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The current USG position oy the future disposition of US warheads
associated with the FRG P&gshifig I missiles, and on the Soviet
request that these be covered in some formal agreement is
reflected in the President's m'ssage to Chancellor Kohl and the
cuirrent USG press guidance on thesé subjects.

‘The Presmdent s message te Chancallm' Kohl reads, in part,
as follows:

"By all logie, your new position on Pershmg 12s should overcame the
obstacie t@ the IENF : 'At, mced "=u.=:"ficiaily and atf:t‘ze last minute

mmstevmectﬁm:thamletsmlltrytogetmorefus tomt -
curselves to them- in writing to the non-modernization and dismantling of the
' spxiblic ‘?Pershﬁig 1as. You sheuldlamﬂzatwemllmtbeaparty
As we “have repeatedly stat:eﬁ ’ the Feéiéral Républm LI

these nu.ssa.léé.v
treatrent ef othey

Our current press_gui
been used by botH White House :and iﬁtate spokesmen, 1s as fellows-

Q.lestlon‘ Now that Chancellor Kchl ﬂas e hlS annonncenmt about the future
done w:d:h the US

Answer: The Federal Republic's Persh.mg IA missiles and the US warheads for
them are the snb;;act of a long-standing program of caqerat:wn between the US
and the FRG, and therefore have not been—and will not be—a subject of
Us/Soviet negotiatiens, which are bilateral. This is a fundamental point of
principle, which the Chancellor himself reaffirmed in his ammcuncement of
August 26.

Question: But what about the warheads? Are you willing to comé 0 agreement
with the Soviets econcerning their future wdlspcs:.tm‘?

Answer: No. The warheads, which are- ntmlled by the US, dre part of the
program of coépetaticn mth our German Jlies, and therefore are not subject
to any form of négotiation with tké Sovi ‘t Union, either on our part or by the

Answer: Of course not., If the
August 26 are met and the FRG consediient 4_
missﬂes, we would withdraw the warl
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Rationale for current USG Pgﬂiffg,ﬂ

We have resisted any farm¢ﬂ a5¢ion oy the US, or even recognxtion
of the Soviet demands about thé FRG missiles as a matter of
Central Drlnclgle to our arms dontfol nhlloqnnhv

REDACIED

_Wmmﬁw‘o

““‘If e were o, set tha preeedent of allowing
ceptible to Soviet dewmands for
Ancoer a4 ] in a US-USSR bilateral treaty, +the USSR would be .
able to make parallel démands that ather POCs be incorporated in
ather treaties, (8/G)

It is central not only for the USG to malpﬁaln that prlnciple,
but also to demand that _ .

: : _ﬁ_mi\ -‘ M..Dx:'n v 2 -
‘Possible Soviet Apareamhes‘“ Eherg appear to be four variants of
approach the Soviets could use%ﬁt ghls juncture to attempt to
drive wedges in the US, FRG, and N@TQ positions with regard to
the FRG Pershing mlssxles and ﬁh@ rinciple of Programs of

Cooperation (POCs) between the 4Sf‘nd our allies. (S)

Sy
{1} The Soviets could argue that sinc¢e the FRG has made a
statement with *egard o the Pershing IA missiles,; the US should
now make a statement, either publicly or privately, with regard
te the associated warheads. We would have to anticipate that any
such "private" statement to the Soviets would be made public by
them immediately. (8)

{2) The Spviets could argue that since the unilateral FRG
statement does not have the force of international law, it might
not bind any successor government; thus, the US should put a
statement about the warheads lnto the INF treaty. (5/G)

i’

{3} The Soviets could y;ss ihe FRG for a formal written
undertaking confirming Chapbellor Xohl's statement, to be
codified as a bilateral aﬂkha,va w@th the Soviet Umion. (8/G)

{4} The Soviets could pr;ss‘,ar incorporation of formal
3 _watement - or at least the

the INF treaty. (S/G)

soumome  SEGRET wasss o s coms om




PEMISLIGRLY

s thl@ns {if the Sov1ets‘ a1nta1§4prassuxa on this 1aaua)

(1) Maintain our curreng ostgia without change, treatlng
the issue as resolved by prev1 s FRG and US statements., This
would avoid any potential risks eithet from going into greater
detail or changing the forum of our statements. Such risks
dinclude:

==  Encouraging Soviets to belleVe that, contrary to our

' long-stated réfusal, we might be will ' to engage in a more
detailed and. formal discussion of this issue with them.

