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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

National Security Planning Group Meeting

March 27, 1984, 2:00-3:00 p.m., Cabinet Room

SUBJECT: Nuclear Arms Control Discussions T§%\

. PARTICIPANTS:
The-President

‘The”SéCrétary of State
George P. Shultz

S os5D”
Secretary Caspar W. ngnberger
"CIA

Director William J. Casey

JCS
General John W. Vessey, Jr.

: 'A'CD1A:_‘

Director Kenneth L. Adelman

Chairman, U.S. INF Delegation

-Ambassador Paul H. Nitze

Chairman, U.S. START Delegation
Ambassador Edward Rowny

White House -
Robert C. McFarlane

NSC
Ronald F. Lehman

Minutes

Mr. McFarlane opened the meeting by focusing the discussion on two
questions: (1) what is the Soviet strategy toward arms control,
and (2). what does that imply. about our behavior for arms control,
for dealing with our allies and for handling Congress? The CIA .
paper indicates that tft: Soviet Union is following a two pronged
strategy aimed ‘at ‘'diver:ing attention away- from their walkout of
START and INF and yet permitting them to keep the high ground by
treating other issues such as ASAT, CDE, "no first use," etc. The
Soviet Union has been implementing that strategy through' private
groups and Congress to get the United States to engage on the
Soviet agenda. We also have a positive agenda: CBMs, Hotline,
MBFR, CW, and others. TSh e a5

The United States can compile a positive agenda as well. We have
the community of advisors looking at CIA study and asking how we
should deal with the Soviet Union in arms control. Mr. President,
you have received from your advisors and have read a number of

. papers expressing views as to how best to proceed. Overall, there
is much agreement. For example, everyone agrees that we should
reject the Soviet agenda and establish our own agenda. However,
there is also some disagreement on what should be our positive
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agenda and how we should deal with negative Soviet behavior such
as non-compliance and the walk-outs. In short, we do not have
complete agreement on how we validate the record of three'years of
effort. Today, we will hear from the President's key advisors.

Secretary Weinberger indicated that his paper begins by askipgvthe
question, "What is the interest of the Soviet Union in reaching an
. agreement this year?" and it concludes with the answer that there
" is very little evidence that they are interested in an- agreement.
We need to focus on the content of an agreement, not on agreement
for agreement's sake. . The Soviet Union has little interest in
giving the President a victory. They would only give -him an .
agreement for which he could not take credit. What are they -
interested in then? A SALT II agreement that did not provide for
reductions. To get an agreement, they will require us to make
major concessions. .Those who.talk of a new framework are really:
talking about going back to SALT II 1/2. The Soviet Union has
wadlked out of three talks. We should make our case based on the
merits. The zero option was very popular and the only reason it .
was rejected was because the Soviet Union wanted a monopoly. They
walked out because we would not agree to their having a monopoly.
We want more than a piece of paper; we want real reductions. They
are violating SALT II; SALT II means we won't worry about
throw-weight. We should be vigorously defending our proposals and
pressing the Soviet Union to return to the table. That doesn't
mean that there are not things we can negotiate now. We should
press to renegotiate the TTBT. We can negotiate a full ban on
chemical weapons with full verification. We can negotiate
notification of ballistic missile tests and Hotline improvements.
If we become too eager, the Soviet Union will sense weakness.
And even if we get them back to the negotiations, they can set you
- up for a later walkout when it will hurt.most.. The reality is that.
no one across the table is in charge--they have a collegial
organization. Ck:rnenko is not only not responding, he wouldn't
even receive the: letter that Scowcroft carried. . We should 5
emphasize our proposals, we should make clear. that we are ready,
and we should speak out on the compliance issue. (En\. o .

Secretary Shultz responded with ten do's and don'ts, really, six
don'ts and four do's. (1) Don't base policy on speculations about
the Soviet Union. (2) Don't negotiate with ourselves or Congress.
(3) Don't make concessions for the purpose of getting Soviets back
to the table, but we can reorganize our positions to make them

more presentable. (4) Don't get into the position where you need
an agreement. (5) It is a mistake to change our positive posture
on arms control into a negative one because this risks loss of
publics, the Congress, and our allies. (6) Don't rest on past

work; let's keep working to be prepared. ' The process is veto
prone and therefore we can't let fear of leaks delay the effort.
(7) We must continue to set positive messages that we are prepared
to deal across the board--look at START and INF for better ways to




present our position. (8) We should be prepared to ?ake.parts of
the Soviet position and shouldn't be against everythlng in SALT.
The Secretary of Defense uses the word "framework" as if it were a
swear word. . We need to move on MBFR and we need to go further,
depending on the Soviet response. We should move quickly on the
CW Treaty and the Hotline. We should move on CDE and we could
move on TTBT if we could manage a decision to take it on
forthrightly. (9) We should look at the fundamental differences
between us and the Soviets in START. You can debate over whether:
START or INF is more important, but I don't see how you can move -
on START without considering .INF. (10) We should look to see what
-is important .for .us, and with all due respect to the CIA analysis,
they could be wrong. (S i : o . : :

