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TO BE RETAINED AS TOP ENCLOSURE

Cabinet / Cabinet Committee Documents

Reference Date

CC(84) 39" Meeting, item 2 29/11/1984

OD(D)(83) 1* Meeting, only item 14/12/1983

The documents listed above, which were enclosed on this file, have been
removed and destroyed. Such documents are the responsibility of the
Cabinet Office. When released they are available in the appropriate CAB
(CABINET OFFICE) CLASSES

Signed i ?«rm/vy Date [ 7//5/ Zx%

PREM Records Team




Foreign and Commonwealth Office document

Reference: Diplomatic Report No 8/84

Description: Committee on Disarmament: Annual Review for 1983.
Leader of the UK Delegation to the Committee on
Disarmament at Geneva to the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs

29 December 1983

The above FCO documents, which were enclosed on this file have been
removed and destroyed.

Such documents are the responsibility of the Foreign and Commonwealth
Office. When released they are available in the
appropriate FCO CLASSES.

Signed <Y /é?wz/¢ Date [ 7{/ é{/ 2%

PREM Records Team




CONFIDENTIAL

I

Foreign and Commonwealth Office

London SWI1A 2AH

14 December 1984

Bear Chads,

US Draft CW Convention: Article X

As requested, I enclose the full text of the US draft
Convention on Chemical Weapons, together with the text of
Article X (compulsory acceptance of challenge inspection)
in a separate format, for ease of reference. 1 also enclose
the text of alternative language on challenge inspection
which we have proposed to the Americans in an extended
process of consultation in which the French and Germans are
also involved.

oo
(e

(L V Appleyard)
Private Secretary

C D Powell Esq
10 Downing Street

CONFIDENTIAL




CONFIDENTIAL UK  ALTERNATIVE TEXT!

ARTICLE X
CHALLENGE INSPECTION

1. 1In accordance with the relevant provisions of this Convention
and Annex II thereto, each State Party shall have the right to
request, through the relevant organs of the Convention, at any time,
a challenge inspection of any location or facility under the
jurisdiction of another State Party to clarify and resolve any
matter which may cause doubts about compliance or which gives rise
to concern about a related matter which may be considered

ambiguous.

2. Each State Party shall accede to such a request, within 24
hours of its receipt, and make the necessary arrangements to allow

an inspection to be carried out immediately.

3. In the event of a failure to implement a challenge inspection,
the following procedures shall apply and shall be completed within
the prescribed time limits below:-

(a) the Director General of the Organisation shall require, on

behalf of the Executive Council, the challenged State Party to

propose, within the following 24 hours alternative on-site

inspection measures, in accordance with the provisions of the
Convention which will establish whether that State has complied with
its obligations under this Convention. If the challenged State
Party fails to comply with the Director General's request within 24
hours, the challenging State Party may supply to the Director
General for transmission to the Executive Council more detailed

information relating to its request for an on-site inspection;

(b) at the same time, the challenging State may supply to all
States Parties to the Convention, through the Director General of

the Organisation, its detailed reasons for requesting an on-site
inspection;




CONFIDENTIAL

(c) upon receipt of the more detailed information from the
challenging State, the Director General shall, within 24 hours of
its receipt, renew his request to the challenged State on behalf of

the Executive Council for an alternative on-site inspection;

(d) in the event of the continued failure by the challenged State
Party to implement the renewed request for an alternative on-site
inspection within 48 hours of its receipt, the Executive Council
(convened by the Director General) may recommend immediately to the

Consultative Committee, upon the evidence available and the repeated

refusal of the challenged State to permit an on-site inspectionithat

the challenged State Party's rights and privileges of membership of
the Organisation should be suspended. The Committee's decision to
suspend shall be taken by a two thirds majority of Members present
and voting. The Committee shall report a decision to suspend to the

Security Council of the United Nations;

(e) following the decision to deprive a State Party of its rights
and privileges of membership under sub-paragraph (d) of para 3 of
this Article, the other States Parties may, together or
individually, regard the continued failure to implement the
requested on-site inspection as a material breach of the Convention,
entitling them to suspend the operation of the Conyention, in whole
or in part, in relations between themselves and the defaulting
State; and to take whatever other measures they consider appropriate
in the light of their continued right to provide for self-defence

under Article 51 of the UN Charter.

4. The penalties contained in paragraph 3 of this article would
not apply in the event that a challenged state had proposed an
alternative on-site inspection on a basis acceptable to the

Executive Council.

13 December 1984
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IS TEXT : EXTRACT

Article X

% Special On-Site Inspection

1. In accordance with the provisions of this Article and

Annex 1I, each member of the Fact-Finding Panel shall have

the right to request at any time a special on-site inspection

— — -

of any other Party, through the Technical Secretariat, to

clarify and resolve any matter which may cause doubts about

compliance or gives rise to concerns about a related matter

which may be considered ambiguous, of:

a) any location or facility subiject to systematic
! b ¥

—————

——. —_— -

international on-site inspection pursuant to

Articles III, V, and VI; or

(b) any military location or facility, any other location

or facility owned by the Government of a Party, and

as set forth in Annex II, locatioas or facilities
controlled by the Government of a Party.
A request shall be handled in the following manner:
(a) Within twenty-four hours of the request,
the Technical Secretariat shall notify

the Party to be inspected and designate




an inspection team in accordance with
paragraph 4 of this Article:; and

Within twenty-four hours after the receipt
of such notification, the Party to be
inspected shall provide the inspection team

unimpeded access to the location or

Each Party may solicit from any member of the Fact-
Finding Panel a regquest for an inspection of any other

Party under this Article.

4. Any special on-site inspection requested through the
Technical Secretariat shall be carried out by inspectors
designated from among the full-time inspectors of the Secre-
tariat. Each inspection team shall consist of one inspector

from each member State of the Fact-Finding Panel, except

that if the Party to be inspected is a member State of the

Panel, the team shall not include any inspector from that
State. The team shall promptly provide a written report to

the requesting Party, the inspected Party, and the Fact-Finding
Panel. Each inspector shall have the right to have his

individual views included in the report.
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CONVENTION ON THE PROHIBITION OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS

The States Perties to this Conveﬁulon,

Reaffirming their adherence to the cbjective of genersl and complete
disermement under strict and effective internmctiicnel control, including the
prohibition and eliminction of 211 types of weapons of moss destruction, .

- L]

Desiring to contribute to the reclizetion of the purposes and rrinciples of the
United Nations, 2s set forth in its Cherter,

Recelling the significence of the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in
Wer of Asphyxietiqﬁ, Poiscnous or Other Geses, end cf Becteriologicel Methods of
Werfare, signed &t Geneve on 17 Junz 1925, 2nd alsc of the Convention on the
Prchibition of the Development, Production znd Stockpiling of Becteriologicsl
(Biological) end Texin Wecpons end on Their Destruction, signed 2t Weshington,
London end Moscow on 10 April 1972, snd colling upon 21l Stotes to comply strictly
with the said sgreements,

Determined, for the sake of 2l
cf toxic cxgﬂlcalc being used es we

1 mankind, to exclude completely the possibility
apons,

Convinced that such use would be repugnant to the conscience of mankind 2nd
that no effort should be spared to minimize this risk

Considering thet achievements in the field of chemistry should be used
exclusively for the benefit of meni:i
ctive prohibition of the development,
:powq, end their destruction, »epresents
of these common objectives,

Convinced that the complete end effe
productlon end stockpiling of chemicel we
8 necessary step towerds the zchievement

Fulfilling the commitment uhder Article IX of the Convention on the
Prohibition of the Development, Production end Stockpiling of Bacterlological
(Biologicel) ané Toxin Weepons end on Their Destruction with regerd to the
effective prohibition of chemicsl wespons,

Have sgreed es fcllovs:

Each Perty undertakes not to:

(2) develop, produce, otherwise acquire, stockpile, or retain chcmicel
weapons, or transfer chemical weapons o onyone;

(b) conduct other e“tlvﬁuler in preperation for use of chemicel weeponz;
-1 wacpons in zny ermed conflict; or

(d) essist, encourage, induce, Girectly or indirectly, enyone to engage
in activities prohibvited to ics under this Convention, :




™

Fcr the purposes of this Convention:
1, "Chemic2l weapons" means,

(2) super-toxic le lethsl, sor 16 hermful ckemi els, 8nd their
precursors, exccpt for ti,uc chemicals int ¢ : or nbrmltt pL_pO ses as
long cs the types 2nd quentitics invol i with s purposes and
except for fhose chemicals which are nct ; 2 hal, or cther lefhal, ™
chenmicals and which ax by & Porty ‘o“ AOFC -enforcement and riot
coentrol purposes or ‘ 2 herbicidey or

(&) runitions or devices specificolly dosis rmed to ceuse de:
through the toxic rroperties of aﬁy ﬁ“c 1icel which is defined.os
under subparegrsvh (c) of this poarcgreprn and which would be re
of the employment of  such :u_"' £ d devices; or

' - - - - . . = . ] .
(c) any equiprment or chemiecal EF“le“CEAlV designed for use directly in
connection with the employment of such munitions or devices.

"Super-toxic lethel chemi esns eny toxic chemicel with e median lethzl

which is less then quel to (0.5) na/k" (subcutzneous administration) or
(2,000) mg-min/m3 (ty in ion), when measured by the stendard methods™ ~~
specified in Schedule B.

3« "Other lethal chemical" me & ic chemicel with & medion 1lethigl dose
ri

which is greater than (0.5) *g/n" - 1€ inistreticn) cr (2 OCO) mg—rln/ﬁ
(by inkﬂlﬂtiong end which is less the Zogb s m /kg (su"catone
adninistretion) or 20,000 mg-min/m inhelztior mhen measured by thu_standard
methods specified in Chnddle D . x "5

4. "Other hermful chemicel" meens ang cic cherical not covered under the

terns "super=toxic lethal chemicz2l" or "oths .'34 chemlcal”, including chemicals
which normelly cause incepacitation ne :

Se "Toxic chemiczl" means ¢ leni substence, regerdless of its origin or
2ethod of production, which through it® chemicsl action cen interfere directly
with normal functioning of men or ﬂlm“la 80 2s 1o ceuse death, temperary
incapacitetion cr permeznent damage,” "

6o "Precursor" mecans eny chemicel which mey be used in production of a super-
toxic lethel chemical, other let! chemical, or other harmful chemical,

Te "Key precursor" meens ony precurscr thst is listed in Schedule Ce

8« "Permitted purposes" mezns industricl, ag research, medical or

other peaceful purposes; proiective purposes; .‘ ary purposes thet do not

meke use of the chemicel zction of z toxic cheri interfere directly with
o

normel functioning of men and onimels so as to c: ceth, temporcry
incepscitstion cr permanent domeze.




9e "Protective purposes" means purposes directly related to protection
chemicel weapons, but does not mezn purposes directly related to the deve
production, other ecquisition, stockpiling, retention or trensfer of chemi
weapons.

———— . o

10, "Chemicel weapons producticn focility" means eny building or eny eguipm

1

which in 2ny degree wes designed, constructed or used since 1 January 1946, fcr

(2) the production for chemical wespons of eny ftoxic chemicel, exzept for
those listed in Schedule B, cor the production for chemicsl weaponz of any kel
precursor; or

(b) the filling of chemicel weapons,

2tion for use of chemical weepons" mesns
ctivities directly related to protcctive

11, "Other ectivities ir preper
eleboreted), but does not mean 2

Article III

d Aztivities

1. Subject to the limitations contzined in this Convention, each Perty may
retein, produce, ecquire, trensfer or use toxic chemicals, and their precursors,
for permitted purposes, of types 2nd in gusntitiss consistent with such PUrpOSes.,

24 The following meesures shell epply tc toxic chemicels for protective purposess

(8) The retention, production, acquisition, and use of super-~toxic lethal
chemicals end key precurscrs for protective purpcses shell be strictly limited to
those esmounts which cen be justified for such purposes. At no time shell the
eggregete smount possessed by o Porty excecd one metric ton, nor shall the
egeregete smount acquired by & Perty in any celendar yeer through production,
withdrawel from chemiczl wespons stocks, end trsnsfer exceed one metric ton. Once
a2 Perty has reached the eggregste one metric ton permitted per yezr, it must
acquire any further such super-toxic lethal chemicels until the next ycar, ¢
time it mey then scquire only thosc cmounts of such chemicals to replece comow
used or transferred to snother Perty for protective purposes,

(v) Bech Perty which produces super-toxic lethzl chemicals or key pr
for protective purposes shell carry out the production 2t & 'single cpecisalize
facility, the capacity of which shell not exceed (2n 'crresd limit), Informetion
on the fecility and its overations shall be provided in ezccordance with Arnex IT.
The fscility shall be subject to systemotic internstionzl on-site verification,
through on-site inspection and continuous monitoring with on-site instrumente in
accordance with Arnex I1I,

(c) h Party shell, in eccordznce with Annex II, meke 2n ennucsl declarstion
regarding key precursors devoted to protective purpeses and 211 toxic
chemicels tl n be used s chemical viecepons but erc devoted to protective
purposes, & as provide otuer specified informetion on its protective
ectivities,




The provisions
f super-toxi

+nmm
Yk adeda

noximun guantity

12 month perind, ner
L~ ’
Prior to any transfer of'.

limit specified in subp2
coursor, the transferring Perty shell

p
such 2 super-=toxic leth ! :
provide the informetion spe ified in Anacx Il. Items trensfarred ney not be

retransferred to oncther

cbjectives of the

In view
be subject to the

nvention
ial
suell prohibit ell

tory guentities for __

preduction
ents epproved by the

regeerch, medicel, or proi
Party; and

C for permitted
ite verification,
runents, cs-specified

in destruction of
its territoxy for the
»1 weapons production

position
including
oying then,

B Tris Convention shall be. implemented menner designed in so far as
+he economic nologicel ectivities of Parties

pessible to 2void i ing th
1o the Convention i tionzl co-operstion in the field of pcaceful chemicel
ectivities including th ernstionel cxchznge of toxic chemicels znd -equipment
for the producti ‘ ase of toxic chemicals for peaceful purposes

in zccordance wi ns cf the Convention. -

on
L1
Li
Article IV

Production

file o declarztion, within 30 deys after the Convention
it, stetinz » it has under itc control enywhere,
v, any supcr~toxic

L

any chcomicel’ weropon oduction fecility,
ol 0% L0 ive TUrpoS=Sy. OT BNV production
12thel chemiecls V. ke precursors for protective

= baac?
= her the Party hes on its
inciuding o State not party to this

ir locations.

dec iled by eech ty snell comply with the requirements of

the prceise .nder its control end the

inventory of the chemid




(b) its gencrel Plcnu for destruction of eny chemicel weespons under its
control ;

(c) the precise locatio ny neture, ond capecity of eny chenicel wezpons
production facility under its control ot eny time since 1 Jenuary 1946;

(@) its plans for closing end eventuslly destroying any chemical weeapons
production focilities under its control ;

(e) the precise Joceticn znd cepecity of the single specisglized producticn
facility, if eny, for guper-toxic lethel chemicals ond key precursors permitted
by subparagraph 2 (b) of Article II1;

(f) the precise location g 5 eny other fecility under S
designed, constructed or used, since (dote r the production of cheﬂlc;l
in Schedules B znd & '

(g) the precise locaticn znd noturc of any f'cility under its control
designed, constructed, or used since (é2te), for deve clopment of chemical weapons
’ A T
1nc1ud1ng test end evalustion sitess end

(h) whether the Perty hes tronsforred CO?trol of chemicel weepons or
equipment for their production since (da te) or hes received such weapons or
equipment since that dete., . If Oy speeific informetion shell be nrovided in
eccordence with Ammex II,

l. Eech Perty shsll, in accordance

(z) provids informetion on the location and composition of any chemicel
weepons, pursuent to Article IV;

(b) provide a gencrel plin for des 1;"'0“,1_.,F its cheniczl
Article IV and, QUDSQQUc”+7j, provide more detoiled plens;

(c) ensure sccass to its chemicel weepens immedist 2ly efter the declars
is filed, for the purpose of systemstic internztionel on-site verificetion of
the declaration, thr “tL on-site inspection;

(d) ensure, tarough occess %o itf cheriical weepons for the
systematic internztionz1 51t ificetion, and through on-si
continuous monitoring vitﬁ on—site inctruments, thet the chemica
renoved except to 2 destru ility;

T

+
v

-

L

wea

(e) destroy its chemicel iear 18y pursuent to the time-teble speci
Annex II, begimming nct later then montls, ond finishing not lster t
10 years, ofter the Convention ent: into f:rco for ity

iT4
1en

(f) provide access te the destruction ss for the purpose of systemetic
internstional on-site verifi =tion of dostm ion, through the continuous presence
of inspectors zng lnuous monitoring wit! on-sito instruments; -




(g) provide information ennuelly nz the destruction process r
im?lejentetion of its plen for destructi £ chemicel weaponsji ond

(h) 13 30 deys efte =struction process
complcted, '

2.

to syvtu.“ti
monitoring with

3 0ld chemicel

and this Article have
regerding nGtLJIV t;:n,
internationzl

tJ- chemiesl weopo
nrulalb IV 2nda thi

4.
control of &
such weepons are

the date orn which

he ¢
Ladls LA

i1iity, ;urcuﬁr

plens;

°ftir t“'

(f) zrfviﬁe G
gsystometic internaticr
gmuins closcd ond is evensuzlly
cction snd continuous moniterinsz ty on




CD/500
page 7

(g) destroy its chemicel wezpons production facilites, pursuant to the
time~table specified in Annex II, beginning not later then 12 menths, and finishing
not later then 10 yeers, after the Convention enters into force for it

(h) " provide information annually during the destruction period regerding the
implementation of its plen for destruction of chemical weapons production
fecilities; and

(i) certify, not lzter thon 30 deys after the destruction process hzes been
completed, that its chemical weapons production facilities have been destroyed.

2., All chemicel wespons production facilities shall be subject to systemctic
internstiocnel on-site verification, through on-site inspection and monitoring
with on-site instruments in e2ccordence with Annex II.

B No Perty shell construct any new chemical weapons production facilities, or
modify eny existing fecilities, for purposes prohibited by the Conventicn.

4. A chemicel weapons production facility may be temporesrily converted for
destruction of chemical weapons. Such a2 converted fecility must be destroyed as
soon a2s it is no longer in use for destruction of chemicel weapons and, in cny
case, not later than the desdline for destruction of chemiczl wecpons preoduction
fecilities set forth in subparagreph 1 (g) of this Article.

Committee

A A Consultative Committec shell stablished upon entry into force of this
Convention, Bach Perty shall be en to designete 2 representctive to the
Consultetive Cormittec. X

2. The Consultetive Committ
Convention, promote the verifi end
cerry out internetionsl consultav.ons end co-operction among Perties to the
Cenvention., For these ' i

( - ut systemetic internctionel on-site verificetion, through

cn—-site Irs s Tiny d monitoring with on-site instruments, ofs
i y

cnemicel weapons,

-

o

n of cheniceal weapons,

- . ~

closure and destruction of chemicel weapons production facilities,

SUNED—

production for permitted purposes of- the chemicels. specified in
Schedule C;




provide a forum for discussion of
or the implemcntation, of the Convent
(¢) conduct specicl on=sitc
inspections undsr Article XI;

(ﬂ) particlp

D2
referred to in perag
Perties involved;

operation of the Cunwbpu¢u.;
(¢) meet in regul

(h) review the operztion of Convention at five=yeer intervels unless
otherwise agrced vy o mejority © he Porties.

functions.

4, Esch Porty shel —opcrote fully with thc ysulteti smmittee in the
exercise cof its ificetin ibil

5e Further functions end the ¢ zonizatiog G} lteti Cormittez, theo
i i arizt

Executive Council, the and othe

subsidisry orgens sre specific in Anne

atoriazycn

A Perty shell not interfere ywith
This shell apply tc verificetion setivities conducted iv
Convention by the dczignated r»eprescnie ives of the Consu ive Cor m1+tee or
by Perties, end shell include verification =ctivities cuﬂﬂJciwd by nctional
technical nmesns in ¢ mcnner consistent with zenerslly recognized principles of
interneticnel law.

Congultation and 00 sporaticn: Resolwving Complisnce Izosues

121l consult cid CC=0DLITTE irectly om ' }u:;ClJ“q, or throusgh
ive Corpmittec or c*" ~‘yn~:*'. 3 inte procedures,
edurss w1th_n bh oniewerk o Iy iite l:ulhns and in eccordance
Un cny > ‘L:'n moy b iszd relatine to the objecwives
2 _ i

idi®




2« Perties shell nmeke every pos e cffort to clerify snd resolve, thro
biletersl COﬁsultLulcu, eny metier ﬁhick may czuse doubts about compliance
Convention or which gives rise ne 2bout 2 related metter which "ey be
considered emki{ucus. 1 ] ahi L eives 2 request from znother Sorty for
clarification of [ T r which the crty believes ceuses such doubts
or concerns qnall P : questing ty w1t11 seven deys of the request,
with informetion s ,3- t 1 Swer ihe doubtis or concerns raised slong with »n
explanztion of how tie lanrMLtlo“ provided rcsolves the metter. Nothing in shis
Convention effects the right of eny two or more Porties to arrenge by mutucl consent
for inspcctions emong themselves teo c"“l*y ond resolve any motter which mey cousc
doubts about cvmpiltnC" or ELVLo risc to concerns ebnrut £ rclcted meotter which ney
be considered embiguscu: Sucl rrrcngcr=nts shall not effect the riszhts end
obligstions of eng Porty unccr other provisions of this Convention,

Sy In order to f: itote ¢ ““tﬁry resolution of metters rzised, the Peorties
concerned mey requcest th i nee of the Lﬁ;sult-tlvo Committee or its subsidiery
orgens. Any Party m 2gue ne Ezecutive Council to conduct fact-finding
procedures with rege the Port own cctivities or the zetivities of onother
Party in order to ¢ i eny Lﬂttur which mey ceuse doubts ebout
complience with the Convention or gives risc to concerns about & related mottor
which mey te considercd smbiguous,

(2) Requests sen I couti il under this Article shell stote
the doubts or concer : cific reoso: or the doubts or concerns, and the
action thet the Council i 2ing regues underteke,

(b) Within twc doys of ot of 1 & regquest, the Technlc 21 Secrcter
shell, on behelf of the Counci roguest ti rty whose activities crccie the
doubts or concerns to clerify

(c) If ! s concarns :eve rise to the regquest heve not been
it

resolved within ¢ ) Fo 2ipnt o ne t by the Council, its
Fact-Finding Prnel sho Ly ly initie 2 flnﬁln" 1nﬁu1rv, ond fre

to the Ck'ir"*n cf the Cc T 9 rey i o whether interim or flng¢
within two mon - thie dete of the reque ep s of the Pencl shell include
2ll views end informati oresented during its proc inzs.

(@) All requeets pecie! ite inspections shall b
Article X ord uests for ad hoc cn-sife inspections by A
4. Any Perty whosc deubts or conccrns t complisance have not been resolved
within two months or ony Perty which b ~tﬂ or concerns it believes werrant
uregent consideration by &l 1gs rege ;nL complisnce or regerding other
motters directly reloted to the jectives of thc Convention mey reguest the
Cheirmen of the Consultctive Commiticc tc convenc o speciel ﬁuetlng of the
Committec, The Chairmen of i amitice shell convene such 2 meeting ¢
2s possible end in any ithin cne month of the “eceipt of the reguest.
Each Party mey pe i :h 2 neeting, whose functions snd rules o
procedures ere in £

De A1l Prrties sholl co-ope ¢ Tully with the Consultotive Committce ond its
subsidisry orgens, vs we witl internptionsl srgonizations, wL¢CD.AL5, ke
eppropriste, give scientific, teclinicrl en ru"i 1istrative surﬂo“t in oxder to
fecilitete fect~finding cetivities rnd therst help 1o ensure the speecy

resolution of the metter - ' originsl requcst.
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Article XT.

Ad Hoc On-Site Inspection

1. In accordance with the provisions of this Article end Annex II, esch Perty
shall have the right to request, 2t any time, the Consultative Committee to :
conduct an 2d hoc on-site inspection; to cloerify and rasolve 2ny motter which
ney cause douhts 2bout complisnce o mivee rise to concerns gbout 2 related
matter which msy b2 considered ambiguous, of eny locetion or facility not subject
to Articie X, '

2, A request shoil be hendled in the following menner:

L-Finding Fenel shell meet within 24 hours to determine
wiether to re st such on ed hoc on-site irspection using the guidelines in
Saction E o

Sonel decide request en a2d hoc inspection, the
except £ he most cxcewtlcr“1 reasons, p*cv1d

request it shell pr
2 deteiled, concrete
erns which gave rise to the rcq 3st.
{ ¢ ¥vlanation end 2lternative submitted,
m2y s=1d enother ragues king irto acet 2ll relevent elements, including
roccible siev eleme received by the Ponel ¢ the originel request.

Choirman shell immediately inform

Artacle XII

its constitutionzl
in particular, to prohibit end prevent
conducting by this Convention anywhere

(%) irfoxm the Consultative mnittec e msasures it hes teken to
thc Con7enticn.

cems eppropriate, to render
the Security Council of the
r 28 & result of -2 viclation




Article XIV

ference with Other Acreements

1, Nothing in this Convention shell be interpreted es in sny way limiting or
detracting from the obligetions essuned by zny Stete under the Protocol for the
Prohibition of the Use in Wer of Asphyxisting, Poisonous or Other Gescs, and of
Bacteriologicel Methods of Werfere, signed ot Geneve on 17 June 1925, or under
the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production end Stockpiling
of Bacteriological (Biologicel) ond Toxin Weepons end on Their Destruction,
signed 2t Weshington, London 2nd IMoscov on 10 April 1972.

2e Esch Perty to thiz Convention thot i

is 2ls0
iating,
t

» Porty to the Protocol for the
Poisonous or Other Geses, end of
Genevas on 17 June 1325, a2ffirms
(

\C

) of Article I supplemenis its

Prohibition of the Use in VWer of Lsphyxi 1
Bocteriological Methods of Werfaore, gigned a
thet the obligetion set forth in subperegreph
obligations under the Protocol,

Convention. Amendments shell
or acceding to tnem on the thirtieth doy
following the deposit of instruments .+ificotion or sccession by & majority
of the Perties to the Convention 2nd ther: sr for each remsining Perty on tne
thirtieth day following the deposit of 1’ i runent of retificetion or
accession,

s S
rat 1ol

1la This Convention shall be of unlimited

2. Every Party to this Convention shell, in exercising its nationsl sovereignty,
have the right to withdrew from the Convention if it decides thet extreordinary
events, related to the subject-metier of the Convention, heve Jjeoperdized the
supreme interests of its country. It shell give notice of such withdrawel to 2all
other Perties to the Convention, to the Depositery and to the Security Council of
the United Nestions three months in zdvonce. Such notice shsll include 2
statement of the cxtreordinery events it regerds es heaving jeoperdized its

suprene interests.

ignature;

1. This Conventicn shell be open to oll States for signsture.

2. Any Stete which’'does not sign the Convention before its entry into force
1

in sccordance with peragreph 4 of this Article mey ecccde to it et any time.
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Z, This Convention znd its Annexcs, which form 2n integral part thoreof, shezll be
subject to ratificection by signatory Stotes. Instruments of retification end
instruments of accession shall be deposited with the Secretery-Generel of the
United Nations, hereby designated as the Depositery.

4. This Convention shzll enter into force 30 deys after the dete of deposit
of the (fortieth) instrument of rztification.

5. For each Stete retifying o :

instrument of retificetion or accecsi he Convention shell enter into force on
the thirtieth day following the deposit o > instrument of reotification or
accession.

6. The Depositary shell promptly inform ell signotory znd scceding States of the
dote of each signeture, the dote of deposit of cech instrument of rotification or
of sccession and the dete of the entry intc force of this Conventinn, &nd of the

receipt of other notices. The Depcsitery sholl immedistely upon receipt trensmit

eny notices required by this Conventiicn to every Perty.

7. This Convention shell be registered by the Depositery pursuent to Article 102
of the Cherter of the United Netions.

This Convention, the English, Arcbic, incse penish
texts of which ere equelly euthentic,
Secretery~General cf the United Netions.
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DETAILED UNITED STATES YIEWS ON THE CONTENTS .
OF THE 'ANNEXES TO THE CONVENTION 2/

Annex I
""" CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE

Provisions_shpuld be“;ncluded,along the following lines:

Section A. Ceneral Provisions i . y:
1. The Consultative Committee established purauant to Article VII should convene
in (venue) not later than 30 days after the Convention enters into force. .

2 The Consultative Committge should subsequently meet in regular sessions
annually for the first 10 years after the Convention enters into force, and annually
thereafter unless a majority of Parties agrees that a meeting is unnecessary. A
special meeting may be convened at the request of any Party or. of the Executive.,. _,
Council. ' ' o
o In order to assist it in carrying out its functions, the Consultative Committee
should establish an Executive Council, as provided in Section B of this Annex, as
well as a Fact-Finding Panel, a Technical Secretariat and such other subsidiary
bodigs_gs may be necessary for its work.

4. The Executive Council should be responsible for carrying out the functions of
the Consultative Committee specified in paragraph 2 of Article VII during .the y
period'wben the latter is not in session. In particular, it shall be responsible
for the activities in paragraph 1 Qf Section B of this Annex. CEE. aihet v
5 Except as specified elsewhere, the Committee and its subordinate bodies should
take decisions where possible by consensus. If consensus cannot be reached within
24 hours, u decision may be taken by a majority of those present and voting. .The. ..
report on a fact-finding inquiry should not be put to a vote, nor should any ..
decision be taken as to whether a Farty is complying with the provisions of the

Convention.
6. The chairman of the Committee should be chosen by the Committee itself.
i The Committee should present an annual report on its activities to the Partieé.

8. The expenses of the Committes should be met by ( ).

2 25 The question of international legal personality of the Committee and its
subsidiary organs should be addressed. o :

Section B. Exccutive Council

15 In carrying out its responsibilities, the Executive Council should, in -
particular, be responsible for: : ot -

—————

:f This paper presents current United States views on the contents of the
annexes of a chemical weapons convention. It is subject to further modification,
elaboration and refinement.
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(a) carrying out systematic international on-site verification;
(b) «nsuring the implementation of . ord compliznae vith, the Convention;

(¢) obtaining, keepinz and disseminating information submitted by Parties
regarding matters pertaining to the Convention;

(d) rendering services to Parties and facilitating consultations among them;

LT - b L 2
(e¢) receiving requests from Parties, including Faquests for fact-finding;
(f) deciding and_bverséeingispecific action to be taken regarding such
requests;

.2 Ag) overseaing tne activitiss of the ofhgr,subordinate bodies of the
Consultative Committee, including ensuring. the.proper cxecution of the functions of
the Technical Secretariat, including the carrying out of systematic international
on-site verification pursuant to Articles III, V, VI; the carrying out of special
on-site inspcctions pursuant to Article X; and the carrying out of ad hoc on-site
inspections pursuant to Article.XI;.. : o R g8

?(hz reporting_ﬁq the Consultativas.Committee;. and

(1) requesting, when it decems necessary; a 3peéiai meeting of the Consultative
Committee. , e A w=ih

2. (a) .The Executive Council-ahould be established within.45.d2ys after-entry
into force of the Convention and should be composed of one represcntative from each
of not more than 15 Parties, plus a non-voting chairman.

(b) Ten members should be elected by the Consultative Committee after .
nominations by the chairman based on consultation with the Parties. In selecting
these members, due regard should be glven to ensuring an appropriate geographieg’
balance. These members should serve for a two-year period, with five of these
members replaced each vear.

(e} In addition,'those permaﬁcnt members of the Seccurity Council of the
United Nations who are Parties to the Convention should be represented,

(d) Each member may be assisted at meetings Dy one or more techniecal or
other advisers.

(e) The chairman of the Consultative Committee should serve aalgﬁéirman of:!
the Executive Council.

Section C. Fact-Finding Panel

1 within”d%'days'aftéf cntry into force of the Coavention, the Consultative

Committee should establisn a Fact-finding Pancl subordinate tTo the Executive Council,

which should be responsible for conducting fact-finding inquiriece pursuant to

Article IX, considering reports on special on-site inspuctions pursuant to Articls X,

and overseeing ai noc inspectlicons Lursuant to trticls XI.

2. . fa), Thc.jéct-};ndinm.fanel should consist of dirlomatic vepresgntativas of
Lus

five Parties, p a nop-voting chairnan.
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~(b).2rThrée Pabties should be selected by the Consultative Committee by_a_
four-fifths vote after nomihations by the chairman based on consultations with
Parties. These member States should serve for a six-year period, with one Party
being replaced every other year.' Of these three Parties, one should represent the
(Western group), one the (Eastern group), and one the (neutral/non-aligned group).

(¢) 1In addition there shculd be one diplomatic representative each from the
United States and the Soviet Un101 .

(d) The chairman of the Executive Counzil should serve as chairman of the
Fact-Finding Panel.

5 (a) The Panel Jhould convene within 10 daya after receipt or a request from

a Party Tor a fact—finding inquiry, within 24 hours after a request for an ad hoc
on-site inspéction pursuant to' Article XI, or immediately on completion of a special
on-site inspection by inspectors from the Technical Secretariat pursuant to

Article X, to reviéw the information available, coénduct necessary inquiries, and
make appropriate findings of fact.

(b) The work of the Fact-Finding Panel should be organized in such a wéy aﬁ
to permit it to perform 1t° functions,_

']

(e) The Panel should transmit to the chairman of the Executive Council its
findings of fact, whethe" in.crim or flnal, within two months of the date of the
convening of the Panel. - ‘Keports of the Panel‘s findings should 1nclude all views
and informaticn prnsenued durzng the Fanel s proceedings.

(d) Each member should have the right through the chairman, to request from
Partieg and from international organizatzons such information and assistance as the
member- considers desirable for the accomplishment of the work of the Panel.

(e) The first meating of the Panel should be held not later than 60 days
after entry into force of the Convention to agree on its organization and rules of
procedure. At this meeting the chairman should submit rzcommendations, based on
consultations with Parties and signatories.

Section D. Technical Secretariat

L5 The Technical Secretariat should:
(a) conduct on-site iospections pursuant to Articles III, V, VI, X, and XI;

(b) provide the nz2cessary administrative support to the Consultative Committee,
the Executive Council, the Fact-Finding Panel and such other subsidiary bodies as
may be established;

(¢) render appropriate technical assistance to Parties and to the Executive
Council in implementing the provisions of the Convention, such as reviewing
Schedules A, B, C, and D, developing techinical procedures, and improving the
effectiveness of verification methods;

(d) receive from Parties and distribute to them data relevant to the
implementation of the Convention;
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(e) negotiate the aubsidiar‘y arrangements for systematic international on-sit.
inspections provided for in Annex II, section B, subsection A, paragraph e Hna.

'ﬁf), assist the Executive Council on such other tasks as may be agraed..

2, ' Yirhi compositlon of the Techn;cal Secretariat should be elaborated by the
Preparatory Commission._ g pre i

G- All inspectotrs should be techhiCally qualified and acceptable to their
goverhments s L¥

Section E. Special Meeting of the Cohsultative Committae

1. e spec1al meeting of the Consultative Committee provided for in Article’ Ix
should undertake to solve any problem which may be raised by the Party reg questing
khe' meebing‘ For this purpose. the assembled Parties .should be entitled to

request and receive any information which a Party is in a p051tion to communicate.

oy The work of the special meeting should be organized in auch a way as to permit
it to perform its functions. T

5 Any Party should be able to participate in the meeting. The meeting should
be chalred by the chairman of the Committee.

4. “Each Party should have the right, through the chairman to .request from Statesr
and from international organizations such information and assistance as. the Party:
considers desirable for the accomplisbnent of the work of the meeting.

Ba f A summary of the meeting, incorporating all views and information presented
during the meeting, should be prepared promptly and distributed to all Parties. °
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Annex II

Vs el VERIFICATION

Provisions along the following lines should be 1nciuded:

Section A. Declarations

A. General Provisions

1. Unless otherwise stipulated, information required to be provided should be
submitted to the Depositary until the Consultative Committee is established and
thereafter to the Committee. The information should be provided ac¢ording to a
.stan@ékh'format, which should be specified by the Depositary, after consultation with
signatories, for information submitted before establishment of the Committee, or’
specified by the Committée for information submitted after itslestablishment.r i
The information should be made available to Parties.

il Locations should be specified with sufficient precision to permit unambiguous
identification of sites and facilities. For this reason all locations should be
specified by geographical place name and co-ordinates, as well as by any other
official or commonly used designation, ‘and should be clearly marked on maps of a
suitable scale. For facilities within complexes, the exact position within‘the”
complex should be specified.

% The accuracy'and completeness of all declarations should be subject to the
procedures specified in Articles IX, X and XI. As specified in subsections B and C,
declarations should also be subject to systematic international on-site verification.

B. Contents of the declarations required by Articles IV, V and VI

1. Chemicals should be declared by scientific chemical name, chemical structural
formula, toxicity and weight. The fraction in munitions and devices should be
given. Munitions and devices should be declared by type and quantity.
"Specifically~-designed" equipment and chemicals, referred to in Article II,
subparagraph 1(c), should be declared by type and quantity.

25 The exact location of chemical weapons within a site and form of storage

(bulk, cylinder, etc.) should be declared, and storage standards should be provided.

S The ééneral plan for destruction of chemical weapons should include the type
of operation, schedules of quantities and types of chemical weapons to be destroyed,
and products.

4. Chemical weapons production facilities should be declared even if they have been
destroyed; are now being used for other purposes; oOr were or are dual-purpose
facilities designed or used in any degree for civilian production. The declaration
should specify the chemical name of any chemicals, including civilian products,” if
any, ever produced at the facility, whether the facility still exists; and, if not,
its disposition. .

Ba The information regarding existing chemical weapons production .facilities should
include information about the chemical process used, precisely what ‘equipment and

.. .structures are at the facility, ineluding any old or replacement equipment not in
use, as.well as equipment and spare parts stored at the facility; the methods that
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will be used to .close and eventually to destroy the equipment and structures; the
general methods that will be used to dispose of the debris left from the destruction
process; and the time periods (i.e., the months or years) when specific production
facilities will be destroyed, respectively.

6. The declaration regarding a single specialized production facility for super-
toxic lethal chemicals and key precursors for protective purposes should include a
detailed description of the equipment at the facility.

T The capacity of a chemical weapons production facility, or of a siﬁgle
specialized facility for production of super-toxic lethal chemicals or key

precursors for protective purposes, should be expressed in terms of the quantity of
end product that can be produced in (Eeriod), assuming that the facility opérateg T
(schedule). ‘The capacity of a chemical weapons oroduction facility used for filling
chemical. weapons should be expressed as the quantity of chemical that can be filled
into munitions or other chemical weapons in (period), azsuming that the facility
operates (schedule).

8. With respect to past transfers, Parties should be required to make a declaration
covering activities since (date). The declaration should specify the supplier and
recipient countries, the timing and nature of the transfer and the current 1ocation:
of the transferred items, if known. The following. should. be declared: - :

(a) transfer of any militarily significant quantities (e.g., one ton) of
toxic chemicals, munitions, devices or equipment for chemical weapons purposes; and

] ~
1

.0 (b) transfers of equipmentispecifically designed or constructed for production
of chemicals, munitions, devices or equipment for chemical weapons purposes. '

Cs Contents of Other Deciarﬁtiénﬁ“”“‘ll s ' R

1. A declaration should be made énnually regarding activities.for protective
purposes. It should cover activities actually conducted in the past year and those
planned for the coming year. Information should be provided on; 2NN

(a) operations of any single specialized facility for production of
super-toxic lethal chemicals and key precursors, including the schedule and names
and quantities of chemicals involved;

(b) the scientific chemical nare, chemical structural formula, quantity and
use of each-key precursor devoted to protective purposes and each toxic chemical
that can be used as a chemical weapon but is devoted to protective purposes;

{e) * (other protective activites to be agreed).

2. MAs specified in Article III and Annex III, a declaration should be made
annually regarding the chemicals listed in Schedules A, B, and C. i

s Thirty days prior to the transfer to another Party of any super-toxic lethal

chemical or key precursor for protective purposes, information should be provided
' on the recipient, and on the scientific chemical name, chemical structural formula,

quantity, and end use, .of the chemical transferred. ' :

4. ' The detailed plan for destruction of chemical weapons, to be provided pursuant
to Article V, should be submitted six months before destruction operations are to
begin and should contain agreed information necessary for the planning and carrying
out of systematic international on-site verification.
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5. The detailed plan fob destruction -of-any chemical weapons production facility,
to be_provideﬂlpursuant_to Article VI ‘sHould be submitted six months before

destruction operations are to begin and should contain agreed information neceésary
for the planning and carrying out of systematic'international,on-site verification.

6. As specified in Articleés V ‘and VI, notifications should be provided annually
regarding the implementatiofi of plans for-déstruction of chemical weapons and
chemical weapons production facilities, réspectively. . These notifications should
contain agreed information on activities actually conducted in the past year and
those planned for the coming year. Inrormation should also be provided on any
changes in the detailed plans for destruction. ' =

e Should any Party discover or retrieve any old chemical weapons (e.g., weapons
found on World War I battlefields or dumped at sea after World War II) anywhere under
its jurisdiction or control after the declarations required by Articles IV and V
have been filed it shBuld:™ SRR e s

- R o - = T R A .

(a) notify the Consultativé Committée promptly of the approximate quantity and
type .of the phemical weapons found. The notification should also specify how, where,
and when the chemical weapons were ‘found, why they were previously undeclared, and
where they are located.' The notification should be filed within 45 days of the
discovery. In the case of multiple and frequent discoveries of small quantities,

a notification may cover a one-morith ‘period; such a notification should be made
within 3Q days of the end of the reporting month; and

(b) 'notify the Consultative Cémmittee| within five months of the first
notification, regarding the exact quantity and type of chemical weapon found,
including the scientific chemical name and chemical structural formula of any toxic
chemical found and its quantity. ~ The notification should specify plans for the
destruction of_ the chemical weapons.

(¢c) In the event that some of the information stipulated under
subparagraphs (a) and (b) of this paragraph cannot be provided within the periods
specified, submit as much information as possible; specify the reasons the remainder
i{s unavailable, and give an estimate of when such information might be provided.

Sectidn B ‘On=Site Verification

A. General Provisions

L M1 én-site verification, whethér systematic international verification, spgcial
on-site inspection or ad hoc on-site inspection.'under the auspices of the
Consultative Committee should be carried out according to procedures which are

agreed in advance and based on this Annex.
s ey + : :

2. On-site verification should make use of both on-site inspectors and on-site
instruments.

3., The Executive Council and the host Party should promptly agree upon subsidiary
arrangements which specify in'detail, to the extent necessary to permit the Commi ttee
to fulfill its yerificatidn'ﬁéspcnsibilities in an-effective and efficient manner,
how the on-site verification provisions will be implemented at each of the locations
subject to systematic international on-site verification.




CD/500 .
Annex II
page 4

4. The privileges and immunities which ‘should be granted to inspectors to ensure .
that they ¢an discharge their functions effectively should be specified. The steps
that a Party ‘should take to ‘ensure that ‘inspectors can effectively discharge their .
functions in its territory should also be specified. :

e Certain rights ‘of 'a Party with pespéct to the conduct of verification in its
territory shotild be spécified.” For éxarple, 'although it should not be;required,~
host Party representaﬁiVes should be allowed to accompany international inspectors ;
during on-site 1nspectxons. S b S A Je . . @ L o
6. Pursuant to the obligation in Article VIII not to interfere in any manner-withﬂ
the conduct of verification activities

'\4.

