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FOURTH SITTING

Mr. Poos (continued)

applied to the rest of the budget. I can say
nothing more regarding the relocation of WEU
organs, as the Council has not yet reached
agreement on this matter.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Mr.
Gianotti.

Mr. GIANOTTI (Italy) (Translation). — Min-
ister, for many years Europe has been witnessing
a faster and more intense arms race and both
governments and peoples in Western Europe
have come to look upon both the race and the
fears which it has brought as being inevitable.
Now we have the near prospect of agreement
between the United States and the Soviet Union
on a reduction of nuclear armaments, which
affects Europe.

My question to you is: as you said in your
speech today the governments are concerned
about security; there are no proposals from them
but only understandable concern. Do you not
think that this attitude involves a double risk,
firstly, of obstructing an agreement on disarm-
ament and secondly of confirming the impotence
of the European governments? Thank you for
your reply.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Minister.

Mr. POOS (Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Luxembourg, Chairman-in-Office of the Council)
(Translation). — I must tell the speaker that I see
no contradiction in the position of the WEU
Council. I have just made it clear that the WEU
doctrine continues to be that set out in the
Harmel report: concern for defence combined
with readiness to discuss and conclude con-
trolled and verifiable disarmament agreements. I
think it is wrong to say that Europe or the West
in general does no more than react to Soviet pro-
posals, as exactly the contrary has been the case
in recent years. It was the alliance which in 1981
made a major proposal on the zero option in
Europe, and it is the Soviet Union which took
five years to accept. It is therefore totally
incorrect to regard the Soviet proposals now on
the table as genuinely original initiatives to
which Europe is merely reacting without having
its own ideas on disarmament.

Again, it was Europe which demanded that
shorter-range missile systems be included in the
framework of an agreement on long-range mis-
siles, and we are still waiting for a reply from the
Warsaw Pact countries to the Brussels appeal for
conventional disarmament. I also remind you
that MBFR negotiations have been in progress in
Vienna for the last fourteen years without the
other side accepting any of the western proposals
on disarmament in conventional weapons where,
as you know, there are large imbalances. I
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therefore believe that public opinion should be
given a more positive image of the western
position on disarmament, and we have tried to
do this in the Council communiqué, which will, I
think, be distributed to you this evening.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Mr.
Freeson. ‘

Mr. FREESON (United Kingdom). — Still on
the same theme, Mr. Chairman, Mr. President,
in the opening part of the Minister’s address to
us he expressed satisfaction .on behalf of the
Council of Ministers at the progress — limited as
it may be so far — that is being made with regard
to nuclear disarmament at intermediate-range
level. He went on, if I heard him correctly, to
state that the ministers took seriously the state-
ments that the Soviet Union has been making
more recently covering a variety of other levels
of disarmament — medium-range, short-range
and, indeed, conventional weaponry and per-
sonnel. All these have been statements and he
said that what the Council of Ministers wanted
was to consider these matters seriously when
they had been put in writing and had been
tabled. I think I quote the Minister correctly.

He then went on to state, as I understood him,
and this is where my question arises, what the
Council of Ministers’ position was on security
matters, what the policy was: that Europe had to
maintain a nuclear deterrent. Now if I have got
that wrong I shall be interested to hear the
answer. If I got it right, I would like to know how
one can make compatible alstatement which
expresses serious interest in discussing and nego-
tiating the statements that are being made by the
Soviet Union once they are put into writing,
which cover all levels of nuclear arms, and at the
same time declare a position where Western
Europe is going to maintain the nuclear
deterrent.

I finish with this, if I may, in the form of a
question. Until recently nucléar weapons were
officially a regrettable necessity. That was our
position. Something we only did because the
East had them as well. When they got rid of
theirs we would too, with relief. That was our
position. Now that it seems Moscow is moving
in our direction, are we to believe that Western
Europe still has to have nuclear weapons, even if
the Russians do not have them? Is denuclearising
Europe something to hope and work for or to
fear and obstruct? Does the Minister appreciate
that, if this is the line, we will be — some of us,
some of our countries — in abrogation of the non-
proliferation treaty? What does he think will be
the effect of that on existing non-nuclear powers
who have the capacity to become nuclear
powers?

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Minister.
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Mr. POOS (Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Luxembourg, Chairman-in-Olffice of the Council)
(Translation). — Mr. President, I think I replied
to the first part of the question a moment ago by
saying that the members of our union will be
ready to discuss the Soviet proposals on SRINF
when they are put in writing. The only text on
the Soviet proposal is General Secretary
Gorbachev’s Prague speech. In our view this is
not a sufficiently detailed proposal to enable us
to react at the moment by suggesting, say, a limit
to which we would be prepared to dismantle
short-range systems. We have not given any
definitive response but have said we will
examine the proposals in detail when they
become known.

As far as alliance strategy is concerned, I repeat
that the flexible response is the only strategy we
advocate. It is a strategy which comprises both a
conventional and a nuclear element. I have been
very clear on this point in the draft statement
which has been formulated and which will, I
hope, be adopted at our next ministerial Council.
In present circumstances the nuclear component
of European security is clearly included, and I do
not need to remind you that the reason for this is
the conventional superiority of the other side.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Mr.
Brown.

Mr. BROWN (United Kingdom). — Thank
you, Mr. President. Mr. Chairman, in your most
interesting speech you referred quite specifically
to the continued defence of Europe by both con-
ventional and nuclear weapons. Could I ask you:
how does this square with the publicly-stated
intention of the President of the United States to
achieve the removal of all nuclear weapons — I
repeat, all nuclear weapons — from Europe?

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Minister.

Mr. POOS (Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Luxembourg, Chairman-in-Office of the Council)
(Translation). — I have no knowledge of any such
statement by the United States President. I know
that when he first presented his strategic defence
initiative he did say that, by deploying the anti-
missile ballistic defence system in space, the
United States could acquire a facility which
would render atomic weapons obsolete. Such a
statement does indeed exist, but I have yet to see
any statement by the United States President
announcing his intention of eliminating all
nuclear weapons in Europe. I do not know of any
such statement, but I am aware of many in the
opposite sense, including especially those of the
American Secretary of State.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Mr.
Goerens.
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Mr. GOERENS (Luxembourg) (Translation).
— Mr. Chairman, you will be aware that a very
large majority of our Assembly yesterday voted
in favour of a motion for a recommendation
with a request for urgent procedure which urged
the Council * to make known its collegiate point
of view on the Gorbachev proposals through the
intermediary of its Chairman-in-Office, Mr.
Jacques Poos, in his statement to the Assembly
on Tuesday, 28th April 1987 ” and that in para-
graph 2 of the recommendation proper the
Assembly urged the Council “to instruct its
Chairman-in-Office to give the Council’s point
of view on the Soviet proposals at the meetings
of the North Atlantic Council to be held on 11th
and 12th June 1987 ™.

My first question after this brief introduction
is whether this recommendation caused any
change to be made to the Council’s agenda and
what action, if any, was taken in response to the
Assembly’s recommendation adopted under
urgent procedure.

I would then like to ask whether the Council
Chairman can tell me when we shall have the
report on SDI.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Secretary-General.

Mr. CAHEN (Secretary-General of WEU)
(Translation). — Thank you, Mr. President. The
SDI report referred to by the Minister is still
under study and will be examined by the Per-
manent Council before being finalised as quickly
as possible for transmission to the Assembly.
The report is, of course, part of an on-going
study, as the SDI is still evolving, and we shall
also have to mould our ideas to various
hypotheses relating especially to the strategic
impact of SDI.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Minister.

Mr. POOS (Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Luxembourg, Chairman-in-office of the Council)
(Translation). — In answer to the first part of Mr.
Goerens’s question, I can inform the Assembly
that its recommendation under urgent procedure
was passed to Council members in writing. It
was not added to the agenda but was, I believe,
taken into account in drafting the final
communiqué, which refers to Mr. Gorbachev’s
proposals on short-range missiles, details of
which we are still awaiting.

We were informed during the meeting that the
Soviet Union has today tabled a draft INF
agreement in Geneva, but that no reference is
made to SRINF in any section of the text. In
these circumstances the Council was not in a
position today to respond to the proposals made
by the General Secretary of the Soviet Com-
munist Party. I am not being evasive. The
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Mr. Poos (continued)

Council is at all times alert to the news from
Geneva and is ready for consultation to decide a
common position as soon as the proposals are
known.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Mr.
Terlezki.

Mr. TERLEZKI (United Kingdom). — Thank
you, Mr. President. I too wish to congratulate the
Minister for an excellent speech about the
defence of Europe, about disarmament
nuclear, conventional and, indeed, chemical
weapons.

What I would like to ask the Minister is: Is
there room for discussion and debate — irre-
spective of what platform, WEU, Council of
Europe, at the defence level, NATO level — about
human rights, about the Helsinki agreement,
about the European people who are suffering
under the tyranny in the Soviet Union, in the
satellite states? Should we not sometimes include
also the debate about the millions of people who
are not so fortunate as us; where we enjoy
freedom and democracy and they, for about
seventy years, have suffered under tyranny and
oppression?

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Minister.

Mr. POOS (Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Luxembourg, Chairman-in-Office of the Council)
(Translation). — The Council of Ministers has
rightly underlined the global nature of détente.
Détente is not limited to disarmament agree-
ments, however important they may be. Détente
must also extend to human rights and to
reducing tension points throughout the world,
where the true behaviour of the Soviet Union
will be tested by its actions.

We were agreed in stressing this point, which I
think responds to the concern which has been
expressed. Every western minister who has had
an opportunity of meeting his Soviet counterpart
has emphasised western insistence that greater
efforts should be made in the Soviet Union.
Although there have been some releases of
refuseniks and dissidents, hundreds of people are
still confined in internment camps and prisons,
and when I was in Moscow I personally insisted
that additional efforts should be made in this
area.

We must never lose sight of the fact that the
military arsenal which we are endeavouring to
control and restrain is the product of distrust,
and the Soviet Union must understand that
certain causes of this distrust must be removed if
the chances of a general disarmament agreement
are to improve.
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Sir
Frederic Bennett.

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom). —
Thank you, Mr. President. I was particularly
delighted to hear the Minister’s last remarks in
which he said what I think is in the hearts of
many of us, that any assessment of the threat
with which we are possibly having to cope
cannot be judged just on weaponry alone but in a
wider context of observance of the CSCE, which
some of us feel very strongly when we are seeking
to assess just what threat it is that we are trying
to face.

The Minister in his opening remarks, again
entirely comprehensibly, mentioned the fact that
it was very difficult for ministers today to give a
joint collective response, or indeed any response,
to what were merely declarations but were not in
fact written proposals on which we could
comment. I thought that was the only possible
answer he could have given.

Could he say — because at least he has sources
of information and we parliamentarians merely
have to rely only on the media — whether some
of these declarations, which may or may not
come in the form of proposals, does he know of
any that are in the pipeline, which would
indicate that a precondition of any settlement
would be the abandonment by France and/or
Britain of their own sovereign nuclear deter-
rents?

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Minister.

Mr. POOS (Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Luxembourg, Chairman-in-Olffice of the Council)
(Translation). — At this stage it is impossible to
play the prophet and predict what Mr.
Gorbachev may still have in his pipeline, which
seems to me to be quite long and amply filled.
However, the Soviet Union has not in the
current negotiations so far insisted that the
French and British nuclear forces be dismantled.
On the contrary, a Soviet demand to this effect,
which had been maintained since 1981, was lifted
at Reykjavik, and since then the existence of
these forces, which are not integrated in NATO,
has ceased to be a subject for pressure in the
Soviet-American negotiations.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Sir
Dudley Smith.

Sir Dudley SMITH (United Kingdom). — Mr.
President, could I, as Chairman of the
Assembly’s Committee on Budgetary Affairs,
thank the Chairman for his thoroughly
enlightened and helpful approach during the
time he has held office in our very intense and
difficult deliberations about the budget and its
future. Perhaps I could go as far as saying that I
do not believe we would have achieved what we
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have so far without his advocacy and his deter-
mination to back up our very legitimate claims
and I am sure all of us, irrespective of our
parties, would thank him for his efforts on our
behalf.

Can I just ask, Sir, whether you could say
when the pensions element is likely to be severed
from the main operating budget? Will it be in the
current financial year?

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Minister.

Mr. POOS (Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Luxembourg, Chairman-in-Office of the Council)
(Translation). — The reply is “ Yes ”. We will try
to do this as quickly as possible.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Mr.
Stoffelen.

Mr. STOFFELEN (Netherlands). — Mr. Pres-
ident, I too want to thank the Minister for his
rather clear and encouraging statements. Never-
theless, I was a bit puzzled by a more or less
cryptic statement on the relationship between an
agreement on INF and the short-range missiles.
If I try to understand the statements, at least I
heard something like: in an essential agreement
on INF, the problem of short-range missiles
should not be neglected. If I heard that correctly.
Does that mean that, in a separate agreement on
INF missiles, a passage should be included some-
thing like: further following negotiations will
start after the separate agreement on short-range
missiles, or does it mean that an agreement on
short-range missiles is a precondition for an
agreement on INF missiles?

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Minister.

Mr. POOS (Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Luxembourg, Chairman-in-Office of the Council)
(Translation). — The sixteen members of the
alliance have considered the links between an
INF agreement and short-range missiles. They
adopted the position set out in the Brussels
communiqué, which says that an agreement on
INF must be followed by negotiations on
shorter-range missiles. That is the official
position of the sixteen members. The ministers
of the WEU countries have said nothing different
today. They are in complete agreement with this
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NATO position and reaffirm that the problem of
shorter-range missiles should not be neglected
when negotiating an agreement on INF, though
no preconditions are implied.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank you,
Minister. On behalf of the Assembly I should like
to thank you for your presence here and for your
detailed comments and replies. Before ending, 1
wish to express again the Assembly’s gratitude
and the conviction that relations between the
Council and the Assembly have steadily
improved in recent times and are largely respon-
sible for improved efficiency, markedly better
understanding and the unquestionably closer
co-ordination of our efforts and work.

As President of the Assembly and speaking on
behalf of all my colleagues I wish to express
appreciation of your actions and of the Council’s
work today in bringing this about. Thanks to
you, we have plenty to do. It has been a suc-
cessful occasion. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

5. Close of the extraordinary session

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I wish to
thank our committee rapporteurs for all the work
they have done. My thanks go also to the
members of the Assembly for their attendance
and their participation in our debates; I have at
various times expressed my gratitude to min-
isters, ambassadors and representatives of
member states who have attended.

My warmest thanks also go to all staff made
available to us here in Luxembourg to help with
the work of committees, political groups and the
Assembly itself; this includes all messengers,
security guards and other hard-working staff who
have helped us until now and I am sure will con-
tinue to do so until we leave.

I wish also to thank the press and everyone
who has followed our deliberations, the staff of
the Office of the Clerk of the Assembly who have
served us unstintingly as usual. Finally, Mr.
Secretary-General, thank you for your
attendance and your work which I trust will
produce further results.

The extraordinary session of the Assembly of
Western European Union in Luxembourg is
closed.

(The sitting was closed at 7.05 p.m.)
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18th February 1987

AGENDA

of the extraordinary session
Luxembourg, 27th and 28th April 1987

I. Political questions

The European pillar of the Atlantic
Alliance — Part I: The reactivation of
WEU

I1. Defence questions

Disarmament — reply to the thirty-first
annual report of the Council

II1. Budgetary and administrative questions

Application of Order 65 on the draft
budget of the Assembly for the financial
year 1987
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Report tabled by Mr. Ahrens on behalf of the
General Affairs Committee

Report tablet by Mr. Amadei on behalf of the
Committee on Defence Questions and Arma-
ments

Report tabled by Sir Dudley Smith on behalf of
the Presidential Committee



Document 1087 2nd April 1987

ORDER OF BUSINESS

of the extraordinary session
Luxembourg, 27th and 28th April 1987

MONDAY, 27th APRIL

Morning 8.30 a.m.
Meeting of the Socialist Group.

9 am.

Meeting of the Federated Group of Christian Democrats and European Democrats.

Time to be fixed

Meeting of the Liberal Group.

10 a.m.
1. Opening of the extraordinary session,
2. Examination of credentials.
3. Address by the President of the Assembly.
4. The European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance — Part I: The reactivation of WEU:

presentation of the report tabled by Mr. Ahrens on behalf of the General Affairs Com-
mittee. i

Debate.

Vote on the draft recommendation.

Afternoon 3 p.m.
Disarmament — reply to the thirty-first annual report of the Council:

presentation of the report tabled by Mr. Amadei on behalf of the Committee on Defence Questions
and Armaments.

Debate.

TUESDAY, 28th APRIL

Morning 10 a.m.
Application of Order 65 on the draft budget of the Assembly for the financial year 1987:
Debate.

Afternoon at the close of the meeting of the Council of Ministers

Address by Mr. Poos, Minister for Foreign Affairs of Luxembourg, Chairmah-in-Ofﬁce of the
Council.

Debate.

CLOSE OF THE EXTRAORDINARY SESSION
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The European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance
Part I: The reactivation of WEU

REPORT !

submitted on behalf of the General Affairs Committee?
by Mr. Ahrens, Rapporteur

TABLE OF CONTENTS

DRAFT RECOMMENDATION

on the European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance — Part I: The reactivation of
WEU

EXPLANATORY MEMORANDUM
submitted by Mr. Ahrens, Rapporteur
L. Introduction
II. Reactivation of WEU
III. A charter of principles for the security of Western Europe
IV. The activities of WEU

V. Conclusions

1. Adopted in committee by 15 votes to 0 with 1 abstention.

2. Members of the committee: Mr. Close (Acting Chairman); Mr. Martino (Vice-Chairman); MM. 4hrens, Baumel, Sir Frederic
Bennett (Alternate: Murphy), MM. Bianco, Bogaerts, Burger, Sir Anthony Grant, Mr. Hardy, Mrs. Herfkens, Mr. Hill, Mrs. Kelly,
Mr. Koehl (Alternate: Portier), Lord Mackie, MM. Masciadri, Mermaz, Muller, Reddemann, Ruet, Rumpf, van der Sanden,
Spitella (Alternate: Mezzapesa), Vecchietti, van der Werff, N... (vacant seat) (Alternate: Chénard), N... (vacant seat).

N.B. The names of those taking part in the vote are printed in italics.
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Draft Recommendation

on the European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance -
Part I: The reactivation of WEU

The Assembly,

(i)  Considering that the proposal made by the Prime Minister of France on 2nd' December 1986 to
draw up a European security charter provides an opportunity for a fundamental re-examination of the
requirements of that security;

(ii)  Considering that the policy of deterrence pursued by the Atlantic Alliance remams the guarantce
of that security;

(iiy) Considering that the main threats to international peace now arise in areas not covered by the
alliance;

(iv) Considering that European co-operation in armaments matters has become essential for the
security of Europe;

(v)  Considering that the search for disarmament or the limitation of armaments is essential for the
maintenance of peace and should continue to be given priority but that this search must not jeopardise
the security of Europe;

(vi) Considering that the recent development of chemical weapons constitutes a particularly serious
threat for all mankind;

(vii) Welcoming recent measures taken by the Council to increase its activities in order to meet the
requirements of European security but regretting that information on these activities communicated to
the public and to the Assembly is still far from adequate;

(viii) Considering that it is still essential to bring the requirements of European security to the attention
of the public;

(ix) Deeply regretting the continuous failure of the Council to inform the Assembly in a proper way;

(x)  Considering that new governmental activities in WEU must allow the Assembly to exercise to the
full its responsibilities under Article IX of the treaty;

(xi) Noting in particular that the replies to Assembly recommendations and written questions relating
to the Council’s activities, the Standing Armaments Committee and the Independent European Pro-
gramme Group seriously distort the Council’s commitments to the Assembly,

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL

1. Study closely the proposals made by the French Government for drawing up a European security
charter with a view to:

(a) defining Europe’s security requirements, acquainting its American allies with them and
ensuring that current negotiations on the limitation of nuclear and conventional weapons lead
to substantial reductions without compromising Europe’s security based on a policy of deter-
rence; .

(b) reaffirming member countries’ continuing concern not to compromise the cohesion of the
alliance and to include the strengthening of the European pillar in the context of the alliance;

(c) averting a chemical arms race by calling upon the United States and the Soviet Union to seek
an agreement ensuring the complete elimination of such arms and promoting the extension of
this agreement to all countries;

(d) including in the charter a commitment to ensure reciprocal exchanges of information and con-
sultations in accordance with Article VIII of the modified Brussels Treaty in regard to any
threat to international peace;

(e) also including an expression of the joint will to remove obstacles still obstructing the devel-
opment of European co-operation in armaments matters;
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2. To this end, direct the measures taken to give new work to WEU so as to ensure that the appli-
cation of the modified Brussels Treaty contributes to the cohesion of the Atlantic Alliance and the con-
solidation of peace by:

(a) keeping the political committee on European security in the framework of WEU;

(b) considering how the treaty should be applied to ensure that it meets present European security
requirements and allows WEU to be enlarged to include Western European countries wishing
and able to take part;

(c) ensuring that these countries are kept informed of the activities of WEU and allowing the
countries concerned to take part henceforth in some of these activities, particularly in co-oper-
ation in armaments matters;

(d) giving the necessary impetus to European co-operation in armaments matters, inter alia by
adapting its decision of 7th May 1955 setting up a Standing Armaments Committee to present
facts of such co-operation;

(e) acting without delay on its document “ WEU and public awareness ” so as to inform public
opinion of all its activities in accordance with the principles set out in the Rome declaration,
including the issue of communiqués at the close of meetings of the political committee on
European security;

(f) ensuring co-ordination of member countries’ participation in the course to be organised by the
French Institut des hautes études de défense nationale in 1988 and of the development of sub-
sequent courses so as to promote public awareness of European security requirements in all
member countries;

(g) developing exchanges of views with the United States authorities so as to enhance the
cohesion of the alliance;

(h) applying in full Article IX of the treaty under which it has an obligation to report to the
Assembly on its activities and on the application of the modified Brussels Treaty, even when
pursued in frameworks other than WEU.
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Explanatory Memorandum

(submitted by Mr. Ahrens, Rapporteur)

1. Introduction

1. When the General Affairs Committee
asked your Rapporteur to study what might con-
stitute a European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance,
its wish was not to limit its deliberations to the
Council’s report on its activities in 1986 but to
examine to what extent past or future decisions
on the activities and structure of WEU corre-
sponded to the Council’s intention, voiced in the
Rome declaration, to set up this second pillar.

2. Since the committee took this initiative,
two events have given shape to your
Rapporteur’s mandate. First, speaking to the
Assembly on 2nd December 1986, Mr. Chirac,
Prime Minister of France, proposed that the
WEU countries together draw up a European
security charter. Second, on 4th December the
Presidential Committee of the Assembly decided
to hold an extraordinary session in Luxembourg
in April 1987 at which, in addition to disar-
mament, consideration would be given to the
reactivation of WEU, covering the action to be
taken on Mr. Chirac’s proposals and the political
committee on European security which the
Council decided to set up in Luxembourg on
14th November 1986. The latter question was
referred to the General Affairs Committee and
therefore quite naturally took its place in the
study of the European pillar of the alliance.

3. However, it is difficult for a report to be
presented to the Assembly in April, which conse-
quently should be adopted by the General Affairs
Committee on 16th March, to include a reply to
the annual report of the Council. This report was
very late in reaching the Assembly in 1986 and,
even if there are hopes that the Council will try
to speed things up, there is little chance of the
committee being able to give its opinion on the
thirty-second annual report of the Council in
time. Moreover, the ministerial meeting of the
Council, ‘normally followed by joint meetings
with the Committee on Defence Questions and
Armaments and the General Affairs Committee,
should give parliamentarians useful pointers to
the guidelines adopted by the Council and the
decisions taken. These joint meetings are at the
moment expected to be held at the end of April,
" 1. e. after the Assembly’s extraordinary session. It
is therefore hardly desirable for the General
Affairs Committee to give its views on the Coun-
cil’s activities before the ministerial meeting and
the joint meetings are held.

4, This being so, your Rapporteur felt he
should divide his draft report into two parts. The
first part, dealing with Mr. Chirac’s proposals
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and the creation of a political committee on
European security, might thus be adopted by the
committee in March and included in the agenda
of the extraordinary session. The second part
might be adopted subsequently and included
only in the agenda of the first part of the thirty-
third ordinary session, as is customary.

II. Reactivation of WEU

5. It is of little concern to the WEU
Assembly to know what internal political reasons
led the Prime Minister of France to address it on
2nd December 1986 and make the remarks
which your Rapporteur will itry to analyse. It
should merely be noted that the presence of a
prime minister, even from a country where the
President of the Republic is also head of the
executive, is sufficiently exceptional to be under-
lined. In the last ten years, only Mr. Mauroy, also
Prime Minister of France, addressed members of
the Assembly, not during a sitting but in the
course of a dinner on 29th November 1982, thus
limiting the official nature of his remarks. Never-
theless, on that occasion Mr. Mauroy heralded
his government’s intention to propose to
France’s partners that Western European Union
be given new impetus and his address was a
major event in the steps leading to the Seven’s
decision to reactivate WEU.

6. At that time, the situation was marked by
the difficulties the Western European countries
were experiencing in implementing the NATO
twofold decision of December 1979 which
implied, on the one hand, reviving disarmament
negotiations to obtain the complete withdrawal
of Soviet SS-20 missiles and, on the other,
deploying Pershing II and cruise missiles in
Western Europe in the event of these negotia-
tions not being successful. The number and scale
of demonstrations against deployment raised the
question of whether the people of the countries
concerned were not going to force their govern-
ments to oppose the application of the NATO
decision on their territory. Mr. Mauroy recalled
the danger of a disarmed Europe in face of Soviet
missiles and drew the public’s attention to its
security requirements. He was probably
encouraged by the relative unanimity in France
towards the policy of nuclear deterrence pursued
by successive governments and by the conviction
that greater awareness of the threats to Western
Europe would help all the European nations to
accept the cost and implicit risks of an effective
policy of deterrence.
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7. An important aspect of the Prime Minister
of France’s address was the réle he attributed to
the WEU Assembly in this effort to inform and
appeal to public opinion. He believed a public
debate on security requirements to be the best
means of coping with fears and putting over
what he considered to be reasonable views.

8. It now seems that this address, which was
followed by more specific proposals in the
framework of WEU, led to significant results
since, together with Belgian proposals submitted
to the Council in 1983 but not published, it was
at the origin of the reactivation of WEU which
included the elimination of out-of-date discrimi-
nation, reaffirmation of the role of NATO and of
existing national deterrent forces as instruments
of Europe’s defence and, finally, the Council
adopting a new approach to its role thanks inter
alia to the participation of defence ministers in
its work: the purpose was to give the alliance’s
defence policy political guidance to take account
of Europe’s specific interests. The governments
of the other WEU countries all accepted the
French proposals, on the one hand because they
probably feared that France might otherwise
move away from its partners to try to guarantee
its security by other means and, on the other,
because they shared France’s views about the
need to enhance the European dimension of joint
security, provided this did not jeopardise the
cohesion of the Atlantic Alliance; nor should it
induce the Americans to make concessions to the
fraction of their public opinion which wanted
American troops to be withdrawn from Europe
since these forces make a decisive contribution
to the protection of Western European territory
by the American nuclear deterrent. The Rome
declaration of 27th October 1984 expressed the
Seven’s agreement to remodel the work of
WEU.

9. However, implementation of the prin-
ciples agreed upon in Rome seems to have run
up against various obstacles which are difficult to
define since the governments have done their
utmost to conceal them. In any event, in 1985
and the first half of 1986 one has to record a suc-
cession of hesitations, delays, uncertainties and
evasions in the Council’s work, which has fallen

well short of the intentions expressed in
Rome.
10. The wish to maintain the cohesion of the

Atlantic Alliance and not to provoke negative
reactions in the United States to the reactivation
of WEU and differences of opinion in certain
European countries have already imposed strict
limits on the intentions expressed by the govern-
ments. There is absolutely no question of
reviving the idea of a European army or a
European defence community with its own
armed forces. A European pillar of the alliance is
not to be set up in military terms. This is not the
aim of countries assigning forces to NATO inte-
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grated military commands or of those with forces
remaining under national command, i. e. mainly
French forces. From the very outset the former
clearly had no intention of doing anything that
could be taken for a withdrawal of forces from
the alliance and France was not prepared to place
its forces, particularly its nuclear forces, under a
command over which it did not have sover-
eignty.

11. There thus remain the areas to which the
modified Brussels Treaty applies but which are
outside NATO integrated activities or are not
covered by consultations in other European
institutions such as economic, social and cultural
matters. First and foremost comes the security
policy of member countries, particularly in
regions outside the North Atlantic Treaty area.

12. Then there are all matters relating to disar-
mament which oblige Europe to follow closely
the relevant Soviet-American talks or multi-
lateral negotiations so that its security is not
jeopardised by the terms of any agreement on the
limitation of armaments or disarmament.
Europe is even less able to impose its views in
such matters because it takes no part in the most
important negotiations and can hardly play a
leading réle in a matter which is being conducted
by the two great powers. It therefore has to limit
its action to a continuing study of the progress of
negotiations and to approaching its American
allies when the need is felt.

13. The third major task WEU took on con-
cerns the production of armaments. It has to
ensure that European technology does not fall
too far behind in this sector, that it plays a fair
part in trade between countries of the alliance
and that intra-European co-operation allows its
industries to produce at reasonable cost.

14. Finally, one of WEU’s main réles as
redefined in the Rome declaration is to make
public opinion understand the European
dimension of security problems so that it accepts
the sacrifices of all kinds which are essential for
maintaining its security, i. €. military service, an
adequate armaments budget, respect for allies in
every area and acceptance of certain risks,
including those implied by the deployment of
nuclear weapons to ward off the even greater
risks that an inadequately-defended Europe
would run. It should be emphasised that this
essential role can be played effectively with the
means available to WEU only if Europe makes
convincing progress in other areas. There would
be no point in claiming to uphold the morale of
European nations if the difficulties confronting
economic Europe were too serious, if political
rivalry developed, if Europe’s real interests in
disarmament or armaments were not effectively
defended or if the defence of Europe was not
ensured.
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15. Hence, if WEU is to be effective as an
instrument for acting on public opinion, the
Community and European political consulta-
tions must be conducted efficiently, the deterrent
exercised by NATO must be maintained at an
adequate level and all the aims set for WEU itself
in the Rome declaration must be attained.

