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A session of the NATO Council was held in
Washington the other day. Unlike routine sessions,
it was timed to coincide with the 35th anniversary
of the military-political grouping of Western states.

Thus the session marked the anniversary of an
event which legalized the departure of the United
States, Britain, France and some other Western
states from cooperation between the countries of
the anti-nazi coalition, which had formed during the
war years, from the jointly outlined principles of
a fair post-war set-up in the world. Counter to that,
Washington initiated a policy of cobbling together
an aggressive bloc of imperialist states, of ensuring
its military-political positions and domination in
the world, and of confrontation with the countries
of a different social system.

From the very outset NATO was planned as, and
became, an active tool of Washington in pursuing
the policy of power pressure on the Soviet Union, of
the notorious “cold war” policy. Under the pretext
of “Atlantic solidarity”, the USA has closely geared
a number of West European states to its military
machinery and created in Western Europe its
military springboard against the USSR and other
socialist countries. Such is NATO's real role in the
history of post-war international relations.

It goes without saying that not a word was said
about that at the anniversary session. Yet, there was
no lack of claims about the “defensive” character of
the bloc, about the peaceful intentions of its
members, about their alleged striving for an East-
West dialogue and cooperation, and for stability in
the world.

That unrestrained self-publicity has been used
with the single aim of camouflaging the real
character of the bloc. But these propaganda
gimmicks and high-flown phrases can mislead
nobody. NATO has been and remains a tool of
preparing for aggression and serves the interests of
the most bellicose circles, above all the USA.

A fresh proof of that was in the form of the final
communique of the latest session and the
“Washington declaration” adopted at it.

There are a few statements about peace, about
the wish to lessen the danger of war. But the
- keynote of these documents is the stake on military
strength, its further buildup in every way possible,
and on diktat towards other states. While paying lip
service to the principle of the non-use of force,
NATO, clearly acting on the orders of the United
States, throws it away, trying to turn sabre-rattling
and the use of force into norms of international
relations, making it the basis of their policy.

The Washington session has reaffirmed the
unwillingness of the United States and the other
nuclear states of the North Atlantic bloc to pledge,
as the Soviet Union has already done, not to be the
first to use nuclear weapons. Neither have its
members responded to the Warsaw Treaty coun-
tries’ proposal to conclude a treaty on the general
non-use of military force and the maintenance of
peaceful relations.

The question arises: What then is the worth of
assurances about NATO's allegedly defensive
nature? The authors of the above-mentioned
documents have unashamedly claimed that the
NATO countries do not seek unilateral advantage
and military superiority. These are empty words
intended to deceive naive people.

It is common knowledge that the new American
nuclear missiles have been installed in a number of
West European countries. This move is directly
aimed at upsetting the regional and global balance
of forces. Washington has been frantically carrying
out new programmes for strategic nuclear and
conventional arms buildups in the illusory and
dangerous hope to gain military supremacy.

The delegates at the session, with the exception of
representatives of some countries, have reaffirmed
that they are bent on continuing teo.follow this
militarist course projected by the White House. The
unwillingness to scale down the level of nuclear
confrontation in Europe has again shown itself most
plainly. The intention to go on deploying American
nuclear missiles in Western Europe according to the
schedule drawn up at NATO headquarters has
again been declared explicitly. This intention cannot
be camouflaged by a repetition of hypocritical ap-
peals to the Soviet Union for the taiks on nuclear
arms to be resumed.

Such a stand is an unequivocal indication of the
fact that Washington and some other NATO ca-
pitals do not wish to resolve the question of nuclear
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weapons on the principle of equality and equal
security.

It is highly indicative that NATO has disregarded
the recent appeal by the leaders of six states from
different continents of the world for an end to the
arms race and a freeze on nuclear arsenals. This was
proof of the disregard by NATO policy-makers for
the vital interests of peoples, including the interests
of the peoples of their own countries.

NATO's obstructionist stand is reflected not only
in its attitude to nuclear weapons. The same line is
clearly visible in the Washington session documents
on such issues as militarizing outer space, deploying
large-scale anti-missile defence systems, banning
chemical weapons, and reducing forces and arms in
Central Europe.

While verbally declaring their commitment to the
talks, the USA and the other NATO countries
actually exclude the attainment of mutually accept-
able agreements.

What is the worth of vaguely speculating that it is
desirable to study problems concerning the military
use of outer space, while the need to take VEry reso-
lute measures to prevent its militarization is
on the agenda? The only way to that is by immedi-
ately starting talks on delivering mankind from the
threat which the United States is trying to create
from outer space. It is clear that those who pursue
a policy of ‘militarizing outer space take upon
themselves an enormous responsibility to people
and to mankind.

Unwillingness to resolve questions pertaining to
prohibiting and scrapping chemical weapons,
reducing forces and arms in Central Europe is
indicated by the collective praise from the NATO
countries to the American “initiatives” on those
issues. The essence of these initiatives has already
shown itself sufficiently clearly. They are aimed at
putting up additional roadblocks in the way towards
resolving these questions of paramount signifi-
cance.

The delegates in the Washington session have
amply made up for the lack of a constructive effort
by repeating false claims about using chemical
weapons in some areas and the alleged involvement
of the Soviet Unjon in that.

This is the real price of NATQ’s statements on its
readiness to / progress in resolving questions
pertaining to limiting arms and to disarmament.

The statements about striving for peace and
stability do not tally in any way with the steps taken
by NATO leaders to broaden the geographical
sphere of activities of that bloc and with its use as
a tool of the policy of strength and diktat in various
parts of the world. As follows from the papers of the
Washington session, it discussed in practical terms
the question of not only giving Washington a free
hand in pursuing its expansionist and aggressive
policy, but also of contributing to that in every way
possible.

In' addition, the delegates at the session have
declared that the alliance respects the sovereignty
and independence of states everywhere. This is,
indeed, the limit of political hypocrisy. The people
of Grenada, Lebanon and Central America - in
particular of Nicaragua — of Namibia and other
countries have seen for themselves this “respect”. In
other words, the UN Charter and the norms of
international law are being trampled underfoot and
the policy of state terrorism is being perpetrated
everywhere.

Special mention should be made of the specula-
tion contained in the papers of the NATO session
concerning a “split” in Europe and support for
trying to absorb the GDR, which is being cultivated
in West Germany. At issue are attempts to call into
question the whole package of treaties and
agreements aimed at ensuring a peaceful and stable
development in Europe. Thus they, as a matter of
fact, indulge the revanchist forces which have again
come to life in West Germany.

The other sections of the declaration contain
many references to the Final Act of the Conference
on Security and Cooperation in Europe. And here
the authors of the declaration pretend to forget that
the states which signed the Helsinki Final Act,
among them all the NATO member-countries,
declared that they consider all borders of each
other, as well as the borders of every state in
Europe, to be inviolable, and will refrain now and in
the future from any encroachments on these
borders.

The Soviet Union, the socialist countries, all who

prize the cause of peace, resolutely condemn any
evidence of the policy directed at undermining the
post-war set-up in Europe. They will not permit the
tragic past to be repeated. There is no and will never
be any return to the past. This must be realized by
everyone who now demonstrates an irresponsible
attitude to such an important issue.

This policy of Washington and its allies on the
fundamental issue of European security clearly
indicates that in real fact NATO does not wish
a buildup of confidence between states and peoples.

This was reaffirmed by the stand taken by NATO
at the Stockholm Conference. They continue to talk
of the need for accepting the Western proposals,
which are aimed solely at making “transparent” the
military activities of the USSR and of other socialist
countries, while evading a concrete discussion of the
large-scale confidence-building measures proposed
by the Soviet Union.

The NATO documents speak at length about
a desire for a dialogue with the Soviet Union, about
the alleged preparedness for talks. But there is
nothing concrete behind that speculation. While the
Soviet Union and other socialist states are putting
forward practical proposals aimed at reaching
mutually acceptable agreements on a wide range of
security issues and on developing cooperation, the
USA and NATO, which swear their peaceableness,
give a negative answer to these proposals. The
higher an obstacle they put up in the way of
reaching agreement on preventing nuclear war and
strengthening peace, the more high-flown and
hypocritical calls they make for an East-West
dialogue.

The gap between NATO politicians’ words and
their deeds is also seen in their approach to trade
and economic relations. The documents of the
Washington session speak a lot on mutually
beneficial trade and economic cooperation with the
socialist countries. But, in actual fact, new steps are
being taken on Washington's initiative to frustrate
mutually beneficial East-West trade and economic
relations, to use trade as a tool of political pressure.

The West European countries should realize that
if they embark on that path, they will inflict serious
damage upon themselves- It is apt to recall here the
results of all attempts at trade sanctions and
discrimination against the socialist countries in the
past.

This also concerns attempts at interfering in the
internal affairs of the socialist countries, at
lecturing the people of other countries on how they
should live. That this has again taken place, that the
Washington session had again raised this theme does
not at all add cogency to NATO’s declared
“constructiveness” in its approach to relations with
the socialist countries.

TASS has been authorized by the Soviet
leadership to declare that the resuits of the 35th
“jubilee” session of the NATO Council held in
Washington are regarded in the Soviet Union as
attesting to that bloc’s intentions to continue its
militarist course.

Now that the questions of preserving and
consolidating peace have become particularly acute,
that the nations are more insistent in demanding
effective measures to lessen the threat of war and
enhance international security, it is the United
States and NATO that pose as the main stumbling
block on that road, opposing themselves to the will
and aspirations of the people and trying to force
their ways on all and everywhere.

Such policy is emphatically rejected by the Soviet
Union. Those who have not abandoned the
dangerous illusory hopes to damage the legitimate
interests of the USSR and the interests of its friends
and allies, should be reminded once again that this
will never come off. Any attempts of this sort are
doomed to fail as was repeatedly proved in the past.
Those who shape NATO'’s course should come back
to the ground of reality, ponder the consequences of
their policy and be aware of the full measure of
their responsibility to the people of their countries
and to every nation.

It is time that Washington, Bonn and other NATO
capitals renounce the policy that leads to undermin-
ing the foundations of peace, in favour of practical
steps to the benefit of detente, to the benefit of
peace. The Soviet Union reiterates its readiness to
cooperate with all those who will display a genuine
intention to act in this way.

(Pravda, June 3, 1984.)
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Antisatellite weapons must be banned

The question of preventing militarization of
outer space is moving further into the centre of
world public attention. There are extremely
weighty reasons for this. The matter is not just that
space, should it become an arena of military
competition, would be a source of constant mortal
threat to all mankind. Launching strike weapons
into space would have the most dire consequences
for the limitation of armaments in other spheres
too. He who seeks to open up outer space for his
weapons is not just creating a new channel of the
arms race — he wants to undermine the prospects
for stopping it altogether.

Our country, which opened up the trail into space
for mankind, consistently favours accords that
would place a reliable obstacle to the penetration of
weapons into outer space. Konstantin Chernenko,
General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee,
President of the Presidium of the USSR Supreme
Soviet, stressed that “for more than a year the
Soviet Union has been striving to achieve an
agreement aimed at preventing the spread of the
arms race to space. We have constantly posed this
question to the leadership of the USA. We have done
this because we clearly realize what formidable
consequences the militarization of space would
entail”.

Way back in March 1958, soon after the launching
of the first artificial Earth satellites, the Soviet
Government proposed that the agenda of the
scheduled session of the UN General Assembly
include the question of the prohibition of the
military uses of space and of international
cooperation in the exploration of outer space. With
the Soviet Union'’s active participation, agreements
aimed at preventing the spread of the arms race to
space were concluded. Among them is, for instance,
the operating 1963 multilateral treaty on banning
nuclear weapon tests in three media. including
outer space. The Treaty on the Principles of the
Activity of States in the Exploration and Use of
Outer Space, Including the Moon and Other
Celestial Bodies, was signed in 1967. Signed and
ratified by the majority of countries, this treaty
defines the principles of international cooperation
in matters of space, bans the deployment in outer
space of nuclear and other weapons of mass
annihilation.

These agreements created certain prerequisites
for continued efforts aimed at ensuring a peaceful
regime in outer space.

Although the United States agreed to conclude
these agreements, the US military-industrial com-
plex was already intending to use space for
militarist purposes. A special role was assigned to
the development and deployment of antisatellite
systems. At the same time, American propaganda
has launched a false version, claiming that the
Soviet Union is instigating the space arms buildup.
Facts disprove this allegation. The problem of
antisatellite weaponry —one of the ways of
militarizing outer space — was engendered thanks
to Washington’s efforts.

In 1958, the United States started to develop
antisatellite weapon systems in accordance with its
Spacetrack programme. This work has ‘continued
almost non-stop ever since. In 1959, an American
missile, Bold Orion, launched from a B-47 bomber,
intercepted an artificial Earth satellite. In the early
sixties, the United States deployed two land-based
antisatellite systems: one on Kwajalein Island, the
other on Johnston Island.

A particularly steep tilt towards the militariza-
tion of space occurred after the present administra-
tion came to power. In the summer of 1982, the
president issued a directive on US policy vis-a-vis
outer space which, for the sake of ensuring military
superiority for the United States, is directly
orientated towards a large-scale deployment of
antisatellite systems.

The Reagan administration has refused to resume
the Soviet-American talks on these systems. The
money spent .on developing space weapons has
increased dramatically. The rise in expenditures for
these purposes is considerably higher than the rates

at which the allocations under other clauses of the
US military budget are growing. The programmes
for developing the latest types of weaponry
intended for use in outer space and from space in
relation to Earth — laser and particle-beam weap-
ons — are being frantically implemented. A special
space command has been set up in the United
States, and a joint space centre to control military
actions in space is being built. A military cos-
modrome for Shuttle reusable craft is also being
built. The programme for the use of this is
effectively controlled by the Pentagon. So as well as
preparing for nuclear war on land, the United States
is conducting intensive war preparations in outer
space too.

As reported, special antisatellite missiles, which
will be launched from high-altitude F-15 fighter-
planes, are being currently developed within the
framework of the ASAT programme. The first tests
of the system have already been conducted. Further
tests are scheduled for later this year.

What is Washington trying to achieve by spending
many billions of dollars on military space
programmes?

According to leading American experts, space
weapons, - including antisatellite systems, = are
designed to play the key element in first=strike
capability. It would be senseless for the United
States, says Thomas Karas, one such expert, to
develop antisatellite systems if there were no plans
to make a first strike, to start nuclear war. To put it
simply, the Pentagon is eager to acquire the
capability of knocking out Soviet satellites (which,
incidentally, do not carry any strike weapons and
whose activity can be compared with that of similar
American systems), in order to “blind” the other
side, catch it unawares and reduce its capability to
retaliate in the event of‘a nuclear attack. Here is
what Fred ‘Ikle,  US Undersecretary of Defense;
bluntly declared: the use of antisatellite systems as
an integral element of the first strike in order to
destroy all or many of the adversary’s “key”
satellites is designed to complicate a retaliatory
strike considerably. This idea could not really be
expressed more clearly and bluntly.

US antisatellite programmes are closely con-
nected with the frantic buildup and perfection of
strategic offensive systems, such as MX, Tri-
dent-2 missiles, and Stealth bombers and with the
stationing of long-range Pershing-2 and cruise
missiles using all forms of deployment near the
Soviet _horders.

These are all links in the war preparation chain
which underlie Washington’s claims to military
domination over the world.

Washington has set its sights on space, also
because it thinks once again that it has found a way
of overtaking the other side by launching a new
spiral in the arms race. But only fresh dis-
appointments await American strategists in this
direction. Imposing a threat from space on the
Soviet Union, they will create just as great a threat
to the United States itself. The history of Soviet-
American relations should have taught Washington
that all its attempts at gaining superiority have
failed, and that honest accords on an equal footing
are the only way to resolve security.issues. Those
who shape US policy should once again be reminded
about this today.

Having embarked upon the development of
military space systems for aggressive purposes,
Washington is hastily putting up all kinds of
obstacles so as to block any limitation or, more so,
the prohibition of such weapons. It believes that all
means to justify this dangerous activity are good.
The scope of the US military space programmes,
their actual content and nonconformity with the
country’'s pledges under agreements are carefully
concealed from the American public. Negotiations
and accords hindering the militarization of space
are proclaimed off-hand to be impossible. There are
allegations that it is impossible to define the types
of weapons to be discussed at such talks, or to
monitor accords on non-militarization of space, etc.

The White House also used all these false and far-
fetched arguments in a report to Congress in order
to “justify” its refusal to hold talks on preventing
the militarization of space. But, one might ask, how
is it possible to develop antisatellite systems and say
at the same time that this is supposedly something
unknown? How can one talk about the impossibil-
ity of resolving the problem of monitoring without
even trying to discuss it within the framework of
official 'negotiations on the elimination and
prohibition of antisatellite systems? Obviously
these excuses are unconvincing. They point to one
thing — that the US administration has an irrespon-
sible ‘attitude to the burning issues of ensuring
security on Earth and the future of mankind

Obviously, monitoring compliance with obliga-
tions in the field of antisatellite systems will have its
specifics. But the problem can be resolved. The
Soviet Union’s draft document offers extensive
proposals on this score, which could be discussed
and, if need be, specified. Obviously, the re-
nunciation of antisatellite weapons would be much
easier to monitor before the weapons have been
deployed, rather than after they have been adopted
for service by the sides.

The task of preventing the militarization of space
must not be delayed. And it should be radically
resolved before it is too late. Taking into account
the vulnerability of missile-attack warning systems
and other satellites, the deployment of antisatellite
weapons would have a serious destabilizing effect
on the strategic situation. Just one attack on
a satellite could bring about the gravest conse-
quences. Moreover, even the accidental breakdown
of any satellite system, especially during periods of
heightened tension, could give rise to an acute
conflict situation. One must appreciate this fully.

The Soviet Union has proposed ways of resolving
this problem. Specifically, the Soviet Union favours
the idea of totally banning the - ~and
deployment in space of any space-based weapons
for hitting targets on Earth, in the air or in outer
space. It also favours a radical solution of the issue
of antisatellite weapons: the complete renunciation
by states of the development of new antisatellite
systems, as well as the scrapping of already existing
systems like these.

