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I attach the draft of my 1987 Statement on the Defence Estimates, which I

_ propose to present to Parliament on Wednesday 6 May. It has been amended

F | to take account of comments made in discussion at the meeting of the
Defence and Oveffse olicy Committee on 18 March, and received since. In
addition, two k graphs on the defence budget (601 and 603) have been
redrafted to take nt of the revised inflation forecast in the
Financial Statemente Budget Report.,

s a strong nuclear flavour, reflecting
developments in arms codtMd[yegotiations and the debate at home on NATO
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European quarters of the Unite gfes nuclear presence in Europe. The

35 Chapter 1 sets our policy i ntext of the international
strategic situation, and in partic r Phe United States/Soviet arms
control negotiations; it cautions aggfas ither unilaterally delivering,
or negotiating, ourselves into a less e world. Chapter 2 chronicles
developments 1n arms control negotiatio hapter 3 records developments
in NATO and in European security co-oper§€ion. Chapter 4 describes our
forces, their roles and equipment. Chapt 5 sets out procurement policy,
including our efforts to secure better value for money through competition

and international coll3boration. Chapter 6 deals with the management of

defence resources, and in particular. repeats an forces the message of
last year's Statement that the ending of the pe'tligd real growth in the
defence budget will necessitate difficult decisio reconciling

aspirations with the money available. Annex A des the military
strengths of East and West. @

4, As usual the Statement contalns several self—contaé§€§§bssays on
aspects of policy. Four out of five essays this year refl he topical
1ssues mentioned in paragraph 2. 'Nuclear Weapons and NA tegy'
explains the NATO policy of deterrence, while 'The Minimum nt' sets
out the case for an independent British deterrent and for ac
Trident rather than any alternative. '70 Years On: A Country
marks the anniversary of the Bolshevik revolution with an anal
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I historical and ideological roots of Soviet policies and actions. 'The

American Pillar' explains the importance of the United States contribution

<%Efi:>to»NATO and of the presence of United States forces in Europe. There are,

as usual, a number of smaller 'boxes' on subjects of special interest,
lustrations and photographs, all serving to break up the text,
I shall aim to remove the last two remalning square brackets by the
t

binet meets on 2 April.

6. €é25>Vite the Cabinet to agree to the publication of the 1987

\ Stat cz;j;yn the Defence Estimates.

Ministry of Defence

26 March 1987 <€ffij>
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CHAPTER ONE: MAINTAINING SECURITY

NATO - THE DUAL APPROACH

101. 1986 was an eventful year in the field of international security. September saw
the signature of the first major arms control agreement since 1979: on Confidence- and
Security-Building Measures in Europe. In October, the radical proposals discussed at
the meeting in Reykjavik between President Reagan and Mr Gorbachev gave a new
stimulus to the debate that was already taking place about the best means of providing
for Western security in the years ahead, and, in particular, focused renewed attention

on the role of nuclear weapons in NATO strategy.

102. These were among the issues faced by the Prime Minister and President Reagan
when they met in November at Camp David to discuss the way forward on arms control
after Reykjavik: a meeting that successfully established the basis of an Alliance
strategy for pursuing the opportunities for progress. The two leaders agreed that
priority should be given to an agreement on intermediate nuclear forces, with restraints
on shorter-range systems; a reduction of 50% over five years in US and Soviet strategic
offensive weapons; and a ban on chemical weapons. In all three cases, effective
verification would be an essential element. The main features of this approach were
endorsed both by Eurogroup Ministers and by NATO Ministers collectively in December.

Further details are given in Chapter 2.

103. Whether there is now an opportunity to secure major reductions in nuclear
armouries remains to be seen. But in seeking to exploit any opportunity we must keep
our eyes fixed firmly on the fundamental objective set out in the preamble to the North
Atlantic Treaty and reproduced [below]. For taking steps that may at first sight seem
desirable in themselves will be to no avail if their result is to jeopardise the peace and

freedom that we have now enjoyed for over 40 years.

'The Parties to this Treaty ....... are determined to safeguard the freedom,
common heritage and civilisation of their peoples, founded on the principles
of democracy, individual liberty and the rule of law.'

Preamble to The North Atlantic Treaty,
Washington D.C.,
5 April, 1949,

|
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104. Maintaining security is ultimately a political and diplomatic as much as a military | =

problem. That is why NATO has always taken a dual approach,ﬁ seeking political
dialogue and greater understanding alongside deterrence and defence. For real security
cannot exist where distrust and suspicion reign. Our ultimate aim must be a relation-
ship with the East that is not merely proof against all possible threats, but free of such
threats. The British Government has therefore welcomed the steps taken by President
Reagan and Mr Gorbachev to build a relationship of greater understanding between East
and West. But we recognise that this search will be a gradual process; for the Soviet

Union and Western countries start from such different standpoints.

THE CHALLENGE FOR NATO

105. As we argue on page [ ], it has always been an illusion to believe that the Soviet
Union is basically motivated by the same aims as Western nations: Soviet history and,
above all, Marxist-Leninist ideology have over the years caused Soviet leaders to adopt

a very different approach to international relations from that taken in the West. Mr

Gorbachev's 'new thinking' is a welcome development; but it is not yet clear how far it |

will be reflected in Soviet behaviour in the foreign policy field.

106. There is nothing to suggest that Soviet leaders have any desire for war in Europe.

Indeed, rather the reverse; for the risk of military failure remains too high. But |

although they may have nd wish to promote war, they do seek by other means
constantly to weaken NATO and to expand Soviet influence in our continent, taking full
advantage of the freedoms enjoyed by Western societies to achieve their aims. And
their activities in this field are backed by an enormous, and constantly expanding,
military might, which they have frequently been ready to use in support of political

ends, both directly and indirectly, as events in East Germany, Hungary, Czechoslovakia,
Poland and Afghanistan have demonstrated.

107. This expanding Soviet military might has been financed by defence expenditure

that increased by about 50% in real terms between 1970 and 1985 - substantially more

than the increase in NATO expenditure over the same period. During that time, while a
broad parity has been maintained in US and Soviet strategic nuclear capabilities, the
Soviet Union has increased and enhanced its theatre nuclear systems in Europe. The
1970s saw the introduction of a range of improved Soviet ballistic missiles: the SS-21 in
1975; the modified Scaleboard (SS-22) and the extremely capable $SS-20 in 1977; and the
55-23, tested in 1979 and deployed in 1985. This capability, which directly threatens

2
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Western Eurbpe, was unmatched by NATO until the deployment of Western ground-
launched cruise missiles and Pershing II in 1983. Even now, as Annex A demonstrates,
the Soviet Union has a 3:1 superiority in warheads on longer-range intermediate nuclear
missiles, a 9:1 advantage in shorter-range missile launchers and an 8:1 advantage in

short-range missile launchers.

108. The build-up of Soviet and other Warsaw Pact conventional forces over the last
ten to fifteen years has been no less marked. During that period the Soviet Navy has
acquired an ocean-going fleet, which includes three Kiev class aircraft carriers, some
36 cruisers, 60 or so destroyers and about 200 nuclear-powered submarines; of the
latter, over 60 carry nuclear ballistic missiles, as well as having a developing land-
attack capability from submarine-launched cruise missiles. Warsaw Pact land forces
west of the Urals have expanded from 165 divisions in the early 1970s to nearly 190
divisions now. During the same period, the Pact deployed some 10,000 additional tanks
and some 15,000 additional and larger-calibre artillery pieces with enhanced capabili-
ties, while NATO's numbers in these categories increased only slightly. The Warsaw
Pact has continued to update its air forces with the introduction of new fighter, bomber

and support aircraft.

109. The result, as Annex A shows, is that in Europe the Soviet Union and its allies
enjoy considerable advantages over NATO in conventional forces. They have the
potential to bring to bear substantial numbers of fighting men in a relatively short
period. Perhaps more significantly, they enjoy considerable numerical superiority over
NATO in several key categories of weapon system. For example, on the Central Front
they have twice as many aircraft and tanks and three times as many artillery pieces.
They enjoy similar superiorities in other key categories of equipment, such as infantry
fighting vehicles and helicopters. In combination, and taken together with the forward
deployment of the- forces concerned, these represent significant advantages for the
Warsaw Pact.

110. Against this background, it is vital that, whatever we may assess current Soviet
intentions to be, the West should not lower its guard. For, given the association of an
expansionist history and a hostile ideology with an immense military power, we cannot
presume - notwithstanding the encouraging developments that are taking place in
Moscow under Mr Gorbachev's leadership - that the Soviet Union will never again resort

to force, whether in Europe or elsewhere.

3
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'If there is an elephant in your neighbour's garden, there is much to be said = |

for studying its intentions. But, however friendly you may think it to be,
there is equally much to be said for having a stout fence to protect your =
flower beds.'

Lord Carrington,
Secretary General, NATO,
Oslo University,

April, 1985

NATO'S MILITARY STRATEGY

111. NATO's aim is both to deter the direct use of force, and to prevent other,
indirect, uses of Soviet military power, such as the application of unacceptable political
pressures on the political and economic life of our free Western states. We meet the
military challenge by seeking to convince the Warsaw Pact that, if it did resort to
force, it would not succeed easily or quickly in achieving its military objectives. Hence
NATO's need for the full spectrum of modern conventional weaponry to check and, if

possible, repulse an attack.

112. But history, too often repeated, has shown that this traditional kind of defence
cannot always be relied on to deter an attacker, even when the defender has a
superiority in conventional forces - a position that is certainly not true of Western
Europe. The aggressor might miscalculate the likely response. Or he might calculate
that he could fight from start to finish on the territory of others: in such circumstances
even if he lost, the destruction and suffering would be largely visited on his military
forces, while his homeland remained a sanctuary. And his political and economic
reasons for initiating aggression might be quite strong enough for him to take that risk.
That is why a wholly 'defensive defence' posture, such as some have recommended for
NATO, would not be sufficient to provide full security for the West.

113. It is also the reason - quite apart from the Soviet Union's own massive nuclear
armoury - why NATO must retain nuclear weapons. In order effectively to deter a
potential aggressor, it is important for him to calculate that he would run real risk of
suffering unacceptable damage to his own territory and to his own people if he were to
attack. Only nuclear weapons can threaten him with that risk. The nuclear
contribution to our defence is therefore essential to effective deterrence. For the risks
of nuclear war will always be such that it would never be a rational act to provoke it.
A fuller discussion of the place of nuclear weapons in NATO strategy is included on
page [ I

b
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said 'Be careful above all things not to let go of the atomic weapon until you are

'oe, | zure, e'md more than sure, that other means of preserving peace are in your
your ands.
Sir Winston Churchill,
Address to a Joint Session of the US Congress,
January, 1952
114. NATO's policy of deterrence has served our purpose well for nearly 40 years. We
cannot prove that it has been the sole factor preventing major war, or the spread of
Soviet influence, in Europe during that time. But nor can its opponents prove-that the
her, alternatives they propose would be as certain of maintaining peace, while at the same
ical | time preserving those aspects of our society that we most value. It would be the height
the of folly now to abandon a strategy that has been tried and tested, for alternatives that
t to provide no sure guarantee of giving us equal security.
Nce BN
1y if BRITISH DEFENCE POLICY
L15. Britain plays a major role in the NATO Alliance. As we describe in Chapter 3, we
nce | are the only European member to contribute to all three elements of NATO's triad of
s a | forces. The substantial contribution made by the three Services to each of our four
tern NATO roles is considered in Chapter 4; while on page [ ] we look at our activities
late outside the NATO area. The resources that Britain allocates to defence - £18,782
ces million in 1987-88 - put us near the top of the NATO league, whether measured in
tary absolute terms, as a percentage of gross domestic product or per capita. We continue
mic to plan substantial investment in each of our main defence roles. And, as we describe
'isk. in Chapters 5 and 6, we are energetically pursuing improvements in efficiency, so as to
for achieve better value for the money that we spend on defence.
l16. At the same time, and in line with NATO's dual approach, we are working to
lear | reduce East-West tension and the risk of conflict. Britain is playing a very active role in
r 2 this field. The Lord President of the Council led a parliamentary delegation to Moscow
< of early in 1986; the Soviet Foreign Minister came to London last July; and in the spring
> 0 of this year the Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary visited Moscow - the first official
lear N Prime Ministerial visit since 1975.
isks
> it. |
- on
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117. Our hope and aim is that both East and West should pursue with energy and vision
the new possibilities for arms control that have recently opened up, and that we should
make progress towards a world of greater security and cooperation. We do not expect
dramatic results overnight. But, thanks in no small part to the cohesion and
determination that NATO has shown in its dealings with the Warsaw Pact, the prospects

look better now than they have done for many years.

