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PREFACE --..----.-

This dissertation might never have been written 

had the opportunity to experience the Anti-Nuclear Movement 

at its peak not occurred, during a visit to the United Kingdom 

in the winter of 1983-84. 

I express my gratitude to the Campaign for Nuclear 

Disarmament ( CND), Bath, United Kingdom for literally 

flooding me with infonnation on the Movement. 

My greatest debt is of course to my Supervisor, 

Professor H. Zuberi. His academic depth and intellectual 

sweep combined with a wit, rare in such circles, served to· 

inspire me constantly and made the otherwise tasking job 

of writing a dissertation extremely enjoyable. 

Discussions with Venkatesh Verma helped clear my 

ideas and Sunil Adam, v1hile not agreeing -v1i th many of the 

conclusions, gave some excellent suggestions. 

And Mr Pahwa dispelled fears of my illegible 

handwriting by his near perfect typing. 

~-·.t .. ~ ~ .. ir-
Dated: June 4, 1986. Ami tabh Matteo 
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INTRODUCTION 

The emergence of the Anti-Nuclear f.1ovements in 

Western Europe during the end of the 1970s, with a firm social 

basis and spearheading. other protest movements, 1 posed a series 

of important questions for social scientists. 

To sane it seemed to signify a transition fran an 

earlier minor 'protest movement• 2 to a large scale 'Social 

Movement•. 3 To other analysts it seemed to confirm a thesis 

which suggested that class struggle originates in a post

industrial society more due to alienative effects of sub

ordination to technocratic decisions rather than mere material 

exploitation. 4 The argument was extended to propose the fact 

that the Anti-Nuclear Movement had assumed the role of "the 

social movementn hitherto reserved by Marxist analysts to the 

industrial labour movement in an advanced -capitalist economy.5 

1 Minor protest movements such as the Environmental Movement, 
the Feminist Movement etc. 

2 Protest Movements are limited in the change they desired as 
also in spatial expansion. They take the fozm more often 
than not of a • Pressure Group'. See International Encyclo
pedia of Social Sciences (New York), voi. 14, 1968, p. 439. 

3 Social movements are mass-based, seek a radically different 
social order and a change 'from the roots'. See ibid., 
p. 411o. 

4 See AlaiJ1. Touraine, "Crises or Transfoxmation", in N. 
Birnbaum, et al., Bexond the Crises (Oxford, 1977). 
Also see, A7 nlddens, The Class Structure of the Advanced 
Societies (London, 1973). 

5 Alain Touraine, ibid .. , pp. 35-36. 
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This dissertation does not attempt to go into these 

questions eer ~· \It will attempt primarily to provide an 

analytical history of a movement which it sees as having 

tremendous consequences for the society and polity of the 

countries where it has manifested itself. And the study hopes 

to provide purposeful understanding of the movement's dynamics 

and dimensions. The role of public opinion, voiced through 

extra-parliamentary means, on policy formulation in liberal 

democratic states is also analysed.) 

The dissertation has been divided into three parts. 

Each chapter is a ccmplete whole in itself. Chapter I attempts 

to analyse the political events and social forces that led to 

the birth and evolution of the movement. Chapter II confines 

itself to examining the ideas that have been voiced by the 

movement and attempts at analysing the alternatives that have 

been articulated. Chapter III is devoted to a study of the 

impact that the movement has had on the countries of Western 

Europe in general, with two specific case studies of the United 

Kingdom and the Federal Republic of Germany. There exists no 

other canprehensive study of consequences - in terms of 

treating the Anti-Nuclear Movement in all of Western Europe 

as one whole. 6 lThe sources almost· canpletely textual: · 

6 Various studies, h~Jever, have been made of specific 
countries such as Elim Papadakis, The Green Movement in 
West Germany (Kent, 1984); and Johh Mlnnlon arid Phliip 
Bolsover, ed., The CND Story (London, 1983). 
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primary sources such as the pamphlets and newspapers brought 

out by the movement have been consulted, all other sources are 

secondary. The study covers the years spanning from 1977, the 

year in which the Soviet Union deployed the first SS-20s to 

1983, the year in which the NATO deployment of Cruise and 

Pershing II missiles started - the main issue that the 

movement was fighting against. The tenninology used in the 

dissertation conforms to generally accepted social science 

vocabulary. Explanations, wherever needed to clarify concepts, 

are provided. 

Analysing contemporary history has its problems, 

especially if the subject is as complex as a social movement: 

sma~l events can alter the basis of the study completely. 

Nevertheless, it is a fascinating exercise- at the cost of 

sounding frivolous - like a game of chess. Once the opening 

moves have been made and th.e middle game is on board, a good 

player can visualize the shape that the game will take, but 

as in chess, so in analysis, one wrong move and the gambit 

fails~ That there can be no general theory of social protest 

is a ~ qua ~ of the individuality of each societal change 

but if the dissertation helps in providing even a small insight 

into the complex phenomenon of popular protest the researcher's 

objective will have been fulfilled. 



CHAPTER I 

ORIGINS AND EVOLUTION 

The Anti-Nuclear Movement is a non-institutionalized 

challenge to the monopoly of the government in.devising and 

implementing a defence policy which is seen as alien to the 

needs of the people. 

An analysis of the origins of any social movement, 1 

working on the assumption that ·societies are constantly 

experiencing change must identify not only the •conditions' 

which are exceptional enough to demand responses outside the 

existing power structures and political institutions of the 

state but also the 'factors' responsible for creating these 

conditions. 2 Therefore, any attempt at understanding when 

and why protest takes roots outside the traditional grievance-} 

solving mechanisms of the polity must concern itself with an 

understanding of the forces that have led to its growth. 

1 For a detailed dis~ussion on the origins of social 
movements, see John Wilson, Introduction to Social 
Movements (New York, 1973); Seweryn ~raler arid Sophna 
s!izar, Radicalism in the Contemporary Afe ( Cotarada, 
1977); E.g. ~arr, Studies in Revolution =tondon, 1962); 
and for more recent studies, Joyce Ge1b and Marian Lief 
Paley, Politics of Social Change : A Reader for the 
Seventies (New York, 1~1). 

2 John Wilson, ibid., p. 33. 
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The underlying forces may be analysed in three stages 

- the impact of similar previous mov~ents on the contemporary 

movement, the tmmediate issues and events that sparked off 

the movement, and the influence of super-structural factors, 3 

such as societal and cultural issues, on the Movement. 

This pattern of analysis is of course far from 

being exhaustive. A more canprehensive smdy would need to 

include a socio-psychological study of the structure of the 

movenent4 - the values and beliefs, aspirations and ideals, 

inter alia of the activist~. 5 Such a study is however -----
beyond the scope of this chapter as it would alter its 

6 emphasis. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

The term 'super-structural factors' is used only to 
distinguish those factors whi·ch have no direct causal 
relationship with the origins of the movement, yet 
contributed to its growth from issues which were basic 
to its evolution. 

This point is made decisively by Alain Touraine, 
The Voice and the Exe (Cambridge, 1981). 

See Alain Touraine, et al., Anti-Nuclear Protest
The Opposition to NuCiear Energx in France {Cambridge, 
1983). Arguing that the true nature of the movanent 
can only be discovered by a dialogue between the 
participants and the sociologist, Touraine puts into 
practice the research methodology of 'sociological 
intervention'. 

This chapter emphasizes general causes for the evolution 
of the Movement all over Western Europe and does not go 
into specific idiO-syncracies of each region. 
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Background 

.. 
For a researcher the roots of the subject are important 

especially so, if the subject is of contemporary history. It 

enables him to place not only the subject in a proper historical 

perspective and socio-political context7 but on the basis of 

the study of similar previous movements and the course they 

took to attempt a prediction of the future of the present 

movement. The temptation, nevertheless, to read too much 

into the past and prophesy far too much for the future has 
. 8 been scrupulously avoided. · 

Even though history has numerous examples of Anti

war and Pacifist Movements,9 only the Anti-Nuclear Protest 

Movements of the late fifties and early sixties in Europe 

will be studied here to establish a background to the 

contanporary movement. The drastic c~nge that nuclear 

7 For a detailed analysis of the historical method see 
E.H. Carr, What is Historr; (London, 1972); Marc 
Bloc, The Historian's era t (Manchester, 1963). 

8 Michael Howard makes this point emphatically in his 
essay, "Reassurance and Deterrence", \'/estern Defence 
in the 1980s, Foreigq Affairs, vol. 61, no. 2, 1982-83, 
pp. 309-24. 

9 
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weapons brought to traditional notions of \~r and peace is 

too well known for any elaboration. 10, 

Forums such as the Pugwash Movement and the Stockholm 

Appeal will also not be studied here. 11 They have no doubt 

played a role in creating an awareness of the dangers of 

nuclear weapons but they were never meant to assume the 

dimensions of a popular protest movement. 

It should be noted that the Campaign for Nuclear 

Disannament (CND) which was launched in Westminster, London, 

on 17 February 195812 was the single most important unit of 

the movement of the fifties and sixties (henceforth referred 

to as the Previous Movenent) and is also the largest single 

group of the Contemporary Movement; most of the present 

leadership having played a significant role in the fifties 

and sixties. 13 

P.erhaps the single most important point of departure 

from the Previous Movement lies in the geographical spread of 

the contemporary Movement. While the former was restricted 

10 David c. Grampert, Michael Mandelbaum and others, 
Nuclear wearons and world Politics (New York, 1977) 
gave a deta led analysis of the iilipact of nuclear 
weapons on international politics. 

11 'nley will be discussed in some detail in the section 
on superstructural causes. · 

12 The Times (London), 18 ·February 1958. 

13 John Minnion and Philip Bolsover, ed., The CND Storl 
(London, 1983), p. 149. 
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to the United Kingdan and ~o some degree the Federal Republic 
-

of Germany; the latter is spread all over Western Europe and 

even in some countries of Eastern Europe. "It is a mass 

movement of continental dimensions which mobilizes and moves 

people across borders, something quite exceptional even in the 

partly integrated Western Europe of today". 14 Never before in 

the history of Western Europe has protest acquired such vast 

dimensions. "This is probably the first time that a mass 

movement has emerged simultaneously in all the countries of 

Western Europe. Not even the great wave of 1968 had this 

European scale and this spontaneous kinship of lan@Qage.n15 

The geographical spread is partly due to the lon§

term impact of the crucial decisions taken in 1959. 16 That 

those decisions contributed to failure as well success is a 

14 Stanley Hoffman, "NATO and Nuclear weapons : Reason 
and Unreason", Foreign Affairs, vol. 6o, winter 1981-82, 
p. 328. 

15 Lucio Magri, "The Peace Movement and Europe", in 
Edward P. Thompson and others, Exterminism and Cold 
~(London, 1982), p. 117. 

16 In January 1959, a conference had beeu held in London 
and partly in Frankfurt which led to th~ establishment 
of a European Federation against Nuclear Arms. See 
Minnionand Bolsover, ed., n. 13, p. 17. 
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. 17 
different matter. 

In order to distinguish between the structures of 

the two movements, it is essential to examine the political 

and social .. climate in v1hich each originated. It will be useful 

to take for the sake of convenience the case of CND, a group 

common to both the Movanents. 

Socially, economically and culturally the 1950s in 

which CND had its first birth, were a watershed. 18 On the 

economic front a new system had replaced the chaotic 1 bad old 

days• of the late 1920s and 1930s period of depression. 

Keynesian techniques of economic management appeared to 

secure permanent employment and a steady economic growth. 19 

The material affluence which resulted from this economic 

success had profound consequences for the social and political 

17 Minnion and Bolsover, ed., n. 13, quote Peggy Duff, the 
then General Seccetary of CND to describe the limits of 
the Federation. "One was the refusal of the West
Gennans to have any dialogue at all with Russians or 
East Europeans, for fear of being seen as pro-Communist. 
Another was a "ration" of two organizations fran each · 
country, which with other restrictions, was designed 
to keep out direct organizations, p. 17. 

18 Richard Taylor and Colin Pritchard, The Protest 
Makers - The British Nuclear Disarmamer .. '!" Movement og 1956-196$, ~entY Years On (Loridon, 1~6), p. 3. 

19 Ibid., p. 3. See also G.D.N. worswick and P.H. Ady, 
eds., The British Economy in the 195Q's (London, 1962). 
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structures of industrialized countries. Particularly important 

was the growth of a new and unique culture; for the first time 

young wage-earners had the economic basis for independence 

which enabled them to reach out and build their own cultural 

autonomy. 20 

Domestically this. was a period of confusion and dis

illusiQnment in British left politics21 while the international 

situation was characterized by the 1956 Suez invasion and 

suppression of the Hungarian uprising, heightening the tension 
22 of the cold war. . 

The combined result of cultural and political crises 

also increased scepticism and mistrust of the old ideologies 

and old institutions. 23 After 1956 there was a new idealism 

J in the air but few political issues to provide an outlet for 

it. 24 It was out of this vacuum that the nuclear disannament 

. 
20 For an excellent discussion and analysis of cultural 

values of that time, see G. Melly, Revolt into Sttle : 
The Pop Arts in Britain (London, 19'10), arid chris opl"ier 
Driver, The Disarmers (London, 1964). 

21 The Labour Party had been internally divided between 
the 'Bevanite• Left and the 'Gaitskellite' Right. There 
was d disillusionment with the communist parties 
especially after the Hungarian repression. The Right 
represented by the conservative party cot ... :solidated 1 ts 
hold on the British electorate by victories in 1951, 
1955 and 1959. 

22 For an account of the Cold \'lar and its impact on the 
British, see Driver, n. 20. 

23 Taylor and Pritchard, n. 18, p. 2. 
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movement erupted. 25 11\'lhat better symbol of the insane, corrupt 

crassly materialistic yet teclLnologically sophisticated 

society could there be than.the H-Bamb?n 26 Here was a cause 

indeed and the new generation - or a substantial portion of 

it flocked to its banners. 

The CND was therefore born in a climate of well-being 

1 
and in the context of a desire for a 'new' culture and the 

\intensification of the cold '~r. The main participants were, 27 

the ' angry youngp1en' and the means that were adopted to 

channelize their crusade of morali ty28 were through Anti-

Nuclear demonstrations. 
~ 

The Anti-Nuclear demonstrations reflected therefore 

a more spontaneous outburst of protest in moral and ethical 

terms rather than a serious concern for survival for a lack 

of faith in the Atlantic alliance or the superiority of the 

United States. 29 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

Ibid. See also Peggy Doff, Left, Left, Left (Londo~ 
1971). 

A.G.R. Groom, British Thinking about Nuclear Weapons 
(London, 1974), p. 326. 

The 196o annual march to Aldermaston had 10~000 marchers 
of which most were youth. See ibid., p. 38o. 

Ibid., p. 400. 

See Hoffman,· n. 14, pp. 346-72. 
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The rebirth of the CND took place in 1980, a period 

of neither economic welL-being nor or alliance stability. 

Recession and economic stagnation had badly affected the west 

European welfare state. Unemployment was rampant, inflation 

was on the rise and the second oil crisis of 1978-1980 had 

resulted in recession. There was not only little faith in 

old ideologies and institutions among the youth but also no 

new alternatives seemed to be emerging. 30 Politically detente 

was on its way out. The Soviet Union had intervened in 

Afghanistan, the United States had Fefused to ratify SALT II, 

the second cold war had begun and there was near strategic 

parity between the Super Powers. Electorally, there was a 
. 31 

drift towards conservatism again. Environmental issues 

were causing grave concern and the environmental movement 

was gaining strength. 32 Nuclear power and even its civilian 

30 

31 

After the invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 by the Soviets, 
the Russ ian brand of Narxism had lost much of 1 ts attrac
tion. The Frankfurt school too lost most of its ground 
after May 1968 Paris student movement. With the inter
vention in Afghanistan and the suppression of Solidarity 
in Poland, Soviet socialism lost the charm it had left. 
Faith in the American model of capitalist development 
had been lost in the countries of Wes·'- Europe which 
were encountering the 'evils of industrialization'. 
jSee for instance, for this point of view, Eltm 
Wapadakis, The Green Movenent in West Germany (New 
York, 1984). 

In UK the Tories in West Germany, the CDU/CSO alliance 
in Holland and Belgium too, conservative coalitions were 
voted in. 

See, "The Green Ivlodel" in t1ichae1 Barrett Brown, Nodels 
of Political Economy (Hiddlesex, 1984). 
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use was being challengect. 33 The Feminists were attempting 

to look for a ray of hope in a 'male dominated world', but were 

unable to achieve substantial gains. 34 The Church had started 

a new debate on its traditional stand of accepting deterrence 

within the framework of the old doctrine of 'just war'. 

The most serious concern was, of course, about the 

fate of the Atlantic Alliance itself. Economically the United 

States, the major trading partner of West European studies 

had started looking beyond the Atlantic towards Japan and 

South-East Asia for forging new trade links. 35 There was a 

growing and deep lack of faith in the American nuclear 

guarantee of an extended 'nuclear umbrella' of deterrence 

over Western Europe. That American strategists were 

~ttempting to de-couple Europe from the United States am 

would not be unwilling to have a limited nuclear exchange 

over Europe rather than risk the territory of the United 

33 The accident at the Three Mile island contributed greatly 
to building up a pressure group against nuclear power. 

34 The Women's Lib. Movement had been launched in the US 
and spread all over Western Europe. See for details, 
Kate Millett, Sexual Politics (New YorK~ 1976). 

3 5 A detailed study of the impact o:f recession is given in 
F.F. Ridley, ed., Policies and Politics in Western 
Europe and the Impact of Recession (Kent, 1984). See 
a!so Lawrence Freedman, ea., The Troubled Alliance
Atlantic Relations in the 12io's (London, 1983), for 
a study of the thaws in the tiantic Alliance, including 
economic relations. 
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States, was a fear which stemmed from stated policies of the 

United States36 and little ·faith in arms control negotiations 

which were carried out on a bilateral basis by the two super 

powers. 

In this period of disillusionment and instability 

there was a growing awareness of the dangers of nuclear 

weapons and the resulting dangers of nuclear war. The aware

ness that extinction vms a distinct possibility and that 

survival was itself in question had percolated down to the 

grass roots. The tremendous dissemination of knowledge that 

had taken place because of the 1 media revolution• and publi

cations of the various groups that comprised the Movement had 

resulted in the layman understanding the most intricate details 

of nuclear strategy and their critique. 37 The one single 

symbol of hope, in the European continent, seemed to come from 

Poland38 where popular grass root forces seemed to be shaking 

36 President Carter's statement and his now wel~knwon 
Presidential Directive (PD) 59, which called for the 
capacity for flexible controlled retaliation against 
a full range of targets for any attack at any level 
seemed to indicate that deterrence meant limiting 
nuclear war, rather than preventing .it~ 

37 Magri, n. 15, pp. 117-34, for a comparison of the 
structure of the two movements • • 

38 Hoffman, 14, pp. 327-47. 
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the foundations of a totalitarian state and this became for 

most of what ·was termed as the 'lost' generation39 an 

inspiration from which they could draw hope. 

Thus the contemporary Movement, even though it was 

at the focal point of other diverse protests which included 

the Feminists and the Environmentalists, was caused not as 

much by the conglomeration of the sectarian protests but in 

a climate which created a growing insecurity about survival 

itself. The membership unlike the previous Movement was not 

confined to the youth but included people from all ages and 

sections of society. 4o The Previous Movement had superficial 

roots and declined once piece~eal changes were implemented or 

a new avenue of protest discovered. Moreover, it relied 

prLnarily on the institutional mechanisms of the state itself. 

Again, the nuclear arms race had then still not escalated to 

a point of seemingly no-return and knowledge of nuclear 

strategy was still the monopoly of a few. Furthermore, the 

Soviet Union had not reached a level of parity in either 

nuclear weapons or nuclear technology and there was still 

faith in American military superiority. 'J.'J.,e Previous Hovenent, 

39 Ronald Inglehart cited in Papadakis, n. 30, p. 1. calls 
the emergence of the Peace Movement a 'silent revolution' 
taking place in Western European States giving meaning 
to the aims and aspirations of a lost generation. 

40 See Magri, n. 15, p. 118. 
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thus carried within its origins the reasons for its failure, 

unlike the contemporary one which might fail anyway, but is 

built on the strength of a greater awareness of knowing what 

it seeks to achieve and what l t is fighting against. 

Immediate Issues 

The issue which sparked off the Movement was 

ostensibly the NATO decision41 to deploy Cruise and Pershing-II 

missiles in six West European countries and the breakdown of 

detente~ 42 It was ironical that a decision about which 

European governments had been much keener than the Americans 

themselves, and which had been initiated by their leaders43 

should provoke an outburst within the domestic political 

systems of these countries. 

It could not however be forgotten that the present 

crisis was only a manifestation of a lon&-term crisis44 

41 

42 

43 

44 

The 'dual- track' decision to modernize intennediate range 
missiles in Europe whose deployment was linked with arms 
control negotiations was taken at a meeting of NATO 
foreign and defence ministers in Brussels in December 
1979. The text of the NATO communique of 12 December 
1979 is reproduced in Appendix 3. 
The generally accepted time for the end of detente is 
traced to the Soviet intervention of Afghanistan in 
December 1979, although some may prefer to trace it to 
the developments in the Horn of Africa in 1978. 

It was in 1977 that Helmudt Schmidt delivered the Alistair 
Buchan I1emorial Lecture in London where he emphasized the 
vulnerability of Western Europe from the Soviet deployment 
of S3-20s. See for text SUrvival (London), Jarruary
February 1978, pp. 2-10. 
See Eliot A. Cohen, "The Long-Tenn Crises of the Alliance", 
Foreign Affairs, winter 1982-83, pp. 79-86. 
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within the Atlantic alliance. There were primarily three 

dimensions to the present crisis: (a) Different views of 

detente, (b) strategic parity, and (c) economic rivalry. 

Different Views of Detente 

One of the fundamental tensions within the Atlantic 

alliance stemmed from differing American and West European 

perceptions of detente. The West Europeans were unable ~o 

accept the American rationale of a 'linkage' between detente 

in the Western hemisphere and the happenings in the third 

world. 45 Thus they could see no justification for relinquishing 

the fruits of detente because of the Soviet intervention in 

distant Afghanistan. 

