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29th November, 1979

Dear Mr.,Alexander,

With reference to yesterday's exchanges in the House
of Commons, in particular about the "reluctance" of the
Soviet Union to negotiate on disarmament, the Ambassador
has asked me to provide you with the enclosed text of
A WA .Gromyko's statement and answers at the press conference
in Bonn on 23rd November, 1979.

Yours sincerely,

V.Dolgov,
Counsellor at the USSR
Embassy

Mr.M.Alexander,

Private Secretary to the
Prime Minister,

10 Downing Street,
London SW1







ANDREI GROMYKO REPEATS OFFER OF IMMEDIATE
TALKS ON MEDIUM-RANGE NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Andrei Gromyko has reiterated the USSR's readiness
to enter into negotiations straight away on the

question of medium-range nuclear weapons in Furope.

Speaking at a press conference in Bonn on November 23
during an official visit to the Federal Republic of Germany,
the USSR Foreign Minister said that negotiations should begin
before the adoption of any decision to deploy new types of
nuclear missiles in Western Europe.

The governments of some NATO countries, he pointed out,
were openly saying that negotiations with the Soviet Union
should be conducted from a position of strength.

"Such an approach", Andrei Gromyko declared, "amounts to
laying down preliminary political conditions. This destroys the
bagis for negotiations".

The deployment of US medium-range nuclear weapons in Westerwn
Europe was not a path to détente and the improvement of the si-
tuation in Europe. On the contrary, it would represent a new
stage in the arms race.

Alluding to western claims that NATO's plans were a reaction
to the deployment by the Soviet Union of a certain type of weapon
on its territory, referred to in the West as the S5-20, Andrei
Gromyko said that what was actually taking place was the moder-
nisation of existing types of missile launchers. The fact was
that the NATO countries had also modernised their armaments, and
more than once, including some similar types of weapons.

The USSR Foreign Minister stressed the special importance of
observing the principle of equality and equal security of the
parties in working out agreements.

"When Leonid Brezhnev and President Carter met in Vienna
and signed the SALT-2 treaty", he said, "satisfaction was expressed
on both sides regarding the fact that the negotiations had been
conducted on the basis of the said principle.

"Furthermore, many statements have been made to the effect
that at present there exists an approximate equality of forces
between East and West. Now, however, all of a sudden, representa-
tives of western countries, including the United States, assert




2.

that there is no equality and that this will allegedly be
reached only after the implementation of the NATO plans con-
cerned.

"The guestion arises as to when the US President expressed
the real position of the United States? Today or in Vienna? One
statement contradicts the other. In reality, however, the im-
plementation of the plans to deploy new types of nuclear weapons
in Western Furope would lead to upsetting the balance of forces,
whose existence was previously attested to tens of times by the
leaders of the NATO countries®.

Refuting the arguments used in the West to the effect that
all these questions could be discussed while preparing the
SALT-3 treaty, Andrei Gromyko observed:

"So far there is no agreement as to what countries will
participate in negotiations on SALT-3. Some might say: 1t will,
of course, be the Soviet Union and the USA. However, the question
arises as to whether these two countries will be the only ones.
The fact is that other countries also have strategic weapons.

"One must have equality, but between what and between whom?
Why must the Soviet Union always proceed from the premise that
only equality between the USA and the Soviet Union is at issue.
What about the allies of the United States which possess nuclear
weapons? This question also arises®.

Referring to the presence of US bases in Furope, the so-
called forward-based nuclear systems, Andrei Gromyko said that
the Soviet Union had "made a concession” at the SALT-2 talks,
agreeing to the SALT-2 treaty being signed without account being

taken of this geographical factor, "which is profitable only to
the West, to the United States".
"The Soviet Union has no similar advantage to offset the

importance of this factor". Andrei Gromyko pointed out, stressing
that this must alsc be taken into account.

Asked whether the Soviet Union deemed negotiations possible
in the event of the adoption by the forthcoming NATO session of
the decision on additional armaments, Andrei Gromyko said:

"The present position of the NATO countries, including the
Federal Republic of Germany, as it stands today, destroys the
basis for the negotiations. We have stated this to the government
of the FRG.
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"If such a decision is taken while our proposal to begin
negotiations is rejected, the position of the western powers
will thus destroy the basis for the negotiations. It will no
longer exist. If such a situation arises, this will mean that
some countries will have decided, if one can put it this way,
to try their luck through a new spiral in the arms race".

The Soviet Foreign Minister recalled that, in his speech
in Berlin, Leonid Brezhnev had clearly pointed out that if
these plans were implemented the Soviet Union would be forced,
in view of the circumstances, to take adequate steps in order
to ensure the interests of its own security and the security

of other member-countries of the Warsaw Treaty.
The implementation by the NATO countries of the plans to
deploy new types of nuclear weapons would also complicate,

significantly complicate, the possibility of achieving success
at the Vienna talks, Andrei Gromyko pointed out. He reminded
his audience that the proposals tabled by the socialist coun-
tries at the Vienna forum almost one and a half years ago had
go far not been answered by the western participants in the
negotiations.

The USSR Foreign Minister reaffirmed the readiness of the
Soviet Union to discuss the question of a reduction in the num-
ber of Soviet medium-range missile launchers if no decision
were taken by the forthcoming NATO session with regard to the
deployment of US missiles in Europe.
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Foreign and Commonwealth Office

London SWI1A 2ZAH

29 November 1979
(D_w rdeal

President Brezhnev's Letter to the Prime Minister

My letter of 5 November advised that any substantive
reply to President Brezhnev's letter of 15, 0ctober should
be sent in the second half of this month, and should take
account of the communique issued by the Ministerial
meeting of the Nuclear Planning Group on 13/14 November.
The communique ¢ontained a good deal of useful material
for a reply to recent Soviet moves on TNF issues, though
it did not go as far as to give hard statistical information,
as we had hoped. Several allied Heads of Government,
including those of the FRG, the US, Denmark and Norway,
have since sent replies to President Brezhnev. It would be
timely therefore to decide whether a reply should go from
the Prime Minister.

The principal Western response to President Brezhnev's
letter and to the speech on which it was based will be made
in the communiques which follow the meeting of NATO Defence
and Foreign Ministers on 12/14 December. I reported in my
letter of 8 November that we are pressing ahead for decisions
at these meetings, not only on TNF modernisation but also on
TNF arms control, the reduction of US nuclear warheads,
confidence building measures and new proposals for MBFR and
Associated Measures (you will now have seen Lord Carrington's
minute of 23 November on TNF Arms Control). One possible
course of action would be to defer the reply until after

rHJ;thesa decisions have been taken. But in our view it would be

preferable to get a reply in earlier. We cannot be certain that
the British intentions for next month's NATO meeting will be
realised in full; as you know, some of our less resolute allies
have reservations about parts of the package. In view of
current Soviet comments (most recently in Gromyko's press
conference in Bonn on 23 November) that TNF modernisation

will weaken the prospects for TNF arms control, there would

also be advantage in putting on the record soon the fact that
NATO envisages early US-Soviet negotiations.

We suggest therefore that a reply should be delivered by
our Ambassador in Moscow in the course of this week. 1 attach
a draft which you may wish to consider for this purpose. We
also recommend that the gist of any message should be passed to
our Allies after delivery, thus acting in the same way as other
Allies who have sent replies.

I am sending copies of this letter and its enclosure to
Brian Norbury (MOD) and Martin Vile (Cabinet Office).

ey S
M OD B Alexander Esq

10 Downing Street r( (P Lever)
LONDON
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PROPOSED DRAFT REPLY FROM PRIME
MINISTER TO PRESIDENT BREZHNEV
(TO BE DELIVERED BY HM AMBASSADOR
AT MOSCOW)

Telephone No. Ext.

Department

Thank you for the letter which your Ambassador
delivered on 15 October, summarising the ideas set out
in your speech on 6 October in East Berlin.

The British Government have welcomed the
announcement that you intend to withdraw troops, tanks
and other equipment from the German Democratic Republic;
we take this as an encouraging sign that you too are
concerned to make progress in the negotfiations in Vienna
and that it will be possible to reach agreements there
leading to equal collective ceilings for NATO and
Warsaw Pact forces in Central Europe. We have alsco
noted with interest your ideas for expanding the scope
of confidence building measures. We shall take these
ideas sericusly into account when preparing for the
Madrid CSCE Review Conference, at which we and our
Allies will have proposals of our own to make. We
have welcomed in particular the indication that the
Soviet Government would be willing to discuss the

possibility of limiting long range nuclear weapons

relevant to the European theatre. This is very much
in line with thinking in NATO, where this subject
has been under intense discussion for many months.

While I note what you say about the numbers of
medium range bombers and missile launchers in the
Furopean part of the Soviet Union, I cannot ocverlook
the fact that the overall capability of ®viet nuclear
systems within range of Western Europe has greatly increased
during this decade. At a time when NATO has not
introduced any new land-based long range theatre nuclear

systems, the latest Soviet systems Bel 0532000, S00AL 5[78. HMS0 Bracknel

[have




have been deployed in substantial numbers. As a result
the Soviet Union's capability in this area has
significantly improved in terms of warhead numbers,
accuracy and survivability. This development has
created an imbalance between the Soviet and Western
forces, which has given rise to widespread anxiety
in Western Europe. It is to prevent this imbalance
from becoming more serious in the next decade that
NATO is considering plans to modernise its

long range theatre forces and to make full use of
the opportunities for arms control. We attach

equal importance to both parts of this programme.

In a speech which I delivered in Luxembourg on
18 October, I explained that the restoration of a
military balance in Europe was not an end in itself but
that it was the necessary condition for the development
of relations between East and West. I argued for a
realistic dialogue designed to build on our interests
where they coincide and to limit the consequences wher
they conflict. It is in this spirit that I have studi
your letter. The British Government look forward,

in the coming months, to building on several of

the ideas which you have put forward.

I also note your assurance that the Soviet
Union does not seek military superiority. But I
hope that you for your part will understand the
real concern in Western Europe that, while the
central strategic balance is being stabilised
through SALT, there is a growing disparity in long
range theatre nuclear capabilities, which adds to the
existing imbalance in conventional forces in Central
Europe. This imbalance cannot be ignored in the

realistic pursuit of better East/West relations

to which the British Government is committed.
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PERSONAL FOR PUS.
MY TELEGRAM NUMEER NO, 708 3 GROMYKO®S VISIT TO BONN

1, BLECH (POLITICAL DIRECTOR) TOLD THE MINISTER ON 26 NOVEMBER
THAT THE GERMANS WISHED US TO EE AWARE OF ONE ASPECT OF THE
DISCUSSIONS WITH GROMYKO WHICH HAD NOT BEEN COVERED IN VAN WELL’S
ERIEFING, THIS WAS THE WAY IN WHICH GROMYKC HAD SINGLED OUT THE
PRIME MINISTER FOR CRITICISM, PRIMARILY IN THE DISCUSSION OF TNF.
HE HAD COMPLAINED PARTICULARLY OF THE FRIME MINISTER®S REFERENCE
TO THE NEED FOR THE WEST TO NEGCTIATE QUOTE FROM A POSITION OF
STRENGTH UNQUOTE WHICH HE MAD DESCRIBED AS AN ATTEMPT TO PUT

THE SOVIET UNIGHN UNDER GUOTE CRUDE PRESSURE UNQUOTE. LANGUAGE

OF THIS KIND REVEALED THE MILITARISTIC CHARACTER OF WESTERN
INTENTIOKS LIKE QUOTE A PIECE OF IRON STICKING OUT OF THE SACK
UNQUOTE., GENSCHER HAD REPLIED THAT MO SENSIBLE PERSON NEGOTIATED
FROM A POSITION OF WEAKHESSt AS FOR IRON IN THE SACK, THE WEST
REGARDED THE SS.20 AS A PIECE OF IRON IN THEIR BACK. GROMYKO
RETURNED TO THE CHARGE MGRE THAN ONCE. AT ANOTHER POINT, HE
COMPLAINED THAT THE PRIME MINISTER SEEMED UNAWARE THAT THE WORLD
WAS ON THE, EDGE OF A STEEP SLOPE. ACCORDING TO ELECH, GENSCHER
THEN SAID THAT THE SOVIET GOVERNMENT WAS BEING EXTREMELY UNJUST _
(AUSSERORDENTLICH UNRECHT) TO MRS. THATCHSER. THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
HAD COME TO RECOGNISE IN MER A STATESMAN OF COURAGE AND W1SDOM.

HE REFERRED GROMYKO TO THE PRIME MINISTER’S HANDLING OF THE LUSAKA
CONFERENCE, GROMYKO RETORTED BY ASKING GENSCHER WHETHER HE MAD
READ THE SPEECH IN WHICH MRS. THATCHER REFERRED TO MEGOTIATING
FROM A POSITION OF STRENGTH, GENSCHER REPLIED THAT THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT PREFERRED TO JUDGE MRS, THATCHER BY WHAT THEY KHEW

OF HER FUNDAMENTAL ATTITUDES TO WORLD PROBLEMS RATHER THAN BY
ISOLATED QUOTATIONS WHICH HE (GENSCHER) HAD NOT MECESSARILY READ.
2. BLECH OFFERED NO GLOSS ON THESE EXCHANGES, BUT HE WAS CONCERNED
TO EMPHASISE THZ INSISTENCE WITH WHICH GROMYKO HAD ATTACKED THE .
PRIVE MINISTER AND THE FIRMNESS WITH WHICH GENSCHER HAD TAKEN

UP THE CUDSELS OM HER BEHALF,

" WRIGHT
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AROXYX0’S VISIT TO EOKHiIPR: S CGHFERENCE.

NMSLATION OF Twd QUESTIONS AMD ANSWERS
YRO'S PRESS CONFERENKCE CMN 23 NOVEMEER,

-t
LY L

THE QERMAN TEXT, WHICH HAS ALREADY BEEEN PASSEL TO THE DEPARTMENT BY
> Y

TELEPHDﬂE, WAS A TRANSCRIPT DY THE AUSWERTIGES AMT CF A
CONSECUTIVE TRANSLATION FROUs THE 2USSIAN CARRIED OUT BY A RUSSIAN
CFFICIAL.

QUESTION: 1 A 30T YET CLEZAR ABOUT wHETHER YOU wiLL NEGOTIATE

ACTER THIS NATO JECISION OR NOT

ANSWER: | HAVE SAID THAT THE PRESENT POSITICN CF NATO EUT ALSO THE
THE PRESENT POSITION OF THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC, AS IT STANDS
AT PRESENT, DESTROYS THE BASIS FOR MNEGOTIATICNS, VE HAVE
STATED THIS TG THE FELERAL GOVERNMENT ACCORDINGLY.
JQUESTION: DID YOUR ANSWER TC THe PREVIOUS QUESTICN MEAN THAT THE
OVIET UNIGN WwiLL NOT BE PREPARED UNDER ANY
CIRCUMSTANCES TC INITIATE NESCTIAT onS ON EUR
STAATESIC «EAPONS, |F NATC TAKES ITS DECISICH PLANKED?

on BE TAKEN, 3HCULD CUR PROPCSAL TO START

ATIONS, BE REJECTED, THE PCSITION CF THE

L SESTRGY THE LASIS FOR NEGCTIATIONS.
ANNCT TAKS PLACE IF SOME COUNTRIES TRY TO
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TELNG 708 & GROWYKO'S VISIT TC BOKN
THIS AFTERNOON BLECH ZAVE A FURTHER BRIEFING TO REPRESENTATIVES
ATO COUNTRIES, WHICH TOOK ACCOUNT OF GROMYKO’S PRESS CONFERENCE
23 NOVEMEER AND A FURTHER HALF-HCUR TALK BETWEEN GENSCHER
AND GROMYKO AT THE AIRPORT ON 24 HOVEMEER.
2, BLECH EXPLAINED THAT GROMYXC'S REMARKS IN THE PRESS CONFERENCE
TO THE EFFECT THAT AN A\LLIANCE DECISION ON THE MODERNISATION
OF THEATRE NUCLEAR FORCES WOULD LESTROY THE BASIS FOR ARMS CONTROL
ﬁfFGTIATIDHS KAD NCT LEEN u*an DUR INZ SROMYKO'S TALKS wITH
chn DT AKD GENSCHER. MCRZOVER THEY CONTRASTED MARKEDLY wITH
THE vOST RECENT Q*;TE' Sy THE SOVIET LEADERSHIP, FOR
INSTANCE BREZANEV’ . ON & OCTOEER, SAMYATIN’S REMARKS
ABGUT A COUELE STRATESY OH 7 NCVEMBER AND SAGLADIN'S
INTERVIEW WITH THE WEST EEELIH NEWSPAPER QUOTE DIE WAHRHEIT
UNJUCTE ON 1S NOVEKBER.
3. ELECH SAID THAT IT SHOULD BE HOTED THAT-THE JOINT COMMUNIGQUE
THE TEXT OF wHICH FOLLOWS oY TELS8RAM, HAD EBEEN AGREED AFTER THE
PRESS CONKFERENCE. THIS EVP-ASISES THAT THERE 1S MO REASONABLE
ALTERMATIVE TO THE POLICY OF DETENTE AND THAT THE FORVMULATION
OF FURTHER STEPS It THE FIELD OF ulSARMAVENT AND ARMS CONTRCL
SHOULD £ ACCELZRATED. IT wAS ALSU SIGNIFICANT THAT, CONTRARY
T2 USUAL FRACTICE AND AT RUSSIAN REQUEST, THE COMMUNIQUE
REFERRED TO SCHMIDT'S INTENTION TO T MOSCOw. THIS REFERENCE
HAD ALSD BREEN |MNSERTED AFTER GROM PRESS CDVF;QEﬁEu.
L. DURINZ THE TALK wITH GENSCHER AT TH AIRPORT, GROMYKO HAD
COMMENTED THAT THE TALKS HAD TAKEN PLACE IN A 30CD ATNOSPHERE.
& ARD EXPLAI |NED THAT THE SOVIET UMIOK COULD NCT SANCTION A
. TuF. SREZHNEV WISHED TO NEGOTIATE WITHOUT 4JCH
4= TENOR OF THE
Toke GF

— n o
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THAT ADOPTEL DURINE THE PRESS
Culr—P*ru_. AROMYAU. 5 ik G wAMT TO AVOIS DRAMATISING THz
SITUATIG 1S 2%s AT THE PRESS COMFERENCE HAD SIVEN
3135
RUSS
N THEIR © ’”“ITIE* TG TMF MODERKNISATICGN THAN HITHERTO. BUT
aaumvxa COULL HARDLY HAVE SAID LESS IN PUBLIC WITHOUT GIVING
THE |MPRES310% THAT THE SOVIET UNICK WERE IN FACT ACQUIESCING
|4 THE ALLIANCES DSCISICKS.TRE ERPLES EXPECTED THEM TO CONTINUE
LAST MOMENT AND THE
CONFER &S G wARSAW PACT WOULD SIVE
THE HnuTH_a - ' POSSIELE INTERPRETATION
OF 3ﬂaﬁvze*s REM 3 WOULD NOT EE PREPARED
TO HESZOTIATE OH T”F EUT WwOULD CONTIN NEGOTIATE i OTHER AREAS.
I THE GERMANS® VIEW HOWEVER, THE RUSSIANS WOULD PROVE WILLING TO
NESOTIATE, -EVEK ON THF, IF THE ALLLIANCE TOOK ITS DECISIONS
AS POANNED. THE GERMAN VIEW REMAINED THAT THIS ras WHAT THE
ALL IANCE SHOULD 0. SLECH THEM DREW ATTENTION TO SENSCHIR'S
JEVARKS ON TELEVISION ON 23 NOVEMEER WHEN HE SAID THAT
NEGOTIATION COULD NOT BE CONDUCTED WITH PRECONDITIONS, NOS
PURSUED OVER A TELEVISICH SCREEN OR IN PRESS CONFERENCES: THEY MUST
BE AT A NEGOTIATING TABLS
5. EVIDENTLY REFERRING TO THE POSITION GF THE DANISH SOVERNMENT,
SAID THAT AT XU TIME DURING THE TALK3 WITH SRCMYKO HAD
AMY TEACS OF RUSSIAK INTEREST Ik DELAYIKG NATC'S
5 MONTHS OR A YSAR, z
ATICH OF THE KE CES |k GROMYKC’S PRESS CONFERENCE

AM3 AAD CLEARLY GONE FURTHER
I

Fco | wrt DisTN
WED
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SECRET

PM/79/94

PRIME MINISTER

TNF Arms Control

1k The TNF package, on which NATO Foreign and Defence Ministers
will be invited to take decisions on 12 December, consists of

a modernisation programme and a parallel arms control offer.

The Defence Secretary is circulating a minute on the modernisation
aspects. But we have not yet formally approved the arms control
element in MISC 7, although we have endorsed the general idea -
most recently in your message of 9 November to President Carter.

o The Alliance's proposed arms control approach is set out in

a report by the NATO Special Group. The report recommends twelve
principles on which the handling of negotiations with the Soviet
Union should be based. These are set out at Annex A. From our
point of view the most importance are those dealing with the
treatment of "allied" (ie British and French) systems (principle 6),
the relationship between TNF arms control and modernisation
(principle 1) and the substance of the Alliance negotiating offer
(principles 11 and 12).

3. Principle 6 firmly states that TNF arms control negotiations
should exclude "allied" systems. This is in line with the
position we agreed to our MISC 7 meeting on 7 July. More
recently, in the minute which I sent you on defence nuclear issues
before President Giscard's wvisit, I suggest that our best policy
is to keep out of the SALT process and to do everything possible
to avoid any numerical constraints on our nuclear forces in

SALT III. There was, however, some tendency in the Special

Group to question whether principle 6 would prove realistie. But
the Americans firmly rebutted any attempt to water down the text.

From our point of view, it represents the best starting point for

the Alliance to adopt in relation to TNF negotiations. If any

JUK
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UK systems were drawn into these negotiations, it would be
harder for us to insist on the exclusion of Polaris from
SALT III as a whole., In my view this should be an important
consideration when in due course we consider whether to
acquire GLCMs of our own: it would be unrealistic to expect
that UK owned GLCMs could be excluded from arms control
negotiations if US owned systems of the same type and in the

same location were included.

4, Principle 1 makes it clear that TNF modernisation must

not be made hostage to arms control negotiations. The report
firmly rejects the idea of a moratorium on TNF production

while arms control negotiations go ahead, though it acknowledges
that the scale of NATO's modernisation requirement could be

reduced if arms contrcl produces concrete results.

5. The recommended negotiating offer (principles 11 and 12)

is for equal global ceilings on US and Soviet long range land-

based theatre nuclear missiles within the framework of SALT III.

In effect, this would involve upper limits on numbers of US

GLCMs and Pershing II and on Soviet S84, SS5 and SS20 missiles.

It suits us to include this within the SALT III framework

rather than as a negotiation clearly separate from central strategic
systems.

6. We have consistently drawn attention to the desirability
of constraining the Backfire bomber in addition to the SS20.
The report states that Backfire "must be taken into account

in the SALT III negotiations in an appropriate way". The
Americans say that, because limitations on Backfire are a

factor in the SALT II ratification debate, they are unable for
political reasons to clarify this further at this stage.

I think we can accept the present position. It commits the
Americans to pursue the subject in SALT III (but not necessarily
in the TNF context) and thus provides a basis for our

pressing them again at a later stage.

[7.
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7 The proposed arms control approach is deliberately broad
brush. The Dutech and others regard a NATO arms control
initiative as an essential accompaniment to decisions on
modernisation. We have nevertheless successefully argued,
together with the Americans and the Germans, that the

Alliance should do nothing which would delay TNF modernisation
or tie our hands in advance. I believe that the outcome is
satisfactory. There are many points of detail which remain

to be settled: for example, the size of the ceilings which the
US should seek to negotiate on the Soviet systems consistent
with NATO's own modernisation requirements. But our priority
has been to obtain agreement on the outline of a coherent arms
control policy without which support in the Alliance for the

crucial TNF modernisation decision will not be forthcoming.

8. Subject to your views and those of our colleagues in MISC 7,
I propose therefore that we should agree to endorse the plan
before NATO for a negotiation on long-range theatre nuclear

forces.

a. I am sending copies of this minute to the Defence Secretary,
the Chancellor of the Exchequer, the Home Secretary and Sir
Robert Armstrong.

=

(CARRINGTON)

Foreign and Commonwealth Office

SECRET
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ANNEX A

The following principles designed to guide the United States in
negotiation with the Soviet Union were agreed by the NATO Special
Group set up to consider arms control negotiations involving theatre

nuclear forces.

1) Arms control, involving TNF must be a complement to, not a

substitute for, TNF modernisation.

2) Arms control negotiations involving TNF should be conducted
within the SALT III framework.

Because negotiations in SALT III involving TNF would be of
great significance to the overall security of the Alliance,
there should be special consultative arrangements on positions
to be taken in these negotiations.

4) Alliance objectives in SALT III negotiations involving TNF
and in MBFR should be consistent and mutually supportive.

5) Negotiations on TNF in SALT III must be predicated on the US
statement on grey area systems agreed with the Allies in the
SALT IT negotiations; "Any future limitations on US systems
principally designed for theatre missions should be accompanied
by appropriate limitations on Soviet theatre systems".

Arms control negotiations involving THF should not include non-
US Allied systems, nor should the US negotiate with the Soviets
compensation for such systems.

Any agreement on TNF must ensure de jure equality both in
ceilings and in rights.

Any arms control agreement involving TNF should be adequately
verifiable.

/9)
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9) Negotiations involving TNF in the SALT III framework should
further the objective of a balanced and stable overall nuclear
relationship between the US and the USSR and should reflect
the strategic unity of the Alliance as well as support the
continuum of deterrence.

10) Arms control negotiations involving TNF should be a step-by-
step process. The first step should focus on the most immediate
threat, with the stringency and scope of limitations sought as
ambitious as the Alliance can realistically expect to achieve
and verify. Bubsequent steps could provide an opportunity to
expand the scope of systems covered and to increase the strin-
gency of limitations sought, including reductions.

11) The initial step should focus on limiting and reducing the
threat posed by those Soviet long-range theatre nuclear missile
systems in a position to strike NATO, especially the most
modern and capable of those systems - the S520.

a) The aim should be to stop 8520 deployment short of their
projected level, force the retirement of S5S45 and 85585,
and thereby achieve a reduction in the overall thresat.

Warheads-on-launchers would provide an effective unit of

limitation on long-range theatre missiles.

The limitations should apply to worldwise long-range land-
based theatre nuclear missile deployments. But they should
especially restrict those deployments within striking range
of NATO.

12) While initially focussing on long-range missiles, other elements
of the TNF threat should also be taken into account.

a) Limits on long-range aircraft in general should not be sought

in the first step, except for Backfire in an appropriate manner.

b) Short-range systems should not be addressed in the first step.

SECRET
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COKFIDENTIAL

FM FCO 201100Z HOV 79

TO PRIORITY CERTAIN MISSIONS

TELEGRAM NUMBER GUIDAKCE 143 OF 20 NOVEMBER 1979

THEATRE NUCLEAR FORCE (THF) MODERNISATION: SOVIET PROPAGANDA

1. TEE SOVIET PROPAGANDA CAMPAIGN AGAINST HATO'S TNF
MODERNISATION PLAKS IS NOW IN FULL SWING, BOTH IN EUROPE AND

IN PARTS OF THE THIRD WORLD. ITS IMPORTANCE FOR THE KUSSIANS
IS CLEAR FROM ITS VOLUME AKD FROM THE NUMEER OF SENIOR PARTY
FIGUKRES BOTH CIVILIAN AND MILITARY WHO ARE INVOLVED. THE SOVIET
OBJECTIVE SEEMS TO BE THREEFOLD: FIRST, IF POSSIBLE TO PREVENT
NATO FROM APPROVING THE TNF MODERNISATION PROGRAMME (DUE TO BE
DECIDED BY NATO FOREIGN AND DEFENCE MINISTERS ON 12 DECEMBER):
SECONDLY, FAILING THAT, TO ESTAELISH AN IMAGE OF THE SOVIET
UNION AS THE ARCHITECT OF THE ARMS CONTROL NEGOTIATIONS WHICH
WILL PROBAELY FOLLOW AND TO PUT NATO ON THE DEFENSIVE: AND
THIRDLY, AS A SUGBORDINATE AIM, TO COUNTER WESTERN ANXIETY AEBOUT
TEE SOVIET MILITARY BUILD-UP.

2. IT IS PARTICULARLY IMPORTANT AT THIS STAGE TO COUNTER THE
FIKST OF THESE SOVIET AIMS. SO FAR NATO IS OK COURSE TO AGREE
Cli 12 DECEMBER A PACKAGE OF DECISIONS INVOLVING THE BASING OF
572 US CRUISE MISSILES AND PERSHING II EBALLISTIC MISSILES IN
WESTEKN EUROPE AND A PARALLEL OFFER TO ENTER INTG ARMS
NEGOTIATIONS ON THESE AND SIMILAR SOVIET SYSTEMS. BUT THERE
ARE STRONG ANTI-KUCLEAR LOBBIES IN SEVERAL NATO COUNIRIES,
NOTABLY THE NETHERLANDS, AND THERE IS CONSIDERABLE SCCPE FOR THE
RUSSIANS TO EXPLOIT THIS MOOD IN BOTH THE SHORT AND LONG TERM.

LINE 10 TAKE
3. WITH SUITABLE CONTACTS YOU SHOULD THEREFORE DRAW ON THE

ARGULIENTS IN PARAS 4 - 14 EEtOH TO REEUT THE VARIOUE SOVIET
PROPAGANDA THEMES. ¥

1
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. (THE RUSSIANS HAVE OFFERED TO NEGCTIATE IF TNF MODERNISATION
DOES NOT TAKE PLACE. WHY NOT TRY TC NEGOTIATE CONSTRAINTS AND
SUSPEND PLANS FOR MODERNISATION UNTIL THE RESULT CF THE
NEGOTIATIONS IS KNOWN?). THE SOVIET UNICK IS ECUIPPING ITSELF
FAST WITH MODERN SOPHISTICATED SYSTEMS. AS A RESULT THERE IS
ALREADY A GROWING IMBALANCE EETWEEN THE SOVIET UNION AND THE WEST.
THE SLOW PROGRESS IN MBFR ILLUSTRATES THE DIFFICULTY OF
NEGOTIATING A SATISFACTORY ARMS CONTROL ARRANGEMENT IN THESE
CIRCUMSTANCES. WE NEED POSITIVE DECISIONS TO MODERNISE NATO'S
TIF BOTH TO GIVE THE RUSSIANS AN INCENTIVE TO NEGOTIATE LIMITS

O THEIR DYNAMIC SS20 AND BACKFIRE PROGRAMMES AND TO ENABLE THE
WEST TO0 RECTIFY THE IMBALANCE IF ARMS CCOHNTROL NEGOTIATIONS ARE
NOT PRODUCTIVE. (SEE ALSO PARAGRAPH 11 BELOW).

5. (THE THROW-WEIGHT AND NUMBER OF LAUNCHERS CF VMEDIUM-RANGE
NUCLEAR SYSTEMS IN THE WESTERN SOVIET UNIOM HAVE NCT IHCPREASED IN
THE LAST DECADE). THESE ARE HIGHLY SELECTIVE STATISTICS. -THEY
EXCLUDE, FOR EXAMPLE, THE SS.20 MISSILES EAST OF THE URALS WHICH
CAN REACH ANY PART OF EUROPE. WHAT REALLY MATTERS IS THE SOVIET
CAPABILITY (LAST WORD UNDERLINED) WITHIN STRIKING RANGE OF WESTERN
EUROPE. THIS HAS GREATLY INCREASED IN THE LAST DECADE, IN TERMS .CF
WARHEAD NUKBERS, RAKGE, ACCURACY AND TARGET COVERAGE.

6. (THERE IS ALREADY A EALANCE OF MEDIUM-RANGE SYSTEMS). THE
PRESENT POSITION IS THAT NATC HAS 176 F.1115 AND 56 VULCANS

BASED IN EURCPE (AND THE VULCANS WILL BE PHASED QUT BY THE
MID-80'S), WHEREAS THE SOVIET UNION HAS 60 S$S.20S, 40 BACKFIRE
BCMBERS, U450 OTHER MISSILES (SS.4 AND 5) AND 3250 CLDER BOMBERS.
MOKREOVER, EACH SS.20 HAS 3 WARHEADS, AND THE BACKFIRE CARRIES

UP TO 4, COMPARED WITH F.111'S 2. THIS GAP IN CAPABILITIES

WILL WIDEN AS THE SOVIET BUILD-UP CéNTIHUES AND WESTERN TNF
EECOME INCREASIIIGLY OUT OF DATE AND VULNERAELE.

T, (THE INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTE OF STRATEGIC STUDIES CLAIMS
THAT 'SOMETEING VERY CLOSE TC PARITY NOW EXISTS BEITWEEN THE
THEATRE NUCLEAR FORCES OF NATO AND THE WARSAV PACT'). THE IISS
IN THE SEPTEMBER EDITION OF 'THE MILITARY BALANCE' SAID THAT THE
THEND IS 'MOVING IN FAVOUR OF THE WARSAW PACT'. ‘?HE INSTITUTE
HAS SUBSEQUENTLY ISSUED A STATEMENT STRESSING THAT ITS POINTS

2 /IN 'THE MILITARY
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IN '"THE MILITARY BALANCE' HAD BEEN QUOTED OUT OF CONTEXT,
EMPHASISING THAT THERE IS A 'PARTICULAR DISPARITY' IN LONG-RANGE
THEATRE MISSILES, AND POINTING OUT THAT THE VULNERABILITY AND
AGE OF NATO'S LONG-RANGE TNF AHE '"ONE OF THE STRONG MILITARY
ARGUMENTS FOR THE MODERNISATICOK OF NATO'S TNF'.

8. (TNF MODERNISATION MARKS A STEPPING UP OF THE ARMS RACE).
NATO PLANS MERELY TO MODERNISE AN EXISTING CAPABILITY, AS THE
RUSSIANS HAVE BEEN DOING FOR THE LAST DECADE. NATO'S RELIANCE
ON NUCLEAR WEAPONS WILL NOT BE INCREASED, NOR VWILL THE NUMBER OF
NATO'S KWUCLEAR WARHEADS IN EUROFE. INDEED, THE LATTER MAY WELL
DECREASE IF IDEAS NOW UKRDER DISCUSSION IN NATO ARE ADOPTED.

9. (CRUISE MISSILES ARE A DANGEROUS NEW THREAT TO SOVIET
TERRITORY). TECHNICALLY, CRUISE MISSILES ARE CERTAINLY NOT

MORE THREATENING THAN THE S5.20, WHICH HAS MULTIPLE AND
SEPARATELY TARGETAELE WARHEADS AS WELL AS BEIKG MOBILE. THE TNF
MODERNISATION PROGRAMME ENVISAGES THAT CRUISE MISSILES AND-”
PERSHING II WILL MERELY BRING UP TO DATE MNATO'S EXISTING
CAPABILITY FOR STRIKE AGAINST THE SOVIET UNION. )
10. (THIS IS PART OF A CAMPAIGN TO REINTRODUCE THE NEUTRON BOMB).
THERE IS NO CONNECTION WHATSCEVER BETWEEN THE NEUTRON BOMB AND
TNF MODERNISATION. KATO POLICY ON THE NEUTRON BOMB REMAINS AS
LAID DOWN IN APRIL 1978 WHEN PRESIDENT CARTER ANNOUNCED THAT HE
HAD DECIDED TO DEFER THE PRODUCTION CF THIS WEAPON.

11, (TNF MODERNISATION WILL WEAKEN THE PROSPECTS FOR ARMS
CONTROL). ON THE CONTRARY. THE ALLIANCE INTENDS IN PARALLEL

TO OFFER T0 NEGOTIATE ON LONG-RANGE THEATRE SYSTEMS. HNATO'S
POLICY FOR ARMS CONTROL HAS BEEN WORKED CQUT IN SOME DETAIL OVER
THE LAST YEAR - WELL BEFORE PRESIDENT EREZHNEV'S STATEMENT ON

6 OCTCBER. EXPERIENCE SHOWS THAT TﬁERE WOULD BE NO PROSPECT OF
REACEING AN EQUITABLE ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENT ON THE BASIS OF

THE GROWING IMBALANCE IN EASTERHN AND WESTERN TNF. WE SEE
MODERNISATION AS BOTH RECTIFYING A DANGEROUS IMBALAMNCE AND
PROVIDING REAL INCENTIVE FOR SERIOUS MEGOTIATION.

12. (TNF MODERNISATION CREATES THE RISK OF A 'EUROSTRATEGIC!'
BALANCE AND INCREASQS THE RISK OF NUCLEAR KHRFﬂHE IN EUROPE).
ONE OF TEE GUIDING PRINCIPLES OF NATO'S APPROACH TO TNF

3 /MODERNISATION HAS
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MODERNISATION HAS BEEN THAT IT MUST UNDERLINE THE LINKAGE BETWEEN@)
NATO'S DEFENCE TRIAD OF CONVENTIONAL, THEATRE AND STRATEGIC
FORCES. WITHOUT MODERNISATION, THE GAP BETWEEN NATO'S THEATRE
SYSTENMS AND THE US STRATEGIC FORCES MICHT PPPEAR SO WIDE AS TO
CREATE AN IMPRESSION THAT THEY WERE NO LONGER LINKED. BY FILLING
THE GAP, THE MODERNISATION PRCGRAMME WILL REDUCE THE RISK OF
MISCALCULATION WITHOUT LOWERING THE NUCLEAR TERESHOLD.

13. (TNF MODERNISATION WILL UNDERMINE MEFR BY RETRACTING MNATO'S
OFFER TO LIMIT PERSHING I MISSILES). AS PART OF THE MCDERNISATION
PROGRAMME THE ALLIANCE IS CONSIDERING THE WITHDRAWAL OF ALL US
PERSHING I MISSILES STATIONED IN EUROPE. NATO ENVISACES THAT

THE PERSHING II AND CRUISE MISSILES IN ITS MODERNISATION PRCGRAMME
SHOULD BE A SUBJECT OF NEGOTIATION IN SALT III. 1IT WCULD BE
INAPPROPRIATE, BECAUSE OF THEIR RANGE, TO INCLUDE THEM AND
EQUIVALENT SOVIET SYSTEMS IN MBFRK. NATO IS IN ADDITION URGENTLY
DISCUSSING PROPOSALS TO GIVE A NEW IMPETUS TO THE OTHER ELEMENTS
OF THE MEFR NEGOTIATION.

