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 BUSH-YELTSIN NUCLEAR ARMS CUT IS INADEQUATE 

 Opportunity Lost to Take Arsenal Off Alert 

 

Although the announcement by President Bush and President 

Yeltsin to make deep cuts in the strategic nuclear arsenal during the 

next ten years seems like a big deal, it is really a great opportunity 

missed.  So says Howard W. Hallman, executive director of Methodists 

United for Peace with Justice, a national association of laity and clergy. 

 

President Bush passed up an opportunity to take all Russian 

strategic weapons out of service by the end of the summer, including 

Russia's powerful, multi-warhead S-18 and S-24 intercontinental 

ballistic missiles (ICBMs).  He could have done this by accepting an offer 

made by Russian Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev on February 12, 

1992 to physically separate all strategic nuclear warheads from their 

delivery vehicles. 

 

Speaking at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva, Foreign 

Minister Kozyrev expressed a Russian willingness to keep nuclear 

weapon delivery vehicles and warheads apart.  "In other words," he 

explained, "ICBMs on launchers would carry no front sections, 

submarines, which would in turn be berthed in their home ports, would 



carry no SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear weapons 

including nuclear ALCMs would be kept in centralized storage.  This 

would give a guarantee against their unauthorized or accidental use.  

Another benefit of this measure is its verifiability." 

 

The United States can and should still accept this Russian offer by 

reciprocating, that is, by bringing in all strategic submarines and 

placing their missiles in storage and by opening the ICBM silos, taking 

the warheads off the missiles, and storing them.  U.S. strategic 

bombers are already off alert with their weapons removed.   

 

This mutual standing down of the Russian and U.S. strategic 

arsenals could be accomplished rapidly, certainly within a month or 

two. 

Because there are only few dozen U.S. and Russian strategic missile 

fields, airbases, and submarine bases, observation teams could easily be 

organized and dispatched so that each side could verify the other's 

deactivation.  Both nations have plenty of personnel available for 

mutual verification activities, and there is already practical experience 

under Intermediate Nuclear Force (INF) Reduction Treaty. 

 

With strategic nuclear warheads and delivery vehicles kept apart 

and under observation, the danger of Russian strategic missiles 

suddenly being used by military renegades or perpetrators of a future 

coup would                          

(over) 



be gone.  If an unexpected change in the Russian government occurred and 

the leaders decided to rearm their strategic missiles, U.S. observers would 

immediately know about this and the United States could reload its strategic 

submarines, send them out to sea, and rearm its ICBMs. 

 

Another advantage of deactivating the Russian and U.S. strategic arsenal 

would to end the anomaly of two friendly nations actively targeting one 

another with nuclear destruction.  And indeed the United States and Russia 

will continue to target each other during the next ten years while 

Bush-Yeltsin reduction plan is being carried out.  And mutual targeting will 

continue beyond 2003, virtually forever unless there is a change of policy.  

 

Great Britain, France, and China should be invited to join this 

deactivation process.  But even if they don't do so immediately, there would 

be no great danger.  They would know that the United States and Russia 

would retain much of their strategic arsenal in reserve and would have plenty 

of missiles available to rearm in the event of a surprise attack by one of the 

other nuclear powers. 

 

Any other nation producing nuclear weapons would likewise know that 

they could not safely attack the United States or Russia without risking 

retaliation by rearmed strategic missiles. 

 

Once deactivated, Russian and U.S. strategic missiles -- and those of 

other nuclear powers -- could be dismantled on an agreed schedule with 

proper verification.  In this respect, the Bush-Yeltsin agreement on 

dismantlement goes in the right direction, but the pace is much to slow. 

 

The Cold War is over.  The doctrine of strategic nuclear deterrence is 

obsolete.  History has shown that nuclear weapons cannot deter "little wars", 

for there have been 125 of them during the past 45 years.  They include the 



Korean War, the Vietnam War, Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, and Iraqi 

invasion of Kuwait.  Regional wars and conflict within nations are the most 

likely occurrences in the years ahead, and the U.S. nuclear arsenal has no 

capacity to deter them. 

 

The only thing left for the U.S. strategic nuclear weapons to deter is 

attack by some other nation's strategic nuclear weapons.  This task can be 

handled much more safely by global separation of existing warheads from 

delivery vehicles with proper verification, coupled with a vigorous regime for 

nonproliferation of nuclear weapons and long-range ballistic missiles.  

 

Therefore, it is time to take out of service all strategic nuclear weapons 

because they have become useless for any legitimate purpose.  President Bush 

can still do this by taking a second look at the Russian offer and accepting it. 
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 PRESIDENT BUSH MISSES OPPORTUNITY TO  

 DEACTIVATE ALL RUSSIAN STRATEGIC MISSILES 

 

 by Howard W. Hallman1 

 

 

In many quarters the announcement by President Bush and President 

Yeltsin to make deep cuts in the strategic nuclear arsenal during the next ten 

years has been greeted with enthusiasm.  In reality it is a great opportunity 

missed.   

President Bush passed up an opportunity to take all Russian strategic 

weapons out of service by the end of the summer, including Russia's powerful, 

multi-warhead S-18 and S-24 intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs).  

He could have done this by accepting an offer made by Russian Foreign 

Minister Andrei Kozyrev on February 12, 1992 to physically separate all 

strategic nuclear warheads from their delivery vehicles. 

                               
     1 Howard W. Hallman is executive director of Methodists United for Peace with Justice, a 

national association of laity and clergy. 
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Speaking at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva, Foreign Minister 

Kozyrev expressed a Russian willingness to keep nuclear weapon delivery 

vehicles and warheads apart.  "In other words," he explained, "ICBMs on 

launchers would carry no front sections, submarines, which would in turn be 

berthed in their home ports, would carry no SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy 

bomber nuclear weapons including nuclear ALCMs would be kept in 

centralized storage.  This would give a guarantee against their unauthorized 

or accidental use.  Another benefit of this measure is its verifiability." 

The United States can and should still accept this Russian offer by 

reciprocating, that is, by bringing in all strategic submarines and placing 

their missiles in storage and by opening the ICBM silos, taking the warheads 

off the missiles, and storing them.  U.S. strategic bombers are already off 

alert with their weapons removed.   

This mutual standing down of the Russian and U.S. strategic arsenals 

could be accomplished rapidly, certainly within a month or two.  Because 
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there are only few dozen U.S. and Russian strategic missile fields, airbases, 

and submarine bases, observation teams could easily be organized and 

dispatched so that each side could verify the other's deactivation.  Both 

nations have plenty of personnel available for mutual verification activities, 

and there is already practical experience under Intermediate Nuclear Force 

(INF) Reduction Treaty. 

With strategic nuclear warheads and delivery vehicles kept apart and 

under observation, the danger of Russian strategic missiles suddenly being 

used by military renegades or perpetrators of a future coup would be gone.  

If an unexpected change in the Russian government occurred and the leaders 

decided to rearm their strategic missiles, U.S. observers would immediately 

know about this and the United States could reload its strategic submarines, 

send them out to sea, and rearm its ICBMs. 

Another advantage of deactivating the Russian and U.S. strategic arsenal 

would to end the anomaly of two friendly nations actively targeting one 
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another with nuclear destruction.  And indeed the United States and Russia 

will continue to target each other during the next ten years while 

Bush-Yeltsin reduction plan is being carried out.  And mutual targeting will 

continue beyond 2003, virtually forever unless there is a change of policy.  

Great Britain, France, and China should be invited to join this 

deactivation process.  But even if they don't do so immediately, there would 

be no great danger.  They would know that the United States and Russia 

would retain much of their strategic arsenal in reserve and would have plenty 

of missiles available to rearm in the event of a surprise attack by one of the 

other nuclear powers. 

Any other nation producing nuclear weapons would likewise know that 

they could not safely attack the United States or Russia without risking 

retaliation by rearmed strategic missiles. 

Once deactivated, Russian and U.S. strategic missiles -- and those of 

other nuclear powers -- could be dismantled on an agreed schedule with 



 
 5 

proper verification.  In this respect, the Bush-Yeltsin agreement on 

dismantlement goes in the right direction, but the pace is much to slow. 

The Cold War is over.  The doctrine of strategic nuclear deterrence is 

obsolete.  History has shown that nuclear weapons cannot deter "little wars", 

for there have been 125 of them during the past 45 years.  They include the 

Korean War, the Vietnam War, Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, and Iraqi 

invasion of Kuwait.  Regional wars and conflict within nations are the most 

likely occurrences in the years ahead, and the U.S. nuclear arsenal has no 

capacity to deter them. 

The only thing left for the U.S. strategic nuclear weapons to deter is 

attack by some other nation's strategic nuclear weapons.  This task can be 

handled much more safely by global separation of existing warheads from 

delivery vehicles with proper verification, coupled with a vigorous regime for 

nonproliferation of nuclear weapons and long-range ballistic missiles.   

Therefore, it is time to take out of service all strategic nuclear weapons 
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because they have become useless for any legitimate purpose.  President Bush 

can still do this by taking a second look at the Russian offer and accepting it. 
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 PRESIDENT BUSH MISSES OPPORTUNITY TO  

 DEACTIVATE ALL RUSSIAN STRATEGIC MISSILES 

 

 by Howard W. Hallman1 

 

In many quarters the announcement by President Bush and President 

Yeltsin to make deep cuts in the strategic nuclear arsenal during the next ten 

years has been greeted with enthusiasm.  In reality it is a great opportunity 

missed.   

 

President Bush passed up an opportunity to take all Russian strategic 

weapons out of service by the end of the summer, including Russia's powerful, 

multi-warhead S-18 and S-24 intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs).  

He could have done this by accepting an offer made by Russian Foreign 

Minister Andrei Kozyrev on February 12, 1992 to physically separate all 

strategic nuclear warheads from their delivery vehicles. 

 

Speaking at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva, Foreign Minister 

Kozyrev expressed a Russian willingness to keep nuclear weapon delivery 

vehicles and warheads apart.  "In other words," he explained, "ICBMs on 

launchers would carry no front sections, submarines, which would in turn be 

berthed in their home ports, would carry no SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy 

bomber nuclear weapons including nuclear ALCMs would be kept in 

centralized storage.  This would give a guarantee against their unauthorized 

or accidental use.  Another benefit of this measure is its verifiability." 

 

                               
     1 Howard W. Hallman is executive director of Methodists United for Peace with Justice, a 

national association of laity and clergy. 
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The United States can and should still accept this Russian offer by 

reciprocating, that is, by bringing in all strategic submarines and placing 

their missiles in storage and by opening the ICBM silos, taking the warheads 

off the missiles, and storing them.  U.S. strategic bombers are already off 

alert with their weapons removed.   

 

This mutual standing down of the Russian and U.S. strategic arsenals 

could be accomplished rapidly, certainly within a month or two.  Because 

there are only few dozen U.S. and Russian strategic missile fields, airbases, 

and submarine bases, observation teams could easily be organized and 

dispatched so that each side could verify the other's deactivation.  Both 

nations have plenty of personnel available for mutual verification activities, 

and there is already practical experience under Intermediate Nuclear Force 

(INF) Reduction Treaty. 

 

With strategic nuclear warheads and delivery vehicles kept apart and 

under observation, the danger of Russian strategic missiles suddenly being 

used by military renegades or perpetrators of a future coup would be gone.  

If an unexpected change in the Russian government occurred and the leaders 

decided to rearm their strategic missiles, U.S. observers would immediately 

know about this and the United States could reload its strategic submarines, 

send them out to sea, and rearm its ICBMs. 

 

Another advantage of deactivating the Russian and U.S. strategic arsenal 

would to end the anomaly of two friendly nations actively targeting one 

another with nuclear destruction.  And indeed the United States and Russia 

will continue to target each other during the next ten years while 

Bush-Yeltsin reduction plan is being carried out.  And mutual targeting will 

continue beyond 2003, virtually forever unless there is a change of policy.  
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Great Britain, France, and China should be invited to join this 

deactivation process.  But even if they don't do so immediately, there would 

be no great danger.  They would know that the United States and Russia 

would retain much of their strategic arsenal in reserve and would have plenty 

of missiles available to rearm in the event of a surprise attack by one of the 

other nuclear powers. 

 

Any other nation producing nuclear weapons would likewise know that 

they could not safely attack the United States or Russia without risking 

retaliation by rearmed strategic missiles. 

 

Once deactivated, Russian and U.S. strategic missiles -- and those of 

other nuclear powers -- could be dismantled on an agreed schedule with 

proper verification.  In this respect, the Bush-Yeltsin agreement on 

dismantlement goes in the right direction, but the pace is much to slow. 

 

The Cold War is over.  The doctrine of strategic nuclear deterrence is 

obsolete.  History has shown that nuclear weapons cannot deter "little wars", 

for there have been 125 of them during the past 45 years.  They include the 

Korean War, the Vietnam War, Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, and Iraqi 

invasion of Kuwait.  Regional wars and conflict within nations are the most 

likely occurrences in the years ahead, and the U.S. nuclear arsenal has no 

capacity to deter them. 

 

The only thing left for the U.S. strategic nuclear weapons to deter is 

attack by some other nation's strategic nuclear weapons.  This task can be 

handled much more safely by global separation of existing warheads from 

delivery vehicles with proper verification, coupled with a vigorous regime for 

nonproliferation of nuclear weapons and long-range ballistic missiles.   
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Therefore, it is time to take out of service all strategic nuclear weapons 

because they have become useless for any legitimate purpose.  President Bush 

can still do this by taking a second look at the Russian offer and accepting it. 

 

  

 

 

Methodists United for Peace with Justice   June 17, 1992 

421 Seward Square, SE 

Washington, DC 20003 

 

Howard W. Hallman, Executive Director (301) 897-3668 



 Suggested question for Secretary James Baker 

 at hearing on START agreement 

 

Background 

 

On February 12, 1992 Russian Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev offered the following proposal 

at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva: 

 

"First, we may consider taking off the alert status the strategic forces of Russia, the United 

States and other nuclear powers, which are targeted on one another's terroritories or facilities, 

thus placing nuclear weapons on a `zero alert posture'. 

 

"Second, keeping nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and warheads apart could be a useful idea.  

In other words, ICBMs on launchers would carry no front sections, submarines, which would in 

turn be berthed in their home ports, would carry no SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber 

nuclear weapons including nuclear ALCMs would be kept in centralized storage. 

 

"This would give a guarantee against their unauthorized or accidental use.  Another benefit 

of this measure is its verifiability.  The details of verification could be agreed upon." 

 

Comment and Question 

 

This seems like a good deal for the United States.  Russia would remove all the warheads from 

the powerful S-18 ICBMs and its other missiles, and would permit verification.  This would 

immediately eliminate the threat of unexpected attack on the U.S. homeland, whether by accident or 

by intent of a renegade military force.   

 

Because these missiles would be out of service, we wouldn't have to wait for ten years until they 

are dismantled to enhance our national security as called for by the latest Bush-Yeltsin agreement.  

And even then there will be at least 3,000 Russian missiles still aimed our way after 2003. 

 

Why is the Bush Administration unwilling to agreed to separate all strategic warheads from 

delivery vehicles on a mutual basis along the lines of the Kozyrev proposal? 

 

Likely Answer and Follow-up Question 

 

The Bush Administration wants to maintain armed strategic submarines at sea because of its 

global responsibilities. 

 

What plausible scenarios require deterrence by strategic submarines once the Russian strategic 



nuclear force is deactivated? 

 

Forty-five years of experience shows that U.S. nuclear deterrence does not prevent regional wars 

(such as Korean, Vietnam, Afghanistan, Arab-Israeli, Persian Gulf), civil strife within nations (numerous 

examples), or terrorist attacks.  These types of wars are the most likely ones in the foreseeable future.  

Other means than strategic nuclear deterrence are necessary for dealing with them. 

 



 STATEMENTS ON REDUCING ALERT STATUS OF STRATEGIC WEAPONS 

 

Russian Proposal for Zero Alert Posture 

 

On February 12, 1992 Russian Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev offered 

the following proposal at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva: 

 

"First, we may consider taking off the alert status the strategic forces 

of Russia, the United States and other nuclear powers, which are 

targeted on one another's territories or facilities, thus placing nuclear 

weapons on a `zero alert posture'. 

 

"Second, keeping nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and warheads 

apart could be a useful idea.  In other words, ICBMs on launchers would 

carry no front sections, submarines, which would in turn be berthed in 

their home ports, would carry no SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber 

nuclear weapons including nuclear ALCMs would be kept in centralized 

storage. 

 

"This would give a guarantee against their unauthorized or accidental 

use.  Another benefit of this measure is its verifiability.  The details of 

verification could be agreed upon." 

 

A United Methodist Proposal 

 

The 1992 General Conference of the United Methodist (the official 

governing body) adopted a resolution on "Nuclear Disarmament: The Zero 

Option".  It noted the initiatives of President Bush and Soviet President 

Gorbachev in the fall of 1991 which resulted in taking strategic bombers off 

alert and placing their missiles in storage.  The resolution then 



recommended: 

 

"In spite of entering a new era of cooperation, the United States and the 

Commonwealth of Independent States* continue to target one another 

with these highly lethal weapons.  From the perspective of both nations 

these strategic weapons are the only danger of foreign attack.  

Accordingly: 

 

# We recommend that the United States and the Commonwealth of 

Independent States* immediately and concurrently deactivate their 

entire land- and sea-based strategic arsenal.  They should: 

-- Bring all strategic submarines into port, remove their missiles, 

and take off the warheads. 

-- Open all ICBM silos, take out the missiles, place them on the 

ground, and remove the warheads. 

# We hope that Great Britain, France, and China will understand the 

necessity to immediately deactivate their strategic arsenal: land-, 

air-, and sea-based. 

# After deactivation is accomplished, the United States and the 

Commonwealth of Independent States* should work out a schedule 

for dismantling all strategic nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles 

and destroying their warheads.  Great Britain, France, and China 

should join this schedule.  The process should be implemented in an 

agreed and verified sequence that is balanced so that at no stage 

could any nation gain an advantage. 

__________ 

* "Commonwealth of Independent States" can be updated to read 

"Russia". 

(over) 



Views of American Arms Control Experts  

 

Jack Mendelsohn, deputy director of the Arms Control Association, 

wrote in  The Brookings Review, Spring 1992 (p.16): 

 

"As one confidence-building measure, warheads could be removed 

from a portion of the land-based missile force and the systems taken off 

high state of alert.  Ballistic missile submarines could patrol out of 

range of their targets, and aggressive anti-submarine warfare training 

activities could be strictly limited.  Strategic bombers should remain off 

alert and their weapons stored away from operational bases.  The sides 

could also limit the size and frequency of large-scale exercises and 

enhance confidence by exchanging data and giving advance notice of 

strategic force tests or practice alerts." 

 

In a telephone conversation on June 26, 1992 Jack Mendelsohn elaborated 

to Howard Hallman of Methodists United for Peace with Justice that U.S. 

strategic submarines could be kept in the South Atlantic one or two days 

cruise from possible launching position against Russia and that perhaps 

fourth-fifths of the land-based ICBMs could be taken off active alert. 

 

Richard L. Garwin of IBM Research Division on November 25, 1991 

wrote to Howard Hallman as follows: 

 

"Long ago I published papers recommending that we cover most of 

our Minuteman silos with earth and send our strategic submarines to 

cruise in the Southern oceans, out of range of their targets.  This was a 

readily reversable `undeployed warhead' arrangment, and I think the 

situation has changed so that we should irreversibly eliminate all but 

about 3000 strategic warheads right now, and expect confidently to 

reduce to about 1000 in a few years." 

 

Fred Charles Iklé, undersecretary of defense during the Reagan 



administration, writing in The National Interest, Winter 1991/92 (p.30), 

indicated: 

 

"Too much has been made of reducing the numbers of nuclear 

weapons, and not enough of the need to reduce the adversarial postures 

of the strategic forces on both sides.  Without a fundamental change in 

these postures, even the most drastic reductions in the number of 

weapons would still leave America and Russia in a potentially moral 

confrontation.  Senior defense officials correctly keep reminding us that 

Soviet missiles could destroy out nation in thirty minutes.  This would 

still be true if the 4,900 nuclear missile warheads permitted by START 

were halved or even reduced tenfold. 

 

"To overcome this confrontation, both sides must abolish the 

hair-trigger launch procedures of their strategic forces and abandon 

their constant readiness to unleash nuclear cataclysm.  Presidents Bush 

and Gorbachev have now agreed to take a fraction of their missile force 

off alert status, a step decidedly in the right direction.  Much more can 

and must be done.  Reductions in alert status already begun can be 

expanded.  Both sides could implement a series of specific measures, in 

a coordinated fashion that would make large-scale nuclear attack 

impossible -- short of a clearly verifiable remobilization that would take 

weeks or months to carry out." 

 

Compiled by Methodists United for Peace with Justice, 421 Seward Square, 

SE, Washington, D.C.  For further information call Howard Hallman at 

(301) 897-3668. 



 A Statement Favoring Zero Alert for Strategic Nuclear Weapons 

 Achieved by Separating Warheads from Delivery Vehicles 

 

 

On February 12, 1992 at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva Russian Foreign Minister 

Andrei Kozyrev stated: 

 

First, we may consider taking off the alert status the strategic forces of Russia, the United States 

and other nuclear powers, which are targeted on one another's territories or facilities, thus 

placing nuclear weapons on a "zero alert posture". 

 

Second, keeping nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and warheads apart could prove a useful idea.  

In other words, ICBMs on launchers would carry no front sections, submarines berthed in home 

ports would carry no SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear weapons including nuclear 

ALCMs would be kept in central-run storages.  In this way, we would be guaranteed against 

their unauthorized or accidental use. Another benefit of this measure is its verifiability.  The 

details of verification could be agreed upon. 

