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Ref. A09932 

P R I M E M I N I S T E R 

Long Range Theat re Nuc lea r F o r c e s and Theatre Nuc lea r A r m s Con t ro l 

(MISC 7) 

These two papers by the Secre ta ry of State for Deface (MO 13/1/34 of 

5th July) and by the Fo re ig rySec re t a ry deal with different aspects of an impor tan t 

and diff icult subject. Al though nei ther paper seeks decis ions now the outcome of 

the d i scuss ion w i l l be impor tant to M r . P y m for h is v i s i t to Washington on 

16th-18th J u l y . He w i l l c l e a r l y need to be able to give an i n i t i a l i m p r e s s i o n of our 

present thinking on how we intend to modern i se the long-range theatre nuclear 

forces which we contribute to N A T O , and on how we think our plans should be 

r econc i l ed with for thcoming a r m s cont ro l negotiations i . e. S A L T III. I have 

under l ined "theatre" because we are not here ta lk ing about the next generation of 

our s t rategic nuclear deterrent i  . e. the success ion to P o l a r i s i n i t s nat ional and 

strategic r o l e . We are ta lk ing about the success ion to the longer - range nuclear 

weapons we have hi therto deployed i n a theatre ro le i n the Nor th A t l a n t i c a rea ; not 

the short-range t ac t i ca l weapons (Honest John, e tc . , cu r ren t ly being rep laced by 

Lance) but the medium-range weapons we contribute to the A l l i a n c e v i z . (a) the 

V-bomber s c a r r y i n g nuclear bombs and (b) P o l a r i s i n i t s non-s t ra teg ic and non­

national r o l e . The confusing fact that P o l a r i s has two ro les should not be 

a l lowed to m i s l e a d the meet ing into t ry ing to d iscuss the s trategic future as w e l l . 

That w i l l come soon, but separate ly . 

H A N D L I N G 

2. Al though the two papers are l inked you m a y l i k e to ask the Sec re ta ry of State 

for Defence to speak f i r s t and to concentrate on the options i n paragraph 13 of the 

memorandum attached to his minute . There would be value i n a f i r s t exchange of 

views on the fol lowing points: 

(a)	 Is i t c lear that we need new plans ( i . e. new hardware decis ions) of some 

k ind? If no change i s made i n exis t ing plans , the Vu lcan bombers w i l l 

phase out after 198 3 and the Uni ted Kingdom nuclear contr ibut ion w i l l then 
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consis t of the ageing P o l a r i s force, the r e l a t i ve ly short ranged Tornado 

and our p r o v i s i o n of bases for Uni ted States F I l l s . M r . P y m 

convincingly d i smi s se s this option. 

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

i n the United Kingdom? P re sen t indicat ions a re that the A m e r i c a n s would 

l i ke the United Kingdom to provide Ground Launched C r u i s e M i s s i l e s 

( G L C M s ) in their T N F modern i sa t ion p r o g r a m m e . A cheap way of doing 

this would be to accept Uni ted States-owned G L C M s i n this country. If 

the Uni ted States so w i s h , we might even offer to man and operate the 

systems for them although they should provide warhead custodians. But 

this would not be regarded as a t r u l y nat ional contr ibut ion; and there 

could be p o l i t i c a l p roblems i n the apparent sur render of a nat ional 

sovereignty invo lved . 

(c)	 Should we acqui re f rom the A m e r i c a n s a Uni ted K ingdom sys tem with 

United States warheads? 

Th i s	 i s an arrangement which has worked i n the past with our t ac t i ca l 

nuclear weapons i n G e r m a n y . But at that t ime we s t i l l had the V bombers 

as w e l l . Once they are gone, publ ic opinion may be l e s s ready to accept 

an A m e r i c a n finger on the safety catch of theatre nuc lear weapons i n 

which a great deal of B r i t i s h money w i l l have been inves ted . 

(d)	 Should we acquire f rom the A m e r i c a n s a Uni ted Kingdom sys tem with 

United Kingdom warheads? In many ways this i s the mos t a t t rac t ive 

option. But i t i s by far the mos t expensive and we could not develop and 

produce Uni ted Kingdom warheads for a new G L C  M force before 1986 at 

the ea r l i es t . 

(e)	 W i l l we have a nat ional capabi l i ty to develop and produce a sa t i s fac tory 

warhead for a G L C  M system? 

We produced our own warhead for the P o l a r i s m i s s i l e but there are 

|u indicat ions that United States nuclear warhead technology i s now some way 

J f ahead of our own. Could we be sure that we could develop a sa t i s fac tory 

new warhead at a reasonable cos t? 
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(£) F r o m our point of v i ew do Ground Launched C r u i s e M i s s i l e s offer obvious 

advantages over A i r Launched or Sea Launched C r u i s e M i s s i l e s ? 

