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PREFACE



The 1intermediate Nuclear Forces (INF) or Theatre
Nuclear Force in Europe are 1important components
of NATO nuclear strategy vis-a-vis Warsaw Pact. Signi-
ficantly since 19508 American owned and controlled
nuclear weapons have been developed in FRG as a
part of NATO's nuclear strategy. FRG had no operation
control over these forces. In 19708 the modernisation
6f INF especially in FRG became a subject of European
debate in the context of Soviet modernization of their
INF forces in the form of deploymént of new mobile

system SS-20s,

In the above context it 1is noteworthy that the
period from 1977 to 1987, NATO's INF had a history
of armament process through modernization; an arms
controi process through negotiations with Soviet
Union; and a disarmament proces§ with a signing of
US-USSR INF treaty. In all these processes of arma-
ment, arms control and disarmament of INP, PFRG's
attitudes, responses and reactions are significant
because they'were not only related to actual deployment

of missiles in FRG but also FRG's security perceptions.



i1
A Historical background of the INF debate began in
1977, related to FRG's security poliéy has beeq dealt
with in Chapter I. Thereafter 1in Chaptef II, the
present study attempts to identify specific reasons
for the West Gg;mans' acceptancé of FRG's role 1in
the INF debate. The significance of the topic 'FRG
and INF Debate (1977-87)' stems from the fact that
it enables us to study the role of a major alliance
partner in arms control negotiations. While the INF
talks held in Geneva were between American and the
Soviet delegates, the American side had to respond
at various stages to suggestion of its allied members.
It 1is against this background that the German domestic
politics @8 a factor influencing arms control debate
at home and their subsequent impact on their govern-
ments has been studied in Chapter III. At an another
level the Federal government was instrumental in
initiating, sustaining and conclusion of the treaty.
This particular role of fRG is highlighted in Chapter
IV. Chapter 5 has certain concluding observations
on the role of FRG in INF deployment debate and dis-

armament.

My 4interest 1in the chosen topic was a result

of the paper enittled 'West Ruropean and American
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Relations' that I had opted for during the M.Phil
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Chapter 1

DEPLOYMEINT OF INF IN FRG :
A HISTORICAL BACKGROUND



The Federal Republic of Germany with its legacy
of aggression and war remainsa dominant factor in Fiast—-West
security relations. The existence of two Germanies - G.D.R
and F.R. - points to the inadequacy of a political settlement
in the pcs‘b second world war negotiation and manifestation

of cold war politich

It became a matter of “obsession and preoc-
cupation with Soviet and  sometimes even western countries!
decision makers to prevent Federal Republic of Germany
from rearming and acquiring nucleai' capabilities. In
1949, when FRG was granted sovereignty, America decided to
restore the authority on economic, political and ultimately
military matters from the occupying powers to the German
~goverrment. This course was to proceed from the
Petersberg Agreement of 24, November 1949 (which further
relaxed Allied control on the German economy) to the

Allied agreement to allow West Germany to establish a

1. John Lewis Gaddis, The United States and the Origin of
the Cold War (New York, 1972), pp.124~29.




foreign Ministry in 1951.

After the establishment of North Atlantic
Treaty Organisation (NATO) in 1949, the question of re=-
armament of West Germany arose along with it. If NATO
vere to guérantee thev security of West Germany, some form
of West Germany participation in the defense effort would
be ne.cessary. Therefore, US began to press its Etn;opean
allies to allow some West German reamament.’ This
rearmament question became a major issue inside as well as
oﬁtside Germany. Inside Germany many people feared that the
rearmament means it could result in the permanent division
of Germany. Outside Gemany, the memories of  World War II
was still fresh in +their minds. France feared that
creation of a West German army that might one day come
under the sovereign control of West Germany and it

will be again a threat to its sovereignty.

So, to avoid this situation, France's then
Prime Minister, Reve Pleven, proposed in October 1950 a

plan far a European Defence Community(EDC) which would be

2. Roger Morgan, US and West Germany 1945-73 : A Study
of Alliance Politics{london, 1974), pp.42-3. '




stbsidiary to NATO but would behave its own political

and command structure .3

This plan was proposed by France for two
purpoée: First, to scuttle the rearmament plan for Germany
under NATO and second in the proposed EDC, France will be
a dominant partner in disguise. This plan was well received
by US. and- other countries as well, since it was felt
that creation of EDC will be helpful for European

integration.

'Although ‘the original proposal had been fram
France, it was they who finally rejected the plan of EDC
in August 1954, chiefly on the grounds that it would
infringe national sovereignty.* When the EDC did fail,
American-German government worked steadily together at
their task in the month that followed until FRG was duly
welcomed into NATO in May 1955. So after 1945, for the
firt time Germany would have its own army. Secondly,
West Germany began to play a pivotal role in the Western

security framework.

3. ibid, p.bsh.

Lo I‘IOI‘gan, n03, pol}5o



During the issue of Non-proliferation
Treaty in 1966, Germany was not allowed by Soviet
Union to acquir_e nuclear capabilities. The four main
arguments against this issue by FRG were: firstly, it
might curtail Bom's still unsatisfastory role in NATO's
nuclear plamning, secondly, that it might finally end
the lingering chance of a NATO fofce along the 1lines
of the Multilateral _force, thirdly, it might bar the
way to any form of European detezzént and, finally,
Germany would relinquish the idea of national nuclear
force only in return for Soviet concession on German

reunification.

But Soviets were insisting that their
ratification would not be forthcoming until Germany

signed - the perpetuation of Gemany!s non-nuclear status.

Hence it is quite evident that since the
creation of Federal Republic of Germany in 1949, the
vwestern countries as well as Soviet Union were against

the FRG to acquire any nuclear cepabilities.

It is against a backdrop of hostile environ-
ment with limited scope of security, initiatives that

Federal Republic of Germany evolved its security policy.



Chancellor Konard Adenauer's primary objective

of foreign policy was protecting FRG agalnst the USSR.

In his view this was attainable only by a firm, integrét—
ion of Federal Republic into the Western alliance, with
miclear guarantee being provided by the United States.

He advocated the remilitarization of West Gemmany, which

he also intended to use as a bargaining chip Mfor regaiming

sovereignty in foreign affairs.5

Beginning in the late 1950s the United

States sought to réassure North Atlantic Treaty Organisa-
tion members of the credibility of nuclear wumbrella in
two specific ways. First, by developing a wide range  of
strategic choices (both in terms of capabilities and
doctrines). Secomdly, by debloying nuclear system in

Europe or ‘'cff-shore capable of striking Soviet territory -
that would 'couple' the defence of TIurcope more closely

to fmerican strategic nuclear guarantee.

The nuclear systems deployed in Europe
have traditionally been divided into two categories.

First, these systems capable of striking the Soviet

5., Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation(New York, 1969),
pp’ 598_6m.

6. John Cart Wright and others, Cruise Pershing S3-20's
- The __Search for Consensus : Nuclear Weapons in
Burope (Great Britain, 1985), p.3.




Union which have been known variously as theatre, long-
range forces or intermediate Range Nuclear Forces(INF),
and those systems which would be used in the proximity
of any conventional conflict and known variously as

tactical, battlefield or short range nuclear forces(SRNF )./

For geographical reasons and because of
Warsaw treaty organisations and north Atlantic treaty
organisation's miditary doctrines, West Germany would be
a major area of combat in am armed conflict between East
and West. Hence, the overriding objective in German
security policy has be»en to prevent the outbreak of war,

converntional or muclear on German territory.

This has led to a strong emphasis on the
deterrance aspect of alliance strategy and great sensiti-
vity to any adverse developments that could wesken the

credibility of deterrance.

Mostly the controversies in the Federal
Republic have been concentrating on the issue of which

cambimation of defences could most credibly present the

7. ibid, p. 46.



adversary with unacceptable risks and most effectively
prevent war. The discussion had tended to put so much
emphasis on the deterrance aspect of the defence policy
that even conventional forces are mainly discussed in

terms of their war preventing functions.

Helmut Schmidt in his _book ‘'Defence or
Retaliation', opined "...one may not force the adversary
to have to resort to strategic nuclear weépons as his
last resort; for that reasons one has to provide oneself
with weapons to be able to fight a 1limited war aggres-
sion of the adversary which are 1less than all-out aggres-
sion; the +threat of strategic devastation is not suffi-

cient any more, minor threats are also necessary".8

So in Schmidt's opinion the concept of
deterrance had to coincide with military strategy in

case of conflict.

In the 1late fifties and early sixties

Fritz Ester and Helmut Schmidt argued in terms of

8. Thomas Kappen, 'Development of DMNuclear Weapons in

West Germany', DBulletin of Peace Proposals(Norway)
VOl. 11}, NOQL}’ 1983’ po3300 )



‘defence dilemma'.,? To allow deployment of nuclear
missiles or not, on Germany was the dilemma in question.
The deployment of nuclear missiles in West Germany would
increase the danger of the Federal Repubiic's self
destruction. Helmut Schmidt demanded the elimination of all
nmuclear weapons from the ground forces designated for
conventional ‘defence force and asked for strong and highly

mobile conventional forces.

In December 1957, the NATO Council decided
to deploy American Intermediate Range Ballistic Missile
(IRBM) in Europe which led to f{irst public debate on

nuclear question in FRz.10

The federal government firmly supported the
storage of tactical nuclear weapon in West Germany and
the equipment of the Bundeshwar with weapons capable of
delivering nuclear warheads but rejected the deployment of
fmerican IRBM on West German territory for political and

military reasons.

9. ibid, p.332,

10, Jolm A.keed Jr., Germany and NATO,(Washington, 1987),
PPe 75-85.



Konard Ademauver govermment's refusal was

based on the fierce domestic debate over the Govern-
ment decision to equipr the Bundeshwar with tactical

nuclear system.'!

Moreover, Soviet leader Bulganan's
suggestion to Ademauer +that the Soviet Union would
link the reunification issue to the stationing of
IRRM could provide a rationale for the withdrawal of
American troops or pramote the abandonit.lg of NATO's

strategy of forward defense.

Helmut Schmidt who was the defense expert
of the Social Democratic Party(SPD) in 1961, and who
18 years later became Chancellor was decisively engaged
in the INF debate had emphatically rejected deployment

of IRRM in Federal Republic.

In his boock ‘'Defence or Retaliation' a
tactical Tuclear war would result in the almost complete
destruction of Europe, deterring war through these weapons
was implausible. Schmidt objected that a strict disti-
nction between tactical and strategic nuclear forces was
artificial, campared to the difference between conventional

and nuclear weapons. Schmidt said that under no

11. ibid, pp.98-99.
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Lo ;
circustances was FRG to strive for a great powver

role.

Fram 1977-79 Schmidt proposed far INF
deployment, because he perceived the global strategic
context had changed in the late seventies as compared
with early sixties when he had rejected IRBM deployment

in FRG.

In 1970's the era of detente succeeding
the cold war further reduced the tension between the
superpowers. In the disarmament field alsc both the
superpovers opened talks to limit the strategic amms.
These negotiations came to be known as SALT (Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks) with an objective to maintain a
strategic mclear parity between the superpowers which
even after suffering a nuclear attack, it would 1leave the

victim with enough force to counter-attack the offender.

The chang;i;ng East-West relations had an
effect on FRG's security ©policies. The Hollostine
doctrine ha.d> lost its relevance after Willy Brandt
became Chancellor with social 1liberal coalition
government. His ostpolitik with its emphasis on working
relations with Eastern Europe countries and recognition

of territorial status quo of GDR, marked a turning



1

point in FRG's foreign policy to  enhance its security

without undermining the credibility of deterrance with the
East.

Meanwhile super power negotiations on
nuclear arms limitation that led to SALT=-I were
steps in arms control but these negotiations created
same rumblings within NA:TO alliance. The European allies
incluwding FRG felt that these interests were overlooked
by America and that nuclear deterrence was in jeopardy
and there was a danger of US ‘'decoupling! fraom

12

BEuropean continent.

When the super powerr SALT II negotiations
were in progress, the FRG's fear of Soviet Union's new
intermediate range mobile - the S5-20 -~ apparently
intended as a replacement for the older SS-4 vand SS=5

surfaced.

4
i

N

. Kam&n, nO. 8’ p.333.
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Zuropean concern about American SALT

policy was magnified into sﬁspicion when they learned
duing 1975 arnd 1976 that the US SALT proposal included
ban on long range Ground Launched Cruise Missiles(GLCMS)
and Sea Launched Cruise Missiles(SLCMS) but no limits

on the Soviet nuclear i‘orceé targetted against Europe.13

In May 1977 Carter administration proposed"
a three year ban on the development of lang range
GLCMs and SLCMs.'™ When news of this suggestion reached
Europe, it aroused a strong negative reaction cambined
with suspicion of President Carter's anti-naclear prefere-

nces.

