S,

20th September 1982

Trident

Many thanks for your letter of 15¢th
September, which was written following
your talk to Tessa earlier in the day.
I understand, precisely, the reasons
which prompted you to write as you

did L

I will do what I can, but it may not
be much.

See you in Brighton next month.

IAN GOow
David W Mitchell Esq




Ian

David Mitchell (Scottish President) telephoned.

The attached article - Financial Times 14/9/82

This has caused considerable concern to
the Scottish, since when we appeared

to be at odds with the US over John Browne
Engineering, we announced at the same

time that the jobs which were going to

go in support of Trident to Coalbridge
were in fact going to Georgia in the

US - error in timing.

With the uncertainty that Mr Nott's

impending resignation injected into this
scene and the doubt which DM thinks this
article states very well, perhaps some
definitive statement at an early date
may be helpful.




Thinking again
about Trident

THE BRITISH Government’s
decision to sérvice ‘the Trident
missiles for the eountry’s future
nuclear deterrent ‘in the .S,
rather than Scotland §s not in it-
self an- official admissioy; *that
the Trident programme has
already gone -astray.  ¥et, dt-ds
still pretty.peculiar even by 'the
Government’s own criteria. «

One of the arguments that
ministers have repeatedly made
in favour of Trident was that it
would create, or at least
preserve, British -jobs. - The
Jjustification of a weapong system
capable of destroying or defend-
ing millions of lives on the
grounds that it would keep a few
thousand people in work always
seemed remarkably thin. Now
the Government has abandoned
that af,

Spurious

It has also admitted that ‘the
costs of Trident are escalating
to the point at which they could
impair the rest of the defence
programme. The decision to
have the missiles serviced in
the U.S. is intendeq to save
some £500m. Last March, when
the agreement to acquire the
D-5 missile was announced, it
was claimed that such costs
could be borne quite easily by
the British defence budget.

The argument that savings
can be used to boost conven-
tional, as distinct from nuclear,
forces is spurious, at least un.
til it is proved. The fact is that
we are talking about expendi-
ture many years ahead and the
Ministry of Defence, in 1982,
has no-power to allocate that.

The dast word will .come From |

«the Treasury and the politicians

in office at the time.

There“is also a point about
independence. Those who want
a -specifically British /inde-
pendent nuclear deterrent can
hardly claim ‘that-this is rwhat
theyare getting if missiles have
to. be serviceq in America.

Rejection

For our part, we have long
been -sceptical about Trident
and - indeed about the require-
ment for British nuclear -deter-
Tents in general. The real need
is for deterrents by the Atlantic
alliance as a'whole, - It remains
unclear -that .a ‘British nuclear
capability is the best way of
contributing to that. The most
appropriate British contribution
might well be more and better
equipped conventional forces. |
That is something which needs
to be urgently discussed within |
Nato. |

Since announcing its decision
to go for Trident in 1980, and
for the more. advanced version
this year, the Government has
won " few, if any, converts to
its position. The Labour Party
is against it. The. Liberals
and Social Democrats have very
considerable reservations,
almost to the extent of rejec-
tion,. In his statement last
week Mr John Nott, the Defence |
Secretary, ‘seemed to retract
some of the Government’s own
arguments. The Jesson is plain
enough: it is time to review the

“whole issue,
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