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to its gsecurity? Of course, not. In 1967, it agqUired
its first two nuclear misgile submarines carrying 324warheads.

S0 can one speak of the equal responsibility ofS$he USSR
and the USA for the development of the nuclear-powsred missile=
carrying submarine fleet?

In the middle 70s the USSR proposed at thg,UN that an
agreement be concluded to ban the developmentpand manufacture
of new types of weapons of mass destruction ‘@dd new systems of
such weapons. In February 1976, at the 256k CPSU Congress it
was proposed to prohibit new and more degtriictive systems,
including new submarines of the Tridentgtype in the ;. USA and
gimilar submarines in the USSR.

Who opposed that? Again the USA. ¥ Why? Because its
generals and industrialigsts dif not“@xpect that our industry
would be able to develop anyshing ¥kKe Tridents. But the year
1981 arrived and the CPSU Qen$ralpCommittee in its report to
the 26th Party Congress gald! #AtWone time we offered to ban the
development of the navalyTridéntymissile system in the United
States and of a corresgomdingesystem in our country. The
proposal was not accepted.lsVa result, the United States has
built the new Ohio submarine armed with Trident-l missiles,
while an analogous systefy/the Typhoon, was built in our
country. So, who has s409d to gain?"

At the same 26thesOPSU Congress it was proposed to "come to
terms on limiting theéMdeployment of new micssile submarines of the
Ohio type by the USAY) and similar ones by the USSR." How did
the USA reply? Ifgrefused. What has been the result? The USA
has five Ohio-type submarines in operation and gix. more under
construction.

NaturallyWenough, in such conditions the USSR is forced
to see to the“maintenance of parity in nuclear armaments and
although the,number of nuclear warheads on the ballistic
missilesdnstalled in US submarines exceeds that on Soviet
ones bygtwo and a half times, there is rough parity between
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the USSR and the USA in strategic nuclear weapons on the whole,
taking into account other kinds of strategic weapons¢

I have cited only a few examples. Their list could eagily
be extended but the substance of the matter would remain the
same - the USA was constantly developing new kinds bf armament s,
and the USSR had to mee:t the challenge, since Washington does
not wish to pause in this mad race. The same /was the case with
the development of multiple independently targetable reentry
vehicles, the development of long-range Cruige missiles and
a8 number of other kinds of armaments.

Now, contrary. to the USSR's persistent calls to prevent
the militarisation of space, the US Admind'stration is stubbornly
avoiding negotiations on this Question, too, with its military
research institutes and aerospdeec inGustry feverishly
developing new strike weapong,systemg for conducting war in
space and from space with respeet to the Earth.

SO0 how can one speak aftér.,all that of the "equal
responsibility" of the USSRwandthe USA for the arms race?

How can the Soviet UnionWbe calldd upon to disarm, unilaterally,
something which is beidghdone by some Western leaders who tell
us that in that event the men from Washington would feel ashamed
and halt the arms race? How can one state that Soviet declara-
tions about its renunci@¥ion of a first strike are not enough -
let it renounce also a_second strike (that ig a retaliatory

one - Y. Zh.)?

But imagine, th®re are such people, though it must be
clear to everyone $hat in the event of an aggressor using
nuclear weapons forsidable retribution must await him - an all=-
crushing countermistrike. Renunciation of that would be tantamount
to suicide.

Limitationy phased reduction and then total abolition of
weapons of mass destruction are conceivable only with the
strictest ob&érvance of the principle of equality and undiminished
security; which was recorded in the Soviet-American agreements
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of 1972-1973, but is now brushed aside by the Americéan
Administration. As recently as September 5, President Reagan,
addressing a congress of the most reactionary organisation
American Legion, declared that his objeet of concefn was
creating a margin ' of safety, that is, a preponderance in
armaments.,

The answer to the question of who beargixz@spongibility for
the arms race is absolutely clear - this résponsibility
devolvesg fully and entirely on the United‘States. He who
genuinely wants to combat that race, must draw appropriate
conclusions from this fact.

