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Transcript from JAXBS LBB at CDI, LOIDOH, 

PRBSS COIFBRBICE GIVBI BY THB PRIKB XIBISTBR, XRS, THATCHBR, 

IV WASHIIGTOI, 01 SATURDAY, XOVBMBER 15, 1986 

PRIXB XIIISTBR: 

Ladies and GentleJDen: 

As you knew, the llllin point of my visit here waa to have 

talk• with the President, especially on arme control matters, 

I have also seen la■t evening Kr , George Shultz and Xr. Cap 

Weinberger, and this ncrning l had breakfast with Vice-President 

Bush; and I have also seen Xr, Poindexter, who wae with us at Camp 

David, as was Xr. Shu~ tz and Xr , Ragan.- · 

I think it would be better if I dealt with the main subject . 
. , 

I have prepared a small atate•nt, which will be handed to· you 

afterwards. Shall I perhaps read it and then you can cross-

examine me on it . 

'The President and I discussed the way forward on arms 

control after Reykjavik, We agreed that priority should 

be given to an IIP agreement with restraints on ehcrter­

range systa111Si a 501 over five years in United States and 

Soviet strategic offensive weapons; and a ban on chemical 
. 

weapons. In all three cases, effective verification would 

ba an eaaential element. 

We also agreed on the need to pres• ahead with the SDI 

research prograDIM) which is permitted by the ABX Tr,aty. 

We confirmed that IATO'e strategy of forward defence and 

flexible response would continue to require effective 

nuclear deterrents baaed upon a mix cf systems. At the 

02 
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&a1118 ti•, reductions in nuclear weapons would increase 

the importance of eliminating conventional disparities. 

luclear weapons cannot be dealt with in isolation, given 

the need for stable overall·balance at all time. 

We ware alao in agreement that these :matters should continue 

to bathe subject of close consultation within the alliance. 

Th• President reaffirmed the United States intention to 

proceed with ita atrategic moderniaation programM, including 

Trident. He also confirmd his full support for th• 

arrang••nta Jlllde to modernise Britain'• independent nuclear 

det•rrent with Trident.' 

That ia the end of that statement. 

I thanked the Preaident for what the United States had dona 

on Syria, and we discuae•d the Kiddle Bast and had a brief 
, , 

discussion on South Africa and the President reaffirmed to ma the 

views which he had taken in the statement which he gave on Iran. 

Kay I mke it quite clear that the statement on ar• control 

which I read out ia an agreed statement between the President and // 

myHlf·, f/ 
------ -----oOo-----

03 



t .. '86 ll / 16 08:46 

.. 
-3-

QUBSTIOi <INTBLLIGEiCB REVIEW>: 

l!: 0 1 928 903 4 COi NEWS ROOM 

Did you clarify your position with regard to the so-called 

zero option? 

PRIXB XIIISTBR: 

The zero option to me maana the IH'F zero-zero Burope option 

with 100 mieeilea in the Par Baet on the Soviet aide and 100 in the 

United States also. I tried to make it clear in the stateJ1&nt that 

we support that option, subject alway• to two things: effective 

verification and subject also to proper balance deals being included 

with the short-range aiseiles, and when the short-range missiles are 

stationed in the satellite countries, Britain of cour&e is within 

their range. 

QUBSTIOI <IRISH TIXES, DUBLII): 

Prime Xinieter,I wander since today is the first anniversary 

of the Anglo-Iriab ,, ,, if this eubject cam up at Camp David and 

.econdly, what are your own thought• on the Agreement one year 

later? 

PRUCB XIIISTBR: 

lo, the subject was not diecuaead at ·camp David. Xy thoughts 

on the Agreement are the•••.•• they were when I macie the 

Agreemant. • We thought it wa• necessary to co• to that Anglo-Irish 

Agree•nt: we felt that it would help to reconcile the two 

communities to live together the better in lorthern Ireland; that · 

_it would alao help to enhance croea-border security, which ia n the 

interasta of all the people iu lortharn Ireland. -----

04 
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QUBSTIOB <CBS>: 

You mentioned that you and the President discuased his 

state•nt on Iran. Can you give us your view of US policy on Iran, 
.. 

specifically the overtures ....... delivery of arms to Iran. Does 

that strike you as a wi■• policy? 

PRIXB XIIISTll: 

I am not really going to add to what the President said in 

hie own ■tate•nt to the great American people on Iran. Hem.de hi• 

views absolutely clear. 

Ve too have diplomatic contacts with Iran. Ve recognise the 

importance of Iran a■ a country. We too would like to aee the and 

of the Iranian-Iraq wari we too are neutral in that war, and we 

pursue a policy of not delivering lethal weapons to either side. So 

that ia the view we take. 

JOHI CODBLL <SUIDAY TIXIS): 

Pr1• Xini■ter, did you raise the question of the SALT 2 

treaty and the po■eibility of A•rica breaching tha limits of that 

treaty? 

PRIii XIIISTBR: 

10 1 not on thia occa■ipn, I really was on the wider question 

this time and, as you can•••• there ia a pretty extensive atate•nt 

on the wider arma control iasuee. Ve did not discuss SALT 2 on tbia 

occasion. Ve have previcu■ly. 

0 5 
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QUBSTIOI CABC DVS>: 

Do you believe that the President's actions have in any way 

weakened the United State& ability to pursue a policy of not daaling 

with terroriata? 

PRU(I XIIISTBR1 

I have nothing to add to what the President said in his very 

clear stat••nt on Iran - nothing to add at all. 

I believe implicitly in the President•• total integrity on 

that aubject . 

QVBSTIOI <JOHAIIBSBURG STAR>: 

Prim Xini•ter, could you give us a sense of how your 

discusaion went on South Africa? Did you discuss the question of 

economic aancticne, for instance? 

PRIXB XIIISTBI: 

Tha Preaident and I share the same views ou eccucm1.:. 

aanctions: that they would not help to achieve our ultimate aim, 

which 1• the ending of apartheid in South Africa and therefore, a 

ayatem of government which enable■ all South Africans to take part, 

including very obvioualy the black South Africans. 

II/ 

It is a question, I ~m afraid, where one pceea the probl•• 

and atatae one•• views very clearly. It ia not always eaey for 

outside people to find a way through, and I think we take very much 

the view that the formula put by the Eminent Pefsons - namely, that 

there should be a negot1at1o and there ahould be undertakings 

really en both aid•• to the negotiation . On the side ct the 

G~v~rnmant cf South Africa , the release of Helson Kandela and th• 

06 
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unbanning of the AICi and on the side of those who have indulged in 

violence, an agreement to suspend violence, that being the condition 

for the start of negotiations. 

We still think that that iorJDUla 1• possibly the beet way 

forward but, of course, the impetus has to colle from within South 

Africa. 

---

XICHABL WHITB <THB GUARDIA!>: 

Did you cover, Prime Minister, the circuJlllitances in which a 

conventional or ch■llical force reduction would enable the British 

Trident purchase to 'Deco• negotiable in ar• control ter:ma, and 

does your coDUnique imply that you have acceded to the 

Administration'• so-called 'broad' interpretation of the ABX Treaty? 

PRIXB KIIISTBR: 

Look! I will give you a copy of this. I think it is really 

very clear, if you look, from what we have eaid, Right ·-now one baa 

to remember that there have been no ara reductions at all. There 

have· been suggeatians for negotiations - very extensive suggestions 

fer negotiations. Bffective verification will be absolutely 

fundaJ1ental to tho••• low> until those negotiatione start to 

produce a different situation from that we have now, then w.i carry 

cn a• now. Ye are determined to have the security of the We■t, 

determined cn the strength of the ,u.L because that, we believe, is 

the beat way ta pursue further negatiationa. 

