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SEGRET CHRON Hl‘

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
SEeREP WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506 3749

May 10, 1990

o

ACTION

o VJW¢A/
MEMORANDUM FOR BRENT SCOWC?S?T i " ES /v},zé/viESD
THROUGH: ARNOLD KAN%%R/ROBERT BLA?KWILL :
FROM: HEATHER WILSO-N)%(
SUBJECT: CFE Initiative at the Moscow Ministerial

During the last round of the CFE negotiations the Soviets slowed
the pace considerably. To reach agreement on a CFE Treaty this
year, we will have to use the momentum of the Moscow Ministerial
and the Summit to reinvigorate the negotiations and reach closure
on key issues.

Secretary Baker’s letter to Allied counterparts at Tab A
describes a package of proposals on key issues which he intends
to discuss with Shevardnadze next week. You may want to discuss
this issue with the President rather than sending the memo at Tab
I. Draft elements of common ground which describe the proposals
in more detail are at Tab II.

These proposals have been cleared by Arnie’s Arms Control PCC,
although the elements of common ground paper is still a working
draft. Secretary Baker’s letter will have to be delivered in
NATO capitals no later than Monday morning.

Concurrence by: Philip Zelikow(b/
RECOMMENDATION
That you discuss this initiative with the President, or,

alternatively, that you sign the memo at Tab I.

Attachments
Tab I Memorandum to the President

Tab A Letter from Secretary Baker to NATO Counterparts
Tab II Draft Elements of Common Ground

DECLASSIFIED
e PER E.O. 13526
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SECRET

THE WHITE HOUSE
SEERET 3749

WASHINGTON

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: BRENT SCOWCROFT / %D

SUBJECT: CFE Initiative at the Moscow Ministerial
Purpose

To obtain your approval for Secretary Baker to present a package
of CFE proposals to the Soviets at next week’s Moscow Ministerial
in order to reach closure on major CFE issues by your Summit with
President Gorbachev. The proposals are described in a draft
letter from Secretary Baker to his NATO counterparts at Tab A.

Background

During the last round of the CPE negotiations, the Soviets slowed
the pace considerably. If we are to reach our goal of signing a
CFE Treaty at a CSCE Summit this fall, we must use the momentum
which will be generated by your Summit to reinvigorate the
negotiations and reach agreFment on key issues.

The proposals Secretary Baker would present are a balanced
package. On some issues, we would accommodate Soviet concerns in
exchange for their agreement to accommodate our concerns in other
areas. On other issues, we would propose to split the difference
between Eastern and Western positions. The key elements of the
package are:

== Agreement to a ceiling on combat aircraft which would be
higher than current NATO levels, thus giving the Warsaw Pact
de facto, but not de jure, superiority in land-based combat
aircraft. In exchange, land-based naval aircraft, including
the Backfire, would be covered in CFE, and the Soviets would
still have to destroy several thousand aircraft to get down
to a ceiling of up to 7,000. This would be the most
significant Western concession in the package. We believe,
however, that this proposal is a better alternative than
deferring the issue or having no limits on aircraft at all.

-SEEeREP- cc: Vice President
Declassify on: OADR Chief of Staff
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- Adjustment to a provision which would allow the Soviets to
have a slightly higher fraction of the total number of
forces in the area. We have proposed 30 percent; the
Soviets want 35-40 percent. We will propose 35 percent.

~= Agreement that equipment reduced must be destroyed so that
it cannot be restored to its military use. Within this
constraint, salvage will be allowed.

e Minor changes to lock in agreement on ground equipment
definitions splitting the difference between Eastern and
Western positions which are very close.

= Adjustments to our approach to verification which would
reduce the frequency of U.S. inspections in exchange for
increased U.S. representation on multilateral inspection
teams and a complementary regime of aerial inspection.

The risk of this strategy is the possible reaction of our NATO
Allies. While Secretary Baker will describe our approach in his
letter to his NATO counterparts, these new proposals will not be
agreed NATO positions. While some Allies might welcome U.S.
leadership, other Allies might object to the United States
negotiating on behalf of the Alliance. The State Department
judges this risk to be acceptable under the circumstances.

This balanced package of proposals will be a litmus test of
Soviet intentions on conventional arms control. If Gorbachev
accepts it, or something close to it, we will have made
substantial progress toward completing a CFE Treaty this year.
If he does not, we will know that despite our major effort to
accommodate Soviet concerns, the Soviets will have blocked
closure.

RECOMMENDATION

That you approve the initiative along the lines described in the
letter from Secretary Baker at Tab A.

Approve Disapprove

Attachment

Tab A Letter from Secretary Baker to NATO Counterparts
SEEREP-
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L. SECREF - ENTIRE TEXT. ; AR s
5. LMAASSIES IN NATO CAPTTALS SHOULD PASS THE LETTER AT X
GARA 7 FROM SECRETARY BAKLCR TO FORLIGN MINISTER AS SOON AS

"ONSIOLE. USNATO SHOULD DIRECT IT TO SECRETARY GENERAL 8
WOFRNER. LONDON. PARISy BONN, AND USNATO SHOULD MODIFY

LETTER PFR PARAS 3. 4. 5+ AND t RESPECTIVELY. THERE WILL

BE NO SIGNED ORIGINAL. -

J. 1OR LONDON: INSERT THE FOLLOWING PARAGRAPH AT THE : E
OPENING OF THE LETTER: | &
BEGIN TEXT: | ‘ﬁ
AS PRCSIDENT BUSH AND PRINME MINISTER THATCHER AGREED AT = - 33

BLRMUDA. WL NEED TO MOVE AHEAD SYIFTLY TO BRING THE CFE
NI GOTTATIONS TO CLOSURL. I ®lLL MLET ON WEDNESDAY WiTH
ADZF. AND THRIE FEY SUMKIT e o

FORETGN MINISTER SHFVAKRDN
ORBACHEV WIIL TA¥I PLACE IN THE

MITTINGS WITH PRESIDENT 6
Ni AR TUTURL -- MLETINGS WLTH PRONIDENT MLTTCRRAND«
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NtRtT PAGE @2

PRCSIDENT BUSI. AND PRIME RINISTER THATCHER. WE SHOULD

1St THL OPPORTUNITY AL
IN AN AGREEMENT ON THE OUTSTANDING SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES IN

CFC.

END TEXT.

w. TOR PARIS: TINSERT THE FOLLOWING PARAGRAPH AT THE
OPENING OF THE LETTER:

BFGIN TEXT:

A\ PPRFSIDENTS BUSH AND MITTERRAND AGRFED AT KEY LARGO. WE
NIETD TO MOVE AHEAD SWIFTLY TO HRING THE CI'FE NEGOTIATIONS
TO (1OSHKF. I WILL MCET ON WEDNESDAY WiTH FORLIGN
MINISTER SHEVARDNADZE. AND THREE KLY SUMMLIT MEETINGS WITH
PRENIDINT GORBACHEV WILL TAKE PLACE IN THL NEAR FUTURE --
MLETINGS WITH PRESIDENT MITTERRAND, PRESIDENT BUSH. AND
PRINE MINISTCR THATCHER. WE SHOULD USE THE OPPORTUNITY
ALl OF THESE MEETINGS PROVIDE TO LOCK 1IN AN. AGREENENT. ON

THf OUTSTANDING SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES IN CFE. .