Under the proposed Soviet draft treaty, which
prohibits the use of force in space and from space in
relation to Earth, the parties would pledge not to
destroy, damage or disrupt the normal functioning,
and not to change the trajectory of space bodies
belonging to other states. Besides, it suggests a ban
on the testing and use of manned spacecraft for
military, including antisatellite, purposes. They
should be used exclusively for scientific, technical
and economic purposes.

With a view to making it easier to reach an
accord, the USSR unilaterally introduced a mora-
torium on the launching into space of antisatellite
weapons, to be in effect for as long as other
countries act in the same way.

The implementation of the Soviet Union's
package of far-reaching measures would become
a major, really tangible contribution to solving the
problem of using space exclusively for peaceful
purposes, which was approved earlier by the United
Nations

The Soviet initiative was backed and approved by
nearly all the UN member-countries, with the
exception of the United States. The need to
guarantee mankind a peaceful space is just as
obvious as the fact that the spread of the arms race
to space would have unpredictable and dangerous
consequences.

Responsibility for mankind’s present and future
means that official -negotiations must be started,
without any delay, to prevent the militarization of
space, to ban the development of new antisatellite
systems and eliminate those already existing.
Washington must, at last, listen to the voice of
reason.

(Pravda, May 25, 1984.)



THE “NUCLEAR THRESHOLD”
IN NATO STRATEGY

Professor RAIR SIMONYAN, D.Sc.

The “nuclear threshold" problem
has come to figure prominently in

world press comment and in public

statements by political and military
leaders in connection with the
deployment of American nuclear
missiles in Western Europe. In
modern military terminology, the
“nuclear threshold” means the
moment when nuclear weapons are
brought into play in an armed con-
flict.

How much importance is attached
to the “nuclear threshold” problem
by Pentagon and NATO strategists?
Why is this problem being linked
today with the American nuclear
missiles being deployed in a number
of European countries?

In the period when the “massive
retaliation” strategy was in force
(1953-61) the “nuclear threshold”
problem just did not exist. Pinning
its hopes on its “overwhelming
nuclear superiority,”” Washington
planned to deliver nuclear strikes at
the Soviet Union from the very
outset of an armed conflict, with the
U.S. territory expected to remain
invulnerable or almost so. The plan
of war against the U.S.S.R. code-
named Dropshot, was worked out in
1949 precisely along these lines.

But the Soviet Union's economic,
scientific and technological progress
deprived Washington of its atomic
monopoly. Parity between Soviet
and American strategic nuclear
potentials set in, and the Pentagon
realized that a total nuclear war
would now destroy the aggressor
himself regardless of distance.

Admitting that such a war/would
cripple the United States and could
result in global devastation, John
Collins, the well-known» @xpert in
the field of U.S. military strategy,
wrote that for the first time in
history people were ‘racking their
brains for ways to prevent war
rather than for ways of waging it.
Although generally true, this remark
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does not apply to the Pentagon
people, who are racking their brains
not for ways to prevent a nuclear
war, but for versions of waging it
against the Soviet Union and other
socialist countries. These versions
are supposed to secure American im-
perialism’s ends, on the one hand,
and to preclude a retaliatory strike
against the U.S.A., on the other. As
a result, the Pentagon worked out
the “flexible response” strategy en-
dor y the U.S. military-political
leadership in_1961 and adopted by
NATO in 196'7 It remains the oftimal
NATO strategy to this day. Proceed-
ing from the assumption that a total
nuclear war will play the = decisive
role in achieving the.ends of im-
perialism—American imperialism
above all—this strategy provides for
the possibility of “limited” war, with
both conventional. "and nuclear
weapons being used.

In the opinion‘of NATO strategists,
such a war, were it to break out in
Europe, would first assume the form
of an armed conflict without nuclear
weapons. Later it could develop into
a “limited” nuclear war—or, in a
critical ;situation, into a total war.
Nuclear weapons vary in type and
function, and can be used in various
ways even at the “limited” stage of
a nuclear conflict in the theatre of
war_or even in individual theatres
of operations. This, and the danger
of 'such a “limited” conflict growing
over into a total nuclear war, gave
rise to the “nuclear threshold” and
“nuclear escalation” problems. In
the opinion of the Pentagon strate-
gists and their West European part-
ners in NATO, nuclear and other

“thresholds” are to ensure a
systematic escalation of hostilities
and a ‘“dosed” use of nuclear
weapons.

No secret is made of NATO's in-
tention to take the initiative in
“nuclear escalation” and to be the
first to cross the “nuclear threshold,”
if necessary. General Bernard Rogers,

the NATO Supreme Allied Com-
mander ‘in Europe, admitted that “a
distinctive feature of Flexible Res-
ponse is NATO's preparedness to
escalate to the first use of nuclear
weapons... This is the nuclear
threshold in our strategy.” That is
why Washington and NATO so stub-
bornly refuse to follow the Soviet
Union in pledging not to be the first
to use nuclear weapons.

According to the Western press,
the Pentagon and NATO have
worked out concrete directives for
the use of tactical nuclear weapons
and have brought them to the notice
of the bloc's military bodies. Two of
these documents merit special atten-
tion. The first—a strictly confiden-
tial one—is of a political nature. It
lays down the principles of the use
of tactical nuclear weapons by
NATO and specifies the circum-
stances and geographical areas in
which these weapons can be used. The
second document, endorsed by
NATO's Defence Planning Commit-
tee, relates to intra-NATO political
consultations connected with the
use of tactical nuclear weapons.
NATO publications have reported
that under pressure from Washing-
ton the Defence Planning Committee
had rejected the principle of individ-
ual countries having the right to veto
the use of nuclear weapons on their
territories. It was decided that the
President of the United States, who
has the final say in the matter, would
only conduct close consultations and
take the opinions of the interested
parties into account. The President's
decisions are to be carried out by
General Rogers, who has put his
deputy, General Hans-Joachim Mack
of West Germany, in charge of
NATO's nuclear affairs.

The West German Die Welt news-
paper reported in openly exultant
tones early in September that Rogers
had entrusted the West German rep-
resentative with duties embracing
the entire spectrum of questions
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connected with nuclear arms, from
“target planning” to drawing up an-
nual reports on the NATO armed
forces' “nuclear requirements.”

Die Welt remarked, however, that
General Mack had not been given
access to the nuclear button and that
Rogers would remain the person is-
suing orders.

It will be remembered that
NATO's nuclear arsenal today com-
prises about 7,000 rounds of nuclear
ammunition. In terms of yield,
NATO's nuclear potential is around
460 million tons of TNT. At NATO
experts’ estimates, this is enough to
wipe out all of Europe.

But the U.S. strategists do not seem
to be content with that. They have
begun the deployment of qualitative-
ly new medium-range nuclear mis-
siles in Europe under the pretext
that the U.S.A. and NATO have
“fallen behind” the Soviet Union and
other Warsaw Treaty member states
militarily.

This is a deliberate deception. Sta-
tistics prove beyond doubt, as many
Western statesmen and military ex-
perts agree, that before the Pershing 2
and cruise missiles arrived in Europe
approximate parity had been main-
tained there in medium-range
nuclear missiles, while in terms of
nuclear warheads NATO was well
ahead. Denis Healey, a prominent
British politician, said during a par-
liamentary debate on the “missile
option'" that the only purpose of
deploying the American nuclear mis-
siles in Europe was to be able to
strike a blow without getting involv-
ed in a nuclear war, thus confining
the war to Europe and sparing the
United States.

To what extent this may alter the
level of the “nuclear threshold” will
be seen from the following. In the
1960s and 1970s a “limited” nuclear
war in Europe was regarded merely
as the first step in a “nuclear escala-
tion” towards crossing the total
nuclear war “threshold,” rather than
as an independent act of aggression
against the Soviet Union. In/other
words, in running the risk(.of a
“limited” nuclear war, Washington
was compelled to take into aecount
the fact that such a war"™ would
inevitably lead to a #otal nuclear
conflict with all the ‘ensuing con-
sequences for the.,United States.

The military-strategic parity, i.e.,
the possession by . the sides of
nuclear potentials comprising nuclear
delivery vehicles of approximately
equal range, yield, accuracy and—
]

what is especially important—equal
delivery time, guarantees each side
the possibility of striking a retalia-
tory blow capable of destroying the
aggressor. Harold Brown, the one-
time U.S. Secretary of Defence, ad-
mitted that nuclear parity would
play the role of a deterrent in criti-
cal periods.

The present Administration cannot
reconcile itself to that. It is bent on
pulling ahead and upsetting the
present global and regional equilib-
rium. The U.S. strategists pin par-
ticular hopes on their medium-range
nuclear missiles, regarding them as
means not only of lowering the
“nuclear threshold” but also of
backing their “first strike” concept
with a new material base.

After all, it takes a Pershing 2 a
mere 8-10 minutes to reach its target,
not 25-30 minutes. This tends /to
create the illusion that they ‘ean be
used with impunity. Cruise missiles
are slower but extremely accurate
and hard to detect by radar; which
places them in the same category of
nuclear weapons. Thomas K. Siemer,
an American who “took part in
developing them, has written that
cruise missiles are, without a doubt,
offensive first-strike weapons
developed for the concrete purpose
of hitting Soviet missiles right in
their silos, and accurate enough to
do that, He added that hitting a silo-
based missile was tantamount to a
first strike.

Thus, the real purpose of the
American missiles is attack, not
defence. Washington strategists ac-
cept the possibility of unleashing a
nuclear war confined to the geo-
graphical limits of Europe. Their
reasoning is that although such a
war would take an enormous toll of
human life it would do so far away
from their own territory which will
emerge unscathed from a nuclear
conflagration.

The same purpose is pursued by
Reagan’s programme for setting up
an anti-missile defence system in
outer space. Western papers point
out that the establishment of the
American anti-missile system would
divide NATO member states into
two categories: one (the U.S. and

part of Canada) covered by the anti-
missile umbrella, and the other (the
West European countries) left with-
out any 'such protection. While
setting its sights on sealing its
own skies tight, the U.S. without a
scruple exposes its allies to a retalia-
tory blow by deploying its first-
strike weapong on their territories.
This is the idea of the “defensive”
space arms programme.

To complete the picture of the
evolution of the Pentagon strategists’
“nuclear threshold” thinking, men-
tion should be made of Washington'’s
attempts to link the level of this
“threshold” with the might of
NATO's conventional armed forces
and thus to justify the need for a
conventional arms race.

On any occasion—be it a NATO
session, a U.S. top brass visit to
Europe or a discussion of “European
defence” problems—the allies are
urged to shell out for conventional
weapons under the pretext that
NATO allegedly lags behind the
Warsaw Treaty Organization insuch
weapons, The conventional weapons
in question are of a highly sophisti-
cated kind, with combat capabilities
approaching those of nuclear arms.

Since these weapons are, after all,
non-nuclear, the U.S. hopes that,
using them, it will restrict a war
against the U.S.S.R. to the geograph-
ical bounds of Europe, ie., that
this war will be waged by Europeans
and will be less likely to spread to
U.S. territory than a nuclear one. In
other words, Washington and NATO
are seeking to make Europe the
arena of a “limited” war involving
“borderline” conventional weapons
which would allow a smooth change-
over to a nuclear conflict.

The deployment of American
first-strike nuclear missiles in
Western Europe and the develop-
ment of qualitatively new types of
conventional weapons not only spur
on the arms race, but lower the “nu-
clear threshold” and increase = the
danger of a disastrous holocaust.

This is the gist of the Pentagon's
scenario in which Western Europe is

assigned the role of a “nuclear
magnet.”

|

NEW TIMES 39-84



e U.S.A. —WESTERN EUROPE

HITTING ALLIES
IN THE POCKETBOOK

VYACHESLAV BOIKOV

“In Ronald Reagan, the Pentagon
has found its staunchest friend in
years—and in his mammoth defence
budgets, it has entered what may
well be a ‘golden age.’ "

This observation in the U.S. News-
week magazine is no overstatement.
Never before has U.S. peacetime
military spending soared as it has
under the Reagan Administration.
Since 1981 it has increased by 75 per
cent and in the 1985 fiscal year Pen-
tagon appropriations will break all
records and come close to $300 bil-
lion—more than double the biggest
military budget during the Carter
presidency.

Under the present Administration
the ten-warhead MX missile has
gone on the conveyor, the B-1B
bomber programme has been re-
animated, and the cruise missile and
other strategic novelties have been
put into mass production. Practical
preparations have begun for waging
“star wars.” Nor can the other bran-
ches of the armed forces complain of
not being paid enough attention.
But even though Federal budget
deficits hang like a Damocles’ sword
over the U.S. financial system, the
hawks’ appetite continues to grow
faster than the budgets.

The Administration is trying to
fill the gap between the desired and
the possible at the expense of its
allies. For instance, the U.S. is out
to shift onto the shoulders of the
other NATO countries a part of its
costly and certainly not creditable
police functions in the Third World.

Addressing a session of the North
Atlantic Assembly in Luxemburg,
U.S. Assistant Secretary of State
W. Tapley Bennett sharply eriticized
the West Europeans, most of whom
are not evincing readinéss to render
the Americans “even passive sup-
port” outside the. official NATO
zone of operations. “European reluc-
tance to do more for so-called ‘out-
of-area’ security,” the Washington
emissary thundered, “could weaken
Alliance solidarity [and] question
the value of the Alliance.”

10

Seconding Bennett, the pro-NATO
weekly Western World described the
Western concept of international
security in these terms: “If these two
wings [of the bloc, Western Europe
and the US.—V.B.] were of equal
global influence, the Soviets would
be permanently reduced to their re-
gional power.” In other words, af
attempt is being made to involve the
West Europeans in the realization
of Ronald Reagan’s dangerous design
for a worldwide anti-communist
crusade,

Having begun the deployment of
its new nuclear/missiles in Western
Europe, Washington is now pressing
on its allies to take a more active
part in the implementation of
sweeping plans for the moderniza-
tion of conventional armed forces.
And to a certain'extent it is suc-
ceeding in this. At their last meeting
in Brussels the.. NATO Defence
Ministers announced a new, electron-
ic round in the arms build-up,
agreeing to ‘devote prime attention to
a number of systems based on the
latest achievements in military tech-
nology.

The British Economist has describ-
ed one of these innovations—the
Assault Breaker system which
belongs in the category of “thinking
weapons.” Each of its missiles will
carry some 80 armour-piercing shells
which it will spill out over enemy
troop concentrations. After which
each shell, equipped as it will be
with its own guidance system, will
seek out its target and destroy it.

Intensive work is under way to
develop a new generation of means
of electronic warfare designed to
“stun” and “blind” the adversary. At
the same time special attention is
being devoted to ensure the “sur-
vival” of one’s own armaments. The
purpose of all this is sharply to in-
crease the potential of conventional
armaments, and hence also the dan-
ger with which their use is fraught.

Innovations of this order are
costly. Their development and pro-
duction requires spending running

5

into tens and hundreds of billions of
dollars. Hence the debates that have
erupted over the problem of financing
the new round in the arms race.

At their May meeting the NATO
Defence Ministers approved & pro- |
gramme for the development of their |
armed forces in 1985-90, which en- "z
visages an annual dncrease of milita-
ry budgets by ig,per cent. But no §
sooner had this commitment been j
undertaken than Washington declar- J
ed it inadequate:

Speaking at the Brussels Centre for
European Policy Studies on May 25.‘\
NATO ° Supreme Commander in |
Europe General Bernard Rogers
demanded that the West Europeans
match their senior partner and in-
crease their military spending _tg_y_j
per cent annually. Otherwise, he
threatened, Congress might recall
part of the U.S, forces stationed in
Europe. And this, he said, would
leave the allies defenceless.

Faced as they are with serious eco-
nomic problems, the West Europeans
have not evinced a desire to fork
out. Rogers’ prediction has begun to
come true. Senator Sam Nunn has
proposed that the U.S. legislators
consider the partial withdrawal of
U.S. military personnel from Europe
if the allies do not increase their con-
tribution. In mid-June, however, the
Senate turned down Nunn’s idea on
the grounds that the stationing of
US. armed forces in Europe is
primarily and most of all in the
United States’ interests. At the same
time the Senate warned the allies
that it could return to the problem
in the future if they do not substan-
tially increase their military spend-
ing. Commenting on the debate, Sen-
ator Nunn admitted that it did not
enter into his plans to reduce the
U.S. military presence in Europe.
“The main objective,” he said, “is to
provoke European allies into doing
more.”

The same purpose is pursued also
by a Pentagon report published in
mid-July which maintains that the
U.S. is spending more on the defence
of Western Europe than the West
Europeans themselves. In order to
squeeze more money out of its al-
lies, the Pentagon is playing ducks
and drakes with statistics,

According to NATO figures, the
West Europeans account for 90 per
cent of the numerical strength of the
bloc’s forces on the continent and
80 per cent of its tanks and aircraft.
The Pentagon report does not tally
even with its own conclusions. No
earlier than March this year U.S.
Defence Secretary Caspar Weinber-
ger told Congress that the United
States’ allies were carrying “their
fair share of the overall burden.”
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ing 'ever = stronger  pressure to
bear on it. By urging Spain to join
the bloc’s military bodies, they are
out to gain possession of such “trump
cards” as Spain’s advantageous
strategic position, its manpower and
material resources. All this, in
NATO’s view, should give it addi-
tional advantages over the Warsaw
Treaty Organization.

From the very outset, Washington
has sought to get the Madrid govern-
ment to change those aspects of its
policy that are undesirable for the

Who gains by Basque terrorism!
Photo from Panorama (Italy)

United States. State Secretary Shultz
and Defence Secretary Weinberger
tried to convince the Spanish leaders
that only alignment with the U.S. and
NATO membership can provide a
solid groundwork for Spain’s foreign
Washington has secured
renewal of the agreement on friend-
ship and co-operation with Madrid
which—even with the subsequent
reservations taken into account—is
designed to keep Spain in line with
the West’s overall policy.

policy.

The U.S. is making active use of
financial and economic levers fto
pressure the Socialist cabinet. Wash-
ington has repeatedly given Madrid
to understand that abandoning the
referendum idea could be rewarded
by bigger investments and by credits
from international economic or-
ganizations in which the U.S. sets the
tone.

Some of the Socialist Party leaders
fear that Madrid’s withdrawal from
NATO would entail
boycott.

