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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

TELEPHONE 01-218 5000
DIRECT DIALLING ol-218 6169

D/S of S/221/83 18th November 1983

Thank you for your letter of TO%g/ﬁbvember about the guestion
of the physical control of nuclear weapons systems deployed in
this country or operated by British forces. Let me deal with some
of the points you raised in your reply to my own letter which
itself dealt with a simple factual point.

You mention precedent and make much of what Mr Harold Macmillan
did about THOR. The arrangements for THOR need be seen in the
circumstances of the time, but I agree that they are relevant to
today's arguments in one sense. All so-called "dual key" arrange-
ments including THOR, whatever the actual form of physical control
involved, have operated on the basis that one country owns and
operates the delivery system and another (the US) controls and
supplies the warhead. The Government considered "dual key" for
cruise missiles on this basis and for reasons which have been explained
many times - including the opportunity cost to our conventional
defence effort - concluded that the balance of advantagé clearly lay
against acquiring it.

It is disingenuous of you to compare the sailing of a submarine
from port with the launching of a cruise missile. As you well know,

the comparison with sailing from port is deploying the cruise missile

The Rt Hon Dr David Owen MP




off-base on a routine training exercise. There is a comparison you
could have drawn between the launching of a cruise missile from
British territory and the Poseidon case, and that, of course, would
be with the firing of a Poseidon missile from a US submarine in a
British port or British territorial waters. Both cases concern
missiles which you allege represents the key distinction in this
argument. But you may be reluctant to go down this road since
Governments of which you were a member were content to accept that
Polaris and Poseidon missiles in US submarines that could be launched
from British territorial waters should be governed by the arrange-
ments originally agreed by Clement Attlee - that is that their use

in these circumstances should be a matter of joint decision by the
President and the Prime Minister. They did not argue that this
arrangement should be supplemented by some form of joint physical
control or "dual key". I think that successive Governments have
been absolutely right to take that line. That is the line that this
Government has taken over cruise missiles.

On the other points in your letter, I must say I was surprised
by your conclusions that Britain's position as a nuclear weapon state
and our arrangements for joint decision-making render us more liable
to attack. You clearly see the joint decision-making argument to be
sufficiently watertight to be credible in Soviet eyes. But I am not
sure how you see that our position as a nuclear weapons state makes us
more liable to attack. The Alliance's strategic nuclear forces,
including our own Polaris capability, provide backing for other
nuclear forces in this country and act as a deterrent against Soviet
nuclear attack. It is for this réason that the need for such forces

has been supported by successive Governments since the war.

Finally, you mentioned France. I suggest that one reason why
the French Government's nuclear weapons policy carries conviction

with its people is that politicians across a broad spectrum sustain

this policy both in and out of Government. In this country the




consensus on defence since the war which has served us so well has
been broken, but not by this Government. We have considered very
carefully the issues involved here and all the precedents. We have

reached a view in the best interests of the country in line with

the approach of previous Governments: we will not change it in

search of short-term party political advantage.

Michael Heseltine
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10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER March 1983

g

Thank you for writing to me again on 23 March.

I am bound to say that I am somewhat surprised by the contents
and tone of your letter. You originally wrote asking me to
investigate the incident which had been related to you. This
we did, and did with some urgency. Now you complain that I failed
to write a private and confidential letter; but I am not at all
clear what purpose such a letter would have served. You have
alleged that I failed to take up your suggestions about the conduct
of the investigation, or to follow up the information which you
had. But I must point out that shortly after you wrote to me
with your proposals, the Ministry of Defence reported the results
of their enquiries to me; and I passed these straight to you
inviting you to let us know of any further information you might
have which would add to what we had discovered.

In my letter to you of 9 March, I spelled out the facts fully
and frankly. They show, as you recognise, that while there were
some mechanical faults with the Thor control system, the essential
principle of two-man operation was preserved; and this answered
the concern which you originally expressed. You asked about
publication of our correspondence, and I felt it right to conéult
the United States Government, a proposition which you readily
accepted. My view remains that nothing would be gained by publica-
tion, and that there is a danger that the incident will be inflated
and exploited by people who do not have our best defence interests
at heart. But as I made clear in my letter of 23 March, the
decision is entirely yours.

/ 1 appreciate J/&/




I appreciate that you are convinced about the desirability

of a '"dual key'" system of control for the cruise missiles. I

do not believe, however that the Government can be accused of
turning its back on this question. We have considered the
alternatives to the present arrangements very thoroughly indeed,
but we remain satisfied that the arrangements for joint decision-
making which have governed the use of United States forces in this
country for over thirty years are as effective and appropriate

as they have always been.

In all this, I firmly believe that what matters is that we
should maintain deterrence and thus preserve the peace and freedom
which we in this country enjoy. It is crucial for this purpose
that the Russians continue to find credible the Alliance's
strategy of deterrence. For them to do that, they must see that
the Alliance can stand together and adhere to decisions that they
have taken together. Against this background I am sure it would
be wrong to depart from arrangements which we, like successive

Governments, have found to be fully effective.

The Rt. Hon. Dr. David Owen, M.P.




MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1

Telephone 01-NWEYHX 218 6169

D/S of S/62/83 30th March 1983
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In your letter dated 23rd March, addressed to Nick Evans, you
enclosed a copy of a further letter of the same date to the Prime
Minister from Dr David Owen MP; and you asked for a suitable draft
reply for the Prime Minister to send.

I attach a draft for the Prime Minister's consideration. I
doubt if the Prime Minister would wish to become involved in a
detailed exchange with Dr Owen about the merits of "dual-key", or
any of the other substantive issues raised in his most recent letter.
Inevitably, the tone of the letter must depend on the Prime Minister's
judgement; but the attached draft is aimed at avoiding giving Dr Owen
further cause or material for publication. 1In case he does decide to
publish all the correspondence, the final paragraph of the draft is
designed to provide a more emphatic statement of the negative aspects
of any change to physical "dual-key" control.

A press line on a release of the correspondence might be along
the following lines:

a. there is nothing to add to the detail set out in the
Prime Minister's letter: it shows that although there were
one or two faults in the system, the overall security and
safety of the system was not jeopardised. The missiles could
not have been fired by one man acting alone;

b. the Thor was a first generation missile system withdrawn
from service 20 years ago. Thor can in no sense be compared

to cruise missiles, which are designed to take advantage of
major advances in technology over the last quarter of a century;

C. the Thor experiences described in the correspondence in no
way makes a case for dual key control of cruise missiles. The
Prime Minister has said repeatedly that our arrangements for
joint decision with the Americans on the use of cruise missiles
have been reviewed recently and are perfectly satisfactory.

W F S Rickett Esq




Finally, the response to the question "why were Ministers
and senior officials not informed?" might be to the effect that
"it is not possible, at this distance in time, to comment on what
was reported at the time and to whom; those concerned were rightly
givérj priority to making sure that the fault was quickly rectified".

No doubt you will let me know if you require any further
information.

A copy of this letter goes to Roger Bone (FCO).

(B P NEALE)




Thank you for writing to me again on 23rd March.

I am bound to say that I am somewhat sugérised by the contents
and tone of your letter. You originally wrote asking me to investi-
gate the incident which had been related to you. This we did, and
did with some urgency. Now you complain ,at I failed to write a
private and confidential letter; but I am not at all clear what
purpose such a letter would have served./ You have alleged that I
failed to take up your suggestions abogi the conduct of the invest-
igation, or to follow up the informatién which you had. But I must
point out that shortly after you wrote to me with your proposals, the
Ministry of Defence reported the resuits of their enquiries to me;
and I passed these straight to you inviting you to let us know of

any further information you might have which would add to what we

had discovered.

