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MR_P6;;LL cc Professor Griffiths

% Mr Sherbourne'Q*AQQﬁgb‘
\ \thﬁh erﬂ\kkd. L*-
PUBLIC OPINION AND DEFENCE &N\D

o <

1. The attached letter, reflecting a discussion I recently

b

interesting p01nts. 5
i - éR\ﬁJﬂtb %WmV\ \’VJ ‘0 I )

2. First, the confused state of British opinion. There is C YW A
still a heafiy majority fggburing'fétention of an effective ‘V\&J&Thr

had with Lord Trenchard and Lady Olga Maltlas‘\), ralses sorﬁ WW

nuclear deterrent, but that is accompanied by a disturbing

——

indifference between the United States and the Sov1et Union (?V&-(x““l

m
(America seen as as great a threat to peace as Ru331a), and
an equally worrying ignorance of the basic facts on Soviet

armaments. To that we should now add a strond—strain of ;)
o o . S — " - ’w ]
anti-American and anti-Reagan sentiment. 'E?

= - R CJ\-Q/(M\JS\ Ol
3. Secondly, the need, as Lord Trenchard sees it, to step :
up the Goverment campalgnlng effort on defence. I incline
— w— A
wall

this is right; it reflects an underlying soundness on the _

duf ol

to agree. It is, I believe, recelved wisdom that in

electoral terms defence is a Government strength. I think

part of public opinion. But this underlying soundness is at

present buried under such strata of misconception and

wiis, part <3 CHY
prejudice, particularly on the part of the young, that
considerable excavation will be required before the seam is (1[5

revealed. Not a job that can be left to the later stages of

——

———

a campaign. 'ﬁ

——

o

e

4. Third, the importance that Families for Defence and the
(e

Foundation for Defence Studies continue to receive adequate

private support. = =

= =
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5. Mr Loades' 'Journey through Russia' illustrates point 2

above - ignorance and pro-Soviet predisposition on the part
of an intelligent man, readily dispersed by contact with
realtty. The Prime Minister should find it worth reading.

%‘

-

PERCY CRADOCK
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THE VISCOUNT TRENCHARD, M.C.

1gth April 1986
wr
Sir Percy Craddock

Foreign Affairs Advisor to the Prime Minister

10 Downing Street
London S.W. 1. - -
/éj‘ﬁ—gfcf‘*:_a:_é % "”‘:fé él“%fv_(: Z _

Dear Sir Percy,

This Tetter is to confirm some of the things we discussed at lunch on
14th April. The letter will deal with the activities and needs of
two quite separate organisations which both 0l1ga Maitland and I fully
support, and she of course is Chairman and moving spirit of the
Families for Defence, whose membership is growing due to the efforts
of her and her b;gp of voluntary helpers in various parts of the

e.

country. TCZQQ .céwﬁmALiyzzaﬁwﬁ,zﬁé%Zii?fo%f.

We both believe that public confusion on the essential elements of

our defence situation has increased in the past two years. I send you

a full copy of the Gallup Opinion Poll published by the Foundation for
Defence Studies for it's conference in December of last year. We say
this not only because of the poll findings, but also because of the

feel which 0lga and others get at their many public meetings. It is

not surprising that this should be so, bearing in mind, first that the
Russians under Gorbachev are using our free society much more effectively
than in the past to distribute their propoganda, and secondly that the
Labour Party has more sStridéntly than ever before departed from traditional
British and NATO defence policy, and finally because anti-Americanism is
doing far too well.

The worrying aspects of the Gallup Poll include the fact that only 30%

are aware that the Warsaw Pact has a superiority of conventional arms

over NATO; that only 29% are awar@ that Russia has mare jntermediate
range missiles than the West. The figures for the under 25's are worse.
The "very high don't know percentage, over 40% in both cases, is thought

to include a big element of people who "don't know what to believe".

This reflects the contradictory statements being made by British political
parties in addition to Russian propoganda. |

Another aspect of the poll is the huge exaggeration of defence costs, and
of the costs of nuclear defence shown=im reply to questions 7 and 8. It

is clear that the constant reiteration of "over £10 billion for Trident"

has had an impact.

Of course one can take comfort from the relatively robust 68% who believe
Britain should keep an effective nuclear deterrent (table 10), but this




would be much higher if they had the real conventional balance
and the real costs of defence clear in their minds. Without
giving too Tittle credit to anti-Americanism, it is. also quite
easy to see that i1f you are a member of the public who believes
NATO already has more strength than the Warsaw Pact, then it is
not too difficult to wrongly believe that America is as great a

threat to peace as Russia, which comes out in eeest=ew—in Table
95 |

So, both 0Olga and I take the view that more understanding of the
overall facts of the defence situation is very badly needed, and
that the trends of public opinion are unheaTthy. Previous nearly
similar Gallup Poll questions showed less ignorance and confusion
than came to light in our poll. We are trying to tackle this in
two ways. The Families for Defence organisation is vigourously
campaigning for British and NATO defence policy. With the current
new Labour Party policy it is almost impossible to get leading
Labour politicians to support this organisation. They do have
grass root Labour members, but the regrettable lapse of any
elements of bi-partisan defence policy has made her task harder.
We were both, therefore, keen supporters for the establishment of
the Foundation for Defence Studies, which has charitable status,
and which came into being before the King's College conference,
which conference was it's first main event. 1It's purpose is to
provide high profile simple educational material and facts
independent of Government. In this case it is hoped that we can
provide a wider political balance and deeper expert credibility
by forming a council for factual education. I am fairly sure now
that we will be able to put together a council of defence experts
of churchmen, academics and respected figures from more than one
Party. The opinion poll had as one of it's objectives the making
of otherwise boring factual education about what the real facts
are into a more interesting subject for the media: The Foundation
will probably repeat this using the same and different questions
in opinion polls. It will probably also commission objective
studies such as for instance the estimated costs of a non-nuclear
defence policy.

We anticipate that the material produced by the Foundation will

be found to be useful for campaigning organisations, including
Families for Defence, who support NATO policy. The two organisa-
tions are entirely separate, but as individuals we support strongly
the success of both of them. We believe that in the long term if

a greater public awareness of the facts about the balance of arms
is achieved, it will probably have the effect of forcing political
parties to return to a greater degree of common British defence
polLlcy .

It is our view that the Government should step up it's own
campaigning effort and that it was a pity that the policy unit
in the M.0.D. was disbanded. Greater Government effort provides

——




--a-direct help to Families for Defence, but we think that private
non-Government organisations can make that effort more effective,
and on the education side we believe that the Foundation can help

to underline the credibility and factual accuracy of Government
and NATO policy.

| Both organisations have far too little money. The Kings College
conference and the Gallup Poll cost over £7000. The Foundation
had a plan which would have cost up to £50,000 a year, but as a
realistic target we are trying to raise £25,000 a year for the
first two years. We do not want Government funding. The
Foundation is independent, and must be seen to be independent,
but we do need money. The Families for Defence organisation
really needs £25,000 a year also, and with no charitable status
| on that side it is harder to find.

Finally I enclose a copy of Robert Loades' report on his journey
through Russia. His simple observations will be no surprise to
you, but I think they are pungently written, and one of the
interests to me is that a highly intelligent 45 year old director
found the conditions in Russia a real surprise to him. This

[ reflects the. fact that there: is also. fdn E%lejttle publicity
about conditijons in Russia, and particularly,the apparent state

of permanent mobilisation. I personally believe that the Prime

. Minister would like to glance at this short report, and I also
venture to suggest that the opinion poll would be interesting to
her. ' |

It was nice to see you again.

Yours sincerely,
' il

Sy LIl

Trenchard
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INTRODUCT ION | o el & Notes on the Tables

These tables show the results of an enquiry under- A1l figures are percentages calculated on the weighted
taken by the Gallup Poll. sample shown. :

Regional ana]ysis: inevitably, the number of saﬁb]ing

The sample is representative of the population of : | points covered in any one region is small - on average,
Great Britain, aged 16 and over. It was stratified ; one for every ten interviews. This fact should be taken
by region and town size. into account when interpreting regional differences.

The sign 0 = less than 0.5 per cent.
Interviewers were given quotas for sex by age, class :
and employment of their respondents. Over 100

| separate sampling points were covered. These tables have been produced by a computer. The
= | | percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number and
| L consequently, do.not always add to 100 per cent exactly.
I =0 | P To some questions contacts gave more than one reply.
- At.the tabulating stage the sample has been weighted Y In such cases, therefore, the total of the replies
e where necessary to give the correct proportion by exceeds 100 per cent. e
l . sex by class within region. Details of the sample |

obtained are given in Appendix. The questions asked are shown at the head of each table.
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CQ990A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMBER 1985 ‘

. PERCENTAGES
TABLE 1 WHICH MILITARY ALLIANCE = NATO OR THE WARSAW PACT - HAS MORE :
CONVENTIONAL FORCES (TANKS, AIRCRAFT, ARTILLERY, INFANTRY)
DEPLOYED IN EUROPE? _ -
VOTING INTENTION . . SEX AGE
SpP/ - - | |
S ALLT- DONT -
TOTAL CONS LAB LIB ANCE OTHER KMOW MEN .WOMEN 16-24 25-34 35-44 45-64
BASE 1021 311 347 Q0 177 25 72 490 531 183. 1€5 179 255
NATO | 2 o9 . 39 29 29, = 20 - 45 24 26 20 26— 28 21 25
WARSAW PACT : Sy fa0 a7 22 23 39 45 18 43 18 27 34 1% 33 32.
BOTH EQUAL .o 4 6-. 5 5 1 7. - .5 6 3 4 3 -5 5
‘DON’'T KHMNOW . X . 43 38 44 . 49 4Q _ 34 57

25 58 43 - 37 42 38

— - = . - — il bk me e o ———— |

DOWN

207

éOQQOA - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMBER 1985

TABLE 1 WHICH MILITARY ALLIANCE - NATO OR THE WARSAW PACT - HAS MORE

CONVENTIONAL FORCES (TANKS AIRCRAFT, ARTILLERY INFANTRY)
DEPLOYED IN EUROPE?