Sa we have got a poa1t1on where there have been certain 

proposal■ , Tbera are no changes, and we ahall carry on as we have 

in the pa•t with the aa• policy under IATO, as I have made quite 

clear . . 

07 
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We believe that the IIF Agreement, I think, would possibly be 

the first one to go ahead with, believing that that could be 

decoupled from SDI. 

Union. 

Vhether it will be ie a matter for the Soviet 

We have also been negotiating under chemi.cal waapona, but as 

far•• Britain ie concerned, Trident will be our independent nuclear 

deterrent, following Polarie. It 1• vital that we continue to have 

an independent nuclear deterrent and, as you have heard from th• 

statamant - let• just read the relevant paragraph out again -

'The President reaffirmed the United States intention 

ta proceed with it• •trategic nuclear modernisation 

prograJIJll8, including Trident. He also confirad hie 

full support for arrangements mde to modernise Britain's 

independent nuclear deterrent with Trident.• 

QUBSTIOI (SPAJISH nws AGBICY): 

I want to nake two queetiana, P1rat of all, if you talked 

with Ir . Reagan about the Falkland issue and the second question is 

that President Alfonain uid recently that ha is willing to 1111et 

with you any ti•, anywhere, if you are willing or you agree to 

discuss the sover~ignty of the Falkland Islands. 

PRIXB JUIISTBR: 

I explained to the President the view we had taken on the 

quaation of fiaheri•• round the Falklands. I told him that in April 

1ge~ we approached the Food and Agriculture Organisation to try to 

get a multi-lateral a reellllnt on fisheriea. We have been working 

through the Pocd ~anisation, for a :multi-lateral 

-- ~!'eem1nt for Ott~!" 1.6 ~nth!!!, Argenti r..:::, ,:;.;~ 11.nt. cnoperativa. ---
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Indeed, towards the end of that time, she made her own bilateral 

arrangement• with other countries over fisheries that were within 

200 ail•• of the Falkland■ and therefore technically were within our 

area, although we only have the F~lkland Ialande protection zone to 

150 milea, 

Also, ae you will know, Argentina shot a Taiwanese boat and 

killed so• people in a fiehing boat there. We were appalled at 

that incident. 

It waa only following these matters that we, being unable to 

get anywhere with our efforts to have a multilateral agreemant 1 

decided that we too muet reaaeert our position and we have 

reasserted it over the eonaervation of fisheries within l~O miles of 

the Falklanda. 

I am not prepared to diacuaa the sovereignty of the Falklands 

at all. The view we have taken is that the sovereignty is British; 

that the people of the Palkland Islands, their wishes are paramount 

in this matter, 

JULIA LAIGDOI <DAILY XIRROR>: 

Xra. Thatcher, as a result of your visit, returning ta the 

Wast topic, baa anything actually changed? Waa your visit here 

actually naceeaary? 

PRIIIB XIIISTBR: 

I think it was neceaeary and I aa glad you came along too 

thinking it was neeeeeary. lice to have you with ue. Did you co:19 

with us on the plan• or did you get hare separately? On the plane. 

We will take you baokt 

Ye•,-/ t_ _wa• neeeeaary because, a■ you know, soma people ware 

II 
( 
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attempting to caet doubt on the future of the Trident programme. 

felt myaelf that there would be no doubt about the future of the 

Trident program.. There 1• no doubt about the future of the 

Trident prograJ11111, but I wanted to discuss with the President tha 

talks in Reykjavik and I think we have a very very good result . 

Let :me go through it again : 

Ye support the President absolutely on continuing with SDI 

reuarch. I believe that that research baa to be taken up to 

feasibility. Research ia not complete until the system on which you 

are reaaarchin!-1,a_faaeibla, 

Secondly, we support the IIF Agr•••nt , aubjact to effective 

verification. Verification is not going to be aaay, you know. The 

Soviet Union is such a large place. And also, that agreement would 

have to include not only the intermediate weapons, but short-range 

nuclear weapons, because those are stationed in auch positions that 

they can fall upon Bngland and Vales. 

Thirdly, that we ■upported the position that he had taken and 

indeed had tabled on the eo, cut over five years in United Stat•• 

and Soviet strategic offanaive weapons. 

Fourthly, a ban on chemical weapons. 

low, if wa get all that, it will be the greatest step forward 

in our armMnt reduction that has occurred, I should think, ever. 

It 1a a ma.aaive programa . 

Ve alao coufir•d the other things: IATO strategy, flexible 

response and ao on, and that the matter should continue to be the 

subject of clan consultation . It really was a very valuable talk 

and many of the thing• which people cast doubt on are made 

absolutely clear in thia co~n1que, particularly wit regard not 

only to our awn Trident programme but to the United States 

I 0 
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determination to continue to moderni•• its own strategic nuelaar 

weapon system. 

QURSTION (CHICAGO TRIBUIE>: 

Prime Xinieter, both 1n your official atate11111nt and 

subsequently, you have been silent on another a~p~ct of the 

Pneident'a propcad in Geneva, which was the alimiution of all 

ballistic mieeilee , Do we take thie eilenee to JJ:1ean that you do 

not approve of th.At elemant of hi• arms control propo■ala? 

PRIXB KIInSTBR : 

I think I answered that queetion in a previous reply. It we 

get as far as this indicates, it will be the biggest advance for 

Right now, there have been no armaments control agreemente 

following R•ykjavik, and •o the firet thing one ha• to eay ie that 

there is at the moment no change in the arms control position , 

What ie in this communique will require very extensive and 

very long consultations. Verification it••lf will be difficult and, 

of course, nothing would be anterad into unl••• it could be 

effectively verified . 

In my view, thi• i• a very very large programme and I think 

if that goes ahead and we got the agreement& set out there, it would 

'!w. nn r..nar111C11a oucaccc, but thnt of itcclf will take a oonc:id.orablQ 

time, 

But at the 1110ant nothing hae changed, There are ec:me 

propo~als . We have tried to $&tout the kind of priority, I think , -~· 
with the intermediate nuclear weapons, 'believing that that could 

perhaps be detached from the Rues1ane' attempted constraint on SDI. 
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QUESTION <VASHIHGTOI NBYS AGBICY BURBAU>: 

Vhat is your evaluaticn of the situation in lorthern 

Ireland .. , .. second questicn: l hear that you hav• received a 

me~age from Secretary Gorbachev quite recently concerning aapect• 

cf the problem cf arm11ment• . 

please? 

PRIXB KIJISTBR: 

What is your r•action to this J1emaage 

There ia no change in one'& evaluation of the ayatem in 

Northern Ireland nor th• aituation in lortharn Ireland. 

As you know, the 1111j0rity of the people there wieh to reaain 

. part of the United Kingdom. they have de:monetrated th•y wieb to 

remin part of the United Kingdom by a pell to that effect, and 

their position is abaclut•ly entrenched: that there will not be a 

change in the atatua of lorthern Ireland unless th• people of 

Northern Ireland wiahed it and the Parliaunt at Weetminater agreed. 

