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With the exception of the proposal for a 300 kms
battlefield nuclear weapon Free zone , starting with Central Eur-
ope and extending ultimately from the northern tc the southern -’
Flanks of the alliances the Palme Commission report has pq&éﬁdre;
markably unnoticed. There has been almost no debate. In the fol-

lowing I shall try to show why: it is not a good report; not up to

the level omne shtiould demand from so knowledgeable people in owr

desperately critical situation.

I shall limit my remarks to the 44 concreate propo-
sals in chapter 6, the general rhetoric of the report being of no
particular interest -~ what is good im it is not new, and what is
new is mot particularly good. But the Commission has among its 17
members Four present and former prime ministers and five present
and Former foreign ministers so these are not people, like us in
the peace movement, often acased of lacking in political imsight.
In addition the Commission is three-cornered with West and East
and South represented, meaning that they had to, no doubt often
a very difficult task, negotiate; not merely Ffunction as a think
tank. 5o, what did they come up with? A brief summary is needed.

Of the 44 proposals in the Action Programme, 36
deal with armslimitation and diarmament, divided into 20 short
term measuras For "the next two years" (pesumably countimg from
spring 1982 when the report was made public) and 168"medium term

measures'", to be achieved over the next five years. A very posi-

tive aspect of the action programme should be underlined here: the

%gﬁéfa;“' bﬁa Erccaés, there is a calendar for the various parts
of thé_arms limitation and disarmament complex. First the SALT 11
treaty has to be clarified and adjusted, then subdgantive reduction
in strategic offensive forces; at the same time the anti-ballistic
missile treaty of 18972 is to be "preserved" {meaning confirmed).
For conventional forces in Central Europe a First Phase should be
concluded this year, daFining the problem, then to be Ffollowed Qp
by agreements on ceilings and reduced levels. Talks on the battle-
Field mnuclear weapongs free zone are to start right awﬁy, resulting
in the zone mentioned and in subtantial reduction in Qeneral; mimi-
nukes and EAW ([(rneutron bombs] to be ruleﬁ'out by mutual agreement
right away. Then there is to be agreeméﬁt that the parties have
roughf:parity in medium range nuclear capabilities so that NATO

can Fd*ego the 572 missiles; after that come talks with a view to
more reduction, imcluding dually capable aircraft. To prevent

short range nuclear systems from taking over by simply being forward
based they are to be banned. So are chemical weapons in Europe,
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and all over the world, ending with s disarmament treaty. The
comprehensive nuclear test ban is to be agreed upon in the first
phase; anti-satellite weapons are to disappear through agreements
banning tests and deployment, and the non-proliferation treaty }5;1E.
is to obtain"broader adherence" in the first phase and "universal
adherence" in the medium term - together with an agreement on inter-
nationalizetion of the nuclear fuel cycle. A new conference on
confidernce and security bulilding measures will be convened in the
First phase and conclude with agreement orn a second generation

of such measures in the second phase. There will be talks and
guidalinasagfaemaﬁt For conventional arms transfer. Biclogical
warfare and experiments in molecular bioclogy with possible military
applications have not escaped the sttention of the Commission., More-
over, countries shall pay more attention to the UN resolution re-
questing them to report military expenditure; this is to increase
from "broad compliance! in the first phase to "universal complian-
ce" in the second phase. In the first phase there will slso be
regional conferences arcund the world focussing on economic securi-
ty and reduction of military spendjpé??the same time coumtries will
make national plans for how to convé%é savings when disarmament
starts [(and general and complete disarmament is the goal of this
commiséion]; in the secomnd phase there will be conversion for na-
tional needs and developmernt assistance. And to top it all: a "ma-
jor campaign to increase public awareness of the dangers of milita-

ry competition, including dangers for economic security".

Soiimentsi oritioel commentsi-

First, the program shows an almost unbelievable

Faith in talks and agreements as the carriers of arms limitation

and disarmament. i

tﬁéﬁﬁgzﬁﬁéﬁﬁéals 19 are agreements, treaties,
conventions to be arriQed at, 2 are efforts tocgive more life to

old approaches (ABM and Chemical Wespons Disarmament), 4 are aimed
at obtaining broader (@nd then universal) adherence to existing asgree-
ments and 7 are proposals to open new talks - all together 32 or 89%.
The remaining four are the national plams, the substantial savings
and cornversion of military BED and the public awareness campaign -

these are not put forward in negotiation/agreement language. A social
democratic bias to believe that much in the negotiation spproach?

