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'IME MINISTER

US/SOVIET SUMMIT: SOVIET VIEWS

Mr. Kossov of the Soviet Embassy asked to see me at short
notice today. He handed over the attached note describing the

: O A = Sheiritie I e e 0t 2ROl 3 :
results of the US/Soviet Summit, as seen from the Soviet point

of view. 1In amplifying the note, he said that good progress

had been made on the START negotiations. There was only one

remaining point to be resolved on ALCMs. The Soviet side

regarded the outstanding problems on strategic defence as

fairly easily soluble (this fg—surprising). On mobile

missiles, there had been agreement to designate restricted

o ——

areas within which such missiles would be permissible in

specified numbers. The only remaining issue was the size of

the areas, but that too was soluble. The main substantive

problem remained with SLCMs. The Soviet military could not
accept that they should remain entirely unrestricted and

outside an agreement. It would of course be important to have

effective verification measures for a START agreement but the

m
experience with the INF agreement would be helpful in that

respect. Mr. Kossov added that there had been a very good

—_———y

discussion of chemical weapons, the first time that this
problem had been addressed seriously at a US/Soviet summit.

The President had made a very firm statement of his commitment

to the goal of a global ban on these weapons.

P —————————————————

Mr. Kossov showed close interest in our assessment of whether

the Americans were seriously interested in achieving a START

agreement before the end of President Reagan's term of office.
Their own impression was that President Reagan would like to
reach an agreement but they were not sure that he would be
"allowed" to do so by those around him. I said that our clear

ﬁ
impression was that the Americans were ready to continue

negotiating but would not be rushed into an unsatisfactory
agreement. The matter was therefore open. Mr. Kossov said

that the Russians faced a genﬁ?ﬁé dilemma. They recognised

that it might well not be welcome to a new Democrat President

of the United States to have to seek ratification of a Treaty

SECRET AND PERSONAL




TR
SECRET AND PERSONAL

’gned by his Republican predecessor. On the other hand, the

historical experience was that Democratic Presidents found it

very difficult to get arms control agreements through Congress

at all. It would be a tragedy to lose the progress made under

—

President Reagan. This pointed to a major effort to reach

agreement while he was still in office.

—

Mr. Kossov went on to say that the Soviet Ambassador had seen
Mr. Gorbachev at the end of the recent Central Committee
meeting in Moscow. Mr. Gorbachev had expressed appreciation
for your pre-summit message and in particular for its tone.
He had observed that he would certainly like to take up your

invitation to visit the United Kingdom before too long. It

would be important to have a substantial agenda for a meeting.

In reply to the Ambassador's question, he had said that the
visit might well be later this year. The Ambassador had

found, however, that there werédeflicting counsels in the
Soviet foreign ministry where some senior officials would be
reluctant to see Mr. Gorbachev come to Britain once more and
would prefer him to visit o%EgE“Western countries. The

Ambassador proposed to revert to the matter with Mr. Gorbachev

in the margins of the Party Conference at the end of June. He

would then hope to see you in early July to report on the
outcome of that Conference and consider the substance and

timing of a visit. Mr. Kossov was not exact about possible

dates buﬁ—zhought that it could be as soon as December or

T—

shortly after the turn of the year. He had noted that you had

~—

referred in your television interview to a visit in the spring
or summer. He thought that this might be a bit late.

Mr. Gorbachev might like to see you fairly soon after your
visit to Washington so as to be able to get your assessment of
the incoming Presidency. I said that your only concern was
that Mr. Gorgg;gg;“ghould come at a moment which would be most

helpful from his point of view. I thought you would certainly

e

be prepared to see thewAmbassador induly.

Mr. Kossov continued that it would be important for a visit to
have substance. We should need to look for areas where it

would be possible to take a step forward. One particular area
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Qs chemical weapons where there was already agreement in

principle to the idea of a joint UK/Soviet statement. If this
could be worked up, it could be a major feature of a summit.

