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both represent components of a definite plen to start a nuclear
war.

This insane policy of the current US Administratiiem has
its genesis in the Committee on the Present DangeX g@PD), orga-
pised in 1976 by Paul Nitze and Eugene Rostow. ThHe 'Committee
was the main driving force in the failure of tHe WS Senate to
ratify SALT-2 and played the spearhead role imthe election of
Ronald Reagan to the Presidency. The elarvf@gts did not try in

vain.

In his book, With Enough Shovels: Reagan, Bush and Nuclear

War, Robert Scheer writes: "It was the ¥all of Reagan's first
year in office, end Charles Tymol epely, the director of the
Committee on the Present Danger, gves boasting & little. Five
years ago he and a small pand of eold warriors had set out %o
reshape American foreign poliCy, which they felt was too soft
on the Russians, and Suddend ¥ they had succeeded beyond their
wildest dreams. One member of their group was now the President
of the United States, and ‘he had recruitec heavily from the
Conmittee's renks for his top foreign policy OffiCiﬁlSi”lo
According to thé)author, CPD members include, in addition
to the President, ‘the Vice-President, the Secretary of State,
the Chiefs of thesCIA end the ACDA, the Representative to the
United DNatiofi§y and most others in key foreign policy positions.

He lists 5)pmembers of the CPD in the Reagan Administration.

10 pobert Scheer, With Enough Shovels: Reagan, Bush end
NucleapnWar, New York, 1982, p. 35.




Seheer records hfs interview with Dr. Herbert York\former
director of the Lawrence lLivermore Laboratory, the C rnie
atom-bomb development centre. York pointed out to er that
the so-called experts who advise Re;age.n on fore% d military
policy are people who, in the main, have depended on the Pentagon
for a living. Hc emphatically states that th ntagon is
planning to destroy the Soviet Union. ¢

“York: 'What's going on right now 1&\&1: the crazier
analysts have risen to higher positlons%an is normally the

case ... when the ideologues come in v their fancy stories

and their selected ... data, S o ent and the Secretary
of Defense believe the 1astv son who talked to them.'
“Scheer: 'From the r t
“York: 'That's thg %y le they talk to ... vall

The 1983 Federal xs for substantial appropriations

eApart of this money is to be used
for the purchase of milvs of shovels to dig holes. The

for “eivil defence'; a

author of With FEnough wvelg_ quotes T.K. Jones, deputy Under-
Secretary of Defenci. &ho explains how this will save the popu-

lation: “Dig a ho cover it with a couple of doors and then

throw three feeq dirt on top ... It's the dirt that does it

oo+ 1f there enough shovels to go around, everybody's going

to meke it.x You cannot help thinking that this is probably
L/

the best o dig your own grave,

1.1 oted from Political Affairs, January 1983, p. 13.
led
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The stone-hearted cynicism of the nuclear war plenners was
expressed by Eugene Rostow, a founder of CPD and formel director
of ACDA. Asked by Senator Pell whether either country could
survive” in a nuclear war, Rostow replied: *... Some estimates
predict there would be 10 million casualties on,one side and
100 million on the other. But this is not the whole popula-
tion., "3

The preparations for nuclear aggression are accompanied by
a steep increase in the psychological wamfare offensive of the
US Administration in an effort to prevd@il on the masses to
accept an eventual world cataclysm. This is the essential
meaning of Reagan's “crusadepegaingi communism® speech before
the British Parliament, of the State Department’'s numerous
conferences and propagandascampaigns on "democratising the
socialist countries’, gofitgwiprogramme for democracy and public
diplomacy’, and of Reaganfshinflammatory speech to the National
Association of Rvangelieals# in Orlando, Florida, in which he
invoked the name of Godyfor a '‘holy war® against the "Soviet
threat’.

Reagan was fumifus when he learned that the US Catholic
bishops had decl@med nuclear weapons and their use to be immoral.
His reaction throws light on what he really meant when he told
the Evangelicals that the world was divided between good and
evil: goodd meant preparing for nuclear war, evil meant defending

peace andh life., Hence all who, like the Catholic bishops, want

13 Ronald Brownstein and Inia Easton, Reagan's Ruling Class,
Washington, 1982, p. 506, '
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nuclear arsenals to be frozen until nuclear weapons are totally
banished, or who do not accept the myth of a ‘Soviet #ireat™,
are on the side of evil as Reagan sees 1it.