In my letter to you of 9th Mérch, I spelled out the facts fully

and frankly. They show, as you &ecognise, that while there were some

/

mechanical faults with the Thor |control system, the essential prinidble

of two-man operation was presenved; and this answered the concern

which you originally expressed. You asked about publication of our
correspondence, and I felt itfright to consult the United States
Government, a proposition whiéh you readily accepted. My view remains
that nothing would be gained by publication, and that there is a

danger that the incident wili be inflated and exploited by people who




do not have our best defence interests at heart. But as I made

clear in my letter of 23rd March, the decision is entirely yours.

I appreciate that you are convinced about the desirability of

Jf

a "dual key" system of control for the cruigé missiles. I do not
/

believe, however, that the Government can ﬁé accused of turning its
4

back on this question. We have consider the alternatives to the

present arrangements very thoroughly infleed, but we remain satisfied

that the arrangements for joint decisfon-making which have governed

the use of United States forces in g£his country for over thirty years

are as effective and appropriate ;s they have always been.
y

/
In all this, I firmly beldieve that what matters is that we
should maintain deterrence a?é thus preserve the peace and freedom
which we in this country enjoy. It is crucial for this purpose that
the Russians continue to f;nd credible the Alliance's strategy of
deterrence. For them to ?B that, they must see that the Alliance
can stand together and adbere to decisions that they have taken
together. Against this Background I am sure that it would be wrong

to depart from arrangements which we, like successive Governments,

have found to be fully effective.







From: The Rt Hon Dr David Owen MP
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The Rt Hon Mrs Margaret Thatcher MP s

Prime Minister \ ‘o

10 Downing Street

London SW1

S e My

As you know there have been a number of discussions over the last week
with your Private Secretary over the publication of our correspondence
and I agreed to stop publication while the United States were consulted.
I have now received your letter of today's date.

I am extremely unhappy about the way you have handled this issue. It

was open to you at any time to write to me a private and confidential
letter but you have never sought to do so. You have never taken up my
offer to put my information to anyone you choose to investigate the matter,
either the Secretary of the Cabinet or Sir Anthony Duff. Nor have you
taken up my alternative suggestion of referring the matter to the Security
Commission. I can only assume, therefore, that you do not wish the information
in your letter to be classified in any way and as you know I have explained
to your Private Secretary that if there were any parts of the letter that
by inadvertence had been included, which should be classified, I would be
quite happy for any exclusions to be made.

You conclude that public debate about the details of the control arrangements
for nuclear missiles can only be of help to the Soviet Union. I assume

that it is not the disclosure of the facts of the situation that concern

you but the revelation that the mechanical arrangements covering six of

the 60 Thor missiles were defective for a number of years. Yet it is quite
clear from the procedures that were adopted that despite the fact that one
key turned both locks the other control arrangements were sufficient to have
ensured that no Thor missile could ever have been fired without the specific
authority of the British Government through the action of an RAF technician
manually operating valves and switches to allow the automatic launch sequence
to start.

What I think you ignore in your letter is that there is already considerable
public debate in this country about the control arrangements for any Cruise




missiles, if they were to be deployed, and judging from what Michael Heseltine
said yesterday it appears that the Government are becoming resigned to

the fact that Cruise missiles are likely to be deployed. I still hope

that the INF negotiations will be successful and that the Soviet response

will be sufficiently constructive in relation to the deployment of SS-20s

that it will not be necessary to deploy Cruise missiles. Whatever

the outcome you know that it is my carefully considered view that

Cruise missiles should not be deployed in Britain without it being clearly
seen that Britain is physically involved in the launch mechanism and

thereby, in effect, has a finger on the safety catch.

I regret that this has become a matter of political debate and that you

have not followed the precedent established by your predecessor,

Harold Macmillan, in granting dual control. The wish for dual control

is now one which has wide support in the House of Commons, including a

not insubstantial number of your own Members of Parliament. It is supported
by a wide range of public commentators, including powerful editorial

support for the dual key mechanism from the Sunday Times, the Daily Telegraph
and the Daily Mail. This issue cannot therefore be avoided and those of

us who believe that you should introduce a dual key mechanism believe that
it would strengthen the British and US position in relation to the

Soviet Union.

I do not believe it would be right for me to suppress what happened

21 years ago, purely and simply because it might be embarrassing.

I recognise that one runs the risk of the unilateralists exploiting

the issue but how much more would they exploit the argument if they
believed that I had been party to a conspiracy of silence on this issue.
There are legitimate anxieties which I believe Parliament ought to debate,
for instance, why Ministers were not informed about this issue in 1962
and why you were not able to substantiate my information by documentary
evidence but had to question officers who served with the Thor force.

I do not think you would deny that were such a comparable incident to
occur in 1983 you would expect to be informed immediately about it.

It is my judgement that your continued refusal to consider a dual key
mechanism, against the background of this incident, is wholly unjustified.
I do not believe the Government's case is helped by quoting a grossly
exaggerated cost to Britain of £1 billion to introduce such a mechanism.

It is firmly in the interests of the United States that any deployment

of Cruise missiles in Britain, were it to be necessary, carries the support
of the people of this country. All past experience indicates that the
American Government would not seek to impose such a heavy financial cost

on Britain. But even were this to be the case, I suspect that the British
people, as Harold Macmillan wisely recognised in 1958, would be prepared

to pay a price for the certain knowledge that any missile with a US nuclear
warhead could under no circumstances be launched without the full
involvement of British Service personnel acting on the specific instructions
of the Prime Minister of the day.




If you personally do not want me to publish the correspondence I

would of course find this argument far easier to accept if you were

to tell me that you were prepared to look again at the whole question

of dual key or that you were referring the matter to the Security Commission,
as I suggested. Unless you can produce any other arguments I feel

the public are entitled to know about this incident.

DAVID OWEN







10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER 23 March, 1983
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I understand you have asked whether I would have any
objection to your publishing the letter you sent me on
14 TFebruary and my reply of 9 March.

As you know, we have consulted the US State Department.
I have to say that I agree with them that public debate about
the details of the control arrangements for nuclear missiles
can only be of help to the Soviet Union.

I leave it to you to decide in the light of this

: e e T,
whether to publish our exchange of letters. /€. (€ ~*")
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The Rt. Hon. Dr. David Owen, M.P.




10 DOWNING STREET

PRIME MINISTER

Here is a draft letter
to Dr. Owen on the lines we
discussed. I have cleared it
with Clive Whitmore.

Background references:-

Record of my conversa-
tion with Dr. Owen

Telegram giving US
views

Your letter of 9 March

Dr. Owen's letter of
14 February.

(A

22 March 1983




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 21 March, 1983

Meanr MLk,

We spoke this morning about Dr. Owen's correspondence
with the Prime Minister about dual control, and in particular
the control of Thor missiles.

As you know, Dr. Owen asked, towards the end of last week,
whether the Prime Minister would have any objection £o0 his
publishing his letter of 14 February, and the Prime Minister's
reply of 9 March. When we consulted the Prime Minister, she
said that she would be content for this exchange of letters to
be published, if the Americans had no objection.

