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The attached cutting of Denis Healey's piece in the Observer at
the weekend has prompted me to write the letter I had intended to
pen last week in the context of the Secretary of State's Conmittee.

The Healey article i1s potentially very damaging. He says there is
no military or political case for Cruise missiles in the UK; and that
1if deployed will make an arms agreement more difficult in view of their
mobility and microscopic size.
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These are points we need to answer. But this poses a wider
guestion which already confronts me in my dealings with the lLobby.
We undoubtedly hit the target last week; just how effectively was
demonstrated by the Morning Star's wincing front page yesterday. But
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quite apart from how we sustain the effort, we must also cope with the
consegquences of our success.
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This manifests itself in the form of even more detailed auecstions ?
about Cruise and its method of control. And given the enorizous r
strength of opinion in favour of multilaterglism, a nuclear deterrent ;
and an 1ndependent one as well, the more the opposition will have to i
iall "back on Cruise etc.

But how far do we wish to be driven into revealing even more detail
about the joint decision arrangements? 1 feel that we are suffering
from two things at the moment:

— a long slow slide into even more detailed revelations; and

~ the impression which this creates of cover-up, shiftyness,
evasion, to use only a few of the.terms in the propagandist
armoury .
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I would be much happier i1if I thought we were all clearer of the

3 ground on which we are determined to stand and hold. I hope all
fthis makes sense (to you, and that you can get 1t considered urgently.




Meanwhile, could I Please reinforce my concern about an MoD
survey or nonitor of public opinion? Any such exercise will almost
céertainly become public, with irresistible demands for publication

) which may, or may not, be helpful.. I do hope we can 'plant'
appropriate questions by buying into other surveys.

I am copying to Neville Taylor and Roger Jackling.
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BERNARD INGHAM

Moray Stewart, Eseg .l
Assistant Under SeerelLarys.
Ministry of Defence.
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NOT foe the fiest time, the

Atiantic Alliance finds itseif
aeceply and dangerousiy divided

over 4 proposak whicih was
.;.'L,nueu only to unite it. The
F1518  over the cruise and

t’cr sing I missijes 1s a repeat
periormance of the crisis ovu*
the Multilateral Force 20 yeu
ago and over the Em'()pean
Delence Community 10 years
eartier still.

The international context of
the present crisis is, however,
rar more menacing. If NATO
takes the wrong decision now,
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iater vears of the IKennedy
Adminisiration Washington
became alarmed by what it saw
as a erowing distrust in Furope
oi' As'im;«,a\ readiniess (o meet
g Soviet attack on her ailies by
massive  nuclear  retaliation,
\-. iicin was then part of NATO

tracegy. With encouragement
'u g soime European govern-
Ments 1'-. olfered to meet this
oartst by deploving American
NUC 2T weapons in - duropean
walers on ships with mixed
AvZiot crews provided Dy its

oroposai. cansed deep -
aivistons among - the
Deans
s “artiucial Tdissemination,’
hecatise the Americans would
tave controlied both the trigger
ana ae ‘\r‘fClV L”‘l] i1 LI
wc* pons  themselves. It did
not ulu 2 {0 Teassure iinmpc and
was A millary nonsense. My
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urst act when 1 became Secret-

ary ior Uefence i 1264 was to
sersuade Washington 1o scuttie
(e ML before 1t left harbour.
L OTe was a row at the time

. everyone breathed a sigh of
cebel and no one oneeither side

o che Atlantic has felt any less

secure as a result.,

: udmut %a lmudl m a speech to

{ described it at the time

'i'iu_ proposai Lo deploy cruise

and 1'er »lllm' il as a 1 KPOnse 1o

the Soviet S5-20 was sumilarly
sut to NATO at the end of 1979
as a reiuctant Amcrican res-
aonse to worries expressed by

precisely how Chancelior
Schmidt proposed to meel hig
OWIl WOrTics.

The §5-20 was notbing [un-
damentaily new. As &
continentai land power with
very restricied access to the
ocecans, HRussia haa  aiways
relied on jand-vased nuciear
forces rather than submarinie-
launched mussiles. Whien in the

1960s tie RKeembin deployed its
bS"'"F aliu 0\'\"‘5 Illl?.ﬁm. 5 -:,_-Hll‘-l
European targets NATO res-
pondeda not - by de puwm;r
similar missiles on laniu, uut by

allocating somie of her misiile
NATO

submarines (0 the
Supreme  Allied Cominander
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Eurape. These “NATO
marines at present cacry 400
WAl i, 'tU‘-----—C:lt'ﬂl}_til Oy niw:u;-
seives (o desiroy Soviet socteiy.