'ﬂh”(a) entry visas for inspectore should be issued: prOmptly, Sy
(b) host Party representatives should be ready to accompany the inspectors
immediately. No delays in carrying out the inspections should be allowed to occur
under the guise of" the unavailability of appropriate host Party representation,

(c) no bureaucratic constraints (e €.8., governmental travel approval) should
be imposed which would interfere with the he inspection or provide the host Party -
with sufficient ‘advance notification of the site to be inspected that the host. Party

could ‘cover up possible prohibited activities prior to the inspection. -

T The Consultative Committee and the Party concerned should be required to
o—operate to facilitate the implemeﬁtation of the verification measures specified

by the Convention. : : S, ‘ - i A

8. Verification measiires should be implemented in a manner designed. o _',,f;._
(a) to avoid hampering the economic and technological activities of Parties,
and ! e u g £ N > e e T . : 5 =y T .

~;"1'* s
i L

ib) to be’ consistent with management practices required for.the safe_conduct,f
of the activities subject to verification.'w ° . ; S i e RS

9. On-site instruments should incorporate a capability for remote monitoring.;
They should also incorporate data protection and tamper-detecting dev1ces and be
serviced only by international inspectors.

‘367 "'Full account should be ‘taken of technological developments in order to ensure -

optimum effectiveness of verification. e St _; - (R s S SR N €42

11. An agreed timetable for destruction activ;ties should be included to facilitate
verification and to ensure that no Party gains military advantage during the
destruction period. -

Bs .- Inspection and Interim Monitcring of Stocks

ol

1. After a Party has filéed-its declarations pursuant to Articles IV and v,
chemical weapons should be subject to' inspection jmmediately,- under, agreed
procedures, to confirm the accuracy of the declarations. .These inspections ShOUld
be completed within (number) days after the filing of the declarations.

25 To ensure that a Party does not move chemical weapons to a deployment site or

to a clandestine site prior to destruction, the storage facilities should be equipped
with monitoring instruments by international inspectors immediately following the
confirmatory inspection.




S During coufirmetory inspection of cnemnical weapons, an on-gite survey of each

location sheould bLewade -to determine what presoreed -types of instruments would be
enplaced to moniteor the chemical weapons there prior to

removal for destruciion.
Tle instruments should be inslzllied and tested by the inspecting team, in the

presence of host Phrt‘ f?BOﬁnPl before the site and Tfacility are declarced secure.
ATter enmjplacement - menle is complete r-site ingpecticon should be repeated
to coniirm that nc y ons had boeen removed from that location since the
initial confirmstory iwspcctaon. An anc1uaona} set of aagreed procedures should be
developed for the removal ol chemical weapong fﬁo& cach storage site for transfer
to a deztructicon facility. Until xll chewical weapons have been removed for
destruction, the storage uite shculd be viwztvd “ﬂriodicalJy by an internaticonal
inspection team Cor roctine monitoring and maintenance purposes, €.g., testing the
gystem of instruments. T

Ce 2pifi ion of the PDestruction of Chemical Weapens

2 The verification procedures should be designed to confirm that chemical
weapons are not diverted during trensport or any phase of the destruction process
and to confirm that the type and quantity of materials destroyed correspond to the
declarationa and that 3ll meterizls are aclually destroyed.

i Transport cf chemical weapens from steorage sites and their destruction should
be verificd by systemstic, inter&ational~un— ite preceduress. Irternqtionﬁl
inspecters should he present zat the storage facility when chewical weapons are
reasoved for shipment to declarcd destrvction cllities. The inspectors should
erify the chenical weapons being moved and resecure the storage facility once they
have been loudcd on transports. Bowever, inspectors would net need to zccompany
the shipments.) Inspectors should verify that the chemical weapons are received
a. the destruction facility and placed in interim storage there. On-site instruments,
as well ss inspectors, should be utilized for verification of deatruction. ;
Inspecters should be present in the destruction facility continucusly when
facility ic operating.

-

2o
Ta

'{"r\‘u <

De The destruction precedurces should permit Rysten?iic internaticnal eoi-
verif*catinn. The {ollewing procvedures should not be used for the destru
chemiczl weapons: dumping in any bedy of woter, land burial, cor open-:i

The duntructlcn process should, fo~ przctical purposec, be irreversible.

D ) f-f, Inspection, and Interim Moniteoring of ’161_901 Weapcns

1. “‘After a Party hos filed its deckarations pursvant to Articles IV and VI,
chemical weapons production facilities should be immedi 1tely subject to inspectian
to confirm the accuracy of the declaration, and to confirm the implementaticn of
agreed proccdures for clo : ‘hese inspections should be completed within
(number) days after the filing of the declaration. Subseouvent verification
proceddrcs shonld be ihp]t:‘uied to contirm that Partiecs have not resumed produac
or fillinr at the fzeility and to confirm that equipment has not been removed.

2 An inventory of key ecguipment should be prepared, and its accuracy verified

oy international 1*:;;rtcé duaring ccnfirmatorw inspection., At the same time,
inspector =nould =survey th aciiity to determine which of thﬁ pre-agraoed :
inatruments should be emplaced tc monitor the facility until is destroved
instrumenta should be instzllied and tested by the insp inz team, in the

0! hest Party personnel, before the faciliiy is declared

between securing the facility and act ; h“t“uJi"”

vigited veriodieslly by an internat

maintenance purposcs, e€.g., testing




Verification of the Destruction of Chemical Henpons Production Facilities

e The verificstion procedures should be designed to confirm that chemical weapons
sroduction facilities have been destroyed.

RLe Internztional inspectors should bte rresent at the facility to be destroyed

spior to bezinning destruction to verify that the inventory of structures, egquipment,
sarts, etc., at the facility is consistent with the inventory prepared when the
facility was secured. Durinz destruction, .nspectors nzed not be present
sontinuously. provided azreed procedures, includinz the use of on-site instruments,
are implamented to ensure that the fazecility remains iroperative during the destruction
phases. On-site inspections would be condicted periodically throughout the
rdestruction process.

oe Equipment snecifically desiznzd for chemical weapons preduction should be
destroyed. All items to be destroyed should be destroyed according to agreed
procsdures which perait systematic irternzticnal on-site verification. No
equipment may be removed from the site prior to cheek~off from the original
inventory by the inspectors. Structures should be destroyed completely, by razing,
and a final international inspection performed.

Fa Inspection and Monitoring of the Permitted Sinzle Specialized
Production Facility

L. The verification procadures should be designed to confirm that the production
of super-toxic lethal chemicals and key precursors in guantities significantly in
excess of one ton does not occur at the single specialized production facility.

s The nrecise location of the facility chould be declared and the facility should
be inspected by internaticnal inspectors before it is usad to ensure that its
capacity will not permit the oroduction, on an annual basis, of quantities
significantly in 2xcess of one ton. On-site instruments should be installed which
will siznal whether the facility is active or inactive. An annual declaration
should be made about planned production activities. International inspectors should
have the right to visit the facility periodically to enable them to monitor
production activities, as well as inactive periocds, through on-site inspection.

G. Verification Measures Applicable to Production for Permitted Furposes of
Chemiczls Listed in Schedule 5

1. The verification proccdures should be designed to confirm that these facilities
are not used to produce chemical weapons.

2. Inspections should occur pericdically on a random basis. Such inspections
should be conducted under agreed procedures which provide protection for
proprietary information.

3. During an inapection, international inspectors should have the right to review
certain agrsed plant records and interview personnel under agreed procedures.
Inspectors sihould be allowed to view agreed areas; take samples from agreed points,
such 2s finished product storagze containers and waste treatment areas; and

analyse them using agreed methods. Inspectors would not have the right to interfere
with plant operations more than necessary to carry out their agreed functions.

4. Use of special instruments (e.z., end product samplers) between inspections
should be permitted when deemed necessary by the inspectors.
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5.t Plans to chanmge-:the end .product of the facility or substantially change its
capacity should be reported-in advance to international authorit;és. Details of
process modification need not be disclosed; howéver, final products and estimated
time for. completing the-work should be provided. International inspectors should
¢be permitted to view agreed areas soon after completion of the mo&ificatipns. At
that time, new or altered instruments should be installed, as required..

H.- ! On-site Inspections under Articles X and XI

-1, Agreed procedures for conducting on-site inspections under Articles X and XI
should be specified in this Annex, including:

'(a). a requirement: for definition of the area to be inspected;.
(b) time limits for providing access to the area to be inspected;

an inspection team;

(¢) ~ the maximum number of personnel on

: : : ssidne 2 : ;
(d) 1length of service requirements for designation of inspectors;

(e) routes of access and means of transportation;

(f) types of experimental and support equipment which may be employed and
who shall furnish specific types of equipment;

(g) procedures for making observations and measurements, including collecting
samples and taking photographs;

(h) protection of proprietary and confidential information including liability
for unauthorized disclosure of such information;

(i) services to be furnished by the host Party;

(j) rights of inspection personnel, including privileges and immunities;

(k) certain rights of the host Party;

(1) allocation of expenses;

(m) preparation of reports;

(n) dissemination of findings;

(o) additional rights to be exercised in specific situations; and

(p) duration of an inspection.
2 With regard to "locations or facilities controlled by the Government of a
Party," referred to in Article X, subparagraph 1(b), this Annex should provide the
means of specifying those categories of locations or facilities which shall be
subject to special on-site inspections, including the relevant facilities used for
the provision of goods and services to the Government of a Party. ‘It is intended
that this provision reach any location or facility that in the future might be

suspected of being used for activities in violation of this Convention. The
specification of such locations and facilities should be a reasonable one.
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o0 The Committee should use the following guidelines in determining whether to
request a Party to permit an ad hoc inspection pursuant to Article XI:

(a) whether the information available to it causes any doubts about compliande
with the Convention or gives rise to any concerns about a related matter which may.
be considered ambiguous;

(b) whether the proposed inspection would assist in detérmining the facts;

(¢) whether the locations to be inspected are clearly defined and limitéd,tﬁz
places relevant to determination of the facts; and

(d) whether the proposed arrangements will limit intrusion to the level
necessary to determine the facts.

4. The Technical Secretariat should ensure that sufficient. inspectors will always
be readily available to carry out special on-site inspections pursuant to
Article X and ad hoc on-site inspections pursuant to Article XI.
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T
Annex IIT

(‘T-"ﬂ-EIS.ﬁLT SUBJECT SPECIAL MEASURES;

TO
[ETHCDS FOR MEASURING TCXICITY

Provisions aleng the following lines should be included:

1. Schedule 4 should contzain super-toxic lethal chemicals, key precursors, and cther
particularly dangerous chemicals, which have been stockpiled as chemical weapons or
which pose particular risk of such stockpiling., Information on the persons aythorized

to possess such chemicals, the quantity produ,ed and used at each locaticn and the
end uses should be reported annuzlly.

2 Schedule B should contzin chemicals which zre produced in large quentities for
permitted purposes but which pose a particular risk of diversion to chemiczl weapons
purposes. In respect of each chermirczl in Schedule B, every Party should repor
anmually the location cf each production facility and statistical data on the

sggregate quantities produced, imported, and exported,.end on the end uses of the
chemical.,

T ¥ 2in ~heminals whose production for permitted purposes
should he sud ‘ ic 11*e¢nnu1ansl on-site verification, incluading key
TTEecuUrscrs. ) ] ach chemical listed in Schedule C, every Farty chould
report annually ke _‘”. wrich is produced, imported or exported in an
eggregate amuun, greater than 1t the lozzticn of each productien facility
and statistierzl datz on th ] sete q;;nﬁities produced, impcrted, and exported,
and on the end uses of the chemioczl Plans +to establish a new production facility
or to change substantielly the ce v of an existing producticn facility shculd
be repcrted ninety days in : Production facilities should be subject to
gystematic internaticnal on- inspection, pursuent to Article I1I,

4, Schedule D should contzin agreesd 1 , measuring lethal toxicit

B If a Pa.ty 285 i matisn wrick in its opinicn may require
Schedules A, B, C, Vo 3 ould s he informaticn to th
Consultzati mmitice wi GV ransrit the inform-tion to 2

Technica iat 116 so submit any such 1n£;rrat10n to

:
LU
o

6. The Executive Council should “*arj*‘y examine, in the light o
available tc it, whether the Schedule in gquestion 5n:;10 be revised.

2y weccmmend that the Sc 2z be revised or it may recommend that neo
made, Any recommennnt;un 218 bz communicated promptly to all Parties.

Tee r the Ex:ﬁu*i¥= ouneil
Consultative Fumﬁlt ea a* its next regul
decide to accept the reeommendaticn as
to reject the recommendaiion.

meeting of the Committee should be ke
vote of the Committee should be requil

The Committees may
or it may decide

a ape01al
A two-thirds

m

i
c+ ot i i“
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SCHEDULE A

1.

2.

Se

4.
5e
6.
Te
8.

9.

Ethyl S-2-diisopropylaminoethyl
methylphosphonothicate (VX)

Ethyl N,N-dimethylphosphcramidocyanidate (Tabun)
iso-Propyl methylphosphonofluorldate (Sarin)

1,2, 2-Trimethylpropyl methylphosphonofluorldate (Soman)
Eig(2—chlor0ethy1)sulphlde (Mustard gas)
3-Quinuclidinyl benzilate (BZ)

Saxitoxin

3, 3-Dimethylbutanol-2 (Pinacolyl alcohol)

Methylphosphonyl difluoride




SCHEDULE B

1.
2.

3.

Carbonyl chloride (phosgene) £ &

Cyanogen chloride

Hydrcgen cyanide

Phosphorus oxychloride

Fhosphorus trichloride
Trichloronitromethane (chloropicrin)

Thiodiglycol

CD /500
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SCHEDULE C

Key_precursors for super-toxic lethal chemicals

s Chemlcals containing the P-methyl, P-ethyl or P-propjl bond

Methyl and/or ethyl esters of phosphorous acid
3,3-dimethyl butanol-2 (pinacolyl alcohol)
N,N disubstituted-B-amino ethanols

N,N disubstituted-B-amino ethane thlols

N,N disubstituted-B-aminoethyl halides
(halide = C1, Br or I)

Key Precursors for other toxic chemicals

1. Phenyl-, alkyl=- or cycloalkyl-substituted glycolic
2. 3~ or 4-hydroxypiperidine and their derivatives

Toxic chemicals

(To be discussed)
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CD/CW/WP .30
Annex IIT

ANNEX III

RECOMMENDED STANDARDIZED OPERATING PROCEDURES FOR ACUTE
SUBCUTANECUS TCXICITY DETERMINATIONS

e Introduction

Three categories of agents were defined on the basis of their toxicitys:
(i) super-toxic lethal chemicals;
(1i) other lethal chemicals;

(iii) other harmful chemicals.

Lethality limits in terms of IDg0 for subcutaneous administration were
established to separate three toxic categories at 0.5 mg/kg and 10 mg/kg.

2 Principles of the test method

The test substance is administered to a group of animals in doses corresponding
exactly to the category 1imits (0.5 or 10 mg/kg respectively). If in an actual
test the death rate was greater than 50 per cent, then the material would fall into
the higher toxicity category; if it was lower than 50 per cent the material would
fall into the lower toxicity category.

e Description of the test procedure

3,1 Experimental animal Healthy young adult male a2lbino rats of Wistar gtrain
weighing 200 + 20 g should be used. The animais should be acclimatized to the
laboratory conditions for at least five days prior to the test. The temperature of
the animal room before and during the test snould be 22 + 3 °C and the relative
humidity should be 50-T0 per cent. With artificial lighting, the sequence should
be 12 hours light, 12 hours dark. Conventional laboratory diets may be used for
feeding with an unlimited supply of drinking water. The animals should be
group-caged but the number of animals per cage should not interfere with proper
observation of each animel. Pricr to the test, the animals are randomized and
divided into two groups; ‘twenty animels in each group.

3,2 Test substance Each test substance should be appropriately identified
(chemical composition, origin, batch number, purity, solubility, gtability etc.)
and stored under conditions ensuring its stability. The stability of the substance
under the test conditions should also be known. A solution of the test substance
should be prepared just before the test. Solutions with concentrations of 0.5 mg/ml
and 10 mg/ml should be prepared. The preferable solvent is 0.85 per cent saline.
Where the solubility of the test substance is a problem, a minimum amount of an
organic solvent such as ethanol, propylene glycol or polyethylene glycol may be used
to achieve solution.
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SCHEDUIE D

Lethal toxicity should be measured by the procedures specified below:

WP.30, Annexes III and IV;

(text of procedures contained in document CD/CW

22 March 1982)
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CD/CW/WP.30
Annex IV

ANNEX IV sibo e

RECOMMENDED STANDAHDTZED OPERATING PROCEDURES FOR ACUTE
. INHALATION TOXICITY CRITERIA

1. In the assessment and evaluatior of the toxic characteristics of chemicals in
a vapour state determination of acute inhalation toxicity is necessary. In every
case, when it is possible, this test should be preceded by subcutaneous toxicity
determiration. Data from “hese studies constitute the initial steps in-the —
establisning of a dosage regimen in subchronic and other studies and may provide
addizional information on the mode of toxic action of a substance.

Three categories of agents were defined on the basis of their tokicity:.
(i) super-toric lethal chemicals;

(ii) other lethzl chemicals;

(iii)  other harmful chemical.

Lethality limi%s in terms of LCt_. for inhalatoryjapplication were estgblished
to separate three toxic categorics at’” 2,000 mg min/m” and 20,000 mg min/m~”.

2 Principles of the test method

A group of animals is exposed for a defined period to the test substaace in
concantration corresponding exactly to the category limits (2,000 mg min/m” or
20,000 mg min/m respectively). If in an actual test the death rate was greater
than 50 per cent. then the material would fail into the higher toxicity category;
if it was lower than 50 per cent, the material would fall into the lower toxicity
category.

e Description of the test procedure

5.1 Experimenta Healthy young adult male albino rats of Wistar

strain weighing 209 ¥ 20 g should be used. The animals should be acclimatized to
the laboratory conditions for at least five days prior to the test. The temperature

of the snimal rocm tefore and during the test should be 22 4 39C and the relative
humidity should be 50-7C per cent. With artificial lighting, the sequence should

be 12 hours light, 12 hours cark. Conventional laboratory diets may be used for
feeding with an unlimited aupply of drinking water. The animals should be group-caged
but the number of znimals per cage shculd not interfere with proper observation of
each animzl. Prior to the test the animals are randomized and divided into two
groups, twenty animals in sach group.

2.2 Test substance. Fach test substance should be appropriately identified
(chemical composition, origin, baich numbter, purity, solubility, stability, boiling
point, flash point, vapour pressure etc) and stored under conditions ensuring its
stability. The stability of the substance under the test conditions should also

bz known.
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3.3 Test method Twenty aznimals receive in the back region 1 ml/kg of the
solution containing 0.5 mg/ml of the test substance. The number of dead animels is
determined within 48.hours and again after seven days. If the death rate is lower
than ten animzls, another group of twenty animals should be injected by the same way
with 1 ml/kg of the sclution containing 1C mg/ml of the test substance. The number
of dead animals should be determined within 48 hours and again after seven days.

If the result is doubtful (e.g. death rate = 10), the test should be repeated.

3,4 Evaluation of the results. If the death rate in the first group of animals
(receiving a solution .conteining 0.5 m*/ﬁl) is equal tc or higher than 5C per cent,
the test substance will fzall into the "super-toxic lethal chemical" calegory.

If the death rate in the second group (receiving a sclution conteirning 10 mg/ml)
is equal to or higher.than 5C per cent, the test substance will fall into .the
"other lethal chemical" category; if lower than 50 per cent, the test substance
will fell inte the "other harmful chemical".,

4, Data reporting

A test report should include the following information:

(i) .test conditions: date and hour of the test, air temperature and humidity;

(ii) animal data: strain, weight and origin of the animals;

(iii) test substance characterizztion: chemical composition, origin, batch
pumber and - purity (or impurities) of the. substance; date of receipt,
~quantities reoeived and used in, the. test; conditions of storage, sclvent
w~iused in the test; - :

Ao ¥ iy i |‘¢-_

(iv) results: ' the number of dead animals in each group, evaluation of results.
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3.3 Equipment. A constant vapour concentration may be _produted by one of
several methods.’ = L I ¢ .

(i) by means of an automatic syringe which drops the material onto a
suitable heating system (e.g. hot plate), 40

(ii). by sending airsteam through ‘a solution. containing the material
" (e.g. bubbling chamber),  ° = - o ' 25

(1ii) by diffusion of the agent through a ‘suitable material (e.g. diffusion
chamber).

A dynamic inhalation system with a suitable analytical concentration control
system should be used. The rate of air flow should be adjusted to ensure that
conditions throughout the equipment are essentially the same. Both a whole body
individual chamber exposure or head only exposure may be used.

3.4 Physical measurements. Measurements or monitoring should be conducted
of the following parameters:

(i) the rate of air flow (preferably continuously),

(ii) the actual concentration of the test substance during the exposed
period,

(11i) temperature and humidity.

545 Test method. gwenty animals are exposed for 10 minutes to the
concentration of 20C mg/m” and then removed from the chamber. The number of dead
animals is determined within 48 hours and again after 7 days. If the death rate:
is lower than 10 animals, another group of twgnty animals should be exposed for
10 minutes to the concentration of 2,000 mg/m”. The number of dead animals should
be determined within 48 hours and again after 7 days. If the result is doubtful
(e.g. death rate = 10), the test should be repeated.

3.6 Evaluation of results. If the,death rate in the first group of animals
(exposed to the concentration of 200 mg!mS) is equal to or higher than 50 per cent,
the test substance will fall into the "super-toxic lethal chemical" category.

If the dea?h rate in the second group (exposed to the concentration of

2,000 mg/m”) is equal to or higher than 50 per cent, the test substance will fall
into the "other legal chemical" category; if it is lower than 50 per cent, the
test substance will fall into the "other harmful chemical".

4. Data reporting

A test report should include the following information:

(i) Test conditions. date and hour of the test, description of exposure
chamber (type, dimensions, source of air, system for generating the test
substance, method of conditioning air, treatment of exhaust air etc)
and equipment for measuring temperature, humidity, air flow and
concentration of the test substance.
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~Exposure data: air flow rate, temperature and humidity of air, nominal

Concentration (total amount of test substance fed into the equipment
divided by volume of air), actual concentration in test breathing zone.

Animal data: strain, weight and origin of animals.

Test substance characterization: chemical composition, origin, batch
number and purity (or impurities) of the substance; boiling point,
flash point, vapour pressure; date of receipt, quantities received and

,used in the test; condition of storage, solvent used in the test.

Results: number of dead animals in each group, evaluation of results.

1 2 |
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Document Regarding Action Prior to Entry into Force of the
Convention: Detailed Views

A document containing the following should be associated with the Convention:

2 R When signing the Conventicn, cvery State should declare whether chemical
weapons stocks or chemical weapons production facilities are under its control
anywhere or located within its territory.

2. Not less than 90 days after the Convention is opened for signature a Preparatory
Commission, composed of representatives of all signatory States, should be convened
for the purpose of carrying out necessary preparations for the coming into force

of the Convention's provisions, including preparing the first session of the
Consultative Committee.

5% The Commission should include one representative from each signatory. All
decisions should be made by consensus. The Preparatory Commission should remain in
existence until the Convention comes into force and thereafter until the first
meeting of the Corsuliative Committee. Tts actions must be consistent with the
provisions of the Convention.

4. The expenses ¢f the Preparatory Commission should be met as follows (details).

D The Preparatory Comaiission should:
(a) elect its own officers, adopt its own rules of procedure, meet as often as
necessary, determine its own place of meeting anc establish such committees as it

deems necessary;

(b) appoint an executive secretary and staff, who shall exercise powers and
perform such duties as the Commission determines;

(c) make arrangement:> for the first session of the Consultative Committee,
including preparing a provisional agenda, drafting rules of procedure, and choosing
the site; and

(d) make studies, reports, and recommendations for the ccnsideration of the
Consultative (ommittee at its first meeting or procedural matters of concern to
the Committee which would require immediate attention, including:

(1) financing of the activities for which the Committee is responsible;

(2) tlie progreams and budget for the first year of the Committee's activities;

(3) staffing of the Secretariat; and

(4) the location of the permanent offices of the Committee.

6. The Preparatory Ccmmission should submit a comprehensive report on its
activities to the Consultative Committee at the Committee's first session.
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T0 PRIORITY F C

TELEGRAM NUMBER 3626 OF 5 DECEMBER

IWFO PRIORNTY MODUK (FOR DUS P) ROUTINE MOSCOW, UKDEL NATO
3ONN , PARIS

INFO SAVH&G TOKYD, US CONSULATES

4

MiPT (NOT TO ALL) AAND MY TELNO 3485
EAST-WEST RELATONS AND ARMS CONTROL

E OPT.I#4SM, FOLLOW.LWNG AGREEMENT ON THE SHULTZ/GROMYXD
NG ON 7/8 JANUARY, -INTER-AGENCY PREPARATORY WORK PROCEED NG,
UT DEC:HSONS UNLIKELY FOR SOME WEEKS YET. ADMIMNISTRAT.!ION WELL
ZED OF ALLJES* NEED TO BE KEPT #INFORMED.

DETAIML

2. THERE kS A MOOD OF GUARDED OPT\#I1SM HERE ABQUT THE PROSPECTS
FOR AN :IMPROVEMENT N EAST/WEST RELAT:ONS. THE GENEVA TALKS ARE
SEEN AS CRUCHAL: BUT THE US AdM i€ SMMPLY TO START A PROCESS
whiCH COULD LEAD BOTH TO ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENTS, AND TO AN
iMPROVED SUPERPOWER RELATIONSH.I# ACROSS THE BOARD. wE SHOULD NOT
EXPECT «INSTANT AGREEMENTS, EXCEPT PERHAPS ON PROCEDURE,

3. INTER-AGENCY PREPARAT.HON IS NOW 'PN FULL SWIG,” AT AN UNUSUALLY
SEN-HOR LEVEL, AND UNDER UNUSUALLY FiRM :iNJUNCTIONS AGA'PNST

LEAKS, SHULTZ 46 CLEARLY :IN THE DRMV:ING-SEAT, BUT MACFARLANE HAS
EMERGED AS THE PUBLIC SPOKESMAN, N:MTZE %S NOW ESTABLWSHED AS
SHULTZ'S SPEC-WAL' ARMS CONTROL ADV‘MSER, AND 1§ ATTENDWNG ALL:
RELEVANT H1GH LEVEL: MEET\IWGS. WHETHER WIS ROLE wILL DEVELOP -NTO
THAT OF AN ''ENVOY'' w!LL DEPEND ON HOW GROMYKO REACTS N GENEVA.

h, THE MAIN PONTS NOW UNDER DMSCUSSHON APPEAR TO BE:-
(A) HOw EXTENSIWE SHOULD BE THE COVERAGE OF THE UMBRELLA. MOST
ADMAMNISTRATIION OFF:LC:ALS NOw SEEM DETERMINED THAT °I:«T SHOULD FOR
THE PRESENT COVER ONLY OUTER SPACE AND OFFENSIWVE NUCLEAR SYSTEMS,
— = 2 -
wHICH ARE WIEWED AS THE ‘SSENTH&L {JSSUES (THEY ARE ALSO OF COURSE
PRIMAR1LY BJLATERAL US/SOVI£T IGSUES) THLS sldpiT AL LM NTATiHON
OF THE DHALOGUC &PPCARS ALSO TO RCFLECT sovu£| PREFERENCES.
EXTENDING THE COVERAGE TO OTHER AREAS, EG Cw, MEFR, AND CDE 'S
= = Ty
GENERALLY CONSWDERED TO BE SOMETHUNG WHICH MIGHT EMERGE LATER,
BUT SHOULD NOT BE ATTEMPTED AT ONCE:
(B) WhAT ASAT CONSTRAMNT REGIMME (ufF ANY) SHOULD THE ADMUNISTRATON
BE PREPARED TO ACCEPT. THERE S STHLL' FoRM ACREEMENT THAT THE
ey,
ADMIRISTRATION SAQULD NOT ACCEPT A MORATORIUM ON ASAT TESTS BEFQRE
ot - e

NESOT!AT'ONS GET UNDER WAY. BUT MENY N STATE Z2ELMEVE THAT THE
DRESHDENT 'S DECLARED *FLL|TG‘ESS TO COMSIDER, AT THE NEGOTIATING

: TYMEASURES OF MUTUAL RESTRAMNT'' QUGHT TO BE REFLECTED 3y

. -—_
nAT HME-L- M LTED MUTUAL MORATOR UM

" CONFIDENTIAL 1 ¢ mewes




3E OFFER
TO HAVE YET BEEN FOUGHT T
ASAT COMPONENT OF A POSSIBLE OVERALL A

'DEA OF GO!NG FOR A ''RULES OF THE ROAD'' AGR
3E LOSING FAVOUR, EXCEPT & DO
LiMHTED BAN ON ORLY HiIGH LEVEL
TAME-LIMITED BAN ON ALL ASAT SY
AS THE STATE DEPARTMENT FRONT RUNNER:
(C) WHAT THE ADMINISTRATION'S POSHTION SHOULD BE ON OFFENSIVE
NUCLEAR SYSTEMS. THE PENTAGON APPEAR STILL TO FAVOUR STICKING
WTTH THE PRESENT START AND NF POSLTIONS: wHILE THE STATE
DEPARTMENT STiAL FAVOUR THER *'FRAMEWORK AGGREGATES'®' APPROACH,
WHICH WOULD ‘WVOLVE MARRYIHG Lo#LTS ON LAUNCHERS Wi!TH LIMITS ON
JEAPONS. WE HAVE DETECTED NO SdGNS THAT THE DISCUSSION OF PRECISE

UMBERS (FOR LAMITS ON THE VARIOUS LAUNCHER AND WARHEAD CATEGORIES)
HAS STARTED -IN EARNEST, PRESUMABLY BECAUSE OF PENTAGON OPPOSIT HON:
AND OUR SOURCES STRESS THAT oiT -LS NOT CERTAN THAT SUCH A
DISCUSSION WL BE DRIWEN TO A CONCLUSHON BEFORE
THE GENEVA TALKS. THAT 1S SEEN AS UP TO THE PRESHDENT: AND HE HAS
NOT YET RULED:
(D) WHETHER TO MERGE THE START AND -WF NEGOT-RATUONS. ‘% RECENT
MONTHS THERE SEEMS TO WAVE BEEN SOME MOVEMENT - OFF:CilAL OP&'ION
ld4 FAVOUR OF A MERGER & PROCEDURAL TERMS (£ THE US MMGHT BE READY
TO DISCUSS BOTH STRATEGIC AND /NF SYSTEMS AT THE SAME
NEGOT.MAT.NG TABLE. ONE ADVANTAGE,: MUCH QUOTED TO US, 16 THAT WITH
A DIGGER BASKET :WT OUGHT TO BE THEORCTCALLY EASIER TO PRESENT
AN AGREEMENT, WNTH WO EXPLCT PROVIS!ONS FOR EUROPEAN SYSTEMS,
AS CONSISTENT WiHTH THE AWM OF '"'EQUALHTY''. HOWEVER, THERE 4§ NO
CONSENSUS YET ON WHETHER START AND .NF NEGOTHAT WONS SHOULD BE
SUBSTANT-WELY MERGED AND A SYSTEM OF COMMON CEM.!NGS PROPOSED:
(E) THE OPT-WMUM BLUEPRINT FOR POST-GENEVA NEGOT WAT IONS. THE
ADMINISTRATON CLEARLY HOPE THAT THE RUSS4NS witL BE READY TO
MOVE ON QU:ICKLY FROM *'TALKS ABOUT TALKS'®' ‘M.E. OBJECTUWES AND
PROCEDURES, BUT 4T 4§ NOT CLEAR WHETHER THEY wiili PROPOSE THAT
THE NEXT STEP SHOULD BE SUBSTANT-WE DISCUSSHONS AT MHTZES' LEVEL.
(HARTMAN'S POINT THAT -iT MIGHT BE BIFFUCULT FOR THE RUSSIANS TO
OPERATE AT THAT LEVEL S WIDELY QUOTED «w STATE, PART.ICULARLY
BY THOSE WHO RESENT NITZE'S REAPPEARANCE.)

5. ALL OUR CONTACTS CONFIRM THAT THE :hDEA OF A MORATORIUM, IN
ADVANCE OF NEGOTATHONS (OR QATHER NEGOT-FATED AGREEMENT), ON ‘N
DEPLOYMENT 'S NOT BE NG CONSHDERED, MACFARLANE'S STAT EMENTS ONM

)

2. CONFIDENTIAL s




! (MY TELNO 3543
, ALL OUR CONTACTS
i TO ANY QUTCOME ON
LONG DURATION) WH'CH MIGHT
e o — =
UNCER ATTACK BY AnY AGEANCY,

S5« UT «4S NOT POSSBLE TC SAY AT THIS STAGE HOW MANY OF THE :1&SUSES
LiSTED «+d PARA &4 well <IN FACT B3E DECIDED BEFORE THE GENEVA MEETING.
ARMACOST TOLD ME ON 3 DECEMBER THAT -WT WAS L'!KELY THAT NO FINAL

~ DEC/IS:ONS WOULD BE TAKEN ON WHAT SHOULD BE SALD TO GROMYKO UNT L
SHORTLY BEFORE SHULTZ'S DEPARTURE, £ 1 CAL:jFORNILA DURING THE
PRESIDENT'S POST-CHRISTMAS BREAK (wWHEN SHULTZ TOO WL BE THERE).

7. ‘0 (AND MY FRENCH AND GERMAN COLLEAGUES) REMINDED ARMACOST OF THE

I4"PORTANCE OF KEEPING BOTH THE ALL-MANCE AS A WHOLE, AND THE PRNCIPAL-
R Y AT

ALLIES 1N PARTMCULAR, N _TOUCH WhTH US DECJ!SI%-—HAKWG. THE STATE

DEPARTMENT ARE FULLY SEWWZED OF THE “MPORTANCE OF BOTH PO INTS: AND

SHULTZ'S LETTERS TC YOU (AND LORD CARRYNGTON) OF 28 NOVEMBER

(YOUR TELNO 2035, AND UKBEL TELNO 403) SEEM TO SHOW THAT THEY

ACCEPT THE NEED FOR PROPER ALL-ANCE CONSULTATION.

8. THERE S KEEN sINTEREST HERE v GORBACHEV'S WilSIT. BOTH THE
V-4CE PRES\WDENT AND ARMACOST HAVE ASKED FOR A FULL BRIEFG SOON
AFTER THE EVENT: T WOULD BE WELL RECEWED BY SHULTZ F YOU
WOULD TELL HIM THAT s SHALL BE AUTHORISED TO PROVIDE TH!S.

FCO PLEASE PASS SAVHNG TOKYO

WRIEGHT

FCO [ PALAcE)

~N &0

3 )
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CONF IDENT 1AL

FM MOSCOW 291130Z HOV S84

TO IMMEDIATE FCO

TELEGRAM NUMEER 1363 OF 29TH 4OV 34

INFO IMMEDIATE WASHINGTON,UKDEL NAOT, PRIORITY BONN, PARIS.

MY TELNO 1339 US/SOVIET RELATIONS: THE SHULTZ/GROMYKO MEETING.

—

1. AT MEETING OF THE FQUR AMBASSADORS ON 28 NOVEMBER ARTHUR
HARTMAN REVIEWED THE SEQUENCE OF EVENTS LEADING UP TO THE
ANNOUNCEMENT ON 22 NOVEMBER (MY TELNO 1331). HE SAID THAT
FOLLOWING LEAKS IN WASHINGTON OVER THE WEEKEND THERE HAD BEEN A
MESSAGE FROM THE RUSSIANS TO THE EFFECT THAT THEY WERE PREPARED
TO TALK COMPREHENSIVELY AND SUGGESTING THAT THE FOREIGN MINISTERS
GET TOGETHER. THE AMERICANS HAD INTERPRETED THIS AS A MOVE BY
GROMYKO TO ASSERT HIS AUTHORITY AND FORESTALL THE POSSIBLE
APPOINTMENT OF A SPECIAL US NEGOTIATOR. THE JOINT STATEMENT,
ALTHOUGH HASTILY AGREED ON THE EVEMNING OF THE 21ST, REPAID
CAREFUL STUDY. ALSMOST EVERY wORD HAD A PARTICULAR SIGNIF ICANCE.,
Il AGREEING TO ENTER LNTO '"'NEW'' TALKS THE AMERICANS HAD EET
THE RUSSITANS QEE_Iﬂg_ﬂQQE_pFV¥hEIR OFT-REPEATED PRE-CONDITIONS.
BY ACCEPTING THAT THE POSSIBLE AGREEMENTS TO BE DISCUSSED
SHOULD EMBRACE ''THE WHOLE COMPLEYX OF QUESTIONS'' CONCERMING
NUCLEAR AND SPACE WEAPONS THE RUSSIANS HAD CONCEDED AN AMERICAN
— | gee— LR ey
POINT. WwWITH THE REFERENCE TO WORKING OQUT A JOINT UNDERSTANDING
haﬁﬂ?HE YOAIMS'' AS WELL AS THE SUBJECTS OF SUCH TALKS THE RUSSIANS
P e P,
HAD INSERTED A CONDITION (CF PARAGRAPH 3 OF MY TUR) WHICH COULD
WELL PROVE TO BE THE MOST DIFFICULT ASPECT OF THE GENEVA MEETING.
THE AMERICAN BELIEF IN THE IMPORTANCE OF PROCEDURES COULD WELL
CONFLICT WITH THE SOVIET PREDELICTION FOR A PRIOR DEFINITION OF
OBJECTIVES.

2. THE MEETING I8 GENEVA ON 7 AND 8 JANUARY WAS HOWEVER ACCEPTED
BY THE RUSSIANS AS ''TALKS ABOUT TALKS'' A CONCEPT WHICH GROMYKO
HAD PREVIOUSLY RIDICULED. HARTMAN AGREED THAT WHAT THE RUSSIANS

APPEARED TO ENVISAGE FOR THE SUBSEQUENT TALKS WAS TWO SETS OF
NEGOTIATIONS (A) ON SPACE AND (B) ON STRATEGIC AND INTERMEDIATE-
RANGE NUCLEAR WEAPONS, THE LATTER N EFFECT A MERGER OF START AND
INE_=IE THE PRESCRIPTION IN THE SECOND, THIRD AND FQURTH
SENTENCES OF PARAGRAPH 3 OF MY TUR. (MR HEALEY HAD GIVEN A
BRIEFING ON HIS TALK WITH ZAGLADIN TO_HARTMAN AT_MY RECEPTION
ON 26 NOVEMBER FOR THE LABOUR PARTY DELEGATION, BUT THIS WAS CLEALY
NOT H1S ONLY SOURCE). OTHER ARMS—CONTROL |SSUES SUCH AS CW WERE
EXCLUDED BUT IT WAS NOT CERTAIN WHETHER THE RUSSIANS ENVISAGED
THAT TESTS SHOULD BE COVERED. THIS WAS ONE POINT WHICH HARTMAN
WOULD SEEK TO CLARIFY AT A MEETNG WHICH HE AND KENMEDY (1N MOSCOW
FOR THE NPT DISCUSSIONS) WERE DUE TO HAVE WITH DEPUTY FOREIGN
MINISTER KORMIENKO ON 29 NOVEMBER.

CONFIDENTIAL s




3. ANOTHER POINT FOR EXPLORATION'WAS HOW THE RUSSIANS SAW THE
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE TWO SETS OF NEGOTIATIONS. | NOTED THAT
AMBASSADOR POPOV I3 LONDON HAD SPOKEN OF AN ''ORGANIC RELATIONSHIP'®
(YOUR TELEGRAM NO 394 PARAGRAPH 1(C)). BESSMERTNIKH HAD REJECTED
THE TERM LINKAGE (PARAGRAPH 5 QF My TUR) BUT THE PRAVDA REPORT ON

8 NOVEMBER OF CHERNENKO'S MEETING WITH THE AUSTRIAN CHANCELLOR

(MY TELEGRAM NO 1361 PARAGRAPH 4) REFERS SPECIFICALLY TO

"'LINKAGE'' BETWEEN QUTER SPACE AND THE TwO CATEGORIES OF NUCLEAR

—

WEAPONS.

4. THE RUSSIANS HAD STATED THAT THERE WERE NO PRE=-CONDITIONS
FOR THE SHULTZ/GROMYKO MEETING. THE ''STATUS QUO ANTE'' FORMULA

ON THE REMOVAL OF PERSHING AND CRUISE HWAD BEEN SHELVED. BUT IN

THE CONTEXT OF NEGOTIATION (B) A FREEZE ON DEPLOYMENTS wAS
OBVIQUSLY STILL THE SOWIET OBJECTIVE. THIS WOULD BE

DIFFICULT TO DEFINE IN ANY JOINT UNDERSTANDING ON AIMS AND, AS

THE KINNOCK VISIT HAD CONF IRMED, THE RUSSIANS WOULD IN THE

MEANTIME SEEK TO PERSUADE EUROPEAN PUBLIC OPINION THAT A FREEZE

AT CURRENT UNACCEPTABLE LEVELS WAS A REASONABLE OPTION. AND

WITH RESPECT TO OUTER SPACE WHERE AS HARTMAN AGREED, THE SOVIET
UNION HAD THE GREATER INCENTIVE TO REACH A SOLUTIOH ALTHOUGH

THERE WAS ﬁBFSTATED PRE-CONuITION, MORAIQElH% ON FURTHER AMERICAN
ASAT TESTS WAS CLEARLY A PRIME OBJECTIVE AND THE NEXT TEST

WHICH, AS THE RUSSIANS KNEwW, WAS DUE TO TAKE PLACE SOON AFTER THE
GEEEVA MEETING COULD BECOME A STUMELING BLOCK 10 PROGPtaS.

THE AMERICANS MIGHT AGREE TO POSTPONE THE TEST SEMI COLON OR THE
POSTPONEMENT OF THIS TEST MIGHT BECOME A THEME IN THE NEGOTIATIONS.

3« BN ANSWER TO QUESTIONS HARTMAN SAID THAT THE GENEVA MEET ING
COULD NOT BE EXTENDED BEYOND TWO DAYS. THE DISCUSSION wouLD,
I€ ALL WENT WELL, BE CONTINUED BY THE NEGOTIATORS, BUT THE
PRINCIPALS COULD MEET AGAIN 'IF THE EXPERTS REGISTERED PROGRESS.

SUTHERLAND

" [COPIES SENT TO NO 10 DOWNING ST
EAST WEST & US/SOVIET RELATIONS

é.gimn PS
TET D PS/LADY YOUNG
DEFENCE D PS/¥P RIFKIND
RESEARCH D PS/MP LUCE
PLANKING STAFF PS/PUS
ﬁg MR DEREK THOMAS
SIR W HARDING
WED ¥R GOODALL
ACDD MR JENKTNS
=N MR w=sTON
: ¥P DAVID THOMAS
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CONFIDENTIAL

CONF IDENT I AL
MOSCOW 26114527 NOVEMBER

IMMEDIATE F C O

TELEGRAM NUMBER 1332 OF 26 NOVEMBER VMA;:"‘“

INFO IMMED IATE WASHINGTON AND UKDEL NATO
INFO PRIORITY PARIS AND BONN
US/SOVIET RELATIONS.

SUMMARY .

