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+ FACTORS RETATING TO FURTHER CONSIDERATION
3 OF JHY, FUTURE OF THE UNITED KINGDOM
3 NUCLEAR DETERRENT

PART I: THE POLTTICO-MILITARY REQUIREMENT

1.  Paragraph 3 of the Terms of Reference for the study directs

that a section on the politico-military requirement should set
put the case for and sgainst a UK nuclear deterrent in the

context of the wider strategic problems which the country is

likely to face in the future. It should take full accouant of

the nstional security and international political and military
aspects, but should not deal with domestic political considerations.
Paragraph 1 of the Terms of Reference providesthat the study -
should not make recommendations but should put forword balanced
arguments on which Ministerial decisions could be taken.

P

2s In this section, we look first at the general concept of
deterrence, and at any aspects which may raise particular
difficulties for medium nuclear powerg, then briefly abt the pessible
politico~-strategic setting in the timescale of gny UK successor
system, and finally at the politico-military requirement itself.

I. THE CONCFPT OF DETERRENCE

i 3N For deterrence to be achieved a potential szgrassor hasg

to perceive that:
. there is some level of damage which his opponent mighs
infliet in the course of a conflict which would be unacceptably
high in relation to the benefits from aggression;

b. his opponent has the capability to inflict this
unaceeptable dasmage, and the potential aggressor cannot
connt on belag 2ble Lo neutralise this cspability;

G, it is credible that his opponent might use his
wapabilivy if put to the test.

TOP IRCRELD UK EYES A







Page 2 of 18 pages

The potential aggressor can.make an objective assessment of the
capabilities of his opponent (although he may tend to err on the
side of aa&%xﬁ@.&&&_%&$%&ﬁrate their 1xke}y effects). While . _
he can secek to ;m”;ﬁﬁnaa his oppoueuts ra&a&v@ hy threatening him
.wxﬁﬁ the dire consequences which wﬁuiﬁ zgliaw from resolute action,
he can never be certain how his opponent would act if the issue
were to be put to test. Equally his opponent cannot b@ﬂ@&rﬁ&&n
how the potential aggressor will perceive the balance hetﬁ%&&

the gains fronm ag?ressxon and the level of damage threatened.

Both sides operate under conditions of ana@fﬁaiaty.

DETERRENT STRATEGY

4, ts United States auezéﬁﬁ.éﬁpariority over the Soviet Union
has ziven way to strategic parity, Western thinking about the
deterrent contribution of strategic nuclear weapons has had to

be modified. It is now generally recogaised that it is not
credible that Western strategic nuclear forces would be used in
response Lo Warsaw Pact sggression involving a markedly lower
level of force, since such use would be deterred by the threat

of strategic nuclear retaliation by the Boviet Union. Strategic
nuclear forces therefore cannot in themselves directly deter
Warsaw Pact aggression at substantially lower levels. Their full
deterrent potential sgainst such aggression on any scale can only
be realised if they form part of s chain of closely linked military
capabilities, each of which must be strong enough to face an
aggressor with a decision that he would need to pitch his action,
initially or later, at & scale or level so severs as to risk
progressively involving higher levels of Western capability rlght
up to the strategic nuclear level.

2.  Thus the essence of NATO's defence strategy is to respond

to an aggressor on 8 scale which would deay him sny rapid or

eagy victory, while posing a risk that the conflict will escalste
tu a level at which the consequences would outweigh any possivle
guing Irom aggzression. The credibility of this concept depends
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on th@ Soviet Union being convinced that WATO would be prepa%&&

0 to the next stage. To induce this conviction, NATO needs

not oniy to demonstrate that it has the necessary measure of raaalwa
but also to possess a continuocus ahai@ of capabilities for responﬁ@
linking front line conventional forces with strategic nuclear
forces; and the elements in the NATO triad of coanventionsl,

theatre nuclear, and strategic forces must not be decoupled.

6. The UK's national nuclear capabilities, both str&%eg&@'gﬁﬁ
other, are assigned to NATO as part of the theatre nuclear forces
which, depending upon the nature and scale of Warsaw Pact ¢ .ggﬁiaa;
would be used in selective or large scale strikes in sn area
extending into Soviet territory. Behind these, the United States
provides strategic nuclear forces t&rgﬁzﬁea against enemy political
coatrols, industrial, nconomlc, and other resources izhaxaby

including population centrﬁa}§ snd against military forces. The
ultimate deterrent has always been the threat of massive retaliation
with simultaneous attacks against the full renge of targets. But
since growing Soviet capability made this threat seem increasingly
incredible in response 1o snything less than an attack on United
tates cities, in recent years United States policy has placed
increased emphasis on the need for flexibility in the tergetting of
strategic forces: and options for selective strikes on military
and industrial targets have been developed as possible alternstives
to the ultimate option of massive and widespread strikeson the
Soviet industrial and economic base.