I said that in general these were matters to be dealt with
multilaterally. But I did not exclude the possibility of

working out a joint statement, although it might well have to

= E—

g—
cover areas of disagreement as well as areas of agreement.
G st

I should add that in this whole discussion of a possible visit

and the agenda for it, there may well be some element of

self-promotion on Zamyatin's part. We should not take all

that Mr. Kossov says at face value.

—————,
-~

Mr. Kossov remarked rather gloomily that perestroika seemed to

be in considerable difficulty. The theses approved by the

Central Committee for the Party Conference were rather vague
and general. There were considerable economic difficulties at

present. Yeltsin's interview with the BBC had caused him a

storm and made life more difficult for Mr. ngbachev, although

Yeltsin himself had been elected a delegate to the party

——

conference from the Karelia area. In his view, matters were

coming to the point where a straight choice would have to be
made between Ligachev and Yakovlev: they could not both
survive in thé—fggag}ship. A speech by Ligachev over the
;gg;gnd, whiéﬁ he had seen on Soviet television, made quite
clear there were substantive diffefggggg‘g;tween him and

Mr. Gorbachev.

Mr. Kossov mentioned rather wistfully the amount of economic
assistance which Germany was extending to the Soviet Union in

the form of credits and loans. There was an urgent need for

such help at present.

——

Finally, Mr. Kossov referred to your interview with Soviet
television tomorrow. The interviewer would cover three broad
areas: your assessment of the recent summit and the direction

—————————

'_-_——— . . . .
of Soviet/American relations, your view of the future

development of Western Europe, and your opinion of

Mr. Gorbachev and his role on the world scene. The interview

SECRET AND PERSONAL




SECRET AND PERSONAL

would be used in an evening news programme. But you should
also know that your comments on Mr. Gorbachev would be
incorporated in a film about his foreign policy achievements

. . . e
which is being prepared for the Party Conference. He hoped

you would be able to say something helpful to Mr. Gorbachev.

Mr. Kossov was at pains to say this was all very much for
No.10 only. But I think I had better give the Foreign Office

an account in strict confidence. Otherwise we shall get wires
crossed.

N

(C. D. POWELL)
6 June 1988
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Central to the talks between ilr. I.Gorbachev and President
R.Reagan once again were the problems of strengthening of
international security, curbing the arms race and strengtnening
the strategic stability.

The Soviet Union came to the summit with a number of
proposals embracing all aspects of this issue - nuclear and
space arms,limitation of nuclear testing leading to the ultimate
objective of the complete cessation of them, elimination of
chemical weapons, conventional armaments and forces, navel
forces. Grarte@%ﬁ adequate effort were forthcoming from the
American side, a substantial progress towards agreement on all
these issues could be possible. We were emphasising, t!

INF treaty, the entry into force of which marked the

o)
summit roved that only purposeful joint efforts of b
b W/ - P -

4

sides, preparedness to take into accounv the considera
of a partner could secure agreements concerning the
stopping the arms race.

o, TWe talks on SOW - ABL led to further consolidetion
of the basis fixed in the Soviet-American statement of 10 De-
gember 98T which provides the grounds for continuing
on the agreement ) per cent reduction of strategic
sive weapons and ¢« ssoc iated documents.

Two working papersvere prepared fixing the areas of
accords on the questions of mobile ICBls and ALCLs.

In particular, both sides agreed for limited areas of
acreed size to be esteblisned for t'ie mobile %CBBS. A limited
number of missiles and launchers will be permited in these
areas as well as imited number of installations, used
exclusively for the mobile ICEL launchers.

It was managed to widen the scope of common ground on
ALCKs. IMutual understending was achieved that all existing
missiles of this kind will be consideredagarrying nuclear
charges.

The future conventional armed ALClMs will be distingnish-
able from the nuclear-armed missiles of thesame kind.