I rang Dr. Owen this morning to explain to him that the
State Department would prefer him not to publish the text of
this exchange (Washington Telno. 700 of 20 March). I told
Dr. Owen that the Americans were obviously concerned that debate
about the details of control arrangements would rapidly stray
into classified areas and could only be of help to the Soviet
Union. Dr. Owen said that he could not accept that the exchange
of letters should not be published. He was not trying to make
a Party political point and would not publish anything in the
week of the Darlington by-election; but the Government were wrong
not to accept the case for dual control, and the information
contained in the letters was important to the debate on this
subject. If it would help us, he would accept some changes to the
wording of the Prime Minister's letter, but the essential facts
could not be suppressed. He went on to say that he was surprised
that he had not been consulted by your Department during their
investigations into the incident described in his letter of
14 February; he also said that he was shocked that neither Ministers
nor the C in C Bomber Command (Air Vice-Marshal Menaul) had been
informed of this incident at the time.

I told Dr. Owen that we had not yet informed the Prime
Minister of the Americans'reaction and that I would not be able
to do this until Tuesday evening. He said that he understood that
we would not get back to him until at least Wednesday.

As I said on the phone, I should be grateful for your
advice on whether there are any passages in the Prime Minister's
letter that you would wish to amend before publication. I should
also be grateful for your advice on whether you feel the Prime

/Minister




RESTRICTED

Minister should write a further letter to Dr. Owen, saying that

she has no objection to his publishing these letters. This
letter could put on record any further points you wish to make,
and could be published at the same time as her letter of

9 March. You may, however, feel this is unnecessary.

I am copying this to Roger Bone (Toreign and Commonwealth
Office),

N, H, R. Evans, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence
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PRIME MINISTER

Dr. Owen has asked whether he can

make public the contents of this letter.

Mr. Heseltine's office tell me the

Ministry of Defence have no objections.

Do you have any objections?
Could you possibly let the Garden Room
girl know your reaction since Dr. Owen
is very anxious to have an answer by
Saturday morning, and will ring the Duty

Clerk.

18 March 1983
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10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER 9 March 1983

] M/Q\ Outn,

When I wrote to you on 23 February, I said that I would
write again when we had carried out some more detailed enquiries
into the incident you described involving the Thor missile. Since
then I have received your letter of 25 February. In the meantime -
I have had a report from Michael Heseltine about his further
enquiries and I thought that I should let you know the outcome of

these immediately.

We have been unable to find any documentary evidence to
substantiate the story precisely as it was related to you. But
number of officers who served with the Thor force have been
interviewed and we have established that there was in the early
1960s an incident which bears some resemblance to the one which you
described, although it did not involve a situation in which the man
alone could have fired a missile. An RAF technician discovered during
routine servicing of an inert missile that a British key turned the
USAF lock. A comprehensive check of the other missiles revealed that
this was also the case for one other USAF lock. All the locks were

changed as a result.

Nonetheless, the fact that the UK and US keys were occasionally

interchangeable did not mean that one person could gain control of
the system. The launch countdown required the use of both keys to
complete the launch sequence: the UK key which had begun the

process of activating the missile had to remain in place as the US
key was inserted some minutes later to begin the activation of the
warhead. Furthermore, the key holders (the US Authentication

Officer and the RAF Launch Contrcol Officer) were never alone in the

control trailer when a live missile was on standby - the starndard

i

complement in the trailer was five (4 RAF and 1 USAF),

/all




all of whom had a part to play in the launch sequence. More
importantly, the engagement of the keys was only one element

a complex missile launching procedure in the early stages of

which it was necessary for a technician, located at the actual
launch site some 150-200 yards from the trailer, manually to
operate valves and switches to allow the automatic launch sequence
to supply the missile with fuel, liquid oxygen and electrical

and hydraulic power.

I hope that this will reassure you on the Thor missile. I

think that you will agree that we have taken the matter you raised

in your letter of 14 February very seriously indeed and enquired
into it as fully as we can at this remove in time. In these
circumstances I do not believe that much more would be gained by
involving the Secretary of the Cabinet. But if you have more
information which you think we should have, Michael Heseltine

would be happy to see you about it.

More generally, you referred to the comment I made in my
letter of 17 January that you had not dissented on the dual key
issue at the time the deployment decision was made. I did not of
course mean to imply by this statement that you took a decision
while in office; but to remind you that when the decision was
announced in December 1979 you made to the best of my knowledge
no reference to the issue. I entirely agree with your proposition
that the question is too important to become a matter of party
politics; and I recognise that your concern reflects a concern
which is felt by others as well. I do assure you, however, that
we as a Government have given very careful thought to the matter,
and we have satisfied ourselves that the existing arrangements

for joint decision-making give us the control we need.

N ik,
ol eelnbut




MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1

Telephone 01-X302787%2 218 6169

D/S of S/62/83 8th March 1983

Y e\l

If it is not too late, and if the Prime Minister has not yet
written to Dr David Owen MP along the lines of the draft which I
supplied with my letter of 4th March (and which I discussed yesterday
evening with John Coles), could I take this opportunity of passing
to you a couple of minor amendments to the draft letter which have
been proposed by Mr Peter Blaker, the Minister of State for the
Armed Forces?

Mr Blaker has proposed that the wording in the fifth line of
the secondéon the first page of the draft might read: "..... 1960s an
incident which bears some resemblance to the one which you described;
although it did not involve a situation in which one man alone could
have fired a missile. An RAF technician

Perhaps you would care to consider incorporating these proposed
changes in the draft letter from the Prime Minister to Dr Owen?

W

L~
N\j /
(B P NEALE)

Private Secretary

W F S Rickett Esqg




MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1

Telephone 013830xM22 218 6169

D/S of S/62/83 4th March 1983

By, st 085

You wrote on 28th February, enclosing a copy of a letter
to the Prime Minister from Dr David Owen MP, who was replying
to the Prime Minister's of 23rd February about the control of
Thor missiles when they were based in this country.

I enclose a draft letter which the Prime Minister might
send to Dr Owen, responding to his two letters of 14th and
25th February.

We have conducted extensive checks on our records for
the period when Thor missiles were deployed in this country,
but we have been unable to trace any documentary evidence to
substantiate Dr Owen's story. We have also seen and inter-
viewed a number of RAF officers, both retired and still
serving. From the recollections of such people we have been
able to reconstruct a detailed picture of what was involved
in operating the Thor missiles; and we have established that
there was at least one incident which bore a very marked
resemblance to the one described by Dr Owen. The draft letter
attached has been produced in the light of our researches,
and does try to show that there is no question of this Department
trying to cover anything up.

Regarding Dr Owen's suggestion that the Secretary of the
Cabinet or Sir Antony Duff should personally investigate his
allegations, the view taken after consulting Sir Robert Armstrong
is that there would be no overriding advantage in this, and
anyone else would only have to go over the ground which we
here have already covered, almost certainly without being able
to add anything. This question must, of course, be a matter
for the Prime Minister's political judgement, but our view is
that there is no need for her to agree to Dr Owen's suggestion.

) emg N

(B P NEALE)
Private Secretary

W F S Rickett Esqg




DRAFT REPLY FROM THE PRIME MINISTER TO DR DAVID OWEN

When I wrote to you on 2% February I said that I would
write again when we had carried out some more detailed enquiries
into the incident you described involving the Thor missile.
Since then I have received your letter of 25 February. In the
meantime I have had a report from Michael Heseltine about his
further inquiries and“I thought that I should let you know the

outcome of these immediately.

