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The Hague 23 November 1979

Deax colleague,

After the discussion we had at last week's ministerial NPG-meeting
on the issue of lrtnf-modernisationand arms control I feel it might
be useful, if only for the sake of clarity, that I once more explain
to you my position on this matter. In doing so I want o come back
briefly to some points I raised in my intexvention at the NPG-meeting
and for which I ask your sericus consideration.

The first.point concerns the relationship between the production
decision and the deployment of the new weapons. As you know the

Christian Democratic party, the larger of the two parties supporting the
Van Agt-government, favours an alliance decision on production in
December, making the actual deployment dependent on the results of

arms control negotiations with the Soviet Union. Though this approach
was heavily criticized by some of our colleagues at last week's meeting,
I do believe that the real difference between this aproach and the one
envisaged in the "integrated decision document” is not as big as it mav
seem. In both cases the number of warheads that will ultimately be
deployed will be affected by arms control. In both cases it will be
necessary to evaluate the results of arms control negotiations and to
reach a consensus about these results before the actual deployment

of the new systems. Thus in neithexr case will the actual deployment
automatically result from decisions that are going to be made at the
end of this year, : :

My second point has to do with the gize of the programme. In raising
this issue I fully recognize the excellent analytical work done by

our experts in the "high level group". I want to note, however, that
their recommendation as to the size of the programme is based on the
assumption that no meaningful results of arms control negotiations will
be reached until 1985. I want to stress again that we have to pass a
political judgment on the work of cur experts. In this respect I believe
that the goal of successful arms control can be better pursued by
deciding on a programme of a smaller size than recommended with the
possibility of upward and downward adjustments in the light of the cutcome
of arms control negetiations.
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Apart from this the proposed number of 572 warheads is clearly in the
upper range of the 200 to 600 additional warheads recommended to us as

can "evolutionary upward adjustment" in the spring report of the high
level group, which - at least in the Netherlands - has a negative

political effect.

Without coming forward at this moment with proposals as to the numbers,

‘I want to let you know that my government has the most serious political
: difficulty inaccepting the size of the programme proposed.

Thirdlx and finally there is the question of the total Netherlands

gentribution to NATO's tnf. Any possible participation of my country

in the I[rfni-programme will necessarily entail a reconsideration of our
present so-called nuclear tasks. When we had our personal contact prior
to the NPG~meeting, I provided you with a strictly confidential paper,
marked annex B, containing my intentions on this matter. As I told you
cn that occasion I don't want to take unilateral decisions. In the margir
of the NPG-meeting you promised to inform me in time of any objections
you might have to my intentions. If you might wish to receive any
further explanation on a military or official level I'll be glad tc take
the necessary steps to arrange this. In any case the adjustments in our
contribution will be put before NATO as soon as the Netherlands govern-
ment has made its decisions. At the present stage of decision-making I
must ask you once more to treat this matter on a strictly confidential
basis.

Sincerely,
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Minister van Defensie
Secr.

Asn: de Minister-Presgident

Bijgaande teksten werden hedgprqm 14.%C uur

iﬁhfdﬁmﬁ de Engelse ambagegadeurizgan ‘Minister
Scholten overhandigd. \

De Minister meende er goed aan te doen U
een kopie van deze teksten te doen toekomen.

5-12-1979
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STATE FOR DEFINCE 10 Tik

Thank vou veéry much for your pﬂrsona} letter of 25 A
about IRTNF modernisation. I have sdmired the seriocusnes e
debate on Hthis issue in the Wetherl ends, even when I have arre
with particular points made; snd I vaiue the opportunity to oifer
my views on the aspects to which your letter draws attention.

The firet is the concent of separdting in time the decislons
on production and on deployment. Brankly, T believe The distinctio
hetween the two is, in all the civcumstances of today's situatlon,
sn unreal one. A British Prime Minister of pasty a vs used Lo say
it 4e unwise to cross a chasm in twe lesps". That, in mny Judgement

ig what a “deuC+lOﬂ/d6plOVlCﬂL split would be dolng, The worid,
and in particulazr the Soviet Union. would recognise that WaT0 had

taken o Qly half a decigion: wore ﬂanWuUAQflv, they would recognice
thst the missing half was the Eurcpean half., This would acounll to a