16.  Yet the convergence of all these factors has
not been achieved, or only very imperfectly,
since October 1984, with the result that outside
observers, the press and WEU parliamentarians
have increasing doubts about the seriousness of
the intentions expressed in Rome.

17. (a) In the European Communities, there
was no major operational crisis in 1985 and
1986. On the contrary, the adoption and subse-
quent ratification by most member countries of
the single European act showed the continuing
will of the Twelve to develop Community
Europe, although there is still much discussion
about the merits of the common agricultural
policy. Monetary policy has encountered serious
difficulties but this affects only some of the
members of the Community. From the WEU
standpoint, the single act is particularly note-
worthy in that it recognises our organisation’s
specific role in exercising its responsibilities, con-
sidered as a contribution by the Seven to the soli-
darity of the Twelve. But it can hardly be
claimed that Community activity in recent years
has given much impetus to European feelings.
The single act also testifies to the meagre pro-
gress achieved by twelve-power Europe.

18. (b) In political co-operation, the devel-
opment of consultations has not allowed mean-
ingful decisions to be taken in times of crisis,
particularly for responding to the terrorist threat
which affected Europe several times in 1985 and
1986. There are three very different reasons for
this. First, European countries have very
unequal means of acting outside the NATO area.
Although some of them took action in the
Falklands, Lebanon and Chad, they could not
rely on serious assistance from partners which,
for various reasons, did not have the means of
taking such action. The most they could hope for
was relative solidarity from their partners.
Second, the involvement of several of them in
external conflicts and their consequences, partic-
ularly when they were victims of terrorist actions
or hostage-taking, left them no possibility of
respecting collective discipline which failed to
take account of the facts. This was one of the
reasons for the Franco-British differences over
Syria in autumn 1986: the United Kingdom saw
this country as being behind an operation which
had been judged in a British court, whereas Mr.
Chirac, in an interview in the Washington Times
on 7th November 1986, recalled that for the sake
of its solidarity with the United Kingdom France
could not sacrifice its negotiations to obtain the
release of certain hostages or a policy aimed at
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strengthening the Arab states best able to counter
subversion by Islamic fundamentalism. Third, a
meeting of the ambassadors of member countries
in London is probably not the best forum for
receiving information or a fortiori for taking
decisions in matters of this kind. However, the
development of meetings between political
directors from ministries for foreign affairs and
representatives of ministries of defence of WEU
member countries may remedy this situation.

19. (c) There have been no substantial
changes where NATO is concerned. However,
differences have emerged several times between
its members, first about matters not concerning
the North Atlantic Treaty area, particularly in
Latin America, or about American reprisals
against Libya in April 1986, and subsequently
about disarmament, because the Reykjavik
meeting revealed that consultations between
European and American members of the alliance
had been inadequate and led to fears lest
Europe’s security be jeopardised.

20. (d) Attainment of the aims set by the
Seven in the Rome declaration is still far from
certain. There is no doubt that the Seven have
started to implement them in several areas, but
in none of them have they yet achieved really
convincing results.

21. (i) In regard to disarmament, everyone
knows, although the Council has never admitted
it — hiding behind the pretext of secrecy in order
not to answer Written Question 270 put by Mr.
van der Sanden on 30th June 1986 — that in Feb-
ruary 1985 the American authorities with the
most responsibility for such matters informed
the governments of the Seven that they did not
wish a European position to be expressed at the
time the Geneva negotiations were being started.
Everything indicates that this intervention led to
the Council’s disarmament activities being
shelved for several months. However, the
Council has since informed the Assembly that in
1986 it resumed the consultations on this subject
which had been interrupted in February 1985
and that Agency I has been instructed to report
on several major aspects of the question. Neither
the Assembly nor the public has been officially
informed of results obtained in this matter. In
spite of its promises, the Council has not com-

municated its agencies’ reports to the
Assembly.
22. However, the Belgian information bulletin

De defensa Europe, generally very well informed
about matters relating to WEU, gave a number
of indications on this point in its issue of 10th
December 1986. Noting that the Assembly’s
main reproach to the ministers following their
meeting in Luxembourg was that they had not
agreed on a joint text reflecting the position of
WEU which the Chairman-in-Office of the
Council could have put forward in the Council,
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the bulletin said the United Kingdom had vetoed
the principle of a joint statement. Conversely,
the bulletin said the ministers would have been
able, without great difficulty, to agree on a text
defining a joint overall position on the aftermath
of Reykjavik. It is to be hoped that the thirty-
second annual report of the Council, albeit much
later than the press, will give the information to
which the Assembly is entitled on this matter.

23. (i) On the SDI, the thirty-first annual
report of the Council mentioned generally-agreed
principles. It was announced in turn that the
working group on the SDI had been instructed to
prepare a study on air defence in Europe and
then, in November 1986, that the task assigned
to the working group on the SDI had been
extended to cover all matters relating to Europe’s
security. This latter decision makes one wonder
about the nature of this working group, its
responsibilities and what the Council expects of
it. Specialising in the SDI, it could conduct a
serious study into a question on which Europe
will inevitably have to give its views and take
major decisions in the next few years. It might
have been logical and desirable to extend the
range of its activities to the air defence of
Europe. By extending it still further, is it not
being turned into a replica of the Council itself?
Does it not also reduce the impact and seri-
ousness of its work?

24. (iii) On more general consultations on
foreign policy matters related to security, in
regard to which the single European act clearly
shows WEU’s place, the Council has started to
hold meetings of political directors from minis-
tries for foreign affairs. At its meeting in
Luxembourg on 13th and 14th November 1986,
it decided to make these meetings more official
and binding, in particular by having them meet
at least as frequently as after all the meetings of
the Twelve. In answer to a question on this
subject, Mr. Poos, Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Luxembourg, Chairman-in-Office of the Council,
told Assembly representatives that these
meetings were part of the WEU Council’s activ-
ities. This is not unimportant since the Council
consequently has to report on them in its annual
report to the Assembly, in accordance with
Article IX of the modified Brussels Treaty.

25.  (iv) In regard to the meetings attended by
ministers of defence or members of their staff,
whose discussions include European co-oper-
ation in armaments matters, the Assembly is
even less well informed of what happens in the
Council, assuming that something actually does
happen. On 15th July 1986, our colleague, Mr.
van der Werff, put Written Question 271 to the
Council on the réle the Council intended to play
in this field and on the mandate and activities of
the Standing Armaments Committee. The
Council answered this question only on 17th
November, merely recalling the réle the Rome
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declaration had assigned to the Council for pro-
viding political impetus in this field and
asserting that its “ effort will be continued ”. The
Council said it had “decided to undertake a
process of reflection on ways of enhancing col-
laboration between the SAC and Agency III ” —
whereas it had already instructed Agency III to
ensure the secretariat of the SAC — to “ help to
identify areas of research relevant to WEU. . . in
the current context of the transitional period ”
which is to end in 1987, after which it would
draw “final conclusions ”. Finally, the Council
gave an assurance that “ the SAC will meet in the
not too distant future . One may well wonder
what the Council means by “not too distant
future ” since, as far as your Rapporteur knows,
no date has yet been fixed for the next meeting of
the SAC which, it should be recalled, did not
meet at all in 1986. It might as well be said
clearly that neither the Council nor the SAC has
done anything to promote co-operation in arma-
ments matters. In this case, even the press has
given no indication of the origins of and reasons
for an evident blockage.

26. Furthermore, the Council is now taking
refuge behind a pretext which fools no one in
order to refuse to give any information about the
present or planned activities of the Independent
European Programme Group, i. e. that it cannot
do so on the grounds that this information also
concerns non-member countries of WEU. This
situation did not prevent the Council under-
taking to report to the Assembly on all matters
relating to the application of the modified
Brussels Treaty, even when exercised in a
framework other than WEU. This is the under-
taking on which the Council is now going back,
which is serious for the Assembly and its future
work, because it thus calls in question the
exercise of the responsibility assigned to the
Assembly in Article IX of the treaty. Moreover,
if it is acting in this way it is most probably in
order to conceal, or at least to avoid admitting,
that the governments have not managed to
achieve better co-operation in the IEPG than in
WEU.

27.  (v) Relations between the Council and the
Assembly depend on the way the Council applies
the treaty and the Rome declaration and on the
various means it gives the Assembly for fulfilling
its tasks. Its half-hearted implementation of the
principles defined in Rome impels it to withhold
information from the Assembly and restrict its
instruments of work so that its weaknesses are
not exposed to the public view. So far, the
Council had at least attempted to coat the pill of
its attitude towards the Assembly with fine
words and had not restricted the Assembly’s pos-
sibilities of expression. In December 1986, the
abundance of ministerial pronouncements for
the first time seriously perturbed parliamentary
work because the Council had limited the
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Assembly’s budgetary resources to such an extent
that it was unable to prolong its session to take
account of the time taken up with ministerial
addresses. If the De defensa bulletin already
mentioned is to be believed, government repre-
sentatives went still further since, according to
the bulletin, there was criticism of the
Assembly’s impulsive and irresponsible char-
acter. As far as your Rapporteur knows, this crit-
icism did not come from the press, which
reported on the Assembly’s work with great
objectivity. The only other source might be gov-
ernment representatives trying to discredit the
Assembly when they were unable to keep it
quiet. Your Rapporteur has learned with satis-
faction that the President of the Assembly did
not let these anonymous allegations go unan-
swered. Could an unbiased observer compare an
impulsive, irresponsible Assembly with an
active, responsible Council? The question needs
only to be put to find an answer.

28.  As the bulletin abundantly quoted by your
Rapporteur most rightly points out, in con-
clusion to its long article on the WEU Assembly
session, “the general impression given at the
Luxembourg summit meeting has been con-
firmed: by the force of circumstances, the
Council is tending to take the leading rdle
because it has the power to take decisions and is
responsible for the budget: both the Assembly
and the secretariat have to mancuvre to
strengthen their immediate presence in the
current process, which might in the long run
diminish their place and influence in the union .
The Assembly’s aim has admittedly never been
to achieve pre-eminence over the Council, but
on the other hand it cannot allow the Council to
abuse its strength, particularly in budgetary
matters, to make it become its purveyor of prop-
aganda for the press and public opinion or to
reduce it to silence in order to strip the modified
Brussels Treaty of its parliamentary aspect which
was why it was so novel in 1954 and is still its
hallmark.

29. (vi) Similar reasons probably led the
Council not to follow up the excellent document
on WEU and public awareness appended to its
thirty-first annual report and to maintain a thick
smokescreen around all intergovernmental
meetings held in WEU, with the exception of the
spring  ministerial meeting, unless the
anomymous remarks reported in De defensa are
to be considered as Council communications.

30. In answer to the following question put by
our colleague, Mr. Antretter:

“Is the Federal Government aware that,
contrary to its answer of 6th June 1986 to
my Question 83, the new public relations
unit created in the Secretariat-General of
WEU in London has not yet started work
since the corresponding post has still not
been filled?
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What steps does the Federal Government
intend to take to ensure that this public
relations unit, created on its initiative, is
staffed without delay so that it may start
work? ”

Mr. Moéllemann, Minister of State for Foreign
Affairs of the Federal Republic of Germany, said
on 22nd December 1986:

“The new public relations unit of the
Secretariat-General of WEU in London
was created on 1Ist January 1986.
However, the corresponding post of Head
of the Press Service has not yet been filled.
An official from another section of the
Secretariat-General is 4t present carrying
out the work. The Secretary-General has
given an assurance that he will ensure that
this post is filled as soon as possible and in
the prescribed manner.

The Federal Government has asked its
representative to the ‘'WEU Permanent
Council to ensure that this post is filled
without delay. ”

The Assembly would be most interested to know
what is holding up implementation of this
measure, which stems directly from the Rome
declaration. ‘

31. Thus, more than two years after the Rome
declaration, the least that can be said is that
implementation of the principles it enunciates is
advancing extremely slowly and in several
important areas it has not even been started.
This is the context in which the proposals made
by the Prime Minister of France to the Assembly
on 2nd December 1986 should be placed.

III. A charter of principles
for the security of Western Europe

32. The proposal made to the Assembly on
2nd December 1986 that the seven governments
draw up a European security ¢harter is obviously
not likely to cause any immediate upheaval in
WEU’s activities. The most the Council has done
is to set up a working group 'to go into the pro-
posal and examine the text France has been
asked to prepare. Your Rapporteur knows
nothing of the working conditions of this group
or the deadlines set for it after a first meeting in
January.

33. Mr. Chirac’s suggestions contained
nothing very new about the actual content of this
charter, since they mainly listed the principles on
which he considered the Seven were already in
agreement. In his own words, the list of prin-
ciples given by Mr. Chirac were moreover
“ simply indicative ” and most of the items cor-
respond to tasks WEU is already handling:
assessing the threat to Europe and encouraging
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maintenance of the defence effort of member
countries at a level commensurate with the
threat, while promoting disarmament with the
aim of increasing security at the lowest possible
level of armament and enhancing the strategic
linkage between Europe and the United States.

34. The only terms which might apparently
give rise to reservations by some of France’s
partners are those at the top of the list, i.e.
“ Nuclear deterrence is still the only effective
way of preventing war in Europe ”. Mr. Chirac’s
very words about the need to face the overall
threat imply that deterrence does not depend
only on nuclear weapons but forms a'whole and
that the aim of disarmament should be to lower
the level of armament, particularly nuclear, as far
as possible, while maintaining deterrence. In the
Ottawa declaration of April 1974, the partners of
France and the United Kingdom certainly
recognised that the contribution made by the
nuclear forces of those two countries was a major
factor in European security. But in view of the
reactions of a section of public opinion towards
anything nuclear, it is probably not in Europe’s
interests to give undue priority to the nuclear
element of a policy of deterrence. This was, for
example, the view expressed by Mr. van den
Broek, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Neth-
erlands, when answering oral questions in the
Second Chamber of the States-General on 10th
December 1986.

35. This reservation is a secondary one and
probably relates more to the form — obviously
open to negotiation — of Mr. Chirac’s suggestions
than to their content, and when he said that
“ any developments which may occur as a result
of technical progress must aim to reinforce deter-
rence not to question it” he was voicing the
evident concern aroused in Europe by some
American statements about President Reagan’s
strategic defence initiative. Europe has no
interest in the two great powers developing the
idea that a war can be waged without the risk of
nuclear devastation on their territory. Here too
Mr. Chirac endorsed an action already started by
the WEU Council when it set up a working group
on the air defence of Europe and published the
principles on which the Seven had reached
agreement in regard to the SDI.

36. One may even wonder whether 1t 1s not
possible to find a consensus among the Seven on
points Mr. Chirac did not mention but which
have already been the subject of agreements of
principle, including the need to develop
European co-operation in armaments matters
and to examine any threats to Europe stemming
from events outside the North Atlantic Treaty
area and measures of all kinds which Europe can
take to counter them.

37.  Co-operation in armaments matters is spe-
cifically included among the aims the Rome dec-
laration assigned to the WEU Council but whose
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implementation is suffering from the uncertainty
and delays mentioned in the previous chapter.
The Prime Minister of France confirmed the
interest his country attaches to developing such
co-operation. The drafting of a European
security charter might be an opportunity to
define priority aims in this area and, above all,
ways and means of achieving them and the prin-
ciples which have so far been lacking for
effective, continuous action. Here, your
Rapporteur is referring in particular to the
studies conducted by the SAC into economic and
juridical obstacles to co-operation. Are the Seven
therefore unable to agree to removing these
obstacles?

38. Answering a question put by our colleague,
Mr. Valleix, on 2nd December 1986, the Prime
Minister of France nevertheless said that France
would be in favour of representatives of the arms
industries being associated in some way with the
work of WEU in order to reflect upon and define
methods of European co-operation in arma-
ments matters, provided it was the Assembly
that made the necessary proposals to the govern-
ments. It is naturally difficult for the Assembly
to make firm, realistic proposals, but it would
seem very wise to make Agency III responsible
for doing so since this is quite clearly its role.
The Assembly can but recommend that the
Council move in this direction when preparing
the European security charter.

39. Consultations on events outside the
NATO area obviously raise more delicate ques-
tions since it would seem difficult for states to
reach agreement beforehand on their reactions to
possible threats. Nevertheless, Article VIII of the
modified Brussels Treaty makes the Council
responsible for organising any exchanges of
views which may be necessary because of threats
to international peace, wherever they may occur.
A European security charter might recall this
principle and express the governments’ firm
intention to apply it effectively, which the
Council has never done. The development of the
political committee on European security, set up
in Luxembourg, would allow this.

40. However, the crux of the initiative by the
Prime Minister of France is probably not to be
found in the suggestions relating to the contents
of this charter but rather in the revelation it rep-
resented. It would be both risky and pointless to
bring it down to an act of internal policy, particu-
larly since President Mitterrand, in an address to
the Royal Institute for International Affairs in
London on 15th January 1987, insisted on the
need to strengthen co-ordination and discussion
of defence matters. He added that he wanted
more exchanges, meetings and agreements in
military matters and, if all European forces were
co-ordinated, an accurate and not merely verbal
idea would be obtained of a sort of European
defence, all this in conjunction with WEU which
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would be most useful from this point of view.
This is indeed the same proposal as the one
developed by Mr. Chirac.

41. It may however be wondered why France,
which throughout the years has made so many
general proposals for breathing new life into
WEU, has proved to be infinitely more reserved
from the moment there is question of taking def-
inite measures in the framework of WEU. Not
only did its proposals then become rare but it
was no more eager than others when it had to
give shape to contractual commitments. Here
your Rapporteur wishes to suggest three explan-
atory points but he has absolutely no knowledge
of the extent to which they have effectively been
taken into account by French leaders:

42. (a) France has often stated that it did not
intend, by integrating its forces with those of its
WEU partners, all of which have a place in the
NATO integrated military structure, to return to
the system of integration in NATO that it
rejected in 1967. There can be no doubt that
there is quite a large consensus on this point in
France and it is certain that many of France’s
allies would like to see it resume its place in
NATO. It has therefore shown no more desire to
be committed, through WEU, to collective deci-
sions which it might have found disagreeable
than its allies, which feared that WEU’s activities
might weaken NATO.

43. (b) Ever since General de Gaulle decided,
following the explosion of the first French
atomic bomb, to withdraw French nuclear
weapons unilaterally from the controls, the prin-
ciple of which it had accepted in the 1954 Paris
Agreements, France seems to have experienced
difficulties in its relations with WEU. The
annexes to the treaty which are not effectively
applied or which have been overtaken by the
trend of international events should probably be
re-examined to avoid these texts, which were
drafted thirty-two years ago, being an obstacle to
the most important aspect of the treaty: the unre-
served application of Article V.

44. {(¢) On 2nd December our colleague, Mr.
Stoffelen, asked Mr. Chirac whether France,
whose new defence planning act made provision
for the manufacture of chemical weapons,
intended to respect its undertakings under
Articles III and IV of Protocol No. III of the
Paris Agreements. While insisting on the need
for France to have “a chemical deterrent” in
spite of its “ earnest wish... for the complete and
total disappearance and destruction of all
chemical weapons ” , Mr. Chirac failed to answer
the question, thus giving rise to fears that France
might apply the same method in this matter as
for nuclear weapons.

45. Your Rapporteur is afraid that exchanges
between France and its WEU partners have
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never been clear enough on these three ques-
tions. It is indeed evident that at present no one
is thinking of integrating forces in the framework
of WEU, although some do not wish the possi-
bility to be permanently excluded. It should be
easy to find an approach satisfactory to everyone
in this connection. The question of the control of
French nuclear weapons is in fact settled
according to France’s own wishes and, if a legal
solution were sought, it should be found without
too much difficulty. The question of chemical
weapons has not yet arisen but it would be
regrettable — and this could probably be avoided
— if it were to arise in such a way that France
failed to follow through its proposals on the
reactivation of WEU.

46. Conversely, there are three points which
Mr. Chirac clarified in answering questions put
to him by several members of the Assembly and
this should facilitate the definition of the prin-
ciples of European defence, first in regard to the
application of Article V of the treaty, second, the
participation of other European members of the
Atlantic Alliance in the European security
charter and, third, relations with the United
States.

47. Answering further questions, Mr. Chirac
indicated very clearly that France intended to
fulfil its obligations under Article V of the mod-
ified Brussels Treaty and that the defence of
France began not at its own frontiers but at those
of its neighbours. He also said France intended
to share with no one decisions relating to the
stage of hostilities at which it would bring in its
nuclear weapons, the highly deterrent nature of
which Mr. Chirac emphasised, which precluded
any prior declaration concerning their possible
use. This was France’s unswerving approach and
the only way for its allies to derive the maximum
benefit from this deterrent was to develop as far
as possible their relations with France in defence
matters, both bilaterally and multilaterally, not
to obtain specific commitments which it cannot
give but a regular process of consultation and
co-operation.

48. Apparently the French initiative in WEU
was not an isolated one. It was preceded, accom-
panied and followed by talks between France and
several of its allies, particularly the United
States, the Federal Republic of Germany and the
United Kingdom. There were indications that
Mr. Chirac’s initiative had been the subject of
prior consultations between France and its
partners, for instance at the Franco-German
summit meeting in Frankfurt on 28th October
1986 and during Mr. Chirac’s visit to London on
20th November. It was noted in particular that
on the same day it was decided that Mr. Chirac
would address the WEU Assembly. From this it
may be deduced that the Prime Minister’s pro-
posals on 2nd December were a well-prepared
initiative undertaken with the certainty that it
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would be welcomed. Hence it would be absurd to
reduce it to the level of a French internal policy
operation.

49. However, the fact is that other govern-
ments do not seem to have been notified of Mr.
Chirac’s intentions. This was made clear on 6th
December 1986 by Mr. Tindemans, Minister for
External Relations of Belgium, when answering a
question put to him by our colleague, Mr.
Beysen. He added, moreover, that:

“ If the French — since they are there as full
members — make proposals in that forum
in order to be able to discuss security and
draw up a European charter, we must —
and right from the start — adopt a very
positive attitude.”

50. Your Rapporteur does not know the
results of the Franco-German talks, but Chan-
cellor Kohl’s statement to the federal press on
13th January 1987 indicates that there was fairly
broad agreement between the two countries. The
Chancellor said:

“ Close agreement and a joint European
approach in the various areas of security
policy are becoming increasingly urgent.
We have laid the foundations together
with our French friends. Truly European
interests, which are called in question by
the dialogue between the great powers,
also require co-ordination anchored in an
institution.

The Federal Government is convinced
that WEU might be an appropriate
instrument for this purpose. In this con-
nection, I formally approve the conclu-
sions and proposals of Mr. Chirac, Prime
Minister of France.

— We must give WEU the means to fulfil
this task from an organisational point of
view. First steps have been taken in this
sense.

We must also give WEU political
impetus to ensure that it can speak
authoritatively about Europe’s interests
in security policy.

Such an evolution in WEU would
strengthen the European pillar of the
Atlantic Alliance. It is directed against no
one.”
51.  The Netherlands Government, for its part,
while not subscribing so explicitly to Mr.
Chirac’s proposals, expressed itself through its
Prime Minister, Mr. Lubbers, in an interview
granted to the German newspaper Die Welt on
2nd February 1987, as follows:

“ Question. — What do you think of a more
independent European security policy in
the framework of the Atlantic Alliance?
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Helmut Schmidt has not been the only one
to propose it for a long time. He even
wishes it to be attained under French lead-
ership.

Mr. Lubbers. — 1 do not believe very
strongly in a leading rdle for Paris, but I
believe the European pillar must be
strengthened. I think there is sufficient
room to develop this European pillar. This
is the trend of thoughts in the Netherlands.
According to its geographical position,
each country has its own means and
special commitments within the alliance.
It must also have a specifically European
commitment there.

There is already a broad consensus among
Europeans on disarmament policy and
towards the United States. Furthermore,
France and Germany have taken the first,
albeit limited, steps towards co-operation
in defence matters. European co-operation
in defence matters will certainly increase,
but there are still obstacles. France and the
United Kingdom have a tendency to be
rather autarkical. We would welcome a
European security and defence policy if it
made a contribution to the alliance, and
we are working to this end.

Question. — Would Western European
Union (WEU) be an appropriate
instrument for building and strengthening
this pillar?

Mr. Lubbers. — One of the instruments,
but the result should not be a WEU armed
force. No new situation in terms of forces
should be created. I think we must first
concern ourselves with improving internal
co-ordination, mainly in armaments
matters. Only thus would de facto co-oper-
ation also be able to work. The Hague will
help to ensure that the European com-
ponent — the second pillar in NATO -
further enhanced and strengthened. ”

52.  Your Rapporteur is not aware of any
formal statements by other governments on the
action they intend to take on Mr. Chirac’s pro-
posal, but he has heard it said that the WEU
Council had set up a working group to prepare
their implementation, which means the Seven
have reached agreement on taking part in the
group. In other words, they have at least
accepted the proposal in principle.

53. Should Mr. Chirac’s statement be con-
nected with the announcement in certain British
newspapers on 23rd January 1987 of agreement
between France and the United Kingdon to hold
talks on the possible use of the two countries’
nuclear weapons? The main purpose of these
talks would be to discuss co-operation for tar-
geting, which would obviously considerably
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enhance the deterrent effect of the two countries’
weapons and also Europe’s military and political
cohesion. This matter has been raised often in
the last twenty years but it has always been
impossible to make the slightest progress. Admit-
tedly, an agreement of this kind, if confirmed,
would remain bilateral, but it would nevertheless
help to make forces hitherto planned as purely
national political instruments more European.

54. However, the prospect of WEU adopting a
European security charter may perhaps provoke
reservations outside the organisation which will
possibly be echoed in certain governments.
Franco-British nuclear agreement would cer-
tainly not be enough to remove them.

55. Indeed, the Assembly knows that several
European members of the Atlantic Alliance do
not wish WEU to play an important réle in
organising western defence; they claim to
represent the European element of the alliance to
which they rightfully consider they too belong.
Here we are touching on the problem of the
enlargement of WEU to which, in spite of the
Assembly’s recommendations, the Council has
not yet been able to give a clear answer. In the
Rome declaration, it recommended that the
Assembly increase contacts with the parliaments
of those countries; this was done by inviting
observers to sessions and, since 1986, to com-
mittee meetings and by the visit of the General
Affairs Committee to Portugal in 1985 and to
Norway and Denmark in 1986. The General
Affairs Committee has also asked to visit Spain,
but has not yet received an answer from that
country.

56. All the European member countries of the
alliance have, to varying degrees and in various
ways, shown their interest in the reactivation of
WEU and their concern not to be excluded from
whatever may develop. They cannot be wholly
satisfied by being parliamentary observers to the
Assembly. It is clear that the aim, proclaimed or
not, of several of them is accession to WEU, for
others participation in some of its activities and
for all to be kept fully informed of what the
Council is doing.

57. Mr. Chirac’s proposal does not forcibly
link endorsement of the European security
charter with participation in WEU, although it is
favourable to the enlargement of WEU itself:

“By celebrating in this way the deep-
rooted agreement which unites them on
such vital issues, the seven members of
WEU would be adopting an approach in
which other countries could join if they so
wished: I am thinking in particular of our
neighbours on the Iberian peninsula,
Spain and Portugal.

WEU - and to my mind this is its true
raison d’étre — is destined to become,
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sooner or later, one of the keystones in the
building of Europe. Its expansion would
thus be perfectly in keeping with the 1984
decision to revitalise it.

France is aware of the legal and political
problems which will need to be overcome
in order to achieve this goal. The consoli-
dation of what has been achieved through
reactivation does not call for precipitate
action, but our political stance must be
perfectly clear, and we must do everything
in our power to make the reality of
Western European Union live up to its
name.

As I have already assured you, France is
determined to contribute to the emergence
of a common European awareness on
defence matters, which would also draw
more substance from the responsibilities
of some of our members outside Europe,
and from our other obligations within the
Atlantic Alliance.”

58. This too is a matter on: which a decision
will have to be taken in the negotiations on the
European security charter: which countries will
be invited to accede to it? Will these countries at
any stage take part in the preparation of the
charter? Will their accession imply active partici-
pation in some or all of WEU’s activities? Your
Rapporteur can but repeat the views already
expressed by the Assembly that WEU should be
open to all countries which are members of both
the European Community and the Atlantic
Alliance. Possibly a given country which is not
yet a member of the Community might join
WEU, but it would be an aberration for non-
member countries of the alliance to take part in
view of the role played by NATO in European
security, WEU’s main concern.

59. The question of the United States’ reac-
tions to the reactivation of WEU and the prepa-
ration of a European security charter is quite dif-
ferent. It is evident that Europe’s security cannot
be ensured without the deterrent exercised by
American nuclear weapons and the presence of
American forces on the European continent. As
Mr. Chirac confirmed on behalf of France, no
country is contemplating replacing the Atlantic
Alliance by a FEuropean defence system.
Moreover, the United States Government has
never shown any opposition of principle to
Europe’s participation in  NATO  being
organised. For instance, it approved the Rome
declaration.

60. It is clear, however, thdt the development
of this organisation has given rise to reservations
or even opposition in certain American circles
and this obviously carries weight because of per-
sistent opposition in Congress to the mainte-
nance of American forces in Europe. Any sign of
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Europe asserting itself in security matters has
both advantages and disadvantages for the
United States. On the one hand, it has every
interest in Europe being more sure of itself and
assuming a greater share of the burden of its own
defence. Agitation against the deployment of
Euromissiles after 1979 worried the American
authorities and the reactivation of WEU, seen as
a means of making Europeans more interested in
their security, was welcomed. Again, if European
co-operation in armaments matters allows the
European members of the alliance to use their
military budgets to better avail the joint military
system would thus be strengthened.

