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The meetine opened at 2:05 Pa.

General Powell: Mr, Presidert, the purpese of | today's meeting is
to review and identify US options for arms control outcomes at
the Summic. Would you like te make a few remarks?
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The President: We have important issues to discuss today. If
the Soviets and we have 1 Moscow summit, it could be +he most
important mesting of all. We now have & range of arms contral
cptions, bux depending on how we use our time, cur options will
narrow. 1 nead your honest assescments of what we can and should
achieve in Moscow, I would like toc use the remaining menths of
this Administraticon to the best advantage. I meant what I said
in the State of the Union -- we should all have cur work shoss
on. At the same time, I know how ruch must be accomplished
before we can conclude ancther arms agreement with the Soviets.
I will not rush to an agreement faor agreements’ sake; so we
should us: this meeting to identify the option that shcould be
protacted and the work that is reguired te Protect them. If we
are to achieve pur cbjectives, all the departments and agencies
will have to work hard and work together,

General Fowell: Thank you, Mr. Fresident. Today, I would like
to review a number of areas a5 we think about what we have te da
with respect teo thae Upcoming summit, Let me take a moment to
review where we stand in our internzl Preparationz for completing
a START agreement.,

To complete a START treaty, we need to do two things: firet, we
have to finish determining our initial pFositicon, and second, we
have to reconcile that FPosition with conflicting Soviet
positions. I have no idea if the Soviets are prepesred for
§erious negotiatiers. The tactics in Genava Euggest that they
may not be. But for their own reasons, the Scviets might be
anxious to complete work on a START treaty this year with this
Administration. That's why it is of some significant coneern
that we havte so much remaining to do to complete the details of
our own initial START positions. For example, our START Treaty
calls for +hree Protocols -- the Conversion and Elimination
Protocol, Lhe Inspectien Protoeel, and the Throw-Weight Pretocal .
1 see serious problems with CUT progress on all three of these
documents,

We tabled = Conversion ang Elimination Protocal  in Geneva in
October, sLpposedly after a therough interagency review. After
it was tabled, wae began to get comments from agencies. 2s a

On the Inspaction Frotocol, we have not Yet reached agreement on
many sensitive issues, to include verifying compliance with
RV-carryving rules, verifying compliance with ALCM-carrying rules,
the conduct of close-out inspections, rules for Buspect-gite
inspecticons. tagging Treaty-limited items and precedures for
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perimeter /portal monitoring. Instead, the current dreft has
Placeholders in all these areas and has, esgentially, m shallew
listing on basic notification inspection procedures similar to
INF. Ewven with a large number of issues we have had to de BI,
some have formally cbjected tc the tabling of this versicn ef the
eéritical Protaocol,

Finally, cn the Throw-Weight Proteesl, while Limiting Scviet
ballistic missiles, throw-weight has been a palicy objeative of
this Administration since 19§1. We are far fzom interagency
agraemsnt on how to define and measure throw=-weight. The curzent
draft Protocol lists three éifferent opticns for computing
throw-weight, It reflects significant Sisagreement on rules for
flight tests; and there is no agreement on verification and
monitoring ability of the Pratoeal provisions,

Finally, in additien to the Protaocoals, we have a number of
Problems with ocur draft Treaty itself. Many of these invalve
policy decisions. Among the outstanding issues are how we would
limit and verify mobile ICBMs if we offer our position on mobile
ICBMs; how we would esunt and verify ALCMs; how we would
ultimately resolve the issue of SLCMs; and how we would limit
non-deployed missgiles., Teo deal with all these probleams, we have
established an ambitious formal START interagency Work Frogram,
and it will complete our initial position, bar even 1if we follow
it, it's not going to be dene uatil mid-April.

If a scund agreement is to be reached, we feally need to get on
with it now. We need to think about the alternatives +o Eigning
4 treaty bacause of the difficulties we face. We could consider
recording a Joint Statement or perhaps in =z framework agreement
85 we consider the summit. We should note that every cne of the
agencies a: this table has told us that ocur START Work Program is
too ambitiows focused at mid-April. S0 we de really need to
think about alternatives, and I would like ta have Your views opn
this subiect. Secretary Shultz, would you like | to start us off?

Secretary Shultz: Mr, President, it's my impregsion we can get
there if we give it the right priority and effort, Wa will need
to work on many of the details, and we will need to make
judgments in a number of areas. For example, we will need to
make a judgment on the balance of the intrusiveness of
inspections we require and the impact of the intrusiveness of eur
Own security. These issues will be no easier eight months or two
¥ears from now. The real question iz how important is| this to
48, I think it is important bBecause the Scviets are d lot better
than we are at Producing and deploying ballistie missiles that
are targeted at the United States, angd that's just the cruel
truth, and it has to do less with our technology and gur ability
to build missiles than it does with cur politics,
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Congress blocks our abllity ta depley such missiles| A plear
example -s what's happening toc ICEM pregram. | 8o it benefite us
Lo have placed eguitable znd stabilizing limits on forces,
especially ballisitc missiles. This ie an isgue of our natiocnal
sacurity,

I understand that we also have a Problem, and many of ue gre
uneasy at the idea that we are working ageinst a deadline af a
Eummit, tut I'm not negative on that. I think that negotiating
against the summit is what we peed to do, because deadidines canse
tough decisions to be taken., T wouldn't be the negotiator for
Jimmy Carter, because he would Want agreement for agreament s
sake., But I have no fear that we will go bandnas and grab a bad
deal off the tahle under Your leadership. I remember whes Frank
Carlucci and I walked away from Gorbachev in Moscow, when they
refused to give us 3 Eummit date; I called badk and asked him
whether he wanted us to de arything different, and he said no,
just prass on. @ from my point of view, with Fonald Rezgan as
President, the fact that wa are working with a deadline is an
advantage, not a problem. As to how intractable the details are,
I can't judge == altheugh I have s Emeliveg TraH get intc them
fairly quickly now. [Laughter]

I think we're far less gleng in our work towards the | START Trezty
than we could have been, ang partially it'e because of INF; INF
tock up just too much time. My position is that we should all
pledge to make an all-gut effort. It would ba Wrong if we were
not to do &0; it could lead to a Very grave mistake.  On the
cther hand, Mr. President, I think I'd be very concerned if we
moved towards & framewerk, especially if we moved in that
directien too soon, Framework's neot a good ideag LCongress would
want us tc chserve a framework; we'd have no verification; we'd
have no leverage on Soviet behavior: we really should press for a
treaty. And with Tespect to verification, I knew there are a let
of cencerns, especially about cuts in the intelligence assets in
the gut-year budgets, We need to really watch this; it's going
to be a harder verification problem in START; we need +o step up
to the issue of funding faor inteliigence assets| to accomplish
this.

The Fresident: [Interrupts] From Ty past expariences as a lzabor
negotiator, maybe we need to do this: we need to go ‘for tha
gold. You need tpo put down what the ideal agreement would he,
After you've done that, you can decide among ourselves what our
bottom lines should be -- what we can and what can't give up
beyond; alsc where there's no bargaining -- those items on whiek
We can't bargain. And we should et up the things that are not
essential, Now, once you have that, then you can see the
negatiating pattern of what wyou absoclutely must get, what you
could try for but you'd still have B good agreement if you didn't
get, but the bottom line is you've got to go for| the gold.
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