So there is no ehange in that at all, 

Xr, Gcr'bachev aant a JIISeage by Amba•aador Seniatin Cphon. > 

which reached 11& the day before I came here, setting out his vl•ws 

on th• Reykjavik agreement. I waa very grateful to receive it. Ae 

you know, Kr. Gorbachev has aak•d me 9ome tia to go to Moscow - an 

invitation which I hope one day to take up. 
,----___ 

QUESTIOI: <PAPlrR ARGBITIIA>: 

Did Preaid•nt Reagan or Secretary Shultz con•ult you on any 

new proposals for negotiating with Argentina, considering that my 

country has ... , , ,. , , . . multilateral proposal for negotiating the, . . . 
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PRIXl? lU?IISTBR: 

01 633 0920 P.04 

TD~ argen~1na aia 4~ -,v~•~c g~~ w4~ t~ ~~~~te l'lll.llti-

laterally on fish through the Food and Agricultur• Organisation . 

Therefore, we he.ve taken the eteps we have taken temporarily. 

We hope there will be a multilateral arrangement. It ie 

difficult to find one, but we will continue to lock for one 1 beeau•• 

it 1a cur wish to have one, and we are sad that the Argentine 

refund tc negotiate multilaterally, We will try to look fer one, 

There ara various other poesib1lit1es, but we are not able to eay 

quite wbat ahould be the way ahead at tha JDOment. ~ · 

r--___ 

QUBSTIOJ CSAKB XAJ>: 

Excuse me, Prima Kiniater, my queation waa if th•re wa• any 

new propo.al pr•~ented to you, you were consulted on it. 

PRIXE XIIISTBR: 

There are variou• other id•as under diecuaeion, but none ha■ 

been worked out or work•d through yet . 

QUBSTIOJ: 

Does the President agree with your view• on Syria'e role in 

int•rnational terrorism and were punitive aaeuree again•t Syria 

d1acu•eed betwe•n you? 

PRIXE XIlfISTBR: 

Bo. Ae you knc;n,, tb.tJ United. Statea hail taken and anncuneed 

its very ettectiv• nea■ure& against Syria. I think they were head-

line newe in our newapaper• thi• morning, ..-------
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I expre•sed our gratitude to the Praaident for hi. ewift and 

decisive action and we are very grateful to have hiB support an 

following the revelation• in the Hindawi caae in London. 

QUEST I OH: 

Do you have any raaaon to believe that the Soviet Union ie 

ready to decouple anything from arme control on SDI like IBF and eo 

on? 

PRIXi KIIISTBR; 

Do I have any reason? No. If polit1ee only had rea■ons 1 it 

---1, ~ •atkar l•a• ia~areatiM than it 1 ■, 

You a■ked if I have any rea•on , One has a little bit ot 

hope. That i• net alway• the ■ame ae rea•on, 

Yau will recall that after the firet Geneva talk■ betw.en 

Presid•nt Reagan and Xr. Gorbachev, ther• was a statement about IIP 

and it seeJD9d tc be indicated that, alJOOet alone among the 

statements on nuclear W9apons 1 !IP had net quite the eama linkage to 

SDI ae the other mttera. 

A few 110nthe later, we queried whether that waa the caee 1 but 

at least there was a certain aJIOunt of doubt about it and therein, I 

think, lies the ho1>9 that that one might o• th• easi•et one to 

detach from SDI . 

We would also believe that we think that the Soviet Union 

would like to have an agre•ment on intermadiate nuclear forces. 

You a•ked for a reason. I have juat given you a hint of a 

reaacn and a bint of hope, but you know, 1n tbie you t.nv•. g~- t o go 

on trying. I alwaya thought that thoH people who negotiated in 

our arm central aeesione at Geneva and at Vienna where the 
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negotlation~ on conventional forces have been going on for about 12 

or 13 y•are, must be the world's meet patient , diplomatic and 

hopeful people tut ever exiat, beeauee even when tbey do not get 

anywhare they still ecme up with newer propc•ale - and we just have 

to go on trying, aud we shall, 

QUESTIOI : 

On South Africa . . ,, . do you havs any plans to ?111et with 

President Botha or any ~~•s1dent in that region and are you 

concarned about the whole stability of southern Africa at th1e 

mo1111tnt? 

PRlMB XIJISTBR: 

I have no plane to meet with Presideut Botha in South Africa 

Of course, one ie c·oncerned, particularly in view cf the new 

situation fellowing upon the death of President Kachel of 

Kozambique , with whom n bad fairly cloae contact•, arising really -----
from the time when he waa very helpful indeed ~n we were daing the 

negotiations on Rhodesia, which eventually 'beca~ Zimbabwe. He 

played a very practical. ccnetructive and helpful rel• in that and 
...-:--- --

ever since then we had quite clcae contacts. and when he wa■ in need -
o:f help with :toed bacau•e the si.tuation in Xoz:ambique wa■ very 

difficult. we tried to give help. He needed technical help and we 

tri•d also to give that , 

But there 1• of course a new situation there and any chang•• • 

of cour••• in the southern Atrican region alway• introduce a new 

unknown there. But in answar to your first queation, I have no 

plan• to meet with President Botha , 
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Prime X1n1ater, you said earlier thot eome people had ca~t 

doubt on the future of the Trident mieaile ayatem. 

I think it would be correct to say that some people, 

particularly in Weet Germany, among the political leaders, cast 

doubt on the nature of the !IP agreement which was tentatively put 

together in Reykjavik , 

Waa there a sort of tacit point . . is there a deal between you 

and the Praaident that you give support ta the IIP agreement in 

return for a restatement by him on Trident? 

PRIXB XIIISTBR: 

Jo. I do net think you can have kept up with the atatemante 

that I have already made on thi• eubjact. 

Aa you know, twice I have indicated in the Houae of Ccmmona, 

before I cana ta Washington, that we would aupport the IIP Agreement 

- twice , both at Quaetion Time , c:::::z:-
Ye also supported the previous arrangenenta tabled by 

President Reagan at Geneva, which wen for ea global eettl.ement on 

the IBF qu•eticn - reacb•d t think then ov•r three yeara. 

It 1• not very different from the en• that ie before ua now, 

and we wart in eupport of that one. 

Vhat we W9re very wary of, and quite rightly so, wa& any 

settlemant which nerely moved back the SS20s and would have enabled 

them to ba aoved forward again. Obviously, that would not have 

been an effective settlement and could not po~&ibly have bean 

entered into, but I do not believe tllat that ia -•thtt 11t1111ttle211eTtt whioh 

is. before ue, which ia the SS20e dl out of Burope and the Cruise 
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and Pershinge out, and then there are to be a hundred intermadiate 

onae in the Far Baat on the part cf the Soviet Un1on and a bundred 

in the United States, posaibly based in Alaeka. So that 1e a 

global eettlentnt. But I have already announced our agreement with 

that before coming here. 

QUBSTIO!: <AUSTRALIA>: 

.... . earlier. ,policy ot not delivering weapons to either aide 

in the Iran-Iraq war. Does that maan that although you believe 

implicitly in the President's total integrity in tbi• mtter, you 

disagree with what h• did? 

PRIXB XIJISTBR: 

lo. We do not deliver lethal weapons, either to Iran or 

Iraq, becauee we try to be neutral when we have combatants during 

We bad, a• you knew, soma proble:ms with •ome contracts which -
etem from the time when the Shah was there. Tbey were particularly 

for two shiptt, but they were not warships, they were auxil1ar1ea, 

and they had no gun• on them. Bv•ntuslly, those were delivered. and 

ther• have bean oth•r very en11ll item. but none cf them lethal 

weapcne, ~nd that is the policy which we pursue, 

QUBSTIOI: 

Could you explain what you mean by 'reeearching the SDI to 

the point cf faa•ib1lity'? Doe■ thia include teating in apace 
. ~-

cuts1de the laboratory? Is that compatible with continued adherence 

to the ABX Treaty? 
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PRIXE M:INIS1'BR: 

I will give my interpretatioTI of reeeareh and development. 

