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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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CALLS ON MR HURD D MR MO Em; BY\ M 

1. . As you know, Mr Mommersteeg called at 
to discuss aspects of his report on ''SALT 
and French Nuclear Forces''. 

RSTEEG 

v I"" 
the FCO on 21 October 
III and the British 

2. With Mr Hurd, Mr Mommersteeg alluded to Sir R Hibbert's 
remarks ＺＺ･ｦｬ･ｾｴ･､＠ in Le Monde, that the UK was interested in 
cooperation with France on defence questions, including nuclear 
matters. Mr Mommersteeg was interested to know whether t he 
Ambassador ' s remarks, taken together with the Prime Minister ' s 
speech in Bordeaux, reflected specific cooperation initiatives 
on the part of the UK. Mr Hurd said that they did not· but defence 
ｾ｡ｳ＠ an important field and, as the two European nuclea; powers, 
it was to be expected that France and we would have things in 
common. Mr Mommersteeg pressed Mr Hurd on the subject of ·'° .... ｾ＠
Cic>d•ioe targetting and deployment; he also suggested that it would 
make sense for France and the UK to cooperate on the construction, 
for example, of submarine hulls for their s ubmarine-based 
deterrent systems. Mr Hurd repeated that all this was rather 
far do\vn the cooperati\Ve road and that the Prime Minister's 
message to President Giscard had been a general s ignal of interest 
in defence cooperation . 

3. Pursuing the line reflected in the preceding paragraph, 
Mr Mommersteeg speculated that British military nuclear technology 
must, in several areas, be in advance of the French. Would not, 
he ｷｯｮ､･ｲｾ､Ｌ＠ Anglo-French collaboration be a matter of some 
sensitivity for the Americans? Mr Hurd acknowledged that it might 
be. 

4. Mr Mommersteeg also tackled the general question of the rational 
of the United Kingdom deterrent. Did it mean that we were not 
absolutely sure of the American commitment to Europe? 
Mr Hurd said that there was, of course, the theoretical possibility 
that US and British perceptions of the need to use the strategic 
deterrent might not, in some circumstances, coincide; but it was 
the •'second decision centre'' argument to which we attached 
prime :i:mportance . Finally, Mr Mommersteeg questioned Mr Hurd . . .i 
about uhe I 'independence ' I of the UK deterrent. Mr Hurd emphasized, 
that it was targetted in accordance with SACEUR ' s ｰｬ｡ｾｳＬ＠ but 
that we also reserved the right to use the weapons unilaterally 
in supreme national emergency. 

Mr Mommersteeg discussed TNF arms control with Mr Mobe::ly 
ｾｾ､＠ I do not propose to record the details of the talk , which 
covered standard ground. Mr Mommersteeg, as befits a Dutchman, 
as particularly concerned with battlefield nuclear weapons and 

:rgued strongly that the existence of large numbers of ｢ｾｴｴｩｾﾭ
f ield weapons in NATO's hands was not a deterrent but ac ua Y 
i ncreased the likelihood of nuclear war. 

( t. 
• 

D B C Logan 
Defence Department 
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(a) Draft Reply to Recommendation 356 on nuclear, biological 
and chemical protection . 

The amended parts of this draft reply, agreed by the 

French and Dutch between them, and indicated by dots in the 

margin, have been cleared with MOD. We can accept the 
draft reply. 

(b) Draft Reply to Recommendation 360 on SALT and the British 
and French nuclear forces . 

Defence Department say that at a pinch we could · 

accept the revised paragraph 4 with the word 'affected' in 

placed o f 'deter min ed' in line 5 but they think line 4 would 

be clearer i f the words 'the results of' were omitted. 

Alternativel y, •,p,rog-ress in' mig-ht be> be tt e1· than 'results of'. . , 
/ 

With the Assembly aur::>i:;1011 b0ginning on Monday, it is 

essential we agree these draft replies at this Council meeting. 