It should be made clear that for the Americans, 

detente was a 'parenthesis in its history•. 46 Detente for 

them was merely a less costly way to deal with the Soviet Union 

compared to the earlier policy of containment. It did justify 

a decrease in its military spending throughout most of the 

1970s and allowed the US, in effect to renounce unilaterally 

the use of force a~ an instrument of its foreign policy. 47 

But in substance, detente for the US still meant a reliance 

45 Henry Kissinger was the first to advocate such a 
linkage. 

46 Pierre Lellouche, 11Europe and Her Defense", Foreign 
Affairs, spring 1981, p. 819. 

47 Ibid. P <g LO 
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on its military might and little in terms of trade and human 
48 relations. Once the Americans gradually realized that 

detente had not been such a great pay off, they could afford 

to do without it. For the Europeans, however, the experience 

was different. From the beginning detente in Europe has 

meant a very concrete, day-to-day set of human and economic 

relationships. 49 

It meant the stabilization of the territorial status 

quo on the continent and the continued safety of Berlin. 

Economically, it translated into an ample m arket for European 

industrial goods and much needed access to new sources of raw 

materials and energy. On a wide political plane detente 

allowed Europeans to enjoy more freedom of manoeuvre and 

provided a convenient setting in which Europe could safely 

assert its own identity. For West Germany specifically, 

Ostpolitik was a great boon. 50 It meant the return of 200,000 

ethnic Germans from the East. Economically 45.5 per cent of 

all Western trade with the East was controlled by the Federal 

Republic. Compared to the US exports of 0.9 billion dollars 

48 See Robert Tucker, "America in Decline : The Foreign 
Policy of Maturity", Foreign Affairs, fall 1.979, 
pp. 1.~49-84. 

49 Lellouche, n. 46, p. 820. 

50 A detailed discussion of Germany's benefits from detente 
are given in Fritz Stern, 11 Gennany in a Semi-Guallist 
Europe", Foreign Affairs, spring 1980, pp. 867-86. 
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to the Soviet Union, West German exl?orts amounted to 4. 4 

billion dollars in 1980. Further, the Trans-Siberian Yamal

Pil?eline would account for more than 30 l?er cent of West 

Germany's natural gas needs. 

It would, therefore, be natural that West Europe would 

resent the destabilization of relations at a time when even a 

simple cost-benefit analysis seemed to reveal the need to 

continue with detente and to further the economic and political 

fruits it was providing. 

Strategic Parity 

It was somewhere in the early 1970s that the Soviet 

Union acquired relative parity in nuclear forces with the 

United States. Consequently a Soviet threat to nuclear 

forces in Europe was perceived, which reached its high point 

with the de!;)loyment of the Soviet SS..20s in 1977. 51 

In the fifties ana sixties there was not only sound 

faith in the American superiority but the West Europeans paid 

little attention to military requirements of nuclear forces. 

The deployment of these nuclear forces - as the fate of the 

Multi-Lateral Nuclear Forces (MLF) in the early sixties 

was more an instrument of Alliance policies than a real addition 

to military strategy. Today there is a definite lack of fa~th 

51 This sectton relies a great deal on Christoph Bertram, 
11 The Implication of Theatre Nuclear Vleapons in Europe", 
Foreign Affairs, winter 1981-82, pp. 305-26. 
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in the American nuclear guarantee. In an age of nuclear 

parity, the 'vest Europeans seem to b~lieve that Washington 

appears unlikely to risk America's survival for the protection 

of Europe "despite ritual official assurances 11 •
52 The dilemma 

that European security presents can be summed up by the 

following points: 

(i) The allies began by emphasizing the need for more 

American nuclear weapons to strengthen their defences 

against the Soviet Union. 

(ii) The United States (subscribing to the-theory of limited 

nuclear war) agreed to deploy ground-launched cruise 

missiles and Pershing II's in addition to about 7,000 

tactical weapons on West European soil. These are 

described as 'Theatre Nuclear Weapons' as opposed to 

strategic weapons in the hope that the USSR will, in 

the event of those weapons being used, respect the 

difference and not attack the United States directly. 

(iii) To act as a credible deterrent these weapons must be 

usable in certain conditions. 

(iv) However, even a controlled and 'limited' war in Europe 

would utterly destroy large amounts of area. 

52 Hoffman, n. 14, p. 329. 

53 The points are a summary of the discussion presented in 
Michael Stephenson and John Weal, Nuclear Dictionary 
(London, 1985) • 
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(v) Therefore any rational defence policy of a European 

nation must ensure that the weapons are never used. 

(c) Economic Rivalry 

During the years of the formation of the NATO 

alliance, Western Europe was still undergoing the economic 

traumas of the Second World War. It was the US-sponsored 

Marshall Plan which helped the post-war stabilization and 

reconstruction of the economy of the West European countries. 

Not only was it in America's interests that West Europe remain 

stable but it was essential for it to have a large market for 

its goods. 54 

From the late sixties and early seventies, things 
-changed. Europe became a strong, economic competitor for the 

world market even in such large industries as steel. Being 

junior partners in an alliance is one thing and being a rival 

competitor is quite another. Resentment was felt on both 

sides of the Atlantic. More recently, a series of coincidental 

happenings have brought this boil of economic rivalry to 

head.· 

The twin oil crises created a world-wide recession, 

the effects of which were greater in Western Europe than 

anywhere else. The US economy, which was relatively less 

54 See S.I.P. Van Campen,· 11 NATO : A Balance Sheet After 30 
Years", Orbis (Philadelphia), summer 1979,. pp. 261-70. 
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dependent on the OPEC countries, was able to stabilize itself. 

In such a situation the United State$, instead of coming to 

the aid of its allies remained not only indifferent but 

positively unfriendly. It continued to forge new trade links 

with Japan and the South East Asian countries at the expense 

of its Atlantic allies. 55 Further, American banks charged 

exhorbitant rates of interest on loans advanced to West 

European countries.56 

That the NATO decision to deploy the missiles was 

tal<en at a time when there was already a deep suspicion of 

American policies and attitudes, could only but result in a 

controversy. Sane observers, for instance, believe that it 

was in this period of economic disenchantment that the 

bourgeoisie and the intelligentsia perceived a divorce from 

matters related to defence, the decisions of which were in 

the hands of a distant ally whose confidence was now in 

doubt. 57 

55 See Pierre Lellouche, n. 46, pp. 813-34. 

56 See Hoffman, n. 14, p. 325. For further discussion 
about the economic tensions between the two sides of 
the Atlantic also see Lawrence Freedman, ed., The 
Troubled Alliance - Atlantic Relations in the i9S'O' s 
(London, 1983) • 

57 Howard, n. 8, pp. 309-24. 
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A little more needs to be said about the NATO dual 

track decision itself. It was novel in two respects: for the 

first time an American nuclear 'vleapons programme was made 

dependent on prior allied consent, and the decision to deploy 

these arms was linked with an undertaking to negotiate their 

limitation through bilateral US-Soviet arms control.58 

First, before the new weapons were even produced 

America's allies were asked to commit themselves to deploy 

them on their territory. The significance of this novel 

procedure cannot be overstressed. To ask European no~nnnlear 

countries to endorse a nuclear weapons programme inevitably 

forces them to protect that decision within their domestic 

political context and this naturally gives an opportunity for 

dissenters to create an uproar. 

The second special feature of the 1979 decision was 

its two track nature: the military programmes were to be 

pursued as far as necessary, and arms control negotiations 

as far as possible. But while the first track constituted 

the Alliance's first multilateral nuclear production decision, 

the second was put firmly in the context of bilateral Soviet

American negotiations. D~estically, it meant that European 

governments obtained support for the fir.at part of the 

58 Bertram makes the points in his article, n. 51, 
pp. 305-2G. 
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decision on the clear understanding that arms control nego

tiations would simultaneously be started. All the same, 

having no role to play in the actual negotiating process, 

coupled with suspicions concerning American intentions, 

popular support for the European government was found to be 

weaning. 

Apart from these ~ediate issues, there was one 

more event vmich contributed in no small way to spark off 

the Movenent: the grass roots movement in Poland59 led by 

Solidarity. In an era marked by disenchantment and dis

illusionment, the resistance offered by the people of Poland 

against a Communist dictatorship, under the patronage of 

Soviet Union served to greatly inspire a people who too were 

in search for hope, idealism and a firm national identity. 

Super Structural Factors 

Apart from the issues which have be~n discussed 

there wer~ other factors which may not have formed the causal 

'base' for the evolution of the movement but influenced its 

growth to a substantial degree. 

59 Stanley Hoffman sees the grass roots movement in 
Poland as an important reason for the evolution of 
the Anti-Nuclear movement. Hoffman, n. 14, 
pp. 327-46. 
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It was sane twenty years ago that Marshall fJicLuhan. 

prophecised that "The Medium is the Message", 60 and the 

contribution of the 'Media' in spreading the Anti-Nuclear 

'I'1essage' is a contemporary example. It ·was the printed and 

the spoken word as also the visual message - the media in all 

its forms - that helped to create a tranendous awareness, nay 

a fear close to paronia, about the dangers of nuclear·weapons 

and war. This \~S done at two levels: by the independent 

media as \'Tell as the message propagated by the Movement itself. 

The most interesting aspect of the latter is the 1.t1ay in 1.tJhich 

the information was communicated. 61 The pamphlets, for 

instance, provided the most intricate military and scientific 

details in the simplest language and the clearest way. 

In \'lest Germany specifically, the alternative 
62 

newspaper~ played an important role nin coordinating the 

activities of the diverse strands of the Anti-Nuclear 

M ovement 11 • 
63 In the United Kingdom, the CND Bulletin and the 

journal Sanity helped, not only in providing the latest 

60 

61 

62 

63 

See Harshall McLuhan• s magnum opust Understandinf rv'ledia : 
The Extension of Man (London, 1964}, for a detai ed 
treatment of the effect of Media on society. 

A copy of a typical pamphlet is provided in the Appendix 7. 

The role played by Taz on the Movement is presented very 
well in Papadakis, n;-30, p. 155. 

Ibid., p. 137. 



information on the nuclear front but also scathing critiques 

of 'establishment views'. Popular books such as Jonnathan 
64 Schell's Fate of the Earth, became best sellers destroying 

the myths of a winnable nuclear war. 

Motion pictures such as the long banned 'War Game 

by BBC•, 65 'Dr. Strangeglove and the Bomb', and the more 

recent 'The Day After' helped in communicating to a receptive 

audience, not only the possibility of an accidental nuclear 

war but also the devastating consequences it could have. The 

role, thus played by the media in creating public awareness in 

support of the Movement cannot be ove~emphasized. 

The Anti-Nuclear Movement also served as a focal 

point for a broader movement seeking changes and alternatives 

in different spheres of society. Environmental groups were 

one of the largest canponents of the Movement, especlally in 
66 the Federal Republic of Germany where the Green Party 

combined environmental interests with the fight against 

nuclear weapons. The Environmentalists and the Anti-Nuclear 

66 

Jona:than Schell, The Fate of the Earth (London, 1982). 

The war ~e is a film about a hypothetical nuclear attack 
on Britain, written and directed by Peter Watlawa in 1965. 
According to the film critic o-f 'The Observer•, "We are 
always being told that words of act cannot change the 
course of history. I believe this one can a ••• it 
should be screened everywhere on earth." 

The third chapter of this dissertation deals with the 
Green Party extensively. 
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activists had several issues in common. The former had begun 

voicing their concern against nuclear p~~er and its so-called \ .. 

'peaceful civil uses' much before the Movement had be~. The 

damage that nuclear leaks and waste were doing to the ecological 

balance was an important issue for both. But more importantly 

violence against the environment was seen as part of the same 

policy system which threatened the world to the point of 

extinction through nuclear weapons. 

A substantial section of the feminists, too, saw 

it worth their while to throw in their lot with the Anti-

Nuclear Movement. 67 In fact, 

groups far exceeded any other 

in the United 1\ingdan the wan en's 

single group. The carunon cause I 
group and the disarmers is betvteen ,.1omen as an oppressed 

apparen~. They share the same philosophy, have a stake in 

peace, and both want to redefine the •role of man'. 'Let them 

not arm, but disarm to humanize himself' 68 is their slogan 

in order to enable all human beings to realize their full 

potential in'freedom, free from the shadow of fear. The 

feminists look upon the forces that generate fear as an 

instrument of subjugation cannot but be inimical to the 

liberating process that would dispel ignorance. The power 

67 

68 

This section owes a lot to Neerja Matteo, ·_.jThe Feminists 
and the Peace Movement (Srinagar, 1985), unpubiished. 
A comprehensive book of their writings is Dorothy 
Thompson, ed., Over our Dead Bodies- Women Against 
the Bomb (London, 1983). 

Ibid., p. 27. 
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that these men enjoy over their victims springs from the fact 