Soviet Stratewic Philosophy

7. There is no sure evidence that the Soviet Union has any
counterpart to this approach, with its emphasis on avoiding

the use of nuclear weapons if possible and, should this prove
impossible, on their limited ands»l&ativa'aqe; and it cannot

be assumed that eny limitations imposed by NATO on the use of
nuclear wospona would be patched by a similar Soviet c@a@@f& for
restraint, Indeed Soviet strategic philosophy places the emphasis
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on the Soviet Union being convinced that NATO would be prepared

to go to the next stage. To induce this conviction, WATO needs

not only to demonstrate +Hat it has the necessary Measure @& resolve
but also to possess a continuous chsin of capabilities for response.
linking front line conventional forces with strategic nuclear
forces; and the elements in the NATO trisd of conventional,

theatre nuclear, and strategic forces must not be decoupled.

6. The UK's national nuclear capabilities, both strategic and
other, are assigned to NATO as part of the theatre nuclear forces
which, depending upon the nature and scale of Warsaw Pact aggression,
would be used in selective or large scale strikes in an area
extending into Soviet territory. Behind these, the United States
provides stratezic nuclear forces targetted against eneay political
controls, industrial, economic, and other resources {(thereby
ineluding population aentxasj‘ and sgainst military forces. The
wltimate deterrent has always been the threat of massive rebaliation
with simultaneous sttacks against the full range of targets. But
since growing Soviet capability made this threat seem increasingly
incredible in response to¢ anything less than an attack on United
States cities, in recent years United States policy has placed
increased emphasis on the need for flexibility in the targetting of
strategic forces: and options for selective strikes on militery

and industrial targets have been developed as possible glternatives
to the ultimate ootion of massive and widespread gtrikeson the
Soviet industrial and economic base.

T

Soviet Stratezic Philosophy

Zs There is no sure evidence that the Soviet Union has any
counterpart to this approach, with its emphasis on aveiding

the use of nuclear weapons if possible and, should this prove
impossible, on their limited and selective use; and it cannot

be assumed thst eny limitations imposed by NATO on the use of
nuclear weapoas would be matched Ly a sinilar Soviet concern for
restraint. Indeed Boviet strategic philosophy places the emphasis
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, survival, and war-winning strateg;es ‘using
what@?&r weapons: are necessary, The difficulty in interpr&%ing
this phllo&ﬁyhy is that, with its emphasis on Soviet iﬁ%&nczbilxty,
it has obvious domestic political attractions; and there is a
glear Sovi@% interest in adopting this declaratory policy to deter
eve;g  limited nuclear esca&atx@m by NATO. Soviet behaviour in
a crisis could be a good deal more circumspect, prmvmda& that the
Soviet lea&grshlp maintains its present general eri@atatxcn.'”

Deterrenc&.hv Medium Powers

8. 1t may be agked whether these general prxnsiglea of
deterrence, developed in the context of super-power rivalry,
would apply to 8 medium power attempting to defer a super-pover.
We believe the two cases are certainly dissimilsr in one importan
respe¢t: 8 super-power aggressor confronting a medium power
could never afford to ignore the consequences of the confrontation
for its more important rivalry with its potential sSuper-power
opponent. This concern would apply regardless of whether the
medium power was allied with the opposing super-power. Where
the two were allled the potential aggressor would obviously
need to coaﬁzﬁerﬁgae risk that the opposing super=-power would
bring its nuclear armoury to bear in support of its glly; and
where there was no alliance or an slliasnce was breaking down,
there would be the risk that nuclear threats would act as a
catalyst to create or restore 2 nuclear-backed alliance. Even
where the potentisl aggressor could safely conclude that the
immediate consequences of a conflict would be limited to the
smount of damage which the medium power could itself inflict,
the acceptability of this damage would need to be aggaaseg-in:
tarms of its effects on the super-power relationshipy and even
comparatively modest levels of damage might be unacceptable i@.
these terms when the capabilities of two super-povers were closely

' zzza%g_hed. '

. We hove considered hos far s medium powsr can hope té de%ér -
& supoT-poveT, in terms of esch of the reguirements far &@?EEIE{%‘?@H@&;:;
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unacceptable dawaze, the coacept re alid that the likely
damage will be weighed against the likely g&iaax ‘aggression
in the particulsr circumstances. 4s the -gains from @&ﬁ inating
‘the United Kingdom would alegrzy be less than those from
eliminating the United States, it follows that the United Kingdom
can expect to deter aggression by the Soviet Union by posing
a smaller deterrent threat than that posed by the United States.
The scale of damage which would need to be threatened is discussed.
in Part IL of the study,on criteria for deterrence. @&&r;'
_implications of the second requirement -~ for an effective
iﬁ&?ﬂblllﬁ? which an aggressor cannob count on neutralising -~ are
glso discussed in Parts II and III of the study; at this @tagﬁg
| the only point to note is that this requirement need not be
| assumed Yo present insuparabie-probléms for a medium power.

