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Simop Webb from Tom King's Office wanted your
v;ﬂé on the guest list for the defence
;Eminar on 27 January. I understand that
Alan Clarke has been invited. Apparently
Archie Hamilton has been deing a lot of the
internal work in MOD on NATO and could he
come instead/as well. I have besn non-
committal, since I know yvou want to keep
thie meeting very small. Could you bhear to

have a word with Simon when you get back?

b,

DOMINIC MOERLS
3 January 1989

C:\wpdocsh\parly\defence {(pmm)
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MRS, PONSONBY

The Prime Minister needs a small seminar type
meeting at Chequers at the very end of
January or early Februazry. The Eﬂﬂﬁﬂgiﬂl
participants are. the Foreign Sgﬁrﬂtary,

Defence Eectﬁgﬁry, Mr. Haldeglave and

Mr. Alan Clark. Could you please try and
identify a half day - possibly a Friday or
Saturday - when this could ba done.

C

Cop

13 Decembery 1989




1O DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 244

froun the Private Seereiart 16 Dﬂtﬂher 1559

1 am writing on behalf of the Prime
Minister, who is now on an overseas visit, to
thank you for your letter of 10 October. T
Know that she will be most grateful fer your
comments. She will also appreciate your open
invitation to visit RAND; all I can say on
that is that you will appreciate the enormous
Pressures on her diary, but I will ensure
that the possibility of guch a vizit is
boerne in mind.

(PAUL GRAY)

Jamas A. Thomaon, Esqg.
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Jomas A. Thameon
Frasedeiil G

Chie= Exesatees s

October 10, 1989

Her Excellency Margaret Thatcher
Prime Minister of the United Kingdom
10 Downing Street

London SW1A ZAA

England

Dear Madame Frime Minister:

It was & pleasure and a great honor to meet you anmd join
you in discussing CFE &t Chequers on September 30, 1989.
I hope the discussion was useful to you as you guide your
government's policy toward the Vienna talks. Great
challenges to the West 11e ahead.

I want to extend am open invitation for you to visit us here
at RAND. A visit here would afford an opportunity to cover
a substantive agenda on 4 range of issues. Please do not
hesitate to add RAKD to the itinerary of a future trip to
the U.5. West coast.

Thank yvou again for your hospitality. As an Americam, 1t was
a special honor to be included in such a meeting.

5?ﬁﬁere]y, ;
Wi J‘E%f‘ﬂkﬁﬂﬂ

/
JAT :EF
I".__,."'l

1700 Mo Seear, MO Box 2138
Cania Monea, 8 GO P13E




1O DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA ZAA

10 Ceeober 1989

Fram tlle Priviate Seerefan

CONVENTIOHAL FORCE REDUCTICONS IN EURCPE

I enclose a copy of a letter from Mr, Brower
who attended the Prime Minister's recent seminar
aon Conventional Force Reductions in Burope. I do
aot think a reply is needed.

I am copying this letter and enclosure to
Ricnard Gozney (Foreign and Commonwealth Office).

CHARLES POWELL

Brian Hawtin, Esg.,
Ministry of Defence.




CONFIDENTIAL AND FERSONAL

10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWI1A ZAA
From the Private Secretary 5 ODctober 1985

FOLLOW-UP TO THE CHEQUERS SEMINAR

Thank you for your letter of 2 October about the follow-up
work to the Cheguers Seminar on the implications of conventional
force reductions. The Prime Minister naturally expects the Defence
Secretary to exercise overall supervision of the work and any
recommendations to come forward from him. But she would also think
that, as recorded in my note of the Seminar, the Minister for
Defence Procurement should take the initiative within MoD in
preparing options in respect of our future equipment needs.

Wopmen WX

oy N

L o
(:ffiJﬁrdﬁci+1,_,Jﬁﬁ

C. D. POWELL

Brian Hawtin, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence

CONFIDENTIAL AND PERSONAL




ORGANISATION DU TRAITE DE L'ATLANTIQUE NORD
MORTH ATLANTIC TREATY OHRGANIZATION

CABINET _ag
DU SECRETAIRE GEMERAL OA=-302

OFEICE HATO HD
OF THE SECRETARY CENERAL 1110 BRUSSELS
Baelgium
Tel: (32-2) 728 45 21741 44
Faxs [(32-2) 728 46 66 4 Dctober 1989

Mr C I Powell
Private Secretary
10 Downing Stireet
LOWNDON SWLIA ZAA
UK

Dess Clotie

Many thanks for arranging the weekend meeting; I much appreciated
the opportunity. I am enclosing details of my travel costs.

I promised the Prime Minister that 1 would continue to send in
papers on the subjects we discussed. In this, or in any other
sphere of Soviet affairs on which she would like my advice, for
what it is worth, she has my complete support. I do not think
the issues of procurement and force structure were in fact
covered in sufficient depth, given the time constraints.

There was a tendency to confuse the current problem ("we must
have a new tank, EFA", ate.) with the potential value of these
weapon systems in 10-15 years' time when, according to Soviet
analysts, weapons development will make them obsolescent. The
Soviet view is that it makes sense to cut down on the procurement
of a new generation of today's weapons platforms (tanks, ships,
planes), upgrade existing ones, and direct the resources saved
{a) into technological development which will help thea national
economy and provide for new kinds of weapons in the future if
they are needed; and (b) into developing more efficient weapons
systems for existing platforms, upgrading tank armour (as the
israelis have done with M-60), stand-off bombs, etc. Thia, 1t

seems to me, would make as good sense for the UK as it does for
the USSR.

-, AT




Mr C D FPowell i October 1989

On the issue of force structure and deployment, there is an
alternative to forward defence. We practised it until 20 years
ago. The enclosed illustration shows current brigade locations -
set up for defence in depth = and current GDP and reinforcement
pogitions. The problem is that the effectiveness of the M+4 and
M*+10 falls very guickly 1f force density 18 reduced, especilally
if a quality and gquantity gap opens up betweeen, say, the Belgian
corps and the German corps, etc. However, to alter the current
system will present our army in particular with some difficult
institutional problems.

Howevar, 1f I go on much longer, this will become a paper in its
own right, and my main intention was to thank you for your help,
80 I shall closa.

Clrnn

CHRISTOPHER DONNELLY
SOVIETOLOGIST-IN-RESIDENCE

Akbt
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Intraduction
A. Three things need to be bame in mind shen studying Mr Gorbachev: (i)

muﬂmfuﬂmmmMMﬂammimitymm: (1i) he
iﬂﬂmﬂufuﬂtmhﬁmhdmmliu:ymim, apart from a short period
nfrmwis:txaininguﬁ.lunmﬂmtatmmmW.mhshumtiucf

comradeship or loyalty with the Soviat Armed Forces. This allows him to

arisen because Lenin's
Breghnevism; and that his (Gorbachev's) reforms, glasnost' and perestroyka, are
ﬂm;tmmmwkmmmﬁmwmmsmim For this he

nasds an efficient, modern econamw.

B, In reading the rest of this paper, it also neads to ba bame in mind
that never in the history of the USSR has the Soviet military defied the
Conmunist Party. In Corbachev's time, as in Stalin's and Fhrushchev's, Marshals
of tha Soviet Union have been sacked left, right and centre without any
stirrings from the Armed Forees) and new strategies have been forced upon them.
This is becanse, right from the early days of the Revolution, the Party devised
a means of Keeping the Armed Forces subject to it, which the political leaders
of the French Revolution signally failed to do.

S0 now, assuuing that Gorbachev is sufficiently successful to remain in

celd"' 39dd LSHNHONES dHd WoMd B2i8517 BB, 435 B2




.ﬁmm.matmﬂumitaqrfmmmlmliciummmmum?mﬂ:pﬂ

His chief concern, we have sgreed, is domestic policy, in the sense that
his aim is to introduce Leninst Socialism ints the USSR, It is therefore suraly
ﬂgnﬂimtthlth&hurm:rmctadlmniniﬂ!mln,umiulmtyﬂtﬂim to
the affect that the foreign policy of any country is subordinate to its demegtic
policy, and that the latter determines the former.

Incﬂurh::ﬂs,ﬂutagumrtﬂ:ﬂsinth-ﬂalﬂuf
foreign/military/arms control policy ought, above all, tn serve its own pacpla's
interests. What was done in this field by Fhrushchey and Breshney often 44 not
do this (Cuba, Angola, Mozambigue end Afghanistan).

But Gorbachev's rapproachememt with China, the withdrasml from
Afghanistan, the sharp reduction in ald to Mozmbique, Angola and Cuba mast
mlyhmhlp-dmmmmimry expenditure, something which is
cbriously necesgary I parestrovia is to succeed; and any reduction in tension
between the Warsaw Pact and NATO will have a similar resilt.

Indead, ﬂﬂnmﬁfrmtltimmmmwdmﬂncmheuﬂminm.
ﬂmhmrmmuwﬂumnmﬁmﬂmamﬂmhaepwm.
nffulﬁimlr-nrienuhaﬂfmﬂasinmtamhnﬁpe and PFurcpean Russia at all,
m\rmnntherududmrupelmm&gqrmaim: because Marshal Akhromevev, on
his return to Moscow from the USA, has snnewmeed publicly to the Soviet media
ﬂmthei:pnsitiwﬂutﬂnthhumintmﬂmdattuﬂdngﬂtm; Crcher
mtlmimﬂwmﬁwmtmumﬂﬂnﬂmmumhmmmr.

Nor has Gorbachev any reason Lo start a war against the West. In the

Edd " 36H4d LSHNHINES DM WO 4 E2t51 B8, &35 B2




[

.aa.rljrdaguafﬁwiatnuu, the hope of exporting the revolution by force might
vave bemi e sullicieii sutive bul el owedays.  Fuclmsce, Lse wood of L
Soviet pecpls and the state of the Soviet economy make it impossible for the
Politburo to start a wer aganist a major enemy, even if it wantsd =n, In
addition, the force of circumstances compels it to devise a purely dafensive
military strateqy; firstly becauss it canrot afford any longer the hugaly
mwbummmmmﬂm&w at presant, and also
bacause the USSR under Gorbachev will only go to war if it is attacked,

M;dm,mmmﬁtﬂumﬂmuﬂdmmﬂiﬂh
defensive strategy is exactly what he is engaged in; but his words have been
received with scepticiam by the West bacaise of the contimed high level of
Soviet arme production and other matters. Bowever, there i now some evidence
thatth:mvintmﬂita:yminda-m-mgngndintryﬂqtn work out a doctrine
which will guarantes Soviet security by a purely defensive strateqy. This
evidence is as follows:

(1) Doring the 'twenties, when the new Red Army was baing created, thare
Was a great debate about what type of force it should be. Should it be designed
to fight the traditional Russian war of attritien (ie, af trading space for
time), or should it be designed to fight a short, sharp war of annihilation on
the enemy's tarritory? As we all know, it was the latter course that was
decided upon; and until very recently Soviet military writing ignored ths
arqurents for the former, Now, however, several pleces have been appearing,
asserting that a strateqy of attrition might have considerable merit under
mtm:mmmﬁmmw'ammt.m,
has been favourably menticned,

(i1} When General Modsevew, Eﬂnfﬂfﬂu&uvi-tﬁumlﬁtaﬁ, was in
mmmrmﬂ?.mmdm;mumgrmmmmmgmmma

FEQ " 3Dud LSYNHINGS HWd WOM4 E2:51 EB: 435 B2




regular force wes that such a system would not give him sufficient reserves. We

should note that A strateqy of attrition demands very large reserves for its

SLCCESS .,
(111) A strateqy of attrition, backsd by sufficient reserves, would permit

of gigantic cuts in the SAP, especially now that Moscow fears neither an attack
by China nor by NATO. Furtharmore, outs of this aize would be very walcome to
Garbachav,

(iv) Tha duummugedqutmmgyafattriumisthﬂ, if var sheald
m,itﬂuhm'smtmimgmm'ummlnﬂmﬂllmﬂar. From
the Soviet vimpoint, this disadvantage would be minimised if it were FEagt
European space which the wer of atirition would trade for time, and tha FPast
Furopeans who would suffer. By this reckoning, therefore, tha Warsaw Pact will
not be allowed to dissolver and the degree to which the Pact is in fact
permitted by the Rusaimns to weaken will be an important indicator of the
accuracy of this present analysis,

Wa will and 1twmmmmmm¢mmmtmmm
present strength of the SAF could be redured if the Soviet Government wers in
the event to decide upen a strategy of attrition. For the Ground Porces and the
Rocket PForces combinad, 1 1/2 nillion seems pogsible to the present writer.
interestingly enough, this is sorrwimsdsly +he Fimos wbhdch Moae 3%orae 3o e
thought to be sufficient to enmure the security of his Bupire in the 1890s.

@8 "' 304d LSHMHINES PHE Wodd BEtST BEB: d35. B2




SPECTRUM ASSOCIATES INCORPORATED

TADD Lowmoor Court  Springfield, Virginia 22153
(703} 451-7439  Fax: (703) 451-7439

october 4, 1989

Mr. C.D. Powell
Private Secretary
10 Downing Street
London SW1R ZAR
United Eingdom

It was a privilege to attend the conference at Cheguers on
Saturday, 30 September and to be able to participate, however
emall my contribution, in such a wvital discussion, I 'much

appreciate your role in setting it up.

I felt that my recommendations on procurement were somewhat
twisted during the subsequent discussion on Baturday afterncon,
but I d4id not want to waste the Prime Minister's time on a debate
over nNUances. The current problem was addressed, but not the
future problem. To summarize my views on technolegy and

procurement:

1. Today and for the next 5-10 years, the main battle tank will
remain the dominant weapon system on the land battlefield.

For MNATO's conventional defense posture to be wiable it
cannot afford deep cuts in the number of main battle tanks
over the next 5=10 wvears. Indeed, the number of battle

tanke available today is only marginally sufficient.

Weapon systems, like tanks, take a long time to procure and
subsequently have a long service lifetime.




It is unwise to invest in a new platform if it will become
militarily ineffective before ite service lifetime expires,

unless there is a significant near term probability of

conflict and the new platform will contribute mightily to

the outcome of that conflict, or unless that platform will

subsequently become a major export item.

It is my assessment, an assessment sghared by many military
conceptual thinkers, that the main battle tank will lose its
dominance on the land battlefield between 1995-2015 as laong
range, indirect fire, top attack anti-tank weapon systems

continde to evolve.

No defense force can afford to depend on a single weapon
system that can be decisively countered. We must expect a
whole family of advanced anti-tank systems to evolve using a
variety of technologies to hold the tank at risk,

Therefore, my recommendations would be to:

Procure advanced all weather AHB-B4 anti-tank hellcopters
with long range Hellfire anti-tank missiles for BAOR as the
most cost effective way of increasing its near term military
potential.

Upgrade the existing BAOR tank fleet, particularly with a
new integrated commanders station that corrects the poor

human engineering of both the Challenger and Chieftain.

Use the money saved by not procuring a wholly new tank to
invest in the weapon, sensor, and command and control
technologies reguired t£o make long range; indirect fire; top
attack anti-tank weapon systems viable as soon as possible,
thereby putting BAOR and UK industry on the leading edge of
technology, and meximizing the export potential of these
syastems,




Immediately after the meeting on 30 September, Chris Donnelly
indicated that the Prime Minister had reguested a further paper
on these 1ssues. I shall, of course, be honored to prepare a

more detailed paper for your review and use.

Once again, thank you for the invitation and for making all the

arrangemants which made the weekend most successful.




FRT MINISTER

My record of the Chequers Seminar on conventional force
reductions allocates part of the follow-up work - that ocn cur
defence procurement needs in the light of CFE - to Alan Clark. I
attach the E__ﬁqragh in question. It reflects falthfully what
you Eald at the leE.

Tom King has objected to this because - I think - he does not
trust Alan Clark qgt to pursue particular hobby=-horses of his own

(alan is rather rashly talking about a mandate to conduct his own
personal defence raview}. He has, therefore, written to say that

he {Tum'ﬁingj u¢il exercise personal charge and supervisian of
all the follow-up work, becausa of its importance. He hopes for
a reply conveying your agreement to this.

This is a problem of personalities: I think you have to support
Tom King. Agree that I should reply in the terms he wishes?

:-I’ Laari, 'I{:T-] .

LI"‘""'E_

Lol A

{ &
C. D. POWELL

4 October 193890 ot Lth
L'II—L ..'.‘
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Follawing tha seminar, thers was a saparate discussion among

official participants aof the follow-up work which now neasds =o

‘ g pat in hand. This comprises:

further in-nouse work on the apportionment of cuts and
the right aztructure of forces, This should also deal
wilth the guestion of eguitable burden-zharing. The
purpose of the work is to stimulate informed
consideration within NATO as socon as possible. This

13 for MCD and FCO, consulting the Treasary as

necessarcy.

look at our own defance procurement needs in
nt of CFE. The purpose would be as mach to
what we can do without as what we need. It
should pay particular attention to the scope for
raater inter=operability. Minister (Defance
rocurement) should take the lead with the Treasurwv

and FCO also invalved.

2 study' of acesptable outcomes to-eventual SHE

negotlatlons. This 15 for FCO and MOD qointlyv.

a note on the most eaffective public presentation of

CFPE agreament. This is MOD and FPCO qointly.

ke Dy

These papers should be submitted to the Prime Minister when

ready.




CONFIDENTIAL

Mo 7/4/1L 2 October 1989

Dtk

SEMINAR ON THE IMPLICATIONS OF A CFE AGREEMENT FOR HATO'S
STRATEGY, OPERATIONAL CONCEFTS AND EQUIPMENT

Thank you for your letter of 2nd October and the summary record
of the discussion at Cheguers. As I explained, my Secretary of
Stats has noted the attribution of follew up work in the final
paragraph of your letter. However, given the importance of the
issues, he has asked me to make it clear that he will be exercising
personal charge and supervision of this work, including that on

defence procurement needs and of the necessary consultation with the
FCO and Treasury.

e

T e

2= "k

{B R HAWTIN)
Frivate Secretary

Charles Powell Esq
Mo 10 Downing Street

CONFIDENTIAL
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10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWIA A A
From e Privare Secretarr 2 Detobar 1 989

SEMINAR ONM CFE

We asked MOD to send out copies of the paper prepared for the
CFE Seminar at Chegquers on 30 September. Professor Martin of
Newcastle University did not receive his. It now appears that the
copy was addressed to him at Nottingham University. I do not know
whether it has vet been returned to MOD: if net, it ig still at
large somewhere. You may like to consider taking steps to retrieve
ikt.

Charles Powell

Brian Hawtin, Esg.,
Ministry of Defence.




CONFIDENTIAL

SUBTLCT
le, MASTEE

10 DOWNING STREET

LONDOMN SWIA ZA8

From the Privaie Secrefary £ October 198%

‘BEI_'H‘ %&\m'

SEMINAR ON THE IMPLICATIONS OF A CFE AGREEMENT FOR NATO'S
STRATEGY, CPERATIONAL CONCEPTS AND EQUIPMENT

The Prime Minister held a seminar at Cheguers on
i0 September to consider the implications of a CFE Agreement
or MATO"s strategy, operational concepkts and egquipment, I
anclogse a lizsk of Ehose who took part.

I alsg enclogse a summary record of Ehe discussion
including instructions on Eollow—up work. The record should
be zeen only by those directly concerned with work on these
matbbkers, although all oificial participants should also
receive a copy. I should be grateful if wvou and Stephen
Wall would arrange this.

IL was agreed at the seminar that no views expressed
there would De atfrpibuted fo individuals or to the occasion,
and that nothing would bBe 3aid to the press about the
sxhstance of the discussion. This injunction shoula be
gtrictly chserved. It will not have escaped vour notice
that details of the seminar, which was supposed to be
confidentlal , were published by the Dally Telegraph's
defance correspondent on 10 September.

I am copying this letter and enclosures Eo John Gisve
{HM Treasury), Stephen Wall (Foreign and Commonwaalth
Dfficel and Treveor Woolley (Cabinet Dffica)l.

LU

Charles Powell
T

Erian Hawtin Esg
Ministry of Defence

CONFIDENTIAL




List of Guests attending the Seminar on Saturday, 30 September
at Chequers at 9.30 a.m.

The Prime Minister
Hon. Nigel Lawson, MP Chancellor of the Exchequer
Hon. John Major, MPp Foreign Secretary
Hon. Tem King, MP Defence Sscretary
Hon. Alan Clark, MP Mipister for Defepnce Procurement

Professor Lawrence Preedman Department of War Studies,
Kings College, London
M. Chris Donnelly Office of Secretary Gensral, NAT

HMr. Ken Brower Department of Savier Studies,
RMC Sandhurst

rancols Heisbourg Director, International Institut
of Strategic Studies

Ganaral Sir Martin Farndale former Commander=in-Chief, BAOR

czor Laurence Martin Vice Chancellor, University of
Newcastle-upon-Tyne

James Thomson Vice President, Rand Corporation

Mr., Philip Earber Vice President and General
Manager, Mational Security
Programmes, BDM Corporation.
Washington

the Foval Rir Force &8ir David Craig Chief of Dafance

Richard Vincent Vice Chief of Defence Staff

Brian Eanny Commander-in-Chiaf, ZA0OR
Michaes]l Alexandser HATC Ambassador

Michaasl Quinlan Parmanent Secretary;
Ministry of Defence

HE . John Weston Daputy Secretary, FCO

Professor J.R. Oxburgh Chief Scientific Advisar,
Ministry of Dafance

ir Percy Cradock cabinet CEfica

Mr. Charlegs Powall Prime Minister's Private SecrecaA:r




MJLAFQ
CONFIDENTIAL

SEMINAR ON THE IMPLICATIONS FOR CONVENTIONAL FORCE REDUCTIONS
IN EUROCPE FOR NATO'S STRATEGY, OPERATIONAL CONCEFPTS AMND
EQUIPMENT

Discussdion sktarted Erom an aAssessment of the likely outcome of

the CFE negotiations. Both sides were working towards the

goal of an agreement. next year. There were still difficulties
pyer limitzs on aircraft and over Soviet Insistence that limits
on stationed personnel should apply to the forces of the
BEuropean allies as well as the Unlted 3tates. Thera were also
important issues to be resalved, within the Alliance befors
Western proposals were complete, for instance how to deal with
entry and exit of forces into and out of the area and how to
pravent sguipment allsgedly produced for =xport being used to
cirsumvent the agreement. Nonetheless, Ehe gensral assumption
was that ap agreement would be reached next year which would
aventually leave NATO's forces at B85-90 per cent of their

currant laveals.

Although some Ehought that an CPE agreement might create
greater instability,; the genesral judgment was that an
agreement on the lines being negotiated would be very much ko

NATO's advantage. But this judgment was subject to soma

important gualifications:

Ehere most he adequate verification f(and in this

cantext, it would be impartant to know what was golng
on East as well as West of the Orals). If major
East/wWest differences paersisted on sub-zones within
tha ATTU area, one solution might be to dispensa with
these, while rektaining Western stationing and
gsufficiency rules. But there was a strong feeling
that this could sericusly weaken HATO's ability to

verify an agreement an the Warsaw Pact sids: the

sub-zones were an important early warning device. We
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alao needed Eto thipk not just about wverification
itself, but how NATO would respond in the event of

non—-compliance by the othar side.

it seemed poszibla that the RBuszzians would try to

postpone negotiations on aircraft and limits on

staticoned perscnnel to & subseguepnt stage. The

general view was that this was nok desirable. WMot
least it would open up the wider guestion of what
constituted "a CFE agreement" in relation to the

opaning of SWF negotiations.

it was vitally important to get the implementation of

a CFE agrsement right on the HATO side. It would be a
digaster if all Member States tried to cash their
chegques at once. Wa most avoid competitive stripteass
ard go for an orderly draw-down of forces, both as
regarde the pace and the pattern of reductions. Mach
more work needed to be dona urgently within NATO to
determine how reduactions shounld be apportioned, and on
poet=-CFE force planning. A political mechanism

was neaded within NATO to deal with this, The aspect
of implementation could be crucial in determining
whether an agreement was in practice advantageous to

NATCOH Oor nNoE.

at the same time, the draw-down of forces must be

equitable as between NATO countries. The United
Kingdom should not be left bearing an unfalr share of

the hurden.

finally, it was notad that the reguirement for force
modernisation would increase as numbers ware reduced.

This would limit the scope for financial savings from

CFE.

Thera was then some discussion of how a CFE agreement lLooked

from a Soviet perspective. The majority wvisw was that the

Bussians needed an agreement badly for economic reasons and in
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order to increase pressure for denuclearizing Wesktern Europe.
Thev would in all likelihood press for further cuts after an
initial agresment. Their position was driven by the desparate
state of the Soviet economy. There would be clear savings for
the Soviet Union in terme of reducing numbers of personnal.
They would also be velieved of the need to invest in large
guantitiess of current battle-field equipment (tanks,
artillery, APCs) which would speedily become cobsoleta. This
woiild leave them Eree to invest more in high technology.

Bgainst this it was noted Ehat the Soviet military were
already having difficulty in implementing the unilateral cuts
ordain=d by Mr Gorbachev and in destroying =guioment, much of
which was being put intoc store., It was doubtEul thakt they
would be really keen to commit themselves to reductions going
beyond tha cuts envisaged in the CFE negotiations, despite
having tabled proposals to this and. Nor would thera
necassarily be short=term economic advantages, givan the

difficulty of abgorbing manpowar into the productive sconomy.

But the majority view was that the Soviet leadership would for
political reagsons want to maintain the momentum of reductions

whaktever the wviews of the military.

This lad on ko a dizecussion of follow-on to the present CFE

nagotiatioens. It was noted that the Ruszians had already

proposed further cuts of 25 per cent. Many voices wera being
raised in America in Faveur of further reductions: indeed
there was guite a widespread assumption that NATO forces could
eventually be redoced to 50 per cent of current levels. Such
cubs were seen as an imporktant source of savings. HATO itsell
had said that further cuts could be considered once the
present negotiations were complete. Moreover a CFE agreement,
particulary if combined with successful negotiations on START
and CW, would reduce people's perception of the Soviet threat.
Tha real challenge on CFEZ would not come [rom the Soviet
Union but Erom our own cifizens. They would want to see

their "peace dividend®. It would be difficualt 1n
pragantational tarms Eor NATO tc be seen to be opposed to

farther negotiations. It was therefore only prudent te start
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now to think through a strategy for subsaguent stages of

redoctions.

Against this, 1t was noted that we could not predict with any
cartainty how the Soviet Union would evolwe: the lsszan of
Tiananmen Sguare should not be Eorgotten. Rapid change in
Eastern Europe could lead to greater instability. NATO mua=t
keap enough forces to defend itself against any potential
threat. History showed that it was weakness that caused wars
nok sure defence. HNATO':= members mast alse have adeguate
forces ta mest their out-of-area obligations where these
existed. Moreover reductions below the levels currently
envrizaged would bring KATD to the point where farce/area
ratins made forward defence untenable, reguiring a major
change of strategy. There were thus argquments for drawing a
claar line mow, bevond which NATO would not contaemplats
further reductions.. For all these reagsons we should aveid
refarring to CFElL (or 2 or 3} and be caraful not to create a
Firm public assumption that Ehare would be further cuts.

The implications of CFE could not be considered without taking

account of pelitical developments in Germany, given that
HATD's atrategy of forward defence was designed very largely
with the needs of Germany's defence in mind. Developments in
Eastern Burope and more particularly in East Germany were
reawakening interest in German reunification, and there were
same signs thakt the German Government was increasingly
positlioning ltself diplomatically in order to promote the
prospects of reunification. On the left of German politics
there was a tandency to ask, not what NATO's strategy should
be, but whether it needed a strategy at all. These
developments anderlined the need ko anchor Germany Eirmly into
the West and to work out the modifications to NATOD's strategy
which CFE would require in close collaboration and agreemant

with the Garman government.

CFE had to be saen also in the contaext of other armes control

negotiaticons. Tha recent U5/Soviet mesting had given fresh

impetus to the START talks. It now seemed likaly that S5LCMs
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would be dealt with separately. It was alsoc relevant that the
5DI programme was undergoing a8 change in direction away from
gpactaculars and back towards being a resaarch programme
intended to put the United States in a position to deploy a
system at some point im khe (possibly distant) future, Tt was
probably this congideration which had led the U2
Bdministration to welcome the regent reformulation of the
Soviest position on the link betwesen SDI and S5TART: thay were
not in practice intending to schadule tests which would raise
questions of compliance with the ABM Treaty. The most likely
gutcome of the debate on modernisation of the US strategic
deterrent was a decision to put the MR missile on rails and
ke=p money in the budget for the development of Midgetman.
Funding of preduction of Trident might be delayed to allow
fturther testing.

