 
WEAPONS ENTIRELY. 

9 . CONG. GORE INTENDS TO BRIEF SENIOR OFnCtALS 
IN WASHINGTON IN DETAIL ON HIS QISCUSSIONS. 
MEMORANDA OF CONVERSATIONS WILL BE POUCHED TO 
THE DEPARTMENT CEUR/SOV). 

te. THE CODEL HAS NOT REVIEWED THIS TELGRAM. 

11. COMMENT: SENATOR GORE WAS EXTREMELY 
EFFECTIVE IN CONVEYING THE AMERICAN PERSPECTIVE 
ON ARMS CONTROL TO HIS SOVIET INTERLOCUTORS. 
HE REPEATEDLY SHOWED THAT HE KNOWS THE ISSUES AND 
DID NOT SHRINK FROM SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT 
IN THE FACE OF SOVIET DISTORTIONS. HIS CRITICISMS 
OF SOVIET PRACTICES AND SUPPORT FOR THE 
ADMINISTRATION'S ARMS CONTROL POLICY HAD PARTICULAR 
FORCE, COMING FROM ONE WHO DOES NOT ALWAYS AGREE 
WITH THE ADMINISTRATION. I BELIEVE THE PRESIDENT 
ANO✓OR THE SECRETARY WOULD FIND IT USEFUL TO HEAR 
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HIS IMPRESSIONS DIRECTLY, AND BELIEVE IT WOULD SE 
APPROPRIATE fOR THEM OR ·A SUITABLY SENIOR 
ADMINISTRATION REPRESENTATIVE TO EXPRESS APPRECIATION 
FOR AN EXTREMELY .EFFECT.I VE ·FERFORMANCE HERE. 
HARTMAN 
BT 
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S-BERET/SENSITIVE/EYES ONLY December 26 , 1984 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFARLANE 

FROM: JACK MATLOCK 

SUBJECT: SDI, Geneva and the Europeans 

The interagency staffing of options for Geneva is most impressive 
in many respects, but in my judgment some considerations have not 
been adequately explored up to now. Since these are fundamental 
not only to our negotiating position, but also to the viability 
of SDI with the Allies and Congress, I would like to point them 
out. 

1. There seems a tendency to consider any limitation on SDI as 
fatal to the program. I do not believe that this is the case, 
and in fact that an effort not t.o allow it to be touched in any 
r e spect could undermine the effectiveness of the program itself, 
a n d also make it impossible to get the levels of offensive 
weapons down. 

-- What is essential, i n my view, is ensuring that no 
l imi t atio.ns be placed on research. Since verification is 
i mpossiple in this area, we should insist that research continue 
unres tra ined on both sides. 

-- This wou ld leave such ma tters as types of demonstrat ions 
permi tted , timing of pos s ible de ployme nts, and perhaps bans on 
t e sting certain types of devices (e.g. nuclear) in space as 
possible topics for negotiation, in the context of offens ive 
weapons reduction. 

2 . The staff papers I have seen up to now also give insufficient 
attention to the likely Soviet reaction in the short and medium 
term to various U.S. options. 

-- It is particularly fallacious, in my view, to argue that 
the cost/benefit ratio of defense and offense will inevitably 
force the Soviets toward a defensive strategy. First of all, we 
don't really know what the cost/benefit ratio will be when we 
have not even developed the defensive systems. But even if this 
ratio favored the defense, costs have never been a determining 
factor in Soviet minds. They generally do what they are capable 
of doing, and hang the cost. 

"' DECLASSIFIED . . 
l. .I, 

,( NLRR , ~r,~ 
SECRf1'f/3ENSITIVE/EYES ONLY BY VU ARA DATE.dJi~ 
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Therefore, we should give more attention to ho~ the 
Soviets are likely to react in the short and medium term if we 
fail to pre sent a negotiable proposal in the space area. 

Such failures have plagued our negotiating postures in 
the past -- as when we insisted on the right to MIRV in the early 
1970's, failing to forsee that in the long run MIRV technology 
would increase the threat of the Soviet heavy missiles without 
compensating U.S. advantage. We could make an analogous mistake 
today if we insist on preserving all options without regard to 
the impact certain technologies have on future Soviet capabili
ties. 