14. (THE RUSSIANS CLAIM THAT THE DEPLOYMENTS OF THE SS.20 AND
BACKFIRE WERE A RESPONSE TO THE ACOQUISITION BY THE UNITED KINGDOM
AND FRANCE OF NATIONAL SYSTEMS). THIS IS DISINGENUOUS. THE
RUSSIANS HAVE PLENTY OF SUEMARINE LAUNCHED BALLISTIC MISSILES
(SLEMS) COMPARABLE TO THE BRITISH AND FRELNCH FORCES. WE ARE
TALKING ABOUT LAND-BASED SYSTEMS, THE ALLIANCE WITHDREW ITS
EQUIVALENT LAND-BASED SYSTENS (THOR AND JUPITER)} IN THE EARLY
SIXTIES. THE SOVIET UNION EY CONTRAST HAS RETAINED ITS SURFACE-
TU-SUKRFACE MEDIUM RANGE SYSTEMS (THE SS.4 AND SS.5) IN VERY LARGE
HUMBERS. 1IN KECENT YEARS IT HAS ADDED NEW MODERN SYSTEIS TO ITS
INVENTORY (SEE PARAS 5 AND 6).

CARRINGTON

BY TELEGRAPH TO:

BONN THE HAGUE + NEW YORK (URNIS)
BRUSSELS 0SLO : NEW YORK (BIS)
BRUSSELS (EEC) PARIS WASHINGTON
BRUSSELS (NATO) ROME OTTAWA
COPENHAGEN ¥OSCOW NEW DELHI-

EAST BERLIN o

[ALL PRIORITY)

5 e /ANKARA
CONF IDENTIAL




CONF IDENTI AL

ANKARA GENEVA (UKDIS)
ATFENS STOCKHOLM
LISBON VIENNA
LUXEMBOURG VIENNA (UKDEL)
REYKJAVIK BUCHAREST

BELGRADE BUDAPEST
GENEVA (URMIS)

[ALL ROUTINE]
AND SAVING TO CERTAIN OTHER POSTS

FCO/WHITEHALL DISTRIBUTION
0ID

ADDITIONAL DISTRIBUTION
GUIDANCE




; : Ly > ofi AR Vel = TNF
Framee = Ty 79 \ _ Q9

-

C NOTE OF A MEETING HELD IN 10 DOWNING STREET AT 1445 ON MONDAY
19 NOVEMBER 1979

w

Present:

3

. The Prime Minister President Giscard d'Estaing

Mr. C.A. Whitmore Monsienr Patrick LeClerc

¥ K ok ¥ * ¥ * k k ¥

The Prime Minister suggested, and President Giscard agreed,

that their tete-a-tete should concentrate on broader international
issues and that they should leave Communiiy matters for the
subsequent enlarged meeting in which they would be joined by

Foreign and Finance Ministers.

East /West Relations and Defence Matters
m

The Prime Minister said that she had set out her views on

East/West relations in her recent speech in Luxembourg. She

had struck a forthricht note on that occasion beczuse she felt
that President Brezhnev was attempting to influence the smaller
European members in NATO in their defence policies and, in
particular, to frighten them off the modernisation of Theatre
Nuclear Forces. All this was part of a grand Soviet design which
was aimed at giving them unassailable military power. Their

eventual aim was to be able to foree other countries to go along

with Soviet objectives by threatening them with the use of force

We were already seeing how successful they could be in countries
like Vietnam, Afghanistan and Ethiopia by the use of subversion
and proxy forces. The Prime Minister continued that detente
must be a two-way process 2nd a prerequisite for it was that

the West should be strong in defence terms. There needed tc be
some discussion of disarmament but it should be conducted from

a position of strength, She was familiar with France's proposals
for a European Disarmament Conference but she would like to hear
what the President had to say about them. Our hope must be
that by having more and more contact with the Soviet Union the
tussians would eventually come to question their own social
systemn,. In the meantime, it was essential for the wellbeing

of the free nations that there should be a European grouping

/which could




which could show the world that it could live together, protecting

its political freedom with economic liberty. Nothing in these

views of hers was new, for principles and ideals in this area

did not change.

President Giscard said that he had read the Prime Minister's

Luxembourg speech and he shared her general approach to East/West
relations. He had met President Brezhnev several times and
although he gave the impression that he was trying to bully the
West, he, President Giscard, believed that President Brezhnewv
had some measure of dedication to peace. He did not believe
that the Soviet Union were calculating on invading Europe over
the next five to ten years. What then was their intention?

In trying to assess Soviet objectives, we had to have in mind
two factors. First, they were obsessed by the feeling that
they should not be militarily inferior to the West. The lessons
cf the Cuban missile crisis had gone deep in the Soviet Union.
Second, they were afraid that if there was a war, they would
have to fight on two fronts, and all history showed that this
was likely to lead to defeat. They calculated that if there was
a war in Europe, China would interfere; and equally that if
they fought China, the West would become involved. There was
no doubt that, influenced by these two factors, the Soviet Union
had built up a wvery powerful military establishment, though in
the light of their weakness in many civil, industrial and
technological fields in comparison with the West, he personally
was not sure that they were as strong as some made out. What
was the position of Britain and France in this situation?

The period of American strategic supremacy was over. There

was now a global balance at that level, and the United States
would not use their strategic systems except in the most extreme
circumstances. Even if they said that they were ready to

use strategic nuclear weapons in defence of the West, he would
be cautious in his evaluation of any such assurance. Probably

because of the earlier American advantage at the strategic level,

/the Sowviet Union




the Soviet Union had built up over the years a substantial lead
in TNF, yvet they denied very strongly their advantage in this
area. It was curious that they did so when they must know
that our intelligence made the facts available to us, and he
was unable to offer any explanation of their denials. He was,
however, clear that it was absolutely essential that the West
should develop similar systems. Although France was not
involved directly in the consideration that was being given
within the Alliance to the modernisation of TNF, he understood
why many of the European allies were in favour of improving
NATO's TNF. France would herself take similar national
decisions, though the timing of them would be different.

France had started studies twenty months ago fto evaluate cruise
missiles and a new Theatre ballistic missile system. The
final report would be available in six to eight months'® time
and he expected that the decision would be to go for the
ballistic missile.

The President repeated that he believed that the chances
of early American intervention at the strategic level in any

future conflict were not great. He did not believe that it

would be possihble to force the Ameri%ﬁps to use their strategic

weapons by launching the French force /dissuasion and it would

be counter-productive for France to use its strategic weapons
alone against the Soviet Union. In any case, he did not
believe that conflict would turn into nuclear war guickly: on
the contrary, he thought that the periocd of conventional war might
be quite long. He had discussed this with Chancelior Schmidt
who shared his views. These considerations underlined the
importance of high quality conventional forces. France had
recently been putting emphasis on improving their conventional
forces and she expected to have broadly the same capability

as Germany in three or so years' time. He regarded it as
important that the United Kingdom should also have effective
conventional forces. If the West made improvements in this
way, it would reduce the opportunities open to the Scviet Union

for blackmail and military interventiocn.

[President Giscard




President Giscard said that the West should put the Soviet
Union on the defensive on disarmament. It was absurd that the
most heavily armed country in the world had for so long been
posing as one of the keener supporters of disarmament. We must
attempt to establish whether the Soviet Union were really ready
to contribute to arms limitation. France was not being naive
about this but thought it diplomatically important that the
West should hold the initiative in this field. France had never
been in favour of the MBFR negotiations because they did not
believe that the talks would ever reach any positive conclusion
and because they believed that it would be dangercus if there
was an area in Central Europe where the Federal Republic was
newralised and disengaged but into which the Soviet Union could
rapidly move the forces it had previously withdrawn. The
French had therefore proposed a general European discussion on
security. This was a way toc oblige the Soviet Union to show
its hand. If the Russians were ready to accept reductions in
their forces stationed in the Eurcpean part of their country,
this would mean that they were serious about disarmament.

The French proposals would mean that it would be less easy for
the Russians to reintroduce their forces into the area covered
by the negotiations. It would also offer a way of dismantling,
even if only by a little, the structure of the Warsaw Pact which
was militarily strong but weak politically and morally. The
first Soviet reaction to the French proposals had been strongly
against them because they meant that, for the first time, Soviet
territory would be brought into an arms control negotiation.

Bul, perhaps because they felt themselves to be on the defensive,
they were now beginning to show signs of changing their view.

It would not, however, be enough to get agreement on confidence-

building measures (CBMs) alone. CBMs might impose some practical
limitation on the Russians, but they would have no real political
impact. France was therefore taking the line that CBMs must be

accompanied by a process for reducing the level of armaments.

/ President Giscard




President Gisuuré continued that he saw advantages in countries
like Britain and France,which both had practical experience of
the dangers of the world, studying international proklems jointly.
He thought, for example, that both countries might act together
to exert their influence in the Caribbean where they both still
had dependent territories. .The influence of Cuba was growing
stronger, and a number of former British colonies consistently
voted with the Soviet Union at the United Nations. He hoped that
France and Britain would co-operate to study the situation with a
view to trying to persuade those Caribbean countries where they
still had influence to take a moderate line, Ancther area where
France and Britain should work together was the Pacific. Britain
had given independence to a number of her former dependent
territories, whereas France had tended to keep .hers under French
sovereignty. At international meetings former British colonies
in the Pacific, like Fiji, often attacked France and her Pacific
territories. He would like Britain to do what she could to get
her former colonies to behave more reasonably. Again, he thought
there should be an exchange of views on the subject. If Britain
and France were to have regular consultations about these and
other difficult parts of the world, we should be able to help each

other in promoting stability.

The Prime Minister said that she too was worried about the

Caribbean situation. In countries like Jamaica and Guyana

subversion was widespread, though there were one or two countries

like Barbados where the position was still much better. She thought

that what was happening in the Caribbean was part of the general
Soviet advance in the third world. Belize was a particular problem
for Britain in this area. We did not want to keep Belize as a
dependent territory but we had to prevent Guatemala taking over
the country.

/ The Prime Minister




The Prime Minister repeated the importance of not letting
ra

Soviet Union blackmail NATO countries over TNT modernisation.

Psychology played a significant part in East/West relations, and

to give way to Soviet pressure would have a bad. impact on the
confidence of the Alliance. The United Kingdom had virtually taken
the necessary decisions on TNF modernisation, and the essential
thing now was to carry the Dutch and the Belgians with the rest of
NATO. Britain would also have to take decisions soon on the
replacenent of its Polaris submarines. We had been worried about
the non-circumvention provisions of the SALT II Treaty, and about
the Protocol, but President Carter had assured us that the Americans
would be able to make available to us the technology we needed to
modernise our strategic forces. Replacing Polaris would be wvery
expensive and this was why we were expecting to rely on American
help, though Britain would continue toc develop and produce its own
warheads. If the President had any proposals for co-operation with
the United Kingdom in this area and wished to suggest that there should

be talks, we would be very happy to take part.

President Giscard said that he understood that the United

Kingdom's choice might be constrained by budgetary reasons.

He could see that it would be costly for Britain to go it entirely
alone. France of course developed and produced her strategic
systems without the help of other countries for reasons of national
policy, but he understood that the United Kingdom's approach was
different. As regards possible co-operation in this area between
Britain and France, the Defence Ministers of the two countries met
regularly and this was something they might discuss. The

Prime Minister said that she was ready to leave it to then.

In replying to a question by President Giscard, the Prime
Minister said that Britain had no intention of returning to
conscription. Wie did not think that it would be an economical use
of resources and we believed that we could play our part in the
defence of the Alliance better by having highly professional regular
forces. The re-introduction of conscription would be popular in
certain quarters for social reasons but it would raise difficult

political issues. President Giscard said that conscription was

accepted in France for moral reasons. It was a positive factor

{for the
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)
THE MILITARY BALANCE

Roderic Lyne sent you in his letter of 24th Seﬁtember an
assessment of the 1979/80 edition of The Military Balance
published by IISS earlier that month,

In case you have not already added it to your papers, you
may now care to have a copy of the text of a press release issued
by IISS on 8th November about the passage in The Military Balance
with which Roderic's letter dealt. You will see that while the
release does not deal with all the points that are of concern
to us, it does enter a number of important reservations, making
it clear that the IISS text has been taken out of context; that
the trend favours the Warsaw Pactj; that there is a particular
disparity in the category of warheads deliverable by theatre missiles
at ranges over 1,000 miles (ie precisely in the area with which
LRTNF modernisation is concerned); and, finally, that NATO LRTNF
aircraft are becoming increasingly wvulnerable. These are all
important points and we consider, therefore, that the release is
a highly satisfactory outcome of the various representations that
have been made to the Institute about their original text.

I am sending copies of this letter to Roderic Lyne (FCO)
and Martin Vile (Cabinet Office).

LW

B M Norbury

M 0'D B Alexander Esq
10 Downing Street
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TO IMMEDIATE WASHINGTON
TZLEGRAM NUMBER 1612 OF 9 NOV,

INFO PRIORITY MODUK.

THEATRE NUCLEAR FORCES.,

Pi.EASE ARRANGE FOR THE FOLLOWING LETTER FROM THE PRIME MINISTER
TO PRESIDENT CARTER TO BE DELIVERED AS SOON AS POSSIBLE
(DR1GINAL FOLLOWS BY BAG).

BEGINS.
DFAR MR PRESIDENT, :

THANK YOU FOR YOUR MESSAGE ABOUT THE NATO PROPOSALS FOR THE
MODERNISATION OF LONG-RANGE THEATRE NUCLEAR FORCES AND FOR A
P4RALLEL EFFORT IN THE ARMS CONTROL F1ELD,

AS YOU WILL KNOW FROM MY MESSAGE OF 28 JULY, | FULLY SHARE
YOUR VIEWS BOTH ON THE POLITICAL AND MILITARY SIGNIiFICANCE OF
THESE EFFORTS AND ON THE SOUNDNESS OF THEIR CONTENT, LIKE YOU,
WE HAVE VIEWED THE EVOLUTION WITH MUCH SATISFACTION AS A MODEL
OF ALLITANCE COLLECTIVE DISCUSSION AND PLANNING: AND WE HAVE ADMIRED
THE VERY THOROUGH STAFF WORK AND THE WELL-JUDGED LEADERSHIP WHICH
THE UNITED STATES HAS CONTRIBUTED., WE SUPPORT THE OUTCOME Wi THOUT
QUALIFICATION, AND ARE GIVING IT OUR STRONGEST POLITICAL BACKING.
| MYSELF HAVE TALKED ABOUT THE PLANS AT LENGTH RECENTLY WITH
PRIME MINISTER COSSIGA AND CHANCELLOR SCHMIDT: FRANCIS PYM HAS
HAD SPECIAL DISCUSSIONS WITH HIS GERMAN, DUTCH AND ITALIJAN
COUNTERPARTS IN THE LAST FORTNIGHT: AND PETER CARRINGTON HAS
R4|SED THE MATTER RECENTLY WITH VAN DE KLAAUW AND FRYDENLUND.
IN ALL THESE CONTACTS WE HAVE MADE IT VERY CLEAR THAT WE ARE NOT
INTERESTED IN IDEAS FOR REDUCING THE SCOPE OF THE MODERNISATION
PROPOSAL, OR FOR ANY CHANGES WHICH WOULD MAKE MODERNI SATION A
HOSTAGE TO ARMS CONTROL NEGOTIATIONS., THE NETHERLANDS POSITION

APART, WE HAVE BEEN GENERALLY ENCOURAGED BY THE ATTITUDES WE
HAVE FOUND,
&""E""{"""*"‘“ﬁf‘"“:' : ] LIEE
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LIKE YOU, WE THINK THE IDEA OF REDUCING BY 1,000 THE
US WARHEAD STOCKPILE IN EUROPE HAS MUCH ATTRACTION, FROM
SEVERAL STANDPOINTS. WE ARE PARTICULARLY ATTRACTED BY THE FACT
THAT, IN ANNOUNCING THE REDUCTION OF 1,000 WARHEADS AT THE SAME
TiME AS TAKING TNF DECISIONS, THE ALLIANCE WOULD HAVE A CREDIBLE
RATIONALE FOR LAYING TO REST THE OPTION 11l PART OF MBFR.
THIS TACTIC WOULD BE MORE EFFECTIVE IF WE CAN ALSO DEMONSTRATE
THAT WE ARE PREPARED TO GIVE A NEW IMPETUS TO THE TROOP
REDUCTIONS ELEMENT OF MBFR. LIKE YOU, | HOPE, THEREFORE, THAT
THE ALLIANCE WILL BE IN A POSITION TO ANNOUNCE NEW PROPOSALS
|4 MBFR BY THE TIME OF THE NATO DECEMBER MINISTERIAL MEETINGS.

THE DECEMBER DECISIONS ARE INDEED OF CRUCIAL IMPORTANCE.,
A SET BACK COULD SERIQUSLY DAMAGE THE ALLAINCE’S CREDIBILITY
AND EFFECTIVENESS: BUT SUCCESS WOULD BE A MAJOR STEP FORWARD
FOR OUR COMMON SECURITY., YOU CAN COUNT ON US FOR EVERY EFFORT
T REACH THAT OBJECTIVE,
WARM REGARDS,
YOURS SINCERELY,

MARGARET THATCHER,
ENDS,

CARRINGTON, ['_r:ome.s sENT To NC 1o DoWnNidg STJ
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9 Hovember 1979

The Prime Minister has asked me to thank
you for your letter to her of 2 November
enclosing a message to her from President
Carter. I enclose a copy of the Prime

Minister's reply. The signed copy is being
delivered by our Embassy in Washington.

MICHAEL ALEXANDER

The Honourable Edward J. Streator




10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER 9 November 1979

| C}tm O» Qﬂm"M*.

Thank you-for your message about the NATO proposals for the

modernisation of long-range theatre nuclear forces and for a
parallel effort in the arms contrecl field.

As you will know from my message of 28 July, I fully share
your views both on the political and military significance of
these efforts and on the soundness of their content. Like you,
we have viewed their evolution with much satisfaction as a model
of Alliance collective discussion and planning; and we have admired
the very thorough staff work and the well-judged leadership which
the United States has contributed. We support the outcome without
qualification, and are giving it our strongest political backing.
I myseli have talked about the plans at length recently with
Prime Minister Cossiga and Chancellor Schmidt; Francis Pym has
had special discussions with his German, Dutch and Italian
counterparts in the last fortnight; and Peter Carrington has
raised the matter recently with Van der Klaauw and Frydenlund.

In all these contacts we have made it very clear that we are not
interested in ideas for reducing the scope of the modernisaticn
proposal, or for any changes which would make modernisaticn a

hostage to arms control negotiations. The Netherlands position

apart, we have been generally encouraged by the attitudes we
have found.

Like you, we think the idea of reducing by 1,000 the
US warhead stockpile in Europe has much attraction, from
several standpoints. We are particularly attracted by the fact
that, in announcing the reduction of 1,000 warheads at the same
time as taking TNF decisions, the Alliance would have a credible

SECPKEFE- /rationale




rationale for laying to rest the Option III part of MBFR.

This tactic would be more effective if we can also demonstrate
that we are prepared to give a new impetus to the troop
reductions element of MBFR. Like you, I hope, therefore, that
the Alliance will be in a position to announce new proposals
in MBFR by the time of the NATO December Ministerial meetings.

The December decisions are indeed of crucial importance.
A set back could seriously damage the Alliance's credibility
and effectiveness; but success would be a major step forward
for our common security. You can count on us for every effort
to reach that objective.

Ua..tm M{M“t'.

LZQW” P I

Qn-to.wf’ .

/ﬁr

The President of the United States of America
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9 November 1979

Tueatre huclear Forces

The Prime Hinister has seen vour letter to
me of 6 llovember on this subject. She has
approved the text of the draft reply to
President Carter which you enclosed but has
amended it in line with the suggestions in Paul
Lever's letter to me of 8 November.

1 should be grateful if George Wulden with
whose copy of this letter I enclose the signed
copy of the Priwe Minister's letter, could
arrange for its delivery in Washington. I
huve sent a copy to the United States Lmbassy
liere in London,

M. O'D. B. ALEXANDER

Brian Norbury, Lsq.
Ministry of DI;IBHGHEECRET




C Whitmore Esg

the Compliments of
Sir Frank Cooper, GC.B., CM.G.
Permanent Under-Secretary of State
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THE INTERNATIONAL ,
INSTITUTE FOR f’“’i’.
STRATEGIC STUDIES

Registered Office: 23 Tevictock Streect, London, WC2B THQ

Tel:07-379 7676 Cobles: Stretegy Londun .
Chairman: Dr Ernst van dar Cougel Director: Dr Christeph Derirem

LY

8th November, 1979

In The Militarv Balance 19?9—1985, published in Septezber, the International
Institute for Strategic Studies presented a detailed study of the balance of
‘theatre nuclear forces in Europe. =

In the past weeks this enalveis has repeatedly been quoted out of context to
suppert cpposition to the current Plans by the Morth Atlantic Treaty members
for the introduction of new, longer-range theatre nuclcar wezpons. Given the
importance of this decision, and the Institutoe's aim of Providing relisble
informztion for the public debate, we feel it necessary to state what the
eludy soys and what 14 does not say,

The Institutels enzlyesis does not lead to the conclusion that the modernization
of HATO's thecire forces ig unnacessary. We state in our study that 'some-
thing very close to parity now exists between the Theatre Nuclear Forces of
NATO and the Wersaw Pact, 2lthoush it is moving in favour of the Varsew

Pact'. The new fmerican theatre wecpons currently discussed in NATO will

not be introduced before the end of 1983, and by then the mergin in favour

of the East will have further increased, if no action is taken now.

The Institute!ls anclysis shows that there is a particular disparity in the
category of warheads deliverable by theatre rissiles at ranges over

1,000 miles, BHere the figures show that the Wersaw Pact enjoys a 10 to 1
advantage if fmerican strategic missiles allocated to SACETR cre execluded
from the caleuletion, (In contrast to the Soviet theatre systems, these
strategic missiles arc counted in SLLT).

The bulk of FATO'e retaliatory nuclear forces consiets of aircruft. Not
only are these vulnersble to pre-coptive attacks, but it is becom
increasingly doubtful whether they will be =ble to penctrate the denge
curtain of Warsew Pact sir defences. This latter roint is indeed one of
the strong militery ergumente for the modernization of NATO's theatre
nuclear forceg,




Foreign and Commonwealth Office

London SWI1A 2AH
8 November 1979

Message from President Carter: Proposal for the Unilateral
Withdrawal of 1,000 Warheads from Europe

Lord Carrington has seen Brian Norbury's letter of 6 November
to Michael Alexander with a suggested draft reply to President
Carter's message to the Prime Minister on theatre nuclear forces.
Lord Carrington supports the robust line which Mr Pym recommends
on the need for clear decisions to be taken on TNF modernisation
next month. He also agrees with the proposal that we should
rid ourselves of the increasingly inconvenient Option III
proposals in MBFR by announcing the withdrawal of 1,000 nuclear
warheads at the same time as, in the context of TNF modernisation,
a decision is taken to replace Pershing I by Pershing II.

One point on which Lord Carrington has reservations is Mr
Pym's comment on the timing of a decision on the withdrawal
of 1,000 nuclear warheads. First, thanks to leaks in the
Dutech and US press the idea has already for some time been in
the public domain. As Chancellor Schmidt pointed out to the
Prime Minister these leaks mean that the proposal is a diminishing
asset. Second, if a decision to withdraw warheads is to
influence public and parliamentary opinion (especially in
Holland), this card should not be played too late. The Dutch
Parliament will be discussing TNF issues throughout November
before the Dutch Cabinet reaches its decision on 7 December.
Third, Mr Pym suggests that a move on warheads would help NATO
to rid itself of Option III in MEFR; but, if we are to do this,
we need to take a decision in principle soon that warheads should
figure in the December package, so that appropriate adjustments
to our MBFR policy can also be announced at the same time.

For these reasons Lord Carrington would prefer to see the
last three sentences of paragraph 3 of the draft reply to President
Carter omitted. MOD offiecials have looked at this point again
in the light of yesterday's discussion in NATO and agree that
deletion of these sentences would be appropriate. They have not
been able to consult Mr Pym, but believe that, in the new circum-
stances, he would be content. Lord Carrington would also see
advantage if NATO Ministers meeting in the NPG next week could
take favourable note in their communigue of the proposal for a
reduction in warheads as a preliminary to a final decision, in
parallel with a TNF decision, in mid-December.

/ Meanwhile
M O'D B Alexander Esq
10 Downing Street
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Meanwhile we have received German and US proposals for
a simplified MBFR Phase I agreement. These proposals would
involve a reduction of 30,000 Soviet and 13,000 US soldiers
(the Soviet reductions would be in addition to the withdrawal
of 20,000 men and 1,000 tanks announced by President Brezhnev
on 6 October). The German and American proposals envisage no
armament reductions; and agreement would be required on only Soviet
and US manpower data. This proposal is unlikely to have much
attraction for the Russians. But our immediate objective is
to regain the initiative in MBFR and to amend NATO's existing
MBFR proposals in order to make them consistent with the TNF
modernisation programme.

Subject to the Prime Minister's wviews and those of Mr Pym,
we propose therefore to give strong support to these new
proposals for MBFR and to urge the other Allies to reach
agreement on them by the NATO Ministerial meeting in December.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Brian Norbury.

%Jr.us FATZ)

Nout

Paul Lever
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1

Telephone 01 FEEOCHER 218 2111;3

SECRET
MO 18/1/1 8th November 1979

O,,rml

MESSAGE FROM PRESIDENT CARTER:
PROPOSAL FOR THE UNILATERAL WITHDRAWAL
OF 1,000 WARHEADS FROM EUROPE

Paul Lever (FCO) commented in his letter of 8th November
on mine of 6th November.

Mr Pym notes the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary's
recommendations on the handling of the German and American
proposals for a simplified MBFR Phase I and agrees that we
should give them strong support and work for Alliance agreement
by the December Ministerial meeting. Since the impact of these
proposals depends heavily on their being part of an arms control
package in parallel with decisions on TNF modernisation, he regrets
the fact that extensive and accurate details appear to have been
reported in the German press this morning.

Mr Pym has also noted Lord Carrington's views on his comment
on timing of the decision on the withdrawal of 1,000 warheads;
in the light of Tuesday's discussion in the Alliance he is
content that the text of the message to President Carter should
be amended as proposed by Lord Carrington, and that we should
work for inclusion in the NPG communique of a reference to the
proposed withdrawal on the lines suggested.

I am copying this letter to Paul Lever.
& N-
(B M NORBURY)

M 0'D B Alexander Esq
10 Downing Street

SEGRET
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RECORD OF A DISCUSSION BETWEEN THE PRIME MINISTER AND THE
SECRETARY GENERAL OF NATO, DR. JOSEPH LUNS AT No. 10 DOWNING STREET
ON 7 NOVEMEER AT 1210 HOURS.

el

Present
Prime Minister Dr. .Luns

Sir Clive Rose Dr. iVan Campen
Mr. M.0'D. Alexander Mis% Borgman-Brower

R E S S S EEEE L R 0

|
|
|

TNF Modernisation

The Prime Minister referred to the fact that Mr. Brezhnew

had made a further speech clearly intended to try to prevent

the Dutch and Belgian Governments accepting modernised theatre
nuclear forces on their territory. Dr. Luns said that he was
very worried about the possibility that NATO might fail to take
the necessary decisions in December. Such a failure would do
immense harm. It would leave the impression that the Soviet Union
rather than the Members of the Alliance decided what weapons

the Alliance should have. It would damage the credibility of
NATO's defences generally and of the deterrent in particular.

It might result in a serious falling out between the United States
and the European Members of NATO.

The Prime Minister recalled that when the Belgian Prime

Minister had been in London he and M. Simonet had expressed
concern about the effect on Belgian opinion of the wrong decison
being taken in the Netherlands. They had stressed the links
between the Flemish Socialist Parties and the Duteh. Dr. Luns

said that the Belgians were taking a firmer line than the Dutch.
Defence issues were not such a live issue in Belgium as they were
in the Netherlands: the Belgians had other things to guarrel
about - in any case it was possible to exaggerate the strength

of the links between the Flemish community and the Dutch.

Sir Clive Rose said that it would be wrong to assume that the

Belgians would follow suit if the Dutch took the wrong decision.
Dr. Luns commented on a recent vote at a meeting of the Atlantiec
Assembly in Ottawa. The Dutch had put forward a motion proposing
that the Alliance should attempt to negotiate an arms control
agreement with the Russians before deciding on the deployment of
the modernised TNF. The motion had been rejected by 82 votes to 4.

/The Prime Minister
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The Prime Minister commented on Ehe undesirability of establish-
O
ing a link between the ratification/SALT II and the TNF decision.

Sir Clive Rose said that it would of course be wrong to make

ratification a pre-condition for the TNF decision. But many

members of the Alliance attached importance to arms control
negotiations as a means of putting a ceiling on the Soviet Union's
deployment of nuclear weapons. Such negotiations could only

take place in the context of SALT III. SALT II was a pre-condition
for SALT III. Dr. Luns said that this argument was of course
reasonable but that even if SALT II was not ratified, the new

TNF could be deployed. B8ir Clive Rose agreed. The Prime Minister
said that she was confident that SALT II would be ratified.

The authority of the United States President to conduct

negotiations was at issue: this argument would appeal to a

sufficient number of senators to ensure that agreement was

ratified. ©She thought that this was true even though President Carter’
position had been complicated by the fact that the public was

much better informed about the Soviet Union and about its lead

in missiles than it had been ten years ago. The Prime Minister
commented on the enormous effect that Mr. Solzhenitsfn's

proncuncements had had.

The Prime Minister said that two aspects of the SALT II
Agreement were of particular concern to the United Kingdom. It
was essential that the protocol on cruise missiles should lapse
on the due date. It was equally essential for it to be clear
that the non circumvention clause should not inhibit
the United States from passing to the United Kingdom technology
related to the UK deterrent. Sir Clive Rose said that both issues

had been taken up in the Senate and the position of the Administration
would be confirmed as a result. Dr. Luns said that he was
confident the Soviet Union would refrain from making difficulties

on either issue. The Prime Minister concluded this part of

the discussion by saying that it was essential that the right
decisions should be taken on TNF modernisation. Dr. Luns said
that next week's meeting of the Nuclear Planning Group would be
crucial.

/France and NATO




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 7 November 1978

TNF Modernisation : The Dutch Position

The Prime Minister has seen your letter
to me of 5 November on this subject. She ic
content that the possibility of a message
from her to Mr. Van Agt should be held in

reserve for the moment.

I am sending copies of this letter to
Brian Norbury (Ministry of Defence) and
Martin Vile (Cabinet Office).

"~

F‘:

Paul Lever, E=sq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.

CONFIDERTIAL -
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SECRET 6th November 1979
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Thank you for your letter of 5th November. ‘2 {“Mﬂé %_f

MO 18/1/1

Mr Pym concurs in Lord Carrington's advice (Paul Lever's
letter of 5th November) that it would be premature for the
Prime Minister to approach Mr Van Agt personally and that this
option should be reviewed in the light of the Foreign and
Commonwealth Secretary's visit to The Hague and the discussion
between Permanent Representatives in Brussels,both today.

He feels, however, that in replying to President Carter the
Prime Minister should stress the very considerable efforts

UK Ministers have made to persuade European Allies to hold fast
on TNF modernisation.

My Secretary of State sees two advantages in the proposal
to make a unilateral reduction of 1,000 warheads from the
US stockpile in Europe. Such a move should help to rally
the Alliance on TNF modernisation. It will have considerable
appeal to many of the European allies (including the
Scandinavians) and thereby bring further pressure on the Dutch
to come into line, although as regards the Dutch, Mr Pym
considers that the move might most effectively have been made
nearer the time of the December Ministerial decisions. He
indicated to the US Secretary of Defence on the telephone
yesterday afternoon that he had this doubt (the call had been
arranged following the Bonn Summit to enable Mr Pym to report
on UK efforts to hold the Alliance firm on TNF modernisation).

/ Secondly ...

M 0'D B Alexander Esq
No 10 Downing Street
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Secondly my Secretary of State considers that it would
help the Alliance to cut the knot of Option III in MBFR.
The 1,000 warheads have been on offer in MBFR since 1975 as
part of Option III (an offer to reduce 1,000 US nuclear
warheads, 36 US Pershing I launchers and 54 US dual-capable
aircraft). This offer is being overtaken by events. At the
end of the year the Alliance will announce the replacement of
US Pershing Is by Pershing IIs as part of a TNF modernisation
package; it will also make clear that the replacement systems
will not be covered by Option III but would be subject to an
arms control offer covering long-range TNF. A unilateral
reduction of 1,000 warheads in addition would provide the West
with a good case for claiming that Option III had been effectively
laid to rest. This could pave the way for a simplified Phase I
agreement, as President Carter suggests. This would be
restricted to reductions of US and Soviet ground forces and
accompanied by appropriate verification and stabilizing measures.

If by December the Alliance can announce the reduction of
1,000 warheads a proposals to move MBFR forward it will enable
us to match President Brezhnev's propaganda over the unilateral
troop and tank reductions from the GDR and claim the high ground
in MBFR. This will be wvaluable in itself, but could be
particularly helpful in securing support for the TNF modernisation
decision which remains our key objective at the December NATO
Ministerial meetings.

The reductions can be easily accommodated since the US has
kept many warheads in Europe for systems no longer deployed to
cover those committed in Option III.

In the light of the above, Mr Pym recommends that the
Prime Minister should reply to President Carter on the lines
of the enclosed draft.

I am sending a copy of this letter to George Walden (FCO);
FCO officials have been consulted about its terms.

TR

(B M NORBURY)
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DRAFT REPLY TO PRESIDENT CARTER

Thank you for your message about the NATO proposals for the
modernisation of long-range theatre nuclear forces and for a

parallel effort in the arms control field.

2. As you will know from my message of 28th July, I fully share
your views both on the political and military significance of
these efforts and on the soundness of their content. Like you,

we have viewed their evolution with much satisfaction as a model
of Alliance collective discussion and planning; and we have admired
the very thorough staff work and the well-judged leadership which
the United States has contributed. We support the outcome without
qualification, and are giving it our strongest political backing.
I myself have talkéd about the plans at length recently with

Prime Minister Cdssiga and Chancellor Schmidt; Francis Pym has

had special discussions with his German, Dutch and Italian
counterparts in the last fortnight; and Peter Carrington has
raised the matter recently with Van der Klaauw and Frydenlund.

In all these contacts we have made it very clear that we are not
interested in ideas for reducing the scope of the modernisation
proposal, or for any changes which would make modernisation a
hostage to arms control negotiations. The Netherlands position
apart, we have been generally encouraged by the attitudes we

have found.
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3. Like you, we think the idea of reducing by 1,000 the

—

US warhead stockpile in Europe has much attraction, from

several standpoints. We are particularly attracted by the

fact that, in announcing the reduction of 1,000 warheads at

the same time as taking TNF decisions, the Alliance would have

a credible rationale for laying to rest the Option III part

of MBFR, This tactic would be more effective if we can also
demonstrate that we are prepared to give a new impetus to the
troop reductions element of MBFR. Like you, I hope therefore,
that the Alliance will be in a position to announce new proposals
in MBFR by the time of the NATO December Ministerial meetings.
The precise timing is a matter for fine judgement. Our own
inclination in this regard would have been not to make any early

move on this. Influencing the Dutch is not the only consideration.

¥

—

4. The December decisions are indeed of crucial importance.
A setback could seriously damage the Alliance's credibility
and effectiveness; but success would be a major step forward
for our common security. You can count on us for every effort

’
to reach that objective.

SECRE
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Principal Private Secrelary

6 Movember 1979

Do Baas

3
When the Prime Minsiter saw Lord Zuckerman recently at a
social function, she asked him to let her have a copy of a paper

which he was due to give to the American Philosophical Society
sometime this waek.

™ e Prime Minister has now read the paper (a copy of which is
enclosed) and, as she mentioned to the Defence Secretary when she
saw him in the House last night, she fears that what
Lord Zuckerman has to say from about page 23 onwards may well cause
trouble in connection with both TNF modernisation and our plans for
replacing Polaris. She does not believe, however, that there is
anything that we can do about this, but she wishes to ensure that
yvou and the Foreign and Commonwealth Office are not taken by
surprise if the paper gives rise to difficulties.

I am sending a copy of this letter and of the paper to
George Walden.

Brian Norbury, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Frivate Secretary 6 November 1979

-

PRESIDENT BREZHNEV'S LETTER TO THE PRIME MINISTER

The Prime Minister has seen your letter
to me of 5 November and the draft enclosed
with it. She has decided not to send an
interim acknowledgement .

I am sending copies of this letter to
Brian Norbury (MOD) and Martin Vile (Cabinet
Office).

—
M. OD. B. ALEXANDER

Paul Lever, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.

CONFIDENTIAL
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Foreign and Commonwealth Office

London SWI1A 2ZAH

5 November 1979

THF Modernisation: The Dutech Position

Since the Bonn Summit, we have given further thought to the
idea, discussed with Chancellor Schmidt, that it might be timely
to intervene with Mr Van Agt in order to encourage the Dutch
Government to stand firm over TNF modernisation and that Lord
Carrington might call on him in The Hague on 6 November.

Lord Carrington expects to discuss this subject at some
length with the Dutch Foreign Minister during his visit to The Hague.
It may well prove necessary to make further strong representations
to the Dutch at Prime Ministerial level in the course of this month,
not least because it is Mr Van Agt's party (the CDA) which is shaky
on TNF. But we believe the possibility of a message from the Prime
Minister should be held in reserve for the moment.