OO0 course, the $5-20 misuiies
wsm which Kussia bas been
replacing her S5-4s and 55-5
over Lie iive years, are
more joraudable CVOTY
respect than ner older tssiies.
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allles trwd in vain m find nnt

- United States from

-

They represent a Soviet escala-
tton of the arms race, and
should be dismantled. But the
American submarines aiready
allocated to NATO are just as
adequate to counter them.

Jhere is no imore need now

office.
Ministers which met continu-
aily over this period took the
view that NATO strategy was
exp 1c1[ly mcompatmic with the

The inoer group of ment plans to reduce

P 3 S FA
b e T, g ST, LIRES W M e amw, gl 4
[ { t i 2 B £ gErRen [E0E BB lr: *-.i-‘.,.,‘“* z»;}:} | P
v g g - sEF S WA G 4 B T o 8 %o A
S Naph Gl ~ y k“t-&w-’uu 'y o ; ""ﬁ -.r’vM Lasa M bl w‘w"; w F“éu‘wﬁ/ (s
NN Wl e limiting & nucicar war 0
fw— e L e At -‘_--,_' srere oY ‘53 R B 5 m’ "‘F il : =
b LoMio HEALEY, MNP, expiains Europe alone.
_ v Y Eh‘“ o “..-Si ,.H'G 3@3@{5 ' - The last Labour L:ovcmmmt
PO S consistently took the view that
] ._ s "-.‘J!%‘:“;' i {"' lf“- L t -7 4‘" """n." 1 : g,
i i N 3 ‘ :‘.Iuauéﬁgiﬂi }ﬁ@ &i Hda be Liiere Was 0 n]i“[ﬂw ot
faaiEcsy Sesiid OTiers no st ai@ﬁnu aavani 393 political case for cruise missiles
bt e Sl 1A ne United Kinsdom. We
: 3 o . ,::— : fann z 5 Hewm ‘G r id. 1 A84 ”:
bt s Jiner 1o | "f', L&in or ic & { rejected them even if the
: G A N ‘ f % Feeat 3 | 1
L S silantic Alliance. proposed arms taiks should
BT T M TERATEN e TR Ry ] g J brc:}k dgwn' !

Like the MLF belore it, the
deployment of c"u:.s,c and Per-
nhmgr would Dbe ¢artificial

dissemination,’ since none of
the allies would control either

the trigger or the safety catch of
the Amcrzmn missiies. But i1t

Jwould have enormous disad- |

danger by moving tie lorrics
which iaunch the cruise missiies
from their bases at Gireenham

idea of isolating one particular - prepared sites all over the

eiement of NATC’s military
sirength, like land-based muss-
iles, from all the others, and did
not require the Adlliance to
match Soviet strength at every
level. To borrow the pin ase we
often used at the time, if NATO

-had a suliiciency of nuclear

sirength it did not need equiv-

alence. In other words, cnougb,'
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Another argument agamst
countering the §8-20 With  perqiing is now e urmcmsi}’

similar land-based missiies 1

witiv the Callaghan Govern-
ment. We believed tuat the
whole concept of a nuciear
balance limited to Europe
wouid weaken the credibility of
Anterica’s nuclear guarantee—
that a separate Buro-strategic
baiance would decoupic the
Europe.
This argument has now ass-
uined even greater weizht since
memocers of President Keagan’s
Administration have taiked of
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comwy in time of tension—a
prospect which must be even

1ess u]Vl.ﬂg for the uul:‘!sh_

people, and which mia<es the
Anglo-American agreesaent on

“joint degision a‘:@‘&t ﬂi& use of

- bases irrelevant.:
“This case agamst

lmpact
o 2Cel TIDC
1979 when NATO fist o 4 reed
Lo dt.“p}ﬂ‘-{ them if “';.uxluuilluilt

strengt thened oy im.

tﬂu'\b 'L'O;\L' (QOV\’ h WwWis
assiimed that Amc;':;‘ wouid
ratify the SALT IiI Lreaty,

which banned the deployiment
of ground-launched cruise
missiles until the end oi-1981,
this ban
expired 1t wouid have been
replaced by a further ban in a
SALT I Treaty.