Discussion then came on to the implications of CFE for NATOD's

gtrategy, operational concepts and equipment. It was not
alwavs possible in the discussion to draw a clear line between
the implications of a CFE agreement ag presently envisaged and
Ehe consaguencaes of possible additional cuks further down the

line. With this proviso in mind, & number of points emarged:

the strategy of flexible response would not be

affected by a CPFE agreement. Indeed the importance of

Theatrs Wuclear Weapons would increase. There was
some suggestion that the Soviest side might be coming
to the view thak they too needed SHNF azs they reduced
their conventional [Corces (thus moving towards a
flexible response strategy of theilr own). Gorbachev's
latest poslition on egual SHF cellings abOve Zero was
not lnconsistent with this. Bat there was not snough
asyidence at this stage to confirm such specalation.

At all evants this underlined the importance of
maintaining the agread NATD position that any eventual
nagotiations on SNF must eskablish ceilings above
zaro, In practice there wag verv little room £O
raduca below axisting numbers of launchers. It also

skrengthenad the case for a succeassor to LARCE, for
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ThSM and for the U5 to commit SLCMs to NATD to
compansate for for the loss of Cruise and Pershing.

no immediate change would be reguired in the strategy
of forward defence although it might be necegsary to
Fight the battle in a different way. But it was noted
EHat the concept of forward defence was not in
practice very precise: fewer than 15 par cent of
HNATO's forces were actually in Ehe positions which
they would defend at the outbreakx of a confliet.
Moreover NATO was already hard pressed to maintain the
strategy of forward defence even before the 15 per
~ant cuts anvisaged in the CFE agreement. In most
scenarios, the nuclasar threshold was reached

AlATMIAgLY SOO0N.

a crucial guestion Eollowing a CFE agrzemant

would be the sige of the covering forcs ta deal

with a Soviet break-through. This force must be
preparaed to fight a longer battle Ehan Aitherto

and more agressively, to give time for

rainforcemants to arrive. Beyond that the ovarall
size of NATC's forces would not be as impoctant as

the time taken to respond. NATO would nesd larger and

batter eguipped reserve forces which could respond Lo

mobhilisation an the Soviat sidea. It was nontad that
MATO leaders would [ace diffficult political decisions
in Eime of crisis,; to match the pace of build up on
the other side, 1In addition HATO forces would need
Eo Be more mobile: Ehe secrek would be t£o have good,
strong moblile raserves. There could also ba graater

nse of barriers and other force multipliers.

on equipment, it was noted the Warsaw Pact would gain

i1 terms oFf relative guality of agoipment from a CFE
agraemant, since thaey would discard the aoldar &0 per
cent of their holdings, while the corresponding figqure
for WNATO would be only 10 per cent. The most
important regulirement [or NATO would be to achiewve
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greatar Lnter-operability betwesen MNATD countrieg.,

Reductions in egquipment RAoldings as a result of a CFE
agreament would offer a unigue opportunity to achieve
this, which must be taken. Thera should also be scope

tor more common funding of projects and for greater

role spacialization. Reliability and maintainability

of equipment would become even more important
post-CFPE. Owerall HATO would need to retain a full
mix of weapons, bearing in mind also the reguirsments
of out-of-area commitments. The role of the tank
would in no way diminish and the case for replacing

Chieftain would be stErengthened. Thare would be a

need Eor improved C3, for a better ability to survey

the whole battlefield, and more affective
communications. Thare was scepticism about reliance

on smart weapons with their dependence on sansors.

it would also be very important for MATO to maintain
1k RED effFoTt. The UK's own R&ED effort was zpread

Emg wides thare sheuld be a divwision of labour
petween the European members of NATO, with more
specialization. t was very rarely 1if ever possible
Ea justifvy development of particular weapon systems in
tarms of to spin-off for the givilian economy. It

was more often & case of spin-on from the ciwvilian

SCONOmY .

Finally, it was clear that thesea lssues would all require Very
skilful presentation. & CFE agreemant should be hailed for

the major achievement that it was. But we should also
racognisae the dangers. The euphoria created by a CFE
agreamant would increase the difficulty of maintaining public
support for defence and for nuclear deterrence. Strong
emphazsis would need to be givan to the continuing role and
relevance of NATO in the face of the new dangers which could
arige as a reault of instability in the Sowiet Union and
Eastern Europe. We must saxplain also that MATO's need for SNF
was not conditioned by any spacific level of Soviet

conventlonal Eorces.
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A number of broad conclusions were drawn, reflecting the

paints abova. The maln ones were:

2 CFE agrsement on the basis of the MNATD proposal

would be generally adwvantageous to the West.

but tEhis would only be so 1f we got the
implementation right, avoiding premature and

competitive reductions on the Western side.

a CFE agreement would enhance the importance of
flexible response and of theatre nuclear weapons,

strangthaning the case for modernising our SHF.

w2 should impress on public opinion the magnitude of
the task of implementing a CFE agreement, in order to
take attantion away from the guestion of further

reductions.

farward defence should not bea abandoned in the wake of
s CFE agreament. But it would evolve in the direction
of more mobile defance and a much greater role for
reserves, which would nesad to ba considerably

strengbthenad .

we should take the opportunity of CPFE to improve
inter-operability in WATO's eguipment. We should
maintain a strong R&D effort to keep MATO at the

laading edge of new technology.

we must maintain adeguate forces and egquipment not

just for the UK's NATO commitment, but also for our

pther roles and responsibilities.

particular attention needed to be given to the
praesentation of NATO strategy. This should not stress
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the Soviet threat exclusively, but the need for NATO

to have a sure defence against any eventuality.

Following the seminar, there was a separate discussion among

official participants of the follow-up work which now needs to

be pat in hand. This comprises:

furthar in-houses work on the apportiomment of cuts and
the rTight structure pof forcezs. Thiz shonld alss daal
with the guestion of egquitable burden-sharing. The
parpose of the work is to stimulake informed
consideration within MNATD as scon as possible. This

is for MOD and FCO, consulting the Treasury as
Nnecessary.

d Tresh look at our Oown defence procurement needs 1n
the light of CFE. The purpose would be as much to

identify what we can do without as what we need. It

ghould pav particular attention to the scopa for
graater inter-operability. Minister (Defance

Procurement) should take the lead with the Treasury

and PCO alsa involved.

a study of acceptable oubkcomes to aventual ENP
negotiations. This is for FCO and MOD dointlv.

a note on the most effective public presentation of a

CFE agreement. This is MOD and FCO jointly.

These papers should be submitted to the Prime Minister when

c2ady.
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SEMINAR ON THE IMPLICATIONS FOR CONVENTIONAL FORCE REDUCTIONS
IN EUROPE FOR NATO'S STRATEGY, OFERATIONAL CONCEPTS AND
EQUI PMENT

Discussion started from an assessment of the likely outcome of

the CFE negotiations. Both sides were working towards the

goal of an agreement neaxt year. There were still difficulties
over limite on aircraft and over Soviet insistence that limits
on stationad personnel should apply to the forces of the

Eurcpean allies as well as the Unit&ﬂ Etatea. There were also

important issues to be resalueﬂ#ﬁn varification-and

HBH-CIICLE?Entlﬂnj for Lnstancﬂ how to deal with entry and

exit of foreces 1nta=:he area and how to prevent equipment
allegedly produced for export being used te circumvent the
agreement. Nonetheless, the general assumption was that
an agreement would be reached next year which would
eventually leave NATO's forces at B85-90 per cent of their

carrent levals,

Although some thought that an CFE agreement might create
greater imstability, the general judgment was that an
agreemant on the limes baing negotiated would be very much to

NATD's advantage. Buat this judgment was subiject to some

important gualifications:

thers must be adeguate verification (and in this
context, it would be important to know what was going
on East as wall as West of the Urals). It was <)
reported that we might inthe negotiatiens—have-to
dispangse-with-sub—2ones. The view was strongly
expressed that thies could seriously weaken NATO's
ability to verify an agreement on the Warsaw Pact
side: the sub-zones were an important early warning
device., We alsc needed to think not just about
verification itself, but how HWATO would respond in the
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event of non-compliance by the other side.

it seemed possible that the Russians would try to

postpone negotiations on aircraft and limits on

staticoned personnel to a subssguent stage. The
general view was that this was not desirable. Hot

least it would open up the wider guestion of what
constituted "a CFE agreement™ in relation to the

opening of SNF negotiations.

it was vitally important to get the implementation of
a CFE agreement right on the NATD side. It would be a

digagter if all Member States tried to cash their
chegues at once. We must avoid competitive striptease
and go for an orderly draw-down of forces, both as
regards the pace and the pattern of reductions. Muach
more work needed to be done urgently within BATO to
determine how reductioms should be apportioned, and on
post-CFE force planning. A political mechanism

was napded within WATO to deal with this. The aspect
of implementation could ba crucial in determining
whather an agreement wag in practice advantageous to
HATO or not.

a2t the same time, the draw-down of forces muast be
eguitable as between MATO countries. The United
Fingdom should not be left bearing an unfair share of

the burden.

finally, it was noted that the reguirement for force

modernisation wonld increase as numbers were reduced.

This would limit the scope for financial savings L[rom

CERE.

There was then some discussion of how 2 CFE agreement looked

from a Soviet perspective. The majority view was that the

Russians needed an agreement badly for economic reasens and
would press in all likelihood for further cuts after an
initial agreement. Their position was driven by the desperate
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Qtate of the Soviet economy. There would be clear savings for

the Boviet Union in terms of reducing numbers of pearsonnel.
Thay would also be relieved of the need to invest in large
guantities of current battle-field equipment (tanks,
artillery, APCs) which would speedily become obsolete. This
would leave them free to invest more in high technology.

Rgainst this it was noted that the Soviet military were
already having difficulty in implementing the unilateral cuts
ordained by Mr Gorbachev and in destroying eguipment, much of
whi:hdwﬂs being put into store. It was doobtful that they
'unu]d}ﬁe keen to commit themselves to reductione going beyond
the cuts envisaged in the CFE negotiations,' Nor would there
necessarily be short-term economic advantaées, given the
difficulty of absorbing manpower inte the productive aconomy.
But the majority wview was that the Soviet leadership would for
political reasons want to maintain the momentum of reductions

whatever the wviews of the military.

This led on to a discogssion of follow-on to the present CFE

negotiations. It was noted that the Russians had already
proposed further cuts of 25 per cent. Many voices were being
raised in America in favoor of further reductions: indeed
thera was quite a widespread assumption that NATO forces could
eventually be reduced to 50 per cent of current levals. Such
cuts were seen as an important source of savings. MNATO itself
had said that further cuts could be considered once the
present negotiations were complete. Moreover a CFE agreement,
particulary if combined with successful negotiations on START
and CW, would reduce people's perception of the Soviet threat.
The real challenge on CFEZ2 would not come from the Soviat
Union but from our own citizens. They would want to see

their "paace dividend". It would be difficult in
presantational terms for NATO to be Eeen to be opposed to
further negotiations. It was therefore only prudent to start
now to think through a strategy for subsequent stages of

reductions.
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.Against thie, it was noted that we could not predict with any
certainty how the Boviet Union would evolwve: the lesson of
Tiananmen Sguare sheuld not be forgottan. Hapid change in
Eastern Europs could lead to greater imstability. WNATO muast
keep enough forces to defend itself against any potential
threat. History showed that it was weakness that caused wars
not sure defepce, HNATO's members muest also have adeguate
forces to meet their out-of-area obligations where thess
existed. Moreover reductions below the levels currently
envisaged would bring WATO to the point where force/farea
ratios made forward defence untenable, reqguiring a major
change of strategy. There were thus arguments for drawing a
clear line now, beyond which NATO wounld mot contemplate
further reductions. For all these reasong we should awveoid
refarring to CFPFElL {(or 2 or 3) and be careful not to create a

firm public assumption that there would be further cuts.

The implications of CFE could not be considered without taking
account of political developments in Germany, given that
HATO's strategy of forward defence was designed very largely
with the needs of Germany's defence in mind. Developments in
Eastern Europe and more particularly in East Germany were
reawakening interest in German reanification, and there were
some signe that the German, Government was increasingly

& P =g i j )

pozitioning itself (on_arms. control iﬁquasjin order to promote

the prospects of reumification. On the left of German
politics there was a tendency to ask, not what NATO's strategy
should be; but whether it needed a strategy at all. Theze
developments underlined the need to anchor Germany firmly into
the West and to work oot the modifications tEo HATO's strategy
which CFE would reguire in close collaboration and agreement

with the German government.

CFE had to be seen alsoc in the context of other arms control

negotiations. The recent US/Soviet meeting had given fresh
impetus to the START talks. It now seemed likely that SLCMs

would bg}éxcluded, It was also relevant that the SDI
programme was undergoing a change in direction away from

spectaculars and back towards being a research programme
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.inl:ern:leﬁ to put the United States in a position to deploy a

system at some point in the (posgsibly distant) future. It was
probably this consideration which had led the US
Administration to welcoms the recent reformulation of the
Soviet position on the link between SDI and START: they were
not in practice intending to schedule tests which would raise
gquestions of compliance with the ABM Treaty. The most likely
ocutcome of the debate on modernisation of the UE strategic
deterrent was a decision to put the MK missile on rails and
keep mopey in the budget for the development of Midgetmen.
Funding of production of Trident might be delayved to allow

further testing.

Discuesion then came on to the implications of CFE for NATO's

strategy, operational concepts and eguipment. It was not
alwaye possible in the discussion to draw a clear line between
the implicaticons of a CFE agreement as presently envisaged and
the consequences of possible additienal euts further down the

line. With this proviso in mind, a number of points emerged:

the strategy of flexible response would not be
affected by a CFE agreement. Indeed the importance of
Theatre MNuclear Weapons would inecrease,. “(There was

some suggestion thaf the qDUiPT side might'Lake a
different U1Fw on| /SNF as it reduced its conventional
Eurces, and move tmwardﬂ a flexible response strategy
of its ﬂwnJ although this was gererally discounted.)

A This anderlined the importance of maintainimg the
agreed WATO position that any eventual negotiations on
SNF must establish ceilings above zero. In practice
there was very little room to reduce below existing
numbers of launchers. It also strengthened the case
for-modernisation of LANCE, for TASM and for the US to
commit SLCM=s to NATO to compensate for for the loses of

Cruise and Pershing.

no immediate change would be required in the strategy
of forward defence although it might be necessary to
fight the battle in a different way. But it was noted
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that the concept of forward defence was not in
practice very precise: fewer than 15 per cent of
NATO's forces were actually in the positions which
they would defend at the outbreak of a conflict.
Moreover NATO was already hard pressed to maintain the
strategy of forward defence even before the 15 per
cent cuts envisaged in the CFE agreement. In most
scenarios, the nuclear threshold was reached

alarmingly soon.

a crucial guestion following a CFE agreement

would be the size of the covering force to deal
with a Soviet break-through. This force must be
prepared to Fight a longer battle than hitharto

and more agressively, to give time for

rainforcements to arrive. Beyond ghat the overall
size of NATO's forces would not be}impnrtant as

the tim= taken to respond. MNATOD would need larger and
better egquipped reserve forces which could respond to

mebilisation on the Soviet side. It was noted that
NATO leaders would face difficult political decisions
in time of crisis, to match the pace of build up on
the other side. In addition NATO forces would need
Lo be more mobila: the secret would ba to have good,
strong mobile reseryes. There could also be greater

nee of barriersas)force maltipliers.

on egquipment, it was noted the Warsaw Pact would gain

in terms of relative guality of eguipment from a CFE

agreement, since they wuuld-ld%ehihe lﬁwér ED per cent
of their holdings, while the corresponding figure for
NATO would be only 10 per cent. The most important
requirement for NATC would be to achieve greater
inter-operability between NATO countries. Reductions

in equipment holdings as a result of a CFE agreement
would offer a unigue opportunity to achieve this,
which must be taken. There should also be scope for

more. common funding of projects and for greater role

specialisation. Reliability and maintainability of
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agquipment would become even more important post—CFE.
Overall NATO would need to retain a full mix of
weapons, bearing in mind also the reguirements of
out-of-area commitments, The role of the tank would
in no way diminish and the case for replacing
Chieftain would be strengkthened. There would be a
need for improved €2, for a better ability to survey
the whole battlefield, and more effective
commanications. There was scepticism about reliance
on smart weapons with their dependence on sensors.

it would also bhe very important for MATO to maintain
its RED seffort. The UK's own E&D effort was spread

too wide: there should be a division of labour
between the Europsan members of NATO, with more
specialisation. It was very rarely if ever possible
to justify development of particular weapon systems in
terms of to spin-off for the civilian economy. It

was more often a case of spin-on from the civilian

SCONoMmY «

Finally, it was clear that these issues would all reguire very

skilful presentation. A CFE agreement should be hailed for
the major achievement that it was. At the same time we should

recognise the dangers. The euphoria ecreated by a CFE
agreement would increase the difficulty of maintaining public
support Eor desfence and for nuclear deterrence. Btrong
emphasis would need to be given to the continuing role and
relevance of NATO in the face of the new dangers which could
arizse as a result of instability in the Soviet Union and
Eastern BEurope. We must explain also that HATO's need for SNF
was not conditioned by any specific level of Soviet

conventional forces.

A number of breoad conclusions were drawn; reflecting the

points above, The main ones were:

- a CFE agreement on the basis of the NATO proposal
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would be generally advantageous to the West.

but this would only be 80 1f we gok the
implementation right, avoiding premature and

compekitive reductions on the Western side.

a CFE agreement would enhance the importance of
flexible response and of theaktre nuclear weapons,

strengthening the case for modernising our SNF.

we should impress on public opinion the magnitude of
the task of implementing a CFE agreement, in order to
take attention away from the guestion of further

reductions.

forward defence should not be abandoned in the wake of
a CFE agreement. But it would evolve in the direction
of more mobile defence and a much greater role for
regsarves, which would need to be considerably

strengthened.

wa should take the opportunity of CFE to improve
inter-operability in WATO's eguipment. We should
maintain a strong R&D effort to keep NATO at the

leading edge of new technology.

we must maintain adeguate forces and egquipment not

just for the UK's NATO commitment, but also for our

other roles and responsibilities.

particular attention needed to be given to the
presantation of NATO strategy. This should not stress
the Soviet threat exclusively, bot the need for NATD

to have a sure defence against any eventuoality.

Following the seminar, thera was a saparate discusSsion among

official participants of the follow-up work which now needs to

be put in hand. This comprises:
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further in-house work on the apportionment'cof cuts and
the right structure of forces. Thie should aleso deal
with the gquestion of eguitable burden-sharing., The
purpose of the work is to stimulate informed
consideration within NATO as soon as possible, This

neCessdry.

B freash look at our own defence procurement needs in
the light of CFE. The purpose would be as much te
idenktify what we can do without as what we need. It
should pay particular attention to the scope for
greater iater-operability. Minister (Defence

Procurement) should take the lead with the Treasury

and FCO also involved.

a study of acceptable cutcomes to eventual SNF

negotiations. This is for FCO and MOD jJointly.

a note on the most effective public presentation of a
CFE agreement. This is M0OD and FCO jointly.

These papers should be submitted to the Prime Minister when

ready.
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I attach a draft record of Saturday's Seminar
on CFE. I would be very grateful if you
could propose any amendments or additicns
which you consider necessary and let me have
it back as socon as possible.

D

CHARLES POWELL
1l Ccteber 1989
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EEMINAR ON THE IMPLICATIONS FOR CONVENTIONAL FORCE REDUCTIONS
IN EUROFE FOR KRATO'S ETRATEGY, OPERATIONAL CONCEPTS AND

EQUI PMENT

Discussion started from an assessment of the likely outcome of
the CFE negotiations. Both sides were working towards the

goal of an agreement next year. There were still difficulties
over limits on aircraft and over Soviet insistence that limits
on stationed personnel should apply to the forces of the
European allies as well as the United States. There were also
important issues to be resolved on verification and
non—circumvention, for instance how ko deal with entry and
exit of forces into the area and how to prevent eguipment
allegedly produced for export being used to circumvent the
agreement. Nonetheless, the general assumption was that

an agreement would be reached next year which would
eventually leave NATO's forces at 85-90 per cent of their

carreat lavels.

Although some thought that an CFE agreement might create
greater instability, the general judgment was that an
agresment on the limes being negotiated would be very much Lo

NATQO's advantage. But this judgment was subject to some

important gualifications:

there must be adeguate verification (and in this

context, it would be important to know what was going
on East as well as West of the Urals). It was
reported that we might in the negotiations have to
dispense with sub-zones. The view was strongly

expressed that this could seriously weaken NATO's

ability to verify an agreement on the Warsaw Pact
side: the sub-zones were an important early warning
device. We also needed to think not just about
verification itself, but how WATO would respond in the
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event of non-compliance by the other side.

it zaemed possible that the Russians would try to
postpone negotiations on aircraft and limits on

stationed personnel to a subseguent stage. The

general view was that this was not desirable. Not
least it would open up the wider guestion of what
constituted "a CFE agreement® in relation to the

opening of SNF negotiations.

it was vitally important to get the implementation of

a CFE agreement right on the NATO side. Tt would be a
disaster if all Mamber States tried to cash their
chegques at once. We must avoid competitive striptease
and go for an orderly draw-down of forcaes, both as
regards the pace and the pattern of reductions. Much
more work needed to be done urgently withia NATO to
determine how reductions should be apportioned, and on
post=CFE force planning. A political mechanism

was needed within NATO to deal with this. The aspect
of implementation could be crucial in determining
whather am agreement was in practice advantageous to
NATD or not.

at the same time, the draw-down of forces must be
equitable as between NATO countries. The United
Eingdom should not be left bearing am unfair share of

Ehe burden.

finally, it was noted that the regquirement for force
[ g ALt modernisation would increase as numbers were reduced.

4 s
i

Lo gind Al sr ik This would limit the scope for financial savings [rom

E
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There was then some discussion of how a CFE agreement looked

from a Soviet perspective., The majority view was that the

Russians needed an agreement badly for economic reasons -and
would press in all likelihood for further cuts after an

initial agreement. Their position was driven by the desperate
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state of the Soviet economy. There would be clear savings for
the Soviet Union in terms of reducing numbars of personnel.
They would also be relieved of the need te invest in large
guantities of current battle-field equipment (tanks,
artillery, APCs) which would speedily become obsoleta., This

would leave them free to invest more in high technology.

Against this it was noted that the Soviet military were
already having difficulty in implementing the unilateral cuts
ordained by Mr Gorbachev and in destroying eguipment; much of
which was being put into store. It was doubtful that they
would be keen to commit themselves to reducticns going beyond
the cuts envisaged in the CFE negotiations. Nor would there

necessarily be short-term eccnomic advantages, given the

difficulty cf absorbing manpower into the productive economy.
But the majority view was that the Soviet leadership would for

political reasons want to maintain the momentum of reductions

whatever the views of the military.

This led on to a discussion of follow-on to the present CFE
negotiations. It was noted that the Russians had already

proposed further cuts of 25 per cent. Many voices were being
raised in America in favour of further reductions: indeed
there was quite a widespread assumption that WATO forces could
eventually be reduced to 50 per cent of current levels. Such
Cute wers s2&n As an important source of zavings. NATO itself
had said that further cuts could be considered once the
present negotiations were complete. Moreover a CFE agreement,
particulary if combined with successful negotiations on START
and CW, would reduce people's perception of the Soviet threat.
The real challenge on CFE2 would not come from the Soviet
Union but from our own citizens. They would want to sae

their "peace dividend™. It would be difficult in
presentational terms for NATO to be ceen to be opposed to
further negotiations. It was therefore only prudent to start
now to think through a strategy for subsequent stages of

reductions.
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Against this, it was noted that we could not predict with any
certainty how the Soviet Union would evolve: the lesson of
Tiananmen Bguare should not be forgotten. Rapid change in
Eastern EBurope could lead to greater instability. HATO must
keap enough forees to defend itself against amy potential
threat. History showed that it was weakness that caused wars
not sure defence. HNATO's members must also have adeguate
torces to meet their out-of-area obligations where these
existed. Moreover reductions below the lewvels currently
envisaged would bring WATO to the point where force/farea
ratios made forward defence untenable, requiring a major
change of strategy. There were thuos arguments for drawing a
clear line now, beyond which NATO would mot contemplate
further reductions. For all these reasons we should aveid
refarring to CFElL (or 2 or 3) and be careful not to create a

firm public assumption that there would be further cuts.

The implications of CFE could not bs considered without taking
account of political developments in Germany, given that
NATO's strategy of forward defence was designed very largely
with the meedszs of Germany's defence in mind. Developments in
Eastern Europe and more particularly in Fast Germany were
reawakening interest in German reunification, and there were
some signs thak the German Government was lncreasingly
positioning itself on arms control issues in order to promote
the prospects of reunification. On the left of German

politics there was a tendency to ask, not what NATO's strategy
should be,; but whether it needed a strategy at all. These

developments underlined the need to anchor Germany firmly into

the West and to work out the modifications to NHATOD"= strategy
which CFE would reguire in close collaboration and agreement

wikth the German government.

CFE had to be s=2en alsa in the cortexkt of other arms control

nagotiations. The recent US5/S5oviet meeting had given fresh
impetus to the START talks. It now s=emed likely that SLCMs
would be excluded. It was also relevant that the 501

programme was undergoing a change in direction away from

epectaculars and back towards being a research programme
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intended to put the United Btates in a position to deploy a
system at some paimt in the (possibly distant) future. It was
probably this consideraticon which had led the 0S
Bdministration to welcome the recent reformulation of the
Soviet position on the link between SDI and START: they were
not in practice intending to echedule tests which would raise
guestions of compliance with the ABM Treaty. The most likely
outcome of the debate on modernisation of the US strategic

deterrent was a decision to pat the MK missile on rails and

keep money in the budget for the development of degetm%h.

Funding of production of Trident might be delayed to allow

further testing.

Discussion then came on to the implications of CFE for NATO's

strategy, operational concepts and egquipment. It was not
always possible in the discussion to draw a clear line between
the implications of a CFE agreement as presently envisaged and
the conseguences of possible additicnal cuts further down the

line. With this proviso in mind, a number of points emerged:

the strategy of flexible response would not be
affected by a CFE agreement. Indeed the importance of
Theatre Naclear Weapons would increase. [ There was

some suggestion that the Boviet side might take a
different view on SNF as it reduced its conventional
forees, and move towards a flexible response strategy
of its own, although this was generally discounted.)
This underlined the importance of maintaining the
agreed NATO position that any eventual negotiations on
oNF must establish ceilings above zero. 1In practice
there was very little room to reduce below existing
numbers of launchers. Tt alsc strengthened the case
for modernisation of LANCE, for TaASM and for the US to
commit SLCMs to NATO to compensate for for the loss of

Cruise and Pershing.

no immediate change would be reguired in the strategy
of forward defence although it might be necessary to
fight the battle in a different way. But it was noted
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that the concept of forward defence was not in
practice very precise: fewer thanm 15 per cent of
NATD's forces were actually in the positions which
they would defend at the outbreak of a conflict.
Moreover NATD was already hard pressed to maintain the
strategy of forward defence even before the 15 per
cent cuts envisaged in the CFE agreement. In most
scenarios, the nuclear threshold was reached

alarmingly soon,

a crucial gquestion following a CFE agreement
would be the size of the covering force to deal

with a Soviet break-through. Thie force muct be
prepared to fight a longer battle than hitherto

and more agressively, to give time for

reinforcements to arrive. Beyond that the everall
size of NATO's forces would not be important as

the time taken to respond. WNATO would nesd larger and
bettar equipped reserve forces which could respond to

mobilisation on the Soviet side, It was noted that
BATO leaders would face difficnlt political decisfans
in time of crisis, to match thes pace of build up on
the other side. In addition NATO forces would need
to be more mobile: the secret would be to have good,
strong mobile reserves. There could also ba greater

use of barriers as force maltipliers.

on eguipment, it was noted the Warsaw Pact would gain
in terms of relative gquality of equipment from a CFE
agreement, since they would lese the leower &0 per cent

of their holdings, while the corresponding figure for
HATO would be only 10 per cent. The most important
requirement far NATO would be to achieve greater
inter-operability between NATO countries. Reductions
in equipment holdings as a result of a CFE agreemant
would offer a unigue opportunity to achieve this,
which must be taken. There should also be scope for

more common funding of projects and for greater role

spacialisation. Reliability and maintainability of
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equipment would become 2ven more important post=CFE.
Dverall NATO would need to retainm a full mix of
weaponsg, bearing in mind alsc the reguirements of
ont-of-area commitments. Tha role of the tank would
in no way diminish and the case for replacing
Chieftain would be strengthened. There would be a
need for improved C3, for a better ability to suarvey
the whole battlefield, and more effective
communications. There was scepticism about reliance
on smart weapons with their dependence on Sensors.

it would also be very important for NATD to maintain

its R&D effort. The UK's own R&D effort was spread

too wide: there should be a division of labour
baetween the European members of NATO, with more
specialisation. It was very rarely if ever possible
to justify development of particular weapon systems in
terms of to spin-off for the civilian economy. It

was more often a case of spin-on from the civilian
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Finally, it was clear that these fﬂgﬁes would all require ver

gkilful presentation. A CFE agreement should be hailed for
the major achievement that it was, At—the—same—time We should ==<wu

recognise the dangers. The euphoria created by a CFE
agreament would increass the difficulty of maintaining public
support for defence and for nuclear deterrence. Strong
emphasis would need to be given to the continuing role and
relevance of NWATD in the face of the new dangers which could
arise as a result of instability in the Soviet Union and
Fastern Europe. We must explain also that WATD's need for SNF
was not conditioned by any specific lewvel of Soviet

conventional forces.