The EurOpéans perceived that the United
States was more concerned about limiting the mclear
threat to the United OStates than  the nuclear threat to
Europe, and was willing to bargain away weapons
important to  Furopean deterrance and security for obtai~-
ning limits on Soviet OStrategic forces. The news repo-

rts in US about US A4irforce and Pentagon evaluating

13. James A,Thomson, 'The LRTNF Decision : Evolution of
US theatre mclear policy, 1975-9', International
Affairs(London) Vol. 60, 1984, p.603.

14. ibid, p.60k.
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cruise missile as an ei:fective counter to  SS=20
appealed to the BRuropeans especially West Gemany.
Hence European allies intensified their requests for
technical and operational analyses of the cruise missile,
The Carter administration however classified and restri-
cted cruise missile information it would whet the
European appetite for the missiles. Meanwhile German
.officials began to express anxiety about the imbalance
of 'Eurostrategic forces', Umderscored by the existence
of the SS~20 and suggested that cruise missiles might

help redress this imbala.nce.15

The US administration internal debate
between the US department of state and Pentagon
revealed to FEuropean allies about the possibility of
American cruise missile assuming an effective counter

weapon to SS-20.16T

his whetted the appetite of
Burcpean allies especially FRG for its deployment in

Europe.

15, ibid, p.603.
16. ibid, p.6Oh.
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However, the Carter administration was
concerned primarily in reaching a SALT II agreement and
was prepared to bater away for a treaty the Soviet
demand for a ban on deploymmt of long range cruise

missiles,

Simultaneously the Carter administration
assured the European allies with -suggestion that because
US strategic forces provided ample éoverage of targets in
Soviet Uﬁion, NATC did not need 1long range cruise

missile.

This episode led the German Govermment to
suggest that the US alter its SALT position to
permit the deployment of long range GLCMS and SLCMS.
The suggestion was preemptorialy rejected. Soon thereaf-
ter the West German chancellor Helmut Schimdt made his
concern in public in the Alastian Buchan memorial
lecture (sponsored by +the International Institute of
Strategic Studies) given on 28 October 1977 in

London. 1

17. Helmut Schimdt, 'The 1977 Alastian Buchan Memorial
Lecture!, Survival(London) Vol. 20, No. 1, 1978,
pp02-100
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Contrary to a now popular myth, he did
not call for the deployment of cruise missiles or
anything— &lse in the speeach But he did out.'liﬁe his
analysis of the dimplication of balance of forces in
categories of comparatively below the strategic 1level.
These remarks were widely interpreted both in Europe and
the United States as meaning that Schmidt was advocating
the establistment of a 'Eurostrategic! balance through
the deployment of cruise missiles in FEurope as a counter
to .the SS---?O.18 This marked a turning point in FRG's
urderstanding of its role within the alliance and the

Last-West security system.

Politically, Schmidt was comcerned that
there be an overall parity in the East-West military
balance so thet West German Ostpolitik would not
become to Soviet political pressure.19 The vascilla-
tion coupled with the indecisiveness of fmerican <foreign
policy under the Carter administration led Schmidg to

seek for NATO redressing its conventional force and

18. Gregrogy F. Treverton, (ed.), The . Nuclear Confrontation

in Euroge(London,'1985), pe147.

19. ibid, p.148.
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theatre nuclear force deficiencies through both arms

control amd modemmisation.

Militarily, the Schmidt government was
concerned with the rewnification of US-Soviet strategic
parity related t§ extended deterrence and the American
nuclear guarantee to Vestem I'Zm"ope.gO Long range INF
vsystems were perceived as providing an in-theatre mili-
tary capability that by itself could deter Soviet
aggression or the use of Soviet 8S5-20s, Their importance
was seen as bigger for the possible use of American

strategic system.

Indeed INF system were seen by the
Schmidt goverrment primarily as a means of holding
American strategic forces 'hostage' to the defense of

Europe.

20, ibid, p.149.

21, ibid, p.149.



Chapter II

FRG AND NATO'S
DUAL TRACK DECISIQON



Almost since its inception the alliance Mas
grappled continueusly with the problem of extending the
protéction of American strategic nuclear power to the
defsnce of Western Hurcpe. Conscious of the potential
devastation of any war, nuclear or conventional, Europeans
have tended to advocate a strategy of absolute deterrence
through the immediate threat of all out muclear war, and
have looked with unease and suspicion at any develomment
't.hat appears to distfact fran this ultimate threat, or that
threatens to ‘'decouple! Europe from the American strategic

nuclear guarantee. 1

The US on the other hand equally conscious
of the awesome consequences for American territory of
strategic nuclear war, has sought to avoid being faced with
the choice of all-out nuclear war or defeat. While maintaining
the ultimate threat of strategic nuclear retaliation, American

officials have increasingly emphasized the need to deter

1. Christopher Coker, The Future of the Atlantic(London,1984),
pp. 58-98.
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conflict at all possible levels through the provision of
a wide range of capabilities amnd op'c.:i.on.2 They have
endeavoured to look beyond deterrence and in the event
that deterrence fail, to facilitate the temination of any

- confliet short of all-out nuclear war,

Awareness of 1its vulnerability as NATO
frontline State and its renunhciatiox‘x of the manufacturing
of nuclear weapons with the consequent dependence on the
American strategic guarantee has given the FRG a particular
interest in the evolution of the alliance strategy. At the
same time the legacy of the FRG's immediate past and more
particularly its long term interest in developing good
relations with the East in 1970s in detente era has made
German leaders sensitive to the potential implication of
any changes in NATO defense doc’c,rine.3 It has always
stressed the collective mt&e of the alliance and the
necd for shared risk taken on the part of all its

partrers.

2. Dean, Achesan, Present at the Creation, London, 1969,
pp. 390-402. :

3. dJohn, A.Read Jr., Germany and NATO, Washington, 1987,
PP 108—1250
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By the mid 1970s a growing concern appeared

within the NATO alliance that detente whatever its
other merits, was not a substitute for continuing NATO mi~
J_itaryi programme and that the Soviet Union was steadil&
building its military power in the European theatre military
including dits conventional, tactical nuclear and long range
theatre nuclear force.* Other Zuropean concern as to the
implication for the alliance of developments relating to
SALT negotiations was articulated‘ by West German Chancellor
Helmut Schmidt. In his bock 'Defence or Retaliation' published in
1961, hisdiscussion of graduated deterrence included the
evolution of NATO's doctrine of flexible response: and he
consistently stressed the need for NATO to maintain a
balance of forces with the East. OSubsequently writing in 1970,

he emphasized the need for direct relationship between

the theater and strategic forces.5

4+ Raymond, L.Gartroff, 'The NATO Discussion on Theatre
Nuclear Forces!, Political Science rlv(New York),
Vol. 98’ Surmer 1983’ pp-202-0 . .

5. ‘Thamas, Kappen, 'Deployment of Nuclear Weapon in West Germa=-
ny', Bulletin of Peace Proposals, Vol. 14, No. 4, 1983,p.329,
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In a speech to the NATO Council on May
10, 1977, Chancellor Schmidt expressed his concern that
the SALT process may lead to a paralyzation
of the Soviet and American central strategic
forces and that the strategic nuclear
camponent will become increasingly regarded
as an instrument of last resort, to serve
the national interest and protect the survival
of those who possess theseweapons of last
resort.b
Since 1977 the NATO nuclear planning group
began to focus on evaluating the imbalances in the long

medium range muclear weapons.7

Change in emphasis was the
result of several factors: .

I. a) The perception that strategic parity as codified by
the SALT process accentuated existing imbalances at lower
levels of forces; b) the develomment of cruise missile for
which many argued had considerable potential <for NATO
defense, particularly as a counter to Soviet theater
capabilities; ¢) suspicion on the part of many [uropeans
that the American administration, in order to secure a
SALT II agreement would accept constraints on cruise

missile that would prevent their utilization in the

European theatre.

6. Schwarty, Davidn, Nato's Nuclear Dilemmas ,(Washihgton,
1983, p.214.

7. Leon V. Sﬁgal., Nuclear Forces in Europe, (Washington,
19&’),p'570 .
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In October 1977, Secretary of State Cyrus
Vance stated in Congressional testimony on the SALT negoti-
ation that the Alliance was reviewing its Theatre Nuclear
posture, but that with existing submarine and forward based
system no additional long-range ground or sea-based gystem

were required .8

. The European fear of disparity in strategic
balance and the danger of the US 1‘decoupling' fram the
European continent were constantly on the agenda of West
Gemany's security debat.e.9 In Oct, 1977 Chancellor
Schmidt warned US against neglecting West European security
interests in SALT process, In his speech in October 1977
at Institute of International Strategic Studies, he said:

SALT neutralyzes strategic nuclear capabili-
ties. In Europe this magnifies. the significance

of the disparities between East and West in
nuclear tactical and conventional weapon, It is

,§° vital interest to us all that the negotia-

&3 tions between the two super powers on the

\'%, limitation and reduction of nuclear strategic
\H weapon should continue and lead to a lasting

- agreement. The nuclear powers have a special

8. Raymornd, L.Gartroff, 1The NATO Decision on Theatre Nuclear
Forces', Palitical Science Quarterly (New York), Vol.98,
Suwmer 1983, pp.202-06.

9. Ibid, p.206.

Diss
355.
o T
S 111 11—
TH2688 ,
- HE R R4



an overwhelming responsibility in this
field, On the other hand, we in Europe
must be particularly careful to ensure

- that these negotiations do no neglect
the components of NATO's deterrence
strategy.

We are all faced with the dilemma of having
to meet the moral and political demand for
arms limitation while at the same time
maintaining a fully effective deterremt to
ware....4Je are not unaware that both the US and
the Soviet Union must be anxious to remove
the threatening strategic develomment from
their relationship., But the strategic amms
limitation confined to the US and the Soviet
Union will inevitably dimpair the security of
Qe West Furopean members of the Alliance
s-a-vn.s Sov:n.et military superdiority in
Europe if we do not succeed in removing the
disparities of military power in Zurope
parallel to the SALT negotiations. So lmg
as this is not the case we must maintain
the balance of full range of deterrance strate-
EYe-..The Alliance must, therefore, be ready
to make available the means to support its
present strategy, which is still the right one
and to prevent any development that could
undermine the basis of this strategy.10

The main purpose of the Chancellor's speech
was to make public his concern that under the bilatera-
lism of the SALT process, certain aspects of European

security were being ignored. Although he nowhere directly

refered to TNF, his caments focussed public attention in

10. Helmit Schmidt, 'The 1977 Alastoin Buchan Memorial
lecture', Survival(London) Vol. 20, No., 1, 1978, pp.2-10,
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NATO's deterrent capability. His position was also based

on an effort to maintain a balance between the demands
of military secuwrity and those of detente. While both
defense and detente were acknowledged as equally important
elements in assuming Gemany's security, they were frequently
presented as conflicting demands which required reconcila-
tion or balancing.'ﬂ

To Mmerica and ‘'security Community' Schmidt's
statement also implied a contrast to NATO's policy over
previous 20 years. It indicated that somehow balance of
military forces in European theatre -could be considered
separately fram the overall military balance between the
two blocs. By implication, therefore, the statement
seemed to be questioning the ability of US forces
outside the theatre - especially the strategic nuclear
forces ~ to deter conflict in Xurope and expressing the
fear that parity achieved in strategic nuclear arsenals
through SALT might make the theater nuclear balance,the
so-called Eurostrategic balance, more important. Finally,
it seemed to be a call for the rectification of existing
theater imbalances; one of the most obvious of these
was tl'e. growing imbalance of <forces in the LRTNF
category, highlighted by deployment of the SS5-20 with no
response from the West. Schmidt also mentioned in his

speech the need to pursue the arms control of the
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’cheatré nuclear forces as well as to modernize them.

| Within Zurope Schmidt's speech served to
catalyse activity téwards exploring ways to rectify the
imbalance highlighted by Schmidt. According to one
participant in the US decision making at the time,
before the October speech many US officials had hoped
that the general fears in FEurope raised by the deployment
of the 85-20 could be handled quietly, without resort to
hardware, through discussion in the DNuclear Planning

Group.