Exchange of deata concerning the strategic arms between

in
the parties is a mejor practica step in the field of veri-
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The Soviet side made epecial emphasis on the organic
link betveen cerrying out the 50 per cent cut in the strategic
offensive weapons ard observing the AELl Treaty as it was signed
In1972.

In the context of this discussion the Americars,
to the agreement reached in VWeshington, ettempted once agein
to secure certain "rights" for unlimited activities in outer
space with the aim of establishing the viebility of the so
called "effective strategic defense", as well as the "right"

to deploy it after an agreed period of non-withdrawal from the

AR

ABL Tr Ve This amounted to one of the most substantial
lems hindering the progress towards an agreement on SOW

visit the agreement on mutual notification

311listic missiles was signed. It widens the scop
ui

of confidence-building messures between the Soviet Union and
United States, imed at removal of risk of an accidental out-
break of

esult of the discussion of the matters,
concerning nuclee ;ing concsisted in the conclusion of
viork on the draf g ment on joint verification experiment,

carrying out

vill be
reviewed by both countries, so t! en acceptable
combination of verification methods (seismic and hydrodynamic)
could be found for the USSR-US Threshlold Test Ban Treaty of
74. It would open the possibility of this Treaty being
sides agreed to expedite the preperstion of
& new pro the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty
presently u ' at the full-scale Soviet- American talks
on nucleer tes
4., Tt is ion of the chemical weapons ban was cons-
tructive and business-like. The positions put forward in the

joint declaration can become a factor in speeding up the




negotieti 3 ( 3s 1 in improving the athmocphere

at the tkse 'Th ne the Uni Sta ] only confirmed
the aim h n hensi global chemi vee ban, but
admitted 2t the hig the urgency of the con

of the convention became an important political

meeting.

As & development h ‘ ion of the two countries'’
leaders the delegati : th lks have been given specific
instructions on a wid nge of unresolved issues (elimination
of chemical weapons ¢ i uction facilities, challenge

inspections, ensuring ti i 1 nature of the convention,

on reductions of troops and
put forward by Mr. M.S.Gor-
t Reagan, became a sutject
'heir essence is as follows
hange of information on
isbalances and asymmet-
For thet purpose imme-
an examination of the
means of on-site inspections.
will carry out a reduction
00000 men eech.

of each side would attain

a purely defensive natu 1 vay that would eliminate their

capability of offens
During all stag th we are ready to agree on
mutual reductio  rremen of offensive nature - tactical
nuclear weapons, ike aviati tanks. Naturally, all reduc-
tions must b xcersised under strict internetional control,
including on-site 1 ) i like creetion of nuclear-free
corridors which would separzte the troops of both sides
confronting each oth ould te discussed.
understanding of the importance
speedy agreement on the mandate of the
first of all in the part concerning the
the subject of the talks.
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10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Private Secretary 7 June 1988

NN

US/SOVIET SUMMIT: SOVIET VIEWS

Mr. Kossov of the Soviet Embassy asked to see me at
short notice yesterday. He handed over the enclosed note
summarising the results of the US/Soviet Summit, as seen from
the Soviet point of view. In amplifying - and in some cases
contradicting - the note, he said that good progress had been
made on the START negotiations. There was only one remaining
point to be resolved on ALCMs. The Soviet side regarded the
outstanding problems on strategic defence as fairly easily
soluble (this cannot be reconciled with the note, but it is
what he said). On mobile missiles, there had been agreement
to designate restricted areas within which such missiles would
be permissible in specified numbers. The only remaining
issues were the size of the areas and the number of missiles,
but that too was soluble. The main substantive problem
remained with SLCMs. The Soviet military would never accept
that they should remain entirely unrestricted and outside an
agreement. It would of course be important to have effective
verification measures for a START agreement but the experience
with the INF agreement would be helpful in that respect.
Mr. Kossov added that there had been a very good discussion of
chemical weapons, the first time that this problem had been
addressed seriously at a US/Soviet summit. The President had
made a very firm statement of his commitment to the goal of a
global ban on these weapons.