 

We believe that this is a good approach and urge President-elect Bill Clinton to give serious 

consideration to accepting this offer and agreeing to reciprocal action by the United States.  This could 

be accomplished by returning U.S. strategic submarines to port and placing their missiles in storage and 

taking warheads off all ICBMs and storing them.  U.S. strategic bombers are already off alert and their 

weapons in storage.  Russia would be doing likewise at the same time.   

 

Since there are only few dozen U.S. and Russian strategic missile fields, airbases, and submarine 

bases, observation teams could easily be organized and dispatched to verify the other side's deactivation.  

Both nations have plenty of personnel available for mutual verification activities, and there is already 

practical experience under the Intermediate Nuclear Force (INF) Reduction Treaty.  The START 

agreement has relevant provisions. 

 

In this manner within a couple of months the United States and Russia would cease active 

targeting one another.  Strategic weapons now based in other independent states of the former Soviet 

Union should be handled in the same way.  Great Britain, France, and China should be invited to do 

likewise.  Once all strategic weapons are deactivated, they could be dismantled over a period of years 

in a staged and verified manner. 

 

 

 

 

Prepared by Howard W. Hallman, Issues Chair 
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June 3, 1992  

 

The Honorable Paul Sarbanes 

309 Hart Senate Office Building 

Washington, DC 20510 

 

Dear Senator Sarbanes: 

 

We have previously shared with you the idea of taking the entire global 

strategic arsenal off alert and separating all warheads from their delivery 

vehicles.  This would enhance security for all sides while arms reduction 

negotiations proceed and deep cuts in the strategic arsenal occur through 

step-by-step dismantlement. 

 

On February 21, 1992 a number of American organizations advocated this 

course in a letter to President Bush and President Yeltsin (Attachment A).  

As follow up, a delegation of the signers met with Mr. Robert Einhorn in the 

State Department's Policy Planning Division on March 27.  He told us the 

idea was not timely because of the uncertainty of who controls the former 

Soviet strategic arsenal and anyway the United States would never want to 

go to zero alert. 

 

At first we were unsuccessful in reaching anyone in the Russian Embassy to 

discuss this idea, but a letter we sent by mail to Moscow apparently reached 

President Yeltsin himself.  He instructed the Embassy in Washington to get 

in touch with us.  Mr. Igor Neverov, first secretary (arms control) sought us 

out, and we met with him on May 11.  He told us that the Russian 

Federation accepted the idea of zero alert and that Foreign Minister Andrei 

Kozyrev had stated this in Geneva on February 12.  Following our 

conversation, Mr. Neverov put in writing the Embassy's reply, including 



language from Minister Kozyrev's speech in Geneva (Attachment B).  You 

will note a willingness to separate warheads from delivery vehicles and to 

have intrusive verification. 

 

On May 21 a number of American citizen organizations wrote to Secretary of 

State James Baker (Attachment C), urging him to accept the Russian offer 

and to work out arrangements for the United States and Russia, Belarus, 

Ukraine, and Kazakhstan to take all strategic weapons off alert. 

 

We understand that when President Bush and President Yeltsin meet later 

this month they will discuss strategic weapons reduction beyond START and 

also lowering the alert status (though not necessarily "zero" alert). 

In anticipation of this meeting we would encourage you and your colleagues in 

the Senate to write President Bush, urging him to accept the proposal that 

Minister Kozyrev advanced in Geneva.  This would consist of separating 

warheads from all ICBMs, bringing all submarines into port and removing 

their missiles, and placing all bombs in central storage, achieved with 

appropriate verification.  We would hope that you could get both Democrats 

and Republicans who favor nuclear arms reduction to join you in this letter.    



The Honorable Paul Sarbanes 

June 3, 1992 

Page two. 

 

If you decide to circulate such a letter to members of the Senate, we are 

available to work with your staff to make contacts with other offices.  We 

can also get help from other organizations. 

 

In addition, when hearings on START reconvene, we encourage you to raise 

the issue of taking the strategic arsenal off alert with Secretary Baker when 

he testifies.  If it is possible for us to testify at a hearing to discuss this and 

other issues related to START, we would welcome the opportunity. 

 

With best regards, 

 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Executive Director 

 

 



 METHODISTS UNITED FOR PEACE WITH JUSTICE 

 421 Seward Square, SE 

 Washington, DC 20003 

 (202) 546-5551 

 

June 3, 1992 

 

To:   Peter Grier 

      Christian Science Monitor 

 

From: Howard W. Hallman, Executive Director 

 

Re:   Background information on taking the global strategic arsenal off alert 

 

I would like to share with you some information about a proposal to take 

the entire global strategic arsenal off alert by separating warheads from 

delivery vehicles.  It is an idea that is gathering increased support. 

 

We offered this idea last October in a statement of our Board of 

Directors on "Nuclear Disarmament: The Zero Option" (Attachment A).  

During November we circulated the statement widely, including copies to 

President Bush, Secretary Baker, General Skowcroft, President Gorbachev, 

President Yeltsin, Soviet Foreign Minister Sheverdnadze, Russian Foreign 

Minister Kozyrev, and members of Congress.  We got few replies, but in 

January we were able to talk with General John Gordon on General 

Skowcroft's staff. 

 

In January President Bush and President Yeltsin each made proposals 

for cuts in strategic weapons deeper than the START agreement.  On 

February 12 Russian Foreign Minister Kozyrev advocated "zero alert" at the 



Conference on Disarmament in Geneva.  He said, "keeping nuclear weapon 

delivery vehicles and warheads apart could be a useful idea.  In other words, 

ICBMs on launchers would carry no front sections, submarines, which would 

in turn be berthed in their home ports, would carry no SLBMs or SLCMs, and 

heavy bomber nuclear weapons including nuclear ALCMs would be kept in 

centralized storage."  (Attachment C contains this quote.  I have the 

Russian text of his speech but not a complete English translation). 

 

On February 21 thirty-five American citizen organizations wrote 

President Bush and President Yeltsin, proposing "that all strategic submarines 

return to port and place their missiles in safe storage and that all ICBMs be 

deactivated in an appropriate manner and safely stored."  (Attachment B.) 

 

A small delegation of signers met with Mr. Robert Einhorn in the State 

Department's Policy Planning Division on March 27.  He told us the idea was 

not timely because of the uncertainty of who controls the former Soviet 

strategic arsenal and anyway the United States would never want to go to 

zero alert.  However, he acknowledged that Secretary Baker had discussed 

this idea with Minister Kozyrev. 

 

At first we were unsuccessful in reaching anyone in the Russian Embassy 

to discuss this idea, but a letter we sent by mail to Moscow apparently 

reached President Yeltsin himself.  He instructed the Embassy in Washington 

to get in touch with us.  Mr. Igor Neverov, first secretary (arms control) 

sought us out, and we met with him on May 11.  He told us that the Russian 

Federation accepted the idea of zero alert and that Foreign Minister Andrei 

Kozyrev had stated this in Geneva on February 12.  Following our 

conversation, Mr. Neverov put in writing the Embassy's reply, including 

language from Minister Kozyrev's speech in Geneva (Attachment C).  You 

will note a willingness to separate warheads from delivery vehicles and to 



have intrusive verification. 

 

On May 21 a number of American citizen organizations wrote to 

Secretary of State James Baker (Attachment D), urging him to accept the 

Russian offer and to work out arrangements for the United States and Russia, 

Belarus, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan to take all strategic weapons off alert.  I 

followed up by talking with Mr. Einhorn again.  He said that the U.S. 

government still does not favor zero alert but that lowering the alert status 

to some extent is likely to be on the agenda of talks between President Bush 

and President Yeltsin later this month (along with deeper cuts in the 

strategic arsenal beyond START). 

 

We took an updated version of "Nuclear Disarmament: The Zero Option" 

to the United Methodist General Conference, the official governing body 

which held its quadrennial meeting in Louisville the first half of May.  A 

legislative committee endorsed the resolution by a vote of 75-6 with two 

abstentions.  The measure went on the consent calendar and was adopted 

by the whole body (Attachment E). 

 

I have discussed this idea with a number of people on Capitol Hill, mostly 

staff.  I met with Representative Lee Hamilton and exchanged a couple of 

letters with him.  He favors this approach but has made no public statement 

or taken any action within the House Foreign Affairs Committee.  Jim Miller 

on the staff of the House Armed Services Committee has been studying this 

option, but Chairman Aspin has not yet taken a position on the possibility.  

In the Senate I have found interest from Bruce MacDonald in Senator 

Bumper's office and Bud Moss on Senator Sarbane's staff. 

 

On the practical side of how to take the arsenal off alert, the May 1992 

issue of the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists has an article describing how the 



U.S. is retiring Minuteman II missiles by first removing reentry vehicles from 

the top of each missile and then removing the warheads from the reentry 

vehicles (Attachment F).  This seems like a fairly straight-forward process, 

quite feasible technically.  As we pointed out in our letter to Secretary 

Baker, the challenge is not overwhelming because each side has fewer than 

1,500 ICBMs, strategic submarines, and strategic bombers aggregated in a 

finite number of missile fields, submarine bases, and airfields.  It would not 

be difficult to develop a comprehensive verification system, perhaps adapting 

procedures already agree upon in the INF and START agreements. 

 

As the Bush-Yeltsin summit approaches, I urge you to write about this 

issue, find out the official U.S. and Russian positions, discover what people on 

the Hill think, talk with some of the signing organizations on our letters to 

Bush-Yeltsin and Baker.  Beyond those signing I am aware that John 

Steinbruner at the Brookings Institution and Jeremy Stone of the Federation 

of American Scientists look favorable on the idea of taking the strategic 

arsenal off alert.  Also, Fred Iklé favors this idea, although he reaches this 

conclusion from a different set of reasoning than ours. 

 

If you would like to talk with me more about the concept and supporters 

I know about, please call me at (301) 897-3668. 

 

 

 

 

 



 METHODISTS UNITED FOR PEACE WITH JUSTICE 

 421 Seward Square, SE 

 Washington, DC 20003 

 (202) 546-5551 

 

June 5, 1992 

 

To:   R. Jeffrey Smith 

      The Washington Post 

 

From: Howard W. Hallman, Executive Director 

 

Re:   Taking the global strategic arsenal off alert 

 

From time to time I have sent you articles and news releases about a 

proposal to take the entire global strategic arsenal off alert by separating 

warheads from delivery vehicles.  It is an idea that is gathering increased 

support.  Therefore, I encourage you to look into this matter and consider 

writing a story on it.  For that purpose, I an providing some background 

information. 

 

We offered this idea last October in a statement of our Board of 

Directors on "Nuclear Disarmament: The Zero Option" (Attachment A).  

During November we circulated the statement widely, including copies to 

President Bush, Secretary Baker, General Skowcroft, President Gorbachev, 

President Yeltsin, Soviet Foreign Minister Sheverdnadze, Russian Foreign 

Minister Kozyrev, and members of Congress.  We got few replies, but in 

January we were able to talk with General John Gordon on General 

Skowcroft's staff. 

 



In January President Bush and President Yeltsin each made proposals 

for cuts in strategic weapons deeper than the START agreement.  On 

February 12 Russian Foreign Minister Kozyrev advocated "zero alert" at the 

Conference on Disarmament in Geneva.  He said, "keeping nuclear weapon 

delivery vehicles and warheads apart could be a useful idea.  In other words, 

ICBMs on launchers would carry no front sections, submarines, which would 

in turn be berthed in their home ports, would carry no SLBMs or SLCMs, and 

heavy bomber nuclear weapons including nuclear ALCMs would be kept in 

centralized storage."  (Attachment C contains this quote.  I have the 

Russian text of his speech but not a complete English translation). 

 

On February 21 thirty-five American citizen organizations wrote 

President Bush and President Yeltsin, proposing "that all strategic submarines 

return to port and place their missiles in safe storage and that all ICBMs be 

deactivated in an appropriate manner and safely stored."  (Attachment B.) 

 

A small delegation of signers met with Mr. Robert Einhorn in the State 

Department's Policy Planning Division on March 27.  He told us the idea was 

not timely because of the uncertainty of who controls the former Soviet 

strategic arsenal and anyway the United States would never want to go to 

zero alert.  However, he acknowledged that Secretary Baker had discussed 

this idea with Minister Kozyrev. 

 

At first we were unsuccessful in reaching anyone in the Russian Embassy 

to discuss this idea, but a letter we sent by mail to Moscow apparently 

reached President Yeltsin himself.  He instructed the Embassy in Washington 

to get in touch with us.  Mr. Igor Neverov, first secretary (arms control) 

sought us out, and we met with him on May 11.  He told us that the Russian 

Federation accepted the idea of zero alert and that Foreign Minister Andrei 

Kozyrev had stated this in Geneva on February 12.  Following our 



conversation, Mr. Neverov put in writing the Embassy's reply, including 

language from Minister Kozyrev's speech in Geneva (Attachment C).  You 

will note a willingness to separate warheads from delivery vehicles and to 

have intrusive verification. 

 

On May 21 a number of American citizen organizations wrote to 

Secretary of State James Baker (Attachment D), urging him to accept the 

Russian offer and to work out arrangements for the United States and Russia, 

Belarus, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan to take all strategic weapons off alert.  I 

followed up by talking with Mr. Einhorn again.  He said that the U.S. 

government still does not favor zero alert but that lowering the alert status 

to some extent is likely to be on the agenda of talks between President Bush 

and President Yeltsin later this month (along with deeper cuts in the 

strategic arsenal beyond START). 

 

We took an updated version of "Nuclear Disarmament: The Zero Option" 

to the United Methodist General Conference, the official governing body 

which held its quadrennial meeting in Louisville the first half of May.  A 

legislative committee endorsed the resolution by a vote of 75-6 with two 

abstentions.  The measure went on the consent calendar and was adopted 

by the whole body (Attachment E). 

 

I have discussed this idea with a number of people on Capitol Hill, mostly 

staff.  I met with Representative Lee Hamilton and exchanged a couple of 

letters with him.  He favors this approach but has made no public statement 

or taken any action within the House Foreign Affairs Committee.  Jim Miller 

on the staff of the House Armed Services Committee has been studying this 

option, but Chairman Aspin has not yet taken a position on the possibility.  

In the Senate I have found interest from Bruce MacDonald in Senator 

Bumper's office. 



 

On the practical side of how to take the arsenal off alert, the May 1992 

issue of the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists has an article describing how the 

U.S. is retiring Minuteman II missiles by first removing reentry vehicles from 

the top of each missile and then removing the warheads from the reentry 

vehicles (Attachment F).  This seems like a fairly straight-forward process, 

quite feasible technically.  As we pointed out in our letter to Secretary 

Baker, the challenge is not overwhelming because each side has fewer than 

1,500 ICBMs, strategic submarines, and strategic bombers aggregated in a 

finite number of missile fields, submarine bases, and airfields.  It would not 

be difficult to develop a comprehensive verification system, perhaps adapting 

procedures already agree upon in the INF and START agreements. 

 

As the Bush-Yeltsin summit approaches, I urge you to write about this 

issue, find out the official U.S. and Russian positions, discover what people on 

the Hill think, talk with some of the signing organizations on our letters to 

Bush-Yeltsin and Baker.  Beyond those signing I am aware that John 

Steinbruner at the Brookings Institution and Jeremy Stone of the Federation 

of American Scientists look favorable on the idea of taking the strategic 

arsenal off alert.  Also, Fred Iklé favors this idea, although he reaches this 

conclusion from a different set of reasoning than ours. 

 

If you would like to talk with me more about the concept and supporters 

I know about, please call me at (301) 897-3668. 

 

 



 METHODISTS UNITED FOR PEACE WITH JUSTICE 

 421 Seward Square, SE 

 Washington, DC 20003 

 

 

 FAX TRANSMITTAL MEMO 

 

Date:  June 10, 1992 

 

To: Bruce MacDonald 

 

   FAX No. 202 224-6435 Telephone No.  202 224-4843 

 

From: Howard W. Hallman, Executive Director 

 

   FAX No. (301) 652-8516 (Trio Copy Shop)    Telephone No.  (301) 897-3668 

 

 

Here are two draft letters to President Bush on the issue of taking the strategic arsenal off alert.  The 

first is written to go immediately -- before the Bush-Yeltsin meeting in Washington.  The second is for 

after the meeting and contains blank space to be completed later.  Take your choice. 



 Draft letter 

 To be sent prior to the Bush-Yeltsin meeting 

 

 

The Honorable George Bush 

The White House 

Washington, DC 20500 

 

Dear Mr. President: 

 

As you complete final preparation for your meeting with Russian President Boris Yeltsin, we want you 

to know that we are fully supportive of your effort to achieve reductions in the strategic arsenal far 

deeper than the START agreement. 

 

We also urge you to work out an agreement that accepts the idea advanced by Russian Foreign Minister 

Andrei Kosyrev in Geneva on February 12, 1992 to achieve a "zero alert posture" for all strategic forces 

of Russian, the United States, and other nuclear powers.  He specified: "ICBMs on launchers would 

carry no front sections, submarines, which would in turn be berthed in their home ports, would carry 

no SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear weapons including nuclear ALCMs would be kept in 

centralized storage.  This would give a guarantee against their unauthorized or accidental use.  

Another benefit of this measure is verifiability.  The details of verification could be agreed upon." 

 

This is a remarkable offer from the U.S. perspective.  What a great achievement it would be to take the 

entire global strategic arsenal off alert by separating nuclear warheads from delivery vehicles.  This 

would remove the ever-present danger of unexpected nuclear attack on the U.S. homeland.  It would 

provide a breathing space for the actual dismantlement of strategic weapons over a period of years 

through an agreed schedule. 

 

You can be assured that we will firmly support you as you work out an agreement to stand down all 

strategic nuclear weapons to a zero alert posture on a mutual basis with proper verification. 

 

Respectfully yours, 

 

Signers: U.S. Senators 



 Draft letter 

 To be sent after the Bush-Yeltsin meeting 

 

 

The Honorable George Bush 

The White House 

Washington, DC 20500 

 

Dear Mr. President: 

 

We wish to commend you for the agreement you worked out with Russian President Boris Yeltsin to 

achieve reductions in the strategic arsenal far deeper than the START agreement.  [Cite specifics.] 

 

As a next step in enhancing U.S. security through mutual arms reduction, we urge you to work out a 

further agreement that accepts the idea advanced by Russian Foreign Minister Andrei Kosyrev in 

Geneva on February 12, 1992 to achieve a "zero alert posture" for all strategic forces of Russian, the 

United States, and other nuclear powers.  He specified: "ICBMs on launchers would carry no front 

sections, submarines, which would in turn be berthed in their home ports, would carry no SLBMs or 

SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear weapons including nuclear ALCMs would be kept in centralized 

storage.  This would give a guarantee against their unauthorized or accidental use.  Another benefit of 

this measure is verifiability.  The details of verification could be agreed upon." 

 

This is a remarkable offer from the U.S. perspective.  What a great achievement it would be to take the 

entire global strategic arsenal off alert by separating nuclear warheads from delivery vehicles.  This 

would remove the ever-present danger of unexpected nuclear attack on the U.S. homeland.  It would 

provide a breathing space for the actual dismantlement of strategic weapons over a period of years 

through an agreed schedule. 

 

You can be assured that we will firmly support you as you work out an agreement to stand down all 

strategic nuclear weapons to a zero alert posture on a mutual basis with proper verification. 

 

Respectfully yours, 

 

Signers: U.S. Senators 



 METHODISTS UNITED FOR PEACE WITH JUSTICE 

 421 Seward Square, SE 

 Washington, DC 20003 

 

 

 FAX TRANSMITTAL MEMO 

 

Date: June 10, 1992 

 

To: Mr. Dennis Ross, Director 

    Office of Policy Planning 

    U.S. State Department 

 

   FAX No. 202 647-0753 Telephone No.  202 647-2372 

 

From: Howard W. Hallman, Executive Director 

 

   FAX No. (301) 652-8516 (Trio Copy Shop)    Telephone No.  (301) 897-3668 

 

 

We would greatly appreciate your bringing the attached letter to the attention of Secretary of State 

James Baker prior to next week's meeting between President Bush and President Yeltsin. 

 

We are reiterating our support for the idea of taking the entire global strategic arsenal off alert by 

separating all nuclear warheads form their delivery vehicles, achieved on a mutual basis with proper 

verification. 



June 10, 1992 

 

The Honorable James A. Baker 

Secretary of State 

2201 C Street, NW 

Washington, DC 20520 

 

Dear Secretary Baker: 

 

We regret that the United States and Russia have so far failed to reach 

an agreement on how to distribute deeper reductions in the respective 

strategic arsenals beyond START.  We hope that you and your Russian 

counterpart will keep trying so that President Bush and President 

Yeltsin will be able to sign such an important agreement when they 

meet next week. 

 

As another significant step to reduce the danger of strategic nuclear 

attack, we strongly urge you to work out a further agreement along the 

lines proposed by Russian Foreign Minister Andrei Kosyrev in Geneva on 

February 12, 1992 when he called for a "zero alert posture" for all 

strategic forces of Russian, the United States, and other nuclear powers.  

He specifically indicated: 

 

ICBMs on launchers would carry no front sections, submarines, 

which would in turn be berthed in their home ports, would carry no 

SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear weapons including 

nuclear ALCMs would be kept in centralized storage.   

 



This would give a guarantee against their unauthorized or accidental 

use.  Another benefit of this measure is verifiability.  The details of 

verification could be agreed upon. 

 

This sounds to us like a good deal for the United States.  What a 

blessing it would be if Russia and the other successor states to the Soviet 

Union would deactivate their entire strategic arsenal in this manner.  

It would be quite appropriate for the United States to reciprocate, for it 

makes no sense to retain active targeting of nations which are our allies, 

are instituting democracy, and are recipients of U.S. aid. 

