
1 Group 

We welcome the  Turkish(1) and the Bri t ish(2)  papers and 
regard both as useful contributions t o  the discussion on 
appropriate measures t o  be taken a t  the south-eastern flank of 
NATO. 

2,  We share the  view expressed i n  the Turkish paper that  
zny agrement on constraints a t  the f l d s  must be seen as p a r t  
of the o-ther MBFR arrangwents and that thus the close in te r -  
re la t ions between fu tu re  e f f ec t s  on the centre and a t  t he  flanks 
have t o  be taken in to  consideration. The term parallelism between 
possible srrcngements a t  the flanks and i n  the centre, elaborated 
i n  the Turkish cover note, seems t o  be especially su i tab le  t o  us 
t o  point out these inter-relat ions,  We think tha t  this 
parallelism should be understood both i n  terns  of time and 
contents and we therefore consider it an advanta e - as does the  
United Kingdom (paragraph 4 o f  the  Br i t i sh  paper 7 - t h a t  t h e  
s t ructures  of  t he  s t ab i l i z ing  measures i n  the centre and a t  the 
flanks should be kept a t  a comparable leve l ,  

One of the most debatable points i n  the Turkish paper 
seems t o  us the f a c t  that  the  suggestions aad c r i t e r i a  
developed for movement constraints a t  the flanks cover exclwi.vely 
meûsures f o r  the constraint  02 IO? forces. 
undiminished Eastern objections to the term "balanced", it must 
be considered extremely improbable that  the FJP would r^gree to 
such unilateral. mezsures. In our view, t h e  taking i n t o  
consideration of bo-ttn s ides  would guarantee a more r e a l i s t i c  
judgeraent of such suggestions, Yhe Turkish Governrneat i s  
therefore asked t o  reconsider i t s  contribution i n  Ynls  way. 

d ra s t i c  constraints  i n  tern5 of quantity and time (coqledl with 
mobilization constraints) with an extensive scope of  application. 

3. 

I n  the l i g h t  of  the 

4, The individual Turkish suggestions const i tute  ra ther  
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5. 
i n  terms 
be worth 

c 

Although the  mil i tary usefulness of  measures suggested 
of content and area can hardly be doubted, it seems t o  
consi dering: 

because o f  the  lack of reciproci ty  of  measures 
suggested, 
because of the f a c t  that extensive pa r t s  of the  
Soviet t e r r i t o r y  would be affected,  
and a l so  i n  view of the recommended .uniformity of 
arrangements i n  Central Europe and a t  the flanks, 

whether - as a first s tep - l e s s  d ra s t i c  constraints could be 
envisaged which would primarily a i m  a t  confidence-building 
obtaining greater transparency and a possibly longer warning 
time. Such measures would not only be eas ie r  t o  accept by the  
other  s ide  but would also be more compatible with the  degree of 
freedom of movement necessary for NATO forces. 

5 of the  Bri t ish paper) that it i s  too ear ly  t o  discuss force 
l imi ta t ion  arrangements as well as movement constraints  and 
quant i ta t ive  and qua l i ta t ive  l imi ta t ion  of the  a i r  forces  a t  
the  flanks (paragraph 3(b) o f  the  Turkish paper). 
hand, it seems indispensable t o  us t o  deal  with the  ver i f ica t ion  
problems ar i s ing  i n  connection w i t h  the measures suggested, 

Bulgaria i n  the  area of application of possible  constraints. 
The question of  t h e i r  inclusion should a l so  be studied. 

thorough discussion in the  MBFR Working Group - would be 
ref erred to-the Sub-Group-on-Movenent=Cons t r a i n t s  -for-further ~- ~~ 

revis ion and inclusion i n  the  second Constraints p q e r  being 
prepared by t h i s  Sub-Group. We share the view of the  United 
Kingdom that the  paper being so discussed might furnish 
valuable information for the decision on the  terms of reference 
f o r  the fur ther  work of the Sub-Group on Movement Constraints. 

6, We share the v i e w  of the  United Kingdom (paragraphs 3 and 

On the other  

7. The Turkish paper does not include Rumania and 

8. We would welcome if the  Turkish contribution - a f t e r  
~ ~~ 
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