52[1 [ J fody 39O

A

CONFRONTATION OF THE TWO SYSTEMS
AND METAMORPHOSES OF MILITARISM

Yu FFEBD OR OV

T here is more than sufficient evidence to witness that the forces of peace
and socialism are steadily consolidating, while the positions of impe-
rialism are deteriorating and crisis phenomena in its economy and poli-
tics are piling up. This is an objective process which does not mean, how-
ever, that monopoly capital is willing to accept it as such. Moreover,
it is drawing on all resources at its disposal seeking to reverse the cour-
se of history.

Recent attempts on the part of the more bellicose elements of the bo-
urgeoisie to seize the social initiative have dramatically heightened the
level of confrontation between the two social systems, capitalism and so-
cialism. In this context there has been.a sharpening of the debate within
the ruling quarters of Western countries over the possible solutions of
problems besetting capitalism and over the basic tenets of the West’s
long-term policy towards existing: socialism and the national liberation
movement.

Prominent among the Western ‘“brain trusts” busy shaping imperial-
ist power politics in the changing world is the Trilateral Commission,
which is at pains to justify the militarist course, simultaneously trying to
avoid its more dangerous and odious manifestations.

T he Trilateral Commission, whose membership is now listed at around
300, was formed in-June 1973, when the crisis which continues to con-
vulse the capitalist world was already looming ahead. The idea of such
a body was conceived)by David Rockefeller, who until recently headed
the Chase Manhattan*Bank, one of the more powerful financial = empires
in the West. Among the Commission members are prominent political
figures in the USA; West European states and Japan, heads of major cor-
porations, and leading bourgeois economists and political scientists. '
Recommendations issued by the Trilateral Commission cover a broad
range of issues and at times pursue openly short-term goals. However,
persisting in all its documents starting with the initial report is concern
caused by/the state-monopoly capital’s diminishing ability to influence the
course of social development and by the growing economic, social and
political instability of the capitalist system. A major permanent line is
also the eonviction underlying all the Commission’s activities that a col-

' For details see International Non-Governmental Organizations and Agencies, Mos-
cow, 1982, pp. 338-339 (in Russian).
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ries, pressure which the USA will not hesitate to use against the African
peoples should it need to.

Seeking to drag the African countries into its far-reaching militaristic
plans the US Administration would like to turn Africa into an arena of
global military and political confrontation. As always, Washington pre-
sumptuously believes that the peoples of the developing countries are una-
ware of the true reasons behind the US manoeuvres to achieve these aims.
Moreover, the US strategists are certain that this task will be made easier
by increasing the African countries’ financial and economic difficulties,
and hence their dependence on the West. All this is wishful thinking. The
peoples of Africa are far from indifferent to the ways of settling key issues
of the times. They are growing ever more aware that in the conditions
of global confrontation and mounting international tension, it is hardly
possible even to speak of escape from the vicious circle of neocolonialist
relations and the achievement of economic decolonisation.

Africa is moving into the second half of the 1980s with a burden of
unsolved problems. The pressure of neocolonialist forces on the young so-
vereign states, which they are trying to bring under their total control,
is still as strong as ever. In this arduous struggle to preserve their inde-
pendence against imperialist diktat, the peoples of Africa, as before, can
count on the selfless support of the Soviet Union and the entire socialist
community.
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lective effort by the three centres of imperialism is required if the world
balance of power is to be tilted in favour of capitalism, and its weakened
position improved. (210 B ORD ;

The aggravation of the general crisis of capitalism is interpreted in
Commission documents in military terms as, above all, greater vulnera-
bility of the West to unspecified “outside” forces which are supposed to
threaten the very existence of bourgeois society. “Forces outside the tri-
lateral regions [the Trilateral Commission’s name for the USA, ‘Western
Europe and Japan.—Yu. F.] will threaten the international political and
economic order more severely in the 1980s than in any decade since the
1940s,” proclaimed a recent report.2 A “derangement” of this erder, the
report stressed further, was fraught with disastrous consequences for the
developed capitalist countries.

The way the issue is formulated is characteristic enpugh. First, the
ideologists and politicians of the West cannot acknowledge that the crises
phenomena weakening capitalism stem from within; second, it is a con-
venient justification of the ever tougher and more aggressive foreign po-
licy pursued by the imperialist states. Indeed, the very assumption that
the source of all misfortunes that beset the capitalist system is to be
found outside it leaves the reactionary circles of the bourgeois states free
to make the fullest possible use of military, political and economic pres-
sure, blackmail, etc. It is for this reason that the Trilateral Commission’s
theorists maintain that the threat to the Western social and economic or-
der proceeds primarily from the “challenge” presented by the Soviet Union
and the processes under way in the Third World.

On the strength of these assumption, as early as in the second half
of the 1970s, the Trilateral Commission experts advocated rejection of
detente and a vigorous interferefice into the affairs of both the peoples
building socialism and communism and those who have just begun intro-
ducing progressive reforms. A Commission report which was issued in
1978 read: “As a basic guideline for our long-term relationship with the
communist powers, then, the, West.should not be content to defend its
fundamental values and seek to implement them on its own territory. It
should set itself the objective to influence the natural process of change
that occurs in the Third World and even in the Communist world.. ", 3
As is known, these appeals did not remain unheeded by the ruling elite
of the United States and certain other imperialist powers.

Confrontation with the existing socialism is of course a plan of action
approved by the entire ruling capitalist class. However, its different sec-
tions frequenly differ as to the ways and means of struggle best able to
meet the requirements and)adapted to the available Western resources.
As a rule, the Trilateral ‘Commission represents the viewpoint of the
cosmopolitan faction of big capital closely linked with transnational cor-
porations. Developing the strategy of imperialism, it seeks to coordinate
the whole range of global economic and political objectives pursued bv
the monopolies and. adapted to the current balance of power in the world
with the strengtheniing of capitalism’s rear. Commission reports insist
that to attain this it is essential to overcome or at least alleviate the an-
tagonism between the Western centres of power which makes a coordina-
ted policy inginternational affairs impossible. The emphasis is on the re-
moval of the steadily exacerbating crisis phenomena in the capitalist
economy and_the contradictions between the USA, Western Europe and
Japan which are becoming worse as a result. “The revitalization of the
world econemy [capitalist economy—VYu. F.] is a precondition for any en-

* N.. Ushiba, G. Allison, T. de Montbrial, Sharing International Responsibilities
Among the Trilateral Countries. The Trilateral Commission, 1983, p. 2

% J. Azrael, R. Lowenthal, T. Nakagawa, An Qverview of East-West Relations. The
Trilateral Commission, 1978, p. 46.
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during improvement in the security situation,” stated the Trilateral Com-
mission’s report on military and political issues. “But beyond that, the
continuing economic disputes on trade, monetary, and macroeconomic
management issues are prejudicing our alliances, detracting from efforts
to achieve greater support for trilateral security interests from other co-
untries and giving encouragement to the Soviet Union and its alliesi™*

These considerations reflect, though in a distorted way, the processes
taking place in the world. Seeking to strengthen their positions, Western
ruling quarters in recent decades have been feverishly trying to find a way
to duil the edge of inter-imperialist contradictions. They realize that com-
petition between the national sections of monopoly bourgeoisie within the
trilateral region has a damaging effect on the potential of imperialism
in the global class confrontation. Experience has shown, however, that
appeals to big capital not to prejudice its common class interests are not
enough to subdue the effects of the above contradiction. Henee the at-
tempts of the Trilateral Commission theorists to find new organisational
forms and mechanisms that would supposedly allow to ‘attain the stated
objectives.

Commission reports published in the 1970s proposed, among other
things, the establishment in the West of international structures able to
make the developed capitalist countries accept the leadership of the few
most powerful imperialist states headed by the USA. The theoretical fo-
undation was provided by the “interdependence” theory interpreted in a
way promoting the interests of transnatienal corporations. “The objective
of the Trilateral Commission is clear,’-wrote the French magazine Eco-
nomie et politigue. “It demands that this interdependence be enhanced and
systematized, and that we work for a sort of supra-national arrangement
that would meet the requirements of big capital which is reorganizing it-
seli, and ensure the USA, the FRG and"Japan increasingly greater free-
dom of action in the world economy.’”*®

These ideas are still being advocated by the Trilateral Commission,
which, however, has been forced to admit that their implementation is at
present unfeasible. “Economic interdependence will continue and will re-
quire, over the long term, the creation of new and stronger international
institutions to manage the issues of interdependence,” stated one of the
Commission’s reports. “It’s now:politically impossible to establish the
international institutions.”

The Trilateral Commission has recently been impelled to relinquish its
ambitious plans to establish.supra-national mechanisms regulating the
economic and socio-political processes in capitalist society. It is now con-
centrating not so much on the settlement as on taking the edge off the
more urgent problems besetting the capitalist world. The reason is the
exacerbation and growing complexity of the whole system of inter-impe-
rialist contradictions inthe first half of the 1980s.

The recent recommefidations of the Trilateral Commission rest on the
idea of “partnership” and “division of responsibility”. The stress is on
coordinating the efforts by the leading imperialist states which are to do
their best to find mutually acceptable compromises, as a practical policy
promoting the common class interests of bourgeoisie would, according to
trilateral theorists, yield tangible benefits to bourgeoisie in each trilateral
country. An attempt has been made to elaborate the general principles of
such partnership. “Contributions to collective efforts should be roughly
proportioniate to the capacities and interests of the parties and the bene-

4 G/ Smith, P. Vittorelli, K. Saeki, Trilateral Security: Defense and Arms Control
Policies in the 1980s. The Trilateral Commission, 1983, p. 76.

5 Economie et politique, July-August 1979, p. 66. 1

¢ T. Watanabe, J. Lesourne, R. McNamara, Facilitating Development in a Changing
Third World. Trade, Finance, Aid. The Trilateral Commission, 1983, p. 2.
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developing countries cripple the overall positions of imperialism. Hence
the urge to work out a more flexible policy and utilize the whole range
of means to offset the operation of tendencies prejudicial to the West.

A great deal of attention is given to those regions of the developing
world which are strategically important for the capitalist states as sour-
ces of fuel and mineral raw materials. These are, above all, the Middle
East and the Persian Gulf. Sophisticated political and economic techni-
ques are being supplemented by power politics. The Commission stated
in a most straightforward manner that “security interests call for‘a mili-
tary dimension of policy in the area”. In the given case, the “division of
responsibility” between the leading imperialist states implies, saccording
to the Commission, that the USA should shoulder the main burden of the
armed struggle against the anti-imperialist forces, while the other NATO
countries and Japan will undertake to enhance their military effort so as
to be able to step in should American armed forces be engaged elsewhere
in all sorts of neocolonial ventures. This idea is almost identical with the
scheme developed by NATO in the course of lengthy debates which envi-
sages a “southward expansion” of the zone covered by:that bloc activi-
ties.

It is therefore clear that all this verbiage about the security of the
Western economy serves to justify the attempts of imperialism to control
the natural resources of the developing countries and decide their poli-
tical future. This is a line which goes against net only international law
and political ethics but which may engénder dangerous flareups and cri-
ses adversely affecting world politics.

This is ample evidence to show that.the reactionary quarters in capi-
talist states continue to entertain hopes of,forcefully altering the course
of the historical confrontation between the twe social systems, and estab-
lish, by fire and sword, the rule of big “monopoly capital throughout the
planet. However, such plans are deomed to failure. The USSR is strong
enough to foil any aggressive plans nurtured by the enemies of peace and
independence of the peoples.

The Trilateral Commission’s reports show that influential sections of mo-
nopoly capital, concerned with,the weakening of the positions of the
world capitalist system, still réegard armed force as the means to resolve
the principal contradiction of the epoch. This position dramatically aggra-
vates the threat of war and-ingreasingly clashes with the realities of the
nuclear age.

There is no, nor can there be, a reasonable alternative to the consi-
stent course towards peaceful coexistence of states with different social
system pursued by the.socialist community. Refusing to accept this
obvious truth, the Trilateral Commission rather resembles a blind man
with other blind men in tow. Its ambitious reports are another proof of
the unsoundness of bofirgeois ideology, which has failed to either under-
stand the profound processes of social development or capture the moods
and strivings of millions of people who are determined to avert a nuclear
catastrophe.



TOWARDS THE 27th CONGRESS OF THE CPSU
P F  a s nc  TEAM P  i em.

THE PEACE POTENTIAL
OF SOVIET FOREIGN POLICY

N. KA PEWI ENKO

In accordance with the decision of the April 1985 Plenary Meeting of the

CPSU Central Committee, the Party and the nation have 'begun intense and
diverse work to prepare for the next, 27th Congress of the CPSU, which
will convene on February 25, 1986. This work includes the political, econo-
mic, organisational, and ideological-theoretical activity of the Party, in the
course of which a profound assessment is to be made of the current situa-
tion, achievements and shortcomings in all areas of our life are to be ana-
lysed, and bold and energefic actions are to'be planned, the implementa-
tion of which would bring the country to new frontiers in improving deve-
loped socialism.

As practice has convincingly shown, congresses of the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union become events of exceptional international political
significance. Their importance and place in history extend beyond the
boundaries of our country and exert a profound and far-reaching influence
on the course and perspective of world events.

The importance of the congresses of the CPSU stems from the fact that
they tackle problems of truly worldwide significance. It also stems from the
place and role of the Soviet state in the system of contemporary interna-
tional relations. The process of improving further socialist society exerts
a direct influence on the overall development of international relations and
contributes to the strengthening of the international position of the new so-
cial system. The successful development of the USSR is the main factor de-
termining the logical inevitability of the general change in the correlation
of forces between the two social systems in favour of socialism and to the
defriment of imperialism, The well-grounded nature, the material and moral
strength, and the ideological-political potential of the decisions of our
Party congresses are rooted in the strength of the socialist society which
has been built in the Soviet Union.

The political and theoretical conclusions made by the congresses of the
CPSU are of exceptional significance for the modern world, parficularly for
working out the political strategy of the world revolutionary movement.
Scientific-theorefical treatment of the cardinal problems of world develop-
ment has never been a prerogative of one party—it depends on the objec-
tive place a given party occupies in the process of the revolutionary frans-
formation of the'world.

The political and scientific-theoretical significance of our Party's cong-
resses stems from the following:

— congresses of the CPSU work out a comprehensive programme of
socio-economic development for the USSR, determine the ways and pers-

Nikolai Kapchenko, Cand. Sc. (Hist.) is deputy editor-in-chief of “International Affa-
irs”. He specialises in the theory and practice of socialist foreign policy, and has autho-
red a number of books, pamphlets and articles on this subject.
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THE TRILATERAL COORDINATION CENTRE
FOR IMPERIALIST POLICY
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s the worldwide crisis aflecting capitalism becomes waf

nomic and political positions oi capitalism weaken, ocialism grows
in strength, together with national liberation and dem@esdtic movements,
capitalist leaders are seeking new ways and means gf%ensolidating their
ranks and pitting them against progressive forces.

One such attempt is the creation of a Trilateral&'nmission, a consul-
tative body made up of leading fligures from th%ted States, Western
Europe and Japan. This commission deserves att n primarily because
the reports it prepares, and the publications, sf#éments and articles by
its members reflect the current thinkiﬁg of ruling circles in the capitalist

world. Also of signal importance is the, fact “‘ of its former members
hold now top positions in the W gt?administration. including
practically all the major foreign-p posts.

“The international system is er a drastic transformation,
through a number of crises”, n the ution of the executive commit-

tee of the Trilateral Commiss%“ ntation in an attempt to main-
tain the underlying assump% t system could lead to a general
u

breakdown. On the other h Jer policies to adapt it to the new
partners and conditions& ex the area of effective cooperation
more widely ever before”. v

The Trilateral Commission was%et up in July, 1973, by a small group
consisting of Columbia University Professor Zbigniew Brzezinski, Harvard
University Professor Robert e, head of foreign-policy studies of Bro-
okings Institution Henry , and George Francklin, who for a long
time held the post of dire¢toriof the Council of Foreign Relations.

The man behind the c*ission was Chase Manhattan Bank President
David Rockefeller who, ifig|@ number of speeches before American business
leaders, proposed the idea of creating a non-governmental organization
uniting the most influ€n%ial private persons irom North America, Western
Europe and Japan. ',n idea was approved by the Bilderberg Conference
held in 1972—an anfiyal closed meeting of public and political figures
and businessmen jrom Western Europe and the United States.

Originally th@nmission consisted of 200 people. The last membership

26,71977, revealed 84 Americans, 92 West Europeans and
Approximately hali the commission's members represent big
gwowners or presidents of large international corporations

and’ heads or partners of the law firms that serve them. The
other mermbers are professional politicians and prominent bourgeois
scholars4&g¥perts on the world economy and international relations. It is
of not “the members of the commission cannot occupy official posts on

state eXeesitive bodies.
T&ommission has three headquarters, one each in New York, Paris
f and ToKyo. Its chairmen are David Rockeielier, Georges Berthoin, a for-

! Trialogue, No. 6, Winter 1974-1975, p. 3.
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Now a new social system has emerged which is waging an uncompro-
mising struggle against world war. The victory of the socialist revolution
in Russia has opened the way to the establishment of peace on Earth. “De-
mocracy is most clearly manifested in the fundamental question of war
and peace,” !5 Lenin emphasized in 1920. The victory of the socialist rey6,
lution and peace throughout the world are organically linked. -

Lenin wrote: “The first Bolshevik revolution has wrested the first haund:
red million people of this earth from the clutches of imperialist war_and
the imperialist world. Subsequent revolutions will deliver the rest of mank-
ind from such wars and from such a world.” 6

History has justified these words. As a result of World War TI"which
was even greater and more terrible than the first one, and, to.a consider-
able extent, of the fact that the Soviet Union stood at the head/of the li-
beration struggle against fascist Germany, which personifiédsthe worst
form of reaction the world has ever known, new states and peoples were
snatched from the clutches of the capitalist system and a werld socialist
system arose.

In advancing the principle of peaceful coexistence between the two so-
cial systems, the Bolsheviks based themselves on thefsoeial nature of the
new socialist state, on the common interests in the struggle for socialism
and democracy and on the objective laws of the final trinmph of socialism
in this peaceable contest. However, the peace programme and peaceful
coexistence could not become a reality in conditi®ns of capitalist encircle-
ment, with the Soviet Union being the omly soeialist state in the world.
Peaceful coexistence turned out to provide onlypa breathing space before
fascist aggression against the USSR i, World War I1. After this war, when
the socialist system became establislied on @aworld scale, radical changes
took place in the correlation of forcés fi thétinternational arena, and peace-
ful coexistence acquired a firm foundation.

The current development of 4dntérnatiomal affairs reflects the general
laws and main trends of our @age. The leading trend in world historical
development in this century i§ the continued extension of the sphere of so-
cialist influence, which has becomela determining factor in this process,
and limitation of the sphere of influence of the imperialist powers on the
course of world history.

Under these conditions, the possibilities for avoiding a new world war
and new armed conflicts have tisén tremendously. Of great importance in
this are the policy of detente{,advanced and developed by the USSR and
the other socialist countries’"Hvaccords with the interests of each nation
and the interests of mankifidias a whole, for it creates the best conditions
for the struggle of the werking class and all democratic forces, for esta-
blishing the inalienable (gights of each nation freely to choose and follow
its own course of devel@pinent, for the struggle against monopoly domina-
tion and for socialism. Therefore, the “left” revisionist and Maoist ideas
of the “‘usefulness” of a third world war for advancing the world socialist
revolution and the‘eencepts of “exporting”, “planting” or “pushing” and
imposing the revolution on peoples by military force have nothing in com-
mon with Marxism-Leninism. These methods can only serve to discredit
the liberation struggle of the working people of the world and, on the con-
trary, help the export of counter-revolution by reactionary imperialist
circles in vafious parts of the world.

The stritggle for peace and peaceful coexistence reflects the historical
optimisnt.of @ new system that is gaining strength and that does not need
war to ensure its final triumph.

15 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 30, p. 319.
18 [bid., Vol. 33, p. 57.

5 — 2590 (amura.)
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mer head representative of the Commission of the European Communities
based in Britain, and Takeshi Watanabe, a former president of the Asian
Development Bank. There is an executive committee of 35 members. Zbig-
niew Brzezinski was the commission’s director, and to a great extent, i&
ideological leader until his appointment to the post of national secug
adviser to the President of the United States. ‘

The commission’s budget, which from mid-1976 to mid-1979 will
$1.2 million, comes irom donations by philanthropic organization d
contributions from private persons and corporations.

The commission forms “special groups™ of experts to report ofspecific
pressing political and economic problems facing the capitalist tries.
The preparation of the reports is, as a rule, entrusted to the eminent spe-
cialists from the countries of the three regions. Many of the not offi-
cially belong to the commission. While drawing up the re they con-
sult with other experts on particular issues and with the ers of the
commission itself. The reports are discussed at the commi 's conferen-
ces, held usually twice a year. So far 15 reports have prepared and
published. The reports not only contain analyses of t te of affairs in
various spheres of international relations, but also orate recommen-
dations for measures that the commission’s member@a should be taken.

The commission puts out a special bulletin called gue.

“Trilateralism”™ upon which the commission is ed stems from the
need to strengthen relations between these thr ower centres” of mo-
dern capitalism, and to coordinate theirfgconol ocial and foreign poli-
cies, with the leading role of the US g tained. In this way
Western leaders hope, as far as po , to upite the major capitalist
countries, develop a common cour th ect to the socialist and de-
veloping countries, and, in the ﬁnkal)$o hamper any further chan-
ges in the balance of power in t orl& avour of the forces of social-
ism, democracy and national Ij on

Back in the late 1960s, Zb B
Two Ages. America’s Role iﬁ T

si

inski wrote in his book Between-\
tronic Era, which outlined the

ideas brought up in the co s reports, that the association of de-
veloped countries that was takin pe needed some sort of organiza-
tional expression. A council, he continued, initially perhaps, bringing toge-
ther only the US, Japan and rn Europe to form a political alliance

of leaders of the countries t are interests and problems, would be
more eflective in working o nt programmes than the United Nations
is, whose eflectiveness is i&ably limited by the cold war and contra-
dictions between North a outh.2

Fred Bergsten, a lead member of the commission and Assistant
Secretary of the Treas (international affairs) remarked: ‘“‘After every
major war in this ce ¥ Americans sought a new world order. Wilson
pushed the League o tions; Roosevelt and Truman constructed the
UN—Bretton Woods system; and now, after Vietnam, Jimmy Carter gives
us the Trilateral p@’

The key to “tma ralism” is “coordination™, which has become especi-
ally popular ig id-1970s, when the balance of power between the
United States Nstern Europe and Japan has changed to the detriment

of the US. § ng beiore a Rotary Club branch in Wilmington, Dela-
ware, Sena ‘illiam Roth, one oi the commission’s active members,

elations between the industrially developed countries:
denotes a new emphasis on consuitation and equality with-
n entente (and here the word éntente is quite appropriate).