“ﬂ

We do not know how Mr Van Agt will respond to the personal
message on TNF which he apparently received from President Carter
on 2 November. Nor is it clear what position the Dutch intend to
adopt in the run-up to the NATO Ministerial meetings in mid-December.
Their attitude may become clearer during Lord Carrington's visit
tomorrow and also at a NATO meeting on TNF modernisation and arms
control in Brussels the same day. Officials will have a further
opportunity to assess the Dutch position and the tactics which
we should adopt towards them during Anglo-Dutch talks in London on
9 November. If in the light of these exchanges it seems advisable
for the Prime Minister to send a personal message to Mr Van Agt,
there will still be ample time before the crucial Dutch parliamentary
debate on TNF on 6 December.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Brian Norbury (Ministry
of Defence) and Martin Vile (Cabinet Office).

~ouwss G5t

Gk

(P Lever)
Private Secretary

M O'D B Alexander Esq
10 Downing Street
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President Brezhnev's Letter to the Prime Minister

As agreed in your letter of 22 October, we have made
available to our Allies the text of President Brezhnev's
letter of 15 October to the Prime Minister. In exchange,
we have received copies of most of the letters sent to
other NATO Heads of Government, which are broadly similar
to the one sent to Mrs Thatcher.

We have also discussed with our Allies the broad
lines on which any replies might be based. A consensus on
this is likely to emerge in the next week,

There is no disposition in the Alliance to reply in
haste. There has been general support for our suggestion
that a useful first step would be to use the communique
of the NATO Nuclear Planning Group Ministerial meeting on
13/14 November to put into perspective President Brezhnev's
claim that Soviet medium range delivery systems have been
reduced in number and in warhead yield during the last 10
years.

Once the facts of the TNF balance have been publicised
in this way it would be easier for Heads of Government to
explain in any replies using agreed statistics why we see TNF
modernisation as an essential step towards achieving a
more stable balance in these systems. A further advantage
in deferring replies is that it may help to delay any further
phase of the Soviet campaign to prevent TNF modernisation
decisions in mid-December.

We would therefore advice that any substantive reply
to President Brezhnev should be sent in the second part of
November. If, meanwhile, the Prime Minister would like to
send an interim acknowledgement (as we understand Chancellor
Schmidt and others may do) you may wish to consider the enclosed
draft, which avoids any commitment to a more substantive reply.

I am sending copies of this letter and its enclosure to
Brian Norbury (MOD) and Martin Vile (Cabinet Office).

Yowis 65

Nt

M O'D B Alexander Esq (P Lever)
10 Downing Street
LONDON CONFIDENTIAL
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FROM: Reference
Prime Minister

DEPARTMENT:

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

Top Secret
Secret
Confidential
Restricted
Unclassified

PRIVACY MARKING

wssasnaenaedn Confidence

CANEAT N,

Enclosures—flag(s)..........

TO: Your Reference

President Brezhnev [to be delivered wis———
H M Ambassador at Moscow] Copies to:

SUBJECT:

I am writing to acknowledge the letter which Mr ILunkov
delivered to me on 15 October, summarising the ideas
set out in your speech of 6 October in East Berlin.
This letter, which I understand has also been sent

to other NATO Heads of Government, touches on a wide
range of subjects and I shall, of course, consider it
carefully.

i

56-ST Dd 0532078 12/78 HePLidBly







10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 5 November 19279

19

THEATRE NUCLEAR FORCES

I enclose a copy of a letter which the
Prime Minister has received from President
Carter about Theatre Nuclear Force Modernisa-
tion. o

1 should be grateful if you could let
me have a draft reply which the Prime Minister
might send to President Carter by close of
play tomorrow, Tuesday 6 November.

I am sending a copy of this letter and
its enclosure to George Walden (FCO).

Brian Norbury, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence.
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EMBASSY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
LONDOMN

November 2, 1979

Dear Prime Minister:
I have been asked to deliver the attached
message to you from President Carter.

Sincerely,

éi€h¢nzqcpfgi;¥ipcuﬁéé
Edward J. ‘Streator
Charge d'Affaires a.i.

Enclosure

The Rt. Hon. Margaret Thatcher, M.P.
Prime Minister
10 Downing Street
London SWl
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Dear Madame Prime Minister:

As the Alliance enters the final phase of its deliberations
on Theater Nuclear Force Modernization and Arms Control, I
think we can all be proud of the quality and intensity of NATO
consultations on this subject. In my judgment, the crucial
December decisions will mark a watershed in the Alliance's resolve.
They will demonstrate the determination in each of our countries
to maintain a credible ladder of deterrence and simultaneously
to show our publics that we will take the initiative to negotiate
a significant reduction in the level of these weapons.

Because our cooperative efforts have been going so well,
I was deeply concerned to learn that the Dutch are considering
a proposal to cut the size of NATO's Modernization Program
significantly. This would jeopardize the consensus each member
of the Alliance has tried so hard to build, and I want you to
know that I have written Prime Minister Van Agt to ask him not
to introduce the Dutch proposal into the Alliance in the upcoming
consultations. Any assistance you can give in this regard would
also be helpful.

At the same time, we all need to help the Dutch with their
political problems to the extent we can so that they can partici-
pate in the TNF program. In this regard I know you agree with
me that we need to give all our publics vivid evidence of reduced
NATO reliance on nuclear weapons and of the Alliance's dedication
to the objectives of arms control.

That is why I am attracted to the idea that as an integral
part of the NATO decision to deploy 572 long range theater
nuclear force warheads in Europe, we could reduce our nuclear
stockpile by 1,000 weapons. Such a step would be a concrete
demonstration that through TNF modernization, we are not engaging
in a nuclear build-up. It would also demonstrate our commitment
to arms control, provide an opportunity to give MBFR a push
forward with a streamlined NATO proposal, respond to Brezhnev's
unilateral steps, and rationalize our nuclear stockpile. This
possibility will be discussed at the next round of Alliance
consultations on TNF.




We are approaching a crossroads. I am confident that
by continuing to work together closely we will fully meet
the challenge and move to a decision in December that will
provide for needed improvements in NATO defenses and build
a strong foundation for Alliance arms control efforts.

Sincerely,

/s/

Jimmy Carter
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The United States Embassy delivered at the Cabinet Office this

morning the enclosed message to you from President Carter.

2. Your office may like to send it to the Secretary of State for Defence's
office (with a copy to the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary's office )
asking for a draft reply.

3. In the light of his visit to Bonn with you the Secretary of State for
Defence's provisional view is (I gather) that the Germans are reconciled
to Dutch defection and will even so remain firm themselves provided that
the Italians and Belgians do so. The Italian Defence Minister told Mr. Pym
mis-z;u_-:;-;-z:ing that -x?atever the Dutch do, Italy will remain firm, even to the
extent that the Italian Government would resign if their Parliament failed to
accept this., So the Belgians seem to be the key, Mr. Pym will warn
Lord Carrington, who i:eing M. Simonet in The Hague next week, of the

importance of keeping the Belgians up to the mark, Lord Carrington will

of course also be able to urge on the Dutch the importance of not defecting:

that is perhaps a sufficient answer to the last sentence of the second

paragraph of the President's letter.

(Robert Armstrong)

2nd November 1979




‘ THE WHITE HOUSE
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WASHINGTON

November 1, 1979

Dear Madame Prime Minister:

As the Alliance enters the final phase of its delib-
erations on theater nuclear force modernization and
arms control, I think we can all be proud of the
quality and intensity of NATO consultations on this
subject. In my judgment, the crucial December
decisions will mark a watershed in the Alliance's
resolve. They will demonstrate the determination
in each of our countries to maintain a credible
ladder of deterrence and simultaneously to show

our publics that we will take the initiative to
negotiate a significant reduction in the level of
these weapons.

Because our cooperative efforts have been going so
well, I was deeply concerned to learn that the
Dutch are considering a proposal to cut the size
of NATO's modernization program significantly.
This would jeopardize the consensus each member of
the Alliance has tried so hard to build, and I want
you to know that I heve written Prime Minister Van
Agt to ask him not to introduce the Dutch proposal
into the Alliance in the upcoming consultations.
Any assistance you can give in this regard would
also be helpful.

At the same time, we all need to help the Dutch
with their political problems to the extent we can
so that they can participate in the TNF program,.
In this regard I know you agree with me that we
need to give all our publics vivid evidence of
reduced NATO reliance on nuclear weapons and of
the Alliance's dedication to the objectives of
arms control.




That is why I am attracted to the idea that as an
integral part of the NATO decision to deploy 572
long-range theater nuclear force warheads in
Europe, we could reduce our nuclear stockpile by
1,000 weapons. Such a step would be a concrete
demonstration that through TNF modernization, we
are not engaging in a nuclear build-up. It would
also demonstrate our commitment to arms control,
provide an opportunity to give MBFR a push forward
with a streamlined NATO proposal, respond to
Brezhnev's unilateral steps, and rationalize our
nuclear stockpile. This possibility will be dis-
cussed at the next round of Alliance consultations
on TNF.

We are approaching a crossroads, I am confident
that by continuing to work together closely we
will fully meet the challenge and move to a
decision in December that will provide for needed
improvements in NATO defenses and build a strong
foundation for Alliance arms control efforts.

Sincerely

e

"

The Right Honorable
Margaret R. Thatcher, M.P.
Prime Minister

London

SECRET
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TNYF Modernisation

The Prime Minister said that she saw President Brezhnev's
recent speech in East Berlin as the opening shots in a

psychological campaign to dissuade Western European members of

NATO from agreeing to the modernisation of Theatre Nuclear Forces.

The Soviet Union had applied similar pressure successfully over

JERW, and they
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ERW, and they plainly believed that they could arouse fears
amongst the more faint-hearted allies once again. This was why
she had spoken out strongly in her recent speeches in Blackpool
and Luxembourg. Britain was determined to fulfil its obligations
in the defence field, and this was why we had agreed without a
moment's hesitation to take an additional flight of 16 GLCMs
(for which Chancellor Schmidt said he was very grateful). She
had discussed TNF modernisation at length with Sr. Cossiga when
she had visited Rome and she did not believe that the Italians
would waver. She had, however, been worried that the Belgians
and Duteh would not accept TNF on their soil. She had herself
found during discussions in September that M. Simonet accepted

the need for TNF modernisation, but it had been less clear what

view M. Martens, who did not yet appear to be fully in the saddle,

took. The Dutch seemed to see the greatest difficulties, and we
and the Germans should do what we could to help them to overcome
them. She was, however, clear that the Alliance could not settle
for as little as half the proposed number of TNF in Europe: an
essential pre-requisite of deterrents was the maintenance of the
military balance. Moreover, the Alliance should not let itself
get into the position where the Soviet Union was able to bargain
its obsolete weapons against our new missiles. If the Soviet
Union did not want NATO to have modern TNF, they would have to

give up the S520 and Backfire.

Chancellor Schmidt said that the present problem with longer
range Theatre Nuciear Forces in Europe had begun with a double
mistake by the United States and the Soviet Union. They had defined
strategic systems as those weapons which could be launched from
the territory of one of them to reach the soil of the other.. This
meant that intermediate range and medium range systems were out-
side the scope of then current arms limitation negotiations, and
this had allowed the Soviet Union to build up in the 1960s a wvery
considerable lead in systems of this kind. The Soviet Union had
then decided to increase this lead still further with systems like
the 8320, and they had made the mistake of thinking that they could

get away with this step. The Americans had been slow to realise

/what was happening,
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what was happening, and he had had to wake them up by making

public speeches a couple of years ago. DBut once the United

States understood what the Soviet Union had been doing, they

had decided rapidly on the need to modernise the Alliance's

TNF and expected the allies to agree with them immediately.

But a number of the Western European members of the Alliance

had political difficulties over this. They had never had

nuclear weapons stationed on their soil which could reach the
Soviet Union. This was true of Belgium and the Federal

Republic, but it was the Dutch who felt the problem most

acutely. We were now at a ecritical moment in the Alliance's
consideration of TNF modernisation. If the Dutch could not be
brought along on TNF, their attitude might quickly spread to
Belgium and then to Italy and the Scandinavian allies and even,
possibly, to the Federal Republic. For this reason he had
telephoned President Carter a month ago to suggest that the
decision on TNF modernisation should be taken immediately, but

the President had taken the view that such action might

precipitate the wvery split with the Dutch which it was essential
to prevent. The present position was not wholly comparable with
what had happened on EREW. On that occasion the Eurcopean allies
had not let the United States down but, on the contrary, had

civen them a2l1ll the help that they needed, even though this had been
politically difficult for a number of them. It was President Carter
himself who had drawn back at the last moment and who had let

down his European allies. The Germans were doing all they could
to help the Dutch over TNF modernisation both openly and privately.
He had himself talked not only to the Dutch Prime Minister but
2lso, privately, to Mr. Joop den Uyl, the Leader of the Opposition.
He thought that it might help Dutch Ministers to remain firm if
they could be given a military presentation which included details
of the scale and nature of the threat posed by Soviet systems like
the SS20.. It was hard to believe that such information was not
already available to the Dutch Government, and it might be that
they preferred not to know. It might be helpful if the Prime

linister or Lord Carrington spoke to their Dutch colleagues.

fThe International Situation

CONFIDENTIAL
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The Prime Minister said that the immediate
to help the Dutch take the right decision about the deployment of

theatre nuclear forces on their soil. The Fgoreign and Commonwealth

Secretary pointed out that he would be seeing the Dutch Foreign

Minister, Dr. Van Der Klaauw in the followini week., The Chancellor
said that both Dr. Van Der Klaauw and the Du

ch Defence Minister
were sound on the question of TNF modernisation. However, this was
not the case where the Labour Opposition and the Christian
Democratic Party were concerned. Herr Genscher added that the

Christian Democratic Party had decided the previous evening that
there would have to be two years of arms control negotiations with
the Warsaw Pact before they would agree to the deployment of TNF.
The Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary said that ic¢ was not c.ear
exactly what the Christian Democratic Party had decided., If it
merely meant that the missiles could not be deployed until after

two years of negotiations, this would be of no particular significance
since the missiles could in any case not be deployed before 1983,

The Chancellor said that even if this was all that the Christian
Democratic Party had said, it would be a decision of weakness. He
asked whether the Prime Minister would be able to bring some

influence to bear on the Dutch Prime Minister, Mr. Van Agt. He

for his part intended to make a further attempt to persuade the
Leader of the Opposition. His attitude was important because of

the effect it would have on the actions of the Belgian Parties,

The Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary said that it might be possible

for him Lo see the Dutch Prime Minister during his forthcoming visit.
The Prime Minister said that it might be helpful if she were to

send a message to the Dutch Prime Minister asking him to see the
Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary.

Herr Genscher said that the Dutch Government might suggest
reducing deployment on missiles in the Netherlands to half the
proposed figure. The Foreign and Commonwealth Secretarv and the
Prime Minister said that this approach was unacceptable,

Herr Genscher agreed and observed that if one country started to talk
in terms of halving the number of missiles it would accept, the
public elsewhere would wonder why the deployment in every country
should not be halved. The Chancellor said that even though the

[agreed figure of




agreed figure of 576 missiles was an artificial one. vy 1€ was
essential that the Alliance should now stick to it. The

Prime Minister said that it would be a very good idea for the whole
of the Dutch Cabinet to see the NATO presentation on the military
balance in Europe. She had seen it recently and had once again
been impressed by the extent of the Soviet lead in various areas,
Chancellor Schmidt said that this was an excellent idea. The
Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary should find out whether the
Dutch Cabinet had seén it and if not try to persuade

Dr. Van Der Klaauw that they should do so. The Foreign and
Commonwealth Secretary said that he would do this, He added that
his discussions with the Norwegians on this subject had not been
easy. Even though the Norwegians would not have to accept the

missiles on their territory, they had seemed to be in some doubts
about approving the programme. However, they were now coming round.

Chancellor Schmidt said that he had talked to President Carter
on 29 October about the possibility of a US offer to withdraw
unilaterally one thousand obsolete nuclear warheads from the
Federal Republic. News of this idea had leaked to the newspapers.
By making it official the Americans would:-

(a) pre-empt the Dutch decision and make it easier to
resist a reduced doployment of new weapons; and
counter balance the effect on world opinion created
by Mr. Brezhnev's speech in Berlin.

NATO had 7,000 nuclear warheads on German soil: they probably
needed only 700 or «» possibly 70! NATO's position would look
more credible if 1,000 warheads were removed. However,

President Carter had not so far been convinced. He accepted that
it would be right to remove the warheads but thought that the
decision should wait until the December NATO meetings.

_ i the, fact that
Chancellor Schmidt said that the leaks that had already taken

place meant that the potential impact of the proposal was already
diminishing. The Prime Minister said that she was anxious that NATO
should not make a gesture of this kind without making sure of petting

something in return. The Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary said
the return would be that the Dutch would remain on board. The
Prime Minister wondered whether there was not a risk that NATO

/would give up
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would give up the warheads but fail to bring the Dutch along.
Chancellor Schmidt said that one day soon he would in any case

have to tell the Americans to take "this rubbish" away. The

gesture of a unilateral withdrawal now would cost nothing and
would look very good. It could be linked with the Option Three
prapusaé‘which had been discussed in the context of the MBFR
negotiations., The Russians had been offered;this sort of

reduction in NATO Forces in return for diminFshing their own
forces by 30,000 men and 1500 tanks. Mr. Brezhnev's statement
had, in a sense, signalled that the Russians were willing to
carry out their part of the Option Three bargain. NATO could do
the same. It would not alter the military balance but would
make it more difficult for the Dutch to insist on still further
reductions.
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CONFIDENTIAL 30th October 1979
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BONN VISIT: DEFENCE MATTERS

At yesterday's briefing meeting for the Prime Minister's visit
to Bonn, the Prime Minister asked for a clearer explanation of the
meaning and interrelationship of the references (at the end of
paragraph 2 of the brief on defence matters) to the arms control
element of the TNF package and to linkage with SALT 2 ratification.

My Secretary of State sees the position as follows. Most
of our Continental Allies, including the Germans, believe that if
TNF modernisation is to be put over in their own countries it needs
to be accompanied by some kind of offer to bring such systems
eventually within an arms control negotiation. The details of any
offer are undefined and still under discussion. But:

a, The United Kingdom is in no way committed to the inclusion
of any UK systems - Polaris or its successor, any future UK
Ground Launched Cruise Missiles force, or our other capabilities -

in any negotiation. At present NATO's modernisation plans
or Long Range Theatre Nuclear Forces are limited to United
— - e,
State-owned systems and the arms control move contemplated
would be similarly limited.

b. We should not negotiate from weakness and must not
therefore make any arms control offer in advance of a firm and
specific decision to go ahead with modernisation.

/ We ...
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c. We should make it clear to public opinion that the
Soviet Union has a substantial advantage in terms of its
existing weapons = their LRTNF modernisation, in effect,
is already far advanced.

It is envisaged that a comprehensive report on the position,
covering both LRINF modernisation and the accompanying arms
control components, will be put to MISC 7 after the mid-November
Nuclear Planning Group and before NATO decision-taking meeting on
12th December.

There is also a question about SALT 2 which may be raised.
If SALT 2 were not ratified by the United States some of our
Continental Allies try to say this would make it impossible to
get TNF modernisation through their Cabinets and Parliaments.
The Dutch in particular have been inclined to push matters to the
point of making prior SALT 2 ratification a condition of TNF
decisions on 12th December (you will have seen my letter to George
Walden of 25th October). This needs to be quashed. It implies
a SALT 2 timetable which the US Senate may find genuinely hard
to meet; it might actively provoke Senators to resentment and so
prove actually counter productive; and it could entail a further
defeat for the West in the nuclear field.

Mr Pym believes that the Prime Minister might wish to urge
the Chancellor not to support a iLd i ive ground to
the Russians but to remain ready (as the UK will be) to go ahead
robustly with the INF decisions even if SALT is not in the bag by
12th December. i

e ———

I am copying this letter to Paul Lever (Foreign & Commonwealth
Office) and Martin Vile (Cabinet Office).

Vé)“’”?g by 12

(B NORBURY )

M 0'D B Alexander Esq

10 Downing Street cal\l F;]DENTIAL
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1
Telephone 01-BXNNE 218 211]!3

MO 14/11 25th October 1979

o i

VISIT OF DUTCH DEFENCE MINISTER

As you know, Mr Scholten, the Dutch Defence Minister,
at his urgent request made a brief visit to London today to
see my Secretary of State; he emphasised that he regarded
the very fact of the visit as confidential. Mr Scholten
had a brief meeting with Mr Pym, at which no officials were
present; and discussion continued over lunch, at which
Messrs Van Vloten and Van der Put and Mr M E Quinlan,
Deputy Under Secretary (Policy and Programmes), were also
present.

25 Discussion was confined to TNF modernisation.

Mr Scholten made it clear that he himself was anxious to
secure a positive Alliance decision in December, and was
prepared to accept GLCM basing in the Netherlands, and he
emphasised that he considered arms cont¥ol negotiations
should follow upon modernisation, rather than precede it.

He was a convinced supporter of Dutch national nuclear
armament. He was, however, at pains to make clear the
extremely difficult questions for the Dutch Coalition
Government posed by the reports of the High Level and

Special Groups and he explained the elaborate Parliamentary
timetable in the Netherlands for discussing the issues raised;
he did not expect the Dutch Cabinet to reach a decision until
shortly before the meeting of the NATO Defence Planning
Committee in December.

< Mr Scholten said that there were strong feelings in
the Dutch Parliament that a decision on TNF modernisation
should be conditional upon the ratification of SALT II;

[/should ...

George Walden Esq
Foreign and Commonwealth Office
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should be accompanied by serious studies aimed at reducing
the present obsolescent nuclear armouries in Europej should
involve the basing of %Eﬁg_than the recommended number of
572 GLCMs; and should leave Option III (the nuclear option)
in MBFR on the table. Of these considerations that which
weighed most heavily with Mr Scholten was clearly the number
of GLCMs and he returned several times to the argument that
this figure was an arbitrary one, not explicitly justified
by the HLG's report; it would be helpful if this overall
number could be reduced, and as a consequence the number, 48,
recommended for basing in the Netherlands could also be
reduced.

4., The Secretary of State made it clear in response that
the United Kingdom Government entirely understood the Dutch
Government's Parliamentary problems, and were willing to do
anything they could to help on presentation. Mr Pym
emphasised, however, that he thought that it would be most
unwise to start tampering with the overall number of 572 GLCMs
which had been recommended on military grounds by the HLG,
and was clearly justified in the face of the very significant
military threat posed by the Warsaw Pact, It would be a
very dangerous course indeed to start changing, and reducing,
this number if there were no grounds for doing so other than
purely tactical political ones. There would clearly be time,
between a decision being reached and the deployment of the
missiles, for there to be a reduction in numbers:ﬁa
complementary arms control negotiations with the Russians

had meantime proceeded to a point which would make such a
reduction militarily justifiable. Thus decisions on
modernisation did not need to depend on ratification of

SALT IT, which would precede further arms control
negotiations, It would not be possible to do this the

other way round. Mr Pym agreed with Mr Scholten that the
ultimate objective of the whole Alliance was "zero growth"
but he emphasised that the Alliance really must negotiate
from strength.

ST Mr Pym agreed that we would reflect on what Mr Scholten
had said so that officials could pursue whether there was
aﬁ?‘ﬁﬁip that could be given to the Dutch on presentation;
he made it clear that there could be nc change in the

/British ...
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British position on substance. MOD officials will be
pursuing this with FCO officials with a view to considering
what should be said to the Dutch before the meeting of the
Nuclear Planning Group in The Hague on 12th-14th November.

6. I am sending copies of this letter to Michael Alexander
(No 10) who will wish to take note of it in commection with
the briefing for the Prime Minister's visit next week to
Bonn, and to Martin Vile (Cabinet Office).

L/EF?quf~“1 Afb«,ﬁj
L

(B M NORBURY)
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 22 October 1979

Soviet Ambassador's Call

You wrote to me on 18 October about the
further handling of President Brezhnev's
letter to the Prime Minister. There would be
no objection to the text of President Brezhnev's
letter being given to our NATO allies if the
other recipients are doing the same.

I am sending copies of this letter to
Brian Norbury (Ministry of Defence) and Martin
Vile (Cabinet Office).

M. O'D. B. A' " ""ANDER

Paul Lever, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.

IDENTIAL
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Foreign and Commonwealth Office
London SWIA 2AH

18 October 1979

Soviet Ambassador's Call

Thank you for your letter of 15 October. The Department
have now compared the text of President Brezhnev's letter of
14 October with his speech of 6 October. The letter contains
little that is new. I enclose a brief note of the main points
of difference.

I also enclose a copy of the telegram which we have sent
to brief out Embassy in Moscow, UKDEL NATO and selected other
posts.

We are considering what advice to give to the Prime Minister
about a reply. Our initial feeling, borne out by early reactions
in NATO, is that it would be desirable to compare notes with
our Allies in NATO, some of whom have already received similar
messages, and to discuss with them how replies might be handled.
We see no advantage in tying ourselves to a co-ordinated response.
But it would be valuable to continue the process of discussing
at NATO in what fora and on what general lines the Allies might
reply to the speech. This would help to avoid the risk of some
governments reacting at length and with important differences
of nuance or argument which could later be exploited by the
Russians. There is an emerging consensus at NATO that some
reference to the TNF sections of the speech should be included in
the Communique of the Ministerial Meeting of the Nuclear Planning
Group on 14 November. As preparation for this, we would need
to compare what Brezhnev said on 6 October with what he has
since written to the various Allies.

In order to pursue this further, it would be helpful to
have your agreement to our passing the text of President Brezhnev's
letter to the Prime Minister to our NATO Allies (on the assumption
of course that other recipients will do the same).

I am sending copies of this letter to Brian Norbury (Ministry
of Defence) and to Martin Vile (Cabinet Office).

Youss 652x

G

Paul Lever

M O'D B Alexander Esq
10 Downing Street

CONFIDENTIAL
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BREZHHEV'S PROPOSALS OF © OCTOBER AND BREZHNEV'S LETTER OF

14 OCTOBER
T. Apart from minor reordering and abbreviations, lir Brezhnev's
letter of 14 October to the Prime Minister differs from his speech
of & October in the following ways:

(1) the threatening remarks directed against West Germany in
the speech have been replaced by the minatory reference
in the last paragraph of page 1 of the letter to the
"consequences hidden in the deployment of the territory
your country of new types of American nuclear weapons";

the letter says (middle of second page) that Brezhnev's
claims about Soviet missile deployment are indisputable
and well-known to us;

Brezhnev's remarks on SALT II are lumped together with his
remarks on TNF. In the speech they were separate. The
new order of thought is more logical and links the THF
issue more directly, but in an unspecific way, to the
coverage of SALT III;

Cn CBlMs the speech proposed that big ground force
exercises be notified "even earlier". The letter
iefines this as "not 5 weeks but one month in advance".
This adds precision to what amounts to Soviet acceptance
of a Western proposal at Belgrade.

The reference on page 3 to "measures of concrete reduction
of armed forces and armaments in Central FEurope "(the
definite article in the translation is redundant) looks
like an attempt to relate the Brezhnev proposals on troop
reductions to IMBFR. MBFR was not mentioned in the
speech. (Soviet negotiators in Vienna have so far been
at a loss to explain the link with IMBFR and clearly

await instructions.)




(6)

(7)

Both the speech and the letter say that all earlier
proposals remain on the table but the letter is more

r1

specific about what these earlier proposals are. In

particular it mentions non-first use of force (NOFUF),

non-enlargement of alliasnces and extension of CBMs to
the Mediterranean.
The letter says that the Russians are prepared to consider

"other proposals".
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DEFEL
;L%I{D 41 The woviet Ambassador delivered to the Prime Minister
HEHS
%ﬁ : on 15 Cctober the text of a letter ostensibly from
01D ext: by telegran to you and UKDEL NATO only).
PUSD
;w:lﬂ The letter is essentially a perscnalised version of
PD;: Brezhnev's © October speech, with minor precisions and

_...L'.‘l
m;"L‘.SP oL additions culled from familiar Soviet disarmament policies.
CT'E:p{ést:;; é:’?:_l' (There is for example a brief reference to no first use of
MR FERGUSSON nuclear or conventional arms and to non-expansion of

military groupings)
. The main nmessage is that the Prime !Minister should
reconsider TIF nodernisation and "assess thoroughly the

consequences " of the basing of new long range THF in the




bSR LIC

UK. There is however no reference to British nuclear

capabilities.
e Sir Clive Hose was instructed to give an outline
of this message to NATO Permaznent Representatives

yesterday, 16 October, and to enguire if other NATO

Governments have received similar messaged. He has

reported that the Danes and West Germans had already
received them; the Belgians and Norwegians were expecting
to receive theirs shortly. It seems as though the texts of
the messages are very similar; for instance, Chancellor
Schmidt's letter, like the Priwme liinister's, also omits
the "threats'.

i, For your own information, we are considering whether
to recommend a reply to Brezhmev's letter. There is
nothing new in the text compared with the speech, on which
we already have a broad Alliance consensus. Our initial
feeling 1s against coordinating a single Alliance reply

to follow-up letters from Brezhnev. But we hope that
Allies intending to reply will stick to the general line

agreed in NATO.

o
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THEATRE NUCLEAR FCRCES MODERH!ISATION.

1. TODAY’S PRESS REPORTS THAT BREZHNEY HAS SENT PERSONAL MESSAGES
TO A NUMBER OF HATO LEADERS, JHCLUDING THE FRG, UK, NETHERLANDS,
HORWAY AND DINMARK, RESTATING H1S OFFER TO REDUCE TRCOPS, TANKS
AMD MISSILES (61C) IF NATO ABANDONED MODERMISATION PIa4S (UK DEL
HATO TEL | LO 220 REFERS). "SEZE M i.. T. (KOT TG ALL).
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0. THE WASHINGTON POST ALSO REPORTS THAT LATER THIS WEEK ZAVID

“AAROY (DZPUTY TO BRZECZIMNSK!) ACCCHMPANIED BY BARTHOLOMEW (STATE

EPARTHINT) AMD MC GIFFER {E:FE.““ DEPARTHENT) WILL HCLD CoM-
SULTATIONS WITH '70p GFFICIALS?’ [4 WEST GERMAMY, DRITAI%, ITALY,
BELGIUM AND HOLLAND, THESE CONSULTATIONS WERE SCHEDULED BEFORE THE
ERCZHNEY SPEECH, AMD WILL CONCENTRATE ON A TuD-PRONGED APPROACH:
PROCEEDING WITH THE DEPLOYMENT OF MEDIUM-RANGE MISSILES WM ILE
NECOTIATING LIMITS WITH THE RUSSIANS ON SUCH. FORCES,

THE REPORT CONCLUDES THAT ’’THE TARGET FIGURE OF 572 US MEDIUM-
RANGE NUCLEAR MISSILES IS NOT FIMAL, AND CCULD BE REDUCED IF
MOSCOW SHOWS WILLINGHESS TO ENTER NZW WEGOTIATIONS’’.

" 3, THE T.N.F. MODERNISATION ISSUE WAS PROMINENT DURIHNG THE

MARK-UP DISCUSSIOHNS YESTERDAY ON SALT Ii IN THE SENATE FOREICH
RELATIONS COMMITTEE, AFTER (ANTI-TREATY) HELMS ARGUED THAT THE
SEMATE SHOULD TAKE MORE TIME IN CONSIDIRING THE ISSUES, AND WAS
SUPPCRTED BY GLENN, RANKING REPUBLICAN JAVITS URGED THAT THERE

WAS A NEED TO MOVE QUICKLY SINCE *’THE VESTERN ALL IANCE IS IN
GRAVE PERIL'’. IF THE SEHATE HAD NOT ACTED ON SALT I} BY THE

TIME NATO MET IN DECEMBER TO CONSIDER T.N.F, MODERUISATION, THE
NECESSARY DECISIONS MIGHT HOT BE TAKEN. **IF THEY MAKE A DECISION
AGAINST US AT THAT TIME, YOU’LL BE MIGHTY SORRY THAT YOU DIDW'T
RISH'?® JAVITS ARGUED. .

. 4, TH1S BROUGHT A RESPONSE FRCM MINORITY LEADER BAKER, THAT THE

[ESIRES OF ALLIED COUNTRIES SHOULD HOT BE PERMITTED TO DETEZRMINE
THE SENATE'S SCHEDULE. (PRO-TREATY) BIDEN REPLIED HEATEDLY THAT

IT WAS MOT THE NEEDS OF THE ALLIES BUT *’CUR NAKED SELF-IHTEREST'!
THAT ARGUED FOR SPEZDY ACTION OM SALT., HE DEVELOPED THE THESIS,
NOW GAINING GROUND IN WASHINGTON, THAT DEFEAT CF SALT CCULD WELL
CAUSE THE COLLAPSE OF THME DELICATELY BALANCED PLAN TO MODERMISE
T.H.F., AND PERHAPS THE UNRAVELLING OF THE ALLIANCE, GIVEH THE
ALLIES? DESIRE TO SALT APPRCVED AS A SIGN THAT ARMS CONTROL
EFFORTS WOULD CONTINUE. TH1S ARGUMENT WAS DESCRIBED BY HELMS AS
YVIPOPPY-COCK? o

HENDERSON
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Fii0: UK DEL HATO 1725+ CCY 79

TO 1MMEDIATE FCO

TELEGRAM NO 222 CF 17 OCTOBER 79

AND TO DHMMEDIATE #0DUX (HEAD OF DS17)

INFO PRIGRITY WASHINGTOM.

MY TEL O 2272 DREZHNEV?S MESSAGES ON TNF ETC.

1o GLITHMAR (US) HAS NOW GIRCULATED A SYNOPSIS OF THE LETTER

THAT CARTER HAS RECEIVED FROM BREZHNEY. (COPY FOLLOWS BY BAG).

WE ARE LIXKELY TO COME UMNDER PRESSURE AT THE SPC MEETING ON

19 OCTOBER 70O DO LIKEWISE, OR EYEH TO AGREE TO CIRCULATION OF

FULL TEXTS OF MESSAGES TO HEADS OF GOVERMNMENTS FOR PURPOSES OF

COMPARISON, | SHOULD BE GRATEFULL FOR AUTHORITY TO CIRCULATE

AT LEAST A SYNOPSIS OF THE LETTER TO THE PRIME MINISTER (WE CAN

PREPARE THIS HERE). i

9. AT THE SPC MEETING THE AMBASSADOR PRGPOSES THAT | SHOULD

TAKE THE FOLLOWING LINE Ofi HOW BEST TO RESPOND TO THE BREZHREV

LETTERS 3= :

(A) THE SUBSTANTIYE REPLY WILL COME IN THE FORM CF THE DECISIONS

.TO BE TAXEM I¥ DECEMBER, AND |T WOULD BE BETTER TU LEAVE THE

LETTERS UNANSWERED UNTIL THENS.

(B) EVEN IF SCHME RECIPIENTS FEEL THE NEED TO REPLY PROMPTLY,

THERE 1S HO HEED FOR ALL TO RESPOND AT THE SAME TIMEs

(C) IT IS NOT HECESSARY NOR |MDEED FEASIBLE TO TRY TO AGREE ON
AN IDENTICAL REPLY, THOUGH IT WOULD BE USEFUL TO AGREE ON THE

MAIN LIMNESS ' -

(D) REPLIES SHOULD BE XEPT SHORT A'!D GEMERAL IM ORDER TO AVOID

THE RISK CF EXPOSING ALY POSSIBLE DIFFERENCES OF EMPHASIS vHICH

THE RUSSIANS CCULD EXPLOIT, OR OF BEING DRAWN INTO A CONTINYING

CORRESPUNDEHCE .

3. THE AMDASSADOR WOULD LIKE TO DISCUSS THIS PROPOSED LINE WITH

THE DEPARTMENT TCHORROW WITH A VIEW TC PREPARING MY INSTIUCTIONS

FOR THE SPC MEET!NGe

SCOTY




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 15 October 1979

Afﬁﬁ/ 6£GEQE;

Soviet Ambassador's Call

The Soviet Ambassador called on the Prime Minister at
1630 this afternocon at his own request. He was accompanied
by Mr. N.N. Ouspenski.

The purpose of Mr. Lunkov's call was to deliver a message
to the Prime Minister from Mr. Brezhnev. I enclose a copy of
the original together with a copy of the (rather indifferent)
unofficial translation prepared by the Soviet Embassy.

Mr. Lunkov began the conversation by precising at -some
length Mr. Brezhnev's message. In reply the Prime Minister asked
Mr. Lunkov to convey her thanks to President Brezhnev for the
message. She reminded Mr. Lunkov of her conversation at Moscow
Airport with Mr. Kosygin when she had said that it was best for
talks between Governments to be conducted on the basis of facts
rather than of claims and assertions. As a result of satellite
photography both sides knew a great deal about each others
capabilities. We knew that the S320 was a highly sophisticated
modern weapon. It had three warheads and its accuracy was much
greater than that of the preceding weapons system. It was targeted
on Western Europe. Mr. Kosygin would be aware that the Prime
Minister would not be taken in by claims that the military capability
of the Soviet Union was not being improved or that it was for purely
defensive purposes.

Turning to the general question of the nuclear balance, the
Prime Minister said that who ever initiated a nuclear exchange
would be responsible for bringing civilisation to a end. She did
not know what view might be taken in the Soviet Union, but her
own view was that no-one would survive a nuclear war. Nuclear
weapons were not intended to be used: they were intended to deter.
To achieve this end each side needed to deploy an eqguivalent cap-
ability at every level. It was likely that because of the deploy-
ment of the S520 and the Backfire bomber a gap was opening up at
the theatre nuclear force level. Since the Soviet Union had
deployed these new weapons systems, it was essential for the West
to put something equivalent into the field.

/At this point




At this point in the conversation Mr. Lunkov read an extract
from an article in today's Manchester Guardian by Mary Kaldor.
This claimed that it could be argued that it was the West which, by
deploying cruise missiles and Pershing II, was introducing a new
element in the East/West balance. The Prime Minister replied that
this was "poppycock'. The 35520 was a highly effective mew system.
Since it was being deployed, the West had no option but to try to
catch up. If the Soviet Union cared to destroy its S520 missiles
and the Backfire bomber there would be no need for the West to
catch up. Mr. Lunkov claimed that even Western experts recognised
the existence of a balance between the two sides in nuclear weapons.
The Prime Minister rejected the assertion and repeated that the
Soviet weapons systems were new, sophisticated and of high quality.
She had told Mr. Kosygin that he should not be too medest about
Soviet military technology. Deterrence came through strength. The
5520 and the Backfire bomber were strong: the West would have to
deploy equal strength.