This attitude was reflected in the activity
of the Defence Department over the next few months. In |
the early October 1977 the Nuclear Planning Group, at
American instigation, created a so-called High Level Growp
(HIG) of allied foreign and defence ministry representa-
tives. This meeting consisted of briefings and discussion
on NATO doctrine and evaluating NATO nuclear capabilities
and Warsaw Pact .nuclear capabilities. A consensus was
arrived at von ¥arch 1978 meinly by the efforts of
David, EMdGiffert, American Assistant GSecretary of Defence
in charge of the Office of International Security Affairs
at the Pentagon. The consensus points included: LRTNF
modernization was necessary; it should be an evolutionary

upward adjustment; and it should endow NATO with an
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enhanced capability to strike tafgets in thé Soviét
Union.

It is significant to note that the German and
British offiéials strongly insisted on the adoption of the
consensus that there should be "evolutionary upward
ad justment™ in the LRTNF. This formulation implied that the
cruise missile will be deployed in Europe. The US State
Department officials and National Security staff(NSS) were
greatly disturbed by the position taken by the Pentagon in
the HIG (High Level Group). Therefore they sought for inter-
agency group in the Mmerican decision making process to
be set up and that the decislon made in the inter agency
group may be presented in the High Level Group(HLG).However
thé US attempt to back away from HIG consensus again
deecpened Gemman concern about Amerdcan policy and whetted
even further Geman and European appettite for crulse

missiles.

Meanwhile in August 1978, the American inter
agency group completed a study on the LRTNF. In essence,
the stuly offered decision mskers two options: first, to
support the HLG consensus on the '"evolutionary upward
adjustment” arnd to determine the hardware that would be
involved in such an adjustment; or secondly, to seek to set the

issue aside by offering the .allies "political"” solution
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such as assigning more US strategic forces to SACEUR. A

cabinet level meeting recommended the first option to the
President. On 1st January 1979 President Carter in his
meeting with the three European leaders (Germman, Britiéh
and French) informed his decision to support the deployment
of LRTNF and was also prepared to take the lead in
forging an alliance consensus around them. Subsequently, the
US sought to tie its allles as tightly as possible to a
deployment programme that specified locations, mmbers and

types of weapons and to complete this process by 1979.

The US strategy was camplicated = by the
German government's so-called !Non~Sipgularity Principle'.“
Chancellor Schmidt held that Gennény should not be the
sole ‘thost! for the new missiles but that at least one
other country on the European continent should also host
the deployment. In addition, non-singularity meant to Germans
that it was not enough to obtain the agreement of the
host countries to deployments, rather the entire NATO alli-
ance should join a consensus, thereby spreading the polit-

ical burden of IRTNF even further.

Accordingly, US established two diplomatic

tracks: one, in the HLG and later in the Special Gi‘oup,

11. James A,Thamson,'The IRTNF Decision: Evolution of US

Theatre Nuclear Po icy(1975-79), International Affairs
(London), Vol. 60, 198, pp.602-14,




developed details of the emergent alliance position; the
other involved periodic contacts between President Carter,
through his designate envoy, David Aaron and allied
lea;iers.12

In the course of initial consultation with
allied leaders during the spring of 1979, the Germans and
Du£0h expressed concern that the definition of the hardware
programme was moving quite rapidly in the HIG, whereas
no parallel effort was being made to develop an arms
control . policy as counter part. Indeed, Chancellor Schmidt
pressed for a parallel effort to negotiate ams limitation
to respond to those in FRG who would oppose new missile
deployment if it could be obviated by agreed arms limitation

and to further  East- West detents if possible.!3

. At the insistence of German and Dutch
NATO had created a special Group (SG) to study amms
cantrol initiatives parallel to the LRTNF deploymert
14

schedule, The general conclusion were that future

LRTNF amms control should forrmlly take place within -the

12. ibdd, p.609.
13. Scrwarty, Davidn, op. cit., p.231.
14. ibid, p. 232.



framework of the projected SALT III negotiations between

the US and the Soviet Union. To this end, so-called
‘objectives and principles! paper formed the basis of
evolving internal US government decision and special

group discussion. From the US perspective, the most

important as these principles was that Marms control should
be viewed as a camplement to not a substitute for force

modernization® .12

With the emergence of Italy as a strong
con'oénder for basing LRTNF, which took American officials
by surprise, for they had reckoned that their only hope
of finding a second continental basing decision, leaving
the US with no bargaining leverage in arms control and
no ability to convince the Congress that 1its allies

interded to follow through with the deployments.

Although the US wltimately beat back these
tsecond decision! of arms control proposal with the help of
some of its allies, the basic idea was subtly reintroduced

in the form of Chancellor Schmidt!s reguest to the US

15. James A.Thomson, 'The LRINF Decision: Evolution of
" US Theatre Nuclear Policy, 1975-9', International
Affairs(London), Vol. 60, 1984, p.612.
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th;t he be allowed to explain to the West German
Social Democratic Party in its Bean Convention in
December that it would be ‘theoretically possible? for
arms control results to do away with the need for
deployments altogether.‘é Upto this point, it had been
American and the German position that some deployments
would be needed regardless of the outcome of arms
control negotiation, although the negbtiation might affect
the overall size and shape of the deployment programme.
How;ever, in view of the Chancellor's mounting political

problem within the SPD, the US acceded to his request.

During the consultation in HLG, the FRG
delegate consistently decided for not equal number of
intermediate forces on West EKuropean side coampared to the
Soviet Union in East.!’ The intelligence and other reports
disclosed that the Soviet had about 600 INF in Eastern:
base. What Germany wanted to have was not 600 equal
nunber of nuclear forces but a mumber lesser than the

Soﬁet's, The German rationale for this stand was

16. ibid, p.612.

17. Raymond L.Gartroft, 'The NATO Decision on Theatre

Nuclear Forces', Political Science Quarterly(New York),
Vol. 98, Summer 1983, pp.202-206.
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that the equal number forces would be a Eurostrategic

A balanée in Europe and thereby decoupling from the
American strategic forces. Hence in the discussion and
deliberations of HLG a figuwre of 572 cruise and
pershing missiles was agreed wupon to deploy. The little
gap between 572 missiles on the West European side and
600 missles . on the Soviet side was percieved to provide
a link between IRINF and American strategic i‘orces.. To
egqual the S;)viet forces mmerically could have a
‘decoupling® effect as it threatens to limit a war to
Europe. As a result the HLG decided against attempting

to equal ‘Soviet force levels.18

Thus by the end of September 1979, both the
HIG and SG had issued their final 1reports to their
parent bodies, Nuclear Planning Group and the North
Atlantic Cowncil.!? The HIG report contained the 108
Pershing II and 464 GLGM deployment package. In SG
report contained an a&alysis of the arms control igsues
for future consideration once the deployment decision was
made,

18. ibid, Pe Z)éo

19. Johncart Wright and others, Cruise Pershing and SS=20
(Great Britain, Brassy Defence Publisher, 1985,p.24.
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Amid these developments, Leonard Brezhnev, the
Soviet President‘ in a major speech in East Berlin in
early October 1979 proposed to reduce the mmber of Medium
Range Nuclear (MRN) systems deployed in the exposed westemn
parts of the Soviet Union, if no additional American systems
were deployed in the Western Europe. Brezhnev viewed the
proposed deployment of American .intemediate system 'in
Europe to be an attempt designed to upset the balance of
forces in Europe and to attempt to secure military superio-
rity for the NATO bloc. Brezhnev then coupled a strong at-
tack on the NATO LRTNF plan with an offer to reduce Soviet

system in exchangé for abandomment of the project.

Brezhnev  proposal was vague, but most import-
ant was that it came at a time when NATO deployment plan
was moving into the .final stage of formal approval. More-~
over Brezhnev proposal challenged the NATO solidarity on
the IRTNF deployment. Therefore, US and European decision
makers found it difficult to aban¢dn the project as it
stood on the eve of success and especially in exchange

for an wuncertain and suspect Soyiet offer.

At a special meeting of NATO foredgn and
defence ministers on 12 December 1979, in Brussels, NATO
unanimously approved the 'two track' decision on the
deployment of intermediate forces in Europe coupled with

an attempt at ams control limitations on LRTNF.



The decision was to deploy 108 Pershing II missiles and
464 GICM (Ground Launched Cruise Missile). It was deci-
ded that all 108 (Pershing II) be deployed in FRG. The
GLCMs were to be deployed throughout Western ZHurope in
the following manner: 160 in Great Britain, 112 in FRG,
96 in 1Italy, and 48 each in Belgiun and Netherlands.
In latter two countries no actual deployment had been .
agreed by 1%85.

In a NATO Comnunique of December, 1979, the
LRTNF modernization and arms control were described as
two parallel and campensatory a.pproaches.zo The statement
further commented ‘"success of arms control® in constraining
the Soviet build wp, can enhance Allied security,
modify the scale of NATO TNF modernization requirements
and promote stability and detente in Europe in consonance
with NATO!'s basic pokicy of detterence, defence and

detente.

Hence, the NATO's ‘'double track' decision of
1979 shows the contimity of the connection between defe-

nce and detente in West Geman foreign policy.

20, Lawremce S,K.Kaplan, NATO and the US(Boston, 1988),
pp.226-227.,




Chapter III

FRG AND EURO MISSILE DEPLOYMENT:
DOMESTIC FACTOR



The debate over INF has been especially
strident in West Germmany, for several reason:.
1) given its unenviable position in central Europe, it
finds itself contimually trying to reconcile its
security relationship with the West with its desire for
ostpolitik; 2) it was the Federal Republic that provided
much of the rationale for the NATO INF decision;
3) over the Euro Missile deployment Bonn goverrment was
under great pressure of political fbrces domestically
and externally by the US and by the Soviet Union over
the Euro Missile dep].o:,rment.1 It is proposed to examine
in this chapter the various anti nuclear movements,
political pressures and damestic compulsions over the

BEuro Missile deployment.

1. Jeffrey Boutwell, 'Politics and Peace Movement in West
Germany', International Security(Cambridge MA), Vol.7,

NOe l&, 1 983:PP °72"750



During NATO's 'dual track' decision, the
goverment in FRG was composed of coalition formed by
the Social Democratic Party(SPD) and Free Democratic
Party(FDP) . In evolving his govermment's position, Chance=-
1lor Schmidt succeeded in yielding the natural tendencies
of a significant section of his own party which placed
a high priority on negotiations, with those of his coalition
partners and elements of his party who tended to emphasise
the necessity of modernization in order to achieve this
by acknowledging and accomodating the strong feelings within
his party that every effort be made to safeguard relations
with the East. The government's ultimate position was
determined at the SPD Congress in Berlin in December

1979.2  The following motion on INF (Intemmediate Nuclear

2, David S.Yost, 'West German Party Politics and Theatre
Nuclear Modernization Since 1977!', Armed Forces and Societ
(Hwl UK), Vol. 8, no. 4 (Summer 1982 5, PeokOe
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Force) was adopted by the efforts of SPD leader Aflon
Pawelezyk:

The disparities in the nuclear medium
range potentiails should be compensated
for by a combination of defense and arms
control measures. These should include:3

- Political priority to arms control arrange-
ment so as to reduce instabilities in
this way.

= At the same time fixdng the necessary defense.
option which could become effective if arms
control faile..... the federal govermment should
consent to the medium range weapons to be
developed by the US,..being stationed in
Europe (in 1983 at the earliest) only on
condition that their introduction can be-
renomced should arms control negotiation
fail, though a reduction by the Soviets amnd

a jointly agreed limitation by East and

West in Europe on medium range weapon can

be made unnecessarye.

The SPD Congress apparently approved this.
deployment decision by a large majority only because
Pavelezyk, Brandt, Schmidt, Wenner Vorght, and others were
able to persuade the left in the SPD that arms control
would be the priority. Schmidt's resounding personal

success was demonstrated in the vote bty which he was

elected Party Deputy Chairman - 360 votes in favour,

3_. ibdi, p.51+00



36

2, opposed and 16 absentions.l

The ioppositio_n parties, the Christian Social
Union(CSU), ard Christian Democratic Union(CDU) supported
the goverrments on the NATO proposal, but, more strongly
than the governing coalition, emphasised the need for NATO
to modernize in response to the Soviet build up. Manfred
Worner, Helmut Kohl and other CDU/CSU spokesmen noted
that the SS-20's performance characteristics (mobility,
accuracy, and rapid reload) give the Soviet Union the military
option currently unavailable to the West. CDU/CSU spokesmen
said that the Soviet achievement of strategic nuclear parity
as part of a Soviet grand design to sever Western Europe
from the US guarantee in order to subordinate Westemrn
Europe to Soviet political pressu.re.5 New US INF would
therefore be welcome as an instrument to recouple the

US guarantee to Europe.

