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CONFIDENTIAL

Foreign and Commonwealth Office

London SWI1A 2AH

29 November 1988
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Environment Initiative by President Mitterrand and M Rocard

In your letter of 20 November, you asked for advice on
and a draft reply to M Rocard’s latest approach via the
Ambassador in Paris. I enclose a draft, cleared with the
Department of the Environment.

Closer examination has confirmed our initial negative
reaction. The documents forwarded by M Rocard make the
following main points:-

- The proposed institution would deal gnly with
environmental problems ‘related to the biosphere on a
worldwide scale’.

It would be a supranaglonal institution, with four
components: a Council ot States, a Sc1ent1f1c High
Coun011, a High Authority, an a Court. The first would
be~composed of'Tﬁﬁ?égggggglygs_nf_memher states, taking
’‘basic decisions’ and with some powers of veto over the
High Authority:; the second would consist of prestigious
figures appointed by the Council, with mostly advisory
powers; the third would be the ’‘keystone’ of the
organisation, made up of appointed members representing a
cross section of member states but acting independently
of their home states, and possessing regulatory,
budgetary and punitive powers; while the Court would
con51st of 11 app®imted environmental law specialists
members and have 1ts own jurisdiction. (THese
arrangements bear some similarity to those in the EC, but
if this is a conscious move it seems to underéstimate the
difficulties of angy;ng such a system on a global as
opposed to a regional basis).

e T
Funding would be made up of contrlbutlons from member
states, supplemented by volunta¥y co IONS, a tax on

irms which were a ‘strain on the environment’ and
proceeds from fines. There would be compensation for
developing countries for their proportionately greater
’sacrifice’ in conducting environmentally respectable
policies.

/= ‘Limitations
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‘Limitations of soverelgnty would not be of a general
nature (this statement is not satidfactorily explained).
At a later state it is suggested that ’‘wounds to national
sovereignty may be soothed by the prospect of financial
or economic aid’.

The papers propose a declaration to set up the
organlsatlon, possibly a§_EHE~Erelude to a treaty. States
would be invited £6 accede to the declaration as a ’Charter
for the Preservation of Life’. Or a more modest start could
be made by\E?ééting‘Uniy"the ’Scientific High Council’, which
it is claimed would not have powers infringing on national
sovereignty. The last sentence of the second of the two
papers says that the sponsors of the initiative envisage the
creation of their organisation ‘in the framework’ of the UN.

As the Prime Minister said in her initial reaction on the
telephone to M Rocard (your letter of 1 November to
Lyn Parker) the proposal appears to take no a t in
existing international institutions on environmental problems,

o ————— .

oF of the corpus of existing international laW 1in this field,
and to 1gnore (excep or the throwaway last statement) the
role o e UN.

The Foreign Secretary thinks that we should resist the
creaw,n__a___jw_gﬁ_timimMework of this SOFT,
allegedly designed to remedy shortcomings in existing
international arrangements, but not based on analysis of such
shortcomings. Indeed, the examples of global problems given -
the ozone layer and the greenhouse effect - are just those
where International cooperation through existing mechanisms
has borne Truit. The Montreal Protocol, which enters into

force next year, was negotTated with great speed, and the
process of reviewing its measures has alre eady begun.

_Ironically, the French are one of onl two EC member states
|still questioning the need to go si the
Protocol. e O Intergovernmental Panel on Cllmate

| CHange set up to analyse, assess and recommend solutions for
this problem, has just held its first meeting. The UK is

playing an active part, and will be chairin the very
important scientific working group. A€ Bes% the Rocard

efforts; at worst, it could seriousIV UNOETmine then,

proposal seems likely to provide a distraction from these /
————————

The question is how we should play this tactically. We
have no wish to arouse French opposition to our own initiative
for an international conference on the ozone layer.

Sir Ewen Fergusson briefed Rocard before our announcement, and
the French seemed to take the news reasonably well at the
Environment Council on 24 November. But they may well choose
to make difficulties over our initiative, if we react totally
dismissively to theirs.
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In any case, there is no reason why we should stand out
alone in opposing the Rocard proposals. We doubt that Rocard
has the degree of support that he claims from the countries he
has approached: we have good reason to believe, for instance,
that the Brazilians are less than enthusiastic. The US have
said explicitly that they would resolutely oppose any proposal
for new international institutions on the environment.

—

The Foreign Secretary thinks that the best approach would
be to give a polite, non-committal reply to the French
proposal and to suggest that they submit it for full scrutiny
by the international community, all of whom stand to be
affected by Thelr ideas. This would best be done in_the UN.
It would soon reveal considerable scepticism, and in some
quarters outright opposition, and it should serve our interest

in postponing sine die if not actually killing off, the French
proposal. /

The draft reply takes this line, and we suggest the Prime
Minister might use it if President Mitterrand or M Rocad raise
the matter with her in Paris on 30 November.

I am copying this letter to Roger Bright in the
Department of the Environment.

k7

",.' _f\/'\//> NG J\{

oo

(R N Peirce)
Private Secretary

C D Powell Esq
10 Downing Street
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10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWIA 2AA
20 November 1988

From the Private Secrerary

ENVIRONMENT INITIATIVE BY PRESIDENT MITTERRAND
AND M.ROCARD

Thank you for your letter of 18 November covering
details of M.Rocard's initiative to create a new
international environmental organisation. This seems
singularly ill thought-out with no policy or attempt to
examine the scientific case, only a most elaborate
institutional structure. The Prime Minister will need

! advice on how to reply, although I should say that her first
' reaction to the documents is extremely sceptical. I should
' be grateful for a draft.

I am copying this letter to Roger Bright (Department of
the Environment).

WA~~~ P ‘V\

it

D. POWELL)

R. N. Peirce, Esqg.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.

RESTRICTED
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PARIS, le

cH
ot X ( AA

Madame le Premier Ministre,

A la suite du contact téléphonique récent que j'ai eu
1'honneur d'avoir avec vous, je vous adresse, comme convenu deux
documents relatifs & 1'initiative dont je vous ai entretenue.

Le premier document est une note de synthése retracant
I'objectif poursuivi et les démarches pour l'atteindre. Le second est
une esquisse d'avant-projet de ce que pourrait étre, le moment venu,
la présentation publique de l'initiative.

J'espére que ces éléments vous mettront en mesure
de réfléchir a la question qui, en ce qui concerne tous les partenaires
éventuels, reste naturellement confidentielle jusqu'a ce qu'il en soit
en commun décidé autrement.

Je reste bien entendu a votre disposition pour toute
information supplémentaire.

Je vous prie d'agréer, Madame le Premier Ministre,
I'expression de ma trés haute considération.

Michel ROCARD




I - POURQUOI UNE INSTITUTION

Compte-tenu de ce que 1'on dit de 1'effort de divers organismes
internationaux pour la défense de I'environnement, 1'on peut se
demander pourquoi il serait nécessaire de créer une institution nouvelle

risquant de faire double emploi et de disperser les moyens et les
ressources.

La réponse est double :

l.- L'institution projetée n'aurait pas en charge, il s'en
faut, 1'ensemble des problémes d'environnement, mais seulement ceux
qui ont un caractére global au regard de la biosphére : composition
chimique, couche d'ozone, réchauffement. Les limitations de
souveraineté n'auraient pas un caractére général.

2.- L'institution doit permettre la mise en oeuvre rapide
de moyens d'action qui ne seraient rassemblés que difficilement et
en tout cas lentement dans d'autres cadres :

- une réglementation ;

des pouvoirs d'information et, le cas échéant, d'inspection ;

.

la mise en place d'un Haut Conseil scientifique permanent ;
le financement des compensations appelées par les sacrifices
supportés pour certains pays (notamment en voie de développement)
au profit de 1'humanité ;
un systéme juridique général garantissant tout a la fois les Etats
membres contre les abus d'autorité de 1'Institution et assurant en
revanche le respect par les Etats membres des décisions de celle-ci.




N OTE DE SYNTHESE

La présente note a pour objet de présenter
I'ensemble du projet de convention en en
dégageant les grandes lignes. L'Organisation
a créer est, dans l'attente d'une dénomination
définitive, désignée sous le nom de 1"Institution




I1 - IDEE GENERALE DE L'INSTITUTION

1- Un nom est a trouver pour "l'institution". Il faudrait
que ce nom flit expressif & la fois en francais et en anglais. P.ex :
BIO - GLOBE - AZURE - ou des initiales relativement parlantes et
lisibles dans la version anglaise et dans la version francaise.

2- Il y a évidemment un choix politique a faire entre deux
types d'institutions (sans préjudice des types mixtes) :

ou bien une organisation de type purement intergouvernemental, tres
respectueuse des souverainetés, dans laquelle les décisions
procéderaient en principe de l'unanimité ;

ou une organisation beaucoup plus/ "intégrée", procédant des Etats
certes, mais s'en détachant, possédant une Haute Autorité statuant
a la majorité et ayant des pouvoirs propres et un Haut Conseil
Scientifique véritable "ministére public" de la lutte pour la survie.

Ainsi  1'Institution pourrait réglementer, informer, inspecter,
sanctionner, etc...

Ce second type semble préférable au moins quant a la
proposition initiale qui doit étre faite et ceci pour diverses raisons.

Si  I'institution n'est qu'une sorte de conférence
intergouvernementale permanente, sa plus grande efficacité par rapport
aux organismes existants n'apparait pas évidente.

Dans une organisation intégrée - surtout si une place
importante est faite aux pays en voie de développement - on peut
panser les blessures faites a la souveraineté nationale par des
perspectives d'aide financiére ou économique compensant les sacrifices.

I1 est plus facile de réaliser un projet ambitieux en partant
d'une proposition maximaliste devant subir des retranchements qu'en
essayant de progresser a partir d'une plate-forme a ras le sol.

Enfin, un projet audacieux peut engendrer un démarrage
a deux vitesses, le noyau des pays les plus motivés acceptant de
devancer le peloton (voir pages 9 et 10).




IIT - LES ORGANES DU POUVOIR

La difficulté essentielle que rencontre la construction du
pouvoir dans 1'Institution est que :

- les participants doivent étre nombreux (d'ou 1'impossibilité
d'assurer leur représentation dans tous les rouages de
I'Institution au contraire de ce qui se passe dans les
communautés restreintes, notamment dans la C.E.E.)

les participants forment un ensemble hétérogéne tant par la
diversité de la géographie que par celle des niveaux de
développement

I'Institution doit étre assez "technocratique" eu égard a la
nature des problémes a traiter, mais aussi assez "politique"

en raison de l'incidence des solutions sur 1'économie et les
politiques de développement.

-~

Ces caractéristiques conduisent a un schéma institutionnel
caractérisé par des organes assez fortement "typés" individuellement
mais dont 1'ensemble tend a équilibrer les considérations contradictoires
que l'on vient de rappeler.

Le schéma retenu comporte quatre organes :

- le Conseil des Etats
- le Haut Conseil Scientifique

- la Haute Autorité

- le Tribunal

A) LE CONSEIL DES ETATS

Il se compose de représentants de chaque Etats membre
sur un pied d'égalité. On a écarté tout systéme de pondération des
voix car, eu égard a l'objet de 1'Institution, une pondération ne
pourrait se faire que sur des critéres arbitraires (population ?
superficie ?) ou engendrant la méfiance (P.I.B. ; contribution au budget
de I'Institution). Néanmoins, pour  éviter les inconvénients
qu'entrainerait la remise de décisions a une assemblée trés nombreuse
et ol pourraient se former des majorités "automatiques", on a nuancé
les pouvoirs de ce Conseil et leurs modalités d'exercice. En gros, le
role du Conseil présente divers aspects :




- 11 est l'organe primaire de l'institution duquel les autres
procédent par la voie de 1'élection, assortie d'ailleurs en certain cas
d'une "régionalisation" qui pallie les effets trop brutaux d'un systéme
purement majoritaire. C'est devant le Conseil des Etats que la Haute
Autorité est responsable.

- Il est compétent pour certaines décisions fondamentales

admission ou exclusion des membres, budget, programmes quinquennaux,
gle...

- Etant donné les pouvoirs trés importants attribués & la Haute
Autorité (et qui dépassent largement ceux d'un organe exécutif) il

posséde un certain pouvoir de veto a l'encontre des décisions de
celle-ci.

B) LE HAUT CONSEIL SCIENTIFIQUE

L'idée générale est de faire du Haut Conseil Scientifique
un organe caractérisé a la fois par son prestige et par son
indépendance. Ce doit étre une sorte de "ministére public" ou
d'"ombdusman" non seulement de 1'Institution mais de 1'humanité.

Son recrutement se fait sur des propositions émanant de
personnes ou de groupements qualifiés (Prix Nobel, institutions
spécialisées), la désignation incombe au Conseil des Etats.

Le role du Haut Conseil est multiple :

C'est d'abord une centrale scientifique rassemblant les connaissances
et, par ses services, contribuant a leurs progres.

C'est un organe permanent de surveillance et d'alerte, qui saisit
la Haute Autorité pour provoquer des inspections, voire des
injonctions.

Sur le plan scientifique et technique, il est chargé de la préparation
des réglementations ou est consulté a leur sujet. Dans certains
cas, la Haute Autorité ne peut agir que sur son avis conforme. Le
Haut Conseil peut appeler d'une décision de la Haute Autorité devant
le Conseil des Etats et, en certains cas, saisir le tribunal.

C) LA HAUTE AUTORITE

La Haute Autorité - qui est la piéce maitresse du
dispositif - est composée de membres désignés par le Conseil des Etats,
mais qui sont indépendants des Etats et ne les représentent pas. Son
effectif (qui dépend du nombre des adhérents) doit étre assez élevé
pour étre représentatif des diversités géographiques, économiques,
culturelles, politiques, mais assez restreint pour demeurer un organe
agissant. Pour fixer les idées son effectif devrait étre le 1/4 ou le

1/3 du nombre des adhérents (Par exemple 15 membres pour une
cinquantaine d'Etats).




6.-

Si la Haute Autorité procéde, par la désignation de ses
membres, du Conseil des Etats, elle est responsable devant celui-ci
et est chargée de mettre en oeuvre certaines de ses décisions, elle
n'en a pas moins des pouvoirs propres trés importants.

Dans l'ensemble, les attributions de la Haute Autorité
comportent :

des pouvoirs d'information et, le cas échéant, d'inspection, exercés
soit proprio motu, soit sur l'initiative du Conseil des Etats, du Haut
Conseil Scientifique, du Tribunal, des Etats membres ou de certaines
organisations ;

des pouvoirs normatifs exercés par des actes de portée diverses
(réglements, directives, recommandations) ;

des pouvoirs d'injonction et éventuellement de sanction ;
des pouvoirs financiers (mesures de compensation et d'assistance) ;

des pouvoirs de négociation avec les organisations internationales
et les Etats tiers ;

des pouvoirs d'action : intervention en cas de catastrophe.

Le traité doit fixer de facon précise ces compétences dont
le régime est d'ailleurs complexe :

tout d'abord la Haute Autorité statue a la majorité absolue des
membres la composant avec, dans certains cas, exigence d'une
majorité renforcée ;

ensuite, certaines de ses décisions peuvent étre paralysées par un
veto (a la majorité qualifiée) du Conseil des Etats ; d'autres
supposent un avis conforme du Haut Conseil Scientifique ;

toutes les décisions de la Haute Autorité peuvent étre déférées au
Tribunal pour un contréle de régularité juridique.

D) LE TRIBUNAL INTERNATIONAL

En raison de la spécificité de 1'Institution, il parait plus
expédient de la doter d'une juridiction propre plutét que d'en renvoyer
le contentieux a la Cour Internationale de Justice.
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Le Tribunal, dont les membres (11 par exemple), sont élus
par le Conseil des Etats, doit étre composé de spécialistes qualifiés
du droit international de 1'environnement. Quand la nature de 1'affaire
1'exige, le Tribunal est complété par des personnalités du Haut Conseil
Scientifique (quatre par exemple).

Sa compétence générale concerne l'interprétation et
1'application du Traité.

A ce titre, il peut se voir déférer les décisions prises par
les autres organes de la Communauté.

Il peut, pour faire respecter les obligations des Etats
membres, user de pouvoirs d'injonction (sursis a 1'exécution d'un projet,
mesures conservatoires, interdiction).

IV - FINANCES

L'Institution est dotée d'un budget annuel, préparé par
la Haute Autorité et voté par le Conseil des Etats.

Les ressources ne peuvent étre constituées principalement
que par les contributions des Etats.

Cependant, des sources complémentaires de financement
peuvent étre trouvées :

- les contributions volontaires des Etats et des personnes morales
(entreprises) et physiques ;

- une taxe frappant les entreprises qui, sans étre illicites, imposent
des charges particuliéres a 1'environnement ;

- les amendes frappant les entreprises en situation irréguliére.

Le budget doit faire face aux dépenses de fonctionnement
de 1'Institution, mais aussi a Il'entretien de certains fonds (fonds
d'investissement scientifique, fonds de compensation des charges
particuliéres, fonds de secours et d'assistance).

La "philosophie" du budget devra faire une large place a
1'idée que la sauvegarde de la biosphére, déja largement exploitée
par les pays développés, suppose que les pays en voie de développement
feront des sacrifices pour ne pas aggraver la situation existante et
devront donc recevoir des compensations.




V - SOUVERAINETE ETATIQUE ET POUVOIRS DE L'INSTITUTION

Le projet d'Institution apparait évidemment comme attribuant
a une organisation internationale de trés grands pouvoirs, d'autant
plus contraignants pour les souverainetés que les décisions de la
Communauté ne sont pas prises a l'unanimité et que ni la Haute
Autorité, ni le Haut Conseil Scientifique, ni le Tribunal, ne sont
composés de "représentants" des Etats. En un sens, on a l'impression
d'une intégration plus poussée que celle de la C.E.E. avant 1993.

I1 faut rechercher dans quelle mesure cette impression est
fondée. Cette recherche conduit a constater que les atteintes a la
souveraineté, pour réelles qu'elles soient, sont plus limitées qu'il ne
parait.

l.- Les organes de 1'Institution ont (soit en propre, soit par
accord entre eux en certains cas) des pouvoirs impressionnants a
1'égard des Etats membres :

pouvoir de réglementation s'exercant selon des procédés plus ou
moins contraignants : recommandations, directives (fixant les objectifs
et laissant aux Etats le choix des moyens), réglements (directement
contraignants) ;

pouvoir de surveillance et d'investigation : a tout moment,
I'Institution est informée des données qui l'intéressent ; ses organes
peuvent mettre en mouvement un corps d'inspection ;

pouvoir d'injonction : 1'Institution peut exiger la suspension a titre
provisoire d'une activité publique ou privée, peut prononcer une
interdiction définitive, ordonner que certaines mesures soient prises ;

pouvoir de sanction : ce pouvoir s'exerce tant a 1'égard des
entreprises (amendes), qu'a 1'égard des Etats (interdiction d'acheter
ou d'utiliser tel ou tel produit "illicite"). Sans doute, l'Institution
ne dispose d'aucun moyen physique de coercition et ne peut prendre
de sanctions économiques "générales" ;

pouvoir fiscal : I'Institution peut percevoir un impdt sur certaines
entreprises.

2.- Cependant, ces pouvoirs doivent étre exactement mesurés :

- tout d'abord, l'objet de 1'Institution est limité et ne couvre pas
I'ensemble de la vie économique et financiére, ce qui rend caduque
la comparaison avec la C.E.E. ;




8.-

en second lieu, les critéres d'action de 1'Institution sont autrement
précis que ceux d'une communauté a vocation générale ; ils sont
objectivement saisissables et le rdéle majeur du Haut Conseil
Scientifique limite les tentations de pouvoir discrétionnaire ;
enfin, diverses régles concernant la distribution des pouvoirs montrent
que la régle majoritaire ne servira que rarement et que I'Institution
ne sera gérable que dans un climat de consensus.

