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The following motions for resolution were referred to the Political Affairs

Committee by plenary at its sittings on:

9 March 1981, the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr SCHALL and others on

European political cooperation on matters of security policy (Doc. 1-931/80),

13 March 1981, the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr LOMAS and others on
peace and security (Doc. 1-30/81),

16 September 1981, the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr SCHALL and others,
on the two-part NATO decision (Doc. 1-497/81),

16 November 1981, the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr EFREMIDIS and others,
on the European Parliament's support for the Member States of the EEC in their
endeavours for peace (Doc. 1-700/81),

18 November 1981, the motion for a resolution tabled by Mrs GAIOTTI de BIASE and

others, on balanced and controlled disarmament (Doc. 1-760/81),

18 November 1981, the motion for a resolution tabled by Mrs LIZIN and others, on
peace in Europe (Doc. 1-766/81),

18 December 1981, the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr GLINNE and others, on
the USA-USSR disarmament negotiations in Geneva (Doc. 1-904/81)

15 February 1982, the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr VAN AERSSEN, and others

on the violation of Swedish territorial waters by a Soviet submarine (Doc. 1-784/81),

14 June 1982, the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr EPHREDEMIS and others on the
second UN Special Session on Disarmament (Doc. 1-268/82).

At its meeting of 21-23 April 1981, the Political Affairs Committee decided to draw

up a report on European Political Cooperation and European Security.

At its meeting of 13 May 1981, Mr HAAGERUP was appointed rapporteur.

The Political Affairs Committee considered the draft report at its meetings of

22-24 September 1982 and 3 November 1982.

At the last meeting it adopted the motion for a resolution as a whole by 33 votes

to 5 with 4 abstentions.
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The following took part in the vote:

Mr Rumor, chairman; Mr Haagerup, first vice-chairman and rapporteur; Mr Fergusson,
third vice?chairman; Mr Antoniozzi, Mr Balfe (deputizing for Mr Lomas), Mr Barbi,

Mr Battersby (deputizing for Lord Douro), Mr Berkhouwer, Lord Bethell, Mr Bettiza,

Mr Deniau (deputizing for Mr Lalor), Mr Deschamps, Mr Ephremidis, Mr Fellermaier
(deputizing for Mr B. Friedrich), Mr Gawronski (deputizing for Mr Donnez),

Mr Habsburg, Mr Hansch, Mrs Hammerich, Mr von Hassel, Mrs van den Heuvel, Mr Jaquet,
Mr Klepsch, Mr Kyrkos (deputizing for Mr Piquet), Mr Langes (deputizing for Mr Bournias),
Mrs Macciocchi (deputizing for Mr Cariglia), Mr de La Malene, Mr d'Ormesson
(deputizing for Mr Diligent), Mr Paisley (deputizing for Mr Romualdi), Mr Pelikan
(deputizing for Mrs Gredal), Mr Penders, Mr Plaskovitis, Mr Price (deputizing for

Lord 0'Hagan), Mr Ripa di Meana (deputizing for Mr van Miert), Mr Schall, Mr Schieler,
Mr Segre, Mr J.M. Taylor (deputizing for Lady Eltes), Mrs Theobald-Paoli (deputizing
for Mr Motchane), Mr Turner (deputizingfor Sir James Scott-Hopkins), Mr Walter

(deputizing for Mr Brandt), Mr Wawrzik (deputizing for Mrs Lenz), Mr Zagari.
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The Political Affairs Committee hereby submits to the European Parliament

the following motion for a resolution, together with explanatory statement.

MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION

on European Security and European Political Cooperation

The European Parliament,

A confident of the contribution which the Member States of the European
Community can make to international peace and stability by acting in

unison,

B calling for a European peace and securitypolicy which aims at stabilizing
East-West relations and promoting detente, a constructive North-South

dialogue and effective crisis management,

C recognising that questions related to European Security are not the
exclusive concern of Member States, but of vital importance to all the

signatories of the Helsinki Final Act,

D gravely disturbed by the continued increase in the number of nuclear
weapons in the world and by the vast amount of money spent on these and

on ever more sophisticated conventional weapons,

E associating itself with the preoccupation of the peoples of the Community

with both European and global security problems,

F understanding the widespread concern with the threat of a nuclear war
expressed by way of demonstrations, mass meetings, books, pamphlets and

petitions,

G whereas adequate defence measures and arms control are two sides of the
same coin: a balanced security policy designed to prevent war and not

merely nuclear war,

H deploring the lack of progress in disarmament and arms control negotiations,

- 5~ PE 80.082/fin.



expressing 1ts support for the ongoing arms control and arms reduction talks
dealing with Intermediate Nuclear Forces (INF), Strategic Arms Reduction
(START), and Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR) in the hope that they

will ensure European and global peace and security and reduce the vast arms

arsenal of the super-powers and others,

convinced that arms control negotiations between East and West are important
for both sides, that they should take the form of a continuous process and
that they should be aimed at mutual security based on balanced military rel-

ations at the lowest possible arms Level,

recommending continued close consultations within European Political Cooperation

(EPC) for the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE),

having regard tc the importance of measures to promote genuine trust as a pre-

requisite for and complement to balanced arms reduction in both East and West,

recognising that, while the European Community and its institutions have no
explicit responsibility for defence and military security, the Parliament can

discuss any matter that seems to it relevant,

realizing the impossibility of separating a large number of foreign policy issues

of vital interest to Europe from their direct or indirect security implications,

taking into account, that the concept of European peace and security goes beyond
those issues which are related to military defence and embraces non-military
aspects of security such as the furtherance of global peace and stabiltity,

international order and the protection of world trade,

supporting the decision by the governments of the Ten to include questions related

to political security in their deliberations and consultations within the context

of European Political Cooneration,

convinced that a new war in Europe is not the solution to our political problems

and that a rnuclear war would result in the destruction of European civilization,

concerned that in recent times there has been an increasing tendency to solve

political problems between states using war as an instrument of policy,

recognising that peace is also threatened by economic crises and that worldwide
tensions are increased when, as in Poland, the population and particularly the

working population are denied the right to participate in the construction of
a free and just order,
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U

having regard to the following motions for resolutions presented by:

Mr SCHALL and others, on behalf of the Group of European People's Party
(Christian Democrat Group), on European political cooperation on matters
of security policy (Doc. 1-931/80),

Mr LOMAS and others, on peace and detente (Doc. 1-30/81),

Mr SCHALL and others, on behalf of the Group of the European People's Party
(Christian Democratic Group), on the two-part NATO decision (Doc.1-497/81),

Mr EFREMIDIS and others, on the European Parliament's support for the Member
States of the EEC in their endeavours for peace (Doc. 1-700/81),

Mrs GAIOTTI DE BIASE and others, on behalf of the Group of the European

People's Party (CD Group), on balanced and controlled disarmament (Doc. 1-760/81:

Mrs LIZIN and others, on peace in Europe (Doc. 1-766/81),

Mr GLINNE and others, on behalf of the Socialist Group, on the USA-USSR

disarmament negotiations in Geneva (Doc. 1-904/81),

Mr VAN AERSSEN and others, on behalf of the Group of the European People's

Party, on the violation of Swedish territorial waters by a Soviet submarine
(Doc. 1-784/81),

Mr EPHREMIDIS and others, on the second UN Special Session on Disarmament
(boc. 1-268/82),

having regard the report of the Political Affairs Committee (Doc. 1-946/82)

States as its conviction that:

1.

The Member States of the European Community share a number of vital security

concerns even if the Community has no military dimension of its own;

These shared security concerns should be fully explored and elaborated,
particularly within the context of EPC, in order to give substance to and
realize a true European peace and security concept and to promote the

security of all European peoples;

Efferts should be made te bring about a wider understanding by the public,
political parties and governments of the many diverse elements which
contribute to the evolving European security concept, without infringing
the rights and responsibilities of national governments in defence matters;
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The European Parliament can play a significant role in bringing about
such an understanding by its active and growing participation in
European Political Cooperation, by identifying and debating common

European security concerns and by arranging hearings and seminars

on security-related issues;

As all present and probable Community Member States but one are members
of the Atlantic Alliance, it is urged that a more effective co-ordinatio

take place between the political consultations in EPC and NATO respectiv

Consultations in EPC must not negate political consultations within the

Atlantic Alliance but should on the contrary strengthen such consultatio

While efforts to sustain close relations and intimate cooperation with

the United States and Canada as a vital element of European security sho
be maintained and, if possible, further increased, improvements should b
sought in the East-West relationship in Europe in full compliance with a
on the basis of the Helsinki Declaration of 1975 with the aim of reducin

existing tensions and enlarging the scope and the role played by the CSC
process;

Increased competition in the fields of armaments constitutes a grave thr
to security and peace in Europe, and so the voices of the peace movement
which have spoken out in Western Europe, Eastern Europe and the USA agai
the growing arms race and the admonitions and warning coming from Christ

churches are of great importance;

Instructs its President to forward this resolution to the Council, the
Commission, the ten Community Member Governments and the Governments of
Spain and Portugal, and further to the Governments of the United States,

Canada, Norway, Iceland, and Turkey.
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B
EXPLANATORY STATEMENT

EUROPEAN POLITICAL CO-OPERATION AND EUROPEAN SECURITY

Introduction.

Why has it been deemed useful to have a
report on EPC and European security? It is a well-
known fact that the Community has no legal competence
in the field of defence and security and that no one
- commissioner has been specifically aopointed for these areas.
The Treaty of Rome has no clauses dealing with security
and there has been no full-scale attempt to broaden
the scope of the Community to include defence since
the signing of the Treaty of Rome.

The reason for a report dealing with European
security is manifold. European Political Co-operation, .
which has developed rapidly over the last ten yoars,
puts increasing emphasis on security aspects of foreign
policy issues. The reason for this stems nox
from a preoccupation with security issues as such,
but from the increased tensions in the world (and not only
within the traditional East/West cold war context ), thus
the growing disorder which is noticeable in several
regions of the world have made it inevitable that
security concerns have come to play a growing role.

It is an indisputable fact that attempts to
maintain Or secure world order fail more often
than they succeed and that developments in various
parts of Africa, Latin America, and Asia, and notably
the Middle East, have left the impression that world
order, insofar as it ever existed, is crumbling.

A second reason for a report on European
security is the growing interest in arms control and
disarmament and the widespread opposition to any in-
crease of the nuclear weapons arsenals and to a further
proliferation of nuclear weapons. This interest
arises again from the growing feeling of insecurity,
which has to do with the increased international ten-
sions and growing disorder, but it is also a sign of a

certain impatience with the present security system
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in Europe, although it has managed to keep peace in our
continent for more than 35 years.

Furthermore, there is undoubtedly a need to
sort out the issues and explain the problems and terms
used in the debate dealing with both world security
and European security. The London report of November
1981 on European Political Co~operation made, for the
first time,a reference to security by officially accept-
ing the need to discuss the political aspects of security
among -the Foreign Ministers of the Ten. But where is the
borderline between defence and security? One of the
underlying motives for this report is to make an attempt
to differentiate between such commonly used terms as
security, defence, arms control and disarmament.

The emphasis will not be on the strictly
military aspects of security, which are the responsibili-
ty of national governments and for the military alliance
- the Atlantic Alliance - to which all the Member States
of the Community but one belong. However, security
is a much more comprehensive concept than just a policy
concerned with the purely military aspects of security.
It is a fact that some political and economic decisions
by Member States and by the Community often have
obvious security implications.

Such decisions, therefore, inevitably lead
to a more identifiable European concept of security
determined by those concerns which are shared by the
ten Member States, irrespective of their membership
or non-membership of the Atlantic Alliance,

It is the task of this report to briefly
trace these developments to ascertain how and why they
lead to a concept of European security.

| This will also explain why the report makes no
recommendation as to the setting-up of new institutions
in the immediate future to deal with the vital security
concerns of the Member States of the Community. Such
concerns will for the time being have to be Qealt with by the Member
States and by the Community within the context of existing
institutions, though it is obvious that the growing
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European identity of interests wiIl necessarily mean

that both governments and Community institutions may

consider new ways of dealing with many international

problems.

Unlike most other reports on European security,

this report deals primarily with the present and the

immediate future. It is not a blueprint for how a

- future European defence community can and should look

and
are
“and
EPC

may

it is not . recommending policies and steps which
only realizable in a European context more advanced
very different from the present Community and
structure.

The rapporteur recognizes that the future
hold several options for closer European co-opera-

tion not only on broad security problems but also on

specific and general defence issues. If, how and when
they are to be brought about is beyond the scope of

this report, which focuses primarily on the present

needs and current problems, insofar as European

Political Co-Operation and European security are

concerned.
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EUROPEAN SECURITY IN A CHANGING GLOBAL ENVIRONMENT.

