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I THANK YOU FOR YOUR MESSAGE OF 2/ AUGUST ON THE GENEVA ., £2 hasees

{C.owtrjtd :
He Frine Minithk TALKS ON INTERMEDIATE RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES (INF) AND FOR w;
ermenty & SENDING ME THE TEXT OF YOUR PRAVDA INTERVIEW. [N RESPONSE -
Wl oyt Py
M. Bora(pes) [ SHOULD BEGIN BY RE-EMPHASISING TO YOU, IN ABSOLUTE SINCERITY,
0\%4‘7 THE BRITISH GOVERNMENT'S DESIRE FOR THE NEGOTIATIONS IN GENEvA (AMeA

[ oo TO SUCCEED, IT IS STILL POSSIBLE TO REACH AGREEMENT TO BAN Craanme s

he oy ,udﬂa, COMPLETELY THOSE WEAPONS ON BOTH SIDES WHICH ARE OF PARTICULAR ‘
Kot ﬂ,,m sdrstiy CONCERN ~ THE SS20s, THE SSls AND THE SS5S ON YOUR SIDE AND p&t"‘?‘
e Seniev Oficiedt THE CRUISE AND-P—-RSHING IWISSILES oN NATO's sipe, [F sucH L !T /
nslieg in AmSAN AGREEMENT CAN BE REACHED BY THE END OF THIS YEAR NATO NEED = ‘

twlol ¢ intlinckid (o ep DEPLOY ANY OF THE NEW WEAPONS. We Thatd «+» Lo
Dt “"M_h# = W) 4 uka.-a-p'
bon in Cleosing e [ NOTE WITH GREAT INTEREST YOUR STATEMENT THAT. IN THE o) 0.
Uk ¢ eponic CONTEXT OF AN OVERALL AGREEMENT. YOU WOULD BE PREPARED TO ‘
wifl & lAecquec  pEsTROY THE SS20 MISSILES NOW STATIONED IN THE WESTERN PART(::2
id B Fco  OF THE SoviET UNIoN, AS YOu KNOW, WE HAD BEEN UNDER THE |kr’
onld fiw IMPRESSION THAT YOU HAD INTENDED ONLY TO MOVE THOSE WEAPONS p;,_..,.,,
Sbreit e 10 SovIET AsiA. THIS WAS UNACCEPTABLE TO US, FIRSTLY ok’ -
Kvited J”J% BECAUSE THESE MOBILE MISSILES COULD QUIKCLY BE MOVED BACK AGAIN
keply, To EUROPE IN A TIME OF CRISIS AND SECONDLY BECAUSE WE HAD NO e
fRes WISH TO INCREASE THE NUMBER OF WEAPONS FACING OUR FRIENDS N"""M
9 IN AsiA. WE HOPE YOU WILL EXPAND UPON YOUR PROPOSAL WHEN THE rab
NEGOTIATIONS AT GENEVA RESUME ON O SEPTEMBER, ol Om
F
BuT | BELIEVE THAT YOUR MESSAGE REVEALS SOME MISUNDERSTANDING
OF THE BASIC SECURITY REQUIREMENTS WHICH UNDERLIE NATO's PosITION
IN THE INF TALKS. THE SECURITY OF WESTERN CUROPE DEMANDS THAT

R e

A BALANCE BE ALLOWED BETWEEM SOVIET AND AMERICAN INTERMEDIATE

e e ev— —
RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES., IT IS SIMPLY NOT POSSIBLE FOR US TO
ACCEPT THAT YOU SHOULD MAINTAIN A MONOPOLY OF MISSILES OF
THIS RANGE WHILE INSISTING THAT THE AMERICANS SHOULD NOT BE
ALLOWED TO INSTALL A SINGLE MISSILE. [HE PROBLEM OF THE
DISPARITY IN THESE FORCES BECAME ACUTE FOR US WHEN IN THE
LATE 1970s THE SovIET UNION BEGAN THE MASSIVE BUILD-UP

oF SS20s, FOR WHICH WE COULD SEE NO DEFENSIVE PURPOSE, AT A
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/TIME WHEN,
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TIME WHEN., AS Now, NATO HAD NO COMPARABLE MISSILES, OUR

PREFERENCE WOULD STILL BE THAT THERE SHOULD BE NO MISSILES OF

THIS TYPE ON EITHER SIDE. AS LONG AS THIS SOLUTION IS NOT ACCEPTABLE
TO YOU, WE AND OUR ALLIES WILL PURSUE AN INTERIM AGREEMENT:

BUT THIS WILL HAVE TO RESPECT THE PRINCIPLE OF BALANCE BETWEEN

R st a—
YOURSELF AND THE AMERICANS.

