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ıprevall ı over the soviet union even ln a lprotracted conflict

period'; would have the effect of moving the United States

toward a perpetual wartine state; presents to the world a pictu_

İı9 of a United §tates cornmltted to nothing §ave pol,ver, willlng

even to exploit outer apace for US n,ilitary p"pos"",',8

Wicker concludeg: 't... What kind of country would this be

İf all tbese milltariştic plaıs becasıe reality? Reagaıı may mourn

tbe natlon'a war dead on Mernorial Day arıd proclaim that 'the

freeilon İor ıııhicb they dıed must endure and prosper i ; but noth-

ing ls less }ikely thaı freed.om to endure end prosper in a

garrison state that is dedicated to eternal war, ancl w1l1ing to

destroy itself in order to prevail over the rubble"'9

The j ou:ııalist was referring to Reagaır'8 speech in which he

said: "With good wi1l aııd dedicatlon on both sides r pray that

we wi11 achieve a safer wor]-d.'! Yet even es the US Presi'lent

aruıorııc ed that talks on reduoing nuclear arns wou]-d begin

on Jrıne 29 Q982), his rnilitary plarrners were we11 along ln
preparing the blueprlnt for a war to the death, the blueprint

that spaıraed Airlaııd Battle" Thls. is good will?
the decision to deploy Pershin6-2 aıd cruise mi§siles 1n

Western Europe ls not a matter of the U§A llputting more bargain-

irıg cbips on the table,' in order to get "a better ciea]-'l in aımg

redu9tion talks, es Weinberger lanely clalne. Nor is tbe Alr-
Ierıd Battle doctrine oimply a matter of playing lrar gamea. They

B Ibid.
Ibid.9

TÜ
ST

AV
 

TÜ
R

K
�úY

E 
SO

SY
AL

 
TA

R
�úH

 A
R

A
�û

TI
R

M
A 

VA
KF

I



both represent components of a definite plan to start a nuclear

tar.
Tbj, g lnsane policy of the current US Ad,nıinistration has

itg 8eneeis in the Comınj,ttee oır the Present Danger (CPD), orga-

nised in 1976 by Pau1 Nitze 8]ıd Eugene Rostow, The Committee

was the main driving force in the iailure of the US Senate to

ıatiiy ŞAl1-2 arıd played ttıe spearbeail role in the election of

Ronald Reagan to the Presidency, The alaıınists did not try in

vain.
In hls book, lYith Eno hŞh ovel s Re a]1 Bush and l{ucl ear

Wg§, Robert Scheer writes: 'ilt was t}ıe fa11 of Reaganls first

year ln office, and Charles Tyroler II. the d,irector of the

committee on the preşent Danger, waş boasting a little, !\ive

year§ ago he and a sma}l band of co]d warriors had set out to

reshape Americaı foreİgn policy, whİch tbey f e],t was too soft

on the Ruasiaııs, and suddenly t}ıey had succeeded beyond their

ıvildest dreans. One menber of their group wa§ now the Presıd,ent

of the United States, aıd he had recruiteci heavily from the

çorlnittee,s rankg for his. top foreign policy officİals",10

According to the autbor, CPD ııerubers include, in addition

totbePresident,theVlce.Pre§ident,the§ecretaryofState'
theC}ıiefsofthecIAandtheACDA,theRepresentativetothe
Unlted Nationsı and mo§t others in key foreigıı policy positions,

He lists 5l neınbers of ttıe CPD in the Reagaıı Adninigtration,

10 nob"rt Scheer,
ar war, lilerı York ,}trucle 1982, p. 35.

Shovels: Rea.E an. Busb and
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6.

