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MEMORANDUM OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATION

SUBJECT: Telephone Conversation with President Mikhail
Gorbachev of the Soviet Union

PARTICIPANTS: The President
President Mikhail GORBACHEV
Interpreter: Dmitri Zarechnak
Notetaker: Nicholas Burns, NSC Staff

DATE, TIME May 11, 1991, 9:03-9:47 a.m.
AND PLACE Camp David

The President: Mikhail, this is George Bush. How are you?

residen r hev: I am very happy to hear your voice. And I
am happy that your mild condition is behind you.

The President: I’m up at Camp David and I feel good. My heart
is perfect and once I get this thyroid under control I will be
totally normal.

President Gorbachev: Well, George, I hope you will quit jogging
several miles every morning and confine yourself to horseshoes.

The President: I wanted to talk with you today--I don’t want to
see our countries drift apart. I read Matlock’s report and it
had me concerned. And when Eduard Shevardnadze was here, he said
the same thing.

President Gorbachev: My dear George, I thought since we have
covered alot of ground to reach the current state of our

relations, that when we reached it, it was well received. So I
decided to share my immediate concerns quite sincerely so I could
prevent a bad turn in the relationship.

The President: Good. First, I remain firmly committed to a
strong cooperative relationship with you. I tried to make that
clear in my press conference the other day. I know what you
stand for. As long as you continue down the reform path with
measures like the new agreement with the nine republics, you’ll
get nothing but praise from me. Lastly, you are correct. Some
in the U.S. want us to pull back now. I don’t want to do that
and will not do that.

Presiden v: I am very happy to hear that. I wish to
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repeat the phrase you used--I also am firmly committed to
cooperation. Acting together we have accomplished a great deal.
I am quite convinced we should continue to develop our relations
which is in the national interests of the U.S. and USSR. I
intend to stand by that approach in the USSR. It enjoys support
among people in the USSR but there are some, of course, who have
doubts.

Of course, we are going through a special transition period.
There are new forms of doing things and no ready-made solutions.
Some advocate one thing and some another. We will have to go
through this period and shape a new life drawing from the
experience and support of others. One very important point to
share with you is that we are faced with so many difficulties.
Virtually all of the republics felt we had to stand together. We
are now finishing the anti-crisis program. You know about it.
People from all the republics are now in a Moscow suburb working
to complete it.

So, I want you to understand that it will take an effort to make
it succeed. Because there are so many things we simply didn’t
know before. There is no guarantee, given the size of the
country and its problems, that we may not get something we didn’t
expect. I think the biggest mistake would be for us to stop or
succumb to pressure or move in reverse. And in this type of
situation, I sometimes have to take very drastic measures. So,
George, this is what I wanted you to keep in mind.

In a normal situation, some of these steps would have been seen
as unacceptable. But we have to make allowances for this period.
And when I'm looking to you, George, for assistance, it is
because I am in this kind of situation. I really need it. And I
appreciate the political support and friendly feelings I’ve been
getting. My hope is that these feelings will stay unabated. The
main thing for you, George, is that you must know I’ve made the
choice--there is no alternative for me. I am going to do
everything I can to continue moving along the track of renewal.

Now this is what I wanted you to know. We are at a very
important moment. The specific point is that I will take some
major decisions in the next few days and weeks. Well, I’ve been
going on for some time now but since we had not spoken in a
while, I thought I would be specific about things.

h resident: Mikhail, if you have time, I want to touch on
arms control and economic issues.
President Gorbachev: That is what I thought we would do after

discussing this general overview.



The President: If it is okay with you, I would like to start
with arms control.

The CFE problem, frankly, is putting a strain on our
relationship. Our biggest concern is naval infantry. It is
causing a problem not so much here in the Administration but is
very difficult across our public opinion. We will see Moiseyev
and hope his visit will lead to a rapid solution of this
corrosive issue.

Having gotten CFE done, I believe we could then get our experts
to overcome the difficulties on START. Both of us should make
sure that gets done. If we can get a CFE solution, I would be
anxious to have a summit this summer and make every effort to get
START ready for signature. I think we have narrowed the
differences but am anxious to get your views. That is about all
I had to say on arms control.

Presiden r hev: Well, George, I want you to know I want to
resolve quickly the first issue in the near future. Moiseyev
will bring something to help push things in that direction. I
also share your desire to have a treaty ready to sign. It is
simply a duty for us to go ahead with the treaty on fifty percent
reductions, especially since we have already accomplished alot.
And, of course, if that goes well, we could have a very large-
scale summit this summer.

The President: I would like to do that very much.

Presiden r hev: That is my goal too. Of course, we could
have an interim meeting if there are delays, but our goal should
be a large-scale meeting.