1. SINCE THE ANNOUNCEMENT ON 22 NOVEMBER OF THE_SHULTZ-GROMYKO
MEETING (MY TELNO 1331) THERE HAS BEEN NO SUBSTANT IAL COMMENT
N THE_SOVIET PRESS Ol THE FORM OR AGENDA FOR FUTURE US-SOVIET
TALKS BUT zaGLAulr HAS GIVEN MR HEALEY SOME POINTERS TO THE SOVIET
POSITION ON BOTH SEMICLN  HAVE ALSO SOME INDICATORS FROM THE
HEAD OF THE AMERJCAN DEPARTMENT OF THE MFA. BOTH SOVIET OFFICIALS
SEE THE OBJECTIVE OF THE FOREIGN MINISTERS' MEETING AS THE CREATION
OF ﬁvERAHEHORK FOR FUTURE NEGOTIATIONS ON OQUTER SPACE AWD OFEE&:;V[
MUCLEAR SYSTEMS BUT NOT OTHER ARMS— CONTROL |SSUES. ACCORDING TO
ZAGLADIN A FREEZE ON THE DEPLOYMENT OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS 1S A SOVIET
OBJECTIVE BUT WOT A PRE-CONDITION FOR TALKS g

P e

—— - S —

DETAIL

———

2. SOVIET PRESS TREATMENT.

PRAVDA OF 23 NOVEMBER PUBLISHED A BALD STATEMENT OF THE GROMYKO-

EEEEIE TALRS QP AN INSIDE PAGE WITHQUT PROMINENCE OP COMMENT
PLUS A SHORT ITEM STATING THAT AN MFA PRESS CONFERENCE ABOUT THE
TALKS HAD BEEW CIVEN BY LOMEIKO. THE ONLY COMMEMT TO HAVE APPEARED
SO FAR WAS IN PRAVDA'S WEEKLY INTERNATIOMAL REVIEW COLUMN ON 25
NOVEMEER WHICH DEALT WITH PROSPECTS FOR THE MEETING AT LENETH BUT
CONTAINED MORE ATMOSPHERICS THAN SUBSTANCE. T ADOPTED A HIGHLY
CAUTIOUS NOTE ALOUT THE PROSPECTS FOR THE ''TALKS ABOUT TALKS''
BUT THE '' DEEDS NOT WORDS '' THEME WAS MUTED . BUT QUOTING
EXTENSIVELY FROM U S PRESS COMMENT ABOUT A CONFLICT OF VIEWS IN
WASHINGTON ABOUT FUTURE POLICY THE ARTICLE SEEMED TO ALLOW THE
POSSIBILITY OF A MORE '"'PEALISTIC'' APPROACH BY THE REAGAN ADMIH-
ISTRATION. '' THE MAJORITY OF AMERICAN OBSERVERS '' wAS QUOTED FOR
THE VIEW THAT THE '"'STAFR wARS'' FROGRAMME WAS THE CHIEF OBSTACLE TO
SOVIET=-US AGREEMCNT ONN DISARMAMENT QUESTIONS .

Oy S e it 0 B
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ZAGLADIN'S ACCOUNT.

3. ON HIS RETURK WITH MR KINHOCK FROM THE WEEKEND 1IN LENINGRAD,

MR HEALEY HAS GIVEN ME AN ACCOUNT OF A CONVERSATION HE HAD ON
THE AFTERNOON OF 23 NOVEMBER wWITH ZAGLADIN OF THE INTERNATIONAL
DEPARTMENT OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE. ZAGLADIN SAID THAT THE SOVIET
UNION SAW THE OBJECTIVE OF THE MEETING 1N GENEVA AS THE CREATION
OF A NEw FRAMEWORK FOR TALKS ON ( A) OUTER SPACE AND
(B) OFFENSIVE NUCLEAR SYSTEMS. THE MEETING SHOULD AGREE NOT ONLY
THE SUEJECTS FOR FUTURE NEGOTIATIONS EUT ALSO REACH AN
AGREED DEFINITION OF OBJECTIVES. AS REGARDS SUBJECTS, THE RUSSIANS
WISHED TO EXCLUDE FROM CONSIDERATION ARMS CONTROL 1SSUES OTHER THAN
(A) AND (B) SEMICLN TO INCLUDE OTHERS , EG CHEElEfE WEAPOUNS,
vOULD OVERBUPBEN AND COMPLICATE THE FRAMEWORK, THE SOVIET OBJECTIVES
WERE, IN GLNERAL TERMS, THE‘ﬁfﬁiLIT£RISﬁTION OF OUtEE_EfACE AND TO
CALL A HALT TO THE NUCLEAR ARMS RACE. ZAGLADIN ATTACHED PARTICULAR
AMPORTANCE TO AGREEMENT ON OBJECTIVES. THERE HAD BEEN NO SUCH AGREE-
MENT FOR THE INF/START NEGOTIATIONS , NOT EVEN BETWEEM THE U S
AND ITS EUROPEAN ALLIES. THE RUSSIANS WISHED TO DRAW A LINE UNDER
THOSE NEGOTIATIONS AND FOR(B), ‘IN EFFECT TO MERGE START AND INF.

4e ZAGLADIN TOLD MR HEALEY THAT IT WAS A SOVIET OBJECTIVE TO AGREE
A _FREEZE ON THE DEPLOYMENT OF INTERMEDIATE AND STRATEGIC NUCLEAR
WEAPONS. THE RUSSIANS WOULD LIKE TO SEE AGREEMENT ON THIS SO0M
SEMICLN IF THE AMERICANS D!D NOT AGREE IT wOULD BE A PITY SEMICLN
BUT A FREEZE wAS NOT A PRECONDITION FOR NEGOTIATIONS .(MR HEALEY
COMMENTED TO ME THAT THIS PARALLELED WHAT HE HAD WRITTEN IN HIS
RECENT ARTICLE N THE OBSERVER). THERE wAS ALSO SOME DISCUSSION OF
THE CURRENT STATE OF DEVELOPMENT I% LAND AND AIR-BASED ANT |=SATELLITE
SYSTEMS AND ON THE PROSPECTS FOR A BAN ON CRUISE MISSILES.
ZAGLADIN MAINTAINED THAT THE AMERICANS HAD SAID THEY WERE PREPARED
TO DISCUSS SUCH A EAN.

BESSMERTHNIKH'S ACCOUNT.

5. ZAGLADIN'S ACCOUNT OF WHAT THE SOVIET UNION EWVISAGED FOR THE
SHULTZ/GROMYKO MEETING ACCORDS WITH WHAT BESSMERTHIKH, HEAD

OF THE AMERICAN DEPARTMENT AT THE MFA TOLD ME AT THE U S AMBASSADOR'S

THANKSGIVING DAY DINNER, IN THAT HE TOO SPOKE OF THE EXCLUSION OF

ALL TOPICS APART FROY ARMS IN %PhCE AND OFFENSIVE NUCLEAR WEAPOMS.

HE SAW THE MEETING AS TALKS ABOUT A FRAMEWORK FOR TALKS ON (A)

AND (E) #i MY PARA 3 ABOVE , wiTH AN UNDERSTANDING THAT THE TwO

CONFE "*r"* SJTIAL [sETSs
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ERE ED HE NOT LIKE THE TERM
SETS OF DISCUSSIONS WERE RELATED. BUT HE DID N

TTLINKED"! On (B) BESSMERTNIKH ALSO SPOKE OF STARTING ANEW
I . '

{ =3 n n IPD
IN COMBINED TALKS ON INTERMEDIATE AND STRATEGIC SYSTEMS. ON TH

3 N T BE TAKEN INTO
PARTY SYSTEMS, HE COMMENTED THAT THEY wOULD NO DOUBT BE TAKE!

ACCOUNT I VIEW OF FRENCH AND BRITISH PLANS FOR MODERNISATION.
L " . ¥
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00 WASHINGTON
GRS 253 VR LIS cR'S
CONFIDENTIAL
FM FCO 2412002 NOV. 84 RS OCNA] VIESSAGE
TO IMMEDIATE WASHINGTON s
TELEGRAM NUMBER 2013 OF 24 NOVEMBER eRUAL No. T(Qjﬁ lgq’
INFO PRIORITY UKDEL NATO, MOSCOW
. SAVING TO OTHER NATO POSTS

ARMS ‘CONTROL: -REPLY TO PRESIDENT REAGAN FROM PRIME MINISTER

1. PLEASE DELIVER IMMEDIATELY PRIME MINISTER'S REPLY ‘TO

PRESIDENT REAGAN'S MESSAGE OF 22 NDVEMBER (ﬂy ‘TELNO 1996

NOT TO ALL).

2. TEXT IS AS FOLLOWS:

QUOTE DEAR RON, THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR MESSAGE OF

22 NOVEMBER, DELIVERED TO ME BY CHARLIE PRICE.

I AM DELIGHTED TO HEAR THAT YOUR EFFORTS TO RESUME A SERIOUS

ARMS CONTROL DIALOGUE WITH THE SOVIET UNION HAVE MET WITH A

POSITIVE RESPONSE AND THAT GEORGE SHULTZ AND GROMYKO HAVE AGREED
~T0 MEET IN GENEVA ON 7/8 JANUARY. THIS SHOWS THAT PATIENCE AND

PERSISTENCE WILL IN THE END PAY DIVIDENDS. I AM PARTICULARLY

GLAD THAT YOU ENVISAGE DISCUSSING THE WHOLE RANGE OF ARMS
,.soNTROLjTopxcs.. AS Ionxlﬂiﬁy STRATEGIC_AND INTERMEDIATE RANGE

bu
]

' ‘-nmcm:m 'SYSTEMS AND. :ﬁnm SPACE ARE. ‘-DF .:P.ARTICULAR mPoRTmf:E.

BUT A4S I MENTIONED ‘TO GEOBGE SHULTZ RECENTL?JIN DELHI I BELIEVE
THAT CHEMICAL WEAPONS ARE SCARCELY LESS SO. I UNDERSTAND FROM
OLIVER WRIGHT THAT THESE WOULD ALSO BE & CANDIDATE FOR SEPARATE
NEGOTTATIONS UNDER YOUR UMBRELLA CONCEPT, ALONG WITH CONVENTIONAL
FORCES IN EUROPE AND CONFIDENCE-BUILDING MEASURES.

I AM SURE YOU ARE RIGHT NOT TO UNDER-ESTIMATE THE
DIFFICULTIES AHEAD. BUT YOU KNOW. YOU HAVE'DUR STRONG SUPPORT AS
THESE PROSPECTS OPEN UP. I-LOOK FQFWARD TO_FURTHEH.DISCUSSION
OF ALL THIS AT OUR MEETING ON 22 DECEMBER. IOUHS SINCERELY,
MRRGARET UNQUOTE. = P 5

g;? xﬁ#?fﬂ?:?;“:fm
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 23 November 1984

Thank you for your letter of 23 November
enclosing a draft reply from the Prime Minister
to President Reagan's message about the US/
Soviet agreement to enter into new negotiations
on arms control.

The Prime Minister is content with the
draft and I should be grateful if it could be
telegraphed to Washington for delivery by
HM Ambassador.

(Charles Powell)

Len Appleyard Esg
Foreign and Commonwealth Office




DRAFT REPLY TO PRESIDENT REAGAN FRON PRIMI

Dear Ron,

Thank you very much for your message of 22 November,

delivered to me yesterday by Charlie Price.
I am delighted to hear that your efforts to resume
a serious arms control dialogue with the Soviet Union have
met with a positive response and that George Shultz and
Gromyko have agreed to meet in Geneva on 7/8 January.
This shows that patience and persistence will in the end pay
dividends. I am particularly glad that you envisage
discussing the whole range of arms control topics. As you
imply, strategic and intermediate range nuclear systems
and outer space are of particular importance. But as I
‘mentioned to George Shultz recently in Delhi, I believe
that chemical weapons are scarcely less so. 1 understand

from Oliver Wright that these would also be a candidate

for separate negotiations under your umbrella concept, along
with conventional forces in Europe and confidence-building
measures,

I am sure you are right not to under-estimate the
difficulties ahead. But you know you'have our strong
support as these prospects open up. I look forward to
further discussion of all this at our meeting on

22 December._

Yours sincerely,

Margaret

CONFIDENTIAL




Foreign and Commonwealth Office

London SWI1A 2AH

23 November 1984

Deow MM/

Message from President Reagan to the
Prime Minister

I enclose a draft reply to President
Reagan for your consideration.

Gslin Bl

(C R Budd)
Private Secretary

C D Powell Esq
10 Downing Street
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DRAFT REPLY TO PRESIDENT REEAGAN FROM PRIME MINISTER

Thank you very much for your message of 22 November,

delivered to me yesterday by Charlie Price.

I am delighted to hear that your efforts to resume
a serious arms control dialogue with the Soviet Union have
met with a positive response and that George Shultz and
Gromyko have agreed to meet in Geneva on 7/8 January.
This shows that patience and persistence will in the end pay
dividends. I am particularly glad that you envisage
discussing the whole range of arms control topics. As you
imply, strategic and intermediate range nuclear systems
and outer space are of particular importance. But as I
mentioned to George Shultz recently in Delhi, 1 believe
that chemical weapons are scarcely less so. 1 understand
from Oliver Wright that these would also be a candidate
for separate negotiations under your umbrella concept, along
with conventional forces in Europe and confidence-building
measures.

I am sure you are right not to under-estimate the
difficulties ahead. But you know you have our strong
support as these prospects open up. I look forward to

further discussion of all this at our meeting on

et

22 December.
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CONF WDENT #:AL

Fr WASHINGTON 2204347 NOV Bl ;
TO PRIDRITY FCO |

TELEGRAM NUMBER 3485 OF 22 NOVEMBER
JANFO PRICRITY MOSCOW, UKDEL NATO, BONN, PARIS,

MY TELNO 3406: US/SOVIET ARMS CONTROL TALKS .

=ORD INATOR UMDER LITTLE NEW 'WNTERAGENCY VORK ON
BUT STATE DEPARTHME! NTIHUE TO ENVISAGE A POSSLPIE
ANTERIM AGREEMENT ON ASATS AND NSIVE SYSTEMS, AND SOME
“SUGGESTAONS THAT THEY MMGHT BE RED TO START WORK ON ASATS
FAIRST, UNDER THE OVERALL UMBRELLA.

PARTMENT COHTACTS CONFIRM THAT A SOVIET MESSAGE
FUTURE ARMS COWTROL TALKS wAS RECEM¥ED HERE ON 17
16 PRESUMABLY EXPLAINS HARTMAN'S REFERENCE TO QUOTE
QUOTE (TELNO 1314), BUT WE UNDERSTAND THAT THE
HE DEL/VERED TO GROMYKO ON 19 NOVEMBER WAS NOT A
SOVIET MESSAGE, BUT SIMPLY A FURTHER RE=-STATEMENT
TO NEGOTATE. (T HAD BEEN DRAFTED BEFORE THE

US W iLL MGN

SOV IET MESSAGE _ﬁEB%VED )

3. THERE 6 NOw A GENERAL AIR OF EXPECTATHON HERE THAT THE
REACTAVATION OF THE US/SOVAET DMALOGUE ON ARMS CONTROL 15 START'NG
TO HAPPEN, THAT THE RUSSIANS DO NOT REJECT THE CONCEPT OF QUOTE
UMBRELLA TALKS UNQUOTE AND THAT THERE willL BE AN EARLY MEETING
BETWEEN SHULTZ AKD GROMYKO, PERWAPS 1IN GENEVA It EARLY JANUARY,
4, THE PRECISE NATURE OF THE QUOTE UMBRELLA UNQUOTE SEEMS TO HAVE
BEEN KEPT DEL4BERATELY VAGUS i#l US/SOVHET EXCHANGES, BUT THE CENTRAL
PURPOSE OF THE CONCEPT 4§ CLEAR: TO CREATE AN ENV.IRONMENT (N WHICH
PARTICULAR NEGOTLATONS CAN BE CARRHED ON N A WAY WHICH PERMITS
LINKAGES BUT DOES NOT RESULT I PROGRESS N ONE AREA BEUNG HELD
HOSTAGE TO LACK OF PROGRESS ' ANOTHER. SI& AREAS HAVE BEEN
MENTIONED AS CANDIDATES FOR SEPARATE NEGOT:WATIONS UNDER UMBRELLA
COVERAGE: STRATEGIC SYSTEMS, NF, SPACE WEAPORS, CONVENTAONAL FORCES
1§ EUROPE, Cw, AND CBM

A4S REPORTED i1 M . WDEA OF APPOIATING A GUOTE CZAR

HE BEL-LEVES THA

=D BY AMDASSADOR SCHLAUDEMAN
( MUCH BLINE, WITZE 8 NOwW THEN&ME
TiOh CONTACTS AS A LoIKELY

o £ 1 Eur HECTIMCO
o "'I'.':"" L_"'."_L I'It »--_\‘S-
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 95 November
- ]

East /West Relations: Message from
President Reagan

I enclose a copy of a message to the Prime
Minister from President Reagan on East/West
relations and arms control, delivered this
morning.

I am copying this letter and enclosure to
Richard Mottram (Ministry of Defence), and to
Richard Hatfield (Cabinet Office).

C.D. Powell

Len Appleyard, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.

SECRET




EMBASSY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
LONDON

November 22, 1984

’\" 97 /@- cw !g%&_;t'ef_

Dear Prime Minister:
I have been asked to deliver the enclosed
letter to you from President Reagan, which was

received at the Embassy this morning.

Sincerely,
— et GO s
T e W

Charles H. Price, II
Ambassador

Enclosure - SECRET

The Rt. Hon. Margaret Thatcher, M.P.,
Prime Minister,
10 Downing Street,
London, S.W. 1




SECRET

November 22, 1984

Dear Margaret:

As you know, we have sought to bring greater
stability to our relations with the Soviet Union, and
as part of that, to resume a serious arms control
dialogue with them. This was the purpose of my inviting
Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko to meet with me at the
White House in September and the subject of a number of
letters I have exchanged with Soviet Chairman Chernenko.

I'm pleased to be able to report to you that the
Soviet side has now indicated to us that they are ready
to enter into new negotiations with the objective of
reaching mutually acceptable agreements on the whole
range of questions concerning nuclear and outer space
arms. The Soviets have proposed a meeting be held between
Foreign Minister Gromyko and Secretary of State Shultz in
the first half of January to reach a common understanding
as to the subject and objectives of these negotiations.
We told the Soviets that Secretary Shultz would be pleased
to meet with Mr. Gromyko. The date and venue for such
talks have now been agreed through diplomatic channels. A
brief statement will be issued November 22nd announcing
that our two governments have agreed to enter into new
negotiations and that our two Foreign Ministers will meet
in Geneva on January 7 and 8, 1985.

I'm sure that you will be as pleased at this news as I
am to be informing you of it. The strength and solidarity
of the West is one of the reasons the Soviets have now
decided to return to the negotiating table. I recognize
that what we have achieved is not an end to itself. We
are renewing the difficult process of negotiating verifiable
arms control agreements with the Soviet Union. For our
part, we will be prepared to discuss all arms control
topics, including strategic and intermediate-range
nuclear systems and outer space.

As we resume the negotiating process, I want to
assure you that we will continue to pay the closest atten-
tion to the security interests of our friends and allies,
particularly on the subject of INF. The Secretary of State
will be prepared to consult on these questions at the
meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Brussels next
month.

SECRET




SECRET

I pledge to you today my unswerving dedication
to reaching agreements which will reduce the nuclear
threat and enhance the security of all our nations.
I continue to count on your advice and firm support
as we proceed with this vital work.

Sincerely,

/S/

Ron

SECRET







November 22, 1984

Dear Margaret:

As you know, we have sought to bring greater
stability to our relations with the Soviet Union, and
as part of that, to resume a serious arms control
dialogue with them. This was the purpose of my inviting
Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko to meet with me at the
White House in September and the subject of a number of
letters I have exchanged with Soviet Chairman Chernenko.

I'm pleased to be able to report to you that the
Soviet side has now indicated to us that they are ready
to enter into new negotiations with the objective of
reaching mutually acceptable agreements on the whole
range of questions concerning nuclear and outer space
arms. The Soviets have proposed a meeting be held between
Foreign Minister Gromyko and Secretary of State Shultz in
the first half of January to reach a common understanding
as to the subject and objectives of these negotiations.
We told the Soviets that Secretary Shultz would be pleased
to meet with Mr. Gromyko. The date and venue for such
talks have now been agreed through diplomatic channels. A
brief statement will be issued November 22nd announcing
that our two governments have agreed to enter into new
negotlatlons and that our two Foreign Ministers w1ll meet
in Geneva on January 7 and 8, 1985.

I'm sure that you will be as pleased at this news as I
am to be informing you of it. The strength and solidarity
of the West is one of the reasons the Soviets have now
decided to return to the negotiating table. I recognize
that what we have achieved is not an end to itself. We
are renewing the difficult process of negotiating verifiable
arms control agreements with the Soviet Union. For our
part, we will be prepared to discuss all arms control
topics, including strategic and intermediate-range

nuclear systems and ?EEEE_EPace.

As we resume the negotiating process, I want to
assure you that we will continue to pay the closest atten-
tion to the security interests of our friends and allies,
particularly on the subject of INF. The Secretary of State
will be prepared to consult on these questions at the
meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Brussels next
month.

SECRET




I pledge to you today my unswerving dedication
to reaching agreements which will reduce the nuclear
threat and enhance the security of all our nations.
I continue to count on your advice and firm support
as we proceed with this vital work.

Sincerely,

/S/

Ron

SECRET




November 22, 1984
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Dear Prime Minister: 2¥ (Kt

I have been asked to deliver the enclosed
letter to you from President Reagan, which was

received at the Embassy this morning.

Sincerely,

Gl ) Pren, T
Charles H. Price, II
Ambassador

Enclosure - SECRET

The Rt. Hon. Margaret Thatcher, M.P.,
Prime Minister,
10 Downing Street,
London, S.W. 1




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary

Sir Robert Armstrong

Inertial Confinement Fusion Research

The Prime Minister was grateful to be brought
up to date on this matter by your minute
(A084/2408) of 7 September.

e ¥

11 September, 1984.
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Ref. A084/2408

PRIME MINISTER

jncrtial Confinement Fusion Research

With my minute A01433 of 15 Feburary 1980 T submitted to
you an assessment made by the Nuclear Advisory Panel chaired
by Lord Penney of the implications of Inertial Confinement
Fusion (ICF) research for the proliferation of nuclear weapon
technology and possible action to control information
emerging from such reserach. Subsequently (my minute A02803
of 4 August 1980) I reported on exploratory discussions with
the United States Administration of the Panel's assessment and
proposals. Although the United States initially saw a need
for a more restrictive policy for ICF research, domestically
and internationally, than the Panel believed to be either
desirable or practicable, they agreed to review their position

in the 1light of our proposals.

e For a number of reasons the United States were not ready

to resume discussions until April this year; but, when they

did so, they had come much closer to acceptance of the Panel's
view that ICF is neither necessary nor sufficient for the
development of nuclear weapon technology, and they took a more
sympathetic view of its central proposal to decouple ICF work

in the defence field from that in the civil field. There was,
however, an increased fear of crificism if the United States
Administration was not seen to have acted against the disclosure
of ICF information that might assist, or bé-thought to assist,

the development of an initial nuclear weapon capability.

-

S Although the UK delegation remained less optimistic than
the United States about the practicality of inhibiting, much
less controlling, the release of ICF information in other

countries without disclosing the very information to be
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protected, they recognised the domestic pressure on the

United States to be seen to be doing something about the
perceived dangers and also the importance of the very close
collaboration with the United States on defence nuclear matters.
They therefore offered to continue our low-key monitoring and
guidance of civil research in this field and, on the basis of
clear definitions of the sensitive and non-sensitive areas of
ICF work, to agree to low-Kkey approaches to selected non-
nuclear weapon countries urging restraint on open publication
of sensitive information, provided that this could be done
without disclosing the significance of the information to be
protected, and subject to review of necessary. The United
States welcomed this offer as compatible with, though less
rigorous than, their own preferred policy and it formed an
agreed basis for subsequent trilateral discussion with the

French.

4. In the trilateral discussions the French expressed
similar views to our own, both on the assessment of the
fﬁplications of ICF work for nuclear weapon technology and on
the feasibility of controlling information and generally

took the attitude that 'the less said the better". The

United States once again urged the need to be seen at least

to discourage the publication of certain ICF information

emerging from some countries, particularly Japan, and

argued that any representations would be more effective

if they were seen to be based on the joint technical

judgments of the three countries rather than on a unilateral
United United States approach, and they therefore no longer
sought to press their differences over the technical assessment
of the implications of ICF research for proliferation.

S Against this background the French and United Kingdom
delegations did not oppose a United States approach to Japan
at senior dipldﬁéiic level inviting the Japanese Government
to engaurage restraint over the publication of potentially
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sensitive information arising from their ICF programme. It
was also agreed, ad referendum, that similar action should
be taken by France with Germany and by the United Kingdom

with Spain, but that approaches to other countries would not

be made unless and until developments in their ICF work

suggested that such action was required.

6. A full 1ist of the conclusions of the trilateral
discussions, agreed ad referendum, is attached. They are
consistent with the recommendations of the Nuclear Advisory
Panel and from our point of view represent a satisfactory, if

belated, outcome.

ROBERT ARMSTRONG

7 September 1984

CONFIDENTIAL




KbUNI IVEIN L IAL

INERTIAL CTONFINEMENT FUSION (ICF)

Conclusions agreed, ad referendum, at trilateral meeting of US,

French and UK delegates on 15th June 1984,

Participants considered it would be useful:

(1)

to use the already trilaterally agreed list of sensitive
and insensitive areas of information in exercising control
over civil ICF work within their own countries and in
seeking to influence other countries where necessary.
The list would not be classified but it would not be

published as such;

to continue guidance to civil ICF researchers within
their own countries in order to divert them from

sensitive areas of ICF work;

to continue national restraints on ICF researchers in
the military field, regarding publications and attendance

at open ICF discussions;

to refuse comment on the potential relevance of ICF

data to nuclear weapons;

to arrange for senior diplomatic but low-key approaches
to selected countries with advanced ICF programmes

to encourage them to act as in (1) and (2) above;

to approach Japan, West Germany and Spain, with action
resting on US, France and UK réspectively, who should

inform each other when action is completed;




\b\./nn IVCiv u—\n./

to inform USSR and China, in due course, about the common
list of sensitive and insensitive areas and the action based
on it, In this case US, France and UK should act as
opportune but inform the others when action has been

taken;

to discourage, whenever possible, meetings organised
by IAEA or other bodies from entering upon discussion
of sensitive areas of ICF work, if action can be taken
without adverse effect. More thought to be given on how

to achieve this objective,

(CONFIDENTIAL)
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 6 August, 1984

Dsee W2l

NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY: THE CASE FOR ACTION

The Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary minuted to the
Prime Minister on this subject on 3 August.

The Prime Minister retains her doubts about the wisdom
of proposing a technical co-operation fund designed to sustain
support for the Non-Proliferation Treaty. However, she is
prepared reluctantly to agree to Sir Geoffrey Howe's proposals
on the clear understanding that the money can be found without
recourse to the contingency reserve.

I am copying this letter to Richard Mottram (Ministry of
Defence), Michael Reidy (Department of Energy), John Gieve
(Chief Secretary's Office) and to Richard Hatfield (Cabinet Office).
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(C.D. Powell)

e

P. Ricketts, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
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Non-Proliferation Treaty: The Case r Action ud;thijmdﬁx

(‘& ‘f %:

ey
a technical cooperation fund designed to sustain and if possible

i I know that you are not enthusiastic about the idea of

increase support for the Non-Proliferatjion Treaty (NPT). Your Sk
Cjﬁ(lﬁjuﬁﬁ Prlvate Secretary in a letter of 16 Aﬁ}ll reported your reaction
A LV
to my minute of 3, ApTil. YN

AT,

2. Richard Luce and I have had another careful look at all

this and have come to the conclusion that I should ask you to

reconsider your reservations, because of the importance of the

N\
underlying political interests at stake. ﬂfﬁﬁLL/ﬁdﬂxhkjE))

G Wak
3._ I think we have to start from the common ground that' Q“‘ f )
L/ﬁlmltlng the spread of nuclear weapons is one of the most C-J,E)

important long-term elements in the United Kingdom arms control =
policy. Since 1970 the cornerstone of the international >58
non-proliferation regime has been the Non-Proliferation Treaty,
of which (as you reminded the United Nations in 1982) Britain
was one of the principal architeets. Under this treaty (which
claims 120 states party) three-quarters of the non-nuclear

—
weapon states have undertaken not to acquire nuclear weapons.

Thus at present 987 of all nuclear facilities in non-nuclear
——

weapon states are under safeguards. The treaty provides the

legal underpinning for the IAEA safeguard system.

4. The NPT is unfortunately very much at risk. The 1980
—

treaty review ended in disarray. Non-nuclear weapon states
— ——— s

criticise the nuclear weapon states for their alleged failure

to make adequate progress towards nuclear disarmament as required

by Article VI. Developing countries claim that the developed

countries have failed to help them enjoy the benefits of peaceful

CONFIDENTIAL /nuclear




CONFIDENTIAL

nuclear energy as required by Article IV. The NPT will

expire automatically in just over a decade from now, unless
#—_ R
a majority of the states party vote to prolong it.

5 If the Treaty were to collapse, the international safeguards
e —————

system would probably break down too. Countries such as Libya,

Iran and Iraq (all partles to the NPT) would then be free to

start nuclear wéEEEhs programmes w1thout legal constraint and
with less likelihood of detection. The stakes at next year's
review conference are therefore large. So is Britain's
responsibility as a depository power. Bearing in mind your words
to the United Nations that '"proliferation of nuclear weapons
cannot be the way to a safer world', the next ten years could be

crucial.

B It is against this background that I think we should

consider the case for Britain taking an initiative to canvass

support among close allies for a technical cooperation fund,

———

as proposed by the interdepartmental working party. The

underlying purpose of the fund would be to give further practical
expression to the Article IV commitment to help developing NPT

countries enjoy the benefits of peaceful nuclear energy (see

LA P, S
paragraph 8 below); and thus to provide added incentive to
maintain the NPT regime intact. I have never pretended that this
alone would be decisive. But it is a positive proposal for

pm—

practical actlon, whose acceptance could be made conditional upon

securing the rlght political outcome at the next review conference.

As I warned you in my minute of 3 April there is in any case a

danger of being preempted by more ambitious and more expensive
————

proposals from other quarters. We know for example that Australian

officials are recommending to their Ministers to double technical

———

cooperation funds to developing states party to the NPT and to
ask other suppliers (including the UK) to do likewise. We may

“thus face a situation of being asked to provide more money than
is envisaged in our own technical cooperation fund proposal for
a scheme for which the UK would receive no credit. Meanwhile the

81 million pledged by the UK at the last review conferene (the
S—

——

so-called IAEA footnote A scheme) has now been spent. Without

I
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something like the new technical cooperation fund proposal,

the UK will be providing no aid in the nuclear field specifically

i

to NPT parties; and will be going into the next review
conference with a reduced commitment measured against our pledge
in 1980.

e I accept that it is not yet clear where responsibility in

financing a UK contribution to such a technical cooperation fund

for 0.5 million in 1987/8 in this year's public expenditure

-
ULt would lie. I have put in a bid for £0.3 million in 1986/7 and
gt
g

survey. If the responsibility fell to me and I had to find the
money elsewhere, it would involve sacrifices which I would regard
as highly undesirable. But I believe there may be another way
round this if discussions in Whitehall are pursued. What I
require first is your approval in principle to support a line

for the NPT conference which might commit the UK to contribute

'A%o a technical cooperation fund provided the money can be found

ik

VLAJ< W and that the results of the review conference would justify this.

27
u{%&ggj},_ If the question of financial responsibility could be solved
v

quickly, I should then wish to consult close allies, since the
next preparatory meeting for the NPT Review Conference will be

upon us in October.

B Finally a word about your own specific reservations. You

expressed concern about the wisdom of promoting nuclear energy

in the Third World and about the problems of nuclear waste

m——

‘disposal. You are quite right that many countries will not be
ready ~for nuclear energy for many years if ever, and that we
should not pretend that they will. But neither can we turn the
clock back. There is a significant group of developing NPT
countries who have decided that nuclear energy already makes
some economic sense for them and who are committed to pursuing
it. This comes out clearly in the interdepartmental working

group report, and in particular annexes 3, 4 a
~ noy {\.\dn\:b\ a

d, 5 as well as the
illustrative case studies (copies enclosed for égg

e of reference).
In these cases it is important to ensure that such countries

are capable of properly regulating their nuclear activites and

i =1 /have
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have adequate sources of expertise in _such subjects as safety

2and waste disposal. Such expertise could be provided at

relatively low cést, largely by consultancy and training
assistance, with some possibility of net benefit to the UK

balance of payments.

9. On disposal of fission products, it is certainly true that

—

the developed world has not yet solved the problems associated

with the disposal of radio-active waste, particularly highly

active fission products. This challenge will have to be met

by the developed countries themselves if nuclear energy is to

continue at its present level of importance for their energy

rbrogrammes. The additional amounts of material associated with

F - . - -
developments in the Third World are exiguous by comparison.

Any solution for the developed countries will a fortiori encompass

them. Without such a solution, the problem will lie at our own

doorsteps anyway.

10. I apologise for the length of this minute: but I believe
the political importance of next year's NPT Review Conference

and the political costs of failure should not be underrated.

HMG is often criticised for not taking the initiative in arms
control. This strikes me as a modestand sensible opportunity

to do so.

11. I am copying this minute to the Secretary of State for
Defence, the Secretary of State for Energy, the Chief Secretary

to the Treasury and to Sir Robert Armstrong.

GEOFFREY HOWE

Foreign and Commonwealth Office

3 August, 1984 CONFIDENTIAL




MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1

Telephone 01-R30:7R22 218 6169

D/S of S/PS/9436C 14th June 1984
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In your letter of 12th June addressed to Richard Mottram
you asked for a note on the significance of the Americans'

reported success in destroying a test missile outside the
earth's atmosphere with another missile.

I attach a note covering both the military and arms
control implications (the latter having been provided by the
FCO) , together with a suggested line-to-take for use, if
necessary, by the Prime Minister this afternoon.

A copy of this goes to Roger Bone in the Foreign and
Commonwealth Office.

%w S —euedy

[y &

(B P NEALE)
Private Secretary

Charles Powell Esq
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THE US MISSILE INTERCEPTOR TEST

Line to Take

The US missile intercept test was part of a well established
research programme. The technique demonstrated would form
only one component of any future ballistic missile defence

system.

The US authorities are keeping us fully informed about

developments in the Strategic Defence Initiative.

The US have repeatedly stated their commitment to the Anti
Ballistic Missile Treaty and have assured us that the test

was conducted in full conformity with it.

/ If pressed on likely parallel Soviet developments:

> We are confident that Trident will remain a viable

deterrent well into the next century /




)

BACKGROUND NOTE

1e Military Implications On 11 June The Pentagon announced

the successful test over the Pacific of a missile interceptor
vehicle against an incoming dummy warhead. The interceptor
vehicle scored a direct hit on the warhead at an altitude of
more than one hundred miles. The interceptor vehicle consisted
of two modified stages of a Minuteman 1 ICBM. The test was the
fourth and final test in a series. Three earlier tests (in

February, May and December last year) were unsuccessful.

e In view of the very limited information currently available
to us in the UK it is not possible to produce a detailed assess-
ment of the military implications of this test. In particular,
it is not clear in what conditions the interception took place
and what level of discrimination the defending missile had to
exercise to find and kill the target.

technical
De On the face of it, however, it is a considerable/achievement
in that the US have accomplished a non-nuclear kill in space after
successfully guiding an interceptor missile accurately to its

target.

4, The test was part of a programme called the Homing Overlay
by many years
Experiment (HOE). This programme predates/President Reagan's

'Star Wars' project announced inm 1983, The technique
conceivably

demonstrated could/form one component to support what is now

called the Strategic Defence Initiative; it is not however the
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main technology which would have to be employed in any
comprehensive ballistic missile defence -~ the Strategic
Defence Initiative relies on a multi layered system, in which
the main weight of an enemy attack would be elimiated in the
early boost phase of missile flight by directed energy weapons

based in space.

5. HOE. of course,is not foolproof. Identification of targets,
for example, is made by infra red sensors; the obvious Soviet
response would be to introduce infra red decoys into their war-
head package. Another drawback is that HOE can take out only

one incoming object in space at a time; a large number would

therefore be required to cope with a mass attack.

6. Although the Americans have said that HOE is not an anti
satellite system, it should be technically feasible to use the
interceptor head as an ASAT weapon given the appropriate launch

vehicle.

7o Arms Control Aspects Although they have not yet done so,

it is possible that the Soviet Union may claim that the test
represents a breach of current arms control treaties. Article VI
of the 1972 ABM Treaty signed by the United States and Soviet
Union says " ... each Party undertakes:

(a) not to give missiles, launchers or radars, other than ABM

interceptor missiles, ABM launchers or radars capabilities to

counter strategic ballistic missiles or other elements in flight




trajectory, and not to test them in an ABM mode ..." Article II.
1.(a) defines interceptor missiles as "interceptor missiles
constructed and deployed for an ABM role, or of a type tested

in an ABM mode".

8. Although as an offensive missile Minuteman I would not

fit into these categories, the Americans say they have never
given the Minuteman I a capability to counter ballistic missiles
or their elements in flight trajectory nor has the missile been
tested in an ABM mode. Two modified stages of the Minuteman I
ICBM, but not the whole missile, were used as part of a
technology demonstration they say is permitted by the Treaty.
They therefore claim the interceptor was observably a distinct

missile that falls within the treaty definition of an

"interceptor missile". (In parenthesis they also argue that as

Minuteman I is no longer deployed in an operational role it is
plainly a research craft not intended for operational deployment
as an ABM weapon). The Soviet Union already possesses a layered
system of ABM defences around Moscow involving missiles capable
of hitting incoming warheads outside the atmosphere. Currently

these do not breach the ABM Treaty.




757 Oral Answers

‘uts to visit Liverpool to confirm the situation— and
next time she visits Liverpool, will she come in broad
daylight?

The Prime Minister: [ seem to remember that last time
I went to Liverpool it was very broad daylight.

Mr. Wareing: And everybody was asleep in bed.
Mr. Speaker: Order,

The Prime Minister: [ hope that, for the moment, the
hon. Gentleman is awake. With regard to the more serious
aspect of his question, as the hon. Gentleman knows, a
joint paper has been produced by officials of the Liverpool
city council and officials of the Department of the
Environment on options for achieving a balanced city
council budget for 1984-85. It has been presented to the
city councillors and the Secretary of State. My right hon.
Friend the Secretary of State is due to meet councillors to
discuss it. In the meantime, I understand that the auditor

“has written, strongly advising the council to set a rate by
20 June. I hope that it will do so.

Viscount Cranborne: Has my right hon. Friend
noticed the announcement in this morning’s press that the
Americans have managed to shoot down a warhead in
space? Will she take time today to consider whether that
event has any implications for the purchase of the Trident
missile?

The Prime Minister: It would be extremely unwise to
rush into any conclusions on the basis of a press report or
to make any statement without considering its full
implications. The difference between one event and
turning it into working technology is enormous, especially
in this sphere. '

Dr. Owen: In view of the Prime Minister's proven
involvement in British Rail's pay offer, will she spare the
House the humbug of pretending that she is not involved
in decisions about whether British Rail should now invoke
the civil law in relation to secondary picketing by members
of the National Union of Railwaymen? Will she now tell
us what she thinks should be done?

The Prime Minister: I have already said, in case the
right hon. Gentleman has not noticed, that should the great
nationalised industries invoke the civil law, the
Covernment will not override their decision.

(3. Mr. Norman Atkinson asked the Prime Minister
if she will list her official engagements for Tuesday 12
June,

The Prime Minister: [ refer the hon. Gentleman to the
reply that I gave some moments ago.

Mr. Atkinson: Is the Prime Minister aware that Mr.
Denktash and some other Turkish-speaking Cypriots are
shortly to host a dinner at the Savoy hotel which 40 or 50
of the Prime Minister's Back Benchers will attend and
which will be addressed by the right hon. Member for
Brighton, Pavilion (Mr. Amery) who will associate the
Tory party with the Turkish annexation of Cyprus? Will
she dissociate herself from that annexation and assure the
House that no Government facilities will be made
available for any trade negotiations during Mr. Denktash’s
visit to the United Kingdom?

The Prime Minister: As the hon. Gentleman is aware,
the Government have condemned the attempts to declare

H
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an independent northern Cyprus. The Government wish
there to be a unitary state of Cyprus and have supported
and will continue to support the efforts of the United
Nations to bring both sides together to achieve the
restoration of a unitary state of Cyprus. With regard to
other matters, right hon. and hon. Members are free to do
as they wish.

Sir Peter Blaker: Has my right hon. Friend any
comment to make on the deafening silence of the
opposition parties when the Prime Minister of South
Africa was received by the Pope?

The Prime Minister: No. I sometimes prefer the
deafening silence to the other thing.

Q4. Mr. Marlow asked the Prime Minister if she will
list her official engagements for 12 June.

The Prime Minister: I refer my hon. Friend to the
reply that I gave some moments ago.

Mr. Marlow: Does my right hon. Friend agree with
this summary of the European election campaign that,
whereas the Labour party, quite properly for it, puts
Socialism first and the Liberal and Social Democratic
parties put Europe first, Conservative candidates are
putting Britain first? Does she further agree that every
Conservative candidate is committed to the retention of the
national veto, favours increasing free trade in the
Community, and is against a federal system for Europe?

The Prime Minister: I agree broadly with my hon.
Friend. With regard to the veto, our manifesto makes it
clear that we wish to retain it as it is. With regard to our
attitude to trade in Europe, we wish to reduce the internal
barriers. Of course, I am against a federal Europe.

Mr. Parry: Will not the Prime Minister agree that the
House was deliberately deceived by the Government about
intervention in the miners’ dispute? Will she state now
whether the Secretary of State for Energy actually saw the
letter from Andrew Turnbull to Henry Derwent? Will she
not also agree that the Secretary of State yesterday treated
the House and the National Union of Mineworkers with
contempt by saying that he could not remember seeing it
because it was not important?

The Prime Minister: With regard to the precise papers
that the Secretary of State for Energy sees, I suspect he has
seen a great deal more than I have because he is the
sponsoring Minister. With regard to intervenion, right
hon. and hon. Members are still urging me to intervene by
getting them all to No. 10. I have not done so, and will
not do so. I have repeatedly said that this Government have
set [Interruption]

Mr. Speaker: Order.

The Prime Minister: If the hon. Member wishes to
call it intervention, this Government have provided £2
million per day for investment in the coal industry. They
have seen to it that money is there for a very good deal for
the mineworkers, and that the best voluntary redundancy
terms are available. They have seen to it that there are
extra subsidies and extra prospects for manufacturers who
wish to turn from oil to coal. If that is intervention, yes,
I have intervened, but asking them to No. 10 and beer and
sandwiches, no, never.

Q6. Mr. Wallace asked the Prime Minister.if she will
list her official engagements for 12 June.




12 June 1984

Today's press reported the American
success 1in destroying a test missile
outside the earth's atmosphere with another
missile for the first time. The matter was
raised at Prime Minister's Questions this
afternoon. It would be helpful to have an
assessment of the significance of the event
both in military and arms control terms, If
possible this should be available by 14 June
in case there are further Questions then.

I am copying this letter to Roger Bone
(Foreign and Commonwealth Office).

CP
Richard Mottram Esq
Kikéstry of Defence.




CONFIDENTIAL

MO 11/9/4

PRIME MINISTER

INCENTIVES FOR MEMBERSHIP OF THE NON PROLIFERATION TREATY

I have seen Geoffrey Howe's minute to you of 3rd April on

incentives for NPT membership, and the subsequent correspondence.

I have no objection to the fund proposals; though I also have

d-—'_——‘—-—-—._.________
doubts as to their likely effectiveness in securing more support
s Beom e L

for the NPT. I should make it clear that no money from MOD votes
aauld be provided for such a fund.

25 I am copying this minute to the Foreign and Commonwealth
Secretary, the Secretary of State for Energy, the Chief Secretary
to the Treasury, and Sir Robert Armstrong.

W

Ministry of Defence
24th April 1984
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 24 April, 1984

Chemical Weapons: US Draft Treaty

The Prime Minister has seen and noted

your letter of 18 April to John Coles on the
above subject.,

DAVID BARCLAY

R. B. Bone, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office

CONFIDENTIAL
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Foreign and Commonwealth Ofﬁﬁé

i

London SWIA 2AH \

18 April 1984

Chemical Weapons: US Draft Treaty

Today Vice President Bush tabled at the Conference
on Disarmament (CD) in Geneva the text of the US draft
Treaty on chemical weapons, as foreshadowed in President
Reagan's announcement of 5 April. I enclose the text of
the statement issued by FCO News Department in Mr Luce's
name at 1230 hrs today, welcoming the US initiative. I
also enclose a background note on the state-of-play in the
CD negotiations.