The security environment of Europe is, like
the rest of the world, characterized by the existence
of a destructive potential far superior to
anything in history. The destructive capability of
existing arms arsenals could conceivably do away with
civilisation and kill all mankind, maybe even ten or
twenty times over. It is a situation which is some
times referred to as overkill capacity, which is to
be explained by the enormous military nuclear power
available to,above all the two super-powers, but also to
three other and potentially more nations for purposes of
war.

It is often alleged that this overkill capacity
is in itself a highly destabilizing factor, which
could lead to outbreak of war. This is by
no means certain. Without going to the other extreme
and simply statingthat there is ‘safety in numbers' -

a statement not wholly without truth - the staggering
number of nuclear warheads and other destructive means
may not proportionally increase the danger of war.
However, they are certainly evidence of an enormous
waste, because there is no agreement between the
super-powers or, for that matter, among other nations
as to what is enough. To define what would be enough
to deter a future global war is a principal objective
of the current START talks (formerly SALT).

On the whole, the existence of nuclear weapons
since 1945 has played an important,maybe decisive,
role in preventing a new world war. OCn the other hand, they
have by no means contributed to a more satisfactory
international world order. On the contrary, the
world scene is marked by increased violence and dis-
order. There is no genefally accepted international
system of world order and security.

The United Nations, in spite of its global membershio, has in
no way become strong enough to form the basis of
such a system.
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The emergence in the post-war era of two
super-powers, which today remain by far the strongest
powers, was the basis of the so-called system of bi-
polarity, It undoubtedly lent the international
system a certain stability. But even that element
is gradually being eroded. The regional security
system in Europe continues to provide for a considerable
element of security, so far as the danger of open
military conflict between East and West is concerned.
But outside Europe it is becoming increasingly evident
that the super-powers are less and less able to influence
events to the extent that they were, say, 15~20 years‘ ago.
Wars and other forms of armed conflicts in South-East
Asia, in the Middle East, in Africa, and in Latin

America testify to this development.

As far as Western European security is concerned
it continues to be closely linked to North America and
the United States nuclear guarantee of European security.
This is a state of affairs which neither the United
States and Canada on the one hand, nor the Western
European Member States of the Atlantic Alliance on
the other wish to see brought to an end. However,
the Atlantic Alliance ié becoming burdened with an
increasing number of problems, partly but not wholly
in consequence of the economic crisis, the rising
number of unemployed, and unsatisfactory economic
growth. Foreign policy perceptions differ between
Washington and European capitals, and if divergencies
across the Atlantic should seriously threaten the
credibility of Atlantic cohesion it could have
harmful and maybe fatal consequences for European security.

Not only European economic well=-being but
also European security depend on the continued access
to 0il and to a number of minerals. However, these are
often to be found only in regions of po+tential instability
and they will normally have to be transported to Europe
by way of sea lanes that would be dangerously exposed by

local conflicts and by the threat of a wider conflict.
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During the last few years, éopular expressions
of opposition to nuclear weapons and indeed to a
continued policy of armed defence are coming to play
an important role in a number of Western European
countries. Irrespective of the sincere desires for peace such manifestations reflect they
could mean a sFrious threat to European security, insofar as volatile public opinion may make
it more difficult, if not impossible, one day to main-
tain an adequate defence posture. The rise of the
peace movements and the large scale anti-nuclear weapon
rallies in several European cities indicate the diffi-
culties inherent in implementing policies of nuclear .
weapons deployment or increased defence expenditure.

This is of special significance in light of
the so-called double decision taken by the NATO Council
in December 1979 to deploy 572 Pershing II and Cruise
Missiles from 1983 onwards. The other part of the _
double decision was made with the aim of opening discussions with the
Soviet Union on Intermediate Range Nuclear Weapons
(INF), and it was before these negotiations were started
on November 30, 1981, that mosﬁ large scale anti-nuclegar rallfies
took place in several European cities. If the negotia-
tions should fail to bring about the desired and
hoped for results such rallies may occur again and
could make it politically difficult to implement the decision to

deploy the weapons.

Even if tne Soviet Union has built enormous
military power during the last decades, there are
obvious weaknesses on the Soviet side as well. The
enormous Soviet military power cannot compensate for
the glaring weaknesses in the Soviet system. Although
the Soviet Union is in a relatively better position as to
access to oil and other minerals than is Western Europe,
the deplorable state of Soviet agriculture is one but by no
means the only sign of the serious gaps in Soviet
economic development. Other gaps include a dependence
On access to Western technology.

- 14 - DR 80.082 /fin.



Events in Poland since early 1980‘are indica~-
tions of another striking weakness of the Soviet posi-
tion. The whole Soviet empire has to be kept together
by military force and strict police control. This
would appear to make a conscious Soviet decision to
launch a war upon Western Europe less likely.

However, the need for continued suppression in at least
part of Eastern Europe and the unwillingness to allow
organized political opposition of any kind .

may make new local explosions more and not less likely

in Eastern Europe. Indeed, it could be one of the -
frightening scenarios for Europe that local unrest

could spread and involve Soviet armed forces and make

an incursion into NATO territory a temptation in order

to distract attention from the serious situation inside the borders
of the Soviet empire.

Threats to European security are normally
viewed within an East/West context. However, as wars
in 1981 and 1982 have proved repeatedly (the Iran-Iraq
war, the Israel invasion of Lebanon, the Falkland war)
threats to peace and international security may arisé outside
the FRast/West context. Puropean security is therefore not
£o be viewed only on the basis of her geographical position
vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, but also in terms of her
economic dependesnce on trade and her continued free
access to raw materials and broad international respect
£ov codes of conduch such as international law and
multilateral and bilateral treaties and conventions.

Seen in this light, the prospeéts for European security

can hardly be considered reassuring.
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DISARMAMENT AND ARMS CONTROL IN EUROPE

Whether or not one believes that armaments
constitute the primary source of international conflict
it is hardly a matter of dispute that disarmament
and arms control - two terms frequently used inter-
changeably = should be the subject of serious study
and discussion. '

It would be erroneous to think that our
security concerns would simply disappear as a result
of disarmament and arms gontrol agreements. In fact,
one of the things that is wrong with the often heated
discussion is the blind faith of far too many people
in them as panaceas leading to a peaceful world.

One does not have to go to the other extreme

and state that arms are only the symptoms of

conflicts. The existence of arms and arms races may
indeed create or worsen tensions and thereby increase
the risk of open conflict. Following this line of
reasoning, it is therefore considered an indisputable
fact that arms control and disarmament can lead, and in
some cases have led, to measures stabilizing relations

between two opposing countries or groups of countries.

It is therefore, for the purpose of this report
essential to take a closer look at present and future
arms control negotiations and agreements to assess the

contributions they may make to European security.

If no particular mention is made of the roie
played by the United Nations it is because this role
has = unfortunately = been rather marginal except when
the two super-powers have played a leading part as
they did in the negotiations which led to the Non-
Proliferation Agreement in 1968.

The two special sessions of the United Nations
devoted exclusively to disarmament may have been use-
ful in highlighting the preoccupation of government'
leaders with disarmament problems, but they led to
virtually nothing. The second session held in the

Summer of 1982 was generally considered an outright
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failure.

UN sponsored disarmament negotiations continue
to take place in the framework of the Committee on
Disarmament (CD), which was created by the 1978 UN
special session of disarmament to replace the Confe-
rence of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD). One of
the changes made was to increase the number of parti-~
cipating countries, a procedure which in the past has
not led to more rapid progress, but the political
pressure for more countries to take an active part
in the talks was too strong to resist.

As seen from the point of view of European
security, these UN talks are considered less important
than the START, INF, and MBFR negotiations. Of these
negotiations, the European countries take part in the
MBFR talks only, but European security depengs as much
if not more on the course and the eventual outcome of
the START and INF negotiations between the two super-
powers.

A menticn should also be made of the role played
by the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
(CSCE), even if these negotiations are not soley devotedﬁ
to security issues. However, discussions on Confidence
Building Measures (CBMs) and other security related isssues
have shown the potential significance of the ongoing CSCE
process for European security, in spite gf the disappointjing
results of the two follow-up conferences to the originaL
Helsinki Conference in 1975, i.e. the Belgrade Conferenceg

in 1977-78 and the Madrid Conference in 1987T+82.

The START talks (Strategic Arms Reduccion
Talks) ,which began in Geneva in June 1982, are for all
practical purposes the continuation of the Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks (SALT). These talks resulted
in the first SALT Agreement between the United States
and the Soviet Union in 1972, later ratified by both
super-powers, and in the SALT II-Treaty signed in 1979
Unlike SALT I, the SALT II-Treaty was never ratified

e
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by the United States’ Senate because of the deteriora-
tion in East/West relations following the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan and the widespread reservations
in the US about the provisions of the Treaty.

President Reagan let it be known in 1981
that he did not ir%::@ %o ask the Senate to ratify
the SALT II Treaty as he shared the misgivings about
its provisions. However, both super-powers are apparent
ly adhering to the provisions of the Treaty, pending
the outcome of the START talks begun in June 1982.

The new acronym START rather than SALT is used to
underline the new US emphasis on reduction rather than
just limitation of the nuclear arsenals. This is in
line with President Reagan‘s proposal for a new agree-
ment on strategic arms, which would lead to considerable
cuts in the present strategic armoury of the two super-
powers.

The INF talks which started inm late 1981, deal
with Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces (hence the term INF) in
Furope. They comprise, above all, the so-called SS 20 missiles
which the Soviet Union started to deploy in the mid-
1970's, and the planned 572 Pershing II and Cruise
Missiles which the NATO countries have decided to
deploy from 1983-84 onwards, unless the talks with
the Soviet Union on INF are successful. ,
The Western negotiating position as ocutlined by Presi-
dent Reagan is one of the so-called ‘zero—option',
implying that the West will not deploy the Pershing II
and Cruise Missiles in Western Europe 1f the Soviet
Union agrees to cancel all igs SS 20 wmissiles and
the smaltler SS 4 and SS 5 #¥Missiles which are older and
much Léss sophisticated versions of the highly mobile
SS 20 Missiles.

The Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces (INF)
were earlier called TNF (Theatre Nuclear Forces) and
they are sometimes referred to as the LRTNF (3dhg B
Range Theatre Nuclear Forces), a term used to
differentiate these medium range missiles from the
intercontinental ballistic missiles deployed in

the Soviet Union and in the United States or
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on nuclear submarines on the one hand, and from
tactical nuclear weapons to be used as battlefield
weapons on the other hand.

. The MBFR talks started in 1973 as a sort of
military corollary to the CSCE process. The participat-
ing countries include all Warsaw Pact countries and
most NATO countries, notably minus France. They deal
with proposals to reduce the number of army and air
force personnel in a precisely defined area in Central
Europe.

After more than 9 years of negotiations the
talks have produced no results, mainly because the two
popposing parties have been unable to agree on the actual
force levels on both sides, the Soviet Union insisting
that the Warsaw Pact forces are at least 150.000 men
smaller than postulated by the NATO countries. The
East has claimed that there is a relative balance of
forces in Europe, whereas the West has always claimed
that there is a disparity amounting to more than
150.000 ground force personnel in favour of the East.
The declared Western aim is therefore to eliminate
this disparity in order to enhance stability in Central
Europe. ,

When the talks were resumed on 8th July, 1982,the
NATO countries tabled a draft treaty proposing that
NATO and the Warsaw Pact agree to a common collective
ceiling of 900.000 ground and air force personnel for
each alliance, the ground fbrces to represent no more
than 700.000 of these. Whereas no immediate Soviet
reaction was rforthcoming, it was pointed out by a
Soviet spokesman that the West had made no effort to
estimate the numbers of forces currently deployed.

Although both the negotiations on START and INF are bilateral
between the United States and the Soviet Union, both are of direct interest

to the Europeans.

The Europeans have been closely involved im the evolution of the
INF negotiating position submitted by the Americans in Geneva and the US

consults closely with its European allies on all aspects of the negotiations
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through a Special Consultative Group (SCG). The United States also
“informs its Allies on a regular basis of developments in the START
negotiations.

By late autumn 1982, no progress had been
reported on the INF talks, and Soviet statements by amnog others,
president Bresjnev in November 1982 indicated a hardening of the

Soviet position. The European NATO countries have warmly welcomed

President Reagan's proposal for a zero-option, & pro=——

posal which was seen by some commentators as a conces-

sion to European pressures, which were, in part, due to

the widespread demonstrations against the planned deployment

of American medium range missiles. It was also seen as a

response to the rise of peace movements not only in several

Western European countries but also in the United States.
As far as the CSCE process is concerned, the

disappointing outcome of the Madrid conference in the

spring of 1982 was due to the new and colder climate

in East/West relations and not to any reduced European

interest in détente, arms control and confidence
building measures. The proposal tabled by France to

hold a European disarmament conference has not been
abandoned and has in fact won general support. The
holding of this conference and the prospects for it
achieving concrete results obviously depend on the
development of East/West relations, including develop-
ments in Afghanistan and, in particular, in Poland.