10. PFinally, we need to consider the credibility of s British
deterrent threat azainst the Soviet Union. Phis mizht be looked
at in two ways. First, would the British Goverament in é@§g®$a§@
air&amstances uge its auclear cépsﬁll&ty, néw;a@saary lﬂdﬁ?@ﬁﬁ%&%&ﬁ
of the United States? And, secondly, W would Boviet leaders k@l&@v@

e

thaﬁ the Covernment m;ght de 507 It must be @%g&a%ia@d that,

-
¢

11. The purpose of our military capability, whether ass part of
NATO's or otherwise, is to deter any militsry atteck om i
sur interests,from minor conventional inroads right up to nu@iﬁ%@
strikes apainst the United Xi rdomsand, if deberreance fails, to
resiet asuch attack. With our strategic nuclear force we seek to
deter the highest levels of aggression by poging the threat of
wnaceeptable damage in the Soviet Union itself. 11 this threat
failed to deter and if the Boviet Union had mounted massive a&@l
strikes azainst our cities, the use of our 8%?%2&?Lc nuclear f
would not ward off further damage, ond indeed there might be 1itt
of value left undamaged. In these circunstances the actual use
of our s trategic nuclear force in retaliation against %&@ Soviet

::j-ﬁﬂLOﬂ w&@&ﬁ,%@gyﬁsent a @%actlan of roge and ravengea if ﬁhzg
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ultimate stage'were‘feached, there cah'he-nd'certainty that 3
Government would take a deliberate decision to launch this act

involving the killing of large nunbers of eneuy civilisns but
serving no rational ﬁﬁrposa"for_their own country. | '

° 42. But what is essential, as indicated in paragraph 10 above ;
_ is that the Soviet Government should believe that there is a
resl poasiﬁiiity of a British Government ordering such retaliation.
Provided that our strategic auclear force was perceived to have
the capability for swift retaliation snd foﬁ_causing unacceptable
damage, we judge that they could nod rule out this possibility.
Ultimate deterrence 1is perceived to work, becsuse no nuclear
: weapons state (NYS) can feel confident enough to act 6&:&_3uﬁgemenﬁ
thet an adversary, seeing the painful destruction of all that he
most valued, would withhold retaliation on account of some cool
caleulation of ethics and utility. In such a scenario, there
is no more reason to doubt the UK's response than that of the

USA or USSH.

1%, Ve have also considered how far & UK strategic nuclear

force could act, with other UK capabilities, to deter othexr
levels of aggression, on the lines digcussed in paragraph: & above.
While we retain a contribution to NATO's theatre nuclear forces
on present lines, we bave a capability for limited nuclesr

action reaching into the Soviet Union, while holding back our
strategic nuclear force. Would the Soviet Union believe we would
be willing to envisage the 1imited use of our theatre nuclear
¢capabilities independently of any US and/or French use, and thus
to pose & risk of escalation to the strategic nuclear level
involving unacceptable damage to the Boviet Union {and, of course,
in the process also to the United Kingdom)?" :

A4. We do not believe it possible to engender in s potential
adversary certainty that the process of escalationwill inexorably
oceur at every point unless he backs off. But, for deterrence,

the risk of escalation, provided it is not so swmall that it can

be dizcounbed, will suffice. Were deterrence to fail and escalation
1% mi@%ﬁr%&'thaz.doubts about our rTesolve would grow ag

to begin,
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the final level of conflict was approached, since the stakes would
be becoming very high. Bub the sakes would also be high for the
asgressor,and the prospect of unacceptable damage would continue
to have its effect unless there was near: cerfainty that it would
not be saff&x&§§ We believe that, provided there were not wide
gaps in our &y@@&ﬁ@& of aa@&blllty such as would encourage &n
adversary to think he mL?hﬁ have a chance of defeating us

at lower levels of capability without eventually triggering aaw
hxg&&%@ one, he could not safely assune ‘that at some point our
resolve would fail and leave hi& in sure paaaesaxa& of & galn worth
the price and the risk,
deterrence: end this applxes to medzum nuclear now&r@ no iﬁgs
than $T0 Super-powers.

15, Although, as we pointed out in paragraph 10, the key issue

for deterrence is how an adversary believes we would behave, ve
have had to adopt a rather theoretical approach since we cannot

be sure how the Soviet Union views our deterrent posture. We can,
however, turn the problem round. In assessing the Soviet deterrent,
we observe Soviet capsbilities and make suppositions about how

they might be used,drawing on our knowledge of Soviet history and
pregent Soviet wilitary doctrine and posture.lf the Soviet
Government 1ooked at our capability in this way,they &ighh conclude
that our past history suggested we would be resolute in a erisis,
they would note our effort to mainteain and keep up to date our
strategic nuclear force, and they %Q&ié observe that we also main=-
tained other nuclear forces under our own coatr@% If we for our
part were congldsring s dctewreaﬁ threat in these térms it seems
unlikely that we would discount its credibility;end there is no
obvious reasou why the Soviet Union should conclude Qﬁh@ﬁ@&ﬁﬁ«