Mr. Lunkov asked what could be done to stop the process of
response and counter-response. The Prime Minister said that both
sides would have to reduce together on a basis of confidence
‘and of certain knowledge of the other side's capabilities.

The Prime Minister said that she would study Mr. Brezhnev's
message in detail and, having done so, would consider the question
of a reply. It might be that the Alliance would reply as a whole
to Mr. Brezhnev's speech but it was possible that she would reply
directly herself. If she were to do so, she hoped that Mr. Brezhnev
would receive Sir Curtis Keeble as rapidly as she had agreed to
receive Mr. Lunkov. Mr. Lunkov did not react to this point.

As Mr. Lunkov was taking leave of the Prime Minister, he raised
the question of Chairman Hua's wvisit. He said that the Soviet
Government regarded it as perfectly reasonable for the UK to develop
their relations with the Chinese Government but that he hoped this
would not be on'an anti-Soviet basis. The Prime Minister said that
the development of Anglo/Chinese relations need cause concern to
no-one.,

I am sending copies of this letter and its second enclosure to
Brian Norbury (Ministry of Defence) and Martin Vile (Cabinet Office).

79:»»4 vens

G.G.H. Walden, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.




unofficial translation

Dear Mrs. Prime Minister,

I am sending You this letter in order to draw your
attention to the questions of military detente and limitation
of armaments in Europe.

I would like to summarise briefly the substance of our
jdeas and proposals on these questions laid down in my speach
in Berlin on 6 October a.c.

1. The allegations that are disseminated in the West to
the effect that the Soviet Union is building up its military
strength on the European continent over and above its defence
requirements have nothing in common with reality. They could
not be regarded otherwise than an intention to cover up the
development, adoption and carrying out the plans to deploy the
new types of American nuclear missile weapons in Western Europe.
In other words they have an end to break the balance of forces
existing in Burope, to try to give military superiority to NATO.

One can say in advance that these attempts would hardly be
successful. The Soviet Union and its allies would have to make
the necessary additional steps to strengthen their security. No
other option would be left for them.

It is quite clear however that the fulfilment of the
mentioned plans by the NATO countries would inevitably lead to
the aggravation of the situation in Europe and would to a great
extent contaminate the international atmosphere as a whole.

I would like to express the hope, Mrs. Prime Minister,
that your Government and You personally will consider over and
over again all the aspects of this problem, will assess
thoroughly the consequences hidden in the deployment on the
territory of your country of new types of American nuclear
missile weapons aimed at the USSR and its allies.




As for the Soviet Union, I have already repeatedly said
and would like to say it again to You personally: we do not seek
military superiority; we have never threatened and do not intend
to threaten anybody. Our strategic doctrine is purely defensive
in nature.

I also confirm again that the Soviet Union will never use
nuclear arms against those states that renounce the production
and acquisition of such arms and do not have them on their
territory.

2. As I have most definitely stated in Berlin, the number
of medium-range carriers of nuclear arms on the territory of the
European part of the Soviet Union has not been increased by a
single missile, by a single plane during the past ten years. On
the contrary the number of launchers of medium-range missiles
and also the yeild of the nuclear charges of these missiles have
even been somewhat reduced. The number of medium-range bombers,
too, has diminished. As for the territory of other states the
Soviet Union does not deploy such means there at all. Already
for a number of years now we have not been increasing the number
of our armed forces stationed in Central Europe either. Those
are indisputable facts, Mrs. Prime Minister, and I am sure that
they are well known to the appropriate bodies in your country.

Moreover, we are prepared to reduce the number of medium-
range nuclear weapons deployed in western areas of the Soviet

Union as compared with the present level but, of course, only in

the event of no additional medium-range nuclear weapons being
deployed in Western Europe.

As is known,important talks on SALT-3 are impending. We are
in favour of starting them immediately after the entry into force
of the SALT-2 Treaty. Within the framework of these talks we
agree to discuss the possibilities of limiting not only inter-
continental but also other types of armaments, naturally, with
due regard to all relevant factors and with strict observance of
the principles of the equal security of the parties.

%, The Soviet Union motivated by & sincere desire to
extricate from a blind alley the efforts made over many years to
achieve military détente in Europe, to set an example of the
transition from words to actual deeds, have decided, in agreement




with the leadership of the GDR and after consultations with
other member-states of the Warsaw Treaty, unilaterally to reduce
the number of Soviet troops in Central Europe. Up to 20,000
Soviet servicemen, a thousand tanks and also a certain amount of
other military hardware will be withdrawn from the territory of
the German Democratic Republic in the course of the next twelve
months.

We hope that this new concrete manifestation of the peaceable-
ness and good will of the Soviet Union and its allies will be
duly assessed by the governments of countries-members of NATO
and that they will follow our example.

4, Being in favour of a further strengthening of trust
among states we are prepared in particular to reach agreement
that prior notifications about big exercises of ground forces
envisaged by the Helsinki Final Act, be made not three weeks buft
one month in advance and not from the level of 25,000 men as it
is the case now but, say, from the level of 20,000 men. We are
also prepared, on the basis of reciprocity, not to conduc¢t
military exercises involving more than 40,000-50,000 men. Besides
that, we propose to notify timely not only about military
exercises but also about movements of ground forces numbering
more than 20,000 men in the area defined by the Helsinki Final
Act.

I think, Mrs. Prime Minister, that the essence of the new
initiatives, taken by the Soviet Union in consultation with other
member-states of the Warsaw Treaty, speaks for itself. I would
emphasize only one point - all of them are motivated by our
desire to strengthen peace and security in Europe by supple-
menting political detente with measures of military detente,
including the measures of concrete reduction of armed forces and
armaments in Central Europe.

Naturally, all the proposals made earlier by member-states
of the Warsaw Treaty, remain in force, including those concerning
the conclusion among all participants of the All-European
conference of a treaty on the non-first use of both nuclear and
conventional arms; the non-expansion of military political
groupings in Europe; the notifications about major air force
exercises and naval exercises staged near the territorial waters




of other states-participants in the All-European conferencej
the extention of the confidence - building measures to the region
of the Mediterranean.

On our part we shall be prepared to consider other proposals
aimed at strengthening trust among states and lessening the
danger of war in Europe.

These are the considerations about military detente and
arms limitation in Europe, which I and my colleagues wanted to
bring to your attention, Mrs. Prime Minister. I shall be glad to
receive, if possible, an early reply from You on the matters
raised by me.

Yours sincerely,

L.Brezhnev

14 October 1979

The Rt. Hon. Margaret Thatcher, M.P.
Prime Minister of Great Britain




YBagaemas rocmnoxa llpemMbep-MHMHUCTD,

Hanpasisanw Bam 9T0 OMCEMO C LEJBN NpHUBJIeY:L Dame BHEMAaHHEE K
BONpPOCAM BOEHHON Da3paANxd A OTpaHMYEeHNA BOOpyxeHMH B EBpome.

Xouy KpaTKO CyMMHMpPOBATH CYyLUIECTBO HAUMX MHCJel ¥ IperIoxeHHm
n0 3THM BOOpOcaM, KOTOpHe OHIM M3JOXEHH B Moeil peun B bepimHe
6 OKTACPA C.T.

[epsoe. PacnpocTpandemue Ha 3amane yTBepxIeHud, OynTo CoBeT-
cknit Con3 HapaumBaeT HA eBpOMECKOM KOHTHHEHTE CBOKW BOEHHYW MOIE
B Macmradax, He BH3HBAEMHX OTPEeCHOCTAMHA OCODOHH, HE MMEKHT HUYETrD
oCero ¢ IefcTBUTEJBHOCTEN. MX HeJr3d paclleHATH: HHAYe, KaK IIpH-
3BAHHHE CJYHKATH NMPUKPHTHUEM IVIA paspacOTKH, NPHHATHSA B OCYluEeCTBIE-
HUSA [JIHOB pasMelleHMA B 3amanHod EBpone HOBHX BHIOB aMEepPHKSHCKOT'D
paKeTHO-ANEPHOr0 opy¥ud. lIpyrHm# cJoBaMd - IJid TOTO, YTOOH CJIO-
MaTh cJOxuBIeecd B EBpome paBHOBECHE CHJI, IONHTATECA OCECHEYATh
d6moxy HATO BoeHHOE HpPEBOCXOICTBO.

3 Takux HONHTOK, 3apaHee MOKHO CKasaTh, BpAN JM YTO MOIYyIHAT
cA. CoBercrkuli Cow3 ¥ ero CONZHUKM OHIM OH BHHYRIEHH OCYIeCTBATH
HeoOXOIMMHE IOMOJHUTENBHHE MATH [0 YKpemJeHHo CBOell Oe30macHOCTH.
Huoro BuXOIa y HAX He OCTAaHETCH.

CoBepleHHD ACHO, OIHAKO, 4YTO peanm3ammsa crpaHami HATO yxasax
HHX [IaHOB Hem3OexHO mpuBesa OH K 00OCTpeHMI O00CTAHOBKA B EBpome
% BO MHOT'OM OTpaBHJa OH MERIYHapOIHYD aTMocdepy B IIEJOM.

XoTes OH BHDA3UTH HAIexLy, Tocmoxa [IpemMeep-MAHHCTD,4TO Bame
NPaBUTEJBCTBO ¥ BH JMUHO ewe ¥ euwe pas o0IymaeTe BCe CTODOHH
oToff mpoGaeMH, THATEABHO B3BECHTE, KAKUMM IOCHAENCTBHMAMEA OHJIO OH
YpeBaTO pas3MelleHHe Ha TeppUTOpHM Bamell cTpaHH HOBHX BHAIOB amepH-—
KaHCKOTO DaKeTHO-ANepHOTO opyxma, HauesaeHHoro Ha CCCP m ero cows-
HUKOB.,

Yro xacaerca Comercroro Cowsa, TO A yXe He pas TOBOPMI H XO-
Yy DOBTOPUTH BHOBL BaMm JIMYHO: MH K BOEHHOMYy MPEBOCXOICTBY HE CTpe
MAMCA; HMKOMYy He yTpORajl W yrpoxaTk He coOMpaeMcA; Hama cTpaTe-
TNYecKad NOKTDHHA HMeeT cyryl0o 000DOHUTEJBHYN HaNpAaBJIEHHOCTE.

i Takxe BHOBB mONTBepEmaw, 4To Comercxuil Cons HMKOrHA He
OpUMEHNT ANEepHOTO OpYXUA NPOTHE TeX IOocynapcTB, KOTODHE OTKA3H-
BAWTCA OT NPOM3BONCTBA M MpUOOpeTeHUS TAKOI0 Opy#HMA M HEe HMEenT
ero Ha CBOeil TeppHTODHH.
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Bropoe. Kaxk s 3adBUN cO Beceil ompeneseHHOCTHN B DepJmHe, 3a
nocaenane I0 JeT Ha TeppuTOpHM eBpomeiickoi vacTH ComeTcKoro Cowsa
KOJMYECTBO HOCHTeNeil ANePHOIO OPYXUA CpelHell HaNBHOCTH He OHJIO
YBeJMUeHD HU Ha ONHY DakeTy, HM Ha OIMH camoneT, HaoGopoT, Kom-
YeCTBO NYCKOBHX YCTAHOBOK pakeT CpelnHe#d NANBHOCTH, HKaK W MONHOCTE
ANEpHHX 3apAN0BE STHX pakeT, Jaxe HECKOJBKD yMeHBIMAMCH. CokpaTH-
JIOCh 3IeCh N KOJMMYEeCTBO CpelHMX CoMOapIMpoBIMKOB. Ha TeppuTOpHAX
%2 Ipyrax rocymapctB CoBeTckuit Cow3 Taxume cpencTBa BOOOUE He pas-
MeluiaeT. BOT y®e Ha NPOTAREHNHM pANA JeT MH He yBe/MYMBAeM TaKkxe
YUCJEHHOCTh CBOMX BOMCK, pasMeuleHHHX B leHTpasbHOX EBpome. TakoBH
HeDOpOBepXMMHe (aKTH, rocooxa llpeMeep-MuMHHCTDP, M A yBepeH, 4TO
OHM XOpOmD M3BECTHH COOTEBETCTEBYWIMM BemoMcTBaMm Bameil cTpaHH.

bojiee Toro, MH BHpaxaeM TOTOBHOCTE COKPATHTH 10 CDABHEHHD C
HHHEeNHNM YPOBHEM KOJHMYECTBO ANEDHHX CPENCTB CpellHedl mankHOCTH,
PasBepHYTHX B 3amamgHHX paioHax ComeTcroro Cowsa, HO, KOHEYHO,
TOJBKO B TOM cJyd4ae, ecu B 3ananHoii EBpome He OyIeT IOMOJHATENE—
HOT'0 pasMelleHNd ANEPHHX CPEeICTE CpelHe#l NaJBHOCTH.

Hax #m3BecTHO, OpelCTOAT BaxHHe meperoBopd mo OCB-3. Mu z3a
TO, YTOCH Ha4YaTh HX Cpasy mocjie BCTyNJAeHAA B cuay morosopa 0CB-2.
B pamMeax sTHX NEPETOBOPOB MH COTVIACHH OOCYIMTH BO3MOXHOCTH OI'DaHN
YeHN# He TOJBKO MEeXKOHTUHEHTANBHHX, HO M IDPYTHMX BHIOB BOOpPYXEHMIt,
pasymeeTcd, C y4YeTOM BCeX OTHOCAUMXCA cilma (AKTOpOB A OPH CTPOT'OM
COGJIONEHNN OPHHIMNE paBHOM (e30MaCHOCTH CTOpOH.

Tperbe. Comercruit Cows, OynyuM IBHEAM HUCKDEHHHM XeJaHHEM BH-
BECTH M3 TYNHKA MHOT'OJETHHEe YCHJMA OO INOCTHXEHMO BOEHHOH# paspAmKH
B EBponme M moxasaTh MpUMEp [Eepexola OT CJOB K DEalbHHM JesaM, IO
corsacoBamup ¢ I'IP M mocjie KOHCYJABTAIMA ¢ IpYyrdMA TOCYIapc TBAMA-—
y4acTHHKaMu Bapmascroro lorosopa, NPUHAN pelleHNe COKPATUTEL B OI—
HOCTOpOHHEM MOpANKEe YHUCNEHHOCTE COBETCHKHUX BOHCK B lleHTpansHOoi EB-
pone. B TedeHMe cJenymimx I2 mecsaneB ¢ TeppuTopun I'[P OyOyT BH-
BelleHH IO 20 THCAY COBETCKHX BOEGHHOCHyRAUMX, THCAYE TAHKOB, a
TaKke OnpenesieHHOe KOJHMYeCTBO APYI'Ooif BOEHHOH TeXHAKH.

Mz Hameemecs, 4TO 3TO HOBOE KOHKDETHOE MPOABJIEHME MUDOJIOCHA
n nolpoit Bosm ComeTcroro Con3a M ero COW3HUKOB OymeT IOJIKHHM OG-
pasoM OlIEHEHO HpaBHTeJbCcTBaMd cTpaH-wieHoB HATO m uTo OHEH mocie-
IyoT HaleMmy OpEMepy.

YerBepToe. BynyuM CTODOHHEKAME TNalbHeHero yKpelJeHHs I0Be-
puA MeRIy IocynapCTBaMH, MH T'OTOBH, B YACTHOCTH, IOTOBODPHTECA 0
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TOM, YTOOH HpeaycMATDHBaeMHe 3arINUMTeJBHEM axToM CoBelaHusa mo
G6e30MaCHOCTH # COTPYyIHMYEeCTBY B EBpome npelnBapHTeJIBHHE yBeIOMICHUA
0 KDYNHHX BOGHHHX YYEHHWAX CYXONYTHHX BONCK IeJajlich He 3a TpH He-
IeJu, a 3a Mecfll  He C ypOBHA 25 THCAY YeJOBEK, Kak ceiivyac, a,
ckaxeM, ¢ ypoBHA 20 THCAY YejOBeK. MH IOTOBH Taxkxe Ha Havanax
B3aMMHOCTH He MDOBONATH BOEHHHX y4ueHHit ¢ yuacTHem Gosee 40-50 Tu-
cAY 4YeJoBeK. Kpome Toro, MH mpeljaraeM 3adjar0dBpeMeHHO yBEIOMIATH
He TOJBKO 0 BOEHHHX YYEHHAX, HO W 0 HEepeIBAXEeHHUAX CYXONyTHHX
BOiiCK 4ucJeHHOCTRI GoJee 20 THCAY YeJOBEK B paiipHe, KOTOpHIl ompe-
IeJleH SakJNUATeJBHHM aKTOM.

lIymaercs, rocmoxa IIpeMeep-MMHMCTD, YTO KOHKpPETHOE COIEpXAHHe
HOBHX MHHIMATHB, NpelnprHATHX CoBeTckmM CoW30M 0 COIVIACOBAHMD C
IpYyT¥ME T'OCYIapCTBaMi-y4YacTHAKaMd Bapmasckoro lloroBopa, TOBOPHT
camo 3a celd. [lofueprHY JHMWE ONHO — BCE OHM IDOIMKTOBAHH 3a00TOi
00 yKpeleHHM MApa M 0e30MacHOCTH B EBpome OyTeM NOMOJHEHAA OOJHA-
TAYECKO! paspANKM MepaM#d BOEHHOH paspANKd, B TOM YHCJEe Mepam#
peaybHOT'0 COKpalleHNs BOOPYXEHHHX CHJ U BOoOpyxeHWil B lleHTpasbHOR
EBpome.

PasymeeTcsa, OCTawTCA B CHJIe W BCe paHee BHIBHHYTHE Irocynap-
CTBaAMA-yYaCTHUKAMA Bapmasckoro loroBopa NpeljloXeHNs, B TOM WACJE
OTHOCUTEJBHO 3aKJNYEeHHA MEeXNy BCeM! yJYacTHHKaM# OOleeBpONeicKOro
COBellaHna IOT0BOpa 0 HENPHMEHeHHH [epBHMHM Ipyr' NPOTHB Ipyra Kak
AlepHHX, TaK ¥ OOHYHHX BOODYXEHMII, OTHOCHTEJBHO HeEpaCNMpEeHWsa BO—
eHHO-TOJMTHYECKNX TPYNNUPOBOK B EBpone, OTHOCHTENBHO yBeIOMISHUA
0 KDPYIHHX BOEHHO-BO3MOVIHHX yYEHHAX H BOEHHO-MODPCKHX MaHeBpax,
NPOBOIUMEX BOJM3M TeppUTOPHANBHHX BOX IPYTHX I'OCYyIapCTB-y4YacTHH-
KOB 00lleeBpONeiiCKOr0 COBelaHnd, OTHOCHUTENBHO pPacCHpOCTPAHEHHA Mep
IoBepHuA Ha paiioH CpeIm3eMHOTO MOpPA.

Co cBoeil cTopoHH MH OyIeM T'OTOBH PacCMOTPeTH M IpyrHe nOpel-
JIOREHUA, HaNpaBIeHHHE Ha yKpeleHWe NOBEpPHA MEXIy TrocyapcTBaMa H
YMeHEBIIEHNEe OMacHOCTH BOWHH B EBpome.

TaxoBH Te coolpaxeHHMA OO BONpPOCAM BOEHHOH paspANKA M OrpaHd-
YeHAA BOOpyXeHuil B EBpome, KOTOpHE A M MOM KOJUIETM XOTEJH IOBECTH
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TELEGRAM NO. 3125 OF 1i OCTOBER

INFO MODUK(DS17), UKDEL NATO, MOSCOW, PARIS, BONN, THE HAGUE,
BRUSSELS AND UKDEL VIENNA,

MYTEL NO. 2264 : U.S. REACTIONS TO THE BREZHNEV SPEECH.
1, THE NOTE STRUCK BY PRESIDENT CARTER (MY TELEGRAM UNDER REFERENCE)

IN THE FIRST HIGH LEVEL PUBLIC REACTION HERE TO BREZHNEV’S EAST
BERL IN SPEECH HAS NOW BEEN ECHOED BY OTHER LEADING MEMBERS OF THE

I AN ADDRESS YESTERDAY TO THE 25TH ANNUAL ASSEMBLY OF THE
L‘“TIC TREATY ASSOCIATION V!CE PRESIDENT MONDALE INCLUDED THE
LLOWING PASSAGE :
AS YOU KNOW JUST THIS PAST WEEK IN EAST BERLIN PRESIDENT
HNEV ANNOUNCED UNILATERAL REDUCTION OF CERTAIN SOVIET TROOPS
ND OTHER MILITARY HARDWARE IN EASTERN EUROPE. WE WOULD
SUCH A REDUCTION BUT IT IS ABSOLUTELY ESSENTIAL THAT IT
IN CONTEXT AND THAT CONTEXT INCLUDES THE FOLLOWING FACTORS :
T SOVIET FORCES IN EUROPE TODAY VASTLY OUTNUMBER THCSE OF
THE HATO ALLIANCE AND S0 AS | SAID ON BEHALF OF THE PRESIDENT TO
THE U.N. SPECIAL SESSION OH DISARMAMENT ON THE EVE OF THE 1978
NATO SUMMIT IN WASHINGTON WE IN NATO INCREASED OUR DEFENSE BUDGETS
NOT CUT OF PREFERENCE BUT OUT OF NECESSITY A NECCESSITY IMPOSED
UPCN US FOR EXAMPLE EY THE WARSAW PACT’S 3 TO 1 ADVANTAGE IN TANKS
IN EUROPE, '
SECOND THE SOVIET THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES HAVE BEEN BUILT UP.
THE EACKFIRE BOMBER AND HOW THEIR NEW SS-22 AN INTERMEDIATE RANGE
MCBILE BALLISTIC MISSILE SIGNIFICANTLY INCREASES SOVIET MILITARY
CAPABILITY AGAIMST TARGETS NOT ONLY IN EUROPE BUT ALSO I8 ASIA
AFRICA AND THE MIDDLE EAST.
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AND THIRD IT IS OBVIOUSLY IN THE SOVIET INTEREST TO LURE nm“
AWAY FROM CRUCIAL CONVENTIONAL AND THEATER HUCLEAR FORCE MODERN-
1ZATION,

wHILE WE MUST EXAMINE PRESIDENT BREZHNEV’S ANNOUNCEMENT CAREFULLY
AND AFFIRMATIVELY WE MUST BEAR IN MIND THAT THE SELF-RESTRAINT IN
THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES SHOWN- BY THE NATO ALLIANCE OVER THE PAST
TWO DECADES HAS NOT BEEN MET BY CORRESPONDING RESTRAINT ON THE
PART OF THE SOVIETS. IT IS FOR THIS REASON THAT THE WORK OF NATO’S
CROUPS ON THE TNF MODERNIZATION AND TNF ARMS CONTROL IS SO
CRUCIALLY IMPORTANT AS IS THE DECISION WE WILL TAKE AS AN ALL IANCE
LEADER THIS YEAR ON MODERNIZED THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES CAPABLE OF
COUNTERING REAL AND EXISTING SOVIET TNF FORCES OPPOSED AGAINST
OUR ALLJANCE. UNQUOTE

. ON THE SAME OCCASION BRZEZINSKI’S SPEECH INCLUDED THE FOLLOWING
PA“E AGE
QUOTE SUCH A SUSTAINED SQUARE BRACKETS SCVIET CEASE SQUARE BRACKETS
EFFORT GOES WELL BEYOND WHAT COULD BE EXPLAIMED AS MEETING A
REASOMNARLE DEFENSIVE NEED. YET IN THE SAME PERICD OF TIME NATO HAS
DONE VIRTUALLY NOTHING TO UPGRADE ITS OWN LONG-RANGE THEATER
NUCLEAR FORCES.,

THE CHALLENGE WE NOW CONFRONT iS5 NOT ONLY A MILITARY ONE. |
BEL IEVE THAT WE HAVE FAR MORE TO FEAR FROM THE PCSSIBILITY OF
POLITICAL INTIMIDATION, SHOULD NATO BE VIEWED AS UNWILLING CR
UNABLE TO RESPOND TO THREATS OF NUCLEAR WARFARE CONFINED TO THE
EUROPEAN AREA = AS THE LACK OF ANY EFFECTIVE THEATER FORCES WOULD
ALMOST CERTAINLY MAKE IT APPEAR TO BE = THE OPPQRTUNITY FOR SOVIET
POLITICAL PRESSURES WOULD BE CORRESPONDINGLY ENLARGED,

THAT IS THE CHALLENGE, THE CHOICE 1S SQUARELY UP TC US. WE CAN
AS AN ALLIANCE DECIDE TO DO NOTHING TO OFFSET THE SUBSTANTIAL
MIDERNIZATION IN SOVIET THEATER MNUCLEAR FORCE : WE CAN SIT BY
HOP ING WE CAN COPE WITH THE CONSEQUENCE OF INEQUALITY 3 WE CAN
ALLOW QURSELVES TO BE LULLED INTC PASSIVITY LEAVING THE ALL IANCE
IN A SITUATION OF INEQUALITY AND GROWING VULNERABILITY. OR WE CAN
TAKE EFFECTIVE ACTION NOW, THIS MEANS IN TURN THE DEPLOYMENT OF
STRONG THEATER-BASED SYSTEMS CAPABLE OF REACHING SOVIET
TERRITORY. UNQUOTE
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A THE SAME MESSAGE WAS UNDERSCORED BY GENERAL ROGERS (SAC EUR)
iN HIS OWN ADDRESS TO THE ATA : QUOTE THE ALLIANCE HOW FACES A
VERY CRUCIAL DECISION CONCERNING THE MODERNISING OF OUR LONGER
RANGE THEATRE NUCLEAR WEAPONS ... THERE IS NO QUESTION IN My MIND
AS TO THE MILITARY REQUIREMENT FOR SUCH MODERNISATION ... SURELY
THE WEST MUST NOT PUT ITSELF IN THE POSITION OF LETTING THE SOVIET
UNION DECIDE FOR US THE MEANS WE SHOULD USE TO DETER THE GROWING
THREAT POSED BY THE SOVIET UNION AND THE WARSAW PACT. UNQUOTE

5. AT THE SAME TIME HAROLD BROWN WAS GIVING HIS FINAL TESTIMONY
ON SALT 11 YESTERDAY TO THE SENATE FOREIGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE.
HE COMPLETED THE ARGUMENT BY TELLING THE COMMITTEE THAT UNLESS
THE SALT TREATY WAS PROMPTLY APPROVED IT WOULD BE IMPOSSIBLE TO
GET THE NECESSARY WESTERN EUROPEAH SUPPORT FOR THE DEPLOYMENT IN
EURCPE OF NEW TNF SYSTEMS TO MATCH RECENT SOVIET ADVANCES. WE MAY
EXPECT THIS ARGUMENT WHICH HAS NOW ALSO BEEN PICKED UP IN PRESS
COMMENT (EG JOSEPH KRAFT IN TODAY’S WASHINGTON POST TEXT BY BAG
T0 THE DEPARTMENT) TO BE INCREASINGLY USED BY THE ADMINISTRATION
AS AN INCENTIVE TO ENCOURAGE DOUBTING SENATORS TO SUPPORT
RATIFICATION OF SALT 1l. PARADOXICALLY BREZHNEV?S IMPLIED THREAT
ACAINST NATO TNF DEPLOYMENT ENABLES THE ADMINISTRATION TO ARGUE
THAT A FIRM RESPONSE FROM THE WEST REQUIRES EARLY RATIFICATION
OF SALT IF A PROMPT AND POSITIVE ALLIANCE DECISION ON TNF IS NOT
TO BE FOREGONE.

HENDERSON
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T0 IMMEDIATE FCO
TELEGRAM NUMBER 583 OF 11 OCTOBER
" INFO IMMEDIATE MODUX ROME UKDEL NATO WASHINGTON
INFO PRIORITY MOSCOW THE HAGUE BRUSSELS PARIS o‘/\(

ITALIAN PRIME MINISTER’S VISIT TO BONN: DEFENCE |SSUES,
1. ACCORDING TO THE CHANCELLOR’S OFFICE, THERE WAS AN ALMOST
COMPLETE MEETING OF MINDS EETWEEN CHANCELLOR SCHMIDT AND PRIME
MINISTER COSSIGA OM THE BREZHNEY SPEECH AMD TNF, THEIR ASSESSMENT
OF THE FORMER WAS THAT IT WAS A MOVE DESIGNED PRINCIPALLY TO
AFFECT ALLIANCE DECISIONS ON TNF. THE PROPOSAL TO REDEPLOY MISSILES
EAST OF THE URALS CLEARLY HAD NOTHING IN IT OF ADVANTAGE TO THE
WEST. THE CHANCELLOR THOUGHT THAT THE POSSIBLE 1} WITHDRAWAL OF UP
TO 20,000 MEN AND 1,000 TANKS SHOULD BE LOOKED AT CLOSELY IN THE
M2FR CONTEXT. BUT IT WAS HOT YET CLEAR EXACTLY WHAT 1T AMOUNTED
TO AND IN AMNY CASE THE OFFER SHOULD NOT DETRACT FROM THE IMPORTANCE
WHICH THE WEST ATTACHED TO REACHING AN AGREEMENT WITH THE EAST ON
DATA. MORE GERZRALLY THE RUSSIAN OFFER ADDED 7O THE IMPORTANCE OF
THE ARMS CONTROL ELEMENT IN THE TNF PACKAGE.
AS REGARDS TnNF BOTH THE CHANCELLOR AND COSSIGA AGREED THAT
BREZHNEV SPEECH WOULL HAVE NC EFFECT ON THE DETERMINATION
BCTH GOVERNMENTS TO PRESS AAEAD WITH TNF MODERNISATION.
DOMISTICALLY NEITHER HEAD OF GOVERNMENT THOUGHT THAT HE wOULD
ENCOUNTER SERIOUSLY INCREASED DIFFICULTIES IN CARRYING THROUGH
SUCH A PROGRAMME. OF THE TWO CGSSIGA SEEVMED TO BE THE MORE BULLISH
AZOUT THIS, ALTHOUGH IT WAS ONLY A MATTER OF DEGREE., ( HE HAD
APPARENTLY AREADY .CLEARED HIS LIKES WITH LEADERS OF ALL POLITICAL
PARTIES EXCEPT BERLINGUER, CRAX! NEEDED SOME MORAL
SUPPORT ). COSSIGA ALSO SEEMS TO HAVE BEEN MORE ROBUST IN GIVING
THE |MPRESSICON THAT THE !ITALIAN GOYERMNMENT WOULD NOT BE DEFLECTED
FROM ITS COURSE, EVEN IF THE DUTCH, POSSIBLY FOLLOWED BY THE
EELGIANS, WERE TO DECIDE THAT THEY CCULD NOT AT -THIS STAGE AGREE
TO STATION LONG-RANGE THF ON THEIR SOIL. WE WERE TOLD THAT IN THE
CHAMCELLOR’S VIEW SUCH A DEVELOPMENT WOULD BE QUOTE VERY SERIDUb
INDEED UNQUOTE AND ALL EFFORTS SHOULD BE MADE TO PERSUADE THE
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DUTCH TO AGREE. BOTH COS5SIGA AND THE CHANCELLOR AGREED THAT IT “J
WOULD BE PREFERABLE FOR DECISIONS TO EE TAKEN RATHER EARLIER
THAN DECEMBER BUT SCHMIDT TOLD COSSIGA THAT THERE APPEARED TO BE
INSUPERABLE DIFFICULTIES IN THIS FOR THE DUTCH.
3. THE IMPRESSION VE GAIMNED FROM THIS AGCCOUNT WAS THAT THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT ¥ILL NOW INTENSIFY THEIR EFFORTS TO BRING THE DUTCH AND
TO KEEP THE EELGIANS OW EGARD AND IS LOOKING FOR SUPPORT FROM
OTHER MEMBERS OF THE ALLIANCE { COSSIGA WILL BE SEEING VAN AGT
c1 13 OCTOBER )z BUT IF THIS AIM SHOULD NOT BE ACHIEVED THEY WILL

{E SOME SOLACE FROM GGNTINUEE ITALIAN PARTICIPATION.

WRIGHT
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Box . i 4

Foreign and Commonwealth Office

ol

London SWI1A 2AH

/:szk 9 October 1979
‘r- f%x VI

President Brezhnev's Speech in Berlin

We have been considering how to respond to President
Brezhnev's statement in Berlin on 6 October about theatre
nuclear forces, confidence building measures and Soviet troop
and tank reductions. The attached paper, which has been
approved by Lord Carrington, sets out a line which our delegation
at can use in concerting Alliance views. We will draw
on this, taking account of the opinions of our Allies, in
handling the media in the United Kingdom. Meanwhile, News
Department here have a holding line based on contingency
briefing drawn up in NATO last week, (UKEELXNETD telegram number
208 {

I am sending a copy of this letter to Brian Norbury (MOD)
and Martin Vile (Cabinet Office).

YGM&; G

</
Nowmde

(P Lever)
Private Secretary

M O D'B Alexander Esq
10 Downing Street
LONDON
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FRESIDENT EREZHNEV'S BERLIN SPEECH

1. President Brezhnev's speech includes three eye-catching security
initiatives: on Theatre Nuclear Forces (TNF), Confidence Building
Measures (CH1) and Soviet troop and tank reductions from the GDR.
Although not expressly linked in the statement, they are undoubtedly
aimed at influencing the NATO programme of INF modernisation. The
Soviet 1deas on troop/tank reductions and CBMs are, howevef? irrele-

vant to this issue. It will be very much in the Western interest
to treat the three components separately.

INF

2. President Brezhnev warns that TNF modernisation would upset the
security balance in Europe and harm the European countries which
accept basing of these US systems. He claims that the Soviet Union
has in the last ten years reduced its medium-range bombers and
missile launchers and the yield of the nuclear weapons they carry.
He offers to reduce Soviet theatre systems "if no additional medium
range nuclear weapons are deployed in Western Europe'".

3. Taken with the rest of the speech, this line will undoubtedly
make it harder to get agreement to TNF basing in continental Europe.
There will be a strong temptation, especially for example in the
Netherlands, to put arms control first and delay modernisation.

The danger is that the timetable for deciding on modernisation will
slip to well beyond the US and German elections, thus delaying

(or perhaps even frustrating completely) the introduction of the
new systems.

4, While we can welcome Soviet acceptance that there ghould be
negotiations about the theatre nuclear forces of both sides, there
is nothing in the proposals themselves to indicate that the exist-
ing serious imbalance in TNF will be rectified. The need for
Alliance TNF modernisation therefore remains as pressing as ever.

On no account should we allow modernisation to be a hostage to arms
control.

/5.
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it Given the known views of the Dutch we need therefore
to present a convincing case in NATO for pressing ahead
with parallel decisions in November on modernisation and

arms control.
6. We can deploy the following arguments:

(a) President Brezhnev's figures are open to challenge.

It is true that the number of long range theatre missiles

and aireraft stationed in the Western part of the Soviet
Union have been reduced in the last ten years. But Soviet
capabilities in terms of accuracy, ability to penetrate,
mobility and target coverEE;—E;ve increased very substantially.

Moreover, a number of Soviet missiles is now targeted on

Western Europe from points East of the Urals.
e

—

——

(b) The NATO programme is designed to plug a gap in the
spectrum of NATO's nuclear capabilities. This gap is increasing
as Western systems (eg Vulcan) become obsolescent and
increasingly vulnerable to the more sophisticated Soviet

weapons.,

(¢) The proposed TNF modernisation programme involves no

increase in NATO's overall warhead numbers in Europe.
—r— —_ —

(d) Announcing his decision last year not to deploy enhanced
radiation warheads (the Neutron bomb), President Carter said
he was looking for Soviet restraint in response to this
important concession. President Brezhnev's statement should
be seen in this light.

(e) The Allies have not only been considering TNF modernisation;
Ministers will in December also consider specific proposals

for negotiations on TNF arms control, This will enable the
Alliance to respond substantively to President Brezhnev's state-
ment withoutendangering Alliance security interests.

/Troop/Tank Reductions

SECRET
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Troop/Tank Reductions

i The announcement that 20,000 Soviet troops and 1,000
tanks will be withdrawn from the GDR in the next 12 months
is to be welcomed. But reductions of this kind will not

do much to diminish the existing numerical advantages

both in manpower and in tanks enjoyed by the Warsaw Pact.
This aspect of President Brezhnev's proposals should be put
firmly in the MBFR context and the Alliance needs to get
across the message that a Soviet move in this field is

irrelevant to TNF modernisation.

8. In detail we could argue that:-

(a) The Soviet reductions are not numerically signifi-::anlt_:_I

The withdrawal of 20,000 troops will make little difference
to the Warsaw Pact's superiority of over 160,000 ground
forces in the MBFR area of Europe. A cut of 1,000 tanks will
hardly impinge on the Warsaw Pact advantage of 16,800

against 6,500,

(b) Even these small reductions will be meaningless unless
there is a commitment not to exceed in the future the
residual level of Soviet manpower and tanks in central

Europe.

(c) Nonetheless we welcome this move as a hint that the
Soviet Union may be willing to negotiate in MBFR for equal
collective ceilings for ground and air forces in central
Europe. For this we need agreed figures for both sides,
a subject on which the East has so far been unforthcoming.
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Qur practical response in the MBFR negotiations will need care-
ful thought. Soviet unilateral reductions will tend to undermine
the idea which we have been discussing with the Germans and Americans
of interim MBFR reductions for US and Soviet forces. Ore possible
area for a Western response would be to bring forward unilaterally
the US nuclear warhead reductions which we have so far made conditional
on Soviet troop aad tank reductions.

Confidence Building lMeasures

10. President Brezhnev repeats the proposal for an early conference
on "military detente" (which we and our Allies are unwilling to

concede until we see what happens at the CSCE review conference next

year). The new elements on CHIs arer— -

— e

(a) a reduction from 25,000 to 20,000 in the ceiling above which
ground force exercises must be notified under the Helsinki Final
Act;

(b) a ceiling of 20,000 for notification of major military movements
(the West proposed 25,000 at Belgrade in line with the current
ceiling for exercise notification);

(¢) a limit of 40-50,000 men in the size of ground force exercises
(the East proposed 50-60,000 at Belgrade).