END TEXT. |
INSERT THE FOLLOWING SENTENCE AT THE END OF THE FINAL
PARAGRAPH OF THE LETTER: S .

BFGIN TEXT:

ITTERRAND'S MEETING ON MAY 25+ I

IN 1 IGHT OF PRESIDENT N
TOUCH WITH YOU ON THE RESULTS OF MY

Wil L 8L IMMEDIATELY IN
[ FFORT TN HOSCOM.

CND TEXT.
5. FOR BONN: REPLACE LAST SENTENCE OF LETT[R-HITH-THE
FOLLOWING PARAGRAPH:

BFGIN TEXT:

UR VIFWS ON HOW WE MIGHT BEST PROC;ED

NS TO CLOSURE. THE VISIT OF
STERS GENSCHFR AND STOLTENBERG TO .

WL WOULD WCLCOME YO
IN MOVING THE NEGOTIATIO
(HANCELLOR KOHL AND MINI

WANHINTON NLXT WEEK PROV
1y 10 DISCUSS OUR'IDEAS IN MORE DETAIL.

I'ND TEXT.

L OF THESE MEETINGS PROVIDE TO LOCK:

IDES AN EXCFLLENT OPPORTUNITY FOR ™~
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AL man PAGE 3

h. FOR USNATO: INSERT

THE FOLLOWING PARAGRAPH AT THE
OPLNING OF THE LCTTER: o ,

'

BEGIN TEXT:

AN YOU AND PRESIDENT RUSH AGREED WHFN YOU MET RECENTLY IN
WASHINGTON, WC NEED TO nove AHFCAD SWIFTIY TO BRING THE CFE
Ni GOTIATIONS TO CLOSURL. 1 WILL MeLT ON WEDNESDAY WITH
FORI TGN MINISTER SHEVARDNADZE. AND THREE KEY SURMAIT

Mt TINGY WITH PRESIDENT GORBACHEV WTLL TAKE PLACE IN THE
NI AR FUTURE -- MCETINGS WITH PRLS]D[NF-HETTERRAND»
pPRESIDENT BUSH. AND PRINE MINLISTER THATCHER. WE SHOULD
UNF THE OPPORTUNITY ALL OF THLSF MEETINGS PROVIDE TO LOCK
IN AN AGREEMENT ON THE OUTSTANDING SURSTANTIVE ISSUES IN

(FL .

FND TEXT.

7. BEGIN TEXT OF LETTER FOR ALL NATO CAPITALS:

DEAR  —-mmm====<

AN WP DISCUSSED AT THE MAY 3 MEFTING OF THE NAC. THE PACE
of THL (FE TALKS HAS SLOWED CONSTDERABLY IN RECENT WEEKS.
1 IHMINK WE wWOULD ALL AGRCE THAT WF ARE WITNESSING RORE
THAN JUST NEGOTIATING TACTICS ON THE PART ¢F THE SOVIETS.
THt DISINTFGRATION OF THE WARSAb PACT. STRIEEAN UNIFICATION,
AND SOVIET INTERNAL PROBLLMS HAVE PUT A,CFC_AGREEHENT IN A
PDIFFTRENT LIGHT FOR THE SOVIETS. SORE IN HOSCOW MAY EVEN
8L QUISTIONING WHETHER A CFLC AGREEMENT iS STILL IN THEIR

INTEREST.

WE ALl NEED TO STRESS IN OUR MEETINGS
Wl TH THE SOVIETS THE CONTINUING CENTRAL JMPORTANCE OF CFE
To FUTURF DEVELOPMENTS IN CUROPE. SIGNING A CFE AGREEMENT

[% [SSENTIAL TO A CSCE sumnITv. THERE CAN BE NO NEW
NECURLITY RELATTONSHIPS IN LUROPL OF THE KIND A CSCE SUNMNMIT

M1GHT BFGIN TO EXARMINE WITHOUT (FE. B
oW WILLINGNESS TO TAKE

A SOLID CTE AGREEMENT.
TO SUMMIT.

AN T SAID LAST WEEK.

AT IHt SAMF TIME. WE NCED TO SH

SOVICT CONCERNS INTO ACCOUNT.
Al ONG THE BASIC LINES AGREED TO AT LAST MAY*'S NA

[\ IN THE INTEREST OF ALL PARTIES.

IN THIS CONNECTION. WE WILL NCED TO 1.OOK AT POSSIBLE
ALJUNTHENTS TO SORC ASPLCTS OfF ok PONTTION. AS WE HAVE
potit PERTODICALLY IN THE NEGOTIATIONS.

SEEREF
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Attt PAGE M

MINISTFER SNKVARDNAD7[ ON

Wi DNESDAY. MAY lb. PROVIDLS AN OPPORTUNITY TO GAUGE SOVIET
VILWS ON CFF. 1 PROPOSE TO PROU SOVIFT POSITIONS BY
DISCUNSING W.S. IDEAS IN KEY AREAS -~ AREAS WHERE BRIDGING
CHRRIONT DIFFERFNCES IS CRUCIAL T0 BRINGING THC

NI GOTLATIONS TO CLOSURE. SORE or THENF IDLAS HAVE BEEN
PINCUNSED WITHIN THL ALLTANCF IN GINTRAL TrRMS, BUT I WwILL
PRENENT THESE SOLELY AN .S vICu¥S THAT STILL REQUIRE

ALLTED AGREEMENT .

MY MrETING WITH FORTU TGN

My PRPOSE TN DISCHUSNING THCSE 1DEAN witt B8C TO MOVE THE
Nt .OTTATLONS TO CLOSURL . IN ADDITION TO PROBING SOVIET
POTI1OM LINES AND INDICATING OUR WILLINGNESS TO TAKE SOVIET
CONCERNS INTO ACCOUNT. I will MAKL (LLAR THAT THE SOVIETS
Wit NAVE TO ACCOMMODATE ALLIED NEFDN AS WELl. WE WwILL
REIORT BACK TO THE ALLTANCF AND MAKE RFCOMMENDATIONS FOR
YONK (ONSTDFRATLON. [T THE SOVIFTY ARE FORTHCOMING. NATO
com Db THEN 8E IN A POSITLON TO TABLF A PACKAGE IN V1ENNA
Wl THE 0BJELCTIVE OF SEEKING TO RFSOLVE MOSNT 0 THE

Kt MATNING MAJOR SHURNTANTIVE ISSUFS TN THE TALKS AS EARLY
AN THE JUNL NAC. AS T SFEIT, Tt CRUCIAL OUTSTANDING

[LAUES ARE AS FOLLOWS:

I woutDd SFEK To IDENTIFY A posSIBLE MIDDLE

THE CHRRENT SOVICT AND NATO POSITIONS. IN
PARTICULAR. I cuLD EXPLORE THE POSSIBILITY OF AN OUTCOME
THAT MLIGHT PERMIT AN OVERALL LINIT ~-- ON (OMBAT AIRCRAFT
{ INCLUDING LAND-RASFED NAVAL AIR). AIKR pLITNSE
INTFRCEPTORS. AND (OﬂBAT-CAPABl[ TRAINLRS -- IN THE
LL.onnes. T wouLbd STRESS THAT LINTTATIONS ON LAND-BASED

NAVAL AIR ARE FSSENTTAL.