that they have usurped their right to take decisions, they 

\

do so on 

'culture 

their behalf, while keeping them submerted in a 

of silence1 ,
69 

There are same other pressure groups within the ( 

Anti-Nuclear Movement whose services had hitherto been used 

for the establishment. These include a section of scientists 

and retired bureaucrats and generals. The kind of role that 

science should play in soci~ty has been an age old question 

with two fundamental set of opinions. One would hold that 

scientists restrict themselves to the quest for fresh 

discoveries without concerning themselves with societal 

matters. The other view is and this is what a substantial 

section of scientists within the movement feel that scientists 

cannot be like green house plants without a concern for the 

':Jorld outside, Their research should be geared tov1ards 

fulfilling the needs of the society they live in and should 

not be in any way inimical to it,70 

To this end, for instance, the members of Scientists ( 

Against Nuclear Arms (SANA) in the United Kingdam, have 

~~~ 
~9 Paulo Friere, Pedagogy of the Oppressed (Middlesex, 1972). 

70 See Joseph Rotbalt, ed., Scientists, The Arms Race and 
Disarmament (London, 1982). 
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provided the public with detailed information in simple 

language. More recently scientists have used their energies 

to discover the unknown effects of a nuclear war. The impact 

that the findings of the Cornell Group of Scientists,71 led 

by Carl Sagan, on the consequences of even a lim1 ted nuclear 

war, which were termed as Nuclear \'linter, cannot be exaggera-

ted. 

It was in 1981 that a group of thirteen retired 

senior NATO officers, came together to form a forum called 

Generals for Peace and Disarmament. 72 In 1983 tney published 

a book which says: "No doubt it was painful for those \'rho 

believed the world was flat to accept evidence that it was 

after all round. The time has come when we too, must accept 

the painful fact that the nuclear deterrents like the 

Emperor's new clothes, is a figp1ent of the imagination.u73 

Since then they have kept publishing occasional papers and 

72 

Their findings are published now in book form, Paul 
R. Ehrlich, The Nuclear Winter - The World After 
Nuclear War (Loridon, 1985). 

73 Ibid., p. 72. 
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books to voice their concern over the gr~~ing threat of a 

· nuclear war. 

The super- str.1ctural factors discussed above have 

played a role - a substantial one at that in spreading 

awareness of the dangers posed by the ' thermoruclear 

stockpiles'. In this manner they have indirectly helped 

the growth of the anti-nuclear movenent. 

• • • 
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IDEAS AND ALTERNATIVES 

Social Movements need to provide not only a coherent 

critique of the system they fight to change but also a viable 
1 alternative. Only then can they pose a serious challengee 

A distinguishing feature of the contemporary Anti

Nuclear Movement is its attempt to provide an intellectual 

framework for opposition to nuclear weapons and not merely to 

J mount a moral crusade against global annihilation. 2 Not only 

have fresh analyses of the global situations been made but 

cohesive critiques and well defined alternatives provided to 

established nuclear doctrines and strategies. Thus, even 

though the Anti-Nuclear Movement may have rejected and even 

denounced ideologies of the Eastern and Western blocs,3 it has 

acquired a Weltanschauung of its own. 

It must be realized that the 'ideas' and 'alternatives• 

enunciated by the :t-iovement are not found in one concise fonn 

either in the manifestoes/documents issued by the numerous 

1 See for example, John \1/ilson, Introduction to Social 
J Jroovements (New York, 1973), for an elaboration of tfiis point. 

2 One of the reasons for the failure of the '50s Anti-Nuclear 
Movement was because a majority of its members saw it as a 
moral/ethical crusade against nuclear weapons. 

' 

3 See, for example, European Nuclear Disarmament Appeal 
launched on April 25, 1980. Text in Appendix 5. 
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groups and organizations comprising the movement nor in any 

studies on them. From incidental pieces in popular journals, 

to serious academic writings, to interviews and speeches by 
' its activists and leaders spread all over Western Europe,4 the 

'

alternatives puroosed are often ambiguous and at times even 

conflicting. To give them, therefore, a precise, yet 

exhaustive and all-embracing, form would not only be an 

impossible task but would do great injustice to the dynamism 

and diversit; of the Movement and its thought. The details 

provided below therefore should be seen only as general 

indicators and at times the lowest common denominator which 

most groups subscribe to. 

I 

THE MOVEMENT' S ANALYSIS OF THE ARMS RACE 

A study of the background of the leaders and 

intellectuals of the Movement will reveal that a majority of 

them have had sympathies with the left, if not been members 

of various communist parties at one time or another. This is 

\ 

not surprising as the average age of the leudership of the 

Movement is above forty. r.1ost of their youth and early 

4 See Bibliography for the diversity of publications on 
the Movement. 

5 See Appendix 6 for list of organisations comprising 
the Hovement. 
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adulthood was spent in the turbulent sixties when protest in 

Europe was synonymous with different .. shades of Marxism looked 

upon by most as 'the' alternative. 6 But in the present day 

Western Liberal democracies, Marxian antecedents are a 

negative factor which the leaders have to work to overcome. 
-

This becomes imperative for gaining popular support for the 

movement from people who are voting conservatives to power. 

(

Therefore, the emphasis of the Movement's literature is on the 

belief that the question of survival d~es not rest in ideologies 

alone, but is a much larger human question. And even if the 

movement• s writings may not expound the virtues of a 'market 

economy', positive steps have been taken not only to place on 

par the East and the West as far as the arms race is concerned, 

but also to refrain from a systemic analysis of the two blocs. 

The arms race as it exists today, is seen as a phenomenon 

beyond being simply the product of systemic idiosyncracies of 

either the East or the West. Even some communist parties which 

are supporting the Movement have taken public stands equating 

6 For a detailed study of the protest in the sixties in 
Europe see for instance, J. Joll and D. Apter, eds, 
Anarchism Today (London, 1971), and Peggy Duff, Left, 
Left, Left (London_ 1971). 

7 At the peak of the movement's strength in 1983, Great 
Britain voted the conservatives with a great majority. 
In West Germany the conservative CDU/CSU alliance was 
elected. 
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/the United States with the Soviet Union. 8 The Appeal for 

{European Nuclear Disarmament9 made the stand explicit: "We 

do not wish to apportion guilt between the political and 

military leaders of East and West. Both parties have adopted 

menacing postures and committed aggressive actions in different 

parts of the world." 

What then were the causes for the accelerating I 
arms race and what role was the Movement envisaged to play 

in curbing it? 

Earlier theorists of the Movement such as Mary 

Kaldor, 10 and Alva Myrdal11 believe that the "main motivation 

8 For example, see Signor Berlin~er1 s statement on behalf 
of the Italian Communist Party (PCI) quoted in Phil 
vlilliams, ed. t The Nuclear Debate : Issues and Politics 
(London, 1984}, p. 69. Also see PCI Foreign Section 
Chief Antonio Kubbi's statement quoted in Alva Myrdal, 
et al., Dynamics of European Nuclear Disarmament 
'(Not'-tingham, 1981), asking for a withdrawal of ss-a:>ts 
by the Soviet Union, p. 292. 

9 Launched on 28 April 1980 at a press conference in the 
House of Commons, United Kingdom, and based on a draft 
prepared by E.P. Thompson in consultation with the 
Russell Foundation Signatories including Tony Benn, 
M.P., Bruce Kent, leader of CND, Lord Brockway, Zhores 
Medivedev and leaders from Labour and Liberal parties 
as well as leaders from the Church. See Appendix ~ 
for text. 

10 Kaldor is a Research Fellow at the Science Policy 
Research Unit, Univers~ty of Sussex. She edits~ 
Notes and is an activist of the CND. The Disente~ating 
West (London, 1979) is one of her major works expalning 
~cause for the decline of the NATO alliance. 

11 Myrdal Alva, A winner of the Nobel Peace Prize is author 
of the classic, The Game of Disarmament (New York, 1976). 
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of the arms race between the Super Powers is for each to match 
12 the other in destructive capaci ty11 • .. Apart from this 

fundamental action-reaction phenomenon which caused the 

arms race there were other forces which were contributing to 

its acceleration. Factors such as the "interservice rivalry 

and canpetition for shares of military budgets"t 13 "the military

industrial canplex"t 14 "the manentum generated by research and 

development by the scientists 11 t 15 and "the bureaucratization 
16 of homocide" were listed and explained in great detail. 

There remained, however, a fundamental flaw in 

this restricted analysis. If the arms race could be reduced 

to easily determinable factors, then not only could, theore-
• tically, a government committed to disarmame:::J.t bring about 

a total change in the situation but the purpose of the movement 

could be no more than to act as high level pressure group. 

12 Ibidet p. 5. 

13 Ibid., pp. 11-12. 

14 This term was first used by President Eisenhower in 1961 
and is now used extensively by Peace Researchers. 

15 Lord Zuckerman, "The Deterrent Illusiou", The Times, 
21 January 1980. 

16 Henry T. Nash,· "The Bureaucratization of Homocide", in 
E. P. Thompson Dan Smith, ed., Protest and Survive 
(Middlesex, 1980), p. 62. 
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These analysts had seen the super powers caught in a vicious 

circle of their own making, which was further strengthened by 

a variety of factors. Even if this was sound academic analysis: 

as far as a tactical strategy for the Movement was concerned, 

it was nothing short of disaster. No movement could have mass 

/support if the masses felt that institutions within the 

system could be tapped to bring about the desired change. 17 

18 E.P. Thanpson in his now famous essay 11 Notes on 

'Exterminism', the Last Stage of Civilization" 19 was the first 

to attempt an explanation of the arms race not only in terms 

\ of the unwillingness but the inability of the governments to 

\halt it. Thompson's essay makes the following points: The 
. 

arms race as it exists today cannot be a subject of ra~ional 

analysis. It may have had its roots in rational decisions 

17 See J. Wilson, n. 1, for further discussion. 

18 E.P. Thompson, Marxist historian and author of the 
classic work on working class consciousness, The 
l\1akinr, of the En~lish \vorkinifuClass. ActivisT'during 
the r'tovement of he 5os, fou er of END, has written 
extensively on the Movement. 

19 E.P. Thompson, "Notes on Exterminism, the Last Stage 
of Civilization", first published in New Left Review 
(NLR) (London), May-June 1~. 
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but the problem in its present form cannot be subject to "a 

single causative historical logic11 • 
20 .. "What is justified as 

rational self interest by one power or the other becomes in 

the collusion of two, irrational"; 21 the nuclear weapons and 

"their attendant support systems • • • grow of their own 

accord 1122 and have thus acquired a relative autonomy; even 

though there may be various thrusts23 which contribute to 

their acceleration, holistically it is a totally irrational 

phenomenon, and traditional categories are inadequate24 to 

analyse the situation and it required a new category of 

analysis that of Exterminism. 

20 E.P. Thompson, "Notes on Exter.minism, the Last Stage of 
Civilization", in Edward Thompson and others, Extenninism 
and the Cold vlar (London, 1982), p. 1. 

21 Ibid., p. 15. 

22 Ibid., p. 5. 

23 These thrusts in the United States, according to Thompson, 
may be observed as a "collective capitalist General Will 
for survival or expansibn, whether as counter-revolutionary 
reaction to indigenous anti-imperialist movements in the 
Third World or whether in pursuit of interests and 
resources (notably oil) of the most ol0 fashioned 
imperialist kind." 'Ibid. ( p. 15). V'lhile in the Soviet 
Union the "incremental thrust is ideological and 
bureaucratic 11 • (p. 19) 

24 Traditional categories such as imperialism "predicate 
an active agent and a subjected victim: an exploiter 
and an exploited". This, Thompson points out, will 
be no longer useful to analyse the present situation. 
A nuclear war will not promote the interest of any 
country, class or elite. Ibid., p. 21. 
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Thanpson argues that "Extenninism designates those 

characteristics of a society - expre~sed, in differing 

degrees, within its economy, its polity and its ideology

which thrust it in a direction whose outcome must be the 

extermination of multitl.ldesn. 25 

The novelty of Thompson's thesis is that it is not 

restricted to examining the seemingly helpless nature of the 

situation but to offer the path of the Movement as an alter

native. He believes that this gathering determinism can be 

combated only if there is a great mobilization based on 

understanding. This mobilization, he contends, should take 

place all over Europe since the heart of that continent 

remains the central locus of the opposing exterminist thrusts. 

According to him the Movement assumed great importance since 

"it strikes directly at the confrontation by initiating a 

counter-thrust, a logic of process leading towards the 

disso~ution of both blocs, the demystification of exterminism's 

ideological mythology, and thence permitting nations in both 

Eastern and Western Europe to resume autonomy and political 

mobility". 26 

At the level of pure academic analysis Thompson's 

work had flaws and has indeed been subject to severe 

25 Thompson, ibid., p .. 20. 

26 Ibid.,, p. 28. 
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criticism. 27 Its importance, however, lies not as much in its 

contribution to a better theoretical ~nalysis of the arms race 

or to social science theory, but for providing a strategy with( 

a coherent basis to the Movement. Thompson, with one stroke, 

was able to not only condemn governments and the futility of 

bilateral and multilateral negotiations but was able to 

"reassure" (to borrow Hichel Howard's phrase) the teeming 

activists of the Movement of its need and importance. The 

European Nuclear Disarmament Appeal had earlier attempted to 

provide the Movement with a workable strategy but it was far 

too sketchy and fluid. Thompson's essay on the other hand 

was a serious analytical thesis. It combined the force to 

inspire and activate the masses, and also provoke an 

intellectual debate which in turn gave an ideological basis 

to the aims and efforts of the movement. 28 

27 

28 

See for exam~le Perry Anderson, In the Tracts of Historical 
Ivlaterialism tLondon, 1984), and Mike Davies, •*Nuclear 
Imperialism and Extended Deterrence", in Thompson and 
others, n. 20, pp. 37-54. 

The debate sparked off by Thompson's article, "Notes 
on Exterminism, the Last Stage of Civilization", 
NLR, May-June 1980, caused a debate among left 
"Uitellectuals from all over Europe. It was published . 
in the form of a book - Edward Thompson and others, 
Extenninism and the Cold War (London, 1982). The · 
contribu£ors included Rudolph Bahro, Reymond Williams, 
Etienne Ballibar and John Cox. 
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THE MOVEMENTS CRITIQUE OF NUQLEAR STRATEGY 

This is one area in which the literature produced 

by the Movement assumed prolific proportions. At every level 

there are detailed analytical critiques of the nuclear strategic 

doctrine propounded by the super powers. By and large they 

are logically argued criticisms but same unfortunately are 

non-sequiters. At the fundamental level, however, there is 

an understanding which binds all heterogenous groups of the 

movement together. This ba:sic understanding is that the 

Doctrine of Deterrence (together with the corolarries that 

strengthen it) which forms the main stay of establishment 

strategy has_ given rise to a highly unstable system and unless 

nuclear weapons can be outlawed from Europe a nuclear war is 

not only possible, but imminent. 

The critique to the doctrine of Deterrence is 

provided as two levels -- the Logical/Strategic and the 

Ethical/Moral. 

The 'logical' critique begins by questioning 

the concept of deterrence itself- "Deterrence theory carries 

a heavy burden of illogicality, paradox and dilanman. 29 The 

29 Nigel Blake and Kay Pole, ed., Danfers of Deterrence
Philosopher's On Nuclear Defence ( oridon, 1983), p. 2. 
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main arguments30 given to prove that the deployment of missiles 

in Europe would lead to a failure of.Deterrence are as 

follows. Deterrence, it is pointed out, rests on three 

expectations - the enemy will behave rationally; the threat 

which daunts him now will continue to be the most daunting 

he could face and, he will not find technical means by which 

he could counter-deter the threat. "Now taking these in 

reverse order, there are reasons to believe that the USSR is 

actually finding ways to deter the launching of medium range 

weapons at it from Western Europe. It is no mere political 

convenience which makes it to keep medium-range missiles in 

Soviet rather than Warsaw pact territory- for it is this 

which signals its determination to retaliate at the highest 

level if these weapons are attacked.n 31 Furthennore,"the 

arms race is arguably developing in a way that will eventually 

present the Soviets with a grave dilemma; to make an early 

preemptive strike at America or to wait for the Americans to 

strike first at then, or threaten them to do so.;. •• If the 

first strike threat is not yet imminent, neither is it not, 

in the indefinite and unpredictable future". 32 Finally, 

30 It is impossible to include all the ar~ents used 
against Deterrence. One will include the major arguments 
used to show that Deterrence will fail because of the 
deployment of Cruise and Pershing Missiles in Western 
Europe. 

31 Blake and Pole, ed., n. 29, p. a. 
32 Ibid., p. 30. 



42 

"the NATO's strategic stance of flexiple response creates a 

situation of great uncertainty for both sides regarding the 

probable reactions of the other side. The Soviets would fail 

to take the most rational course of action, not out of an 

hysterical reaction to events but from sheer intellectual 

confusionn. 33 

The ethical and moral dimensions of deterrence have 

also been discussed in detail by scholars34 in an outside the 

Movement but the inspiration was provided by the Church and 

some of its writings35 and pronouncements.36 The object of 

deterrence is to prevent \~r but it is inherent in the concept 

of deterrence that if the opponent is not frightened off, the 

'"~eapons that constitute the deterrent will be used. The hope, 

always is that actual use will not be necessary, but if the 

deterrent is to be effective, use must always be seen as a 

possibility, not to be discounted by the opponent. This is 

seen by many as immoral. 11It cannot be justified because an 

intention, however conditional, to do sanething intrinsically 

33 

34 

35 

36 

Ibid., p. 9. 

See for example Geoffery Goodwin. ed., Ethics and Nuclear 
Deterrence (London, 1982). Also see Marcus Raskin, "war, 
Peace arid the Bishops", The Nation, 28 January 1983, 
p. 106; and L. Bruce Van Voorst, "The Churches and Nuclear 
Deterrence", Foreigg Affairs, spring 1983. 

See for example, The Church and the Bomb : Nuclear Weapons 
and Christian Consctence (London, 19§2). 

See for example the Pastoral Letter by the American 
Catholic Bishop. 
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immoral is, itself by definition immoral. Sin is ccmpleted in 

act but begins in consent and the consent to act immorally 

even though the act is never performed is already sinful. n37 

De.terrence has flaws and internal centrad ictions 

which the movement has brought out succinctly. But what remains 

the strong point of the establishment is that deterrence has 

survived over the past thirty odd years without breaking down. 

It has come close to it at times but never has it collapsed 

or given way completely to all-out confrontation between the 

two super powers. The movement has attempted to counter this 

albeit not very successfully. E.P. Thompson terms the 

establi$runent's proposition as counte~factual histor~8 which 

as an exercise in historical logic is not necessarily 

disreputable but the exercises in this case are most trivial. 

That deterrence has prevented a major war in Europe is 

according to Thompson "a stupied proposition •••• It is a 

counter-factual proposition which does not admit of proof, 

and, if we allow it some force it establishes nothing about 

the future". 39 

37 The Church and the Banb, n. 35, p. 98. 

38 E.P. Thompson, "Deterrence or Addiction", in c. F. 
Barnaby and G.P. Thomas, ed., The Nuclear Arms Race -
Control or Catastroehe? (London, 1~2). 

39 Ibid., p. 96. 



This is hot a very strong argument since an explana-

tion based on formal logic may be th~oretically sound but 

cannot subvert a time-tested remedy. That it may collapse 
. 

in the future does not seriously concern the public of \<lest 

European countries. This in fact is the biggest challenge 

that the Movement has had to face. 

III 

ALTERNATIVE DEFENCE STRATEGIES PROPOSED BY THE MOVEMENT 

. 
The movement in its quest to pose a successful \ 

challenge to the established order has come up with varied 

al tern'3,~tives to the established strategic order of the NATO 

Alliance. The objective wa·s to ensure that as broad-based 

as possible a popular front against the deployment of nuclear 

weapons in Europe was created. In this endeavour, alternatives 

range from the milder 'Nuclear Freeze' and 'No-first-Use' to 

the totally revolutionary 'Non-Violent Resistance'. The 

phrase 'To each his o,~, best sums up the attitude of the 

movement in proposing the variety of defence alternatives. 

At a fundamental level the alternatives can be 

divided into two sets: those which envisage limited or some use 

of nuclear weapons and seek to bring changes within the NATO 

frameworlc, and those which envisage change in a modified 
I 

alliance structure or even outside the alliance framework by 



means of unilateral decisions taken by individual countries. 

All proposals have one principle in canmon: they stress the 

defensive role of all weaponry. It is also important to note 

that alternate defence policies put more emphasis on the 

consideration that the legitimate security needs of any 

community cannot be defined without taking into account the 

security needs of other communities, including the acknowledged 

opponents. 40 

The first set would include the following options: 

(a) No-first-Use, (b) Improved conventional defence; and 

(c) Nuclear Free Zones. 

(a) No First Use 

Also known as the inflexible response alternative, 

it envisages that the United States should follow the Soviet 

example and renounce first use of nuclear weapons. 

The idea ·was first publicised by four .American public 

figures in 1982. 41 In 1983 four British scientists signed a 

similar report by the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS). 42 

In the same year the Church of England Synod urged the British 

4o Ben Dankbaar, "Alternative Defence Policies and the 
Peace 1'1ovements", Journal of Peace Research (Oslo), 
vol. 21, no. 2, 19S4, p. 142. 

41 McGeorge Bundy, George F. Kennan, Robert s. McNamara 
and Gerard Smith, "Nuclear Weapons and the Alliance", 
Foreign Affairs, spring 1982, p. 126. 

42 Lord Zuckerman, Lord Caver, Lord Flowers and Lord 
Gladroyn, Union of Concerned Scientists, N.o First Use 
( c~unurtdge, 1982). 
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government to adopt the policy of No-Firat-Uae. 43 

The proponents of the No-First-Use argue that nuclear 

weapons should be maintained only as a deterrent against the 

use of nuclear weapons by the opponent, and defence should be 

based solely on conventional means. "A policy of no-first-use, 

especially if shared with the Soviet Union would bring new 

hope to everyone in every country whose life is shadowed by 

the hideous possibility of a third great twentieth century 
44 conflict in Europe." 

"The only sane approach in the nuclear age is to 

fight on, conventionally as long as it might take and as 

costly as it may be. When the situation is finally restored, 

there will at least be peoples, cultures, and national 

structures". 45 

A policy of No-First-Use would require a small 

number of invulnerable missiles. Advocates of this policy 

believe that the Warsaw Pact conventional superiority is 

exaggerated as far as the defense of Central Europe is 

concerned. 46 

To make a No-First-Use policy really credible, they 

43 General Sypod Proceedings, CND Pamphlet (London, 1983). 

44 Bundy, Kennan, McNamara and Smith, n. 41, p. 128. 

45 Union of Concerned Scientists, No First Use 
(Cambridge, 1982), p. 26. 

46 See Dankbaar, n. 4o, p. 147. 
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stress the need to remove some weaknesses in NATO present 

position. Specifically, NATO shoulq be a.ble to decide more 

promptly on whether to mobilize and how to deploy its forces. 

Similarly NATO's ability to sustain military operations over 

a long period should be improved. 47 

According to Rozemand and Siccama two prominent 

'alternative defence' strategists such a policy has two 

components: 

(i) A defensive military posture with some potential for 

limited conventional conflicts, but clearly incapable 

of destroying its nuclear retaliation force. 

(ii) A clearly stated commitment to use nuclear weapons 

against the territory of the Soviet Union as soon as 