En effet, la distribution des pouvoirs entre les quatre
organes est en elle-méme une limitation des pouvoirs.

La prise en considération dans la composition de la Haute
Autorité des différenciations géographiques, économiques, le cas échéant
politiques, conduira & des équilibres modérateurs.
/

VI - LA DECLARATION DES DEVOIRS DES ETATS

l.- Compte tenu de I'action et des travaux d'organisations
diverses, de déclarations, résolutions, conventions, on est en possession
d'un corpus de régles déja acquises ou en voie de reconnaissance
concernant les devoirs des Etats pour la sauvegarde de la biosphére.
On peut facilement mettre ces acquis en forme de Déclaration générale
en les ordonnant et, au besoin, en les complétant. C'est un texte
de cet ordre qui figure en Préambule du projet de Convention.

2.- Le probléme est celui de l'usage de cette Déclaration. Elle
peut former le Préambule d'un projet de traité. C'est ce qui a été
fait.

Mais elle pourrait étre aussi l'avant-garde, la locomotive
de l'entreprise devant aboutir au Traité.

L'initiative consisterait & proposer la Déclaration et a
inviter les Etats a y adhérer comme a une Charte de Sauvegarde de
la Vie.

A cette invitation serait jointe la proposition, pour ceux
des Etats qui auraient la volonté d'allez plus loin, de s'attaquer a
la construction de 1'Institution (Traité proprement dit).

Cette démarche, trés dynamique en elle-méme, doit
cependant étre l'objet de réflexions. En effet, de la part des pays
qui partageraient cette initiative, le seul fait de la Déclaration
créerait une obligation politique et morale sinon juridique d'en
respecter les termes et ceci par un engagement unilatéral qui n'aurait

pas pour contrepartie les obligations des Etats demeurés étrangers
a ce processus.




10.-

3.- Ainsi, la Déclaration pourrait étre le moyen de mettre toute
la machine en route.

Mais si cette mise en route était trop difficile ou trop
lointaine, on pourrait rechercher le deuxiéme étage de la fusée dans
le Haut Conseil Scientifique qui, ne soulevant pas, au moins
principalement, de problémes de souveraineté étatique, pourrait étre
mis en place comme instrument au service de la Déclaration.




PRESENTATION

L'avenir de I1'humanité dépend de celui de la biosphére. De
tous les impératifs de 1'environnement, la sauvegarde de la biosphére est
le plus vital, car cette sauvegarde ne comprend pas seulement notre richesse,
notre bien-étre, notre santé, mais notre survie d'hommes. A ce titre, elle
est moins un droit qu'elle n'est un devoir.,

Elle ne peut étre assurée par de seules actions nationales ou
régionales, quelle qu'en soit 1'utilité. Seule une grande détermination mondiale,
ou plus exactement planétaire, est a la mesure du péril et du défi a affronter.

Sans doute la société internationale, trés largement sous les
auspices des Nations Unies, a-t-elle pris conscience des problémes de
I'environnement et multiplié les instruments scientifiques et techniques pouvant
les éclairer, ainsi que les conventions et les organisations propres a en faire
avancer les solutions. Dans ces efforts, la sauvegarde de la biosphére n'a
pas été oubliée.

Mais la gravité et 1'urgence de la question posée a 1'homme
et des réponses qu'elle appelle exigent que, trés vite, on aille plus loin. Tel
est 1'objet de l'initiative que 1'on va exposer.

I1 s'agit de créer une Organisation internationale permanente
prenant en charge la sauvegarde de la biosphére et dotée des moyens
scientifiques, juridiques, administratifs et financiers nécessaires au but
poursuivi.

Moyens scientifiques, car rien ne peut étre fait sans la
connaissance des périls et des remédes.

Moyens juridiques, car périls et remédes ne connaissent pas
de frontiéres et appellent donc des régles et des décisions internationales.




Moyens administratifs, car 1'information, l'alerte, la prévention,
I'action matérielle exigent une logistique.

Moyens financiers, car, outre la couverture des recherches
et de l'administration, il faudra que les charges nées de la discipline que
les Etats s'imposeront pour le bien commun soient équitablement réparties,
de telle sorte que soit préservé le droit de chacun d'entre eux au
développement et a la prospérité.

Une telle Organisation pourrait se construire sur quatre piliers.

En premier lieu, un Conseil des Etats rassemblant, sur un pied
d'égalité, les représentants de tous les Etats membres et qui serait l'organe
primaire de 1'Organisation, responsable de la désignation des autres organes
et des grandes orientations de 1'Organisation.

Ensuite, un Haut conseil scientifique qui, outre ses téaches
d'animation de la recherche, serait chargé d'alerter, d'informer, de proposer
et serait une sorte de ministére public de 1'humanité en quéte de survie.

En troisiéme lieu, une Haute autorité composée de personnalités
indépendantes désignées par le Conseil des Etats et reflétant les diverses
régions du monde; elle serait 1'organe agissant de l'ensemble.

Enfin, un Tribunal international trancherait les différends
concernant l'interprétation et l'application du traité instituant 1'Organisation
et contrdlerait la régularité des décisions de celle-ci.

La définition des pouvoirs de 1'Organisation devrait procéder
de trois ordres de considérations.




-Tout d'abord la spécificité des pouvoirs. L'organisation n'a
pas d'objectifs politiques ou économiques au sens général du
terme; pas davantage elle n'a en charge l'ensemble des
problémes de l'environnement, mais ceux de la biosphére. Elle
ne se substitue a aucune organisation existante mais au
contraire recherche la collaboration avec toutes les autres
institutions qui peuvent l'aider ou qu'elle peut aider.

-Dans son domaine propre ainsi strictement défini, 1'Organisation

dispose de pouvoirs réels, notamment en ce qui concerne
1'établissement de programmes communs, la connaissance et
la prévention des périls, la réglementation des activités
dangereuses, la compensation financiéres des sacrifices
particuliers consentis par certains pays dans l'intérét commun.

-Enfin ces pouvoirs, pour étre réels, ne sont cependant pas
arbitraires : ils sont répartis entre les organes; le Haut conseil
scientifique garantit la nécessité et la pertinence des actions
envisagées; le Tribunal s'oppose aux excés de pouvoir.

C'est dans le cadres des Nations Unies que les Etats promoteurs
de la présente initiative envisagent la création de 1'Organisation qu'ils
proposent. Ils souhaitent la discussion la plus large et la plus ouverte qui
soit possible afin que la convention qui, selon leur espoir, la couronnera soit
a la mesure de son objet : la survie de la planéte et des hommes qui en
sont responsables tant a 1'égard d'eux-mémes que des générations futures.
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Environment Initiative by President Mitterrand and M. Rocard

| 12,
LA

You wrote to Lyn Parker on 1 November about a telephone
conversation between the Prime Minister and M. Rocard concerning
a French initiative for a new international environmental

organisation.

On 15 November M. Rocard asked Ewen Fergusson to call
on him "very privately". M. Rocard briefed the Ambassador
on the telephone conversation, clearly assuming that he knew
nothing about it. His account was substantially the same
as yours. He said that the exercise was strictly personal
diplomacy on his part with the full endorsement of M. Mitterrand.
His choice of Presidents/Prime Ministersto contact had been
made in a somewhat accidental way, somtimes the result of
fortuitous meetings. Fourteen Heads of State and Government
had firmly committed themselves to participating. They were
FRG - Chancellor Kohl; Spain - Felipe Gonzalez: Netherlands
- Lubbers; Norway - Mrs Brundtland; Sweden - Carlsson; Senegal
- Diouf; Tunisia - Ben Ali; Egypt - Mubarak; Jordan - King
Hussein; India - Rajiv Gandhi; Australia - Hawke; New Zealand
- Lange; Brazil - Sarney (with France). He had the impression
that the Japanese Prime Minister might also come on board.
The United Nations Secretary-General had given his general
support and had accepted willingly that any institutions might
be set up outside the UN but that some kind of UN umbrella
or link. There might, for instance, need to be ultimate recourse
to the International Court of Justice.

M. Rocard handed the Ambassador the attached letter to
the Prime Minister together with the main document and' the
summary, as well as an (unathenticated) English translation.

M. Rocard said that although the proposal had a French
origin, he wanted to establish as broad a base as possible.
The three main enthusiasts were Chancellor Kohl, Felipe
Gonzalez and Mr Lubbers. The last had said that, assuming
that the document, as finally established, was authenticated
by the signatures of the fourteen or more potential signatories,
he would be ready to issue the document and in any case offer
the holding of a meeting in The Hague, possibly as early as
January. M. Rocard hoped that when the Prime Minister had
had the chance to study the papers, she might be able to
offer positive British support.

/M. Rocard
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M. Rocard said that he had not wanted to approach the
United States during the electoral period. It was impossible
to know whom to approach in China. He had spoken to the Soviet
Ambassador in Paris and the French proposals would be put
formally to Mr Gorbachev during M. Mitterrand's visit on
25/26 November. The Russians would not however be asked to
sign the document. He had not consulted the Canadians because
of the tricky situation over Franco-Canadian relations on
fishing, and he had not consulted the Belgians or the Italians
because of their governmental instability and the need not
to "over-Europeanise" the initiative.

Sir Ewen Fergusson's judgement is that M. Rocard has
hardly consulted his own administration on this project and
that the papers had been handed over on th€ basis that they
weére personally for the Prime Minister. M. Rocard would
be 16oking for a direct and early personal reaction from the
Prime Minister. The Ambassador thinks it quite likely that
President Mitterrand might mention the proposal at Mont Saint
Michel on 30 November.

e

Despite tﬂ;—gonspiratorial fashion in which the French

are conducting this exercise, we assume that you will wish

to have advice from the Department of the Environment and
ourselves. I am therefore copying this letter to the recipients
of yours. I should be grateful, however, if all would observe
the caveat that no-one should reveal knowledge of all this

to the French.
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(R N Peirce)
Private Secretary

C D Powell Esq
Private Secretary
10 Downing Street
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MEMORANDUM

The purpose of this paper is to present a broad outline of

the convention project. The organisation to be created is
referred to provisionally herein as the Institution.




Siaych x RENE7s s S LD IS, o 3 AR O, R o 4
e o i e s AR ot SR SN -

I - WHY AN INSTITUTION

Bearing in mind what is said of the efforts of
various international organisations to protect the environ-
ment, why should it be necessary to create a new institution
whose efforts might simply duplicate those of others and
disperse means and resources ?

The reason is twofold

1.- The intended Institution would not handle
environmental problems in general, but only those related to
the biosphere on a worldwide scale : chemical composition,
ozone layer, the greenhouse effect. Limitations of sover-
eignty would not be of a general nature.

2.- The Institution must provide for the swift
implementation of means of action which would otherwise be
difficult or at least slow to get under way

regulations ;

the power to inform and if need be to inspect ;

setting up a permanent Scientific High Committee ;

funding compensation to make up for the sacrifices made by
certain countries (particularly developing countries) for
the benefit of mankind ;

a general legal system which both guarantees member States
against abuse of authority by the Institution and guaran-
tees that member States comply with the decisions of the
Institution.




I1 - GENERAL IDEA FOR THE INSTITUTION

1.- A name has to be found for the Institution. The
name should be meaningful in both English and French, c.g.
GLOBE - AZURE - or initials which are significant, read well
and strike the right note both in English and in French.

2.- A choice must obviously be made between two
types of institution (or some form of mixture of the two)

- a purely intergovernmental type of body, highly respectful

of sovereignties, with decisions being reached in prin-
ciple on a unanimous basis ;
a much more "integrated" institution originating in the
member States of course, but standing alone, with its own
High Authority ruling on a majority basis and having
powers of its own, with a Scientific High Council acting
as a vreal ‘"public prosecutor" in the struggle for
survival. The Institution would be empowered to draw up
regulations, inform, inspect, sanction, and so on.

This second solution seems preferable, at least in

terms of the initial proposal to be made, for various
reasons.

If the Institution is merely a sort of permanent
intergovernmental conference, it seems unlikely that it
would be any more effective than the existing system.

In an integrated organisation - particularly if
sufficient room 1is made for the developing countries -
wounds to national sovereignty resulting from sacrifices by
certain countries may be soothed by the prospect of
financial or economic aid.

It is easier to achieve ambitious goals by setting
one's sights high initially and compromising when necessary
than by setting one's sights low from the outset.




Finally, an audacious project could give rise to a
staggered start, with the hard core of highly motivated
countries accepting to take the lead initially (see pp. 11
and 12).

II1 - THE ORGANS OF POWER

The main difficulty that arises 1in the power
structure of the Institution lies in the fact that

- many member States would be expected to participate
(which means that it would be impossible for everybody
to be represented at every level of the Institution,
unlike in smaller communities like the E.E.C.) ;

the participants would be a heterogeneous group in
terms of both geographical diversity and economic

development levels ;

the Institution would have to be quite "technocratic"
given the nature of the problems to be solved, but it
would also have to be "political” in view of the

effects 1its decisions could have on economies and
development policies.

These <characteristics 1lead wus to envisage an
Institution made wup of bodies with marked individual
features, the overall effect of which is nevertheless to
balance out the contradictory considerations outlined above.

The Institution would comprise four bodies

the Council of States
the Scientific High Council

the High Authority

the Court.




A) THE COUNCIL OF STATES

It is made up of representatives of each member
State on an equal footing. In view of the purpose of the
Institution, any weighting of the votes was rejected because
they could only be weighted on the basis of arbitrary
criteria such as population or area, or of criteria likely
to generate discord, such as GDP or contribution to the
budget of the Institution. However, in order to avoid the
drawbacks of decision-making by too large an assembly 1in
which "automatic" majorities might build up, the powers of
this Council and the exercise thereof are somewhat restric-
ted, as follows

- It is the primary organ of the Institution, the other
organs being elected by it, allowing where necessary for
regional interests to cushion the possibly brutal effects of
a simple majority voting system.

- It is competent to take certain basic decisions
acceptance and rejection of membership, budget, five-year
plans, and so on.

- In view of the substantial powers invested in the High
Authority (which is far more than a mere executive body), it
has a certain power to veto the decisions thereof.

B) THE SCIENTIFIC HIGH COUNCIL

The general idea is to make the Scientific High
Council a prestigious, independent body. It must be a sort
of "public prosecutor" or "ombudsman".

Its members shall be recruited on the strength of
proposals submitted by qualified groups or persons (Nobel
Prize panel, specialised institutions) and appointed by the
Council of States.




The role of the High Council is a multiple one

First of all it is a scientific centre, centralising
scientific knowledge and helping it to progress through
the services it provides.

It is a permanent surveillance and alarm service which
applies to the High Authority to have inspections carried
out or injunctions issued.

At the technical and scientific level it is responsible
for drawing up regulations or acts as in an advisory
capacity in the drawing up of such regulations. In certain
cases, the High Authority can only act with its approval.
The High Council may appeal decisions of the High
Authority before the Council of States and, in certain
cases, take matters to the Court.

C) THE HIGH AUTHORITY

The High Authority, which is the keystone to the
whole structure, is made up of members appointed by the
Council of States but who act independently, not as repres-
entatives of their States. It must comprise enough members
(depending on the number of member States) to provide fair
representation for all the geographic, economic, cultural
and political interests involved, but be small enough to be
effective. Its membership could be fixed at 1/4 or 1/3 the
number of member States (for example 15 members for fifty
member States).

Although the High Authority 1is appointed by and
answerable to the Council of States and responsible for
implementing certain of its decisions, it is nevertheless
invested with major powers of its own.




In general terms, the High Authority has the

following powers

the power to inform and if necessary to inspect, on its
own initiative or at the request of the Council of States,
the Scient#fic High Council, the Court, the member States
or certain organisations ;

normative powers which it exercises in various ways
(regulations, directives, recommendations) ;

powers of injunction and possibly of sanction ;

financial powers (compensation and assistance) ;

the power to negotiate with international organisations
and non-member States ;

the power to act : intervention in the event of a disaster.

The treaty must define these rather complex powers

very accurately

first of all, the High Authority rules on the basis of an
absolute majority of its members, certain special cases
requiring a reinforced majority ;

furthermore, certain of its decisions may be blocked by
veto (on a qualified majority basis) in the Council of

States ; others require the approval of the Scientific
High Council ;

all the decisions of the High Authority may be submitted
to the Court for a decision regarding their legality.




D) THE INTERNATIONAL COURT

Because of the specific nature of the Institution,
it would seem more expedient to endow it with a jurisdiction
of its own rather than refer litigation to the International
Court of Justice.

The Court's members (11 for example) are specialists
in international environmental law, elected by the Council
of States. When the nature of the case being heard so
requires, a number of members of the Scientific High Council
(4, say) could be asked to sit in.

In general terms, its Jjob is to interpret and
enforce the Treaty.

In this respect, it may be asked to rule on
decisions taken by other organs of the Institution.

It may use its powers of injunction to make member
States fulfil their commitments (suspension of projects,
conservation measures, prohibition).

IV - FUNDING
The Institution would operate on an annual budget

drawn up by the High Authority and passed by the Council of
States.

Its resources are made up in the main of contribu-

tions from member States.

Additional sources of funds may also be envisaged,

however




voluntary contributions from States, corporations and
private individuals ;

a tax on firms which are a strain on the environment even
though they operate within the law ;

fines on firms which break the law.

The budget must cover the Institution's operating
costs, as well as the upkeep of certain funds (scientific
investment fund, special effort compensation fund, rescue
and assistance fund).

The "“philosophy" behind the budget must reflect
strong commitment to the idea that protecting the biosphere,
which has already been largely exploited by the industrial-
ised countries, means that the developing countries must
make sacrifices to avoid aggravating the situation, and that
they will have to receive compensation for these sacrifices.

V - STATE SOVEREIGNTY AND POWERS OF THE INSTITUTION

This project seems at first sight to grant sweeping
powers to an international organisation which threaten
national sovereignties all the more in that its decisions
do not require a unanimous vote and that not all States are
represented on three of its major component bodies (the High
Authority, the Scientific High Council and the Court). In a

way, the impression is one of greater integration than in
the E.E.C. prior to 1993.

We must therefore consider to what extent this
impression is really accurate. Careful consideration of the
question 1leads to the conclusion that although national
sovereignty is encroached upon to a certain extent, the harm
is less extensive than it would seem at first glance.




1.- The organs making up the Institution have consider-
able powers, individually or collectively, with regard to
member States

reqgulatory powers of different types : recommendations,
directives (which set objectives but 1leave it up to
individual States to decide how to go about achieving
them), regulations (of a compulsory nature) ;

powers of surveillance and investigation : at any time the
Institution 1is entitled to request and receive any
information it may require ; it may send a team to

investigate ;

power of injunction : the Institution may order the
provisional suspension of a public or private activity, a
permanent ban or certain corrective measures ;

power of sanction : this power may be used against firms
(fines) as well as against States (ban on the purchase of
certain "harmful" substances, for example). It goes

without saying that the Institution has no physical means
of coercion and cannot impose economic sanctions of a
“general" nature ;

fiscal power : the Institution may levy taxes on certain
firms.

2.- These powers must be carefully measured, however

first of all, the scope of the Institution is limited and
does not cover economic and financial 1ife in general,
which rules out any comparison with the E.E.C. ;




- secondly, the Institution's criteria for action are much
more precise than those of a community with a more general
vocation ; they are objectively tangible and it 1is the
main role of the Scientific High Council to curb any
temptation for the Institution to abuse its power ;

finally, various rules relating to the distribution of
power mean that the majority rule will only be wused in
rare cases and that the Institution will operate only in a
climate of consensus.

Indeed, the very fact that power is shared amongst
the four constituent organs is in itself a limitation of
power.

The fact that geographical, economic and possibly
political differences are taken into account in determining
the membership of the High Authority should have a
moderating influence.