CHEFTCTENCY RULE: THIS TS ONE OF THE KEY CLCMENTS OF THE
NATO PONITION. THE SOVIETS HAVE ACCCPTED THE PRINCIPLE oOF
A SUEFTCLENCY RULE. BUT HAVE ARGULD FOR A HIGHER LINIT. I
{NTIND TO EXPLORE THE POSSIBILITY oF 1 0OCKING IN SOVIET
ACCILIPTANCE OF A SUFFI(I[NCY RULL AT A LEveL BETWEEN THE

f 1,URTS UNDER pISCUSSION IN VIENNA.

AITPCRAET:
(RONND BFTWEEN

CITECTIVE VERIFICATION IS A CTNTRAL PILLAR

01 NATO'S PROPOSALS. THE SOVIETS HAVE ARGUED THAT THE
NIFRE R OF INSPECTIONS Wi, HAVE PROPONED IS T0O HIGH. I
WOt D LTHE TO FTND A WAY TO MEFT SOVIET (ONCFRNS WHTLE
ProVIDING FOR STRINGENT INSPECTION DURING THI BASLLINE.
PENTRUCTLION, AND RFSTDIAL PHASEN O 1ML FMENTATION.

Vi RITTCATION:

CROUND ERUIPMENT: RILSOIUTION Of THE ARMOR PDLIINLTIONS 1S
[1PERATIVE 1OKR (L TO MOVE ANLAD. i THERLVORE wiLl URGE

SEEREF
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THi SOVILTS TO comt TO CLOSURE RAPIDIY ON A HMIDDLE GROUND
B IWEEN CURRENT NATO AND SOVIET PONITIONS .

I WiLL RAKL CLEAR TO THE SOVIFTS THAT WE

1 I2E L INTTATIONS ON U.S. AND SOVIET

R DEFLNSF. AND ALR FORCE PERSONNEL IN
TREATYY TEXT PROVIDED THEY AGRET TO DEFER ANY ADDITIONAL

Dt MANDN FOR PEKSONNIL FINITS TO A fOLLOW-ON NEGOTIATION.

Wt Wittt PAKE CI.EAR OUR VIEUQTHA]\UF YoULD RF PREPARED T0 .
ADDKRESS A RANGE oF (SSULS. AS | OUTLTINED AT THE MAY 3 NACD
IMCEUDTNG THE QULSTLON OF FURTHER LIRLTS ON CONVENTIONAL
porcEN IN A CENTRAL RFGION. AS PART Of A CFU TOLLOW-ON

w1 TH THL SARE MLMBLRSHIP AND MANDATE AS THF CURRENT TALKS.

(11 1OLLOW=-ON:
ART PREPARED TO0 TINA
\TATIONLD GROUND . AJ

PEATRDCTTON: DISCUNSIONS IN VIENNA HAVF SHOWN A
( ONVIRGINCE OF VILWS ON WAYS TO0 DPLSTROY ﬂ]l]TARY CAPACITY

o1 [TQUIPMENT BEING REDUCED . Wt woul b’ LIKC To NAIL THIS
POUN.

1t Tut SOVTETS PROVE RECFPTIVE TO 1DfAS SUCH AS THESE. WE
Witl WANT TO WORK OUT DETAILED PROPOSALS WITHIN NATO AND
pul THEM ON THE TABLE IN VIENNA AN \OON AS pOSSIBLE. wE
SHO D MAKE EVERY EFTORT TO REACH RAPID AGREEMENT WITH THE
AT AT THE NEGOTIATIONS. THE U.S.-SOVIET SUMMIT FRORM MAY
111 10 JUNE 3 WTLL PROVIDE YET ANOTHER OPPORTUNITY TO

D1 CUSS QUTSTANDING ISSUES.-

APPROACH SUCH AS I HAVFE OUTLINED CAN HELP
OTTATION TO THE OUTCOME WE ALL
COMMON EFFORT TO PUT INTO PLACE
SCCURITY IN EUROPE.

| HEtIFVE AN
move THIN TOP-PRIORITY NFG
\fL¥F. AND THUS ADVANCE OUR
AN ENDURING STRUCTURE OF STABILFTY AND

< ON THESE IDEAS AND HOW WE MIGHT

1 wourDd WFLCOME YOUR VIEW
£ NEGOTIATIONS To CLOSURE.

Ri ST I'ROCEED IN MOVING TH
SINCERELY
//STOGNEDZ/

JAMLS A. BAKER. 111

t ND TEXT.
Yy
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Elaponts.nf Comman Oround -- CT8 AIRCRAFI

{ *Y1: we should explore with the goviots the possibility ot
scheduled rnductions over time in the various sircraft ceilings
(e.g., agrecing to tota) ot 6900 sircraft, but with reductions
of 100 per year for nine years. ending up at 6000). This
approach, it acceplted by Lhe Boviets, might allow us to sccept
an ipiti9l ajrcratt total of 7000 or greater, 38 long as the
scheduled reductions tesulted in a total of less than 7000.

End FYT. |

( FY1: If the Soviets reject the possibility of scheduled
reductions, and if necessary to reach agreement, we can incresse

Lhe aircraft ceilings described below by 3 cumulative total of
up Lo 700, dinstributed a8 tactically sppropriate among any or
all of the combat ajrcraft, interceptor, and CCT categories.

Fnd FYI. )

Combat airctraft

|. There will be 2 ceiling of 4700 combat aircraft for each
shall be subject to the

group of States pParties.  This ceiling
sufficiency rule. Current types of combat aircraft shall be

jdentified on an- agreed list. '
except for maritime patrol

2. Land-based naval combat aircraft,
4700 combat aircraft

aircratt (MPA), shall be counted in the
ceiling.

Macjxime_natxolalixc:atx

1. Each group of States Parties undertakes not to increase its

current level of MPA in the area of application.

2. Current types of MPA shall be igdentified on an agreed list;
be negotiated

future types shall be subject to 3 definition to
by the parties in Vienna. ’ S '

Aix_deignae_inkexceéhnxl
arate limit of 750 aii defense

1. There will be a sep
This limit

interceptors for each group of btates parties.
~hall not be subject to the sufficiency rule.

2. The respective groups of States Parties shall designate
ect to Lhis limit--under the proviso

which aircraft are subj
that a State Party’s entire holdings of a type., or .sub-type, of
aircraft shalluhpvq to be so designated. T

DECLASSIFIED
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Combat-capsbla_tralness . _
neparate limit of 730 combat-caphble
group of States Pacties. This limit
ficiency tule.

]. Thore.will bhe @
tialners (CCTn) tor cach
shall not be gubjoct Lo the suf

2. CCTs shall be defined as iwo-seat training variants of
single scat combat ajtciaft or of single-seat air defense
interceptors. Types of two-seal trainers without variants that
are combat aircraft or interceptors also may be designated as
CeTs. | FYI: This formulation would permit placing all Alphs
JeLs, Hawks, and/or CASA-101s in this category. The Allies
4150 have the option of declaring aany of tgost types to be
rainers. End FYI. ]

combat aircraft, interceptors, ot primary
Cucrent types of CCTs shall be identified on an agreed list.

