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In your letter of g23November you asked fdf\gu1dance A‘ v
on the proposal raised with you by Kossov of the Soviet Embassy
for a joint declaration on chemical weapons during® s
President Gorbachev's forthcoming visit. &xdle*JR Qr- W

This is a proposal which the Russians have pressed severa e
times in recent months during contacts with FCO officials. V%;h”
Their Geneva negotiator, Nazharkin, raised it during the
Shikhany/Porton Down exchange. Karpov and Kossov have both
broached it with John Goulden in the last six weeks. At
each approach, we have stressed the need for the Russians
to cooperate in solving the considerable practical problems
which remain rather than in drafting misleading declaratiaﬁs
which 1mply that the CW convention can, w1fh goodw1ll be =
concluded in the near future. — e e

The latest Soviet draft, enclosed with your letter,
contains a jud1c16H§“mTY—6f_flatterlng gestures and unacceptable
elements. I enclose a brief analysis of the latter. We
would not see it as an acceptable basis for negotiation.
| More generally, as you have already said to Kossov, we see
difficulties with a bilateral declaration on a matter which
is the subject of multilateral negotiations. The Germans
rejected a similar Soviet proposal in September on these
grounds. Given current differences within the Alliance on
CW 1t would be unwise to try to negotiate a more acceptable
bllateral text for use during President Gorbachev's visit.

The Foreign Secretary considers therefore that we should
give the Russians a clear negative response. 1In rejecting
their proposal, we should encourage them to back up their
support for a convention by making a contribution to solving
the real problems which remain. We took this line in an
aide memoire which we gave to the Soviet Embassy in September,
reflecting our dissatisfaction with the Shikhany/Porton Down
exchange but also our readiness to cooperate for example
in solving the problem of how to inspect civil chemical plants.
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I enclose a speaking note on which you might draw in
responding to Kossov.

We will of course let you have recommendations for handling
CW during President Gorbachev's visit taking account of the
Prime Minister's conversations with President Reagan and

Vice President Bush.

“Graplu

(J S Wall)
Private Secretary

C D Powell Esg
10 Downing Street
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‘ACCEPTABLE ELEMENTS IN THE SOVIET DRAFT TEXT

l. Para 2 gives equal prominence to proposals made by both the UK
and the Soviet Union in the Geneva CD negotiations. In fact the

Soviet performance in producing new proposals has been lamentable.

2. Para 5 centres on the current preparations in Geneva for
multilateral trial inspections of civil chemical production
facilities, to test the verification regime for civil industry
currently on the table in the CW negotiations. This exercise in
fact originated from a number of Soviet bilateral proposals. The UK
is playing an active part in these preparations but we would not
want to commit ourselves to where, out of the 40 CD member states,
these trial inspections might take place. This is a matter for
multilateral negotiation. (There will be some pressure anyway on
the Soviet Union to put itself forward for an inspection since it

initiated the trials.)

3. Para 6 calls upon all states to declare their status with
respect to chemical weapons and to presenting on a reciprocal basis
data about their capabilities. Purely declaratory statements are
unlikely to clarify the real extent of the Soviet arsenal. And the
requirement for a reciprocal basis absolves them of any obligation

to provide early details.

4. Para 6 notes with satisfaction the Porton Down/Shikhany exchange
visits. The UK was dissatisfied with the Soviet performance at

Shikhany which clearly showed the limits to glasnost.

5. Para 7 contains an expression of intention to be among the first
participants in any chemical weapons convention. UK ratification
will depend upon the degree of support for such a convention among

other CW significant states (including eg. Iraq, Syria, Libya, etc).
6. Para 9 states that violations of the Geneva Protocol of 1925

cannot be justified by any circumstances. The UK retains

reservations to the 1925 Protocol permitting retaliatory use of CW
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and use against non-States Parties. The Soviet draft could be

interpreted as seeing these as "violations"; though the Soviet Union

has made exactly the same reservations itself.
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POINTS TO MAKE WITH MR KOSSOV

e HMG's interest in concluding a CW convention remains as strong

as ever.

& We value the exchanges with the Soviet Union on how best we can
both contribute, bilaterally and in Geneva to solving the very

difficult problems which remain.

an In our view there are two aspects which should be given

priority:-

i) The need to achieve greater openness about CW capabilities.
There is a long legacy of suspicion and uncertainty, due in
large measure to the fact that the Soviet Union did not even
admit to having a CW capacity until recently. Subsequent
Soviet statements have raised as many questions as they have
answered. Confidence building should be an essential part of

our approach to a CW convention.

ii) The need to find workable solutions to the remaining
problems. We put some suggestions to the Soviet Embassy
following the Shikhany/Porton Down exchange. It would be
helpful to have a reaction to these proposals before

President Gorbachev's visit.

