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TO DESKBY 2708002 FCO

TELNG 1Tk

OF 2616457 FEERUARY 87

wWFO DESKEY 2702007 UKDEL WATD

WHFO PRAORITY WASHWNGTON, PARS, MOSCOW, MOD UK, UKDMS GEMEVA

US/FRG CONSULTATHONS ON SDwABMT

SUMMARY
1. 5TROWG GERMAN PUTCH TO WHTIE FOR AB-nDwMG BY NARROW WWTERPRETATHON
OF ABMT, PUBL'C STATEMENTS TO THaSs EFFECT BY KOML AND GENSCHER,

BE Ta=l

2, WUWTIE AND PERLE WAVE SEEM KDHL } WOERNER AND GENSCHER s THE LAST
2h WOURS, ALTWOUGH GEWSCHER MADE wT CLEAR TO WATZE THAT HE
PERSONALLY BELseEVED THE NARROW WHTERPRETATWHOM OF THE ABMT WAS
JURSBNCALLY CORRECT, THE GERMANS TOLD NHTIE THAT THEWR STROMG PLEA
THAT THE AMERMCANS ABDE BY THE NARROW WNTERPRETATHON WAS MADE OM
POLWTWCAL GROUNDS. THE GERMANS HALD THREE REASOMS FOR WANTHSG THSy

A) TO AVOHD THE “UNEVWTABLE DAMAGE TOD THE GEMEVA ARMS CONTROL
REGOTHATHON 5,

B) TO AVOshD DAMAGE TO ALLMANMCE COHESHON ON SUCH AN AMPORTANT
POLWT-RC AL <S5UE,

C) BECAUSE OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMEMT'S OWN PUBLNC CRE DBimLAT Y
HAVNE SUPPORTED THE RESEARCH PROGRAMME ON THE ""CONTRACTUAL BASWET?

{""GESCHAEFTSGRUNDLAGE"'" — DESCRMBED AS A COMDWTMO SsME QUA MON) OF
THE NARROW WNTERFRETATORON,

(COMMENTy THWE =5 & WEW TERM DEVRSED BY THE BERWANS,” AND USED By
EOHL: PUBLsRCLY , TO EMPHASYGE THE SEWMOUSHNESS WHTH WHHCH THE GEEMAMS
WHEW THAS POeNT, THERE #S WO EXPLWOWT COROLLARY THREATENED BUT TME
WHPLACATON MyST PE THAT FEDERAL GOVERNMENT PUBLWC SUPPORT FOR THE
RESEARCH PROGRAMME MAGHT ND LOMGER BE POSSHBLE +F THE
LEGAL/CONTRACTUEL BAZHS FOR THEY®R SUPPORT WEEE CHANGED.)

3. THE QUESTWCR OF GEPMAK PABTAOHOATOM w# THE 5D+ BRESEARCH

PROGRAMME THT NOT COME (B,
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by NWTIE WAS APPARENTLY CAREFUL: TO 3AY NOTH#HNE wHCH SUSGESTED A
DECRSMON TO MOVE TO THE BROADER WNTERPRETATHOMN HAD ALWEADY BEEN
TAKEH, EQUALLY, THE CERMANS FOUND MOTHING 48 MHd REMABRES WHeCH
SUGRESTED THAT THE MATTER WAS STHLL SERMOUSLY OPEN oM WASHMMGTOW:
THE GERMAKS DOUBTED WHETHER THERE wAS MUCH THE EUROPEANS COULD DO TO
WHNFLUEKCE MATTERS. WUTZE SAD THAT THREE POMMTS WOULD NOW BE
REWWEWED = THE RATWFCATHOM QECORD: THE PRACTHRCAL *mMPLEMENTATSHON OF
ABMTg AND THE TEST-HME POSSEMHTHES UNDER BOTH MARROY AND BROAD, THE
END OF APR WL WAS THE DEADLYNE MEMTHOMED FOR THE YARMlUS STUDNES

TH BE COMPLETED.

By THE AUSWAERT-MGES AMT PRESS LAME #5 A5 FOLLOWS, WHTIE SWNFORMED
GEHSCHER ABOUT THE HRE=STRUCTUREMG DF THE 5Dt PROGRAMME AND RELATED
DUESTAONS OF WTERPRETATHON OF THE ABMT, GENBCHER EMPHAGMEED THE
AHPORTANCE OF CONTWMLPHG CONMSULTATHONMS OM A SUBJECT wWHNCH DARECTLY
TOUCHED THE ALL-MANCE AS A WHOLE, AND UMDERLYMEDR THE SWGN'WFMCANCE OF
THE sw55UE BOTH FOR GEMEVA AMD FOR EAST/WEST RELATIMOHS MORE
GENERALLY, HE CALLED FOR A CAREFUL' ALUBANCE COMNSSRDERATHON OF THE
WMPLACATHONRS OF & CHAWNGE FROM NARROW TO DROAD eMTERPRETATMON. THE
FEDERAL GOVERMNWENT CALLED ON BOTH PARTH#ES TO STHCK TO A RESTHMCTOWE
PNTERPRETAT HON OF THE TREATY. THEY MOTED THE PROPOSAL AT REVE.JAy4
FOR & TEN=YEAR COMMHTWMENT TO THE AMB TREATY AND STRESSED THAT THE
PREOE-WTY KHOW WAS TO USE THES TO SECURE RADGCAL REDUCTSHOMNS =
STRATEGIC NUCLEAR WEAPOHNS. (NP wWE DO NOT YET HAYE A WRHTTEN TEXT OF
THES ).

6. BEFORE NWIZE'S ARRYWAL, KOHL GAVE AN WMTERYREW PUBLIMSHED M A
REGMOMAL NEWSPAPER YESTERDAY. HE SAaD HE WAS PLEASED REAGAN HATD
DEFERREN A DECYWEROM ON A BROAD ANTERPRETATWON OF ABMT & ORDER TO
DETERMWNE WHAT EFFECTS SUCH A DECHSHON WOULD HAVE ON THE GENEVA
NEGOTHATIWONS, #WN ADDT90W, HE HAD AGREED THAT ALL=eES WOULD BE
COMSULTED (E.G. MITIE VAGSHT). THE WARROW MNTERPRETATHON OF ABMT WAS
THE CUNTRACTUAL BaASeS (GESCHAEFTSGRUNDLAGE) AE THE US GOVERNMENT HAD
AGu REASSURED THE ALLsEZ, THE FRG SUPPORTED THE SIeM RESEARCH
PROGRAMME BUT TH#S RESEARCH MUST TAKE PLACE wTHi® THE FRAMEWORY COF
THE AMBT AND ANY BTEP GOxG BEYOND RESEARCH WUST NOT OMLY BE
DSCUSEED WiTH ALL-EE, BUT MUBT ALSD LEAD TO COOPERATSWE ZOLUTHONE
WiTH THE 20WEET ('welN, THAT MEANT THAT THE US ARD SO0VWHET UNaDW, &5
TREATY PARPTNESRS, MUST JOWTLY CLARMFY MW THE AMBT COULD BE

-

WTERPRETED,
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To GPEAKAMGE OW wnDER AQMS CONTROL POSSHEM-HTHES FOR 1987 (50 PERCENT
REDUCT-MOK < STRATEGM. WEAPOMS, ZERD OPTWON FOR LREWNF AND FOLLOW-=OM
NEGODTWAT-WOMS FOR SRY#iF1 GLOBAL Cw BANy LAMHTATYON OM MUCLEAR
TESTHNG) ' KOHL SAWD THAT S5UCH RESULTS WOULD OMLY BE POSS®BLE oF THE
SOVET UNMON WERE READY TO ACCEPT sMDMvADUAL AGREEMENTS, AND DROP
TS LURKAGE. OM THE OTHER SMiDE 4T WAS ALS0 MECESSARY THWAT THE UNKTED
STATES REMAMMED FLEX-MELE sl TS HAMDLWMNG OF THE ABMT - AND DD NOT
PRESENT THE SOVOET UNMON WiTH A FAHT ACCOMPLik,

BULLARD

erY

BPLNAN 3739

DB/BOVIET ARMS CONTROL TALES ADDITIORAL DIETRIBUTICH
LIKITED FE ARKE CONTROL TALRS
ACTD FE/LADY YOUNG

DEFENCE D COFIES TO:

BOVIET D PE/ME RENTON MR BERRAN LEGAL ADVISERE
KE#s D FB/PUE

HAL WE DEFE:r THORAE

ELD M EBEOYD

WED K& RaTFODRD
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REE D lE FERAG s

INFG D Mh BRAITHWAITE
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON 5W1

Talephaone aEEKE 218 211173

MO 26/7/4V 26th February 1987

k)
Lblt’fi-

e Clute,

I enclose my record of Mr Younger's meeting yesterday with
ambassador Nitze and Mr Perle.,

I am sending coplies of this letter to Tony Galsworthy in the
Forelgn and Commonwealth Office and Trevor Woolley in the Cabinet
DEfice.

if;*—a F—aﬁ;*tjl

e
b Y

{J F HOWE)

C D Powell Esg
10 Downing Street
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MO 26/7/4V

5DI: NOTE FOR THE RECORD OF A MEETING BETWEEN THE DEFENCE
SitﬁﬂTﬁHY AND AMBASSADOR MITEZE, 25TH FEBRUARY 1987 AT 1130AM

Those present:

The Rt Hon George Younger MP ambassador Nitze
Secretary of State
Embassador Price
The Et Hon John Stanley MP
Minister of State(AF) Mr Perle

Mr Nicholls Mr Gordon Smith
DUsS(F)
Mr Clyne
Mr Ledlie !
PR find other US officials

Mr Griffiths
Head of DACUO

Mr Pakenbam
FCOQ

Mr Howe
Private Secretary to
Secretary of State

Mr Nitze said that he had had very useful meetings that
morning with the Prime Minister and with Sir Geoffrey Howe.
The President had taken a number of decisions, namely that there
should not be early deployment of the S5DI programme; that S5DI
deployment, if and when 1t occourred, would be phased; and that the
already established criterlia for SDI deployment, namely that the
system should be militarily effective, survivable and cost
affective at the margin, must be met at the initial phase of
deployment (although the degree of military effectiveness demanded
would not be so high for the first component to be deployed as for
the system as a whole). The President had not, on the other hand,
taken a decision on whether to move now, for the purpose of the
test programme, from the narrow to the broad interpretation of the
ABM Treaty. Before addressing the latter decision he had called
for a further legal examination of the ABM Treaty negotiating
record, and the record of statements since; and a report by the
DOD on the requirements of the SDI test programme. The Preszident
had directed that; meanwhile, there shonld be consultation with
Congress and with allies,

CONFIDENTIAL
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2 Mr Younger emphasised the extreme importance of the
consultation process, particularly in the interests of Alliance
cohesion. Were the US yet in a position to say what elements of
necesgary testing were precluded by the narrow interpretation of
the Treaty? Mr Perle said that the Administration would like to
be in a position to establish the feasibility of the SDI without
withdrawing from the ABM Treaty. ©On the basis of the broader
interpretation of the Treaty, this was entirely possible. Some
tests did, however, require the broad interpretation. It must
seem as though the US had "cooked up' the broad interpretation as
a way of getting round the Treaty. This was, however, definitely
not the case. The broad interpretation had come to light guite
fortuitously in 1985 as the result of work set in hand following
Congressional guestions during a confirmation hearing. DOD and
subsequently State Department lawyers had become convinced. The
narrow interpretation was based on the ABM Treaty negotiators’®
claim that they had succeeded in their efforts to get the Russians
to agree such an interpretation. On close examination of the
records, it was clear that the Soviets had not agreed. Mr Nitze
confirmed this from his own recollection of the negotiations, with
which he had been intimately concerned. Mr Perle sald that the
use of the word "created® in Agreed Statement D made sense only in
terms of the broader interpretation; systems based on other
physical principles could not be sald to be "created” unless they
were developed and tested. Agreed Statement D placed restrictions

on deployment only.

3. Mr Younger sald that it was not for us to enter the debate
about Treaty interpretation. He took it that the DOD's study was
intended to provide for the President, before he took a decision,
an indication of what tests were necessary. Mr Nitze confirmed
that this was the case. Mr Perle said that there would be some
opposition in Congress to the move to a broader interpretation and
this would be reflected in attempts to restrict the funding of the
test programme. The attitude of the United States' allies in that
situation would be crucial. Mr Nicholls said that he took it that
Allies would ke consulted again after the reports had been
submitted to the President, and before a final decision. Mr Perle
confirmed this. Mr Smith said that it was important to test
beyond the limits of research in order to establish the fidelity
of calculations made. As it was, "we have waltzed around some
eritical issues™. It was necessary to test realistically, at
realistic velocities and trajectories, lest the 05 found
themselves in a few yvears time having spent a great deal of money
and =till not knowing whether the system was feasible. Mr Perle
confirmed this. The President could find himself in a position of
uncertainty.

4. Mr Stanley asked how Mr Nitze envisaged the Russians would be
handled., Mr Nitze said that the ABM Treaty issue was not relevant
to the INF basket at Geneva. The main outstanding issues there
were verification, SRINF, and geographical constraints. As
regards the strategic, space and defence baskets, the Russians had

CONFIDENTIAL
2




CONFIDENTIAL

no basis for their suggestion that 5DI work should be confined to
labaratory research, and for holding progress hostage to thisg
neither the word "research' nor the word 'laboratory® appeared 1n
the Treaty. Mr Stanley asked whether the US were prepared to
discuss Treaty interpretation with the Sovieta, Mr Nitze said
that the US were prepared to talk to the Soviets about Treaty
interpretation, but not negotiate about it.

B Mr Younger asked whether the Administration was golng to make
a real effort to follow up the arms control cbjectives agreed at
Camp David in November, Mr Witze said that the President would
like to see progress towards an agreement. The guestion was how
to move towards one, A meeting of Foreign Ministers in Moscow was
one possibility, but the Administration were not willing to put
forward this idea yet particularly while constructive work was
continuing in Geneva. The meeting between Shultz and Shevardnadze
in Vienna had not been productive, Now, however, the Russians
were prepared to compare positions in Geneva although they seemed
to want to limit this process to general headings. The U5 concern
was to get down to more details. Mr Younger asked whether,
assuming the consultations with allies and Congress ended
favourably so far as the Administration was concerned, a US
decision to move to the broader interpretation would encourage the
Soviets to reach arms control agreement; or the reverse? Mr Nitze
felt that the effect would be positive. The Russians did not
negotiate seriously untll they saw their interlocutors were in
garnest. Mr Perle said that the Soviets would bluster as they had
on INF. They would have a difficult decision to make, provided
that NATO remained cohesive.

6. Mr NMicholls asked whether the feasibility which the Eesting
was intended to establish was the feasibility of the total 5DI
deployment, or the feagibility of individual phases of that
deployment. And were the technologies in question those in which
Allies were involved? Mr Smith said that judgements of
feasibility would need to be based on an extrapolation of
individual phases into a whole. As for the involvement of allies,
full scale enginesring development, if approved, would be on the
bazis of a balanced programme. The concentration, although not
exclusively, would be on the more mature technologies.

T4

Ministry of Defence
25th February 1587
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Copy to:

PS/MinisterhAF)
PSOSCDS

PS/PUS

F5/VCDS

CUS(E)

CDI

ACDS(Pol /Huc)
AUS{DS)

DG SDIPOD

CPR

D Nuc Pol/Sy

D Pol SDIFPOD
DDI(A)

Hd of DACU
FCO - ACDD (Mr

FaKkaniam)
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AN JE T
10 DOWNING STREET C o s TRl

LONDON SWIA ZAA
25 February, 1987.

Fram the Private Secretary

M Tﬁh\.} ’

FRIME MINISTER'S MEETING WITH AMBASSADOR NITZIE

The Prime Minister saw Ambassador Nitze [or scme nineby
minutes this morning, as part of the consultations being
conducted by the United Stakes Administration with its HATO
allies on the Strategic Defence Initiative and the ABM
Treaty. Mr. Nitze was accompanied by the United States
Ambassador and by Mr. Perle. The Foreign Eecretary was also
pragent .

Mr. Nitze described the position reached in discussions
in Washington on the future of the 8DI programme=. The
FPresident had concluded that progress to date with resesrch
wasd not sufficient to warrant a decision on early
depleymenk. It was alse clear that, if and when research
reached the point where deployment was possible, such
deployment would be phased. Ewven the initial phasa of
deployment must meet the established griteria of military
effectiveness, survivability and cost-effectiveness at the
marginad, The issue which had not been decided was whether
to change the ground rules for the SDI research and testing
programme. The research programme had made faster progress
than anticipated. The point for consideration was whether
starting now to plan future tests based on a broader
interpratation of the ABM Treaty (which the US regarded as
the correct interpretation) would make it possible to
a3tablish the feasibility of SDI more affectively and with a
more economical use of resources., To resolve this, the
President had ordered a further legal review of the
ratification record of thae ABM Treaty and the subseguent
statements and practice of the two parties; and an analysis
of Future tests, to astablish the costs and benefits of
moving to the broader interpretation. Meanwhile, there
would be consultations with Congress and the Allies.

Mr. Perle amplified one point. A distinction had to be
drawn between actual tests of SD1 components and planning
for them. While the tests themselwes were not imminent, it
was nacessary to reach planning decisions relatively soon.
Wera the restrictive interpretation to be maintainad, some

COMFIDENTIAL
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tests would need to be downgraded and rendered less
effective. This in turn affected the quality of judgement
which could be made about the feasibility of the S5DI system.

The Prime Minister summarised the United Eingdom's
approach. We strongly supported the SDI research programme.
It was vital for the West to remain at the leading edge of
new technology. Interpretation of the ABM Treaty was for
the parties, but,; as a matter of common-sense, research
should be taken Lo the point of establishing feasibillty.
Deployment was a matter for negotiation, as she and the
President had agreed at Camp David in 1984. It was
difficult for us to judge at what point the narrow
interpretation of the ABM Treaty would become a real and
practical constraint. This would presumably emerge from
study now being undertaken by the Department of Defense. If
this demonstrated clearly that Eeasibility could only be
established by the sort of tests which the broader
interpretation of the Treaty would allow, she would wizh to
see the programme go ahead on that basis. But she
counselled against taking a decision to move to the broader
interpretation for political effect and before it was
absolutely necessary to do so,

The Prime Minister continued that she agreed that the
Soviet Union should not be given a veto over the SDI. But
the impact of a change of policy on the 3DI on the arms
conkrol negokiations in Geneva had to be considered. Thera
was a atrong case for glving the Soviet Union a sense of

security and predictability about the future course of the
SDI programme. This could be achieved 1n two ways. The OS
offer made at Reykijavik not to deploy SDI for a fixed period
(with negotiations at the end of that period) should be
renewed, And the practical limitations which would in any
avaent detarmine thae timetable for 5DI rasearch; testing and
davalopment should be translated ints a statement of limits
beyond which the programme would not go within a certain
time-scale, An offer to the Russians on these lines might
make it Feasible to combine a move to testing in accordance
with the broader interpratation of the ABM Treaty with the
achievement of agreements to reduce nuclear weapons,
Gorbachew was probably better for the West than any likely
alternative. BAlthough we zhould pot giva up anything
fundamental to help him, we had an interest in enabling him
to cglaim that some constraints had been placed on 501, even
though they would in practice be self-imposed. Summing up
her views, her advice toc the President was that he should
not reach a decision to move to a broader interpretation of
the Treaty before the restraints imposed by the narrow
interpretation made themselves felt in practice. &And the
Soviet Union should be offered reassurance about the likely
shape, scope and time-table of the SDI, in terms which would
not in practice add new constrainmks, in order to preserve
the prospect of achieving arms control agreements.

Mr., Nitze and Mr. Perle made a number of comments in
reply. Interpretations of the ABM Treaty were really only a
gide issue, They plaved no part in discussions of the
Treaty and its implementation in the period 1972-85.
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Discussions with the Russians in Geneva about SDI were
continuing, Press reports to the contrary were Wrong. But
the United States side were not interested in negotiating
amendment of the ABM Treaty, which appeared to be what the
Soviet aim of "strengthening”™ it meant in practice.

Whatever might have been said by Soviet spokesmen elsewhare,
in Geneva they continued to insist on restricting research
to the laboratory. Other aspects of the negotiations in
Geneva, on START and INF, were going well, although there
wara difficulties on shorter-range systems, This might be a
breaking point. There was no disagreement that deployment
of SDI would be a matter for negotiation. The offer at
Reykijavik not to deploy SDI for 10 years had been directly
linked to the second stage of reductions in strategic
nuclear weapons below 50%, though that linkage might be
reconsidersd. What the United States did or did not do in
termas of testing and development would matter much less to
the Russians than a firm commitment not to go heyond
feasibility to deployment. The constraints of the narrow
interpretation on the SDI testing programme were already
being felt. While some of the necessary tests wvers
themsel ves guite far ahead, decisions on hew to configure
them were needed in the next €-12 months., The gquestion was
whaether the broad interpretation would survive a long peried
of adherence to the narrow interpretation (this from

Parlel.

The Prime Minister commented that the Reykjavik maeting
had been an earthguake. For the first time, she had seen no
firm ground on which the West's security could rest safely.
But that had been overtaken by the agreement which she had
reached with the President in Novembsr on arms control
priorities. It should be perfectly possible for the United
States to offer the Soviet Union predictability about
non-deployment of SDI without linking this to elimination of
strategic ballistic missiles, She accepted that amendment
Ea the ABM Treaty was not desirable, bubt har own proposal
would not reguire this, It was intended to offer the Soviet
Union sufficient reassurance about United States intentlions
ko save Gorbachev's face and to enable arms control
agreements to be concluded. As regards SRINF negotiations,
she did not regard a freeze and an option to match Soviet
deplaoyments as adeguate. Soviet shorter-rangs weapons must
be gr=sabtly reduced.

Mr. Perle asked how controverzial a decision to move to
the broader Interpretation would be. The Prime Minister
said that she would understand it, but it must bhe combined
with evidence of willingness to talk to the Russians on the
linas she had indicated. The Poreign Secretary said that
tha fact that Administration spokesmen had so recently given
azsurances that the SDI praogramme would remain within the
narrow interpretation meant that there would inevitably be
concern among the allies about a change to the broader
interpretation. It would be necessary to explain the
reasons for this, if it happened, very clearly and to show
awarenass of the need to minimise the impact on the arms
cantrol negotiations. The Prime Minister repeated that 1if
the United States did decide to adopt the broader
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interpretation, the decision must be accompanied by very
substantial assurances to the Russians, confirming that
there would b& no early deployment, and no deployment

without negotiations as well as predictablility about the

future course of the SDI programme,

The enclosed press statement was subsequently issued.

I am copying this letter to John Howe (Ministry of
Defence), and to Travor Woollay (Cabinet Office.

b}:,,_h.,a—-.. :5.«;1’.}:"""\'\

A.C. Galsworthy, Esqg., CHG,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office,
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PRIME MINISTER'S MEETING WITH AMBASSADOR NITZIE AND RICHARD
PERLE: WEDNESDAY, FEBHUARY 25, 1987

Very good discussion = lasted over 90 minutes (present

also was Sir Geoffrey Howe),

Nitze described the consideration being given by the
Administratien to the future of work on SDI and the
consultations being conducted. He emphasised that
early deployment was not under consideratien. He
confirmed that deployment was a matter for negotiation

as agreed by the Prime Minister and President Reagan at

Camp Pavid in 1%84.