VI - THE DECLARATION OF THE DUTIES OF STATES

l1.- Bearing in mind the action and work of various
organisations, declarations, resolutions, conventions, a
body of rules currently 1in force or wunder negotiation
already exists regarding the duties of States in protecting
the biosphere. It would be an easy matter to collate and
complete this existing material and shape it into a General
Declaration. A text of this nature is included as a foreword
to the draft Convention.

2.- The problem is how to use this Declaration. It
could be included in a draft treaty as a foreword, as is the
case here.

But it could also be the vanguard, the moving force
behind efforts leading up to a Treaty.




The initiative would consist in drawing up a
Declaration and inviting States to accede to it as to a
Charter for the Preservation of Life.

To this invitation would be added the suggestion
that those States wishing to go further should join forces
in building the Institution (Treaty proper).

This approach, although highly dynamic, requires
further thought, for the mere fact of the Declaration would
constitute a political and moral, if not legal obligation
for participant States to respect the terms thereof on the
strength of a unilateral commitment, with no counterpart
commitment from States which remain alien to the process.

3.- The Declaration could therefore be a way to set the
whole machine in motion.

But if this start-up were to prove too difficult or
too remote in time, we could seek the second stage of the
rocket in the Scientific High Council, which would not in
principle impinge upon the sovereignty of States and could
therefore be set up as an instrument at the service of the

Declaration.
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LUNCH WITH THE DIRECTEUR DE CABINET : 14 NOVEMBER 1988

Atmospherics

1. Monsieur Jacques Attali gave me lunch today at the Ritz Hotel.
He arrived a quarter of an hour late and it took him sometime to
calm down. Before we parted he revealed the reason: the President
has a regular Monday morning foursome of golf at one of the private
links in the Paris region. M. Attali is a/permanent participant,
the others being André Rousselet and a doctor who plays off scratch.
M. Attali himself has a generous handicap. I did not discover what
was the President's. I had commented that, to my untutored eye,

the President had tremendous dignity, rivalled only by that of Haile

Selassie. M. Attali commented that I would not say so if I had seen
him play golf.

2. As an instance of the way in which the President keeps his eye
on everything M. Attali said that the President had just noticed my
name on a proposal (from M. de Grossouvre) that I should be invited
to a Presidential wild boar shoot at Chambord. After confirmation
of the agreement to announce the Mont Saint Michel meeting at 1100
on 18 November I said that Mr Powell had agreed that it made no sense
for me to travel to Mont Saint Michel. M. Attali concurred. When
I commented that it was very difficult for an Ambassador to judge
the President's personality at first hand M. Attali said that it
was an absolute rule that Ambassadors did not have private appoint-
ments with the President. There had been an occasional breakfast
meeting eg with the US Ambassador, but that did not break the rule.
Ambassadors normally did not get access to any restricted meetings
with the President's high level visitors.

The Royal Visit

3. I took the opportunity to thank M. Attali for the President's
welcome to the Prince of Wales, Marigny, Elysée banquet, personal
conversations, admirable organisation and so on. M. Attali said
that the President had taken a real interest in the personality and
views of Prince Charles. He had thought it important to give public
exposure to the Anglo-French relationship at this present juncture.

Bilateral relations

4. The message that followed on powerfully from this was the genera
one that Britian and France shared many and important interests in
common. It was not healthy that European affairs should be based to
such a preponderant extent on the Franco-German relationship. There
had been sixty meetings between Mitterrand and Kohl. The meetings

/between
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between Mitterrand and Mrs Thatcher were conspicuous by their in-
frequency. He personally had far more frequent telephonic and
personal contact with Teltschik in the Chancellor's office than he
had with Charles Powell, although he knew from experience how
effective bilateral or trilateral contact at that level could be.
He was sure that M. Dumas had far more frequent contact with

Herr Genscher than he had with Sir Geoffrey Howe, often on the
telephone. He recognised that there were bikeral contacts at
official level but they were insufficient. At a time when there
was a risk of serious disagreement between France and Britain with
the UK allowing itself by default to be left.out of a number of
important European developments, he thought it most important to
try and find a way of thickening and raising the quality of our
bilateral exchanges. There was certainly no hesitation on
President Mitterrand's part. He had a high regard for Mrs Thatcher,
her performance, her skill as a politician and her intellect.
Nevertheless it was felt at the Elysée that Britain did not show
adequate interest in working at the relationship with France. Given
the number of difficult specific issues which could cause major
tension between us over the next vear, he expressed the personal
view that, were similar problems to be facing the French vis-a-vis
the FRG, a special high level task force would long ere now have
been appointed to try to reconcile the differences. 1I tried to
draw him out on how that would fit with our respective situations
and personalities but he went no further.

5. I referred to the number of recent and forthcoming bilateral
and multilateral Anglo-French contacts between now and the Anglo-
French Summit, including the prospect that M. Rocard might go to
London in early February (M. Attali warmly welcomed that) and
emphasised our willingness to work constructively to reconcile our
differences and to find common ground.

Community matters

6. Predictably M. Attali picked out the following as the most
serious potential problems between us on which major progress in

the EC as a whole could be expected during 1989, particularly during
the French Presidency:-

(a) the liberalisation of capital movements;
(b) the harmonisation of VAT;

(c) monetary cooperation and in particular the
creation of a European Central Bank.

Recent Franco-German contacts showed willingness on the German
side to take account of French concerns. If the UK was not ready
to move forward next year, then regrettably the train would go on
without us.

CONFIDENTIAL




7. I challenged this view of a Britain isolated on these financial/
economic issues. It seemed to me that on liberalisation the French
had made a commitment from which they could not escape. We had
liberalised our capital movements in 1979. It was now a French,

not a British, problem. M. Attali alleged that the FRG were on
board with Italy, Spain, Belgium and the Netherlands; they would
all be ready to accept some kind of with-holding tax. He pooh-
poohed my point that a European tax regime would merely send deposits
outside the Community. I also said that on tax harmonisation it

was surely the French, too, who had a problem. They were the odd
man out, not least so far as the balance between direct and indirect
taxes were concerned. M. Attali saw this as a problem for the longer
term. Third, I suggested that the Bundesbank problem was far from
being resolved. M. Attali referred to the recent remarks by

Herr Poehl's deputy. The Germans would be ready to make signifi-
cant moves in the interests of European monetary cooperation. I
said that we recognised the importance of the subject. We saw the
timetable for negotiation as falling within the period of the French
Presidency after the Delors Committee had reported. We were already
prepared to take useful practical steps (like the recent ECU
denominated bond issue). We were ready to work closely together,

as could be seen from Lankester's recent visit to Paris. We did

not have any serious discussion about the underlying intellectual
arguments about the implications of economic and monetary union.

Nor did we discuss the sterling/snake issue in detail though I
referred to the problem of the current British inflation rate.
Overall, however, the message was clear: «We have fixed the

Germans and they are on our side».

8. M. Attali said that the President would certainly wish to
touch on these issues on 30 November.

Other economic issues : debt

9. I said that the Prime Minister would not want to discuss

M. Mitterrand's proposals on medium term debt until financial

experts had analysed the French ideas in detail. I knew however

that we were worried about the transfer of risk from commercial

banks to creditor governments and about any new allocation of SDRs.
M. Attali thought that the transfer risk was a small one and the

need for greater liquidity genuine. He hoped, despite what I had
said, that the Prime Minister might be able to indicate some reaction
to his paper, which had been distributed in the Sherpas . framework.

Audiovisual

10. M. Attali confirmed that the President would wish to raise

the Audiovisual Eureka. I said that we were waiting for the French
ideas, mentioned at Hanover and by Mme Cresson, to be spelt out in
greater detail. We supported Eureka activity on high definition TV,
as at Brighton. We were interested in other ideas too. I asked
whether M. Attali was aware that 80% of British TV programmes were
already produced in Europe. His surprise and scepticism confirmed
me in my view that the French do not really think of programmes

/produced
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produced in the UK in English as qualifying for a European label.

I should like to send M. Attali a short note confirming the figure
and what it covers. He told me that what the French have in mind is
a very light structure, perhaps one senior official per Member State,
aimed at facilitating industrial collaboration, mergers and so on,

in the production and dissemination of programmes. Some financing
would be involved and he referred to the parallel of the European
Investment Bank (though he did not spell out what that might imply).
He commented that Robert !Maxwell was a personal friend.

East-West strategic and defence issues

11. We agreed that the President and Prime Minister would want to
have a wide ranging exchange in the aftermath of their respective
visits to Moscow and Washington. M. Attali commented that it was
particularly important to collaborate on the major strategic issues
since M. Mitterrand and Mrs Thatcher, as the European Statesmen
with experience of the past and stable political futures had a
major role to play in briefing and steering the new President in
the right direction (this point also came out of the discussion
about meetings/practical collaboration at all levels).

12. I said that the Prime Minister placed considerable weight on
getting the SNF modernisation decision through in 1989, if at all
possible, though we recognised the need for sensitive handling,
notably vis-a-vis theFRG. We were opposed to any organic link

between SNF and conventional force reductions since that would only
be an unrequited gift to the Soviet Union. We feared that if the
FOTL decision was deferred till after 1989 it would become more not
less difficult to take. The French might say that they had no direct
role, because of the theological differences between us and the
French on flexible response but we nonetheless looked to them for
benevolent neutrality , if they could not actively support a 1989
decision. M. Attali said firmly that the French were not involving
themselves in the issue at all.

13. I referred to the President's IHEDN speech and to my letter

to M. Bianco. M. Attali seemed surprised that we had even learned
about the President's remarks. I referred to the English speaking
press reports immediately after the speech and said categorically
that French suggestions, from whatever quarter, that the British
deterrent might be less than wholly indpendent, created an un-
helpful background for the consistent efforts which we were making
to enhance our bilateral defence collaboration. Referring to
President Mitterrand's October 1987 message, I then went through the
main nuclear issues - warheads, targetting, water space management
and ASMP etc explaining where and why we could and could not
collaborate. M. Attali confirmed his general understanding of

what was going on and did not try to suggest that anything significan
was lacking. He did not suggest that defence collaboration would
necessarily be raised by the President at Mont Saint Michel.
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14. I then tackled M. Attali about the volte face by the French
in Vienna and at the Quint meeting in Bonn. I referred to the
Reykjavik compromise on which the work of the last two years and
more had been based and to the efforts which we had made, eg over
ATTU, to help the French. The latest French action was disruptive
both in terms of European/US relations and, even more seriously,
in terms of the prospects for a coherent alliance position at the
NATO Council meeting on 8/9 December. We had the chance of pre-
senting the Warsaw Pact with a sensible and coordinated Western
stance. The French action risked throwing that chance away.

M. Attali confirmed that it had been Herr Genscher's remarks at
the Franco-German Summit which had drawn the President's attention
to the bloc-to-bloc implications of current work on the CST. It
was impossible for the Elysée staff to keep its eye on the detail
of every single negotiation. The fact was, however, that those
responsible had acted in violation of long-standing instructions.
All that was happening now was a reassertionh of standard French
policy. I expressed scepticism, given the time which had elapsed
since June 1986, and I reaffirmed the potentially damaging conse-
guences of current French actions. Incidentally, I got no hint
that the French line owes anything to current short term political
considerations. M. Attali thought that we could certainly expect
the President to mention his views at Mont Saint Michel.

Economic Summit

15. M. Attali said that there seemd to be some misunderstanding
«in British circles» (eg Reuter) about what was planned. He con-
firmed what he had told the Sherpas about the arrangements for the
7 Nation Summit ie starting on the afternoon of 14 July through to
p.m. on 16 July. Those meetings would definitely take place in
the Arch of the Défense. The ceremonies/celebratory commemoration
of the bicentennial would take place on 13 and the morning of

14 July, including the traditional march past, ending with a
ceremonial lunch. The President would also invite the seven Heads
of State and Government to this first part, as well as numerous
other Heads of State and Government (eg from the third world).
This would be a major opportunity for the world's leaders to meet.
The President very much hoped that Mrs Thatcher would be present for
the first part but, unlike the commitment to the 7 Nation Summit
itself, it could not be called mandatory.

Residual issues

16. We did not talk about social Europe, merger controls, GATT,
regional problems or the Moscow Human Rights Conference.

Jean Monnet

17. I took the bull by the horns and said that I had been sorry to
see some hints in the press of French disappointment at the level
of our representation at the ceremonies. As the President would
know from the Prime Minister's letter, she and the Foreign Secretary
were fully taken up with the State Visit by the President of Senegal.
We had given very careful thought to the invitation to the Prince of

/Wales




Wales but had concluded that, in a gathering of present and past
practising European politicians, he would not have been an appropriz-
choice. On the other hand we had been at particular Pains to ensure
that he could announce the Jean Monnet scholarships. I handed over
a copy of our press release with an annotation showing the sum to be
provided annually. M. Attali made no attempt to press the question
of representation.

18. A final snippet. M. Attali seemed interested in the size of
our Embassy diplomatic staff and strongly in favour of the practice
whereby commercial work is integrated within the Embassy and under
the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary (this in contrast to French
practice and the role of the DREE). He asked about the number of
«diplomats» in the Embassy. I should like to send him a short
letter indicating the number and role of our diplomatic staff,
perhaps showing Whitehall department of origin. I think that his
interest was not malign but reflected his known views on the
effectiveness of British interdepartmental coordination, at home
and abroad.

o TR VS SN v bnr lrmapy Ky

Ewen Fergusson

15 November 1988

P J Goulden Esq, AUSS
J O Kerr Esq, AUSS
D J E Ratford Esq, AUSS

C D Powell Esq,&
Prime Minister's Office
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10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SW1A 2AA 1
From the Private Secretary 1 November 1988
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PRIME MINISTER'S TELEPHONE CONVERSATION WITH M. ROCARD

M. Rocard telephoned the Prime Minister this morning
and they had a brief talk. The issue was, as you predicted,
the proposed creation of a new international,environmental
organisation.

M. Rocard said that he and President Mitterrand had
developed a proposal which they were keen to see the Prime
Minister join in supporting. Next year would be the 200th
anniversary of the Declaration of Human Rights which marked
the beginning of the French Revolution. He and the
President believed that a new human right should be created
to mark that anniversary, the right to a safe environment.
Before launching such a proposal, he hoped to obtain the
support of 12 or 15 heads of government who would be
co-signatories of a letter. That letter would propose the
creation of a world organisation for the environment which
would act as a regulatory authority. If the Prime Minister
supported the principle, he would be ready to send her
various preparatory documents. He had already talked to a
number of colleagues including Chancellor Kohl, Mr. Gandhi,
President Sarney and Mrs. Bruntland and they had indicated
their agreement. He would be interested to hear the Prime
Minister's reaction.

The Prime Minister said that several points immediately
occurred to her. First of all, you could not have a human
right to a safe environment since there were many threats to
the environment which were beyond the powers of any human
agency to control, for instance typhoons. It would be
better not to try to create a specious link between
practical proposals on the environment and human rights.

The Prime Minister continued that there were two aspects to
environmental problems. First there were the global
problems such as the greenhouse effect and damage to the
ozone layer. There was mounting international concern about
them. Secondly there were more local or regional problems
such as pollution in the North Sea, and of rivers, and acid
rain. There were already a number of international
conventions for dealing with most of these problems and they
were regularly discussed at the United Nations and in the
European Community. She would not wish needlessly to cut
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across existing work. Indeed she was rather surprised that
M. Rocard had not mentioned a role for the United Nations.
Finally, she was very hesitant about the idea of an
international agency with executive powers. However, she
would be grateful if M. Rocard could send her the papers
which he had prepared so that she could reach a more
informed judgement on his proposal.

M. Rocard said that his proposal was intended to deal
only with global problems of the atmosphere and perhaps the
ocean rather than the second category of environmental
issues mentioned by the Prime Minister. He had no wish to
cut across existing international work on these issues, nor
to exclude the United Nations. In confidence he could say
Chancellor Kohl had raised objections to involving the
United Nations but he would see him at the Franco-German
Summit tomorrow and try to argue him out of these. However,
the concept of an organisation with executive powers was at
the very heart of his proposals: they would not mean much
without it. He would, as the Prime Minister requested, send

her the papers.

As you will see, the Prime Minister was careful not to
reject the proposal out of hand while raising the obvious
difficulties which it presents. The timing of M. Rocard's
call presumably means that the French intend to go public
with the proposal at the Franco-German Summit tomorrow. The
Prime Minister has commented that this development makes it
all the more important that we should move ahead very

quickly with our own proposed initiative.

I am copying this letter to Roger Bright (Department of
the Environment), Alex Allan (HM Treasury) and Trevor

Woolley (Cabinet Office).
(G, a;‘(“s*}“\,

krkﬂJ\ <:L\~,th

(C.D. POWELL)

Lyn Parker, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
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1 November 1988

T 5 ol CQ\OS{\’)
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Prime Minister’s Telephone Conversation with M. Rocard:
2 November

Thank you for your letter of 27 October about M Rocard’s
attempt to telephone the Prime Minister. Because of the
public holiday in France our Embassy in Paris have so far been
unable to shed any light on the subject he/wants to raise.
They will try again tomorrow morning.

We consider it unlikely that M Rocard would wish to raise
issues in which the President takes a close personal interest,
such as defence, foreign affairs or European Community
subjects. It is more likely that he wishes to suggest a
meeting with the Prime Minister, or to mention a personal
initiative of some sort.

M Rocard accepted in principle an invitation to deliver a
Jean Monnet commemorative lecture at Chatham House. He will
hope to call on the Prime Minister then. At present February
looks a better bet to us than January. If M Rocard raises
this, the Prime Minister might therefore steer him towards
dates in early February. I shall be writing separately in
greater detail.

The Prime Minister has agreed to travel to France on
30 November for a meeting with President Mitterrand (venue is
yet to be proposed). It is just possible that M Rocard may
wish to suggest that he also see the Prime Minister on this
occasion.

As for personal initiatives, M Rocard recently proposed
creation of a new international environmental organisation.
When in Paris tomorrow, the Foreign Secretary hopes to
discover more about French intentions. If M Rocard seeks the
Prime Minister’s support for this initiative, we recommend
that the Prime Minister take a cautious line: that she would
welcome full details of the proposal to which she will give
careful thought; that she hopes M Rocard will give her time to
reflect before making news of his approach public; and to
question whether a new institution is really needed.

RESTRICTED
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Other subjects to which the Prime Minister might refer
are the major visit to France on 7-11 November by the
Prince and Princess of Wales; the 9 November Jean Monnet
Commemoration in Paris to which she and The Queen were invited
(the Home Secretary will represent); and the 27 February
Summit.

(L Parker) ™
Private Secretary

C D Powell Esq
10 Downing Street
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PRIME MINISTER

FRENCH PRIME MINISTER

Monsieur Rocard remains adamant that he
wants to telephone you, but it is not particularly
urgent. We have settled tentatively on

next Wednesday morning at 1000, i.e., a

few hours before you leave for Poland.

I hope this is all right.

< DY

CDP

o

27 October, 1988.
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10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Private Secretary 27 October, 1988.

FRENCH PRIME MINISTER

Monsieur Rocard tried to telephone
the Prime Minister today, but it was impossible
to find a time convenient to both of them.
The same applies to tomorrow. We have
tentatively agreed on 1000 next Wednesday,
2 November. His office do not seem to
know what the subject is. I would be interested
in anything which our Embassy can find
out.

(C.D. Powell)

Lyn Parker, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.