We have been unable to figd any documentary evidence to
substantiate the story precisely\as it was related to you. But
\
a number of officers who served witg the Thor force have been

interviewed and we have established %hat there was in the early

AY
1960s an incident similar to the one wﬁish you described. An

RAF technician discovered during routine servicing of an inert
missile that a British key turned the USAF Iock. A comprehensive

check of the other missiles revealed that thié\gis also the case
for one other USAF lock. All the locks were changed as a result.

Nonetheless, the fact that the UK and US keys ﬁqre occasionally
interchangeable did not mean that one person could gé}g control of
the system. The launch countdown required the use of ﬁﬁph keys
to complete the launch sequence: the UK key which had beégn the
process of activating the missile had to remain in place és the
US key was inserted some minutes later to begin the activation of
the warhead. Furthermore, the key holders (the US Authentication
Officer and the RAF Launch Control Officer) were never alone in the
control trailer when a live missile was on standby - the standard

complement in the trailer was five (4 RAF and 1 USAF), all of whom

)/




had a part to play in the launch sequence. More importantly, the
engagement of the keys was only one element in a complex missile
launching procedure in the early stages of which it was necessary
for a technician, located at the actual launch site some 150-200
yards from the trailer, manually to operate valves and switches

to allow the automatic launch sequence to supply the missile with

fuel, liquid oxygen and electrical and hydraulic power. [éhis—was,

win-effeet,—an—earty-example—of-the operation-of "the—two—man_
~principle"—which—isstamdardpractie

and-to which-you-properly-aseribe-greatimportance in your letter.

I hope that this will reassure you on the Thor missile. I think
that you will agree that we have taken the matter you raised in
your letter of 14th February very seriously indeed and inquired into
it as fully as we can at this remove in time. In these circumstances
I do not believe that much more would be gained by involving the
Secretary of the Cabinet. But if you have more:information which
you think we should have, Michael Heseltine would be happy to see

you about it.

More generally, you referred to the comment I made in my letter

of 17th January that you had not dissented on the dual key issue

at ﬁhe time the deployment decision was made. I did not of course
mean to imply by this statement.that-you took a decision while
in-office; but to remind you that when the decision was announced

in December 1979 you made to the best of my knowledge no reference
to the issue. I entirely agree with your proposition that the
question is too important to become a matter of party politics:

and I recognise that your concern reflects a concern which is felt

by others as well. I do assure you, however, that we as a Government




have given very careful thought to the matter, and we have satisfied
ourselves that the existing arrangements for joint decision-making

give us the control we need.

AtC.y







10 DOWNING STREET

PRIME MINISTER

Dr. Owen hopes that our
investigations into the
alleged breakdown of dual
control of Thor missiles

some time ago can be speedily
conducted. —

He suggests that Sir Robert
Armstrong or Anthony Duff Cheek )
should be put in charge. fEﬂS

W meuahﬁmu
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28 February 1983
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 28 February 1983

Thank you for your letter of 21 February, and for the
draft reply for the Prime Minister to send to Dr. David Owen.
As you will know, the Prime Minister wrote as drafted on
23 February. This has prompted the attached reply from
Dr. Owen. He hopes that your investigations can be dealt
with speedily, and suggests that the Secretary or Deputy
Secretary of the Cabinet should be put in charge of them.

I should be grateful for a draft reply for the Prime
Minister's signature as soon as possible, preferably before
the end of this week.

I am sending a copy of this letter and its enclosure
to Richard Hatfield (Cabinet Office).

Barry Neale, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence.
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From the Private Secretary 28 February 1983

I am writing on behalf of the Prime
Minister to thank you for your further
letter of 25 February. A reply will be
sent to you as soon as possible.

The Rt. Hon. Dr. David Owen, MP.




From: The Rt Hon Dr David Owen MP

Wity

HOUSE OF COMMONS
LONDON SWIA OAA

25 February 1983

The Rt Hon Margaret Thatcher MP p
Prime Minister

10 Downing Street

London SW1

Thank you for your letter of 23 February. I am, of course, ready to make
available all the facts that I possess but I would like to know a few

more details about the investigation. This is a very grave matter

and I have deliberately decided to put the matter initially to you

and not to seek publicity. I am quite confident, from further information
that 1 have received, that the events that I outlined to you did in

fact take place. But I think it is not unreasonable for me to request

that the investigation is dealt with speedily, within a matter of 2-3 weeks,
and with a degree of authority.

I wonder if you would consider asking the Secretary of the Cabinet, or
Sir A Duff, to personally investigate the matter in which case I would

be very happy to deal with either direct. An alternative would be the
Security Commission but I would imagine that they would not be familiar
with a lot of the technicalities and they may not be able to report within
a matter of weeks.

‘i
S e \

" :G\E>a,_ﬁﬁda







10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER 23 February 1983

e,

Thank you for writing to me on 14 February about
the control of Thor missiles when they were based in

this country,

I must say that there is no confirmation from
immediately available sources of the alleged events
which you have reported in your letter, and it will
therefore be necessary to undertake a detailed
investigation of the whole matter, 1In view of the
passage of time since the alleged events are supposed
to have taken place, it may take a little time to

complete our enquiries,
I will of course write to you again just as soon

as we have completed our enquiries; but I thought

you should know that these might take a little while,

The Right Honourable Dr, David Owen, M,P, _—"




MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1

Telephone 01-WXXZxX 218 6169
v
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D/S of S/PS/10 21st February 1983

In your letter of 15th February to Richard Mottram, you
asked for a draft reply for the Prime Minister to send to Dr David
Owen MP, who had written to her on 14th February about the question
of control of the "Thor" missiles based in the UK over 20 years

ago.

In view of the passage of time since the alleged events to
which Dr Owen refers, it will be necessary to check out the facts
very carefully indeed, and if necessary interview those personnel
who were involved, so as to obtain their version of what might have
happened. This may take a little time, and in the meantime you
may consider that the Prime Minister should send a short acknowledge-
ment to Dr Owen. I attach a draft for your consideration.

(B P NEALE)

W F S Rickett Esqg




DRAFT INTERIM REPLY FROM THE PRIME MINISTER TO DR DAVID OWEN MP

Thank you for writing to me on 14th February about the control

of Thor missiles when they were

I must say that there is n

available sources of the allege

pased in this country.
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events which you have reported

in your letter, and it will therefore be necessary to undertake

a detailed investigation of the

whole matter. In view of the

passage of time since the alleged events are supposed to have

taken place, it may take a litfle time to complete our enquiries.

I will of course write to |you again just as soon as we have

completed our enquiries; but I [thought you should know that these

might take a little while.







15 February 1983

I am writing on behalf of the

lLl

Prime Minister to thank you for your

letter and enclosure of 14 February.

I will place this before her at once
and you will be sent a reply as soon as
possible.

The Rt. Hon, Dr. David Owen, M.P.




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 15 February 1983

I enclose a copy of a letter to the
Prime Minister from the Right Honourable
Dr. David Owen, M.P., with which he encloses
one that he has sent to your Secretary of
State, largely about dual-key control and
cruise missiles.

I should be grateful if you could let
me have a suitable draft reply for the
Prime Minister to send to Dr. Owen as soon
as possible.

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

Richard Mottram, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence




From The Rt Hon Dr David Owen MP , )

HOUSE OF COMMONS
LONDON SWIA OAA

_ /14th February, 1983
\

Rt Hon Mrs Margaret Thadtcher MP

Prime Minister

10 Downing Street

London

SW1

I enclose a copy of a letter I have sent to Michael Heseltine concerning
arrangements for the control of the launch procedures of cruise missiles.
However, I am writing to you on a related matter which concerns information
I have been given surrounding dual control which I have not sought to use
and on which I would be grateful for your confirmation as to whether the
events I outline below actually happened. If they did in fact occur, I
think you would be the first to recognise that serious questions are raised,
in that the Thor missile could in fact for some years have been launched

by one person.

