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14 esei.._ _. ,  Secretary of State _or Defence,

..ser- _ a t__ _ _.. 1Q?  for .`:°_n_-y', on  the effect  the  'a-cur
.,__.; •wohave  ,  on  Satu_ day, 2ith  Xav _3=,3

ri ma_- resconsibility of Government is defence of

=_eedcros of this nation. The sovereignty of Parliament, the

democratic process, the rule of law, and _freedom of smeech and

conscience - all these depend upon our ability to defend ourselves

against those who do not share our values.

This Government ,  like all post -war Gove rn ments, has provided

for the defence of this nation along lines which have been supported

by all parties .  Conservative Governments and Labour Governments

alike have.

- pursued a policy of collective security through  the

North Atlantic Alliance

recognised the need  for NATO to  pack its  conventional-

.a orces with a nuclear deterrent

pro iced  a 3ritisn independent contribution to  the

Alliance's nuclear forces.

- ._ _.o__Jre: ..o..ser va:_ re  Senc r  __ _ ic e



Lab r  ?artv  rcocses to abandon those policies and to

e
wit

_ cfc_. e

_abour _s 'edge:

to ca_ t-rough  in  th.e 1_fetime of the next _ arliament

a  ncn-uclear  defence  policy for this country

`o red ce the roco .-on  of  ,the nation ' s resou _ _.-es

devoted to  defence so twat t e burde? we bear will

be brought into line wit_. that of the other  major

^pean  '-N. 7-  O countries, without  i  acre as_n a the

reliance on nuclear  weapons.

They do  not  ex pla -n how  we should then defend ourselves against

nuclear  b lackmai l.  or how we can cut our  conventional  defences without

also lowering  the nuclear  threshold. On all  rational defence grounds

they should be rejected at t e polls.  But behind the defence

arcuments lies another issue. Jobs.

The effect of Labour 's policy would be to destroy over 400,000

jobs in the  A rmed Forces , the Civil  Service and British industry.

I  make  no extravagant  or unsubstantiated claims. My calculations

follow from the  facts.

Britain spent last year some  E14,400M  on its defences. This was

5 . 1 of ou r CsL? . Labour's _ ledge  is  to reduce that proportion of

GDP into line with that of our mamajor  European Allies . Our three

Eu_ can ._-lies are  France,  °_s Ger.,. nV and Italy. In 1 982

s=ent -. 1 %, 4 and 2.6%  respectively  of their GOP on defence



?res ..,.  is  to  the  average  of  these f i gures  =: a. t :e Labour

P = refer comb i ned defence

eX n of their combin ed ? . So on the ; r policy

e  ̀.  _eL'......ce  the  defence dc e z. from 3. 1:-71 -

O  icn las ., y e. ".. r' s  f  cures

_n defence ter:s this would be devastating T=ie SOD' s

_cvision for the Royal Navy last year was E4,200M. So even if Labour

act rig of the whole Royal `:a-,nj they would still be locking for

r over savin gs.

They talk as though these huge  savings  could be found by  cuts  in

our expenditure  on nuclear forces . But if  T illustrate  these costs

within our existing  defence programme, the  irresponsibility of

Labour's  policy  is evident:

- the cost of our existing nuclear strategic force in

1.982/83 was £327M

- the average annual cost of the procurement of the Trident

system is about  c-4-00M.  But expenditure doesn't reach this

level until much later in the decade. And even when

expenditure is at its peak, Trident is not expected to

absorb more than some 5% of the defence budget.

And other procrar_ es would not yield the savings we are talking about:

- cutting BA O R in half would save some  £750M

- cutting all  the  RAF's  general  :D  ruose forces by half

would  save  scm e £1330M.

And  so  or..



_S obviou s  that  no one cons id ering the defence needs of this

_C S _ _ cse a _ , :art_cularly w^.e:, one

erg ...e fo _ -  eon s~ nds sc :e 1 5 _  of  an n..:a!  wealth

on defence. Cn -. basis, our cc-.,it-yen=  is  too small not too large.

But sumpcse that the Labour Party were to pursue t _s reckless

with our freedoms. They would then have to deal with the

employ gent cense ie_n_ces .

T'-ere  are  320,000  men and women our Armed Services, and

230,000  UK-based civil employees work alongside them in support of

our defence  effort  (some 26,000 in the Dockvards, and 19,000 in the

Ronal Ordnance factories, for example). In 1981/82 defence equipment

spending sustained over 20,000 jobs directly in ti:e British defence

industries, and nearly 200,000  more  indirectly in  British  industry as

a whole. Anct_-er  160,000  jobs arose  from  soendirig on items such as

food, fuel and construction. That makes a total of about 600,000

jobs in British industry - to say nothing of the extra 150,000 jobs

sustained by defence sales overseas, which Labour would  also  decimate.

The grand total of jobs linked to  our  defence effort is thus

1,300,000. A cut in the defence budget  of  some 31% plus Labour's

attack on defence sales could destroy over 400,000 jobs.

But you do not have to take my word for this. In 1981 the then

Labour defence spokesman - Brvnmor John, the MP for Ponty-Oridd said

what would happen if Labour  :pursued  its anti -nuclear, anti-defence

^l_cies. This  -is w--at  he s,._- then.



-- -e'jen t
'_ a ional Yec: . e  Co-_..it tee

,or

today sending to each Conservative candidate 's of

' an o a over
2 ----or .

defence  contractors  with''. -facto r ies in '.:i s area.

^.ere  is  an -. mortant Cuestion to e asked o f all Labour

can, id'.. des b y  each o f  the i , 3C O , OOQ zed= _ whose jobs de-:)end upon

cur defence effort.

"If you carry out your policy to reduce the

defence budget h v one third, what is doing to hap pen

to my job?"

I don 't think that  they will be impressed by the  official

Labour answer. Let me cuote it.

Labour Government  will ;plan to ensure that savings in

military expenditure do not lead to unemployment for those working

in defence industries. We shall give material support and

encouragement to plans for industrial conversion so that the valuable

resources of the defence industries can be used for the producticn

of

You will notice that they admit that  their policies will

destroy defence jobs. They want  vol,:,  to believe that a Labour

Go-: ernment can create al :.ernative  jobs.

So ..hey want  you to tak e  another  cat.mble .

::o on  to game  with the nation's defences



t o  create

You will know that  .^:o Lab our Governm en t  has ever  reduced

:nen_ovment. ere are the  f ac_s.

Labour Unemtlovm ent on Vnemolovmen  t on Rise  in
Government  taking  o`:-ice l eat . =rc office ovmert

1924 1,229 ,300 1,280,700 51,400

;_29 1,163 ,000 2 ,792,000 -1,627,000

194 J-51 131,000 261,300 + 130,500

1964-70 369 ,800 600,700 + 230,900

1974-79 577 ,700 1,306,100 + 725,4400

So you can see that  you  are on a two-way loser you vote

Labour. Defenceless and jobless.

The Conservative  Party will not gamble with this nation's

freedoms.