The pro-Atlantic circles are making
MNEW TIMES 35 84
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use of other unsolved problems, such
as the terrorism of the Basque ex-
tremists operating from bases in
French border areas. For a long time
the Socialist government's attempts
to induce France to co-operate more
actively in tackling the problem of
terrorism were unsuccessful. At the
end of 1983, however, Paris suddenly
changed its position in the matter.
The newspaper El Pais associated
this change with the actions of -other
NATO countries which link conces-
sions to Spain in the matter of ter-
rorism with that country’s member-
ship in the North Atlantic bloc. At-
tempts of this order are revealed ever
more clearly also in the talks on
Spain joining the Common Market.

The US. State Department has
worked out, jointly with the CIA, a
plan for “destabilizing” the Socialist
government. According to the Span-
ish Actual magazine, the plan
provides for setting some ministers
against others so as to provoke a
government crisis.

The leadership »of the North
Atlantic bloc is'playing a notable
part in the campaign of pressure on
the Spanish | governments Shortly
before he resigned his post, Joseph
Luns, the former NATO Secretary-
General, called upon the Spanish
government to postpone  the
referendum. Luns made no secret of
his concern-over the fact that most
Spaniards, want their country out
of NATO.

A comparison between the returns
of the 1981 and 1983 public opinion
polls shows that the number of
Spaniards wishing the country to
withdraw from NATO grew by 13
per cent and constituted 056 per
cent of the total population. Anti-
NATO feeling is running ever higher
against the background of public
anxiety about the growing danger of
nuclear war. An anti-war movement
has emerged and is gaining mo-
mentum in Spain, its chief slogan
being ‘‘referendum without delay.”
The 30th Congress of the SWPS,
scheduled for December, will
probably be decisive in shaping the
government’s stand in the matter of
Spain’s relationship with NATO.

I. MIKHLIN



. In accusing its partners of para-
sitism and trying to make the U.S.
pay for their well-being, Washington
is clearly distorting the facts. The
West Europeans have far more rea-
sons to be dissatisfied with their
transatlantic ally.

The Pentagon’s “golden age” is
costing the U.S. economy a heavy
price. For one thing, it is in debt up
to the ears. During the Reagan pres-
idency the US. federal debt has
nearly doubled, spilling over the
$1.5 trillion mark. Unable to cover
all the Pentagon spending by its
own resources, the U.S. has dipped
into the pockets of its allies. The
device used to attract foreign capital
to the United States is the jacking
up of the bank rate. Last year alone
$86 billion found its way into the

A personal computer, a complex com-
munications system, a weapon that can

fire grenades, bullets and smoke
bombs—this is how NATO visualizes the

equipment of its froops in the year

2000.
Photo from Stars and Stripes
(U.S.)

U.S. in this manner. Thus, the allies
are made to finance part of (the
American arms build-up.

The Pentagon’s appetite is truly
insatiable. It needs ever more bil-
lions, and the Reagan Administration
has devised a new bait to bring them
in. Until July, one third of all in-
terest earnings on capital invested in
the United States went for taxes.
For American creditors this law
still remains in force, but foreign in-
vestors are exempt from this tax.
Time magazine comments that West
Europeans regard expedients of this
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order as robbing them of capital,
bleeding their economy white and
retarding business activity and re-
structuring of industry.

“Recent American efforts to stem
the flow of Western high-technology
goods to the Soviet Union and other
East bloc countries have further
soured the atmosphere,” Newsweek
observes. “Europeans resent those ef-
forts because they do not square
with European notions of ditente,
and because they hit Europe ia the
pocketbook.”

But it is no simple matter to stand
up to pressure from so powerful
and arrogant an ally. Especially for
the small countries, which are at
times compelled to take decisions
that run counter to their national
interests. A case in point is what is
known in Belgium as the Pégard

affair.

Speaking in the Senate in mid-
July, Belgian Minister of External
Relations Leo Tindemans declared
against granting the Pégard works
a licence for the export to  the
U.S.SR. of a horizontal boring mill.
Why? The machine tool, the
Minister claimed, could be used in
the manufacture of missiles. And the
West did (nét  propese, to help
strengthen< the (Soviet Union’s
‘military might. Besides, Washington
was against the deal

The Minister's, statement
widely commented. In Andenne,
where the Pégard works is located,
a press conference was held at which
the factory experts said the machine
had no value for the war industry.
On the other hand, the big Soviet
order enabled the works to escape
financial collapse. Besides, it ensured
jobs’ for 280 workers for two years.
Mayor Claude Eerdekens sent Tinde-
mans a letter accusing him of
“deliberate circulation of fabrica-

was

tions' and of pursuing a pro-
American policy. In protest
Pégard production and office
workers demonstratively  burned

their national passports. The trade
unions demanded fulfilment of the
contract. Business circles too voiced
fears that the move could have a
negative effect on Soviet-Belgian
co-operation, which is making good
headway.

Compelled to react in some way to

these protests, the government asked
the Vingotte firm to give its expert
opinion on whether the machine tool
was of strategic value. The unan-
imous opinion of the experts was that
it was not. The firm’'s specialists
presented a list of American and
West European companies which
had already supplied eguipment of
this type to socialist countries. They
also pointed out that the  Soviet
Union possessed analogous technology
of its own.

Everything would seem to be per-
fectly clear: But the U.S. Administra-
tion was guided by its own logic
in pressuring Brusells. In the cold-
war _years the U.S. banker and poli-
tician ‘Bernard Baruch formulated
that logic thus: “Everything has a
potential military significance,
cept, possibly, bubble gum.” In the
end Washington had its way. On
August 9, Belgian Economics Minist-
er Mark Eyskens announced the
government's decision. The boring
mill would not be exported to the
U.S.S.R. but would be acquired by
the Belgian Army for use in repair-

ex-

ing motor vehicles and other similar
purposes.

Voicing the sentiments of the
public, the Belgian press sharply
criticized the decision. The Soviet
contract, press commentators noted,
was worth a billion francs. The
United States had only given worth-
less promises. For instance, it had
promised to find an American or
West European buyer for the equip-
ment, but had not kept its word. In
the opinion of press commentators
the Pégard affair had damaged not
only Belgium’'s business reputation
but the political credibility of the
government, which had behaved as
if the country’'s problems are resolv-
ed not in Brussels but in Washing-
ton. “Brussels,” Le Soir caustically
remarked, "“is not yet Grenada.”

In the light of all this one can
hardly disagree with the opinion of
the West German Frankfurter Rund-
schau that “our American ‘friends’
are pursuing a policy towards West-
ern Europe which is nothing but a
new variety of economic imperial-
ism."”

Brussels.
11



UGANDA

“THE GEM

OF AFRICA”—
LIGHT AND SHADOW

On August 7, the government of
Uganda abrogated the agreement on
military co-operation with the u.s,
and asked Colonel Baker, the U.S.
military attaché, to leave the coun-
try. A government spokesman ex-
plained that Uganda had taken this
step in reply to Washington's
slanderous campaign against Uganda
and because the U.S. had taken anti-
government bands under its protec-
tion.

Such meddling in the republic's in-
ternal affairs hinders the govern-
ment's efforts to overcome the
pernicious consequences of Idi
Amin's dictatorship and to suppress
anti-government bands. The im-
perialists cannot reconcile themselves
to the fact that the government of
Uganda wants to pursue an in-
dependent policy.

Formerly a British colony, the
country got its independence in 1962,
and in 1967 was proclaimed a
republic, The people’s struggle for
independence was led by the Uganda
People’s Congress party (UPC) of
which the present President Milton
Obote has always been the leader.,

No sooner had the young republic
begun to tackle the problems in-
volved in overcoming the onerous
legacy of colonialism than it came
under the despotic rule of Idi Amin,
a cruel and ambitious dictator who
seized power in the country in 1971.
The years of his rule were truly
dark years in the 'history of Uganda.
Many statesmen and public figures,
including President Milton Obote,
left the country to escape persecu-
tion and quite a few specialists,
scientists and teachers emigrated.

The years of the dictatoriship were
disastrous for Uganda’s economy.
The output of the key export crops—
the famous Ugandan coffee; cotton,
tea, tobacco—dwindled sharply. The
trade system was disrupted, cor-
ruption was rife ‘and smuggling
flourished. State funds were embez-
zled. The nascent industry was
gripped by crisis and operated at
less than 20 per cent of capacity.

A reign of terror prevailed. After
12

the fall of the dictatorship, news-
papers reported that half a million
people in this country with a popula-
tion of 12 million had perished in
dungeons in the eight years of
Amin’s rule.

After the dictator's troops seiz-
ed a part of the territory of
neighbouring Tanzania in the Kagera
River region, the Tanzanian govern-
ment, together with units of Ugandan
émigrés, took combat action against
Amin. Lacking support inside  the
country, Amin lost the war,~In 1979
his regime collapséd, and the dictator
himself fled abroad.

The majority of the people greet-
ed Milton Obote’s comeback with
enthusiasm./ He enjoys greater
prestige and popularity than any
other Ugandan statesman and his
name is inseparably associated with
the Ugandan people’s fight for na-
tional independence. Milton Obote
seeks to lead the country along the
road of economic and social progress.
He has repeatedly stressed that the
policy of the government and the
UPC is aimed at protecting the in-
terests of the working people.

However, Milton Obote’s return
was by no means to everyone’s liking.
The reactionary forces, having

been defeated in the elections, rose
against the UPC government—some
of them arms in hand. Bands of
Amin’s henchmen are still operating
in the country, committing acts of
terror and subversion. Capitalizing
on the contradictions between
northern and southern tribes, the
reactionary forces are trying to
overthrow the government,

Imperialist propaganda is fanning
the internal strife. Western news
agencies refer to the bands operating
in various parts of the country as
“guerrillas.” The governments of a
number of Western countries have a
hand in this propaganda campaign. A
U.S. State Department report alleg-
ed, for instance, that the govern-
ment of Uganda had lost control over
the army. Dr David Anyoti, Uganda’s
Minister of Information and Broad-
casting, said that the Reuter, UPI, AP

Independence monument in Kampala.

and France-Presse agencies invariab-
ly distort the image of any country
if the progressive processes under
way there do not live up to their ex-
pectations.

The fight against anti-government
bands diverts the forces of the na-
tion from solving its socio-economic
problems, of which there are no few.

Above all, it is necessary to
modernize agriculture, to revive in-
dustry which -operates far below
capacity, and to get trade and the
transport system back to normal.

Despite all the difficulties, the
country has made some headway
over the past five years. In 1981-83,
for example, its gross national
product grew at an average rate of
five per cent a year. The output of
export farm crops has increased.
The average monthly currency
receipts increased from $8 million
in 1981 to $45 million in the last
quarter of 1983. Today Uganda is one
of the few African countries whose
economies are definitely on their
way up. While most countries of the
continent have to import food owing
to the recent drought, Uganda not
only produces all the food it needs,
but, thanks to its extremely fertile
soil and its government's wise eco-
nomic policy, has even resumed food
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TEN REASONS FOR THE WITHDRAWAL OF SPAIN
FROM NATO

Extracts from a CC Document, Communist Party of Spain

The Central Committee of the Communist Party of Spain held a plenary
meeting in Madrid on January 11 and 12, 1986. The meeting adopted a docu-
ment entitled “Peace Is Possible. Proposal for a Foreign and Defence Policy
Outside NATO”. We print below Section Six of the document.

1. NATO poses a grave menace to the security of Spain and would
turn our country into a first target in the event of a nuclear confla-
gration. Spanish membership of NATO is bound te result in the de-
ployment of nuclear weapons on our national territory and add to the
insecurity of all Spaniards.

2. NATO does not meet our security and national defence require-
ments, since it neither guarantees the territorial integrity of Spain,
including the restitution of Gibraltar, nor serves as a factor in con-
taining third countries.

3. Spanish membership in NATO is_an anacronism from the point
of view of the country’s foreigh.policy, if the model of international
relations which emerged after World. War II is recognised in deeds
and not in words alone. NATO is based on a distorted vision of a
complex world wrestling with grave economic and democraphic prob-
lems and great imbalances, a world with scant natural resources that
cannot be renewed. What the world needs today is neutrality, a new
system of international relations, and growing relations with the
foremost progressive and peace-loving currents fighting for a just,
balanced and democratic international order. Neutrality is an option
for the present and the future, aimed against all that is outdated and
is symbolised by membership of any military bloc.

4. Spanish membership makes a reckless arms race obligatory and
militarising our economy still more to meet the “defence” require-
ments of a big power, the United States, while ignoring the real
needs of our national defence, which should be independent and ei-
fective.

5. The presencerof Spain in NATO is an anti-European option, since
it makes us more dependent on the United States. Europe should play
a much more-autonomous role in the world as it seeks unity and
champions ‘detente, disarmament, and fruitful cooperation with Third
World countries. For us, to join the United States would mean failing
to identify ourselves with Europe.
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They all should, irrespective of
differing political, philosophical
and religious views, contribute
to strengthening the peace move-
ment.

We Communists are working
hard to make 1986 Easter mar-
ches a striking show of the will
for peace and disarmament; we
want all peace forces in this
country, the working classs move-
ment and the peace movement,
Social Democrats and Commun-
ists, Christians, Liberals and the
Greens, all who cherish a peace-
ful future for our people, to join
hands in these marches against
the Federal Republic’'s participa-
tion in the militarisation of space,
for the elimination of nuclear
weapons, removal of Pershings II
from this country and non-de:
ployment of cruise missiles.

Like in recent years, we Com-
munists support an effective.con-
tribution by the working “ class
movement to the success of these
marches. Representatives of work
teams and trade unions as well
as members of production ©oun-
cils should explain at their meet-
ings that the campaign for peace
and for human survival (itself are
closely linked with the, fight in
defence of democratic and social
rights of the working, class and
trade unions.

We support a big,demonstration
planned by the peace drive co-
ordination committee for October
11, 1986, at-Hasselbach, Hunsriick,

where US cruise missiles are
being installed. Five Cologne
Points calling for abandonment
of missile deployment, lower. mili-
tary spending and rejecting,mili-
tarisation of space are the politi-
cal basis for this major action.

We stress the importance of
what we said at the Seventh
Plenary Meeting of the party
Board. In the coming weeks we
must show the “ vast scale of
resistance to the insane arms
race, using numerous initiatives
to still farther promote the peace
movement. What is needed is a
broad dissemination of informa-
tion through wide-ranging infor-
mation /measures and protest ac-
tions; massive collection of signa-
tures in towns and villages; polls
on the national scale; parliamen-
tary initiatives at all levels; dem-
onstrations, primarily outside
plants which could be involved
in the SDI; more action by scient-
ists opposed to participation in
the SDI. We favour all manner of
protest—newspaper ads, congres-
ses, forums and hearings capable
of rallying more and more peo-
ple in this country in the drive
for peace.

The Soviet Union’s comprehen-
sive programme of eliminating
nuclear weapons makes us still
more confident that the threat
of nuclear disaster could be avert-
ed and the world’s peaceful fu-
ture secured provided the forces
of peace and reason join hands
to achieve that!

Abridged from the Unsere Zelt supplement, January 22, 1986
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It follows that a truly European approach must be anti-Atlanticist
and reveal the untenability of the arguments of those who advocate
“progressive Europeanism” while staying in NATO.

Indeed, it is neutrality that meets the interests of Europe, since it
makes the autonomy of the continent its goal and refuses to submit
to blocs or to the United States.

6. NATO encroaches on the principle of national sovereignty,ssince
it prevents the pursuit of an independent and active foreign policy.
It limits Spain’s opportunities in the world and is leading wus to in-
ternational isolation.

Neutrality assures the international position of our country prestige
and leverage and enables Spain to carry on a foreign policy in line
with its historical, cultural and geographical charaecteristics.

7. NATO prevents Spain from identifying itself w.lth' Latin American
countries. We are made to renounce solidarity with them on the prob-
lem of their external debt. In colonial conflicts,/such as the Malvinas
conflict, we will have to back our Atlantic allies while in conflicts
like the Central American it would be impossible to take an inde-
pendent stand or search for peaceful solutions..

8. NATO will bind our country to defend positions running counter
to the aspirations of the majority of Arab- states by forcing us to
unconditionally recognise Israel and support US interests in the Mid-
dle East. All this will gravely endanger the development of relations
with the Arab world, which is one of the natural foreign policy lines
of Spain.

9. NATO prevents broadep democracy in Spain, fearing that demo-
cratically expressed nationalvinterests may win the upper hand over
the militarist interests of the North Atlantic bloc.

10. The withdrawal of Spain from NATO is a national necessity. It
is a question of defending our sovereignty and the independence of
our armed forces, of pursuing an independent foreign policy, safe-
guarding the security of ‘@ll”Spaniards and working for the lasting
goals of peace, disarmament and international detente. This is why
we appeal to the congcience of all Spaniards irrespective of their
ideological allegiance;7so that we may fully restore the national sov-
ereignty of Spain by joint efforts in the upcoming referendum.

Abridged from Mundo Obrero, January 23-29, 1986
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“
CONGRESSES @ PLENARY MEETINGS

Colombia

TASKS IN THE CURRENT ELECTION CAMPAIGN

Statement by a CC Plenary Meeting of the Colombian

Communist Party

The Central Committee of the Co-
lombian Communist Party held a
plenary meeting in Bogota on Ja-
nuary 10 and 11, 1986. The meeting
considered the political situation in
the country, the Communists’ tasks
in current election campaign and
inner-party matters.

The main report was presented by
Alvaro Véasquez, member of the CCP
Executive Committee. He deseribed
the domestic political situation as
tense due to reaction’s stepped-up
resistance to the democratic process
and the election campaign of the
Left. He said that lately reaction-
aries have carried out a series of
terrorist acts against party and trade
union activists as well 'as against
the political movement of the Left—

the Patriotic  Union. Their purpose
is to intimidate the democratic sec-
tions of the population and discoura-
ge them from joining actively in
the election campaign.

Gilberto Vieira, CCP CC General
Secretary, who addressed the meet-
ing, emphasised that the Communists
must take an active part in the
election campaign, intensify their
agitation and propaganda effort,
expose reactionary schemes aimed at
undermining the democratisation
process and building up tensions in
the country, close their ranks, and
work to win the confidence of the
masses.