Helmut Kohl did not deny the existence of

strategic rationale for the modernization of INF., He

4. New York Times, February 20, 1980,

5. Davis Yost, n. 2, p.536.



said:
If the impressions gained foothold among
the German and West European public that
the global strategic and the Europe related
continental strategic power ratio is shifting
to the disadvantage of the US amd the
Atlantic Alliance, this might release tenden~
cies towards a political understanding with
the Soviet world power, samething which the
CDU has unequivocally opposed for decades. 6
M the same time, the CDU/CSU restrained
its advocacy of deployment of new generation of INF.
Perhaps the same consideration governing SPD-FDP coalition
was influencing the CDU/CSU. These parties did not wish
to give anyor;e the impression that the Federal Republic
might somehow be seeking control over nuclear weapons or
unilaterally encouraging the initiation of US threatre
nmuclear weapons deployment programme, Manfred Worner,
echoed the govermment!'s rejection of the idea that the
new INF could be a bilateral US-West German decision. He
said:
It is an explicit subject of a NATO deci-
sion of American President. This is not a

matter of Geman nuclear ams. We do not
want any mclear arms, we do not have any

60 ibid, p.5370
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and this 18 the way it should be,...but the

the federal government must say clearly what

it is prepared to do. It mst support the

stationing of such American arms in Burope.

The CDU/CSU seems therefore to have upheld
the view that the government should make clear its willingn-

ess to follow an American lead on INF deployments.

These debate sbout modernization of theater
nuclear forces in Federal Republic of Germany have often
repeated the themes which were there in late 1950s and
early 1960s. At that time, Helmut Schmidt and other SPD
members“, championed the view that a strategy of early use of
tactical nuclear weapons would be incredible and dangerous-~
ly escalatory and that a build up of conventional forces
“"using the nuclear threshold" was necessary to provide
usable o;l)'t.:l.oma.8 Schnidfl’,'s observation in the 1960 about
the wnacceptable destructiveness of any tactical nuclear
war in Europe were similar to the views of leading CDU/CSU

members like Kai-Uwe von Hassel and Franz-Josfy Strauss.

!

]
7. ibdd, 'p.537.

8. Helmut Schmidt, Defence or Retaliation,(New York: Praeger,
1961)9 Pp- 210-13,
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In 1979 Defence Minister of SPD=FDP govermnment
Hans Apel expressed the essence of the view: X

Especially with respect of nuclear weapons

we should kick the habit of imagining

their (actual use). Whatever we do militarily

in general and in the field of nuclear

armament in particular is but a part of a
deterrence policy.9

However the 1977-'79 debates revealed three
changes in the terms of West German defence discourse. The
first was that Manfred Worner and other CDU/CSU spokesmen
emphatically committed to deterrence. They generally appear
to believe that credible deterrance flows fram operationally
effective military capabi]ities.l The actual use of muclear
weapons must therefore be imagined and prepared for use in

the event of failure of deterrance.

The second change concern the emerging tendency
of the SPD left to regard NATO's conception of defence amd
deterrance as dangerous and to consider inadequate even the
SPD-FDP governmentls dedication to detente.

The third change is the rise of antinuclear

movements and peace movements against the deployment of

9. Dan‘.d YOS{}, NO.2, p.5[§20
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the missiles in the Federal Republic of Germany.

The SPD left has a latent temdency within
the party as a whole that has been from time to time
;evoked and even stzlengthened by various issues and
leaders. The SPD left always tries to influence goverrment
. policy to conform to its policy preferences. These members
‘often appeal to public opinion and present their views
..Iat length in the frequent local and national congresses
'of the SPD.10 The overriding necessity of presenting and
: bromoting detente has seemed at times to overshadow the

govermment's attention to military sources of security.

!

Nevertheless, the SPD-FDP govermment had
%remained comnitted to the principle of maintaining military
balance between NATO and the Warsaw Pact and had insisted
éon the "necessity for security of the US military presence
liin the Federal Republic and the US strategic guarantee to
ENATO. The FDP party chairman and Foreign Minister,
iGenscher; in 1979 hal been particularly emphatic on this
g.point. He said:

5 Detente policy is an additional factor in secur-
{ ing the peace in East and West, let me stress,

10, ibid, p.543.
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it is an additional factor, it is not the
foundation of our security. This foundation
remain the maintenance of the defence and
deterrance capability of the alliance. And
nothing would be more dangerous for peace
than the misunderstanding that striving for
detente in itself provides scurity.ii ’
Except for the SPD left members who regard
the Soviet threat a c¢old war fiction, all the SPD-FDP
members remaln convinced of the FRG's dependence on the

American strategic nuclear guarantee for security.

The other most important trend in FRG's
domestic politics in the 1970s and the 1980s has been
the use of political groups outside the mainstream of
party politics - from the Green Party nationally to the
AMternative List in West Berlin; from the various
citizens initiative groups to single issue groups focusing
on the reform and civilian nuclear power. The peace
movement is led primarily by the Greens, an envirommental
party, and to a lessez; extent by the Protestant and
Catholic churches.!? The disperate groups that merged
inte the Greens were active in the late 1970s protesting

the government's nuclear .energy policies, as well as

1' . ibid, -poshl}a

12. Viotti Paul R., 'European Peace Movement amd Missile

Deployment!, Armed Forces and Society(Hull, UK), Vol. 11,
NO. Lb, ‘Smr 1985 » p05050
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‘addressing other environm‘entai ri..ssues. It was primarily after
:the deterioration in East-West relations and the dimming
prospects for arms control between the super powers that the
;_leadership of the Greens turned their attention to the issues
;of nuclear weapons and nuclear war, and were supported by
elements within both the Protestant church and the

‘SPD.

Unlike the situation in other Kuropean
:fcountries, where the peace movements have the support of at
gleas£ one major political party, the Peace Movement in
%West Germany was initially directed by activists outside the
éestabliahed par't.ies.i3 While many West Germans who demons—
{trate against nuclear weapons do not necessarily support
‘the politics of the Green Party, the Peace Movement has
%become 'in many ways the foreign policy wvehicle of the

EGreens .

Given the varied political currents that
imake up the Peace Movement and the Greens, it is easier
itc describe what they are against than what they are

for. On the issue of theater nuclear weapons, both groups

§13. ibid, p.510.

!
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_are opposed to the further deployment of nuclear weapons
in Europe and in favour of various schemes for super
power military disengagement from the continent.!# Although
they oppose the NATO nuclear weapons, the Peace Movement
is neither pro-Soviet nor united on how to fashion a
new security arrangement for the Federal Republic.
Those advocating a new security arrangement for West
Gemany most often propose solutions which are either

'‘buropean' or nationalist.'5

Some argue that the Peace
Movement in the Federal Republic must link up with
peace movements elsewhere in FEurope so that the continent
‘can become a third force in international affairs.
:‘For others, such as Albertz and Lutheran paster Helmut
'Gollwitzer, the aim is more explicitly nationalist to

create a demilitarized, neutral, reunited Germany.'6

Due to the growing antinuclear movement, the
changed domestic politiéal scene and, the deadlock in arms

icontrol negotiations between Soviet Union and USA,

14. Jeffrey Boutwell, 'Politics and the Peace Movement

in West Germany', International Security(Cambridge M.A)
VOl- 7, NO. L(Spring 19 3 ’ p0800

15, ibid, p.84.

16. William E. Griffith,Bonn and Washington: Fram Deterioration
to Crisis?! Orbis(Philadelphia) Vol.20, No.1(Spring 1982),
PP. 117-330
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Chancellor Schmidt was in a great dilemma to support
the INF deployment. He was specially sensitive to the
forthcoming elections to Bundestag in October. 1980.
Schmidt goverrment could not afiord to allienate powerful
faction in the SPD who were stressing for amms control
negotiations. Therefore Semidt in April 1980, made a
series of speeches in which he re-emphasized the growing
disparity in Medium range system caused by the ongoing
Sovi:t modernization and wanted both sides to forgo
the deployment of new or additional Medium Range

rdssile (MRM) for a certain mumber of years.'?

Following Chancellor Schmidt's visit to Moscow
in June 1980, the Soviet Union dropped their precondition
that NATO rescind its declsion and agreed that prelimi-
nary discussion on limiting medium range system could
begin. |

|
l The preliminary discussion on limitation of
Ior;g Range Nuclear Forces(LRNF) began in Geneva in October

1980. The Soviet negotiation proposed that all medium

17.. Ewenia V.0sgood, ‘Euro-missiles : Historical and Political
' Realities', Bulletin of the Atamic Scientd st s(December
© 1983), pp.13=21. ‘
!

1




L5

range carriers be included and that the counting formula

be launched and that either side have the freedom to mix.'®
These priliminary talks under the Carter administration were
.discontinued shortly before the election of fmerican
Pregident. At the same time in October 1980 the election in
the Federal Republic of Germany returned the SPD/FDP coali-
tion to government. However, a month later in US Preside-

ntial election Carter was defeated by Reagan.

Considerable uncertain policy towards arms
control by Reagan administration, drew larger opposition
to. the deployment of Pershing II and cruise missiles on
German territory. The strident anti-Soviet rhetoric by
Reagan administration, including the reference to Kremlin
leaders as M™liars and cheats", the assertion that limited
nuclear war in Europe was possible, all these fuelled
latent fears within various sections of West Gemman
public.19

Chancellor Schmidt worked assiduously to keep

the support of the SPD left . wing for the 1979 decision,

18. John Cart Wright, Cruise Pershing and _SS-20,(Great
Britain , 1985), pe25.

19. Jonathan Dean, !'Federal Germany after the furo Missiles',
Bulletin of Atamic Scientists(Chicago), December 1983,
pp.31‘80



but it was a difficult and apparently not always successful
effort. When the possibility even far opeming LRNF negotia-
tions appeared remote, the SPD left wing was increasingly
vocal, with several voices raising demands for a review

of the dual track decision.

Mding to this growing restiviness
was the proposal by President Brezhnev at the 26th Party
Congress in TFebruary 1981 for a moratorium on nuclear
weapons deployment. The proposal was quickly rejected by
NATO as propogandist, designed to freeze Soviet superiority

and to drive a wedge into the Alliance.zo

In a Bundestag speech in early April 1981,
the Chancellor Schmidt wused unusually harsh language to
criticize the Sovit Union - ¥This massive military dis-

proportion represents a massive political danger".21

The opposition parties CDU and CSU cited

other reasons for the growing - anti-nmuclear movements.

20. John Cart Wright, No. 18, p.99.

21, 1ibid, p.99.
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According to a party spokeamman, it was Moscow's arms
~ control propagemda, supported by the German Communist Party,
shich became more influential during this period for the
growth of anti-muclear movements. Moreover, Reagan's insis-
tence on Soviet withdrawal fram Afghanistan and Poland
as conditions for commencing armms control negotlations was
misrepresented by nuclear opposition groups.22 However,
CDU spokeaman maintained that huge majority of people

in Federal Republic was still confident of American

credibility,

In May 1981, during his visit to US Chancellor
Schmidt -explained to Reagan about the growing nuclear oppos-
ition groups in Germany due to the deployment decision
and various other domestic fac’f.ors. Those who were doubting
the credibility of the American commitment to negotiation,
were assured ihrough a series of developments., The most
important development was the May 1981 NATO Ministerial
meeting in Rome and its final Commmique, in which the
importance was attached to dual track decision and a

declaration was made that negotiations would open before

the end of the year. Subsequently a Iletter sent in July

22. ibid, p.lw.
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from President Reagan to Schmidt also expressed his

committment +to open negotiation.23

In early Novemeber 1981, Presidert Reagan
announced that the US would table a "zero-offer" proposal
at the resumptiom of the INF Geneva negotiations on
30 November 1981 .21;. Zero option proposes a non deployment
of the 572 Pershing II and Ground Launch Crulse Missiles
(GLCM) in exchange for Soviet dismantlement of its

inmtermediate range land based missiles  ‘wherever deployed.

Helmut Schmidt and other NATO leaders welcomed
the t'zero offer'. But the Soviet Union rejected the zero
option and described it as ‘'unrealistic', 'a joke' and
'émounting to unilateral disarmament for the Soviet Union',2?
They further claimed that it violated the principal of
equal security by excluding weapons of US forward based
system.

Zero option did not dissolve the antd

nuclear pressures within SPD. The left wing of the

23. New York Times, June 2, 1981,

24+ New York Times, November 19, 1981.

25. E.b%nm‘ﬁ O%Ocd e V7, ’F"’D
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SPD became increasingly vocal by demanding a review of

the dual track decision..v The anti nuclear groups outside
the circle of estabiished political parties also started
its protests and demonstrations against the deployment

of the PBuromissiles in FRG amd was fuliy supported by

the Green Party.

