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MINISTER

The Hague 23 November 1979

VAM DEFENSIE No. 459.618B/G

B6-727770%-223

\{

Deax colleague,

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

The mwhmd_ﬁowbﬂ concerns the relationship between the production

decision and the deployment of the new weapons. As you know the

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

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

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

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

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

of arms control negotiations.
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Apart from this the proposed number of 572 warheads is clearly in the
upper range of the 200 to 600 additional warheads recommended to us as

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

political effect.

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

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

Thirdlx and finally there is the question of the total Netherlands

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

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

Sincerely,
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Minister van Defensie
Secr.

Asn: de Minister-Presgident

Bijgaande teksten werden hedgprqm 14.%0 uur

iﬁhfdﬁmﬁ de Engelse ambagegadeurigan ‘Minister
Scholten overhandigd. \

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

5-12-1979

i B 23803-01-425820%-3

5
o,



Wils h iCenter Digital Archive Original Scan

STATE FOR DEFENCE 10 T

Thank vou veéry much for your pﬂrsona} letter of 25 A T

about LRTEF modernisation. I have sdmired the seriocusnes e
detate on Hhis issus in the Wetherl ends, even when 1 have amr
with particular points made; snd I vaiue the opportunity to coifer
my views on the aspects to which your letter draws attention.

E The first is the concept of sepavdting in btiuwe the des oS

I on production and on deployment. Frankly, L believe The di netion

! hetween the two iz, in all the civcumstancss of today's Si'f 100,
sn unreal one. A British Prime Minister of pasty a vs used Lo say
it dis unwise to cross a chasm in two 1e:ps", That, in ny Jjudgemeny,
ig what a “deuC+lOﬂ/d6plOVlCﬂL split would be dolng, The worid,
and in particular the Soviet Union., would recognise that had

taken only half a decision: more ﬂanWuUAOflv thev would
H f

MR NS 5

thet the missing half was the E&?G ean half, This would

=
C:b
=
o~
iy
)
£1]
e

failure of will snd would in my judgement be profound]
. damaging to Allisnce cohesiocn, credibilily and securibty - :
| to the prospect of real arms control. It could have a maj:
| on US-European relations. '

0

. T fear I cannot agree that to divide the two componer i of
de“isionc now would smount to the ssme s is pr0§oseﬁ in th
ntegrated declsion docurent. What that document EHv¢bdgbﬁ. in
tileCLa o that we should take firm decisions now but shoulc
acknowleq%e that we shall be prepared to modify them later ii tra
other side gives us solld and assured reasons for doing so, Th
& fundamentally different politicel and negotiating }Tﬁp@ﬁltiﬂﬁ
the one which thc GDA hxs.¢nd1cdt@d it requires the Russlians
react positively {0 our arms COHufO¢ 1n1t;au¢xd, ratll 1
the onus on the alliance: that scems to me to be or

-~

‘Si.: d—

¥
not seb up a patbers in which the burden of lrgaJ C.0%
always upon NATO. I woild however be ready when we u
on 10~ December to consider wilh you whether there we

which we might help on presentation.

e oy

I believe we shouid r&miﬂ? ourselves of the reality d the Soviet
position. Mr Brezhnev has offered HOuuljﬁ in reiration Lo his own
IRETNF prograsme except a 5cncraL offer, thout any detall of
or UMb & 21, to withdraw soume systens {row @ ;

the range of his systeuws, both old and new, he couid easily

such an offer without chﬂnvzno in the least the thrsat
Furope. He has not offersd in any way to halt his own
falresdy larger znd far wmore advenced Than NATC's. (Ina
1Mr Asron reported to the Alliance on 28 liovember, the
> |8820 warheads alone denloved or being deplored, cuite Azl
7 |Boviet LRTN systems, already exceeds the totol proposad
|progyvamne, ) Hde hes not oirered even g wmoraborium 00 N1
Jeployhents, shbill less on procucticn. He says in o=2ife
ﬂot stop our programme but you must pot s : Ir
spective positions, we are preparec to i S
rt L would nn” be resdy to negobiate anvcalmﬂ

n
ia basis, in politics or my daily affairs.