'Iallure of will znd would in wy judgement De ¢0T01a\¢y
damaging to Allisnce cohesion, eredibiiity and mecuz,tv - BN A
to the prospect of real arms control. It could have a major impact
cn US-Turopean relations. )
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. T fear I cannot agree that to divide the Two componer t of

de“isionc now would smount to the ssme s is pr0§oseﬁ in the
ntegrated declsion document. What that document ewu¢5ages. in

tileCLa o that we should take firm decisions now but shoulc

acknowleq%e that we shall be prepared to modify them later il the
other side gives us solld and assured reasons for doings oo, This is
& fundamentally different politicel and negotiating proposition from

e

the one which the CDA hda,4ndlﬁdtpé it requires
react positively {0 our arms COHufO¢ 1n1t;au¢xd, ¥
the onus on Lhe alliance: that scems to me te be ©

not seb up a patbers in which the burden of lrgaJ 3101 5
always upon NATO. I would however be ready when we et 4 L@el
on 1012 December to consider wilth you whether there was any W&y In

which we might help on presentation.

I believe we should ramiﬂ? ourselves of the reality & the Sovigs
position. Mr Brezhnev hags offered HOuuljﬁ in reiration Lo his own
IRETNF programme except a goncraL offer, thout ey Fetall of
or UMb & 27, to withdraw soue systens {row @

the range of his systeuns, both old and unew, he cou“
such an offer without chanvzno in the least :
Furope. He has not offered in any waey to hs
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Mr Asron reported to the Alliance on 285 hovend
Q820 warheads alone deploved or being deploy
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Tﬁose in @wy view are the cenbrsl considerations: bul let me
thers, miretlyv, [ have every sympathy with Harola
4 <
- I= -

“orﬁ’ﬂ point that he cannot reasons the UB Congre to fund
*br provision of 'weapon systems for allies- have nrt
coumitted themselves even to accept £. This iz reinforced
by the fact thet the US 1s tTa kiﬂg 2 novs 2T eTOUS V1CW'13ﬁddczeily
of how Lo neet what is predominantly. in ite H7G'G?lblﬁo$ a reguire-

i

Uronean views. Secondly, there is a real pro hiem of

preparation Tiue. Procedures may be different in your country, bub
in the UK we must begin to texe practical steps guite soon - within
months - if we are to be ready for basiag in 1985. It would be
nolitically and practically impossible for me ©O embark on these
steps if no clear deployuent decxslon had been taken.

You railsed also the gvestion of numbers. This has alweys besn

s difficult mdbteT 1 @gree, since tne regplirement hag to be in the
2nd WFF,e¢ of lnLormed Juugement (“bL the ssume a5 & guess, ol oo
f precise calceulati iny of us might no doubt have
her different jJ ¢5ementg But for wy part I remard the
as quite reasonable, and I certainly sece no s“onﬂfacaht_y
that could be shown to be markedly better based. L
rities, as you kmow, would have preferred s higher O
and ~xeﬂ if ipn the end the programme has to be fully iwplement
LATHE t“@nx‘h Wiil still be much smatbler then its Soviet €0 JQ*C““dfna}
The fipure ie now firmly in the pudlic domain, anc To cut 1T wWould
offer no improvement in security, in ?11iaﬁce credibility, or in
control prospecis - Lf anything rather The reverse in this lact
No grest finencial saving would accrue to any of the basing counbries.
Py own counlry has alre 5bv and -ouTg continue to have hased in 1t
larger number of LETNT th sny other: yet we seek no reduction no
A4s to the ides of taking a 1owﬁr figure snd being Teady L0 increasc
% il &rms controfl lails, I disagree with thig fundamenteily agf &,

figure o)

T 5T comnoncencs noegourating Ptfbung It "Fuli TILECe Lhe oI
G L0 to maxe a TR SUGECHeny, pos iui; i conrused aad bWTJ,‘UAJ
I clrocumscancas: uuprefs 1T endorse the v1ﬂv of #lmost all
those who nave cXperlenc arms conbrol negobtiations with the Soviat
b “ -

[ B
Union that the only way to get good resunlis is to make clear that Ths
cannot secure outcomes they want without moving themselves. 1 do 1o
80‘“pb the.view that to start with one’s Iull reﬁaircment is to assumw
the failure of arms control: I believe rather that to assume its

P4

SHCCGuu premeturely is a very likely way.to bring sbout such failure.