CLASS
TOTAL AB C1 C2 DE
BASE ' 1021 169 230 321 301
NATO 23 16 24 25 24
WARSAW PACT o5 45 32 27 23
BOTH EQUAL T4 4 6 5 3
DON’T KHNOW 43 35 37 43 50

PERCENTAGES DOWN




' g e VEMBER 1985 =
CQ990A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NO | . PERCENTAGES DOWN
TABLE 2 'IS THAT A LOT MORE OR A LITTLE MORE? e . - '
" VOTING INTENTION . SEX " AGE
, sopP/ :
ALLI- DONT - :
TOTAL CONS LAB- LIB  ANCE OTHER KNOW.MEN  WOMEN 16-24 25-34' 35-44 45-64 65+
BASE ' | 1021 311 347 80 - 177 25 72 490 531 . 193 185 179 265 200 i
ALL SAYING NATO : 28D o9t N Eo s BRS oGhat s 15 21 26 . *1.20 » T 260 2o & RO TSRS RS -
LOT MORE - o 14 Bl==d G o . 11 Jous e a5 = 8 g 6
LITTLE MORE : 10 .10 11 14 10 11 5 12_ 8 8 15 g 11 - 6
DON‘T KHNOW . Il e S o 5 3 5 3 a 3 .4 6
ALL SAYING WARSAW PACT (4 o o EDTEDETE R L L T e Tl B IS e
LOT MORE =~ =~ = - =22 31 15 18- ' 27 29 13 34 -1 19 27 220 94 17
LITTLE' MORE - 7 A Bl e g 23 Vol 5 G 7 9 7 5
DON’T KNOW 1 2 1 0 2 0 1 X 2 2. ] 1 1 2

CQ9S80A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMBER 1885 PERCENTAGES DOWN

TABLE 2 IS THAT A LOT MORE OR A LITTLE MORE? - _ -

CLASS - - - :

TOTAL AB  Ct C2  DE
BASE 02 16O 0 30 FE3 G0
ALL SAYING NATO - 23 16 24 25 24
LOT MORE . g=__ 7 8 11 9
LITTLE MORE 10 5 11 1 11

DON’T KNOW 4 5 5 3 4 :
ALL SAYING WARSAW PACT . 30 45 32 27 23
LQL MORE 22 36 23 - 2} 15
LE MORE - 7 7 8 6 6
T KNOW. 1 2 1 1 2
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‘COQQOA - 30TH OCTOBE-R - 4TH NOVEMBER_ 1985 e e s

TABLE 3 AND WHICH MILITARY ALLIANCE - NATO OR THE WARSAW PACT = HAS

DEPLOYED AND STILL HAS MOST MEDIUM-RANGE NUCLEAR MISSILES
IN EUROPE OVER. THE PAST 10 YEARS? ™

e

VCTING fNTENTION | SEX . -AGE
LSDP/ L ' |
, . | ALLT- DONT W = -

. | - . " JOTAL COtS LAB  LIB - ANCE OTHER KNOW MEN  WOMEN, 16-24 25-34 35-44 45-84  65¢
BASE- : | 1021 . 311 847 80 177 25 . 72 480 ' 531 193 .15 179 265 200
HATO | S 1@ 25 17 16 26 23 25 7. 23 25. 24- 20" - 13
VW ARSAW PACT 29- 37 22 25 ° 36 26 12 40 19 - 26 28 25 33 29
EOTH EQUAL - a 3 5 3 2 g L ta S g 4 Ao A Ry
DON’T KNOW 47 41 48 55 46 42 60 30 62  48- 42. 48 43 54

- e o —

CQ990A - 30TH OCTOBgR = 4TH NOVEMBER 1985 PERCENTAGES DOWN

TABLE. 3 AND- WHICH MILITARY ALLIANCE - NATO Oé THE WARSAW PACT - HAS
: 2 DEPLOYED AND STILL HAS MOST MEDIUM-RANGE NUCLEAR MISSILES
IN EUROPE OVER THE PAST 10 YEARS? ‘

CLASS

TOTADMNAR . N G 1 e 2 Sl DE

BASE ' : " 1021 169 1230 321 « 301
NATO 21 23 20 21 20
WARSAW PACT 29 36 33 25 25
BOTH EQUAL 4 3 3 4 5
DON'T KNOW _ . a7 38 - 44 50 50




: CQ9Y90A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMBER 1985 Y
: . PERCENTAGES DOWN

TABLE 4 IS THAT A LOT MORE OR A LITTLE MORE? . | :

VOTING INTENTION - B cEx AGE
. SOP/
ALLI- DONT .

TOTAL CONS LAB LIB  ANCE OTHER KNOW MEN  VWOMEN 16-24 25-34 35-44 45-64 65+
BASE ' | 1021 311 347 90 177 25 72 490 531 193 185 179 265 200
ALL SAYING NATO T 21, 19 .25 17 ¢ .16 26 23 . 25 170 23 " 28 24 20 13.
'LOT MORE E - 7 9 4 5 19 9 At B4 9 10 7 2
‘LITTLE MORE : 11 10 13 12 6, NS T 16 6 9 E 9
DON‘T KNOW & 2 2 Boo = 12 2 0 9 2. 2 2 .5 2 o
ALL SAYING WARSAW PACT - ~ 29 37 22 25 3 26 12 40 19 26 28 25 .-33 29
.LOT MORE - - 18 24 14 16 - 20 22 4 26 1 11 18 15 25 18
LITTLE MORE 8 8 8 6 . 12 8 12 5 14 9 7 5 9
‘DON’T KNOW - 2 4 0 4 4 0 0 2 3 1 1 3 3 2

CQ990A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMBER 1985 PERCENTéGES DOWN

TABLE 4 IS THAT A LOT MORE OR A LITTLE MORE?

CLASS
TOTAL AB  .C1  C2  DE
BASE . 1021 169 - 230 321 301
ALL SAYING NATO 21 23 20 21 20
LOT MORE . 8 7 6 8 9
LITTLE MORE = 11 10 12 12 9
DON’T KHOW 2 S 1 2
ALL SAYING WARSAW PACT 29 3 33 25 25
LOT MORE 18 25 19 15 17
LITTLE MORE . g o 9 7 :
DON’T KHOW 2 4 3 22 2




v - CQY90A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMBER 1985 B ERCENTACES BOWH

TABLE 5 DO YOU THINK THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT IS TRUE OR FALSE? ; L
BEFORE THE ARRIVAL OF US CRUISE MISSILES IN BRITAIN IN 1983,
THERE WERE NO SIGNIFICANT NUMBERS OF AMERICAN NUCLEAR WEAPONS

IN BRITAIN
VOTING INTENTION - SEX . AGE’
e 2O o . . _
- ALLI- T B e
 TOTAL CONS LAB- LIB  ANCE OTHER KNOW MEN  WOMEN 16-24 25-347 33-44 45-G4 65+
BASE . " 027, ‘311 347 - 90 177 25 72 490 531 193 . 185 179 265 200
' ' ' | a1 2800, 3y 00|24 f 27 ¥ 29 . 37 o ol S0RE Hon R GRe R o
EﬁEEE | = S 42 47 36 43 46 44 37 47 - 37 36 45 47 a6 34
DON'T KNOW - .27 25 27 28 30 29 34 AR i 24

25 " 26 25 37

CQ990A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMBER 1985

PERCENTAGES DOWN

TABLE 5

DO _YOU THINK THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT IS TRUE OR FALSE?
BEFORE THE ARRIVAL OF US CRUISE MISSILES IN BRITAIN IN 1983,
THERE WERE NO SIGNIFICANT NUMBERS OF AMERICAN NUCLEAR WEAPONS
IN BRITAIN .
CLASS
TOTAL AB C1  C2  DE
BASE = 1021 169 230 321 301
TRUE - | 31 29 26 36 30
FALSE 42 51 51 39 32
DON'T KNOW - 27 20 03 9503




NUCLEAR WEAPONS?

VOTING INTENTION . - SE X AGE
SDP/
= _ ALLI- DONT A ;
TOTAL CONS * LAB  LIB  ANCE OTHER KNOW MEN  WOMEN 16-24 25-34 35-44 45-64 65+

BASE : 1021 311 347 90 177 25 72 .490 531 © 193 185 179 - 2GS

LESS THAN 5 PER CENT 2
5-9 PER CENT - 1
10-19 PER CENT 1
20-29 PER CENT

30 PER CENT g
DON’T KNOW - 4

>
&

20 18 26 39 22
9 18 14 7 11
.11 9 . 10 26 4
& < 10 5 3 3
6 3 6 20 46
7 42 39 24 54

26 =18

—

]
1 14 H S
1

e (1)

OO WUNO
— s PO

S
4
1 14 19
g 5 . -8
8 . B . b
0 - 36 42 4
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CQ390A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMBER 1985
PERCENTAGES DOWN

TABLE 6 WHAT PROPORTION DO BRITISH NUCLEAR WEAPONS REPRESENT OF SOVIET

S

| o CQ980A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMBER 1985 . _PERCENTAGES DOWN
TABLE 6 WHAT- PROPORTION DO BRITISH NUCLEAR WEAPONS REPRESENT OF SOVIET

E NUCLEAR WEAPONS?

CLASS
|

| TOTAL AB C1 C2 DE

BASE : 1021 169 230 321 301

LESS THAN 5 PER CENT 21 28 24 19 . 16

5-9 PER CEMT 12 17 14 12 9

10-19 PER CENT 11 10 10 14 10

20-29 PER CENT 6 8 7 6 5

30 PER CENT 6 4 5 o 6

DON’T KNOW 44 33 40 42 54

|
@
|

| .




CQ990A - 30TH OCTOBER = 4TH NOVEMBER 1985 . :
PERCENTAGES DOWN

TABLE 7 WHAT PERCENTAGE OF OUR ANNUAL DEFENCE BUDGET DO YOU THINK
IS SPENT ON BRITAIN S NUCLEAR FORCES?

VOTING INTENTION , i LSEX AGE
: SDP/ | ' |
S - ALLI- DONT : -
TOTAL CCNS LAB  LIB  ANCE OTHER KNOW MEN  WOMEN, 16-24 25-34 35-44 45-64 65+
BASE o2 =2 4 347 | 80, 477 25-5 72" Ago’ | s31 - 193- tis5 a7a 268 ¢ 2o
LESS THAN S PER CENT 4 5 4 3 79 0 | - . e _
5-9 PER CENT - N6 5 .. 3 10 7 0 ] 3 3 ; 5 3 ; &
10-14 PER CENT 1] 13 8 15 10 24 6 13 8. 14 11 10 g
\ \ 15724 PER CENT 15 14 14 14 - 19 24 7 19" 11 10 210 16 16 10
- 25-49 PER CENT Wy i 180 17 15 16 17 16 17 17 24 15 22 15 9
" 50 PER CENT OR MORE N .6 16 5. 10 16 8 12 10 18- 9 9 9 g
DON’T KNOW 38 35 = -38 38 1 36 20 56 26 © 49 29 . 26 83 42 56

! . ‘ ’ _ CQS90A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMBER 1985 PERCENTAGES DOWN
t : :

TABLE 7 WHAT PERCENTAGE OF OUR ANNUAL DEFENCE BUDGET DO YOU THINK
: IS SPENT ON BRITAIN’'S NUCLEAR FORCES?

b —

, CLASS

|

5 TOTAL 4B C1 C2 DE

| BASE 1021 1€9 2380 321 301

| .

' LESS THAN 5 PER CENT 4 5 4 5 1
5-9 PER CENT 6 9 6 6 3
10-14 PER CENT 11 10 13 12 7
15-24 PER CENT 15 13 14 13 18
25-49 PER CENT 17 4 17 18 1
50 PER CENT OR MORE 11 9 14 10 9
DON‘T KNOW 38 S0 32 35 50




- , | CQ990A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMBER 1985 PERCENTAGES DOWN

TABLE 8 WHAT PERCENTAGE OF THE GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT 1S TAKEN UP BY
BRITISH DEFENCE SPENDING? .