Primary _trainoIs

1. Primary trgine(s shall not be
limitation. '

subject to direct numerical

2. Primary trainers shall be subject to Lhe same dats exchange
and inspection tequirements as lJimited aircraft types.

3. Current types of primary trainers shall be jdentified on an
agreed list. NOo new armaments shall be added to existing
primary trainers. Future.types of primary trainers shall not

be armed for combat. - .. . ..o T
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. pJenanta_of_Common Oround--QIHSR CFK_ISSUXS |

Gulficlisncy. Rule

1. Fach State Party shall hold no more than 32.9% percent

of the total level permitted within the

--battle tanks;
--armored combat vohiclclf
--#rtiliéty} | T
--combat aircraft: or
--attack helicopters.

| FYI: To reach agreement,
up to 35 percent. End FYI. )

personnel. Limits

1. Limits on stationed us
air forces personnel shall ¢

sone of application of:

we can accept a sufficiency rule of

and Soviet ground, air defense, and
onstitute the only reference to

military personnel ceilings in the CFE Treaty.

2. The follow-on agreemen

iptcr alia, the question O
forces in the Central Region.

Destruction oﬁ_ILB.Langpt-neloa)

1. Reduction of equipment in exces
destiuction. ; ‘

2. Destructibn will remove the military
equipment sO that it cannot be restored.

t to the CFE Treaty should address,
f further limitations on conventional

s of ceilings shall be by

capability of

3. Salvage of components of -destroyed equipment will be

permitted.

paramilitary Forces .

- e P

1. Restrictions will be placed on paramilitary forces to. curd

their potential for circumvention of CFE

l;-itl on conventional

armed forces. . . A .. L

- e
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voritication

I. Tho level oOf baseline inapactions will be 25\ below that in
NATU'a current proposal; base) ina inspections tor a group of
lales Parties may be conducte) by a 8 mix of national and
miltinational teama.

1al inspections will be 25\ less

). °The proposed lovel of resid
but complemented by short-

than in NATO'S current proposal,
not ice aerial inspuction and cooperative measures. ryr: 1If

needad to get short-notice, we can accept somewhat simpler

platforms and sensors than in Open Skies. End FYI.

es Parties may conduct continuous
gle, sultinational

of that gQroup.

3. Fach group of Stat
observation st destruction sites with sin

Leams cather than teams trom each member¥
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Elemonta af _COMMOD ground.- CrE G

Detilo Tanks
L. There shall be a ceiling of 20,000 battle tanks pet
qroup of States Parties. .

s nhall be dnflned s tracked vehicles

2. Battle tank
c tons and wheeled vehicles weighing

weighing at least 13 metri
ot lcast 17 metric tons.

3.'Thin definition shall be based on the
3 vechicle.

unladen weight of

11 not include any reference to the

4. The definition sha
sam entry in ACV category. End FYI1. |

number of seats. [ FY1:

Astillery

1. The ceiling shall be 17,500 per group of States Parties.

2. The definition shall be as put aside in Vienna on

october 17, 1989.

armored_Combat. Yehicles

1. The ceiling shall be 30,000
parties. [FYI: If necessary .o reac

low as 28,000. End FY1.]

0 ACV ceilinqg, there shall be a
AlFVs and HACVs. Within the 17,000

ACVs per group of States
h agreement, we Can go as

2. Within the 30,00

subceiling ol 17,000 on
AFIV/HACV subceiling, there s
-

a HACV shall include a minimum
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MEMORANDUM FOR BRENT SCOWCROFT jﬁ— w
THROUGH : JOHN GORDON ( ing) /ROBERT BLACKWILL 4v é22~£;¢0wk
FROM: HEATHER WILSON{\— Nok o, e
.
SUBJECT: Moscow Ministerial: CFE Personnel Limits aual‘5

Bob Gates and Arnie Kanter sent us a cable from Moscow last night ﬁA“(xI
(Tab II). Based on his conversation with you on Sunday, Jim

Woolsey wants to tell the Soviets that we could agree to a

provision in CFE I that, among other issues, forces in central

Europe, includin rsonnel, could be dealt with in CFE II.

Including the provision in CFE I is not controversial. The
phrase "including personnel" goes beyond the position we have
taken with the Germans, and in the Two Plus Four negotiations.
Bob, Arnie, and Jim Baker all think that this is premature and,
if not worked out with the Germans in particular, could be
damaging. We agree. The draft message from you at Tab I makes
this clear.

RECOMMENDATIQON

That you send the message at Tab I. é§f2<f

Attachments
Tab I Draft Reply to Gates and Kanter
Tab II Incoming Message from Gates and Kanter
DECLASSIFIED
J— PER E.O. 13526
MR
Declassify on: OADR 3007-0717—
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A PLEASE DELIVER THE FOLLOWING MESSAGE TO

ROBERT GATES AND ARNOLD KANTER FROM BRENT SCOWCROFT
BEGIN TEXT:

L. -SECRET—- ENTIRE TEXT.

2. CONCUR WITH YOUR ASSESSMENT. WE SHOULD STICK TO THE
DECISION TAKEN BY THE EUROPEAN STEERING GROUP AND PRINCIPALS.
WHICH HAS BEEN PREVIOUSLY DISCUSSED WITH THE GERMANS AND WITH
THE ALLIES: THE U.S. SUPPORTS FOLLOW-ON NEGOTIATIONS TO CFE
TALKS WITH THE SAME MEMBERSHIP AND MANDATE AS THE CURRENT TALKS
THESE FOLLOW-ON NEGOTIATIONS WOULD ADDRESS A RANGE OF ISSUES.
INCLUDING THE QUESTION OF FURTHER LIMITATIONS ON CONVENTIONAL

FORCES IN A CENTRAL ZONE.

3. THERE 1S NO NEED TO GO FURTHER AT THIS TIME WITH THE SOVIETS
OR WITH KOHL.

END TEXT DECLASSIFIED IN PART

DECL: OADR PERE.O. 13526
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PLEASE DELIVER THE FOLLOWING MESSAGE TO BOB GATES AND ARNOLD
KANTER IN SECRETARY BAKER’S PARTY FROM BRENT SCOWCROFT.

1. SEERET - ENTIRE TEXT.

2. CONCUR WITH YOUR ASSESSMENT. WE SHOULD STICK TO THE DECISION
TAKEN BY THE EUROPEAN STEERING GROUP AND PRINCIPALS, WHICH HAS
BEEN PREVIQUSLY DISCUSSED WITH THE GERMANS AND WITH THE ALLIES:
THE U.S. SUPPORTS FOLLOW-ON NEGOTIATIONS TO CFE TALKS WITH THE
SAME MEMBERSHIP AND MANDATE AS THE CURRENT TALKS; THESE FOLLOW-
ON NEGOTIATIONS WOULD ADDRESS A RANGE OF ISSUES, INCLUDING THE
QUESTION OF FURTHER LIMITATIONS ON CONVENTIONAL FORCES IN A
CENTRAL ZONE. :

3. THERE IS NO NEED TO GO FURTHER AT THIS TIME WITH THE SOVIETS
OR WITH KOHL.
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MEMORANDUM FOR BRENT SCOWCROFT
FROM: ARNOLD KANTéQ%iOBERT BLACKWI?lCE

SUBJECT: Your May 25 Meeting on Arms Control

We understand that this meeting has been called at Secretary
Cheney’s request. His staff is not sure what his specific agenda
is. He evidently wants to concentrate on issues related to CFE,
including manpower limits, treatment of the Bundeswehr, and the
Two Plus Four talks. He also may want to take stock of where we
are on other arms control issues on the eve of the U.S.-Soviet
Summit.