The lower ceilings proposed in (a) and (b) are a modest move in the
right direction. The limit at (c) is not welcome. NATO, dependent
on reinforcement, holds many more large exercises than the East,

and Alliance studies at the time of Belgrade suggested that 60,000
was the lowest figure which might be acceptable for a measure of
this kind.

11. These ideas are relatively small beer and can be dealt with

in due course in the CSCE framework. At this stage it will probably
be enough to say that we are taking these ideas into account in
preparations for the Madrid Conference, for which we too will have
substantial proposals to make.

/Conclusions
SECRET




Conclusions

12. In the light of the foregoing we should seek the agreement of
our Allies to an Alliance response on the following lines:

(a) The build-up in Soviet longer range theatre nuclear capability
in the last ten years has been substantial. No amount of juggling
with selective statistics can hide this fact.

(b) The Western Allies now find themselves faced with highly sophis-
ticated and already modernised long range TNF. Comparable forces

on the Western side have however remained unmodernised. ©Some are
now approaching obsolescence.

(e) It is against this background that the Allies have been discussing
the modernisation of their long range TNF. Nothing in the Brezhnev
statement alters the need for this.

(d) NATO has for some time been concerned to limit the Soviet long-
range TNF build up. They therefore welcome this Soviet expression
of willingness to negotiate. A substantive Western response will
be given in parallel with decisions on the modernisation programme
at the December Ministerial meetings.

(e) The decision to withdraw troops and tanks from East Germany
is also welcome. It must, however, be seen in the context of the
MBFR negotiations where Eastern agreement is needed on reductions
to levels of approximate parity on the basis of acceptable data.

(f) The Soviet proposals on CBMs are under study and will be taken
into account in Alliance preparations for the Madrid CSCE conference
next Jear.
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CUMFIDENTIAL

Fil UKDEL NATO 25183@Z OCT 79

TO IMMEBIATE FCO

TELEGRAM NUMBER 228 OF 5 OCTOBER 1979 .
AND TO IMMEDIATE MODUK (ATTENTION DCPR AND HEAD OF DS17).
EAST BERLIN, MOSCOW, AND WASHINGTOHN. :

AND INFO PRIORITY BRUSSELS, THE HAGUE, RUME, AND

INFO SAVING ALL OTHER NATO POSTS

M1PT s GUIDANCE ON LRTNF MODERNISATICON AND ARMS CONTROL

1. FOLLOWING IS AGREED TEXT (WHICH CAN BE BROUGHT INTO USE
IMMEDIATELY ) 2~

I _GTS -t i
**THE SOVIET UNION HAS FOR SOME YEARS UNDERTAKEN AN ACCELERATING

NUCLEAR BUILD=-UP WHICH ALREADY JINCLUI THE DEPLOYMENT OF A LARGE
“iﬁEﬁ OF NEW, POWERFUL, HiGHLY Auuirﬁ.d AND MOBILE LONG-RANGE
hUFLH‘ WEAPONS SYSTEMS TARGETTED AGAINST NATQO EUROPE.
THiS DEVELOPMENT, THE ALLIANCE SO FAR HAS NOT AUGMENTED
NIZED ITS LONG-RANGE THEATRE MUCLEAR FORCES, HE SOVIET
HAS HOT BEEN A SIMPLE ONE-FOR=ONE REPLACEMENT, BUT RATHER
THE inTHDﬂUTEQﬁ OF SIGNIFICANT QUALITATIVE AND QUANTITIVE
HPROVEMENTS, SUCH AS THE S§5-23 AND BACKFIRE. THE 55-20 S A MCBILE
BALLISTIC MISSILE WITH MULTIPLE WARHEADS, EACH OF WHICH CAN REACH
ANY CITY IN EUROPE.

THE DISPARITY WHICH ALREADY EXISTS -IN FAVOUR OF THE SCVIET UNION
(il LOMG-RANGE THEATRE NUCLEAR FORCES |S THEREFORE GROWING WITH THESE
CONTINUING DEPLOYMENTS.

IN GRDER TO SUSTAIN AN EFFECTIVE NATC DETERRENT IN THE FACE OF THIS
SOVIET BUILD-UP, ALLIANCE MEMBERS ARE ACTIVELY CONSULTING ON THE
MODERNISATION OF NATO’S OWN LONG- Qhﬂ it THEATRE NUCLEAR FORCES.

il EXAMINING HOW TO REALISE THE MOST EFFECTIVE WAY TO ACHIEVE THE
NECESSARY MODERISATION, THE ﬂLaIAACE CONTINUES TO RELY ON THE
STRATEGIC NUCLEAR Utiﬁ?“*” TO UNDERPIN NATO?S BTRATEGY.

CONFID
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it PARALLEL, AND IN LINE WITH NATO’S BASIC POLICY OF DETERRENGE Aun
DETENTE, ALL1ES ARE ACTIVELY EXAMINING SERIOUS: ARMG controL. 1=@nra
AIMED AT REDUGING THE SOVIET BUILD-UP AND AT LIMITING LONG-RANGE
THEATRE NUCLEAR FORCES. SUCH AN APPROAGH WOULD ADVANCE DETENTE BY
CONTRIBUTING TO A MORE STABLE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EAST AND WEST.

CNCE ALLiANCE DECISIONS HAVE BEEN TAKEN ON MODERNISATION AND ARMS

CONTROL, THE US, FOLLOWING EOHEULI&T-L&S WITHIN THE ALLIANCE, WILL

BE PRE 'ﬂ‘fﬂ TO ENTER INTO NEGOTIATIONS ON LONG-RAMGE THEATRE NUCLEAR

SYSTEMS ON THE ux;su OF THE US STATEMENT AT THE cOnNCLUSION OF aarT i

ON ON US SYSTEMS PRINCIPALLY DESIGNED FOR THEATRE
ACCOMPANIED BY APPROPRIATE LIMITATIONS OR fovlaa
NEGOTIATIONS WOULD HAVE TC BE BASED CN THE

PR i AND SECURITY AND SHOULD HOT SERVE TO

CONTRACTUAL ISE THE NT INEQUALITY THE SOVIETS HAVE CAUSED

THROUGH THEIR BUILD=U® TO DATEe THE US WILL ADOPT A POSITIVE AND

CONSTRUCTIVE ATTITUDE il ANY NEGOTIATIONS WHICH MAY ENSUE."?
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FCO PLEASE PASS SAVING COPIES TO ALL OTHER NATO POSTS.
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very long. It was not easy to maintain an island of stability

in an unstable world. So long as the general economic situation
was unstable, ‘that instability was likely to be reflected in

currency fluctuations.

In reply to a question by the Prime Minister, Signor Pandolfi

said that the discussions in Belgrade had concentrated on one
medium and long term problem - the need to find a new reserve
regime - and one short term problem - the Dollar. On the first
issue, the consensus had been that neither a one currency system
nor a multi currency system was desirable, They had decided
therefore to study what seemed likely to be a better mechanism
viz the substitution acecount. But it would not be easy to design

a system that was attractive from the point of view of value
maintainance and burden sharing. As regards the shorter term
problem, no scolutions had been found. The Germans were unwilling
to produce additional liguidity or to accept Carter Bonds. Closer
co—-operation between the central banks would be required and the
agreement of 1 November 1978 would have to be renewed on a firm
basis.

Theatre Nuclear Forces

Signor Cossiga said that his Government was extremely anxious

to avoid a prolonged hiatus between the forthcoming meeting of the
Nuclear Planning Group, at which the question of Theatre Nuclear
Forces modernisation would be discussed, and the subsequent
Ministerial meetings of the Defence Planning Committee and the
North Atlantic Council. He was anxicus about the possibility that
there would be Parliamentary and extra-Parliamentary pressure
against the formal approval by Ministers of the recommendations

of the Nuclear Planning Group. The Italian Government was not
changing its poliey but he knew that his concern about the gap
between the two meetings was shared by other Governments, notably
by the Germans and the Dutch. Signor Cossiga asked whether it
would be possible either for the formal decision to be taken by the
Permanent Representatives of all member Governments immediately
after the NPG meeting or for the NPG

meeting to be moved closer to the Ministerial meetings in December.
It was important that the first decision should be definitive. The

CGE‘:EIH r?c_fﬂi'}' A L /sooner
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sooner that decision could be taken the better.

The Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary, having noted the

importance of the forthcoming decision, said that there might

be difficulties in either.course. At the last meeting of the

NAC it had been clear that a number of countries would insist

on the TNF decision being a political one taken by all the
Ministers at their December meeting. It would be difficult

to get it through any earlier. Postponing the NPG to nearer

the meeting would certainly reduce the gap but might be difficult
to arrange. Perhaps the Italians should discuss the problem
with the German and Dutch Governments at the meetings due to

take place in the following week. The Prime Minister said that

the British Government would be prepared to go along with any
procedure that was acceptable to the other members of the Alliance
and that enabled the decision to be taken with despatch. Signor
Cossiga, agreeing, noted that lMr. Brezhnev had already begun to
make propaganda on the subject and to claim that by seeking to
modernise their Theatre Nuclear Forces, the members of the Alliance

were playing with fire. The Prime Minister said that members of

NATO must be prepared to counter-attack vigorously where propaganda
was concerned. The Soviet Government already had Theatre Nuclear
Forces. The Alliance needed them to counter-balance the Soviet
capability. She saw no difficulty in conducting this argument.

Commercial Credit

In discussion over lunch, Signor Cossiga and the Prime Minister

agreed that there would be advantage in trying to agree a common

line on the question of the interest rates offered to the Soviet

and Chinese Governments in credit agreements. This was relevant

both in that the subject would certainly come up during Premier Hua's
forthcoming visit and in that both Governments, like the French
Government, had credit agreements with the Soviet Government coming
up for renewal near the end of the year. It was agreed that the
matter should be pursued by officials.

The plenary session ended at 1320 hours.

6 October 1979
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BRIEF RECORD OF MAIN POINTS DISCUSSED AT THE TETE-A-TETE BETWEEN
THE FPRIME MINISTER AWND SIGNOR CCSSIGA AT 15900 ON 4 OCTOBER AT THE
PATLAZZ0 CHIGI. '

£

\ ' i
Signor Cossiga said he was most grateful for this opportunity
of a meeting with the Prime Minister, the first he had had with the
Head of a foreign government. He spoke of the traditional frisndly

relations between Britain and Italy and of his own personal interest

in British constitutional history.
N,

Signor Cossiga said he would shortly meet Chancellor Schmidt
and the Dutch Prime lMinister, Mr van Agt, and then President Giscard
in preparation for the Dublin Summit and to Fiscuss TNE.

Italy had been shocked by the death of Lord Mountbatten. Both
countries had a common obligation to fight terrorism. He was grateful
for British collaboration in this field. |

Signor Cossiga hoped that Anglo-Italian meetings could now be
placed on an institutional basis. There were meetings between
himself, the German and French leaders twice a year, and he hoped
the same pattern could be established between Britain and Italy.

The Prime Minister thought that we should examine this idea.

Such meetings should not be too long. Her present visit to Rome was
the right length, ie inside 24 hours. We too had regular meetings
with the Germans and French, and the more preparation that took place
before European Council Meetings the better. Italy had a very
important defence burden. Italy would also be the host at the
forthcoming Economic Summit in Venice.

Signor Cossiga congratulated the Prime Minister on the British
initiative on Rhodesia. In this problem, as in the very delicate
question of South African relations with the rest of the world,
Britain had a key role.

/The Prime Minister
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The Prime Minister referred to the constitutional proposals
which the parties at the Conference had until Monday to examine. It

was vital to maintain momentum in these negotiations.

The Prime Minister went on to express sympathy for the recent
earthquake disaster in central Italy. She also thanked Signor Cossiga
for his efforts to resolve the Schild case, which could not be in more
expert hands. Anything Italy and Britain could do together to combat
terrorism had her whole-hearted support. This was 2 field in which
she would also agree to extra expenditure.

Signor Cossiga said that as a Sardinian he felt particular
concern for the Schild case. He handed the Prime lMinister a document

which he had prepared on this matter. He also referred to collaboration
which had taken place with the British Metropolitan Police and M5

and M16. In this connection the Italian Government would do both what
was possible and "what was impossible". They would arrange matters

so that the Schild family could take any necessary initiative.

The Prime Minister then referred to the two most important

problems relating to her visit, namely Community questions and
Theatre Nuclear Forces. On the Community, there was no question of
the British Government being anti-European, but there was this
particular injustice concerning the Budget which had to be resolved
soon. No doubt Italians had felt similarly about their problems
relating to the CAP.

Signor Cossiga said that on the Community Italy was not in an
easy situation. He was not an economic expert and was in the hands
of his Economic Ministers. But before dealing with the Community
he wished the Prime Minister to know what he was trying to achieve
with respect to the Italian economy. [There then followed a lengthy
explanation by Signor Cossiga of his economic strategy on lines
which the Embassy has already reported.] In the course of this
discussion and in reply to the Prime Minister's questions, Signor
Cossiga said that as a former Minister for the Civil Service he
personally enjoyed good relations with the trade unions and hoped
that they would in the end do no more than make noises.

/Signor Cossiga
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Signor Cossiga said that Italy's experience in the EIS had
been relatively painless so far, and had in effect helped the
Ttalian Government in their attempts to convince Italian political
forces of the need to struggle against inflation. He perfectly
understood that the fact that Britain was not a member of EMS was
not in conflict with her membership of the Community as a whole.

Signor Cossiga then explained his Governument's position on the
Budget/convergence. Italy was in complete agreement with the
rest of the Community on this subject. Anglo-Italian collaboration
had resulted in the agreement achieved at the European Council at
Strasbourg. But he had told President Jenkins that the Commission
reference paper was not in complete accordance with the directives
of the Strasbourg buropean Council. The problem was not exclusively
one ot the Budget, but was also one of the poorer regions which
were to be found in Britain, Italy and Ireland. In addition to
the resolution of the budgetary problem there had to be parallel
measures, and the Commission had to reflect this in the reference
document as a basis for the forthcoming Dublin Summit. He hoped
that the Prime Minister would undersvand the Italian position and -
referred to the fact that his Government had been created in
exceptionally difficult circumstances.

The Prime Minister hoped that a resolution of the budgetary
problem would not have to wait. Britain was the third poorest

country in the Community and the biggest single net contributor.
This was a unique situation, with the exception of the Italian

net budgetary deficit in 1978. The problem created sharp political
resentment in Britain since it was neither reasonable nor Jjust.
Britain did not ask for benefit from the Community but should not

be asked to pay heavily to it, ﬁarticularly at a time when the
British Government had had to introduce significant measures of
economy. There was an immediate need for a solution and unless this
could be obtained at Dublin the attitude of the British public could
be very resentful. The Prime Minister added that she was very anxious
to be constructive and quite accepted that those like Britain which
were among the poorer countries [ie Italy and Ireland] should not

be asked to pay more for a solution to the budgetary problem.

/Signor Cossiga
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Signor Gossipa said that although the short-term objectives

of the two countries might be dlffarent their objectives wvere
surely the same. Eritain faced _n the short-term an imblance 1in
the budget while Italy" suffered a hidden transfer of resources
through the trade effects of the CAP. The Prime Minister made it
clear that Britain also suffered from the requlrement to buy dear

Community products.

Sirmor Cossiga said that Britain and Ital should agree tha
2lEn

the budget should be formed in order to increase expenditure on
 structural and regional support. He then spoke of the political
price which Italy had to pay for concessions to Mediterranean
countries. ( NIB: although in reply to lMrs Thatcher's question, he
eaid that he was referring to the enlargement question, it seems
likely that this was a reference to the Italian wish to be
compensated for tariff concessions to third country Mediterranean

suppliers, eg Cyprus).

He repeated that Italy and Britain should have the same
objective viz to restructure the Budget so that there was more
expenditure on regional and social funds; on structure; and on new
research, energy and industrial policies, etc.

Signor Cossiga said that the Italians had a draft proposal
for an addition to the Commission reference paper and he thought
that Minister Malfatti would discuss this with Lord Carrington this
evening.

The Prime Minister said that these were matters that had to
be discussed at the Plenary'meeting. The net payment of £1,000 m.
a year to the Community Budget caused considerable political resentment
in Britain and the matter had to be resolved in Dublin. Otherwise
there could be no advance in Community policies. She did not wish
to cause trouble in the Community or to dominate the Communi Ty
with this issue. But it had to be got out of the way. This was
a matter of equity. Once justice had been established we could
make a more creative contribution to many questions for example
to the reform of the CAP. The Agriculture Ministers only made little
' Jadjustments




adjustments to the CAP and never got to grips with the basic
problem. Signor Cossiga agreed and said that although his

L ] - :
Apriculture Minister was a personal friend he was one of his most

difficult colleagues! |

The conversation then turned to TNF. Signor Cossica said that
he was glad that SALT II had been successful and hoped the US Congress
would ratify it soon. The lMadrid Conference in 1980 was very
important and there should be close co-operation between the European
partners to prepare for this. In an international situation the

only serious basis for detente was the re-establishment of a balance
of forces hetween East and West. In a situation where the Soviet
Union had conventional and strategic superiority, the TNF problem
was vital. Italy was determined to take a positive decision. He
had been shocked to read of the cynical way in which Gromyko had
spoken to Minister Malfatti recently about the Soviet missiles
(8S20) and Backfire bomber as if they were children's toys. These
weapons were a threat to the whole of Europe as well as North Africa.
Signor Cossiga repeated that Italy would take a positive decision
on TRNF in the forthcoming alliance meetings. But it was highly
desirable to have the approval of all tke countries of the Alliance.
Denmark and Norway though not nuclear countries should give the: -
approval while all the existing nuclear countries should accept the
modernisation of nuclear weapons. In this context his forthcoming
meeting with the Dutch Prime Minister, Mr van Agt, was important.
He intended to exert maximum pressure on him and the Dutch Foreign
Minister, who would also be present. He was also trying to help
Chancellor Schmidt by persuading German Christian Democrat contacts,
eg Dr Eckt, Herr Strauss and Kohl, that they should not make party
difficulties for the German Government. Signor Cossiga hoped that
the British Government would also bring pressure on the Dutch.
He, Cossiga, had an internal problem with the Italian Socialists and
Chancellor Schmidt and the Dutch Government could, by a positive
decision, also help him. This morning, 4 October, he had a special
meeting in preparation for Mrs Thatcher's visit with his Foreign,
Defence, and Interior Ministers as well as co-opted Ministers from
/the




the Tiberal and Social Democrat Parties in the Coalition. They
completely agreed with his positive decision on TNF. When the time

came to make an announcement this would be by a routine statement

_ by the Defence lMinister. Cossiga would not make a lot of speeches.
; ;
| |
Nevertheless, he regretted that there would at present be

a gap between the decision of the Nuclear Planning Group and the
subsequent decisions in the Defence Planning Committee and the

NATO Council. 1In that period tre Soviet Union c¢could bring damaging
pressure to bear on Italy as well as on Germany and Holland. He,
Cossiga, would not change his position but hoped something could be
'done to associate the countries of the Alliance which were not
members of the Nuclear Planning Group with the latter's positive
decision so that a definitive decision could be taken at the NFPG.
Finally, he intended to consult (he later said "inform") the PCI and
try to make them accept that this was an opportunity of proving
that they were independent o1 the Soviet Union.

The Prime Minister thanked Signor Cossiga for his resolute
attitude.

As the Prime Minister was leaving Signor Cossiga made the

expected request for British support for the candidature for
Zichichi for the direction of CERN. He would also be approachin<
the Germans since there was a rival German candidate. He handed
a document on this to the Prime Minister.

The Prime Minister said that she believed there was a study

group which was producing a report and that we would be examining
this.
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CALL BY THE BELGIAN FOREIGN MINISTER

The Belgian Foreign Minister, at his request, paid a
brief call on the Secretary of State for Defence at 5.15 pm
today; M. Simonet was accompanied by M. A Adam, Minister-
Counsellor (Political) at the Belgian Embassy, and the
Secretary of State by Mr M E Quinlan, Deputy Under Secretary
(Policy and Programmes).

The discussion was confined almost entirely to the
planmed modernisation of NATO's theatre nuclear forces (TNF).
M. Simonet said that he was concerned that the Alliance
should come to positive decisions soon; he had found the
Germans robust about the basing of systems in the Federal
Republic but they did not want to provide the sole national
location on the continent, so that, for satisfactory arrange-
ments to be concluded, complementary acceptance by the
Belgians and the Dutch of the basing of systems on their
territories was certainly needed. It was not easy for the
Belgians to accept basing, and there were internal political
difficulties given the fine balance of interests in the
coalition, but he did not foresee major problems about
Belgian agreement. The problem was the Dutch: even if the
Dutch Social Democrats were not against NATO as such they
scemed to oppose every necessary NATO decision (M. Simonet
recalled the earlier controversy over the 'meutron bomb").

P T s
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The Secretary of State said that British difficulties
on this were also not to be underestimated but he thought
that we could cope; he observed that a decision should not
be so difficult for Belgians as it was for the Germans;
he was not sure that it would be productive to try to bring
any particular pressure on the Dutch, at any rate at this
stage although these had been a continuing dialogue with them.
Mr Quinlan added that Dutch officials, at the meeting of the
NATO High Level Group which had just concluded, had not
revealed special apprehensions on the subject and, in
discussions at the recent IISS Conference in Switzerland,
he had gained the impression from a number of Dutch
participants that the danger that it might have suited
some in the Netherlands to break on this issue had passed.

M. Simonet said that he saw a way forward if the United
Kingdom, the Danes and the Norwegians could all say that they
agreed in principle to the proposals and were prepared to share
in the financial burdens, setting this agreement within the
framework of the need for a collective alliance decision.

The Secretary of State commented that he thought some progress
could be made at the Nuclear Planning Group in November.

In a brief discussion of the interaction between the
ratification of SALT II and TNF modernisation the Secretary
of State indicated that he thought that, in the end, SALT II
would be ratified. M. Simonet concurred.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Michael Alexander

at No 10.
TR

(B M NORBURY)
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CALL ON THE SECRETARY OF STATE BY THE
BELGIAN FOREIGN MINISTER, 27TH SEPTEMBER 1979

We have heard from the Belgian Embassy that the Belgian
Foreign Minister, M., Simonet, will pay a brief visit to
London on Thursday 27th September. He has asked for a priwvate
meeting with the Secretary of State at 1630 on that day and
the Secretary of State has now agreed.

We have delayed telling you about this because we were
uncertain of what exactly M. Simonet wished to discuss.
However, we now understand that apart from what the Belgian
Charge d'Affairs called a general review, M. Simonet will
wish to concentrate on the question of TNF Modernisation.

He is likely to bring only one official along to the meeting.

I shall, of course, ensure that you and Michael Alexander,
to whom I am copying this letter, receive a full record of
the discussions between M. Simonet and the Secretary of State.
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"THE MILITARY BALANCE"

You asked for our assessment of the 1979/80 edition of "The
Military Balance", published by the International Institute for
Strategic Studies, which appeared last week.

As usual, the main statistical commentaries and tables on
US/Soviet and NATO/Warsaw Pact forces rely heavily on unattribut-
able MOD help and are authoritative. Of the two analytical
articles which follow these main sections, the one on the East/
West conventional balance in Europe is regarded by MOD and FCO
as excellent. But the other analysis, assessing the European
theatre nuclear force balance, to which MOD did not contribute,
is more controversial,

In the second of these two articles, the IISS attempts to
put qualitative weights on the deliverable nuclear warheads
belonging to NATO and the Warsaw Pact. The Institute concludes
that the situation is much closer to parity than is usually
believed (a ratio of 1.13 to 1 in favour of the Warsaw Pact in
terms of an overall weighted balance). The MOD and FCO regard
the assumptions on which this conclusion is based as defective
and misleading, often seriously so. To take only a few examples:

(a) US Poseidon systems assigned to SACEUR account for almost
a third of the weighted total assumed for the West. But
no corresponding allowance is made for those Soviet
central systems (such as the Yankee class SLBMs) which
are almost certainly targetted on Europe. The analysis
concedes that this may be an unwarranted distinction to
make and notes that, if US Poseidons are also excluded,
the Warsaw Pact's edge is 1.58 to 1.

The Soviet naval air force (which includes, for example,
30 Backfire bombers) is entirely omitted though some
Western carrier-borne aircraft are included.

The qualitative weighting index, though ingenious, is
arbitrary (the obsolescent Vulcan, for example, is
given a qualitative rating only 5% below the ultra-
modern Backfire).

/The conclusion

M O'D B Alexander Esqg
10 Downing Street
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The conclusion that something very close to parity now
exists is for these (and other) reasons simply not borne out
by the facts. Equally serious, the inclusion of medium
systems, in which the West have a relative advantage, obscures
the strategic significance of the Soviet Union's emerging
superiority in long-range TNF, Moreover the article focusses
on the situation in 1979/80 and only indirectly recognises that
there is a potential gap (which will steadily increase if the
Alliance does nothing to correct it) in long range theatre
nuclear capabilities as a result of the dynamic S520 and Back-
fire programmes and the obsolescence of all NATO's longer-range
systems.

Whether or not there is parity across the broad range of
TNF today is irrelevant to the question whether NATO will need
new longer-range systems in the mid-1980s to maintain a credible
deterrent posture. Unfortunately Soviet and European critics
of TNF modernisation will be able to make capital out of the
article's main conclusion. Concern has already been expressed
in Bonn. UK and FRG officials are now working jointly on a
critical commentary to be ecirculated in the Alliance and used
where necessary to counter the article's adverse message for
TNF modernisation. But some damage has already been done.

I am sending a copy of this letter to David Omand in the
Ministry of Defence.

yrw.: ever
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SECRET

MO 13/1/34

PRIME MINISTER

UNITED STATES GROUND LAUNCHED CRUISE MISSILES
IN THE UNITED KINGDOM

At yesterday's MISC 7 consideration of 1;pg/}ange theatre
nuclear forces (LRTNF) - my minute to you of 17th September -

we discussed the United States request that we should accept

an extra flight of 16 GLCMs in the United Kingdom - bringing the
proposed total to 160 - in order to help remove a difficulty
with the Germans; and you gave me discretion to acquiesce in this
if need be at whatever I judged the most productive time.

ppears to me that our interests are best served by giving

M 3 agreement forthwith. In practice, what we can hope to gain by

* the concession is essentially goodwill (the US must know that

it cannot be a particularly high-cost move for us). We therefore
need to choose the timing to secure the maximum benefit from the
concession. It is clear from a second plea which, I understand,
came to the Cabinet Office from Mr Aaron of the National Security
Council late yesterday that, in American judgement, a quick
answer would relieve them of significant difficulties which even
a short delay would create.

Jx/fé. I have now been able to consider the matter urgently. It
a

3. I thought I should tell you immediately that I am
accordingly sending personal messages to Dr Brown and Herr Apel
telling them that although GLCM deployment is not without

M, domestic difficulties for us we are prepared to accept an extra

Pk ‘A,l'flight on the understanding that this will enable the

Federal Republic to join us in firm support for a collective
Alliance decision this year in favour of the US deployment plan
as adjusted.

fiihe s oo
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I am sending copies of this minute to our MISC 7 colleagues
and to Sir John Hunt.

20th September 1979
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PRIME MINISTER

MISC 7: Lonpg-range Theatre Nuclear Forces

BACKGROUND
The subject was last discussed at MISC 7 on 10th July in order to give
e riia et
guidance to the Secretary of State for Defence for his discussions in Washington
with Dr. Brown. In his minute to you dated 17th September, Mr. Pym now

reports on the present state of play and recommends that a decision should be

taken in principle about the proposed basing in the United Kingdom of the United

States-owned Ground Launched Cruise Missiles (GLCM). Your colleagues were

generally favourable to this idea at the earlier discussion.

HANDLING

. You will wish to invite the Secretary of State for Defence to introduce his

paper. The points to be covered in subsequent discussion are:-

(2) The decision to accept basing of United States GLCMs -

(i) Is the cost acceptable? It is not large.
(i1) How will British public opinion react? Owvercoming safety fears will
need a major public relations effort.

(iii) How should we secure maximum credit for our decision, both with

the Americans and with our other Allies?
(b) The recommendation not to decide yet on whether to acquire in addition

-— e
any GLCMs of our own (as replacement for our Vulcan bombers):

(i) Important to note that we should have difficulty providing our own
warheads. Mr. Pym's minute about the Nuclear Weapons
Programme and the troubles at Aldermaston, also dated

17th September, is relevant; but it is not on the agenda, and

discussion of what to do about Aldermaston would be inappropriate.
in this forum since that is primarily a matter of Civil Service

management which needs further examination.

e




(ii) As Mr, Pym says, the issue of United Kingdom=-owned GLCMs should

be considered at the same time as Ministers decide on a replace=-

ment for Polaris, i.e. probably in early November. DBut it may

not be in our interest to recognise too openly that the two issues are
linked. We do not want United States pressure over British
LRTNF as a corollary of United States co-operation over a

Polaris successor,

(ii1) Need to be clear about the distinction between LRTNF modernisation,
which is needed for the '80s, and Polaris replacement which is
needed for the '90s am. In deployment to NATO Polaris
does have a usﬁlemh but its essential purpose is
strategic - to act as our ultimate national deterrent. The same
will go for its successor.

(c) An arms control package -

(i) As Mr., Pym notes, this will be needed for political reasons within

the Alliance but must not be allowed to delay or get ahead of the
modernisation programme. Lord Carrington's minute of 6th July,
which MISC 7 endorsed on 10th July, outlined a way through the
minefield.
(ii) You will wish to be guided by this, and any later developments, at
your meeting with Chancellor Schmidt on 31st October.
CONCLUSION
B Subject to the points made in discussion, the Committee might be guided -
(i) To note the position set out in Mr. Pym's minute.
(ii) To agree in principle to accept the basing of United States-owned GLCMs
in the United Kingdom.
(iii) To await Mr. Pym's proposals on the timing and method of presenting
such a decision after discussion with the United States.

(iv) To note that Mr. Pym may be making proposals in due course about the

acquisition of a new United Kingdom=-owned LRTNF system which may be
linked with a decision on our successor to Polaris,

To note the arms control problem.

foc,

JOHN HUNT

18th September, 1979
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LONG RANGE THEATRE NUCLEAR FORCES

I regret to say that an error inadvertently
appeared in paragraph 11b of the Defence Secretary's
minute to the Prime Minister of 17th September con-
cerning Long Range Theatre Nuclear Forces. The second
line of that sub-paragraph should say "the basing of
US-owned GLCMs" not "the basing of UK-owned GLCMs".

I am sending copies of this letter to the Private
Secretaries to other members of MISC 7 and to Barry Hilton
(Cabinet Office).

(J D GUTTERIDGE)

M 0'D B Alexander Esq
10 Downing Street
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SECRET

MO 13/1/34

PRIME MINISTER

LONG-RANGE THEATRE NUCLEAR FORCES

This minute summarises the position reached on long-
range theatre nuclear forces (LRNTF), and recommends a
decision in principle on one aspect - the proposed basing
in the United Kingdom of United States-owned ground launched
cruise missiles (GLCM).

i You will recall from the paper attached to my minute
of 5th July the general case that NATO needs a major new
effort in LRTNF. The United States have now proposed to
StACIOW In TIve European countries (United Kingdom, Federal
Republic of Germany, Italy, Belgium and the Netherlands) a
total of 572 long-range missiles. These would comprise
108 Pershing II ballistic missiles in the FRG, replacing
108 of the present shorter-range Pershing I; and 464 GLCM
spread among the five countries. Deployment would begin
about the end of 1983, The element proposed to go in the
UK is 144 GLCM.

32 All these systems would be owned and operated by the
US, unless the UK wished to take on some of the 144. (As
Washington telegram No 2346 of 17th August shows, the US
want us in any event, separately from the "572" programme,
to replace our Vulcans with new long-range systems). Aside
from any UK-owned systems, the US would meet the costs,
except that they would want related installations to be
financed from NATO common infrastructure funds and would
hope that host countries would provide some security guards.

4, Discussions have been proceeding in NATO without
commitment. The scheme has President Carter's full backing.

l|r‘\“l||pL]-]. LR
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All the four Continental host countries seem cautiously
positive, but face varying degrees of political difficulty -
for example, the Netherlands have particularly awkward
public and Parliamentary opinion to manage, and the FRG

say they cannot be the only Continental host. There is
general agreement on the desirability of agreed collective
decisions in December, and countries will be increasingly
under pressure during the autumn, notably at the mid-
November meeting of the Nuclear Planning Group, to make
their positions clear.

S Alongside work on a programme for mnew LRTNF systems
NATO is considering what public proposal might be made to
the Soviet Union about arms control in this field. Such a
proposal is regarded as essential by our Continental

Allies if an LRINF programme is to have any chance of
domestic political acceptance. Our own objectives have
been to avoid any proposal which made the LRTNF programme

a hostage to negotiations with the Soviet Union; to ensure
that NATO did not make a proposal disadvantageous in itself;
and to keep any UK-owned systems out. Work so far suggests
that these objectives are being adequately met. The
Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary will no doubt report
when matters are further advanced.

6. I am moderately optimistic that NATO can be ready
to reach decisions in December, but this will need care and
is far from assured. R —

s We shall need to decide what we ourselves should do
about LRTNF. I regard it as out of the question that we
should do nothing. As my note of 5th July brought out, the
real choice is whether to accept the proposed UK basing of
US missiles only; or whether to do anything on our own
account as well. We do not have to settle the two aspects
together.

TRl et
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8. I believe that we could decide in principle to accept
US basing, and that it would be helpful to the Alliance

to take this decision now. There will be various details,
including precise locations, to settle. A new deployment
would attract public notice, and there would be criticism
from various quarters like the CND; but I believe such
difficulties are surmountable. A brief note on implications
is attached. If we take the decision of principle, I would
consult the US on how this could be most helpfully timed
and presented in the Alliance context, and would then make
proposals to my colleagues about future handling,

9. The costs to us of US basing cannot yet be calculated
exactly, but they would be modest. Even if, which is not
certain, the installation cost of the whole "572" programme
became a net addition to the NATO common infrastructure
programme, our share would only be an estimated £15m.
Depending on detailed deployment, up to £35m would be spent
in the UK,

10. The question of a new UK-owned force to maintain our
"sub-strategic" long-range capability is much more complex.
I see attraction in acquiring such a force; but difficult
questions of resource priority arise, particularly in regard
to the provision of UK nuclear warheads, which I would
regard as essential in the long run if any such force were
to be really worthwhile. I have drawn the attention of my
colleagues in a separate minute to the grave problems we
face at Aldermaston. More work needs to be done before I
can formulate alequately based recommendations, which we
could best consider when we address the question of a strategic

successor to Polaris. I shall bring a report forward at that
stage.

11. In brief, I invite my colleagues

a. to note the position reached in NATO
(paragraphs 2-6); —

fobe vas
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b. to agree that we should decide in principle
to accept the basing of UK-owned GLCMs in the
UK, and that I should make proposals on the
timing and method of presenting such a decision
after discussion with the US (paragraphs 8-9);

c. to note that I will put forward recommen-
dations on any acquisition of new UK-owned LRTN
systems at the same time as we consider a
replacement for our strategic force (paragraph 10).

12, I am sending copies of this minute to our colleagues
on MISC 7, and to Sir John Hunt.

17th September 1979
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IMPLICATIONS OF BASING US GLCMs IN THE UK

The Proposals

The US have proposed that 144 GLCMs should be based in
the UK as part of a total deployment of 464 GLCMs in Europe
The force would be organised in flights of 16 missiles; each
flight would comprise four mobile Transporter-Erector-Launchers
(TEL) (sketch at Appendix) each capable of carrying and launching
four missiles: two mobile Launch Control Centres (LCC); and
about 12 support vehicles. The force would probably be based
at existing USAF airfields, as Main Operating Bases (MOB).
On the MOB, the four TELs and two LCCs at each flight would
be stored in new specially-hardened shelters giving a high
degree of survivability against pre-emptive conventional
attack. The missiles would normally be kept in pressurised
containers in the TEL firing tubes fuelled and with warheads
attached. One or two flights would be permanently on Quick
Reaction Alert at 10 minutes' notice to fire.

2. Since the shelters would not provide sufficient protection
from nuclear attack, the US envisage that in time of tension

or war the force would deploy in flights to pre-planned covert
sites within 150 kms from the MOB, moving from site to site
about every six hours under extreme threat conditions. They
would want to practise off-base deployment in peacetime (but
without warheads).

i Some 400 _US personnel would operate and maintain a 144-GLCM
force; a further 550 would be required for security protection,
and the UK would be asked to provide 160 of these. It is
envisaged that the cost of new facilities (such as shelters

and maintenance buildings) required for basing the new TNF
systems in Europe should be borne on the NATO Infrastructure
budget (partly so as to involve all NATO countries in the
programme). There might be other support facilities not
qualifying for NATO funding, but the cost would be small.

/ Implications ...
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Implications

E The main points of initial staff appraisal of the US basing
concept are as follows:

a. Airfields are clearly the best choice for MOB, since
they can reaﬂily provide the land and some of the
installations and accommodation required. It is also
important to be able to move the warheads and weapons to
and from the US by air, avoiding public roads and ports.

b. Off-base dispersal in wartime should be feasible
(Emergency Powers would allow the use of private land)
but for covert pre-surveying of sites in peacetime we
would need to have control of US movements. Choice of
covert sites avoiding conflict with other military
activities might be difficult. MOD training lands
could be used for practising off-base deployment in
peacetime, though there would have to be some movement
on public roads.

Ch While the storage of four missiles and warheads in
each TEL should not present an unacceptable safety
hazard, the US plan for holding 16 warheads (ie one flight)
in one shelter could contravene our current nuclear
safety rules. The Nuclear Weapons Safety Committee
(which includes members from outside the Ministry of
Defence) will advise on these issueswhen more detailed
information is received from the US, but preliminary
examination suggests that with some modification to the
other shelter lay-out, or by reducing numbers of missiles
in TELs, the problem is manageable.

d. The UK's share of the addition to the NATO facilities
in the Infrastructure budget would be about £15M.
Depending on the pattern of deployment up to about

£55M would be spent in the UK.

e. The provision of 160 UK personnel for security
duties, if desired, should not be an insuperable problem;
the cost would be about £1M a year.