Scheer recorcs ]ı1: interview wj_tb Dr. I{erbert York, forııer

dİrector of the L,awrence Liveımore Laboratory, the Callİornla

atom-boob development centre. York. pointed out to §cheer that

the so_called eıperts r.,ıho ad.vise Reagaı'on foreign and mll1tary

po}icy are people who, j-n the main, have depended on the Pentagon

ior a living. Hc erıphat:ically states that the Pent8goD ls

plaıırıing to destroy the Soviet Unlon,

,,York; ,!.{tıat ,s going on right now is tbat tlıe crazier

arıalysts have risen to higber positions than is noıııally tbe

case ... when the ideologues Qonıe in witb their laJıcy otorles

and their se.]-ected ". . data, the Presldent ancl the Secretery

of Defense belleve the last glib person who talkecl to them, '

" §cheer: 'From the right.'
,.York: 'That's the only people they talk tro ... "'1}

[h" 19B] Federal budget asks for substantial approDDİatlong

for "civil d.efencet; a 1ar5e part of this money is to be uged

for the purchase of ni-llions of shovele to dig holea, ihe

authc :: of 'ı]ith Eno h .'j!ı_ov e]ş. quotes T. K. Jones, deputy Under-

Secretary of Defence, who explains hovı this wl1l save the popu-

lation: ljDig a hole, cover it with a cauple of door. anal tbeıı

throw thüee fe":t of dirt on top... It's the dirt thgt does it

... if there e,ıe eııough shovels to go aroıınd, everybodyıs goiıg

to nake it.,'12 You caruıot }ıelp thinking that thie tg probably

the best way t<ı dig your own 8rave.

Quoted froıı Poli_tjc_al g.feiğ, Jaluary 1983, p. 13.

Ibid..

11
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9

The stone-hearteC clınicisıı of the nuclear war pl,anrıers was

.,prçs§e.IbyDugeneRostow,aforınd.erofCPDandfornerdirector
olACDA.AskeclbySenatorPellvlhether'leithercouğtrycould
gurvi,ve " in a nuclear war, Rostow repliedı ," " Some estimatec

prettlct there would be 10 ıııillion casua]"ties on one side and

10O ııillion on the other. But this is not the whole popula-

tion. "1J
ttıe preparations for nuclear aggression are accompalıied by

asteeplncreaseintbepsychologicalwarfareoffensiveofthe
u§ Adıninistration in aı effort to prevail on t}ıe masges to

acceptarreventualıvorld.cataclysnr.Thisistheessential
me aııing of Reagan i s 'i crl].sade against c cımmııııi §m'| speech before

the British Parliament, of the State Department;s nııngrouğ

conferences aııd propagsJrda caınpaigns on "democratisirıg the

gocialigt countries'l , of its 'tprogre:rlme for deınocracy and public

d.191ora9y,,, and of Reagan,s inflaıanatory şpeech to the l{atj.onel

Asgoclation of Evangelicals iıı Orlando, Florida, in which he

1nvoked the nanıe of God for a 'iholy war" against the 'ıSoviet

threat " .

Reagaıı was furious vüen he learned that the US Cetholiç

blshops had declarecl nuclear weapong and their use to be İrıııoral.

I{ig reactlon throws 1ight on çrhat he really meant ,ııhen he tolcl

15" 6yangellcals that the vtorlo vıas d.ivid.ed between good aıil
gy1l ; good meant prepering for nuclear war, eviI neant defentling

peace arıd 1ife. Hence a1l vıho, like the Catholic bishops, waııt

13 Ronald Broruost ej.n and l:ııia Easton,
faehiıgton, 1982, p. 505.

Reaganls Rul ing C]. as,s
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i0.

Duclear e]:§enalş to be frozen ı:.rıt 11 nuclear weapon§ are totally

baıılshecı, or who do not accept the myth of a ,soviet tbreat,l ,

ar9 on the sİale of evil as Reagan sees lt,
thlrty-seveıı years have passed 6ince Churchi11 at !\ılton,

f,iagouri, 8ııd then Truman opened. the cold war against the soviet

Unlon on the plea that the §oviets were a ,ithreat'l to Westeı:n

civilisation. Thlrty-ıeven years--and never has the assault

fron tbe East agaj.nst the West predicteci by the two political

actorg taken place. Yet, for nearly a1l of these thlrty-seven

yearğ, Western Eıırope ancl the world have been assaulted with

endless fies about a "Soviet threat'l .

