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SECRET

2 INTERVENTION CAPABILITY OUTSIDE NATO

aries (0D(80) 25) Coverg,
€ o

economic case for 4 Bri
Plti
sh

The Committee considered a note by the Secret

interdepartmental study of the political and
e NATO area in the light

i ili i th
military intervention capability outside . h

in the international situation.

THE PRIME MINISTER, summing up a short discussion, said that the neeq g,
A & T
intervention capability was accepted. Some reorganisation angd modest iy
([

ments were therefore called for. But there should be no major diversion o

British resources from their NATO tasks.
decision on 22 January, work should now proceed on the military implicatim,,
The Defence Secretary should report, ta-t

In accordance with the Commi t44,
el

providing the capability envisaged.
Committee on this at the same time as he brought forward proposals ahout defy
policy as envisaged under the previous item on their agenda. The new arraye
for an intervention capability should be announced publicly as a moment chos;;
to ensure maximum impact internationally and should be so presented as to mtis

the effect of any programme reductions which might become apparent for reau

set out in the Defence Secretary's paper (0D(80) 26.

The Committee -

1. Endorsed the conclusions in paragraph 26 of the paper attached
to 0D(80) 25.

2, Invited the Defence Secretary to examine, on this basis, the i?:;“"'
and cost of providing a suitable enhancement of Britain's interver ;ts
capability outside the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation areéd and

implications for defence policy.

2

CIVIL PREPAREDNESS FOR HOME DEFENCE

fhe Committee considered a memorandum by the Home Secretary (0D(80) 20)
proposing that he should make an early public statement about prelim

peasures to improve civil home defence and shoulq arrange for k t
wor

inary
ibili <b 0 continue
on the possibilits of a further programme, They also had before them a not, b
note by

the Secretaries (0D(80) 23) covering a memorandum by the Chairman of the 0ff
e icial

Comnittee on Home Defence and a preliminary report by an official worki t;
ing party.

THE HOME SECRETARY said that the Paper by officials was an important study which
made clear that more work was needed before strategic decisions could be taken
about the longer-term issues involved. There was a real danger that lack of
civil home defence preparedness could undermine the defence strategy of
deterrence. But the Government also faced an immediate problem, to which his

own paper was primarily addressed. In the wake of the Afghanistan crisis public
opinion had become alarmed at the state of ¢ivil home defence. National morale
in this area would in the short run depend less on any particular level of
Preparedness than on a general feeling that something was being done. Difficulty

bad also arisen over an official pamphlet entitled Protect and Survive. This

had been prepared for use in an emergency but had not been published. It was,
h0wever, alréady in ecirculation among journalists, and the Government was
*ispected of seeking to suppress it in order to conceal the inadequacy of existing
Preparations. In the face of Parliamentary pressure, it had been necessary to
:ig;::ht‘h::dthe pamphlet would be published as soon as it had been revised. He
¥ould neeq taISO undertaken to make a statement soon after Easter. In T.his he
Preliming © make clear that a review of the whole subject was continuing. As
(though t;’y steps he hoped to announce that the pamphlet would be put on sale

€re would be pressure to distribute it free); that volunteer effort

woulq
i be encouraged (though without creating a bureaucratic structure); and

that o
Cogt Sonditions should be improved for the volunteer Royal Observer Corps. The
cons-:f these Measures would not be large; and he would be able, albeit with
i ; :
€rabl e dlffic\xlty, to accommodate them within his departmental estimates.




In discussion the following points were made -

a A Ministerial statement could not avoid underlining the g
. r

At o
. roanay Mg,
There was therefore a danger of increasing Tathe, Uy

the subject. thay

diminishing public alarm.
b There was also a danger that too much emphasis on the Preliy
nature of the Home Secretary's statement, and on the Governﬂlent-s
continuing review of the subject, might arouse public eXpectatio, b

it would be impossible to live up to, not least because of financial

nayy

constraints.

c. For the same reasons it might be unwise actively to promote salesy

Protect and Survive after it was published. Scope for revising it

adequately would in any case be limited, given the shortage of tim i

fact that the present version was already in the hands of the press,

d. A weakness of the pamphlet was that it was directed primarilyti®
context of nuclear attack, whereas the main increase in the threat a
lay in the conventional field. Advice on protection against conventi®
attack would need to be left largely to volunteer effort. ‘
|
e. It was not clear whether the Scottish Office would need to o
to the limited expenditure proposed in 0D(80) 22. This point vould ¥
further examined by the Home Secretary and the Secretary of state ¥
Sc.otland. .
f. Local authorities' financial contribution to civil home defe?ceft
Preparations at present constituted no more than a minute P"°P°rmu
their total expenditure.
can ¥
g. There would be advantage if Ministers concerned could b E’:;l
eXpert presentation on civil home defence. The fact the® thef': r
%o be difficulty in finding suitably qualified experts % th: et
1teelt a commentary on the lack of attention to the subject *

i
i

o f

b

[SECRET ]