The President: I agree with that.

Presiden r hev: I also think there is a chance, George, to
succeed in our cooperation in the Middle East. Alexander and Jim
are moving on the same track. There is a possibility of
cooperation there as in the Persian Gulf.

The President: I think it is very good that Jim and Sasha are
working together. They will meet in Cairo. It is a wonderful
arrangement we are talking about. I hope Israel and the Arabs
will be cooperative.

President Gorbachev: I think if we act together, we can push

them in the right direction.
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The President: At some point, we may have to do so publicly if
the Baker-Bessmertnykh shuttle diplomacy doesn’t work.
President Gorbachev: Okay, I agree to give that some thought at

a later point.

Now within the next three days, I will see the leader of China in
Moscow. At the conclusion of this meeting, I will brief you on
the visit. Now let me give you my views. We appreciate the role
of China on the Persian Gulf--its cooperation there and in other
areas. China’s positive decision was well thought out.

President: Our relations with China are strained more than I
want. I have the MFN question. There is big opposition in
Congress. But I want to find a way to renew their MFN. I don’t
want to isolate China. 1If you can convey that, I would
appreciate it. Is Li Peng or Yang Shangkun coming?

President Gorbachev: No, Jiang Zemin. I think we can proceed
with what we agreed as we talked in the limosine.

Th resident: Right. I would like to talk about economic
issues now.
President Gorbachev: Yes.

The President: One, I know you are in a difficult economic
situation. You have explained that at the beginning. 1In the
spirit of frankness, our experts don’t believe Pavlov’s anti-
crisis program will move you fast enough to market reform. 1If
there are more steps toward a market reform effort, then we could
do more and help especially with the international financial
organizations.

I think...Excuse me, go ahead.
Presiden I hev: Excuse me for interrupting.

The President: I just wanted to say that it would lead quickly
to Special Associate Status in the IMF and World Bank. There is
also great interest here in the emigration bill that is to be
voted on. If that passes and meets internationally acceptable
standards, then it would enable us to take steps to normalize the
economic relationship; steps such as the trade agreement, and
most favored nations status. Then we could go to Congress to
repeal the legislative restrictions that make trade and finance
so difficult for us.
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I have several more points but maybe I should stop there for your
comments.

President Gorbachev: I would like to comment on that, George.

Among our pressing problems is stabilizing the economic
relationship between regions and even enterprises. There are
many pitfalls here. The central and republic authorities are on
to this issue and are moving to solve it. This is one of the
most pressing tasks at hand. I would call it an emergency task.
We have done alot on the planting campaign in the rural areas and
have been rather successful at that. 1In April, agricultural
production was up 3-4 percent compared to last year. But there
are still difficulties. We are at the end of spring and summer
is coming. Last year’s reserves are depleted and there is still
no new harvest so we have some difficulties.

On Pavlov’s program, it has been very seriously changed. But,
George, you must always bear in mind the realistic context of our
society. The overriding focus of the Pavlov program is to fight
inflation through drastic fiscal measures and at the same time
stimulate entrepeneurship. You know there are many provisions in
the Pavlov program for stepped-up privatization and
destatization. There is more economic freedom. It is under
strong fire from the trade unions and some in the party
organizations. Some call it anti-people and even inhuman. And
you know, George, you will reach a different conclusion depending
on whether or not you look at the Pavlov program from an academic
angle or from a realistic context of society. This is no longer
just Pavlov’s program by the way since it has been accepted by
all the republics.

So much for the current situation. On your other points, I wish
to propose something else. What if for the purposes of
continuing this discussion, I send over Primakov and Yavlinsky to
discuss the possibility of cooperation in the G-7 framework and
other international organizations? I know that there is emerging
cooperation at the G-7 experts level with your people and ours.
But even your experts think it is time to elevate these
discussions to a governmental level.

The President: We could talk about that. But I’m not sure
exactly what you mean.

Presiden I hev: What I have in mind is that the G-7 will
discuss cooperation with the USSR and the place and role of the
G-7 in these developments. There is the possibility of Soviet
participation in the IMF and participation by the head of the
Soviet state in the G-7 session. 1I’1l1 send Primakov. He will
have a package of items to discuss in a closed session.

The President: That is a good idea and I have one to add on
agriculture.
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President Gorbachev: I just received your letter. I welcome the

idea and am prepared to join.

Ihe President: Would May 20 be too soon for the team to arrive?
President Gorbachev: No, it is fine. I will give the

appropriate instructions tomorrow. There is much to be done to
prepare for this.