I think you are atill researching when you are going right up 

to feasibility, because if you do not know whether a ~y•tem can 

work, you etill research to .find out, and that is my own 

interpretation of re•earcb, which I have made very elear al~o to the 

Soviet Union, and I do net think you can have any lees, They are 

trying to have a much much more restricted level, 

Thie stateJ11&nt uy• 'research aa permitted by the ABM 

Treaty• . You then gc into various interpretations of the ABK 

Treaty, which I ayealt an not going to gat into. 
I 

You know the ABX Tr•aty not only had articl••• but at the end 

it also had signed at th• saJM time, under official underetandinga 

which are adhered to th• Treaty, and among those understanding• ia 

an arrangement that where you are dealing with new anti-ballistic 

m1asile ayete• and prcble• aria• as to the interpretation, that 

there should be a particular colllllitta• in which thoee proble• 

should be reaolved, and that you will find at the end cf the Treaty, 

so there is a machani•• for resolving the problea. 

QUBSTIOJ: 

. ... Syria, .would you co11111ent on X,Chirac'a . . . , 

PRlJm XIJISTBR: 

Jo, I should not dream of c011n111nttng on x.cn1rac. ,en a 

colleague. 

QUBSTIOI: 

(very faint, but re crit1c1am> 
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Well. no-one should criticise our decision about fiahing, 

Ne-on~ Qhould oritioioo it, Wo tried to negotiate multilaterally . 

It wae the Argentine that refused to negotiate multilaterally, We 

started those negotiaticna 1n April 1oae. Ve arc now in lcvemb•r 

lQ80, 

Have I got the wrong question? I thought I heard Argentine, 

negotiations, fisheriea, multilateral. 

QUBSTIOI: 

, .about the US support given to tb• solution at the OAS . 

PRIMB XIJlSTBR: 

I have no ehange to make en ~ur position with regard to 

Argentina . We do not discuss aovereignty of the Palklanda - will 

net di•cusa sovereignty. 

sovereignty. 

We do not reoogniee a dispute over 

We would like otharwi•• to normalise relation• with the 

Argentine . Va in fact started to import geed• from the Argentine 

long before the Argentine opined up any of har :11111rket• again to us 

and we still continue to import good• f~om the Argentina. 

We would like :more exteneive commercial relations . The fact 

we are not Gbl• to get them is not due to us. We have tri•d to do 

everything we can. We will not di&cu•• •ov•r•ignty. 

QUEST IOI: 

The US vote ■upporting the,, ... 
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PRIME MI!ISTBR: 

01 633 0920 P . 12 

Are you aeking :me to carry on criticising the United Statea? 

I hava made cur own position on the Argentine very clear. 

QUESTIOI: 

Xra . Thatcher, could you talk a little more about your 

•eeage from Soviet leader Gcrbaohev? Did you diaeuss it with 

President Reagan., .. 

PRIXB XI!ISTEi: 

I told President Reagan that I had had a mesaag• tram 

Mr . Gorbachev and Xr, Gorbach•v had sat out hi& view of th• Reyjkav1k 

Treaty. 

QUBSTIOI: 

Would any of that view differ from the 1mpre9eion the 

President already had1 

PRtXE KIIIST8R: 

I do not think ea. 

QUEST IOI : 

Ia that one reason that you are cpt1m1etic that SDI might be 

eplit off , .. 

PRIME KIIISTBR: 

lo. I found nothing in that particular atatemant which . would 

encourage ma in the balief that the IIF might be coupled from SDI, 

but I believe neverthelees that ie the 1110et hopaful way forward. 

Dtharw1sa, you just etop, 
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I do not think anycne wculd wi~h une to s top altar Reykjavik , 

There were aftar all there diecussicne about arJDS reduction• as 

di stinct from arrDl!!I control and I am sure you would not wish one just 

to stop trying, so various things have been tabled at Geneva, 

As you knew, the Geneva negotiations anded, I think on 

November 12 - it was ao.me time la•t week - and they re-convene again 

in January, so the teama from both ~ides will be negotiating. They 

will continue and undoubtedly the probing of whether SDI can be 

decoupled from IlfF will continue there , but you can only negotiate 

i n detail at Geneva, and I am sure you would not wieh u• to etop 

t~ying - would not wiah the United States to atop trying , I would 

not . The United States is doing everything it can to try to 

reach ,, ... 

QUBSTIOli : 

. , , (inaudible) . .. by what you heard .. , .. 

PRIXB KIIISTBR: 

I have nothing tre•h to say about Secretary Gorhachev•e 

view., nothing that would eoma ae freeh to you at all. 

QUEST IOI: 

. , . , break rann on the aide policy. , can you articulate the 

Bri tiah . .. , 

PRIXB XJIISTBR1 

I am not awar• that we are breaking ranks . We ara spanding a 

good deal of money trying to eee that peopl• know all about it and ,,,--
how tc avoid it, bacauee as you know, there i• no cure, so the 
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best policy i~ one of doing everyth1ng you o~n to prevent it. 

QUESTIOI CSAKB MAN>: 

... screening .. , 

PRIXB KIJISTBR: 

01 633 0920 P. 14 

I think you should not just toss out th••• thing• before you 

attempt to work cut tbe1r praet1eal1ty, 

(BID OP TRAISCRIPT> IBD 
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President's Meeting with Mrs. Thatcher, 
November 15, 10:45 a.m. - 1:40 p.m. 
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Saturday, 

Attached is your briefing memo for the President in preparation 
for his meeting at Camp David with Mrs. Thatcher. It is intended 
to complement Jackie's background paper on the US-UK-Argentine 
relationship and Linton Brooks' background paper on the strategic 
implications of eliminating ballistic missiles. Given the 
importance and complexity ' of the issues -- and the President's 
long, private meeting with Mrs. Thatcher -- my briefing paper and 
talking points are longer than usual. 

As you are aware, the British are continuing to push for more 
time at Camp David and to replace the informal cocktails with a 
more formal sit down meeting. Besides red carpet Camp David 
treatment, I think the fact that she is meeting separately with 
Shultz and Weinberger on Friday evening is an added reason for us 
not to go back to Scheduling. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign ~h( Tab I briefing memo to the President. 

Approve Disapprove 
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I. 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 8128 

• • -·-· • ·'· • · · 

MEETING WITH PRIME MINISTER MARGARET THATCHER 

PURPOSE: 
with Mrs. 

DATE: November 15, 1986 
LOCATION: Camp David 

TIME: 10:45 a.m. - 1:40 p.m. 

FROM: JOHN M. POINDEXTER ~ 
To continue your close, personal consultations 
Thatcher, with a focus on arms control. 

II. BACKGROUND: You last met with Mrs. Thatcher at the Tokyo 
Summit. She is nearing her 12th year as leader of the 
Conservative Party -- the last 7¼ years of which she has 
been Prime Minister. While her Parliamentary majority 
remains secure, her uncompromising personal style, long 
tenure in office, and continuing economic problems -­
especially high unemployment (over 11 percent) -- have led 
to much criticism. 

Nonetheless, after trailing Labor for more than a year by 4 
to 6 percentage points in the polls, Mrs. Thatcher and the 
Tories are all of a sudden riding high -- neck and neck, or 
even slightly ahead of Labor. There is thus much speculation 
that she will call elections next Spring, though her mandate 
runs to June 1988. 