Mr. Kossov showed close interest in our assessment of
whether the Americans were seriously interested in achieving a
START agreement before the end of President Reagan's term of
office. Their own impression was that President Reagan would
like to reach an agreement but they were not sure that he
would be "allowed" to do so by those around him. I said that
our understanding was that the Americans were ready to
continue negotiating but would not be rushed into an p
unsatisfactory agreement. The matter was therefore open.

Mr. Kossov said that the Russians faced a real dilemma. They
recognised that it might well not be welcome to a new Democrat
President of the United States to have to seek ratification of
a Treaty signed by his Republican predecessor. On the other

hand, the historical experience was that Democratic Presidents
found it very difficult to get arms control agreements through
Congress at all. It would be a tragedy to lose the progress
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.made under President Reagan. This pointed to a major effort
to reach agreement while he was still in office.

Mr. Kossov went on to say that the Soviet Ambassador had
seen Mr. Gorbachev at the end of the recent Central Committee
meeting in Moscow. Mr. Gorbachev had expressed appreciation
for the Prime Minister's pre-summit message and in particular
for its tone. He had observed that he would certainly like to
take up the Prime Minister's invitation to visit the United
Kingdom before too long. It would be important to have a
substantial agenda for a meeting. In reply to the
Ambassador's question, Gorbachev had said that the visit might
well be later this year. The Ambassador had found, however,
that there were conflicting counsels in the Soviet foreign
ministry where some senior officials would be reluctant to see
Mr. Gorbachev come to Britain once more and would prefer him
to visit other Western countries. The Ambassador proposed to
revert to the matter with Mr. Gorbachev in the margins of the
Party Conference at the end of June. He would then hope to
see the Prime Minister in early July to report on the outcome
of that Conference and consider the substance and timing of a
visit. Mr. Kossov was not exact about possible dates but
thought that it could be as soon as December or shortly after
the turn of the year. He had noted that the Prime Minister
had referred in her television interview to a visit in the
spring or summer. He thought that this might be a bit late.
Mr. Gorbachev might find it helpful to meet fairly soon after
her visit to Washington so as to be able to get her assessment
of the incoming Presidency. I said that the Prime Minister's
concern was that Mr. Gorbachev should come at a moment which
would be most helpful from his point of view. I thought she
would certainly be prepared to see the Ambassador in July.

Mr. Kossov continued that it would be important for a
visit to have substance. We should need to look for areas
where it would be possible to take a step forward. One
particular area was chemical weapons where there was already
agreement in principle to the idea of a joint UK/Soviet
statement. If this could be worked up, it could be a major
feature of a summit. I said that in general these were
matters to be dealt with multilaterally. I did not exclude
the possibility of working out a joint statement, although it
would probably have to cover areas of disagreement as well as
areas of agreement.

Mr. Kossov remarked rather gloomily that perestroika
seemed to be in considerable difficulty. The theses approved
by the Central Committee for the Party Conference were rather
vague and general. There were considerable economic
difficulties at present. Yeltsin's interview with the BBC’ had
caused him a storm and made life more difficult for
Mr. Gorbachev, although Yeltsin himself had been elected a
delegate to the party conference from the Karelia area. 1In
his view, matters were coming to the point where a straight
choice would have to be made between Ligachev and Yakovlev:
they could not both survive in the leadership. A speech by
Ligachev over the weekend, which he had seen on Soviet
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‘celevision, made quite clear there were substantive
differences between him and Mr. Gorbachev.

Mr. Kossov mentioned rather wistfully the amount of
economic assistance which Germany was extending to the Soviet
Union in the form of credits and loans. There was an urgent
need for such help at present.

Finally, Mr. Kossov referred to the Prime Minister's
interview with Soviet television today. The interviewer would
cover three broad areas: the Prime Minister's assessment of
the recent summit and the direction of Soviet/American
relations, her view of the future role of Western Europe, and
her opinion of Mr. Gorbachev and his role on the world scene.
The interview would be used in an evening news programme. But
the comments on Mr. Gorbachev would be incorporated in a film
about the Summit and his foreign policy achievements which is
being prepared for the Party Conference. He hoped the Prime
Minister would be able to say something helpful to
Mr. Gorbachev.