This is understood by thinking people in America who take
a responsible attitude to the destinieés of their country. Here
is, for example, what was said,in 1981 by prominent American
public personality, former Ambassador to the USSR George Kennan,
who, incidentally, cannot/in anyhway be suspected of "pro=Soviet"
positions: Let us not delude ourselves by putting all the blame
on the USSR. It is theyAmericans that at every step were the
first to develop nuclgar'weapons, to produce and * test thenm,
to raise their destrctiveg force to a new level by creating
the hydrogen bomb. It is the Americans who reject any proposal
to renounce the first use/of nuclear weapong and who used this
weapon against tens of fhousands of helpless civilians.

But the maliciomsyinvention about the "equal responsibil=
ity" of the USA and .fhe USSR is again and again resorted to by
those who would 1like to disorient world public opinion and
the anti-war movément and to direct them against the Soviet
Union.

It is allWthe more important therefore to tirelessly oppose
this false manoeuvre with real data on the actual stand of our
great sociallst power which was clearly formulated by
Komstantin Chernenko: "The curbing of the nuclear arms race
is, of course, of key importance for peace and the security of
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the nations. The Soviet stand here is clear. We ar

favour of banning and destruction of all kinds of
weapons."

e

in st

!1
rivalry in building up nuclear arsenals. We were y@e :
s

in

(Pravda, October 1. In full.)
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"We do not intend to offer ultra-radical measures. For
instance, we do not propose to sever historically formed
economic links between the developed West and the developing
South, between the United States and Latin America. But those
contacts have to be reformed to find the way out of the
situation neo-colonialism has created; to make it pessible

for all to dispose of their material and human resources in

"

national interests, Mikhail Gorbachev said last May in his
talk with Bernardo Sepulveda Amor, Minister of Foreign
Affairs of Mexico.

As the Soviet Union signed, during the Tth UNCTAD
session, the multilateral agreement on a‘raw goods pool to be
formed, it practically demonstrated the new approach to
international economic affairs. World economic security would
gain if all countries, the United States in the first place,
Joined that pool.

As the Soviet Union aids developing countries, it helps
to overcome their backwardness, ‘and tackle formidable social
and economic problems. In 1986 alone, net economic Soviet
aid to the Third World, computed according to UN methods,
reached 15,100 million rubles, or 23 billion dollars, in the
present rate of exchange.

To overcome economic,backwardness, to fight poverty and
solve other global problems, mammoth extra resources are
needed. They can be obtained only through disarmament. There
is no other major source of money.

The programme advanced in Mikhail Gorbachev’s Statement
of January 15,1986, for ridding humanity-of nuclear and
other weapons of mass destruction by 2000 considers the
allocation of the means for social and economic development
to be a most _important corollary of arms control and
disarmament aeccords. Should those proposals be accepted,
they would mean saving many billions now being spent for
military/ends.

The new way of thinking rejecting the worship of

nuclear force has infused the initiatives of the socialist
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basis.

We think we ought, whenever necessary, to create new
international levers and institutions, laying stress on /their
possible contribution to international cooperation,
disarmament and development.

The ideas of the Soviet Union and other socialist
countries on disarmament and development issues, as well as
their specific proposals on that score, have been spelled out
in greater detail in a collective memorandum of the socialist
countries to be presented by the CSSR delegation tomorrow.

In the context of new political thinking we are raising
the point the following way. Disarmamen!l 4s not an end in
itself, of course. We insist that every méasure leading to
arms limitation and reduction and every 'step towards ridding
the nations of nuclear and other weapons should not only
promote their security but alse,help earmark more money for
improving the people’s lives?

Likewise, we project tLhe principle of disarmament for
development on the problem of dewveloping countries. Their

troubles have acquired a globdll scope. Non-equivalent

exchange, trade on unequal térms, bank rate machinations and

their arbitrary changes and, last but not least,

transnational companies' greed make some countries ever

richer and impoverish others. The connection between
developing countries’ trillion-dollar debt and the fact that
the United States has increased its military expenditures by

over a trillion dollare within this decade--that connection

is laid bare for all to see. Over 200 biilion dollars is
squeezed out of the Third World every year. The US military

bu@ggt Qpproaches 306-bil]ion dollars. CaEkthat be a chance
coincidence? _ - .