A number of broad conclusione were drawn, reflecting the

points above. The main ones weres

- @a CFE agreem=ent on the basis of the NATO proposal
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would be generally advantageous to the West.

byt this would only b= z20 1f we gok the
implementation right, aveiding premature and

competbtitive reductions on the Western side.

a CFE agreement would enhance the importance of
flexible response and of theatre nuclear weapons,

strengthening the case for modernising our SNF,

we should impress om public opiniom the magnitude of
the ktask of implementing a CFE agreement, in order to
take attention away from the guestion of farther

reductions.

forward defence should not be abandomed in the wake of
a CFE agreement. But it would evolve in the direction
of more mobile defence and a much greater role for
reserves, which would need to be considerably

strengthened.

wa should take the opportunity of CFE to improve
inter-operability in NATO's eguipment. We should
maintain a strong R&D effort to keep NATO at the

leading edge of new technology.

wa must maintain adeguate forces and equipment not
just for the UK's NATO commitment, but also for our

other roles and responsibilities.

particular attention needed to be given to the
presentation of NATO strategy. This should not stress
the Soviet threat exclusively, but the need for NATO

to have a sure defence against any eventoality.

Following the seminar, thers was a separate discussion among

official participants of the follow-up work which now needs to

be put in hand. This comprises:
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further in-house work on the apportionment of cuts and
the right structure of forces. Thig should also deal
with the guestion of egquitable burden-gsharing. The
purpose of the work ie to stimulate informed
consideration within NATD as soon as possible, This

———

is for MOD and FCO, consulting the Treasury as

Nnecessary.

a fresh look at our own defence procurement needs in
the light of CFE. The purpose would be as much to
identify what we can do without as what we need. It
should pay particular attention to the scope for
greater inter-operability. Minister (Defence
Procurement) should take the lead with the Treasury

and FCO also invalved.

a study of acceptable outcomes te eventual SNF
negotiations. This is for FCO and MOD jointly.

a8 note on the most effective public presentation of
CFE agreement. This iz MOD and FCO jointly.

These papers should be submitted to the Prime Minister when

ready.
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SEMIMNAR OM THE IMPLICATIONS FOR CONVENTIONAL FORCE REDUCTIONS
IN EUROPE FOR NATO'S STRATEGY, OPERATIONAL CONCEPTE AND

EQUIPMENT

Discussion started from an assessment of the likely ocutcome of
the CFE negotiations. Both sides were working towards the
goal of an agreement next year. There were s5till difficulties

over limite on aircraft and over Soviet ipnsistence that limits
on etationed personn2l should apply to the forces of the
European allies as wall as the United States. There were alsao
important issues to be resolved on verification and
non-circumvention, for instance how to deal with entry and
exit of forces into the area and how to prevent eguipment
allegedly produced for expoart being used to circumvent the
agreement. Nonetheless, the general assumption was that

an agreement would be reached next year which would

evantually leave NATO's forces at 85-90 per cent of their

current levels.

Although some thought that an CFE agraement might create

greater instability, the general judgment was that an

agreement on the limes being negotiated would be very much to
But this judgment was subjact to some

important gqualifications:

there must be adeguate verification (and in this
context, it would be important to know what was going
on East as well as West of the Urals). It was
reported that we might in the negotiations have
dispense with sub-zones. The view was strongly
expressed that this could seriously weaken NATO's
ability to verify an agreement on the Warsaw Pact

side: the sub-zones were an important early warning
device. We also needed to think not just about

verification itself, but how HATO would respond in the
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event of non-compliance by the other side.

it seemed possible that the Russians would try to
postpone megotiations on aircraft and limits on

stationed personnel to a subzseguent stage. The

ganeral view was that this was not desirable. Hot
laast it would open up the wider guestion of what
constituted "a CFE agreement™ in relation to the

cpening of SNF negotiations.

it was vitally important to get the lmplementabion of

4 CFE agreement right on the WATO side. It would be a
digagtar if all Membar States tried te rcasgh thair
chegues at once. We must avoid competitive striptease
and go for am orderly draw-down of forces; both as
regards the pace and the pattern of reductions. Much
more work needed to be done urgently within HATO to
determine how reducticons should be apportioned, and on
post-CFE force planning. & political mechanism

was needed within BATO to deal with this. The aspect
of implementation could be crucial in determining
whether an agreement was in practice advantageous to
NATO or not.

at the same time, the draw=-down of forces most be

egquitable as between WATO countries. The United
Eingdom should not be left bearing am unfair share of

the burden.

finally, it was noted that the regquirement for force

modernisation would increase as numbers were reduced.
This would limit the scope [or financial savings [rom

CFE.

There was then some discussion of how a CFE agreement looked
from a Soviet perspective. The majority view was that the

Russians needed an agreement badly for econmomic reasons and
wonld press in all likelihood for further cuts after an
initial agreement. Their position was driven by the desperate
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‘ate of the Soviet economy. There would be clear savings for
the Soviet Union in terms of reducing numbers of perscnnel.
They would also be relieved of the need te invest in large
guantities of current battle-field eguipment (tanks,
artillery, APCs) which would speedily become obsolete. This

would leave them free to invest more in high technology.

Against this it was noted that the Soviet military were
already having difficulty in implementing the unilateral cuts
ordained by Mr Gorbachev and in destroying equipment, much of
which was being put into store. It was doubtful that they
would be keen to commit themselwves to reductions going beyond
the cuts envisaged in the CFE negotiations. Nor would there

necessarily be short=term economic advantages, given the
difficulty of absorbing manpower intoc the productive economy.
But the majority view was that the Soviet leadership would for

political reasons want to maintain the momentum of reductions

whatever the views of the military.

This led on to a discussion of follow-on to the present CFE
negotiations. It was noted that the Russians had already
proposed further cuts of 25 per cent. Many voices were being
raised in America in favour of further reductioms: indeed

there was guite a widespread assumption that WATD forces could
eventually ba reducad to 50 per cent of current levels. Euch
cuts were seen as an important source of savings. NATO itself
had said that further cuts could be considered once the
present negotiations were complete. Moreover a CFE agreement,
particulary if combined with successful negotiations on START
and CW, would reduce people's percepticn of the Soviet threat.
The real challenge on CFE2 would not come from the Soviet
Union but from our own citizens. They wonld want to see

their "peace dividend®™. It wounld be difficult in
presentational terms for NATO to be seen to be opposed to
further negotiations. It was therefore only prudent ko start
now to think through a strategy for subsequent stages of

reductions.
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!ains:t this, it was noted that we could not predict with any
certainty how the Soviet Union would evolwve: the lesson of
Tiananmen Sguare should not be forgotten. Rapid change 1o
Eastern Europe could lead to greater instability. HNATO must
keep enough forces to defend itself against any potential
threat. Histeory showed that 1t was weakness that caused wars
not sure defence. HATO's members must also have adeguate
forces to meet their out—of-area obligations where these
existed. Moreover reductions below the levels currently
gnvisaged would bring NATO to the point where force/area
ratiocs made forward defence untenable, reguiring a major
change of strategy. There were thus arguments for drawing a
clear line now, beyond which NATO would mot contemplate
furthar reductions. For all these reasons we should aveid
referring to CPEl (or 2 or 3) and be careful not to create a

firm public assumption that there would be further cuts.

The implications of CFE could not be considered without taking

account of political developments in Germany, given that

NATO's strategy of forward defence was designed very largely
with the neaeds of Germany's defence in mind. Developments 1in
Eastern Europe and more particularly im East Germany were
reawakening interast in German reanification, and there were
gome signe that the German Government was increasingly
positioning itself on arms control issues in arder to promote
the prospects of reunification. ©On the left of German
politics there was a tendency to ask, not what NATO's strategy
should be; but whether it needed a strategy at all. These
developments underlined the need to anchor Germany firmly into
the West and to work out the modifications to HATO"s strategy
which CFE would reguire in close collaboration and agreement

with the German government.

CFE had to be secan alss In the context of other arms cnntrn{

negotiations. The recent US/Soviet meeting had given fresh
impetus o tEhe START talks. It now seemed likely that SLCHMs

would be excluded. It was alec relevant that the 5DI
programme was undergoing a change in direction away from
spaectaculars and back towards being a research programme
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.tendeﬁ to put the United States in a position to deploy a
system at some paint in the (possibly distant) future. It was
probably this consideration whieh had led the US
Administration to welcome the recent reformulation of the
Soviet position on the link between SDI and START: they were
not in practice intending to schedule tests which would raise
guestions of compliance with the ABM Treaty. The most likely
outcome of the debate on modernisation of the US strategic
deterrent was a decision to put the MY missile on rails and
keezp money in the budget for the development of Midgetman.
Funding of production of Trident might be delayed to allow

further testing.

Discussion then came on to the implicationz of CFE for NATO's

strategy, operational concepts and egquipment. It was not
always possible in the discussion to draw a clear line between

the implications of a CFE agreement as presently envisaged and
the conseguernces of possible additional cuts further down the

line. With this proviso in mind, a number of points emerged:

the strategy of flexible response would not be
affected by a CFE agreement. Indeed the importance of

Theatre Nuclear Weapons would increase. (There was
some suggestion that the Soviet side might take a
different view on SNF az it reduced its conventional
forces, and move towards a flexible response strategy
of its own, although thiszs was generally discounted.)
This underlined the importance of maintainimg the
agreed MNATO position that any eventual negotiations on
SNF must establish ceilings above zero. 1In practice
there was very little room to reduce below existing
numbers of launchers. It also strengthened the case
for modernisation of LANCE, for TASM and for the US to
commit SLCMs to NATO to compensate for for the loes of

Cruise and Pershing.

no immediate change would be required in the strategy
of forward defence although it might be necessary to
fight the battle in a different way. But it was noted
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that the concept of forward defence was not in
practice very precise: fewer than 15 per cent of
NATO's forces were actually in the positions which
they would defend at the osutbreak of a conflictk.
Moreover NATO was already hard pressed to maintain the
strategy of forward defence even before the 15 per
cent cuts envisaged in the CFE agrecement. In most
scenarios, the nuclear threshold was reached

alarmingly soon.

A4 crucial gquestion fellowing a CFE agresment

would be the size of the covering force to deal

with a Baviet break-through. This force must he
prepared to fight a longer battle than hitherto

and more agressively, to give time for

reinforcements to arrive. Beyond that the overall
size of NATO's forces would not be important as

the time taken to respond. NATO would need larger and
better equipped reserve forces which could respond to

mobilisation on the Soviet side. It was noted that
HATO leaders would face difficult political decisions
in time of crisis, bto match the pace of bulld up on
the other side. 1In addition NATO forces would need
to be more mobile: the secret would be to have good,
strong moblle resarves. There could ‘also be greater
use of barriers as force maltipliars.

on eguipment, it was noted the Warsaw Pact would gain
in terms of relative guality of equipment from a CFE
agreement, since they would lose the lower 60 per cent
of their holdings, while the corresponding figure for
MATD would be only 10 per cent. The most important
requirement for NATO would bae to achiave greater
intar-operability between NATO countries. Reductions
in equipment holdings as a result of a CFE agreement
would offer a unigue opportunity to achieve this,
which must be taken. There should also be scope for
more common funding of projects and for greater role

spacialisation. Reliability and maintainability of
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. eguipment would become even more important post-CFE.

Overall MNATO would need to retain a full mix of
weapons, bearing in mind alseo the regquirements of
out=-of-area commitments. The role of the fank woula
in no way diminish and the case for replacing
Chieftain would be strengthened. There would be a
need for Improved C3, for a better ability to survey
the whole battlefield, and more effective
communications. There was scepticism about reliance

on smart weapons with their dependence on Sensors.

it would also be very important for NATO to maintain
its RED effort. The UK's own RED effort was spread

too wide: there should be a division of labour
between the Buropean members of WKATO, with more
spacialisation. It was very rarely if ever possible
to justify development of particular weapon systems 1in
terms of to spin-off for the civilian economy. It

was more often a case of spin-on from the civilian

ecanomy.

Finally, it was clear that these issues would all regquire very
skilful presentation. & CFE agreement should be hailed for
the major achievement that it was. At the same time we should

recognise the dangers. The euphoria created by a CFE
agreement would increase the difficulty of maintaining public
support for defence and for nuclear deterrence. Strong
emphasis would need to be given to the continaoing role and
relevance of HATO in the face of the new dangers which could
arise as a result of instability in the Soviet Union and
Eastern Barope. We must explain also that RWATO's need for SNF
was not conditioned by any specific level of Soviet

conventional forces.

A number of broad conclusions were drawn, reflecting the

points above. The main ones were:

= a CFE agreement on the basiz of the NATO proposal
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would be generally advantageous to the West.

but this would only be so if we got the
implementation right, avoiding prematurs and

competitive reducticons on the Western side.

a CFPE agreement would snhance the importance of
flexible response and of theatre nuclear weapons,

strengthening the case for modernising our SNF.

we should impress on public opinion the magnitude of
tha task of implementing a CFE agresament, in order to
take attention away from the guestion of further
reductions.

forward defence should not be abandomed in the wake of
a CFE agreement. But it would evolve in the direction
of more mobile defence and a much greater role for
reserves, which would need to be comnsiderably

strengthen=d.

wa should take the oppoartunity of CFE to imprave
inter-operability 1n NATO's eguipment. We should
maintain a strong R&D effort to keep NATO at the

leading edge of new techrnology.

we must maintain adequate forcez and egquipment not

just for the UK's WNATO commitment, but also for our

other roles and responsibilities.

particular attention needed to be given to the
presentation of NATO strategy. This =should not stress
the Soviet threat exclusively, but the need for HATOD
to have a sure defence against any eventuality.

Following the seminpar, there was a separate discussion among
official participants of the follow-up work which now needs to

be put in hand. This comprises:

CONFIDENTIAL




CONFIDENTIAL
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- fourther in-house work on the apportionment of cute and
the right structure of foreces. This should also deal
with the gquestion of eguitable burden-sharing. The
parpose of the work is to stimalate informed
consideration within WATO as soon as possible. This

iz for MOD and FPCO,; consulting the Treasury as

necessary,

a fresh lock at our own defence procurement needs in
the light of CFE. The purpose would be as much to
identify what we can do without as what we need. It

gshould pay particular attention to the scope for

greater inter-operability. Minister (Defence
Procurement) should take the lead with the Treasury

and FCO also invelved.

a study of acceptable ocutcomez to sventual SNP
negobtiations. Thigs is for PCO and MDD jointly,

a note on the most effective public presentation of a

CFE agreement. This i8 MOD and FCO jointly.

These papers should be submitted to the Prime Minister when

raady.
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FREIME MINISTER
Seminar at Cheguers on Conventional Force Reductions

I attach the full list of participants and the papare for

the meeting.

You might like to be guided by the following rough

Fimaetableas

0230 Azzemble in Great Hall {most will probably arrive
by 0915)

0945 First session in Great Parlour
11151130 Coffee break

1130-1245 Second session in Great Parlour
L3315 Lunch

1500-1600 Concluding session for official participants only

I have drawn up a table plan focr the meeting which mizxes

official and uncfficial participants reoeand the tabkle. I have
tried to do the same for lunch; putting vou betwsen the two
Amarican participants {(since in the nature of things yvon are

likely to have only this opportunity to talk to them).

I have also dona a short note {(attached) suggesting whom
| ——

you might invite to speak first under each main heading.

e —

Finally I attach some background papers and articles

e =

some 0of the participants. You will recall - and may like

laﬁk agaln at — the papers by Donnelly and Browar.

=
2
2 E 2.4
C. D. POWELL
29 SBeptember 1989




List of Guests attending the Seminar on Saturday,; 30 September
at Chequers at 9.30 a.m.

The Prime Minister

Rt. Hon. Wigel Lawson, MP Chancellor of the Exchequer

Rt. Hon. John Major, MP Foreign Secretary

Rt. Hon. Tom King,; MP Defence Secretary

The Hon. Alan Clark, MP Minister for Defence Procuremant

Professor Lawrence Freasdman Department of War Studies,
Kings College, London

Mr. Chris Donnelly Cffice of Bacratary CGeneral, NATO

Mr. Ken Browar Departmant of Soviet S5tudies,
RMC Sandhurst

Mr. Francois Heisbourg Director, International Institute
of Strategic Studies
rﬁ‘
General Sir Martin Farndale'\ 1) former Commander-in-Chisf, BAOR

Profegsor Laurence Martin Vice Chancellor, University of
Hewcastle-upon-Tvne

Mr. James Thomson e President, Rand Corporation

Mr. Philip Karber Vice President and General
- Manager, National Security
Programmes, BDM Corporation,
Washington

Marshal of the Royal Air Force 8ir David Craig Chief of Defence Staff
General Sir Richard Vincent Vice Chief of Defence Staff

General Sir Brilan Kenny K:} Commander-in-Chisf , BAOR

R

Bir Michael Alexander NATO Embassador

3ir Michael Quinlan Permanent Sacretary,
Ministry of Defence

Mr. John Weston Deputy Secretary, PCO

Professor J.R. Dxburgh . Chief Seientific Adviser, ]
— Miniastry of Defence I

Sir Percy Cradock Cabinet Office

Mr. Charles Powall Prime Minister's Private Secretar




DRAFT SEATTNG PLAN FOR THE MEETING ON SATURDAY, 30 SEPTEME

Mr. John Weston

Mr. Chris Donnelly

The Hon. Alan Clark

Ganaeral Sir Martin Farndale

Mr. Charles Powell

PRIME MINISTER

Professor Laurence Martin

General S5ir Brian EKenny

Professor Lawrence Freedman

S5ir Michael Alexander

Sir Percy Cradock

General S5ir Richard Vincant

ER

Francois Heisbourg

* Michael Quinlan

Hon. Higel Lawson

James Thomson

Hon. John Major

Philip EKarber

Et. Hon. Tom EKing

Marshal of the Royal
Sir David Craig

Mr. Fen Brower

Professor J.RH.

ENTRANCE
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DRAFT SEATING PLAN FOR LUNCH ON SATURDAY, 30 SEPTEMBER

Mr. Charles Powell Praofessor J.R. Oxburgh

Sir Michasal Quinlan General Sir Richard Vincent

General B5ir Brian Eenny Mr. Francolis Heilsbhourg

Eir Michael Alexander Rt. Hon. John Major

Professor Laurence Martin Mr. James Thomson

Rt. Hon. Higel Lawson PRIME MINISTER

Professor Lawrence Freedman Mr. Philip EKarber

The Hon. Alan Clark RBt. Hon. Tem EKing

Mr. Chris Donnelly General Sir Martin Farndale

Marshal of the Rowval Air Force

Sir Dawvid Craig S5ir Percy Cradock

Mr. Jonn Weston Mr. Ken Brower

ENTRANCE




PRIME MINISTER
SEMINAR ON CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL

You have a seminar on conventional arms contrel at Chequers on
Saturday. I attach the MoD's discussion paper, which has been
circulated to all participante. You have not yet had the time to
read it in full and may like to look further at it during the week.

We alsc need to think about the gquestions which need to be asked in
order to get the most out of the Seminar. My own thoughts are as

ey

follows:

A
(i) What outcome do we assume from the current CFE
talks? Will it be close to the NATO proposals? Or shall we be
dragged significantly towards the Warsaw Pact proposals? Are the

implications for NATO's strategy and equipment actually very
different in either case?

{11) The implicatijons of a first-stage CFE Agreement for
HATO's gtrategy. There are two elements to NATO's strategy:

flexible response and forward defence. If anything a CFE agreement
E————" |

surely strengthens the case for flexible respconse: we shall need a

credible nuclear deterrent more than ever (which is why we insisted

that SHF negotiations should only consider common ceilings above

zero). The case for maintaining forward defence is less clear-cut,

—

The Germans will certainly want us te maintain it for peolitical
reasons. It will make less sense militarily. But wvhether or not

i — r

we do so0 will depend in part on the answer to the guestion....

i

(111} Do we envisage a ;Eﬂﬁag:ﬂgmﬂnt as lasting for a
substantial period? Or will it be followed by negotjations for
further cuts? Tt could be argued that we should set our face
EEPinSt further cuts after a CFE Agreement, on the grounds that

what remains is the minimum we need for sure defence. In practice,
it seems likely that a EFE Agreement next year will be a staging
post on the way to further cuts. In that casza, we ought teo ba
thinking pow about longer-term changes to NATO's strateqy (and the

agquipment to implement it), rather than simply clutching on to the




?fé?Eiﬂi strategy (as the MoD paper suggests). This would
virtually guarantee the wrong procurement decisions. In short, we
should be looking at the problems not just in the perspective of
1990 but of say 1995/6 (which is when we will get the equipment we

———

order now) .

(iwv) If we agree that HATO's gtrateqy of forward defence
cannot be regarded as immutable what changes do we envisage in:

operational concepts. Ought we to be thinking of smaller and

more mobile forces? GBhould we not have to rely more upon

reinforcement and less upen stationed forces?

should we be more radical still and prepare for major
reductions in BAOR and more concentration on air defence and

——— —

naval forces? _

e ——
-

if we think matters are going to develop that way, what are

the implications for our ﬂgEiEEEEE_E;ggxﬂqme? At cne level,
should we be concentrating less on tanks and more on anti-tank
Ry

weapons? At another, should we be investing more in aircraft
and ships and less in tanks and artillery? We don't want to

end up with the egquipment we have ordered now determining the

strategqy for ten years from now, rather than the other way

round. =

e
These are not unlike the gquestions in the MoD paper, but rather
more specific. My main concern about the MoD paper is the
implication that we can stand pat in terms of strategy, concepts
and equipment following a first CFE agreement and think later about
what the implications of subsequent reductions would be. That
carries a real risk that we shall end up spending a great deal of

money on egquipment, e.g. a new tank, which will not be much use in
the lenger term. If we are convinced that conventional force
reductions are going to be a continuing process, we ought to be
considering changes in operational concepts and egquipment plans
now,

T DY
(C. D. POWELL)
26 Septemnber 1989




Some Questions for Dia:ussigg

A. Is it agreed that there seems neither need nor scope,
following a NATO-version CFE agreement, to depart from the basic
concepts of flexible response and forward defence

{paras E-T, 10172 Would a WP—versiaon agreement (granted that it

is much less attractive - Annex B} radically change this view?

B. Would a NATO-vergion agreement point to any particular
direction of change in operational concepts? in force structures?
in particular eguipment needs? in balance of investment?

| Paragraphs 13-16]

3 What might usefully De done in NATO Lo minimise risks that

—e
——

individual members may implement post-agreement reductions badly

—

guited, in character cor scale, for maximising remaining

—— = —
— —

collective defence? [PFaragraphs 12b, 17)

e
———

. What key features must be maintained; or Improvements
gacured,; in other aspects of the strategic scene if the security
benefits of a CFE agreement are not to be undermined?

{Paragraphs 8-%}

E. Should force level cuts going substantially deeper than
2 : ¥ B

current proposals be expected te compel outright abandonment of

the basic concepts of flexible response and forward defence? IE

not, what might be the likefy direction of adjustment in their

application? (Paragraph 20)




F. What might be dome to improve cur ability to assess the
implications of deeper-cut options, so as to improve our ability
to select those which will best sult our purposes?

| Paragraphs 19, Zia)

G. Can anything usefully be done now to reduce riske that a

major CFE agreement might generate a public mood that East /West

security no longer has to be worked for and paid for?

{ Paragraphs 17, 20g)




Cheguers Seminar on Conventional Arms Control:

Possible Structure of Discussion

1. The progress of the CFE Talks and the likaely outcoms.

You might ask JOHN WESTON to cepart: anda HICH&EE_
ALEXANDER to give a view from NATQ. This is primarily a

technical matter.

h The implications of a CFE agreement on the lines

currently being negotiated for NATO"s Strategy.

You might ask GENERAL VINCENT to give an MOD wview
and GENERAL EENNY to give a view from BAOE.

The implications for Soviet Strategvy and operational

concepts. What lessonse can we draw from the unilateral

Soviet cuts so far?d

You might like to ask CHRIS DONNELLY to speak on this.

But will it stop there? Or should we not be assuming

further cuts and meaking our plans accordingly? How would

this affect HATO"= strategy? How should we adjust?

Thia is more speculative. You might invite MR THOMSON
and/or MR _KARBER - both from the US - to lead off, and

a - -_‘_-_| ¥ - r
FREANCOIES HEISBOURG of the Institute of Strategic Studies to
comment, and SIE MICHAEL QUINLAN.

5 . What specific changes ought we to envisage in operational

concepts and equipment?

On operational concepts, you might ask SIR MARTIN

FARNDALE to comment. On egquipment, it might be PFROFESSOR
OXBURGH and MR BROWER.




How do we handle public opinion and avoid a growing mood

that Fast/West security no longer bhas to be worked for

and paiLd for?

Thie is more for the politicians and you might ask JOHN_
MAJOR and TOM EING to speak.




10 DOWNING STREET

——
-
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& the world commemorates i be-
giniting of the Second World
Waz tromy the presumalbly sale
dhiglanee of 50 years and mony
are proclaimiog the “'end of the cold
war', il may seem somewhat odd ta fo-
cits o potential future causes of confiict
n Eurgpe. Alter all, the spread af de-
moeracy in Ensiecn ‘Edrope and the
prospests [or nissive conventlonal arms
culs are wolcome developments, Yot to
a3y thot Evrope rang the risk of new and
dangarous instabilities 8 not sdmply swe-
cwinbing 10 the auabwt’s professionnl
lendency to polit oul thal every silver
lining has i1s dark cloud. |

The post-Second World War order in
Eunrym, s threate n.inF and yei so stable,
e baslcily uiaceepiable and yet s roas-
sutingly predictable, is unrovelling at on
accolerating puge which may make
peacclul adjigstment dillleall and sow
the seads of future instabiliy

We are now wilnesslng in Europe a
comcurrent process of groduslly greater
unity in e European Communlty and
the rnpld disiniegration of Enpstern Bu-
rope 88 & politically and sconomically
honiogeneous entity, This diverging eva-
lution is mot, in iself, necessarily & fega-
tive developmen| becaus regenetion
eayl of the Elbe can elearly not be pc-
commerdated witkin the framework in-
herited from tye late Forties, The gues-
Lion ls whether this period. of restaliling
will bz the prelede lo o lafer conver-
gence betweon Lese (or some of these)
countries sl Weslern Burope.

In wiew of W8 earrent travails, Hun-
gaty, in particular, may be well placed 1o
partlelpate In e broader Westarn Bu-
eogreAn esonnic and political mains
Blrzan, Hiwesver, the earrend fluy inay
simiply lead to o basically messy siluation.
In the worst case, it could be accompa-

nied byon comBliation of acute cthoic

strile, seodantic bnskest cases and on in-
aptly reapeéned Gonnpan question, The
n“ oo mnncoous similnrities between
Foland susd Arpenting, the parous stale
of the Yugwmlay fmlzration, and East Bu-
repann uncertointies donot allow one Lo
eacluce such a ploginy seenarior and 12
implizutions for the nest geneeation in
tefms af war and peace.