RESTRICTED
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FM PARIS

TO IMMEDIATE FCO

TELNO 1033

OF 221223Z OCTOBER 88

INFO IMMEDIATE UKDEL NATO, UKREP BRUSSELS, WASHINGTON, BONN
INFO IMMEDIATE UKDEL CSCE VIENNA

MIPT (NOT TO ALL): MY CALL ON THE FRENCH PRIME MINISTER:
EUROPEAN DEFENCE

SUMMARY

1. EUROPEAN DEFENCE THE MAIN SUBJECT COVERE&. ROCARD RECOGNISES THE
INDEPENDENCE OF THE UK NUCLEAR DETERRENT AND UK'S GOOD FAITH IN
PURSUING FRANCO-BRITISH COOPERATION. HE SEES UNOBTRUSIVE
FRANCO-BRITISH NUCLEAR COLLABORATION AS A CONDITION FOR EUROPEAN
CONVENTIONAL ARMS REDUCTION WHICH HE REGARDS AS ESSENTIAL WITH
FRANCE PLAYING A LEADING ROLE.

DETAIL

2. ROCARD RAISED THE SUBJECT OF EUROPEAN DEFENCE. HE SAID THERE WERE
ONLY TWO REALLY IMPORTANT QUESTIONS IN EUROPE: ONE WAS THE QUESTION
OF A COMMON CURRENCY (WHICH WE DID NOT DISCUSS AT ALL), THE OTHER
DEFENCE. I SAID THAT THERE SEEMED TO BE SOME MISCONCEPTION IN FRANCE
ABOUT BRITAIN'S DEFENCE STRATEGY AND ITS RELATION TO FRANCE AND THE
REST OF EUROPE. IT WAS IMPORTANT, ON THE FRENCH SIDE, TO BE AWARE OF
UK SENSITIVITIES. IT WAS UNHELPFUL, FOR INSTANCE, IF FRENCH
SPOKESMEN SUGGESTED THAT THE UK NUCLEAR DETERRENT WAS NOT GENUINELY
INDEPENDENT. IT WAS, AND WAS KNOWN TO BE. THERE WAS CLOSE PRACTICAL
COLLABORATION BETWEEN BRITAIN AND FRANCE ACROSS A WIDE RANGE OF
DEFENCE ISSUES. WE WERE SENSITIVE TO FRENCH SUSCEPTIBILITIES AND
WERE THEREFORE CAUTIOUS ABOUT DRAWING TOO MUCH PUBLIC ATTENTION TO
IT. THIS COLLABORATION, AS THE PRIME MINISTER WOULD KNOW, HAD
NUCLEAR ASPECTS, SOME OF WHICH I CITED. SOME AREAS OF POTENTIAL
COLLABORATION, SUCH AS THE JOINT DEVELOPMENT OF THE NEXT STAGE OF
ASMP, WERE DIFFICULT BUT FOR TECHNICAL AND FINANCIAL, RATHER THAN
POLITICAL REASONS. THERE WAS NO LACK OF WILL ON OUR PART TO WORK FOR
FURTHER PRACTICAL MEASURES OF ANGLO-FRENCH COLLABORATION.

3. THE PRIME MINISTER SAID HE AGREED. HE FULLY ACCEPTED THAT THE UK
NUCLEAR DETERRENT WAS INDEPENDENT AND THAT WE HAD MADE A REAL
CONTRIBUTION TO ANGLO-FRENCH COLLABORATION IN THE DEFENCE FIELD. HE
WENT ON TO SKETCH OUT RAPIDLY HIS APPROACH TO EUROPEAN DEFENCE,

PAGE 1
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THREE FACTORS LAY BEHIND HIS THINKING: -

(1) THERE WAS A REAL RISK THAT GORBACHEV'S VARIOUS DEFENCE
PROPOSALS WOULD BEGUILE THOSE EUROPEAN COUNTRIES WHICH DID NOT
POSSESS NUCLEAR WEAPONS BUT WERE TROUBLED BY STRONG PACIFIST
MOVEMENTS. THIS WAS DANGEROUS AND COULD DIVIDE EUROPE:

(II) THE INF AGREEMENT AND THE PROSPECT OF A STRATEGIC ARMS
REDUCTION AGREEMENT MADE IT ESSENTIAL TO MOVE SPEEDILY TO DISCUSS
CONVENTIONAL ARMS REDUCTIONS IN EUROPE:

(III) THE COUNTRIES MOST IMPLICATED IN SUCH DISCUSSIONS WOULD BE
THOSE WITH LARGE CONSCRIPT ARMIES ON THE EUROPEAN CONTINENT. (WHEN
ROCARD REMARKED THAT THE UK AS AN ISLAND WAS LESS CONCERNED, I
REMINDED HIM OF THE SIXTY THOUSAND UK TROOPS STATIONED IN EUROPE).

4. ROCARD CONTINUED THAT FOR.THESE REASONS AS WELL AS GEOGRAPHY
ITSELF, FRANCE HAD A PRINCIPAL ROLE TO PLAY, AND HE KNEW THAT
CHANCELLOR KOHL SHARED THIS VIEW. IT WAS IMPORTANT TO ACHIEVE A
BREAKTHROUGH IN CONVENTIONAL ARMS NEGOTIATIONS WHICH WOULD=-:

{1) ENSURE A COMMON EUROPEAN POSITION:

(II) SATISFY THE PACIFIST MOVEMENTS IN SOME COUNTRIES (BY
DISTRACTING THEM FROM NUCLEAR MATTERS):

(III) CONVINCE NATIONAL CIVIL AND MILITARY LEADERS OF THE NEED FOR
CONVENTIONAL ARMS REDUCTIONS:

(IV) SATISFY THE WAVERERS AMONG CONTINENTAL EUROPEAN COUNTRIES.

5. HE ARGUED THAT AN UNSTATED ASSUMPTION BEHIND SUCH A PROCESS
(WHICH THERE WAS NO TIME TO TRACE OUT IN DETAIL) WAS THAT THE
CONFIDENCE OF THE NON-NUCLEAR CONTINENTAL EUROPEANS WOULD BE
PRESERVED BY THEIR UNDERSTANDING THAT THEY REMAINED PROTECTED BY A
EUROPEAN-BASED NUCLEAR DETERRENT CAPABILITY AND THAT FRANCE AND
BRIAIN WORKING TOGETHER WERE CAPABLE OF PROVIDING IT FROM THEIR
NATIONAL RESOURCES.

FERGUSSON
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FM PARIS :

TO IMMEDIATE FCO rJM(/
TELNO 1032

OF 221154z OCTOBER 88

INFO IMMEDIATE EC POSTS

YOUR TELNO 1005 : MY CALL ON THE FRENCH PRIME MINISTER

SUMMARY

7. EUROPEAN DEFENCE THE MAIN SUBJECT COVERED (SEE MIFT,, NOT- TO ALE),
1992, NISSAN, MONTREAL (BELOW) AND OUR INVITATION TO ROCARD TO GIVE
A JEAN MONNET MEMORIAL LECTURE (SEPARATE TELEGRAM) ALSO COVERED.

DETAIL ‘

2. THE PRIME MINISTER WAS UNDER HEAVY TIME PRESSURE BUT IT WAS
DIFFICULT TO DRAG HIM AWAY FROM DISCUSSION ABOUT THE ROYAL VISIT TO
FOCUS ON SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES. HE WAS ACCOMPANIED BY PETIT HIS
DIPLOMATIC COUNSELLOR) AND DOMINIQUE PERREAU (ADVISER ON EUROPEAN
AFFAIRS). IN VIEW OF THE DOMESTIC POLITICAL DIFFICULTIES WHICH HE IS
CURRENTLY FACING (MY TELNO 1027) HE WAS REMARKABLY GOOD TEMPERED.

1992

3. ROCARD REFERRED TO HIS CONVERSATION WITH THE PRIME MINISTER ON 10
JUNE WHEN HE HAD SAID THAT A CONFEDERATION OF EUROPE WOULD BE
ACHIEVED IN 25 YEARS' TIME. HE WAS PREPARED TO CONCEDE THAT THIS
MIGHT BE OPTIMISTIC = IT MIGHT TAKE FIFTY YEARS (EXCLAM) = BUT 1IT
WAS INEVITABLE AND WOULD NOT WAIT UPON THE UK. I SAID THAT THERE WAS
MUCH LOOSE RHETORIC ABOUT EUROPEAN-NESS: IT WAS IMPORTANT TO PAY
ATTENTION TO WHAT MEMBER STATES ACTUALLY DID. THE UK HAD A GOOD
RECORD, NOTABLY DURING ITS OWN PRESIDENCY, IN PUSHING FORWARD
TOWARDS THE OPEN MARKET. ROCARD ACKNOWLEDGED OUR CONTRIBUTION.
AGRICULTURE WAS DIFFICULT FOR FRANCE, FOR EXAMPLE. ANOTHER DIFFICULT
AREA WAS TAX HARMONISATION. BUT THE DIFFICULTIES HERE WERE

TECHNICAL AND WOULD BE RESOLVED,

NISSAN
4. 1 JUST HAD TIME TO RAISE THE QUESTION OF NISSAN IMPORTS TO
EUROPE. I SAID THAT I HAD BEEN OVER THE GROUND WITH M. FAUROUX, THE
MINISTER FOR INDUSTRY, BUT WISHED TO REGISTER WITH THE PRIME
MINISTER THE GREAT POLITICAL IMPORTANCE WHICH WE ATTACHED TO THE
ADMISSION OF THESE CARS INTO FRANCE. ROCARD REPLIED THAT FRANCE WAS
A QUOTE GOOD EUROPEAN UNQUOTE AND WOULD ABIDE BY EUROPEAN RULING.
PAGE 1 e
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BUT THERE WAS A TECHNICAL DEFINITION TO BE AGREED. IN THE ITALIAN
CASE, FIAT HAD EXAMINED THE CARS AND FOUND THAT 52 PERCENT OF THEIR
COMPONENTS WERE JAPANESE. I SAID THAT WE WERE SATISFIED THAT THE
PERCENTAGE REACHED WAS GENUINE. OUR OWN INTEREST LAY IN MAXIMISING
LOCAL CONTENT.

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

5. I HANDED OVER A COPY OF THE PRIME MINISTER'S ROYAL SOCIETY
SPEECH. I SAID THAT FRANCE AND BRITAIN HAD A SHARED INTEREST TOWARDS
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES: IN PARTICULAR WE HAD A COMMON APPROACH ON
NUCLEAR MATTERS. ROCARD AGREED. THE PRESIDENT HAD DEFINED THE
ENVIRONMENT AS ONE OF THE SEVEN PRIORITY AREAS OF HIS SEPTENNAT. HE
SUGGESTED I MIGHT DISCUSS FURTHER WITH M. LALONDE, THE MINISTER
RESPONSIBLE. ALTHOUGH M. LALONDE WAS ONLY A JUNIOR MINISTER HE WAS
ATTACHED TO THE PRIME MINISTER AND CARRIED A SIGNIFICANT POLITICAL
WEIGHT. I WILL ARRANGE TO CALL ON HIM IN DUE COURSE.

GATT MID TERM REVIEW

6. THERE WAS NO TIME TO RAISE THIS WITH THE PRIME MINISTER BUT I HAD
A WORD WITH PERREAU ON THE WAY OUT. I SAID IT WAS IMPORTANT FOR THE
UK AND FRANCE TO WORK TOGETHER IN THE MTM. THE BILATERAL ON 20
OCTOBER BETWEEN M., NALLET AND MR MACGREGOR SEEMED TO HAVE GONE WELL.

I HOPED THAT FRANCE'S CONCERN WITH GLOBALITY WOULD NOT RESTRICT
MOVEMENT IN SPECIFIC AREAS, NOTABLY AGRICULTURE. BUT THE EC NEEDED
TO MOVE FORWARD IN RESPONSE TO RECENT US STEPS. PERREAU TOOK NOTE.

FERGUSSON

DISTRIBUTION

MAIN

LIMITED EED

WED NEWS

ECD(E) INFO

ECD(I) PLANNERS
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SED PS

FED PS/CHALKER

MAED PS/SIR J FRETWELL
NAD MR RATFORD
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10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SW1A 2AA

From the Private Secretary 7 June 1988

POSSIBLE VISIT BY FORMER
PRESIDENT GISCARD D'ESTAING

Thank you for your letter of 6 June
about M. Giscard's request to see the
Prime Minister before Hanover. The Prime
Minister has signed a letter to M. Giscard
explaining that this simply is not possible.
I enclose the letter and should be grateful
if you could arrange for its delivery.

I am copying this letter to Alex
Allan (H M Treasury).

C D POWELL

Lyn Parker, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office




10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

THE PRIME MINISTER 7 June 1988

( ' T?CN‘\M Q'Scc«‘-o(,

Thank you for your letter of 9 May, which I have just received.

I was very glad to have your account of the work being
done by your Committee. Many of the issues you have been discussing,
such as liberalisation of capital movements, development of
the use of the private ecu, and closer co-operation on monetary
policy between monetary authorities are under active discussion
within the European Community, and I hope for further early
progress on them. I am sure the work of your Committee will

make an important contribution to the discussion.

It was good of you to suggest that we might meet to talk
about these matters. Unfortunately my programme this month
is very crowded, for I shall be out of the country at the Economic
Summit in Toronto, and subsequently on a visit to Canada, for
much of the mid-June period, and will have to leave for Hanover

almost as soon as I get back.

With best wishes,

EW” o,;u/«/‘j.
’/ at[mr\’:w:

His Excellency Monsieur Valery Giscard d'Estaing, G.C.B.
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Foreign and Commonwealth Office

London SWI1A 2AH

6 June 1988

Possible Visit by Former President Giscard d'Estaing

In your letter of 2 May you said it would be difficult
for the Prime Minister to see M. Giscard d'Estaing before
the Hanover European Council. We have now received the enclosed
letter from M. Giscard d'Estaing to the Prime Minister seeking
a meeting. The letter implies (but does not explicitly state)
that M. Giscard d'Estaing would like a meeting before Hanover.
In discussion with our Embassy, Giscard's office have, however,
made it absolutely clear that Giscard wants to meet the
Prime Minister before Hanover.

As we discussed, and as our Embassy in Paris have already
explained to M. Giscard d'Estaing's office, a meeting before
the second round of the French elections on 12 June would
not be appropriate. A meeting between then and the Hanover
European Council is effectively ruled out because of the
Prime Minister's other engagements. We therefore recommend
that the Prime Minister should reply to M. Giscard d'Estaing
explaining that she is unable to see him before the European
Council. The letter need not say anything about a possible
meeting after the European Council: we can wait to see if
Giscard returns to the charge. I enclose a draft.

I am copying this letter to Alex Allan in the Treasury.

VAR 0ues /
[ et

(L Parker
Private Secretary

C D Powell Esqg
PS/No 10 Downing Street




Paris, le 9 Mai 1988

VALERY GISCARD D’ESTAING

Madame le Premier Ministre,

Le Comité pour 1'Union Monétaire de 1'Europe, coprésidé par
l'ancien Chancelier Helmut SCHMIDT et moi-méme, a établi un
rapport : "Un programme pour l'action", résultant des travaux
menés par le Comité depuis Décembre 1986, notamment au cours

dss cing réunions plénidres qu'il a tenues & Bruxelles (Décembre
1986), Bonn (Mars 1987), Bruxelles (Juin 1987) Rome (Novembre
1987) et Paris (Février 1988). Ce rapport marque 1l'accord de
personnalités de nationalité et de formation différentes soucieu-
ses de faire progresser de maniéere concréte la construction moné-
taire européenne.

Le programme pour l'action est fondé sur un petit nombre de pro-
positions concrétes ; création d'une banque centrale européenne ;
unification des circuits de 1'Ecu public et de 1'Ecu privé ; déve-
loppement des opérations privées en monnaie européenne ; libéra-
tion des mouvements de capitaux ; convergence des politiques éco-
nomiques dans leur ensemble. Sa réalisation passe par 1l'engagement
sans délai d'un double mouvement, 1'un fondé sur des impulsions
gouvernementales, 1'autre résultant d'impulsions en provenance

des marchés.

Il appartient au Conseil Européen de se saisir de ces questions
et de donner une nouvelle impulsioen a la construction monétaire
européenne.

Aussi, le Chancelier SCHMIDT et moi-méme avons transmis, deés

le mois d'Avril, ce document au .Chancelier KOHL, Président en exer-
cice du Conseil Européen, et a M. DELORS, Président de la Commis-
sion des Communautés Européennes.




Il apparait aujourd'hui que les questions de coopération moné-
taire européenne ont normalement vocation a figurer a l'ordre du
jour du prochain Conseil Européen de Hanovre. Je vous prie en
conséquence de bien vouloir trouver ci-joint un exemplaire

du programme pour l'action du Comité pour 1'Union Monétaire de

I Europe.

Compte tenu du poids du Royaume-Uni en Europe, du r6le de la pla-
ce financiére de Londres et du statut de la livre sterling, votre
position personnelle sur cet ensemble de sujets revét une treés
grande importance. Aussi, serais-je heureux d'avoir, de nouveau,
l'occasion de m'en entretenir avec vous, de maniére a vous faire
part des réflexions conduites par notre Comité dans une perspec-
tive plus large de construction de 1' EurOpe et d'affirmation de
sa place dans le monde.

Je vous prie de croire, Madame le Premier Ministre, a l'expression
de ma considération la plus dlstlnguee

Vi dl b dnon dowins /\W

Mrs Margaret THATCHER,
Premier Ministre du Royaume




FOLLOWING IS AN INFORMAL TRANSLATION OF A LETTER TO THE
PRIME MINISTER FROM M. GISCARD d’ESTAING DATED 9 MAY 1988

"The Committee for European Monetary Union, of which
former Chancellor Helmut Schmidt and I are co-Chairmen, has
just produced a report called "A programme for action".

This is a result of the Committee’s work since December 1986
and, in particular, of five plenary meetings held in
Brussels (December 1986), Bonn (March 1987), Brussels (June
1987), Rome (November 1987) and Paris (February 1988). The
report represents the agreed view of a number of eminent
people of different nationalities and background. We are
all anxious to see concrete progress towards European

monetary construction. /

Our action programme is based on a small number of
concrete proposals: creation of a European Central Bank;
joint circulation of the public and private ecu; greater use
of European currency in private business transactions;
liberalisation of capital movements; greater overall
convergence of economic policy. For this to happen requires
an immediate commitment to action on two fronts, one based
on the initiative of governments, the other on market

forces.

It must now fall to the European Council to discuss
these issues and to give a fresh direction to European

monetary construction.

With this in mind, in April Chancellor Schmidt and I
sent our Committee’s work to Chancellor Kohl as current

President of the European Council and to M. Delors as

President of the Commission.

CAHADE/1




These issues of monetary cooperation are expected to
figure on the agenda of the next European Council in Hanover
and I am therefore enclosing for you a copy of the action

programme prepared by the Committee for European Monetary

Union.

Given the influence of the United Kingdom in Europe,
London’s role as a financial centre and the status of the

pound sterling, your own position on these issues is of

great importance. I would therefore welcome, once again,

the opportunity to talk to you about these issues so that I
can tell you about the discussions in our committee and set
them in the wider perspective of the development of Europe

and the strengthening of Europe’s role in the world."

[Courtesy ending]

CAHADE/ 2
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DSR 1] (Revised)
: DRAFT: minute/letter/teleletter/despatch/note TYPE: Draft/Final 14

~ FROM: Reference
Prime Minister CAHADC

DEPARTMENT:

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION TO: Your Reference

Top Secret M. Valéry Giscard d’Estaing
Secret

— Copxes ol
Confidential r()\ '(Q ~- V% )
Restricted
Unclassified ,’//—

PRIVACY MARKING SUBJECT: / i
Thank you for your letter of 9 May, which I have

In Confidence

just received.