What seems clear is that if the Soviets are convinced 
that we have embarked on a Manhattan-type project in SDI which 
could produce a breakthrough in a decade, they will refuse any 
substantial reductions in ICBM warheads (and perhaps actually 
increase them), and also move to expand their terminal BMD 
defenses, which they can deploy more rapidly than we can, since 
we have cancelled hardsite prototyping and development. 

3. While the papers r ecognize the necessity of briefing the 
Allies and Congress, the success of these endeavors depends 
critically on th e content of the consultations. 

Virtually everyone agrees on the necessity of a research 
program in SDI. If we keep this the basis of our approach, we 
will be dealing from the high ground. 

Some typ es of SDI demonstrations are likely, however, to 
b e highly c on t r ov~rsial, · as are some potential p rograms (e.g.~ 
those involving nuclear devices in space or automated space 
battle stations) . If we are seen to be in effect blocking 
offen sive ~eapons reduc t ion by insisting on the se types of things 
i r. thP ne- ~- -i, n,, -1::1 ,~.., , .•o a re l ike l v t c- be uncor,vi nc ino with both 
the All ie~ 2 1i ii Ccr.c 1e ss . 

-- The refore, an effort to preserve all options could in 
fact bring u s the worst of both offensive and defensive worlds in · · 
the medium term : no offensive reductions, but political and 
budgetary constraints on us, and a Soviet nation-wi de terminal 
defense system before we could deploy one ourselves. 

I have recently been given a very thoughtful paper on this 
subject by Tom Johnson of West Point. Johnson is a physicist 
would worked on SDI matters for Keyworth for a couple of years, 
has followed SDI developments closely, and knows the Soviet 
position well. (He recently made a trip to Moscow on Velikhov's 
invitation.) His views are close to Johnny Foster's , and he 
wrote the paper at Foster's suggestion. Although I do not 
endorse all of Johnson's ideas, I believe that Johnson has 
explained some factors better than the official staff papers I 
have seen. (Instead of the unilateral statements he suggests, I 
would consider these more appropriate as elements in a joint 

\.i, 
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U.S.-Soviet statement which contained commitments to orfensive 
weapons reduction.) 

-
Although I know this is ' a very hectic time for you, I would urge 
you to read the attached paper, since I believe it contains some 
excellent ideas which should be explored before we proceed to 
Geneva. 

Recommendation: 

That you read the paper at TAB I and pass it on to Secretary 
Shultz and Paul Nitze for consideration. 

Approve __ Disapprove __ 

Attachment: 

Tab I "Negotiating Position on SDI," by Thomas H. Johnson, 
December 20, 1984. 
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20 December 1984 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 

SUBJECT: Negotiating Position on SDI 

The question posed is: can we establish a negotiating position on SDI 
which offers the Russians substantive issues for potential trading, yet which 
does not materially place the SDI in jeopardy? I will summarize here a 
recommended position which does this, assuming that the SDI is what the 
President asked for on 23 March 1983: a long-range R&D program to determine if 
a nationwide missile defense is possible, and how to build one. The logic 
supporting these recommendations and details of their interpretation are 
presented in the longer memorandum, "An Arms-Control Context for SDI," 
attached. 

The recommendations are in three classes: unilateral statements, elements 
for negotiation, and near-term proposals. 

Unilateral St atements 

1. Th e SDI program will not violate the ABM Treaty. 

2. Tne SDI ~ill not violate the treaty barring nucle ar weapons in space . 

Elements for Ne ootiation -- positions at the outset: 

- , -- .:-. rP .. :illinCJ to ciscuss limita t ions on largc--scc.J c ::c :- c ::;.str;,t i 0 r.s 
:-~: - :-<'- l cc -.· .:..::-.t t e c:-.:-ic j ogies , particularly a e:nc·ns ~ -:: L • .:.(.;:., ir-, s _;.2 cc.. 

~- ~e a r e willing to discuss limitations of space battle stations for 
E !-ITl . 

Near- 'I·enr. Propcs als 

5. 

6. 