? See 7. Brzezinski, Befween Two Ages America's Role in the Technoironic Era.
New York, 1970, p. 297.

3 Atlantic, July 1977, p. 57.
5%
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This new emphasis is required because of the lessening of disparities be-
tween the three regions.. Twenty years ago, because of the abnormal situa-
tion, resulting from World War II, we were by far the predominant
partner in these alliances. Today we are still the leading country ‘md
should remain so, but income disparities have been sharply altered”4

Coordination presupposes not only diie consideration of each country
comprising the “trilateral system”™ and the possible consequencesaof its
economic policies for the partners, but also the necessity of elaberating
joint measures to regulate world economic relations. “As the world’s eco-
nomies become increasingly interdependent”, one of the commission’s re-
ports noted, “increased coordination of this type becomes increasingly
necessary. Indeed, the economic officials of at least the largest countries
must begin to thirik in terms of managing a single world economy”.5

The majority of the commiission’s documents reflect attemipts by leading
capitalist states to create more authoritative and effective supra-national
bodies to coordinate their economic policies. For exafmple, in order to
solve the problems of managing a world capitalist eeconomy, it has been
proposed that regularly meeting or permanently opgtatihg committees be
formed (perhaps within OECD), consisting of top‘officials from the US,
Canada, Japan and West European countries. Mofedver, it has been sug-
gested that a committee of finance ministers from 207of the leading non-
socialist states be set up to handle monetary and financial issues.® This,
as well as several other proposals the, commis§ion tabled back in 1973 on
changing capitalist monetary and finangial sy§tem, have been implement-
ed. On April 1, 1978, the International"Monetary Fund announced a new
system of capitalist currency and fifaficial relations, which is basically
similar to the plan proposed by thé Trilatéral Commission.

As was widely recognized by 'the WeStern press the reports of the Tri-
lateral Commission in fact poinléd to_the, need for the meetings between
the heads of the leading capitalist states'in Rambouillet, Puerto Rico,
London and Bonn and influenged the work of the Conference on the Inter-
national Economic Cooperation held.in Paris from December, 1975, to
June, 1977, which drew a number of ‘industrially developed capitalist co-
untries and developing nations.

In view of the weakened ppsition of the United States, the Trilateral
Commission put forward the Tdea of “collective leadership™. “Collective
leadership is indispensable at tHis point of history”, stated one of the com-
mission’s reports.” Belittlemient of the leading role of the United States
in the world capitalist systém in no way means, however, that the latter
is about to give up this/tele. In fact, the US proceeds from the premise
that in acting in accord with West Etiropean countries and Japan, it is
capable under present (cofiditions of achieving more than if it acted alone.

Considerable attemtion is focussed in the reports of the Trilateral
Commission on the ‘preblem of relations between transnational corpora-
tions and states. There are a number of indications that the present
Washington administration is striving more than ever to utilize the trans-
nationals to acltieve its expansionist designs throughout the world. It is
noteworthy that American official representatives, especially Andrew
Young, US représentative to the UN and formerly a Trilateral Commission
member, poiited in his negotiations with leaders of developing countries
to the needylor creating more favourable conditions for the activities of
American4ransnationals.

The.tomimission’s reports constantly pose the question of forming some

* Trialogue, No. 4, February-March, 1974, p. 6

3

5 #The Reform of Internafional Institutions”, Triangle Papers, No. 11, 1976, p. 22.
¢ “Towards a Renovated World Monetary System”, see Triangle Papers, No. 1, 1973,
pp- 7, 23, 27.
7 “The Reform of International Institutions”, Triangle Papers, No. 11, 1976, pp. 12, 26.




S

o

TRILATERAL COORDINATION CENTRE FOR IMPERIALIST POLICY 109

sort of supra-national body to defend the transnationals from the threat
of their property being nationalized by the host countries. One of these re-
ports reiers to the absence of such a body as an anomaly in modern inter-
national relations: “There is one economic issue where new institutionaly
arrangements are clearly needed: foreign direct investment and multi
tional enterprises. Yet there are no rules or institutions whatsoeve
govern international investment.”® The creation of this type of instit
would place countries that have opted to nationalize transnationajsiypro-
perty in a situation where they would have to oppose not an i dual
corporation supported by its country of origin, but an organizati perat-
ing on behalf of all transnationals or at least the majority of their count-
ries of origin. The commission also proposed the establishme a speci-
al information and research centre, supposedly as a counte ht to the
UN Commission on Transnational Corporations operating&m the fra-

mework of the UN Economic and Social Council.? E N

One of the main problems in the relations between trially deve-
loped capitalist countries and developing nations is t i the trade in
raw materials and fuel. It is not accidental that the pEoposals of the Tri-
lateral Commission invariably touch on ways to expand and strengthen
the influence of capitalist states on exporters of vital’faw materials.

Consequently, the commission put forward thegidéa’of a three-billion-
dollar, annually replenishable fund to provide loans to the poorest deve-
loping countries. This would consist ofydues p@ideby OPEC countries
within the framework of the Internati Bankbfor Reconstruction and
Development. The interest on the loans is tovovered by OPEC count-
ries and leading capitalist states. 'er, lodns are to be granted on
condition that goods and equipme ased in industrially deve-

are
loped capitalist countries.!? y e
The commission also e]abora@ P or the industrially developed
cks
t

states to create a sort of buffef w materials to deprive the de-
veloping nations of the oppor raw materials exports as a po-

litical lever against their W p rs. One of the commission’s docu-
ments, however, states: “This sHoulygot preclude individual nations from
undertaking their own supplementary buffer stock programs.”!! This is

exactly what the United States Qoing today—building up its strategic
reserves of oil in undergrou ervoirs. What filters through is the
commission’s interest in usin %rnatioual agreements to create favour-
able conditions, mainly for the ekpansion of American monopolies.

“We reject the idea that ecial aid trade policies should be developed
tying Africa to Europe, L4lif) America to the USA or Southeast Asia to
Japan,” one commission pepdrt states. “This does not exclude the free col-
laboration between develeped and developing countries of the same region
on projects based on fmiual economic interest. What does rule out are
the exchange of fariff preferences between limited groups of developed
and developing coumtsies or the granting of military and economic aid in
return for preferr ess to raw materials. A system that emphasizes
multilateral aid and multilateral trade concessions is most likely to
prevent this dew, ent and serve the long-term interests of all™.12

It is well n own that the operations of many American international

s Ibid p@ﬁ.
¢ “Seeki w Accommodation on World Commodity Markets”, see Trigngle Papers,

®The Trilateral World and the Developing Countries: New Arrangements
ion 1976-1980", see Triangle Papers, No. 7, 1975, p. 11.

! “Seekifig a New Accommodation on World Commodity Markets”, Triangle Papers,
No. 10, 1976, p. 25.

2 “A Turning Poini in North-South Economic Relations”, Triangle Papers, No. 3,
1974, pp. 20-21.
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corporations spread worldwide, and their expansion ‘is being thwarted not
only by national boundaries, but also by the confines of regional economic
blocs and groupings. Raw materials that previously reached the United
States through London or Amsterdam are now usually imported digectly
by American transnationals. However, the American corporations*are
facing competition from major West European and Japanese ones, which
have clients and capital investments in dozens of countries.

This situation is leading to the exacerbation of inter-imperfalist con-
tradictions, “trade wars” and a weakening of the unity of théideveloped
capitalist countries in face of the developing nations. This accounts for the
efforts being undertaken by capitalist leaders to unite on a trilateral basis
and naturally preserving the leading role of the United Statgs,”in order to
continue weakening and undermining the anti-imperialististruggle of the
developing states.

Of particular note are the recommendations of thes€ommission on the
policies of the imperialist countries with respect to theisocialist countries,
especially the USSR. In the latest, 15th report of theswcommission, pub-
lished in 1978 under the title “An Overview of East-West Relations”, no
attempt is made to hide the authors’ hopes that advantage might be taken
of the hegemonistic, splitting policies of the present Chinese leadership to
the detriment of ‘the Soviet Union. They openlyjput forward the idea of
coordinating pressure on the socialist countries in order to shake the
foundations of the socialist system. ‘@ne oi“the report’s conclusions is:
“The West should not only be contént to defend its fundamental [poli-
tical—S. K.] values and seek to ifiplementithem on its own ‘territory. It
should set itself an objective toginfluenee the natural change that occur
in the Third World and even inthe Communist world in a direction that
is favourable rather than unfaveurabléiio those values.” '* The report jus-
tifies post factum the increasingly aggressive line being taken in US fo-
reign policy, as well as the,attemptsito prove the “necessity” of all the
other capitalist countries ptirsuing‘such a policy.

The formation of the Trilateral Commission and its activities testify to
the fact that imperialist leaders‘see the solution to the worsening crisis in
which imperialism is enmeshed in unification of its forces on a global scale
and in a more effective countegbalancing of these forces against those of
socialism, democracy, and natienal liberation.

In essence, “trilateralism® is extremely expansionist in nature. This
fact is even pointed out dyybourgeois scholars. For example, liberal poli-
tical scientist and Primceton University Professor Richard Falk writes
that, if we divide the wotld into predators and prey, then from this stand-
point the proposals @f the Trilateral Commission represent the initiative
of the predators.'*

Despite the motmiting tendency towards unification and cohesion of the
leading capitalist countries, the exacerbation of the political, trade eco-
nomic and monétary conflicts among them is not abating. This is further
confirmation of the conclusion of a report made by the CPSU Central
Committee to"the 25th Party Congress, to the effect that “the nature of
imperialismy iSysuch that each endeavours to gain advaniages at the ex-
pense of others, to impose his will. Differences suriace in new forms, and
contradictions erupt with new force”.!3

1B%An Overview of East-West Relations”, Triangle Papers, No. 15, 1978, p. 46.
14,SeeThe Yale Law Journal, Vol. 84, 1975, p. 1005.
BoDocuments and Resolutions, 25th Congress of the CPSU, Moscow, 1976, p. 34.
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STRATEGY

S. MENSHIKOV

GLASS AFFINITY AND CLASHING INTERESTS i

The developmeni of capitalism at its imperialist stage Is determined by two fen-
dencies: gravifation towards class alliance and unity in the struggle against world so-
cialism, against the national liberation movement, and the working class of the capital-
ist couniries, on the one hand, and rivairy in recarving the non-soclalist part of the
world, on the other. Although the confest between the two oppesife social systems is
the central issue in world polifics, it does not mitigate the contradictions among the
imperialist powers themselves.

ECONOMICS

F. GORYUNOV ;

MEASURED BY ECONOMIC AND FINANCIAL MUSCLE ]

The general instability and the crisis tendencies in the capitalist world economy
have aggravated the economic coniradictions among the U.S.A., the EEC, and Japan.
Their relative strength is increasingly defermined by scienfific and technological leader-
ship and the concentration of capital and financial resources in the hands of a few
fransnational multibillionaires. The superprofils amassed through financial plunder and

the arms bulldup are evidence of the parasitism and decay of capitalism as a system.
FOREIGN AND MILITARY POLICY

V. KUZNETSOV

EURASIA THROUGH WASHINGTON SIGHTS 11

The Reagan Administration is creating a new seaf of infernational fension in East
Asia by tying its Pacific Ocean allies fo the aggressive strategy of NATO. However,
the security of this region Is inseparable from infernational security in general, primari-
ly in Eurasia. Washington's military and political plans in the Far East present a new
threat not only fo the Soviet Union, but fo all countries of the two continents without
excepfion. :

D. POGORZHELSKY

“EUROPEANISM” HARNESSED TO THE PAX AMERICANA 2

In its confronfation with world secialism, Washington has made the West European
NATO counfries hostages to iis adventuristic military strategy. Western Europe has be-
gun fo awaken fo the fact that its security is imperilled not by some “Soviet threat” but
by the reckless, self-seeking policy of the U.S. The sights in Western Europe have
been set on strengthening “European defence,” on “Europeanizing” NATO ... under
the watchful eye of the Pentagon, of course.

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

N. ZHOLKVER, Y. SHISHKOV

THROUGH THE PRISM OF GLOBAL PROBLEMS | 2

MNever before has humanity been faced with so many pressing problems as it is fo-
day. The main probiem is the prevention of a nuclear conflict, the termination of the
arms race started by imperialism. imperialism is also fo blame for refarding the eco-
nomic and social development of the Third World couniries and for the fact that many
global problems—exhaustion of raw material resources, pollution of the environment,
hunger, disease—have not yet been solved. At the present level of development these
problems could be solved were it not for imperialism, the main brake on human
progress.

CONCLUSION

A. KUZIN

BORNE OUT BY HISTORY 3

G

Bl o

PO

ek b 54 22 40



ST

e R

TR (e

A N A ——

STANISLAV MENSHIKOV

CIASS AHINITV

GLASHING
INTERESTS

Wo opposite tendencies have
been at work in the imperialist
camp ever since capitalism
entered its highest phase at
the end of the 19th century.
One of them, -centripetal,
manifested itself in' the' imperial-
ist powers umniting and entering
into alliances to-achieve their com-
mon class ends, captyre and jointly
exploit colonies and semi-colonies,
and suppress, by jeint effort, the
forces of social and mational libera-
tion. The other, eentrifugal, tendency
showed in a‘ comtinuous rivalry
among the imperialist powers for
markets, raw /material sources,
spheres of capital investment, for
monopoly *  control over certain
spheres and territories and for the
redivision of those already divided.
Thesquestion of which tendency
will (prevail within the given time
limitiand under the given circum-
stances is of extraordinary impor-
tance. Now, too, as in the past, the
destiny of world peace depends to a
great extent on the answer to this
guestion.

The Dialectics of Rivalry

Back at the beginning of the 20th
century Lenin discovered a key reg-
ularity which makes it possible to
explain the complicated dialectics of
imperialism. Individual countries and
regions of the capitalist economic
system develop extremely unevenly,
some of them even spasmodically. As
a result, the alignment of economic,
political and military forces among
them keeps changing sharply. Any
new alignment of forces inevitably

enters into contradiction with the
division of markets, spheres of in-
fluence and territories reflecting the
previous alignment of forces. The
countries that “lost” revengefully
seek a new redivision of the world
in their own favour—by “peaceful”
pressure and blackmail, if they can,
or else by sheer armed force. Impe-
rialist wars, local and worldwide, are
characteristic of the first half of the
20th century.

But even in this nuclear age of
ours, imperialism has not given up
the Impudent use of armed force.
Whatever the grounds given to jus-
tify an imperialist aggression against
this or that country—be it Vietnam,
Angola, Lebanon, Grenada or Nica-
ragua—each act of aggression is
prompted by the desire of this or
that imperialist power to expand its
sphere of influence at the weaker
countries’ expense.

It goes without saying that the
socio-political alignment of forces
today is largely different from that
at the beginning of the 20th century.
The main distinguishing feature of
the present situation is that imperial-
ism no longer holds undivided sway
on the planet. More than a quarter
of the world's territory is taken up
by socialist countries, and over a
half, by the former colonies and
semi-colonies which have now be-
come sovereign states. The time
when a few imperialist powers reign-
ed supreme over practically the
entire planet has passed never to
come back.

All this creates a number of entire-
ly new objective circumstances
which have an effect on the correla-
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tion of the centripetal and centri-
fugal tendencies in the imperialist
camp. To begin with, the disintegra-
tion of the colonial empires makes
armed conflicts among the imperial-
ist powers for the redivision of ter-
ritories highly unlikely. Predatory
wars involving a direct annexation
of weaker countries are still pos-
sible, but such wars are spearhead-
ed not so much against imperialist
rivals as against the newly free
states which uphold their national
sovereignty and their right to an
independent choice of orientation.
frrsuch cases, too, frictions, contra-
dictions and discord among imperial-
ist powers are unavoidable, of
course. Britain waged its war against
Argentina in a dangerous proximity
to what the U.S. considers its “sphere
of influence.” It was no accident that
the Thatcher government showed
open displeasure with Washington's
insufficient support of its punitive
expedition, and protested to Paris
over its supplies of missiles to Ar-
gentina. After the U.S. had—unbe-
known to Britain, its closest ally—
invaded defenceless Grenada, which
is still a member of the Common-
wealth and under the symbolic aegis
of the British crown, Mrs Thatcher
openly voiced her discontent over
her senior NATO partner having
poached on “Britain’s preserves,”
and brushed aside the “class argu-
ments” offered by the Reagan Ad-
ministration, which tried to justify
its aggression against Grenada by the
need to “suppress communism.”

Two Groups of Contradictions

The key problem that arises in
connection with the radical socio-
political changes in the world today
is correlation between the acuteness
and depth of contradictions between
imperialist powers, on the one hand,
and the antagonism between the two
world social systems, on the other.

It would seem that the main con-
tradiction of contemporary world
development—the basically antagon-
istic and irreconcilable contradietion
between socialism and capitalism—
should have the indisputable prior-
ity in the complicated hierarchy of
social differences. This is indeed
true as far as the depth of the pro-
cesses under discussion is concerned.
For in the final analysis, historical-
ly, this is a matter of gradual but
universal transition from one socio-
economic formation to another—
what is more, from the last exploita-
tive society to a classless and har-
monious one. From the viewpoint of
world history, this process cannot

but take precedence over the rivalry
among imperialist powers. What we
have here is clearly a case of two
groups of contradictions, one of them
being by an order of magnitude
higher than the other in its pro-
found social essence.

At the same time, from the view-
point of /nterstate’ relations, the
acuteness of . contradictions among
individual .capitalist powers in a
concrete » historical situation may
prove much higher than the im-
mediate contradictions between so-
cialist countries, on the one hand,
and capitalist countries, on the other.

This can be illustrated by glaring
historical-examples. In 1917-20 the
affinity of the imperialist powers’
anti-communist, anti-socialist inter-
ests should have prevailed, by the
logic™ of things, over their differ-
ences. But, first of all, the real situa-
tion of a war between two coali-
tions of powers made possible the
victory of the socialist revolution in
Russia. And later, the contest among
the imperialist powers for the “tit-
bits” of the planet re}egated to the
background and evem helped bring
to a flop their joi intervention
against young socialist Russia—an
intervention in which the U.S., Brit-

ain, France, Japan and their foster- .

lings, the home counterrevolutiona-
ries, took part.

Another case in point is the out-
break of World War II. It is com-
mon knowledge today that in the
thirties the U.S., Britain and France
made every effort to channel Ger-
many's and Japan's aggression to-
wards the Soviet Union. That time,
too, the “class affinity” did not work.

These phofographs, faken at various
times, show fragments of the confention
among fthe Iimperialist powers for
spheres of influence. A sireet scene in
Luftwaffe-bombed Covenfry, 1940.

World War II started as a war be-
tween blocs of capitalist powers, and
it was only later that a different
anti-Hitler coalition of socialist and a
number of capitalist states formed as
a single military alliance.

Record of Coexistence

Could the above-mentioned de-
velopments have been exceptions
from the rule, caused by special
unique historical circumstances and
situations? Not at all. An analysis
of the history of interstate relation-
ships between socialism and capital-
ism over two thirds of the century
will show that they are governed by
laws of its own and present a com-
plex combination and interlacement
of struggle and co-operation.

From the very outset, socialism call-
ed for peace and made the principle
of peaceful coexistence between
states with different socio-political
systems the cornerstone of its foreign
policy. Many in the West found it
paradoxical that consistent revolu-
tionaries firmly believing in the in-
evitable worldwide triumph of com-
munism should profess peaceful co-
existence in their practical policy.
Was that logical?

A convincing answer to this ques-
tion was furnished a long time ago.
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The Communists have always been
against the export of revolution and
never practised it. The Western
propaganda talk about the “export of
revolution” distorts and primitivizes
the essence of communism and has
nothing to do with reality. We have
always been rendering assistance to
liberation forces and progressive re-
gimes, especially those threatened
with the export of counterrevolution.
This is our internationalist duty. But
from the angle of the Marxist-
Leninist theory the “export of rev-
olution” is altogether impossible, and
a revolutionary preaching it would
be a dangerous visionary. Our theory
says that socialism and communism
arise only given objective conditions
for them in each particular country,
i.e., when there arises a social need
for them.

The advantage of socialism lies not
in military force, but in a crisis-free
development, in its ability to ensure
a harmonious development of society
in the interests of all its members, in
the abolition of class inequality, ex-
ploitation and all forms of discrimi-
nation and oppression. It is a society
which brings people full and genuine
emancipation, gives them vital rights
and offers them opportunities for a
full disclosure of their abilities. This
society, based on social justice, some-
times finds it hard to compete with
the age-old society of money-grub-
bing and unlimited egocentrism. This
is a historical competition between
two entirely different social cultures
and world outlooks. But the Com-
munists are certain that their ideas
and principles will prove superior
and prevail only in peaceful com-
petition with capitalism. The fewer
the wars and the lower the intensity
of the arms race, the sooner will the
advantages of socialism come to the
fore.

Pearl Harbor afier the Japanese air
aftack in 1941,

The Soviet state has been pursuing
this principled policy since the day
of its inception. This policy meets
with understanding and recognition
on the part of many capitalist states.
What's more, it manifests itself in the
development of peaceful and mutual-
ly Dbeneficial economic, scientific,
technical, cultural and other forms
of co-operation with the overwhelm-
ing majority of the non-socialist
countries. Ever meore statesmen,
public figures, capitalist firms and
ordinary citizens in the West come
to realize, from their own experience,
that such co-operation is a norm in
the relations with socialist coun-
tries.

Cordon Sanitaire
and Imperial Ambitions

The long record of peaceful co-
existence and co-operation is marred
by endless political and propaganda
campaigns in the West about the
Soviet communist “threat”—in the
military, political, economic and.any
other sphere. The White House must
be wunder the delusion that the
“crusade” and “the empire of evil”
are its original inventions. Like Mo-
litre’s “bourgegis gentilhomme” it
does not suspect that it is eéxpressing
itself in trite__and “unimaginative
prose. In 1918, its predecessors pro-
claimed the'need to put an end to the
“communist, epidemic,™ ' Later, they
insisted fon putting up a “cordon
sanitaire™ as if they were threaten-
ed by choleralorileprosy. In 1946,
Winston Churchill set afloat the
phrase “the .iron.curtain.”

We are realists and we under-
stand that peaceful coexistence does
not canecel out struggle between
ideologies. ‘But the Soviet Union is
categorically against extending ideo-
logical _differences to international
relations. This is a dangerous prac-
tice, especially so in this nuclear age
ofours.