the number of civilian casualties in Central Europe 
48 surpasses an acceptable level. 

Apart from rejection by the establishment there 

are few takers for the No-First-Use policy even in the 

Movement itself since it envisages a change more in terms 

of objectives rather than military structures, and furthermore, 

rloes not eliminate the use of nuclear weapons. 

47 Ibid., p. 148. 

48 s. Rozemond and J. Sicamma, quoted in Ben Denkbaar, 
n. 40, p. 148. 



(b) Improved Conventional Defence 

A series of options have been proposed to strengthen 

the conventional means of defence as an alternative to nuclear 

weapons. Some of the options include: 

(i) Forward Conventional Defence or a Mobile 
Defensive-Offensive Strategy--

This approach stresses the need for an improved air 

and a:nnoured capability for taking \var into enemy terri tory. 

It proposes to prepare a 'fire barrier' of about 4 km deep 

along the East-West border, i.e. a zone which is so inundated 

with fire-power that it is impossible to pass through. Early 

warning systems and surveillance sensors should be prepo

sitioned and NATO forces should be ready to fire mine-laying 

rockets and other munitions into the zone at any time. Heavy 

and medium rocket launchers are to be positioned outside the 

main battle area, up to 150 km from the forward edge of the 

battle (FEBA). 49 Light artillery is to be placed between 

6-15 km from FEBA and its missiles could possibly be gMided 

to their targets by small combat units which should be deployed 

between them and the fire barriers. 

49 Robert Hannig, quoted in Ben Dankbaar, n. 40, p. 149. 
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vlar games and other calculations have shown tha,t this 

type of defence could completely blook and destroy the first 

strategic echelon of Warsaw Pact forces. This proposal to 

make the defence of \vestern Europe is a· -pu~an 
. \ 

affair. Nuclear arms remain in this proposal solelY' in a 

strategic deterrent role, which can adequately be dealt with 

by British and French nuclear arms.50 

Boeker and Barnab~ 1 take a comparable position and 

propose to start with a treaty banning the use of nuclear 

weapons against countries which do not possess them and do 

not allow them to be stationed on their territory. Following 

that, all nuclear arms could be stationed at sea or on the 

territories of the nuclear p01,vers. Their proposal for a 

conventional, •non-provocative' defence also contains a fire 

barrier, but they put more emphasis on the role of highly 

mobile squads behind the first barrier. 

( ii) Active .!!:-depth Defence 

This option envisages covering Western Europe with 

a.network of self-contained units equipped with precision

guided anti-tank and anti-aircraft weapons and light infantry 

50 Ibid., p. 149. 

51 Frank Barnaby and Egbert Boeker, "Non-Provocative Non
Nuclear Defence of western Europe", J\DIU Report, vol. 5, 
no. 1, p. 6. 
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weapons. A detailed proposal by Horst Afheldt5 2 envisages a 

peacetime network of 310,000 'technO:-canmandoes' in twenty

men units each covering about t\'lenty square kilaneters.. It 

is argued that each unit would be capable of destroying three 

tanks with short-range missiles or more with additional long

range weapons. 53 

(iii) .;.;N;.;;u;.;;c•l•e•a.;;.r ~ ~ 

This proposal which has become popular in the Movement 

merely reproduces the key thoughts of the plan put forth in 

the 1950s under the political framework of "disengagement" 

suggested by George Kennan54 on the one side and the then 

Polish Foreign Minister Rapacki on the another. 55 It suggests 

that if the two superpowers are unable to desist from their 

chaotic a~ns build up and if the threat from ever more 

sophisticated weapons continues, then the reasonable thing 

would be to keep them as far from each other as possible and 

create a broad nuclea~free zone in between. The Russel Peace 

Foundation which sponsored the European Nuclear Disarmament 

52 

53 

54 

55 

Horst Afheldt, quoted in Rudolf Steinke and Michel 
Vale, ed., Germany Debates Defence (Nottingham, 1983), 
p. 187. 

Ibid., p. 189. 

Ouoted in Steinke and Vale, ed., n. 52, p. 180.-

Ibid. \e> l <6 \ 
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56 Appeal has in recent years popularized this idea; if this 

were to be possible 11 the entire territory of Europe, from 

Poland to Portugal" would be free of nuclear weapons. 57 The 

Olaf Palme Commission report has also advocated this 

idea. 58 

The second set of alternatives includes the following 

options: (i) Neutrality, (ii) Unilateral Disarmament, arrl 

(iii) Non-violent resistance. 

Neutrality 

This proposal is an alternative to membership of 

any allianc~ basea on three existing models -- the defence 

policies of Sweden, Switzerland and Yugoslavia. Finland is 

offered as a model for countries in Eastern Europe seeking to 

withdraw from the Warsaw Pact. It is deemed essential to 

enumerate the policies follov1ed by these countries in order to 

understand the significance of the alternatives. 

Sweden 

It has a system of total 'defence' based on uni

versal conscription (7~-15 months, with compulsory refresher 

56 See Appendix 5 for text. 

57 Steinke and Vale, ed., n. 52, p. 18Q .• 

58 Olaf Palme Commission Report, Cammon Security, A 
'Programme for Disarmament (Lon"aon, 1<j82). 

59 Steinke and Vale, ed., n. 52, p. 181. 
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courses) a modern but limited navy and air force (no long-range 

bombers) and an extensive civil-defence programme providing 

deep shelters for the whole population. The total strength 

of the armed forces within seventy-two hours of mobilization 

is 800,000 - one tenth of the population. Military tactics 

envisage mobile resistance with five armoured brigades, and 

stubborn position defence by local units passing, if necessary, 

to guerrilla warfare. In Britain Sweden has been used as a 

popular example in the debate on the bomb.6o 

Switzerland 

It relies on a citizen army to create to mobilized 

strength of 625,000 (one tenth of the population) within 

forty-eight hours of mobilization - as in Sweden. The 

intention is to make the invasion discouragingly costly by 

confronting the invader with in-depth defence throughout the 

country. 

Yugoslavia 

It bases plans for indefinite defence on partisan 

(guerrilla) warfare in the tradition of the Second World War. 

Against an all-out attack by the invading force, the army 

would fieht on conventionally for as long as possible in the 

60 See Defence without the Bomb, The Report of the Alternative 
Defence Commission (London, 1983). 
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northern plain and then pass to guerrilla operations in the 

mountains alongside the territorial force~ 

Finland 

It follows a policy of neutrality and .enjoys a 

healthy democracy, while maintaining a Treaty of Friendship 

and Mutual Co-operation with the Soviet Union. Signed in 

1948, its military clauses state that "in event of Finland, 

or the Soviet Union through Finish terri tory, becoming the 

object of armed attack, Finland will, true to its obligations 

fight to repel the attack." The treaty differs from a military 

alliance agreement in that its military clauses are restricted 

to attack against Finland or through Finnish territory. 

Finland has a highly efficient 700,000 strong defence force 

without nuclear weapons operating a strategy of i~depth 

territorial and light mobile defence. 

Unilateral Disarmament 

This proposal envisages an individual country 

taking a unilateral decision to disarm itself. It is based 

on the following consideratio~ the fact, which history has 

demonstrated a thousand times over, that modern states in 

general in their competition with one another are constantly 

generating the cause and reasons for war itself. Therefore 

if a country would take the decision others would perhaps 
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follow suit. 61 

Non-Violent Resistance 

Non-violent resistance is based on the following 

premises: 62 (a) It respects the human being in every enemy 

soldier and endeavours to drav1 out this humanity through 

appropriate action and responses; (b) non-violent resistance 

seeks to make clear that security, and indeed the security of 

existence itself, is the concern of each and every individual 

in society, and that one cannot relieve oneself of this burden 

by relying on other persons or institutions in this matter; 

(c) non-violent defence means that resistance must be 

organized democratically. The most important implication of 

this premise is that the "humanist scruples" of non-violent 

resistance must include the enemy (i.e. the needs of the enemy 

must be respected and studied wherever possible). Only those 

interests may be defended that do not place the freedom and 

equality of those with other views in jeopardy. "Understood 

properly, non-violent defence calls for no less than a long 

and arduous process of re-education. of man himself, of a man 

61 Twenty questions and answers about CND, Pamphlet 
(London, 1983). 

62 Achen Wilson, The Disarmers Handbook of Military 
Technolog:z:: and Organization (Middlesex, 1983), p. 281. 
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condi~ioned for thousands of years in indifferent forms of 

the friend-enemy ethic: a tooth for a tooth, an eye for eye 

ethic.n63 For these reasons it would be difficult to 

introduce this concept as a general principle for 

society. 

After the various alternatives articulated by 

the Movement have been enumerated, it is essential to examine 

their viability. It has already been stated that the Movement 

failed to evolve common alternatives. The only chords uniting 

all groups -- those of stopping the deployment of Cruise and 

Pershing II as the immediate aim and of a nuclear-free Europe 

as the larger aim, resulted in a totally uncompromising 

attitude of the movement which could only result in a zero-sum 

'all' or 1 nothing' situation. It would not be difficult to 

infer that a more cohesive group with consensus on all major 

issues would have been able to develop a more realistic 

bargaining and negotiating strategy which may have initially 

yielded piece-meal changes but would in the long run have 

been much more successful. The recent attempt to have an 

European equivalent of the American 'freeze' movement64 with 

an attempt to harmonize •unilateralist' and 'multilateralist• 

postures within the movement and emphasizing the need to freeze 

63 Andreas Buroin in Steinke and Vale, ed., n. 52, p. 183. 

64 See New Statesman (London), 1 November 1985, for further 
discussion on the Freeze Movement to be launched on 
13 November 1985, in London. 
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all rruclear missiles at the present level h:1s shown signs of 

being more successful. 65 This brings to light the question as 

to why the alternatives posed by the movement seem unviable? 

Some66 argue that there are two basic problems: First, the 

general concept of altern3tive defence is far removed from 

political realities. 67 The offensive military systems of the 

super powers form the main component of their military strength. 

To expect them to change their respective military structures 

that will tremendously weaken their power basis in the context 

of the realities of the present international system is an 

utopian exercise. 

Second, the alternatives provided by the movement 

are conceptually very weak when it comes to discussing the 

actual mechanisms for implementation and above all preservation 

65 Will Howard, the Freeze Movement's national organizer 
in UK and former forward planner of CND, believes "that 
many people not in the peace-movement would support · 
the Freeze". (New Statesman, 14 November 1985, p. 27). 
Howard insists that Freeze can attract supporters from 
right across the political spectrum, a belief partly 
borne out by the list of patrons which includes Denis 
Healey, Labour's foreign affairs spokesman. Dame 
Judith Hart, Labour M.P., and Paddy Ashdovm, Liberal 
M.P. 

66 For instance, \'lilhelm Agrel, "Small rut not Beautiful", 
Journal of Peace Research, vol. 21, no. 2, 1984, pp. 
157-67, Who is at the Lund University Peace Research 
Institute (LUPRI), for a detailed critique of alternative 
defence policies. 

67 Ibid., p. 157. 
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of alternative no~offensive military organizations. 68 The 

complex interactions between science,· technology, anns, 

industry, military services, and politicians do not indicate 

that the problem of an overall and definite guidance of the 

development of military technology can be achieved merely 

through a political decision. Therefore, Thompson's thesis 

suggesting a breakthrough achieved by a popular uprising of 

the masses is perhaps tactically and intellectually the most 

satisfying. But that this cannot be possible unitil a nuclear 

threat manifests itself in all sphere of life is borne out by 

the history of revolutionary change. 

Ibid., p. 158. 



CHAPTER III 

U1PACT ON POLITICS : A CASE S'IUDY OF THE UNITED 
KINGDOM AND THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 

The litmus test for gauging the impact of a social 

movement must finally lie in the degree of success achieved in r 
bringing about the change that it had desired. However, a 

contemporary movement which is still in the process of evolving, 

finding roots and a concrete social basis may not have induced 

' actual' social change but still had tremendous consequences 

for the polity. Certain other indicators are required, there-
. 1 

fore, to examine the influence that it generated. ,~ 

~In a liberal-democracy these indicators would include, 

inter-~, a study of election patterns reflecting whether or 

not there is any marked shift towards parties representing the 

interests or favourable to the aims and efforts of the 

Movement; independent, reliable opinion polls carried out 

showing not only the nature of the appeal of the movement and 

the degree of awareness on the issues raised by it, but 

especially so in a·, conservative• 2 society, the degree of 

acceptance of no~institutionalized forms of protest and 

1 For a detailed treatment of social movements see J. 
Wilson, Introduction to Social t1ovements (New York, 
1973). 

2 The term conservative is used here to denote a polity 
where centre-right parties are being voted to power 
signifying 'little' desire to alter the status quo. 



finally, reactions to the movement by the main political and 

other institutions of influence in the state, including 

political parties, trade unions, and very importantly in 

Western Europe - the Church. 

In the canmon immediate aim that had bound all the 

heterogenous groups of the Anti-Nuclear Movement together, that 

of attempting to stop the deployment of Pershing II and Cruise 

missiles in ''/estern Europe, they were not successful. 3 The 

larger aim of a nuclear free Europe is no more closer than it 
4 was when the movement had begun. 

But it would be wrong if on this 'seemingly co~incing' 

evidence it were concluded that the Movement was not only a 

dismal failure but that the politics of the countries remained 

unaffected and unchanged. 

Tvro cases will be considered here: the United Kingdom 

and the Federal Republic of Germany to illustrate the impact 

that the Anti-Nuclear Movement is having on the politics of 

West European countries. They are perhaps not typical examples, 

since the Movement has not only been strongest in these 

countries but they have had a previous history of protest. 

Nonetheless they are studied here because the movement in 

these countries is most representative of the impact that a 

3 By the end of 1983, the United Kingdom, the Federal Republic 
of Germany, Denmark and Italy had ratified the decision and 
deployment had started·by 1985. The Parliaments of Belgium 
and the Netherlands too had accepted the decision. 

4 \~1 th the Soviet decision to deploy SS-22 and SS-25 to 
counter the cruise and Pershing deployment, the situation 
is worse than it was before. 
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'Movement' such as this one can have on people and politics 

of liberal democratic states in an advan~ed capitalist 

stage. 

United Kingdom 

British thinking on nuclear weapons has been, over 

the years, a strange combination of 'idealism', pragnatic 

security cons-iderations and an attempt to regain a declining 

British role in world politics. 5 A protest movement is 

therefore not only a by-product of these 'forces but its 

su·acess depends on the way it can satisfy them. 

The Anti-Nuclear Movement in the United Kingdom is 

represented in 'real' terms by the Campaign for Nuclear Dis-
6 

~ armament ( CND) v-thich remains the largest group. The. CND is 
' 
\ not a cohesive organisation. It had in 1982, all over the 

United Kingdom, some 1000 CND groups and an equal number of 

affiliated organizations. 7 The organizations include elements 

from diverse backgrounds such as the 'Women Peace Alliance•, 

•women for Life on Earth', to •Quakers', the 'Peace Pledge 

5 A. J. R. Groom, British Thinking on Nuclear \'leapons 
(London, 1974). 

6 The total membership of the CND was over 250,000 of which 
only 5,000 pay fees individually. 

7 The wcmen' s groups which include the \1/omen' s Peace Alliance, 
Women for Life on Earth and \'lomen Oppose the Nuclear Threat 
are the largest group. The Quakers with a membership of 
20,000 come second. 
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Union', and the 'Anglican Pacifist Fellowship'. 

CND fvlembershiJ2 

1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 

National Membership 4,287 9,000 20,000 50,000 85,000 

CND Groups 150 300 700 1,000 1, 250 

Affiliated Organizations 274 n.a. n.a. 1,000 1,300 

n.a. Not available 

Source: Michael Stephenson and John Weal, Nuclear Dictionary 
(Essex: Lon§llan, 1985). 

~e heterogenous composition of the Movement has 

contributed greatly to the spontaneity and strength of the 

orrganization, but as has been stressed before, it also remains 

its biggest weakness. The absence of common unifying pers

pective except at a very general leve1, 8 do not allow for the 

development of a cohesive strategy. Before the problems of 

survival, substance and furtherance of the Movement are 

discussed it would be appropriate to list its concrete 

achievements. 

8 See Chapter II for differing perspectives of the various 
groups of the Movement; ' 



Civil Defence 

The most effective crunpaign of the Movement in the 

United Kingdom has been against the government' s civil defence 

plans and exercises. In fact it would be no exaggeration to 

conclude that one of the biggest boots to the Movement in the 

US was given by the Government's own publications on civil 

defence. 9 The foremost among them included Protect and 

Survive, Domestic Nuclear Shelters and Civil Defence. 

Protect and Survive advised British citizens on how 

they should prepare in the event of an Urrminent nuclear attack. 

'The preparations outlined in the Pamphlet were truly 

pathetic'. 10 A •scathing riposte' was given to it by a 

leader of the Movement. 11 The heat generated by it ironically 

brought home to millions of people what a nuclear war might 

mean and was probably one of the greatest conceivable 

pranoters of the movement. 

It was in the context of Civil Defence again that 

the Novement was actually able to make the government retreat 

9 t-1ichael Stephenson and John Weal, ed., Nuclear Dictionar¥ 
(Essex, 1985), p. 30. 

10 Ibid. F 3\ 

11 E.P. Thompson criticized the governnent pamphlet 
"Protect and Survive", in his essay in E.P. Thompson 
and Dan Smith, eds, Protest and Survive (Middlesex, 
1 980) ' p p. 9- 61 • 



on an important national issue - the Hard Rock national 
12 civil defence exercise, which was planned in the United 

Kingdom for Septembe~October 1982. 

The first stage of the exercise involved a preparation 

phase followed by a response to the effects of a conventional 

attack on a civilian population. 13 One major aim was to 

consider "the implications of self-evacuation by the general 

public". 14 The second stage \'las to have included a simulated 

nuclear attack, a thirty-one hour, post attack 'survival' 

phase, and then a recovery phase starting twenty-eight days 

after the attack. 15 The whole second stage would have bad 

broad military involvement and would·have included local 

voluntary organisations in the exercise. 16 

In ·an almost dramatic victory for the Movement, the 

exercise was cancelled by \'lilliam Whi telav1, the H?IDe Secretary, 

on 14 July 1982, 17 because 20 out of 54 county councils 

12 'Hard Rock' was scheduled to be the biggest national 
civil defence exercise in thirteen years. 

13 The Times (London), 15 July 1982, p. 1. 

1 4 Ibid. , p. 3. 

15 Stephenson and Weal, n. 9, discuss this in great detail, 
p. 76. 

16 John Minnion and Philig Bolsover, ed., The CND Story 
(London, 1983), p. 40. 

17 In fact, Hard Rock is not the only nuclear plan the 
government have abandoned recently. Another is the 
projected development of Indent servicing facilities 
at Coulport, Scotland. See for details ibid., p. 39. 



18 refused to participate and as the main purpose \"18.s to 

exercise local authority personnel in conjunction with the 

military it was pointless to proceed. 

For the CND who had planned their own reparte 

entitled, 'Hard Luck', 19 which provided a cross-country 

breakdo·vm, even to the village level, of the likely dead and 

injured from atwo hundred megaton attack, it was a major 

achievement. 

Nuclear Free zones 

Following from the successful campaign ag.ainst civil 

defence the other major breakthrough by the Movement was in 

the creation of Nuclear Free zones. 

After it had become clear that the first civil 

defence concern of the British government in the event of 

nuclear war would be population control, including the use 

of armed police, special courts and concentration camps, many 

·1s 

19 

The Home Secretary coupled his retreat with a threat to 
introduce legislation that would compel local authorities 
to participate. Draft proposals for compulsion were sent 
out in November 1982. By the time of writing this chapter, 
the matter is still in a flux. 

The basis of Hard Luck was work by a s~ecialist group of 
CND- Scientists Against Nuclear Arms \SANA). The 
scientists used accurate factual information and 
computers to inform every locality of the effects of 
nuclear attack on that area - damage to buildings, the 
number of dead from blast, burns and radiation and other 
information not supplied by the Home Office. See 
Philip Bolsover, "A Victory and a New Development", 
in r'li~ion and Bolsover, ed., n. 16, p. 89. 
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local :.mthorities began to reappraise their own supposed 

role. Startine with the {\1anchester City Council in 1980, 

around 200 local authorities declared themselves as rru.clear 

free zones. 20 As such they not only opposed the manufacture, 

deployment and use of nuclear weapons ltTi thin their jurisdic

tion but some also rejected the transport of nuclear waste 

through their boundaries. 21 No doubt the status of a 'nuclear 

free zone• is a gesture of protest since it expresses an 

intent on the part of the local authority rather than any 

ability to implement it. Nevertheless it articulated a 

consolidation of public opinion firmly against the deployment 

or use of nuclear weapons. 

Apart from these two major achievements, the major 

breakthrough of the Movement has been in the creation of 

popular awareness of the other dangers of nuclear war by 

the tremendous dissemination of information. 22 This is a 

non-~uantifiable empirical category and the only relatively 

20 For details of resolutions passed by the Manchester 
City Council and other City Councils, see Ken Coates, 
"Nuclear Free zones in Britain", in Ken Coates, ed., 
END Paper- 2 (London, 1982), pp. 3-15. 

21 stephenson and \'leal, n. 9, p. 112. 

22 See Appendix 7 for typical example of CND's strategy 
for dissemination of information. 
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effective means of judging it are opinion polls which will be 

discussed later in this chaQter. 

It would be only appropriate now to analyse the 

reactions/impact/relations that the Movement has had and 

invoked on and from the three major parties; the Labour, the 

Liberal/SDP alliance and the Conservatives, as also the major 

trade unions and the Anglican Church. 

Labour 
./ 

The relation that the CND has had with the Labour 

Party has been over the years of .a cyclical nature-of close

ness, disenchantment and disillusionment, closeness again and 

finally one of the redefining and questioning. There was 

almost complete dependence of the movement of the 1950s on 

the Labour Party23 to promote its parliamentary interests. 

Even though in 1959 none of the parties including the Labour 

supported the CND's unilateralist stand, 24 in 1960 in a 

dramatic conference of the party, it decided to go unilateral

ist.25 There had been a growing section within the party 
26 which had earlier been expelled from the Parliament for 

23 See for a detailed analysis of the relationship between 
the CND and the Labour Party, David Griffiths, "CND and 
the Labour Party", in Minnion and Bolsover, eds, n. 16, 
pp. 113-4. 

24 Ibid., p. 18. 

25 Ibid. plq 

26 The five Labour H.P .. s who were expelled included an 
important Labour Party leader, Michael Foot. 
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taking an anti-conservative stand on government's defence esti-

mates and it was more a concretization of that atti tud~ rather 

than a sudden surprise as it initially seemed. It was in 196o 

that Hugh Gaitskell, the Labour Party leader, made his famous 

speech to say he would "fight, fight and fight again to 

save the party". 27 And he did. In 1961 the Labour Party 

changed its unilateralist position and gave the Anti-Nuclear 

)

Movement its greatest blow. 28 This change of stand has been 

seen by some as one of the most important causes for the failure 

of the Movement in the 196os. 29 Thus, the canplete trust 

that the Movement had once reposed in the Labour Party could 

never be regained. This in spite of the fact that the Party 