The President: I think we can be very helpful. I want you to
know that I want it to lead to what you need in agricultural
credits.

residen o hev: I welcome this very much. I just got the
translation of your letter before our conversation. It is a very
exciting idea and very encouraging. And I will appoint tomorrow
the people who will start work on this.

The President: Good. I will instruct our people to come in a
positive frame of mind--to try to help and not find problems but
find reasons to help. After that, Mikhail, it seems to me that
at the summit we could discuss financial institutions, energy,
the environment and housing. We can discuss this at our meeting.

Presiden r v: George, these are important and encouraging
subjects. ' I discussed some of these with Mitterrand. George, I
am really happy that we had this substantive conversation. It
had been some time since we had a conversation like that.

The President: Let me ask you a personal question. How is your
health?

Presiden o hev: So far, I am hanging tough.

The President: That is good. You are my friend and I want to
prove that and work with you. I don’t like stories in our press
that put you down. I hope you noticed that I took them on in
public the other day.

residen r hev: Well, thank you for those words. I share
your approach on this and other issues. I have made a choice, a
serious choice on relations with the U.S., providing it is
reciprocated, and will follow that course.

The President: That is wonderful. It is nice talking to you and
good luck.

Pr n hev: Thank you, George, and the same to you.
Best regards to all at Camp David, especially Barbara.

The President: She just walked in the room and just walked out.
She is on her way to the gym.
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President Gorbachev: I am glad to hear that.
The President: Okay. Good-bye.

resi v: Good-bye.
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MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION

SUBJECT: Breakfast Meeting with Margaret Thatcher, Prime
Minister of United Kingdom (U)

PARTICIPANTS: The President

Brent Scowcroft, Assistant to the President for
National Security Affairs

Margaret Thatcher, Prime Minister
Charles Powell, Private Secretary to the Prime

Minister
DATE, TIME July 5, 1990, 8:00 - 9:00 am
AND PLACE: 10 Downing Street, London, England

Prime Minister Thatcher: The main remaining question is, does
NATO have a future? (g)

The President: I worry that the U.S. will be asked to leave.
[The President then discussed the German internal situation after
monetary union.] 93)

Prime Minister Thatcher: Gorbachev has made a request for aid.
Perhaps we should let Germany do it, as the price for
unification. (%)

The President: It is a non-starter for the U.S. Maybe we can
consider technical support. (g§)

Prime Minister Thatcher: I agree. Otherwise it will go out
there through a hole in the bucket. They don’t know how to
organize. They don’t know how to set up the rule of law, or how
to devolve power. (2)

The President: We also have a big problem with Cuba. (;ﬂ

Prime Minister Thatcher: We should just let Kohl do it. The
Japanese are against aid to the Soviet Union now as well. (g)

The President: At least until the Northern Territories issue 1is
solved. 9%

Prime Minister Thatcher: How about the Declaration? There 1is
only a clause still open about maritime arms control? (&)
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General Scowcroft: There 1is also the issue of the level of
liaison with NATO. (2)

The President: Do we care? ((There was a discussion of this
point.)) (8)

The President: Why are the French opposed? Qg)

Prime Minister Thatcher: I don’t know. Mitterrand is very
troubled, I think about the whole role of France. There is a
social pattern. ? last July. (8)

I’'m not depressed by Gorbachev’s chances. Are you? 98)

I want to talk to Kohl about TASM. &S)

The President: I’'m confused about the German elections. Are
there two? (/S)

((Discussion))

Prime Minister Thatcher: The U.S. nuclear presence is vital.
(%)

T;g President: ((Discussed training/exercises in Germany))
(Z)

Prime Minister Thatcher: It would be a tragedy if Yugoslavia
collapsed. vw

The President: What do you think about the situation in the
Middle East? 98)

Prime Minister Thatcher: We want to get something going. (&)

The President: ((Discussed the Green Line, and Levy.)) I will
not let Shamir run me. The Jewish lobby says I must conciliate
him. If Sharon came in they would say the same. ()

Shamir distorts everything. Brent, explain where we are. j5=4)
((Discussion.))

((Discussion of aid to Israel and Egypt.))

The President: We will make one more try. I hope you can try to
hold off the EC for now. Then maybe we will join you. (%)

Prime Minister Thatcher: ((Discussed Shamir and territory for
peace.)) (2)

General Scowcroft: We’re trying to hold Shamir to the particular
points at issue, so as not to drag it out. (2)

SEERET/SENSITIVE
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The President: Arafat was stupid to launch that attack. (3
((Discussion.))

Prime Minister Thatcher: Have you heard anything more about
biological weapons? (2)

((Discussion.))