IL. TE POLITICO-SIRATEGIC BACKGROUND

16 '§§ have considered how political and strategic relatianahipgt;'x 
may &@%@gﬁg in the next 30-40 years. There is no way of predicting

- with any ?@@@éi&@ﬁ what chenges may occur, and we can ther@f@k&rﬂ'

- enly dook at aspects of these welationships of major importance
~ for our stratesic deterrent and consider what plausible aa&um§§10ﬁ§
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;&Aght be nade. Q&r @anlkzxans are set out br;efly in th& Annex.
They can be. summarlsea as foliﬁda* -

In thls tlmescale UK deterrent planﬁmng need not be
;g@ared to any nuclear thraat beyond that possd by the Soviet |
Union. :

be  We &houiﬁ base our polibieé on the assumption that
much,the sane adversary relationship will continue wath
the Sov1et Union as we have today. o

Cw The iﬁterﬁeneﬁdence between the United States and
Western Europe is such that the close institutional links,
including that ian the North Atlantic Alliance, are very
~unlikely to be broken; but it cannot be safely assumed
that the threat by the United States to use its nuclear
weapons in defence of European interests will be credible
to the Soviet Union in all circumstances.

d. Ve see the principal risk to continued trensstlentic
co-operation arising from possible develooments within
Western European states and within the European Community
as an institution. If such developments appeared to
threaten European and transatlantic solidarity, they could
lead to gstrong pressures for new depsriures in West German
policy, including the acquisition of an independent auclear
capability.

II7. THE POLITICO-MILITARY RECUIREMEN

17. ks we deploy other nuclesr capabilities under our own control,
a decision not to proceed with a further strategic force would

not necessarily mean that we ceased to be a NWS. But in practice
we judge it likely that we should be led progressively to abandon
_our nuclear weapon proegravmes, and to deploy any theatre nuclear
~capabilities with Americen warheads provided under "dusl key"
ﬂ$”£ﬁ1Weme&£5w Tnis is becauu& a UK th&stwﬁ Quclear cayabilx%y

! Jrﬁtwggc auckeer 10;?9 (sge paﬁagrggﬁ % beiow),f it da daubtfui' .
'%@a@%ey thove would be a vigble programme of work for our nuclear
. %gaoona r@@gawgh gﬁ@imz&uﬁgcturxng iaciiiﬁies uithout 4 &%r&%g i
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programme; and pok&“i@&l beneziﬁs from g&ving up our strategic
capability would be lost if we é§§,uot cease to be a HUS (see
paragraph 35 below). &aé@%ﬁ&ngiy where it is releveat to the
discussion which follows, we have assumed for the purposes ef
~ this paper that if we decided not to proceed with a fﬁx%her
 strategic force, %& would ai&a event%a&ly ce&as to be a NHWS.

¢ision taken on a successor strategic syata@ migagalao
have implications for our plans for the present Polaris forces.
These would need further study, baﬁ we do &@% believe they shcul&
affect the basic &saue.

EHP Cﬁgﬁ ?@R AND ﬁGAINST A BQITI&K STRATEGIC NUCL@ﬁg FORCE

19. The case for and sgainst s British strategic nuclear f@n@@
cen best be discussed in terms of the four xaﬁgrrel&§§d purposes
which it might be held to serve:

~a. a numerical contribution to the assigned nuclear
forces of NATO;

b the contribution of a second centre of nuclear
decision~makiang to Alliamce deterrence of the Soviet
Union;
¢. a capability for the independent defence of national
interests; '
de political status and influence.
These are discussed in turn below, and we thea touch on the
question of costs. Ia sccordance with our Terms of Reference,

we do not attempt to weigh the pro and con srguments sgainst each
other or Lo reach aay conclusions.

_3 eatleel m§§gﬂl QQ&@IIhuL&Gﬁ Lo HATO's aval*neé nuclear f&?&as

:Q%“ Qur cou%ﬁabut;a@ to NATO's deep-strike theatyre Bielean
capability, which curcently consists of[?hlea%\aud Bue Jij 0 I
aireraft and the Polaris fores, reproseats 8 significant proport

- of'§ﬁﬁﬁ‘ﬁa§§gignca forces. The logs of ﬁhma.@mnt»%@atxa&zto the

fﬁopm RB&[ UK %&ﬁs &
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coverage of SACEUR's deep-strike targets would ﬁa'g@@gi@ame to
the NATO military authorities. It is however importéﬁt aot to
exaggerate the significande of our strategie force in terms
of this purpose since it is a clear, if necessarily implicit,
assumption in our planning that the Polaris force would not be
released for use in its NATC role short of a general war involving
the United States strategic forces. We assume that any successor
system would be assigned to NATO on the same basis. Moreover,
our assigned nuclear forces represent a very small proportion
of the total nuclear forces of the Allisnce, including those
United States strategic forces which are not assigned. We esssume
that the size of any successor system is unlikely mabterislly
to alter this proportion.