 

We would vigorously applaud President Bush if next week he would 

announce such an agreement to stand down the Russian and U.S. 

strategic arsenal in this manner. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Executive Director 



June 17, 1992 

 

Mr. Jim Lehrer 

The News Hour 

3620 S. 27th Street 

Arlington, VA 22206 

 

Dear Mr. Lehrer:  

 

I was disappointed that once again when you considered arms control -- this 

time your Tuesday evening discussion of the Bush-Yeltsin announcement -- 

that your guests included only believers in nuclear deterrence.  You provided 

only a small range of views by arms control centrists and completely omitted 

the views of persons who consider nuclear deterrence both immoral and 

obsolete and favor moving toward global nuclear disarmament as soon as 

possible.  I urge you to encompass this perspective in future discussion of this 

issue. 

 

Our own response to the Bush-Yeltsin announcement is contained in the 

enclosed news release (Attachment A).  Since last fall we -- a national 

association of laity and clergy -- have been advocating that the global 

strategic arsenal be taken off alert and all warheads separated from their 

delivery vehicles.  In May the General Conference of the United Methodist 

Church adopted this position at its quadrennial meeting in Louisville.  The 

enclosed resolution on "Nuclear Disarmament: The Zero Option" (Attachment 

B) passed the legislative committee by a vote of 75 to 6 with 2 abstentions 

and gained approval of the whole body of 990 delegates through the consent 

calendar.  The General Conference is the official governing body of the 

United Methodist Church, and its members run the range from 

fundamentalists to liberal activists. 



 

A number of other national organizations favor taking the global strategic 

arsenal off alert, as shown by the enclosed letter to President Bush and 

President Yeltsin, send in February (Attachment C). 

 

In reply to this letter Igor Neverov, first secretary (arms control) of the 

Russian Embassy in Washington, told us that Russia supports this position.  

The second half of his reply (Attachment D) affirms this by quoting from a 

speech made by Russian Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev on February 12, 

1992 at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva. 

 

So you can see that our advocacy of standing down the strategic arsenal by 

separating warheads from delivery vehicles is not an idea of a lunatic fringe 

but rather a serious proposal that deserves public consideration. We urge you 

to include this idea in your next discussion of nuclear arms control. 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Executive Director 



June 17, 1992 

 

Ms. Meg Greenfield, Op-Ed Editor 

The Washington Post 

1150 16th Street, NW 

Washington, DC 20071 

 

Dear Ms. Greenfield: 

 

I am submitting for your consideration an op-ed piece entitled "President 

Bush Misses Opportunity to Deactivate all Russian Strategic Missiles." 

 

The piece makes that point that the Russians are willing to separate all 

strategic warheads from their delivery vehicles and to accept verification 

procedures.  This includes the powerful multi-warhead S-18 ICBM that U.S. 

officials dread.  This could happen this summer rather than being spread out 

over a ten year period. 

 

To bring this about the United States would have to reciprocate by taking its 

own strategic arsenal off alert by separating warheads from delivery vehicles.  

This seems like a good deal, as my op-ed piece articulates. 

 

This is a view that hasn't been expressed in the Post's editorial page, but one 

which deserves attention.  Therefore, I hope that you will decide to print my 

piece.  But if not, please return it to me in the enclosed self-addressed 

envelope. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 



 

Howard W. Hallman 

Executive Director 

 

(301) 897-3668 



June 18, 1992 

 

Mr. Marvin "Bud" Moss 

Office of Senator Sarbanes 

309 Hart Senate Office Building 

Washington, DC 20510 

 

Dear Bud: 

 

I would like to share with you a communication I am sending to all members 

of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.  I am also supplying you with a 

possible question which Senator Sarbanes might ask Secretary Baker at the 

upcoming hearing on START.  I am not offering this question to any other 

senator though they will all have our background information.  

 

If you want further information, please call me at (301) 897-3668. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Executive Director 



June 19, 1992 

 

Dear Senator: 

 

As you prepare for the appearance of Secretary of State Baker before the 

Senate Foreign Relations Committee to testify on START, we would like to 

share with you our views on START and related matters.  

 

(1) We support START.  Although the arms reduction achieved by the treaty 

is relatively limited, it represents a good beginning.  Moreover, the treaty 

contains other useful provisions that deserve ratification. 

 

(2) We believe that the further reductions announced by Presidents Bush and 

Yeltsin on June 16 constitute a step in the right direction.  However, we 

believe that the pace is far too slow and cuts art not deep enough. 

 

(3) We believe that the United States should now accept a proposal laid out 

by Russian Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev on February 12, 1992 at the 

Conference on Disarmament in Geneva. 

"First, we may consider taking off the alert status the strategic forces of 

Russia, the United States and other nuclear powers, which are targeted on 

one another's territories or facilities, thus placing nuclear weapons on a 

`zero alert posture'. 

"Second, keeping nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and warheads apart 

could be a useful idea.  In other words, ICBMs on launchers would carry 

no front sections, submarines, which would in turn be berthed in their 



home ports, would carry no SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear 

weapons including nuclear ALCMs would be kept in centralized storage. 

"This would give a guarantee against their unauthorized or accidental 

use.  Another benefit of this measure is its verifiability.  The details of 

verification could be agreed upon." 

 

This seems like a good deal for the United States.  Russia would remove all 

the warheads from the powerful S-18 ICBMs and its other missiles, and 

would permit verification.  All we have to do is reciprocate.  This would 

immediately eliminate the threat of unexpected attack on the U.S. homeland, 

whether by accident or by intent of a renegade military force.  And because 

these missiles would be out of active service, we wouldn't have to wait ten 

years until they are dismantled to eliminate their threat.  Even at that there 

will be at least 3,000 Russian missiles still actively aimed our way after 2003 

under the latest Bush-Yeltsin agreement. 

 

As further background, I am enclosing our latest statement on this issue and 

two related pieces.  If you have any questions, please have your staff call me 

at (301) 897-3668. 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Executive Director 



June 19, 1992 

 

Mr. Sam Donaldson 

ABC News 

1717 DeSales Street, NW 

Washington, DC 20036 

 

Dear Mr. Donaldson: 

 

Assuming that Secretary of State Baker is likely to be a guest on This Week 

with David Brinkley this Sunday or later to talk about the Bush-Yeltsin 

meeting, I would like to suggest a line of questioning for you. 

 

We do not think that the agreement to cut strategic nuclear warheads to 

3,000 to 3,500 by 2003 is the great deal that President Bush claims (see 

attached statement).  This agreement envisions Russian missiles targeted at 

Washington and other U.S. sites forever (or at least well beyond 2003).  And 

for most of the next ten years the powerful Russian S-18 ICBMs with ten 

warheads each will remained targeted on the U.S. homeland.  Likewise U.S. 

missiles will continue to target the cities of Russia, and perhaps also the other 

successor states to the Soviet Union, and the seaports and airfields where U.S. 

ships and planes are arriving with food supplies.  The Cold War is over but 

Cold War weaponry, targeting, and the outmoded nuclear deterrence 

doctrine go on forever. 

 

This need not be.  Unfortunately President Bush passed up a golden 

opportunity to take the entire Soviet strategic out of service immediately.  

He should have accepted the offer made by Russian Foreign Minister Andrei 

Kozyrev on February 12, 1992 at the Conference on Disarmament in 

Geneva, as follows: 



 

"First, we may consider taking off the alert status the strategic forces of 

Russia, the United States and other nuclear powers, which are targeted on 

one another's territories or facilities, thus placing nuclear weapons on a 

`zero alert posture'. 

 

"Second, keeping nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and warheads apart 

could be a useful idea.  In other words, ICBMs on launchers would carry 

no front sections, submarines, which would in turn be berthed in their 

home ports, would carry no SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear 

weapons including nuclear ALCMs would be kept in centralized storage. 

 

"This would give a guarantee against their unauthorized or accidental use.  

Another benefit of this measure is its verifiability.  The details of 

verification could be agreed upon." 

 

If you want confirmation of this statement, you can contact Igor Neverov, 

first secretary (arms control) at the Russian Embassy (628-7551).  Matt 

Bunn at the Arms Control Association (797-4626) has an English 

translation of Kozyrev's speech. 



Mr. Sam Donaldson 

June 19, 1992 

Page two. 

 

This offer could go into effect immediately if the U.S. government was willing 

to reciprocate by returning strategic submarines to port and placing their 

missiles in storage and by taking warheads off all ICBMs and storing them.  

U.S. strategic bombers are already off alert with their weapons in storage.  

There are only few dozen U.S. and Russian strategic missile fields, airbases, 

and submarine bases so that observation teams could easily be organized and 

dispatched to verify the other side's deactivation.  Both nations have plenty 

of personnel available for mutual verification activities, and there is already 

practical experience under the Intermediate Nuclear Force (INF) Reduction 

Treaty. 

 

This kind of mutual deactivation could occur within a couple of months.  

Then the weapons could be dismantled in stages over a longer period.  Being 

out of service immediately, the S-18s and other Russian missiles would not be 

actively targeting the U.S. homeland any longer.  Being under observation by 

U.S. verification teams, the Russian missiles could not be reactivated sur-

reptitiously by a renegade Russian military force or perpetuators of a coup.  

If a new Russian government reattached the warheads and sent out their 

submarines, the United States could reciprocate. 

 

As far as I can determine, the Bush Administration doesn't want to accept 

the Russian offer of mutual deactivation because it wants to maintain armed 

strategic submarines at sea as a deterrent against other nations' hostile acts. 

Yet 45 years of experience shows that U.S. nuclear deterrence does not 

prevent regional wars (such as Korean, Vietnam, Afghanistan, Arab-Israeli, 

Persian Gulf), civil strife within nations (numerous examples), or terrorist 

attacks.  These types of wars are the most likely ones in the foreseeable 



future.  Other means than strategic nuclear deterrence are necessary for 

dealing with them. 

 

Thus, we urge you to ask Secretary Baker why the United States would not 

agree to the Russia offer to deactivate all strategic weapons immediately. 

 

As further background, I am enclosing an earlier statement we made on this 

subject, a letter a number of organizations sent to Presidents Bush and 

Yeltsin in February, the reply from the Russian Embassy, and a resolution 

adopted by the General Conference of the United Methodist Church on 

"Nuclear Disarmament: The Zero Option", including endorsement of the 

deactivation idea.   

 

If you wish further information, you or your staff associates can reach me at 

(301) 897-3668. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Executive Director 



June 19, 1992 

Letters-to-the Editor 

The New York Times 

229 W. 42nd Street 

New York, NY 10036 

 

Dear Editor: 

 

You described the Bush-Yeltsin nuclear arms reduction deal as extraordinary.  

It was by yesterday's Cold War standards, but it was not nearly bold enough 

for today's situation and tomorrow's possibilities. 

 

The deal says that the United States and Russia will aim nuclear missiles at 

one another forever.  Each side will retain 3,000 to 3,500 strategic 

warheads after 2003.  That's enough to wipe out either nation many times 

over.  For most of the next ten years Russia will continue to deploy the 

highly threatening, multi-warhead S-18 and S-24 ICBMs, targeted on U.S. 

cities.  The United States will continue to target an equivalent balance of 

terror against Russian cities.  That's allies targeting one another. 

 

Russian Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev offered a much better solution in 

February in a speech before the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva.  He 

expressed a Russian willingness to keep nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and 

warheads apart.  "In other words," he explained, "ICBMs on launchers would 

carry no front sections, submarines, which would in turn be berthed in their 

home ports, would carry no SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear 

weapons including nuclear ALCMs would be kept in centralized storage.  This 

would give a guarantee against their unauthorized or accidental use.  

Another benefit of this measure is its verifiability." 

 



So far President Bush has refused to accept this offer.  But he still can and 

should by agreeing to reciprocal action by the United States.  This would put 

the deadly Russian S-18s and S-24s out of service within a couple of months 

instead of dragging the process out for ten years.  Once deactivated by 

separating warheads from delivery vehicles, Russian and U.S. strategic 

weapons -- with Great Britain, France, and China joining in -- could be 

dismantled over a period of years in a staged and verified manner.  In the 

meantime, active targeting would cease.  Through mutual, on-site 

observation teams, there would be assurance that warheads are not 

reinstalled surreptitiously. 

 

This would be true security rather than continuing the foolish course of 

threatened mutual assured destruction (MAD), which is still madness at the 

3,000 warhead level. Now that would be truly extraordinary! 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Executive Director 



 HOWARD W. HALLMAN 

 6508 Wilmett Road 

 Bethesda, MD 20817 

 (301) 897-3668 

June 19, 1992 

Mr. Ross Perot 

P.O. Box 517010 

Dallas, TX 75251 

 

Re: An Opportunity for Taking the Global Strategic Arsenal Off Alert Now! 

 

Dear Mr. Perot: 

 

The agreement by President Bush and President Yeltsin to make deep cuts in 

the strategic nuclear arsenal over the next ten years seems like a good deal at 

first glance.  Compared to past Cold War arms reductions it represents 

progress.  But compared to today's situation and possibilities, it is much too 

limited. 

 

A much better approach was offered by Russian Foreign Minister Andrei 

Kozyrev on February 12, 1992 at the Disarmament Conference in Geneva.  

He stated: 

 

"First, we may consider taking off the alert status the strategic forces of 

Russia, the United States and other nuclear powers, which are targeted on 

one another's territories or facilities, thus placing nuclear weapons on a 

`zero alert posture'. 

 

"Second, keeping nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and warheads apart 

could be a useful idea.  In other words, ICBMs on launchers would carry 



no front sections, submarines, which would in turn be berthed in their 

home ports, would carry no SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear 

weapons including nuclear ALCMs would be kept in centralized storage. 

 

"This would give a guarantee against their unauthorized or accidental use.  

Another benefit of this measure is its verifiability.  The details of 

verification could be agreed upon." 

 

So far, though, President Bush has refused to accept this offer.  He could 

have done so by agreeing to reciprocal action to separate U.S. strategic 

warheads from their delivery vehicles.  That would be accomplished by 

returning U.S.submarines to port and placing their missiles in storage and 

taking warheads off all ICBMs and storing them.  U.S. strategic bombers are 

already off alert and their weapons in storage.  There are only few dozen 

U.S. and Russian strategic missile fields, airbases, and submarine bases so that 

observation teams could easily be organized and dispatched to verify the 

other side's deactivation.  Both nations have plenty of personnel available for 

mutual verification activities, and there is already practical experience under 

the Intermediate Nuclear Force (INF) Reduction Treaty. 

 

In this manner within a couple of months the two new allies -- the United 

States and Russia -- would cease active targeting one another.  Great 

Britain, France, and China could join them.  Once all strategic weapons are 

deactivated, they could be dismantled over a period of years in a staged and 

verified manner. 

 

I urge you to speak out in favor of this idea.  Further background informatin 

is enclosed.  If your staff wants to talk to me about this idea, I can be 

reached at (301) 897-3668. 

Sincerely yours, 



 

 

Howard W. Hallman 



 HOWARD W. HALLMAN 

 6508 Wilmett Road 

 Bethesda, MD 20817 

 (301) 897-3668 

June 19, 1992 

The Honorable Bill Clinton 

State Capitol 

Little Rock, AR 72201 

 

Re: An Opportunity for Taking the Global Strategic Arsenal Off Alert Now! 

 

Dear Governor Clinton: 

 

The agreement by President Bush and President Yeltsin to make deep cuts in 

the strategic nuclear arsenal over the next ten years seems like a good deal at 

first glance.  Compared to past Cold War arms reductions, it represents 

progress.  But compared to today's situation and possibilities, it is much too 

limited. 

 

A much better approach was offered by Russian Foreign Minister Andrei 

Kozyrev on February 12, 1992 at the Disarmament Conference in Geneva.  

He stated: 

 

"First, we may consider taking off the alert status the strategic forces of 

Russia, the United States and other nuclear powers, which are targeted on 

one another's territories or facilities, thus placing nuclear weapons on a 

`zero alert posture'. 

 

"Second, keeping nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and warheads apart 

could be a useful idea.  In other words, ICBMs on launchers would carry 



no front sections, submarines, which would in turn be berthed in their 

home ports, would carry no SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear 

weapons including nuclear ALCMs would be kept in centralized storage. 

 

"This would give a guarantee against their unauthorized or accidental use.  

Another benefit of this measure is its verifiability.  The details of 

verification could be agreed upon." 

 

So far, though, President Bush has refused to accept this offer.  He could 

have done so by agreeing to reciprocal action to separate U.S. strategic 

warheads from their delivery vehicles.  That would be accomplished by 

returning U.S.submarines to port and placing their missiles in storage and 

taking warheads off all ICBMs and storing them.  U.S. strategic bombers are 

already off alert and their weapons in storage.  There are only few dozen 

U.S. and Russian strategic missile fields, airbases, and submarine bases so that 

observation teams could easily be organized and dispatched to verify the 

other side's deactivation.  Both nations have plenty of personnel available for 

mutual verification activities, and there is already practical experience under 

the Intermediate Nuclear Force (INF) Reduction Treaty. 

 

In this manner within a couple of months the two new allies -- the United 

States and Russia -- would cease active targeting one another.  Great 

Britain, France, and China could join them.  Once all strategic weapons are 

deactivated, they could be dismantled over a period of years in a staged and 

verified manner. 

 

I urge you to speak out in favor of this idea.  Further background 

information is enclosed.  If your staff wants to talk to me about this idea, I 

can be reached at (301) 897-3668. 

Sincerely yours, 



 

 

Howard W. Hallman 



 METHODISTS UNITED FOR PEACE WITH JUSTICE 

 421 Seward Square, SE 

 Washington, DC 20003 

 

 

June 22, 1992   

 

 

To: Bruce MacDonald 

 

From: Howard W. Hallman, Executive Director 

 

Now that the Bush-Yeltsin meeting has been held, I have redrafted to proposed letter for members of 

the Senate to send to President Bush.  If Senator Bumpers would be willing to circulate this letter 

among his colleagues for signatures, I am willing to work with you to make contact with other senate 

staff if you would find it useful.  I think several other organizations would be willing to help. 

 

Please let me know what you think of this idea.  You can reach me at (301) 897-3668. 



 Draft letter 

 Proposed for signature by U.S. senators 

 

The Honorable George Bush 

The White House 

Washington, DC 20500 

 

Dear Mr. President: 

 

We wish to commend you for the agreement in principle that you worked out with Russian President 

Boris Yeltsin to achieve reductions in the strategic arsenal far deeper than the START agreement.  

Especially significant is the mutual commitment to eliminate multi-warhead missiles. 

 

As the representatives of the United States and Russia work out the precise wording of this agreement, 

we urge you to instruct the U.S. representatives to  add an additional element: a commitment by both 

nations to promptly take all strategic weapons off active alert by separating warheads from their 

delivery vehicles, achieved with mutual verification.  Although the actual dismantlement of nuclear 

weapons may have to be stretched over a number of years, there is no need for the United States and 

Russia, as new allies, to continue to actively target one another with deadly nuclear weapons. 

 

There is public evidence of Russian willingness to accept this arrangement.  On February 12, 1992 

Russian Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva indicated that 

Russia would consider a "zero alert posture" for all strategic forces of Russian, the United States, and 

other nuclear powers.  He specified: "ICBMs on launchers would carry no front sections, submarines, 

which would in turn be berthed in their home ports, would carry no SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy 

bomber nuclear weapons including nuclear ALCMs would be kept in centralized storage.  This would 

give a guarantee against their unauthorized or accidental use.  Another benefit of this measure is 

verifiability.  The details of verification could be agreed upon." 

 

This is a remarkable offer from the U.S. perspective.  What a great achievement it would be to take the 

entire global strategic arsenal, including Russia's powerful, multi-warhead S-18s and S-24s, off alert 

by separating nuclear warheads from delivery vehicles.  This would remove the ever-present danger of 

unexpected nuclear attack on the U.S. homeland.  It would provide a breathing space for the actual 

dismantlement of strategic weapons over a period of years through an agreed schedule.  On-site U.S. 

observation teams could assure that Russian missiles would not be surreptitiously rearmed by a 

renegade military force or a successor government to President Yeltsin's regime.  If they were, the 

United States would be able to reciprocate and restore an active deterrent.   

 

It would be necessary to bring Great Britain, France, and China into the "zero alert" situation.  But 

even if Russia and the United States preceded them by a few months, there would be no grave risk 

because the U.S. and Russia would have so many strategic missiles in reserve that these nations with 

smaller arsenals would not risk an attack.  This is another case where U.S. initiative can be a catalyst 

for change, as occurred through the initiative you undertook last September on tactical nuclear 

weapons and strategic bombers. 

 

You can be assured that we will firmly support you as you work out an agreement to stand down all 



strategic nuclear weapons to a zero alert posture on a mutual basis with proper verification. 

 

Respectfully yours, 

 

 

Signers: U.S. Senators 



 Draft letter 

 Proposed for signature by U.S. Representatives 

 

The Honorable George Bush 

The White House 

Washington, DC 20500 

 

Dear Mr. President: 

 

We wish to commend you for the agreement in principle that you worked out with Russian President 

Boris Yeltsin to achieve reductions in the strategic arsenal far deeper than the START agreement.  

Especially significant is the mutual commitment to eliminate multi-warhead missiles. 

 

As the representatives of the United States and Russia work out the precise wording of this agreement, 

we urge you to instruct the U.S. representatives to  add an additional element: a commitment by both 

nations to promptly take all strategic weapons off active alert by separating warheads from their 

delivery vehicles, achieved with mutual verification.  Although the actual dismantlement of nuclear 

weapons may have to be stretched over a number of years, there is no need for the United States and 

Russia, as new allies, to continue to actively target one another with deadly nuclear weapons. 

 

There is public evidence of Russian willingness to accept this arrangement.  On February 12, 1992 

Russian Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva indicated that 

Russia would consider a "zero alert posture" for all strategic forces of Russian, the United States, and 

other nuclear powers.  He specified: "ICBMs on launchers would carry no front sections, submarines, 

which would in turn be berthed in their home ports, would carry no SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy 

bomber nuclear weapons including nuclear ALCMs would be kept in centralized storage.  This would 

give a guarantee against their unauthorized or accidental use.  Another benefit of this measure is 

verifiability.  The details of verification could be agreed upon." 