The “ideologization” of interstate

relations with socialism has always
stemmed more from the militarists’
chauvinistic hypocrisy than from
genuine concern for the class inter-
ests of the bourgeoisie. The aggres-
sive Berlin-Rome-Tokyo axis, creat-
ed in the 1930s, was designated the
“anti-Comintern pact.” Fascism hat-
ed the Comintern;/nevertheless, the
axis states first pounced upon the
European capitalist » countries and
their colonies and 'semi-colonies in
Asia and Africa. Behind the “anti-
Comintern” .phraseology there lurk-
ed plans for their own world domina-
tion.

The ,knocking together of the
NATO bloe in 1949 was also “sub-
stantiated” by the need to “deter”
communism, to “save” Europe from
“invasion from the East.” But there
is no denying the fact that NATO has
always reflected the United States’
absolute superiority over Western
Europe in military might, that the
bloc was intended to keep and con-
solidate the position of the United
States as the military-political leader
of the capitalist world. Having prom-
ised its allies to defend them from
“communist expansion,” America
has burdened them with extra mil-
itary spending, undermined their
positions in their former colonies,
and redivided spheres of influence in
its own favour. All this has happen-
ed relatively “peacefully” and under
the motto of imperialist class af-
finity.

Today, the hue and cry about “sav-
ing the free world” amounts to the
selfsame imperialist yearning for
world domination. It is not for noth-
ing that even in the West the pres-
ent U.S. Administration is ever
more frequently identified with

“imperial policy” and “imperial am-
bitions.” Anyone can see that these
notions stand for Washington’s frus-
tration over its shattered “American
age” dream which certain quarters
were sure would come true through
the medium of NATO.
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Rising from Ashes

The growth of the socialist world
has not detracted from the uneven
and spasmodic nature of capitalism’s
development. On the contrary, this
feature has become even more strong-
ly pronounced over the past few de-
cades.

Of the several rivalling imperialist
centres Lenin wrote about (the U.S,,
Britain-France, Germany, Japan),
only one—the U.S.—emerged irom
World War II. Two of the other
centres (Germany and Japan) had
been routed militarily, and the third
(Britain-France) had been weakened
sharply by the war, as well as by the
forces of national liberation in the
colonies and by the U.S. concerns’
“peaceful offensive” In the late
1940s, the U.S. accounted for a half
of the capitalist world’s industrial
output, a third of its export, three
quarters of its gold reserves, and a
lion’s share of its investments abroad.
It had absolute domination in the
sphere of international credit and in
all currency areas. Even the biggest
imperialist powers depended /fon
U.S. financial aid. Western Europe
was referred to then as “Marshalliz-
ed Europe,” and Japan—as ‘an oc-
cupied province under U.S.‘military
governor.

A quarter of a century later, to-
wards the early 19708, the picture
changed beyond recognition. In 1973,
Western Europe came almost level
with the U.S. in the volume of indus-
trial production/ The output of
Western Europe and Japan combin-
ed topped that of the United States
by far. America's share in capitalist
export dropped to 14 per cent and
was only a quarter of that of West-

Forty years lafer, in spring 1982, Brif-
ish Marines landed on the Falklands in
dangerous proximily fo what the United
States regards as its “sphere of in-
fluence.”

ern Europe and Japan taken together.
The share of its rivals in the sphere
of foreign investment rose substan-
tially. West European and Japanese
concerns ~grew and  strengthened.
Only eight of the 30 capitalist world’s
biggest industrial ecorporations (oil
concerns excluded) had their head-
quarters in the United States.

And so, two of the rival imperial-
ist centres—Western Europe and
Japan—had risen from ashes. As dis-
tinct from what was the case in the
past, the F.R.G., France, Britain and
other countries were united in the
Common Market and began co-
ordinating their foreign economic
policy vis-a-vis the U.S. and Japan

and as regards a large group of the
“associated” and other countries
gravitating economically towards the
EEC. Japan too was becoming, to an
ever greater extent, a centre of
gravity for the Pacific countries—
both industrialized’ like' Australia,
and industrially emergent ones like
South Korea, (Hongkong, Singa-
pore, plus the less developed coun-
tries of Southeast Asia.

The rivalsioffered the U.S. an ever
tougher competition not only on
“their own” markets but also on the
more or_less neutral ones; what's
more, they had infiltrated the U.S.
home market. What was mostly trade
expansion at first, developed now, in
the 1970s, into takeovers of factories
and banks in the New World by West
European and Japanese monopolies.
While in the 1940s it was said that
America was conquering Europe, now
there was ever more frequent talk of
Japan and Europe conquering Amer-
1ca.

In 1971, the dollar dropped far be-
low the gold standard and, practic-
ally on a par with other currencies,
plunged into the turbulent ocean of
the “floating” exchange rates. Lead-
ing American concerns started plac-
ing bond issues in Europe and
Japan. The U.S. currency and credit
monopoly was now also a thing of
the past.

Clubs and Oligarchy

The new alignment of forces com-
pelled the American ruling elite to

In a year's fime, American Rangers
crushed Grenada, which is still formally
a member of the British Commonwealth.
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revise its further methods of “man-
aging” the capitalist world. At the
end of the 1940s, Wall Street and
Washington ordered their partners
about. Later, in questions invplving
joint effort, they started consulting
the United States’ closest and most
trusted West European partners—the
British, West German and French
heads of government, on the one
hand, and banking and industrial
tycoons, on the other. Taken together,
they constituted an international
oligarchy which also included top
brass and intelligence service chiefs.
In May 1954, at the Bilderberg Hotel,
Osterbeck, Holland, select rep-
resentatives of the NATO countries’
elite founded a “think tank,” with
American and pro-American con-
servatives ruling the roost. This body,
which came to be known as the
Bilderberg Club, regularly met in
session to work out, behind closed
doors, a common policy as regards
the socialist and developing coun-
tries, the Communist and other Left-
wing movements.

As Western Europe and Japan
gained economic independence, the
Bildercerg Club kept losing in im-
portance. The system which rested on
indisputable American predominance
and on adherence to the cold war
developed cracks. De Gaulle with-
drew France from NATO's military
setup. Brandt radically changed West
Germany's Ostpolitik. Soviet-Japa-
nese relations began to improve. The
rival centres’ economic independence
resulted also in foreign policy
changes undesirable to the U.S.

In July 1973, the Trilateral Com-
mission was set up, comprising rep-
resentatives of the political and
business elite of all the three imperial-
ist centres. The Commission met
regularly to draw up recommenda-
tions on a joint and co-ordinated po-
litical line. The “trilateral” concept
meant a formal renunciation of
American diktat and more flexible
methods of action. But, for all that,
the initiator of the commission
was David Rockefeller, the then
chairman of the New York Chass
Manhattan Bank, and its executive
director, Zbigniew Brzezinski, ‘who
later became the U.S. President's
special assistant for national security
affairs. That is, the Americans re-
tained control over thel trilateral
forum.

As compared with the Bilderberg
Club, another concessionyWas made
to the realities of the new epoch: the
Trilateral Commission ‘included re-
formist politicians—Social Demaocrats,
in particular. That was a tribute to
the _Leftward shift @ in Western
Europe’s political spectrum.

The Trilateral Commission had an
official twin in the shape of the reg-
ular economic conferences of the Big
Seven—the heads of state and gov-
ernment of the leading capitalist
countries of three continents. The
first one was held in 1975. The aim
of that session, and the ones that fol-
lowed, was to work out concerted
measures to fight economic crises—
cyclical and structural—and co-or-
dinate policies towards socialist and
Third World countries.

Behind the Facade of Unity

Well, it would seem that the
split of the capitalist world into
three centres was made up for

Washingion sent ftroops to Leb-
anon. Who will get hold of the Middle
East oill The imperialist rivals’ sirife
for the redivision of the world centinues.
Wha will be its next victim!

b¥ the establishment of trilateral
organs. This was nothing but an il-
lusion, however. Actually, co-
ordination proved verbal for the
most part. That was particularly
obvious in the economic sphere. In
the early 1980s, contradictions flared
up again, with the Reagan Admin-
istration’s policy adding fuel to the
flames.

Reagan’s main slogan on the inter-
national arena is the anti-communist
crusade. But essentially his policy is
aimed at mounting a counteroffen-

sive on America’s rivals and compe-
titors. The American concerns are
sick and tired of retreating and ced-
ing place to the Common Market

and Japan. The White House’s in-
structions are to stabilize the U.S.
position in the world, to broaden
the American sphere of influence. To

-the thinking of Reaganiand the forces

behind him, "trilateraljsin" was just
a scrap of paper fit.only to be dump-
ed to a garbage heap. The President
was out to reviye the methods of dik-
tat by any means—pressure, black-
mail, and, of course, intimidation by
military might.

That meant complete renunciation
of a co-ordinated economic policy if
co-ordination ran counter to the inter-
ests_ofthe United States. Naturally
enough, economic differences and

conflicts reached their peak under
Reagan. Here are some of the numer-
ous aspects of these conflicts:

—mutual charges of dumping
practices, and reciprocal protection-
ist measures and countermeasures;

—the currency tussle, with West-
ern Europe accusing the U.S. of de-
liberately raising the dollar's ex-
change rate to undermine its part-
ners’ financial stability;

—the lending rate issue, with
Western Europe accusing the U.S. of
bleeding Europe white and dooming
it to economic stagnation by boost-
ing lending rates;

—the budget deficit fight, with
Western Europe accusing the U.S. of
financing its arms build-up at their
expense as well;

—the Japanese-American battle on
the automobile, electronics, steel and
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other markets, with the U.S. accus-
ing Japan of stealing American
microelectronic secrets to outstrip
its senior partner in research-inten-
sive spheres. ;

Why, and whence, Washington's
aggressiveness as regards its “part-
ners in class”?

The fact is that transnational cap-
ital—American included—is not a
single whole but is divided into
rival groupings. Some, such as'_\fall
ngregt (where the Rockefeller clan
has a no mean role to play) have
close links with the Old World and
are traditionally more interested in
Western Europe. Others, such as the
California group (where Reagan ani
his top associates come from), are
more interested in the Pacific and
Southeast Asia. The two groups have
common interests in the Middle East
and in Latin America. But the Cali-
fornia group’s anti-European feeling
shows in its attitude to the “tri-
angle.”

Besides, the California group is
closer to the munitions business and
has coalesced with the military-in-
dustrial complex. The logic of the
arms race calls for a tougher policy
and for a more uncompromising at-
titude to partners. The California,
Texas and other such groupings of
the U.S. have the backing of the most
cons:erva:cive, expansionist and ag-
gressive circles of monopoly capital.
They want the nuclear preponder-
ance to serve the “American age”
already now—or tomorrow, at the
latest.

The Trilateral Commission asks,
while Reagan and those behind him
demand and dictate. This is the dif-
ference between them, and an im-
portént one at that.

Facing Common Problems

It is not only a matter of step-
ping up American expansionism and
seeking to ‘“re-Marshallize” West-
ern Europe and Japan: The three
centres' fundamental . economic and
even military-political interests dif-
fer substantially.

All the three centres are in the
throes of a prolonged structural crisis

which compels them to restructure
their economies, to curtail and shrink
their traditional industries—ferrous
and non-ferrous metallurgy,
making, shipbuilding, oil refining,
petrochemical, and many others. In
the circumstance, there is no room
for compromise; a tough fight for
existence is going on.

auto-

All the three centres seek to cure
their troubles through promoting
high technology industries—micro-
electronics, data-processing system
building, biotechnology. But this
sphere, too, is an arena of a tooth-
and-nail fight for survival—if a
country lags behind the others today,
it will be gone from the world’s geo-
political map tomorrow. Such is the
reasoning of the ideologists of the
new high-technology imperialism
who regard the monopoly possession
of the latest discoveries in seience
and engineering as the basis of
might. :

One of the ways to put an end to
the prolonged crisis—or to seriously
alleviate it, at least-is the develop-
ment of extensive economic co-ope-
ration with socialist /countries. Such
co-operation is in the vital interests
of the West Eurepean industry, which
is not doing foe well in the micro-
electronic race so far. Washington
would like to/block or to minimize
this oppertunity so as to make its
West European allies fully depend-
ent on it. It is for this reason that
West Europeans are persistently ad-
vised to keep the latest technology
secret, that attempts are being made
toextend discriminatory American
legislation to Europe, and to bar
West Europeans from the highly
promising and stable energy sources
of the Soviet Union.

Europe is being warned of the
“Finlandization danger.” However,
the record of Finland, Austria and
other capitalist countries which
maintain long-term co-operation with
socialist countries shows that this
practice consolidates national sov-
ereignty, cushions the blows of eco-
nomic depressions, makes it possible
to conduct independent policy and to
prevent subordination to transnation-
al (mostly American) capital.

The Imperatives
of the Nuclear Age

As for the military-political
interests of the capitalist countries,
they can be seripusly considered
loday only from the viewpoint
of the nuclear age
Until very recently, these prob-
lems remained in the shadow. It
was taken for granted that the U.S.
ensures the security of Western
Europe and Japan by covering them
with the. “nuclear umbrella.” It is
this shaky foundation that underlies
NATO and the U.S.-Japanese Secur-
ity ‘Treaty. The present deployment
of American missiles in Western
Europe and around Japan is also be-
ing explained by the need to main-
tain this sinister “umbrella.”

imperatives.

But does the “umbrella” exist at
all? In an epoch when any nuclear
war will inevitably spell an end to
civilization, all this strategic doctrine
holds no water whatsoever. It is
simply absurd and suicidal. Even in
a more narrow sense, with strategic
nuclear parity taken into account, the
idea of the first nuclear strike for the
sake of preserving class unity and
the class positions of the capitalist
powers has discredited itself. In
America, Western Europe and Japan,
the general public and the elite
circles are increasingly tending to-
wards “nuclear isolationism” (mean-
ing unwillingness to get involved in
a nuclear conflict contrary to nation-
al interests).

In the nuclear age, class interest
consists primarily in physical sur-
vival. A reasonable concept of any
capitalist state’s class interest can-
not but proceed from the premise
that there is no sensible alternative
to peaceful coexistence between the
two social systems. This being so, the
obsolete, anti-human ideas of a
“crusade,” of settling the historical
issue between the two systems by
force of arms, and of world domina-
tion must sooner or later be discard-
ed. Whatever the disagreements be-
tween states with similar or different
social systems, in this nuclear age
they must be resolved by peaceful
means only.
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he expression “economic inter-
dependence” as applied to
Western countries is most
frequently used by bourgeois
politicians today. It is mention-
ed whenever the economic
situation deteriorates and govern-
ments seek a way out in a protec-
tionist trade policy. In Western
Europe reference to interdependence
is made when Washington is rebuk-
ed for dangerously rocking the boat
of monetary relations by its selfish
policy which threatens to capsize
the Western banking system. In its
turn, Washington insists that it is
due to this interdependence that the
American locomotive is pulling the
economies of the NATO allies out of
the depression. It is also used by the
White House to justify the trade
war it has unleashed against socialist
countries and its tough course in
respect of developing countries....

Western politicians claim that the
interdependence rests on “free en-
terprise,” “free trade” and “honest
competition,” that is, on bourgeois
ideals that are as old as capitalism
itself. It is these ideals, they con-
tend, that open before everyone pos-

sibilities to apply his knowledge
and abilities, to enjoy the boons of
economic development, and to ens
rich the life of all by utilizing the
results of innovations, creative imag-
ination and scientific discoveries.
This is what the world public was
told in the declaration, of capital-
ism's “democratic valyes™ issued by
leaders of the Big Seven at their
tenth meeting ‘in London in June
1984.

In redlity, however, the record of
capitalism's’ economy in the 20th
century shows that it is based on
principles that are the very opposite
of free enterprise and free competi-
tion. Dominance—first in the na-
tional econemies and now on the
scale of(the entire world capitalist
economy—has been gained by Mon-
opolysv And the “economic interde-
pendence” which is made so much
of A6y, bourgeois politicians today is
nothing but a desire to ensure ma-
ximum freedom of reproduction of
monopoly capital for their “own”
transnational corporations (TNCs).
The merging of banking and indus-
trial capital in a handful of indus-
trialized capitalist countries has led

to the emergence of financial oli-
garchic groups that are locked in
struggle for the most profitable
spheres of investment. The share of
the world’'s capitalist pie they get
depends on their economic and fi-
nancial muscle.

The United States, the European
Economic Community, and Japan
have in recent decades substituted
the leading imperialist and colonial
countries of the prewar period as
centres of power and capital. For
all the industrial and financial might
the transnational Big Business of each
of the three.centres wields, none of
it can_seeuire a place for itself
under ‘the,capitalist sun without re-
liancé on» the economic, scientific,
techmical and military-political po-
tential  of its “own” state or its
“oewn" interstate imperialist group-
ing, as the EEC, for instance. What
makes this support particularly im-
portant for the international mon-
opolies is the increasingly complicat-
ed conditions for the reproduction
of transnational capital.

The sphere of imperialist domina-
tion has substantially shrunk owing,
first and foremost, to the growth
and strengthening of world socialism
and its growing influence in inter-
national economic relations. Many
countries that used to belong to the
colonial periphery of imperialist
metropolitan countries have opted
for a non-capitalist road of develop-
ment and are taking effective steps
to protect their economic independ-
ence. In a number of major Third
World countries (for instance, in
India, Brazil and Mexico) the posi-
tions of the national bourgeoisie
have strengthened and in many
cases it now successfully resists the
expansion of the Western transna-
tional business. Nor can the trans-
national oligarchies ignore the in-
terests of the medium and small
bourgeoisie in their own countries
which are adversely affected by the
TNC domination in the domestic and
foreign markets.

The Era of Stagflation

A qualitatively new element in
the rivalry of the imperialist pred-

AVERAGE ANNUAL RATES OF INCREASE OF INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION m

AND THE GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT (1)

[in per cent]
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ators at the present level of de-
velopment of the productive forces
has been introduced by such factors
of competition as the research-inten-
sity of output and new manufactur-
ing technologies that have moved to
the forefront. The imperialist powers’
competitive capacity now directly
depends on their rate of scientific
and technological progress as well as
foreign trade and monetary-financial
positions.

The uneven economic development

SHARE OF THE THREE CENTRES IN

was typical of all industrial capital-
ist countries.

The rapid expansion of interna-
tional trade turnover and export of
production capital, facilitated by the
liberalization of foreign trade and
monetary-financial stability ensured
by the firm exchange rate of the
U.S. dollar, were also conducive to
the accumulation of capital.

These stimuli of economic devel-
opment made for a more rapid
growth of the West European and

THE INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION (i)

AND THE EXPORTS [ll) OF DEVELOPED CAPITALIST COUNTRIES
g {in per cent and comparable prices)

1980 1983
e
U.S.A. 40 24 36 19 36 18 37 18
Western Europe 49 60 46 61 44 63 43 60
including the EEC* 41 49 38 50 36 52 35 49
Japan 7 4 13 8 15 10 16 13

*in its present composition (ten countries).

of the centres of imperialism stems
first of all from the differences in
their economic growth rates, which
depend on the conditions for the re-
production of capital obtaining in
individual countries and the overall
long-term situation in the world
capitalist economy.

In the two postwar decades these
conditions were relatively favour-
able. The production potential de-
stroyed in a number of capitalist
countries during the war was rebuilt
and then modernized in the first
wave of the scientific and techno-
logical revolution. Trying to adjust
themselves to the new forms of class
struggle in conditions of competi-
tion with world socialism, the ruling
circles of the West placed the em-
phasis on the state-monopoly regula-
tion of the economy. To take the
sting out of the class antagonisms
they made partial concessions tothe
working class in wages and social
security. This made it possible to
expand consumer and production
demand while simultaneously in-
creasing labour productivity and the
norm of surplus value. Demand was
stimulated also by thesmilitarization
of the economy effected by redistrib-
uting—through the+ state budget—
a part of the national income to the
benefit of military’ business. The
swollen state expenditures, which
exceeded tax revenues, were cover-
ed by deficit financing of state bud-
gets. This resulted in a depreciation
of money—inflation. The inflationa-
ry stimulation of economic growth

Japanese centres. Whereas in the
1950s and 1960s the average annual
rates of production {growth in
the United { States ‘amounted to
45 per cent, in West Germany and
Italy they were 7 per cent and in
Japan as high as 14 per cent (Britain
was an’ exception with rates of in-
crease averaging about 3 per cent).

The four diseases afflicting the cap-
italist economy: stagnation of produc-
tion, growing unemployment, decline of
world . frade, and mounting debts of
Third World countries.

Western Europe’s economic develop-
ment was also accelerated when the
Common Market was formed in 1957
by six West European countries—
West Germany, France, Italy, Bel-
gium, Holland and Luxemburg sub-
sequently followed by Britain, Den-
mark, Ireland and Greece. It was
faster growth rates that determined
the relatively swift (in terms of his-
tory) changes "in the comparative
economic strength of the EEC and
Japan, and their principal imperial-
ist rival, the United States, as is il-
lustrated by the figures showing the
share ‘of the three centres in in-
dustrial preduction and foreign trade
of the developed capitalist coun-
tries.

By the early 1970s industrial cap-
italism had largely exhausted its
postwar sources of development,
growth rates began to decline until
the economy became stagnant. Dur-
ing the past decade—in 1973-75 and
1980-82—the capitalist world system
saw two of its worst and longest
crises of overproduction in the en-
tire postwar period. The once
“creeping” inflation gave way tothe
“galloping” one—a new phenomenon
in the 1970s, when the depreciation
of money continued even in periods
of slack business. The capitalist
world entered the “era of stagfla-
tion,” as the combination of indus-
trial stagnation and chronic infla-
tion was dubbed by Western econ-
omists. I

By the early 1980s the declining
rates of economic growth and stag-
nation made the unemployment
problem particularly acute. It wgs
aggravated by structural crises: pro-
duction downturn in some indus-
tries, those that grew vigorously in
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Although the cost of living growth
rales have slowed down, the economic
crisis and mass unemploymeni have
resulfed in a drop of real wages in the
leading capifalist countries.

the immediate postwar years (steel,
motor, shipbuilding, chemical and
textile industries), and the re-
placement of workers by robots
ushered in by the second wave
of the scientific and technological
revolption. A serious blow was also
dealt to the economy of the develop-
ed capitalist countries by the energy
crisis, which changed the price pro-
portions in foreign trade and pro-
duction costs. Starting with the
mid-1970s, foreign trade balances
and payments accounts of most of
the developed capitalist countries
showed drastic fluctuations. The
Bretton Woods monetary system set
up 40 years ago and based on the
firm rate of the dollar fell apart as
a result of the deteriorating external
economic positions of the United
States—the monetary hegemon of
the West. The transition in the mid-
1970s to floating exchange rates only
added to the instability of the world
capitalist economy.

In the late 1970s these crisis ten-
dencies were exacerbated as the rul-
ing circles of the West rejected dé-
tente and set their sights on achiev-
ing military superiority over) worid
socialism, and bleeding it whiteyby
a new round of the arms race., The
diverting of tremendous material
and financial resources frompecivilian
production in the “era<of stagflation”
still further tightened the knot of
world capitalism’s egonomic and so-
cial problems.