I was very glad jto have your account of the work

being done by your,éommittee. Many of the issues you
have been discussi;g, such as liberalisation of
capital movementé, development of the use of the
private ecu, and closer cooperation on monetary
policy between monetary authorities are under active
dlscu551on‘w1th1n the European Community and I hope

for furthér early progress on them. I am sure the

work of jyour Committee will make an important

contriBution to the discussion.A/It was good of you

[
§

to suggest that we might meet to talk about these
matters. Unfortunately my programme this month is
very crowded, for I shall be out of the country at

the Economic Summit in Toronto, and subsequently on a

visit to Canada for much of the mid-June period, and

Enclosures—flag(s) tstlh ‘\9&0\
I ’{:}eave for Hanover almost as soon as I get back.

With best wishes.

CVn -
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CALL ON FRENCH FOREIGN MINISTER

SUMMARY

1. DUMAS WARMLY ENTHUSIASTIC ABOUT THE BILATERAL RELATIONSHIP AND
LOOKING FORWARD TO FORTHCOMING MEETINGS. ON EC ISSUES, HE PLACED
EMPHASIS ON THE ECONOMIC AND MONETARY ASPECTS. AGRICULTURE AND DEBT
THE LEADING SUBJECTS FOR FRANCE AT TORONTO -

— — -

/

DETAIL

2. ON 26 MAY I PAID MY FIRST CALL ON M. ROLAND DUMAS SINCE HIS
APPOINTMENT. THE FOLLOWING PARAGRAPHS SUMMARISE THE MORE IMPORTANT
OPERATIONAL ASPECTS OF THE DISCUSSION. FULL RECORD WILL BE SENT TO
WED IN THE BAG LEAVING 31 MAY.

BILATERAL RELATIONS

3. DUMAS SPOKE WARMLY OF HIS PERSONAL RELATIONSHIP WITH YOU AND SAID
HE LOOKED FORWARD TO SEEING YOU AT THE FORTHCOMING SERIES OF
INTERNATIONAL MEETINGS. WHEN I MENTIONED THE CLOSENESS OF THE
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN A NUMBER OF DEPARTMENTS IN PARIS AND LONDON,
AND OF THE NEED TO CONTINUE REGULAR CONTACTS AT MINISTERIAL AND
OFFICIAL LEVEL, HE ENTHUSIASTICALLY ASSENTED. HE ALSO ENDORSED MY
COMMENT THAT THE DEFENCE RELATIONSHIP, AND PARTICULARLY THE SEARCH
FOR AREAS FOR FUTURE COLLABORATION, WERE AN IMPORTANT PART OF
BILATERAL LINKS. (HE WILL NOT BE AT SHULTZ'S NATO BRIEFING ON 3
JUNE, AS HE WILL BE SPEAKING AT UNSSD IN NEW YORK AT THAT TIME.)

THE PRIME MINISTER'S VISIT

4. I ASKED WHETHER DUMAS HAD ANY THOUGHTS ABOUT THE DISTRIBUTION OF
SUBJECTS FOR DISCUSSION, AS BETWEEN THE PRESIDENT AND M. ROCARD,
WHEN THE PRIME MINISTER VISITED PARIS ON 10 JUNE. HE IMMEDIATELY
SAID THAT WE NEED HAVE NO COHABITATION WORRIES. THE PRESIDENT'S ROLE
WOULD BE TO CONCERN HIMSELF WITH THE BROAD LINES OF _STRATEGY, TAKING
ACCOUNT OF HIS SPECIFIC~99NSTITUTIONAL RESPONSE FOR FORELGN AFFAIRS
AND DEFENCE, LEAVING TO THE PRIME MINISTER AND THE GOVERNMENT THE
DETAILED BUSINESS OF GOVERNMENT ITSELF. WE AGREED THAT THE PRIME

PAGE 1
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MINISTER AND THE PRESIDENT WOULD CERTAINLY WISH TO DISCUSS THE
MOSCOW SUMMIT AND EAST/WEST RELATIONS GENERALLY. SPEAKING
PERSONALLY I SAID I THOUGHT THAT MRS THATCHER MIGHT WISH TO PLACE
PARTICULAR EMPHASIS ON THE FRANCO-BRITISH DEFENCE RELATIONSHIP. HE
THOUGHT THAT THE MORE DETAILED ISSUES AT TORONTO AND HANOVER MIGHT
BE FOR THE MEETING BETWEEN THE TWO PRIME MINISTERS, LEAVING THE
BROAD ORIENTATIONS OF EC POLICY FOR THE DISCUSSION WITH THE
PRESIDENT. (SEE ALSO MY TELNO 522 FOR AN ELYSEE OFFICIALS'S VIEW).

EC ISSUES
5. I UNDERLINED THE UK'S DETERMINATION TO PRESS AHEAD TOWARDS 1992.

1 REFERRED TO KOHL'S LETTER AND SAID THAT WE WERE LOOKING FOR A
PACKAGE OF PRACTICAL MEASURES. DUMAS' REACTION WAS TO PUT PARTICULAR
WEIGHT ON THE ECONOMIC AND MONETARY ASPECTS. I SAID THAT IMPORTANT
WORK WAS CONTINUING E.G. IN ECOFIN AND BETWEEN OFFICIALS ON THE
PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS OF COMMON CURRENCY, EUROPEAN CENTRAL BANK
ETC. THESE WERE COMPLICATED QUESTIONS AND IT WAS IMPORTANI TO BE
CLEAR ON THE IMPLICATIONS BEFORE RUSHING INTO DECISIONS. DUMAS
REPLIED THAT THE ONLY WAY IN WHICH PROGRESS IN EUROPEAN CONSTRUCTION
COULD BE MADE WAS FOR POLITICAL LEADERS TO LAY DOWN OBJECTIVES AND
PROVIDE THE MOMENTUM: EXPERTS COULD ALWAYS FIND REASONS FOR NOT
DOING SOMETHING.

TORONTO SUMMIT
6. WE HAD ONLY A BRIEF EXCHANGE ON TORONTO, DURING WHICH DUMAS SAID

THAT AGRICULTURE AND DEBT WERE THE PRIORITIES FOR THE FRENCH.

VISIT OF THE PRINCE AND PRINCESS OF WALES

7. DUMAS INDICATED THAT, AT HIS LEVEL, APPROVAL OF THE DATES AND OF
THE OUTLINE PROGRAMME FOR THE ROYAL VISIT COULD BE TAKEN AS READ.
THE PRESIDENT'S APPROVAL, HOWEVER, HAD NOT YET BEEN RECEIVED FOR
TRH'S PARTICIPATION IN THE ARC DE TRIOMPHE CEREMONIES ON 11 NOVEMBER
(SEE ALSO PARAGRAPH 7 OF PARIS TELNO 522.)

FERGUSSON

PAGE 2
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10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SW1A 2AA

From the Private Secretary

POSSIBLE VISIT BY FORMER PRESIDENT GISCARD D'ESTAING

I have seen the Paris Telegram No. 412 about the proposed
visit of former President Giscard d'Estaing. It seems to be
most unlikely that a discussion of the subjects which
Giscard d'Estaing wishes to pursue with the Prime Minister
would be fruitful, and the period in question is an
exceptionally busy one. I think we may have to stall on this.

I am copying this letter to Alex Allan in the Treasury.

C. D. POWELL

Lyn Parker, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
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FM PARIS

TO PRIORITY FCD

TELNO 412

OF 281601Z APRIL 88

INFO ROUTINE UKREP BRUSSELS, BONN

POSSIBLE VISIT TO LONDON BY FORMER PRESIDENT GISCARD D'ESTAING

e ————
———

SUMMARY -
1. GISCARD HAS ASKED FOR A MEETING WITH THE PRIME MINISTER END MAY - h/O;OOVJ/

EARLY JUNE ON THE SUBJECT OF EUROPEAN MONETARY CONSTRUCTION. P ) >
RECOMMEND ACCEPTANCE, IF DIARIES FIT: GOOD OPPORTUNITY TO TALK MORE LA gqlhAqA
GENERALLY TO GISCARD ON THE FRENCH SCENE AFTER THE PRESIDENTIAL

ELECTIONS.

DETIAL
2. SAUVET, GISCARD'S DIRECTEUR DE CABINET, CONFIRMED TODAY

(LLEWELLYN SMITH'S LETTER OF 19 APRIL TO DAIN, WED) THAT GISCARD
WOULD LIKE TO CALL ON THE PRIME MINISTER AT THE END OF MAY OR EARLY
JUNE IN HIS CAPACITY AS JOINT CHAIRMAN (WITH SCHMIDT) OF THE
COMMITTEE FOR EUROPEAN MONETARY UNION. SAUVET SAID THAT GISCARD'S
AIM WOULD BE TO REPORT TO THE PRIME MINISTER ON THE WORK OF THE
COMMITTEE IN GOOOD TIME BEFORE THE END=JUNE HANOVER EUROPEAN

COUNCIL, AT WHICH MONETARY CONSTRUCTION WAS LIKELY TO BE ON THE Zﬂ}’47
AGENDA. SAUVET SAID THAT GISCARD'S DIARY WAS FILLING UP, BUT THAT HE W
WOULD HOPE TO BE ABLE TO FIT-IN WITH WHATEVER DATES WOULD SUIT THE Cj”’“T
PRIME MINISTER. HE CONFIRMED THAT ON THIS OCCASION GISCARD WAS b
THINKING OF A CALL ONLY ON THE PRIME MINISTER. / :

)

—_—

3. I HOPE THAT THE PRIME MINISTER MAY BE ABLE TO SEE GISCARD.
WHETHER OR NOT MONETARY CONSTRUCTION IS ON THE AGENDA AT HANOVER, IT
SEEMS SET TO REMAIN A LIVE TOPIC IN THE MONTHS AHEAD. GISCARD IS A
POWERFUL, BUT NOT ALWAYS REALISTIC ADVOCATE OF IT, AND IT WOULD BE
USEFUL IF HE WERE TO HEAR OUR VIEWS FIRST HAND. AND IF NOT MORE
IMPORTANT, A MEETING AT THE END OF MAY/BEGINNING OF JUNE WOULD
PROVIDE A GOOD OPPORTUNITY TO DISCUSS THE POST ELECTIORAL POLITICAL
SCENE IN FRANCE, IN WHICH HE MAY HAVE AN IMPORTANT ROLE TO PLAY.

FCO PLEASE ADVANCE BRAITHWAITE, KERR, DAIN, FCO. LITTLER, TREASURY
AND LOEHNIS, BANK OF ENGLAND. N

b °L -
0(;%
DISTRIBUTION ' Ni/

FERGUSSON

MAIN

FINANCIAL WED
PAGE 1
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10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Private Secretary 18 February 1988

%‘L\r Qiuw‘

VISIT BY FRENCH MINISTER OF DEFENCE

Thank you for your letter of 17 February about M. Giraud's
visit in March. I am afraid that it will not be possible
for the Prime Minister to see him. She has an enormous number
of foreign visitors in the diary at present, far more - in
the opinion of my colleagues here - than there should be.
Moreover she thinks that a meeting with M. Giraud will lead
to speculation about some new development in Franco-British
nuclear co-operation which would not be justified or necessarily
desirable at present.

I am copying this letter to Lyn Parker (Foreign and
Commonwealth Office) and to Trevor Woolley (Cabinet Office).

(Charles Powell)

Brian Hawtin, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence.
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VISIT BY FRENCH DEFENCE MINISTER: 22ND MARCH 1988 ,
v AN

-

We spoke about the possibility of a call on the Prime MinisteriﬂUQ
by M. Giraud. You will recall that our Ambassador mentioned this 4 ot *
idea before M. Giraud's visit last December but, at that stage, a
call could not be fitted into the Prime Minister's diary. Our G*ﬁf‘ﬁ
Ambassador has now returned to the charge and suggests that a call
during M. Giraud's visit on 22nd March, when he is to speak at Ratr
Chatham House on France and European defence, would be worthwhile.,
I attach a copy of his telegram. Y\

(

Unfortunately, my Secretary of State will be away that day. k:w-)
But he agrees strongly with our Ambassador's comment that the Prime ’
Minister would find M. Giraud a worthwhile interlocutor. You
kindly agreed to look into the possibilities of a meeting. CQ(X)

I am copying this letter to Lyn Parker (Foreign and ’9'11
Commonwealth Office) and to Trevor Woolley (Cabinet Office).

—

A

(B R HAWTIN)
Private Secretary

Charles Powell Esqg
No 10 Downing Street

RESTRICTED
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From the Private Secretary

Eax )‘g“c

ANGLO/FRENCH SUMMIT: PRIME MINISTER'S MEETING
WITH M. CHIRAC

The Prime Minister held a meeting with M. Chirac at
Lancaster House in the course of the Anglo/French Summit
today. M. Bujon was also present.

Their talk covered three main subjects: the forthcoming
European Council, arms control and defence co-operation, and
the Middle East. Some of their exchanges were vigorous,
not to say combative, and I would be grateful if the record
could be treated with particular discretion.

European Council

M. Chirac said that the forthcoming European Council
presented him with a real political problem. The French
Presidential elections were just three months away. His own
political interest lay in failure of the Brussels meeting,
because any agreement reached there would inevitably be very
badly received by French farmers. But for wider
international reasons and for the sake of the Community's
reputation, he was prepared to work for a success. Even so
he could not afford to put all the farmers against him. He
could accept a result which was slightly negative for France
but not one which was very negative. The blame would all
fall on his shoulders not on President Mitterrand's. It was
the Government not the President which took decisions on
this matter. So he hoped that solutions could be found
which would not be too difficult for him. There would have
to be compromises.

The Prime Minister said she was worried by the turn
which discussions in the Agriculture Council had taken. The
German Presidency's proposals would increase agricultural
surpluses. They also wanted to substitute co-responsibility
levies for price reductions in the cereals sector, with 70
per cent of the levies falling to be paid by the United
Kingdom and France. They also proposed weakening the
stabilisers in the o0il seed and rape sector. She saw no
serious prospect of an agreement in Brussels on the basis of

CONFIDENTIAL
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,e proposals which had emerged from the recent meeting of
griculture Ministers. She would be discussing these issues
with Chancellor Kohl on 2 February. She was not convinced

that he was really committed to reducing surpluses. She
wanted to make quite clear that there was no guestion of
Britain accepting an unsatisfactory compromise on
agriculture in return for continuation of the Fontainebleau

abatement.

The Prime Minister continued that she would go to
Brussels with the intention of trying to achieve a solution.
But judging from M. Chirac's introductory remarks, a
solution which was satisfactory to us would be very
difficult to him. She recalled that she had first asked him
many months ago whether he wanted to bring these matters to
a head before the French elections or after them. Perhaps
it would be easier for the French Government to agree to
effective measures to reduce surpluses at the June European

Council.

M. Chirac said that postponement of decisions until
June would be a high risk strategy. By then the Community
would be running out of money and we would face the
uncertain prospect of the Greek Presidency. The Brussels
meeting had been fixed for better or worse. But he agreed
that a failure would be grave for the Community's
international reputation. He wondered whether the most
satisfactory course would not be to say that the agreement
(sic) reached between Agriculture Ministers should be
adopted at Brussels, as a first step towards an overall
solution which would be finalised at the June European
Council. If the United Kingdom blocked any agreement on
agricultural issues at the Brussels meeting, others would
focus on the United Kingdom's abatement. France did not
have any particular interest in creating difficulties over
this - provided it could be agreed that everybody would
contribute to the abatement - but other countries were more
combative. He was confident that the Netherlands would soon
rally to the agreement already reached by 10 Member States
on agriculture, in which case the United Kingdom would be
isolated with no chance of agreement to continue the
Fontainebleau abatement. To sum up the choice seemed to him
to lie between a partial solution at Brussels, to be
completed at the Hanover meeting in June; or a breakdown in
Brussels leading to the United Kingdom's isolation and a
major row over the abatement.

The Prime Minister said that this was clearly no time
for diplomacy. If M. Chirac thought that ganging up with
the Germans to isolate Mrs. T. would lead her to give way
they were sadly mistaken. She was ready to work for a
solution in Brussels, but not one which would lead people to
say that Europe was running away from tackling the
agricultural surpluses. A solution must go the heart of the
problems. Anyway, she did not see how M. Chirac could
really accept the latest Presidency proposals which would
leave French farmers as well as British farmers paying such
an unfair share of the co-responsibility levies on cereals.
The Community had already demonstrated that stabilisers
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uld work in the case of milk. We now had to apply the

me solutions to other products. She was perfectly
prepared to stand alone on this, because she knew that she
had a very strong case. M. Chirac commented that, if the
Prime Minister felt like that, it would be better to
postpone the Brussels Council. The Prime Minister said she
was not suggesting that. Anyway it was a matter for the
Presidency.

M. Chirac continued that when the Prime Minister spoke
of surpluses she seemed to forget the role of imports. The
surpluses were created by imports. For instance France was
proposing a Maximum Guaranteed Quantity for cereals of
160 million tonnes to allow exports of some 15 million
tonnes. At the same time the Community was importing
56 million tonnes of animal feed. Yet the Community refused
to negotiate with the United States to limit imports and
refused to impose an oils and fats tax. The result was that
the penalty had to be paid by European producers. This in
turn bore most heavily on France. He could not accept that.
The United States gave ten times more aid to its farmers
than Europe did. Europe should insist that others reduced
their surpluses too.

The Prime Minister said that M. Chirac seemed to be
suggesting that the Community should not accept any imports
but aim for self-sufficiency. That was a ludicrous
position. Would it apply to textiles or steel or cars? The
right way to deal with the problem of agricultural imports
from the United States was to negotiate hard in the GATT.
She did not for a moment think it was true that United
States' subsidies for farmers were ten times those in
Europe. Anyway the United States paid its farmers not to
produce, while in Europe we paid them to produce surpluses.
M. Chirac said that France could not accept any figure lower
than 160 million tonnes for cereals. This would allow a
fair level of exports. The Americans were engaged in
systematic dumping in the Community's traditional markets.
It seemed clear to him that there would be no agreement in
Brussels. 1In that case it might be better to postpone the
meeting, although France was not proposing this. If it went
ahead, the United Kingdom would be isolated.

The Prime Minister said that she had no fear at all of
being isolated in demanding that surpluses be brought under
control. She recalled her earlier proposal for disposal of
surpluses on national budgets, which would allow the
Community to start with a clean slate. Allowing half of the
Community budget to go to storage and disposal of surpluses
was not leadership, it was abdication of leadership.

M. Chirac said that if there was to be a bust up on
agriculture there would be a bust up on the United Kingdom's
abatement. The Prime Minister advised M. Chirac not to
threaten her. The United Kingdom remained the second
largest contributor to the Community's budget and our
contribution had gone up faster than anyone else's since
Fontainebleau. Without a satisfactory solution on
agricultural spending and on our abatement, there would be
no increase in the Community's own resources. This could

CONFIDENTIAL



CONFIDENTIAL
.

dly be agreed by unanimity. There was no getting round
at.

M. Chirac continued in very much the same vein over
lunch, emphasising repeatedly that the German Presidency's
proposals on agriculture represented the absolute limit of
how far France was prepared to go.

Arms Control and Defence Co-operation

The Prime Minister said that it was important that the
NATO Summit in early March should be a success. The
overriding aim had to be to keep United States' forces in
Europe. The meeting would also be an opportunity to
influence American policies before the United States/Soviet
Summit in Moscow. But there might well be problems with the
Germans on the question of negotiations on short-range
nuclear weapons. Her own position on this was absolutely
firm. There should be no more reductions in nuclear weapons
in Europe until chemical weapons and the imbalance in
conventional forces had been dealt with.

The Prime Minister continued that she had written to
President Mitterrand with some proposals for greater
military co-operation between France and the United Kingdom
within the broad framework of NATO. She recognised that
France would not rejoin NATO's integrated military
structure. But she would like to see the deployment of
French forces co-ordinated with NATO deployments. She would

also like to see the contingency arrangements for
reinforcing British forces in Germany through Channel ports

and French airfields exercised.