[T FoLLows FROM WHAT [ HAVE sA1D THAT NATO CANNOT ACCEPT
THAT THE NUCLEAR FORCES OF BRITAIN AND FRANCE SHOULD BE TAKEN
ACCOUNT OF IN THE INF NEGOTIATIONS, THIS IS A POSITION
UNANIMOUSLY AGREED BY NATO siNce 197% FOR REASONS OF SECURITY
OF THE ALLIANCE AS A WHOLE. OUR NUCLEAR FORCES ARE STRATEGIC
WEAPONS, THE SOVIET UNION ITSELF ACKNOWLEDGED DURING THE SALT
TALKS THAT THIS WAS THE CASE. THEY HAVE NO PLACE IN NEGOTIATIONS
ON INTERMEDIATE RANGE WEAPONS WHERE WE NEED TO ADDRESS THE \
PROBLEMS OF THE SOVIET AND AMERICAN GROUND LAUNCHED WEAPONS

WHICH ARE OF SUCH CONCERN TO BOTH SIDES,.

[ MUST SAY IN ALL FRANKNESS THAT IT IS DIFFICULT TO
UNDERSTAND YOUR PREOCCUPATION WITH SBRITISH AND FRENCH STRATEGIC
WEAPONS., THEY REPRESENT A IINY FRACTION OF YOURS. (THE
BRITISH DETERRENT IS LESS THAN 3 PER CENT OF THE SIZE OF
YOUR STRATEGIC MISSILE AND BOMBER FORCE), THEY CAN HAVE NO
SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE OVERALL BALANCE OF NUCLEAR FORCES
BETWEEN EAST AND WEST., THEY ARE WEAPONS OF LAST R=S0RT!

OUR ULTIMATE NATIONAL DETERRENTS., THEY ARE IN _NO SENSE

COMPARABLE TO YOUR SSZ20 FORCE, BUT IT IS WORTH ADDING THAT

WE ARE NOT TRYING TO CLAIM THAT BRITISH NUCLEAR WEAPONS SHOULD
EVER BE THE SUBJECT OF ANY ARMS CONTROL NEGOTIATIONS, [
. N R -
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REPEAT WHAT | HAVE SAID PUBLICLY BEFORE: IF THE SoVIET UNION
AND THE US SUCCEED IN ACHIEVING IN NEGOTIATIONS ON STRATEGIC
ARMS SUFFICIENTLY LARGE REDUCTIONS IN THEIR OWN RSENALS FOR

PR.‘EENT CIRCUMSTANCES TO BE _\Vjer SWTANTIAB_

N*Etz OF COURSE, BE PREPARED TO LOOK AT THE POSSIBILITY OF
BRITISH NUCLEAR FORCES BEING INCLUDED IN THE ARMS CONTROL PROCESS.
BUT THEY CAN HAVE NO PLACE IN ANY NEGOTIATIONS ABOUT INTERMEDIATE

_—_——d
RANGE WEAPONS,

/1 NOTE
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[ NOTE WITH DISAPPOINTMENT WHAT YOU SAY IN YOUR MESSAGE
ABOUT SOVIET INTENTIONS TO TAKE "COUNTER MEASURES” FOLLOWING
ANY NEW NATO DEPLOYMENTS. IF BY THIS YOU HAVE IN MIND STEPS
TOWARDS INCREASING THE NUCLEAR ARMS RACE, THAT., AS YOU SAY
YOURSELF, WOULD BE IN NOBODY'S INTERESTS,

FOR OUR PART, WE SHALL REMAIN COMMITTED TO THE SEARCH FOR
ARMS CONTROL MEASURES WHICH ARE BALANCED AND THUS PROTECT
THE SECURITY OF BOTH SIDES. I[F 1T IS NECESSARY For NATO To
BEGIN DEPLOYMENT OF THE NEW WEAPONS BY THE END OF THIS YEAR,
THIS CAN BE DISCONTINUED OR REVERSED AT ANY TIME THAT AN
AGREEMENT AT THE NEGOTIATING TABLE WARRANTS IT. But, [ REPEAT,

OUR HOPE REMAINS THAT THERE CAN STILL BE AN AGREEMENT THIS YEAR
WHICH MAKES IT UNNECESSARY FOR NATO To BEGIN DEPLOYMENT.