Gorbachev seemed to think there was something behind it. He said
he would get back to me. (8)

((Discussion of Mandela and De Klerk.)) I think Mandela now
realizes he must drop the armed struggle. )

The President: He didn’t in his talks with me. But he didn’t
get the support for it in the US, even with blacks ((contrast
drawn to Martin Luther King)). (%)

Prime Minister Thatcher: He is swayed by whom he talks to. I
told him De Klerk has to get elected. If he fails, who will
negotiate with him? ()

The President: He ....((?))

On GATT and agriculture, we have to get rid of subsidies. Will
it be difficult? (8)

The President: I want to be firm on it. There 1is ? in it
anyway, but it is highly political as well. (3)

Prime Minister Thatcher: We have to get something. The
Community has come along a bit, as has Mitterrand. It is Kohl.
( (Weekend farmers who work in motor factories.)) ($:2)

The President: We must be firm. (&)

Prime Minister Thatcher: Hills is very good. There is terrific
protectionism in Europe. Germany just put a tax on lorries. (8)

Thank you for being firm with Gorbachev on non-circumvention in
START. (&)

I think ((Gaviria??)) understands Colombia. We have had him over
here. We are training his people in counter-terrorism. (29

The President: A good ? but 2.

Prime Minister Thatcher: ((Raised cut flowers issue.)) (U)

The President: I thought we solved that. It is that and coffee.
(U)

Prime Minister Thatcher: Those international commodity

SEEREF/SENSITIVE
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agreements don’t work. (2)

-- End of meeting --

SECRET/SENSITIVE
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MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION

SUBJECT: Meeting with President Jaime Paz Zamora of
Bolivia (U)

PARTICIPANTS: The President
Brent Scowcroft, Assistant to the President
for National Security Affairs
Lillian Nigaglioni, Interpreter

Jaime Paz Zamora, President of Bolivia
Jorge Crespo-Velasco, Bolivian Ambassador
to the United States

DATE, TIME May 8, 1990, 11:05 a.m. - 11:25 a.m. EST
AND PLACE: The Oval Office

The President: Greetings! If there is anything you would prefer
not to say in the larger meeting, now is the time. (#)

President Paz: At a personal level, I would like to discuss
changing our working methods. I have the impression our
relations, although they are grounded our friendship and
brotherhood, are carried out -- like "give and take." (2)

This sometimes deteriorates things. I have the impression of "if
you do one thing we do another."™ This is part of Colombia Rio.
For example, take Paris Club on debt -- they gave us assistance
to get to Toronto. But if you don’t give us $10 million to
substitute for coca leaf, Bolivia will be in violation of Toronto
agreement. So we have to cut ten million in salaries, etc.
Couldn’t we do it a different way? We are in agreement on almost
everything, so why can’t we cooperate diplomatically? Not so
lower members of the Administration doesn’t give impression that
I won’t go through with it and can’t be trusted. (ﬂ)

The President: You have a good point. Better sometimes contents
haven’t been kept, so bureaucracy gets into habits of demanding.
We go sometimes to IFI’s asking for special consideration. They
come back to us and say you ask us to go by the rules and then
ask us for favors? We want to send signals to you and your
people we have confidence and trust in you. You have dropped
inflation dramatically. (g)

President Paz: Only 1.6 percent for the first quarter. (g)

The President: Amazing! Better than ours! We salute it and
want to be as flexible as the law permits. To be supportive.

conPTDmNTTAL ;‘MCJJASSHFWEE)
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Our aid law is a problem and I am fighting with the Congress
about it. I am trying to dig up some more for you, but we are
facing a terrible budget problem. Fifty billion deficit more
than we forecast. I am not making changes. ()

President Paz: I understand. In your last letter you said we
Americans are our home. I was touched. ()

The President: In my mind, when I wrote that, I was thinkg of
accusations of neglect for our Hemisphere. This is not right and
want to change that perception. In Congress there is that,
because of ethnic attachment to Eastern Europe. We have for
example our controversial committment to Lithuiania. 92)

President Paz: I’'m sure that won’t happen. I find your approach
well balanced. I wanted to mention this personally because as a
leader, this is noticed by my people. What we signed in
Cartagena was for cooperation. My people say fine, but they want
to believe what we proposed is serious -- we are not trying to
fool them. 92)

Now, because we agreed at Cartagena, they think we will help them
directly for drugs. Our adversaries comment about
militarization of the struggle publically. We are at peace in
Bolivia and this is important. We are making big strides on
drugs (describes seizures, etc.). People are aware we are
getting results without violence. So we have to treat military
delicately so it won’t look like we are bringing violence to the
country. So on extradition, early on I sent a criminal to the
United States and was told it was against the law. I said "yes,
but this is a political decision."™ We should find a way they
would not interfere in our sovereignty. This extradition treaty
we should not relate to us -- sign it in a couple of weeks. We
should treat it like modernizing an old treaty. These are three
problems:

1. Method of working
2. Military involvement
3. Extradition

The President: No problem. (U)

President Paz: I am sure of military. We have the most peaceful
military in Latin America. They help in development, etc. 1In
the equipment they are sent -- don’t send old stuff. They are
not paid well, so their weapons are old. Need to give them
adequate equipment. Should let them feel up-to-date, not passe’
like their present equipment. (&)

They were thinking of sending three T-33s, but the United States
stopped issuing them in the early ’60’s. The U.S. has much
equipment. If they (the Bolivian military) get a message they
are getting something good, this adds to my authority over them.

(Z)
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The President: We should go in to the others. (U)
President Paz: One more thing very personally. We only have
one helicopter. It is 15 years old -- a French one -- like a

glass bowl. Suicidal to fly in it. I am embarrassed, but in

the equipment, if there could be one helicopter which could fly
the high mountains. There are few roads and a helicopter is very
important. This is very personal. Just one reliable helicopter.

The President: Brent will look into it.
President Paz: Finally, I hope sometime you can visit Bolivia.
The President: I would like to, but it would be tough this year

but I will keep it in mind. I’ve said it from the heart (227?).

Mentions the Mormon missionaries. Presents the President with a
crucifix.


















MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION

SUBJECT: Meeting with Prime Minister Michael Manley of
Jamaica (U)

PARTICIPANTS: The President
Brent Scowcroft, Assistant to the President
for National Security Affairs

Michael Manley, Prime Minister and Minister
of Defense

Anthony Bogues, Special Assistant to the
Prime Minister

DATE, TIME May 3, 1990, 11:05 a.m. - 11:20 a.m. EDT
AND PLACE: The Oval Office

The President: (Discussed arrangements and medical situation).

Prime Minister Manley: I feel fine. I have a general approach
to present, but I have a couple of sensitive points. (&)

When we met the first time, I spoke about recognition of Cuba. I
promised it in the election -- first a nonresident ambassador,
then a resident. I must do it, but want to find a way not to
offend you. (8)

The President: I understand. You may take a bit of flak from
our Congress, but it won’t affect us. I appreciate a
action. (@)

Prime Minister Manley: I’11 do it in about six weeks. Tie it to
Panama. (3)

I am convinced I have corruption in my police -- not at the top.
I can’t catch any drug dealers. I need help. Could perhaps DEA
look into the problem and see what is going on? (g)

The President: We want to help. Will have to see how we can
assist you. (Described Mexican flap). )

Prime Minister Manley: The third thing I just want to run past
you. [not a sentence] It would be marvelous if you could
consider {attending a caribbean meeting on drugs? need help!}

(@)
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The President: I will look at it. I have to consider {complete
sentence}. We don’t want to neglect the hemisphere, with all the
Eastern Europe things going on. Where would you want it held?

qﬂ
Prime Minister Manley: Naturally, I would like Jamaica.

The President: I see a merit. Only problem would be scheduling.
Only CARECOM. (;Z)

Prime Minister Manley: I haven’t thought that through. Maybe
that would be too small for you. (g£)

The President: Not at all. I was only thinking about Mulhroney.
(E)

Prime Minister Manley: Good idea. Could I talk in the group a
lot about economies? (£)

The President: Sure. I will turn it over to you. (U)

Prime Minister Manley: We can talk politics too. I have a few
thoughts about places like Nicaragua. 9&
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THE WHITE HOUSE

SECRET—
WASHINGTON
MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION
SUBJECT: Meeting with Senators Nunn and Warner
DATE & TIME: Thursday, Feruary 22, 1990 - 2:09 PM - 2:16 PM
PLACE: Oval Office

The President: We only have about five minutes because I
must leave at 2:15 p.m. Why don’t you start and we will
reschedule for more time.

Senator Nunn: We approved two missiles last year. The
House killed both. This year this could happen in the Senate. I
argued for both on the basis of trading MX for SS-24s. I think
we should move to an ICBM MIRV ban. A useful first step would be
to ban mobiles. If we don’t have an arms control concept, we
could lose both missiles. I would have trouble supporting the
program unless there was an arms control concept. Secretary
Cheney objects on the basis that the Soviets would then have two
missiles deployed and we wouldn’t have small ICBMs until 1997.
That’s no worse than it has been for a couple of years and it was
DOD’s choice to delay the small missile. I think with an arms
control concept we could keep both systems alive in the Senate
and Aspin thinks he could in the House.

The President: How about the B-2?