VOTING INTENTION SE X AGE
sSorP/ |
. ' ALLI- DONT - . : e
TOTAL CONS LAB LIB) ANCE OTHER KNOW MEN WOMEN 16-24 25-34 35-44 45-64 65+
. BASE ' #1021 311 347 . 90 177 25 72 490 531 193 188 179 265 200 2
LESS THAN 5 PER CENT n * <l 3 2 1 . 3 0 3 4 U D 5 = 1 4 2
5-10 PER CENT =y 10 12 7 12 Plse g 7 14 6 11 13 R 11 -8
11-15 PER CENT . . - 9 1M 6 9 . 8 17 9 12 6 7 10 13 7 8
16-20 PER CENT . 12 11 13 18 - 12 21 5 16 Q. "3l .8 14 11 6
21-30 PER CENT : 13 12 15 6 16 8 .9 14 12 16 I3 - 14 12 O )
OVER 30 PER CENT . : 10 7 161 11 = 1y 23 - 5 10 10 13 10 8 11 6
DON“T KNOW e 43° "43-  45- 41 39 16 61 29 © 56 37. 32 - 42 44 0

CQ9Y980A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMBER 1985

PERCENTAGES DOWNMN

TABLE 8 WHAT PERCENTAGE OF THE GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT IS TAKEN UP BY
BRITISH DEFENCE SPENDING?

CLASS

TOTAL AB Ci E2 DE

BASE . 1021 169 230 321 301

LESS THAN 5 PER CENT .3 4 2 3 2

5-10 PER CENT 10 18. 14 8 5

11-15 PER CENT 9 12 10 10 5
16-20 PER CENT 12 14 13 13 10 -

21-30 PER CENT 13 10 13 14 13

OVER 30 PER CENT 10 11 12. 9 8

DON'T KNOW 43 32 36 43 56




CQ990A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMBER 1985 PERCENTAGES DOWN

. : ‘o
WHICH SUPERPOWER DO YOU BELIEVE POSES THE GREATER THREAT
TABLE 9 TEACE IN EUROPE - THE UNITED STATES OR THE SOVIET UNION?

-

—
VOTING INTENTION | SE X . AGE
AL DONT ‘ -
| ALLI- \ L . ;
TOTAL CONS LAB LIB  ANCE OTHER KNOW MEN ~ WOMEN 16-24 25-34 35-44 45 64 65+
BASE L (el S IR 90 177 25, 72 1490-=—531 ' .183 1 NESC A79 | 2655200
. ¥ . : 3 : > 2 B : = 3(-
UNITED STATES | ) ;.32 “29 .40 35 31 32 34 3? gg , %g %? gg %g 30
SOVIET UNION - | 33 41 26 36 39 . g% g% ) 35 1 .33 31 33 33 34
BOTH EQUALLY . 28 30 25 24 30 5 o I e

: 8
DON’T KNOW 3 e T 8 4 6 8 9 6 9

-

CQ990A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMBER 1985

PERCENTAGES DOWN

TABLE 9 WHICH:SUPERPOWER DO YOU BELIEVE POSES THE GREATER THREAT TO
PEACE»IN EUROPE - THE UNITED STATES OR THE SOVIET UNION?

CLASS

| TOTAL AB Cie  C2 DE
BASE - 1021 169 230 321 301
UNITED STATES
SOVIET UNION . g% %% g? gg gg
BOTH EQUALLY | 28 - 35 30 27 22
DON'T KHOW 7 7 T iy 9




CQ990A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMBER 1985 PERCENTAGES DOWN

TABLE 10 DO YOU THINK THAT BRITAIN SHOULD OR SHbULD NOT KEEP AN

UP-TO-DATE NUCLEAR DETERRENT AS LONG AS THE SOVIET UNION
CONTINUES TO POSSESS NUCLEAR WEAPONS? |

VOTING INTENTION SEX AGE
SDP/ |
AT DONT . - ST |
TOTAL CONS LAB LIB ~ANCE OTHER KNOW MEN WQMEN 16-24 25-34 35-<£4 45-64_ 65+
BASE . e @21 391 947 60 <131 25 72 490 "S53 (193 FH85L A7 L 12651 200
- SHOULD | il = "~ 68 88 52° 70 68 - 64 61 69 68 - 65 65 63 w72 74
SHOULD NOT - B4 23. . 6 38 22 . 22 28 .25 28 19 25 27 31 19 17
DON’T KNOW . 9 6 9 9 10 8 14 a 1842210 8 6 Gt C

CQ990A -'.-30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMBER 1985 PERCENTAGES DOWN

TABLE 10 DO YOU THINK THAT BRITAIN SHOULD OR SHOULD NOT KEEP AN

UP-TO-DATE NUCLEAR DETERRENT AS LONG AS THE SOVIET UNION
CONTINUES TO POSSESS NUCLEAR WEAPONS?

CLASS
TOTAL AB el 2 DE
BASE 1021 169 230 321 301
SHOULD 68 70 68 70 65
SHOULD NOT 23 22 25 22 23
DON’T KNOW 9 7 7 7

12




CQS9S0A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH‘ NOVEMBER.‘IQBS_‘ PERCENTAGES DOWN

TABLE 11 BEFORE WE ENTER INTO ANY ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENTS WITH THE
- SOVIET UNION, DO YOU THINK THAT THERE SHOULD OR SHOULD NOT
ALWAYS BE A RELIABLE METHOD OF CHECKING THAT BOTH SIDES
ARE NOT CHEATING ON THE CONDITIONS OF SUCH AGREEMENTS?

VOTING. INTENTION SE X | AGE
SDP/ I '
ot ALLI- *  DONT . : ‘ -
TOTAL CONS- LAB  LIB  ANCE OTHER KNOW MENM  WOMEN 16-24 25-34 35-44.45-64 65
S BASE 1- o s €21 311 847 90 177 28] 72 490 531 193 1S5 179 265 -200
SHOULD — . .88 93" 8 8 9 . 94 77 - 90 8 90 87 8 9 99
SHOULD NOT ° . L 1 5 1 3 QL 12 A e o 5 a8 2 2
DON’T KNOW - - 8 6 10 10 - 7 6. - 11 6 10 8 8 12 6. .9
- - : 985 '
CQY930A - 30TH OCTOBER : 4TH NOVEMBER 1 PERCENT RGeS oo
TABL=Z 11 BEFORE WE ENTER INTO ANY ARMS COMTROL AGREEMENTS WITH THE
SOVIET UNION, DO YOU THINK THAT THERE SHOULD OR SHOULD NOT
ALWAYS BE A RELIABLE METHOD OF CHECKING THAT BOTH SIDES
ARE NOT CHEATING ON THE CONDITIONS OF SUCH AGREEMENTS?
CLASS
TOTAL AB Ci C2 DE
BASE | 1021 169 230 321 301
© SHOULD | 88 87 83 92 84
SHSULD NOT 73 4 4 2 4
DO T KNOW 8 8 6 5} 12
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CQ990A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOV!-EMBER 1985 PERCENTAGES DOWN

TABLE 12 DO YOU BELIEVE THAT A COUNTRY WHICH REDUCES ITS DEFENCES:

VOTING INTENTION ‘ . SEX AGE
. SDP/ . .
ALLTI- DONT -
TOTAL CONS LAB LIB  ANCE OTHER KNOW MEN  WOMEN 16-24 25-34 35-44 45-64 65+
BASE : 1021 311 347 90 177 o5 72 490 631 . 193 185 179 265 ., 200

© 1S LESS LIKELY 10 BE ATTACKED
BECAUSE IT FOSES NO MILITARY : | | :
THREAT -TO OTHERS 27 1A 38 29 26 29 29 28 .26 31 30 28 23 26

1S MORE LIKELY TO BE ATTACKED
BECAUSE IT IS LESS ABLE TO ' , :
DEFEND ITSELF 2 52 71 37 49 53 47 47 52 52 473 49 53 57 56

DON’'T KNOW _ 21 15 25 23 P | 24 24 20 22 26 =20 1S 20-7 18

CQ990A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMBER 1985 .
R _ PERCENTAGES DOWN

TABLE 12 DO YOU BELIEVE THAT A .COUNTRY WHICH REDUCES ITS DEFENCES:

CLASS
"TOTAL AB  C1 €2  DE
BASE oo G OF L 080/ - 320030

1S LESS LIKELY TO BE ATTACKED
"BECAUSE IT POSES NO MILITARY _ ' :
THREAT TO OTHERS 27 16 29 = 33 25

IS MORE LIKELY TO BE ATTACKED
BECAUSE IT 1S LESS ABLE TO ' L
DEFEND ITSELF | 52 61 50 48 52

. DT | SOk 23 " 20 19° 22

L N T ]




CQ990A = 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMBER 1985 : ' .
o . e, PERCENTAGES DOWN
TABLE 13 A LARGE NUMBER OF LOCAL COUNCILS HAVE DECLARED THEIR AREAS
TO BE ‘NUCLEAR-FREE ZONES’. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT LIVING

IN A “NUCLEAR-FREE ZONE’ MAKES BEING ATTACKED MORE LIKELY,
LESS LIKELY, OR HAS NO EFFECT ON THE LIKELIHOOD OF BEING

ATTACKED?
. VOTING INTENTION = SEX AGE
. : : | _ SDP/
» ALLT- DONT _ : :

TOTAL CONS ~ LAB  LIB  ANCE OTHER KNOW MEN  WOMEN 16-24 25-34 35-44 45-64 65+
BASE , 1021 311 347 9O L ATT 25 72 490 531 193 185 - 179 265 200
MORE LIKELY , 8 - 5 11 < 6 9 13 8 7 8 . 6 5 i 11
LESS LIKELY 8 3 10 9 10 17 4 10 6 13 8 1 3 5
NO EFFECT 76 84 70 79 76 64 65 78 73 70 79 77 79 73
DONIT P_(NOW : 9 . 8 9 : 9 7 10 17 4q 14 8 7. 7 11 11

CQ990A - 30TH OCTOBER --4TH NOVEMBER 1985

PERCENTAGES DOWN

ABLE 13 A LARGE NUMBER OF LOCAL COUNCILS HAVE DECLARED THEIR AREAS
! * Y0 BE ‘NUCLEAR-FREE ZONES‘. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT LIVING )
IN A ‘NUCLEAR-FREE ZONE’ MAKES BEING ATTACKED MORE LIKELY,
LESS LIKELY, OR HAS NO EFFECT ON THE LI1KELIHOOD OF BEING

ATTACKED?
CLASS

. " JOTAL AB C1 C2 . DE
BASE - - : 102 1 169 230 321 301
MORE LIKELY | 8 7 3 8 11
LESS: LIKELY- 8 2 6 8 49
NO EFFECT : 76 84 86 77 62
DON’'T KNOW. - - - - . 9 7 s 7 16




| s .- | CQY80A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMBER-: 1985 PERCENTAGES ‘DOMWN