118. We must ensure that nothing is done to damage those prospects; and that we do |

not, through impatience, either negotiate - or unilaterally deliver - ourselves into a less

secure world. Now is a time for steady nerves; realism in assessing the opportunities |

for progress; and readiness to grasp them where they exist. By such means we are

working to provide a better future for ourselves and our children, and to ensure that the |

benefits of peace, prosperity and freedom with security may be shared by all.
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ESSAY

70 YEARS ON: A COUNTRY OR A CAUSE?

I. 1987 marks the 70th anniversary of the Bolshevik revolution, which brought
the Soviet Union into being. So it is timely to ask: what is the Soviet Union today?
Is it a country with values and concerns much as our own - to live in freedom and
prosperity and in harmony with its neighbours? The friendly face that Soviet
leaders under Mr Gorbachev present to the world has encouraged some to take that
view. Or is it an implacable opponent, bent only on increasing its influence at the
expense of Western interests and values? Which of these two pictures is nearer to
the truth?

2. It is important that we try to understand what Soviet aims and intentions are
because they must in some degree determine our own policies. The massive
military potential that successive Soviet leaders have developed and have chosen to
deploy facing, or to target on, Western Europe is indisputable. But we have to ask
ourselves whether these capabilities are merely insurance against attack; or
whether they might also have aggressive purposes. For if harmonious co-existence
were the real long-term Soviet aim, and if Soviet military strength were - and
would remain - merely an insurance, then the West might conceivably reduce its
armaments with no fear of the consequences. If, on the other hand, expansion or
the extension of Soviet influence were even a partial Soviet motive there would be
a very strong argument for exercising caution in our dealings with the Soviet

Union.

3.  Russia has always been a difficult country for the West to understand.
'Secrecy presides over everything' was a Western view of Russia 150 years ago, and
in this respect little has changed since then. The new Soviet leadership, with its

policy of glasnost' (openness), has begun to lift the veil; but there is still a very

long way to go. The secrecy has spawned a small industry in the West analysing
Soviet ideology, actions, motives and intentions, with predictable scope for
disagreement about the results. There is nonetheless much common ground, and
this includes the importance of Russian history and of Marxist-Leninist ideology in

shaping Soviet thinking and policies.

— ———— ~—r ———— ———— e — T —— —
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4, The Russian view of the world has always emphasised that security can only

be achieved from a position of military strength. Until the 18th century Russia had
no clearly defined natural frontiers to east or west; in the west this is still largely
the case. Russian rulers back to the 15th century and earlier were therefore
obsessed by their vulnerability to invasion and encirclement. Their way of meeting
the danger was both to build up large forces to impress and frighten off potential
enemies; and periodically to extend their territory. This can be seen in the seven-
fold expansion of the Russian Empire between the 16th and 19th centuries, when it
reached something like the size and shape of the Soviet Union today. In more
recent times, Western intervention during the Russian civil war and, later, the Nazi
invasion of the Soviet Union, with its appalling toll of 20 million Soviet dead,

reinforced the obsession.

D But in 1917 a new element was superimposed on the traditional Russian
obsession with security: Marxist-Leninist ideology. From his seat in the British
Museum, Marx had earlier posited that under 'capitalism', social relations were
based on an antagonistic relationship between those who owned the means of
production and- those whose only possession was their ability to work. Conflict
between the two was inevitable. Capitalism, however, contained the seeds of its
own downfall: Marx took the view that the working class would eventually
overthrow the capitalist class and establish a classless society based on production
for use rather than for profit. Marx expected such revolutions to occur first in the

industrialised countries of Western Europe.

6. Lenin, the practical revolutionary, added two important elements to this
theory. The first was the concept of an elite band of revolutionaries - the Party -
who would lead the masses to a new society. He thus provided an instrument to
speed the destruction of the existing order in Russia without having to wait for
history to take its course. His second contribution was to take Marx's concept of
the 'exploiting' and 'exploited' classes and extend it to the relationship between
nations. Lenin proposed 'imperialism' as the last stage of capitalism and argued

that this 'exploitation' would eventually lead colonial peoples to drive out the
imperialists.

2
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7. With the success of the Bolshevik revolution Lenin thus established in power a
Party whose view was of a world divided into two implacably opposed systems,
each struggling to shift the global balance of power in its own favour; a Party
which held it as a scientific truth that communism would triumph in the end; and

which saw its duty as giving history a helping hand wherever possible.

3. In the early days of the Second World War the Soviet Union provided a
graphic demonstration of this by taking over the three independent Baltic states,
Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia - formerly part of the Tsarist Empire - by agreement
with Hitler under the terms of the Nazi-Soviet Pact. At the same time, eastern
Poland and parts of Romania, Czechoslovakia and Finland were annexed. After the
war this expansion continued, with the establishment of Soviet control over the
East European countries of East Germany, Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia,
Romania and Bulgaria. The Soviet claim that the communist regimes in these
states are the product of popular national and inevitable revolution is false, since
most of them were installed by means of rigged elections or manipulation,
facilitated by the presence of Soviet troops; and attempts to change the situation
have usually been crushed by force of arms, as in East Germany in 1953, Hungary in
1956, Czechoslovakia in 1968 and, indirectly, Poland in 1981.

9. In large part the establishment of communist regimes in these countries
served as a buffer both against political 'contamination' from the West - for the
existence of Western democracies in Europe is a constant reproach to the Soviet
totalitarian system - and against the risk that any future conventional war might
be fought on Soviet territory. Some have argued that this somehow justifies the
Soviet hold over Eastern Europe. Some go on to suggest that the Soviet Union has
no intention of extending its reach any further westwards into Europe. On the first
point, most people would profoundly disagree that national insecurity is a fair
excuse for the curtailment of others' national and individual freedoms. The second
point is the nub of this essay.

10. Faced with such an assertion, we are bound to ask: can you be absolutely
certain? For although we have no reason to believe that the Soviet Union would

run the risk - as long as NATO remains strong and united - of a direct military

3
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incursion into Western Europe, we cannot ignore the evidence of past Russian and
Soviet history, which has been living proof of the idea that the best form of
defence is expansion. And even if Soviet leaders are not actively seeking further
territorial expansion, the events of recent years suggest that they are always ready
to extend Soviet political influence wherever possible, often using military means
to that end.

11.  Nor should we forget the basic tenets of Marxist-Leninist ideology. In 1916,

for example, Lenin wrote:

'Socialists cannot, without ceasing to be socialists, be opposed to all
war ... Only after we have overthrown, finally defeated and expro-
priated the bourgeoisie of the entire world ... will wars become

impossible.'

Although - as the development of nuclear weapons made the very prospect of con-
flict between East and West horrendous - Soviet leaders ceased to regard a final
war between communism and capitalism as inevitable, the Marxist-Leninist view of
the continuing and Inevitable struggle between the two systems remained
unchanged. The liberal democratic idea of harmony between states is foreign to
traditional Soviet thought. For Soviet leaders, peaceful coexistence has been seen
not as a permanent condition but as a period of transition, on the way to the

ultimate triumph of communism.

12. Mr Gorbachev, like his predecessors, has testified his adherence to the tenets
of Marxism-Leninism. Consider, for example, this extract from his report to the

27th Soviet Party Congress in February, 1986:

'World developments confirm the fundamental Marxist-Leninist conclu-
sion that the history of society is ...... a law-governed onward process.
Not only do its contradictions pass sentence on the old world, on
everything that impedes advance; they are also the source, the driving
force behind the social progress that is taking place in conditions of a
struggle that is inevitable so long as exploitation and exploiting classes

still exist.'
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13. On the other hand, at the Party Congress and elsewhere, Mr Gorbachev has
spoken of 'a growing tendency towards interdependence of the countries of the
world community' and of the need for 'new thinking' in the nuclear and space age.
He has argued that the task of ensuring security can only be resolved by political,
not military, means; that security between states can only be mutual; and that in
the present situation 'confrontation between capitalism and socialism can proceed
only and exclusively in the forms of peaceful competition and peaceful rivalry'.
This is a welcome evolution of Soviet political thinking; but it is not yet clear how
much weight it will be given, as opposed to traditional Marxism-Leninism, which in

some ways it contradicts.

14, Recent moves towards a more open and humane Soviet Union are also
welcome. But we should not forget that Mr Gorbachev's talk of 'democratisation'
does not mean democracy in the Western sense; no weakening of the Communist
Party's control over all areas of Soviet life is intended. And although Mr
Gorbachev has made encouraging steps towards freeing the Soviet Union from the
ideological shackles of a theory of permanent confrontation between capitalist and
communist systems, the weight of ideology still bears heavily both on Soviet theory
and on Soviet practice. Moreover, the institutions of Soviet society have stayed
unaltered. It remains to be seen, therefore, whether the 'new thinking' will be

accompanied by changes in the objectives of Soviet foreign policy.

15, No Soviet leader has yet been prepared clearly to renounce the idea of the
global struggle against capitalism. That struggle continues today. In the West it is
conducted primarily by means of propaganda, appeals to Western peoples over the
heads of their elected representatives, and attempts to sow division between
Western Governments; as well as by clandestine efforts to influence Western public
opinion. All this is backed up by the potentially intimidating threat of the vast
might of Soviet arms. Elsewhere, the concept has been put into practice by means
of Soviet support for insurrections and revolution in Asia, Africa, Central and

South America; and by direct invasion of Afghanistan.

b)
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l6. So we return to the real questions raised by those who suggest that the West
could unilaterally reduce its armaments in safety. Are the Soviet Union's
intentions purely defensive? Is the strength of its nuclear and conventional forces
merely over-insurance? Even if the answer to these questions were positive beyond
a doubt, could we be certain that the Soviet Union would in future refrain from
pursuing its own security at the expense of others'? Or that Soviet leaders would
not attempt to use Soviet military potential to exercise political domination over a
weakened and demoralised Western Europe? Or is there sufficient evidence to the

contrary to give us pause for thought?