Some Western diplomat§ §uggest witb a condescending 1ittle
srılle that t}ıe rhetorlc of the former Hollyvood actor aJr'ı his

teaın should not be taken too seriously, ad ding that they have

heard worse things. Nevertheleşs, there is growing concern

eınong influential circles in the United.§tates and lVestern

Europe that the Reagan Adninistration wi1I not stop at hysteric-

a1 rhetoric but will actuelly take a fata} step toward omıricide.

[!ıis is perfectly pos§ible, for they have power. lıor thig

reason, proııineat Arericans increasingly realise the need to

strike out against the lie about a "Soviet threat'l even though

gotre of them are aıti-soviet.
Gerard Stnith, a foroer dlrector of ACDA arıd chief US dele-

gate to SAlf-l, saidı "Since the war (lVorld War I1.--4.P.), I
bave not aeeıı any evidence of a seriou§ Soviet intention to

nount a masglve attack on Western Europg."14

14 1alogue (fhe Trilateral Comnis§ioıııs
§ırnıner,/Fa11 1982, p. 5

Quarterly),

TÜ
ST

AV
 

TÜ
RK

İY
E 

SO
SY

AL
 T

AR
İH

 A
RA

ŞT
IR

M
A 

VA
K

FI



Sewerlıı 3ia}er, Direc,to,, of tlı" Reseaı,ch iırst j_tute oıı Inter-

national Exchange oİ Colu_nbia Universj_ty, and Joan Afferica,

proiessor of }ıistory at §nitiı Col1ege, state categorically:

,tSovlet leaders do not warıt war ş"ith the i,Jest, "l5

Michae} Howard, professoıı of :aodern lıistory at Oxford Uni-

versity, wrj.tes: 'lln spite of the repeated v,ıarnings of its (the

West's. --!!. ) ııilitary special j_sts , no thi,eat has ıoaterialis-

ed."15 Addressing the arıııual conference of the Internationa1

Institute oi Strategic Studies, of which he is co*founder aıd

Vlce-Pıeşident, I{oward, a weIl-knoçn defence speciaI-

ist, said that the chaııce of a conventional Soviet attack

agaiust Wectern b\rope is "absofutely rıiniınal" and that a

nuclear attack iE erıen less likely,17

There are enougb gtatelnents of this natı,rre, ı,nade by spcxes ,

ıien of the US Establishrnent, to fill a book, Incidentally,

iJorJ d Marx ist Revlew has publi-shed a survey of the opinions of
1B

promlnent Americaıı§ on the nıyth of a "soviet threat't, Why

i8 it, tğen, that this ınyth persists? We wonder whether anybody

has calcu}ated how many itctns on the "Soviet threat'i the world

bgurgeois press carries every day, It wou]_d be usefu1 to have

such statistlcs. However, even those who c]o not j<now the figure

11.

LoreiErl 4lfeils_, winter 19821198], p, 262,

Ibid., p. ]14,

Int rnat i era] d Tribrıne . September 15, 1982.

,1 tr

15

17

].0

L98ı.
ü{arilyn 3echtel , ,'Mytlı Is Myth Indeedt,, in gS, I{o, 2,
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12.

must know tbat it is ]_a1,8o, provid,od they read, say, the non-

coffinuıist press of }iATO corıntries " Vııell-paid rıastere of

ıoaııi put at irıg mas§ consciousness create rad"io grrd TV prograıunes

aııilfilmsfortheexpresspurpolleofscarin5therıaninthe
street with the spectre of ',soviets armed to the teeth'| aırc_

that the ',peace-loving !{est" is 1agging behİnd,

James Avery Joyce, internationa1 !-awyer aıd
making him be]ie-,;e

then a11 the tirne.