LAs1· f'A: ER 

l 

l 
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RESTRICTED 

ｾ ｉＮ＠
t'ir Jarkrin 

ｄ ･｛ｽ ｾ｣･＠ Department 

ｾｊｾｔ＠ ｾｾｾｾ＠ RECOMMENDATION 360 
BRITISH AND FRENCH NUCLEAR FORCES 

ｾｾｮｳｩｾ･ｾ･ｾｾ･ｶ･＠ Miss Sarginson asked you to defer further 
further ｾｩｾｾｾ＠ ｯｾ＠ Doc1:1ment ｗｈＢｩＨＸ ｾ＠ )6/1 since there have been 
have b ssions in the. Working Group . I n fact there 
quite ＺＡｾ Ｑ ｾｷｯ＠ further s essions from which we have emerged 

2 . The French ? ｾ｡ｮｴｩｮｧ＠ to make c lear that they were not 
lart of the decision to modernis e TNF , sought an alteration 

nf ｰ｡ｲ｡ｾｲ｡ｰ｢＠ 1 so that the last s ent ence began "The decision 
o the integrated military structure to modernise • •• 11

• 

They have now ｢ｾ･ｮ＠ persuaded that t hat is not correct and 
the ｬ｡ｴ･ｳｾ＠ version reads "The deci sion of 12 December 1979 
to modernise ••• 11

• I am sure this is acceptable to you. 

Ｓｾ＠ The difficulties which the I t alians and French bad 
with paragraph 2 of the draft have now been overcome in a 
way which I imagine also meets with your approval . The 
paragraph now quotes verb at i m from a NATO communique as 
follows : . "The Council consider that as stated in paragraph 11 
of the Final Communique of the North Atlantic Council at its 
meeting on 11/ 12 December 1980 'assuring strategic balance 
between the Un i ted States and the Soviet Union is central to 
the security of the Al liance. The Alliance supports further 
negotiations and remai ns deeply committed to the SALT process 
as a way of ach i evi ng meaningful mutual ' limitations on 
United States and Sovi et strateg ic nuclear forces and to 
help to enhance Western securi ty and preserve East-West 

stability." 

4 . I do however need your assi stance on paragraph 3 of the 
draft . You will s ee t hat the French delegation bas proposed 
an alternative firs t sentence. At the Working Group meeting 
on Monday , 23 February , fac ed with a straight choice between 
your draft and the French , all my colleagues ･ｸｰｲ･ｳｾ･､＠ support 
for the French sentenc e . I t would therefore help if you 
could a l low me to accept the Fr en ch alternative at the ｮｾｸｴ＠
meeting . If you find it ob j ectionable and you can provide 
me with suitable ammunition , I will1 have another go . 

I 

.• 1 

ﾷ ｾｾｾｲ Ｍ
....... ｾ＠ ........ -

A P Ceurvorst 
Western European Department 

25 February 1981 

RESTRICTED 
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W.E.'U REPORT ON SALT 

'J.- ｾ＠
AND BRITISH AND FRENCH NUCLEAR FORCE'S 1-7:,( V 

VC>f..A 
HU, 1'-1 

(j, 

1 . The rapporteur of the WEU Committee on Defence Questions 

and Armaments , I1r !1ommersteeg , has sent Mr Hurd a copy of 

his report on SALT and British and French nuclear forces , 

saying that he would welcome comments . 

\ 2 . I submit a draft reply . Defence Department agree • 

.3 · Mr Mommersteeg saw Mr Hurd on 21 October 1980 during the 

ｾ＠ preparation of this report (Mr Logan ' s minute of 23 October) . 

4 . The report covers sensitive ground for 

subject of UK forces in SALT and the issue 

nuclear collaboration. For this reason we 

to comment in any detail on the substance. 

us both on the 

of UK/French 

would prefer not 

As the report 

has been sent to Mr Hurd under a type-written compliments 

slip , a very brief acknowledgement would not be inappropriate . 

23 February 1981 

A P Ceurvorst 
Western European 
W63 

Department 
233 4764 
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WEU Guidance (80) 26/2/4 
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• 

WESTERN EUROPEAN UNION ASSEMBLY 

SECOND PART OF THE 26TH ORDINARY ｓｅｓｓｾｏｎ＠
1-4 DECEMBER, PARIS - • 

DRAFT REPORT ON 'SAL wLM O"Q'S1\ 
'. , T AND BRITISH AND FR N.CH NUCLEAR. FORCESl 

, 1. This Guidance Note relates to a draf \eport by the Committee 

.on Defence Questions and Armaments on ' S · and British aqd 

French Nuclear Forces '. Rapporteur M • 
r M mmersteeg. 