A further extension of the confidence building
measures such as pre-notification of military manoeuvres
and exchange of military observers will also have to

await new developments in East/West relations in Europe.

When the Madrid Conference resumed on 9 November 1982,

the prospects for a successful outcome had hardly improved.
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FROM EDC (EUROPEAN DEFE%CE COMMUNITY) TO EPC
{EUROPEAN POLITICAL CO-OPERATION) .

It is a source of great concern to some and
a source of great relief to others that the European
Community is an economic and political entity without
a military dimension. That this is so0 in no way
means that Western Europe has neglected its defence.
However, the task of providing for the defence of
Western Europe has been entrusted to the national
governments of the Western European countries and, in the
case of most Western European countries; in close

“co-operation with the United States and Canada within
the framework of the North Atlantic Treaty. It is not
disputed that military defence falls outside the scope of
responsibility of the European Community.

Throughout the history of the European Commu-
nity, it has repeatedly been discussed if and when a
military dimension could and should be added to the
economic and political dimensions. Without going into
the already long history of the European unification
movement and of the European Community, it should be
recalled that plans for the European Defence Community preceded
the European Community and that the said Defence Commun-
ity never got off the ground. In fact, the present European
Community may partly owe its existence to the collapse of the
planned European Defence Community in 1954.

Two motives were behind the EDC Treaty in the
early 1950°'s. One was to incorporate a German military
contribution to the defence of Western Europe, thereby
avoiding the creation of a new German army and a national
general staff. The other motive was to bring about
a short—-cut to the creation of a European political
union without which a common defence was not conceivable
The two had to go together. That was as true then as it
is true today.

The refusal of the United Kingdom to join the
EDC and the non-ratification by the French National
Assembly in August 1954 effectively blocked the crea-
tion of a truely united political European entity with
its own integréted defence. The means by which the
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desirable objective of uniting Europe should be brought

about would have to be realized in other ways - if at all.

This has not stopped the discussion as to how a
close European defence cooperation could be brought about.
25 years after the signing of the Treaty of Rome, the
Community may not have moved closer to the establishment
of a separate European defence capability, but Europeans
are as preoccupied with security issues as ever. This
preoccupation is by no means exclusively focused on the
needs to bring about a specific European defence entity,
which is a very controversial subject in several Community
Member States. It rather takes the form of advocating an
active policy of détente, in some cases amounting to a
policy of equi-distance for Western Europe vis-a-vis the
two super-powers. Others, however, see a need to
strengthen both the conventional and the nuclear defence
of Western Europe. This explains the European support for
the decision in 1978 to increase defence expenditures in
NATO by 3 per cent annually in real terms, (although the
decision was never implemented in full) and the double
decision in December 1979 to deploy Pershing II and Cruise
Missiles from 1983 onwards and to start arms control

negotiations with the Soviet Union.

There is no agreement on the couseyuences of
Western Europe having no defence capability of its
own. In a booklet in 1981 written by the directors
of four Western foreign policy institutes, it was
stated, ‘'So far, despite the existence of two nuclear
powers in Western Europe and of a strong German conven-
tional army, the Europeans have not been willing or
able since 1954 to move towards a more independent
European defence posture. This faild}e has inhibited
Europe's ability to play a more significant role in
world affairs.’

This may or may not be true. It cannot be
stated with any certainty that Western European in-
fluence in world affairs depends on the ability of
the Community to project military power in other parts
of the world. It may even be alleged that the civilian

status of the Community may make it somewhat more
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attractive as an active partner to several countries
of the Third World, as they view with considerable
distrust the awesome military capabilities and possible
intentions of the two competing super—powers.

On the other hand, it can hardly be disputed
that if European integration is-to continue, and if
European Political Co-Operation is to grow significantly
over the next 5-10 years, then the common security concerns
of the ten, soon to be twelve, Member States of the
-Community will become more easily identifiable and

reinforce the discussion of a new institutional
approach to European defence.

However, a quick look at the existing institutions
dealing with European defence tasks and preoccupations
does not appear to make it more likely that the Europ-
ean Community is about to develop its own military
dimension.

The Western European Union as it exists today
on the basis of the modified Brussels Treaty of 1955
may be regarded by many as obsolescent and a relic of
the past. However, it is worth recalling that article
V of the Brussels Treaty lays down the nature of the
commitment entered into by its signatories for their
collective security. Article VIII defines the foreign
policy and defence implications of this undertaking.

The WEU continues to play an arms control role,
even if some of the original 1955 provisions have been
modified. Furthermore, the Assembly of Western European
Union continues to devote considerable time and work
to defence issues, which are the proper responsibilities
of the Assembly, and reqularly adopts recommendations
in the field of defence.

The present French Government has more than
once made references to the existence of the Western

European Union as the proper forum for a debate on
European defence.

The reports adopted and published by the Western
European Union on a number of defence issues are generally of

a high quality, and some of them have been used as background
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for this report.

However, the Western European Union cannot
be considered the natural vehicle for creating a closer
Western European defence co-operation nor for

adding a military dimension to the European
Community. This is due to its limited membership, to
the general lack of interest even among several of the
member governments, and to the improbability ©Of EEC
coun@ries like Ireland, Denmark, and Greece joining
the Western European Union. It would be unfortunate
if some kind of rivalry should develop between the
Western European Assembly and the European Parliament
or, for that matter, between the Western European
Union and the European Community as to which institu-
tion should be the focal point for a future European
security policy. One way to avoid this is to keep in
mind the difference between the military aspects of
security, which are properly being discussed and dealt
with by the Western European Union, and the broader
issues of security, which will increasingly play a
role in the European Community.

Two other institutions while making useful
tions to Western European defence cannot be con-
sidered adequate as a wider . framework for a closer
co-operation on defence among the ten Member States
of the European Community. One is the Euro-Group,
which was created in 1968, comprising the European

. Member States of the Atlantic Alliance except France.
The primary task of Euro-Group remains the improvement
of the defence capabilities of NATO in Europe. The
Euro-Group activities are divided among seven
sub=-groups l). The Euro-Group is closely associated
with NATO, and an additional task undertaken by the
1) The seven groups are: Euro-Com, Euro-Nad, Euro-Longterm,

Euro~Med, Euro-Log, Euro/NATO-Training and
Euro~Structure
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Euro-Group has been an active information policy

to give public opinion, particularly in the
United States, a better knowledge of the extent and
nature of the contribution of Euro-Group countries
to the Alliance's defence.

The Independent European Programme Group
(IEPG), which was founded in February 1976 with the
aim of furthering European co-operation in the defence
equipment field, consists of all European member states

in NATO with the exception of Iceland. The participa~-
tion of France has enabled the IEPG to become gradually
the pivotal European organization in the field of
defence procurement. This means that nine of the ten
present Member States of the Community take part in
IEPG, the major objective of which is to create the
basis for a more equitable European co-pperation with
the United States and Canada in production and procuréq.
ment in the defence equipment field.

There is no formal link between NATO and
IEPG, a factor that has made it possible for France
to take part in the work. However, the actual progress
of IEPG has been rather limited and,in the words of
one of its active participants,”there has so far been
more promise than deliveryf The IEPG is not linked
to the Community in any way, but the work of the IEPG.
would certainly have to be taken into consideration
if further progress is to be achieved within the Com- N
munity to co-ordinate arms procurement, arms production,
and. arms sales as pioposed first in the 1978 Klepsch
report and in the forthcoming Fergusson report.

Several suggestions have been made in the
past to co-ordinate the British and the French nuclear
forces, and there has even been some talk of Franco-
German nuclear co-operation. For several reasons,
these proposals have never been realized and are unlikely
to be realized under the present circumstances. Under
the prevailing strategic conditions, Western Europe ’
seems highly unlikely to be able to develop a credible
deterrent of its own. It would reguire a much closer

1 .
(1) See also the report by David Greenwood of late 1980 to the Commission

of the European Communities on a policy for promoting defence and
technological cooperation among West European countries
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political integration than is the case today.

An institutionalized approach to setting-up a
distinct European defence entity seems therefore, for
the time being, to be out of the question, without
even considering whether or not this would be desirable.
This leaves European Political Cooperation (EPC),
which despite its lack of institutional machinery -
or maybe even because of it - is more likely to play
an ever increasing role in the developing European
security concept. Whether or not this will lead to
the establishment of a military dimension for the
Community is for the future to tell.
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EPC VERSUS NATC CONSULTATIONS.

Ever since the onset of the cold war Western European
security has been closely linked to and, in fact, depend
upon North America, and the United States centinues
to play a crucial role in European security. The signing
of the North Atlantic Treaty in April 1949,comprising
nine of the ten present Community Member States and
the setting-up of NATO,comprising eight of the Community
Member States, was tantamount to the creation of a multi-
lateral and institutional framework for the United States'
military presence in Europe to carry out the United

States' guarantee against poten{ial Soviet agrassion.

Significant changes in the Atlantic relation-
ship could therefore have a far-reaching impact upon
European security. This is not the place to review all
the divergencies between the United States and Western
Europe. In any discussion of the crisis in NATO -
as it is some times called - it should be recalled that
many such crises have occurred in the 33 year old history
of the Atlantic Alliance.

Atlantic divergencies have been reflected in
different assessments of the Soviet menace and in the
conduct of détente policy. 1In the early 1980's, import-
ant economic issues have come to the fore. The dispute
over steel exports from the Community to the United
States and over agricultural policies is to be seen againstt

the background of the drawn out economiccrisis in the industrialised world.
Following the decision by the United States’ Government in June 1982
to apply sanctions against US companies in Europe or European companies
working on US licenses to delay or to prevent the much discussed natural
gas project from the Soviet Union to a number of Western European
countries, yet &nother element has been added to strain the relationship
between the United States and the Community.

Even if the disagreements are mainly outside

the field of security, European- American disputes over
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vital economic matters could lead to troubles for the
Atlantic Alliance because the mutual perceptions of
the Atlantic relationship would inevitably be affected
by disputes which have their origin in different economic
policies and in two distinctly different views as to
the proper policy vis-a-vis the Soviet Union.

For the‘purpose of this report one particular
aspect needs closer examination insofar as it has a
bearing on the political aspect of the Atlantic rela-
tionship. This concerns the evolution of EPC and the
relationship between political consultations in EPC
and the political consultations which are taking place
in the NATO Council among thé NATO Ambassadors and
their principal aides.

During the past 10 years, EPC has come to
play an ever increasing role in identifying and pursuing
common European interests.l} It was pointed out by the
then six Member States, as far back as 1970 that,
security concerns were not to be explicitly excluded
from the foreign policy deliberations among the Community
Member States. In fact, security issues as such were
only rarely discussed and military problems never.
However, the co-operation among the nine Member States
during the preparatory and later phases of the Conference
on Security and Co-Operation in Europe did bring in
a number of security issues, even if it almost happened
by a backdoor. The CSCE process has been less dominated
by security problems than might appear from the term
itself. But a practice developed according to which the

EEC States co-ordinated their views amongst them-—

selves before they were taken up in the NATO Council,
sometimes including issues that certainly bordered on
security such as the Confidence Building Measures be-
tween East and West in Europe and the holding of a dis-
armament conference in Europe on the basis of the French
proposal. By and large, this practice was deemed useful

by all countries concerned including those NATO countries

b For a history of EPC and the Parliament's recommenda-
tions for further development of EPC, see the report
by Lady Elles, adopted by the European Parliament
on July 9, 1981 (DOCQNOET“335/81)
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which were not and are not members of the Community.

The expansion of EPC involving a growing
number of officials from the Foreign Ministries of the
now ten Member States, the frequent participation by
the Political Directors and the discussion of foreign
policy issueg,not only among the Foreign Ministers df
the Ten but even in the European Council,have come
to mean that EPC is having a policy-making role with
obvious implications for the consultations conducted with-
in NATO. _

Contrary to the belief of some, this is not
due to the Ten deliberately making inroads on security
issues which have been the principal themes constantly
under review in the NATO Council. Military/security
issues continue to be avoided in the EPC, but the latest
feport on EPC - the London report adopted in October 1981
during the UK presidency - recognized for the first
time that security issues have a place in EPC,

This was stated in the passage of the report
which reads, ‘as regards the scope of EPC and having
regard to the different situations of the Member States,
the Foreign Ministers agree to maintain the flexible
and pragmatic approach which has made it possible to
discuss in political co-operation certain important
foreign policy questions bearing on the political aspects
of security."®

EPC deliberations on security are limited
on the one hand by the participation of the Republic
of Ireland, which adheres to a policy of neutrality.
This Irish neutrality is to be viewed in a historical
context and therefore to be Seen especially in the light
of the sometimes strained relationship with the United
Kingdom. It has not prevented Ireland from taking full
part in EPC, although the need to maintain Irish neutra-
lity was given as the official explanation for Ireland's
position during the latter phase of the Falkland con-
flict in 1982. The other constraint on EPC delibera=-
tions on security stemmed from the simple fact that
vital security issues, including military as well as
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non-military aspects of security, are being dealt with
in a forum involving both the United States and Canada
and those European states which are members of NATO
but not of the European Community, such as Norway,
Turkey, Iceland, and - for a brief while yet -

Spain and Portugal.