4. Our aim is to make practical progress in these two areas. This
will make a more direct and significant contribution to a CW
convention than the declaratory idea suggested by the Soviet

Embassy.

5. The Prime Minister looks forward to discussing CW with

President Gorbachev.
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Joint statement by the Union

of Soviet Socialist Republiics
and the United Kingdom of

Great Britain and Ikxrthern
Ireland on Chemical .“eaoons Ban

The Union of Soviet Zocialist Republics and the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland consider the
earliest convention on total, universal and effectively veri-
fiable ban of chemical weapons as one of the priorities in thel
efforts towards limitation of armaments and disarmament, as well
as multilateral talks in this field. Such a Convention shoulsd
contain provisions for total elimination of a2ll stocks of
chemical weapons and the industrial base for its production.

Both sides stete with satisfaction an essential progress,
achieved recently in preparation of the convention at the Geneva
Conference on Disarmament. Due to a constructive contribution
by the participants of the talks, many questiions of the future
convention has been solved and the sphere of the unresolved

oroblems has been considerably narrowed. The proposals, made

ty the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom in various politicszl

and technical aspects of banning chemical weapons, in no small
measure contributed tkis process. Both sicdes consider, that
constructive cooperation between them should become a continicus
positive factor at tke talks and express their readiness for
joint and parallel work in & search for mutually acceptable
agreements on unresolved problems with a view of a possibly
earlier conclusion of the convention.

First of all it concerns problems that require urgent
final agreement, - such as challenge inspection, securing
conditions for nonprocuction of chemical vieapons in civil
industry, the order of chemical weapons destiruction, the com-
position of the international institutions which will be creesed
in accordance with tke convention.

The USSR and the United Kingdom emphasize the significance
of working out of a strict international verification system
that can provide the highest degree of confidence of all the




that its provisicns would be adhered
of including int iile convention
- 5

ze inspections witzout the right of the

an access t ny -lace or installation.

o)
role in agreeing these provisions play the correspon-

h proposal made in 1985.

The sides favour such a solution to the issues of non-
production of chemical weapons in industry, which finds a balance
between a necessity in the most scrupuolous control and the
legitimete industrial and commercial interests of the partici-
oants of tke Convention. In this context an international
experiment on testing systematic control over a non-production
of chemical weapons with a view of finding the most optimal
control procedures could be of major significance. The USSR and
t.e United Kingdom are ready to take part in such experiment
and will designate for this purpose one chemical enterprize on
each side.

The sides attach a special significence to openness and
confidence among the participants of the talks, considering
practicel measures in this direction as tne most important
factor for the success of the talks. They are calling upon
the states, who have not done it yet, to cdeclare their status
with respect to chemical weapons, and trne countries, posessing
ﬁﬂEiZQét@eapons, to present on a reciprocal basis data about
their militery-chemical arsenals, which are needed for the
progress at the talks. The USSR and the JUnited Kingdom have
agreed to step up their efforts in favour of broadening openness
on multilateral and bilateral basis. In this respect they note
with satisfaction an exchange of visits to the military-chemical
installations of both countries.

The USSR and the United Kingdom are in favour of the
universality in banning chemical weapons, providing the
broadest participation of states in the Convention on banning
and eliminating chemical weapons from the very start of its
implementation. On their part they express an intention to
be among the first participants of this Convention.




The sides emphaseze the thireat of proliferation of chemiceal
weapons and stand for taking effective measures to prevent ite
dissemination. They state that they will not transfer chemical
weapons to anybody or by any other means to contribute to its
acquiring and stockpilicy by other countries.

The USSR and Great Britain resolutely condemn the use of
cnemical weapons by anybody and anywhere. They believe that

violations of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 cannot be justified

b, any circumstances and will stand in favour of creation in
the world of the atmosphere of intolerance towards chemical

weapons, particularly to their use.




COBMECTHOE 3AARTEHUE
COr3A COBETCKIX COUMAT/CT/AYECKVX PECIIYBIVK
¥ COEIYHEHHOI'C KOPOJIEBCTSA BETHKOBPY TAHVHA
! CEBEPHO: UPIAHIMA 10 SAIPELEH/C
XMYECKOT'0 OPYEMA

Cow3 CoeeTckux CouMasuCTUYECKUX PecmyOamx u Coem¥HEHHOE
KoposeacTeo BesukoOpaTannu ¥ CeBepHO#t MpraHmmu pacCMATPHEAKT
CKOpeimee 3aKINYEHHe KOHEGHIUM O MOJHOM, INMIOGAJIBHOM ¥ NOLIEKIEMCA
3QPEKTHEHOMY KOHTPOJIO 3alpelleHHHd XUMHYSCKOI'0O ODYyXHUA B KAUSCTBE
OIHOR U3 NPHOPUTETHHX IeJSil CBOMX yCWINH IO OTDAHWYEHHKW BOODYXREeHMH
¥ pas’OpyXeHAK, a TaKke MHOT'OCTODOHHUX OEPET'OEOPOB B 3TO# OOJACTH.
Taxad XKOHRGHUMA NOJNXHA NpPSIYCMATPUBATE [OJHOE YHAUTOXEHHE BCeX
3aI2aCOB XHMEYECKOTO OPYXWUA ¥ IPOU3BONCTESHHO! GasH mid ero u3roTOB-
JIeHUA,