In lact, the American Con-
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gress refused to ratifr 5 I
and President Reagan res
| further talks with the Sov
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weapons uniu atter e
expired. He aiso inaisied Lo

the talks on intermes 'zu..\, Fan
nuciear WEAPOns
separated from the STAK.

Ll\. vu

this

*".Jii %8, limited to American i
Soviet ground  based muss
zat(t« \)3‘20 CI'UH., HR L .‘;_';""3.5.
ii, ignoring both the Amencn
pucicar bombers o %f:-ffd
umpe and
rrench strategic nuclear force:
wiich in range and destrictivg
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if cruise 1s once depioyeq, it
wiil make an arms agroement
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cLROCIGO UL ly more Ln
(8 Mo bility and small size maie
it impossibie to discover Dj’
31 C;ml' '1110{0 3'21‘1 1y \ ',n‘ 1i8

a::—,e and

inu] Tlctll‘.)d of VL: hacatina
Russia -has so far aliowed).
1’:/&1'3{0"" r, any land~oased sys-
tem :, now - vidnerable to a
surprise attack. It1s certain that
i i'u".‘ \'JLSI deploys cru '
Persaing, the Russians wi

_'Ilu,,‘uogm{.. ~Lhe balance of
--power Wﬂl fhcn bLCO;uL. IHUCh
 less stable than it is tod ., Ina
- time of tenston each sice wiil be

terrified of a ]"1\.*'-._1.'1 ive
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attack by the other—even 1
nover ncnl of the first Criise
launcaer "OITI GLLCIM i L a*-t“-
mon couid trwg,“r oif a nuciear
WEaL.

L*G_f all these I.'Li!éui';:“-., NATO
must now abandon it Gecision

of December 1479, “Jhe
Labour Party 15 Geternuncd
that Britain shail not accept

cruise mussiles on ner soil.

beiieve the Alliance will be o

grateiul to us for grasping thus

nettie now as it was wihen we
ik the MLF 1n 1964.
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NOT i3®lie first time, the
Atiantic Alliance finds itself
ceeply and dangerously divided
over a proposal which was
intended only to unite it. The
crisis  over the cruise and
Pershing Il missiles is a repeat
performancc of the crisis over
the Multilateral Force 20 years
ago and over the Eurdpean
Defence Community 10 years
earlier still.

The international context of
the present crisis is, however,
iar more menacing. If NATO
takes the wrong decision now,
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later vears of the Kennedy
Administiration Washington
became alarmed by what it saw
as a growing distrust in Europe
of America’s readiness to meet
a Soviet attack on her allies by
massive nuclear retaliation,
wiich was then part of NATO
strategy. With encouragement
from some European govern-
mu“.'; it offered to meet this
aistrust by deploying American
r.m.un weapons In Luropean
waters - on ships with mixed
polygiot crews provided by its
aliies,

Lhis proposal caused deep
Givisions among  the  Buro-

peans. [ described it at the time

as ‘artificial “dissemination,’
because the Americans would
hiave controlied both the trigger
and the safety catch «f the
weapons ihcmquvvt It did
nothiag to reassure Burope and
was 1 mmlary nonsense. My
{irst act when I became Secret-
ary ior Defence in 1964 was to
ade Washington to scuttle
the ML belore it lelt harbour,
"i‘nen, was a row at the time;

oui everyone breathed a sigh of
rehel and no one on either side
of the Atiantic has felt any less
secure as a result.
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The proposal to deploy cruise
and Pershing II as a response to
the Soviet §5-20 was similarly
putto NATO at the end of 1979
as a reluctant Anerican res-
ponse to worries expressed by

e fil.lﬂ'lut SChmldt in d E}K‘Pth t0  There is no more need now
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precisely how Chancellor
Schmidt proposed to meet his
OWN WOrries. -
The S$§-20 was nothing {un-
damentally new. A’ a
continental land power with
very restricted access to the
oceans, KRussia had always
relicd on Jand-based nuclear
forces rather than submarine-
launched missiles, When in the
1960s the Kremlin de ployed its
SS-4 and §8-5 missiles against
European targets NATO res-
ponded not by tii*puwvm

. Simular aissies on land, but by

allocating some of her miscile
submarines ‘to the NATO

Supreme Allied Cominander
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Europe. These ‘NATO ' sub-
marines at present carry 400
warheads -—enough by them-
seives Lo destroy Soviet society,

OI course, the 88-20 missiles
with which Russia has been
replacing her 85-48 and 8§-5s
over the last [ive years, are
more fornudable in every
respect than her older missiies.