The growing scope and the increasing signifi-
cance of EPC consultations have indisputedly downgraded
to some ekxtent the NATO consultations. This is in part also
due to the way EPC consultations are being prepared and
carried out by the Foreign Ministries of the Ten in ever
closer co-operation. This has the effect of sometimes
pre-empting NATO consultations, which are not and cannot
be limited to strictly military aspects of security.

The difference is, however, that security deli-
berations in NATO are always to be seen against the back-
ground of the role played by the armed forces of the
Member States of the Alliance in deterring aggression
and promoting détente, whereas EPC scrupulously avoids
discussing military issues for a variety .of reasons.

No formal liaison exists between EPC and NATO and in Brussels )
there are generally no lines of communication between EEC officials
of the Commission and the Council, including those
working on political problems, and NATO officials.

The modus operandi of NATO and EPC is quite
different. The Foreign Ministers meet twice a year
in the NATO Council, whereas the day-~to-day work is
being carried out by the permanent representatives
and their staffs. Over the years they have established
almost a club~like atmosphere in which policy recommenda-
tions and decisions are being taken on a number of poli-
tical and political/military issues with the ever-present
aim of maintaining an effective deterrent posture.

Within EPC, the Foreign Ministers meet more
frequently. So do the Political Directors and several
other officials, who form & number of specialized work-
ing groups. Because of the frequency of these meetings
on several levels and the continuous co~ordination of
views by way of the electronic links that connect all

Foreign Ministries of the Ten, the EPC process manages
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to influence national decision-making at an early

stage up to and including meetings of Foreign Ministers -
and Heads of Government.

Procedures rather than themes are therefore
one reason why the EPC Process may appear to play a:
more crucial role in actual decison-making.
' There is_also an inherent attraction to: EPC,
becéuse i£4ié.a relatively new phenomenon, and it forms .
part of a European unification process that may have
lost much of its drive and public appeal, at least as
far as many aspects of Community policies are concerned,
But EPC has for that vVery reason an appeal of its own
because it does give the impression of a Europe on the
move. Cynics may add that it is easier to agree on
lofty statements of principle and declarations of intent,
such as the Venice Declaration on the Middle East, than
it is to agree on policies which entail financial com-
mitments or political obligations which may hurt at
home. It is politically more attractive - and sometimes easier -
tomake it look as if the Community is actively involved in
solving.the problems of the Middle East than to reach
an agreement on a fisheries policy.

It may also be a fact that political securiji-
ty issues which are being dealt with in EPC are consider-
ed so much more appealing than military/security issues,
especially when the latter involve expenditures and maybe
politically controversial commitments such as the com-
mitment to deploy nuclear weapons. In EPC, the talks
focus more on CSCE, confidence building and even disar-
mar.ant.

It goes almost without saying that it could
prove politically disruptive of the Atlantic relation-
ship if the Europeans were left to consider the less
controversial and politically more attractive issues
within the context of the EPC, even including disarma-
ment and arms control, whereas the more controversial
issues were left to NATO. Such a division of labour

does not, of course, exist but the impression lingers
that it is nevertheless so.
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The difficulties arise out of the historical
fact that NATO consultations and EPC approach security
issues from opposite sides. It therefore needs pointing
out that if EPC should ever become more closely involved
in drawing up arms control schemes and disarmament
plans, it is an absolute necessity that EPC tackle the
problems of which arms to control and which armaments
to reduce. If that were to happen it would be unavoid-
able that EPC should deal with the strictly military aspects
of security, i.e. defence, although that is anathema
to some political parties and governments in the Community
- and probably unwelcome to NATO countries outside the
Commuhity. It would be sheer hypocrisy, however, to Let
the'pubLieAgain,the»impression that.ERC . cauld.render
worthwhile contributions to the ongoing debate on arms
control and disarmament without going into the more
difficult area of arms deployment, force levels and-
other defence related topics.

Rather than keeping away from such topics
it might ~ be advisable for EPC to tackle them, as
this may have a salutary effect upon those who think
there is a short cut to a more comfortéble level of
national and international security by concentrating
on arms control without taking into account the role
played by armed forces,on both sides in Europe,to main-
tain a balance of power.

There is little doubt that the continuing EPC
process presents problems, especially in relation to
the United States. Any US Government is usually finding
itself in the difficult role of being criticized if it
exercises forceful leadership, but of oeing equally
criticized if it avoids exercising any leadership at
all. European attitudes vis-a-vis the presidencies of
Mr. Carter and Mr. Reagan are cases in point. However, J
a certain frustration on the part of the dnited States
is sometimes felt in Washington, when the administration
is confronted with an EPC process whose agenda it may
be unaware of and whose results may prove embérrassingl
as seen from an American point of view, for later con-~
sultations in NATO.
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It is a development which places a consider-
able burden upon the political tact and diplomacy of
the presiding country among the Ten. It would be both
unrealistic and undesirable to try to put a brake on
the expanding EPC process. It is part of the uneven
and sometimes slightly disorganized development towards
the elusive objective of a distinct European identity
towards which the United States has always professed
its sympathy.

It may be an additional obstacle for fully
appreciating EPC that it sometimes appears from the out-
side » to be in a much more advanced stage than it
‘really is. It is also true that the legal distinction -

. between external relations decided on a Community
basis in the economic field and political decisions
taken within the context of EPC are not comprehended
by the outside world, which often fails to notice
which hats Foreign Ministers of the Ten are wearing.
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NUCLEAR WEAPONS IN EUROPE.

There have been nuclear weapons in Europe
for almost 30 years. The first were so-called tactical
nuclear weapons sent to the US forces in Europe in the
early '50s following a NATO decision and made available
to certain other NATO forces in Europe under the so-
called double key system. The number of nuclear warheads
subplied by the United States and stationed in Western
Europe was for many years semi~officially given to be
about 7.000.

After NATO's decision in December 1979 to
deploy medium range missiles from 1983, it was deéiéed
to withdraw 1.000 US warheads, a decision that was
implemented by Decembz: 1980.

Other nuclear weapons in Europe on the Western

side include of course the French and British nuclear
forces.

The debate on nuclear
weapons reached new heights in the early 1980°'s as a
result of the so=called double decision by NATO in
December 1979, which was again preceded by the deploy-
ment of the Soviet S5 20 missiles each equipped with
three separately guided warheads. By late 1982 the
number of Soviet S8 20 missiles exceeded 320.

With very detailed information on nuclear
weapon deployment in Europe available elsewherel)p it
‘is beyond the scope of this report to give a
breakdown of the number of nuclear weapons in Europe
and :zheir classifications and of the different assess-

D Among the most recent publications on nuclear weapons in Eurcpe, the

rapporteur has found particularly useful the report to the Assembly

of Western European Union 'The Problem of Nuclear Weapons in Europe'

by Mr. Mommersteeg, who is also a member of the European Parliament,

the Adelphi Paper No. 168 on ‘Nuclear weapons in Europe' by Gregory
Treverton, who was one of the experts who addressed the Political
Affairs' Committee of the European Parliament in December 1981 in London,
and the Handbook 'Nuclear Forces In Eurcpe' by H.J. Neuman. The last
two publications are issued by the interrational Institute for Strategic
Studies in London. They are all included in the bibliography.
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ments of the current military balance.

Three basic observations are reguired before
going into the very significant role played by nuclear
weapons both in the present military calculations on
both sides and in the public debate in most Community
Member States: '

- The large scale demonstrations in favour of
fbanning the bomb' and several statements by leading
politicians and o%ther leading figures in Western Europe
notwithstanding, it must be stated categorically
that nuclear weapons cannot be totally abolished if
for no-other reasons than because -we cannot okliterate
the knowledge of how to make them.

~ There is therefore no conceivable policy providing
an absolute guarantee that a nuclear war will not break
out or that nuclear weapons will never be used. Tt is
a matter of choosing between pelicies which entail

o

different degrees of risk.
g

-~ Nuclear weapons cannct and should not he
viewed simply as a new kind of more powerful weapons.
In view of the enormous destrucition that would follow
even a limited nuclear excrange, the role of nuclear
weapons can only be properly evaluated on the basis
of their functicen . as a war deterrent.

The cost of the research and developments which have

A

led to the present sophistication of the weapons held in

i T

the huge nuclear arsenals of the two SUPEr ~powers
has been very large indeed However,

the controversy surrounding nuclear weapons and the

widespread opposition to their deployment have very

et

ittle to do with how much they cost. 7n fact, com-
pared with highly sophisticazted modern weaponry of a
conventional nature, several types of nuclear weapons are today compara-

tively inexpensive,

in the efforts to nraev

nuclear weapons.

nd
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Nuclear weapons came to Europe in order to
offset the quantitative Soviet preponderance in con-
ventional forces in Europe. This preponderance has
continued to exist and is generally believed to have grown more
pronounced during the 1970's, especially as the quali-
tative lead by NATO vis-a-vis the Warsaw Pact has now
been mainly eroded. Even more significant has been
the development in the Soviet arsenal of strategic
nuclear weapons, which by the mid-seventies resulted
in what is now considered-parity in terms of strategicvweapons befweenv
the two superpowers. At present; the Soviet Union. holds a.clear
~ lead in the number of weapon launchers and in total
megatonnage, whereas the United States still has a
lead in the. total number of warheads.

It should be added that this is the prevail-
ing Western view on the balance of forces between East
and West. The Soviet view is different,

.The Soviet Union maintains that there is a rough balance
in all categories of weapons and forces, even if there
are certain asymmetries in a number of weapon categories. The
Soviet Union does not deny, however, that the overall
global balance of forces has changed. The official
Soviet expression is that the 'correlation of forces'
has been considerably improved and that the 'Socialist
camp' has grown stronger.

It is therefore to be assumed that the Soviet Union accepts
that astate of nuclear parity roughlby exists between the Soviet Unijn
and the United States. = This was so-to-speak codified by the
SALT I Agreement in 1972, the most important part of
which was nct the ceiling agreed on for offensive
strategic weapons, but the virtual outlawing of missile
defence systems (the Anti Ballistic Missiles Treaty)

except 'for the protection of one limited area only-.

The provisions of SALT I are still in force,
“although new technological developments have led to
a renewed discussion.in the United States as to the
desirability of building an ABM system.
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The abolition of ABM systems gave credence
to the widely accepted notion or doctrine of 'Mutually
Assured Destructon’, sometimes referred to as MAD.

This doctrine is based
on the capacity and the intention to retaliate in kind,

Insofar as the notion of MAD can be considered
a military doctrine at all, it is flawed.

Its credibility in preventing nuclear war presupposes
not only an element of stability in the relations
between the two super-powers but also in the political
situation within the two countries and the absence of
serious crises in the world, which might upset the
bilateral super-power relationship.

In view of the strategic parity, the credibi-
lity of the United States nuclear guarantee has also
been questioned by many, as it was by de Gaulle already
in the mid-1960's, when the French President withdrew
France from the integrated and US dominated defence
system in NATO.

The debate has for many years g¢entered round
the question of whether the United States' President would be
willing to retaliate in kind in case of a Soviet nuclear
aggression against Western Burope or part of Western
Europe ~ or to use nuclear weapons against a cb%ggﬁfionaL Soviet
attack. Would the US President be willing to risk the destruction
of Washington, Boston and Pittsburg for attacks on Hamburg, Portsmouth
and Bologna? Such questions and other paints raised in the nuclear
debate may not take fully dnto account the complexities and the
uncertainty which are parts of the deterrent theory. The
counterargument says that the Soviet Unionis effectively
deterred not by any certainty of the United States
response to an aggression but by the uncertainty as
to how and where a riposte will in fact be made.