. TABLE 14 HOW MANY ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGREEMENTS DO YOU THINK
1 HAVE BEEN SIGNED BETWEEN THE EAST AND WEST IN THE LAST 25
; YEARS? : | .
1 <
]
: | : ; ; : ’ VOTING INTENTION . SEX AGE
; ; s, - SDP/ _ | : _
| | . ALLI- DONT : |
. TOTAL CONS LAB  LIB . ANCE OTHER KNOW MEN  WOMEN 16-24 25-34 35-44 45-64 - 65+
! . BASE | | 1021 311 347 90 177 25 72 490 531 193 185 -179 265 200
: ~ LESS THAN 5 - A 3 A e S SRS S o g 9 13 . 18 9 15 13
; §i=Tan. - JIORRE 2O SRS a0 S T 16020 o3 oy 17—
11 = 15 | 11 195 1 a0 9 12 16 8 s k12 S B0 16 L 1ol SuTol - 9 8
; . 16 OR MORE e R 1 28 5 Vipeial SLE s g 7 6 10 14 10 9
| ~ DON’.T KNOW 47° 44 49 = .61 .43 .35, 63 .35 858 43 za a5 ag sg

CQ990A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH.NOVEMB'ER 1985 PERCENTAGES DOWN

f - TAB-LE 14 HOW MANY ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGREEMENTS DO YOU THINK
e - HAVE BEEN SIGNED BETWEEN THE EAST AND WEST IN THE LAST 25

YEARS? |
CLASS

TOTAL . AB + C1 C2  DE

'BASE - B ' 1021 © 169 230 321 301
. LESS THAN B ' - . . 14 17 2 17 13 g
5 = 10 . 19 21 23 18 14

i1 = 15 : | S 12 12 11 10

16 OR MORE 10 9 9 11 8

.ON‘T KNOW . 47 40 38 a7 - 59




CQS8390A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMB-ER 1985 PERCENTAGES DOWN

TABLE 15 WHICH SIDE DO YOU THINK HAS BEEN THE MORE CONSTRUCTIVE
IN ARMS CONTROL NEGOTIATIONS OVER THE LAST 25 YEARS - THE
EAST OR THE WEST?

VOTING INTENTION ' SE X AGE
L DONT :
' ALLI- _
TOTAL CONS LAB LIB ANCE OTHER KNOW MEN  WOMEN 16-24 25-34 35-44 45-64 65
BASE | 1021 311 347 90 177 25 72 490 531 193 185 179 265 200
: 14 10 21 8 11 14 12 17 11 19 13 10 13 14
&2§$ 36 = 43 31 37 34 32 . 29 37 34 31 36 34 a1 2
NEITHER et N EEe2h 25 21 27 28 44 24 30 - 20 23 ;'{ g% 35 2
DON’T KNOW 26 21 27 28 27 10 36 16 at 27 > e

CQSS0A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMBER 1985

PERCENTAGES DOWN

 TABLE 15 WHICH SIDE DO YOU THINK HAS BEEN THE MORE CONSTRUCTIVE

IN ARMS CONTROL NEGOTIATIONS OVER .THE LAST 25 YEARS - THE
EAST OR THE WEST? ' :

CLASS
TOTAL AB C1 €21 miBE
BASE a2 Ti698 L 2300 1800 507,
EASTS.. - : 14 10 - 11 15 16
WEST , e 36 36 38 39 30
- NEITHER 4 . 25 37 34 22 14
DON’'T KMNOW ' 26 16 17 24 39




CQ990A - 30TH OCTOBER:— 4TH NOVEMBER 1985

PERCENTAGES DOWN
SAMPLE DETAILS

VOTING INTENTION ' SEX AGE
| SDP/
Liide DONT I
TOTAL CONS LAB LIB  ANCE OTHER KNOW MEN  WOMEN 15-24 25-34 35-44 45-04 65~
SASE -, 1021 - 311 347 90. . 177 26 ° 72 490 531 - 183 185 179 265 200
UNVE IGHTED : 1021 306 345 87 183 26 75 480 541 162 186 177 276 190

CQ990A - 30TH OCTOBER - 4TH NOVEMBER 1985 PERCENTAGES DOWN

SAMPLE DETAILS

CLASS
TOTAL AB  C1 2 DE
BASE . b 1021 169 230 321 301

UNWE IGHTED 1021 172 253 . 292 304
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25th dJune 1985,

. A TWELVE DAY VISIT TO THE SOVIET UNION

6TH - 17TH APRIL 1985

A PERSONAL, POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT

THE PURPOSE QF THE VISIT

My brother (A.E. Loades) and I decided that although we

had been to Japan before, on industrial visits, we wanted to
update ourselves on the latest machine tool technology.
Particularly the flexible manufacturing systems for applica-
tion to our aerospace and defence work. There was a second-
ary reason for the visit to Japan. A part of our business

is prototype motor car body build. We trade internationally
in this type of work and we wanted to visit Honda and Nissan,
(who are setting up in England to manufacture), with a view
to offering them our services. We had a week in Japan and
every day was occupied visiting machine tool companies and at
the end of it we had potentially fruitful discussions with
both Nissan and Honda. |

We are awaiting certain aircraft component and defence orders
which would suit manufacture with F.M.S. systems. We learnt
a very dgreat deal. It does not necessarily mean we shall buy
Japanese machine tools but certainly we saw the latest
systems available.

Because we were visiting Japan for a week it had always been
an ambition of both my brother and myself to travel on the
Transiberian Express and we discovered that we could actually
travel back from Japan on the Transiberian Express for 10
days for less than the cost of a first class return ticket DYy
aeroplane from Japan. We therefore decided to make the best
of the opportunity and visit Russia. |

OUR ROUTE IN RUSSIA AND THE PLACES WE VISITED

After the week in Japan we flew from Niigata to Khabarpvsk
which is about 150 miles inland from the coast line of Eastern
Russia. The journey was originally from Vladivostock by

train which is on the coast but this was stopped because of
the fact that Vladivostock is an important Naval base and for

security reasons you fly into Khabarovsk and board the train
there. ' B
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. The basic plan was, of course,.that we travel approximately
4,000 miles to Moscow from the area that the Russians call
the Far East region, not Eastern Siberia, and then right
across Siberia, then through and over the Urals and then
finally across to Moscow. During that trip we had a full
day in Khabarovsk; two days at Irkutsk which is on the
huge 'Lake Baikal'. Then we had one day at the city of
Novosibersk, which used to be called Novonicholi before the
revolution. In the evening of our visit there we attended
the Ballet at the famous Opera Building there. Finally we
spent two days in Moscow.

The train journey without stops is a continuous six days

and nights. We took twelve days including our stay-overs

as previously described. Therefore in addition from the
visits to the cities we had the opportunity of meeting and
observing the Russian people. Also, we saw many interesting
facets of the country both from the windows of the train and
in the environs of the 90 plus stops at villages and towns.

To what extent was our visit representative of the Soviet
Union? We were not seeing the south of the country, the
whole mass of Georgia and the Southern Steppes. We travelled
mainly through the Taiga and some Steppes and we were not
seeing the areas West of Moscow which is more prosperous than
parts of the East. We did not see the cities to the South of
Moscow, Rostof, etc., and indeed we were not seeing Leningrad
to the North of Moscow. Nevertheless we were seeing quite a
lot of the country.

POLITICS AND ECONOMICS

I think it ought to be said (before I state some fairly strong
opinions), what my feelings were prior to the visit of what I
was likely to see in Russia. My views and outlook were and
are as follows: I am a democrat and therefore I have anti-
Communistic views. However, I always wanted to try and under-
stand why the Soviet system existed and what were the causes
of it's creation. I wanted to be sympathetic towards certain
aspects of Russian life. I must say from reading articles 1in
the West and seeing television programmes here about Russia I
had a general feeling that the people were fairly well off and
possibly reasonably content with their lot in 1ife. Also I
always felt that Russia would perhaps move slowly over the
years into a more liberal state.

With regard to the standard of living for the people I imagined
that perhaps it might be as ours was say in the early 60's in
the U.K. or in Europe. As it turned out this was not the case
in quite a startling way.

With regard to my feelings on our defence position in the
West, in the United Kingdom, Eastern Europe and Nato Alliance,




my view has always been that we should have very strong
'defence forces and the nuclear deterrent. Although agreeing
with the production of the new Trident missile, however,
it's destructive power was so great that I had certain
doubts as to whether we weren't overdoing it in the U.K. and
the U.S. Certainly after what I had seen I have no doubts
at all that we must have the strongest possible defence and
Trident. I will now try and explain the experiences which
we had and the ways in which they surprised me and changed
my views.

First of all, however, a comment on the beauty and vastness

of Siberia and the Soviet Union as a whole. Having read
Tolstoy and Pasternak I always had a great feeling about the
country in terms of it's people and geography. I always
wanted to see it and I must admit I was certainly not
disappointed in this respect. It is very difficult to
describe it but the vastness of the country and it's lack of
population in the East is amazing to experience and fascinat-
ing to actually witness it rather than read about it. Through
such a vast country I suppose you cannot talk about the -
normal Russians or what an ordinary Russian is like, there are
so many nationalities of course. There are a hundred plus
nationalities in the Soviet Union. It is difficult to say
what a Russian is, certainly we met some very kind Russian
women and men on our trip. Mostly they were not anxious to
enter into conversation, of course the vast majority did not
speak any English anyway. They are probably discouraged from
speaking to foreigners and sometimes we had trouble getting a
‘qood morning' or 'hello' out of people. Occasionally though,
conversation does occur and friendships develop. For instance
while we were on the train it was my 36th birthday and there
was a lady Gynaecologist with her young daughter of 5 or 6
years of age in the same carriage. They got to hear about the
celebration and the Gynaecologist persuaded her daughter to
'bring me a card and a small chocolate as a present.

What undoubtedly is evident is what appears to be a lack of
fulfilment in people's lives. Very often they seem to be
miserable not looking after themselves and their dress.  The
train stopped at the city of Omsk, for instance, which is a
massive industrial city, many workers got on to the train and
almost all seemed very miserable.

With regard to the standard of ]1V1ng of peo 1e I was shocked

as _to how extremely low it was. When say t it must be
said that everyone seemed to have suff1c1ent money to clothe

themselves quite well. They had leather boots, leather coats

and of course the normal fur hat in the East. The temperature
drops to minus 50 or 60 even, so a labourer would have a

genuine fur hat to keep him warm and leather coat and leather
boots. Also everybody looked well fed, very often apparently
overfed but apart from that there is no sign of any luxury at all
really outside of central Moscow. For instance, there are no
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cameras; people look at you with astonishment if you have
a camera.

For the vast majority of the trip between Khabarovsk and
Moscow the typical village is described this way. It would
be log cabins in a group or timber cabins, very small,
sometimes attractive; but particularly in the extreme East,
no evidence at all of what we would call normal civilized
living, i.e. no made-up roads. Where it is frozen, the roads
are hard, where it was not frozen (in low lands), the roads
were deep mud. The scenes looked very like film sets for
‘Fidler on the Roof'. No mains water to the houses; this
was evident from seeing people going to wells. This rudiment-
ary life was normal right the way through Russia.