Prime Minister confirmed Britain's support for the SDI
researca programme. Interpretation of the ABM Treaty
wag A matter for the signatories, but as a matter of

of commonsense research on SDI should be conducted to

the point of establishing feasibility,

Both sides confirmed their wish to see the arms contral
negotiaticns in Geneva lead to reducrions in nuclear
weapons on the basis of the prioritises agrasd between
the President and the Prime Minister at Camp David last

year.




PRIME MINISTER

MEETING WITH AMBASSADOR NITZE

You are to see Nitze at 0845 tomorrow morning. He will
be accompanied by Richard Perle and Charlie Price. The
Foreign Secretary will Eé_préﬁent (in a non-combatant role).
We have set aside 1} hours for the meeting. Nitze and his
team will have flown in from Washington overnight, getting in
at 0645, and going on to Bonn at lunch timéﬂ_—_

The vislt constitutes the consultations for which you and
others have pressed. To that extent it is welcome. The
effect is rather spoiled by heavy leaking from Washington that
the President has already made up his mind to move from the

pnarrow ko the brnaﬂ 1nterprptat1ﬂn of the BBEM Treaty. This

suits the huuh of Weinberger and P&rle.

The formal position in Washington is that a number of

Steps have to be taken before any decision on the Future of
7 ———
the SDI programme is reached. These are:

= a further study by lawyers of the legal case for the
broad interpretation of the Treaty;

e —

a study by the Pentagon of how and why the SDI

B ikt

programme nesds Lo be reconfigured, and which

interpretation of the Treaty would be required for

each parkt;
grwi=

consultations with Congress and the Allies,
— . S —

The attached telegram from Washington contains important
background. You will want to read it in full, In aessence it
;;Eepts the view that you have taken for some months that
there is no point in arquing about interpretation of the ABM

Treaty. The Administration believe the broad interpretation
to be valid. They have no doubt that the feasibility of SDI




can only be determined by testing and development activities
which require the broad interpretation to prevail. Foreign
governments will not change the Administration's mind on
this. It remains to be seen whether Congress will,

The question which we can usefully discuss is - as you
have said in Parliament - what effect US decisions will have
on the arms control negotiations in Geneva, The Embasay's

assesament is that the motives of Weinberger and Perle in the
current debate are to make the SDI irreversible and to
sabotage the arms control negotiations, so that there is no
%EEEE_Egreeant in the life of the present Administration,
While the President would fully endarse the former objective;
it is not clear whether he fully appreciates the risk that it
poses to successful arms control negotiations. WNitze appears
to believe that you can both go ahead with SDI and reach arms
control agrements in Geneva provided the Administration talks
to the Russians about limitations (both of time and scope) on

S ——— —_—
the S50I programme. It is suggested that you should andorse

Hitze's prrﬂﬂﬂﬁ-ih the hope that it will prevail in

Washington. The difficulty is that the President already

seems to have ruled out any negotiation in Geneva an
permissible and non-permissible activities under the ABM

e

Treaty.
——

The crucial calculation concerns the impact of American

decisions on_the Russians. On the one hand, we do not want

the Russians to have a weto on the SDI. We must be careful ;
| —

too, not to cry wolf: in the past, the Europeans have made
more Euss about issues such as breach of the SALT limits or

e ——

nuclear testing than the Russians have. SDI has been a

remarkably successful lever for getting the Russians to

negotiate seriously on arms control. The Russians will have
—————— -

learned from bitter experience over INF that walking away from

_—am p—

arms control negotiations does not help them. This may limit

any inclination to do so again.

On the other hand, they have hitherto been unyielding in their
determination to rstrict SDI research to the laboratory: and




they will see the Propaganda advantage to be gained from
making a maximum fuss about an American decision to go to the
broader lntFTpIEtatlﬂn. This could have palitical

——

conseguences Enr vou, if the Russians could convineingly point
to American Eﬂnduct on SDI as a threat to the achievement of
arms reductions. Presentationally the Americans would ha in a

stronger position if they were seen to be willing to talk to

i
the Russians and to give them assurances about what would not

he dune with the SDI within a given time-scale. After all,

they wera ready to do this at Reyk]&v*t
o — e —— e _— e —
Behind all this, one has to bear in mind that we do not
| want to press the Americans to be so reasonable on SDI, that
We are once again confronted with the Reykjavik arme control

package in its totality.

This points to an approach to thesae consultations on the
following lines:

we are grateful to the rapid response to OUur reguest
for gonsultationsgy

We are strong supporters of SDI. We very much agres

that the Russiang should not have a veto gver the
Programmnes;

we have never claimed to interpret the ABM Treaty.,
That is for the parties. 8o far as we are concerned
research must be done: and as a matter of common
sense should be taken to the point of demonstrating
feasibility. This implies at least some testing;

equally we remain very attached to the agresd
statement issued at Camp David in December 1984 that
SDI-related deployment would, in view of Treaty

obligations, be a matter for negatiatinn. We assume

that remains the ErEdeant E positiong

at the same time we want to see arms control




agreements reached with the Soviet Union, based on the
priorities which you and the President agreed at Camp

David last year. We think that such agresements can be
rcacheﬂ dur1nq the remainder of the President's term
of office, without harming HEEtP’n Eecurltf falthough

e .

we admit ko Eﬂme _unease about zero TNF]. We assume

o
that the hdmlnleratlﬂn (hard look at Perla} attach no
less weight to arms control than to progress with
&SDIg

wa think both ELME = arms control and SDI - can be
reconcliled., The Russians must not be given reasen to
think that they can block 5DI activities by the US
which enable the feasibility of a system to be
determined. Equally, if the Americans intend to step
up the pace and scope of the 5DI programme, it would
be reasonable at the least to repeat the assurances

given at Reykjavik about no deployment for ten years.
i Rl S, et

This was in effect the apEEhach which you proposed to
the President just over a year ago;

it will also be very much better presentationally if
the US are seen to be offering the Seviet Union
discussions (but no veto) rather than a fait accompli.

If the Russians refuse, it is they who are
wrong—footed. The Soviet Union not 5DI will be
blocking arms control;

80 your advice to the President can be summarised as
follows:

(i) if and when the restriective interpretation of the
ABM Treaty becomes a real and practical obstacle
to establishing the feasibility of the DI, it

would clearly be wrong to halt the programme. At
that point there will bes a strong case for moving
forward. But it would be tactically wrong to
take decisions before the restraints genuinely




start to be felt simply for political effect;

presentation and negotiating tactics will be very

imposrtant. A decision to move ahead with the 301
QEQQI&MME_%??GH& what is pnéggﬁlguﬁnder the
restrictive ;ﬁterpretatinn will be easier to
justify publiecly if it is preceded by a
declaration of the Administration's:

= ¢continuing resolve to negotiate arms

——

reduckions:

- reiteration of its commitment not to

deploy SDI without prior negotiation:

— = —— S—

= renewal of the offer not to withdraw from the

ABM Treaty for 10 vears;

T—

- and a statement of its readiness to discuss

with the Russians forecasts of the timing of the

likely development of strategic defences by both

glides short of deployment.

A note by Percy Cradock and an FCO brief are in the folder,
with supporting documents.

{(C. D. POWELL)
24 February 1987
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WILL Bf FURTWER DISTRACTED, REGAN'S DEPANTURE 48
-y mv==ey varew[ED 5004, AND WAY WELL BE ESSENTIAL 4F THE .- .-, =
“TADMIMISTRATION 45 TO REGA|N SOME MOMFWTUR, AND DEVELOP A SEWSIBLE -
WORK [NG RELATIONSNIP WITH DEMOCRATS DM THE WILL. THOUGH THE NSC
UNDER CARLUCCE WAS BEGUN TO GEY GOJING AGAIN, SHULTZ'S LOW PROFILE
[AND HE LEAVES On 27 FEBRUARY FOR 4 WEEX'S VISIT TO CHINAY, AND
THE ADNIMISTRATION'S PRESENT PREDICAMENT, [NCREASE THE DANGER OF

STRATEGIC 4SSUES, AND TMEREFORE AL ACTING ON THEM [AS OVER THE SALT
LINITS DECISION 4N LATE nnuzhntn:. lﬂT WE wiLL CERTAINLY LISTEN
TO ADVICE FROW WO 10,
b, THAT SAID, 4 BELIEVE wE wOULD ln WELL TO BE SELECTIVE ABOUT
THE POINTS ON wHICH wE CHOOSE TO ADVISE HEd,. % PARTICULAR, | SEE
O FUTURE % LEGAL ARGUMENTS DESIGNED TO PERSUADE HIM THAT THE
ESTRICTIVE AEMT NTERPRETATION §5 RIGHT. APART FROM THE FACT
WAT WE DON'T MAVE THE WEGOTIATING RECORD, SCC MIMUTES ETC, THE
FOL ITICAL FAETS ARE THAT:
(A} THE ADMINISTRATION, INCLUDING SMULTZ, WAS SINCE QOCTORER 1585
BEEN UNANIMOUS THAT THE BROAD INTERPRETATION 15 VALID [ THOUGH
THEY HAYE UNTIL MOw AGREED TO CONSTRAIN SD| WITHIN THE
NARROW INTERPRETATION). i F
ALLIED VIEWS ON THE LEGAL 1SSUE WILL NOT THEREFORE CuT MUCH
ACE. THOUGH ADELMAK'S ntunaxs WERE CRASSLY PUT, THEY REFLECT
A FAIRLY GEWERAL ADWINISTRATION YIEW. CONSULTATION O THE
HILL, AND IN PARTICULAR WITH NUNN, WILL HAYE REAL IMPACT,,
BECAUSE THE SENATE RATIFIED fﬁf'?FtnTv AND BECAUSE SDI
FUNDING COULD BE ADiEREELT trrt:tiﬁT_EUT ALLIED VIEWS wiLL
B etk s el ek
MOREQVER, [N FACT THERE CAN BE LITTLE DOUET THAT AT SOME
STAGE PURSUIT OF SDI wiLL INDEED NECESS|TATE & MOVE FIRST TO
THE BROAD IMTELRPRETAT|ON {10 ALLOW MORL ALWANCED TESTING),
AND THEM TO A NEw TEEATY OF NO TREATY (WHEN THE OUESTION OF
DEVELOPRENT 1h THE EKD ARISES). 5C 4BSOLUTE APGUMENTS AEDUT
THE YIRTUES OF THE WARWOW INTERFRETAT|ON COULD REEOUND, WiTH
THE AUMINISTRATION DEC|DING TO FOLLOW THE SIMPLER COURSE OF
WITHURAWING FROM THE 1972 TREATY ALTOGE THER.

b

AEQUT THE PROGPAMMATIC CASE FOR NOw GUITE REPHASING UNJUDTE, |

(RECOWF IGUR ING, TWE SO PROGRAMME, THE FACT 15 THAT THE CASE 15

WOT YET URGENTs ABRANAMSOM TOLE ME ON © FEBRUERY THAT & ROVE T0

THE FRUXU TRTERPRETATIOR WAS ADT RLQUIRED FOR PROGRAME REASONS,

AT LEAST FUR THE PRESENT, AND WE KMOW THAT THIS 15 ALSO WITZE'S

VIEw (SECOND TuR), IT IS5 REMARKABLE THAT OMLY O 10 FlBuH!ﬂT

WERE THE PENTAGON COMMISSIONED TO PREPARE A STULY, wHICH wiLL

AFPARENTLY TAKE THEM SOME 2-1 MONTHS, OF wHAT FROSPAMKE CHAKGES

1HE¥ WANT, AKD wHY THESE REQUIRE A MOYE TO THE EROAD INTERFRETATION

THIS S¢ SHOWS THAT THE TESTS Wb INEERG GER wISHES FREELOM TO CONDULT

HAYE WOT AS YET EvEh FEEN PLANNED. BUT WIS REAL MOTIVES ARE

PCLITICAL, IEs

[&) TO CREATE AN IMPRLSS|ON OF GREATER MOMENTUM, AND 50 STIMULATE
GREATER CONGRESSIONAL FUNDING, AND WELP PRESERWE SD|
POST-19381 AKD

(B} TO DISPOSE OF THE WARROW INTERPRETATION OF THE ABMT = AND ME
WOULD NOT MIND IF THAT EROUGHT THE GENEWA TALKS TO AN END.

ON (A) PEFLE PRIVATELY CONCEDES THAT NUMN MAY BE RIGHT TO SUGGEST .

THAT A CHANGE OF SUI POLICY NOW MAY PRODUCE LOWER RATHER THAN

R Rt S PP l"n".-u- Tl HAdE BT Fno eC0iF TEbk aRM
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THAT & CWANGE OF SDI POLICY MOw AT PRODUCE LOWER RATHER TRAN

* WIGHER FURDING FROW THE MALL. BUT FoR PERLE THE ABNT MAS ALWAYS

BEENW A BAD DEAL, AND TO SECURE 475 EROSION, AFTER SALT 4 AND saLT
4k, wOULD Ii-iritLF'.[PEESEHT i ‘!E!jf|ti|1 PART NG iEHIEiEHElTy
PARTIZULARLY AS 4T wOULD PROBABLY ENSURE TWAT THERE WAS MO START
AGREEMENT 4N REACAN'S TEgm, = = .. ' :

€.  THIS SEEMS TO me 70 BE THE FRUN OF THE MATTERs 4T 48
CERTA|NLY THE HEART oOF RITIE"S COMCERN = SEE PARL § OF FIRST Tl
AMD Wy SUCGESTION 45 THAT OUR MESEAGE TO THE ADMINISTRATION NOw
SHOULD CENTRE oW 4T, ]

Ta 4 SUSFECT THAT, BECAUSE oF SHULTZ'S SILENCE, THE PRES|DENT
HWAS MOT YET BEEN MADE AWARE THAT, Br PRESS (NG AHEAD wITH 8D

=

REPHASING, [WHILE REFUSING TO DISCUSS THE WATTER wiTw The RUSS 1ans,

HE 45 RISKING LOSING A TGP CAMP DAY|D PRIORITY, THE ACH|EVEMENT

OF A 50 PER CENT START REDUCT|ONS ACREEMENT, NITZE PUTS THE

PUINT MORE STROMGLY, AuD BEL (EyEs THAT A DIALOGUE ON EACH SIDES®

DEFENSIVE PLANS AND TIH[TIELES 15 EEEEHTIIL TG THE ACHIEVEMENT OF

A START AGREERENT, ME MAY wWELL BE RIGHT,

8. COULD wE PERHARS S&Y TO WITIE AND PERLE On 25 FEERUARY, AND

SUBSEQUENTLY TO THE PRESIDENT, THAT, i

(A} WE REMAIN STRONG SUPPORTERS OF SO, AND STRONG OPPOMENTS OF
ASY PLAM TO GIVE THE PuSElANS A YETO OVER THE PROGRAMNE

(B) BUT WE ALSO ATTACH CARDINAL AMPORTANCE TO THE ACHIEVEMENT
'1h GEMWEVA OF A SATISFACTORY STRATEGIC ARME RECUCTION
AGREEMENT. WE CONTIWUE TO BELIEVE IT IMPORTANT TO TEST

WHETHER THE EMERCENCE oOF CORBACHEY PROVIDES & REAL CPPORTUNITY

E=

DURING THE LAST TwO YEARS OF PRES|DENT REAGAN'S TERMa

BETWEER THE Two CRJECTIVES OF PRESS NG
AHEAD WiTW SD| AND AT GENEWA. INDEED wE BELJEVE BOTH COURSES
NOT ONLY WECESSARY BUT COMPLEMENTARY, ALLIANCE SUPPORT FOR
501 _COULD BE ERODED IF uS URWILLINGNESS TO DISCUSS WITH THE
RUSSIAKS THEIR ESPECTIVE DEFEWSIVE PROGRAMMES EPPEARED TO Bf
EEﬁEkTiG'Eéﬁﬁqﬂﬁﬁf&ﬁﬂ:Eﬁhﬁﬁgi?i:_ihTEE_?ﬁ[‘ﬁﬁ55|Aus MAY BE
UNWILLING TO COSCLUDE A START AGREEMENT wiTHOUT SomE BARKLLEL
MUTUAL HHﬂLEETlHUlHEE el DEFENSIVE D[FFLQP&EHTEr
NOR D0 wE BELIEVE THAT 7 15 KECESSARILY THE CASE THAT THE

ONLY NEGOTJARLE USG50V IET UNCERSTAND |NGS wOULD UNACCEFTARLY

—— — —

INFAIR THE SLI PROGRAMME. THE RuSS|Ans TGO HAVE THE R sD)
PROCRAMNL , AND PRESUMABLY WOULD MOT wiSH To SEE 17 STOPPED,
UF COURSE THE RUSSIANS HAVE NDw MOOKED THEMSELVES OK THE
WARRDW AEMT |STERFRETATION, REVERSING THEIR 1972 POSITION,
AND FOR PROPACANDA REASONS mMAY NOT PEADILY apanDow |71, Bur

AKY SEARCH FOR & MUTUALLY AGREED LECAL INTERPRETATION OF Twg
TELATY wOULD IN &MY CasE PROBABLY BE A ELIND ALLEY. INSTEAD,
THE FIGHT COURSE 15 PEmyips TC ACCEPT THAT THE PACE oF

TECHNOLOGICAL CHANGE HAS PnnDuE{Q_yEw CPPORTUNITIES ILASERS,

SENSORS, DIRECTED ENLRGY WEAPONS) OF wicH THE TREATY-DRAFTERS

IN 1372 WERE NECESSARILY UKAWARE, AXD wHICH THE TREATY
THEREFORE DOES wOT ‘QE?”*TEEIm‘HEELEEl ARL TO BuILD On TO THE
THEATY MEW MUTUAL uNBERSTANDINGE AEOUT THE PACE oF
DEVELOPHENT AND TESTING OF suck TECHNOLOGIES DURING AN
EXTENDED (77 08 10 VE4RS) TREATY WOM~i | THURAWAL FERTOD,
EYEN IF THE RUSSIANE wEme TQ PROVE ULWILLING, AWD THE CHANZE
OF & START AGREEMENT THEREFORE sT)LL DISAPPERRED, THE wisT
WUULL HAYE GAINED FROM THL EXEFCISE, FOR THE BLAME WOULD THEN

CLEARELY REST oOn MUSCOW. S0 Lowg s ETL BN Pus . A
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WOULD WAYE GAINED FROM THE EXERCISE, FOR THWE BLAME WOULD THENW

CLEARLY REST O MOSCOW, SO LONG AS WESTERN PUBLIC DPINION

SEES TWE 4SSUE AS ARMS CONTROL BE [NG FRUSTRATED BY SDi, THE

RUSSIANS ARE MANDED A POWERFUL CARD, UNWECESSARILY KRD

DAMAG [ NGLY. : iy A
9. WE €nOw, OF COURSE, THAT WITZE'S OWN VIEWS [AND KAMPELMAN'S)
ARE YERY MUCH ALONG THESE LINES (MY FIRST TUR). THIS 45 HOWEVER
AN ADVANTAGE, RATHER THAN AN EMEARRASSMENT, PROVIDED THAT wE AVOID
AKT ATTRIBUTION TO WIM. AND OUR LINE wOULD 1IN FACT BE WO MORE
THAK AN UPDATED WERSION OF THE PRIME MIMISTER'S 11 FEBRUARY 1986
MESSAGE TO THE PRESIDENT. :
10, F YOU AKD THE PRIME MINISTER NOw AGREE THAT THE PRINCIPAL
TASE FOR THE PRESEMT 15 TO MAKE THE PRESIDENT AwARE THAT, wHILE
01 AND THE CAMP DAVID START REDUCTIONE PRIOCRITY ARE MOT NECESSARILY
IN CONFLICT, THEY WiLL BE (WITH DAMAGING ALL IAKCE AND EAST/WEST
CONSEQUERCES) IF THE ADMINISTREATION PLAY THE HAND wRONGLY IN
GENEVA, IT MIGHT BE BEST OF ALL IF A FURTWER MESSACE ALONG THE
ABOVE LIKES, FOLLOWING UP WITZE'S REPORT, COULD WERCH THE wHITE

HJUSE EARLY NEXT wEEN, WHEN FURTHER Erl'ﬁEl.a"ﬁ-EIﬂHS THERE ARE LIXELY,.
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FRIME MINISTER 24 February 1987

EDI; MEETING WITH NITZE

1. ¥You are to ses Paul Nitze and Richard Perle tomorrow
morning. Washington telegram 399 suggests a line. Foreign
Office briafing has not yet emerged.

2. 1 suggest the following propositions as guides to our

approach:

If the Americans simply continue with the existing
8DI programme, making no statement about
intarpretation, the chances of strategic arms
reduction are slight. The Russians would nead
large nuEﬂﬁrs of missiles and other counter-
measures if they were to have a prospect of
overwhelming an SDI system) they will only consider
reductions if they feel that they have tightly
constrained the U8 programme, confining 1t in

effect to research.

By the same token, any negotiable US/Soviet
anderstanding would seriocusly impair the U5 SDI
programme {pace paragraph 7d of telegram 399). The
Russiane, of course, have their own S5DI programme
and would not wish to see it stopped. But their
ideal objective, which they may feel attalnable,

will be "restraints on the Americang - none on us".

————

They are likely to continue their work in almost
any avent and since much of lt ig related tao

- S

land-based systems they can claim it iz within the

——m—

terms of the ABM Treaty.
If the Americans formally move to a broad
interpretation I seriously doubt whether it would

wring further concessions from the Russians.




Rather the reverse. The Russians could well decide
that the ABM Treaty was defunct and diresct

regsources to preparing their answer to SDI.

The prospect of negotiating an understanding about
the development of new technelogies iivgipght at
best, The Soviet answer will be that the ABM
Treaty provides clear rules and that the first step

T
muat b2 to obey these rules. Agreement on
supplementary tules abaut new technologies would be
frustrated by inability to agree the base from

which both sidas started.

Hevertheless; for presentational reasons,
particularly in Europe, there would be advantage in
being seen to try {(d.) before any announcement of a
broad interpretation. We may well be mowving intoc a
c;IEEf ﬁéfﬁnviet Eiiﬁﬂt@: but wa do not want to
move before we actually have to; and we must try to
quiE_E_ELEEatinn in which the blame appears to

rest with Washington.

For a number of good reasons we support thg_?DI
programme; we have no locus for arE;?;q about
narrow or broad 1nté?EFEIE?TDns of the Treaty; but
wa are entitled to warn about likely conseguences

[
= SN a

and to advise on presentation.
e —————— T T —
3. This adds up to something like the adviece in the
Washington telegram under reference, subject to a divergence

—

on its paragraph 74.

4, There is another consideration to be borne in mind.
From a domestic point of view it could be damaging if
President Reagan, with whom you are so closely associatad,
were to appear to slam the door on arms reduction

CECKE]




possibilities before or shortly after your wvisit to Moscow.
It i= in our interest that the door should left at least

ajar for the rest of this year.

5. Since writing this minute I have seen Charles Powell's,

with which I generally agree.