CUNPIDENDTLAT,
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-he centrsl congiderabtions: but let me
I have every sympathy with Haroid
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“orﬁ’w poiﬂt tha nnot l“aSOHH ak the US Congress to fumd
*br proviaion of Pea“O“ yst emg for n allies-have not
committed themselves even to accept £. This iz reinforceaed
by the fact that the U3 is tahing a1 ] smerous view financially
of how to nmeet what is predominantly, in ite H7G'G?lblﬁo$ a require-
pent driven by Turopean views. Secondly, there is a real pro nlem of

preparation tinme. Procedures may be different in your COUﬂij Dk
-3 3

in the UX we wust begin to teke praciical steps guite soon - within
months - if we are Ho be ready for basiag in 1985. It would be
politically and practically iwmpossible for we to embark on these
steps if no clear deployment decislion had been taken.

You railged also the guestlon of numbers. This has alweys besn
s difficult mdbteT 1 @gree, since tne reguirement has to be in the

end a matter of lnLormed Juugement (“bL the ssuwe a5 a guess, of course)
rathe t}ap f oprecise calceulati iny of us might no doubt have

her different jJ ¢5ementg But for wy part L T&maro
as quite reasonable, and I certainly sece no sig
that could be shown to be markedly better based
rities, a3 you kmow, would have preferrad g ni
and ~xeﬂ if in the end the programme has to be Tully implement
LATHE t“@nx‘h Wiil still be much smaller then 1ts uOVl“b Luuq*C““dfna}
The figure is now firmly in The puol ¢ dofigim, anc to cut 1t would

offer no improvement in security, in #1lxdnce credibility, or in
control prospecis - Lf anything rather The reverse in this lagt
No grest finencial saving would accrue to any of the basing counbries.
Py own counlry has alre 5uy and -ouTg continue to have hased in 1t #

figure o)

the
fie:

larger number of LRETNF Th sny other: yeh we seek no reduction nov.
4s to the idea of taking a 1owﬁr figure snd being ready to increasc

&
% il &rms conbtrofl lails, I disagree with bthig fundamenteily 88 &,
Ci_ COMmMONGEHee Nego 1rt;1? gtrate g It “Fulf nplace the orvus

1o make o ! NCE iui; 1 confused and dinl Ol
CITCUMSLanCE '“reas 1T endorse the v1ﬂv of #lmost all

Se who nave sxperl ¢ in arme control negotiations with the S
Union that the only way to get good results is o make clear that
cannot secure outcomes they want without moving themselves. 1 4o
aC‘“pL the.view Shat to start with one's full reguirement 1s €0 assuns
the failure of arms control: I believe rather that to assume its
SHCCGuu premsturely is a very likely way. to bring sbout such fsilure.

(%

There are a ffw other penerdl DOlP*s T should like to make. The
concept of the nuclear iﬁtcuno}d is of concern Lo mapy in our
countries. I do ﬁob think it nas vet been suificiently understood
that the present progranme would dc%vailv help to raise that throshoid.

Tt wounld, by reduvcing the pre-lzunch vuln rerability of miTO'“ land-

“based LRINF, reduce the temwptation to an adversary fo mount 2

pre—en ;b ve nuclear strike; amnd il would help release duQWmﬁ?pabie

siversit from nuclear assignments like QRA, in order to reinforce

convenbional strength. These seem to me significant positive factors.
Mirelly, I know it s common ground between us that we should

pitinately view thig in the conbewh of the Alliance which is so vitel

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

Jcarelul
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implications e

=

v

carciul discussion end debave, 1in ch we 211 argue our uo nte: we
prevail on scome, we coancede on othera. DThe LINNY work nss bee
thorough snd admirsble exercise of precisely this kind., M Q2
nas ggiﬁvenced 3hc cultcome: zo¢, very clearly, Eas toe ﬂ 2}
bhe pachace Delorc L3 1l Decenbel WLLD Deoar your positiy
L oinm wWays (ura epphasis on arms control, 1o in Tesne JEEN
: the corcent ol the 'shift™ study snd a firm date for 1%, Jhéb t@ ‘ake
! Some exnoples). HNot evely Zspech 18 precisely as you would wish, or
indeed a5 the UK would. At the en ¥ the day, we each of us have
to take our national decisions. We must consider whether 1t is
bebter for our own and Western security for each of us te be
verfectly right (28 we see it) in is 1at10m, or to be perhaps
imnerfect] together., The Alliasnce is bullt on the principle
that th bétter The LOV( ment of which I aw a2 werber 1o
a .