I gather that launch of the Thor missile was initiated by an RAF officer
with a 15 minute countdown proceeding to within 1} minutes of launch. At
that point the countdown was automatically held unless the USAF officer,
acting on command,authorised its continuation. The actions of each officer
consisted of turning a key in the control panel. I have been told of a
potentially disastrous event which occurred which resulted in no accident
and was known to very few people. The two launch control officers were
required to remain at post throughout their duty shifts. On one occasion
a USAF officer left his post and stepped outside. The'RAF officer now
sitting alone at the joint control panel took out his key and tried to
insert it in the lock operated by the USAF officer's key. It turned, and
at that point the whole system was under his sole control.

I am told that as a result there was a rapid refitting of all locks throughout
the system. But for some three years up to that time, the dual control
stretching through separate channels of communication up to the Heads of
State had been at risk and it was only the fact that dual control existed
which alerted the RAF to the situation. Either the British or the American
officer conld have fired this missile, in flagrant breach of the fundamental
principle that no one person can ever fire a missile. The mistake would
never have been discovered if there had not been RAF participation and we
would have been blissfully unaware that a single US officer was in complete
control.

Of course, if my information is incorrect then I am very relieved,but if it
is correct I suggest to yvou that it is only a matter of time, given the
present public concern, before these facts come to light, with a very adverse
effect on the whole public debate. If this incident did happen, of itself

it is a justification for the introduction of a dual key mechanism

Cont/...




In your letter to me of 17th January you said "'As you know, the option

to purchase cruise missiles and their launchers (but not warheads), which
would have given us physical control, was one which we decided against in
1979. I do not think that you yourself took a different view on this

point at the time.'" I have gone carefully over my papers and I can find no
ministerial decision which is in any way compatible with a decision having
been taken by the last Labour Government to reject dual key arrangements

for ground launched cruise missiles and if you are being fed this information,
it is in my judgement incorrect. It could be argued that my party political
position would be helped now by ging along with the Sunday Times story that
the last Labour Government made a decision over ground launched cruise
missiles. In fact it did not do so; what it did do of course was participate
fully in the NATO preparatory work which led up to the decision which your
quernment must have made when it took office.

I only mention this because I do not see any advantage whatever for any of

us in trying to make a party political point on the issue of dual key. A

dual key mechanism for cruise missiles is now an essential element in carrying
public confidence in the dual track decision of 1979. I hope you will now
announce your intention to seekan agreement with the United States over a

dual key mechanism and that by doing so this will strengthen the US negotiation
position in the INF talks because it will become apparent to the Soviet Union
that British public opinion would be prepared if necessary to accept cruise

missile deployment, hav1ng been satisfied on the control mechanism.
— wt =g s ik
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David Owen
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10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER 17 January 1983

<il &-(72h C) h@ﬁu'

Thank you for your further letter of 22 December,

about cruise missile deployments in Britain,

Cruise missiles, should they be deployed here, will
certainly represent a change in the American nuclear forces based
in Britain since we have not hosted US land-based missiles for
some years, But the part they play in the strategy of deterrence
and their capacity to prevent the Russians threatening NATO from a
Soviet sanctuary will be similar to that of the F-111 aircraft
which have been based here for many years., Our aim, I believe,
must be to generate the same public confidence in the Anglo/US
arrangements covering the cruise missiles and their bases as has
long existed for the F-111 bases and indeed the bases of other US

nuclear forces in this country.

You contrast the arrangements foreseen for cruise
missiles with those governing the Lance missile system. The case
of Lance is rather different, not because it is deployed in central
Europe, but because we chose to purchase the missiles and their
launchers, as have the other European allies who operate this short-
range missile system. As you know, the option to purchase cruise

missiles and their launchers (but not warheads), which would have

given us physical control, was one which we decided against in 1979.

I do not think that you yourself took a different view on this point

at the time,

/1 cannot




I cannot accept vour charge that the decision Lo
base cruise missiles here has not been fully debated in the House.
Subsequent to the debate in January 1980 we have had three debates
on nuclear defence issues and following the last one, on 15 December,
the vote again endorsed Government policy. The NATO Alliance has
taken its decision. We must now show firmness in implementing this
decision, both in respect of deployment and in negotiation at Geneva,
if the Russians are to be brought to abandon their present
unreasonable position. Nevertheless, I fully agree that Parliament
should continue to have the proper opportunity to express itself on

these important matters and I intend to ensure that this is so.

As for negotiations, the 'zero option' remains far and
away the best goal for the negotiations. But we have all along made
it clear that we shall listen to and consider very carefully serious
Soviet counter-proposals. Secondly, the deployment programme is far
from irreversible. Even if the first deployments do have to take
place at the end of this year, the five year programme for the basing
of cruise and Pershing II missiles in Western Europe could be stopped,

changed or reversed at any time if agreement at Geneva permitted it,.
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The Rt Hon., Dr, David Owen, M.P.,
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Foreign and Commonwealth Office

London SWI1A 2AH

10 January 1983
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Thark you for your letter of 23 December enclosing
one from Dr Owen of 22 December continuing his
correspondence with the Prime Minister about the control
of cruise missiles and the need for Parliament to make
its views known.

I enclose a draft reply which has been agreed with
the Ministry of Defence.

v

(R B Bone)
Private Secretary

W Rickett Esq
10 Downing Street
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Thank you for your further letter, of 22 December,

about cruise missile deployments in Britain.

Cruise missiles, should they be deployed here, will

certainly represent a change in the American nuclear
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aim, I believe, must be to generate the same public

confidence in the Anglo/US arrangements covering the
cruise missiles and their bases as has long existed
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You contrast the arrangements foreseen for cruise
missiles with those governing the Lance missile system.
The case of Lance is rather different, not because

it is deployed in central Europe)but because /we
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we chose to purchase the missiles and thezir launchers, as
have[other European allies who operate this short-range
missile system. As you know, the option to purchase
cruise missiles and their launchers (but not

warheads), which would have given us physical control,
was one w lich we decided against in 1979, I do not

think that you yourself took a different view on this

point at the time.

I cannot accept your charge that the decision to base
cruise missiles here has not been fully debated in the
House. Subsequent to the debate in January 1980 we
have had three debates on nuclear defence issues and
following the last one, on 15 December, the vote again
endorsed Government policy. 1Hu§ Af&iance has taken its
decision. We must now show firmness in implementing this
decision, both in respect of deployment and in negotiatid
at Geneva, if the Russians are to be brought to abandon
their present unreasonable position. Nevertheless, 1
fully agree that Parliament should continue to have the
proper opportunity to express itself on these important

met+eows and I intend to ensure that this is so.

As for negotiations, we—gre—weiit—eonscious—of—the—need—i4
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away the best goal for the negotiationsv?e have all
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consider very carefully serious Soviet counter-proposals|
Secondly,the deployment programme is far from irreversib]
Even if the first deployments do have to take placeg at

the end of this year, the five year programme /for
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for the basing of cruise and Pershing II missiles
in Western Europe could be stopped, changed or
reversed at any time if agreement at Geneva

permitted it.
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From the Private Secretary

You will have received a copy of the letter
that the Prime Minister sent to Dr. Owen on
21 December in reply to his letter of 8 December
abhout the control of cruise missiles, and the
question of a further Parliamentary debate on
nuclear weapons.