/

PERCY CRADOCE
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London SWI1A 2AH
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Dear Clostal,

SDI/ABMT: US/UFK Consultations

The Prime Minister will receive Ambassadeor Nitze and
Mr Richard Perle at 0845 on 25 February (vour letter of
23 February). They will be accompanied by Ambaszsador Price
and by Mr Vershbow of the U8 Embassy. Subzeguently they will
call on the Fareign and Defence Secrelaries. These meetings
are designed to implement the US commitment to consult the
Alllies on a U5 move from the restrictive to the broad inter-
nretaticon of the ABM Treaty az the basis for 501 research.

I-enclogse a brref for the Prime Minister, agreed with
MOD pfficimle. The maln lines of the brief reflect the approach
already set out by the Prime Minister in the House on
19 February. It also draws on the ideas in paragraph 4 of
the Defence Secretary's 19 February rsport to the Prime Minister
of his dircuseiona last week 1n Washington, with which the
Forelgn Secretary agroés.

Detailed background is set out in Washington telegrams
369 and 392 ‘which you will already have seen; further copies
anclosaed for esase of reference). In addition, we Have just
raceived the latest advice of Sir A Acland in his telegram
number 3299 which [ alsoc enclose. Its overall approach 1s fully
consaistent with our own views. We strongly agree that we should
avold - as we have avorded—in the past - any attempt to interpret
the Treaty for the Americans; and that the main area om which
ta focus 15 the LHPELt of a US shift on the prospects for success
at Ceneva, & —— T

-
Ry wrunglyajudged move opn SDI could have a damaging cffect
Presiﬂgqﬁﬂﬁfa an's commitment to progress
. to the two Camp David {EXEE agreed between

ThﬁFT—E idant anﬂ the Prime Minister. The essence of our
position 1ia Euppnrt for the SDL _prograame on the basis of Camp
pavid I, and pursuit of arms control at Geneva on the basis
of Camp David II. They are noct incompatible, but it will reguire
a careful eye to the tactics and to presentation to prevent
Mr Gorbachev from persuading public opinion to the contrary.
The Pentagon aporoach - speeding up 8DI and refusing to talk
to the Russians about the =pprnprEfE_ﬁarameter5 = falls stralght
ints the tr [= 1
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Tou will wish to consider, after the meeting, whether
a written message should go to the President (as suggested
bv Sir A Acland), 1ln order to reinforce the thriust of ftomorrow's
mesting.

I am sending copies of this letter and enclosuras €0
John Howe (MOD) and Trevor Woolley (Cabinet Office].

W/
(O3

F
¥
-

r'lr n \ ﬁﬁg{r,_ff__i

ey,
-

!
o
—t

(L Parker)
Private Secretary

e Ese—n

C D Pawell Esg
PE/10 Downing Stresd
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CONETRENTLAL

CALL ON PRIME MINISTER BY MR PAUL NITEE, WEDNESDAY 25 FEBRUARY 1987

SD1/ABM TREATY

Your Objective
1. To underline need for U5 move to broad interpretation to be
based on sound legal and technical grounds.

2. To emphasize potantial link between such move and progress in

Geteva negotiations.
3. To explora US thinking on latber.

4. To urge further round of consultations after current US laegal

and technical studiss completed [end-April?) but before any final US

decigsion taken.

His Objective

5. To achieve UK endorsement now of US decision to shift to broad

interpretation.

UE Arguments

6. Welcome consultations, and no early US decision on deplovments.

Importance for latter of well-established criteria - feasibility,

survivability and cost-effectiveness.

7. UK consistently supported SDI research programme. Prudent hedge
against Soviet activities. Politice-military implicationa of

strategic defences in part dependent on technical answers. Hence

nead for research.

CONFIDENTILAL
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BH. No UK locus to pronounce on legality of wvarious Treaty

interpretations. But must be expected to take position on US policy
decisions stemming from adeption of one or other interpretatioen.
Hote new study now under way of legal position. Not likely to be
completed until late April? e

S

3. Welcome more information on technical arguments for move to
broad lnLErpretathn; ERIS/KEV only systems liable for deployment
within Ef? year timescale? Using advanced or 1972-era technology?

If latter, how KKV leglttmare even under broad interpreatation? HNote

e e r——e e ma

new DOD study now In progress, same timescals?

10. Llikely Congressional attitudes if Administration ghift to broad
interpretation? Likely impact of Senator Wunn study on legal
position? Effect on Congressional readiness to continue funding SDI
at required lavel?

l11. Believe US now considering "cost/benefit ratio" [as used in
draft message from Shultz] of change from narrow interpretation.
Correct to do so. But studies indicate ambiguities still to be
resolved. Benefits easier to assess when they have clarified
ovaerall picture.

12. Recognise US (Weinberger) argument that distinction between
research and some forms of development may be artificial. No Soviet

vato on 5DI, nor unilateral Soviet re-interpretation of Treaty,.

———

13, Nonetheless, assessment of costs in US shift must take prime

account of

(i) impact on Genava nsgotiations; and

(ii) effect on Alllance cohesion in support of US. Long-term
prospects for 801 should bhe pursued. But need not be at sxpense of

near-term prospects for historiec US-Soviet agreements.
14. Therefore welcome US assessment of likely Soviet response, at

Geneva and elsewhere (note own vigsit shortly to Moscow), to US
shift.

CONFIDENTIAL
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15. Ia it possible that U8 shift will produce positive Soviet

responge at Geneva? If creates new lmpasse, or even seen as

deliberate effort to block progress, then damaging consequences for

Alliance.

16. Arguable that 1972 Treaty no longer fully applicable to new
technology? Case for both sides to reach agreement, perhaps sven
independent of Treaty, on permissible activity in BMD ressarch?

Potential for discussion of scope and timetable of sach side's
programmes? Debate not about treaty interpretation, but about

future.

17. Overall aim, as I have put to President in past, to maintain

stability and create predictability about pace and scale of

e
- ma.

defensive developments.

18. In summary, prefer to await outcome of US studies and further

consultations before giving firm view on shift. In any case, will

wish to reflect on prospects for Geneva. Also important that US
intensify Geneva exchanges on permissible BMD activities.

U5 Arguments

I9: 1) broad interpretation legally correck;
(ii} cost/benefit ratio of conducting research under narrow
interpretation now changed because of technology progress;
(iii} decisions needed shortly on restructing programme to
anvisage deplufm&niﬁ in early 1990s of two-stage Initial SDI

——

system (ERIS - ground-based; and KKV - space-based]).

_ —
20. Mr Nitze understood privately to favour inereased exchanges with
Soviet Union on permissible BMD activity. But President reluctant
to endorse these, probably under pressure of DOD arguments that they
would "stop the SDI". Certainly not a necessary conseguence.
Fallure to discuss risks blocking arms control process.

CONRFIDENTIAL
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Counter Arguments

2la k) np UK attempt, as stated earlier, to interpret Treaty;
{ii} wunclear why cost/benefit ratio changed, politically or
strategically;

(1ii) need more information on US programme.

Press Line

22. The Prime Minister had a thorough and detailed exchange of views
with Ambassador Nitze on issues connected with the ABM Tresaty, SDI

and the Geneswva Nuclear and Space Talks.
23. [For use in answer to furthaer guestions]

First, we have no locus in interpreting the ABM treaty. Gecondly,
deployment is clearly a matter for negotiation, as we have agreed,
Thirdly, we have receivaed Eatisfa:tm};_ﬂsgd}ancem from the Unitad
States that there will be consultation about any significant change
of Egli:y in relation to SDI research. Fourthly, the Government

fully support the SDI research programme which is permitted by the

ABM treaty. it is wvital to our defence that the West should always

be at the forefront of new technology.

[Prime Minister: House of Commons, 19 February]

24. [1f asked about any reference to testing]

"No-one would deny that the Treaty allows some testing. It is also
clear that there is some testing that is not allewed. Controversy
i about where precisely to draw the lina: that is a guestion of
Treaty interpretation. &As I have repeatedly made clear, that can
only be done by the two parties to the Treaty - who are the only
ones With acgess to the full negotiating record.”
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MODuK FOR Dys(P) AND DACU -
MY TELS NOS 343-AND-T801207 (TO MOD)s  AEMT/53
SUMMARY
1. CARLUCC] CONFIAMS (&) OUF UNDEASTANDING OF POSITION REACHED
FOLLOWING NSPG 10 FEEBRUARY MEET[MG AMD [2) CONTINUING STRONG
ADTINISTRATION AELUCTANCE TO DISCUSS THE AEFTfskl ISSUE WITH THE
RUSESIANS, NITZE WORRIED,
DETATL
2. FOLLOWING WIS MEETING w|TH WEINBERGER (SECOND TUR), THE
DEFENCE SECRETARY SAw CARLUCC| LATE ON 17 FEEBRUARY,., HE SAID
THAT HE HAD BEEN PLEASED TO RECE!VE FROM wWE |NEERCER THE
ASSURANCES WE NEEDED THAT THERE woOulLld BE FuLL CONSULTATION W|TH
ALLIES BEFORE DEGISIONS ON ABHT INTERPRETATION/SD! DEVELOPMEWT
WERE TAKEN, OUR POSITIOM wAS CLEARLY SET OUT IN THE 1984 ARD
1986 Camp DaviD STATEMENTS. 17 WAS K0T FOR ©S TO TRY TO INTERPRET
THE TREATY, TO wHiGH wE WERE NOT A PARTY, BEUT IF THERE wAS TO BE
ANY rhnuarntnuT CHANGE IN THE ADMINISTRATION'S POLICY TOMARDS SDI,
WE SHOULD wAMT TO BE CONSULTED IN ADVANCE. wE STRONGLY SUPPORTED SDI
RESEARCH, AMD S0 DID PUBLIC OPINION IN THE UK. BUT MISLEADING
BUGGESTIONS THAT DEPLOYMENTS WERE IMM|SENT WERE UNHELPFUL TOD THE
MAIKTEHANCE OF THIS PUBLIC SUPPORT, AMD SHOULD BE AvQ|DED.
J. CAPLUCC! ([wHO HAD ALREADY RECEIVED A REPORT OF THE YOUNGES/
WEIHEERGER TALKS) CONFIRMED (FIRST TUR) THAT THE PRESIDENT HAD
NOT YET APPROVED A DEC|SI1ON DOCUMENT (HSDD) ON THE OUTCOME OF THE
3 AKD 1D FEBRUARY WSPG MEETINGS. BUT HE wOULD DO 50 VERY
SHOATLY, AND THE DOCUMENT wOULD SET OuT THREE DECISIONS, VII:
(A) THAT MORE LEGAL WORN ON ABM TREATY INTERPRETATION
SHOULD BE DOSE - PARTICULARLY ON THE SENATE RATIFICATION
DEBATE AND SUBSEQUENT QUOTE CASE LAW UNQUOTE. THIS
RIGHT TAKE 2=3 MOATHS (THOUGH THE LAWYERS HAD BEEN
SAYING THAT THEY MIGHT NEED &)z
THAT THE PENTAGOM SHOULD PRODUCE & DETAILED REPORT 0N
HOW AND WHY THE 50| PROGRAMME NEEDED TOD BE RECON=
FIGURED AND WHICH (NTERPRETATION OF THE TREATY WoOuLD
BE REQUIRET FOR EACH PART:
(€] THAT & COMSULTATION PRICESS WITH ALLIES AND CCMGRESS
SHOULLD BE INITIATED, PERMARS w|THIN THE HEYT 92-7 DAYS,
{THEZ CONF IS THE REFORT IN OuUr TELNO 306.)

Secret




wy GAARLUCTY TaAQUCRT THAT TAE SESULTE OF BLL TASEE LJYES GF
ACTION wluLD B AWAILABLE WITHIAN 2=2 A0NTAS [yMild SCulAes =|1Td
WE |NEERGEA"S ESTIYATE (PRSA & OF SECONIT TuR) OF THE LiIgELY TiME=
TASLE Foo: THE PENTAGOR STuoYs 3 ABOVE), QLY THEN wCuld T 3E
POSS18LE TG SEE WHAT EUdSTARTIVE DECISIONS THE PRESIDERT MIGRT
SEED TO TakE, HE wAS DETERMINED TO PSESS AHEAD F1Te THE &L/
PROGRAMME - BUT HE ALSD WANTED ARMS COMTROL AGREEMENTS WITH THE

il \ T & i : g ol
TSy WS, THE CHANCES O SuCH GSAESHENTH WIULDEE 18C2EIsEXIF

£

IeE AUSSIAAS WEnE SRCGUCHT FREALLY TGO E8aLI5E TAAT ThEY COGLD 4aT
ETOP 501, THE PROCESS OF ALLIED COWNSULTATION wiuLD OF COuRSE
INCLUDE THE ux, BUT IF THE PRIME MINISTE# WAWTED ANY SPECIAL
ARR&hGEHEHTS FOR AJLITIONAL IWFORMATION BEFORE HER WI1SIT TO
RLUSCOW, THE ACMINISTRAT IOn wOuLD EE HaPPY Td HELP.
5. CARLUCCI ALDED THAT THE ACMINISTRATION wAS EXTREMELY RELUCTANT
T ENTER 1%TO ANY MEGOTIATIOH WITH THE SUSSIANS ON &SHAT
whS Akl wAS NOT PERMITTED BY THE ABET,
(19 iN PHIVATE DISCUSSI0N AT =Y DINMER FGR ﬂﬂ YOUNGER, NITZE
CONFIRMED TO uUS THAT:
L&) DESFITE CARLUCC]"S REFEREMEE TO ALLIED CONSULTATION
ETARTING WITHIN THE MEXT 2 TO 3 DAYS, HE HAD NOT YET BEEHN
ASKED TO PLAN & EURCPEEN TOUR, OF TOLD WHAT HE COULD SAY IF
HE WENT: ME IMPLIED THAT ME THOUGHT THAT THE US POSITION MEEDED
TO EVOLVE FURTHER [SEE BELOW) EEFORE CONSULTATION COULD BE
SENSIBELE AND PRODUCTIVE,
HE PERSOMNALLY BELIEVED THAT 1T MIGHT BE POSSIELE TO
SECURE AN AGMS CONTROL AGREEMENT WITH THE RUSSIANS, INCLUDING
SUBSTANTIAL ([PERHAPS %0 PER CEWT) REDUCTIONS 1N STRATEGIC
CFFENSIVE SYSTEMS, wITHOUT ACCEPTING DAMAGING CONSTRAINTS ON
§01, BUT wAS IHCLIMED T2 THINK THAT SECURING THE START
AGREEMENT wOULD REOUIRE PRICR DISCUSSION WITH THE RUSSIANS DN
THE SCOPE (&ND TIMETABLE) OF EACH SIDES STRATEGIC DEFEMSIVE
FROGRAMMES ,
LS TO THE FOEM OF THIS DIALOGUE, HE D1D NOT FAVOUR A& LEGAL
DISCUSS 10N “OF THE PRECISE |NTERFRETATION OF THE ABMT,
H|S PREFERENCE wOULD BE FOR BOTH SIDES TO ACCEPT, AS HE
BELJEVED THE RUSSIANS MIGHT, THAT THE TREATY wAS 1IN SOME
RESPECTS DEFECTIVE, OR OVERTAKEN, |M RESPECT OF NEw
TECHMOLOGY AND SYSTEMS USING QUOTE QTHER PHYSICAL PRINCIPLES
UNQUOTE. THIS wAS NO CRITICISM OF THE ABMT=DRAFTERS:
TECHNOLOGY HAD MOVED ON IN THE LAST 15 YEARS. THE NEED
NOW WAS TO MAIMTAIN STABILITY BY ADDING TO THE ABMT NEW JOINT
UNGERSTAND|WGS ABQUT THE PACE AKMD SCALE OF DEFENSIVE
DEVELOPMENTS.
HE wAS CONWCERNED AT THE EFFECT ON THE ALLIANCE IF THE
US WERE SEEN TO PLAK TO MOVE FROM THE NARROW TO THE BROAD
INTERPRETATION WHILE REFUSING TO ENTER IHTO A REAL
DIALOGUE, ON THESE LINES, wWITH THE RUSSTANS. HE wDuULD BE
SAD |F HIS MUNCHA PROVED WRONG, AND THE RUSSIANS REJECTED
SUCH A DIALOGUE, FOR HE DID NOT SEE HOW A START AGREEMENT COULD
THEN BE ACHIEVEDz DuT AT LEAST uS PUBLIC DIPLOMACY, AMD
ALLIANCE SOLIDARITY, wOULD BE IMPROVED IF THE ADMIMISTEAT ION
HAD CLEARLY MAJE TWE OFFER.

-7 fiﬂliﬁﬁu?'
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COMMENT

T. CAALUCCI'S REMARKS PROYIDE HELPFUL CONFIRMATION OF THE
ADMIN|STRATION'S APPROACH TO SUBSTANTIVE ABMT/SD| DECISIONS THIS
SPRING, ANU OF THE GERERAL AGMIN|STRATION RECOGH|TION THAT

ALL |ANCE CONSULTATION WILL BE PART OF THE PROCESS. |T SEEMS
LIKELY THAT AN EMISSARY wiLL BE SERT TO BRUSSELS AND OTHER NATO
CAP|TALS BEFORE LONG, BUT PROBABLY NOT AS S00K AS CARLUCC

IMPL IEG.

B, AS 1S EVIDENT, NITZE wAS SPEAKING ON A PERSONAL BASIS, AND
SHOULD KOT BE QUOTED BACK TO OTHER A=ERI1CANS, BUT HIS REMARKS
FULLY COKFIRM WHAT wi WAD HEARD (PAR4A & OF FIRST TUR) ABOUT HIS
CURRENT wWORRIES.
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MY TEL&D 3651 AEMT/SSDI

SUMEARY

e PRESIDENT |AL DECISIONS (Ow FURTHER LEGAL, SD| PROCAAMME
HESTRUCTYR ING, AND CONSULTATION) AS EXPECTER.: BuT ®O TI5CUSSIONS
WETH THE RUSSIANS AEQUT PERMISSIBLE/|MPERMISSIELE SI|=TYPE ACTIVITY
EXVISAGED, INITIAL COWSULTATIONS WITH CONGRESS AKD ALLIES TO BE
GOMPLETED BY 2 MARCH, MESSAGE FROM SHULTZ TO ALL|EZ FCRE IGH
MINISTERS IN DRAFT. EMISSARIES ABOUT TJ SET OUT, BUT NITIE STILL
UNHAPPY WITH HIS [NSTRUCTIONS,

VETL(IL

. THE PRESIDENT'S DECISION DOCUMENT (MSDD) HAS NOw 1SSUED.
ACCORDING TO STATE DEPARTMEMT CONTALTE, THE THREE DEC!SIONE 1IN
THE COCUMENT ARE A% DESCRIBED TO THE DEFEMCE SECRETARY BY
CARLUCC! (MY TuR), |E THAT MOPE LEGAL WORK ON AEMT INTEAPRETATION
SHOULD BE DOME: THAT THE PENTAGON SHOULD FROTUCE & REPORT ON HOw
EHE WHY THE 50| PROGRAMME SHOULD BE RECONF IGUEEDy AND THAT &
CONSULTATION PROCESS wiTW ALLIES AND CONGRESS SHOULD BE ‘QuICKLY
IHITIATED, THE WHITE WOUSE HAYE ASKED THAT THE OUTCOME OF CUOTE
INITIAL UKQUOTE CONSULTATIONS SHOULD AEACH THE PRESIDENT By 2
BARCH. THE TIMING OF THE LEGAL wORN AKD OF THE PENTAGDM STUDY
O THE RESTRUCTURING OF THE 50| PROGRAMME APPEARS TO BE LEFT
OPEN, BUT STATE DEPARTMENT OFF ICIALS BELIEVE (A%

CARLUCC) AwD WEINBERGER |ND|CATEDTO THE DEFENCE SECRETARY) THAT
THERE wILL BE PRESSURE TO CONPLETE EOTH IM 2=3 MONTHS, HNO END
DATE |5 GIVEM FOR THE CONSULTATIONS WITH ALLJES AND CONGRESS AMD
NOTH |8G SPECIFIC 15 SA1D ABOUT wHAT FURTHER CONSULTATIONS, IF ANY
wOuLd FOLLOW THE QUOTE INITIAL UNQUOTE ROUND,

3 ACCORD | NG TO STATE DEPARTMENT CONTACTS, THE NSDD HAS TwO
OTHER IMPORTANT FEATURES:

[A] THE STRONG INFLICATION {[ALTHOUGH THERE ARE WO FORMAL
DECISIONS) IS THAT THE PRESIDENT DOES |4CEED WisH TO
RESTRUCTURE THE 501 PROGRAMME TO TAKE ADVANTAGE OF THE
BROAD .INTERPRETATION OF THE ADM TREATY:

TaE DOCUNENT COMES DOwN AGAINST AMY DISCUSSION WITH THE
RUSS1ANS AEQUT DISTIACT IONS BETWEEN PERMITTED AND
PROHIZITES SDI-TYPE ACTIVITY, AKG DOES S0 IN SuCH

EFCAL TERMS AS TO RULE QUT LEGAL CHSCURSICN OF ABMT
INTERFRETAT|ON |SSUES, DISCuSSIiON OF POSSIBLE

FROGRAMMAT IC CONSTRAINTS OR TIMINGS, AND DISCussion [eC

Sécret
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OF POSSIBLE NEwW UNDERSTANDINGS ADDITIONAL TO TH
ASMT ON THE PACE AMD SCALE OF DEFEMSIVE MTIVITY
(STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICIALSE ARE CLEAR THAT TW|G SECTION
OF THE N5D0 wiLL DEPRIVE XARPELMAN OF HWIE PRESENRT
ALREADY LIMITED ABILITY TO DISCUSS I5SLES OF THIE SORT LN
THE GEWEWA DEFENCE AWD SPACE QUOTE POST=PLENARY HIN]
GROUP UNJUOTE) .
4. CIVEN THE CALL FOR A REPORT FOR THE PRESIDENT ON QUOTE INITIAL
UNOUOTE CONSULTATIONS wITH ALLIES BY 2 MARCH, STATE
HAVE DRAWN UP A PLAN (My TELND 3J4B) uNLER
WHICH WITZE wOULD VISIT LONDON (ON 25 FEBAUARY), BONN, THE
HAGUE, BRUSSELS (FDR A& NAC, PROEABLY ON 27 FEBRUARY], ROME, PARTS
AND OTTAWA (ROWNY wOULD SIMILARLY WI51T CANBERRA,
ToOKYO AND PEKING), HOWEVWER, wE UMDERSTAND THAT NMITZIE REMAINS
UNHAPPY ABOUT Tw( ASPECTS OF HIS LIKELY INSTRUCTIONSE HAV [NG TO
MAKE CLEAR THAT THE PRESIDENT 15 NOT PREPARED TO ENGAGE THE
AUSSIANS IN & DISCUSSION OF PERMISSIBLE/IMPERMISSIBLE SDI=TYRE
ACTIVITY (NITZE BELIEVES THAT SuCH A DISCUSSION 15 ESSENTIAL IF A
START AGREEMENT IS TO EE OBTAINED)x AND HAVING TO ARGUE THAT THERE
HWAS BEEN SUFFICIENT PROGRESS IN THE SO1 PROGRAMME SINCE 1968% TO
NECESSITATE A CHANGE MNOw TO CONDUCTING TWE PROGRAMME WITHIN ONLY THE
#R0AD INTERPRETATION OF THE ABMT, (wHICH NITIE REGARDS AS NOT
BEMONSTAATED) »
£, A MESSAGE FROM SHULTZ TO ALLIED FORE IGN MINISTERS, TIMED TO
ARRIYE BEFORE THE YISITS BY NITZE AND ROWNY |5 IN PREPARATION.
THE PRESENT DRAFT SAYS THAT THE PARESIDENT BELIEVES
THAT THE BROAL I|NTERPRETATION OF THE &BMT IS5 LEGRLLY CORRECT AND
THAT PROGRESS IN THE SD) PROGRAMME SINCE 1985 WAS BEEN 30 RAPID &5
TO CHAMGE THE COST/BENEFIT RATIO OF COMDUCTING THE SD1 PROGRAMME
WITHIN THE HARROw ISTERPRETATION OF THE ABMT. WE UNZERSTAND
THAT THE DEAFT GOES ON TO SAY THAT THIS RECUIRES THE PRESIDENT TO
TAKE EARLY DECISIONS OK WHETHER Of NOT THE SDI PROGRAMME SHOULD
BE RESTAUCTURED TO TAME ADVANTAGE OF THE BROAD INTERPRETATION OF
THE TREATY. THE DRAFT APPARENTLY ALSO SAYS THAT THERE IS A
PROGPECT OF A US CAPABILITY TO DEPLOY & TWO-LAYERED INITIAL 501
STSTEM (ERIS AMD KKv) N THE EARLY 13905 AND THAT, ALTHOUGH NO
SEPLOYMEMT DECIS.0NS ARE MEEDED NOw, TH1S REQUIRES EARLY DECISIONS
ABOUT POSSIBLE CONWSEQUENTIAL RESTRUCTURING OF THE SD| FROGRAMME
i PREPARATION FOR DEPLOYMENT DECISIONS LATER. THE PRESENT DRAFT
GOES ON TO SkY THATTHE PRESIDENT wiLL CONTINUE TO COWDUCT THE 501
EROGEAMME WiTHIM THE ABMT (BROAD INTERPRETATION], IN CONTRAST WITH
THE SOVIET UNION,; WHICH HAS ALREADY BREACHED THE TREATY. THE
DRAET [NYITES COMMEMTS, BUT DGES MOT INDICATE THAT ANY OTHER QFTIONG
ARE Dn THE TABLE.