MANPOWER ISSUES

Limits on the Bundeswehr. In Moscow, the Soviets proposed what
amounted to a three part approach. First was a separate U.S.-

Soviet deal on stationed manpower based on the Ottawa agreement.
They even proposed that it be signed at next week’s U.S.-Soviet

Summit. Second was a call for limitations on the armed forces of
a united Germany that would be discussed and decided in the Two
Plus Four talks (and perhaps "reflected" in CFE). Third, if the

U.S. were prepared to agree to these two proposals, the Soviets
said that all other manpower issues could be deferred to follow-
on negotiations.

Baker said "no" both to a separate U.S.-Soviet agreement on
stationed manpower that would precede CFE, and on dealing with
the Bundeswehr in the Two Plus Four talks. Drawing on the
language he used in his NAC intervention, Baker did indicate that
he understood Soviet concerns, and that CFE follow-on
negotiations could consider a range of issues, including the
question of further limits on armed forces in a central zone.

(He may have been both more sympathetic and direct in his one-on-
one talks with Shevardnadze.)

Jim Woolsey has just reported from Vienna (cable at Tab 1) that
Genscher is floating a new idea on CFE manpower limits that he
might have raised with Shevardnadze. The FRG ambassador to the
CFE has told Jim that Genscher is willing to propose a formal
commitment in CFE I to negotiate personnel limits in CFE II.

SECRET DECLASSIFIED
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Such personnel limits (e.g., no more than 400,000 from any one
country in a specified zone) would result in the cap on the
Bundeswehr that the Soviets seek. The zone would be drawn in
such a way as to capture Soviet manpower in the Western Military
Districts, which among other things would avoid singularizing the
Germans. Jim reports that Genscher is ready to make such a deal
in CFE I if that is what it takes to close the deal, make
progress on CFE, and remove a major roadblock in the Two Plus
Four talks.

The Soviets now have about 1,000,000 men in this zone. The
Genscher proposal would involve some intricate, if not dubious,
arithmetic to describe how a nominal Soviet manpower limit of
400,000 might be achieved, including the exclusion of Soviet
forces in the GDR because they will be "in transition," and the
assumption that other Soviet forces will be withdrawn in any
event from Eastern Europe. In brief, it is not obvious that the
Soviet requirement for a cap on the Bundeswehr and the German
requirement that they not be singularized can be readily
reconciled by this Genscher proposal.

Despite Jim’s positive response to the FRG CFE ambassador, we
should not be too quick to endorse the Genscher initiative.
Stoltenberg told you earlier this month: "We cannot accept a
singularization, not just of Germany, but also of the Central
region." We need to determine the status of this reported move
with the German government, first in your (and Secretary Baker’s)
meetings with Genscher, and then with the Chancellery. Before we
react, we also will need to consider carefully whether this move
would open the door not to a deal but to negotiations on the size
of the Bundeswehr in CFE I, starting with a Soviet counter-
proposal that could--for example--ask for a lower cap (200,000?)
and not include the Western MDs. We could then find ourselves
bogged down into prolonged negotiations that could stall both

CFE I and a Soviet decision to accept German membership in NATO.

Ottawa Agreement. As he had promised Colin, Baker did probe
Soviet willingness to reopen the Ottawa agreement. After hinting
broadly in the group meeting, Baker asked Shevardnadze directly
in the one-on-one whether the Soviets would prefer the original
Gorbachev proposal for 195,000 in the ATTU to the 195,000/30,000
that subsequently had been agreed in Ottawa. Shevardnadze in
turn asked Baker which he would prefer. There the matter rests,
with each hinting but waiting for the other to act.

In what by now is a familiar refrain, Jim Woolsey suggests in his
cable that the Genscher proposal would effectively reopen Ottawa,
and that we take advantage of the opportunity to seek relief from

195,000/30,000.




OTHER CFE ISSUES

Following on the Baker letter to allies, we presented new U.S.
"ideas" on aircraft, verification, destruction, and armor
definitions to the Soviets in Moscow. They did not engage us on
any of them. We plan to press them again when the Soviet team
arrives in Washington over the weekend. State has suggested that
we try to persuade the Soviets to agree to a joint statement for
the Summit on CFE that at least would be exhortative, and
hopefully would record some "principles" and areas of progress.
We will be able to get a better idea of whether this is advisable
after we get a look at the statement they are drafting.

START

Arnie’s earlier memo (Tab II) reports on the current state of
play. His Ungroup agreed Tuesday that we should "trade" our
3000/3300 ICBM sublimit for virtually any Soviet concession in
order to get off the table a U.S. proposal that no one has taken
seriously for some time. We also agreed that a Backfire package
that capped production and prohibited giving the aircraft an
intercontinental capability (but did not get an explicit Soviet
commitment to limit Backfire in CFE) would be acceptable.

We do not believe that your meeting need return to any of the
outstanding START issues you previously considered.

Your meeting, however, could usefully address an issue related to
the proposed joint statement that records the sides’ substantive
agreement on major START issues. Each side has come up with its
own version of a long (10-20 page) technical summary of all the
things that have been agreed to date in START. We also will have
a 1-2 page political statement that the presidents could sign and
to which this technical summary could be attached.

Everyone agrees that the political statement is indispensable.
The question is whether, on balance, having a technical summary
that the presidents approve is a good idea. On the one hand, the
technical summary would demonstrate to all just how much has been
accomplished. In doing so, it would help resolve any doubts
about claims that "substantive agreement has been reached on the
major START issues" even though some issues remain to be settled.
It also would help lock in the agreement in a way that will make
it harder for the Soviets, especially the General Staff, to walk
back.

On the other hand, the technical summary is an effort to create
in about one day an authoritative encapsulation of the 400 page
JDT. As such, there are bound to be errors of commission and
omission. Arguably, these will be harder to remedy once the
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presidential blessing is given, especially if--as is likely--a
given error tends to favor one side or the other. 1In brief, we
could be buying ourselves a lot of aggravation down the road.

Unless the political arguments in favor of issuing a substantial

START document at the Summit are persuasive, we would tend to
question the wisdom of and necessity for the technical summary.

OTHER ISSUES

The bilateral agreement on CW is being finalized in New York. No
problems are expected and everything seems on track to have it
signed during the Friday signing ceremony.

The verification protocols to the nuclear testing treaties have
been completed and conformed. They are now being printed. They
will be ready for signing.

We will be working a joint statement on Open Skies with the
Soviet team that is arriving over the weekend in an effort to
impart some new momentum to those negotiations.