I now attach a further letter from Dr Owen,
in which he argues once more that a dual key
system for cruise missiles, and a further

Parliamentary debate, are necessary if we wish

to retain public confidence. I should be grateful
if you could provide a draft reply for the Prime
Minister's signature, to reach me by Monday

10 January.

I am copying this letter and enclosure to
Richard Mottram (MOD) and David Heyhoe (Lord
President's Office).

Roger Bone, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
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10 DOWNING STREET

23 December 1982

I am writing on behalf of the Prime
Minister to thank you for your further letter
of 22 December.

I shall of course place this before her
and a reply will be sent to you as soon as
possible.

The Rt. Hon. Dr David Owen, MP,




10 DOWNING STREET

PRIME MINISTER

David Owen argues once more

that a dual key system for

cruise missiles, and a further

Parliamentary debate, are

necessary if we wish g retain

public confidence.

We will let you have a draft
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reply.
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From: The Rt Hon Dr David Owen MP

HOUSE OF COMMONS
LONDON SWIA OAA _

22 December 1982 |

The Rt Hon Mrs Margaret Thatcher MP
Prime Minister

10 Downing Street

London SW1

l\w qw-m rl-":h‘é.

Thank you for your letter. In as much as you appear not to have totally
closed the door on either of the two suggestions I put to you, I am
relieved. But I hope you will take the opportunity of the Christmas Recess
to think a little more deeply over your reply. No where in your letter
do you recognise that a decision to deploy Cruise missiles in Britain,
which I hope will not be necessary, would represent a considerable
change in the US nuclear presence in the UK, I reminded you of the
precedent that had been established over Thor missiles and we agreed
about the arrangements which operated at that time. The different
arrangements for other systems to which you refer have, of course,

never applied to land-based missile systems and the arrangements
operating when I was Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary, to which you
also refer, covered in the main American aircraft based in the UK and
capable of carrying nuclear weapons. But even during my time in office
the Lance missile system - admittedly deployed in Central Europe - but
used by BAOR was operated under an electronically controlled dual key
arrangement .

I have never given any credence to the belief that we would not have any
part in the decision-making process in relation to Cruise missiles and

all my public statements have made this clear, but I think you underrate
the extent to which it is necessary in order to retain public confidence

to apply the same arrangements for the control of any future US missile
systems as was done in the past when Mr Harold Macmillan was Prime Minister.

As to the debate and vote in the House of Commons when the outcome of

the INF negotiations are known late in 1983, your suggestion that this
could be covered by a debate on the Defence FEstimates in the Spring totally
misses the point. You also quote the January 1980 debate. I might point
out that that was on the Adjournment of the House on which only 52 Members
voted against and the Official Opposition party abstained. At that time
and still to this day I believe there was a majority in the House of Commons
for the twin-track decision but that should not be taken as giving you and
your Government a carte blanche to deploy Cruise missiles if you happen to




feel unsatisfied with the Soviet response in the negotiations. Of course,
if there has not been an Election and you are still in Government

at the time you will want to come to the House with a recommendation

but to deprive Parliament of the right to make the decision is, in my view,
totally wrong on an issue of such importance, Again, I believe it is
necessary to give this commitment in order to retain public confidence,

Mr Andropov in his speech outlining a Soviet initiative in the INF talks
has started a process of public debate on the reasonableness or
unreasonableness of the Soviet negotiating position that is likely to
continue throughout most of 1983. During this process of negotiation

it will be necessary for NATO to hold its unity and to negotiate toughly
though I hope also constructively. If the public knows that it is not
necessary to take a committed position during the negotiating process
and if Parliament knows this, there is much less likelihood of the

NATO negotiating position being undermined. The tradition, as you well
know, of negotiations whether involving domestic or international matters
is for Parliament to hold its hand and await the outcome of the negotiations
before making a final decision,

I hope, on reflection, that you will see the wisdom of such a course
and make the necessary commitment which I think will be widely welcomed
both by MPs of all parties and the broad span of opinion in the country
that wants nuclear arms reductions but also wants to ensure that we

do nothing to put at risk the proper defence of our country and that
of our friends and allies.

e
AW

David Owen




10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER 21 December 1982
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Thank you for your letter of 8 December about the Question
you put to me in the House on 2 December.

I have noted your comments on the question of a dual-key
system for cruise missiles. In the absence of satisfactory results
from the Geneva arms control negotiations, cruise missiles will
be deployed in this country at the end of next year to bases
which, as we have repeatedly made clear over the past three
years, will be subject to the Attlee-Truman agreement reconfirmed
by President Truman and Mr. Churchill and detailed in a communique

in January 1952.

As you say, the Thor missile system, which was deployed here
for five years from 1958 to 1963, was governed by an arrangement
which was '"dual-key" in the sense that the RAF manned the delivery
system while the Americans retained control of the nuclear warhead.
But there have of course been different arrangements for other
systems. Apart from Thor, the arrangements under successive
governments - including the one in which you were Foreign and

Commonwealth Secretary - have been those set out in the Attlee-

Truman agreement. We are satisfied that our national interests have

been fully protected by these joint decision arrangements.

Having said this, I accept, of course, that your suggestions
are made with the express intention of ensuring public confidence
in the NATO twin-track decisions of December 1979. 1 agree with

you that public confidence is extremely important and we shall

/ continue




continue to do whatever we can to increase confidence and to
counter the harmful and totally inaccurate allegations that the
British Government have no part in the decision-making process

in relation to cruise missiles.

Finally, you ask for assurances that no decision should be

taken on the deployment of the missiles without a debate in the

House. In the debate we had in January 1980 we did, of course,

secure the agreement of the House to the Government's policy on
the role of nuclear weapons in our defence policy, when the NATO
twin-track decision was fully considered. We stand by our
policy, and I remain convinced that unless we proceed with the
agreed plans to deploy cruise and Pershing II missiles there can
be no real prospect of the total removal of the missiles that
threaten us. But there will no doubt be opportunities for the
House to discuss these issues before December of next year.

For example, the Statement on the Defence Estimates is always

debated, and you may put down amendments, as you did this year.

The Rt. Hon. Dr. David Owen, MP.




10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER

Thank you for your letter of 8 December about the Question

you put to me in the House on 2 December.

I have noted your comments on the question of a duq}—key
system for cruise missiles. In the absence offconcrete‘results
from the Geneva arms control negotiations, cruise missiles will
be deployed in this country at the end of next year to bases
which, as we have repeatedly made clear over the past three
years, will be subject to the Attlee-Truman agreement reconfirmed
by President Truman and Mr. Churchill and detailed in a communique
in January 1952.

As you say, the Thor missile system, which was deployed here
: for five years from 1958 to 1963, was Eoverned by a dual-key.
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Having said this, I accept, of course, that your suggestions
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in the NATO twin-track decisions of December 1979. I agree with
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 17 December 1982

Thank you for your letter of 16 December,
with which you enclosed a draft reply for the
Prime Minister to send to Dr. David Owen about
control of cruise missiles and the question of
further Parliamentary debate.

I enclose a copy of the slightly revised
version we will be putting to the Prime Minister
over the weekend. If you have any comments,
perhaps you could let me know by 1700 today. .

I am copying this letter and its enclosure
to Rober Bone (FCO), Richard Hatfield (Cabinet

Office) and David Heyhoe (Lord President’'s
Office).

Derek Piper, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence.
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You sent to me last Monday a copy of a letter the Prime
Minister had received from Dr David Owen MP about control of
cruise missiles and the question of further Parliamentary debate.