H it B0 -

o Ban S35

DB/BOVIET ARMS CONTROL TALKS ADDITTORAL DISTRIBUTION

LIMITED PE ARES CONTROL TALKS
PB/LADY YOUNG :

ACDD
DEFENCE D JOPIES TO:
BOVIET D PE/NR RENTLN MR BZRAKAN LEGAL ADVISERS
KE#E D PE/PUS MAR. A BURNS SAD
MR E‘u% THOWAS




ars [byO
SECRET

FM wASHINGTON SECRET
TO IMMEDIATE FCO

TELNQ 399

OF 2323597 FEBRUARY B7

INFO IMMEDIATE mODUR

INFO PRIGRITY BOWN, PARIS, UKDEL NATD
INFO ROUT |NE MOSCOW

MODuKk FOR PS/SOFS, DUSIP), DACU

MY TELWOS 369 AMD 392: ABMT/SDL/WITIE'S WISBIT
SUMMARY
; 5 GIVEN THE TIMING, AKD THE BUREAUCRATIC DiSAR®AY HERE, THE
MESSAGE NETIE BRIMGS BACK FROM LONDOM wiLL BE PARTICULARLY
|[MPORTANT . EMRLY SD0. DEPLOYMENT & NON-]|SSUE, AMD ABMT LEGAL
INTERPRETATION NOT THE CENTRAL ISSUEx THE KEY POINT FOR US MAY BE
T EMSURE THAT THE PRESFDENT 15 MADE AwARE OF THE RESKE THAT A
START AGREEMENT, L CANP DAVID TOP FRICRITY, HMAY BECDME
UNATTAIMAELE M HIS TERM IF THE REPHASIKG OF SD| |5 HEISHANDLED AT
GENEWA .
DETAIL
2a MY TwO TURS SPELL OUT WNITIE'S DOUBTS ABOUT THIS wEEK'S
HI5510N [OM whiCH HE |5 MOW BEING JOINED BY PERLE), AND THE
QuTL INE DF_H15 INSTRUCTIONS FROM THE wHITE HOUSE. YOU MaY LIKXE
TN HAYE SOME SUGSESTIONS ON WHAT UN MESSAGE MIGHT BEST BE COMVEYED
TO HIM [AKD SUBSEQUENTLY PERHARPS DIRECTLY TO THE PRESIDENT).
Vu THE TIMING 15 OF COURSE PART|CULARLY AWKwARD, SINCE THE
TomER COMMISSICN REPORT Ok THE WEC/IRANJCONTRAS AFFAIR wiLL BE
PUBLISHED ON 25 FEBRUART, AND THE ADMINISTRATION, ALREADY
BELEAGUERED, wiLL BE FURTHER DISTRACTED, REGAN'S DEPARTURE 15
WIDELY EXPECTED SO00W, AND MAY WELL BE ESSERTIAL IF THE
ADMINISTRATION A5 TO REGAIN SGCME MOMEMTUM, AND DEVELOP A& SENMSIBELE
WORK ING RELATIONSHIP wWITH DEMGCRATS ON THE WILL. THOUGH THE NSC
UNDER CARLUCC| HAS BEGUN TO GET GUING MGEIN, SHULTZ'S LOw PROFILE
{AKD HE LEAVES 0K 27 FEBRUARY FOR A WEEK'S VISIT TO CHIKA), AND
THE ADMINISTRATION'S PRESENT PPEDICAMEAT, INCEEASE THE DANGER OF
THE PRES|DENT HEARING OHLY EXTREME (Wi INBERSER=TYPE) VIEWE ONW
STRATEGIC ISSUES, AMD THEREFORE AGTING OM THEM (AS OVER THE SALT
LIMITS DECISION IN LATE WOVERBER), DUT HE wILL CERTAINLY LISTEN
TG ADvICE FROM mD 10.
hy THAT SAID, | BELIEVE wE wOULD DG wELL TO EE SELECTIVE ABOUT
ThE POINTS ON wHICH wE CHOGQSE TO ADVISE HiM, I PARTICULAR, 1 SEE
HO] FUTURE |% LECEL ARGUMENTS DESIGKED T3 PERSUADE HI® THAT THE
RESTRICTIVE AEMT INTERFRETATION |5 RIGHT, APLRT FROM THE FACT
THAT wE DON'T WAVE THE MEGOTIATIRG RECGRD, SCC WIKUTES ETC, THE
POL | TICAL FACTE AHE THAT:
(R} THE ADMINISTRATION, INCLUDING SHULTI, HAS SINCE OCTOBER 1985
BEEY USAN1MOUS THAT THE ERGED |UTERPRETATION 15 WALID [THOUGH
THEY HAVE uNTIL WNOw AGREED TO CONSTRAIR 50 WITHIN THE
HARRDw I‘TERPHETITLQH:.
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(B)  ALLIED VIEwS ON THE LEGAL |SSUE~wILL NOT THEREFORE CUT MUCH

ICE. THOUGH ADELMAN'S REMARKS wWERE CRASSLY PUT, THEY REFLECT
. A FAIRLY GEMEWAL AD™IWISTRATION ¥IEw. COMSULTATION ON THE
HILL, AND N PART |CULAR W.ITH MUNN, WILL MAYE REAL |MPACT-
BECAUSE THE StMATE RAT|FIED THE TREATY, AND BECAUSE 5D
FUNDING COULD BE ADVERSELY AFFECTED: BuT ALLIED WIEwS wiLL
[ Tu)
MOREOWER, IN FACT THE®RE CAN BE LITTLE DOUET THAT AT S0OME
STEGE PURSUIT OF SO0 wiILL INDEED NECESSITATE A MOVE FIAST TO
THE BROAD INTERPRETATION (TO ALLOW HORE ADYANCED TESTING),
AKD THENM TO & WEw TREATY OR WO TREATY (WHEN THE QUESTION OF
DEYELDPHENT <[& THE END ARISES). 50 SBS0LUTE ARGUMENTS REQUT
THE WIRTUES OF THE NARROW INTERPRETATION COULD REBOUND, WiTH
THE ADMINIGTRATION DECIDING TO FOLLOW THE SIMPLER COURSE OF
W ITHORARING FROM THE 1972 TREATY ALTOGETHER.
S5 WOR DO | SEE MUCH WIRTUE 1% OUR QUIZZING NITZE AND PERLE
ABOUT THE PROGRAMMATIC CASE FOR KOW CUOTE PEPHASIMG UNJQUOTE, IE
RECOMF IGUR k4G, THE SO0 PROGRAMME. THE FACT |5 THAT THE GASE IS5
HOT YET URGENT: ABRAHAMSON TOLL ME ON 9 FESBRUARY THAT & MOVE TO
THE BRUAD [MTERPRETATION WAS NOT REQUIREL FOR PROGRAMME REASONS,
AT LEAST FOR THE PRESEKT, AND wE KHOW THAT THIS IS5 ALSO NITZE'S
yiIEw [(SECOMD TuR}. T |5 REMARKAELE THAT CQHLY OH 1D FEBURARY
WERE THE PENTAGON COMM|SSIOMED TO PREPARE & STulY, wHICH WILL
APPARENTLY TAKE THEM SOME 2=3 MONTHS, OF WHAT PRUGRAMME CHANGES
THEY waANT, AND wHY THESE REQUIRE A MOVE TD THE ERDAD INTERPRETATION
THIS SHOWS THAT THE TESTS wk INEERGER wlSHES FREECOM TO CONDUCT
HAVE WDT A5 YET EYER BEEN PLAMNED. EUT HIS REAL ®OTIVES ARE
POLITIGAL, IEz
[A) TO CREATE AN [MPRESSION OF GREATER MOMENTUM, ANG SO STIMULATE
GREATER CONGRESS [ONAL FUNDING, AMD HELP PRESERVE 53
POGT=19381 AND
{B) TO DISPOSE OF THE NARROW INTERPAETATION OF TH: MNHHT = &ND HE
WOULD NOT MIND IF THAT EROUGHT THE GEMEVA TALKS TO AN ENMD,
O (A&} PERLE PRIVATELY CONCEDES THAT NUHNN MAY BE BIGHT TO SUGGEST
THAT & CHANGE OF SO POLICY NOW MAY PRODUCE LOWER RATHER THAN
HIGHER FUMDING FRON THE WILL. BUT FCR FERLE THE AHSMT HAS ALwAYS
EEEK & EAD DEAL, AND TO SECURE IT5 ERDSICN, AFTER SALT | AND SALT
11, WOULD |® ITSELF REPRESENT 4 SIGNIFICANT PARTIMG ACH|EVEMENT,
PART [CULARLY A5 IT wOULD PROBABLY ENSURE THAT THERE wWAS O START
AGAEEMENT & REAGAN'S TEmAM,
B+ THIS SEEMS TO ME TO BE THE CRUX OF THE MATTER:. IT IS
CERTAIHLY THE HWEART OF MITIE'S COMCERN - SEE PRAA & OF FIRST TUR:
AND MY SUGGESTION 15 THAT QUR MESSAGE TO THE ADMINISTRATION KOW
SHOULD CERTRE OH IT.
Ts | SUWSPECT THAT, BECAUSE OF SHULTZI'S GILEWCE, THE PRESIDENT
HAS NOT YET BEEM MADE AWARE THAT, BY PRESSIMG AHEAD wWiTH 5D
REPHAS [WG, WHILE REFUSING TO DISCUSS THE MATTER WITH THE RUSSIANS,
HE |5 #ISKING LOSING & TOP CAMP DAVID PRIORITY, THE ACHIEVEMENT
OF A 50 PER CEWT START REDUCTIONS AGREEMENT,. WNITIE PUTS THE
POINT MORE STROMGLY, AND BELJEVES THAT A DIALOGUE ON EACH SIDES®
DEFENSIVE PLARS AND TIMETABLES 15 ESSENTIAL TO THE ACHIEVEMENT OF
& START AGREEMEMT. HE MAYT wELL BE RIBHT,
- COULD Wk PERWAFS SAY TO SITIE ANU PERLE ON 25 FEBRUARY, AND
SUBSEQUENTLY TO THE PRESIDENT, THAT:

SECRET /&)




[A}) WE REMAIN STRONG SUPPORTERS OF 501, AND STRONG GPPOMENTS OF
ANY PLAN TO GIVE THE RUSSIANS & VETO OVER THE PROGRAMME g
BUT wE ALSO ATTACH CARDINAL IMPCRTANCE TO THE ACHIEYEMENT
IN CENEYS OF A& SATISFACTORY STHATEGIC ARPMS RECDUCTION
AGREEMENT, wE CONTINUE TO BELJEVE IT {MPORTANT TO TEST
WHETHER THE EMERCENCE OF GORBACHEY PROYIDES & REAL OPPORTUNITY
DUR ING THE LAST TwD YEARS OF PRESIDENT REAGAN'S TERS;
wWE SEE NO CONFLICT BETWEEH THE TwO OBJECTIVES OF PRESS kG
AMEAD wWiTW SO0 AND AT GEWEVA. IKDEED wE BELJEVE BOTH COURSES
WOT CNLY NECESSARY BUT COMPLEMENTARY: ALLIANCE SUPPORT FOR
301 COULD BE ERODED IF US UNWILLINGNESS TO DISCUSS wWITH THE
FUSSIANS THEIR RESPECTIVE DEFENSIVE PROGRAMMES APPEARED TO BE
BLOCK ING ARMS COWNTROL PROSPECTS, WHILE THE RUSSIANS MAY BE
Uk ILLING To CONCLUDE & START AGREEMENT wiTHOUT SOME PARALLEL
MUTUAL URDERSTAMDINGS G4 DEFENSIVE DEVELOPHENTS
KOR Jd WE BELICVE THAT AT 1S NECESSARILY THE CASE THAT THE
ONLY NEGOTIRBLE US/SSOVWIET UNMGERSTANDINGS wOULD UNACCEPTABLY

IEPAIR THE SD1 PROGRAAME. THE RUSSIANS TOO HAVE THEIR SD)
PROCAAMME , AKD PREGSUMABLY wOULD 0T wISZH TO SEE IT STOPPED.
OF COURSE THE RUSSIANS HAVE MOY HOOKED THEMSELVES OK THE
HAREDW AZMT INTERPRETATION, REVERSIWG THEIR 1972 POSITION,
AN FCR PROPAGANDA REASDNS MAY NOT PEADILY ABANDON ITa BUT
AKY SEARCH FOR A MUTUALLY AGREED LEGAL INTERPRETATION OF THE
TREATY wOULD IN &Ny CASE PROBADLY BE A BLIND ALLEY. |INSTEAD,
THE RIGHT CCURSE IE PERWAPS TO ACCEPT THAT THE PACE OF
TECHNOLOGICAL CHANGE AAS PRODUCED WEw OFPORTUNITIES (LASERS,
SENZORS, DIRECTED EERCY WEAPONS) OF WHICH THE TREATY=DRAFTERS
IN 1972 WERE MECESSARILY UNAWARE, AND WHICH THE TREATY
THEREFORE DOES WOT ADEQUATELY ADDRESS: AMD TO BuILD ON TOD THE
TREATY XEw MUTUAL UNDEASTANDINGS ABOUT THE PACE OF
DEYELOPMENT AND TESTING OF SUCH TECHNOLOGIES DURING AN
EXTEWDED (?7 OR 10 YEARS) TREATY NON=%ITHORAWAL PERICD,
EVER |F THE RUSSIANS wWERE TO PROVE UR'Y ILL ING, &ND THE CHANWCE
OF A START AGREEMENT THEREFQARE STILL D|SAPPEARED, THE WEST
WOULD: HAVWE GAINED FROM THE EXERPCISE, FOR THE BLAME wOULD THEM
CLEARLY REST O MOSCOW. S0 LONG AR WESTERK PUBLIC OPINION
SEES THE IS5UE A5 ARMS COMNTROL BE ING FRUSTPATED By S0l THE
HUSSIAKS ARE HANDED A POwWERFUL CARD, UNMECESSARILY AKD
DaMaGINGLY.
Y. WE KNOw, OF COURSE, THAT WITZE'S OwN VIEWS [AND KAMPELMAN'S)
ARE VERY MUCH ALOWG THESE LIMES [MY FIRST TUG). THIS 15 HOWEVER
AN AOVANTACE, RATHER THAN Ak EMBARRASSMENT, PROVIDED THAT wE A¥OID
AnY ATTRIGUTION TO MIM. AKD DUS LINE wOULD IN FACT BE &0 MORE
THAN AN UPOATED VERSION OF THE PRIME MINISTER'S 11 FEBRUARTY 1988
4ESSAGE TO THE PRESIDENT.
10. IF rOuy AHD THE PRIME MINISTER NOw ACPEE THAT THE PRINC IPAL
TASK FOR THE PRESENT 15 TO MAKE THE PRESICEMT AwARE THAT, WHILE
SUL AND THE CAMP DAVID START REDUCTIONS PRIGRITY ARE NOT WECESSARILY
IN CONFLICT, THEY WILL BE (wITH DAMAGING ALL IANCE AND EAST/WEST

SECRET fonssaamss)




SECRET

CONSEQUENCES) IF THE ADMINISTRATION PLAY THE HAND wROKGLY IN
GEWMEYA, IT MIGHT BE BEST OF ALL IF & FURTHER MESSAGE ALONG THE
ABOVE LINES, FOLLOWING WP NITZE'S REPCRT, COULD REACH THE wHITE
HOUSE EARLY KEXT wWEENK, wHEN FURTHER DISCUSS|ONS THERE ARE LIXELY.
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10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWIA TAA
Froem the Privirte Seerefary 23 February 1987

ABM TREATY: CONSULTATIONS WITH THE AMERICANS
You mentioned to me: that Ambassador

Nitze would be coming to Londen this week

to conduct consultations about the AEM Treaty.

The Prime Minister will sas Mr. Nitze at

0900 on Wednesday 25 February:. I should

ba grateful for briefing by 1600 hours on

21 February.

{Charles Powsll])

A.C. Galsworthy, Esg., C.M.G.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.




FRIME MINISTER
cc Mr. Bearpark

VIS5IT OF PAUL HITEZIE

Bz you will have seen from the telegram; President Reagan 1Is

gsending Paul Nitze to consult with HATO governments about SDI.
I think it is important that yvou should see him on this
cocasieon. Although we do not vet have firm dates; he is
likely to be here as early as Tuesday/Thursday next week.

- - = —

Agrees to gsee him?




CONFIDENTIAL

DRAFT

RECORD OF MEETING BETWEEN THE SECRETARY OF STATE AND
AMBASSADOR PAUL NITZE, LANCASTER HOUSE, 0800 HOURS,
WEDNESDAY 23 APRIL 1986

Secretary of State Ambassador Paul Nitze
Mr Tim Renton HP Ambassador Charles Price
Mr David Goodall Ambassador Ron Lehman
Mr A C Galsworthy Mr Charles Thomas
Mr M A Pakenham [State Department)

Mr Horman Clyne

{State Department)

l. Mr Nitze explained that the President was faced with

two decisions,; one of immediate relevance and the other
of a longer term nature. In the immediate future, he had
to decide on a proportionate respornaé to Soviet
non-compliance, in the context of the seventh Trident
SS8BN entering sea trials. He had had three alternatives:
[4} to run on the Poseildon submarines, refurbishing
them for a three/seven year extension. This had nekt
Daan a worthwhile 'C-Pt'.iﬂﬂr not least in cost terms;
to dry=dock two Poseldons. Thig would not be
consistent with the current modernisaticn
programme; and
to dismantle two Possldons. This was the

President's tentative declslion.

2. Mr Nitze continued that in the longer term there was
a adifferent declision to face. The US modernisation
programme meant that, without reduCtions in some areas,
the current egquipment of heavy bombers with ACIMs would
drive the US by late November owver the SALT II ceiling of
1320 on mirved systems. The guestion was whether it was

worth the US continuing its policy of unilateral




restraint at a military cost, and at a time whan the US
needed all the military capability it could get. It was
alsoc relevant to ask whether the Administration wished to
do this at a time when the Russians showed no signs of
reciprogal restraint. A decision geared to the Movember
deadline would give the Russians time to show evidence of
reciprocity. If there were no sign of this, the US would
"have to look very carefully” at continuing the present
restraint poliey.

3. Mr Lehman added that there were thus twe dimensions
to consider: programmes and policy. There would in any
case be a programmatic response,but the President wished
to register that the policy of continuing restraint
carried an increasing price. He intended to stay within

the constraints for the time being.

4. The Secretary of State said that the fundamental UK

position was well known. We had welcomed the
consultations on the issue last year and the result of
these. We were not fully alongside the US on their
claims about Soviet non-compliance but had nonethelsss
been pressing the Russians hased to satisfy US concerns.

T -
He saw a stong case for the claim that the Russians were
circumventing the Treaty. Consequently we Rarf—prahrady
and would continue to push the Russians hard, as we had

done lasat week with Karpov.

5. Honetheless, the Secretary of State continued, we
were anxious that the sort of decision the President
seemed to have in mind would put the US in a very
unattractive position. The decision on the Poseidons was

welcome. But the other element sesmed to put the US on




course towards break=-out from the SALT constraints. This

was of intense concern to the UK; as he had expressed in

b
a LetterL;n Fﬁ;ﬁiﬁff to Mr Shultz, two blacks would not
make a white. The West must aim to retain the current
arms control framework; otherwise there was a real danger

that 1t would unravel.

6. The Secretary nf State emphasised that he was
particularly worried about the presentational effect of
the prospective decision by the President. The Russians
had made a recent series of propaganda moves in which
they had had szome success in wrong-footing the US.
Whereas they now professed to have clean hands (eg on
nuclear testing), the US was contemplating a posture based

apon a sword of Damocles.

7. Mr Renton noted that the Russians had stolen the
propaganda high ground from us, The Gorbachev proposals
might well be old hat to the experts,but could still
register favourably with public opinion., The sort of
conditional right to break out which the President's
decision implied would be anticipated by Western publics
ag the US opening up the opportunity to withdraw from
SALT. This would be part{:ulafly damaging at a time when
the West would be trying to focus attention on our aims

in the START negotiations and for the US/Soviet Summit.

8. Mr Lehman emphasised that the President saw deep cuts
in nuclear weapons as the core element in his arms
control policy:; he had also exercised continual restraint
in the past. However, sach year we had seen a new Soviet
excuse for their inability to reach agreement op cuts; in
1986 it was a CTB, and perhaps it would be FBETTH 1987 .




The President therefore saw little or no progress hawving

becn made on addressing the compliance problem, while the

Soviet military build-up Enntinued.irln terms of the SALT

agreements, the US had to bear greater burdens than the
Russians sloce they had more systems to dismantle. AL
the same time the Russians might well be better placed to
conkinue their military build-up. The guestion thus was
how far an unratified treaty which the Russians were
violating should be allowed to constrain sound military
programmes. The President had shown his willingness to

go an eXtra mile, but thie mile waeg now coming to an end.