While she remains one of your most ardent supporters, Mrs. 
Thatcher is concerned about the strategic implications of 
your Reykjavik proposals. She requested this meeting well 
before your meeting with Gorbachev. But Mrs. Thatcher is 
clearly coming to seek reassurances about Reykjavik: in 
particular, that strategic reductions (especially the 
elimination of ballistic missiles) will not undercut 
deterrence and will not overlook the conventional imbalance 
in Europe; and reassurances that our negotiating proposals 
will not put in question the UK Trident program and 
undermine her reelection chances. 

You will recall she spoke to you on the phone about her 
concerns, the day after Reykjavik. Specifically, she 
questions whether we can have effective deterrence without 
ballistic missiles. She does not believe it prudent to make 
major reductions without redressing conventional and 
chemical weapons imbalances. Mrs. Thatcher also fears that 
elimination of ballistic missiles will undercut her domestic 
political position. Her main rival, Labor -- under Neil 
Kinnock -- advocates that Britain give up its independent 
nuclear force and remove all U.S. nuclear weapons from 
British soil. This would deal a severe blow to NATO. We, 

"L~. Tl:::., 
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and our Allies, need to speak out with one voice and one 
theme on ~he adverse consequences of Labor's security 
policies. How we do it, however, is a delicate matter. 

Earlier in the week, I sent you a background paper that 
addressed Mrs. Thatcher's special concerns in some detail. 
I have also enclosed (at Tab C) full talking points that 
explain your Reykjavik proposals and respond directly to her 
concerns. We also have incorporated their central thrust in 
your talking point cards (at Tab B). 

Some of Mrs. Thatcher's concerns are shared by other 
European Allies. You will recall that Kohl raised similar 
points. Indeed, there are reports that the British, French, 
Germans, and Italians have launched a new effort to better 
coordinate their arms control positions. Therefore, it 
would be useful for you to stress to Mrs. Thatcher that you 
have no intention of abandoning nuclear deterrence, which 
will not be altered by the elimination of ballistic 
missiles. Our remaining strategic nuclear retaliatory 
forces -- although smaller and of a different composition 
would be facing a much smaller Soviet threat without fast 
flying ballistic missiles and, therefore, would be a 
stronger deterrent. As long as the Soviets lead in 
ballistic missiles, and we retain our technological lead in 
bombers and cruise missiles, eliminating balliatic missiles 
-- while maintaining the nuclear deterrent -- is to our 
advantage. 

You will, as well, want to emphasize that prospects for cuts 
in nuclear arms make it all the more important to pursue 
conventional force reductions on a sound basis. You will 
recall there is a disagreement over the best forum for any 
new "Atlantic-to-the-Urals" negotiations. We and our 
European partners want to include the French -- they are not 
involved in the current, more limited MBFR talks. But while 
we believe the negotiations must be Alliance-to-Alliance, 
with instructions decided by NATO, the French -- with some 
European support -- desire negotiations under the far less 
structured CSCE framework. We are working with Allies, like 
Mrs. Thatcher, to move the French to an acceptable 
compromise. 

On other arms control matters, Mrs. Thatcher has been 
critical of the so-called broad interpretation of the ABM 
Treaty and of our plans to exceed the SALT II numerical 
sublimits. The press prematurely reported that we would 
break out of SALT numerical constraints this week. We do 
not, however, expect her to spend much time on ABM and SALT, 
given Soviet violations. 

Earlier this week, I sent you a background paper addressing 
the complexities and competing interests in our trilateral 
US-UK-Argentine relationship. Our relations with Britain --
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and your close personal relationship with Mrs. Thatcher -­
in a broad sense stand in the way of our efforts to 
strengthen Argentina's burgeoning democracy. While Mrs. 
Thatcher recognizes the benefits of a democratic Argentina, 
she has been unyielding on entering any negotiations that 
conceivably could address sovereignty over the 
Falklands/Malvinas. She also has steadfastly refused to 
approve the transfer of major arms to Argentina. 

Britain's recent unilateral declaration of a fisheries 
protection zone around the Falklands -- and Argentina's 
strong reaction -- offer an opportunity for you to stress 
the importance we attach to democracy in Argentina. While 
we clearly do not want to make things more difficult for her 
domestically, you will want to tell Mrs. Thatcher that we 
cannot continually put off how best to nurture Argentina's 
democracy. And that sooner rather than later, we will want 
to return to the question of military aircraft for 
Argentina. You should expect a typical Thatcher barrage. 

Terrorism will likely also be high on her agenda. This is 
an area in which our "special relationship" takes on a true 
meaning -- there is real cooperation and commonality of 
views. On Monday, the EC -- except for Greece -- announced, 
at British urging, joint measures against Syria. We are 
announcing our measures against Syria November 14. You will 
want to applaud her strong stance against terrorism and 
stress the need for similar cooperation from other 
Europeans. 

There are indications that she may wish to discuss briefly 
the Middle East and South Africa. In both areas, the thrust 
will be on the need to continue to work closely together as 
we look for ways to promote peaceful progress. George's 
scope paper (at Tab A) addresses these issues and provides 
additional insights on other aspects of the agenda. 

Unlike some of your earlier meetings, there is no burning 
bilateral matter (e.g., civil aviation). She did, however, 
just write you to express concern over increased 
protectionist pressures in the U.S. Specifically, she 
objected to the provision in the Superfund legislation which 
introduces differential tax treatment between domestic and 
imported oil. Britain, of course, is an oil exporter. You 
will want to acknowledge her letter. 

Visits like Mrs. Thatcher's form the essence of consultations 
to which we and our partners attach such significance. I~ 
this regard, you will recall that on her last visit to Camp 
David (December 1984) she obtained our agreement to make 
four points -- in her press conference -- characterizing 
common views about the purpose of SDI. They were: 1) we do 
not seek superiority; 2) SDI deployment is a matter for 
negotiation; 3) our objective is to enhance deterrence; and 
4) negotiations with the Soviets (which were about to resume) 
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are aimed at achieving security at reduced levels of offensive 
systems. Given her concerns today, and the changed climate 
since December 1984, the last point, in particular, sounds 
somewhat hollow. 

Nonetheless, she may make a similar effort this year. We 
have queried the British, and her top aides insist she has 
no plans to propose a joint statement. However, they leave 
the door slightly ajar, by saying that should discussions 
le'ad to the development of common points for public use, 
they would not object. We, however, have found that in most 
cases -- even with friends like Mrs. Thatcher -- that joint 
statements, which are usually a compromise, do not serve our 
policy interests. Hence, we are watching this carefully and 
will give you an update at the prebrief. Just in case, 
State and my staff are preparing contingency points. 

III. PARTICIPANTS: Informal Cocktails and Working Lunch 

U.S. 
The President 
Secretary Shultz 
Donald T. Regan 
John M. Poindexter 
Ambassador Charles Price 
Asst. Secretary Rozanne L. Ridgway 
Peter R. Sommer, NSC 

U.K. 
Mrs. Thatcher 
Ambassador Antony Acland 
Private Secretary Powell 

IV. PRESS PLAN: White House photographers at appropriate points 
during Camp David schedule. Pool press coverage of Mrs. 
Thatcher's arrival. 

V. SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 

10:45 
10:50-11:50 

11:50-12:00 

12:06-12:11 

12:15-12:30 
12:30-1:30 
1:40 

AttachmentS" 

Camp David 
Aspen Cabin 

Laurel Cabin 

Laurel Cabin 
Laurel Cabin 

Mrs. Thatcher arrives 
Private meeting with Mrs. 
Thatcher 
Walk from Aspen to Laurel 
Cabin 
Make weekly radio address 
from Conference Room, with 
Mrs. Thatcher present 
Informal cocktails all participants 
Working lunch -- all participants 
Mrs. Thatcher departs 

Tab A Shultz' scope paper and Thatcher's Bio 
Tab B Talking Points 
Tab C Detailed Arms Control Talking Points 

Prepared by: 
Peter R. Sommer 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT 

George P. Shultz P'ROM: 

SUBJECT: Visit of UK Prime Minister Thatcher . 
November 15, 1986 

I. 