 

This is a remarkable offer from the U.S. perspective.  What a great achievement it would be to take the 

entire global strategic arsenal, including Russia's powerful, multi-warhead S-18s and S-24s, off alert 

by separating nuclear warheads from delivery vehicles.  This would remove the ever-present danger of 

unexpected nuclear attack on the U.S. homeland.  It would provide a breathing space for the actual 

dismantlement of strategic weapons over a period of years through an agreed schedule.  On-site U.S. 

observation teams could assure that Russian missiles would not be surreptitiously rearmed by a 

renegade military force or a successor government to President Yeltsin's regime.  If they were, the 

United States would be able to reciprocate and restore an active deterrent.   

 

It would be necessary to bring Great Britain, France, and China into the "zero alert" situation.  But 

even if Russia and the United States preceded them by a few months, there would be no grave risk 



because the U.S. and Russia would have so many strategic missiles in reserve that these nations with 

smaller arsenals would not risk an attack.  This is another case where U.S. initiative can be a catalyst 

for change, as occurred through the initiative you undertook last September on tactical nuclear 

weapons and strategic bombers. 

 

You can be assured that we will firmly support you as you work out an agreement to stand down all 

strategic nuclear weapons to a zero alert posture on a mutual basis with proper verification. 

 

Respectfully yours, 

 

 

Signers: U.S. Representatives 



June 23, 1992 

 

The Honorable Lee H. Hamilton 

2187 Rayburn House Office Building 

Washington, DC 20515 

 

Dear Lee: 

 

Many of us are pleased with the agreement that President Bush and 

President Yeltsin announced at the White House on June 17 to make 

deep cuts in the strategic arsenal over the next ten years.  By the end 

of this decade, or by year 2003 at the latest, all of Russia's powerful, 

multi-warhead S-18s and S-24s will be dismantled and the total U.S. 

and Russian nuclear arsenal will be cut to one-third the present size. 

 

As significant as this agreement is, fully armed, Russian multi-warhead 

ICBMs will remain in place for another seven to ten years with 

capability of instantaneous launching toward the U.S. homeland.  This 

risk to U.S. security, however, could be eliminated in the interim by 

taking the entire Russian and U.S. strategic arsenal and separating 

warheads from delivery vehicles, achieved with mutual verification. 

 

Russian Foreign Minister Kozyrev made an offer to do so on a mutual 

basis in Geneva on February 12, 1992.  He stated that "ICBMs on 

launchers would carry no front sections, submarines, which would in 

turn be berthed in their home ports, would carry no SLBMs or SLCMs, 

and heavy bomber nuclear weapons including nuclear ALCMs would be 

kept in centralized storage."  



 

We believe that this approach should be added to START II, the new 

treaty that will formalize the latest Bush-Yeltsin.  This treaty will be 

drafted during the next two months.  Therefore, there is an urgency 

to getting this idea incorporated. 

 

Accordingly, we ask you to get your colleagues in the House of 

Representatives to join you in writing to the President, asking him to 

make immediate deactivation a part of START II.  I have taken the 

liberty of drafting a letter for this purpose.  Because time is short it 

would be useful if such a letter was circulated among your colleagues, 

signed, and sent to President Bush before the upcoming recess. 

 

The result could be the complete elimination of mutual targeting of 

Russia and the United States by fall.  Then the task of actual 

dismantlement could proceed in stages.  What a relief this would be to 

all of us!  What a blessing it would be to our children and grand-

children! 

 

With best regards, 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Executive Director 



 METHODISTS UNITED FOR PEACE WITH JUSTICE 

 421 Seward Square, SE 

 Washington, DC 20003 

 

 

 FAX TRANSMITTAL MEMO 

 

Date: June 23, 1992 

 

To: The Honorable Lee H. Hamilton 

 

   FAX No. 202 225-1101 Telephone No.  202 225-5315 

 

From: Howard W. Hallman, Executive Director 

 

   FAX No. (301) 652-8516 (Trio Copy Shop)    Telephone No.  (301) 

897-3668 

 

 

There is now a significant opportunity to enhance U.S. security by 

deactivating the entire Russian and U.S. nuclear arsenal immediately and 

then moving toward deep cuts are made through staged dismantlement, as 

announced by President Bush and President Yeltsin last week. 

 

The attached letter requests you to get your colleagues in the House of 

Representatives to join you in writing President Bush, urging him to add this 

element to START II, which will be drafted in the next two months. 

 

We are available to work with your staff in lining up signers for such a letter. 

 

With best regards, 



 METHODISTS UNITED FOR PEACE WITH JUSTICE 

 421 Seward Square, SE 

 Washington, DC 20003 

 

 

 FAX TRANSMITTAL MEMO 

 

Date: June 23, 1992 

 

To:  Michael Van Dusen 

 

   FAX No. 202 226-3581 Telephone No.  202 225-3345 

 

From: Howard W. Hallman, Executive Director 

 

   FAX No. (301) 652-8516 (Trio Copy Shop)    Telephone No.  (301) 

897-3668 

 

 

Here is a copy of my letter to Representative Hamilton, requesting him to 

sponsor a letter to President Bush on standing down the strategic arsenal, 

and a draft of the letter to the President. 

 

If he goes ahead with this letter, we are available to work with you to help line 

up signatures.  I can probably get some other organizations to help. 

 

Please let me know what Mr. Hamilton decides. 

 



June 25, 1992 

 

The Honorable James A. Baker 

U.S. Department of State 

2201 C Street, NW 

Washington, DC 20520 

 

Dear Secretary Baker: 

 

We wish to congratulation you on two significant arms reduction agreements 

that you have negotiated during the past six months: (1) the Lisbon Protocol 

which brings Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine into START I as non-nuclear 

states and (2) the START II framework which President Bush and President 

Yeltsin announced on June 17.  The latter is significant for its deep cuts in 

the strategic arsenal and the intent to eliminate all MIRVed ICBMs by 2003 

and possibly as early as 2000. 

 

We urge you now to make this a triad of accomplishments by adding to the 

START II treaty, now being drafted, appropriate provisions to take the entire 

Russian and U.S. strategic arsenal off alert immediately by separating all 

warheads from their delivery vehicles with proper verification.  Among other 

benefits this measure would remove all Russian S-18s and S-24s from active 

service within seven to ten weeks rather than waiting for staged 

dismantlement over a seven to ten year period.  It would immediately 

increase U.S. homeland security against an unexpected nuclear attack from 

afar.   

 

On-site U.S. observations would provide an effective safeguard from 

surreptitious rearming by some future reactionary regime that might come 

to power in Russia.  If this occurred, the United States would have time to 



reestablish a more active deterrent by reinstalling warheads on ICBMs and 

rearming strategic submarines and sending them to sea. 

 

Taking the entire strategic arsenal off alert would build upon President Bush's 

initiative of last September when he unilaterally took U.S. strategic bombers 

and some ICBMs off alert as well as commenced withdrawal of tactical 

nuclear weapons form overseas deployment.  His leadership evoked a very 

significant reciprocal response from Soviet President Gorbachev, which 

Russian President Yeltsin has maintained and strengthened. 

 

There is already a public expression of willingness by Russia to move to in this 

direction.  As you know, on February 12, 1992 Russian Foreign Minister 

Andrei Kozyrev, speaking at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva, 

proposed a "zero alert posture" for the strategic forces of Russia, the United 

States and other nuclear powers.  He specified:  

 

ICBMs on launchers would carry no front sections, submarines, which 

would in turn be berthed in their home ports, would carry no SLBMs or 

SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear weapons including nuclear ALCMs 

would be kept in centralized storage....The details of verification could be 

agreed upon. 



The Honorable James A. Baker 

June 25, 1992 

Page two. 

 

This is an offer that the United States should not refuse. This mutual 

standing down of the Russian and U.S. strategic arsenals could be 

accomplished rapidly, probably within a month or two.  Because there are 

only a few dozen U.S. and Russian strategic missile fields, airbases, and 

submarine bases, observation teams could easily be organized and dispatched 

so that each side could verify the other's deactivation.  Both nations have 

plenty of personnel available for mutual verification activities.  There is 

already practical experience under the INF Treaty, and START I has relevant 

provisions to draw upon.  

    

Great Britain, France, and China should be invited to join this deactivation 

process.  But even if they don't do so immediately, there would be no great 

danger.  They would know that the United States and Russia would retain 

much of their strategic arsenal in reserve and would have plenty of missiles 

available to rearm in the event of a surprise attack by one of the other 

nuclear powers. 

 

Any other nation producing nuclear weapons would likewise know that they 

could not safely attack the United States or Russia without risking retaliation 

by rearmed strategic missiles. 

 

I have tried hard to find reasons why the United States would not want to 

accept the Russian offer to take the strategic arsenal off alert by separating 

warheads from delivery vehicles.  One reason may be because the policy of 

nuclear deterrence is so longstanding and the habit of deployment is so strong 

that U.S. policy makers cannot conceive of not keeping at least one U.S. 

strategic submarine on duty at all times.  It has become a kind of 

psychological dependency regardless of security needs.  Yet, our true security 



would be much better served if mutual deactivation occurred as soon as 

possible. 

 

Another reason may be because policy makers believe that U.S. global 

responsibilities require maintaining an active nuclear deterrent into the 

foreseeable future.  However, if you consider the doctrine of nuclear 

deterrence pragmatically by examining the last 47 years of experience rather 

than relying on thinktank theories, you will notice that strategic deterrence 

has a very limited function.  Indeed, history shows it is vastly overrated. 

 

Only thing now deterred.  At the moment all that U.S. strategic weapons 

deter is the use of strategic weapons by other nations.  At one time many 

persons insisted that a second function was to reinforce NATO's deterrence of 

Soviet invasion of Western Europe, but that is now moot.  There is nothing 

else that strategic weapons now deter. 

 

What was not deterred.  In the years since 1945, U.S. nuclear weapons did 

not deter many grievous events.  They included: 

 

# North Korean invasion of South Korea (1950)  

# North Vietnam conquest of South Vietnam (1956-73) 

# Repeated Soviet acts of repression in Eastern Europe (East Germany, 

1953; Hungary, 1956; Czechoslovakia, 1968; Poland, several times) 

# Soviet invasion of Afghanistan (1979) 

# Iraq invasion of Kuwait (1990)  

# Repeated Israeli-Arab conflict  

# Other regional and civil wars, bringing the total to 125 wars since 1945 

# Terrorist attacks and hostage-taking 



The Honorable James A. Baker 

June 25, 1992 

Page three 

 

What U.S. strategic weapons cannot deter.  If you take the knowledge of 

what wasn't deterred by strategic weapons and apply it to current strife and 

possible future conflict during the next ten to twenty years, you will discover 

that U.S. strategic submarines and other legs of the triad have no capacity to 

deter these events.  For example: 

 

# Internal conflict in disintegrated Yugoslavia, Moldova, 

Armenia-Azerbaijan, African nations, and elsewhere. 

# Arab-Israeli conflict (negotiations are the answer) 

# War between Arab states 

# War between India and Pakistan (even if they are nuclearly armed) 

# Russian invasion of Baltic states and other independent states with 

Russian enclaves (experience of Eastern Europe repeated, undeterred by 

U.S. nuclear might) 

# A new Korean War 

# Regional wars elsewhere 

# Threatened use of biological or chemical (if a military deterrent is relied 

upon, it most likely would be through conventional forces; but even if a 

nuclear deterrent were brought into play, it would not be through 

strategic submarines, ICBMs, or long-range bombers) 

# Terrorist attacks 

 

The United States may conclude that it has global responsibilities to deal with 

these events, but strategic nuclear weapons have no relevance.  Their 

awesome power is far out of proportion to the events to be deterred, so they 

provide no credible threat.  Neither do they have military utility in these 

kinds of wars, as Presidents Truman and Eisenhower concluded for the 

Korean War and Presidents Johnson and Nixon decided during the Vietnam 



War. 

 

This leads us back to the initial finding that all that strategic nuclear weapons 

are now deterring is other strategic weapons.  Because this is their only 

utility, all sides would be better off if all strategic weapons were taken off 

alert simultaneously by separating warheads from delivery vehicles with 

proper verification.  This would enhance every nuclear state's national 

security during the period when strategic weapons are being dismantled in a 

balanced and staged manner, as will occur under START I and START II. 

 

For these reasons, we urge you and your negotiators to work with your 

Russian counterparts to incorporate into the START II agreement provisions 

for taking the strategic arsenal off alert.  We would welcome an opportunity 

for a small delegation to meet with you to elaborate on the ideas contained in 

this letter.   

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Executive Director 

 

(301) 897-3668 



 METHODISTS UNITED FOR PEACE WITH JUSTICE 

 421 Seward Square, SE 

 Washington, DC 20003 

 

 

 FAX TRANSMITTAL MEMO 

 

Date: June 25, 1992 

 

To: Mr. Dennis Ross, Director 

    Office of Policy Planning 

    U.S. State Department 

 

   FAX No. 202 647-0753 Telephone No.  202 647-2372 

 

From: Howard W. Hallman, Executive Director 

 

   FAX No. (301) 652-8516 (Trio Copy Shop)    Telephone No.  (301) 897-3668 

 

 

We are taking the liberty of faxing to you the attached letter to Secretary Baker for two reasons. 

 

First, we want you to receive and analyze our message since apparently you will be playing a leading 

role in drafting the START II agreement that puts into treaty language the joint understanding that 

President Bush and President Yeltsin developed last week. 

 

Second, we hope that you will bring this letter to Secretary Baker's attention.  When we send 

communications to him by U.S. mail, they wind up in the Public Affairs Office for routine reply. 

 

Our message is that the United States has a great opportunity during the next two months to work out 

an agreement with Russia that would take all of their MIRVed ICBMs, and all other strategic weapons 

as well, out of active service by separating their warheads from the delivery vehicles.  This can happen 

immediately without waiting for the seven to ten year dismantlement period of START I and the 

START II understanding as developed so far.  This seems like a tremendous benefit for the United 

States.   

 

The United States would reciprocate by similar standing down of the U.S. strategic arsenal.  Although 

there seems to be a reluctance by U.S. policy makers to bring in all of the U.S. strategic submarines 

because of "global responsibilities", we believe that all they are now deterring is other strategic weapons.  

That need would recede if mutual deactivation occurred, pending staged dismantlement under START 



I and START II. 

 

If you would like to talk with us about our ideas in greater detail, please call me at (301) 897-3668. 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Executive Director 



June 29, 1992 

 

Dear Colleague: 

 

A window of opportunity has opened to get all or much of the Russian and 

U.S. Soviet strategic arsenal off alert.  This window will be open for the next 

two months as U.S. and Soviet representatives put into treaty language the 

joint understanding of President Bush and President Yeltsin to reduce 

strategic warheads on each side to no more than 3,000 to 3,500 in the next 

ten years.  Some are calling this new treaty START II.   

 

Although this joint understanding says nothing about the alert status of 

strategic weapons during the next ten years, we would like to see all of them 

removed from active deployment during this interim period.  We have made 

our case in a letter to Secretary of State James A. Baker (attached). 

We urge you, too, to write Secretary Baker on this issue at the U.S. State 

Department, 2201 C Street, NW, Washington, D.C. 20520.  You might also 

send a copy to Mr. Dennis Ross, Director of Policy Planning at the State 

Department, for we understand that he is heading the U.S. negotiation team. 

 

We think that there might be a possibility of adding this element to the new 

START II agreement because the Russians have proposed moving to "zero alert 

posture".  This was done by Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev at the 

Conference on Disarmament in Geneva on February 12, 1992 (see attached 

statement). 

 

We have been advocating this course since last fall, and the United Methodist 

General Conference endorsed this position in May 1992.  A number of other 

national organizations joined us in February in writing to Presidents Bush and 

Yeltsin in support of this approach.  Other American advocates of nuclear 



arms reduction favor a reduced alert status but not going all the way to zero 

(see attachment). 

 

If you agree with either the zero or the partial approach, we hope that you 

will let Secretary Baker know your views within the next week or two.  

Perhaps together we can persuade him to have U.S. negotiators add an 

off-alert element to START II.  If that doesn't happen during July and 

August, we won't have another opportunity until 1993 or later to move in 

this direction. 

 

I would be interested in receiving a copy of your letter to Secretary Baker.  

Please send it to me at 6508 Wilmett Road, Bethesda, MD 20817.  If you 

want to talk with me about it, please call me at (301) 897-3668. 

 

With best regards, 

 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Executive Director 



 HOWARD W. HALLMAN 

 6508 Wilmett Road 

 Bethesda, MD 20817 

 

July 17, 1992 

 

The Honorable Albert Gore, Jr. 

393 Russell Senate Office Building 

Washington, DC 20510 

 

Dear Senator Gore: 

 

Congratulations for you nomination as vice-presidential candidate for the 

Democratic Party!  I was quite impressed by the eloquence of your 

acceptance speech. 

 

I assume that you will play a leading role on the Clinton-Gore team in 

articulating ideas on foreign and military policy.  Therefore, I want to share 

with you an idea on eliminating the threat of strategic nuclear attack on the 

United States.  It's an idea developed and advocated by Methodists United 

for Peace with Justice, a national association of laity and clergy, which I 

served as executive director until recently and now function as issues chair.  

However, I am writing as an individual because Methodists United is 

nonpartisan. 

 

About ten years ago you took the lead in pointing out the danger of the Soviet 

ICBMs containing multi-reentry vehicles (MIRVs), both as a potential threat 

and a destabilizing instrument.  The recent agreement in principle 

announced by President Bush and President Yeltsin acknowledges this point 

and schedules the elimination of all MIRVed ICBMs by 2003, or possibly as 



early as 2000.  By Cold War standards this is an important step forward.  

However, in the post-Cold War era when the United States, Russia, and the 

other successor states of the Soviet Union are allies, we can do much better. 

 

Wouldn't it be great if immediately -- this year, in 1992 -- all of Russia's 

MIRVed ICBMs were put out of service?  What remarkable security for the 

U.S. homeland this would achieve!  Well, this is exactly what Russia has 

proposed doing.  The offer was made by Russian Foreign Minister Andrei 

Kozyrev in a speech on February 12, 1992 at the Conference on 

Disarmament in Geneva.  It's an offer so far passed over by the Bush 

Administration and either not notice or ignored by Democratic arms 

reduction advocates in Congress. 

 

This is what Foreign Minister Kozyrev proposed in Geneva: 

 

First, we may consider taking off the alert status the strategic forces of 

Russia, the United States and other nuclear powers, which are targeted on 

one another's territories or facilities, thus placing nuclear weapons on a 

"zero alert posture". 

 

Second, keeping nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and warheads apart 

could prove a useful idea.  In other words, ICBMs on launchers would 

carry no front sections, submarines berthed in home ports would carry no 

SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear weapons including nuclear 

ALCMs would be kept in central-run storages.  In this way, we would be 

guaranteed against their unauthorized or accidental use.  Another benefit 

of this measure is its verifiability.  The details of verification could be 

agreed upon. 

 

Enclosed is the full text of Kozyrev's speech (Attachment A; see pp. 4-5.) 
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Methodists United for Peace with Justice has been advocating this course of 

action since last fall.  In October 1991 the Board of Directors adopted this 

position as part of a broader statement on "Nuclear Disarmament: The Zero 

Option" (Attachment B).  We sent copies to President Bush and other top 

administration officials and also to Soviet President Gorbachev, Russian 

President Yeltsin, Soviet Foreign Minister Sheverdnadze, and Russian Foreign 

Minister Kozyrev.  We may have influenced the latter's proposal in Geneva, 

though there is no way of knowing for sure. 

 

In January 1992 we issued a shorter statement focused on immediate global 

deactivation of the strategic arsenal, pointing out in particular that it is 

foolish to continue to target one another with these powerful weapons 

(Attachment C).  In May the General Conference of the United Methodist 

Church, the official governing body, adopted a resolution on "Nuclear 

Disarmament: The Zero Option", which updated our earlier statement 

(Attachment D). 

 

In January a couple of us from Methodists United talked with General John 

Gordon on the staff of the National Security Council about the off-alert idea 

but didn't persuade him of its validity.  In February thirty-three national 

organizations joined us in writing to President Bush and President Yeltsin, 

urging them to agree to taking the strategic arsenal off alert (Attachment E).  

In March a small delegation met with Robert Einhorn in the State 

Department's policy planning unit and were unpersuasive.  He acknowledged 

that Secretary Baker had discussed this idea with Minister Kozyrev but stated 

that the United States would always want to have at least one strategic 

submarine on active patrol at all times. 

 



We sent a copy of our Bush-Yeltsin letter to the Russian Embassy, but we 

were initially unsuccessful in arranging an appointment.  However, the 

letter we mailed to Moscow apparently reached President Yeltsin himself, and 

he instructed the Embassy in Washington to seek us out.  This led to a 

discussion with Igor Neverov, first secretary (arms control), in May.  He said 

that he was told to inform us that our recommendation coincided with 

Russian policy, and he gave us the key excerpt from Kozyrev's February 

speech, which we hadn't previously seen (Attachment F). 

 

I conveyed this message to Mr. Einhorn at the U.S. State Department (who I 

imagine already knew the Russian position) but was again unpersuasive.  

Other national organizations joined us in writing Secretary Baker, urging him 

to incorporate zero alert into the agreement that Presidents Bush and Yeltsin 

would be announcing in June (Attachment G).  This didn't happen, but we 

are still pressing Secretary Baker to have this concept added to the text of 

START II, which is being negotiated this summer (Attachment H). 