I The Secretary of State nated that the argument about

sound military programmes would cubk little ice with
Western public opinion. Mr Nitze said that the Russians
wanted to haq& on to their current strateglic advantages
while continuing to cheat on previous agreements; their
latast test of the 5514 follow-on system might wall be
another wiolation. ht.the same time they were conducting
a2 magnificent propaganda campaign. Mr Nitze recognised
the public desire to cling to the remnants of the SALT
agreements,; but the flaws in these were becoming
increasingly evident especially where new systiems were

concarneaed.

1. BMr Renton repeated that the US decision could hawve a
damaging impact on handling the Summit, and could
Jeopardise the East-West process. The Russians would be
able to exploit ‘it for propaganda purposes, but this
should not conceal the very real disappointment in the
West that would attach to the President’'s move.

Mr Goodall added that, presentationally it had to be

asked why we should commit asurselves to conditional




break-out in November, The Russians would certainly not
play their hand that way. What signal did the U5 intend
to convey to the Russians and Western publiec opinion? &
threat to Moscow? Orf evidence that the President wished
to avold break-out but wanted to negotiate an agreement

in the meantime.

11. The Secretary of State said that there was a

widespread perception that both sides already had too
many nuclear weapons. It would be very damaging if the
result of the current review were that the US emarged
with a much-publicised own-goal. Gorbachev would
certainly take the line, faced with similar
circumstances, that he was ready to go an extra two
miles. The present US approach would have the worsgr
possible public iImpact.

12. Mr Nitze recognised the problem of presentation.

Hence the current round of consultations. He underlined
that the President’'s decision should still be seen as
tentative; Mr Reagan had not reached the firm view that,
come what may, he would break out of the SALT constraints

in Hovember. The Secretary of State noted that,

nonetheless, that would be the impression given unlass
the US approach were shlfted in the direction we had
suggested. Mr Nitze replied that there should be no
illusion between the Allies that, unless the factors
affecting the US decision were altered, the US would have
no choice but to proceed as proposed; and that the
chances o©of altering them were not that good.

13. Mr Renton asked whether the announcement was being

made now in order to put pressure on the Russians to be




mora realistlie. Mr Hitrge did not think this likely but
in answer to Mr Renton's repeated guestion about the
rationale for the announcement, responded that guestions
woiuld be asked of the Administration which would reguire

forthright answers.

l4. Mr Pakenham noted that the President intended to

preeed with a range of strategic modernisation
programmes. The guestion that would be asked in Europe
would be how far the US needed the additional military

advantage to be gained from breaking out of the SALT
limits. Conversely, was the price in political terms to

be paid for such an action putweighed by the military

gain from exceeding the ceiling on mirved systems?

Mr Nitze noted that the effect of the SALT constraints on
DOD planning were oot small, and would continue Lto have a

long=term effect on US programmes. Mr Goodall noted that

this would merely lead public opinion to be confirmed in
the impression (however mistaken) that military
programmes waere in fact responsible for driving arms
control policies,

paad, wnaaey
15. Mr NHitze repiicd—thad, on the other hand, was it wad
fair that the US should continue a unilateral policy of

restraint. Mr Goodall noted that at present there was

profound dismay in Europe about the behaviour of the US,
and the decision contemplated would be sesn as yet
another move by the President to jeopardise the Summit.
Thus i1t would be an own goal of the sort described by the
secretary of State,

le. Mr Lehman emphasised that the Administration had not
yet decided where the balance of military advantage to




which Mr Pakenham had referred might lie. Nor had the

Fresident yet decided on conditional break-out, He hoped
Bt Preashenk' s fuanl : _
that =ech— decision would not be viewed as ominous, but

would be seen as an opportunity to make progress on
cospliance, in the current arms control negotiations, and
in scheduling the next Summit. He also noted that there
was frustration in Washington at the previous Soviet

behaviour.

17. The Secretary of State replied that this was another

popular and wide-spread percepticn: the US was not good
at suffering frustration. The perception was the product
of a long-run failure of public presentation. The
arrival of Gorbachev had seen the Soviet Union winning
round after round in the battle for public opinion. He
himself did not accept that this was justified.But even
in the CW area, whare we had all the good arguments, we
had not vet won the public relations struggle. At this
moment it was immensely important that the US should not
lose another crucial round. He suggested that the
approach to be taken was that the best should not be the
anemy of the good; that the US would stick within the
SALT constraints until at least the next Summit: and that
military programmes came second to the US determination
to make a break-through in arms control. Thquenerals
could walt another six months. Mr Nitze asked whethar
this was really true, In any case, it was not only the

Qenerals who doubted the wisdom of the SALT constraints.

l18. Mr Renton said that with the approach of the Summit
this was not the moment to announce, with whatever degree
of conditionality, a potential break-out from SALT. It
would present a major propaganda prize to Gorbachev which




he would exploit to the maximum. The US would be sean as
fruatrated and as anticipating the failure of the next
SBumnit; in effect they would be perceived as already
having washed their hands of the chances of success. The
Secretary of State added that Gorbachev was reported that

morIning as saying that he would still nat resume the
nuclear testing programme although the US had shown no
signs of cooperation. Thae US might have an
intellectually respectable case, but the current approach

simply stood it on its head.

1%. Mr Lehman suggested that the US might be represented
45 ready to move one more mile, as looking towards the
next Summit, and as hoping for a seriocus Saviet response.
The Secretary of State said that it was much better to

make the Russians an offer they could not refuse rather

than a threat to which they would not respond. The US
S0 il

shnould not box themselves in with a sbetain deadline,

20. Mr Price asked whether in the UK view the Russianz
had violated SALT II. The Secretary of State replied

that we were not in a position to make definitive
judgements. It was clear that some of the US allegations
were, at besat, not proven. Equally, in the case of

] ' s E :
Krasnoyarsk the Russians haﬂidemmhstra:ed arn interntion to
circumvent the ARM Treaty. Whether this was evasion or
avﬂluanﬁe of their obligationa (in th&-te;a:;ai income

taxE was not a question on which Wwe were in a position to

make a definitive or public Judgement. The West should
continue to press the Russians on *ha isaue, as both we

and the Americans were doing.

!thw&mkwhmmgwﬂﬂHj
AIMr Renton iﬂi;? that the-Sowiet dallure to A




s
Fer—the—Bummis would not be seen by Western public
opinion, in the immediate aftermath of Libyan events, as
S Souach
wholly unjustified. The Secretary of State se=ed that

the US should continue to press them for a firm date and sheadd

demonstrate publicly an urgent desire to pursue the

isauﬂ,f

2. Mr Goodall noted the range of current Eurcpean/Us

disagreements. Mr Nitze agreed that there was WOrrying
difference of perceptions between the Europeans and the
Americans, eg on Libya and East-West relations. The
Secretary of State emphasised that the maintenance of

Alliance cohesion was all-important. In each Western
country there were those who wished to challenge the
unity of the West., Hence the importance of preserving
that cohesion., He himself had recantly been urging the
point on all his EC colleagues in the context of Libya.
1t now seemed that the US intended to take an action
which would make that task even harder. Were the US to
act however in the way we had suggested, this might be
used to demonstrate US readiness to listen and respond to
Buropean ideas, allowing us in turn to argue for similar

responses from other Europeans (for example, over Libyan

vk ; aak
Peoples Bureaux). M HﬂLnad said rEEEﬁtlFL we could not

allow Qadafi te do to the Alliance what Moscow had failed
to do. Egually, it would be wholly wrong to allow ap wrewa
ipeerreet US approach to do to the Alliance what Qadafi
had failed to do. Mr Nitze concluded that the President
had showed extreme patience on the subject of SALT - for
63 years he had held his hand, despite having compaigned
for the Presidency in Y opposition to the evident
£laws in the agreements. Many in the US believed that he
had been too patient,




23. Mr Nitze concluded,and Mr Lehman agreed,that the

meeting and discussion, at which all had spoken wvery

freely, had been extremely useful.
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I enclose a copy of my note of this
morning’'s meeting with Ambazssador Hitze.

CHARLES POWELL

His Excellency The Honourable Charles Price II
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 23 April 1986

%3\5':4' iﬂm,} ;
FRIME MINISTER'S MEETING WITH AMBASSADOR NITEE

The Prime Minister had a discussion with Ambassador
Hitze this morning of President Reagan's recent message to
her about Soviet non-compliance with arms control agreements
and the action which the United States had it in mind to
take. Mr. Nitze was accompanied by Ambassador Price and
Mr. Lehman.

The Prime Minister said that there were two
contradictory strands running through what the President
proposed in his message. On the one hand he intended to
dismantle two Poseidon submarines. This was strictly in
accordance with United States' ebligations and very welcome.
But on the other hand he was going to anncunce that the
United States would break its obligations in the autumn.

She had in the past made clear her strong view that
democratic nations must be seen to obsarve their Treaties
strictly. The President had done magnificently in setting
an example in this respect. She believed that it would be
tactically most unwise, indeed highly damaging, to do what
was now proposed. It would hand Mr. Gorbachev an enormous
propaganda weapon which he would not hesitate to use,
Particularly against the background of the attack on Libya,
the issues would be divisive within the Alliarice at a moment
when we needed to do everything possible to strengthen it.
She could fully understand and accept the nead for the
United States to appear firm and to modernise its nuclear
waapons. PBut a careful line had to be drawn between
appearing firm and seeming bellicose. Moreover, we were not
as convinced as the United States of the extent of Soviet
non-compliance. In some cases at least, the evidence was
ambiguous. There had to be absolute clarity if world
opinion was to be carried. 1In any case,; she did not see why
it was necessary to take a decision on what the United
States might or might not do in the autumn until the moment
came. To sum up, she was delighted by the President's
decision to scrap the two Poseidon submarines but urged him
"most-gtrongly not téd throw ‘dway the advdntages of this by
threatening future non-compliance..




Mr. Nitze suggested that it was unfair to say that the
United States was reneging on its international obligations.
The United States' decision to exercise restraint in the
face of Soviet non-compliance had been a unilateral one.
This restraint had been exercised over some six and & half
years. It was by no means clear to the President that the
United States should be unilaterally bound indefinitely by
an unratified agreement. Moreover, dismantlement of the
Poseidon submarines was not just a matter of complying with
the letter of SALT, it alsoc made sense in terms of
modernisation of the United States forces. 1In this CRSa,
there was no conflict between what was wise politically and
what was sensible militarily. The situation in the autumn
would be different. Mo further submarines were due to reach
the end of their life cycle then. The President was not
prepared to tolerate continuing exploitation by the Soviet
Union of American restraint. He therefore wizhed to leave
them in no doubt in the run up to the next Summit of the
United Btates' intentions.

The Prime Minister said that the President must
establish firmly and beyond all doubt to the gatisfastion of
public opinion that the Soviet Union was not complying with
existing agreements and that the United States had
specifically and repeatedly challenged them on
non-compliance in the Standing Consultative Commission. She
would respectfully suggest that this point had not vet been
reached. Moreover, it was important to understand the wider
political context. There had been a great feeling of relief
in Western public opinion after the first United
States/Soviet Summit and a belief that there was now a real
prospect of moving towards reductions in nuclear weapons. A
public announcement now by the United States that it did not
intend in future to comply with existing agreements would
have an electric effect on public oplnion particularly if
the result was to interrupt progress towards a further
Summit. It would lead to the West being in the dock rather
than the Soviet Union. She could understand that compliance
ought to be a theme for the Summit. She would be making
these points in a message to the President.

Mr, Nitze said that the Americans had raised the matter
time and time again with the Soviets in the Standing
Consultative Commission although this had not, in accordance
with its terms of reference, been made public. While he
understood the need to carry public opinion, one could not
make that the main censideration otherwise it would never be
possible to take action. The United States was absolutely
convinced of Soviet non-compliance, particularly in
introducing new types of weapons.

The Prime Minister repeated that we remained to be
convinced of the extent of Soviet non-compliance. 1In any
case the United States non-compliance proposed in the
President's message would actually be more obvicus and clear
cut than anything done by the Soviet Unien. That would be
hard for public opinion to understand. “8he cotld only =ay-
again that she thought that the course of action outlined by
the President in his message would do the RAlliance great




narm and hand the Soviet Union a major propaganda advantage.
The President had been enormously successful at Geneva in
demclishing the myth of an aggressive United States. Tt
would be wrong to throw that great advantage away for some
marginal military gains., It was far better for the United
States in the period leading up to the next Summit to be in
the position of abiding by agreements while being able to
accuse the Soviet Union of failing to do so. The United
Kingdom was enormously grateful to the United States for its
commitment to defending freedom. It was in order to enable
the United States to go on carrying out this task
effectively that it was essential to handle this matter
carefully. President Reagan should not put himself in the
dock of world opinion when Mr. Gorbachev should be there.
She had spoken very frankly and would be egually frank in
her message to the President. But she had also spoken in
the spirit of friendship and genuine concern.

1 propose to recast the draft message to the President
from the Prime Minister in the light of thls conversation
and anything further which emerged from Mr, Nitze's meeting
with the Foreign Secretary.

I am copying this letter to John Howe (Ministry of
Defence) and Michael Stark (Cabinet Office).

';-..u"'“'-x-*—: (ﬁf-, o= I'-‘1

(S

C D POWELL

Tony Galsworthy., Esq..,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office
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FRIME MINISTER

MEETING WITH AMBASSADOR NITZIE

The purpose of the meeting is for Nitze to hear and report to
e

) a L3 ] L} _.--'
the President your reaction to his 'tentative judgements' on

how the US should react to continued Soviet non-compliance (as
—_— —

g S—

they see it) with existing arms control agreements.

i

The President's intentions are set out in his lengthy message

to you (in the folder). In brief, he intends to go ahead

PR —— : ¢ ; ;
with dismantling two Poseidon submarines in May to compensate
e E———

for the introduction of a new Trident (good); to continue the
U8 strategic modernisation programme (all right); but to

decide now to overstep SALT constraints on MIRVed systems next

—

November unless the Russians mend their ways (rotten). The

Embassy in Washington say this is still not a final decision

and could be altered by your intervention, as in the past.

—

—

The main points for you to make are:

- our assessment of the alleged Soviet vieolations is much
less conclusive than that of the US. (Summary of JIC views in
folder).

- it is wital that the US continue to show moral leadarship

in observing international ebligations. Indeed, recent events

over Libya heightgﬁliﬁé need for this.

- it is nutty to announce now that you are going to break

your international obligations next Novembar. It just gives

the Soviet Union a massive propaganda gift which Gorbachev
will be quick to exploit (particularly at a moment when

Fﬁurﬂp&an feelings about the US are a bit uneasy anyway). At

the very least reserve the decision and announcement of it

= . — i
until November.
e S




anyway the military advantages of overstepping the limits

are minimal and quite out uE'prﬂpa:tinn to the political
caosts ,
B =,

e

it is much more sensible to set a big example

it

—

internationally than to shake a little stick at the Russians
e e,

e —
wWe

have been exemplary allies to the United Btates on a
host of

issues, especially of late, but we shall not be able
to support this decision and shall say so plainly.

-—\_'—-——

You may also want to use the occasion for a few general

remarks about US/UK relations in the wake.of recent events,
which have had a political cost for veu,

CDP

22 Aapril, 1986

JD3ALC
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24 April 1986

~

| B Cnmp1ianue with Arms Contral Agreements:
Call by Mr Paul Hitze, 23 fApril

I eMclose a self-explanatory brief on which the
Prime Minister mayv wish to draw when Mr Nitze [and Mr Lehman],
accompanied by Ambassador Price, call on her at 0800 tomorrow,
23 April.

The brief covers the points raised in the President's
message to her of today (enclosed). It is based on the peed
geen by the Forelpn Secretary for Nitze to carry back to
Washington a strong message Irom the Alldles, and particularly
the Prime Minlster and HMG, that we would not be able 1o
supporlt a S decision deliberately to breach the SALT apreement
constraints.

gir Geocffrey wishes 1in pariticular to draw to the Prime
Minister's atiention the point In the hrief that US moves
beyond current limits would present Gorbachev with a propaganda
gift. While the Russians have managed recently in the arms
control field to paint themselves as ready to offer carrots as
incentives to make progress, the Americans risk once again
belng tied into a posture which is simply punitive: marked
by & readiness in predefiped circumstances bo wield an evean
bigger Btick.

The brief does not refer to wider fomectors in US/UK
relations, particularly in this post-Lihva period. The
Foreign Secretary feels sure that the Prime Minister will
wish to reflect some of her own thinking on the point when she
geges Mr Nitze,

In June 1%85 the Prime Minister sent the President a brief
message after she had seen Mr Shultz here, to discuss the US
policy of "interim restraint”. The Prime Minister's views on
that occasion, and her message, were of undoubted importance
in swaving the President's eventual decision to remain within
the constiraints for the time being. The Forelgn Secretlary
believes that, on a contingency basis, it would be helpful
to bhave prepared anolher such message in case this would be
equally useful; I enclose a draft on which you may care to
draw, should the need arise.




I om sending copies of this latter and epnclosures
John Howe (MOD)Y and Michael Stark (Cabinet Office).

Jrs evty,
Cstia B44

(C R Budd)
Privale EnureLary

C D Powell Esqg
Fa/l 10 Bowning sStreéet

g E CRET




SECRET
DSE i1 (Revised)

B DRAFT:  sinte/ksteriislslatier/dorpatahiaoe pripy | TYPE: DraftFinal 1+

FROM; Referencs

DEPARTMENT:

—mse—TTHIS IS A COPY. THE ORIGINA
s RETAINED UNDER SECTION 3 (4

E’Zf!li‘i;?" OF THE PUBLIC RECORI

Your Referznce

PRIVACY MARKING PRIME MINISTER'S MEETING WITH AMBASSADOR NITZE

0900 HOURS, WEDMESDAY 23 APRIL

In Confidence

U5 EESPOMSEE TO ALLEGED SOVIET VIOLATIONS
ARME CONTROL AGREEMERTS

Ch‘r’]’,ﬁT ............... AT

! [ Your objective
T'o press for continued US adherence to existing

obligations in deciding its response.

. Your arguments
- Grateiful to President for message of 22 April and
consultation process. pimilar exercise in 1983 great

success for Alliance unity and US diplomacy.

- Bhould take rigorous view of Soviet compliance. We

shall continue to presse them.

Crucial to demonstrate Western democracies take own
Enn:*]::-:ums Aagis)... - . g
L matigae obligations sericusly; and intend Lo ocbserve

internatioenal law, Admired President's statesmanship
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last year, set international good example.

= Despite frustrations of Soviet non-response,
therefore urge no action in current decision

exercise wnich would take US now, or commit US

e
i
]

later to golng, beyvond current SALT constraints. { Hﬂﬂc A eed,
ke g4t edatad

Not asking for endorsement of earlier agreements, Ty
bt [efiiian

but pontinuation of "interim restraint". € L vmjﬂhgkw;,

05 must exercise leadership, not always easy.

Moves beymﬁﬂ current limits would be worse possible

elgnal to our people in the Wesk. Would also
preszant Gorbachev with propaganda gift. Do not
believe marginal military advantage (at best) from
overstepping limits would compensate for very grave

political disadvantages.

— Also urge publie presentation of US decisions to

be 2et in that light.

[If appropriate] Ready to reflect abowve thinking

in another message to President.

His objective

- To brier the Prime Minister on discussions last
week in Washington; to outline the decision-stage
now reached, in the light of the President's letter
of 22 April; and to seek British views on the main
UsS option.

4, Your rasponge

U5 opticons [(as appropriate) :

Dismantling two Poseldon submarines to compensate

for new Trident submarine introduction

o= Welcomes
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= Welcome decision to go again for fully compliant option.

Pressing ahead with US strategic modernisation programme

IMX, s10RM  (Midgetman) and Cruise missiles)

= Welcome clear US resolution to ensure continued

T

gecurity of West. Whatever decision taken on Midgetman
after DOD RHovember study, trust in further negotiations
with BRussians can be incorporated in mutually acceptable

Arrangemants.

Failing Soviet regponge, declpion to overstep SALT

gonstraints on MIBVED systams this Hovember

— Cannot support, for reascns already stated.

Pregentat Lon

- Urge need for most careful consideration of public
presentation; will be crucial In current internaticnal
debate, and on domestic opinion in West. Must not give
the impressicon of intenticon to breach deliberately

current obligations.

Krasnoyarsk (if raised)

- Believe Foreign Secretary already explained position.
Recognise U3 concerns, but HMG 1in ne position to give
publie endersament to allegation of clear wiolation.

Will continue to urge Russians to satisfy US concerns.

Press ling

- The Prime Minister received Ambagsador Paul Witze
today,; Special Adviser Lo President Reagan and Secretary
Shultz on arms conktrol, They discussed current arms
control issues, including future US decisions relevant

to the strategic relationship with the Seviet Union.

The Prim
SECRET i e =
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The Prime Minister welcomed the impeccable US record in
coansultation with the Allies; of which this was the
latest example. She emphasised the importance she
attached to preserving the unity of the Alliance which

continued to be essential to Western security.

BACEGROUND

The President's meossage to the Prime Minister of

22 April outlines Hig current thinking and his
‘tentative judgements" on how to respond to what 1is
seen in Washington as a palttern of Soviet non=
compliance with existing arms control agreements. The
key #lements are the options outlined in para 4

abayve. The review, and its outcome, reflects the

conllinuing debate in Washington about the best response I

to this percelved pattern of non-compliance. The
civilian side of the Pentagon is anxious to lock the
Fresident as soon as poessible into a decision te break
out of the BALT constraints; the Joint Chiefs appear a
good deal less convinced of the merits of doing =o, on
military grounds, The State Department would prefer

to remain within the constraints for the time being.

The President's message implies that,; should the
Russians faill to give satisfaction between now and
November (as is likely), the current decision then to
oreak out of the SALT limits would not be subject to

further review, nor to further consultation with the

SECERET
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Allies, It 18 therefore crucial fto put down a marker
at this stage that HHG would find the greatest
political difficulty in endorsing, either now or at a

later stage, such a step.

IS IS A COPY. THE ORIGIN/
| RETAINED UNDER SECTION 3 4)
OF THE PUBLIC RECOR

SECRET




DSR 11 (Revised) SECRET
. DRAFT: minute/letter /teleleticr/despatch /note TYPE: Draft/Final 14

. FROM: Beforence

Prime Minister

DEFPARTMENT:

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION TO: Your Reference

Top Secret
Secret
Confidential
Eestricted
Unclassified

PRIVACY MARKING SUBJECT:

President Reagan ,
Copies to:

In Confidence :
I am grateful to you for consulting us about vour

response To the Soviet record of compliance with arms

control agrooments. 1 have congidered with care the
very full account of your thinking in your letter of
22 April, and 1 weltomed the chance to go over this
ground with Paul Nitze earlier this week. I know
that he will have conveyed my views to you in detail,

but I wanted to underline a couple of points myself.

We should certainly take a rigorous view of
Soviet compliance. We need to hold the Russisns to their
word. We for our part shall continue to press them on

that score, a5 we have in the past.