The contribution of a second centre of decision making

24. The significance of our contribution to NATO's nuclear
armoury does not, however, arise from the additionsl military
capability it provides. The distinctive nature of our contribution
is that our assigned nuclear forces are under our own separate
naticnal control, and thus entail a second centre of nuclear
decision~making within the Alliance. If it could be assumed

that the United Btates nuclear guarsntee to Europe was immutable
and would always remain credible to the Soviet Union, this would
not be aof such importaace.i?But doubts about the United States
nuclear guarantee are harboured in Eurooe more or less actively

at all times. The value to the Allisnce of Britain's role as

& separate centrs of nuclear decision-making is not that our
Europeen Allies see the British nuclesr force sz & second,
geparate, guarantee of their security; it can pever be large:
enough for that. The real value is two-fold. First, it would
complicate Boviet calculations about the nonseguaa&es of
agpression against NATO end the risk of nuclear escalation.
Secondly, it means that not all nuclear decisions wnich‘WQui&
affect the suprewme inberests of members of the Allisnce are
exclusively in the hands of the United States President (a situstion
which would be much less acceptable to European members). Becauge
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of France's equivocal arllﬁude to NATO, the Freach nuclear forces
would not be regarded as a totally reliable substitute for this
contribution which &r&ﬁxsh auclear forces make to NATO.

20, Th@re a?& two broad situations for which, for our European
‘Allxga as well as for ourselves, the British nuclesr forces and
separate decision-making role constitute something of a hedge.
The flp&% is a genexal long-run declzne lﬂ the strengﬁh Qf ﬁhe

WM‘*"-"_ -----

on its own the dctsrrent role Qi quts& States forces. Bub
it might, tcgether with the Freach strategic force,provide the

nucleus of an &1%araat1Ve Eurogeau deterrent. Although it is

d;iflcuiﬁ to see how such an arrancement would be brought about,
the possibility (which has been talked about before at times of
strain in United States/European relations) at least leaves the
Germans with an option other than the scquisition of & nuclear
capability of their own. This would reduce the  risk that Germany

mignt seek to davelog an independent nuclear weapons capability,

i e et e e e o T e i o A .

nuclear threaho]d at sll, over uggqg nuclear weapons beyon&

R

the immediate battlef&el&, or over attecklnw _targets within the

s it

SO?xet Union x@gell, it caaﬁot be assuaa& (given our much

ﬂleatﬁr vnlnc"abxlltv than the United States to nuclear attack)
that a British Goverament would be readier than the United States
Pregident to cngage in nuclear escaslation That might provoke \
Soviet retaliation sgainst our territory, even in circumstances
in which British forces (like United States forces) might be
foeing defeat in combat. The idea that British nuél&aﬁ forces
might be used to "recouple" the United States nuclear deterrent
gh i5 nesds to be treated with caution. At the same time,
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neither super-power could altogether exclude the nossibllity

that a British Government might take action to make good a
weaskness of United States resolve, either through actually
carrying out a limited strike at the next level ef egcalation,

or through indicsting a possible intention to use éax iadeoendent ‘
capability: The immediate aims in either case would. %& to

stop the Soviet Union short of a decisive success, and to

reatore deterrence by raising the conflict to a level from which
the US could less readily stand aside. The ability to execute
limited strikes would be i;kely to be sufficient for the immediate
purpose. Bub, to give credxbxlzty to the threat of independent
action, a UK strategic retalistory capability held in reserve

as a deterrent to any escalatory response by the Soviet Union
would alzo be necessary. -

2§¢ The value of a British .capability as described would of
course be felt - for ecample in reinforcing Allied confidence
and creating Soviet doubts - well before the circumstances
suggested became actual. Indeed the aim is to prevent then
from becoming so.

25%. Moreover, we know that the value of our rTole as a second
centre of nuclear decision-making is recognised by our major
Allies, and by the NATO military authorities. The present

United States Aduwinistration have confirmed their continuing gelfe
interest in the maintenance of the United Kingdom's anuclear
capacity, and SACEUR has strongly endorsed this view. There has
also been support from German and Freunch Ministers for the '
maintenance of a British deterrent.

26. On the other hand, it might be argued that in'eeﬁtain
civeumstances gecond centres of decision-making might act to

weaken rather than strengthen Alliance deterrence. The

deterrent posture of the Alliance as a whole rests on the
credibility of the US nuclear guarantee; but two members; the

UK end France have also taken out an extrs insurance policy against
the weskening of this credibility. France's public stence already
in gﬁgggf declares that her policy rests on misgivings hbout
TOP SECHRET UK BXX& A
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US resolve, not just sbout the possible perception of that
resolve by others. If the USSR came to believe that the UK
assessment was the same as the French, this night reiﬁfég&@ any
doubts of her own sbout the credibility of the US position. The
significance of this consideration would be enhanced if we were
contemplating, in the procurement of any successor system, moving
giganificantly away from the present close US/UK co-operation.