DENIS HEALEY, MP, explains
wihy the iclest propose
escalation in the arms

race

‘ers no sirategic advantage
eitiier {0
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Gritain or to the

They represent a Soviet escala-
tion of the arms race, and
should be dismantled. But the
American submarines already
allocated to NATO are just as
adequate to counter them.
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office. The innér group of
Ministers which met continu-
ally over this period took the
view that NATO strategy was
explicitly incompatibie with the
idea of isolating one particular
element of NATQO’s military
strength, like land-based miss-
iles, from all the others, and did
not require the Alliance to
match Soviet strength at every
level. To borrow the phrase we
often used at the time, if NATO
had a sufficiency of nuclear
strength it did not need equiv-
alence. In other wordag Q;m_l_,l
i enough.

Another argument agamst
countering the S$8-20 with
similar land-based missiles in
Europe also weighed heavily
witih the Callaghan Govern-
ment. We believed that the
whole concept of a nuclear
balance limited to Europe
wouid weaken the credibility of
America’s nuclear guarantee—
that a separate Euro-strategic
balance would decouple the
United States from Europe.
This argument has now ass-
umed even greater weight since
members of President Reagan’s
Administration have talked of
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limiting a nuclear war (o
Europe alone.

The last Labour Government
consistently took the view that
there was no military or
political case for cruise missiles
in the United Kingdom. We
rejected them even if the

roposed arms taiks should

reak down.

Like the MLF before it, the
deployment of c.mise and Per-
shing would be
dlssemmation, since none of
the allies would control either
the trigger or the safety catch of
the American missiles. But it
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ment psam to reduce Um
danger by moving . the lorries
which launch the cruise missiles
from their bases at Greenham
Common and Molesworth to
prepared sites all over the
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country in time of tension—a
prospect which must be even
less inviting for the British
people, and which malkes the
Ang,lowAmcncan agrec: Jent on
.; ,__ﬁp_ ﬁ)‘@t g um of -

Thxs case agamst *-*wme and
Perahm,w IS Dow enormously
strengthened by their impact
on the arms race. in ;.mcembcr
1979 when NATO first agreed
to deploy them if disarmament
talks broke down, it was
assumed that America would
ratily the SALT II Treaty,
which banned the deployment
of ground-launched cruise
missiles until the end oi-1981,
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. and that by the time this ban

expired it would have been
replaced by a further ban in a
SALT II Treaty.

In fact, the American Con-

rtificial

d_have enornious disad-

F

gress refused to ratifyv oALT i
and President Reavﬂn resisie

Mamher taiks wnh the Sovi

Union on strategic nugclear
weapons untu after the ban
expired. He also insisted that
the talks on intermediate ranzs
nuclear weapons should be
separated from the START
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talks, limited to American and
Soviet ground based mussucs
lll(e SS 20 le"o‘“ afld .'::]u,l‘au'

Ii, ignoring both the American
nuclear bombers sed 0
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Europe and the British and

French strategic nuclear force
wiich in range and destructive
power pose a tmw (O Russa

N"I, a2

Britain snould seek  qit

| participation in the talks,
ii cruise is once depioved, it
cement

wiil make an RITD\ 1yia g
enormously more difficult since
its mobility and smail size maie
it impossible to discover by
sateliite photography (which is
the on 1] mcthod of verification
Russia has so far :.isiOW’\..LU.
Moreover, any land-based sys-~
tem {8 now vulnerazble to a
surp rise attack. Itis cel tain that
n the West deploys cruise :
P em,zm,,, the x{u%n s
I'i’b...a‘ﬂ ocate, ; he balance
'pawer W‘iﬁ“ﬁi’éﬂ DECOme mucih
less stable than it is today. In a
“timdof remmn each side will be
terriiied . of a pre-emptive
attack by the other—even the
movement of the first cruise
launcher from Greenham Com-
mon could trigger off a nuclear
Wi,

For ail these reasons, NATO
must now abandon iis decision
of December 1979, The
Labour Party is determiined
that Britain shail not accept
cruise missiles on her soil.
beiieve the Alliance will be as
grateful to us for grasping tfng,
nettie now as it was whean we
sank the MLF in 1964.
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JOHN SILKIN (LABOUR SHADOW DEFENCE SPOKESMAN)

Iranscript from BBC Radio 4, Today Programme. 23 January 1983.