17.  As we have sought to show, the combination of vast Soviet military might,
together with a history of expansion and an adversarial ideology, must place on
those who would take Soviet assurances on trust the burden of proof in demonstrat-
ing that the Soviet Union's intentions towards the West are - and will remain - as
peaceful as its new leaders would wish us to believe. There is enough in this
combination of factors to raise legitimate questions about how the Soviet Union
might behave if it were not deterred by Western capability and will to resist any
aggression. In the absence of unmistakable evidence of a change in long-term
Soviet objectives - evidence that has not yet been forthcoming - a prudent policy

for the West must remain one of caution.

18. At the same time, we must be ready to engage in dialogue with the Soviet
Union to establish what scope Soviet policies allow for progress in East-West

relations. And we must be prepared to respond to signs of change, as well as to

opportunities for achieving serious arms control measures that will enhance

security and stability, and so help to bring about the improvement in East-West

relations that we all desire.

6
CONFIDENTIAL




y
¥

v

s Latiaited ¢l

b

X e Ay

fon wan




11/C1/86/1m

CONFIDENTIAL

CHAPTER TWO : ARMS CONTROL

201.  The search for balanced and verifiable arms control agreements, which
provide for security at lower levels of weapons, is a central element of our security
policy. This chapter chronicles significant developments during the last year,
which has seen major advances in a number of areas, not least at the October
summit in Reykjavik between the leaders of the two superpowers (see paragraphs
[205-208]). Clear priorities for the pursuit of arms control were subsequently set
by the Prime Minister and President Reagan at Camp David in November; these are

described in paragraph [209].
NUCLEAR ARMS CONTROL
US-Soviet Negotiations

202.  In the strategic area the United States, with the full support of the United
Kingdom and the NATO allies, has continued to seek deep cuts in US and Soviet
arsenals. To that end, in November 1985 the US Administration had tabled
proposals for 50% cuts. Notwithstanding Mr Gorbachev's proposal in January 1986
for the complete elimination of nuclear weapons by the year 2000, these stayed
unanswered until June, when the Soviet Union made proposals for cuts of
approximately 30%, conditional on: tight new constraints on the US Strategic
Defence Initiative (SDI); an extension of the period of notice of withdrawal from
the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty to 15 years; and constraints on US forces
based in Europe. Although aspects of the Soviet proposals were unacceptable, they
did include one positive advance, in moving away from the previous one-sided

definition of the strategic weapons to be covered.

203.  In July 1986, President Reagan responded with a letter to Mr Gorbachev in
which he made clear that, while the United States would prefer 50% reductions in
strategic weapons, lesser reductions could also be accepted as an interim step. In

September, the United States accordingly tabled further detailed proposals at
Geneva.

204.  There was also movement on intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF). The
US proposal in February 1986 had sought a phased elimination of long-range INF
(LRINF) missiles; while previous proposals for an interim agreement, some missiles

being retained by each side, remained on the table. In September 1986 Soviet

1
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negotiators indicated interest in an interim agreement that would leave 100 missile
warheads on each side in Europe. This offered some hope of further progress
towards an agreement embodying the Alliance goals of equal global ceilings for US

and Soviet systems.

205.  These developments were taken significantly further at the meeting in
Reykjavik between President Reagan and Mr Gorbachev. For some time attention
had focused on the prospects for a second US-Soviet summit meeting, which at the
1985 (Geneva) summit it had been agreed should be held in the United States. The
two leaders eventually decided in late September, at short notice, to meet at
Reykjavik on October 11-12,

206. This meeting was not initially intended to negotiate major arms control
agreements. But in the event substantial progress was made on strategic, INF and
other issues. In the strategic arms group, the two sides reached provisional
agreement on 50% cuts leading to equal ceilings of 1,600 strategic nuclear delivery
vehicles and 6,000 warheads; and the Soviet Union agreed to cuts in its heavy
intercontinental ballistic missiles. The Soviet Union tabled a proposal for the
elimination of all strategic nuclear weapons within ten years; the United States
responded with a proposal linking the elimination of all offensive ballistic missiles
to a ten-year non-withdrawal period from the ABM Treaty. In addition, the two
sides moved ‘closer together on the outline of an INF agreement, involving zero
deployments of LRINF missiles in Europe, and 100 warheads on each side elsewhere
- the Soviet missiles to be stationed in Soviet Asia and the American missiles in the

continental United States.

207. A major stumbling-block to agreement on reductions in both INF and
strategic systems was, however, Soviet insistence on a linkage to SDI research
programmes, as a condition for agreement. The Soviet Union sought severe new
constraints on the SDI, while the scope of its own activities in this area remained
still unacknowledged. President Reagan made clear that he was not prepared to
accept such constraints, although he would agree to the extension of the with-
drawal period of the ABM Treaty for up to ten years while reductions in strategic
weapons took place. The Soviet side also sought to impose a new linkage to
agreement on nuclear testing issues. Because of Soviet insistence on these linkages
- even as regards INF, which the Soviet Union had previously stated could be
settled independently - it was not possible to reach agreement. In February of this

year, in the face of Western refusal to accept this illogical linkage, the Soviet

2
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Union finally accepted the US offer to negotiate a separate agreement on INF.
The United Kingdom has welcomed this step, and we hope that the Soviet Union

will address the remaining issues constructively, including verification.

208.  One particular issue that remained unresolved at Reykjavik was the
question of constraints on shorter-range INF missiles (SRINF) (of 150km to 1,000km
range). It had long been part of NATO's position that any INF agreement would
need to include adequate constraints on Soviet Scaleboard (SS-22) and SS-23 SRINF
| missiles, which could otherwise undercut an INF agreement on cruise, Pershing II
and SS-20 missiles. It is also important that an INF agreemeﬁt is followed by
negotiations aimed at addressing the imbalance in SRINF forces, and at dealing
further with LRINF. We are discussing with our allies how these should be handled.
The Soviet Union's position on SRINF is unclear, although it has indicated
willingness to freeze missiles in Europe with ranges below 1,000 km and thereafter

to discuss reductions below present numbers.
Camp David Meeting

209.  Following the Reykjavik summit, the Prime Minister met President Reagan

at Camp David in November to discuss the way forward. They agreed that:

- priority in the search for arms control agreements should be given to:

| . an INF agreement with restraints on shorter-range systems;
o a >0% cut in US and Soviet strategic offensive weapons; and
o a ban on chemical weapons;

- in all three cases effective verification would be an essential

element;

- NATO strategy would continue to need effective nuclear deterrence,
based on a mix of systems, and reductions in nuclear weapons would

increase the importance of eliminating conventional disparities;

- nuclear weapons could not be dealt with in isolation, given the need

[ for a stable balance at all times;

3_
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the SDI research programme which is permitted by the ABM Treaty

should continue; and

these matters should continue to be subject to close consultation

within the Alliance.

The President also reaffirmed that the United States was proceeding with its
strategic modernisation programme, including Trident, and confirmed his full
support for the British acquisition of the system. The priorities agreed at that
meeting were endorsed by the Ministerial meetings of the Eurogroup and of NATO's
Defence Planning Committee and North Atlantic Council in December 1986. They

reflect a considered view on the most practical possibilities for progress.

The British and French Deterrents

210.  Throughout the last year the United Kingdom and the NATO allies had con-

tinued to insist that they would not accept Soviet attempts to involve the British

and French national deterrents in the Geneva negotiations. The condition was,
however, dropped by Mr Gorbachev at his press conference at Reykjavik, when he

said:

'We decided today ...... to withdraw completely the question of French and
British missiles in general, to leave it to one side. And let them remain as

an independent force, let them increase and be further improved.'

2114 This was a welcome step. Alliance cohesion had revealed the Soviet condi-
tion for the tactical ploy it always was. The Soviet acknowledgement of this will
have helped the negotiations to concentrate on the most important priority -
reductions in US and Soviet arsenals, which far outweigh the United Kingdom's
minimum deterrent, or that of France. The Government has, however, made clear
that our conditions for involving the British deterrent in arms control remain
unchanged: if US and Soviet strategic arsenals were to be very substantially
reduced, and no significant change had occurred in Soviet defensive capabilities,
Britain would review its position and consider how best to contribute to arms
control in the light of the reduced threat.

4
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Nuclear Testing

212. While our first priority is reductions in nuclear weapons, the United
Kingdom remains committed to progress towards a Comprehensive Test Ban (CTB).
Despite many claims to the contrary, important verification problems remain
unresolved, and the United Kingdom is working for their resolution at the Geneva

Conference on Disarmament.

213. A CTB is clearly not a near-term prospect. Nonetheless, more limited
steps are possible, and some welcome progress was made during the year. After a
series of US invitations for Soviet observers to inspect a US test, so as to improve
verification techniques, the two superpowers began a series of bilateral discussions
on verification issues. In September, President Reagan outlined at the United
Nations General Assembly the proposals he had put to the Soviet Union. These
were that: the United States was ready to move forward on the ratification of the
threshold nuclear testing treaties signed in the 1970s, and would put them into
effect once agreement had been reached on improved verification techniques; and
that the two sides would then go on to discuss a step-by-step programme of further
limiting nuclear tests, in association with the reduction of nuclear weapons. The
United Kingdom has very much welcomed this practical approach to constraints on
testing. President Reagan has now taken the first step in this process by
requesting the US Senate's advice and consent to the ratification of the threshold

treaties, subject to the verification improvements referred to above.

214,  The Soviet Union continued with its announced moratorium on nuclear
testing for most of the year, declaring its end with a test in February 1987. It also
continued with its advocacy of an immediate CTB, while refusing to accept the
practical proposals put forward by the West to help resolve the verification issues.
At Reykjavik Soviet leaders appeared to endorse the US proposal for a step-by-step
approach; subsequently, however, they moved back from this position and proposed
simultaneous negotiations on all elements in the US phased approach, including
immediate negotiation of the CTB. We hope that Soviet leaders will re-confirm

their acceptance of the step-by-step approach and agree to practical steps to
follow it up.

5
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SDI

215 Early this year the United States opened discussions with the United
Kingdom and the other NATO allies on the future of SDI, and, in particular,

whether it should be carried out within the broad, rather than the narrow,
interpretation of the ABM Treaty, and whether early development decisions needed
to be taken on some SDI research projects. Such a decision would have important
implications for the consideration of the future place of ballistic missile defences
In the strategic relationship, for arms control, and for the conduct of British
participation in SDI research (see paragraphs [524-528]). Allied consultations are

continuing.

CHEMICAL WEAPONS AND ARMS CONTROL
The Warsaw Pact Capability

1. The Warsaw Pact has the capability to conduct chemical warfare (CW)
against NATO forces on a very large scale, and produces and stockpiles a range of
lethal agents and incapacitants. The lethal agents currently produced and
stockpiled include nerve, blister, blood and choking agents. Research into new
agents continues, including in areas that will blur the distinction between chemical
and biological weapons. The Warsaw Pact has troops who specialise in CW, and the
ordinary Serviceman is trained in CW doctrine and tactics.

Z, Warsaw Pact forces have various means of delivering chemical attacks by
land- and sea-based systems and from missiles and bombs. The variety of delivery
systems, together with the range both in type and persistency of chemical weapons,
would allow Warsaw Pact forces to use chemical weapons very flexibly.