Senator Warner: Maybe we could bring it along. It is key
to arms control.

Senator Nunn: Coattails aren’t that long.

Senator Warner: Nor for SDI.

Senator Nunn: All the START modernization systems are
attractive targets. I think we can get by with some numbers on
B-2s.

Senator Warner: We could reconsider B-2s next year even if
we lost. The missile is this year’s issue.

The President: Why does Midgetman cost so much?

Senator Warner: Mobility.

SECRET DECLASSIFIED
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Senator Nunn: In the short term (4 years), which is not the
right way to look at it, Midgetman costs $2 billion and Rail
Garrison $6 billion. If we got a total ICBM deMIRVing deal,
Midgetman could eventually go in the silos. I do not sense we
have to spend $20 billion over the next decade. I would keep the
mobility aspects in R&D.

The President: How about SDI?
Senator Nunn: That needs to be a separate meeting.

The President: Could we wait until next year on the missile
issue?

Senator Nunn: No. Congress wouldn’t spend $4.5 billion on
Rail Garrison and then kill it for arms control. It has to be in
START I.

Senator Warner: I agree.
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February 22, 1990

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT
FROM: Senator Sam Nunn

SUBJ: Ban on Mobile MIRVed ICBMs

I have been urging the Administration to propose a ban in
START on mobile MIRVed ICBMs because I think it makes sense in
terms of greater strategic stability and because I think it may be
your only hope for maintaining congressional support for the Rail
Garrison MX and the Midgetman programs this year.

I do not see a ban on mobile MIRVed ICBMs as an end in itself
and would not advocate it if it were. Rather, I see it as a
halfway step toward an ultimate goal in START II of banning all
MIRVed ICBMs, including those in silos. It is too late in the
START I negotiations to try to ban all MIRVed ICBMs, but a window
of opportunity is still open to ban mobile MIRVed ICBMs.

Some have suggested that we wait until START II to seek a ban
on mobile MIRVs, rather than negotiate it now. Setting this as a
goal for START II is better than never proposing it in terms of
our long-term objectives for greater strategic stability.
However, I do not think that will save the "two-missile" program
on the Hill this year since Members will not be attracted to the
idea of spending another $4.9 billion to complete the program
before it could be traded away in arms control.

The hard reality, Mr. President, is that absent a mobile
MIRVed ban in START, the votes are not there this year for the two
ICBMs. I believe if one missile is defeated, both will probably
fall in a kind of "mutual fratricide" sequence. I supported the
"two-missile" package last year because I thought I had implicit
assurances the United States was going to propose a mobile MIRVed
ban, but I cannot support the package this year absent this
change.

I am, of course, not alone in advocating a ban on mobile
MIRVed ICBMs. The idea is widely supported on the Hill and has
been endorsed by three former JCS Chairmen, Harold Brown, Bud
McFarlane, Jim Woolsey, and Brent Scowcroft, among others. I have
attached a paper containing representative statements in support
of this proposal, as well as quotations by some who do not favor
it.

Secretary Cheney has strongly opposed the idea. His main
objection seems to be that since Midgetman will not be available
until 1997, the Soviets would have a mobile ICBM (the
single-warhead SS-25) and we would have none for a number of years
if the Rail Garrison MX is traded for the SS-24. There are two
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problems with that argument. First, we have been living with, and
will continue to do so for a few more years, a situation where the
Soviets have two mobile ICBMs (the SS-25 and SS-24) and we have
none, yet no one is suggesting that our deterrent has been
undermined. Second, the reason the Midgetman will not be ready
until the late 1990’s is because the Administration decided to
deploy the Rail Garrison MX first. We could probably move up the
Midgetman timetable up by a year or so if we increased the funding
for Fiscal Years 1991 and 1992.

Secretary Baker has not supported the idea either, apparently
because he is worried that it might delay START. However, the two
most influential military arms control advisors in the Soviet
Union, Marshal Akhromeyev and General Chervov, have made public
statements indicating that the Soviets might be receptive to the
proposal. START will not be delayed if the Soviets see the
proposal as being in our mutual interest.

Some Air Force leaders have argued that leaving the MX in
silos will make them more vulnerable. But unless the United
States receives and acts on strategic warning, the missiles will
be far more vulnerable sitting in their garrisons in frail boxcars
than they are now in their hardened shelters. And as each side
begins to acquire near real-time capabilities to detect, track and
target mobile ICBMs (a capability General Chain recently touted in
a press interview), the advantages of rail-basing will dissipate,
even if we did disperse the trains on strategic warning. The main
point, though, is that banning the mobile MIRVs is just a stage on
the road to a genuinely more stable strategic balance in which all
land-based MIRVs are banned.