once again went unilateralist in the 1980, 1981 and the 1982 

Party Conference.·30 What the Movement could not afford to 

forget was that the NATO dual track decision had been taken

during the tenure of the Labour Government. 31 Therefore it 

27 Quoted in Christopher Coker, npolitics and the Peace 
Movement in Britain"t in Phil Williams, ed., The Nuclear 
Debate (London, 1984), ·p. 52. 

28 Frank Allau~ 11 In with a bang, out ••• ", in Minnion 
and Bolsover, n. 16, p. 57. 

29 The other reasons included the success of multilateralist 
arms control negotiations, dissapation of energy and 
resources of the movement towards protest against the 
Vietnam ''far as also the alienation of the public due to . 
'direct action' measures adopted by a section of the campai~ 

30 David Griffiths, 11 CND and the Labour Party", in Minnion 
and Bolsover, n. 16, p. 133. 

31 It vJas the governnent headed by Labour leader, James 
Calla~han, which had been party to the decision from 
the British side. 



was e8sential th.a t the Movement question 1 ts dependence on the 

Labour Party to meet its electoral epcts, more so in the wake 

of its poor showing in the 1983 elections32 (where its 

manifesto made a commitment to make radical changes in NATO 

strategy albeit in consultation with its allies) in which 

Conservatives were voted in with a landslide margin. 

The Labour Party itself seems to be entangled in a 

web of 'idealism' and 'pra&natism'. Traditionally, the 

Labour Party has remained Britain's vehicle for social 

protest. 33 Therefore, at one level it cannot afford to lose 

its command over the CND and at another, real politik cannot 

allow it to lose elections on idealistic causes. 

The most radical stands taken by the Labour Party 

have been on the behest of the 'far left' within the party 

whose opinions it has attempted to "hannonize with the main

stream but it seems to be in a process of being completely 
' 

alienated"34 and not without re,qson. First, it has shown 

itself to be far better at the politics of protest than at 

the politics of power. 35 So far it has failed dismally to 

32 In the 1980 election Labour Party got the smallest 
percentage of votes since the Second World War. 

33 It has the largest number of unions affiliated to it 
and even now the Labour Party members form a large 
section of the CND. 

34 Coker, n. 27, p. 52. 

35 Ibid., p. 53. 



reverse u mul tiluternllst counter-attack within the party 

based on the party's commitment to NATO. In this resQect the 

Labour Party's present endorsement of CND has not conferred 

respectability on the movement as it did in the early 196os.36 

Ind~ed, the opinion polls continue to sho'.'l that a substantial 

percentage of Labour voters are not convinced unilateralists 

at a11, 37 even though the majority of CND supporters are 

still labour voters. 38 Second, the far left, unlike the 

National executive, is saddled with unilateralism. Logically, 

as its own members have pointed out,39 unilateralism is 

equivalent to withdrawal from NATO, for which public support 

is lacking, so unilateralism can only be sold to the public 

by fudging the issue which contributed to its defeat at the 

polls. 

Despite this, throughout the 1970s, the Labour Party 

remained committed to unilateralism and the 1972 and 1982 

party conferences carried resolutions \vhich were almost as 

radical as those of the CND. Here is a sample of the said 

resolution: 

11 This conference is opposed to any British defence 

policy which is based on the use or threatened use of nuclear 

3 6 Ibid. jJ 5 3 

37 See Appendix 2 for details of opinion polls. 

38 Coker, n. 27, p. 52. 

39 Important members such as Dennis Healey and James 
Callaghan among others. 
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weapons either by this country or its allies and danands the 

removal of all nuclear bases from the country. n40 

It is too early to judge what the future relationship 

of the Labour Party and CND \vill be like. The party \'Thich in 

the 1983 election manifesto attempted to weave the strands of 

unilateralism and militarialism into a single argument on the 

' understanding that unilateralism and multilateralism had to 

go hand in hand41 if either one \vas to succeed, could fall 

into on disarmament negotiations and further distance it from 

the CND.. The CND on its part has perhaps consciously decided 

not to put all its 'eggs in the Labour basket', 42 and attm1pted 

to look beyond the party for instrumentalities required to 

implement its demands. 

Liberal-SOP Alliance 

The Liberals have had a large representation in the 

CND even in the days of the Previous Movement. This is not 

surprising, since the Liberal Party has had a long history of 

protest against war and methods used in war. In 1958, when CND 

40 Coker, 11Poli tics and the Peace Movement in Great Britain", 
in Vlilliams, ed., n. 27, p. 55. 

41 "The Labour Party Manifesto", The Guardian (London), 
18 May 1983, p. 7. 

42 David Griffiths, 11 CND and the Labour Party", in 
T'1innion and Bolsover, n. 16, p. 33. 
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originated, the Liberals came closest to supporting it43 even 

though in the then two-party dominated British politics the 

stand was not taken seriously. 44 

In the seventies, with nuclear power becoming contro

versial as an energy srn~rce, the Liberal Party became the only 

'major political party to oppose nuclear energY'. 45 

The revival of CND in the eighties was in a climate 

in which the Liberal. Party v!as much larger, more radical and 

getting more public attention than before. 46 At the party 

Assembly in September 1980, about 33 per cent of the 

delegates voted for complete, 'unilateral nuclear disarmament', 

but a resolution supporting NATO was narrowly passed. In 
I 

September 1981 the party Assembly agreed by 752 to 485 votes 

to a resolution v.rhich declared that 11 the escalation and spread 

of nuclear weapons is the major threat to world peace1147 and 

that "Britain should take the initiative in calling for a 

European nuclear free zone and opposing the deployment of 

Cruise missiles in Europe1148 and comrni tting the Liberal Party 

43 Minnion and Bolsover, n. 16, p. 18.' 

44 Robert Fyson, 11 CND and the Liberal- SDP Alliance", in 
Minnion and Bolsover, n. 16, p. 137. 

45 Ibid., p. 139. 

46 Ibid., p. 142. 

47 Ibid., p .• 148. 

48 Ibid., p. 151. 
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"as a first step, to reject and campaign against the setting 

of cruise missiles in Dritain".'+9 Though this has remained 

the Liberal Party's official policy, this is not all there is 

to say about its stand. 

The Assembly of 1981 also saw the forming, with an 

overwhelming mffjority, of an alliance between the Liberal 

Party and the newly formed Social Democratic Party (SDP) to 

contest the General Election as equal partners. 50 The founders 

of the SDP, it must be remembered, were former Labour ministers 

who had left the Labour Party, 51 for inter-alia, its stand on 

unilateralism. This 'Gang of Four' and other subsequent MP's 

who left the labour were staunch opponents of the CND. 52 This 

v.ras to have tremendous consequences for all future stands of 

the Liberal Party alliance on disarmament and its view of the 

Movement. 

In fact, the Liberal leader, David Steel, "anxious 

not to upset the new ally, publicly opposed the Liberal' s 

anti-cruise policy immediately after the Assembly voten. 53 

49 Ibid., p. 149i 

50 The Guardian, 23 September 1980, p. 12. 

51 Roy Jenkins, Shirley Williams, David Owen and \'lilliam 
Rodgers found the Social Democratic Party (SDP) breaking 
away frcrn the Labour. 

52 See for a detailed treaiment of the origins of the SDP, 
Ian Brad~ey, Breaking the Mould? The Birth and Prospects 
of the Social Democratic Party (London, 1982). 

53 Peter I'-1alone, The British Nuclear Deterrent (New York, 
1 98 4) , [) " 41~. 
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Similarly, only three of the twelve Liberal members of parlia-

ment support the party's anti- cruise policy and most are 

staunchly against the CND.54 

The SDP, on the other hand, is the only party 'which 

has tried to retain public support for NATO by opposing 

measures which would raise the nuclear threshold and make a 

no-trust use policy possible•. 55 In fact, its leadership had 

advocated policies to raise defence expenditure in real 

terms. 56 As its leader,. David Owen, suggested the SDP is 

more keen on the implementation of a ninty mile nuclear free 

zone in Central Europe - a .proposal originally made by the 

Palme Commission. 57 

Even though both the Liberals and the SPD have their 

ov-.rn CND and Peace Groups, :lt would be difficult to envisage 

the alliance making any drastic changes in Britain's defence 

policy or talcing an all-out stand in favour of the CND. With 

the appeasement policy followed by the Liberals vis-a-vis the 

SDP even the 1981 Assembly decision condemning the deployment 

of cruise missiles loses much of its weight. 

54 The three M.P.s who support the Liberal anti-Cruise 
policy are David Alton, Bill Pitt and Richard Wainwright. 

55 Malone, n. 53, p. 42. 

56 Ibid., p. 43. 

57 See the Olaf Palme Coom1ission Rep~rt, Common Security 
(London, 1982). 
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Conservative Party 

After Mrs Thatcher's resounding vtctory in the 1983 

election58 where the conservative party retained more support 

from the electors on defence than on any issue except inflation59 

it would be naive to expect the Party to respond positively to 

the CND or to hope for dissent to grow within it to an extent 

whereby it could pose any threat to the party's official stand 

of supporting NATO strategy and the dual-track decision. It 

speaks volumes for the confidence of the Conservative gove~ 

ment that it took almost three years to even respond to the 

CND.6o Apart frcm its total dismissal of unilateralism most 

of its critic ism of the CND has been directed against the 

Labour Party. For instance, it savl Labour adopting double 

standards when 11 those who would v.rillingly shelter beneath 

American nuclear protection while refusing to provide the 

bases in this country from which that protection can 
61 operate". 

However, largely due to CND initiatives, an organi

zation, Tories against Cruise and Trident (TACT) was 

58 The Conservatives "''ere voted in with almost 51 per cent 
of votes. 

59 On Defence it got more than fifty per cent support of the 
electorate, according to opinion polls. 

60 Tv'Irs Thatcher' s Government responded to the CND only in 
the middle of 198 2. 

61 Francis Pyrn , the Foreign Secretary, attacked the Labour 
Party in the House of Commons in November 1982.. Quoted 
1.n ~oker, n. 27, p. 75. 
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62 formed, whose members 'voted conservative at the General 

Election but who nevertheless disagreed with i:ts defence 

policy. Despite its claims that "40% of conservative Voters, 

according to opinion polls, or five million people, have 

serious misgivings about the wisdom of allowing NATO to 

deploy Cruise missiles at Greenham Canmon and Holesworth with 

no ultimate British control", 63 it has yet to make a serious 

dent into either Conservative party politics or its official 

views on defence which by even the most critical estimates are 

represented by Tvlargret Thatcher's government. 

Trade Unions 

All major trade unions64 supported the previous 

Ivlovement though over the years their sympathies with the 

Hovernent have, like the Labour Party, had a cyclical 

nature. 

Frank Cousins, who was the General Secretary of the 
-

Transport and General Workers Union, the largest such union 

in the United Kingdom, during the late fifties and early 

sixties gave almost a carte blanche to the CND. Trade-Union 

62 Toris Against Cruise and Trident (pamphlet) (TACT) 
(London, n.d.). 

63 Ibid. P ~ 

64 Including the Transport and General Workers Union 
( TGWU) and other major unions such as National Union 
of Hiners (NUM). 



76 

votes were instrumental in obtaining votes for unilateral 

disarmament both at the Trade Union Congress and Labour Party 

in 1961. 65 . Although this was rever~ed at key trade union 

conferences and consequently at the TUC of 1961, 66 a generation 

of trade union activists had become committed su~porters of 

unilateral nuclear disarmrunent. Their influence helped in 

changed circwnstances to secure the adoption of unilateralist 

resolution by the 1972 and 1973 Labour cor~erences. 67 

It was in the late seventies that with the decision 

to deploy Cruise and Pershine II missiles in Europe, the Trade 

Union Hove."'lent took up the issue of unilateral disannament 

once again and the resolution v~s adopted by the TUC in 1981 

and 198268 with unprecedented majorities as also in the Labour 

Party Conferences of the same year. After the Scarborough 

Conference of 1981 many unions, including the TGWU, remained 

loyal to unilateralism even if some did not. 69 

It needs to be emphasized that the TUC is really an 

extension of the far left within the Labour Party and it is 

65 Ruth Longoni and \'/alter Wolfgang, 11 CND and the Unions", 
in r·llinnion and Bolsover, ed., n. '16, p. 130. 

66 Ibid., p. 134• 

67 Ibid., p. 131. 

68 Coker, n. 27, p. 56. 

69 Some like the Shopkeepers, Railwaymen and Engineers 
Union's abandoned the unilateral position. 
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this nexus which is making the 'right' wine; in the party 

assert itself. 70 The 'IUC is attempting to make the CND link 

economic issues with the issue of nuclear weapons. Even 

though CtiD has published pamphlets71 emphasizing the contra-

dictions be~veen disarmament and development it has resisted 

from taking up the slogan ' jobs not bombs' 72 which the Trade 

Union wing of CND had adopted. Most CND members still believe 

that not only can this lead to a diffusion of effort but 

renouncing a single issue campaign and clubbing the problems 

of nuclear weapons with economic issues would alienate a vast 

section of its supporters. 

The Church 

The Church, which has never had a direct political 

role, still remains a strong influence in most vlest European 

countries. The United Kingdom is no exception. Decrees by 
- . ' 

the Anglioan Church have continued tc;> influence a vast section . . .. -· . . . . ,, . 
of i~s public. As with other insti~tions of the B~itish 

Roman catholics, have qver the years._ given ,·religious legi tfrn8;cy 

70 Co leer, n. 27, p. 57._' 

71 

72 

CND' s pamphlet: The Arms Drain : Job Risk and Industrial 
Decline, by Jim Webb (toridon, 1981). 

Coker, n. 27, p. 57. 

.- ' 
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to NATO strategy drawing inspiration from the teachings of 

St. Augustine and the doctrine of 'Just \'Jar•. 73 

In recent years, however, there has been a debate 

within the Church over the controversial relationship between 

Ethics and Deterrence and though the Church has yet to take an 

official stand making Deterrence or the new deployment of 

missiles unacceptable to the teachings of Christianity, the 

heated controversy is symbolic of the impact that the CND is 

having on the Anglican Church. 

The greatest catalyst for this debate were the 

contents of a report commissioned by the Board for Social 

Responsibility of the Anglican Church. The report entitled 

The Church and the Banb, 74 which \'18.S published in 1982, was . 

responsible for dividing the Church further. It advocated 

unilateral nuclear disarmament by the United Kingdom maintaining 

that "deterrence was i.rnmoral 11 •
75 The authors of the report 

urged the Government to cancel the Trident Submarines programme 

at once and phase out all nuclear weapons of British and 

American manufacture. They were "enphatic in their disapproval 

of the decision to deploy cruise missiles 11 •
76 As one of the 

73 

74 

75 

76 

See for a detailed treatment of this theme, Geoffery 
Goodwin, ed., Ethics and Nuclear Deterrence (London, 
1982). 

The Church and the Bomb, Nuclear Weapons and Christian 
Conscience (London, 1982) •' 

Ibid., p. 98.' 

Ibid,., p. 92.1 
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authors put it: "Deterrence can only be morally acceptable if 

it is interim to disarmament and. only if the weaponary is 

minimal. Cruise violates all the conditions because when_it 

is deployed on a large scale, it will be virtually undectable 

and so remove all hopes of arms control. Pershing is even 

worse ••• it is a first strike weapons •••• To kill is simply 

not there in the New Testament.n77 Such weapons, the report 

concluded, "cannot and could never be proportionate to the 

just cause and aim of a just war".78 

Nevertheless, the Church remains, since the days of 

Emperor Constantine's Conversion to Christianity and its 

acceptance of war as a necessary evil, one of the pillars of 

the political establishment and to dislodge its 'firm-

foundations' would require more than a 'mere report'. In the 

debate that followed, th-e-GeneralSynod ofthe Ch"Urch rejected 

the report. In the three choices that it -~~cec;l; of a_~cepti_ng .. . 
the Bishop of Salisbury's unil~teralist approach; .the statUs · . 

. . 
quo put forth by- the 'Bisl:10.p' of Lor0.-oh; and 'a- G®l.P~O!ni'Se bet\.,r~h. 

. ..... • ' . • . • ' .. '-. • ·'.! . . ...... . f .. j •• • • • !' ' ~ ~ . ' ' 

the two-articulating condemnation o+ ·first us·e· but· endorsing _ . . . . ... . 
deterrence,. it rejected·th~ Salisbury's proposal·by 538 <votes··to, 

. . 
100. However, the·policy df a No-First-Use was adopted by a 

narrow margin of 275 votes to 222.:. . -

77 
. . .. , . ~ 

Paul Ostreicher; · "CND and· the Ch~rches·", in Mennion 
and Bolsover, ed. ,. n. 16, p. 129~; 

78 The Church and the Bomb, n. 74, p. ~ .. 

- •• •• J 
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The Bishop of Salisbury and the authors of the report 

might not h:::tvc been 3uccessful in c;ettine their proposals 

accepted but they were able to sovJ the seeds of dissent within 

the Church. Indeed, four of the five dioceses which debated 

the Church and the Bomb supported its conclusions. 79 In the 

years to come, especially so after the new Synod is elected 

at the end of 1985, it would not be surprising to find, if not 

a revolutionary change in the attitude of the Church, at least 

a real debate and not a mere a priori acceptance of the decisions 

of the establishment. 

)Opinion Polls 

A large number of public opinion polls carried out 

by independent agencies80 during the 1970s and early 1980s 

have revealed three basic trends: (i) a gradual build up of 

awareness of the dangers of nuclear war and the threat from 

nuclear weapons, (ii) an opinion sympathetic to some of the 

specific goals of the Movement (such as the anti-cruise 

stand) yet hostile to the Movement's broader goal of unilateral 

nuclear disarmament and finally (iii) what in spite of (i) 

and (ii) above, the issue of the deployment of nuclear weapons 

was never the most important before the British public, even 
81 at the movement' s peak. 

79 These were Southwack, Bristol, Birmineham and Rensi~gton. 

80 Harris Polls, Gallup Polls, etc. 

81 See Appendix 2 for details of Public Opinion polls. 
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_/ The substantial increase in knowledge of and concern 

about nuclear weapons is evident from the fact that while only 

14 per cent of the respondents in the sixties saw a danger of 

nuclear war in the next ten years, as many as 39 per cent of 

the respondents in April 1980 saw it as a conceivable danger 

in the next decade. 

Similarly, public opinion against the deployment of 

Cruise has been uniformly high, though there has been a 

slight decrease after the June 1983 elections and effective 

government propaganda. In April 1983 as many as 58 per cent 

of the respondents were against the deployment. Over the 

question of unilateral disarmament, support was more wanting. 

In 1982 only 22 per cent favoured unilateralism while 78 

per cent v1ere opposed to it. The most important revelation 

by the public opinion polls is that the issue of the 

deployment of cruise never became the most importa·nt that the 

British electorate were facing. At the height of the June 

1983 election only 7 per cent of the public rated nuclear 

/weapons the most important compared with 66 per cent naming 

unemplo~1ent and 14 per cent inflation. 

l
econ~ic issues wer~ still more important 

do not affect the public directly. 

Strate~ 

This shO'\tJed that 

than issues which 

The Anti-Nuclear Movement in the United Kingdcm 

represented by CND has had three choices in terms of a 
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coherent strategy for the sustenance, furtherance and 

achievement of its goals. They were:. ( i) to use only non

institutionalized, direct action and civil disobedience 

methods and seek changes outside the established mechanisms 

of the state. This would include mass demonstrations, 

strikes, picketing, non-payment of taxes and breaking of 

state laws. H~;ever, this had a problem. Not only would it 

have to involve sustained participation by a canmitted 

following but it carried a great risk of alienating public 

opinion. One of the reasons for the fading out of the Anti

Nuclear Iv'lovement in the 196os '\vas 'direct action' which shocl~ed 

a conservative people and even more recently the Miners 

strike lost sympathy after they began picketing. (ii) The 

second alternative was to combine non-institutional and 

institutional methods. It would mean relying on the Labour 

\Party for electoral gains and using milder methods of protest 

on their own. This alternative too was not problem free. 

At the very first, even milder direct action could alienate 

the public but what was more important the Labour could 

after all not live up to the expectations reposed in it. 

Gaitskill's volte face in the early sixties was a painful 

reminder of the fact that the Party's business was to win 

elections and not lose them on moral grounds. It could also 

not be forgotten that the NATO two track decision had been 
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taken during the tenure of the Labour government. The third 

option for the CND was to form a political party of 1 ts own 

and hope to capture state power by fighting election. This 

would mean integrating themselves completely into the power 

structure of the polity which they had so far resisted. 

Further, no elections could be fought on single issue 

campaigns and that too issues which were not the most 

important the electorate was facing. 82 Thus fighting an . 
;election would mean clubbing several issues together. On 

this account the CND had no pleasant memories: The Movement 

in the sixties had dissipated its energies in directing 

protest against the Vietnam war. 

This dile~a of strategy could not quite be resolved 

by the CND and in times to come it will be this that will 

bother it most. 

Federal Republic· of Germany (FDR) 

\'lest Germany had until the NATO dual track decision 

had three 'fundamental debates on its se~~rity•.83 The first 

dealt '"i th its post-war rearmament and alignment with the \vest. 

The second debate took place in the backdrop of the FDR's 

8 2 At the height of this t1ovement1 s campaign in 1983, issues 
such as unemployment and inflation were given more priority 
by the electorate. 

83 See for a detailed discussion on West Germanyt s security 
debates: Rudolf Steinke and Michael Vale, Germany Debates 
Defence (Ne·v1 York, 1983). · 



membership of NATO and the first deployment of nuclear missiles 

on its soil. The first Anti-Nuclear Movements, which reached 

their high point in 1958, were in response to this decision. 

The third major debate revolved around the building of the 

Berlin Wall in 1961 and reached its high point in 1969-72 

with the Four-Power Agreement on Berlin and the first Social 

Democratic - Free Democratic (SDP-FDP) coalition. The decision 

to deploy cruise and Pershing II missiles gave birth to the 

fourth major debate and led to the spurt of contemporary 

Anti-Nuclear Hovements. 

At the face of it, the contemporary Anti-Nuclear 

Movements may seem disjointed from the previous debates on 

security but what must be realized is that they represent a/ 

culmination of trends which began in the late fifties "'i th 

the industrial reconstruction of a post-war German economy 

and the search for not merely "a lost national identi tyu84 but 

nothing less than a complete alternative system. 8 5 'Ihe damage 

done to the West Germany psyche by the almost complete 

suppression of a national profile and the total identification 

with the United States cannot be over-emphasized. For long 

the Gennans have had to bear the ·"burden of guilt for Nazi 

84 

85 

Gina Cower, "Continental Peace Movements 11 , in Phil 
';Jilliarns, ed., Nuclear Debate (London, 1984), p. 73. 

Elim Papadakis, .'J')le Green Movement in \'lest Ge rmanx . 
(New York, 1984), p. 37i 
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\

misdeeds and the Movement represents an attempt to be seen in 

a nev1 role as the 'harbingers of peaqe". 86 The outbreak of 
,. ' 

the Movements also signified the setting in of contradictions 

within advanced capitalism. Contradictions which seek 

alternatives to the industrialization process in the r~ndhi~ 
~ -

\

Schumachairan intermediate-economy and appropriate technology 

framework. 87 The havoc that industrial pollution has played 

with the environment is perhaps greater in Germany than any 

other West-European country. 88 Thus in the FDR, the grov;th 

of the Hovenent, apart from sharing other canmon causes vli th 

the rest of the West European governmentsp had two idiosyncratic 
. 

reasons: first, the search for a lost identity by what was 

mostly a post- vlorld War II generation and two, a rejection ~· 
of the American model of development and all that went with 

it. 

It also needs to be stressed here that the NATO ~10 

track decision of 1979 and the hostile response that it got 

from the i'lest German public was also due to a hostile reaction 

to the breakdov;n of detente. For the West Germans, detente 

had been more beneficial than for any other West European 

country. It meant for them not only the firm setting in of 

88 

Cower~ n. 84, p. 74.; 

See for a detailed study of this point of viev1, Charlene 