Lob i,
A-2
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i Public opinion on the deployment of these new
systems would have to be carefully prepared, although
US nuclear weapons have been stored in the UK for
many years (Thor medium-range ballistic missiles were
based here in the early 1960). Some sectors of
opinion are bound to be hostile. The GLCMs should
not be wvisible on their MOBs, but practising off-base
dispersal would clearly be conspicuous. We might
have to consider breaking with our policy of refusing
to confirm or deny the whereabouts of nuclear weapons
if we are to assure the public that warheads will not
be deployed off-base for training.

g. It would be necessary to ensure that the new force
was brought within the ambit of existing understandings
about US consultation with HMG over any use of US nuclear
forces based in the UK.

s Detailed points in these various respects need further
information and study by the Ministry of Defence and other
Departments concerned.

A-3
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NOTE OF THE PRIME MINISTER'S TALK WITH THE BELGIAN PRIME MINISTER,
M. MARTENS, AT 10 DOWNING STREET ON WEDNESDAY 12 SEPTEMBER 1979

PRESENT :
Prime Minister . Wilfried Martens

Cneantadior Of The : . Henri Simonet, Minister
Exchitm: of Foreign Affairs

Secretary of State for . Robert Vaes, Belgian
Defence Ambassador in London

Lord Privy Seal . Jacgues van Ypersele,

',.15_-: 1@ I.i -
Sir Michael Palliser, FCO EM e Chelide abinol

: - : Alfred Cahen, Foreign
Sir Peter Wakefield, A PR ,
HM Ambassador, Brussels Minister's Chef de Cabinet

Mr. Michael Alexander

»
£ ok ok ok kK ok k % k ok

Defence

The Prime Minister said that NATOC would shortly have to

take some major decisions if she was to maintain a .credible defence

capability against the Soviet Union. In particular there was the

problem of Theatre Nuclear Force (TNF) modernisation. The Secretary
said that NATO P
of State for Defence/was agreed about the need to modernise TNF

to meet the Soviet threat. The position of Belgium was important
because Belgium was in a position to give a lead to small countries
by accepting modernised TNF on its terrority. It was essential

that a decision be taken in December. There was a real risk that if
decisions were not taken then, the Soviet threat would take on
unacceptable proportions.

M. Simonet said that there were already tactical nucliear weapons

based in Belgium., The question for the Belgian Government was whether
they were willing to replace the short-range weapons systems with
medium-range weapons systems. He would be visiting the Federal
Republic on Monday and would pursue the question with the German
Government. He was not concerned about American attitudes but was
very anxious about those of the Germans. Belgium had been wrong-
footed over the neutron bomb and did not intend that this should
happeﬁ again. M. Simonet said that he was not clear what Chancellor

/ Schmidt




Schmidt wanted. There seemed to be a difference of attitude between
the Chancellor and his Foreign Minister. Herr Genscher wanted to
take a decision and talk about the arms control aspect later while
the Chancellor seemed readier to accept a preliminary discussion
about the possibility of a linked arms control proposal. M. Simonet
said that he would put proposals to his Government when he was clear
about the attitudes of the Federal Republic.

M. Simonet said the question was a very difficult one for the
Dutch. They would prefer to leave the decision to others. It might
be that religious and other groups in the Netherlands would force
a full Parliamentary debate on TNF modernisation. If this happened,
there would be no TNF based in the Netherlands. Such an outcome
would pose major problems for Belgium. There were differences of
opinion within the country and within the Patties there. His own
Party, the Socialist Party, was split. The Flemish speaking
Socialists in the north would want to keep in step with the Dutch.
If, as a result, they came out against the basing of modernised
TNF in Belgium they would try to blackmail the French speaking
Socialists into pursuing the same policy. The Christian Democrats
might well have similar problems because of the attitude of religious
groups.

As regards the attitude of other members of the Alliance,
M. Simonet said that he assumed the United Kingdom would have no
difficulty with TNF modernisation since we already had weapons systems
targetted onthe USSR. However, the Scandinavians would clearly make
no move. The attitude of the Italians was unknown to him but their
decision would be very important for Belgium. Even if they were
to accept only a token force it would be helpful. M. Simonet said
that he thought it would be wrong and dangerous to leave it to

Germany to decide alone whether or not to accept modernised TNF on
her soil. It could spell the end of the Alliance because it would

lead to a special relationship between the United States and the
Federal Republic. Chancellor Schmidt was well aware of the dangers
of such a special relationship because a situation where the Federal
Republic was left alone with the United States to share the
responsibility in this area created the possibility that one day

the Federal Republic might do a deal with the Soviet Union. The

SEC?{ET / Soviet Union




Soviet Union might well have drawn from the neutron bomb fiasco
the lesson that it was enough simply to exert a little pressure on
some members of NATO to get its way. Failure to agree on TNF
modernisation could be the prelude to a period in the early 19280s
when the imbalance on the tactical level in Europe would be so marked
that the Soviet Union might be able to secure concessions on major
issues, eg in the Mediterranean. This would in effect mean the
Finlandisation of Western Europe. M. Simonet said that he would
ensure that these factors were taken into consideration in the
Belgian Cabinet's discussion of the issue. M. Simonet intended to
fight for the right decision but i1f Belgium was left alone the
situation would be very difficult.

M. Martens said that he had been told by Mr. Kissinger that the

SALT II Agreement would not be ratified unlegs President Carter's
Administration had taken a decision to proceed with TNF modernisation.
It was important that the Europeans should not give the impression
that they were refusing to take action. But the timing of a

decision and clarification of the Federal Republic's intentions

would be very important. It was an extremely delicate decision for
the Belgian Government but would have to be taken by the end of the
year. The Prime Minister said that it was essential that an
effective capability to resist the Soviet Union was maintained.

She wondered whether West European leaders were giving a sufficientliy

effective lead. Her own experience was that audiences were always
quick to respond when addressed about the extent of the Soviet
threat and about the need for a credible defence capability. It was
all a question of resolve.

12 September 1879 7o i ?-mE
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10 DOWNING STREET

28 July 1979

Rl

Thank you for your message of 11 July about theatre
nuclear forces. I share your view of the importance for the
Alliance of reaching a firm decision this year to modernise
long range theatre nuclear systems in Europe. You can count
on our support in trying to achieve the necessary Alliance
consensus, both on modernisation and on the arms control

aspects.

We were grateful to you for sending David Aaron to explain
your specific proposals. We shall be considering the options
carefully, Francis Pym also had some useful discussions with
Harold Brown, as a result of which a team of experts will be
visiting Washington within the next few days to explore the
technical and financial issues in more detail.

L
Q%w” s

The President of the United States of America.

CONFiDE
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1

Telephone 0136300002 21 E 21 1 1 ;3

SECRET

MO 13/1/34
26th July 1979

g N

On IZEbfjuly 1979 you wrote to Paul Lever enclosing
a copy of a message from President Carter to the Prime
Minister about theatre nuclear force modernisation. You
asked for consideration to be given, following the visit
of the President's emissary, Mr Aaron, to a reply which
the Prime Minister might send. We have agreed to take
the lead.

By now you should have seen the records of Mr Aaron's
meetings with the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary and
Lord Strathcona, and with officials. I also sent you a note
of the Defence Secretary's discussions with the US Secretary
of Defence. There are many detailed technical and factual
points still to be resolved before the Defence Secretary
will be able to consult his colleagues again about the
options discussed by MISC 7 on 10th July. A team of experts
will be visiting Washington within the next few days to
probe these points.

In the meantime, we believe that it would be advan-
tageous if the Prime Minister were to send a short reply
now expressing our recognition of the importance of the
issue and our desire to act as a robust ally of the USA.
A draft message which we have agreed with FCO officials
is attached.

T A

B G Cartledge Esq.,

10 Downing Street

E-“h.i
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I am sending a copy of this letter to Paul Lever
(Foreign and Commonwealth Office) and to Martin Vile
(Cabinet Office).

(R L L FACER)




Thank you for your message of 11th July about
theatre nuclear forces. I share your view of the importance
for the Alliance of reaching a firm decision this year to
modernise long range theatre nuclear systems in Europe.
You can count on ouf support in trying to achieve the
necessary Alliande consensus, both on modernisation and

on the arms control aspects.

i We' were grateful to you for sending David Aaron to

explain your specific proposals. We shall be considering

the options carefully. Francis Pym also had some useful
discussions with Harold Brown, as a result of which a team
of experts will be visiting Washington within the next

few days to explore the technical and financial issues

in more detail.







10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary ' July 1979

DU’-" bl

INTRODUCICRY CALL DN.THE PRIME MINISTER BY THE SUPREME ALLIED
COMMANDER, EURCPE, GENERAL BERNARD ROGERS AT 10 DOWNING STRELT
ON 24 JULY

The new SACEUR, General Rogers, paid his introductory call
on the Prime Minister at No. 10 on 24 July at 18C0. The following
is a summary of the main points which arose during half an hour's
relaxed and informal discussion.

The Prime Minister expressed her concern over the lead enjoyed
by the VWarsaw Pact Forces 'in standardisation of weaponry and equip-
ment. General Rogers said that he was reasonably optimistic that
trends in NATO towards greater standardisation were moving
satisfactorily; he agreed, nevertheless, thal the Warsaw Pact at
present enjoyed a significant advantage. The Prime Minister com-
mented that this advantage extended into every aspect of conventional
weaponry and into other fields as well. The momentum of Soviet
military expenditure seemed unstoppable. General Rogers told the
Prime Ministey that all his studies had led him to the conclusion
that 1982 would be a critical year for the West. Western vulner-
ability would be at its greatest, the Soviet Union would have a new
leadership and the temptation for this leadership to test the West
in some area or other might prove irresistable, The Alliance could
not hope, by that time, to have made up all the ground which it had
lost; but, General Rogers said, he was hopeful that NATO's cohesion
and the determination of its members to make the Alliance work,
together with the programme for improving NATG conventional capacity

wh%ch was already under way, would enable the Alliance to weather
this vulnerable period.

_ The Prime Minister expressed particular concern over the Soviet
Union's lead in the field of chemical warfare. General Rogers
said that he was hopeful that the United States would decide. to
go ahead with the production of binary weapons, in order to acquire a
deterrent capability in this field which was at present lacking.
Eoreo?er, existing stocks of chemical weapons were now deteriorat-
ing since there had been no restocking for a long period. Unless
a decision to resume production were taken quickly, such minimal
dgterrent capacity as the United States still possessed would have
disappeared by the early 1980s.

/General Rogers
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General Rogers went on to say that he could not over-
emphasise how vital it was for the future of NATO that a decision
on Theatre Nuclear Forces should be taken before the end of 1879.
On this issue, the next few months would be crucial and the role
of the UK could be decisive. Another field to which General
Rogers intended, he said, to give attention was that of
intelligence: the Alliance had to decide whether its intelligence
machinery was adequate to determine Soviet intentions in good
time and provide adequate notice of the need for Alliance
reinforcements. General Rogers said that he proposed to examine
all these matters and to make early recommendations.

The Prime Minister asked General Rogers how vulnerable, in
his view, the Alliance is to Soviet penetration. General Rogers
said that he had not yet been able to form a proper assessment of
this; it was nevertheless clear that, at least in peace time,
the US and the UK should be very careful about what information
they released to NATO as a whole. 1

General Rogers told the Prime Minister that it would, in
his view, be wrong to underestimate the economic and demographic
problems of the Soviet Union and the impact which these clearly
had on the morale of the Soviet armed forces and on that of her
allies. He congratulated the Prime Minister on the very favour-
able impact which the Government's policies had already produced
on the morale of the Armed Services in the UK.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Roger Facer (Ministry
of Defence) and Martin Vile (Cabinet Office).

YM W,

by bttt

Paul Lever, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.

L
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Call on the Secretary of State by Mr David Aaron

Mr David Aaron, President Carter's emissary on Theatre Nuclear
Force issues, called on the Secretary of State this morning,
accompanied by the American Ambassador and a member of the NSC
staff, Lord Strathcona, Mr Wade-Gery and Mr Moberly were present.

Mr Aaron explained that the object of his current visits in
Europe was to try to establish an agreed programme for Theatre
Nuclear Forces modernisation on which decisions could be taken
by the end of the year. His discussions with the Germans had
been moderately encouraging. Chancellor Schmidt clearly wanted
to take a decision within this time-scale but was pessimistic
about the chances of agreeing on a fully-fledged arms control
position by then and seemed to regard this as a pre-condition for
modernisation. The Secretary of State said that his impression
had been that the Germans wanted to. take a decision in principle
in favour of Theatre Nuclear Force modernisation, to start arms
control discussions in parallel and then to decide on the final
numbers of new systems in the light of those discussions. Mr
Aaron said that the trouble was that the Germans wanted the

decision on force modernisation to be accompanied by a specific

arms control proposal, not just a commitment to enter discussions,
and their iceas on the arms control side were complex, not well
thought out, and would take some time to be refined. The Secretary
of State asked whether the German attitude reflected their own
domestic concerns or a desire to reassure smaller countries in

the Alliance. Mr Aaron thought that it was a mixture of both.

. Mr Aaron added that a further problem was that Chancellor
Schmidt seemed still to be interested in sea-launched cruise
missiles. Mr Aaron's own brief was not to close the door on

this option but the Americans had little enthusiasm for it. Such
systems would be expensive, would not be militarily effective

and would have less deterrent value. The specific force proposals
which the Americans themselves favoured were for a mixture of
Pershing IIs and ground-launched cruise missiles. The 108

Pershing I missiles now in Germany would be replaced by the mark II
version on a one for one basis; and ground-launched cruise missiles would
be deployed elsewhere within the Alliance, perhaps by installing

36 launchers (each with 4 missiles) within the UK, 12 launchers

in the Netherlands, 12 in Belgium,/?24 in the FRG, and”™@4 in Italy.
The Secretary of State asked whether the deployment in the UK was
envisaged as a replacement for the British Vulecan bomber force or

in addition to it. Mr Aaron replied that the thinking of the

Joint Chiefs of Staff on this was not clear. His impression was
that they thought that an overall deployment of this size, including
36 launchers in the UK, was what NATO as a whole needed. But

that this was without prejudice to the UK's own requirements.

/ The
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The Secretary of State asked whether the rest of the Alliance
would be likely to endorse these proposals. Mr Aaron replied
that the Belgians, including both the Prime Minister and the
Foreign Minister, had shown serious interest though they were
concerned about reactions in the Netherlands. The Dutch were
doubtful: the Government would like to help but were afraid of
Duteh publie opinion. At offieial level the Italians.were inter-
ested but it was not clear how the new Italian Government would
react. As regards the other members of the Alliance, the Americans
would inform the Danes, Norwegians, Turks and Greeks of their
proposals but were not suggesting their involvement in basing of
new systems.

The Secretary of State said that it was important to avoid
entering arms control negotiations about weapons which did not yet
exist if this would impede NATO's acquisition of them. He asked
how the British Government could help. Mr Aaron said that he hoped
some influence could be brought to bear on the Germans to bring
their arms control ideas down to a more practical level. The
Secretary of State referred to the Protocol in the SALT II Treaty.
This was the only aspect which gave the British Government some
hesitation. He wondered whether there would not be pressure from
the Russians to ensure that the limitations in the Protocol continued
even after its expiry. Mr Aaron replied that there would both be
domestic pressure in the United States and pressure from other inter-
national quarters in quite the contrary sense. He thought that
the Russians now accepted that a US cruise missile programme was
under way. By the time the Protocol expired, the US could well be
far embarked on a programme to which they were committed to their
Allies. On timing, he doubted whether SALT III negotiations would
start until the SALT II Treaty was ratified. He was reasonably
confident that ratification would happen in December.

Mr Aaron added that the French attitude towards SALT III seemed
surprisingly positive. President Giscard, although stressing that
France would not take part, had now endorsed the desirability of
negotiations to cover Theatre Nuclear Forces. The Secretary of
State said that the British attitude towards participation in SALT III
was less clear-cut. It would suit Britain to have British nuclear
forces excluded from the negotiations but he wondered whether this
would be feasible. Speaking personally he thought it politically
impossible for British nuclear forces to be discussed in an arms
control forum where Britain was not present. But any British
presence would change the whole nature of SALT.

o, e

(P Lever)

17 July 1979

ce: PSS Mr Cartledge (No 10)
PS/Mr Hurd Mr Wade-Gery (Cabinet Office)

PS/PUS PS/Secretary of State for Defence
Sir A Duff
Mr P Moberly




r)é?‘{;'b g
CONFIDENTIAL |

Foreign and Commonwealth Office

London SWI1A 2AH

13 July 1979
p-o.

| | A
o " h

Theatire Nuclear Force Modernisation : Mr David Aaron's Visit

I have been asked to inform you that the Prime Minister
was most grateful for President Carter's message about
Mr David Aaron's visit to London on 16/17 July. She regrets
that it will not be possible for her to see Mr Aaron herself.
But, as you know, she has arranged for Lord Carrington to do
so. In addition, Mr Aaron will see Mr Hurd and Lord
Strathcona as well as senior officials from the Cabinet
Office, the Ministry of Defence and the Foreign and Common-
wealth Office.

T

-r"'

(G G H Walden)
Private Secretary

His Excellency

The Honourable Kingman Brewster

Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
Embassy of the United States of America
Grosvenor Square

LONDON

W1A 1AE
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From the Private Secretary 12 July 1979

THEATRE NUCLEAR FORCE MODERNISATION: MR. DAVID AARON'S VISIT

As you probably know, Mr. David Aaron of the NSC is coming to
London on 16/17 July, as part of a tour of NATO capitals, to
discuss TNF modernisation and arms control. Arrangements have
2lready been made for him to attend a meeting in the Cabinet Office,
under Mr. Wade-Gery's chairmanship, on 17 July at 0930; to call
on Mr. Hurd at 1115; and to meet, over a lunch given by the
American Ambassador, Sir John Hunt, Sir Frank Cooper and Sir Antony
Duff.

The Prime Minister yesterday received a message from President
Carter about Mr. Aaron's wvisit, describing its purpose and asking
whether Mr. Aaron could be received either by the Prime Minister
herself or by "appropriate Cabinet members'". I enclose a copy
of the President's message.

The Prime Minister could not, in fact, receive Mr. Aaron
on 17 July in view of her very heavy commitments on that day.
It is in any case doubtful whether it would be appropriate for
her to do so. Having seen President Carter's message, however,
the Prime Minister would be grateful if the Foreign and Commonwealth
Secretary could agree to see Mr. Aaron himself, in place of the
call on Mr. Hurd at present planned. As the Defence Secretary
will be in Washington on the day of Mr. Aaron's visit, the Prime
Minister suggests that Lord Strathcona might be present when
Lord Carrington meets Mr. Aaron. You may also wish to consider
whether, in the interests of continuity between this meeting and
the subsequent meeting over lunch, Mr. Wade-Gery from the Cabinet
Office should also be present.

I should be grateful if you would arrange for the American
Ambassador to be informed that the Prime Minister is grateful
for President Carter's message; that she regrets that it will
not be possible for her to see Mr. Aaron herself; but that she
has asked Lord Carrington to do so. (If Lord Carrington is

/not in fact
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not in fact free to see Mr. Aaron on 17 July, the Prime Minister
hopes that the Lord Privy Seal might be able to do so instead.)

I should also be grateful if consideration could be given,
in the light of Mr. Aaron's discussions in London, to a reply
to President Carter's message which the Prime Minister might send

in due course.

I am sending copies of this letter, and enclosure, to Roger
Facer (MOD) and Martin Vile (Cabinet Office).

B. G. CARTLEDGE

Paul lever, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.




PRIME MINISTER

TNF MODERNISATION

In his message to you below, delivered by the American
Ambassador today, President Carter expresses the hope that
Mr. David Aaron, whom he is sending on a tour of the relevant

e v - - “

NATO capitals to discuss TNF modernisation, can be received

either by you or by an appropriate member of the Cabinet.

Mr. Aaron is due to arrive in London on the evening of
16 July and has to leave at 1600 on Tuesday, 17 July.
g;;zﬁgements have already beggﬂaﬁde for him to attend a
meeting of senior experts, under Mr. Wade-Gery's chairmanship,
in the Cabinet Office at EQSG on 17 July: to call on Mr. Hurd

in the FCO at 1115; and to meet, over lunch at the American

—

Embassy, Sir John Hunt, Sir Frank Cooper and Sir Antony Duff.

I doubt whether you would wish to engage in a detailed
discussion of TNF modernisation with Mr. Aaron at this stage
and you would not, in any case, be free to do so on 17 July -
you have a meeting of E Committee at 1000, immediately followed
by a meeting of E(DL), followed by Questions in the afternoon.
However, in view of President Carter's message, would you like
to ask Lord Carrington (who has been taking part in the TNF

modernisation discussions in NATO) to see Mr. Aaron in place

S of Mr. Hurd; if Lord Carrington is not free on the morning

~of 17 July, the Lord Privy Seal could perhaps see Mr. Aaron

j ‘instead?

As you know, Mr. Pym will be in Washington at the time of
Mr. Aaron's visit: if you agree, 1 shall suggest that Lord
VfStrathcona might be present when Lord Carrington sees Mr. Aaron,

to represent the MOD. 4>LA

11 July 1979




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 11 July 1979

I am writing on the Prime Minister's

behalf to thank you for your letter of

11 July with which you enclosed a message

to her from President Carter about Mr. David
Aaron's wvisit to London next week.

I shall bring President Carter's message
to the Prime Minister's attention when she
returns from Scotland this evening.

e C

S

His Excellency The Honourable Kingman Brewster




EMBASSY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
LONDON

July 11, 1979

Dear Prime Minister:
I have been asked to deliver the attached
message to you from President Carter, which was

received at the Embassy this morning.

Sinc%ﬁE}y’
q—\.[;[, AN K"\l..«,t,s X
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gman Brewster
Ambassador

Enclosure

The Rt. Hon. Margaret Thatcher, M.P.,
Prime Minister,
10 Downing Street,
London, S.W. 1
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PERSCNAL MESSAGE
SERIAL No. Tz [TKT .

Alliance consultations” on theater nUGLlEar FOYEss
have reached a stage where I believe it would be useful
to supplement those consultations with bilateral dis-
cussions. Hccordlngly, I would like to send my personal
emissary on these issues, David Aaron, to meet with you
or with your appropriate Cabinet members the week of
July 16, 1979. He will also consult with the Federal
Repuhllc of Germany, the Netherlands, Italy and Belgium.

Dear Prime Minister:

Alliance consultations so far reveal a broad con-
sensus that Soviet nuclear efforts, especially such
long-range theater nuclear forces as the SS-20, pose a
military and political challenge to the Alllance To
meet this challenge, the Alliance needs to modernize
by deploying long-range nuclear systems in Europe capable
of reaching Soviet territory, and by being prepared to
negotiate viable arms control agreements. This would
demonstrate Alliance unity, strengthen the spectrum of
deterrence, and maintain the perception in both East
and West of a firm U.S. and allied commitment to the
defense of Europe.

TNF modernization can only be undertaken on the
basis of Alliance consensus, and broad participation in
this effort. It will require steadfastness and determi-
nation to obtain an Alliance consensus on theater nuclear
modernization and arms control, which I hope can be achieved
by the end of the year. The work of the high level group
on TNF modernization and the special group on TNF arms
control is putting the Alliance in a position where such
decisions are possible.

I am ready to do my part to lead the Alliance to a
consensus, but I will need your support. David Aaron
will be prepared to discuss with you in detail ocur thoughts
on how a common Alliance TNF modernization and arms control
approach can be achieved. 1In particular, he will be pre-
pared to discuss possible specific roles which the United
Kingdom might play in Alliance TNF modernization. The U.S.
has under development the weapons system appropriate for
TNF modernization and is prepared both to suggest the
force mix and to make the systems available. On the basis
of his discussions with you, we can move forward with full
Alliance consideration leading to concrete TNF modernization
and arms control decisions.

Sincerely,

Jimmy Carter
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Ref., A09932

PRIME MINISTER

Long Range Theatre Nuclear Forces and Theatre Nuclear Arms Control

(MISC 7)

These two papers by the Secretary of State for De/fﬁrée (MO 13/1/34 of

5th July) and by the Foreig‘n/Secretary deal with different aspects of an important
and difficult subject., Although neither paper seeks decisions now the outcome of
the discussion will be important to Mr. Pym for his visit to Washington on
16th-18th July. He will clearly need to be able to give an initial impression of our
present thinking on how we intend to modernise the long-range theatre nuclear
forces which we contribute to NATO, and on how we think our plans should be
reconciled with forthcoming arms control negotiations i.e. SALT III. I have
underlined ""theatre' because we are not here talking about the next generation of
our strategic nuclear deterrenti.e. the succession to Polaris in its national and
strategic role., We are talking about the succession to the longer-range nuclear
weapons we have hitherto deployed in a theatre role in the North Atlantic area; not
the short-range tactical weapons (Honest John, etc., currently being replaced by
Lance) but the medium-range weapons we contribute to the Alliance viz. (a) the
V-bombers carrying nuclear bombs and (b) Polaris in its non-strategic and non-
national role. The confusing fact that Polaris has two roles should not be
allowed to mislead the meeting into trying to discuss the strategic future as well.
That will come soon, but separately.

HANDLING

P Although the two papers are linked you may like to ask the Secretary of State

for Defence to speak first and to concentrate on the options in paragraph 13 of the
memorandum attached to his minute. There would be value in a first exchange of
views on the following points:
(a) 1Is it clear that we need new plans (i.e. new hardware decisions) of some
kind? If no change is made in existing plans, the Vulcan bombers will

phase out after 1983 and the United Kingdom nuclear contribution will then
——
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consist of the ageing Polaris force, the relatively short ranged Tornado

and our provision of bases for United States F 1llls. Mr. Pym
convincingly dismisses this option.

(b) Should we do no more than agree to new United States systems being based

in the United Kingdom? Present indications are that the Americans would

like the United Kingdom to provide Ground Launched Cruise Missiles
(GLCMs) in their TNF modernisation programme. A cheap way of doing
this would be to accept United States-owned GLCMs in this country. If
the United States so wish, we might even offer to man and operate the
systems for them although they shouldprovide warhead custodians. But
this would not be regarded as a truly national contribution; and there
could be political problems in the apparent surrender of a national
sovereignty involved.

Should we acquire from the Americans a United Kingdom system with

United States warheads?
—

This is an arrangement which has worked in the past with our tactical
nuclear weapons in Germany. But at that time we still had the V bombers
as well. Once they are gone, public opinion may be less ready to accept
an American finger on the safety catch of theatre nuclear weapons in
which a great deal of British money will have been invested.

Should we acquire from the Americans a United Kingdom system with

United Kingdom warheads? In many ways this is the most attractive
option, Butitis by far the most expensive and we could not develop and
produce United Kingdom warheads for a new GLCM force before 1986 at

the earliest.

Will we have a national capability to develop and produce a satisfactory

warhead for a GLCM system?
We produced our own warhead for the Polaris missile but there are
indications that United States nuclear warhead technology is now some way

ahead of our own. Could we be sure that we could develop a satisfactory

new warhead at a reasonable cost?
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(f) From our point of view do Ground Launched Cruise Missiles offer obvious

advantages over Air Launched or Sea Launched Cruise Missiles?
— S—
May the apparent United States preference that we should go for GLCM
_:::-.

be partly designed to make it easier to get other European NATO allies

to accept a new generation of ground launched theatre nuclear weapons ?

As the United Kingdom possesses a growing force of nuclear submarines

should we dismiss the alternative of SLCM too readily?

(g) What are the cost implications of TNF modernisation? Mr. Pym says
—

that no forward financial provision has been made for the modernisation

of theatre nuclear weapons in the defence budget. If their costs have
to be accommodated without significant addition of that budget, whatis
the order of magnitude of change which may have to be made to our

other defence capabilities in order to accommodate it? There are

already indications that the threat to the planned shape and size of the

conventional forces is causing disquiet within the Ministry of Defence.

i You may then wish to ask the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary to

introduce his minute to you of 6th July (PM/79/62) about Theatre Nuclear Arms
Control. The points to establish in subsequent discussion are

(a) Is there general agreement on the policy proposed in Lord Carmrington's

paragraph 8? Almost certainly yes. Butit will not be easy to carry
out, and further discussion should concentrate on the main areas of
difficulty.

Our views on the German three-phase approach (Lord Carrington's

paragraph 4).

The Germans advocate a simultaneous approach on the problem of TNF
modernisation and on negotiations on arms control within SALT IIL.
But it will not be easy to formulate a sensible SALT III negotiating
position until we know where we want to go on TNF moderni sation.

Should the United Kingdom take partin SALT III negotiations?

No need to decide this yet. But the current state of Compreh ensive Test
Ban negotiations suggests that there could be risks in involving

ourselves too deeply or too early.




SECRET

Effect of SALT Il negotiations

There are obvious political reasons for the Russians to insist on the
——

inclusion in SALT III of nuclear weapon systems owned by the allies of the

USA. 1If we are to agree, the political and military benefits to the whole
e — :
Alliance must be clearly shown to be worth while.

Under pressure of negotiation in SALT III how is the United States attitude

likely to develop? As cruise missiles are already on the SALT III agenda,
are they a sensible system for the United Kingdom to adopt?

Mr. Pym does not specify a preferred option but clearly expects that
GLCMs will be part of our future programmme. What is the risk of moving
—_—
in this direction at the same time as SALT III negotiations may be taking
place? The United States may see British plans to acquire GLCMs partly
as a negotiating chip, In what circumstances would we be prepared to
contemplate modifying or abandoning our plans as part of the SALT III
process?

(e) Should we be developing a SALT III negotiating position now ?

This might involve the theoretical formulation of theatre nuclear weapons
modernisation plans more ambitious than anything we could in fact afford,
in order to have something which can be whittled down in the course of
SALT III negotiation.

CONCLUSION
4, In the light of discussion, the Committee might be guided:-
(a) To confirm that Mr. Pym has correctly identified the four principal options

open to us,

(b) 'TD agree that Mr. Pym should be guided, in his talks with Dr. Brown, by

the main points emerging from the present discussion.
(c) To invite Mr. Pym to bring the matter before the Committee again as soon
as he is in a position to recommend a preferred option.

(d) To accept the general lines of the policy on theatre nuclear arms control

(7

JOHN HUNT

proposed by Lord Carrington.

9th July, 1979
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PRIME MINISTER

Theatre Nuclear Arms Control ?f
7

1 When we discuss the Defence Secretary's pafer on our possible
contribution to NATO's theatre nuclear force (TNF) modernisation
programme, I think that we should also take stock of the Alliance's
parallel work on theatre nuclear arms control.

2. The need for an arms control approach to accompany NATO's TNF
modernisation programme arises from a number of political pressures.

First, some of our Allies (notably the Dutch, Danes and Norwegians)

have made it clear that such an approach is essential if they are to

be associated with decisions on TNF modernisation. Second, the

Soviet Union is pressing to negotiate on Western theatre nuclear
systems in SALT III, and the Alliance needs to work out its response
to this. Third, Cruise missiles, by virtue of their inclusion in
the SALT II Protocol, are already on the SALT III agenda. Finally,
cﬂncefg_&bﬂut the threat posed by the Soviet SS520 makég it desirable

to restrict this particular system. However the case for theatre
P
nuclear arms control is primarily political and negotiations may

offer only limited military benefits.

= The issues are being studied in the Alliance by a Special Group.
Its initial view is that any negotiation on theatre systems should

take place within SALT IIfﬂgﬂd should concentrate on modern Soviet
long-range missiles, preferably with a separate limit on the Backfire
bomber. The Americans will in any case make clear to the Russians
shortly that any SALT III limitations on US theatre systems should

be matched by comparable limitations on the Soviet side.

4, The Special Group's report will be ready in time to be
considered by NATO Ministers with the report of the High Level Group
on TNF modernisation before the end of the year. Most of the Allies,

including the US and FRG, want an early decision to go ahead with
TNF modernisation, coupled with a general offer to discuss theatre
systems in SALT III. The Dutch, Danes and Norwegians, however,
favour a more detailed proposal for early arms control negotiations,

e —

pending which TNF modernisation might be held in suspense. As a

/compromise
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compromise, the Germans have suggested a 3-phase approach involving:

fa) a start on the implementation of TNF modernisation

decisions;

(b) arms controcl negotiations within SALT III; and

(c) a review of the final size of the TNF programme in the
light of any concrete arms control results.

This may provide a basis for carrying the Scandinavians and Dutch
with us while demonstrating to the Russians that the Alliance is

definitely going ahead with a TNF programme.

B It is agreed that, since European interests will be intimately
involved in SALT III, there must be closer consultation than during
SALT II. The important thing will be to ensure that we can influence

i
US poliey. This will best be achieved by preserving our close

bilateral contacts with the Americans through Washington and the
Alliance; and by seeking the maximum of common ground between our-
selves and the Germans.

6. A particular problem of direct national concern, on which we

are likely to need to decide before the end of this year, is whether
British nuclear systems should be included in SALT III and whether
the UK should participate in the negotiations. The Americans have

so far been scrupulaas in assuming that British and French systems

should be execluded; and the French have made clear that they have
R —

no intention of participating. But the Russians are demanding that

other nuclear powers beside the US should be involved in SALT III.

This could be an important issue during the period of sparring before

the shape of SALT III is finally agreed.

e We cannot accept that British nuclear systems should be the
subject of detailed discussion, and therefore liable to limitation,
at a negotiation at which we are not present. But in the last resort
we cannot prevent the Americans and Russians from taking our systems

(and those of the French) indirectly into account in a bilateral
SALT III. It is however too soon to judge how persistent Soviet
pressure to secure the inclusion of British nuclear systems will be.
Another question is whether all our long-range nuclear forces,
including the Polaris force, might be involved rather than just our

/Vulcan
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Vulean bombers and any successors they may have. In any case if
there were to be any question of our systems being counted against
overall Western totals, we would need to establish in advance with

the Americans the precise conditions.

8. Against this background we need to consider the general lines
on which we want both our own and Alliance policy to evolve during
the coming months. I suggest that these should be:

(a) We should support efforts to develop an arms control
position which allows TNF modernisation to go ahead
—_—

from December, while meeting the domestic concerns

of our Allies;

We should avoid any constraints which would undermine

the effectiveness of our nuclear forces. There is,

however, no need yet for decisions abéﬁ% UK participation,
or the inclusion of British nuclear foreces, in SALT III;

We should revert to the question of the British role
in SALT III in the light of further studies of the
arguments for and against involvement. For the time
being, we should go along with planning assumption in
NATO that British systems will be excluded.

S. I am copying this minute to the Defence Secretary, the
Chancellor of the Exchequer, the Home Secretary and Sir John Hunt.

=

(CARRINGTON)

Foreign and Commonwealth Office
6 July 1979
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MO 13/1/34

PRIME MINISTER

NATO LONG-RANGE THEATRE NUCLEAR FORCES

The modernisation of long-range theatre nuclear forces is
of high importance to NATO defence. It has moreover become of
political significance reaching beyond the strictly defence
considerations; it is now a key test of NATO's collective will
to ensure its security. The attached memorandum sets out Ehe~
issue, the present position and the options open to us.

22 I am convinced that we must give our full political support

to a resolute Alliance effort in this field; and that we must

play a positive practical part. I am not yet ready to recommend
what form our positive participation should take. We need to know
more before we choose among the optiomns. I intend, when I visit
Washington on 16th - 18th July at Dr Harold Brown's invitation,

to carry forward the process of exploration. I would make clear
to him that while our general approach is firmly positive we have
not at this stage reached decisions, even in principle, as between
the main options.

- In approaching this issue we must of course have in mind also
the matter of a successor to Polaris, which I regard as the top
priority in the nuclear field. I do not believe, however, that
the implication of this need be regarded as narrowing our options
in the LRTNF field. LRTINF decisions at least in principle are
the more urgent, since NATO Governments all have to take a view
by the end of the year.
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4. Meanwhile I should be grateful for my colleagues views
on the issues and their agreement to my exploring them with
Dr Brown in Washington. I am copying this to the Chancellor
of the Exchequer, the Home Secretary, the Foreign and
Commonwealth Secretary and Sir John Hunt.

——

5th July 1979
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LONG-RANGE THEATRE NUCLEAR FORCES

1. Great attention has become focussed upon the modernisation
of NATO's long-range theatre nuclear forces (LRTNF). The issue
is of high direct importance in terms of Alliance defence and
deterrence. But its practical significance now goes wider.
Particularly after the "neutron bomb" fiasco, this has become a
major public test of the Alliance's ability to act resolutely and
cohesively on security issues under the pressure of Soviet or
Soviet-manipulated propaganda. If the Alliance's response is
again weak or disunited, the repercussions may be far-reaching.

The LRTNF Role

2 NATO strategy is based on having a range of capability such
that the Soviet Union could never be confident of overcoming

NATO at one level without triggering a response at a higher level
leading ultimately, if it persisted, to full-scale nuclear war.
For this NATO needs options linking conventional forces to strategic
nuclear ones. (The Soviet Union, though having a different
doctrine, has itself a very full set of options). One of the
major links is the option of limited nuclear strike into the

USSR while still holding back the main strategic attack. The
advent of US/Soviet strategic parity, codified in SALT, enhances
the importance of this "sub-strategic" link.

3.  The link is provided now mainly by a mix of NATO-committed
submarines carrying ballistic missiles (SLBMs) and aircraft
carrying free-fall bombs. The SLBMs are powerful weapons for
this role, but NATO does not regard them as militarily ideal in
all circumstances, they are not always seen as closely engaged
Ftr:r Europe and they tend to be identified with the strategic level

of conflict. (This is true even of the UK weapons, not counted in
SALT II, it seems unlikely that HMG would use our small Polaris
force in "sub-strategic' strikes).

iis The present aircraft are 55 UK Vulcans (with UK weapons)

and 170 US F. 111s, all based In England. The Vulcan cannot

credibly be kept beyond 1982/83; the Tornado, which replaces it,

is of considerably shorter range, The F.111ls are more modern

(though dating back to the 1960s), but they face improving Soviet

air defences and an improving Soviet capacity for accurate pre-emptive
strike provided by new weapons like the SS20 MIRVed IRBM, the

BACKFIRE supersonic bomber and the F.11l1l-equivalent FENCER

swing—win% fighter-bomber. For all these reasons, NATO needs

some new long-range in-theatre capability.