61. Conversely, the American authorities may
fear that the expression of a European political
will in certain areas may hinder their diplomacy
and give the Soviet Union the impression that it
could break up the alliance, particularly by
opposing Europe to the United States in disar-
mament questions. This was expressed in the
American approach to the WEU countries in
February 1985, asking them to avoid adopting a
European position on the matter. Similarly, the
Americans may fear they will encounter stronger
opposition to some of their views on strategy,
general policy and the management of forces in
NATO. European reservations concerning
certain revisions of alliance strategy, the SDI and
the bombing of Tripoli engendered apprehension
about such an evolution. Finally, the Americans
may fear that the development of European
co-operation in the armaments industry may cut
off certain markets in Europe and elsewhere just
when their trade balance is already heavily in
deficit.

62. Indubitably certain American reactions
have prompted several of the seven governments
to be cautious about reactivating WEU.
However, anxiety caused by what Europe has
learned of events at the Reykjavik summit
meeting, coming after the announcement of the
SDI programme, led a large section of European
public opinion to admit the need to strengthen
Europe’s participation in the Atlantic Alliance.
Mr. Chirac, for his part, did not conceal the fact
that this event was one of the main reasons for
his initiative, and it is clear that he contributed
largely to making the other members of WEU
admit this.

63. The réle Europeans can play in American
security and defence decisions should probably
not be overestimated. Europe has played very
little part in President Reagan’s main decisions
in these matters, be it the SDI, Reykjavik or the
bombing of Tripoli. However good or otherwise
Europe’s organisation of defence becomes, it will
probably have little effect on American decisions
on strategy, armaments or external policy. Con-
versely, it should help the European members of
the alliance to promote their own security
interests vis-a-vis the United States and com-

124

pensate for any weakening of the American
presence in Europe.

64. Furthermore, Europe must be most careful
to make its views known and understood, not
only by the United States Government but also
by Congress and public opinion. The Assembly
is gratified that the Secretary-General was able to
tour the United States in October 1986 to good
account. The Assembly for its part should make
better use than in the past of the transatlantic
visits of its committees to present and defend its
views on this matter. But no one can hope for
decisive results if the seven governments do not
also take strenuous action to make the United
States understand the requirements of European
security.

IV, The activities of WEU

65. It is obviously desirable for Western
Europe to define the principles on which its
security is based. But it is no less important for
any European security charter to be applied
immediately and effectively, failing which it
would be nothing more than yet another example
of European rhetoric. In this connection, Mr.
Chirac’s proposals came at the right moment, i.e.
just after the ministerial meeting in Luxembourg
on 13th and 14th November 1986, at which the
seven governments agreed to give new impetus
to the reactivation of WEU, after a year of
marking time, and following the failure of the
Reykjavik summit meeting.

66. The Assembly has already had an oppor-
tunity of discussing the decisions taken in
Luxembourg during the debate on the report by
our colleague, Mr. Bianco, at the December 1986
session. Since the session, your Rapporteur has
received no official information about the action
taken on these decisions and he can but mention
a few questions raised by the most recent
events.

67. The ministers’ main decision was to set up
a political committee on European security
formed of political directors from the ministries
for foreign affairs and possibly representatives of
the ministries of defence. A first meeting of this
committee was planned to be held in January
1987 and a second in March.

68. In fact, the press reported that, at the invi-
tation of Mr. Fischbach, Minister of Defence of
Luxembourg, the country having the
chairmanship-in-office of the Council, represen-
tatives of defence ministries met at the Chateau
of Senningen (Luxembourg) on 23rd January
1987 for an informal meeting, the first of this
kind. The Secretary-General of WEU was
present. The aim was to exchange ideas and
information for strengthening WEU and the
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voice of European countries in NATO. Partici-
pants referred to the security situation in the
Mediterranean, the imbalance of conventional
forces in Europe, European defence against
nuclear weapons, the production of armaments,
the strategic situation in Europe and security
problems outside the North Atlantic Treaty area.
As far as your Rapporteur knows, this infor-
mation, given to the press by the Luxembourg
presidency, was not the subject of a
communiqué. However, it is important to know
at what level these talks were held and what kind
of results were achieved: were they, for instance,
intended to prepare the ministerial meeting in
April?

69. The political committee on European
security should meet periodically, inter alia on
the occasion of meetings of the Twelve, and hold
emergency meetings as and when necessary. By
doing this, it would take on the political duties of
the WEU Council under Article VIII of the mod-
ified Brussels Treaty, i.e. it would become a third
element of the WEU Council alongside minis-
terial meetings and meetings of ambassadors in
London. It would obviously be far better adapted
than the ambassadorial Council to hold the
political consultations provided for in the treaty,
while the ambassadors and their directly
dependent working group would be more con-
cerned with the administrative continuity of the
Council. Hence it is particularly important for
meetings of the political committee on European
security to be effectively assisted by the
Secretariat-General of WEU and for the annual
report of the Council to give details of them
accordingly to the Assembly even though a
communiqué may already have been issued. The
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Luxembourg, Mr.
Poos, Chairman-in-Office of the Council,
assured the Assembly that this committee would
actually be the WEU Council. The full conse-
quences should be drawn from this, one being
that meetings of the political directors of the
ministries for foreign affairs of the Seven should
in no event be confused with meetings of the
Twelve, even if they immediately precede or
follow them.

70. Moreover, the fact that WEU does not yet
include all members of the European Com-
munity, i.e. all countries taking part in twelve-
power political consultations, nor all the
European members of the Atlantic Alliance
creates a situation which is particularly embar-
rassing or irritating for countries which are not
yet members of WEU since WEU’s activities are
increasing. This limits WEU’s possibilities of
claiming to speak on behalf of Europe and is a
source of division among Europeans.

71.  According to Mr. Tindemans’ answer to
the question put by Mr. Beysen on 4th December
1986, already referred to above, the Belgian Gov-
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ernment seems interested in maintaining and
developing specifically WEU structures:

“ At present, we are studying its internal
organisation and how the existing agencies
can be given more activities. We propose
that there should also be contacts at the
level of political directors, as is the case in
the European Community and between
NATO ambassadors. Similarly, we
propose that regular contacts also be held
at the level of military and diplomatic
experts and that correspondents be
appointed as is the case in the European
Community. In this way, new life could
effectively be given to WEU. ”

72. The real remedy for this situation would
obviously be to enlarge WEU. The question
arose with Portugal’s application for mem-
bership in October 1984 which has not yet
elicited any answer from the Council. This is
most inconsiderate and consequently other coun-
tries which might think of joining WEU will be
more reserved and cautious. The reasons given
by the Council for postponing its decision are
questionable and give the impression that it
secretly wishes to refuse. The Assembly itself
which, in accordance with the Council’s recom-
mendations, has developed its relations with the
parliaments of non-member countries, is now in
an embarrassing situation where they are con-
cerned.

73. However, for reasons of which everyone is
aware, it is not possible at present to consider the
accession of all the European members of NATO
to the modified Brussels Treaty. Yet they must
not be left out of what is being done in WEU:
they must be kept regularly informed, they must
be allowed to take part in whatever WEU activ-
ities are possible without raising problems, inter
alia in co-operation in armaments matters, and
finally there must be co-ordination between
WEU on the one hand and the European Council
and NATO bodies on the other. Co-ordination
has so far been ensured by member countries and
in particular by the country having the
chairmanship-in-office of the Council. The
development of intergovernmental activities in
WEU and increased participation by representa-
tives of defence ministries would henceforth
mean co-ordination being established on a per-
manent basis pending the effective enlargement
of WEU.

74.  Another decision taken by the Council in
Luxembourg which no doubt has a more limited
immediate impact but which conforms to the
concern shown by the Council in 1984 to con-
vince Europeans of the need for an effective
defence policy was to set up a European institute
for defence studies. This was a French proposal
and France has invited member countries to take
part in a first course it is organising in autumn
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1988. Belgium and the United Kingdom are to
organise similar courses in subsequent years.

75. In making this proposal, the French Gov-
ernment was responding to wishes already
expressed in the Assembly in December 1984 by
Mr. Genscher, the German Minister, then
Chairman-in-Office of the Council, and regularly
recalled ever since by successive rapporteurs of
the General Affairs Committee, Mr. Masciadri,
Mr. van der Sanden, Mr. Berrier and Mr. Bianco.
It doubtless also had in mind the success in
France itself of the Institut des hautes études de
défense nationale, which has just celebrated its
fiftieth anniversary. Set up by the Front
populaire government, the aim of the institute
was to arouse a spirit of defence in France by
associating civil servants, persons holding influ-
ential posts in the private sector and the military
in long-term courses on defence matters. An
association of former trainees allows interest in
these matters to be maintained among those who
have attended the courses. In this way, they have
made a major contribution to making known
France’s defence policy and eventually having it
accepted by a very large section of public opinion
in the country.

76. It is significant therefore that in the last
few years France has been considering the
extension of this experience to European
defence. It made its proposals to the WEU
Council and has taken the necessary steps to
ensure that its ideas are implemented. For this
undertaking to succeed, however, it must not be
linked unduly with the views of a single country.
The way the Council’s decision is implemented
must be the subject of true consultations between
members of WEU: how to recruit delegations
from member countries for the courses already
planned, the subjects to be studied, methods of
work and the choice of speakers should be
examined in WEU. There has so far been some
ambiguity about the link between the French
proposal for a study institute and Mr. Genscher’s
proposal which, on the contrary, related to
co-operation between existing research institutes
in each country. This ambiguity must be cleared
up entirely since these are two different initia-
tives with separate aims and they can be fol-
lowed up only by means specific to each one.

77. Mr. Genscher’s proposal concerned
university-type establishments on which gov-
ernment institutes cannot expect to impose their
views. Your Rapporteur knows nothing about
the results of the first steps taken in this matter
but thinks WEU’s réle will inevitably be fairly
limited. It would mainly be to supply institutes
concerned with documentation on European
research in defence matters to help them to make
useful outside contacts so that they may work
efficiently. A first contribution might be for a
WEU agency to prepare and circulate a list of
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European establishments conducting research in
defence matters.

78. The French proposal requires more initi-
ative and continuity of action by WEU bodies if
WEU’s contribution is not to be reduced to
sending invitations to nationals of other coun-
tries to take part sporadically in studies con-
ducted in each of the member countries. It would
probably be vain to hope that it would require no
financial effort by WEU, but the judicious use of
a WEU agency to guide the work, circulate infor-
mation on a reciprocal basis, allocate tasks and
co-ordinate procedure seems necessary. Your
Rapporteur wishes each government to examine
the French proposals seriously and to agree not
to abandon responsibility for these activities to
each member country in turn. The Council’s
answers to the Assembly so far on this matter
seem rather short.

V. Conclusions

79. There is no doubt that the Reykjavik
meeting, following the launching of the SDI pro-
gramme, created circumstances favourable to
Western Europe assuming greater responsibility
for its own security, as is proved by the decisions
taken by the Council in Luxembourg, Mr.
Chirac’s address and the favourable response to
it in certain member countries.

80. The main thing for the Assembly is that in
this situation the reactivation of WEU is
developed so as not to be merely a surge of
European dynamism, which might soon be called
in question by the trend of special interests and
events, but is carried into effect by the estab-
lishment of new structures which alone can give
permanency to the outcome of political decisions
taken today.

81. The governments are certainly breaking
new ground in WEU. The danger today is that
the WEU framework may as a result break up:
the Standing Armaments Committee does not
meet, arms controls are reduced to very little, the
Secretary-General alone attends meetings of
political directors or representatives of defence
ministries and most of these meetings are unof-
ficial.

82. In such a situation, your Rapporteur con-
siders the réle of the Assembly must be to recall
the constraints of contractual undertakings. It is
empowered to do so by Article IX of the treaty
which makes it responsible for answering the
annual report of the Council. If this report and,
more generally, information transmitted by the
Council to the Assembly does not allow it to
exercise this power to scrutinise WEU’s true
activities, the Assembly would lose its raison
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d’étre and its credibility in the eyes of public
opinion. The Council too would lose what had
ensured its stability and strength in times when it
was not very active and, finally, any change in
circumstances which led it to slow down its
activities once again would reduce it to nothing,
or almost nothing. This is why the Assembly,
while welcoming the Council’s new activity, has
to ask for Mr. Chirac’s proposals to lead to a

127

detailed definition of the tasks and responsibil-
ities of all the WEU organs embodied in a new
contract, extended to include those European
members of the Atlantic Alliance now able to
take part. On this condition only will WEU’s
activities be able to help to advance European
union in areas for which it is responsible in
accordance with the wish constantly expressed
by the Assembly ever since it has existed.
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Amendments 1 and 2

The European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance
Part I: The reactivation of WEU

AMENDMENTS 1 and 2!
tabled by Mr. Bassinet

1. At the end of paragraph 2 (f) of the draft recommendation proper, add:

“ (1) for this purpose, by instructing the Secretary-General to play an active part in organising the
first course and to promote the formation of an association of former participants of which he
would ensure the secretariat; (2) by asking the French institute to invite Spain and Portugal to
send participants to this course; ”

2. In paragraph (i) of the preamble to the draft recommendation, leave out “ the proposal made by
the Prime Minister of France on 2nd December 1986 to draw up a European security charter provides
and insert “ the proposals by the French Government, and particularly the one to draw up a European
security charter, provide ”.

Signed: Bassinet

1. See Ist sitting, 27th April 1987 (amendments adopted).
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Disarmament ~ reply to the thirty-first annual report of the Council

SECOND REVISED REPORT!

submitted on behalf of the
Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments ?
by Mr. Amadei, Rapporteur
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1. Adopted in committee by 9 votes to O with 8 abstentions.

2. Members of the committee: Mr. Kittelmann (Chairman); Mr. Cifarelli, Dr. Miller (Vice-Chairmen); MM. Alloncle (Alternate:
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Introductory Note

In preparing this report the Rapporteur arranged for the following representati\"es to the MBFR
talks in Vienna to be interviewed on his behalf on 7th and 8th March 1986:;

Mr. Jozef Sestak, Deputy Head, Delegation of Czechoslovakia, and Dr. Lenka Novotna;

H.E. Mr. J.H.L. van de Mortel, Ambassador, Head of the Netherlands Delegation, and Mr. Pieter
Jan Wolthers;

Mr. Kent Brown, Adviser, US Delegation;

H.E. Mr. Michael Alexander, Ambassador, Head of the UK Delegation;

H.E. Mr. Valerian Mikhailov, Ambassador, Head of the Delegation of the USSR;

Dr. Jurgen Péhlmann, Delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany;

Mr. Krzysztof Stronczynski, member of the Polish Delegation.

The committee as a whole adopted the first version of this report at its meeting in Venice on 29th
April 1986. It subsequently met in Washington DC and Norfolk, Virginia, from 16th to 20th June 1986,
when it was addressed by or met with:

16th June 1986

State Department, Washington DC

Ms. Rozanne Ridgway, Ambassador, Assistant Secretary of State for European and Canadian
Affairs;

Mr. Charles Thomas, Ambassador, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for European and
Canadian Affairs;

Mr. John Hawes, Deputy Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Political Military Affairs;

Mr. Edward Rowny, Ambassador, Special Representative for Strategic Arms Negotiations;

Congressional Research Service, Washington DC

Mr. Stanley Sloan, Specialist in US Alliance Relations;

Mr. Paul Gallis, Analyst in West European Affairs;

Mr. Charles Gellner, Senior Specialist, International Affairs;
Mr. Stuart Goldman, Analyst in Soviet Affairs;

Mr. Steven Hildreth, Analyst in National Defence;

Mr. Francis Miko, Specialist in International Relations;
Ms. Charlotte Preece, Specialist in West European Affairs;
Mr. Dagnija Sterste-Perkins, Foreign Affairs Analyst;

Ms. Jeanette Voas, Arms Control Analyst,;

Mr. Paul Zinsmeister, Specialist in National Defence.

Brookings Institution, Washington DC

Mr. Joshua Epstein, Research Associate in the Brookings Foreign Policy Studies Programme.

17th June 1986

Department of Defence, Washington DC

Mr. Fred Iklé, Undersecretary of Defence for Policy;

Dr. Winfred Joshua and Colonel Don Scott, Defence Intelligence Agency;

Mr. Caspar Weinberger, Secretary of Defence;

Mr. Frank Gaffney, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defence for Nuclear Forces and Arms Control
Policy;

Mr. Douglas Feith, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defence for Negotiations Policy;

Mr. Frank Cevasco, Director NATO Affairs, Defence Research and Engineering;

Mr. Robert Mullen, Assistant Deputy Under-Secretary for Trade Security Policy.
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18th June 1986

United States House of Representatives Committee on Armed Services
Mr. Samuel Stratton, Representative of New York, and members of the committee:
Democrats

Mr. Melvin Price;

Mr. Charles E. Bennett;

Mr. G.V. (Sonny) Montgomery;
Mr. Earl Hutto;

Mr. Ike Skelton;

Mr. Thomas M. Foglietta;

Mr. Richard Ray;

Mr. Solomon P. Ortiz;

Mr. Albert G. Bustamante;

Republicans

Mr. G. William Whitehurst;
Mr. Robert E. Badham.

19th June 1986
Headgquarters Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic, Norfolk, Virginia

Admiral Lee Baggett, US Navy, Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic, and staff;

Vice-Admiral Sir Geoffrey Dolton, RN, Deputy Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic;

Vice-Admiral Bernard Cauderer, US Navy, Commander Submarine Force US Atlantic Fleet;

Rear-Admiral Jerry Tuttle, US Navy, Deputy and Chief-of-Staff for the Commander-in-Chief US
Atlantic Fleet, and staff.

20th June 1986
Arms Control Association, Washington DC

Mr. Paul Warnke, former Director of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency;
Mr. Spurgeon Keeny, President of the Arms Control Association.

It met subsequently in Geneva on 24th and 25th July 1986, when it was addressed by the fol-
lowing representatives to the Conference on Disarmament:

H.E. Mr. Victor Issraclyan, Ambassador, Representative of the Soviet Union;

H.E. Mr. Robert van Schaik, Ambassador, Representative of the Netherlands;

H.E. Mr. Donald Lowitz, Ambassador, Representative of the United States;

H.E. Mr. Rolf Ekeus, Ambassador, Head of the Swedish Delegation,;

H.E. Mr. Ian Cromartie, Ambassador, Leader of the United Kingdom Delegation and Chairman
of the Ad Hoc Committee on a Chemical Weapons Ban;

H.E. Dr. Henning Wegener, Ambassador, Head of the Delegation of the Federal Republic of
Germany;

H.E. Mr. Mansur Ahmad, Ambassador, Head of the Delegation of Pakistan.

The committee subsequently discussed and adopted a revised version of the report at its meeting
at the seat of the Assembly, Paris, on 3rd November 1986.

The committee as a whole met at NATO Headquarters, Brussels, on 24th February 1987, where it
was addressed by:

The Rt. Hon. the Lord Carrington, Secretary-General of NATO;

The Hon. Stephen Ledogar, United States Chargé d’affaires, acting permanent representative to
NATO;

General Wolfgang Altenburg, Chairman of the NATO Military Committee.

The committee as a whole was addressed in Vienna on 16th and 17th March 1987 by the fol-
lowing representatives to the MBFR talks and to the CSCE conference:

H.E. Dr. K.P. Ernst, Ambassador, Leader of the GDR Delegation to the MBFR talks;
Professor Werner Hinisch, GDR Delegation to the CSCE conference;
H.E. Mr. Robert Blackwill, Ambassador, United States Representative to the MBFR talks;
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H.E. Mr. Warren Zimmermann, Leader of the United States Delegation to the CSCE conference;
H.E. Mr. V.V. Mikhailov, Ambassador, Head of the Delegation of the Soviet Union to the MBFR
talks; ‘

Maj. General Viktor Tatarnikov, Delegation of the Soviet Union to the CSCE conference;

H.E. Dr. Klaus Citron, Ambassador, Representative of the FRG in the Mandate Talks on Con-
ventional Arms Control;

H.E. Dr. Gunter Joetze, Ambassador, Representative of the FRG to the MBFR talks;

H.E. Mr. Edouard Molitor, Ambassador, Leader of the Luxembourg Delegation to the MBFR
talks and to the CSCE conference;

Mr. Hubert Wurth, Luxembourg Representative to the NATO High-Level Task Force on Con-
ventional Force Reductions;

H.E. Mr. Hans Meesman, Ambassador, Leader of the Netherlands Delegation to the CSCE con-
ference;

H.E. Mr. J.H.L. van de Mortel, Ambassador, Netherlands Representative to the MBFR talks.

The committee subsequently discussed and adopted the present second revised report at its
meeting in Paris on 31st March 1987.

The committee and the Rapporteur express their thanks to the Ministers, members of Congress,
officials and senior officers who met the Rapporteur or committee and replied to questions. In par-
ticular the Rapporteur thanks those members of the staff of the WEU agency for the study of arms
control and disarmament who assisted in the preparation of the report.

The views expressed in the report, unless otherwise attributed, are those of the committee.
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Second revised draft Recommendation

on disarmament

The Assembly,

(i)  Recalling that Europe’s security is based on the deterrence exercised by all the member countries
of the Atlantic Alliance;

(ii)  Noting therefore that no partial agreement on limiting armaments must come into force without
all the problems raised by Europe’s security having been examined;

(iii) Stressing that since December 1979 the Soviet Union has deployed a large number of “ shorter-
range INF ” weapons in Eastern Europe;

(iv)  Believing that it is more than ever necessary for the Council to discuss and harmonise the views
of member governments on disarmament and arms control matters, with a view to facilitating
agreement on a common policy within the alliance as a whole, and welcoming therefore the position
adopted by the Council in its thirty-first report on the whole range of arms control negotiations, in par-
ticular the importance ministers attach “ to respect for existing treaty obligations ”;

(v/  Endorsing the common position on nuclear and conventional arms control and disarmament
after the Reykjavik summit reached by all sixteen allied governments in the North Atlantic Council
communiqué of 12th December 1986, which reiterates both the alliance strategy of deterrence, based on
adequate conventional and nuclear defences, and the commitment to verifiable arms control and disar-
mament agreements to enhance stability at lower levels of forces and armaments;

(vi) Noting that in that communiqué ministers inter alia “ welcome the progress at Reykjavik toward
agreement on 50% reductions in United States and Soviet strategic offensive forces... ” , the allies con-
cerned “fully support the envisaged elimination of American and Soviet land-based LRINF in
Europe...” ; and ministers strongly support “the United States-Soviet negotiations in Geneva on
defence and space systems which aim to prevent an arms race in space and strengthen strategic sta-
bility ” ;

(vii) Welcoming the improvement in confidence-building measures included in the document of the
Stockholm conference on disarmament in Europe;

(viii) Welcoming also General Secretary Gorbachev’s statement of 18th April 1986 expressing readiness
to pursue conventional force reductions from the Atlantic to the Urals, and its positive reflection in
1986 in the NATO Halifax statement and Brussels declaration, and in the Budapest appeal of the
Warsaw Pact countries, but believing that agreement on initial reductions in the MBFR framework can
be reached immediately the Soviet Union accepts the necessary verification measures;

(ix) Recalling that the stockpiling of large quantities of chemical weapons by the Soviet Union may
well force the alliance to retain or acquire retaliatory capability in this field, while hoping that negotia-
tions in the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva will lead to a ban on all chemical weapons with ade-
quate verification safeguards and the destruction of all existing stockpiles;

(x)  Aware that the overwhelming majority of United Nations member countries, including a majority
of the members of NATO and WEU, have repeatedly called for multilateral negotiations on a compre-
hensive nuclear test ban;

(xi) Convinced that the enhancement of well-balanced security and deterrence should be the primary
criterion of any process of arms control negotiations with the Soviet Union,

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL

L Urge member governments, in their consultations concerning the bilateral nuclear and space talks
1Sn Geneva, to bear in mind the impact of these talks on European security, and to support the United
tates:

(a) in negotiating a properly verifiable agreement to secure, within five years, the elimination of
all long-range INF missiles within range of Europe, their limitation to 100 warheads in the
Asian part of the Soviet Union and in the United States, combined with the simultaneous
withdrawal of shorter-range INF from Czechoslovakia and East Germany; the right for NATO
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to match Warsaw Pact numbers in such missiles if those negotiations fail; and follow-on nego-
tiations on the reduction of all shorter-range missiles;

(b) in negotiating a properly verifiable agreement to secure a 50% reduction w1th1n five years in
the numbers of strategic nuclear warheads;

(¢) in respecting existing treaties which can be modified only by agreement between the parties to
them;

2. Urge governments participating in the MBFR negotiations to press for the earliest agreement on
initial reductions of United States and Soviet forces proportional to the relative numerical strength of
their forces, including the right of reasonable automatic inspections and the obligation for all troops
entering or leaving the reductions zone to pass at all times through recognised entry-exit points with per-
manent observers;

3. Urge participating governments to pursue actively the improved prospects for a complete
chemical weapons ban, including the destruction of all existing stocks, in the Geneva Conference on
Disarmament, to press the Soviet Union to accept fully the United Kingdom compromise proposal for
challenge inspection and, pending the outcome of these negotiations in 1987, not to approve the
deployment of further chemical weapons in Europe;

4, (a) Urge the Soviet Union to accept the United States’ proposal for the mutual exchange of
official technical teams for calibrating the yield of nuclear tests;

(b) Call for the opening of negotiations on a comprehensive test ban in the Conference on Disar-
mament in Geneva.
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Second revised draft Recommendation

replying to the thirty-first annual report of the Council

The Assembly,

(i)  Regretting the serious delay in the communication of the Council’s annual report in 1986, the
omission of information concerning one important meeting, and considering that the absence of
agreement on certain matters should not prevent the Counci! from presenting the rest of its report on
time;
(ii)  Welcoming, however, the communication in October 1986 of the first part of the report for that
year,

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL

L. Ensure that in future the whole of the annual report on its activities reaches the Assembly before
the end of February of the following year and that it contain a complete account of activities arranged by
the Council;

2. Take into consideration both the strategic and political aspects when discussing the enlargement
of WEU.
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Explanatory Memorandum

(submitted by Mr. Amadei, Rapporteur)

I. Introduction

1.1. The first version of this report !, adopted
in committee by 13 votes to 0 with 7 abstentions
on 29th April 1986, was referred back to the
committee on S5th June that year after the
Assembly had failed to complete discussion of
the report in the light of the 13 amendments
tabled.

1.2. The first revised version of the report 2
was drafted in the immediate aftermath of the
Reykjavik meeting between President Reagan
and General Secretary Gorbachev, at a time of
some ferment in Europe and the NATO alliance
concerning the wisdom of some of the hastily-
drafted yet far-reaching proposals discussed by
the two leaders. That first revised version,
adopted by the committee by 8 votes to 7 with
no abstentions on 3rd November 1986, was
again referred back by the Assembly on 2nd
December, after 21 amendments had been
tabled, but before the Rapporteur had been
allowed to introduce it.

1.3. This second revised version of the report
is drafted in a calmer atmosphere, at a time when
some at least of the intra-alliance arguments of
last December concerning both priorities for
some of the disarmament objectives formulated
at Reykjavik and procedural aspects of negotia-
tions on conventional force reductions have been
ironed out at least for the time being in the North
Atlantic Council communiqué of 12th December
1986, the accompanying Brussels declaration on
conventional arms control and some subsequent
work in the corresponding high-level group in
NATO. At the same time, a new transatlantic
argument has developed over the obvious desire
of the White House and the United States
Secretary of Defence to adopt a new, “broad ”
interpretation of the ABM treaty in order to
proceed with early space-testing and then
deployment of some strategic defence systems;
but on this issue the European allies are in much
closer agreement in calling for existing treaties to
be respected.

1.4. This second revised report has been pre-
pared by the Rapporteur for the extraordinary
session of the Assembly convened especially, as
the President announced on 4th December, to
discuss disarmament as well as the reactivation
of WEU. It is a particularly interesting time to
deal with the subject because although it may yet

1. Document 1059.
2. Document 1075.
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be difficult to identify substantive progress in the
many bilateral and multilateral disarmament
negotiations that are currently proceeding, never-
theless in the words of Lord Carrington “ the log
jam has broken” and there is motion on all
fronts.

1.5. In the original terms of reference given to
the Rapporteur for his report in December 1985,
the committee noted that “ as the internal WEU
conventional arms control functions are termi-
nated at the end of 1985, while three new
agencies are created, including the agency for the
study of arms control and disarmament ques-
tions, the report replying to the annual report of
the Council can conveniently be combined with
a follow-up report on disarmament which, in
view of the impulse given by the Reagan-
Gorbachev summit, will follow negotiations on
the most topical or urgent disarmament
problems, without however covering all the
topics dealt with in the information report of 4th
November (Document 1040) or the report of
22nd November (Document 1043)”. In this
second revision of the report the sections dealing
with the disarmament negotiations have been
brought up to date.

1.6. At the time of drafting the first report in
spring 1986, the Rapporteur had in his pos-
session only Chapters III and/ IV of the annual
report of the Council. The complete report did
not reach the Assembly until after 20th May that
year. Moreover, on 24th October the Council
communicated to the Assembly the first part of
its report for 1986. In preparing the first revision
of this report, the Rapporteur therefore took
advantage of the intervening period to comment
both on the complete annual report of the
Council covering the year 1985 as well as the first
part of 1986. This second revision is revised in
the light of events, but the draft recommendation
has been separated into two parts dealing respec-
tively with disarmament and, with the reply to
the thirty-first annual repor{ of the Council,
because the first is very topical whereas the
second is historical record now that the Council’s
thirty-second report is already overdue.