Second, the structure of these negotiations/agree-
ments is very conventional. Four of the 32 are between the super
powers, of the 24 that are clearly East-West conflict oriented. Of
the_qéﬁé&aﬁng B there are & that deal with what might be called

North-South problems - the other @& are more general {reporting mili-
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tary expenditures). Perhaps'fﬁi§ i§ @ correct proportion, most i_
serious problems rest with the Northern part of the world., But there
is something paternalistic in those 6: how to limit down to Zero

the access of the South to nuclear arms with no guarantee that the

Morth will have nuclear disarmament, how to internationalize the fuel
cycle., And the guidelines for conventiomal arms "transfer” will, of
course, stimulate greatly Third world arms production since they are
note linked to conventional disarmament in East and Wagst either. Thus,

the total package is not only conventional, it is also biased in the

traditional way FWhere are conferences of the non-alignedi of the neL
Eﬁatﬁngc¥grnﬁghtai orgggggé = wgth S“Bﬁ"%@fﬁ@§s°8%%v8 SPPECYEUE!
Third, the conmtent is utterly conventional, It reads
like so many Committee of Oisarmament agendas from Geneva, with that
one exception. From the list of consultants and papers ohne reason
for this becomes clear: there has been absolutely no direct contact
with the peace movement. Even such relatively conventional peace
movement proposals as nuclear free zmnes (starting in the North
and the South in Europe, then involving the central parts] and the
nuclear freeze that was so well accepted by the US public in the
recent votes,have rot Found their way into the list of proposals,
Groups capable of mobilizing over 2 million people in demonstrations
all over Europe fall of 1981 should not be a factor to be neglected
byfpalfﬁiéians who see themselves as democratically imclined. And
the 1iﬁarature of the peace movement is full of ideas that are more
Forward looking, particularly in the field of alternative defense.
The @ammissicn makes no distinction between offensive and defensive
Forms of military systems at all {except fFor some pessing references
of mo significance for their approach)], but accepts the totally un-
realistic "general and complete disarmament" as their goal. 1 think
very many in the peace movemenrnt s e considerably more realistic when
they see a world with defensive systems as a goal, not these '"com-

missioners”" [(their own term)] who repeat an overused UN formula.

My conclusion can only be that if arms limitation
and disarmament could be obtained this way we would have had it long
time-agc: of such negotiations and agreements we have had very many.
Either they lead to nothimg or to semething so easily circumvented
that the value should be doubted. Suffice it only to mention the
partial test ban treaty of 1963 that permitted underground testing
of the weapons we are now confronted with; the efforts to control
biological warfare that left the laboratiories untouched; the effort

+to control chemical war®are that are compatible with the binary gas-

e they only becsme deadly when combined, over the enemy (whe
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re selse should they be deadly?]); the Tlateloleco treaty not ratified
by ﬁhe most important cuuntries-{aﬁﬁ in addition heavily biased
in Favor of the us, the rnudear powéf in the same hemisphere}. For
any one of the proposals on the list there is no df;ﬁiculty seeing
how it can be circumvented. Thus, any,150 km zone on either side
will greatly stimulate the productiom of “short" range systems with
200 km range; any nuclear limitatioh will encourage non-nuclear
armes, imcluding "modern" conventional arms [(already tested in Liba-
non); any nuclear test ban will encourage component testing and
even more overproduction to compensate for increased uncertainty
about the "gquality" of the product; any universal non-proliferation
treaty will greatly stimulate Third world nuclear autonomy and not
only for civilian purposes; reporting of military expenditures will
in times of economic crises be one more reason why military produc-
tion has to become even more research-intensive (to save money
per unit of destructive power); bannjing anti-satellite wespons
will stimulate a rece to colonize the moorn as a platform or, if
rot, a rebirth of the now slightly outmoded and discredited profes-
sion of spying, on ground. And defense savings ffor development,
the great carrot to get the third world to press for disarmament,
is also rather problematic: the problems of the third world elites
may be such as can be solved with money ([(eg more Western technolo-
gy) but hardly the problem of the people; moreover, if that money
were really made available in part it would come with soi many
strings attached ffrom the major consumers of those funds: - today,

the NATO/WTO power in gereral and US/SU in particular,.

But £ﬁi5 presupposes that agreements are arrived at.
In addition they are not only bad, byt %ard to arrive at. If bels
ance really is to be pursued or maintained then it implies compa-
risons so complex that the talks become endless, or so obviously
ob jectionable if a simple formula is used; as witnessed in the
talks in Geneva sbout land-based, middle range systems -~ after one
yesr and Fifty evidently resultless sessions. But worse than that:
the multilateralism and symmetry in the approach releases the par-

ties from any obligation to do anything themselves, even the smal-

lest little unilateral step [total unliateralism is hardly believ-
ed in by anybody, that is not the issue). They have “"to wait for
the ocutcome of the negotatioms - in the meantime they can continue
increasing the level of destructive power which is what counts,
not the level of military expenditure. Seen in that perspective
the Palme Commission approach, not drafted by maive people, becomes

almost sinister, They have some kind of process. The document is
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logical as if written by a bright student for his thesis on "Current is-

sues in arms limitation and disarmament"”, But it lacks the political star-

ter, the thing that could set it in motion. Amnd these people are profes-

sional politicians; they are the ones who should come up with it! If each
of them had only had one proposal for his/her own country!!