M. Chirac said that there was no change in the French
position on rejoining the integrated military structure of
NATO. But there was considerable evolution in French
defence policy. The United States' will to defend Europe
would steadily weaken. It was necessary, therefore, for
Europe to strengthen its own defence. The more Europe
co-operated the stronger it would be and the better able to
compensate for the inevitable weakening in the United
States' commitment. France was trying to move forward in
three areas. The first was by strengthening the WEU as an
instrument for co-ordinating Europe's defence efforts. The
second was to develop bilateral co-operation with Germany.
This would continue to develop. Thirdly, they sought a
better overall co-operation with other European countries,
for instance with Italy and Spain in the Mediterranean, but
above all with the United Kingdom. He had made proposals to
us about this, for instance over the joint development of an
air to ground missile, but there had not been much progress.
In none of this was France seeking to erode NATO, of which
she was a loyal member. The United States had spoken in
support of what France was doing.

M. Chirac continued that, like the Prime Minister, he

was opposed to a third zero option in Europe. But the
Germans would press hard for it and his own assessment was
that it would come, not so much because of the Germans but
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cause of the Americans. A future Administration would
tnt it for political reasons. Indeed he would say that the
third zero option was inevitable. The Russians would offer
to get rid of all their short-range nuclear weapons but
would insist that NATO surrendered its dual capable aircraft
in order to make it a fair deal (given that they would be
surrendering far more short-range nuclear weapons). The
Prime Minister said that she did not take such a gloomy
view. We had been able to exert considerable influence on
American policy, for instance following the Reykjavik
Summit. Britain and France must go on making clear that
they would not agree to reductions in short-range nuclear
weapons.

M. Chirac returned to the question of defence
co-operation. He would prefer not to say that this should
be within the framework of NATO but rather within a
European-American framework. It might be necessary to
rethink the structures of the Alliance. The key was to
strengthen European co-operation. He was v ry ready to
consider joint manoeuvres between British and French forces
in Northern Germany, naval exercises in the Channel and
reinforcement exercises through the Channel ports. He also
continued to hope that we could co-operate on the air to
ground missile, which was by far the most effective response
to threats to denuclearise Europe. The point he wanted to
stress most strongly was that the United States supported
French views on the need for Europe to co-ordinate its
defence policies. The Prime Minister said that she did too,
provided it was all within the broad framework of NATO.

What worried her was that Franco-German activities might in
the long term undermine NATO.

Middle East

The Prime Minister said that, as President of the
United Nations Security Council, we were doing our best to
secure agreement to a resolution imposing an arms embargo on
Iran. M. Chirac said that our efforts had France's full
support. The Prime Minister referred briefly to
President Mubarak's visit and the importance of keeping an
international conference in the forefront of attention.

M. Chirac said that France was exactly of the same view.

I am copying this letter to Alex Allan (HM Treasury),

Brian Hawtin (Ministry of Defence) and Trevor Woolley
(Cabinet Office).

Charles Powell

Lyn Parker, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
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26 January 1988

NOTE FOR THE RECORD
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MEETING WITH M. ROCARD

M. Rocard paid a courtesy call on the Chancellor at 9.00am on
22 January. He was accompanied by M. de Caubles de Nayves and
M. Richard. Sir Geoffrey Littler was also present.

I M. Rocard began by expressing concern about the need to
resolve technical matters relating to European future financing at
Heads of Government level. This reflected the failure of lower
level Councils to deal with the issues. The Chancellor agreed that

the lack of progress 1in the Agriculture Council was very
depressing. He hoped that there would be progress at the European
Council in February. But if the Agriculture Council did not
resolve the issues currently before it, the prospects were not

bright.

3 The Chancellor said that CAP reform was not only vital for the

future of the Community, but was also an essential ingredient to
the solution of agricultural over-production worldwide. M. Rocard
agreed. But he thought there was no solution to the problems of the
CAP from inside. French farmers would not buy any cuts if that left
room for producers in non-EC countries to take their place in world
markets. This problem should be approached at an international
level. Non-EC countries must play their part. 1If the Community
was ready to participate in an international agreement, it could
pressurise the other major exporters (which he described as

Australia, New Zealand, the United States, Argentina, and Canada)
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to participate. The Prime Ministers of Australia and New Zealand
had told him that they would play their part in such an agreement.
But the Community would need to make concessions itself.

4, The Chancellor agreed that international co-operation was

essential. The Japanese should also be brought on-side. We should
work within the GATT framework to achieve this. An agreement of
this sort would, however, take time and should not be allowed to
hold up a solution on the Community front.

S M. Rocard disagreed. GATT was too big. But there was no
point in seeking a Community solution ("surgery from inside") until
pressures were brought to bear on the major exporters. The

Chancellor said that the UK faced political difficulties with its

own farmers. Although they were fewer in number than in France,
they were powerful and well organised. We had therefore to devote
much time and effort to persuading them of the need to accept
reductions in Community support. They were now coming round to

realise that the status quo could not continue.

6. M. Rocard agreed that there could be no general solution, in a
Community context, to the problem of surpluses. Solutions must be
reached on a product by product basis.

7 M. Rocard said that Germany would need to be persuaded on
board for a Community solution to be reached. Something must be
offered to the Germans. The Chancellor said that a solution to the

agricultural and future financing problems of the Community must be

found during the German Presidency. M. Rocard agreed.

8. The meeting ended at 9.45am. M. Rocard said at the beginning
of the meeting that he wished to discuss the prospects for the
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United Kingdom joining the EMS. 1In the event, however, there was

no time for a discussion of this.
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LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Private Secretary 22 January 1988

PRIME MINISTER'S MEETING WITH M./ROCARD

The Prime Minister had a talk with M. Rocard yesterday
evening. They covered the prospects for the Presidential
elections in France, European defence and agricultural
problems in Europe.

M. Rocard was realistic about his election chances.
Obviously it all depended on President Mitterrand's decision
whether to be a candidate. Looking on the bright side,
uncertainty over Mitterrand's intentions meant that he
(Rocard) was not constrained by the Socialist party machine
and its policies. He would be a free agent. Whatever
happened he would continue to play a role in moderating
socialist policies, particularly their economic policies.
They were well ahead of the Labour Party in this respect.

The Prime Minister set out her views on European defence
much in the terms of her recent message to President
Mitterrand. The most important single task was to keep United
States forces in Europe. Rocard was at pains to stress the
points of convergence between Britain and France, particularly
on nuclear deterrence and arms control. Franco-German
cooperation was not intended to exclude Britain. He was
interested in some of the proposals which the Prime Minister
made for ways in whch French forces could cooperate more
closely with NATO. While making the usual points about the
consensus in France on defence policy, he said that he could
not disagree with the logic of the Prime Minister's analysis
of the need for France to move towards a full role in NATO.

It was a problem of time. National pride was at stake.

On agriculture, the Prime Minister suggested that French
and British views on the need for reform of the CAP and the
means by which it should be achieved were probably closer than
those of France and Germany. But a decision appeared to have
been taken in Paris on wider political grounds to support the
Germans. If this were confirmed in practice, it would make it
very difficult to reach a successful conclusion at the
forthcoming European Council. M. Rocard was again at pains to
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' emphasise points of similarity between his own views on

agriculture and ours, although he thought we underestimated
the sharp practice of the Americans in subsidising their
agriculture and trying to block EC exports. He saw the only
effective way of controlling agricultural surpluses as product
by product international agreement between the five or six man
exporting countries (US, Europe, Australia, New Zealand,
Canada and Argentina).

M. Rocard said at the end that we would find him a good
ally of Britain.

I am copying this letter to Brian Hawtin (Ministry of
Defente), Shirley Stagg (Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries
and Food) and Trevor Woolley (Cabinet Office).

CHARLES POWELL

Lyn Parker, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
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Foreign and Commonwealth Office

London SWI1A 2AH

19 January 1988

Michel Rocard

Rocard will call on the Prime Minister at 1700-1730
on 21 January as part of his Category I/ sponsored visit
to the UK. He will also be meeting the Foreign and
Defence Secretaries and the Chancellor of the Exchequer

(as well as Mr Kinnock). Mr Mellor will host a dinner
for him.

Rocard

I attach a copy of Sir Ewen Fergusson’s despatch of
10 November on the 1988 French Presidential Elections,
paragraphs 8-10 of which deal with Rocard. Also attached
is a copy of a letter on Rocard from John Weston (Paris)
and a personality report. Although Rocard’s prospects
for the Presidency are slight, they cannot entirely be
discounted. His chances depend upon Mitterrand’s
standlng down and Chirac supporters’ decllnlng to support
Ba;;g "in the second found of voting (or vice versa).
Rocard’s present difficulty is that Mitterrand will not
say whether he will stand again or not. If he does,
Rocard will probably withdraw (despite his earlier
denials) in order to avoid splitting the Socialist Party
vote and sustaining a humiliating defeat at Mitterrand’s
hands in the first round. There are rumours of a deal
under which Mitterrand may have offered Rocard the Prime
Ministership, if he wins. .

If, however, Mitterrand pulls out, Rocard will have
little time to overcome divisions in hls own Party and
establish himself in the eyes of the public as a wholly
credible contender for the Presidency. At present with
the focus on Mitterrand’s intentions, Rocard is finding
it difficult to capture public attention.” He is
projecting himself as a moderate, pragmatic social
democrat, in an attempt t& Win over Undecided Voters in
the centre, but he may risk losing support on the Left.
Whatever the outcome, however, he will continue to be an
influential figure on the French political scene, and one
whose instinct seems to favour closer relations with
Britain as well as with the FRG. i
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France: Economy

Rocard has been keen to dissociate himself from the
ideological excesses of the Socialists in 1981-3, but is
also critical of he present Government’s record and
policies. The French economy has emerged from 1987 in
better shape than seemed likely at mid-year (despite the
Stock Market slump), although it continues to perform
below potential. Growth is currently about 2.75% and
OECD forecasts indicate a decrease to 1.5% in 1988 and
1.25% in 1989. Inflation is down from 5.7% in 1985 to
about 3% at present. Unemployment at 10.4% is higher
than in the UK. French industry’s competitiveness is
currently causing concern: the 1986 trade balance showed
a deficit of $2.3bn.

EC Issues

It will be worth talking to Rocard about current EC

issues. As a former Agriculture Minister he is Tikely to
be 1nterested in the negotiations and, no longer being in

government, may reveal some of the potential differences
of opinion between Mitterrand and Chirac. What is said
to him is also likely to get back to Mitterrand.

Before Copenhagen the French took a clear decision to
work in partnership with the Germans on agriculture even
though their interests did not coincide. The French
Government received a critical press following the
outcome at Copenhagen and there were some intimations
that Mitterrand was disposed to blame Chirac for the
outcome. Present signs are that the French still wish to
work closely with the Germans. There are, however, E=
substantial disagreements over cereals (the French want
price reductions; the Germans want pfoduction controls
and no price reductions) and over set aside, where the
Germans favour a much higher level of Community support
than t French, Our interest lies in reminding the
French of where our interests are close and in avoiding
any further widening of the gap between us on contentious
issues such as the abatement.

We recommend that the Prime Minister:
- stress that we are keen to work with the French and

Germans for an agreement in Brussels in February
which builds on the Danish Presidency’s text;
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ask how Rocard sees the future of CAP reform, given
the conflict between the present pattern of
Community spending and France’s growing interest in
more effective control, especially on the cereals
regime;

ask about the possibility of France’s exerting
influence on Germany over cereals where French
interests lie in stricter budget control than the
Germans want, and over set-aside, where the Germans
are seeking a higher level of Community finance
than the French want;

emphasize the importance of the stabiliser package
on the lines proposed by the Commission, not leagt
as a means of constraining the future growth of
Mediterranean products;

underline that there is a particularly close
identity of interest between the UK, France and
Germany in controlling the growth of the structural

funds and that we must continue to work together on
this; and

make clear the importance of avoiding any dilution
of the Fontainebleau agreement, if there is to be
an acceptable settlement.

Gorbachev _and East/West Relations

Rocard will probably wish to hear the Prime
Minister’s view of Gorbachev and his prospects. She
could refer to:

- Gorbachev’s political position: Elt51n s fall was a_
setback, but he is determined to press on with
change desplte resistance in the party and
elsewhere. The June Party Conference will be vital
for his efforts to restructure the Party.

the introduction on 1 January of major economic
reforms, including cost-accounting of 60% of Soviet
enterprlses, 1mplementatlon will be very difficult

in practice, since the central planning mechanisms
are all intact.

on human rights, the improvements, which are
welcome, but the lack of fundamental policy
changes.
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- the potential for beneficial change in Eastern
Europe, but also the risk of instability created
by Gorbachev’s influence and internal reform.

On East/West relations, we recommend that the Prime
Minister welcome the closeness of UK and French views - a
major factor in achieving the INF Treaty on Western
terms. She could also welcome the proposed series of
meetings between Shultz and Shevardnadze to prepare the
Moscow Summit. In building East/West confidence it will
be important to continue pressing for progress on
regional issues and human rights as well as arms control.
On Afghanistan, the Soviet Union is building up
expectations of a withdrawal this year: we are
encouraging this, whilst stressing that Afghans must be
free to choose their own government. On CSCE, we attach
importance to maintaining a firm Western line on human
rights, and remain sceptical about the Soviet proposal
for a Moscow Humanitarian Conference.

Arms Control

We recommend that the Prime Minister stress the
importance we place on the early ratification of the INF
agreement and encourage Rocard to speak in favour of the
treaty. She could also welcome the firm line taken by
President Mitterrand on SNF modernisation and confirm to
Rocard our support for the arms control agenda reaffirmed
at the Brussels NAC in December 1987; a 50% START
agreement, a global 'ban on chemical weapons and a
correction of the conventional imbalance in Europe.

Defence issues

Rocard is likely to be particularly interested in
the Prime Minister’s views on Western defence. He
himself is keen for Franco-German cooperation not to be
exclusive and for Anglo-French cooperation to develop
also. The Prime Minister could indicate our broad
support for recent developments in Franco/German defence
relations provided that they bring France into closer
cooperation with NATO. We would not want France’s
developing bilateral relationships with different
countries, including the UK and the FRG, to weaken
multilateral arrangements for collective defence. We
have in this context noted President Mitterrand’s
assurances that the French aim is to strengthen existing
defence arrangements. We welcome developments in
Anglo-French relations, particularly in equipment
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collaboration and the nuclear field, and are looking at
ways of making further improvements.

World Economy

Finally, if Rocard asks about the world economy, the
Prime Minister could underline the fact that tackling the
continued imbalances requires co-ordinated action. This
is likely to be a major preoccupation in 1988. Some
progress has been made in Japan, and the US is taking
some steps to put its house in order. However, in the
FRG several years of substantial domesti¢ demand
expansion are needed to cut the trade deficit. It will
be important also to counter protectionism. There is an
emerging consensus that a mid-term review of the Uruguay
Round should take place in winter 1988/89. Whilst
avoiding any shift of attention from substantive
negotiations, we shall want to ensure that an "early
harvest" package contains reaffirmation of the general
principles on agricultural reform. French support for
this will be necessary.

The UK and France have a common political interest
in helping resolve debt problems, especially those
holding up Africa’s economic recovery. Reducing interest
rates on Paris Club debt rescheduling would help.

IMF-led adjustment programmes throughout the developing
world need to be strong to be effective. French support
is necessary on both counts.

I am copying this letter to Alex Allan (HM Treasury)
and Brian Hawtin (MOD).

o
oWy avel

(L Parker) @,\“’/\

Private Secretary

C D Powell Esq
PS/10 Downing Street

RESTRICTED




CONFI

;ﬁﬂ%/

( L "(\f\-,\ \'\L';,'V/,(“k \\'\/sw(,(( \7K—€
BRITISH EMBASSY,

SQ;L ; AT {»¥@;\KD) PARIS.

] /\ ~
'Cn‘ 40 Qjﬁé
N K 8 January 1988
X

\Ilﬁw/("\/ L““"—" -

. . = 3D (
David Dain Esqg — /{J ﬁ
Western European Department z~ o
Foreign and Commonwealth Office X f%/vgtﬂ-k
[)ZfY\ £>[}T\ﬁg]‘

/

MICHEL ROCARD

110 With Michel Rocard due to call on the Prime Minister,
the Secretary of State and Mr Younger on 21 January, and the
Chancellor of the Exchequer on 22 January, you may find it
useful to have an assessment of his position and prospects.

3 These have changed little since the Ambassador's
Despatch of 10 November «The 1988 Presidential Election:
The Race and the Runner». Rocard's dilemma remains as set
out by the Ambassador, namely that, although he has declared
himself a candidate for the Presidency, and is campaigning
e Y : — 4 .
energetically, no-one is curréﬁffy—ﬁaylng much attention.
Interest on the LeTt remains focussed on Mitterrand, who
continues to tease the country about whether or not he will
stand for a second term (probably because he has not yet made
up his mind). This guessing game distracts attention from
Rocard (and other potential Socialist candidates) and makes
it difficult for him to make his presence felt or his voice
heard. He is likely to have to put up with this for some
weeks vyet. No-one knows when Mitterrand will finally announce
his intentions but the betting in the Socialist Party (PS) is
not before the second half of February and perhaps not until
early March.

N If Mitterrand decides to stand again, it seems
increasingly likely that Rocard will withdraw his candidacy,
despite insisting last year that he will remain in the race
whatever happens: 1if he does not withdraw, he risks expulsion
from the PS, and a humiliatingly low score in the first round
of the elections which might well destroy his career. 3Ll
however, Mitterrand chooses to stand down, Rocard remains the
front runner for the Socialist Party nomination. After
Mitterrand, he is comfortably the most popular Socialist
politician in the opinion polls, and he commands a sizeable
courant within the PS, probably of between a quarter and a
third of party members. Rocard's hope is that this would

be enough to persuade the party, including Mitterandists
disappointed by the President's withdrawal, to fall in rapidly
behind him, without the need for a contested and possibly

/bloody
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bloody primary for the nomination. But this may be too
optimistic: others in the PS, such as Fabius and Chevénement,
may make a fight of it, as much for reasons of internal party
politicking as because they can hope to beat Rocard. The
damaging spectacle of a divided Socialist Party squabbling
for the nomination only weeks before the Presidential
elections take place would hardly be best calculated to
impress the electorate at large, or to assure that the PS

was in top form to fight those elections on behalf cf Rocard
(or any other candidate).

4. However, even if everything were to go perfectly from
Rocard's point of view and he secured the nomination without

a fight (perhaps even with Mitterrand's endorsement), he would
still remain an outsider for the Presidency. The very fact
that Mitterrand had opted out would suggest that he did not
believe a Socialist victory was likely this year; and if the
odds seemed unfavourable to the tried, tested, and now widely
popular Mitterrand, they would be even more unfavourable to
Rocard. The latter may be well regarded but there is as yet
no very clear public perception of what he represents, nor

any sure conviction that he has the intellectual, and indeed
physical, stature that the electorate look for in the occupant
of de Gaulle's throne.