0 

0 

0 

The UK is now in a pre-election phase in anticipation that 
Mrs. Thatcher will call elections sometime in 1987, al­
though her mandate runs to June 19ij~~ 

Labor had been leading in public op1n1on polls, but last 
week two polls showed the Conservatives had regained a 
small lead. 

front, 
high level of unemployment, 11.6%. How­

ever, a small drop in September may indicate the start of 
a oownward trend. 

o Overall the economy is behaving rather well. Growth this 
year will be in the two percent range, with many predict­
ing brighter prospects next year. Inflation is at its ; 
lowest rate in 20 years - three percent. 

Arms Control/East-West Relations 

0 

.. 
, : , . 

' 
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Thatcher's personal d' ow~ their strength to Mrs. w~re 
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the 12 announced th . d .9. M1n1sters' meeting 11 of 
measures against Sy;f~. ec1s1ons to implement th~ agreed 
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o We hope to announce a set of our own measures before Mrs. 
Thatcher arrives. We will want to consult with her on the 
15th about further steps. 

Middle East 

o We do not foresee any breakthroughs in the Middle East 
peace process in the coming months. 

o King Hussein, however, has announced a $750 million devel­
opment plan for the West Bank and Gaza. we asked the UK 
on November 4 to consider funding the program. 

o Plan would give Palestinians a greater economic stake in a 
peace settlement and strengthen King~s hand in the West 
Bank and Gaza 

Southern Africa 

o UK, US, and FRG Africa experts (Assistant Secretary 
Crocker for the U.S.) met in London October 30 to consult 
on Western policy toward South Africa. 

o In Mozambique, Foreign Minister Chissano was chosen to 
succeed Machel as President. 

o We have heard that Zimbabwe and Zambia may be planning to 
implement sanctions against South Africa agreed to by 
Commonwealth. Would lead to certain SAG retaliation. 

Argentina/Falklands 

o The Falklands may be raised because of the strong Argen­
tine reaction to the UK's unilateral declaration on Octq-
ber 29 of a 150-mile Falklands fishing zone. • 

0 

. . 
I 

. . 
I 
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Northern Ireland 

o November 15 is the first anniversary of the Anglo-Irish 
agreement and will be the culmination of Unio~ist demon­
strations in Northern Ireland against the agreement. 

o Unless there are dramatic and unexpected developments, we 
do not expect ~rs. Thatcher to raise this topic. 

II. 

0 

0 

0 

WHAT DO WE WANT 

To obtain Mrs. Thatcher's understanding of and support for 
all parts of your arms control objectives, including SDI 
research, the zero-zero INF solution for Europe and the 
elimination of offensive ballistic missiles within the 
ten-year time frame discussed at Reykjavik. 

' To indicate our strong support for ·M~s. Thatcher an~ HMG 
policies on defense, specifically nuclear modernization 
and increased expenditures for defense. 

In doing so, to ensure that she returns to London 
reassured about the direction of our poli-

cies. 

o To obtain British agreement to continuing strong measures 
against international terrorism, particularly in the Mid­
dle East and particularly against Syria, and for lining up 
international support for such measures. 

o To review proposals on the Middle East 

III. WHAT DOES MRS. THATCHER WANT 

o Generally to strengthen her pre-election position by 
bringing U.S. and UK positions on arms control into ha~­
mony. 

o To obtain a strong U.S. endorsement of HMG's positions on 
defense and nuclear weapons, specifically the continuing 

.. , , 
I 

.. 
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need for_Tridents, nuclear weapons, and offensive ballis­
tic missiles as long as a non-nuclear imbalance exists in 
Europe. 

o To obtain assurance that we will consult with .her and 
other NATO leaders as we pursue otir new arms pontrol agen­
da and _ that we will take account of European· concerns 
about the Soviet conventional advantage in Europe. 

IV. WHAT CAN BE ACHIEVED FROM THIS VISIT 

o Strengthen Alliance cohesion and support by reconciling 
your commitment to eliminate offensive ballistic missiles 
within ten years with Mrs. Thatcher's commitment to deploy 
UK Tridents within the same time frame. 

o Similarly, to find a mutually acce~i~ble formula 
''that drastic nuclear 

reductions such as ·the elimination of offensive ballistic 
missiles are inadvisable as long as conventional and chem­
ical weapon imbalances exist in Europe. 

o Obtain restatement of strong British support for our posi­
tions on INF, SDI, and strategic nuclear reductions. 

o Combine these understandings in a strong agreed press 
treatment of US/UK unity on arms control matters suppor­
tive of U.S. positions 

o Endorse a common, concerted approach toward Syria . 

.. . . 
' 
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TALKING POINTS FOR MRS. THATCHER 

EAST-WEST: Welcome. As I said on phone after Reykjavik, 

appreciate your public support. Western solidarity 

essential to progress. That is why I so highly value 

sessions like today's at Camp David. Know you also have 

some concerns -- will address them in a minute. 

Had hoped George's meeting with Shevardnadze in Vienna would 

mark beginning of serious Soviet effort to come to grips 

with issues, rather than continuing to link all to ABM/SDI. 

Soviets, however, insisted on limiting discussions to this 

one issue, and that all issues have been settled except for 

strategic defense testing. This suggests they are primarily 

interested in gaining propaganda advantage. 

We intend to press ahead with Soviets on arms control and 

other areas. There are some signs Soviets may be starting 

to move now in Geneva. Are planning follow-up arms control 

expert talks and the next Geneva round will begin on January 

15. 

REYKJAVIK PROPOSALS: Would like to explain why I believe 

proposals that took into full account advice we received 

from you and others -- serve our interests. Have also sent 

Paul Nitze and other top experts to brief in London. Told 



2 

Gorbachev willing to consider any proposal that did not 

compromise our security and that of our Allies. 

You are familiar with our proposals, and importance we 

attach to continuing SDI research. Want to emphasize that 

proposals we put forward are bilateral (US-Soviet) we do 

not intend now or in future to negotiate for third countries 

or to accept constraints on your systems. 

We, of course, would support you and French entering 

negotiations following deep US and Soviet reductions and in 

context of redressing conventional imbalance -- but this is 

clearly your decision. We will not push you. 

BALLISTIC MISSILES: Elimination is not a new objective and 

must be put in context. Emphasis on destabilizing, fast­

flying missiles has been central arms control theme for 

years. When I announced Strategic Defense Initiative did so 

with specific objective of making offensive ballistic 

missiles obsolete. 

Eliminating offensive ballistic missiles has long been 

studied and repeatedly discussed among Allies -- most 

recently in conjunction with my July letter to Gorbachev. 

By calling for elimination of offensive ballistic missiles 

we have in one step addressed the problem of last 100 Soviet 
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SS-20 warheads in Asia (concern of our Asia Allies) and 

remaining- SRINF (concern of our European Allies, especially 

the Germans). 

DETERRENCE: We are not abandoning nuclear deterrence. 

Remaining strategic nuclear retaliatory forces, though 

smaller and of different composition, would deter an attack. 

Doing away with destabilizing fast-flying systems, would 

drastically reduce Soviet first-strike capability. 

With the Soviet lead in ballistic missiles and our 

significant technical lead in air-breathing systems, 

elimination of ballistic missiles is clearly to our benefit. 