The amalgamation of different groupings
within the antl muclear movénent was reflected in a
diversity of political aims and activities. Moral opposi-
tion to0 nuclear weapons or to nuclear power convinced
with fears of war and with strains of pacifiasm, neutra-
lism, nationalism and anti-Mmericanism, produced a wide
array of opinions and goals. The unity in this diversity
was a demohstration of opposition to LRINF. Between
350,000 and 480,000 p_e'ople demonstrated gt various sites
during the Easter weekend in 1982.26 Again during
President Reagan's visit to Bonn in June R 982, some
350, 000 marched to oppose the deployment of LRINF in

_Eumpe.27

26, New York Times, Nov. 22, 1981,
27. Washington Post, June 11, 1982,
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while anti nuclear movement was organising
mass actions against deployment of Euramissile, | supporters
of the 1979 decision were engaged in favour of it. In
June 1982, the CDU organised a pro-American rally,
which attracted about 150,000 people.?® The rally was
intended to raise questions about the reports in the
mass media about a growing anti-American and anti-NATO
Federal Republic.

Scmidt goverrment also launched a public
information programme. They challenged the criticism of
opponents. Chancellor Sckmidt said: | "Peace 1is not ‘crea-
ted". "When one renders oneself defenceless against the »
armgment or thfeat of another".29 He complained that
there was no word of criticism of the Soviet Union's
actions. During his meeting with Brezhnev in February
1982, Schmidt reiterated his support for the =zero proposal
and warned that the new NATO missiles would be deployed
if the Geneva negotiations did not succeed in reaching to

an agreement on the gzero proposal. He also wamed President

28. John Cart Wright, no. 18, p.102.

29, ibid, p.102.
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Brezhnev not to influence public opinion against the

position taken by Alliance governments.

Despite these efforts by Schmidt to counter
the opposition to. Euromissile deployment, deep rifts
developed in the Social Democratic Party over issues
like further spending cuts- affecting social policy,
nuclear energy and ecology. Meanwhile there was also
pressure from the left SPD to review the dual track
decision, Coupled with the intra party matters, the
coalition partner FDP started slowly drifting away from

Spp over economic issues and budgetary problems 30

Against the background of short term econamic
and budgetary problems, intermingled with the FDP's power
play, o 17th September Schmidt went before Bundestag
to announce that. he was forming a minority cabinet.

Since four FDP ministers had resigned.3! On 1st October,

the Bundestag voted on the "constructive motion' of no

30. Rainer Eisfeld, 'The West German Elections: Economic

Fears and the Deployment Debate', Goverment and Opposi-
tion(London), 18(31), 1983, p.293.

31. ibid, p. 295’
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confidence tabled by CDU and FDP ggainst Schmidt govern-
32

ment, The West Germany's Basic Law prescribed that

a Chancellor may only be ousted if a successor receives
the absolute majority of the parliamentary ballot 3
Unformnatelj, Schmidt failed to get majority vote and

he resigned. Thus Helmut Kohl (CDU) was voted into office
and he announced that he would seek a popular mandate in

March 1983,

When the general elections wei'e being held
on 6th March 1983, it was viewed widely outside the
Federal Republic as a '™Missile Referendum', the crucial
vote determining issues were actually econaniec and social
in nature.3* Yet nuclear issues prompted sharp, acrimonious
dgbate between the competing parties. The SPD began to
move away Ifrom the NATO's dual track decision and were

campaigning against the deployment of PFuromissile in FRG.

32. ibid, p.293

33. Geoffrey Pridham, 'Party Politics and Coalitions in
Bonn', The World Today(London), Jamuary 1983, pp.21-29.

. 34. Helga Haften dorn, 'Germany and the Euramissile Debate!,
International Journal(Toronto) (40)(1), 1984~85, pp.68-95,
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The CDU/CSU were firm on their committments for the

deployment of miss:f.les.35 . The Soviet Union was also
also actively involved in the campaign, to encourage those

opposing deployment and intimidate those favouring it.

The CDU and its Bavarian sister party,the
Christian Socialist Union (CSU), and its coalition partner
régained pover in the Bundestag elections.36 But there
was a change in the political sccnario of the FRG. The
Green Party, which was against the parliamentary systenm,
contested the elections and won 28 seats in the Bundestag.
This was seen by opposition parties as a 't.hreat to the

deployment of new missiles on German soil.3?

The CDU/CSU and FDP government remained
firm on the deployment issue as piaxmed » should no result

was achieved in the Geneva negotiat.ions.' At the same

35. See John Cart Wright, No. 18, p.104.
360 ibid, po1050

37. Helga Haftendorn, No. 3h’ p0730
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time Kohl worked actively to encourage flexibility in
INF talks and during his visits to Washington after the
March elections 1n 1983 and his first wvisit to Moscow
in July 1983, he pressed for a Sumit meeting between

Reagan and the Soviet leader.

While in Moscow, Kohl suggested an agreement
on the rec_:ommehdation of the so-called ‘'walk in the woods'
understanding which was reached - between Paul Nitze, US
negotiator, and Yuri Kitisensky in mid July 1982.>% The
plan called for limiting US cruise missile launchers and
Soviet triple warhead SS~208 to a total of 75 each,
while cancelling the  deployment of US Pershing II mis-
siles. Both Washington and Moscow had rejected the
understanding and Kohl also refrained from giving his
full endorsement after seeing the attitudes of US and
USSR, but stressed that "all possible solution must be
explored". But the FDP leader Genscher openly endorsed the
'walk in the woods' formula, The SPD who had opposed the
zero option dﬁring the election campaign, had now recom-
mended total elimination of all short and medium range

rnuclear systems from Enrope.39

38, John Cart Wright, No. 18, p.i05.
39, ibid, pe106,
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In mid-June the West German Peace Movement
announced tha‘c; a massiv‘e programe of danonst_,rations,
blockades, and civil disobedience would take place in
vOctober 1983 as part of a co-ordinated European-wide
effort to prevent the deployment of US missiles.bo The
plan included blockade of US nuciear bases, demonstration
at the embassies and consﬁ]a’ws of nuclear powers, The
demonstrations were to culminate in three huge protests
oh 27 October 1983 in Bonn, Hamburg and New Ulm missile

site outside Studttgast.

On 22 October anti nuclear deménstrations
were held in several European capitals and in some US
cities, In _the Federal Republic of Germany, there were
major demonstrations in Bonn, West Berlin and Hamburg
drawing an estimated total of 1 million people M e
most important was the ‘'human chain' stretching from
NATO military base at Stuttgast to the Pershing II base
at New Ulm 70 miles aw 11’2 This demonstration was addres-

sed by Willy Brandt and Petra Kelly, a leader of the

L0. The Guardian, June 15, 1983,
41. The Guardian, October 23, 1983,

42. The Guardian, October 23, 1983,
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Green Party. Willy Brandt criticised US and the Soviet
Union for not showing greater political will to reach an
agreement in the Geneva negotiation and also stated that

FRG needed no new nuclear weapons.

In the face of the contimuing protests and
tepid public support, the govermment scheduled a Bundestag
debate and vote on the missiles for November 21-22 to
ratify and lend legitimacy to the deployments.*> Kohl at
the same time conducted a campaign against anti-nuclear
groups and continued his solid support for the dual
track decision of 1979. He wurged for greatevst. possible
flexibility in the Geneva negotiations and convinced the

Soviet Union of FRG's firm committment to the Alliance.

Before the Burdestag debate in November, all
the major parties held special conference on the deploy-
ment issue. The SPD at its special conference on

18-19 November passed a resolution for non-deployment of

L3, Leon V.Sigal, Nuclear Forces in Europe (Washington ,
1981}, po&o :
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missiles and, if deployed, their removal as slow as
possible, and called on the Soviet Union to reduce its
SS-208, 44 The vote was 380 in favour of the resolution
and 14 opposed, with three absentions. With the passage
of the resolution, the earlier SPD balance achieved with
same difficulty by Helmutt Schmidt to support equally

dual tracks decision fell apart.l*s

Both FDP and CSU party conferences strongly
endorsed the deployment. The Green conference rejected any

new misasiles and called for a withdrawal fram the Alliance.

The debate in DBundestag took place on 21-2
November 1983 and three resolutions were before the Bundes-
tag: the govermment proposal in favour of deployment, and
two resolutions opposed to deployment, one offered by the
SPD, the second tabled by the Greens.*®

In the debate, Chancellor Kohl was firm in

his support for dual tracks decision. Defence Minister

L. See 'NATO , Social Democratic Party's Opposition to
Deployment! in FBIS, Daily Report, Weu , November 19,

1 983 s pp . 1 -2.
l}s . ibid F} Novenber 20 s 1 %3 .

46. See John Cart Wright, No, 18, p.ﬂ!.
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Manfred Worner argued that without the NATO deployments
the Soviet Undon ﬁould retain a monopoly of INF missiles
and would be in a position to apply political pressure
to Europe. Willy Brandt, the chief opposition spokesman,
considered the new deployments destabilising without en-
hancing security and suggested the Alliance search for a
new concept to replace muclear deterrance A7 Nevertheless,
he said SD continued to support s.trongly membership in
the Alliance and appreceated the leading role of the

United States.

Helmutt Schmidt who was isolated in this
debate, explained why he was opposed to the SPD position
and why he could not support the Kohl resolution, though

he favoured de;::loyment:.l'8

According to Schmidt, the
failure to deploy would allow a dangerous mclear imba-
lance to continue, at the same time that would raise
questions among the Allies about the relaibility of the
Federal Republic. While the Soviet Union was responsible
for creating the muclear imbalance, he faulted both the
Soviet Union and the United States for fallure to

reach an agreement in Geneva.

47, 1bid, p.112.

48. ibid, p.111.
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The vote on the three resolutions followed
party lines. The Green resolution urging rejection of the
NATO missiles and withdrawal from NATO was overwhelmingly
defeated gaining only 28 Green votes. The SPD resoultion
opposing deployment was defeated, with 25 SPD MPs and 14
Greens abstaining. The government resolution favouring
deployment and coninuation of negotiations was passed with

with 286 in favour, 226 opposed and one (FDP) absention.

The following day, 23 November, it was announced
that the first Pershing II missile components were arriving
and that the Soviet Union walked out of the Geneva INF negotia-
tions without agreement " on a date for resumption, charging
that the United States had created a crisis in East-
West relations. Thus first Pershing missile arrived final-

ly in early January 1984,



Chapter IV

FRG AND INF TALKS TO TREATY



Ever since the conclusion of SALT ‘I and
SALT II treaties the process of arms control negotiations
has been of immense political significance in East=West
security relations. While at the global level arms
control has had strategic parity as an objective to
be attained, at the Euro-American 1level such agreements
catered domestic needs such as to counter pressure

politics and for better prospects in elections.

In this context the INF treaty stands out
as the first limitéd disarmament treaty. While the treaty
was a product of US-Soviet talks 6ne cannot loose sight
of the fact thgt the United States negotiated with an
allies perspective. In a relative sense, the US was
cautious to concede to the demands of its FEuropean allies
and this in itself created a series of accomodation within
the alliance. Hence the iﬁportance of studying the role
of FRG in contributing to the momentum of the IN talks.

Helmut Schmidt!s Vigit to Moscow
In Dec. ’ annownced the dual track

decision of a) arms comtrol for restoring balance in

INF, b) deployment of missiles if the negotiations fail .
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#shen these decisions were announced by NATO, the

Soviets refused to negotiate on amms control and insisted
that further talks will be held only when the NATO
withdraws its deployment decision in Europe. The prospects
of arms control negotiation - entered another stage of
uncertainty when Soviet intervened in Afghanistan and
Carter administration declared to stop ams negotiations

until the Soviets were withdrawn from Afghandistan.

This development produced great anxiety for
Chancellor Schmidt as. he was under pressure within
his party for promoting arms control negotiations aimed
at preventing LRINF deployment 1in German soil. Moreover,
"he was concerned about the prospect of arms control
. negotiations as it would have effect on the prospects of
SPD party - in the impending elections for Bundestag in
October 1980. Therefore in April 1980, Chancellor Schmidt
made a series of speeches in which he emphasised the
growing disparity in HMedium Range system caused by the
ongoing Soviet modernization and wanted both sides to
forgo the deployment of new or additional Medium Range
Missile for a certain nunber of years.Wlen Schmidt visited
Moscow iﬁ June, 1980, the Soviet Union dropped its pre~

condition that NATO rescind the 12 December 1979 decision



and agreed for preliminary discussions on limiting mnedium~
range sys’t,em.2 The preliminary discussion  began in
Geneva in October 1980 on limitation of Long Range
Nuclear Force(LRNF). The Soviet Position was that when

all principal nuclear arms in Europe were taken into
account totally a general balance already existed.
Their objective was to freeze this balarnce at existing lev-
els.> They-also proposed that all medium range carriers
be included and that the counting formula be launched.
However,  the US presidential election process in October-
iovember 1980 prevented any clear political direction for
the arms control  talks. Hence these talks were discontinued
and were not resuned under the new American administration

until 1981 .