There is, in other words, a considerable
element of ambiguity in the nuclear equation between
East and West. The important feature is, however,
that the situation is changing all the time and it
is indisputable that the Western preponderancey on which
NATO strategy was based for several yearsghas given

way to a situation marked by parity on the strategic
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level and continued Soviet preponderance insofar as
conventional forces are concerned. The latest element
is the Soviet build-up of what is called by strategists
Long Range Theatre Nuclear Forces (LRTNF), mainly

the deployment of the SS 20 missiles. '

Following a speech by Chancellor Helmut Schmidt
to the International Institute for Strategic Studies
in London in 1977, the NATO countries started to con-
sider the best way of dealing with what was viewed as
an additional threat to the West and, in particular,
to Western Europe -deliberations which led to the al-~
ready frequently mentioned NATO double decision in
December 1979.

This is the basis for the current controversy
over nuclear weapons. It is remarkable to note that
the existence of several thousand nuclear warheads in

* Western Europe and a similar or possibly smaller number

of nuclear weapons in the East never gave rise to a

debate of the kind which Europe has experienced during

the past 18 months. Debates were earlier provoked -when

the deployment of enhanced radiation weapbns - the SO?QaLﬁed

nedtron bomb --was discussed. That plan gave risé :to
cross=Atlantic misunderstandings and to President

Carter shelving the production of the

weapon, though President Reagan later decided to

produce it without making its possible deployment

in Western Europe an issue.

. The medium range missiles with nuclear warheads
now commonly referred to as INF {Intermediate Range
Nuclear Forces) have come to epitomize the very heated
nuclear debate and have created political difficulties
in some Western European countries as far as the deploy=-
ment of these weapons is concerned. Opposition to the
deployment has been voiced within the German Sccial Democratic
Party and the SPD's former coalition partner, the FDP.

Both the previous and present German governments have
refused to modify the German acceptance of the NATO
decision in 1979, which was, by definition,a unapimous

decision. Since then the Belgian government has had to make its
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position on the deployment issue explicitly dependent
upon the outcome of the INF talks started on 30th No-
vember 1981.

The situation in the Netherlands is also uncertain
after the former centrexleft government decided on an open-ended
postponement of the decision on whether to station the
planned 48 Cruise Missiles on Dutch terr}tozy.ll

‘ - Whereas the resumption of the INF talks in
late 1981 has had a somewhat calming effect upon the
grdups in Western Europe, which took to the streets
earlier on in protest against the decision to deploy
fMedium range missiles in Western Europe, the political
unrest and demonstrations could very well return if
the INF negotiations have not made real progress by
the summer of 1983. The deployment of the 572 missiles
in Western Europe is scheduled to start in the autumn
of 1983 and to be completed by 1988.°2

Whereas the first round of INF talks until .
March 30, 1982 was described as businesslike, no progress
was noted. The Soviet position differs markedly from
the Western position. In the Soviet calculation of the
INF balance, a number of US weapon systems- consisting
primarily of fighter bombers in Western Europe plus the
French and British nuclear forces, is included so as to
make a rough balance. The Soviet position that a balance
already exists is also explained by a reference to the
partial removal of the obsolescent 85 4 and SS 5 missiles
which have been replaced by SS 20 missiles during the
past five years. The United States position in favour
of a zero solution - which has been accepted by all

NATO countries - has been criticized by the Soviet
Union as favouring NATO.

Whatever one's assessment of the current

balance of forces and the prospects for the INF talks

The same number - 48 Cruise Missiles - is envisaged to be deployed on Belgian territory.
The United Kingdom has comitted itself to deploying 160 Cruise Missiles, Italy 12 Cruise
Missiles, and the Federal Republic of Germany 96 Cruise Missiles + 108 Pershing II Missiles.
The latter are intended to replace the 108 Short Range Pershing I Missiles.

The missiles - if deployed ~ will not be deployed in all 5 countries at the same time. It

is envisaged that the deployment will begin in the X by the end of 1983 and considerably

Later in Belgium and Hollard. “ 39 - : PE 80.082/fin.



there is little doubt that the British and, in particular,
the French nuclear forces are playing an important role
in both military and arms control calculations. France
refuses to let French nuclear forces be counted as part
of the NATO forces. France is not taking part in the
NATO consultatlons on INF (or the parallel START talks),
-though President Mitterand has publicly and clearly
supported the decision to deploy American medium-range
missiles in Western Europe to offset the Soviet advantage
in these weapons.

Such are, briefly summarized, the nuclear
issues currently under discussion in most Community
Member States. There is no question of the Communlty
being involved in the military nuclear controversies
as such. They are not being debated by the EEC Council
or by foreign ministers in the context of EPC. It is
nevertheless evident that the preoccupation with the
nuclear weapon issue in most Community countries and
in many other countries as well, and the growing signi-
ficance of security problems in EPC, make it impossible to

- bypass these nuclear issues in any report dealing with
European security.
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THE GLOBAL DIMENSIONS OF EUROPEAN SECURITY.
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The inclination to compartmentalize the
treatment of foreign policy issues into distinct
categories and isolate those with security implications
from those w.thout security implications is gradually
being overtaken by events. Issues like defence planning and _
weapons deployment are obviously related directly to defence and are
deal£ with in NATO and by national governments -.not by the EC and
EPC. The relations between the Eurcpean Community and many parts of
the world, including the Third World, may be economic and political
but are not deprived of security implications, when one considers
for example the dependence of Western Eurcpe on external supplies
of raw materials.

The European Community is unable to project mili-
tary power on a Community basis to other parts of the
world, including those from where the Community gets’
its vital supplies. Nobody can deny, however, the need
to maintain conditions allowing for continued and un-
interrupted trade and the European Community is in a
position to apply both political and economic means to
maintain those conditions. It would therefore be wrong
to deny that the European Community, the largest trading
bloc in the world, has a strategic role to perform
in the world, even if that role is performed by non=
military means. It should be added that individual
members of the Community are free to act in a military
capacity and that military actions, such as those carried
out by France in Africa and by the United Kingdom against
the Argentinian occupation of the Falkland Islands
do not require ppior approval by the
other members of the Community.

The participation of certain Community countries
n
No complete inventory of the mineral and vegetable raw materials
available in the Community exists. However, a useful survey
with much practical information and a number of recommendations
is contained in the report by Mrs. L. Moreau drawn up on behalf

of the Committee on External Economic Relations (Doc. 1-873/81),
which was adopted by the European Parliament on March 9, 1982.
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in Peace-Keeping Forces, such as in Cyprus and in the Middle

East, most recently in Beirut, is also evidence of the fact

that Community Member States can and will play a military role

outside the continent of Europe in the interest of avoiding military
conflict. The participation of some Community coutries in the Peace-
Keeping Force.in Sinai ma-vea a new and remarkable development, because

this force is not a un force.

This participation reflects the strong European interest

o o

in the Middle East and a recognition of

rhe need to

i
£
[+

~make a visible contribution tc sreservation of
peace between Egypt and Israel.

The relations of the Community with the rest
of the world have an undeniable global dimension. This

ig explained by a number of factors. The European
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Western Buropean dependence on oll from the
Middle East is often quoted as an example of Western Europe’s
strategic vulnerability in light of the

lack of a European military capability to protect its

These figures are cuoted from the Moreau report op. cit.
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vital oil supplies from the Middle East,1 That situation
has been evident for a number of years, however, and it
has not led the members of the European Community to
take steps to try to protect these vital supply routes
by military means on a Community basis. However, some
Community countries are militarily active, or could
become militarily active, in the area if required, but
it is generally recognized that in terms of military
defence the United States®' role will in any case be
vital.
Whenever individual.Mémber States of the
“Community and Community institutions or the ten Govern-
ments acting collectively are taking steps in the
political and economic sphere to protect the interests
of Western Europe, it has a bearing on European security.
' It is also true that it is a matter of concern:to the
Community wnat kina of government exists in the develop- '
ing world. Through the Lomé Convention the Community
maintains particularly close relations with 6 3 develop-
ing countries, above all in Africa, and although the
Lomé Convention does not in any way imply a protective
European role vis~a-vis the 63 ,ACP countries - and
would be counterproductive if it did - it is in the
interest of the Community that these countries act
as free agents and do not become satellites of external
powers. It is in the same vein that the Community will
always be interested in encouraging a political evolu-
tion towards democratic and pluralistic societieg,
though there is , of course, no attempt being made to
enforce such developments on the part of the Coummuinisvpy,

The activéiinlevemen£ of theréémmunity and its Member
States is also evident in countries and regions which are less
directly associated with Community than are the Lomé countries.
One example is the agreement concluded between the Community
and the ASEAN countries in South-East Asia.

L This situation was dealt with in the report prepared for

the Political Affairs Committee by Mr Diligent, Doc. 1-697/80-
adopted by the European Parliament on 19 November 1981.
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In the framework of EPC, the Ten have repeated-'
ly expressed views on developments in Asia, Latin
America and Africa. Although such pronouncements and
sometimes even actions can frequently be seen in the
light of the humanitarian efforts undertaken by the
Community there is obviously a distinct political per-
spective in such positions;

They are implicitly, if not explicitly, designed to
foster developments towards a greater degree of stabili-—
ty as is,for instance/the case in Central America,

In conclusion, it is fair to say that although the
European Community aLwéyg-and its Member States usually, abstain
from direct mi[itary intervention in Third World Affairs
the Community has considerable leverage by virtue
of its economic power to influence developments in
various parts of the world.

On a number of occasions the Community has
flexed 1its economic muscles. In May 1980, economic
sanctions were intrdduced against Iran. They were
limited in scope and had presumably little effect .
Economic sanctions were introduced by the Community
on 16th March 1982 against the Soviet Union because
of developmentsin Poland, and during the Falkland
conflict an immediate arms boycott was introduced followed
by an interruption of all trade with Argentina until
the cessation of hostilities when the restrictions were
again lifted.

Economic sanctions are normally not considered
a very effective_instrument of foreign policy. 1In a

|
report prepared by Hans-Joachim Seeler for the Committee !
on External Economic Relations (Doc. 1-8%/%27) it is clearly and in

the view of this rapporteur correctly stated that the history of
economic sanctions is marked by negative results and that economic
sanctions have generally turned out to be incapable of achieving
foreign policy goals. & similar view has been expressed
by the Us Secretary of State George Shultz, though the
United States’ policy in terms of economic sanctions essecially
vis-a-vis the Soviet Union has occasionally turned out to be somewhat

difterent from that of the Member States of the European Community.
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Whatever the effect of economic sanctions,
such measures can under certain conditions serve politi-
cal purposes. The half-hearted European sanctions vis-
a-vis Iran in 1980 were less an attempt to force Iran
to release the hostages than an act of solidarity with
the United States. It is uncertain whether the economic
sanctions by the Community towards Argentina had any
significant results on Argentinian war efforts, but the political and
psychological impact of the sanctions was considerable.

The recent examples of sanctions vis-a-vis
the Soviet Union and Argentina are therefore evidence
of the willingness of the Community Member States to
support their foreign policy declarations with actions.

The extent to which such actfons %n the econbmic sphere
can, in fact, contribute to the security of the Communi-
ty Member States 1is uncertain. As an act of solidarity,
a decision by the Ten or a majority of the Ten = as in
the case of the latter phase of the Falkland conflict '=
it may well have consequences with a bearing on the
security position of the Ten. This obviocusly also
applies to a situation where the United States applies
sanctions and the Member States of the Community do
not. This has been clearly and most dramatically
illustrated in the case of the gas project from the
Soviet Union to Western Europe. ‘

If European and American vjews on econonic, including
credit, policies towards the Soviet Union continue to diverge it
could have unfortunate repercussions for the Atlantic Alliance
and consequently for the security of Western Europe.
The risk may not be so much that either the United
States or the European members of NATO would reappraise
their continued adherence to the Atlantic Pact. The
danger is rather that a deep split between the United
States and Western Europe could change the Soviet per-
ception of the Atlantic Alliance and the United States®
commitment to Europe in a way which could éeriousLy enhance the

threat to Western Europe.
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NEUTRALISM AND PACIFISM IN EUROPE.
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The rise of different peace movements and

of anti-nuclear organizations of one kind or another
has undoubtedly had an impact upon the security debate
in Western Europe during the last few years. It appears
that as of 1981 cnwards it has a paratlel in the
United States, although there is not complete similarity

. between the so-called freeze movement in the
United States and the anti-nuclear movement in Western
Europe. The latter comprises yamong others, the unilateralists who are
willing to do away with nuclear weapons on the Western

~side in Europe without any previous agreement with the

Soviet Union to ensure that abolition of nuclear weapons
is mutual.

There is no question that the peace movements
in Europe have had an impact upon governmentsand that
they reflect a considerable segment of public opinion,
How large and how important is very difficult to
assess, because the term peace movement is used to cover
various groups and movements with somewhat different
aims and united only in their protests against what
they consider to be a continued arms race and, especially,
a continued nuclear arms race.