In this gituation, the Soviet Union proceeds from the
principles ‘of ,new thinking. It lays stress on joint search
for just @olutions to international economic problems:
solutions based on the recognition of the existing realities

an%bf the balance of interests.
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to respond on a mutual basis with the US to regional
initiatives in this direction, the understanding being, of
course, that their results would take into account the
legitimate interests of all the states in the respective
regions.

Sixth, international agencies, the United Nations above
all, o;ght to play a pivotal role in promoting the
disarmament—for—development strategy.

We think that this conference must become a crucial
landmark in the UN activities on a thorny byt -humane path of
disarmament and developmert, bringing the forces of
interdependence between the two processes into play.

We regret that the consensus on the need to convene the
conference that existed over the past few years has not been
logically translated into participation of all UN members,
including a major one, in thig forums: We regard the U.S.
boycott of the conference first of all as an expression of a
specific political line. T¢ boycott a collective quest for
ways to resolve that global issue=-is it not a vivid example
of an obsolete, selfish approach that indicates a profound
gap between words and deeds?

Nevertheless, we believe that the states attending this
conference will succeed in doing an important job by making
the conference a beginning of a new attitude to disarmament
and development issuesd.

One indication_of this attitude is the Soviet proposal
for pending recommendations of the conference, as well as
the entire range of disarmament and devefopment issues, to
be discussed at a gpecial meeting of leaders of the
Security Councilsmember states. Such a summit could help the
idea of "disarmament for development"” be interwoven in the
fabric of international relations to become a guideline for
practical aection.

We support all proposals to create a framework whereby
disarmament should pave the way for development. For our part,

we propose that review conferences should be held on a regular
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an end to the spiralling military budgets and limiting them
to the level of reasonable sufficiency. Pressing for
practical steps in this direction, the Warsaw Treaty members
proposed to NATO this past April to declare a mutual
moratorium on military budget increases for one or two years.
Third, even now it would be possible to set about
elabo;ating a new economic model of the world in the context
of disarmament, including conversion planning in{ the
industrialised countries.

The role of conversion is not confined to - the economic

facet. It also implies éhe complete elimination of the
negative socio-economic consequences of thé arms race and a
practical link between disarmament and development.

The USSR is in favour of conversion-.research on
national and international, state and private levels. We
believe the idea of conducting_international expert research
into the conversion problem ia"all it8 aspects to be a
promising one.

Fourth, the military and.political confrontation that is
accoh;;;ied by the unbridled arms race must be countered by
peace alternatives--a unique fusion of trust, cooperation
and disarmament. Instead of ‘competing in building up nuclear
stockpiles we are proposing cooperation in peaceful and safe
use of atomic energy; instead of Star Wars we are proposing
interaction in a peaceful outer space and the formation of
a world space organisation; instead of producing chemical
weapons we are proposing joint efforts in developing a
chemical industry for peaceful purposes;'instead of barriers
of secrecy we are/proposing an exchange of the best findings
of research for peace.

Fifth, the USSR believes that broad vistas for
deveigpment could be opened up if the developing countries
themselves cast off the burden of military expenditures. The
Soviet Unien is in favour of launching talks on a
multilateral as well as bilateral basis on limiting the

sale and delivery of conventional weapons. We are prepared
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funds for development purposes is a question for collective
efforts, and the USSR is prepared to take part in that job.

In our opinion, the role of the mechanism for the
transfer of funds to developing countries could be played by
an international "Disarmament for Development” fund that
would be open for all states. Into that fund they would
transfer part of the resources saved as a result of
disarmament measures and cuts in defence spending. Such a
fund could be set up within the framework of the UN on the
basis of an international‘agreement stipulating the order
of its activities and of the formation and distribution of
its resources.

The Soviet Union has concrete propesals on that score.
It is prepared to join such a fund and to take part in
relevant negotiations with the participation of developed
and developing countries.

Second, the military budget reduction problem requires
a comprehensive approach. It cannot be divided into
parts--political, economic, technological. This is also a
problem of mutual trust.

The attempts taken until now to compare military
budgets have failed to yield positive results as a
consequence of the fundamental differences in the structure
of prices for armaments, and also in the pricing mechanism.
For example, the defence budget of 20.2 billion roubles we
have made public reflects the expenditures of the Ministry
of Defence of the USSR for the maintenance of the personnel
of the Armed Forces, material and technical supply,
military development, pensions and a number of other
expenses. However, the financing of research and design and
also of procurement of weaponry and military hardware comes
under other articles of the USSR State Budget.