Te ll the Russians that we will consider bans on testing and deployment 
of space-based ASATs, but not of ground-based or air-based ASATs. 

We should revitalize our conventional hardsite BMD development 
program, and prototype a working system. When we have an adequate 
benchmark, we should consider. the relative benefits of re-negotiating 
the ABM Treaty limits, in tenns of numbers (of sites, interceptors and 
radars) and basing (mobility and deception), for "conventional" 
hardsite defense of ICBM silos. 

DECLASSIFIED /t.r/t(YIS [}) 
Ebb -u 'l/, # (&51 . 

NARA DATE flt ~/o'f 
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{}.1 BY __ _ 



20 December 1984 

The effect of the first two statements is to establish our bona fide 
intent with the Russians, or allies and Congress. The effect of the second 
two is to offer the Russians negotiations on elements which will appear to 
them to be substantive but which will not injure the SDI if tr?aed away~ The 
effect of the fifth is to s~tisfy pressure, both domestic and international, 
for ASAT negotiations with a position which is far more restrictive to the 
Soviets than to us. The effect of the last is to deny the Soviets sole 
near-term possession of defensive capabilities, and to attempt to redress ICBM 
vulnerability. 

THOMAS B. ~OHNSON 
Director, Science Research Laboratory 
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MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: An Arms-Control Context for SDI 

The assumptions linking SDI and arms-reduction negotiations seem to be these: 

(1) The President wishes to make significant gains in negotiating 
reductions in offensive arms. 

(2) The President wishes to continue with the SDI as a strong program. 

(3) T'ne Russians will not negotiate seriously on offensive arms unless we 
are willing to negotiate seriously on SDI. 

It is the third assumption which see~. to make the first two logically 
incompatible, and to place us in a bimodal situation with regard to SDI: 
preserve it, and undermine the negotiations; or consider it fair territory for 
trading, and thus lose it. The problem, then, is whether there is a middle 
ground. 

WHAT IS THE SOI? 

J b e lieve t he }:ey to thi s dilerru,,a lj es in the de : :'. n i t. i r ,n c,f U JE SDI . Is 
t- he ::- ::i :r 

(a) J. long-range R&D program to determine whether nationwide defe.nse is 
possible, and how it could b e done? 

or (b} A goal-oriented development program specifically charged to produce 
(that is, design and deploy) a nationwide defense, either as soon as 
possible or within some fixed timespan? 

If the correct answer is (b), then the dilemma above is real, for ·we cannot in 
900d faith profess that we have anything to bargain with unless we intend to 
give up the whole thing. If, on the other hand, the correct answer is (a), 

OECLASSIFIED/,a:/~~ . 
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the n there are a good many things which we cou ld realis tically discuss with 
the Russians, things wh ich would not materially damage the SDI or retard its 
success, b u t which would provide the ~ssians with real incenti~e to bargain 
(gi v e n their manifest conce r n over SDI). 

Definition (a) is in fact consonant with the President's expressed desire 
on strategic defense: ~ ••• a long-term research and development program to 
begin to achieve our ultimate goal of eliminating the threat posed by 
strat egi c nuclear missiles.n The significance and wisdom of this . formulation 
lie in the fact that it recognizes the actual state of technology: We don't 
know -today what sort of system will accomplish the objective of nationwide 
defense, nor even whether it can actually be accomplished. :. 

An important turning point in the logic is a recognition of this fact, 
which is a strong consensus among real experts in the field. It was said 
p lai nly in the report of the Fletcher Commission, and it was said in the 
year - long DOD study o f BMD c h aire d by Johnny Foster (which concluded about the 
time of the Fl e t cher Commissio n ). I f you accep t t he fact that we do not know 
yet about t he feasibility o f nationwid e defens e , then the logical orientati~n 
of the SDI is ( a) . In either case , you must begin wi t h R& D t o provide the 
data f o r a nalysis and evaluat ion of alternatives . The rea l dif ference between 
(a) and (b) is thus that i n (b) we have alre ady decided tha t some defense 
wh ich satisfies our criterion wi ll be found and that we will d eploy it. The 
genera l argumen t in favor o f (b) is that, having decided now to go ahead full 
s team , we can spetd up the process by doing, in parallel with the R&D to get 
t he ans wers, all the advanced d evelopaient and t esting technology will all ow. 
~uch of t h at wo rk ~ill be wa s t ed b eca u se i t will pertain to systems that don't 
show up i n t he f inal solution, but ~ 2 ~ ill move toward d ep loyment faster. In 
f a c t , t hi s a rgument is not cor rect . Paral l el demo s of undev e lop e d technology -ne a :::- ly a J \..-ays prove disas t rous t o the programs they belorio to. Th e demos 
c-h1:.;;a e the d:.::: c c·;___:: e n of wor}: b e c c:: i.; !::'e t"r!e, ove:::- r"t:c, t r.e ir c ~,St:!3 a nd sud; up 