Consu]tanttothelJNonDisarmaııentandHumaırRights,asksin
his impasslone<i book for peace, The War Machine ı "How much cold

waı brain-washing does it need to take the 'Ru§aian threat'
. - ^"l9ser]-ousl.y , " -

Even the somewhat less feverish among the warnıongers oeca-

sionally adn,ıi t that they do not really expect a Soviet first

strike. In llJith EnouEh j!gvj]ğ, Scheer quotes Richard Perle,

who played a key role in blockiııg ratification of ŞALT-Zı as

saying: |iIive always worried legs about ıvhat would happen in

an actual nuclear exchange than the effect that the nuclear

balaıce has on our willingness to take risks in 1oca]- situations.

It is not that T nm worried about the soviets attacking the

Unitecl States with nuclear weapons... It is that I worry

about an A.rıeri can president feeling that he ce"not affortl to

take action in a crisis because soviet nuclear forces are . ..

better po6ed tharı vtıe are to move up the escalation 1aclder. "&

1o
" James Avery Joyce, The VJar Machine. The Case Against the

105.Aıms Race, Ha-lyn Paperbacks ,

20*.-- Rbber,! jhe.Jr, oo.cit.,

Felthanı, 198]-, p

p. 13,
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13.

A most revea}ing stateııcnt, indeec1, It ackırpiı,ledu_,s that

were it not for the existence of strate3ic parity betweon the

USSR and the USA, US nilitarists vıoulc] have no fear of being

involved in local conflicts a,rılıvhere, In other vıords, Soviet

arms are e deterrent to u5 imperialism's aııiis ' to its atteınpts

at mi]itarily reversirıg the liberation p:,ocesses at work in the

Caribbeaı, iatin Aınerica, Africa arıd Asia, It is confirmation

froıı the war_-qinded, circles t}ıat US iiıperialisnı aims to d,omi-

nate the ",|'u', nilitary meaırs, And that is wW it seeks

ınilttary superiority, ı,ıhy it is building up vast nuclear,

cheı:ıical aıd conventional arsenals for use against both the

§ocialist countries aııd the developing worlci,

A11 thİs is done in the rrame of d,estroying a "Sorıiet

threat" lvhich they knoıı not to exist, The reader uıi]l reca_1

that those whorn we have quoted and who refuse to believe in

Soviet "aggressiveness',, are by no rrie ans partisans of sociaf-

isn; in fact, some of then are anti-Soviet and anti-Commurıi s t ,

Even so, they do not rvaırt the historically objective coınpetition

between the two social systerns to take the foroı of a war to

the death. This is the attitude of nany in the capitalist

world. --c}ergymen, retiı,eCı generals anr] admiıals, politicia_ns

of top rank, reforınist and even reactionary trade union leaderg,

arıd others. And it is a neasure of how vast is the potential

of ttıe growing movement for peace, for ending tbe aı,ııs race,

lor savin8 nıankiıld frorn onuricide,

lüucleaı war must be con<ieııned as a crine against huınaııity,

John So[ıperı,ıille 1 Professor b\nerii;us of lhilosophy at the City
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University of New Yor,i_, u,,.lı;iiı_(, (] ı rilLlü]aJ-ous books, inclucling

books on problens of var, aı,i ;e -,ce. saj-o it we11 ; ", , , The

most uT8ent objective must bc not the prevention of nuc],ear

oTmicide in particular. l'J e ı,ıi5ht sulvive war, but we caıınot

gurvive onnİcj.de. Someone ccı]_r] ,ı;in a war, but no one could ırrin

orrmlcj.de.Thereissuchathingasajustlvar,butthereis
no such thing as. a. just orınicide. There can be a war of li-

beration, but there caıırro t be an oı;ııicii,e of 1iberation, A

huınan being coulci argue that there 1s, on occasion, a right

or even a duty to wage war, aı].c] still be considered a sane

hurnın being, but if a hunaı nelnı; 
fr|ğ|es 

tha.t there is a ritht

or dLıty to wa8e omnicide, he wi]-} / to be considered insaııe

by definition. We human beings have created the practical pos-

sibitity of onnicide, ancJ. now vıe ınrıst nake ourselves face the

rea}ity of that possibility in ordei to prevent ourselves fron

implementing it in practice. The extrer,ıe urgency of this

1ıroblem can be fe]t in the single fact that at the 1982 United

liations Special Session on Disarma.]]lent i,t ıvas iropossib]-e to

obtain agreement to a reso_"]-ution condemniıı5 nuclear vıIar ag a

crime against hrıınaıi ty. . .