The meeting approved an electoral
appeal of the CCP Central Commit-
tee. The text of the appeal follows.

The campaignfor the renewal of city councils, departmental as-

semblies and parliament and for

the election of a president of the

Republic is unfolding amid the restrictions imposed by the state of
siege and .against the background of am increasing militarisation of
the country, The formation of a mercenary corps and the call-up of
thousands ef reservists tend to aggravate the situation. This seriously
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NATO "PREMIERES"
Vladislav Drobkov

NATO has feverishly stepped up its m111tarlst activity
of late on the territory of Western huropc, i;hlls skies and
in the seas washing its shores. Thousands of American
soldiers are being airlifted from overseass Military
transports with hardware are crossing the Atlantic. Tanks,
self-propelled artillery and other weapons systems are being
put in combat readiness at numerous US 'bases and special
depots set in advance in Europe. Soosi\this entire avalanche
of weaponry is to move to thewkRG, Lo Unite with the
Bundeswehr forces. British troops are to head there in the
immediate future as well.

The latest series of NATO's autumn manoeuvres is thus
getling under way. Reforger-87; which isg already in
progress, is devoted t& practieing the transfer of NATO
reinforcements to a "theatre.of hostilities". Ocean
ngari—B?, which begins on August 31, will gather in the
iorth Atlantic almost 150 warships and 250 aircraft from ten
NATO countries. The Codd{Fire-87 air force exercises are
to unfold in Central Eurﬁpe. Slated for mid-September in
the FRG are the Certdain Strike manoeuvres, in which 90,000
officers and men from the US, Great Br;taln, West Germany,
Belgium and the Netherlands are to take palt

Perhaps the, recurrence of NATO’ s militarist fever every
autumn is not deserving of particular commentary in and of
itself. It’sNAYO's Job, after all, to keep the allies under
constant temsion. However, the current manoeuvres differ
from the prewvious ones in a number of respects,

Thus, ‘for the first Lime, Reforger-87 involves upwards
of 30,000 American servicemen, who are being urgently

transferred from the US to Europe. This scope is evidently
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S
called upon to demonstrate to the allies the firmness oFf the
"American commitments to defend Europe". Some NATO capitals

are voicing "apprehensions"” over a possible weakening of
such commitments if the US and the USSR scrap their medium-
and shorter-range nuclear missiles. And Washington expects
the mass troop transfer to calm the allies,

Nor can the possibility be ruled out that by Eenerously
sending its forces to Europe, the Pentagon intends to
stimulate the involvement of some NATO membegrs in US
waLchdog fUﬂLflOnb in the Per51an Gulf Itéis an open secret
that the US has long been after its partneers in the bloc to
extend its "zone of responsibility" beyémd current.
frontiers, promising to fill the "gap dAthe defence of
Europe" which can form as a regult of NATO subunits and
ships being sent to foreign shores.

Another new feature of the current exercises is the
broad involvement in them of Spai;,jﬁhlch formally is not a
part of the bloc’ ’s mllltary structure. Franve, which
formally has the same status, is taking a more active part in
NATO’s militarist efforts as ‘well.

Thus, NATO's military games this autumn stand out
for both scope and number of participants. However, the goal
which they pursue--to hamper detente in Europe--remains

unchanged.
(Pravda, August 29. In fall .’}
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_-BATO_KURMAYINI KI¥ YUNETIYOR?
(Ernst Heari ) /7

Kugey Atlantik Bloku'nun Brilksel'deki merkezinddy tepede defigik.
1ik oldu. WATO'nun ugun yaller genel umurugiuiipan Mollanda'la
-'dipi:::t' Jozef Luns emekliye ayriliyor. Onun yerine, Ingiltere dig-
igleri/bakanlerindan Lord Karington atdhn:cxbulﬁﬁlycl.

NATO asygatinin Ust y¥ntimindeki bu rvarii!iiuiun. neyi glsteri-
yor? Burada kedro agisindan bir yer lnlipﬁl&#g; sizkonusudur? Yoksa
FATO Kurmayinda daha bagka geyler mi gﬂslﬁni:or?

WATO Werkezi'nin kapali kapilar srdinmdaki log salonlarinda olup
bitenler, &yle kolay kolay digariya yeneimyor. Urneiin, "soZuk savag
in en harli oldugu 50'1i ve 60%'la yallarda Hollands dagigleri bakan-
1181 gBrevinde bulunan ve daha o dénemde agiri eantisovyetik gBrilg ve
tutumlariyla Bati diinyasinda “"yaldiza" parlaysn Luns'un kigilifinin
birgok yanlarimin gizli kalmesy igin, NATO genel sekreterlifi glirevi-
ne yilkseliginin bir "si®” olarak kalmesi igin hale SzengWw gSteriliyo

Luns'un “"emekliye"™ ayrilmasa olayinmi, NATO'nun saldirgan cizgisinde
bir yumugama yol agabilecek bir ;eligne olarek yorumlams olasilig:
var midir? Anlagiliyor ki bSyle bir olasilik y8k. Daha dogrusu,bunun
tersi glzleniyor.,

Luns'un_sirri

Luns'un "parlek kariyeri" hem bilinen hem de"bilinmeyen™ nedenler
le agiklamiyordu. Kerisi ¥mm= baronesa Vnn-BocIatxr’lranxlxilyla
Hollanda ariktokrasisine baglanan Jozef Luns uzun yillar boyunca sag-
c1 Hollenda Katolik Partiei'nin ( gimdi Hristiyan-Domokrat Partisi)
cegitli yintim kademelerinde bulunmustur., Kardegi ise lollanda Nazi
partisinin militenlarindandir.Luns'un nazi partisine liyelifi yalanlan

maya ¢sligilses da, kimi belgeler Lune'un nazilere biylik sempatisi ol-

dugunu ve hatti bir slire bu partide galigtigam kanitlamaktadir. Ance

daha Bnemlisi, Luns'un Hollanda askcruol-sanayi kompleksleriyle sika
jabirlizi

L —
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ighirliZi iginde olugdur. Ve,kural olarsk bu gizli tutulmugturd
Ulkenin y¥ntimini elinde tutan bu kompleksin en giigli finans grubunun
baginde uzun yillar multi-milyoner Fentener ven-Flissimger bulunmugtu:
Bu grubun iginde, bilyilkllik bakiminda Beti Avrupa'da figlinell gelen gelilk
tekeli Hoogovens (gimdi "Estel™ tekeli), deha Birimei Diinya Savaga
girasinda Alman ordusuna ugak saglayan askeri "Fokker"™ tekeli, dev
elektronik araglar tekeli "Fillips", Ingiliz-Hollanda petrol tekeli
"$ell" ve Hollanda'nmin en bliylik bakalarindan "Nederlandge Handel Bank"
yer almaktadir, Kral ailesinden Alman asilla préns Bernard fon Lippe
bu "aslar" getesine dahildir,

Igte NATO gefi Luns'un siki 1ligki ve bag iginde bulundufu Van
Flissingen grubu ve prens Bernard aracilifiyla Kraliyet ailesi Hol-
landa'da Wiyl Alman biiylik sermeysi igin bir k#priibaga gﬁrnvin; ghr-
wwigbwwww milg ve uzun yillar Alman sermayesinin acentaliZinmi yapmgtair,
Alman tekellerinin en karmagik igleri bu kansldan yliritilmiis ve goZu
kez kendini agiga vurmak istemeyen Alman tekellerini bunu bir paravans
olarak kullanmiglardir. NATQ elebsgisi Luns'un de dahil olduiu bux
grup buglin de, "Pokker" girketi aracidafiyla Batir Alman avio-roket
konserni"Vessergmidt"le baglidar.,

Luns'un "kariyer"inin kSkleri igte buralara uzenmsktedair. NATO
Genel Sekreterlifi keltufuna oturtulan Josef Luns, bu kiigiik ama ulus-
lararasy finans bagleri scisindan bliyilk Snemde olen lilkede, silahlan-
ma yariginl slirekli tirmandiran ve silahlanmayi en kfirly ig sayan
Amerikan tekelleriyle Batx Alman tekelleri arasinda aracilik girenini
yapmgtir. Kaba antisovyetik tutumlariyla Luns, mxixmémxiwd® NATO
gefi olarakyhem Amerikan hem de Baty Alman militaristlerine, silah
tck:&lerinl. yani asil efendilerine hizmet etmigtir. Van Flissing gru-
bu bw iglerin "yarlayicisi" rollinil oynamigtir, Ve kendine diigen paya
almigtir. Luns'un KATO genel sekreterliii giirevinde uzun siire kalma-
sinda Ynemli rolii olan prens Bernard ise "Pokker"tekelerinin en bliytik
hissedara olerak, bu tekelin senetlerinin yilzde 25'ini Amerikan
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askersel korporasyonu "lértrop' aktarmig ve biylece "Hortrop"unm da
ortaklarindan biri olmusgtur.

Ayni pemens Bernard'in Amerikan®Lokhit" ugak cirkctind:/hu;ﬂk
miktarda riigvet aldigis ve bu bliylik skandalin listinil Srtmek igin Luns-
un baginda bulundugu NATO Kurmayl'nin ne gibi cn;glkslnr gevirdigi
bilinmektedir, Bilinen, Bati basininda bile sik @ik deginilen bir
bagka olgu daha var: Prens Sernard ve Luns grubunun® "Bilderberg
Kli/bii"™nlin y¥nettigidir. Bu Klip, bilindigi gibi Amerikan ve Bata
Avrupa devlet adamlarimin, NATO generallerinin yari-gizli, yari-acik
bir Brgitidir ve her yil Bati dlinyasinip "gbzden irak", temha bir
yerinde toplanmaktadir. Pentagon,biitiin bunlardan memnundur. Clinkil
Luns gibi bir kigi araexlxéxylpgﬁaroﬁnnn dizginleri hep Pentagon'un

ellerinde tutulmugtur.

Lune, Amerikan ve Ba%a Alman dwhkeidewimd militaristlerini
birbirine baglama ve ywypw "yapleik kerdegler" durumuna getirme y¥-
nlinde kendisine verilen gﬂrtli;yorino getirmigtir ve gimdi kBsegine
g¢gekilmektedir. Onun yerini ise, onun gibi bir antisovyetik Ingiliz
"diplomat"i almaya hazirlamiyor, Kimdir bu "diplomat™?

Rotgild'in ctmezi: Lord Karrington)
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WARSAW TREATY ORGANISATION
POLITICAL CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE COMMUNIQUE

June 10-11, 1986 saw the Political Consultative Conmittee
of the Warsaw Treaty of friendship, cooperation and mutual
assistance in Budapest.

The meeting was attended by:

From the People’s Republic of Bulgaria -- Todor 'Zhivkov,
General Secretary of the Central Committee of tHe Bulga;ian
Communist Party and Chairman of the State Council of Bulgaria,
head of delegation; Georgi Atanasov, member ©f the
Politbureau of the BCP Central Committee and Chairman of the
Council of Ministers of Bulgaria; Peter Mladenov, member of
the Politbureau of the BCP Central Committee and Foreign
Minister of Bulgaria; Milko Balev/"member.of the Politbureau
of the BCP Central Committee and Secretary to the BCP Central
Committee; Dobri Djourov, member ofsthe Politbureau of the BCP
Central Committee and Ministef of National Defence of
Bulgaria; and Dimitr Stanishay, Secretary of the BCP Central
Committee:;

From the Hungarian Peoplé”’s) Republic -- Janos Kadar,
General Secretary of the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party.
head of delegation; Gyorgy.,lLazar, member of the Politbureau of
the HSWP Central Committée ‘and Chairman of the Council of
Ministers of Hungary:; Hatyas Szuros, Secretary to the HSWP
Central Committee; PetersVarkonyi, member of the H3WP Central
Committee and ForeignyMinister of Hungary; and Ferenc Karpati,
member of the HSWP Central Committee and Defence Minister of
Hungary:

From the German Democratic Republic -- Erich Honecker,
General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Socialist
Unity Party ofmGermany and Chairman of the Council of State of
the GDR, hgad of delegation; Willi Stoph, member of the
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Politbureau of the SUPG Central Committee and Chairman of the
GDR Council of Ministers; Hermann Axen, member of the
Politbureau and Secretary to the SUPG Central Committee$ Heinz
Kessler, member of the Politbureau of the SUPG Central
Committee and Minister of National Defence of the GDR; Egon
Krenz, member of the Politbureau and Secretary of the SUPG
Central Committee and Vice Chairman of the Councilef State of
the GDR; Guenter Mittag, member of the Politbured@u and
Secretary to the SUPG Central Committee and Vice.Chairman of
the Council of State of the GDR; and Oskar Fiseher, member of
the SUPG Central Committee and Foreign Minigter of the GDR:

From the Polish People’s Republic -- Wgjciech Jaruzelski,
First Secretary of the Central Committee,.of the Polish United
Workers’ Party and Chairman of the Council of State of Poland,
head of delegation; Zbigniew Messner, member of the )
Politbureau of the PUWP CentralyCommittee and Chairman of the
Council of Ministers of Poland:; José&f,Czyrek, member of the
Politbureau and Secretary gf. thd 4 PUWP Central Commlt.i:.ao:
Marian Orzechowski, alternaté mgmber of the Politbureau of the
PUWP Central Committee and'Foreign Minister of Poland; and
Florian Siwicki, alternate ‘member of the Politbureau of the
PUWP Central Committee and Minister of National Defence of
Poland:

From the Socialist Republic of Romania -- Nicolae
Ceausescu, General Secretary of the Romuﬁian Communist Party
and President of the (Sogialist Republic of Romania, head of
delegation; Constantin Dascalescu, member of the Executive
Political Committee ©f the RCP Central Committee and Prime
Minister of the government of Romania; Ion Stoian, alternate
member of the ExeCutive Political Committee and Secretary to
the RCP Central Committee; Vasile Milea, alternate member of
the Executive Political Committee of the RCP Central Committee

0
and Minister/National Defence of Romania; Ilie Vaduva, member
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of the RCP Central Committee and Foreign Minister of Romaniaj}
and Nicolas Veres, Romania’s Ambassador to Hungary:

From the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics -

M.5. Gorbachev, General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee,
head of delegation; A.A. Gromyko, member of the Politbugeau of
the CP3U Central Committee and President of the Presidium of
the Supreme Soviet of the USSR; N.I. Ryzhkov, member of the
Politbureau of the CPSU Central Committee and Chairman of the
Council of Ministers of the USSR; E.A. Shevardnadze, member of
the Politbureau of the CPSU Central Committee andyMinister of
Foreign Affairs of the US3R; 5.I. Sokolov, altgonate member of
the Politbureau of the CP5SU Central Committ@a@fand Minister of
Defence of thl-e USSR; and V.A. Hedvedev, Sécretary to the CPSU
Central Committee:

From the Czechoslovak Socialist )Republic - Gustav Husak.,
General Secretary of the Centrs#l Committes of the Communist
Party of Czechoslovakia and President ©f the Czechoslovak
Socialist Republic, head of delegatiom; Lubomir Strougal,
member of the Presidium of the Central Committee of the CPCz
and Chairman of the government ‘©f the CSSR: Vasil Bilak,
member of the Presidium of thg@ €PCz Central Committee and
Secretary to the CPCz Central Committee: Milos Jakes, member
of the Presidium of the CPCz Central Committee and Secretary
to the CPCz Central Committ@e: Bohuslav Chnoupek, mambe; of
the CPCz Central CommittEe ‘and Minister of Foreign Affuir”s of
the C35R; MHilan Vaclavik,/member of the CPCz Central Committee
and Minister of Natiomal Defence of the CSSR.

The meeting wasfalso attended by the Commander-in-Chief of
the Joint Armed F@rces of the Warsaw Treaty Member States,
Marshal of the Soviet Union V.G. Kulikov: and General
Secretary of the PCC, Deputy Hinister of Foreign Affairs of
the Hungarian| Beople’s Republic Miklos Barity.

Views wére exchanged on the situation in Europe and in the



world as a whole, and topical issues in the drive for
disarmament, and to restructure international relations,
strengthen European and universal security and expand

cooperation between states were discussed.

I.

The participants in the meeting expressed Serious concern
over the tense situation in the world formed @&s a result of
the intensification of the arms race, and particularly the
nuclear arms race, in connection with the adtions of the
United States and NATO which refuse to take the road to
curbing the arms race, preventing. it from spreadng to space,
and ending nuclear tests. They d4Fe aveiding a constructive
reply to such a major initiative .as the pProgramme proposed by
the USSR for totally eliminatifng, weapons of mass destruction
by the end of the 20th Century. Thabydeployment in Europe of
American medium-range missiles is eeontinuing, manifestations
of the imperialist policy/ef force, of rude interference in
the internal affairs of other {states are multiplying. The
hopes of the peoples for real steps towards disarmament and a
return to detente, generated by the Soviet-American summit
meeting in Geneva and thé principled accords reached at it,
are yet to be fulfilled,

The world has entered a phase in its development when
dodging cardinal issues of the day means to put the destiny of
Earth civilisation on _the line. In the present conditions no
single state or gfoup of states can base their own security
and well-being off using military force to dictate their will
on other cour¥gies and peoples. Such a policy, be it called
"neoglobalisn’® yor otherwise, has no future. It is baleful to
mankind.

It is*®he cardnal task of our time to defend peace, stop



Thursday, June 12, 1986 1

the arms race and pass on to concrete measures of disarmament
first of all in the nuclear field. It is possible to

accomplish this task, to overcome the tendency towards
mounting danger of war and to bring international relations
back into the channel of detente. Mankind can and must block
the road to nuclear catastrophe.

The participants in the meeting are firmly convinced that
reliable security for all countries and peoples, and peaceful
conditions for their development and progress can be ensured
only by political means, through concerted efforts by all
countries. This position accords with the realities of the
nuclear age and is evidence of a high sense of responsibility
for the destiny of their peoples and the whole of mankind.

In the present situation there is no reasonable
alternative to peaceful coexistence of states. Today it is
more imperative than ever before to strictly observe the
principles of respect for national independence and
sovereignty non-use of force or the threat of force,
inviolability of borders and territorial integrity, peaceful
settlement of disputes, non-interference in internal uffﬁira.
equality and other generally recognised standards of

international relations.

II.