I think the strategic arguments for this idea are sound. But
the issue cannot be debated in a political vacuum. With a U.S.
proposal to ban mobile MIRVs, a majority in Congress might be
willing, albeit reluctantly so, to go along with RGMX. With the
proposal, I can argue that in voting funds for MX, they support a
negotiating position that will lead to elimination of the rebasing
of MX and destruction of the Soviets’ SS-24 rail mobile ICBM
systems. In addition, some who are currently opposed to Midgetman
may reluctantly support that program if they think there is a
serious prospect that START will ban RGMX, thereby making
Midgetman our only option for achieving mobility in the ICBM
force.

Let me add one other dimension. We have to start looking
ahead to the START ratification hearings. The intelligence
community has cautioned that Soviet rail-based ICBMs present
especially difficult verification problems and that it would be
harder to verify Soviet compliance with a numerical ceiling on
rail-based ICBMs than a numerical limit on truck-mounted ICBMs.
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In addition, a ban on mobile MIRVed ICBMs would aid START
ratification by eliminating a particularly worrisome breakout
scenario. If the Soviets are not permitted a legal SS-24 force
under START, along with its whole deployment infrastructure, then
there would be no training, logistics, or deployment base for the
Soviets to exploit were they to try to hide a large force of
illegal SS-24 trains. In this case, the Soviets would not likely
take the risk of cheating. To be sure, the Soviets could covertly
hide SS-25s, but would they take this chance if every illegal
SS-25 got them only one additional warhead (versus 10 RVs for each
hidden SS-24)? Those who raised this argument with regard to the
secretly hidden SS-20 scenario during the INF ratification debate
did not get very far.

For all these reasons, I urge you to consider this proposal.
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Quotes on Mobile MIRVed Ban Proposal

Brent Scowcroft, Nick Brady, Harold Brown, Lloyd Cutler, John
Deutch, Al Haig, Richard Helms, Henry Kissinger, Mel Laird,
Bill Perry, Don Rumsfeld, Jim Schlesinger, and Jim Woolsey
(members of and counselors to the Scowcroft Commission),
December 9, 1987:

The rail-garrison basing for the MX missile, while
possessing attractive features, is not a substitute for
the Small Mobile ICBM, inasmuch as it requires
significant warning time to achieve survivability.

Harold Brown, Les Aspin, Bill Cohen, Joe Jordan, Bud
McFarlane, Sam Nunn, John Warner,and Jim Woolsey (CSIS
"Discussion Group on Strategic Policy"), January 1989:
We should ... give consideration to proposing a
continued ban on multiple independently targetable
reentry vehicle (MIRVed) mobile systems in view of their
more accelerated effects in cheating scenarios. A trade
of the MX for the SS-24 deserves serious consideration.

Admiral William Crowe (former JCS Chairman), February 2,
1990:

That [banning mobile MIRVed ICBMs] absolutely makes
eminently good sense ... I would buy it in a heartbeat.

General David Jones (former JCS Chairman), February 2, 1990:
I would try, for example, the rail mobile MX and the
SS-24. I think it was a good idea to try to trade that
off.

General John Vessey (former JCS Chairman), February 2, 1990:
I would sure try to get rid of MIRVed mobiles in the
negotiating side of the house, and not have to deploy
the rail mobile MX.

Harold Brown, February 6, 1990:

I think that would be a very good trade.

Senator Wallop, February 6, 1990:

It would be a good trade-off.
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Soviet Marshal Akhromeyev, July 28, 1989:

If there appeared any specific proposals on this
particular isue, then the Soviet Union will [consider
them] with the greatest care and attention. I consider
this to be a serious kind of proposal and I now confirm
this here today.

Soviet General Chervov, January 21, 1990:

I believe it is possible [to ban mobile MIRVed ICBMs].
[Both sides] would win by eliminating a great number of
MIRVed missiles, provided that no additional such
missiles are created.

Richard Perle, January 24, 1990:

For the foreseeable future, I believe we can safely
reduce the investment we make in protecting against a
massive surprise Soviet nuclear attack... I would not
proceed with either the Midgetman or the rail mobile MX.

General Chain, February 17, 1990:

[I am] stroﬁgly opposed. I don’t think the Soviets
would have one hiccup with us having the rail-garrison
Peacekeeper.