The conclusion of our radical pricing reform will make
it possible realistically to compare overall military
expenditures.

Even now the socialist countries are proposing putting
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DISARMAMENT AND DEVELOPMENT

New York, August 26. (TASS.) The head of the Soviet
delegation at the International Conference on the
Relationship Between Disarmament and Development which is
being held here, USSR Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs
V.F.Petrovski has addressed the delegates with a speech. He
read out the address to the conference delegates by the
General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, Mikhail
Gorbachev.

" 1In our interdependent world, said the head of the
Soviet delegation, the realities of the nuclear and space
era are urgently dictating a choice in favour of
disarmament, development and a nuclear-free, non-violent
world.

We have made that choice.,

Without contending for absolute truth, we would still
like to share some of our ideas today.

First, without stable rates of development it is
impossible today to ensure ‘social and economic stability and
durable peace. The problems. of development are closely
entangled with the questions of international security. To
untangle that knot, it{is imperative to begin, without
delay, the rechanneling of resources for development
purposes.

This apparently refers to the resourées saved as a
result of real limitation and reduction of nuclear and
other weapons. This is the essence of the concept of
interrelation between disarmament and development.

The Soviet Union confirms its preparedness to hand
over to deyeloping countries part of the funds actually
saved by it .as a result of concrete measures to curb the
arms race.

Elaboration of the principles of such a handover of
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ZERO PLUS ZERO MAKES... 727
V. Mikhailov
On the Global Approach and Dodging of

Washington and Bonn

The Soviet programme of stage-by-stage and complete
elimination of nuclear weapons everywhere before the end of
this century was made public a mere eighteen months ago.
This made it possible for the concept of global nuclear
disarmament to break through at the Soviet-American meeting
in Reykjavik. People saw a prospect of a nuclear-weapon free
world. An attempt was made to close it but ‘it failed. The
series of additional Soviet initiatives impelled the United
States to switch over to joint practical preparation of an
agreement on medium-range and theatre nuclear missiles. The
Geneva talks have now entered the decisive phase. This
explains why the new important step towards an accord made
by the Soviet Union evoked an exceptionally mighty response
all over the world.

What is the essence of it? The Soviet Union met the
wishes of the Asian countries and expressed its preparedness
to eliminate all its medium-range missiles not only in
Europe but also in Asia. This removes the question of
preservation of the 100 warheads on medium-range missiles
which were discussed at the Geneva negotiations with the
Americans, of course, provided the USA dées the same. The
theatre missiles would also be eliminated.

This imparts a global character to the "double zero"
concept. It is proposed to destroy two classes of nuclear
missiles on two continents in the areas of the most
concentrated military confrontation.

In faet, this time, too, the Soviet Union expertly
untied .the knot tied by others. The point is that at the

Soviet-American summit meeting in Reykjavik it was agreed to
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leave 100 nuclear warheads on medium-range missiles both in
the Asian part of the USSR and the west of the USA. Later
disputes flared up in Washington and, under the Pentagon’s
pressure, they began to voice the demand to give up this
accord. To all appearances, it was supposed that ‘the Soviet
Union would not agree to this and, as a result, ‘all
approaches to an accord in Geneva would be blocked. Now
these artificial obstacles have been removed.

It is not the first step towards an accord made by the
Soviet Union. The USSR made quite a number of concessions in
order to, at long last, get things moving in the field of
nuclear disarmament and to practically start this important
work. It proposed that the medium-range missile issue be
singled out of the interconnected missile-space "package".
It agreed not to take into account the British and French
nuclear armaments. It expressed its preparedness to destroy
also theatre missiles and to begin negotiations on
shorter-range missiles. The European socialist countries
proposed that the way to a conventional-arms war be blocked
by reducing conventional weapons, to begin with, by one
quarter, and that the military concepts and doctrines of
both blocs be considered/ jointly with NATO and that the
basing of them on defensive principles be ensured. Last but
not least, we stated that we would proceed from the global
"double zero" concept. All this was without any
preconditions, the sole condition being that the United
States would do the same.