･ｵｾｬｴ ｴ＠
2. The report reviews the current US ｡ｮＮＮ｟Ｂｓ＼ＺＺ＾ｖＧｬｴｭｩＺＧＺｓＢｴＢ ｲ｡Ｚｾｾｾ［Ｚ［ｮＬＺＺＮＮＺＺＮＮ＠,. u 

long range theatre nuclear force balance in order to put the ·UK 

and French nuclear forces into perspective . It describes current 

US and ｓｾｶｩ･ｴ＠ force modernisation plans before describing the 

recently announced US countervailing strategy (Presidential 

Directive 59). Here the report stresses that this strategy 

･ｭｰｨｾｳｩｳ･ｳ＠ the need to provide the US President with a greater 

range of nuclear options. But it does not perhaps bring out 
, 

why the Amer icans see a need for such a doctrine. Their 

objective . . . 
that they 

, 
/ 

remains deterrence: persuading tKe Soviet leadership 

could not hope to fight and win a limited nuclear war . 

' ' ' . 
3. Sections III and IV review accurately the UK and French 

. 
nuclear programmes leading up to the UK Trident decision and recent 

French announcements on the future of their strategic force. The 

report does not however bring out one notable difference between 

the UK and French programmes. The United Kingdom currently devotes 

under 5% of its defence budget to its strategic deterrent; 
. 

according to Le Monde the French expect to devote some 19% of 

their defence budget to their nuclear forces in 1980. 

4. Section V reviews the contTibution of the French and British 

nuclear forces to allied defence . Having discussed the argument 

that the smaller nuclear forces represent a diversion of limited 

resources away from conventional defence it concludes thatthe 

French and British forces, by representing a second centre of 

decision making, contribute to the effectiveness of the allied 

nuclear deterrent, but to an extent that cannot be defined. It 

adds that the effectiveness is e nhanced when the forces are 

I 
I 

• 

/ ｡ｳｳｩｧｮｾ､＠

-

I 

• 
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assigned to NATO and especially when targetting is coordinated 

with those of other allied nuclear forces. 
• 

5 · The' re'port then turns to the prospect of'-··Anglo-French 

nucl:ar collatioration. It concludes that there is no military 

or ｣ｯｾｶ･ｮｴｩｯｮ｡ｬ＠ incentive at present for Britain to seek cooperation 

with France in the production of nuclear warheads and that there 

are understandable technical and economic reasons why the United 

Kingdom has looked to collaboration with the United States for 
• •• 

a successor to the Polaris missile. It suggests that there might 

be opportunities for collaboration on the construction of 

·strategic submarines but acknowledges that this is unlikely 

given difficulties caused by additional delay and cost that 

such cooperation would entail. However the report suggests that 

there might be scope for operational cooperation over deployment 
. 

and target.ting. 

6. Finally the report discusses the current state of the SALT . . . 
. 

negotiations, stressing the need for the closest allied 
. 

consultation ·in the arms control process, noting with satisfaction 
' Ｌｾ＠

that this 'lta'ct:. t>.een effective in the case of theatre nuclear 
• 

forces. 

7. The report is generally accurate, comprehensive and useful. 

However the accompanying dra f t recommendation is less satisfactory. 

First it calls for 'the earliest ratification of SALT II 

irrespective of other aspects of East/West relations ' . This does 

not take account of the fact that Mr Reagan has just won a 

landslide victory on a platform including the vie\v that SALT 

II was 'fatally f lawed'. Mr Reagan has also endorsed the idea 

of 'linkage': relating progress in arms control to other aspects 

of East/West relations. It woul d t herefo1·e seem more realistic 

to call for the early continuat ion of ｾｨ･＠ SALT process in the 

interests of all NATO al l ies. 

8. Secondly, the recomme ndat ion suggests that 'any modernisation 

plans for British and French nuclear forces should not lead to 

I 
I 

f 
/ diversion t 
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' 

• 

diversion of resources from conventional defence'. The British 

Government are determined that the provision of the Tr ident 

force should not undermine their continuing efforts to 

maintain and improve our conventional forces . Moreover we s ee 
.. ｾ＠ . . 
no other potential application of the funds that would add as 

.much to deterrence. On the other hand, money spent on Trident 

is obviously money not spent elsewheFe. It might t herefor e be 
• , 

more appropriate to rephrase this recommendation t hat 'any 

modernisation plans for British and Frerich nuclear forces should 
' . 

be. consist ent with efforts to upgrade t he conve nt i onal forces 

of these two countries.' • 

I 

I 
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