Secretary Cheney, February 1, 1990:

In terms of the notion of a trade-off between the SS-24
and the Peacekeeper, I would have problems with that,
primarily because I do not think you want to get into a
position where the final result is the Soviets have
mobile missiles and we do not and because at this time
the Peacekeeper is our only system that is likely to be
operational any time in the near future. The Small ICBM
comes into the force in the last nineties. We would end
up -- if you were to cut that kind of deal -- where the
Soviets would give up their SS-24 on rail and presumably
they would keep those in silos and we would keep ours in
silos, and the Soviets would have several hundred
SS-25s.
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February 23, 1990

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Senator John Warner

RE: Comments on Proposals to Ban Mobile MIRVed ICBMs

A major reason for building the MX missile arose out of SALT
I counting rules, which limited missile launchers but placed no
direct limit on the number of warheads. The United States and the
Soviet Union were thus encouraged to build large missiles with as
many warheads as possible to maximize their capabilities under a
SALT I Treaty. This was later codified in SALT II in the form of
limits on nuclear delivery vehicles, although an attempt was made
to limit MIRVed warheads on individual missiles. In START, we are
moving away from counting only nuclear delivery vehicles by
including limitations on the number of overall warheads and
indirect limits on missile throwweight. These circumstances,
combined with significant increases in missile accuracy over the
years, contribute to MIRVed ICBMs becoming less militarily useful.

For these reasons, I am in basic agreement with Senator Nunn
on the proposals put forward yesterday and today in our private
meetings with you. However, I stress the need that any such
proposal be coupled with an accelerated and serious Small ICBM
(SICBM) program that provides for research, development, and
production of the missile along with an advanced mobile launcher
development program.

In assessing the proposals, certain Congressional
considerations must be addressed.

First, while I favor long-term support for deployment of the
SICBM program, it is not clear that Congressional support for it
can be sustained for two or three years (or even one year).
Sustained support for the SICBM could be especially difficult in
the House of Representatives. If we are successful in banning all
MIRVed ICBMs, but are not successful in funding deployment of the
SICBM, we will have no modern ICBM for the early 21st century.

Second, banning all MIRVed ICBMs creates complexities from
the monitoring/verification perspective. It is not difficult to
refit certain classes of single-warhead ICBMs with a MIRVed
warhead configuration in a short period of time. For example, the
existing Soviet single-warhead SS-25 road mobile missile could be
refitted with the three-warhead SS-20 reentry vehicle, since they
are of similar design. Consequently, any comprehensive MIRVed ban



will require strict limitations on missile throwweight and
intrusive monitoring provisions to preclude circumvention.

Third, while some Soviet officials have voiced support for a
possible ban on mobile MIRVs, the Soviets have made an enormous
investment in their rail-based ICBM program, the SS-24. The
Soviets have rarely, if ever, negotiated away a major strategic
system when no counterpart exists in the U.S. inventory. The mere
tabling of a mobile MIRVed ICBM ban could reduce support for Rail
Garrison MX (RGMX) in Congress. Members may not be interested in
funding a $2.2 billion bargaining chip this year, even if the
obligation rate is slowed. Indeed, Congressman Aspin stated
during a recent hearing that the House would not fund RGMX as a -
bargaining chip. Thus, we may find ourselves with a cancelled
RGMX program and the Soviet Union unwilling to negotiate a ban on
their mobile MIRVed ICBMs.

Fourth, as Senator Nunn noted in his memorandum, technology
may soon permit detection of rail-based ICBMs in almost real
time. However, such technolegy also could be used to detect
road-mobile ICBMs. Such a development would suggest a move to ban
all MIRVed ICBMs--particularly the Soviet heavy ICBM, the
SS-18--and deployment of the SICBM in existing Minuteman silos.
Soviet willingness to eliminate their SS-18 and all other MIRVed
ICBMs is questionable. But, if we were to succeed in such a move
and actually begin to reduce the level of our land-based deterrent
with deployment of SICBMs in silos, it is my personal opinion that
strategic defenses will becoge even more important to protect our
reduced ICBM force and our C~ assets, as well as population
centers.

Having raised these concerns about the mobile MIRVed ICBM
proposal Senator Nunn and I have made to you, we nonetheless
believe that the uncertainty and conflict that now exists in
Congress over ICBM modernization could result in cancellation of
both programs. We believe that our proposal offers less risk than
does the statugs quoc.

Finally, since our propcsal has less risk than the current
budget proposal, it may now be appropriate tc consider a broader
approach that would include elimination of other MIRVed ICBMs.

You may wish tc consult with Secretary Cheney and other senior
advisors about the possibility of a proposal that would eliminate
our MX system, both rail- and silo-based, in return for the Soviet
elimination of all SS-24's and, most importantly, all SS-18's.

The tabling of such a proposal would raise few, if any, additional
Congressional concerns beyond those raised by our mobile MIRVed
ICBM proposal. At the same time, a successful outcome along these
lines would meet the long-term U.S. goal of truly enhanced
strategic stability.
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