I1. Activities of the Council

2.1. The annual report of the Council for the
year 1985, which should normally reach the
Assembly towards the end of February, was
dated 20th May, although Chapters III and IV on
the last activities up to 31st December 1985 of
the former international secretariat of the
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Standing Armaments Committee and of the
Agency for the Control of Armaments reached
the Office of the Clerk in March. It would in fact
appear that the Council had the greatest diffi-
culty in reaching agreement on a simple account
of its own activities in 1985. The committee wel-
comes however the communication on 24th
October of the first part of the Council’s report
for 1986, covering the first half of the year, and
the Council’s intention announced therein to
“ present its report in two half-yearly parts and
transmit, if appropriate, written information
concerning certain of its activities ” (Chapter III,

1).

2.2. Where these activities of the Council are
concerned, the committee is gratified to see the
large section devoted to disarmament negotia-
tions and the fact that the Council discussed
these negotiations at both permanent and minis-
terial level. An important passage from Chapter 1
is worth quoting;

“The ministers expressed the hope that
the negotiations between the United States
and the Soviet Union would make pos-
sible radical reductions in their strategic
and medium-range nuclear armaments
and agreements aimed at ending the arms
race on earth and preventing an arms race
in space. They underlined in this regard
the importance they attached to respect for
existing treaty obligations. ”

This was an important statement that the com-
mittee will refer to below.

2.3. However, the committee notes a curious
gap in the Council’s report — there is no reference
to the important meeting organised by the
German Government, which had the
Chairmanship-in-Office of the Council at the
time, of experts on disarmament questions from
the seven ministries for foreign affairs and held
in Bonn on 11th February 1985 under the chair-
manship of Ambassador Ruth. At the time the
press reported that Mr. Richard Burt, then
American Assistant Secretary of State, had sent a
letter to certain ministries for foreign affairs of
WEU countries according to which this meeting
of experts was thought to be inappropriate.

2.4. The committee considers it important for
the WEU countries to harmonise their positions
on major disarmament questions. It is therefore
regrettable that the Council makes no reference
to one of its most successful initiatives in this
sense.

2.5. It is not surprising that the Council was
unable to reach agreement on two specific points
on which the positions of the seven governments
still seem to differ. These are Portugal’s appli-
cation for membership of WEU made in October
1984 and the attempt to co-ordinate the reac-
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tions of WEU countries to the United States
invitation to take part in research for strategic
defence purposes.

2.6. In regard to the accession of new states to
the Brussels Treaty, Article XI of the treaty pro-
vides that “ the high contracting parties may, by
agreement, invite any other state to accede to the
present treaty on conditions to be agreed
between them and the state so invited ”. The
Seven seem to have been unprepared for
Portugal’s application in 1984 which in a way
anticipated their invitation. In this connection,
another letter from the WEU Secretary-General
on 26th February 1986 informing the President
of the Assembly of his visit to Spain on 28th and
29th January reports in regard to Spain that:

“ On relations between Spain and Western
European Union, those to whom I spoke
confirmed Spain’s interest in acceding to
WEU. How do they view such accession?
They are aware that accession to WEU is
at the invitation of the WEU Council.
They will therefore await this invitation in
due course, i.e. after the major debate on
the problem of security raised by the refer-
endum on 12th March has come to a con-
clusion. ”

The Secretary-General concluded:

“Still in my personal capacity, I con-
cluded that it was politically desirable, if a
state wished to join WEU, for it:

— to be a member of the Communities
and of political co-operation;

— to be a member of the Atlantic Alliance;
and

— to have a real desire to promote a
European security dimension. ”

2.7. The Council’s report for the first part of
1986 now makes it clear that the accession of
Portugal will not now be considered until 1988,
after the “ transitional period ” up to the end of
1987 when the new structures of WEU resulting
from the 1984 reactivation are to be reviewed,
and after “ the applicability to new members of
all the provisions of the modified Brussel Treaty
and its additional protocols” have been
examined in depth. (The application of Protocols
Nos. II and III is discussed below in paragraphs
2.10 et seq. and 3.1 et seq.). While it is certain
that the accession of Portugal and Spain would
be very warmly welcomed from a purely political
standpoint, certain WEU countries consider that
at the same time it is essential not to isolate the
European allied countries on the two flanks
which are of vital strategic importance for
European security. Should not a simultaneous
invitation therefore also be made to all the allied
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European countries members of NATO to join
WEU?

2.8. In regard to the American invitation to
European firms to take part in research for stra-
tegic defence purposes, the bilateral negotiations
held by the United States with each of the
European allied countries are making slow pro-
gress. Memoranda of understanding have been
signed by the United Kingdom, Germany and,
on 19th September 1986, by Italy but with the
reservation that signature did not imply that
government’s political or military support for the
SDI 3. Exceptionally for this type of document,
their content has not been published, which is
arousing concern about the extent of the
American technical know-how to which
European industries taking part in the research
would have access. Government reservations
about the SDI were referred to very recently by
Baroness Young, British Minister of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs, when she
addressed the Assembly on 3rd June 1986:

“We shall in particular look from a
European perspective at certain aspects of
European participation in the SDI
research programme, and at the politico/
strategic implications of SDI for Europe
itself. Many of these questions, as Geoffrey
Howe made clear in his speech in March
1985 to the Royal United Services
Institute, are unanswerable, and will be so
for a long time to come. And differences in
perception and perspective between our
member governments have already
limited the possible extent of co-ordi-
nation or participation in the SDI research
programme. ”

The many questions and reservations referred to
by Sir Geoffrey Howe in this speech of 15th
March 1985 were quoted in an earlier report by
the committee *.

2.9. Where the future activities of the three
new Council agencies are concerned, a letter’
from the Secretary-General dated 17th March
1986 gives some information. Inter alia, it
reports that:

“ Agency I is to study Soviet tactics vis-
a-vis the countries of Western Europe in
regard to questions of the control of arma-
ments and disarmament. In the future it
will also have to take an interest in the
control of conventional armaments and
the essential problem of verification. ”

3. The Times, 20th September 1986.

4, Document 1033, WEU and the strategic defence initi-
ative, 4th November 1985, Rapporteur: Mr. van den Bergh -
explanatory memorandum, paragraph 4.2.

5. Text at Appendix I.
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Application of Protocol No. II on forces of
Western European Union

2.10. In 1985, the Council duly carried out the
formalities provided for in Protocol No. II of the
modified Brussels Treaty to ensure that the
forces maintained by member countries on the
{nainland of Europe did not exceed the agreed
evels.

2.11. In regard to the forces which the United
Kingdom has undertaken to station on the
mainland of Europe in accordance with Article
VI of Protocol No. II, fixed by the Council at
55000 men plus a tactical air force, the com-
mittee notes with satisfaction that, according to
the Council’s report, in 1985 the number of
British forces concerned was 56 005, of which

814 were redeployed in Northern Ireland for

short tours of duty. These figures compare with
56 467 on the mainland of Europe of which 972
in Northern Ireland in 1984, according to the
Council’s previous report. The British tactical air
force stationed on the mainland of Europe in
1985 was the same as in the previous year, i.e.:

1
R Aircraft/
Réle Equipment Squadrons
Strike/Attack Jaguar 1
Tornado 4
Offensive support Harrier 2
Reconnaissance Jaguar 1
Air defence Phantom 2
Rapier surface-to-air
missiles 1
Air transport Puma 1
Chinook 1
Ground defence RAF regiment 1

III. Agency for the Control of Armaments

(a) Conventional weapons

3.1. In its 1984 report® the committee
examined the history of the rather incomplete
application of controls of member countries’
weapons provided for in the Brussels Treaty as
modified in 1954. There is no need to return to
controls of conventional weapons — and the gaps
in their application - since the Council, in accor-
dance with several Assembly recommendations,
decided to abolish them completely as from 1st
January 1986. In 1985, in accordance with the
decision of principle taken by the Council in
Rome in October 1984, supplemented by its
resolution of 23rd January 1985, controls were
applied to only about half the conventional
weapons subject to control under the modified
Brussels Treaty and its Protocols Nos. HI and

6. Thirty years of the modified Brussels Treaty — reply to
the twenty-ninth annual report of the Council, Document
973, 15th May 1984, Rapporteur: Mr. De Decker.



DOCUMENT 1090

IV. By pursuing documentary controls ~ which for the Control of Armaments duly carried out
represented most of the Agency’s work in the its duties until the last day of its existence with a
past — in 1985 and carrying out thirty-four field full staff. The table hereafter gives a breakdown
control measures in the same year, the Agency of field control measures:

Numbers and types of inspections carried out by the Agency for the Control of Armaments — 1961-85

Non-production
Quantitative control measures control
measures Total
control
(of which measures (all
at at non- categories)
production Sub-total production production
plants plants of chemical
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Notes a, b: From 1971 onwards the Agency adopted a new system of presenting its summary table of inspections, thenceforth
counting inspections of several small grouped ammunition depots as a single inspection.  An apparent reduction in numbers of
inspections in fact reflects no reduction in the activities of the Agency. For comparison, the Council reported both sets of figures
(old and new style — @ and b) for the years 1970 and 1971.

n.a. : Information not available.

Sources: Figures for total control measures (all categories) given in column 7 are derived from published annual reports of the
Council. With regard to the variable categories of controls (columns 1 to 6), figures for 1961-65 are also derived from the pub-
lished annual reports of the Council. Those for 1966 to 1969 have never been made available to the committee. Those for 1970 to
1985 have been communicated to the Assembly by the Council in response to Recommendation 213, but permission to publish
them has been withheld. Minor discrepancies in some totals result from differences of definition of visit and are without signifi-
cance.

* Confidential information available to the committee deleted from the published report.

3.2. The Council’s decision to control in 1985 (b) ABC weapons

only half the number of conventional weapons

formerly controlled, pending the complete abo- ,3.3. The situation is different in regard to
lition of such controls as from Ist July 1986, atomic, biological and chemical weapons. The
seems curious, not to say aberrant. Rome declaration adopted by the Council on
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27th October 1984 asserted that “ the commit-
ments and controls concerning ABC weapons
would be maintained at the existing level and in
accordance with the procedures agreed up to the
present time ”. But, as in previous years, the
annual report of the Council for 1985 states that
“ since the situation has remained the same as in
previous years, the Agency did not exercise any
control in the field of atomic weapons ” and the
list of biological weapons subject to control
accepted by the Council in 1981 having been
renewed by the latter for 1985 “ as in previous
years... the Agency did not exercise any control
in the field of biological weapons ”.

3.4. There remain chemical weapons. As for
atomic and biological weapons, there are two
aspects to controls of chemical weapons pro-
vided for in the Brussels Treaty:

(i) control of any production in countries
not having renounced the right to
produce chemical weapons;

(ii) verification of undertakings made by
the country which renounced the right
to produce such weapons.

3.5. As in past years, in 1985 the Council first
renewed the list of chemical weapons subject to
control which it had previously approved. Then,
according to the annual report, the questionnaire
which the Agency sends the six countries which
have not renounced the right to produce such
chemical weapons asked:

13

whether production of chemical
weapons on their mainland territory had
passed the experimental stage and entered
the effective production stage. As in the
past, all these states replied in the
negative.

In addition, the Agency asked all the
member states to declare any chemical
weapons that they might hold. Since all the
member states replied in the negative, the
Agency carried out no quantitative con-
trols of chemical weapons in 1985.”

3.6. The committee notes that this situation
will change if France starts the effective pro-
duction of chemical weapons as Mr. Jean-
Bernard Raimond, French Minister for Foreign
Affairs, foresaw in his address to the Geneva dis-
armament conference on 19th February 1987.
According to Article III of Protocol No. III to the
modified Brussels Treaty: “ When the devel-
opment of atomic, biological and chemical
weapons in the territory on the mainland of
Europe of the high contracting parties who have
not given up the right to produce them has
passed the experimental stage and effective pro-
duction of them has started there, the level of
stocks that the high contracting parties con-
cerned will be allowed to hold on the mainland
of Europe shall be decided by a majority vote of
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the Council of Western European Union ” and,
according to Article IV, these weapons “ will be
controlled to the extent and in the manner laid
down in Protocol No. IV ”,

3.7. In the case of the seventh country, which
has renounced the right to produce chemical
weapons on its territory, the annual report states
that;

“ The competent authorities of the country
concerned provided the Agency with a
detailed, precise and complete reply to the
request for information — aimed at facili-
tating the control of non-production of
chemical weapons — which was sent to
them by the Agency in accordance with the
resolution adopted by the Council in 1959
and with the directive received from the
Council in 1960. In addition, the pro-
cedure applied with these authorities since
1973 was again used. ”

3.8. In regard to field control measures, the
Agency each year conducts agreed verification of
non-production in plants. But reports of the
Council prior to 1983 contained the following
reservation: ‘

“ As the convention for the due process of
law 7 has not yet entered into force, the
control measures carried out by the
Agency at private concerns had, in 1982,
as in previous years, to take the form of
agreed control measures.

One consequence of this situation is that,
in order to obtain the agreement of the
firms concerned, the Agency has to give a
few weeks’ notice. Since this agreement
has never been withheld, the 1982 pro-
gramme of control measures at privately-
owned plants was therefore drawn up with
full confidence that it could be imple-
mented as in previous years. ”

3.9. In future, therefore, WEU’s activities in
regard to the internal control of armaments will
be limited in fact to this procedure for con-
trolling chemical weapons which could be
extended to control of the production of French
chemical weapons if this becomes effective. The
Agency for the Control of Armaments has not
been disbanded altogether, but its staff has been
reduced to one person, an expert in chemical
weapons.

7. Convention concerning measures to be taken by
member states of Western European Ution in order to enable
the Agency for the Control of Armaments to carry out its
control effectively and making provision for due process of
law, in accordance with Protocol No. IV of the Brussels
Treaty, as modified by the protocols signed in Paris on 23rd
October 1954 (signed in Paris on 14th December 1957 but so
far ratified by only six countries: Belgium, Germany, Italy,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom).
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1V. Standing Armaments Committee

4.1. In the chapter of the annual report on the
activities of the Standing Armaments Committee
in 1985, it is stated that the commmittee:

“having noted the ministerial decisions
taken in regard to it and in regard to the
establishment of the ‘agencies for security
questions’, addressed the problem of
co-operation in the field of armaments and
research, and that of its own future.

Delegates’ opinions appear to have been divided
as to the expediency of convening the committee
in the future. The new Agency III which is
replacing the former international secretariat of
the SAC is now working directly for the Council
and, according to the letter of the Secretary-
General of 17th March 1986:

“will study certain aspects of com-
petitivity in the armaments industry in
Europe and the implications of the evo-
lution of the world arms market, together
with the problems of technological trans-
fers between European allies. ”

V. International negotiations on the
control of armaments

(a) General

5.1. The committee welcomed the fact that the
Council decided in the Rome declaration of
October 1984:

[

. to hold comprehensive discussions
and to seek to harmonise their views on
the specific conditions of security in
Europe, in particular:

— arms control and disarmament. ”

5.2. In 1985, the committee, for its part,
studied in detail the progress of negotiations on
the control of armaments in four international
forums: the bilateral negotiations between the
United States and the Soviet Union on nuclear
and space weapons, the mutual and balanced
force reduction negotiations in Vienna, the con-
ference on disarmament in Europe in Stockholm
and the Geneva disarmament conference 8.

5.3. At the close of the first summit meeting
between President Reagan and General Secretary
Gorbachev in Geneva from 19th to 21st
November 1985, the committee was able inter

8. Disarmament, information report, Document 1040,
4th November 1985, Rapporteur: Mr. Blaauw; Disarmament,
]glocumem 1043, 22nd November 1985, Rapporteur: Mr.

aauw,
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alia to welcome “the positive fresh start to
bilateral relations between the United States and
the Soviet Union... and the constructive refer-
ences to most arms control issues in the agreed
statement including the principle of a 50%
reduction in nuclear arms, the general and com-
plete prohibition of chemical weapons, and the
idea of an interim INF agreement, while noting
the absence of specific agreement ”%. The very
positive impetus given to the negotiations was
enhanced shortly afterwards by the long
statement on disarmament made by General
Secretary Gorbachev in Moscow on 15th
January 1986 which contained six proposals,
including a fifteen-year programme leading in
three stages to the complete elimination of
nuclear weapons throughout the world before the
end of the century and a three-month prolon-
gation of the moratorium on nuclear tests ini-
tially declared by the Soviet Union as from 6th
August 1985 immediately after it had carried out
a programme of nuclear test explosions.

54. In 1986, several mainly positive events
occurred which change the prospects for almost
all the various negotiations on arms control. The
impromptu summit meeting in Reykjavik was
the most recent to attract worldwide attention
and gave rise to varied reactions on the part of
the European allies leading up to the alliance’s
collective conclusions which were set out in the
North Atlantic Council communiqué of 12th
December 1986. Then, in his statement of 28th
February 1987, Mr. Gorbachev announced
major concessions relating to INF missiles. Con-
sideration should also be given to the conse-
quences of President Reagan’s speech on 27th
May 1986 about SALT II, the NATO declara-
tions in Halifax and Brussels and the appeal of
the member states of the Warsaw Pact of 11th
June 1986 relating to the reduction of armed
forces and armaments in Europe, certain conces-
sions announced by the Soviet Union on 22nd
April 1986 and again on 17th February 1987 con-
cerning verification in the context of a ban on
chemical weapons and the new British proposals
of 15th July 1986 and, finally, the document of
the Stockholm conference adopted on 19th Sep-
tember 1986 relating to confidence-building
measures. The committee examines these devel-
opments under the following heads.

(b) Bilateral negotiations

(i) Intermediate-range nuclear forces

5.5. In the bilateral negotiations in Geneva
between the United States and the Soviet Union
on strategic nuclear weapons, intermediate-range

9. Recommendation 425, adopted by the Assembly on 2nd
December 1985, the draft version of which is given in
Document 1043,
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nuclear forces and space weapons, particular
attention was paid to intermediate-range
weapons last year because of the new proposals
put forward by Mr. Gorbachev in his statement
of 15th January 1986 and the terms of the West’s
answer. Details of the proposals made by each
side’s negotiators in Geneva are obviously not
known. But since the Soviet Union in particular
has developed the habit of negotiating more pub-
licly than in the past, the public is most probably
aware of the major elements of the proposals
exchanged.

5.6. The rather spectacular language used by
Mr. Gorbachev in his address on 15th January
1986 was certainly intended to impress world
public opinion:

“ The Soviet Union is proposing a step-
by-step and consistent process of ridding
the earth of nuclear weapons, to be imple-
mented and completed within the next
fifteen years, before the end of this
century. ”

Nevertheless, for intermediate-range weapons,
this address contains at least the outline of
certain tangible proposals. The first stage would
last from five to eight years:

“ The first stage will include the adoption
and implementation of the decision on the
complete elimination of intermediate-
range missiles of the USSR and the United
States in the European zone, both ballistic
and cruise missiles, as a first step towards
ridding the European continent of nuclear
weapons.

At the same time the United States should
undertake not to transfer its strategic and
medium-range missiles to other countries,
while Britain and France should pledge
not to build up their respective nuclear
arms. ”

During the second stage, starting in 1990 and
spread over a period of five to seven years:

“ ... the other nuclear powers will begin to
engage in nuclear disarmament. To begin
with, they would pledge to freeze all their
nuclear arms and not to have them in the
territories of other countries.

In this period the USSR and the United
States will go on with the reductions
agreed upon during the first stage and also
carry out further measures designed to
eliminate their medium-range nuclear
weapons and freeze their tactical nuclear
systems. ”

5.7. Further details were given on 12th Feb-
ruary 1986 during an interview granted to West
German television by General Nikolai Chervov,
Soviet spokesman on disarmament. He defined
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the “ European zone ” as being the area extending
as far as longitude 80° east, i.e. a line some 1 300
km to the east of the Urals, beyond which SS-20
missiles are out of range of Europe. SS-20 mis-
siles west of that line would be'destroyed:

“ We do not propose to move these SS-20
missiles somewhere else, They will be
destroyed under painstaking and reliable

national and international control,
including inspections on site and on the
spot. ”

5.8. The detailed Soviet proposals tabled at the
Geneva negotiations on 16th January 1986 were
supplemented by letters to the British and
French Governments, not represented at the
negotiations.

5.9. At this stage, there were two new and
positive elements in these Soviet proposals.
British and French nuclear forces would no
longer be taken into account in the negotiations;
they would be frozen, however, at their present
level. Secondly, the Soviet Union at that time no
longer seemed to be seeking a link with space
weapons, a ban on which was previously to have
formed part of any agreement on other weapons
systems. This point was confirmed publicly by
Mr. Gorbachev in an interview which he granted
to United States Senator Edward Kennedy in
Moscow on 6th February 1986 when Mr.
Gorbachev said that his proposal to withdraw
SS-20s from Europe if the Americans did the
same with their Pershing IIs depended solely on
the United Kingdom and France refraining from
increasing their corresponding nuclear weapons
and the United States not supplying such
weapons to other countries.

5.10. While the United States was holding con-
sultations with its allies, particularly during Mr.
Paul Nitze’s visit to Europe in February, the
press on 8th February 1986 reported an
American counter-proposal approved by Mr.
Reagan subject to consultations with the allies. It
is believed this plan accepted the elimination of
all intermediate-range American and Soviet mis-
siles stationed in Europe but also insisted on a
50% reduction in Soviet SS-20 ‘missiles in Asia.
However, no ceiling was said 'to be placed on
British or French forces, nor were there to be
limitations on the supply of American missiles to
the allies.

5.11. The European allies had reservations
about the first American propaosals, considering
that the complete elimination of nuclear
weapons stationed in Europe would leave
western forces at the mercy of the conventional
superiority of the Warsaw Pact forces, particu-
larly in Central Europe. The American answer
finally communicated to the Soviet Union on
23rd February 1986 returned rather to the
“ global zero-zero ” position already defined in
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1981. The United States therefore proposed as a
target the elimination of SS-20 and cruise mis-
siles in both Europe and Asia, but as a first stage
the reduction to 140 of the SS-20 launchers in
Europe, with a proportional reduction in Asia;
only in the second and third stages would the
United States agree to a reduction of its own mis-
siles parallel with Soviet reductions; short-range
missiles were also to be taken into account.
Soviet proposals relating to the freezing of
British and French forces were rejected since the
Geneva negotiations are purely bilateral. French
and British answers to Mr. Gorbachev also
rejected his proposal, France recalling its well-
known position that it is in favour of all reduc-
tions in nuclear weapons, but the arsenals of the
superpowers must be reduced significantly before
reductions in the relatively small French forces
can be considered; in any event, priority was to
be given to reducing conventional weapons.

5.12. In previous reports, the committee
recalled that the existence of British and French
forces had in fact been taken into account
already in the SALT I and SALT II bilateral
agreements. In the first case, the Soviet unilateral
declaration accompanying the agreement stated
that the Soviet Union could increase the number
of its strategic missile launching submarines in
the event of the United States’ allies doing
likewise. In the case of SALT II, it has been
known for a long time that the concession which
allowed the Soviet Union to retain 308 heavy
ICBMs (SS-9s and SS-18s) was made in compen-
sation for British and French nuclear forces and
the deployment of American nuclear systems in
Europe.

5.13. While the committee has always rejected
any proposal to reduce British and French
nuclear forces at a time when the superpowers
have thousands of nuclear warheads, it has
nevertheless drawn attention to the problems
which would arise for the negotiations on the
control of armaments if European forces were
equipped with multiple-warhead missiles. The
Trident missile, intended to come into service
with the British force in the nineties, is designed
to carry up to eight warheads. The possibility of a
British force eight times its present size obvi-
ously raises a problem for the Soviet Union in
the current negotiations.

5.14. During summer 1986 there was a fairly
intensive bilateral dialogue with exchanges of
letters between President Reagan and General
Secretary Gorbachev in June, July and Sep-
tember, followed shortly afterwards by the
announcement of a meeting between the two
leaders in Reykjavik on 11th and 12th October.
The initiative for this meeting came from the
Soviet Union; it was to be a preparatory meeting
for a true summit meeting and was not to lead to
the signing of a final agreement.

5.15. Before the Reykjavik summit meeting, the
press was already reporting new American pro-
posals for reducing INF in Europe to 100 war-
heads on each side (and hence only 33 SS-20 mis-
siles for the Soviet Union): 100 warheads in the
Asian part of the Soviet Union, which would be
offset by 100 cruise missiles based in the United
States.

5.16. The Soviet Union made significant con-
cessions in Reykjavik relating to intermediate-
range missiles !°. First, the agreement would aim
at “the complete elimination of Soviet and
United States medium-range missiles in
Europe ” and, second, * without taking the
nuclear potentials of Britain and France into
account ”, meaning that these forces would no
longer be frozen. “ Negotiations will be started
on the missiles with a range of under 1 000 kilo-
metres deployed by the sides in Europe”
(SRINF). At the close of the summit meeting, the
press reported that intermediate-range missiles
remaining in Soviet Asia and the United States
following their elimination in Europe would be
limited to 100 warheads on each side, ie. 33
SS-20 missiles on the Soviet side. At the same
time, the Soviet Union back-tracked by again
making any agreement on intermediate missiles
depend on the conclusion of an agreement on
anti-ballistic weapons.

5.17. A fairly heated discussion started in
Europe on the expediency of accepting this new
Soviet proposal, which, on the NATO side,
would lead to the removal of cruise and Pershing
II missiles whose deployment following NATO’s
1979 decision led to opposition from a section of
the public. However, the elimination of these
missiles was already implicit in the 1979 decision
in the event of the SS-20 being withdrawn, and
explicit in the famous zero-zero option proposed
by NATO in 1981. Since then, each com-
muniqué issued by the NATO Nuclear Planning
Group has confirmed “our willingness to
reverse, halt, or modify the deployment -
including the removal or dismantling of missiles
already deployed — upon achievement of a...
equitable agreement ” !!. Finally, the consensus
of the sixteen NATO countries on negotiations
on intermediate-range missiles after Reykjavik
was expressed in the North Atlantic Council
communiqué of 12th December 1986 !2, as
follows:

“ Opportunity for progress in some areas,
notably in the LRINF negotiations, must
not be held hostage to agreements in other
unrelated ones. Soviet insistence on doing
so would contradict assurances given at
the highest level.

10. See Appendix V, section 2.

11. Nuclear Planning Group communiqué, 22nd October
1986.

12. See Appendix IV.
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On the basis of the December 1979 NATO
decision on LRINF modernisation and
arms control, the allies concerned fully
support the envisaged elimination of
American and Soviet land-based LRINF
in Europe and the limitation to 100 war-
heads in Asia and the United States while
their ultimate objective remains the total
elimination of all such LRINF. They stress
that an INF agreement must not neglect
the existing imbalances in shorter-range
United States and Soviet INF missiles and
must provide for a commitment to
follow-on negotiations on these mis-
siles. ”

5.18. Finally, on 28th February 1987 Mr.
Gorbachev made a statement, referring to “ the
Soviet leadership and the country’s Defence
Council, which I am responsible for
presiding... ” > probably in order clearly to
involve the Soviet military authorities — and
reverting to his position prior to Reykjavik:

“The Soviet Union suggests that the
problem of medium-range missiles in
Europe be singled out from the package of
issues, and that a separate agreement on it
be concluded, and without delay... It was
agreed in Reykjavik that the Soviet Union
and the United States would eliminate all
their medium-range missiles (MRM) in
Europe within the next five years. Within
the same period the number of Soviet
MRMs in the Asian part of our territory
would be cut down to a hundred warheads
on the understanding that the United
States could leave the same number of
MRM warheads in its national territory.

As soon as an agreement on eliminating
Soviet and United States medium-range
missiles in Europe is signed, the Soviet
Union will withdraw from the German
Democratic Republic and Czechoslovakia,
by agreement with the governments of
those countries, the longer-range theatre
missiles which had been deployed there as
measures in reply to the deployment of
Pershing II and cruise missiles in Western
Europe. As far as other theatre missiles are
concerned, we are prepared to begin talks
immediately with a view to reducing and
fully eliminating them...”

5.19. In Moscow on 2nd March it was the
Soviet Chief-of-Staff, Marshal Sergei
Akhromeyev, who confirmed that, as foreseen in
the Soviet document tabled in Reykjavik, the
Soviet Union was making no link between
British and French nuclear forces and the pro-
posed agreement on intermediate forces, which
the Soviet Union hoped would be concluded

13. Text at Appendix VIIL
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within six months. However, at some as yet non-
determined stage in the process of reducing
nuclear weapons, Britain and France would have
to join in. Marshal Akhromeyev made it clear
that missiles to be eliminated would be
“ destroyed ” or “ dismantled ” under the “ most
effective control ” including “ on-site reciprocal
inspection of the action of the parties ” 4. The
chief Soviet negotiator, Mr. Vorontsov, in a
press conference in Paris on 6th March, went on
the offensive on verification: “ We demand total
access to all bases, all depots, to all places where
these missiles are...” in Europe and in the
United States, including “ private production
plants ” if necessary with special legislation to
provide this right !>, The extensive nature of
expected inspection provisions is shown by the
special conference of foreign ministry officials
from the five NATO countries in which INF
missiles are based held in Washington on 10th
March prior to the tabling of inspection pro-
posals by the United States in the Geneva talks
on 12th March. In Belgium at least domestic
legislation is expected to be required.

5.20. These latest Soviet congessions make it
highly desirable for NATO to accept the
agreement on INF now envisaged. Certain conse-
quences should be examined.

Possible
forces

decoupling of American deterrent

5.21. The elimination of cruise and Pershing II
missiles in Europe would obviously reduce the
number of American nuclear weapons based in
Europe and within range of Soviet territory.
Some have thought the elimination of this
category of weapons might reduce the essential
coupling between American strategic nuclear
weapons and the defence of Europe. Others con-
sidered this argument too philosophical to be of
real military significance. In any event, the
argument takes no account of the many other
American nuclear weapons which would remain
in Europe or in European waters and which are
still within range of Soviet territory, i.e. 150
F-111 aircraft based in the United Kingdom, 20
A-6E and 48 A-7 carrier-based aircraft (assuming
that two of the fourteen American aircraft-
carriers are in European waters) and, finally,
many of the 166 TLAM/N nuclear cruise mis-
siles with a range of 1 350 nautical miles already
deployed on board American surface ships and
five submarines, and which will number 758
when their production has been completed.