The somewhat higher domestic
demand and brisker international
trade in 1983 did not take the edge
off inter-imperialist rivairy. Mone-
tary and financial might, scientific

and technical leadership, and a
higher degree of exploitation of
working people as compared with
rivals had come to play an even
more important part than before. It
is on the latter factor that the state-
monopoly elite of the leading cap-
italist countries was banking jinits
policy of class revenge for the con-
cessions they had/te make.in the
1960s and 1970s under pressure of
the working-class hand democratic
movement. Theé monopolies’ offen-
sive against “the) working class,
launched on &nscale “Wwithout pre-
cedent in postwar years, resulted in
a substantial decline of the workers’
living standards in the early 1980s.

Such/are the factars adversely af-
fecting the reproduction of monop-
oly capital that are common to the
three centres of, imperialism, factors

on which the relative strength of
each also depends.
Imbalance of Forces

For the economy of the United

Statess the world crisis of 1980-82
proved more serious than for the
Old World. Economic recovery, how-
ever, began there in the spring of
1983 whereas in the EEC countries
it started only early in 1984. The
recovery in the United States helped
Japan’s economy, via foreign trade
channels, to get back into stride, the
more so since the decline in produc-
tion there was not as great as in the
case of its trade rivals. The cyclic

15 improvement of the economic situa-

tion enabled the United States to
stabilize its positions in the world
capitalist economy to some extent.
Japan’'s share in it has again in-
creased, while that of the Common
Market dwindled. { So a new im-
balance of forces is now taking shape
in the world capitalist economy.

The present stabilization of the
positions of the United States can
hardly be credited to the economic
policy of Reagan’s Administration.
Modernization of the production ap-
paratus and @ restructuring of Amer-
ican industry on a new technolog-
ical basis are proceeding at a slower
pace‘than the White House has ex-
pected. This is due primarily to the
fact that military production gets the
lion’s share of the investments and
allocations earmarked for research
and development. Nevertheless, with
the position of the world capitalist
economy as a whole deteriorating,
the U.S.A, its biggest national pro-
duction complex, has reserves giving
it a number of advantages over the
EEC and Japan.

The first of these is a more capa-
cious domestic market with a con-
siderable potential for production
and consumer demand. The second
reserve is the continuing scientific
and technological leadership: the
United States leads in the creation
of computers of almost all classes
and the software for them, in laser
technology, the aerospace industry
and genetic engineering. In absolute
terms the federal government and
private firms spend more on re-
search and development than West-
ern Europe and Japan taken togeth-
er. The share of research-intensive
output in American exports prior to
1983 exceeded that of Japan or
West Germany. The U.S.A. is also
the biggest exporter of farm produce,
handling about 40 per cent of the
world trade in it. Likewise, it is
ahead of its rivals in the export of
services.

The dollar’s leadership in capital-
ism’s monetary system is the third
important advantage enabling the
United States to make the entire
non-socialist world adjust their
monetary and credit policies the
way it wants. Exploiting this

EXPORT OF MACHINERY AND INDUSTRIAL EQUIPMENT
FROM THE SEVEN LEADING CAPITALIST COUNTRIES
[in bin. dollars)

1980
1983

84.5
79.5

39.6
26.9

85.4
76.8

36.8
31.0

25.3
2.5

16.2
228
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fact, American transnational corpo-
rations and banks siphon out of the
two other centres and especially
from developing countries tremen-
dous material and financial re-

STEEL OUTPUT
IN CAPITALIST COUNTRIES
{in min. fons)

All developed

capitalist

counfries 404 330
U.S.A, 102 77
Brifain 11 15
FR.G. 44 36
France 23 18
italy 27 22
Canada 16 12
Japan 111 97

sources necessary for the reproduc-
tion of capital and unprecedented
militaristic programmes.

And, finally, the most powerful
armed forces and military economy
are the fourth and decisive factor of

burden of military expenditure. The
militaristic programmes put an un-
bearable strain on the U.S. federal
budget as well; its chronic deficits
have reached record sums and can-
not be covered by utilizing solely
internal sources of capital accumula-
tion. But for the mass influx of for-
eign capital into the United States
in recent years, the Reagan Admin-
istration would be financially in-
solvent.

When evaluating the positions of
the West European centre of power
one should bear in mind first of all
that the European Economic Com-
munity is not a single whole but an
interstate association of ten coun-
tries, its weight in the world cap-
italist economy being made up of
the sum total of the national econo-
mies. Having united in a common
market of capital, commodities and
manpower, the ten West European
countries have failed as yet tocreate
an economic and monetary union
with a single industrial, scientific
and technological pelicy. Co-ordina-
tion of the economic policy.of the
EEC countries, each of which has its
specific, and in some cases even con-

PRODUCTION (I) AND EXPORT (Il) OF ELECTRONIC EQUIPMENT
IN SIX COUNTRIES
{in bin. dollars)

1980

788 19.7 107 4.8

19.7 7.9 118" 3.8 216

1.9 37.6 159

American imperialism’s - economic
strength, but also of its weakness.
The “nuclear umbrellas,” U.S. bases
and troops on the territories of the
two other centres of imperialism are
for their financial oligarchies a guar-
antee of the social status quo
should revolutionary situations oc-
cur. It is for the sake of this class
alliance that they make political'and
not infrequently economic conces-
sions to Washington. The militaristic
business has also become the most
profitable sphere of investment The
Pentagon’s military spending is res-
ponsible for a lion’s share of the
newly created production capital
(about 20 per cent in‘West Germany
and 4 per cent in Japan). The United
States accounts for 75 per cent of
the arms trade in» the capitalist
world.

Yet militarization is a malignant
tumour on the body of the U.S. econ-
omy, many branches of which find
it ever more difficult to compete
with rivals shouldering a smaller

flicting economic and political in-
terests, remains to this day the
principal method of interstate re-
gulation. The Ten have different
levels of industrial development,
different economic patterns and ex-
port orientations. The deterioration
of the economic situation in the
West European centre as compared
with that in the United States and
Japan, must also be attributed to a
bigger share of traditional industries
in its economy and greater damage
inflicted on it by the energy crisis.

The European Community has
very limited common resources for
investing capital in new industries,
developing backward regions and
conducting joint research and de-
velopment. In recent years the
financial hunger of the Ten has
been aggravated by the exodus of
capital to the United States and the
depreciation of currencies as a re-
sult of the high lending rates intro-
duced by Wall Street banks and the
dollar’s rising exchange rate. This

flight of capital also became one of
the prime factors of declining busi-
ness activity and soaring unemploy-
ment in the Common Market.

This is not to say that the EEC
does not have @any advantages
over the United .. States and
Japan. The Commeon  Market is the
biggest exporter of manufactures
(45 per cent of the capitalist world's
total). The Ten is also the nucleus
of a vast zone of free trade in in-
dustrial commodities in (Western
Europe (40 per cent of the world
capitalist trade). The EEC's special
economic relations with a big group
of developing states of Africa, the
Caribbean, the Mediterranean and
South Asia are another factor of its
strength. Some 80 Third World
countries belong to a greater or
lesser extent to the sphere of the
Common Market's economic influ-
ence and the positions of West
European capital in them are strong-
er than those of its imperialist ri-
vals.

Despite their conflicting interests
on some issues, in matters of for-
eign trade policy the Ten practical-
ly in all cases present a united front.
It is this circumstance that compels
its rivals to treat the Common Mar-
ket as a single economic force. A
considerable role is also played by
the political weight carried by some
EEC countries whose stand on major
international economic issues, such
as the development of the Third
World or East-West trade, offen dif-
fers from that of their American
NATO ally.

Japan’s economic growth has slow-
ed down in the early 1980s as com-
pared with the preceding decades,
but it is still the most dynamic of
the three centres when viewed
against the background of the gen-
eral worsening of the situation in
the world capitalist economy. There
is a noticeable improvement in the
structure of the Japanese economy:
technically advanced branches hold
a greater share in it than in the
West European countries. The high
competitive power of a number of
research-intensive branches, achiev-
ed as a result of cheaper high-quali-
fied labour as compared to the ri-
vals, enables the Japanese monopo-
lies to continue their trade expan-
sion.

Japan drew extensively on foreign
technology, and the big role this had
played in overcoming the scientific
and technological lag behind the
United States and Western Europe
is well known. In the period from
1950 to 1978 Japanese companies
concluded 32,000 licence agreements
with foreign firms totalling $9 bil-
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OUTPUT (i) AND RESERVES [Il] OF OIL AND NATURAL GAS

IN DEVELOPED

CAPITALIST COUNTRIES

{as of 1983)

i 1]
U.S5.A. 427 3,680 475 5,604
Canada 69 906 67 2,563
Western Eurcpe 160 3,148 182 —
including
Holland —_— - 80 1,417
Britain 113 1,807 80 7114
Norway 29 1,029 39 1,665
F.R.G. 4 e 24 193
Italy - - 18 —
France - -_ 13 69
Ausfria _ — 1 —
Australia 19 204 12 501
Mew Zealand - — 3 -
Japan - — 2 R

* output and reserves are insignificant or not known.

lion and launched the production of
technical novelties of a quality often
superior to similar products of their
foreign competitors. But it is no less
important that Japan, drawing on
the experience of Western countries
in applying methods of state-monop-
oly regulation of the economy, has
surpassed them in combining the
economic power of the state with
the industrial and financial might of
the monopolies.

It is the co-ordination of their acti-
vities that enables Japan to work out
and pursue a long-term strategy of
economic, scientific and technological
development and quickly react to
changes in the world market. Flexible
state-monopoly regulation makes
Japan less dependent on foreign cap-
ital than West European countries,
reduces the damaging effect of the
competition in the domestic market
and also allows it to pursue a mone-
tary and credit policy that protects
its economy from the import of in-
flation. It is these factors of econ-
omic strength that have made ihis
Pacific power the most aggressive
trade rival of the two other ‘centres
of imperialism.

Drown Thy Neighbour

The dwindling of “international
capitalist trade during, /‘the world
crisis of 1980-82 and the subsequent
depression again aggrawvated capital-
ism's age-old trade contradictions.
To avoid a repetition of the all-out
trade war that had erupted after the
Great Depression of the 1830s, the
West aimed its foreign trade policy

in the postwar peridgd mainly/ ‘at
abolishing trade ,barriers. ‘This
objective was formalized “in “the
General Agreement on Tariffs  and
Trade (GATT), signed in»1947, and
in the agreements, on/the gradual
lowering of customs duties that were
reached in 1962, 1967-and 1979. But
despite the liberalization of trade
not a single capitalist state has re-
nounced protectionist measures bas-
ed on ¢ the “drown thy neighbour"”
principle.

Protectionism flourishes even in
the EEC although trade between its
members has been liberalized to the
greatest extent. In 1981 the Com-
mission/of ‘the European Communi-
ties had to examine some 150 cases
concerning the use of protectionist
measures inside the EEC. In 1982
thepnémber of such cases doubled.
Since the level of customs duties in
the'Common Market is insignificant,
the members of the Community
most often wuse non-tariff import
restrictions to protect their domestic
market from competition: national
sanitation regulations and technicel
standards, stricter requirements as
regards packaging and technical do-
cumentation, complication of cus-
toms formalities, etc.

But the import restrictions prac-
tised in respect of other EEC mem-
bers are very modest as compared to
EEC’'s collective protectionism. Tha
average size of customs duties levied
on goods imported to EEC coun-
tries amounts to about 5 per cent of
the cost of the commodities, where-
as in Japan it is 3, and in the U.S.
4 per cent. The EEC holds first place
in the imperialist triangle also for

the number of import quotas. The
Common Market has import quotas
for 50 categories of commodities as
against 27 in Japan. Protectionist
measures against the. Pacific rival
are most often taken) by those EEC
countries whose goods are less com-
petitive in the world markets. In 1980
Italy introduced dmport restrictions
on Japanese automobiles, motorcycles,
bearings, sewing machines and toys.
Similar measures have been taken
in recent yeéars » by France. On the
insistence of the weaker members of
the Common Market the Commission
of the European Communities Is
forcing on-Japan “voluntary” restric-
tions/on the export of cars, household
electroni¢ appliances and machine
tools.

No less acute are the Common
Market's trade contradictions with
the United States. The steel industry
and agriculture, those branches of
the two centres’ economies that are
most vulnerable to foreign competi-
tion, have now become objects of
fierce clashes. In 1982 Wash-
ington imposed on Brussels “volun-
tary"” restrictions on the export of
special steels accounting for 5-6 per
cent of the total sold on the Amer-
ican market, and later introduced a
40 per cent duty and quotas for half
of the special steels imports. The U.S.
Congress accuses West European
suppliers of dumping practices in
their export of steel pipes and is
discussing measures for restricting
their import from the EEC. In re-
taliation Brussels intends to intro-
duce partial restrictions on the im-
port of animal feeds, which account
for a substantial part of the Amer-
ican export to the Old World.

Even more acute for the United
States is the problem of trade with
Japan conducted for many years al-
ready with a big deficit. Washington
believes that the special terms of
purchasing enjoyed by Japanese
companies protect the Japanese
market from foreign competition
more effectively than customs bar-
riers and that herein lies the reason
for the situation. In recent years the
problem of access to the Japanese
market of commodities and capital
has become a stumbling block in the
economic relations of the Pacific
partners-cum-rivals.

What prompts the U.S. monopolies
to look for keys to the doors of the
Japanese economy is that in recent
years the volume of their trade with
East Asian and Pacific countries has
been bigger than their trade with
Western Europe. Trade between the
countries of that region, where
Japan is the centre of economic gra-
vity, has already exceeded in volume
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the trade turnover inside the Com-
mon Market. Whereas the East Asian
and Pacific countries depend on in-
traregional trade for 52 per cent of
their exports and 54 per cent of their
imports, the figures for the EEC Ten
intraregional imports and exports are

ican companies are superior to Japa-
nese in 72, inferior in 54, while 60 of
them are of approximately equal
guality. The United States is still
ahead in research and development
in the field of industrial robots but
lags behind in their manufacture:

SHARE OF THE U.S.A. IN THE CAPITALIST WORLD’'S EXPORT
OF SOME TYPES OF MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT
[in per cent)

Motor transport 22,6
Aircraft 70.9
Telecommunications
equipment 28.5
Metalworking

machine fools 32,5
Farm machinery 40.2

51 and 47, respectively. It is not fortui-
tous, therefore, that the countries of
the Pacific region are already dis-
cussing the question of setting up an
Organization for Pacific Trade, Aid
and Development (OPTAD). Japa-
nese monopolies will in all likeli-
hood hold dominant positions in this
organization.

Technological Race

Trade protectionism can be a
temporary expedient, but in the long
run it will not save the domestic
market from foreign competition. At
the present stage of the scientific
and technological revolution
competitive power of products,
which is determined by their technical
novelty, is becoming an increasingly
decisive factor in the three centres’
rivalry. To be in the forefront Japan
continues to draw on foreign tech-
nology while rapidly expanding its
own research and development ef-
forts. According to an American
Congressional report published in
the spring of 1984, on the whole the
United States is ahead of the EEC
and Japan in research and develop -
ment spending, but most of this mo-
ney is allocated for military research.
As for the civilian branches, in West
Germany and Japan the share of
spending on research and ‘develop-
ment is roughly 30 per cent higher
than in the United States. As a re-
sult America’s share in the output
of research-intensive  products in
the capitalist world dropped in the
1970s from 23 to 20 per cent.

A comparison of the quality of
186 types of similar industrial pro-
ducts put out in the United States
and Japan has revealed that Amer-

17.5 13.9 38.5

66.5 58.0 18.2

15.2 14.5 49.1

16.8 21.7 33.2

29.6 23.2 42.3
Japan has already over 3.5 times
more robots in use than- the

United States. Japan is ahead of the
United States and Western Europe
in the quality of ships, cars, refri-
gerators, TV sets, video tape record-
ers. The Pacific centre is also in the
lead in the manufacture of optical

whereas that of the United States
slumped from 60 to 55 per cent. At
the same time Japan is still behind
the United States in the manufacture
and export of computers, accounting
for only 15 per cent of the capitalist
computer market. while a single
American transnational corporation,
International Business Machines
(IBM), controls about 60 per cent of
this market. The indications are,
however, that the gap will soon be
narrowed down in this field too.

The lag of the West European
centre is particularly manifest in
branches determining scientific and
technological progress. The economic
development of the Old World dur-
ing the first postwar decades was
greatly helped by production invest-
ments made by U.S. corporations. At
present they are pursuing a policy
of technological neocolonialism in
respect of their West European par-
tners. American TNCs are either
withholding the latest technology
from them or make its receipt de-
pendent on all sorts of terms.

The Common Market's lag behind
the United States is especially great
in the manufacture of electronic
goods. The EEC accounts for 20 per
cent of the use of modern computers

the

SBn i ¢
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This graph from the London Financial
Times shows that the bulk of the profifs
accruing from the manufacture and use
of computers in the Old World flow
into the coffers of the ‘American IBM.
its profits are nine fimes those of the
lfalian Olivetti, the West German Sie-
mens, the French Bull and the American
Digital Equipment, and more than fen

times those of five other British, West

German and American firms.

fibres, special steels, synthetic dyes
and ceramics. :

America is particularly alarmed
by the rapid development of Japan's
electronic industry. The share of its
semiconductor products in the world
capitalist market increased from
23 per cent in 1980 to 34 in 1082,

‘Data
European wea

but only for 9 per cent of their man-
ufacture. West European subsidia-

ries of the American IBM control
the lion’s share of the market of big
and medium computers in the EEC.
For 12 years the Commission of the
European Communities has been
trying to break this monopoly ac-
cusing the IBM of violating anti-
trust legislation, but to no avail
Tangible results are yet to be pro-
duced - by the European Strategic
Programme of Research in Informa-
tion Technology (ESPRIT) that in-
corporates leading electronic com-
panies of Common Market countries.
The Community trails behind the
United States also in biotechnology:
state allocations for research and
development in this field in the EEC
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LABOUR PRODUCTIVITY IN FIVE CAPITALIST
COUNTRIES AS COMPARED TO THE U.S.

[in per cent]
Brifain F.RG. France |
In all branches
of the economy 60 88 90 L 64
In the manufacturing
industry 50 93 92 97 93

amount to $160 million a year as
against $200 million in the United
States.

The aviation industry is one of the
few branches in which the West
Europeans have succeeded in gain-
ing some ground from their Amer-
ican rivals. In the mid-1870s Amer-
ican companies got 95 per cent of
the orders for airliners, while by
1981 Airbus Industrie, an Anglo-
French-West German consortium,
already produced 25 per cent of all
jumbo jet airlines and got some
50 per cent of the orders for such
aircraft.

Since at present the economic ri-
valry of the three centres is confin-
ed to a small number of advanced,
research-intensive branches a com-
parison of average labour produc-
tivity in capitalist countries some-
times distorts the picture of their
relative competitive power. In the
early 1980s, for instance, the level
of labour productivity in Japan in
all branches of the economy as a
whole (including agriculture and the
services) was considerably lower
than in the United States, was close
to the U.S. level in the manufactur
ing industry and equal to that in
West Germany. This is attributable
to a big share of medium and small
firms with a low profit margin in
the Japanese economy. But at the
same time labour productivity and
production cost indices in Japan's
eading export industries are much
setter than in the U.S.A. or Western
Europe.

For example, at Japanese motorcar
plants a worker assembles 50-55 cars
a year as against 12-15 at the Ford
plants in Europe, the West German
Volkswagen or the French Renault.
The production overheads of numer-
ical control machine tools in Japan are
roughly half those in West Germa-
ny. This competitive edge comes as
a result not only of smaller expen-
diture on wages but €also of the
greater automation / of production
and of more advanced ) technology
that ensures a high gquality of out-
put. Thus, whereas five out of every
1,000 TV sets in Japan are discarded
by quality control, the corresponding
figures for West Germany and the

United States are 20 and 40, respec-
tively.

The competitiveness of goods is to-
day determined not only by produc-
tion costs and novelty, but also by
quality, reliability and a number of
other - parameters. According to
Western economists, Japan holds
first place among the industrial cap-
italist countries for all these para-
meters, with the United States oc-
cupying third place, the F.R.G!/
fourth, and the other Common Mag-
ket countries trailing far behind.

DEVELOPED CAPITALIST COUNTRIES
LISTED ACCORDING

TO THE COMPENTIVE CAPACITY
OF THEIR OUTPUT

2. SWITZERLAND

3 AISA:

5. SWEDEN
6. FINLAND
7/AUSTRIA
8. NORWAY

18. NEW ZEALAND
19. SPAIN
20. TURKEY

1. GREEC]
22. PORTUGAL

Estimated by the European Manage-
meni Forum organization.

But even a comparison of competi-
tive power does not provide a full
picture of the relative strength
of the three centres because they
are competing now not so much in
commodity exports as in the export
of capital. The economic muscle of
each of them is being increasingly
determined by the might of their in-
dustrial and financial transnational
capital.

Stranglehold
of Transnational Business

A drastie qualitative change oc-
curred in 1971 when for the first
time  in the history of imperialism
the total volume of production at
TNC. enterprises abroad exceeded
the volume of export from their
home countries. By the early 1980s
the production of the American TNCs
abroad exceeded commodity exports
from the United States five times
over. The following figures give an
idea of the economic strength en-
gaged in the clash of transnational
giants. Already in the mid-1970s the
TNCs controlled about 40 per cent
of industrial production, and 60 per
cent of the foreign trade of capitalist
countries, as well as 90 per cent of
their direct investments abroad and
almost 80 per cent of new tech-
nologies. The financial assets of the
TNCs are more than double the total
monetary reserves of capitalist coun-
tries and international credit and
finance organizations. The financial
resources of such international mon-
opolies as General Motors, Exxon,
Ford, IBM, Royal Dutch Shell and
Unilever exceed the national income
of most developed and developing
countries.

It is important to note when
evaluating the correlation of forces
between the three centres in terms
of capital that three quarters of
their direct investments abroad are
concentrated in developed capitalist
countries. In the 1950s and 1960s,
capital was mostly exported from
the United States to Western Europe
and Japan, while in the 1970s the
direction of the flow began to
change. During the past ten years,.
it was noted in May 1984 by the
American Business Week magazine,
direct foreign investments in the
United States (mostly from EEC
countries and Japan) have grown
sixfold and come to $111.3 billion.

By 1980 the sum of Japan’s direct
investments in the United States
reached 67 per cent of the American
investments in Japan, where U.S.
TNCs control about 4 per cent of in-
dustrial production. But the current
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greater flow of capital from the Old
World to the New World than in the
opposite direction does not signify
a lessening of Western Europe's de-
pendence on American transnational
business. West European countries
account for more than 40 per cent
of all U.S. direct investments, which
exceed the investments of West
European companies in the United
States by about $50 billion. It is also
important that the American TNCs
prefer to multiply the capital of
their subsidiaries in the Old World
by reinvesting profits and borrowing
in the European credit market,
whereas the flow of capital from
Western Europe to the United States
consists mostly of new direct invest-
ments.