The NATO Response

3. The United Kingdom gave up its CW capability in the late 1950s, and no
change to that policy is planned. Our research effort is now devoted entirely to
defensive and protective measures, to which all NATO allies attach considerable
importance. Given the Soviet capability, we place the highest priority on the
negotiation of a verifiable and comprehensive worldwide ban on chemical weapons.
The United States has produced no such weapons since 1969. We believe that the
United States' moves towards modernising its limited retaliatory CW capability,
outlined in last year's Statement, will underline to the Soviet Union the benefits of
reaching early agreement on such a ban. Thus we supported NATO's adoption in
May 1936 of a Force Goal inviting the United States to modernise its chemical
weapon stocks with binary munitions. In the event that it is not possible to achieve
the ban we desire, modernisation of US chemical weapons would contribute to
upholding NATO's deterrent strategy of flexible response.

i, The US Government has said that it has no plans to base binary chemical
munitions in any foreign country in peacetime. We have not been approached about
the possible contingency deployment of chemical weapons specifically to this
country, and we have made clear that, if such a request were ever to be received,

6
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it would be a matter for decision by the Government of the day, in the light of all
the circumstances prevailing at the time. Any deployment of chemical weapons to

the United Kingdom at any time would require the consent of the British
Government.

Progress towards a Ban

s The past year has seen good progress in the Conference on Disarmament in
Geneva towards negotiating a ban on the production, stockpiling and deployment of
chemical weapons. The United Kingdom held the chairmanship of the Ad Hoc
Committee on chemical weapons for the 1986 session. The talks gathered
momentum during the session, and agreement on some aspects of the Convention
was achieved. As with other arms control agreements, provisions for verification
will be the key to an effective chemical weapons convention. The 1986 session saw
movement on some aspects of verification. Agreement in principle was reached on
inspection of the destruction of chemical weapon stockpiles and on inspection of
production facilities, as well as of the civil chemical industry. A major outstanding
issue remains the question of arrangements for special inspection on challenge,
when one party believes that a breach of the Convention has occurred.

6. In an attempt to unblock this impasse, the United Kingdom last July
launched an important initiative on 'challenge inspection'. The British proposals
require the state that is challenged to demonstrate that it is complying with its
obligations within a specified timescale. These proposals are now under discussion.

/- The need for a comprehensive global ban on chemical weapons has been
reinforced by evidence of their use by Iraq in the war with Iran. The British
Government, in an attempt to make proliferation more difficult, has imposed
export controls on a range of chemicals; and in addition has issued an extensive
warning list of chemicals to assist British industry in detecting any orders that may
potentially be misused for the production of chemical weapons. Although these
measures help to reduce the risk of proliferation, we firmly believe that a global,
verifiable and comprehensive ban on chemical weapons is the only real solution.

CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL

2l6.  Progress in nuclear disarmament increases the importance of achieving
matching progress in the area of conventional forces, where the balance, as Annex
A shows, is very much in favour of the Warsaw Pact - a central fact that the
Warsaw Pact's Budapest Appeal, issued on 11 June 1986, ignored in proposing equal
reductions by each Alliance. On 11 December NATO Foreign Ministers issued the
Brussels Declaration, based on the report of the high level task force set up at the
meeting of NATO Foreign Ministers in Halifax the previous May. This calls for two
sets of distinct negotiations on conventional arms control in the whole of Europe

from the Atlantic to the Urals: one set to build on and expand the Confidence- and
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Security-Building Measures agreed in Stockholm in September (see [below]); and the

other focusing on the conventional forces of NATO and the Warsaw Pact from the
Atlantic to the Urals.

217. The Brussels Declaration notes that, for such negotiations to succeed,

there must be recognition of the facts and common understandings on objectives

and methods. The objectives should be:

the establishment of a stable and secure level of forces, geared to

the elimination of disparities;

a negotiating process that proceeds step by step, and which guaran-

tees the undiminished security of all concerned at each stage;

to focus on the elimination of the capability for surprise attack and

initiation of large-scale offensive action;

measures to build confidence;

application to the whole of Europe, taking account of regional

imbalances; and

an effective verification regime.

The Brussels Declaration demonstrates NATO's commitment to conventional arms

control in Europe, and provides an opportunity and a basis for progress in

establishing stability at lower levels of forces. Contacts between representatives

of NATO and Warsaw Pact countries on a mandate for these negotiations began on

17 February in Vienna.

218.  Meanwhile, at the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR) talks in

Vienna, we and our NATO allies continue to seek an agreement on reduced levels of

forces in Central Europe. The Western proposal, tabled in December 1985 by the

United Kingdom, was designed to offer a constructive way forward: In particular,

to meet Eastern objections the West proposed, as an important concession, that

agreement on the current size of either side's forces - for long the major

stumbling-block to progress - be deferred while an initial reduction in US and

Soviet forces was made. So far the East has failed to respond seriously.

3
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CONFIDENCE-BUILDING MEASURES

I% Creating a basis of trust between East and West is just as important as
securing arms control agreements. We cannot achieve real security so long as
either side lacks confidence in the other, or the risk of war through accident or
misunderstanding exists. That is why NATO attaches importance to the process
launched by the Helsinki Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE)
in 1975, and subsequently in the Stockholm Conference on Disarmament in Europe
(CDE), described in Figure 3.

Z: An important achievement last September was agreement in CDE on a
substantial package of Confidence- and Security-Building Measures. This accord,
known as the Stockholm Document, is the first major arms control agreement since
SALT II was signed in 1979. It promises to bring a greater degree of openness and
predictability to military activities in the whole of Europe from the Atlantic to the
Urals, thereby reducing tension, mistrust and the risk of military confrontation
through accident or misunderstanding. Its most significant elements are:

- notification, 42 days in advance, of military activities in Europe from
the Atlantic to the Urals involving at least 13,000 troops or 300
tanks. Amphibious or airborne activities involving at least 3,000
troops to be similarly notified;

observers from all 35 CSCE states to be invited to all notifiable
activities involving at least 17,000 land forces, or at least 5,000
amphibious or airborne troops;

the exchange by 15 November each year of annual calendars of
notifiable military activities expected to take place during the
following year. Signatory states have agreed that exercises involving
at least 40,000 personnel must be included in these calendars, other-
wise they will not be permitted;

inspection arrangements giving each participating state the right to
conduct inspections on the territory of other participating states if
there should be doubts about compliance.

The accord came into force on 1 January this year and represents an important
political commitment by all 35 participating states. Its success will depend,
however, on its being implemented fully in the spirit of that commitment.

3 The latest of the CSCE Follow-up Meetings opened in Vienna on &
November 1986. The 35 participating states have formally reviewed their records
of compliance with the Helsinki Final Act and Madrid Concluding Document, and
are considering ways in which the CSCE process might be developed in future. The
British Government's aim is to press the East for real progress on compliance,
especially on human rights commitments, and to seek balanced progress between
the military, security, political, economic and human dimensions of the process.

9
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219, The Biological Weapons Convention of 1972 represents an important inter-
national commitment to the elimination of this horrendous form of warfare. The

Second Review Conference of the Convention was held in Geneva in September

1986. It ended successfully, with the unanimous adoption of a series of confidence-

building measures that strengthened the authority of the Convention.
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Figure 3
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Nuclear and Space Talks (NST)

US-Soviet negotiations on nuclear and
space arms control opened in Geneva in March
1985. Their agreed aim is to work out effective
arrangements for preventing an arms race in space
and terminating it on earth; for limiting and
reducing nuclear aims; and for strengthening
strategic stability. The negotiations are divided into
three groups: on space and defence; strategic
arms; and intermediale-range nuclear forces (INF).

2. Conference on Disarmament (CD)

CD meets in Geneva under the auspices of
the United Nations. 40 nations participate (and

* were listed in last year's Statement). The Con-

ference covers a wide range of arms control issues,
of which the most important involves negotiations
on a worldwide ban on chemical weapons. The CD
reports annually to the General Assembly of the
United Nations.

4. Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe (CSCE)

Meeting in Helsinkiin 1975 this conference
agreed what has become known as the Helsinki
Final Act, under which participunts accepted
obligations covering security, political, economic
and humanitarian issues. Comphance with the
Final Act, and subsequently with the Madrid Con-
cluding Document, has been reviewed at Follow-up
Meetings in Belgrade (1977-78); Madrid (1980-
83); and Vienna (which began in November 1986
and is still under way).

The 35 participating states are all European

countries, except Albania, plus the United States
and Canaula.
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3. Mutual and Balanced Force
Reductions (MBFR)

These talks began in Vienna in 1973. Their
aim is ‘to contribute towards a more stable
relationship and to the strengthening of peace and
security in Europe by the mutual reduction of
armed forces and armaments and associated
measures in Central Europe’ — an area defined as
East and West Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands
and Luxembourg, Poland and Czechoslovakia. The
direct participants in the talks are those countries
(excluding France) that have forces in this area —
the United States, Britain, Canada, the Federal
Republic of Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands,
Luxembourg, the Soviet Union, the German
Democratic Republic, Poland and Czechoslovakia
(but other members of NATO and the Warsaw Pact
are ‘indirect participants’).

5. Conference on Disarmament
in Europe (CDE)

CDE opened in Stockholm in January 1984
with the same 35-nation membership as CSCE. Its
mandate, given by the Madrid CSCE Follow-up
Meeting, was to extend the scope of security
obligations under the Helsinki Final Act, and thus to
reduce still further the risk of war, by agreeing
Confidence- and Security-Building Measures that
were militarily significant, politically binding, verifi-
able and covered all Europe from the Atlantic to the
Urals. Agreement was reached in September

1986.
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ESSAY

NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND NATO STRATEGY

1. The basic principle at the heart of NATO strategy, supported for nearly 40
years by all members of the North Atlantic Alliance, has been nuclear deterrence.
At once simple and yet paradoxical, it is based on the idea that the surest way to
preserve peace between East and West, without jeopardising the freedom of our
peoples, is to face a potential aggressor with a clear risk that the costs of
aggression would amply outweigh any conceivable gain; and that the use of force is
hence no longer a rational option. Thus, the purpose of NATO's possession of
nuclear forces is to ensure that circumstances never arise when we might have to

consider using them.

2. NATO could not achieve such deterrence by conventional weapons alone. An
adversary who no longer faced the risk of nuclear retaliation might once again
regard force as a usable option, since the costs of aggression might no longer
appear prohibitively high. Moreover, a defence based solely on conventional
weapons would have no prospect of success against a nuclear-armed adversary. For
it would always be open to an adversary who retained his nuclear weapons to use
them, or threaten their use, to overcome any conventional resistance. Indeed, the
more successful the conventional defence, the greater the incentive might be for a
nuclear-armed power to resort to nuclear weapons. NATO's one-sided
abandonment of such weapons might therefore increase the risk not merely of

conventional war but also of nuclear use against NATO.

3. In 1987 it is easy to forget that in the first half of this century the world was
twice plunged into immensely destructive global conventional war, precipitated on
both occasions by a state numerically weaker than the combination of states that
faced it. In the last century Europe was torn asunder by several major wars. By
contrast, in the 40 years since the end of the Second World War - 40 years of
nuclear deterrence - there has been no war in Western Europe, either conventional
or nuclear, in spite of deep ideological hostility between East and West. This is a
striking achievement, which those opposed to nuclear weapons, whether on moral
or other grounds, would do well to ponder. They must explain how it is morally
preferable to make Europe once again 'safe' for conventional war - a war in which
modern weapons could bring destruction on a scale never seen before, and which

Could in the end provoke the very use of nuclear weapons that they seek to avoid.