  

Methodists United for Peace with Justice and a number of other national 

religious and peace organizations are convinced that it would be decidedly 

within the self-interest of the United States to accept the Russian offer and 

on a mutual basis to separate all strategic warheads from their delivery 

vehicles with full verification.  Some prominent persons in the arms control 

community share this perspective, such as Jeremy Stone, William Colby, John 

Steinbruner, and Fred Iklé.  Some, such as Richard Garwin and Jack 

Mendelsohn, wouldn't go quite that far but would favor a substantially 

reduced alert status, such as taking four-fifths of the ICBMs off active alert 

and keeping strategic 
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submarines in the South Atlantic a day or two cruising time from being 

within range of Russia.  (See Attachment I.) 

 

Methodists United for Peace with Justice has been working on this issue on a 

nonpartisan basis.  We are still hopeful that Secretary Baker and President 

Bush will be convinced of the merits of the idea and will incorporate it into 

the text of START II by the time it is presented to the U.S. Senate in 

September.  But if this doesn't occur, the zero alert concept will remain 

valid and presumably the Russian offer will still be on the table for acceptance 

by the Clinton-Gore administration next January. 

 

In the meantime I urge you to give careful consideration to the idea of zero 

alert for all strategic weapons, achieved on a mutual basis with adequate 

verification.  I believe that it is consistent with your ideas on nuclear arms 

control. 

 

I urge you to recommend this idea to Governor Bill Clinton and for both of 

you to incorporate it into the defense and foreign policy proposals that you 

will be presenting during the campaign.  As advocates of change, you will be 

moving us away from the outmoded doctrine of nuclear deterrence.  As we 

pointed out in our letter to Secretary Baker on June 25 (Attachment H), the 

only thing that U.S. strategic weapons is now deterring is Russian strategic 

weapons.  If both sides would go to zero alert status (and then be joined by 

Great Britain, France, and China), there would be nothing remaining to 

deter.   

 

Why wait seven to ten years to get Russian MIRVed ICBMs out of service when 

it could be accomplished in a few months?  This is the kind of imaginative 



boldness that I would like to see coming from the Clinton-Gore ticket. 

 

If you or your staff would like to discuss these ideas with me in greater depth, 

I would welcome the opportunity.  Currently I am spending most of my time 

at parsonage of my wife, who is a United Methodist minister, near Frederick, 

Maryland, but I am in Washington frequently.  I can be reached by telephone 

at 1-301-694-2859. 

 

With best regards, 

 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

  



 METHODISTS UNITED FOR PEACE WITH JUSTICE 

 421 Seward Square, SE 

 Washington, DC 20003 

 

August 3, 1992 

 

Mr. Igor S. Neverov 

First Secretary (Arms Control) 

Embassy of the Russian Federation 

1125 16th Street, NW 

Washington, DC 20036 

 

Dear Mr. Neverov: 

 

I am writing you to let you know that we continue to support the idea of zero 

alert status for the strategic nuclear arsenal, to be achieved by separating 

warheads from delivery vehicles.  We appreciate receiving the material you 

sent us in May, especially excerpts from the speech that Foreign Minister 

Andrei Kozyrev gave in Geneva in February.  We are continuing to press the 

Bush Administration to adopt this approach and to include it in the treaty 

language for START II.  We are wondering if this is still the position of the 

Russian Federation and whether you would want such a provision in START II 

or in some other form. 

 

I am also writing for a second reason.  In addition to being an advocate of 

nuclear disarmament, I am a longtime practitioner and trainer of methods of 

grassroots democracy, especially ways of involving citizens in local 

government and organizing neighborhoods for self-help activities.  I believe 

that experience in the United States on these matters may be useful to people 

in the Russian Federation who are interested in developing stronger 



grassroots democracy.  Therefore, I have recently reactivated the Civic 

Action Institute, a nonprofit corporation that in the past has conducted 

training and technical assistance in the United States on citizen participation 

and neighborhood organizing.  I would like to assist people in the former 

Soviet Union and Eastern Europe on these topics.  Information about the 

Institute and my background is enclosed. 

 

I am wondering if there is someone on the staff of the Russian Embassy who 

has an interest in this subject and who might offer me suggestions of persons 

and institutions in Russia with this concern.  I would like to explore 

opportunities for the Civic Action Institute to conduct on-site training and 

technical assistance, and most of all to train trainers who could teach other 

people about techniques of citizen participation.  I don't claim that we have 

all of the answers in the United States, but I believe that some of our hard 

won experience would be useful for Russians to know about.  They wouldn't 

necessarily copy all of our methods, but there are some techniques and 

structural arrangements that might serve as points of departure in 

developing Russian models. 

 

If there is such a person on the embassy staff with whom I might talk on 

matters of grassroots democracy, would you please let me know, or have that 

person get in touch with me.  These days I am working mostly from the 

parsonage of my wife, who is a United Methodist minister.  It's near 

Frederick, Maryland.  The telephone number is 1-301-694-2859.  My 

mailing address for matters of grassroots democracy is Civic Action Institute, 

6508 Wilmett Road, Bethesda, MD 20817. 

 

With best regards, 

 

 



 

Howard W. Hallman 



 HOWARD W. HALLMAN 

 6508 Wilmett Road 

 Bethesda, MD 20817 

 

September 30, 1992 

 

Dr. Michael Mandelbaum 

Johns Hopkins School of 

  Advanced International Studies 

1740 Massachusetts Avenue, NW 

Washington, DC 20036 

 

Dear Dr. Mandelbaum: 

 

I understand that you are a foreign policy adviser to Governor Bill Clinton.  

Therefore, I want to share some information and offer a suggestion on 

disarmament policy.  I write as an individual, but much of my involvement 

on this issues occurs through Methodists United for Peace with Justice, a 

national association of laity and clergy. 

 

So far foreign policy has not been a major issue of the presidential campaign 

and may not be the rest of the way.  However, it could come up in the 

television debates if they are held.  Beyond that many of you are 

undoubtedly preparing transition policy papers in anticipation of Governor 

Clinton's election to become president. 

 

A Russian Offer 

 

The United States has an extraordinary opportunity to take the entire 

Russian strategic arsenal out of active operation almost immediately.  This 



possibility was raised in a speech by Russian Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev 

on February 12, 1992 at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva.  He 

stated (full text enclosed as Attachment A; see pp. 4-5): 

 

First, we may consider taking off the alert status the strategic forces 

of Russia, the United States and other nuclear powers, which are 

targeted on one another's territories or facilities, thus placing nuclear 

weapons on a "zero alert posture". 

 

Second, keeping nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and warheads apart 

could prove a useful idea.  In other words, ICBMs on launchers would 

carry no front sections, submarines berthed in home ports would carry 

no SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear weapons including 

nuclear ALCMs would be kept in central-run storages.  In this way, we 

would be guaranteed against their unauthorized or accidental use.  

Another benefit of this measure is its verifiability.  The details of 

verification could be agreed upon. 

 

The Bush Administration has not chosen to negotiate this offer, apparently 

out of conviction that the United States should have some strategic nuclear 

weapons in active deployment forever regardless of what any other nation 

does.  To be sure, the Bush-Yeltsin agreement of June 1992 to eliminate all 

land-based MIRVed ICBMs by 2003, or perhaps by 2000, is a step in the 

right direction, but this would still leave a highly destructive strategic arsenal 

in place for the foreseeable future.  In contrast, the Kozyrev offer would take 

the gravely dangerous Russian SS-18s out of service immediately if the 

United States would reciprocate. 
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Suggested Response by Governor Clinton 

 

Suppose that Governor Clinton and President Bush participate in a 

television debate and that President Bush brags about his accomplishment in 

eliminating the threat of nuclear attack through the June agreement with 

President Yeltsin.  Governor Clinton might respond as follows: 

 

"Mr. President, you are to be commended for making this agreement 

with President Yeltsin.  It is a step in the right direction, but it does not 

go nearly far enough for the post-Cold War era.  After all, under this 

agreement the Russians will still actively target the United States with 

their powerful SS-18, multi-warhead missiles for another seven to ten 

years.  That is too big a risk for the American people to accept. 

 

"In contrast, as soon as I am inaugurated in January I intend to 

contact Russian President Boris Yeltsin and quickly work out an 

agreement so that the entire global strategic arsenal will be put on a 

zero alert status by removing all warheads from their delivery vehicles.  

This means that the warheads would be removed from all 

intercontinental ballistic missiles and placed in safe storage.  All 

strategic submarines would return to port and their missiles removed.  

Already Russia and the United States have removed nuclear bombs from 

their heavy bombers, though no verification is occurring.  It is essential 

that the separation of warheads and delivery vehicles and their storage 

be verified by visual inspection.  

 

"This is no pipe dream.  The Russians have already indicated a 

willingness to proceed in this manner.  Foreign Minister Kozyrev said so 



in a speech in Geneva last February, an offer which unfortunately the 

Bush Administration ignored.  

 

"A Clinton Administration will be much more receptive because it is in 

the interest of the American people.  We will, however, want to bring 

Great Britain, France, and China into such an agreement so that they 

will go to zero alert at the same time the United States and Russia do.   

 

"No other nation has either the weapons or delivery capacity to 

launch an attack on the United States at this time.  We will prevent 

their developing this capability through a vigorous approach to halt the 

proliferation of nuclear weapons and long-range ballistic missiles.  But 

if any nation achieves capability of attacking the U.S. homeland, or if any 

of the other nuclear powers put their strategic weapons back on alert, 

the United States will be able to take our nuclear weapons out of storage 

and reestablish an active deterrent. 

 

"Through this global approach to taking all strategic nuclear weapons 

off alert by separating warheads from delivery vehicles, we should be 

able to end the threat of nuclear attack on the United States during the 

first six months of my presidency." 

 

As an alternative to making this statement in debate, Governor Clinton could 

include the idea in a foreign policy speech.  But if the Clinton campaign 

chooses to stay away from discussion of nuclear weapons, the transition team 

could start working on how to implement such an idea.  For example, it 

could be added to 
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START II, which will implement the Bush-Yeltsin agreement of June 1992.  

It is likely to be under negotiation for the rest of this year and maybe into 

1993. 

 

Background 

 

Methodists United for Peace with Justice has been advocating this course of 

action since last fall.  In October 1991 the Board of Directors adopted this 

position as part of a broader statement on "Nuclear Disarmament: The Zero 

Option" (Attachment B).  We sent copies to President Bush and other top 

administration officials and also to Soviet President Gorbachev, Russian 

President Yeltsin, Soviet Foreign Minister Sheverdnadze, and Russian Foreign 

Minister Kozyrev.  We may have influenced the latter's proposal in Geneva, 

though there is no way of knowing for sure. 

 

In January 1992 we issued a shorter statement focused on immediate global 

deactivation of the strategic arsenal, pointing out in particular that it is 

foolish to continue to target one another with these powerful weapons 

(Attachment C).  In May the General Conference of the United Methodist 

Church, the official governing body, adopted a resolution on "Nuclear 

Disarmament: The Zero Option", which updated our earlier statement 

(Attachment D). 

 

In January a couple of us from Methodists United talked with General John 

Gordon on the staff of the National Security Council about the off-alert idea 

but didn't persuade him of its validity.  In February thirty-three national 

organizations joined us in writing to President Bush and President Yeltsin, 

urging them to agree to taking the strategic arsenal off alert (Attachment E).  



In March a small delegation met with Robert Einhorn in the State 

Department's policy planning unit and were unpersuasive.  He acknowledged 

that Secretary Baker had discussed this idea with Minister Kozyrev but stated 

that the United States would always want to have at least one strategic 

submarine on active patrol at all times. 

 

We sent a copy of our Bush-Yeltsin letter to the Russian Embassy, but we 

were initially unsuccessful in arranging an appointment.  However, the 

letter we mailed to Moscow apparently reached President Yeltsin himself, and 

he instructed the Embassy in Washington to seek us out.  This led to a 

discussion with Igor Neverov, first secretary (arms control), in May.  He said 

that he was told to inform us that our recommendation coincided with 

Russian policy, and he gave us the key excerpt from Kozyrev's February 

speech, which we hadn't previously seen (Attachment F). 

 

I conveyed this message to Mr. Einhorn at the U.S. State Department (who I 

imagine already knew the Russian position) but was again unpersuasive.  

Other national organizations joined us in writing Secretary Baker, urging him 

to incorporate zero alert into the agreement that Presidents Bush and Yeltsin 

would be announcing in June (Attachment G).  This didn't happen, but we 

have urged Secretary Baker to have this concept added to the text of START 

II (Attachment H). 

  

In addition to the signers of these letters, some prominent persons in the 

arms control community share this perspective, such as Jeremy Stone, 

William Colby, John Steinbruner, and Fred Iklé.  Some, such as Richard 

Garwin and Jack Mendelsohn, wouldn't go quite that far but would favor a 

substantially reduced 
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alert status, such as taking four-fifths of the ICBMs off active alert and 

keeping strategic submarines in the South Atlantic a day or two cruising time 

from being within range of Russia (see Attachment I).   

 

We have tried to develop support in Congress for the idea but never found an 

effective vehicle.  However, Congressman Lee Hamilton has expressed 

interest in the concept, and Bruce McDonald on Senator Bumper's staff has 

promoted the idea. 

 

Conclusion 

 

It is time to move away from the outmoded doctrine of nuclear deterrence.  

As we pointed out in our letter to Secretary Baker on June 25 (Attachment 

H), the only thing that U.S. strategic weapons are now deterring are Russian 

strategic weapons.  If both sides would go to zero alert status (and be joined 

by Great Britain, France, and China), there would be nothing remaining to 

deter.   

 

Why wait seven to ten years to get Russian MIRVed ICBMs out of service when 

it could be accomplished in a few months?  This is the kind of imaginative 

boldness that I would like to see coming from Governor Clinton. 

 

If you and other Clinton advisers would like to discuss these ideas with me in 

greater depth, I would welcome the opportunity.  I have been working on 

this idea for a year, have heard many of the arguments against it, and can 

rebut them.  I am usually available by phone on Monday to Thursday at 

(301) 694-2859 and on Friday and Saturday at (301) 897-3668. 

 



Sincerely yours, 

 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

  



 HOWARD W. HALLMAN 

 6508 Wilmett Road 

 Bethesda, MD 20817 

 Sun-Thurs: (301) 694-2859 

 Fri-Sat: (301) 897-3668 

 

October 12, 1992 

 

Mr. Ross Perot 

P.O. Box 517010 

Dallas, TX 75251 

 

Re: An Opportunity to Completely Disarm All Russian Strategic Missiles 

 

Dear Mr. Perot: 

 

At the presidential candidates debate Sunday night you correctly pointed out 

that the Bush-Yeltsin agreement of June 1992 does not immediately 

eliminate the active targeting of the United States homeland by Russian 

ICBMs.  At best some of the powerful, multi-warhead Russian S-18s will 

remain in active service until 2000 and possibly until 2003.  After that 

Russia will keep a large supply of single-missile ICBMs actively deployed along 

with strategic submarines.  The United States will do likewise.  The nuclear 

threat will remain forever. 

 

There's a far superior approach now available: get all strategic missiles out of 

active service immediately by separating their warheads and delivery vehicles.  

I urge you to bring up this possibility at the next debate.   

 

This opportunity derives from a speech by Russian Foreign Minister Andrei 



Kozyrev at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva on February 12, 

1992.  He stated (full text enclosed as Attachment A; see pp. 4-5): 

 

First, we may consider taking off the alert status the strategic forces 

of Russia, the United States and other nuclear powers, which are 

targeted on one another's territories or facilities, thus placing nuclear 

weapons on a "zero alert posture". 

 

Second, keeping nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and warheads apart 

could prove a useful idea.  In other words, ICBMs on launchers would 

carry no front sections, submarines berthed in home ports would carry 

no SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear weapons including 

nuclear ALCMs would be kept in central-run storages.  In this way, we 

would be guaranteed against their unauthorized or accidental use.  

Another benefit of this measure is its verifiability.  The details of 

verification could be agreed upon. 

 

The Bush Administration has not chosen to negotiate this offer, apparently 

out of conviction that the United States should have some strategic nuclear 

weapons in active deployment forever regardless of what any other nation 

does.   

 

A much better course would be for the United States to accept this offer by 

agreeing to reciprocal action.  That could be accomplished by returning 

U.S.submarines to port and placing their missiles in storage and taking 

warheads off all ICBMs and storing them.  U.S. strategic bombers are 

already off alert and their weapons in storage.  There are only few dozen 

U.S. and Russian strategic missile fields, airbases, and submarine bases so that 

observation teams could easily be organized and dispatched to verify the 

other side's deactivation.  Both nations have plenty of personnel available for 



mutual verification activities, and there is already practical experience under 

the Intermediate Nuclear Force (INF) Reduction Treaty.  The START 

agreement has relevant provisions. 
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In this manner within a couple of months the United States and Russia would 

cease active targeting one another.  Great Britain, France, and China could 

join them.  Once all strategic weapons are deactivated, they could be 

dismantled over a period of years in a staged and verified manner. 

 

Background 

 

Methodists United for Peace with Justice, which I have served as executive 

director, has been advocating this course of action since last fall.  In October 

1991 the Board of Directors adopted this position as part of a broader 

statement on "Nuclear Disarmament: The Zero Option" (Attachment B).  

We sent copies to President Bush and other top administration officials and 

also to Soviet President Gorbachev, Russian President Yeltsin, Soviet Foreign 

Minister Sheverdnadze, and Russian Foreign Minister Kozyrev.  We may have 

influenced the latter's proposal in Geneva, though there is no way of knowing 

for sure. 

 

In January 1992 we issued a shorter statement focused on immediate global 

deactivation of the strategic arsenal, pointing out in particular that it is 

foolish to continue to target one another with these powerful weapons 

(Attachment C).  In May the General Conference of the United Methodist 

Church, the official governing body, adopted a resolution on "Nuclear 

Disarmament: The Zero Option", which updated our earlier statement 

(Attachment D). 

 

In January a couple of us from Methodists United talked with General John 

Gordon on the staff of the National Security Council about the off-alert idea 

but didn't persuade him of its validity.  In February thirty-three national 

organizations joined us in writing to President Bush and President Yeltsin, 



urging them to agree to taking the strategic arsenal off alert (Attachment E).  

In March a small delegation met with Robert Einhorn in the State 

Department's policy planning unit and were unpersuasive.  He acknowledged 

that Secretary Baker had discussed this idea with Minister Kozyrev but stated 

that the United States would always want to have at least one strategic 

submarine on active patrol at all times. 

 

We sent a copy of our Bush-Yeltsin letter to the Russian Embassy, but we 

were initially unsuccessful in arranging an appointment.  However, the 

letter we mailed to Moscow apparently reached President Yeltsin himself, and 

he instructed the Embassy in Washington to seek us out.  This led to a 

discussion with Igor Neverov, first secretary (arms control), in May.  He said 

that he was told to inform us that our recommendation coincided with 

Russian policy, and he gave us the key excerpt from Kozyrev's February 

speech, which we hadn't previously seen (Attachment F). 

 

I conveyed this message to Mr. Einhorn at the U.S. State Department (who I 

imagine already knew the Russian position) but was again unpersuasive.  

Other national organizations joined us in writing Secretary Baker, urging him 

to incorporate zero alert into the agreement that Presidents Bush and Yeltsin 

would be announcing in June (Attachment G).  This didn't happen, but we 

have urged Secretary Baker to have this concept added to the text of START 

II (Attachment H). 

  

In addition to the signers of these letters, some prominent persons in the 

arms control community share this perspective, such as Jeremy Stone, 

William Colby, John Steinbruner, and Fred Iklé.  Some, such as Richard 

Garwin and Jack Mendelsohn, wouldn't go quite that far but would favor a 

substantially reduce 

alert status, such as taking four-fifths of the ICBMs off active alert and 

keeping 
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strategic submarines in the South Atlantic a day or two cruising time from 

being within range of Russia (see Attachment I).   

 

We have tried to develop support in Congress for the idea but never found an 

effective vehicle.  However, Congressman Lee Hamilton has expressed 

interest in the concept, and Bruce McDonald on Senator Bumper's staff has 

promoted the idea. 

 

Conclusion 

 

It is time to move away from the outmoded doctrine of nuclear deterrence.  

As we pointed out in our letter to Secretary Baker on June 25 (Attachment 

H), the only thing that U.S. strategic weapons are now deterring are Russian 

strategic weapons.  If both sides would go to zero alert status (and be joined 

by Great Britain, France, and China), there would be nothing remaining to 

deter.   

 

Why wait seven to ten years to get Russian MIRVed ICBMs out of service when 

it could be accomplished in a few months?  This is a point you could make in 

the next debate. 

 

If you and or your staff would like to discuss these ideas with me in greater 

depth, I would welcome the opportunity.  I have been working on this idea 

for a year, have heard many of the arguments against it, and can rebut 

them.  I am usually available by phone on Sunday to Thursday at (301) 

694-2859 and on Friday and Saturday at (301) 897-3668. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 



 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

  



October 28, 1992 

 

The Honorable Robert McNamara 

1455 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 

Washington, DC 20004 

 

Dear Mr. McNamara: 

 

I was pleased to hear your comment on the recent NBC program on the 

Cuban missile crisis that "we should move back to a non-nuclear world."  

That's also the view of Methodists United for Peace with Justice, a national 

association of laity and clergy.  I would like to share with you a couple of 

items that point in this direction and ask what you think about them. 

 

The first is a resolution on "Nuclear Disarmament: The Zero Option", adopted 

by the United Methodist General Conference in May 1992.  In this official 

governing body of the nine million member denomination, the resolution 

passed with almost no opposition.  The main points are: 

# Say "no" to nuclear deterrence 

# Strategic nuclear weapons: zero 

# Tactical nuclear weapons: zero 

# Testing and production: zero 

# Nonproliferation: universal 

# Strategic defense: unnecessary 

 

Our board of directors proposed this resolution about a year ago and sent 

copies to leaders of the United States, the USSR (still in existence), and the 

Russian Federation.  We particularly emphasized a proposal for the 

immediate and concurrent deactivation of the global strategic arsenal (p.3).  

