Comments from the Defence Department in the Foreign and
Commonwealth Office on the draft reply to Recommendation 360 on
SALT and the British and French nuclear forces (London, 11 June 1981)

Caption: On 11 June 1981, the Defence Department in the British Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO)
submits its revisions for the wording of the reply to Western European Union (WEU) Recommendation 360
on the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT) and the status of British and French nuclear forces.
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21 B As you know, M

5y T Hnmmarstee cﬂllad
to discuss aapects of his repnr% on ''S
and French Nuclear Forces'', T

2. With Mr Hurd, Mr Mommersteeg alluu
remarks reflected in Le Monde, ‘that the Ul
cooperation with France on dﬂienaa.qﬁhﬁ.';
matters. Mr Mommersteeg was interestﬁﬁ*'
Ambassador 's remarks, taken to athgr?“?
speech in Bordeaux, reflected apﬁﬁiiﬁ~
on the part of the UK. Mr Hurd said t
was an important field and, as the t 2
it was to be expected that France and:we@
common, Mr Mommersteeg pressed Mr Hurd.qn:ﬂ
Goubide targetting and deployment; he also s
make sense for France and the UK to cﬁaﬁér e
for example, of submarine hulls for thairﬁglf=
deterrent systems. Mr Hurd repeated that all
far down the cooperative road and that tﬂ
message to President Giscard had been a
in defence cooperation.

3. Pursuing the line reflected in the prec
Mr Mommersteeg speculated that Britisﬁ’ﬁiﬁi@;i
must, in several areas, be in advance of the |
he wnndered Anglo-French cnllabﬂratin_ .
sensitivity for the Americans? Mr Hurd acknowled
be. :

4. Mr Mommersteeg also tackled the generﬁi*arﬂ
of the United Kingdom deterrent. Did it mean
absolutely sure of the American commitment to Eu
Mr Hurd said that there was, of course, ‘the tu '€
that US and British perceptions of the ﬂﬁﬁﬁfﬁfrzlﬂ
deterrent might not, in some circumstan g;f'f ‘

the ''gecond decision centre'’ argumgnt~%@&;

prime importance. Finally, Mr Hﬁmmﬁrﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ'. o

about the ''independence'' of the UK déﬁ rrent. Mr
that it was targetted in amuurdanae-withﬂ- i ¢
that we also reserved the right to use ﬁhﬁ-?ﬁﬁpnmﬁFw:f

in supreme national emergency.

5. Mr Mommersteeg discussed TNF arms control with Mr Mobe:
and I do not propose to record the details ‘””ﬁi the talk,
overed standard ground. Mr Mommersteeg, as Dutch
cas particularly concerned with battlefield ﬂuEMu weaporn
argued strongly that the existence of large Enmhﬁkﬂ:ﬂﬁ..,n =
field weapons in NATO's hands was not a deterrent but &E:pﬂix
increased the likelihood of nuclear war. AN

C D (g

D B C Logan B | !

23 Dutaber 1980 Defence Depﬂrtmﬂﬂt |

MCVC@ 2/8 www.cvce.eu



2 B B R

e LA S, i

W =
""~';¢:

-

www.cvce.eu




=]
Q
@
o
>
o

i ......q..* 3 .M.
ERL e .r..n_r e
w? .r,...,,_.,m_, ,._.H :w__
-+







e — —

a2 WESTERN EUROPEAN mxan ASSEMBLY

gt ﬁmﬂm Mﬁ:r OF THE 26TH annmﬁm% f&Egm ON

~ 1-4 DECEMBER, PARIS

I ;é _ﬁ'fﬂ ”HEPBHT ON 'SALT AND BRITISH AND ¥

il sﬁw: ﬁﬁiﬂ Guidance Note relates to a &rafﬁ'.,-. g
ﬂﬂﬂ*ﬁﬁfenga Questions and Armaments on '“E”iqf-r;

; :’ .Fl‘ﬁg:ﬁh H;I,l__giEa.r. Forces"'. 'Ha"ppﬂ;-"'b.!:l-r- | HI_‘-‘-‘ “ :

s T The report reviews the eurrent UE Hﬂaﬂﬁ?ﬂ@
lang range theatre nuclear force balance ﬁmluc“
‘and French nuclear forces into perspective.

Us and Spviet force madernisatinn planafﬁ‘~

-

rauge nf nuclear aptiuns. But it does not p@tﬁ%ﬂ“
why the Americans see a need for such a ﬁﬂﬁﬁriﬁﬁ
nbgective remains deterrence: persﬂading tﬁéwﬂﬁﬁi

3. Sec;ians IITI and IV review aﬂcurately tﬁﬂ.ﬂﬁi”f&'

report does not however bring ocut one notable 'f'ﬁ-'
the UK and French progfammEE The Unitéﬁ'ﬁfﬁf,ﬂ

4., Section V reviews the contribution of the Fren
nuclear forces to allied defence. Hﬁﬁiﬁﬁ~ﬁf~*
that the smaller nuclear forces represent ‘a dive
resources away from cunventinnal‘dﬂfenﬂE'iw'ﬂa+*
French and British forces, by representing,h g;aa;‘
decision making, contribute to the effe&ﬁinﬁnﬁasma
nuclear deterrent, but to an extent that cannot b
adds that the effectiveness is enhanced Wﬁéh'ﬁﬁ%
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1S
ﬁhclaﬁr ﬁallﬁhﬁrntiﬁn. It cnhulﬂﬂﬁs tﬁat theﬁ :

ey cﬁﬁventianal incentive at present for Brit: : iﬂy ~cooperatior

with France in the production of nuclear warheads .
'&re-unﬂerstandﬂble technical and ecnnnminiﬁef{J_%;
- Kingdom has looked to collaboration with the Unii
'Eafsuﬂcesﬁar to the Polaris miﬂslle. It,sugg

be nﬁpﬁrtunities for collaboration on the . "_ﬁ
strategic submarines but acknowledges that this is
given difficulties caused by additional dala?.&ﬂyf
such cooperation would entail. However the ﬁé»Jﬂﬁ=,
there might be scope for operational cooperation
and targetting.

6. Finally the report discusses“tﬁe=curren£=ﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁhmﬁﬁf
ﬁegntiatinﬁé stressing the need for the closest Eﬂa
cﬂnsultatiﬂn in the arms control process, noting witl
that thls'ﬂhd.been effective in the case of theaimg
forces.

7. The report is generally accurate, uamprehen
However the accompanying draft rec@mmendatlnn~m$w“
First it calls for 'the earliest ratification of

of East/West relations. It would tﬁhrefﬁ?
to call for the early continuation of thﬁ»wﬂ ]'
interests of all NATO allies.

8. Secondly, the recommendation suggesﬁaﬁthmﬁ haﬁgLuwﬂ;_ﬁ:ﬂ
plans for British and French nuclear fﬂr&e&-ﬁhﬂﬂld;y@ﬁﬁ
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