— — —_ —— ———
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4, Nuclear weapons on their own are not, however, sufficient for a credible
deterrence strategy. Indeed the nature and scope of the nuclear component of the
Alliance's deterrence forces have varied over time. In the early 1950s, faced with
massive conventional forces in Eastern Europe, the NATO countries relied princi-
pally on the ability of the United States to inflict a massive nuclear strike on the
Soviet Union. But the growth of the Soviet nuclear arsenal in the late 1950s and
1960s - and in particular the Soviet acquisition of long-range nuclear weapons
capable of striking the United States - meant that NATO needed to widen its
options for responding to either a conventional or a nuclear attack. So NATO
evolved in the 1960s a new strategy of 'flexible response'; and this remains its
strategy today.

J.  For the strategy to work requires the existence of the US nuclear guarantee,
backed by a strong US conventional presence in Europe. But it is a fundamental
principle of the Alliance that the risks and benefits of a collective security policy
be fully shared. In the nuclear field, concrete expression is given to this by the
direct participation of European nations in the provision of the Alliance's deterrent
forces. Belgium, the Federal Republic of Germany, Greece, Italy, the Netherlands,
Turkey and the United Kingdom, all provide delivery systems and units trained in
nuclear operations for the delivery of weapons that remain under US custodial
control. Among these are dual-capable aircraft and artillery, and nuclear-
dedicated systems such as Lance and Pershing missiles. The United Kingdom also
assigns all its own nuclear forces to the Alliance, including both our strategic
deterrent and theatre air-delivered weapons for aircraft and ship-borne anti-
submarine helicopters. In addition, Alliance nations provide base facilities for US
nuclear-delivery units, which are part of US forces in Europe. These include bases
for US Poseidon submarines and the US Air Force in the United Kingdom, and US

Air Force and Army units in the Central and Southern Regions of Allied Command
Europe.

6.  For a country to reject NATO nuclear strategy, while continuing (as NATO

membership implies) to accept US nuclear protection through the Alliance, offers
no moral merit. Nor would it offer the United Kingdom greater safety, for

whether nuclear weapons are based here or not, our country's size and location
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make it militarily crucial to NATO and so an attractive target in war. A 'nuclear
free' Britain would mean a weaker NATO, weaker deterrence, and a greater risk of
war; and if war broke out we would if anything be more likely, not less, to come

under nuclear attack.

7. To implement a strategy of nuclear deterrence, NATO has to maintain an
effective stockpile of nuclear weapons. But deterrence does not require ever-
increasing numbers of such weapons. On the contrary, NATO is firmly committed
to deploying only enough nuclear weapons to ensure deterrence, while at the same

time seeking to negotiate deep reductions in the stockpiles of both sides.

8.  This was demonstrated by the decision of NATO Ministers in October 1983 at
Montebello to withdraw 1,400 warheads from the land-based nuclear stockpile in
Western Europe in the period up to the end of 1988. The decision, taken together
with the withdrawal of 1,000 warheads that had already taken place before October
1983, brought the total number of warheads to be removed from Europe since 1979
to 2,400. Furthermore, one existing warhead is being removed for each Pershing II
or cruise missile deployed to Western Europe, so that such deployment results in no
further net increase. Critics of this decision have argued that it is of little import,
since the warheads withdrawn were in any event obsolescent. This is not only
untrue - many of the weapons being withdrawn are still very effective - but misses
the point: for NATO might have decided to retain a larger stockpile and

subsequently to replace these weapons with equal numbers of modernised versions.

9. This reduction by NATO was unreciprocated by the Warsaw Pact. Deterrence
could be assured at lower levels of armaments provided the Soviet Union were
prepared to reduce, too, so that there were balance between the two sides and both
were assured of their own security. For many years the search for balanced, equit-
able and verifiable measures of arms control has been a slow one; but over the past

12 months real progress has been made, as we describe in Chapter 2.

10. As we record there, however, nuclear weapons cannot be treated in isolation.
It is also necessary to consider the wider balance of forces between East and West

and the Warsaw Pact's massive superiority in chemical and conventional weapons.

The ever-increasing strength of these Soviet armaments casts a shadow over

Western Europe. Reductions in nuclear weapons increase the importance of
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eliminating these other disparities and ensuring a stable overall balance. But as
long as the basic tensions between East and West are undiminished, NATO will need

to continue to rely on a strategy of nuclear deterrence based on an effective mix

of systems. Nuclear weapons will remain as vital for keeping the peace - for

preventing conventional as well as nuclear war in Europe - as they have been for
the past 40 years.

N
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CHAPTER THREE : BRITISH DEFENCE POLICY

THE ATLANTIC ALLIANCE

30l.  The North Atlantic Treaty Organisation is the foundation of this country's
defence and security policy. Indeed, we are convinced that this Alliance of 16
sovereign states, each freely a signatory to the North Atlantic Treaty, remains the
only realistic way of providing for our defence. NATO's deterrence policy is
encapsulated in the strategy of forward defence and flexible response. This
strategy threatens no-one: NATO leaders have made clear that none of our
weapons will ever be used except in response to an attack. Our primary aim
remains the prevention of war; our secondary aim, should war occur, is to respond
at the appropriate level to stop the aggressor in his attack and make him withdraw.

We believe that this strategy is still serving us well.

302. It is towards maintaining the Alliance's ability to deter war that our
defence effort is directed. Our contribution to NATO accounts, directly or
indirectly, for more than 95% of our defence budget. The vast majority of our
forces are committed to one or other of the three major NATO commands -Europe,
Atlantic and Channel. The United Kingdom remains the only European NATO
member to contribute to all three elements - strategic nuclear, theatre nuclear and
conventional - of NATO's triad of forces. We are determined to continue making a

full political and military contribution to the Alliance.

303. Our four main roles in NATO are:

- the provision of nuclear forces, including the maintenance of an inde-

pendent strategic nuclear deterrent;

- defence of the United Kingdom itself, our homeland and a vital
support base for the Alliance;

- land and air forces based in Europe and contributing to forward
defence, together with the capability for massive reinforcement from the

United Kingdom if required; and
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- maritime forces in the Eastern Atlantic and Channel areas, and

contributing to forward defence in the Norwegian Sea.

We also contribute specialist reinforcements with deployment options mainly on
NATO's Northern Flank, which is of particular strategic importance for the United
Kingdom. Some of the reinforcements that we provide for NATO's Supreme Allied
Commander Europe (SACEUR) do, however, also have deployment options in the
Southern Region of the Alliance. In addition, on the Southern Flank, the United
Kingdom contributes to NATO's ability to control the strategically important
Gibraltar Strait. British forces are based there for the defence of Gibraltar itself,
and the Rock provides facilities for exercising in the region and naval and maritime

air headquarters, which form part of the NATO command structure in the

Mediterranean.

304.  This country also retains important defence responsibilities and interests

outside the NATO area. These are described on page[ L
The European Pillar

305.  Successive Statements on the Defence Estimates have used the analogy of
twin pillars, European and North American, supporting a transatlantic bridge to
illustrate how the Alliance depends on the partnership of the Old World and the
New. To weaken either pillar would endanger the whole structure of deterrence on
which our security is based. After a year in which voices have again been raised
questioning the US presence in Europe, the paramount importance of maintaining
the North American commitment to the Alliance is discussed on page [ 1.

306. As we explain there, there can be no substitute for the contribution made
to collective security by the presence of substantial US and Canadian forces in
Europe. But the contribution made by the European members of the Alliance is
also substantial and contributes significantly to the collective defence; it can be
further strengthened by greater cooperation between us. The United Kingdom is
therefore committed to the maintenance and development of bilateral relations

with our European allies, and to playing a major part in the work of the main

multilateral organisations devoted to European security cooperation and equipment
collaboration.
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307.  The Eurogroup's collaborative sub-groups aim to concert members' policies
and practices, at the working level, in the fields of logistics, communications,
training, medicine and long-term operational concepts. The group also does
valuable work in the United States to publicise the extent of European defence
efforts. The six-monthly meetings of Eurogroup Defence Ministers both direct this
work and provide an opportunity for informal discussion of defence issues. In
October 1986, experts met in Odense to explore the difficulties faced in the
management of defence budgets and ways of making better use of available
resources. Eurogroup Ministers agreed last December that this work should be

pursued.

THE WESTERN EUROPEAN UNION

l.  The Western European Union (WEU) is founded in the revised Brussels Treaty
of 1954, at the heart of which is the commitment in Article V whereby the
signatories undertake to afford one another 'all the military and other aid in their
power' should one of them be 'the object of an armed attack in Europe'. It is under
the Brussels Treaty that the British Government maintains an army and air force
on the continent of Europe in peacetime, an obligation that is historically unique.
The Treaty thus embodies the United Kingdom's fundamental commitment to a
collective security together with our partners, yet is set firmly within the
framework of the Atlantic Alliance. The WEU thereby makes an important
contribution to strengthening the European pillar of the Alliance.

2. Since its reactivation in 1984, the WEU has been the only European
organisation in which both Defence and Foreign Ministers of the seven member
countries (Belgium, France, the Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom) can meet to discuss defence and security
issues of significance to Western Europe. The aim of these discussions is to
stimulate clearer understanding of European security needs. But the WEU is not an
operational forum, nor one in which collective decisions are reached. In its
activities, it seeks to reinforce rather than duplicate work done in NATO, and to
ensure that the European input into the Alliance is coordinated and coherent.

3. WEU Ministers met twice during 1986, in April and November at Venice and
Luxembourg; their Luxembourg meeting presented a particularly useful opportunity
to discuss issues of specific concern to Europe raised by the meeting between
President Reagan and Mr Gorbachev at Reykjavik. They have also examined the
progress made in WEU reactivation, and agreed that the organisation in its present
re-structured form should run unhindered until the end of this year. They will then
undertake a review with the object of sign-posting the way ahead. The aim should
be to get the WEU established as a focal point of the European security identity
and to ensure that its working methods are soundly based for this purpose.

4 Meanwhile, another important aspect of the WEU is its Assembly, which
comprises representatives from the national Parliaments of WEU member
countries. It is the only European Parliamentary body specifically empowered by
Treaty to debate defence and security questions. As such, it has unique
possibilities for stimulating informed debate, and for generating better public
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understanding of the issues involved. Through dialogue with the Assembly,
Governments' views can become more widely known and form an essential element v
of the debate. The Assembly will be important to the future of the WEU and of
European security cooperation. h

308. Equipment collaboration is an increasingly important aspect of efforts to E |
strengthen NATO's European pillar. Defence equipment is expensive, and colla- 1
boration can help to share development costs and avoid wasteful duplication of .!, {
effort; lower unit costs may make it possible to deploy a greater total number of " | |
equipments.  Collaboration also helps to achieve standardisation and inter- i

operability. The Independent European Programme Group (IEPG) seeks to make
better use of the resources that members devote to defence procurement, and its i ,

progress during the past few years provides further tangible evidence of the

European countries' willingness to work effectively together. Further details of

progress in equipment collaboration, including the work of the IEPG, are given in
Chapter 5.

309. We shall press on with our efforts in these fora. For we believe that a

more cohesive Europe will be able to make a contribution to the Alliance that is

far greater than the sum total of individual European contributions.