The text of the draft treaty, received late yesterday
afternoon, follows closely the contents of the draft on
which we were consulted by the US on 4 April in London
and later in NATO. We provided considered views at short
notice, and some of our comments have been taken into
account, particularly on the relationship between the
principal organs responsible for implementing the Convention
and on definitions of chemical weapons. The Russians and
others are likely to be hostile to the US proposal -
described by the US as the "open invitation'" to inspection -
that there should be no exceptions to unrestricted
challenge inspection; FCO and MOD officials are considering
its implications for our own security interests.

Nevertheless, the US draft Treaty represents a major
Western contribution to the Geneva negotiations. While we
and our European alliés may continue to have reservations
about the extent of verification, it will be important to
maintain overall Alliance solidarity behind the US
initiative if the negotiations are to succeed.

The negotiations will adjourn on 26 April, to resume
on 12 June until the end of August. We shall have further
consultations with the Americans not only on aspects of
their text but on tactics to be pursued when the
negotiations resume in June. We shall also discuss with
them what steps might be taken to maintain the
negotiating momentum during the Autumn, when the Conference
on Disarmament adjourns for the UN General Assembly.

/I am
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I am sending a copy of this letter and its enclosures
to Richard Mottram (MOD) and David Goodall (Cabinet Office).

(R B Bone)
Private Secretary

A J Coles Esq
10 Downing Street
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STATEMENT BY MR LUCE

WEDNESDAY 18 APRIL 1984

Today the United States Vice-President Mr George Bush has
tabled at the 40-Nation Conference on Disarmament in Geneva
a draft treaty for a comprehensive ban on chemical weapons.
We and our other NATO allies were consulted on the draft
treaty. And, as the Prime Minister told the House

the British Government warmly supports

hope it will hasten progress towards ear
a comprehensive and verifiable ban on the

ockpiling and use of these appalling weapo

tion. The British Government have played
leading role in the international efforts to achieve such
ban. At the CD negotiations we have made a series of

proposals on monitoring of compliance, on verification of

non-diversion of civil chemicals into illicit chemical

weapons stockpiles, and on challenge inspection in cases of

suspected non-compliance: I tabled this latest initiative i
Geneva on 14 February. At a time when chemical weapons have
recently been used, it is more important than ever that we
should secure a comprehensive ban. Agreement on a treaty
would constitute a significant advance in practical arms

control, and a major contribution to international security.

8|
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CHEMICAL WEAPONS NEGOTIATIONS

Western Aims

o In the 40-nation Conference on Disarmament in Geneva, we are
trying to negotiate a total, worldwide ban on the development,
production, stockpiling, transfer and use of chemical weapons, and
the destruction of present holdings. The key elements in this ban
will be:

(i) declarations by all parties of current stockpiles and
production facilities;

(ii) agreement to destroy over a ten-year period such
stockpiles and facilities;

(iii) acceptance of arrangements to verify the above
destruction procedures;

(iv) acceptance of verification that CW will not be produced
in civil chemical industries, and that the permitted
small-scale production facilities (designed purely for
defensive purposes) are not being diverted to other
ends; and

the establishment of a Consultative Committee, an
Executive Council, a Technical Secretariat, and a
fact-finding panel.

History of Negotiations

24 The Geneva Protocol of 1925 banned the use of CW (interpreted
by many in the West as meaning the first use); but it made no
provisions for other constraints on CW. Various efforts to achieve
a comprehensive ban were made after the Second War, culminating in
a UK draft Treaty submitted to the (then) CCD in 1976. This
however was almost immediately overtaken by US/Soviet agreement to
initiate bilateral negotiations on a total ban. These began in
1977 and were suspended in 1980, following lack of success largely
due to Soviet refusal to accept the necessary degree of
verification.

Sk Since 1980, key dates have been:
1982 February: UK paper to CD on compliance;
June: Gromyko statement to UN Special Session, accepting
principle of on-site inspection but emphasising
need for voluntary nature and inspection quotas;

Soviet working paper containing these proposals;

/1983
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1983 January: Prague Declaration, advocating CW-free zone in
Europe;

February: Vice-President Bush presents US Detailed Views
to Chs
March: Mr Hurd presents UK paper to CD on Non-Production
(ie non-diversion of civil chemicals into illieit
weapons production);

April/June: Other working papers on CW tabled at CD by West
and non-aligned;

July: US paper on Stockpile Destruction presented to
Chs

August: UK second paper for CD on Non-Production;
November: US-sponsored visit for all CD members (only
Romania attended from East) to stockpile
destruction facility at Tooele;

1984 January: Soviet repeat of CW-free zone in Europe proposal;

US announcement at CDE of full draft Treaty to be
tabled in CD;

February: Mr Luce tabled UK paper on Challenge Inspection;

Soviet acceptance of continuous on-site inspection
(OSI) for stockpile destruction;

CW negotiations resumed in CD;

18 April: Bush tabled US draft Treaty.

State of Negotiations

4. Whereas in 1983 we trod water while the Russians refused to
reveal further details of their negotiating hand, in 1984 the
negotiations have already achieved a new momentum. The US
announcement of their draft Treaty provided a higher profile;
the UK paper on challenge inspection was warmly welcomed both
the CD and in the UK; and the Russians made one concession in
dropping their demand for quota inspection and accepting the
principle of routine OSI on a mandatory, not voluntary basis.
They earlier accepted the principle of challenge inspection as
well, but continue to insist that this can only be conducted

on a voluntary basis. The US draft Treaty should maintain this
new momentum and ensure that the negotiating initiative remains
with the West. Reports of CW use (by Iraq) in the Gulf War,
confirmed and condemned by the UN, have also highlighted the
dangers of unrestrained CW capabilities; and have focussed more
public interest and attention on the issue, including the CD
negotiations.

/Verification
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Verification

57 The verification provisions for any CW ban will be the key
factor in its acceptability to the West. They will provide
special problems since we are breaking new ground in arms
control by trying to eliminate an entire area of weaponry which
has already been well developed and which is closely linked
with continued production for civil purposes. Moreover, CW

are easily concealed and transported.

6. In Western proposals we are seeking to verify:

(a) initial declarations of stockpiles and production
facilities;

(b) the destruction of stockpiles;
(c) the elimination of production facilities;

(d) non-production of CW under the guise of the civil
chemical industry; and

(e) the operation of permitted facilities.

We conceive of two means of verifying these elements:

(i) routine on-site inspection of various degrees of
stringency. In the case of item (a)-(c¢) above,
the need for inspection arrangements should
decrease over the ten-year period while destruction
was taking place. Inspection for items (d) and (e)
above would however continue indefinitely;

challenge inspection. This would impose on all
parties the acceptance of ad hoc inspection in cases
of suspected non-compliance which were not resolvable
by other inspection means.

8. The current US proposals envisage mandatory acceptance,

at short notice, of inspection on demand of all military and
Government-related facilities. This sweeping provision is sure
to provoke a hostile Soviet reaction; other CD members may also
be reluctant to grant such comprehensive access to sensitive
facilities to international inspection teams. The Americans
claim that, given the special problems of a CW ban, only such a
comprehensive regime would be adequate to meet their concerns.
They have however made it clear that they are ready to consider
any other proposals which could in sum have an equivalent
effect. The successful resolution of this issue, in the course
of further negotiations, will be the key to the achievement of
an acceptable and enduring Treaty.

Arms Control and Disarmament Department
18 April 1984 FCO
CONFIDENTIAL
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

Telephone 01-218 211 -I/a)lrect Dialling)

01-218 9000 (Switchboard)

MO 13/1/16/4 16th April 1984

pdc A
L,a

hews 3t MBFR

The Defence Secretary has seen the Foreign
and Commonwealth Secretary's minute of 13th/April
and is content to proceed as he proposes.

I am copying this letter to Roger Bone in the FCO,
and to Richard Hatfield in the Cabinet Secretary's
office.

Yo v
Rkt MV

(R C MOTTRAM)
Private Secretary

A J Coles Esqg
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary

16 April, 1984

MBFR

The Prime Minister has seen the Foreign
and Commonwealth Secretary's minute of 13 April.

Subject to the views of the Secretary of
State for Defence, Mrs. Thatcher agrees that we
should co-operate with our allies in tabling
a reformulation of the Western negotiating
position on the lines of the text annexed to
Sir Geoffrey Howe's minute.

I am sending a copy of this letter to
Richard Mottram (Ministry of Defence) and to

Richard Hatfield (Cabinet Office).

R. Bone, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office

SECRET
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 16 April, 1984

STUDY GROUP OF INCENTIVES FOR MEMBERSHIP OF THE NON-PROLIFERATION

TREATY

The Prime Minister has seen the Foreign Secretary's
minute of 3 April, as well as the minutes by the Secretary of
State for Energy, dated 11 April, and the Chief Secretary, dated
6 April.

The Prime Minister has minuted that she very much doubts
the wisdom of establishing a fund '"to promote the growth of nuclear
energy in the third world'". She has observed that we are having
great difficulty in disposing of fission products and that there
would be considerable problems in controlling the end use of such
products.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Richard Mottram
(Ministry of Defence), David Peretz (HM Treasury), Michael Reidy
(Department of Energy), John Gieve (Chief Secretary's Office)
and to Richard Hatfield (Cabinet Office).

R. Bone, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office

CONFIDENTIAL
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In the attached minute the Foreign Secretary reports that —e
o
e Whitehall Study Group has concluded that the best incentive betrn

to persuade developing countries to support the Non-Proliferation

-

WAL

Treaty would be establishment of a technical assistance fund

financed by developed countries. A sum of $10-15 million a year

is enﬁisaged for promoting the growth of nuclear energy in tﬁe

—

P e s
third world. It is proposed that the UK should contribute about

£250,0da.in 1986 /87 rising to a maximum of about_g?QQ,QOO per annum
thereafter. -

The Energy Secretary supports this proposal in principle.

e e e -y s Al
— ——ee 8 -

The Chief Secretary has doubts about it but would not press

these provided that the UK contribution wasﬁ}ound from within

existing departmental programmes.
J

So far Whitehall departments have not agreed on which Vote

should carry the UK contribution.

The Foreign Secretary invites you to accept the principle

of UK support for such a fund now. But he stresses that no sound-

ings will be taken of other Gd;grnments until the question of

UK finance has been satisfactorily resolved.

You objected last year to an earlier proposal for a fund on
the grounds that it was ill-defined and open-ended. As a result
of your objections, the inter-Departmental Group met and revised the
proposal into the form set out above. Their report is attached

ey

to the Foreign Secretary's minute.

E—— 1

Would you like me to say that you support in principle the
idea of the fund but that before any reference is E&dé toedt
g ———
publicly or in discussion with other Governments, departments,
including the Treasury, must resolve the question of how the UK

contribution will be financed? B

A.{.C-

13 April 1984
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1. As you will recall from my minute to you of }/harch the

Americans have proposed a new way of presenting the Western

— ———

negotiating objectives in MbPP Following intensive

consultation with ourselves and the Germans, the Americans

tabled their ideas in Brussels on 19 March. As you and

i

Michael Heseltine had agreed, British officials supported the

American approach.

—_—

2. The Germans, with some support frcm other Allles, have

proposed certain amendments to the Amerlcan approach. Although
these in our view dﬁizict from the coherence and logic of
the original US proposals, they do not overturn the basic

concept as summarised in paragraph 5 of my earlier minute.

The Americans clearly attach over- rldlng polltlcal 1mp0rtance

to the West tabling at least an cutllne of its new p081t10n

in Vlenna before the.end of the present round on 19 Aprll

hav1ng apparently 1nd1cated_§11atera11y to the Sov1et Unlon

that the Alliance would do so. They have, therefore, now

circulated in NATO a text rev1sed to take account of German

ccncerns,nahccﬁr of Whlch I attach

pa
3. Ideally, we would have preferred to have had longer to
consider the revised text and to try to improve on some of the
details. I also consider that it would be tactically better
to table the revised Western ideas early in the next round
(beginning on 24 May) rather than now. This would make it
more difficult for the East to reject our suggestions publicly
without discussion and would provide an opportunity for the
re-formulated Western approach to be launched at the NATO
Ministerial meeting in Washington at the end of May. I

/accept




SECRET

accept, however, that the rest of the Alliance support the
American preference for tabling our ideas before the

end of this round. In these circumstances, T have no

doubt that it would be counterproductive for the UK to stand

out alone in continuing to oppose this.

4, 1 am satisfied that the latest rev}sion of the US

it
ideas, despite some unsatisfactory features, preserves our

two essential principles: that before any MBFR Treaty

—

— —

could be.signed, the Eéét would have to meet our

S

————
requirements for:

_

a) an exchange of data on combat and combat support forces

of all direct participants in the MBFR negotiations,
gufficient to fall withiﬁ a range of Western data
estimates and thus to supply the necessary basis of
confidence; and

b) the enhanced packageﬂpf ver%giqat;pn measures to be
proposed by fh;_ﬁégt, fully adequate to enéure that
reductions are taken and residual ceilings observed
(the detailed elaboration of which within the

Alliance is continuing).

On this basis I propose, provided you and Michael Heseltine
see no objection, to instruct our delegations in Brussels
—
and Vienna to co-operate with our Allies in tabling a
ggrformutafion of the Western negotiating position on the
lines of the attached text, which we shall try if possible
to improve still further. NATO's Senior Political Committee
will aim to reach agreement on a final version by the
weekend; this will be automatically approved by the
North Atlantic Council by close of play on Monday, 16 April
if no delegation has signified to the contrary. If I have

not heard otherwise from your office by noon that day, I

SECRET /shall
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shall therefore assume that you are content and proceed

accordingly.

9. I am copying this minute to Michael Heseltine and to

Sir Robert Armstrong.

o

GEOFFREY HOWE

Foreign and Commonwealth Office
13 April 1984

SECRET




11, "TEXT OF REVISED DRAFT GUIDANCE TO THE AD HOC GROUP.

BEGIN TEXT:

“.  IN ITS ORAL REPORT TO THE COUNCIL OF NOVEMBER 25, 1983,
AND IN ITS WRITTEN REPORT TO MINISTERS OF NOVEMBER 3, 1983, -
THE AD HOC GROUP RECOMMENDED THAT A TIMELY EVALUATION OF
THE ALLIANCE NEGOTIATING POSITION IN MBFR WAS NEEDED IN
RESPONSE TO SOVIET MOVES IN VIENNA, IN THE MINISTERIAL'
SESSION OF THE NAC IN DECEMBER 'IT WAS AGREED THAT A REVIEW
WAS APPROPRIATE. 4 il s

. ON" THE BASIS OF AN EXAMINATION OF THE NEGOTIATING

' SITUATION AND THE ALLIANCE POSITION, THE COUNCIL HAS
DECIDED THAT, IN ORDER TO ACHIEVE PROGRESS IN THE
NEGOTIATIONS TOWARD LONG-STANDING WESTERN MBFR OBJECTIVES, -
THE AD BOC GROUP IS AUTHORIZED TO PRESENT THE FOLLOWING
INITIATIVE TO EASTERN REPRESENTATIVES, AND TO NEGOTIATE
TOWARD REACHING AGREEMENT WITH THE EAST ON THE BASIS OF-

THIS INITIATIVE.

1) THE WEST WOULD BE PREPARED TO. MODIFY ITS REQUIREMENT
FOR A PRIOR FORMAL AGREEMENT ON DATA, BY REQUIRING ONLY
TRAT THERE BE AN EXCHANGE OF DATA, IN A FORMAT TO BE
AGREED, SUFFICIENT TO FALL WITHIN A RANGE OF WESTERN DATA
ESTIVMATES, AND BY REQUIRING SUCH DATA ONLY ON COMBAT AND
COMBAT. SUPPORT FORCES OF ALL DIRECT PARTICIPANTS PRIOR TO
TREATY SIGNATURE, THIS QFFER WOULD BE CONTINGENT ON NEW
AND SIGNIFICANT FLEXIBILITY ON THE PART OF THE EAST IN
MEETING WESTERN VERIFICAT ION REQUIREMENTS, IN ORDER TO
ENSURE THAT EFFECTIVE CLARIFICATION OF FORCE STRENGTHS CAN
3E ACHIEVED THROUGH VERIFICATION MEASURES DURING AND AFTER
THE REDUCTION PROCESS.

2) THE FORMAT AND MODALITIES OF THE DATA EXCHANGE WHICH
WOULD SUBSTITUTE FOR PRIOR FORMAL AGREEMENT ON DATA, AS
DESCRIBED IN SECTION 1 ABOVE WOULD BE SET FORTH IN
ATTACHMENT (A). WESTERN REPRESENTATIVES SHOULD INDICATE
THAT IT WOULD BE -NECESSARY TO COME TO AN AGREEMENT IN THE
NEGOTIATIONS ON THE FORMAT AND MODALITIES FOR THE DATA
EXCEANGE, AND THE DEFINITIONS AND COUNTING RULES TO BE
APPLIED TO COMBAT AND COMBAT SUPPORT FORCES. IN RESPONSE
T0 EASTERN QUESTIONS, WESTERN REPRESENTATIVES SHOULD
INDICATE THAT THE ASSESSMENT OF THE ADEQUACY OF THE DATA
EXCHANGE CAN ONLY BE MADE ONCE ACTUAL FIGURES HAVE BEEN
TABLED BY BOTH SIDES. THE TREATY WOULD BE SIGNED FOLLOWING

2/ -~ - §ECRET " 5 ' STATE 104044
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AGRE‘.,NT”'ON"THE“YERITIGATION' MEASURES, AND DETERMINATION
OF THE ADEQUACY OF THE DATA EXCEANGE. THE TREATY WOULD
HAVYE TO PROVIDE, INTER ALIA: (A) SPECIFICATION OF
U.S./SOVIET REDUCTIONS OF C/CS FORCES AND INTERIM C/CS
SUBCEILINGS FOR U.S./SOVIET FORCES ONLY; (B) SPECIFICATION
OF FINAL NATIONAL CEILINGS ON U.S./SOVIET TOTAL GROUND
FORCES (I.E., C/CS AND CSS COMBINED); (C) REQUIREMENT THAT
THE U.S./SOVIET REDUCTIONS TO THE SPECIFIED SUBCEILINGS AND
NATIONAL CEILINGS TAKE PLACE ACCORDING TO A FIXED TIMETABLE
EVEN IF NO AGREEMENT IS SUBSEQUENTLY REACHED ON SPECIFYING
TEE REDUCTIONS OF TEE OTHER PARTICIPANTS,

3) FOLLOWING TREATY SIGNATURE, INITIAL U.S. AND SOVIET
GROUND FORCE REDUCTIONS OF:13, BBB AND 32,008 RESPECTIVELY
WOULD BE TAKEN IN COMBAT AND COHIAT SUPPORT FORCES IN UNIT
CONFIGURATIONS WITH UP TO 18 PERCENT AS INDIVIDUALS. THESE
REDUCTIONS WOULD RESULT IN INTERIM RESIDUAL CEILINGS AT THE
CONCLUSION OF PHASE ONE REDUCTIONS ON THE LEVELS OF U.S.
AND SOVIET GROUND FORCE COMBAT AND COMBAT SUPPORT FORCES IN
THE AREA OF REDUCTIONS.

4) U.S. AND SOVIET PHASE ONE REDUCTIONS WOULD BE FOLLOWED

BY A SECOND PHASE DEVOTED TO CLARIFYING, WITH THE HELP OF
COOPERATIVE MEASURES OF VERIFICATION, THE COLLECTIVE
STRENGTH OF OVERALL FORCES OF ALL DIRECT PARTICIPANTS IN
THE AREA OF REDUCTIONS. AS AN OBVIOUS COROLLARY, ALL
TIRECT PARTICIPANTS, ON A COLLECTIVE BASIS BUT SUBJECT TO
U.S. AND SOVIET SUBCEILINGS FOR COMBAT AND COMBAT SUPPORT
FORCES, WOULD NOT INTREASE THE OVERALL PERSONNEL STRENGTH
oF GHOUND FORCES DURING THIS PHASE, "(THIS WOULD NOT
PREVENT INCREASE IN FORCE LEVELS FOR INDIVIDUAL UNITS IF
THROUGH COMPENSATION IN OTHER UNITS THE OVERALL CEILINGS
WERE NOT EXCEEDED.)

5). THE SIZE AND TIMETABLE OF FURTHER REDUCTIONS OF COMBAT
AND COMEAT SUPPORT FORCES BY THE U.S. AND THE SOVIET UNION

2/3 STATE 104044
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WOULZaHE SPECIFIED IN THE TREATY. THESE REDUCTIONS, HHICH
WOoUL LSO BE IN UNITS WITH UP TO 1@ PERCENT IN
* "INDIVIDUALS, WOOLD LEAD TO INTERIM SUB-CEILINGS ON THE
"LEVELS OF U.S. AND SOVIET COMBAT AND COMBAT SUPPORT FORCES
IN THE REDUCTIONS AREA AT LEVELS TO BE DETERMINED. - THESE
INTERIM SUBCEILINGS WOULD BE IN EFFECT UNTIL COMPLETION OF
ALL SPECIFIED WITHDRAWALS AND SATISFACTORY VERIFICATION
THEREOF. IN ADDITION, THE LEVEL OF THE SOVIET AND U.S.-
PERMANENT NATIONAL CEILINGS TO BE REACHED AT THE COMPLETION
OF REDUCTIONS WOULD BE SPECIFIED IN THE TREATY.

6). REIUCTIONS BY ALL OTHER DIRECT PARTICIPANTS WOULD BE
DETERMINED FOLLOWING THE PHASE TWO VERIFICATION OF THE
COLLECTIVE STRENGTH OF OVERALL FORCES OF ALL DIRECT
PARTICIPANTS IN THE AREA OF REDUCTIONS. -

7). TO ENSURE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE CEILINGS AND INTERIM
SUBCEILINGS ON COMBAT AND COMBAT SUPPORT FORCES, THE U.S.
AND SOVIET UNION WOULD BE PROHIBITED FROM TRAINING AND
EQUIPPING FOR GROUND COMBAT AND COMBAT SUPPORT ROLES THOSE
COMBAT SERVICE SUPPORT OR OTHER ELEMENTS IN THE AREA.

THESE PROVISIONS WOULD BE SUBJECT TO VERIFICATION. -

8). THE CURRENT WESTERN SCHEDULE FOR REDUCTIONS CALLS FOR A
SEVEN-YEAR SCHEME WITH ALTERNATE YEARS DEVOTED TO
VERIFICATION., FOCUSING SPECIFIED REDUCTIONS ON GROUND
COMBAT AND COMBAT SUPPORT FORCES MIGHT ALLOW SOME
COMPRESSION ALONG THEE FOLLOWING LINES:

YEAR 1: U.S.-SOVIET REDUCTIONS OF GROUND COMBAT AND COMBAT
SUPPORT FORCES OF 13,008 RESPECTIVELY IN UNITS WITH UP TO
1@ PERCENT AS INDIYIDULLS.

YEAR 2: EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION IN AN AGREED FORMAT ON THE
FORCES OF ALL SIDES, COMMITMENT NOT TO INCREASE THE OVERALL

LEVEL OF GROUND FORCES DURING THIS PERIOD, VERIFICATION OF
FORCE STRENGTH BY CO—OPERATIVE MEASURES, AND DETERMINATION
OF THE SIZE OF REDUCTIONS ON EACH SIDE REQUIRED TO REACH
PARITY AT COLLECTIVE LEVELS OF 90€,800 GROUND AND AIR
FORCES AND 702,000 GROUND FORCES COMBINED.

YEAR 3: REDUCTIONS BY U.S. AND SOVIET UNION IN UNITS WITH
UP TC 12 PERCENT AS INDIVIDUALS TO AN INTERIM SUB-CEILING
ON GROUND COMBAT AND COMBAT SUPPORT FORCES ACCORDING TO
SCHELULE SPECIFIED IN THE TREATY.

YEAR 4/5: COMPLETION OF REDUCTIONS OF ALL FORCES TO
PARITY: SP9@,000 CEILING ON TOTAL FORCES, 709,808 TOTAL
GROUND FORCES; NATIONAL CEILINGS ON THE OVERALL FORCES OF
TEE U.S. AND THE SOVIET UNION; COMPLETION OF U.S. AND
SOVIET REDUCTIONS OF C/CS FORCES TO AGREED LEVELS (TO BE
SPECIFIED IN THE TREATY). (ONCE THE LATTER LEVELS WERE
ACHIEVEL AND VERIFIED, THEY WOULD CEASE T0 BE IN FORCE, THE
U.S. AND SOVIET UNION BEING FREE TO CEANGE THE BALANCE
BETWEEN C/CS AND OTHER FORCES AS LONG THEIR RESPECTIVE
NATIONAL CEILINGS WERE NOT EXCEEDED.
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9)ga Ty ENSURE THAN AN AGREEMENT WOULD BE FULLY VERIFIABLE
ON THESE MODIFIED DATA CONDITIONS, THE PARTIES WILL NEED
TO AGREE PRIOR TO TREATY SIGNATURE TO THE ENHANCED PACKAGE
OF VERIFICATION MEASURES PRESENTED BY THE WEST. THE .
ENHANCED PACKAGE WHICH WOULD BE REQUIRED BY THE WEST IS AS
SET FORTH IN ATTACHMENT (B).

1) . ALL ASSOCIATED MEASURES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF
ASSOCIATED MEASURE 6 FOR COMBAT SERVE SUPPORT AND AIR FORCE
PERSONNEL WOULD COME IN TO EFFECT UPON ENTRY INTO FORCE OF
THE TREATY. :

11) ALL OTHER PROVISIONS OF THE WESTERN DRAFT TREATY OF
JULY 1982 REMAIN UNCHANGED.

SHULTZ

3/3 STATE 104044
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PRIME MINISTER

STUDY GROUP OF INCENTIVES FOR MEMBERSHIP OF THE NON-PROLIFERATION
TREATY (NPT)

have seen a copy of the Foreign Secretary's minute to you of
April on this subject, and the Chief Secretary's minute of

April commenting on it.

Although the prime interest and responsibility for non-proliferation
rests with the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, my Department has a
strong interest in maintenance of a credible world non-proliferation
regime to reassure public opinion in this country that the development
of civil nuclear electricity and civil nuclear trade does not lead to
risks of weapon proliferation. My Department as well as representatives
from the nuclear industry participated in the officials group and

subscribed to the reports conclusions.

In my view there is a good case for strengthening adherence to the
NPT, and the scheme proposed by the official paper seems a promising
avenue to explore with other developed countrties. I therefore support

the concept of such a scheme in principle.

There is however a problem raised by the funding of such a scheme.

I infer from the Foreign Secretary's minute that he is not willing to
provide funds to cover the scheme from within his existing PES allocation.
I conclude therefore that the scheme can only be supported if it can

be agreed that new money is providedby/ibe Treasury.

Z
I am copying this minute to the Foreign Secretary, Secretary of State

for Defence, Chief Secretary and ﬁir Robert Armstrong.

AN

ETARY OF STATE FOR ENERGY

r"
|

|| April 1984
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FROM: CHIEF SECRETARY
DATE: 6 April 19814

PRIME MINISTER

INCENTIVES FOR MEMBERSHIP OF THE NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY

w

Geoffrey Howe sent me a copy of his minute to you of 3 April about

the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Clearly we all share the aim of
wanting to strengthen this important international regime. But

it is far from clear that his proposal for a multilateral technical
assistance fund would actually help. The proposal relies on an
assumption that, if less developed countries are helped with civil
nuclear power, they will be more likely to agree not to acquire
nuclear weapons. No evidence is produced in support and it seems
unlikely. Surely countries decisions on nuclear weapons are more
likely to result from assessments of their security interests and
the cost and difficulty of acquiring the weapons. (Which might,
incidentally, be made easier by technical assistance). My doubt
is, therefore, whether this is the kind of problem which we are
likely to solve by throwing money at it. Nor do I share the
assumption that administering a small fund would be likely to
maintain cohesion amongst NPT members: our experience is that
dividing up limited finance is a source of friction at international
gatherings, particularly where countries (including ourselves) have

trading interests to promote.

I would be more convinced by his proposal if the FCO, Department of
Energy or the industries which are said to be likely to benefit

were offering to find the finance. But the bid for additional funds
reveals, I suspect, a lack of convietion behind the proposal.

CONFIDENTIAL
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Certainly at this very early stage of this year's PES round I
could not accept an addition to programme totals for either this
proposal or the extension of the current Department of Energy
bilateral programme for technical assistance to NPT signatories

mentioned in paragraph 9 of the note by officials.

In summary I have reservations about whether the proposed fund
would actually achieve the gpjective intended. But given the
importance of the Treaty, I would be prepared to accept their
judgement if that was reinforced by a willingness to re-order
priorities within their programmes so as to find the funds

required without any increase in overall public expenditure.

I am sending a copy of this minute to other members of OD(D)

Peter Walker and Sir Robert Armstrong.

PETER REES

CONFIDENTIAL
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PM/84/59

PRIME MINISTER

Study Group of Incentives for Membership of the Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT)

1. The Non-Proliferation Treaty, which came into force in
1970, has an initial life of 25 years and has a provision
for regular review every fifth year. The first Review
Conference in 1975 agreed a final declaration. The second,
in 1980, failed toagree, largely because of the high level
of criticism of the Nuclear Weapon States by the developing
countries over failure to make progress regarding nuclear
disarmament (Article VJI), and apparent lack of commitment
to share their nuclear expertise (Article IV). Supporters
of the Treaty are now concerned lest the Review Conference
in 1985 should continue the downward trend, thus making it

unlikely that the Treaty would be renewed in 1995.

2. OD(D) at its meeting on 14 December requested the
creation of a Study Group to identify options for

increasing incentives-faor ﬁE?tiégHEp_the NPT to maintain

their support and for non-varties to adhere. The Study

Group was forme&u?rom expéffs provided“6§ UKAEA, BNFL and
CEGB as well as officials from both wings of FCO and

from the Department of Energy. I attach their final report,
together with a covering Note by Officials. The Group
concluded that the best incentive would be provided by the
establishment of a technical assistance fund, with monies
provided by developgg"gbuntries party to the NPT and spent
for the benefit of developing country parties. They suggest

that $10 - 15 million a year could be real benefit in

/promoting
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as well as valuable projects in areas such as the use of
isotopes in medicine and agriculture. Their proposal is
that the UK's contribution should be about £250,000 in

1986/87, rising to a maximum of about £500,000 per annum

in 1987/88 and thereafter.

3. Through the administration of the fund we will press
that to the extent possible our contribution would be spent
in the UK. The Study Group reported that the UK is well
placed to take advantage of the opportunities offered for
exports and for providing training in the UK. We

could therefore expect most of our contribution to be spent
in the UK with some possibility of a net benefit to the
balance of payments. Although the private sector will be
among the beneficiaries we do not think that our objective
could be satisfactorily attained by trying to persuade them
to finance our contribution, as this would be too insecure and

unstable a source of funds to permit the kind of project

planning over several years which will be necessary if the

fund is to be fully effective. Nor is it feasible to try

to tap existing multilateral sources of aid funds, such
as UNDP or the EC, as all the controlling bodies include
non-parties to the NPT who would block the use of their
money for assistance to NPT parties only. As the Note by
Officials makes clear, discussions are still in progress
to identify the most appropriate Vote on which to carry
the UK contribution and an appropriate bid for money will
need to be made in the current PES exercise. In the

view of Treasury officials, the question of which
Department would pay the UK contribution and how it would
be financed should be settled before any decision in
principle is taken to support the fund; they believe that
it would be inappropriate to adjust existing public
expenditure programmes for the comparatively small sum
involved, which should therefore be accommodated within

current provision. I hope, nevertheless, that as the
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sums involved are indeed small you will be prepared to
accept the principle of UK support for an NPT Technical
Assistance Fund now. The possibility that any UK ideas
might be pre-empted by more ambitious, and therefore
more expensive, proposals by other developed countries

is a strong argument for pressing forward with our
informal deliberations with some speed. 1 should stress,
however, that no soundings will be taken of other
Governments until the question of UK finance has been

satisfactorily resolved.

4., There are two additional points in the attached papers
to which I would like to draw your attention in

seeking your approval and that of colleagues. First, the
proposal as developed by the Study Group will not result
in any major new international bureaucracy, as it is
intended that administration of the projects should be

put in the hands of the TAEA. Second, the UK contribution
would be made contingent upon an acceptable outcome to

the Third NPT Review Conference, thus ensuring that we do

not spend our money without first achieving our immediate

political objective. 1In deciding what constitutes an
acceptable outcome we shall, of course, also need to keep

our long term political objectives in view.

5., I am copying this minute and enclosures to the
Secretary of State for Defence (as the third member
of OD(D), the Secretary of State for Energy, the Chief

Secretary to the Treasury and Sir Robert Armstrong.

GEOFFREY HOWE
Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary

3 April 1984 CONFIDENTIAL
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THE NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY
Note by Officials

1. At their Meeting on 14 December 1983 (OD(D)(83)1lst Meeting)
the Sub-Committee agreed that officials should identify options
for increasing incentives to states parties to the
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) to maintain their support for the
Treaty and for non-states parties to adhere to it, with
particular reference to those provisions of the Treaty which
enshrine the intention of the parties to co-operate in the
application of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes with due
consideration for the needs of the developing areas of the world
(Article IV of the Treaty). This Note, which has been prepared by
an interdepartmental group of officials, presents the results of
this further work involving officials and representatives of the

UK nuclear industry.

The Problem

2. At the last Review Conference in 1980, the developing
countries criticised the Nuclear Weapon States for failing to

make progress on nuclear disarmament (Article VI), and the

nuclear supplier countries for their apparent lack of commitment

under Article IV to make nuclear technology, particularly for
power generation, available to developing countries. The
Conference failed to agree a final declaration. The maintenance
of support for the NPT regime is particularly important in the
run-up to the 1985 Review Conference. The Review Conference is
not a forum for disarmament negotiations and discussions, and the
scope for making progress under Article VI has to be viewed in a
wider context than the NPT per se. However, there is scope for
making significant and positive progress elsewhere, especially
under Article IV. 1In this regard it is important that nuclear
suppliers coordinate and develop a strategy for increasing the
real benefits to developing countries of being NPT parties in an
effort to counter developing country criticism, as that criticism
focuses on alleged restrictions to the supply of technology for

electricity generation by nuclear power. A most important
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component of such a strategy would be the establishment of a fund
providing increased technical cooperation for nuclear power
projects for NPT states parties.

3. The Study Group has identified those NPT states parties for
which a case could be made for assistance from such a fund, and
established that they are almost all countries who are
influential in the Group of 77, or who have expressed concern
about the fulfilment of Article IV. Officials do not consider

that setting up a necessarily modest fund would of itself bring

about a revolution in developing country attitudes to the NPT but
targetting of assistance on these countries could in the
short-term influence them politically to show greater support for
the NPT, and in the longer term favourably influence the

attitudes to the Treaty of non-NPT states parties.

Types of Assistance

4. Apart from the problem of finance, the strongest impediment
to the development of nuclear power in many countries is the lack
of adeguate intellectual, industrial and regulatory bases. These
must be established if nuclear power plants are to be constructed
and operated efficiently and safely. Other types of assistance
could include aid in planning for the introduction of nuclear
power, training staff, developing new regulatory institutions and
providing help in studies of the technical and economic

feasibility of nuclear power plants.

5. The Study Group has considered the methods by which technical
and other assistance could be provided to developing countries
who are either signatories to the NPT, or who might be encouraged
to become signatories. These states vary from those who have no
nuclear facilities or intentions to acquire them in the near
future, to those with advanced programmes and the capability to
construct nuclear reactors with minimal help. 1Included in the
latter case, are a number of problem non-NPT states parties who
are unlikely to be persuaded to adhere to the NPT by increased
technical assistance for NPT states parties; sustained diplomatic

pressure is more likely to bear fruit. But the majority of
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states are not at this advanced stage, and would benefit from,

and appreciate, any assistance that was offered.

6. Generalisation as to the types of assistance which might be
offered is difficult, as each case would require separate
assessment. The Report sets out a number of options of which

actual cases are likely to be variants.
Costs

7. Analysis suggests that a: fund spending some $10 - 15m per
annum could have considerable political impact by virtue of its
size. It would substantially increase the total technical
co-operation funds available for nuclear energy development in
developing countries (indeed it would add between 30 and 50% to
the present technical co-operation fund of the IAEA). It would
be possible at that level to mount sensible, continuing

programmes in a variety of developing countries so that over a

few years all the influential G77 countries would have received

assistance in line with their development needs. On the basis of
the United Kingdom's existing contributions to the International
Atomic Energy Agency Technical Co-operation fund, it would be
reasonable for the British contribution to such a fund to be
limited to a maximum of £500,000 a year. It is anticipated that
this sum, although relatively modest, will generate substantial
consultancy and related business for British nuclear industry and
educational establishments. Expenditure would start in 1986/87.
Underspending could be expected during the first year of the
fund's operation, because of the time required to commit and
spend money on new projects, and the actual United Kingdom
contributions in that year could be reduced accordingly. If this
scheme is approved then an appropriate budget provision will need
to be made. This is being urgently discussed by interested
Departments. A bid in the 1984 Public Expenditure Survey for
additional provision (new money) of £250,000 in 1986/87 and
£500,000 in 1987/88 will be required.

8. If Ministers agree that the establishment of such a fund
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. would be worthwhile given the likely benefits which would result

for the NPT regime, the next steps will be:-

1) To discuss the proposal with other major nuclear suppliers
with a view to obtaining maximum support for it. Discussions
should begin with the US Government as potentially the most
important donor and as the other Western nuclear weapons
state party to the NPT - with preoccupations most nearly

matching our own relative to the Treaty Review.

2) If adequate support is obtained, then potential donors
will have to agree a plan for promoting and developing the
initiative, as part of an overall strategy for the 1985

Review Conference.

Alternative Approach

9. An alternative way to address the problems outlined above is
for the United Kingdom to increase its bilateral assistance to
developing NPT states parties. It seems likely, however, that
greater impact on the Group of 77's attitudes at the 1985 NPT
Review Conference could be obtained by concerted action by the
major nuclear suppliers. It should be noted that the United
Kingdom pledged at the last Review Conference an additional $1
million for funding over 5 years for "footnote A projects" (those
approved by IAEA Board of Governors but for which there are no
funds available from regular sources). All of this pledge has
now been committed on a range of projects in a substantial number
of developing NPT states parties. The money has been well spent
and appreciated, by the Agency and recipient countries. The
Department of Energy, from whose Vote this money has been
provided, is proposing that this level of funding on a bilateral
basis should continue. It is intended that the UK should obtain
maximum political capital at the 1985 Review Conference, by
reference to this bilaterial assistance in the Ministerial
keynote speech and elsewhere. We do not doubt that these funds
have helped to demonstrate the UK's readiness to meet its
commitments under the NPT and there would be value in its

continuation, but we believe that a multilateral approach would
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have added effectiveness in obtaining new adherents and

maintaining cohesion of parties to the NPT.

10. The establishment of a multinational fund would not replace
continued diplomatic efforts to persuade non-parties to adhere to
the NPT. In this regard the most valuable targets are France and

the PRC. Adherence by Spain would also be of great value if that

could be accomplished, particularly given her influence in Latin

America.
RECOMMENDATIONS

11. The Sub-Committee is invited to agree that:-
1) Officials should now discuss with other major nuclear
suppliers, the proposal to establish a new technical
cooperation fund discriminating in favour of NPT States

parties.

2) If adeguate support is obtained then a plan should be
agreed with other potential donors for promoting and
developing the initiative prior to the 1985 NPT Review

Conference.

3) The establishment of such a fund should be made
conditional on the developing NPT states parties agreeing to
an acceptable Review Conference Final Declaration. If a
Final Declaration is not agreed then there would be no

fund.

4) Such a fund should be administered by the IAEA with the

guidance of a small committee of NPT states parties.

5) The UK contribution to such a fund would start in
1986/87 and rise to a maximum of £500,000 perhaps in
1987/88.

6) If there is inadequate support for this proposal, then it

should be dropped.
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CONCLUSIONS

Size of Fund

1. The Study Group has concluded that a technical cooperation
fund with an annual allocation of the order of $10-15 million,
(of which UK share would not exceed $750,000 (£500,000) could
finance a wide range of projects of real benefit in 20 or more
NPT states at different levels o0f development in the nuclear
energy field, over the first five years of its operation
starting in 1986/7 at the earliest.

Political Impact
2. It is the Study Group's view that the establishment of such a
fund, which will substantially increase the total technical
assistance funds available for nuclear energy development in

developing countries, could:

a) have an immediate political impact on those NPT
parties who are influential in the G77, and who have
expressed concern over the supplier countries' commitment
to transfer nuclear technology under Article IV of the
Treaty; and
in the longer term, influence politically a significant

number of developing NPT non-parties.

i While the fund should primarily focus on projects in the
nuclear energy field, support for nuclear projects in the
agricultural and medical fields should also be considered,
especially in those NPT states parties (a relatively large group),
for whom nuclear energy development is likely to be inappropriate
for the foreseeable future. While these states may not be

individually politically important, due consideration has also to

be given to influencing an adequate number of states through the

creation of the fund.




i
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Administration of Fund

4. The fund should be administered by the IAEA, with the
guidance of a small committee of NPT states parties, to ensure
that it does not appear to be in competition with the Agency's
own technical cooperation programme. The Agency's management
fee would be such as to ensure that it would incur no extra
expense to its regular budget. Details of the mechanism for
management of the fund would have to be worked out in

collaboration with other potential donors.




B. REPORT OF THE STUDY GROUP ON INCENTIVES FOR MEMBERSHIP OF
THE NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY (NPT)

Summary

1. A major complaint of NPT and non-NPT developing countries
that nuclear supplier countries have not done enough to meet
their commitments under Article IV of the NPT to make nuclear

technology available to developing countries (paragraph 3).

2. Greater efforts to assist developing NPT parties with the
transfer of non-sensitive nuclear power technology would influence
the attitudes to the NPT of a significant number of G77 states

(paragraph 4 ).

3. Consideration should also be given to funding projects in other
fields in those countries for whom nuclear energy development is

A

likely to be inappropriate in the foreseeable future (paragraph 5).

4. Development of efficient and safe nuclear power requires the creatio
first of an adequate intellectual, industrial and regulatory

base (paragraphs 6 to 10).

9. Very few developing countries can make an economic case for

needing to operate their own plants for uranium enrichment, or

reprocessing of spent fuel to recover plutonium (paragraph 11).

6. Eight levels of nuclear development are defined and appropriate
types of assistance identified. The cases range from ''one'' to
"eight" where sufficient advancement has been made to enable
consideration of the establishment of nuclear power stations. An
additional case concerns assistance, appropriate to the

prospecting and exploitation of uranium deposits (paragraphs 12 to 14,

7. For some developing countries nuclear power may be an attractive
option, while in others the case may not be so apparent. Studies are
required to assist countries in their assessment of this, and to
ascertain whether there is scope for funding projects in the medical
/and
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and agricultural fields (paragraph 15).

8. A fund of $15 million per annum, equivalent to more than half
the present IAEA technical cooperation fund, would have a
significant impact merely by its size. It could fund a wide
range of projects in over 20 countries over a five-year period

(paragraphs 16 and 18).

9. UK contribution to such a fund is likely to be $0.5 to

0.75 million (c. £0.5 million maximum) per annum (paragraph 17).

10. Flexible administration of the fund will be required to
enable allocation of money for projects in the right target

countries (paragraph 19).

Al IAEA should administer projects financed by the fund. An
appropriate management fee for this service should be charged to

the fund (paragraph 20).
12. UK has the technical resources to cope with any additional

demands for training of foreign personnel, and for consultants,

that may arise after the establishment of the fund (paragraph 21).
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REPORT OF THE STUDY GROUP ON INCENTIVES FOR MEMBERSHIP OF THE
NON PROLIFERATION TREATY

1. This report is presented in response to the request from
OD(D). The Terms of Reference of the Group and its membership

are set out at Annex 1 and 2 respectively.

2. The report analyses the countries who could be the target of
further initiatives, the types of initiative, the expected cost

of different levels of aid and the overall size of fund required
to be politically influential. A brief discussion of the

availability of physical resources in the UK is presented.