Elimination would actually strengthen deterrence because 

slower bombers and cruise missiles make their effective use 

in first - strike more difficult -- increasing an attacker's 

uncertainty and risk and thus enhancing deterrence. 

NATO STRATEGY: US offer to eliminate ballistic missiles is 

not contingent on improving conventional or chemical 

balance, though it will be essential to continue --

hopefully accelerate NATO conventional improvement 

initiatives. 

Our contribution to NATO's triad (strategic, non-strategic 

nuclear, and conventional) will continue even if ballistic 
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missiles eliminated. Our nuclear artillery and weapons 

carried by aircraft would continue to fill twin deterrent 

roles of helping to offset Soviet conventional superiority 

and serving as link to strategic forces. 

Eliminating ballistic missile threats should increase 

credihility of US commitment to use nuclear weapons to 

defend NATO. 

Have every intention of retaining sufficient nuclear forces 

to maintain deterrence -- which is heart of NATO strategy. 

TRIDENT: Not clear whether Soviets will eventually accept 

Reykjavik proposals. Their reaction negative so far. We 

will not alter our modernization programs in hope or 

anticipation of Soviet acceptance. In December, will 

announce a decision on basing second 50 Peacekeeper 

missiles. Next budget continues procurement of Trident subs 

and D-5 missiles, along with increased SDI funding. Hope 

this resoluteness will ease internal UK pressures to curtail 

your Trident program -- which we strongly support. 

PATH AHEAD: Have asked JCS to provide a plan for safe 

transition to future without ballistic missiles. Directed 

JCS to base plan on existing NATO strategy. Believe we can 

move to a safer world if Soviets have will to join us. 
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Alliance cohesion remains fundamental to progress. Your 

personal help continues to be vital. 

INTERIM RESTRAINT: Truly mutual constraint would be 

beneficial -- but this has been one-way street with no 

Soviet traffic. No interim restraint formula can substitute 

for an agreement on deep, verifiable reductions. While we 

will no longer base modernization decisions on strategic 

force structure based on SALT, remain committed to 

restraint. Will not deploy more strategic nuclear delivery 

vehicles or more strategic ballistic missile warheads than 

Soviets. 

TERRORISM: Congratulations on your firm response to Syrian 

supported terrorism. Pleased to follow your strong lead. 

We just announced measures of our own. Need to monitor 

Syrian activities closely; future steps may be necessary to 

increase pressure and isolate Syria. Pleased you were able 

to bring EC along as far as you did. Cooperative steps by 

many nations are essential, if we are to combat terrorism. 

MIDDLE EAST: Need to focus on encouraging economic growth 

and prosperity, which would help create more favorable 

political climate for re-energized peace process. 

King Hussein has launched an ambitious but expensive 

development plan for West Bank and Gaza. We believe Shamir 
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will continue quiet cooperation with Jordan that Peres 

started. Kohl is interested in supporting Jordanian effort 

financially. Hope you will also help and take lead in 

encouraging others in EC to increase funding for West Bank. 

Even small amounts of assistance will help Hussein 

demonstrate that he can deliver positive results for 

Palestinians. 

SOUTHERN AFRICA: You and I agree that sanctions are not the 

answer. Need to consider together what West can accomplish 

in highly polarized situation. 

Prospects for restarting negotiations appear poor at this 

time, but there may be things we can do to regain initiative 

and hold off pressures for more sanctions. 

Understand our African experts had good session in London. 

Want to work closely with you. 

ARGENTINA/FALKLANDS: Know this is delicate subject. But am 

deeply concerned about democracy in Argentina. Our 

interests in maintaining Argentine democracy and preventing 

further Soviet penetration of our hemisphere, require 

development of security relationship with Alfonsin 

government. We need to return sooner rather later to 

question of military aircraft for Argentina. 



PRESIDENTIAL TALKING POINTS WITH PRIME MINISTER THATCHER 

I appreciate the public support you have given to the 
proposals I made to General Secretary Gorbachev in 
Reykjavik, especially since I know some aspects of them 
concern you. 

I understand you are concerned with the conventional balance 
between the Warsaw Pact and the West, with the nature of 
deterrence in a world free from ballistic missiles, and with 
the possible effect on your own strategic modernization 
program which, as you know, we fully support. 

Would like to explain why I believe the proposals set forth 
in Iceland are in both our interests. 

The Proposal in Reykjavik 

I know that, in addition to our telephone conversation on 
the subject, your government has been briefed in detail on 
the events in Reykjavik. Want to be certain that the 
discussion of eliminating ballistic missiles is put in 
context. 

At Reykjavik I told Gorbachev that we would be willing to 
consider any approach as long as it did not compromise our 
security and that of our allies or our hopes for a more 
stable future through increased reliance on defenses that 
threaten no one. 

I specifically proposed that: 

The USSR and the United States undertake for ten years 
not to exercise their existing right of withdrawal from 
the ABM Treaty, while continuing research, development 
and testing, which are permitted by the Treaty, coupled 
with agreement that: 

Within the first five years (and thus through 
1991), the strategic offensive arms of the two 
sides be reduced by 50 percent. 
During the following five years, the remaining 
offensive ballistic missiles of the two sides be 
reduced. Thus by the end of 1996, all offensive 
ballistic missiles of the USSR and the United States 
would be eliminated. 

At the end of the ten year period, either side could 
deploy advanced defenses. 

l ~ /" ~ J 
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The proposals we put forward were, of course, bilateral 
proposals, applying only to U.S. and Soviet systems. In our 
public anq private descriptions of them we are now making it 
clear that we do not propose to negotiate, now or in the 
future, for third countries. 

We would, naturally, support you should you and the French 
elect to enter future negotiations, following deep U.S. and 
USSR reductions, on the level of British and French national 
nuclear forces in the context of agreements redressing the 
conventional imbalance which now favors the Warsaw Pact. 

The General Secretary responded to our proposal with an 
unacceptable counter-proposal which: 

sought to have the U.S. accept restrictions on the SDI 
program well beyond those specified in the existing ABM 
Treaty, 

redefined the conditions for the subsequent five-year 
period to involve the elimination of all strategic 
forces of the U.S. and the Soviet Union, and 

did not include a positive commitment that, following 
the ten-year period, either side could then deploy 
advanced defenses. 

Despite my efforts, the Soviets persisted in holding 
everything we had agreed to hostage to U.S. willingness to 
accept restrictions on the SDI program well beyond the 
existing treaty restrictions. The Soviets have persisted in 
this stance since Reykjavik, including during the Vienna 
meeting between Secretary Shultz and Foreign Minister 
Shevardnadze. 

Eliminating Ballistic Missiles 

At the heart of the proposal I made at Reykjavik was a 
willingness to join a bilateral agreement to delay any 
deployment of U.S. and Soviet advanced defenses against 
ballistic missiles until after the elimination of all U.S. and 
Soviet offensive ballistic missiles. 

The ten-year period (through 1996) was chosen because I will 
not permit the possibility of the U.S. moving to a more stable 
deterrent, unilaterally if need be, to slip further into the 
future. Foregoing the benefits of strategic defense is 
neither in our interest nor in yours. 

The elimination of offensive ballistic missiles is not a new 
objective for the U.S. 

Emphasis on the destabilizing characteristics of 
fast-flying ballistic missiles has been a central theme 
of our arms control position for some years. 
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In START, our position has long been that while each 
side may need nuclear forces for some time to deter 
conflict and underwrite its security, neither side 
needs fast-flying, non-recallable offensive ballistic 
missiles for this purpose. 