In the extreme East there was no television and also for most
of the Eastern parts no electricity either. This was evident
because in the evening there were no bright lights in the
villages that could be seen. Really the conditions were
Dickensian without starvation.

With regard to the towns particularly in the East, Khabarovsk,
Novosibersk, Irkutsk. The accommodation is mainly apartments.
High, concrete, ugly flats normally; they were very, very
untidy and il1l-kept. I acknowledge the fact that the roads
and buildings are difficult to keep up because of the massive
change in temperatures from Summer to Winter. The roads are
in shocking condition even in the towns and cities.

We did not enter any of the personal dwellings but all the
eyvidence outside generally was of grim, intensely inadequate
housing for just about everybody. It really did seem very
grim indeed and this was quite a shock to us.

There are almost no private vehicles at all, even in Moscow,
but certainly outside of Moscow no private cars at all that

I could see.

In each of the villages there are these little log huts but
almost all with asbestos roofing, They perhaps have a small
plot around the cabin but because of the length of the Winter

and the severity of it they do not have any garden. Whatl is
often seen is perhaps one cow and a mound: of hay around the

cabin.

For the first thousand miles from East to West there is no
agriculture at all mainly due to the severity of the Winter,
It is certainly clear why they have to import a.lot of their
‘grain. Of course the first thousand miles is Taiga which is
wooded marshlands, but there are some plains which look as
if they could be developed for agriculture at least for one
crop in the Summer, certainly they would not get more than
one crop off the Tland.
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Even in these areas the effort to develop agriculture
appears inadequate.

After the Taiga you come to the Steppes and then Plains.
There is then an opportunity of agriculture, there again
only one crop a year. Where you come across this second
stretch of country where agriculture can take place it is
in evidence but it is unfenced. Probably largely the
cutting of wild grasses for hay and for feeding of the
cattle and beef herds. As you move further West (and
Winter was just giving way to Spring) you start to see
Hay Stocks certainly and as you get towards Moscow you
then do start to see evidence of agriculture. Although
in general there are very few mechanical implements 1in
evidence. From West of the Urals onwards you then see
much better organised agricultural land. However 1in
general there is an apparent inefficient use of the land
and very 1ittle mechanisation.

We visited quite a few shops in the towns and cities and
apart from central Moscow the shops are very grim indeed.
I would imagine that they are 1ike those of the middle of
last century in England. There was no imagination in the
display and there were many queues for special items.

What we would consider normal goods sometimes are very
expensive, for instance televisions are very expensive and
I particularly noticed a wafer thin electronic calculator
which would probably cost at the most £3 - £4 here, as
priced at £60 in one of the shops.

The next surprise was the impression of a war time economy
(no doubt it has been this way since the Second World War).
There was a terrific amount of military about and a lot of
the labourers in the cities clearing the streets were 1in
Army uniform who are called in to do menial tasks in the
cities. An ordinary soldier is not smartly dressed; I
noticed for instance their Great Coats which came right
down to their ankles; the hem was just sheared off - it
was not turned up to make a hem. I presume for economic
reasons, they were.just simply cut off to length. There
was just the feeling of scruffiness about it and when one
saw groups of soldiers they did not look smart, they did
not look particularly disciplined either. (Senior Officers
on the other hand very often did look well turned out).

As the world's second superpower the Tasting impression was
that it is fairly obvious the country's resources are going
to a massive degree into weaponry and the military with
very little resources going to the people of the country,
conventional industry or agriculture.

There'were servicemen in uniform everywhere; for instance
when we went to the Ballet at Novosibersk there were very
few foreigners there, it was almost all Russians, the place




took about 700/800 people, and I would think of the male
section of the audience perhaps 40%/50% were in uniform.
I was told later that they have to wear their uniforms
anyway except during leave, so that would account for
some of it but it was quite surprising to see officers
everywhere.

Because of what we saw in terms of the low standard of
living and the high militaristic evidence, it has completely
reversed my view on one subject. I always considered it was
wrong that the U.S. should supply grain to the Soviet Union.
I now think it would be a drastic mistake not to do so. If
the Russian system could not feed the people they would
undoubtedly want to move West.

Regarding my own views as to our defence position in the
West, having seen the very low standard of living, having
had an impression about what would happen if they ceased to
be able to feed their people, I am in no doubt that we must
have very strong conventional and nuclear defences in place
in the West. I am quite certain if we had not had the nuclear
deterrent the Russians would have already moved West to gain
agricultural land and additional resources. The Russian
Government must be very aware of the fact that if they did
reach the stage of not being able to feed their people and
keep them at least at the level they are at now then there
would be, without doubt, a second revolution.

Having said all that which sounds a bit grim I would make
another point with regard to the current Geneva talks about
limiting nuclear weapons between the two super powers. I
now feel the Russians must be genuine in wanting to cut back
on nuclear weapons.. It is very, very clear that they simply
cannot afford it or at least if they do afford it then they
deprive the people of more and more resources. [ would say
that this is an optimistic note for the future in that sense.
‘Especially they must be thinking that if the 'Star Wars'
system goes ahead in America for them to compete in that;
the effect on their available resources would be disastrous.

Then there is the propoganda which we expected, but which

is frightening to experience. The time that we were out
there was the 40 year celebration for them of the defeat of
the Nazis. The Russians did suffer substantially more than
anybody else in World War II. They talk about the Great
Patriotic War not the Second World War. The essence of that
being that in their view Russia was the principal agent of
the destruction of the Nazis. (There was much literature on
the train translated into English).

First of all the war started in 1941 it did not start 1in
1939 at all, and it was the fault of the Western Allies that
the war took place i.e. that we did not resist Hitler
sufficiently. There is no explanation incidently of why
Russia did not resist Hitler's expansion themselves. And




they also do not happen to mention anything at all in
their official history about the German/Soviet non-
aggression pact. The war for them started in 1941 as a
result of the French, English and American appeasement
policy towards Hitler. And then of course there was very
little military resistance (according to Russian history)
in the West at all. They do not talk about the North
African Campaign for instance. They actually say that the
Normandy landings were almost unopposed and that the
American and British advance through Western Europe was
almost without resistance. Of course they talk a great
deal about the 20 million Russians dead, the sacrifice we
all know about.

Having seen .all of this I understand much better the
Russians attitude to the West if this is what they genuinely
believe happened. In many ways I know it is an incorrect
version of history but they seem to be certain that they
were the ones that conquered the Germans and there was very
little help from anyone else.

Of course there is no doubt that massive suffering did
occur in Russia. The enormous destruction the Germans
carried out on Russian soil in terms of people and property
has left an indelible mark on the Russian people. Their
whole policy really surrounds the events or eminates from
the events, it seems to me, of World War II.

There were other examples of propoganda including their
portrayal of President Reagan's refusal of Mr. Gorbachev's
offer of a six month freeze on the production of nuclear

weapons etc.

R.W. Loades A
Abbey Panels Investments P.L.C.
Bodmin Road
Wyken
Coventry
England.
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1

Telephone 01-23037822 218 6169

D/S of S/PS/10 12th January 1984
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An article appeared in the "Morning Star" on 4th January,
alleging that official papers for 1953, and recently released
by the Public Record Office, show that the Prime Minister
"deliberately tried to mislead the House of Commons" about cruise
/ missiles. I enclose a copy of the article.

The story is based on the records of two meetings in March 1953,
one between Mr Eden and Mr Dulles, and one subsequently between

Mr'Egen and President Eisenhower. (Copies of the relevant documents
/ are attached). Thé discussions concerned two issues. One was the

use of US bases in the United Kingdom, the second was the use of

US nuclear weapons "generally", ie anywhere in the world. The 1952
communique formula was 1n fact not an issue. It was endorsed
without either hesitation or discussion; the talks therefore all
concerned the second issue. The records reveal the understandable
reluctance of the United States, then as now, to make any binding
public commitment; and their equal determination not to act
irresponsibly in a matter which could have momentous consequences
for others,

The short answer to the "Morning Star"'s accusation is that the
President's remarks were made in the context of a discussion, not
about the use of US bases in the UK, but about the use of US nuclear
weapons generally. There is therefore no conflict between his
comments and the entirely separate matter of the understanding

on joint decision-making between the two Governments about any
use of US bases in this country. Moreover the discussions recorded
in These papers have long since been overtaken by the commitment to
consultation "time and circumstances permitting" given by both the

USA and the UK 1in the Athens Guidelines of 1962, to which Ministers

/ have referred publicly (a 1980 Hansard extract 1s attached).
———— . = R e —

Tim Flesher Esq 1




There would, perhaps, be some danger in encouraging detailed
public scrutiny of the documents. The record of the 9th March
meeting does not explicitly say that President Eisenhower's
remarks were not intended also to refer to the 1952 understandings;
a somewhat maladroit placing of the word "only" in the first
paragraph of the second column of the 6th March discussion leaves
scope for misinterpretation; and the use of the term "premeditated
use" in the record of the 9th March discussion (penultimate sentence)
will certainly be taken to imply that the United States was then
(and by implication is now) plotting a "first strike" attack
against the Soviet Union. T ey e
-

Mr Heseltine believes that, although more recent answers given
by Ministers - particularly the Prime Minister's Written Answer
to Sir Anthony Buck on 12th May last year - have clarified the
position considerably, the Prime Minister should be aware of the
earlier exchanges in case the matter i§ raised in Question Time.

I attach a copy of a short line to take which might be suitable in
such an event.

(B P NEALE)
Private Secretary
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\ ACCUSE Mrs. Thatcher of
deliberately misleading the British
people over the Cruilse missile. She
has deliberately tried to mislead the

House of Commons.

The assurances she gave about the’ agree-
ments on the use of .the US bases in Britain
are worthless. Official documents which have
now been. released show this to be so.

Mrs. Thatcher made a lot.about those so-
called agreements. According to her, those agree-
ments gave Britain a veto on the use of the US
bases for the launching of a nuclear war.

Therefore, she said, a2 dual-key arrangement

was an unnecessarx_Was far as
Cruise was concérned. ol
e official documents that have now bBeen

Sed show that the so-called agreements are™
ply a sham. : |

They state ouite clearly that President Eisen-
hower told Anthonyv Eden bluntly that it would
be ** treasonous” on his part 10 give a binding
dassurance that Britain would be consulted in all
circumstances.

Never mind the gualification that it wou
be in an " extreme emergency "’ that Bri
t be consuited. The US w ecide in any

: ] eXireme emergency.”

The fact is that those official documents make
it clear that the US could launch its nuclear
weapons from the US bases in Britain if it con-
sidered that this was necessary.

Furthermore they show that the US considers
itself free to do so, and that all British govern-
ments since 1953 have accepted this.

If we are to talk about treason, then those

rel

DAILY TELEGRAPH

GREENHAM CA};‘}
DRIVER CHARGED

A man has been charged with
causing actual bodily harm to
a Minictrv of Defence police-
1y I C L at 4 main -
entrance to Greenham Com-
mon air base earlv vesterday .
when a vellow Morris Marina
crashed through a securnty
checknoint. . _

A Ministry spokesman said it
knocked the policeman into the
barbed wire fencing. :
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governments since 1953 must be condemned as
treasonable governments.