But not even the idea of nom first use pledges is included
in the list of proposals - it had been around for a long time by the time
they concluded their report [April 1882 - the Aussians had talked about
thls For a lang time before they made it a pledge Jurne 1982; there was
H%- uhg af ‘Four" and their Foreign Affairs article Spring 1982).

ofr courée the Russiams could cheat in a war , Bf course a pledge is =a scrap
of paper. But that is missing the poimt. NATO in general and the US in
particular made the unfogivable of not taking up the challenge, They
could have sald: Yes, but only if you withdraw X% of your tanks, and give
us a little tiﬁé to develop further our conventional, mon-offensive de-
Ffense systems [short range anti-tank weapons)]. Nothing off this kind is
included in the pngram. Was it too new? Were the Americans agaimst, and

was that good reason for not including it? In whose model did it not fit?

lLeaving all the negotiations/agreements ervisaged aside -
is there anything else of interest? There is the cempaign, a2 major one,
to increase public awareness, This must be a joke, or maybe those politi-
cians have not discovered that such s cempaign is going on all the time,
that this is what the peace movement to a large extent is sbout, and that
public debates painfully clearly show, in all kinds off countries, how much
better infformed large segments off the public are than their leaders? And
I might add: often the-éacial democrats are the most poorly informed. The
conservatives usually have so many military people and politicians who be-
lieve in the military machine that they also have knowledge. Social demo-
crats all over Europe have tended to accept some kind of division of labor
leave that to the conservatives, on the condition that they let us build
the welfare state armd on the conditiom that the military systems do not
cost so much that the welfars state and employment are in danger. IFf this
can only be domne by means cfrnuclear systems, so be it - and social demo-
cracy have ten'ded not to question that assumption. Today, however, both
welfare state and employment are threatened and social democrats are look-

“Théﬁﬁﬁll have much to learn from the peace

ing at the eqguation agaimn.

movement information campaign, and fine if they will fimance more of it.
Unfortunately they are out of power most places:.

Then thereare the eight points to promote international
security. Three of them have to with UN FPeace-keeping forces and are very
old, but rnot for that reason bad. It is only strange that the commission
did not come wp with the obvious proposal of stationing many of these for-
ces in that 300 kms belt they want - have soldiers from the South try to
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keepEast and West from getting at each other’s throat. And as to the

report by the Secretary General to the Securfty Council "at the Foreign
Minister" level, his "state of the international community”™: this would
have been more imteresting if the Secretary General could only be.elec-
ted for one pericd. If he has a re-election motive those reports would

hardly be very good reading.

“Proposal no. 38, that "the Security Council shauld meet
from time to time outside the UN Headquarters" sounds interesting: that
is where very creative demonstrations sometimes are held. But I am

afraid something else is meant - and not something very important.

Finally there are some general words about regional con-
ferences, zones of pee¢e and nuclear weapon free zones with no maps and
borders indicated. However, the report does not stop there. Right
after this tame ending, obviously not worked through by the drafters,
comes the only part really worth looking at but then not a proposal

Fr-om the Commission as such: the Comment by Egon Bahr. He suggests

the withdrawal of all nuclear weapons from European states which do
rnot themselves possess nuclear weapons - leaving weapons in the four
ruclear states, three of them in Europe. Then he wants spproximate
palarnce in the field of conventional forces and the alliances left

untouched.,

This is interesting and it is to be hoped that Bahr
will continue along this line, particularly in his own country. The
proposal has the virtue of simplicity. It can be understood. It
does not ask for balance, assuming that at the present level of over-
kill there is enough balance already. It is coupled to balance in con-
ventional fForces [and here Bahr - in other contexts - emphasizes very
much the significance of defensive weapons, that tanks can be balanced

by anti-tank weapons rather than by other tarnks]). And this is real

politics, as he says: "Even the intention of negotiating such an agree-
ment would provide the world with mew hope". It is, incidentdly, not
jdentical with the Sogan of the peace movement, a nhuclear weapon free
_Eweope from Portugal to Poland, but lies in that direction. It can also
be combimed with the non First use pledge mentioned above as a first
step, and with +the Auclear pledge process advocated by Nobsl Prize win-

ner Alva Myrdal. It could even be started by West as a first step.

But the Palme Commission as such does not peint in swuch

directions. It is 99% a rehash of old, overused ideas, probably writ-

t b ecple themselves prispners of logic that thrzatens to kill us
aff —ylparn paf‘er*anl? they ar‘g pr‘fsoﬁers oi‘a rather thai rz':aer*atcrs from the

emydem. Maybe it merely deserves the oblivion ito which it has sunk,

and serve to remove some more illusions about some politiciams.