Spretnak and Fritzof Capra, Green Politics (London, 1985). 

For instance the great environmental destruction that 
has taken place in the Black Forest area. 
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Ostpolitik, the return of thousands of exiled West Germans 

but also great economic boons. The West German exports to 

the Soviet Union amounted to 4.4 billion dollars compared to 

the United States exports of 0.9 billion dollars.89 

~It would n~1 be appropriate to trace the structure 

and main features of the West German Anti-Nuclear Movement. 

The ·west German Anti-Nuclear Novement comprises of organizations 

1t1hich were a part of the earlier Green Movement which raised 

environmental issues, and of groups which were born as a direct 

response to the NATO dual-track decision. The foremost among 

them is the Green Party which was earlier on conglomeration 

of various environmental groups and now combines anti-nuclear 

interests 'with environmental issues. 90 The Feminists are 

also an important part of the movement. The ''vvanen' s 

Initiatives for Peace' (AFF) which collected si~1atures for 

their '·petition for peace' had by Hay 1980 collected 80,000 

signatures. Despite the small size of the core group, the 

AFF was able to reach out to people who felt as strongly as 

they did about the threat of nuclear war. 91 The AFF was one 

89 Apart from this.the other fruits of detente included the 
EurO-Siberian.Gas Pipeline which would account for more 
than 30 per cent of West Germany's natural gas needs. 
See also Chapter I for details of the tension that the 
breakrlown of detente caused within the NATO alliance. 

An excellent work on the Green Party and its politics 
is Spretnak and Capra, n. 87. 

91 For further detatls about the AFF see Papadakis, n. 85. 
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of the earliest decentralized initiatives which were formed 

in response to the NATO dual track decision. The opposition 

by women to the deployment of nuclear weapons has been 

matched by groups within the Church. 

The Aktion Suehnezeichen Friedensdienste (ASF) 

which was formed in 1958 is one of the leading groups within 

the movement. It is funded to about thirty per cent by the 

Evangelical Church. 92 Ever since 1974 the ASF has organized 

peace festivals and after 1980 onwards 1 t has extended 1 ts 

activities by calling for "peace weeks all over the Federal 

Republic". 93 Further the provincial Synod of the Evangelical 

Church of \'lest Berlin has equivocally given its support to 

the peace weeks.;93 ./the high point of the Anti-Nuclear Movement 

was reached when the German Evangelical Congress of June 1984 

was converted into a massive display of the desire for peace 

and nuclear disarmament. On June 18, 1981 the ASF hosted a 

massive rally of over so,ooo people with different political 

affiliations but firmly opposed to nuclear weapons.94 The 

ASF, inspired by the success of the rally worked out an appeal 

for a demonstration in Bonn with other groups including the 

92 Ibid., p. 114. 

93 Ibid., p. 1 a:>. 

94 Cower, n. 84, p. 73. 
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Green Party under the motto 'all political contradictions 

must be integrated•. 95 The ASF became, thus the carrier of 

an appeal signed by 777 regional, local, national and inte~ 

national groups and organizations.96 

Among the other major contributors to the Movement 

is included the 'alternative• newspaper,~. It played an 

important role in coordinating the activities of the diverse 

strands of the anti-nuclear movement. Not only did it "offer 

up to date reports on the ill-timed, clumsy and even provo

cative statements and policies of the Reagan Administration 

in the United States in relation to the neutron bomb, the new 

range of nuclear missiles, and the renarks about the possibi

lity of nuclear war lLmited to Europe, it also enabled even 

lthe smallest peace group in rural areas to feel that they were 

a part of a broader movement. 97 

J The Green Party \'lhich had directed till now its 

protes't towards nuclear pov-1er and energy saw the opportunity 

to combine with it the opposition to nuclear weapons and 

m ili tar ism. 

One of the more important facets of the Movanent in 

West Germany was the degree of support it got fran the youth 

95 Papadakis, n. 65, p. 137. 

96 Spretnak and Capra, n. 87, p. 55~ 

97 Papadakis, n. 85, p. 137.i 
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irrespective of political affiliations, that especially among 

those with a higher education. This .. seems to show that there 

is a strong element of conflict· between old and a new elite 

more than a 'mere' conflict between two generations.9B 

Support within the Anti-Nuclear Movement 
for the witfidrawal of American troogs (%) 

Born after 1941 Born after 1941 · 

Age Groups 

18-21 22-25 26-29 30-39 40-49 50-69 

22 26 11 15 11 10 

Established Parties and Groups 

65+ 

8 

Among the established parties the foremost, for our 

purpose, is the Green Party which along with other smaller 

groups is in the forefront of the I'-1ovement. It 'tlas therefore 

a great boost for the Movement when the Greens secured more 

than the required five per cent votes, essential for 

98 Ibid., p. 140. 



representation in the 

Though there has been 

over the strategy and 

Budestag, in the 1983 election.99 

a groVIing dissent Vlithin the party I 
tactics adopted by them, the Greens 

remain the most loyal supporters of the Movement, among the 

major parties of FDR. 

-The position of the Progressive Social Democratic 
. 100 

Party ( SPD) has been ambiguous. During his tenure as 

Chancellor, Helmut Schmidt was the first West European leader 

to stress the need for modernization of NATO forces in West 

Europe in 1978. But n~r ti1at the party is in opposition it 

has changed course under the pressure from party activists 101 

and following prescriptions from regional party conferences 

the national party adopted a different security policy at a 

special party conference at Cologne in November 1983. The 

SPD officially rejected the stationing of cruise and Pershing 

II missiles and voted against a parliamentary resolution 

welcoming this move. 

99 The Green Party secured 5.6 per cent of votes which 
gave them 27 seats in the Bundestag. 

100 Hartmut Gri.ev~ "The West Gennan Peace Movement : A 
Profile", in ·:.'erner Klatefleiter and Robert Lpfaltzgraff, 
ed., The Peace Hovements in EuroJ?e and the United States 
(Kent, 1985), p. 115. 

101 Even during the time that the SPD was in office, an 
articulate minority among its rank and file had 
gathered around Erhard Eppler within the Anti-Nuclear 
Movement to espouse views opposed to those of the party 
leaders. 
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Its coalition partner, the Liberal Free Democrats 

were wrarped up in internal disputes on \>/hat strategy to 

follow to ensure the party's political survival. 

The Christian Democrats (CDU) and Christian Social 

Union ( CSU) \'vtlo were voted 'into power in the 1983 elections 

voicing strong opposition to the }1overnent which nthey regard 

as infiltrated, and manipulated, by Communist organizat.ions". 102 

The CDU rejects the Anti-Nuclear Movement, especially because 

of "the harmful effect it has on relations between the Federal 

Republic of Gennany and the United States and on the 

Atlantic Alliance". 103 

Most of the trade unions, on the other hand have 

arti~Jlated their opposition to nuclear missiles. Tnis 

especially after the fall of the SPD governrnent when 11 they 

no longer felt obliged to hold former Chancellor Schmidt's 

line". 10
lt- This includes the 'Deutsche Gewekshafsbund' 

( DGB, the German Trade Union Congress) and its member unions. 

There are also attempts on both the unions and the Anti-

Nuclear l'-'iovement' s side to form 11 sane sort of ' grand coalition', 

bringing together under one ideological roof demands for 

international peace through disarmament and demands for 

introduction of a thirty-five hour working week, as a means to 

102 Grieve, n. 100, p. 116. 
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solve the problem of unemployment and~ to secure social~.peace 

at bane". 105 Eastern fv'Iard1es and May Day celebrations have 

witnessed this important coalition of peace and labour 

activists at work. 

Opinion Polls 

Public opinion in the Federal Republic of Germany 

has had three facets. A growing disccmfi~~re with nuclear 

weaons; a remarkable degree of support for the movement 

among the young and educated, and a distrust of specific 

t
NATO policies and yet a continuing 'general' confidence in 

106 the alliance system. 

In October 1983 almost 28 per cent of respondents 

saw the "Threat of War" as among the greatest concerns, for 

themselves and the country while almost 38 per cent saw the 

danger coming from nuclear weapons. Further, more than 70 

per cent of the respondents in May 1983 were against the 

deployment of new nuclear missiles in West Germany. 

In opinion polls carried out in early 1983 as many 

31 per cent of _the respondents from the age-group 18-24 were 

already active or intending to be active in the Movement. 

Of these 30 per cent had had or were going for higher 

105 Ibid., p. 117 .,: 

106 See Appendix 2 for details of Public Opinion polls. 
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education. The number was far lower for higher age groups 

or low educntionnl lcvela. This is however in ::Jhnrp contra::rt 

to anti-NATO feeling which has never risen about 15 per cent 

while pro-NATO opinion is constantly. about 75 per cent. 

Strategy 

The means used by the Anti-Nuclear Novement in the 

Federal Republic of Germany were distinctly different from 

those adopted by the Movement in the United Kingdom. This 

does not however mean to suggest that the strategy was either 

clear or controversy free. 

\•!hen a large number of environmental groups decided 

to form the Green Party in 1979 they were doing so only to 

have representation in a'decision making apparatus of the State. 

\ 

It \•Tas emphasized that the Greens would be a 1 party against 

parties' and "rould build a ' gra-ss roots democracy' • Measures 

to ensure that no one dcminate the party included a 'two 

year rotation system11107 in parliament, by which a sitting 

Green member in the Bundestaag would have to make way for an 

alternate. During this early period the strategy of the 

Movement remained one of relying on the Greens for electoral 

gains and building and mobilizing public opinion through 

organizations such as the ASF and AFF. 

107 For details of the functioning of the Gre~\Party see 
Spretnak and Capra, n. 87. 
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./ 
This 'ideal' situation continued for some time but 

after 1983 when the Greens got representation in the Bunctestaag 

and it also became clear that there was little chance of the 

goverr~ent relenting on the missile deployment issue, dissent 

grew. In what came to be known as a debate among pragmatists 

or realists and 'fundamentalists' or idealists, 108 between 

pra§matic options and itopian ideals the Greens came to the 

verge of a split. 

The basic difference revolved around the functioning 

of the party itself. Could a party which 1"18.s fighting for 

political power be structurally totally different from other 

parties? Was it sensible to have a twe-year rotation policy 

which led to inexperienced manbers coming in for those vlh.o 

have just gathered experience? Was it not 'pragmatic' to 

compromise with other parties such as the favourable SPD 

and form a coalition rather than go in for an all or nothing 

situation? These questions were raised by the realists who 

stressed the need for bargaining, negotiating and compromising 

as a way to yield results~ 

The moot point was not however these changes, but 

whether the Green Party v.ras going to allow itself to be 

108 See ibid. for details.-
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I 
'integrated within the power structure of the polity. vlhen 

volu~tary, no~institutional environmental groups had decided 

to form a political party, the damage had already been done. 

It would be only a matter of time when the Green; fall the 

way of other political parties and the dream of 'grass roots 

democracy' will only remain a slogan to be mouthed. 

• • • 
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CONCLUSION 

Although the Anti .... Nuclear Jvlovernent spearheaded 

other 'minor' protest movements, its strength lay, unlike the 

1950s movement, in not only a facile mobilization based on a 

general 'moral' understanding of the dangers of nuclear war 

but a sustained participation against what was perceived as 

a specific threat to the security of Western Europe from the 

deployment of American nuclear missiles. 

The movement evolved in a climate of economic stag

nation in \llestern Europe during the second oil crisis ( 1979-80) 

and apprehensions within the NATO alliance concerning the 

efforts of the United States to forge greater econOmic and 

trade ties with Japan and South-East Asian countries at the 

expense of West Europe. The economic insecurity within the 

elite of Western European States manifested itself in a lack 

of confidence in the United States and '\IJas further aggravated 

by the breakdown of detente, the political and economic 

fruits of which had been r~aped more by them than by the 

United States. (The EurO-Siberian pipeline being the most 

visible symbol of this discord.) In such a state of economic 

insecurity, defence naturally assumed crucial importance. 

The bourgeoisie and the intelligentsia perceived 

Ja sense of alienation from matters related to defence, the 

decisions of which seaned to rest with the United States 



whose bona fides were now in doubt. On the other hand, with 

rampant unemployment, lack of any 'seemingly' viable al terna-

tive and decay of old cultural values, the youth of. Western 
.... ,r- -. 

Europe saw the only signs of hope coming from ?oland, where 
I 

popular protest led by Solidarity seemed to be shaking the 

foundations of a 'dictatorial' state. In this climate of 

insecurity, ·distrust and. disillusionnent, the NATO tv10-track 

decision gave the 'much-needed' impetus to spark off the 

Movement. 

It was not so much what this decision meant in real 

terms as what it reflected, how it was viewed and its difference 

from other such previous decisions. It was one of the few 

occasions when a military decision of the alliance had the 

chance to be debated in public before actual implementation. 

As was with all other earlier decisions, this could only result 

in an uproar by dissident groups who would see an opportunity 

to stop the deployment through the creation of a favourable 

public opinion. The already existing 'alienation' among the 

elite was furthered through the decision which made the \vest 

European governments party only to its military aspects 

while the political dimensions, those of arms control 

negotiations, were on a bilateral-US-Soviet basis. Therefore, 

even though the modernization decision was linked with arms 

control negotiations, the West European governments were not 

to be a party to it. Ironical as it may be, the deployment 



had oric;inally been asked for by the \'lest European governnenta 

themselves· in a bid to strengthen 'extended deterrence' over 

their countries. The West European had became suspicious of 

American intentions. The suspicions became more \'lidespread 

with President Carter's Presidential Directive (PD) 59 and 

va~iaus statements of President Reagan which tended to create 

the impression that the United States would not be unwilling 

to fight a 'limited' nuclear war over Europe if forced to 

choose bet\.,reen such a \oJar and an 1 all out' nuclear "tar v1hich 

would inevitably include the territory of the United 

States. 

In the realm of ideas, critiques and alternatives, 

the movement, while rejecting the ideologies of the Eastern 

and \'!estern blocs has acquired, by default, a world-view of 

1 ts own. There were two reasons for the movenent taking 

pains to equate the East with the West: since the main thrust 

of the Movement's attack was against the United States and 

its NATO partners, as at least an academic exercise it was 

essential to put half the blame for the arms race on the 

Soviet Union. For, a movement working in conservative liberal 

democracies of Western Europe could ill afford to condone the 

soviet Union. In addition, given the fact that most of the 

leaders of the Movement - especially in the United Kingdcm -

had Leftist, if not communist backgrounds, they had to 

guard themselves from alienating the public which was voting 

conservatives into power with landslide margins. 
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Initial attemptG at providing a cohesive intellectual 

fonn to the auns and efforts of the Movement were not very 

successful. It provided coherent critiques of the existing 

system and logically expl~ined the arms race in the form of an 

action-reaction phenomenon between the two SUper Powers. The 

role of the Hovement, however, was l:i.mi ted to that of a high

level pressure group. This \'laS a fundamental flaw in the 

strategy of the Movement. No institutional means of protest 

would attract public support if it \vas felt that the existing 

institutions 'vi thin the policy were adequate to bring about 

the required change. 

E.P. Thompson's essay 11 Notes on Exterminism - The 

Last Stage of Civilization", and the debate it generated, 

was therefore a landmark in the ~1overnent' s search for a 

strategy of sustenaDce, survival and furtherance. It not 

only explained the arms race in terms of the unwillingness of 

the governments to negotiate but their inherent inability to 

do so. It further saw in the success of the Novement and the 

resulting breakdown of barriers between the two blocs as the 

only v1ay to stem the tide of exterminism. It was the first 

time that the Movement had been seen not merely as a pressure 

group but as an end in itself and was, for this reason, quite 

an achievement as far as a coherent strategy for the r·1ovement 

was concerned. The critiques provided against 'establishment' 
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of nuclear strategies, although detailed and exhaustive, had 

to work under a severe limitation - the fact that deter:rence 

in \-Jhatever form has succeeded in averting a major ,.,rar since 

1945. 

Concerning the Movement's alternat~y~----~ 

numerous strategies have been formulated, some requiring 

little changes in the established order such as the NO-First

Use proposal, the generally accepted proposals envisage large 

scale- almost utopian changes, doing away with nuclear 

weapons completely from Europe. The variety of groups that 

composed the Movement, ranging from environnentalists and 

pacifists to retired generals and bureaucrats made it 

impossible for them to agree on anything except a 'lowest 

common denominator• - of a nuclear free Europe - as the major 

aim and stopping the deployment of Cruise and Pershing II 

missiles as the immediate aim. If the composition had not 

been so heterogeneous and, had the Movement agreed on a 

step-by-step bargaining and negotiating strategy requiring 

piecemeal social-engineering at each stage, the strategy 

might have been more successful. 

\vi th regard to the impact of the Movement on politics, 

though it had little influence on electoral behaviour in 

the United Kingdom, the Movement had profound influence on 

its polity. Not only did it force people to question and 

debate issues which had hitherto with minor exceptions, been 
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the monopoly of a few, but together with the miners' strike 

it forced a largely conservative electorate to come to terms 

with non-institutionalized forms of pr~test. It forced even 

the government to accept that the myth of civil defence which 

had been perpetuated by successive governments, was indeed 

a myth; there could be no possible civil defence against 

nuclear weapons. The revision of the government pamphlet, 

Protect and Survive and the cancellation of the 'Hard Rock 

National Civil Defence Exercise' in June 1982 were ~xamples 

of the success of the campaign. The declaration of about 

200 local authorities as 'nuclear free zones' and rejection 

of civil defence must also be taken into consideration. 

Undoubtedly, it is more gesillral than real, nevertheless, 

it articulated a consolidation of public opinion against 

nuclear \.Yeapons. 

The limited success of the CND was chiefly for the 

reason that the Anti-Nuclear Movement could never make the 

issue of nuclear weapons ·the most important public issue even 

durine its peak of popularity. This was not surprising. The 

nuclear issue never affected the population directly. Issues 

such as unemployment and inflation naturally assumed primacy 

of importance. 

Would it have been more sensible to club the nuclear 

issue with issues of unemployment and inflation? The CND, 

evidently believed that a clubbing of issues would diffuse 



102 

efforts. The Previous Mov~1ent had, after all, lost ground 

after protaats against tha Victnrun war hn.d tn.l{en up mo:Jt of 

its efforts. 

Further, the strategy of the CND, despite all the 

acader.1ic effort that had gone into it, lacl~ed cohesiveness 

and direction. There were three choices before it: to use 

only severe no~institutionalised 'direct-action' civil

disobedience methods and seek changes outside the established 

mechanisms of the state, or to use milder no~institutionalized 

forms of protest and rely on the Labour Party for electoral 

gains and inducing changes or to form a political party to 

contest elections for political power. If they adopted the 

first alternative of total civil disobedience, it carried 

with it a great risk of alienating public opinion. The 

1950s movement had done that to its own peril. The more 

recent miners' strike which had public support initially, 

lost it after picketting began. The second alternative of 

a compromise between no~institutional and institutional 

means carried with it a twin risk of not only alienating the 

public but also the probable chance of the Labour Party not 

living up to the expectations. Gaitskill's volte face in the 

early sixties was a painful reminder of the fact that the 

Party's business was to win elections on political issues 

and not lose them on moral grounds. 'Ihe third option of 

fighting elections on thetr own would result in 
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integrating themselves into the power structures of the 

polity comrletely. 

The Anti-Nuclear Movement in the Federal Republic 

of Germany on the other hand had considerable influence not 

only on the domestic politi?al system but had important 

consequences, being a frontline state of NATO, for the 

alliance it self. 

The Movement in \'lest Germany was distinct from 

other '.'/estern· European f-1ovements in being, not only a 'real' 

focal point for a broader alternative movement seeking 

changes in the defence structure, as well as in the 

environmental, economic and social spheres. Secondly, it 

was an attempt to assert a suppressed national identity in 

a post-war economically reconstructed state. Thirdly, the 

role that the Media played was much more sub~tantial: the 

'alternative' newspaper Taz in fact co-ordinated the -
activities of all the different groups of the Movement and 

finally, the Evangelical Church came out directly (unlike 

the Church in the United Kingdom) in support of nuclear 

d isarmarnent. 

The f.1ovement was led in the FDR by the Green Party 

alongwith the ASF (a Church-sponsored organization) and the 

AFF (Women's peace initiative). The latter two contributed 

greatly to the "f'Iovement by launching a signature campaign 
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against nuclear weapons and thus building up public opinion 
• 

in the remotest areas of \Vest Gennany. 

Like the CND, the Green Party too failed to evolve 

a coherent and consistent strategy and thought and action. 

The crux of the controversy within the Green Party revolved 

around a conflict between utopian ideals. and programmatic 

options. The Greens which had claimed to be a 'party against 

parties' saw an important section of its members wanting to 

compromise with like minded parties, such as the SDP, for 

short time gains. This section which came to be known as 

the 'realists', advocated a more practical approach to the 

politics of change, thus favouring, apart from an alignment 

with the SDP, a change in the rotation policy of the Greens' 

members in the Bundestaag and a shift from their non.-

compromise, no- bargain stand. This not only served to 

alienate a large section of members who came to be known as 

the 'fundamentalists' but also carried the risk of integrating 

the party completely within the power structure of the 

country. The 'fundamentalists' stand was, of course, on 

the other extre:ne. They demanded nothing short of an 

alternative system. Meanwhile domestic dissent within the 

FDR and its search for what was 'lost identity' served to 

alienate it from the United States, whose establishment 

intellectuals termed the country's 'independent' policies, 

·, semi-Gaullist1 •· 
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1\t the outset, the Anti-Nuclear Movements evolved in 

n [Jeriod of a divorce o.f tho elite o:( Went European states 

from defence decisions. The gradual diffusion of the Movement 

over Western Europe 'ffl.s largely due to a resolution of this 

divorce. Fear of insecurity is the key to all \'lest European 

defence needs. The Anti-Nuclear Movement grew because it ( •: 

successfully reflected those concerns, but it 'failed' 

because it was unable to provide a 'realistic' alternatives
1 

Finally, two more points need to be made. First, ironical 

as it may seem, the Movements revealed that a social protest f 
movement voicing concerns ·which do not affect the population 

directly must finally adopt institutional means in order to 

be successful. Secondly, the Anti-Nuclear Movement never 

acquired, in contradiction to the hypothesis advanced by 

post-industrial society theorists, the dimensions of rThe 

Social Movement' which would be at the vanguard of a class 