option s , they l c ~vc one 
lnto a s y s-:.er::. t.. G:-> soon ; 
~ 

Ha-, .:..nu t.:.'..ls L':= S't.rc·.•ec :.:i c -:x:: -:. e r.-:.J. c:l l '-· mo:::-E: .i:::•ror:..ising 
- - - 4 J 

with a c o ::._rr..:i t.r .ent t o a s e c ond-rate solution , e ngi neered 
thus we g e t t he poo r v ers ion of t he Poor option . 

We must pa t: s c:· a moment in t h e argument t o rr.ake an important d i stinctio n 
about d emon s t r c~i ons and t esting . Th e goal enuncia t e d by the President is 
nationwide miss i l e defense. A dif f e ren t goal , e nunciated by prominent SDI 
supporters from Senator Garn to Henry Kissin ger , has b een r e inf orcement of 
d eterr ence by reduci n g vulnerability o f our military f o rces. ~ i s latter j ob 
is something we can do with e xisting t echnology--interc e p t or missiles with, 
nuclear warheads--and we can t est our sys tems wi th the ABM Treat 
Because of strictly numerica .uru..tations, we can't deploy a viable system 
without violating or revising the treaty. I shall discuss the relevance of 
thi s near-term technology at the end of the memo. The important distinction is 
that when I speak of big demonstrations now I am speaking of demos of immature 
technology, proposals for things which, after consi derable further improvement, 
may be part of solving the problem of nationwide defense, but whose pursuit now 
actually constitutes a danger to the success of the SDI. 

Thus far I have argued that R&D is the indispensable core of the SDI in 
the near future, by which I mean at least five to ten years. 1 have also 

., 
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sugge s t ed that (a) is thus the logical SDI strategy. l will now make several 
points about disadvantages of (b) which l ~laim settle the case. I will then 
show how choosing (a) gives the u.s. a plausible negotiating position ·to 
satisfy both the President's wishes. · ·Finally, I will address~ question of 
what we should be doing in the near term. 

Disadvantaaes of SDI Definition (b) ' 

I shall enumerate five severe disadvantages of this approach. 

(1) Arms Control Dilemma As explained above, approach (b) reduces us to 
the bi.modal position of bargaining with the whole SDI or refusing to discuss 
it. If the interpretation of the Russian position is correct, we cannot keep 
SDI and achieve arms reductions. ; 

(2) Domestic Risks The SDI has already attracted an entirely 
disproportionate amount of public criticism and comment. Because of domestic -
politics, going ahead with (b) now means that we risk losing the entire SDl. 
Maintaining an R&D program as requested by the President largely defuses 
further crit icism, since e ven most liberal critics admit that absolute defense 
would b e g ood if it were p ossible, and object to various problems of 
transition . But announcing tha t we know now that it will work is doubly 
dangerous . First, this contention can ha.disproved to the satisfae~ion of any 

1good s c ientist , a nd' i n debate to any intelligent congressman. Second, the 
A dministration opens itself to a variet · "cisms base d on the unstable 
na ure o par t ia e e nses and transitions, arguments which have een mace 
thus far only as p ossibilities: in short, a highly effective rallying-point 
will hcve been created for enemies of ~he program. Particularly in i ts 
currentl:y-constituted ·form , t he SDI is not strong enough technically or 
p rogrammatic ally to deal with either of these problems; the combination of 
t hem is ve::-y likely t o permit the enemies of strategic defense to "'Teck the 
c· 7-::: .: -:- c- f' ~ f ,...._ -" .... 