TARGET

3. A major complaint, undermining adhesion to the Non
Proliferation Treaty (NPT), is that not enough has been done by
the main nuclear supplier countries to meet their commitment
under Article IV of the NPT, to make nuclear technology available
to developing countries. The grievance is expressed most
strongly in relation to technology for power generation.
Developing countries can in many cases more readily use nuclear
technology in medicine, agriculture and industry, and the
Technical Co-operation Programme of the IAEA goes a long way to

meet these needs.

4. The Study Group categorised countries according to their
membership or not of the NPT and whether or not they are already
embarked on nuclear programmes (see annexes 3-11). There are a
few developing countries which are parties to the NPT and are
embarking on nuclear development programmes, and a greater number
of developing countries which have realistic aspirations to
acquiring nuclear power who could benefit from further

assistance. There was in fact a notable similarity between

this group and those NPT states parties who are influential in

the G77, or who have expressed concern about the fulfilment of
Article IV of the NPT. If assistance were initially targetted on

these countries, there is a good prospect that they could be
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influenced politically in the short term to show great<r support

for the NPT.

5. While such a fund should mainly focus on projects in the
nuclear energy field, consideration should also be given to
supporting nuclear programmes in the agricultural and medical
fields, especially in the relatively large group of NPT states
parties, for whom nuclear energy development is likely to be
inappropriate in the foreseeable future. While individually
these states may not be politically important, due consideration
has to be given to influencing an adequate number of states

through the creation of the fund.

TYPES OF ASSISTANCE

6. Apart from the proolem of finance, the strongest

to the development of nuclear power in many countries is

of an adequate intellectual, industrial and regulatory base.

This must be established, if nuclear power plants are to be
constructed and operated efficiently and safely. Some developing
countries have a significant number of nationals qualified in
nuclear science, but almost invariably they lack people and

organisations capable of:

a) planning the introduction of nuclear power;

b) assisting in construction, operation and maintenance;

c) providing components, or the goods and services needed to
support operations;

d) providing quality assurance, licensing, and safety and

environmental monitoring.

PLANNING

7. The successful introduction of nuclear power is a highly
complex process involving many developments, other than the
building of a nuclear reactor. Planning for it is therefore

also highly complex. Many developing countries lack even the
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expertise to assess whether or when they could realistically use

nuclear power. Provision of assistance with energy planning
might show that some countries' hopes to develop nuclear energy
are unrealistic and hence remove their grounds for complaints
over Article IV. 1In other countries such assistance would be a

valued step along the development road.

TRAINING ESTABLISHMENT

8. There is a large requiremeﬁt for training staff in nuclear
technology, including training of reactor operators, technicians
and engineers for industrial support, gquality control,
environmental and safety monitoring, and administrators and
engineers for regulatory and planning functions. Assistance
would be given in planning, staffing and equipping training
establishments. There is frequently a desire by developing
countries to acquire research reactors for such establishments,
but there is rarely a real need for this. Often a much cheaper

radiation source would suffice.

REGULATORY INSTITUTIONS

9. Even those developing countries which have already started
nuclear power programmes have difficulty in setting up
organisations to licence operations and assure high safety and
environmental standards. The need for such bodies is generally
recognised, and the developing countries seek advice on how to
run these activities. Assistance could be given in planning the
development of new institutions, reorienting inadequate ones
already in place and in training staff. Again this is not a very
costly business. Provision of such assistance would be
beneficial to developed countries, for if developing countries
embarked on nuclear programmes without being able to assure high
standards of safety and environmental protection, there would be
a serious risk of losing public acceptance of nuclear power in

developed countries.

10. It is not envisaged that new funds would be large enough
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sensibly to assist directly in the purchase of power plants.
Funding for this will need to be provided by commercial banks,
and aid agencies, with backing from export credit agencies.
Backing from these bodies will not be forthcoming except for well
presented proposals. A new fund could assist by providing
studies of technical and economic feasibility and, if necessary,

environmental impact statements.

PROLIFERATION SENSITIVE TECHNOLOGY

11. Some countries persistently complain that they are not
allowed access to proliferation-sensitive technologies, such as
that for uranium enrichment and reprocessing of spent fuel to
recover plutonium. Very few developing countries can make an
economic case for needing to operate their own plants for these
purposes. Those countries whose state of development lends
strongest support to their claims are not for the most part
parties to the NPT (India, Argentina, Brazil and Pakistan).
There is, however, no overall benefit to be gained from offering
assistance in these sensitive technologies, as these countries
have strong political objections to the NPT and their behaviour
leads to suspicions that they would misuse assistance on

sensitive technology.

ASSISTANCE PROGRAMMES

12. The Study Group considered the methods by which
technological 'aid' in the areas covered in paragraphs 6 to 10
above, could be provided to non-weapon states which
are either signatories to the NPT, or are to be encouraged to

become signatories.

These states fall into a wide range of nuclear 'advancement'

ranging from those which have no facilities or immediate

intentiohsr to those with advanced programmes and the capability

to order and manage the construction of a nuclear power plant as
an informed customer, with the minimum of outside help. 1In the
latter cases, and within the scope of funding presently proposed

for incentives, there is little point in offering technical aid,

CONFIDENTIAL




CONFIDENTIAL

and political pressure is probably the best course. However, the
majority of states are not at this advanced stage and would
benefit from, and appreciate, assistance within the scale

envisaged (see annexes 3-12).

TYPES OF AID OR ASSISTANCE

13. Generalisations are difficult, as each case would require
individual assessment and agreement on a costed package.
Nevertheless, the Study Group found it useful to consider a
number of discrete cases of which actual cases were likely to be

variants.

Case 1 Where no real progress has been made towards nuclear

advancement or education. It is assumed however that
institutions of higher education teaching science,
engineering or related subjects exist. In this case
the most advantageous aid would be education overseas
and this could be provided by meeting the costs of
graduates in a related subject studying for higher

degrees in nuclear subjects.

Cost: 1Inclusive of all expenses could amount to
£100K per student for complete PhD course.
To make a noticeable impact 3 students

studying in parallel would be a minimum.

Where some progress has been made and a university
department teaching nuclear subjects has already been
set up or the nucleus of a research organisation
exists, (eg Sri Lanka). Three alternatives are

possible: -

(a) Provision of specialists together with very
basic equipment to improve the teaching of
nuclear subjects in a university, either as
part of a science course, or ultimately as a
specialisation or second degree. This activity

could be strengthened by an interaction with a
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UK university in carrying out collaborative

programmes.

To provide specialist training for say 3 people
over a period of one year. The training should
be designed to encourage advances in the use of
nuclear and allied scientific technology. Where
specifically requested, and considered
appropriate, training could be provided in

the application of isotopes to medicine,

agriculture, environment etc.

Where appropriate a specialist should be
trained to be capable of carrying out energy
assessments and needs, on a national basis,
and of making first order estimates for future

energy planning.

Cost: An expenditure of £500K/annum should

establish a reasonable programme.

Where the objectives of Case 2 have already been
achieved and a nucleus of trained people exist (eg
Nigeria ) then, as a means of advancing the
teaching, more sophisticated equipment with a
specialist staff could be provided. 1In this category
a small experimental assembly could be considered,
either a graphite stack or a water moderated system.
Such a facility would enable practical work to be
carried out in basic nuclear physics. At this stage,

(or in Case 4) training should also be provided in

Engineering covering such topics as Systems Planning,

Design, Quality Assurance etc.
Cost: £500K/annum over 2-3 years, with fuel,
associated equipment, instruction and

training.

Where a nuclear research centre already exists, there
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is often a desire to obtain a research reactor. This
in terms of a reactor in the MW power range is to be
discouraged, as it involves considerable numbers of

staff and expertise to operate safely and

efficiently. Many countries were encouraged in this

direction in earlier years and there are numerous
cases where reactors are now little more than
prestige symbols. Where sufficient progress has been
made and the aim is ultimately to develop a nuclear
power programme, then most of the nuclear disciplines
can be practised using a teaching or university type
reactor, (eg Uruguay). This type of reactor is also
capable of producing short-lived isotopes, impossible
to import but of great advantage in medical

diagnostics and therapy.

Cost: £5M over 3-4 years and inclusive of all
buildings, services, tuition and initial

operation.

Where a small research reactor has already been
purchased the attachment of experts in reactor
utilisation would be worth considering (eg
Malaysia). This would have the double effect of
advancing the technology in the recipient country
and enabling an oversight to be obtained of the
safety procedures being practised. The aim would be
to use the reactor as a focal point for the
integration of a national nuclear programme, with

particular emphasis on training.

Further aid could be provided by either supplying
equipment to improve the reactor utilisation, eg
isotope production. Where applicable, aid
could be used to assist the local staff to

manufacture equipment for themselves.

Cost: A reasonable programme for this support would

amount to £1M/annum.
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In a case where sufficient progress has been made for
a nuclear power programme to be contemplated,then the
scope for aid is very large (eg Bangladesh). In the
main this will consist of advanced training beyond
university courses with a more practical, on the job
focus. It can also be complemented by the attachment

of experts to lead or advise local teams in setting

up and carrying out the infrastructure tasks leading

to a nuclear programme, eg safety and regulatory
aspects, quality assurance, health physics, etc. 1In
all of this the initial aim should be not to create
particular pockets of specialisation, but rather to
provide the background so that the recipients become
"knowledgeable customers" capable of negotiating with

reactor vendors.

Cost: £1M plus.

As a follow up to Case 6 or where a good measure of
technical competence is evident (eg Egypt or Mexico);
there might be provision of sufficient experts to
lead or assist in carrying out a feasibility study
for a nuclear power station; alternatively, carrying
out a complete survey and study. This would cover
such aspects as site assessment, environmental
impact, existing distribution network(s) evaluation,
degree of national involvement, manpower planning,

costs etc.

Cost: £1M plus/annum over 2 years.

This case lies at the extreme of the spectrum.
Sufficient advancement has been made to contemplate
nuclear power programme and to invite bids from
international vendors (eg South Korea). However,
even in this instance wide areas exist where
training and the attachment of experts would be

welcomed across the whole range of disciplines. Of
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particular importance in this case is training and/or
expert leadership in project management. This is a
complex problem when applied to nuclear

installations because of the multiplicity of

disciplines and specialised requirements.

The attachment of experts also has the advantage of
influencing thinking and ensuring that the necessary
systems are set up rand that acceptable standards are

applied to safety and related aspects.

Cost: £500K would make an appreciable impact.

This is a special case primarily intended for states
which are unlikely to contemplate nuclear energy
research or utilisation programmes in the foreseeable
future, but which have known reserves of or are
exploring for uranium and can therefore be regarded
as subject to influence, (eg a number of African

States).

'Aid' can be provided in a number of ways:-

Overseas education in advanced mining techniques.
Resource surveys. (Prospecting).

Ore recovery feasibility studies.

Economics of mining studies.

Mining logistics (Transport).

Ore dressing and processing.

Establishment of an analytical laboratory.

The activities listed, other than education, can be
undertaken either in total or in part. 1In the latter

event national resources can be augmented by 'aid',

personnel and/or equipment.

Cost: £250K/annum over 2-4 years would make a

considerable impact.
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Training figures largely in the cases considered and is the area
in which most effort should be concentrated. Most nations have
an understandable desire to achieve standards which ensure a
large measure of independence, but there are obvious advantages
in ensuring that such independence is based on acceptable

standards and practices.

14. If the means could be found to launch:-several of the above
schemes each year for the next .decade it would scarcely be
possible for the G77 to make supportable claims that Article IV
was being ignored. Targetting of the initial schemes on moderate
countries influential in the G77 and having serious concerns over
Article IV would be feasible and particularly valuable. There

would be no guestion of undermining non-proliferation policies.

DEVELOPMENTAL ASPECTS

15. Nuclear power, compared to coal, gas and oil, has lower fuel
costs, but requires large volumes of capital for the construction
of power plants, together with extensive and sophisticated
technical and managerial support. There are some developing
countries which are consuming, or will later this century
consume, large volumes of relatively expensive hydrocarbon
generated power and are capable of developing the necessary
technical and managerial support. They may therefore find
nuclear power an economically attractive option. In other
countries it would not be economically appropriate to embark upon
a nuclear power programme. Nevertheless a decision to do so
might be taken for other reasons. If a country does go forward
with nuclear plans it could reasonably do so on the basis of a
very small cadre of people trained to become intelligent buyers
of turn-key equipment. Many countries may prefer however to
develop a greater involvement in the management and support of a
nuclear programme. In these cases there could be spin off in
terms of indigenous scientific and technical manpower, although
this is unlikely to compensate for any basically incorrect

economic choice. Assessment studies financed from the fund could

be useful in demonstrating which countries would benefit from

nuclear energy development. Such studies could also ascertain
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whether there was scope for funding nuclear projects in the

medical and agricultural fields.

SIZE OF THE FUND

16. The Technical Co-operation fund of the IAEA has a target for
contributions of $22.5 m in 1984. In addition some member states

provide bilateral aid which is administered on their behalf by

the IAEA totalling about $6 m. It appears likely, therefore,

that a new fund disposing of some $10m-15m a year would create a
significant impact merely by its size, and would be able to
support a sizeable number of programmes of the types discussed in

paragraphs 12-15 above.

UK CONTRIBUTION

17. It is our intention to obtain the full support of other
major nuclear supplier countries for the fund. If we can do this
then our contribution to the fund, based on the present formula
for contributions to the IAEA Technical Cooperation Fund, would
amount to about 5% of the total, say $0.5 million to $0.75

million per annum.

ALLOCATION OF THE FUND

18. The Study Group has looked at ways in which the fund might
be allocated, and has concluded that over 20 countries could be
effectively assisted over the first five years of its operation
starting in 1986/87 without overspending the total allocation.
For example, an expenditure of $1.4 million plus per annum over
two years on a survey and feasibility study for a nuclear power
station, would have a significant political impact on the
Egyptian Government. Expenditure of $0.7 million per annum over
two or three years on assisting the development of a nuclear
research centre, could have a comparable impact on the Nigerian
Government. There will be an underspending during the first year
or so of the fund's operation, because of the time required to

commit and spend money on new projects.
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POTENTIAL PROBLEMS

19. Two groups of NPT parties present special political
problems. The first group, namely Iran, Iraq and Libya, covers
those parties whose long term nuclear intentions are suspect.
The second group, eg Afghanistan and Vietnam, covers those
parties which the UK does not aid bilaterally for political

reasons. We shall need to bear this in mind, when we come to

consider mechanisms for the gdministration of the fund with other

nuclear suppliers, so that adequate flexibility is built inte the

system.

MANAGEMENT OF FUND

20. It is important that the fund should not appear to be in
competition with the IAEA or in any way reduce the importance of
that organisation. A complete new structure to operate the fund
would not be justified, and it would seem sensible to ask the
IAEA to administer it as a service to the members under Article
111, Al of the IAEA Statute, perhaps with the guidance of a small
committee elected by the NPT parties. The administrative
expenses of the IAEA could be reimbursed by means of a management
fee on each project, and this money could be handled in
accordance with Article XIV, B2. Details of the mechanism for
managing the fund will have to be worked out in collaboration

with other potential donors.

USE OF UK RESQURCES

21 ., An alternative to participation in an international
exercise would be for the UK to increase its bilateral
contribution to assistance for NPT parties. It seems likely,
however, that greater impact on G77 behaviour at the NPTRC could
be obtained if there is a concerted effort by industrialised
countries. This could dilute any political or commercial
benefits arising for the UK and it would be important to try to
obtain some commercial benefit by ensuring that a reasonable
share of the fund was spent on British services. 1In the short

term there might be difficulties in providing certain types of
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assistance eg in setting up analogies to the NII. 1In general,

however, the UK disposes of manpower whose skills in nuclear

engineering could be turned to good account in assisting

developing countries. There is not a great surplus of places for

training in nuclear matters in the UK but the UKAEA, the CEGB,
the universities and polytechnics could between them accommodate
a significant number of trainees. There is no shortage of UK
consultants competent to assist with planning and feasibility

studies.
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ANNEX 1

TERMS OF REFERENCE OF THE STUDY GROUP ON INCENTIVES FOR
MEMBERSHIP OF THE NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY

''"To identify options for increasing incentives for parties to
the NPT to maintain their support and for non-parties to
adhere, with particular regard to Article IV of the Treaty,
(which enshrines the intention of the parties to cooperation in
application of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, ''with

due consideration for the needs of the developing areas of

the world!'?!).

Such options should be examined for:
diplomatic impact;
scientific and technical soundness:
developmental value: and

cost, including source of finance.

The Group should report to Ministers by mid-Februa ry 1984 ."'"
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ANNEX 3

DEVELOPING NPT COUNTRIES ALREADY ENGAGED
NUCLEAR POWER PROGRAMMES

TAEA TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

SERIOUS CONCERN INFLUENTIAL IN IF'UNDED ($) FOOTNOTE . EXISTING FORM OF AI DZ

OVER ARTICLE IV G77 ($) REACTOR(S)

Egypt 709,800 388,400
Mexico 172,000 108,800
Philippines 136,000 71,400
Romania / /

South Korea 304,600 82,900

Yugoslavia 274,400 446,600 PR

Figures in columns 4 and 5 indicate the amount of aid provided and/or required for nuclear energy
projects; ‘ticks' indicate that aid has been offered in other fields.

A footnote 'a' project is one that has been approved by the Agency's Board of Governors for implementation by
the Agency for which assistance is provided only in substitution for other assistance which it is planned

to provide to the Member State in question or if additional contributions from Member States of funds or
services become available.

See paragraphs 12 and 13 of paper.




DEVELOPING NPT COUNTRIES CONSIDERING
NUCLEAR POWER PROGRAMMIE

TAEA TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 1984

— e

COUNTRY SERIOUS CONCERN INFLUENTIAL IN l FUNDED ($) FOOTNOTE (a) EXISTING OF A IDZ
OVER ARTICIE IV G77 F REACTOR(S)

Bangladesh 10,000

Indonesia 229,000

Iran 59,400

Iraq

Libya 172,600

Peru | 138,600

Sri Lanka ' 96,200

Syria 196,600

Turkey 42,800

Venezuela 150,000

1
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TABLE 1 DEVELOPING NPT COUNTRIES WITH LONGER TERM

PROSPECTS OR DECLARED INTENTION OF NUCLEAR POWER DEVELOPMENT

IAEA TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 1984

QOUNTRY SERIOUS CONCERN | INFIUENTIAL IN| FUNDED FOOTNOTE A $ FORM OF AID
OVER ARTICLE IV G77

Malaysia 19,800
Morocco 98,600
Nigeria 39,600
Panama 19;800

Thailand _ 16,000 64,400
Tunisia / /

Uganda
Uruguay 19,800

Vietnam /

Zaire / /

DEVELOPING NPT (QOUNTRIES WITH EXPLOITABLE OR SPECULATIVE

TART T O
Fo URANTUM DEPOSITS

IAEA TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 1984

COUNTRY SERIOUS CONCERN | INFLUENTIAL IN| FUNDED $§ FOOINOTE A § FORM OF AID
OVER ARTICLE IV G77

Bolivia 6,600
Botswana
Burundi

Central
African
Republic

Chad
Ecuador 52,800
Gabon
Ghana
Jordan
Madagascar
Rwanda

Somalia

Suriname

w

United Rep
of
Cameroon

[{o]

Zaire




DEVELOPING NPT QOUNTRIES WITH NO DECLARED
NUCLEAR POLICY

UNTRY

SERIOUS CONCERN
OVER ARTICLE IV

INFLUENTTAL IN
G77

TAEA TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 1984

FUNDED $§

FOOINOTE A §

FORM OF AID

AFGHANISTAN

ANTIGUA &
BARBUDA

BAHAMAS

BARBADOS

BENIN

CAPE VERDE

(CONGO

(OSTA RICA

CEMOCRATIC
KAMPUCHEA

DEMOCRATIC
YEMEN

DOMINICAN
REPUBLIC

EL SALVADOR
ETHIOPIA
FIJI

GAMBIA
GRENADA
GUATEMALA

GUINEA
BISSAU

HAITI
HONDURAS

IVORY
QOAST

JAMAICA
KAMPUCHEA
DR

KENYA

LAO
PEOPLES'
DR




OOUNTRY

SERIOUS QONCERN
OVER ARTICLE IV

INFLUENTTAL, IN
G77

IAEA TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

1984

FUNDED §

FOOTNOTE A §

FORM OF AID

LEBANON
LESOTHO
LIBERIA
MAILDIVES
MALI
MAURITIUS
MONGOLIA
NAURU
NEPAL
NICARAGUA

PAPUA NEW
GUINEA

PARAGUAY
SAMOA
SENEGAL
SIERRA
LEONE
SINGAPORE

SOLOMON
ISLANDS

ST 1.UCIA
SUDAN
SWAZITLAND
TRINIDAD
&

TOBAGO
TOGO
TONGA
TUVALU
YEMEN PDR




DEVELOPING NON-NPT PARTIES ALREADY ENGAGED IN NUCLEAR

J\o L

POWER PROGRAMME

Serious Concern| Influential in| TIAEA Technical

'a | v g x - T il
Country Over Article IV G77 Funded ¥

Argentina

Brazil
India

Pakistan
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'JLE 1 DEVELOPING NON-NPT COUNTRIES CONSIDERING NUCLEAR POWER PROGRAMME

IAEA Technical Assistance
1984

Country Serious Influential Funded § Footnote A §
concern over in G77
Article IV

115,200

TABLE 2 DEVELOPING NON-NPT COUNTRIES WITH LONGER TERM PROSPECTS OR DECLARED
INTENTION OF NUCLEAR POWER DEVELOPMENT

IAEA Technical Assistance

1984 _

Country Serious Influential Funded § Footnote A § Form
concern over in G77
Article IV

—_— e ———— — ———— ———— B ——— ——

Algeria v
Kuwait
Oman

Saudi
Arabia

UAE

DEVELOPING NON-NPT PARTIES WITH EXPLOITABLE URANIUM DEPOSITS

IAEA Technical Assistance

1984

Country Serious Influential Funded § Footnote A §
concern over in G77
Article 1V

Angola
Colombia*
Malawi
Mozambi que

Niger
Zambia

Zimbabwe

L

Signed but not ratified NPT




DEVELOPING NON-NPT PARTIES WITH NO DECLARED NUCLEARIOLICY
a

IAEA TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 1984

—

COUNTRY SERIOUS CONCERN | INFLUENTIAL IN| FUNDED $ FOOINOTE A § FORM OF AID
OVER ARTICLE IV G77

ALBANTA
BAHRAIN

BELIZE
BHUTAN
BURAA
COMOROS

DEMOCRATIC
PR OF
KOREA

DJIBOUTI
DOMINICA

EQUATORIA
GUINEA

GUINEA
GUYANA
KIRIBATI
KOREA DEM
PR

MAURITANI A
MONTSERRAT
QATAR
SAQ TOME

& PRINCIPE

ST
CHRISTOPHER
NEVIS

ST VINCENT
&
GRENADINES
SEYCHELLES
TANZANTA
VANUATU

WESTERN
SAMOA

REPUBLIC




NTD T ITEN y
COUNTRIES INFLUENTIAL IN G77

s TV T T
K IR T
Al Lia)




ANNEX 11

SUMMARY OF CURRENT POSITIONS OF DEVELOPMENT OF NUCLEAR ENERGY
PROGRAMME IN G77

BANGLADESH

Bangladesh has opted for a plan involving construction of a 300MWe
nuclear plant at RUPA for operation by 1990 and for which NNC made a
representation on MAGNOX to the Bangladeshis in 1981. Competitors
include West German and French organisations. Reports indicate that
Bangladesh manufacturers have capability to produce 30% of plant. A
safeguards agreement between IAEA and People's Republic of
Bangladesh has received approval from Board of Governors.
Unconfirmed reports in 1983 stated that Bangladesh intended to
propose to Islamic conference that there should be set up an Islamic
Nuclear Bank as a first step towards formulating an energy policy

for all Islamic countries.

Bangladesh has entered into nuclear co-operation agreements with
Canada, Pakistan, France, Italy and Germany. It is anticipated that
the Iriga MK II now under construction will become operational
1984/85.

EGYPT
Eight nuclear plants are envisaged by the year 2000. Various

bilateral co-operation agreements have been signed with the USA, UK,

France, West Germany, Canada, Belgium and Sweden. Financial

agreements to aid energy projects have been signed with Canada. The

Nuclear Power Plant Authority (NPPA) under the Ministry of

Electricity and Energy is responsible for the establishment and
management of power plants and the Egyptian Atomic Energy Authority
currently has licensing responsibilities. Tenders, including
proposed financial arrangements, for the first two of the proposed
units at El-Dabaa have been received from Framatom/Nira, KWU,
Westinghouse/Mitsubishi and also Overseas Bechtel. Motor Colombus
are retained as consultants by NPPA and are assisting with the

assessment of the tenders and the result will probably be announced




. in April/May 1984. Following the issue of the invitations to tender

the Egyptians agreed that tenderers could quote for only one unit
should they be unable to arrange financing for two. The UKAEA
together with BEI, Mouchel and ANS has submitted consultancy
services proposals to both NPPA and EAEA. British Council has
training agreement with the Electricity Authority which is
responsible for conventional plant. A member of the UKAEA is
shortly to visit Egypt on behalf of IAEA to provide quality

assurance advice.
INDONESIA

Official commissioning by the Indonesian President of the Atomic
Energy Research and Irradiator Unit Operation Complex took place in
December 1983. The IU was obtained with UNDP assistance and is
intended for utilisation in development programmes in agriculture,
preservation processes, hydrology, health. Research agreements for
its use have been made with other members of SE Asia including India
and Sri Lanka. In the first half of the 1960s the Centre for
Nuclear Materials Exploration and Processing of the National Atomic
Energy Agency, Jakarta, embarked upon a programme of uranium
exploration surveys. Assistance has been given by the IAEA and work
on ore processing has been undertaken in NMEP's laboratory. This
work is particularly significant in view of the National Atomic
Energy Agency's intention to set up a 25MW reactor which has nuclear
fuel production facility. Another area in which the National Atomic
Energy Agency has been concentrating effort is the Research Centre
for Nuclear Materials and Instrumentation. With co-operation of
Interatom a 30MW reactor is under construction at PUSPITEK Centre,
Serpong. NIRA (Italy) is involved in this project. Harwell has
submitted bids for experimental equipment (rigs) for the reactor. A
report from Post in November 1983 said that the Director-General of
BATAN had stated long-term plans include a 600MWe station for
construction 1990s. Various reports indicate that assistance may be
sought by the Indonesians in areas concerned with safety, training,

waste management.
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Reports on current situation of nuclear energy programme are
confused; in 1979 the Atomic Energy Organisation of Iran said the
programme would be confined to a 30MWe research reactor and that all
work on the incomplete Bushehr plant would cease. Recently the AEOI
senior management was reported to have said that the Bushehr plant
would not be completed, although its suppliers KWU have not
commented upon this. The AEOI programme of uranium exploration is

reported to be continuing.
IRAQ

Irag's nuclear research programme is centred at Tuwaitha Research
Centre, set up under the terms of the French/Iragi collaboration
agreement of 1975. Separate storage facilities for natural and
depleted uranium exist at this Centre under IAEA safeguards.
Although there have been various reports that the French will
rebuild the TAMMUZ I reactor destroyed by Israeli bombs in 1981 this
seems unlikely until the Iran/Irag war and the problems in the
Lebanon are resolved. During a visit to the UK in December 1981, Dr
Al Kital of the Iragi Atomic Energy Commission showed considerable
interest in consultancy services which might be available from the
UK but subsequently he has informed the UK that the inhibitions of
the current political situation prevent the development of nuclear
energy plans in Iraqg. Future proposals include: hydro power
together with irrigation plant and pump storage. State Organisation
for Electricity (the State Electricity Authority) is reported to
have long-term plans for 3 x 1200MW thermal power stations but these
will probably depend upon financial arrangements. The existing
320MW diesel station at Daura will be doubled. Irag has an

agreement with Brazil on peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

LIBYA

Libya relies heavily upon gas turbine plant. Development of
combined power/desalination complexes are being considered. Plans

for a 440MW nuclear reactor (Soviet built) have been postponed. In

August 1978 it was reported that Libya was interested in discussions
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. about possible nuclear energy programme. Libya has an agreement

with Brazil on peaceful uses of nuclear energy.
MEXICO

Continual deterioration of Mexican economy inevitably affected their
proposed nuclear programme of 22,000MWe nuclear capacity by the year
2000. The current situation is that fuel-loading for the first two
BWR units, total capacity 1300MW, scheduled originally for start-up
mid 1977 at Laguna Verde, is now due in 1988. 1In 1982 bids were
received for their second station but these plans were subsequently
postponed and the bids unopened. Mexico is a founder member of
Treaty of Tlatelolco. Recently a Mexican official announced
priorities will be concentrated on development of oil and gas-fired
plant and on hydro schemes. There are also reports that a revised
energy plan soon to be announced will allow for 5000MWe nuclear
capacity. A senior member of CFE recently was reported to have said
that construction of a second nuclear station may commence in 1987.

Confirmation of this is awaited.

The IAEA has sponsored Peru's nuclear energy programme with a grant
of $2M (1977) and Argetina agreed in 1977 to build Peru's first
reactor - a 10MW experimental reactor capable of producing
radioisotopes for medical and agricultural use. In 1977 there was
also an agreement with the French for the provision of nuclear
technology, laboratories and training. A report from Post states
this reactor should become operational in 1984. Co-operation
agreements also exist with Argentina and the US, whilst with India
there is agreement for co-operation in uses of nuclear materials in
agriculture. Discussions have taken place with the FRG about
possible co-operation and it is known that Peru would like some sort
of co-operation with the UK, including training. Other areas in
which the Peruvian authorities seek assistance are nuclear safety

and analytical techniques.




‘ PHILIPPINES

In 1968 - entered agreement with the US for the purchase of 2
nuclear plants and long term supply of uranium. In 1979 agreement
was reached for the purchase of 2 x 620MW PR units from Westinghouse
for the Bataan nuclear scheme. The scheme has suffered from
considerable delays relating to pPricing and safety questions.
Completion is now expected in 1985 with financial assistance from
the US Export Import Bank and other (mainly Japanese) sources. The
station will provide approximately 9% of the Philippines' total

generating capacity.

Although there is a cleared site for a second 620MW plant, an
official has claimed that no more plants will be built for at least
ten years. Several disadvantages in nuclear development have come
to light: electricity demand growth is less than was predicted in
1974, and more geothermal and hydro resources have been discovered,
thus reducing the need for nuclear power; it is also thought that a
620MW unit will put strain on the underdeveloped national grid., '\ FE
1s understood that PAEC (Philippine Atomic Energy Commission)
intends to set up a national system of accounting and control for

nuclear materials and also to study systems for risk analysis.
ROMANIA

Reports were received in March 1982 that new plans concerning
construction of nuclear power plants were included in the 1981-1990
€nergy programme. This stated that 5 x 600MW units would be
constructed at Cernavoda, 3 x 1000MW units at Moldavia (one for

commissioning in 1990) and one (?) in Transylvania.

The Canadians were supplying CANDUs at Cernavoda but severe Romanian
financial restrictions led to the Canadians suspending drawings from
the $1 billion credit facilities until the Canadian suppliers were
paid for services already provided. However in September 1983 it
was announced that credit was again available and in November 1983
Romania was reported to have almost completed the exterior
construction for the two Cernavoda CANDUs with site preparation for

the third under way. 1In September 1982 agreement was reached with
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. the Soviet Union for the supply of 3 x 1000PWRs. Economic problems

were reported to be the reasons for this turn to Moscow. The USSR
is to provide enriched uranium to Romania (under the IAEA agreement)
fir use in a TRIGA Research Reactor - experimental fuel elements in
a CANDU type reactor. Romania's nuclear programme forecasts 4500MW
by 1990 to be doubled by 1995.

Under construction at August 1983:

Romania 1 (0lt) PWR 440MW construction commenced 1976

Romania 2 (Cernavoda) PHWR 679MW construction commenced 1980

Romania 3 (Cernavoda) PHWR 679MW construction commenced 1982.

SOUTH KOREA

South Korea's first nuclear plant, KORI I, a PWR (Westinghouse/GEC)
has been operational since 1978, Since then KORI II and the third
plant at Wolsung, a CANDU, have also been commissioned in record
time. Six other PWRs are under construction and a contract for the
two most recently ordered was awarded to Framatom/Alsthom
Atlantique. However, recent reports indicate that the construction
schedule for these six will be delayed for some nine months and that
plans to commence construction of the tenth and eleventh will be
delayed until April 1986. This decision stems from the slowing down
in South Korea's economic growth and consequent decrease in power
demand. Nonetheless South Korea still plans a total of 12 units to
supply 41.5% of estimated 27,000MW peak load in 1991. Problems
which will be encountered may be lack of funding and also the need

to resolve waste disposal situation.
SRI LANKA

Sri Lanka has entered into a safeguards agreement with IAEA -
awaiting entry to come into force. Sri Lanka relies heavily on
hydro plant with back-up from gas turbines. Because of the
uncertainty of hydro power Sri Lanka is considering nuclear energy.
The installation of a research reactor with plans for commercial
nuclear plant by 1995 have been proposed. During visit the head of

Sri Lankan Atomic Energy Authority asked for training assistance and
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that visit also resulted in a UK company agreed to counter
submitting a proposal for a research reactor. The Sri Lankan
authorities appear to recognise that an increasing application of
nuclear techniques in sectors such as agriculture, medicine,
industry, etc requires the development of a local core of trained
nuclear scientists. Sri Lanka has research agreement with

Indonesia.
SYRIA

In May 1983 Syria announced that they had agreed with the USSR that
there would be a joint feasibility study for Syria's first nuclear
power station, probably a 600MW plant to come on line by 1995. This
followed the cancellation of another agreement with Sofratom.
Previously assistance had also been sought from the Belgians and
from India. (Reports of officials at the 1983 New Delhi Conference
claimed that several international bids for nuclear plants were
receiving consideration.) During discussions both in the UK and
Syria, consideration was given to provision of assistance with

training and regulatory and safety procedures.
TURKEY

Two sites for two nuclear stations have been selected at Akkuyu and
Sinop and the country's fifth five-year plan (1984-1989) allows for
construction of the first station to commence during that time. KWU
of West Germany is regarded as the strongest contender in the bids
received from international companies for the construction of this

first plant.

The President (Mr Kenan Evren) has committed the country to $2.6bn
spending on a nuclear energy programme. It is said that US,
Canadian and West German companies will participate and that

negotiations will commence during this year.

VENEZUELA

Whilst Venezuela has vast oil reserves and enormous

hydro-electricity potential she would like to reduce reliance on
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. as primary fuel. 1In July 1979 '.Tan agreement was reached whereby oil
exports to Brazil would be doubled in return for nuclear technology
and assistance. There is also a five-year accord with Argentina for
co-operation to include research, planning, technology,
construction, development and use of experimental reactors. An
agreement in 1974 with Italian and Swiss organisations also provides

for consultancy on nuclear engineering.

There appears to be no immediate intention by Venezuela to embark
upon a nuclear energy programme. However, there was considerable
interest shown by them in using a system based upon Magnox design

for extraction of heavy crude.

It is also known that the Venezuelan Government is establishing
Nuclear Research Centre, mainly for improving agricultural

productivity.
COMADIN (Venezuelan National Council for the Development of the
Nuclear Industry) is assessing the advantages of setting up a

uranium exploration.

YUGOSLAVIA

Although Yugoslavia's plans for 6000MWe nuclear capacity by the

2000 are unlikely to be achieved, very severe power shortages
emphasise the urgency of meeting these shortages by increasing
nuclear generating capacity. The first 600MWe station, a W two-loop
PWR, was built at Krsko and it is believed that final handover has
now taken place following resolution of steam generator vibration
problems. Plans were made to commence construction of a second
plant at Prevlaka in 1985 but these have slipped and now initial
tenders are scheduled for issue in April 1984 with a closing date
for bids in December 1984. The choice of vendor will be made known

mid-1986 and construction will commence in 1987. Available

information Suggests that tender documents may require long-term

technology transfer, involvement and development of Yugoslav nuclear
industry, guarantee of fuel supplies, although initial documents for
Prevlaka will relate only to supply of nuclear island, fueld supply

and turbine generator. No decision on type of fuel cycle will be




ANNEX 12

COUNTRY INDEX

COUNTRY COUNTRY ANNEX

AFGHANISTAN 3 EQUATORIAL

ALBANIA : SHLIE S

ALGERIA  (TABLE 2)10 FETHIOPIA

ANGOLA 3 (TABLE 3) EXI

Y T, GABON 5 (TABLE 2)
BARBUDA 5 GAMBIA

ARGENTINA ' GHANA 5 (TABLE 2)

BAHAMAS ; GRENADA

BAHRAIN 9 GUATEMALA

BANGLADESH % GUINEA

BARBADOS ) GUINEA-
BELIZE BISSAU

BENIN GUYANA
BHUTAN ¢ HATITI
BOLIVIA 5 (TABLE ° HONDURAS
BOTSWANA 5 (TABLE INDIA
BRAZIL .10 INDONESIA
BURMA 9 IRAN
BURUND1I 5 (TABLE IRAQ

CAPE VERDE IVORY COAST

CENTRAL AFRICAN JAMAICA

CHAD 5 (TABLE 2)  KAMPUCHEA
CHILE 8 (TABLE 1)10 DEMOCRATIC
COLOMBIA 8 (TABLE 3)10 KENYA
COMOROS 9 KIRIBATI
CONGO 6 KOREA

DEMOCRATIC
COSTA RICA 6
KUWAIT 3 (TABLE 2)
DJIBOUTI 9

LAOS (PEOPLES'
DOMINICA 9 REPUBLIC)

DOMINICAN LEBANON
REPUBLIC 6
LESOTHO

ECUADOR 5 (TABLE 2)

LIBERIA
EGYPT 31011

LIBYA
EL SALVADOR 6




COUNTRY ANNEX
MADAGASCAR (TABLE 2)

5}
MALAWI 8 (TABLE 3)

MALAYSIA )
MALDIVES 6
MALI 6
MAURITANIA 9
MAURITIUS 6
MEXICO

MONGOLTIA
MONTSERRAT

MOROCCO

MOZAMBIQUE

NAURU

NEPAL
(PAPUA NEW
GUINEA)

NICARAGUA

NIGER 8 (TABLE
NIGERIA ( TABLE
OMAN 3 (TABLE 2)
PAKISTAN 7,10
PANAMA (TABLE 1)
PARAGUAY

PERU ),
PHILIPPINES S0 1

(TABLE 1)10

(TABLE
(TABLE

QATAR
ROMANIA A1
RWANDA (TABLE 2)

ST CHRISTOPHER
NEVIS

ST LUCIA

ST VINCENT &
THE
GRENADINES

SAMOA

SAO TOME &
PRINCIPE

SAUDI ARABIA
SENEGAL
SEYCHELLES

(TABLE 2)10

COUNTRY

STERRA LEONE

SINGAPORE

SOLOMON 1SLANDS

SOMALIA (TABLE
SOUTH KOREA g1

SRI LANKA A, 1
SUDAN
SURINAME
SWAZILAND
SYRIA
TANZANIA
THAILAND
TOGO
TONGA

TRINIDAD &

TOBAGO

TUNISIA (TABLE
TURKEY A0
oA 3 (TABLE
UGANDA (TABLE

UNITED REPUBLIC
OF CAMEROON

UPPER VOLTA
URUGUAY
VANUATU
VENEZUELA 4,11
VIETNAM (TABLE 1)
WESTERN SAMOA

YEMEN ARAB
REPUBLIC

YEMEN PEOPLES'
DEMOCRATIC REP
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PRIME MINISTER Dl
sz

MBFR
I bave seen the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary's minute
of 1st/March and your Private Secretary's letter of 7th March
confirming that you are content, subject to my views, to agree

to the proposed change in the Western position on MBFR.

2e Until the details of the new US initiq}ive are fully worked

out, particularly the enhancement of the verification measures,

it is difficult to reach a final view on its merits. We shall

need to watch how the package of verification measures fares in
discussion in the Alliance as a whole. But realistically there

is little we could do at this stage - even if we wanted to - to
stop the US putting forward their proposals, without creating an
impression of Alliance disunity which we have always, rightly, been

anxious to avoid.

o I have also in any case some doubts about whether what is

proposed is very significant. I can see the attractions for the

Alliance in moving to recapture the presentational high ground at
Vienna but I doubt whether this package will do that. Nor do I

see it breaking the deadlock with the Russians over the data argument.
There is not so far as I can see a package within the presently
defined MBFR frameggfk which would break through the deadlock without

also having unacceptable implications for Western security interests.

With present political sentiments in the US on withdrawal from Europe

the risks involved in significant movement on MBFR are clear enough. We
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must guard against starting a process on certain conditions, finding
those conditions are not being fulfilled and then being unable,

for political reasons, to repudiate the process.

4. While therefore I am content to proceed as proposed, I do not
believe that it gets us very far. I agree with the Foreign and

Commonwealth Secretary that it cannot be a substitute for a longer
term rethink of the Western approach to conventional arms control,

to which I wish to give further thought.

5. I am copying this minute to the Foreign and Commonwealth

Secretary and to Sir Robert Armstrong.

IV

Ministry of Defence
16th March 1984

2
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 7 March 1984

MBFR

The Prime Minister has seen the Foreign and
Commonwealth Secretary's minute of 1 March
containing his recommendations on the Westera

approach to the MBFR negotiations in the coming
months.

Subject to the views of the Secretary of State
for Defence, the Prime Minister is content with
this approach. “

I am copying this letter to Richard Mottram
(Ministry of Defence) and Richard Hatfield (Cabinet
Office).

Roger Bone Esq
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
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PRIME MINISTER

MBFR

1. At our meeting before Christmas, OD(D) authorised UK
officials to contribute to intra-Alliance efforts to devise

a tactical counter-move in MBFR, without prejudging the
desirability of a new Westg;h move. We agreed that Ministers
should keep the negotiations under review. Since then there

e

have been some developments of which OD(D) should be aware.
S—

2. Following the decision of NATO Foreign Ministers last

December to review the state of the MBFR negotiations, a strong

feeling has grown within the Alliance, clearly shared by the

ﬁ
Americans, that the West now needs to make a counter-move to

e

retain the initiative in the negotiations, which are due to

resume on 16 March. 1In practice East and West tend to take it
L — ]

in turns to make major new presentations of their negotiating

positions at approximately yearly intervals. The last move was

that tabled by the East in \June 1983 and described in papers

circulated earlier to OD(D).

3. Over recent months, the Germans have advocated, in response
to Eastern pressure, that the-ﬁggt should no longer insist on
both sides first agreeing on their troop strengths before

getting locked into a reductions agreement. Instead, they

have suggested that some symbolic US and Soviet reductions

should be made; and that there should be a contractual freeze
for up to two years during which a set of "verification measures"
such as on-site inspection of military installations could be

/used to
SR CoRGECT




used to establish to mutual satisfaction what actual Eastern

S

force strengths were. If this process were succegéfulfﬁthe

| S—

GermansS argue that the major reductions could then take place;

but if not, either side would be free to withdraw.

4. There were early signs that this line of thinking had
attractions for the US Chief Negotiator in Vienna (who is
energetic, and understandably wanted results) and that he in

turn was beginning to prevail on George Shultz. UK officials,

however, have argued strongly - in line with the principles
endorsed by OD(D) - that the German approach seemed likely to
put at risk a number of important Western political and

security interests. In particular we had in mind the dangers of

appearing to concede the long-standing objective of pr;gg

agreement on data and of a freeze contractualising the present

“FasStern superiority. In our view there could be no guarantee
that the East would in the meantime remove their unacknowledged
numerical advantage or that the data dispute would not simply
be perpetuated at a much later stage under politically

disadvantageous conditions.

5. After a long period of internal gestation the Amerieans
last week produced their own conclusions endorsed by the

National Security Council chaired by the President himself.