We also need To demonstrate, not least Lo our

own people, that the countries of the Weatern

_ Enclosures—fag(s)...... ... demoecracies take their oblipations with extreme

sariousaness. You know how much I admired vour decision
last June to go the extra mile and continue your
adherence to the SALT Limits. [ recognise your desire

to send the right signal to the Russians and to others.

YBut
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But I believe strongly that the right sipgnal now would be
reflected In g renewed commitmenl (o conllinue your
inberim policy of restraint; and Lo mainlain your

cheervance of current arms control obligations.

There is no Tisk of The Rissians doubilng yvour
determination, It 15 surely right toc press ahead with
those strategic modernisation programmes which can add

the sacurlty of the United States and your Allies. But
b el el
[ 3hxi] have grave anxiety about the situation that ek
arize this Hovember, on the basis of the course that vou
have outlined. I must say that if vyou did decide to
pursuc that appreach, [ would find 1t very difficult to
offer vou the support which I have alwayvs tried to do inp

the past.

I do believe thet 1t would be a mistake to allow yvour
hands to be tied in this way, particularly since at that
Eime your relations with the Soviet Unilon may well be in
g most sensitive stape. To commit yourself now to the
sort of step vyou seem to eovisapge would 1o my view lock
yoursell into an increasingly dlsadvanlazpeous situation.

We both know thal Gorbachev would not be slow to exploit

what he would see as A propaganda gifc, particularly at

thie point.

Recent events have testifled eloguently to your
firmness of resolve. If you can now against that
background show that the United States intends to contlnue
ite scrupulous respect for existing obligations, that

would highlight the essential difference in the standards

w G REBT faf




aof hehaviour of the Soviet Union and Western democracies.

And it would remind our own people, the Russlans and

the rest of the internaticonal community that we continue
to -s5ee the rule of law as the fundamental Factor

governing internatiocnsl relations.

= o L-RCET




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 21 April 1986

AMBASSADOR NITZIE

Changes in the Prime Mipister's diary now
make it possible for her to see Ambassador
Nitze briefly, at 0900 on Wednesday, 23 April.
1 have informed the American Embassy of this,
saying that Nitze should be accompanied by
ambassador Price only.

I should be grateful for a brief by tomorrow
evening, please.

(. D. POWELL)

A. C. Galaworthy, Esg., C.M.G.
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
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AMBASSADOR NITIE

He has re-instated his wvisit to
London and the Foreign Office have asked
for the original time of 1030 on Tuesday,
4 March for a mesting with the Prime

Minister.

Unusually, I agresad. .

CE

-

Weetng

! CAROLINE. RYDER

: 14 _.-‘--:_- 'III!'__';J’
I::-.-- __']-"|-"1. el [ =

25 Pebruary 1986




10 DOWNING STREET

3 5 February, 1986.
Fram the Private Szcretary

bh i@m.l

PRIME MINISTER'S MEETING WITH AMBASSADOR NITZE

The Prime Minister saw Ambassador Hitze this evening
for a dicussion on arms control issues. Mr, Nitze was
accompanied by the United States Ambassador and by Mr. Ron
Lehman of the National Security Council.

Mr. Nitze said that the US Administration had been
studying the Gorbachev proposals of 15 January very closely.
They had reached the conclusion that they were heavily
weighted towards propaganda effect. In particular the
proposals were front-loaded: the points of interest to the
Soviet Union were all included in the first stage. The only
evident movement was over INF. But even here thera were
important flaws in the form of the no-tranafer provision,
the freeze on modernisation of the United Kingdom and French
deterrents, and the need for declarations by the United
Kingdom and Prance agreeling to total elimination of their
naclear forces in the second stage. Moreover, the Boviet
proposal made no provision for reductions of 5520s in Asia,
although Soviet officials had indicated informally the
possibility of a freeze on these, As regards START, the
Soviet position was entirely unchanged and retained their
cbjectionable definition of strategic systems. While at
first sight there appeared to have been some change of
position on strategic defence in terms of ocmission of any
reference to research in the English text of the Gorbachew
proposals, this too disappeared on closer examination.
Soviet gfficials had confirmed that what they termed
"parposeful research" would be prohibited. A final
nbjection was that all the other elements in the Gorbachev
proposals were linked to immediate agreement on a
Comprehensive Test Ban.

Mr. Mitze continued that President Reagan had reached
decisions on the broad lines of a reply to Gorbachev, on
which he would welcome the views of the United Statas’
allies. He then spoke broadly on the lines of the
information in Washington telegram No.270. While
reiterating the United States' commitment to elimination
of nuclear weapons, the reply would point cut the
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‘practice leave it to one side. The focus should instead be
on steps to achieve a 50 per cent reduction in strategic
nuclear weapons applied to like weapons and on an interim
INF Agreement. The reply would go on to say that the
elimination of nuclear weapons would not dispose of the need
for non-nuclear defences and would reiterate the United
States commitment to SDI research. The US saw no need for
fresh initiatives on START or strategic defence at this
time. But the United States was ready to contemplate
interim reductions in INF coupled with 50 per cent
reductions in 5820s in Asia, as a prelude to a zero-zero
solution for INF coupled with elimination of all S520s west
of Novesibirsk. There would alsc need to be agresment on a
global LRNP ceiling and constraints on SRINF. (This was all
rattled off from a piece of paper and I cannot guarantee the
details. You will no doubt receive the fuller account '
tomorrow, }

. deficiencies in the Soviet proposals for this and would in

The Prime Minister thanked Mr. Witza for explaining
US views, 5he would like to study them in detail before
making definitive comments and in any event intended to let
the President have a message setting out her views on arms
control at the next US/Soviet Summit ghortly. She welcomed
the renewed commitment to SDI research. She thought that
the US were right to try to set aside in practice the
concept of elimination of nuclear weapons. This would have
enormous risks for the West unless accompanied by measures
Lo secure a balance in the conventional field. Indeed, she
regretted that the West had bound itself to such an
impracticable objective. She also had misgivings about a
zero-zero INF solution although she would need to study
carefully the precise conditions which the United States
proposed attaching as regards Soviet 5520s in Azia. A
zero~zero solution would call into gquestion the MATO
decision to deploy Pershing II and Cruise missiles as an
essential part of the Alliance's spectrum of nuclear
deterrents. In any case, ocur preferred solution wWas
zero=zero on a global basis. A full exploration of the
proposal would be necessary within the Alliance. But apart
from this she found the President's general approach in
replying to Gorbachev on the same wave-length as the United
Kingdom.

I am sending copies of this letter to Richard Mottram
(Ministry of Defence), and Michael Stark (Cabinet Office).

?i;vﬁr Sa ’

Mt Sanves (b k)

{?}_CHAHLES POWELL

Len Appleyard, Esqg., CMG,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
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From the Privale Secretary

2l January 1986

VISIT OF AMBASSADOR NITZE

Thank you for your letter of 20
January about Ambassador Nitze's wisit.
The Prime Minister would be happy to
geg him at 1030 on 4 March. She would
prefar to see him alone.

CHARLES PUOWELL

[en Appleyard Esqg, C.M.G.,
Foreign and Commonwaalth Office.

RESTRICTED
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vigit to London by Ambassador Paul Nitze

The American Embassy has informed us that Ambassador Nitze,
Speclal Adviser on Arms Control to the President and to the
Secratary of Btate, will be in London on 4 March. Mr Nitze is
likely to meet the Fﬂrciqn"'Eﬂﬂratu:}r. Bir Geaoffrey Howe thinks
it likely that the Prime Minister may wigl gee Mr Nitze for a
ganEéEE_EE%E_EEEﬁiaﬂﬂEEEﬁﬁ control negotiations In Geneva if
her diary for that day permits it. We underftand that Mr Nitze
is likely to be available at any time during the morning of
4 March,

F

Mr Mitze last called on the Prime Minister on 27 rch
lyour letter of that date). They had a wide-ranging“dfscussion
which was evidently of interest to both her and Mr Nitze. He
remains very influential in the formmlation of arms control
policy in Washington, having access to the White House as well
as very frequent contact with Mr Shultz., On most of the main
arms control issues hls views are close to those which the Prime
Minister put to Mr Reagan ahead of the November Summit. He is
likely to continue to be supportive of the Prime Minister's line
on handling the SDI in relation to the Geneva negotiations. He
is, however, something of a heretic over British and French
nuclear weaponsg, having from time to time advocated that an
undertaking be given to include them in a START II negotiation.

The Forelgn Secretary recommends that the Prime Ministar
should agree to see Mr Nitze for thirty minotes or so if she
has time and yggighgi_fntexested to do 8a. In that event, I

“should be grateful if you were o suggest a specific time.

\fmw

q

(oo

(L V Appleyard)
Private Secretary

C D Powell Esg
10 Downing Street
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CONFIDENTIAL

MO 14/2

NOTE FOR THE RECORD OF A MEETING WITH THE SPECIAL ADVISER ON
ARMS CONTROL TO THE US SECRETARY OF STATE, MR PAUL NITZE
AT 1600 HOURS ON THURSDAY 28TH MARCH 1985
IN THE MINISTRY OF DEFENCE MAIN EUILDING

Those present:

The Bt Hon Michael Heseltine MD Mr Nitze
Secretary of State for Defence

Bir Clive Whitmore Ambas=sador Charles H Price II
PUS

Mr R C Mottram U5 Embassy — Mr Harrison
Frivate Secretary to the
Secretary of State

Mr C H P Draper
DACH

1. Mr Hitze said that there was no real dialogue vet with the
Scviet Union though he hoped there would be. As the Russians said,r
"the objective situation” should lead to dialogue but the signals
were confusing. The Secretary of State said that Gorbachev, during
his vigit to the UK, had referred to the debate in the Soviet Unicn
as to whether they should return to the negotiations. He himself
had remarked that similar debates tock place here in the West but
the difference was they were conducted in publie. Gorbachev had
been unwilling to accept the implication that the policy process

was gimilar in the two gystems! Mr Nitze commented that Gorbachew
had remarked to them that if the US thought they had difficulties on
these issues in the States they were a thousand times worse for the
Russians.

2. The Secretary of State acked how long it might take to gat

down to real negotiations. Mr Nitze said he had agked Semyocnov
(Chief Soviet SALT I negotiator) that gquestion. He had said that

a third of the work was done in the first 2 months, one third in

the next 2 years and the final one third in the last 20 minutes.

It didn't necessarily happen that way, sometimes it was longer or
shorter. On the partial test ban treaty, once both sides' positions
were sorted out, it took Harriman only 28 days to negotiate the
treaty itself. In that case, however, there had been a clear
situation with agreed mutual interests, In the current negotiations
the two sides' basic positions were far apart. There would be a lot
of feeling-out of the other side's position, The Soviets would try
to divide the US from its allies and to find weaknesses in their
position. Once they had made the most of their opportunities in

1
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these areas, they might get down to real negotiations. This
would not happen for a while. The Secretary of State commented
that it was strange the way the Soviats put so much faith in
wedge driving; it was fundamentally not possible to divide the
West. He thought that they found it difficult to understand the
nature of our debate. Mr Nitze commented that, once they realised
that wedge driving would not work, sometimes they went too far the
cther way and assumed that Western countries were all the same and
had the same views. The Secretary of State remarked that the
Bussians did not have the problem of Western Governments of having
to face their electorate every four years or so. Mr Nitze commented
that they had become inured to elections going the wrong way from
their point of view,eg President Reagan and Chancellor FKohl. The
Secretary of State said that he wondered if the Russians realised
that the Labour Party and the SPD in Germany were shifting back
towards the middle ground.

i Mr HNitze said that he welcomed discuzsion amongst the Allies

on SDI and arms control. It was inevitable that there would be a
debate on these issues in Burope as in the United States. His own
speech in Philadelphia had been a contribution to this, The
Secretary of State commented that the approach in the Philadelphia
speech had been noticeably different from the wvisionary view of the
future in earlier statements on the SDI. Mr Nitze agreed. He pointed
out that his speech had been approved by the President, Mr Weinberger,
the Joint Chiefs of 5taff and the State Department. The speech he
was making that evening to the IISS had also been similarly cleared.
He would continue to advocate & step-by-step transition towards an
increased emphasis on defensive systems on both sides, and agreed
reductions in offensive systeme, particularly counter force capabili-
ties. The Secretary of State sald that the evolution he was seeking
was an ambition of immense scale, It would have to take place over

a long period and would reguire a great deal of trust from both

sides. This seemed very coptimistiec in the light of the history of
arms control, in which there had been no agreements which involved
actual reductions. Mr Hitze said that the ABM Treaty had involved
both sides cutting back on planned deployments of defensive systems.
This had been in the interests of both sldes and the Treaty had
already lasted 10 years. The Secretary of State said he agreed that
there had been restraint on the defensive side but offensive numbers
had raced ahead. Had it been a mistake to agree to that bargain?

Mr Nitze said that he had argued at the time that it was a mistake

to sign the ABM and SALT I agreements but the President had disagreed.
It could be argued the other way. If an agreement on defences had
been delayved, numbers might have been built up further. He did not
regret the signing now. The SALT II agreement however did not constrain
the build-up in Soviet strength which had grown at least tenfold.

SALT dealt with cosmetics, with launcher numbers rather than with
re-entry vehicles or throw weight.

4. The Secretary of State said that the US approach to the SDI
appeared to envisage sharing knowledge of defensive technologiles
with the Russians. Would the Americans really be willing to do this?

CONFIDENTIAL
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Mr Nitze said that they would. They wished to discuss how the

two sides could co-operate, despite their mutual suspicions, during
the transition period to maintain deterrence and to lessen risks.

If the Russlans were concerned about their security,this approach
ought to be attractive to them. The Americans would seek agreements
as to which kinds of system would be deployed and when. He had

done a lot of work on this and was convinced that it could work.

The Secretary of State asked about the problem of technology transfer.
Mr Nitze said that there might have to be the transfer of gadgets
rather than of know-how or technology. The Secretary of State
wondered if this was possible. Because of the scale of the strategic
defence task, the key element would be highly advanced computer
technology which it might be unattractive to share. Mr Nitze said
that if the two sides could agree to a transition schedule and to a
reduction of hard target kill capabilities, would it not be right

to transfer whatever was reguired to make it effective? It clearly
could not be handed over in advance of an agreement.

i The Secretary of State sald he agreed that the U5 had a very
strong card in the SDI. There would be & great deal of political
pressure for the US to play it early. If they were to negotlate
successfully, the Americans had to play their cards close to their
chest. He accepted this. The problem for the Allies was that,
because they could not be taken into the Americans' confidence

on their negotiating strategy, they had no means of knowing that all
opportunities for an agreement were being explored. Mr Nitze said
that the 0S8 certainly would play their hand close to their chest.
He was already being asked about US fall-back positions. It would
ba crazy to get into this since it would ruin the chances of an
agreement.

O - The Secretary of State said that it had been agreed by the

Frime Minister and the President at Camp David that S5DI research must
go ahead but deployment would havetobe a matter for negotiation.
Where did research come up against the constraints of the ABEM Treaty?
Mr Nitze said that a cut-off point had been agreed during the nego-
tiaticn of the ABM Treaty. He and Harold Brown had taken thae 6
categories of research that the US used in the line items for the
defence budget. They had decided that half-way through the engineering
development phase was the point at which the work would be prohibited.
This was where it had got to the testing of major system compcnents,
and the first point at which these constraints could realistically

be verified. The Treaty dealt essentially with radars, launchers

and interceptors. Agreed Statement D (which he then read out) dealt
with the handling of ABM systems based on other physical principles.
If the US produced substitutes for any of the 3 controlled components,
then under the Treaty they would need to consult with the Russians
with a view to agreeing a regime to control them. The Secretary of
State asked if this regime would be on the same basis as the ABM
Treaty. Mr Nitze said he thought so; he could not see a way of
improving it.

CONFIDENTIAL
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Ta The Secretary of State asked if the US could conceive of a
circumstance in which it would want to use the provision under
Article XV of the Treaty to withdraw with G6-months notice.

Mr Nitze said, while he could not say that the US absolutely
rejected the possibility, it was not the US intention to do so.
At the time of signing the Treaty they had said that a failure
to achieve effective limits on offensive systems would be
fundamental to US national interests and thus ecould be such
grounds; but the US planned toc abide by the Treaty. It was better
to have co-operation on defences between two suspicicus partners
than an unagreed regime,

8. The other possibility was that the Soviets would cease to
recognise the wvalidity of the Treaty. The U5 had tried to
abide by its spirit as well as its letter. This was the basis
of their worries about the Krasnoyarsk radar. They had alse
been concerned about the Russian tests of the 5AX12Z against
target RVs going at re-entry speeds in excess of Polaris RVs.
The Soviets had now phased that out but it remained a concern.
There were always some arguments that a shyster lawyer could
make to show that the precise letter of the treaty had not
been viclated but this was not a satisfactory basis for treaty
compliance. As an example of the Russian approach, the
negotiatione in the early 70s had covered the question of test
ranges. The US said that they had 2 and understood the Russians
to have one at Saryshagan. The Russians, having consulted
Moscow, did not dispute this but said that it would be contrary
to the interests of State security to mention specific ranges.
They preferred the treaty to say that national technical means
would be adequate for both sides to detect each others ranges.
When, later on, the US found another range at Kamchatka, the
Russians said that this had been there all the time and the
Americans should have found it. This was an example of a shyster
trick.

9. Turning to Krasnoyarsk, in the ABM negotiations they had

talked for days about the problem of new radars. The U5 had
proposed that if either side desired additional space tracking
radars 1t would discuss it with the other, and alsoc discuss

how the other side could distinguish it from other types of radar.
It was one of many items still at issue in the last hours of
negotiation of the ABM Treaty. The US had held out to the last
minute, though their instructions had been to give up on the i=sue
if they had to. When the Soviets had said finally they were able to
agree a compromise on the numerical limit on the potential of new
phased array radars (PAR) in Agreed Statement F, the US was so glad
to reach agreement that they did not raise the other issue. It had
therefore not been agreed with the Soviets but the record was clear.
The Soviets had agreed that a space track PAR would be indistinguishable

CONFIDENTIAL
4




CONFIDENTIAL

from other PARs. The Erasnoyarsk radar could be very useful
for the Russians and ha could well understand why they wantad
to put it there. It certainly had an early warning capability
and alse therefore had a space tracking capability. They

had discussed with the Soviets at the time the guestion of
distinguishing between different radars by wave form. The

US was clear that it was not possible as this could be changed
relatively easily with changes in a few components or software.

10.: -The Becretary of Btate sald that he was puzzled as to why
the US and UK did not appear to agree about the Krasnoyarsk
radar. Mr Nitze said he also found it puzzling. He understood
the Alfference of opinion to be over the intent of the Soviets
with the UE accepting that their intent may have bean to set up
a space track radar. The UE did not maintain that you could
distinguish between the wave forms. Even if you could dig out
the right pulse that could give an indication, you could not be
sure that it would not be switched. The freguency regquirements
were about the same for early warning and space tracking;
higher frequencies were required for battle management.

11. Mr NMitze said that radar limitations were fundamental to

the AEM Treaty. A PAR took some 5 years to build. If either
side began one in the wrong position, there would therefore

be 5 yvears notice. Even if it took 2 yvears to detect, this

wounld still allow 3 years, The US had been protesting about
Krasnoyarsk for 3 years and it was now about to be turned

on. Other elemants of ABM systems could be prepared and deployed
relatively gquickly; the time taken to construct PARs was the
main protecticn against breakout. Once that went,so too did

tha whole basis of the Treaty.

12. The Becretary of State said that it was suggested

that all you achievedin an agreement with the Russians was the
precise language of that agreement. They would net infringe
against its specific terms but would exercise to the full
freedom of manouevre within it. Mr Nitze said that the Soviets
would certalnly go up to the edge: the U5 bellieved they also
went beyond it. But they had been prepared to deal with

some problems, for example testing of SAMs in an ABM mode, in
the standing consultative commission. The Secretary of State
gaid that the wvery bad atmosphere between the East and West
might perhaps have harmed this consultation process, Mr Hitze
gald that while there had been a lot of dialogue in the ECC, it
had got down to exchanges of recriminations., The Secretary of
State said it was always possible to have technical discussions
but political will was reguired to get things fixed. Whether
that now existed on the Scviet side remained to be seen., He
thought that it was nalve to assume that a vounger leader meant
an improvement, but it could be true. Mr Nitze agreed,
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13. The Secretary of State said the need for arms control was clear.
It was not possible in a democracy to rest on the uncomfortable fact
that arme reductions had never heen achieved. We needed to go on
saying and believing that they were possible. He found Mr Nitze's
praesentation realistiec and coherent. The idea of getting rid of
nuclear weapons in the foreseeable future was in his view undesirable.
Unless another cataclyesmic deterrent could be found, it would be
destabilising. War would become thinkable again. This was the
basis of his concern about the assertion that we should get rid of
nuclear weapons. If we could get a more balanced formof offence/
defence, then all well and good; but the longer term outcomes
envisaged required a degree of trust almost beyond his

comprehension.

14. Mr Nitze said that it wes interesting that a large number of

US and Soviet statements on these issues were the same. Shultz

had asked Gromyko in the Geneva talks how he proposed to geti

from the present situation to a world where there were no nuclear
weapons. Gromyke had thought for a while and saild they had

addressed the problem in the late '50s in the 10-nation committee

on disarmament and perhaps the positions that they tock then

needed some refurbishment! The Soviets would now aim to use the
leverage of a possible deal on cffensive arms as a hostage to
agreement on defences. The US cculd try to put the pressure on

the other way round, aiming to achieve separate agreements on offensive
systems and then to get down to an agreement on defences. The Secretary
of State =said he saw nc ccherent deal' that did not inveolve all

3 areas., Mr Nitze said that the US thought there had been a chance
for a deal in the INF and START negotiations and this had not

changed with the SDI, though clearly it impinged on it. He

believed a deal on offensive systems was still possible. The
Secretary of State said that, if they believed the US would

proceed unilaterally with the SDI, the Soviets would aim to

keap all the migsiles they could, Mr Nitze said that he did not

think it would be attractive to the Soviets to increase offensive systems
against increasingly capable defences. The Secretary of State

said he thought they would have no choice as they would not be

able to mateh the dafences. Mr Nitze said they could do so if

they joined the US in agreement on defensive systems.The Secretary

of State repeated that he could see reductions being achieved

only on the basis of an agreement covering all three areas.

15. The Secretary of State sald that,if both sides were te

have a BMD that was sufficiently effective to negate the threat
of nuclear weapons, the West would need to tackle the conventional
imbalance with the Warsaw Pact. But it would be impossible for the
Soviet Union to agree a balanced approach in this area because of
her concern over the threat from China, the Muslim world, and in
Eastern Burope. The conventicnal imbalance had not mattered while
the West had nuclear weapons but we would then be in a different
situation. Mr Mitze said that he thought that,if the political
atmosphere wWas right for an agreement on strategic defences and
offensive capabilities, it could then be better for a conventional

COMFIDENTIAL
&




agreement. He agreed that China could become much more powerful
and moere formidable, especially if her aconomic suscess continuad.
If he were a Russian,he would want to normalise relations with
the West and would also like to do so with China, but this would
probably be impossible. The Secretary of State said that he
believed it would not be possible to cope with the conventional
imbalance in a way which the Russians could accept given the
Chinese threat in the East. This brought him back to the
diffieulties which would arise were nuclear weapons to be
eliminated.

