NOTES

Mottram’s comments show that the Government were not looking for the minimum criteria in the
Duff report and that they were planning to have more destructive capability than was deployed in
1979.

Duff’s introduction of this new option had been based on intelligence information which showed
that the Soviet Union was building new and deeper bunkers. An annex to his report states “the
importance which the Soviet leadership attach to maintaining their administrative centre
unimpaired is shown by these measures and by the effort expended in the complementary ABM

defence system around Moscow.””

Damage Criteria as a moveable feast:

Concern that discussion of Duff criteria could undermine spending on Chevaline. The Chancellor had
argued that if the Moscow criterion was unnecessary then Chevaline should be cancelled.®

“The view taken in Tony Duff’s report that the credibility of the deterrent could be maintained if we
had the ability to cause unacceptable damage to certain cities and other targets in Russia, excluding

Moscow, seems to me to call the requirement for Chevaline into ques’cion.”81

“deterrent criteria for damage required are not absolute in either scale or probability”®*

Handwritten note by Richard Mottram to Michael Quinlan:
Critique of Owen 1 million dead:

“If we reduce dramatically, comparison with the French standard (and our own former standard) will

be a major component of the subsequent evaluation our allies and our adversaries make”®

This would be “a strike of relatively modest proportions” in the light of Soviet deaths in World
War 1.3 It was questionable whether this would give a British government confidence to act
resolutely in a dangerous situation.

Criteria for deterrence with regard to Chevaline:

“an assured and continuous capability to inflict damage unacceptable to the Russians by credibly

threatening to destroy Moscow”.®®

For Polaris and Chevaline the criterion was “an assured and continuous capability to inflict damage

unacceptable to the Russians by credibly threatening to destroy Moscow”.%®
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Duff group early work
“An assessment was needed of whether the importance of Moscow as a target might be affected by
measures which the Russians had taken or might take in the future to reduce its importance as the
centre of government and party leadership”.?’
- suggested question to be drafted for JIC; Draft questions were considered at the group’s meeting
on 15 March 1978 — “it was suggested that the main question in paragraph 1 of the draft should be
simplified and no longer request advice on how various factors might be weighted by the
Russians.”®® Also that a relatively small level of damage could have serious implication sin terms of
the ability of the Soviet Union to compete effectively with the United States.®

The early approach, in 1947, was that, “It is not possible to assess the precise number which we
might require but we are convinced we should aim to have as soon as possible a stock in the order of

hundreds rather than scores”.*

In 1961 it was estimated that the planned force of 144 V-bombers would be able to “threaten with
destruction 50% of 40 major Russian cities using free-falling bombs, and this has been provisionally
accepted as the measure of a worthwhile British controlled contribution to the Western
deterrent.”®* Quinlan indicates that the plan was to attack 30-40 cities, causing 50% damage to
each.”
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