"Has any positive step been proposeo at aİy authoritatlve,

deci sion-nıaking 1eve1 thai; ı,ıould aııie]-iorate this enormously

fright enin6 situation and 1ay a basj-s on ı,;hich we could build

further? Şuch a step has i-ndeer] been proposed, arrd has been

partly irıp}emented. I wislı f cou]d say it,was proposed by my

own goverıımeiıt, but the fact is t]ıat it ıiıa s opposed by my go-

vernment, entirely in the spirit of the co1,] war. At the UN
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15.

1982 Special Sessio;ı oır l)j sırinanent, a]ttıough no progress

lvas made on ac tual <ii s arnranrent , the Sovl e t governıoent pl edged

itself never to be the first to use nucfear weapons, and

proposed that other government§ fo11ow its exaııple, pointin6

out, with incontestable 1ogic, that if there is no first uee

of the omnicidal vJeapons, there wil1 be no uge of, thern at

atl . "21

So it nıust be. 'ııe huınaıs have only one hone ı our beauti-

fu1 blue plaııet J

.Lrthuğ Pqul]
funerlcan j ournalict

2I New World Review January-Tebıııary 1983, p. 21.
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8.

countrles on natters of peace and disarmament and d.istrlbuted
them among 1ts partners in the peace moveınent. In 1984 the
first Week of Exi,sting Socialj.sm was heJ-d, the partlclpants
eıchanging their views and. information on various spheres
of llfe ln the socialist countries, on their acb,ieveınents,
probleıns and prospect s.

We are firmly convinced that anti-communisıı 1n the FRG

can be pushed back and eventually overcome. Thts ırill by no

means be a smooth proce§s without any d.ifficulties or obstacles.
However, the 1oglc of the struggle of tbe popular ınasses gTa-

duaJ,fy destroys prejudice and false concepts and reveals the
true soclal causes and int er-relat ionshlps. To succeedı we

nust ırork consistently to promote this struggle.

THE OONCEPT oI A NE!II ,ıBıITZKRIEGIi

NATO leaders claim that the recentlJr adopteal Rogers
Plan is strlctly defensive. The c onııunlst press, lnclud-
ing your journa1, says lt ls essentj,ally ag6ressive.
Please explain ııyhy you think so.

?eter Edward. s Gıcat Brl,tain,

Let us begin by posing a dlfferent questlonı hoıı can one
gnv|sggg lldeience be}ıintl enemy Jinesıı (ancİ thts formula j,s an

ele.ent of the Rogers ılanl),) and at the sane tlııe talk about
a deten§lve thrust of the new plan? You rill agıee tbat ııfo:nu-

1asıı of thls sort ere 8n lnsuJ.t to huınan intelJ"l-gence. After
a11, the woııi lldefenceir in thls case stands ior attack Even

1 See article ''Is That How They Seek Peace?ıı İn this İgsue.
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9.

ııore openly $han many other p seuclo_d.ef ens ive concepts of NATO

gtretegists, the Rogers Plan postulates aggresslon againşt
the Warsarr Treaty Organisation (WTO) countrles. Jutlge for your-
gelfr at the 1nltial stage, the plan provi.d.es for a surprise
t'preventive" (that is. first) conventional strlke to a depth

of up to 500 kllometers agaİnst

cat i-ons) and other vita1 targets iİ-titese--€eığrt rie s

lncluding Soviet. nuclear weepons. The aim is to immediately para-

J.yse anci ciecapltate the ıogln YİTO f orce s and to seİu e the 1nl,-

tlatlve. It ls argued that for a1l the importance attacheci to
the İi.rst echelon of eneıny troops, the destructlon of the second

eneny echelon wiI1 be decislve for the fina1 vlctory.
Ebe plan ls based on tbree prlnclples thgt are far fTom

defensiveı the l'extend.ed battlefield|' (stretchlng far behind
enemy ]-1nes), the tlintegrated battlefieldn (thls refers to com-

bined strtkes delivered, by all avallable weapons, J.ncluding
nuclear and cherılcel ones) and. ttmilj"tary offenslveıı (as the
principel f oıın of operations).