Reagan Administration:

For a considerable period wncertainty
existed concerning the attitude of the Reagan administration
towards the arms control camponent of the double-track deci-

sion. In early 1981, Ranald Reagan pledged to ‘'rearm America‘

2. John Cart Wright, Cruise . - Pershing and $5-20(Great
’ Bl'itain, 1985, p.25.

3. ibid, p027.
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and negotiate fram a ‘'position of strength!. Reagan charged
that the Soviet Union ever since 1917 had the prime

objective of promoting world revolutions and a one-world
cannunist state. He declared that the Soviets were reserving
the '"right to commit any crime, to lie, to cheat in order
to obtain" their objective. He called the Soviet Union

Han enemy® an nevil empire" and . was apparently determined

to lead an ideological crusade against the Soviet Union.

Highly critical of the past arms control
negotiations, Reagan described the ABM Treaty of 1972 as
"fatally flawed” and said that his administration would
"review® the SALT II treaty. He declared that so far
detente has been a one way street and sought to resurrect
the Kissingerian notion by stating that the American
pursuit of detente would be based on linkage diplomacy,
i;e , amms control and detente could not be divorced from
the actions of the Soviet Union around the world.

One German official commenting on the
disenchantment with arms -control in the US told a NATO
Speciai Comuittee:

This development has not taken place in

Burope because we have never regarded arms
control as an alternative to deterrence.

L. Lawrence Kaplan, NATO and United States,(Massachusetts,
1988), p. 159.
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‘ s otic, view of control !}
enab}eg Qu%g malntain con nu]_tg-n n tggg
view. It is in .our interest to contfnue

amms control as a realistic and practical

process.5

Similarly all GEuropean officials generally
agreed that attempting for close linkage between arms
control efforts and Soviet international behaviour was
unproductive and_ unwise and were thus hesitant about
the approach of the early Reagan administration in this
regard.” The European view was generally that arms control

negotiation and treaties must serve security.

During the course of uncertainty prevailing in
US, over the arms control talks, there was growing dinterest
in the Federal Republic of Germany over the deployment of
Pershing II and cruise missiles on its soil. The SPD
left wing was increasingly vocal with several voices
raising demands for a review of the dual track
decision which gave impetus to anti-nuclear movements.
Adding to growing anti-nuclear oppbsition was the propo-

sal by President Brezhnev at the 26th Party Congress in

5. John Cart Wl'ight, Ne2, p0250
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February 1981 for a moratorium on nuclear weapons
deployment.® Chancellor Schmidt criticised the Soviet
proposal by pointing out that moratorium was advantageous
to Soviets as Soviet military was disproportionately

superior which signified a political danger.

Thus due to various political pressures
from Allies and the growing anti-ruclear opposition in
in FRG, Reagan was forced to reckon that arms control
negotiations "constitute a special category of East-West
relations and that they must be ‘dealt with outside
the context of nomal pelations" and that the "talks should

continue except under +the most exceptional éircumstan’ces".

In September, 1981 Halg and Groamyko met in
New York and established a framework for arms control
talks that were to begin 3rd November, 1981 in Geneva.
The initial negotiating approach adopted by the Reagan
administration for the INF negotlations in Geneva followed
the framework established by the Special Group under

the Carter Administration.! The essentials of this

6. John Cart ‘d!‘ight, n002, po99.

7. John Cart Wright, n.2, p.24.
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position were: that the negotiations should adopt a
step-by-step approach focusing first on the most threate-
ning element of Soviet INF, namely the 1land based

missile component (SS-20s, SS-4, SS-5); the global limita-
tion with a European regional subceiling; the counting
be warhead on lawnchers, and aircraft be considered at a

latter stage.
Zero tion

In his debut as an ams controller, President
Reagan announced on 18 November 1981, his zero~zero propo-
sal, under which the United States and NATO were prepared
to cancel deployment of Pershing II and cruise missiles
in Western ZEurope if the Soviets dismantled their
S5~0s, (SS—A and SS5-=5 missiles.8 Thus Reagan was propo-
sing an elimination of an entire c¢lass of nuclear weaponry.
The US delegation in Geneva tabled this zero-zero proposal

as an opening position in the INF talks.

The proposal worked out reflected a decidedly
hard-line approach and seemed designed primarily to part

the onus of NATO's modernisation on the Soviet Union by

8. John Cart Wright, no. 2, p.62.
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challenging it to dismantle its medium range weapons.
It was a pragmatic response to the 'nervous allies!,

agitating anti-nuclear groups and peace movements.

Seme officials in FRG, with whom the
special committee met expressed the view that the =zero
option was attractive for political reasons, but unsound
on strategic grounds. Politically it was seen as placing
the responsibility for NATO modernisation on the Soviet
Union, as well as holding out the prospect that an arms
control agreement would make NATO deployments unnecessary.
On strategic and doctrinal grounds the German officials
noted that such an option was contrary to the fundamental
rationale for LRINF modernization which existed irrespective

of Soviets S5-20 deployments.9

The Soviet Union rejected the zero option as
unfair, claiming that it violated the principal of equal
security by including Soviet Asian deployments, while excl-
wding French and British nuclear weapons as well as US
forward based system. Granyko reacted by saying that it
was a zero option only for the Soviet Union and that

this allegedly sgero option still 1left room for a few other

. 9. JOhn Cart '.‘Jr'ight, n0.2, p.260
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options. Brezhnev rejected the proposal and proposed in-
stead a freeze and called for a phased reduction of
Buropean INF to 600 for each side by 1985 and to 300
by 19%."°

Brezhnev - Schmidt Meeting : Febraury 1982

The Federal Republic's contimuing insistence
on arms control option and its importance to global stabi-
lity as well as to public confidence in strategic negotiations
undoubtedly carried a certain weight in ‘super power INF
talks.. During Schmidt's meeting with Brezhnev, the latter
repeated his offer for a moratorium on deployment of
new system in Europe and added another offers "™the Soviet
Union would reduce unilaterally (by an wnspecified nurber
of wunspecified weapons system) Soviet intermediate range
system if the’ moratorium was accepted and NATO did not
deploy".11But Schmidt sought for the Soviet support of
zero proposal and warned that the NATO weapons would
be deployed if the Geneva talks did not formulate its
negotiation on the basis of zero Optibn. He also warned

President Brezhnev against trying to influence public

10. John Cart Wright, n.2, p.83.

11. ibid, p.84.

i
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opinion against the position tsken by Alliance govermnments.

The Soviet proposal to include British and
French muclear-capable system was, in the United States!
view, both technically flawed and inequitable in

principle. Ambassador Rostow outlined these objections:12

1) Most of the United Kingdom and French forces are

not in fact intermediate range; they are Sea Laumch Ballisti-
cal Missiles(SLBM) identical with Sovietfgnd United States!
VSLBM forces. Most of the remainder system are nuclear
capéble aircraft. The Soviet predominance in intermediate
range nuclear capable system in Europe 1is 8o great that
there would be no Justification for campensation. to the
Soviet Union for British and French nuclear forceé even if

- they were wnder NATO command.

2) The claim of the Soviet Union for nuclear forces equal
to or superior to these all other nations cambined would

be unjustified . It 1is a demand for absolute security for
one country which is tantamount to absolute insecurity for

all other countries.

12. ibid, p. 28.
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' 3)The IIF negotiations are bilateral negotiations between
the United States and the Soviet Union and | both the
United Kingdam and France have stated their refusal to
have their forces limited or compensated in negotiations

vetween the two superpowers.

4) The Soviet proposal® would have the effect of forcing
the almost total withdrawal from ZHurope of United States
dual=-capable aircraft while not affecting most soviet

dual 'capable aircraft.

With both sides sticking to their respective
proposals, the INF talks couldn't and didn't progress any

further.

Walk-in-the-Woods Proposal:

It was against a background of stalemate in
negotiation that the two chief negotiators at Geneva
attempted to resolve the impasée on their own during a
prifate conversation in July 1982, later known as the
Wialk-in-the-Woods.'3

The outline agreement arrived by Nitze-

Kvitsinky 'Walk-in-the-Woods', included the following points:

13. ibid, p.65.
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= a common limit of 75 launchers, in which one S$5-20
with 3 warheads and one cruise missile launcher ( 4 single
warhead missiles) would each count as a single launcher,
the US would be allowed a total of 300 GLGM warheads and
the ©Soviet Union the total of 225 8SS-20 warheads;

~ ban on deployment of Pershing II in Europe;

- a freeze on the number ofv.SS-20's designated for

Asian targets at 90;

-a limit of 150 medium range nuclear capable aircraft,
including Bédger, Blunder and Backfire on the Soviet side,
and US F III and FB IIIs;

~ exclusion of Britain and French nuclear systems.

The Walk-in~-the-Woods proposal was discussed
in US and Nitz was accused in suggesting the abandonment
of Pershing II missiles. A semior US Pentagon official

| told the NATO Special Committee that the primary reason
was US rejection of ‘'Walk-in-the-Woods'!' understanding

was the allies particuiarly FRG was not consulted.

Change in Governrment in FRG
In September 1982, the ruling coalition in
the FRG split over a series of issues which were primarily

econcmic  in nature.'s The new coalition partners, the

14. ibid, p.103.
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CDU/CSU and FDP,agreed on leadership of Kr. ilelmut Kohl as
Chancellor. Soon after his election, Kohl said that FRG would

work for ‘!genuine detente!' and if the Soviet Union did not
agree in the Geneva negotiations to reduce its missiles,
the FRG was determined to go forward with deployments in

1983.12

Yuri . Andropov offered to reduce Soviet Medium
range missiles in the curopean theatre to the level ‘the
Soviets attributed to British and French nuclear missiles
then currently deployed(162), provided that deployment of

NATO's 464 GLCM and 108 Pershing IIs were cancelled,

Mr. Andropov did not specify in his sppech
whether the new Soviet proposal wouldA entail destruction
of Soviet missiles then deployed in the European theatre,
or simply removal to bases east of the Urals from which
they could still strike NATO territory. Soviet success
have not been consistent on this point. Yuli Kwitsinsky,
chief Soviet negotiator at Geneva, told a US Congressional
delegation in Moscow on 11 January 1983 that the Soviet

Union ‘"would consider destruction of the missiles". Soviet

15, ibid, p.104.
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foreign minister Gromyko also said during his January 1983
visit to DBonn that some S:=20s would be dismantled, and
same redeployed so that they could no longer target
Western ZEurope. Yet in discussion with West German SPD
leader Hans Joachim Vogel in Jamary, the Soviets repor-
tedly offered to remove all SS-20s to 80 longitude,
arguing that' this would in theory prevent them from being

able to strike Western Europe.

NATO member countries especially FRG rejected
Andropov proposal on the ground that it would compensate
the Seoviet Union for British and French independent
nuclear forces and still allow the Soviet Union to main-
tain INF superiority in Europe. Nevertheless Western
Europe did not relish the stalemate in arms control
negotiations. It urged the US in early months of 1983

to move beyond =zero ~option at Geneva talks.

US responded by proposing a 'Build up,
'Build down' formula withowt indicating the number inder which
the US could deploy cruise missiles and Pershing II while
Soviet Union will ‘'Build down' or dismantle SS=20, SS-4 and

SS-5, until equal warheads limits were reached.
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Helmut Kohl's Visit to Moscow: July 1983

After the general elections to Budestag in
Harch 1983, the CDU/CSU and FDP coalition retained
power. Kohl govt endorsed President Reagan's 'Build up/
Build down!' interim proposal in Geneva, based én the
principle of equal numbers of warheads on land based
LRI missiles. During his vistit to Moscow in July 1983,
there was apparently no indication of Sovit interest in
dismantling any 55-20s.16  Kohl reasserted the FRG Committ-
ment to deploy US missiles if there were no breakthrough
in Geneva negotiations. Talking to Yuri Andrapov he had
raised the informal compramise formula of Walk-in-Woods but

had recieved only a non—-committal response,

As the 'Hot Autum® approached (Professed
demonstrations by Peace Movement against deployment of
missiles in FRG and other European countfies) the NATO
members! parliaments would again debate the implementation
- of the 1979 decision to deploy new medium range nuclear
missiles, the deiet Union pursued a policy of threatening
and cajoling the Alliance as a whole and individual member

17

countries. There was little doubt in the West that

160 ibid, po1050

17. ibid, p.73.
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Soviet Policy was aimed at activating Western public
opinion to oppose deployment, and, if possible, to break

the solidarity of the Alliance.