Director Adelman said that he agreed with much of what had been
said. Adelman reminded the President that he worked with the
campaign during the hostage icrisis . and negotiations with Iran and
he saw the dangers of setting oneself up for an agreement--the
risks are great. To answer the mail, we must show that we have
‘sound policies and are serious about arms control. We need to ..
identify areas where movement is possible. In INF, Adelman and
Nitze have identified a proposal that would have the Soviets
reduce to a level which we would stop at. We could negotiate such
a step or it could be a declaratory policy. We could attempt to
reach a US-Soviet understanding on non-proliferation. We could
develop rules of the road or proper behavior through space-CBMs in
the CD. We should work with our allies to set the stage for a
policy of no early use of nuclear weapons--we can look at
different ways to package this and move slowly and cautiously.

08

General Vessey put forth a military view. We must maintain the
momentum of our defense build-up at the highest levels :possible.
We must protect.the President's strategic modernization program.
We must ke:p the Alliance together, and we must cap or reverse the
‘Soviet military build-up--Soviets can't or won't negotiate until
after elections. The Scowcroft coalition and support on the Hill
need,tending,<»Al;ies are not carrying the load. 18)

Director Casey agreed that we must make judgments about the
Soviets but argued that we have a fair amount of history. We can
assume. that Moscow is not anxious to help the President, but they
don't want ‘to appear intransigent.. They believe that treaties in-
START and INF are out of reach. Clearly, the prospects for
getting an agreement are remote. We should continue to assess our
own interest. We can accomplish something on second order issues.
At CDE, we can trade Western confidence building measures for a
non-aggression pact. . (83U ¢

Ambassador Rowgy recggnized that there was not a consensus on how
to get the Soviet Union back to the table, but believed that they
might even return on their own. The Soviet Union didn't really




explore what was in the trade-offs for them. .Thgy may come back
when they see that there is really something in it for them. If
we show a little ankle, maybe a little thigh, then you can get
movement. There is no chance for a full START agreement this
year, and speculation on an Interim Agreement is dapgerous.
Vladivostok is a better precedent, and aide memoir is safest.

- The Soviet Union never closed the door on.START; they still want

to limit D-5 and ALCM. TS)_ - yon

Ambassador Nitze agreed that we should seek US objectives, but we
are already clear on that. The:'issue is tactical. It is not :
impossible to.get an agreement, but 90% chance you won't. It is.
wholly unlikely that Moscowgyill negotiate seriously in an _
election year. What does one do? One does the CW treaty--that is
a perfectly solid thing to do. There is no chance the Soviets
will agree to that. But it is dangerous to be solidly engaged in

START or INF in an election. year.... (8

Secretary Weinberger commented further that he didn't disagree
with Secretary Shultz's ten points, only with the interpretation
of them. At this time, we will have to pay a very high price to
get an agreement. We have all agreed that we shouldn't make any
concessions to get them back to the table. All agreed that we
don't want to get into a position where we must have an agreement.
Ve can keep up our work, but we don't want to further weaken our
proposals. We can keep sending messages that we are ready to
negotiate, but that is hard to.do in an empty room. I agree that
we should do what we can do in lesser areas, but I'm very worried
about space arms control. Also, talk of a START "framework" is a
codeword--I'm opposed. (SJ_

.The President suggested that we are all not as. far apart as it
might seem. There is no-question that the Soviet Union is trying
to nike us look non-cooperative. I believe the Soviets want to
.avoil the onus for having walked out of Geneva. In my answer to
the lettér from Chernenko’, we should recognize that we have :
opposite views on who is threatened. We should cite their
quotations ‘that are threatening.to us; we. should cite their build-
up. Then we could cite the fact that in the 1940's, we proposed
to do away with all these systems and they said no. - Nineteen
times since then, we have tried to ‘reach  agreements, for'example,
Eisenhower's open sky proposal. We can't go on negotiating with
ourselves. We can't . be supplicants crawling, we can't look like
failures. 1I've read the papers and made some notes. Let me share
them with you. They want to avoid the onus of walking out,
therefore, it is unlikely that they will give us anything in START
and INF right now. We want an agreement, but we want a good
.agreement. I do not intend to make unilateral concessions to get
them back to the table, but I believe we must have a full credible
agenda on arms control. Maybe we could build a records

Mitterrand believed that they would give us the cold shoulder for
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several months, therefore, we will need to do lesser things, MBFR,
chemical weapons, confidence building, notification of all
ballistic missile tests, agreement not to encrypt, and CDE. But