( ~ ) :;: oc,r ?roduct For reasons explained in t he sectior: c..::-.:.-,'E: , ~emos o f 
i mmature technologies a r e not merely wasteful, they actua lly lead to a poor 
solution to trie proposed task . In s h ort, if we get a ny natior.-.. ·ioe defense at 
all , we will have ele c ted to d evelop one which comprises a poorly integrated 
complex of poorly selecte d ideas. It won't work well, and it will rapidly 
b e c ome dangerously obs olete. All this also adds to the disadvantage above. 

(4) Ally problems Our allies have expressed sizeable fears about the 
success and implications of SDI. Although these fears are not well-founded, 
they are real. If SDI is publicly elevated to demonstration-and-test status, 
and if any of these demos fail, the allies will become tru{i.ent in their 
attitude toward SDI. Thus, definition (b) places great pressure on all the 
demos to succeed, distorting the technical plan (degrading or delaying the 
objective) and needlessly risking the -credibility of the entire SDI. Giving 
alliance politics leverage as a criterion in managing the SDI is another way 
of gambling with its .success. 

(5) Real Soviet Responses If we understand the Russians correct~y, they 
are seriously worried about the SDI. So far this is fine. But if we proceed 
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with a larg; program of tests and demos which may not lead anywhere, · and which 
will certainly not lead anywhere for some ti.me, what will be their response? 
Since the ABM Treaty, the U.S. has had no deployed miss· e d ~ 

ave a imited BMD deployment, twice upgraded. They could proliferate 
this system easily; Perhaps more important, the Soviets also have an 
interceptor system, the SA-12, which represents a powerful, current military 
capability. It bas performance to spare in killing Pershing II, and it 
probably could have (with additional acquisition radar) disturbingly good 
performance against SL.BMs. They are building SA-12_ as anti-Pershing weapons 
through a loophole in the Treaty. If the Soviet response to SDI(b) is to 
proliferate SA-12 as an anti-SLBM, they will have a real defense capability 
w!i_ile we have one on paper. Our lead-ti.me to deployment of any similar system 
is longer than five years. 

Advantages of SDI Definition (a) 

Choosing (a) minimizes the problems (2), (4) and (5) and eliminates (3). 
The pertinent question is, what does it do for (1)? It allows us to a~opt the 
following bargaining position with the Russians: 

1. We will not violate the ABM Treaty. We are embarked on long-term 
R&D, and so are you. If we reach a positive answer sometime in the 
future, and decide that a system based upon that answer is good 
enough ·to be worth deploying; · we will give the required notice 
before withdrawing from the Treaty. We believe that you would do 
the same, which is why the withdrawal clause was mutually agreed 
to. Meanwhile, our R&D efforts will respect the limits of the 
Treaty. We would like to know the character and extent of your R&D 
progr ams, since ours ha s been anno unced and yours recains a · v e r y 
large but completely secret undertaking. 

:? • ~E: '\o, i _ll not vio] ate: t h e t:-e:2:::-· b a.n:i ing we apons of mass d estruc ti on 

3. We are willing to discus s limi tations on large-scale demonstration 
of SDI-relevant technologies, particularly demonstrations in 
spa ce. 

4. We are willing to discuss limitations of space battle stations for 
BMD. 

The first two items will not interfere materially with our R&~ program and 
can be volunteered unilaterally. The effect will be to establish our bona fide 
intent with the Ru.ssia~s, witb our allies , and with Congre$S• The ABM Treaty 
continues to be valuable to us as a tripwire to Soviet BMD breakout or SA-12 
deployments as SLBM defense, at least until we have a near-term capability of 
our own. 

The third item comprises a large class of elaborate space demos almost all 
of which 'are premature or can be tested other ways. Specifics are complex for 

· a memo of this length, but there are only a few limited prerogatives which we 
would have to retain in order for our R&D of the next ten years or so -to lead 
us to the answers we need. Presumably the new treaty, like the ABM Treaty, 
would have a renewal time or withdrawal clause in case we reach a stage where 
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big tests in space a re essential . Thus , there is a large number of things here 
which will appear to be substantive to the Russians but whose loss would not 
injure SDI, and which we can bargain with -in good faith, one item at a time. 