Thirty-seven years have passed since Churchildltat Fulton,
Missouri, and then Truman opened the cold war against the Soviet
Union on the plea that the Soviets were a “threat™ to Western
civilisation. Thirty-seven years--and never has the assault
from the East against the West predicted by the two political
actors taken place. Yet, for nearly all of these thirty-seven
years, Western Burope and the world havelbeen assaulted with
endless lies about a “Soviet threati

Some Western diplomats suggest with a condescending little
smiié that the rhetoric offthe foxrmer Hollywood actor and his
team should not be taken/too seriously, adding that they have
heard worse things. Nevertheless, there is growing concern
among influential circles dn the United States and Western
Burope that the Reagan Administration will not stop at hysteric-
al rhetoric but will aétually take a fatal step toward omnicide.
This is perfectly peSsible, for they have power. For this
reason, prominent Americans increasingly realise the need to
strike out againstwthe lie about a ‘Soviet threat'’ even though
some of them are anti-Soviet.

Gerard S@ith, a former director of ACDA and chief US dele-
gate to SAIR-1, said: “Since the war (World War II.--A.P.), I
have not seen any evidence of a seriocus Soviet intention to

mount g massive attack on Western .F'J.z:v:'c;»l::e."14

44 nrislogue (The Trilateral Gommission's Quarterly),

Sumnmer/Fall 1982, p. 5.
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Seweryn Bialer, Director of the Research Institutegon Inter-
national Exchange of Columbia University, and Joan Affexica,
professor of history at Smith College, state categoricelly:
“Soviet leaders do not want war with the West.“l5

Michael Howard, professor of modern history at Oxford Uni-
vergity, writes: “In spite of the repeated warhings of its (the
West's.--A.P.) military specialists, no thrgatvhas materialis-
ed."16 Addressing the annual conference ofathe International
Institute of Strategic Studies, of whichrhe is co-founder and
Vice-President, Howard, a well=kiown defence special-
ist, said that the chance of & conventi¥onal Soviet attack
against Western Europe is “@hgolutely minimal® and that a
nuclear attack is even less likely.l7
There are enough statetients 'of this nature, made by spokes-

men of the US Establishment / to £il1l a book. Incidentally,

World Marxist Review has published a survey of the opinions of

prominent Americans on the myth of a "Soviet threat“.ls Why

is it, then, that thig Wyth persists? We wonder whether anybody
has calculated how meny items on the "Soviet threat™ the world
bourgeois press cardies every day. It would be useful to have

such statistics./#However, even those who do not know the figure

15 poreignfhffairs, Winter 1982/1983, p. 262.
16 1p44,, p. 3l4.

17 rage¥national Herald Tribune, September 15, 1982.

18 4farilyn Bechtel, “Myth Is Myth Indeed”, in WMR, No. 2,
1981.



12.

must know that it is large, provided they read, say, the non-
communist press of NATO countries. Well-paid mastersg of
manipulating mass consciousness creatie radio and TV ‘pBogrammes
and films for the express purpoce of scaring the man in the
street with the spectre of "“Soviets armed to the teeth' and
making him believe that the "peace-loving Wesfy is lagging behind
them all the time. James Avery Joyce, interznational lawyer and