27. It should also be noted that a second centre of decisiéﬁw
making complicates Soviet caleulations about the consequences

of aggression only if it is credible that, in the Alliance
context, we might act differently from the United States (see
péﬁagraphs 10=15 above). Moreover, the conclusions drawn from
both of the scenarios in paragraphs 22-3 might be questioned. .
The case for a long-term hedge against the weakening of the US
nuclear guarasntee primarily srises from doubt that one nation
would risk its existence for another. But, on this argument,

a British or Anglo-French guarantee to BEurope would be no wore
credible than one from the United States. The credibility of
the concept in paregraph 22 therefore ultimetely rests on
scenarios for a federal or quasi~federal Europe in which national
deterrents were pooled and expanded to provide deterreace for the
. npew political eantity as a whole. It is open to guestion what
price we should pay to leave open 3 long~tern option on these
lines, particularly as it might be argued that, should the option
ever be exercised, it might provoke the Soviet aggresaign it was
intended to deter. As to the scenario in psragraph 23, the
Soviet Union might judge that, if the US decided to stend aside,
it would bring pressure to bear to ensure that the UK did not-
itself take independent sction. Buch a judgement might seem to
the Soviet Union not unreasonable given our glose ties with the
US. If they felt confident emough to rely on it, they might
discount the risk of recoupling and its deterrent effect would
thus be lost. :

TOP SECRET UK EYES A




TOP SECRET UK EYES &
1r?age-@§ﬁ§£' 18 pageg -

i Q&p&hlllﬁ?‘f&ﬁ the 1a§§§§ﬁdent de fence Gi,ﬁ%tl°ﬂ&1 1nterests

28. It is suggested above that the ccncept Qf our role as a
second centre of decision-making rests upon our capability for
the independent use of our strategic a%élear-f&zzes. This
“independent nuclear capability also serves our national defence
neads more dix&&&iy in th&ﬁ it seeks to provide an insurance
against the break-up of the North &tiantxe 31118&6&§ Qur
stratezic capability m;ght be important in any coaflict between
the Warsaw Pact and NATU in encouraging the Soviet Union to -
\ minimise its direct attacks on United Kingdom %e@mltory in order
to reduce the risk of ascalation involving United Kingdom nuclear
weapons. ﬁeyuné'this it provides options for national defence
should collective security arrangements fail. The ability to
§@$e an ultimate threat of unacceptsble damaze would assist us
bo counter politico-military pressure, to quarantine ourselves :
'from the saread of BSoviet influence in Furope, or to deter %ggresaian
itsalf. WVithout it, the United Kingdouw has no means of its own

of deterring nuclear attack or large-scale conventional aggression

by a.aucleaf'power, and of countering ouclear blackmail .

29, The contrary view is that the circumstances outlined in the
preceding paragraph are so unlikely to occur that they do not

tn themselves justify a strategic capability. In our discussion
of the politico-strategic background we suggested that the North
Atlantic Alliance was very unlikely to break up. Given relience
on the US nuclear guarantee, there would be no obvious need to
retain options for national nuclear defence. The validity of

the protection afforded by a strategic nuclear cepabllity caa.
2lao be queationed on the argument that nuclear weapons are
relevant to the deterrence of military a@greéﬁi@n onlys that,
were Boviet influence to bave spresd in Europe, the USSR might

be able to achieve almost any objectives against ug (short of
apsapaﬁien) %&%haut the use of force; and that, Pﬁéﬁ‘if force
were roquired, the Soviet Union could afford to rely on its -
overwhelaing egn?&nalemal strensth only. To achieve an efQ@utlve
%%&oaql dnfhnﬂe in these cxrmnm$%§n99§§ e &hm@ia aﬁgd to pog&
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a8 threat of auclear esc@&§§£e§. The credibility of this concept
in the solely national context is discussed in paragraphs

10-15 above. -

Political Status and influence .

30. The essential point to be made about the effect on our
gtatus is that this cennot be judged in the abstract. While
it might be argued that if we were now contemplating becoming
a nuclear power this would sdd little to our status, it cannot
be assumed that sbandonment of our capability would have a
similarly limited effect. We were the first state to perceive
the implications of atomi¢ power, and the third state to become
an effective nuclear-@awgr.' If we were to turn our back on this 6¢Z
/cn»M

nistory and abandon our role as an NWS, this would be regarded
internationally as a momentous step in British history.

»
A

%4, Our possession of nuclear weapons gives us a standing in
world affairs which we would not otherwise have. It gives the
United Kinzdom a special place in the Allience as the only HWS
besides the United States which contributes nuclear forces

to the militery organisation. Through our close association
and shared expertise and interests with the United States in
this vitael area, we have access to gnd the opportunity %o
influence American thinkingz on defence and erms control policy,
and this association also helps to forge links on a wider range
of internationsl topics. Moreover, our status ss a NWS has
enzbled us to play a lesding role in all bthe major mui?i@g@eral
arms control negotiations since the war., The a@anﬂonmégémggwm“
our nuclenyr wegpon status-waaldmimme&iételg deprive us of the
ability to play this role.