It—Tg—gfatifying to see that the American position,is much
more balanced than at one time might have been feared. This
undoubtedly reflects the impact made by British views, for
which a number of officials both in the State Department and
the Pentagon have said they were especially grateful. The
essence of the revised American approach, as conveyed to me
by George Shultz on behalf of the Administration as a whole,
is the following:

(a) a clear re-statement that there could be no MBFR Treaty

and no reductions before the East has provided information

-

/about
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about its relevant force strengths, appropriately broken

“down and falling within a satisfactory range of Western

intelligence estimates (i.e. the range of normal margins of
error). The US approach would not require the provision of

this information to be described as a '"formal agreement on

data" (in the sense of including it formally in the Treaty)
but it would still be an absolute precondition to Treaty

—

signature;

—

(b) In order to focus the negotiation on the forces which pose
the greatest threat, while at the same time providing an
opportunity to the East to table new data in a format not
previously used, the American approach would propose to

concentrate this data requirement on combat and combat-support

forces (Egaounting for up to 80% of Warsaw Pact strength),

. H -
leaving service support forces temporarily to one side. But the

R e :
same overall ceilings of 900,000 ground and air force manpower
combined (700,000 ground forces) which include service support

elements would remain the final objective of the reductions

process; —

/_-

(c) the US approach would require new Eastern flexibility in

meeting our verification concerns and their agreement to an

appropriately enhanced verification package to ensure that

Alliance concerns would be fully met.

615 These ideas were explained more fully by the Americans to
UK and German officials in Bonn on 27 February. The Germans

are likely to remain attached to their own ideas at least until

after Chancellor Kohl's visit to Washington on 7 March. But
they will probably calculate that if the trilateral partners
are to clear agreed ideas through wider NATO channels in time
for possible use in the forthcoming round of MBFR negotiations,
they will have to put aside the more controversial elements of

these fairly soon. In my view the American approach - with

/further
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further work - should provide the basis for a robust new
presentation of Western negotiating objectives which can
be put forward in such a way as to respond to Eastern
concerns. I have told George Shultz that I would wish to

commend this approach to you and Michael Heseltine as a b%sis

for the further work that officials will undertake in

Washington and London during the next fortnight. Now that

this whole exercise is back on the right lines we should
in my view work to maximise the presentational possibilities
while insisting that no MBFR outcome would be acceptable which

did not:

—.____-__
(a) establish at the outset the necessary agreed basis of

confidence about the size and shape of forces to be reduced:

p— ——zy

and

(b) provide a set of verification measures fully adequate

to ensure that reductions are taken and residual ceilings

——

observed.

Given the long history of Eastern intransigence in MBFR I

cannot pretend that this revised approach will lead to any

breakthrough in the short term. Nor should it be a substitute

for a longer term rethink of the Western approach to
conventional arms control. But it would meet the widespread
Alliance feeling that a tactical counter-move in MBFR is now
necessary and would do so in a way that preserves Western

negotiating objectives and security interests.

Tre I am copying this to Michael Heseltine and Sir Robert

Armstrong.

el
(GEOFFREY HOWE)

Foreign and Commonwealth Office
1 March 1984
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PRIME MINISTER

INF/START Merger

1. At our meeting on 14 Dﬁzémber last I undertook, in

consultation with Michael Heseltine, to bring forward an
assessment of the implications for the United Kingdom of a

possible merger of the INF and START talks. I am now

circulating herewith a note by officials of our two

Departments in fulfilment of this remit.

2. The main conclusions which I draw from this preliminary
study are these. Without getting into too exhaustive a

theoretical exercise, it should be possible to devise a

basis for resuming nuclear arms control negotiations which

both provides for some overlap between INF and START systems

hitherto dealt with at separate tables in Geneva and meets

overall Alliance interests. The paper suggests this might

————

be done by enlarging STAﬁ% if necessary to include LRINF

missiles (Séﬁﬁs, SS4s and SS5s; ground launched Cruise
missiles and Pershing II) and possibly also some LRINF aircraft.
Since our paper was written we have learned in confidence

that when Shultz met Gromyko in Stockholm, the Americans told

the Russians they would consider any Soviet proposal to

ey

include Pershing II and ground launched Cruise missiles in

strategic negofiations but would insist on talking about

SS20s too. When the Russians were ready to say how they

—

wished to resume negotiations the Americans would listen,

—

but would not themselves propcse new arrangements.ﬁnThis
shows in my view that we have been think{hg along very much
the same lines as the Americans.

‘-\_____—______-A-—‘-_—-—-—'
3. I am sure the paper is right not to under-rate some

of the difficulties which could arise within the Alliance

if the only way it proved possible to resume nucléar arms
-_‘____,_,--—'—'__———————_ —

/control
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control negotiations were to be by some overlap of this

kind. It will take skill and for¢gbearance to devise
_'_._..-—l—_\

consultative arrangements within the Alliance which give

European allies a continued say, particularly on INF,

without making the Americans feel that we are intruding on

the more strictly bilateral ground of START. There will

alsc be those who argue that an overlap between INF and

————

START deprives the UK of one of its princiﬂlﬁ arguments

_ for keeping the British deterrent out of arms control.

The inclusion of British and French systems would not,

in my view, necessarily be a rigid pre-condition for

a Soviet return to the table once they have decided

that a resumption of negotiations is in their overall

interests. We (and the French) shall, of course, stick
————
to our own guns on this important matter, using the

existing arguments and adapting them as necessary.

4. The essential point seems to me that if a genuine

opportunity presents itself for the resumption of nuclear

arms_control between the Americans and the Russians,

the West should be in a position to respond positively

without pre-conditions, arguing that the details as to

form and substance are for negotiators at Geneva.

—

5. I invite my colleagues to_agree the recommendations
in the note by officials, which can then serve as
guidance for them in the further ﬁnncn1iaiigg§ with

the Americans and INF-basing countries due later

this month.
_._'________,...M
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6. I am sending copies of this minute to other

OD colleagues.

GEOFFREY HOWE

Foreign and Commonwealth Office
10 February 1984
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AN INF/START MERGER

l. The purpose of this paper is to examine key factors

which need to be assessed before we can judge whether a

merger of the INF and START talks would be in the

political and military interests of Britain and the

Alliance as a whole; to make preliminary recomendations

and to draw conclusions on what line we sho

meantime take in public and with the Allies.

-

2. The concept of combining negotiations on strategic
and sub-strategic systems is not new. The (classified)
1979 NATO document setting out the INF decision decreed

that INF negotiations should be "conducted within the

e ——

SALT III framework" (although the Allies were already

moving towards agreement that the negotiations should be
formally separate). The subsequent non-ratification of
SALT ITI and the desire by European leaders (notably
Chancellor Schmidt) that there should be no delay in

.-____'_"__'_'-‘——-
beginning talks on INF led to the decision that this

should be in a totally separate forum.

3. During recent months there has been increasing
speculation in Western political circles and the media

about possibilities of merging the two sets of talks in

1 1984. 1In particular the Canadian, Danish, Dutch and
—— — ———

Italian Governments have been sympathetic to the idea

—

publicly or privately. The French are opposed and

e

reports indicate that the German Ministry of Defence is
— L ————

too (although the Foreign Ministry is clearly tempted bv

e il
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it). The Americans, both State Department and Pentagon,

have up to now said firmly that they would be opposed to

\

any such proposal.

—

4. There has so far been no detailed examination within

the Alliance of the balance of advantage of merger in
— —

terms of long term negotiating objectives, and none of

the NATO advocates has adduced any detailed arguments in

favour other than some dangerous loose talk about a

merger serving to 'solve the problem' of the British and

—————————— -

French systems (a point picked up by the media in the

West). Clearly it would be wise to undertake a more

| -

L

systematic review of the whole question. Detailed

discussion is due to begin in February in a restricted
group of the major allies, (the existence of which is

unknown to the Alliance as a whole), on the basis of a

paper which the US has undertaken to provide.

— —

5. The Soviet position is ambiguous (no doubt
e —

deliberately). In press interviews in December and
_-__._.___—-—

January senior Soviet officials seemed to rule the idea

out for the time being (on the basis that as the INF

talks were discontinued a merger would be logically

impossible). But this is unlikely to be their last word.

—y

We need to examine:

the extent to which a merger could give impetus to

the START and/or INF negotiations by removina or
h——-Iﬁ

reducing current obstacles; or the extent to which

SECRET




SECRET

it would simply compound the problems which have

—— T —

so far blocked START/INF:

—

the effect on Soviet capacity to drive wedges

within NATO and decouple the United States from

——
the defence of Europe:;

S —

implications for continued exclusion of British

——

and French strategic systems from the negotiations

(assuming that this remains our objective) and for

~

public presentation of the case for the

maintenance of Britain's minimum viable strategic

deterrent;

- the military implications of decisions on the

scope of any new negotiation (eg will systems be

covered which were not covered in START/INF?).

7. A working assumption is that progress in nuclear arms

control will remain a major priority for the Alliance.

The present position in which, with no negotiations in
- T ——
progress, NATO deployment proceeds as planned while the

——

Soviet Union continues to build up SS20s facing Europe,

modernise other missiles based in Eastern Europe and
deploy forward the SS22 missiles, presents major and

probably increasing political difficulties to the

European Allies. There is likely to be increasing public
,f-"'_—“—'w-.

pressure for a resumption of negotiations. 1In political

erms it would be very difficult for the Allies to appear




to decline an offer to resume nuclear negotiations if the
e s

Russians make a serious offer.
B e ey

8. There are some strong general arguments for a merger

P
of negotiations on strategic and intermediate range
systems. The inclusion of both in one negotiation would
better reflect NATO's strategy of extended deterrence
(the "seamless web") helping to "couple" the defence of
the US to that of Europe by underlining the European

e

dependence on protection from US strategic systems and

the United States' national or strategic interest in the

protection of Europe by INF. One drawback of the

separation of the INF talks from the SALT/START process

has been the encouragement of the notion of a separate

—

European balance and its potential decoupling

S

implications.

9. A second general argument in favour of the idea of
some form of merger is that if it led to agreement on
overall ceilings covering strategic and INF forces which

allowed some freedom to "mix" the two the Allies would be

able to work out the right balance between strategic and

INF systems, thus denying to the Russians the sort of

droit de regard on deployment in Europe which they have

in effect claimed during the INF negotiations. (Such a

—

freedom to mix INF and strategic systems need not

prejudge the separate question of freedom to mix
land-based missiles, sea-based missiles and aircraft
under an strategic agreement.) An extension of this point
1s that the US and Soviet Union would not have to strike
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separate balances of their INF and strategic systems.
There could be merit, for example, in allowing the Soviet

Union advantages in INF levels in exchange for US

advantages in permitted levels of strategic systems.

10. There is the further point that some forms of merger
s e —
could remove certain current problems of system

——

definition (for example whether Backfire is a strategic

e —
or intermediate range bomber).

———

~

1l1. There are, however, important counter arguments. A

merger could lead to new and difficult divisions within

the Alliance.

(a) it would undoubtedly complicate the consultative

—

process. The Americans have stuck close to their

commitment to consult the Allies on all aspects of

——

their INF negotiating position. Although they have

always been reasonably forthcoming in keeping the

Allies informed on progress in SALT/START it would be

unreasonable for the Allies to expect (and the

—

Americans would not provide) the sort of detailed

——

consultations which have taken place on INF. However
p——

a formula could probably be worked out to provide for

intensive consultations on those areas the merged

negotiation which were the direct business of the
European Allies and which required their agreement

(There are precedents in the SALT negotiations);
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(b) More important, it is only too likely that there

would be divisions over the relative importance to be
T

—

attached to strategic and INF weapons in any overall

agreement. We could expect the Russians to bé_§E§E§

to exploit any opportunity to present offers which

———

were attractive to the Europeans on INF but

disadvantageous to the Americans on strategic arms.

—

Similarly, there could be a temptation for the
Americans to conclude a deal which gave them what
they wanted on strategic systems but sold the

~

Europeans short on INF.

12. The effect of a merger on the position of British and
French systems in relation to arms control is not clear
cut. A merger would make it less easy for the Russians

e,

to highlight the British and French systems as a

significant factor in the East/West balance because they

2~ Sac g, ey e SE Ao
would be a smaller proportion of the whole (although they

could be expected to make the most of the planned

modernisation of these systems). It would be in some

senses easier for the Americans to argue, as they did

_— -

throughout the SALT process, that the British and French

systems were an incidental and relatively insignificant

problem which should not be allowed to impede the central
—————

purpose of the talks - viz the negotiation of balanced

reductions of US and Soviet forces. On the other hand it

could be more difficult for us to maintain our current

—

position viz that by definition our forces have no place
e Y

—

in the INF process and that the time has not yet come

when they would be of sufficient significance in the
Yy C

T
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was onlvy

broader neqotiation 'his argument

ground ii e Western European capitals

sound yunter-—: 5 in particul

ars:
the priority in strategic arms control must
reduce the arsenals the superpowers:

- arms control is likely to promote
stability only if it provides

T

between the superpowers.

French forces into account would

principle;
e ——— e —

if INF systems are added to START, British and

French forces are at more tiny proportion

of the whole:

British and French systems cannot be included

———

negotiation where neither Britain nor France is

— ——
e ———

present.

——————
———

But these arguments mav not easy to put over publicly,
i, st

although the French too can be expected to make strong

— —
—

use of them.

13. The overall balance of advantage in anv merger would

depend to a considerable deagree on the categories of




possible

would be compatible with the Russians' negotiating

o

position in the SALT/START process for them to demand

——

START be expanded to include both British and

French systems, and US medium range

including the new INF missiles (ie those weapons

which can reach the Soviet Union and which the
Russians therefore argue to have a strategic role
This would be clearly unacceptable to NATO. At

minimum the Allies would need to insist

forum should address the

the basis of the principles

———

position, since restrictions on these weapons

—

remain a first priority in the Western arms control

—

position;

L/_‘____,_._——-——-——\

(b) the enlargement of START to address all medium range

missiles viz those with a range of over 1,000kms -

S5520s, (SS4s and SS5s) GLCMs and Pershing II or:

to include in addition medium range nuclear capable

aircraft - ie Backfire, Badger, Blinder, (?Fitter and

——
——a

Fencer), F1-11, FBl-=11l, Mirage IV;

including INF down to a range of 500km. This would

—

have the advantage of drawing in the new 8S22 (ranqge
around 950km) which, deployed forward in East Germany
and Czechoslovakia, have the range to reach most of
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Europe including Britain. It would also draw
numbers of Soviet shorter range INF aircraft
Fishbed, Flogger, Fencer, Foxb: vhere they
superiority in Europe of over 4 Bt 1t
would raise old problems of negotiating limitations
on dual capable aircraft with important conventional
roles (including on the NATO side F16, F4, Jaguars
and Tornado) and the diversity of such aircraft and
size of global figures resents negotiating problems
which are almost certainly unmanageable. The problem
of the forward deployment of the SS22 would have to
But it would be easier to include it in
collateral constraints to be negotiated under

scenarios (b) and (c) above:

it is common ground amongst the Allies that inclusion

of short range systems, ie bringing in battlefield

systems, would be quite unmanageable given

verification problems, dual roles etc.

Given the problems of possibilities (a), (d) and
the Alliance is likely to focus on (b) and (c).

advantages for NATO/Britain of (b) or (c) would be:

(i) it would catch Soviet systems of particular
'N—__._._.____,,,_-_.
concern to Europe (SS20, Backfire):

e —
1i) however the Russians attempted to present
figures we should be able to demo -
_-_--___——_-_-.——
considerable global disparity in their favour:
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Soviet lead in medium range
considerable as not in realistic
totally removeable by negotiation. There would
be room for the Americans to argue that

they should be allowed compensating right to

numerical superiority in strategic

it would at least in theory be open to the

Americans to accept that they should not take

e e —

this compensation in full in recognition of the

——

contribution of French and Britis

although there would be considerable domestic

political constraints on their accepting

a—— et

inferiority in ateglc systems).

15. The disadvantages to NATO of a merged negotiation on

the lines of (b) or (c) would be:

(i) any blurring of the principle of right to parity

in INF could lead some European Allies to seek
e &t
to wriggle out of supporting the full programme

of NATO INF missile deployments on the grounds

p

that the full programme, of 572 Pershing II and

cruise missiles, was no longer necessary;

we could come under considerable pressure from
European Allies if the Russians were to demand
the inclusion of British and French systems as a
pre—condition for negotiations on this basis.
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Such a pre-condition 1is likely.

open to us to try

to deflect any

it would be

such pres

sSure

by some evolution
P e s

in the British

nublic st

ance,

e —

as will almost certainly be necessary when

announces further

procurement decisions on

-

Trident D5. For example, it should be pos

————

to show that our Trident missiles

will inv

HMG
UK
e ——

sible

olve

no greater total explosive force

than that

deploved with Polaris in 1970.

I e

16. Provided that we keep t

mind there would seem to be

discussing possible negotia

hese two danger

s clearly

a strong argument for

ting models of

e

formats (

——
(c) with our closest Allies

. We could do

of whatever offer to resume
made by the Soviet governme
NATO should itself propose
least in the near future,

allies mentioned in para 4

negotiations i

so in adv

s eventua

first

—_——

in

b) and

ance

lly

nt, without suggesting that

a merger on the
The restricted

above would be

se lines,
group of

a natural

forum. In the discussion we might start with the

simplest model: the minimum
position needed to accommod

which we wish to limit and
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Illustrative Approach

Current forces US START US/NATO INF Possible
(end 1983) proposals proposals proposal
Us Soviet under a
Union START/INF
merger
Strategic
ballistic
missile
warheads
5400
Land-based with no

INF missile sub-

warheads of divisions

ranges

1800-5500kms

Sea-launched ? 44 un-
cruise missiles (accurate specified
of ranges over figure limits
1800kms not offered

available)

trategic SO0
bombars ) possibly
) with sub-
Land-based un- ) divisions
INF aircraft specified) con-
ranges limits ) straining

1800-5500kms 1 offered ) ALCMs




The chart addresses warheads, rather than launchers as in

SALT II
studies

view of

and the Soviet START proposals. Some earlier
have looked at the guestions from the point of

launchers. The distinction may be more apparent

than real in so far as the US and Soviet START proposals

are moving towards each other (independently of any

guestion of merger).

CONCLUSIONS

~

It is possible that there could be benefit in
e

terms of substantive negotiating possibiif%ies in

merging START and INF. But the issues are
——————
complex and there are important

counter-arguments;

any form of merger could lead to problems in the

]
Allied consultative process;

merger would better reflect Allied strategy with

its emphasis on extended deterrence, but it might

—

present new practical opportunities for the

Russians to play the Europeans and Americans off

—————

against each other;

—

our preliminary view is that merged talks would

be more likely to complicate our position on the

—_—

exclusion of British and French systems from

current arms control negotiations.

expect this consideration to be conclusive
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all the Allies; nor are any such complications
necessarily unmanageable from the UK point of

view;

the Russians may not necessarily see it as in
their overall interests to propose an early
merger. Despite the advantages this would
present them in complicating the NATO
consultative process and perhaps in causing
further divisions within NATO on the position of
British and French systems, they may cogclude
that it is not to the advantage of their long
—_——

term security interests to bring INF into the

———— .

strategic arms control process, which they _

probably regard as more important. (It is
-

particularly difficult to forecas#*Soviet

—

intentions in a US election year);

—

if however the Russians do propose some form of
renewed nuclear negotiations which amount to
merger of some kind the Alliance will face
complex decisions. Much will depend on the
precise form of merger proposed, and the degree
to which the motives behind the proposal are seen

to be serious rather than mere propaganda.

RECOMMENDATIONS

that British representatives at NATO meetings
where the subject is discussed should be
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instructed to outline the potential difficulties,

treading carefully on the issue of the impaézvon

— e

the position of British and French systems, but

pulling no punches on problems over future

consultations within the Alliance;

———————

that in restricted meetings with the closest
Allies British representatives should explore the
substantive merits of possible formats for a
merged negotiation on a contingency basis;

there is a reguirement to keep European Allies
aware of the dangers of public advocacy of a
merger before full implications have been thought
through, and terms of any proposals precisely

defined;

the Alliance must also coordinate a public line,
against the possibility of a Soviet proposal,

which does not pre-judge the substantive issues
before full military and political implications

have been analysed in NATO;

that meanwhile our national public line in
response to questions on our view of merger
should remain the same as it has been in recent
months: viz that we do not believe we would have
objections in principle to a merger if both the
Soviet Union and NATO believed that this would
facilitate agreement on the control of strategic
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and intermediate range nuclear weapons; but we

doubt that time has yet come - the risk of a
premature merger would be that the problems which
have hitherto prevented agreement in START and

INF would simply be compounded.
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3.30 pm

The Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs (Sir Geoffrey Howe): Last week
I attended the opening meeting in Stockholm of the
Conference on Confidence and Security Building
Measures and Disarmament in Europe, known as the CDE.
It is the first of the follow-up conferences agreed at the
CSCE review meeting in Madrid last September; and the
opening was attended by the Foreign Ministers or their
equivalents of all 35 participating states. On Friday, I
delivered an opening speech on behalf of the United
Kingdom. A copy has been placed in the Library of the
House.

This is the first time that so many states have met
together specifically to tackle some very basic questions
affecting the security of Europe. The aim is to lower
tension and reduce the risk of war by finding practical
ways of improving mutual confidence and trust.

Together with our allies, we are today tabling proposals
which, as the terms of reference of the conference require,
are militarily significant, politically binding, verifiable
and applicable to the whole of Europe. We are proposing
measures designed:

first, to reduce secrecy by the exchange of information

and by the observation and inspection of military

activities;

second, to make clear provision for the advance

notification and reporting of military activity;

third, to promote stability and to inhibit the use or threat

of force for political purposes;

and fourth, to facilitate crisis management in periods of

tension and to reduce the risk of surprise attack.

If we can secure agreement on measures of this kind,
I have no doubt that Europe will be a safer place. We
would then be in a position, as I told the conference, to
consider moving to further stages of negotiation, providing
for the restriction of military activities and for reductions
in force levels. The first job must be to build a basis of
confidence by measures of the kind that I have described.

I emphasised that arms control negotiations alone
cannot and should not have to bear the full weight of East-
West relations. The dialogue between East and West needs
to be broadened and given more substance.

My meeting with Mr. Gromyko on Thursday thus gave
me the opportunity to discuss with him not only arms
control, but East-West relations more generally, as well
as the middle east. I also raised with him the question of
Soviet fulfilment of its international commitments in the
field of human rights. We agreed that arrangements should
be made for a further meeting between us.

The opening of the Stockholm conference came at a
difficult time in East-West relations. The difficulties
remain, but I hope that I shall be proved right in seeing in
the events of last week signs of a new determination to
tackle them. We must look to the causes of tension and try
to reduce them. At Stockholm and elsewhere, that remains
our purpose.

Mr. Denis Healey (Leeds, East): The Foreign
Secretary must realise that he has given us a depressing
account of the recent meeting in Stockholm, which forms
a startling contrast to the claim of all Government
Ministers in recent months that the moment that cruise and
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Pershing were deployed the Soviet Government would be
prepared to talk to us and make concessions about
everything. What must worry all people throughout the
Western world is that technology is now moving at the
speed of lightening and that diplomacy is moving with the
stately majesty of a glacier. The responsibility for that
must lie in part with Western Governments, including Her
Majesty's Government.

Did the right hon. and learned Gentleman discuss with
Mr. Gromyko during his talks last week the conclusion of
all the leading Western scientists of the United States,
Europe and the Soviet Union that if only one out of every
200 nuclear weapons possessed by the superpowers is used
the country using that weapon will condemn its own
people to slow starvation in arctic night? Does that not
have important implications for all Governments on both
sides of the iron curtain, and does it not make total
nonsense of the attempt by the Soviet and Western
Governments to pile more weapons on top of the totally
redundant and unusable armouries that they already
possess?

Would the right hon. and learned Gentleman tell us a
little about the implications of his statement that it is
important to discuss East-West relations more generally?
Does he really believe that the Prime Minister’s visit to
Hungary will fulfil that need? Is it not rather like visiting
the mayor of Reading because one does not want to talk
to the leader of the GLC?

Sir Geoffrey Howe: The right hon. Gentleman has
revealed a curious insight into the pattern of international
relations. My right hon. Friend the Prime Minister will
visit Hungary between 2 and 4 February, and it is
important to recognise that contact with all countries in the
so-called Eastern bloc has a part to play in improving
relations. Such contacts should be looked at and
considered separately. Certainly they should all be
undertaken alongside one another.

I agree with the right hon. Gentleman that the scene we
faced in Stockholm—indeed, the scene that the peoples
of the world faced—is a depressing one simply because
of the difficulty that has been faced in securing progress
in the many fora for arms reduction. That is one of the
features that overshadowed all our talks there. It is
certainly true, as we were all well aware, that the use of
any single nuclear weapon is something that should be
avoided at all costs. It should also be remembered that the
surplus of longer-range international nuclear forces held
by the Soviet Union overshadows that of the United States
by five to one, and there is a not quite so large but similarly
daunting disparity in the possession of strategic missiles
on the Soviet side. So it is of the utmost importance to
press ahead with the negotiations that we are trying to get
under way.

The glacier-like quality of decision taking in the Soviet
Union is, unfortunately, a formidable feature of the scene
that we have to face. We very much regret that the Soviet
Union has withdrawn from the INF and START
negotiations. We hope that discussion through the normal
diplomatic channels will lead to a resumption of the
MBFR talks on 15 and 16 March. It should be
acknowledged that it was only the preparations of the
Alliance for deployment that brought the Russians to
negotiate in the first place. It is only by sticking to
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The Prime Minister: [ refer the hon<Gentleman to the
reply that I gave some moments age.

Mr. Canavan: When the Prifie Minister casts her vote
at the end of the Scott Lilhgp\if debate, will she be batting
for Britain or for overseas#hipyards? Why is it so difficult
to muster the political’ will and necessary money to
intervene here in thefenegotiation of a contract when she
can find billions/0f pounds to spend on the Falkland
Islands, including a handout of over £7 million for 54

prefabs to a Swedish company, with the possible help aml.--"

intervention of a former British ambassador?

The Prime Minister: To secure business oyérseas
British shipyards must be as good as any in thé world.
They must be able to produce their products within budget
and on time. Only then shall we be able to/€ompete with
the rest of the world. The hod. Gentleman will be aware
that since nationalisation, the taxpayerhas paid about £165
million to Scott Lithgow, and, dufing the last year, the
amount was equal to £13,000 per employee. We must win
contracts by being very good and by completing ships and
rigs on time.

Mr. John Townend: Is it not a strange world in which
the Welsh leader of the Opposition refuses to attend an
international at Cardiff Arms park merely because a team
of mixed race schoolboys from South Africa is there? Is
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it not even stranger when Ministers at the Welsh Office
take the same action? As the Russian have committed far
more acts against humanity than have the South Africans,
should we not endsuch double standards and either
discourage Russian teams or give notice that we wish to
terminate,the Gleneagles agreement?

Thé Prime
Gléneagles agreement,

Minister: [ cannot terminate the
to which this country is a party,

#and which we myst uphold. It is a voluntary agreement and

we try to see that it is honoured in that spirit. I understand
that it was a/very good match.

Mr. Sedgemore: Talking about scroungers, may I ask
the Primé Minister to tell us whether it was her influence
or thatof the Cementation company that enabled her son
to fly/through Oman on aplane owned by the Omani air
forcé—or does she not.¢are to distinguish between grace
and favour business.deals and grace and favour political
deals?

The Prime Minister: 1 answer for carrying out my
public dutiés, and thay are all in the public domain.
Members'of my family are as much entitled to privacy as
thosef any other citizen in the United Kingdom. We have
not yet reached the stage when parents and their sons have
to report everything to the authorities. If it comes to that,
1984 will be here.
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NATO’s INF policy that we shall show the Soviet Union
that agreement on all these matters remains profoundly in
its interests.

Mr. Healey: The right hon. and learned Gentleman
appears not to have listened to what I said, or even to have
read the papers that were prepared by his own advisers. Is
it not the case that in long-range nuclear missiles and
strategic nuclear weapons there is now rough parity
between the Soviet Union and the West? That has been
conceded by all leading spokesmen of the United States
and, until this afternoon, by spokesmen of Her Majesty’s
Government.

Secondly, does the right hon. and learned Gentleman
accept the view expressed by leading scientists in the
United States. Britain, Europe and the Soviet Union that
to use even one out of 200 of the existing nuclear weapons
would condemn the world to the destruction of humanity
and the slow death of our populations in arctic night? Has
he drawn any conclusions from this important finding?

Sir Geoffrey Howe: I need no reminding of the
emphatic importance of avoiding the use of nuclear
weapons and of taking all the steps we are seeking to take,
wherever we have the opportunity, to secure their
reduction for precisely the reasons offered by the right
hon. Gentleman in his closing remarks.

In reply to the right hon. Gentleman’s first question, the
destructive power of Soviet strategic missiles is more than
twice as great as that of the United States. In regard to
longer-range intermediate nuclear forces, the Russians
possess a superiority of five to one. Those are the reasons
why we should be so concerned.

Dr. David Owen (Plymouth, Devonport): Will the
Foreign Secretary accept that many countries in NATO
now want to see a meeting between President Reagan and
Mr. Andropov? Since Mr. Andropov’s health is reported
to be better and he is likely to be seen in public, will the
British Government make it clear that they wish such a
public meeting to take place? In regard to the confidence-
building measures, will NATO now propose in Stockholm
a corridor in which we will withdraw battlefield nuclear
weapons, which would be the best confidence-building
measure that could be taken and which would alleviate the
considerable public concern about any battlefield nuclear
war fighting strategy?

Sir Geoffrey Howe: As I said in my statement, the
Stockholm conference at this stage is concerned only with
measures that arise out of the terms of reference that were
agreed after a great deal of tribulation at Madrid, so it is
not the appropriate place in which to make a proposal of
the kind referred to by the right hon. Gentleman. As I also
said in ny statement, if we are able to reach agreement on
the measures that are within the terms of reference, we
shall want to see whether we can go further in the direction
suggested by the right hon. Gentleman.

In regard to visits between President Reagan and Mr.
Andropov, I am not, of course, able to give any definite
information about Mr. Andropov’s health, although we
must all hope that it is improving. It will be for the
President of the United States to consider the suggestion
made by the right hon. Gentleman. Certainly we believe
that it would be desirable to intensify the dialogue, both
in quantity and in quality, at all levels, remembering that
if there is anything less fruitful than the absence of
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meetings at top level it is a meeting that has been
inadequately prepared. We must take encouragement from
the fact that in a speech last week President Reagan offered
to the Soviet Union a constructive and realistic working
relationship, which is appropriate.

Sir Peter Blaker (Blackpool, South): Is my right hon.
and learned Friend aware there will be a welcome from the
House for the fact that the British Government have put
forward these practical proposals? Was he able to discern
in the remarks of the spokesman for the official Opposition
this afternoon any practical proposal related to the purpose
of the conference, which is to improve confidence-
building measures in Europe, or any practical proposal at
all?

Sir Geoffrey Howe: | am grateful to my right hon.
Friend for his remarks and I leave him to confirm the
judgment he made.

Mr. J. Enoch Powell (Down, South): If, in the words
which the Secretary of State has just used, the use of a
nuclear weapon is to be avoided “at all costs”, what is the
point of having one?

Sir Geoffrey Howe: [ think it is universally
acknowledged that the possession of these fearful weapons
has probably been the most important foundation of the
absence of war in Western Europe during the past 38
years.

Mr. Churchill (Davyhulme): While entirely predict-
able, is it not regrettable that the right hon. Member for
Leeds, East (Mr. Healey) should once again be seeking to
blame the Western democracies for the failure of the recent
nuclear arms negotiations? Bearing in mind that since the
start of the INF talks in 1981 the Soviet Union has
deployed no fewer than 108 SS20 missiles, each the
equivalent of 100 Hiroshima bombs, it is utterly
unwarranted that it should use as a pretext to walk out of
the INF talks the deployment of a couple of score of
Western missiles in Western Europe? Would it not be
more appropriate for the right hon. Member for Leeds,
East, instead of castigating the NATO allies, to urge upon
the Soviet leadership that it should resume its place in
these talks?

Sir Geoffrey Howe: I entirely agree with my hon.
Friend, One SS20 has been deployed during each of the
weeks of the two years since the deployment of SS20s
started. Throughout those two years the United States
persisted in its participation in the INF negotiations. It is
a matter for extreme regret that the Soviet Union chose to
discontinue those talks as it did and when it did. It is
entirely right for my hon. Friend to urge upon the right
hon. Member for Leeds, East (Mr. Healey) and the House
the need to remind the Soviet Union of the need for it to
return to negotiations and the extent to which we are
willing to welcome it.

Mr. Robert Parry (Liverpool, Riverside): Will the
Foreign Secretary confirm that in his address Mr.
Gromyko accused the United States of thinking in terms
of war, especially since the deployment of cruise missiles
in Western Europe? In view of the growing opposition of
the British public to the deployment of cruise on British
soil, which has been shown in recent opinion polls, will
he bear that fact in mind when he next meets Mr.
Gromyko?
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Sir Geoffrey Howe: I shall bear considerably in mind
that the British public supported the Government’s policy
at the general election. As the House knows, deployment
is taking place notwithstanding the sustained attempts by
the West to secure participation by the Soviet Union in
meaningful negotiations. The hon. Gentleman is right to
say that Mr. Gromyko referred to the conduct of the United
States in terms that were intemperate and disrespectful. I
reminded the conference of the proposition which Mr.
Gromyko quoted from Mr. Andropov, in which he called
for the conduct of calm and respectful relations between
states. I hope that that advice will be heeded by the Soviet
Union itself.

Mr. George Walden (Buckingham): Does my right
hon. and learned Friend agree that there is an uncanny
symmetry between the negotiating tactics used by the
Leader of the Opposition on the Elgin marbles and his
position on the British nuclear deterrent.

Sir Geoffrey Howe: My hon. Friend makes an entirely
fair comparison, which is not one to be taken lightly. If
the Leader of the Opposition were ever to be in a position
to decide matters of this sort, he would be making
decisions similar to those that he made on the Elgin
marbles but of much greater gravity to the British people.

Mr. A. J. Beith (Berwick-upon-Tweed): As the right
hon. and learned Gentleman recognises the importance of
confidence-building measures, may we assume that the
rhetoric of war will come out of the Prime Minister’s
speech-making vocabulary? Does he see as part of the
process of confidence building an exchange of visits
between the Soviet leadership and leaders from Britain at
a fairly early date?

Sir Geoffrey Howe: The rhetoric of war has no part in
my right hon. Friend’s vocabulary. The position adopted
by the Government has been to declare firmly our
determination to defend the interests of the British people
if necessary and, equally fairly, our determination to seek
disarmament by any legitimate means.

As for the prospect of further contacts, my hon. Friend
the Minister of State, Department of Trade and Industry,
will be visiting the Soviet Union in May at the next
meeting of the Anglo-Soviet Joint Commission. We hope
to be able to welcome to Britain before long the First
Deputy Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union, Mr.
Kornienko. I hope to be able to arrange a meeting of a
more substantial sort with Mr. Gromyko before we meet,
as will be the normal practice, at the United Nations
General Assembly.

Mr. Jonathan Aitken (Thanet, South): Will my right
hon. and learned Friend take the opportunity of pouring
scorn on the somewhat convoluted metaphors of the right
hon. Member for Leeds, East (Mr. Healey) about Arctic
glaciers and mayors, and acknowledge the two real
reasons why there was no fundamental progress in the
talks? Does he agree that Mr. Gromyko could not take any
initiatives because of the paralysing sickness of Mr.
Andropov, and did not want to take any initiatives for fear
that they might help President Reagan in his re-election?

Sir Geoffrey Howe: I cannot pronounce upon the
second reason given by my hon. Friend, but it is certainly
a factor that is suggested. Nor can one be sure of the
impact of Mr. Andropov's health on the Soviet Union’s
position. The decision-taking process within the Soviet
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Union, even under normal conditions, is a slow and
protracted one. That is why it will be necessary for us to
maintain the presentation of the urgency of our case for
genuine, verifiable and balanced disarmament with
tenacity and purpose.

Mr. Dick Douglas (Dumfermline, West): Will the
Secretary of State, in terms of confidence-building
measures, reveal how many manoeuvres on either side
have been examined by observers from either side? Have
any of those manoeuvres involved the observation of
battlefield nuclear weapons? If the right hon. and learned
Gentleman resists the area of activity that we are
discussing as being the appropriate forum, which forum
will we deploy to discuss the prevalance in Europe of large
quantities of so-called battlefield nuclear weapons that will
be used, overrun or destroyed within hours of a nuclear
war?

Sir Geoffrey Howe: I cannot without notice answer the
hon. Gentleman’s specific factual questions. The
negotiations have relatively restricted first terms of
reference that do not take us as far as consideration of
battlefield nuclear weapon control. The INF and START
negotiations have been broken off, and we hope shortly to
resume the MBFR negotiations in Vienna. It is worth
noticing, however, that since 1979 there has been a
reduction of about 2,400 in the warheads available to
NATO within Europe.

Several Hon. Members rose——

Mr. Speaker: Order. This is an important statement,
but I remind the House that later this afternoon we shall
have two important Opposition day debates and a ten-
minute Bill. I propose to take three questions from each
side.

Mr. John Wilkinson (Ruislip-Northwood): Will my
right hon. and learned Friend, in seeking to re-establish the
MBFR talks in Vienna, bear in mind that those talks, until
they were abruptly called off, had persisted since 1973
without any progress because the Soviet Union refused a
proportionate reduction in armed forces? Will my right
hon. and learned Friend therefore make certain that the
Western powers are not strung along in the new Vienna
talks while the Soviet Union continues to augment its
nuclear build-up?

Sir Geoffrey Howe: [ take the force of my hon.
Friend’s point. We believe that the Western draft treaty at
those talks remains a sound basis for agreement.
Obviously we will keep the prospects and progress of the
negotiations under review when and if they start, and we
will ensure that they are not used as a substitute for action
in other directions if we can achieve that.

Mr. Norman Atkinson (Tottenham): Is it not a fact
that every NATO and Chinese nuclear weapon can reach
and is targeted upon Soviet territory, yet only a small
proportion of Soviet nuclear weapons can reach and is
targeted upon United States’ territory? Is it not a fact that,
until that understanding spreads throughout the NATO
leadership, little or no progress will be made at any future
meetings, whether or not the Soviet Union returns to the
negotiating table in March or at any other time?

Sir Geoffrey Howe: It is important to try to secure
progress in any of the many negotiations that are
occurring. The first condition to establish the prospects for
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progress is for the Soviet Union to be willing to return to
meaningful negotiations. That is why we are insistent upon
our willingness to receive the Soviets as soon as they
return.

Mr. Michael Latham (Rutland and Melton):
Following the declaration of the NATO powers on 9
December that their weapons would never be used first
except in response to attack, did the Western powers
consider not only today’s measures but tabling at the
conference a new draft treaty that there will be no first use
of any weapons by either side which would go some way
towards meeting the Warsaw proposal for a non-
aggression pact?

Sir Geoffrey Howe: NATO has repeatedly said that it
will never use any weapons, nuclear or conventional, in
response to attack. [HoN. MEMBERS: “No.”}—except in
response to attack. [ am sorry if I misled the House. NATO
has repeatedly said that it will never use any any weapons,
nuclear or conventional, except in response to attack. A
similar obligation is entered into by each member of the
United Nations, and we believe that that is the right
position.

Mr. Robert Litherland (Manchester, Central): Does
the Secretary of State wish to comment on Mr. Shultz’s
reference in Stockholm to artificial barriers in Europe,
which could only refer to reunification of Germany? Does
the right hon. and learned Gentleman feel that that helped
the peace talks?

Sir Geoffrey Howe: It has long been recognised by
successive Governments that the division of Germany is
not something which is likely to or should endure
permanently. Equally, it has long been recognised that the
division of Europe based purely on a sharp differentiation
between East and West is not for the long-term good of the
continent. We must all hope that divisions of that kind will
be replaced by a growing sense of the unity of culture and
history which is part of the European continent.

Mr. David Sumberg (Bury, South): Does my right
hon. and learned Friend agree that if the Soviet Union is
genuine in its desire to build up mutual confidence and
trust it should immediately increase the number of exit
visas for people who wish to leave that country and release
Anatoly Shcharansky from imprisonment?

Sir Geoffrey Howe: I agree with the force of my hon.
Friend’s point. I made it clear to Mr. Gromyko that the
extent to which the Soviet Union is willing to fulfil its
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international commitments on human rights has an
important impact on international perception of that
country and confidence in its actions. I could not bring
every specific case to his attention, but I selected a number
of examples, all of which involve the ill health of the
people concerned and specifically Mr. Anatoly
Shcharansky and Mrs. Bonner Sakharov.

Mr. Healey: Does the Foreign Secretary agree —
even Mr. Nitze and Mr. Kvitsinsky agree on this—that
before the weapons were deployed by the West the Soviet
Government offered to reduce the number of intermediate-
range warheads to under half the number deployed when
NATO took its dual track decision in December 1979, as
both sides have confirmed? Does the right hon. and
learned Gentleman agree that we now face a far more
dangerous situation in which both sides are continuing to
pile up weapons which have no conceivable political,
military or other advantage, especially in view of the
discovery of the risk of a nuclear winter if just one out of
200 existing weapons were ever used? Does he accept that
many Opposition Members and, I suspect, Conservative
Members cannot accept the hibemnation of our Foreign
Secretary when the world faces such dangers, although
winter and summer seem to make little difference to the
right hon. and learned Gentleman and he seems not even
to understand the Government’s policy as we realised
when he informed us, I hope rightly, that the British
Government would never use nuclear weapons in response
to an attack?

Sir Geoffrey Howe: The right hon. Gentleman has to
look a long way to find any points to make and they all
lack validity. The matter is too serious for such triviality.
Far from hibernating, we are devoted to the pursuit of
effective, balanced, verifiable disarmament measures.

The right hon. Gentleman mentioned the Soviet
Union’s offer during the INF talks. It is difficult to be
confident or certain about what the final offer was, but it
seems to have been 120 SS20s within range of Western
Europe——

Mr. Healey: That is fewer than in 1979,

Sir Geoffrey Howe: in return for no deployment
of United States weapons. The Soviet Union would have
remained in possession of 800 SS20 warheads world wide.
It will have modernised its weapons considerably since
1979. As the offer involved no United States deployment
in Western Europe, it would not have been a balanced or
satisfactory conclusion.
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Ministerial Responsibility and
Accountability

4 pm

Mr. Brian Sedémore (Hackney, South and
Shoreditch): I wish to gaise a point of order of which I have
given you, Mr. Speakgr, notice. It touches the heart of the
issue of ministerial refponsibility and the accountability of
Ministers to the Ho " e.

Last Tuesday I tabled seven questions to the Secretary
of State for Energyffabout the safety of the civil nuclear
programme and thg incidence of cancer at Sellafield.
Yesterday I was aftonished to receive a reply from the
Minister saying thal the questions had been transferred to
the chairman of Brifish Nuclear Fuels Ltd., and that a copy
of the chairman’s @answer to me would be placed in the
Library. It is extragrdinary that a Minister should abdicate
his statutory respomisibilities in favour of the chairman of ,'{
a company. 5

I have worked in%{DepaaTmem of Energy, and I know'f
that the Secretary ‘of State is charged with overaif
responsibility for the safety of the British civil nucleag
programme, If the chairman of BNFL gives me a mong
or misleading answer, what shall I do? Is he 1csp0nsib]§
or is the Minister responsible?

BNFL faces the possibility of prosecution by ITE
Director of Public Prosecutions, and an eminent scienti
is studying the incidence of cancer in and aroun
Sellafield. At such a time, Ministers may well wish to
wash their hands of what BNFL is doing. However, they
are statutorily responsible, and it would be a help to the
House and to the nation if they were to answer before the
House. I ask for your guidance on this point, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Gentleman gave me notice of
his point of order. However, I am sorry to have to tell him
that I have no responsibility for the content of ministerial
answers.
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North England and Scotland

North England and Scotland (Weather
Conditions)

Mr. Martin J. O’Neill (Clackmannan): I have given
you notice of my point of order, Mr. Speaker. In view of
the blizzards which are hitting the northern part of the
country, and Scotland in particular, would it be possible
for you to use your good offices with the Leader of the
House to ensure that the Secretary of State for Scotland
will make a clear statement in the House as soon as
possible about what is happening and the damage that is
bging done?