There are a ffw other penerdl DOlP*s T should like to make. The
concept of the nuclear inzcuno}d is of concern Lo mapy in our
countries. I do ﬂOb think it nas vet been suificiently undershood

that the present progranme would dc%vailv help to raise that throshoid.
Tt wounld, by reduvcing the pre-lzunch vuln rerability of NATO's land-

“based LRINF, reduce the Lewphation Lo an adversary to wcunt =

JORRCEREH: ;b ve nuclear strike; sod it would help release dual-capable

siversit from nuclear assipnments like QRA, in order to reinlorce

convenbional strength. These seem to me significant positive factors.
fireliy, I know it is common ground bebween us that we choulid

pitimately view thig in the conbext of the Alliance which is so© vitel

to uvs sll., The Allisnce’s collective planning is ;voﬁxoi throuvah

Jecareful
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carelul discussion end debate, 1n ich we 21l argue ou?;poihts: e
prevail on scme, wWe conceds on GVLLWH, The LIINE work hss been o
thorough snd admirzble exercise of precisely this kind. My co
has iniluenced 3hc cultcome: zo, very clearly, Eas the N 2
. bhe paliige belfore ud a0 Decembar will bear your positiy
SooLn om WY S (ura epnhasis on arms control, 1o in reass JEENA
¢ the concept of the "shift" study snd a firm dage for 1%, Jhdb tD ‘ake
! Some exsmples). WNOL every @sSpect 18 precisely as you weuld wish, or
indeed a5 the UK would. AL the en ¥ the day, we each of us have
to take our national decisions. We must consider whether 1t is
bebter for our own and Wectern security for each of us e be
verfectly right {28 we see it) in i 1at10m, or to be perhaps
imnerfect] together. The Allismce is puilt on the principle
that the hetter. The hOV( ment of which I aw a2 wermber 1o
determin shead on that view. ib praclbical dmplications are
at lesst for us nabtionally for other Luropecans. Bubt the
British regards this as najor Alliznce issue which we
should ag shove all as Allies menbers. We earnestly hope
that our and particularly the Wetherlasnds, which has been
our partn much - will doe the same.
S -
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SHCRETARY OF Y M ANDE
I thovght it might be helpful, givern the easpecislly pyivatle pafls on
vou disclesed to me the ideas you were considering for adjusbments
nuclear roles, if T replied to you on thess separately from my mors gengral
comnents on the ! insug.
Let me Tiret say that I am mest apprecia tive that you have iaken 1@ B0
inte your confidence cn all this,
: . ; e et T s
1 ought to preface my specilic comments by three peinis. Hoestly, 1 oas
- N 1 e N e T P S . ,_,_- P’ . - vy ::vlr.
throughout that any adjustments would be made essentially to complenant
affirmative Netherlands decision fo participate in LRTHEF on the basis 0T wne
programse. Secondly, § would even on thal assumption stlll h
E

your decisions on the precise adjustmenis elsewhers should wall, a# would
te me logical, upen the oulcome of the NATC “shift" study to whish you yeurses
, considereble significance, 1 offer comuents in adverie 57 that
collechive work with some reluetance. Thirdly, T would regard the views ol th
WATO militery avihorities as of grea’t importances and I hope they may have an
oprortunity 16 give their own professicnal advice.
With these provisos, 1 cffer the followlng:
(a) I would not sesk to dissuade you from relinguishing the atomic
demolition muniticns rele.
(b) Similarly, we would nol regard as seriously damaging your gIVing up
nuglesy capability in surface~lto~alr missiles.

¥
FLABUNAL
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e do see considerable valuve, on present evidenoe, in yourr retalning
an artillery capability, and I am glad to understand thad you envisazge
Lo decisio en this in advance of the Yshift! study.

- (&) We should be extremely sorry tc see you give up the nuclear role for you
WMPS& sireraft. The weapons are now gtored in the UK, and we are content
to continue this arrengerent. The NATO maritime autherities, and cur
own, would be concerned aboet any reduction in the span and flexibilit)
of Alliance maritime nuclear capability, which is already far from
ample. And your withdrawsl would sharply narrow the breadih cof All:
rarticipetion In this Tield,

(e} e believe that lijical value iy maln-
taining dual capablility Tor aircralt en a broad basis of Alliance
participation, and Saceur has already expresged Cond about the

you Jdesor

onn the hasis

1

Geployment -— to withdrs

"

respest of your F.1bs as lees
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g, in parallel with CLOH
this area of effert in

reductions in

— whiech I

the desire o bte as consiructively helpful ag I pessibly can in your difficuli
circumstances ~ will be of value to you in reaching your de isgions.
If you felt that an Allilance agreement in Decesber on & positive siateme

ey
vatds b

Jaboud
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seurance that to the

extent I have gtend in your wWay. 1 hobe,
though, that you would agree not to let this Levome kuoown until we achieve

el

Parliamentary debate nexi week.

Al FRREGHAL

agreement in Tecember on vhis and the peny other igsves we have 1o settle. Iut

these private indications may perhaps help you in framing your tactics for your