When comparing the total volumes
of direct U.S. and West European
investments abroad it should also be
borne in mind that, these invest-
ments being roughly equal, a
third of the capital taken out of
West European countries is placed
inside the region. It means that the
American centre's overall overseas
production is substantially greater
than the external expansion of its
West European rival. Thus, whereas
the output of the .subsidiaries of the
American TNCs accounts for about
4 per cent of Western Europe’s total
GDP (6 per cent in the case of EEC
countries), the share of the subsidia-
ries of the West European TNCs in
the United States is a mere 2.3 per
cent. The leading branches of the
Common Market's economy are in-
filtrated by American business to a
still greater degree: its total share

cent years of the flow of direct in-
vestments to the United States from
the EEC countries and Japan it is
yet early to say that their TNCs
have gained control over any lead-
ing branch of American industry.
Although the volume of West Euro-
pean direct investments in the Unit-
ed States is seven times greater than
that of Japanese monopolies, the

YALUE OF OUTPUT OF TNC
SUBSIDIARIES ABROAD IN PER CENT
OF THE VALUE OF EXPORT
FROM THE THREE CENTRES

1960 265 72 12
1973 415 85 80
1980

500 125 144

latter operate much more vigorous-
ly. They have set their sights most-
ly on such industries as_ auto-
making, metallurgy and electronics,
whereas the West European TNCs
invest their capital mostly‘in the oil-
refining, chemical and food indus-
tries, the services, trade and, to a
lesser extent, in machine building.
At the same time one cannot fail
to notice that in  recent years the
transnational business of the Com-
mon Market and Japan is clearly
gaining ground from the American
TNCs. In the lists of leading indus-
trial firms that are annually clas-
sified by the American Fortune mag-
azine according to their sales, Japa-
nese TNCs (134 companies) come

VOLUME OF THE DIRECT INVESTMENTS ABROAD OF THE THREE CENTRES (i)
{in bin. dollars)
AND THEIR SHARE IN THE TOTAL INYESTMENTS ABROAD ()
[in per cent]

European TNCs are beginning to
catch up with the American ones as
regards their number, while still
trailing behind many of them in the
volume of output and sales.

Financial and Militarist
Parasitism

The industrial, scientific and
technological muscle of the interna-
tional monopalies determines in
many ways the course of competi-
tion between the three centres of
imperialism, But not in everything
because standing behind each TNC
or several of them is a powerful
finaneial group uniting multibranch
conglomerates headed by transna-
tional banks (TNBs).

Complaints about the expansion-
ism of Japanese trade monopolies
(sogo shosha) are frequent in the
Western press. But they could hard-
ly have had the chance to rough up
their Western rivals were they not
a component part of a few
financial groups (shudan) that have
monopolized whole branches of the
Japanese economy and have “their
men” inside the ruling Liberal Dem-
ocratic Party.

Eight financial oligarchic alliances
controlled by the Rockefellers, Mor-
gans, du Ponts, Mellons, Dillons, the
Cleveland, Chicago and California
groups have long been operating in
the United States. They have acquir-
ed rivals in recent years—the multi-
billionaires in southern and west-
ern states who have grown rich
on the Pentagon’s lucrative contracts.
The financial might concentrated in
the hands of the oligarchic clans can
be illustrated by the following fact:
the Rockefeller family controls a
$500 billion capital, a sum that ex-
ceeds many times over the stock
value of all the West German firms
put together. A third of their capital
in the F.R.G. is controlled by the
Deutsche Bank financial group
which shares economic power with

the Dresdner Bank, the Commerz-
bank and two smaller Bavarian
banking groups. In Britain there are
eight major financial groups some
of which are linked with American

U.S.A 48.9
Waestern

Europe 215 374
Japan 0.3 0.5

Ofthers 4.8 7.8

3.9 551 1043
848 410
10.3 5.0

10.5 5.0

227.3

224.4
46.4
7.2

in the output of the EEC manufac-
turing industry exceeds 11 per cent.
American TNCs account for 80 per
cent of the computers, 50 per cent
of semiconductors, 40 per cent of
motorcars, and 15 per cent of radio
and TV sets and tape recorders
manufactured in Western Europe.
Despite the drastic growth in re-

second after American ones. They
are followed by British (87), West
German (59) and French (41) com-
panies. This “industrial club of 500"
includes also 37 West European and
Japanese subsidiaries of American
TNCs. Judging by the volume of
sales of the 50 biggest corporations
of the capitalist world, the West

capital. In France and Holland the
tone is set by two banking groups
while three state-monopoly multi-
branch conglomerates are dominant
in the Italian economy.

These financial empires make
money not only on the manufacture
and sale of commodities in their
home countries and abroad. They
are getting ever bigger profits from
the monetary capital itself: it is ac-
tually the transnational expansion of
banks with multibillion assets. To-
day the biggest TNBs of the three
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centres are keeping pace with the
industrial TNCs both as regards
financial assets or the network of
their subsidiaries abroad. The Amer-
ican bankers, for instance, have in-
creased the number of their sub-
sidiaries from 100 in the early 1950s
to more than 800 in 1983.

In the list of the 500 biggest cap-
italist banks published by the Brit-
ish magazine The Banker, the cap-
ital of the three centres is repres-
ented by 318 (64 per cent) banks

which account for 75 per cent ($5.2
trillion of the $6.9 trillion) of all
bank assets. The share of U.S. banks
was $1.3 trillion (19 per cent), West
European banks, $2.5 trillion (36 per
cent) and Japanese banks, $1.4 tril-
lion (20 per cent). Today the West
European banking centre wields
greater financial power than the
American one primarily because the
Old World is the biggest interna-
tional credit market of the so-called
Eurocurrencies: its annual volumes

WHO IS WHO AMONG THE BIGGEST TNCs

OF THE THREE CENTRES

has grown from $600 billion in 1976
to $2 trillion by 1983. American
bankers issue slightly upwards of
25 per cent of Eurocredits and are
behind their West European coun-
terparts as regards / the scale of
international monetary operations.
Nevertheless Wall' Street sets the
tone in capitalism’'s monetary and
credit system by virtue of the role
played in it by the American dollar.

Three quarters of the monetary
reserves in‘the capitalist world are

m &

1. Exxon cil, petrochemical 97.1
2. General Motors austomobile 60.0
3. Mobil oil, petrochemical 59.9
4. Texaco oil 46.9
5. Ford Mofor aufomobile 37.0
6. International Business Machines electronics 343
7. Standard Oil of California oil 343
8. Du Pont de Nemours chemical 333
9. Gulf Oil oil 284
10. Standard Oil [Indiana) oil 28.0
11. General Electric elecirical engineering, elecironics 26.5
12. Aflantic Richfield oil 264
13. Shell OIl ofl 20.0
14. U.S. Steel © metaliurgy 18.3
15. Occidental Pefroleum oil "4 18.2
16. Infernational Telephone and Telegraph telecommunications 15.9
17. Phillips Petroleum oil /= 15.7
18. Sun oil 15.5
19. Tenneco ship= and machine building 15.2
20. United Technologies alreraft 13.5
24. Standard Oil [Ohio) oil 13.2

'P'ﬁ_

19. Imperial Chemical Iindustries [British)

1. Royal Dufch Shell Group [Anglo-Dutch) oil 83.7
2. British Pefroleum oil 513
3. ENI [ifalian) oil ' 27.5
4. IRI [lalian) mefallurgy, machine building, food 248
5. Unilever [Anglo-Duich) food and chemical 231
6. Frangaise des Péfroles [French) - eil 20.0
7. EH-Aquitaine [French) oil 17.8
8. Siemens [West German) electrical engineering, elecironics 16.9
9. Philips [Dutch) electronics, radio engineering 16.0
10. Daimier-Benz [West German) automobile 16.0
11. Renault [French) automobile 15.8
12. BAT Industries [British) tobacco 15.4
13. Volkswagen |West German| automobile 15.4
14. Fiat [HHalian) : automobile 15.3
15. Hoechst [West German) sec chemical 144
16. Bayer [West German) chemical 14.3
17. BASF [West German) chemical 12.9
18. Thyssen [West German] metallurgy, machine building 12.9

chemical 128

e

automobile 16.4
electronics 16.2
aufomobile 15.6
electronics 14.8
metallurgy, machine building 14.4
automobile, machine building 13.2

Data of the Fortune magazine (U.S.A.

) for 1982.
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held in U.S. dollars and more than
60 per cent of all commercial ac-
counts are settled in the American
currency while the West European
centre of power still remains a “mo-
netary dwarf.”” The European Mo-
netary System created in 1978 is
merely an agreement on the joint
floating and adjustment of currency
rates in the Common Market (Brit-
ain and Greece have not joined it).
The dollar remains the main curren-
cy reserve of the Ten, while
the - European Currency Unit
(ECU) accounted for only a tenth
part of their foreign currency
resources in 19883. ECUs are used
mostly in interstate payments be-
tween EBEC members; commercial
payments between the Ten's firms
in ECUs is only a recent develop-
ment. For Japan, too, the dollar is
the main means of interstate and
commercial payments whereas the
share of the yen in its external
settlements does not exceed 12-15
per cent.

It is the sway of the dollar in the
system of the International Moneta-
ry Fund that enables the United
States to impose its financial will on
other countries. Attempts to bring
the IMF system in line with the
actually existing financial and cre-
diting policentrism encounter Wash-
ington’s fierce resistance. Thus, in
1982 it rejected the French President
Francois Mitterrand’s proposal to
hold an international monetary con-
ference modelled on the Bretton
Woods conference at which the ques-
tion could have been raised of de-
posing the dollar from the monetary
throne of the West. The continued
hegemony of the dollar even when
American imperialism's financial
might is being eroded allows the
United States to ignore the interests
both of its allies in the imperialist
triangle, and of the developing coun-
tries, which are demanding a re-
structuring of the unfair interna-
tional monetary order.

The disastrous consequences / of
this for the world capitalist econe-
my were highlighted by the pump-
ing out of capital from «Western
Europe, Japan and the developing
countries organized by the U.S. Fed-
eral Reserve System to finance de-
ficits of the U.S. federal budget. The
main instrument of this  financial
plunder was the artificial increase
of U.S. bank rates, which caused the
dollar’s exchange ‘rate to soar. In
the period from 1980 to 1983 the dol-
lar exchange rate in respect of the
French franc rose by 85 per cent,
the British pound sterling by 64 per
cent, the West German mark by
39 per cent, and the Japanese yen

by 14 per cent. According to some
Western economists, financial means
to the tune of $150 billion were
transferred to the United States in
the period from 1979 to 1982. The
sale of U.S. Treasury bonds to for-
eigners alone enabled Washington to
finance 14 per cent of the federal
budget's deficit in 1983, while the
total inflow of foreign capital to the
United States, it has been estimated,
finances at least half of this deficit.

The mass influx of foreign cap-
ital takes care, for the time being,
of the Reagan Administration’s bud-
getary problems but at the same
time it creates a crisis of trust in
the U.S. banking system. “Uncle Sam
could soon be one of the world's
biggest debtors,” Business Week
wrote, noting with alarm that the
huge influx of capital to the United
States was already turning its for-

. eign debt into a financial “hay pile”

¥

that might at some point “burst into
flame.” The huge foreign debt of
Third World countries to transna-
tional, mainly American, bankers has
become the torch/that can set this
“hay pile” on fire. According to In-
ternational Bank for Reconstruction
and Development estimates, the
total foreign debt ‘of developing
countries reached ‘§810 billion in
1983, $730 billion  being medium-
term and long-term debts. Last year
some 30 countries;, unable to repay
this debt on time, requested the
rescheduling of their debt payments
totalling $100 billion. Some coun-
tries intend to refuse to repay the
debts - altogether because of the
usurious. interest rates forced on
them by the American creditors.

Starting with the late 1970s, loans
and credits to countries experiencing
currency difficulties because of the
increased oil prices and dwindling
export earnings have become virtual-
ly a gold mine for the transnational
bankers. The profits of the TNBs
soared, the grave crisis in most cap-
italist countries notwithstanding.

Usurious loans now bring the in-
ternational banks, parasitizing as
they are on the financial difficulties
of the Third World countries, bigger
profits than industrial investments.
Here one cannot but recall V. I
Lenin’'s words that “the develop-
ment of capitalism has arrived at
a stage when, although commodity
production still ‘reigns’ and conti-
nues to be regarded as the basis of
economic life, it has in reality been
undermined and the bulk of the
profits go to the ‘geniuses’ of finan-
cial manipulation. At the basis of
these manipulations and swindles
lies socialized production; but the

immense progress of mankind,
which achieved this socialization,
goes to benefit... the speculators.”

It is in the arms race unleashed
by imperialism that the undermining
of commodity production and the
utilization of the accomplishments of
scientific and technological progress
to the detriment of mankind have
acquired their ugliest forms. The
militaristic business brings the mil-
itary-industrial complexes of the
three centres which include many
TNCs and the international banks
financing them, profits that are on
a par with the money they make on
foreign leans.

GROWTH OF THE ASSETS
OF THE 25 BIGGEST BANKS
OF EACH OF THE THREE CENTRES

[in bin. dellars)

US.A. 301 761 892
Wesfern

Europe 330 1,504 1,488
lapan 240 1,020 1,175

The General Electric transnational
corporation, listed among the top
ten Pentagon contractors, made 1
profit of more than $2 billion in
1983, 25 per cent more than in 1982;
General Dynamics, $286 million,
twice the 1982 figure. The profits
of United Technologies came to $500
million and Rockwell International,
to $400 million. The Martin-Marietta
concern which produces the Persh-
ing missiles boosted its profits by
50 per cent. Also waxing rich
on military contracts are West
German concerns Messerschmitt-
Bélkow-Blohm  (missiles, bombers,
combat helicopters) and Krauss-
Maffei (tanks), the Dutch transna-
tionals Philips and Royal Dutch
Shell, numerous major companies in
Britain, France, Belgium and Italy.

The Big Business of the West
European centre, and in recent years
also the Japanese industrial and fi-
nancial tycoons covet the multibil-
lion profits of their American rivals
and clearly want to grab a bigger
slice of the militarist pie from it. It
is the avarice of Big Business that
prompts the European Atlanticists
and the Japanese conservatives to
clamour ever more persistently for
a further swelling of military bud-
gets, inflated as they already are.
This pursuit of superprofits by the
transnational oligarchs and barons
of the military business brings the
world dangerously close to the
threshold of a nuclear Apocalypse.
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FURASIA
THROUGH

WASHINGTON SIGHTS

|

urs is an interdependent

world in which distances be-

tween the most wide-spaced

regions have been substantial-

ly cut by the development of

technology, including military
technology. And even if we ~ have
become accustomed to speek of Eu-
ropean security or Asian security,
we should never forget that these
are parts, interdependent parts, of
a single whole—international,
universal, global security. When
security is violated in one place,
the flame instantly streaks to
another as though along a blasting
fuse.

In politics one must be able to
peer into the near and more distant
future. To identify dangerous
tendencies in time. And just as
timely to take precautionary, pro-
phylactic measures.

Bloody wars and conflicts, Pearl
Harbor, Hiroshima and Nagasaki
forbid us to forget the past of the
Pacific region. Besides, the skies are
not cloudless there even today
Clouds are gathering, the wind {is
blowing stronger and eddies forth—
these harbingers of typhoons which
cause so many calamities begause
of their suddenness and evil temper.
But let us face the facts: imthe Far
East there is the possibilityoof & nu-
clear typhoon as well.

On having started the deployment
of its first-strike nuclear missiles in
Western Europe, Washington has
now decided to start a similar opera-
tion in East Asia. While declaring
Western Europe the centre of its
global rivalry with the Soviet Union,
the United States intends to create
another such centre in the Asian-

Pacific area. “President Reagan
wants Japan to undertake commit-
ments equal to thosé of the Unitec

States’ NATO allies), )it was an-
nounced by a State Department
spokesman.

Thus, it is intended to place Tokyo
on the same plane as NATO, with all
the ensuing <Gonsequences. High-
placed NATO pofficials openly call
on Japan to become “more involved
in the affairs of the North Atlantic
Treaty /Organization. in relation to
strategic affairs,” including questions
concerning the  deployment of
American medium-range arms in
Europe. In an aftempt to create com-
plications,in Japan's relations with
the U.S.SR. fears are being fanned
up in Tokye as to Soviet medium-
range/missiles.

Thed results of such calls and in-

trigues’are there for all to see. Japa-
nese Prime Minister Yasuhiro Naka-

sone has voiced unconditional sup-
port for the plans to deploy the new

American nuclear missiles in
Western Europe. It appears that
this approval has its logic. Those

who make their territory available
for the deployment of .American of-
fensive arms, in particular the latest
nuclear-capable F-18 {fighter-bomb-
ers, who allow! foreign ships
with a lethal carge.en board to enter
their ports cannot deny this “right”
to others.

But this is a dangerous Ilogic,
creating a risky precedent and pro-
gramming a no less risky subordina-
tion to/Washington's global strategy.
“The /danger of Japan being involv-
ed in a'limited nuclear war becomes
increasingly real as a result of the
deployment of tactical nuclear mis-
sileh)weapons in the Far East,”
warned member of parliament from
the ruling party Minenori Akagi on’
the pages of the newspaper Asahi.
1n his opinion, his country’s blind fol-
lowing of this course under the
Pentagon’s “nuclear umbrella” will
“result in the destruction of the
Japanese nation.” In any case, the
“unsinkable aircraft carrier,” as the
Japanese Prime Minister chose to
call his country, will hardly remain
afloat.

And so, in addition to the West

European bridgehead of “limited”
nuclear  war, yet another one
is being created—in the Far

East. According to the principle—
the farther from the United States
the better. Let others fight or, to
be more precise, burn in the flames
of a nuclear war. Meanwhile these
two hotbeds are assigned the role of

An American first-strike nuclear mis-
sile in Western Europe. Shown on the
map are the American bases where
Pershings and cruise missiles are being
deployed.

) % BRITAIN

i

NETHERLANDS

ensdrecht W £

GERM
Hasselbach

veckars

Molesworth * We
Greenham
Common *

2

BELGIUM




THE THREE CENTRES OF PRESENT-DAY IMPERIALISM: U.S.A.—EEC—JAPAN

strategic pincers designed to encircle
the Soviet Union and the entire
socialist community from two sides
and to threaten them with a
“check,” to use an expression from
chess. Another designation of these
pincers is to control their own
partners, reducing them to the role
of obedient executors of the will of
others.

The aim in Western Europe and
East Asia is to considerably in-
crease American military presence,
moreover nuclear presence, to set
these regions on the course of
preparing for war, to mobilize the
forces and resources of many states
for a “direct confrontation” with
world socialism under American
leadership and in the name of Amer-
ican interests of world domination.
There are attempts to present NATO
and the Washington-Tokyo-Seoul
tripartite military alliance that is
now being knocked together as in-
nocent, purely defensive organiza-
tions, almost as guarantors of inter-
national security, which is supposed-
ly threatened by those perfidious
Russians.

Pentagon quarters are wont to give
imaginative names to their militar-
istic doctrines and concepts. One of
them, the “seasaw strategy,” provides
for the waging of war both in Eu-
rope and in Asia with a possible
transfer of troops and armaments
from one theatre to the other.
The NATO armed forces in Europe
may be sent to the iIndian Ocean
area or to other parts of Asia. On the
other hand, American naval and air
units deployed in those regions may,
in case of need, be quickly brought
to Europe.

Washington seeks to draw its
partners into this “seasaw strategy,”
which sways international stability
and security. It wants to tie wup
Tokyo to possible Pentagon-NATO
operations in Europe, and the NATO
West European allies to possible ac-
tions in the Asian-Pacific region.

The militaristic strategic “seasaw’
is  simultaneously a political
“seasaw.” The plans of redeploying
American troops that supposedly
guard like a shield their allies in
Western Europe and the Far East are
intended to compel the partners to
step up their military preparations,
extend the range of their military
commitments and assume a part of
the functions of the Pentagon’s
potential. Both Western Europe and
Japan are being / scared with a
“reorientation of U.S. diplomacy.”
The pattern is simple:; first, fears of
a “Soviet military threat” are gen-
erated and not allowed to die down,
and then, these fears are used to
bully the partners, threatening them

“to pull out the American boys” or
to scale down the US. “defence”
functions.

When Washington started out to
impose its nuclear-missile “rearma-
ment” on Western Europe assurances
were made that Western Europe
holds an obvious priority in U.S.
foreign policy. Now that Washing-
ton has decided to pull Japan, and
some other partners up to the level
of NATO and to deploy a first-strike
nuclear-missile potential in the Far
East, there is talk of a different
order: about the “decline of Eu-
rope,” on the one hand, and, on the
other, about “growing interest in
Asia,” the “growth of the Asian
factor” in the foreign policy of the
White House and the “shifting of the
centre of gravity from the Atlantic
to the Pacific.”

Washington is making no attempt
whatsoever to conceal its new plans
in the Pacific area. On the contrary,
it advertises them, in an effort to
generate excitement around the idea
of the onset of the “Pacific age” @nd
even to instil fears about the rapid
growth of the share of Padific ¢oun-
tries in the world" economy and
politics and the perspective of being
left trailing the Asian chariot. And
the nervous strain has proved to be
too much for some-in Western Eu-
rope, Newsweek /magazine writes
that Western Europe has a “Pacific
nightmare™ bringing to mind “the
wave of jitters that washed over
Europe in the 1880s because of what
was then perceived as a formidable
‘American_challenge’ to European
financial and industrial indepen-
dence.”

So, there is a new, Pacific chal-
lenge. ' No doubt it has a real, objec-
tive ‘basis. But Washington is mani-
pulating it quite skilfully, hoping
to herd Western Europe into an ex-
hausting competition in the Pacific
where it must go down in the
whirlpools of trade and techno-
logical rivalry. As for itself,
Washington wants the role of the
“third, rejoicing party” that observes
from the top of a mountain “the
fight of two tigers in the valley
below.” In setting its partners in
military-political blocs at log-
gerheads in the struggle for markets,
raw material sources and investment
spheres, American imperialism in
fact acts against them from the same
positions as it does against the
U.S.S.R. and other socialist states—
from positions of strength.

A country that gives in to Wash-
ington in such fundamental matters
as making national territory
available for the Pentagon’s aggres-
sive potential cannot count on being
taken into serious consideration.