ok
) o
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fcz us nati

ok ®
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that our and partic
our partn mueh ~ will

on that view.
Oue 11y

ib prachbical i
;or other Iur

11¢aﬂ0

We e
crids, which
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ﬁas'been
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SHCRETARY CF & T ANDE
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i : LA, B 4 Fali! Yy e S R V5 by rmcra i it
I thought it might be helpful, givern the especislly private paBly on WALoh
g !

vou disclesed to me the ideas you were considering for adjusiiments

; T 1 s e . . W o Tarari
nuclear roles, if T replied to you on thess separately from my mors general

comments on the

-t

aB 3 i P Tyt ey - + el ma oo o 2
Let me firet say that I am most appreciative thal you have aseh Mg 5o Su..

inte your confidence cn all this.

- . Il " - - 1, e r T oo S
1 ought to preface my specific comments by three peinis. Moestly, 1 asswne

throughout that any adjustments would be made essentially to complensnt an

A TRTURT L

affirmative Netherlands decision to participate in LRTHEF on the basis O whe Bl

programue. Secondly, I would even on that assumption still h
£

adjusiments elsevhere should waltl, a&

(")

your decis

Ol

i

on the precise

te me logical, upen the oulcome of the NATC “shift" study to whish you yourselves
o - o . o paa g e P YR
. consideravie significance. L offer comumenis 1n advance 01 woat

‘ - . . T e "t

coliective work with gome reluctance. Thirdly, T would regard lhe visws ol ih
i

FATO militery avihorities as of gread impertances and I hope Zhey may nave an

oprortunity 16 give their own professicnal advice.

gt

these provisos, @ coffer the following:

=t
.
ot

sek to dissusde you from relingquishing the asomis

e
o
o —
-
o
o
!_-'
jo 8
]
[4]
o
i
s

demolition munitions rolse.

—~
o

h—_
CD
E.J
1.

srly, we would not

e
& iait e s FLEL
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We do see considerable value, on prosent evidsaoe, Four retaining

an artillery capability, and I am glad to understand thad you envisage
no defisio en this in advance of the Yshift" study.

We should be extremely morry to see you give u? the nuclear role for you
WMPS& sireraft. The weapons are now gtored in the UK, and we are content
to continue this arrengerment. The NATO maritime autherities, and cur
own, would be concerned about any reduction in the span and flexibilit)
of Alliance maritime nuclear capability, which is already far from

And vour withdrawal would s

litical value in mal

a broad basis of AXliance

taining dual cap or raft en ki
participation, and Saceur has already cxpressed oond about the
dWindlihg stooks of dual-—cepable alreraft at hie disposal. ts
recegnise however the argoment in the TG report thet Y

the conveniional

rake
role. NS o
or: the hasis you described o me - that is, in paraliel with GLOW
Geployment — to vithdraw progressively from this area of effert in
respest of your F.16s as leess demaging than recuctions in artillery or
KPL,
T hope these indications of the UX standpoint — which I have approached in
to te as consiructively helpful as I pessibly can in your difficulsy
gtances ~ will be of wvaluve to you in reaching your de isgions.
If you feit that an Alliance agreement in Decesber on & positive siatement
/é’; bouth

T
ES L SR

£
i
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about adjusimenie in the Hetherlands ruolenr role would be of
importaence Yo you 1o enable cipate in the THF

Todernisaztion progra nce that to the

extent I have descridb gtend in your way. I hope
though, that you would agree rnot to let this Levome kuoown until we achieve

agreement in Tecember on this and ths meny of

parliamentary debate nex

Lo e i R ni Ve,
\_,L.{..; [ 1‘::-,1-) E4r*LpL .JAL

ther dsoues we have to setile. Fut

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