Shorter-range INF missiles

5.22. Until the seventies, NATO had some
7 000 American nuclear warheads earmarked for

14, Tass, 2nd March 1987.
15. Figaro, 7th March 1987.
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tactical weapons in Europe, including tactical
aviation, Lance short-range missiles and the
artillery. The Soviet Union was then believed to
have only 3 500. However, in the meantime
NATO has unilaterally reduced the number of its
tactical warheads, on the one hand to offset the
deployment of cruise and Pershing missiles and,
on the other hand, because of the obsolescence of
certain weapons systems with the result that the
number of warheads now earmarked for the
abovementioned tactical equipment is only just
over 4 000. Since the deployment of cruise and
Pershing II missiles by NATO in 1983, the
Soviet Union “ in compensation ” has deployed
shorter-range INF missiles, including the SS-23
with a range of 500 km and the modified version
of the SS-12 (SS-22) with a range of 900 km, in
Czechoslovakia and Eastern Germany, visibly
threatening the European capitals. NATO tac-
tical aviation cannot reach Soviet territory
although the capitals of the other Warsaw Pact
countries are within range. The constraints
imposed on shorter-range weapons in an
agreement on LRINF will therefore be of impor-
tance, and seem to have been foreseen in the
statement of 28th February 1987.

Number of warheads to be eliminated

5.23. The most positive aspect of the planned
INF agreement is the number of warheads to be
eliminated on each side; for NATO, it would be a
matter of 108 Pershing II and 208 cruise missiles
effectively deployed at the end of 1986 out of a
total of 464 whose deployment is planned, i.e. a
total of only 316 warheads eliminated. Con-
versely, the Soviet Union would eliminate 408
SS-20s with 3 warheads each, i.e. a total of 1 224
warheads, 729 !¢ of which cover Europe, leaving
only 33 SS-20s in Soviet Asia (100 warheads
foreseen in the draft agreement) which would be
offset by 100 missiles in the United States.

Comparison with the situation before 1979

5.24. When NATO took its 1979 decision, the
Soviet Union had already deployed 120 SS-20s
in addition to other intermediate-range missiles,
500 SS-4s and 90 SS-5s. At that time, NATO had
no missiles of comparable range. The proposal to
reduce to zero on each side the number of
intermediate-range missiles in Europe therefore
can but be a definite advantage for NATO com-
pared with the situation before 1979.

The European zone

5.25. It is essential for the “ European zone ”
which would henceforth be free of such missiles
to be the one defined in paragraph 5.7 above, i.e.
from a line some 1300 km to the east of the

16. Marshal Akhromeyev on 2nd March 1987 referred to
243 SS-20s in Europe.
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Urals, beyond which SS-20 missiles are out of
range of Europe.

Conclusion concerning INF

5.26. On the adjournment of the Geneva INF
talks on 26th March, Mr. Maynard Glitman, the
United States Representative, described the
session as “ useful and constructive ” but added
“ difficult issues remain...”. He recalled the
United States “ long-standing position that there
must be equal global constraints on shorter-range
INF missile systems as an integral part of this
INF treaty to ensure its viability and
effectiveness ” 7. It was hoped that the meeting
between Mr. Shultz and Mr. Shevardnadze in
Moscow from 13th to 16th April would help the
Geneva negotiations to progress on their
resumption on 23rd April.

5.27. In the draft recommendation, the com-
mittee therefore proposes the conclusion of a
separate agreement for “ the elimination of all
long-range INF missiles within range of
Europe ”. It will obviously be important for the
details of the treaty that the two delegations will
have to draft in Geneva to provide for adequate
verification measures and a programme of reduc-
tions in stages spread over the planned five-year
period, allowing passage to a subsequent stage of
reductions only when the other side’s implemen-
tation of the previous stage has been verified.

(ii) Strategic nuclear weapons

5.28. Referring to strategic weapons in his major
statement of 15th January 1986 on the elimi-
nation of nuclear weapons before the end of the
century, Mr. Gorbachev said:

“ Stage one. Within the next five to eight
years the USSR and the United States will
reduce by one half the nuclear arms that
can reach each other’s territory. On the
remaining delivery vehicles of this kind
each side will retain no more than 6 000
warheads.

It stands to reason that such a reduction is
possible only if the USSR and the United
States mutually renounce the devel-
opment, testing and deployment of space
strike weapons. ”

In stage two, as from 1990 and for a period of
five to seven years, the United States and the
Soviet Union would have completed the 50%
reduction in their strategic weapons; at the same
stage, the prohibition of space strike weapons
would have to become multilateral, with the par-
ticipation of major industrial powers. There
would be a ban on the development of non-
nuclear weapons based on new physical prin-
ciples, with a destructive power close to that of

17. International Herald Tribune, 27th March 1987.
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nuclear arms or other weapons of mass
destruction. Finally, in stage three as from 1995
the elimination of all remaining nuclear weapons
would be completed. Mr. Gorbachev then made
a few comments about verification:

“ We have in mind that special procedures
will be worked out for the destruction of
nuclear weapons as well as the disman-
tling, re-equipment or destruction of
delivery vehicles. In the process, agree-
ment will be reached on the numbers of
weapons to be destroyed at each stage, the
sites of their destruction and so on.

Verification with regard to the weapons
that are destroyed or limited would be
carried out both by national technical
means and through on-site inspections.
The USSR is ready to reach agreement
on any other additional verification
measures. ”

5.29. In his answer communicated to the Soviet
Union on 23rd February 1986, President Reagan
reconfirmed the American proposal to reduce
strategic nuclear weapons by half. In an address
on 24th February 1986 on the eve of the opening
of the twenty-seventh congress of the Soviet
Communist Party, President Reagan expressed
reservations about the rather publicity-seeking
aspects of Mr. Gorbachev’s proposals:

“ On the other hand, many of the specific
details proposed in the subsequent phases
of the Soviet ‘plan’ are clearly not appro-
priate for consideration at this time. In our
view, the total elimination of nuclear
weapons will require, at the same time, the
correction of the conventional and other
force imbalances, full compliance with
existing and future treaty obligations,
peaceful resolution of regional conflicts...
Unfortunately, the details of the Soviet
‘plan’ do not address these equally vital
requirements. ”

5.30. Towards 20th May, the United States had
to face the problem of respecting the SALT II
treaty when the strategic submarine Nevada
started sea-trials with a load of 24 missiles. To
respect the treaty limits, the United States then
had to dismantle two old Poseidon submarines
(with 16 launchers each) or reduce the number of
its Minuteman ICBMs. On 14th April, 52 of the
100 senators wrote to President Reagan asking
him to take the necessary steps to respect the
treaty.

5.31. On 27th May 1986 President Reagan
made a major speech on his intention to consider
himself no longer bound by the SALT II treaty,
the key passage of which reads as follows:

“ .. I have determined that, in the future,
the United States must base decisions
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regarding its strategic force structure on
the nature and magnitude of the threat
posed by Soviet strategic forces, and not
on standards contained in the SALT
structure which has been undermined by
Soviet non-compliance, and especially in a
flawed SALT II treaty which was never
ratified, would have expired if it had been
ratified, and has been violated by the
Soviet Union.

Since the United States will retire and dis-
mantle two Poseidon submarines this
summer, we will remain technically in
observance of the terms of the SALT II
treaty until the United States equips its
131st B-52 heavy bomber for cruise
missile carriage near the end of this year.
However, given the decision that I have
been forced to make, I intend at that time
to continue deployment of US B-52 heavy
bombers with cruise missiles beyond the
131st aircraft as an appropriate response
without dismantling additional US
systems as compensation under the terms
of the SALT II treaty. Of course, since we
will remain in technical compliance with
the terms of the expired SALT II treaty for
some months, I continue to hope that the
Soviet Union will use this time to take the
constructive steps necessary to alter the
current situation.. Should they do so, we
will certainly take this into account. ”

5.32. The 131st B-52 with 12, cruise missiles
duly came into service on 28th November 1986,
the United States having thus exceeded the
ceiling of 1 320 strategic launchers imposed by
SALT II. The following 5th December, the
Soviet deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs, Mr.
Bessmertnykh, said the Soviet Union would con-
tinue to respect SALT II limits “ for the time
being . At the same press conference, General
Chervov added that the 131st bomber was not a
threat in itself but that in view of the steady
increase in American forces the Soviet Union
could not respect SALT II much longer.

5.33. President Reagan’s speech of 27th May
1986 was much commented on in divergent
statements by various members of the American
administration and the public. On 19th June the
United States House of Representatives passed
by 256 votes to 145 a non-binding resolution
calling on the President to “ continue to adhere
to the provisions of the SALT agreements as long
as the Soviet Union does likewise”. At its
meeting in Washington from 16th to 20th June,
the committee also heard diverging opinions
about the themes of this speech. As far as the
actual terms of the speech are concerned, it is
clear that the President did noét say, as some
members of his administration would have liked,
that SALT II is dead.
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5.34. Reactions by the governments of the WEU
countries to the speech of 27th May 1986 were
also negative. In the House of Commons on 18th
November 1986, Mrs. Thatcher, the British
Prime Minister, returning from talks with Pres-
ident Reagan at Camp David, said: “ We did not
discuss the provisions of the SALT II treaty on
this occasion. They remain as before. They must
be observed by both sides, and I hope that they
will be...”

5.35. A key argument relates to possible viola-
tions of the SALT II treaty by the Soviet Union.
As the committee has already underlined, the
only case of violation of the SALT II treaty spe-
cifically endorsed by the NATO countries was
the introduction of two “ new ” missiles — the
SS-X24 and SS-25 - by the Soviet Union !® when
under the treaty it is allowed only one. It should
be stressed that, until 28th November 1986,
neither the United States nor the Soviet Union
had violated the numerical ceilings imposed by
SALT II and that the United States is not
accusing the Soviet Union of doing so. Although
it has deployed improved models of strategic
missiles, the Soviet Union, like the United
States, simultaneously destroyed or withdrew
from service other missiles so as to respect the
ceilings. According to the definitions used the
number of warheads thus destroyed or with-
drawn by the Soviet Union is believed to be
between 600 and 1300, plus 14 nuclear-
propelled submarines. Recent figures given by
the Soviet Union of numbers of total “ strategic
delivery vehicles” dismantled by the Soviet
Union and the United States in compliance with
SALT I and SALT II claim 616 and 290
respectively %,

5.36. The question whether or not the SS-25 is a
new missile within the meaning of SALT II (i.e.
whether its diameter, launch weight or throw
weight exceed those of its predecessor by more
than 5%) is highly complex and depends inter
alia on the components to be included in the
expression “throw weight ”. If the violation is
proved, as the NATO countries seem to believe,
an appropriate response would be to deploy
“new” missiles such as the Midgetman
envisaged by the United States, but not to exceed
ceilings hitherto respected by both super-
powers.

5.37. Nevertheless, the 27th May speech and
28th November 1986 deployment do not seem to
have held up bilateral negotiations on strategic
weapons too much. At Reykjavik, the Soviet
Union proposed a 50% reduction in offensive
strategic weapons on both sides covering all

18. See Document 1040, Disarmament, information
report, 4th November 1985, Rapporteur: Mr. Blaauw - para-
graphs 4.25 to 4.27.

19. Pravda, 17th March 1987; quoted from Soviet News,
18th March 1987.
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types of such weapons, “ taking into account the
historically established specificities of the struc-
tures of each side’s strategic forces” ... “A
solution will also be found to the problem of...
sea-based... cruise missiles ” (referred to in para-
graph 5.21 above). At the close of the summit
meeting, the press reported on proposals for the
total elimination of strategic ballistic missiles
within ten years, with a reduction of 50% during
an initial five-year period in the number of
nuclear warheads in each of the three categories:
ICBMs, missiles on submarines, and the nuclear
payloads of strategic bombers. President Reagan
in his televised press conference of 14th October
said:

“ For the first time on the highest level we
and the Soviets came close to an
agreement on real reductions of both stra-
tegic and intermediate-range weapons...
For the first time we began to hammer out
details of a 50% cut in strategic forces over
five years...

..And maybe most important, we were
just in sight of an historic agreement on
completely eliminating the threat of
offensive ballistic missiles by 1996.”

5.38. The United States position on eliminating
strategic missiles in ten years is limited to “ bal-
listic missiles” — ICBMs and SLBMs - but
would not cover cruise missiles or other weapons
carried by bombers — a point on which the Soviet
spokesman after the summit appeared to dis-
agree, claiming that the elimination of “ all stra-
tegic nuclear weapons ” had been discussed at
the summit, but the United States has denied
that this was formally proposed, although tacitly
accepting that the elimination of “all strategic
nuclear weapons ” may have been discussed in
conversation 2!, At Reykjavik once again the
Soviet Union abandoned its request to offset the
medium-range American systems based outside
American territory, nor did it ask to offset
British and French forces. But again the Soviet
Union made agreement on strategic weapons
depend on an agreement limiting the SDI pro-
gramme to research. In his statement on 28th
February 1987, Mr. Gorbachev spoke, however,
of “ the prevention of deployment of weapons in
outer space .

(iii) Space weapons

5.39. In his references to space weapons in his
address on 15th January 1986, Mr. Gorbachev
maintained his total opposition: “ We are against
weapons in space.” But for the first time he
seemed to consider the possibility of space

20. See draft Soviet directives at Appendix V.

21. International Herald Tribune, 28th October 1986,
“US denies Pact account ”, and 29th October 1986, “ New
US orders for arms talks... ”.



research not leading to the deployment of
offensive weapons in space:

“Space must remain peaceful, strike
weapons should not be deployed there.
Neither should they be developed. And let
there also be a most rigorous control,
including opening the relevant labora-
tories for inspection. ”

5.40. If there has been a specific answer from
the United States to this request to open labora-
tories engaged in space research for inspection, it
has not been made public. In his 24th February
1986 address, President Reagan merely wel-
comed the Soviet Union’s acceptance of the prin-
ciple of verification:

“ We intend to pursue in specific terms at
the negotiating table General Secretary
Gorbachev’s public offer to resolve any
necessary verification issues. ”

5.41. At his press conference in Reykjavik at the
close of the summit meeting on 12th October,
General Secretary Gorbachev, having first con-
firmed the Soviet concessions in regard to
intermediate-range and  strategic  nuclear
weapons referred to above, reaffirmed the Soviet
Union’s request that the ABM treaty be of indef-
inite duration and that the two parties undertake
not to abrogate it for at least ten years. “ Simulta-
neously, we suggested that all the ABM require-
ments be strictly observed within these ten years,
that the development and testing of space
weapons be banned and only research and testing
in laboratories be allowed. ” Mr. Gorbachev con-
tinued: “ We are aware of the commitment of the
American administration and the President to
SDI. Apparently, our consent to its continuation
and to laboratory tests offers the President an
opportunity to go through with research and
eventually to get clear what SDI is, what it is
about. Although it is already clear to many
people, ourselves included. ” (See also the Soviet
draft tabled in Reykjavik %2.)

5.42. President Reagan did not hold a press con-
ference until 14th October on returning to Wash-
ington, when he expressed his determination to
proceed to actual testing of SDI, and appeared to
belittle the ABM treaty:

“1 offered to delay deployment of
advanced strategic defence for ten years
while both sides eliminated all ballistic
missiles, but General Secretary Gorbachev
said that his demand that we give up all
but laboratory research on SDI - in effect
kill the programme was non-
negotiable...

Now the ABM treaty, which he kept
referring to as if it was the Holy Grail, |

22. See Appendix V, section 3.
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asked him once what was so great about a
treaty that had our governments saying to
our people, we won’t protect you from a
nuclear attack? That’s basically what the
ABM treaty says...

I told him that what we were proposing
with SDI was that once we reached the
testing stage we would — well, before that,
that right now we were ready and willing
to sign a treaty — a binding treaty that said
when we reached the testing stage that
both sides would proceed, because we told
him frankly that we knew they were
researching also on defence, nor was that
ever denied. And we said we both will go
forward with what we are doing. When we
reach the testing stage, if it’s us, we’ll
invite you to participate and see the test...
and I said or if you have perfected a
system that can be this kind of defence
that we’re talking about, then we share, so
that there won’t be one side having this
plus offensive weapons, but that we elim-
inate the offensive weapons and then we
make available to all who feel a need for it
or want it this defence system so that
safety is guaranteed for the future. ”

On 15th October, in approving a defence budget
of $292 billion for FY 1987, the US Congress
reduced the Administration’s request of $5.3
billion for SDI to only $3.5 billion.

5.43. In contrast to President Reagan’s com-
mitment to testing and, apparently, deployment
of SDI, allied support for the United States
position on SDI has been limited to support for
“research ”, and has specifically stressed the
importance of maintaining the ABM treaty.
Thus Baroness Young, United| Kingdom Min-
ister of State for Foreign Affairs, speaking of the
Reykjavik summit in the House pof Lords on 15th
October 1986, said:

“Perhaps I can confirm... as President
Reagan has repeatedly confirmed, that
SDI research is consistent with the present
treaty obligations, including the ABM
treaty. He recently reaffirmed that SDI
will be conducted in conformity with a
strict interpretation of the treaty. The gov-
ernment have repeatedly made it clear that
we regard the treaty as an important
element in preserving international peace
and stability and want to see it reaffirmed
and strengthened. Any suspicion of viola-
tions should be pursued according to the
mechanisms provided in the treaty. ”

5.44. The reservations of WEU governments
concerning SDI are referred to in paragraph 2.8
above. The communiqué of the NATO Nuclear
Planning Group meeting in Gleneagles on 21st
and 22nd October similarly said “ We strongly
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support the United States exploration of space
and defence systems, as is permitted by the ABM
treaty ”.

5.45. Early this year, a keen public discussion
began between the United States and its
European allies relating to the interpretation of
the ABM treaty when Mr. Weinberger, the Sec-
retary of Defence, seemed to be wishing to
impose a new “broad” interpretation which
would have allowed strategic defence systems to
be tested in space and a commitment, before the
end of President Reagan’s administration, to
deploy at least some parts of such a system. The
White House, weakened by the Irangate affair,
no longer seemed able to impose its own policy,
the only one which might have put an end to a
discussion now dividing the Departments of
State and Defence.

5.46. Mrs. Thatcher, the British Prime Minister,
had made her position very clear on 19th March
1985 when she told the House of Commons that
“research is permitted and constraints on
deployment are those contained in the anti-
ballistic missile treaty signed in 1972 both by the
Soviet Union and the United States, which per-
mitted research but required negotiation before
testing and deployment in accordance with the
terms of the treaty ”. With Mr. Craxi, the Italian
Prime Minister, by her side in London on 11th
February 1987, Mrs. Thatcher said: “ We both
expressed the hope that the United States would
continue to consult its allies closely on issues
connected with the strategic defence initiative ”
and added: “ Our message to the United States is
‘please consult your allies on this matter of vital
interest to us all’. ” 2> Mr. Younger, British Sec-
retary of State for Defence, then visited Wash-
ington where he was reported by the press to
have said on 18th February 2*: “ If the part of the
programme we are involved in went, in our
view, outside the treaty, we would not want to be
involved. That is why we have very carefully
stated that British participation is most definitely
confined to the research part of SDI. We are not
committed to anything beyond that. ”

5.47. Speaking to the Geneva disarmament con-
ference the following day, Mr. Raimond, French
Minister for Foreign Affairs, referring to the dis-
cussion about the interpretation of the ABM
treaty, said:

“ ...the ABM treaty is essentially bilateral...
So, it is up to the two signatory countries
to determine for themselves what today is
in keeping with the provisions laid down
in 1972, taking account of new techno-
logical developments; what goes beyond
the agreed provisions of the treaty; and
what modalities can or cannot be used to

23. The Times, 12th February 1987.
24. Daily Telegraph, 19th February 1987.
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make changes in the treaty. Whatever
solution may be found, I add that it would
have to be agreed upon bilaterally. We are
attached to maintaining the ABM treaty...
We therefore hope to see it respected by
both parties, including with respect to
research activities. These are clearly per-
mitted by the treaty. ”

The minister expressed no opinion on the
question of tests.

5.48. During the week of 24th February, Mr.
Nitze, President Reagan’s special adviser on dis-
armament, and Mr. Perle, Assistant Secretary of
Defence, visited the European countries in which
cruise missiles are based, winding up on 28th
February with a meeting with the North Atlantic
Council in Brussels at the close of which the
NATO spokesman said that consultations would
be continued and that no decision relating to the
interpretation of the ABM treaty would be taken
by the United States in the immediate future.
The European allies for their part have made
their opinions clearly known, in particular that
any interpretation of the ABM treaty required
consultations between the two parties.

(iv) The limitation of nuclear tests

5.49. Still on the bilateral level, talks to establish
negotiations on nuclear tests have been under
way in Geneva between the United States and
the Soviet Union since July 1986. (The multi-
lateral aspect of this question at the Geneva dis-
armament conference is referred to in paragraph
5.91 below.) The Soviet Union considers the
purpose of these bilateral negotiations to be a
complete ban on nuclear tests. The United States
considers the Soviet Union must be persuaded to
accept methods of calibrating the yield of nuclear
tests by the on-site Corrtex method proposed by
President Reagan on 14th March 1986 with a
view to improving the possibilities of verifying
two bilateral treaties, i.e. the threshold test ban
treaty signed by President Nixon and Mr.
Brezhnev on 3rd July 1974 and the treaty on
peaceful nuclear explosions signed by President
Ford and Mr. Brezhnev on 28th May 1976.
These two treaties have never been ratified by
the United States. On the adjournment of the
fourth session of the talks on 20th March, Mr.
Robert Barker, the United States Representative,
stated:

“ Immediately following the successful
conclusion of such negotiations (on verifi-
cation protocols to the two treaties) and
the subsequent ratification of these
treaties, and in association with a pro-
gramme to reduce and ultimately elim-
inate all nuclear weapons, the United
States would propose that the United
States and the USSR immediately engage
in negotiations on ways to implement a
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step-by-step parallel programme of lim-
iting and ultimately ending nuclear
testing.

5.50. While it is widely recognised in scientific
circles that a ban on underground nuclear tests
can now be verified at a distance by seismic
means, it is conversely difficult by such means to
make an accurate assessment of the yield of tests
carried out. The threshold test ban treaty fixed a
ceiling of 150 kt. According to the United States,
the calibration of the geological structure of the
two superpowers’ nuclear test sites by the
Corrtex system would subsequently allow a more
accurate assessment to be made of the yield of
tests by seismic stations far from the sites.

5.51. In the text tabled in Reykjavik, the Soviet
Union called for bilateral talks on a complete
end to nuclear tests, adding that: “ The subject of
these talks could include questions concerning
verification, the lowering of the ceiling on the
yield of explosions and a reduction in their
number, and the 1974 and 1976 treaties.”
Although the United States has still not agreed to
resume the trilateral negotiations with the Soviet
Union and the United Kingdon on the complete
suspension of nuclear tests which were broken
off in 1980, it has recently announced that if the
two treaties of 1974 and 1976 could be accom-
panied by a protocol providing for additional
verification measures of the type proposed by the
United States, consideration might then be given
to progressively lowering the threshold for
authorised tests below 150 kt and to negotiating
an agreement to reduce progressively the number
of tests authorised each year.

5.52. In a somewhat publicity-minded gesture,
President Reagan sent the two treaties in
question to the Senate on 13th January 1987 for
ratification, still subject to the conclusion of an
additional protocol requiring separate ratifi-
cation by the Senate before the principal treaties
could come into force.

(c) Mutual and balanced force reductions in Europe

(i) The western initiative of 5th December 1985

5.53. On 5th December 1985, western
participants 2 in the MBFR negotiations in
Vienna put forward new proposals which they
said were intended to allow a first, albeit modest,
agreement to be reached quickly. To this end,
they accepted the general framework and main
provisions of the Warsaw Pact proposal of 14th

25. On the western side, “ direct ” participants are coun-
tries whose territory forms the “ reduction zone ” (Belgium,
the Federal Republic of Germany, Luxembourg and the
Netherlands) plus the other countries having troops in the
zone (Canada, the United Kingdom and the United
States).
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February 1985, but proposed making only half
the initial reductions set out in that proposal. On
30th January 1986, the western proposals were
supplemented by an outline text accompanied by
a table of associated measures.

5.54. The western initiative provided for an
initial cutback of 5 000 American and 11 500
Soviet troops in the reduction zone. It provided
for a no-increase commitment relating to NATO,
the Warsaw Pact and American and Soviet
troops stationed in that zone which was to come
into force immediately after the reductions. The
agreement and its various provisions were to be
valid for a period of three years following the
completion of the initial reductions. This period
was to be used to pursue negotiations and
prepare for further reductions.

5.55. Since the new proposals no longer insisted
on prior agreement on levels of troops now
present in the reduction zone (the data problem),
they were intended, in the mind of the West, to
allow speedy progress to be made. It was also
believed that acceptance, during the period of the
agreement, of the first stage of transitional force
ceilings relating, on the one hand, to each
alliance and, on the other hand, to the United
States and the Soviet Union separately was also a
favourable factor for advancing the negotia-
tions.

5.56. Nevertheless, NATO maintained and to a
certain extent strengthened the verification
system hitherto envisaged.

5.57. The associated measures, included:

- setting up permanent entry and exit
points with observers through which all
personnel of land and jair forces of par-
ticipating countries would leave or enter
the reduction zone;

notification and observation of with-
drawals;

notification of out-of-garrison activ-
1tes;

exchange of observers on the occasion
of such activities;

notification of ground force movements
in the reduction zone;

the right for each side to conduct thirty
inspections each year to verify the
no-increase undertaking;

exchange of information up to battalion
level;

the free use of national technical
means.

5.58. The only position adopted in the western
proposal on what was to happen to the weapons
of units withdrawn was to say that it was for each
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side to decide on the destination of the
equipment concerned. However, the proposal
increased from 18 to 30, as compared with pre-
vious proposals, the number of annual inspec-
tions required, and made the provisions relating
to out-of-garrison activities apply also to the
western part of Soviet territory, outside the
reduction zone.

(ii) Immediate Warsaw Pact reactions and its
written answer of 20th February 1986

5.59. The first Warsaw Pact reactions were
rather encouraging. At a press conference in
Moscow on 17th December 1986, Mr.
Mikhailov, Soviet Ambassador to the MBFR
talks, said that the western proposals were in line
with the spirit of Geneva but were still very
divergent. He criticised however the associated

measures, which he considered to be deliberately’

excessive, and also the fact that the reduction
figures proposed by NATO were not significant
and the 5th December proposal did not include
the equipment of troops withdrawn.

5.60. Even Mr. Gorbachev’s statement of 15th
January gave an encouraging impression; he said
he was prepared for “ reasonable verification ” of
troop reductions, including the establishment of
permanent verification posts at the points of
passage of troops withdrawn.

5.61. The Warsaw Pact counter-proposal of 20th
February 1986 entitled “ draft agreement on the
initial reduction by the Soviet Union and the
United States of ground forces and armaments
and on the subsequent no-increase of forces and
armaments of the sides and associated measures
in Central Europe ” could not therefore fail to be
very disappointing to the western allies.

5.62. Although it accepts the principle of per-
manent verification posts at points where troops
enter or leave the reduction zone, this proposal is
negative in several respects:

— while the reductions proposed by
NATO were not militarily significant,
the Pact would nevertheless agree to
similar figures: 6 500 American and
11 500 Soviet troops, which, for the
West, did not correspond to the dis-
parity between American and Soviet
troops stationed in the reduction zone;

the verification measures proposed were
termed excessive and a kind of legalised
spying. It was unacceptable to extend
the area of verification to cover part of
Soviet territory as NATO had requested
for out-of-garrison activities.

5.63. Furthermore, the question of the desti-
nation of the weapons of troops withdrawn

remained at the heart of the East-West contro-
versy.

5.64. In greater detail, the seventeen articles in
the document, which the Warsaw Pact describes
as intended to guide the negotiations towards a
favourable outcome, may be summarised as
follows:

— in the course of one year, the USSR and
the United States will withdraw behind
their national boundaries I/ 500 and
6500 men respectively from their
ground forces stationed in Central
Europe, together with their armaments
and combat equipment;

information on the military units
reduced will be exchanged prior to the
beginning of the withdrawals;

the eleven direct participants in the
negotiations will undertake not to
increase the levels of their ground and
air forces in the reduction zone for a
period of three years after the com-
pletion of the Soviet-American reduc-
tions;

as from the same date, updated figures
on forces remaining in the reduction
zone will be exchanged each year;

when the agreement comes into force,
three or four observation posts will be
established on each side;

units and subunits of the ground forces
of all signatories of the agreement must
enter or leave the reduction zone via
these posts;

observation posts will be manned by
representatives of both sides;

military activities (movements, exer-
cises, call-up of reservists) involving
more than 20 000 men must be notified

beforehand;
- in addition to the obligation not to
interfere with implementation of

national technical means, requests for
on-site verification may be made if well-
founded. As a rule, such requests should
be granted. A refusal must be accom-
panied by a sufficiently convincing
explanation;

a consultative commission will be estab-
lished to settle disputes which may arise
when the agreement is implemented.

Finally, on the basis of these proposals, the East
offered to join in the drafting of a joint
agreement, in the course of which the utmost
should be done to overcome remaining diffi-
culties.
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(iii) The situation towards the end of 1986

5.65. Since the Warsaw Pact proposals of 14th
February 1985 and the western answer of 5th
December 1985, the negotiations seem to have
made little progress in spite of the concessions
made by both sides.

5.66. The East has mainly kept to its earlier pro-
posals, i.e. withdrawal in combat or combat
support units, establishment of permanent entry
and exit points, immediate freeze of troop levels
in the reduction zone on a collective basis and
without national sub-ceilings for a period of
three years after the completion of initial with-
drawals under the control of observers from both
sides. The NATO countries for their part have
agreed to abandon their data requirements and,
as a whole, have linked their proposals with the
plan proposed by the Warsaw Pact. There are
still major points of disagreement, however, and
these explain the disappointment felt on both
sides.