CTODOHH C yNOBRJISTBOPEHMEM KOHCTATUDYKT CYUECTBEeHHH# mporpecc,
INOCTUTHYTHA B IOCJENHEe BpeMa B pa3padOTKe KOHBEHIWME Ha XeHEBCKOX
KOHG 3PEHIMA N0 pas30pyXeHuo, Biraronapad KOHCTPYKTUBHOMY BRI
Y9ACTHUKOB NI8PSTOBODOB MHOT'ME BOIPOCH COyIymei#t KOHBEHIMA HAIVIZ
CBOE pelleHAe, & KPYyT' HEpelleHHHX IpPOGASM 3HAYATENIBHO CY3WICH. JTOMY
B HEMAJIO# CTeNmeH!H CHOCOGCTBOBAJIM ¥ NpPEIJIOXeHMS, BHIBUHyTHE COBET-
ckuM Cowzom 1 CoenuHeHHHM KODOJIEBCTEOM IO DABJMYHHM IIOJIATHYECKHUM
¥ TEeXHAYSCKUM ACIEKTaM 3aIpeleHUd XAMUYSCKOTO opyxud. CTODOHH
CUMTAKT, YTO KOHCTDYKTUBHOE B3aUMOISACTBMS MEXIy HMMUA IIpU3BAHO
CTaTh NOCTOAHHHM NO3WUTUBHHM (EKTODOM HA IEperoBopax, # BHpPaXaT
TOTOEHOCTS K COBMECTHOM WIM NapaUIeJbHOE padoTe B HANPABJIEHNH
MOUCKA OGMEeNPMEeMIEMHX NOTOBODPEHHOCTe# Mo eme HE pPemeHHHM ITpOoCIeMAM
C LIGJBK 3aKINYEeHUA KOHEGHIMM IO BO3MOXHOCTH CKOpee.

B mepeyn ouspemb 3TO KAcaeTCA TaKUX TpelywiuX CKopeimero
OKOHYATEJNBHOTO COIVIACOEAHUS BOIPOCOB, KAK NpPOBENEHNe HHCIEKIMi
0 3alpocy, 0CeCnedYeHue YCJOEHR LA HeNPOU3BOICTBA XUMAUYBCKOTO
Opy*ud B KOMMEPYECKO! IDOMHIUIEHHOCTH, IOPANOK YHUYTORSHNA XAMHA-
YeCKOT'0 OpYXHUs, COCTAB MEXIYHADOIHHX OpTraHOB, KOTOpHEe CymyT CO3-
I28HH B COOTBETCTEUM C KOHBEHLMei,




CCCP u CoenmuHeHHOS KopOJI@BCTEO IOIYEpPXMBANT BAXHOCTEH paspa-—
6OTKM CHUCTEMH CTPOT'OI'0 MEXIYHAPOITHOTO KOHTPOJS, ofecneuneanmeit
CaMyl BHCOKYKW CTEIEHb YBEDEHHOCTH BCOX YYACTHUKOB KOHBEHIMHK B
TOM, 4YTO €€ IOJIOKEHHA COCMIKIAKTCA. OHM BHCKABWBAITCA 32 BKJINYSHHE
B KOHBGHIMK IIOJIOKEHHX OC MHCHEKUMAX MO 3alpocy 6e3 npaBa 0OTKas3a
JKOOT0 MecTa WIM 00BEeKTa I'OCYyIapCTRa-y4yaCTHUKA, I[loIe3HYK DOJB B
COIVIACOB&HMY IOJIOXSHH! HA 3TOT CYST UI'paeT COOTRETCTEYyWmMEs OPUTAH-
CKoe npemioxexHus 1986 rorma.