The fourth item represents an apparently large restrictibn which, if 
handled properly ,is none at all; thus we can appear t~ be offering a lot. 
Teller's die sa s that satellite battle stations are all chea er to shoot 
sown than they are to put in place. me eo le may argue with this dictum, 
but the real experts (Johnny Foster, for example) agree with it. We should be 
careful to preserve special cases, however: satellites which do not themselves 
house weapons systems but which may be ·key parts of BMD systems. Two examples 
are: relay mirrors for ground-based lasers and high-altitude satellites 
containing decoy discrimination techniques, such as particle beams. 

Thus,· the latter two items do contain sensitive details which must be 
handled carefully by experts, but they offer up what appears to be considerable 
ground for barganing. None of what we are actually offering should damage the 
attainment of SDI's goals. 

A potential disadvantage of SDI(a) will no doubt be raise d, so I should : 
comment on it here . There i s a contention that a program without big 
demonstrations can never get sufficiently big appropriations, or maintain its 
technological momentum for long . As far a s the appropriations go, I have 
already argued that the demos themselves • represent a threat to the heal'!:_h, if 
not the life, of the program. The early demos constitute more of a danger than 
a"n assistance . Note that big ch~mical laser proponents have tried for years to 
get funding for big space demos. Not only have they not succeeded , but the 
chemical laser program has demonstrated negligible progress during the period. 
h,s far as tc_...__r•1 c-:'"f 7 r --"' ~ tu;:., ~ t i :: 'L:::-ue that some bi g projects are _ 
necessary, but w e can build plenty of big projects in laborat ories or on the 
ground (bi a qround-based lasers , for example) . Such proJects can serve as 
technologic2l c e~ 7 £ r pj eces for Congress, if such are really dee~ea necessary . 

l~e:ar-Term Propo ~c.J. !::. 

I recorr~!en a ~~L=- t. ;..·e consioer an addit ional position for discussion with 
the Russians: 

5. We will consider bans on testing and deployment of space-based ASATs, 
but not of ground-based or air-based ASATs. 

and an additional course of action, which might 1ead to discussion with the 
Russians: 

6. We should revitalize our conventional hardsite BMD development program, 
and prototype a working system. When we have an adequate benchmark, we 
should consider the relative benefits of re-negotiating the ABM Treaty 
limits, in terms of numbers (of sites, interceptors and radars) and 
basing (mobility and deception), for "conventional" hardsite defense 
of ICBM silos. 

5 
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Position 5 p e rmits u s to refine and upgrade our current ASAT and to develop 
and upgrade ground-based laser ASATs. I t p revents the Soviets from t hreatening 
our high-altitude satellites with anythin g · but a latge ground-based l aser , a 
technology in which we have a substantial l e ad. In short, there is no r e al 
reason why we would prefer space-based ASATs over the ones we have now i n 
development. ~is agreement would permit the Soviets to keep the ASA'I-s we 
c~n•t verify anyhow, but stop them from developing ones we can actually 
verify. 

Position 6 essentially argues that we close the gap on the Soviets' 
existing advantage in real military capability for missile defense. We can 
actually construct a defense that will provide sufficient ICBM survivability, 
hut it will require changing several limits in the ABM Treaty - changing a few 
numbers; but leaving it qualitatively the same. The Soviets have a big 
lead-ti.me-to-deployment advantage (4-7 years),· because we never prototyped our I 
s_ystem. More important, when SDI starte d up , conventional hardsite -- the only 
BMD s stem with demonstrated militar effec tiveness -- was cancelled. 

Such a system could address the p rinc ipal concern of Dr. Kissinger a nd 
Senator Ga r n , and do i t sooner than a ny result from the nationwide defens e 
p r ogram is likely to be r e ady. I2-7 e ryone agrees t h at t erminal - hardsite d efense 
of ICBMs is stabilizing . The techno logy to do that job, to eliminate the__ 
u nstable vulner ability, is actually available . Critics will be concerned about 
meddling with the Treat y, but not near ly so concerned as if we embarked on 
SDI( b ), i n which we woul d effectiv ely be announcing an intention to withdraw 
from t h e treaty , and for an objective those same critics regard as 
destab i l izing rather than stabilizing. 