5.67. Differences between East and West have
crystallised around verification. While the Pact
has now agreed to the permanent presence of
observers at entry and exit posts, during and
after the reductions, it has not accepted western
requirements concerning larger-scale inspections
in the reduction zone, which, for the Pact, can
take place only after a well-founded and justified
request and with the prior consent of the country
concerned. The NATO partners are calling for
thirty inspections each year for both sides, at
short prior notice.

5.68. The other point at issue is the destination
of equipment of units withdrawn. The West
wishes to have a free hand in stockpiling such
equipment as the country concerned sees fit, but
the East on the contrary insists on it being
destroyed or returned to the country of origin.
The geographical asymmetry between the parties
to the negotiations prevents NATO from
accepting this position.

5.69. In its previous report, the committee sug-
gested with regard to the unresolved problem of
equipment that “ NATO could however accept
the withdrawal, to a depot in some rear area in
Europe to be designated, of the equipment of
American units to be withdrawn from the
zone .

5.70. Still to be settled is the fate of rotations of
individuals relieving troops in the reduction
zone which the Soviet Union refuses to have
pass through the official entry and exit points. As
for the strengths to be notified before their with-
drawal, the West is calling for them to be
reported down to battalion level whereas the
East does not wish to go lower than divisional
level. Finally, the delicate problem of notifi-
cation of exercises and possible inspections in
the two western districts of the Soviet Union,
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measures which the West considers essential for
the security of the countries on the alliance’s
flanks, has not been solved.

5.71. Nevertheless, by proposing far smaller
reductions than before (half), at the same time
increasing from eighteen to thirty the number of
annual inspections called for, NATO has gone
against the conventional Soviet position that any
verification must be commensurate with the
magnitude of the reductions involved.

5.72. In 1986, attention was paid to new pro-
posals for conventional reductions in the wider
area extending from the Atlantic to the Urals,
but NATO’s position in the MBFR negotiations
remains unchanged. According to the North
Atlantic Council communiqué issued on 12th
December 1986 2¢: “ Those of us participating in
MBFR reaffirm our determination to reach
early, substantial and verifiable agreement... ”

(iv) The new talks in Vienna on a mandate for
negotiations on the reduction of conventional
forces in Europe

5.73. Some confusion arose over Mr.
Gorbachev’s speech in East Berlin on 18th April
1986 when he said: ‘

“The USSR proposes substantial
reduction of all components of land forces
and tactical aircraft based in Europe,
including the relevant parts of American
and Canadian forces deployed there.

The military units should be dissolved and
their armaments either destroyed or put
into storage on their national territories.
The scope of the reductions must obvi-
ously cover the whole of Europe, from the
Atlantic to the Urals, ” 7.

5.74. On 11th June, the theme of Mr.
Gorbachev’s speech was taken further in the
Budapest appeal by the Warsaw Pact member
states to the NATO member states and all
European countries for a programme to reduce
armed forces and conventional weapons in
Europe 2. As a first stage, this appeal proposes,
in an area extending from the Atlantic to the
Urals, a reduction of 100 000 to 150 000 in the
forces of the two alliances followed by other
reductions so that in the early nineties the land
and tactical air forces of the two alliances would
be reduced by 25% as compared with present
levels. Conventional weapons and nuclear mis-
siles with a range of less than 1 000 km would be
included in the reductions;. equipment with-
drawn would either be destroyed or stockpiled
on national territory. Verification measures are

26. See Appendix IV,
27. International Herald Tribune, 22nd April 1986.
28. See Appendix II.
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envisaged in the third part of the appeal while
the fourth part states that negotiations on imple-
menting the proposals might be held either in a
first stage of the conference on disarmament in
Europe (Stockholm) or in a special forum with
the participation of the European states, the
United States and Canada, or in the context of
the Vienna MBFR negotiations enlarged to
include other European states.

5.75. In the meantime, meeting in Halifax,
Canada, on 29th and 30th May 1986, the North
Atlantic Council in ministerial session had
issued a statement on conventional arms
control # which referred inter alia to the setting
up of a high-level task force on conventional
arms control designed to build on the western
proposals already presented at the Stockholm
conference on disarmament in Europe and the
Vienna MBFR negotiations and to take account
of Mr. Gorbachev’s statement on 18th April.

This task force is also studying the Budapest

appeal.

5.76. The “bold new steps... required in ‘the
field of conventional arms control ” advocated
by NATO in this Halifax statement have proved
more difficult to agree upon than was thought
when the statement was adopted. The subse-
quent Brussels declaration on conventional arms
control adopted on 12th December 1986 30
summarises only the first results of the task
force. While the latter declaration provides for
“ distinct negotiations ” , a major difference per-
sisted between France, which wanted these new
negotiations to be held in the framework of the
CSCE with the presence of neutral European
countries, and the other NATO countries, which
considered that only the member countries of
NATO and the Warsaw Pact whose conventional
forces would be subject to reductions in the nego-
tiations should participate directly. This dif-
ference was shown publicly at the Vienna fol-
low-up meeting to the conference on security and
co-operation in Europe where the United States
Delegate, Mr. Zimmermann, said on 26th Feb-
ruary 1986 that the NATO countries would
propose to the Warsaw Pact countries discus-
sions on the reduction of conventional forces.
The French Delegate to the conference, Mr.
Renard, answered on 30th January that “ France
would not agree to take part in enlarged MBFR
talks... it refuses a process having no link with
the CSCE... France has proposed a wording
aimed at allowing all participants in the CSCE
process to continue to be involved in the dis-
cussion on security and then to allow the twenty-
three countries belonging to alliances to hold
informal talks, parallel with the work of the
thirty-five on confidence-building measures,
with a view to preparing a mandate for negotia-

29. See Appendix III.
30. See Appendix IV.
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tions more directly concerning conventional sta-
bility ”. In fact, the idea of negotiations on con-
ventional reductions from the Atlantic to the
Urals dates back to the proposals made by Mr.

" Giscard d’Estaing, then French President, to the

special session of the United Nations General
Assembly in 1978. Such negotiations would have
formed a second stage of the conference on disar-
mament in Europe held in Stockholm.

5.77. The informal talks between representa-
tives of the twenty-three Warsaw Pact and
NATO countries opened at the French Embassy
in Vienna on 17th February 1987.

5.78. While various proposals relating to the
new negotiations seem interesting, the com-
mittee is for the time being sceptical about the
possibility of concluding an agreement on

‘reducing conventional forces with adequate veri-

fication measures in a wider framework when,
after thirteen years of negotiations in Vienna in a
more restricted framework, the Soviet Union has
still not accepted the necessary verification
measures. If the Soviet Union accepted the com-
mitment of a number of annual inspections and
the obligation for all troops entering or leaving
the reduction zone to pass through entry and exit
checkpoints, a first agreement could be reached
in Vienna immediately. With the experience
acquired in the more restricted framework, con-
sideration might then be given to wider negotia-
tions.

(d) The conference on disarmament in Europe

5.79. At the last session of the conference on
disarmament in Europe held in Stockholm in
1986, only in August were major concessions
made by both sides which on 19th September
finally allowed publication of the “ Document of

_ the Stockholm conference on confidence- and

security-building measures and disarmament in
Europe...”. Comprising 104 paragraphs with
four annexes, this document is clearly different
from the Helsinki final act of 1975, on the one
hand because “ the measures adopted in this doc-
ument are politically binding... ” (whereas appli-
cation of the confidence-building measures in the
final act were always optional) and on the other
because the confidence-building measures
accepted in Stockholm:

“ will cover the whole of Europe as well as
the adjoining sea area*

* In this context, the notion of adjoining sea area is
understood to refer also to ocean areas adjoining
Europe. ”

In other words, the new area of application
extends from the Atlantic to the Urals while the
Helsinki measures applied in the Soviet Union
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only to a 250 km wide strip of territory along its
western frontier.

5.80. The Stockholm document has six sections
and four annexes.

Refraining from the threat or use of force

5.81. Paragraphs 9 to 28 recall the obligation of
participating states to refrain “ from the threat or
use of force” on which the Soviet Union
insisted, but in exchange participating states also
“ reconfirm their commitment to the basic prin-
ciple of the sovereign equality of states and stress
that all states have equal rights and duties within
the framework of international law ” and “ the
universal significance of human rights and fun-
damental freedoms... ” — principles dear to the
West.

Prior notification of certain military activities

5.82. Paragraphs 29 to 37 govern notification of
military activities which must be given at least
42 days in advance if they involve at least 13 000
troops or 300 tanks (or at least 3 000 troops in
the case of amphibious or parachute exercises),
and notification must include air forces if the
exercise involves 200 or more sorties. Activities
carried out without advance notice will be
notified at the time the troops involved com-
mence such activities. (See constraining provi-
sions below.) Notification must include details of
the principal weapons systems involved, by cat-

egory.

Observation of certain military activities

5.83. Paragraphs 38 to 54 contain an obligation
to invite observers to all exercises involving
more than 17 000 troops (or more than 5 000 in
the case of amphibious or parachute exercises). It
is generally estimated that some ten exercises by
each military alliance will exceed this ceiling
each year. Each state has the right to send two
observers who may use their own maps, photo-
graphic equipment, binoculars, etc.

Annual calendars

5.84. Paragraphs 55 to 58 provide for the
exchange by each state with all other states, not
later than 15th November each year, of a cal-
endar of all exercises notifiable under the doc-
ument for the following year.

Constraining provisions

5.85. Paragraphs 59 to 62, enhancing the provi-
sions for prior notification, provide for notifi-
cation two years in advance of any activity
involving more than 40 000 troops and an
absolute ban on military activities involving
more than 75 000 troops which have not been
notified two years in advance or more than
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40000 troops not notified one year in
advance.

Compliance and verification

5.86. The thirty-six paragraphs numbered 63 to
98 contain key provisions relating to verification
rights. Each state is entitled to ask for one
inspection per year and each state is bound to
accept up to three requests for inspection per
year in the case of notifiable activities being sus-
pected of having taken place without being
notified in accordance with the provisions of the
document. The inspected state has no right to
refuse such inspections “ except for areas or sen-
sitive points to which access is normally denied
or restricted, military and other defence installa-
tions, as well as naval vessels, military vehicles
and aircraft . In contrast, the Soviet Union has
never accepted automatic verification obliga-
tions in the framework of the MBFR talks.

5.87. The inspected state must answer the
request within twenty-four hours, and the state
requesting an inspection may send four
observers who must arrivé on the territory
within thirty-six hours of the request. Inspection
may be conducted using a land vehicle, heli-
copter or aircraft according to the wishes of the
state requesting the inspection, but the two states
must choose by mutual agreement which of them
will provide the vehicles, i.e. the inspected state
may insist on its own vehicles being used, but the
inspectors may oversee navigation, etc.

5.88. The request for inspection must specify
the area within which the inspection will be con-
ducted which must not exceed that required for
an army-level military activity. The inspection
must be terminated within forty-eight hours of
the arrival of the inspection team.

Annexes
5.89. The four annexes relate to:
1. the zone of application;

II. the date of notification (15th
December 1986 for the first year of
application);

I11. the right to raise any matter relating to
confidence-building measures at the

Vienna meeting;

the obligation not to take advantage of
the alliances to circumvent the ins-
pection system, i.e. a state belonging
to one of the alliances must not
exercise its right of inspection on the
territory of a state belonging to the
same alliance in order to exhaust the
quota of three annual inspections.

Iv.

The document entered into force on 1st January
1987.
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5.90. Although in the negotiations the NATO
member countries asked that notification relate
to exercises involving more than 6 000 troops
and confer on inspectors the right to overfly ter-
ritory in their own aircraft, the provisions of the
Stockholm document show real improvement in
confidence-building measures. The committee
has reported several times on the application of
confidence-building measures in the context of
the Helsinki final act 3. The table at Appendix
VI summarises their application. The effec-
tiveness of the new measures will be established
only after several years of application. It will cer-
tainly have to be seen how the Soviet Union
interprets the expression “areas or sensitive
points to which access is normally denied or
restricted ” within which any state is entitled to
refuse inspection. Prospects are good, however.
Already on 15th December 1986 the annual cal-
endars of exercises planned in 1987 had been
exchanged. NATO plans eighteen exercises to
nine of which observers are invited and the
Warsaw Pact twenty-five to nine of which
observers are invited. Five are planned by
neutral and non-aligned countries. The com-
mittee will not fail to follow the application of
this important document very closely.

(e) Comprehensive nuclear test ban

5.91. At the forty-first session of the United
Nations General Assembly which ended in
December 1986, very particular attention was
once again paid to a ban on all nuclear tests.
Three separate resolutions 32 were devoted to the
matter, the first of which inter alia urged the
three depositary powers of the partial test ban
treaty to promote, at the Geneva disarmament
conference, the creation of a special committee
to negotiate a treaty on a complete halt to
nuclear test explosions. The second, calling for
negotiations to be held at the conference on dis-
armament for a complete ban on nuclear tests,
was adopted by 137 votes to 1 (France) with 15
abstentions (including the United Kingdom and
the United States), the five remaining member
countries of WEU and the eight other NATO
countries having voted in favour.

5.92. In his speech on 15th January 1986, Mr.
Gorbachev prolonged by three months, until
31st March 1986, the unilateral moratorium
declared by the Soviet Union in August 1985, the
fortieth anniversary of the attack on Hiroshima.
The United States maintained the position held
by the Reagan administration for the past two
years according to which nuclear tests had
become necessary to guarantee the effectiveness
of nuclear weapons in storage. For the first time

31. See the committee’s information report, Disarmpmem.
Document 1040, 4th November 1985, Appendix IV.
Rapporteur: Mr. Blaauw.

32. 41/46A; 41/47; 41/54.
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since the Soviet moratorium was declared, the
United States carried out a test on 22nd March
1986 and there have been several more since. At
Easter 1986 Mr. Gorbachev proposed an emer-
gency meeting in a European city to discuss a
moratorium on nuclear tests and, in spite of the
statement by Marshal Akhromeyev, Chief-of-
Staff of the Soviet armed forces, at a press con-
ference in Moscow on 14th April 1986, that the
Soviet moratorium had been terminated as from
11th April, it was only on 26th February 1987
that the Soviet Union conducted its first nuclear
test since the unilateral moratorium, the United
States having already conducted three in 1987.
General Botnenin said at the time that the test
was an isolated one, that the Soviet Union had
no intention of competing with the United States
space programme and that it was prepared to
resume the moratorium as soon as the United
States did likewise, but the second Soviet test
after the moratorium was conducted on 12th
March. (The bilateral talks on nuclear tests are
referred to in paragraph 5.49 et seq. above.)

5.93. A team of United States seismologists
from a private institution who had effectively
monitored the moratorium with instruments in
the vicinity of the testing range were required to
switch off their equipment and leave the area —
apparently to preclude “ calibration ” measure-
ments called for by the United States (paragraph
5.50). On 26th March the (private) British
Seismic Verification Research Group announced
it had also signed an agreement with Mr.
Gorbachev’s Chief Scientific Adviser to establish
a permanently manned seismic station 640 km
south of the main Soviet test site

5.94. At the Geneva disarmament conference it
has still not been possible to set up a special com-
mittee to negotiate a treaty on banning nuclear
tests as called for in United Nations General
Assembly resolutions and proposed in Geneva
by the non-aligned and Warsaw Pact countries.
As in previous years, the western powers have
maintained their opposition to terms of reference
which would allow a treaty to be negotiated, con-
sidering that the terms of reference of a special
committee should be limited to examining
problems.

5.95. In a letter addressed to the conference on
20th February 1986, General Secretary
Gorbachev said:

“ The Soviet Union, for its part, has been
doing all it can to help achieve this goal. In
particular, it is agreeable to the strictest
control over a ban on nuclear-weapon
tests, including on-site inspections and the
use of all the latest developments in seis-
mology. ”

33. Guardian, 27th March 1987.
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The Soviet Union had also announced that it
would agree to the establishment of regional
seismological networks on its territory to verify
that a treaty banning nuclear tests was
respected.

5.96. Finally, at the disarmament conference the
ad hoc group of experts on seismic measuring
systems submitted a report on its technical tests
in 1984 in the framework of international co-op-
eration for recording and analysing seismic phe-
nomena with a view to verifying an agreement
banning nuclear tests.

5.97. The western countries’ position, which is
well known, has not changed. The United States
has asserted several times that it intended to
pursue a nuclear test programme designed above
all to ensure the reliability of American nuclear
weapons. This was a break from the earlier
policy of pursuing trilateral negotiations on a
complete suspension, these negotiations having
been suspended in 1980. It is known that the
present test programme also covers research on a
possible X-ray laser for strategic defence systems
and on new nuclear warheads for the Midgetman
missile. The press has now quoted scientists at
the United States Los Alamos nuclear weapons
laboratories as saying that new generations of
nuclear weapons under development, under-
stood to be part of the SDI programme, would
require at least 100 test explosions per weapon
compared with six for earlier weapons 3. The
United Kingdom for its part continues to assert
that it is prepared to accede to a treaty banning
tests if the verification problem is solved. On this
latter point, the United Kingdom and the United
States seem to be the only countries to consider
that existing seismic networks, particularly if
supplemented by regional systems on the ter-
ritory of nuclear weapon countries, are not
enough to verify such a treaty. At the Geneva
disarmament conference on 19th February 1987,
Mr. Raimond, French Minister for Foreign
Affairs, said without ambiguity:

“France does not consider today, any
more than yesterday, that stopping tests is
a precondition for progress towards
nuclear disarmament. It maintains that,
on the contrary, the stopping of tests could
become significant at the end of a
long-term process resulting in real and
effective nuclear disarmament. ”

5.98. The Prime Minister of China, Mr. Zhao,
in his address of 20th March 1986 marking inter-
national peace year, announced that China was
henceforth renouncing tests in the atmosphere; it
had not conducted any since 1980. At the
Geneva disarmament conference, China has
declared that it is prepared to play an active part
in negotiations to draft a total test ban treaty.

34. The Times, 19th April 1986.
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5.99. The other European allied countries repre-
sented at the disarmament conference at the
moment are supporting United States opposition
to the creation of a special corhmittee in Geneva
to draft a test ban treaty. However, in their
public statements and in their affirmative votes
on United Nations resolutions on the suspension
of nuclear tests, they have shown they were in
favour of a test ban treaty. For instance, the
communiqué issued by the Federal German
Ministry for Foreign Affairs on 2nd April 1986 at
the close of Mr. Papandreou’s visit to Bonn jndi-
cated that there was a chance of starting negotia-
tions intended first to limit and then to stop
nuclear tests.

5.100.The committee referred in its previous
report to scientific evidence that underground
nuclear explosions could be adequately moni-
tored down to the smallest yields. As in its last
report, the committee calls for the opening of
negotiations on a complete nuclear test ban
treaty and that the Soviet Union be urged to
accept the United States’ invitation to participate
in the testing of the new calibration system at the
United States test site.

(P Chemical weapons

5.101.The state of negotiations at the end of
1985 on a chemical weapons ban was described
in earlier reports by the committee . The
emphasis on the need for such an agreement in
the Reagan-Gorbachev summit communiqué of
21st November 1985 led to the belief that pro-
gress was possible in the negotiations being held
on this subject at the Geneva disarmament con-
ference. The communiqué also announced the
start of a bilateral dialogue ‘'on measures to be
taken to prevent the proliferation of chemical
weapons. In his statement on 15th January 1986,
Mr. Gorbachev referred to chemical weapons as
follows:

“ We are prepared for a timely declaration
of the location of enterprises producing
chemical weapons and for the cessation of
their production, and are ready to start
developing procedures for destroying the
relevant industrial base and to proceed,
soon after the convention enters into
force, to eliminating the stockpiles of
chemical weapons. All these measures
would be carried out under strict control
including international on-site inspec-
tions. ”

Referring to certain interim measures, he said:
“For example, agreement could be
achieved on a multilateral basis not to

35. Disarmament, Documents 1040 of 4th November
1985 and 1043 of 22nd November 1985, Rapporteur: Mr.
Blaauw.
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transfer chemical weapons to anyone and
not to deploy them in the territories of
other states. ”

5.102.At the Geneva disarmament conference
on 11th March 1986, the United States represen-
tative, Mr. Lowitz, while affirming the priority
his country gave to a comprehensive treaty elim-
inating chemical weapons, said:

“ However, the United States is opposed
to a formal treaty — as some have sug-
gested — such as one that would mirror the
nuclear non-proliferation treaty for
nuclear weapons. ”

At the session of the conference in spring 1986,
the United States also made it clear, in regard to
the American draft treaty banning chemical
weapons tabled in 1984, that the inspections
called for would apply to all establishments
capable of manufacturing chemical products,
and not solely to state enterprises, as the wording
of the draft had initially indicated.

5.103. The special ad hoc committee and its three
subgroups set up by the conference on disar-
mament continued their work in 1986 and 1987.
On 22nd April 1986 the representative of the
Soviet Union introduced some significant new
proposals which in particular moved further
towards the western position on some aspects of
destruction of chemical weapon facilities and
verification:

— destruction of chemical weapon stocks
would begin within six months and be
completed within 10 years of entry into
force of a convention;

within 30 days of entry into force the
number, capability and precise location
of all plants capable of producing
chemical weapons would be declared;

destruction or dismantling of such pro-
duction facilities would begin within
one year of entry into force;

all production activities would cease
immediately on entry into force and
measures to ensure their close-down,
including disconnection from any non-
military chemical production facilities
the operation of which would be
authorised under a convention, would
be completed within three months;

fairly detailed provisions were described
for  destruction of  production
equipment, or the dismantling of
equipment which could be used for
authorised civilian chemical pro-
duction;

verification measures were provided
for: “including systematic on-site
inspections, such as the verification of
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the accuracy of declarations, the sealing
by inspectors of the facility to be closed,
the periodic checking of preservation of
seals up to the moment the seals are
removed and the destruction or the dis-
mantling of the facility is initiated...the
final international verification would be
carried out upon the full termination of
the process of the elimination or the dis-
mantling of the entire facility ”.

5.104.The detailed nature of the Soviet pro-
posals, which are obviously based on the design
of existing chemical production plants where no
doubt legitimate civilian chemical processes are
also carried out, makes these proposals a con-
vincing attempt at progress. The proposals do
not however go into detail about subsequent ver-
ification measures after destruction of existing
and declared chemical weapon production plants
has been completed, merely asserting that “ the
convention should envisage measures ensuring
its strict observance... first of all the prevention
of the use of the commercial chemical industry
for the development and production of chemical
weapons . Nevertheless they seem to offer a
solid basis for active negotiation of a treaty
leading to a complete and verified ban on
chemical weapons.

5.105.In the light of the important Soviet
statement, a wide consensus could be seen in the
negotiations on the routine verification system
which would be applied for the destruction of
declared stocks of chemical weapons, the dis-
mantling of production plants and declared
installations of the legal civil chemical industry
whose products could be used for the production
of chemical weapons. A point still at issue is the
concept of challenge inspections which would
allow inspection of an undeclared chemical
installation suspected of manufacturing for-
bidden products. Until now the Soviet Union
has insisted on the right of any state to refuse
requests for challenge inspections if they were
considered abusive — if, for instance, they sought
to inspect other secret military installations on
the pretext of alleged chemical production. The
United States proposals concerning challenge
inspection, contained in the draft treaty it tabled
in 1984, were considered too intrusive by the
Soviet Union and also by certain western allied
countries with large-scale chemical industries.

5.106.0On 15th July 1986, the United Kingdom
tabled a document containing new proposals for
challenge inspections 3. This text provides that
each state party to the convention would have
the right directly to request an inspection of
another party. This inspection would be carried
out impartially by members of the international
technical secretariat that would be set up by the
convention. They would be required to reach the

36. Document CD/715, 15th July 1986.
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location not later than seventy-two hours from
the issue of a challenge. Normally, any state
receiving a request for inspection would
authorise the team to conduct a detailed inquiry
in order to establish the facts. But if in excep-
tional circumstances the state considered that its
security would be threatened by the inspection
requested, it would have the right to propose
alternative measures to provide sufficient infor-
mation for the matter under consideration to be
resolved. The time-limit for this process would
be a maximum of seven days and during that
time the requested state would be obliged to take
sufficient steps to enable its compliance to be
demonstrated.

5.107.1f, following an inspection or refusal of an
inspection, the requesting state was not satisfied
that the requested state was respecting the con-
vention, the Executive Council set up under the
convention would take collective measures
which might include withdrawal of rights and
privileges under the convention. Such measures
would be without prejudice to the right of the
other states to take unilateral action up to and
including withdrawal from the convention — the
ultimate sanction.

5.108.The report by the ad hoc committee on
chemical weapons dated 21st August 1986 con-
tains the text of those articles of a convention on
which agreement has been reached, consisting
largely of the technical aspects of chemical
product definition which would be covered by
the convention, by category: supertoxic lethal
products, other lethal chemical products and
other harmful chemical products, and the restric-
tions applying to each product.

5.109.Sessions of the disarmament conference
are normally suspended at the end of August to

allow delegates to take part in debates on disar-:

mament in the United Nations General
Assembly in New York during the autumn. They
are resumed only in February of the following
year. In view of the urgency of drafting the con-
vention on chemical weapons, however,
informal consultations were continued in
Geneva during autumn 1986 and the ad hoc
committee resumed its work in January 1987.

5.110.In autumn 1986, the representative of the
Soviet Union had, in the First Committee of the
United Nations General Assembly in New York,
shown some interest in the British proposals on
challenge verification. At the Geneva disar-
mament conference on 17th February 1987, the
Soviet representative said his country was hence-
forth prepared to accept the obligation to declare,
within thirty days of the entry into force of a con-
vention, the site of stocks of chemical weapons
and their automatic inspection on site. However,
the Soviet Union continued to limit acceptance
of challenge inspection to declared plants and
depots and certain still to be defined cases such
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as that of a state suspected

of actually using
chemical weapons. ‘

5.111.At the disarmament conference on 19th
February, Mr. Raimond, French Minister for
Foreign Affairs, asked whether progress should
not be step by step. He said: |

“My country wishes to achieve results,
even if they prove to be limited, in an
initial stage, for example, to the pro-
gressive destruction of’' stocks and pro-
duction facilities during a period to be
determined. This same stage-by-stage
approach could be used with respect to the
solution to be found for the problem of the
lists of supertoxic agents. ”

The minister added:

“ Nevertheless, it is in the light of these
uncertainties in the negotiations that
France does not rule out the possibility of
acquiring a limited and purely deterrent
capability in this area....this would only be
used for retaliation and not for a first
attack. In any case, the current negotia-
tions, to which we continue to attach very
high priority, could not constitute a mora-
torium for France, nor for that matter for
any other country. ”

The minister announced that France would sub-
sequently be tabling specific proposals.

5.112. There are still many points on which
agreement was not reached in the text of the con-
vention being drafted by the conference’s ad hoc
committee. If this convention is to be completed
in 1987, it is essential for the Soviet Union in
particular to clarify inter alia its position on chal-
lenge inspections.

5.113.In parallel with these multilateral negotia-
tions, the United States and ﬂhe Soviet Union
have, since the 1985 Geneva lsummit meeting,
been holding bilateral negotiations on chemical
weapons whose results have not been made
public. But at its meeting in Geneva in July
1986, when it was addressed By representatives
of several delegations to the conference, the com-
mittee noted that the general opinion was that it
would be possible to conclude a convention in
1987 if the main stumbling-block, i.e. challenge
verification, could be overcome. This agreement
could thus be reached before the production of
binary chemical weapons began in the United
States as planned at the end of 1987.

5.114.0nce again there is reason to deplore the
use of chemical weapons by Iraq against Iran in
February 1986. For the first time, the United
Nations group of experts investigating the
incident mentioned Iraq by name: “ The agent
used has mainly been mustard gas although on
some occasions nerve gas was also employed...
On many occasions, Iragi forces have used
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chemical weapons against Iranian forces. ” This
shows the importance of a multilateral con-
vention — which must be a worldwide one —
banning chemical weapons.

5.115.0n 18th February 1986 the NATO
Supreme Commander, General Rogers, made an
important statement to the French Institute for
International Relations in Paris about stocks of
chemical weapons. For the first time since 1969,
he was expecting NATO to approve American
plans concerning the production of chemical
weapons. He outlined a plan providing for the
transfer of chemical weapons to Europe in the
event of crisis and after consultation with the
European allies. He considered the stockpiling of
chemical weapons should be approved as a force
goal by the Defence Planning Committee at min-
isterial level. When voting funds in 1985 for the
production of chemical weapons for the first
time since 1969, the United States Congress had
made production subject to the prior acceptance
by the European allies of plans providing for the
stockpiling of chemical weapons in Europe.

5.116.The communiqué of the NATO Defence
Planning Committee dated 22nd May 1986
refers to “ the 1987-1992 force goals which reflect
the priorities we have identified for improving
conventional defence ” without making it clear
that, for the United States, the force goals
include production of the new generation of
so-called “binary” chemical weapons. Three
countries — Greece, Norway and Denmark -
appended a reservation concerning the text of the
communiqué. At the same time the representa-
tives of Belgium, Italy and the Netherlands made
it known that they did not approve of the
American decision. At all events, the ministerial
meeting merely noted, without approving, a
force goal affecting only the United States. Since
then, Germany and the United Kingdom have
indicated that the new chemical weapons would
not be deployed in Europe in peacetime and that
each country would have the right to veto their
possible deployment on its territory in times of
crisis. This possible deployment seems to have
been discussed bilaterally with Germany and the
United Kingdom and Germany has obtained a
compensatory assurance that the stocks of
American chemical weapons now stationed on
its territory will be withdrawn by 1990.

5.117.The committee repeats the conclusions it
reached in its last report, considering that
chemical weapons now stockpiled in Germany
were sufficiently effective to deter an enemy
from using such weapons. It consequently rec-
ommends making all necessary efforts to ensure
the conclusion in 1987 of a treaty banning such
weapons, including the destruction of all stocks.
While underlining the importance of realistic
verification measures, the committee asks that
the situation be re-examined at the end of 1987.
In the meantime, it considers there is no need to
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approve the deployment of further chemical
weapons in Europe.