Some of the peace movements focus on the
planned deployment of American medium range missiles
from 1983 onwards in order to prevent the decision from
being implemented. Others support unilateral Western
European renunciation of all nuclear weapons and the
withdrawal of all American nuclear weapons from Europe.
Others advocate a freeze at the present level of nuclear
weapons. Others are directed exclusively against the
United States under President Reagan and others again
are protestlng against both superpowers.

“In an attempt to analyse wmﬂhertje ruxzof1jm
peace movements and anti-nuclear groups is likely to
have a lasting effect upon the conduct of the security
policy of all or some of the Community Member States,
the first question to ask is if the current trend will
lead . any NATO member state to leave the Atlantic
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Alliance. This muéE_Bé'EggggderéE%Qé}jqdhlikei§.
Government declarations and party pbrogrammes clearly
indicate a preference for the continued existence of
the Atlantic Alliance ang those groups almost exclusively
to be found on the extreme left, who want their countries
to leave the Atlantic Alliance are quite obviously a
minority, even a rather small minority.

Disagreements are much more discernible
when it comes to a definition of how to implement NATO
policies. Public opinion polls _reveal, perhaps not qtlitg
unexpectedly, that the majority of Europeans are in
favour of NATO and are against a heavy reliance on
nuclear weapons for the defence of Western Europe.
At tas same time oniy a minority is ready to support
increased defence expenditure, which could étrengthenA
the conventional defence posture and diminish the depend-
eénce on nuclear weapons.

Itsaiszsaxniﬁeto?ﬁﬁﬂuiaﬂﬁtﬁﬁéhmﬂmspéiﬂhbwnaﬁs,tﬁﬁrn&ﬁ
meetings and demonstrations against nuclear weapons

notwithstanding, do not offer a clearly defined alter-
native security policy. There are obviously strong
neutralist currents both within énd?to a lesser extent,
outside the peace movements. Insofar as they advocate
alternative policies to continued membership of NATO
they do not seem to favour the establishment of an

independent Western Europe with
neutralist

its own armed forces. The
tendencies seen rather to go hand
Wwith pacifism and a widespread,

in hand

if by no means unanimous,
view is that Western Europe should withdraw from
unhealthy military competition b
powers and base

etween the two super-
its future security on being

- 47 - PE 80.082/fin.



more or less disarmed or only lightly armed and certain-
ly without any nuclear weapons on the continent.

However, even the British Labour Party,which is official-
Ly committed to nuclear‘unitateratism, has no majority 1'nE
favour of outright withdrawal from NATO.

Others who lean towards at least the objectives
of some of the peace mcovements want to renounce nuclear
weapons in Western Europe, but advocate at the same time
an increased rearmament to equip Western Europe with
a more credible conventional defence posture to enable
the West to accept a no-first-use of nuclear weapons
doctrine to which the Soviet Unicn already professes
to adhere, :

In some countries, and notably in the Nether-
lands, the churches play an important role in the peace
movements. Public opinion polls indicate a widespread
support for the large scale peace demonstrations and
especially the opposition against the planned deployment
of medium~range missiles.

Public opinion polls may not be the most
instructive guide to the complexities of foreign policy
and security issues. A simplified question (Are you
for or against nuclear weapons in Europe?) is likely to
provoke an equally simplified reply. However, the
sentiments opposed to a further increase of the nuclear
weapons arsenal are evident, even if they in no way '
constitute a clear-cut alternative to present security
policies.

A recent American Congressional publication
dealing with the crisis in the Atlantic Alliance contains
a warning example of how mutual perceptions can take
extreme forms. In Europe, it is said,”much of the media
and certain leaders of the anti-nuclear movement painted
the picture of the United States gone wild, bound and
determined to confront the Soviet Union led by a reck-~
less cowboy with six guns at the ready... In the United
States, corresponding images characterized the Europeans
as weak-willed pacifists, duped by Soviet propaganda,
manipulated by the KGB and ready to unfurl the flag of
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#l}
surrender at the first sign of trouble.

It would certainly be premature and probably also
unrealistic to view the current trends as an indication of an
early breakup of the Atlantic Alliance. There seems
little likelihood that the security system which has
existed in Europe for more than 30 years, with the United
States and the Soviet Union both playing vital roles
within their respective alliance systems, should cease
to exist or even radically change.

For the purpose of this report, it is of
particular interest to note that the present restless-
ness with the existing security system and especially
with the role played by nuclear weapons'is not assoclated
with any new plan to give the European Community its
own independent military dimension. Most peace demon-
strators seem unwilling to face the choice of whether
a Europe more independent of the United States than at
present should be armed at all.

Because EPC must occasionally focus on and
identify areas where European interests are not identi-
cal with those of the United States, EPC does contain
a certain appeal to the neutralist left in Western
Europe, although the left-wing neutralists usually
view EEC with considerable scepticism and are generally -
hostile to the idea of an integrated (Western) Europe.

As nine of the ten Member States belong to the Atlantic
Alliance (although France has been outside the military
arm of NATO since 1966) and have no intention whatsoever
of leaving the Alliance, there is no anti-American bias
built into EPC. But in view of the divergent US and
European views on a number of economic and even political
issues, such a bias may be perceived by those who would
like to advocate and encourage anti-Americanisn.

(D) , .
Crisis in the Atlantic Alliance. A report
prepared for the Committee on Foreign Relations,
US Senate, Washington, March 1982.
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This does not by itself create the necessary
political conditions within the Community Member States
for the establishment of a common European defence
entity. It may, however, have an impact upon the
perceptions which will eventually form part of a European
security concept.

There is no need for Western Europe, even in
times, of deep crisis vis-a-vis the United States, to
provide a military defence against North America. Only
a tiny minority will allege that the United States
constitutes an armed threat against Western Europe,

however much many peoiple may d1sL1ke the poL1c1es or the-verba(m

nxtravaqances of tHe>current us adm1n1strat16n~ Anti=American a and

ant1 -nuclear sent1nents may encourage neutralist tendencies

in Uestern Europe, but if they ‘should continue to grow,
they are more likely to lead to a =~ T T
fragmented Europe than to a united Europe with its own
foreign policy and own defence establishment. 1In short,
neutralism and pacifism provide no viable alternative

to the present security concept of two opposing alli~
ance systems.
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-CONCLUSIONS.

People impatient with the progress of European
integration, amply represented in the European Parliament, will
sometimes feel tempted to call for the revival of the European
pefence Community. This is not realistic under present
conditions. It is also considered highly undesirable by many.

A new treaty setting up the framework for a
European defence entity would not be signed by all
Member Governments and probably ratified by even fewer.
It would stir new controversies which would harm the
present Community and it could have a paralyzing effect
upon the progress of European Political Co-Operation.

This also explains why this report is not
recommending the sétting-up at the present time of a
separate committee, or a sub-committee under the Poli-
tical Affairs Committee, to deal with security problems.
Such a procedure could isolate security issues from the

foreign policy context where they ‘Belong.

But if the European Community has a future
at all it is inevitable that security and one day even
defence will become part of it. The absurdity of
building up a European economic and political entity
and ignoring forever security and defence has been
pointed out by many. It was succinctly put by Mr. Leo
Tindemans in his far too often overlooked reporton a European ;
Union in 1975. It has been underlined several times
in debates in the European Parliament long before the
Parliament was directly elected. It has been clearly
stated by the present President of the European Commis=
sion, Mr. Gaston Thorn. The Genscher/Colombo initiative
is directed towards creating a more satisfactory link
between Community policies and foreign and security
policies. -

It is logical and indeed necessary that securi-
ty considerations are now officially part of the agenda
of European Political Co-operation. It is also a
fact that increased attention is now being given to the

role in a European industrial policy to be played by
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a common European approach to arms development, arms
procurement, arms research, and arms sales.l)

However logical the connection between
security, foreign policy and Community affairs, talks,
reports and blueprints do not constitute the necessaty
political basis for building a European defence commu-
nity.. It is this rapporteur's view that it would be
a fundamental error to focus exclusively or even
primarily on an institutional solution to the problem
of integrating security and defence fully into the
affairs of the Community. In fact, as the Communi ty
has developed it is logical
to assume that a truly integrated European defence
will constitute the final phase of the whole European
integration process. Few people would dare toset- a
date for the likely achievement of this goal.

It is the thrust of this report that without
a military dimension, and even without an openly stated
common security policy, the Community Member States
are nevertheless developing a joint security concept.
Thisgrows out of decisions taken both on a national
level and on a Community level.

A European identity is not created simply
by accepting a governmental declaration on the subject as was done
a decade ago. It is being created by an increasing
number of decisions made and attitudes taken by the
Ten - and sometimes more than the Ten - focusing on
those elements which are uniquely European. The more
European decisions and attitudes, the more substantive
will be the European identity and subsequently the

corresponding European security concept.

(b . .. . .
This is the principal topic of the forthcoming Fergusson report

for the Political Affairs Committee. See also the speech by
Mr. Christopher Tugendhat, Vice-President of the Commission,
on May 14, 1981 on the Community dimension to Europe's defence.
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This process is forced upon the Community
by political and economic developments in the world,
by new and existing trade patterns, by availability

of resources and by many other factors.

It is being made increasingly clear
that European countries have a growing number of iden-
tical interests. It is also clearer today than before
that these interests are not always identical with
those of the United States, the principal guarantor

of European security.

This does not mean that diverging security
interests will Llead to the breakup of the Atlantic
Alliance. If that happened, it would be only as
as a result of miscalculation on either side of the
Atlantic. The more that common European interests
are identified and perceived, the more effectively

they can be managed.

The Atlantic security Link can therefore
be handled more confidently, both when the sharing of
interests between North America and Western Europe
can lead to joint or parallel actions and policies,
and when recognizably different American and European
interests require different actions and policies
executed with the understanding that the security
relationship need not, indeed should not, be fatally

harmed.
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ANNEX I

SUMMARY OF MINORITY OPINION IN THE COMMITTEE BY THE RAPPORTEUR, PURSUANT TO
RULE 100, PARAGRAPH 4

When the report was put to a vote in the Political Affairs

Committee, there were 33 votes in favour, 5 against and &4 abstentions.

It is not possible to summarise jointly the views of those who
either voted against or abstained, because their views differed and
their motives varied. Mrs. Hammerich (of tne Group for Technical
Co-ordination) found the report to be in violation of the Rome Treaty
and dangerous from the point of view of peace in Europe and in the

world, paragraph 5 being the most dangerous paragraph.

Mr Capanna, an alternate Member from the same Group,
saw the report as contributing to a European security community with
the inevitable result of bringing about a2 military industrial complex
within the Community. This could lead to ‘adventurous military interventions'

by the Community outside Europe.

Mr Balfe, of the Socialist Group, voted against because the
report was in contradiction to the position taken by his party, the

Labour Party, on unilateral nuclear disarmament.

Mr Ephremidis, of the Communist Group, considered the report to
be in violation of the Treaty. He has found several imprecise formulations in

the explanatory statement.

Mr Kyrkos, of the Communist Group, while recognising the
validity of many parts of the report, took exception to its political

line, which was contrary to his own political beliefs.

Mr Plaskovitis, of the Socialist Group, could support many
parts of the report, but was dissatisfied with the Rapporteur's unwillingness
to give explicit attention to the special position of certain Member countries,

politically and geographically.

Mrs. van den Heuvel, of the Socialist Group, expressed herself
in favour of severai parts of the report, but took exception to paragraph 5,

and consequently abstained in the final vote.
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ANNEX 11

THE NATO DOUBLE DECISION

12 December 1978

Special Meeting of Foreign sad efence Ministers
Brussels (1)
Chairmdn : Mr. 1. Luss.

Quaniitative and gualiiative improvements to Soviel long range nuclear capability
~ Modernization and cxpansion of Soviet TNF - Parailel courses of TNF moderni-
zation and arms contrel - European depicymeni of US ground-launched systems —
Withdrawal of (000 US auclear warheads - Proposed inclusion of US and Soviet
long range theaire nuclear systemis in arms control efforis - Special high level
consultative body cn neguiiations in the field of arms limitations.

I. At a special meeling of Foreign and Defence Ministers in Brussels on 12th
December 1979 :

2. Ministers recalled the May 1978 Summit where governments expressed the
political resolve 1o meet the chatlenges to their security posed by the continuing
momentum of the Warsaw Pact military build-up.

3. The Warsaw Pact has over the years developed a large and growing capa-

- bility in nuclear sysicms that directly thresten Western Europe and have a
strategic significance for the Alliance in Europe. This situation has been espe-
cially aggravated over the fast few years by Soviet decisions to implement
programimes modernizing and expunding ther long-range nuclear capability
substantislly. In particular, they havd depioyed tHe $S-20 missile. which olfers
significant improvements over previvus sysicais in providing grealer accuracy,
more mobility. and greater range, as well us having multiple warheads, and the
Backfire bomber, which has a much bettar performance than other Soviet
aircraft deployed hithcro in a theatre role. During this period. while the Soviet
Union has been teinforcing ts superiorty in Long Runge Theatre Nuclear
Forces (LRTNF) both quantitatively and qualitatively, Western LRTNF capabil-
ities have remained static. Indeed these forces are increasing in age and vulner-
ability and do not include land-based. long-range theatre nuclear missile Sys-
tems.