There iE a~so lutely no reason why ~e s hould permit the Soviets to 
maintain and improve their capability while we t h row ours a way , just because we 
hope to get somethin g b etter. There i s , ho~ever . good rea s on f o r c oncern about 
1 
the &:,yj et care ·,-..1 J :i ty, because of the lin):2 ~e between offense an:: c e :f ense, I n 

__ .. :-~~.:": - ·-_ _ .... _ n o·\"'. .. 2.nO t 11e succes~ c: -~L~ [:)I e::fort -- 2-~ :..;.~c~-ycJ.. v· ...... sc£ £ 

:;( -~- -'-- ~c 1:C,:- c :c:.21.r, -- r~ctions in off ensiYE-. c.rrns \,·ill act to t": , f-' h£:-efit ci: 
the USSR ur,less we can have the o · on for an equivalent defens e , to deter or 
match Soviet EXP b r eak out . At the very least , we mus t e e o e,·aluate the 
"capability of their defe n se by more r eliable means than p aper s tudies. 

Whether or not we p ursue actually d eploying hardsite, we should r evive -our 
acti vities in " c onventionaln hardsite BMD, prototype a system, keep modernizing 
it, and test pen-aids against it to insure we can get through Russian defenses. 
We should not allow the Russians a large unilateral advantage in - defensive 
capabi1ity in the near term. Whi1e we are looking for the better

0

thing, let us 
keep the good one. 

THOMAS H. JOHNSON 
Director, Science Research Laboratory 
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ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFARLANE 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ROBERT M. KIMM!v-/"' 
JACK F. ~..ATLOC 

Request for Tra el Orders 

9 3 3 () 

December 27, 1984 

I request approval of the .attached travel authorization to 
accompany Secretary of State George P. Shultz to Geneva f or the 
forthcomi ng meet ings with Soviet Prime Minister Gromyko on 
January 5 - 9 , 1 985. 

RECOMMENDATION : 

That y ou a pprove attache d trave ~ request . . 
Approve ~~ Di sapprove 

Attachment 

cc : Admi n i stra t i on Off i ce 
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. ·-:-- 7: ~ , . # '- r-:"'. 
· - · ·--· - .. , - -· Jack F. Matlock 

:::·_;:.:·'.)SE (S), EVrJIT (S), DATE (S): To accompany ·secretary of State 

Geo.rqe P, Shultz to Geneva and participate in the forthcoming 
meetings with Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko from 
January 5 - 9, 1985. 

3. ITINERARY (Please. Attach Copy of Proposed Itinerary): 

WASBINGTON - GENEVA - WASHINGTON 

.DEPARTURE DATE o/a 1/5/85 

TIME -------

RETURN DATE o/a 1/9/85 

TilIB _______ _ 

4. 'MODE OF TRA..~SPOR'IATION: 

GOV AIR XX COMMERCIAL AIR POV RAIL OTHER -- --- --- --- ---
5. ESTiliATED EXPENSES: 

TP-Al~SPOR:...l.TION __ PER DIEM$410.-0THER $100.-J:OTAL TRIP COST $510. 00 

6. KHO PA"':.S EY.:?::::NSES: NSC XX OTHER ---
7. I..F NOT N SC, DESCRIBE SOURCE AND ARRANGEMENTS: 

---- - - -----------------------
8. WILL FAHIJ. .. Y HEMBIT ACCOMPANY YOU: YES NO XX ---
9. IT SO, \..-.to :b.YS FOr. FAl-IlLY MEMBER (If Travel Not Paid by Traveler, 

Describe S2urce and J..rrangements): 

10. TRAVEL ADVAN CE REQUESTED: $ _____ _ 

11. REMARKS (Use This Space to Indicate Any Additional Items You Would 
Like to Appear on Your .Travel Orders): 

12. TRAVELER'S SIGNAT 

13. APPROVALS: J 