16. The meeting ended at 1720,

W
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Frime Minister's Meeting with Ambassador Paul Hitze
at 10 Downing Street on 27 March

The Frime Minister saw Ambassador Witze, Special
Adviser on Arms Control to the US Secretary of State, this
afternoon. Mr Nitze was accompanied by Ambassador Price.

The Prime Minister expressed her repugnance at the
shooting of a US Army officer by a Soviet sentry in East
Germany. It showed the true nature of the political system
which we were dealing with, one whieh was incapable of
humanity.

Arms Control

The Prime Minister asked My Nitze to tell her about the
opening stages of the arms control negotiations in Geneva.
The negotiations had been difficult enough when they were
limited to START and INF. With the additional element of
spaca added they would presumably be more difficult still.
Mr Nitze thought that there might actunally be a better
chance of getting things done than bafore., The Soviets,
were clearly anxions and uncertain about the Strategic
Pefence Initiative. This cpened up possibilities f[or
progress,

Tha Prime Minister said that the United Kingdom
position on the Btrategic Defence Initiative was as she had
presented it in Washington. We recognised that the United
States had no alternative but to pursue research into
strategic defences in the light of Soviet advances in this
field. Mr NHitze commented that the Soviet Union had long
been investing heavily in defence. They already had a
defence system round Moscow and were busy upgrading it. A
contingance of the present imbalance in defensive systems in
their favour would suit them nicely.

Turning to the discussions in Geneva, Mr Nitze said
that formal Soviet positions were as tough as they could be.
Basically they did no more than expand on what Mr Gromyko
had said at the January meeting and at his subseguent
televised press conference. His impression was that they
werea trying to capture the high ground. In private
conversations there were hints of a more cooperative
approach. But a good number of these wera probably
dalibarate deceptions.




. The Prime Minister said that she attached great
importance to preserving the ABM Treaty. It would be useful
if both sides at Geneva could confirm it. She had been
alarmed at some hints that the United States might
consider withdrawing from it. She knew that US and British
exparts did not entirely agree on the extent of Soviet
infringements of it. Mr Nitze said that, as one of the
neqotiators of the ABM Treaty, he had no doubt at all that
the Soviets were vioclating it. Tha Krasnoyarsk radar
undoubtedly had an early warning eapability and was oriented
to perform that function, even if it was also capable of
space tracking. The guestion was:; what to do about Soviet
violations?

Turning to the rationale for the Strategle Defence
Tnitiative, Mr Nitze said that his preference was to work
out a cooperative approach with the Soviet Union. If the
research resulted in cost-effective defence systems which
could not be taken out by counter-measures, then it was in
both the 05 and the Soviet interest to be able to deny the
other the prospect of wvictory. It would be made militarily
unattractive to either side to start a nuclear war. The
Prime Minister =aid that her concerrie lay in the likelihood
that any system would have an Achilles heel and could be
overwhelmed by counter-measures, Thig meant that there
would continue to be a role for nuclear deterrence. It was
therefore dangerous to undermine confidence in it. Mr Nitze
agreed that no system would be leak-proof and that the need
for the noclear deterrent would ramain, But if a wiable
defence system could be constructed - and here he was
thinking of a time-scale well into the next century - the
risks of nuclear war would be reduced by several orders of
magnitude. President Reagan saw this as a psychological
problem, one above all affecting young people. Did one hold
out the prospect of generatlon after generation living uvnder
the threat of annihilation? Or could one offer them a more
optimistic goal of defence? In his view President Reagan's
political instinct was right. But this did not alter his
view Lhat we must go on relying on the nuclear deterrent for
the next 20 years at least. It would continue to ha needed
during the subsegnent transition to an effective defonce
system. Otherwise there was a risk that the West would be
"nibbled” to death on the lines propounded by
Marshal Ogarkow.

The Prime Minister =aid that we must be careful not to
suggest that nuclear weapons were immoral, implying that
non-nuclear weapons were moral. Otherwise it would be
increasingly difficult to maintain public sppport for
deterrence. We had to accept the fact that effective
strategle defence would vndermine not enhance 'the deterrents
of the smaller nuclear powers, unless the Soviet Union were
Lo make radical cuts in its offensive nuclear forces. She
greatly admired the work being done in the United States,
but remained convinced that it would be many years before it
led to a viahle defonce system.

SECAET




. The Prime Minister asked how the START and INF
scussions were going. Mr Nitze explained that the
separate working groups had only just met for the first time
and it was too early to discern the prospects for progress.
But it was already noticeable that Soviet negotiators were
stressing the inter-relationship between the three sets of
negotiations even more strongly than had Mr Gromyko in
Japuary. The Prime Minister asked how the United States
would respond 1f the Boviet Union made an attractive offer
on INF or START, while insisting Ehat implementation of it
was dependent on agreament on spaca. Mr Nitze said that in
his wview negotiations should be taken as far as possible on
INF and START with the Soviets left to carry the
reasponsibility of refusal to implement the results. He
thoaght 1t would be a mistake for the United States to
prepare fall-back positions at this stage.

The Prime Minister asked about the prospects for
controls on ASATS. Mr Nitze said that this was a wvery
difficult problem. One was dealing with a very limited
field of non-nuclear systems which had the capability of
dealing with satellites but not with ballistic missiles or
re-entry wvehicles. In effect there was only the Soviet
orbital system and a prototype American one. The Soviets
had talked of banning all weapons with an ASAT capability:
but strictly interpreted this would cover all ICBMs. They
had also talked of banning "systems designed to destroy
objects in space". But in his view this was a poiscnous
phrase. The BEmericans would want to include Galosh and the
S5 18s and 19s but the Soviets would certainly not agree.

The Prime Minister said that we were keen to make
progress towards limitations on chemical weapons. It might
encourage the Soviets to make progress if the West showed
signs of acguiring an updated chemical deterrent capability.
Mr Witze thought that it would not be possible politically
for the United States to acqguire such a capability. The
Prime Minister suggested that if people realised that Lthe
cnly Allied response bo-a chemnical attack was nuclear
retaliation, they might prefer a chemical capability. The
Prime Minister continued that there were also problems overx
the US proposals on challenge inspections. Thesa causead
difficulties in the Alliance, Mr Witze acknowledged this.

The Prime Minister asked Mr Nitze's assessment of the
chief Soviet arms control negotiator, Mr Earpov. Mr Nitze
said that he was a good, tough extrovert who carried out his
orders with vigour and no embarrassmenk. There was a time
when he drank btoo much, but now ha drank nothing. The Prime
Minister asked whether Mr Nitze thought that the Politburo
had given very detailed negotiating instructions., Mr Nitze
hazarded that they had set objectives for the first round of
negotiations, but had reserved to themsalves the decision
where to go next in the light of U8 reactions.

The Prime Minister commented that Lord Carrington had
handled NATO discussion of the 5DI very well. Sha axpected
no difficalty at the Buropean Council. She also welcomed
Congreéss' decision on the MX missile.
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(Charles Powell]

C.H. Budd, Esqg.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
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Paul Nitze has written asking me to cpnvey
ta the Prime Minister the enclosed letter of
thanks for Mrs Thatcher's messape last month.

1 was unable to attend the dinner. But
David Hannay went in my stead.
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Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher
London
England

Near Mrs. Prime Minister:

[t was a great honor when the Ethics and Public Policy
Center presented me with the Shelby Cullom Davis Award last
month, The occasion was made even more special by the receipt
aof your letter: T very much apprecitasd your generous comments,

Sincerely,




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretar) 10 September 1984

Ethies and Public Policy Centre, Washington:
Message from the Prime Minister

Tou wrote to me on 7 September about the
roguest from the Ethics and Public Policy Centre
for o message from the Prime Minister to be
regd out at & dinner in November in honour of
Ambassador Nitze,

The Prime Minister is content to send the
messape proposed in your leller. 1 enclose a
slgned but undated copy of this which 1 should
be pratefiul if you counld send to the Embassy in
Washington for delivervy.

(C.D. Powell)

Colin Budd, Esqg. ,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office

RESTRICTED




10 DOWNING STREET

THE FRIME MINISTER

I am glad to have this opportunity to express
Britain's appreciation for the distinguished role played
by Ambassador Paul Nitze over the yvears in the [ields of
arms control and Western security policy. We remember
his work on the Anti-Ballistic Missiles Treaty and in

common with the other European members of NATO we have

been grateful for his untiring efforts to achieve progress

in the talks about intermediate range nuclear forces.
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L. Ethics and Public Policy Centre, Washington: Message from . =~'
L\

the Prime Minister

Our Embassy in Washington have received the attached
request from Mr Ernest Lefever of the Ethiecs and Public
Polley Centre (EPPC) in Washington which asks whether the
Prime Minister could send a messape to be read out at a
dinner in November in honour of Ambassador Nitze.

The EPPC is a small organisation whose aim is to apply
"traditional Judeao-Christian values in public policies”.
Its head, Mr Lefever, has close connections with the right

wing of the Republican Party. He wes at one time President
Reagan's candidate for the post of Assistani Secretary for
Human Rights Affairs at the State Department but withdrew
after opposition from Congress.

We huve had some previous dealings with the EPPC. Last
year Mr Lefever asked whether the Prime Minister would be
willing to recelive the Shelby Cullom Davis Award (the same
as is now belng offered to Ambassador Nitze) when she vigited
Washington for the Williamsburg Summit. I enclose copies of
the relevant correspondence from which vou will see that the
invitation was declined.

Ambassador Nitze, who 1s 77, spent long pericds as
Secretary of the US Navy and US Deputy Secretary of Defence
in the 18505 and 60s. He has since played a major role in
the arms control field and will probably be best remembered
for the important part he played in negotiating the Anti-
Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972, a Treaty of special interest
to the small nuclear powers as well as the United States and
the Soviet Union. He has been the American INT negotiator
since the INF talks began in November 1881 and in this role
he called on Prime Minister in 1983. We see no very strong
reasons for the Prime Minister to send a message on the
occasion of this Award, but a few words of appreciation from

P her for the effort Nitze has made to defend Western security

% interests over many vears would be a nIrE peSTUTE at the end
of his career. You may therelore like to consider the idea.
A message could be simple, perhaps on the following lines:

RESTRICTED
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"1 am glad to have this cpportunity to express Britain's
appreciaticn for the distingunished role plaved by
Ambassador Paul Nitze over the years in the fields of
arms control and Western security policy. We remember
his work on the Anti-Ballistic Miesiles Treaty and in
common with the other European members of NATD we have
been grateful for his uptiring efforts to achieve progress
in the talks about intermediate range nuclear forces".

If the Prime Minister does not wish to send a message we
would like to bea able to say, provided it is true, that it is
not the Prime Minister's normal practice to send messages of
this sort. This wounld help to save any awkwardness particularly
1T, a5 18 gquite likely, Chancellor Kochl or Herr Genscher sends

a message.

\fmwﬁni

Ctor, Er-20

({C E Budd}
Private Secretary

C D Powell Esg
10 Downing Street
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Ernest W. Lefeve i |
r-::?i-m Bver August 9, 1984 -h{-r (1

His Excellency Sir Oliver Wright, G.C.M.G., GONOL DLECe
Ambassador of Great Britain

British Embassy

3100 Massachusetts Avenue, M. W.

Washington, D. C. 20003

Dear Mr. Ambassador:

It is a pleasure for me In behalf of the Honorary Sponsoring Committee of
72 distinguished Americans (see enclosed list) to invite you and Lady Wright to
be guests of the Ethics and Public Policy Center at a reception and dinner for
Ambassador Paul H. Nitze on November 15, 1984, at the Washington Hilten. A
formal Invitation will follow shortly.

Ambassador Nitze will receive the Shelby Cullom Davis Award for
outstanding public service marked by integrity and courage. Previous Davis
awards have gone to Ambassador Jeane Kirkpatrick and Lech Walesa.

In the meantime, | would like to make a request of you. In the light of
Ambassador Nitze's distinguished contribution to the defense of the iree world,
would it be possible for you to arrange for a brief greeting from Prime Minister
Thatcher be read at the Nitze dinner?

Paul Mitze has served eight Presidents from Franklin Roosevelt through
Ronald Reagan. He is well known and respected in Great Britain and a message
from Mrs. Thatcher would add much to this significant event.

We have reguested President Reagan to speak at the dinner. 3enator John
Tower, Ambassador Nitze, and other notables will make brief addresses.

If you have any guestions, please contact me.

Sincqrely, {
Al ey,
Ernest W. Lefever
Enclosures:
1. Brief Sketch of Ambassador Nitze

2. Honorary Sponsoring Committee List

Board of Directors  Leslie M. Burgess, Chairman [0 Kenneth Baker, 5]. O Shelby Cullom Davis O Midge Dectes
Kenneth B Giddens 00 Felx B Gorell O joshua O, Haberman O Carl F. H. Henry O Richard john Meuhaus
Paul Barrsey [ Richard Schifier O Elmo B Zumwalt, Jr




PAUL HENRY NITZE

Ambassador Paul Henry Nitze has a long and distinguished record of serviee to
his country in & career marked by integrity, courage, and patriotism.

In November 1981, he wes named to head the United States Delegation to the
Intermediate-Range Muelear Forces Negotiations with the Soviet Union when they
convened in Geneva, Switzerland, and currently continues in that role.

During the preceding seven years, he served ms a consultant on defense policy
and international relations for various government agencies and private industry. In
addition, he was cheirman of the Advisory Couneil of the Johns Hopkins School of
Advanced International Studies; m director of the Twentieth Century-Fox Film
Corporation, Schroders, Ine., American Security and Trust Company, the Ethics and
Public Poliey Center, and the Atlantic Council of the United States; trustee emeritus
of the Aspen Institute for Humanistie Studies and the George C. Marshall Research
Foundation; and chairman of poliey studies for the Committee on the Present Danger.

In the spring of 19689, Mr. Nitze was appointed the representative of the
Secretary of Defense to the United States Delegation of the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks with the Soviet Union, & position he held until June 1974.

While serving as the 57th Secretary of the Navy, he was nominated by the late
President Lyndon B. Johnson in June 1957 to become Deputy Seeretary of Defense
suceeeding Cyrus R. Vance, a position he held until resigning in Januery 196%.

The late President John F. Kennedy nomineted Mr. Nitze to be Seeretary of the
Navy in October 1963. At the time he was serving &5 Assistant Secretary of Defense
for International Security Affairs, having sssumed that position in Januaery 1961.

Mr. Nitze left the Federal Government in 1953 to become president of the
Foreign Service Edueational Foundation in Weshington, D.C., a position he held until
Jenuary 1961. For the previous seven years, he had served in various capacities with
the Department of State, ineluding deputy director of the Office of International
Trade Policy, deputy to the Assistant Seeretary of State for Economie Affairs, and
deputy director and director of the State Department’s Policy Planning Staff.

During the period 1944-46, Mr. Nitze was vice chairman of the United States
Strategic Bombing Survey for which the late President Truman awarded him the
Medal of Merit. From 1942-43, he served as chief of the Metals and Minerals Branch
of the Board of Economic Warfare, until named as director of Foreign Procurement
and Development for the Foreign Economic Administration.

In 1941, he left his position as viee president of Dillon Resd and Company to

become financial director of the U.S. Office of the Coordinator of Inter-American
Affairs.

After graduating cum laude from Harvard University in 1928, he joined the New
York investment banking firm of Dillon Read and Company.

Born at Amherst, Massachusetts, on January 16, 1907, Mr. Nitze is married to
the former Phyllis Pratt end has four children—Heidi, Peter, William, and Anina.

June 1984




Honorary Sponsoring Committee

For a Dinner Honoring Ambassador Paul H. Nitze, November 13, 1984

Washington Hilton Hotel

C. Douglas Dillan, Chairman

Dean Rusk, Thomas H. Moorer, Clare Boothe Luce, Co-chairmen

David C. Acheson Paul W. McCracken
Richard V. Allen Robert C. McFarlane
Anne L. Armstrong Robert 5. McNamara
Lucius D. Battle Steve Muller

Saul Bellow Edmund 5. Muskie
Richard M. Bissell, Jr. Richard M. Nixon
Harold Brown Garrison Norton
Zbigniew Brzezinski Robert E. Osgood
William Bundy David Packard
Ellsworth Bunker Wesley W. Posvar
Jimmy Carter William F. Raborn, Jr.
William J. Casey Elliot L. Richardson
William P. Clark, JIr. Matthew B. Ridgway
William E. Colby William P, Rogers
Midpe Decter Kermit Roosevelt
Gerald R. Ford Eugene V. Rostow
Henry H. Fowler Edward L. Rowny
Andrew J. Goodpaster Donald Rumsfeld
Alexander M. Haig, Jr. Richard Schifter
Richard Helms James R. Schlesinger
Loy W. Henderson Brent Scowcroft
Christian A. Herter, Jr. Frank Shakespeare
Max M. Kampelman William E. Simon
George F. Kennan Lioyd H. Smith

W. John Kenney Walter J. Stoessel, Jr.
Jeane Kirkpatrick Edward Teller

Henry A. Kissinger Charles Tyroler Il
Melvin E. Laird Cyrus R. Vance
Carol C. Laise John W. Vessey, IJr.
Lyman L. Lemnitzer Charles E. Walker
Charles Burton Marshall Vernon A. Walters
William McChesney Martin, Jr. Caspar W. Weinberger
John J. McCloy Francis O. Wilcox
John McCone Elmo R. Zumwalt, Jr.

Ethles and Public Pelicy Center
1030 Fifteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20003

August 3, 1985
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16 August 1984

Mr Ernest W Lefever

Fresident

Ethics and Public Policy Center
1030 15th Street NW - Suite 300
WASHINGTON DC 20005

los. . befise,

Thank you for your letter of 9 August to the
Ambassador, on whose behalf 1 am replying in his absence
on leave in the United Kingdom.

We shall consult No 10 Downing Street asbout your
request for the Frime Minister to send a brief greeting
to be read at the dinner for Ambassador Nitze. 1 sghall
let you have their resgnnse as soon as possible. The
Ambassador returns on 30 August. His office will then

let you know whether he and Lady Wright will be able to

accept your kind invitation to be the puests of the Center
at the dinner on 15 November.

e Ju_lg_%

D H A Hannay
Chargé d'Affaires
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ETHICS AND PUBLIC POLICY CENTER, WASHINGFAN-DEm=—-—=""""
REQUEST FOR A MESSAGE FROM THE PRIME MINISTER

1. I enclose copies of the Ethiecs and Public Pellicy Center's
letter of 9 Aupust and David Hannay's interim reply.

2. The Center isasmall, private, non-profit-making organisation
which has been in operation for about eight years. 1Its aim is

to apply "traditional Judeao-Christian wvalues" to public
policies. 1t is not in the top bracket of Washingtom think-
tanks. Politieally, it geems to occupy much the same so0Tt af
ground as the much more influential Heritage Foundation.

3., Ernest Lefever is the founder of the Ethics and Fublic
FPolicy Center. HMe was President Reagan's first choice as
Assistant Secretary of State for Human Rights and Humanitarian
Affairs. However, Lefever's highly conservative track record
created broad Congressional opposition to the nomination which
was subsequently withdrawn., Lefever has, for example, been a
fierce critic over the years of policies relating US foreign
aid to human rights abuses and has been a staunch defender of
the need, in his wiew, for the linited States to make common
cause with friendly authoritarian regimes in the struggle
against totalitarian expansion. His nomination was regarded
at the time as a gesture to the Republican Right and as a
token of the new Administration's determination to move away
from the emphasis on human rights during the Carter Administration.

[ 4.
RESTRICTED
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4. The Ethies and Public Policy Center therefore has a
distinctive political voice and Lefever himself is a
controversial figure. 1In addition, the following factors
seem to us to welgh against the Prime Minister agreeing
to send a greeting to be read at the dinner:

a}) although WNitze is a distinguished publiec servant,
it seems a little out of scale for the Priwme Minister
to send & message. We here are not sure whether the

Prime Minister has agreed Lo do this sort of thing in
the past or knows Nitze well enough to make 3 message
credible.

by} the timing is awkward, coming nine days after the
Presidential election. 1f the Democrats were to win,
the occasion would no doublt be rather flat as Nitze

18 most unlikely to be retained in a senior position

in the arms control community. Civen the uncertainties,
it seems to us rather difficult to commit the Prime
Minister in advance.

5. All that said, the sponsoring committee for the dinner is
as bl-partisan a list of the great and good as one is likely
Lo see, despite the conservative hue of the Center itself.
Furthermore, it is possible that other heads of government
will agree to send messages. For example, the FRG Embassy
have recommended that the Chancellor or Herr Genscher should
respond positively to a similar request for a message from
Kohl. However, Nitze is personally very well known and liked
in Bonn, by the Chancellor and others, so there may be special
factors at play.

h. We should be grateful if you would pass the Ethics and
Fublie Policy Center’'s request to No.l0 Downing Street. We
see no strong reason for the Prime Minister to apree to send
2 message unless she wishes to do so. If the Prime Minister
decides not to send a message, it would be best to say - if
this is true - that it is not the Prime Minister's normal
practice to send messages of this kind. If the Prime Minister
decides to send a brief greeting, we sugpest that it need do
no more than refer to Nitze's long career of publie service,
particularly in the defence and arme control field, and pay
tribute to his efforts on behalf of the US and the whole
Allianece to work sincerely for an agreement in the INF talks.

Jid

RESTRICTED
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From the Private Secretary . 11 March 1983
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The Prime Minister has asked me to thank you for your
letter of 17 February and its enclosures.

Mre. Thateher is most grateful for the offer of the
Shelby Cullem Davis Award from the Ethies and Public Policy
Center. 3She has considered this carefully but very much
regrets that on present plans her programme will not alleow
her to take up your kind invitation.

The Prime Minister hopes vyou will understand and sends
wou her besi wishes,

Mr. Ernest Lefever
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Invitations to the Fr me Minister from Mr F L Holihan and
Fv Ernest Lefever

Carcline Stephens wrote to John Holmes an 21 February
asking for advice on how to reply to & letter from
Mr F L. Holihan forwarding invitations to the Prime Minister
to address the Private Enterprise Foundation in Oklahoma on
1 June and to receive the 'Shelby Cullom Davis Award' for
statesmanship from the Ethics and Publie Pelicy Center (EPPC)
at the time of the Williamsburg Summit 'or at some other
convenient date', She wrote subszeguently on 1 March about a
letter from Mr Ernest Lefever of the EPFPC inviting the Prime
Minister to receive the award at a dinner on 20 Cetober in
Washington.

Mr Holihan is a Republican of the far-right with businese
interests in Londen, He is one of the founders cof the gnti-CHND
group 'Coalition for Peace through Security', though is no longer
involved with it., As vou will bhave gathered from the various
documents enclosed with his letter, he has links with similar
organisations in the United States. Mr Lefever was previously
nominated by President Resgan as Assistant Secretary for Human
Rights Affairs in the State Departmeént but withdrew after
encountering opposition from Congress. The EPFPC has the active
support of some members of the present US Administration and
President Reapan =zent a message of congratulations to Mrs Jeane
Kirkpatrick when she became the first recipient of the Shelby
Cullom Davis award last vear.