I enclose a draft reply for the Prime Minister to send, which
has been approved by my Secretary of State.

I am copying this letter to John Holmes (FCO) and Richard
Hatfield (Cabinet Office).

(D T PIPER)

W F S Rickett Esg
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the end of next year to bases which, as we’have repeatedly made
clear over the past three years, will be subject to the Attlee-
Truman agreement reconfirmed by President |Trumgn and Mr Churchill

and detailed in a communique in January 1952.

As you say, the Thor missile systemy which was deployed here
for 5 years from 1958 to 1963, was goverped by a dual-key. But
this is not the only precedent. From the point of view of control,
there is no obvious distinction between|weapons on missiles and
those carried by aircraft. Apart from [those relating to Thor the
arrangements under successive Governments - including the one in
which you were Foreign and Commonwealt S?cretary - have been those
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Having said this, I accept, of course, that your suggestions
are made with the express intention of ensuring public confidence
in the NATO twin-track decisions of December 1979. I agree with
you that public confidence is extremely important and we shall
continue to do whatever we can to increase confidence and to
counter the harmful and totally inaccurate allegations that the
British Government have no part in the decision-making process in
relation to cruise missiles.
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Finally, you ask for assurances that no decision should be
taken on the deployment of the missiles without a debate in the
House. In the debate we had in January 1980 we did, of course,
secure the agreement of the House to the Government's policy on
the role of nuclear weapons in our defence policy, when the NATO
twin-track decision was fully considered. As the-FereigmSecretary _
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In pour letter of yesterday you asked for a rather
fuller note than we had prepared before on the arrangements
for joint decision on the use in an emergency by the
United States of UK bases. 1 enclose such a note, covered
by some additional speaking notes. e ——

——

So far as the reply to Dr Owen's letter to the Prime
Minister is concerned, my Secretary of State will be
looking at this overnight and we hope to let you have a
draft tomorrow morning.

A copy of this letter and enclosures goes to
Brian Fall (Foreign and Commonwealth Office)

[ones <rer
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A J Coles Esq
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CONTROL OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Ne WHAT ARE THE PRECISE The communique issued after the
TERMS OF THE AGREEMENT
BY WHICH THE US USES discussion between Mr Churchill
BASES IN THE UK?

and Mr Truman in January 1952
confirmed arrangements reached
earlier between Mr Attlee and

Mr Truman, in the following terms:
"Und;;-;;rangements made for the
common defence, the United States
has the use of certain bases in
the United Kingdom. We reaffirm
the understanding that the use of
these bases in an emergency would
be a matter for Jjoint decision by

o

HM Government and the United

—

States Government in the light

of the circumstances at the time."
el

2 HOW DOES "JOINT DECISION" The House would not expect me to
OPERATE?Y

go into details.

/If pressed/ This is a long-
standing, well understood arrange-
ment between US Presidents and

Prime Ministers.

WILL THE GLCMs HAVE A /| No. The weapon will be owned
DUAT-KEY ? _

and manned entirely by the United

tates.




COULD WE NOT HAVE HAD
A DUAL-KEY ARRANGEMENT ?

ARRANGEMENTS WHICH
APPLIED TO THOR SHOULD
APPLY TO CRUISE

A dual-key arrangement could entail

the UK's purchasing the missiles and

supporting equipment (except war-

| C—

heads) and manning them in the same

way as we do for our Lance missiles

in Germany.
v-—-'—'-'"-'--_—_-.

Thor missiles, which were based in the

UK for only 5 years (from 1958-63),

are the only US nuclear missile system

ever based in the UK to be governed by

a true dual-key. Our national interests
are fully protected by the joint
decision arrangements which have

applied to other US nuclear forces

based in the UK for many years.




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary December 1982

Arrangements for Joint Decision on the Use by the U.S.
of UK Bases in an Emergency

Your Department supplied some briefing on this question for
use by the Prime Minister at Question time today. 1In the event,

the Prime Minister did not make use of it.

Mrs Thatcher would now be grateful for a fuller note on the
arrangements for joint decision. I should be grateful if you
could let me have the basic texts and any comments you wish to

offer on their meaning.

It would be helpful if this could reach me by tomorrow

night since the matter could be raised at Question time on Thursdav.

I am copying this letter to Brian Fall (Foreign and Commonwealth
Office).

Richard Mottram, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence.




From: The Rt Hon Dr David Owen MP
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8 December 1982

The Rt Hon Mrs Margaret Thatcher MP
Prime Minister
10 Downing Street

London SW1 r’(
‘& QH qv.; w .

Following my Question to you in the House of Commons on 2 December
during Prime Minister's Questions, you stated that if Cruise missiles
were to be stationed here the same rules would apply to them as have
governed American nuclear weapons here for many years. As theQuestion

I posed specifically related to Thor missiles I would be grateful to
receive clarification and confirmation that a similar system will be
adopted for Cruise missiles if they have to be deployed in this country.

The agreement reached between Harold Macmillan and President Eisenhower

over the installation of Thor IRBMs is set out in Cmnd 406. It provides
for a 'dual-key' system, whereby the missiles and warheads were provided
by the United States and the sites and supporting facilities by Britain

under an arrangement where an American key activated the warheads

and a British key launched the missile. The Agreement states:

"The decision to launch these missiles will be a matter for

joint decision by the two Governments. Any such joint decision
will be made in the light of the circumstances at the time and
having regard to the undertaking the two Governments have assumed
in Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty.'

The role of Thor missiles as a deterrent was restricted to general

NATO purposes approved by both Britain and the United States. I believe
it is essential that Britain has a similar veto power over the use of
Cruise missiles should they be deployed here. If the US insist

that we should purchase the Cruise missiles, as we did for Thor, then

I believe this is a price worth paying - preferably to be a charge on
NATO as a whole but if it had to be only Britain I believe this would
be acceptable.

As you know Lance short range missiles which are deployed by NATO

in Europe have an electronically controlled dual key arrangement activated

by American and West European officers. So in fact, if the same rules
were to apply as govern American missiles with nuclear weapons, in the

past and at present, then Cruise missiles, were they to be deployed, would

have to have a physical mechanism not just a political mechanism, whereby
a British Government controlled the safety catch. I think you would find

Npeae e
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that it would be easier to stand by the NATO dual-track decision during
the negotiations in 1983 in INF if the British public had total confidence
in the capacity of the British Government to determine whether or not
Cruise missiles were ever to be launched from British territory, if they
had to be deployed.

You also did not give the assurance I asked, that no decision would be
taken on the deployment of Cruise without a debate in the House of Commons.
I believe it is essential that before any nuclear weapons, as distinct
from launchers or even perhaps missiles, were to be transferred to the UK,
Parliament should decide in principlewhetheror not to deploy. The

German Defence Minister has already made it clear that ary decision

on deployment of Cruise, as a result of the outcome of the INF negotiations,
will be taken in Bonn, not in Washington and again I think the British
public have a right to know that it will be Parliament who will make

their own independent assessment about the negotiating position adopted

by the Soviet Union and the United States respectively in the INF talks.

The views that I have on this have received quite considerable
public support already and I enclose for your interest a copy of an
editorial which appeared in the Daily Telegraph last week.

In view of our exchange on the floor of the House on 2 December I am
giving a copy of this letter to the press.