When planning Western Europe's
political weakening, the White House
takes into account also the lessening
of its economic might, especially
in the development. of modern
technology which, in the opinion of
Western specialists, is to play the
key role in the(economic future of
the world. In 1881 the volume of the
United States. trade with East Asian
countries ($118,200 million) exceeded
for the first time the volume of its
business deals with West European
partners ($117,200 million). Since
then this difference has been steadi-
ly increasing. Eastern Asia has thus
become, < America's biggest trade
partner, and an object of its expan-
sion. "Everything attracts the Amer-
ican’geopoliticians to this region—
its tremendous market, its huge
natural wealth, its rich raw material
resources and its extremely im-
portant strategic location. They pin
particularly big hopes on drawing
Japan, China, South Korea and
other countries into one or another
military-political scheme.

First of all, it is intended to share
with Japan the “burden of military
responsibility” for the situation in
the region, that is, to make it
shoulder part of the police func-
tions of which the Washington Ad-
ministration would like to rid itself
for one reason or another. The
American NBC television company
noted in one of its programmes on
Japan’'s rearmament that, with the
U.S. armed forces stretched to the
limit because of military commit-
ments throughout the world, the
United States would like Japan to
assume a greater role in the Western
Pacific. Yet this redistribution of
functions should leave the United
States in full control of everything,
In short, it is demanded of Japan
that it put on its sword again while
Washington would keep its hand on
the hilt.

The pointed interest in Japan is
explained also by another im-
portant circumstance. Already now
Washington faces the real danger
that Japan, being in possession of
high military technology and broad
possibilities of perfecting it in the
future, may find itself capable of
giving the United States a run for
its money in the international
arms market and dealing the Amer-
ican arms manufacturers a blow
similar to that it has dealt, say, to
the American motor companies.
While ensuring for its military-in-
dustrial complex extensive access to
Japanese military technology, Wash-
ington intends to limit the use of the
latest in this technology by Japanese
civilian industries, under the pretext
that it falls under the American-
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Washington's Pu Eastern ally is build-
ing up its military muscle.

Japanese Security Treaty articles on
military secrets.

In short, when is comes to Amer-
ican interests and prospects in the
Pacific some people high up in
Washington tend to fall into a state
of euphoria. “These nations [in the
Pacific basin] are undergoing a
renaissance,” says Michael Mans-
field, the US. Ambassador in
Japan. “The opportunities and
potentials are here. In my opinion
this is where it all is and where our
future lies. We are out here in this
part of the world to stay.” In his
opinion, the next century will be
marked as “the century of the
Pacific.” These considerations, the
Ambassador thinks, should be the
premise in drawing up the long-term
American political, economic and
military-strategic concept in respect
of that region.

All this, of course, does not mean
that from now on Washington will
ignore Western Europe. It remains,
just as in the past, the main, if not
the decisive, strong point of Amer-
ican global strategy, the main
springboard for struggle against
world socialism with all the ensuing
dangerous consequences. One of the
Pentagon’s most probable “theatres
of war” is situated there. In the
opinion of Gene LaRoque, a major
American expert on military
strategy, the Americans progeed
from the assumption that the.third
world war, just as the first and
second ones, will be wagéd. }n Eu-
rope. As for the thesis “@bout the
U.S. “realigning” itself “to the Far
East, it may simply be,an attempt
to divert the Europeans’ attention
from preparations for the first strike.

Washington has no intention at
all to change mounts. On the con-
trary, it wants to prod on both,
while giving preference to the one
that looks fresher and faster so as to

.achieve “equali

pull further the chariot of American
global policy. By combining within
the framework of a single strategy
both the “West European factor” and
the “Asian factor,” it hopes to con-
trol the international situation as a
whole.

This strategy, which has become
the present American Administra-
tion’s most cherished dream, is not
of recent origin. Back in 1945, when
the main imperialist rivals of the
United States were either routed or
weakened, when the heads of Wash-
ington strategists were giddy in anti-
cipation of the onset of the “Amer-
ican age,” one of them, Robert
Strausz-Hupé, predicted that regional
balances of forces in Asia and
Europe would hence form the basis
of US. policy, while the totally un-
fettered might of the United States,
deployed at both ends of Eurasia,
would hold the overall balance in its
hands.

But it is becoming increasingl¥
difficult for Washington to mani-
pulate these balanges of /forces
and the more so to control them.
Especially when it tries at ‘one“and
the same time to umite its partners
against the U.S.S.R. and other social-
ist countries,/ as._ well /as’against
other states reluctant/to take orders
from the U8, and to divide them,
depriving’ them of the ‘possibility to
stand upljointly in defence of their
interests against the U.S.

The United States was and remains
the militaristic “superpower” in the
conglomerate of the three main
centres of gimperialism’'s economice,
political . and military might—the
U.S., Western Europe and Japan. But
its economi¢ positions have been
erodedvand are far from what they
should be to give it the feeling that
it is dlso in the zenith of unchalleng-
ed financial might. Nevertheless in
the imperialist “tricentrism” it sees
not three centres of power but one,
the American, and seeks to suppress
attempts by its partners-rivals to
" or at least rela-
tive independence in foreign policy.
For the White House “tricentrism”
is not a field for equal co-operation
but only a form of subordinating
Western Europe and Japan.

Using as a cover the thesis of the
United States’ “special responsibili-
ty” that supposedly encompasses
almost the whole world and portray-
ing its selfish interests as the
common interests of the entire West
and Japan, the White House reduces
its West European allies and Japan
to the role of helpers of the “world
policeman” who must obediently
look after his “vital interests.” While
the Reagan team are fanning up

~ tion shown them by

world tensions, the U.S. “partners”
are given the task of pulling
chestnuts out of the fire for them, be
it in Europe or in Asia. But in case
there arises the danger of singeing
their own fingers or ®Ven burning
themselves to death(in the flames of
nuclear war, two Alightning rods"—
the West Europeann &nd the Far
Eastern—are being prepared.

Washington, ‘wants to turn its
NATO allies and Japan into arms
bearers of nthe anti-communist
crusade announced by Reagan. A
global political and military al-
liance js being knocked together
with the ‘participation of both NATO
countries in the west and Japan in
thefeast! “For the imperialists the
Asian continent is yet another,
éastern, front of struggle against
socialist states,” Konstantin Cher-
neénko has stressed. “The United
States has created there a chain of
military bases and strong points,
and deployed nuclear arms. Not only
the territory of the Soviet Union
but also the territory of other social-
ist and not only socialist states of
Asia and the Pacific basin are within
the range of these arms. It should
be recalled that it was the Asian
continent that became the first test-
ing range for the combat use of nu-
clear weapons by the United States.”

The White House and the Pentagon
would like to expand the new,
eastern anti-socialist front in every
way, this being evidenced, in parti-
cular, by the visits made by
President Reagan to China, Japan
and South Korea and by Defence
Secretary Weinberger, to Tokyo and
Seoul. When urging the co-ordina-
tion of actions between NATO and
the military-political Washington-
Tokyo-Seoul triangle, the head of
the Pentagon also voiced the cherish-
ed hope of American strategists to
see the triangle changed into a
guadrangle, with the participation
of Peking.

Some people in the Far East may
feel flattered by the pointed atten-
the White
House, the State Department and the
Pentagon. But many feel ill at ease
and have butterflies fluttering in
their stomachs. Noting the growing
American interest in Japan, the
Tokyo newspaper Mainichi expressed
three wishes.

First, that the policy of greater
attention to Asia be conducted not
only from the viewpoint of the state
interests of the United States but
also with due account for the in-
terests of the Asian and Pacific
countries.

Second, that greater interests in
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Asia should not bring about its in-
volvement in American-Soviet con-
frontation.

Third, that Japan’s actions be not
the result of U.S. pressure.

wishes.
into ac-

These are just and fair
But will they be taken
count?

So far, Washington is not inclin-
ed to hear out and grant anybody's
wishes; all it does is setting forth
its own demands. Both Western Eu-
rope and Japan are presented with
the same set of demands. To join
the plans of “direct confrontation”
and of “encircling” the U.S.S.R. To
harness themselves to the Pentagon’s
chariot which at any moment may
set off madly towards the nuclear
precipice. To increase military
spending and raise the overall level
of militarization, to service the U.S.
military-industrial complex. To take
in their keep the economically
weaker members of militaristic al-
liances. To scale down resistance to
the economic expansion of the U.S.
and to restrain their own—this ap-
plies first of all to Japan and the
Common Market countries. To
neutralize the mass anti-nuclear
movement at home.

To sum up, others must subor-

The map shows Tokyo's
operations.

plans of

dinate their wvital interests to the
strategic ambitions and imperial
designs of the self-styled leader and
place their national security under
his complete control. Washington is
drawing its partners in Western
Europe and East Asia into a new,
even costlier stage of the nuclear
and conventional arms race that
destabilizes the entire international
situation and is therefore dangerous.

So far it is somewhat easier for
Washington to deal with Japan than
with Western Europe. Tokyo itself
made Washington several “gifts” at
once: it increased its military spend-
ing by 6.5 per cent, gave the Pen-
tagon access to ultra-modern
military technology, granted the
military regime in South Korea as-
sistance to the tune of $4 billion and
took some measures to “open” its
market to American commodities
and capital. In Western Europe, it is
by far not all who make “gifts" in
the form of consent to the deploy-
ment of the new American nuclear
missiles, of an increase in miilitary
spending by 4 per cent,” as is
demanded by the“ Pentagofiymer in
the form of congessions

tectionist clashes, and even then they
do it with considerable apprehen-
sion.

As it was noted with keen insight

in"the pro-

by the already mentioned Mainichi,
“the strategy of the United States is
aimed at creating a worldwide
system enabling it to secure victory
over the U.S.S.R.” Some of the intend-
ed participants seem to meekly hur-
ry on to take their place in it, while
others are weighing, and not without
reason, the risks involved and the
overall danger.of the attempts to
destroy stability in vast regions and
undermine the security of neighbour-
ing states./During his visits to Seoul
and Washington, Nakasone promised
to merger..the structure of the
military alliance between the United
States and Japan with that of NATO
and to share the “‘common destiny.”
This plays into the hands of those
who intend to turn many areas of
the world into potential “theatres of
war,” who for this purpose are
pushing NATO beyond the confines
of its geographical zone and are
beginning gradually to draw other
countries, first of all Japan, into
NATO's plans of integration and
operations.

Judging by one of the reports of
the U.S. Secretary of Defence, the
members of this global system would
be required to create a potential ap-
proximating wartime needs. As to
Japan’'s “common destiny” with the
NATO members under the U.S. aegis,

Bottle up the Soviet fieet in the
Sea of Japan in case of war by
mining four ‘choke points’

Patrol 1,000 mi. of the sea iane
for oil from the Middle East

Patrol 1,000 mi. of the sea
lane between Japan and the
U.S. supply base in Guam
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the newspaper Tokyo Shimbun says
that Japan must not “create the im-
pression that it is turning into a
forward U.S. base against the
USSR. It must not orient itself
one-sidedly at the United States and
display an irresponsible approach to
the development of dialogue with the
USSR."

But it is precisely such a role that
is being assigned to Japan. As has
been pointed out. by Admiral Wil-
liam Crow, who is in command of
the U.S. armed forces in the Pacific
and Indian oceans, Japan acquires a
special importance in the event of a
clash with the Soviet navy, for the
U.S. wants, as one of the first steps,
to block the straits.

Washington is not loath to give a
place in the global anti-Soviet
system also to others. Addressed to
them are calls to revive the idea of
“strategic co-operation” and “paral-
lel interests.” In order to advance
the fulfilment of its strategic plans
Washington scares both Peking and
Tokyo with the “Soviet military
might” (they supposedly have one
common potential enemy against
which they should unite their own
forces and also team up with the

United States), and, separately,
Peking, with Japan’s becoming a
major military power, and Tokyo,
with Soviet-Chinese ‘“rapproche-
ment.”

Such are the intrigues of the

Washington imperial
peace and security in the world’s
two crucial regions which have
already been arenas of devastating
conflicts and will hardly survive a
new one. The Soviet Union cautions
against this and calls on all states
to avoid “direct confrontation,” to
prevent matters from reaching a
point fraught with conflict. It would
not want to find itself forced to take
new defensive countermeasures.

And what about Japan? Although
Tokyo continues to refer to the
“three non-nuclear principles”—not
to manufacture, acquire or permit
the deployment of nuclear weapons
on the country’'s territory—speeial-
ists do not exclude the posfjbility
that Japan might acquire them“by
the end of the century. For the Japa-
nese cabinet has stated thatl ‘posses-
sion of nuclear arms does not con-
tradict the Japanese constitution. In
his time the former Prime Minister
Zenko Suzuki declared farfusing nu-
clear arms as a ‘deterrent force”
and did not reject the possibility
of their future use for “preventive”
purposes. Developments are such
that the American-Japanese “securi-
ty pact” threatens to become an in-
strument of the Pentagon's nuclear

court against

strategy while Japan is in danger of
becoming a potential theatre of a
“limited” nuclear war in the Far
East.

The United States is already turn-
ing Japan into a strong point of its
thermonuclear strategy in the area.
Among the approximately 120 Amer-
ican military installations on Japa-
nese territory there are some which
already have “components” of nu-
clear arms, and more of such ‘“‘com-
ponents” are brought in. Nuclear
weapons are deployed also in South
Korea. The agreement with Tokyo
on the stationing at the American
air base in Misawa, Honshu Island,
of two squadrons of the latest
fighter-bombers capable of deliver-
ing both nuclear and conventional
weapons to distances of more than a
thousand kilometres is new evidence
of the Pentagon’'s dangerous plans in
the Far East.

In the autumn of 1983 Foreign
Minister Shintaro Abe said that
Japan must maintain close interac~
tion with the United States and the
NATO countries in /Western Europe.
Tokyo's 1983 White Paper on Defence
Issues regards for the first time the
strengthening of Japaneseé) military
might as an inseparable ¢omponent
of the West's, global, militaristic
strategy. It says thatsonJapan should
build up jts'ewn military might and
also strengthen military co-operation
with the US. and other NATO coun-
tries. The stated readiness to perform
the functions of NATO's Far East-
ern flank does not remain only
on paper: the proclaimed intentions
and commitments are being backed
up by thé military infrastructure.

Whileoffieials in Tokyo insist that
Japan‘will)supposedly never become
a “major military power,” the coun-
try, already now, holds sixth place
fof size of its air force, fifth place
foronumber of submarines and
fourth place for tonnage of mnaval
ships, as compared to America's 15
NATO allies. Japan's ground forces

are roughly as big as those o

Britain. For level of military spend-
ing Japan holds eighth place in the
world; during the past decade its
military budget has been growing
two and a half times faster than
the NATO average.

What is the attitude to the coun-
try's rearmament in Japan itself?
Public opinion is quite elogquently
reflected by a reader’s letter print-
ed in Mainichi on March 31, 1984:
“In the United States Nakasone
speaks about turning Japan into an

‘unsinkable aircraft carrier’ Two
years in a row he is sharply in-
creasing military spending, while

during a lecture at Peking Universi-
ty he blandly declares that he is not
going to turn Japan  into a military
power. In other words, he says one
thing in the morning and another in
the evening. Tol callya spade a spade,

this is nothing = but downright
hypocrisy.” ssReporting a public
opinion poll, another newspaper,

Yomiuri,{ arrives at the following
conclusien: “The Japanese people are
extremely negative in their attitude
to the course of further building up
armaments, beyond the present
framework of the country's defence
capability.”

But Peking, it turns out, knows
the situation in Japan better than the
Japanese themselves. It was stat-
ed at a high level there that “we do
not consider at present that the Na-
kasone government is pursuing a
policy of militarization.”

By destabilizing the situation in
Asia and creating there a seat of
international tension, the U.S. ruling
circles and their Far Eastern as-
sistants aim at dividing the peoples
and sicking one country against
another. And despite the collapse in
Asia of such anti-communist al-
liances as CENTO and SEATO, the
American geopoliticians are trying
again to forge militaristic axes and
divide Asia into “spheres of in-
fluence” and *zones of interests.”
With total disregard for historical
experience, for the lessons of World
War II and of the Pentagon’s venture
in Indo-China, Washington is turn-
ing the Asian region into a zone of
heightened war danger.

The peoples of Asia are not
uniform in terms of history and social
systems. Contradictions, sometimes
very serious ones, rooted in the past
or of recent origin, exist between
some of them. Territorial claims are
being made. Armed conflicts, both
brief and protracted ones, flare up
from time to time. It certainly will
be no easy task to bring the situa-
tion in the hot spots of Asia and the
Pacific back to normal. But in
principle this is possible and can be
done if the countries and peoples
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show political good will, if the
striving for good-neighbourship on a
firm peaceful foundation takes the
upper hand over the discord and
friction, which are more often than
not injected from without, over at-
tempts to solve outstanding issues by
means of arms. The entire experience
of much-suffering Asia clearly in-
dicates the only effective way—
renouncing the use of force in the
settlement of conflict situations,
renouncing participation in militar-
istic alliances, axes and triangles.
The Soviet Union and other social-
ist countries firmly and consistently
come out for turning Asia into a
region of peace. Precisely this aim is

DMITRY POGORZHELSKY

n the late seventies and the early
eighties, when Washington swung
to confrontation, the U.S. institutes
and research centres, financed by

various foundations, issued

quite a few analytical reports
which alerted the new Administ-
ration to the problems and difficulties
it was in for. One of the reports
submitted to Ronald Reagan on the fifth
day of his presidency warned that the
eighties would be a decads ©of un-
precedented challenges to the Amer-
ican foreign and military ‘pelicy, and
that the U.S. would probably face ever
sharper differences within the Western
alliance.

The "“brain trusts" recommended the
Administration various ways to deal with
the situation. The Hoover Institute sug-
gested that the U.S. should wage a po-
litical and economic war against the
Soviet Union, change over from rhetoric
to resolute action and from détente to
dynamic defence. The influential Council

pursued by the Soviet proposal on the
introduction of confidence-building
measures in the Far East, including
measures in the military field. It is
suggested to reach political accord
on this matter both on a collective
and a bilateral basis. The Soviet
Union wants the power approach to
be fully excluded from international
relations in Asia just as in other
continents, and an atmosphere of
genuine trust and friendly co-opera-
tion created.

On the table is the constructive
proposal of the Mongolian People’s
Republic—to conclude a convention
on mutual non-aggression and non-
use of force in relations between the

on Foreign Relations insisted on the
U.5. @oing back to the era of its supre-
macy and absolute leadership in world
affairs. To sum up, force was pronounc-
ed the remedy for all troubles and the
means of restoring the former omni-
potence. Pax Americana became the
modern version of the imperialist
“American dream.”

Much had changed on the other side
of the Atlantic over the years of détente,
however. The military-strategic parity
with the U.S. achieved by the Soviet
Union had provided the basis for Soviet-
American dialogue and for a policy of
relaxation of tensions. But Reagan's
Washington regards this strategic parity
as a "window of vulnerability’ and has
come to rely exclusively on armed
force because, while having yielded
economically and politically, Washing-
ton’s positions in the military field re-
main practically unchanged. This is pre-
cisely why, as the West German eco-
nomists G.P. Krimer and W. Masseling

Asian and Pacific states.
the peaceful initiatives of the
Democratic People’s Republic of
Korea directed at easing tension in
Korea and the Fap East generally.
There are also the genstructive pro-
posals of Vietnam; wliaos and Kam-
puchea aimed at attaining mutual
understanding and normalizing rela-
tions between the countries of South-
east Asia:

In their sum total, all these initia-
tives and proposals form a solid
basis for joint constructive action by
pedples)and states to bring a normal
and healthy atmosphere to the
Asian-Pacific region.

There are

maintain, “the leading role of the U.S.
in the Atlantic alliance can be justified
only in the military area. With its course
of confrontation, the U.S. seeks io make
use of its specific strong points in
rivalries with allies.”

The objectives of the U.S. Administra-
tion's strategy boil down to depriving
Western Europe of the political capital
it gained in the seventies, discouraging
it from seeking détente, imposing con-
frontation with the U.S.S.R. and other
socialist countries on Europe and the
world at large against the background
of an unrestrained arms race.

Yet the Europeans are not at all
eager o give up détente entirely. While
following in the wake of Washington in
the military area, they do not want to
curtail political contacts with the East.
Professor S.H. Hoffmann of Harvard
University, a well-known American po-
litologist, is of the opinion that discord
in the "Atlantic family” is caused,
among other factors, by Western Europe
and the United States not seeing eye
to eye on the Soviet Union's foreign
policy, both global and regional.

“Sense of Insecurity”

Following the adoption of the "re-
armament” decision, West Europeans
came to realize that their security was
threatened by Washington's adventurist
policy, and not by Moscow. An agoniz-
ing process of revaluation of values
began in NATO. There appeared differ-
ences on military-strategic problems—
an entirely new factor.

Throughout the postwar history, all
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the West European NATO members
(except France) obediently identified
themselves with ‘Washington's military
policy, accepting its doctrines,
cepts which
often worked out without any consulta-
tion with them. But of late Wash-
ington has been applying
nuclear-missile yardstick to world de-
velopments with a crudity which revolt-
ed even its closest allies. The Reagan
Administration’s obsession with the idea
of achieving military-strategic prepon-
derance is so maniacal that it evokes a

con-

and strategies were

its own

“sense of insecurity,” as Anker Joergen-
sen, the Danish ex-Premier, put it.

Now that new American medium-
range missiles are being deployed in
Europe, Washington is frying to reas-
sure the West Europeans by telling them
that they are now more secure than
ever, and that under the new American
“nuclear umbrella” they have nothing to
fear. This is a crude lie. The new mis-
siles are strongly objected to not only
by the man in the sireet, but also by
West European governments and M.P.s.
The opposition to “rearmament” is quite
strong and serious.
obliged the government to keep the
U.S. missiles away from the country and
to withdraw from NATO's treasury the
Danish share of the expenses involved.
Greece has taken a special stand on
the missile deployment issue. Holland
has reserved its decision. Although this
move does not yet mean a definite No,
it has warped the Euromissile deploy-
ment schedule somewhat.

The new American missiles have cat-
alyzed the long-standing doubts and
apprehensions in Western Europe as fo
whether the U.S. strategy is not chang-
and Old
not

ing, and whether the New
Worlds' interests
eventually drift apart.

security will

As nuclear missiles kept improving,
Washington started revising its strafegic
objectives and the role it had assigned
tfo its allies. In September 4979, shortly
before the adoption of the “double-
track decision,” former,UJ.S. Secretary of
State Henry Kissingeér »said that the
European allies should not press Amer-
ica for ever newer strategic guarantees
which it was not going to give them,
even if it wanted to, lest civilization
should be in danger of destruction. Ex-

Danish parliament

CIA chief Stansfield Turner was even
more outspoken. He said the Americans
had fooled West Europeans on many
occasions and kept promising to defend
Western Europe with atomic bombs,
while actually being loth
America to an attack.

to expose

These statements were the first indi-
cations of the Pentagon revising ifs
strategy. At that time the U.S. was de-
veloping new medium-range nuclear
missiles and testing new warheads for
its Pershing 2s. According to the West
German Stern magazine, they are de-
signed to dig 12 metres deep into the
ground before going off. Their targets,
the magazine explained, were “missile-
launching silos and the Kremlin bun-

kers.” There is no doubt that the re-

American G.ls throwing their weight
about in Wesiern Europe.

targeting of the missiles on the U.S.S.R,
and other socialist countries’ defence
installations, and the development of
“surgically accurate” warheads capable
of hitting small targets are elements of
a first-strike strategy.