32. Finally, our status &s a nuclear power ie iwmportant for
our relationship teo other medium powers, since we have lazged
behind Lhem in other indicators of prestize. 1 gtands to
be especially significent in relation to West Germsny (which we
; must assume can never becoms a NWS) snd to Frence (which is
s z certain to remain one), Aban

ing our nuclesr capability would
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leave ?r&&a@ as the cnly NS za Western Europe. %bis would
reduce our iﬁﬁlﬁﬁncﬁ over th@ evolution of defence relations
within Eurape and between X&r@pean members of the Alliance

and the United States. Any movement towards sn increasing
Europeen role in nuclear affairs would have to be centred on
France's nuclear capability; snd we should have 1%%@1& control
over ib.

%%, But it may be arsued thst our status as a NWS has little
g fect on our current and future influence on politico-uilitary
matters, given the relative insignificance of our nuclear
capability in comparison with that of the SUPer=-powers. Majoxr
arms conbrol questions are now centred on SALT,in which we play
no direct part. While we are participating in
negotiat ions on a CPBT, this must inevitably be very much as 8
gualer partner,since we are entirely dependent on the US for test
facilities and in the final aaalys@s must be governed by their
decisions. As to the general correlation between international
status and & nuclear capability, the examples of Japan and West
%ermany suzgest that ec@a@@i@ indicators are nowadays moreimportant

warx for the recuction @f nuclear weaga&&w§§mg§pgl;gl_gz*h_rg§§g§§§§1- _
reductions in conventional forces and, in the context of gener&i” o
znd complete disarmament, for the eventual elimination of nuelear
weapons. As a Weetern nuclear deterrent azainst the Soviet Union
is provided by the United SBtates ifmay be difficult to justify
euch a deerision in terns of 8 clear military requirement for
Alliance purposes. However convincliag “Ye justification on

pecurity grounds, there would still be many (IS who would see
thisg decision as inconsistent with our deolared arms control
objectives; and this could damege our credibility in disarasment
megotiations. ‘ i
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35. Our efforts ﬁa ﬁx@vent ‘the pralzferatzaa of nuclear weapons
could also be preaudlceé‘ Looking shead to the @9903. there
is & real danger that several more countries %ayndgalde_to manu-
facture such weapons. The prospects of persuading them not to do
‘50 may be enhanced if they can be convinced that the existi HWS
are g@ﬁuxnely trying to fulfxl their obligations under irticle Y
of the NPT ("to pursue. negotxatzoaa on effective measures relating
to ces&%%ie& of the nuclear aw&ﬁ race at an ear&y date and to
_”_nuclear ﬁz&&rmament eves"). While our work in the field of non=—
proliferation has been substantial, the regime we have helped to
construct and maintain is,correctly and inevitably, regarded
by the NNWS as discriminatory and any 1mfluence we might exercise
is limited accordingly. While it would be naive to assume that
decisions by Qﬁ%ﬁ@ﬁfan whether to become nuclear powers will
ultimately be governed by anythiﬁg'ather than their perception '
of their national security intexéa%s, a decision by the United
Kxﬁgdom to abandon zta own weapons could have a striking impact
on such perceptxons, aimce it could cast doubt on many of the
prevazlxng assumptions abouf the benefits of being a NWS.

Costn

%6. The costs of 6ptions for a successor system are discussed

in Part IIT of the study. The implications will be difficult %o
judge,since we cannot predict the level of the defence budget

in the long term and hovw it may be affected by any requirement
for a successor sSytem. It will, h@%e%sr, be important to look

at the costs in relation to the possible total defence budget

7@@er the life of the system and to the costs of other deféace3fﬂ_,
capabilities. As to the opportunity cost if defence funds were .
to be spent on a successor system rather then on our :
conventional capabilities, we would be buying a capabxlxﬁy whlch

in terms of the Furopean military structure, was unigue. ﬁevotx&g'
the money to our conventional forces could lead to their a;gnmfacant
augmentation; but the additional forces could conce&va%iy have
been provided by our Allies, and wa&ld.g&aapat groblems to the
Boviet U&i@& of degree rather thaa kind.
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37. On the o&h@x ‘hand, ‘the hxgh cost of any successor sys&a&
is likely to be seen as a mag@x argument for not procaedlns
with it. If it 1nvolve§,an augnentation of the defaﬁaé ‘budget,
this could be p?O&acgd enzy at the expense of other public
expenditure programmes. If it had to be found from defauce
funds, this would have to be at the ‘expense of conventicnal
forces, and it could be argued thsat, from tha.&iliaagg point of
view, these had higher priority then the msintenance of the
_British nuclear deterrent as a means of ensuring s continuing
United Stetes commitment to the defence of Europe. Finally,
we cannot be certain that assumptions made now about (for exaﬁpi&}
llkely°&nt1~Balllstlc Missile and other defences and. the future
Anti-Submarine Warfare threat will in the eveat hold good (see
the discussion in Part III of the study). We sh@ald thﬁreiora
be entering into commitments in a hxgh—rlsk area in whlch,
haV1ng once embarked on 8 new prog@at it might well prove
difficult to change our plans or cut our losses should strategic
reqﬁlrements chauge rapidly. Qe
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THE POLITXﬁOwﬁTRﬁTEGIG BACKGROUHD

4., This Annex cOnsxders possible polltleo-straﬁegic éﬁ?\ ::J »
" Jooking to the 1990s and beyond which might affect the. case for
and against, and the _character of, our strategic deterrent.