struggle. Economic issues, at least in the United Kingdom 

still assumed primacy of importance. Alienation from or 

subordination to technocratic decisions could at best disturb 

a population, not stir then drastically enough to react 

violently. 

• •• 



APPENDICES 

1. Chronology of Events 

2. vrest European Opinion Polls 

3. Text of NATO Communique, December 12, 1979 

4. Facts About Intermediate Range Nuclear Missiles 

5. Text of European Nuclear Disa~ament Appeal 

6. List of the f-1embers of the International Liaison 
Committee for European Nuclear Disarmament 

7. Typical CND Pamphlet 

••• 



26 November 

9-10 December 

17-18 May 

8-9 June 

11-12 October 

28 October 

1978 

7 April 
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Appendix I 

CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS 

USSR and Warsaw Treaty States propose a 
no-first use policy 

NATO Ministers reject Soviet no-first
use proposal. 

French MSBS M-20 SLBHs replace older 
weapons. First deployment of Soviet 
SS-20 missiles. 

- Ministers on the NATD Defense Planning 
Committee agree to set up a long-tenn 
defense program (LTDP) 

Nuclear Planning Group meeting on Ottawa 
notes continuing improvements in Soviet 
nuclear forces, including the SS-20, and 
discusses current and potential improve
ments in NATO nuclear weapons. 

Ministers on the Nucl.ear Planning Group 
meet in Bari. 

Italy to establish the NPG High Level 
Group (HLG) on TNF modernization within 
the context of the LTDP. 

Chancellor Schmidt's speech to the 
International Institute of Strategic 
Studies, London. 

Carter defers production of neutron 
bomb. 



18-19 April 

23 May- 1 July 

11 April 

18 June 

6 October 

11-14 December 

21 December 

1980 

24 January 

1 July 

19 September 

107 

Nuclear Planning Group endorses modernizing 
NATO TNF. 

UN Special Session on Disarmamen~ 

Special Group established to study arms 
control aspects of theater nuclear 
systems. 

SALT II signed by Carter and Brezhnev. 

Brezhnev offers to limit deployment of 
ss-20 missile if NATO would defer 
decision to deploy new systems. 

NATO dual task decision taken to both 
modernize theater nuclear forces and 
pursue arms control announcement that 
1000 US warheads would be withdrawn 
from Western Europe. 

Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. 

Special Consultative Group on Arms 
control involving theater nuclear 
forces established. 

During talks in Moscow, Soviet President 
Brezhnev told Chancellor Schmidt that the 
Soviet Union-would not persist with its 
insistence that NATO renounce its LRTNF
deployment plants before us-soviet 
negotiations could begin to seek East
West limitations on such systems. 
The Belgian Government indefinitely post
pones a final decision on whether or not 
to accept the stationing of Cruise missiles 
on Belgian territory pending the develoP
ment of arms-control negotiations between 
the United States and the USSR. The 
Government says it will re-examine the 
question every six months. 



16 October 

20 October 

4 November 

1981 

23 February 

19 April 

21 June 

13 July 

2 October 

10 October 

10B 

The United States and the USSR open 
prelimiTh~ry talks in Geneva on theater 
nuclear force limitations. 

Greece reintegrated into the Alliance 

Ronald Reagan elected President. 

Brezhnev proposes a moratorium on 
deployment in Europe of nev,r medium- range 
nuclear missile systems by both NATO and 
the USSR. 

Approximately 6ooo antinuclear demons
trators protest the proposed NATO LRTNF 
deployments at NATO headquarters outside 
Brussels. 

The end of fou~day demonstrations against 
NATO's TNF-modernization plans, and for a 
nuclear-free Europe. Demonstrations held 
by over 120,.000 members of West Germany's 
major Protestant Federation. 

Secretary of State Haig outlines the 
principles of Reagan administration arms 
control policy: Arms control "cannot be 
the political centerpiece or the crucial 
barometer of US-Soviet relations". 

The Italian Chamber of Deputies approves, 
by a narrow vote, the Government's plan 
to allow cruise-missile deployment in 
Sicily under the NATO TNF-modernization 
plan. In the United States, President 
Reagan announces a series of strategic 
weapons decisions including the MX and 
B-I bomber. 

Over one-quarte~million· people take 
part in an anti-nuclear demonstration 
in Bonn. 



16 October 

21 October 

24 October 

25 October 

4 November 

18 November 

21 November 

30 November 

6 December 

10~ 

President Reagan quote the media 11 11m i ted 
nuclear war" remarks. 

Nuclear Planning Group deployment plans 
for NATO TNF. 

US Defense Secretary Weinberger agrees 
\'lith the group's endorsement of a zero 
option as the ideal objective of nego
tions with the Soviet Union. 

Approximately 200,000 people in, Rome, 
and 150,000 in London gather in anti
rruclear protests. 

Anti-nuclear demonstrations held in 
Brussels, Paris, Oslo, and East Berlin. 

In testimony before the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee, Secretary of State 
Haig says that NATO might fire a nuclear 
"demonstration" shot in the event of a 
war, tq warn the Soviet Union of the risks 
of continuing the conflict. 

President Reagan announces that the United 
States would seek total elimination of 
Soviet SS-4s, SS-5s and SS-20s in return . 
for the cancellation of NATO's deployment 
plans •. This became the so-called zero 
option~ 

Anti-nuclear demonstrations in Amsterdam 
attract over 300,000 participants. The 
Netherlands refuses to make final decision 
on deployment in the absence of arms
control negotiations. 

The Theater Nuclear Force Reduction 
Talks open in Geneva. 

Anti-nuclear demonstrations held in a 
number of West European cities. 



1982 -
February 

16 March 

23-24 March 

April 

31 May 

10 June 

29 June 

14 October 

22 November 

110 

Presizent Brezhnev·presents an anns control 
plan calling for a two-thirds reduction in 
nuclear weaponry in Europe. 

President Brezhnev announces a unilateral 
Soviet freeze on further developments of 
intermediate range forces in Europe. This 
includes qualitative replacement of the 
SS-4 and SS-5 by the SS-20. The freeze is 
to last until an INF agreement is reached, 
or until .the United States begins deploy
ment of the GL01s and Pershing II missiles. 

NATO Nuclear Planning Group rejects 
Brezhnev proposal. 

At the Social Democratic Party Conference 
(SPD) in Germany, the Executive Committee 
Leadership drafts a resolution that would 
delay final-deployment decisions concerning 
the GLCN and Pershing II until the fall of 
1983. The draft resolution also-calls for 
the Geneva INF negotiations to eventually 
include British and French nuclear systems. 

Spain joins NATO. 

NATO Summit conference reiterates two
track decision in Bonn. 

Strategic Anns Reduction talks begin. 

It becomes clear at START talks that the 
two sides were not willing to reconcile 
their divergent positions.· 

Yuri Andr.opov makes fresh proposal. 
Reiterates freeze on nuclear arsenals of 
both countries as first step forward. 
Reagan emphasizes the need to replace and 
modernize nuclear forces and also to proceed 
with the production and deployment of MX in 
dense pack formations at Wyoming. 



7 December 

9-10 December 

15 December 

16 January 

2 February 

10 February 

6 Iv1arch 

30 Harch 

1 April 
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- .Suspension of Danish rayments towards 
the cost of deployment of US nuclear 
mis:_;ilcs 1.n Europe (Kl.SGcd by l~9-13 
votes. 

A meeting of NA'IO foreign ministers 
affirmed the alliance's decision to 
deploy Bruise and Pershing missiles in 
Europe in 1983 unless a satisfactory 
aggreement is reached with the Warsaw 
Treaty Organization on arms control and 
disarmament. 

Emergency debate in the British House 
of Commons on the NATO ministerial 
meeting of NA'IO Council. Neil Kumock 
calls the issue disturbing. 

Foreign I'1inister Gromyko pays a 3-day 
visit to West Germany for discussion ori 
progress of Geneva arms limitation talks • 

. 
Strategic arms limitation talks resumed 
in Geneva. 

In UK, Church of England General .Syrod 
votes over\'lhelmingly against unilateral 
disarmament. 

In \'/est Germany, Christian democrats led 
by Chancellor Kohl gain resounding 
victory in general elections. Green 
Party gains 24 seats in the new Bundestaag. 

President Reagan announces proposal for 
reducing medium range land-based missiles 
in Europe-- shift of policy from 'Zero 
option'. 

In UK, thousa1n of CND supporters take 
part in anti-nuclear d~1onstrations in 
Berkshire. 



2 April 

9 June 

26 June 

4 July 

6 July 

19 July 

26 August 

6 September 

2 October 

1 November 
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Gromyko suggests that British and French 
INF capabilities should be included in 
arms control negotiations. 

General election in UK; Conservatives win 
ov,)rall majority of 11+4; Labour win 209 
seats, smallest representation in any 
Parlia.rnent since "#orld ~dar II. 

General Election in Italy resulted in a 
major setback for the Christian Democrats; 
4 Aug Sr Bel tino Crakl becanes Italy's 
first Socialist PM as head of coalition 
governrn en t. 

Chancellor Kohl begins a 3-day official 
visit to Nos cow. 

In U.K. publication of Vlhite Paper: 
Statement on Defence Estimates which 
repeats Government's intention to 
deploy cruise missiles at Greenham 
Common and Holesv,rorth in absence of 
agree-nent with the USSR. 

Seven Greenpeac~ anti.- \waling protesters 
detained in Siberia, their ship ~ainbow 
Warrior having been chased by a Soviet 
gunboat. 

President Andropov offers to destroy 'a 
considerable nctmber' of S5-20s in return 
for US canmi iment not to deploy new 
missiles in Europe. 

Final document of European Conference 
on Security and Cooperation adopted by 
all 35 delegates and !1adrid; 1 t commits 
Governments to continuation of the 
Helsenki process. 

In UK Neil Ku1Lnock elected leader 
Roy Hattersky deputy leader of the 
Labour Party. 

In UK Defence Secretary warns that 
demonstrators '"'ho get near cruise missiles 
bunkers at Greenham Common could be shot. 



14 November 

22 November 

22 November 

23 November 

27 November 

I I ,j 

In UK Defence Secretary announces arrival 
of first cruise missiles at Greenham 
Comoon; 15 November 141 persons arrested 
during demonstrations outside base. 

Bundestaag votes for deployment of 
P~~rshing missiles in West Germany. 

Norwegian Parliament approves the 
deployment of INF missiles in vlestern 
Europe. 

Soviet delegation withdraws from Geneva 
INF talks in protest. 

The Italian Defence Ninistry confirms 
that cruise missiles components had 
arrived in Sicily. 

Sources: Keesings Contemoorary Archives, International 
Herald Tribune tHong Kong), The Times (London), 
arid The GUardian (London). 



Appendix 2 

\'JEST EUROPEAN OPINION POLLS 

Table 2( i) The "Threat o:f \\far" and "Nuclear WeaMns Among 
the Greatest toncerns for Yourself a Your 
Country, 1983-84. 

Threat of War 
March Oct. May 

83 83 84 
Mardi October Hay 

83 83 84 

Nuclear vleapons 

FR Gennany 16 2.8 14 42 38 15 

France 34 44 47 19 26 26 

Italy 44 35 56 33 38 39 

Netherlands 33 37 .... 47 49 

Norway 31 37 30 42 40 31 

Spain 48 39 49 29 30 33 

United Kingdan 26 31 40 32 29 43 

\veighted 
36 averages* 30 27 35 30 

* Weighted ·by population 

Note: · Figures are the percentage of respondents naming 
them. Total may add' up to more than 100 per cent 
owing to multiple answers given. 

Source: Atlantic Institute for International Affairs, 
Harris Polls, A11A Release, Paris, 7 June 1984. 
Cited in SIPRI Yearbook, 1985. 
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Table 2( ii) 

Apr October Oct. Oct. Oct. 
81 82 83 84 

FR Germany 25 32 19 18 14 

France 42 25 20 24 13 

Italy 32 18 14 18 12 

Nether lands 24 20 19 13 21 

United Kingdom 39 21 17 17 14 

Belgium 33 ' 32 20 17 16 

Denmark 18 •• 10 15 13 

Ireland 31 2B 25 27 18 

Lux2mbourg 15 27 19 14 15 

Greece 8 9 12 10 

EEC (average) 34 24 18 19 13 

Note: Figures are the percentage of respondents indicating 
more than a 50 per cent chance that a new world vTar 
will break out in the next 10 years. 

Source: Eurobarometer (EEC, Brussels), no. 22, December 
1984, p. 11. Cited in SPIRI Yearbook 1985. 
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TRblc ?.( 111) 

Soviet m11i tary US military Superpower acti: 
build-ue ' build-ue vit~ in Third \'lorld 

Sept Oct f1ay Se~t Oct. May Sept. Oct. May 
82 83 84 ...§L·...§.L. ~ 82 83 84 --

FR Germany 55 55 50. 39 41 41 26 29 84 

Franc·e 21 29 31 14 24 20 29 27 29 

Italy 37 39 37 2) 29 26 15 3) a> 

Netherlands 38 36 •• 24 24 • • 17 22 •• 
Norway 57 59 54 28 34 27 28 29 31 

Spain 23 18 42 26 2) 47 31 23 27 

United Kingdcm 33 43 47 15 24 37 16 22 32 

Weighted 
47 42 averages* 32 18 28 27 20 28 25 

Vfeighted 
averages 

44 45 excl. USA* 35 23 30 23 23 25 

*Weighted by population 

Note: Figures are the percentage of respondents naming them. 
Total may add up to more than 100 per cent owing to 
multiple answers given. 

Source: Atlantic Institute for International Affairs, 
Harris Polls, AliA Release, Paris, 7 June 1984. 
Cited in SIPRI Yearbook 1983. 
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Table 2( iv) Replies to the Wuestions, asked in the United 
Kin~dom aild FR Germany : hbo rau think tfiat 
USolicies Promote Peace orncrease the 
Risk of 11/aril and liDo you thinK that the policies 
of the Soviet Union Promote Peace or Increase -
the Risk of War'?"* 1932-83 

April July April July December 
82 82 83 83_ 83 

In the UK 

US Policies 
Prcmote peace 39 43 24 34 16 

Increase risk of 
war 39 35 57 52 70 

soviet policies 
Promote peace 9 18 11 18 10 

Increase risk of 
\var 75 52 60 60 62 

In FR Germany 

US policies 
46 26 pranote peace 32 "31 27 

Increase risk of 
war 33 33 38 48 41 

Soviet policies 
Promote peace 9 15 17 14 9 

Increase risk of 
war 68 52 49 60 56 

* The exact wording of the question is not available. 

Note: Figures are the percentage of respondents, in each 
country, naming them. 

source: USIS Research Iviernorandum, 6 February 1984 
(USIS, Washington, D.). Cited in SIPRI 
Yearbook 1985. 
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Table 2( v) 

Productive arms Continued dialogue Hi!itary balance 
control talks and contacts with \>Ji th tbe USSR 

the USSR. 

Sept Oct f1Iay Sept 6ct. May Sept. Oct. f-!~4 82 ... 83 84 82 83 84 82 83 --
FR Gennany 36 36 4o 33 42 43 37 33 33 

France 37 49 4o 15 18 18 18 19 21 

Italy 23 26 30 16 22 18 15 15 13 

N etherla:ods 49 51 • • 22 21 •• 23 18 • • 

NOMvay 34 30 30 28 31 21 28 27 25 

Spain 21 32 32 25 , 4o 32 7 5 6 

United Kingdom 21 36 42 19 36 36 24 27 32 

\•leigh ted 
averages* 26 34 31 23 35 30 21 27 22 

* Weighted by population 

Note: Figures are the percentage of respondents naming them. 

Source: Atlantic Institute for International Affairs, 
Harris polls. AIIA Release, Paris, 7 June 1984. 
Cited in SIPRI Yearbook 1985. 



1 • 

'fEXT OF NA ro C0~1r-'lUNit,~UE 
December 12, 1979 
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At a s~ecial meeting of Foreign and Defence Ministers 

in Brussels on December 12, 1979; 

2. i•1inisters recalled the Hay 1978 Swnrait where 

governments expressed the ~olitical resolve to meet the 

challenges to their security posed by the continuing momentwn 

of the vlarsaw Pact military build-up. 

3. The Warsaw Pact has over the years develo~ed a 

large and growing capability in nuclear systems that directly 

threaten Western Europe and have a strategic significance for 

the Alliance in Europe. This situation has been especially 

aggravated over the last fe1:v years by Soviet divisions to 

implement programs modernizing and expanding their long-range 

nuclear capability substantially. In particular, they have 

deployed the SS-20 missile, which offers significant improvements 

over previous systens in providing greater accuracy, more 

mobility, and greater range, as well as having multiple 

warheads, and the Backfire bomber, which has a much better 

performance than other Soviet aircraft deployed hitherto in 

a theater role. During this period, while the Soviet Union 

has been reinforcing its superiority in LonfrRange Theater 

Nuclear Forces (LRTNF) both quantitatively and qualitatively. 

Western LRTNF capabilities have remained static. Indeed these 

forces are increasing in age and vulnerability and do not 

include land-based, long-range theater nuclear missile systems. 
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'~. At the same time, th0 Soviets hElve also undertaken 

a modernization and expansion of their shorter range TNF and 

greatly improved the overall quality of their conventional 

forces. These developments took place against the background 

of increasing.Soviet intercontinental capabilities and 

achievement of parity in intercontinental capability with 

the United States. 

5. These trends have prompted serious concern within 

the Alliance because if they \'Jere to continue, Soviet 

superiority in theater nuclear systems could undermine the 

stability achieved in interconttnenta+ syst~s and cast doubt 

on the credibility of the Alliance's deterent strategy by 

highlighting the gap in the spectrum of NATO's. available 

nuclear response to aggression. 

6. Ministers noted that these recent developments require 

concrete actions on the part of the alliance if NATO's 

strategy of flexible response is to remain credible. After 

intensive consideratio~ including the merits of alternative 

approaches and after taking note of the positions of certain 

members. Ministers concluded that the overall interest of 

the Alliance would best be served by pursuing two parallel 

and complementary approaches of TNF modernization and arms 

control. 

7. Accordingly ministers have decided to modernize 

NATO's LRTNF by the deployment in Europe of US ground-
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launched system ccrnprising 108 Pershing II launchers, which 

would replace existing US Pershing !":"A, and 464 ground 

launched cruise missiles ( GL01), all with single warheads. 

All the nations currently participating in the integrated 

defense structure will participate in the program: the missiles 

will be stationed in selected countries and certain support 

costs will be met through NATO's existing common fUnding 

arrangements. The program will not increase NATO's reliance 

upon nuclear weapons. In this connectio~ Ministers agreed 

that as an integral part of TN'F modernization, 1,000 US 

nuclear warheads will be withdravm from Europe as soon as 

feasible. Further, ministers decided that the 572 LRTNF 

warheads should be accommodated within that reduced level, 

which necessarily implies a numerical shift of emphasis away 

fran warheads for delivery systems of other types and 

shorter ranges. In addition they noted with satisfaction 

that the Nuclear Planning Group is undertaking an examination 

of the precise nature, scope and basis of the adjustments 

resulting fran the LRTNF deployment and their possible 

implications for the balance of roles and systems in NATO•·s 

nuclear armory as a whole. This examination will form the 

basis ·of substantive report to NPG Ministers in the autumn of 

1980. 

8. r·1inisters attach great importance to the role of 
,..........__ 

arms control in contributing to a more stable m~t_:~,:<:," 'f-r- . ·'· ',c. X. 

f l f 
'-. ~f I .Of .. .... \_ ... t--:- : '· ,_ . . ~ 



rela tionshtp between East and West and in advancinr; the 

process of detente. This is reflected in a board set of 

initiatives being examined within the Alliance to further the 

course of arms control and detente in the 1980s. Ministers 

regard arms control as an integral part of the alliance's 

efforts to assure the undiminished security of its member 

States and to make the strategic situation between Ea~t and 

West more stable, more predictable, and more manageable at 

lower levels of armaments on both sides. In this regard they 

welcome the contribution which the SALT II Treaty makes toward 

achieving these objectives. 

9. Ministers consider that, buildins on this accomplish-

ment and taking account of the expansion of Soviet LRTNF 

capabilities of concern to NATO, arms control efforts to 

achieve a more stable overall nuclear balance at l~wer levels 

of nuclear weapons on both sides should therefore ~ow include 

certain United States and Soviet long-range theater nucl~ar 

systems. 

This would reflect previous Western suggestions to· 

include such Soviet and US systems in arms control negotiations 
I 

and L-,ore recent expressions by Soviet President Brezhnev of 

willingness to do so. 11inisters fully support the decision 

taken by the United States follo1:1ing consultations within the 

Alliance to negotiate arms limitations on LRTNF and to propose 

to the USSR to begin negotiations as soon as possible along 



the followinG lines which h.J.ve been elaborated in intensive 

consultations within the alliance: 

a. Any future limitations on US systems principally 

designed for theater missions should be accompanied l?Y 

appropriate limitations on Soviet theater systems. 

b. Limitations on United States and Soviet long-range 
i 

theater nuclear systems should be negotiated bilate~ally in 

the SALT II framework in a steP-by-step approach. 

c. The immediate objective of these negotiations should 

be the establishment of agreed limitations on United states 

and Soviet Land-based long-range theater nuclear missile 

systems. 

d. Any agreed limitations on these systems must be 

consistent with the principle of equality between the sides. 
' 

Therefore, the limitations should take the form of,i de jure 
I 

equality both in ceilings and in rights. 

e. Any agreed limitations must be adequately veri-

fiable. 

10. Given the special importance of these n~gotiations 
I for the overall security of the Alliance, a special 

consultative body at a high level will be consti~ted within 

the Alliance to support the US negotiating effor~. This 

body will follow the negotiations on a continuous basis and 
' 

report to the Foreign and Defence Ministers who will examine 

developments in these negotiations as well as in other arms 



12h 

control negotiations at their semi-annual meetings. 

11. The Ministers have decided. to pursue these two 

parallel and complementary approaches in order to avert an 

arms race in Europe caused by the Soviet n~F build-up, yet 

preserve the viability of NATO's strategy of deterrence 

and defense and thus maintain the security of its member 

States. 

a. A modernization decision, including a commitment 

to deployments, is necessary to meet NATO's deterrence and 

defense needs, to provide a credible response to unilateral 

Soviet TNF deployments, and to provide the foundation for the 

pursuit of serious negotiations on TNF. 

b. Success of arms control is constraining the Soviet 

build-up can enhance Alliance security, modify the scale 

of NATO's TNF requirements, and pranote stability and 

detente in Europe in consonance with NATO's basic policy of 

deterrence, defense and detente as enunciated in the Harmel 

Report. NATO's TNF requirements will be'examined in the 

light of concrete results through negotiations. 
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PACTS ABOUT INTERl'1EDI/\. TE RANGE NUCLEAR MISSILES 

No. to be 
Range CEP \4/"arheads Location deployed 

Pershing 1800 km 40m One: \'lest 108 be,tween II Low l~ilo-
tonnage Germany 1983-85 

Cruise 2500 km. 50 m One: West 454 1983-88 
LO\'/ kilo- Germany, 
tonnage Italy, 
(select- UK, 
able Belgium 
yield) and the 

Netherlands 

SS-20 5000 km 5000 m Usually Soviet 340 deployed 
three: Union since 1977 
150 kilo- (West of 
tonnes the Urab) 

CEP = Cucular Error Probable 

Source: Cruise Pershing II in a nutshell Frank Balnaby 
and Stand VJindass, Harch 1983 .• 
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'tle are entering the most dangerous decade in human 

history. A third world war is not merely possible, but 

increasingly likely. Economic and social difficul ti
1
es in 

advanced industrial countries, crisis, mill tarism and war in 

th~ third world compound the political tensions that fuel 

a lrunented arms race. In Europe, the main geographical 

stage for the East-West confron"t-:1tion, new generations of 

ever more deadly nuclear weapons are appearing. 

For at least twenty-five years, the forces of both 

the North Atlantic and the Harsaw alliance have each had 

sufficient nuclear weal)ons to annihilate their opponents, 

and at the srune time to endanger the very basis of civilized 

life. But with each passing year, competition in nuclear 

armaments has multiplied their numbers, increasing the 

~robability of some devastating accident or miscalculation. 

As each side tries to prove its readiness to use 

nuclear weapons, in order to prevent their use by the other 

side, new, more 'usable' nuclear weapons are designed and 

the idea of 1 limi ted' nuclear 'dar is made to sound more 

and more plausible. So much so that this paradoxical 
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process cnn loc;ically only lead to the actual use of rruclear 

weapons. 

Neither of the major pO\'i'ers is now in any moral 

position to influence smaller C•)untries to forego the 

acquisition of nuclear armament. The increasing spread of 

nuclear reactors and the growth of the industry that installs 

them, reinforce the likelihood of world~wide proliferation 

of nuclear weapons, thereby multiplying the risks of nuclear 

exchanges. 

Over the years, public opinion has pressed for 

nuclear disarma~ent and detente between the contending 

military blocs. This pressure has failed. An increasing 

proportion of world resources is expended ~n weapons, even 

though mutual extermination is already amply guaranteed. 

This economic burden, in both East and West, contributes to 

growing social and political strain, setting in motion a 

vicious circle in which the arms race feeds upon the 

instability of the world economy and vice versa: a deathly 

dialectic. 

\'fe are now in great danger. Generations have been 

born beneath the shadow of nuclear war, and have became 

habituated to the threat. Concern has given way to apathy. 

Meanwhile, in a world living alv.rays under menace, fear extends 

through both halves of the European continent. The pO\'Iers of 

the military and of internal security forces are enlarged, 
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limitations are placed upon free exchanges of ideas and 