Consultant to the UN on Disarmament and Human Rights,asks in

his impassioned book for peace, The WarvMachine: “How much cold

war brain-washing does it need to takewmilhe 'Russian threat’

seriously?”19
Even the somewhat less  feverish among the warmongers occa-

sidnally admit that they do,not Teelly expect a Soviet first

strike. In With Enough SHovels,%Scheer quotes Richard Perle,

who played & key role Jjm bloekinhg ratification of SALT-2, as
saying: "I've always worried less about what would happen in

n actual nuclear exchange,than the effect that the nuclear
Lalance has on our willi#igness to take risks in local situationms.
It is not that I am Wwoemried about the Soviets attacking the
United States with nuClear weepons... It is that I worry

about en Americam _president feeling that he cannot afford to
take action inga crisis because Soviet nuclear forces are

better posed (then we are to move up the escalation 1adder.”20

13 James Avery Joyce, The War Machine. The Case Against the
Arms Radey"Hamlyn Paperbacks, Feltham, 1981, p. 106.

20 d { 8) (IR
Bobers Sheer, opocite, ps 13,
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A most revealing statement, indeed. It acknowledges that
were it not for the existence of strategic parity betyeen the
USSR and the USA, US militarists would have no fear 0fWbeing
involved in local conflicts anywhere. In other words, Soviet
arms are a deterrent to US imperialism's aims, {g=its attempts
at militarily reversing the 1iberation processes at work in the
Caribbean, Latin America, Africa and Asia. Tfhis confirmation
from the ggﬁiginded circles that US imperiglism aims to domi-
nate the 7/ by military means. And tYes is why it seeks
military superiority, why it is buildingiup vast nuclear,
chemical and conventional arsenals feryuse against both the
socialist countries and the @eveloping world.

A1l this is done in ghal name of destroying & “Soviet
threat' which they know fiot tope¥Xist. The reader will recall
that those whom we hawvg guoted and who refuse to believe in
Soviet “aggressiveness“, agre by no means partisans of social-
ism; in fact, some of them are anti-Soviet and anti-Communist.
Even so, they do not want the historically objective competition
between the two socdal systems to take the form of a war to
the death. This I8 jthe attitude of many in the capitalist
world --clergymely retired generals and admirals, politicians
of top rank, reformist and even reactionary trade union leaders,
and others.{ And it is a measure of how vast is the potential
of the growing movement for peace, for ending the arms Trace,
for saving mankind from omnicide.

Nuelear war must be condemned &s & crime against humanity.

Jonhfi Sommerwille, Professor Emeritus of Philosophy at the City



14.

University of New York, author of numerous books, inclx%ng

"books on problems of war and peace, said it well: *© «The

most urgent objective must be not the prevention oftclear
omnicide in particular. We might survive war, b cannot
survive omnicide. Someone could win a war, but no one could win

omnicide. There is such a thing as a just w Wut there 1is

no such thing as . & just omnicide. There e a war of 1li-
beration, but there cannot be an omnici liberation. A
human being could argue that there is, ccasion, a right
or even a duty to wage war, anc sti onsidered a sane
humen being, but if & human b s that there is a right
or duty to wage omnicide, ] 1 to be considered insane
by definition. We human b ? created the practical pos-

sibility of omnicide, en@ @rﬂust meke ourselves face the
¥
0

reality of that possi Vet

implementing it in prac i‘ The extreme urgency of this

order to prevent ourselves from

problem can be felt in %single fact that at the 1982 United

llations Special Sessio?n Disarmament it was impossible to

obtain agreement to esolution condemning nuclear war as a
.crime against hum T
“Has any p ve step been proposed at any authoritative,

decision—makinevel that would ameliorate this enormously

frightening x
Q,

further?

ation and lay a basis on which we could build

a step has indeed been proposed, and has been
mented. I wish I could say it was proposed by my
ent, but the fact is that it was opposed by my go-
, entirely in the spirit of the cold war. At the UN
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1982 Special Session on Disermament, although no progness
was made on actual disarmament, the Soviet government pledged
itself never to be the first to use nucléar weapong, -end
proposed that other governments follow its exampdey pointing
out, with incontestable logic, that if'there igmno first use
of the omnicidal weapons, there will be no use ‘of them at
all.“i21

So it must be. We humans have only/one€ home, our beauti-

ful blue planet!

Arthur Paull
American journalist

2l New World Review, January-February 1983, p. 21.
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countries on matters of peace and disarmament and distributed
them among its partners in the peace movement. In 1984, the
first Week of Existing Socialism was held, the participants
exchanging their views and information on various spheres
of life in the socialist countries, on their achievements,
problems and prospects. iz

We are firmly convinced that anti-commundism’ in the FRG
can be pushed back and eventually overcome.,This will by no
means be a smooth process without any difficulties or obstacles.
However, the logic of the struggle of tHe pﬁpular masses gra-
dually destroys prejudice and false comcepts and reveals the
true social causes and inter-rélationships. To succeed, we

must work consistently to promete his struggle.