(8) Space weapons

5.118.In 1986, the Geneva disarmament con-
ference was late in reconstituting the ad hoc com-
mittee on the prevention of an arms race in outer
space. The Soviet Union proposed that an inter-
national agreement be prepared guaranteeing the
immunity of artificial earth satellites, banning
the creation, testing and deployment of new anti-
satellite systems and making it compulsory to
destroy old ones. It proposed that partial
measures be taken urgently to enhance confi-
dence between states in space activities pending
a solution to the problem of preventing an arms
race in space with all that implies.

5.119.In his address to the conference on 19th
February 1987, Mr. Raimond, French Minister
for Foreign Affairs, recalled French proposals at
the special session of the United Nations
General Assembly on disarmament in 1978 for
the creation of an international satellite agency
to monitor disarmament measures, which pro-
posal, as the committee noted at the time, took
up two of the committee’s own proposals .
Noting that present space arrangements were
inadequate for the immunity of satellites of third
countries, and the difficulties of international
provisions for banning anti-satellite systems, the
minister proposed the registration and notifi-
cation of space objects and proposed making the
international satellite monitoring agency respon-
sible for ensuring the application of measures of
transparency and the code of conduct of space
activities.
V1. Conclusions

6.1. The committee’s conclusions are set forth
in the draft recommendation, the substantive
paragraphs of which relate to this explanatory
memorandum as follows:

Recommendation Explanatory

on disarmament memorandum

Paragraphs Paragraphs

1 5.1 et seq.

1(a) 5.5 to 5.27

1(b) 5.28 to 5.38

1(c) 5.36 to 5.48 and 2.8

2 5.53 t0 5.78

3 5.101 to 5.117

4(a) and (b) 5.49 to 5.52 and
5.91 to 5.100

Recommendation

replying to the

31st annual report

of the Council

Paragraphs Paragraphs

1 2.1t02.5

2 2510 2.7

37. East-West relations and defence, Document 587, 8th
November 1972, Rapporteur: Mr. Destremau, and Security
and the Mediterranean, Document 637, 21st May 1974,
Rapporteur: Mr. Jung.
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APPENDIX 1

Letter from the Secretary-General to the President of the Assembly

17th March 1986

(Extract)

The Council has instructed me to give you
the following information concerning the staff
and activities of the new agencies responsible for
security questions.

Since 1st January, each of these agencies
has a director: General E. Rambaldi directs the
agency for the study of arms control and disar-
mament questions (Agency I) and the
restructured ACA. The former head of the
international secretariat of the SAC, Mr. E.
Hintermann, is responsible for the agency for the
development of co-operation in armaments
(Agency III). Appointed by the ministers at
their meeting in Rome on 14th November 1985,
a senior United Kingdom official, Mr. L.
Dawson, has taken charge of the agency for the
study of security and defence problems
(Agency II).

A full table of establishment will be sent to
you as soon as all the posts have been filled.

As indicated in the Bonn communiqué,
the réle of these new agencies is to carry out the
studies requested by the Council.

Certain studies have already been planned,
all or part of which will be the subject of interim
reports which might be presented to the minis-
ters at their meeting in Venice.

Agency I is to study Soviet tactics vis-a-vis
the countries of Western Europe in regard to
questions of the control of armaments and
disarmament. In the future it will also have to
take an interest in the control of conventional
armaments and the essential problem of verifica-
tion.
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In connection and close co-ordination
with the tasks of Agency I, Agency II will have to
study the assessment of the threat, and the con-
tribution of the WEU countries to the response
to this threat, and the question of management
resources. ‘

Agency III will study certain aspects of
competitivity in the armaments industry in
Europe and the implications of the evolution of
the world arms market, together with the prob-
lems of technological transfers between Euro-
pean allies.

Other tasks have been planned and will
have to be undertaken during the transitional
period up to the end of 1987.

All these studies constitute internal work-
ing papers for the Council intended to contribute
to its process of reflection on the subjects dealt
with.

In order to guarantee the availability of the
information necessary for them, the agencies
shall establish links with the appropriate interna-
tional bodies and with national adminis-
trations. In this respect it must be noted that
the latter must be assured that the classified
information they transmit to Ithe ministerial
organs of WEU is handled in accordance with
their security regulations and limited to the
exclusive use of these organs.

The suggestion to place at the disposal of
the ministerial organs a computerised documen-
tation centre will have to be assessed in the light
of budgetary priorities and will have to be exam-
ined subsequently by the Council.

(signed) A. CAHEN
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APPENDIX I

APPENDIX II

Appeal by the Warsaw Treaty member states to the member states of NATO
and to all European countries for a programme to reduce armed forces
and conventional armaments in Europe

Budapest, 10th-11th June 1986

The Warsaw Treaty member states, being
aware of their responsibility to their respective
peoples and to mankind for the peace of Europe
and the world at large and seeking a radical
change for the better in the current complicated
international situation, are of the view that now,
more than ever, there is a need for taking reso-
lute action and concrete measures aimed at end-
ing the arms race, proceeding to effective disar-
mament and averting the danger of war.

They support the programme proposed by
the Soviet Union for the complete and compre-
hensive liquidation of nuclear and other types of
weapons of mass destruction by the end of this
century. They are convinced that the cessation
of nuclear testing, the achievement of nuclear
disarmament and the prevention of the exten-
sion of the arms race to outer space, a ban on and
the liquidation of chemical weapons and other
disarmament measures would be conducive to
bringing about a more secure world for the peo-
ples of Europe and the entire globe.

The allied states profess a complex
approach to disarmament problems and that the
liquidation of weapons of mass destruction be
supported by significant cuts in armed forces and
conventional armaments. Along with making
Europe free of nuclear weapons, the problem of
the reduction of armed forces and conventional
armaments is acquiring an ever greater signifi-
cance for the present and future of the European
continent. It is on this continent that the two
largest groupings of armed forces equipped with
the most up-to-date armaments face each other
and the destructive power of some systems of
conventional armaments is growing equal to that
of mass-destruction weapons. The allied states
seek to ensure that concrete nuclear disarma-
ment measures and cuts in conventional arma-
ments and armed forces are followed by appro-
priate reductions in the military spending of the
states.

Guided by these considerations, the
Warsaw Treaty member states present these
concrete proposals to all the other European sta-
tes, to the United States of America and
Canada. These proposals constitute a signifi-
cant supplement to the programme for the elimi-
nation of weapons of mass destruction, byt at the
same time bear an independent character, and
their realisation would substantially reduce the
danger of war in Europe.
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The Warsaw Treaty member states pro-
pose a substantial reduction in the land and tacti-
cal air forces of European states and in the corre-
sponding forces of the United States and Canada
stationed in Europe. Simultaneously with con-
ventional armaments, tactical nuclear weapons
with a range of up to 1 000 km should also be
reduced.

The geographical zone of reduction
includes the whole territory of Europe, from the
Atlantic Ocean to the Urals.

They propose that the reduction of armed
forces and conventional armaments in Europe be
carried out gradually at agreed times, with the
military balance maintained at ever lower levels
and without jeopardising the security of any of
the parties. In addition, parallel to the troops
under reduction their armaments and equipment
inclusive of nuclear means would also be dis-
mantled.

As a first step, a one-time mutual reduc-
tion is proposed to be carried out in such a way
that the troop strength of the countries belonging
to the opposing military-political alliances be cut
by 100 000-150 000 troops on each side within a
year or two. Cuts in tactical air forces as part of
these measures would be of great signi-
ficance. Immediately afterwards, given the wil-
lingness of the NATO countries to act likewise,
the Warsaw Treaty member states are ready to
carry out further significant reductions, as a
result of which, the land forces and tactical air
forces of both military alliances in Europe would,
by the early 1990s, be reduced by some 25% as
compared with present levels. Such reductions
would affect more than half a million troops on
each side, thus the opposing armed forces in
Europe would be reduced by over one million
troops.

The allied socialist states stand for contin-
uing the process of reductions in the armed
forces and armaments of NATO and the Warsaw
Treaty. Significant reductions in the armed
forces and armaments of the two alliances would
make it possible for all the other European coun-
tries to join this process.

They propose that the components of
armed forces to be reduced be demobilised in the
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form of equivalent larger units, units and
subunits, together with their troop arms and
equipment. Troops would be discharged in
accordance with established procedures in the
given state.

Armaments and equipment subject to
reduction could be destroyed or stored on
national territories in accordance with agreed
procedures. Nuclear warheads should be
destroyed. Certain types of military equipment
could, subject to agreement, be transferred for
peaceful purposes.

Funds becoming available as a result of
appropriate reductions in armed forces and con-
ventional armaments cannot be allocated to the
creation of new types of weapons or to other mil-
itary purposes, they should be used for the needs
of economic and social development.

All the states party to an agreement on
armed forces and armaments reduction would
assume the commitment to keep from increasing
their land forces and tactical strike aviation
beyond the limits of the cut-back area.

II.

The Warsaw Treaty member states pro-
pose to work out such a system of reductions in
armed forces and conventional armaments
under which the process of reduction would
result in a lessening of the danger of surprise
attack and would contribute to the consolidation
of strategic stability on the European
continent. With this end in view, they propose
to come to agreement at the very beginning of
the process on a significant reduction in the tacti-
cal air forces of the two military-political alli-
ances in Europe and on lowering the level of the
concentration of troops along the lines of contact
between the two alliances.

For the same purpose, supplementary
measures would be elaborated and implemented
which were suitable for strengthening the convic-
tion of the countries of the Warsaw Treaty and
NATO and the other states of Europe that sur-
prise offensive operations would not be launched
against them.

They plan to reach agreement on limiting
the number and size of larger military exercises
and on exchanging more detailed information
about the size of forces and equipment regrouped
to Europe from other regions for the period of
military exercises, and on other measures facili-
tating the increase of mutual trust.

The implementation of measures like the
establishment of nuclear and chemical weapon-
free zones on the European continent, gradual
reduction in the military activity of the two mili-
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tary alliances, the establishment of co-operation
among their member states on questions of arms
reduction and disarmament would facilitate the
strengthening of confidence, the creation of more
favourable conditions for the reduction of armed
forces and armaments in Europe;

111.

The reduction of armed forces and con-
ventional armaments would take place accompa-
nied by reliable and effective verification
through national technical means and interna-
tional procedures including on-site inspection.

They propose to organise, together with
measures of verification for the process of reduc-
tion, the observation of the military activities of
troops remaining after reductions.

Appropriate forms of verification would
be applied concerning measures strengthening
mutual confidence and implemented in harmony
with the agreements.

For purposes of verification the parties
will exchange, at an agreed date, data on the total
troop strengths of their land forces and tactical
strike air forces stationed in the zone of reduc-
tion and separately on their components to be
reduced and on those not affected by the
reduction. They will exchange information
concerning the designation of the formations to
be dismantled, their troops’ strength, location,
and the quantity of their main types of weapons
agreed upon. The parties would notify each
other of the beginning and completion of the
reduction.

For purposes of verification, an interna-
tional consultative committee will be formed
with the participation of representatives of
NATO and the Warsaw Treaty as well as of
interested neutral and non-aligned and other
countries of Europe.

On-site inspection of the reduction of
armed forces and the destruction or stockpiling
of armaments could be carried out, if necessary,
with the involvement of representatives of the
international consultative committee. For pur-
poses of such supervision posts of control, com-
posed of representatives of the international con-
sultative committee, would be set up at major
railway centres, airports and harbours.

Iv.

The present proposals for'the reduction of
armed forces and conventional armaments in
Europe could be the subject of concrete discus-
sion in the second stage of the conference on con-
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fidence- and security-building measures and dis-
armament in Europe.

At the same time, keeping in mind the
pressing urgency of taking measures to lower the
level of military confrontation in Europe, the
Warsaw Treaty member states would consider it
possible to proceed without delay to explore the
proposals presented here. To this end, they
deem it possible to convene a special forum with
the participation of the European states as well as
the United States and Canada.

They are also prepared to widen the frame-
work of the Vienna negotiations on the mutual
reduction of armed forces and armaments in
Central Europe through the inclusion of other
European states and the corresponding modifica-
tion of the terms of reference of those negotia-
tions.

While expressing their readiness to make
use of all possible channels and for mutually low-
ering the level of military confrontation on an
all-European scale, they reaffirm their interest in
reducing armaments and armed forces in Central
Europe and come out once again for a successful
conclusion of the first stage of the Stockholm
Conference.

V.

In terms of the assessment of the real
intentions of military-political groupings and
individual states the question of military doc-
trines is no less important. The mutual suspi-
cion and distrust accumulated over many years
must be dispelled, the two sides must be thor-
oughly acquainted with each other’s problems in
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this regard, too. For the sake of European and
world security the military concepts and doc-
trines of military alliances must be of a defensive
character.

The Warsaw Treaty member states declare
with full responsibility that they will never,
under any circumstances, initiate military
actions against any state, whether in Europe or in
another region of the world, if they themselves
are not victims of aggression. Their proposals
stem from their consistent policy aimed at the
elimination of the military threat, the creation of
a stable and secure world, from the defensive
character of their military doctrine which pre-
supposes the maintenance of armed forces at the
lowest possible level and the reduction of mili-
tary capabilities to a level indispensable for
defence.

The member states of the Warsaw Treaty
were guided by the same peaceful intentions
when they presented their proposal for the simul-
taneous dissolution of the two military alli-
ances.

The member states of NATO also profess
the defensive nature of their alliance. Conse-
quently there can be no obstacle to the mutual
and significant reduction of armed forces and
conventional armaments in Europe.

In presenting this appeal, the Warsaw
Treaty member states set no preliminary condi-
tions for starting the objective discussion of the
proposals contained therein. They are ready to
consider, in a creative spirit, other relevant pro-
posals formulated either by the NATO member
states, by the neutral and non-aligned or the
other states of Europe.
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North Atlantic Council statement on conventional arms control

Halifax, 29th-30th May 1986

Within the alliance, we cherish the ideal
that all the peoples of Europe, from the Atlantic
to the Urals, should live in peace, freedom and
security. To achieve that ideal, bold new steps
are required in the field of conventional arms
control.

Our objective is the strengthening of stabi-
lity and security in the whole of Europe, through
increased openness and the establishment of a
verifiable, comprehensive and stable balance of
conventional forces at lower levels.

To work urgently towards the achievement
of this objective, we have decided to set up a
high level task force on conventional arms
control.
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It will build on the western proposals at
the CDE conference in Stockhdlm and at the
MBFR negotiations in Vienna, in both of which
participating allied countries are determined to
achieve early agreement. ‘

It will take account of Mr. Gorbachev’s
statement of 18th April expressing, in particular,
Soviet readiness to pursue conventional force
reductions from the Atlantic to the Urals.

An interim report will be presented to the
Council in October, and a final report will be dis-
cussed at our next meeting in December.

Our aim is a radical improvement in East-
West relations in which more confidence, greater
openness, and increased security will benefit all.
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North Atlantic Council communiqué

12th December 1986

(Extract concerning arms control and disarmament)

1. The North Atlantic Counci! met in minis-
terial session in Brussels on 11th and 12th
December 1986. Ministers agreed as follows:

2. We shall continue to explore all opportu-
nities for a broad and constructive dialogue
which addresses the concerns of the peoples of
East and West. We reconfirm our commitment
to a more co-operative East-West relationship
including political dialogue, commercial rela-
tions, and cultural exchanges, in which all states
participate on equal terms. Respect for human
rights and encouragement of human contacts
remain essential.

Recent high-level meetings, notably that
between President Reagan and General Secretary
Gorbachev in Reykjavik, constitute important
milestones in East-West relations.

3. The alliance strategy of deterrence, based
on adequate conventional and nuclear defences,
has proved its value in safeguarding peace and
enabling us to resist intimidation. It remains
fully valid. The continuing build-up of Soviet
forces underscores that maintaining this effective
range of deterrence capabilities must remain a
key alliance priority.

4. Arms control and disarmament are an
integral part of our security policy. We remain
committed to reaching equitable agreements
aimed at enhancing stability at lower levels of
forces and armaments. They must strengthen
security in Europe and must not weaken the link
between the European and North American
members of the alliance. Effective verification is
an essential condition for all such agreements.
Real progress on arms control can only be made
if a stable overall balance is assured at all times.

5. Following Reykjavik, we support the
United States in seeking balanced, equitable and
effectively verifiable arms control agreements
with the Soviet Union. We agree that instead of
simply codifying the existing levels of arsenals,
agreements in Geneva should seek to achieve
substantial reductions in offensive nuclear forces
in ways that will enhance peace and stability. We
therefore welcome the progress at Reykjavik
towards agreement on 50% reductions in United
States and Soviet strategic offensive forces and
towards an agreement on longer-range interme-
diate nuclear missiles. We fully endorse the

166

United States’ determination to negotiate
detailed agreements on this basis as a matter of
priority and urge the Soviet Union to join in this
effort in Geneva.

Opportunity for progress in some areas,
notably in the LRINF negotiations, must not be
held hostage to agreements in other unrelated
ones. Soviet insistence on doing so would con-
tradict assurances given at the highest level.

On the basis of the December 1979 NATO
decision on LRINF modernisation and arms
control, the allies concerned fully support the
envisaged elimination of American and Soviet
land-based LRINF in Europe and the limitation
to 100 warheads in Asia and the United States,
while their ultimate objective remains the total
elimination of all such LRINF. They stress that
an INF agreement must not neglect the existing
imbalances in shorter-range United States and
Soviet INF missiles and must provide for a com-
mitment to follow-on negotiations on these mis-
siles.

We also reviewed the United States-Soviet
negotiations in Geneva on defence and space
systems which aim to prevent an arms race in
space and strengthen strategic stability. We
strongly support these efforts.

In all cases, effective verification would be
an essential condition. We will continue to assess
and to consult closely on all these issues in the
appropriate alliance fora .

6. Nuclear weapons cannot be dealt with in
isolation. We also look for progress in other areas
of arms control, particularly since reductions in
nuclear weapons will increase the importance of
removing conventional disparities and elimi-
nating chemical weapons. An effective resolution
of these issues is an essential requirement for real
and enduring stability and security in Europe.

7. At our last session in Halifax we stressed
the importance which we attach to conventional
arms control and decided to consider all the
issues involved in a high-level group. We have
approved the first report of this group and have
also adopted the Brussels declaration on conven-
tional arms control.

1. Greece recalls its position on nuclear matters and space
system issues as expressed during previous NATO minis-
terial meetings.
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8. Those of us participating in MBFR
reaffirm our determination to reach early, sub-
stantial and verifiable agreement and call upon
the East to respond constructively to the western
initiative of 5th December 1985. This would, in
our view, significantly contribute to the
launching of other negotiations, this time
extended to Europe as a whole 2

9. The continued Soviet build-up of chemical
weapons is a matter of great concern, as is the
proliferation and use of such weapons. At the
Geneva conference on disarmament, we seek a
convention which meets our objective, the
general, complete and verifiable prohibition of
chemical weapons and destruction of all existing
stock-piles. If the Soviet Union is prepared to
take a constructive attitude on all aspects of an
effective verification régime, such an agreement
is within reach. We appeal to the USSR to join
us in overcoming the outstanding obstacles.

10. The Vienna CSCE follow-up meeting is of
major importance for the promotion of stable
and constructive East-West relations and for the
sustained long-term improvement of relations

between all the participating states. We deplore
the deficiencies of Warsaw Pact countries in hon-
ouring their commitments, particularly in the
field of human rights and human contacts. We
shall continue to insist on the full implemen-
tation of all agreements reached in the CSCE
process.

We welcome the results of the Stockholm
CDE. The confidence- and' security-building
measures agreed upon, if fully implemented, will
create more transparency and contribute to
greater confidence and predictability of military
activities in the whole of Europe. The measures
thus represent progress in regard to the Helsinki
final act and demonstrate the validity of the step-
by-step approach defined in the Madrd
mandate.

We shall press for a balanced and con-
structive outcome at Vienna and a strengthening
of the CSCE process through improved com-
pliance by the East and progress in all three
baskets.

Brussels declaration on conventional arms control
by ministers at North Atlantic Council session

12th December 1986

1. At Halifax we agreed on the objective of
strengthening stability and security in the whole
of Europe, through increased openness and the
establishment of a verifiable, comprehensive and
stable balance of conventional forces at lower
levels. In pursuit of this objective we set up a
high-level task force; we have today reviewed its
first report. We have instructed it to continue in
being and to provide further regular reports to
the Council.

2. Arms control should enhance, and not
diminish, security in Europe. We reiterate our
commitment to the maintenance of an effective
and credible deterrent posture. Therefore our
approach to arms control will remain consistent
with the need, at each step of the negotiating
process, to retain the means to implement
alliance and national strategies.

3. While maintaining effective deterrence
involving both nuclear and conventional forces,
we seek to establish a stable relationship of con-
ventional forces in Europe. Reductions in
nuclear weapons which are the subject of discus-
sions between the United States and the USSR in
Geneva would increase the importance of elimi-
nating conventional disparities.

2. Recalling its position on the MBFR negotiations,
France has made a reservation on this sentence.
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4, We are therefore ready to open East/West
discussions with a view to the establishment of a
new mandate for negotiating on conventional
arms control covering the whole of Europe from
the Atlantic to the Urals.

5. For such negotiations to succeed, there
must be recognition of the facts about the current
situation, and a common understanding on phi-
losophy, objectives and methods.

The facts

6. Statements by eastern spokesmen some-
times imply that the present military situation in
Europe is stable and balanced. It is not. On the
contrary, it is marked by asymmetries and dis-
parities which vary from region to region but
which are detrimental to western security and
which are a source of potential instability. The
relevant factors include:

— the armaments, equipment types,
deployments, numbers, mobility and
readiness of the armed forces
involved;

— the information, predictability and con-
fidence about them;

— considerations of geography.
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The philosophy

7. Military forces should exist to prevent war
and to ensure self-defence, not for the purpose of
initiating aggression and not for purposes of
political or military intimidation.

The objectives
8. These should be:

— the establishment of a stable and secure
level of forces, geared to the elimination
of disparities;

— a negotiating process which proceeds
step by step, and which guarantees the
undiminished security of all concerned
at each stage;

— focus on the elimination of the capa-
bility for surprise attack or for the initi-
ation of large-scale offensive action;

— further measures to build confidence
and to improve openness and
calculability about military behaviour;

— the application of the measures
involved to the whole of Europe butin a
way which takes account of and seeks to
redress regional imbalances and to
exclude circumvention;
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- an effective verification régime (in

which detailed exchanges of infor-
mation and on-site inspection will play
a vital part) to ensure compliance with
the provisions of any agreement, to
guarantee that limitations on force
capabilities are not exceeded.

The methods

9.
place:

10.

We propose that distinct negotiations take

— to build upon and expand the results of

the Stockholm conference on confi-
dence- and security-building measures;

to eliminate existing disparities, from
the Atlantic to the Urals, and establish
conventional stability at lower levels,
between the countries whose forces bear
most immediately upon the essential
security relationship in Europe, namely
those belonging to the alliance and the
Warsaw Pact.

In the light of the foregoing therefore, we

are ready to initiate discussion on enhancing
conventional stability in the whole of Europe.
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Draft directives to the foreign ministers of the USSR and
the United States concerning the drafting of
agreements on nuclear disarmament

Draft handed to President Reagan by General Secretary Gorbachey
at the Reykjavik summit on 11th October 1986
and published subsequently by the Soviet Union

Mikhail Gorbachev, General Secretary of
the CPSU Central Committee, and United States
President Ronald Reagan, having considered the
situation in the field of nuclear arms and having
brought the position of the two countries consid-
erably closer together at their working meeting at
Reykjavik, Iceland, agreed to issue directives to
their countries’ foreign ministers to prepare the
texts of accords and agreements to be signed in
Washington during the General Secretary’s
official visit to the United States on...(date of the
visit), which are to be based on the following key
provisions:

1. In the field of strategic arms. An agreement
on a 50% reduction in the strategic offensive
weapons of the Soviet Union and the United
States, taking into account the historically estab-
lished specificities of the structures of each side’s
strategic forces. All types of strategic offensive
weapons, including heavy missiles, will be
subject to reduction within specified limits. A
solution will also be found to the problem of lim-
iting the deployment of sea-based, long-range
cruise missiles.

In the course of their negotiations the sides
will take into consideration each other’s interests
and concerns and display the political will to
reach agreement on all questions pertaining to
the problem of strategic offensive arms.

2. In the field of medium-range missiles. An
agreement on the complete elimination of Soviet
and United States medium-range missiles in
Europe, without taking the nuclear potentials of
Britain and France into account. Negotiations
will be started on the missiles with a range of
under 1000 km deployed by the sides in
Europe.

As soon as is practically possible, separate
talks will be started on Soviet and American
medium-range systems in Asia.

3. Regarding the treaty on the limitation of
anti-ballistic missile (ABM) systems and a ban on
nuclear testing. In order to strengthen the régime
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of the treaty on the limitation of anti-ballistic
missile systems, signed in 1972 for no set limit of
time, the Soviet Union and'the United States
will reach agreement pledging not to use their
right to withdraw from this x;reaty for ten years
and to strictly abide by all of its provisions
throughout that period. The testing of all space-
based elements of anti-ballistic missile defences
in space will be prohibited. This would not apply
to laboratory research or testing in this field, nor
entail a ban on the testing of stationary land-
based systems or components thereof allowed by
the ABM treaty. In the next few years the sides
will seek and find through negotiations further
mutually-acceptable solutions in this sphere.

The sides consider it expedient to apply
extra efforts to reach mutually-acceptable
accords on banning anti-satellite systems.

The bilateral talks (between the Soviet
Union and the United States) on the total prohi-
bition of nuclear tests will be resumed as early as
is practically possible. The subject of these talks
could include questions concerning verification,
the lowering of the ceiling on the yield of explo-
sions and a reduction in their number, and the
1974 and 1976 treaties.

The commencement of talks on the issue
of banning nuclear explosions will be a condition
for the elaboration of an agreement on strategic
arms.

The General Secretary of the CPSU
Central Committee and the President of the
United States believe that these accords are a
matter of fundamental importance and a turning
point in the work to implement the tasks they set
themselves in Geneva in 1985, which are: to
limit and reduce nuclear arms, to prevent an
arms race in space and stop the arms race on
earth, and to strengthen strategic stability and
universal security. ‘
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Implementation of confidence-building measures

1. Notification of military maneuyres under the CSCE régime by NATO countries

: Size of Notification
S N; f N Obse;
Date ‘country " manguvre maneuvre siven (a0, of invied
1975
September FRG Grosse 68 000 23 -
Rochade
October USA Certain Trek 57 000 34 Yes
Oct/Nov USA Reforger 75 53000 21 -
September Turkey Deep Express 18 000 21 -
October Norway Batten Bolt 8 000 24 -
Oct/Nov Netherlands Pantsersprong 10 000 14 -
1976
September FRG Grosser Bar 50 000 21 Yes
September USA Gordian Shield 30000 21 -
September USA Lares Team 44 000 21 Yes
Feb/Mar Norway Atlas Express 17 000 21 -
September Norway Teamwork 13 500 21 Yes
October Denmark/FRG Bonded Item 11 000 21 -
November Britain Spearpoint 18 000 23 Yes
1977
September USA Cardon Edge 58 700 21 Yes
September FRG Standhafte 38 000 21 Yes
Schatten
May USA Certain 24 000 23 -
Fighter
September Denmark Arrow Express 16 000 21 Yes
September Belgium Blue Fox 24 500 21 -
Sep/Oct Netherlands Interaction 12 000 21 Yes
October Turkey Tayfun 77 15 000 30 Yes
1978
September FRG Blaue Donau 46 000 24 Yes
September USA Certain Shield 56 000 24 Yes
September Netherlands Saxon Drive 32500 24 Yes
September FRG Bold Guard 65 000 24 -
March Norway Arctic Express 15 300 30 Yes
September Norway Black Bear 8200 30 -
1979
Jan/Feb USA Certain 66 000 25 Yes
Sentinal
September USA Constant 29000 21 Yes
Enforcer
September FRG Harte Faust 60 000 21 Yes
March Norway Cold Winter 79 10 000 30 -
Sep/Oct Turkey Display Determina- 18 000 32 -
tion 79
October France Saone 79 16 000 21 Yes
October Britain Keystone 18 000 21 -
1980
September FRG St. Georg 44 000 24 Yes
September USA Certain Rampart 40 000 21 Yes
September Britain Spearpoint 90 000 24 Yes
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. Size of Notification
S, N f : Obse;
Dete country manavre Danguvre siven (a0 of imvited
March Norway Anorak Express 80 18 200 31 -
September Norway Teamwork 80 16 800 28 Yes
October France Marne 80 17 000 10 -
1981
September USA/FRG Certain 45 600 24 Yes
Encounter
September FRG Scharfe Klinge 48 000 21 Yes
October Britain Red Claymore 23000 21 -
March Norway Cold Winter 11 000 21 -
September Norway Barfrost 9 000 21 -
Sep/Oct Denmark Amber Express 15 000 21 Yes
October Belgium/FRG Cross Fire 21 000 21 -
October France Farfadet 4 000* 14 -
1982
March Norway Alloy Express 14 200 30 -
Sep/Oct Denmark/FRG Bold Guard 82 47200 24 Yes
September USA/FRG Carbine  Fortress
82 73 000 24 Yes
September FRG Starke Wehr 35000 21 Yes
September France Langres 82 17 000 4 -
1983
Norway Cold Winter 83 10 000 -
USA/FRG Confident Express > 25000 Yes
FRG Wehrhafte Loewen > 25000 Yes
September FRG/Neth. Atlantic Lion > 25000 Yes
Britain Eternal Triangle > 25000 -
September Denmark Ample Express > 25000 -
France Moselle 83 -
1984
A. Major
maneuvres
March Norway Avalanche 25000 29 Yes
Express
September Britain Lion Heart 132 000 24 Yes
FRG 84 (Full Flow)
plus
Spear
Point 84
September FRG Flinker 55 000 22 Yes
Igel
September USA/FRG Certain Fury 50 000 21 Yes
B. Smaller-scale
maneuvres
September France Doubs 84 20000 32 Yes
September Denmark Bold 21 000 22 No
Gannet 84
1985
A. Major
maneuvres
January USA Central Guardian 72 000 21 Yes
September Britain Brave Defender 65 000 28 Yes
September FRG Trutzige Sachsen 60 000 21 Yes
B. Smaller-scale
manguvres
March Norway Cold Winter 85 10 000 21 -
June France Jourdan 5000 - Yes

* To Mediterranean CSCE countnies only.
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: Size of Notification
S, N: f ) Obse
Date country manuvre mangwvre given (no. of invited
1986
A. Major
maneuvres
January USA Certain Sentinel 73 000 21 (FRG) Yes
28 (USA)
September FRG Frankischer
Schild 58 000 21 Yes
September NATO Bold Guard 86 65000 21 Yes
B. Smaller-scale
manauvres
March NATO Anchor Express
86 20000 28 Yes
September Norway Blue Fox 86 24 000 21 Yes
September Norway Barfrost 86 11 000 45 -
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2. Notification of military maneuvres under the CSCE régime by Warsaw Pact countries

. Size of Notification
S, N: f ) Obse
Dete ountry " manduvre (Danguvre given (80.of invited
1975
None
1976
Jan/Feb USSR Kavkaz 25000 21 Yes
June USSR Sever 25000 21 Yes
April Hungary - 10 000 1 -
October Hungary - 15 000 0 -
September Poland Tarcza 76 35000 21 Yes
1977
Mar/Apr USSR - 25 000 21 -
July USSR Karpatia 27000 21 Yes
1978
February USSR Berezhina 25000 21 Yes
July USSR Tarcza78 30000 21 -
September USSR Kavkaz I 25000 21 -
1979
February USSR/CSSR Druzhba 26 000 21 -
April USSR - 25000 21 -
July USSR Neman 25000 21 Yes
mid-May Hungary Shield 79 25000 * Yes
1980
July USSR - 30000 21 -
September GDR Brotherhood in Arms 40 000 21 -
August Hungary Dyna 80 18 000 1 -
1981
September USSR Zapad 81 100 000** 21 Yes***
1982
January USSR/CSSR Druzhba 82 25000 21 -
September Bulgaria Shield 82 60 000 21 -
1983
January Hungary Danube 83 over few days -
20 000
June Hungary Kunsag 83 14 000 6 -
July USSR 50 000 21 -
July USSR 26 000 21 -
September USSR 23000 21 Yes
1984
A. Major
maneuvres
June/July USSR - 60 000 22 No
September CSSR Shield 84 60 000 21 No
1985
A. Major
maneuvres
May - - 25000 25 (CSSR) -
28 (USSR)
July - - 25000 23 (GDR) -
22 (USSR)
July USSR Kavkaz 85 25000 21 Yes
(Caucasus 85)

* Verbal notifications on 3rd May 1979.