Reaffirming the topicality of the goals and tasks set out
in the statement of October 23, 1985 by the Sofia meeting of
the Political Consultative Committee, the members of the
Warsaw Treaty Organisation consider it their duty to
persistently and consistently press for the elimination of the
nuclear threat, for a turn for the better in European and
world affairs, and development of fruitful cooperation between

countries. The allied socialist states seek to create an
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all-embracing international security system covering the
military and political, and the economic and humanitarian
fields. The fraternal countfies’ foreign-policy line,
expressed in the decisions of the congresses of their ruling
parties, is aimed at building a world which would béusafe for
everyone -- a world without weapons and without mars.

The participants in the meeting resolutely stand for -
carrying on and deepening the political dialogue between
countris with different social systems and giving it a
concrete-to-the-maximum and resdt.ativa character. This applies‘
no less to continuation of the summit contacts started in
Geneva between the USSR and the USA, andfto talks multilateral

and bilateral between European countries.
i ¢ ¢

The countries represented at the meeting express readiness
for the broadest cooperatian withy other countries with a view
to ending the arms race ©on sarth and preventing such in space,
to achieving disarmameént, and call for pooling efforts first
of all in the followng directions:

- Cessation of nucleap tests. This would be a big and

easily practicable step towards nuclear disarmament and would
raise an obstacle to sophistication of nuclear weapons and to
development of new types thereof. A mutual moratorium by the
USSR and the USA ¢on nuclear blasts, and the start of tdks
without delay on/agtotal ban on nuclear tests with most
stringent verificuffon are the way to this. The participants in
the meeting welcome the new extension of the unilateral
moratorium b# bhe Soviet Union and are calling on the USA to
join it. At/the same time they urge other countries possessing
nuclear weapons to discontinue nuclear tests and act towards

an early agreement on a comprehensive ban on nuclear tests.
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- Total liquidation on a mutual basis of the Soviet and

American medium-range missiles in the European zone on the

understanding that Britain and France will not build up ‘their
respective nuclear armaments and the United States will not
hand over its missiles - strategic and medium range - to other
countries. In the event of total liquidation of American
medium-range missiles in Europe, the Soviet enhanced range
t;:c:ticul missi'ies w:i.ll ulé;aige removed from .t.‘ha t;;i'itor}; of
the GDR and Czechoslovakia.

- Attainment of specific accords at the Soviet-American

talks on nuclear and space arms that would take into account

the interests of both sides and all other 'states. The Warsaw
Treaty member countries confirm their adherence to the
treaties and accords in the field of armse limitation and
disarmament and persistently urge the United States to
strictly observe the agreements on the limitation of strategic
arms.

The programme “star wars", one for space strike arms, and
the involvement in it of ©ther countries and development in a
number of West European countries of projects like the
“"European defence initiative"” are of a dangerous nature. Space
should be used for peaceful purposes, for the good of the
whole of mankind.

- Elimination right this century of such weapons of mass

annihilation as chemical weapons and the industrial base for

their manufacture. It is a pressing necessity to multiply

efforts to ensure successful completion at the Geneva
conference of the talks for an appropriate international
convention and to refrain from any actions that would obstruct
total prohibition and liquidation of chemical weapons. The
participants in the meeting firmly stand against any further
buildup in ‘arsenals of these weapons of mass annihilultion an'd

their deployment on the territory of other states and call on
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- Total liquidation on a mutual basis of the Soviet and

American medium-range missiles in the European zone on the

understanding that Britain and France will not build up ‘their
respective nuclear armaments and the United States will not
hand over its missiles - strategic and medium range - to other
countries. In the event of total liquidation of American
medium-range missiles in Europe, the Soviet enhanced range
tactical missiles will also be removed from the territory of
the GDR and Czechoslovakia.

- Attainment of specific accords at the Saviet-American

talks on nuclear and space arms that would take into account

the interests of both sides and all other states. The Warsaw
Treaty member countries confirm their adherence to the
treaties and accords in the field of arms limitation and
disarmament and persistently urge the United States to
strictly observe the agreements on the limitation of strategic
arms.

The programme “star wars", one for space strike arms, and
the involvement in it of other countries and development in a
number of West European countries of projects like the
“European defence initiative” are of a dangerous nature. Space
should be used for peaceful purposes, for the good of the
whole of mankind.

- Elimination right this century of such weapons of mass

annihilation as chemical weapons and the industrial base for

their manufacture. It is a pressing necessity to multiply

efforts to ensure successful completion at the Geneva
conference of the talks for an appropriate international
convention and to refrain from any actions that would obstruct
total prohibition and liquidation of chemical weapons. The
participants in the meeting firmly stand against any further
buildup in ‘arsenals of these weapons of mass annihilaﬂon and

their deployment on the territory of other states and call on
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the NATO countries to give up plans to produce and deploy in
Europe binary chemical weapons, a particularly dangerous
varisty.

- Substantial reduction in armed forces and conyventional

armaments globally and regiconally. The Warsaw Treaty: member

states propose to start such a reduction in Eurgpe, K where the
concentration of troops and armaments has reached particularly
dangerous levels. The meeting adopted an address to the NATO
member countries, to all Europan countries witkh a programme on
this matter.

- Effective verification in all fields and at all stages
of arms reduction and disarmament with the use of both
national technical means and of internatipnal procedures, up
to and including on-site inspections. The states represented
at the meeting c;ra prepared koyreach agreement on additional
verification measures.

The participating countries {gonfirm their stand in favour
of continued efforts internationally with the aim of
liquidating foreign military bases and withdrawing troops from -
foreign territory. |

Practical steps to reduce armaments and achieve
disarmament will release snormous material, financial and
manpower resources for peaceful, creative purposes such as
liguidating the economic) backwardness in many parts of the
world. The participants in the meeting attach much importance’
to an internationdl gonference on disarmament and development
in accordance with the decision of the United Nations
Organisation.

The disquieting international situation urgently dictates
that the existing machinery to bilateral and multilateral
talks on limiting and reducing arms and achieving disarmament
should function effectively, and should not be used as a

screapstoy justify the arms race.
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Iv.

The member states of the Warsaw Treaty Organisation
consider one of the central tasks of their foreign policy to
strengthen security and cooperation in Europe. They advocate a
lower military confrontation for that continent, reduction in
the military potentials existing here, and continuous headway
towards complete deliverance of the territory ‘of Europe from
nuclear and chemical weapons. Greater stability and confidence
would be promoted by the establishment of zones free from
those weapons of mass destruction in the Balkans, Central
Europe, the North and other regions of the continent. This is
the goal of the proposals put forward recently by the German
Democratic Republic and Czechoslovakia as well as by Bulgaria
and Romania, proposals supported by the countries
participating in the meeting.

The goals of detente continent wide would be served by
mutually acceptable agreements at the Vienna talks on
reduction in armed forces and armaments in Central Europe.

A resultative conclusion to the first stage of the
Stockholm Conference would contribute to building confidence
and security in Europe and to creating more favourable
conditions for moving on to consider disarmament matters on a
European scale.

As long as military groupings opposing each other exist in
Europe, the proposal of the Warsaw Treaty member countries to
conclude a treaty with NATO countries on mutual non-use of
military force and on the maintenance of relations of peace
retaine all its topicality. Such a treaty would be open to
other countries. In the interests of reducing the acuteness of
the current situation, the participants in the meeting favour
continuing and developing the dialogue between the Warsaw

Treaty Organisation and NATO member countries, including the
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establishment of direct contacts between the two organisations
with a view to appropriate accords.

In the current international situation the countries
represented at the meeting consider it important that steps be
taken to improve the situation in the Mediterranean, and make
the region a zone of stable peace, security, neighbourliness
and cooperation. A simultaneous withdrawal of the navies of
the USSR and the USA from the Mediterranean could play a great
role in this.

Socialist countries attach much importance to the
forthcoming Vienna meeting of representatives of the states
which participated in the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), and are ready to make their
contribution to further balanced development of the CSCE
process in all fields of cooperation defined in the Final Act
of the Helsinki Conference.

The establishment of official relations between the
Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA) and individual
CMEA member countries and the European Economic Community
would open up fresh opportunities for mutually beneficial
cooperation.

Calls for revision of the borders between European
countries and for change in their socio-political systems
contradict the building of trust, mutual understanding and
neighbourly relations in Europe. The post-war borders in the
continent are inviolable. Respect for the existing
territorial-political realities is an indispensable condition
for lasting peace in Europe and for normal relations between
European countries. The activities of revanchist forces and,
first of all, those in the Federal Republic of Germany, and
encouragement of revanchism anywhere run counter to the
interests. of detente, security and cooperation in Europe, to

the spirit and letter of the Final Act of the Helsinki Conference.



Thursday, June 12, 1986 1

Europe is in need of a revival of detente and of moves
towards a more steady phase. Only along such lines is it
possible to ensure reliable security for all European peoples,
to overcome the split in the continent and to create.a Europe
of peace, friendly cooperation and goodneighbourliness. This
is a real goal and it can be attained through active joint

efforts.

The leaders of Bulgaria, Hungary, the GDR; Poland,
Romania, the USSR, and Czechoslovakia exchanged views on the
seats of tension and conflict situations existing in the
world, and reaffirmed the determination of their countries to
promote just settlement through talks. They condemned the
imperialist forces’ interferepce in _the internal affairs of
sovereign countries, slanderous propaganda campaigns against
socialist and other countries, methods of diktat, and acts of
aggression in various parts of the world.

The meeting reaffirmed the participating countries’
principled stand, set out in their Sofia statement, on
conflicts and seats of tension in the Middle East and
South-West Asia, South-East Asia, Central America, the South
of Africa, and in other parts of the world. They called for
greater peace and security and for the development of
relations of goodneighbourliness and cooperation in Asia, the
Pacific Ocean area, ‘Africa and Latin America.

The meeting’ stated soclidarity with the peoples who
struggle against, the imperialist policy of aggression.for
independence, social and economic progress, and for the right
to free independent development without interference from the
outside.

They peinted out the growing role of the non-aligned



Thursday, June 12, 1986 1

S A e

movement as a major factor in international relations, and
expressed the hope that the non-aligned movement’s summit
meeting in Harare in 1986 would make its contribution te the
cause of strengthening peace and international security.

As principled opponents of all terrorism, and particularly
the state-backed terrorism which threatens to disrupt
international relations, the countries represented @at the
meeting are prepared to work constructively with-all countries
&0 as to eradicate that dangerous phenomenon/ from the life of
the international community.

Normalising international economic relations is an
increasingly important and urgent task. Th& economic plight of
the developing countries and the neocolonialist exploitation
of them are fraught with serious conséguences for peace and
the entire system of international rdlaBions. This is one of
the deep-seated causes of intefnational tensiondnd conflicts
in various parts of the world."Thélcomplex problems of world
economics cannot be tackled in amn isolated manner by this or
that group of countries &£he leaders of the countries
represented at the meeting stand in favour of restructuring
the entire system of international economic relations to make
them democratic, establishingya new international econonmic
order, which would ensuré"egual economic security for all
countries, and in favour of eliminating the underdevelopment
of countries with global and just settlement of the problem of
external indebtedness. They firmly call for removing from .
international life allvforms of discrimination, boycotts and
sanctions, high interest rates, and artificial barriers to
scientific-technidgad and technological exchanges. .

The meeting is for the development of cooperation between
all countries%o form an international regime for safe s
development, ©f nuclear power engineering, including creation
of a mech@nism for prompt warning and supply of information.
They are $or enhancing the role of the IAEA, and the UNO and
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ite specialised agencies in this field as well as for
convening a special international confereice to discuss the
entire range of matters connected thereto.

The meeting proposes raising the contribution by the UNO
and other international organisations to the cause of
preserving peace, ending the arms race and achieving
disarmament, and to the solution of all global problems
mankind is faced with. The Warsaw Treaty countries are and
will continue doing everything for 1986 -- the International
Year of Peace -- to be marked by a real turn for the better,

towards a more secure world.

vI.

Special attention at the meeting was devoted to streng-
thening the unity and cohesion of the Warsaw Treaty member
countries and their defensive alliance, and to developing
cooperation in international affairs, in the elaboration and
translation into life of a coordinated foreign-policy course
towards ensuring the security of their peoples. removing the
threat of nuclear war, achieving disarmament and strengthening
universal pesace was emphasised.

The invariable stand of the countries participating in the
meeting on a simultaneous dissolution of the Warsaw Treaty
Organisation and the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation was
reaffirmed at the same time.

The meeting declared for a further expansion of exchanges
of experience in socialist construction, for a broad mutual
acquaintance with the affairs and problems of one another and
intensive use of the mass media in these purposes. The
importance of raising the effectiveness of economnic,
scientific and technical contacts. cultural exchanges and

broadening contacts betwean work collectives, the public, local
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and tourist contacts, and deepening cooperation in other
spheres was pointed out. The countries represented at the
meeting reaffirmed their readiness to actively develop
relations, cooperative action and all-round cooperation with
all other socialist countries in the drive for peace and '

socialism and against imperialism.

The meeting gave a positive assessment to the work of the
Committee of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs and of the
Committee of the Ministers of Defence over leperiod that has
passed since the previous meeting of the Political
Consultative Committee, and determined their further tasks.

The Political Consultative Committee took a decision on a
report by the Commander-in-Chief of the Joint Armed Forces of
the Warsaw Treaty Member Countries on the practical work done
by the Command.

Provision has been made for the Hungarian People’s
Republic, as the meeting’s host country. to ensure
distribution of the Programme and this Communique adopted by
the committee.

The next meeting of the Political Consultative Committee
(PCC) of the Warsaw Treaty Member Countries is to be held in
Berlin, the capital of the German Democratic Republic (GDR).
Herbert Krolikowski, representative of the GDR, State
Secretary and First Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs, was
appointed the PCC General Secretary for the Subsequent term.

The meeting passed off in an atmosphere of friendship,
comradely cooperation and unity of views on all matters

discussed.
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THE PROGRAMME PROPOSED BY THE WARSAW TREATY

STATES TO THE NATU STATES AND ALL EUROPEAN

COUNTRIES FOR REDUCING ARMED FORCES AND
CONVENTIONAL ARMAMENTS 1IN EUROPE

Being aware of their responsibility to their peoples and
humanity for the destinies of peace in Europe and the whole
world, and guided by a desire to achieve a radical change for
the better in the present complex international situaton, the
Warsaw treaty member states hold that decisive action with
specific measures towards ending the arms race, embarking on
real disarmament and removing war menace are needed more now
than ever beforse.

They support the Soviet Union’s programme for complete
elimination of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass
destruction by the end of the current century everywhere. They
are convinced that an end to nuclear testing, with nuclear
disarmament and prevention of an arms race in space, a ban and
elimination of chemical weapons and other measures for
disarmament would mean a safer peace for the European peoples
and the nations of the whole world.

The allied states declare for a comprehensive approach to
the issue of:disarmament, for the elimination of weapons of
mass destruction to be backed by a substantial reduction in
armed forces and conventional armaments. Alongside ridding
Europe of nuclear weapons, the matter of reducing armed forces
and conventional armaments assumes particular acuteness for
the present and future of the European continent where now the
biggest groups of armed forces equipped with the latest
weapons face each other. And some systems of conventional
armaments are coming closer and closer to weapons of mass
destruction. in operational characteristics. The allied states

declare in favour of definite measures in the sphere of
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nuclear disarmament, reduction of armed forces and
conventional armaments to be accompanied by a corresponding
lowering of the military expenditures of states.

Guided by these considerations, the Warsaw Treaty member
states put forward to all other European countries,_.the United
States and Canada these proposals which are a substantial
addition to the programme for elimination of weapons of mass
destruction. At the same time they have an indeéndent
character and their implementation would lower considerably

the risk of war in Europe.

The Warsaw Treaty member states prdpoSe a substantial
reduction in all components of the lafid forces and tactical
strike aviation of the European &tates, as well as of
corresponding forces and weapon)systems of the UnitedIStutas
and Canada deployed in Europe. qu&ipgiunuclear arms g{Eb a
range of up to 1,000 kilcmetr?s ;ould be radd;ed alongsid;hﬁ
conventional armaments. —'ﬂ- ry

The entire territory of Europe, from the Atlantic to the
Urals, would be a cut-back area.

It is sugéested that thevreduction of armed forces and
conventional armaments in Europe be done gradually, according
to agreed schedules, and . with a constant military balance
observed at lowered lewels, so that noone’s security is
impaired. Alongside the® formations and units reduced, their
organic armaments, including nuclear weapon systems, would
also be reduced.

A one-time mutual reduction in the numerical strength of
the forces of sktates in the opposing military-political
alliances by 400,000-150,000 troops from each side within one

or two yearg is proposed as an initial step. Reduction in the
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tactical strike aviation would be of much importance as part
of this step. Immediately after that, the Warsaw Treaty {member
states are prepared for considerable further cut-backs, as a
result of which, given reciprocal readiness of the countries
of the North Atlantic Alliance, the land forces and ‘the
tactical strike aviation of both alliances in Europe would be
reduced early in the nineties by approximately 25 percent on
their present level. This reduction would compris® over half a
million pesople from each side. The armed forcegs of the
opposing groups in Europe would thus be reduged by over a
million.

The allied socialist countries declare that the process of
reduction in armed forces and armaments ©fv'the NATO countries
and the Warsaw Treaty countries should/gentinue. Substantial
reductions in the armed forces and apmaments of both alliances
would make it possible to involve other European states in
that process.

The components of armed forces being reduced are proposed
to be disbanded by equivalent integral military formations and
units alongside their organic armaments and military
equipment. Thei personnel would be demobilised in accordance
with the procedures established in each state.

The armaments and equipment subjected to reduction should
be either destroyed or consigned to depots on national
territory in accordance with agreead-upon procedures. Nuclear
charges would be destroyed. Some types of military equipment
on arrangement could be put to peaceful purposes.

The funds saved’as a result of appropriate reductions in
armed forces and/conventional armaments must not be channelled
into designing new types of armaments or for other military
purposes. They,must be used for economic and social
development.