Tbe strategr in question 1mpJ.ies knowledge of, the eıact
}ocation of key defence i.nstallations in the llarsaw Treaty corınt-
rıes. This eıplatns why menber-countrl-es of tb.e North At],antl,c
allianee ere ıvorilng so hard at the stockholm conference to
eısure ııtransparencyıı of the actl,vlties undertaken by tbe
sİfo eımed foıces.

Viewed f,rom the ınilitaıy stand.point , the tl(lef ence ıt f,o:mula
proposed by NATO is not neır. rt is Iargely e replica of the US

concept referıed to as Alrlanii 8att].e or AlrJand Battle 200O

ln referenee to the future, formulated. in the August 1982 edttion

"@ ."d 6";; centres,

,
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10.

of the US Arrny Fie]-d Manuai ; 00-5.2 ]ıio.,v the Pentagon has f oisted
its European version on its allies too, this time as the RogeI,s
Plan.

like Airland Batt]_e. the plan not only offers a new stTa-
tegy of aggression but also proposes a radica1 modernisation
and substantia1 strengthening of conventiona1 aırnaments. The
pI-an maintains that ınodern warfare 'h9'1dr"k" much wi.der use
of lınew generationli conventionaf arrnarnent s with thei.r incompar-
ably greater range, power and accuracy.3 i,il,tO experts emphasise
that such arynaments can attain virtually a11 objectives previously
assigned to tactj.ca1 nuclear weapons, but wi.thout the risk of
nuclear escalation.4 On" "rn easily J:nagine the consequences of
the use of such weapons in densely populated Europe.

It did. not prove easy for Washington to persuade its a1-
1ies to accept the Rogers Plan fully and without reservation.
Aınong the NATO countriesl ruling quarters, some peopJ-e question
the usefulness of diverting huge resources tnto the mass pro-
ductlon of rreapons systems ''untested. in actlonll when the WTo

countries, in their opinion, are sure to respond tn kind. The

2 For more details, see A. Pau).l, !'Alrland Bgttle ı the Roaiito Nuclear Oınnicideıı, WMR. No. 7,1983.
3 Thi" refers to weapons systeıns invo]-vl-ng e]-ectronlc

surve1llanc e, tracking, comınuntcation and d.ata processing (the
so-called. smart munitions), hugely destructive (e.g. vacuuın)
lYeapons , etc .

4 see Fıankfurter AllA eme 1ne June 10, 1983.
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11.

skeptics were assured that the plan put off or even cotnplete].y

ruleal out the use of nuclear weapons, that is, that 1t raised
the nuelear tbreshold. Pentagon and NATO propaganda eıpert s

expected. such clal-ms to aet a,g an ''excellent antlctoteıı to the

West European peace ınovement. 0n the other hand., the U§ Admi-

nistratlon has promised. to hand. some of the or(lers for the
eıorbitantly expensive prograınıne of t'weapons of the future|'
oveı to, West European milltary_industrial monopol1es whose

abilltieg and appetite are growing rapliily. Accorillng to the
Daily Tele Eraph , West Gerııan and Bıltish corporatlon§ heve al-
ready begun the iİevelopment and manufacture of certeln Long-

ıİeaDonsrange -/ systems (for example, West Germany is deveJ.oping

tbe new MWI ınissi}e for the Tornaclo coııbat aircraft).
The US President himself took part in pressuıing Ameıicaı s