; Aci—
Concurrences by: Rich Davis, John don, Heather Wilson, and
Philip Zelt'v)qp'{ |
Attachments
Tab I Cable on Genscher Initiative on Personnel
Tab II May 23 Memo on Status of START Issues
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<SUBJ>SUBJECT: CFE: GENSCHER INITIATIVE ON PERSONNEL

<TEXT>

S-E—€TRTE T SECTION 01 OF 03 USVIENNA 01494

NODIS

FOR THE SECRETARY

ALSO PASS TO SECDEF CHENEY, CJCS POWELL, NATIONAL SECURITY
ADVISOR SCOWCROFT, ACDA DIRECTOR LEHMAN AND JUDGE WEBSTER
FROM AMBASSADOR WOOLSEY

E.O. 12356: DECL:0ADR

TAGS: KCFE, NATO, PARM

SUBJECT: CFE: GENSCHER INITIATIVE ON PERSONNEL

1. SECRET" - ENTIRE TEXT.

~BEGIN SUMMARY~

2. SUMMARY. FRG REP HARTMANN BRIEFED ME AND DEPREP
KAPLAN MAY 23 ON A CFE PERSONNEL INITIATIVE PLANNED BY

FOREIGN MINISTER GENSCHER. IN A NUTSHELL, HARTMANN DECLAS

SAID GENSCHER REMAINS OPPOSED TO DEALING WITH GERMAN SSIFIED
MILITARY FORCES IN THE TWO-PLUS-FOUR TALKS BUT SEEMS PER E.O. 12958
PREPARED TO OFFER A FORMAL COMMITMENT IN CFE-I TO AS AMENDED’
NEGOTIATE A SUFFICIENCY RULE ON PERSONNEL IN CFE-II, .

USING A SPECIFIC NUMBER OF PERSONNEL (RATHER THAN A CAP  2008.0753.MR
PERCENTAGE OF AN OVERALL TOTAL) WITHIN A SPECIFIC /42010

ZONE; HARTMANN MENTIONED 400,000 TROOPS AND ZONE 4.3,
WHICH INCLUDES THE SOVIET WESTERN MILITARY DISTRICTS
AS WELL AS BRITAIN, FRANCE AND ITALY. HE SAID THE
GERMANS ALSO COULD CONSIDER ACCEPTING SUCH A
"SUFFICIENCY RULE IN CFE-I, AS A FALLBACK, IF NECESSARY
TO CLOSE A DEAL. FRG REP SAID GENSCHER MIGHT RAISE
THESE IDEAS DURING HIS (NOW CONCLUDED) MAY 23 MEETING
WITH SHEVARDNADZE IN GENEVA AND HOPED THEY MIGHT
REMOVE SOVIET OBJECTIONS BOTH TO A CFE AGREEMENT AND
TO GERMANY’S MEMBERSHIP IN NATO.

3. WE SAID THAT WE WOULD FOLLOW THE FRG LEAD ON
ISSUES RELATED TO BUNDESWEHR LIMITS BUT ADDED, ON A
PERSONAL BASIS, THAT SUCH FORMAL COMMITMENTS,
SPECIFYING THE NUMBER OF PERSONNEL AND SPECIFIC ZONE,
COULD LEAD WASHINGTON TO SEE SUCH A MOVE AS DEPARTING
FROM THE OTTAWA UNDERSTANDING THAT THERE WOULD BE NO
OTHER PERSONNEL LIMITS IN CFE -- AN IMPORTANT PART OF
OTTAWA’S FRAMEWORK. THIS IN TURN COULD REQUIRE SOME
ADJUSTMENT OF THE OTTAWA PERSONNEL LIMITS IN ORDER TO
AFFORD MORE FLEXIBILITY FOR U-S- MANPOWER. HARTMANN
SAID THE FRG ALSO HAD BEEN THINKING ALONG THOSE
LINES. SEE COMMENT - PARA 16. SEPTEL ADDRESSES FRG
VIEWS ON AIRCRAFT, THE SUFFICIENCY RULE AND OTHER
MATTERS. END SUMMARY.

~END SUMMARY~

4. AMBASSADOR HARTMANN AND HIS DEPUTY MET WITH ME AND
DEPREP KAPLAN MAY 23 DIRECTLY FOLLOWING HIS RETURN




FROM BONN WHERE HE HAD CONFERRED WITH GENSCHER ALONE
FOR AN HOUR. HE FOUND GENSCHER CONCERNED THAT SOVIET
STALLING IN VIENNA, AND INSISTENCE ON COVERING GERMAN
MILITARY FORCES IN THE TWO-PLUS-FOUR TALKS, MIGHT
DELAY GERMAN UNIFICATION. GENSCHER WAS NOT PREPARED
TO ADDRESS THE BUNDESWEHR IN TWO-PLUS-FOUR TALKS. BUT

HARTMANN SAID GENSCHER NOW WAS WILLING TO UNDERTAKE A
NEW INITIATIVE ON GERMAN PERSONNEL IN THE CFE CONTEXT.
5. ACCORDING TO HARTMANN, GENSCHER PLANNED TO
EXPLORE WITH SHEVARDNADZE, IN GENEVA, A MUCH MORE
CONCRETE FORMULATION IN CFE-I FOR DEALING WITH
PERSONNEL IN CFE-II IN A WAY THAT WOULD LIMIT, INTER
ALIA, BUNDESWEHR PERSONNEL. SPECIFICALLY, THE GERMANS
WOULD OFFER A SUFFICIENCY RULE, CAST IN TERMS OF AN
ABSOLUTE NUMBER (NOT AS A PERCENTAGE OF AN OVERALL
TOTAL) AND A SPECIFIC ZONE, TO THE EFFECT THAT "NO
COUNTRY MAY DEPLOY MORE THAN (SAY) 400,000 GROUND AND
AIR FORCE PERSONNEL IN ZONE 4-3-" THE GERMAN IDEA IS
THAT THERE WOULD BE A FORMAL PROVISION IN A CFE-I
TREATY OR PROTOCOL COMMITTING SIGNATORY STATES TO
NEGOTIATE SUCH A SPECIFIC PROVISION IN CFE-II.

6. HARTMANN SAID THAT, SHOULD THIS PROPOSAL PROVE
UNACCEPTABLE TO MOSCOW, THE FRG MIGHT AGREE AS A
FALLBACK TO NEGOTIATE SUCH A PERSONNEL SUFFICIENCY
RULE IN A CFE-I TREATY ITSELF. IN EXPLAINING THIS
PROVISION, HARTMANN MADE LITTLE EFFORT TO DISGUISE
GENSCHER’S READINESS TO MOVE TO SUCH A "FALLBACK" TO
CLOSE A CFE DEAL AND REMOVE SOVIET OBSTACLES TO GERMAN
UNIFICATION. HARTMANN ALSO SAID THAT GENSCHER HOPED
SUCH A DEAL COULD REMOVE SOVIET OBJECTIONS TO
GERMANY’S MEMBERSHIP IN NATO.