All the states party to an agreement on armed forces and
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armaments reduction would assume a commitment to refrain from
increasing their land forces and tactical strike aviation

beyond the limits of the cut-back area.
II

It is proposed to work out a procedure for reduction in
armed forces and conventional armaments under which the
process of reduction would lead to a lessening of the danger
of a sudden attack and would promote consolidation of
military-strategic stability on the European continent. For
this purpose it is suggested to agree at the very outset on a
considerable reduction in the tactical strike aviation of both
military-political alliances in Europe, and alsoc on lessening
the concentration of troops along t+he line of contact of these
alliances.

Additional measures capable of enhancing the confidence of
the Warsaw Treaty countries and the NATO countries, of all
European states, that sudden offensive operations will not be
launched against them would also be worked out and
implemented.

Arrangeménts are envisaged for restrictions on large
military exercises (as regards their number and scale) and on
exchange of more detailed information about them, and also
about forces and weapon systems drawn into Europe from other
areas for the period of exercises. There are other measures
envisaged to promote greater mutual confidence.

Confidence-building and creation of more favourable
conditions for reduction in armed forces and armaments in
Europe would be promoted by such measures as creation of zones
free from nuclear and chemical weapons in Europe, gradual
reduction in the military activity of the two military

alliances, and establishment of cooperation between their
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participants on questions of arms limitation and disarmament.
IIT

Armed forces and conventional armaments would be reduced
under reliable and effective control involving both national
technical means and international procedures, including
on-site inspections.

Alongside measures of verification of the ané#ta process
of reduction, it is proposed to establish obsegvation of the
military activity of the forces that remain after cut-backs.

fidegquate forms of verification of measures for mutual
confidence-building, to be implemented in /accordance with
agreemants, would also be used.

To implement control, the sides wouldfexchange, at an
agreed upon moment, data as to the total numerical strength of
the land forces and tactical strike aviation in the cut-back
area and, separately, data on,that part of them which is to be
reduced, and on the part that wild,.remain after the cut-backs,
lists of military units tos be reduced (disbanded) citing their
unit designation, numerigal strength, deployment and number of
the main agreed-upon types ofwarmaments subject to reduction.
There would alsoc be notifications about the beginning and
completion of cut-backs.

An international consultative commission invelving
representatives of the NATO countries and the Warsaw Treaty
countries as well as peutral and non-aligned states concerned,
and other European states, would be instituted for purposes of
control.

On-site verifdcation of the reduction of armed forces,
destruction or storage of armaments could be implemented, when
needed, with the dnvolvement of representatives of the
internationaleCensultative commission. Check-points staffed by
representatives of the international consultative commission

could be sest up for such control at large railway junctions,
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airfields and ports.
v

The present proposals for the reduction of armed forces
and conventional armaments in Europe could become ‘the subject
of definite discussion at the second stage of the Conference
on confidence- and security-building measures and disarmament
in Europe. ‘

At the same time, proceeding from the urgent need to take
measures to lower the level of military confrontation in
Europe, the Warsaw Treaty member states hold that discussion
of these proposals could be started without delay. They also
deem it possible to convene for the purpose a special forum
consisting of the European states, USA and Canada.

They are likewise prepared to broaden the scale of the
Vienna talks on mutual reductions in armed forces and
armaments in Central Europé by drawing to them other Europsan
states and by changing the mandate of the talks accordingly.

Proclaiming readiness to use all possible channels and
forums to mutually lower the level of military confrontation
on a European scale, they at the same time confirm their
interest in armaments and armed forces reduction in Central
Europe and declare once again in favour of an effective

conclusion of the first stage of the Stockholm conference.

The question of military doctrines is of no mean
importance in assessing the real intentions of military-
political groups and individual states. It is essential to
remove the suspicion and distrust that have been accumulating

for years, to analyse thoroughly each other’s concerns on that
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matter, too. In the interests of security in Europe and/the

whole world, the military concepts and doctrines of military
alliances must be based on defensive Principles.

The Warsaw Treaty member states declare with all
responsibility that never, under no circumstances, o will they
launch hos lities against any state, whether in Eurcope or
anywhere else in the world, unless they become the target of
aggression themselves. The proposals they advance stem from a
consistent policy towards removing the war thréat and creating
a stable and secure peace; they proceed from the defensive
nature to their military doctrine which Presupposes a balance
of military forces at the lowest possible Jevel, and reduction
of military potentials to the adequate limits necessary for
defence.

The same peaceful intentions prompt the proposal of the
Warsaw Treaty member states for a simultaneous dxsbandmant of
both military alliances. o

The NATO member countriaa allo declare a dafanszva nature
for their alliance. It follows from this that there Eh;;IE_EB
no obstucles to mutual aon51dsrabla reductions in nrmad fcrcas

und conventionul armaments in Europe.

== = ——

In making this address the Warsaw Treaty member countries
do not set any preliminary conditions whatsoever for the
commencement of a conerete discussion of the proposals
contained therein. They are also prepared to study in a
constructive spirit any other proposals on this score that
might be made by\.the NATO member countries, the neutral and

non-aligned, and other European states.
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For the People’s Republic of Bulgaria
Todor Zhivkov
General Secretary of the Central Committee of the
Bulgarian Communist Party, President of the State Coungil of
the People’s Republic of Bulgaria

for the Hungarian People’s Republic
Janos Kadar

General Secretary of the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party

for the German Democratic Republic
Erich Honecker
General Secretary of the Central Committee of the
Socialist Unity Party of Germany, Chairmaén of the Council of

State of the German Democratic Republiec

for the Polish People’s{Republic ;
Wojciech Jaruzelski

First Secretary of the Central Committee of the Polish
United Workers’ Party, President of the Council of State of

the Polish People’s Republid

for the Socialist Republic of Romania
Nicolae Ceausescu
General Secretary of the Romanian Communist Party,

President of the Socimlist Republic of Romania

for the Union of/ Soviet Socialist Republics
Mikhail Gorbachev
General Secretary of the Central Committee of the

Communist Party of the Soviet Union
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for the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic
Gustav Husak

General Secretary of the Central Committee of the

Communist Party of Czechoslovakia, President of the

Czechoslovak Socialist Republic

Budapest, June 11, 1986
(Pravda, June 12. In full.)?
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MIKHAIL GORBACHEV’S LETTER
TO MISKOLC STEELMAKERS

Dear Friends,

I am deeply moved by your warm letter signed by thousands
of workers of the V.I. Lenin steel plant. The firm
determination of the Hungarian working class to make fuller
use of the inexhaustible advantages of socialism and to
strengthen the fruitful cooperation with the Soviet Union to
the benefit of our peoples is felt in each line of it.

I am sincerely grateful to you for your ‘enthusiastic
support for the resoclutions of the 27th Congress of the CPSU.
it is particularly important that it is backed up by concrete
deeds, by the successful fulfilment of the socialist pledges
you have assumed. This is a vivid manifestation of your deep
understanding of the very essence of the current crucial stage
and of the significance of the highest forum of Soviet
Communists, which has evolved a strategy for accelerating the
social and economic development. Largely similar tasks have
been set by the 13th Congress of the HSWP. Translating them
into reality demands from us more dynamic and fundamental
combination of socialism with the latest technology. I said
already in my Csepel speech that the frontline of the battle
for acceleration passes through factory departments.
Researchers, engineers and, of course, workers are taking part
in it. I think this is fully true also of your plant. To make
fast headway in the sphere of technological progress it is
necessary to develop first of all machine-building. As is
known, the “bread"” for this is metal, including the high-alloy
steel made by your skilful hands.

I was pleased to learn from your letter that your work

_collective is establishing good contacts with the Cherepovets
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steel-makers and other Soviet collectives and that you
extensively share experiences. This is highly gratifying.

It is exactly in deeper collaboration between Soviet and
Hungarian enterprises and in the establishment of close
cooperation and direct production links and, wherever
necessary, in the setting up of joint economic organisations
that we see a great reserve of acceleration. Such joint
efforts will help put to use new deep-lying strata of our
cooperation, which meets the fundamental interests of the
peoples of Hungary and the Soviet Union and the interests of
the entire socialist community.

Dear Comrades, I wholeheartedly wish the personnel of your
plant which bears the name of the leader of the world
proletariat, Vladimir Ilyich Lenin, to continue tirelessly
strengthening and multiplying the glorious traditions of the
working class and asserting the ideas of international
solidarity and friendship of our peoples by your practical
deeds. I wish you new labour accomplishments, peace, happiness
and well-being!

M. GORBACHEV

» % %

A letter signed by more than 3,000 workers of the
v. I. Lenin steel plant in the city of Miskolc (Hungarian People’s
Republic) was sent to General Secretary of the CPSU Central
Committee Mikhail Gorbachev. It says that the personnel of
this industrial plant, one of the largest in Hungary, actively
develops relations with the Cherepovets steel-makers and the
workers of other Soviet factories, and that it has
successfully fulfilled the socialist pledges assumed in honour
of the 27th Congress of the CPSU, and overfulfilled by nearly
50 per cent the plan of supplies of rolled metal to our

country in the first quarter of this year.
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Expressing their enthusiastic support for the decisions of
the 27th Congress of the CPS5U, the working people of the plant
have launched new initiatives aimed at expanding and deepening

relations with Soviet enterprises and asscociations.

(Pravda, June 12. In full.)
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VORIZ2-870505-509
NUCLEAR-TIPPED STRATEGY

The headline of a France Presse report from London
screamed: "British Scientist Claims NATO Is Stepping Up
Preparations for a Nuclear War in Europe."”

NATO has modernized its nuclear forces in preparation for
a limited nuclear war in Europe contrary to official
statements, wrote British scientist Dan Plesh of the
University of Bradford, in his review published April 14.

Mr Plesh writés that since 1980 NATO has produced more
than 600 nuclear warheads for enhanced radiation (neutron)
bombs. They are deployed in the state of New York (USA) and
can be delivered by military transports to Europe in several
hours.

NMeutron warheads are designed for W-79 artillery shells
and Lance theatre missiles (number 325 ahd 380, respectively).
The M-110 guns, that can also fire neutron warheads, are
deployed in Western Europe. A 4

NATO proponents claim that there is no nuclear build-up
and refer to the broadly advertized 1983 programme for the
withdrawal from European NATO countries of 1,400 nuclear
warheads in several years. But Dan Plesh notes that the
programme concerns only obsolete weapon types which have been
or will be replaced with more up-to—-date weapons. To prove his
point he cites the February 1987 statement by US Defense
Secretary Caspar Weinberger.

The scientist also believes that NATO promises never to be
the first to use nuclear weapons are highly doubtful. He
quotes US General Bernard Rogers, Supreme Allied Commander
Europe, who in February last year said to the International
Defence Review that in reply to a hypothetical attack with
conventional weapons the NATO HQ would use nuclear arms at the
initial stage ofithe conflict.

(Izvestia, May 4. Abridged.)
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DO _YOU CALL THAT AN ANSWER?
E. Nikolaev

A regular session of the NATO Council ended the other day.
Though it was a routine session, politicians in Europe were
awaiting its results with interest. After six months of
analysis and consideration, the bloc was at last to give an
answer to concrete proposals of the Warsaw Trg?ty on the
limitation of armed forces and armaments in Eﬁfope. the
proposals advanced last June. Anyway, NATO promised - to give an
answer.

A QGlay could be justified if it were determined by the
interes£$ of the matter at hand, for the Warsaw Treaty move
means a serious initiative of scheduled substantial reductions
in ground forces and tactical strike aviation in Europe as
well as in tactical nuclear arms. A& serious lead required a
serious answer.

And now the "answer™ has been given. Extensive declarative
documents have been adopted. The declaration and communique
adopted by the NATO Council can strike an unsophisticated
person as having a businesslike nature. They even mention a
broad approach to conventional armaments from the Atlantic to
the Urals. Some of the Warsaw Treaty ideas to thisreffact seam
to have been adopted.

A closer look reveals that the NATO documents propose no
solutions. Moreover, they lack concrete answers as to where,
when and in what way the talks on reductions of armed forces
and conventional armaments from the Atlantic to the Urals
should be conducted and do not as much as mention the
proposals in the Budapest Address of the Warsaw Treaty
countries.

Hypocrisy, unsubstantiated statements, discrepancy between

words and deeds have long been the usual tactic that the West
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employs to dodge an answer to any concrete, businesslike
proposals of socialist countries for lowering military
confrontation, for disarmament in Europe. The results of the
NATO Council session are just another example of this.approach
of the North Atlantic bloc to the most acute problems of
European lifs.

It is not surprising therefore that it has taken NATO six
months to issue the documents, and that the documents deal
with a philosophy of “conventional armaments control™ far
removed from realities. It is not surprising eithar that it is
pPlanned to continue such verbal exercises indefinitely and to
issue such documents on a regular basis in the futurs.

NATO’s unwillingness to start c¢oncrete talks is also
indicated by its refusal to establish direct contacts between
appropriate working groups of the NATO and the Warsaw Treaty
to deal with these matters, by’ the reluctance of NATO’s
Supreme Allied Commander, Europe General Bernard Roggrs to
respond to the proposal of the Warsaw Treaty and ﬁ;et
Commander-in-Chief of the Warsaw Treaty forces Marshal
V.Kulikov and by the refusal of NATO Secretary General Lord
Carfington to hold proposed discussions with the
plenipotentiary representative of the Warsaw Treaty,
G.K:olikovsky.

NATO talked a lot about alleged "Soviet military threat"
in the sphere of conventional forces. It also declared that
nuclear disarmament is impossible if high potentials of
conventional armaments are preserved. However, when it came to
discussion and adoption of concrete measures for conventional
arms reduction, Western countries lost all interest.

The philosophy of the so-called conventional armaments
contreol, set out in the documents looks strange, too. One gets
the impressignsthat NATO countries wish to stash up all sort

of barriers amnd obstacles they could use to disrupt any
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concrete decisions, should the talks on conventional arms
limitation start after all.

It follows from the documents that NATO sees its main aim
in overcoming the alleged imbalance in conventional armaments
in Eurcope. What it really seeks is unilateral reduction of
forces and armaments of the Warsaw Treaty while preserving its
own potential. Moreover, NATO’s precondition is that the
Warsaw Treaty should "admit"™ its alleged superiority.

NATO’s "angigi" to the Budapest'proposuls indicates that
NATO Qishes-ﬁgg issues 6} riddihg Europe of /nuclear arms and
of lowering the confrontation in conventional armaments in
Europe to remain qufﬁgnding.

NATO obstructs the elimination of nuclear arms in Europe
by ussert;; lock of measures in ‘the sphere of conventional
arms reductions and puts obstacles to conventional arms
reductions by all sort of artificial linkages, conditions and
reservations.

Compaetent Soviet agencies will thoroughly analyse all the
documents of the NATO Council session. Consultations on this
matter with Soviet allies in /the Warsaw Treaty will be held to
prepare an official reply. It is clear though that progress in

reductions of armed forces and conventional armaments still

depends on sincere readiness of NATO countries to approach

this matter in earnest.

(Pravda, December 17. In full.)
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"Not so long ago, Kohl and Strauss, after first claiming
in their speeches before the rallies of East Prussian revenge-
seeking 'associations' in Bonn that there was no revenge-
seeking, went on to declare, in unison with the ringleaders of
the 'League of Expellees', that 'the object of #he German peace
policy' was to 'keep the German question open/ 'amd restore the
'German Reich to its borders of 1937' (sic!).Strauss worked
himself into such a passion as to cry out: #“The decline of
Soviet rule is on'. Isn't that anything shért of revenge-seek-
ing?

"Anyone who knows and remembers what happened in a recent
past, just a few decades ago, when a @aelstrom of war erupted

from German soil, has every reason to be vigilant," Friedrich
Hitzer emphasizes.

(Pravda, January 18. Summary.)



-

Wednesday, November 28, 1984 10

i

the experience of the two world wars -- the sinister prgducts

of "power politics" which in all cases were preceded by the
illusory hopes for attaining military superiority and,"as a
result, the aggressor sowed the wind and reaped the wirlwind.
The correctness of this conclusion stems from the ¥ery logic

of the nuclear age which has made a war a synonymmfor a collect-
ive suicide, when mankind should choose literaldy, between life
and its total destruction.

The Soviet Union thinks that time has cOme to launch a
Soviet-American dialogue on a wide range of 1Ssues in the
interests of all nations.

x K%

Tn connection with the decision off WATO's Defence Planning
Committee on what 1s referred toW%es theyRogers Plan, Vladimir
Golubkov, a Soviet exper: on{@msarmagflent, writes:

The new military doctrifie of WATC, which has been proposed
by the Supreme Allied Comgfamderdgf’VATO forces in Europe, provides
for the possibility of déMferin@¥strikes with the use of latest
conventional weapons upgn thelfBrritory of the potential
adversary, that is, the Sovyeg Union and other socialist
countries. In fact, NATO is striving to obtain a capability for
neutralizing communication“Weans, control centres and delivery
vehicles of the Warsaw Tr€aty countries with a view to lessening
their ability to delivE€T® a retaliatory strike in reply to
NATO's nuclear blow wHL€h it is plenning to be the first to deal.

The NATO-annoufic3d "second echelon targeting" formuia,
which envisages stpfkes at forces of the socialist countries,
is pursuing purely propaganda purposes. In connection with
the Rogers Plan ¥NATO is out to develop and intends to use new
combat equipmént? high-precision homing missiles and pilotless
aircraft withghlghly destructive charges, and electronic means
of warfarem s is believed by experts, all these latest
conventional weapons systems, when used for delivering a massive
strike,pwotild be "near-nuclear" in their blast capabilities.
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The West Europeans have noticed that instead of gesitional
warfare to contain the enemy at the initial stage of & pdssible
conflict, as is .planned in keeping with the NATO doctw®ine of
"flexible response" now in effect, the Rogers Plan,envisages
an immediate stert of offensive operations deep iA™the rear of
the Warsaw Pact countries, which, according to USsmilitary
experts, would be very much like preventive stfikes.

Further. The main strike, according to _thg' Plan, is to be
delivered with the use of missiles carrying‘eenventional
warheads. But, indeed, it would be impossdble to find out
within a matter of a few minutes what kind of a warhead --
nuclear or conventional -- the missile is“Carrying in flight.