We have already deoeclined a number of invitations to the
Prime Minister to give speeches and receive honorary degrees
during her visit to the United States at the time of the
Economic Summit, and vou will have seen my letter of 25 February
suggesting that an address to the Foreign Policy Association and
presentation of the Churchill Foundation Award might be Mrs
Thatcher's main public engagements in Washington., We are not
aware that the Prime Minister hss any plans to be in Washingion
later in the year, and we rather doubt whether we would in any event
have advised that Mrs Thatcher should take up either of these two
most recent invitations. I attach draft replies of letters for
vou to send to Mr Holihan and Mr Lefever, turning them both down.
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iou will note that we have not; in the reply to Mr Holihan,
gspecifically addressed the guestion of the EPPC's seminar fo
be held in London in May for which Mr Holihan appears to be
looking for some form of official support. We have consulted
the MOD who agree that it would not be appropriate for the Prime
Minlstier 1o become involved. I suggest we need only deal with
this question if and when it is raised by the organisers of
Lhe seminar themselves,

A ecopy 01 this letter goes to Barry Neazle at the Ministry
of Defence, 1 am advised by officials here, following
consultation with the MOD, that the references in Mr Holihan's
letter to contacts with the MOD may be somewhat exsgperated.
Barry Neale ccould doubtless comment further on this if you wish.

(E B Bone)
Private EBecretary

A J Coles Esqg
Private Secretary
10 Downing Street




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secrelary 8 July

dews bien,

Call by Ambassador Nitze

I enclose a record of the conversation
between the Prime Minister and Ambassador Nitze
which took place here this morning.

I am copyving this letter and enclosure to
Richard Mottram (Ministry of Defence).

1_Hﬁ L
Jo_ L

Brian ¥all, Esqg.,
Yoreign and Commonwealth Office,

SECHET
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RECORD OF A CONVERSATION BETWEEN THE PRIME MINISTER AND
AMBASSADOR PAUL NITZE AT 1030 ON B JULY 1883 AT 10 DOWNING STREET

Present:

Prime Minister Ambassador Nitze

Mr. Coles Mr. Harrison

CO I

In response to a gquestion by the Prime Minister, Ambassador Kitze

sald he had as yet received no reporis about Chancellor Eohl's wisit
to Moscow., But bhefore the wisit had taken place the Russian
negotiating team in Geneva had given him the clear impression that
the Chancellor would be given rough treatment inm Moscow. It had been
pointed out that Pravda and Isvestia bhad produced very critical
articles before Chancellor Kohl's arrival. However, not only the
Chancellor but alsoc the German Defence and Foreign Ministers were
very firm on IKF. O(enscher was perhaps more sensitive than the
others to the complexities of the issues.

The Prime Minister said that zhe was concerned that the Soviet

Ieadership was =50 isolated from the real world., Ambassador Nitze

said that he shared this concern. It was easy enough for the
Americans to win the arguments in Geneva but what difference did
that make? The Soviet Tnion did not care who won the arguments at

the negotiating table,

He had been trying to assess which was the worst of the possible
gutcomes to the INF talks. The Russians stated that if the West
deployed Cruise and Pershing Lhey would abandon the INT and START
negotiations, This did not mean that they would not re-cpen these
later on a different basis but meanwhile they would concentrate on
applying pressure to the Germans. The latter were vulnerable to a
number of pressures which were not solely related to INF. They were
gensitive to relations with East termany, the interests of ethnic
Cermans in the Soviet Union, humanitarian exchanges between East and
West and the preservation of the access routes to Berlin. The
Buzsians also gaid from time to time that they did not necessarily
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have to go on buying capital equipment and other goods from
Germany.

The Prime Minister interjected that she did not believe that

tactice of this kind would work with Chancellor Kohl. Ambassador

Nitge saild he agreed but Chancellor Kohl had to keep a coalition
together and had to preserve support in public opinion, If this
negative scenario developed the United States and Britainm would have
to help him., The Prime Minister recalled that Chancellor Eohl had
told her earlier that 0% of the German people were behind him on

these issues. Ambassador Nitze said that, nevertheless, in response

to & gquestion as to whether they favoured US deployment, 65% of
Germans replied in the negative (though 50% supported NHATO) .

The Prime Minister said that the Wesl was in a very difficult

negotiating position, The Russians threatened that, 1f we deployed
Cruise and Pershing, they would deploy further weapons in
retaliation., But if we did not deploy, the Russians would keep
their superiority in INF weapons. The Kremlin were unlikely to

make concessions unless 1t paid them to do so. Did Ambassador

Nitze have a clear view of what transpired at the recent Warsaw

Pact meeting in Moscow? Ambassador Nitze said that he had merely

a "smell" that the meeting had not been successful and that a number

of Warsaw Pact members were scared at the prospect of deployment of
nuclear weapone on their soil.

There wore however some more favourable elements in the
present situation. His impression from Geneva was that there were
disagreements in Moscow about poliey. In part this was dus to
uncertainty about how long Andropov would last. Those beneath him
felt that their career could be determined by whether or not they
were on the right side with regard to INF matters when a successor
took over. A further positive feature was that it was not clear
that the Eussians really wanted confrontation with the West.

The Prime Minister agreed with the last point but said that

in her view we were desling with a system which did not allow people

J to
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to develop differing views. Most of the Russian leadership had
never been exposed to genuine argument or to the atmosphere of

the Western democracies. There was thus a fundamental problem of
how we conld convey to them our real feelings and thoughts, It
was because of this problem that she had seen some merit in

Mrs, Gandhi's supgpestion that there should be a Summit at this
year's UN General Assembly. 1If this resulted in Andropov visiting
New York and certain meetings between him and Western leaders,
there could be benefits, We certainly needed to persuade more

Russian leaders to visit the West.

Ambassador Nitze said that his oppesite number in Geneva

was g Pole by ancestry., He was [luent in a number of languages,
widely read and intelligent but utterly cynical. He could slip
into & number of different perscnalities at will. He had a
macabre sense of humour but was not & happy man. He was widely
travelled in the West as well as elsewhere.

In reply to a gquestion by the Prime Minister Ambassador Nitze
gaild that during his absence from Geneva the Bussians had said
that when he returned thev would wish to discuss changing the
terminal date for the present round of talks., It was not clear
why they had taken this view. It might be simply to embarrassa
the Americans. Or they might have something to talk about. He
would discover when he lunched with Evitsinski on 11 July. The
Ruzsianzs had also sald that they wanted to open the autumn session

on 6 September and not to fix a terminal date for that session.

The Prime Minister sald that 1f the Russians broke off the
negotiaticns when we deployed it would be important for the West

to have a concerted position both on presentation and on tactics.
She was very grateful to the United States for keeping us so well

informed to date. Ambassador Nitze said that he considered it

absolutely essential to keep the United Eingdom and Germany, in
particular, fully informed.

Ambassador Nitze said that the Bussians would probably make
further cosmetlic moves in the negotiations. The team handling

J this
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this subject in Moscow were gpood and linked propaganda and military

threats with thelir nepotlating tactles,

The Prime Minister said that if negotiations did break down

it would eventually become politically imperative to propose new
negotiations. For a time was bound to come when it made no sense
to have more nuclear weapons, This would only be untrue if the
targetting of nuclear weapons became so-accurate that the assertion
that nuclear war would result in holocaust became demonstrably

unsound.

The discussion ended at 1115,

R A
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Call on the Prime Minister by Ambassador Nitze on & July

There were several polnts made by Ambassador Nitze in
discussion with 8ir Geolfreyv Howe this alternoon of which vou
might l1ike 1o be awiare before Nitze calls on the Prime Minister
tomorrow morning.

Nitze sald he thoupght that the Bussians were planning on
the assumption that NATO deplovments would begin according to
the scheduled propgramme by the end of the year - though theay
would continue to make life as difficult as possible for the
basing countries. 1If the first cruise misziles and Pershing TT
mizssiles were installed in December he thought that the Russians
would then suspend the INF negotiastions and perhaps also the
START talks, lor some months. During that period they would
continue to play upon Western European public opinion, especially
in Germany where they could use interest in eventual German
reunification and the vulnerability of Berlin as well as the
deployment of new Soviet missiles in Eastern Europe as part of
their intimidatory tootice. As and when they started negotiating
again it would probably be to try to negotinte reductions in
HATO's new migailes in exchange for reductiona in the newly
deployed short-range Soviet missiles, rather than The So20s.

Hitze is not able to predict in any detail how the
negotiations might develop between now and the end of the vear.
Hi= own preference continues to be to tackle all the issues,
including the secondary ones of verification and constraints
on shorter range missiles, rather than to try only to resolve
the central izsue, He fears that ifi the ¢central iszve were
resgolved Western European public opiniop would then demand that
NATO's stand on the important secondary issues could be
gacrificed. He felt that the Hussians were likely to come up
with some move, perhaps only cosmetle but perhaps in part
substantive, in the summer or at the beginning of the autumn
round. NATO should then be in & position to move gquickly and,
in the meantime should reach agreed positions on the outstanding
negotiating issues.

MHe

A J Coles Esqg
10 Downing St
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He was =zomewhat reassuring on the guegtion of the attitude
of the German Government. He was sure that Chancellor EKohl,
Herr Genscher and Herr Woerner were firmly committed to beginning
deployments on time, The guestion was whether they could succeed
given the political realities in Germany. He was fairly relaxed
about the Bundestag resolution on 23 June committing the Federal
Governmeént to & Bundestag debate on, or immediately after,
15 November. Such a debate would have had to take place in any
case and the US Army was confident that Pershing IT missiles
could be delivered and fully deployed between 15 November and
31 December,

After seeing the Prime Minister and Mr Heseltine tomorrow
Nitze will return to Geneva for the rest of the current round.
He told us that the Russians have now changed thelr mind about

finishaing this round on 14 July. They wish te discuss continuing
it, although Nitze has no idea for how long or for what purpose.

I am copying this letter Lo Richard Mottram at the Ministry
ol Deience.

(B .J P Fall)
Private Secretary

SECRET
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Foreign and Commonwealth Office

London SWILA 2ZAH

6 July 1883

Adep,

Call on the Prime Minister by Ambassador Nitze

I enclose a brief for the Prime MNinister on the
current state of the INF negotiations for her discusslons
with Anbassador Nitze on 8 July, together wlth a background
tote on him. As the latter polnts out we belleve Lhat
Nitge's views on how Lhe negotlaltions may develop in the
run up to NATO's [irst INF missile deployments will be
well worth hearing.

Nitze will be calling cn the Secretary of State on
Thursday afternocon, 7 July. ¥We will let you know of
any polnts of significance tha&t arise. I understand
that Mr Heseltine also plans to see him, on & July.

Ambassador Nitze will be accompanied by Mr Roger
Harrispn of the US Embassy, in the absence of the US
Ambassador from London.

I am copying this letter to Richard Mottram.

(R B Bone)
Private Secretary

A J Coles Esqg
10 Downing Street

CONFIDENTIAL
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BRIEF FOR THE CALL ON THE PRIME MINISTER BY AMBASSADOR NITZE,
UNITED STATES INF NEGOTIATOR, AT 1030 ON 8 JULY 1983

POINTs TO MAEE

1. Heed to Keep Buropean Allies QELLE? in support of agraead
negotiating position. Reluctance of some smaller European
Allies {(Greeks, Danes), unhelpful, but much less important
than attitudes of governments of basing countries. Basing
countries must remain firm. How can we help ensure this?

What i= vour current assessment of Germen Attitudes?

2. Present negotiating position remains convincing to HMG

and British public opinion. Retain open mind about possibi-
litaies Ior further chenges in negotiating position in duec
course without preconceived ideas about timing. But must guard
against being panicked into seeking a change in the negotiating
pogition in the Autumn just for change's sake. NATO has very

little nepotiating leeway. British view is that we should
wait for signs from the Russians that they are willing to nego-
tiate on the basis of our essential principles before contemplating

—

any major change in NATO's negotiating position. This means

-

signs of Soviet readiness to negotiate about a balance in INF
missile warheads for the US and Soviet Union on a global basis.

1 [T HATO makes a further substantive move this auntumn before

any coviet concession, Russians will simple pocket our concession

and ask for delays in deployments while they 'consider® their

regsponse ., ==

RIS e

4. HNo guestion of NATO delaying deployments of first cruise
missiles and Pershing II bevond the end of 1983 except in
unlikely event of Russians apreeing to zero option. We must
regigt Soviet enticements in the autumn falling short of
serious negotiating currency and almed at postponement of first

J/missile
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missile deplovments by & Ifew months. But will continue to

make clear that HATO's deployment programme could be halted

or aven reversed following suceess in negotiations.

SECRET
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CALL ON THE PRIME MINISTER BY AMBASSADOR NITZE, UNITED STATE
INF NEGOTIATOR, AT 1030 ON 8 JULY 1283

BACEGROUND

1. & summary of the issues invoelved in the INF negotiztions

is contained in an annex to this brief.

2. The S5th round of the negotiations will finish on 14 July
and has produced no significant progress. Ambas=sador Nitze

has developed NATO's offer of an Lnté;zm aprecment {(the right
o an equxl numbey of longer-range INF missile warheads for

the US and SBoviet Union), by tabling a second US draft treaty.

This hae equal status with the draft treaty which sete out
the zZero option. In the second US draft treaty spaces have

—
bean left for warhead numbers under an interim agreement,

{although we understand tﬁgt Nitze has for illustrative purposes

uzed a range of possible levels between zero and 450 warheads).
-

3. The Bussians continue Lo pursue their proposal to preclude
the deployment of any c¢ruise missiles or Pershing II missiles
by matching Soviet 8820 missiles and Backfire and other bombers
gzainst British and French strategic missile forces and a small
number of US nuclear-capable aircraft. ©On 3 May Mr Andropov
announced that the Russians would be prepnredi?; count Eﬂ;ﬁiﬂdﬂ
as well a5 missiles, thus appearing to meat one of NATD's
—_—

demands. DBut as long as the Russians insist on the right to
equate 535320 warheads with British Polaris /Chevaline and French

submarine=launched and land-based missile warheads, the Russian

move to count in warheads represents no concessicn, According

to the Soviet methods of counting British and F%Ehch warhezad
numbers they would indeed claim the right greatly to inerease
thair numbers of 820z in Europe in the late 1980s and 1990s.

4. 'On 30 June Hitze revesal ed to Chancellor Eohl ., and will

probably repeat to the Prime Minlster and the Secretary of
State, that the Russians have recently indiecated that they
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might reduce thelr 8520 missiles in Europe to a level
(unspeclified) below 162 - the number of British and French
mizsiles according Lo Soviet calculatlons = 1Lf NATO would

agree to forego deplovment of any cruise missiles or Pershing

IT migsiles.

9. The &th round of the negotiations will begin on & oeptember

—m

and it has ‘been agreed that, contrary to the practice in
previous rounds, no Tinishing date will be set. We can expect

Boviet pr{}pﬂganc[;_inlti&tlveﬁ during the summer and during the
autumn round of negotiations, bBut 1t is doubtful that they

will shift on matters of sub=tance. In ;;Eght weeks they have
raepeatedly indicated that they would take counter measures if
NATO deployed cruise or Pershing II missiles and in the latter
half of 1983 we may see them focus increasingly on this 'stick',
rather than the carrot of promising changes in the Soviet

negotiating position.

g, The German Government 1s concerned to placate its public

opinion and members of the Bundestag in the Autumn, and for

that reason drafted the Resolution passed by the Bundestag on
23 June under which the Government are committed to holding a
Bupndestap debate on or soon after 15 November apd before any
Pershing II missiles are stalioned in Germany. (The date of

15 Hovember was lincluded in the Resolution before the German
Government had been told that no date would be set for the end
of the autumn round of negotiations.) &s part of the effort to
show that KATO has done all possible to reach a negotiated
agreement belore the First missile deployments, the Germans s5eem
keen to urge on the Americans the need for a new negotiating
offer early in the autumn. This should in their view offer the
Russians something or regional sub-ceilings for missiles and on
fnelusion of aireraft. In 1879 NATO agreed that there might be

Jscope
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scope Tor reglional sub-cellings within rlobal limits in an INF

agreement, but the idea has not been pursued subsequently.
Cur view has been that the offer of a regicnal =sub-ceiling
for missiles in or near Europe (and indeed the relevance of
aircralt) deserves further examination within a restricted
group of Allles; but that it would be wrong te offer any new
move bafore the Busgians have made a genuine concession

them=selves.

Y. There i= also o dangey that some members of the German
Government might be tempted by a Soviet offer to take a step
favouring NATOD, for example the dismantling of a small number
of 35205, in exchange for a postponement of NATO's first

deployments. A Soviet offer in this =sense iz gquite likelw,

==l

B. The 'Germans have been talking to Hitze in Bonn and they

e — — =

claim that he supports some of their ideams, If so0, we

should bear in mind that there is sometimes a fairly large
gap between Nitze's own thinking and that of the Administration
in Washingron, as indeed the fate of the famous Nitze/Kvitginski

‘'walk-in-the-woods' in July 1882 has already illustrated.
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ITHF: BACEGROOND

1. The present INF negotiations in Geneva spring from
NATD's 1979 dual track decision (the Integrated Decision
Document}. Faced by increasing obsoclescence/vulnera-
bility in NATO's axisting longer range INF systems (US
Fl-11s and British Vulcans) and by the growing Soviet
5520 programme, the Alliance decided to deploy 572 ground
launched cruise missiles (GLCMs) and Pershing ballistic

missiles in Europe: and at the same time to offar to

negotiate with the Russians reductions in U5 and Soviet

LRINF migsile svstems.

2. The UE negotiating position, as agreed withia MATO,

is essentially as follows.

Global limitations on longer range land based
missiles defined as GLCM, Pershing 2, 5520, 554

and 5.

Ultimate objective zero option, meaning zero
deployment of such systems on =sach side. Egqual
rights and limits for the U5 and Soviet Union, no
compensation for or inclusion of nuclear systems

baelonging to third countries.
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All banned systems to be destroyed, sccording to
agreed procedures. Collateral constraints on

gshorter range IHP missileas.

Verification measures going beyond national
technical means to be agreed between both

parkties.

Readiness to consider any interim solution on the
way to zero, provided it respects key principles

of balance, exclusion of third party systems, we

no shifting of the problem eastwards,

verification and ne degradation of MATOD
conventional capability (eg by forecing the

removal of US dual capable aircraft).

3. The Soviet negotiating position is designed
exclusively to prevent any new deployments of GLCMs or
Pershing 2s by WATO, while preserving as much as possible
oL the B520 programme intact. It has the Following

elements.

L. Limitations on "medium range" (including
aircraft) systems in Europe and adjacent seaz and
oceans (or intended for use In Europelie with a
ranges or combat radius of between 1,000 kms and
5500 kms.
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2, They claim that a balance already exists betwean
NATO and the Boviet Union in such systems at roughly
1,000 on each side. HNo deployments of GLCMs or
Pershings to be permitted, since they would

"disturb"™ this balance.

3. Account be taken of British and Freach nuclear

gystems.

4, PEach side to reduce to 300 systema by 1990, of
which 255 on NATO side would be accounted for by UK

and Franch systems.

5. Within the ceiling of 300, sub-ceiling of 162

for missiles, that being the Soviet count for French
and British missile launchers., Readiness toc reduce
Soviet missiles below this figure pro rata if French
and British sytems are reduced towards zero:
conversely, right to increase Soviet numbers, if

French or British numbers lncrease.

6. More recently, a readineas to express these
figures in terms of warhead numbers, rather than

migsiles, which is in effect the NATO counting unit.

7. Freeze on current deployments whils negotiations
iLn progress.
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B. Ambiguity as to whethar systems reduced would be
destroyed or merely withdrawn beyond a line drawn on
a map (602 east for aircraft, B0° =ast for

missiles).

4. The prospects for agreement on INF in the course of
the next 12 months are not very good. It still appears
that, despite recent eslection results, the Russians ara
hoping to achieve thelr aim of preventing new Westarn

deployments without paying a serious price at the

negotiating table. Initial deployments of Pershing 2a

and GLCMs in Britain, Germany and Italy by the end of
1983 may therefore be necessary to concentrate Soviet
minds. But even then they may prefer to respond in kind
by new EBoviet deployments rather than to settle for a
negotiated agreement. The key elements preventing
agreement are whether and how to include aircraft at an
early stage, whether agresment should be global in
application or focus primarily en regional limits, and
the guestion of French and British nuclear systems. As
has already in fact been demonstrated by the famous "walk
in the woods" of NWitze and RKivtsinski in summer 1982,
there may be some room for maneouvre on the first two of
these issues, provided the political will is there. Some
analysis is currently underway in NATO on a very
restricted basis. If, however, not even this proves
enough to secure agreement over the next 12 months,
thought will increasingly be given to the possibility of
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some merger (or at least cross trade off) between LEhe

START and INF negotiations.
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AMBASSADOR PAUL NITZE

Admbassador Nitze is a T6 vear old fmerican with g long
career in US Government service, mostly in the State Department
and the Pentapon where he rose to become, in the 189808
Becretary of the Navy and Deputy Secretary of Defence, TFrom
1969 to 1974 he took part in the BALT nepotiaticons and was a
principal architect of the 1972 Treaty on the Limitation of
Anti-Belligtic Misgile Bvstems, a most important nuclear arms

control agreement which remains in force.

He is a key Tigure in the policyv-making process in
Washington, as well as the leader of the INF negotiating
team in Geneva. Tho rather prozaic impression which he often

conveys hides considerable subtelty and a strong political

genge. His wviews on how the INF negotiations might develop
will be well worth hearing,
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Yislt to London by Ambassador Nitze

Thank you for your letter of 28 Juana.
The Prime Minister would like to sea
dmbassador Hitze and could do so for
45 minutes at 1030 on Friday, 8 Julwy. I

should be grateful for a brief in due
QOUroe,

I am copying this letter to Rishard
Mottram (Ministry of Defence),

AT OOLES

Roger Bone, EBq.,
Foraign and Commonwenlth Office.
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Vigit to London by Ambassador Nitze, 7-8 July

The U5 Embassy have told us informally that Ambassador
Nitze, the US INF nepotiator In Geneva, 1s offering to vislt
London on 7=8 July, on his way back Lo Geneva Irom discussions
in Washington, He might be able to arrive in London on &
rather than 7 July, depending on his programme in Washington.

You will remember that we were arranging a visit Tor him,
including a8 talk with the Prime Minigter, for early June but
put him off once the Election was announced. Anmbassador Nitze
now wishes fto reinstate this earlier wvisit. 8Sir Geoffrey Howe
recommends that the Prime Minister should agree to ges Mr Hitze
to hear from him at first hand the prospects in the INF
negotiations (Mr Nitze was seen both by Herr Eohl and by
Herr Gengcher in Bonn earlier this month)., If the Prime Minister
agrees, are there any times on these days whiech we might put
to the dmericans?

We are telling the Americans that Sir Geoffrey would be
free to see Nitme at 2.45 pm on 7 July.

I am copying thils letter to Richard Mottram in the Ministry
of Defence.

(R B Bone)
Private Secretary

A J Coles Esq
Private Secretary
10 Downing Street