IME MINISTER, summing up the discussion, said that the C
eliminary steps proposed by the Home Secretary

THE PR

the PT i
undramatic statement, in order not to arouse expectatio

omnittee endorsed
He should aim at ap

ns which it woulq be

impossible to fulfil., The further decisions he envisag

; ed when present i
e complete were likely to present the Commi ttee with studies

i considerable difficulty,

They would need to be considered in parallel with decisions on military ges
P o : Ty defence
policy. Civil preparedness was an integral element in the spectrum of nationa]
ationa

defence.
The Committee =

1% Invited the Home Secreta

ry to make i
proposed in 0D(80) 22, an early public statement as

s Instructed the 'Secre-tary of the Cabinet to

t arrange for officials t
complet? their study of_ the problem of civil defence Preparedness, in o:der
to provide a comprehensive basis for further Ministerial decisions.

3. .Instr!.xcted the Se.ecretary of the Cabinet to arrange for co-ordinated
l<]:onsmlerat10n 1.;0 be given to civil and military policy objectives in the
ome defence field, as envisaged in the Secretaries' note 0D(80) 23.

Cabinet 0££1 e

* Marey 19g,
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1, DEFENCE POLICY AND PROGRAMME

The Committee considered a memorandum by the Secretary of State for Defence

(0p(80) 26) putting forward general proposals on future British defence
policy,

THE SECRETARY oF STATE FOR DEFENCE said that he was putting forward
Proposals for future defence policy in the light of the Committee's
discussiong on 3 December and 22 January. The advice of the Chiefs of

Stat haq been Tequested. This was set out in paragraphs 4 and 5 of his
PPer.  The review of the priorities to be accorded to the major elements

*f defence Policy had been complicated by the mismatch between the programme
8nd the available resources which had emerged from the 1980 long-term

Cost; .
am!tlugs of the defence programme., In broad terms in the period 1981-1984
0 excegg

°f between 5 per cent and 7 per cent over the approved Public
E"Penditur

Vag n s s\lrvey figures had emerged in each year. Some d?gree of excess
oetiogs, this stage, but not on this scale. The situation was aggravated
t"’ﬂtl:e et thay the cost of the new equipment continued to i.ncrense1 1:; :-::i
b weilbecau“ of the need for increasing sophistication to meet qunll e
"8 the o ?mtitative improvements in the Soviet threat. Nefert:e e::s 4
poli‘“-y . °f the Chiefs of Staff that nome of the four mn.a e elfle
. s abandoned. His policy proposals to meet the situation were




10 of his memorandum. Three particular prgy; v

ut in paragraph k rery difficult to reg equy,,
W it would be politically very Uce fhgy N
First, 1

i i 2 oy,
emphasis. in Germany. The cohesion of the Nortp Atlantic 6]

d
itish forces base sre would als e
of Bri . ( T0) would be endangered; and there would also y, A lge
i on (NA s
Organisati isk of prejudicing the outcome of current negotiationg o8 Mutual
important ris

¢ But if the level of these forceg .
ductions (MBFR). -
Balanced Force Re

Dot

X ipment was likely to be degradeq by .
pality of their equipm Opay,
reduced, the quali "

h with their allies and with their potential enemies. Secong
both wi

i effects on Br]tjsh i
in th rogramme would have serious ef ts 3
the equlpment prog

Third, reductions in the planned defence programme woulq b,
ira,

industries.
extremely difficult to present to the
public and to our allies, even though

4 > 1 - l.
by 3 per cent in real terms over the previous year's leve

Government's suppo rters, to the genen

defence expenditure would be increas,

In discussion there was general agreement with the proposed approach to th

problem described by the Defence Secretary. The Committee considered

paragraph 10 of 0D(80) 26 in detail and the following points were made on

its 13 sub-paragraphs -

a.

It was argued that it would be more logical to give top priorityt
the defence of the United Kingdom base than to a new strategic muclesr
force to replace Polaris. The importance attached to defending the
home base also emphasised the illogicality of neglecting civil home

i) 1d be
defence. But it was pointed out that the British home base wou

J¢
regert
indefensible if the rest of Europe were over-run., Furthermore, !

of civil home defence, the maintenance of the -strategic nuclear d:tem
provided the best national security assurance of all because Of.tle
threat of indestructible retaliation which it posed to a potent®
enemy,

aire
g for
b. It was agreed that there should be no cut back on plan =
to
defence of the United Kingdom base; but such plans needed

considered in conjunction with civil home defence.

the

0
. fence
¢+ The importance of the British contribution to the de
Northern Flank vas agreed.