CTOpOHH BHCTYNAKT 34 TaK08 pelleHHe BOIPOCOE HENPOU3EONCTEBA
XMMUYECKOTO ODYyXHA B IIPOMHIVISHHOCTH, IpH KOTOPOM CWJ OH HakmeH
daslaHC MeXIy HeoOXOIMMOCTBK B CaMOM TUATEJBHOM KOHTDOJE U 3aKOH=-
HHMY NPOMHIUISHHHMA H KOMMEDUSCKEMM HHTepecaMy YUYACTHIKOR KOHBEHIVH.
B 3TOM KOHTCKCTE BAXHO8 3HAYEHAE MOT OH MMETh MeXIyHAapOnHHi#t sKC-
IIepAMEHT IO ONPOCOBAHAK CHUCTEMATUYECKOT'O KOHTPOJA 34 HEIPOA3BOI-
CTBOM XMMUYECKOT'O ODYXRHMA C LIEJBK HAaXOXISHUA HAMOON8e ONTUMBJIBHHX
KOHTDPOJBbHHX npouerxyp. CCCP u CoemuHeHHOE KOpPOJSBCTEO TOTOEH y4acCT-
BOBATE B TAKOM 3KCISDHMEHTE M BHIEJAT MIA Uejeft ero mnpoBeNeHUA
0 ONHOMY XHMHYSCKOMY IIpeNNpAATHAK.

CTOpoHH NPUNAIT 0COG0E 3HAYEH#E OTKPHTOCTH U IOBEPUK MEXIY
Y9ACTHUKAMHA NEePer'OBOPOB, CUMTaA NPAKTAYECKU® MEpH HA HTOM HAINpPAB-
JIeHAY BaxHeHm¥M JaKTOpOM ycIexa NepercBopoB., OHM INPH3HBAKNT TOCY-
IapCTEa, KOTOpHE eme He cIeJajay 3Toro, OCBABUTE O CBOEM CTaTyce
B OTHOUWIEHHY XMMHYECKOI'O OpyXUA, a IocynapcTea, OGIANaKmEe XUMA=
YECKUM Opy®#eM, NpSeICTABUTE HA OCHOEE B3AUMHOCTY TAHHWE O CBOHUX
BOGHHO-XUMUUSCKUX apceHayax, HeoOXOmiMHEe IJIA Iporpecca Ha Iepe-
rosopax. CCCP u CoemuHeHHOS8 KOPOJEBCTEOC IOTOBODUINCH &KTUBU3UPO-
BATh YCWIUA B [OJB3Y DaCUAPEHUA OTKPHTOCTHA H& MHOI'OCTODOHHEH# M
IByCTOPOHHE# OCHOE®, B 3TO# CBA3M OHV C YIOEBJSTBODEHVSM OTMEYIWT
OOMeH BW3UTaM¥ HA BOEHHO-XMMHYSCKHE OCBEKTH IBYX CTpaH.

CCCP u CoenuHeHHO8 KOpOJGBCTEO BHCTYNAKT 334 YHMBEPCAIBHOCTH
3anpeTa Ha XMMAYSCKO8 Opyxue, OCECIeYeHHe CaMOr0 MUPOKOro0 YdYacTHrd
rocCyIapCTBE E KOHEGHIMM O 3ANpeleHHH ¥ YHHYTOXREHHM XMMHYECKOTO
OpyXua C camoro Hadaja ee neicTBusA, Co CBOe CTOpPOHW OHM BHpPAXAKT
HaMepeHUe BONUTH B YMCJIO II6PBOHSYMAJLHHX YYACTHUKOE 3TOR KOHEGHIMA,

CTOpPOHH OTMEYAKT ONACHOCTH PACHPOCTPAHSHUA XMMUIECKOTO Opy=-
XdUA ¥ BHCKASHBAKTCA 34 NPUHATUE NeiCTBEHHHX Mep IO IIpenOTEpalleHHK
ero pacnoxsaHud. OHM 3aABJIAKT, 4YTO He OYIYyT NeperaBaTh KOMy OH
TO HA OHJO XHMKYECKOe ODyRUe WIM KAKAM-IUO0 IPYTMM CIOCOGOM CO-
IeicTBOBaTh €I'0 NPUOCPEeTEHMK WIM HaKOIUIEHMK NPYTUMA CTPaHAMH,




CCCP ® BenuKOOpPATAHUA PEUHTENBHO OCYXINAKT IIPUNMEHEHUSe XHMU-
98CKOT0 OpYyXUA KeM OH TO HH Owio B rae CH TO HA Oniao, OHM CHUTART,
YTO HADYINeHUA XEHEECKOro mpoToxoJsa I920 roma He MOryT OHTBH ONpaB-
IAHH HAKaKuM4 OOCTOATEJBCTEAMM U OYyOYyT BHCTYNATE B NOJAB3Y CO3NaHAA
B MUDS &TMOCDEpH HEOTEDHUMOCTA K XUMUYSCKOMY ODYXAK, B OCOOSHHOCTH
K ero NIpAMEeHeHMK.,.




10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

26 November 1988

From the Private Secretary

VISIT OF PRESIDENT GORBACHEV: POSSIBLE JOINT
DECLARATION ON CHEMICAL WEAPONS

Thank you for your letter of 24 November
setting out the case against agreeing to a joint
declaration on chemical weapons during President
Goroachev's visit. I will speak as proposed to

Mr. Kossov.

(C. D. POWELL)

Stephen Wall, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
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