Thg-ﬁtates to be deterred . ’ .

2. Our existing strategic nuclear force has the unique purpose
L of det@r&mn@ the Soviet Union. We have considered whether we
~ should azlew for aay future requirement to deter other ﬁ%ﬁw In

 the case of existing NWS, we believe that there will be _
_1a$&§£mcxent interaction between British aaéxahzaase 1nterests '

to make it necessary to consider in the context of this paper
a_najor Chinese milmtary threat to our interests; end thal if
 our Commonweslth partners needed the support of a nuclear §a§aﬁ
against s future expansionist Ghin&a they would have to 10@&

to the United Stetes rather thsn to us. It is. _

possible that there will be a significant lncreaﬁé“iﬁx§ﬁ£ number
of NS, given the &gwead,of nuclear technology and of &@g&x&t&cated
military equlpmenz. But we think &% unlikely that sny of the
States which might plausibly beaams NWS would be likely to judge

it advamﬁaga@aa to pose a direct nuclear threat ag&z&ﬁt the

Upited Kingdom itself, or that we would become engaged in

defence of our asseta outside Europe in 2 &zspute of such intensity
that it might escalste to a nuclear level i 15 pogsible to con-
ceive of regional confiicts eutside Burope(eg the Middle East and the
Indian 3ub~conﬁza@n§} in which the opponents might threasten the

usge of nuclear wespons and in which Western interests could be
sufficiently engaged to jus%iﬁg‘golitxaal 4intervention backed

by & maclear sanction. But we bave long gince relinpuished

the role of world policeman to the United Statea,'a&ﬁ‘%hiie we
would be expecﬁe& to give political ba.king to the United Statag

in such a crisis, & British nuclear contr bution would not be
required. '
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3. We believe that thiapgggéfhl conclusioﬂ,‘thatf@ﬁ&,ﬁgviet
Union is the only state which may pose a nuclear threat to the
United Kingdom, would remain valid in the light of any progress
. towards a higher degree of uni%y*&%thin‘the Europesan Qammuniﬁy
and'an &&§waaaing interventionist role for the Community in

world affsire.

-

Relations with the Soviet Union
4. There are two major factors which'migﬁ%_inixuence'the
goviet Union towards maintaining, end even possibly extending,
g pelationship with the West on the lines of the present phase
of detente. First, the scale of the problems involved in
sffectively governing the Soviet Union itself and maintaining
control in Eastern Europe are such that the prinary Soviet
interest in BEurocpe may be to maintain stability. Secondly, the
threat from China could encourage co-operation to gafeguard the
Soviet Union's Western flank. On the other hand, these factors
have not in the past had a noticeable moderating effect . on
Soviet behaviour. And it is clesr that the Soviet Union will
have the economic basis for continued growth in military power
and could have the confidence to attempt to exploit this powsr;
In view of these conflicting possibilities, we pelieve that we
should base our caleulations on much the same adversary relation-
ship as we have with the Soviet Union today.

Relations within HSATO

5., We believe that the interdependence between the United
atates and Western Europe in economic and other terms is such
that the close institutional links, including that in the North
Atlentic Alliance, are very unlikely to be broken. On this
gesunption, & British strategic force would not need to make
a more significant aumerical contribution to the nuclear force

~ levels of the Alliance than at present. But we do not believe

' thet it can safely be sssumed that the threat by the United

sﬁggas to nse its puclear wéapons'in defence of opean interests
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Union in all circumatgngaggm;

i 'm.ll ve @mmm to the %me%
whex such au@pemt may be needed.

ptian of geﬁxinned

o. W% ‘gee the principal xzﬁk to this assum
ible develoameﬁ%@

‘transatlantic %@m@ﬁ@x&txon arising from poss
wxﬁh&ﬁ Western Burcpeau States and within the Bu
g8 an institution. For example, it is possible © :
scenarios of major political change within Buropean States
(particularly Italy and possibly France) and, at the other axtreﬁ& -
of a dramatic movement towards sean integration, which cﬂu}ﬁ
prove incompatible with a defence arrangement on existing lines.
':Q%@le there may be incre&%@d defence collaboration and co=cperal
we hsve assumed this will stop short of integration of defence

forces under a single command; and it would, ‘therefors, be
:“aggroprxa%& %@ maintain any further deterrent under sole %&%@onal
control. But the paasmbxllty of major political change could
have more far-reaching consequences if it appeared %o threaten
Furopean and transatlanbic solidarity. It could lead ©O strong
pressures for new departures in West German policy, Jnclu&iﬁg
the ge@u@sxtmon of an independent nuclesr capability.

jon,
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