Mr. Kossov was very much at pain to emphasise that he had
been instructed by the Ambassador to pass on these points to
No. 10 in strict confidence. They should not be conveyed more
widely. His remarks about the possibility of an early visit
by Gorbachev may well be another case of Zamyatin paddling his
own canoe and will need to be handled with care. But so long
as what he is doing serves our interest, in particular in a
relatively early visit by Gorbachev, I think that we should be
ready to play along. I should be grateful if recipients of
this letter would not refer to this exchange in their own
contacts with the Russians here or in Moscow.

I am copying this letter to Brian Hawtin (Ministry of
Defence) and to Trevor Woolley (Cabinet Office).

Mwe’v\,

C. D. POWELL

Lyn Parker, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office
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Centrel to the telks tetveen ir. I..Gorbechev and Fresident
R.Reagan once egain were the problems of strengthening of
international security, curbing the erms race and strenstnening
the strategic statility.

The Soviet Upion came to the summit with a number of
proyrosals embracing all aspects of this issue - nuclear ard
space arms,limitetion of nuclear testing leading to the ultimate
obtjective of the completecessation of them, elimination of
chemical vezpons, convenitional errarents and forces, revel
forces. Grartegﬁh adequate effort were forthcoming from tne
American side, a substantial progress towards egreement on all
these issues could be possible. we were ermphesising, thet the
[KF treaty, the entry into force of which merxed the lpscow
sumrit, proved that only purposeful joint efforis of both
sides, preperedness to take into eccount the considerations
of a2 paertner couléd secure agreements concerning the issues of

stopping the erme race.

EEEETEYIEIgERY i cn rrovides the grounds for continuing work
or the egreerment on 50 per cernt reduction of strategic offen-

sive wespons end on associated docurernrts.
T™vo working pepersvere prepared fixing the areas of

accords on the questions of motile ICEl’s and ALCLs.

nurber of missiles and launchers will be permited in these
erees las vell es & limited rumber of instellations, used
exclusively for tne mobile ICEL leunchers.

It wes managed to widen the scope of common ground on
ALChs. lutusl understending was achieved thet ell existing
missiles of this kind will be consideredagerrying nuclear
cnarges. ,

The future conventional armed ALCKs will be distingnish-
eble from tne nuclear-armed missiles of thesame kind.

Exchange of deta concerning the strategic erms betveen
the parties is a mejor rractical step in the field of veri-




fication regime of the ‘uture tresty. I'evertheless it is
vorth pointing out thet if the Soviet side preserted deata on
all ~eapons subject to *l:ie treetr, the Americen side supplied
to us only selected dete on its strategic earms. In perticuler
the American data does rot include informetion concerning thne
heavy bombers and subtmarines. Date »n the long-renge sea-
launched cruise miscsiles is completely missing (the USSR have
submitted it).

Vie retvrred egain i2 our propocal to neve a specifi

reement on obtservetiorn of the cecision, adorpted in
n 10 December, 19€7, on limits on SLCi. deployment

- -

over sucn iumit
pronosing rothing in

ved P43 1hes 4
their rosition, subrit

such missiles on eech sides. Ve do not accept this: observerce

of the future treesty si>uld be tesed on strict verificetion,

ircluding on-csite irspections es the Syviet position irplies.
¢

In generel it coulc be cseen thet t-e Americens tended to
try forcing uron us & ore-side aprroacih in the matters of
control: a comprenernsive and stricter control of tzne Soviet
strategic arms erd & rether more "sparing" one of the Americer
vegpons, Ye declered firmly that only & regime of coniral
equel for toth sidec ves scceptable. Vithout limits on the
SLCIL” and & strict and effective verificstion with the ective
used on-site inspectiors the prepsration of the 50 per cent
cuﬂ;n the SCW would be impossible. The rrobtlem ies subject to
further discuscicn tetveen the USA ard USSR delegetions on
tie Ceneva talks.,

We consicder es an important result of the START-AEL
discussion firm reeffirretion by both rarties of the provision
thet the mutually egreed dreft on the text of the Sseparate
treaty on the AEI. ard iis non-violation during an agreed
period should be tesed on the Soviet-American decleration

text of 10 Decemter 19E7.