between persons, and civil rights of independent minded 

individuals are threatened, in the West as well as the 

East. 

We do not wish to apportion guilt between the 

political and military leaders of East and West. Guilt 

lies squarely upon both parties. Both parties have adopted 

menacing postures and committed aggressive actions in different 

parts of the world. 

The remedy lies in our own hands. We must act 

together to free the entire territory of Europe, from Poland 

to Portugal, from nuclear weapons, air and submarine 

bases, and from all institutions engaged in research into or 

manufacture of nuclear weapons. We ask the two super-Powers 1 

to withdraw all nuclear weapons from European territory. In 

particular, we ask the Soviet Union to halt production of 

SS 20 medium-range missile and we ask the United States not 

to implement the decision to develop cruise missiles and 

Pershing II missiles for deployment in vlestern Europe. We 

also urge the ratification of the SALT II agreement, as a 

necessary step towards the renewal of effective negotiations 

on general and complete disarmament. 

At the same time, we must defend and extend the 

right of all citizens East or West, to take part in this 

common movement and to engage in every kind of exchange. 
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We appeal to our friends in Europe, of every faith 

and persuasion to consider urgently.the ways in which we can 

work together for these common objectives. \·le envisage a 
. 

European-wide campaign, in which every kind· o£-exchafige., 
" 

takes place; in which representatives of different natior11s 

and opinions confer and co-ordinate their activities; and in 

which less formal exchanges~ between universities, churches, 

women' s organizations, trade unions, youth organizations, 

professional groups and irulividuals, take place with the 

object of promoting a common object: . to free all of Europe 

fran nuclear weapons. 

We must commence to act as if a united, neutral 

and pacific Europe already exists. We must learn to be loyal, 

not to 'East' or 'West' but to each other, and we must dis

regard the prohibitions and limitations imposed by any 

national state. 

It will be the responsibility of the people of each 

nation to agitate for the expulsion of nuclear weapons and 

bases from European soil and territorial waters, and to 

decide upon its own means and strategy, concerning its ovm 

territory. These will differ from one country to another, 

and we do not suggest that any single strateey should be 

imposed. But this must be part of a transcontinental 

movem~nt in which every kind of exchange takes place. 
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\Ve must resist any attempt by the statesmen of 

East or West to manipulat~ this movenent to their own 

advantage. we offer no advantage to either NATO or the 

Warsaw alliance. Our objectives must be to free Europe from 

confrontation, to enforce detente between.the United ~tates 

and the Soviet Union, and, ultimately, to dissolve both 

great power alliances. 

In appealing to fellow-Europeans, we are not 

turning our backs on the world. In working for the peace 

of Europe we are working for the peace of the world. Twice 

in this century Europe has disgraced its claims to civili

zation by engendering world war. This time we must repay 

our debts to the world by engendering peace. 

This appeal will achieve nothing if it is not 

supported by detennined and inventive action, to win more 

people to support it. We need to mount an irresistible 

pressure for a Europe free of nuclear weapons. 

We do not wish to impose any uniformity on the 

movement nor to pre-empt the consultations and decisions of 

those many organizations already exercising their influence for 

disarmament and peace. But the situation is urgent. The 

dangers steadily advance. We invite your support for this 

common objective, and we shall welcome both your help and 

advice. 

Source: Thompson, E.P., Smith, Dan, Protest and Survive 
(Middlesex: Pengtiin Books, 1980). 
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~1EJVIBERS OF THE INTERNATIONAL LIAISON COI"111ITTEE FOR 
EUROPEAN NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT 

National or Regional Organisations 

AUSTRALIA 

Austrian National Union of Students 
Gerhard Jordan 
ARGE UFI 
Christine Orovics 

BELGIUM 

CNAPD 
Jean du Bosch 
VAKA 
Jan Turi 
Luc Deliems 

BRITAIN 

Bertrand Russell Peace Foundation 
Ken Fleet 
Tony Simpson 
END 
Mary Kaldor 
END Parliamentarians 
Stuart Holland 

SANA 
Keith Barnham 
vlest Yorkshire END 
t1ichael H'cGowan 
Fred Hasson 
Hull END 
Peter Crampton 
CND 
Bruce Kent 
Jane Mayes 



NORTHERN IRELAND 

N. Ireland eND 
Robin Wilson 

SCOTLAND 

Scottish CND 
Priscilla Truss 
SCAT 
Ian Davison 

DENIVJARK 

Nej Til Atomvaben 
Dagmar Fagerholt 
Niels Gregersen 
Rex Schade 

FINLAND 

Peace Committee of Finland 
Johannes ,Pakaslahti 
Mervi Gustafsson 
Juhani Lehto 
Committee of One Hundred 
Folke Sundman 

·Trunpere Peace Research Institute 
Tapio Varis. 

FRANCE 

COD ENE 
Sylvie Mantrant 
Bernard Ravenel 
Anne Guillen 
MPDL 
Clause Bourdet 
CEDE TIN 
Bernard Dreano 
Jean-Louis Peyroux 

GREECE 

KEADEA 
George Dolianitis 
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AKE 
Michael Pcristernkis 
Stelios Babas 
Asteris Stangos 

WEST GERNANY 

Humanist Union 
Anna Elrninger 

Alternative List 
Walther Grunwald 
Ulrike J'.1ietzner 
Arbeitskreis 
Ruth Stanley 
Jurgen Graalfs 
R~ldolf Steinke 
SPD Left Parliamentary Group 
Wert Weisskirchen 
Brenen END 
Hichaela von Freyhold 
Die Grunen 
Dieter Esche 
Roland Vogt 
BBU 
Joe Leinen 
Europegio 
Helmut Schoneweihs 
Women for Peace 
Eva <luinstorp 
DFGVK-Berlin 
J. Lange 
Federation of NVA Groups 
H. Karbach 

HOLLAND 

IKV 
Hient Jan Faber 
Wolf gang Muller 
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Vlomen against Nuclear Arms 
f·1arianne Van Ophuysen 
Stop the Neutron Dornb 
Nico Schouten 
Frans Van Driel 

PSP 
Ben Koelemen 
Lieke Thesingh 
PVDA 
r•Iaarten van Traa 
Vlillemien Ruygrok 

ICELAND 

Campaign against r·1ili tary Bases 
Olafur Grimsson 

IRELAf\Jl) 

Irish CND 
Dermot Nolan 

ITALY 

Umbrian Peace Committee 
Ivlaurizio Lalleroni 
Giampiero Rasimelli 

PCI 
Antonio Benetollo 
Renzo Gianotti 
Coordiamento dei Comitatt per la Pace 
Luciana Castellina 
Roberto Galtieri 
DP (Democrazia Proletaria) 
Stefano Semenzato 
ACLI 
Claudio Gentil i 

ARCI 
Giani Squittieri 
Lega Ambiente 
Enrico Testa 
Archivio Disarmo 
Ornella Caccio 

13'+ 

International League for the Rights and Freedom of Peoples 
G. Garlini 
Giancarla Codrignani 



P. Vent1trini 
I'Jn tiunal Leal:,rue for D1:;:;arrnam~nt 
Luici A.nd~i"li.n1 

NORWAY 

No to Nuclear Weapons 
Jon Grepstad 

POR'l\JGAL 

UEDS 
Cesar Oliveira 

SPAIN 

Comision Anti-Otan 
Lola Albiac 
Francisco Penas 
Fernando Salaz Vazquez 
HDPL 
Harisa Rodriquez 
Young Socialists 
Magdy l1artinez 
Jesus Baca 
PPblo Inglesias Foundation 
CAPD 
Zoaquin Antuna 
ARI 
l\1arruel Azcarate 
Carlos Zaldivar 

DASQTJE COUNTRY 

Euah.a.diho Ez:.Kerra 
Esteban Eguren 
Rrunon Penagearicano 

SWEDEN 

Labour Movement Peace Forum 
Gunnar Lassina.nti 

SPAS 
Rainer Santi 
Aaron Tovish 
Elisabeth Olsson 
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SvJITZERLAND 

Swiss Peace Council 
J. Binder 
I''I. Heiniger 
w. JVIeyer 

YUGOSLAVIA 
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League for Peace, Independence and Equality of Peoples 
Bogdan Osolnik 
H ilos D jukic 

TRANSNATIONAL GROUPS 

AGENOR 
John Lambert 
Carla Ferrari 
European Scientists for Nuclear Disarmrunent 
Roger Rusack 
Christ of Vletterich 
Charling Tao 
Trade Unions for END 
Tony Topham 
Walt Greendale 
Nuclear Free- zone Network 
Lydia Herrill 
David Browning 
European MPs for Nuclear Disannarnent 
M.F. Baduel Glorioso (I) 
Bodil Boserup (DK) 
Ann Clwyd (UK) 
Win Griff'i ths (UK) 
A-r-1 Lizin (B) 
r1arisa Rodano (I) 
Protogene Veronesi (I) 
Bruno Ferrero (I) 
Roland Boyes (UK) 
Pax Christi International 
Etienne de Jonghe 
Quaker Council for European Affairs 
Angele Kneale 
war Resisters International 
Jan Rutgeerts 
John Hyatt 
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INDIVIDUAL F1El·1BERS 

Ted Edwards (Bradford University) 
Marcelo Curto (Socialist Party, Portugal) 
Mats Hellstrom (Social Democratic Party, Sweden) 
Rudolf Bahro (Die Grunen) 
Albert de Smaele (Security Zone in Europe) 
M. Achilli (PSI) 
L. Granelli (D.C.) 
Fritz Roll (SPD) 
Ivlike Cooley (CAITS) 

OBSERVERS 

FlN (Italian Netalworkers) 
Gigi Pannozzo 
S.P. (Belgian Fl. Soc. Party) 
Jacques Vantomme 
Dirk Drijbooms _ 
CGIL (General Confederation of Italian workers) 
Silvia Boba 
OCV (Belgium) 
Robert de Gendt __ 
Quaker Peace snd Service (Britain) 
John Endersby 
Peter Jannan 

BRUSSELS LIAISON 

Carla Ferrari (Agenor) 
Giovanni Dolce (Secretariat, European Parliament 

Communist and Allied Group) 
Marie- Francoise Wilkinson 

Source: END Papers- 7 (London, 1984). 
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D What is CND? 
The Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament is 

fJ What are its aims? 
CND's aims are set out in its Constitution. 
It opposes all weapons of mass destruction, 
especially the British ones for which we are 
responsible, but has as its final aim 
'complete and general disarmament'. This is 

a British peace movement which started in 
1958 as a re.sult of public outragJ both _ 
against nuclear weapons and against the- · 
testing of such weapons in the atmosphere. 

a United Nations goal, meaning that we 
work for a world in which no country can 
attack another because as a minimum it will 
not have the military means to do so. 

D Does CND believe in change by violence~ 
No. Its demonstrations have always been 
peaceful, and its spirit is of non-violence, 

especially when direct action (fasts, sit-ins, 
tax refusal, etc.) has been undertaken. 

IJis it unilaterialist or multilateralist? 
This is a false distinction which is played 
upon by those who want to divide the peace 
movement. CND, realising how little has so 
far been achieved by negotiation, neverthe
less supports all genuine disarmament 
processes both by negotiation (multilateral, 
bilateral, regional) or through the United 
Nations. At the same time it believes that 
every country can and should take its own 
disarmament steps, here and now, without 
waiting for- agreement by anyone else. 

In Britain today that means at least rejecting 
Trident submarines or any 'independent' 
British nuclear weapons or American Cruise 
missiles. Ending arms sales abroad, 
promoting peace education in universities 
and schools, and supporting redeployment 
schemes for those in military industries are 
only a few of the many other steps which 
our country could take without prior 
agreement with any other country. 

D Wouldn't independent action like this 
make us weaker to an attacker? 
Not at all. The world has enough weapons 
to blow everyone up many times over. Both 
the Americans and the Russians could cut 
back on their nuclear arsenals at once 
without any negotiations and without the 
slightest loss to what militarists call 
'security'. In fact, the only way out of the 
vicious spiral of the arms race is to act for 
peace and so encourage others. British 

nuclear weapons are not genuinely 
independent, are vastly expensive, 
encourage others to join the nuclear gang 
and can present no real threat to either 
superpower. To use th('m would invite our 
annihilation, They did nothing to deter the 
Argentines from occupying the Falkland 
Islands! 

---- _ ..... -- ---'"< • ... r- • ~-' -"'t -~"'-•"'-- ._..~ -··-·- .____ __ ~ ~-. 



0 How does CND see the 'Soviet threat'? 
Realistically, unlike the simplistic position 
of our critics which leads them to accept the 
inevitability of nuclear weapons, and 
perhaps nuclear war. No one can prove that 
a Soviet threat does not exist- but, at the 
same time, political and economic consider-

ations make a military move by the Warsaw 
Pact outside their present area of influence 
in Europe very unlikely. Even if one believes 
in a 'Soviet military threat', nuclear 
weapons are worse than useless for 
defending the populations of the west. 

IJ Does CND oppose NATO? 
CND looks on both the major military blocs 
of East and West as sharing responsibility 

~ for the arms race as they feed on the fear of 

I!Jis CND pacifist? 
Some members certainly are, and the 
Society of Friends (the Quakers) is perhaps 
the largest of the pacifist groups. But most 
are not and believe in some forms of 

the other. CND works for the dissolution of 
both and is therefore opposed to NATO and 
aims at a British withdrawal. . .. 

military defence. All are agreed that present 
world military policies protect no one but 
only make nuclear calamity more likely. 
CND has supported discussions about 
alternative defence systems- not all of 
which are military. 

I) Does CND support the Soviet Union? 
CND does not support countries- it rejects 
militarism everywhere. Thus CND opposes 
new Soviet military developments like the 
SS20, and it has condemned the invasion of 
Afghanistan. But, because it regularly tries 
to show how the arms race looks from the 

Soviet side and so oft~n exposes Western 
military propaganda, it is denounced by 
Western militarists as being pro-Soviet. It 
believes in dialogue with all sides including 
the Warsaw Pact countries and their 
peoples. 

II!] Why isn't there a CND in Russia? 
It is claimed by the USSR and similar 
countries that peace and disarmament are 
the policy of their governments and hence 
there is no need for a CND in those 
countries! In fact, CND doesn't believe that 
-the idea of either disarmament as a 
unilateral process or of peace movements 
critical of their own governments has been 
accepted in these societies. 
We welcome the signs that such independant 
movements are now emerging, especially in 
East Germany, and believe that our strategy 
can create a situation of greater detente and 

co-operation, which in turn will help the 
democratisation of these countries. From 
the Russian point of view, they see 
themselves encircled and confronted with 
two hostile blocs- China and NATO-, and 
in that atmosphere self-criticism is seen as 
disloyalty. 
But, before we get too self-righteous about 
our freedoms, it is well to remember that in 
many parts of the Western military bloc·
from South Korea to Turkey- no 

.~
. 

'independent' peace movements could 
possibly exist. 



Ill Why do you think CND can succeed 
when there are no ~Jnilateralists in the 
Kremlin? 
There aren't many unilateralists in 
Whitehall, or the Pentagon for that matter. 
Nevertheless, clearly the idea of 
unilateralism as a way of doing things is 
acknowledged as a genuine and important 
part of the disarmament process in the Final 
Doc'ument of the I st United Nations Special 

Session on Disarmament of 1978- a 
document which our country is supposed to 
accept. Our problem is to create the 
conditions in which a unilateralist approach 
becomes the dominant one. No one suggests 
that any 'side' should give up all military 
defence overnight. We believe that every 
country can take independent unilateral first 
steps. 

lfa Why is CND opposed to 'Civil Defence'? 
CND is opposed to 'Civil Defence' for two 
reasons. In the first place, for Britain, with 
so many targets, there can be no genuine 
civil defence. Even the Government has 
admitted that, in the sort of attack we might 
expect, thirty million people could die at 
once. Yet we are told to hide under the stairs 
and to whitewash our windows! The effect, 
if not the aim, of these absurd recommend
ations is to make nuclear war seem 
inevitable and even 'normal'. 
More importantly, (unlike neutral countries 

where protection against radio-active fall
out makes sense), when a nuclear weapon 
country starts to take 'Civil Defence' 
seriously, it is actually telling the other side 
to improve its missiles. Deterrence rests on a 
system- quite immoral- of taking hostages. 
The hostages are the civilian populations of 
'the enemy'. Pretending to protect the 
hostages actually speeds up the arms race. 
The only real defence is to put every effort 
into ending the arms race. 

II] Is CND opposed to nuclear energy? 
Its constitution does not mention nuclear 
energy and, in its early days, many CND 
members did support what was then called 
'Atoms for Peace'. Now, because of the 
obvious risks of nuclear proliferation and 

the links between nuclear power and the 
nuclear weapons programme, the great 
majority of CND members are opposed to 
nuclear energy and have passed several 
Conference resolutions to that effect. 

II] Wouldn't disarmament as proposed·,by 
'- CND create unemployment? · -·-·' 



Not if redcploymcnL into useful work is 
planned. It has 'i:Jeen shown many times that 

-1boney spent on non-military sectors of 
· industry creates more jobs and less 
htflation. CND actively supports the 
movements for-(he conversion of military 
industries to socially useful production, and 

D) Is CND political? 
Certainly, because CND wants to end the 
arms race and to influence political 

sees this as ir;npor~r'lflt both for jobs in 
Britain and for the development of the poor 
countries of the world. It is in th,_ese poor 
countries especially that the arm,S1 race, 
because of the waste of talent and money 
involved, is already hurting millions who 
could have a decent life. 

decisions. But it is not PARTY political. In 
CND there are members of all the major 
parties and even organised groups such as 
Labour CND and Liberal CND. 

[m What are local nuclear-free zones, 
and does CND support them? 
The idea of local nuclear-free zones was · 
launched in this country by Manchester City dumping and passage, co-operating with 
Council in 1980. Over 140 local authorities CND and other peace groups in making 
have now so declared themselves. In practice local authority facilities available, beginning 
they are refusing to co-operate with to work for a fundamental change in 
government 'Civil Defence' plans, raising attitudes to war by peace education in 
objections to government military planning schools, and promoting twinning schemes 
applications, opposing nuclear waste with local authorities in other countries. 

16 What ·does CND mean by a 
'European Nuclear- Free Zone'? 
CND believes that disarmament will only be 
achieved if we get on with it now- that's the 
meaning of unilateral disarmament. In 
Europe we believe that, instead of watching 
a 'numbers game' in Geneva between the 
two superpowers, we should be clearing the 

weapons out of Europe, country by country, 
to create a nuclear-free Europe, east and 
west, which would then have a powerful 
effect on the peoples and ultimately on the 
governments of the USA and the USSR. 

1m But isn't CND just like the people who 
wanted to appease Hitler in the 1930s? 
On the contrary, those who were responsible 
in the 1930s for the rise of Hitler were those 
Western militarists who ruined the 
Disarmament Conference of 1932, made 
Hitler's rise inevitable and then made money 
out of helping to arm him in the expectation 
that he would attack Russia. 

In the quite different circumstances of the 
1980s CND is simply saying that nuclear 
'deterrence' cannot last, that the world has 
weapons enough to destroy itself many 
times over and that it is the arms race itself 
which is our real enemy. 
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1m Is CND international? 
There are CND organisations in Ireland, 
Scotland and Wales but not in other 
countries, because most countries already 
have their own peace organisations, many of 
which have a similar approach to CND. 
CND is affiliated to the United Nations 
Association and the International Peace 
Bureau. It has taken a special interest in the 

two United Nations Disarmament Sessions 
of 1978 and 1982. Since the start of the 
European Nuclear Disarmament campaign 
in 1980, CND has made strong links with 
other European movements, especially in 
Germany and the Netherlands, and meets 
reguarly with European peace workers. 

fi!] What has the United Nations said 
about the arms race and its dangers? 
In 1978 the United Nations, in a report 
accepted unanimously, declared, "Mankind words, the UN, like CND, believes that the 
is confronted with a choice- we either curb dangers of doing nothing are far greater 
the arms race or face annihilatio'n". In other than any risks on the road to peace. 

fD Is CND only concerned with nuclear 
weapons? 
No, it is concerned with all weapons and all 
methods of peacemaking from the 
Campaign Against the Arms Trade to the 
promotion of peace education. 
Nevertheless, CND believes that the major 
threat to the world is the massive stockpile 
of 50,000 nuclear weapons, most of which 

are in the arsenals of the two superpowers. 
Its main efforts are aimed at getting rid of 
these instruments of mass destruction. 
In particular CND campaigns against a 
British 'independent' nuclear weapon of any 
sort, against nuclear bases iri Britain af!d 
against the introduction of yet more nuclear 
weapons like the Cruise missile, into the 
country. 

m Does CND make statements about 
human rights? 
CND is a disarmament movement and it 
tries to stick to that single aim, although 
many members, under other hats, are very 
active on human rights 'issues. One of the 
present CND Council members, for 
instance, is an ex-chairperson of British 
Amnesty. CND condemned the suppression 

in Poland and in earlier days the American 
presence in Vietnam. 
CND has, however, from time to time, 
made itself unpopular by pointing out that 
human rights violations are not only to be 
found in 'the East', and that those working 
for peace must apply the same judgements 
to countries of the West, the East and the 
'non-aligned' bloc. 



CND aims to mobilise the majority of 
people in this country and to inform them 
about the risks of nuclear war. Film shows, 
debates, rallies, leafletting, discussions, 
petitions, street theatre, contacts with MPs 
and .:ouncj!lors, letters to the press, school 

' . 
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visits, are all basic to the ordinary work of 
CND. At the same time, CND has special 
groups working with churches, trades 
unions, doctors, scientists, teachers, young 
people and many in other areas. CND is a 
very broad-based movement. 

fi]1s CND run by Communists? 
There are communists in CND just as there 
are christians, feminists and pacifists. And 
of course many communists are sharply 
critical of the USSR. CND is not run by any 
single group, and the question itself sounds 

like witch-hunting. Members of CND 
support its constitutional aims, which are 
critical of both the \Uperpowers,.as are 
many of the resolutions passed at annual 
conferences. 

Ea How many members are there? 
At the moment there are over 41 ,000 
national members, and hundreds of 

thousands of people who have joined local 
CND groups but are not national members. 

fE How is CND organised? 
CND is administered by an annually elected 
Council which meets quarterly and on which 
there is a strong representation from the 15 

fi Who pays for it? 
The bulk of CND income comes from 
membership subscriptions and donations 
and from the sale of booklets, badges, etc. 

regions and the many groups which make up 
each region. The Council selects an 
Executive responsible to it. 

CND receives no outside money from any 
fund or organisation East or West, unlike 
some major British organisations critical of 
CND, which receive substantial funding 
from the British Government. 

fm Has CND had any success already? 
Yes. The opinion polls show that an 
increasing number of people agree with our 
ideas. The start of the talks in Geneva over 
the new European nuclear weapons and 
Reagan's 'zero-option', however minimal 
their likely outcome, show that we and the 
other disarmament movements in Europe 
have started to have a political impact. 
Similar movements to ourselves in Holland 
and Belgium have meant that their 

fB Can anyone join? 
Certainly, as long as he or she accepts the 
constitution and aims of the Campaign. 

governments have been forced to postpone 
their acceptance of Cruise missiles. In 
America the 'Freeze' campaign has been 
greatly encouraged by the European peace 
movement, and is having a major impact on 
American politics. In Britain as a result of 
CND pressure, the Home Office has 
actually had to cancel, or at least postpone, 
its autumn 1982 major 'civil defence' 
exercise- Hard Rock. 

CND is a movement with thousands of 
members. It is democratically organised, 
and to be effective it needs as many active Ia.. 
members as possible. .....J 
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i Bii] How can I join? 
' Simply fill in a membership form and return to CND, 11 Goodwin Street, London N4. 
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0 Adult £6 
0 Couple £9 
0 Student £3 

CASH MEMBERSHIP FORM 

0 
0 
0 

Youth CND (21 and under) £1 
Unwaged £2 
Please put me in touch with my local group. 

Name ............................................... · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 

Address ................................................. · ......... . 

I enclose .................................... for one year's membership. 

Donation£ ......................... Total£ ........................ . 

Cheques and Postal Orders to CND. Return to CND, II Goodwin Street, London N4 3HQ 

BANKERS ORDER FORM 

To the Manager of. .......................................... Bank Ltd. 

Address ........................................................... . 

Please pay the Co-operative Bank Ltd., 110 Leman Street, London El (code 
080308) for the account of the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (Ale No. 
50036163)thesumof£ .............. on the ..... dayof ..... 198 ..... and 
thereafter every Month/Quarter /Year* until otherwise notified. 

Signed .....................•. ·: .. · ............... (*Delete as appropriate) 

Name ................................ : ......... (BLOCK CAPITALS) 

Address ........................................................... . 

Account No ..................................... , .................. . 

Please return completed Bankers Order form to CND 

------------We also have a Giro Account No. 525604006 
Ask for a separate form for SANITY subscriptions. 

i '. ' f'" ' t·l ', 

YOUR LOCAL GROUP CONTACT IS: ..................... ,r. :· .'. ~. 
-' 
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