They have been prepared to see this country
reduced to a radioactive rubbish heap on the
sav-so of a US president who considered that he
faced an “extreme emergency.”

- Just think of the “extreme emergency” we
would then face.

But the treasonable character of these gov-
ernments’ actions is shown even more starkly in
the official documents. , *

Anthony Eden pointed out that if the US-
were to use its nuclear weapons from bases in
other countries, say Turkey, *‘the Soviet reaction
might well be to attack the United Kingdom.”

That is certainly a reasonable assumprion,
given the fact that Britain is bristling with US,
nuclear weapons targeted on the Soviet Union.

In other words, British governments have .
known all along that, by selling Britain to the US:
as a massive nuclear base, they have been putting'
us in danger of annihiidtion at the whim of the
US president.—whether he chooses to fire first

-his—bases in Britain or elsewhere. i

We could have a cast-iron agreement on the
use /of bases in Britain. But we could . stdll be
wipéd out because the US chose to launch its
nuclear attack from one of its bases. in another
ountry. : -

That is_of course, the nightmare reality of:
belonging to the US-dominated NATO alliance.'
Thnat i1s the price of having anything whatsoever
to do with nuclear weapons controlled by the:
US. : .

The Soviet Union has made it clear that it
will guarantee not to target its missiles on any.
country which refuses to allow US nuclear
weapons on its soil. ;

The official papers just released make it clear
that the only sane path is to take up that offer.

We should become non-nuclear. That is thei
only way to take our fate out of the hands ofI
the US president over whom we have no control.
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Cruise Missiles

Mr. Alton asked the Secretary of State for Defence M
whether he will explain the statement of the Under-

Secretary of State for the Army on 13 June, Official «
Report, c. 1095, that the United States of America has
committed itself to consult its allies about a decision on
the use of ‘¢ruise missiles, time and circumstances
permitting; and if he will describe what will happen if time

or circumstances do not permit, and specify who will
decide whether or not time and circumstances permit.

Mr. Pym: At the North Atlantic Council meeting at
Athens in 1962, both the United Kingdom and the United
States specifically committed themselves to consult their
allies, time and circumstances permitting, before releasing
thelr nuclear weapons for use. The Council also adopted
guidmggﬁo which political consultation on
such use might be possible. It would not be in the public
interest to reveal the precise details of the arrangements.

The separate arrangements for joint decision over the
use of United States bases in the United Kingdom were set
out in the reply of my right hon. Friend the Prime Minister
to the hon. Member for Harlow (Mr. Newens) on 20
December 1979.—[Vol. 976, c. 321.]
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Cruise Missiles

Mr. Buck asked the Prime Minister whether she will
make a further statement with respect to the arrangements
for joint control of cruise missiles in the event of their

deployment in the United Kingdom.

The Prime Minister: The existing understandings
between the United Kingdom and the United States
governing the use by the United States of nuclear weapons
and bases in this country have been jointly reviewed in the
light of the planned deployment of cruise missiles. We are
satisfied that they are effective. The arrangements will
apply to United States cruise missiles based in the United
Kingdom whether on or off bases. The effect of the
understandings and the arrangements for implementing
them is that no nuclear weapon would be fired or launched
from British territory without the agreement of the British

Prime Minister.
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LINE TO TAKE

- Absolutely no question of PM misleading anybody.
- Position on US bases in UK is as stated by PM. Not

-—-—“—_-'——-__—-————-

contradicted by anything in 195% papers.
e )
- Discussiors recorded in the 1953 papers not concerned with

US bases in UK; concerned with use of nuclear weapons anywhere

in world.
/

= Discussions recorded in the 1953 papers long since overtaken

by commitments to consultation with allies given by both

US and UK and recorded in the Athens guidelines. | ﬁ
——— Cm— s —] :
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European Public Opinion and Nuclear Weapons

L I have been impressed in recent months by the apparent
disparity in public attitudes here and on the Continent towards
nuclear weapons; according to most indicators, opinion in

the Northern sphere (the FRG, Benelux and the UK) is considerably

more hostile than in their Southern neighbours, particularly

France and Italy.

§ -

/ 2. I attach a copy of a paper by FCO officials which

describes the reasons for this anti-nuclear sentiment in

Europe, and for the apparent differences in its extent in

particular countries, The paper also suggests some lessons
to be learned from these differences, and from the overall

public attitude.

Se I am reluctant to add to the material already being
prepared by officials for the meeting of OD(D) on 14 December,
But since the present paper is relevant to our discussions

about arms control and disarmament, I believe that it could

provide some useful further background.

4, I am sending a copy of this minute (and its attachment)
to Michael Heseltine, Richard Luce, John Stanley and to

Sir Robert Armstrong.

-

(GEOFFREY HOWE)

Foreign and Commonwealth Office

9 December 1983
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EUROPEAN PUBLIC OPINION AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS
Summary of FCO paper

e Western Europe is neither neutralist nor anti-NATO.
But public opposition to nuclear weapons has grown
perceptibly in recent years, with differences of degree
in individual countries.
2% In general, the growing opposition stems from a
perception and therefore fear of the increased risk of a
nuclear war; an increase in anti-American feeling; and
the impact of the recession on public readiness to accept
continued growth in defence spending. Public fears are
related to misunderstandings about NATO's defence
strategy, to misjudgements in Washington, to lack of
results from arms control, and to the perceived decline
in East-West relatiomns.
P Apart from general socio-pblitical differences
between Northern and Southern European countries,
differences in the extent of anti-nuclear sentiment can
be explained in terms of: gglitical changes throughout

—

Western Europe (with parties of the left going into

m__

Opposition in the North but into Government in the

e

South); contrary effects of anti-American feeling in
individual countries; and wider discrepancies in social
and religious attitudes. Factors particular to each

country are discussed in greater detail in the Annex to
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the paper.
4, The lessons to be learned are more applicable to
general trends than to specific differences:
(i) a strong and united Alliance can succeed in
carrying its point with the electorate; |
— \

(ii) public opinion needs to be better educated in

C—

matters of defence policy;

(iii) we should trade more on the strong support for NATO

e ———

membership and for multilateral disarmament. Our

commitment to NATO is not a generous gesture to other

Allies but the best way of preserving our own security;

(iv) practical and theoretical objections to the way in
which the INF strategy developed over the period 1979-83
must be set against the immediate political arguments for
the course that was pursued;

(v) the US Administration must be convinced of the need

for greatgr consistency in their policies, and the

Europeans must make greater efforts to ensure that their
own views are taken into account in Washington;
(vi) public reassurance about the direction of defence

policy, and confidence in US leadership must be

f? re-established. The resumption of a realistic East-West
ol 2 AN
dialogue would make a notable contribution to this;
(vii) success in arms control can also play a part.

Public opinion must not get the impression that the arms
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race i1s running out of control. But the arms control

process cannot be a substitute for better East-West

[ —

. _
relations.
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EUROPEAN PUBLIC OPINION AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS

_I'-.
Introduction
l. Western Europe is neither neutralist nor anti-NATO.

Goverments continue to support basic defence doctrines
of the Alliance. But public opinion has shown a distinct
increase in anti-nuclear sentiment since the mid-1970s.
Stanley Rubrick's "Dr Strangelove" was subtitled: "How I
learned to stop worrying and to love the Bomb". A
generation later, some Europeans have forgotten or have
still to learn that lesson. This anti-nuclear sentiment
can be traced to a number of factors, general or
particular to each country. These are discussed in
paras. 2-5 below and in the Annex respectively. The
paper also suggests (paras. 6-7) reasons for differences
in the extent of anti-nuclear sentiment, and proposes
(paras. 8-20) lessons to be learned from the present
situation.

1N

General Factors

2. The most important general factors are: a growing
perception and therefore fear of the risk of a nuclear
war; an increase in anti-American feeling; and the impact

of the drawn-out recession on readiness to accept

— =
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continual growth in defence spending.

3. The increased fear of nuclear war coincided with
public recognition of Soviet achievement of strategic
parity, (although in logic the existence of parity, and
the development of sophisticated devices against
unintentional use, should make the prospects of nuclear
war less rather than more likely). But the more
important reasons for increased anxiety were:

(i) failure to understand, or the misunderstanding of
complex concepts, particularly deterrence and flexible
response, and of the necessary limits on defence spending
which argued for nuclear rather than conventional forces.
Governments did not do enough to explain these. But the
task was in any case very difficult;

(1ii) US hamhandedness and apparent lack of judgement
(late Carter/early Reagan), in contrast to the impression
of competence of the Nixon/Kissinger team. The handling
of ERW and then SALT II, whose non-ratification increased
public anxieties, contrasted with the fate of SALT I:
(iii) the decline in East-West relations. Stimulated by
some maladroit rhetoric from Washington, governments in
the West were thought to be now more interested in
confrontation than in dialogue;

(iv) lack of results from arms control, casting doubts

on its efficacy as a process to remove nuclear dangers,

e
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and on Western good faith in the negotiations. (This
reaction was partly the result of unrealistic
expectations of what arms control could or should
achieve.) Nuclear arsenals were believed
(fallaciously) to be growing without pause or cause;

(v) the 1979 decision to deploy land-based missiles in

Europe. This brought home the nuclear message (as it was
intended to do), but also increased fear of
retaliatory/pre-emptive strikes hitting civilian centres;
(vi) the impression among non-official defence experts
that NATO was moving away from a focus on crisis
stability to concentration on achieving a maximum (and
therefore less stable) deterrent posture; and
(vii) exploitation by the Western media and anti-nuclear
propagandists of the horrors of nuclear war (largely
irrelevant to the real argument, but highly
influential).
4, A separate but related factor was the rise in the
late 1970s of anti-Americanism in Western Europe,
stimulated by comments by leaders of the latter eg
Schmidt and Giscard; and by wider US-European disputes eg
over economic issues and the Middle East. Lack of
confidence in the US leadership was accompanied by
growing fears that any nuclear conflict would be limited

to Europe and would leave the super-powers untouched.

i)
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These fears thus led to the coupling argument for basing
US INF on European soil being turned on its head.
Anti-US sentiment allowed the Russians to make some play
with the unfounded claim that new US missiles were being
forced on unwilling Europeans. National (UK and French)
deterrents posed fewer of the political problems which
new US missiles for Europe presented.

5% Other general factors contributing to this
antagonism have been:

(a) the length of the recession. In the 1970s defence
spending rose in Western Europe in real terms by 2.7% per
year. But by the end of the decade the European record
had started to slip; tougher questions were being asked
about defence spending, as new generations of weapons (eg
Trident) became available;

(b) the knock-on effect of the greater readiness of
European governments to debate nuclear strategy with
Washington, and the demands for increased consultations.
No longer do the Americans have a relatively free hand
(nor do they wish one) in proposing and implementing the
nuclear policies of the Alliance;

(c) the rise of ecology, anti-civil nuclear energy and
feminist movements, providing an early base for
anti-nuclear weapon activity. These efforts were

assisted by the streak of pacifism in some parts of

- 4 -
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Europe. Coupled with these social trends is the problem
of the "successor generation" in the West: a
disproportionately large element of the "peace movement"
is composed of the better educated under 35's;

(d) the Soviet Union was able to exploit public anxieties
with its own propaganda, although its impact even on the
peace movements should not be over-stated:;

(e) the sentiment, not confined to the political left,
that despite its record the Soviet Union no longer
presented a real political or military threat to Western
Europe.

