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Arms Control: UK/US Exchanges

As requested in your letter of 16 October, I now
enclose a draft telegram to HM Ambassador Washington along
the lines you proposed. The telegram instructs Sir A Acland
to take up with senior US officials a number of key points
relevant to the current arms control scene; in this—way to
set the scene for the Prime Minister's visit to Washington
next month; and to indicate to the senior levels of the
Administration the range of considerations which the Prime
Minister will wish to address when she sees the President.
The telegram is consistent with the internal paper on arms
control which you commissioned in your second letter of 16
October and which we hope to send you shortly. It does not
however go into points of domestic political relevance,
which the Prime Minister will no doubt wish to reserve for
herself.

The telegram covers a lot of ground and the
instructions have been cast in modular form, enabling them
to concentrate on those areas to which the Prime Minister
herself attaches greatest importance at this stage. For his
part the Foreign Secretary believes that we should focus US
attention primarily on our concerns about the near term
elimination of all strategic ballistic missiles; the need to
build on the less difficult elements of potential agreement
reached at Reykijavik (INF, and nuclear testing); and the
reiteration of our previous message about a US break-out

| wonder [ from the SALT II limits.

A
oy b

/The

SECRET




SECRET

The Embassy in Washington have warned us that Sir A
Acland will need to receive his instructions in the course
of tomorrow if he is to be able to secure access to the
necessary interlocutors before 28 October.

I am sending copies of this letter to John Howe (MOD)
and Trevor Woolley (Cabinet Office).

YM w
Cslin Bdd

(C R Budd)
Private Secretary

C D Powell Esqg
No 10 Downing St
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TO IMMEDIATE WASHINGTON

TELNO

OF

INFO PRIORITY MOSCOW, UKDEL NATO, MODUK

MOSCOW, UKDEL NATO PERSPNAL FOR AMBASSADORS
MODUK FOR PS/SofsS, ouscﬁ), ACDS(Pol/Nuc), DACU
\
UK/US EXCHANGES POST REYE&@UIK ON ARMS CONTROL
1. The coming weeks will Q\ crucial in arms control. The Prime
Minister will wish to use H;}\yisit next month to Washington to

chart the course for Alliance §¢rategy post-Reykjavik. =-Prior—to
that,—Ft——seems—tikely that ShuLtz and Shevardmadze—=at—their—

Vienna meeting WiTl review theé TESpective—peckeges—now—on—the
tabte, and may take the pro e n. TFhe—Perime

Mind i the US Administration and the
President shaﬂld be Left in no doubt about our own views, our

priorities, and in some cases our concerns. In order to set the

—

scene for her visit, and following your useful (but in some

respects disturbing) discussion with Shultz Last week (your telno
2667), you should therefore arrange to speak as soon as possible
to Shultz, Weinberger and Poindexter, drawing on the points below
as soon as possible. (Mr Alexander should also make these points

as appropriate during his own calls in Washington next week.) 1In
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addition, it would be helpful to have an early account of the
current thinking of senior US military, and of key figures in

Congress.

2. You will be aware from earlier papersf—and—as—a—reswtt—of

of the backgrolnd to our current
views. You wiNl also know that gngSf“Héve been reflected in

recent exchanges the ngheé?/LeueL with the French and

Germans. Euidentl}. count will need t6 be taken of Kohl's
talks in Hagﬁiﬁﬁ?on this k. In due /course, the Prime Minister
to send a message to the

_-——"'"-_.—_ :
At this stage the main pointg we wish to get aciijj#jf:)

the Americans are as follows.

3.AT

Harhangton—uls$t—nert—mvﬁfﬁ_;tip1s will Affer a timely occasion
to discuss with the\President the full/range of arms control
issuesDG_p the view\of the Prime Midister, Reykjavik indeed

amounted to a watersh i trol. In every area it opened

up new prospects for p : Sver deep reductions in strategic
forces, an interim INF agreesment de-linked from SDI, the
continuation of strategi efence in accordance with the ABM
Treaty, progress toward uts in conventional weapons and a ban
on chemical weapons, d ndw moves in the area of nuclear
testing. In all thgse areas, we believe our own objectives are
consistent with t We are keen to work with them,