PRESENTER: PETER HOBDAY. Well earlier in the programme, Admiral

Jean La Rock, former Planning Strategist in the Pengaton and now
Director of the Centre for Defence Information in the United
States, said that the decision to use American nuclear weapons

in Europe would be a purely US decision. We then heard from

Mr Heseltine, the Defence Secretary, that, in his view, since,

in the British case, the US missiles (Cruise missiles, for
example) in the future, were on British soil and in British Bases
and, given the traditional consultation.that exists between
Downing Street and the White House, it is inconceiveable that
Cruise missiles, for example, could be fired without the

consent of the British Prime Minister. Well with me in the studio
is the Shadow Defence Secretary, John Silkin. Mr Silkin, whose
right? Have the Americans got their finger on the trigger (and
the Americans only) or do the British have the right of vito?
SILKIN: I think most Americans would believe that Admiral La%

Rock is right and that, in fact, they do have the sole say in

this; and I thibk most American Governments would take that point

of view. I think that - as with all things - that there's a sl ight
difference when you look at the reality. The trush is that,

as far as Bases are concerned, we do have (Britain does have) a

say in Bases on her own territory but the trouble with Cruise

18 that they're not necessarily fired from Bases but often from
roads outside and then, I believe, the Americans would have
undisputed control.

HOBDAY: So you S€€ eeeess Treally in Mr Hegeltine's point that

in a sense, since they're on British soil, since they're on

British Bases with British personnel, that it's almost impossible

d




for the Americans - indeed it is impossible for the Americans = to

do anything without the consent of the British and of the British

Government and without prior consultation?

SILKIN: Well I think your almost might be more truthful than

leaving that almost out. What he's really saying, surely, is
thaf we would have so much influence we would be able to stop
them if necessary. Well that's one of those questions that,
frankly, I don't think is necessarily true at all. If one were
in that position, I think the Admiral might very well be right:
the Americans might fire 'em off and it wouldn't matter what

we said.

HOBDAY: But if we give llr Heseltine the benefit of the doubt
and accept the Defence Secretary‘s wvord that we do have those
guarantees ceecese?

SILKIN: I don't think guarantees - there are no guarantees,

in my view - I don't think there ever have been. I think the
guarantees apply to basgs, they do not apply to the missiles
themselves. |

HOBDA@% Mr Heseltine seems to be saying, though, this morning,
that we have got that righte cececes

SILKIN: He's been in the job a very, very short time ececeee.

HOBDAY: Going back to the water-workers' dispute and Jjust
talking about words. ..... But, assuming that we have got
some sort sort of guarantee .eeeee:

SILKIN: Well I don't think we have such a guarantee. We

-

have a guarantee over Bases, not over missiles and not over the
use of missiles. These can be used not on Bases but on the
roads outside and they probably would eceeceee

HOBDAY: You're essentially saying, then, that Mr Heseltine is

totally wrong to suggest that we have got - if you don't like the

2




word guarantee - safeguards over the deployment of ......

SILKIN: Neither. In fact, I pressed him on this in the House

of Commons a few weeks ago but he wouldn't answer then: he can't
answer. He's been in the job a months (longer or so now) perhaps
after another month, he'll be agreeing with me.

HOBDAY: If he can come up with a satisfactory answer; if he can
show, clearly and unequivocally, that there are a set of
guarantees, a set of procedures which give the British the final
word on the deployment of those US missiles: would that change
the akgument, then?

SIIKIN: I think it'd change the argument to this extent: that

the Americans would then say what on earth's the point of our
having them any way? That the advantage to the Americans - as
the Americans see it - is that they have got supreme control
over them and, therefore, they can fire them whwnever they wish.
If you were to remove that control from them, I very much doubt—
whether they would see any advantage. So I don't think the
argument 1is there at all. And, in any event, the Labour Party
is dead against having Cruise missiles here, whatever happens,
because it makes us a No 1 nuclear target for any enimy without
giving us any advantage whatever.

HOBDAY: You re saying then that; even if the Americans were
prepared to live with the British right to vito the deployment
of those missilesS cceeee

SILKIN: Which they wouldn't.

HOBDAY: But even if they did and the Labour Party came to power

after the next election, you'd still get rid of the missiles?
SILKIN: We haven't yet got them. We would prevent them from
coming hre in the first place. That's the important thing.
HOBDAY: Mr Silkin, thank you.