— e
,

David Owen




&
®

18

THE DAILY TELEGRAPH

THURSDAY, DECEMBER 2, 1982
135, FLEET STREET, Lox~von, E.C4

Tev: 01-353 4242, Truex: 29874/5/6.
CLASSIFIED ADVERTISEMENTS? 01-583 3939.

oo o Pr I = MBE S |

 NATO’S NEW WILL -

THE SO-CALLED NATO “ twintrack” _policy of
deploying a new generation of intermediate-range
nuclear missiles by the end of 1983 unless the |
Soviet Union has begun 1o dismantle its corresponding
55 -20s is Jooking in reasonable shape. A year 2go,
1d not have been caid. 1-advised and
insensitive rema *Ti als, including
President REAGAN : he possibility of
being able 10 limit a nuclear engagement 10 the’
FEuropean theatre had given the Soviet Union and the
sclf-styvled peace movement aheaven-sent propaganda
advantage. At the same {ime, Chancellor ScHMIDT
was facing increasing criticism from his own party
over his personal commitment 1o take the Cruise and
Perching 11 missiles on West German soil, while the
coalition government in Holland was divided and
{carful of defeat over the issue.
Since then, President ReaGAN has sncceeded in
but by no imeans all, European fears
son imitiative (which would mean the

withdrawa
by both side _
a construcli egotiations with the
] ] cal scene in Euro
has also changed with governmenis of tbe
centre-right, both firmly committed to the twin-track
policy, {zking over in Holland and Germany. The
robust reaction from Nato's Nuclear Planning Group
to .a parlicu'larly crude piece of Soviet bullying
this weck was a satisfying confirmation of the new
mood. B '
1t is to be fervently hoped that Nato's new
determination will be maintained. It would be a
disaster for the Alliance if deployment were to be
sbandoned or in any way postponed unless ihe
Soviet Union succumbs to a most improbable change
of heart. That said, the question of deployment of
e missiles has been handled with
almos ] rude as the neulron bomb
fiasco which it > mes when it
gecms that N nt is for shoolng
jtself in the foot One gesture which might at this
slage win over more of the Joubters would be for the
Armericans to offer each country which is to take the
new missiles conirol over one of the safety catches.
Up 1o now, this has bcen conditional on the host
nztion purchasing the missile (though not the
w.arhead). As Dr Davip Owex bhas argued, national
«olf respect means that people must feel that it 3s
{heir government which can stop their territory
peing used to trigger nuclear war.

\
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397 Oral Answers

‘r. Peter Walker: The Government have already
made good progress in improving the operation of the
common agricultural policy. The agricultural share of the
Community budget has dropped from 80 per cent. when
we took office to around 60 per cent. this year, We are
determined to keep up our efforts for as long as necessary.

Mr. Proctor: Is it not fair to say that the fundamental
reform of the common agricultural policy is pure illusion?

Mr, Walker: My hon. Friend should reflect upon the
fact that over the past year British food prices have
increased by less than 5 per cent., our exports have
increased by £600 million in the past four years and our
imports are £1,000 million down. He should recognise that
Britain is now obtaining considerable benefit from the
changes that we have achieved in the common agricultural
policy.

Mr. Deakins: Will the Minister confirm that he has no
intention of seeking any fundamental reforms in the
common agricultural policy which would reduce the price
of commodities to the British housewife?

Mr. Walker: I repeat that under the Labour
Government food prices went up by 122 per cent. Under
this Government they have gone up by only 32 per cent.
as a result of our handling of the common agricultural

policy. The view of the Minister of Agriculture in that,

Labour Government was that the majority of price
increases were due to factors outside the Common Market.
I suggest that the hon. Gentleman reflects carefully on
that.

Mr. Colin Shepherd: Will my right hon. Friend assure
the House that in any reshaping or adjustment of the
common agricultural policy he will not lose sight of the
importance of the continuity of food supplies? That has
gone largely unremarked during our membership of the
Community, but it is valuable to the consumer,

Mr, Walker: Yes, Sir. In the 1930s we made the
mistake of relying on world markets, and great sections of
British agriculture and horticulture were destroyed. After
the outbreak of war we recognised the terrible failure of
that policy. I am pleased to say that under all post-war
Governments adequate food supplies have been ensured,
and under this Government our self-sufficiency in the
goods that we can produce has increased from 67 to 75 per
cent.

PRIME MINISTER

Engagements

Q1. Mr. Duffy asked the Prime Minister if she will list
her official engagements for Thursday 2 December.

The Prime Minister (Mrs. Margaret Thatcher): This
morning I presided at a meeting of the Cabinet and had
meetings with ministerial colleagues and others. In
addition to my duties in the House I shall be having further
meetings later today.

Mr. Duffy: Has the Prime Minister noticed that Britain
now imports more manufactured goods than it exports? If
she thinks that her policy of industrial anorexia is not
contributing to that deindustrialisation and to today’s
horrifying unemployment figures, how does she explain
that the crucial factor in this week’s savage job cuts in the
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Sheffield steel industry was not her pet alibi of poor
quality, productivity or delivery, but a lack of domestic
demand, notably in engineering steel?

The Prime Minister: The hon. Gentleman must have
made a mistake in his reference to imports in manufactured
goods being more than exports. The monthly figures give
imports as cost, insurance and freight, and they give
exports as free on board. If one excludes cost, insurance
and freight—which come in invisibles—a proper
comparison of imports with exports can be made, and if
that is done the hon. Gentleman will find that what he said
is not so. There is still a surplus of manufacturing exports
over imports, The hon, Gentleman has made a common
mistake.

The unemployment figures are out today, and
unfortunately the underlying trend is upwards. However,
there is a deep world recession, which is affecting other
countries in Europe and, of course, our industrial
competitors further afield.

The hon. Gentleman implied that we need not take any
notice of quality and productivity. Of course we must want
quality—/[Interruption.] The hon. Gentleman suggested
that he did not want another homily on quality and
productivity, but both are vital. The hon. Gentleman went
on to speak about demand. I point out once again that the
import penetration of cars is above 55 per cent. If those
cars were made here, we should have the steel trade here.
That also applies to many machine tools. The problem is
not a shortage of demand, but the fact that people choose
to buy foreign goods instead of those produced here,

Sir Paul Bryan: As the Government are about to come
to a decision on overseas students’ fees, will my right hon.
Friend find time today-to press the appropiate Ministers to
accept the offer of the Hong Kong Government to share
with this Government the cost of giving home student
status to Hong Kong students?

The Prime Minister: I understand that a scheme has
been proposed by the Hong Kong Government, the cost
of which would be shared fifty-fifty with this Government,
and we are considering it.

Dr. Owen: In view of today’s NATO Defence
Ministers meeting, the considerable public disquiet about
cruise missiles and the regrettable position that might arise
in December next year if there is no progress at the INF
and START talks, will the Prime Minister assure the
House that if it were necessary to deploy cruise missiles
a system would be adopted similar to that adopted for the
Thor missiles, whereby they could never be fired without
the physical agreement of representatives of the British
Government? Will the Prime Minister assure the House
that no decision will be taken in December 1983 on their
deployment without a debate in the House?

The Prime Minister: We are already pledged to
honour the NATO commitment, and I do not believe that
the right hon. Gentleman would wish us to go back on that.
He wishes that there were no need to have cruise missiles
stationed here. There would indeed be no such need if the
Russians dismantled their SS20 systems. I am sure that the
right hon. Gentleman wishes that as much as we do.
Should cruise missiles be stationed here—they will have
to be unless the SS20 systems are taken down—the same
rules will apply to them as have governed American
nuclear weapons here for many years,
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