At the time President Bush and President Gorbachev had taken strategic 



bombers off alert.  We called for bringing all submarines into port, removing 

their missiles, and taking off the warheads and removing the warheads from 

all ICBMs.  We set about building support among U.S. citizen organizations 

for this idea. 

 

We were heartened that Russian Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev made a 

similar proposal at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva on February 

12, 1992.  Whether he got the idea from us, we have no way of knowing.  

He stated: 

 

First, we may consider taking off the alert status the strategic forces of 

Russia, the United States and other nuclear powers, which are targeted on 

one another's territories or facilities, thus placing nuclear weapons on a 

"zero alert posture". 

 

Second, keeping nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and warheads apart 

could prove a useful idea.  In other words, ICBMs on launchers would 

carry no front sections, submarines berthed in home ports would carry no 

SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear weapons including  
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nuclear ALCMs would be kept in central-run storages.  In this way, we 

would be guaranteed against their unauthorized or accidental use. 

Another benefit of this measure is its verifiability.  The details of 

verification could be agreed upon. 

 

If you don't have Kozyrev's speech and would like a copy, I can supply you one. 

 

The Bush Administration decided not to negotiate this offer, apparently out 

of conviction that the United States should have some strategic nuclear 

weapons in active deployment forever regardless of what any other nation 

does.  However, we are convinced that it would be a good deal for the United 

States because it would take all of the Russian SS-18s out of active service 

now rather than waiting for the year 2000 or 2003 as proposed in the 

Bush-Yeltsin statement of June 1992. 

 

Assuming that the election polls are accurate, Bill Clinton will be elected 

president.  We hope that he will accept the Russian offer if it is still on the 

table. If you are advising the president-elect and his transition team, we 

would urge you to recommend this course. 

 

The United States can accept Foreign Minister Kozyrev's offer by agreeing to 

reciprocal action.  That could be accomplished by returning U.S. strategic 

submarines to port and placing their missiles in storage and taking warheads 

off all ICBMs and storing them.  U.S. strategic bombers are already off alert 

and their weapons in storage.  Russia would be doing likewise at the same 

time.  Since there are only few dozen U.S. and Russian strategic missile 

fields, airbases, and submarine bases, observation teams could easily be 



organized and dispatched to verify the other side's deactivation.  Both 

nations have plenty of personnel available for mutual verification activities, 

and there is already practical experience under the Intermediate Nuclear 

Force (INF) Reduction Treaty.  The START agreement has relevant 

provisions. 

 

In this manner within a couple of months the United States and Russia would 

cease active targeting one another.  Great Britain, France, and China should 

be invited to join them.  Once all strategic weapons are deactivated, they 

could be dismantled over a period of years in a staged and verified manner. 

 

We would be interested in your views on this idea. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Issues Chair 

 

 

Please address reply to 6508 Wilmett Road, Bethesda, MD 20817. 

 

Mon-Thurs: (301) 694-2859    Fri-Sat: (301) 897-3668 



October 28, 1992 

 

Professor Anthony Lake 

Mount Holyoke College 

South Hadley, MA 01075 

 

Dear Professor Lake: 

 

We understand that you are a leading advisory to Governor Bill Clinton on 

foreign policy issues.  Assuming that the polls are accurate and that he will 

be elected president, it's likely that you will have a major role in the 

transition team and may be appointed to a top position in the Clinton 

Administration.  Therefore, we would like to offer you some ideas on nuclear 

disarmament. 

 

First, we want to call your attention to a speeech made by Russian Foreign 

Minister Andrei Kozyrev at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva on 

February 12, 1992.  Among other things he stated: 

 

First, we may consider taking off the alert status the strategic forces of 

Russia, the United States and other nuclear powers, which are targeted on 

one another's territories or facilities, thus placing nuclear weapons on a 

"zero alert posture". 

 

Second, keeping nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and warheads apart 

could prove a useful idea.  In other words, ICBMs on launchers would 

carry no front sections, submarines berthed in home ports would carry no 

SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear weapons including  

nuclear ALCMs would be kept in central-run storages.  In this way, we 

would be guaranteed against their unauthorized or accidental use. Another 



benefit of this measure is its verifiability.  The details of verification could 

be agreed upon. 

 

If you don't have Kozyrev's speech and would like a copy, I can supply you one. 

 

The Bush Administration decided not to negotiate this offer, apparently out 

of conviction that the United States should have some strategic nuclear 

weapons in active deployment forever regardless of what any other nation 

does.  However, we are convinced that it would be a good deal for the United 

States because it would take all of the Russian SS-18s out of active service 

now rather than waiting for the year 2000 or 2003 as proposed in the 

Bush-Yeltsin statement of June 1992. 

 

If Foreign Minister Kozyrev's offer is still on the table, we hope that the 

Clinton adminstration will accept it by agreeing to reciprocal action.  That 

could be accomplished by returning U.S. strategic submarines to port and 

placing their missiles in storage and taking warheads off all ICBMs and storing 

them.  U.S. strategic bombers are already off alert and their weapons in 

storage.  Russia would be doing likewise at the same time.   
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Since there are only few dozen U.S. and Russian strategic missile fields, 

airbases, and submarine bases, observation teams could easily be organized 

and dispatched to verify the other side's deactivation.  Both nations have 

plenty of personnel available for mutual verification activities, and there is 

already practical experience under the Intermediate Nuclear Force (INF) 

Reduction Treaty.  The START agreement has relevant provisions. 

 

In this manner within a couple of months the United States and Russia would 

cease active targeting one another.  Great Britain, France, and China should 

be invited to join them.  Once all strategic weapons are deactivated, they 

could be dismantled over a period of years in a staged and verified manner. 

 

Second, we want to call to your attention a resolution on "Nuclear 

Disarmament: The Zero Option", adopted by the United Methodist General 

Conference in May 1992.  In this official governing body of the nine million 

member denomination, the resolution passed with almost no opposition.  It 

lays out a long range program for global nuclear disarmament.  The main 

points are: 

# Say "no" to nuclear deterrence 

# Strategic nuclear weapons: zero 

# Tactical nuclear weapons: zero 

# Testing and production: zero 

# Nonproliferation: universal 

# Strategic defense: unnecessary 

We hope that the Clinton Administration would give careful consideration to 

this long-term agenda. 

 

Our board of directors proposed this resolution about a year ago and sent 

copies to leaders of the United States, the USSR (still in existence), and the 



Russian Federation.  We particularly emphasized a proposal for the 

immediate and concurrent deactivation of the global strategic arsenal (p.3).  

At the time President Bush and President Gorbachev had taken strategic 

bombers off alert.  We called for bringing all submarines into port, removing 

their missiles, and taking off the warheads and removing the warheads from 

all ICBMs.   

 

Whether Foreign Minister got his idea for "zero alert posture" from us, we 

have know way of knowing.  However, at almost the same time as his 

Geneva speech in February 1992, we got more than 30 national 

organizations to join us in writing to President Bush and President Yeltsin in 

support of "zero alert".  We tried unsuccessfully to see someone at the 

Russian Embassy in Washington, but our letter to President Yeltsin in Moscow 

apparently reached him.  He instructed the Embassy to contact us.  Igor S. 

Neverov, first secretary (arms control) sought us out and told us that 

President Yeltsin favored what we proposed. 

 

We have found considerable support for this idea among U.S. citizen 

organizations working for arms control and disarmament, and there is 

interest by some important members of Congress.  I would like to share this 

information with members of the Clinton transition team and to talk in 

depth about the zero alert concept. 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Issues Chair 

 

Please address reply to 6508 Wilmett Road, Bethesda, MD 20817. 

Mon-Thurs: (301) 694-2859    Fri-Sat: (301) 897-3668 



October 28, 1992 

 

Mr. Samuel R. Berger, Attorney 

555 13th Street, NW 

Washington, DC  

 

Dear Mr. Berger: 

 

We understand that you are a leading advisory to Governor Bill Clinton on 

foreign policy issues.  Assuming that the polls are accurate and that he will 

be elected president, it's likely that you will have a major role in the 

transition team and may be appointed to a top position in the Clinton 

Administration.  Therefore, we would like to offer you some ideas on nuclear 

disarmament. 

 

First, we want to call your attention to a speech made by Russian Foreign 

Minister Andrei Kozyrev at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva on 

February 12, 1992.  Among other things he stated: 

 

First, we may consider taking off the alert status the strategic forces of 

Russia, the United States and other nuclear powers, which are targeted on 

one another's territories or facilities, thus placing nuclear weapons on a 

"zero alert posture". 

 

Second, keeping nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and warheads apart 

could prove a useful idea.  In other words, ICBMs on launchers would 

carry no front sections, submarines berthed in home ports would carry no 

SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear weapons including  

nuclear ALCMs would be kept in central-run storages.  In this way, we 

would be guaranteed against their unauthorized or accidental use. Another 



benefit of this measure is its verifiability.  The details of verification could 

be agreed upon. 

 

If you don't have Kozyrev's speech and would like a copy, I can supply you one. 

 

The Bush Administration decided not to negotiate this offer, apparently out 

of conviction that the United States should have some strategic nuclear 

weapons in active deployment forever regardless of what any other nation 

does.  However, we are convinced that it would be a good deal for the United 

States because it would take all of the Russian SS-18s out of active service 

now rather than waiting for the year 2000 or 2003 as proposed in the 

Bush-Yeltsin statement of June 1992. 

 

If Foreign Minister Kozyrev's offer is still on the table, we hope that the 

Clinton administration will accept it by agreeing to reciprocal action.  That 

could be accomplished by returning U.S. strategic submarines to port and 

placing their missiles in storage and taking warheads off all ICBMs and storing 

them.  U.S. strategic bombers are already off alert and their weapons in 

storage.  Russia would be doing likewise at the same time.   
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Since there are only few dozen U.S. and Russian strategic missile fields, 

airbases, and submarine bases, observation teams could easily be organized 

and dispatched to verify the other side's deactivation.  Both nations have 

plenty of personnel available for mutual verification activities, and there is 

already practical experience under the Intermediate Nuclear Force (INF) 

Reduction Treaty.  The START agreement has relevant provisions. 

 

In this manner within a couple of months the United States and Russia would 

cease active targeting one another.  Great Britain, France, and China should 

be invited to join them.  Once all strategic weapons are deactivated, they 

could be dismantled over a period of years in a staged and verified manner. 

 

Second, we want to call to your attention a resolution on "Nuclear 

Disarmament: The Zero Option", adopted by the United Methodist General 

Conference in May 1992.  In this official governing body of the nine million 

member denomination, the resolution passed with almost no opposition.  It 

lays out a long range program for global nuclear disarmament.  The main 

points are: 

# Say "no" to nuclear deterrence 

# Strategic nuclear weapons: zero 

# Tactical nuclear weapons: zero 

# Testing and production: zero 

# Nonproliferation: universal 

# Strategic defense: unnecessary 

We hope that the Clinton Administration would give careful consideration to 

this long-term agenda. 

 

Our board of directors proposed this resolution about a year ago and sent 

copies to leaders of the United States, the USSR (still in existence), and the 



Russian Federation.  We particularly emphasized a proposal for the 

immediate and concurrent deactivation of the global strategic arsenal (p.3).  

At the time President Bush and President Gorbachev had taken strategic 

bombers off alert.  We called for bringing all submarines into port, removing 

their missiles, and taking off the warheads and removing the warheads from 

all ICBMs.   

 

Whether Foreign Minister got his idea for "zero alert posture" from us, we 

have know way of knowing.  However, at almost the same time as his 

Geneva speech in February 1992, we got more than 30 national 

organizations to join us in writing to President Bush and President Yeltsin in 

support of "zero alert".  We tried unsuccessfully to see someone at the 

Russian Embassy in Washington, but our letter to President Yeltsin in Moscow 

apparently reached him.  He instructed the Embassy to contact us.  Igor S. 

Neverov, first secretary (arms control) sought us out and told us that 

President Yeltsin favored what we proposed. 

 

We have found considerable support for this idea among U.S. citizen 

organizations working for arms control and disarmament, and there is 

interest by some important members of Congress.  I would like to share this 

information with members of the Clinton transition team and to talk in 

depth about the zero alert concept. 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Issues Chair 

 

Please address reply to 6508 Wilmett Road, Bethesda, MD 20817. 

Mon-Thurs: (301) 694-2859    Fri-Sat: (301) 897-3668 



October 28, 1992 

 

Admiral William J. Crowe 

1800 K Street, NW., Suite 400 

Washington, DC 20006 

 

Dear Admiral Crowe:  

 

We noticed that you endorsed Governor Bill Clinton for president.  Assuming 

that the polls are accurate and that he will be elected, it seems likely that you 

will have a role in the transition team and perhaps in the Clinton 

Administration.  Therefore, we would like to share with you some ideas on 

nuclear disarmament. 

 

First, we want to call your attention to a speech made by Russian Foreign 

Minister Andrei Kozyrev at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva on 

February 12, 1992.  Among other things he stated: 

 

First, we may consider taking off the alert status the strategic forces of 

Russia, the United States and other nuclear powers, which are targeted on 

one another's territories or facilities, thus placing nuclear weapons on a 

"zero alert posture". 

 

Second, keeping nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and warheads apart 

could prove a useful idea.  In other words, ICBMs on launchers would 

carry no front sections, submarines berthed in home ports would carry no 

SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear weapons including  

nuclear ALCMs would be kept in central-run storages.  In this way, we 

would be guaranteed against their unauthorized or accidental use. Another 

benefit of this measure is its verifiability.  The details of verification could 



be agreed upon. 

 

If you don't have Kozyrev's speech and would like a copy, I can supply you one. 

 

The Bush Administration decided not to negotiate this offer, apparently out 

of conviction that the United States should have some strategic nuclear 

weapons in active deployment forever regardless of what any other nation 

does.  However, we are convinced that it would be a good deal for the United 

States because it would take all of the Russian SS-18s out of active service 

now rather than waiting for the year 2000 or 2003 as proposed in the 

Bush-Yeltsin statement of June 1992. 

 

If Foreign Minister Kozyrev's offer is still on the table, we hope that the 

Clinton Administration will accept it by agreeing to reciprocal action.  That 

could be accomplished by returning U.S. strategic submarines to port and 

placing their missiles in storage and taking warheads off all ICBMs and storing 

them.  U.S. strategic bombers are already off alert and their weapons in 

storage.  Russia would be doing likewise at the same time.   
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Since there are only few dozen U.S. and Russian strategic missile fields, 

airbases, and submarine bases, observation teams could easily be organized 

and dispatched to verify the other side's deactivation.  Both nations have 

plenty of personnel available for mutual verification activities, and there is 

already practical experience under the Intermediate Nuclear Force (INF) 

Reduction Treaty.  The START agreement has relevant provisions. 

 

In this manner within a couple of months the United States and Russia would 

cease active targeting one another.  Great Britain, France, and China should 

be invited to join them.  Once all strategic weapons are deactivated, they 

could be dismantled over a period of years in a staged and verified manner. 

 

Second, we want to call to your attention a resolution on "Nuclear 

Disarmament: The Zero Option", adopted by the United Methodist General 

Conference in May 1992.  In this official governing body of the nine million 

member denomination, the resolution passed with almost no opposition.  It 

lays out a long range program for global nuclear disarmament.  The main 

points are: 

# Say "no" to nuclear deterrence 

# Strategic nuclear weapons: zero 

# Tactical nuclear weapons: zero 

# Testing and production: zero 

# Nonproliferation: universal 

# Strategic defense: unnecessary 

We hope that the Clinton Administration would give careful consideration to 

this long-term agenda. 

 

Our board of directors proposed this resolution about a year ago and sent 

copies to leaders of the United States, the USSR (still in existence), and the 



Russian Federation.  We particularly emphasized a proposal for the 

immediate and concurrent deactivation of the global strategic arsenal (p.3).  

At the time President Bush and President Gorbachev had taken strategic 

bombers off alert.  We called for bringing all submarines into port, removing 

their missiles, and taking off the warheads and removing the warheads from 

all ICBMs.   

 

Whether Foreign Minister got his idea for "zero alert posture" from us, we 

have know way of knowing.  However, at almost the same time as his 

Geneva speech in February 1992, we got more than 30 national 

organizations to join us in writing to President Bush and President Yeltsin in 

support of "zero alert".  We tried unsuccessfully to see someone at the 

Russian Embassy in Washington, but our letter to President Yeltsin in Moscow 

apparently reached him.  He instructed the Embassy to contact us.  Igor S. 

Neverov, first secretary (arms control) sought us out and told us that 

President Yeltsin favored what we proposed. 

 

We have found considerable support for this idea among U.S. citizen 

organizations working for arms control and disarmament, and there is 

interest by some important members of Congress.  I would like to share this 

information with members of the Clinton transition team and to talk in 

depth about the zero alert concept. 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Issues Chair 

 

Please address reply to 6508 Wilmett Road, Bethesda, MD 20817. 

Mon-Thurs: (301) 694-2859    Fri-Sat: (301) 897-3668 



October 28, 1992 

Dr. McGeorge Bundy 

Carnegie Corporation of America 

437 Madison Avenue 

New York, NY 10022 

 

Dear Dr. Bundy: 

 

We are aware that you are heading a study on approaches to arms control 

and disarmament.  Assuming that the polls are accurate and Governor Bill 

Clinton will be elected president, it seems likely that you will be offering 

advise to the president-elect and his transition team.  Therefore, we would 

like to share with you some ideas on nuclear disarmament that may have 

pertinence. 

 

First, we want to call your attention to a speech made by Russian Foreign 

Minister Andrei Kozyrev at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva on 

February 12, 1992.  Among other things he stated: 

 

First, we may consider taking off the alert status the strategic forces of 

Russia, the United States and other nuclear powers, which are targeted on 

one another's territories or facilities, thus placing nuclear weapons on a 

"zero alert posture". 

 

Second, keeping nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and warheads apart 

could prove a useful idea.  In other words, ICBMs on launchers would 

carry no front sections, submarines berthed in home ports would carry no 

SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear weapons including  

nuclear ALCMs would be kept in central-run storages.  In this way, we 

would be guaranteed against their unauthorized or accidental use. Another 



benefit of this measure is its verifiability.  The details of verification could 

be agreed upon. 

 

If you don't have Kozyrev's speech and would like a copy, I can supply you one. 

 

The Bush Administration decided not to negotiate this offer, apparently out 

of conviction that the United States should have some strategic nuclear 

weapons in active deployment forever regardless of what any other nation 

does.  However, we are convinced that it would be a good deal for the United 

States because it would take all of the Russian SS-18s out of active service 

now rather than waiting for the year 2000 or 2003 as proposed in the 

Bush-Yeltsin statement of June 1992. 

 

If Foreign Minister Kozyrev's offer is still on the table, we hope that the 

Clinton Administration will accept it by agreeing to reciprocal action.  That 

could be accomplished by returning U.S. strategic submarines to port and 

placing their missiles in storage and taking warheads off all ICBMs and storing 

them.  U.S. strategic bombers are already off alert and their weapons in 

storage.  Russia would be doing likewise at the same time.   
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Since there are only few dozen U.S. and Russian strategic missile fields, 

airbases, and submarine bases, observation teams could easily be organized 

and dispatched to verify the other side's deactivation.  Both nations have 

plenty of personnel available for mutual verification activities, and there is 

already practical experience under the Intermediate Nuclear Force (INF) 

Reduction Treaty.  The START agreement has relevant provisions. 

 

In this manner within a couple of months the United States and Russia would 

cease active targeting one another.  Great Britain, France, and China should 

be invited to join them.  Once all strategic weapons are deactivated, they 

could be dismantled over a period of years in a staged and verified manner. 

 

Second, we want to call to your attention a resolution on "Nuclear 

Disarmament: The Zero Option", adopted by the United Methodist General 

Conference in May 1992.  In this official governing body of the nine million 

member denomination, the resolution passed with almost no opposition.  It 

lays out a long range program for global nuclear disarmament.  The main 

points are: 

# Say "no" to nuclear deterrence 

# Strategic nuclear weapons: zero 

# Tactical nuclear weapons: zero 

# Testing and production: zero 

# Nonproliferation: universal 

# Strategic defense: unnecessary 

 

Our board of directors proposed this resolution about a year ago and sent 

copies to leaders of the United States, the USSR (still in existence), and the 

Russian Federation.  We particularly emphasized a proposal for the 

immediate and concurrent deactivation of the global strategic arsenal (p.3).  



At the time President Bush and President Gorbachev had taken strategic 

bombers off alert.  We called for bringing all submarines into port, removing 

their missiles, and taking off the warheads and removing the warheads from 

all ICBMs.   

 

Whether Foreign Minister got his idea for "zero alert posture" from us, we 

have know way of knowing.  However, at almost the same time as his 

Geneva speech in February 1992, we got more than 30 national 

organizations to join us in writing to President Bush and President Yeltsin in 

support of "zero alert".  We tried unsuccessfully to see someone at the 

Russian Embassy in Washington, but our letter to President Yeltsin in Moscow 

apparently reached him.  He instructed the Embassy to contact us.  Igor S. 

Neverov, first secretary (arms control) sought us out and told us that 

President Yeltsin favored what we proposed. 

 

We have found considerable support for this idea among U.S. citizen 

organizations working for arms control and disarmament, and there is 

interest by some important members of Congress.  If you would like further 

information on our views, please let me know. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Issues Chair 

 

Please address reply to 6508 Wilmett Road, Bethesda, MD 20817. 

Mon-Thurs: (301) 694-2859    Fri-Sat: (301) 897-3668 



October 28, 1992 

 

Mr. Leon Fuerth 

Office of Senator Albert Gore, Jr. 

393 Russell Senate Office Building 

Washington, DC 20510 

 

Dear Mr. Fuerth:  

 

As a top advisor to Senator Gore on foreign policy and defense issues, you 

undoubtedly will be playing a major role in the transition team (assuming the 

polls are right and Governor Clinton and Senator Gore will be elected) and in 

the Clinton-Gore Administration.  Therefore, we would like to offer you 

some ideas on nuclear disarmament. 