NATO DEFENCE PLANNING

Conventional Force Planning

310. A prerequisite of maintaining effective deterrent forces is successful

forward planning. NATO has a highly developed and effective biennial defence

B il Ay e Loa .

planning process, which involves the Defence Ministers of all the countries

participating in the integrated military structure. The purpose of this process is

both to encourage nations to develop their national plans in directions beneficial to

the Alliance as a whole, and to monitor the progress made by nations in meeting

P~ P g, P Fal ) -

agreed Alliance goals.

Sl These goals are developed every two years by the Major NATO

Commanders on the basis of Guidance issued by Ministers (also biennially, in odd-

TN Pt ®@ , _ Popeny -_

numbered years), which sets out the political, economic, military and technological

factors that could affect the development of NATO forces and their impact on

NATO strategy. The goals are adopted by the Defence Planning Committee (DPC)
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in the May of even-numbered years. Thus last May the DPC adopted Force Goals
for the period 1987-92 based on Ministerial Guidance 1985. Member nations pro-
vided their first response to these Goals, recording their progress in implementing
them, last autumn in reply to the annual Defence Planning Questionnaire. These
responses were collated into a NATO five-year forward plan, which was considered
by Ministers at the December 1986 DPC meeting. This May, Ministers will approve
Ministerial Guidance 87, on which major NATO Commanders will base the
development of their Force Goals for the period 1989-94, and which nations should

use as a yardstick for constructing their forward programmes and plans.

312. For the past two years, NATO has devoted considerable effort to the Con-
ventional Defence Improvements (CDI) exercise, described in greater detail

[below]. One important aspect of this work has been the continuing development of

a longer-term perspective, with a view to providing a coherent and coordinated
framework looking up to 20 years ahead, within which national and international
planning staffs can operate. For example, this year's Ministerial Guidance will
draw on the Conceptual Military Framework developed by NATO's military
authorities and provide improved guidance that looks further ahead. This will help
to ensure that national planners receive guidance on NATO's military requirements

at a stage when it can influence national planning of major new equipments.

CONVENTIONAL DEFENCE IMPROVEMENTS (CDI)

Ls Ministers attending the NATO Defence Planning Committee (DPC) meeting
in December 1984 called for proposals to improve NATO's conventional defence
posture so as to address the imbalance of forces favouring the Warsaw Pact, and to
avoid being put in a position of undue reliance on the early use of nuclear weapons.
In response to this mandate, a report was put to Ministers at the DPC in May 1985.
This identified key deficiencies in the Alliance's conventional capability and
allowed Ministers to set work in hand in those areas where a special effort would
provide the greatest return for our collective defence. This is a vital aspect of the
CDI exercise: it aims to improve the credibility of NATO's conventional forces by
the careful and selective use of the substantial resources that individual nations
devote to defence.

25 The CDI exercise is not a radical departure from traditional Alliance
policy. It builds on the considerable progress made during the late 1970s and early
1980s in improving allied conventional capabilities through greater sustainability,
improved readiness, better training and additional funding for common infra-
structure projects.

3. The exercise is, however, an indication of the collective Alliance deter-
Mmination to maintain strong conventional forces and to come to grips with the

5
CONFIDENTIAL




CONFIDENTIAL

rising real costs of equipment. In essence, it seeks greater focusing of national
plans on collective Alliance needs; clearer military priorities; improvements in
coordination between different planning areas; and greater emphasis on longer-
term planning. As such, it was not intended to produce dramatic results quickly;
sustained efforts will be necessary.

4. Steady progress is already being made in the field of force planning. The

Force Goals for the period 1987-92, which were adopted by the DPC in May 1936,
reflected priorities identified in the CDI exercise. Nations' responses to these

force goals were considered by Ministers in the course of their Annual Defence
Review at last December's DPC meeting. Ministers noted that considerable
progress had been made towards a more effective conventional posture and
expressed their determination to sustain the momentum of the exercise. Our own |
national equipment plans are well directed towards CDI highlighted areas.

Nuclear Planning

313. The nuclear component of the deterrent forces available to the Alliance
receives special handling within the organisation. This is for a number of reasons:
the special political sensitivity of nuclear issues, the special nature of the weapons
themselves, and the recognition that, while there are only two nuclear weapon
states participating in the integrated military structure, there is a need for broad

Alliance cooperation and participation in the nuclear field. Out of this has grown
NATO's Nuclear Planning Group (NPG).

314, Like the DPC, the NPG meets at both ministerial and ambassadorial level ;
the Ministerial meeting in October 1986 was held at Gleneagles in Scotland. The 1
Group fulfils the need for a forum in which all concerned with NATO's defence
policy and planning can pursue fundamental questions, such as how many and what
type of nuclear weapons are needed to maintain deterrence, how they should be
deployed, what procedures are required to give effect to proper participation and
consultation, and so on. Such a forum also provides the opportunity for Alliance
nations who do not have their own nuclear weapons to discuss with the nuclear
weapons states the issues they must confront in planning their own, and the
Alliance's, forces, including issues such as force modernisation, testing, and nuclear |

safety and security, and the vital question of nuclear arms control.
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ESSAY

THE AMERICAN PILLAR

"No-one of my generation can forget that America has been the principal architect
of a peace in Europe which has lasted 40 years. Given this shield of the United
States, we have been granted the opportunities to build a concept of Europe beyond
the dreams of our fathers: a Europe which seemed unattainable amid the mud and
slaughter of the First World War and the suffering and sacrifice of the Second."

The Prime Minister.

Speech to a joint session

of the US Congress, 20 February 1985

l.  These words reflect the views of a generation of people, few of whom would
question the paramount importance of the transatlantic alliance that was forged in
the years following the Second World War. But today, more than 40 years on from
the war, Europe has changed beyond recognition: a new generation has grown up
which has known only peace and prosperity, and for whom the war and its
immediate aftermath are a matter of history. So it is appropriate to consider here
the foundations on which the transatlantic partnership were based and their

relevance for today's world.

2. The roots of the relationship between Europe and America run deep. The
majority of North Americans have their origins in this continent; personal ties, and
ties of history, language and culture are strong. The economic links between the
two sides of the Atlantic are extensive. Above all, Western Europe and America
share the same political and social values, not least among them a deep commit-
ment to the principles of democracy and freedom - a commitment that was well
demonstrated during the last war, when those principles came under the fiercest
attack ever, from Hitler's totalitarian Nazism. North America's military interven-

tion at that time made it possible to restore the freedom of Western Europe.

3. In 1945 the United States might have withdrawn into isolation as it had done
in 1918. It did not because relations between the Western allies and the Soviet
Union deteriorated rapidly after the war, and the US Government recognised that
its primary strategic interest lay in helping to keep Western Europe free of Soviet

control. A combination of idealism and enlightened self-interest led to an

— — —— e T ———
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American commitment to counter the threat of communism wherever it occurred

(the Truman Doctrine and the policy of 'containment') and to help the West
European Governments implement their plans for post-war economic recovery (the
European Recovery Programme, 1948-51). The continued Soviet military threat
and, particularly, the events surrounding the Berlin blockade encouraged the
Truman Administration, at the instigation of several West European countries, to
commit the United States - in the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 - to the defence

of Western Europe.

4. The relationship has changed considerably in the past 40 years. Europe and
the United States have drawn much closer together than they were before the last
war. The genuine friendship that already existed between the two sides of the
Atlantic has grown as personal contacts have increased. But we have not been
without disputes and disagreements in the Alliance during that time. Americans
have sometimes been irritated by the equivocation and confusion that has seemed
to surround the Europeans' inability to 'get their act together', and by alleged
European unwillingness to do more to defend themselves. There have been debates
in Europe for some 25 years about the credibility of the US nuclear guarantee, and
about the willingness of Americans to keep their troops in Europe. From President
Eisenhower's day until now, there has been no lack of gloomy prophets on both sides
of the Atlantic predicting the imminent end of the Atlantic relationship.

- Today there is a new wave of unease and criticism. But the picture has been
complicated by the fact that, to the traditional European anxiety about

maintaining the US commitment to Europe, have been added opposite European

voices who wish to see that commitment reduced.

6.  Such questioning of the US presence in Europe requires an answer; for it
throws into doubt the very foundations on which the Alliance has been based for so
long. Behind it is often an implicit assumption that the Soviet Union no longer
poses any threat, military or otherwise, to the West - an assumption that has little
except wishful thinking to support it. In the first place, as we discuss on page [ ],
we cannot ignore the ideological hostility of the Soviet Union towards the West;

and secondly, the Soviet investment in military might, described in Annex A, has
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increased enormously since the last war. Whatever Soviet intentions towards the
West might, or might not be, it would be the height of folly simply to rely on Soviet

goodwill towards us in such circumstances.

7. The American commitment to Western Europe is essential. NATO's defence
posture depends critically on the United States' nuclear forces, together with its
theatre nuclear and conventional forces based in Europe. Without them we would
have no credible defence in the face of the massive Soviet nuclear, chemical and
conventional threat. Certainly a Europe-only option would not provide a credible
alternative, either in political or military terms.

8. The most visible proof of the American commitment is the 300,000 US
Servicemen and women stationed in Western Europe. Successive US Governments
have recognised that it is in Europe that the principal threat to the West lies, and
it is therefore here that most of NATO's forces need to be deployed. Although
Western Europe can rely on reinforcements from the United States these would
take time to arrive, and ready forces are also required to meet those forces that

the Soviet Union could bring quickly to bear in any conflict.

9.  The presence of US forces here serves another purpose, too, by demonstrating
the solidarity of the NATO Alliance. This is important because it is ultimately on
Soviet perceptions of the strength and cohesion of the Alliance, and specifically
the inevitable involvement of the United States in any conflict in Europe, that the
success of NATO's strategy of deterrence depends. Evidence that the Soviet Union
recognises the key importance of this cohesion can be seen in the efforts to which
it has gone to divide Europe from the United States on such issues as the
deployment of intermediate-range nuclear weapons and, more recently, on the
Strategic Defence Initiative and arms control. Soviet efforts have failed, but not

for want of skilful attempts to exploit particular European concerns.

10. A criticism sometimes heard is that the British Government has no control
over US forces based in the United Kingdom. This is to ignore the understanding
reaffirmed by Mr Churchill and President Truman in January 1952, which provided

that use in an emergency of bases made available to the United States would be a
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matter for joint decision by the two Governments in the light of the circumstances
prevailing at the time. The understanding covers the use of these bases by US

forces equipped with nuclear or conventional weapons.

11. It follows from the above that in the current international environment to
seek the withdrawal - or even partial withdrawal - of US forces from this country

would carry very grave risks. It would weaken the military posture of the Alliance

and send entirely the wrong signal to the Soviet Union about NATO cohesion and

solidarity. It would reduce the chances of achieving successful arms control
agreements with the Soviet Union. It would undermine the strategic link between
the United States and Europe and the credibility of the US strategic guarantee. It
would lead our allies to question our continuing commitment to the Alliance and to
the defence of Europe. It would fuel tendencies towards isolationism in the United
States and encourage other European members of NATO to follow suit. In sum, it

would be a wholly irresponsible move.