It is only natural that the peoples'of Europe and Asia
- and it is their security that is at issue - have the
right to expect that the United States and its allies will
finally decide to move ahead and will cover the rest of the
way, for no one can do it for them. To begin with, the US
and NATO should give up once and for all attempts to put
the USSR and its allies in an inequitable position and
impair their security. They should also stop looking for

loopholes in order to keep at least part of their
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nuclear-missile potential, which is due to elimination, as
is the case with the attempt to keep the American nuclear
warheads on Pershing-1A missiles out of the double zero
option.

In arithmetic zero plus zero never equals seventy-two.
Consequently, the seventy-two American missile-based
warheads cannot equal the Soviet double zero.

Washington claims that inasmuch as the Pershings-1A
wholly belong to the Federal Republic of Germany it cannot
negotiate a "third country’s" armaments. Yétyraccording to
all official data, when in 1963 the UnitedWStates started
deploying the first genersation of its Pérshing missiles in
West German territory, it gave Bonn onl¥ 72 missile
launchers as "admission fare," whereas the warheads for the
missiles remained the property of theUnited States. The
Bundeswehr was granted the right to'use the missiles for
training, but the United States kept key to the nuclear
warheads.

In a word, it is thecasegof 'an obvious attempt to
camouflage the American nuclear potential as a "third
country’s armaments" /and te kKeep it in Europe. Is this a
zero?

What about West Germany’s position? Bonn should have
been the first to welcome the possibility of a
Soviet-American agreement. I am surprised at the
indecisiveness of the West German ruling circles. Instead of
being the first, they became the last in Europe among the
NATO allies in spelling out their positién on the Soviet
proposal for the elimination of medium-and
shorter-range /migsiles. And when they eventually did spell
it out, it was not a clear Yes but rather something between
Yes and No:On the one hand, the West German government
officially stated its support for the double zero option,
while on' the other, it expressed the hope that the
"zero /Zeéxro option will not affect the Bundeswehr’s

Pershing-1A missiles whose nuclear warheads are controlled
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by the United States.”

If so, West Germany becomes a co-owner of nuclear
weapons, which is a violation of the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty. This questions West German¥’'s
allegiance to its own obligation never to possess nuclear
and other weapons of mass destruction. And that commitment
was a condition for West Germany’s admission to NATO, the
Common Market and other Western communities.

For the sake of the truth it should be noted here that
the idea of keeping the American Pershings dngFurope was
originally conceived not in Bonn, nor even' %in Washington. It
came to light in the American arms concern Martin Marietta,
which is the main supplier of Pershing migsiles. Virtually a
couple of days after the Soviet-American meeting in
Reykjavik, the concern came upgwith & plan of saving its
progeny. It was the concern that suggested simply
dismounting the first stage off the Pershing-2 missiles and
thus converting them into £he sherter-range class, thereby
circumventing the agreement threatening with the destruction
of medium-range missiles. When the USSR suggested scrapping
that second class of migsiles; too, Washington decided to
leave the Bundeswehr missiles out of the agreement being
drafted in Geneva and replace them later with shorter
Pershing-2 missiles. It/ais clear that the plan suggested by
Martin Marietta was certainly not dictated by a desire to
scrap nuclear missiles in Europe and Asia.

So are the interests of Martin Marietta and other
arms corporations_really identical to those of the US and
West Germany? It i8 my strong conviction that in the long
term this kind/of, identity would be extremely dangerous
both for America and for Western Europe, and not only from
the militaryyviewpoint. After all, one should not forget
that in the past Western Europe had lost its international
weight for @ long period exactly on the battlefield,
whereag “the United States is losing it now in the course of

a mad/arms race. It is only in peaceful undertakings that
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one can gain prominence in today’s world.

Sure enough, the first step is the most difficult one,
but it is also the most honorable of all. In the name of
saving civilization we must live by the criteria of new
thinking which rejects fist law and asserts the supreme
forms of international communication matching the
current intellectual level of mankind. It is only this
logic of our nuclear-missile age rather than the outdated
arithmetic of the "balance of fear" that can serve as a

guiding light into the future.

(Pravda, August 10. Abridged)