4. At the sume time, the Soviets have also undertaken a modernization and
expansion of their shorter-range TNF and greatly improved the overall quality
of their conventional forces. These developments ok place against the back-
ground of increasing Saviet inter-continental capabilities and achievermnent of
parity in inter-continental capability with the United States.

5. These tiends have prompted serious concern within the Alliance, because. if
they were 1o continue, Soviet superiority in theatre nuclear systems could
undermine the stability achieved in inter-continental systems and cast doubt on
the credibility of the Aliiance’s deterrent straregy by highlighting the gap in the
spectrumn of NATO's available nuclear response 10 aggression.

6. Ministers noted that these recent developments require concrete actions on
the part of the Alliance if NATO's sirziegy of {lexible response is o remain

(") France did not pariicipate in the Special Meeting.
P
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credible. After intensive consideration. including the merits of alternative
anproaches, and after taking note of the positions of certain members, Ministers
concluded that the overall interest of the Alliance ould best be served by
pursuing two parallel and complementary approaches of TNF modemization
and arms control. : - )

7. Accordingly Ministers have decided to modernize NATO's LRTNF by the
deployment in Europe of US ground-launched systems comprising 108 Pershing 11
launchers, which would replace existing US Pershing I-A, and 464 Ground
Launched Cruise Missiles (GLCM), all with single warheads. All the nations
currently participating in the integrated defence structure will participate in the
programme: the missiles will be stationed in selected countries and certain
support costs will be met through NATO's existing common funding arrange-
ments. The programme will not increase NATG's reliance upon nuclear wea-
pons. In this connection, Ministers agreed that as an integral part of TNF
modernization, 1,000 US nuclear warheads will be withdrawn from Europe as
soon as feasible. Further. Ministers decided that the 572 LRTNF warheuds
should be accommodated within that reduced level. which necessarily implies a
numerical shift of emphasis away from warheads for delivery systems of other
types and shorter ranges. In addition they noted with satisfuction that the
Nuclear Planning Group is undertaking an examination of the precise nature.
scope and basis of the adjustments resulting from the LRTNF deployment and
their possible implications for the balance of rdles and systems in NATO's
nuclear armoury as a whole. This examination will form the basis of a substan-
tive report to NPG Ministers in the Autumn of 1980

8. Ministers attach greal importancé To the rdle of arms control in contributing
to a more stable military relationship between East und West and in advancing
the process of détente. This is reflected in u broad set of initiatives being
examined within the Alliance to further the course of arms control and détente
in the 1980s. Ministers regard arms control as an integral part of the Alliance’s
efforts to assure the undiminished security of its member States and to make
the strategic situation between East and West more stable. more predictable,
and more manageable at lower levels of armaments on both sides. In this regard
they welcome the contribution which the SALT il Treaty makes towards
achieving these objectives.

9. Ministers consider that, building on this accomplishment and taking
account of the expansion of Soviet LRTNF capabilities of concern to MATO,
arms control efforts to achieve a more stable overall nuclear balance at lower
levels of nuclear weapons on both sides should therefore now include ceriain
US and Soviet long-range theaire nuclear systems. This would reflect previous
Western suggestions to include such Soviet and US systems in arms control
negotiations and more recent expressions by Seviet President Brezhnev of
willingness to do so. Ministers fully support the decision taken by the Usited
States following consultations within the Alliance 1o negotiate arms limitations
on LRTNF and to propose to the USSR to begin negotialions as soon as
possible along the following lines which have been eclaborated in intensive
consultations within the Alliance: '

A. Any future limitations on US systems priacipally designed for theatre

missions should be accompanied by appropriate lirnitations on Soviet theatre
systems.
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B. Limitations on US and Soviet long-range theatre nuclear systems should
be negotiated bilaterally in the SALT III framework in a step-by-step
approach.

C. The immediate objective of these negotiations should be the establish-
ment of agreed limitations on US and Soviet land-based long-range theatre
nuclear missile systems.

D. Any agreed limitations on these systems must be consistent with the
principle of equality between the sides. Therefore, the limitations should take
the form of de jure equality both in ceilings and in rights.

E. Any agreed limitations must be adequately verifiable.

10. Given the special importance of these negotiations for the overall security
of the Alliance, a special consultative body at a high level will be constituted
within the Alliance to support the US negotiating effort. This body will follow
the negotiations on a continuous basis and report to the Foreign and Defence
Ministers who will examine developments in these negotiations as well as in
other arms control negotiations at their semi-annual meetings.

11. The Ministers have decided to pursue these two parallel and complemen-
tary approaches in order to avert an arms race in Europe caused by the Soviet
TNF build-up, yet preserve the viability of NATO's strategy of deterrence and
defence and thus maintain the security of its member States.

A. A modernization decision, including a commitment to deployments, is
necessary to meet NATO's deterrence and defence needs, to provide a credible
response to unilateral Soviet TNF deployments, and to provide the foundation
for the pursuit of serious negotiations on TNF.

B. Success of arms control in Tonstraining the- Soviet build-up can-enhance
Alliance security, modify the scale of NATO's TNF requirements. and promote
stability and détente in Europe in consonance with NATO’s basic policy of
deterrence, defence and défénte as efiunciated inThe Harmel Report. NATO's
TNF requirements will be examined in the light of concrete results reached
through -negotiations.
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MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION (DOC. 1-931/80) ANNEX III
tabled by Mr Schall, Mr Lucker, Mr Klepsch, Mr Vergeer, Mr von Hassel, Mr Adonnino,
Mrs Gaiotti de Biase, Mr Janssen van Raay, Mr Penders, Mr Pflimlin, Mr d'Ormesson,
Mr'Herman, Mr Fischbach and Mr Pottering

on behalf of the Group of the European People's Party (Christian Democrat Group)
pursuant to Rule 25 of the Rules of Procedure

on European political cooperation on matters of security policy

The European Parliament,

- conscious of its responsibility to the citizens of Europe on all

issues of vital importance to Europe,

- aware of the role which the European Community must play and of the

need for it to make a significant contribution to international peace,

- aware of the disturbing increase in the level of armaments, which

also imposes serious burdens on the developing countries,

- conscious of the commitment to safeguard human rights, which is
inseparable from the commitment to the security and iﬁdependence

of nations,

- aware of the need to guarantee the security of shipping routes and
international trade in the interests of the economy of Europe and

of all nations,

- deeply concerned at the grave international political situation,

- bhaving regard to the worrying fact that the invasion of Afghanistan
and the brutal Soviet repression has remained a 'fait accompli’

despite condemnations from all over the world and the brave resistance

of the Afghan people,

- having regard to the instability of the international political
situation, in which major economic and social disparities and the
sharp increase in arcas of tension may provide opportunities for

or provoke military adventures,

- whereas the present situation dangerously weakens the prospects
for disarmament and makes it mare difficult to achieve the necessary

reduction in nuclear arsenals,

- aware of the fact that the growing concentration on military
expenditure in the industr’™ ~ ~c and de ¢loping courtries alike

intensifies the inbaiance ‘1 the 'mrld economy and increases the

risk of tensin

- wmvinced that détente is indivisible and inevitably depends on our

countrics taking joint coordinated measures to deter any aggression,
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Strongly urges the Member States of the Community to include in
their sphere of responsibility and in the context of political
cooperation all aspects of the serious threat to world peace and
the security of the nations of Europe as well as that of the more
directly threatened countries of the Middle East posed by the
Soviet occupation of Afghanistan and to take the necessary steps
to guarantee international peace and the security of the nations

of Europe;

Instructs its Political Affairs Committee to submit to Parliament
a report on security and defence questions based on the following

political premises:

- the realization that there is no alternative to the political and
military alliance between the United States and Europe - an alliance
which has in the past provided and still provides a guarantee for
international peace and security and which has demonstrated its
peaceful, defensive and democratic nature over the past 30 years -
and that complete solidarity with the United States is therefore

compatible in this respect with a joint European initiative;

- support for all political moves that genuinely aim at securing
arms limitation subject to controls, an important contribution to

the protection of nations and the progress of détente;

- intensification of political and economic cooperation with the
Third World and increased support for countries particulérly hard
hit by current developments;

- support for the Western European Union and its Parliamentary
Assembly, which are responsible for arms policy and arms control,

and for the efforts of tle Atlantic community in security matters;

Instructs its President to forward this resolution to the Council,
the Foreign Ministers meeting in political cooperation, the
governments and parliaments of the Member States and the Commission

of the European Communities.
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ANNEX IV

MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION (DOC. 1-30/81)
tabled by Mr Lomas, Mr Seal, Mr Caborn, Mr Megahy
pursuant to Rule 25 of the Rules of Procedure

on peace and detente

The European Parliament,

= notes the constructive proposals made by President Brezhnev
in his speech to the Congress of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union,

~ nhotes particularly the following proposals: -

1. the calling of a Special Session of the Security Council
of the United Nations with the Participation of top leaders
of Member States and other states to look for solutions
to prevent war,

2. the holding of Soviet/United States talks at the highest
level,

3. agreed advance notification of military exercises in the
whole of the European USSR with corresponding extensions
by the West,

4. concrete negotiations for Far East confidence building measures,

5. an international agreement on the Persian Gulf which could he
discussed along with the international aspect of Afghanistan.

1. calls upon the Governments of all Member States and the
United States to respond positively to these Proposals and
to make genuine efforts to improve detente and cooperation
in Europe and the world,

2. Instructs the President to forward this resolution to the
Governments of the Member States and to the Government of the
United States.
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ANNEX V.

MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION (DOC. 1-497/81)

tabled by Mr Schall, Mr Pedini, Mr d'Ormesson, Mr von HasseL, Mr. Janssen van Raay,
Mr Fischbach, Mr Herman

on behalf of the 6roup of the European PeopLe s Party (chr1st1an~Democrat1c Group)
pursuant to Rule 47 of the Rules of: Procedure

on the two-part NATO decision

The European Parliament,

conscilous of its responsibility as a directly—elected parllament for’
the security of the Luropean partner states,

having regard to the military superinrity of the WARSAW PACT over NATO,
particularly follawing the int}oducilon of _Soviet nuclear thcutrb i
weapons, against which NATO has nothing Lomparable to offer as a
deterrent, B o .

- recognizing that the measures decided upon in December 197§ by the -
supreme NATO bodies to modernize their Euro—strategic'weapons and at’
the same time to offer to negotiate on di sarmament represent a

decision of fundamental importanCe, partlcularly for the securlty of o T
the European partner atates. :

having rcgard to the decisions by the European governments to gdhere'to
the two-part NATO decision, albeit on certain conditions im:some cases,
8 D e i

- convinced that detente, the security of the nations of Europe‘atd mutual
balanced disarmament talks between East and West in. future will be
centrally and fuhdamentally dependent on this decision,

having regard to the wave of propaganda and efforts to create«qonfusion
directed primarily at the European partner states by the Soviet Union
and to the threats of various political activities ﬁy the SoViet“
Government designed to prevent NATO modernizatioh followind the
previous unilateral arms build-up by the WARSAW PACT and to Eéing about
the cancellation of the NATO two-part decision, ,

- concerned at the growing influence now being exerted on security issuves
in large areas of public opinion by emotions aroused by political '
parties and the media, which is inlline with and furthers $oviet
security strategy and is likely to weaken the consensus, amoﬁg the
European members of NATO and encourage opposikion to United States
security policy.