As if to confirm the West Europeans’
apprehensions, James Carter signed, in
the autumn of 1980, Directive No. 59 on
the possibility of a “limited nuclear !
war'—limited to Europe, that is. Harold |
Brown, the then U.5. Defence Secretary,
confirmed that the directive signified
a change in the U.S. nuclear strategy.

The Reagan Administration has in-

herited the “limited nuclear war" con-
cept and enriched it with new elements.
Its strategic doctrine aims at winning a
“protracted nuclear war," as follows
from defence instructions which set
forth the Pentagon's’ objectives for
1984-88. Some time |atér, the President
signed Directive No. 32, which pro-
claimed the first ‘strike to be “highly
moral" and “natural’’ in the opinion of
Pentagon generals' these “innovations"
make the U.S.'nuclear strategy more
realistic,

All this has confirmed Europe's doubts
as to the/ American nuclear guarantees.
After all, the cruise missiles and Per-
shings arelintended to separate U.S. and
West European security interests and, in
the‘case of a nuclear conflict, to draw
thie retaliatory blow to Western Europe
rather than to America. Nowadays the

{ deterrence docirine,”” the U.S. Admin-

istration’'s military advisers admit, aims

at securing victory in a limited war con-
flict and preventing an exchange of nu-
clear strikes between the U.S.S.R. and
the United States.

The Three Pillars
of Military Strategy

The new American nuclear-missile po-
tential in Europe is just one of the three
pillars of the Pentagon's new military
strategy. This strategy has no official
name as yet, but can perhaps be de-
scribed as “a strategy of a limited war
with a combined first strike.” It was
hardly accidental that in describing the
American military's innovations the West
German Der Spiegel magazine queried:
"|s attack the best method of defence?”
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The second pillar is the Air Land
Battle concept, which includes the
Rogers Plan emphasizing the build-up
of conventional weapons. This pillar
is alleged to be a nuclear conflict pre-
ventive, Washington is trying fo con-
vince its allies that it is necessary to
sharply increase the non-nuclear arms
potential without delay. This is suppos-
ed to lessen their dependence on the
American "nuclear umbrella” and io
raise the nuclear threshold in Europe.

Actually, the strategic Air Land
Baftle concept provides for mounting
pre-emptive combined attacks on the
enemy rears with nuclear, conventional
and chemical weapons. Many Western
military experts are of the opinion that
this concept adds t- the nuclear war
danger by emphasizing offensive
operations.

After the essentials of Air Land Battle
had been first made public in August
1982, West Germany's military atizché
in Washington hastened to infcrm Bonn
that the new concepts set forth in the
U.S. Army's field regulations did not
tally with NATO strategy. The Ministry
of Defence in Bonn kept silent, while
Washington assured its allies that Field
Manual 100-5 was valid on the U.S.
territory only. Yet Chapter 9 of the
Manual describes the territories of the
F.R.G. and the G.D.R. as a theatre of
nuclear war operations. Later that year,
at the winter session of the NATO
Council, Washington had its allies accept
the new concept and make it the basis
of the joint military policy. At that ses-
sion the allies also endorsed the Rogers
Plan.

Finally, the third pillar
strategy rests upon is the space anti-
missile defence system, which is in-
separably connected with the build-up
of the U.S. sirategic nuclear potential
and with the deployment of medium-
range nuclear missiles. The system is to
be used as a "“shield" against a re-
taliatory blow after the U.S. strikes out
with its new “sword'—the Pershing 2
and cruise missiles.

the new

Reagan's “star wars" plans have add-
ed fuel to the flame of European fears
and doubts. The U.S. and its. West
European allies were deeply divided on
that question at the spring 1984 session
of the NATO Nuclear Planning Group.
The British newspaper Guardian sound-
ed the alarm. The threat of destabiliza-
tion resulting from use of anti-missiles
in a space war has béen added to the
nuclear nightmare, it commented. A

high-ranking Dutch /diplomat said that

the militarization of outer space was
scary and madly dangerous.

Manfred Wérner, the F.R.G. Minister
of Defence, said that the American
plans spelled “a split of the Atlantic
alliance in the next few years.” He is

The Pentagon building where plans
dangerous fo world peace are hatched.

by no means the only one to think that
the implementation of the “star wars"
plans will lead to a dangerous destabili-
zation in East-West relafions and divorce
American security interests from those of
Western Europe. Many ‘arrive at the
disheartening conelusion’ that America
refuses to defend Western Europe.

Reanimating the WEU

“Isn't it high time to set up a new
European defence community?" This
question, asked/'by the French paper Le
Monde, reflects the sentiments prevalent
in the West European wing of the al-
liance.

The idea is nothing new.
seven countries—Britain, France, the
F.R.G{ ltaly, Belgium, the Netherlands
and Luxemburg—established the West-
ern European Union (WEU), which never
came fo play a political role of any
importance and presently withered
away. And now there is talk in the
Old World about “breathing new life”
into it.

In 1954,

Western Europe is coming to have
an ever greater role to play in the
Atlantic alliance. In 1982, West Europe-
an countries met 44 per cent of the
bloc's expenses, as against 25 per cent
in 1971. In 1979-80, Western Europe
spent $29-34 billion on conventional
weapons—only slightly less than the
U.S. did. 3

A specifically West European system
of military-economic, military-technolog-
ical and military-industrial links is tak-
ing shape. The NATO Eurogroup, set up
in 1968 and comprising all the Europe-
an NATO members except France and

lceland, was initially an instrument of
mobilizing West European financial re-
sources. Today it accounts for 75 per
cent of NATO's ground troops and tanks
in Europe, 65 per cent of combat air-
craft and 60 per cent of warships. France
(which is not affiliated with NATO's mil-
itary setup) and Britain have a nuclear
potential of their own which constitutes
more than a quarter of NATO's medium-
range nuclear missiles on European ter-
ritory. They keep building up and
modernizing their nuclear weapon ar-
senals, which meets Washington's ap-
proval.

However, the reanimation of the
WEU and the build-up of the West
European military might are by no
means intended as forms of opposition
to the United States. The Atlantic links
have not outlived themselves. For all the
contradictions and differences within the
alliance, its mainstays—anti-Sovietism
and the class solidarity of the European
and American monopoly bourgeoisie—
remain strong. This is precisely why the
idea of strengthening the European
centre of military might is presented
merely as an attempt at “balancing out”
the U.S. influence. No one considers
in earnest the possibility of Europe de-
fending itself on its own: the political
interests of the West European coun-
tries differ substantially. Despite all the
misgivings about the U.S. nuclear
“shield,” the adherence to Atlanticism
in the military sphere continues to suit
the NATO countries' ruling quarters.
The buildup of the European pillar,
says West German Foreign Minister
Hans-Dietrich Genscher, does not mean
Europe’s alienation from the United
States. Such reassurances are addressed
to the orthodox Atlanticists, who regard

the strengthening of the West Europe-
an section of NATO in the framework of
the Common Market as a threat to “the
cohesion of the alliance.” Why is the
WEU being reanimated then?
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Washington and NATO's top officials
do not mind such efforts, seeing them
in the light of the plans to build up
European conventional armaments.
Significantly, the WEU Assembly
held the sessions of its committees in
May 1984—in time for the jubilee ses-
sion of the NATO Council. The sessions
discussed new weapons, military re-
search and development work, space
research, and even heard a special re-
port on the use of outer space for mil-
itary purposes.

As we see, the agendas of those
sessions were strikingly akin to those of
NATO. This is what makes it possible

operation with Paris to be instrumental
in realizing it.

Meeting Bonn halfway, the WEU
Council lifted, in June 1984, the last of
the restrictions, imposed in 1954, on the
production of offensive weapons by the
F.R.G. According to the Siddeutsche
Zeitung, Bonn insisted on lifting the re-
strictions "“as a prerequisite for reviving
the WEU as NATO's prop in Europe.”

The documents of the June session
of the WEU Council describe the Union
as "“a European corganization competent
in questions of defence and security.”
Actually, this organization has proved
competent in stepping up war prepara-

The American tank M1 Abrams has
been adopted by NATO's armies in

to breathe new life into the WEU, the
French papers pointed out. It has even
been decided fo stir fo greater activity
the WEU's arms control agency and
permanent arms committee.

Bonn and Paris have assumed the role
of the WEU's motive force. ~Military
questions are steadily coming fo the
fore in the relations between the two
countries. The military aspect of their
relations was in the focus of attention at
their 1984 summit meeting, for instance.
The negofiations between Helmut Kohi
and Francois Mitterrand in Rambouillét
gave a new impulse to French-Wiest
German military co-operation: thestwe
leaders signed an agreement on th@joint
production of new combat plages and
helicopters, and agreed on abo¢t 50
other joint projects. The French Pres-
ident's proposal to set up a“Special
group for preparing the daunching of a
European combat satellite ) attracted
considerable attenfion.

Bonn f{akes special inierest in co-
operation with France and in the revival
of the WEU. Certain quarters in the
F.R.G. have not abandoned the dream
of reaching nuclear-missile launching
buttons, and expect closer military co-

tions. This {Suits Washington, -but can
only lead #o the further)worsening of
the situation on our confinent.

Who Is to Foot the Bill?

This question arises ever more fre-
quently as the allies discuss arms pur-
chases.

The WUiS. and West European countries
protech _their munitions industry by
various legislative acts and stimulate
itssforeign expansion. In the US., for
instance, an amendment to the arms im-
poil act entitles the Pentagon to buy
imported weapon systems only on con-
difion that they are no more than half
as expensive as American ones. The
Common Market countries have agreed
on a special status for the munitions in-
dustry’s products. The Treaty of Rome
on the establishment of the EEC author-
izes its members to take measures which
they think necessary to protect their
security and which pertain fo the pro-
duction and sales of weapons, ammuni-
tion and materiel.

However, the "“score” in the U.S.-
Western Europe arms frade is 8-1 in
America's favour.

An independent European programm-
ing group was set up back in 1976 with
3 view to enabling European countries
to co-ordinate their efforts in manufac-

turing their own weapons. The group
included France, which had withdrawn
from the bloc's military setup in 1966.

Under previous presidents, Washing-
ton stinted no promises of making arms
trade a "two-way streefi’. The Reagan
Administration has nullified these prom-
ises which, to the Republicans' think-
ing, were unforgivably naive and might
cost the U.S. its |éadership in arms pro-
duction. Washington.relies on its techno-
logical superiority‘and on its enormous
arms market, which is practically secure
from external competition. In the eigh-
ties this market expanded very rapidly,
at a raté exceeding that of Western
Europe’s arms build-up. Even if Western
Europe's military spending grows still
faster jhan it is doing now, its arms
market _capacity will remain half that of
the United States. Besides, Washington
spends three or even four times as much
on the development of new weapons
as its allies taken together.

Arms manufacturers on this side of
the Atlantic realize that if they do not
pool their efforts, the U.S. will leave
them far behind in developing new-
generation weapons stuffed with micro-
electronic gear. In that case, the West
European governments will have to pay
through the nose for American weapon
systems instead of enriching "their own"
arms manufacturers.

With the intense rivalry in the arms
market, Western death merchants
practise international co-production on
a wide scale. Co-production contracts
make it easier fo infiltrate the markets
of third countries. Here, too, the United
States is well ahead of its allies. The
F-16 plane it has built jointly with Nor-
way and the Benelux countries is a case
in point. Having imposed this project
on them by shady backstage machina-
tions, the U.S. reduced its European
partners’ role in it to that of second-
rate subcontractors. It is doing all it
can to keep its allies-cum-rivals away
from modern high technology and to
suppress any serious competition to its
products on the arms market.

International arms co-production helps
Washington achieve other ends, too.
One of the Pentagon's directives says
that it should help establish in the
Western countries the U.S. strategic
and tactical warfare concepts based on
the use of American combat equipment
and on the build-up of the allies" mil-
itary technology potential. The May 1984
session of the NATO Council endorsed
a top-secret list of 11 ultra-modern
weapon systems to be developed by the
bloc. That was just the first step, the
Western press stressed, in carrying out
the American plan of conventional
weapon modernization.

The implementation of this plan in-
velves heavy expenses. Adopted in
1978, the "modernization” plan provid-
ed for the alliance countries increasing
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their war budgets by three per cent a
year, with the inflation rate taken into
account. Shortly afterwards, General
Rogers began fo insist on four per cent,
and now there is talk even of six. How-
ever, the European allies are not too
willing to loosen the purse strings. They
refuse to increase their military spend-
ing at such a high rate if Washington
makes no concessions fo them in arms
trade. This causes obvious displeasure
in the White House which, with Rea-
gan in office, has brought the war
budget growth rate up to 7-8 per cent
a year.

Those across the ocean grumble that
the allies’ military spending is not high
enough, and that America has to bear
the brunt of the West's defence. Europe
is told that unless it develops its own
military muscles, it must put up with its
capital flowing out fo America to cover
the latter's budget deficit caused by
excessive military spending. Such is the
vicious circle of Atlanticism: by attract-
ing West European capital by high
lending rates, Washington compels the
allies to partly finance its own arms
build-up. In other words, the allies are
made to pay for the upkeep of the U.5.
war machine by hook or by crook.

The two cenfres compete not only in
the sphere of the fransatlantic arms
trade, but on the markets of the de-
veloping countries as well. Western
Europe has increased its arms produc-
tion potential over the past few years.
It was as early as in the mid-seventies
that the military-industrial complexes of
the two regions turned their gaze to the
Third Werld whose fast-growing arms
market became an arena of fierce com-
petition. Today the developing coun-
tries absorb over three quarters of the

The Marder armoured personnel car-
rier [F.R.G.).

West German fanks on an assembly
line.

entire Western arms_export. It is in the
developing world that West Europeans
are trying to make up for their failure
on the Ameri¢an market, So far, they
cannot overtake their transoceanic rival:
France's arms export is'a half, the FR.G.'s
a sixth, Britain's a ninth, and Ifaly’s an
eleventh of the American figure.

The/danger of this rivalry is obvious:
it aggravates the situation in the de-
veloping areas of the planet, and causes
armed conflicts fraught with serious
consequences for the rest of the world.

* L] -

So. what's going on: “Americaniza-
tion" ‘of Europe or "Europeanization’ of

T

NATO? The answer is: both. Atlantic-
ism cuts both ways. Washington would
like to have the ''Americanization” of
Europe and the "Europeanization” of
NATO under its tight control, so as to
prevent the allies from outstripping it
in any sphere of military policy, arms
production or arms frade.

So far, Western Europe has no say
in the matters of security and military
policy. If it is to remedy this situation,
it should stop following blindly in Wash-
ington's wake. Doubfs as to the wisdom
of pursuing such a course are already
in full evidence. But only doubts, noth-
ing more. The West European allies
are too deeply involved in the military-
strategic plans of their senior NATO
pariner. They back Washington in ifs
obstructionist stand on nuclear disarma-

ment as well. Nor are they prepared
to reject its plans of building up the
European strategic potential and to re-
store the former parity on the continent,
although this is the chief prerequisite
for resuming negofiations on nuclear
armaments in Europe.

The only way to prevent West
Europeans from becoming the target of
a retaliatory blow is to lower the level
of military confrontation and fo resume
the dialogue on nuclear arms limitation
on the continent. The Warsaw Treafy
counfries are prepared for that. We
have concrefe proposals for diminishing
{he war danger, ending confrontation
and achieving disarmament on and ouf-
side the European confinent. All this is
of equally great importance to Western
and Eastern Europe—provided, of
course, that the former has not been
fully converted fo the political creed of
Pax Americana.
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he imperialist rivalling allies
are cementing old aggressive
military alliances, knocking
together new ones—and irip-
ping up each other at the same
time. The arena of antagonisms
among the three centres of imperial-
ism and its aggressive foreign policy
is the entire non-socialist world.
Global problems are further ag-
gravated by militarism and the
economic expansion of transnational
corporations which plunder the
material and financial resources of
developed and developing states. The
last exploitative formation—capital-
ism at the highest and last stage
of its development—has now become
the main barrier in the way of
human progress.

The Double Bottom
of the Crusade

Preventing a nuclear war is the
most important and urgent task fac-
ing the world today. By the
early eighties, the yield of the nu<
clear weapons accumulated world-
wide totalled 50,000 MT of TNT
equivalent, which i~ 10,000 times“the
destructive power of all thelex-
plosives used in World War If._The
globe has become a powder keg
which a mere spark cangblast to
smithereens. o

Nevertheless, NATO strategists sent
the arms race up into, ‘aymeéw spiral
in the late seventies. Why? To “catch
up with the Soviet Unien,” as the
White House alleges? Hardly so,
because all the talk about the West’s
lagging behind the Soviet Union is
a pack of lies: the U.S. admitted at

one time the approximale parity of
the nuclear-missile might—béth
strategic and the so-called Euro-
strategic. 'Was the{) spurring /up
of the arms race intended to upset
this parity and to achieve superiori-
ty over the USS.R. and ‘ether
Warsaw Treaty/Countries? ) This is
more like it, {although{ ainrealistic
because the tithes when the US.
could gain a sfrategic/preponderance
over the, Soviet Union are gone
never to ¢ome back. “We need no
military superiority, we are not going
to dictate )to others,” Konstantin
Chernenko stressedy “But we shall
not let anyone upset the military
balance achieved, to date.”

Presumably, Reagan and many
other members of his Administra-
tion believe in earnest that by the
first strike) of their superaccurate
cruise’ and Pershing 2 missiles they
will 'be_able to paralyze the op-
popenit's control centres and vital
defence strong points and thus to
Win the war and get away with it.
But the absurdity of these plans has
been repeatedly proved by many
sober-mindéd military experts in the
‘West. A nuclear war unleashed by
the first-strike strategists, they say,
will amount to a suicide. The
latest physical, meteorological and
biological research findings testify
that such a war will destroy all life
on earth even in the incredible case
of the aggressor receiving no
retaliatory blow. Explosions of the
U.S. nuclear warheads alone would
cause tornadoes of fire spreading
from continent to continent, and
hurricanes causing chemical and
radioactive contamination of the
planet's atmosphere and poisonous
rains. To cap it all, the globe would

be iced over for months due to a
dense shroud of dust, raised by ex-
plosions, which would envelop the
planet and keep sunrays away.

But for all that, those across the
ocean continue to speed up the arms
race. The U.S. Congress has sanc-
tioned the boosting/of military spend-
ing to astronomical proportions: from
$635 billion in 1982-84 to almost
$1 trillion for the mext three years.
Incredibly, most Congressmen have
turned nuclear, war maniacs fol-
lowing the White House boss and
his close retinue. The U.S. foreign
policy boils. down to accelerating the
arms race and building up world
tensions. Why?

This _line is prompted by economic
as‘well as military strategy, by the
interests of the American financial
oligarchy, the arch-reactionary

military-industrial complex above
all. The economic strategy, which
emphasizes the arms race, pursues

a number of purposes, the chief one
being to get the Soviet Union in-
volved in a new spiral of rivalry
with the U.S. in the sphere of
military technology, thus distracting
its material and other resources from
peaceful socialist upbuilding. The
idea is to weaken our economy and
to reduce the US.S.R. to the status
of an economically second-rate
power, which will eventually find
itself in the garbae can of history,
as Reagan put it.

The second purpose of this strategy
is to secure the U.S. military pres-
ence in the areas of the devel-
oping world which Washington
regards as a “sphere of America’s
vital interests” so as to impose on
the peoples there, at gun point, the
regimes and systems of government
which would guarantee an uninter-
rupted flow of profits to the
strongboxes of U.S. transnational
corporations. So far, the U.S. “state
terrorism” is confined to Latin
America and the Middle East; with
time, American imperialism would
like to spread it to the rest of the
developing world.

The third purpose of this strategy
is to strengthen the U.S. position
vis-a&-vis Western Europe and Japan
which have been offering it tough
competition over the last few years.
“The U.S. hegemony, established in
1946, has been in a crisis since the
late sixties,” wrote the Paris monthly
Le Monde diplomatique. “On the as-
sumption that its positions are in a
serious jeopardy, American capital
has for good fifteen years now been
trying to ‘defend itself by attack-
ing.’” But who is threatening it? Not

- the Soviet Union, in any case. The
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so-called “Soviet threat" is only a
pretext for justifying the domination
of U.S. imperialism over other
Western powers. Neither does the
movement for the liberation and
development of the Third World
threaten it.. “The only real threat,
since it involves the main thing—
division of profit—is the accelerat-
ed development of other capitalist
countries which are pressing for
a ‘multipole world’ in which they
would gain a fitting place.”

Under the circumstances, the U.S.
ruling circles mounted an offensive
in the sphere of military technology
and the West's overall military
strategy where America still keeps
its dominating positions in the im-
perialist camp. The swing from
détente to renewed tensions is used,
above all, for the massive budget in-
jections into the feeble economy in
the shape of state orders placed with
munitions’ concerns. This is sup-
posed to liven up the related in-
dustries as well and to give the U.S.
national economy “a new lease of
life.”

Enormous sums are allocated to
research and development work in
the military sphere. During Reagan’s
presidency, such allocations grew
by 65 per cent. In 1985, another $38
billion will be earmarked for this
purpose. In Washington strategists'
view, this will enable the US. to
make a breakthrough in high tech-
nology in general, which is ex-
pected to keep America competitive
on the world market in the next few
years.

Tension is being built up in the
world, and the “Soviet threat” myth
used with a view to compelling the
rivals—Western Europe and Japan—
to shoulder a still greater share of
the “burden of maintaining the
defence of the West.” In the final
analysis, this burden impedes eco-
nomic progress. Characteristically;
a substantial proportion of Western
Europe’s and Japan's war budget/ is
spent on buying sophisticated weapon
systems from U.S. military-in-
dustrial concerns. As a resalt, the
budgets of the rival countiries get
strained, which slows down their
economic progress, while: the U.S.
military concerns make/extra profit
on selling them arms.

Finally, in the atmosphere of anti-
Soviet psychosis it‘is. ‘much easier
for Washington to impose on its
NATO allies and on Japan the
“code of conducts” in relations with
socialist countries which suits .the
U.S. monopolies. In 1982, President
Reagan tried to forbid West Eu-
ropean companies to supply equip-

ment for the Soviet Urengoi-Uzhgo-
rod gas pipeline and even imposed
sanctions on those who dared to
disobey Washington's orders. This
presumptuous attempt to order other
countries about met with a rebuff on
the part of the French, West German
and British leaders and fell through.