2

» Teducti,,

d The possibility of reducing Britigh forces bag

ed in Gexmny
ised great political difficulties_
ral

It could be convineingly argued
that in the long term the United Kingdom should concentrate op maintaining
paval and air forces in the Eastern Atlantic apg Channel, But in the
short term any reductions in the Britigh Army of the Rhine (BAOR) would
certainly threaten the cohesion of the Alliance, If any unit were to

be withdrawn it should probably be the lon-mechanised field force

numbering about 3,000 men which had been kept outside the main BAQR
divisional organisation for withdrawal in the event of 5 MBFR agreement,
But the financial savings would amount 4o only about £30 million a year
and were probably outweighed by the political risks involved., Nevertheless
it was agreed that the policy option of withdrawing forces from Germany
should not be ruled out at this stage,

e. The desirability of reducing non-garrison forces in Northern Ireland
wvas agreed. The function of such forces was becoming increasingly the
maintenance of Protestant morale., Their confribution to the current
security situation was diminishing in value, and they were tending
simply to provide targets for terrorist attacks. The Defence Secretary
would be considering the matter further, in consultation with the
Seci‘etary of State for Northern Ireland. But the effect of such
reductions should not be exaggerated;the present level of forces was
only just over twice the normal garrison level. One major unit had
already been withdrawn and the public had hardly realised it. Further

Teductiong were planned.

f. The future level of British maritime forces in the Eastern Atlantic
3Tea would be related to whatever decisions were taken about the future
level of forces in Germany, But the case for any maritime reductions
"ould neeq most careful consideration. Unlike the Central Front, where
the British contribution in men and material amounted to something

like 10 per cent of the Alliance effort, the British contribution in

?he Eastern Atlantic was about 80 per cent. Furthermore British expertise
n thig field wag of a high order, and if there were ever to be any
specialig.tion within the Alliance this was the obvious area on which

Britas
itain shoulg concentrate,

This item was discussed under item 2 of the agenda.

3




reed that the scope for making more use of Tesery,
s ag

e v . in whict
This was an area ich the GOVer :

forces should be examined.

Bt §,
ounced a number of decisions.
ann

already
i. and j. The defence procurement policy of Sceking to reque, y
inventory of eapon systems, and buying &s m‘.wvh eq.ll’lpment a3 possiy),
from British industry or European collaborative ar rctngements, vag
agreed. A decision had already been taken on the Sting Ray PTOJect|
which had been begun several years earlier. l.mt the Defence Secretary
was not yet in a position to make recommendatvm‘ns about othep majog
equipment decisions, such as the replacement of the Jaguar op the Sey s
which might each cost around £1,000 million. It was arguable thay
Britain should no longer seek to match qualitatively the equipment >
Simpler
equipment might also sell better abroad. But the consequences of Progrs

by her richer allies or by her main potential adversaries,

reductions were likely to be painful to some important parts of Britis
industry im':luding firms with excellent export potential. There wouli
be an immediate problem in regard to the missile division of British
Aerospace for which a flotation had been planned in the forthcoming
sumner. This would not now be possible in view of the uncertainties
over future defence orders. The Secretary of State for Industry would
be consideriﬁg this matter further in consultation with the Defence

Secretary.

issilé
k. It was agreed that there should be no general cut back of ©
and ammunition stocks,

- nake
1. It was agreed that the drive to cut out inessentials and

most cost-effective use of resources should be intensified.

od ¥
: . g agre
@.  The concept of specialisation in tasks and equipment W& jalof*

a long term aim of policy. But it was argued strongly that ®
i1 this ares with Britain's allies should pot be started - g oF
Jjuncture when it would look like a cloak for reducing Brd a8 di"“’él{:‘
sontribution o the Alliance. It wss unfortunate thats 88 ¥ :wm o
of force levels in Germany and in the Eastern Atlantic had‘Sh I
Political imperatives seemed to run in the opposite directio?

term national interests,

st
e pr*
th ,gll
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pRIME MINISTER, summing up the discussion, saiq that the Committee too)

THE ¢ the views of the Chiefs of

S h d to reshape th
oD(BO) 26, and of the nee : pe e defence Programme to fit the

urces available. Difficult choices woulg be involveq,

Staff ag set out ip Paragraph 4 of

reés No decisiong

vere required at the preasnt ‘stagetilte Preparing specific Proposals the
pefence Secretary would wish to take account of the Committe
e

e's preliminary
iews on the policy guidelines set out in his paper,
vi

The Committee -~

Invited the Defence Secretary to bring specific def
to the Committee in June, based on their discussion
set out in paragraph 10 of 0D(80) 26,

ence policy proposals
of the guidelines