! Mr. Speaker: I shall not need to use my good offices,
as the Leader of the House and the Secretary of State for
Scotland are both present.

! Mr. Bill Walker (Tayside, North): For your
information, Mr. Speaker, I should like to say that the
police and rescue services in my constituency, which has
been badly hit, have kept me fully in the picture.

Questions to Ministers

Mr. Gavin Strang (Edinburgh. East): On a point of
order, Mr. Speaker. You kindly advised the House last
week that when an hon. Member had a question on the
Order Paper his prospects }'f\f being called to put a
supplementary question wgre enhanced. If an hon.
Member puts a supplementafy question at Question Time,

nt
are MHis chances of askir}znu question on a statement

‘duced?
i

Mr. Speaker: That giight seem to be an impertinent
suggestion. Let us leavg'it at that
STATUTORY INSTRUMENTS &c.
Ordered,
That the Draft Gragts to Redundant Churches Fund Order
1984 be referred tofa Standing Committee on Statutory
Instruments, &c.—[MF. Garel-Jones.|




STATEMENT BY THE RIGHT HON SIR GEOFFREY HOWE QC MP, SECRETARY
OF STATE FOR FOREIGN AND COMMONWEALTH AFFAIRS, IN THE HOUSE

OF COMMONS ON 24 JANUARY 1984 ON THE CONFERENCE ON DISARMAMENT
IN EUROPE (CDE)

Last week I attended the opening meeting in Stoékholm

of the Conference on Confidence and Security Building Measures
and Disarmament in Europe, known as the CDE. It is the first
of the follow-up Conferences agreed at the CSCE review meeting
in Madrid last September; and the opening was attended by
the Foreign Ministers or their equivalents of a11.35
participating states.. On Friday (20 January) I delivered

an opening speech on behalf of the United Kingdom. A copy

has been placed in the Library of the House.

This is the first time that so many states have met
together specifically to tackle some very basic questions
affecting the security of Europe. The aim is to lower
tension and reduce the risk of war, by finding practical

ways of improving mutual confidence and trust.

Together with our Allies, we are today tabling proposals
which, as the terms of reference of the Conference require,
are militarily significant, politically binding, verifiable
and applicable to the whole of Europe. We are proposing

measures designed:




firstly, to reduce secrecy by the exchange of
information and by the observation and inspection

of military activities;

secondly, to make clear provision for the advance

notification and reporting of military activity;

third, to promote stability and to inhibit the

use or threat of force for political purposes;

and fourth, to facilitate crisis management in

periods of tension and to reduce the risk of

surprise attack.

If we can secure agreement on measures of this kind,
I have no doubt that Europe will be a safer place. We
would then be in a position, as I told the Conference, to
consider moving to further stages of negotiation, providing
for the restriction of military activities and for reductions
in force levels. The first job must be to build a basis of

confidence, by measures of the kind I have described.

I emphasised that arms control negotiations alone
cannot and should not have to bear the full weight of
East/West relations. The dialogue between East and West

needs to be broadened and given more substance.




My meeting with Mr Gromyko on Thursday (19 January) thus
gave me the opportunity to discuss with him not only arms
control, but East/West relations more generally, as well
as the Middle East. I also raised with him the question

of Soviet fulfilment of its international commitments in

the field of human rights. We agreed that arrangements

should be made for a further meeting between us.

The opening of the Stockholm Conference came at a
difficult time in East/West relations. The difficulties
remain. But I hope that I shall be proved right in seeing
in the events of last-week signs of a new determination to
tackle them. We must look to the causes of tension and try
to reduce them. At Stockholm and elsewhere, that remains

our purpose.
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From the Private Secretary 17 January, 1984

MULTILATERAL NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT:
A NEW APPROACH

Thank you for your letter of 16 January.
The Prime Minister was grateful for your analysis
of Mr. Stephen Salter's ideas and notes your
conclusion thaf they are unlikely to form the
basis for a new approach to multilateral nuclear

disarmament.

I am sending a copy of this letter to
Richard Mottram (Ministry of Defence).

R.B. Bone, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office
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Multilateral Nuclear Disarmament: a New Approach

By’ agreement with the MOD I am replying to your letter
of 3 January to Richard Mottram in which you asked for advice
on Mr Stephen Salter's ideas for a new technical approach to
thé problem oI nuclear disarmament. (Incidentally, according
to our information, Mr Salter does not hold a chair at
Edinburgh University.) —

Mr Salter's proposals would involve each party to an
agreement choosing from its opponent's arsenal the most
threatening items up to a previously agreed percentage of
"military value'", for elimination. The initial percentage
might be very small, say one per cent, but the process could
continue indefinitely.

Ingenious as this approach is, there is nonetheless
a gap between the mathematical exaciness of the formula and
the Eolitical realities which disarmament negotiations have
to Tace. he approach is perhaps in principle more readily
applicable to nuclear armed missiles than to other weapons.

Nuclear disarmament cannot, however, be considered in
isolation from the balance of conventional forces.

-

But the main obstacle to the negotiability of Mr Salter's
ideas is that ngither party to a negotiation is likely to agree
to a procedure which would give its opponent total freedom to
select which item in its armoury shall be eliminated. Each
side's armoury contains a range of weapons which cannot be
considered in isolation from each other. The elimination of
oneweapon would seriously jeopardise the role of another.

openness to inspection which the Russians have shown no
willingness to accept. while the Russians claim to support
verification procedures for prospective arms control agree-
ments, there is a substantial difference between what they
will tolerate in terms of inspection and compliance measures
and what the West would regard as adequate.

\ Finally, Mr Salter's approach would call for a degree of

A J Coles Esq
10 Downing Street

/In summary




In summary, Mr Salter's ideas, thoughtful as they are,
are unlikely to form the basis for a new approach to multi-
lateral nuclear disarmament.

I am copying this letter to Richard Mottram (MOD).
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N R B Bone
(& Private Secretary
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 3 January

Multi-lateral Nuclear Disarmament: A New Approach

I enclose a paper which was given to the Prime Minister
some time ago by Professor Salter of the University of
Edinburgh in which he advocates a new technical approach
to the problem of nuclear disarmament. The Prime Minister
doubts whether the proposition he advances is practical but
she would be grateful for any advice which you wish to offer.

I am copying this letter and enclosure to Roger Bone
(Foreign and Commonwealth Office).

R. Mottram, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence

RESTRICTED
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It has been a feature of the many failed attempts to reduce the numbers of w@_‘
nuclear weapons that one side puts forward a rigid take-it-or-leave-it proposal %
which the other side receives with extreme caution. The fact that Side A proposes J
something is taken as sufficient evidence that it must be to the disadvantage of
Side B.

It is reasonable to suppose that the difficulty in reaching agreement will be
in proportion to the magnitudes at stake. It would therefore be harder to agree
to a large cut than to a series of more modest steps.

The problem of matching one weapon system with another can lead to end-
less argument. Complications arise from the number of warheads, the mobility
of launchers, the hardness of silos, the accuracy of guidance and the sophistication
of evasion electronics. These matters would be difficult to resolve in a friendly
discussion between the services of one power. But in the debate between rival
super-powers it is safe to assume that the problem is quite intractable.

I therefore conclude that a successful scheme should proceed by small steps,
that it should convince both sides that each has bettered the other and, most
importantly, that it should not become embroiled in the difficulties of weapon
comparison.

It has proved possible to design a mechanism which has these three
characteristics. Indeed it can turn to advantage the inevitable differences of
opinion about weapons of the two sides. It is based on the 'l cut - you choose'

rule by which children can divide a cake.




The plan would work as follows. Each side begins by assigning a number
to each separable nuclear device in its armoury. This number, which we may
call a military value percentage is chosen by the weapon owner to represent
his view of the usefulness of the item as a part of his entire inventory."l'he sum

of all the numbers of each side is equal to one hundred. To take an example,

if the Soviet Union decided that the 350 missiles in the S5-20 system represented,

say, 15% of its nuclear strength then the military value of each would be

0.04292 %.

The selection of numbers may involve heated advocacy by the service
chiefs. But this discussion is an internal, private matter for each side. Everybody
involved speaks the same language, shares the same patriotic motives and is
ultimately subordinate to the military discipline imposed by a single Head of

State.

It would be extraordinary if the values of usefulness chosen by one side were
in exact agreement with the magnitude of threat felt by the other. Indeed we may
expect that the weapons with accurate terminal guidance and short launch times,
which are suitable for pre-emptive first strikes, will induce a feeling of threat
in their victims which is much greater than the feeling of comfort they offer
to their owners. On the other hand, second-strike weapons are valuable deterrents
and provide a large feeling of security, but do not pose a threat in proportion.

It is precisely this difference of opinion which provides the incentive for the
disarmament process and which ensures that both sides can believe that they have
secured advantage. I was encouraged to discover that this somewhat paradoxical
conclusion had been reached by sound mathematical reasoning.

(See Dubins and Spanier, Amer. Math. Monthly, Vol. 68, 1961).

The first reduction should be very small. Let us suppose that it is a step of
about 1%. Each side picks from the list of its opponent the most threatening

items with total military value percentage not exceeding this 'table limit'.




The selections may be announced simultaneously and small differences carried
forward as credits for a second round.

If the Americans happened to decide that the S5-20 was the most
serious threat they would request as a first move that the number of missiles
be reduced by 23. Meanwhile the Russians would pick the most threatening
1% of weapons from the American list. The Americans would be quite indifferent
about the Russian choice because the numbers would have been chosen to make
any 1% selection equal, in their view, to any other. \ -

Both sides will think they benefit from this exchange by an amount which
depends on the ratio of perceived threat removed to perceived protection lost.
The process will seem exciting and even enjoyable to the selectors. They will
be taking out the weapons which they see as posing the greatest threat and
paying for this pleasure with reductions which, in their own judgement, are
as indistinguishable as the dollar or rouble bills in their wallets.

The absolute, as opposed to the relative, magnitude of the reductions of
each side, measured in terms of fire-power or lethality, will be greater for the
power with the greater original armoury. But as each side argues that the
other has the excess they can hardly object to this feature of the scheme.

The problem of verification is common to all disarmament plans. A

necessary assumption for any scheme is that both sides have reasonably accurate

knowledge of the weapon systems of their opponents. This assumption is

supported by several factors. Firstly, unknown weapons do not deter, and
reluctance to disclose one's weapons can lead to accusations that one is
preparing a surprise war-fighting system rather than a deterrent. Secondly,
modern satellite techniques provide outstanding surveillance. Thirdly, the Soviet

Union is now much more amenable to site inspections than in earlier years.




If the reductions proceed by small, slow steps then neither side need fear
that its national security has been greatly endangered if verification goes
wrong. However, if a side is sincere about its wish to disarm it can use the
interpretation of verification procedures to send messages about its sincerity
and entice the other side to continue.

Either side may wish todistort the percentage values it declares. But

because the sum total is always equal to one hundred a reduction in one area

must necessarily mean an increase in another. Distortion is quite legitimate but

the ploy may backfire and lead to the loss of good weapons at less than their
true value. If one gives any credit to the intelligence services of one's opponent
it will probably be best to make the military values as accurate a reflection of
one's views as possible.

I had feared that the scheme would collapse under the pressure to modernise
weapons. But it has proved possible to design rules which allow updating to
occur. For example if Side A insists on the introduction of some new missiles
it may do so provided that it also declares a military value percentage for them.
Side B may then, without loss to its armoury, remove items to that same value
from any part of Side A's inventory including the new ones. Side A will not
want the new ones to be instantly lost and so will have to put a higher than true
value on them. It will therefore have to give up rather more of its obsolete
Inventory. This rule would encourage the evolution of new weapons which provide
high perceived security for low perceived threat - a most desirable feature.

The mathematicians have extended the rules for cake-sharing to divisions
among more than two people. It is thus possible to devise ways in which the
secondary nuclear powers can be brought in. However, I would hope that the
Russians would agree to let the first few steps take place as a private arrangement
between themselves and the Americans. The secondary nuclear powers can join
the scheme once confidence has developed but before their smaller armouries

become significant.




5
It is also possible to extend the idea to conventional forces but I am

strongly in favour of clear definitions and therefore suggest that for the first

stages the scheme should be confined to nuclear devices. There is some way

to go before the danger of conventional forces equals the danger of nuclear
ones and discussions about conventional weapons would be easier if tension
could be reduced.

It must be admitted that the scheme may be very slow and indeed might
never achieve complete disarmament. But the safest number of nuclear
weapons might not be zero and a slow scheme will give us time to decide what
that number might be. We are at present facing a dangerous increase in both
quantity and accuracy. An arrangement which slowed the rate of increase
would be good. One which stopped it would be better. But one which
reversed it by even the smallest amount would be best of all and would produce
a very large relaxation in tension. Just as in levitation, the first millimetre

will be the hardest!

Stephen Salter
Department of Mechanical Engineering
University of Edinburgh

May 1983
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 16 December 1983

Internationalisation of Nuclear Energy

The Prime Minister was grateful for your
letter of 14 December setting out the objections
to a proposal for internationalisation of nuclear

energy. Mrs. Thatcher accepts the arguments
which you advance.

Roger Bone, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
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Internationalisation of Nuclear Energy

In your letter of 8 December you report that the Prime
Minister has asked for the advice of the Foreign and
Commonwealth Secretary on the idea that the UK should
propose the internationalisation of all nuclear energy.

It is true that such a proposal was put forward in
1946 by the US representative, Bernard Baruch, at the first
meeting of the UN Atomic Energy Commission. He suggested the
establishment of an international atomic development authority
which would own and manage all atomic energy activities
potentially dangerous to world security. The authority was to
have rights of inspection and verification. Once a system of
controls and sanctions was operating effectively, production
of nuclear weapons would cease and existing stocks be
destroyed. The plan was rejected by the Soviet Union who saw
it as institutionalising the US lead in atomic weapons and
because the proposed authority represented an_encroachment
on national soverelignty.

Although the proposal was rejected and nuclear programmes,
both military and civil have since developed on the basis of
independent national programmes, there has been a continuous
attempt to provide an element of international control. The
International Atomic Energy Agency was established in 1956 to
prombte the peacerul uses of nuclear energy and to provide a
system of safeguards designed to ensure that nuclear materials
and facilities under its control were not used for any
military purpose. The Agency does not have such strong
verificati s had been evisaged by Baruch but it
nevertheless represents the most importapf step yef achieved
in truly internationally operated inspection systems.

= B e
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/The Euratom
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The Euratom Treaty represented another attempt at
internationalising the development of nuclear energy. The
Treaty gives legal ownership of enriched uranium and
plutonium to the Community and provides for a Community
monopoly in purchase and allocation of all nuclear materials.
These aspects of the Treaty have never worked and in practice
the individual Member States nuclear industries are largely
independent of Commission control.

A proposal at this stage from the UK for sweeping
measures of internatfonalisation would suffer from a number
of disadvantages:
(a) The economic importance of our own civil nuclear industry
would cast doubts on the sincerity of our proposal;

(b) It would be unwelcome to our friends and allies, many
of whom are more dependent than we are on nuclear
energy, as a vital part of their overall energy
strategy (France plans to generate 70} of her electricity
from nuclear plant by 1990);

It would be categorised by the non-aligned as another
plot to deprive them of the bénerits o% national nuclear

energy programmes (they already resist IAEA safeguards
and resent the activities of the Nuclear Suppliers Group);

It would be virtually impossible to design an
international control system which could be relied upon
to take sensible decisions; a one-state-one-vote system
would result in control by the non-aligned, and any
system of group voting or vetoes would result in
frequent stalemate on key issues.

This is not to say that we should not continue to strive
for greater elements of international control where these
might be achieveable. We should continue to press for
universal application of IAEA safeguards and to support
exercises like the study on Internatioanl Plutonium Storage.
But we are more likely to achieve our aims by working to
extend the existing system than by making sweeping new
proposals.

/\__3.__;,___,& \_}'-——\____,
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(R B Bone)
Private Secretary

A J Coles Esq
10 Downing Street
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.MO 18/3

PRIME MINISTER

OD (D)

As background to our forthcoming discussion on arms control

and disarmament, I asked my people to prepare some statistical

information on the nuclear balance, the balance of conventional

[ 4
forces and on comparative defence expenditure. I asked that the

figure work should embrace nuclear systems not covered by START

and INF, and the forces and expenditure of significant military

powers outside NATO and the Warsaw Pact.

2o Comparisons of this sort are very difficult to make and the

data produced thus far is provisional. The way in which different

systems are counted may also differ in some respects from the papers
circulated by the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary. I thought,
however, that you and the others involved in the OD(D) discussion
might find the information prepared of background interest and a

copy is therefore attached.

3% I am copying this minute and the attachments to the Foreign
and Commonwealth Secretary, Richard Luce, John Stanley and Sir

Robert Armstrong and also to the Secretary of State for Energy.

I W@\“’

Ministry of Defence
13th December 1983

SECRET




THE NUCLEAR BALANCE — NOVEMBER 1983(1)(2)

STRATEGIC SYSTEMS

LONGER RANGE INF IN EURQPE!3)

SHORTER RANGE INF IN EURQPE(?®)

SHORT RANGE FORCES | ROPER!

Range 1000 — 5500 km

Range 150 — 1000 km

Range below 150 km

USSR
ICBMs:
SLBMs:
Bombers:

USA
ICBMs:
SLBMs:
Bombers:

SS11, 13,17, 18, 19
SS-N-5, 6, 8, 17, 18, 20
Bear, Bison, Backfire

Titan I, Minuteman 2 & 3
Poseidon, Trident
B52, FB111

UK: 64 Polaris SLBMs
FR: 64 M20 SLBMs

China:

15 ICBMs

W.P.
Aircraft: Badger, Blinder
Missiles: SS4, SS5, SS20

NATO
Aircraft: F111
(36 Fr. Mirage V)

Missiles: (18 Fr S3s)

W.P,
Aircraft: Fitter, Fishbed, Flogger
Fencer, Foxbat
Missiles: Scaleboard/SS22 Scud/SS23

NATO
Aircraft: F16, F4, F104, Jaguar, Buccaneer
Tornado (150 Ft Mirage Ille, Super E
and Jaguar
Missiles: Pershing |

W.P.
Missiles: Frog/SS 21
Artillery: 203/105/240mm

NATO
Missiles: Lance, Honest John
(30 Fr Plutons)

Artillery: 155mm, 8in.

347 Bombers

942 SLBMs

328 Bombers

1045 ICBMs

325 Aircraft
483 Missiles

18 Fr S3
,MHBMS

180 Aircraft

31624
Aircraft

730 Aircraft

659 Missiles

180 Missiles

1576
Artillery

766 Artillery

700 Missiles

142 Missiles

USA/UK/FR

NATO (inc FR)

NATO (inc FR)

NATO (inc FR)

2566 warheads
6420 warheads
729 warheads

4960 warheads

Maritime systems included in Annex 2

Defensive systems not included

Systems other than those in Europe covered in Annex 2
Includes all Soviet Aircraft with nuclear association —
proportion which would be used in nuclear role not known.




SECRET 3 ANNEX 2

SUB-STRATEGIC SUB-STRATEGIC
NON-EUROPEAN NUCLEAR CAPABLE LAND-BASED SYSTEMS NUCLEAR CAPABLE NAVAL SYSTEMS — WORLDWIDE

USSR USSR
Aircraft (1) Badger, Fencer, Flogger, Fitter, Fishbed, Foxbat Aircraft: Badger, Fitter
Missiles: SS-20, Scaleboard/SS22, Scud/SS23, Frog Missiles: SS-N;2,3,7,9, 12,19, 22
Artillery: 152, 203, 240mm and SS-N-5 on GOLF ||

USA USA
Aircraft (1) F111, F4, F16, A6, A7, A10, A4, F15, F105 Aircraft: F4, A6, A7
Missiles/Artillery'2) ? Missiles'!! ?

CHINA UK

Aircraft: Badger Aircraft: 18 Buccaneer
Missiles: CSS-1, CSS-2

?

2800
Aircraft

510 Artillery

533 Missiles

900 Missiles

1249 ?
Aircraft 800
Aircraft

4100(?) MRBM

109 Aircraft 329 Aircraft
USSR USA CHINA USSR USA

Includes all aircraft with nuclear association — proportion which (1) Numbers of nuclear capable tactical missiles with US Navy not known
would be used in nuclear role not known.

Numbers of nuclear capable missiles and artillery in USA not known.




NATO DEFENCE EXPENDITURE - 1982

Total Defence Expenditure Defence Expenditure as a
(US % million) proportion of GDP

BELGIUM 2892 ' 3. 4%

CANADA 6205 o0

DENMARK 1400 2.5
FRANCE 22522 4.2
GERMANY (WEST) 22350 3.4
GREECE 2639 7.0
ITALY 9090 2.6
LUXEMBOURG 41 1.3
NETHERLANDS Hu6l 3.2
NORWAY 1698 3.0
PORTUGAL 803 3.4
TURKEY 2755 5.2
UK 2u243 5.3
USA 196345 6.5
NATO EUROPE 94897 3.8
NATO TOTAL 297447 5.1

Note: Figures for calendar year 1982, using NATO definition of
defence expenditure. 1982 average market exchange rates.
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WARSAW PACT DEFENCE EXPENDITURE

Defence g iinated

Budget _— Expenditure in
Lountry Canimnibe E?gﬁnd. o GNP dollars (million) (2)

1ished)

Soviet Union (1981)
(bn Roubles) (3) 17.1  86-95 222,000

GDR (1982)

(bn GDR Marks) 10.8  13.5 4,300
Czech (1980)
(bn Crowns) 22.9 23.1 6,100
Poland (1980) .
(bn Zlotys) 70.4 82.0 2,500
Hungary (1982)
(bn Forints) 20.2 24.9 8,400
Romania (1981)
(bn Lei)

10.4  22.6 3,400

Bulgaria NA NA

(1) Based on DIS and NATO estimates

(2) All figures are from US sources. Most recent estimates we
have are 1981 for USSR and 1980 for NSWP. Figures are
converted to dollars by estimating what it would cost in
the US to reproduce the defence activity of the WP countries.
Figures are therefore not directly comparable to NATO figures.

Burden for 1982 cannot yet be provided because of the price
reform.

CONFIDENTIAL




CONFIDENTIAL

DEFENCE EXPENDITURE OF OTHER SELECTED COUNTRIES

Defence
Country Budget % GNP/GDP Estimated in dollars

(as (million)
published)

China (1981) 5% GNP
(bn yuan) 20,170 (UK estimate 8%) 11,870

Japan (1982) O
e T 2,586.1  0.98% GNP 10,361

India (1982) %
(b Rs) 53.500  3.7% GDP 5,556

North Korea (1983) 4

?ﬁ;tﬁoﬁgrea (1982) 3 ngp + - 7.5% GDP 5,173

Pakistan (1982) : 3
(bn RS) 22-878 6/’ GDP 4,801

Iran (1982) 576 .80 -
(bn Rial) 1,494.90 - & ~ 11% GDP 6,900 - 13,300

YUgos}avia(1982) 119.0 5% “ GMP * 2,319
(bn Dinar)

* GMP = Gross Material Product
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Ref: B06917

SECRET

PRIME MINISTER

¢ Sir Robert Armstrong

OD(D) : Arms Control

BACKGROUND

This first meeting of the Sub- Committee on Arms Control
and Disarmament is part of the follow up to the general
Ministerial discussion of foreign affairs, including East-

Y _ A
West relations and arms control, which were held at Chequers
on 9 September. There will be a discussion of East- West

relations in OD on 15 December.

2. The Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary's minute to you

of 7 December provides a broad overview of the positions
S ——————

reached in the discussions of arms control and disarmament

in various international fora. Attached to his minute are

notes by officials giving details and policy recommendations
in respect of

Nuclear Non-Proliferation (NPT)

Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR)

The Conference on Disarmament in Europe (CDE)
“The Strategic Arms Reductions Talks (START)
Intermediate Nuclear Forces negotiations (INF)

Strategic Defence ('Star Wars')
United Nations Conference on Disarmament (CD)

3. The Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary draws attention to

the differences in timescale in relation to arms control, and

e ey e

particularly nuclear arms reductions, as between the Soviet

Union and the West: the Russians can afford to play their
cards long, hoping that public restiveness will lead to
disunity within the NATO Alliance. But he believes that it
would be wrong not to explore every feasible possibility of

identifying a fresh approach to nuclear and other arms control

1
SECRET




SECRET

by the United Kingdom which might help to regain momentum in

the various sets of talks. Any British initiative would

have to be developed within the Alliance, and it would be

essential not to use arms control simply as a means of

restoring a climate of international confidence, without

thinking through the implications for our security. The

Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary recognises that the papers
by officials suggest that there is no substantial initiative

open to us at present, but he believes that we should look

e T T S e SR
more fundamentally and widely for a fresh approach. He
suggests that possibilities include a re-examination of the

importance of the concept of arithmetical parity in arms

control arrangements; a review of possible steps in the area

of multilateral disarmament at the United Nations, and an
examination of the implications of a possible merger of the
INF and START talks, with particular reference to the
position of the British deterrent in relation to arms control.

4. The Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary also seeks the

Sub- Committee's views on three areas where decisions are

needed now. Details of each are given in the notes by
sy
officials attached to his minute. The decisions the

Sub- Committee are invited to take now are set out below.

5. The Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) The Sub-Committee
is invited to endorse a series of propositions reaffirming
the importance we attach to the NPT, and agree that efforts

shouTd continue to secure adherence to the Treaty regime of

further nations. More specifically, Ministers are invited

H - -
to agree that, in response to suggestions by President Reagan,

the United Kingdom should enter into discussions with the
other nuclear suppliers of the President's proposal to

tighten the existing safeguards regime and agree that any
e

state wishing to acquire significant supplies of nuclear
T — s —

material, or significant items of nuclear Elant, should

.

R
first agree to the application of International Atomic Energy

Agency safeguards to all nuclear facilities on its territory

("comprehensive safeguards"). Ministers are further invited
to agree that our aim in discussion should be to support this

2
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proposal, provided that our commercial and other interests

are not damaged, and that the potential damage to the Treaty

b S . S
regime caused by the tightening of the system of safeguards

is kept to a minimum. Lastly, Ministers are invited to

agree that officials should undertake further work to
identify options for increasing incentives for parties to

the NPT to maintain their support for, and for non-parties
to adhere to, the Treaty.

6. MBFR It is proposed that the United Kingdom should
suggest an evaluation yithin NATO of the Western position in

the light of recent moves by the East, and contribute to

Western attempts to develop a counter-move on the basis of

principles already approved by Ministers in the Foreign and

Commonwealth Office and Ministry of Defence. Further
reference would be made to Ministers if this approach looked
like producing a consensus in favour of a new move. It 45
further recommended that it would be premature at this stage

to consider a meeting of Foreign Ministers of all participants

(as proposed by Mr Trudeau), although the proposal should be

kept under review. Finally, it 1s recommended that the
e —T——"3 - Y, 3
Sub- Committee should keep the negotiations under review.

7. The Conference on Disarmament in Europe (CDE) opens in

Stockholm in January. The first phase of the conference will
attempt to negotiate a set of confidence and security building
measures (CSBMs) designed to reduce the risk of military
confrontation in Europe. Work is proceeding in NATO on
refining a set of proposals whose outline was agreed by the
North Atlantic Council in 1980. The general objectives are

a. to provide for a mutual exchange of military

information;
T

b. to establish a clear pattern of normal military

behav iour through notification;
e —
e to establish an effective verification mechanism

including direct observation and a mandatory

consultative mechanism;

——
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d. to have regard for the principle of reciprocity

and to avoid obligations whose application would be

more advantageous to the East than to the West.

The detail of the proposed approach is set out in the Annex
to‘Phe note by officials. The Sub-Committee is invited

to endorse the line being taken by British officials; to

note that they will shortly be asked to apprové—a detailed

package of proposals worked up within the Alliance, and to

note that further study will be required in due course of
the longer term implications for comventional arms control
against the possibility that a successful first phase of
CDE is achieved by 1986.

8. The Minister of State, Foreign and Commonwealth Office
(Mr Luce), the Minister of State for the Armed Forces
R N Sy,

(Mr Stanley) and Mr Cartledge (Foreign and Commonwealth

Office) will be present.

HANDLING

9. To make best use of the limited time, it would be best
to address first the specific issues on which decisions are
needed now. You might invite the Foreign and Commonwealth

Secretary to explain his proposals on

a. the Non-Proliferation Treaty
b. the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions

G the Conference on Disarmament in Europe.

In each case, the main point to establish in discussion is

whether the Sub- Committee endorses the general line which it

is proposed the United Kingdom should take; further reports

will be made to Ministers on progress on each subject.

10. You could then invite the Foreign and Commonwealth

Secretary to introduce a broader discussion of arms control

and disarmament. The main points here are
P
> I does the Sub-Committee agree with the Foreign and

Commonwealth Secretary's view that we should explore
every feasible possibility for a fresh approach to

nuclear arms control?

—
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b. in particular, should we be looking for possible
British initiatives within the Alliance before Ministers

_'-
have taken decisions on the number of missiles and

warheads to be mounted on the Trident submarines?
B i P . . " ’ } g
(Work on this is proceeding with a view to submission

to Ministers in early spring);

G would it be sufficient to concentrate for the

moment on the possibility of a British initiative in

the area of non-nuclear arms control, at least until

the Trident decisions have been taken, meanwhile
preparing our position carefully on the implications
for our national nuclear deterrent of a possible
INF/START merger?

d. as to re-examining the need for arithmetical
parity in any arms control arrangements, what would be
the effect on the Americans, and on the cohesion of
the Alliance, of-aEE;?Tgning this principle at this
jungzﬁ?é? Might it suggest British readiness to
include our own nuclear weapons in an arms control

agreement ahead of major reductions by the super

powers?
E——————...

CONCLUSION

11. Subject to the points made in discussion you could guide
the Sub- Committee to

a. agree the recommendations in the notes by officials
attached to the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary's
minute as to the approach to the Non-proliferation Treaty,
Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions and the Stockholm

Conference on Disarmament in Europe;

b. invite the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary to
set in hand further work by officials on possible British
arms control initiatives within the Alliance,

concentrating for the present on non-nuclear arms control;

e. invite the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary, in

consultation with the Defence Secretary, to prepare an
assessment of the implications for the United Kingdom

of a possible INF/START merger.

Nt éasz&’

A D S GCODALL

12 December 1983
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 8 December, 1983

Nuclear Disarmament

The Prime Minister has received a suggestion from a
private source that we should consider proposing, as the West
apparently did in 1946, the internationalisation of all nuclear
energy. The author of this idea has observed that this might
mean major sacrifices by all powers who had invested heavily
in "atoms for peace”"but that it would have great benefits and
that, if the Russians were to turn the idea down, we should
derive great propaganda advantage.

The Prime Minister has asked me to being this idea to

the attention of the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary and to
seek his advice.

R. B. Bone, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office
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PM/83/98

PRIME MINISTER

Arms Control

1. I welcome your decision to have OD(D) review the major
current issues of arms control on 14 December. Within this
wide field, the sector in which progress would do most to

increase international confidence and reassure public opinion

would be that of limiting or reducing the manufacture and

— e e e,

deployment of nuclear weapons. In that context, our meeting

will be taking place against a discouraging background. The
START talks have been suspended for the anticipated Christmas
?ZZEQS but will, we hope, resume in January. The Soviet Union
has broken off the INF talks and the é:ggaans are taking the

line that these cannot be resumed unless the West reverses its
initial deployments of Cruise and Pershing 2 missiles. ¢TI

attach notes by FCO and MOD officials on both these negotiations
for the information of colleagues). In their public statements
on arms control matters, for example at the opening on 17 January
of the Conference on Confidence and Security-Building Measures
(CDE), Western governments will have to strike a careful balance
between responding to understandable public concerns about the
lack of progress on nuclear arms control while, at the same time,
giving no encouragement to Soviet hopes that Western resolve to

seek equilibrium as well as agreements may now begin to falter.

2 We must bear in mind the different timescales to which the

Soviet leadership and Western governments operate in tackligg

these crucial long-term issues. Democratically elected Western

governments have to respond to immediate pressures - to

Parliamentary debates, to impending elections, and to significant

shifts in public opinion. The leaders in the Kremlin have no such

concerns. They can take their time and choose their moment . They

have just sustained a major setback in failing to achieve their

prime objective of four years standing, preventfgg the deployment

of LRINF missiles by NATO in Western Europe. The Russians may

O —
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take some time to adjust to this, but they are in no hurry.

The West has just embarked on a programme of deployments which,
in the absence of an INF agreement, will take five vyears to
complete. The Russians will continue to hope that at some point
along that road they will be able to bring about a significant
breakdown in Western unity leading to a halt in the process or,
worse, its reversal. They know very well that the progress of

Western deployments coupled with the absence of progress towards

an INF agreement will create public unease and hence political

problems for Western leaders. The§ can be confident that, quite

e,

soon, the West will begin to fidget.

O We have to accept that, given the nature of our political

societies and the genuine public concern to which the nuclear

issue gives rise, this Soviet prognosis may well be justified.

Public and private pressures on Western governments for efforts
to break the log-jam can be expected to mount. Initiatives will
be canvassed which, like Premier Trudeau's reflect a sound political

r—

aspiration but a less sound assessment of Western security interests.

The problem of the UK and French national deterrents will again be
cast as the main obstacle to progress. While the Russians sit
tight, there will be a risk of restlessness within the Alliance
which could generate either disunity - which the Soviet leadership
would be quick to exploit- or the temptation to compromise aspects

of Alliance security, or both.

4. The Defence Secretary and I have discussed this perspective
informally and I think we are agreed that despite an unpromising
outlook, it would be wrong not to explore every feasible possibility

of identifying a fresh approach to these issues by the UK which

could help the negotiations on nuclear arms control to regain
momentum. It would be essential for new UK input to be developed
within the Alliance rather than to break ranks in a spurt for

the headlines which would delight the Russians above all. Neor
should we lose sight of the fact that to use arms control neg-
otiations simply as ameans of restoring a climate of international
confidence risks putting the cart before the horse. We and our

colleagues in OD will be considering on 12 December how the UK

ey
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can contribute to a resumption of East/West dialogue and thus
to an international climate in which arms control negotiations

would be more likely to succeed.

o, The conventional wisdom is that some change of atmosphere

in East/West relations is a precondition for any successful

-

major new arms control initiative, assuming that one can be

;aéntified. Indeed, it would be argued that the potential
benefit of any well-founded initiative would merely be dissipated
if the wider political atmosphere 1is unreceptive. That again
emphasises the length of timescale involved. Certainly I accept
that it is necessary to go on trying to improve the atmosphere
for East/West relations and to re-constitute the political
dimension for managing our differences with the East. But the

question still remains whether there may not be some substantial

initiative to propose in the arms control field, for consideration

---"-'___._' .
alongside whatever steps we agree should be taken to improve the

atmosphere. —_—

—————.

6. The papers before us suggest not. Yet a number of outside

commentators (for example the Bisﬁgg of Birmingham and ex-US

Defence Secretary Macnamara) suggest that there could be. Certainly

I am not myself enough of an expert to propose whafﬁbr where that

new initiative could be. I accept that it is easy for those

outside government to call for initiatives when they are not
responsible for thinking through the security and defence
implications of striking a new position at the negotiating table
and we must recognise that the constraints of a US election year
will compound the difficulties. But like Michael Heseltine, I am
by no means entirely convinced that there is no truly fresh approach
deserving consideration. I should myself be disposed, if colleagues
agree, to look more fundamentally and more widely for just such an
approach. I cannot be optimistic but I think we should at least

try to agree on the right method for taking forward our thinking

on this question.

{8 Several possibilities spring immediately to mind. First, I

hope that within NATO it may be possible for Britain to take something
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of a lead in defining and shaping the way in which the Alliance
reconstitutes the dialogue dimension of its policy, which will
have such a critical impact on the prospects for arms control

business across the board. I would not exclude, a priori, that

we might seek to encourage some re-examination within NATO as

to whether we are right to a581gn to the concept of arlthmetlcal

parity its current importance as a necessary ingredient of any
# —
arms control agreement.

e ——

——

8. Second, my officials have already begun to review the
prospects for a better Western performance at the UN in the light
of the disappointing results this year over arms control (the
result of Soviet propaganda efforts, non-aligned extremism and
lack of Western unity). I have now instructed tiem as a matter
of urgency to consider whether there are any new steps which HMG
could take in the area of multilateral disarmament, to respond to
public concern for more progress while preserving our essential
security interests. This review will cover both institutional

and policy elements of the Alliance's approach.

9. We also need urgently to examine the implications of a

possible INF/START merger if events were to move in that direction

next year, particularlyﬁﬁs they may affect our position on the
UK deterrent in relation to arms control. I have instructed my

officials in cooperation with their MOD counterparts to take

this work forward.

10. But none of this should distract us from the need for progress

on other stages and in other fora. The temporary hiatus in nuclear

arms control negotiations reinforces the need,in political terms
and in terms of domestic public opinion, to examine very carefully
the possibilities for constructive activity on the existing and
immediate arms control agenda. With this in mind, I suggest that

at our meeting on 14 December we must attend seriously to three

” > ._. . - _'—
areas_in which more immediate guidance is needed by officials.

e

These are the MBFR negotiations in Vienna; the CBE, which opens
in Stockholm in January; and the British approach to the Non-

Proliferation Treaty (NPT) for whose review conference in 1985
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breparatory work has already begun. I am circulating with
this minute notes by FCO/MOD (and, in the case of the NPT
note, Department of Energy) officials about each of these
three subjects, together with recommendations which we are

asked to endorse.

5 MBFR and CDE are, of course, among the specific areas in
which Premier Trudeau in his recent initiative has suggested
that a new political impulse could be helpful. As regards the
talks in Vienna I remain sceptical whether much can be done
without yielding important Western principles. But we need to
consider the tactical possibilities with an open mind, in
conjunction with our American and German allies: Richard Luce
who visited the negotiations last week will be able to give

colleagues a first-hand impression.

12, The Stockholm Conference is clearly an important occasion,

T i bt e
if only because it is upon us so soon. At present it is seen as

affording a real opportunity for a new approach towards a

limited objective, namely strengthenng European security as it
affects conventional forces. We need to ask the experts whether

it can be anything more than that. If not, then it is necessary

to prevent expectations rising too high upon the Conference. And,
once it is under way, we shall need to ensure that this effort does
not degenerate into a mere propaganda forum. It looks as though

it will probably be a long haul towards its restricted objective.

But we need to be sure there is no other alternative to be taken

up.

e On non-proliferation, Argentina's development of a uranium
enrichment plant is a timely reminder of the importance of
maintaining and if possible strengthening the NPT regime. The
attached paper by officials seeks OD(D)'s endorsement of the UK
approach to this issue and of an urgent study, drawing on expert
advice from outside Whitehall, of ways in which the attractions

of NPT adherence might be enhanced.

14 . There are other important areas of arms control which we

/shall
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shall need to keep under review in OD(D), although they are not
for immediate decision at this meeting. These include chemical
weapons (on which I understand Michael Heseltine may Wish to =
———— i 5

present some considerations at a later date) and the whole
question of arms control in outer space, with particular
reference to anti-satellite systems. We shall also need to

press the United States to consult us closely about their

proggammes for defence against ballistic missile attack (President

Reafan's 'Star Wars' speech): these have far-reaching implications
which could among other things affect the future of the ABM

Treaty and thus the longer term credibility of Britain's
independent strategic nuclear deterrent. Background notes on

these subjects by officials are also attached, for information.
150, I invite my colleagues (1) to consider the right strategy
for the UK to adopt at this present critical stage: (2) to note
the overall picture in the arms control field, as summarised in
the papers prepared by officials: (3) to endorse the specific

recommendations on MBR, CDE and the NPT.

16. I am sending copies of this minute to colleagues in OD(D).

GEOFFREY HOWE

Foreign and Commonwealth Office

7 December, 1983
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MBFR

(Note by FCO/MOD Officials)
State of the Negotiations

i The West's aim is to whittle down the East's preponderance

in military manpower in Central Europe.

s The Western draft treaty tabled in 1982 provides for
parity at 900,000 men in the reduction area; agreement on initial

data; specified reduction amounts; and effective verification.

S5 Eastern proposals tabled in 1983 also speak of parity at

900,000 men; this figure would be reached via small-scale

US-Soviet reductions outside a treaty framework; a subsequent

freeze on forces and armaments on the basis of an open "political"

undertaking; and self-determined reduction quotas.

4, The talks are stalled by the Soviet contention that
approximate manpower parity now exists and that asymmetrical
Eastern reductions to reach parity are not called for. This
has been supported by spurious Eastern forces' figures which
we believe now understate the total by some 240,000 men (about
20% of the total). The Russians have also been unwilling to

accept effective verification.

e The Russians have recently made a number of concessions
over verification which, although inadequate, come close to
Western requirements. But they are unwilling to discuss these
further without the West's first accepting the Eastern '"concept"
of a data-less agreement; this would perpetuate existing

Eastern superiority. Also, being perceived as a back-down by the
West in face of Eastern obduracy, it could have an effect in

other disarmament negotiations.

6. Although not sanguine of the outcome, the American MBFR
negotiator, the Germans and others consider that the West should

be prepared to advance fresh terms, not including agreement on

/initial
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initial data (on the basis of which reduction amounts can be

easily ascertained); hoping, in return, to secure Eastern
verification concessions. The hope is that the latter,
retroactively, should provide assurance we seek on numbers. The

UK regards this as wishful thinking.

7. However, the German National Security Council has
endorsed an option based on this concept which the Americans
have collaborated in improving. In informal UK/US/FRG liaison
we have put forward a different proposal intended to avoid

certain pitfalls.

8. The latest position is that, by Presidential decision,

the Americans have decided not to move for the moment; the
Germans will not go it alone. The debate on the Western side

is between those who nonetheless hanker after a major move now,
(likely to involve conceding initial data agreement) and the UK -
normally supported in Vienna by the Belgians, Italians, Greeks,
and Turks (five in all, of the twelve Western members), who
remain sceptical whether the West should offer up positions of

principle for purely tactical reasons.

9. The Russians (who must know what is afoot) are unlikely

to budge while new proposals are in the offing, which could
concede some Soviet objectives. The terms that the West requires
are more likely to be achieved if we continue to point up

patent insufficiences in the East's position - especially over
verification and identification of reductions. We are seeking
NATO support for this - the only policy currently available;

but some Americans and the Germans are unenthusiastic, as success

might queer the pitech for their option if it comes forward.

105 Dr David Owen has argued for a '"political solution" in
which Ministers might "by-pass the data issue', and impose a
settlement based on verifying withdrawals and residual manpower.

Mr Trudeau may also have something of this sort in mind.

e
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Ll Without agreement on initial data we could not know in
advance the reductions the East would take. It would then be
unlikely that we could accurately monitor the reduction process,
and ensure that the Russians withdrew all forces necessary to
enable parity to be reached. Nor could we expect the Russians
to accept the very stringent verification measures necessary

(in the absence of agreed data and known reductions), to satisfy

the West that parity was maintained.

12 The State of the Negotiations is set out in fuller detail

in the Annex A to this note.