int goat{:)

we wish to registe

Shevardnadze. The tan be discussed further with the

sident next month an Wwe believe, can be accommodated within

the present US positions e new (underlined) proposal for the
total elimination all strategic ballistic missiles within the

very lLimited timespan of ten years causes the Prime Minister

considerable concern. The President's March 1983 speech
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acknowledged that the effort to eliminate all ballistic missiles
via SDI would take quote years, probably decades unquote. It is
unclear to us why and how the timescale has been so dramatically
accelerated. But for the following reasons she believes that the
merits of such a proposal are open to very considerable doubt.
?fgl It is her view and that of her colleagues that nuclear
weapons cannot be treated in isglation, without taking account of
the overall balance of forcesfﬁetueen East and West, The total
elimination of strategic balgﬁstic missiles would gravely
undermine NATO strategy, andjuould Leave Europe exposed to the
undoubtedly superior conu:7410nal forces of the Soviet Union.
This conventional imbaLan;e has been clearly demonstrated in a
range of solid and authoﬁ#tative US and Allied assessments over
the years (cf. the Sovjet Military Power documents published by
the Pentagon). It canth be brushed aside now as some Opposition
parties in Europe are /trying to do. Residual nuclear forces
(aircraft, cruise missiles etc) would not, in our view, carry a
credible guarantee of deterrence. The current confidence of
Western Euro in ifs security would therefore be gravely
threatened. [ Equallly important,sthe Soviet Union might be tempted

to : ent strategy

ould not only
be made safer foﬁ conveny of such a war

e right therefore
i e unquotEZJZ:Fe
ine imi ion of missiles of this
b€ Lp :ﬁbkeep thyt peace.
é(vﬁ' 59&0&&+¥;‘J# aﬁ?[peeply concerned about the political effect
upon our own deterrent. Those in the UK who oppose Alliance
strategy will argue that UK Trident is not worth pursuing any
Longer because it will be undeployable semi-colon and that the
case for devoting the money saved to conventional forces is that

much stronger with the new importance of a balance in that area.
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We have heard the view expfessed privately by some in the US that
we must adjust our appro ¢h to accommodate the prospect of all
ballistic missiles beiqd?;Liminated. We do not accept that must
be the case. On the gontrary, we have grave doubts about
Gorbachev's sinceri in backing such an aim, given the
importance which his own ballistic missile force represents to
the Soviet Union,/ in both political and strategic terms. It is
clear that the French (and Chinese?) have no intention of
surrendering tfieirs. We believe it far more likely therefore
that the proppsed ten year period will not (not) see the

disappearancg of all strategic ballistic missiles.

5-?1 But we db fear the political effects in the West in the

interim period so Long as the debate continues on its new Llines.
The Soviet Union will use the current concerns within the
Alliance to drive wedges between us, to undermine support in the
UK for nuclear defence policies and the continued retention of US
nuclear bases here, to exploit their own propaganda position, and
in the process to do grave damage to the core of Western
secunﬁnm‘w

b13= Thirdly, the ten-year objective seems wholly dependent on
achieving the results in the SDI programme which will strengthen
its claim as a credible insurance poldcy. It is not clear to us
that the ten-year goal will prove to be™rtealistic in the Light of
the results over the next few years. But, o long as the US
remains committed to the ten-year time-scale,\grave damage could
have been done to Western security in the meantime. Managing the
period of continuing SDI research, until such tima as decisions
can be made one way or another, will be safer and easier if we do
not burden ourselves with a dubiously precise target

,\J. We would now welcome guidance on how the US propdse to
proceed at Geneva. We see great advantage in focusing the talks
over the next few months on those areas where potential agreement

seems both feasible and desirable. In particular, is means the
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INF talks, where there must be continuing and united Alliance
pressure on the Russians not to sustain their re-linkage with
SDI. The outline agreement at Reykjavik on nuclear testing
should also be exploited to the full. And we continue to see
value in pushing the Russians towards a total ban on chemical
weapons, and in clearing our minds on congentionaL arms control.
?6. The START area is full of promise, Fased on the tentative

agreement at Reykjavik on 50 per cent £uts over five years. This

prospect should continue to be pres

B el oy o AR
- WS T TR VWS 7 TR e %
: rched tolthe—targ of Yzero—shoutd—not (repeat not) be
aseribed 7 definite—timescals Hs#ﬂngHfﬁE:Eggiiiéifa to return
to—the—established iance—do : rt~ fare] wholesal