Tleres sets of bitermal events in East-
ern Europe may be crocial in-detennin-
g Ihe Iong-term delfy of evenis, First,
aned currently the foreniost, is the ques-
Lo whether the reformiog staes —
Elungury nad Polnnd — will be politically
nble to absorl e extremely harsl aus.
terity meeasures without which duzable
eronomic take-off sfnply cannob aceur,
Civen the Polish and Hungarian political
liluuﬁm:s. il = ng yei apossible to SNy
whether the geoponents of horsh bt
nocessary remeshies will oulweigh the
populist forces in te wew democracies,

ecpil, when will Czechoslovekin
wilzr the group of refomtlag
stales? The B lsas the dual
advamiage of having a rolatively
bl banden wis-d-vis e 'West (some
50 versis approximately $40ba for Po-
lanad miel $EBLa fur Hungory) and a pop-
kativan which hae twice this century ex-
peslzivead tros demoerney. Furthermore,
the Crechs have & history of rescting Lo
changes, pl=asant or unmpleasant, in &
measured fnshiow. Provided plueslism
eanerges before internal change becomes
unmanageable, & relorming Ceechosio-
vakin would be well-cquipped 1o succeed
in the leansition fram the palitical and
econamic “exceplionalism™ imposed on
Enstern Europe during the past-war pe-
riod 1ownrds Tull participation in the
global econamy nnd sdoption of demo-
erilic voluss
Laat, but delinilely ot lease, whag will
happen alier Ericl Floneeker leaves (e
pulitical scene fin Eagt Berlin? What lale
will befall a stnie with no democratic le-
itimiacy, no nation o call s own and an
ﬁlmlugi:ul basis largely dizowned Ly
hogoow itself? The manner in wikich the

lnpse, fady gwey, andfor confedernie
with the FRG can only be of pivotal lm-
gk,

These centres of attention (and there
are falwrally olhers: whither Bomania

Crerman Demaeralic Republic could cof-
] I

G

Francois Heisbourg on conflict managemeht

Ao '
another
world war

afer Micolas CenusesenT Wil ‘:’usn;l.—t.
via fall apart?) will be heawily influcnced
by events elsewhers, Moscow's attitnde
townrds nocalerating reform will nxb
rally be el prime concern with e risk of
tiatsonalist disruption in the USSR nepa-
lively affecting policy wis-d-vis Hungary
nnd Poland. Mascow's sititude Lo réform
has treen benign, and it4 main problems
neo witls the bonker-states {Crechosho-
vikia, GDOR, Remanin) Bl there are
probably thresholds in Uhe security arena
which could nod be crosted without Mos-
e ceacting brutstly,

The West's role may also be declsive
in ﬂ-rieutuliug the conrse of cvenls al cru-
cial stages in Eastern Europe, When out-
COmes are pasrowly poised even liied
action can make all ithe difference, The
size of the states Involved ensures (hat
any additional Western input will have =
good deal more Impact Lsere than il it
were disperacd in the immensities of the
LSSH, The West, in all its incarnations,
b they politico-militiry (Mata) palitien.

econoinic {Europear Canumunity], eco-
tomic (Organisation for Eoonomle Co-
oporation and Drevelopmient, General
-"'lgi':'i.‘lillll'l an Taritls and Treade, [nfer-
rmdional Moobetary Fuid éte) or walue
seiling (Council of Europe) therefore
lins svery reason 1o think through its
Oistpalitik with particular care,

In this teapesl, a mamber of praposals
lsve boen made, including the mpres-
sve el ol mensures sugyested by Mack
Palmer, ilie Amerienn anilassador in
Budnpest, Wil mhling o e st
here, it ey be vselul to Loy o fow macks
ers which can help in shaping epecific
policies ns circumstances call for new jui-
tintives and re=aclions,

[t is up Lo each state o delermine (s
securily policy. Were Hunpary to leave
the Warsaw Peet, that chiosce should be
respecied by the Wost. Howewer, los in
Liae past, the West will ot rui e risk of
world ‘war o provest (he USSR from
overriding such & decision. Living with
onl dnerzasiogly "hollow" Wiraw irealy

may therefare be Lha more senslble
ciiirde [or societios boavily iengaped in
ecosomic and polltical transfarmation.

[ the coopomic = here, the West lias
good reason o Link I_|-;I'r! provision of capi-
1al and politico-ecoromiz raform since
Uie latter is.a coudition of the appropri-
ate wse of the focmer. This i 3 lessan
lengent after the wastelul loans of s Seve
entize, which wow present such o Burden
Lo vatorming Poland ond Hungnry, Mot
sucprisingy, klankst debl frgivensss s
soaght by many in'Poland, There will be
strong pid justified Western cesisionce
to ihis, mol lsasc Decapse ihis would
make the future infllax of privaie capital
[rom ‘Western banks highly uniikely:
“onicd Bittei, Lwice shy",

[ il Wosl is serions aboul facltinal-
ing pasitive and peacelul change in
Europe, then ambdious messures,
- albeiz shiori of steaight detd Torgive-
mess, will eventually have o be conid-
credl in the ferm of debt rescheduling,
celi hodldays, provision of now warking
capital, nll linked 1o comecate and inis
tially palnful economic reforns. Such ag-
sistance, going beyond curcant U3 and
EC ald, will hopefully e offercd, nol too
little and mok (oo late,

Cine connesied izsue wilk groaw fan fime
oclanee, that of massive emigraiion,
his I= nlrendy gt histordcally hiph levels

in the case l:llllrl'l-"'csl Ulermnmny since [ 18
estimaled tleat mors than 40000 ethaic
Gernians from the GDR, Poland, USSR
ancl 50 00 nre expected to setlle in the
Federal Hepablic of Gormaiy i [989
This representa more peapie than the
Al Jf-lnl.-.- ol refugees from ike GDR
cuting the Filtles, which peaked st
J30000 a yenr, The influs of 110,000 Byul-
griun Turks into Turkey s nnether ex-
nmiple, These cthnically and politieally
malvaled shifis af populatboas are-cren-
EIIE inlern nl eliflicu liies Tor the host coiis-
tries, I the futare numbers 2ve bound g
[acroase amdl the motlvations change.
Hovw will Wosiern Esrope prect soveral
erillient job-secking prospective Gastar-
Seffer from enst of the Elbe? This is o
comgiee question wlich will have 1o be
Linged by the EC a5 3 whole,

Ultimulety, the Tulure of smh-.ilhi, gl

peace i Evrope will rest on its politizal

organisatism, and o s respoct Germa-
iy & ewilulion will be the key, ,-‘mT [Er oy
o5t Lren Al e rigl

of self-determinntion should not ba B~
plied Lo the GDR or thal its terme shaubd
exchube  the cboice of weunilication
shioubd be slrenugsly nvolded. Such pel-
ickes would, ot worst, ensuce that rewiis
lication, If It eame aboul, woauld be inimi-
ent to Uermnng's neighbours' scourity
Interests, Conversely, ke best way to fa-
cilitate a stabilising ouicome (o self-
determination i5 1o continue to eansider
that right as n Western aspiration nnd
ol sumply 0 Gecmnn one, Similarly, av-
ervihing which incorporates the FRO's
Clatpalitik in 0 robust Wes Euragman
feamework will be to the good. In gther
words, n successful 1992 process® i of
geo-slralegic ns woll as of political aind
ECONDIEE Unporiance. I time, the Euro-
pwiiE :‘..iii.'li.'ll.u]lil._'f Ly wEE whiiael A% n5-
soclate states the budding democracies
from Enstern Europe, provided Lhzy
have mannged 12 break out of the mould
ol central fa ||1|'ing_ -
One of the great achievements ul the
E'.II:L"EIEHII [?i.'lrlll|1l.l||i|}' ||_|:|:b.=|:_" & lizmi-
ke [rom its collective paveke the notlon
of the use of force 1o resolve dispules be.
twezn s neeibers, The states of Ceniral
Eurespe and the Balkans, many of which
have relatively recontly adfusicd bound-
arics, have w0 capericnes of such self-
elected resteaint s opposed o Use brutal
arder imposed by the Soviet Ustion. The
grent risk during the next decncdes & Ut
with the looseming of the constraints of
an alien system, old disputes, old anxi-
elics and iew antagonisms will Aaurish
i o deeply split Eastern Europe withoul
i new and benevolent order being ere.
atzd. The common securily intercat for
the “West, for Eastern’ Buropes, and ii-

d:-:nJ_t';:-r the Soviel Union, I8 19 awaid
crzating the conditions of lutuke confict,

The ewethor & ihe director of thee Tnteria-
lignal Institute for Strategic Studies
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5 A Quick Look at the Events of 7th December 1988. Ytaa, (\ca

o os (A T

1. Gorbachev's offer at the UN contains a great deal of PR, as is to be

E—— .
vk

; RasEy 2 rdiy
i o0 S Chywr

2, Given the Soviet need to reocrganize their forces to b:hmfgze

—

carps/brigade structure with a better balance of tanks to infantry and support

arms, the promised reduction is offering no real cut in military effectivencss

e —— |

at all. M’k—wﬁk Lo
.'l,ﬂ,._ir v—=_ . Qﬁ? 9 h
3. But, the General Staff opposed unilateral cuts on the grounds that these :

wauld not bring rnjlitgg advantage. Goarbachev has overridden their advice and

we may expect to see more resignations to follow that of OGS Akhromeyev,

4. The proposed reductions do contain something wvery intereasting for NATO.

Enginesr emuipment iz easential tn a high speed offensive. Unlika air assault
—- b E T

forces it could not be moved back into East Cermany without alerting NATO

intelligence and providing waming of attack.

5. In sum, Gorbachev has achieved the maxinmm propaganda advantage Eor the
mlé_n;@_m;m_hjLnﬁlitar}rpw. Even the timing of the announcement of
Akhromevev's "resignation™ was guaranteed to enhance Gorbachev's image as a "man

of peace™. But he has alsc offered HATD an wmequivocal means of determining a

Sowviet intent to launch an attack.




C N DONNELLY - 7 Decenber 1988,

1. As a Marxist, Gorbachev's foreign policy (including military and amms
control policies) is dictated by his domestic needs. In his eyes, tha depth of

the social and economic crisis facing the USSR is enomous, far more serious

than many Westem cohservere appreciate.

==

2. Time is not on Gorbachev's side. He needs to create visible improvement in

living conditions and food supply very rapidly. In the thres and a half years

sinee he came to office, there have been no improvements in this sphere, and the

Soviet population is being increasingly disillusioned with this failure.

s 5 L]
; But economic problems are the symptoms of the Soviet UTnion's sickmess, not
the caunse, The cause i= political and political change mist precede economic
e - N

change.

4. To accomplish change, Gorbachev needs to achieve not only a complete

=

rearganization of the political, social and economic system but also to

recrientate people's thinking. Perestroyka means both these things.

5. Creating some manceuvrability in society necessitates creating instability.

L

Stability is the enemy of mancewvre in a society just as mxch a8 in a fighter

=,

aircraft. Stalin quieted the pecple by terror, Brezhnev quieted them with

= e ——=a

promises of stability (much valued, by crdinary people given Soviet 20th Century

history) and an abundanoe of vodka, sausage and medals.

——— T —" ———




E. Gorbachey calls this stability stagnation and to create the social

ingtability necessary for change has instituted glasmost'. Glasnost' (from
b

Rusgian Golos, 'voioa') means speaking out and challenging bureaucracy,

inefficiency, sacred cows, vested interest, unearned privilege.

Ta Many pecple, particularly the 70-80 million veterans of WWII and the post-
s —

war reconstruction are frightened by the instability and social unrest unleashed

by glasnost', hate what Gorbachev is doing, and provide a serious resistance to

his reforms.

8. Many educated people are either cynical about Gorbachev or doubt his chances

e
——

of sucoess. These resist perestroyka through apathy or keep their support
hidden for fear of Gorbachev's successor taking a Stalinist path.

8. Soviet industry has been unable to reform itself in the past three and a

half wyears. It has been incapable of utilizing high technology rescurces and
e i)

skilled manpower transferred from the Defence Industries, The military near—

monopoly of high technology and scientific ressarch and development has resulted

in wvery poor performance in basic science. Outside the narrow confines of the

defence industries, the USSR has no base on which to build science and industry

e

for the 2lst Century.

[ =

10. Reorganizing the econamy and reallocating rescurces from defence to the

civilian sector is rendered more difficult by the lack of any reliable means of

financial accounting. Gorbachev has no way of knowing what the real military

—
drain on his economy amounts to.

—

1l. If Garbachev cannot ‘kick-start' Soviet society and the econcmy within the




r'ﬂ-:r:e;m.—m;, he does not think he can do it at all. If he fails, the

result will be either (1) a new leader who will try to do the job by means of

Stalin-style repression, or (2) civil disturbance and the disintegration of the
e - e
USSR, or (3) a retum to stagnation and a second class status for the USSH.

L e — e

12. To achieve such improverment in so short a time;, Gorbachev needs from the

West {(a) finance, (b) technology, and particularly (¢} industrial expertise

in large cuantities and wery ouickly. Current Westem attitudes make this

mlikely.
il

13, Whereas in the West anyone, (politicians, Jjoumalists, civil servants,

concemed churchmen, eto.) can offer a view on defence issues, in the USSR the

"

General Staff has a monopoly. The party determines the outline policy, but the
—

Ganaral Staff decides how it should be implemented. It is an immensely powerful
 —

— a—
body. WMo NATO country has any equivalent.

—— = =, —

14. The Geperal Staff, perceiving a NATO nuclear and conventional threat, and

with the lessons of history firmly in mind, have prepared a really excellent

military system to maximise the USSR's ability to mobilize military power for

war. For the last 43 years, the entire Soviet economy has been totally
distorted not least by its orientation towards defence.

3 7 Furthermcre the Soviet Armed Forces have been miquelx organized, trained

and equipped by the General Staff to fight an offensive war, because only this
[STam—————-— -—_'=l

makes military sense to the General Staff given the USSR's gec—-strategic

position. 'This concept of war and perception of a threat is reinforced by

ideology, which has become a fixed framework of thought, even though it i= for

——— e

most pecple no longer the inspirational faith which it was in Lenin's day.

——




16. SBerious training problems have eroded the Soviet military system's ability

to carry oot its excellent doctrines, and since 1984, NATO concepts have foroed

a reassessment of the military need to exercise in defensive operations,

However, military logie insists that only an offensive (or a decisive counter-
i ——

offensive) capability will ensure Soviet survival in war.

17. The General Staff accept the need to reduce defence expenditure and reduce

the size of their armed forces. In military terms, it is now possible and

i

indeed preferable to move towards smaller and higher guality armed forces. But
the General Staff have always refused to accept the wvalidity of a less

provocative "non-offensive "defence posture, considering it to be military
e s ]
NONSenss .

A

18, Gorbachev has been attempting during 1988 to erode the power and break the
—

monopoly of the Geperal Staff in defence thinking. Civilian and Party defence

think tanks, press articles, the debate on conscription, the reduction of
e

——  ———

military honours at national festivals, the reform of the Genaral Staff

stracture and the frequent sackings and promotions all point to this.

18. If he can persuade Westemn govermments and Westemn populations of his
peaceful intent, then Gorbachev may be able to cbtain Western help without a

showdosm  with the General Staff. But if not, such a showdown most come.

Gorbachev arques that for the last 20 years the General 5taff have been

—eeet.

preparing against the wrong threat. It is not Western armies, but the very

evident superiarity of Western living standards which poses the greatest threat

to the Soviet political system. In preparing to defend against the "MATO
_—————

military threat', the USSR has laid itself cpen to the sociceconomic threat.

— —




20, But the General Staff has been excellent in providing good advice to

Gorbachey as to how to use arme control to improve Soviet security relative to

the West. This is essential advice.

p——

2l. Becausa of the efficiency of their doctrinal concepts and procurement

system, the USSR can at present match the guality of almost all Western weapons

e

systems despite its operating from a poorer technological base, This is likely

to be the case for the next few years, as weapons systems fielded within this

time period will, in the main, use trﬂaz"s technology .

22, However, weapons fielded in the next century will quite likely incorporate
-——_.—
advanced technology which the USSR will not be capable of mamafacturing in
I—-—-—_?

industrial quantities unless Gorbachev's reforms are outstandingly successful,

Consequently it dis in the Soviet interest to slow down the rate of military
—

technological investment in the West,
—an __"____-.—-"-'-

23, A reduction in the Western perception of a tﬁrea.t will help accanplish

E—

this, It will alsc help ease restrictions on technology transfer and econamic
— il

aid, and facilitate the much needed diversion of scarce h.i.g!'t tech resources out

of the miljtﬂr into the civilian sphare. This, however, will go first to

improving basic scientific research, rather than into consumer goods. The

improwement  of living standards, Gorbachev hopes, will come initially from an

increase in private sactor small scale service industries,

—

24. We must expect Gorbachev to try and get the best of any ‘'deal' with the

——

Wast, both in eivilian and military terms. If the USSR reduces ite military

strength drastically, then it also cuts its superpower status.




25. WNevertheless, if Gorbachey does think that the crisis facing the USSR is so

gerions;, then ha may have to take on the General Staff and enforee a deployment

e

acoeptable to NATO, s0 as to convinee the West of his peaceful intent. Activity
e e e |

in the Third World will reflect such a decision.
[ —

26 . The Soviet Armed Forces have an excellent system for mothballing divisions

and equipment and remcbilizing them gquickly. They also calculate that they

would benefit from an overall redoction on defence density in Furope. Femoval
]|

of the malear threat will contime to be the prime military "El of arms
- e

control. For this reason the General Staff pinned ite flag to the mast of 'no

———— ———

unilateral' cuts because, whilst these might not significantly affect BSoviet

m_i_.}:H:__ar:r_E.-re_r, they would not bring the military advantage that a reduction in

—_—
o e s,

the denzity of HATO forces would.,

27. The extracrdinary 19th Party Conference called this summer was an attempt
to re-enthuse the Soviet population and body politic with Gorbachev's policies.
Consideration had previously been given to relinquishing the Commnist Party
monopoly on power in favour of a pluralistic system of some sorts. This was
rejected in favour of Gorbachev's plan to create a 'logical opposition' within a
one-party state by strengthening the Soviets, withdrawing the Party from day-to—
day administrative duties, and reviving the mrla.l authority which the Party has

s

lost .

28. At the September 30th Party Plemum, Gorbachev's frustration with the
contimnued lack of progress vented iteelf in a purge of those who had been

dragoging their feet, and resulted in a very mach rejuvenated Politburo (average

age now 61). A similar thing seems to be happening in other Party crganizations




in the military. The KGB has remained untouched, but keeps discreetly in
e -
i
the background as the safety net in case the instability created in the Party
T —

O ——

and in scciety threatens the very existence of the Party or its grip on power.
e rck—

£9. [Eastern Ruropean nations have reacted differently to Gorbachew's policies.
T T e

Hungary has taken political reforms a step further than Moscow; Czechoslovakia

bas repudiated them; East Germany does not see the need to change; Romania is in
—_——y

the grip of Stalinism.

—m

30. With his strengthened position in the Party and vis a vis the General
sStaff, Gorbachey is very likely to use his trip to the West to further recruit
Western support for his policies, both avongst governments and populace. His
position means that he will have a much greater latitode and flexibility to

respond positively to any Westem proposals made to him during his trip. He may

even feel able to make more substantial offers on arms control, but these must

be expected to accrue to the Soviet advantage one way or another. If it were

=

otherwise, Gorbachev would not be doing his duty by his country.




Talk to IISS: 15 May 1989

DEFENCE POLICY WITHOUT THE THREAT?

The guestion mark i1s & wonderful device for a talk such as

this, because it provides instant recognition that the titla

itself begs &aa important question - the durability of the

threat that has provided the basic ratiocnale for British

defernce provision since the late 1940s.

t the future character and direction of the Soviet

uncertain and that we have not seen anything yet to

—y

warrant abandoning established policy. However, I believe that

——

we have seen enough to indicate some possible directions for

—y

the future and to make it worthwhile to begin to address the
issues so raised. Moreover, there is a risk of the dabatas

getting excessively bound up on ‘whither Gorbachev’ - as if

everything depended on the political skills of one man, and




the obvious alternative te whatever it is he has in
store us 1s a return to the Brezhnev years. For many this
would r be unwelcome, for this was the time when the Soviat

Union helped us aweid awkward gquestions by conforming seo well

to an adversary image.

S0 my objective today is to start to look beyond the current
phase, to identify trends and possibilities, and to begin to
d4s8sess their implications for British defence policy. My

starting point for this is that thus far the sense of historic

——— ey

change that is falt by practically all students of

——

international affairs has thus far made no impact whatscaver on

—

e

defence poliecy.

There have been the normal procurement guestions - tanks,
fighter aircraft, AWACS but it is synptomatic of the

entrenched lines of current thinking that they have been

—

to raise important Ainduystrial rather than girateglg or
i
2




tactical issues, relevant to foreign policy only in terms of
the extent and location of industrial cooperation with allies.
The most recent procurement question concerning the future of
the mair bactle tank was dominated in public over whether it
should be built in Britain or the United States. Tha
cperational problem of determining the appropriate mix batwaen

—

armour and attack helicopters was considered a matter for the
e —— —

specialists., Of course helicopters too only hit the defencs

ey
e

neadlines in terms of whether we should cooperate with Europe
—

or the United States in their manufacturs, and the
——

extraordinary shenanigans in high-places that this issue
el e

prompted, but not the ghiftas in Army thinking which led to

Wastland's troubles in the first placa.

The question early in the 1980s concerning the proper balance
between the continental and the maritime commitment has been

settled as a draw. CMND B288, The Way Forward, which set out

—

John Nott's defence review offered a clear statement of

3




F‘Iiﬂ:'i_’: ies in f.j_~."-'.:ll;r of !;',qg cgﬂtingr_:a!_‘ Uﬂdﬂ'&btﬂdl}" the Nott
experience has discouraged imitation amongst his successors. He
was uncermired by both the controversy stimulated by his

especially among the maritime lobby, and then by

Argentina,

The defence budget is now set at that level sufficient to avoid

a major review of priorities.

The Government is capable of forcing the issue to the fore when

notably with the questien of the British
nuclear deterrent at election time. In political circles the
defence issue is now synonymous with the future of the national
nuclear strike force. The Government's succass in thia regard
has now led the Opposition to search for a formula eguivalent
to that adopted by the Government for the budget - it seeks
that level of commitment to the nuclear force to avoid the

issue being used against it at the next election.

4




We can discuss the extent to which it can be said to have
succeeded in this task later. What is noteworthy in the Labour
document - at least the advance version published ia the
Guardian - is how licztle it has to say on the overall framework

within whiel This was trua

in this decade's election campaigns. RAs if to legitimize its
radicalism on the nuclear issues Labour expressed loyalty to

HATO and conventicnal defences in its policy statements.

R S —

The fact that this is all rather dull is a problem only for
dcademics and cocmmentators. For civil eervants and their
ministers it comes as something of a rellief. They, however,

have to be more concerned ags ta whether it ig tapnablme.

The case for caution 1s set out la this year’s defence White

— — mm

Paper. It speaks positively about the Gorbachev reforms and the

"new thinking’' but it makes two critical guallficationa:
T

5




under no illusion about this new sense of

—_———— —

—

realism; it is designed to serve Soviet interests, not those

S

of the West.({para 105)

e
i —

But we canneot rely for our security on the publie

e

pronouncements of the current Soviet leadership, welcome as

tiey are; we must be sure that changes in the Soviet Union
are fundamental and irreversible. For as long as an
objective military threat remains, we must, as NATO leaders

reaffirmed in Brussels last year, maintain the forces

— —

_—

necessary for deterrence.

=== ———— —
= == -
-

The Labour document recognizes that we are in 'epoch-making’

period, and argues that the changes proposed by Gorbachev are
genuine and have a broad constituency and possibly
"irresistible’. It sees a ‘political compulsion for peace’. IT
also sees an ‘economic compulsion’ evident in the superpowers

and also Britain, We can’'t afford to spend as much on armaments

B




as before. But it draws no conclusions from all of this other
than that conditicns are unusually promising for multilateral
disarmament. It interrogates the future only to ask about
disarmament and relaxation of the standard East-Wast
tensicns. It lopks forward - with Thatcher, Bush, Gorbachev and
Genscher = to

eénd to the mutual distrust and hostility that have

pedeviled both East and West since the end of the sacond

The terms of the debate are thus agreed by both Government and
opposition. We c¢an now wvisualise an end to the cold war. We
believe that Mr Gorbachev is pushing things im the right
direction. We are watching how he passes key tests in the field

of human rights and disarmament.

The only difference is really over the extent t¢o which Western

Concessicons can give this process a spur.




but it carries an important risk. First, if we are

simply adopting a wait and see posture then we are likely to be

wholly unprepared for the gquite different strategic envircnment

—

that we may face during the 19908 and into the next century.

Morecver, this line of reasoning is flawed in that it assumes
that defence policy is simply about ensuring a ccherent
military response to a threat from the East. It suggests that a

withering away of the Soviet ‘threat’' would provide the case

for a withering away of our own defence effort.

There is a risk of getting caught in a mental set that is not

—

only unable to address the other tasks for our military effort,

— e —

but also in conceding the primary role of Soviet attitudes and

e

behaviour in shaping the current security arrangements. It
assumes that what happens in the future is largely up to them,
whatever we do is a matter for disarmament

negotiations.




My thesis ig that we mav wall be movisa ints a much more active

Etrategic period, that is one where our defence and foreign

palicy must become geared to the creation of new stryctures of
‘h-=_______

gacurity rathe h tha management of t
B —

Britain's approach to Eurcpean security has been that of the

balance of power. We have sgought to prevent any continental
— e

state achieving a hagemonic pgwer - Napoleonic France, | Imperial

Germany, | Nazi Germany /and the Soviet Union. The preferred

method has been tactical alliance, backed where necessary by an

expeditionary force. The two world wars of this century

—

L
convinced British policy-makers in the late 1940s that if this

goal was to be pursued against the new challenge of the Soviet

Union then the old methods, which had not succeeded by

—

themselves against Germany, would certainly not suffice.

_— = —




The new formula required the United States to take on the

= —

balancing role. Becausa past exparience suggested that American

enthusiasm for this role would be - at bast - inconstant it

———

would need to be tied in through formal treaty commitments and

S

@ peace-time garrison. London could not ask of Washington mora

—

EEEF it was prepared to offer itself, so Britain has in its own

defence policies taken on - on a much smaller scale - all those

tasks which it deemed essential for the United States. In its

own oreak with the past it has accepted an overt and open-ended

o

—_—

peace-time alliance and a continental commitment for the Army.

It has even shadowed the American nuclear guarantea to Eurcpe

(==

with one of its own, basing key elements of its nuclear

=

capabllity in West Germany and - notionally at least-

assigning its strateqgic forces to SACEUR.

This has turned Britain Into a paragon of MNATO orthodoxy. Ite

o,

ur —

proudest boast was that it contributed to all NATO regions with

all types of armaments. COne rarely detected any divergence of

10




view from British government pronouncements and the prevailing

view at HNATO headguarters. This was hardly surprising as the

conceptual framework within which NATO cperates was largely an

Angle-American creation.

he other key element in this framework was West Germany. It
- S S ——— ]

made a covenant with its allies in the 19503. Part of this was

p——

to be its political rehabilitation in return for promises that

it would pot return to its bad old ways. Political conditions

e
the time prevented this promise being reinforced by a
e i
toleration of permanent division; MATO took on the cause of
— I e —

German re-unification but did neothing to pursus it. In practice
—_— e —_— —

its resarmament was only acceptable because it was divided.

e ———
e ——— —=

U,

The military aspect of the covenant was an cffer of bases and

—_—

forces in return for a promise that West Germany's territorial
—

interests would be respected - that is that it was not being

e

up as a superpower battleground but, through forward

11




g

. dE‘.’erﬂ':_. -t would be able to stand up to Soviest power whether

directly or indirectly applied. Because of the tremendous

e —

conventlional power that the Warsaw Pact could bring to bear, it

was accepted from the time of German rearmament that Germany’

basic guarantee was nuclear deterrence, so that any attempt to

diluze deterrence appeared as a readiness to sacrifice German

e

I e— e

interests.,

e
—

This policy has succeeded brilliantly. I believe it to be

——

irrelevant to ask whether without HATO and/or nuclear weapons

we weuld now be living under communism. Without the alliance

Europe would have remained fragmented and vulnerable to Soviet

I

influence in ways that would have been inimical to both ecivil

liberties or economic prosperity. The price we paid was not
o el

great in resource terms - with occasional blips its has Deed

declining as a proportion of GDP since the Korean rearmament

12




bDetered out. We have had to live under tha “shadow of the
bomb', and we have been obliged to accept that little could be

done for those caught in the Soviat sphere.

the system that is reaching the end of its natural

It is doing so because of the decline of the Soviat Union

88 & superpower., This process is irreversible; it began long

e —

—

‘before Gorbachev and is unlikely to ba arrssted by aither the

-
—— E

current leadership or its successors. The weaknesses were

e

identified during thes Brezhnev period. It 4is trus that the

R —

Soviet Union has a formidable nuclear armory and we must give

it due respect because of that. But for most Iissues of
international conflict nuclear weapons are guite beside the

point.