** According to TASS on 5th September 1981.

*** Only from Warsaw Pact countnes.
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. Size of Notification
§ N f .+ Observ:
Date country - mancuvre Danevre given (no. of imvited
1986
A. Major
maneuvres
February USSR - 50 000 24 -
February USSR - 25000 21 -
September CSSR Druzhba 86 25000 28 Yes
(Friendship 86)
September USSR - 25000 21 -
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3. Notification of military manceuvres under the CSCE régime by neutral and non-aligned countries

. Size of Notification
S, N; f ) Observi
Date country mancuvre Zanguvre given (n0.of invited
1975
October Yugoslavia - 18 000 25 -
November Switzerland - 40 000 31 -
1976
October Yugoslavia Golilja 24 000 24 Yes
November Sweden Poseidon 12 000 30 -
1977
March Sweden Vonn 77 10 000 21 Yes
October Spain Podenco 8 000 53 Yes
November Austria Herbstibung 12 000 37 -
1978
November Austria (Command Post 5000 20 -
Exercise)
1979
March Switzerland Nussknacker 34 000 28 Yes
October Switzerland Forte 27000 33 Yes
November Austria Area Defence 27 500 45 Yes
Exercise 79
1980
None
1981
Oct/Nov Spain Crisex 81 32200 25 Yes
October Switzerland Cresta 25000 33 -
1982
March Sweden Norrsken 23 000 30 Yes
September Sweden Sydfront 25000 30 -
1983
B. Smaller-scale
maneuvres
September Yugoslavia Unity 83 22 000 35 Yes
Sept/Oct Sweden Ostkust 20 000 31 No
1984
None
1985
A. Major
maneuvres
October Switzerland Tornado 25000 42 -
B. Smaller-scale
manceuvres
February/March Sweden Vastgrans 22000 42 Yes
1986
A. Major
manaeuvres
October Austria Baumverteidigung 30000 41 Yes
Herbstiibung
1986
November Switzerland Dreizack 1986 40 000 48 Yes
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APPENDIX VII

Statement by Mikhail Gorbachev, General Secretary
of the Central Committee of the CPSU

Moscow, 28th February 1987

On 15th January 1986, the Soviet Union
put forward a historic programme, that of stage-
by-stage elimination of nuclear weapons. When
suggesting it we proceeded from the firm con-
viction that future security would be a
nuclear-free one. The Soviet leadership and the
country’s defence council, which I am respon-
sible for presiding, constantly keep the problems
of the security of the country, that of our allies,
and of universal security at the centre of
attention. We do not have the slightest doubt
that the security of the world and the survival of
humanity should be ensured by joint efforts and
political means and not by weapons.

....... (7 preliminary paragraphs)

Today, on behalf of the Soviet leadership,
I am announcing our decision which is as
follows:

The Soviet Union suggests that the
problem of medium-range missiles in Europe be
singled out from the package of issues, and that a
separate agreement on it be concluded, and
without delay.

There is actually not just a basis, but an
accord ready for such a step. It was agreed in
Reykjavik that the Soviet Union and the United
States would eliminate all their medium-range
missiles (MRM) in Europe within the next five
years. Within the same period the number of
Soviet MRMs in the Asian part of our territory
would be cut down to 100 warheads on the
understanding that the United States could leave
the same number of MRM warheads in its
national territory.

As soon as an agreement on eliminating
Soviet and United States medium-range missiles
in Europe is signed, the Soviet Union will
withdraw from the German Democratic
Republic and Czechoslovakia, by agreement
with the governments of those countries, the
longer-range theatre missiles which had been
deployed there as measures in reply to the
deployment of Pershing II and cruise missiles in
Western Europe.
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As far as other theatre missiles are con-
cerned, we are prepared to begin talks immedi-
ately with a view to reducing and fully elimi-
nating them.

So, there is a real opportunity to free our
common European home from a considerable
portion of the nuclear burden within the shortest
possible time. That would be a real and big step
towards completely freeing Europe of nuclear
arms. We are putting our proposals on the nego-
tiating table with the United States in Geneva.

We were assured more than once that if
the USSR singled out the issue of medium-range
missiles from the Reykjavik package, there
would be no difficulty to agree to their elimi-
nation in Europe. A good opportunity is now
being offered to prove that in practice. This is
being awaited by the Europeans and by the
peoples of other continents. This is required by
the interests of the present and the future.

By singling out the issue of medium-range
missiles in Europe now, the Soviet Government
still considers it highly important to reach
agreement on substantial limitation and then
elimination of strategic arms.

Of course, the conclusion of such an
agreement, as has been repeatedly emphasised,
should be conditioned by a decision on the pre-
vention of deployment of weapons in outer
space, in view of the organic interconnection of
these issues.

Despite all the difficulties and artifical
obstructions, the Soviet Union is again showing
its will to resolve the nuclear disarmament issue.

The new way of thinking means an ability
to listen to the voice of the public, the European
and world one, to understand the concerns and
interests of other peoples, and not to separate
one’s own security from the security of neigh-
bours in our interconnected world.

The historic chance should not be missed!
We are awaiting a speedy and positive reply.

Source: Novosti, London (slightly edited).



Document 1090 I 24th April 1987
Amendment 1

Disarmament —
reply to the thirty-first annual report of the Council

AMENDMENT 11!

tabled by Mr. Antoni and others

1. At the beginning of paragraph (ix) of the preamble to the second revised draft recommendation,
leave out from “ Recalling that ” to “in this field ” and insert: “ Emphasising the need to conclude
mutually verifiable agreements with a view to eliminating chemical weapons in Europe ”.

Signed: Antoni, Gianotti, Rubbi, Francese

1. See 2nd sitting, 27th April 1987 (amendment fell).
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Amendment 2

Disarmament -
reply to the thirty-first annual report of the Council

AMENDMENT 2!

tabled by Mr. Gianotti and others

2. In paragraph 1, lines 2 and 3, of the second revised draft recommendation proper, leave out “ to
support the United States ” and insert “ to support active participation by European countries ”.

Signed: Gianotti, Antoni, Rubbi, Francese, Colajanni

1. See 2nd sitting, 27th April 1987 (amendment not moved).
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Amendments 3 and 4

Disarmament -
reply to the thirty-first annual report of the Council

AMENDMENTS 3 and 4'
tabled by Mr. Rubbi and others

3.  In paragraph | (a) of the second revised draft recommendation proper, leave out “ combined with
the simultaneous withdrawal of shorter-range INF from Czechoslovakia and East Germany; the right for
NATO to match Warsaw Pact numbers in such missiles if those negotiations fail ” and insert “ in the
context of an undertaking to withdraw immediately the shorter-range INF missiles stationed in Czecho-
slovakia and East Germany .

4, In the last line of paragraph 1 (a) of the second revised draft recommendation broper, leave out
“ reduction of all shorter-range missiles ” and insert “ balanced, verifiable and verified reduction of the
other missiles ”.

Signed: Rubbi, Antoni, Giannotti, Colajanni, Francese

1. See 2nd sitting, 27th April 1987 (amendment 3 not moved; amendment 4 fell).
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Amendment 5

Disarmament -
reply to the thirty-first annual report of the Council

AMENDMENT §'!
tabled by Mr. Antoni and others

5. At the end of paragraph 2 of the second revised draft recommendation proper add “ thus pro-
moting a new concept of balanced and verified European security linked to the noblest values of a policy
of peace and co-operation in the world ”.

Signed: Antoni, Giannotti, Rubbi, Colajanni, Francese

1. See 2nd sitting, 27th April 1987 (amendment not moved).
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Amendment 6

Disarmament -
reply to the thirty-first annual report of the Council

AMENDMENT 6!

tabled by Mr. Giannotti and others

6. In paragraph 3 of the second revised draft recommendation proper, leave out “ to press the Soviet
Union to accept fully the United Kingdom compromise proposal ” and insert “ to combine their efforts
to seek an agreement acceptable to all the parties ™.

Signed: Giannotti, Rubbi, Antoni, Frdncese, Colajanni

1. See 2nd sitting, 27th April 1987 (amendment not moved).
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Amendment 7

Disarmament -
reply to the thirty-first annual report of the Council

AMENDMENT 7!
tabled by Mr. Antoni and others

7. In paragraph 4 (a) of the second revised draft reccommendation proper, leave out “ Urge the Soviet
Union to accept the United States’ proposal ” and insert “ Promote the conclusion of an agreement
acceptable to both the United States and the Soviet Union ”.

Signed: Antoni, Colajanni, Rubbi, Giannotti, Amadei

1. See 2nd sitting, 27th April 1987 (amendment not moved).
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Amendment 8 ‘

Disarmament -
reply to the thirty first annual report of the Council

AMENDMENT 8!
tabled by Mr. Scheer and Mr. Stoffelen

8. In paragraph 1 (a) of the second revised draft recommendation proper, leave out from “ combined
with the simultaneous withdrawal of shorter-range INF ” to the end of the paragraph and insert “ and
combined with the following disarmament of all American and Soviet shorter-range INF in Europe; ”

Signed: Scheer, Stoffelen

1. See 2nd sitting, 27th April 1987 (amendment negatived).
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Amendments 9 and 10

Disarmament —
reply to the thirty first annual report of the Council

AMENDMENTS 9 and 10!
tabled by Mr. Bassinet and others

9. Leave out paragraph 2 of the second revised draft recommendation proper and insert:

“ Urge governments participating in the informal Vienna consultations to start negotiations as
soon as possible in the framework of the CSCE on conventional disarmament from the Atlantic to
the Urals; ”

10. In paragraph 3 of the second revised draft recommendation proper, leave out from “ to accept
fully ” to the end of the paragraph and insert “ to accept the French or British chemical disarmament
proposals tabled at the Geneva disarmament conference; ”

Signed: Bassinet, Oehler, Lalumiére

1. See 2nd sitting, 27th April 1987 (amendments withdrawn).
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Amendments 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 20

Disarmament -
reply to the thirty first annual report of the Councd

AMENDMENTS 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 20!
tabled by Sir Frederic Bennett and Mr. Wilkinson

11.  Inthe preamble to the second revised draft recommendation, leave out paragraph (i) and insert:

“ (i) Recalling that Europe’s security is based on the deterrence exercised by all the member coun-
tries of the Atlantic Alliance thanks to their capacity, in spite of Warsaw Pact superiority in many
fields, to prevent any potential adversary undertaking an aggression in the hope that the confron-
tation will remain at a level chosen by him; ”

12.  In the preamble to the second revised draft recommendation, leave out paragraph (iv) and insert:

“ (iv) Considering that Western Europe may be compelled in the fairly near future to assume more
responsibility for the requirements of its security but that in present circumstances this is ensured
only thanks to the presence of American forces and armaments in Europe; ”

13.  In paragraph (iv), line 2, of the preamble to the second revised draft recommendation, insert after
“ matters ”:

“ 10 elaborate valid concepts for the most urgent dxsarmament steps and their mutual interdepen-
dence which are in the interests of common security ”.

14. In paragraph 4 of the second revised draft recommendation proper, leave out sub-paragraph (b).
15. In paragraph 1 of the second revised draft recommendation proper, leave out sub-paragraph (¢).

16. In paragraph (v), line 3, of the preamble to the second revised draft recommendatlon leave out
“both” and from “ deterrence ” to end and add:

“ whose security should be stabilised by appropriate and verifiable disarmament measures which
are subject to agreement; ”

17.  Leave out paragraph (ix) of the preamble to the second revised draft recommendation and insert:

“ (ix) Recalling in this context that the Soviet Union maintains more conventional forces than it
requires for its defence and that their offensive force structures optimised to perform aggressive
operations must be perceived as a potential threat to the member countries by the member
nations of WEU; ”

18. In paragraph 1 (a), line S, of the second revised draft recommendation proper, leave out after
“fail ” to the end of the paragraph and add:

“ and make effective progress in the negotiations aiming at greater stability and crisis control in
the conventional field (MBFR) and which should take place on the whole of Europe from the
Atlantic Ocean to the Ural mountains; ”

19 In paragraph 3, line 4, of the second revised draft recommendation proper, leave out after
“ inspection ” to the end of the paragraph.

20. In paragraph 2, line 3, of the second revised draft recommendation proper, leave out “ reasonable
automatic ” and insert “ regular on-site ”.

Signed: Bennett, Wilkinson

1. See 2nd sitting, 27th April 1987 (amendments 11 and 12 adopted; amendment 13 fell; amendments 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 and
20 adopted).
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Document 1092 12th March 1987

Memorandum on the budget of the Assembly
from Mr. Jean-Marie Caro, President of the Assembly,
to Mr. Jacques Poos, Minister for Foreign Affairs of Luxembourg,
Chairman-in-Office of the Council

1. You know the difficulties the Assembly is encountering in fulfilling its tasks with the means now
available to it.

2. Following your suggestions at the Assembly’s last plenary session, you proposed the implemen-
tation of three principles to help to overcome these difficulties:

(i) The annual growth rate applicable to the WEU budget as a whole would be that calculated each
year by the Commission of the Communities for the European Communities.

(7))Within the limits of the overall budget defined in application of this rate, the Council would
recognise the Assembly’s budgetary independence.

(iii)The annual growth rate would be calculated after deduction of the implications of pensions,
these being the subject of a separate budget.

3. I confirm my agreement with these proposals which seem likely in future to avoid the friction reg-
ularly caused in recent years when the Assembly’s budget was drawn up.

4. It is therefore with the utmost interest that I await the Council’s answer so that the Assembly may
know as soon as possible the amount of the overall budget, calculated on these new bases, which will be
available to it in 1987 to pursue the tasks it has set itself.

5. You can count on my fullest support for the efforts you are making with so much conviction for
the greatest benefit of WEU as a whole.
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Ministerial meeting of the Council

MOTION FOR A RECOMMENDATION'!

tabled by Mr. Goerens and others
with a request for urgent procedure

The Assembly,

(i)  Considering that the diplomatic/press offensive of Mikhail Gorbachev, who is multiplying pro-
posals for nuclear disarmament, calls for a co-ordinated response from the Atlantic Alliance;

(ii)  Aware that these proposals, which affect first and foremost European security, should lead to
European interests being defined in WEU, the only European organisation with responsibilities in this
area;

(iii) Encouraged by the call to the European members of the Atlantic Alliance by George Shultz,

United States Secretary of State, following his recent visit to Moscow, requesting their opinion on these
proposals,

URGES THE COUNCIL

1. To make known its collegiate point of view on the Gorbachev proposals through the intermediary
of its Chairman-in-Office, Mr. Jacques Poos, in his statement to the Assembly on Tuesday, 28th April
1987,

2. To instruct its Chairman-in-Office to give the Council’s point of view on the Soviet proposals at
the meetings of the North Atlantic Council to be held on 11th and 12th June 1987.

Signed: Goerens, Stoffelen, De Decker, Close, Pécriaux, Knight, Schulte, Kittelmann, Antoni,
Martino

1. See 2nd sitting, 27th April 1987 (urgent procedure agreed to).
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Application of Order 65 on the draft budget
of the Assembly for the financial year 1987

REPORT!

tabled on behalf of the
Committee on Budgetary Affairs and Administration ?
by Sir Dudley Smith, Chairman and Rapporteur

Draft Recommendation

on principles applicable in preparing the budgets
of the WEU ministerial organs and the Assembly

The Assembly,

Fully endorsing the proposals made by Mr. Poos, Minister for Foreign Affairs of Luxembourg,
Chairman-in-Office of the Council, for putting an end to WEU’s budgetary difficulties,

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL
Implement without delay the three principles defined by the Chairman-in-Office:

— application to the operating budgets of the ministerial organs and of the Assembly of WEU of
the growth rate defined in the European Communities;

— establishment of a separate budget for pensions;

— recognition of the Assembly’s freedom to manage its budget within the limits of the appropria-
tions thus calculated.

Draft Order

on the budget of the administrative expenditure
of the Assembly for the financial year 1987

The Assembly,

1. APPROVES the action taken by the Presidential Committee in application of Order 65 and the terms
of the memorandum of the President of the Assembly dated 12th March 1987;

2. InviTES the Presidential Committee and the Committee on Budgetary Affairs and Administration
to take the necessary steps to implement, during the present financial year, the provisions decided upon
for improving the structure of the Office of the Clerk.

1. Adopted unanimously by the committee.

2. Members of the committee: Sir Dudley Smith (Chairman); MM. Sinesio (Alternate: Giust), Bohl (Vice-Chairmen); MM.
Beysen, Chartron, Declercq, Dhaille (Alternate: Mrs. Lalumiere), Enders, Ferrari Aggradi, Freeson (Alternate: Sir Paul Hawkins),
Haase, Mrs. Herfkens, MM. Linster, Morris (Alternate: Lord Mackie), Oehler, Mrs. Pack, MM. Pollidoro, Rauti, Stokes, van Tets,
Zierer.

N.B. The names of those taking part in the vote are printed in italics.
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Explanatory Memorandum
(submitted by Sir Dudley Smith, Chairman and Rapporteur)

Following the Presidential Committee, the Committee on Budgetary Affairs and Administration
fully endorsed the proposals made by Mr. Poos, Chairman-in-Office of the Council, for putting an end
to the budgetary difficulties standing in the way of the reactivation of WEU as a whole.

The Committee on Budgetary Affairs and Administration considered the Assembly should, in a
further order, express its satisfaction with the action taken by the Presidential Committee in application
of Order 65 and urge it to pursue its effort jointly with our committee to ensure that this action can be
completed during the present financial year.

The committee also considered that the Assembly should, in a recommendation, give its full
support to the action taken by Mr. Poos to ensure that WEU has the means to fulfil its mission.

It was in this spirit that the committee unanimously adopted the present report.
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Document 1096 28th April 1987

The need for action by the Assembly of Western European Union
to press western governments for action to channel resources
into development needs and away from the arms trade

MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION'!
tabled by Mr. Freeson and others under Rule 28

The Assembly,

(i)  Noting that millions of men, women and children die from starvation and are malnourished
throughout the third world, a condition which makes for instability and insecurity;

(ii) Noting the links between the arms race, the arms trade and poverty and injustice and their contri-
bution to the conditions of war which threaten Western Europe, whose member states largely provide
the armaments in question;

(iii) Believing that the WEU parliamentary Assembly has a special responsibility to challenge what
our democratically-elected governments and our industries are doing in our names and to press for
resources to go into development needs and away from death and destruction;

(iv) Noting that military expenditure contributes to the failure to meet social needs both in Europe
and in the poor countries of the world; noting that the arms trade is one of the major causes of poverty
which also fuels the arms race, making international conflict more likely;

(v} Believing that arms production and trading cannot be isolated from but is central to the question
of development, both North and South;

(vi)  Further believing that European countries bear an increasingly important responsibility as they
seek to increase their sales of arms worldwide to the detriment of their own people, the third world
developing countries and world peace itself,

1. RESOLVES that action must be taken to reverse this trend and to channel resources into the social
needs of European countries and worldwide development;

2. FURTHER RESOLVES t0 press its member states and others to change their policies in this direction,
and

3. THEREFORE CALLS on its member governments to take urgent steps:

(a) drastically to reduce their countries’ arms trading, particularly in Africa, South America, the
Middle and Far East;

(b) to reduce the level of arms production; and

(c) to transfer scientific, technical, research and productive resources to development needs in
these areas of the world.

Signed: Freeson, Stoffelen, Ahrens, Linster, Biichner, Scheer, Fourré, Bassinet, Miller, Bogaerts,
Coleman, Garrett, Hughes, Edwards, Cox, Ross, Brown, Woodall, Hardy, Klejdzinski

1. See 3rd sitting, 28th April 1987 (motion to be referred to the appropriate committee by the Presidential Committee).
190



Document 1100 28th April 1987

Communiqué issued at the close of the ministerial meeting
of the Council of Western European Union

Luxembourg, 27th-28th April 1987

1. WEU foreign and defence ministers met in Luxembourg on 28th April 1987, Their discussions
continued the process of joint reflection on secunty matters initiated in 1984. They recalled the impor-
tance of the Rome declaration and the communiqués of Bonn in 1985 and Venice in 1986.

2. Ministers stressed the important réle WEU can play in the development of a European union, an
important stage in which was the signature of the single European act. They emphasised the importance
of further strengthening the European component of the North Atlantic Alliance. The alliance needs a
strong and united Europe which jointly analyses and defines more clearly its security interests. They
intend to develop WEU further as a suitable forum to this end. Such a development will also serve the
interests of all the allies. The defence of a free Europe is also the defence of North America.

3. Their overriding objective remains to strengthen peace in freedom and to prevent any kind of war
or intimidation by military means. They reaffirmed that there is for the foreseeable future no alternative
to the western concept for the prevention of war, which must continue to be based on an appropriate
mix of conventional and nuclear forces which together provide a credible deterrent against all forms of
aggression. They stressed the need to maintain the effectiveness of this strategy through the linkage of
Europe’s security to that of North America. Recalling the indivisible nature of security in the North
Atlantic Treaty area, ministers re-emphasised the essential character of the commitment of the United
States and Canada to the defence of Europe. The presence of United States nuclear forces and the
presence of United States troops in Europe remain indispensable for the security of the whole alliance.

4, In this context, ministers recalled the importance of the contribution made by the seven member
countries of WEU to alliance defence capabilities. They stressed that a strong conventional component
is a fundamental prerequisite for an effective defence of Western European territory.

They recalled that five member states provide delivery systems and the facilities for nuclear
weapons which remain under United States control. They acknowledged the contribution made by
France’s and Britain’s independent nuclear forces to the western deterrent by increasing the uncertainty
in the mind of a potential aggressor.

5. The considerations stated above remain fully valid in the context of the current evolution in
East-West relations.

All aspects of the East-West dialogue affect the security interests of Europe. WEU ministers reite-
rated their wish to see Western Europe continue to participate actively in the development of this dia-
logue and to shoulder its responsibilities fully. The member governments of WEU will continue, while
retaining strong defences, to strive to develop co-operation and dialogue with Eastern European coun-
tries.

6. Ministers underlined their determination to make full use of the CSCE follow-up meeting in
Vienna for progress in all fields. In this context, they reaffirmed their commitment to all the provisions
of the Helsinki final act and the Madrid concluding document. The balanced application of these provi-
sions is the prerequisite for a more constructive development of East-West relations in all fields,
political and military as well as economic and technological, and in the field of human rights and con-
tacts. Each step towards the free movement of individuals and ideas allows progress towards over-
coming the division which continues to affect Europe and towards building a stable framework of peace
and security in Europe.

7. Arms control and disarmament efforts aimed at effectively verifiable agreements leading to a
stable balance of forces at lower levels are an integral part of western security policy. A successful
outcome of the current East-West negotiations depends on the continued solidarity between Europe and
the United States.

Ministers noted with satisfaction that conditions and prospects for dialogue between East and
West on arms control had improved. A recent expression of this improvement was the intensification of
the negotiations in Geneva between the United States and the Soviet Union, as evidenced by the visit of
Secretary of State Shultz to Moscow. Ministers expressed the hope that the prospects for progress would
be confirmed and would materialise in agreements which would ultimately reduce the hitherto undimin-
ished threat represented by the Soviet military capability.
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8. Ministers wished to recall that the basic proposal in the field of land-based intermediate-range
nuclear missiles was formally presented by the United States as long ago as 1981. If the achievement of
an agreement proves possible, this will be as a result of the constructive approach and the steadfastness
of the western countries concerned. They underlined that any arms control agreement should meet the
fundamental security requirements of the West.

Ministers examined with interest the growing possibility of an agreement aimed at the total elimi-
nation of American and Soviet longer-range intermediate land-based nl}clear m1s5}les, which should be
effectively verifiable. They fully support the United States efforts for its conclusion.

Ministers recalled their serious concern at the existing Soviet superiority in shorter-range interme-
diate nuclear missiles and the requirement not to neglect this in any INF agreement. In this context,
they noted that the Soviet Union had, in response to earlier proposals tabled by the United States,
recently made statements on these missiles, the content of which should be carefully studied as soon as
they are clarified in writing. They underlined the importance of ongoing consultations with the alliance.

9. Underlining the great importance which they attach to progress also being made in the field of
strategic weapons, ministers reiterated their support for United States proposals for a 50% reduction of
Soviet and American strategic offensive forces as a matter of priority. As for negotiations on space and
defence systems, every effort must be made in Geneva to arrive at agreement on the relationship
between United States and Soviet strategic offensive weapons and defensive systems with the aim of
strengthening strategic stability.

10. Ministers reiterated that reductions in nuclear weapons would increase the importance of
removing the conventional superiority of the Warsaw Pact and eliminating chemical weapons, given the
need for a stable balance at all times.

They underlined the need to focus on the problems arising from geostrategic asymmetry and the
Warsaw Pact’s capability for surprise attack or for the initiation of a large-scale offensive action.

11. Ministers stressed their determination to intensify their efforts to strengthen stability and
security in the whole of Europe, through increased openness and the establishment of a verifiable, com-
prehensive and stable balance of conventional forces at lower levels. They recalled the Brussels decla-
ration of 11th December 1986. They expressed their hope that the informal discussions taking place in
Vienna in a constructive atmosphere would, within a reasonable time, lead to an agreement allowing the
opening of new negotiations on conventional arms control in Europe aimed at eliminating existing dis-
parities.

They recalled at the same time their determination to strive for the continuation of the conference
on confidence and security-building measures in Europe.

Only a stable East-West balance of forces at each stage of the arms control process can ensure
security in Western Europe.

12. Ministers also underlined their commitment to the conclusion of a comprehensive and effec-
tively verifiable, global ban on chemical weapons.

13. Ministers stated their resolve to continue their efforts towards the establishment in Europe of the
technological and industrial base necessary to ensure the development of a strong and competitive
European armaments industry, this being an important aspect of Europe’s contribution to defence. In
this connection, they reaffirmed the importance they attach to the generation of more, and more sys-
tematic, collaboration in the field of conventional armaments.

14. Ministers took note of an interim report on European security interests in the present strategic
context. This report was prepared in accordance with the mandate set out at the informal ministerial
meeting of the WEU Council in Luxembourg on 13th and 14th November 1986.

They mandated the Permanent Council to finalise this report and, on this basis, to establish a
common platform for identifying the prmmples of European security with a view to its examination,
possible adoption and publication.

15. Ministers took note of the report prepared by the special working group analysing the politico-
strategic implications of the current research programmes on strategic defensive systems. They
instructed the special working group to continue to examine the 1mphcat10ns of ballistic missile defence
within the framework of its reflections on the problems affecting security interests in Western Europe.

16. With regard to the problems of security in the Mediterranean, ministers took note of the draft
outline study prepared jointly by France and Italy which, in conformity with their decision of
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November 1986, would provide & basis for reflection by a group of experts acting under the authority of
the Council.

17. Ministers noted with satisfaction that the reactivation of the organisation, which allowed for a
close association of the foreign and defence ministers, had become a reality. They heard a report by the
presidency on the reorganisation of the intergovernmental structures of WEU.

They pointed out that the measures still to be taken should be specified by 31st December 1987
and that the possible collocation of the ministerial organs in one capital should also be contemplated.
They therefore instructed the Permanent Council to present them with definitive proposals at their
autumn meeting
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