(f) the effect on European opinion of third world
attitudes, generally hostile to the East-West balance of
terror and particularly opposed to the continued presence
of nuclear weapons. The ability of the developing
countries to project their own views into the European
debate, while having no discernible impact at all in
Moscow, 1s of course a reflection on the relative
openness and receptivity of all three political systems.
TIT:

Differences

6. In general terms, there is a different
social/political ethic in Europe as one moves South. The
Northern countries tend to be more prosperous, literate,

articulate and politically aware, with highly developed

el
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social and political systems. In contrast, the Southern
countries are poor and relatively undeveloped. The
average Dane has the time, opportunity and inclination to
reflect on nuclear issues; the average Sicilian does not.
But why the specific differences in attitudes eg between
France and the FRG? To a large extent these result from
responses within individual countries to the general
factors discussed earlier. Local circumstances are also
important; these are discussed in the Annex. The present
Government in Greece is a law unto itself. Largely for
this reason public opinion there is subject to different
influences, and does not fit neatly into a relatively
simple analysis of European attitudes. (Differences in
the West are mirrored to a lesser degree in the countries
of Eastern Europe. There may be new opportunities in
this context for developing our policy of differentiating
between members of the Warsaw Pact; these go beyond the
scope of the present paper.)

7. Four particular elements can be identified as
reasons for the differences:

(1) political changes. In the North, between 1979 and
1982 governments of the left (UK, Belgium, Holland,
Denmark, Norway and the FRG) lost power, and subsequently
adopted positions often rather different to those they

had supported in government. In contrast, over this

w6
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period left-wing parties in France and Italy moved into
power or at least association with the government. These
political shifts gave political respectability and an
organised base for anti-nuclear activity in the North to
what before had been fringe groups. Recent figures
estimate that of the anti-nuclear demonstrators 50% in
the FRG adhered to the SPD and 50% to the Greens, 90% in
Italy and Holland came from the left wing, and most of
those in the UK did the same;

(ii) the contrary effects of anti-American feeling in
each country. In the UK latent anti-Americanism has made
the Government's policy less readily acceptable. The
same feeling in France, because of different
circumstances, has had nothing like the same impact. 1In
the FRG, traditionally close ties to the US have not
prevented anti-American elements having a
disproportionately large influence. 1In Italy similar
links have withstood the strain remarkably well;

(iii) the influence of the churches, with a particularly
clear division between Catholic and Protestant feeling.
It has been argued that Catholics tend to be more
sceptical and/or fatalistic about the prospects of a
nuclear conflict ever happening, and less concérned about
their own eventual fate. In any case, there could be

said to be a greater deference in Southern Europe -
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whether based on religious learnings or levels of
education - towards established authorities over complex
issues, such as nuclear strategy;

(iv) the relative influence of ecology and other radical
movements, especially in the FRG (the Greens). Such
movements have had little support in France.

AR

Lessons Learned

8. The key factors in European countries are not easily
susceptible_to external pressures. Social differences
are largely ingrained. And domestic political shifts
respond mainly to internal factors. To that extent, the
lessons to be learned - for the handling of public
opinion in Western Europe, and for relations with
Washington - are more applicable to general trends,
rather than specific differences.

9. The first lesson is that a strong and united
Alliance, despite its domestic political problems and
internal disputes in other areas, can succeed in carrying
its point with the electorate. This has been done at a
certain cost in the case of INF, with other foreign and
defence policies having to be adjusted at times to take
account of this overriding concern. But the extent of
the Western political success, and Soviet failure, should

not be overlooked. It will be essential to continue to

e, G
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demonstrate to the Russians our determination to maintain
a credible defence capability, and our solidarity in
doing so. For this, the example of the admirable
consultation over INF should be expanded to cover other
areas of Alliance activity.

1:0 . There is an evident need for a more educated
public opinion in matters of defence. Well organised
minorities in the "peace movements", despite the
fallacies in their arguments and their misrepresentation
of facts, have been able to exploit public ignorance (or
unwillingness to learn). Lack of Government information
and public debate in the 1960's and 1970's have
contributed to the misperceptions and permitted
mis-statements . 1In the words of Lord Carrington in
1981, a nuclear war that does not happen is preferable to
a conventional war that does. But until the concept of
extended deterrence is better understood, the arguments
in favour of nuclear weapons will not carry their full
weight.

¥ [y S We should trade more on the strong and widespread
apd support for membership of NATO, and for multilateral
(as opposed to one-sided) disarmament. A different
approach would be to adopt a more "national" attitude
towards defence, which by implication would be less

US-oriented or NATO-linked. France is the prime example
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of where this attitude has retained public support. But
France is not an INF-basing country; nor is she
intergrated into the NATO military structure. It would
be a cause for concern if other countries, such as the
Greeks and particularly the FRG, began to move down this
track. Instead, we should aim to emphasise to European
public opinion that the commitment to NATO is not made
out of some sense of altruism, but because we and our
Allies believe that collective defence is the best way to
ensure our own security.

12 This is not the time or place for a post-mortem on
the INF dual-track approach. However, since the
deployment element has become the focus of public
opposition to nuclear weapons, three points may be
relevant. In practical terms it was probably a mistake
to site some of the new INF systems close to highly
populated areas, and easily accessible to minority
pressure groups (compare events at Comiso with those at
Greenham Common). Land-based systems, on which the
Germans at one time insisted, provided more hostages to
fortune than other, admittedly less desirable options.
The rationale for choosing Pershing 2's and GLCMs had
perhaps as much to do with Pentagon politics as with
strategic theory. Secondly, the negotiating strategy

gave the Russians and anti-nuclear sentiment in the West
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four years on which to build and a precise target at
which to aim.

13 In addition, the original rationale for deployment
was to strengthen the coupling link between US nuclear
forces for the defence of Western Europe, and thus to
enhance the credibility of the deterrent effect. But the
negotiating strategy, on which the Germans in

particular insisted, concentrated public attention on
reductions as the prime aim. In the process, and
especially with the adoption of the zero option, the
coupling factor tended to be downplayed. The
establishment of parity, at least in Europe, as the
Western negotiating objective implicitly endorsed a
Eurostrategic balance as acceptable, adding to the
decoupling effect. This made it more difficult for
govérnments to explain why a Soviet continuing monopoly
in medium-range missiles was unacceptable, and to combat
Soviet demands for account to be taken of British ahd
French systems. More important, it failed to respond to
the underlying European concern about the US commitment
to their defence. The seminal comments in Schmidt's
Alistair Buchan lecture in 1977 reflected his growing
concern about the reliability of the US theatre nuclear
umbrella and the imbalance in conventional forces at a

time when parity in strategic forces had been achieved;
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thé increasing threat from the SS20 (which he did not
mention) was only one element in this concern. Arguably,
more emphasis on the coupling factor could have persuaded
the Germans, increasingly nervous about their American
defenders, to take the more relaxed view of the French
and the Italians who for different reasons were less
concerned about the US link.

14. But these theoretical considerations must be
weighed against the immediate political arguments for a
different course. The focus on the SS20 was needed for
public consumption, to underline the continuing Soviet
threat. The focus on reductions was needed to assuage
those againstldeployment. And the zero option, despite
its many flaws, was embraced by a German government
desperate to find any arms control gesture by the US
acceptable to their public opinion. Up to now, the
anti-INF movement has not been able to divert Western
governments from their chosen path. The argument for
deployment has so far carried the day, 1argely because it
is being conducted in terms of Alliance unity and
determination, not NATO's nuclear doctrine.

LS As for relations with Washington, the first lesson
is that the Europeans should do more to persuade the
Americans of the merits of consistency (or Schmidt's

"predictability") in their policies. The periodic bouts
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of qhest—thumping and radical changes of directions may
satisfy domestic/emotional pressures, but they do real
damage to the Alliance. However, just as domestic
politics in each European country are not very
susceptible to external pressure, so Washington will
remain, to some degree and in some circumstances,
unresponsive to the views of the Allies. But it is
striking that the latter still maintain the influence
they do with US leaders (Administration and Congress), at
least where Alliance issues are concerned.

16. In addition, the INF saga demonstrates the same
moral as the Siberian pipeline episode: that if we are to
keep the Americans on track, we must inject our thinking,
on presentation as well as substance, at all levels
(including the Congress); that dealing with the State
Department is no substitute for more widespread
exchanges; and that views delivered early carry twice the
weight of those that come later. These points are
relevant to the 1984 Presidential campaign; a Democratic
President might present us with new defence problems,
albeit of a different nature.

17 Events of the past few years have also emphasised
the need to maintain European confidence in US leadership
and trust in US judgement. The prime contribution to

this would be a demonstrated US readiness to re-—-engage in
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a political dialogue with the Soviet Union, a readiness
which could be best demonstrated in the form of a Summit
(however unlikely this will be over the next year). But
without a basic harmony between US and European
governments the trust of European publics may
increasingly be placed in national leaderships, as in the
case of France. Demands for dual key arrangements are of
course relevant to this point. National control prowvides
some protection to governments against opposition based
on genuine uncertainty about US intentions or straight
anti-Americanism.

18 . Mr Denis Healey used to say that 95 per cent of
NATO's defence capability was to reassure the Europeans,
and 5 per cent to deter the Russians. A prime
requirement is to recreate in Western Europe that sense
of réassurance about defence policy that the combination
of-rhetoric and misjudgement from Washington and
opposition policies in Europe have disturbed. European
governments will have to focus more directly on ways to
improve the claimate of East-West relations and to raise
the nuclear threshold, which more than anything will
provide the new reassurance.

19. Success in arms control will be an important
element in restoring a more balanced public attitude

towards nuclear weapons. On the other hand, such success
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will continue to be elusive, at least until such time as
the Russians are prepared to negotiate seriously in any
one of the five or six areas in which they are now
engaged. Arms control is caught in a vicious cricle: its
promotion requires a better East-West climate; but it is
one of the prime elements that should contribute to such
an improvement. A further deterioration in East-West
relations could not be offset by new success in arms
control, which itself requires a restoration in the
former dialogue between the superpowers.

20 . Meanwhile, it will be important that wéf%een to be
making the effort, even if the results are fewer and
slower than we would wish. The prime requirement is to
prevent the public perception gaining ground that the
arms race, once controlled by agreements with the
Russians, is now running out of control. In this
context, new US moves to develop military capabilities in
space could have a damaging effect on European opinion.
The merits of some form of arms control in this area
require closer and more sympathetic examination if both
strategic and political needs on the Western side are to

be met.