The Soviet position has been sustained through hegemony in

—
_———

Eastern Europe and a readiness to act in support of anti-
—

| Western movements in the Third World. However it has been

—

13




handicapped since the start of the 1970s by the evident failure

of its economic system to produce the resources to sustain this

effort. The attempt to do sco has led te a dramatic

— .

misallocation of resources which 1s only now being addressed

L=

—

and must lead to a decline in Soviet military power. You may

not have to be a Marxist to believe that military and political
power depend on a strong material base; but if vyou are a
Marxist this conclusion is inescapable. This economic failure
of the Soviet Union and other systems created in ite image
is the Zundamental strategic fact. Gorbachev, Perestroika,

Glasnost and all that are merely symptoms. Suppress tham and

e —

the disease will persist and manifest in other forms.

=— — —_—

——

It may take time befores this decline is fully reflected in

Soviet forces, The Soviet military will still be arguing that

too precipitate unilateral disarmament would be reckless. It

will have its own priorities for cuts which will seek to

sustain its front-line strength. Nonetheless, with or without

14




disarmament negotiations, it is almost impossible to see the

Soviet Unlon maintaining armed forces of the current quantity

and guality at the turn of the century.

—

This will encourage a development which has already been The
consequences of this are already evident in Soviet behaviour
outside of Eurcpe where we have seen a considerable

retrenchment. Substantial military involvement in Third world

——

¢onilicte 1s unwise and expensive. The Soviet experience has

——

been unimpressive., HNot only was it obliged to abandon its

———————r—

position in Afghanistan, but it has also failed to resolve tha

—_—

Angolan, Cambodian, Ethiopian conflicts on the terms it was

—— iy

seeking in the 1970s. This does not mean that the Soviet Union

—

will not be an important player in regional conflicts, through

Pm——

advisors and arms transfers as well as diplomatic suppeort, but
‘_‘-—._"I—

it deoes suggest that it will bs much more cautious in l1ts

commitments.




I do not want to dwell long on the 'out of area’ guestion here

although I have no doubt tha':,_H it is going to become more

—
eritical. All I weould note is that as the ability of the great

Bl

-

o —

powers to influence reglonal conflicts has declined, the

- = —
E — C— e

conflicts themselves have not becoms more tractable and can

—

still show signs of authentic local viciousness. We may well be

moving into a peried of some guite unstable local balances

pp— — —

within which our interests are implicated but into which we

ey

should only advance with caution. The caution might be eased

sheuld one of its principal causes in the past - the thought of

having to cope with Soviet-backed forces - no longer seem &0

pPressing.
o

. il

However I want to concentrate for now on Eurcpa. The

significance of the withdrawal of Soviet power from the Third

World is nothing compared to the significance of its potential
.

withdrawal from Europe. We are of course a long way from a

FA— o

withdrawal. Yet the loss of self-confidence in the Kremlin when

16




it comes to telling others how to conduct their political

—

affairs is already having a profound impact. Developments that

would hawve been gquite unthinkable a few years ago are now
everyday occurrences and we are witnessing the emergence of a

genuinely pluralist Eastern Europe. What has been most striking

—

is the evidence of the fragility of the Soviet Union itself-

with evidence of increasing popular discontent with rule from

Mosccw. Here the 'new thinking® finds its limits. Troops have
- - - — _'_,_.—-—-—_4,

been used regularly over recent montha - apparently with

varying degrees of central control - within a number of the

=1

Soviet 'Republics’. However tha intolerance of independence

-

movemants with the Soviet Unien throws into relief the

tolerance of those just without.

=

There are many reasons to applaud this process, but we should

do so with open eyes for it contains obvious dangers. We do not
e ——

know the limits of Soviet tolerance, and onea of these movements

17




the Kremlin may encourage the view that the rot must be stopped

=

oy & dramatic assertion of strength. More awkward still, an

B e T

effective collapse of Soviet hegemenic power in Eastern Eurcpe,

including the Baltic states, may unleash disturbing political

LOXCES .

It would be nice to believe that the Corbachev era will push to

tae fore charming civilized Sakharov types but it could also

result in a narrow nationalism that has caused this contineant

mich grief in the past. The cocktail of liberated nationalism,
oz . ———
economic failure and environmental neglect is extremely potent.
—— E ——-_'_._____"'1-.
It offers a recipe for great tension.

I do not want to speculats as Ep how all this will work out.
2 | =

er" l"'.ﬂ-..__,n? ;

The process is uneven and uncertain., For the moment all that 1is

————

necessary to note is that it introduces a fluidity that has

been absent from European politics that has been absent since

the formation of the ¢old war alliances.

18




This sense of change in Central Europe barely touches Britain,
.-“\H_F_ e T _Fﬂ
We are aware that things are stirring and that this has

implications for us. However as 1 noted earlier we tend to

interpret this within a rather conventional framework: thae

Soviet Unicn poses a threat as a result of both its ideclogical
- i 7 _-_--_"'-

Character and its military strength. Reduce both and it will

be less of a threat, but theres ara certain tests which have to

—_r ="

be passed. The debate concerns the nature of the tests and the

—

reversibility of any progress in pasesing them. So British

—

policy 1is mnaturally 'wait and see’;, warnings about staying

together until the Eastern changes are fundamental and

irreversible,
e ———

The result of this posture is that we now find ourselves

asserting a NATO orthodoxy against the wvery country 1t waa

designed to protect, but a country which because of it

geography and history is overly-sensitive to the shifts 1in

19




central Eurcpean polities. fear of

Soviet hegemony

subsides it is replaced by a econscicusness of the concessions

a : 4
to soverelgnty paid when the fear was much greater. Whether it

——— | g
appreciates this or not, West GCermany is in the process of

—

renegotiating its post-war covenant with its allies.

Why should we arque against this for tha orthodoxy? II our
objective was to prevent Soviet hegemony over the continent
then we too might come toe the German conclusion that such

hegemony Lis bggfnd Soviet capacity. Do wea then have a reason

for an extraordinary peace-time alliance and a continental

commitment? Why should we spend a greater proportion of our GDP

o ———

on defence in order to maintain stability on the Central Front

et Tl

P ————

whea the country most involved says that stability is no longer

a problem, and that the best way to finally remove a threat

from the East is to ensure that we no longer pose a threat Lo




I amn of course overstating the position here because the
argument has not yet reached this polnt. But 1t is important to
be aware of these issues because they could come to the fore of
public debate. This could result not only £from a steady
improvement in East-West relations and further evidence of
fragmentation in the East. Two other factors could encourage

it. The first would be if the United States began a deliberate

process of withdrawal. While we might hesitate to set an

example for the United States, we might well bes tempted to
follew one. Second, the delicate balancing act between
commitments and resources that set the parameters for British

_l_'_'_-_-h

defence policy could tilt in the direction of a defence review

if the political costs of cuts were seen to decline. In the

e —

circumstances I am describing it is by no means clear that the

preference for the continental commitment as expressed in Tha
e ————

Way Forward in 1982 will be so0 strong. We can look at the

—

latest White Paper and note that almost £4.5 billion is spent

—_———

gach year on the Central Front as against just over £2 billion

=
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astern Atlantic, or that the Central Front has an
gt s

adverse impaet on our balane hil e na
s e of payments to the tune of some

£l.4 billion each vear.

—— —

——

I should make it clear that I am not advocating withdrawval from

the Central Front. Far from it. But I think it is important to
be aware of the sort of political debate that could encouragse
moves in this direction and that it could scon be promoted by a
cynical realpolitik rather than a sentimental idealism., If our
only need for military involvement in continental Europe is to
prevent .ts deminance by a hegemonlc power, our success in
seeing off the Soviet threat justifies withdrawal. In this way

Wwa could pay a heavy price for the trumpeting of the Soviet

threat in the earlier part of the decade.

Wwhatever happens to the Soviet Union we still have a close

interest in the political development of Eurocpe. Thae kay

—

difference between the practice of balance of power in previous

22




that Eurcpe provides our main eccnomic and

pelitical base, and this is bacoming more so. We do nothave the

—

American option of cutting ourselves off from Eurcpe, even

though the Channel still does provide an extra margin of

safety. Much of our international dinfluence is exercised

Ehrough Europe.

How might Europe develop under the new circumstances? It may

nat change much - with Lldeclogical and economic organization

holding the ¢two blocs in place even though the military
——y

structures decay. A wvariation on this prospect might result

from the greater cohesion of the West compared with the East so

that the former will continue to integrate whils the latter

fragments. But this could be unstable for the fragmentation
——

will spread into the West whose markets will provide an

=

inevitable magnet for the atoms of the East. This leads on to

———

a third model, where the Western bloc expands to include the

acceptable parts of the East and the neutrals - say the

e
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Austrians and then the Hungarians. But this too is unstable

e

for blocs will <form within the expanded community, and
o

I

meanwhile the positicn of +the excluded becomes even more
e —

desperate. The excluded area, dominated still by Russia, will

become more conflictual. This leads to the fourth model of a
— - =

fluid, pluralist Europe, 4in which tha EEC cannot develep

—_—— = D —

because ideas of integration are continually subverted by a

growing preoccupation within the West over local power blocs.

French policy, for example, is already become sensitive to this

prospect as it sees its own ties with Germany being loosened as
s .,

the latter creates its own sphere of influance - extending into

the East - based on economic strength.

— —_—

What conclusions might we draw from this.

First, if it is the case that an old European political logic

il

is reasserting itself then we might naturally find our closest

partner in France. This has already become evident but in a

e ——
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rather negative sense of mutual interest in protecting

independent nuclear deterrents., So long as MNATO was working

within the established framework then Britain‘s npatural

European partner was West Germany. In the absence of this

e

framework then this will no longer be the case.

Second, any political liaisons in Eurcpe will be influanced by

our conduct within the EEC. I believe this to be a critical

change in security policy. Within the traditional framework thae

EEC role was always circumscribed and will remain so within the

purely military sphere., Moreover Britain gained its influence

within Europe through its position within NATO, an organization

with which it was entirely comfortable. This was in contrast to

the EEC, an organization of which it is a much more circumspect

——

member. There is still 1little point 4in discussing European

defence cooperaticn as if this was simply a gquestion of

substituting £or American contribution to HNATO by greater

cooperatien in the face of a constant threat. That 1is still
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L eode

really s debate for the old framework.

The critical importance of the EEC for our security policy is

that basic political relations are forged in this critical

e —

forum. we stand aloof from the process of European

==

B = | '
Aat” Jf ~ntegration then we cannot expect to influence the consequences

i

o l.___.-""ﬂ-""ﬂl-"ﬁ"a.

for this integration in the security spheres. Moreover, if
economic and political instruments are becoming more crucial in

East-West relations then the Community role must increase.

My third peint is that NATO still has a role as the mechanism

for drawing North America into gquestions of Eurcpean security

-—

and as a security framework for West Germany. I will not add

my wvoice to those calling for a new Harmel. This Institute ls
wall represented in the campaign. I take it as given that the

Alliance must become more a community of shared vaipai as much

e

a convenient agglomeration to deal with a particular threat. I

e

i

also take it as given that one of the most difficult tasks

26




akead will be to sort ocut the processes of ‘burden-shedding’

that most NATO members will expect to indulge in, if current
political trends continue. Arms control may help in managing
this process but probably less than many hope. The nuclear
issue will be the most difficult. Although I would not
overestimate the Iimportance of the Lance replacement issue per

se, nuclear deployments remain critical political symbols. As

=

the objective of these deployments has been largely toc reassurae

West German elites, if they no longer wish to be reassured then

) g

the case for deployment 1s weakened. One cannot help wondering

——

whether West German politicians may rue the day they sent this

message to Washington - and to London.

My third point is that we need new mechanisms of pan-European

—

security cooperation., If we are going toc move to & looser

T e TN o | E-\_
framework then we should start thinking about forms of crisis

- -
management other than those connected with a set-piece East-

West confrontation. The most obvious structure would be based

27




on the CSCE.

The system brings inm all relevant countries; it
has also shown itself adaptable in devising new institutional
Etructures, oI which the most notable has been the CFE, while

by its nature brings together the economic, political and the

military. It does net, however, have a crisis management nor a

dispute resoluticn aspect. One possibility might be to develop
8 Eurcpean Security Council, along the lines of tha UN Security
Council apd with similar types of members (permanent and

rotating) ard similar rules based on the CSCE.

Fourth, we should recognize that a continuation of the current

trends also ralses questlons concerning the legitimacy of

—

standing armies. This is less of an issua in Britain as it is

elsewhere in Europe. By and large the British armed forces are

— T e

wall westablished, have noble traditions, are reasonably

popular, have done what was asked of them - eventually - and

have not attempted to seize political power. Moreover Britain

has long seen armed forces as multi-functional. Even without

28




the Russians there will be plenty to keep them busy. However,

1 suspect that ameong NATO nations the most important gquestion

i — —————

in terms of restructuring armed forces will turn out to be

o

—

viability rather than non-offensiveness, which interpreted

strictly is far too demanding a standard.

Lastly, let me emphasize that my concern in this lecture has
been to lock beyond the current debate on Gorbachev's motives
and staying power. We may well never need to consider many of
the peints I have raised here because the institutions of East-
West conflict may prove to be more durable than many now
suppese., If we are moving into a brave new world then I would
submit that the time to begin to think about the novel security

problems we could then face 1s now.

[4523 words]




IN CONFIDERNCE

CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL AND NATO STRATEGY

Present Proposals

i NATO's conventional arms reduction proposals seek parity
between NATC and the Warsaw Pact in key elements of cffensive
combat forces in Europe. The residual levels would be 85-95%

B e ——
(depending on eguipment category) of current NATO levels. The

St A
Warsaw FPact would have Eo reduce teo around 50% of current

holdings - that is, even after the announced unilateral cuts have

—

been made, to eliminate some 18,000 tanks, 17,000 artillery

e R
—

pieces, 28,000 armoured troop carriers, 9,000 aircraft and 3,000
R S—__ ] — e

helicopters. The NATO cuts would be around 3,000 tanks, 1,000

— —eee, — _—

artillery pieces, 600 armoured troop carriers, 1,000 aircraft and

P

200 helicopters. Supporting measures would reduce forces

stationed forward; 1limit eguipment holdings by any one country;

e

and monitor, and make more visible, reinforcement and

mobilisation. All these measures would bite principally on the

e C—

Soviet Union, for which the package would in total mean snorcmous
p——

change. Details are at Annex A. The central aim is to reduce

e

e

drastically the scale and immediacy of the threat now posed by
—

—

the force-levels advankage and aggressive posture of the Warsaw

FPact.




The HNegotiations

2ia The negotiations have already reached agreement on the

—

concept of egual ceilings and on several of the overall lewvels

— — =
proposed by MATO. Aircraft and manpower remain major issues;

and ﬂthEE-ﬂFPE?EﬂLl?—tEEhniEal difficulties over such matters as

—

il

dafinitions and zones of application may well reflect significant

L ==

s et
conflicts of military concern, and prove hard to resolve.

e — = - e

e ]

Verification and stakilisation measures have yet to be discussed

in detail. MNevertheless, economic and political imperatives may

induce the Soviet Union to agree on terms close to the overall

il

NATO package; and this note addresses the implications for

'\—\_\___ i -
military security on that basis. As Annex B explains, nowever,

I — =

agreement cleose to the Warsaw Pact proposals would improve NATO's

_—

relative position by much less, and we must remember the

—

uncertainties and two-way pressures of negotiation. The outcome

will be affected not only by the interplay at Vienna but still

more by the wider context, with much Western public opinion in
flux and far-ranging change - radical and fast-moving, yet uneven

and precarious - under way virtually throughout the Warsaw Pact.

3. NATO has set a target for agreement by May 1990, with

e — ——

reductions completed by 1992/3. This is exceptionally demanding,

especially for Soviet forces. Political momentum nevertheless 15

such that the lower force levels could well be established by the

mid-1990s. But that is still several years away; meanwhile,

i

NATO would continue to be confronted by Warsaw Pact capabilities

much like those now in plarce.




Farther Possibhilities

q. HATO has indicated that further cuts could be considered

—

after successful implementation of the current proposals, and the

Saviet Union has envisaged cuts to much lower levels. It cannot

be likely that a further step-change would be achieved before the

end of the century; but it is not too soon to start thinking

about the basic strategic factors which bear on it.

Needs of NATO Strategy

B . NATO's military strategy for deterrence in peace and for

preventing defeat in war rests on the concept of flexible

response. The essence of this ls that NATO should manifestly

have a set of options (conventional and nuclear) wide enocugn, in

all the varied possible scenarios of attack on Alliance members,

to provide capabilities for meeting aggression effectively enough

at ite own level either to repel it or, at worst, to engage it in
-__.'g.--——

major conflict and delay; and for responding if necessary to

likely defeat at any one level by formidable action in a measured
way at a higher level rather than by either surrender or

holocaust. The underlying aim, given that in the nuclear age the

notion of comprehensive wictory in the classical sense has lost

ceality, would be to induce the attacker to desist at as low a

level of conflict as possible, while he still has much te lase.

- — I — — — el — —_ o |

This concept has been in place ever since Soviet attainment




of major nuclear capability made "tripwire" ideas incredible and
———

unacceptable. It is hard to see that any cother basic concept

CEEiE,EEEi_EEE~EE£E"EEﬂ5EJ whatever may happen to particular

force relativities. The concept does not however define the

precise range of response options reguired, or their individual

T ™

robustness: these have wvaried significantly in the past, and

gtand to be affected by any major changes in force relativities

or deployments, whether from CFE or otherwise.

7. The concept of flexible response has been partnered by that

of forward defence - the concept that aggression must be met by

heavy resistance before it has made any large inrocad into MNATO

territory (so that, in effect, wholesale trading of space for

time is not one of the flexible-response options). Here too
— 5
precise plans and capability to implement have varied over the

years; but agaim it is hard {albeit less for absolute conceptual
reasans than because of the natural concerns of the Alliance's

front-line members) to see any prospect of fundamental change.

A. The combined concept of flexible response and forward

defence depends critically on a credible link from conventional
= TG T —

to nuclear options, wirtually irrespective of non-nuclear force
I

ralativitias. There can be no realistic prospect, in the

e T E

MATO/WP situation, of conventional-force changes so vast that

Warsaw Pact victory at that level became militarily impeossible

(and the option of first nuclear use then truly redundant); and

NATO must anyway retain nuclear options in face of a nuclear

USS5R. The range of such options needs to provide a wide choice




of controllable and militarily relevant actions, and also to keep
all aspects of aggressor capability under potential nuclear

threat. Nothing in CFE or a "deeper-cuts" extension stands Eo

—_—

change this; conversely, the retention of dual-capable systems
‘\"—-_‘_\—\_

B —

contributing importantly tc the nuclear spectrum must be a key

constraint upon CFE options.

9. This illustrates the general need to view CFE constantly

e —

within the wider picture of security and arme control activity as

a whole. A CFE outcome making MATD's cptions more robust at the

—

conventional level, but partnered by {(for sxample) a sericus
e

attenuation of its effective nuclear options or a further
e

strengthening of Soviet predominance in CW optione, could still

amount to a bad strategic bargain overall.

i,

Impact of CFE Agreement on NATO Strategy

10. The cuts envisaged by the NATO CFE proposals would still

leave NATO forces able to implement forward defence broadly on

——

present lines, and in flexible-response terms NATO conventional

fptions would be valuably =trengthened; separate analyses Dy

=

SACEUR, US, UK and FRG all agree that WP prospects in a

standing-start attack would be much worsened, and even in a

post-reinforcement setting they could expect to prevail, at best,

only after longer delay and higher cost.

—

11. But key realities would remain. The Warsaw Pact would still

be militarily better poised than NATO for aggression, and so for

—




seizing the aggressor’s advantage of choosing time and place;

sharper WP focus on maximising quality could significantly offset

e

the relative numerical shift; and geocgraphy would still giwve the

Eoviet Union the edge in rapid mobilisation and reinforcement.

NATO would have in prudence to maintain a thorough deterrent
ey —7 £ £

hedge against the expleitation of these realities even after a

successful CFE agreement. This need is the stronger for the
ability {already freshly shown) of totalitarian societies to
change direction, and the likelihood of uncertainty and
instability in the East whatever the future of Mr Gorbachev and

his programme.

12. This basic imperative sharpens the significance of key
negotiations and implementation issues besides those of overall

numbers. These include:

a. Non-Circumvention. The fact that any agreement

would formally exclude the Asian part of

the Soviet UOnion {(as well of course

—

as the United States) has been given added

point by the inclusion of aircraft, with their

inherent mobility. It is the more important to

p— Y

establish rules which provide visibility and

—

monitoring in adjacent territory outside the area.

Thiz consideration however appeals to European HATO

countries more than to the USA.

Distribution of Reductions. The security gains




gcf the putcome would depend on how wisely the Alliance

manages decisions by whom, where, and in what form

ruts should be taken. Folitical and economic

i

pressures could hinder the establishment of the

bBezr averall force balaneea. It will be necessary

moreover to implement reductions in a controlled

way, protecting security throughout an unsettling

— ——————

prtocess. Beyond this lies the possible

e —

difficulty of preventing individual countries from

falling away further below their "shares" of the

CFE levels under domestic political euphoria.

—

o Stabilisation and ve:ifiqgtiun. The Western

CPE praoposals envisage that reductions will be

accompanied by stabilisation measures to make

WP forces less able to concentrate and mobilise

—

unexpectedly. (These measures would be separate
S

from those being discussed in the CSBEM talks,
which could make a further though modest
contribution.) BSuch measures could significantly
enhance the overall improvement to Western
gecurity from a CFE agreement. In parallel, a
complex and intrusive verification regime will
be unavoidable. This will have wery substantial
and continuing costs for inspecting and
monitoring WP activities and for protacting

QUL Own.
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MATC's Residual Forces

13. The structure of NATO's forces, their operational concepts
and the pattern of their eguipment, including relative pricrities
for investment in modernisation, have always needed to be kept
under review, for example in the light of technolegical advances.
A CFE agreement would be an important new factor to be taken into

account, though it is not immediately clear that it would in

itzelf point to any particular direction of change. The

i

numerical reductions on the MATO side would be modest, and the

=S e —_—

operational effect of the much bigger ones on the WP side seems

more likely to be towards reducing the likelihood of certain

attack scenarios {which have not in practice narrowly determined

MATO dispositions or equipment) such as standing-start, than
towards radically altering the character (though breadth and
weight might be reduced) of a major post-reinforcement attack.
But while there i1s therefore no initial presumption for
structural change on the NATO side, continuing study will be

needed of such i1s5s5ues as:
aoffensive and defensive air mix

relative importance of surveillance

reconnaissanca

the balance between in-place and

reinforcement forces




cegularSreserve mix

relative importance of barriers

numerical balance among anti-armour systems

best way to apportion between roles

overall helicopter limit

14. Reduced numbers must be likely to heighten the importance,
on both sides, of modern guality in what remains. We must expect

Soviet plans and actions to reflect this.

15. Though proportionately modest, the reductions in numbers

{including those in U5 manpower) might still be large enough for

some countries and some categories to raise afresh issues of

i =

specialisation, ratlonalisation and b

e e — &

might be the redistribution between nations of modern egquipment

urdensharing. dJne aspect

otherwise due for destruction.

S

16. There seems no r&ason to expect change in the case for
effective modern nuclear-delivery capability or in its pattern;
numbers might, but need not, be marginally affected. The
relative importance of reinforcement capability, including
infrastructure and movement (notably trans-Atlantic) would tend

—e—

i

to increase; so might that of CW unless effectively constrained

by agreement. The need several countries, including the UK, have




for capability to meet non-NATO tasks would net be affected;

this would remain a constraint upon changes in their

NATO=committed forces.

17. The direct implications of a CFE agreem&nt would he
partnered by a massive public and political impact. This could
deeply affect the willingness of electorates to sustain the scale

i
of defence effort which objective analysis suggests would still

be required. The reality that the agreement would not in itself
e

e m—

invalidate the essence of NATO's current defence policies, and

that these policies would remain the best insurance for our

—

security, might be unpalatable to many; and maintaining them as
T Rl
the bazis for material effort and resource provision could proeve

a major political challenge,

EEIDﬂd CFE

i8. For these and other reasons we could expect that after any
CFE agreement there would be early and continued pressure to move
to deeper cuts. What limits must the key requirements for an

effective MATO strategy impose on this process:

19. & Europe in which Warsaw Pact and NATO conventiconal forces

were reduced to (say) 50% or less of current NATO levels 15

inevitably one which would be seeing other dramatic changes.

It is hard to specify at all closely the wider peolitical and
gecurity framework within which military strategy would have to

operate. At a more technical level of analysis, we need a better




capability to understand the military dynamics of a European
theatre with greatly-reduced forces. 0Our present Eechnigues and
experience give us reasonable confidence about assessing likely
effects within the general scale of current NATO proposals; but
the assumptions, modelling and methodolocgy become i1ncreasingly

viulnerable as wea extrapolate beyond that.

Z0. Some broad points can however be hazarded:

a. The degper the cutg the legs satisiactory 1t 13
to analyees sgecurity, or Eo shape it, primarily in

— R — -

terms of peac&tfﬁn force levels. The situation has

to be assessed dynami&ally: deployment,

reinforcement and mobilisation become increasingly
dominant (and the quality of stabilisation
measures arfecting thege increasingly

significant) in gauging the relativities and
sktability of opposing defence postures. The

deeper the in-area cuts the more reinforcement

capability matters; the more significant
therefore the geographical asymmetry between
East and West becomes; and the more difficult
acocordingly it might become to s=trike
strategically-acceptable arms control deals

on 8 formally symmetrical basis.

b. Assessing the validity of forward

i

—

defence becomes much more complex.

—— — e




At present it inveolves combat-ready

forces able to respond immediately and

effectively at the border of NATO territory, and

backed up by extensive reinforcement arrangements.

—

At some point, reductions in in-place forces would

geimply not allow this to be done in short-warning

gcenarios, though there is no necassary reason

L

(previded reinforcement capability still exisis)

why it should beceme impeossible in other scenaries.

e
Some preliminary {(mainly US) analysis suggests that

at around 70-80% of current HATO force levels

e |

all-scenario forward defence of the present kind

-

would cease to be sustainable in the Central Region.

., Further culs beyond those now envisaged could thus

=

raise strategic guestions of major political

significance. They need not exclude the

pr— m—

possibility of an effective Alliance defence

posture =till within the basic concept of flexible

e

response; it need not even entail formally

abandoning forward defence. But NATO members -
espacfaily the FRG - might well have to accept (as
indeed might be objectively reasonable, given the

majoer change in threat) beth that short-warning
— =

scenacrios should be discounted, with reliance on

force regeneration and reinforcement, and probably
also |{as an extenzgion of changes already made 1n

the recent past) that a more mobile operational




concept, with a less absolute rejection of frading

ground for time, should be adopted.

—

d. Such a reshaping, howewver, could also profoundly

affect Alliance linkages which have hitherto been

e ———

regarded as crucial. The forward-statiomed forces

of the nuclear powers would certainly be much

gmaller abseclutely, and perhaps also as a

—

proportion of HATO's in-place forces, than they

are now. However solemn the E:nt:nuinq

g — ]

declaraktory commitments, readiness for reinforcement

from the rear would not have the same impact on

confidence and deterrence as the permanent physical

presence of large stationed forces. 1In the general

———

political setking which deep cuts would imply Ethis

might not matker; but the reszsulting posture might
be less robust than the present one if the

political scene later darkened again.

———

g, The deeper the cuts scught, the likelier
that they would [(for European countries with
wide responsibilities like those of the UR and

France) run up against the constraint of minimum

capability needed for other purposes, especially

since both the total forces of the superpowers and

those of third-world countries would be unconstrained.

——

It might also become increasingly difficulkt to

ring-fence the current CFE subject-matter and to




put aside {for example) maritime arms control.

£ It must in general be increasingly likely,

ag cuts reach deeper, that thresholds would he

crossed for major change in operational concepts

and reguirements, force structures and

ifvERtment prlﬂrlthE. But it is LmﬁdEElble to
suggﬁﬁt“wﬁEEFEE;EI}ic change might herithnut
choosing particular conjectural assumptions, from
among a wide range of possibilities, about the

chacacter of B new agreement.

q. The problem of sustaining domestic pelitical

supporkt, across every member of the Alliance, Eof

5 :
the effort needed to sustain a coherent strategy

—_—

would be still further intensified, possibly even
to a point where the commitment of all to a
collective strategy and an integrated military

structure lost credibility.