! ‘ ceuld guickly turn into ™negotiating® rather
ng.” It could further lead the Soviets to
contlnue thelr posturing and delay concluding an agréement.

- -Creating serlaus'concerns on the part ef Allxed gevernments

Sov1ets, and th&t we may notlfa averse i elther new or 1n
‘the future - ta axscuSSLng, iy

~=  Reinforcing to the Sov;efsvtiét it pays +to pose awkward
guestions. (5/6) 2

has been largely stuccessful inig:
a fundamental point of pr ncipiﬁ
ganntry systems or ?@CS‘ 3% 2

?exshlng IA s if K coI 3 ‘are met and the.ERG eventually
dismantles the missiles. Given=he: real implications of Kohl's
announcement, it is inconceivable that the Sowviets, if thex
rﬁally‘want an INF agreement, would block such an agreement over
this issue as it now stands. (S/6)

Therefore, the best cdourse of action now, both with the Soviets
and in public, is to emphasmze whenever the -issue comes up that:

e Kohl's announcement and our subsequent-statements have
settled the issue; P

- It is now up to the Sovmetsibp show whether or not they want
an INF agreemént. (C/G) wﬁ' ]

(2) The USG could 1ssnﬁ]our yfrrent guidance as a farmaf
Presidential statement, aﬁt L pdy fat the US warheads will be
withdrawn when and if the ,ales are dismantled. (5/G)

~=  The main benefit here is §  %we could cite a Presidential
- statement as evidence of #SG policy rather than having to
cite statements made by -u, ¥ spokesmen. This may be

especially useful if the iw_;:ts challenge the authority of
the "USG position®™. (5/0Fs
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{3) The ﬂSG could Tubl:glf ma'ntain our cuxrent position,
but yrivatel explain the ©asig fo _the US position in more
all to the Soviets if ne&dé ‘n offering such explanation,
'we ‘would use the following “1nes' P :

T
‘

-=-  The stated Soviet concern is that no German Pershlng IaA
missiles armed with US warheads remdfain after the Soviet Union has
eliminated its shorter-range 1ntermedlate range ballistic missile
force. =

-=~ THe US and NATO concern is that the prznclple that existing
programs of‘cooperatlan with allies and third country systems do
not become the subject of US/Soviet bilateral mnegotiations.

-

-~ These concerns can both be met, and a préactical solution is
offeréed by thie anpnounhcement made by Chancellcx Kohl and the
fellow—up statements made by the USG,

"jear that it supports this

xtic. The US has also stated

¥ rman Pershing IA m1551les, the
vithdrawn and this existing

program Gf cooperatzon w@ulﬁ g = rmlnate.

~L
— Wxth b@th the FRG and.the EsGwmaklng unequlvacal statements
shouid be gone.

~- If, however, the Soviet Union 1n51stc on pressing further
for some additional commitments incorporated into or associated
with the bilateral US/Soviet INF Treaty, then it indicates that,
desglte their statements, the real Soviet goal is to undercut the
principle that existing programs of cooperation and third country
systems are not a part of US/Soviet bilateral negotiations.

~=  Because of the dangerous precedent this might set for the
future;, the USG will not take actlons that will undercut this
critical principle. (C/G)

iﬁatus of the US warheads and
- reused in some other
=aty, the US could use the

If pressed further on the fqgnre
the possibility that they cduld b
configuration to circnmvagt the
following points: %g&'ﬁ

-~ We would note that if thagFR Pershing IAs were gone, the US
- warheads would be withdray 1nce there were no missiles for
them to support Such agtio ‘would end the "“existing POC."
(s/G) :
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