6 December 1983 Foreign and Commonwealth Office
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ANNEX

EUROPEAN PUBLIC OPINION AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS: SPECIFIC

FACTORS

United Kingdom

1. The latest demonstration (22 October) involved over

100,000 people; CND membership has increased in 4 years

from 3,000 to 70,000. These numbers are still relatively

small in relation to the size of population.

2 Particular reasons for anti-nuclear sentiment are:
(i) the Labour Party move to unilateral disarmamentlin

1981;

(ii) the influence of some Protestant denominations.
The Anglican and Catholic churches in England and Wales
remain in favour of deterrence and multilateral
disarmament;

(iii) latent anti-Americanism, stimulated by the
performances of Carter and Reagan; and

(iv) isolationist tendencies (Mr Enoch Powell etc) and
uncomfortable links with Europe (EEC, but not NATO).
These stem in part from a failure to recognise that a
medium-size power cannot continue to have permanent
interests without having permanent friends.

FRG

3. Recent demonstrations have involved a total of some

= 1 =
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half-a-million people but no single event has produced
the same numbers as similar events in 1981 or 1982.
4. Specific factors relevant to the FRG are:

(1) the trauma of National Socialism and its legacy.
This continues to exercise a powerful influence on
West Germans, including the young. They are determined
that German territory should never again become a
battle-ground and they see the international community
moving towards this fate, spurred by the rhetoric in East
and West and the increasing pace of the arms race;

(ii) the belated recognition that the shift to a
strategy of flexible response implies a greater risk of
conflict, both conventional and nuclear, on German soil,
coupled with the appreciation that the geographical
position of the FRG and its strategic importance will
always put it in the forefront of any battle. Public
opinion was deeply affected when US readiness, implicit
in NATO's long-established doctrine, to contemplate a
limited nuclear war (in Germany, presumably) was made
more explicit;

(iii) the decline in East-West relations. This affects
the Germans more than any other member of NATO, in terms
of the inner-German dialogue and their extensive links
with and interests in Warsaw Pact countries;

(iv) the move into opposition of the SPD and the rise of
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the Greens;

(v) renascent nationalist feeling, with the traditional
deference to American leadership becoming harder to
sustain, under pressure of declining confidence in US
judgement and the influence of German economic
interests.

France

Die Opposition in France has been declining and is now
scarce. On 22 October only some 30,000 people went into
the Paris streets to demonstrate.

6. Factors of particular importance are:

(1) the national French deterrent, dependent on no
other nation for development, manufacture, control and
targetting. There is no shortage of anti-Americanism in
France but, unlike the UK and the FRG, it does not spill
over into the nuclear debate. 1In addition, France is not
an INF-basing country;

(ii) the entry to power of the left wing in 1981;
(iii) the major peace movement is organised by and
equated with the pro-Moscow Communist party, a declining
though still significant force in French politics (which
supports the national deterrent);

(iv) the small ecology movement does not carry much
political weight;

(v) the tradition of Gaullist patriotism remains
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strong, and although anti-American, pro-nuclear;

(vi) the Catholic Church, and the Catholic mentality
remain powerful influences on French psychology, despite
the anti-clerical traditions:

(vii) the French dialogue with the East has continued
throughout the lean yvears as detente collapsed. There is
consequently less fear in France or less public
perception that the decline in US-Soviet relations will
have a direct effect on their own fate;

(viii) France's independent defence posture allows her a
greater degree of freedom to take initiatives in arms
control than is given to other members of the Alliance.
(The last two such initiatives were Giscard's CDE
proposal in 1978, and Mitterand's conditional espousal in
1983 of a five-nation nuclear conference.) This in turn
provides public opinion with the impression of greater
control over their own destiny in the East-West struggle.
The actual significance of the initiatives should not
however be over—-estimated.

Italy

7. The latest demonstration involved an unexpectedly
large total of some 300,000. But this is not
representative of Italian opinion, which remains less
concerned about INF deployment and about nuclear weapons

more generally than its Northern partners.
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82 ITtalian attitudes can be explained in terms of:
(i) the association of the Socialist left with the
government in a number of areas including INF basing;

(ii) the reluctance of the Communist party, for
electoral reasons, to exploit its full potential for
opposition;

(iii) the lack of official Catholic Church support for
the peace movement;

(iv) the relatively recent formation of the peace
movement in its current form, dating from the decision
to station Cruise missiles on Italian soil;

(v) the remoteness of the basing area from the centre,
combined with local interest in jobs and construction
contracts; and

(vi) the "historical cynicism" of the Italians towards
the espousal of such causes as "peace", ecology, animal
rights etc.

Holland

9. A hot bed of anti-nuclear sentiment, the 22 October
demonstration put 400,000 people on the streets.

10. Opposition to nuclear weapons spreads across the
political spectrum with considerable right-wing (CDA)
opposition to INF deployment. Even if the left were not
now in opposition, it is doubtful whether the political

process in the Netherlands at present could produce
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unequivocal and explicit support for NATO's nuclear
doctrines. The churches, including the Catholic Church,
continue to exercise a strong anti-nuclear influence.

Belgium

11. The latest events involved some 120,000 people.

12. Belgium is a classic case of a public uneducated

in defence matters; the lack of a firm government, with
the left in opposition; and widespread concern about the
decline in East-West relations and the absence of a
dialogue with the Soviet Union.

Denmark

13. A weak centre-right coalition government without a
majority on security issues faces increasing anti-nuclear
sentiment from the Social Democrats and the left.
Denmark, like Norway, has never permitted the stationing
of nuclear weapons on her soil in peacetime. Although
there is good public support for NATO membership, Danish
public opinion, which reflects traditional Nordic
attitudes of isolationism and neutralism, has never given
defence spending a high priority especially in
competition with social welfare requirements.

Norway

1l4. The Conservative Government which took office in
1981 (a Conservative/centre coalition since 1983) has

maintained strong Norwegian support for NATO membership
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and taken a robust line on nuclear issues. But this has
been at the expense of the breakdown of the historic
consensus on security issues in Norwegian politics, with
the moderate opposition Labour Party now openly against
the Alliance nuclear strategy and the growth of a
considerable anti-nuclear movement. Soviet actions, eg
in Afghanistan and submarine incidents in Northern waters
have been a partial check to this. But Norwegian opinion
also reacts unfavourably to American policy and the
highly articulate views of the more anti-nuclear Sweden
and Finland re-enforce this trend.

Greece

15 In contrast to the rest of Europe, where peace
movements and anti-nuclear forces still reflect minority
views, in Greece the Papandreou government "embraces" the
peace movements (as he claimed recently to the Times).
The Prime Minister espoﬁses a nuclear freeze, a delay in
INF deployments, and the creation of a nuclear free zone
in the Balklans; he would prefer a Europe free of both
NATO and the Warsaw Pact (but recognises that Greece's
security needs require membership of NATO, not least
because Turkey is a member). In all those respects, the
Greek Government is unique in Western Europe; and anti-
nuclear opinion, far from having to oppose Government

policy, has a free run with Government backing.
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16 Among the factors responsible for the Government's
position are:

(i) widely-based anti-US sentiment, based on the belief
that the US was in some measure responsible for the
dictaorship of the Colonels and the Turkish invasion of
Cyprus in 1974. The Greeks believe the US takes the
Turkish side in Greco-Turkish dispute. An anti-American
stance also fits well with Papandreou's desire to present
an independent, 'multi-dimensional' foreign policy
(although this has not prevented the signing of an
agreement for the continuation of the US bases in Greece
for at least another five years);

(ii) the belief in Athens that Greek interests are not
threatened from the Soviet Union but from their Eastern
neighbours. To some extent, therefore, Greece is subject
to the same influences as other European countries: anti-
US feeling and "Southern" readiness to defer in complex
issues to the Government's view. But, to a larger
extent, it does not fit neatly into any analysis covering
the rest of Europe.

Spain

17\ There is little government backing for peace
movements, which are widely perceived as Communist-
inspired. However, there is strong anti-nuclear feeling,

where the government is pledged not to allow the
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stationing of nuclear weapons on Spanish soil. While the
Socialist Government is committed to reconsider Spain's
position in NATO, which is opposed by between 60-80 per
cent of Spaniards, they are firmly committed to support
Western defence. They have confirmed the renewal of a

bases agreement with the US.
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE WHITEHALL LONDON SWI1A 2HB

TELEPHONE O1-218 9000
DIRECT DIALLING O1-218..2.1.1.1/3

MO 22/7 (A) | 5th December 1983

¢ A &

I have now had an opportunity to see the film "The Day After". . In

my view its content and political direction provide an unbalanced

"THE DAY AFTER"

portrayal of the role of nuclear weapons in deterrence. Nuclear deter-
rence 1is designed to prevent - and in fact has prevented for 40 years -

events of the kind depicted in the film from ever happening in Europe.

I understand that Yorkshire Television have offered me the chance

to take part in a dlscu551on before an invited audience after the film.
, Those taking part will no doubt represent the spectrum of opinion on
the issues raised in the film; and discussion of this sort will not §
balance the viewpoint of the film itself. I should therefore be grateful%
for your agreement that I should be given an opportunity to be interviewed

immediately after the film has been shown next Saturday evening to %
present the Government's case and to provide a proper balance on thlS |
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Michael Heseltine
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important issue.
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Lord Thomson of Monifieth KT PC
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Thank you for your letter of 5th December about

the discussion programme to follow the transmission
of "The Day After" on Saturday, 10th December.

I can assure you that I and my IBA colleagues
are wholly committed to seeing that the treatment
of discussion on nuclear strategy is conducted on a
properly impartial basis, in accordance with the
general rules of public broadcasting.

Yorkshire Television's invitation to you to
. take part in Saturday's programme was extended to
| you through your Department's officials last
Wednesday, 30th November. I am sorry if there has
been any misunderstanding. It was always
Yorkshire's intention that you should be given the
first opportunity to contribute immediately
foITowing “"The Day After" and they propose a
separate interview with you to be conducted by
Robert Kee. This could be done either in Leeds or
inanother studio and would then be followed by a
general studio discussion in which Yorkshire would
hope you might play a part. You may on the other
hand wish simply to be interviewed and then leave
the studio. If so, there would be no suggestion
that you had then abandoned the discussion.

-Amongét other contributors who have been
invited are Denis Healey, Robert MacNamara, General
Rogers and Joan Ruddock.
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I believe that Yorkshire Television's proposals
will meet the IBA's requirements for due
impartiality and also meet your own concerns that

the Government's case should be fully presented.

. "The Rt. Hon. Michael Heseltine, MP,

' Secretary of State for Defence,
Ministry of Defence, . ; : y L
Whitehall, * ; ' E
London, |
SW1A 2HB.:
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MO 18/1/2 | 2nd December 1983

@A\b

Thank you for your letter of 24thﬁN66émber enclosing your

policy statement "On Making Peace in a Nuclear World".

I do not propose to comment on your statement. I should be
happy to meet a small delegation from the British Council of Churches
as soon as this can be arranged. Perhaps you could get in touch

with my office about the timing of this meeting.

Michael Heseltine

The Reverend Dr Philip Morgan
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