Some Questions for Discuseion

A. Is it agreed that there seems neither need nor scope,
following a HATO-version CFE agreement, to depart from the basic
concepts of flexible response and forward defence

(paras 5-7, 10)7 Would a WP-version agreement (granted that it

is much less attractive - Annex B) radically change this view?

B would a NATO-version agreement point to any particular
direction of change in operational concepts? in force structures?
in particular egquipment needs? in balance of investment?

{Paragraphs 13-16)

G What micht usefully be done in MATO to minimise risks that

B -
— — 4

individual members may implement post-agreement reductions badly

suited;, in character or scale, for maximising remaining

ceollective defence? {Paragraphs 12b, 17}

e
e

D. What key features must be maintained, or improvements
gsecured, in other aspects of the strategic scene if the security
benefits of a CFE agreement are not to be undermined?

[Paragraphs 8-3)

E. Should force level cuts going substantially deeper than

current proposals be expected to compel outright abandonment of

the basic concepts of flexible response and forward defence? IE

o

not, what might be the lIEEIﬁ direction of adjustment in their

application? (Paragraph 20)




e What might be done teo improve our ability Lo assess the

implications of deeper-cut options, so as to improve our ability

to select those which will best suit ocur purposes?

{ paragraphs 19, 20a)

G. Can anything usefully be done now to reduce risks that a
major CFE agreement might generate a public mood that East/West
security no longer has to be worked for and paid for?

[ Paragraphs 17; 20q)




LFE — THE ALLIANCE PROPOSALS AND THEIR EFFECT

OVERALL CEILINGS FOR EACH ALLIANCE:

Cailing Reductions required by:
NATOC Warsaw Pact®

MBT 20, 0060 2,809 18,100

Artillecy 16,500 1,239 17,085

ATC 28,000 610 27,800

Aircratt 5,708 890 B,B93

Helicopters 1,900 155 3,440
LIMITE ON NATIOMNAL HOLDIMNGSE:

ceiling Reductions required by:
HATO Soviet Union*

MBT 12,000 24,490
Artillery 10,000 22,700
ATC 16,800 22,280
Airtcrafk 3,420 3,563
Helicopters 1,440 - 2,508
LIMITE ON FPORCES STATIQNED QUTSIDE NHATICHAL TERRITORY:
MBT 3:200 = T:370
Artillery 1,700 4,950
ATC 6,000 4,880

Manpower 275,000 30, 500 325,000
(US/USSR only)

* after uvunilateral reductions have heen made.

GEQOGRAFHICAL SUB-LIMITS

The geographical sub-limits shown on the attached map have been
proposed to limit destabilising concentrations from the Atlantic
to the Urals.
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Annex B

CFE - WARSAW PACT PROPOSALS AND THEIR IMLICATIONGS

The Warsaw Fact have made three separate sets of proposals.

Their

initial preposals were more wide ranging, but less detailed than

NATO" 5.

The main features were:

- In addition to tanks, artillery and armoured troop carriers,

they included combat aircraft,

helicopters and manpower.

- Three phased programmes: Phase 1 {1991-94) - reductions to

10-15% below the level of the weaker alliance:
reduce by approximately 25%; Phase 3 (1997-2000) - reductions and

Fhaze 2 (1994=5T7T)

restructuring to ensure a wholly defensive character.

- fones of

"lower

betwesn the two alliances.

The s
gt was uncleac),

numerical ceilings,

tacled in May,

levels of armamentcs"

followed

sufficliency and stationing rules,

second set of proposals (their exact relationship with the First

the format of MATO's, with

and zones:

- Reductions to Egual Ceilings throughout ATTU

Tanks
Artillery
ATC
Airtcratt
Helicopters
Manpower

Ceiling

20,000
24,000
28,000
1,500
1,700
1.35m

Reductions by:

MATC

2,809
+6,241
610
5,190
395

= Limits on National holdings

Tanks
Artillery
ATC
Mircraftke
Helicopters
Manpower

14,000
17,000
18,000

1,200
1,350
320,000

Warsaw Pact

18,100
9,585
28,000
13,093
3,640

22,490
15,700
21,080

1,268
1,497
1,051,500

= Limite on foreces Stationed outside national territory

Tanke
Artillery
AT
Alreraft
Helicopters
Manpower

4,500
4,000
7,500
350

600
350,000

65
¥
135,189

f,070
2,650
3,380
246

T16
250,000

- Geographical Sub-Limits shown on the attached map.

The

third proposal (tabled by the Czech delegation) was for

alternative geographical sub-limits, also shown on the attached map.

along the line of contact




Implications of the Warsw Pact Proposals

In broad putline the Warsaw Pact have accepted the Western
approach of asymmetrical reductions to egual ceilings, limits on
stationed forces, a "sufficlency"” rule, and zonal limits.

Subject to agreement on definitions, there is agreement on
overall ceilings for tanks and ATCe. The prospect over artillery
is less clear: the WP proposal for a higher overall ceiling could
reflect a doctrinal requirement for greater numbers of artillery
rather than a definitional problem.

However, the detail of the zonal ceilings in the May proposals
does affect the sustainability of forward defence. The choice of
zonal boundaries would allow the East more real scope than MATO
td exploit the overall ceilings. For example, NATO would be
required to withdraw just under 5,000 tanks from the Central
Region; these could, in theory, be held in the Rear Agea (UK,
France, Spain and Portugal), but the practicality of this,
particularly in terme of redeployment td the Central Region in an
emergency, is guesticnable. The Warsaw Pact, on the other hand,
would be reguired to withdraw only te the Western Military
Districts.

The Czech zonal propesals would ease these preblems, but still
allew a concentration of tanks in the Central Region some >S0%
higher than that under the NATO propesals. The delineation of
zonal boundaries would also pose serious pelitical problems for
some NATO members. In addition, there could be much higher
propocrtions of Soviet (as distinct from NSWP) forces stationed
forward than under the HATO proposals.

The impact on NATO aircraft and helicopters would invelve cuts in
strike aircraft of 40-50% in the forward area and 40-60% in the
rear, with a reduction of stationed aircraft by some 50%. The
latter could mean the loss of just over 300 U5 and Canadian
strike aircraft from Europe, Similarly, MATO helicopters in the
Central Region would be reduced by about &0%, and manpower by
about 60%. (The alrcraft reductions which the US might have to
make under the Alliance’s proposals would be unlikely to come
from the Central Region.) As a result, the contribution of
aircraft as NATO's best instrument for reaction to surprise
attack would be weakened.
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10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

From: the Private Secrelary 17 September 1989

Thank you for veur note. I have had a
word with the Prime Minister who would be
very happy for you to attend the Seminar.
will tell the Secretary of State's office.
In due course your office will need to let
Mrs. Goodchild here know how you plan to
arrive (car number, etc.).

The Hon. Alan Clark




MRS. GOODCHILD

You will want to note that Alan Clark,

Minister of State Defence Procurement, will

now attend the Seminar at Chequers on
30 Eeptenber. I have asked his office to let
you know arrival details. Could you please

make sure Dorothy knows we are one more.

(C. D. POWELL)

17 September 1989
(SRW)




Alan Clark has sent me the attached note. He wants to attend the
saminar at the end of the month on the implicatiunﬂ uf conventional

arms control. I think you ought to Jn?1te him given that he is in

—

charge of procurement of weapons systems and seems to be taking a

Eharacterlstically rubhEt and independent line. I do not see that

it would be necessary to balance him with an FCO Minister of State:
but you might like me to tell Tom King in advance that you are

—

intending to invite Alan. ol

= = e =

-

Agree?

|'r---.-.-
By,

{C. D. POWELL)
17 September 1989




MINISTER OF STATE FOR DEFERCE PROCIJREMENT

Lharles Powell Esg

Closte,

I am writing with a request which, if you think appropriate (or
likely to be granted) you could put to the Prime Minister.

As background I report that I find this Department absclutely
enthralling and am extremely grateful for being posted here.
The MOD is much maligned, and certainly it has developed
administrative drag to the proportions of an art form. But
it stil] runs beautifully like an old Rolls Royce; and has an
abundance of resources, in terms of personnel. This means
one can Tind individuals to research any concept however
outragecus and {(somewhere) others who will testify in 1ts
support.

It is e¢lear to me that a major encumbrance of ocur Defence Policy
is that expenditure is being programme-led by a few major
systems, whose now obsolescent predecessors were themselves put
in place to cope with threats and disparities that have long
since altered in shape and character. The while, of course,
they attract round them considerable vested interests bhoth
military and industrial - and not only in the UK.

The first thing that 1 did on arrival here was to ask for a
dossler on every weapons system contract (except Trident) with
four columns showing:

Estimated Cost. Projected Cost. Delivery Starts. Cancellation Cost.

This caused a certain intake of breath, as you can imagine, but
duly came up. During my leave I read every single 'contingency’
paper draited by the CoS Committee (I am the only Member of the
Government who does not wear glasses for reading, but by Lhe
time I am through I expect to be half blind ) and found them
disappointingly derivative and unoriginal.




and unoriginal./

Aanvhow, it is weryv much easier to think the unthinkable at times
when not only opinion/cocmmon sense argue for change but there is
also the prospect of this being reinforced by Treaty obligations.
I refer of courge to CFE.

I am particularly concerned to avoid pgoing deep into contractual
eltuations where the money will just be purgling down the drain
until CFE put a final stop to it. Anticipating these changes
and phasing them in with the likelier defence realities of the
Nineties is crueclal and is eclearly linked to my two principle
chjectives:

1. to find ways of saving money
2. to find the formula which will allow us to play the Defence
card effectively at the next election.

Neither is impossible.

For these reasons, I should like to suggest that, if protocol allows
it I am permitted to attend the CFE seminar at Cheguers amn 30th
September. I am gquite prepared to remaln mute, but it iz easier

to absorb such material wiva voece than in reading edited reports
afterwards.




10O DOWNING STREET

LONDOMN SWiA TAA

From the Private Secretary 15 September 19895

CHEQUERS SEMINAR ON CONVENTICHAL ARMS CONTROL

Could you very kindly arrange for the
enclosed papers for this seminar to reach the
two American participants, Messrs. Thomson
and Karber. I understand Mr. Thomson may
already be in Europe. But no doubt the
Embassy in Washington will know.

(C. D. POWELL)

Richard Gozney, E=sg.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.




CONFIDENTIAL % m Y;.HM
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PRIME MINISTER

ki 27

SEMINAR ON COMVENTIOMAL ARMS CONTROL r’“‘/

You are holding a seminar at Cheguere on 30 September on the
implications of conventicnal force reductions for NATO's

getrategy. It was agreed that MOD would prepare a discussion
paper to be circulated to part;EEpants beforahand. I attach
thair draft. Mach of it has been writtem by "-'I1-::hael -I}._nnlan.
Wa really need to get it oot before your cpuarfurﬁ fqr Japan,

—

1f the participants are to have the time to reflect on it.
The paper's main poinks are:

the cuts envisaged by NATO's proposals would not reguire
any change in the present strategy of fl=xible response
e s At S
and forward defence. Indead they would improve NATO's
ard ae;

T —

position compared with now;

but the Soviet Union would still be bettar poised than
NATO for military aggression and wounld maintain its
gepgraphical advantage when it comes to reinforcament.

The need for strong defence; including an effective,
modern naclear delivery capability, would therefore

——

remaln unchanged;

but the political impack of a CFE rcould be to weaken

publiec support for the scale of defence effort which
= ———y e —
would still be regquired. And there would probably be

pragsure to go beyond a first agreement and make even

deespar cuts:

it is much harder ko calculate what the implications for
MATO's strategy of these deeper cuts would be. Some

o —

American analysis suggests that if NATO's forces fell to

———

70-80% of thelr current levels, it would be impossihle to
sustailn forward dﬂfﬂncﬁ- We would ne=d to move to a mors

e

mobile operational cnncep with greataer reliance on

reinforcement ;

CONFIDENTIAL

-

&




CONFIDENTIAL
-

with deeper cats we would also run up against the

=

constraint of the need to maintain a minimum capability
]
for other tasks outside NATOD. It wounld also becoms more

difficult to resist inclusion of navies in arms contral
i i =

——y 2

s ——

negotiaticnss

the political problems of sustaining support for defence
would beooms aven morsa aciate,

The paper 18 thorough, although gquite technical and rather
anadventurous. But Is is probably wiser not to put more
radical thoughts down on paper in case they leak and cause
troublae, It provides guite a good basis tﬂhIEEﬁch a

discussion, starting from a common basis of fact, =ven though

we shall in practice need to consider more far-reaching

optidns for Britain's defence policy than are here set out.

Agree to circulate the paper?

¥

i s

.'I o .rd-
/ £ Ak,

C. D, POWELL :

14 SEFTEMBER 1989

CONFIDENTIAL




IN CONFIDENCE

CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL AND NATO STRATEGY

Present Propogsals

1. HATD's conventional arms reduction proposals seek parity
between MNATO and the Warsaw Pact in key elements of offensive
combat forces in Europe. The residual levels would be B5-95%

———

{depending on equipment category) of current NATO levels. The

_‘_"‘—-'
Warsaw Pact would have fto reduce to around 50% of current

holdings - that is, even aEter the announced unilateral cuts have

been made, to eliminate some 18,000 tanks, 17,000 artillery

SN
———

pieces, 28,000 armoured troop carrierse, 9,000 aircraft and 3,000
helicopters. The NATO cuts would be around 3,000 tanks, 1,000
‘-_'_._I—q

A ——
artillery pieces, 600 armoured troop carriers, 1,000 aircraft and

200 helicopters. Supporting measures would reduce forces
stationed forward; limit egquipment heoldings by any one country;
and monlitor;, and make more visible;, reinforcement and
mobilisation. All these measures would bite principally on the
Soviet Union, for which the package would in total mean enormous
change. Details are at Annex A. The central aim is to reduce
drastically the scale and immediacy of the threat now posed by
the force-levels advantage and aggressive posture of the Warsaw

Pact .
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The Negotiations

F The negotiations have already reached agqreement on the
concept of equal ceilings and on several of the overall levels
proposed by NATCO. Aircraft and manpower remain major issues;

and other apparently-technical difficulties over such matters as
definitions and zones of application may well reflect significant
conflicts of military concecn, and prove hard to resolve.
verification and stabilisation measures have yet to be discussed
in detail. WNevertheless, economic and peolitical imperatives may
induce the Soviet Union to agree on terms close to the overall
NATO package; and this note addresses the implications for
military security on that basis. As Annex B explains, however,
agreement close to the Warsaw Pact proposals would improve NATO'S
relative position by much less, and we must remember the
uncertainties and two-way preesures of negotiation. The outcome
will be affected not only by the interplay at Vvienna but still
more by the wider context, with muech Western publiec opinion in
flux and far-ranging change - radical and fast-mowving, yet uneven

and precarious - under way virtually throughout the Warsaw Pact.

- 48 MATD has set a target for agreement by May 19920, with

reductions completed by 19922/3, This is exceptionally demanding,

especially for Boviet forces. Political momentum nevertheless is
such that the lower force levels could well be established by the
mid—-1990s. But that is still several years away; meanwhile,

HATO would continue to be confronted by Warsaw Pact capabilities

much like those now in place.




S

Further Possibilities

4. MATO has indicated that further cuts could be considered
after succeszful implementation of the currenkt proposals; and the
Soviet Union has envisaged cuts to much lower levels. It cannot
be likely that a further step-change would be achieved before the
end of the century; but it is not too soon to start thinking

about the basic strategic factors which bear on it.

Needs of HATO Strateqy

h NMATO"s military strategy for deterrence in peace and for
preventing defeat in war rests on the concept of flexible
response. The essence of this 1is that NATO should manifestly
have a set of options (conventional and nuclear) wide enough, in
all the varied poseible scenarios of attack on Alliance members,
to provide capabilities for meeting aggression effectively enocugh
at 1te own level either to repel it or, at worst, to engage it in
major conflict and delayy and for responding if necessary to

likely defeat at any one level by formidable action in a measured

way at a higher level rather than by either surrender or

holocaust. The underlying aim, given that in the nuclear age the
notion of comprehensive victory in the classical sense has lost
realliey,; would be to induce the attacker ko desist at as low a

level of conflict as possible, while he still has much to lose.

6. This concept has been in place ever since Soviet attainment




%

of major nuclear capability made "tripwire" ideas incredible and

unacceptable. It is hard to zee that any other basic concept

e —==

force relativitiss. The concept does nokt howaver dafine the

could ever ﬁEf_EEEErEEPEE' whatever may happen to particular

—_——

precise range of response options reguired,; or their individual

robustness; these have varied significantly in the past, and
eftand to be affected by any major changes in force relativities

or deployments, whether from CFE or otherwise.

Ts The concept of flexible response has been partnered by that
of forward defence - the concept that aggression must be met by
heavy ;;sistance before it has made any large inroad into NATO
territory (8o that, in effect, wholesale trading of space for
time is not one of the flexible-response options). Here too
precise plans and capability to implement hawve waried over the
years; but again it is hard {albeit less for absoclute conceptual

reasons than because of the natural concerns of the Alliance’'s

front-line members) to see any prospect of fundamental change.

B. The combined concept of flexible response and forward

defence depends critically on a credible link from conventional
e

—

to nuclear options, virtually irrespective of non-nuclear force
-

relativitias, There can be no realistic prospect, in the

—

HATO/WEF situation, of conventional-force changes so vast that
Warsaw Pact victory at that level became militarily impossible
[and the option of first nuclear use then truly redundant); and
HATO must anyway retain nuclear options in face of a nuclear

US5R. The range of such options needs to provide a wide choice




&,

of controllable and militarily relevant actions, and also to keep

all aspects of aggresscor capability under potential nuclear

threat. Nothing in CFE of 2 "deeper—cuts"™ extension stands to
change this; conversely, the retention of dual-capable zvstems
contributing importantly to the nuclear spectrum must be a key

constraint upon CFE options.

9. This illustrates the general need to view CFE constantly
within the wider picture of security and arms control activity as
a whole. A CFE outcome making HATO"s options more robust at the
conventional level, but partnered by (for example) a serious
attenuation of its effective nuclear options or a further
strengthening of Saviet predominance in CW options, could still

amount to a bad strategic bargain overall.

Impact of CFE Agreement on NATDO Strategy

10. The cuts envisaged by the NATO CFE propeosals would still

leave NATD forces able to implement forward defence broadly on

present lines, and in flexible-response terms NATO conventional
options would be waluably strengthened; separate analyses by
SACEUR, US, UE and FRG all agree that WP prospects in a
standing-start attack would be much worsened, and even in a
post-reinforcement setting they could expect to prevail, at best,

only after longer delay and higher cost.

11. But key realities would remain. The Warsaw Pact would still
e e — 4 e
be militarily better poised than NATO for aggression, and so for

— |

e
i
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seizing the aggressor’'s advantage of choosing time and place;
sharper WP focus on maximising guality could significantly offset
the relative numerical shift; and gecgraphy would still give the
soviet Union the edge in rapid mobilisation and reinforcement.

NATO would have in prudence to maintain a thorough deterrent

e o ey —_—— A T
e b

hedge against the exploitation of these realities even after a

successful CFE agreement. This need is the stronger for the
ability (already freshly shown) of totalitarian societies to
change direction, and the likelihood of uncertainty and
instability in the Bast whatever the future of Mr Gorbachev and

Nis programme .
12. This basic imperative sharpens the significance of key
negotiatione and implementation issues besides those of overall

numbears. These include:

a. Non-Circumvention. The fact that any agreement

would formally exclude the Asian part of

the Soviet Union (as well of coursa

as the United States) has been given added

point by the inclusion of aircraft, with their
inherent mobility. It is the more important to
establigh rules which provide visibility and
monitoring in adjacent territory outside the area.
This consideration however appeals to European NATO

countries more than to the USA.

Distribution of Reductions. The security gains




of the outcome would depend on how wisely the Alliance
manages decisions by whom, where, and in what form
cuts should be taken. Political and economic
pressures could hinder the establishment of the

best overall force balance. It will be necessary
moreover to implement reductions in a contrelled

way, protecting security throughout an unsettling
process. Beyond this lies the poEsible

difficulty of preventing individual countries from
falling away further below their "shares" of the

CFE levels under domestic political euphoria.

c. Stabilisation and Verification. The Western

CFE proposals envigage that reductions will be
accompanied by stabilisation measures to make

WP forces less able to concentrate and mobilise
unexpectedly. (These measures would be separate
from those being discussed in the CSEBM talks,
which could make a further though modest
contribution.) Such measures could significantly
enhance the overall improvement to Western
gsecurity from a CFE agreement. Inm parallel; a
complex and intrusive verification regime will
be unavoidable. This will have very substantial
and continuing costs for inspecting and
monitoring WP activities and for protecting

OUur OWn.
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MATOD's EBegidual Forces

13. The etructure of NATO's forces, their oparatiocnal concepts
and the pattern of their eguipment, including relative priorities
for investment in modernisation; have alwavs needed to be kept
under review, for example in the light of technolegical advances.
A CFE agreement would be an impertant new factor to be taken inte
agcount, though it is not immediately clear that it would in
itself point to eny particular directicon of change. The
numerical reductions on the MATO side would be modest, and the
operational effect of the much bigger ones on the WP side seems
more likely to be towards reducing the likelihood of certain
attack scenarios (which have not in practice narrowly determined

MATO dispositions or egquipment) such ae standing-start, than

towards radically altering the character (though breadth and

weight might be reduced) of a major post-reinforcement attack.
But while there is therefore no initial presumption for
gtructural change on the MATD side, continuing study will be

needed of such issues as:

the offensive and defensive alr mix

the relative importance of surveillance

and reconnalssance

the balance between in-place and

teinforcement forces




regqularsreserve mix

relative importance of barriers

numerical balance among anti-armour svstems

best way to apportion between roles

overall helicopter limit

14. EReduced numbers must be likely to heightem the importance,
on bhoth sides, of modern guality in what remains. We must expect

Soviet plans and actione to reflect this.

15. Though proportionately modest, the reductions in numhers
{including those in US manpower) might still be large enough for
some countries and some categories to raise afresh issues of
specialisation, rationalisation and burdensharing. One aspect
might be the redistribution between nationge of modern egquipment

otherwisa due for destrcuction.

16. There seems no reascn to expect change in the case for
effective modern nuclear-delivery capability or in its pattern;
numbers might, but need not, be marginally affected. The
relative importance of reinforcement capability, including
infrastructure and movement (notably trans-Atlantic) would tend

to increase; so might that of CW unless effectively constrained

by agreement. The need several countries, including the UK, have
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for capability to meet non-NATO tasks would not bhe affected;
this would remain a constraint upon changes 1in their

HATO-committed forces.

17. The direct implications of a CFE agresment -would be
partnered by a massive publie and politieal impact. This could
deeply affect the willingness of electorates to sustain the scale
of defence effort which objective analysis suggests would still
be required. The reality that the agreement would not in itself
invalidate the essence of NATO's current defence policies, and
that these policies would remain the best insurance for our
security; might be unpalatable to many; and maintaining them as
the basis for material effort and resource provision could prove

a major political challenge.

Beyond CFE

l8. For these and other reasons we could expect that after any
CFE agreement there would be early and continued pressure to move

to deeper cuts. What limits must the key requirements for an

effective NATO strategy impose on this process?

19. A Europe in which Warsaw Pact and MATO conventional forces
were reduced to (say) 50% or less of current NATO levels is
inevitably one which would be seeing other dramatic changes.

It is hard to gpecify at all closely the wider political and
security framework within which military strategy would have to

operate. At a more technical level of analysis, we need a better




capability to undersztand the military dynamics of a European

theatre with greatly-reduced forces. Our present techmigues and

experience give us reasonable confidence about assessing likely

effects within the general scale of curcent NATO proposals; but
the assumptions, modelling and methodology become increasingly

vilnerable as we extrapolate beyond that.

20. Some broad points can however be hagarded:

a. The deeper the cuts the less satisfactory it is
to analyse security, or to shape it, primarily in
terms of peacetime force levels. The situwation has
to be asseszed dynamically; deployment,
reinforcement and mobilisation become increasingly
dominant {(and the guality of stabilisation

measures affecting these increasingly

significant) in gauging the relativities and
stability of opposing defence postures. The

deeper the in-area cute the more reinforcement
capability matters; the more significant

therefore the geographical asymmetry between

East and West becomes; and the more difficult
accordingly it might become ko strike
strategically-acceptable arms control deals

on a formally symmetrical basis.

b. aAssessing the wvalidity of forward

defence becomes much more complex.




At present it involves combat-ready

forces able to respond immediately and

effectively at the border of WNATO territory, and
backed up by extensive reinforcement arrangements.
At some point, reductions in in-place forces would
simply not allow this to be done in short-warning
gcenarios; though there is no necessary reason
(provided reinforcement capability still exists)
why 1t should become impossible in other scenarios.
Some preliminary (mainly US) analysis suggests that
at around 70-80% of current MATO force levels
all-scenario forward defence of the present kind

would cease to be sustainable in the Central Region.

G e Further cutse beyond thoese now envisaged could thus
raise strategic gquestions of major political
Elgnificance. They need not exclude the
possibility of an effective Alliance defence
posture still within the basic concept of flexible
regponse; it need not even entail formally
abandoning forward defence. But HATD members -
especially the FRG - might well have toc accept (as
indeed might be objectively reasonable, given the
major change in threat) both that short-warning
scenarics should be discounted, with reliance on
force regeneration and reinforcement, and probably

also (as an extension of changes already made in

the recent past) that & more mobile operaticnal




concept, with a less absolute rejection of trading

ground for time, should be adopted.

d. Euch & reshaping; however,; could also profoundly
affect Alliance linkages which have hitherto been
regarded as crucial. The forward-stationed forces

of the nuclear powers would certainly be much

smaller absclutely, and perhaps also as a

proportion of NATO"s in-place forces, than they

are now. However solemn the continulng

declaratory commitments, readiness for reinforcement
from the rear would not have the same impact on

confidence and deterrence as the permanent physical

presence nf large stationed forces. In the general

political setting which deep cuts would imply this
might not matter; but the resulting posture might
be less robust than the present one if the

pelitical scene later darkened again.

[ #8 The deeper the cuts sought, the likelier

that they would (for European countries with

wide responsibilities like those of the UE and

France) run up against the constraint of minimum
capability needed for other purposes, especially

since both the tctal forces of the superpowers and
those of third-world countries would be unconstrained,
It might also become increasingly difficult to

ring-fence the current CFE subject-matter and to




put aside (for example)] maritime arms control.

- IE must in general be increasingly likaly,
as cukts reach deeper, that thresgholds would be
crossed for major change in operakbtional concepts
and requirements, force structures and

investment priorities. But it 15 impossible to
suggest what specific change might be without
choosing particular conjectural assumptions, from
among a wide range of possibilities; about the

character of a new agrsement.

q. The problem of sustaining domestic political
support, acrosgs every member of the Alliance, for
the effort needed to sustain a coherent strategy
would be still further intensified, poesibly even

toc a point where the commitment of all te a

collective strategy and an integrated military

structure lost credibility.
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B Is it dgreed that there seems neither need nor scope;
following a HMATO-verslion CFE agreement,; ko depack Erom the basic
concepts of flexible response and forward defence

{paras 5-7, 10)? Would a WP-version agreement (granted that it

is much less attractive - Annex B) radically change this view?

B. Would a NATO-version agreement point to any particular
direction of change in operational concepts? in force structures?
in particular eguipment needs? in balance of investment?

(Paragraphs 13=18&)

i What might usefully be done in NATO to minimise risks that
individual members may implement post-agreement reductions badly
suited, in character or ecale, for maximising remaining

collective defence? (Paragraphs 12b, 17)

D. What key features must be maintained, or improvements
secured, in other aspects of the strategic scene if the security
benefits of a CFE agreement are not to be undermined?

|Paragraphs B-9)

B. 8hould force level cuts going substantially deeper than
current proposals be expected to compel outright abandonment of
the basic concepts of flexible response and forward defence? If
not, what might be the likely direction of adjustment in their

application? (Paragraph 20)




What might be done to improve our ability to assess the

implicatione of deeper—cut options, sc as to improve our ability

to select those which will best =zuit our purposes?