THE CONCEPT OR“A/NEW.,'BLITZKRIEG"

NATO leaders claim that the recently adopted Rogers
Plan 1is strictly defeémgive. The communist press, includ-
ing your journal, says ‘it is essentially aggressive.,
Please explain whysyeun think so.

Peter Edwards, Great Britain

Let us begin by posing a different question: how can ene

envisage "defence behind enemy lines'" (and this formula is an

———

element of the mRegers Plan')' ) and at the same time talk about

a defensive thrust of the new plan? You will agree that "formue
las" of thig sort are an insult to human intelligence. After

all, the word "defence" in this case stands for attack. Even

1 see article "Is That How They Seek Peace?" in this issue,
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more openly than many other pseudo-defensive concepts of NATO
strategists, the Rogers Plan postulates aggression againgt

the Warsaw Treaty Organisation (WTO) countries. Judge 4for your-
self: at the initial stage, the plan provides for a,surprise
"preventive" (that is, first) conventional strike to a depth

of up to 500 kilometers against ccEEQEE and(ézntrol centres,
Gééig;wéommunlcatlaﬂg and otgg; vital targets 1E“theseuee&ntries,

— =

including Soviet‘nuclear weapons. The aim isgto immediately para-
lyse and aEZEEIEEEQ_EEE';;EE_EEB forces and to seize the ini~
tiative. It is argued that for all the impdrtance attached to

the first echelon of enemy troopg, thefdestruction of the second
enemy echelon will be decisive for the final victory.

The plan is based on thréee principlés that are far from
defensive: the "extended battlefield" (stretching far behind
enemy lines), the "integrated battlefield" (this refers to com-
bined strikes delivered by ald.available weapons, including
nuclear and chemical ones) and "military offensive" (as the
principal form of operatiéns).

The strategy in quéstion implies knowledge of the exact
location of key defence dnstallations in the Warsaw Treaty counte-
ries. This explains why member-countries of the North Atlantic
alliance are working so hard at the Stockholm Conference to
ensure "transparency" of the activities undertaken by the
WIO armed forcessy

Viewed from the military standpoint, the "defence" formula
proposed VYWNATO is not new. It is'largely a replica of the US
concept referred to as Airland Bgttle or Airland Battle 2000

in reference to the future, formulated in the August 1982 edition
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of the US Army Field Manual ";OO—S.2 Now the Pentagon hagyfoisted
its European version on its allies too, this time as the"WRogers
Plan,

Like Airland Battle, the plan not only offers a\new stra-
tegy of aggression but also proposes a radical modernisation
and substantial strengthening of conventional armaments. The
plan maintains that modern warfare Sh?uldmake much wider use
of "new generation" conventional armaments with their incompar-
ably greater range, power and accuraCy.3 NARO experts emphasise
that such armaments can attain virtuallyCall objectives previously
assigned to tactical nuclear weapons, bdl without the risk of
nuclear escalation.4 One can edsily imé@gine the consequences of
the use of such weapons in densely4populated Europe.

It did not prove easy, for Washington to persuade its al-
lies to accept the RogerssyP¥an £9Y1ly and without reservation.
Among the NATO countries' ruling quarters, some people question
the usefulness of diverting®hdge resources into the mass pro=-
duction of weapons systems Wuntested in action" when the WTO

countries, in their opimion, are sure to respond in kind. The

2 For more detailsq see A. Paull, "Airland Battle: the Road
to Nuclear Omnicide'™y WMR, No. 7, 1983,

3 This referati®6 weapons systems involving electronic
surveillance, trpaeking, communication and data processing (the

so~called smari munitions), hugely destructive (e.g. vacuum)
weapons, etc.