T
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5. The new Soviet weapons do not create NATO's military need

to modernise, but they intensify it. Politically they have
greatly heightened Western public awareness of the big and
increasing lead (certainly over two to one) which the USSR has in
long-range TNF targeted on Europe, notably the 8520, which are
not constrained by SALT.

G There is a firm consensus among NATO Defence Ministers that
NATO needs to modernise and somewhat auEment its long-range
in-theatre (ie other than capability. As has been
publicly acknowledged, a decision on how to do this should if
possible be taken this year. The Alliance need is clear and
increasingly urgent, and the US cannot go on funding costly
development options without deployment plans. Moreover, both
they and the FRG are keen to get the matter settled before

their 1980 election campaigns get under way. All this points
to the November/December NATO Ministerial meetings as crucial.

The Attitudes of Our Allies

/. The US fully accept the case for action in response to
European concerns and have made it clear that they do not regard
the SALT II Treaty and Protocol of the SALT III prospect as

ElDSinE_Eg%;jﬂBLJQf_LhE_S¥$LEmHQEE%EE§- They are plainly willing
to make substantial deployments themselves, but not without

firm support and the widest possible participation from their
Allies,

8. The FRG strongly support the basic case, but for political
reasons domestically and eastward set two limiting conditions:

i. they do not wish to own (even under "dual-key" arrange-
ments) nuclear systems capable of striking the USSR;

they will accept basing of US-owned systems of this
class only if at least one other non-nuclear country
will also accept.

Of these conditions the first will not change. We suspect,
but cannot be sure, that the FRG may not in the end insist on
the second if an impasse is reached,

o Other NATO members generally accept the basic rationale
for TNF modernisation. But only Belgium, the Netherlands and
Italy look serious candidates for meeting the second FRG condition.
Various modes of basing participation are being explored, but
none is yet certain to be acceptable in any of the countries.
The Dutch Government in particular faces grave domestic difficulty
on the whole issue.

i Force ...
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10. The issues have been processed by a US-led NATO body (the
"High-Level Group" - HLG) of senior officers and officials not
formally committing Governments.

22, There is no precise way of quantifying the requirement,
but the HLG consensus favours a scale of new deployment giving
a capability of between 200 and 600 warheads in all. The main
options identified are:

a. an extended-range version (PIIXR) of the Pershing
ballistic missile system of which current shorter-range
versions are already based in the FRG;

cruise missiles of the type already being developed

by the US. They could be air-launched (ALCM), ground-
launched (GLCM), or sea-launched (SLCM) from submarines
or surface ships;

ey a new US MRBM existing as yet only on paper.

All these would be of US origin - European development and
production procurement is wholly unattractive on cost and

timescale grounds. PIIXR and the CMs could be available from 1983,
a new MRBM (if proceeded with at all) not before the late 1980s.

12, The HLG consensus, which we believe is also the US
preference, favours a mix based wholly or mainly on PIIXR and
GLCM, though there remains some FRG interest in the possible
addition of a surface-ship SLCM element.

Options for the United Kingdom

13. We do not have to commit ourselves immediately. But we must
indicate our own preferences soon if we are to help forward an
effective Alliance pacRage and to influeance its construction.

In principle, we have four options:-

I. Make no change in plans - let the Vulcans phase out,
and point to our Polaris and Tornado contributions
and our provision of bases for US F.11l1s,

Make no change in UK plans, but agree to the basing
of new US-owned systems - probably GLCMs - in the
UK is the US so wishj; they have so far made no
enquiries. A possible variant might be to offer

to man and operate the systems for the US, though
they would still need to provide warhead custodians.

e AR
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. Acquire from the US a new UK-owned missile system,
but with US warheads under dual-key custodial
arrangements. We have done this in several fields
in the past, and still do it for certain of our
systems deployed in the UK and the FRG.

Acquire from the US a new UK-owned missile system and
fit it with UK warheads. This is the only option which
gives us a fully independent long-range theatre nuclear
system (apart from any marginal capability provided

by the Tornado).

14, Given the domestic political difficulties our Continental
allies face and the exceptions they will certainly have of us,
Option I - dissociation from a new Alliance effort - would
probably cause its collapse. In my view our effective choice
lies between II, III and IV.

15. For selective use on a limited scale BMs are much better
than CMs; most of the USSR has no effective ABM defences, so
that the number of missiles launched can be kept very low with
good assurance that the target will be hit. However, PIIXR's
range (1800 Km, against a CM figure on around 2500 Km) gives
little coverage of the USSR from the UK. A new MRBM will be
expensive; it may not be available at all; if it is, it will not
be until about seven years or more after the Vulcans go. We

are left therefore with CM options.

16.  There is still uncertainty about the reliability of cruise
missiles to air defences, and to ensure penetration it would be
necessary to launch a considerable number. ALCMs and SLCMs give
most scope for outflanking defences; submarine-launched CMs are
moreover very hard for the enemy to pre-empt. But ALCMs would

be more expensive than GLCMs. So would CMs on dedicated submarines;
and adding a CM role to the task of our existing submarine force
would degrade its conventional capability. On balance, GLCMs seem
the most likely choice for any UK-owned force. (The Annex
herewith reproduces some outline information on GLCMs provided

by the US to the HLG).

17. Subject to more detailed study, it should be possible

to base GLCMs (whether US or UK-owned) on existing UK airfields
already housing nuclear forces. There would be p%ans for dispersal
in emergency.

18. The size of any UK GLCM force (as in Option III and IV) is
matter for judgment, in the light of total Alliance effort
(para%?aph 11 above) and of cost. A reasonable level might be

4-6 flights - 64-96 missiles. But this needs further consideration.

f 194 .. w
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19. Cost figures at this stage are very tentative - close estimates
could be framed only after discussions with the US. On HLG
information, however, the capital cost of a force of 64-96 GLCMs,
excluding warheads, might lie in the bracket £100-200M. It

might be possible to get some of the installations paid for

by NATO common funding. (There areno proposals yet, but some are
bound to be made, for Alliance cost-sharing of some kind). Annual
running costs should be modest - perhaps around £5M - though

any options other than just providing basing for US forces

would add some 400-700 posts to the demands on our currently
hard-pressed Service manpower.

20. We would not pay for US warheads (Option III). The cost

of UK warheads, excluding special nuclear materials, might lie

in the bracket £50-60M. Special nuclear material (being reusable
capital assets managed as a single stock) are hard to cost for
individual projects, and the net effect of a GLCM-warhead
programme cannot be assessed in isolation from a general appraisal
of our nuclear programme as a whole. All figures must be regarded
as tentative at this stage.

21. Our predecessors made no specific forward financial provision
for any LRTN effort (or for a Polaris successor) though there is some

general contingency allowance in our forward costings. Though the
costs in this area may not seem very large in relation to the
role's importance, we shall not be able to accommodate them,

save at severe damage to essential existing programmes, without
continuing defence budget growth.

22. Costs aside, we should note that problems over nuclear
warhead supply bear upon Option IV. Even if the urgent measures
which I am recommending separately to put right the disastrous
employment situation at Aldermaston are accepted and successful,
we could not have UK warheads for a new GLCM force before about
1986, three years after the Vulcans go; and I cannot be confident
even of this date until further studies, taking account of Polaris
successor possibilities and any resultant questions of priority,
are complete.

Next Steps

23. I am not ready yet to propose a particular choice among Options
II-1V. We need further information on important aspects, notably
the cost of GLCMs, the degree of their wvulnerability to likely
Soviet defences in the middle 1980s and later, and the position

on US supply and continuing support. We must carry further our

own studies bearing on UK warhead availability. Aand we need to
know US views on how an adequate Alliance pacﬁage can best

be assembled.
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GLCM PERFORMANCE
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 13 June 1979

S

General Haig's Farewell Call on the Prime Minister
at 10 Downing Street on 13 June 1979 at 1000

The Supreme Allied Commander Europe, General Haig, called
on the Prime Minister at No. 10 this morning to say farewell
before leaving his appointment. The following is a summary of
the main points which arose during half an hour's conversation.

General Haig told the Prime Minister that the arrival in
office of the new British Government had heen a shot in the
arm for NATO. The Prime Minister said that she had been
surprised by the reluctance of some of the smaller NATO members
to engage in the open discussion of defence matters; she said
that a shot in the arm for the Alliance was clearly useful but
much would depend on what other Governments were prepared to do.
The Prime Minister went on to say that although her initial
reaction to her first briefings on the East/West military
balance had been one of discouragement, her considered conclusion
had been that the West's superiority in human and material
resources should enable it to respond to any challenge,

General Haig agreed and commented that the Soviet Union would
face major problems during the 1980s, both demographic - as a
result of the high birth rate among the non-Russian peoples

of the Soviet Union - and economic. There would be significant
shortfalls in economic growth, industrial productivity and
agriculture. The Soviet Union and its empire would also be
subjected to strong centrifugal pressures, as the Popé's visit
to Poland had demonstrated. General Haig said that he saw

the period of the 1980s, and particularly the years between
1981 and 1987, as being one of the greatest danger but also

of the greatest promise for the West and, in any event, the
most crucial period since the end of the Second World War.

The Prime Minister said that much would depend on who succeeded
President Erezhnev and on the international climate in which he
took office: his policies would be to a large extent determined
by the depth of the resolve which he saw in the West.

/ General Haig
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General Haig told the Prime Minister that the new British
Government was making an important contribution in the Nuclear
Planning Group, where the positions adopted by the previous
Government had been damaging: Chancellor Schmidt had earlier
been pushed towards his own left-wing but his resolve was now
much strengthened. So far as the problem of the deployment of
Theatre Nuclear Weapons was concerned, General Haig thought
that in the end the Belgians and the Italians could probably
help by accepting such weapons on their territory, possibly
with an element of phasing. General Haig described the Danish
position, which he had recently discussed with Prime Minister
Jorgensen, of insisting on the development of negotiating
positions for the dismantlement of TNFs before embarking on
a modernisation programme as a recipe for disaster.

The Prime Minister told General Haig that the West had
dropped from a position of superiority to one of equivalence
with the Warsaw Pact without, apparently, noticing it: her
fear was that the West might, in the same way, drop from
equivalence to inferiority. General Haig agreed that there
was no military area in which the Soviet Union had not .
surprised the West by the pace of their technological advance:
NATO's best estimate had been that the Soviet Union could not
develop their new ICBM warheads until 1985; but these warheads
would in fact be operational by 1981.

The Prime Minister told General Haig that she was
particularly concerned by Soviet preparations for offensive
chemical warfare. General Haig agreed that the West was
fundamentally deficient in this area and that NATO had no
deterrent capacity in the chemical warfare field. He hoped
that President Carter would discuss this problem with
President Brezhnev at the Vienna Summit, on the basis that if
no progress was made in negotiations on chemical warfare the
United States would have to develop an offensive system of
its own. General Haig said that it would be helpful if the
Prime Minister were to express her concern about this problem
to other members of the Alliance, including the Americans.
His personal view was that it was essential for the West to
develop a binmary system of chemical weapons.

Turning to the Comprehensive Test Ban negotiations, the
Prime Minister said that she had considerable reservations
about a CTB Treaty in view of the fact that the Russians
could decouple their nuclear test explosions in underground
caverns. Scientific opinion was apparently divided: British
scientists seemed to agree that decoupling was possible whereas
some American scientists thought that it was not. The Prime
Minister said that she was also concerned about the problem
of stockpile testing. General Haig said that he thought that
the majority of US scientists regarded a threshold of 5 kts
as the minimum which should be accepted. President Carter,

| however,




however, had a strong preference for a total ban and had been
encouraged in this by the British Labour Government. General
Haig said that, in his personal view, a ban was naive and
dangerous. He thought that this problem, too, would be discussed
in Vienna.

In a discussion of SALT II, the Prime Minister explained
that, although the British Government had a number of questions
to ask about the Treaty, she had concluded that the political
consequences of its non-ratification would be more serious
than the defects of the Treaty itself. General Haig said that
he thoughtthat the outcome in Congress would be, not a series
of amendments which the Soviet Union would never accept, but
resolutions criticising parts of the Treaty but which would
have no binding force on the President; they would simply be
domestic, political face-savers. Several aspects of the SALT II
agreement were, he thought, unsatisfactory; these included
the protocol and the constraints on what the United States
could do in the field of strategic arms development. He thought
that the Congressional debate on SALT would continue until the
end of 1979 and could well spill over into the Presidential
campaign in 1980.

The Prime Minister told General Haig that the Government
was at present considering the problem of a successor to the
UK's Polaris deterrent; whatever choice was made, the UK
would need technology from the United States. General Haig
said that he felt very strongly that, in the strategic arms
field, quality was more important than numbers; and that,
therefore, the UK should go for a successor ballistic missile
rather than for the cruise missile.

I should be grateful if you, and the other recipients of
this letter, would ensure that it is given a suitably
restricted distribution. I am sending a copy of this letter
to Roger Facer (Ministry of Defence) and Martin Vile (Cabinet
Office).

Yors et

B ooty

Paul Lever, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
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MY TELHO 132: NATO MINISTERJAL MEETING: THEATRE
FORCES (THF)

1. M RESTRICTED SESS10M, VANCE (US) SAID THERE ENT ME

FOR CLOSE CONSULTAT|ON BETWEEN THE ALLIES S0 THAT THE ALLIANCE CGULJ
WORK OUT 1TS POSITION BEFORE SALT 2 NEGOTIATIONS B r;:. il SALT 3

T HE SOVIET UNION WOULD CERTAINLY RAISE THE QUESTION OF FORWARD BASED
SYSTEMS (FBS). THE ALLIANCE SHOULD THEREFCRE PURSUE URGENTLY

THE WORK OF THE HIGH LEVEL AND SPECIAL GROUPS (HLG AND SG) 1M ORDER
TO REACH A POSITION BEFORE THE END OF THIS YEAR,

RANCOIS-PONCET (FRANCE) SAID THAT FOR FRANCE LOHG RANGE THEATRE
WERE IDENTICAL TO CENTRAL STRATEGIC SYSTENS, THE FRENCH
ORE COULD NOT TAKE PART 1N THE WORK OF THE HLG OR SG. BUT
HHCH WOULD MAINTAIN THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THEIR NUCLEAR FORCES,

£
o
o
T
B3]

3. GENSCHER (FRG) SAID THE GERMANS WERE CONVINCED THAT THF MODERN-
ISATION WAS INDISPENSIBLE ON POLITICAL AND MIL!ITARY GROUNDS. THE
REASONS FOR THIS WERE THE GROWING OBSOLESCEHCE OF EXISTING WESTERN
EQUIPMENT, THE DEPLOYMENT OF THE SS2a AND BACKFIRE, AND THE FACT
THAT AFTER SALT 2 THE QUOTE EURO=STRATEGIC BALANCE UNQUOTE WOULD
HAVE A NEW DIMENSION, FURTHERMORE, IF THE ALLIANCE FAILED TO TAKE
THE NECESSARY DECISIONS THE PSYCHOLOGICAL EFFECT WOULD BE DISASTROUS,
THEY SHOULD AGREE ON A THF PROGRAMME AND OFFER TO NEGOTIATE

ON THAT BASIS, IT WAS WRONG TO THINK THAT ARMS CONTROL NZGOTIATIONS
COULD REMGVE THE HEED FOR MODERNHISATION, THE WORK OF THE HLG AND SG
SHOULD BE KEPT Il STEP, DECISIONS MUST BE REACHED IN 1579. THE
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LEADING ROLE PLAYED BY THE US COULD NOT REPLACE THE ACT OF WILL
REQUIRED FROM THE EUROPEANS. PROGRESS IN ARMS CONTROL DEPENDED

UPCN LEAVING THE WARSAW PAGT It HO DOUBT OF OUR READIIESS TO

AKE THE NECESSARY EFFORT ON THF. THE ALLIANCE HAD A SINGLE INTEREST
I THF. DIVERSIFICATION OF VIEMS WOULD OHLY LEAD TO DIVISIONS
WITHIN THE ALLIAWCE,

Lhe SEE MIFT,

FCO PLEASE PAS S TO SAVING ADDRESSEE
HERVEY
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INFO ROUTIME MODUK, ALL NATO POSTS, UKDEL VIENNA,,
LHFO SAVING MOSCOW ;

11PTs NATO MINISTERIAL MEETING: THEATRE NUCLEAR FORCES (THF)

1. YOU SAID THAT HMG HAD MADE CLEAR THAT THEY WOULD MAIHTAIN
EFFECTI VENESS OF THE UK DETERRENT, WE WERE STUDYING URGEHTLY

WHAT WE COULD CONTRIBUTE TO A MATO PROGRAMME OF THF MCDER{ISATION.
THE QUESTIONS OF BASING AND PRESENTATION CREATED PQLlriﬂﬁL ;
DIFFICULTIES FOR MANY COUNTRIES. BUT TIME WAS SHORT IF DECISIONS
WVERE TO BE REACHED BY THE END OF 1979. THE PROBLEMS RAISED BY
SALT 3, THF MODERNISATION AUD THE WORK O0F THE SPECIAL GROUP

COULD NGT BE TREATED IN ISOLATION FROM EACH OTHER. THE ARMS CONTROL
[SSUES SHOULD BE EXAMINED QUICKLY AND THE ALLIANCE SHOULD WORK
OUT THE FEASIBILITY OF 1EGOT|#T|TG LIMITATIONS OH SOVIET SYSTEMS
OF THIS KIHD.

o, THE ALLIANCE NEEDED A COHEREMT ARMS CONTROL POLICY WHEN IT
CAME TO TAKE DECISIONS ON THF MODERNISATION AND PRESENT THEM

TO THE PUBLIC. EQUALLY, ARMS CONTROL WOULD BE INADEQUATE IF THE
SLLIANCE HAD NOT DEMONSTRATED 1TS RESOLVE TO MAINTAIN ADEQUATE
THEATRE NUCLEAR FORCES. EXPERIENCE SHOWED THAT THE RUSSIANS
WOULD NEGOTIATE SERIOUSLY OHLY IF THERE WAS EVIDENCE OF REAL
DETERMINATION I THE ALLIANCE. THIS SUGGESTED THAT HATO SHOULD
DECIDE Off A MODERNISATION PROGRAMME AND HOW TO ACHIEVE |T BEFORE
ATTEMPTING TO BARGAIN ABOUT LIMITATIONS. MEANWHILE IT WAS
IMPORTANT FOR WORK ON MCDERMISATION AHND O ARMS CONTROL TO
PROCEED HAND IN HAND, ' 1

CONFIDENTI AL / 3. Y0U POINTED
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3. YCU POINTED OUT THAT ALL HATO COUNTRIES HAD SPECIAL LOMES
POLITICAL PROBLEMS, BUT- IF THE ALLIANCE DID BOT TAKE THE M
DECISIONS THIS YEAR, IT WOULD FIND IT HMUCH MORE DIFFICULT

TO DO SO LATER., THE ABSENCE CF DECISICHS WOULD MOREQVYER CALL :
INTO QUESTION NATO’S RESCLUTION, THE PRESENT MEETING SHOULD INSTILL
A SEHSE OF URGENCY INTO FURTHER DISCUSSIONS IN THE ALLIJANCE

O THESE MATTERS,

L, SEE MIFT,

FCO PLEASE PASS TO SAVING ADDRESSEE
HERVEY

(REPEATED AS REQUESTED]
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TO PRIORITY FOREIGN AND COMMONWEALTH GFFICE - = CHA
TELEGRAM NUMBER 73 OF 17 MAY 1979,
AND TO PRIORITY MODUK (HEAD DS12), - . L%
[HFO PRIORITY WASHINGTON, BONN, OSLO, THE HAGUE, :
INFO ROUTINE ANKARA, ATHENS, OTTAWA, LISBOM, COPENHAGEN, BRUSSELS,
REYKJAVIK, PARIS, ROME, LUXEMBOURG, i

N
NATO TNF MODERNISATIOH.

1. AS THE SECOND ITEM IM THE DPC RESTRICTED SESSION CM 16 MAY

(SEE MIPT) BROWN (US) DESCRIBED THE GROWTH IN SOVIET TNF
CAPABILITIES AS GOING BEYOMD THEIR REASONABLE DEFENSIVE NEEDS. HE
OUTL INED THE PROPOSALS BY THE HLG AND SAID THAT THE NPG, AND HE
PERSONALLY, ENDORSED THESE IN MILITARY TERMS. THEY WERE BASED ON

A MILITARY/POLITICAL ANALYSIS AND LEFT ROOM FOR POLITICAL
FLEXIBILITY. THE QUESTION NOW WAS HOW TO REACH DECISIONS. CAREFUL
EDUCATION OF PUBLIC OPINION AND GOVERNMENTS WOULD BE CALLED FOR,
BOTH ON THE HEED TO DO SOMETHING IN THE FACE OF THE SOVIET THREAT
AND OGN THE RELATION BETWEEN MODERNISATION AND ARMS CONTROL ASPECTS
WwHICH THE US RECOGMISED REGUIRED PARALLEL CONSIDERATIOM. EVERY
EFFORT SHOULD BE MADE TO REACH A DECISION BY DECEMBER AND IT SHOULD
BE ALLIANCE=-WIDE. SENSITIVE ISSUES WOULD BE INVOLVED I REACHING

A DECISION IM THIS TIMESCALE, BUT IT WAS ALSO MECESSARY TO RECOGNISE
THE IMPORTANCE OF NATO RETAINING CREDIBLE TNF _AS PART OF ITS
SPECTRUM OF DETERRENCE. ANY GAP IN THE SPECTRUM WAS LIKELY TO BE
EXPLOITED BY THE SOVIET UNION, IF NOT MILITARILY, IN AN EFFECTIVE
POLITICAL SENSE., MATO MUST THEREFORE BE ABLE TO STRIKE TARGETS il
THE SOVIET UMION WITH IN=THEATRE SYSTEMS. THE US WAS READY TO TAKE
THE LEAD ON THIS ISSUE BUT IT COULD NOT PROCEED ALONE. -

o, THE CHAIRMAN OF THE MILITARY COMMITTEE UNDERLINED THE NEED TO
MODERNISE LONG AND SHORT RANGE TNF SYSTEMS: AND FGR A DECISION -
THIS YEAR. BROWN AGREED WITH THE POINT MADE BY THE SECRETARY
GENERAL THAT WITH WEAPONS LIKE THE SS~23 THE CURRENT COHCEPT OF
THEATRE NUCLEAR FORCES WAS A FAR CRY FROM THAT OF BATTLEFIELD
WEAPONSz AND THAT THIS CLOSING OF THE GAP BETWEEN TNF AND STRATEGIC
SYSTEMS HAD BEEN EXPLOITED BY THE SOVIET UNION. ‘
CONFIDENTIAL | /3.
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3. MR PYM (UK) SUPPORTED BROWN’S STATEMENT. WHETHER OR NOT NATO
LIKED IT, MODERMISATION OF ITS TNF WAS EMERGING AS A KEY lSSUE..
WHILE EACH COUNTRY MUST HADNDLE THE MATTER AS APPROPRIATE TO ITS
DOMESTIC CIRCUMSTANCES, HE PLEDGED THE UX’S CLOSE, CONTINUING AMND
CTIVE INTEREST. NATO’S ABILITY TO TAKE A DECISION IN 1979 WOULD

BE SEEN AS A TEST OF ITS RESOLVEs AND DESPITE THE DIFFICULTIES HE
HOPED THIS TIME~SCALE WOULD BE MET. HE ENDORSED THE VIEYW THAT THE
CDUCATION OF PUBLIC OPINIOHN WOULD BE A CRUCJAL FACTOR: HE DID NOT
BELIEVE THAT PUBLIC OPINION IN ANY OF THE NATO COUNTRIES YET
APPRECIATED THE IMPLICATIONS OF THE SOVIET BUILD~UP AND THAT IT WAS
BECAUSE OF THE LATTER THAT NATO WAS CONSIDERING THE MODERNISATION
QUESTION, THE UK WOULD PLAY A FULL PART IN THE PREPARATION OF PUBLIC
OP INION,

4, SOGAARD (DENMARK) SAID THAT THE SUBJECT WAS SENSITIVE ESPECIALLY
FOR COUNTRIES IN WHICH WEAPONS WHICH COULD REACH SOVIET TERRITORY
MIGHT BE BASED., THEY HAD STUDIED THE REPORT OF THE HLG AND WERE
FOLLOWING THE PARALLEL WORK OF THE SPECIAL GROUP (SG) WITH CLOSE
INTEREST. IN YIEW OF THE DIFFICULT POLITICAL ISSUES IHHGL¥ED, IT
WAS MOST IMPORTANT TO EXPLORE WAYS OF INCREASING NATO?S SECURITY
THROUGH ARMS COHNTRCL. DENMARK’S POLICY WAS WELL KNOWN: THEIR

DEL IBERATIONS WOULD BE INFLUENCED BY THE WORK CF THE HLG AND S@G

AND THEY CONCURRED STRONGLY IN THE NEED FOR AN INTEGRATED APPROACH,.
FINAL DECISIONS MUST AWAIT THE CONCLUSION OF THE WORK OF BDTH
GROUPS,

5. APEL (FRG), IN A MAJOR CONTRIBUTION, POINTED OUT THAT THERE

WERE SEVERAL REASONS FOR MODERNISING NATO’S LONGER RANGE TNF: THE
PENETRATION CAPABILITY OF NATO’S EXISTING LONGER RANGE SYSTEMS

WAS BECOMING LESS AND THE SS-2 REPRESENTED 7A NEW STIP, A
QUALITATIVE CHANGE, A NEW THREAT’?, NATO NEEDED A WEAPON MIX WHIGCH
WOULD PROVIDE SOMETHING OF THE SAME QUALITY. MOREOVER SALT 2 BY
ACHIEVING PARITY IN STRATEGIC SYSTEMS WOULD CREATE EVEN MORE
IMBALANCE IN THE EURO=STRATEGIC FIELD. THIS HAD LED NATO TO
RECOGNISE THE NEED FOR A DECISION ON MODERNISATION WHICH HE THOUGHT
WAS REQUIRED THIS YEARs ALL THE NECESSARY ELEMENTS ON WHICH TO

BASE A DECISION SHOULD BE AVAILABLE BY SEPTEMBER. THESE SHOULD BE
HARMONISED, AND THE HLG AND SG SHOULD MEET TOGETHER THEN TO PUT

THE FiNISHING TOUCHES. CLEARLY THE SUBJECT WAS GOING TO RAISE
DIFFICULT ISSUES IN PUBLIC BUT THIS POLITICAL DEBATE SHOULD BE
STARTED (IT HAD DONE SO 1IN GERMANY) AS WE GOULD BE SURE THAT /OTHERWISSH

2
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OTHERWISE THE RUSSIANS WOULD START IT FOR US. IT WOULD BE TOO LATE
TO LEAYE THE DEBATE UNTIL THE LAST MOMENT. AN ARMS CONTROL APPROACH
WAS NECESSARY NOT JUST FOR PRESENTATIONAL PURPCSES BUT IN ORDER
TO BE CONSISTENT WITH THE ALLIANCE POLICY OF DEFENCE AND DETENTE.
T WAS RIGHT TO DRAW ATTENTION TO THE 8S-22 IN THE COMMUHIQUE: 1k
REPRESENTED A THREAT WHICH IF ALLOWED TO DEVELOP WITHOUT ANY
COUNTER ACTION FROM NATO, WOULD BE THE END OF ARMS CONTROL SINCE
NATO WOULD MOT BE REGARDED BY THE SOVIET UNION AS A SER 10US
PARTICIPANT IN NEGOTIATIONS IF IT DID NOT DEMONSTRATE A FIRM WILL
TO DEFEND ITSELF IF NECESSARY, APEL UNDERLINED THREE FACTORS WHICH
WOULD BE I{MPORTANT IN REACHING A DECISIONs FIRSTLY, WE NEEDED
DECISIONS AND ACTION: WE MUST NOT AWAIT POSSIBLE SUCCESS IN ARMS
kCGHTﬁG_" MEXT WHILE HE ACCEPTED THE US VIEW THAT THERE -MUST BE A
COMMON DECISION ON THE PART OF THE ALLIANCE AS A WHOLE, THIS COULD
NOT REMOVE THE NEED FOR US LEADERSHIP AND RESPONSIBILITY. LASTLY,
T WOULD BE ESSENTIAL TO TAKE DEPLCYMENT CONSIDERATIONS INTO
ACCOUNT: THE QERMAN POSITION WAS WELL KNOWN AND SO IT WOULD BE
IMPORTANT TO DEMONSTRATE THAT THE DECISION TAKEN REPRESENTED A ~
SINGLE ALLIANCE VIEW, TAKING ACCOUNT OF NATIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES,
HE WAS SATISFIED WITH THE LAST NPG AND CONFIDENT THAT THE ALLIANCE
WOULD STAND THE TEST WHICH THE MODERNISATION DECISION WOULD
REPRESENT: CERTAINLY IF THE ALLIANCE COULD NOT TAKE THE DECISION
IN GOOD TIME, REFLECTING BOTH MODERNISATION AND ARMS CONTROL
ASPECTS, IT WOULD BE IN TROUBLE. FAILURE WOULD HAVE A WIDER IMPACT
THAN SIMPLY IN THE FIELD OF TNF. ONLY THOSE WHO WERE STRONG COULD
NEGOTIATE AMD GUARANTEE PEACE,

6. VANDEN BOYNAENTS (BELGIUM), SPEAKING WITH SOME PASSIOM, SAID

IT WAS ESSENTIAL TO AVOID THE MISTAKES WHICH HAD BEEN MADE OVER THE
ERW {ERW) QUESTION: BUT HE WOULD PREDICT THE SAME WOULD HAPPEN

OVER THF MODERNISATION IF THE ALLIANCE WAS NOT CAREFUL. IT WAS
ESSENTIAL FOR THE ALLIANCE TO DEVELCP ITS POLITICAL STRATEGY AS A
BASIS FOR PUBLIC PRESENTATION OF THE ISSUES. THE MATTER WAS ALREADY
IN THE PUBLIC DOMAIN, THERE WAS NO DOUBT THAT PUBLIC FEARS WOULD
EMERGE AND THESE WOULD BE EXPLOITED BY THE RUSSIANS,

7« SCHOLTEN (NETHERLANDS) SAID THAT SALT 2 wOULD HAVE A BEARING ON

THE QUESTION OF MODERNISATION AMD ARS CONTROL FOR THNF. HE

REITERATED THE POINT HE MADE IN THE EUROGROUP THAT IT WOULD BE
DISASTROUS IF A DECISION TO DEPLOY ERW CCINCIDED WITH THE EFFORTS

TO REACH A DECISION ON TNF MODERNISATION, MOREOVER» IN THE NETHER=
LANDS VIEW TNF MODERNISAT!ION SHOULD NOT RESULT IM INCREASED ROLES /pom

>
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FOR NATO’S NUCLEAR FORCES. INDEED THEY CONSIDERED THAT NATO SI-IUU%
STUDY WHETHER THE MODERNISATION OF ITSﬁTHF WOULD MOT ALLOW LES
EMPHASIS TO BE PLACED ON SYSTEMS SUCH AS THOSE OF SHORTER RANGE

ON THE TIMING OF A DECISION, THE NETHERLANDS COULD NOT COMMIT
HERSELF TO A FIXED SCHEDULE BUT wOULD ENDEAVOUR TO MEET THE END

OF THE YEAR TARGET. HIS GOVERNMENT CONSIDERED THAT TiF MODERN ISATION
WAS NECESSARY BUT THAT IT WOULD BE OF THE GREATEST IMPORTANCE TO
ACHIEVE AS COMCRETE AS POSSIBLE AN ARMS CONTROL APPROACH, HE

AGREED MITH APEL THAT THE HLG AMND SG SHOULD MEET TOGETHER.

8., HANSEN (NORWAY) ENDORSED EARLIER REMARKS ON THE NEED FOR A BROAD
ALLIANCE CONSENSUS AND THE IMPORTANCE OF A COMPREHENSIVE
MODERN | SATION/ARMS CONTRCL APRROACH, |T WOULD BE MECESSARY TO HAVE
PROPOSALS FOR PARALLEL ARMS CONTROL MEASURES (PERHAPS TO BE
CONSIDERED 1M SALT 2) IN ORDER TO AVOID THE CHARGE THAT THE
ALLIANCE WAS NOT READY TO NEGOTIATE IN EARNEST ON THESE MATTERS.
NORWAY?S LONG STANDING POLICY Of NUCLEAR WEAPONS WOULD STAND: AND
IN CONMECTION WITH RECENT PRESS SPECULATION HE WISHED TOQ SAY THAT
THIS WOULD EXCLUDE THE DEPLOYMEHT COF NUCLEAR SYSTEMS IN HORWEGIAN
MAVAL VESSLES. HE UNDERLINED THAT PUBLIC SENSITIVITIES DIFFERED
FROM COUNTRY TO COUNTRY.

=

9, FINALLY, IN RESPONSE TO A QUESTION FROM THE SECRETARY GENERAL

AS TO WHETHER THE IMNCLUSION OF ALCMS IN NATO’S THF MIX WOULD BE
ADVANTAGEOUS POLITICALLY AND WITH PUBLIC OPIHION, BROWN SA{ID THAT
ALCMS WOULD APPEAR TO SOME SECTICNS OF PUBLIC OPION AS THE SMALLEST
CHANGE IN NATO?S WEAPON-MIX BUT THEY WERE PERHAPS THE MUST
VULNERABLE TO A SOVIET ATTACK. HE WOULD MNOT RULE OUT ANY KIND OF
CRUISE MISSILE OR BALLISTIC MISSILES: DETAILED TECHNICAL DISCUSSICN
WERE NEEDED TO ARRIVE AT THE BEST MIX WHICH MIGHT INVOLVE DIFFERENT
POSSIBILITIES IN DIFFERENT COUNTRIES IN VIEW OF THE DIFFERENT
FACTORS FACED BY INDIVIDUAL NATIONS.

18. SEE MIFT FOR REMAINDER OF.DISCUSSION,
KILLICK
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3. In response to a question from Lord Carrington, lir Jdrgensen
said that increased Soviet activity had begun about five or seven
years ago, though it had been less marked in the last two years.

The Russians had been more active in the air as well as on the sea,
and the result was that the warning time for Denmark had been
reduced. The Danes felt more exposed than before, though they
realised that these activities were not aimed specifically at them,
but were part of a more general military build-up in the area. These
developments were beginning to have their affect on public opinion.

4, Lord Carrington said he was puzzled by the Soviet attitude
towards derence expenditure. It was odd that the Russians did not
realise that enough was enough. Although this may seem 2 heretical
thought, he himself suspected that pressures for increased military
spending were built into the Soviet system, which was highly
bureaucratised in this as in other areas., This was not to say that
the situation described by the Danes did not have its dangers.

Miss Warburton pointed out that it could also pay dividends by

making public opinion more aware of the need to accept defence spend-
ing. Mr Christophersen confirmed this: public opinion polls on NATO
were taken several times a year in Denmark, and the percentege favour-
ing WATO membership had increased during the last two years for the
first time since the early 1950s.

5e Lord Carrington said it had been suggested that Soviet actions
may be in some measure a2 response to NATO's own attempts %o repair
its fences in the north, though he himself doubted this theory. He
asked whether the Russians were trying to woo Norway away from NATO,
Mr Christophersen said that they would not succeed in doing this.
Norwegian public opinion was even more concerned than Danish opini.on.
The Norwegians had alsc been negotiating directly with the Canadians
and the UK about earmarking more troops for Norway. Iir Jhreensen
said that Soviet moves in the north were part of a wider pattern of
attempts to divide Europe from the United States. He also speculated
that the Kekkonen plan may have been genuinely Finnish and not
necessarily inspired directly by the Russians.

6. Mrs fistergaard said that she was interested in Lord Carrington's
remarks on the daynemics behind Soviet policy. The Soviet leaders were
elderly and suspicious men. Soviet actions in the Nordiec &rea should
also be seen in the context of their world strategy. They were more
active in Africa, the Middle East, the Far East and South East Asia,
and were taking a more difficult line in East/West Relations. Lord
Carrincton agreed, but said that the Soviet leaders were cautious as
well as old. When Mr Brezhnev disappeared, some of the younger people
who might replace him could be more hawkish. There was something to
be said for cautious old gentlemen.

i Mr Christophersen agreed that the Soviet leaders were cautious,
but thought thai they were also prepared to be more hawkish if
necessary. The Finns tended to anticipate Soviet pressures in their
proposals and speeches. It was very importanl that the balance
should not be upset by changes in Norwegian or Danish policy. De

Jwas
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was firmly opposed to special treaties or Kekkonen plans on nuclear
weapons. They wished to keep a clear, sharp picture of their defence
and foreign policy. The S3wedes had a slightly different attitude

but even they had been reluctant to respond to Finnish proposals. He
thought that the military situation in the Nordiec area would be
discussed increasingly frequently in INATO and elsewhere.

8. On TNF modernisation, Mr Christophersen said that because of
democratic pressures, Western kurope had failed to maintain a balance
of conventional forces with the East. Instead, the West had tried to
maintain superiority in strategic weapons, and by maintaining a high
level of theatre nuclear weapons. If the Russians modernised their
ownn theatre nuclear weapons, NATO would need to respond. He therefore
understood the need to discuss eventual modernisation. But discussions
on THF arms control should proceed at the same time.