[Paragraphs 1%, 20a)

Ga can anything usefully be done now to reduce risks that a
major CFE agreement might generate a public mood that East West
security no longer has to be worked for and paid for?

| Paragraphs 17, 20g)
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CFE — THE ALLIANCE PROPOSALS AND THEIR EFFECT

Annex A

Ceiling Reductions regquired by:
MATO Warsaw Pact*

MBT 20,000 2,809 18,100

Artillery 16,500 17,085

ATC 28,000 27,800

Aircraft 5,700 8,893

Helicopters 1,900 3,440
LINITS ON MATIONAL HOLDINGS:

Ceiling Reductions reguired by:
NATO Soviet Union*

MBT 12,000 24,490
Artillery 10,000 22,700
ATC 16,800 22,3280
Aireraft 3,420 3,563

Helicopters 1,440 - 2,506

LIMITS ON FORCES STATIONED DUTSIDE MATIONAL TEREITORY:

MBET 2,200 T:370
Artillery 1,700 4,950
ATC 6,000 = 4,880

Manpower 275,000 30,500 325,000
(US/USSR only)

* after vnilateral reductions have been made,

GEOGRAPHICAL SUB-LIMITS

The geographical sub-limits shown on the attached map have been
proposed to limit destabilising concentraticons from the Atlantic
to the Urals.
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Annex B

CFE — WARSAW PACT PROFOSALS AND THEIR IMLICATIONS

The Warsaw Pact have made three separate sets of proposals. Their
initial proposals were more wide ranging, but less detailed than
NHATD's. The main features were:

= In addition to tanks, artillery and armoured troop carriers.
they included combat aircraft, helicopters and manpower,

- Three phased programmes: Phase 1 (1991-94) - reductions te
10-15% below the level of the weaker alliance; Phase 2 (1994-97)
reduce by approximately 25%; Phase 3 (1997-2000) - reductions and
restructuring to ensure a wholly defensive character,

- fones of "lower levels of armaments" along the line of contact
between the two alliances.

The second set of proposals (their exact relationship with the first
set was unclear), tabled in May, followed the format of NATO's, with
numerical cellings, sufficiency and stationing rules, and zones:

- Reductions to Egual Ceilings throughout ATTU

Reductions by:
Ceiling HATO Warsaw Pact
Tanks
Artillery
ATC
Alrcraft
Helicoptercs
Manpower

20,000
24,000
28,000
1,500
1,700
1.35m

2,809
+6,241
610
5,190
395

18,100
9,585
28,000
13,093
3,640

- Limits on National holdings

Tanks 14,000 el,490

Artillery
ATC
hircraft
Helicopters
Hanpower

= Limits on forces Stationed outside national territory

Tanks
Artillery
ATC
Alreraft
Helicopters
Manpower

17,000
18,000
1,200
1,350
820,000

4,500
&, 000
7,500
350

60O
350,000

15,700
21,080
1,268
1,497
1,051,500

- 6,070
- 4,650
3,380
246

T1lh
250,000

365
715
135,189

= Geographical Sub-Limits shown cn the attached map.

The third proposal

alternative geographical eub-limits,

(tabled by the Czech delegation) was for

also shown on the attached

map.




Implications of the Warsw Packt Proposals

In broad cutline the Wargaw Pact have accapted the Western
approach of asymmetrical reductions to equal ceilings, limits on
stationed forces, a "sufficiency” rule, and zonal limits.

Subject to agreement on definitions, there is agreement on
overall ceilings for tanks and ATCs. The prospect over artillary
iz less clear; the WP proposal for a higher overall ceiling could
reflect a doctrinal requirement for greater numbers of artillery
rather than a definitional problem,

However, the detail of the zonal ceilings in the May propesals
does affect the sustainability of forward defence. The choice of
zonal boundaries would allow the East more real scope than NATO
to exploit the overall ceilings. For example, NATO would be
required to withdraw just under 5,000 tanks from the Central
Region; these could, in theory, be held in the Rear Area (UK,
France, Spain and Portugal), but the practicality of this,
particularly in terms of redeployment to the Central Region in an
emergency, is guestionable. The Warsaw Pact, on the other hand,
would be required to withdraw only to the Western Military
Districts.

The Czech zonal proposals would ease these problems, but still
allow a concentration of tanks in the Central Hegion some 50%
higher than that under the NATO proposals. The delineation of
zonal boundaries would also pose serious political problems for
some NATO members. In addikion, thers could be much higher
proportions of Soviet (as distinct from N5SWP) forces stationed
forward than under the HNATO proposals.

The impact on MATO aircraft and helicopters would invelve cuts in
strike aircraft of 40-50% in the forward area and 40-60% in the
rear, with a reduction of stationed aircraft by some 50%. The
latter could mean the loss of just over 300 US and Canadian
strike aircraft from Europe. Similarly, NATO helicopters in the
Central Region would be reduced by about 60%, and manpower by
about 60%. (The aircraft reductions which the US might have to
make under the Alliance’'s proposals would be unlikely to come
from the Central Region.) As a result, the contribution of
aircraft as HATO's best instrument for reactlon to surprige
attack would be weakened.
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FRIVATE: TH CONFIDENCE

®

10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWIA 1A A
Fram the Privaie Secrefary

14 September 1985

— |
Do WA S
SEMINAR ON CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL

The Prime Minister was very glad to hear that you are able to
attend the Seminar on Conventional Arms Control at Chegquers on
Saturday 30 September and looks forward very much to seelng you
then.

In my earlier letter, I promised to circulate a short paper in
advance of the Seminar. I now enclose this. It is not intended to
be an agenda, but rather to set the scene and serve as background
for discussion at Cheguers. It is for use solely in connection
with the Seminar and should not be copied or referred to in any
other publications.

)L.-.-“w._-

rm

The Rt. Hon John Major, M.P.

PRIVATE: IN CONFIDENCE
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A ZHB

Telaphone O1-8 211103

fiq September 19&%

f

Thank wyou for
I attach 25 copies
Seminar.

Charles Powell Esg
10 Downing Street

your letter of 13th September. As reguested,
of the paper for the forthcoming Cheguers

3%;%‘

P

(B B HAWTIN)
Private Secretary




10 DOWNING STREET

: LONDON SWIA JAA
From the Private Secretar 13 September 1989

SEMINAR ON COMVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL

Thank you for your letter of 12 September covering a draft
paper for the forthcoming Seminar on Conventiconal Arms Control.
The Frime Minister is unlikely to be able to read the paper
before the week-end. I think the likelihood is that she will
agree to its circulation. Since we leave for Tokyoc on Monday
morning and shall need to send the paper out before we go, I
suggest that we should assume the text is all right and I should
be grateful if you would let me have 25 copies by the evening of
15 September.

Brian Hawtin, Es=q.,
Ministry of Defence.




cft Mr. Powell
ME. TURNBULL '

Seminar at Chequers
30 September

We spoke briefly about whether the hotel bills, travelling
and out of pocket expenses of the 'outsiders' attending the
Seminar should be paid out of PM Entertainment Cost Centre
{MCS 77120) or PS/overseas Affairs (MCS8 77510). You said that
you thought the latter,

I have since heard that the Ministry of Defence will
only pay for the two Americans coming from America (Messrs. Thomson
and Karber and Mr. Thomson's girlfriend).

This therefore leaves the following guests' expences to be
met by Ho. 10
Hotel Expenses and Travel within UK
Professor Martin
Mr. Laurence Freedman
Mr. Chris Donnelly
Mr. EKen Brower
Travel Expenses only
Mr. Heiskourg
General Farndale

Could you please confirm that you and Charles Fowell to whom

I am copving this minute agree with the above?

??5 [ C:hq;3¢4 = S f{ﬂi

12 SgEyember 1989




CONFIDENTIAL

10 DOWNING STREET

s LONDON SWiA ZAA
Fram the Private Seeretary 11 .E;LII:‘]'L[E 1989

CHEQUERS SEMINAR ON CONVENTIONAL FORCE REDUCTIONS:
30 SEPTEMBER

Thank you for your letter about accommodation for James
Thomson during the Cheguers Seminar. We are happy to provide
accommodation for his long-term girlfriend (and if necessary
her air fare from Germany). The Ministry of Defence will be
in touch direct with you about air tickets to ensura that wa
gat the best possible deal.

R. P. Ralph, Esq.
British Embassy
Washington

CONFIDENTIAL




MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

. L MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SWHA 2HE
;"':'Ir-J.,,Er,:,.,-h""L Tekphope O1-218 21103

MO 7/4/1L SO august 1989

pﬂnf /R

CHEQUEES SEMINAR ON CONVENTIONAL FORCE REDUCTIONS
. 7 : ;

Thank you for your letter of 24th August, forwarding one from
our Embassy in wWashington about Mr Thomson's plans.

We think we can stretch the agreement, already given, to cover
a double room for Mr Thomson. for two nights, noting that we should
now save something on his air fares. I note from your letter of
3lst July to participants that No 10 are making the accommodation
arrangements; you may take it that the Ministry of Defence will
meet the costs for both Dr Karber and Mr Thomson, plus long term
girlfriend. &As for air travel, our experts will be in touch direct
with the Washington Embassy about the arrangements to ensure that
we get the best deal {as I suggested in my letter of 24th July) and
now taking into account Mr Thomson's prior engagement in the FRG.

N,
T
B
{B R HAWTIN)

PE/5 of 5

Ohls Boons Y 17 Coranon Con .

-

e
K

Charles Powell Esq
Mo 10 Downing Street







CONFIDENTIAL

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HE

Telsphane OF-218 211113

MO T5471L lE? SBeptember 1983

SEMINAR ON CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL
FisE g
Thank you for your letter of 27th Jul}r.rfiﬁs-'i'eqt\.\ested; I attach
the paper you asked us to produce 3s the Basls for discussicn at the
Seminar. The FCO have been involved in its preparation; it has been
cleared by my Secretacry of State.

Technically, the material in the annexes to the paper is
clasgified (unlike the main text); but as the talks proceed, it will
become widely available. We do not believe, therefore, that we need
to classify the papér but once you distribute it, it should be
marked "In Confidence™; you will also wish to remind participants

Uhthat it is solely for their use in connection with the Seminar and
should not be copied or referred to in any other publications.

If you let me know if the Prime Minister is content with the
paper, we will provide the reguisite number of copies, including the
maps, for distribution,

I am sending a copy of this letter and the attachment to
Richard Gozney (Foreign and Commonwealth Office) and Trevor Woollay
[Cabinet Office).

%‘m’&m
"g‘—'
e
(B R HAWTIN)
Private Becretary

Charles Powell Eag
10 Downing Street

CONFIDENTIAL
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PRIME MINISTER

SEMINAR ON CONMVENTIONAL ARME CONTROL

You are holding a seminar at Cheguers on 30 September on the

implications of conventional force reductions for MHATO's

strategy. It was agreed that MOD would prepare a discussion

paper to be circulated to participants beforehand. I attach
their draft. Much of it has been written by Michael Quinlan.
We really need to get it out before your departure for Japan,

Lf the particlipants are to have the time to reflect on it.
The paper's main poilnts are:

the cuts envisaged by NATO's proposals would not reguire
any change in the present strategv of flexible responss
and forward defence. Indeesd they would improve WNATD's

position comparad with now;

but the Soviet Unmion would still be better poised than
NATO for military aggression and would maintain its
geographical advantage when it com=s to reinforcement.
The need for strong defence, including an effective,
modern nuclear delivery capability, would tharefore

remain unchanged;

but the political impact of a CFE could be to waaken
public support for the scale of defence effort which
would still be reguired. And thera would probably be
pressura2 to go beyond a first agresment and make even

deaper cuts;

it is much harder to caleanlats what the implications for
MATO's strategy of these deeper cuts would ba. Some
American analveis suggests that if HATO's farces Fell to
70-B0% of their current levels, it would be impossible to
gugstain forward dzfence. We would need ko move £t6 4 more
mobile operational concept, with greater reliance on

cteinforcemant;

CONFIDENTIAL




CONFIDENTIAL
=

with deeper cuts we would alse ran up against the
constraint of the need to maintain a minimom capability

or obther tasks outside NATO. Iz would also become more

i
difficuolt to resist inclusicn of navies in arms conkrol
ri

negaotiations;

the political problems of sustaining support for defence

woild become aven more acute.

The paper is thorough, although guite technical and rather
unadventurous. But is is probably wizer not to put more
radical thoughts down on papar in case they leak and cause
trouble. It provides guite a good basis to launch a
discussion, starting from a common basis of fact, even though

we shall in practice need to consider more far-reaching

options for Britain's defence policy than are here sat out,

Agree to circulate the paper?

C. D. POWELL
14 SEPTEMBER 1989

CONFIDENTIAL




PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL

MIMNISTRY. OF DEFENCE
MAIN BLILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SWia 2HB
Tetechone O1-218 2928 (Dirsey DinEag)

A1-F18 B000 LSy hiboand)
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- ey

coP 1017 29 hugust 198%

C D Powell Esqg
Private Seacretary
1D Downing Street
LON DO

EM1A ZAA

Thank you for your letter of 31 July, to which I am only
now able to reply as I have been on leave. I know that my
Private Secretary sxplained to Mrs Goodchild that I would not
be free to attend the meeting which the Prime Minister has
arranged at Cheguers aon 30 September,

1 very much regret that I will not be able to be present
on that day, but am nevertheless most appreciative of the
invikation. There are a number of points which I would
particularly have wished to make were 1 Eo have arrpndeq, and I
am arranging to discuss these with General WVincent In order
that he can put them forward during the discussion,

f |I
i

e

PERSOMNAL AND CONFTDENTIAL




CONFIDENTIAL

10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWiLA ZAA
Fronm the Private Secretary

24 August 1989

CHEQUERS SEMINAR ON CONVENTIONAL FORCE REDDCTIONS

You kindly agreed that the MOD would mest the travel
costs of the two proposed American participante in this
seminar. I enclose a copy of a lattar Frem the Bmbassy in
Washington. You will see that Dr. Karber will take up the
offer of a first class tiekxet and two nights accommodation.
In the case of Mr. Thomson, we shall be asked tgo meet only
proportion of the fare. But the Embassy wonder whether we
could also meet the accommodation costs of his "long term
girlfriend", who will be accompanying him. I do not know what
view the MOD takee on these matters! But since we are saving
on the Fare, could we contemplate a double room?

(C. D, POWELL)

John Colston, Esg.,
Ministry of Dafance.

CONFIDENTIAL




CONFIDENTIAL

10 DOWNING STREET

LONEMON SWIA JA4

Fram the Private Secrelary 15 August 19892

I am writing in Charles Powell's absence
to acknowledge receipt of your letter about
the Chegquers Seminar on Conventional Force
Reducticns on 30 September,

shall make sure he sees it as soon
as he returns.

{CARQLINE SLOCOCH)

B. P. Ralph; E=sqg.;:
British Embassy,
Washington D.C.

CONFIDENTIAL
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BElTISH EMBASSY,

WASHINGTON, D.C.

Ararls o

Charles FPowell Esg
Private Sacratary to the Prime Ministar

10 Downing Stree
London

ﬂ%rﬁﬁﬂ {wibﬁﬂdg'rl

CHEQUERS SEMINAR ON CONVENTIONAL FORCE REDUCTIONS : 30 SEFTEMBER
fl'g bl

1. Thank vou for your letter of Z8-July to Roger Bone, whom I

succeedesd racently.

2. We have delivered the lettersz to Thomson and Karber, who
would both ba dalighted to attend. On present plans FKarber will
travel from the US, and would therefore avail himself of the
offer of ticket and accommodation. Thomson's plans are less
stralghtforward, in that he will already be in Europe (in the
FRG, at the function being chalred by Chancellor Kohl 1), so it
will be a question of pu¥inq a propertion of his fare. An
additional complication is that his long-term girlfriend will be
accomnpanying him to the FRG. Could we provide at least
accommodation for the two of them in London 7

Wt e
/Winine]

R P Ealph

CONTTDENTIAL







FRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL

1O DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWIA 2AA
Frown the Privare Secrelry 31 July 1989

From bEime to time the Prime Minister organises
dizcussions by small groups bringing together theose in
Governm=nt and those outside 1t,; to discuss a current issue of
foreign ar defence palicy. She has in mind te hold such a
meating at Chequers on Saturday 30 September to discuss the
impact which conventional arms reductions ara llkely to have
on HATO strabtegy and on United Kingdom defence palicy.

The Prime Minister very much hopes that you will agree to take

patkt.

The main meeting, involving all participants, will last
from 0930 ta 1500. There will tEhen be a mora ragtricted
aagslon from 1530 to 1730 for British Governmeant participants
anly, to draw spacific conclasions for United Eingdom defence
policy and weapons procursmant. A fuller agenda and a paper
which will provida a basis for discusaion will be eirsulated
nearar the time.

Since Cheguers is not altogethar =asy to reach by public
transpart, we shall arrange overnight accommodation at a
nearby hotal for the night of 29/30 Septembaer far those
particrpants whe so wish, All accommedation and tcravel
gxpenses will; of coufse; be reimbursed.

It would be helpful to snow [airly soon whethear vou will
e abhle o take part. IT vou prefer: to reply by telephone
thea number to ring is (01) 222 3141. Please ask [or
Mra Goodchild. Forther deballs about the mesting will follow
in esarly September.

This letter is marked "PRIVATE AWND CONFIDENTIAL"™ because
knowladge of the mesting should be canfined to tha
participants themselves.

e
LS. D. POWELL])

sir Michaal Cuinlan, RKR.C.H.,
Minlstery of Defence.

PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL




.’lilar letter to

Rt Hon d?hn Majar I with covering
Rt Hon Nigel Lawson } PS letter
Rt Hon Tom King | == —
5ir Michael Quinlan KCB, MOD
Chief aof befenrce Staff, Marchal of the RAF
Sir David Craig GCB, OBE
Chief Scientific Adviser, MOD,
Frofasscr E R Oxburgh
Commander in Chiaf BAOR
General Sir Brian Eenny ECB CEBEE
Vioce Chief of Defence Staff
General Sir Richard Vincent ECE DSO
Sir Peter Levens EBRE
Profossor Lauronce Martin DL
Professor Lawrfenco Frecdman
Chris Donnelly
Ken Brower
Francois Heisbourg
Genaetral Sir Martin Parndale ECHB

ALL THE ABOVE SENT TOC MOD FOR ONWARD
TRANGMISSION

S5ir Percy Cradock
5ir Michael Alexander,; CMG; NATO
John Weston CMG, FCOD

James Thomson, USA,
Philip Earber, USA
gent via Roger Bone in Washington




MJI1ACY FRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL

DRAFT LETTER FROM CHARLES POWELL

From time to time the Prime Minister organizes
dizcussions by =mall groups bringing together these in
Government and those outside it, to discufs a current issue of
foreign or defence policy. BShe has in mind to hold such a
meeting at Chegquers on SEturdav 30 Eeptember to discuss the

j g G JWJJF Larel 0 | 1 Vi
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ls. The Prime Minister wvery much hopes that yon will
agres tD take Eﬂrt;
ey

The main meeting, involwving all participants, will last
from 0930 to 1500. There will then be a more restricted
sessfaﬂkE;hﬁ'TEEﬂ to 1730 for British Government participants
only,; to draw specific comnclusions for United Kingdom defence
policy and weapons procurement. A fuller agenda and a paper
which will provide a basis for diascussion will be circulated
nearer the Etime.

Since Cheguers is not altogether easy to reach by public
Ctransport, we shall arrange nﬁﬂrniqht accommodation at a
naarby hotal for tha night of Z9/30 Saptember for those
participants who so wish., All amgmmmmﬂatimr and travel

expenses will, of course, be reimbursed.

It would be helpful to know fairly soon whether you will
be abla to take part. If you prefer.tu reply by telephone
the number to ring is (01} 222 B8l141. Please ask for
Mrs Goodchild. Purther details about the'\meeting will follow
in early September.

This letter is marked "PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIALY becauss

. - .
wawould-—prafar knowledge of the meeting te be' confined to the
participants themselves. '

FRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL
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10 DOWNING STREET

LOPNDHON SWIA 1AL

Fron the Privaete Seeretary 18 July 1989

SEMINAR AT CHEQUERS, 30 SEPTEMBER

I snolose for vyour records the letEerx
2f invitation which 1s going out Lo participants
in the Semlaar on Conventicnal Force Beductions
at Cheguers on 3iD Septambar.

CHARLES POWELL

A C &5-Allan Esg
HM Trea Sury




10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWIA 2AA
Frow the Frivare Saoretary 31 July 1989

From time to time the Drime Minister organiges
discussions by small groups bringing together those in
Covernment and those outside it, ko discuss a current issus of
Foreign or defence palley. She has in mind to hold such a
meating at Cheguers on Saturday 30 September to discuss the
impact which ctonventional arms reductions are likely to have
on HATO strategy and on United Ringdom defence policy.

The frime Minigter very much hopes that you will agree to take
[Art.

The main meeting, involving all varticipants, will last
from 0%30 tc 1500. There will then ba a more restricted
session from 1530 to 1730 for British Government participants
only, to draw spacific conclusions for United RKingdom dafence
policy and weapons procurament. A fuller agenda and a paper

which will provide a basis for discussion will be circulated
nearer the Cime.

Since Cheguers 1s not altogether sasy to reach by public
transport, we shall arrange ovarnight accommodation at a
naearby heotel for the night of 29/30 September for those
participantsz whao so wish, All accommodation and travel
axpanses will, of course, be reimbursed.

to know fairly socon whether you will
part. If you prefer to reply by telephons
the number to ring is (01) 222 Bl4l. Please ask for
Mra Goodchild,
in esarly Beptember.

This letter is marked "PFRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL" bacauss

knowledge of the meeting should be confined to the
participants themselves.

C. D. POWELL)

The Right Honoorable Nigel

FRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL




10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWIA 2AA

Fram the Private Secredars 20 July 1989

SEMINAR AT CHEQUERS, 30 SEPTEMBER

I encloee for your records the lstter
of invitation which 1s g9oing out to participants
in the Seminar on Conventional Force Reductions
it Cheguerz on 30 September.

CHARLES POWELL

Stephen Wall Eag
Foreign and Commonwealth Office




10 DOWNING STREET

LOMDON SWIA 2A4
From the Priveee Socretary: 31 July

From tlma to kime the Prime Minister organisaes
discussiaons by small groups bringing together those 1n
Goverapment and khose outside it; to discuss a currenk 1szpe of
foreign or defence policy. She has in mind to hold such a
meating at Cheguers on Saturday 30 September to discuss the
impact which conventional arms reductions ares likely to havs
an NATO strategy and on United Xingdom defence policy.

Tha Prime Minister very much hopes that you will agree Lo take
part.

The main m=eting, involving all parbticipantsy will last
from 0930 to 1500. Theare will then be a more restricted
seggion from 1530 to 1720 for British Government participante
only, to draw specific conclusions for United Klngdom dafence
policy and weapons procurement. A fuller agenda and a paper
which will provide a basis for discussion will be circulated
nearer the time.

gince Cheguers is not altogether easy to reach by public
transport, we shall arrange cvernight accommodation at a
nearby hotel for the night of 23/30 September for those
participants who so wish. A4ll accommodaktion and travel
expanses will, of course, ba reaimbursed.

Tt would be helpful to know fairly soon whether you will
ba able to take part. If you prefer to reply by telephone
the number to ring is (Q1) 222 Bl4l. Please ask for
Mrs Goodchild. Further d=tails aboat the meating will follow
if earliy Bentember.

This letter is macrked "PFRIVATE AND COCNPIDENTIAL" because

knowledge of the meeting should be confined to the
participants thamsslves.

o D. POWELL)

The Right Honourabla John Major, M.P.

FRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL




IO DOWNING STREET

[OMNDON SWIA JAA

Frone the Private Secreiae) Ju ].';-' 1989

SEMINAR AT CHEQUERS, 30 SEPTEMBER

I enclose for your records the letter
of 1nvitatien which 15 going out to participants
1n thea Saminar on Conventional Force Reductions
at Cheguers on 30 September.

CHARLES POWELL

Brian Hawtin Esg
Mirnistry of Defence




10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWiaA A s
Frowi phe Privaise '_'..;-.;'r't'fu.-_r 31 Jual 5 1989

E

From Lime £o time the Prime Minlster organises
discussions by small groups bringing Eogether those in
Government and those outside it, to discuss a current issue of
foreign or defence policy. ©She has in mind to hold such a
maating at Chequers on Saturday 30 S=ptember to discuss the
impact which conventional arms reductions are likely o have
on NATC sctcrategy and on United Riagdom defence palicy.

The Prime Minister very much hopes that yvou will agres to taks
part.

The main mesting, Iinvolving all participants, will last
from 0930 ta L5008, There will then be a more restricted
gagsion from 1530 to 1730 for British Government participants
anly, to draw specific conclusions for United Kingdeoem defence
poliey and weapons procuramant. A fullar agenda and a paper
which will provide a basis for discussion will be circulated
nearer the Eime,

Since CTheguers Is nob alEogether essy to teach by public
transport; we shall arrange cvernlght accommodabion at a
nearby hotel for the night of 29,730 September for those
participants who so wish. All accommodation and travel
expenses will, of course,; be reimbursed.

IE would be helpful to know fairly soon whether you will
g able to taKke part. If vou prafer bto reply by talephone
he pambper to ripg is {01l) 222 8141, Please ask for
Goodchild., Further details about the meeting will follow
early Sept=mber.

iF-
L7

This l=tter is marked "PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL"™ because
knowledgs of the meecing should be confined to the
participants themselvas,

(C. D. BCWELL)

The Right Honourable Tom King, M.P.

PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL
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10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWI1A ZAA

Feonr the Privane Secretar

28 July 1984

Fhe Prime Minister 13 holding a saminar on corventional
force reductions and their implications for NATO strakegy at
Cheguers on 30 September. We would like to invibs twe
American xpertz, James Thomson (Vice-President of the Rand
Corporation) and Philip Karber (of the BDM Corporation). I
enclose letters of invitation to them and would be most
gratetul 1f vou could arrange for thelr delivary: In doing
g0, could vou say that we would pavy fTirst=class ra2turn fares
{the MoD will purchase tha tickets) and two nights
accommodation. It wonld be helpful to =now fairly soon
whathar they c¢an come,

CHARLES POWELL

R. B. Bone, ESJ.;
WASHINGTON

CONFIDENTIAL
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10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON 5WI1A 2A4
Frown the Privane Secrefary 31 July 1989

:}M Wby - Vv dens

From time to time the Frime Minister arganises
discuszions by small groups bringing together those in
covernmant and thnose outside it,; to discuss a current issue of
foreign or dafence policy. She has in mind to hold such a
maating at Chequers on Saturday 30 September to discuss the
impact which conventional arms reducticns are likely to have
on NATO strategy and on United Kingdom defence policy.

The Prime Minister wvery much hopes that you will agrea to take
pDArt .

The main masting, involving all participants, will lask
From 0930 to 1500. There will then ba & mores restericted
session Erom 1530 to 1731 for British Govarnment participants
only, to draw specific conclusions for United Kingdom defence
policy and weapons procurement. A fuller agenda and 4 paper
which will provide a basis [for discussion will be circulated
nearar the time.

Since Cheguers Ls not altogethear 2dasy to reach by pablic
transport, we shall arrange overnight accommodation at a
naarhv hotel for the night of 29/30 Septempber for those
DarLi&lpaﬂts who 50 wish. 211 Accommodartion and cravel
é}l:g:-ﬂn:—‘-el:r; will, of course, be reimbursed,.

It would be helpful to know Eairly soon whether voa will
he abla to take part. If you prefer to reply by t=lephone
the pumber ko ring is (QL1l) 232 Bl4l. Please ask for
ure Goodeochild. Further details about the meoting will follow
in asarly Saptamber.

Thig letter is marked "PFRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL® bpecause

knowledge of the meating should be confined to the
participants themselves.

ﬁﬁwaﬁ jvhnw

L’
"L/— ey 'E:"*-—-_u"-.'
I"I

{ . POWELL)

Mr. James Thomson

FRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL
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LONDON SWI1A 244
Froin the Privaie Secretary 31 July 1989

From time to time the Prim= Minister organises
discussions by amall groups bringing togethar those in
Governm2nt and those ountside it, to discuss a cuarrent issue of
foreign or defence pollicy. She has i1in mind to hold such a
mesting at Chegquers on Saturday 30 September to discuss che
impact which conventional arms reductions are likely to have
an NATO strategy amd on Onited Eingdom defence policy.

The Prime Minister very much hopes that you will agrea to taks
DAED.,

Tha main meating, involving all participants, will last
fFrom 0930 ko 1500. There will then be a more restricted
sasgion from 1530 to 1730 for British Govermment participants
only, to draw specific cenclusions for United Kingdom defence
policy and weapons procurement. A fuller agenda and a paper
which will provide a basis for discussion will be circulated
nearsr the time.

2ince Cheguers is not altogether easy to reach by publie
transport, we shall arrangs overnight accommodaticon at a
nearby hotel for the night of 29/30 September for those
participants who S0 wish. All accommodation and travel
expenses wlll, of course, oe reimbarsed.