12, US forces are here because neither North America nor Western Europe could
carry the full burden of maintaining its own security alone. Thanks to the Alliance
we are able to achieve a level of deterrence that would otherwise be unattainable.
Together we can ensure that deterrence is maintained, that the burden remains

tolerable and that peace is preserved.
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ESSAY

OUTSIDE THE NATO AREA

l.  British defence policy is founded on the four major roles for which we
commit forces to NATO. But we do have an additional range of commitments and
activities, outside the NATO area, which are of quite a 'different type. They are
not, to begin with, concerned with direct threats to the security of the United
Kingdom: the forward defence of the Federal Republic of Germany may be the
forward defence of Britain itself, but the forward defence of Hong Kong or Belize
is not. Nor is our out-of-area policy primarily related to the threat from the
Soviet Union: none of our out-of-area garrisons is constituted with Soviet
aggression in mind, or even aggression by proxies of the Soviet Union. Why, then,

do we need an out-of-area capability?

2 First, because of our history: we were a world power, and we retain some
residual obligations dating from our imperial past. We are responsible for the
defence of 13 dependent territories, ranging from Hong Kong to Pitcairn Island, as
well as the Sovereign Base Areas of Cyprus. In addition, we have agreements with

a range of former colonies and Gulf states.

3. Secondly, many thousands of British citizens are resident abroad. While their
safety is primarily the responsibility of the Government of the country concerned,
not all Governments are always in a position to protect it. Hence we have had
occasion to use the armed forces to assist in evacuating British citizens in times of
strife - notably from Cyprus in 1974, from Lebanon in 1984, and from Aden last
year. Our interests lie, however, not in evacuating our citizens, but in regional

stability, which enables them to live abroad in security.

4% Regional stability is important, too, because of our dependence on overseas
commerce. Although some 80% of our visible trade is now with other developed
countries, we are still vulnerable to interruptions in the supply of certain

commodities, such as oil and strategic minerals, from remoter parts of the world.
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Helping to maintain stability and ensure the free use of the seas is therefore very

much in our interests.

5. These considerations, together with the contribution that our out-of-area
capabilities can make to our wider foreign policy aims, all generate a defence

dimension to our activities outside the NATO area. These take several forms:

Permanent Garrisons

We plan to keep a military presence on the Falkland Islands and in the
Protection Zone at the level necessary to deter aggression and defend
the Islands. Mount Pleasant airport was completed last year, the
remaining facilities will be completed shortly, and most of the garrison
has already moved there. The Royal Engineers have cleared military
debris from Stanley airfield, and the land will be returned to the
Falkland Islands Government. The concentration of the garrison at
Mount Pleasant, and the ability that the airport gives us for rapid
reinforcement of the Islands if necessary, have permitted some force
reductions. Force levels remain under continual review in the light of
the threat.

We shall retain responsibility for the defence and internal security of
Hong Kong until 1997, when control of the territory passes to the
Government of the People's Republic of China. At present the garrison
consists of four infantry battalions - three Gurkha and one British - and
supporting units, together with Royal Navy and RAF elements. As
foreshadowed in last year's Statement, our confidence in the stability of
Hong Kong enabled us to reduce the strength of the garrison by one
battalion, leading to the disbandment of the 2nd Battalion, 7th Gurkha
Rifles, on 15 January 1987. Nearer 1997, it is planned to reduce the
strength of the garrison still further, as the Royal Hong Kong Police

begin to carry out a higher proportion of the internal security and other
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tasks currently carried out by the garrison. But all decisions will be

taken in close consultation with the Hong Kong Government: we plan to
maintain a garrison in the territory up to the date of transfer of
authority in 1997. The Gurkhas will continue to have a role within the
British Army after that date.

A Gurkha battalion and supporting units are based in Brunei, at the
request of His Majesty the Sultan. Brunei also provides exercise facili-
ties for troops from the Hong Kong garrison; and home-based units take

part in jungle training there.

British forces are stationed in Belize, at the request of the Govern-
ment, to protect the country from external aggression; and a Royal
Navy guardship is permanently assigned to the Caribbean in support.
The election of a civilian government in Guatemala was a hopeful sign
for progress towards a settlement of the territorial dispute, as was
President Cerezo's statement that he wishes to resolve the differences
between Belize and Guatemala. The United Kingdom and Guatemala
agreed to resume consular links in August 1986 after a gap of nearly

five years, and full diplomatic relations were resumed on 29 December
1986.

In Cyprus we maintain two Sovereign Base Areas (SBAs); the role of the
4,000-strong British Forces Cyprus is to protect the SBAs and our other
Retained Sites, to operate their facilities, to maintain the SBAs and
RAF Akrotiri as Forward Mounting Bases for operations in the area, to
provide training facilities for Army and RAF detachments, and to
support the United Nations forces in Cyprus and the Near East (see

below), which themselves include nearly 1,000 British troops.

Reinforcement and Support

All our garrisons need regular support in peacetime, and all might need
to be reinforced rapidly in time of tension. The capacity to do this is
provided by each of the three Services. Although we do not maintain

forces exclusively for operations outside the NATO area, we can (after

3
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consultation with our NATO allies) deploy substantial and well-balanced

forces that could operate, if necessary, anywhere in the world.

Ships of the Royal Navy are continuously deployed in the Arabian
Sea area to assist British merchant shipping in the Gulf. The
Navy also has vessels in Hong Kong, the West Indies and the
South Atlantic, and an Ice Patrol Ship visits Antarctica during the
summer. This coverage is supplemented by periodic Task Group
deployments (see page [ ]) to many other parts of the world.
Naval and amphibious operations could be sustained without shore
support for a prolonged period by using the specialised replenish-
ment vessels of the Royal Fleet Auxiliary, supplemented, if need

be, by ships taken up from trade.

Military forces for land operations outside the NATO area would
probably be drawn from 5 Airborne Brigade and 3 Commando
Brigade Royal Marines. The wartime tasks of these units remain
respectively those of home defence and the reinforcement of
NATO's Northern Flank; but either or both could be deployed
worldwide at short notice, by air, sea or a combination of the two.
5 Airborne Brigade can launch a parachute assault at battalion

group strength from Hercules aircraft.

The Royal Air Force provides support for all our overseas
garrisons, some garrisons having RAF aircraft permanently
stationed. If necessary these can be reinforced by air defence and
offensive support aircraft which, with air-to-air refuelling, can
deploy at short notice and over very long ranges. The Air Tran-
sport Force (ATF) provides routine support for the garrisons,
deployments and overseas exercises; and in an emergency could be
called on to re-deploy forces worldwide. By the end of 1988, all
ATF aircraft will be equipped for air-to-air refuelling and will,
therefore, be less dependent on staging airfields or overflying
rights.
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Exercises, Deployments and Training

The regular programme of overseas deployments carried out by all
three Services does more than simply provide much-needed training
opportunities in a wide variety of testing, and often hostile, environ-
ments. It also enables the armed forces to add their own unique contri-
bution to the achievements of more conventional diplomacy. This con-
tribution takes many forms: goodwill visits by the Royal Navy;
exercises with the armed forces of other countries; displays by teams
such as the RAF Red Arrows; demonstrations in support of defence
sales, and so on. Exercises and deployments overseas in 1986, and some
of those planned for 1987, are described on page [ ]. Exercise SAIF
SAREEA, in particular, which was held last year in the Gulf, tested our
capability to mount a strategic deployment rapidly by air and sea and
provided an excellent opportunity to practise combined operations with
a host nation.

Military Assistance Overseas

A particularly popular, cost-effective and appreciated way of promot-
ing stability and security in areas of the world important to Britain is
by military assistance programmes designed to help friendly nations
improve and maintain the effectiveness of their armed forces. We do
not provide such assistance indiscriminately: as in the case of defence
sales, there may be military or political difficulties, human rights issues
or broader security considerations that argue against particular training
commitments. But within these constraints, and those of available
resources, our programme Iis wide-ranging: in 1985-86 over 650
Servicemen were on loan service to countries outside NATO, and over
3,600 students from such countries attended military training courses in
Britain.
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RM Commando Brigade H
2 RM Cammandos with

International Peacekeeping

- We support the principle of deploying multinational forces, normally
under United Nations auspices, to participate in peacekeeping opera-
tions; and we are happy for British troops to take part in such opera-
tions where they can make a useful contribution. At present we contri-
bute to the Multinational Force and Observers in Sinai and the UN
Forces in Cyprus. We also provide logistic support to the UN Forces in
Cyprus, in Lebanon, and on the Golan heights from the SBAs in Cyprus.

6.  Some have argued that Britain can no longer afford to maintain all its out-of-
area commitments and should tailor them or withdraw completely. But, as Figure
10 shows, our overseas defence commitments are not expensive. Apart from the

garrison in the Falkland Islands - the cost of which is expected to fall substantially

over the next few years - the sums involved are very small in proportion to the
benefits they bring. And in a period of tension or war in Europe the Servicemen
and equipment concerned could be brought back for deployment within the NATO

area or on home defence tasks.

y We must, of course, be realistic about what - in political, military and econo-
mic terms - we can afford to do. And we must aim to use our defence resources as
effectively as we can in support of our interests throughout the world. The modest
proportion of those resources that we devote to out-of-area activities is well worth
the dividends earned in terms of national security and standing, and the inter-
national stability on which our future well-being depends.

Frigates, Submarines,

Destroyers,

6
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CHAPTER FOUR : THE ARMED FORCES

401.  This chapter describes the contribution made by the three Services to the
United Kingdom's four NATO roles outlined in Chapter 3. Each of these - the
nuclear role, defence of the United Kingdom, of the European mainland and of the
Eastern Atlantic and Channel - is complementary to the others, forming the 'Seam-
less Robe' of deterrence discussed in last year's Statement. And while each

Service's contribution is distinctive, what is described below is the part that each
plays in a team effort.

402. The Services are also, of course, part of the wider community, and this
chapter outlines some of the ways in which their skills are used, directly or

indirectly, to help the civilian population both at home and abroad.

THE ROYAL NAVY

403.  The Royal Navy is responsible for the deployment of the United Kingdom's
independent strategic nuclear deterrent, provided since 1969 by our force of four
Polaris submarines. The force will continue to remain effective until it is replaced
by Trident in the mid-1990s (see page [ D).

404.  The defence of Western Europe depends on NATO's ability to ensure the
safe passage of seaborne reinforcements and supplies across the Atlantic, Channel
and North Sea. NATO therefore maintains powerful maritime forces in the Eastern
Atlantic and Channel areas - nearly 70% of which are provided by the Royal Navy -
ready to deploy early against the Soviet Northern Fleet, if necessary before the

arrival of US naval reinforcements. In wartime, the Royal Navy would undertake a
variety of tasks in the areas:

- the interception and containment of Soviet forces in the Norwegian
Sea;

- direct defence of reinforcement, re-supply and economic shipping, in

conjunction with US and European maritime forces and supported by
the RAF;

- anti-submarine defence of the NATO Striking Fleet Atlantic; and
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- protection and  deployment of the combined United
Kingdom/Netherlands Amphibious Force to reinforce the Northern
Flank of NATO.

405. Defence of the United Kingdom is, of course, vital to those of us who live
here. But the geographical location of these islands also makes them essential to
NATO. The Royal Navy contributes to the defence of this country by mine
countermeasures (MCM) and defensive mining of home waters, by contributing
additional layers of air defence, and, as a consequence of forward deployment
operations in the Norwegian Sea, by helping to prevent the threat of attack from
the north.