7. HARTMANN POINTED OUT THAT A 400,000-MAN PERSONNEL
SUFFICIENCY RULE, FOR ZONE 4.3, WOULD HAVE THE EFFECT
OF CONCRETELY ACCOMMODATING THE SOVIET DESIRE TO PLACE
AN UPPER LIMIT ON THE COMBINED MANPOWER OF A UNIFIED
S E-6-R-E"T SECTION 02 OF 03 USVIENNA 01494

NODIS

FOR THE SECRETARY

ALSO PASS TO SECDEF CHENEY, CJCS POWELL, NATIONAL SECURITY
ADVISOR SCOWCROFT, ACDA DIRECTOR LEHMAN AND JUDGE WEBSTER
FROM AMBASSADOR WOOLSEY

E.O. 12356: DECL:OADR

TAGS: KCFE, NATO, PARM

SUBJECT: CFE: GENSCHER INITIATIVE ON PERSONNEL
GERMANY. IT ALSO WOULD LIMIT SOVIET PERSONNEL --
ABOUT 412,000, HE SAID -- IN THE SOVIET WESTERN
MILITARY DISTRICTS. FRENCH PERSONNEL -- NUMBERING
ABOUT 384,000 -- WOULD NOT HAVE TO BE CUT. (UK REP
LEVER TOLD ME AND KAPLAN EARLIER MAY 23 THAT BRITISH
MANPOWER (150,000 GROUND AND 70,000 AIR) WOULD FALL
WELL UNDER SUCH A NUMERICAL PERSONNEL SUFFICIENCY
RULE; LEVER EXPECTED THE UK GROUND FORCE NUMBER TO
FALL IN THE COMING YEARS TO ABOUT 100,000 AS THE SIZE
OF THE BRITISH ARMY ON THE RHINE DECLINED.)

8. COMMENT: ACCORDING TO OUR CALCULATIONS, THE
SOVIETS HAD SOME 1,000,000 PERSONNEL IN ZONE 4.3
BEFORE UNILATERAL REDUCTIONS BEGAN. THIS INCLUDES




TROCPS IN HUNGARY, CZECHOSLOVAKIA, THE GDR AND POLAND,
AS WELL AS IN THE WMDS. THIS TOTAL WILL FALL, OF
COURSE, AS FORCES ARE QULLED OUT OF CZECHOSLOVAKIA AND
HUNGARY, AND AS NOTED IN PARA. 12 BELOW, THE FRG
FORESEES EXCLUDING SOVIET PERSONNEL IN THE GDR FROM
THE SUFFICIENCY RULE, GIVEN THEIR TRANSITION-ONLY
STATUS. SOVIET PERSONNEL IN POLAND, HOWEVER, WOULD
PRESUMABLY STILL COUNT; ADDED TO FORCES IN THE WMDS,
THAT WOULD MAKE A TOTAL OF SOME 500,000 SOVIET
PERSONNEL SUBJECT TO A 4.3 SUFFICIENCY RULE. IF THE
SOVIETS RELOCATED FORCES BEING WITHDRAWN FROM EASTERN
EUROPE IN THE WMDS, THIS FIGURE WOULD BE EVEN HIGHER.

END COMMENT.

9. I TOLD HARTMANN THAT WE WOULD NOT BE OUT IN FRONT
ON THIS ISSUE, LOOKING INSTEAD TO THE FRG. KAPLAN
SAID THE INITIATIVE DESCRIBED BY HARTMANN APPEARED TO
BE VERY IMPORTANT.

10. I ALSO TOLD HARTMANN THAT, WHETHER AGREED IN
CFE-I OR CFE-II, A FORMAL COMMITMENT TO SUCH A
SPECIFIC NUMERICAL LIMIT ON THE BUNDESWEHR IN A
SPECIFIC REGION, COULD BE READ AS A DEPARTURE FROM THE
FRAMEWORK OF THE OTTAWA UNDERSTANDING, WHICH CLEARLY
RESTRICTED PERSONNEL LIMITS IN CFE TO U.S./SOVIET
STATIONED MANPOWER. SINCE THE BUNDESWEHR HAD BEEN --
AND REMAINED -- THE PRINCIPAL WESTERN SURGE FORCE,
LIMITING ITS SIZE AND THUS CAPABILITY WOULD SEEM TO
ALTER THE PREMISES UNDERLYING THE OTTAWA NUMBERS AND
STRUCTURE. IT SEEMED TO SUGGEST THE NEED FOR SOMEWHAT
GREATER FLEXIBILITY CONCERNING U.S- STATIONED
MANPOWER. HARTMANN SAID BONN WAS THINKING ALONG THESE
LINES.

11. ONE POSSIBILITY, I CONTINUED, WAS THAT SUCH A
DEPARTURE FROM THE OTTAWA FRAMEWORK COULD ENCOURAGE
RECONSIDERATION OF THE EARLIER GORBACHEV PROPOSAL FOR
EQUAL 195,000 OR 225,000 U.S./SOVIET STATIONED
MANPOWER IN EUROPE AS A WHOLE. WE INITIALLY HAD
PREFERRED TO OPT FOR THE 195,000/30,000 SPLIT BETWEEN
AN ADJUSTED CENTRAL ZONE AND THE REST OF EUROPE IN
ORDER TO COPE WITH THE NEED TO ESTABLISH THE PRINCIPLE
OF U.S.-SOVIET ASYMMETRY. BUT THE SOVIETS
SUBSEQUENTLY HAD INDICATED AGREEMENT WITH THE
HUNGARIAN IDEA OF BANNING THE STATIONING OF FORCES
WITHOUT BILATERAL AGREEMENTS. 1IN THAT CASE, THE
30,000 PROVISION MIGHT NO LONGER BE REQUIRED,
ASSUMING, OF COURSE, THAT THERE WAS GREATER
FLEXIBILITY IN THE BASING OF THE 195,000 U.S. TROOPS.
THIS WAS ONE IDEA; THERE MIGHT BE OTHERS.

12. HARTMANN SAID THE FRG ALSO WAS CONTEMPLATING AN
AGREEMENT WITH THE USSR CONCERNING SOVIET FORCES NOW
STATIONED IN THE GDR IN ORDER TO MAKE CLEAR THAT THE
BASING OF PERSONNEL THERE WAS "LIMITED IN TIME";
SOVIET FORCES NOW STATIONED IN THE GDR, THEREFORE,
WOULD NOT/NOT BE INCLUDED IN THE 4.3 SUFFICIENCY

RULE. HARTMANN ADDED THAT BONN ALSO WAS INVESTIGATING
THE LIKELY CONTENT OF THE PLANNED POLISH-SOVIET
STATIONING AGREEMENT.

13. I COMMENTED THAT GENSCHER’S CONCEPT, AS REPORTED




BY HARTMANN, WOULD CONSTITUTE A MAJOR STEP FORWARD IF
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IT ALSO SUCCEEDED IN REMOVING SOVIET OBJECTIONS TO
GERMANY’S NATO MEMBERSHIP. KAPLAN ADDED THAT SUCH A

BOLD STROKE ALSO COULD ACCORD A MAJOR POLITICAL

IMPETUS TO THE CFE NEGOTIATIONS AND TO THE OVERALL
EAST-WEST ATMOSPHERE.

14. HARTMANN CLOSED BY SAYING IT WAS IMPORTANT THAT A
PERSONNEL SUFFICIENCY RULE APPLY TO ZONE 4.3 IN ORDER

TO COVER SOVIET TROOPS IN THE WMDS AND TO AVOID

SINGULARIZATION OF THE BUNDESWEHR IN THE WEST. A
PERSONNEL SUFFICIENCY RULE, EXPRESSED IN AN ABSOLUTE
NUMBER RATHER THAN A PERCENTAGE OF AN OVERALL TOTAL,
ALSO WOULD LESSEN THE PERCEPTION OF LIMITING ONLY
GERMAN MANPOWER. FOR THE NUMBERS TO WORK, THE KIEV MD
ALSO WOULD NEED TO BE PLACED OUTSIDE OF ZONE 4.3.