18 In an attempt to counter this, Rocard has been busy
trying to give himself a sharper political profile recently,
recalling that he warned that the ideological excesses of

the first two years of Mitterrand's septennat (1981-83) would .
prove mistaken, and projecting himself as a social democrat
of moderate, pragmatic persuasion. He has been trying to
establish himself as the candidate of the Centre-Left, a keen
supporter of the market economy, but also of high social
spending, a Socialist distrustful of dogma who would try to
govern from as near the centre of the spectrum and with as.
wide a consensus as possible. Many Frenchmen find this
attractive (which helps in part to explain his consistently
good poll ratings), but it is not an altogether comfortakle
position for him. Within the PS some on the Left are
suspicious of his commitment to «genuine Socialism», while
outside the party many electors of Centrist sympathies are
more naturally inclined to Barre than to Rocard. He thus
risks a loss of support and confidence on the Left, without
necessarily attracting any compensating gain on the Centre-

Right.

s

6. Nevertheless, if Rocard's prospects of victory are
not currently very bright, the conventional wisdom is that
they cannot be entirely dismissed. His entourage argue
that once the distracting uncertainty of Mitterrand's
intentions has been resolved (they assume by a Presidential

/decision
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decision not to run) there will be a surge of interest in,
and support for, Rocard. They claim that the PS will put
aside its differences; that all those disposed to vote for
the Left will swing behind Rocard as the only credible
candidate; and that many in the Centre will also shift to
Rocard when, in the course of the campaign, they come to
realise that Barre is only masquerading as a Centrist and
that his instincts and reflexes are really Gaullien in
character (even though he is not formally a Gaullist). This,
they claim, will ensure Rocard a .very strong showing in the
first round and an excellent launching pad for the second,
decisive round which they argue the Right will probably lose
because it is disunited. According to their scenario,

many of Barre's supporters will refuse to switch to Chirac
if he emerges as the Right's champipn, and many of Chirac's
will similarly refuse to go to Barre if instead he triumphs
in the first round; so allowing the Left's candidate,
Rocard, to capture the Elysée. There are a good many ifs in
all this, and a good deal of brave talk. It is I suppose
just possible that things could work out in this way (though
personally I have never believed it).

s Should Rocard against these odds become President,

he would be well disposed towards the UK. He seems genuinely
to like and admire much that is British and is an advocate of
close Franco-British relations. He has also been arguing
within the Socialist Party for a close, trilateral Franco-
British-West German relationship as essential to the future
of Europe, both within the Community, and in the context of
European defence. I would expect him to want to explore
these issues as fully as possible in London. The fact that
the Prime Minister, Secretary of State, Chancellor of the
Exchequer and Mr Younger were willing to give up time to see
him would of course help us to get off to a fast start with -
the new administration. But in any case if, as seems more
likely, his hopes of the Elysée do not materialise, the
attention paid to him in London should nevertheless prove a
good investment: he is likely to remain a major figure on
the French political scene, and an influential voice within
it, for some time to come.

P J Weston
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ROCARD, MICHEL

Député. Former Minister of Agriculture.

Born 1930 in the suburbs of Paris. Son of Professor Yves Rocard CBE, a distinguished
nuclear physicist. Studied literature and entered the Ecole Nationale d'Administration (ENA).
Inspecteur des Finances 1958. Head of the Economic Budget Division in the Planning Department
of the Ministry of Finance 19635. Secretary-General of the Commission des Comptes et des
Budgets Ecogomiques, 1965-67. Resigned from government service in 1967 to stand
(unsuccessfully) in Legisladve electons at PSU (Part Socialiste Unifi€) candidate. Secretary
General of the PSU 1967-73. PSU Presidential candidate, 1969. PSU Deputy for the Yvelines,
1969-73. Joined Socialist Party 1974. Member of the National Secretariat 1975-79. PS Deputy for
the Yvelines since 1978. Minister for the Plan 1981-83. Minister for Agriculture from 1983 until
his resignaton in 1983. : : '

Rocard made his name as a natdonal figure during the May events of 1968. His party was
the only one to be idendfied with the student movement, and its leaders occupied key posidens in
the main student and teacher organisations. He broke with the PSU in 1974 after its failure to
amaigamate with the Socialist Party. He then rose swiftly in the Socialist Party. During the past
decade, Rocard has moderated his leftist image. He is an advocate of‘the inroduction into Freach
industry and government of autogestion (in indusmy, workers' control; in government,
decenwmalisaton). This is the last remaining link between the Rocard of the late 1960s and the
present day. On econcmic policy he is a moderate. , -

- -
o=

At the PS Congress at Mez in 1979 a re-alignment of forces within the Party left Rocard
and his ally Mauroy in the minority. Both remained members of the Exacutive bureay of the Paryy
but lost their places as Nadonal Secretaries. In 1980 Rocard made an unsuccessful bid for the PS’s
nomination for the 1981 Presidendal election. Subsequently he played no formal part in
Mirerrand's campaign, although on the eve of the second round he was asked to aprear on
television to defend Mitterrand's economic policies from Giscard's accusations thar they were

XITemist.

Rocard remains one of France's &I_l]_?it_pgy_ql_a_r_mmicim Opinion polls takea after
Mirerrand's victory suggested that he would have beexn the most popular choice of tha sleciomte as
a whole for the post or. Prime Minister. But his? past rivalry with Mirerrand and his political
posidon fairly far to the right of Mitterrand's socialist coalition gave little real prospect of his being
put in charze of the Government. As Minister responsible for the Plan he had the chance to put into
pracdce his ideas about economic self-management and decentalisation, but had to comta: the
tendency of ius Ministerial colleagues to exclude him from their deliberadons. He gort off 10 1 good
start at the MinisTy of Agriculture in terms of his relations with the difficult farming community,
but later ran into some difficulties with them over CAP reform and domestic issues. His
resignadon in May 19835 was allegedly modvated by oppositcn to the inoduction of progorsional
representation for legislative electons. He has concenmrated since on mving 10 strengthan his
position for the 1988 Presidendal elecdons. He remains top of the opinion pbﬂsaand has anncunced
his intearion [o run again to become President. But some doubr if he has either the 'killer instinct
or the organisational talent to make it to the top. He has a stong intellect, and kesn palitical
instincts. A good speaker when audible (very rpid delivery), his distinctive brand of intaileczu
garrulousness some times speaks more of a hyper-clever university don than a statesman of
Presidendal stamp. .

In 1980 he visited the UK as a CO[_CJrcgory [ sponsored visitor. He e ECO \lizisters
and representatves of the CBI and the TUC. Rocard speaks good English. He is divorcs and
remarmed (to a sociologist). He has two childrea by each marriage.
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"RIME MINISTER

MEETING WITH M. ROCARD
You are to see M. Rocard briefly on Thursday afternoon.

M. Rocard is the leading figure of the right-wing of the

———

French Socialist Party. He has declared himself a candidate
: T R R

in the Presidential election. Whether he has any chance at

- —————

all depends on whether President Mitterrand decides to run.

While that decision is pending, no one takes Rocard's
prospects very seriously. But he is nonetheless an important
and responsible figure and could well be Prime Minister under
a re-elected Mitterrand. His position in the French political
spectrum lies somewhere between that of Denis Healy and

David Owen in the U.K. He has previously served ;g'Minister
for the Plan and Minister of Agriculture. He is visiting the

United Kingdom as a Category I Sponsored Visitor.

should give him a clear impression of your views. I suggest

that you try to cover:

- European defence, drawing on the proposals which you put
to President Mitterrand;

- European Community, concentrating on the prospects for

the European Council; and

e e e e

East/West relations

You will also want to get his assessment of French politics

and how the election campaign is likely to develop.

M. Rocard speaks good English.

ij?.

(C. D. POWELL)
19 January 1988
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10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Private Secretary

12 January 1988

REPLY TO PRESIDENT MITTERRAND

I enclose the Prime Minister's proposed reply to President
Mitterrand's message of October about Anglo/French defence
co-operation. As you will see, it is substantially revised

from the version enclosed with your letter, the main purpose
being to tighten up the text.

Subject to any comments from the Foreign Secretary and

the Defence Secretary, I should be grateful if it could now
be despatched as soon as possible.

I am copying this letter and enclosure to Ian Andrews
(Ministry of Defence) and to Trevor Woolley (Cabinet Office).

CHARLES POWELL

Lyn Parker, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
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I wanted to think carefully before replying to your
letter of 6 October dealing with our cooperation in defence

matters.

We have to recognise that in some ways we approach
things from a different viewpoint because France is not part

of NATO's integrated military structure.

But there are many areas of common ground: firm
commitment to the principle of nuclear deterrence,
determination to maintain the independence of our national
deterrent forces, the importance we both attach to a strong
Western alliance. We are also in close agreement about the

right priorities for the next steps in arms control.

Both our countries have a close defence relationship
with the Federal Republic of Germany. Ours is illustrated by
the fact that one third of the British Army and half of the
Royal Air Force's active units are based forward to defend
German territory, indeed that of France and other European
members of NATO as well. France too maintains some troops in

Germany although not based forward. You have recently taken

steps to develop closer Franco/German.cooperation in this

field.

NATO has developed very effective consultative and force

planning procedures, which have a vital role in Europe's




defence. My concern is that separate defence arrangements
between France and other European countries, either
bilaterally or in.small groups, may give the appearance of
substituting for these or diminishing their importance. That
would undermine NATO's cohesion which is not in the

interests of any of us. I know that this is not your
intention. But I very much hope that ways can be found of
associating France more closely with these collective defence
arrangements. The fact that the main European members of
NATO were able to set out clearly in the WEU Platform the key

points on which they agree was a useful step.

Against this background of efforts to strengthen

collective defence, I believe that there is’more that we can

do together bilaterally. I welcome the discussions which
Mr. Younger has had with M. Giraud about nuclear defence
cooperation, as well as our growing practical cooperation in

the equipment procurement field.

There are also other areas which we might encourage our
people to discuss. For instance we could look at ways in
which French forces could be more closely involved in the
forward defence of the FRG, particularly whether they could
make a contribution in the NORTHAG area. Because of the
numerical advantages enjoyed by the Warsaw Pact, assuring an
adequate forward defence of this region is vitally important.
This is also an area where the forces permanently deployed in
peacetime come from the European members of the Alliance. 1In
times of crisis or war it would be of great value to have

French forces actively committed to its defence.

There is also the area of reinforcement, where plans
have existed for some years to allow British reinforcements
destined for Germany in times of crisis or war to use
certain French facilities, subject to the agreement of the
French Government of the day. I should-like to see us

exercise these plans on a contingency basis by deploying




British forces through French Channel ports and by the use of
French airfields by RAF aircraft. I believe that our
military experts should also examine other ways in which our

current joint exercises could be further developed.

I would also like to see consideration given to the
scope for further joint naval planning and exercises in the

Eastern Atlantic and Channel areas, where our two Navies have

particular responsibilities.

More generally, I would hope that France might be able
to consider ways in which the Alliance's major military
commanders could take greater account of France's own force

plans in their defence planning.

I believe that cooperation in all these ways would serve
to supplement the important work already done on nuclear and
other matters and would contribute to the strength of the
NATO Alliance as a whole. They could have a particularly

important influence at a time when the United States is

likely to be looking ever more closely at how to tailor its

overseas commitments to its resources.

These ideas are put forward in a positive spirit. I
would be interested to hear your personal reaction to them at

our forthcoming Anglo/French Summit.

His Excellency Monsieur Frangois Mitterrand, G.C.B.
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Message to Mitterrand

Thank you for showing me the slimmer version of

the draft message.

2% My only comment concerns the reference in the fourth
paragraph to French troops in Germany. There are 50,000
French troops in the area around Baden-Baden adjacent to
France. It is therefore arguable whether the French
presence is "not on this scale" in comparison with our

forces of 66,000 in the Federal Republic. You could

either say "France too maintains troops in Germany";

or "France too maintains troops in Germany, although not

K/f /\\

C L G Mallaby

based forward".

12 January 1988
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AMBASSADE DE FRANCE

LONDRES

L'’AMBASSADEUR 23rd December, 1987

Dhe Lo

I have just received through the
diplomatic bag a letter addressed to the
Rt. Hon. Margaret Thatcher MP, Prime Minister,
by Monsieur Jacques Chirac, French Prime

Minister.

I enclose it herewith.

(e

Luc de La Barre de Nanteuil

Charles Powell, Esqg.

Private Secretary to the Prime Minister,
Prime Minister's Office,

10, Downing Street,

London S.W.l.
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NUCLEAR MATTERS: NOTE FOR THE RECORD OF THE
DEFENCE SECRETARY'S MEETING IN RESTRICTED SESSION WITH THE FRENCH
DEFENCE MINISTER, 14TH DECEMBER 1987

§ = The Defence Secretary's meeting on nuclear matters with

M. Giraud lasted 4% minutes. CDS, DCSA (for the ASMP item), DUS(P),
and D Nuc Pol/Sy were present; and on the French side the
Ambassador, M. d'AZmecourt, Admiral Goupil and M. Scheller.

2. The main topic discussed was future theatre noclear weapons with

particular focus on the ASMP and possible variants of it. Mr Younger

floated the idea of trilateral US/French/UK co-operation in a future
P

system. M. Giraud by no means rejected this, and agreed to explore

it further, as a first step giving the US the detziled information on

the ASMP which has now been made available to the TK.

3. Progress on bilateral nuclear exchanges. Mr Younger said that
he was pleased that the initial round of talks hac gone well. One
cycle was now complete. For the future, we thought that the talks on
nuclear weapon concepts and deterrence criteria conld be extended to
cover the securitv aspects of arms control and developments,
including the reguirement for post-INF modernisation, the need to
resist any trend towards the denuclearisation of E_-ope, and the
inter-relationshiz of conventional and nuclear arms control
proposals. Exchances on intelligence and nuclear weapons security
and survivability could usefully continue. And the scientific and
technical discussicns now initiated should be pursced. M. d'Amecourt
and Mr Nicholls confirmed that the exchanges so far had gone well.

The Secretary of State's proposals, which reflected exchanges between
officials, were

4. Theatre nuclezr weapons/ASMP. Mr Younger exprressed gratitude
for the French presentation to officials in Bourges in October.

We were studying ortions to replace the existing T TNW and were
still some way from making a decision. We would need to make a
decision on system choice by about mid-1989 in oréer to meet an
in-service date of the turn of the century. There was little
alternative to a ccllaborative solution, on cost grounds. The ASMP
was impressive, bot its range of 300 kms at high level fell short of
our requirement. Wz also wished to know more aboct the péEEE?EFIvity
St the system at -igh level. Studies were in hand. The ASMP's
technology would oz 20 years old hy the time it came into service
with us. But we certainly did not rule out a variant of the ASMP
with a longer rance. We had been briefed at Bources on proposals for
ektending the ran,_. Were there firm plans for an ASMP Mk II, and if
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so in what timescale? The US also had plans for a new TX:M broadly
in line with our own reguirements. Trilateral, ie US/French/UK,
development could be attractive. How would M. Giraud reczrd this?

5. M. Giraud said that at present the ASMP had 90 kms rznge at low
level and 350 at high altitude. It had 250 metres accurz:cv. Tests
had shown that 400 kms range at high level could be achisvad by
modification to the software only. Mr Younger noted tha: these
figures were different from what we had previously hearé. Mr Barnes
said that the British team had been told at Bourges that the range
varied according to the lzunch conditions. M. Giraud co-Zirmed that
the figures had changed as a result of calculations done =zince the
Bourges visit. The range had not been an important part cf the
weapon specification. It would take four to five years :: modify the
ASMP to fit the TornadQ. A new variant could be produceZ if the time
and money r vail €. The French had looked at two Dcssibilities
in this regard: improvec accuracy, which meant modificzz:ons to the
inertial guidance system; this would take 6 years and z _imited
amount of investment - say 1 billion francs; or an increz== in range
to 180 kms at low level and 800-2000 at high level. This would be an
entirely new start and would take 10 years plus say 10 Zion francs
(excluding production; tre unit production cost would twice that
of ASMP). The French were not very enthusiastic to embzr% upon such
a development by themselves. He would have no objection =z the
possibility of trilateral co-operation being explored wiz- the US,
although this would be on the basis of a new programme w-:ch would be
of high risk compared to the tried and tested ASMP. Lonczr range
meant the missile became teated and this would be demané:i-3 to
overcome. It would however, if we were to go down this rz-zd, be
silly not to try to co-opesrate with the US since they werz trying to
do the same thing. He also took it that a programme wou_: from our
point of view need to be seen as co-operative rather thz- z sale by
France. He saw no difficulty in presenting it thus. Per:zzps we
might purchase the ASMP tc meet our short-term needs, anZ “or the
longer term co-operate on a new generation of weapon.

OO iyt
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6. Mr Younger said that we were not seeking a missile i- the
short-term partly because our requirement did not arise =-%il the
turn of the century and pzartly because in any case we wc:z_3 not have
the capacity to produce z warhead until after the Trider: orogramme
was completed in the 199C=s. Mr Barnes confirmed that trh= Zevelopment
and production of a warhezd, from start to finish, woulé =zke some 10
years. M. Giraud said thzt he could not see how to helr =5 shorten
this timescale unless we were prepared to purchase the wzrheads from
France, which was no protlem so far as he was concerned. 2s for the
French timescale, as he kzd said, it would take some 6 v=zrs to
produce a variant of the 2SMP with improved accuracy.

T Mr Nicholls said thz+%, as to our requirement, we wer=s looking at
the trade-offs between flI:ght profile (high or low), ranzs and

n
accuracy. M. Giraud repezted that it would take 10 years znd
considerable improvement to redesign the weapong; and t-= Fr

ench had
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to do so. Mr Younger said thz: our

.S .

no requirement for their own part
ﬁun requirement arose from the need to threaten Soviet territory, at
the turn of the century, with an aircraft-launched weapon. It would
De useful, as he had suggested, to explore the possibilities for
rilateral co-operation with the TS with the aim - so far as the
:ritish were concerned - of taking a firm decision on system chcice
oy mid-1989. Ought we to proceec by a joint approach to the US?
Mr Weinberger, to whom he had spcken, had not ruled out a trilateral
approach; nor had Mr Carlucci. M. Giraud suggested a trilaterzl
meeting at Bourges. The French had not yet given the US as complete
2 briefing as they had given to the British. Mr Carlucci ought to be
oriefed on thfs ASMP.

-

B. M. Giraud asked whether our insistence on developlng our own
warhead, rather than buying frox the French, was immutable. t was a
rity that we were set on duplicz:iing the development which the French
fad already done. The Secretary of State and CDS empha51sed the
importance of our retaining an independent capablllty in this field.

T

It would be a very major change cf orientation to do otherwise.

Mr Younger also repeated that we had no requirement for a weapon
until the late 12295 and could nct afford on f1nanc1al grounds tc
tring forwar € programme. A s=hort term project’ therefqre nct a

starter; co-operation in the loncer term was a distinct possibil:ity.
T —m—— T A SE=or s sy

)]

SN Visits

The Secretary of State saic that he understood that the fcrmal
change of letters setting out cndertakings to provide compensz:tion
ter an accident, on which the TX had passed proposals to Fret"'
ficials, were held up by a drzfting difficulty. He hoped thz+t the

-
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xchange of letters would soon -z agreed. M. Giraud said that
esolution of the problem was nc: far off.

0. The meeting closed with a trief discussion of the line for
Ze2aling with the press at the press conference later that morninc.

¥inistry of Defence

~4th December 1987
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10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SW1A 2AA

From the Private Secretary 6 December 1987

Visit to the UK by
Monsieur Michel Rocard

Thank you for your letter of 4 December
about M. Rocard's visit. The Prime Minister
could see him at 1700 on 21 January.

(CHARLES POWELL)

R,N. Culshaw, Esqg., MVO,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.




Foreign and Commonwealth Office

London SWI1A 2AH

4 December 1987

Visit to the UK by Michel Rocard

In your letter of 10 November you said that the Prime
Minister was willing to receive M Rocard should he visit the
UK and the timing of his visit be convenient. Rocard has
now put forward two sets of dates: 13-14 January or
21-22 January. The Foreign Secretary would probably be able
to meet Rocard during either period. It would now be helpful
to know if the Prime Minister would be able to receive Rocard
on one or either of the sets of dates put forward.

I am copying this letter to John Howe and would be grateful
to know whether Mr Younger would similarly be able to receive
a call by Rocard on one or either of these sets of dates.