Andropov - fugust and October 1983 Proposal

To provide a new posture to armms control
negotiations, Mr. Andropov offered to 'liquida.te' S53-20s in
the European Soviet Union over and above the levels agreed
in an armms control treaty. This August proposal was
basically a reitération of earlier Soviet proposals, with
the classification +that the Soviet missiles above 162

would not be redeployed to Soviet Asia.18

Alliance authorities did not consider the
20 August Andropov proposal a significant advance since
it was based on inclusion of the French and United
Kingdom strategic forces. However, the offer to destroy
missiles made a factor of dimbalance though an ams control
agreement appeared promising at the same time that it
appeared as taéit Soviet admission of medium range superi-

ority.

18. ibid, p‘89'
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Soviet spokesman contimued to charge the US
with blocking the Geneva negotiations by the refusal to
include UK and French strategic weapons and indicated
that the Soviet capacity for new offers was becoming
exhauéted. These policy positions were repeated by Soviet
Foreign Minister Gramyko in his mid October meetings

with FRG foreign minister Genscher.,

The modified _proposal of indropov on 16
October 1983, essentially, was an elaboration of that made
in Deoembér 1982 calling for Soviet parity with French ard
British systems and the May offer to count warheads on
19

launchers. Specifically, the Soviet Union proposed that
it would reduce its Xuropean based SS-20s to 140, which
woulci equal the 420 warheads they ascribed to the British
and French forces. The Soviet Union alsc suggested its
willingness to freeze Asian SS-20 deployments as part of
an agreement if there were no change in the ‘'strategic
situation®' in Asia. The Soviet offer did not interest
the Europeans and the US rejected it, stating that it

was unacceptable and non negotiable.

19. Eugenia, V.,0sgood, 'Euro Missiles: Historical and Political
Realities!', Bulletin of Atomic Scientists(Chicago), December,
1983, p.20.
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The gfinal American INF proposal was made in

November 1983 before the SPD convention and Bundestag
debate on deployment of missiles. This new US offer, made
after consultation with the Allies, was a refinement of
the earlier build up/ build down proposal indicating a
global wupper limit for Medium Range Nuclear Weapon and
a US/NATO camittment that it could only deploy in
Europe the number of medium range nuclear missiles equal
to the Soviet numbér deployed.zo The proposal was
rejected by the Soviet Union. Moreover the Soviet Union
threatened the Federal Republic with dire consequences

should it support full implementation and deployment.

Bundestag Debate and Soviet Walkout

The decisive debate in the Bundestag took
place on 21-22 November, 1983.21 Chancellor Kohl was fim
in his support for dual tracks decision. He argued that
the balance of power in Burope was at stake. Defence
minister Manfred Worner argued that without NATO deploy-
ment the Soviet Union would retain a monopoly of INF mi-

ssiles and would be in a position to apply political

20, ibid, p.21,.

21. John Cart wright, no. 2, p.lit,
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pressure to <Zurope. Willy Brandt, the chief opposition
spokesman made the SPD case against deployment. The
govermment resolution favouring deployment and continuation
of negotiations was passed in. Bundestag. Soon after the
vote in Budestag the Soviets staged a walkout fram ams control
negotiations and refused to set a resunption date for
negotiations. Meanwhile the first Pershing II was deployed in

early Jamary 1984.

Towards Broadened And Improved East-West Relations

Following the Bundestag vote and the Soviet
Walkout in Geneva, the Kohl goverrment maintained its
programme of public and private dip1®acy in support of
the 'dual track! decision and watched carefully for sign
of changes in overall East-West relations. One basic
thrust of Kohl government became a renewed amphasls on
the improvement of East-West relations while maintaining
full support for the implementation of 'dual track!
decision. However, for reducing East-West tensions and
keeping the dialogue open, Chancellor Kohl announced in
mid-December an invitation to Soviet 1leader Andropov to

visit Bonn. He further suggested that the Federal Republic

22, 1ibid, p.112,
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 would seek out other areas for East-West cooperation. The
Chancellor stated that he could welcome an early US-Soviet
sumit and, in the interests of reducing tension, announ-
ced in 198, a visit to Hungary and his intention to

improve relations with polard.

Suspension of Negotiations

After thev Soviet Walkout and during 1984, there
was virtually no positive movement on the INF and SALT
arms control negotiations. The US and Soviet positions
were diametrically opposed to ore another. The position
adopted by the US and NATO was that no arms control con-
cessions should be made to 1lure the Soviet Ijnion back
to the negotiating table. The Soviets repeatedly stated
their willingness to resume the negotiations, but only if

NATO withdrew the missiles already deployed.

The Soviets hoped that after stalking out
of the negotiations, European damestic political oppositions
to INF would, in effect, halt their actual deployment. After
initial demonstrations, missile deployment continued in
FRG. Hence, the onus of lack of progress in arms control
fell on the Soviet Union for its walkout. After Shultz-

Gramyko meeting on 7-8 Jamary, 1985, the two sides



' : 2
agreed to begin new talks on IRNW soon.

Gorbachev _Era

After Gorbachev took office, the procedural
and substantive INF stand-off ©began to dissipate. On 7
April, 1985, Gorbachev announced that the Soviet Union
was introducing a Moratorium on the deployment of its
 Intermediate Range Missiles and suspending the impleme-
ntation of other deployments in Europe until November
1985.
A spokesman of FRG, Mr. Peter Boevisin
said in Bonn:
It is certainly better if the Soviet Union
does not deploy for half an year than if it
continues to deploy and exterds its consi-
derable advantage in medium range missiles.
Precisely where medium range missiles are
concemed, a mutual moratorium would endorse
the considerable Soviet advantage and
~reduce the incentive to negotiate.24
Gorbachev during his visit to Paris in 30th
October, said to the members of Parliaments25
- An agreement on medium range nuclear weapons in

Burope may be possible outside of direct connections

with the problem of space and strategic arms.

23. The Ams Gontrol Reporter(USA : Iphstitute for Defence and
Disarmament Studies, 1985 ), pp.403.25.

24, ibid.
25. Jack Hendelsohn, 'Wending Our Way to Zero', Arms Control

Today(Washington), May 1987, p.b.




81

- French and British nuélea.r potential is growing
rapidly. USSR is prepared to discuss an acceptance
way out in direct dialogue with French and UK.

This position he later reaffirmed in November US-Soviet
Geneva - Summit,

In January 1986, in his 'Diarmament by the
year 2000' proposal, Gorbachev accepted zero IN levles
in Europe and agreed to ‘'international procedure! and
outside inspection to police a full mutual nuclear test
ban.?® He declared that all these terms the Soviets
would agree provided Reagan stopped the development and
deployment of the Strategic Defence Initiative(SDI) or the

so—~called !'Star Wars!,

Cﬂrbabbev proposal had certaln appeal to public
especially its promise of a nuclear free world. Moreover,
the proposal and unilateral nuclear testing moratorium for
a period of 19 months wuntil February 1987 gave impetus
to the peace movements. and anti-nuclear opposition groups in
West Eﬁrope especially FRG. The SPD and peace movements in
FRG pressurized Kohl goverrment to seek the United States

for counter proposal and safeguard the Zast¥*West relations.

26. ibid, p.6.
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In 24 Feb. 1986, US tabled a new

proposal for INF reduction in Geneva.z7 It proposed,

1) reduction by both sides tc¢ 140 lauchers by the end

of 1987, with the USSR making proportionate reduction

in Asia; 2) within thé year 1985, the ramaining missiles
be cut by 50% and by the end of 1989 a global warhead
ceilings, 3) the SS5=20 lauchers reduced were to be
destroyed; 4) the removed US missiles that were stationed
in “urope were to be withdrawﬁ 5) short range INF defin-
ed as 50;1000 km range, would have an equal ceiling, at
current Soviet levels or at the levels both sides had on

January 1, 1982.

FRG's response tc US proposal on inclusion
of short range missiles was encouraging. Government spokesman
Friedhelmost said, "the Reagan response dealt with the entire
spectrum of political and security relations, including the
imbalance of conventional forces which he called a problem of

particular importance to the Fm".zs

The CDU arms control specialist Volkes Ruhe said
of SRINF missiles during a visit to washington on 5 September

1986: YThere must be some regulations of these systems to

27. Amms Control Reporter, n. 23, 1987, pp.403-25.
28. ibid’ p' 403-250
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avoid the creation of a grey area in which Soviet forces
can be expanded. The US understands our position and I
think they will represent itn.2o

By September 1986, Gorbachev had dropped his
insistence on any constraints on British and French
systems and accepted equal global 1limits on US and 'ngiet
INF, The decision arrived at Reykjavik sumit in October
1986 constituted a major breakthrough towards an accord X
It was agreed to eliminate the Soviet and US INF missiles
in ©murope, while each side would retain 100 warheads on
such missiles in the Asian portion of the Soviet territory
and on US territory beyond striking range of the USSR, It
was also decided to start negotiations immediately on missi-
Jes with a range of 1less than 1,000 km range. Moreover
the Soviets agreed that the. relevant British and French
nuclear forces would not be taken into account in setting

the above memtioned agreed limits on Soviet-US INF missiles.

Separate INF Treaty

On February 28, 1987 Gorbachev announced that

he would conclude an INF agreement -without prior resolution

29. ibid, Pe w3-25'

30, Adam M.Garfinkle, 'The 'INF' Arena After Reykjavik!',
Strategic Review(Washington), Fall 1986, p.28.
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of the Soviet-US disagreement over SDI and ABM treaty
(mnti-Ballistic Missile Treaty).3! The allies led by

West German Chancellor Helmit Kohl and British Prime
Minister Margeret Thatcher, gave their tentative approval

to the =zero-option INF agreement subject to concurrent
sonstraints on "short range missiles"., The possible elimi-
nation of the lon"g range systems has heightened allied concem
_t.hat they would be left vulnerable to the Soviet short-range
systems and without a class of weapons to implant its
strategy of escalation dominance, a strategy crucial to

its doctrine of flexible response.

On March 4, 1987, the US tabled a draft
treaty freezing Soviet S5-12/22 and 5S-23 missiles, while
maintaining the right to match the Soviet level. In order
to match the Soviet level, US proposed either to convert
. the Pershing II missiles to short range Pershing I b missiles
by removing a stage or deploying new missiles, 32 The
Soviet Union indicated willingness to withdraw the SS-12/22s
forward - deployed in Cgechoslovakia and East Germany and
freeze their mumbers at existing levels and discuss these

systems in separate negotiations.

31, Jesse James, 'Controversy at Short Range', Arms Control
Today(Washington), June 1987, p.ti,

32, Jesse James, no. 31, p.13.
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During Shultz! visit to Moscow in April,
1987, Gorbachev offered to eliminate Short-range systems
in Europe as well, and to negotiate SRINF reductions in
Asia as part of an owverall INF agreement.33 Shultz rea-
cted favourably towards this 'second! 2zero option, but
deffered final response until the US could consult his

European allies.

Double Zero

This issue has caused a split in the ruling
coalition government in FRG. Chancellof Helmut Kohl's
Christian Democratic Party 1is opposed to elimination of

Short Range Systems. The Christian Democrats have called

f;r 'equal ceilings' at a low-level. The other party in

the coalition, the FDP led by foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich
Genscher favoured removal., The differences in Bomn delayed
the decisions of the other Euwropean allies, However, at the

NATO defence ministries' meeting in Norway, where the
British govermment announced its formal endorsement of the
zero SRINF proposal, it was reported that an ‘!informal

consensus? favouring zero SRINF was reached by the ministers,

33. Jesse, James, no. 31, pelhe.



on the condition that NATO modernize and increass these
weapon systam not included in the INF agreement.BL
West Germany remained the only ally refusing to supoort

the double zero option.