However, those across the ocean
are still at it, considering new meas-
ures of rigid control over the export
of American high technology under
the pretext that it can find its way
to socialist countries. These meas-
ures have a doubly adverse effect
on West European and, partly,
Japanese companies, preventing them
from purchasing high technology
from U.S. companies and their
foreign branches and hampering

of huge sums on the fruitless arms
race instead of channelling them into
the solution of pressing global prob-
lems.

Cashing In on Backwardness

In their formal ‘declarations, the
Western leaders hold forth about
their “concern” ~over the young
states’ ' ecdnomic difficulties and
profess their “determination” to con-
tribute to the development of these
nations.. The economic statement is-
sued by the leaders of the Big Seven
in London in June 1984 was no ex-
ception: Actually, the imperialist
powers “contribution” to the solu-
tion of the economic and social prob-
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NATO countries’ military spending.

mutually' profitable trade with

socialist partners.

It follows from the above that
Reagan’s crusade against commu-
nism has a double bottom: under its
cover Washington has mounted an
attack on its imperialist rivals, too.
Immanuel Wallerstein, an American
sociologist, points out that behind
the East-West conflict there is a con-
flict between the Western countries
themselves. Reagan's policy, he goes
on, is clear and cunning in its own
way: it boils down to reviving the
cold war, using the strained relations
with the U.S.S.R. to the detriment of
the European allies, making ever new
speeches on ideological and strateg-
ical subjects meant actually to
restore U.S. influence on Western
Europe and to keep to it in Wash-
ington’s orbit.

The danger of this strategy to the
world is obvious: it spells ever higher
world tensions and the squandering

lems facing the developing world
does not amount to much.

The West is interested, in its own
way, in the development of the
periphery of the world capitalist
economy. First of all, it serves, to
an ever greater extent, as a market
for the industrialized capitalist coun- .
tries’ products. The developing world
accounts for about 37 per cent of
the United States’, 19 per cent of
Western Europe's and 45 per cent of
Japan's export sales.

Second, the developing countries
are an important, and often, the
main source of many raw materials
and fuels for the West. But in order
to ensure an uninterrupted flow of
this natural wealth to the in-
dustrialized countries, it is necessary
to build up a modern extractive in-
dustry, transport infrastructure and
to train skilled personnel in the
developing world. This calls for large
allocations which most developing
countries are in no position to make.
The leading capitalist countries are
prepared for the outlays involved
given control over the developing
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countries’ natural resources. Most of
the Third World countries reject this
plundering strategy.

Third, for a number of reasons—
cheap manpower and land and com-
paratively low taxes—the economies
of many developing countries offer
profitable capital investment spheres.
In 1974-81, American companies’
direct investments in Third World
countries returned profits 2.2 times
higher, on the average, than those
in the industrialized Western coun-
tries. This explains why the develop-
ing countries are so attractive to the
transnational corporations of North
America, Western Europe and Japan.
In 1970-80, direct foreign private in-
vestments there grew at an average
rate of 16.7 per cent a year, as
against 7.5 per cent in 1960-70.

Consequently, the imperialist states
are obliged—in the interest of their
own monopoly capital—to render the
young nations a certain amount of
economic aid. But this aid is merely
a means of tying up the developing
countries to this or that imperialist
“benefactor.”

Numerous methods have been in-
vented to this effect: trade pref-
erences- which orient exports from
the developing countries to one of
the imperialist centres; technological
“aid” which makes them dependent
on the deliveries of equipment, as-
semblies and spares by the “bene-
factor country”; so-called tied
credits which have to be spent on
paying for the products or services
of the crediting country, and so on,
and so forth. The Lomé Conventions
signed by the EEC with some 60
African, Caribbean and Pacific de-
veloping countries in 1975 and 1980
and now being revised contain a
whole package of such methods.
Japan uses similar methods of draw-
ing the developing countries of
Southeast Asia into the sphere of its
economic influence.

The US. is using a series of
methods of economic and military,
political character to keep Latin
American and other countries under
its economic domination. Back in.the
early sixties President Kennedy put
forward the Alliance for Progress
plan the realization of which ‘'was to
cost $20 billion. As a result of its im-
plementation, however, thesehasm
between the rich and ,fhepoor in
Latin American countirie$s became
even wider, and there, emerged
powerful revolutionary movements
which are now shaKing Latin Amer-
ica and undermining the founda-
tions of U.S. neocolonialism in that
part of the world. The Reagan Ad-
ministration is nurturing new plans

of this kind, such as ‘“urgent econo-
mic aid” to the regimes friendly
to Washington and the Caribbean
Basin Initiative (CBI) which pro-
vides for generous capital injec-
tions supposed to pacify the Latin
American region and to keep up the
pro-U.S., anti-popular dictatorships
there.

“Development aid” is thus becom-
ing a new weapon in the fight among
the imperialist powers for the divi-
sion of spheres of influence and the
preserves of the neocolonialist ex-
ploitation of young states. The
results will be seen from the follow-
ing facts. Whereas the influx of
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foreign capital to the developing
countries in 1970-80 grew at an an-
nual rate of 16.7 per cent, its back-
flow in the form of profits and
capital withdrawals rose by 41.3 per
cent. Altogether, at the UNCTAD ex-
perts’ estimate, the developing coun-
tries lose from $50(to $100 billion a
year due to remittance of TNC
profits, non-equivalent commodity
exchange, and _through other chan-
nels. 5

What's more, the developing coun-
tries are now'in unpayable debt to
Western transnational banks and
West-controlled international credit
organizations. The non-oil develop-
ing countries have run into an ex-
ternal debt averaging 34.7 per cent
of their GNP, the payment of which
(with interest) costs them about a
fifth of their export earnings. In

“order to pay off their creditors, they
“ have to borrow more money and to
!_,tget deeper in debt.

If this goes on,
the International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development warns,
the developing countries’ foreign
debt may run to the astronomical
sum of almost $2 trillion by 1995.

Foreign indebtedness is a heavy
burden on the developing countries’
economies which prevents them from
drawing external financial resources
for purchasing the equipment, food
and other prime necessities they
need. Their economic growth rates
have slowed down sharply of late—
from an average of 5.3 per cent in
1976-78 to 2 per cent in 1982 and less
than 1 per cent in 1983.

This is largely due to the bitter
rivalry in the imperialist “triangle.”
In vying with each other for markets,
the Western countries are resorting
ever more frequently to protection-
ism. Trade barriers do damage not
only—and often not so much—to the
imperialist rivals as to the still weak
industries of the developing coun-
tries by depriving them of the largest
external markets. The number of
discriminatory inquiries into the ex-
port of goods from the developing to
the industrialized capitalist countries
grew from 17 per cent in 1979 to
75 per cent in 1982. The imperialist
centres’ protectionism, combined
with their economic expansion, has
led to a 12-fold increase in the trade
deficit of the developing countries
exporting manufactured goods—from
$1.3 billion in 1970 to $15.4 billion in
1980.

In the seventies, when the Bret-
ton Woods currency system collapsed
and the exchange rates of the
capitalist currencies began to
fluctuate, the imperialist rivals began
to use the currency weapon in their
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competition on a wide scale. The
thing is that goods from countries
with falling exchange rates become
more competitive on the markets of
the countries with slowly falling,
stable or rising exchange rates.
Availing themselves of this pheno-
menon, the U.S. ruling circles al-
lowed the dollar exchange rate to
fall for almost a decade. From 1870
to mid-1880, the U.S. dollar fell

are in, and slows down the re-
structuring of their industries. The
U.S. interest rates grew from 5-6 per
cent in 1977 to 15-16 per cent in
1982, then went down somewhat only
to start climbing up again in 1884.
This leads, almost automatically, to
higher credit costs on international
loan markets. As a result, the
developing countries have to pay
ever higher interest on the credits

The above map, based on data of the
West German Ruhrgas company, shows
the pipelines thai carry Soviet gas fo
Western Europe. The U.S. threats and
economic sanctions fell through.

78 per cent against the West German
mark, 43 per cent against the Dutch
gulden, 12 per cent against the
French franc and 74 per cent against
the Japanese yen. American ex-
porters stood a great deal to gain
from that in trade rivalry on world
markets.

This currency policy did great
damage to the developing countries
because petroleum and many other
mineral raw materials are sold ‘on
the world market for dollars. » The
devaluation of the dollar detracted
heavily from the real incomes »f the
developing countries, partictilarly
those which export malinly raw
materials, because the prices of their
imports from the West kept-growing.

The interest rate war in the im-
perialist “triangle” did a still greater
damage to the young'states. The
escalation of interest rates, begun in
the late seventies, helped the U.S. to
draw capital from Western Europe
and Japan. This bleeds the rivals
white, makes it more difficult for
them to emerge from the crisis they

they received earlier, let alone new
ones. A 0.5 per centincrease in in-
terest rates adds several billion dol-
lars to the developing countries’'
foreign debt./ A 3 per cent rise in
interest rates in the first five
months of 1984 increased Mexico's
foreign debt by $1.2 billion, Brazil's
by $1 billion, and Argentina’s by
$600 million.

Such is the “contribution” made by
the West—the U.S, its military-
political leader, above all—to the
solution of the development problem.

Environment in Danger

Imperialism not only speeds up the
arms race and keeps whole regions
of the planet backward. It hampers
the solution of other vital problems

facing mankind, such as environ-

ment protection, the depletion of
mineral resources, famine, diseases,
illiteracy, peaceful space exploration
and World Ocean studies.

In the epoch of the scientific and
technological revolution, mankind’s
need for mineral resources is grow-
ing in geometrical progression. Over
the past three quarters of the 20th
century, the world industrial output
grew 16 times over; energy consump-
tion, 11 times; petroleum consump-

tion, more than 100 times; steel con-
sumption, 25 times; and aluminium
consumption, almost 2,000 times.
Towards the end of the century, the
world industrial output may double
or even triple. This, will call for
new colossal raw material resources.
Are these resources  inexhaustible?
Alas, they aren't.

Certain minerals are in critically
short supply already now. Tomorrow,
their shortage will be keener still.
But this is not only a matter of the
physical ‘deficiency of mineral
resources. The raw  materials
crisis is/oneof capitalism’s structural
crises. Its main cause is the rapacious
plunder 'by the monopolies of the
developed and developing countries’
nonsrenewable natural resources.
Another cause of the acute raw
materials crisis is the arms race. In
the United States, the consumption
of liquid fuels for military purposes
amounted to 700-750 million barrels
a yedr in the late seventies, which
is double the petroleum product con-
sumption on the entire African con-
tinent. The U.S. munitions industry
accounts for 11-14 per cent of the
country's total consumption of alumi-
nium, lead and zinc. The cor-
responding figure for titanium and
thallium is up to 40 per cent, for
germanium and thorium over 30 per
cent, and for cobalt and copper over
20 per cent. The situation is similar
in other imperialist countries. Mil-
lions upon millions of tons of non-
renewable natural resources are
wasted to bring superprofits to arms
manufacturers,

Can the raw material problem be
solved? Yes, it can. Mankind has
attained a high enough standard of
industrial and technological progress
to be able to meet its ever growing
raw material requirements. It is
possible to start developing hard-to-
reach mineral resources, to create
artificial materials with preset prop-
erties. The restructuring of the in-
dustry, the conservation and a fuller
use of raw materials hold great
promise. The World Ocean contains
enormous raw material resources.
However, the planet’s fabulous
natural wealth can be put fo use
only by joint international effort,
which is impeded by imperialism
with its policy of building up ten-
sions and opposing extensive interna-
tional co-operation.

Another vital problem facing
mankind is that of environment
protection. One plant or animal
species dies out on earth every
sixty minutes. In the tropics, forests
are uprooted every year over a ter-
ritory as large as that of West Ger-
many. The industrial plants of the

R ———
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developed capitalist countries dis-
charge into the atmosphere 150
million tons of sulphur compounds
and 50 million tons of nitrogen oxides
a year. The resultant acid rains
cripple the woods and destroy all
life—from fish to microorganisms
and vegetation—in the lakes, rivers
and ponds of the U.S, Canada,
Central and Northern Europe. The
volume of atmospheric oxygen is
diminishing at a rate of 10 billion
tons a year, and the content of
carbon dioxide in the air is growing.
Scientists warn that this may lead
to global changes of climate in the
near future,

To a certain extent, the pollution
of the environment is an inevitable
concomitant of the progress of
civilization. But the rapacious treat-

PRIORITIES

The world spends 20 times as much on
the military as it does on aid to the
deveioping countries

ment of the environment by the
monopolies leads to a still greater
Violation of the ecological balance.
To make maximum profits the monop-
olies seek to minimize production
costs by dispensing, wherever pos-
sible, with sewage treatment plants
and low-waste or wasteless processes
which lessen air and water pollution.
According to the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, up to 90 per cent
of all the pernicious productios
waste in the U.S. are not collected
or treated in accordance with estab-
lished rules. In pursuit of fim=
mediate profits, the monopoligsih do
not think of tomorrow, and care lit-
tle for the generations to come.
Arms production causé® a far
greater pollution of the efivironment
than the civilian indusfies. In the
US, for instance, the munitions
factories are responsible for 80 per
cent of all the poisanous liquid in-
dustrial waste. Nuclear weapon tests
do a colossal damage to the environ-
ment. Take the case of Bikini
Atoll, for instance. Even a quarter-

century after U.S. hydrogen weapon
tests had been stopped there, the
island remained lifeless, and its
ecological system was totally upset.

Ecological crisis is an entirely new
manifestation of the crisis of capital-
ism. The spread of the ecological
damage done by the capitalist econ-
omy to the planet is accelerated by
the tendency of Western industrial-
ists to transfer the ecologically per-
nicious factories to Third World
countries. This is fraught with
catastrophic consequences for the
developing states. The pollution of
the environment by such factories
affects their agriculture, which is
weak as it is, and could aggravate
their food problem still more.

Incidentally, the food situation in
the Third World is bad enough.
Over 75 years of the 20th century the
earth’s population grew by 160 per
cent. Over the same period, food
production increased by 180 per centy
on the average. Nevertheless, the
starvation problem remains. In the
seventies, the world’s per capita food
production was growing af)an
average rate of 0.3 per cent a year,
chiefly in the developed countries,
while in more than 70 developing
countries farm output was actually
dwindling. The outlook Wfor the
future is far from'bright According

te some estimates, the shortage of
food supplied from internal sources
will increase fivefold in a number
of developing countries by the year
2000.

The 1874 World Food Conference
in Rome solemnly proclaimed the need
to eliminate hunger and undernour-
ishment on earth within a decade.
The decade has passed, but tens of
millions of people, children for the
most part, still die of hunger and
emaciation annually, the TU.N.
statistics say.

“If we were to observe a minute’s
silence in tribute to the memory of
every person who died in 1082 owing
to hunger-related causes,” Fidel
Castro told the Seventh Non-Aligned
Summit Conference, “we would not

RES
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be able to congratulate one another
on the advent of the 21st century
because we would still have to
remain silent.”

The problem of hunger and
malnutrition has not passed the de-
veloped capitalist » countries by,
either. Famine is becoming an ever
bigger problem inthe US., the Amer-
ican NBC TV company stated. The
hungry are queueing up for charity
soup all over the country. In the U.S.
capital such a queue forms daily
right opposite the White House, NBC
said. Every third black-skinned child
goes tosbed hungry in the West's
richest country.

Another acute problem facing
mankind, is medical care which is
outsof reach of 40 per cent of the
world's population. Diseases caused
by raw water kill 750,000 people a
month. Illiteracy is yet to be wiped
out. It is widely spread in the Third
World where 814 million adults can
neither read nor write, and more
than 200 million children do not go
to school.

Can mankind be cured of all these
ills?

Scientists—even those not ineclin-
ed to excessive optimism—maintain
that the food production potential
achieved to date can feed nearly
double the earth’s present popula-
tion. The mechanization, electrifica-
tion and chemicalization of agri-
culture, the breakthroughs in
biological research (genetics in par-
ticular) allow for a sharp increase
in the output of grain and livestock
products. Here, too, capitalism is
the chief obstacle. While 23 children
—out of 234—die of hunger and
diseases every minute under the age
of one year, and 34 more under the
age of 15, Western agrarian
monopolies bury, burn and other-
wise destroy thousands of tons of
grain, vegetables and fruit, and dump
tons of butter from ships into the
sea.

And to think how many hospitals
and schools could be built on the
money now being spent on the arms
race! Malaria, which kills a mil-
lion African children a year, would
cost only $2 billion a year to
eradicate, or as much as the world
spends on armament every 36 hours.

¢« s @

The fact that the nuclear threat,
backwardness, the raw material
crisis, environment pollution, famine
and disease persist does not mean
that mankind is in no position as yet
to wipe these disgraceful stains off
the face of civilization. These ills,
which can be likened to sun-spots,
are continuously fostered by the



32

THE THREE CENTRES OF PRESENT-DAY IMPERIALISM: U.S.A.—EEC—JAPAN

moribund social system. “On all
sides, at every step,” Lenin point-
ed out, “one comes across problems
which man is quite capable of solv-
ing immediately, but capitalism is in
the way. It has amassed enormous
wealth—and has made men the
slaves of this wealth. It has solved
the most complicated technical prab-

lems—and has blocked the applica-
tion of technical improvements...
because of the stupid avarice of a
handful of millionaires.” This
observation, made in the early 20th
century, has lost none of its topical
significance to this day.

Hard as they try to present the
“Western democracies’ as benefactors

of mankind, bourgeois propagandists
will not succeed in concealing the
truth which is that as time goes on
imperialism threatens the very ex-
istence of mankind to an ever greater
extent. Mankind will inevitably
dump it onto the garbage heap of
history.

| |

GORNEOUT
BY HISTORY

The economy of world capitalism has emerged from the
phase of the deepest cyclical crisis of 1980-82. However,
the long-awaited recovery has somehow caused no jubila-
tion. At their London summit, the leaders of the Big Seven
were not too optimistic about the outlook for the Western
economy. Industrialists and bankers, the actual rulers of the
capitalist society, feel even gloomier about the future. As
Henry Forld 11, the head of the Ford automobile empire,
told the late-June 1984 congress of the International
Chamber of Commerce straight from the shoulder: “We meet
today in an environment of paralysis and intellectual bank-
ruptcy.” There can be no dynamic future with the best will
in the world, he went on, if Europe and the United States
play the game by different rules. As for Japan, it has.a code
of rules all its own. Revising the structure of world frade
and economic order and taking this order under effective
control, Henry Ford said, are, without doubt, the top priority
for the eighties. The Foreign Affairs journal, a mouthpiece of
the U.S. ruling elite, calls for managing the world [capital-
ist—A.K.] economy as a single whole. .

These ideas sound familiar. Karl Kautsky wrofe practically
the same seventy years ago, in a different world situation.
He maintained that capitalism was turning into a worldwide
trust controlled by a union of enlightened monopolists, into
ultra-imperialism under which there would be no wars any
longer. . .. :

When the imperialist-unleashed World War | was already
claiming millions of lives, Vladimir Lenin, the -leader of the
world proletariat, diagnosed the highest stage of devalop-
ment of capitalism for decades ahead. “'There was no doubt,"”
he pointed out, “that the trend of development was towards
a single worldwide trust which would absorb all factories
and all states without exception. But this development,” Lenin
indicated, “was going on/under such circumstances, at such 2
rate, and against the background of such contradictions, con-
flicts and upheavals—polifical, nafional, etc., as well as
economic—that imperialism would inevitably burst and cap-
italism would turn info_its opposite before things came fo
asingle worldwide frust, to an ultra-imperialistic worldwide
pooling of national financial capitals.” In the last quarter
of the 20th century this turning of capitalism into its op-
posite is proceeding much faster than at the beginning of
the century.

The striving of the fransnational financial oligarchy for

domination, the exploitation of weak nations by a few rich
countries—these distinguishing features of imperialism as
parasitic, rotting capitalism have now assumed an unpre-
cedented scale. One of the most salient features of imperial-
ism is the emergence of usurer stales whose bourgeoisie
lives increasingly on/the export of capital and coupon clip-
ping. At the same fime, Lenin pointed out, “it would be a
mistake to believe that this fendency to decay precludes the
rapid growth of/capitalism.” Individual industries (such as
today's microelectronics, robotics, genetic engineering and
aerospace, born of a new wave of the scientific and tech-
nological revolution) and individual countries (such as
Japan today) pull ahead. Although capitalism is now "grow-
ing far more rapidly than before,” its growth "is not only
becoming more and more uneven in general, its unevenness
also manifests itself, in particular, in the decay of the coun-
tries that are richest in capital....” Brifain was a case in
point at'the beginning of the century, and now it is the
United States.

The. situation in the last decades of the 20th century is
different from that at ifs beginning: by now the chain of
imperialism has been broken in all the regions of the
planet. For fear that more couniries should opt for a new
économic and social system and shed the chains of imperial-
ism, the financial oligarchies of Western Europe and Japan
rally around their foreign policy and class leader—the Unit-
ed States. America's ruling elite is taking advantage of that.
By fanning the “Soviet threat” myth and building up an un-
precedented military potential, it seeks to establish “effec-
tive control,” as Henry Ford Il put if, over all capitalist
countries. No longer able to suppress the EEC and Japan
economically, the American financial oligarchies are frying
fo tie them up to the Pentagon’s war chariot and make them
hostages to their nuclear strategy and military adventures
which can trigger off a global conflict.

Such is the way in which the U.S. seeks to take the world
aconomy under ifs control. And such is the policy of Amer-
ica's ruling elite which strives for ultra-imperialism from
positions of military strength.

Pointing out the horrible calamities which World War 1
had brought, Lenin made an important theorefical conclu-
sion on a distinguishing feature of the crisis of capitalism
which stemmed from it. He wrote that a war "might, ... in
fact, it inevitably would, undermine the very foundations of
human society.” The truth of this conclusion by the founder
of the scientific theory of imperialism has also been borne
out by history. The United States’' efforf fo achieve world
domination through military force is not just another turn
in Washington's foreign policy. It is a natural development
as characteristic of imperialism as the economic plunder and
oppression of entire nations.

World War |, unleashed by imperialism, claimed 10 mil-
lion lives, and World War Il—five times as much. If imperial-
ism unleashes a third world conilict, mankind will be wiped
off the face of the earth. Therefore, there is no task more
important today than to keep a handful of imperialist nu-
clear war maniacs in check. This task faces not only millions
of ordinary people on all continents who demand an end
to nuclear-missile recklessness, but also the sober-minded
statesmen and businessmen in capifalist countries. Capitalism
turning into its opposite should not spell the end fo human

civilization.
A. KUZIN
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