(R N Culshaw)
Private Secretary

C D Powell Esq
PS/10 Downing Street
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10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

26 November 1987

From the Private Secretary

VISIT OF M. GIRAUD

/

Thank you for your letter with the Defence Secretary's
suggestion that the Prime Minister might like to meet
M. Giraud when he is in London on 14/15 December. The Prime
Minister simply has too much on at present to manage this.
We might as an alternative try to arrange for M. Giraud to
sit next to the Prime Minister at lunch during the
Anglo-French Summit early next year.

I am copying this letter to Tony Galsworthy (Foreign

and Commonwealth Office).

Charles Powell

J.F. Howe, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence.
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VISIT OF M, GIRAUD, 14TH-15TH DECEMBER

M. Giraud is visiting the United Kingdom in mid-December at
Mr Younger's invitation. This is one of the regular meetings of
this kind between the two Ministers, which take place about every
six months; the Defence Secretary made a similar visit to Paris in

the Spring.

In the light of the Prime Minister's recent exchanges with
President Mitterand and M. Chirac, Mr Youhger wonders whether on
this occasion the Prime Minister wouldflike to meet M. Giraud. If
so, he would propose to bring M. Giraud over to Downing Street for
half an hour or so. He believes that M. Giraud's own line of
thinking on European defence co-operation and Anglo-French
co-operation in particular would be interesting for the Prime
Minister to hear at first hand. Such a meeting would also enable
the Prime Minister, if she wishes, to reinforce the points on the
modernisation of theatre nuclear weapons, including the possibility
of triangular co-operation involving the United States, which she
made to M. Chirac at the weekend.

If this idea commends itself to the Prime Minister, perhaps we
can discuss how best to fit a short meeting into the Prime
Minister's diary and into the programme for M., Giraud's visit.

From the point of view of the latter, the Monday would be easier
than the Tuesday when M. Giraud is making visits out of London.

I am copying this letter to Tony Galsworthy in the Foreign and
Commonwealth Office.

(J F HOWE)
Private Secretary

C D Powell Esqg
10 Downing Street

CONFIDENTIAL
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From the Private Secretary 19 Nowember, 1987.

Dase M,

FRANCO-BRITISH YOUTH EXCHANGES

Mr. Robert Maxwell came to see the Prime’ Minister this
evening. In the course of their discussion Mr. Maxwell said
that he had recently seen Monsieur Chirac, and found that
he was anxious for some initiative which would give impetus to
Franco-British relations. He compared the constant
institutional advances in Franco-German relations with the
absence of anything similar in France's relations with the
United Kingdom. In the course of their talk, M. Chirac had
said that he would propose to the Prime Minister, when they
meet next Sunday, that there should be an expanded programme
of Franco-British youth exchanges. Mr. Maxwell said that he
hoped that the Prime Minister would feel able to respond
positively to this.

The Prime Minister is quite open to the idea in the
abstract, but has not considered the implications of the
proposal either in terms of organisation or expenditure. I
should be grateful if you could let me have, for the purposes
of Sunday's meeting, a brief note setting out what already
exists in the field of youth exchanges with France, and
suggesting how the Prime Minister might best respond to a
proposal for expanding them.

I am sending copies of this letter to Alex Allan (HM
Treasury) and Martin Dinham (Overseas Development

Administration).
(gynnf, M

C.D>~Powell

Lyn Parker, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
RESTRICTED
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VISIT OF M. MICHEL ROCARD

Thank you for sending John Howe a copy of your letter of 6th
November to Charles Powell on the subject of the proposed visit” of
M. Michel Rocard to the United Kingdom. The Secretary of State
would be content, in principle, to see M. Rocard. No doubt you
will propose dates in due course.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Charles Powell at No 10.

>

( I F/ ,./I'?
Private Secretary

Lyn Parker Esqg
Foreign and Commonwealth Office
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From the Private Secretary

Thank you for your letter of 6 November
about the invitation to Monsieur Rocard
to visit the United Kingdom.

The Prime Minister has noted that
she thinks it a bit much to hand out these
invitations without any reference to her,
and then expect her automatically to meet
the people concerned. However, she has
relented to the point of saying that she
will see M. Rocard if he comes and the
timing is convenient.

(C.D. Powell)

Lyn Parker, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.

CONFIDENTIAL
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Sir Ewen Fergusson has extended a COT Catego I invitation

to visit the UK to Michel ngéfyf French Socialist Party

depute and pre51dent1al candidate (a personality note is (;SS?
enclosed). Rocard's immediate reaction was to welcome the Nk -
opportunity such a visit would present/;g_;alk“;g$§ritish b/K.
ea particularly on European and defence issues: he

EEEETfically mentioned the Prime Mgnlster and the Secretary

of State for Defence. The dates remain hlghly uncertain,

since Rocard wo®™®d have to fit any visit into his tight

campaigning schedule. December or January look the most

likely months. If diary commitments permitted, the Foreign
Secretary would invite Rocard to call on him.

I appreciate the pressures on the Prime Minister's
diary, but we should like if possible to tell Rocard that
the Prime Minister would in principle be prepared to receive
him for a short call, should the timing of his visit permit.

Rocard is currently at the centre of the French political
stage. He commands support from a siagziii:if§§lice of the ,72
French Socialist Party and has alreadyl declined?his candidature [

—— S —
for next spring _electidn e continues to :
insist that : or the Presidency even if Mitterrand
stands again, although many believe that he would in fact
then bow out in order not to split his Party. If, however,
Mitterrand opts not to stand again, Rocard is the most likely
choice for the Socialist Party nomination and could just

win the election if the Right failed to mobilise its full
vote in the second (and decisive) round.

Rocard is on the right wing of a French Socialist Party
which is itself currently in a pragmatic mood. He is committed
to nuclear deterrence, favours close French involvement in
Western defence and has spoken of the importance of the Anglo-French
defence relationship and against too exclusive an emphasis
on the Franco-German. As Minister for Agriculture during
the French EC Presidency, he steered through the milk quota
regime in spite of farming opposition. Of the four leading
contenders for the Presidency, he is probably the most genuinely
sympathetic to the UK.

/I
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I am copying this letter to John Howe, Ministry of
Defence, and would be grateful if he would let me Kknow whether
Mr Younger would similarly be prepared in principle to receive
a call by Rocard.

‘)U\\V&QJQ/

&ﬁm

(L Parker)
Private Secretary

C D Powell Esq
PS/No 10 Downing Street
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ROCARD, MICHEL
Député. Former Minister of Agriculture.

Born 1930 in the suburbs of Paris. Son of Professor Yves Rocard CBE, a distinguished
nuclear physicist. Studied literature and entered the Ecole Nationale d'Administration (ENA).
Inspecteur des Finances 1958. Head of the Economic Budget Division in the Planning Department
of the Ministry of Finance 1965. Secretary-General of the Commission des Comptes et des
Budgets Economiques, 1965:67. Resigned from government service in 1967 to stand
(unsuccessfully) in Legislative elections at PSU (Part Socialiste Unifi€) candidate. Secretary
General of the PSU 1967-73. PSU Presidential candidate, 1969. PSU Deputy for the Yvelines,
1969-73. Joined Socialist Party 1974. Member of the National Secretariat 1975-79. PS Deputy for

the Yvelines since 1978. Minister for the Plan 1981-83. Minister for Agriculture from 1983 until
his resignation in 1985. i

Rocard made his name as a national figure during the May events of 1968. His party was
the only one to be idendfied with the student movement, and its leaders becupied key posidens in
the main student and teacher organisations. He broke with the PSU in 1974 after its failurs to
amaigamate with the Socialist Party. He then rose swiftly in the Socialist Party. During the past
decade, Rocard has moderated his leftist image. He is an advocate of the introducton into French

industry and government of autogestion (in industry, workers' control: in government,
decentralisation). This is the last remaining link between the Rocard of the late 1960s and the
present day. On economic policy he is a moderate. L m

At the PS Congress at Metz in 1979 a re-alignment of forces within the Party left Rocard
and his ally Mauroy in the minority. Both remained members of the Executive bureau of the Party
but lost their places as Nadonal Secretaries. In 1980 Rocard made an unsuccessful bid for the PS's
nomination for the 1981 Presidendal election. Subsequently he played no formal part in
Mitterrand's campaign, although on the eve of the second round he was asked to appear on

television to defend Mitterrand's economic policies from Giscard's accusations that they were
exmwemist.

Rocard remains one of France's most popular politicians. Opinion polls taken after
Mirerrand's victory suggested that he would have been the most popular choice of the electorate as
a whole for the post of. Prime Minister. But his*past rivairy with Mitterrand and his politcal
positon fairly far to the right of Mitterrand's socialist coalition gave little real prospect of his being
put in charge of the Government. As Minister responsible for the Plan he had the chance 1o put into
practice his ideas about economic self-management and decentralisation, but had to comba: the
tendency of his Ministerial colleagues to exclude him from their deliberadons. He got off to a good
start at the Ministry of Agriculture in terms of his relations with the difficult farming communirty,
but later ran into some difficulties with them over CAP reform and domestic issues. His
resignaton in May 1985 was allegedly motivated by opposition 1o the inroduction of proportional
representation for legislarive elections. He has_concentrated since on trying to strengthen his
position for the 1988 Presidendal elections. He remains top of the opinion polls and has announced
his intention to run again to become President. But some doubt if he has either the 'killer instinot
or the organisational talent to make it to the top. He has a stong intellect, and keen political
instincts. A good speaker when audible (very rapid delivery), his distinctive brand of intellectual
garrulousness some times speaks more of a hyper-clever university don than a statesman of
Presidendal stamp.

In 1980 he visited the UK as a COI Category I sponsored V'isitor._He met FCO .\Li::i‘s:ers
and representatives of the CBI and the TUC. Rocard speaks good English. He is divorce< and
remarried (to a sociologist). He has two children by each marriage.
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4 November 1987

Thank you for your letter of 23 October about your
conversation with M. Bujon on that day. It was an
instructive illustration of the complexities (of which my
letter of 19 October warned) of the conduct of French
foreign policy under cohabitation.

As regards the substance of M. Chirac's ideas as
conveyed by M. Bujon, FCO and MOD officials are preparing
a paper analysing the history, current activities and
policy implications for the United Kingdom of the French
attitude to Western defence. They hope to submit this
jointly to the Foreign and Defence Secretaries by mid-
November. The aim of the paper is to provide the fuller

analysis for which the Prime Minister has asked (your
letter of 22 October). On the basis of this work the
Foreign and Defence Secretaries propose to offer their
recommendations on the issues raised by the Prime Minister.

The views of M. Chirac, as well as the views of
President Mitterrand himself, will be covered in the study.
In the meanwhile, there is one point on which French and
German intentions have become clear. The German element
of the Franco-German brigade will not be taken from forces
assigned to SACEUR but from German territorial forces which
are under national control. The German Defence Minister
made clear at the WEU Ministerial in The Hague on 27 October
that the establishment of this brigade would not mean any
reduction or deterioration in the German contribution to

NATO.

I am sending copies of this letter to John Howe
(Ministry of Defence) and to Trevor Woolley (Cabinet Office).

o3 Qs @:\%&“

L Parker)
Private Secretary

C D Powell Esqg
10 Downing Street
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With the compliments of

THE BRITISH AMBASSADOR

BRITISH EMBASSY
35 rue du Faubourg Saint-Honoré,
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IFRI YEARBOOK AND THE UNITED KINGDOM

1. It is not often that one can point to some measurable 1?2
end product flowing from a given input in the diplomatic
business. But I offer the attached candidate as a possible

modest example.

2. Every year the French Institute for International Affairs
procduces a major annual report on world economic and strategic
trends which is launched at a major reception in Paris and
covered by the media. The 1985 edition of «Ramses» carried

a 4-page article on the British economy which painted a
largely down-beat picture and ended with the conclusion that
''the British economy still has to demonstrate its capacity

to begin a new phase of growth, failing which it would appear
to be foundering still deeper in a decline which has become
irreversible."''

3. We took this up vigorously with the Director of IFRI,

who eventually admitted that the piece had been unjust.

The following year we obtained publication in IFRI's regular
journal «Politique Etrangére» of a corrective piece by a
British economist whom we had recommended to IFRI. I also
persuaded the Director of IFRI, Thierry de Montbrial, to
undertake a 10-day COI sponsored visit to the United Kingdom
last Autumn, during which no effort was spared to give him
good access and direct exposure to what is actually happening
now in the United Kingdom. He returned very pleased with his
visit and saying that his most striking impression had been
the degree to which France and Britain share the same kinds
of problem.

4. The 1987 edition of «Ramses» was published last week.
Prominent in Chapter 1 of the report, it is gratifying to

find an article under the heading «Great Britain: The

Triumph of Margaret Thatcher». Even allowing for the
undeniable achievement of the June General Election, the
general tone of this article is much more up-beat. It notes

in particular the recovery of national self-confidence, the
emergence of a new generation of senior officials and politicians,
''more deeply European than were their predecessors'', the
better growth performance from 1982-86 of Britain by comparison
with both France and the FRG, the predicted growth rate for
1987 ahead of both the United States and Japan. The final
conclusion is that despite some negative phenomena ''it is
nonetheless true that the essential merit of Margaret Thatcher
is to have been able to give back to the British their taste

JEOY




for success and economic competition.'' It would, of course,
be a mistake to exaggerate the effect of this article by
itself. Nevertheless, it is consistent with the improved
image the UK has been obtaining more widely in the French
media over the last year or two. I hope Mr Roberts will
send a copy of the article to the Visits Section of the COI
as proof the their efforts do not go unrewarded.

PreVis

~

P J Weston

2 November 1987
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La Grande-Bretagne :
le triomphe de Margaret Thatcher

~ Contrairement @ Ja :République - fédérale
d’Allemagne,-Ja Grande-Bretagne ne se pose pas
de Pproblemes existentiels d’identité mationale.
ﬁncn au contraire, elle semble avoir retrouvé une
* Tonscience ‘nouvelled’elle-méme &t :de ses possi-
ilités avec Margarct Thatcher."La‘réelection de

2987, “pour fun roisiéme Jmandat rconsécutif;
onstitue =un ~$vénement #sans précédent :au
XXe siécle. ; :

Peut-on parlcr d’un réalignement politique
majeur résultant d'unc "révolution Thatcher”
ou faut-il voir dans le succés des conservateurs

- Teffet de Ja crise profonde du parti travaillistc et

des difficultés de I'"alliance™ — {a grande per-
dantc des dernicres €lections— & s'imposer
comme ane troisitme force dans un systéme
traditionnellement bipartisan ?

Lorsque Margaret Thatcher arrive au pouvoir
en 1979 en bénéficiant du soutien sans précédent
des ouvniers qualifiés et d’une partie de 1a base

"des militants syndicaux, son succes fut largement

i‘ attribué @ des considérations économiques : agi-

N




tation dans les entreprises consécutive a "I'hiver
du mécontentement”, diminution profonde des
revenus réels due a la récession, déchn industniel,
incohérences enfin du pouvoir socialiste précé-
dent. Lorsqu’elle fut reconduitec au pouvoir en
1983, Margaret Thatcher bénéficia de "Ieffet
Falkland" ainsi que des dissensions intestines et
du glissement vers la gauche du parti travailliste.
Toutefois, c’est I'ensemble du paysage politique
britannique qui semble avoir lentement mais
profondément évolué depuis 1979. La montée
d’une droite plus conservatrice et radicale et la
progression d’une gauche néo-marxiste au sein
du mouvement travailliste ont constitué les deux
ananifestations paralléles d’'un méme phénoméne
traduisant la faillite et le rejet du consensus de
~ Taprés-guerre. En ce sens, certains en Grande-
Bretagne n’hésitent pas a dire que 1979 a marqué
da "fin de I'ancien régime”.-Peu apres,-alors que
e parti travailliste “dérapait a gauche”,de pays
... s portait vers la droite .ou .peut-étre vers un

nouveau territoire politique. La Grande-Breta-
- “gne dans sa majorité suivait Margaret Thatcher
~dans son entrepnsc de démantélement des struc-

- --“tures du pouvoir de P'ordre ancien. Elle acceptait

““gue le’ pouvoir des syndicats soit d’abord battu -
- en bréche puis ‘brisé, que soient retirées des
subventions aux "anards boiteux”, aux indus-
~tries inefficaces et en surreffectif, que soicnt
privatisécs les entreprises d’Etat et quc soit
limité le. pouvoir financier des municipalités
socialistes. L’extension de I'accession a la pro-
priété dc ses logements ct lc développement de
I’actionnariat ont égalecment joué un réle dans la
transformation de la société britannique, en
contribuant a créer un nouveau centre politique
constitués par les nantis, The Haves, élargissam
amsn la base élcctorale du pam conservateur

sslexplique ggaleme

" ;" raverse i parti travailliste. Depuis 1924, e parti 5o

ravaillisté représe

:_ .uﬂ:lals _iap;éélewon ,dc 4Margaret .H‘hatchcr bt
ot par;da crise iprofonde que

hors de Grande-Bretagne, a désarmer la force de
sous-marins Polaris et @ annuler son remplace-
ment par le programme Trident. Il s'est par
ailleurs prononcé pour une renonciation par
POTAN de lutilisation en premier de P'arme
atomique (no first use), pour un retrait de toutes
les armes nucléaires stationnées en Europe et
pour l’adoptlon par FOTAN d’une stratégie
puremem "conventionnelle”.

Le contraste entre le tnomphc de Margarct
Thatcher 2 Moscou et le traitement réservé a
Neil Kinnock a Washington & Papproche des
€lections n’a pu que renforcer le choix d’une
majorité de Britanniques en faveur du parti
conservateur. La plupart des Anglais demeurent
attachés & Ja politique de la défense de la
Grande-Bretagne et aux valeurs de I'Alliance
atlantique, méme §'il existe en Grande- -Bretagne
-un courant anti-américain important qui s'est
mamfcstc notamment par {'impopularité de la
décnsnon de Margaret Thatcher de soutenir acti-

- vement Je raid américain contre la L’byc en avnl

: 1986,
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Au-dela de l’automargmahsahon des travaillis-
tes et de Péchec de T'alliance qui n’a jamais su
surmonter le handicap de son bicéphalisme, c’est
la personnalité de Margaret Thatcher elle-méme
qui a constitué un facteur essenticl du succes
politique dc I'expéricnce conservatrice.

Avant méme les élections générales de juin
1987, Margaret Thatcher était de plus en plus
comparée, dans la presse britannique, au géncral
de Gaulle. Ce qui est certain, c’est que 'Angle-
terre semble avoir retrouvé unc confiance en
elle-méme qu’elle avait perdue, avec la perte de

~son Empire ct la momée de la crise économique.
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_eada wictoire de Margarct ‘Thatcher. oorrcspond
wﬁn AGrande-Bretagne :a Lapparition .«d’'unclimat _.

“apolitique etsocial différent.dl aura fallu quarante -
nte pnedes deux forces majeu- “8ans % 4a Grande-Bretagne

“pour ¢ “réconcilier

B Hesidc da vacpolmquc‘nnﬂmsc'ﬁi\u)ould’hmﬁ m‘vecc‘lleﬁn’éme -Sa'quéte 'un rdle post-impérial

== viation -gauchnste 1de ¢ parti est-en train de
- ~menacer -son ‘maintien comme alternative de
gouvernement crédiblc en Grande-Bretagne. La
politique étrangére et en particulier le dossier
nucléaire ont constitué le talon d’Achille du parti
de Neil Kinnock. Les Britanniques ont accueilli
sans enthousiasme le stationnement d’armes
- ~nucléaires américaines sur leur territoire, smais
_—Als sont,-a I'exemple des Frangais, attachés a la
Q’*ﬂdmas)on nuckaire. e “parti travailliste s’est
F:;;.sngagé a bouter Jes armes nucléaires américaines

ns le monde-est achevée Elle semble satisfaite
détre pleinement ~devenue ‘une pu\ssanoe
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