On April 22, Volker Ruhe, a leading member
of the West German parliament from the governing Christian
Democeratic Party arrived at Washinton. He' told members of
Congress ard vadnn'.nistration officials that West Gemmans
were worried about Gorbachev!s double zero proposal. Ruhe
suggested that the US retain the right to deploy sone
nuclear missiles in furope, Failing that, he suggested to
US negotiators that they should demand additional conces-
sion from the Soviets in negotiations covering conventional

and chemical weapons,

On April 27, 1987, Helmt Kohl, Genscher and
other ministers met to resolve their differences on the
double zez;o option. Kohl insisted that first LRINF mis-

siles were to be dismantled and later negotiations on

34, Leon V.Sigal, '"The Long and Short of it: Allied Ambivalence
About Zero INF Deal', Arms Control Today, May 1987,
pp. 10-14. _




missiles with a range of 500-1000 km to be commenced.
In May, Kohl sén‘t Ruhe and his parliamentary éolleague
Alfred Dregser to campaign against the double zero
solution to Paris amd London. But this campaign soon
came to an end as both French and UK governments publicly

announced their acceptance of double zero.

On 18 May, 1987, Kohl said:

The Double Zero option would Ileave the FRG

uniquely targetted by SRNW(Short Range Nuclear

Weaponsg. The plan would doom Germans on

both sides of the wall and barbed wire.35
Those privy to his thinking said he had concerns that the
FRG would become a subject of Soviet blackmail, under the

threat of chemical and conventional superiority.

When the other NATO allies decided to accept
the Gorbachev proposal, FRG had 1little choice but to fall
into line with rest of the Alliance. The decision was
abetted by two regional elections in West Germany that
proéuced disappointing results for Kohl's Christian Democratic

Union. Meanwhile the public opinion polls'Showed that

35. arms _Control Report, 1987, p. 403.25.




an overshelming majority were in favour of accepting the

Gorbachev proposals. So on 4 June, 1987, Bundestig voted

in favour of the double =zero option.

Helmut Kohl in his speech to Bundestag said:
let ne say quite ciearly that we do not
support any attempts to remove all nuclear
weapons fram Europe totally.... of course, the
role of nuclear weapons has to be reduced
to the absolutely necessary minimum, both
quantitatively and qualitatively.-
It will be important to prevent weapons tendencies
in the East from causing gaps in
NATO's spectrum of escalation, leading to a
loss of flexibility and thereby Jeopardizing
the alliances detente. 36
He further pointed out that Soviet overghelming
superiority in weapons with a range telow 500 km, particularly
in the form of 583 SCUD missiles, has no effective counter
from NATO. This was the main consideration of the
Federal government which restricted a favourable decision

on a gero option in the 500-1,000 km range.

Even after agreeing to accept double zero
option the road to US~Soviet INF agreement was not clear.

The <fate of the West German Pershing IA had to be

36. Arms Control Reporter, 1987, p.403.25.
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resolveds On 27 April 1987, Soviet Union wanted the

US warheads on these launchers be destroyed.
Pershi I-A

FRG owned 72 Pershing I-A missiles. The
vwa.rheads are owned and controlled by the United States.3'
Kohl governmemt insisted on retaining both its Pershing
I-As and their warheads outside &any US=Soviet agreement
"and on the rights to modermize its missiles. Yet its
case was‘ logically weak: with the warheads for the
Pershing I-A in US custedy and the missiles themselves
manned by its German ally and assigned to NATO's integrated
command, the United States could not convincingly make te
the argument that the(i'se missiles represent a wholly
tindependent! deterrent like those of France. This diffi-
cult issue was further complicated by the fact that the
US and FRG were discussing the replacement of the
Pershing I-A with an improved Pershing I-B (a Pershing II
with its second stage removed) which could be deployed within

a Yyear or so and which could extend its range somewhat.

37. Jonathan Dean, 'The INF Agreement: Pluses and Minuses for
Western Security', Arms Control Today, July/August 1987,
pp. 3=10,



Meanwhile, Soviet Union pointed out that since the American
warheads would only be used with Pershing I-A, the FRG
had effectively became co~owner of nuclear weapons. This

was violation of the NPT(Non Proleferation Treaty).

On 6 August 1987, Snevardnadze declared that
72 nuclear warheads stand between an agreement on INF
and SRN missiles. He further said:
We too have allies who are concerned over
the fact that a nreighbouring country retains
short range nuclear missiles which provide a
great threat to their security. They could
ask for the stationing of similar system on
their territories and the Soviet Union could
meet their request. DBut what would a  Soviet-
US agreement be like as a result of all this?
It would emasculated and anemic.......The

Soviet people will never acquiesce in FRG
becoming a mclear power.38

Helmut Kohl was under great pressure to
forgo the modernizé.tion of the Pershing I-A. Some officials
pointed out that Kohl was avoiding a strong public stand
becaﬁse he had to give up his strong stand against SRINF
zero solution. Earlier in the year some stated that
FRG was defending the Pershing I-A also because it
wanted to be able to give FRG arms firms order for the

maintenance, modernization and even development of missiles

of that class.

38, Arms Control Reporter(Washington), p..403.25.
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Due to damestic pressures within coalition
government ard from the NATO allies, Kohl announced on 26

August that Pershing I-A missiles would be reduced once

all  Soviet and American INF missiles had been eliminated.
Kohl further said that Soviet Union and partners should
do away with their modermnization of missiles below the range
of 500 km. Specifically he pointed out that SCUD-B
missiles which were deplo&ed on their territory(Poland,
Czechoslovakia, GDR), which particularly threatened the

FRG's territory, which should be removed by the Soviets.>?

The last hurdle to INF treaty was removed
by Shultz with assurance to Shervardnadze that when the
Pershing I-A missiles would be dismantled, the warheads
would be returned to the US. Thus ended the Ilong process
of negotiation resulting in signing of INF treaty on
December 8, 1987.

- The signing of INF treaty by Presidert
Ronald Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev om 8 Dec-
ember 1987, marked a major breakthrough in lowering the
level of military confrontation and reducing- the nuclear
threat in ZEurope. For the first time, an agreement was
reached to eliminate two classes of nuclear-missile

arms of the Soviet Union ard the United States. This

39, 4ibid, p. 403.25.



agreement does not merely introduce constraining

levels on these gystems, or limit them, but precisely
eliminates American and Soviet’ intermediate range mnis-
siles, i.es, missiles with ranges tetween 1,000 and

5,500 km as well as shorter-range missiles, which included

missiles with ranges between 500 and 1,000 km.w

The Soviet side has agreed to eliminate

470 deployed and 350 non=-deployed intennediat_e-ra.nge missiles,
On the United States side, 429 deployed and 260 non-deplo-
yed missiles would be eliminated. The USSR has also
agreed to eliminate 926 deployed and non-deployed shorter
range missiles and the United States 170 such missiles.
Thus, a <first significant step has been taken towards

real nuclear disammament for which Helmut Kohl cammented

- The first major disarmament achievement to which his

government had made a "decisive contribution®.

40. Alexei Obukhov, 'A Major Achievement Towards Nuclear
Disarmament!, Disarmament(New York), Vol. xi, no. 1,
87/88, p.13.
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After the Second World War, the defeated and divided

”“?NQ WM Gun Blec,
Germany, especially West Germany,r\qa4££k—isen¢ca44y,
presented a threat to the Soviet bloc. Similarly,
the Soviet bloc including East Germany posed a threat
to the Western allies. Thus emerged alliance system
NATO and Warsaw Pact to Qeter each other threat perce-
ption. In nuclear issues, howeve;, the Western allies
and the Soviet bloc had common cause to see that
West Germany does not acquire nuc%ear capabilities.
However, with the changes in global strategy and
the grdwing imbalances 1in Euro Strategic forces,
West Germany or Federal Republic of Germany (FRG)
accepted the NATO alliance decision to deploy both
tactical and intermediate nuclear weapons in 1its

soil. Singificantl& FRG had no operational control

over these nuclear forces,.

The Super Power negotiations on arms limitation
that led to SALT I ﬁere steps in arms control but
these negotiations created some rumblings  in Alliance.
The European allies 1including PRG felt that their
interests were neglected byAmerica because they per-
‘ceived that the SALT process and treaty would result

in decoupling of American strategic forces committed
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to Europe. When the super power SALT-II negotiations
progressed, the FRG's fear of S8S-20s posing Soviet
strategic threat to Europeans surfaced The SALT II
proposals of Ford Administration of Fébruary 1976
and Carter Administration proposal of May 1977 gave
the impression to FRG and European allies that America
was much concerned about neutralizing the Soviet
strategic threat .to USA and not Soviet threat to
Europe. The US administration's internal debate
between the US Dept. of State and Pentagon revealed
to European allies the possibility of American cruise
missile assuming an effective counter weapons to
S$S720. 'This whetted the appetite‘of European allies

especially FRG for its deployment in Europe.

The Carter administration, however, was concer-
- ned primarily in reaching a SALT II agreement and
was prepared to barter away for a treaty the Soviet
demand for a ban on deployment of long range cruise
missiles.  Simultaneously the Carter administrgtion
assured the European allies with suggestion that
because US strategic forces provided ample coverage

of targets in Soviet Union, NATO did not need long

range GLCMs and SLCMs. The suggestion was preemp-



-95_

torily rejected. Soon thereafter the West German

- Chancellor HElmut Schmidt made his cocnern in Public
in the Alastain Buchan Memorial Lecture (sponsored
by‘the International Institute of Strategic Studies)
given on 28 October 1977 in London. Cdntrary to a
now popular myth, he did not call for the deployment
of cruise missiles or anything else iﬁ the speech.
But he did outline in his anslysis'of the implications
of balance of forces in the emerging context. These
remarks were widely 1ntérpreted both in Europe and
the Untied States as meaning that Schmidt was advoca-
ting the establishment of a "Euro Strategic balance"
through the deployment of cruise missiles in Europe

as a counter to the SS-20.

The Euro Missile debate commenced on the pros-
pect of diployment of American cruise and Pershing
missiles to counter Soviet 8S-20 missiles. This even-

tually culminated in NATO's two track decision 1in

December 1979 involving deployment of 572 cruise
and Pershingll missiles in FRG, Britain, Italy, Ne-
'therlands and Belgium and the pursuit of arms control

to reduce the member of such INF weapons in Europe

Pederal Republic of Germany's position on
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the NATO decision was unique in several respects,

reflecting the country's role as a frontline NATO
state. Main objective of the European states, espe-~
clially FRG commitment to Arms control and disarmament
was to Teduce chances of FRQ becoming a target of
‘nuclear battle field. Mareover, FRG found its secu-
rity served much better by process of detente and

better east-west interaction than arm conforntation.

The super-—-power arms control negotiations

process on the INF was nét. spontaneous. The SPD
domestic INF position had a role in Chancellor Schmidt
visit to Moscow in 1980 to revive the deadlock 1in
arms control nego%iations in IN¢. In 1981 when Presi-
dent Reagan proposed ‘'zero option', meaning totl
removal of the Soviet INF and non-deployment of US
cruise and PErshing missiles in Europe. West Germany

endorsed it along with other NATO allies.

When Helmut Kohl became chancellor he endor-
sed the earlier FRG's stand on NATO's dual track

decision and =zero option. The Reagan 'zero option’

proposal was rejected by the  Soviets. Moreover,

the Soviet leaders Leonid Brezhnev and later Yuri

Andropov made counter proposal to cut intermediate
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nuclear forces with ranges over 1,000 km to 300 laun-

chers for each side by the end of 1990. The Soviet
proposal 1included couﬁting " of British and French
forces being part of the Western count in reduction
of missiles 1in Europe. These proposals were not
acceptable to the US. The Reagan administration
by the beginning of 1983-was not in favour of only
removal of Soviet INF forces from Europe but their
total dismantle as the simple removal from Europe
could lead to deployment in Soviet Asia threatening

American allies,

With the change in OSoviet leadership and
Gorbachev appearing on the Soviet scene the Soviéts
proposal changed -from hardened position to conce-
ssions, 7The proposals 1ncluded trom delinking SDI
from START negotiations, giving wup the inclusion
of Prench and British national forces and proposing
double zero option involving the elimination of MRNF

and SRNF from Europe and Aslia.

The West German role in the INF talks acquired

a predominance when FRG sought to maximize its national
interegsts by responding positively to Gorbachevis

proposal on arms control and disarmament. By accepting

the double zero option and conceding the Soviet
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demand of dismantling the Pershing I-A missiles from
its. soil during the last stéges of' INF talks, FRG
exhibited a Jjudicious blend of pragmatism and fle-
xibility. In a nutshell, "FRG's role was pragmatic
because it did not  loose the chance of enhancing
its security through the means of «rms control and
flexibility in relation to other members of the NATO
by responding positively to the Soviet offer. The
West German pragmatism is also -evident in its deter-
mined attempts to protect ’the in;egrity of NATO,
credibility of deterrance and the recognition of

its own important but limited role.
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