9. Lord Carrinston said that it was difficult to discuss the control
of weapons we did not yet possess. He also wished to say, for the
Danes' ears only, that he thought the Americans were in danger of
attaching disproportionate importance to SALT II. We were called upon
to give a greater degree of support than the terms of the agreement
warranted. But this in itself was a compulsion to support the treaty.
His own view of SALT I was that it had been disadvantageous to the '
Americans, since it had allowed the Russians to catch up more quickly
than they would otherwise have done. But he thought that SALT II would
allow the Americans to take any necessary measures to maintain the
cffectiveness of their strategic nuclear deterrent. Cur own main
interest lay in cruise missiles and the transfer of nuclear technology,
and we would be discussing this with the Americans. We must support
SALT ITI though we would need to look closely at the terms of reference
for SALT III. This was infinitely more important for Europe, and
affected the modernisation of TNF. 1In this regard he hoped that the
High Level Group would report soon. :

10. Mr Christophersen said that when he had spoken of the importance

of the arms control aspect of TNF, he had meant that we should consider
carefully what the consequences of any decision on TNF modermisation
would be for our arms control policy. If NATO decided to modernise

TNF, it would be useful to be able tc have an agreed line on arms conftrol
to put to the Russians. He asked whether it would be easier for the
American Congress to ratify SALT if early decisions were taken on TNF
modernisation? Lord Carringston said he doubted whether the timescale
would fit. DMr Christophersen asked whether the UK foresaw the siationins
of any modernised TN¥ on UK ferritory. Lord Carrington said that the
stationing of nuclear weapons in the UK would be niothing new; we already
had eg Vulcan bombers. Iluch would also depend on whether the new TNT
were seaborne or airbormne. But he would guess that the Germans would
not consider the stationing of new TNF on UK soil as a sufficient
incentive for them to agree to stationing in Germany. They wanted to
share the burden with eg Belgium and llolland.
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FROM UKDEL NATO 161255Z MAY 79

TO PRIORITY FOREIGN AND COMMONWEALTH CFFICE
TELEGRAM NUMBER 66 OF 16 MAY 1979,

D TO PRIORITY MODUK (HEAD DS12),
INFO PRIORITY ALL NATO POSTS.

TPC SPRING MEETING 1979,

FFI“” ”iEIIJG OF THE NATO DEFENCE PLANNING COMMITTEE 1IN
lG BEGAN AT NATO HQ {M BRUSSELS OMN 15 MAY. THE
OF ALL THE COUNTRIES PARTICIPATIHNG 1N THE DPC

THE EXCEPTION OF MR DANSON {CANADA).

o, THE MEETING OPENED WITH THE USUAL INTELLIGENCE BRIEFING BY THE

IMS WHICH DREW ATTENTION TO COMTINUING iNCREASES N WARSAW PACT
FORCES, WHOSE TECHMNOLOGICAL SOPHISTICATICN NOW ALSO RIUALL%D THAY

OF T“CLEEEEE NO CHAMGE WAS PERCEIVED CR EXPECTED IN SOVIET POLITICAL

b:n_\jrr‘- ‘erSn

3, THE BRIEFING REVIEWED DEVELOPMENTS IN VARIOUS AREAS, WHICH TAKEN
COLLECTIVELY WERE DBOTH SIGMIFICANT AND DISTURBING., THE MOST SINGLE
[MPORTANT DEVELOPMENT IN NUCLEAR FORCES WAS THE INCREASING
DEPLOYMENT U: £6~23 MISSILE SYSTEMS THREATEMING TARGETS IN WESTERN
EUROPE. SOVIET GROUND FORCES HAD RECEIVED WIDE RANGE OF MODERH

— ey,
& LY o g

] JEAPOH SYSTEMS. DEVELOPMENT OF NAVAL FORCES CONTINUED WITH THE

e —
PARTICULAR AIM OF PROJECTIHNG POWER ABROAD FOR POLITICAL ENDS.
HODERMN hiFhﬁfrF WITH NEW WEAPOMS WERE ALSO BEING I-TRUEUCEU i

THE FIELD OF AIR DEFENCE THE WARSAYW PACT ENJOYED COMMONALITY OF
Ml“”l?hh.-, STANDARDISATICN OF PROCEDURES AND MODERN EQUIPMENT.

b TWE BRIEF{NG ALSO ?ETL?““U TO WARSAW PACT WEAKMESSES. NOT ALL
H SILOES WERE HARDENED AND SUBMARINES WERE RELATIVELY Hﬂi&?u
Cﬁ:iﬂi FORCES SUFFERED FROM OVER CENTRALISED COMMAND AND CONTROL
AND LONG LINES CF COMMUNICATION. THE NAVY FACED IN PARTICULAR THE
DISADVANTAGE OF A LACK OF MAJOR NAVAL ALLIES AND SUPPORT FACILITI
IN AIR DEFENCE THE SOPHISTICATION OF EQUIPMENT ITSELF POSED
MAINTENANCE PROBLEMS AND THERE WERE GAPS IN RADAR COVERAGE.

_.?5_.

ES




LSRR, N i N,
5. ON THE POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC FRON DETERIORATING RELATIONS WITH
CHINA WERE NOTED. AFRICA AND THE MiDDLE EAST REMAINED LUCRATIVE
TARGETS. INCREASES !N SOVIET DEFENCE EXPENDITURE OF 4-5 PERCEN
YEAR WERE EXPECTED TO CONTINUE. THERE WAS NO INDICATION THAT
NON=SOVIET WARSAW PACT COUNTRIES WOULD NOT SUPPORT THE RUSSIANS
IN THE EVENT OF EAST/WEST CRISIS.

ILG”ED ON THE NATO EXERCISE NORTHERN
BE TH!IS HAD REVEALED SERJOUS WEAKNESSES
i TD QPERATE IN THE FACE OF SOVIET USE
WHICH DURING THE EXERCISE HAD CRITICALLY
AMD THE ABILITY OF NATO FORCES TO
IN WAR THE EW THREAT COULD BE EXPECTED
ALL THIS EMPHASISED THE IMPORTANCE OF THE
BY TASKX FORCE 7 OF THE LONG-TERM DEFENCE
£RS COULD HELP BY ADDING THEIR WEIGHT TO

-
=

O

1 | =t —

THESE .

I 3 DigfdﬂZiﬁH, DR BROWH {US) AGREED WITH THE IMPORTANCE OF THE
ADDED THAT WE SHOULD a?Ps;h FOR IMMEDIATE AMD NOT JUST
TERM IMPROVEMENTS. THE SOVIETS CONCENTRATED ON THIS AREA AND

MEEDED WAS ACTUAL DEVELOPMENT, TRAINING PROCEDURES AND

o ON THE AGENDA WAS THE CUSTOMARY STATEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN
OF THE MILITARY COMMITTES (GEMERAL GUNDERSEN, nuﬁwif} WHO BEGAN BY
AMNOUNCING THE CHOICE OF ADMIRAL ROBERT FALLS (CANADA) AS HIS
SUCCESSOR WITH EFFECT FROM 1 JULY 1983, CMC REFERRED TO THE FACT
THAT THERE WAS NO S!GN OF REDUCTION IN WARSAW PACT MILITARY EFFORTS,
AND TO THE PARTICULAR CONCERN OF THE MILITARY COMMITTEE AT THE
IMBALANGE I8 THEATRE MUCLEAR FORCES (TNF). MODERNISATION OF NATO?S
FGRHIEA?!F TASK BUT THE INTELLIGENCE BRIEFING
: 'i“'dxﬁ IE WOULD SUPPORT ATTEMPTS TO L*H!T
THESE EFFORTS DID NOT IMPOSE RESTRAINT
NE. CMC ALSO EE?LHHED TD RECENT WINTEX/CIMEX
EXERCISE WHICH IN HIS VIEW WAS THE OF ITS TYPE TO DATE. HE
EXPRESSED 11~ HOPE THAT A SIMILAR EXER ci%: COULD BE REPEATED 1IN
1984 WITH THE FimTluiﬁailDH OF THE VITAL ﬂ!uiilaw AGENCIES. HE
ADDED THAT A MAIN LESSON FROM THE EXERCISE WAS THE NEED FOR NATO
TO FIND A MEANS OF COUNTERING ANY WARSAW PACT USE 0" CHEMICAL

/9




REFERRING TO EVENTS BEYOND NATO BOUNDARIES CHMC POINTED OUT THAT

'HE SITUATICN HAD CHANGED ZlnbE NATO WAS ESTABLISHED: THE UK,
FEANCE AND BELGIUM NO LOHGER HAD THE COLOMIAL POSSESSIONS AND THE
aAME CONTROL CUTSIDE THE AREA WHICH THEY HAD HAD BEFORE. HE

SUCGESTED THAT HATC HAD NOT TAKEN SUFFICIENT ADVANTAGE OF ITS
ft”‘ULf&Tlvh PROCESSES TO INFLUENCE EVENTS OUTSIDE THE NATO AREA.
HE CALLED FOR MORE CONSULTATIONs AND SUGGESTED THAT POSSIBLY ALSO
THE COORDINATION CF THE ACTIVITIES OF {ND 1YV IDUAL MENMBER MATIONS
IN RELATIONS TO THE SITUATION OUTSIDE MATG?S BOUNDARIES WOULD BE
JUSTIFIED, 1T WAS VITAL TO SECURE THE ALLIANCE?S MARITIME LINES
CF COMMUNICATION, AND SUPPLIES OF OfL AND RAW MATERIALS WHICH, IN
, WERE CLEARLY THR EATENED. THE TIME HAD COME WHEN THE
OROBLEM MUST BE FACED AND SCLUTIONS FOUMND. FIMALLY, CIC EXPRESSED
HIS APPRECIATION TO THOSE COUNTRIES WHICH WERE ACHIEVING THE NATO
AlM OF 3 PtRSﬁZT ¥hLHEJLhS {H ANMUAL DEFENCE SPENDING. HE
COMCLUDED BY EXPRESSING THE VIEW THAT, GIVEN THE AC 1| EVEMEN
THIS CONNECTION BY MANY COUNTRIES, ON BALAKNCE MATO HAD MADE
COMPARED WITH THE POSITION THE YEAR BEFORE. &

HiS VIEW

AT THE EMD OF T”E STAT“H"HT BY CMC, VA N BOYHAENTS (BELGIUM)

STATED THAT HiS GOVERMNMENT WERE READY TO AGRE - NAPMA (NATO
AEYW MANAGEMENT 1LLI?Y) SHOULD BE LOCATED AT BRUNSUM iF = THIS WAS
FELT TO BE THE BEST SOLUTION. THIS STEP BY BELGIUM WAS WELCOHED
BY THE SECRETARY GENERAL. CMC POINTED OUY THAT THE MILITA .v
COMMITTEE HAD EARLIER PROPOSED THAT PLAN DELTA (REVISED) &,LULH
BE 5UEFEHutD AND SOUGHT CONFIRMATION THAT IT SHOULD NOW BE
CANCELLLED. THE SECRETARY GEMNERAL AGREED.

KILL1CK
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NIORITY FOREIGN AND COMMONWEALTH OF FIC

EGRAM HUMBER B6 OF 15 MAY 1979,

EL
AND TC PRICRITY MODUK,
iHF0 PRIDRITY ALL HATO PCSTS.

i1

MIPT: EURGGROUP MINISTERIAL MEETING,
TREATRE. NVCLEAR FORLE
(.')fmnaﬁmasq F1ON/GREY AREAS,
ND COGVERED

.i R =l "}"‘J' r]"t

w |

1. AKMANDOR (TURKEY), FROM THE CHAIR, REVIEWED THE
AT THE MPGe APEL (FRG) SAID THAY THE MEETING HAD
U S HAD SHOWN ITSELF READY TO ﬁGGE?' ITS

LEADER AND NUCLEAR SUPER-POWERa BUT TIE DECH
& =

OMLY BE TAKE 1ANCE WAS READY
WEAPONS AS A COLLECTIVE RESPONSIBILITY. PARTIL ATION ANL LOYMENT
MUST BE AS BROADLY BASED AS S IBLE. THIS A e WGk
LEVEL uﬁﬂUq (HLG) MU LOa ,ER SEA-LAUNCHED AS
o

LAUNCHED 8§

CNEs THE

MISATION WAS IMPORTANT BOTH FOR MILITARY
AYHMENT FOR 5¢ 3 AND BACKFIRE
T MUST FF.‘{'}"IJ:. THAT IT COULD TAi
DO THIS, IT COULD KOT PRESENT
SOVIET UNION 14 ARNMS CONTROL
HAT THERE BE A DIRECT AND CLO
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3, THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR DEFENCE EMPHASISED THE IMPORTANCN® LG
ATTACHED ?G E_IEHT', AND T”TEH IJER ASING ANXIETY AT RECENT TRENDS
IN THE BALANCE OF FORCES BETWEEN PA1U AND THE WHHSAU PACT. 1T WAS
VITAL TO HAIHTﬂiN AN ﬂhLQUﬂfr DEGREE OF PRE#QHEEHESbJ NATO?S NEXT
39 YEARS LOGKED LIKE BEING MUCH MORE DIFFICULT THAN THE LAST 3d.

HE ENDORSED WHAT APEL HAD SAID CF THE NEED FOR A EGLLECTIU“ APPROACH
AND COMMON RESPONMSIBILITY. THF MODERMISATION WAS PERHAPS THE MOST
MFORTANT IMMEDIATE PROBLEM THAT NATO FACED, THE WORK GF THE HLG
MUST GO HAND I HAND WITH THAT OF THE SGs THE EFFECTIVENESS OF
NATO’S DECISIONS ON TNF MODERNISATION WOULD CONDITION THE ALLIANC
ABILITY TO MOVE ON ARMS CONTROCL, THE UK WOULD PLAY ITS FULL PART

IN THE WORK AHEAD, AND IN THE SEARCH FOR DECISIONS. HE LOOKED FOR
PROGRESS IN THE CRUCIAL AREA BY THE END OF THE YEAR.

4, SCHOLTEN (MNETHERLANDS) THEN MADE FOUR POINTS:

{A) HE RE~EMPHASESED THAT THE NETHERLANDS ATTACHED THE SAME
IMPORTANCE TO THF xoﬁt?ulsﬁridw AS TO ARMS CONTROLs ;

(B) SALT WOULD HAVE TO BE °°A RE EALITY?? BEFGRE ANY TNF DECISIONS
COULD BE TAKEN:

(C) iT WOULD BE DISASTROUS iF DECISIONS HAD TO BE TAKEN CN TNF
MONERMISATION AGAINST THE BACKCROUND OF ﬁ U S DECISIO ﬂ TO DEPLOY

ISATION SHOULD ENABLE LESS EMPHASIS TO BE PLACE
3YSTLMS,

5. LAGACOS (GREECE) POINTED OUT THAT IT WOULD BE SOME YEARS BEFORE
THE WEST COULD DEPLOY NEW SYSTEMS ONCE DECISIONS HAD BEEN TAKEN:
HE POINTED TO THE PROBLEMS IN ARMS CONTROL TERMS OF TRADING PLAMKED

g

TRAN SYSTEMS AGAINST EXISTING EASTERN ONES. APEL 8SAlD THAT THE
FIRST REQUIREMENT WAS A DECISION ON MODERNISATION. A FIRM WILL TG
GO AHEAD WITH PRODUCTION AND DEPLOYMENT WAS THE PRECONDITION OF
SUCCESSFUL. NEGOTIATIONS, SUCH HEGOTIATIONS SHOULD NOT AIM AT A
PARTIAL OR EUROSTRATEGIC PARITY, BUT AT OVERALL PARITY. THE RUSSIANS
MUST BE CERTAIM THAT ONLY SUCCESSFUL NEGGTIATIONS COULD PREVENT

MATC FROM DEPLOYING NEW SYSTEMS. HE AGREED WITH SCHOLTEN THAT THIS
WAS THE WRONG TIiME 7D r-'-‘s'hfr- THE ERW DEBATE2 THE ERW WAS A BATTLE=-
FIELD WEAPON, -AND WAS NOT NEEDRED TO FILL ANY GAP iM THE CONTINUUM

OF DETERRENCE,
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6« THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR rEF NCE ASKED HOW HE SHOULD UMDERSTAND
SCHOLTEN'S REMARKS ON-THE RELATIOMSHIP BETWEEN A SALT 11 AGREEMENT
AND TNF MODERNISATIONs SALT 11 RATIFICATICN MIGHT TAKE SOME TIME,
SCHCLTEN Sﬂiﬁ—?ﬁET HE HAD SAID AT THE NPG THAT HE CCULD NOT COMMIT
HiS COVERNMENT ON THE TIMESCALE FOR DECISIONS. THE DUTCH HCPE THAT
PROGRESS MiGHT BE POSSIBLE THIS YEAR HAD BEEN RELATED TO EXPECTAT~
IONS ON SALT 11s THE SIGNATURE OF A SALT 1! AGREEMENT WAS NOYW

IMMIBENT, BUT THIS WAS NOT MECESSARILY THE SAME THING AS RATIFICAT-
if}idq
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SECRET

Ref. A09562

MR. CARTLEDGE

With your minute of lith May you sent me your draft note of the Prime
Minister's discussion with Chancellor Schmidt on nuclear matters.

I have a number of amendments to suggest. I think most of them are self-
explanatory and do not affect the sense of the discussion. Some of them are
purely technical (e.g. sometimes Schmidt used the phrase ""ground launched
missiles' clearly intending it to include Pershing IIs as well as GLCMs). The
interesting points to get over are

(i) the continued insistence on another non-nuclear weapon state being
involved in deployment;
(ii) the fact that Schmidt did not rule out SLCMs and indeed saw some
political attraction in them;
(iii) no mention however of ALCMs.
If however you have any doubts about my amendments, perhaps we could have a
word.
Because my writing is messy in places I have had your note retyped: but

I attach the original also so that you can see where the changes are.

p
fve/

(John Hunt)

15th May, 1979




SECRET

PARTIAL RECORD OF THE PRIME MINISTER'S DISCUSSIONS WITH THE
FEDERAL GERMAN CHANCELLOR, HERR SCHMIDT, AT 10 DOWNING STREET
ON 11 MAY 1979 AT 1030

Present:

Prime Minister HE Herr Helmut Schmidt

Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary Herr Hans-Dietrich Genscher
(Foreign Minister)

Chancellor of the Exchequer Herr Matthofer (Minister of Finance)

Secretary of State for Defence and officials

Lord Privy Seal

and officials

Nuclear Matters

{_E‘ollcwing a discussion of SALT II, Chancellor Schmidt initiated a

substantial exchange of views on Theatre Nuclear Forces in Europe and asked, at

its conclusion, that it should not be recorded. The Prime Minister endorsed this

and directed that the record should show only that ''there was a discussion on
nuclear weap‘nns":j

Chancellor Schmidt said that, under the umbrella of talks on Theatre

Nuclear Forces (TNF) modernisation, discussions were proceeding within the
Alliance at official level on the future of nuclear weapons in Western Europe.
Initially, this assessment had been confined to the high level military group which
was considering what type or types of tactical and medium-range (which in Europe
meant strategic) weapons should be stationed in Western Europe. These
discussions had now been complemented by the meeting of the Special Group which
was considering the arms control aspects of the question: and he thought it
essential that these two sets of discussions should proceed in parallel. Defence
Ministers had met recently in Florida and had envisaged a procedure by which,
before the end of 1979, the NATO Council could take an integrated decision based
on the conclusions of the high level and special groups. This was satisfactory but
it needed to be given a political dimension. For example the military would
always argue that GLCMs were more reliable than SLCMs but they ignored the

fact that politically the latter might give rise to lesser problems.

-1=
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Chancellor Schmidt went on to say that it would be difficult to help the
United States, in any clearly defined way, to identify the goals of SALT III without
a co-ordinated European view., It should be borne in mind that if the US/ Soviet

Summit were to take place soon ;"_Hews arrived during the meeting of the American

announcement that the Summit was to take place in Vienna on 15/18 JunE_j'

President Carter and President Brezhnev might well cover a wide range of
subjects including SALT III, MBFR, the CSCE follow-up meeting in Madrid,
Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, the Middle East and Southern Africa, For his own
part, he would welcome it if MBFR were to be given a push during the next few
weeks, So far as SALT III was concerned, the FRG intended to ensure that she
should not be singled out for the stationing of a new kind of nuclear weapon on her
soil which would present a threat to the Soviet Union unless another non-nuclear
weapon state within the Alliance did the same. Since 1945, there had been no
nuclear weapons stationed on German soil which could reach Moscow. To put
them on German soil alone would amount to a qualitative change in the FRG's
defence procedure. The FRG already had 500, 000 troops, well trained and of high
quality, under arms, and was quite prepared to modernise this force further.

The FRG would not, however, like anything to be done which would divide the FRG
from her non-nuclear allies or create the misapprehension that tte FRG was
embarking on participation in the nuclear weapons field.

Lord Carrington said that the British Government shared the FRG view that

there should be no public criticism of SALT II and that nothing should be done which
could make things difficult for President Carter. The main UK interest was in
the transfer of nuclear technology and the Government would be studying the final
text of SALT II from that point of view. Lord Carrington said that he agreed that
SALT III would be of vital importance to the West and to Europe in particular. He
had been given the impression in Washington that SALT III would be a continuation
of the long bilateral negotiation between the United States and the Soviet Union and
this could become a permanent process. FEurope should seriously consider
whether it would be right to accept this., Lord Carrington said that he saw every
advantage in the closest co-operation between the UK and the FRG in order to
safeguard the European interest. He fully recognised the FRG's problems on the

stationing of nuclear weapons. The Defence Secretary said that the urgent question
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was TNF. Unless modernisation had been agreed upon it was pointless to discuss
arms control measures. Serious risks would arise if the problem of TNF
modernisation was not solved by the end of 1979. He had considered

Chancellor Schmidt's suggestion that the work of the high level and special
groups should be brought closer together and this was an interesting idea; but he
still believed that it would be right to allow the high level group to reach its
conclusions first. Perhaps the UK and the FRG should put Ministerial weight
behind the high level group's activities and then endeavour to carry the Belgians,
the Dutch and the Americans along with them. It would be important to

consider very clearly the public opinion aspects of the TNF problem. Mr. Pym
suggested that the Prime Minister and Chancellor Schmidt might instruct their
Defence Ministers to take a more direct interest in the technical/military
decisions of the high level group so that they would be in a stronger position in
the special group.

The Prime Minister commented that the West had suffered a

psychological defeat over the neutron bomb. She also found it hard to under-
stand how the West had fallen from superiority to parity, and even inferiority,

in the nuclear weapons field without really being aware of this. The full extent
of the Soviet military build-up was now much more widely recognised in the UK
and this would enable the Government to spend more on defence. The fact
remained that NATO has no counter to the S520 missile. The Government would
be considering the question of a successor to the UK Polaris force, The Prime
Minister asked Chancellor Schmidt if his position was that the FRG would not
agree to the stationing of any new nuclear systems on her soil.

Chancellor Schmidt replied that if the Alliance were to decide that it

would be necessary to have long-range ground-launched missiles as part of the
TNF modernisation programme, the FRG could not agree to these being
stationed only on Federal German soil. It would not be sufficient that these

missiles might be stationed in the UK as well since nuclear weapons with the

capacity to reach Moscow had always been deployed on British territory. It was

essential that the FRG should not be the only non-nuclear power to have these

weapons on her te rritory., Turning to the neutron bomb, Chancellor Schmidt

.
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said that he would like Lord Carrington and Mr. Pym to study exactly what had

happened during that episode. He suggested that they should have a private talk
with their German opposite numbers. Chancellor Schmidt added that he was not
entirely persuaded by Mr. Pym's preference for allowing the high level group to
reach i ts decisions on TNF modernisation before an integrated decision was
attempted: and Lord Carrington agreed that Foreign Ministers had to be involved
from the arms control aspect also.

It was noted that Mr. Pym and Herr Apel would meet in Brussels on
14 May: and it was agreed that both Mr. Pym and Lord Carrington would remain
in close touch about these matters with their opposite numbers.

Chancellor Schmidt repeated if the outcome of TNF was proposals for
deploying GLCMs or Pershing IIs this must be an Alliance decision and if Germany
was to be involved in deployment she would want another non-nuclear weapon state
involved also. No MRBMs under NATQO control had been stationed on European
soil since the late 195Us/early 196Us: they had been scrapped by the agreements
between President Kennedy and Mr. Kruschev and Europe had thus had two
decades without them. This reinforced the need to pay very close attention to
the public opinion aspects of the question. The Soviet Union would do its best
to arouse European opinion against the reintroduction of ground launched missiles,
just as it had done with such success on the neutron bomb issue.

The Prime Minister agreed that the psychological battle was of great

importance. The climate of opinion had now improved in the UK and, she
thought, in the US: there had, however, been no such improvement in Belgium.

The discussion then turned to the political aspects of East/West relations.




PARTIAL RECORD OF THE PRIME MINISTER'S DISCUSSIONS WITH THE
FEDERAL GERMAN CHANCELLOR, HERR SCHMIDT, AT 10 DOWNING STREET
ON 11 MAY 1979 AT 1030

Present:

Prime Minister H.E. Herr Helmut Schmidt

Foreign and Commonwealth Herr Hans-Dietrich Genscher
Secretary (Foreign Minister)

Chancellor of the Exchequer Herr Matthdfer )
Secretary of State for Defence (Minister of Finance)
Lord Privy Seal

and officials

and officials

Nuclear Matters

/ Following a discussion of SALT II, Chancellor Schmidt
initiated a substantial exchange of views on Theatre Nuclear

Forces in Europe and asked, at its conclusion, that it should
not be recorded. The Prime Minister endorsed this and directed

that the record should show only that “there was a discussion on
nuclear weapons", [

Chancellor Schmidt said that, under the ambrella of talks
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on Theatre Nuclear Forces (TNF) modernis?ticn,
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iﬁﬁrproceeding within the Allianceiﬂn the future of nuclear

weapons in Western Europe. Initially, this assessment had

been confined to the high level military group which was

considering what type or types of tactical and medium-range

(which in Europe meant strategic) weapons should be stationed

in Western Europe. These discussions had now been complemented
~~ 7\ by the meeting of the Special Group which was considering the
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\ arms control aspects of the question: | PFimaldy, Defence Ministers
¥ | had met recently in Florida and had envisaged a procedure by
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Chancellor Schmidt went on to say that it would be difficult
to help the United States, in any clearly defined way, to identify
the goals of SALT III without a co-ordinated European view.

It should be borne in mind that if the US/Soviet Summit were
to take place soon ifhews arrived during the meeting of the
American announcement thatthe Summit was to take placer%ﬂ:vi.nﬁihﬂ
on 15/18 June / President Carter and President Brezhnev we;%&
cover a wide range of subjects including SALT III, MBFR, the
CSCE follow-up meeting in Madrid, Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, the
Middle East and Southern Africa. For his own part, he would
welcome it if MBFR were to be given a push during the next few
weeks. So far as SALT III was concerned, the FRG intended
tE\fEE%E? EPat she should notMEi~31%E£E9.th for thgﬁﬁﬁniag}ng
of jnuclear weapons on her sol1Land—ahe—h&d—n@~*ﬂ$ea%1ﬂn~ﬁf—beiﬂg
talked—dinto this, Since 1945, there had been no nuclear weapons
“stationed on German so*l which could reach Moscow. To put
L . them on German soil Aow would amount to a qualitative change
Main the FRG's defence procedure. The FRG already had 500,000
|troops, well trained and of high quality, under arms, and was

dlqu1te prepared to modernise this force further. The FRG would
L divide R FlG o her hm- hostacs ifly o

|not however, like anything to be done which)ceuld create the
'mlsapprehen51nn that the FRG was embarking on participation

- ‘]: ¥ -l"-trf-—-’.
!in the nuclear weapons field. Arr—irt—str—be—tenty e
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Lord Carrington said that the British Government shared

the FRG wview that there should be no public criticism of

SALT II and that nothingz should be done which could make things
difficult for President Carter. The main UK interest was in
the transfer of nuclear ES;E;;§T-&Fg—‘ﬁhE_ETHISE'ﬂtﬂﬁfiE and
the Government would be studying the final text of SALT II from
that point of view. Lord Carrington said that he agreed that
SALT III would be of vital importance to the West and to Europe
in particular. He had been given the impression in Washington
that SALT III would be a continuation of the long bilateral
negotiation between the United States and the Soviet Union

and this could become a permanent process, Europe should

seriously consider whether it would be right to accept this.

/Lord Carrington
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Lord Carrington said that he saw every advantage’'in the closest“M‘A“ﬂ«
co-operation between the UK and the FRG in order to safeguard o

the European interest. He fully rccognised the FRG's problems
on the stationing of nuclear weapons. The Defence Secretary
bRt Quattos s Taels | T
said that the crutial area wes—that-of-the ?NFS.{?’Serlcus
risks would arise if the problem of TNF modernisation was not
solved by the end of 1979. He had considered Chancellor Schmidt's

suggestion that the work of the high level and special groups

should be brought closer together and this was an interesting

idea; but he still believed that it would be right to allow

the high level group to reach its conclusions first. Perhaps

the UK and the FRG should put Ministerial weight behind the high
level group's activities and then endeavour to carry the Belgians,
the HOutch and the Americans along with them. It would be important
to consider very clearly the public opinion aspects of the

TNF problem. Mr. Pym suggested that the Prime Minister and
Chancellor Schmidt might instruct their Defence Ministers to.

take a more direct interest in the technical/military decisions

of the high level group so that they would be in a stronger position
in the special group.

The Prime Minister commented that the West had suffered a

psychological defeat over the neutron bomb. She also found it

hard to underst a nd how the West had fallen from superiority to
parity, and even infericrity, in the nuclear weapons field without
really being aware of this. The full extent of the Soviet military
build-up was now much more widely recognised in the UK and this
would enable the Government to spend more on defence. The fact
remained that NATO had no counter to the SS20 missile. The
Government would be considering the question of a successor to

the UK Polaris force. The Prime Minister asked Chancellor Schmidt
if his position was that the FRG would not agree to the stationing

bt Aatloa. JosFe—2

of any medium-range missiltes on her soil.

Chancellor Schmidt replied that if the Alliance were to e

tadan A2/

decide that it would be necessary to haézzgroﬁnd—launched MRBMs&
as part of the TNF modernisation programme, the FRG could not

agree to thesebeing stationed only on Federal German soil.

- /It would not
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It would not be sufficient that these missiles might be stationed
in the UK as well since nuclear weapons with the capacity to
reach Moscow had always been deployed on British territory.

It was essential that the FRG should not be the only non-nuclear
power to have these weapons on her territory. Tué?ﬁg to the
neutron bomb, Chancellor Schmidt said that he would like

Lord Carrington and Mr, Pym to study exactly what had happened
during that episode. He suggested that they should have a
private talk with their German opposite numbers. Chancellor
Schmidt added that he was not entirely persuaded by Mr. Pym's
preference for allowing the high level group to reach its decisions

on TNF modernisation before an integrated decision was attempted: W
ir.,—* «Ci.w-%f'-» £ g oed e 'F:-*l-_ N npes e F. L'L P, By ;-...___ li=
¥ 3 Co vl Ay o ]

It was agd¥eed that Mr. Pym and Herr Apel would meet in
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Brussels on 14 May: & iF trws sqeed) (o 50 - 1% & I :
/"‘,ﬂh,w- L s ta glrne Tt Ghay e Ladiead S
oy peld aadaes St ] ll, T el Lo ‘u"'_ :rhrI: L=ty
Chancellor Schmidt w o 3551 =4
"l\f.r-p_nl Ay — m—ﬁ;-.:;r.r [, 3y [ e ﬂ'-hﬁ-#,

- & = L = i e = = J 0 = ‘ -
‘JC""i 3 : - N

ssile - ound—laune ; stic missiles-
Acciayan : —a— | LEy L PR < ¥ ="y

adaas weaps STife At
z - ~them deployed
No MRBMs under NATO control had been sationed

on European scil since the late 1950s/early 1960s: they had
been scrapped by the agreements between President Kennedy and
Mr. Kruschev and Europe had thus had two decades withadtrthém.J
This reinforced the need to pay very close attention to the
public opinion aspects of the gquestion. The Soviet Union
would do its }wﬂirogse .%ﬁfyﬁiﬁn oponion against the

re-introduction oflﬁiiﬂ!TZjust as it had done with such success
on the neutroy bomb issue.

The Prime Minister agreed that the psychological battle was

of great importance. The climate of opinion had now improved
in the UK and, she thought, in the US: there had, however, been

no such improvement in Belgium.

The discussion then turned to the political aspects of
East/West relations.
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Present:

The Rt Hon Francis Pym MP Dr Hans Apel
Secretary of State Federal German Minister of Defence

HE Sir John Killick HE Mr Rolf Pauls
United Kingdom Permanent FRG Permanent Representative
Representative to NATO to NATO

Mr M E Quinlan Dr W Stutzle
DUS(P) Head of the Planning Staff

Mr R 1. L. Facer General Tandeckil
PS/Secretary of State
Colonel Kellern

Herr Apel asked how the increase in Armed Forces pay would
be financed. Would it involve cuts in procurement? The Secretary
of State said that it was not HMG's intention to meet the cost
of the Forces' pay increase by cuts in the rest of the defence
budget. The Government's economic policy involved changes in
taxation and general restraint on public expenditure, but did

» not include cuts in defence expenditure. The previous Government
had decided to give the Forces about two-thirds of the pay
increase recommended by the independent Armed Forces Pay Review
Body, while the Conservative party had, some nine months before
taking office, committed themselves to paying in full whalever
the Review Body recommended. The extra cost of the decision
he had taken was £111M in a full year.

A Herr Apel expressed surprise that other NATO countries were
critical of the trilateral discussions on armaments co-operation
when these discussions had made little progress. He looked

J forward .....
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forward to the next trilateral meeting in Bremen in early July.
The Secretary of State said that trilateral meetings were necessary
1f progress was to be achieved.

Nuclear Matters

3. Herr Apel said that the Dutch condition that a decision on
theatTe nucEear force (TNF) modernisation should not be taken

" before SALT II was ratified created a problem, since he did neot think
that SALT II would be ratified before the end of the year.

There would be wvalue in a joint meeting of the High Level Group

and the special group on arms control aspects later in the year
when more preogress had been made, with the aim of reaching a

single decision on the whole question at the same time. It was
important that the work of the two groups should be harmonised,

In Germany this did not present difficulty since the same officials
were responsible for both, but this was not true in all countries.
Any decisions reached at the Nuclear Planning Group meeting in

the autumn could only be provisional, especially as it was being
held in the Netherlands. The subject would have to be discussed
in the DPC and then in the North Atlantic Council with Defence
Ministers present. It was important to reach a decision this

year since there would be elections in both Germany and the

United States nmext year. Delay was likely if the Dutch maintained
their position. Though Mr Scholten did not contemplate using

TNF modernisation simply as a bargaining counter in arms control,
he wanted to see progress in the two issues in parallel in order

to get TNF modernisation accepted by Dutch public opinion. He was
an intelligent, brave and good Minister but he knew his public.

4, Sir John Killick asked whether sea-based TNF would be more
acceptable to the smaller nations. Herr Apel said that though
Mr Hansen had initiated a debate about sea-based systems the
Norwegians would not accept new systems on their ships, which
they regarded as part of their territory. DUS(P) said that

the HLG had noted that sea-based systems would be expensive
unless they were mounted on existing ships at the expense of
NATO's conventional strength., :

5. The Secretary of State asked which countries Germany had in
mind as accepting land-based systems on their territory.

Herr Apel said that Italy was a possibility, provided the Italians
were not asked to provide money for them. There was no chance
that the Scandinavian countries would accept them, although the
Netherlands might if the following conditions were met: :

there should be no debate about the neutron weapon; there should
be some reduction in the overall number of warheads in Europe

(he commented that this was possible, especially if MBFR made

made progress); and if SALT II had been ratified. The difficulty

G s
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was that the US Senate might ask the Alliance to modernise

TNF as a precondition of ratification. Mr Pauls said that he
thought the Belgian position was similar to the Italian.

DUS(P) asked about the possibility of NATO infrastructure
funding. Herr Apel said that the systems would have to be US-owned
and manned. Germany would not accept double key systems which
could reach Soviet territory: he had made this clear to Dr Brown,
~who accepted that the systems must be American. In that case
common financing would not apply under ordinary rules.

Dr Brown had told him that his provisional view was that if

the Europeans accepted an increase in their conventional efforts
then the US might finance these new systems themselves.

The German position had been formulated that day in their
Security Council. Britain and France should keep their present
nuclear responsibilities, but any modernised TNF on German
territory must be shared with some other - that is non nuclear -
European nation. Sir John Killick asked whether Germany would
like to see new British-owned nuclear weapons deployed on her
territory. Herr Apel replied that he could not comment on a
hypothetical question. DUS(P) asked whether it mattered to
Germany what the United Kingdom chose to do. Herr Apel said
that it did; he said that it would be a "minus™ if the UK did
nothing. Germany could not accept singularity among continental
nations, not only for political reasons but also because the
Russians would use it against her: all nations must accept
responsibility. Sir John Killick asked whether any successor

to the UK Polaris force would be relevant to TNF modernisation.
Herr Apel replied that it certainly would. It was essential

not to repeat the mistake of the Enhanced Radiation Weapon:

firm decisions on production anddeployment should be taken
together, The Federal Security Council had decided that day
that arms control negotiations on TNF must take place in SALT III
in order to ensure a firm link with intercontinental systems.
The negotiations should remain bilateral between the United States
and the Soviet Union but Europeans should consider urgently,
first nationally and then jointly how the machinery for NATO
consultation could be improved. The Americans were still
reluctant to include TNF in SALT III but the German position

was that there must be only one negotiation, though perhaps
taking place in several parts. The resulting situation must

be one of overall balance over the whole range of Euro-strategic
and intercontinental systems, with the aim D% achieving global
parity. As he had told Dr Brown, recent American action had .
changed the character of NATO since, for the first time, the’
Americans were trying to get a NATO consensus before taking
their own decision., The Americans could not ask the Europeans
to accept responsibility and then fail to consult them closely.

Ty

SECRET
QUenr
-3 S S O




whisinci
T

SECRET

Page 4 of 4 pages

Sir John Killick commented that the US objective was further
reductions in intercontinental weapons for which they might be
prepared to pay a price in TNF. Herr Apel agreed: 1t was for
this reason that arms control negotiations on TNF must take place
in SALT III. In answer to a question Herr Apel said that the
French did not wish to take part in SATT TTT.

6. The meeting ended at 6. 30 pm.
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