NATO partners: in his ınessage to Congress dgted Septernber 12,
1984 he called on them to agree to greater sacıiftces for the
sake of strengthenlng the ıld.eterrent capabi.lityı' of the NATO

triatl. A tİlrectly opposlte approech was also used.--a§§uxaİlces
that impJ,eınentation of the Rogers Plan woulcl. not requi.re the
liATo countrleg to incur ad.dit ional expensea or divert financial
resources from other spberes of the milita:ıy effort. .These

countıies wele being asked g@§ (enphasis added-_J.D.) to
lnclutie the tioctrine in their long_teıın rıil|tary planning. ıı5

As a result of this massive pre§suTe froın Wasbtngton, the
pıan ııras at long 1ast officially approved at a North Atlantic
CounciJ session held ln December 1984. The NATO version of Al,r-
land, Battle was eventually named Fo1low-On Force Attack (FOFA).

5 The Int e rna t i ona1 Herald Tribrı.ne , Noyeınber 10-1 1, 1984.
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Many West European observers regard this concept as a new

edltion of l'Blitzkrieg'', referred to in the cuTrent NAIO 1ingo
as 'ıdeep f orward d.ef ence't or ltf orward def ence in deptht'. Dan

§mlth, Viee-President of the British Campaign for Nuclear Dis-
annanent, has offered a succinct description of the new aggres-
sive concept: it llis not a shift from nucleaI d.eterrents to con-
ventiona1 but a more closely integrated nuclear and conventional

L
stTategy'l." There are indications that certain elements of this
concept have already been d.rilled in the course of the NATO

mllitary eıercises codenarned Autunın Forge_84.

The deployment of ltswifttı flrst-strike nuc]ear weapons in
western Eulope begun by the Pentagon and the North Atlantic a1-
liance means that they continue to rely on these arrnaments and,
ııoreover, intend to complement them by the deployment of the
1atest conventüona1 weapons too. This is what General 3ernard
Rogers himself said about it in one of his interviews: t'Some

people claim that I would be prepared to cancel the option of a
first (atomic) strike. But that 1s not so... Sorne people think
I would want to give up nuclear weapons... But this was not what
I said. If, by the end of the decade we acquire a11 the necessary
oonventlonal arroament s ... we wi1l need even more the entire
spectrum of nuclear d.et errent s--from short-range to strategic

n
wegpons. ''J The United States is a]so pursuing a far_ıeachlng
goa1 of its own--the ability to wage a tlEurowarl| which, while d.if-

6 The Morning Star November 26, J9a4.

29, I9a2.7 Pie Welt, November
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13.

fering little frorn an ail-out nuclear war 1n its results, vrould

not affect UŞ territory. The Nat iona Journa1 , an American
periodica1 with close officia]- connections, confirms that the ı'new

generationl| weapons are to upset the military equilibıium in
Europe.

This means that the West European a]-lies of the United
States are being d,rawn into yet another dangerous and costly
round of the arms race. Washington is now expected to d,eınand.

that they annually increase their rnilitaı,y spending not by

three per cent, the way 1t was a few years agorbut by at least
4.5 per cent. Implementation of FOI'A i-rnplie s not only e buildup
of the latest weapons but also an incr'ease ln the nuınerica1

strength of the armed. forces and extensive preparations 1n the
lnfrastructure. The latest sesslon of the North Altantic Counc j-l

has alread,y decreed that allocations to develop the lnfrastiüö-
ture are to be upgraded from four billion to almost eight bll1ion
dollars over the coming six years. washington hailed. this tlec1-
slon as a "vital contribution|! to the integrated prograınıne for
1mproving conventiona1 forces.

' And so, dear reader, you see that the Rogers Plan, now

chTlstened FOFA, enhances the aggressive thrust of NATOls overal}
§trategy- Its chief cat chphrase--tto ffense is the best ilefence''--
speeks for itself, belying American and NATO propaganda claims
about the "d.efensiveıt natuıe of both the pJ-an and the mifltarist
bloc as a vıhole.

J. Daniel
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