M a y the apparent Uni ted States preference that we should go for G L C  M 

be par t ly designed to make i t eas ier to get other European N A T O a l l i e s 

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

A s the United Kingdom possesses a growing force of nuclear submarines 

should we d i s m i s s the a l ternat ive of S L C M too r e a d i l y ? 

(g)	 "What are the cost imp l i ca t i ons of T N F modern i sa t ion? M r . P y m says 

that no fo rward f inancia l p r o v i s i o n has been made for the modern i sa t ion 

of theatre nuclear weapons i n the defence budget. If the i r costs have 

to be accommodated without s ignif icant addit ion of that budget, what i s 

the order of magnitude of change which may have to be made to our 

other defence capabi l i t ies i n o rder to accommodate i t ? The re are 

a l ready indica t ions that the threat to the planned shape and s ize of the 

conventional forces i s causing disquiet within the M i n i s t r y of Defence. 

You may then wish to ask the F o r e i g n and Commonweal th Secre ta ry to 

introduce his minute to you of 6th J u l y ( P M / 7 9 / 6 2 ) about Theatre Nuc lea r A r m s 

C o n t r o l . The points to es tabl ish i n subsequent d i scuss ion are 

(a)	 Is there general agreement on the p o l i c y proposed i n L o r d Carr ington 1 s 

paragraph 8? A l m o s t ce r t a in ly yes . But i t w i l l not be easy to c a r r y 

out, and further d i scuss ion should concentrate on the m a i n areas of 

di f f icul ty . 
(b)	 Our views on the G e r m a n three-phase approach ( L o r d Ca r r ing ton ' s 

paragraph 4). 

The Germans advocate a simultaneous approach on the p r o b l e m of T N F 

modernisa t ion and on negotiations on a r m s cont ro l within S A L T III. 

But i t w i l l not be easy to formulate a sensible S A L T III negotiat ing 

posi t ion un t i l we know where we want to go on T N  F modern i sa t ion . 

(c) Should the United Kingdom take par t i n S A L T III negot iat ions? 

No	 need to decide this yet. But the cu r ren t state of Compreh ensive Tes t 

Ban negotiations suggests that there could be r i s k s i n invo lv ing 

ourse lves too deeply or too ea r ly . 
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(d) Effect of S A L T III negotiations 

There are obvious p o l i t i c a l reasons for the Russ ians to i n s i s t on the 

inc lus ion i n S A L T III of nuclear weapon systems owned by the a l l i e s of the 

USA. If we are to agree, the p o l i t i c a l and m i l i t a r y benefits to the whole 

A l l i a n c e must be c l e a r l y shown to be worth whi l e . 

Under p ressure of negotiation in S A L T III how is the United States attitude 

l i k e l y to develop? As c ru i se m i s s i l e s are a l ready on the S A L T III agenda, 

are they a sensible sys tem for the United K i n g d o m to adopt? 

M r .	 P y m does not specify a p r e f e r r ed option but c l e a r l y expects that 

G L C M s w i l l be part of our future p r o g r a m m e . What i s the r i s k of moving 

in this d i r ec t ion at the same time as S A L T III negotiations may be taking 

p lace? The United States may see B r i t i s h plans to acquire G L C M s pa r t ly 

as a negotiating chip . In what c i rcumstances would we be prepared to 

contemplate modifying or abandoning our plans as part of the S A L T III 

p rocess ? 

(e) Should we be developing a S A L T III negotiating pos i t ion now? 

Th i s might involve the theore t ica l formula t ion of theatre nuclear weapons 

modern i sa t ion plans more ambit ious than anything we could in fact afford, 

i n order to have something which can be whi t t led down in the course of 

S A L T III negotiat ion. 

C O N C L U S I O N 

4.	 In the l ight of d i scuss ion , the Commit tee might be guided:­

(a)	 To conf i rm that M r . P y m has c o r r e c t l y ident i f ied the four p r i n c i p a l options 

open to us. 

(b)	 U To agree that M r . P y m should be guided, i n his talks with D r . B r o w n , by 

'( the m a i n points emerging f rom the present d i s cus s ion . 

(c)	 To invite M r . P y m to b r ing the mat ter before the Commit tee again as soon 

as he is i n a pos i t ion to recommend a p r e f e r r e d option. 

(d)	 To accept the general l ines of the po l i cy on theatre nuclear a rms cont ro l 

proposed by L o r d Ca r r ing ton . 

J O H N	 H U N T 
9th	 Ju ly , 1979 
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