Recommendations

3 [l2) Ministers are invited to agree that:

(a) in the light of recent Eastern moves an

evaluation within NATO of the Western position at the

MBFR negotiations would be timely and appropriate;

(b) without prejudging the question of the political
and tactical desirability of any Western move, UK officials
should contribute to intra-Alliance efforts to devise a
tactical counter move, basing themselves upon the
principles underlying the UK Paper already approved by
FCO/MOD Ministers and circulated informally to the
Americans and the Germans;

(c) in the event of any consensus beginning to
emerge within the Alliance, UK officials should refer
again to Ministers for instructions;

(d) at this stage it would be premature to consider
a meeting at Foreign Minister level in Vienna, though
this possibility in due course, even in circumstances
short of complete agreement being within grasp, should
not be excluded;

(e) Ministers should keep the negotiations under

regular review in OD(D).
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ANNEX A

MBFR

State of the Negotiations: The Details

3 The present Western position is contained in the

comprehensive draft treaty tabled on 8 July 1982. This calls
for reductions by all direct participants in 4 stages over

7 years to a combined collective ceiling of approximately
900,000 ground and airforce manpower on each side. The first
stage would be a 30,000/13,000 reduction by the Soviet Union
and the United States respectively.

o The Western concept, in essence is: agreement on initial
force levels followed by quantified, staged and monitored
reductions, to an agreed and verifiable common ceiling. It is
thus predicated upon the assumption that the existing national
manpower totals for both sides would be specified in the treaty,
and would therefore have to be agreed at the outset. Eastern
manpower strength is, however, the subject of major dispute.

The East claims that existing force levels on each side are
already roughly equal at just under one million. But long-
standing and reliable Western intelligence shows that in fact
Eastern force levels are over 1.2 million and all attempts to
get the East to disaggregate their data in order to identify
the discrepancy have failed.

3 As an integral part of this draft treaty, the West
proposes a set of confidence building and verification measures
(associated measures) designed to monitor the reductions taken
and to verify compliance with the residual ceilings. The
essential features of the verification elements of this set of

associated measures are:

a. an exchange of information, at the time of signature,
covering data on all ground and airforce personnel on

each side;
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b. declared exit/entry points with observers through
which all ground and airforce personnel not indigenous
to the area of reductions should enter and leave the
area;

e the right to carry out up to 18 inspections in any
calendar year in the territory of the other side to
monitor compliance with the treaty;

d. a commitment by each side not to interfere with the
national technical means of verification at the disposal

of the other (eg satellite photography).

4, The Eastern response during 1983 has been a 3-part proposal

offering:

a. an initial Soviet and US reduction of 20,000 and
13,000 men respectively, as an earnest of commitment,
outside any treaty framework and on the basis of mutual
example;

b. a political commitment by all direct participants to
freeze the level of their forces and armaments while
further agreement of reductions to parity is negotiated.
C. to circumvent the data dispute, each side to decide
for itself what reductions it needs to make, in the
framework of a single agreement, to reach the agreed
collective ceiling of 900,000 on either side, by a
continuous unstaged reductions process over three years.
It was indicated that if the West would buy this approach,
the East would be more forthcoming over the verification

of residual force levels.

5 1 In its unvarnished form this Eastern proposal thus amounts

in essence to: no agreement on initial force levels necessary;

followed by unquantified (except for the initial US/Soviet step)

and unmonitored reductions; leading to eventual arrival at a
common ceiling, at which point verification would establish that

each side had indeed arrived at the stated goal.
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6. To the optimist it might appear that this way of proceeding
would afford the East the opportunity quietly to remove its extra
200,000 men by making reductions beyond those required by its own
declared figures. Were it the case that we knew the East to be
looking for a face-saver, this prescription might have some
attraction. But there is no evidence of a wish on the Eastern
side to draw down its unacknowledged superiority by this means.
(Nor would they need to wait for an agreement in order to do so.)
Indeed if anything the East has gone out of its way to disabuse

the West of any such expectation.

7 There has been no narrowing of the gap between the two sides
on the central question about whose figures are right as to
existing force levels. If the West were therefore to accept an
agreement on the lines of the Eastern approach described above,

this would imply one of two things, either:

a. abandoning the Western objective that the negotiations
should lead to ceilings on force strengths at a level of
equality, or

b. keeping the notional aim of equality, but accepting
that a treaty entered into on the basis of explicit
disagreement as to initial force strengths could after

reductions result in an even less favourable force ratio

for the Westj;and would almost certainly reanimate the

existing data dispute several years later under
circumstances in which Western force size would be limited

by treaty obligations.

8. In the last month or so the East has nevertheless deployed
some concessions in response to Western pressure on the

verification aspects of their proposals above. For example:

i it now offers some exchange of information, before
signature of an agreement, including numerical
specification of the bulk of the reductions that the
East would take. But this would be on the basis of its

/own
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own figures (which we do not accept) and would thus

cover at most only some 79,000 of the 314,000 or so
reductions necessary. Detailed disaggregated strength
data on the ground and air force personnel remaining
after reduction has not been offered;

b. It would invite observers to be present at the
reductions of the most substantial contingents involved
in the East's overt reduction commitments and would offer
that all Eastern movements in and out of the area after
completion of the reduction process should take place
through designated points;

c. it is ready to consider some on-site inspection

following the end of the reduction process and to say in

advance that refusal of a request for inspection would be

exceptional.

9. Taken together these elements represent some movement toward
meeting expressed Western concerns and the wording of them has
been clearly chosen for that effect. To that extent they justify
Western firmness in Vienna in forcing the East to concentrate on
verification without ourselves paying a price in terms of other
Western desiderata. A major defect nonetheless remains that most
of the Eastern verification measures would be postponed until
after the completion of the reductions process and do not
therefore provide adequately for monitoring that process itself.
Moreover, the Western set of measures, to which the East now
presents itself as attempting to approximate, were designed for

an accord based on agreement about existing force levels and
therefore agreement also about the precise staged reductions which
each side would take. If, as under the Eastern proposal, the
whole onus were to be placed upon verification only of the end
result, with initial force strengths still in dispute and the
actual reductions process taken largely on trust, a far more
stringent set of verification measures would be required. These
have yet to be properly devised; given the size of the task, they
may not be realistically feasible let alone negotiable.

/10.
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Lt There is nevertheless some feeling within the Alliance that,
if only for tactical purposes, the West now needs to 'respond',

and that this should be done by seeking to explore whether there
are any elements in the Eastern position as it now stands which
could be turned to Western advantage, even if this means presenting
a counter-proposal which we know would have little chance of
actually being accepted. Should the West be prepared to be less
demanding about the need for comprehensive agreement at the outset
on existing force strengths, if in return the East can be brought
further towards the Western position on verification? So far
informal Western thinking has centred on trying to make something
out of subparagraphs a) and b) of the Eastern position at
paragraph 4 above, while substituting the draft Western Treaty

for subparagraph c) of the Eastern approach. The underlying

notion here would be to permit some Soviet and US reductions as

a first step without prior agreement on force levels; and then to

use the subsequent period (which the East in its proposal describes
as a freeze) to establish by means of previously agreed
verification measures the actual force strengths either of all
direct participants, or at least of Soviet forces. Complete
overall force strengths would have to be established, either by
physical verification or by data exchange or a mixture of the

two; before proceeding to reductions to the agreed collective

ceiling of 900,000 as in the Western draft Treaty.

24 Lo The Western aim of agreed data before major reductions is
thus '"saved'" by postponing it one stage, assuming the required
verification measures could be evolved and agreed. If any such
approach were to be successful in practice, it would still require
the East to remove its unacknowledged manpower superiority before
the verification process was carried out. And this may seem
inherently unlikely (and perhaps for that reason also unacceptable
to the East). There are also important questions about how

safely to accomplish an initial Soviet/US reduction step eg

whether to insist on specific numerical quantified sub-ceilings on

/Soviet
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Soviet and US forces after that step; the preferred size of such

initial reductions,given the possibility that the process might

never go beyond the freeze phase; and whether acceptance of a
freeze in MBFR carries unacceptable implications for other arms

control negotiations.

125 When the Administration recently put to the White House
certain suggestions for exploring such a move within the Alliance
and perhaps then putting it to the East, President Reagan

decided against any new move for the time being. We too, at the
official level, had some reservations about the versions of any
such move that the Germans, for example, were recently toying
with. But we have said that, subject to approval by Ministers, we
would be prepared to participate in intra-Alliance consultations
to see whether a counter move can be devised that meets essential
Western security criteria. And indeed, we circulated informally
to the Americans and the Germans (with the approval of FCO and
MOD Ministers) some preliminary ideas in that direction (which

are at Annex B).

13 The Western group of negotiators in Vienna have recommended
to the North Atlantic Council that in the light of the tactical
situation the West now needs to evaluate its position. Mr Trudeau's
suggestion that the West should respond to latest eastern moves
goes in the same sense (he seems to have moves on German lines in
mind). But there is less justification for Mr Trudeau's other
proposal (which echoes Dr Owen under the last Labour Government)
that Foreign Ministers of all direct participants should meet

soon in Vienna to impart new political momentum to the
negotiations. The most likely outcome of that would be a
propaganda field day for the Warsaw Pact and heightened public
expectations which could only be satisfied at the cost of

conceding central Western negotiating principles.
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UK PAPER FOR TRILATERAL GROUP : POSSIBLE MOVE IN MBFR

-

AIM

i To probe Eastern intentions by exploring two aspects of
the East's February 1983 proposals: initial US-Soviet reductions

separate from subsequent overall reductions to parity; and the

suggestion that mutually accepﬁable measures might be worked out

fo; verifying residual ceilings.

24 The West would convey readiness to be flexible over the
requirement for agreed initial data, in return for Eastefn
willingness to accept effective verification. Agreement on data
would have to be achieved before a second phase of reductions.
Our requirement for large asymmetrical reductions to reach

parity would remain.

ELEMENTS OF OPTION

3 "Minimum" Soviet-US reductions (say 60,000 Soviet and
25,000 US ground forces) to be followed by agreement on
residual ceilings (of about 400,000 for Soviet ground forces,
and 200,000 for the US). Agreement that these ceilings

been reached would provide us with our essential data |
Already-tabled Western measures for verification should

4. A "goodwill clause" or "mutual political commitment"
along the lines of the West's December 1979 Proposal to cover
all direct participants would take effect after Soviet-US
residual force levels had been reached. This commitment would
be for a fixed period, during which agreement might be reached
on data and the process for reductions to parity. The West's
Draft Treaty of July 1982 would remain on the Table as a

suitable framework for this stage.




RATIONALE FOR REDUCTIONS

L

S. Large Soviet reductions would give assurance of Soviet
commitment and would secure significant military benefit for the

West.

6. Specifying !''minimum'’ Soviet reductions and allowing
extra withdrawals to be made would allow some ambiguity, thereby

offering the Russians a means of escaping from their present data

"pPredicament.

T All units withdrawn, whether or not specified, would be
prenotified and would pass through permanent checkpoints. The

procedure would be the same as for all movements after signature

of an agreement.

8. We could also consider specifying reductions in terms of
lists of units withdrawn. Prior agreement on these lists, and
overt observation of the withdrawal, would itself provide
considerable assurance about overall numbers. There would be ths
additional advantage of building even more directly on the Soviet
''mutual example'' concept, which involves detailed exchanges

of 1lists.

RATIONALE FOR CEILINGS

9. Ceilings would broadly reflect ¥Western datz. But this could
have an attraction for the Russians, since it would involve fewer
Soviet reductions than a lower ceiling reflecting official Soviet

figures.
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10, The US ceiling after .a 25,000 withdrawal would be about
190,000. But a rouﬁﬁed figure, of about 200,000 US forcns .(my para
3), would convey that our data calculations were aoproxlmatn only;
this would ease the presentational problem for the Russians. But
if they preferred the lower figure, we could concede this.

VERIFICATION

11,, Even a detailed breakdown of data would be unlikely to allow

totally fool-proof verification and such a breakdown would anyway
be difficult to negotiate. In connection with the verification of
super power sub-ceilings after the initial phase of reductions,

we should aim at a data breakdown sufficient, in company with the
standard associated measures package, for the purposes of adequatel
verifying these ceilings. We could draw, in addition, on direct-

observation of the asymmetrical reductions.

OTHER ELEMENTS

12, To provide the obligations on other participants on which the
Soviet Union would insist, we could go along with the idea of a
political understanding, now put forward by the East in connection
with a freeze, and previously byus in the '"goodwill" clause of our
December 1979 Proposal. An obligation on all participants is needed
an immediate contractual freeze not- based on data agreement would

-

be even less satisfactory.

OVERALL POLICY

13. The propesition would have similarities with the West's interim
agreement of December 1979. But instead of agreement on initial dat
there would be the prospect of substantial and observed Soviet recuc
tions leading to specified ceilings. It builds on current Eastern

concepts. At some stage in negotiations we could consider amending

our position on some other points at issue.




14. We would have.responded to the recent Eastern proposals;

and shown flexitility over initial data agreement, to encourage

Eastern movement on verification. The Russians might find
enough of interest for them in this to enter into a meaningful

dialogue.
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THE CONFERENCE ON DISARMAMENT IN EUROPE (CDE)
(Note by FCO/MOD Officials)
State of the Negotiations

3 As agreed at the Helsinki Preparatory Meeting in October,
the CDE will begin in Stockholm on 17 January next year. The
opening may stimulate public anticipation since it will provide

a new forum for East/West discussions about arms control at a time
of considerable international tension and when the other major
negotiations are in baulk (MBFR/START) or have been suspended
(INF). Attendance by senior political figures at the opening is

likely to increase such interest.

2. In the Conference's first phase, signatories of the Helsinki
Final Act will attempt to negotiate a set of confidence-and
security-building measures (CSBMs) '"designed to reduce the risk of
military confrontation in Europe'". The mandate lays down that these
shall be militarily significant, politically binding, verifiable
and applicable to the whole of Europe, ie up to the Urals. In

the Western view, CSBMs are concrete non-reduction measures which
set rules for military behaviour and inter-change. They should be
designed to enhance mutual understanding, institutionalise
East/West military behaviour over time and thus contribute to
stabilising the military situation in a crisis. The aims of CSBMs

is thus:-

(a) to reduce secrecy

(b) to promote stability and inhibit the use of force
(c) to establish agreed standards and patterns of
peacetime military activity

(d) to inhibit attack options

(e) to enhance warning and thus facilitate timely

political decision in periods of tension or crisis.

e The East's objectives at CDE are tempered by their overall

view that increased information-sharing and openness (transparency)

is a Western device for penetrating the greater level of secrecy

/with
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with which the Warsaw Pact can cloak its military activities.
They are therefore likely to propose CSBMs which involve the
minimum amount of verification on their side (they clearly dislike

the unprecedented 'droit de regard'" over the European parts of the

Soviet Union which the CDE mandate implies). They may also seek
to negotiate constraints where these would disadvantage the

West eg by limiting the size and type of exercises allowed. They
will also introduce a number of declaraory proposals such as the
non-use of force, regional nuclear-free zones and the freezing of
force levels or military budgets. Because such declarations would
rest merely on statements of good faith, they would not materially
increase confidence and might actually undermine Western security.
However, they are likely to be used by the East to reinforce their
"peace offensive'. The West may come under pressure from public
opinion and the Neutral/Non-Aligned nations to support such
superficially appealing declarations rather than to persevere

with our own practical, if more realistically limited, proposals.

4, Western objectives are, in line with the aims set out in

paragraph 2 above, to work for the early adoption of a set of
CSBMs which:-

provide for a mutual exchange of military information;
establish a clear pattern of normal military behaviour
through notification;

establish an effective verification mechanism including
direct observation and a mandatory consultative mechanism;
have regard for the principle of reciprocity and entail

no obligations, the application of which would be more

advantageous to the East than to the West.

5. To this end, work is proceeding in NATO on refining a set

of proposals whose outline was agreed by the North Atlantic Council
in 1980 (when it was thought that the package might actually be
deployed at Madrid). These are at Annex. It is intended to

complete work on the NATO package by Christmas so that Governments

/can
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can approve its contents by early January in time for final
endorsement by the North Atlantic Council around 11 January. The
West is also emphasising that CDE remains subject to the overall
control of the CSCE process. This is essential, since the East
seeks to separate disarmament from questions of human rights

observance to which they are tied by the Helsinki Final Act.

6. Some practical difficulties remain to be resolved before a
full Alliance consensus on the NATO package. For example, on the
measure concerning the extension of facilities for accredited

military personnel, it will be important to ensure that existing

restrictions on Soviet attachés in this country, which are close

to an irreducible minimum, are not altered in a way which endangers
our security. We shall similarly wish to make sure that the right
of inspection upon the territory of a participating state is
compatible with our own need to deny access to certain sensitive
defence facilities or activities in this country. A further
substantive point arises over the measure concerning prior
notification of military activities within the CDE zone. At
present the draft NATO proposal would not require any notification
of arrival into the zone of military forces from outside it.

Such forces would only become notifiable if and when they
deployed from their arrival bases to take part in a notifiable
activity within the CDE zone. Similarly, notification would not
be required of the movement of such forces out of the CDE zone
to some other destination. This reflects the American position
that CSBMs should not in any way touch the transit of American
forces through Europe for rapid deployment purposes outside the
NATO area or the deployment from Europe of US forces for such
purposes. Most other Allies consider this to be a conspicuous
omission from the NATO package, which renders it vulnerable to
criticism since nations could legitimately argue that substantial
arrivals of troops in Europe would be potentially threatening

and of direct security concern to all CDE states. The omission
also offers at least a theoretical loop-hole which the East

could seek to exploit for movements of its own military forces.

/British
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British officials have therefore argued so far, along with

many other NATO partners, that this omission can be made good by
providing that notification of such movements should be included
on a similar basis to alert activities, ie by notification at the
time of arrival in, or movement out of the CDE zone, but not in
advance. The French have suggested compromise language on this

point, but it is uncertain whether the Americans will yield.

Vs The prospects for early achievements at the Stockholm
conference should not be over-rated given the dffering objectives
among many of the thirty-five participants, the present strains
in East/West relations and the detailed and complicated subject
matter. It is nevertheless a Western interest to establish the
Stockholm forum as a serious addition to the multilateral arms
control process in the conventional field. Not only would CSBMs
on Western terms be worth having because they would contribute

to security in Europe; but, if this first phase of a CDE were to

prove successful (it will be reviewed at a further CSCE meeting in

Vienna in 1986), the process could lead on to measures involving
military constraints and perhaps force limitations or reductions

in the longer run. This prospect need not be pre-judged at

this stage and would of course depend among other things on whether
the MBFR negotiations at Vienna continue indefinitely without

reaching agreement.

Recommendations

Ministers are invited to:-

(a) endorse the general line taken by UK officials in the
approach to the CDE as described above:;

(b) to take note that they will shortly be asked to approve
a package of detailed NATO proposals for CDE

and

(c) to note that it will be appropriate in due course to

put in hand a study of the longer term implications

/ for

CONFIDENTIAL




CONFIDENTIAL

for conventional force arms control (including

MBFR), if it proves possible to achieve a successful
first phase of CDE by 1986.
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NATO Document

The NATO document which was enclosed on this file has been removed
and destroyed.

Such documents are the responsibility of NATO and as the originators
they reserve ownership of the documents they issue. NATO documents
are, therefore, not public records even when they are kept in UK
government records. When released they will be available in the NATO
Archives in Brussels.

Document Reference: 1ISD/331 (2" REVISE)

Document Title: Development of 1980 Western CSBMs Package
Document Date: 21 November 1983

Destruction Date: 17 June 2013

Signed: T %/ﬁ?/

PREM Records Team
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START
(Note by FCO/MOD Officials)

State of the Negotiations

13 The US/Soviet START talks began in June 1982. It is
assumed that despite the break in INF, they will resume as normal
in the New Year. Present negotiating positions are briefly as

follows: -

The Soviet Position (on the explicit assumption that there were
to be no new NATO LRINF deployments).

A draft treaty, amounting essentially to an extrapolation of the
SALT 2 Treaty, proposes reductions in strategic nuclear delivery
vehicles by 1990 to:-

1800 ICBMs, SLBMs and heavy bombers
of which 1200 could be MIRVed ballistic missiles and heavy
bombers with ALCMs

of which 1080 could be MIRVed ballistic missiles (ICBMs,
SLBMs)
of which 680 could be MIRVed ICBMs.

The Russians have now relaxed their previous position which would
have sought to limit Ohio/Typhoon class SSBNs to only four to

six submarines on each side. This therefore permits the US
Trident submarine programme to go ahead, together with deployment
of the D5 missile. The Russians have also relaxed their position
by allowing some deployments of ALCMs, provided the US would
agree to ban GLCMs and SLCMs of over 600 km range. Although, as
is clear from the above, their primary counting unit continues

to be launchers, the Russians have also proposed that there
should be a single combined aggregate of ballistic missile
warheads and bomber weapons corresponding to the launcher
ceilings. They have not yet provided a specific figure, but
claim that it will be less than the current US total (around
10,000).

/The United States Position
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The United States Position

A draft treaty proposing that each side reduce from the present
approximately 7500 ballistic missile warheads to 5000 warheads on
no more than a limited number of ICBM and SLBM launchers (the
Americans are no longer wedded to their original stipulation of
850 ballistic missile launchers and seem to be thinking of a
figure around 1200). The Americans would also like a direct
limit on ballistic missile throwweight at some unspecified

point between the current Soviet total of 5.6 million kgs and

the current US total 1.8 million kgs; but they have dropped

their earlier numerically quantified sub-limits on heavy and
medium ICBM launchers. In addition the Americans are proposing

a separate sub-limit on heavy bombers (including Backfire) at

400 on each side, with a maximum limit of 20 ALCMs per heavy
bomber. By stating that all strategic systems are in principle
on the table, the Americans have indicated that they would not
any longer exclude limitations on strategic nuclear sea launched
cruise missiles (SLCMs). Up to now the Americans have refused to
aggregate ballistic missile warheads and bomber weapons in a

combined total, on the grounds that a gravity bomb or a slow

flying ALCM cannot be compared with a ballistic missile warhead

in terms of the threat it poses. More recently however the
Americans have for the first time indicated that they would be
prepared to consider trade-offs that would take into account
Soviet advantages in missiles and US advantages in bombers in
ways providing each side maximum flexibility, so long as they
would result in a more stable balance of forces. This is a

further sign of genuine flexibility on the US side.

The key elements are thus:

Reductions to 5000 ballistic missile warheads-
Flexible approach to reducing disparity in the
destructive capability and potential of ballistic
missiles;

Substantial reductions in deployed ballistic missiles;
Effective verification.

In addition, the Americans have tabled a number of nuclear

/confidence
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confidence building measures, such as for example the prior
notification of all missile test launches. Out of deference to
Congress, they have also recently introduced the idea of
"build-down'" (removing more than one old warhead for every new

one deployed) but have not specified details.

Prospects

Both sides have moved some way from their initial
positions, but there has been little genuine negotiation,
with the Soviet Union holding progress in START hostage to the
INF talks. Viewed purely in terms of the nuclear accountancy,
the distance between the US and Soviet positions is not so great
as to put an agreement in principle beyond reach, The essential

points to be dealt with are:

a1 How to match Soviet launcher numbers with US
warhead numbers in terms of the unit of account:
How to strike the balance between limits on the
destructive capability of Soviet missiles and limits
on current US advantages in heavy bombers (including
heavy bombers with ALCMs);
How to deal with the Soviet Backfire bomber:;
How to deal with nuclear long-range SLCMs.

But the prospects for progress in START do not depend
primarily on these technical issues. The real question is
whether, after failing in their objectives in INF, the Russians
will be willing to negotiate for an early agreement in START
during the year of a US Presidential election campaign. Even
if the Russians wish to do so, it seems very likely that they
will have to make some adjustment in their START negotiating
position to take account of the fact that they have not succeeded
in preventing NATO's LRINF deployment programme. It is thus
possible that the Russians will seek to re-introduce the GLCM/
Pershing 2 factor in the START context, which in turn would

/oblige
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oblige the US to consider some analogous move vis-a-vis the
Soviet SS20.

In technical terms again, this complication could probably
be accommodated. But it is by no means self-evident that the
prospects for an outline agreement in such a modified START
negotiation would therefore be improved in the short term.
Moreover, some American analysts take the view that the Russians
will not wish to do anything too early in strategic arms control
which might improve President Reagan's prospects of re-election.
On the other hand, if they hold off until they are convinced that
President Reagan is going to win anyway, it may be too late to

achieve a breakthrough during 1984.

If the Russians decide to stay away from the INF
negotiating table for any length of time, the focus for public

expectation on nuclear arms control will turn naturally to START.

This will happen regardless of whether the Pershing 2/GLCM

and SS20 problem has itself been transposed to an enlarged START
context ('"merger'"). We should also recognise that in so far as
the British/French nuclear deterrents are seen as having been
one of the stumbling blocks to agreement on INF, this question
is likely to recur with renewed force in START. HMG will be
pressed to be more specific about the circumstances in which we
would acknowledge the relevance of arms control to the British
strategic deterrent, if we argue (as we shall have to) that it
has no place in START any more than in INF. The Trudeau
initiative for a five-power nuclear conference is a portent.
Forthcoming decisions on UK Trident configuration and any

consequences for arms control will be relevant.
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INF

(Note by FCO/MOD Officials)
State of the Negotiations

1. The negotiations were discontinued on 23 November when

the Soviet delegation walked out following the Bundestag vote in
favour of deployments. A Soviet statement on 24 November

issued in the name of Andropov has said that further participation
in the talks on limiting nuclear arms in Europe was impossible.

The counter-measures announced in the same Soviet statement were:-

(a) Abrogation of the moratorium on deployment of

medium range nuclear weapons in the European part
of the USSR;
Acceleration of preparatory work to deploy in
Czechoslovakia and the GDR "operational - tactical
missiles of increased range" (this is thought to mean
the SS23 replacement of Scud; and the 900 km SS22
replacement of SS12/Scaleboard which has up to now
been deployed only in the Soviet Union);
Soviet systems to be deployed '"in ocean areas and
in seas" (it is not clear whether this means some
modification in planned SSBN deployments or the
introduction of Soviet SLCMs which, it is estimated,
will be deployable from 1984).

The statement also says that other (unidentified) measures would

be taken.

2ia At the time that the negotiations were discontinued, the

respective negotiation positions were as follows:-

a5 The US Position. Readiness to consider any interim

solution on the way to zero, provided it would respect key

principles of balance, exclusion of third party systems, no

shifting of the problem eastwards, verification and no
degradation of NATO's conventional capability. This position was

refined in September by making it clear to the Russians that

/in any
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in any interim solution an appropriate proportion of Pershing 2s

would be reduced, some limitations on longer range INF aircraft
could be considered, and that within a global ceiling the US
would deploy in Europe a number which matched (but did not
exceed) the SS20s which the Russians would deploy from their
global entitlement against NATO Europe. On an illustrative
basis, the Americans suggested that the global LRINF missile
warhead ceiling on each side might be 420, with the expectation
that the proportions deployed by the Russians in the West and
in the East respectively would be of the order of two-thirds to

one third.

4. The Soviet Position. Towards the end of the last round

the Russians had modified their version of the balance of
so-called medium range systems in Europe. They dropped their
claim to include on the Western side the FB1-11 bombers based

in the US, the US F4 Phantom aircraft in Europe and also reduced
their count for A6 and A7 carrier-based aircraft within range of
the Soviet Union. They had earlier accepted that the UK Vulcan
aircraft were no longer relevant even by their own criteria.

The result of the Soviet adjustment is to leave NATO, by the
Russians' own admission, with only half as many medium range
systems as the Soviet Union even if all the British and
French missiles and aircraft are included. This is a notable
acknowledgement that their earlier statement of the so-called

balance was spurious.

S. The substantive Soviet negotiating position remained

to the end an attempt to secure agreement for a continuing high
number of SS20s facing Europe, with no new US deployments
permitted. But during the last round the Russians twice reduced
the precise number. First from 162 missiles (their calculation
of the number of British and French missile launchers) to 140
(allowing 420 SS20 warheads, which is the Soviet calculation of

British and French warhead numbers). Then in an ambiguous series

/of
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of informal contacts with Ambassador Nitze on 12/13 November the
Russians appeared to offer to reduce SS20s in Europe to 122
provided the whole of NATO's deployment programme was cancelled:

this they described as each side reducing by a figure of 572

warheads. The earlier version of this offer (subsequently

disavowed publicly) appeared to ''concede' that no reference to
British or French systems need be made in an INF agreement and
that the 122 SS20s in Europe could be offset against any future
Soviet claim in another negotiating context to seek compensation
for British and French systems. But since the Russians still
wished to preserve a monopoly of SS20s here and now, the
"concession'" was little more than a play on words. The Russians
did not sustain this line and indeed have since tried widely to
give the impression that the idea came from the Americans in the

first place.
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PRESIDENT REAGAN'S STAR WARS SPEECH OF 23 MARCH: NEW
DEPARTURES ON STRATEGIC DEFENCE

(Note by FCO/MOD Officials)

) 5% In his speech of 23 March about a comprehensive and long
term effort to develop a programme of defensive measures against
offensive nuclear missiles, President Reagan undertook that the
US would act in a manner '"consistent with our obligations under
the ABM Treaty and recognising the need for close consultations
with our Allies'". In his message to the Prime Minister of the
same date, President Reagan said he was very conscious that
strategic defensive systems raised certain problems and
ambiguities. In a message to the Secretary of State for Defence
of 25 March, Mr Weinberger affirmed that the Administration would
wish to explain to the UK in more detail American thinking about
the new effort launched by the President. He undertook to
provide additional information on the initiative and to suggest

appropriate consultation arrangements.

2o Since then there have been some bilateral contacts
between British and American technical experts, but otherwise

no real consultation on the wider policy issues involved,

though the Americans were due to raise the subject at NATO

Ministerial meetings in Brussels attended by the Foreign and
the Defence Secretaries last week. As Mr Heseltine pointed out
to the US Deputy Secretary of Defence on 21 October, the
implications could be very far reaching. Apart from wider
questions affecting Western security strategy and deterrence
policy, there are also implications for the future of the ABM
treaty in its current form, which in turn could affect the
credibility and indeed the viability of Britain's independent

strategic nuclear deterrent in the longer run.
3. FCO and MOD officials have therefore prepared a short
UK '"non-Paper" setting out some of the political and technical

questions which seem to us to be raised by President Reagan's
23 March initiative, and on which fuller information about US

/thinking
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thinking is required if we are to be able to brief UK Ministers

properly. This '"non-Paper" will be passed shortly at official

level to the State Department and Department of Defence via

HM Embassy at Washington.
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MULTILATERAL DISARMAMENT: ISSUES ACTIVE AT THE CONFERENCE
ON DISARMAMENT (CD)

(Note by FCO/MOD Officials)

] (42 Introduction

A In contrast to the major East/West negotiations, few areas
of wider multilateral diplomacy offer prospects for arms control
or disarmament which would be consistent with UK national
interests. Only in the chemical weapons (CW) negotiations in the
CD, and perhaps in discussions on arms control in outer space
within the same forum, have we a good chance of advancing these.
For the rest the UK, the US and to a lesser extent the rest of
NATO remain on the defensive. The reason is that the chief
interest of others in multilateral disarmament remains constraints
on or the abolition of nuclear weapons. The neutrals and non-
aligned (NNA) use these fora to concentrate on nuclear issues
since the UN and the CD are the only places where they hold a
hand, however poor, at the negotiating table; the Warsaw Pact
countries do the same because these fora provide them with much

greater propaganda opportunities than they do to the West.

II. Conference on Disarmament (CD)

s The former Committee on Disarmament will be retitled the

Conference when its next session starts in February. The 40

present members are divided between the Western Group (10),
the NNA (21), China, and the East (8). Despite being "the

single multilateral negotiating forum', it has in the four years

of its existence produced no results. The sole prospect for an
immediate agreement, a Radiological Weapons Convention of which

a skeleton outline has already been agreed between the US and

the Soviet Union, has been blocked for two years by NNA
insistence that it deal also with wider issues. UK interests are
focussed mainly on the negotiations for a total ban on chemical
weapons, and - depending on the US attitude - on prospects for
some progress towards arms control on military developments in

outer space. Another key UK interest, nuclear testing, is

/increasingly
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increasingly under threat from pressure within the CD for

new constraints.

ITI. Chemical Weapons (CW)

3 The CD's CW Working Group will resume negotiations in
January on a comprehensive CW ban. Given the threat from the
massive Soviet superiority in these weapons, and reports of
their use in areas of Asia controlled by Communist governments,
a total ban would be a major gain for Western security interests,
as well as bringing presentational advantage. Verification is
the main stumbling block in the negotiations, with the Russians
proposing the minimum degree of on-site inspection and the West
the opposite. To capitalise on strong NNA support and to put
pressure on the Russians, we have proposed to our Allies that
early next session the West should table a new range of
proposals on verification. For our part, we intend to table

a paper in February on the crucial issue of challenge inspection
in cases of suspected non-compliance. The extent of serious

Soviet interest in an agreement remains unclear. The failure

of the US Congress to provide funds for future binary

production has reduced Western leverage on the Soviet Union.
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[V. Arms Control and Outer Space

4. There is growing pressure from the NNA and all our Allies
except the US for some form of restraints on military developments
in outer space. The French, Canadians and Italians have made
proposals in this sense; the NNA are calling for the de-
militarisation of space and its dedication exclusively to

peaceful purposes; and the Russians have tabled at the UN
proposals for the non-use of force in space, the abolition of
anti-satellite (ASAT) capabilities and other sweeping measures.
Only the US remain opposed, or at best sceptical about the

merits of arms control in this area. This must influence our

own view because of the need to protect the benefits we receive

S. In August the CD almost agreed on a mandate for a
Working Group to discuss the prevention of an arms race in space.
But at the last moment agreement was withheld by the East,
probably because they did not wish attention diverted from the
recently tabled Soviet draft Treaty. The Working Group is
likely to be constituted at the start of the next session, with
the Americans insisting on a very broad and non-negotiating
mandate. The testing and deployment of nuclear weapons in
space are already banned by previous treaties. There are two
other areas on which there might be a temptation for the
Working Group to focus: strategic defence (see separate note);
and anti-satellite systems (ASATs). We have no interest in
having tbese debated in the CD, and shall do our best to

support the Americans in their inevitable efforts to prevent

this.

6. In the latter category of ASATs, a British interest in
seeking constraints is dictated by three factors: greater

Western than Eastern dependence on satellites for intelligence

/and
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and communications purposes; the danger of diverting defence
resources and funds towards ASAT development and away from more
important areas; and the risks of endangering strategic

stability at a time of crisis as a result of US and Soviet ASAT
competition. Neither side has yet developed or tested an

ASAT system for use at high altitude. However, the Russians have
already developed a low altitude ASAT capability. Starting in
1985 the Americans should start to have overtake them, but

both political and strategic arguments demand that they establish
at least a balance. Some Americans also entertain doubts about
the verifiability of any ASAT agreement; an area which would

certainly present problems.

To Against the above background, it seems desirable to
explore possible limits on the testing and deployment of ASATs
at high altitude, coupled with potential limits at a later

stage on low altitude ASATs, plus a range of other steps
including confidence building measures. We believe that the
Russians are genuinely concerned about the probable US technical
superiority in this field, and, while not ready to let the US
"win the arms race in outer space', would be seriously interested
in some form of arms control. Detailed proposals will be put to
Ministers separately. Any serious negotiation would eventually
have to be done bilaterally between the Americans and the
Russians. The CD is not a suitable forum to produce worthwile
results in this sensitive area. But some sort of role for the

Conference may have to be accepted.

8. In the UN First Committee voting on a non-aligned/
Eastern resolution on outer space, the US were the only nation
to vote against, and the UK the only one to abstain; 125
countries including the rest of our Allies voted in favour.
Our isolation, largely dictated by the need to show some
solidarity with the Americans, might have been avoided by

better Western coordination. It provides some indication of

/the
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the strength of international feeling on the subject and of the

opposition the Americans face.

Vi Nuclear Testing

9. We and the US believe that a comprehensive test ban (CTB)
at this stage would not be in our interests. It would not be
fully verifiable and would prevent us conducting the tests
essential to maintain the credibility of our national deterrent.
However, our obligations under the 1963 Partial Test Ban Treaty
commit us publicly to continuing to pursue restraints on testing.
Until and unless our deterrent is included in some arms control
context, negotiation on testing is arguably the only direct way
in which we will also fulfil our NPT obligations to pursue
nuclear disarmament. The Russians, the NNA and now a number of
our Allies reject our public line that, until adequate
verification provisions are available, there can be no
negotiations on a Treaty. They argue that concluding a CTB is
merely a matter of political will. This growing pressure on us
and the US to resume negotiations will make our position at the

next CD session increasingly uncomfortable.

18 1 Our two papers (on peaceful nuclear explosions and
verification) tabled at the last CD session may help to ease
our position temporarily; and US undertakings to play an

active role may help. It would be more useful if the US were

to pursue one or both proposals we have made to them repeatedly

over the past two years: ratification of their limited Treaties
(1974 and 1976) with the Soviet Union on nuclear testing; and
some sort of degressive threshold for tests. But the chances

of the present US Administration agreeing to do are not good.

We must therefore resign ourselves to an uphill battle in the
CD, keeping the focus where possible on verification problems
and resisting attempts to dragoon us into new negotiations. We
must also recognise that we and the Americans will be isolated,
with most of our Allies increasingly reluctant to keep in step

with us even in public.
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NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION
(Note by Officials)

The Present Situation

il Preventing the spread of nuclear weapons is crucial to
international security. Efforts to this end have two main
components - the political and the practical: the Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT) is fundamental to both. At the political level, we
endeavour to persuade other nations to forego the nuclear weapon
option; and adherence to the NPT is the touchstone of their
commitment to a non-nuclear course. We also rely on practical
measures to prevent easy access to nuclear weapon technology and
materials by those who have not renounced the nuclear weapons
option; the international safeguards and export control systems,
derived from the Treaty, provide a basis for achieving this

without totally stifling the world's peaceful nuclear trade.

2. Preservation and improvement of the non-proliferation regime
involves a constant diplomatic battle in various multilateral fora.

There are three main threads running through all the discussions:-

Firstly, the search for an international consensus on the

importance of a strong non-proliferation regime, backed up

by effective IAEA safeguards and balanced by assured

nuclear supplies, for peaceful uses. The main signs of
progress would be further significant accessions to the
NPT, which now has more than 120 parties, and the
negotiation of new or improved safeguards agreements
between individual countries and the IAEA.

Secondly, the imposition of supplier controls in an attempt

to deny to those states which reject the non-proliferation
consensus key items of material, plant or technology
related to nuclear weapon production. The main tools for
this purpose have been the Nuclear Suppliers Guidelines
and ad hoc supplier meetings. Unfortunately, activities

in this sphere have tended to damage the consensus by

/giving
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giving the appearance of the creation of a supplier cartel.
The most enthusiastic deniers, such as the United States,
have also been prepared to extend their policies in this
field to the point where they even threaten damage to the
peaceful nuclear activities of their friends in Western
Europe and Japan. Another problem has been a tendency

for commercial considerations to over-ride non-proliferation

interests.

Thirdly, the skilful attempts of the principal rejectors of

consensus, such as India, Pakistan and Argentina, to unravel

the whole non-proliferation regime and in particular to

undermine the NPT. They do this by disinformation and
misrepresentation of the intentions and effects of the
Nuclear Suppliers Group. They also make much capital out

of the lack of progress in nuclear disarmament, which they
categorise as a breach of the "bargain" under which

the Non-Nuclear Weapon States supposedly gave up the nuclear
weapons option in return for nuclear disarmament by the

existing Nuclear Weapon States.

s Non-Proliferation discussion and negotiation is carried on

in several separate and only partially connected fora. Detailed
discussion on horizontal proliferation occurs mostly in the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) - at meetings of the
Board of Governors; at the Annual General Conference; in the
Committee on Assurances of Supply; and in specialised expert groups.
Discussion at the United Nations General Assembly and in the
Committee on Disarmament tends to be of a general nature and simply
to reflect positions taken in the more specialised fora. However,
critics of the NPT and the IAEA safeguards system have attempted to
create a new forum in the proposed United Nations Conference for
the Promotion of International Cooperation in the Peaceful Uses of
Nuclear Energy. It has now been agreed that this Conference will
meet in 1986 with Preparatory Committee meetings in 1984 and 1985.
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4. Matters needing immediate attention are the commencement of

the third review of the NPT and the US proposal that nuclear

suppliers should hold a new series of meetings to discuss further

conditions for nuclear supply:-

(i) NPT Review. The NPT, which came into force in 1970,

has an initial life of 25 years and has a provision for
regular review every fifth year. The first Review
Conference in 1975 agreed a final declaration. The second,
in 1980, failed to agree, largely because of the high level
of criticism of the Nuclear Weapon States by the developing
countries over failure to make progress regarding nuclear
disarmament (Article VI), and apparent lack of commitment
to share their nuclear expertise (Article IV). Supporters
of the Treaty are now concerned lest the Review Conference
in 1985 should continue the downward trend, thus making

it unlikely that the Treaty would be renewed in 1995.

The Preparatory Committee will meet three times before the
Review Conference, twice in 1984 and once in 1985. There
is considerable concern amongst our Western partners

about the need to prepare a strong credible agreed position

in good time before discussions begin in earnest, probably

at the second Preparatory Committee meeting.

(ii) US Proposal. President Reagan has twice written to

friendly Heads of Government in the course of 1983 to
propose the adoption by the nuclear suppliers of the
requirement that any state wishing to acquire significant
supplies of nuclear material, or significant items of
nuclear plant, should first agree to the application of
IAEA safeguards to all nuclear facilities on its territory
("comprehensive safeguards'"). There has been concern
amongst our Western partners that a series of meetings to
discuss such a proposal might have a serious negative
impact on third world attitudes to the third NPT Review

Conference. However, all our partners agree that we cannot

/refuse
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refuse to coperate with the US in this matter and that

we should agree to participate.

Recommendations

O Ministers are invited to agree that:

(i) the UK line in discussions of non-proliferation should

be based on the following propositions:-

(a) the Non-Proliferation Treaty is working well.
Proliferation is being contained (only one new state
has exploded a nuclear device in the last 19 years).
It must be in the interests of all states to maintain

this situation, irrespective of other developments.

(b) the UK recognises its commitment '"to pursue
negotiations in good faith on effective measures
relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an
early date and to nuclear disarmament " as called
for by NPT Article VI. However, the difficulties being
experienced in this endeavour must not be allowed to

detract from (a) above.

(c) parties to the NPT have given important undertakings
which should be recognised by suppliers when setting
conditions of supply. In some cases this will mean

positive discrimination in favour of NPT parties.

(d) our support for the NPT does not mean that we are
not prepared to discuss non-proliferation and nuclear
supply issues with non-parties, or to trade with them
under appropriate conditions. However, our attitude

will be consistent with the undertakings we have

given to NPT parties and our appreciation for their

support for our non-proliferation objectives. We
still believe that full-scope safeguards are the best

basis for nuclear trade.

/(i1)
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(ii) The UK should support and, where appropriate, initiate

action designed to increase adherence to the NPT.

(iii) In discussions among the nuclear suppliers, such as
those proposed recently by the US, UK policy should be:
(a) to support additional conditions on supplies of
nuclear items to non-NPT Parties, provided our
commercial interests are protected by the maintenance
of a common position with all members of the Nuclear
Suppliers Group (NSG).
(b) to support additional conditions for supplies to
NPT Parties, if that is the only way to control the
activities of problem countries, provided that our
obligations under the Treaty are not breached and
the benefits outweigh the damage whichmight be done
to the Treaty among its members.
(c) to stress the importance of presenting the
activities of the Suppliers Group in a way designed
to minimise damage to the NPT, and to seek presentational
improvements in the way existing Guidelines are

applied.

(iv) A Study Group should be established consisting of

officials from FCO (Diplomatic and ODA), Department of
Energy, Ministry of Defence and experts from UKAEA, CEGB
etc, with the following mandate:

To identify options for increasing incentives for
parties to the NPT to maintain their support and

for non-parties to adhere, with particular regard

to Article IV of the Treaty, (which enshrines the
intention of the parties to cooperate in application
of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, "with due
consideration for the needs of the developing areas
of the world")

Such options should be examined for

diplomatic impact,

/scientific
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scientific and technical soundness,
developmental value, and

cost, including source of finance.

The Group should report to Ministers by mid-February 1984,

Meanwhile, UK representatives should do nothing which might imply

commitment to provide resources or money for any new scheme for

the benefit of NPT parties. Proposals by other states should be
referred to the Group for assessment.
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