M‘ - : Q%
elimination of key nuclear/weapons m@get be accompanie y the

establishment of a balancg in o&&ngana;shni forces Ve
"‘tUHFE#FiQFtb~~_m"L_""___haa@apoﬁ&—e&—wetf. We understand that

this key caveat was incfuded (albeit unscripted) in Adelman's UN

speech on 20 October (QKDis Geneva in New York telno 83). We

very much hope that tpis is now a basic element in the .
Administration's posjtion. |"¢L}T 1 o5 He
-
4%4. On SDI the Presfident can still count upon the Prime 8 (g edds

Minister's firm support for the research programme, not least ek

because of Soviet activities in this field. It would be clearly
unacceptable for Sgviet research to surge ahead while undue
constraints were placed on US work. [Fiu£un£7efhE—PT+mF—H+n+£Lg:
?ELQQQgiJguhiL_hML US research being—condusted
pader-thzzrrﬁfTTETFVF_THTETpTt111+uw~n+—fhe—*an—¥fttfy;)

2. On the details of INF, the Prime Minister earlier this year

expressed her anxiety that a zero outcome for Europe would have
disadvantages for [NATO's deterrence strategy. She recognises
now, as she did i. her message to the President before Reykjavik,
that such an outcéme must in the Light of previous public
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statements be accepted by us if the/Russians themselves are ready
to accept it. However, if the Rus§éians were to insist on higher
levels of forces in Asia for themselves, and this resulted in our
maintaining some US LRINF deployments in Europe, then that in
practice would be a more comfortable outcome for the Alliance.
That will be even more the case as levels of strategic forces
were reduced, with the prospgct of further cuts in the future.

We strongly support the US position that an INF agreement should
at the outset be coupled with effective collateral constraints
over SRINF systems between 1000 kilometres and the range of the

_gggg.'h??;se constraints/hust be based on the principle, hitherto
accepted by the US Adminfistration, that the Soviet lLevel should
be frozen and that the PS should have either a right to match
their Levels or a right/ to deployment at the US 1982 Level of 108
in this range bracket./ We also need urgently to address the
question of how to hanpdle shorter-range systems.

u)é. Until now, consyltation on arms control within the Alliance
‘has been excellent. /It would be a matter of great regret if this
record were now to dé spoilt as we reach the really important
stages. (For defens1ve use) We cannot accept the allegation (eg
by Nitze) that we have in any sense been consulted on the US
proposal at Reykjay1k to eliminate all strategic missiles within
a decade. On the #ontrary, such a proposal is so far as we are

aware wholly new. |

M. In these neu/circumstances the Prime Minister believes a
\ > ‘substantive discussion within the Alliance is required. She will
wish to discuss with the President how to respond to concerns

already expressed by a number of NATO partners, and how best to
thrash out within the Alliance, at the December Ministerial
meeting and thereafter, the crucial issues which the Reykjavik
outcome has raised.

.[ !‘ /4 15. US intentions for the strategic modernis n programme this
autumn are also of co London. The e Minister has

WY
ol o




SECRET IMMEDIATE

welcomed the Presidant's policy of /quote interim restraint
unquote, despite her\well-known r¢servations about his decision
in May. She has note that at that time he undertook
in the negotiations which could
alter the situation. believes, for the reasons stated
earlier, that a US decisi o transcend previous force ceilings,
for whatever reason, would\Pe a cause for very serious Alliance
damage, most especially in/Xhe immediate aftermath of the
Reykjavik meeting. The afguments she advanced earlier for not
presenting Gorbachev with a prigpaganda gift have even more force
now. And she believes that the ‘progress that was made at
Reykjavik justifies thg sort of raconsideration indicated in the
President's May statement. She thevefore trusts that the US will
not go beyond the curfent ceilings a¥% Least until after she has

had a chance to discyss the matter agaVn personally with the

President.'
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