 

First, we want to call your attention to a speeech made by Russian Foreign 

Minister Andrei Kozyrev at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva on 

February 12, 1992.  Among other things he stated: 

 

First, we may consider taking off the alert status the strategic forces of 

Russia, the United States and other nuclear powers, which are targeted on 

one another's territories or facilities, thus placing nuclear weapons on a 

"zero alert posture". 

 

Second, keeping nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and warheads apart 

could prove a useful idea.  In other words, ICBMs on launchers would 

carry no front sections, submarines berthed in home ports would carry no 

SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear weapons including  

nuclear ALCMs would be kept in central-run storages.  In this way, we 

would be guaranteed against their unauthorized or accidental use. Another 



benefit of this measure is its verifiability.  The details of verification could 

be agreed upon. 

 

If you don't have Kozyrev's speech and would like a copy, I can supply you one. 

 

The Bush Administration decided not to negotiate this offer, apparently out 

of conviction that the United States should have some strategic nuclear 

weapons in active deployment forever regardless of what any other nation 

does.  However, we are convinced that it would be a good deal for the United 

States because it would take all of the Russian SS-18s out of active service 

now rather than waiting for the year 2000 or 2003 as proposed in the 

Bush-Yeltsin statement of June 1992. 

 

If Foreign Minister Kozyrev's offer is still on the table, we hope that the 

Clinton-Gore Adminstration will accept it by agreeing to reciprocal action.  

That could be accomplished by returning U.S. strategic submarines to port 

and placing their missiles in storage and taking warheads off all ICBMs and 

storing them.  U.S. strategic bombers are already off alert and their 

weapons in storage.  Russia would be doing likewise at the same time.   
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Since there are only few dozen U.S. and Russian strategic missile fields, 

airbases, and submarine bases, observation teams could easily be organized 

and dispatched to verify the other side's deactivation.  Both nations have 

plenty of personnel available for mutual verification activities, and there is 

already practical experience under the Intermediate Nuclear Force (INF) 

Reduction Treaty.  The START agreement has relevant provisions. 

 

In this manner within a couple of months the United States and Russia would 

cease active targeting one another.  Great Britain, France, and China should 

be invited to join them.  Once all strategic weapons are deactivated, they 

could be dismantled over a period of years in a staged and verified manner. 

 

Second, we want to call to your attention a resolution on "Nuclear 

Disarmament: The Zero Option", adopted by the United Methodist General 

Conference in May 1992.  In this official governing body of the nine million 

member denomination, the resolution passed with almost no opposition.  It 

lays out a long range program for global nuclear disarmament.  The main 

points are: 

# Say "no" to nuclear deterrence 

# Strategic nuclear weapons: zero 

# Tactical nuclear weapons: zero 

# Testing and production: zero 

# Nonproliferation: universal 

# Strategic defense: unnecessary 

We hope that the Clinton-Gore Administration would give careful 

consideration to this long-term agenda. 

 

Our board of directors proposed this resolution about a year ago and sent 

copies to leaders of the United States, the USSR (still in existence), and the 



Russian Federation.  We particularly emphasized a proposal for the 

immediate and concurrent deactivation of the global strategic arsenal (p.3).  

At the time President Bush and President Gorbachev had taken strategic 

bombers off alert.  We called for bringing all submarines into port, removing 

their missiles, and taking off the warheads and removing the warheads from 

all ICBMs.   

 

Whether Foreign Minister got his idea for "zero alert posture" from us, we 

have know way of knowing.  However, at almost the same time as his 

Geneva speech in February 1992, we got more than 30 national 

organizations to join us in writing to President Bush and President Yeltsin in 

support of "zero alert".  We tried unsuccessfully to see someone at the 

Russian Embassy in Washington, but our letter to President Yeltsin in Moscow 

apparently reached him.  He instructed the Embassy to contact us.  Igor S. 

Neverov, first secretary (arms control) sought us out and told us that 

President Yeltsin favored what we proposed. 

 

We have found considerable support for this idea among U.S. citizen 

organizations working for arms control and disarmament, and there is 

interest by some important members of Congress.  I would like to share this 

information with members of the Clinton-Gore transition team and to talk in 

depth about the zero alert concept. 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Issues Chair 

 

Please address reply to 6508 Wilmett Road, Bethesda, MD 20817. 

Mon-Thurs: (301) 694-2859    Fri-Sat: (301) 897-3668 



October 29, 1992 

 

Professor Barry Carter 

Clinton-Gore Pre-Transition Planning Foundation 

200 W. Capitol Street, Suite 1320 

Little Rock, AR 72201 

 

Dear Professor Carter: 

 

We understand that you are a heading a transition team for Governor Bill 

Clinton on national security issues.  We would like to offer you some ideas on 

nuclear disarmament. 

 

First, we want to call your attention to a speeech made by Russian Foreign 

Minister Andrei Kozyrev at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva on 

February 12, 1992.  Among other things he stated: 

 

First, we may consider taking off the alert status the strategic forces of 

Russia, the United States and other nuclear powers, which are targeted on 

one another's territories or facilities, thus placing nuclear weapons on a 

"zero alert posture". 

 

Second, keeping nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and warheads apart 

could prove a useful idea.  In other words, ICBMs on launchers would 

carry no front sections, submarines berthed in home ports would carry no 

SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear weapons including  

nuclear ALCMs would be kept in central-run storages.  In this way, we 

would be guaranteed against their unauthorized or accidental use. Another 

benefit of this measure is its verifiability.  The details of verification could 

be agreed upon. 



 

If you don't have Kozyrev's speech and would like a copy, I can supply you one. 

 

The Bush Administration decided not to negotiate this offer, apparently out 

of conviction that the United States should have some strategic nuclear 

weapons in active deployment forever regardless of what any other nation 

does.  However, we are convinced that it would be a good deal for the United 

States because it would take all of the Russian SS-18s out of active service 

now rather than waiting for the year 2000 or 2003 as proposed in the 

Bush-Yeltsin statement of June 1992. 

 

If Foreign Minister Kozyrev's offer is still on the table, we hope that the 

Clinton adminstration will accept it by agreeing to reciprocal action.  That 

could be accomplished by returning U.S. strategic submarines to port and 

placing their missiles in storage and taking warheads off all ICBMs and storing 

them.  U.S. strategic bombers are already off alert and their weapons in 

storage.  Russia would be doing likewise at the same time.   



Professor Barry Carter 

October 29, 1992 

Page two. 

 

Since there are only few dozen U.S. and Russian strategic missile fields, 

airbases, and submarine bases, observation teams could easily be organized 

and dispatched to verify the other side's deactivation.  Both nations have 

plenty of personnel available for mutual verification activities, and there is 

already practical experience under the Intermediate Nuclear Force (INF) 

Reduction Treaty.  The START agreement has relevant provisions. 

 

In this manner within a couple of months the United States and Russia would 

cease active targeting one another.  Great Britain, France, and China should 

be invited to join them.  Once all strategic weapons are deactivated, they 

could be dismantled over a period of years in a staged and verified manner. 

 

Second, we want to call to your attention a resolution on "Nuclear 

Disarmament: The Zero Option", adopted by the United Methodist General 

Conference in May 1992.  In this official governing body of the nine million 

member denomination, the resolution passed with almost no opposition.  It 

lays out a long range program for global nuclear disarmament.  The main 

points are: 

# Say "no" to nuclear deterrence 

# Strategic nuclear weapons: zero 

# Tactical nuclear weapons: zero 

# Testing and production: zero 

# Nonproliferation: universal 

# Strategic defense: unnecessary 

We hope that the Clinton Administration would give careful consideration to 

this long-term agenda. 

 

Our board of directors proposed this resolution about a year ago and sent 

copies to leaders of the United States, the USSR (still in existence), and the 



Russian Federation.  We particularly emphasized a proposal for the 

immediate and concurrent deactivation of the global strategic arsenal (p.3).  

At the time President Bush and President Gorbachev had taken strategic 

bombers off alert.  We called for bringing all submarines into port, removing 

their missiles, and taking off the warheads and removing the warheads from 

all ICBMs.   

 

Whether Foreign Minister got his idea for "zero alert posture" from us, we 

have know way of knowing.  However, at almost the same time as his 

Geneva speech in February 1992, we got more than 30 national 

organizations to join us in writing to President Bush and President Yeltsin in 

support of "zero alert".  We tried unsuccessfully to see someone at the 

Russian Embassy in Washington, but our letter to President Yeltsin in Moscow 

apparently reached him.  He instructed the Embassy to contact us.  Igor S. 

Neverov, first secretary (arms control) sought us out and told us that 

President Yeltsin favored what we proposed. 

 

We have found considerable support for this idea among U.S. citizen 

organizations working for arms control and disarmament, and there is 

interest by some important members of Congress.  I would like to share this 

information with you are some other member of the Clinton transition team 

and to talk in depth about the zero alert concept. 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Issues Chair 

 

Please address reply to 6508 Wilmett Road, Bethesda, MD 20817. 

Mon-Thurs: (301) 694-2859    Fri-Sat: (301) 897-3668 



November 12, 1992 

 

Mr. Igor S. Neverov 

First Secretary (Arms Control) 

Russian Embassy 

1125 16th Street,NW 

Washington, DC 20016 

 

Dear Mr. Neverov: 

 

Last May we conferred with you about the idea of taking the global strategic 

arsenal off alert by separating warheads from delivery vehicles.  You shared 

with us a statement by Russian Foreign Minister Andrey Kozyrev in which he 

spoke favorably of this idea. 

 

We are convinced that this concept is still a good idea and are urging persons 

on President-elect Bill Clinton's transition team to give consideration to this 

approach.  We are wondering if your government still favors a zero alert 

posture along the lines suggested by Foreign Minister Kozyrev in Geneva last 

February. 

 

Perhaps I could stop by the Russian Embassy some time to discuss this 

matter,  Or maybe we could talk on the phone.  These days I can be 

reached on Monday to Thursday at (301) 694-2859 and on Friday and 

Saturday at (301) 897-3668. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 



Issues Chair 



November 22, 1992 

 

Mr. Dan Ellsburg 

Manhattan Project II 

1000 16th Street, NW, Suite 810 

Washington, DC 20036 

 

Dear Dan: 

 

Here are some background documents on our zero alert proposal.  They 

include our statements, a sign on letter to President Bush and President 

Yeltsin, a reply from the Russian Embassy, reponses from several prominent 

persons, and a couple of articles. 

 

If you want to reach me by telephone, on Monday to Thursday I'm usually at 

(301) 694-2859 and on Friday at (301) 897-3668. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Issues Chair 



 

November 30, 1992 

 

 

Letters to the Editor 

Washington Post 

1150 15th Street, NW 

Washington, DC 20071 

 

Dear Editor: 

 

Your recent editorial on the need to establish safeguards on the Russian 

nuclear arsenal overlooked a Russian offer that would be a great deal for the 

United States.  Last February at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva 

Russian Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev stated: 

 

"First, we may consider taking off the alert status the strategic forces of 

Russia, the United States and other nuclear powers, which are targeted on 

one another's territories or facilities, thus placing nuclear weapons on a 

`zero alert posture'. 

 

"Second, keeping nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and warheads apart 

could prove a useful idea.  In other words, ICBMs on launchers would 

carry no front sections, submarines berthed in home ports would carry no 

SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear weapons including nuclear 

ALCMs would be kept in central-run storages.  In this way, we would be 

guaranteed against their unauthorized or accidental use. Another benefit 

of this measure is its verifiability.  The details of verification could be 

agreed upon." 

 



Wouldn't it be wonderful if all of Russia's powerful, multi-warhead S-18 

ICBMs were taken out of service immediately rather than waiting until 2000 

or 2003 under the proposed START II agreement.  This could happen if the 

United States accepted Kozyrev's offer and agreed to take reciprocal action.  

This could be accomplished by returning U.S. strategic submarines to port and 

placing their missiles in storage and taking warheads off all ICBMs and storing 

them.  U.S. strategic bombers are already off alert and their weapons in 

storage.  Russia would be doing likewise at the same time and so would 

Belarus, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan for strategic missiles still based in their 

territories. 

 

Since there are only few dozen U.S. and Russian strategic missile fields, 

airbases, and submarine bases, observation teams could easily be organized 

and dispatched to verify the other side's deactivation.  Both nations have 

plenty of personnel available for mutual verification activities, and there is 

already practical experience under the Intermediate Nuclear Force (INF) 

Reduction Treaty.  Also, the START I agreement has relevant provisions. 
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In this manner within a couple of months the United States and Russia would 

cease actively targeting one another.  Strategic weapons now based in other 

independent states of the former Soviet Union would also be out of service.  

Great Britain, France, and China should be invited likewise to move to zero 

alert status.  Once all strategic weapons are deactivated, they could be 

dismantled over a period of years in a staged and verified manner. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Issues Chair 

 

 

 

Telephone: Mon-Thurs -- (301) 694-2859; Fri-Sat -- (301) 897-3668 



December 16, 1992 

 

The Honorable Sam Nunn  

Senate Armed Services Committee 

228 Russell Senate Office Building 

Washington, DC 20510-6059 

 

Attn: Richard Combs 

 

Dear Senator Nunn: 

 

Knowing your interest in reducing the danger of accidental or unprovoked  

nuclear attack, I would like to share with you our ideas about taking the 

global strategic arsenal off alert by separating warheads from their delivery 

vehicles with proper verification.  It is a concept we have been advocating for 

the past 15 months.  It was incorporated into a resolution on "Nuclear 

Disarmament: the Zero Option", which the United Methodist General 

Conference adopted last May (copy enclosed).  We would welcome an 

opportunity to meet with you to discuss these ideas in greater depth. 

 

On February 12, 1992 at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva Russian 

Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev expressed a Russian interest in this 

approach.  He stated: 

 

First, we may consider taking off the alert status the strategic forces of 

Russia, the United States and other nuclear powers, which are targeted on 

one another's territories or facilities, thus placing nuclear weapons on a 

"zero alert posture". 

 

Second, keeping nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and warheads apart 



could prove a useful idea.  In other words, ICBMs on launchers would 

carry no front sections, submarines berthed in home ports would carry no 

SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear weapons including nuclear 

ALCMs would be kept in central-run storages.  In this way, we would be 

guaranteed against their unauthorized or accidental use. Another benefit 

of this measure is its verifiability.  The details of verification could be 

agreed upon. 

 

Since then a lot has happened in Russia, and conceivably Kozyrev may be 

replaced as foreign minister.  Nevertheless, we believe that the incoming 

Clinton Administration should take up this offer.  We urge you, as an 

influential advisor to President-elect Clinton, to advocate this course. 

 

We strongly believe that the United States should work out a reciprocal 

agreement with Russia so that both nations would simultaneously remove all 

warheads from their ICBMs, bring all their submarines into port and remove 

their missiles, and continue to keep bombs off strategic bombers.  Strategic 

missiles still based in the other three republics of the former Soviet Union 

should be encompassed in this agreement.   
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Among other benefits this measure would remove all Russian S-18s and 

S-24s from active service within seven to ten weeks rather than waiting for 

staged dismantlement over a seven to ten year period as contemplated under 

START II.  It would immediately increase U.S. homeland security against an 

unexpected nuclear attack from afar.   

 

On-site U.S. observation teams could provide an effective safeguard from 

surreptitious rearming by some future reactionary regime that might come 

to power in Russia.  If this occurred, the United States would have time to 

reestablish a more active deterrent by reinstalling warheads on ICBMs and 

rearming strategic submarines and sending them to sea. 

 

Because there are only a few dozen U.S. and Russian strategic missile fields, 

airbases, and submarine bases, observation teams could easily be organized 

and dispatched so that each side could verify the other's deactivation.  Both 

nations have plenty of personnel available for mutual verification activities.  

There is already practical experience under the INF Treaty, and START I has 

relevant provisions to draw upon.  

    

Great Britain, France, and China should be invited to join this deactivation 

process.  But even if they don't do so immediately, there would be no great 

danger.  They would know that the United States and Russia would retain 

much of their strategic arsenal in reserve and would have plenty of missiles 

available to rearm in the event of a surprise attack by one of the other 

nuclear powers. 

 

Any other nation producing nuclear weapons would likewise know that they 



could not safely attack the United States or Russia without risking retaliation 

by rearmed strategic missiles. 

 

I have tried hard to find reasons why the United States would not want to 

accept the Russian offer to take the strategic arsenal off alert by separating 

warheads from delivery vehicles.  One reason may be because the policy of 

nuclear deterrence is so longstanding and the habit of deployment is so strong 

that U.S. policy makers cannot conceive of not keeping at least one U.S. 

strategic submarine on duty at all times.  It has become a kind of 

psychological dependency regardless of security needs.  Yet, our true security 

would be much better served if mutual deactivation occurred as soon as 

possible. 

 

Another reason may be because policy makers believe that U.S. global 

responsibilities require maintaining an active nuclear deterrent into the 

foreseeable future.  However, if you consider the doctrine of nuclear 

deterrence pragmatically by examining the last 47 years of experience rather 

than relying on thinktank theories, you will notice that strategic deterrence 

has a very limited function.  Indeed, history shows it is vastly overrated. 

 

Only thing now deterred.  At the moment all that U.S. strategic weapons 

deter is the use of strategic weapons by other nations.  At one time many 

persons insisted that a second function was to reinforce NATO's deterrence of 

Soviet invasion of Western Europe, but that is now moot.  There is nothing 

else that strategic weapons now deter. 
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What was not deterred.  In the years since 1945, U.S. nuclear weapons did 



not deter many grievous events.  They included: 

 

# North Korean invasion of South Korea (1950)  

# North Vietnam's conquest of South Vietnam (1956-73) 

# Repeated Soviet acts of repression in Eastern Europe (East Germany, 

1953; Hungary, 1956; Czechoslovakia, 1968; Poland, several times) 

# Soviet invasion of Afghanistan (1979) 

# Iraq invasion of Kuwait (1990)  

# Repeated Israeli-Arab conflict  

# Other regional and civil wars, bringing the total to 125 wars since 1945 

# Terrorist attacks and hostage-taking 

 

What U.S. strategic weapons cannot deter.  If you take the knowledge of 

what wasn't deterred by strategic weapons and apply it to current strife and 

possible future conflict during the next ten to twenty years, you will discover 

that U.S. strategic submarines and other legs of the triad have no capacity to 

deter these events.  For example: 

 

# Internal conflict in disintegrated Yugoslavia, Moldova, 

Armenia-Azerbaijan, African nations, and elsewhere. 

# Arab-Israeli conflict (negotiations are the answer) 

# War between Arab states 

# War between India and Pakistan (even if they are nuclearly armed) 

# Russian invasion of Baltic states and other independent states with 

Russian enclaves (experience of Eastern Europe repeated, undeterred by 

U.S. nuclear might) 

# A new Korean War 

# Regional wars elsewhere 

# Threatened use of biological or chemical (if a military deterrent is relied 

upon, it most likely would be through conventional forces; but even if a 

nuclear deterrent were brought into play, it would not be through 



strategic submarines, ICBMs, or long-range bombers) 

# Terrorist attacks 

 

The United States may conclude that it has global responsibilities to deal with 

these events, but strategic nuclear weapons have no relevance.  Their 

awesome power is far out of proportion to the events to be deterred, so they 

provide no credible threat.  Neither do they have military utility in these 

kinds of wars, as Presidents Truman and Eisenhower concluded for the 

Korean War and Presidents Johnson and Nixon decided during the Vietnam 

War. 

 

This leads us back to the initial finding that all that strategic nuclear weapons 

are now deterring is other strategic weapons.  Because this is their only 

utility, all sides would be better off if all strategic weapons were taken off 

alert simultaneously by separating warheads from delivery vehicles with 

proper verification.  This would enhance every nuclear state's national 

security during the period when strategic weapons are being dismantled in a 

balanced and staged manner, as will occur under START I and START II. 
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For these reasons, we urge you to encourage President-elect Clinton and his 

national security team to quickly work out an agreement with Russia along 

these lines.  

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Issues Chair 

 

 

Telephone: Mon-Thurs -- (301) 694-2859; Fri-Sat: -- (301) 897-3668 



 

December 16, 1992 

 

The Honorable Richard C. Lugar  

306 Hart Senate Office Building 

Washington, DC 20510 

 

Dear Senator Lugar: 

 

Knowing your interest in reducing the danger of accidental or unprovoked  

nuclear attack, I would like to share with you our ideas about taking the 

global strategic arsenal off alert by separating warheads from their delivery 

vehicles with proper verification.  It is a concept we have been advocating for 

the past 15 months.  It was incorporated into a resolution on "Nuclear 

Disarmament: the Zero Option", which the United Methodist General 

Conference adopted last May (copy enclosed).  We would welcome an 

opportunity to meet with you to discuss these ideas in greater depth. 

 

On February 12, 1992 at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva Russian 

Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev expressed a Russian interest in this 

approach.  He stated: 

 

First, we may consider taking off the alert status the strategic forces of 

Russia, the United States and other nuclear powers, which are targeted on 

one another's territories or facilities, thus placing nuclear weapons on a 

"zero alert posture". 

 

Second, keeping nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and warheads apart 

could prove a useful idea.  In other words, ICBMs on launchers would 

carry no front sections, submarines berthed in home ports would carry no 



SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear weapons including nuclear 

ALCMs would be kept in central-run storages.  In this way, we would be 

guaranteed against their unauthorized or accidental use. Another benefit 

of this measure is its verifiability.  The details of verification could be 

agreed upon. 

 

Since then a lot has happened in Russia, and conceivably Kozyrev may be 

replaced as foreign minister.  Nevertheless, we believe that the incoming 

Clinton Administration should take up this offer.  We urge you, as an 

influential leader in Congress to advocate this approach to President-elect 

Clinton. 