The Plan is also a further proof 4h&t the Reagan Administra-
tion continues elaborating upon the idea of a "limited" nuclear
war in Europe. Even two yearsgpago, theé French press drew attention
to the fact that it actually meandjhseparation of the US strategic
nuclear forces from the West Eumepean defences. Planning strikes
from Western Europe at rear®argaswin the socialist countries,
the Pentagon, naturally, “eeckems, that a Soviet retaliatory
blow would be struck ifi $he £irst place at Western FEurope, and
not at the USA,

(APN, November 27. In full.)

THE END
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"WEST GERMANY AS HOSTAGE"

An article by Friedrich Hitzer in Pravda

"Influential people in the US Administratiom, have recently
been talking about the 'possibility’ of waging awlimited
nuclear war', instead of playing up its former‘doctrire of
'nuclear deterrence'," West German political/fjodirnalist
Friedrich Hitzer writes ir Pravda. "The latest American 'first
strike' doctrine has come to be known as JAiTland Battle'.

There is already a guide to it in the shapé of a ‘Field Manual’
of the US Armed Forces. Thz authors of botk documents invoke

the expsrience of the 'Blitzkrieg, strategy developed in Germany
in the 30s and 40s.

"Unlike their predecessgors, *ther strategists of the new
'Blitzkrieg' contemplate attacks bysnuclear, chemical and so-
ralled conventional arms,, rathersthan combined armour and air
strikes," the article says "IEerefore, the Pentagon needs the
Federal Republic toth as a hostage and as a missile launching
site. This is an open secrethfor whoever it may concern both in
Washington and in Bonn. Bonn does know, of course, that the
'A;rland Battle' is an ewen more monstrous replica of the
'Plan Barbarossa'. So what makes the ruling West German cocali-
tion support an intengion which, if carried out, would unavoid-
ably cause our country to be destroyed?" Friedrich Hitzer writes.

"Perhaps, some leaders of the CDU/CSU - Free Democrats
coalition who, evér /Since they came into office, have been talk-
ing about a 'turm'in everything, have completely forgotten
what Hitler Germany's ambition to 'turn' the world her own way
ended up in forfy years ago? For what happened then, the author
points out, ‘was the failure of the plans of German imperialism,
which found expression in Nazism, the most cruel and criminal
of politieal forms ever known.
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NATO WHIPS UP ARMS RACE
V. Drobkov

Brussels, Dec.5 (Pravda's own correspondent).aigr three
days NATO's top military organs have been meeting,din sessions at
their headquarters in Evere in the suburb of the,Belgian
capital.

A session of the Eurogroup was followed4bthose of the
Military Committee and the Defence Planningy@@mmittee attended
by Defence Ministers, Chiefs-of-Staff, comhmalders of NATO
armies and top officials of the military-Peditical establish-
ment of the alliance.

The decisions of the militdfy ordafls of the North Atlantic
bloc and the statements made by thos8 Bttending the sessions
these days make it quite clegrWhaty NATO has given a "go-ahead"
to an array of new military in¥tif¥§ves. First of all, in
spite of the continuing nas€y pHolests in the NATO countries
against the deployment ofgPErshing-2s and Cruises in Europe,
the alliance reaffirmedd¥s imtention to speed up the deployment
of the new Americen nuclear miSsiles regarded as a first-strike
weapon.

It has also mapped d@¥¥prospects for whipping up the arms
race that will lead to genventional weapons buildup and the
development and extengime introduction of new arms systems
whose destructive capag¢ity approaches that of nuclear weapons.
The arms manufactupin® industries are to be stimulated. The
programme for the dewelopment of NATO's military infrastructure
in 1985-1990 end@fged in Evere and estimated at billions of

| dollars stipulalies an extension of military bases, air fields

and depots, th@ypimprovement of communications, the modernisa-

| tion of the @HPi-aircraft defence system and many other things.

At their sggsion NATO's military organs also backed the so
called Regéxs plan. The plan, named after Supreme Allied
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2 B .

commander General Bernard Rogers, envisages using new hi \
technology conventional weapons to launch attacks on ta S
lying hundreds of kilometres away from the borders of VNATO
countries.

The three days during which the NATO military organs met
in sessions have indicated that the bloc's milita Jm are
going out of their way to force the NATO countriév launch

a new spiral of the arms race. ¢
&ull.)

v
s &

(Pravda, December 6.
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APN INFORMS AND COMMENTS

THE SHORTEST AND STRAIGHT ROADS TO DISARMAMENT
Major General Svyatoslav Kozlov, Rt.

Some developments, which took place in NATO countries
last week, stand in contrast to the general favour@ble reac-
tion to the decision of the USSR and the USA to begin
important talks, and even look sinister.

Washington has officially confirmed that,the USA does
not intend to renounce first use of nuclear ‘Weapons in case
of necessity. It was also emphasized that the White House
Administration would work for the earliest,.ifplementation of
all the programs of "rearmament of Amerj@s9" first of all,

the development of all types of Wirststrike missiles.

The decision of the US Pregident %@ set up a special
united space command within th€ systém, of the American united
military command has also become Knowrn. The new command will
direct the preparation and.usé” of défferent types of weapons
in space and from space with'regard to the Earth. In other
words, Washington gave it t6 ufiderstand that, despite the
forthcoming negotiations, it does not intend to change ite
militaristic policy which creates .and
aggravates the threat to peace. seRNion

At the same time, the\Brussels/of the NATO leading bodies
approved the so-called "Rogers doctrine" (Rogers is an American
General who is holding $he post of the NATO Supreme Allied
Commander in Europe)fsThe essence of this doctrine lies in

the demand to develop new types of more
,  conventiofig ; . :
effective A offensive weapons for delivering deep

strikes against s#he entire formation of the other side's

troops, which means waging a war, which is being prepared by
NATO, on the énemy's territory. Decisions on a long-term and
costly program of new armaments have been made, but the Brussels
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session did not advance a single concrete proposal in the
sphere of disarmament.

All this convincingly proves the dangerous commitment
of the USA and NATO to a policy from the position ofmStrength
and to gearing the bloc's strategy to new technolggical
po#sibilities.

At the same time, important events were taking place
also in the east of Europe. But they were of 4, fndamentally
different character.

Head of the Soviet state K.U. Chernenko Sent a message
to the world movement International Physiciams for the Pre-
vention of Nuclear War. It is stressed $orcefully and
convincingly in this document thdt thedUBSR is prepared for
most radical measures leading to tTermination of the arms race
and to prohibition and dismantlipg of nuclear weapons and
that, if space militarisation 18 n0¥,securely blocked, it will
cancel everything that has _ S6yfarjbeen achieved in the area
of arms limitation, spur #he arms tace in other spheres and
dramatically increase theWdanger of nuclear war.

The USSR's call for immedidtely preventing militarisation
of space, for which the Pentagon is working so persistently,
pursues the aim of blockingpe new, extremely dangerous channel
of the arms race. This ig\ top . priority. At the same time,
it remains necessary t@siake such an urgent measure as re-
nunciation of the first,“ise of nuclear weapons. If such an
obligation is assumgd By all nuclear powers, this may be the
best way to prevent war. Termination of the nuclear arms race
implies freezing @figlear arms at the existing quantitative
and qualitative_level as a stage on the road t%ltheir sub-
sequent limitat®ens and reductions aggnquu%ﬁeig.complete
elimination. 4feérmination and prohibition of all nuclear weapons
tests, whici/will set the limit to their qualitative develop-
ment, alsQg Migure high on the list of priorities.
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It is clear that these measures, proposed as top priorities,
are the shortest roads to disarmament.

The constructive and concrete proposals of the USSR are
fully supported by its allies in the Warsaw Treaty Organisa-
tion. Their ministers of foreign affairs, who met inaBerlin
a few days ago, stated that they considered termination of
the arms race and transition to disarmament, first of all
nudlear disarmament, to be a fundamental issue ofour time.
They deem it necessary that, before it is too Xat®, all nuclear
states should do everything in their power tosprevent nuclear
war and that ridding the peoples of the nuclear threat
should become the prime aim of their fopeign policy and
practical activities.

(APN, @®. 9. In full.)

THE END
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FOLLOWING THE POLICY OF OBSTRUCTION
Vitali Gan

The NATO countries have completed their traditional
"Atlantic Marathon race" -- an annual spring series of
conferences of political and military leaders of the
bloc’s member -states. The last lap of the race toek place in
Estoril, a resort suburb of the Portuguese capitdi,where the
NATO Council had its two-day session at the level of Foreign
Ministers.

Summing up the results of the NATO disduseions, one can
definitely say that NATO’s policy towards gailitariem and
stepping up tension has not been even slightly revised in the
bloc’s aggaressive conceptions or practical activity. The
final communique adopted in Estoril shou*‘.hat the Atlantic
alliance does not plan any effective measures to lessen the
military danger or to clear the logjams which are being placed
in the way of the talks between the 'East and the West by US
order. Having sorrounded{th® décument with false statements
concerning a "Soviet Lthreatuthe authors of the NATO
communique “swore allegiance'/ to the continuation of deploying
the Pentagon’s first strike nuclear missiles in Western
Europe. The communique has wnequivocally confirmed the
"efforts for perfecting nom-nuclear means" of the bloc aimed
at achieving the notorious tactical and strategic
superiority over the socialist countries.

However, the Atlantic partners had a choice different in
principle. If they foliowed it, they would confirm, not in
words but in deeds, their aspiration for detents, stronger
international security, a dialogue and cooperation, the
aspiration whic¢h they are talking about. This choice has been
unambiguously proposed to them by the Soviet Union which has
put forth a number of constructive peace initiatives,

including the introduction of a moratorium on the deployment
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of medium-range missiles in Europe.

No matter what peaceloving phrases NATO may use for the
sake of camouflage.,its decisions, alas, cannot be regarded
otherwise than a negative reply to the readiness and practical
steps of the USSR to facilitate the adoption of agreements and
to relieve the tension of the armed confrontation. No wonder,

therefore,.that the NATO member-states have approved the
position of the USA at the Soviet-American talks in Geneva,
the position which can be qualified without exaggeration as
unconstructive with regard to drafting mutually
acceptable agreements.

At the same time the results of the meetings have shown
that on some questions the allies considered it impossible to
support Washington’s undisguised adventurism. According to
the Western press,the USA’s persistent attempts to draw
its allies in the "star wars" programme have failed. Moreover,
as the London-based Financial Times points out, US Secretary
of State George Shultz was forced to report to the President

about the opposition of the West- European partners to the
American plans of refusing to observe the SALT-II Treaty. They
believe that this step will "undermine the process of
controlling the armaments”.

In any case, the result of the latest NATO assemblages is
not reassuring for the international public -- the
obstructionist and militarist policy of NATO, with the USA
at the head, stands in the way of searches for solutions to

urgent problems of peace and security.

(Pravda, June 11. In full.)
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NATO: A BASTION OF IMPERIALISM

"From the moment of its foundation in 1949 the North
Atlantic alliance has been the main source of war danger on
the planet and especially in Europe,” Admiral Alexei
Sorokin, first deputy head of the Main Political Department
of the Soviet Army and Navy, writes in the paper Sovetskava
Rossia. "All the practical efforts by the blec are oriented
to the export of counter-revolution, preparations for war
against the countries of the socialist community and suppres-
sion of working people's actions and national liberation move-

ments."

"None of the NATO countriesshas ever been faced with an
outsidéﬂgggression or threatened with a nuclear attack," the
author points out. "Neverthelgss, ovemr the years of NATO's
existence thelr armies have bPeen involved in more than 130
wars and armed conflicts on'the territory of other states in
nearly all parts of the world: in’Europe, Africa, Latin America.
On 19 occasions the United Stadtes, which plays the key role
in the bloc, has actually placed its forces on a full nuclear
alert. In the present situatign, the policy of NATO is push-
ing Europe and the world atylarge into a new and probably the
most tragic period of their history. Never before has the
survival of human civiliZzation faced such a grave danger as
today."

"The ongoing implementation of the NATO strategists'
decision to deploy,new American missiles in Western Europe,
which is designed“te upset the existing strategic military
balance, poses an additional nuclear threat," the article
reads. "The siguation is further aggravated by the NATO re-
fusal to follow . the Soviet Union's example and to pledge not
to be the fimst to use nuclear weapons. Since May this year
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the countries of the bloc have produced no positive respounsge
to the Warsaw Pact's proposal for signing a treaty on the
mutual non-use of force and on the maintenance of relagions
of peace."

"The US is involving its NATO allies in its space
ventures," Admiral Sorokin points out. "There are plans for
stationing some of the space operations control andwsupport
systems on the territory of a number of Europeam NATO countries.
The international climate is being further poisomed by the
subversive ideological activities of NATO whose objective
is political and psychological preparation for new wars and,
first of all, for a "crusade'" against sociadism and the whole
world."

(Sovetskaye Rossia, Dec.2l. Summary.)




Monday, October 22,1084 ORI4VO-2025

<)
NATO CHIEFS URGE ALLIANCE . MEMBER COUNTRIES

TO BUILD UP THEIR NUCLEAR
POTENTIAL

Yuri Kharlanov

Speaking in Brussels recently, ILord @arrington, NATO's
new Secretary~General, said that the member countries of the
Alliance must be prepared to exXpand and/use their nuclear ca-
pabilities. American general Bernard Rogers, NATO's Supreme
Allied Commander in Europe, was more gspécific when he urged the
NATO countries to increase their military spending by seven per
cent a year.

The statements made byslord Carrington and Gen. Rogers
should be viewed in the cohtext of the decisions taken recently
by the Alliance's nuclear planning group when it met in Strese,
Italy, to discuss ways el escalating the arms race in Western
Europe. Specifically, .NATO is reportedly planning to complete
the deployment of net American nedium-range nuclear missiles in
Europe ahead of schedule. The rate of deployment of Pershing-2
and cruise missiles in‘West Germany, Britain and Italy is being
accelerated.

The meeting atsStrese also decided substantially to increase
expenditures on the improvement of NATO's infrastructure. The
United States and Wast Germany alone are to allocate 7,800
million dollars for this purpose. The participants in the Strese
meeting also disclissed Reagan's doctrine of "strategic defence",
which envisages/an arms race in space. Against this background
the clause of the communique adopted at the meeting, which says
that NATO .intends to keep only as Dany nuclear arms as
is necessary for deterrence, looks like a mockery, .

Itéghould be noted that the programme for a dramatic build-
up of nuclear missiles was being discussed when the US President
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made repeated assurances of his peace-loving aspirations.
One can see a sort of division of labour here:
while Reagan and Bush spoke about a desire to negotiate with
the USSR in Ttaly Caspar Weinberger urged his Buropean
counterparts to speed up the deployment of first-strike nuclear
missiles trained on the USSR. According to Italian papers,
the US Defence Secretary was putting crude pressure on the NATO
allies who had not yet taken a final decisionwon whether to
deploy new American nuclear missiles in their countries or not.
Is it the case of the right hand being unaware of what
the left hand is doing? No, The kernel ©f the matter is that
whlie protestations of peace are made «£rom the rostrums of the
electlon-géﬁﬁélgn in the United States; practical decisions
are taken in the Pentagon and NATO headquarters. These are sinis-

ter decisions which pose a threat $0 all humankind.

(Prayda, O¢tober 22. In full.)
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4
AT THE PRESS CENTER OF THE USSR MINISTRY OF FOREIGN

AFFATRS

October 12. A Soviet Foreign Ministry spokesman helgd a
briefing for Soviet and foreign newsmen at the Ministry's press
center in connection with the NATO nuclear planning group's
session in Stresa, Italy, on Octover 11 and /12«

Vliadimir Lomeiko, first deputy head of ¢he press department
at the Foreign Ministry of the USSR, said &b the briefing that
the NATO conference has again demonstrated the discrepancy
between Washington's actions and the peace-making statements
that American administration Spokesmefilhave been making of
late.

The session has shown that Weshington has used it as a lever
to exert pressure on its afdics o6 Speed up the deployment of
new American first-strike nuelearmissiles in Western Europe
to the utmost,

While paying lip seryice t4 Peace and interest in talks to
reduce arms, Washington 1% ih actual fact continuing the effort
to build up its nuclear Capability in Europe ang trying to put
the nuclear rsce into stil¥ higher gear.

Washington's PressuzeWds forcing the further stockpiling of
nuclear weapons in Eurdpey ILomeiko said. Another Pershing-2 mig-
sile battery has recently been deployed in West Germany, bring-

least 45, while Bri%ain ang Italy by today have each had 32
Cruise missiles sited in their territories. In other words, a
total of 109 neywM@erican nuclear missiles are now zeroed in on
the Soviet Uniowm,

The Strssh S8¢ssion has also considered measurcs to expedite
the development of the nilitary infrastructure in the West
European Buclear missile staging ares and modernize conventional
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weapons, with Washington epplying massive pressure opdbs
allies to make marked increases in their spending foxr These
puUrposes.

The Stresa session has represented snother step stemming
from the contimuing U.S. policy for military suferiority over
the USSR.

As the Soviet leadership has repeatedly stressed, the
spokesman for the USSR Foreign Ministry saidgy this policy has
no prospects end only leads to a furthepgigscelation of the arms
race and a worse international situatiodlegThe USSR, as Soviet
leeders have declared on more than ongmeecasion, does not seek
military superiority but neither wili®it =2llow any military
superiority over itself.

The Soviet Union will do €¥erything possible to preserve the
military parity between itgelf andWthe United Statcs and between
the Warsaw Treaty Orgeniz€pion @md NATO.

A TASS correspondent’‘@gked{Iomeiko to comment on the report-
ed discussion in Stres@ Of th8¥question of building an enti-
ballistic missile defense gyetem for Western Burope that would
be modelled on the one which President Resgan itends to have for
the United States. We beldeve, the Soviet Foreign Ministry
spokesman said, that such plans can only spell an addcd scope
for the arms race and™Cerry the threat of militarization of
outer space. They camnot but increase the war danger in the
world.

Besides anythin®) else, the talking about the development of
en anti-ballisfic missile defense system for Western Burope also
Tends to fostgrWd stronger feeling of impunity since it generates
illusions shOU® the possibility of dealing a first strike at
the Soviet Unfon, a strike which, it is believed in NATO, will
not bringgretribution because of the existence of such a system.