15. I CONCLUDED BY REITERATING THAT THE FRG HAD THE
BALL AND THAT WE LOOKED FORWARD TO LEARNING ABOUT
GENSCHER’S SOUNDINGS IN GENEVA. HARTMANN SAID HE HAD
TOUCHED EARLIER ON THIS CONCEPT WITH GRINEVSKIY, WHO
CONVEYED THE IMPRESSION OF SOMEONE WHO "DIDN’T KNOW
WHERE MOSCOW STANDS,"™ AN OBSERVATION ABOUT GRINEVSKIY
ALSO MADE TO US EARLIER IN THE DAY BY THE NEW UK REP.
16. COMMENT. IT IS, OF COURSE, OF PARAMOUNT
POLITICAL IMPORTANCE THAT GENSCHER’S IDEA REMAIN A
GERMAN INITIATIVE. IF HE GOES FORWARD WITH A
PERSONNEL SUFFICIENCY RULE OF THIS SPECIFICITY, AS A
GERMAN PROPOSAL, THE SOVIETS MAY SEE IT AS A WAY
FORMALLY TO PLACE AN UPPER CEILING ON THE MILITARY
MANPOWER OF A UNITED GERMANY, THEREBY REMOVING WHAT
APPEARS TO BE A -- IF NOT THE -- CENTRAL SOVIET
RESERVATION ABOUT A CFE AGREEMENT. SUCH AN
INITIATIVE, IF ACCEPTED BY THE SOVIETS, SEEMS TO ME,
AND APPEARS TO SEEM TO HARTMANN, TO REOPEN THE OTTAWA
UNDERSTANDING AND THUS TO PROVIDE US WITH A CLEAR
RATIONALE FOR REVIEWING THE OTTAWA PERSONNEL NUMBERS
AND STRUCTURE, PERHAPS ALONG THE LINES OF GORBACHEV’S
EARLIER EUROPEAN-WIDE LIMITS FOR U.S./SOVIET STATIONED
MANPOWER. I WOULD NOTE THAT THE UK REP ALSO URGED US
EARLIER IN THE DAY TO TRY AND FIND A WAY TO DO THIS.
END COMMENT. WOOLSEY
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MEMORANDUM FOR BRENT SCOACROFT

FROM: ARNOLD KANTER )((ﬂ./

SUBJECT: Status of START Issues

This memorandum reports on the status of the major START issues
following the recent Moscow Ministerial, and describes the game

plan for how we plan to proceed with the Soviets between now and
the Summit.

Soviet Arms Control Team

One of the key unknowns concerns the team of Soviet arms control
experts which is due in town later this week. This team (which
is now scheduled to arrive on Saturday instead of today as
previously planned) will be headed by Viktor Karpov. It
evidently will not include General Omelichev or other senior
level General Staff representation. The first meeting is now
scheduled for Saturday afternoon, with plans to meet through the

Memorial Day weekend.

We have told the Soviets that we envisage these meetings to be a
continuation of the Bartholomew-Karpov arms control working group
that met in Moscow. As such, we expect this group to continue to
work the unresolved START issues (as well as try to make progress
on CFE and Open Skies). We also expect it to work on two joint
statements that might be issued at the Summit, one that records
substantive agreement on the major START issues and one that
describes the objectives of follow-on negotiations.

The Soviets have told us that they agree with this approach.
Their late arrival date and lack of General Staff representation,
however, leave unclear whether they will be in a position to
implement it unless the extra time in Moscow has been used to get
them the guidance and authority necessary to close deals. At a
minimum, we will want to use the presence of the Soviet team to
come as close to agreement as possible on the two joint

statements.
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Resolved Issues

The ALCM and SLCM issues were settled in Moscow. Geneva is now
working on final versions of the SLCM declaration and the ALCM
nagreed elements." There undoubtedly will be hiccups (or worse)
along the way as we translate these policy level agreements into
detailed treaty text, but I do not expect anything further to
arise in these two areas between now and the conclusion of the
Summit. The issue of the START Treaty’s duration was resolved in
Geneva immediately before the Ministerial. All of the other
outstanding START issues remain unresolved.

Unresolved ISSu€s

Baker got nowhere with the Soviets in Moscow con additional heavy
ICBM limits, mobile ICBM limits, road-mobile verification,
Backfire, or non-circumvention. This list will constitute our
initial agenda for the weekend meetings with Karpov. The recent
NSD gives us flexibility on some of these issues that was not
used in Moscow. I convened my Ungroup yesterday to review the
state of play and to identify other potential areas of
flexibility (e.g., a different package on Backfire, dropping our
3000/3300 ICBM RV sublimit). With the possible exception of
mobile ICBM limits, however, nQNe of the unresolved issues 1is a
candidate for quick and easy agreement with the Soviets in
Washington.

We have been careful to avoid identifying any specific remaining
issues as ones that must be resolved by the time of the Summit.
We likewise have worked to preserve the option of deciding that,
with ALCMs and SLCMs, we already have reached "substantive
agreement on the major START issues."” With issues such as
Backfire and SS-18 still open, however, this could be a hard
sell.

More generally, we want something from the Soviets on most of
what is left to resolve. Declaring victory on the basis of the
current areas of agreement, therefore, will weaken our hand on
the remaining issues. This tactical situation argues that we
should not be too quick to signal during the weekend meetings
with Karpov that we are more eager than the Soviets to announce

substantive agreement on START at the Summit.

in men
As noted above, there are two possible joint statements that

could be signed or otherwise issued during the Summit. The first
would be a document that recorded the substantive agreements that
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have been reached to date in START. The Soviets reportedly have
a 20 page draft they will Dbe bringing to Washington to work
during our weekend meetings. State has just circulated for
comment its cut at a U.S. draft.

It is likely that these drafts will become the vehicle for
addressing at least some of the unresolved issues (e.g., each
side includes its version of the prospective agreement on the
heavy ICBM issue). At some point, therefore, we will need
decisions on what we can accept in the joint statement on each of
the unresolved issues, including which ones can be omitted
altogether and which, if any, need to be explicitly noted as
still outstanding. After we see what has been agreed with the
Soviets, we also will need a decision about whether the President
will want to sign this document. It is possible that this can
all be worked out in the Bartholomew-Karpov meetings, but we
probably should plan on some of these questions going to the
Baker-Shevardnadze, 1if not presidential, level after Gorbachev
arrives in Washington.

The second document would be a joint statement on the follow-on
negotiations. We brought our draft to Moscow. The Soviets also
had theirs. There is somewhat more overlap in these drafts than
I had expected, especially on topics related to "defense and
space, " but also the obvious areas of disagreement. A bracketed
text is being worked in Geneva. Rick reports that the Soviets
have the greatest difficulty with the implicit SDI reference to
"a cooperative transition" and the explicit mention of "a ban on
mobile MIRVed ICBMs." He will bring back the current version
when he returns to Washington this weekend for the Bartholomew-
Karpov meetings. I will get it to you as soon as it is
available.

We also will need decisions to resolve disagreements about the
substance of this document and regarding whether the two
presidents should sign it.

RobertiBlackwill, Rigg Davis, and Johqé’ordon concur.
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