It would be helpful to know fairly scon whebther you will
be able to take paTt. IE yvou prefer to reply by telaphona
the number to ring 18 (01) 222 Bl4l. Please ask for
Mrg Goodchild. Fuarther details aboot the mesting will fallow

in =arly Sentembar.

This lettear ie markead " PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL® bBecauss
knowledas of the meeting should be confined Eo the
participants themselves,

;'u_j"ﬂ_,w_.-.._.-\ l"':—. ""1""-'“."'

i
—

ﬂ“{LhJﬁ dLm__Jf
(0. D. POWELL)

Mr. Fhilip Karber

PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL
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Foreign and Commonwezlth Office =

London &WI1A IAH

28 July LS8B5

Seminar on Conventiofial Arms Control

With his letter of 24 July, Brian Hawtin enclosad
zome draft language for inclusicon in the letter to
participants at the autumn seminar on Conventional Arms
Contral .

The first sentence of the second paragraph suggested
by Brian Hawtin:

"The central aim would be to strengthen the
DK input to Alliance policy."

might suggest that our input to Alliance policy
had so far been weak. You might want to consider replacing
this assntence with something on the lines of:

"The central aim would be to consider the impact
which conventional arms reductions are likely to
have on NATO strategy and on UK defence policy."

I am sanding coples of this letter to Brian Hawtin
{MOD) and to Trevor Woolley (Cabinet Officel).

3"& D Risg

R G

(R H T Gozney)
Private Secretary

C D Powell Esg
F5/10 Downing Street

CONFIDENTIAL
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10 DOWNING STREET
LOWNDOR STWIA 24K

From the Private Secretary 27 July 1989

D A,
SEMINAR ON CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL

Thank you for your lecter of 14 July.
Richard Gozney wrote on the same subject
on 20 July.

The Prime Minister has decided on the
qc uf participants enclosed with this
4 I will be writing to those concerned.
am mﬂst grateful for your agreement to
inance the travel costs of American partici-
pants, and am content with the terms which
yolu suggest.

L% 5
i
I
.F

The next step is to produce the paper.
The Prime Minister would like to see this
in the first week of September.

I am copyving this letter and enclosure
to Richard Gozney (Foreign and Commonwealth
Office].

Ao n?ihr"“VLh
hh:iﬁilﬁfﬂ.
{(C. D. POWELL) =
Brian Hawtin, Esg..

Ministry of Defence.
CONFIDENTIAL
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LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

Prime Minister

Forelgn Secretary

chancellaor

Defence Secretary

Sir Michael Quinlan

Chief Defence Staff

Chiaf Scilentific Adviser, MoD
Ccommander in Chief, BAOR

Vice Chief pf the Defence Staff
Sir Peter Levenc

Sir Percy Cradock

S5ir Michael Alexandar

Mr. John Weston

Mr. Charles Powsll

Professor Lawrence Martin
Laurence Frzedman

James Thomson (Vice-President,; Rand Corporation)
Chris Donnelly

Fen Browar

Francois Heisbourg

Philip Earber

General Farndale




PRIME MINISTER

SEMINAR ON CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL

You agreed to hold a seminar on Lﬂnventlnnal Arms Control at

Cheguers on gat urday 3ﬂ bEptethr‘ ThE proposed non-official

part 1c1pat1nn wWas:

General Bernard Rogers {(ex—-SACEUR)

: \ e
Richard Perle
Seneral-Farndale [ax-BAOR )

Frﬂfessﬂ?_Lawr&ncu ﬂarniq

LawTence Free&man

:hrls Donnelly (Sandhurst)

Ren Brower (who wrote the paper on platforme and anti-
platforms)

Dr. James Morrison (an American expert)

This has produced conflicting reactions.

= f S

The FCO ar%,g?ainat Donnelly and Brower: think General Rogers

and General Farndale daﬁllcate aach other: think Lawrence
Martin is oot of touch: say that Richard Perle takes 1little
interest in conventional foroce negotiations: want to add some
French and Germans, notably Francois Heisbourg of the
Institute for Strategic Studies in London: an; think there
should be a defence industrialist like Frank Cooper. Hisbourg

gl = e ke lngdie gyl Pl
is Prench, but settled here and a considerable expert.

Tha MOD think Lawrence Martin would be useful: support the
inclusion of Heisbourg: suggest Peter Lavene as bridging the
Government/industry gap: are agnostic about Germans: agree
that Richard Perle has not shown much interest and that Philip
Karber (a major American expert) would be better: and suggest
that General Rogers, General Farndale and current Commander in
Chief BAOR would overlap.




My suggestion i3 that we revise the list as follows:

Profassor Lawrance Martin

Lawrence Fresdman
James Thomson (Vice President of Rand Corp)

—

Chris Donnally /-
L

Fan Brower
Francois Heisbourg
Philip Earber
General Farndale

PFetar Levens

This would give us six British, two Americans and an

angliciged Frenchman. Content? Y C

'l:..' =1 II,-\,.'\-"‘,

L
I attach a copy of the letter of invitation which I propose

send out.

CEARLES POWELL

27 July 1989
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Do At

SEMINAR ON CONVENTIONAL ARME CONTROL

Thank you for your letter of 1lth July about the proposed
seminar. As regquested, I attach a draft paragraph for inclusion in
the letter to the proposed participants, We are also content to
meet the travel and accommodation costs of the American
participants - we suggest that this should cover first class return
air fares and two nights accommodation. We can discuss the
mechanics of this nearer the time but we are likely to get a
better deal if MOD buy the air tickets.

Perhaps 1 could take this cpportunity, to offer a few further
comments on participants, in the light of Richard Gozney's letter
of 20 July:

a. on our informatieon, it must be unlikely that
Michael Howard will be available.

b. pDespite his duties at Newcastle, Lawrence Martin keep up
fairly substantial involvement with the gtrategic-studies world;
his broad view would be particularly useful if Michael Howard
cannot come;

c. AS to Germans, Ruehl and (particularly) Kaiser are very
good for the broad geo-political view; Professor Helga
Haftendorn from the Free University of Berlin is also good
wvalue. But if specific expertise is needed they are rather
broad-brush: Peter Stratmann from Ebenhausen is more at home
with the hard military facts.

a. We suppott the inclusion of Francois Heisbourg;

e. If an industrialist is needed, and we are agnostic on the
point, Sir Frank Cocper might seem a glightly odd choice.

BRlex Daly of GEN (helicopters, APCs) might be more apt. But by
far the best course, in our view, for this purpose would be kb
revive the attendance of Sir Peter Lavene.

Charles Powell Esg
10 Downing Street

CONFIDENTIAL
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s We take the FCO's point about Richard Perle. Philip Karber
of the BDM Corporation would cffer more directly relsvant
expertise;

g. We would agree that, if General Rogers and CinC BADR both
come, Sir Martin Farndale may have no very distinective
additional contribution te offer.

on timing, 2nd October is also far from ideal as it clashes
with the first day of the (long planned) visit by the North
Atlantic Council. I am sending copies of this letter to Richard
Gozney (FCO) and to Trevor Wooclley (Cabinet Office).

(B B HAWTIN)
Frivate Secretary

Charles Powell Esg
10 Downing Street

CONFIDENTIAL




PERSONAL AND IN CONFIDENCE

The Prime Minister is keenly conscioué of the very extensive
challenges - with both great opportunities and not inconsiderable
risks - which face the Western Alllance in the armes contrel field
following the new impetus glven by the NATC Summit at the end of
May. She would like accordingly to help develop understanding of

the complex issues; and to this end she plans to hold a small

private seminar, lasting a full day, at her Chequers residence on

[date].

The central aim would be to strengthen the UK input to

Alliance policy. About half the participants would be from

within the UE Government - senior Ministers, military leaders,

civilian officials - and about half individuale (not only
British) invited from outside government to contribute their
general expertise to a frank and wide-ranging dialogue. The
Prime Minister has asked me to say that she much hopes that you

might be able and willing te join the seminar on that basis.
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Foreign asnd Commonwealth Office

London SWI1A ZAH

&0 July 1985

§Epina5 on Conventional Arms Control

Thank you for your letter of llTJEly containing a
draft liast of participants for the seminar on conventional
arms control which the Prime Minister envisages holding
on 2 Dctober.

Of the eight names mentigned:

only one, James Thomson (who incidentally is not,
unlike Messrcs Martin and Freedman, a Professocr, but

is Vige President of the Rand Corporatiocn) has himself
done any seriocus work on conventional arms control

and its implications:

Generals Rogers and Farndale have had military command
experience 1n EBurope within the last fiva years or

s0. But thelir views of NATO's conventional capa-
bilities will be less up-to-date than, and will to
some extent duplicate, the expertise of the current
CINC BAOR:

Professors Martin and Freedman are strategic theorists:
of the two, Professcr Freedman follows current inter-
naticnal developments fairly closely, but Professor
Martin is thege days principally tied up with his
management dutiez as Viece Chancellar of Newcastle
University:

Chris Donnelly 1s an expert in Soviet military doctrine,
but does not, I believe, claim any particular expertise
in either conventional arms control or NATO strategy:

And if Donnelly were to participate there seems little
reasan to lnvite another Sandhurst representative,
Ken Bower, as well.

Richard Perle 1is of course a long-standing and prominent
participant in the debates on nuclear policy issuas

in the United States. But he has not hitherto taken

any particular interest in conventional arms control

or conventional force planning.

CONFIDENTIAL
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The Forelgn Secretary thinks it would be a mistake
for a seminar of this kind to be organised on a purely
Anglo-American basls:. Either all the participants should
ba British: or, if the net is to be cast wider, then at
least one French and ane German volice should be heard
ag well. The Foreign Secretary's preference would be
to inglude Francois Heisbourg of the IISS and a reputabla
and knowledgeable German analyvist such as either
Dr Lothar Ruehl or Dr Karl HKaiser. He also believes that
it would be worth including on the list Professor Michael
Howard, in order to have someorne who is able to look at
the broader perspectives of East-West and West-—West relations:
ag well as at least one British defence industrialist
{perhaps 8ir Frank Cooper?], preferably not somesone whose
company has a direct interest in current major projects
such as EFA or the Challenger II tank.

On this basis the eight non-official participants
might consigt of:

Lawrence FPreedman

Michaesl Howard

Francols Helsbourg

Lothar Ruehl/Karl Kaiser

James Thomson

Chris Dunneslly

An industrialist

Lord Carrington or Martin Farndale

We have mentioned to you separately the Foreign Secretary's
difficulty with the date of 2 October, which clashes with
the first EC Foreign Affairs Council of the autumn.

I am sending coplies of this letter to Brian Hawtin
(Ministry of Defence) and to Trevor Woolley (Cabinet
DEfice].

PAn _Lga)

R §

\R H T Gozney)
Private Secretary

C b Powell Esg
P5/10 Downling Street

CONFIDENTIAL
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C D Powell Eeg

Private Secretary to the
Prime Minister

10 Downing Street
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CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL TN EUROPE
The Chancellor has seen your letter of 4 July to Brian Hawtin.

He welcomes the Prime Minister's suggestion of a seminar in
September or wvery early October on NATO strategy and Britain's
military role, including locking at the implications for defence
prﬂgurement plans, and looks forward to participating in the
gsaminar.

I am copying this letter to Stevan Wall (FCO), Brian Hawtin (MOD),
and to Trevor Woclley (Cabinet Office).

Principal Private Secretary
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Foreign and Commonwealth Office

Londom SWI1A 2AH

L1 July L3983

\ | F

Conventional Arms Control in Europe

Thank you for sending me a copy of your letter of 4 July
to Brian Hawtin about the Prime Minister's idea of a seminar
on conventional arms contrel. I have now sesn Brian's reply
of 7 July conveying the Defence Secretary's reactions.

T

Like the Defence Secretary, the Foreign Secretary welcomes
the idea of such a seminar. He assumes that it will cover three
main themes:

the prospecta in both the short and longer term for
conventional armsa control:

the future of NATO strategy;

the implications of the above for the structure and
eguipment procurement plans of the British armed forces.

Participation will presumably need to reflect the particular
emphasis which the Prime Minister wishes to place as between
these three themes. But if all three are to be touched upon
at the seminar, then the Foreign Secretary hopes that participation
can be balanced between those who deal in hardware and theose
whose interests are more political.

In practical terms,; the Foreign Secretary hepas that a
pPlace at the sSeminar could be found for one FCO official
(John Weston would be the obvious candidate). As regards the
non-official participants, it would secem sensible to avoid
duplication of expertise. There would be little point in
inviting two former SACEURs as well as a recent Chairman of the
Military Committee; or in having the current Commander in Chief
BAOR as well as one of his predecessors: or a former Permanent
Representative to NATO as well as our present one. We agree
also with Brian Hawtin's comment that General Abrahamson would
be unlikely to have much of interest to say in the conventional
field. Richard Perle would certainly be better wvalue from that
end of the pelitical spectrum: but even he has spent most of
his time on nuclear, rather than conventional, issues. Omitting
one of the two previous SACEURsS and General Abrahamson would
also help ensure that the balance of participation was not tog
heavily American-weighted. L;“%

W,
(ﬁﬁ}nﬁ—m-

Private Secretarcy

C D Powell Exg
10 Downing Streat







MRS . PONSONBY

SEMINAR ON DEFENCE

Ceuld you pleasa let Chegquers know that the Seminar on 2
Octobar will be attended by some 20/22 people. It will start
at abgut 0930 and Einmish at about 1730 with lunch fer all the

participants. I will speak to Bues Goodchild about the

possible need for overnight accommgdation in nearby hotels,

CHARLES POWELL

1l Julwy 1989




CONFIDENTIAL

10 DOWNING STREET

LONDOM SWIA 2A 8
Fromm ihe Private Secrefan 11 July 1989

SEMINAR OH CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL

Thanx you for your letter about the proposed seminar on
the implicatlons of conventional force reductions for HATO
strategy and Britain's military role. I have also seen the
lecter from Stephen Wall and Sir Robin Butler's minute.

I have spoken further to the Prime Minister and she has
agreed that the Seminar should be held at Chequers on Monday
2 October. BShe has also agreed a draft list of participants
as follows:

OFFICIAL HON=0FFICIAL

Prime Minister General Bernard Rogers
Foreign Secretary Richard Parle
Defanca Secretary General Farndale
Chancellor or Chief Professor Lawrence Martin
Sacratary Lawrence Freadman
Sir Michael Quinlan Chris Donnelly
chs FKen Bowar
MOD Chief Scientific Prafessor Jamss Thomson
bdviser
Vice chief of the
Dafence Staff
Commander in Chief
BACR (mssential in
the Prime Minister's
ayes])
Sir P Cradock
Sir Michael Alexander
Mr. John Weston

Thae list counld be extended very slightly when we see how
acceptances go.

Tha Prime Minister envisages spending about two-thirds
of the day in discussion with all participants, with a final
geggion limited to official participants.

Tha pnext step is for me €0 send out letters of
invitation to the proposed participants. It would be
halpful if you could do the Tirst drafit of a paragraph for




CONFIDENTIAL
B

that letter setting out the nature and the parposes of the
Seminar on the lineas described in my original letter, but
more fully., I would like to issue this before the end of
the month. It would alsc pe helpiul 1 you could set in
hand work on a Lframework paper which could be circalated to
parcticipants early in Septamber,

Ther2 15 one final poilint on which we would welcome your
help. We shall need to offer to pay the fares of American
participants and thelr accommodation costs in this councry.,
The Frim=s Minister thinks it would be appropriate for the
MOD to undeartasLs BEhLs, Mo. 10 will meet the other costa of
thae Seminar.

I am copying this letter to Staphen Wall (Foreign and
Commanwealth Dffice) and to Sir Robin Butler.

CHARLES PONELL

Brian Hawtin, E3qg.,
Ministry of Dafence.
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FRIME MINISTER
CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL

You have agreed to have a semipnar ab Cheguers on Monday,

2 October on the implications of conventional force reductions
in Egrope for NATD strategy and Britain'"s military role,
looking also at bhe implications f[or our defence procurement
plans. I propose to ask the Mol to draft a bidding letter
gatting out in slightly greater detall the nature of the
saminar, and also to take the iﬁﬁd_iq_gngEﬁLng_ﬂ framework
paper which could be Elruulated-tu participants early in

September .

We need to give some thought to the guestion of

participation. I assume that, you would as usual want to keep
tha mmbers down to a?put EE_iF possible, with slightly more
non-official participangg-than official. Wa might have a
final session with only official participants present. On

thie basis I have the following suggestions:
Official

Foraign Secretary

Defance Sacrebtary

Chancellor or Chief Secretary

PUS MoD

Chief of the Defence Staff (obligatory in MoD's eyes)
MoD Chief Scientific Adviser

Vice Chief of the Defence Staff

81ir Michael Alexander

John Weskton ! &
J.am””J* f

I would hawve thought tﬁegpfﬁ;;f;nmethinq to be sald for having

the strategy, but MoD see "no added adwvantage™ in bringing him )fK
" . #he L-._-—Ln. S 2R

.
Ei

in. .
|:_'.' r POTTCT i Vo




(A} British

Lord Carrington

*Chris Donnelly

~Ken Bower (he is Donnelly's associate who wrote the paper
you found useful on platforms versus anti-platforms: but
Mol see "no particular merit in having him.

rjhawrence Fresdman {you read his lecture at the weekend)

“Ganeral Farndale (but Cabimet-Offipe preferGenerai-
Bagnall)

pﬁrﬂfﬂssﬂr Lawrence Martin
Prafessor Sir Michael Howard (but now 1n US)

(B) Non-British

(I think it is worth having some non-British, as we
do not have that many experts.)

EZeneral Bernie Rogers
Professor James Thomson (RAND Corporation)

v Richard Perle
FPrancois Heiszbourg (Director of the IISS in London:
French by naticnality)
Robert 0'"Heill (Michael Howard's successor at Oxford)

Walter Slocombe (U8 sxpert)

We would not get all the Americans, but might go for two of

them.

Could you very kindly tick those whom yvou are willing to

invite.
Content to proceed as plann=d?
e %

coDPp

10 July, 1989,
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CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL IMN EUROPE

Thank you for your letter of 4th July. The Defence Secretary
warmly supports the Prime Minister's idea of a seminar, covering
both the immediate issues posed by the CFE negotiations and broader
questions such as those on NATO's future raised in Sir Michael
Alexander’s recent despatch. He has given some thought as to how
the seminar might best be set up; his suggestions are given beleow,
following the order of your letter.

Themes

The Defence Secretary agrees that the broad themes are very
much on the right lines. It will be important to identify in
advance key issues and questions for the discussion te focus upon.
We think it particularly important to consider the implications of
possible developments for military requirements - both force
Structure and the eguipment mix. Our defence procurement planning
flows of course from the military requirements, and it ig the impact
of CFE negotiatione and other developments on these that needs to be
looked at.

Tiuing

Late September/early October seems about right. But clearly,
much will depend on the availability of participants. (You may like
to have in mind that some of the U5 people one might consider may
well travel to Europe for the IISS Annual Conference in Ctlo on 14th
September. )

Farticipants

We note that the Prime Minister is disposed to include some
non-British participants as well; for the kind of brainstorming
session envisaged and the kind of issues that will arise this seems
fruitful. It would necessarily tend to constrain discussion of
British policy issues (for example, on specific procurement
projecte) not least because some of the candidates - Heisbourg is a
notable example - maintain clese links with Governments. But we

Charles Powell Esq
No 10 Downing Street




take it that the Prime Minister would not see the seminar as an
appropriate vehicle for such particular discussion.

The Defance Secretary would like to give further thought to the
list of participants, but his initial comments and suggestione are
ag follows. He believes that the official team needs to include CDS
and the MOD Chief Scientific Adviser; we would also see advantage -
given the need to discuss both military reguirements and the
military aspecte of arms control - in VCDS attending, if necessary
in preference to CDP. We would see no added advantage in bringing
in Commander-in-Chief BAOR, It would seem very desirable, given the
character of the subject-matter, to include a senior official from
the FCO. The Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary will no doubt have
views on this, but one possibility (given his background and next
posting) might be John Weston.

On non-official participation we think that vour euggestions
provide a good basis; but we do have a number of comments. Wa
suggest that either Bernie Rogers or Andrew Goodpaster should
participate, but not both. oOur strong preference would he Rogers;
it is many years now since Goodpaster was SACEUR. We pause slightly
on John EKeegan - not so much because of his Journalistic links as
because we wonder whether he would make a contribution positive and
distinctive enough to warrant finding room for him when numbere are
&0 tight.

On academics, we suggest that Laurie Martin could make a more
so0lid contribution than Phil Williams (who is on the point of
emigration to America); and we see no great merit in including
Brower (particularly as Donnelly is in the team), BHis place might
better be occupied by Sir John Killick, who is still very much in
touch with strategic thinking and has experience as Ambagsador in
both Meoscow and NATO. Lynn Davies would be an acceptable choice
though we suggest that either Jim Thomson, who has good
environmental experience and is very active in RAND work on European
defence, or Walt Slocombe, would make a heavier-weight contribution.
We also suggest, for similar reasons, that Richard Parle would be
able to give more relevant value on thie oeccasion, than Jim
Abrahamson.

Fapers

We are very ready to take the lead in producing a framework
paper; we would see thie concentrating on the conceptual issues and
posing questions to stimulate debate. If the Prime Minister is
content, given that CPFE business ig still very much on the move, we
suggest that it should be circulated to participants in early to mid
September. We also suggest that, once the framework and issues are
more clearly defined, it might be useful to ask one of the
non-official participants to contribute a papec. Who might best do
that and what it might best concentrate upon could be determined later.




I am copying this letter tc Stephen Wall (Foreign and Commonwealth
Office) and to Trevor Woolley (Cabinet Office).

ym’-—-"‘.’: 8 Cranretss,
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Ref. A0DBS/184%9

KR POWELL

Conventional Arms Contrel in Europe

I understand that the Ministry of Defence will be providing you
with =some suggestions for attendence at the proposed seminar on
future defence policy in Europe. May I make two comments.

2 The first is that this seminar should clearly be a wvaluable
preliminary to, not substitute for, discussion in OD. The seminar
clearly c¢annot be an occasion for making decisions and some of the
discussion will be inhibited by the presence of the non-British
participants.

. 45 On the participants, I think that the CDS should be present,
and I doubt whether the Chief of Defence Procurement has much to
contribute. I recommend that Mr Weston, who will by then be Deputy
Segretary in charge of the Defence and Arms Control and Disarmament
Departments in the FCO should attend.

4. on non-ocfficial attenders, I would prefer General Bagnall to
General Farndale, and I doubt whether Keegan or Abrahamson have
much to contribute. Bernard Rogers might have more to contribute.
Other candidates worth considering are Karl FKaiser or Christoph
Bertram from Germany, Thierry de Montbrial and Pierre Lellouche
from France, Professor Sir Michael Howard and Professor James
Thomson of the Rand Corporation, who is particularly strong on the
conventional force balance in Europe and who has also worked for
successive US Administrations in a policy making role.
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ROBIN BUTLER
7 July 1989

CONFIDENTIAL




PRIME MINISTER

DEFENCE POLICY

I am setting out to organise a seminar in December on the possible
-, S

effects of Conventicnal Foroce Reductions on NATO's Etrategy.

Moanwhile vou might like o read the attached, rather interesting

i —

lacture by Lawrence Fresdman, who is a candidate for an invitation.

e

It suggests some of the guestions which ocught to be examined

gt a geminer. I think wyvou will Eind it interssting.

(C. D. POWELL])

7 July 1989
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NOTE FOR THE RECORD

SEMINAR ON DEFENCE QUESTIONS

I agsked Mr. Chris Dunue*ly to suggest some additional names
for this seminar. Most of the suggestions he came up with

were already on my list. But he had in addition suggested:

BEd Lottwak

David Gresnwood

Mike Hermann (Muffield College
Ganaral Uhle-Wettler (ex=-Bundeswier)

Jamas Wooley (leading Democrat defance expsrt]
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C. D. POWELL

2 July 1383
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FRIME MINISTER

Charles has told me that vou would like to hold a defence
seminar sometime in the farly autumn. Despite it being the
recess, thisa period is ai;éady h;cmminq extremely busy. You
are away in Japan Erom 18-24 Saptembar, have a sciesnce seminar
on 27 September and a regional tour in Wales on 29 September.
This takes you up to the week preceding the Party Confarence
which you will want to keep relatively free and, after that
time, you will be away"?ﬁ_iiaéﬁﬁimf_;;ﬂ then Kuala Lumpur

until 25 Qeotobar.

The only dates that loock at all possible for the defence
seminar are Saturday 30 Beptember, when yvou could invite
pecple te come to Cheguers, é;qﬁmndaf 2 October, when you
could hold a seminar at Cheguers or No.l0. -

can you please indicate which you would prefer?

AMANDA FPONSOMNBY

4 July 1989

PM3IARM




NOT TO BE COPIED

COPY NO: - I:S

L&30 draa Chairmen, S5ir Peter Lane + JW
1830 LOOE IM AT NEWSPAPER FRESS FUMD RECEFTION 4+ BI

Thuraday 28 Scpteamber
Capinat?

KEEP FREE?

Fridavy 29 September
REGIONAL TOUR

Sunday 1 Octobar
Keap frea?

Monday 2 Octobar
1830=-2000 GRecaption for Barl of Etockton Mamorial Fund

Tuasday 3 Octcber

0900 Fasp free for speech writing + JW
1730 Sir Emmanuel Eaye + Joy

13930 Look in at BI's Reception

Wednescay 4 Dctober
Lunch with Association of American Corresspondents + BI

Thursdav 5 Qctober
Capinest?
LEN0=1930 Drinks with members of North Atlantic Council +CDP

Friday 6 Ocg e,

e
= b
Fa fFram Far AP

Sunday 8 Octoher
EEEP PREE FOR JW

Monday & = Priday 13 Oetober
7 DEPART NO 10 FCR BLACEKPOOL
PARTY CONFERENCE +DT?

Mondav 16 October
Feep free [or briefing
1630c DEPART FOR CHOGM + DT

Tuesday 24 Octobar
? RETURN TO LONDON

Thursday 26 COctober
Cabinet 7?7

Friday 27 October
1a00—=L700 Tesatime reception Eor Trilateral Commission + CDP
Mo. 10
DEPART FOR CHEQUERS?
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= mimite of 29 Juna,

SECRET

10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWIA JAA
Frawm the Privaie Secrefary

CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL IN EUROPE

The Prime Minister has considarad the Defence Secrecary's
and the paper enclosed with it, on
Conventional Arms Control in Burope. 2he has also read

5ir Michael Alexander's recent despatch on NMATO's future

Bokn doocuments raise very broad guestions abouk sur Futiurs
defence policy in Burope and the Prime Minister thinks that
thz time has come2 to have a seminar on this, drawing on a
wider spactrum of opinion than would be available in OD. I
will write in more detail about this in due course, but vou
might like the following points as guidelin=ss,

Themes

Tha Prime Minister would like the seminar to take a
radizal look into the future; considaring both the
implications for WATO's strategy and Britain's military role
in It of currant Conventional Force Reduction proposals: and
the constrainkts which an effective strategy for NATO will put
on the scope for future Conventional Force Reductions. She
#111 also want It to look at the implicarions for our defence

procurement plans.

Timing

nnot yeat proposa a date, but am thinking in

I ca
=antembar, or wery earcly Octobsr, at Chaguers.

doa

Farticipation

The Prime Minister 1s amphatic
chat 3 want mora than 20 people and would want a
majority to be from ocutside Government and the Sarvices. Some
very preliminary suggestions are:
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Official Non-official
[including refired)

Frime Ministar Lord Carrcington
Nefancse Sapgratcary Martin Farndale
Foreign Sacretary Rob O'Maill
Chaneceal ler Francois Heisbourg
PUS, Minlstry of Dafence Jim Anrahamsan
Commander-in-Chief, Germany chris Donnelly
Chief of Defance Procuremant Bernie Rogers
Sir Michael Alexander Andrew Cogdpaste
cenaeral Altenburc
John Eaegan
Lynn Davies (John Hopxins)
Lawr=nce Preedman
Phil Williams (SouthamplLon)
Ren Brower {Iandhurcst)

o
=¥
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FPapers

We would need a framework paper and a draft bidding latter,
Cor ooth of which we would Look te MOD for help.

H I should be gratafol £ ; immediate comments on Fha Eheama
1- and participantis which yvour ? State may haves befcra I
takse Enis further. I am copvis atter also to Stephan Wall
(Faoreign and Commonwealth : ¥ Travor Wogllsey {(Cabinet
Dffical.

CHARLES POWELL

Brian Hawtin E&
=

Eance

MinigkEry of D
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