~ we shouldn't let them off the hook on START and INF; we must keep
the pressure on. To do this, we need solid, flexible positions on

both START and INF. (

' The President continued, I don't want to fall into the trap of
SALT II, but if there are some things that are good, then we
shouldn't ignore them simply because they are a part of SALT T
For example, having a launcher limit isn't wrong, so long as it is
matched by warhead and throw-weight limits. In short, we need a
position which takes part of their approach and melds it with ours
so that they have a fig leaf for coming off their position. I
think my letter to Cherhenko should be substantive and positive
- along these lines,.and. stre551ng that they have an obligation to
resume START and INF talks. ' Perhaps we should offer to have Ed
Rowny and Paul Nitze engage in private talks with the Russians.
I would like to table the chemical treaty before we set off for
China. I think the Senior Arms Control Policy Group should
~accelerate their work and present me with options for new START/
INF positions within a few weeks. This is for us, not for the -
public. Maybe we should consider a speech in a few months to
bring out our record. George (Shultz), I want you to be our
public spokesman on arms control. Leaks and gratuitous
backgrounders have got to stop. I understand we have procedures
for dealing with clearing testimony. I think we should work in
3;iyate channels, but we will not crawl, we will build a record.

Mr. McFarlane noted that we have our instructions and now we have
to get down: to work. (S

'The Pre51dent asked 1f anyone had any dlsagreements. _FSL

Secretary Welnberger expressed concern that the Pre51dent S
guidance not be misunderstood. In a few days, the New. York Times
may be reporting that the President has ordered new proposals on
START and INF. Aren't we talking about what we dldn it say, but
could say, about our proposals? (8) - -

- Ambassador . Rowny noted that the Sov1et Union' has. not llstened to.
all that we had to say in Geneva.

Ambassador Nitze volunteered that what we were really talking
about was fleshing out our positions. (S -

The President said that Director Adelman had a good idea on INF
about their reducing to a level which we would reach at the end of
%335. Something like that might be an option worth looking at.
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Secretary Weinberger said that some of our allies might use this
as an excuse not to do what must be done on deployments.

'Diréctdr‘Adélman'agreed with Secretary Weinberger. (3~

Secretary Weinberger said. that wehshould'agree that we will fill
-.out our position. . (S} ' : R T o

The President noted that his letter to Chernenko offers an
‘opportunity to get their attention. Have we given enough.
_attention to the fact that they have a climate of insecurity? \TEL\

Mr. McFarlane noted that we will press on with the guidance,
noting that we will make no pre-emptive concessions, flesh out our
positions and be ready if they return, and prepare to table a
chemical weapons treaty before. the China. trip. s

SECRET TIVE




WITHDRAWAL SHEET
Ronald Reagan Library

Collection Name EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT, NSC: MEETING FILE Withdrawer
CAS 1/21/2005
File Folder NSC 00104 27 MARCH 1984 (3/3) [STRATEGIC ARMS FOIA
REDUCTION TALKS, INTERMEDIATE RANGE 2000-002
NUCLEAR FORCES, ARMS CONTROL]
Box Number 91303 SKINNER
61
ID Doc Type Document Description No of Doc Date Restrictions
3041 MEMO MCFARLANE TO RR RE NSC MEETING 2 3/26/1984 Bl
(SAME TEXT AS 3008)
3042 PAPER RE SOVIET INTERESTS (SAME TEXT AS 8 3/23/1984 Bl B3
3009)
PAR 6/6/2006
3043 MEMO CASPAR WEINBERGER TO RR RE ARMS 6 3/23/1984 Bl
CONTROL STRATEGY (SAME TEXT AS 3010)
R 6/17/2010 M125/1
3045 PROPOSAL RE SCHEDULING 1 3/21/1984 Bl
R 2/22/2008 F00-002
3180 MEMO BOB LINHARD AND SVEN KRAEMER TO 1 3/19/1984 Bl B3
ROBERT MCFARLANE RE START
SACPG/NSC SCHEDULE AND CBW NSC
SCHEDULE
PAR 6/6/2006
3046 LIST OF ATTENDEES 1 3/27/1984 B3 B6
PAR 6/6/2006
3047 MINUTES OF NSPG MEETING RE ARMS CONTROL 6 3/27/1984 BI1

R 2/10/2006 MO05-016 #19210

Freedom of Information Act - [5 U.S.C. 552(b)]

B-1 National security classified information [(b)(1) of the FOIA]

B-2 Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of an agency [(b)(2) of the FOIA]

B-3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA]

B-4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]

B-6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA]

B-7 Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA]

B-8 Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]
B-9 Release would disclose geological or geophysical information concerning wells [(b)(9) of the FOIA]

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor’s deed of gift.



	DSC_2741 NSC 0104 (3)
	DSC_2798
	DSC_2799
	DSC_2800
	DSC_2801
	DSC_2824
	DSC_2825