1. Reaffirms, in the licht of the security interests and the desire of
the nations of Europe for peace, detente and mutually balanced
disarrament, the necessity of modernization in the field of Euro-
strategic weapons as an essential counterdeterrent and simul-

taneously and independently thereof an immediate resumption of disar-
mament talks;
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Repudiates the threats issued by the Soviet Government .-to individual
European mémbers of NATO and the Europear public as gross intefs‘

ference in the\most important sphere of sovereign states"internai
affairs; '

Calls upon and encourages the national'governmehts of the aliied
European states, the Council and NATO, |

- to adhere unconditionally to the two-part NATO decision
thus ensure the security of Burope and

and

- to counter one-sided Soviet propaganda by providing more
information to clarify the security issues involved and explain
these mare clearly to the public;

Instructs the President of the Ruropean Parliament to forward this
resolution to the NATO Supreme Command, the Council, the Commission,
the national governments of the Member Séates and to bring it to
the attention of the European public.
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ANNEX VI
MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION (DOC. 1-700/81)
tabled by Mr Efremidis, Mr Adamqu;and Mr Alavanos
pursuant to Rule 47 of the Rules of Procedure

on the European Parliament's support for the Member States of the EEC in their
endeavours for peace

The EBuropean Parliament,

~ whereas the 1982 draft preliminary budggt of the European
Cemnunities now under discussicn includes expenditure on
rssearch in the nuclear sector,

- whereas proposals have recently been made seeking systematic-
ally to develop the European Communities into a military
Community (Genscher proposals), to build up the EEC's naval
power (decision of the Political Affairs Committee) and to
encourage the European Communities to play an active role
within the framework of the dangerous cold war policy of
the USA and NATO (Commissioner Tugendhat's statements)

- whereac the problem of European security has now reached an
extremely critical point, particularly followirig the de-
cision to base Pershing II and Cruise nuclear missiles in
member countries of NATO, and in the light of the production
of the neutron bomb by- the USA and the promotion of plans
to develop it in the Member States of the EEC following
the statements by American officials on limited nuclear war,

-~ whereas all the countries of Western Europe are in ferment
in an unpreéedentedly powerful mass movement against nuclear .
weapons and the neutron bomﬁ that embraces the peoples of
all our countries regardless of political persuasion,

- whereas the European Parliament, which 1s elected by direct
universal suffrage, cannot ignore the foremost problem con-
cerning the peoples of our countr;ea!

Resolves

1. To express its support for the peoples of Western Europe .
in their endeavours to remove the nuclear threat, to promote
détente and to bring about a reduction in the level of
armements, fully sharing thelr deep anxiety for the future
of peace in Europe;
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To. express most. emphatically its opposition to-the aspirations
and proposals ofAledders ég the Furopean Communities segking
to bring about the open involvement of the EEC in the USA'S.
cold war policy and to convert it into a European branch

of NATO; ‘

To examine with special care the allocation of appropfiatione

in the 1982 draft budget and to delete those directly or

indirectly connected with military aimg; particularly‘ip;the
nuclear sector; ) '

To declare itself -in favour of the immediate opening of
negotiations to achieve a balance at the lowest possible ‘
level, as a decisive step in the process of mutual, controlled
disarmament; ' ' ' o

Instructs its President to forward this resolution to the
Commission, the Council and the Gevernmgnts Qf the Membex
States.
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ANNEX VIT

MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION (DOC.1-760/81)

tabled by Mrs Gaiotti de Biase, Mr Klepsch, Mr Vergeer, Mr Simonnet, Mr Hérman,

Mr Ligios, Mr Macario, Mr Ghergo and Mr Fischbach

on behalf of the Group of the European People s Party (CD Group)

with request for topical and urgent debate pursuant to RuLe 48 of the RuLes of Procedure
on balanced and controlled disarmaient

Thee Luropean Parliament,

- whereas the Geneva arms negotlatlons open on 30 November 1981,

- censidering that, by launchlng their political initiative, European

governments helped to pave the way for these negotlatlons,

- rcaffirming its own commitment to peace, being taken to mean

(@) complete openness to negotiation and dialogue,.

(b) searching for means to establish mutual trust,

(c) cconomic cooperation and balanced development amongst all the peoples
of the world, ‘

(d) furtherance of democracy and human rights,

- aware of the duty of a parliament elected by universal surrrage to

represent the hopes and aspirations,'of all European peoples for .peace,

- aware of the need for the prlnczples of Helslnkl to be reapplled in
a coherent manner so that, for exanple, Afghanlstan regains self-
determination and the situation in Poland is- allowed. to develop
peacefully without 1nterference, )

1. Regquests the governments of the pbﬁers-taking part in the'arms

negotiations beginning on 30 November 1981 to pursue with the itmost

‘determination the objective of a balanced ad cdntrolled reduction

of nuclear and conventional weapons to the lowest possxble level-
|

2. Calls on the Pre31dent of the Counc1l and the governmenta of the
Merber States to engage in transparent and concerted political
cooperation to be able to bring duebinfluence to bear in the
defence of European interests in the cause of peace and securlty
within the framework of the Atlantic alliance and of balanced and_
controlled dlsarmament ) ‘

3. Instructs its President to forward this resolution to the Councxl'
and Commission.
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ANNEX VIII

MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION (DOC. 1-766/81) _ o
tabled by Mrs Lizin, Mr Boyes, Mrs BadueL—GLorﬁoso,'Mrs‘CasfeLLiha, Mrs Cinciari-Rodano,
Mr Michel, Mr Capanna, Mrs Clwyd, Mrs Ewing, Mr Balfe, Mr Vandemeulebroucke, Mr Griffiths,

Ms Quin, Mr Lomas, Mr Hume, Mr Ceravolo, Mr Ferrero, Mr Vitale, Mr Papapietro, Mr Bonacini,
Mr de Goede, Mr Eisma, Mr Veronesi, Mr Kyrkos

with request for urgent and topical debate

pursuant to Rule 48

on peace in Europe

'The Furopean Parliament,

~ recalling the deep attachment to peace of the peoples in Europe:;

-~ noking that recently, in Bonn, Rome, London, Brussels, Paris,
Ansterdam and other cities, well over a million people have demonstrated

against Europe becoming the battleground of a nuclear conflict;

~ concerned that while resources are wasted on nuclear weaponry, the
pressing needs of economic and social development in the third world

are inadequately met;

- noting that negotiations are due to start on November 30 between the

United States and the Soviet Union about arms reductions;

1. Calls on the negotiations to take account of the wishes of the

people of Europe, who :

- reject the installation of new NATO medium-range missiles on European
soil;

- seek the dismantling of similar missiles installed by the Soviet Union:

-~ reject the deployment of neutron bombs in Europe;

- want gradual elimination of all nuclear weapons in Europe;
2. Urges that every effort be made to promote world peace;

3. Calls on its President to transmit this resolution to the Commission,
the Council, the governments of the Member States, of all other
Eurcpean States, and of the USSR and the USA.'
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MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION (DOC.1-904/81)
tabled by Mr Glinne, Mr Jaquet, Mr G. Fuchs, Mr Hansch, Mr van

Mrs Focke, Mr Zagari, Mr Cariglia, Mr Dido' and Mr J. Moreau

on

behalf of the Socialist Group

pursuant to Rule 47 of the Rules of Procedure

on

the USA-USSR disarmament negotiations in Geneva

The European Parliament,

having noted the recent statements as to the possibility of 1
nuclear war in Europe,

having regard to the deployment of Soviet SS 20 missiles,

having regard to the danger of Pershing II and cruise missile
installed by way of retaliation,

Reaffirms that disarmament, non-use of force and recourse t
international arbitration must continue to be the guiding

principles of all responsible political action;

Sxpresses the wish that the negotiations between the USA an
USSR wnich resumed on 30 November should have as their obje
a reduction of armaments and tension in Europe and lead to
and simultaneous disarmament guaranteeing the security of e
nation and its right to self-determination;

Expresses its resolve to press for the necessary balance of
to be achieved in Europe at the lowest level, by the disman
of SS 20 ‘missiles together with the non-installation of Per
and cruigse missiles, and by endeavouring also to achieve a ;
- at the lowest level - of all medium-range nuclear weapon
in Europe;

Endorses moreover the aim of the total abolition of medium~
nuclear weapons in Central Europe;

Considers that the success of the disarmament negotiations
of both nuclear and conventional weapons presupposes the at
of an overall balance of forces, of such a kind that neithe:
gain advantage over the other;

Wishes the European Parliament to follow the progress of thi

negotiations staqe bvstage and to adopt a position in the 1
of the concerns expressed above;
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Zxpresses finally its éympathy with the attitude of the hundreds of
thousands of men and women who recently underlined, by their
demonstrations, the fact that the maintenance of peace is the
prerequisite for social well-being and who, in their vast majority,

are motivated by the desire to safeguard peace and strengthen under-
standing between peoples through a resumption of the East-West dialogue
and intensification of the North-South dialogue;

Instructs its President to forward this resolution to the Foreign

Ministers of the Ten meeting in Political Cooperation and to the
Council and the Commission.
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ANNLX X

MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION (DOC. 1-784/81)

tabled by Mr van Aerssen, Mr Klepsch, Mr von Hassel, Mr Giavazzi, Mr d'Ormesson,

Mr Penders, Mr Herman, Mr Aigner, Mr Habsburg, Mr Bersani, Mr Siminnet, Mr Beumer,

Mr Katzer, Mr Estgen, Mr Adonnino, Mr Lemmer, Mr de Keersmaeker, Wr del Duca,

Mr Deschamps, Mr Hoffman, Mr Brok, Mr Notenboom, Mr Ghergo, Mrs Cassanmagnago Cerretti,
Mr Docklet, on behalf of the Group of the European People's Party

for entry in register

pursuant to Rule 49 of the Rules of Procedure

on the violationof Swedish territorial waters by a Soviet submarine

The European Parliament,

- deeply shocked by the news of the presence of a Soviet submarine,
equipped with nuclear weapons, intercepted and boarded in Swedish

territorial waters;

1. Condemns this violation of international law, of the sovereignty
of a neutral state and of the Helsinki Final Act which was also
signed by the USSR:

2. Notes that the Swedish authorities have expressed the fear that
the Soviet submarine had released nuclear mines in the surrounding

waters;

3. Expresses its sympathy to the Swedish people and government and

its admiration for their resolute attitude in this situation;

4. Considers that this unfriendly act by the USSR is inconsistent

with its own proposals to denuclearize the Arctic and Baltic waters;

5. Demands that the negotiations which are about to commence in Genewva
and which concern a mutual reduction to the lowest possible level
of European strategic nuclear weapons should be entered into in a
spirit of sincerity and mutual honesty, which presupposes that the
incident which took place in Sweden cannot be repeated under any

circumstances;

6. Instructs its President to forward this resolution to the Foreign
Ministers of the ten Member States of the Community meeting in
political cooperation and the Swedish, Soviet and United States
Governments.
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ANNEX XI

MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION (DOC. 1-268/82)

tabled by Mr Ephredemis, Mr Adamou, Mr Atavanos, fir Lomas, Mr Boyes, Mr Balfe,
Mrs Cluyd, Mr ¥egahy, Mr Caborn, fir van Minnen and #r Seal

Pursuant to Rule 47 of the Rules of Procedure

on the second UN Special Session on Disarmament

The Furcpean Parliament,

A. whereas the second UN Special Session on Disarmament will be held in June;

B. aware that, particularly over the last fow months, new clements of inter-
national tension have built up which threaten world peace more than ever
before;

C. considering that the enormous expenditure on arms, particularly nuclear
weapons, the production of the neutron bob, the deployment of new weapons
systems, the promotion of plans for chemical and other weapons of mass
destruction, the use of and threat to use the 'food weapon® and the intensi-
fication of the climate of war, are matters of grave concern to the pecples

of the world and threaten the humsn race with extinction;

D. considering that peace is the ccmmon heritage of all mankind, that there .
is no alternative and that, consequently, its defence is both the duty of

all peoples and all governments and also a basic human right;

E. considering that peace can bz naintained and strengthened by halting the

arms race, reducing military expenditure and by encouraging disarmament;

F. recognizing the close link for all countries between disarmament and inter-
national security, the econcmic and social davelopment of nations and the

establishment of a new world econcmic order;

G. whereas these considerations carry particular weight for Eurocpe, where
there already exists the greatest concentration of nuclear weapons and
where plans are being advanced for the installation of new weapon systems
(Pershing 11, Cruise, neutron bomb), while the doctrines of 'limited nuclear

war' and ‘first strike® on European territory are being put forward;

H. recognizing the urgent need for the cancellation of these plans and for
action to reduce the nuclear arseénal to the lowest possible level with a

view to the complete removal of all weapons of mass destruction from the
Furcpean continent:
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recalling that at the first UN Special Session on Disarmament. in 1978,
the Memper States of the United Nations, including the Menbe: States
of the EEC, resolved to take action in favour of disarmament as the

only solution for the survival of mankind;

CALLS ON:

a) the Member States to contribute with all means at their disposal

to the success of the second UN Special Session on Disarmament ;

b) the governments of the Menber States, who approved the declarations
in the final document of the first Special Session in 1978, to

meet the obligations entered into;

c) the governments of the Menber States to take all necessary steps
- by radio, television etc. - to inform their peoples of the dangers
arising from the production of nuclear weapons and other weapons of
mass destruction, and of the benefits of a policy of arms reduction

and disarmament;

d) the governments of the Member States to respond positively to the
desire of their pecple for disarmament expressed in pacifist demon-—

strations;

Tnstructs its President to forward this resolution to the Council of the
European Communities, the governments of the Member States and to the
Secretary-General of the UN.
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