SuMMARY OF FoRreiGN OFFICE NOTE

SIMILAR MESSAGES FROM ANDROPOV WERE ALSO RECEIVED BY OTHER
STATIONING COUNTRIES (THE FRG, ITALY, THE NETHERLANDS AND
BeLcium) anp THE US.

NOTHING IN THE MESSAGE, NOR THE ASSOCIATED INTERVIEW,
REPRESENTS A FUNDAMENTAL CHANGE IN THE SOVIET POSITION,
RATHER IT IS A FURTHER STEP IN THEIR CAMPAIGN TO IDENTIFY
THE EXCLUSION OF ERITISH AND FRENCH SYSTEMS AS THE MAJOR_
OBSTACLE TO AN INF AGREEMENT. THE DRAFT REPLY IN
SiR GEOFFREY HOWE'S VIEW SHOULD THEREFORE ACKNOWLEDGE THE
CONCESSION = SUCH AS IT IS - WHICH THE RUSSIANS YAVE MADE
BUT AT THE SAME TIME POINTS TO THE UNREASONABLENESS OF
THEIR POSITION AND REJECT THE IMPLICATION THAT WE ARE TO
BLAME FOR THE FAILURE TO REACH AGREEMENT AT THE GENEVA TALKS,
THE REPLY THEREFORE HAS TWO AUDIENCES: FIRST THE RUSSIANS:

AND SECOND PUBLIC OPINION, SHOULD IT BE PUBLISHED, [HE PRIME
MINISTER MIGHT LIKE TO KNOW THAT IT IS BERNARD INGHAM'S

VIEW THAT OUR REPLY SHOULD BE MADE PUBLIC,

-

ON THE SUBSTANCE OF THE ANDROPOV MESSAGE, THE FCO
ASSESSMENT IS THAT THE COMMITMENT TO DESTROY SOME SS20s
IS A NOT WHOLLY NEGLIGIBLE CONCESSION. THEY BELIEVE, HOWEVER,
THAT THIS IS FAIRLY MEANNVGLESS IN SECURITY TERMS SO LONG AS
IT IS NOT ACCOMPANIED BY AW OFFER TO LIMIT THE NUMBER OF NEW
MISSILES IN SOVIET AsIA, VR or B

——

THe FCO BELIEVE THAT THERE IS ONE POSSIBLE SIGNAL IN
ANDROPOV'S MESSAGE OF FUTURE SOVIET TACTICS. |HERE ARE
REFERENCES TO THE PRESENT TALKS BECOMING 'MEANINGLESS"

S ———,

AFTER NATO DEPLovg_jNF; AND TO AN AGREEMENT BEING POSSIBLE

#

BEFORE DEPLOYMENT BUT, IMPLICITLY, NOT AFTERWARDS. [IHE

FCO ASSESSMENT OF THIS IS THAT WE CAN EXPECT TO SZE THE
EXPLICIT THREAT BY THE RUSSIANS TO DISCONTINUE ALL DISCUSSION

e _ e s ety
oN INF PERHAPS COUPLED WITH A THR T UT OF THE

START TALKS,

/ON THE




_2_

ON THE TIMING OF A REPLY THE FOREIGN AND COMMONWEALTH
SECRETARY SUGGESTS THAT WE OUGHT FIRST TO CONSULT ALLIES

S —————————————— R —————

WITH THE PURPOSE OF ENSURING CONSISTENCY AND OF STIFFENING
THE RESPONSES OF OTHERS. AN OPPORTUNITY FOR THIS WILL TAKE

PLACE TOMORROW AT THE SENIOR OFFICIALS GROUP (THE FCG MEETING

IN BRusseLs). IF THE PRIME MINISTER AGREES OUR FCG REPRESENTATIVE
WILL BE INSTRUCTED TO DESCRIBE TO THE ALLTES THE OUTLINE OF
ANDROPOV 'S MESSAGE AND OF THE DRAFT REPLY AND TO URGE FIRMNESS

H

OF RESPONSE., GEOFFREY HOWE ADVISES THAT WE SHOULD REPLY

-—_—-—-——;

SHORTLY AFTER THAT MEETING AND MAKE THE EXCHANGE PUBLIC
W--\__

THE PRIME MINISTER MIGHT ALSO LIKE TO KNOW THAT
PRESIDENT REAGAN IS NOW REVIEWING THE NEGOTIATING POSITION
ON OUTSTANDING SECONDARY ISSUES IN THE INF TALKS., HE
MAY PROPOSE SHIFTS IN THE NEGOTIATING POSITION IN THE NEXT
FEW DAYS.

TIM FLESHER

1 SEpTEMBER 1683