4 See gggggfurter Allgemeine, June 10, 1983,
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skeptics were assured that the plan put off or even completely
ruled out the use of nuclear weapons, that is, that it #dised
the nuclear threshold. Pentagon and NATO propaganda experts
expected such claims to aet as an "excellent antidote™ to the
West European peace movement. On the other hand, the US Admi-
nistration has promised to hand some of the orders for the
exorbitantly expensive programme of "weapons ofuthe future"
over to West European military-industrial momnopolies whose
abilities and appetite are growing rapidly. According to the

Daily Telegraph, West German and British.coOrporations have al-

ready begun the development and manufaCture of certain long-
range 'eayonssystems (for example, Wést' Germany is developing
the new MWI missile for the Pornado 'eombat aircraft).

The US President himself took part in pressuring America's
NATO partners: in his meg®age #o Congress dated September £ 8
1984 he called on them to agree to greater sacrifices for the
sake of strengthening the "deterrent capability" of the NATO
triad. A directly opposite @pproach was also used--assurances
that implementation of fthe Rogers Plan would not require the
NATO countries to incursadditional expenses or divert financial

resources from other spheres of the military effort. "These
countries were being asked simply (emphasis added-~J.D.) to
include the doctrine in their long-term military planning."5

As a resultyof this massive pressure from Washington, the
plan was at dong last officially approved at a North Atlantic
Council sg¢Ssion held in December 1984. The NATO version of Air~

land Battle was eventually named Follow-On Force Attack (FOFA).

? The International Herald Tribune, November 10-11, 1984.
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Many West European observers regard this concept as @, new
edition of "Blitzkrieg", referred to in the current NATO “}ingo
as "deep forward defence" or "forward defence in depth™,” Dan
Smith, Vice-President of the British Campaign for Nueldar Dis-
armament, has offered a succinct description of the new aggres-
sive concept: it "is not a shift from nuclear déterrents to con-
ventional but a more closely integrated nuclea®.and conventional
strategy".6 There are indications that certainwelements of this
concept have already been dprilled in the c@urse of the NATO
military exercises codenamed Autumn Forgé=84.

The deployment of "swift" fimst-strike nuclear weapons in
Western Europe begun by the Penfagon and the North Atlantic al-
liance means that they contintiéyto rely on these armaments and,
moreover, intend to complement’ them,by the deployment of the
latest conventional weapons ®oos Phis is what General Bernard
Rogers himself said about it 4n%one of his interviews: "Some
people claim that I would béyprepared to cancel the option of a
first (atomic) strike. But $hat is not so... Some people think

I would want to give upgnuclear weapons... But this was not what

I said. If, by the end™of the decade we acquire all the necessary

oonventional armaments ... we will need even more the entire
spectrum of nuclear’deterrents—--from short-range to strategic

weapons."7 The dinited States is also pursuing a far-reaching

goal of its owAl==the ability to wage a "Eurowar" which, while dif~

© The Morning Star, November 26, 1984.

7 Die Welf, November 29, 1982,
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fering little from an all-out nuclear war in its results, weuld

not affect US territory. The National Journal, an Amerigan

periodical with close official connections, confirms &hat the "new
generation" weapons are to upset the military equildb®ium in
Europe.

This means that the West Buropean allies of ‘the United
States are being drawn into yet another dangerows and costly
round of the arms race. Washington is now expected to demand
that they annually increase their military spending not by
three per cent, the way it was a few years ago,but by at least
4.5 per cent. Implementation of FORA impdies not only a buildup
of the latest weapons but also am increase in the numerical
strength of the armed forces_and extensive preparations in the

infrastructure. The latest'®eSsidn 6f the North Altantic Council

ture are to be upgraded from four billion to almost eight billion
dollars over the coming six yéars. Washington hailed_this deci-
sion as a "vital contribution" to the integrated programme for
improving conventional f£orces.

And so, dear reader, you see that the Rogers Plan, now
christened FOFA, enh&nCes the aggressive thrust of NATO's overall
strategy. Its chigf fatchphrase~-"offense is the best defence"e-
speaks for itself, belying American and NATO propaganda claims
about the "defem®ive" nature of both the plan and the militarist

bloc as a wheole.

J. Daniel