 

We strongly believe that the United States should work out a reciprocal 

agreement with Russia so that both nations would simultaneously remove all 

warheads from their ICBMs, bring all their submarines into port and remove 

their missiles, and continue to keep bombs off strategic bombers.  Strategic 

missiles still based in the other three republics of the former Soviet Union 

should be encompassed in this agreement.  
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Among other benefits this measure would remove all Russian S-18s and 

S-24s from active service within seven to ten weeks rather than waiting for 

staged dismantlement over a seven to ten year period as contemplatedunder 

START II.  It would immediately increase U.S. homeland security against an 

unexpected nuclear attack from afar.   

 

On-site U.S. observation teams could provide an effective safeguard from 

surreptitious rearming by some future reactionary regime that might come 

to power in Russia.  If this occurred, the United States would have time to 

reestablish a more active deterrent by reinstalling warheads on ICBMs and 

rearming strategic submarines and sending them to sea. 

 

Because there are only a few dozen U.S. and Russian strategic missile fields, 

airbases, and submarine bases, observation teams could easily be organized 

and dispatched so that each side could verify the other's deactivation.  Both 

nations have plenty of personnel available for mutual verification activities.  

There is already practical experience under the INF Treaty, and START I has 

relevant provisions to draw upon.  

    

Great Britain, France, and China should be invited to join this deactivation 

process.  But even if they don't do so immediately, there would be no great 

danger.  They would know that the United States and Russia would retain 

much of their strategic arsenal in reserve and would have plenty of missiles 

available to rearm in the event of a surprise attack by one of the other 

nuclear powers. 

 

Any other nation producing nuclear weapons would likewise know that they 



could not safely attack the United States or Russia without risking retaliation 

by rearmed strategic missiles. 

 

I have tried hard to find reasons why the United States would not want to 

accept the Russian offer to take the strategic arsenal off alert by separating 

warheads from delivery vehicles.  One reason may be because the policy of 

nuclear deterrence is so longstanding and the habit of deployment is so strong 

that U.S. policy makers cannot conceive of not keeping at least one U.S. 

strategic submarine on duty at all times.  It has become a kind of 

psychological dependency regardless of security needs.  Yet, our true security 

would be much better served if mutual deactivation occurred as soon as 

possible. 

 

Another reason may be because policy makers believe that U.S. global 

responsibilities require maintaining an active nuclear deterrent into the 

foreseeable future.  However, if you consider the doctrine of nuclear 

deterrence pragmatically by examining the last 47 years of experience rather 

than relying on thinktank theories, you will notice that strategic deterrence 

has a very limited function.  Indeed, history shows it is vastly overrated. 

 

Only thing now deterred.  At the moment all that U.S. strategic weapons 

deter is the use of strategic weapons by other nations.  At one time many 

persons insisted that a second function was to reinforce NATO's deterrence of 

Soviet invasion of Western Europe, but that is now moot.  There is nothing 

else that strategic weapons now deter. 
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What was not deterred.  In the years since 1945, U.S. nuclear weapons did 

not deter many grievous events.  They included: 

 

# North Korean invasion of South Korea (1950)  

# North Vietnam's conquest of South Vietnam (1956-73) 

# Repeated Soviet acts of repression in Eastern Europe (East Germany, 

1953; Hungary, 1956; Czechoslovakia, 1968; Poland, several times) 

# Soviet invasion of Afghanistan (1979) 

# Iraq invasion of Kuwait (1990)  

# Repeated Israeli-Arab conflict  

# Other regional and civil wars, bringing the total to 125 wars since 1945 

# Terrorist attacks and hostage-taking 

 

What U.S. strategic weapons cannot deter.  If you take the knowledge of 

what wasn't deterred by strategic weapons and apply it to current strife and 

possible future conflict during the next ten to twenty years, you will discover 

that U.S. strategic submarines and other legs of the triad have no capacity to 

deter these events.  For example: 

 

# Internal conflict in disintegrated Yugoslavia, Moldova, 

Armenia-Azerbaijan, African nations, and elsewhere. 

# Arab-Israeli conflict (negotiations are the answer) 

# War between Arab states 

# War between India and Pakistan (even if they are nuclearly armed) 

# Russian invasion of Baltic states and other independent states with 

Russian enclaves (experience of Eastern Europe repeated, undeterred by 

U.S. nuclear might) 



# A new Korean War 

# Regional wars elsewhere 

# Threatened use of biological or chemical (if a military deterrent is relied 

upon, it most likely would be through conventional forces; but even if a 

nuclear deterrent were brought into play, it would not be through 

strategic submarines, ICBMs, or long-range bombers) 

# Terrorist attacks 

 

The United States may conclude that it has global responsibilities to deal with 

these events, but strategic nuclear weapons have no relevance.  Their 

awesome power is far out of proportion to the events to be deterred, so they 

provide no credible threat.  Neither do they have military utility in these 

kinds of wars, as Presidents Truman and Eisenhower concluded for the 

Korean War and Presidents Johnson and Nixon decided during the Vietnam 

War. 

 

This leads us back to the initial finding that all that strategic nuclear weapons 

are now deterring is other strategic weapons.  Because this is their only 

utility, all sides would be better off if all strategic weapons were taken off 

alert simultaneously by separating warheads from delivery vehicles with 

proper verification.  This would enhance every nuclear state's national 

security during the period when strategic weapons are being dismantled in a 

balanced and staged manner, as will occur under START I and START II. 
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For these reasons, we urge you to encourage President-elect Clinton and his 

national security team to quickly work out an agreement with Russia along 

these lines.  

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Issues Chair 

 

 

Telephone: Mon-Thurs -- (301) 694-2859; Fri-Sat: -- (301) 897-3668 



December 23, 1992 

 

The Honorable Bill Clinton 

Office of the President-elect 

1120 Vermont Avenue, NW 

Washington, DC 20270 

 

Dear President-elect Clinton: 

 

In this season when we think about peace on earth, goodwill for all people, we 

urge you to move quickly after you become president to eliminate the threat 

of nuclear attack upon the U.S. homeland.  You can do this by accepting the 

offer made on February 12, 1992 by Russian Foreign Minister Andrei 

Kozyrev at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva.  He stated: 

 

First, we may consider taking off the alert status the strategic forces of 

Russia, the United States and other nuclear powers, which are targeted on 

one another's territories or facilities, thus placing nuclear weapons on a 

"zero alert posture". 

 

Second, keeping nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and warheads apart 

could prove a useful idea.  In other words, ICBMs on launchers would 

carry no front sections, submarines berthed in home ports would carry no 

SLBMs or SLCMs, and heavy bomber nuclear weapons including nuclear 

ALCMs would be kept in central-run storages.  In this way, we would be 

guaranteed against their unauthorized or accidental use. Another benefit 

of this measure is its verifiability.  The details of verification could be 

agreed upon. 

 

As far we know, this offer is still on the table even though the Bush 



Administration has chosen not to accept it as part of START II negotiations.   

 

Deactivating the strategic nuclear arsenal.   We strongly urge you to 

instruct your foreign policy and national security team to take up this offer 

and work out a reciprocal agreement with Russia to move quickly to verified, 

zero alert status for all strategic weapons.   This can be accomplished by 

both nations simultaneously removing all warheads from their ICBMs and 

placing them in observed storage, bringing all their submarines into port and 

removing their missiles, and continuing to keep bombs off strategic bombers 

and in storage.  Strategic missiles still based in Ukraine, Belarus, and 

Kazakhstan should be encompassed in this agreement.   

 

Among other benefits this measure would remove all Russian S-18s and 

S-24s from active service within seven to ten weeks rather than waiting for 

staged dismantlement over a seven to ten year period as contemplated under 

START II.  It would immediately increase U.S. homeland security against an 

unexpected nuclear attack from afar.   
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Verification.  On-site U.S. observation teams could provide an effective 

safeguard from surreptitious rearming by some future reactionary regime 

that might come to power in Russia.  If this occurred, the United States 

would have time to reestablish a more active deterrent by reinstalling 

warheads on ICBMs and rearming strategic submarines and sending them to 

sea. 

 

Because there are only a few dozen U.S. and Russian strategic missile fields, 

airbases, and submarine bases, observation teams could easily be organized 

and dispatched so that each side could verify the other's deactivation.  Both 

nations have plenty of personnel available for mutual verification activities.  

There is already practical experience under the INF Treaty, and START I has 

relevant provisions to draw upon.  

    

Other nations.  Great Britain, France, and China should be invited to join 

this deactivation process.  But even if they don't do so immediately, there 

would be no great danger.  They would know that the United States and 

Russia would retain much of their strategic arsenal in reserve and would have 

plenty of missiles available to rearm in the event of a surprise attack by one of 

the other nuclear powers. 

 

Any other nation producing nuclear weapons would likewise know that they 

could not safely attack the United States or Russia without risking retaliation 

by rearmed strategic missiles.  Moreover, it is extremely important for your 

administration to carry out a vigorous nonproliferation campaign on nuclear 

weapons and long-range ballistic missiles. 

 



No good reason not to.  I have tried hard to find reasons why the United 

States would not want to accept the Russian offer to take the strategic 

arsenal off alert by separating warheads from delivery vehicles.  One reason 

may be because the policy of nuclear deterrence is so longstanding and the 

habit of deployment is so strong that U.S. policy makers cannot conceive of 

not keeping at least one U.S. strategic submarine on duty at all times.  It has 

become a kind of psychological dependency regardless of security needs.  Yet, 

our true security would be much better served if mutual deactivation 

occurred as soon as possible. 

 

Another reason may be because policy makers believe that U.S. global 

responsibilities require maintaining an active nuclear deterrent into the 

foreseeable future.  However, if you consider the doctrine of nuclear 

deterrence pragmatically by examining the last 47 years of experience rather 

than relying on thinktank theories, you will notice that strategic deterrence 

has a very limited function.  Indeed, history shows it is vastly overrated. 

 

Only thing now deterred.  At the moment all that U.S. strategic weapons 

deter is the use of strategic weapons by other nations.  At one time many 

persons insisted that a second function was to reinforce NATO's deterrence of 

Soviet invasion of Western Europe, but that is now moot.  There is nothing 

else that strategic weapons now deter. 

 

What was not deterred.  In the years since 1945, U.S. nuclear weapons did 

not deter many grievous events.  They include: 
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# North Korean invasion of South Korea (1950)  

# North Vietnam's conquest of South Vietnam (1956-73) 

# Repeated Soviet acts of repression in Eastern Europe (East Germany, 

1953; Hungary, 1956; Czechoslovakia, 1968; Poland, several times) 

# Soviet invasion of Afghanistan (1979) 

# Iraq invasion of Kuwait (1990)  

# Repeated Israeli-Arab conflict  

# Other regional and civil wars, bringing the total to 125 wars since 1945 

# Terrorist attacks and hostage-taking 

 

What U.S. strategic weapons cannot deter.  If you take the knowledge of 

what wasn't deterred by strategic weapons and apply it to current strife and 

possible future conflict during the next ten to twenty years, you will discover 

that U.S. strategic submarines and other legs of the triad have no capacity to 

deter these events.  For example: 

 

# Internal conflict in disintegrated Yugoslavia, independent states of the 

former Soviet Union, African nations, and elsewhere 

# Arab-Israeli conflict (negotiations are the answer) 

# War between Arab states 

# War between India and Pakistan (even if they are nuclearly armed) 

# Russian invasion of Baltic states and other independent states with 

Russian enclaves (experience of Eastern Europe repeated, undeterred by 

U.S. nuclear might) 

# A new Korean War 

# Regional wars elsewhere 

# Threatened use of biological or chemical (if a military deterrent is relied 



upon, it most likely would be through conventional forces; but even if a 

nuclear deterrent were brought into play, it would not be through 

strategic submarines, ICBMs, or long-range bombers) 

# Terrorist attacks 

 

The United States may conclude that it has global responsibilities to deal with 

these events, but strategic nuclear weapons have no relevance.  Their 

awesome power is far out of proportion to the events to be deterred, so they 

provide no credible threat.  Neither do they have military utility in these 

kinds of wars, as Presidents Truman and Eisenhower concluded for the 

Korean War and Presidents Johnson and Nixon decided during the Vietnam 

War. 

 

Safeguarding against strategic attack.  This leads us back to the initial 

finding that all that strategic nuclear weapons are now deterring is other 

strategic weapons.  Because this is their only utility, all sides would be better 

off if all strategic weapons were taken off alert simultaneously by separating 

warheads from delivery vehicles with proper verification.  This would 

enhance every nuclear state's national security during the period when 

strategic weapons are being dismantled in a balanced and staged manner, as 

will occur under START I, START II, and future strategic weapons 

dismantlement treaties. 

 

Some persons, though, wonder what if Russia or one of the other states 

surreptitiously hid a dozen or a hundred strategic warheads and missiles, 

especially cruise missiles.  There are two answers.  First, Russia could not be 

certain 
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whether that the United States has done likewise, and this uncertainty itself 

would act as a deterrent.  Second, there is nothing Russia wants to 

accomplish that would bring strategic nuclear weapons into play.  Russian 

leaders will not say, "Give us more economic assistance, or we'll attack 

Washington and New York."  If reactionary leaders come to power and try 

to expand Russia territory, the United States will not threaten nuclear attack 

to prevent it, just as we did not when the Soviet Union was the aggressor 

against Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and Afghanistan. 

 

Safeguarding against attack by terrorist states.  Some persons also insist 

that we need to keep our strategic arsenal armed to deter nuclear attack by 

a terrorist state or a terrorist group.  They also argue for a limited strategic 

defense for the same reason.  In response we say that, first, vigorous 

nonproliferation measures are the best defense.  The nonproliferation 

problem is challenging but finite, and it is interwoven with political instability 

in several regions of the globe.  Through a combination of diplomacy and 

international pressures, new nations can be blocked from developing nuclear 

weapons and means of delivery. 

 

Secondly, we must admit that the United States has no protection from a 

suitcase-size nuclear explosive device.  It can enter the United States in a 

small plane wrapped in a bail of marijuana or on a fishing boat along with a 

shipment of cocaine.  It can be carried aboard a chartered passenger plane 

and dropped on Washington, New York, or some other target.  Ballistic 

missile defense cannot prevent this kind of attack.  Even if one believes that 

the threat of strategic retaliation is needed to deter a small state, such Libya, 

Iraq, or Iran, from sneaking a bomb into this country, the United States has 



plenty of conventional firepower to do the job.  Only a strong, international 

nonproliferation regime will keep nuclear weapons out of the hands of 

terrorists. 

 

Broader policies for global nuclear disarmament.  We see deactivation of the 

strategic nuclear as a way to make a significant breakthrough in the quest for 

global nuclear disarmament.  Our ideas on how to achieve this broader 

objective are contained in the enclosed resolution on "Nuclear Disarmament: 

The Zero Option", adopted by the United Methodist General Conference in 

May 1992.  In outline the resolution proposes: 

# Strategic nuclear weapons: zero 

# Tactical nuclear weapons: zero 

# Testing and production: zero 

# Nonproliferation: universal 

# Strategic defense: unnecessary 

 

At the United Methodist General Conference this resolution garnered a 

75-to-6 favorable vote in a legislative committee where a conservative bloc 

had about two-fifths of the membership.  It was then adopted through the 

consent calendar by the entire General Conference, a procedure used only 

where there is an overwhelming consensus.  This was made possible by 

several years of vigorous leadership by United Methodist bishops in making 

the case for nuclear disarmament and by our own association in building 

grassroots support. 
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Goals for Clinton Administration.  We believe that the same thing can occur 

with U.S. policy through your creative leadership, combined with grassroots 

support which dozens of organizations are willing to develop.  Accordingly, 

we urge you to adopt complete, global nuclear disarmament as an 

overarching goal of your two terms as president of the United States.  This 

means that by the year 2000 the world would be free of this scourge.  

Although knowledge to produce nuclear weapons would still exist, there 

would be none assembled and none deployed.  In place would be thorough, 

enforceable global safeguards to prevent future manufacture and deployment 

of nuclear weapons. 

 

We pledge to you our support for moving quickly and decisively toward 

deactivation of the global strategic arsenal and then following through with 

other measures of nuclear disarmament. 

 

With best regards, 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Issues Chair 

 

 

 

Telephone: Mon-Thurs -- (301) 694-2859; Fri-Sat: -- (301) 897-3668 

           Week of December 28: (301) 897-3668 



December 23, 1992 

 

Dr. Anthony Lake 

Clinton Transition Headquarters 

1120 Vermont Avenue, NW 

Washington, DC 20270 

 

Dear Dr. Lake: 

 

Congratulations on your appointment as national security advisor to 

President Bill Clinton.  From what I read about you, you are one who will 

bring creativity to this position and will help develop U.S. policies that are 

relevant to the post-Cold War era. 

 

You may recall that just before the election I shared with you some ideas on 

nuclear disarmament, in particular a proposal for deactivation of the global 

strategic arsenal.  I have now updated these ideas in the enclosed letter to 

President-elect Clinton.  I am sending a copy to your deputy-to-be, Samuel 

Berger, with a request that he include it with other policy papers gathered by 

the transition team for submission to the president-elect. 

 

Sometime between now and inauguration day a small delegation from the 

religious community would like to meet with you and/or Mr. Berger to discuss 

our ideas on nuclear disarmament and related issues.  We recognize that the 

Clinton Administration will be receiving input from a variety of credentialed 

experts from thinktanks, universities, and defense organizations.  We, too, 

have studied these issues and would like to have direct input to those of you 

who are developing policy alternatives for President Clinton's consideration. 

 

Sincerely yours, 



 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Issues Chair 

 

 

 

Telephone: Mon-Thurs -- (301) 694-2859; Fri-Sat: -- (301) 897-3668 

           Week of December 28: (301) 897-3668 



December 23, 1992 

 

Mr. Samuel R. Berger 

Clinton Transition Headquarters 

1120 Vermont Avenue, NW 

Washington, DC 20270 

 

Dear Mr. Berger: 

 

Congratulations on your appointment as deputy national security advisor to 

President Bill Clinton.  We look forward to creative leadership from you and 

Dr. Anthony Lake in developing U.S. policies that are relevant to the 

post-Cold War era. 

 

I'm aware that you have responsibility with the Clinton transition team for 

gathering policy papers from various viewpoints on national security issues.  

Therefore, I request that you include the enclosed letter to President-elect 

Clinton in the set of papers dealing with nuclear arms control and 

disarmament.  This letter makes the case for rapid deactivation of the global 

strategic arsenal as part of a broader approach to nuclear disarmament. 

 

Other policy elements are summarized in the attached resolution adopted by 

the United Methodist General Conference last May on "Nuclear Disarmament: 

The Zero Option".  It was so widely supported by the delegates to General 

Conference (including conservatives) that it was adopted through the consent 

calendar following a 75-6 vote of approval in committee.  I hope that it, 

too, could be included in the package given to President-elect Clinton. 

 

We recognize that the Clinton Administration will be receiving input from a 

variety of credentialed experts from thinktanks, universities, and defense 



organizations.  We, too, have studied these issues and would like to have 

direct input to those of you who are developing policy alternatives for 

President Clinton's consideration.  Therefore, sometime between now and 

inauguration day a small delegation from the religious community would like 

to meet with you and/or Dr. Lake to discuss our ideas on nuclear 

disarmament and related issues.  And if you organizing a consultation forum 

to bring together a variety of views to discuss these issues, we would like to be 

represented. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Issues Chair 

 

 

Telephone: Mon-Thurs -- (301) 694-2859; Fri-Sat: -- (301) 897-3668 

           Week of December 28: (301) 897-3668 



December 24, 1992 

 

The Honorable Les Aspin 

2336 Rayburn House Office Building 

Washington, DC 20515 

 

Dear Representative Aspin: 

 

Congratulations on your appointment as secretary of defense.  I have been 

following the policy papers you have issued during the past year and know 

that you are well prepared to lead a reassessment of U.S. national security 

needs in the post-Cold War era. 

 

I would like to share with you a letter we have written to President-elect 

Clinton on the possibility of deactivating the global nuclear strategic arsenal 

as a way to eliminate the only existing threat to the U.S. homeland.  Russian 

Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev raised this possibility in a speech to the 

Conference on Disarmament in Geneva on February 12, 1992.  We believe 

that this would be a good deal for the United States, but the Bush 

Administration chose not to respond.  It is an offer the Clinton 

Administration should seriously consider.  

 

We see strategic deactivation as part of a broader approach to nuclear 

disarmament.  Other policy elements are summarized in the attached 

resolution adopted by the United Methodist General Conference last May on 

"Nuclear Disarmament: The Zero Option".  It was so widely supported by the 

delegates to General Conference (including conservatives) that it was adopted 

through the consent calendar following a 75-6 vote of approval in 

committee.  We recommend these policies for your consideration because we 

wholeheartedly believe that global nuclear disarmament is clearly within the 



national security interest of the United States. 

 

We would like to have an opportunity to talk about these ideas with you or 

your one of your top aides before inauguration day.  I'll call your office to 

seek an appointment. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

Howard W. Hallman 

Issues Chair 

 

 

Telephone -- Mon-Thurs: (301) 694-2859; Fri-Sat: (301) 897-3668 

             Week of December 28: (301) 897-3668 


	DISARM31
	DISARM32
	DISARM33
	DISARM34
	DISARM35
	DISARM36
	DISARML142
	DISARML143
	DISARML144
	DISARML145
	DISARML146
	DISARML147
	DISARML148
	DISARML149
	DISARML150
	DISARML151
	DISARML152
	DISARML153
	DISARML154
	DISARML155
	DISARML156
	DISARML157
	DISARML158
	DISARML159
	DISARML160
	DISARML161
	DISARML162
	DISARML163
	DISARML164
	DISARML165
	DISARML166
	DISARML167
	DISARML168
	DISARML169
	DISARML170
	DISARML171
	DISARML172
	DISARML173
	DISARML174
	DISARML175
	DISARML176
	DISARML177
	DISARML178
	DISARML179