406.  Defence of the Northern Region is of crucial importance to the United
Kingdom. 3 Commando Brigade Royal Marines would be available at a time of
tension or war to reinforce Norway, the Baltic Approaches or the Atlantic islands,
the Royal Navy providing the specialist amphibious shipping and support ships
required for its deployment. In November the Government announced in the House
of Commons that it had decided to retain an amphibious capability in the longer
term. The assault ships, HMS Fearless and Intrepid, which could be used in support

of such operations, will remain in service until the mid-1990s. Feasibility studies
to examine the possibility of extending their lives have begun and, later this year,
we intend to begin studies into the alternative possibility of building new vessels.
We are also considering the means of providing helicopter lift, including the
possibility of an aviation support ship. Further support is provided by our six

Landing Ships Logistic, one of which, the replacement Sir Galahad, is planned to

come into service later this year.

407. The Royal Naval and Royal Marines Reserves play an important role in
reinforcing our regular forces, as well as providing maritime home defence by
carrying out MCM tasks and defending key points, ports and anchorages against
attack. The Royal Marines Reserves will also augment the UK/Netherlands
Amphibious Force. We maintain a strong organisation for naval control of shipping,
run largely by the Royal Naval Reserve and the Royal Naval Auxiliary Service (this
year celebrating its Silver Jubilee), which would be activated in a time of tension
to assist the safe passage of allied merchant shipping both around the United
Kingdom and worldwide.

2
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408. The Navy's current strength is described at Annex B. Recer'\t additions to
its equipment programme are set out in Table 2. Because of the increasing size
and capability of the Soviet submarine fleet, we place particular emphasis on our
anti-submarine warfare (ASW) capability. Nuclear weapon systems deployed by the
Royal Navy include nuclear depth-bombs for ASW, which can be carried by
shipborne helicopters; and free-fall nuclear bombs, which can be delivered by
carrier-launched Sea Harriers. We plan to increase the proportion of nuclear-
powered vessels in our submarine force within broadly constant numbers overall.
The diesel-electric submarines in service will consist of the new powerful and quiet
Upholder class, four of which are now on order. The updating of our surface escort
fleet is also continuing. Six Type 22 frigates are currently under construction, and
orders have been placed for the first four of the new Type 23 ASW f{frigates: the
first of class is planned to come into service around 1990. In last year's Statement
we reported that the feasibility study for the NATO frigate replacement was
completed. Negotiations for the next stage, project definition, are now under way.
This ship, which in the British variant would have an anti-air warfare bias, could
eventually replace our Type 42 destroyers. Last year we also ordered the first of
the new Auxiliary Oiler Replenishment Vessels (AOR), and we are currently
negotiating an order for the second. The AOR will need to be able to operate far
from the main body of the Fleet, supporting towed-array vessels, and will be
equipped with weapon systems to defend herself and the valuable cargo that she
will carry. She will also provide helicopter maintenance facilities. The collabora-
tive Anglo-Italian EH101 programme to develop a new ASW helicopter is proceed-
ing, and the first prototype should fly shortly; an initial order of 50 aircraft is

envisaged.

MERCHANT SHIPPING

ls Defence needs in time of war cannot just be met from the resources
maintained by the armed forces in peacetime. The British merchant fleet will be
essential for the transport of reinforcements to the regions of Allied Command
Europe and across the North Atlantic, and for certain specialised tasks in support
of the Royal Navy. The merchant fleets of our allies also have an essential part to
play in the common defence.

2.  Together with the Department of Transport, the Ministry of Defence is
monitoring the availability of merchant shipping to meet the various needs of the
armed forces. Over the last decade there has been a very substantial reduction in
the number of ships on the United Kingdom register, and British shipowners are
continuing to sell vessels or transfer them to dependent territory and foreign
registers. This does not mean the ships are lost for defence purposes. The
Government already has the power in time of tension or war to requisition ships on
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dependent territory as well as United Kingdom registers - a power used quickly and
effectively at the time of the Falklands conflict in 1982 - and it would be possible

by legislation to extend this power to ships on foreign registers which are
beneficially owned by British operators.

3. The number of available merchant vessels on the United Kingdom and
dependent territory registers in the categories required to meet the needs of the
armed forces is shown in Volume 2, Table 1.3. In general, these needs are well
covered, except in the case of trawlers suitable for mine countermeasures
purposes. Studies of other ways of meeting that requirement have shown that the
task could be undertaken by suitably modified off-shore support vessels. As the

shape and size of the merchant fleet continue to change, other plans may also need
to be adjusted.

4. The previous paragraph relates only to the merchant shipping that is of direct
concern to the Ministry of Defence: the shipping required by our armed forces for
European reinforcement and operational support of the Royal Navy. In time of
war, NATO nations would pool merchant ships not needed for national defence or
coastal shipping purposes, and vessels required for transatlantic reinforcement and
civil supply would be drawn from this pool. Because of concern about the possible
effect of the decline of NATO's merchant fleets on such requirements, the
Government has taken the initiative in pressing for a NATO-wide study to be made
of the Alliance's ability to meet its needs for merchant shipping in time of
emergency or war. NATO is considering this proposal.

5. The Government has also addressed the need for adequate trained and
experienced crews to man the merchant ships required in crisis and war. We have
announced our intention of contributing towards training and travel costs for
British seafarers, thus encouraging the retention of British nationals on board
British vessels; and of establishing a Merchant Navy Reserve to provide a pool of
experienced seafarers in time of need. These proposals are being worked out in
consultation with shipowners' and seamen's representatives. Parliament will be
asked to grant any necessary powers. We continue to monitor the position and will

take any further measures that may be necessary to ensure that the needs of the
armed forces can be met.

THE ARMY

409. The centre-piece of the Army's contribution to NATO is its role in Europe's
Central Region. Our land and air forces there demonstrate our positive commit-
ment to the security of Europe and are the embodiment of the concept that the
forward defence of the Federal Republic of Germany is the forward defence of the
United Kingdom itself. The British Army of the Rhine (BAOR) consists of elements
of a major combat force, 1(BR)Corps, together with its logistic support. Its
peacetime establishment of 55,000, planned to increase to 56,000 by the end of the
decade, includes three armoured division headquarters, seven armoured brigades,'
an air-mobile brigade and substantial corps troops. On mobilisation, numbers would
rapidly be expanded to over 150,000 by the movement of 2nd Infantry Division

headquarters, two Regular infantry brigades and two Territorial Army (TA)
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infantry brigades from the United Kingdom to the Federal Repub'lic, together with
a number of smaller units and individual regular and reservist personnel. In the
Federal Republic the Army deploys one regiment of Lance surface-to-surface
missiles and five regiments of artillery capable of firing nuclear warheads supplied
by the United States.

410. Together with corps from Belgium, the Netherlands and the Federal Republic
of Germany, 1(BR)Corps forms NATO's Northern Army Group (NORTHAG), which
is responsible for the defence of the northern half of the Federal Republic from
Cologne to the Elbe; within that area I(BR)Corps has been allocated a 65km
stretch of front. The NATO appointment of Commander NORTHAG is filled by the
Commander-in-Chief BAOR. NORTHAG's plans and concepts of operations were

revised during 1985, as outlined in last year's Statement.

411. We provide an infantry battalion, an armoured reconnaissance squadron and
artillery, engineer, helicopter and logistic support for the Allied Command Europe
Mobile Force (Land), which is available to SACEUR for deployment on either the
Northern or Southern Flanks of NATO. Additionally, the United Kingdom Mobile
Force (UKMF) is currently earmarked for rapid deployment in tension or war to the

Baltic Approaches, where it would reinforce either Denmark or Schleswig-Holstein.

412, The Army provides the majority of the 100,000 ground forces available for
the defence of the United Kingdom, including Regular, TA and reservist units.
Their responsibilities include the protection from sabotage or attack of vital e 17-
installations and bases.

413. As foreshadowed in last year's Statement, the second phase of the Territorial
Army's expansion is now under way, with the formation of five of the six planned
infantry battalions, three of which have home defence roles; two more Royal
Engineer airfield damage repair squadrons, and an Army Air Corps squadron
equipped with the Scout utility helicopter, also in home defence roles; and other

supporting units. Recruiting for the Home Service Force, which is an integral part E

of the TA raised specifically for the home defence role, continues to go well.
Planning is also under way to assign specific wartime roles to an additional 35,000
Regular Army reservists, in both the United Kingdom and BAOR. The reservists
would either be assigned to reinforce existing units or formed into General Service

Units, each of about company strength.
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414.  The Army's commitment to countering the terrorist threat in Northern
Ireland in support of the Royal Ulster Constabulary (RUC) remains undiminished,
the other two Services continuing to provide support as required. Since the
Services became actively involved in Northern Ireland in 1969 the nature of the
task has changed, and the level of violence, which peaked in 1972, has declined
considerably. This is reflected by the drop in the numbers of Regular Army
personnel present in the Province, from a peak of some 22,000 in the early 1970s to
the current level of just over 10,000 (including ten Regular infantry battalions).
The Ulster Defence Regiment (UDR), which with its 6,500 personnel has continued
to improve its professionalism and capablity, contributes a substantial proportion
of the high level of support to the RUC that the Army still provides. Sadly, the
cost in human lives remains high. 12 soldiers, including eight members of the UDR,
were killed in 1986, bringing the total since 1969 to 545. Another 55 were injured.
The dedication and bravery of all the members of the armed forces in the face of
this toll of human lives is demonstrated by the fact that, during 1986, 120 gallantry

awards were made, including three Military Medals, two George Medals and 17
Queen's Gallantry Medals.

415. The Army's current strength is given at Annex C. Recent additions to its
equipment programme are set out in Table 3. Most significant for BAOR are the
introduction of the Saxon armoured personnel carrier and the ordering of a seventh
regiment of Challenger tanks. In addition, the new Warrior mechanised infantry
combat vehicle (MICV) will enter service shortly. The re-mechanisation of
6(Airmobile) Brigade will begin in 1988 and when completed will significantly
enhance the anti-armour capability of 1(BR)Corps. The brigade will eventually
consist of one Challenger-equipped armoured regiment and two infantry battalions
mounted in Warrior MICVs, and will constitute a fully capable mechanised
formation, able to make an important contribution to the defence of the
NORTHAG area. A third air defence regiment will also be formed, equipped with
the new Starstreak high velocity missile, for which orders have recently been
placed. Contracts have also been placed for the new DROPS logistic vehicle fleet
and for the Rapier 2000 anti-aircraft missile system. Among the new equipments
coming into service are the new SA80 infantry weapons, the S10 respirator and a

range of battlefield thermal imager systems.
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THE ROYAL ENGINEERS -

1. 1987 is the 200th anniversary of the granting of the Royal Charter to the
Royal Engineers, and is therefore an appropriate year to remember their contri- |
bution to the support of the armed forces and civil authorities. ‘

2. The Sapper trains as a combat engineer, tradesman and infantry soldier. In
war, Sappers provide combat engineering and construction skills. Their tasks . |
include: preparation of the battlefield using explosive and other means, including ' |
minefields; demolition of bridges and roads to hinder the enemy's mobility; and

bridging and other mobility support to enable the armoured formations of - |
1(BR)Corps to move and fight. The Sappers also support the RAF Harrier force in
the Federal Republic of Germany, as well as providing the airfield damage repair
capability on RAF airfields in both the Federal Republic and the United Kingdom.

3, The ability to meet the construction role is particularly well illustrated by
recent work in Northern Ireland. Last year we reported that the Royal Engineers
had begun assisting the Royal Ulster Constabulary (RUC) with urgent building
work, in particular re-building R<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>