So far¥as the USSR's position is concerned, it is opposed to
the coptinuation of the arms race =nd to its transfer to outer
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space, be it the skies over the United States or the Soviet
Union, Western Europe or Eastern Europe. We are for prewenting
the militerization of outer space, the spokesman for*$he Soviet
Foreign Ministry said.

Answering a question from a BBC correspondent 4f)the USSR
believes it is possible to bring about the unilateral with-
drawal of American missiles from Europe, Lomeikolstressed that
these missiles have been moved there unilater@ddy. This is why
their pullout would not be a unilateral st&p® It would be a
return to the normal situation which woulg Make it possible to
carry on the process of talks on nucleararis in Furope.

A CBS correspondent asked if the USSR believes the withdrawal
of the American missiles is a pre-condiion for the resumption
of talks on arms limitation. Lémeikofi€Fid in reply that the mat-
ter at issuc is not that of pre-cdf@@itions. The matter at issue
is that of creating 2 normal ituation for the talks.

Affairs between the Sovie® Un¥on and the United States can
only be conducted on thg, Wagissel equality, mutual respect and
equal security for cachgf the $ides, the Soviet spokesman
emphasized.

(TASS, October 12. In full.)
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yok fargadilad,
~Jovyetler Birl1¥{ (ls ASD mrawandavi SAUT sUrisme

komueunda girece bir fark cUzlendd,Bar:s harekesinin beyw
Javyaet barig Snerileri kmprrswadn, ASD 2ok 1 swhelefotin % yikveltmogd
fwerine dallagakliklar, A2D'yi duhis gSrtigneye yatkinir tutuas zorlsdiles,
~Falkut Wy Amerikan tutwmmds bip fafloivlir odiv wnlamika golaiyer,
9 Hayis 1952'deki Bureka/T11imels komugmesimda | Bw onugma NATO baflagake
lars tarefisden onaylanda) bemel slindieburedn fdgran,kitedsn kitays

strete it rokotlorde Snemli 1n8iMulor Userd g pibi 38'mim
kite tlkest olmesr nedoniyle mifleer baglak 3
(mhm*m ise yalmisa 520.,¥ine bu Yom: A ¥ do i Lar
yok fersederek Romrrc tek yaply tetiinlik ) ‘“ mcmmsafumm
ABD'rie figte birine kader Indirilmedtes {Whedd, ' SR

ASD SAUISTI'y® omsylamay: reddstmoye devem ediyow,

18 Hayis 1962'de Reagan yUndtini 8% 5 ‘
ondurvimasy Snerdsind reddettd,
@m erasandsti aavusms roneepbi
1 7 pxuit yapauini sevsly yilkua,

XXIZ Pordmgon 1964-1088apel
ady niiuﬁ. "im Jovyet

~Talkland sma:,,mi‘@.ex alanlardakd ﬂiltynia Ursek oclarek ole
elandi dnerilinlor saves b bokd haﬂmzmr deutok verdiler, turadan !ﬂl

ng¥gyenl gila lma danenment,ingildls ordusumun w
o8 W Tamnde savap yiplitebilme oibd uq:hﬂu yararls '
bir soves olavak ,_,L;" wlondirildd, . | —

~Bursden yol® gikes AZD ve ﬁgutm,,m'w faga Mmm askergel

fasliyet hemaipisklaramn yolunlagtisslmesiny {stedilor.Bons doruk toplan
$1s11ds Wolnberper,su soruyu ortays sttisirtak bu plaslamays derhal
basglomak zooem: MM ki impiltere,birliklerini Felklemd'as

ulggtarma k ic plassklar kullemmigea,ASD'ds birlixlerinl Avrupa

lzerinden Yakandofu'ya cecirme kokusuada her tiritl kolsylifa em&ﬂ.‘
#Felkland clayy,B8s yeudam FATO'sun icytziinil ortays Yoyme dokam
da Unemli g&ﬁmhr igeriyorix) Bunslim dizenlemest (Crises Ew, |
tezi, 1f1las ottd,Busalais Fopusunds
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dtzenlome metuu olmada¥a sgile gakbie
( Bu, TUPk=Amoriken Orte Sevimse Grubu igin de

tme stiriimilg bir tesdl)
x=) UAPOggeligmekte olam
daldiriy hezar oldufwau cﬂ*.Eum- ramid

lsmgtam
xxx ) Inpilis birliklerd keld: Slylece AED*min
Himt Okyssususdeki verla{is
gin bir gerekge olna?

t‘wlﬂiﬂ: uzaum srtaree Kerari alsmdas _ .

yaliamin silshlasme yarigias t:.mi.u-u siriml
elegtirilert atkisizlestirmek i@il bu galicem "f dshs da hag “m

i%d sakersel treiitle il¢ili sbstmosadkerga¥egtasme yeyiny bu kapesndadase

yayarlesdaklary sayilarlis;se de bulnm Stratejik Amtm
smatittiali'nin veréleriyle ugc. %

Tehlsenye'da yoyinlanaw, m%iul gbyle yagda:"Efer VATO'mum
ortays koyluin mengave corgdk Glgiyify, il MATO (lkelorlnin savumse
bskanlari biylesi hir gerilile verdikleri iginm derhal gUrevden
stalarierda” (21/1902,84264) ~

Usum erimli prograsa i

~Sovumme Plealems ¥ +1963-1968 dtmeni igia silahla mw
hedoflerini septedy,Tenvalfiyonel clictin artarilmess i¢in DATO baflagaidam
yoni dekmolodiler eﬁm@ ¥zen rBaterecevlerini vursuladiler,

Anlagmaglsl ka@lrIt
~711lxk 3ile hmmﬁlm not srtagiman S4'e gakarilaasy
yintladok! Amor ‘Pnertsl Lebul sdilvmedd,

- «=ABD'ain amadan toptan vasgegilmesi Uaerisiane kared mﬂu
Fedlmanya é ori baksp: Genscher,fumey Atlantik Komgeyl toplantisinda
magman- irdili yararlaran Ugerinde durdu,Kasedals baken 130
HATO Yaun ame orbtamindsy gorekdiji sﬁi yorarlenemedals savamy URe
stivdil,

-ikili stratejd (ymmsilmlmu) yﬁnﬂrlm kakdye Sunun ﬁuﬂh

-m balegaklars ikili glriigueler arcealafaylaytzellikle sosyalist tilkele

ﬂ ekonanlk yaptaras konusunda gorlomays alu‘h.ﬁh ;um Ba&u-m TS
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Dofu~Baty iligkilerinin tiim konularinda NATO devletleri,gimdiye
kadar bulunduklari yikieci,olumsuz tutumlarin: siirdiirdiiler:
= VAD devletlerinin 1984 Nisaninda yeniledikleri kargiliklaykuvvet kul-
lanmama Snerisi girmezlikten gelindi,
~Gernenko'nun uzayin militarizasyonunun Snlenmesi Bnor:!.* ele alinmada,
~Btockholu Konferansi'nda NATO'aun askersel nlemlerde ydamlak"
yaratma tutumunda israr edildi,
- Kimpapal silahlara duyulan tepki nedeniyle liisanda Cenevre Sihhs:.slu|
ma Somisyonuna AED'min getirdigi,su ana dek saglaavdumun gok gerisin
deki Onerisi desteklendi, : ‘
~Viyana'deki orta Avrupa'ds gli¢ ve silah indiri riigmeleri konusunda
toplantilari bloke eden tutum slirdiiriildi, ;
~Dogu-Bat: iligkilerinde ABD'nin israr ettiy }nuat tilkelere tekno-

lojik transferinin kisitlanmasi kabul edil
~iAC'deki intikamei gevreleri destekleyen 2lind1,DAC'ni TACnin

:loinq sokma planlari yapalda,. Q

¥,
3 sos

&/

.



RATO ' NUN 1984 LLKOALAR TUPLANTILARL
(IPW~Berichte, 8/84'den genis ozet)

FATO'nun ilkbahar 1984 toplantilari,1983 Kaszmlnda_;#
ilkelerine yeni orta menzilli Amerikan roketlerinin yer@ﬁstlrllmosindon
sonraki ilk teoplantilardi.Niikleer bir gatigma 013311;§§g§n artmig
oldufu kogullarde yapildi.Giinki sosyalist lilkelerin myarilarini,Snerile~
rini,kargi Onlem alinacas yolundaki aq;klamalarzn;g%;kkate almayan :
HATO'nun roketleri yerlestirmeye baglamasindan sqp;\haskoreol dengenin
bozulmasina izin vermeyeceklerini defalarca bel%’%?n sosyalist {lilkeler
kargi Onlem aldalar, LT

Bati Avrupa'ya yeni Amerikan rokotlcri~;*s;or1-$t1r11mcyo bagla-
masindan sonra,sosyalist lilkeler barisga gzqisimlorini siirdiirdiiler.
Avrupa'nin kimyassl silahlardan arindirilmas "”yilahlanma harcamalarinin
artirilmamasi,karsilikly kuvvet kullanmamrufﬁvazgoqmo ve barisgal
iligkiler kurma &nerileri,bunlar aqga&ndﬁi?b-ﬂo ki NATO iilkeleri,
bu Onerilerin hig birini dikkate ﬁiﬁhdi§?t.TASS ajansinin belirttigi
gibi,askersel g¢izgilerinde yﬁrqgigb quam ettiler,

1984 ilkbahar;nda toplanaﬁ*lﬁﬂOﬁ*;ganlar1 sunlardir:
~Nikleer Planlama Grubu (NPGA?%J& ;igin 1984 ,Cegme ,savunma bakanlara
dizeyinde. savunma bakanlara
~Avrupa Grubu (AvG),15 Hax& 19&‘+ka901 gEnmkxinrmayciagkaniars diize-
yinde.
-Agkeri Komito (4K),15 ﬁayiséi%?#,ﬁrﬁksol,goncl kurmay bagkanlari diizeyin
de. oy
-Savunma Planlama Komitos;f
bakanlari diizeyinde. 4
~Kuzey Atlantik Konsey;,gﬁfk) 29-31 Mayis 1984 y7ashington ve Wye Plantas
yonu (Maryland eyalatiﬂiué.dlgisltri bakanlara diizeyinde,kimi zawman
ABD bagkan yardlmclsiéﬁush da katilda,

) 416/17 Mayas 1984 ,Briiksel ,savunma

Toplant1lar,Rg%§pn Yonetiminin askersel iistiinliik salamak,S5CB ve
VAC liyesi Gteki ggtﬁlern karsi asskersel gatisma ortamim gerginlegtirmek,
doZu-bata ilisk#&fﬁﬁni siirekli keskin tutmak ve Avrupa'da yumusamenin
kalintailaraina gﬁj,s yavag yok etme gabasi altinda 0ldu.Oteki WATO {ilkele-
rinin biiyiik g;_f! ugunun tutumu,ya bu politikayi doprudan aktif destek.
lemek,ya da giilfutla kergilasarak sessizce onaylamak oldu.

Bati AW pa'ya yeni roketler ynrlestirllmesi politikasina bu toplan
tilarda Yunaniatan sDanimarka ve Ispanya rezerv koydular.0te yandan HATO
ABD'nin volitikasa nedeniyle kesintive ugrayan Cenevre giriismelerinin

yeniden baslatilmasa igin yapilan Gnerileri- reddetti.Toplantilarin




S

ana afarlik k merkezi ,NATO'nun konvansiyonel silahlanmasinin daha da
artarilmasi ve dogu~bati iligkilerinin nasal bigimlendirilecepi idi.

AED ile baglagsiklari arasinda,gelecekte konvansiyonclﬁgilahlarin
daha da geligtirilmesi konusunda goriig birlizi vardlr.&nqgﬁtiunun yol=
lari ve kimi silah tiirlerinin finansmani konusunda Enonlgﬁﬁ%rﬁg farklari
bulunuyor. g;j”

Bu toplantilarda,gizli bir dogu-bata iligkiler aggi%;rnasz onaylan-
d1.Daha Onceki toplantilarda,Belgika digigleri bakenT"Pindemansy
bagkanliginda bir ekip bu qallshayl hazirlamakla qﬁppvlendirilmigti.

“u temel alindapar iddiasiyla "Dogu-Bata Iliskilow"_ erine Washington
Deklerasyonu" yayinlanda.lle ki,bu deklerasyonda yalnizca HATO'nun
tutumunu kamufle etmek amacini tagiyan glizel q%f$wf vardi,.Dogu-bata
iligkilerinin gergekte iyilestirilmesi yoniindé Wicbir adim atalmada.

Bu belgedeki anti-Sovyetik bdliimlere Yunani 1 ve Ispnnya'rnzorv koydu-
lar. »fiﬁ?

KAK toplantisinda Iuns gérevinden a ; fd1,yeni Genel Sekreter
eski Ingiltere dagisleri bakana Cg?gﬁggfﬁi?%ﬁrnvc bagladi.,

P

SPK toplantisinda WATO iiye Eii,-!ngi mukabele ve boylece de ilk
sfeklezini belirttiler.liollanda'ya *AC,ABR
#bf1 4 Bollanda hikimeti,yine de dsha somra

e

niikleer vurug ilkesini siirdii
ve Ingiltere yofun baskilar,y
ilkeye yeni Amerikan rokot_j‘-‘
Rasam ayina erteledi. ﬁﬁ@ 'g )

FATO'nun bu toplantilaranda,Bati Avrupa'ya yeni roketler verlestir-
mekten vazgecgne 80z konusu o]‘g’x.ﬂATO Ulkeleri,askersel dengenin daha
st ve tehlikeli bir dﬁsoy@lﬁ?inidon kurulmasina,bdylelikle ,neden
oldular, “gl,?

Ote yandan garﬁgaolgggy tekinilacak tutum konusunda da bir deZisiklik
olmadi."Silahkizlanma orismeleri igin higbir bedel Cdenmemesi™ yolundaki
tutun,aﬁrdﬁrﬁldﬁ.ﬂoag?%% Mayisdaki KAK toplantisinda yine

SSCE'nin glic politikasiwsonucu Amerikan konumlarini kabul etmeye zorlana-
cagini bir kez daha/fiGdia etti.

RPG toplantlgjh?i Weinberger Reagan ySnetiminin balistik roketlere
kargy korunma sijtepinin gelistirilmesi ve konumlandirilmass planlara
hakkanda bilgi:ligli.Eaaa sistemlerin uzaya yerlegtiriluesinin 6ngbriil-
diigli bu pPlan,ayny zamanda uzayin militarizasyonunu hedefliyor.Bu plan,
S8SCE'ye karﬁsbéfnorsol Uistiinliik saglama girigimlerinin devamidair.

Bata Avru ifilkeleri,einberger'in agiklamalarina defisik tepkiler
gosterdiler.ABD'nin aragtirma ve geligtirme yolundaki planlarini destek-
lediler.Ancak 4FD'nin biyle bir roket-savar sistemiyle korunmasindan
sonra Bati Avrupa'nin niikleer ¢atismanin yapilacaza alan olmasindan
endige duyduklarini sCylediler,

Mlestirme kararaini vermeyi 1985
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Fiinih'de yapilan 21, Savunma toplantisinda ABD baskan yardimecaisi
konvansinolel silahlarin miikemmellestirilmesinin gindeme geldifini
sOylemisti.Cimdi NATO'nun hemen tiim lilkelerinin savunma bakanlari,

konvansiyonel silahlanmayi,roketlerin tamsmlayicisi olara tnemli
sorun olarak goriiyorlar,.
HATO'nun ilkbahar 1984 toplentilarinda da paktin eer vurug

glicliniin artarilmasi: bir kez daha karara baflandi  ARD ﬂi!’dizi yeni
silahin konumlandirilmasini,son derece ileri toknoloj‘!le iretilecek bu
silehlar aracilifiyla sosyalist lilkelerin gerilerinin vurulabilmesini
Gngdriyor.Ayrica ABR silahlenmadaki ileri konumla an yararlanarak,
Amerikan silah tekellerine milyarlarca dolarlik las?haglamak niyetinde~
dir.

PAC ve Oteki Avrupali NATO fiyeleri ise,y sistemlerin geligtiril-
mesi planlarina kendilerinin de gekilmesini yor.Bati Avrupala
HATO iiyeleri,son aylarda, "ransa'nin de yer 11 Bagimsiz Avrupa
Plan Grubu'nun galigmalarini yogtmlastmlvbu dayatmalarini gecgerli
kilmays galagiyorlar.

“u saralarda NATO biinyesi i A
programlari igin belirlemeler y i:a'

nly igbirliginin genig
¢alicmalary: siirliyor.lNATO devlietleri-

nin silahlanma sorumlularinin e,yedi a¥arlik noktasi saptanme
yor.Bunlar arasinda 1990'11 r bir NATO dmwix savag gemisi, |
casusluk sistemleri,yeni me i yroket yonlendirme sistemleri, |
tagiyici sistemleri ve moq“i@ ip bulan silahlar vardir.
Konvansiyonel bilahlanma toplantilar sirasinda bir kesinleg-

tirme yapilamadi.Bunda altyap gramlarinin finansmanindaki ayriliklar
gibi konular Snemli rol oy-nvi ~imdi bu ayriliklar giderilmistir.)

n-lrak sailsznzn kizismasini gerekce olarak
antlasmasi disainda kalan alanlara askersel
niidahale edebilmek ig zirliklar sorununu ortaya atti1.VATO devletleri,
bu tOplantlda,aneckilzaihki tutumlarini siirdiirdiiler,bunun tek tek
lilkelerin alacaklag‘ggnlonlorla bagliy bulunmasi gerektifini belirttiler,
KAK toplantisinda bagkan yardimcisi Bush ile disisleri bakanma

Nisan-Mayis 1584'de
kullanan ABD, yeniden U

Shultz'un israrl kargain,Basra Kérfezi'ne ortaklasa askersel
miidahalede bul karari alinmadi.Bdlgedeki bati yanlisi Arap devletle-
rine ortak de verme de onaylanmadi.BATO devletlerinin goXunlugu,
béylesi bir, haleden yana olmadiklarini,bunun bu savagi tirmandiraca-

21 gSrﬁgﬁn& slirdiler.

KAK toplantisinin agiliginda ABD bagkan yardimecisi Bush,SSCB'ye
agir suglamalar ydneltti.Yumugams konusunda ABD ile “AC bagta kimi
Avrupala baplagiklar » arasinda tam bir antlagma saglanamadi,






