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The Rt, Hon, J. Selwyn Lloyd
by Alfred Coldberg
May 30, 1963
What were the basic motivations for the creation and maintenance of a
British nuclear deterrent force?
The Labour Government made the decision to develop the atom bombj; the
Conservative government made the d ecision about the thermonuclear temt.
T think that the rezsons for those decisions were the following. we nad
had s part in the oriziral enterrrise. e "&d orovided our share of the
hrgine for it. Some of those eminent scientists were still avallsble to
us. The Melenon hct seemed vniair. lost immortant of all, we still had
very large responsibilities overseas., We believed that we had a role to
play in wWorld affairs and our influence was likely to be greater if we
had our own nuclear deterrent,
Is it your impression that the fundamental groundwork for this force had
been laid before the Conservatives came back into power in 19517 Then
was the decision made to go ahead with nuclear deterrent force?
T have no records with me and I can therefore only speak from memory. I
do not know the extent to which the groundwork had been done before we
returned to pnower nor do I remember when the decision was made, In fact
T was Minister of State at the time, concerred primarily with United
‘setions affaires, and sbroad a great deal., A decision of this sort would

not be recorded “n minutes siven wide distribution. Therefore I cannot

help you.
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Did any international events accelerate the btuilding of this force —-
both the bombers and the thermonuclear bomb?

We must have been influerced by the Korean War and the military con-
Tfrontation between East and West which took place then, You mention
Suez. The incident of 1956 had nothing to do with it., OCn the other
hand I would say that the developmernt of the V-bomber force affected
the decision to relinquish the base in the Suez Cenzl Zone made in
195h, wWe had 120,000 troops tied up in Zzypt end it was thought that
the large base there was no longer necessary tecause we were entering
into a new phase in strategic planning marked by planes with far longer
ranges, carrying bombs far more destructive, I think it was really a
case of the nuclear deterrent nrogramme affecting our international
decisions rather than vice versa,

Why did it take Britain longer than Fussia to develop the atomic bomb
end nuclear deterrent force?

T do not know to what emtent that is true with regard to the bomb
itself, So far as aircraft were concerned, one reason for our slow-
ness was that the British aircraft industry was trying to do too much;
there were too many units in the industry and toc many different types
of nlanes being attempted., IW addition, for quite a long time the
system of procurement was faulty. Duncan Sandys, my oredecessor at
the Ministry of Sunply, started to improve the situation and I carried
on after him, Orizinally if the military requirement hsd been stated
and the specification drawn up, only one or two prototypes were
ordered, If there was ar accident to the prototype & great deal of
time was lost. Sandys started a system of ordering a developnent

batch of about 20 aircraft. It seemed expensive; in fact it was
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cheaper in the long run. It was not a question of us hanging back
either at the Ministry of Supply or the Ministry of Defence., We were
just as disappointed as anyone that production was not quicker, Nor
was it a question of shortage of money, The money was provided in
the anmnval estimates but the amounts alloted were rarely, if ever,
spent, The shortages in production were the cause. DNor do I think
that there was a feeling that we need not hurry because there was a
€ nuclear force to protect us.

OCne has to think of Britain as it was in the first few years
after the War. We had been badly battered. There were many short-
ages, Our resources were fully absorbed in reconstruction and exports.
The Socialist government spent a great deal of its time and energy
nationalizing certain industries. Then came the Korean War. When
the Conservatives got in, our gold and dollar reserves were disappear-
ing at a rate which would have finished us in six months. So we had a
great many other things cn our mind.

You ask whether things would have gsone quicker if the Conservatives
had won the 19LS Flection., I believe that they would. Nationalization
created a great many problems and diverted a great deal of energy., I
think Attlee was probably as decisive as anybody on this businese but
there were other nriorities, When it came to Korea, the Labour Covern-
ment were responsibtle for the over ordering of aircraft, Turther large
orders were placed before the reliability of particular azircraft has
been proved, I think it can also be said against the Conservatives that
we too were slow in improving the organisation of the aircraft industry.

It was not only about 1959 that that wss firally done,
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Did Britain have less influence during the years that it did rot have
a riuclear deterrent force than it has had since?

Yo, I do not think that that was the case. Germary was prestrate,
France was enfeebled, Italy and Japnan were in grave difficulties. We
had substantial military forces and a great deal of real estate, bases
snd military installation all over the world. We were workings very
cleosely with the 7. &,

The slow rate of development of our nuclear deterrert force was
not a decisive factor in our influence.

Was the development of the nuclear deterrent force accomplished at the
expense of the DBritish contrivution to WATCY

I do not think so, I have always teen rather heretical about the British
contribution to NATC. I thought as Minister of Defence, Foreign Secretzry
and Chancellor of the Exchequer that it was beyond our canability, for
balance of vayment reasons, to carry out the obliration entered into in
195L to "Western Turovean Tnion. In fact the obligation was not to be
bindine if we were in balance of payments difficulties, Tn 1957 I
therefore negotiated, on balance of payments grounds, a reduction in

size of our MATO forces to 55,000 intwc steps. e were only just able

to get by ‘n these yearérbecause the Americen forces stationed in this
country were bringing in substantial foreign exchange,., Unless some way
is found of solving the balence of payments side of it, T do not con-
sider we can afford to maintain cur troons in western Zermany. The
development of the nuclear deterrent force had little or nothing to do

with this.




Uzs the nursuit of nuclear nower 'y Britain anc Irance plaved an
importent nart in frustrating the develooment of a powerful M/ TO
conventional war capacity?

Yo, I do not believe this to be the case. The French contribution

was affected orimarily by Indo-China #nd Alzeria. Our contribution

was affected chiefly as I have just said, by the balance of payments.
Some of the military experts misht argue differently and say it was

the end of conscription and our commitments elsewhere that made cur

YATO contribution difficult for us., I do not agree that that was the
regl reason., As Foreisn Secretary I never pressed my colleagues to
increase our contribution to VATO because I was rconvirced that we could
not afford the cost across the exchanges. The United States were to
some extert in the same boat but nrcportionstely the bturden was heavier
for vs and we had more slender reserves to meet it,

What prioritieg -ere ~iven to the creation of the ruvclear deterrent force?
So far as I remember there was what was called superpriority for certain
types of eircraft.

Did the creation of the nuclear deterrent force procduce the conseguences
that its creators desired?

T believe that during the 1950's it did lead to a closer relationship
between the US and ourselves, than otnerwise would have beer the case.
Tt is not widely realized how important the British contribution and
the American aircraft based on Britain were, for geographical reasons.
The first wave would have come from here snd our own aircraft were a
larve elzsment inthat.

T think that our influence in othercountries was increased. It

gave us a rather special wmosition and added weight to our councils,




For examnle, in the RBaghdad Pact, the fact that we, a full member,
had a nuclear capability that could be used from Cyprus, was a
factor that increased our starding.

What are the basic justifications for the continued maintensnce of
a British nuclear force?

Self defence, and the need to play a part in important decisions.
T doubt whether it is nracticable to prevent the spread of

nuclear weanons., 1T other countries are going to have them, i, e,

Communist Chins, France, and several others which I covld rame but

will not, I do not consider that Britain should be without them,