In the INF negotiations, we have also kept the focus on 
missiles, avoiding, for example, discussion of dual­
capable, tactical aircraft. 

In 1983, when I announced the establishment of the 
Strategic Defense Initiative, I did so with the 
specific objective of making offensive ballistic • 
missiles obsolete. Here again our focus has been on 
eliminating the threat posed by these fast-flying 
missiles. 

Eliminating ballistic missiles has been repeatedly 
studied and discussed both within the U.S. government and 
with our allies, most recently in the deliberations 
that led to my July 25, 1986, letter to Gorbachev. 

At the end of the ten-year period specified in our offer, if 
the Soviets fully comply, neither the United States nor the 
Soviet Union would possess any offensive ballistic missiles. 
Maintaining a robust SDI program will help ensure such 
reductions are actually carried out. 

Further, when effective advanced defenses are deployed, they 
should provide insurance against the return or covert 
retention of such missiles. 

By calling for the elimination of offensive ballistic 
missiles of all ranges, we also, in one step, addressed the 
problem of eliminating both the last 100 Soviet SS-20 
warheads in Asia (a concern of our Asian allies) and the 
remaining shorter-range INF missiles that still would 
threaten our European allies, remedying the specific concern 
of the Germans as well as removing any remaining SRINF 
threat to the United Kingdom. 

Should the Soviets accept, we would face a substantially 
different future. I believe, however, it would be a safer 
future for both our nations and for the world. 

To make it so, we need to be able to answer three questions: 

skRET 

' 

Can we have adequate strategic deterrence without 
United States ballistic missiles? 

Given Soviet conventional superiority, can we maintain 
an adequate deterrent against Soviet conventional 
attack without ballistic missiles? 
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Can we resist the domestic political pressure to 
anticipate success and curtail vital strategic 
modernization programs in the near term because of the 
possibility of future arms control agreements? 

I believe the answer to all three questions is yes. 

Strategic Deterrence without Ballistic Missiles 

Strategic nuclear retaliatory forces, although smaller than 
today and of a different composition, would remain and would 
retain their essential role in ensuring U.S. and allied 
security. 

These forces would consist exclusively of bombers and cruise 
missiles. Our technical lead over the Soviets in cruise 
missiles is significant. Indeed, with the Soviet lead in 
ballistic missiles and our technological lead in air­
breathing systems, it appears self-evident to me that 
elimination of ballistic missiles is clearly to our benefit. 

Unlike today, both U.S. and Soviet forces would be covered by 
agreements that would reduce these forces to equal levels. 
These equal forces will, therefore, provide a sufficient 
strategic retaliatory capability to deter attack on the 
United States or its allies while eliminating the crisis 
stability problems inherent in the short time of flight 
ballistic missiles. 

The basic concept of nuclear deterrence will not be altered 
by the elimination of ballistic missiles. Deterrence can 
best be achieved by maximizing an aggressor's uncertainty 
that he can achieve political objectives by force, and the 
certainty that he will face grave risk to things that he 
values most should he try. 

Elimination of ballistic missiles on both sides would, 
however, drastically reduce the Soviet first strike 
potential. Ballistic missiles are uniquely suited to be 
employed by an aggressor for several reasons: 

The time between the detection of a ballistic missile 
attack and its arrival is so short that it reduces the 
options of the party attacked so that they can be 
largely anticipated by an aggressor. 

Facing no defenses, there can be little doubt that, if 
ballistic missiles function reliably, they will arrive 
on target. 

Finally, predicting the specific levels of damage they 
can inflict on a target is largely a matter of physics. 
Their effectiveness does not depend on human skill, 
courage or training, but only on the system's 
technological reliability. 
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The elimination of offensive ballistic missiles would, in 
fact, actually strengthen nuclear deterrence because the 
slower pace associated with the employment of bomber and 
cruise missile forces makes their effective use by an 
aggressor in a first strike much more difficult. The 
effects of such an attempt are also much more uncertain. 
Both factors increase an attacker's risk and thus enhance 
deterrence. 

Deterring Attack on NATO Without Ballistic Missiles 

The strategic nuclear systems remaining after elimination of 
ballistic missiles would continue to provide the U.S. nuclear 
umbrella over NATO which has been one of the pillars of 
NATO's strategy for decades. 

The United States presently contributes to all legs of the 
"NATO triad": conventional forces, non-strategic nuclear 
forces, and strategic forces. That contribution would 
continue even if ballistic missiles were eliminated. 

Nuclear artillery and nuclear weapons carried by aircraft 
would continue to fill the twin deterrent roles of helping 
offset Soviet conventional superiority and serving as a link 
to strategic forces. 

I recognize your concern with our ability to defend against 
the Soviet cruise missile threat. But that threat is likely 
to be less severe than the existing ballistic missile 
threat, against which we currently have no defenses. 
Furthermore, while our research focus ison defense against 
ballistic missiles, we hope the technologies being explored 
for SDI will have applications against cruise missiles in 
the future. 

The elimination of the ballistic missile threat to the 
United States and to NATO should increase the credibility of 
the U.S. commitment to use nuclear weapons in support of the 
alliance and thus of NATO's ability to execute its strategy. 

In view of this, I do not believe our offer to eliminate 
U.S. ballistic missiles need be made contingent on improving 
the conventional balance in Europe, although it will be 
essential to continue (or accelerate) current NATO 
initiatives to redress the conventional imbalance, both by 
improving NATO's conventional capability and by seeking 
equitable and stabilizing conventional arms reductions 
agreements. 

I assure you I have every intention of retaining sufficient 
nuclear forces (both strategic and non-strategic) to permit 
the United States and its allies to maintain the deterrence 
which is the heart of NATO's strategy. 
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Not Anticipating Arms Control Agreements 

At this tiffle, it is not clear whether the Soviet Union will 
accept the U.S. proposal which I made in Reykjavik. The main 
thrust of our national security planning and military 
programming cannot and will not be altered now in 
anticipation of such an uncertain possibility. 

If we were prematurely to adjust our current military plans 
and programs for either the modernization of our own 
ballistic missile forces or to limit the scope of our SDI 
program, the Soviet Union would certainly attempt to pocket 
these actions without a reciprocal response on their part. 
Unilateral action of this sort would be counterproductive 
and dangerous, reducing our security and that of our allies. 

Thus I have no intention of stopping or slowing essential 
strategic programs. I will make and announce a decision on 
basing the second 50 PEACEKEEPER missiles in December. My 
next budget will continue procurement of TRIDENT submarines 
and the D-5 missile, along with increased SDI funding. 

I will resist any suggestion by anyone -- including our 
Congress -- that we curtail strategic modernization in the 
fond but false hope that arms reductions agreements will 
make it unnecessary when, in fact, the reverse is true. 

I believe this resoluteness should ease any internal 
pressure on you to curtail your TRIDENT program, which, as 
you know, we strongly support. 

The Path Ahead 

To ensure that we are prepared to exploit, fully and safely, 
our proposal should the Soviet Union be willing to join us 
in pursuing such sweeping reductions, I have requested our 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, to provide a plan which would permit 
a safe transition to the alternative future I have proposed. 

In preparing this plan, I directed the JCS to assume that, 
while eliminating offensive ballistic missiles, the United 
States will not abandon the concept of strategic nuclear 
deterrence and that the NATO strategy embodied in MC 14/3 
will remain in effect and be fully supported by the United 
States. 

Thus I believe we can move to a safer world if the Soviet 
Union has th& will to join us. We can reach that world, 
however, only by continuing to demonstrate the alliance 
cohesion we have shown over the past few years. 