The Soviet side naecde sreciel empnasis on the orgsenic
link betveer cerrying out the 50 per cent cut in the stretegic
of fensive veavrons e&rd otserving the AELl Treety es it wes
in 1972,

In the context of this discussion the Americers, contrary
to the arreement reeched in Vechington, ettempted once egein
to secure certain "rights" for unlimited activities in outer
cspace vith the eim of esteblishing the viebility ol the so
called "effective strziegic deferse", e&s vell es the "right"

it efter an sgreeé reriod non-vithdrevel

arounted to

tellistic miecile 'es signed.

of confidence-tuilcding meesures tetveen the Soviet Urnion
United Ctaetes, eimed at removel
breek of nucleer wer.

2. Thne rrincipel result of the ciscussion of the metlers,
cncerring ruclear testing concisted in the conclusion of
vior¥ on the dreft agreement 2n joint verification experiment,
vhich sets cpecific procedure for prepering enéd cerrying out
nucleer tlacts on testing sites in l'evede (August this yezr)
eréd Seripsletinsk (September this yrear). lethods of verificetion

of the ruclear explosion yields, proposed by toth couriries,

’
will be employed. The results of the experiment vill be

surtsequently revieved by toth courtries, so thet en accertable
combination of verification methods (seiesmic ard hydrodynemic)
could be founé for the USSR-US Threshlold Test Ban Treaty of
1974. It would open the possitility of this Treaty being
retified.

2esides, the sides agreed to exredite the preperetion of
a new protocol to the Peaceful luclear IExplosions Treaty
presently undervaey at the full-scele Soviet- American telks
on nucleer testing.

4, The discussion of the chemical weapons tan was cons-
tructive and business-like. The positions put forward in the

joint declarstion can become a factor in speeding up the




nerotietions process in Geneve,in improving the sthmorphere
et the te’ks. The fect that the United Stetes not only confirmed
t>.e &im of the compreherncsive globel chemical vwerpons bern, tut
admitted et the highest level tze urgency of the conclusion
of tre convention becare an important political result of the
meeting.

is & development of the Decleration of the two countries'
leaZers ine delerations et the talks have been giver specific
instructisns on & vide rence of unresolved issues (elimination

of chemicel veapons end its prrocduction facilities, challens

€
inspections, ensuring tae uni 21 nature of the convention,

etc. ).
on reductions
put forverd by
Fresicent Reagen, btecam
ssence is as follovs.
fter an exchange of inforretion on
ard armemerts édistelances and esymmet-
- be reveeled end elimineted. For that purpose imre-
istely efter the start of the talks en examination of the
ta is to be cerried out by means of on-site insrections.
the second staze the sides will carry out a reducticon

s~

of their forces eprroxiretely ty 500000 men eech.

Lt the third stage the forces of each side would attain
a purely defensive nature in & vay that woulé eliminete their
capability of offensive operations.

Durinz all stsges of the tealks we are ready to agree on
mutual reduction of errements of offensive nature - tacticel
nucleer veapons, strike eviation, tanks. Feturelly, all reduc-
tions must be excersised vnder sirict internetional control,
includirg on-site inspections like creetion of nuclear-free
corridors which would separste the troops of toth sides
confroniing each other, could te discussed. :

Botz sides expresced an understending of the importance
and recessity of a speedy agreement on the mandate of t::
talks in Vienna, first of all in the part concerning the
determirnetion of tze subject of tae talks.




