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,

capable of attacking the USSR with nuclear weapons, L,ater,

hoırever, it was announced cynically that the Pentagon had nade

an ,,error,,: the nuober of soviet bcobers had been cverstated
bythreetofourtimes.Asfcrthescvietintercontinental
boobers! they were Ceveloped pnly at the end of the lOs, in
req)onsetothedevelop0entofAmericanones.sccanonespeak
of the equal re$)onsibility cf the USSR and the U§A for the

develcpment of strategic avi ation?
Early in the 60s Washington rai sed another hysterical

ballyhco: it announced that the USA was "laggingll behind the

USSR in the deplcyment of grcund-launched int erccnt in ent al
ballistic nissiles. After the brouhaha, which helped to secure

means fcr the manufacture and deploylnent of nore than a

thcusand (l) such missiles, it was calmly declared that the
Pentagon had ||erred|' again, overstating'.the Soviet "nissile
threat" by 15 to 20 times. Nc less and no norel 0f course,
further on the U§SR tcck the necessary neasures in order to
en§ure its security and. tc achieve parity in nissil e armanents

- there was nc cther way left fcr it.
So can cne slı eak cf the equal reşonsibility of the USSR

and. the USA fcr the nucl ear missile anns race launched by

the Pentagon as early as the Iate 5O s?

Yet even there the Pentagon did not stop. It prepared ever

new spiral s of the arms race İn the hope that Anerican scıentists
and engineers would at last develop military equipment beyond

the imagination of the Soviets and then suprernacy vıould remain

with the '"ıSA.
In the niddle of the 50s, the USA built its first nuc1 ear

submarine called lTautilus and in 1960 it had three nuc1 ear
missile submarines that carried ıt8 nucl ear
warheadg. The ussR at the time had nc atomic subnarine cf
that type"

Could the U§SR reoain indifferent tc the grcwiag threat
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to its security? 0f course, not. In 1967, it acquired
its first two nrrclear nissile submarines carrying }2 warheads.

So can cne speak cf the equa1 leşonsibility of the USSR
and the USA for the developoent of the nuclear-powered nissile-
carrying submarine f1 eet?

In the nidd1 e 70s the USSR proposed at the UN that an
agreement be concluded tc ban the development and manufacture
of new types of weapons of nass destructicn and new şıstems of
such weapcns. In February 1976, at the 25th CP§U Ccngress it
was proposed tc prohibit new and mcre destructive §ysteüs,
including new submarines ]f the Trident type in the;, USA and
similar submarines ia the USSR.

Who opposed that? Again the USA" Why? Because its
general s and industriali sts did not expect that our industry
would be abl e to develcp anything like Tridents. But the year
l9B1 arrived and the CPSU Central Comnittee in its report to
the 26th Party Congress said: ''At one time we cffered to ban the
develcpnent of the naval Trident mİssile systen in the United
States and of a correspcnding system in our country" The
proposal was nct accepted. As a result, the united states has
buİlt the new Ohİc subnarİne arıı ed ı.ıith Trident_l ııi ssil es,
while an analcgous system, the Typhocn, was built in our
couatly. So, whc has stocd to gaİn?''

At the same 26th CPSU Congress it was proposed to 'tcone to
terms on 1imiting the deplaynent of new ııİssile subnalines of the
Ohio type by the USA, and sinilar oaes by the USSR.'I Hcw dict
the uSA reply? It refused. What has been the result? The USA
has five ohio_type subnarines in operation and aix. oore rınder
construction.

Naturally enough, in such ccnditions the USSR is forced
to see to the aaint enance of parity in nucl ear amanent s and
although the numb er of nuclear warheads on the balli stic
nissiles install ed in us submarines exceeds that on scviet
ones by two and a half tinıes, there is rough parity between

1
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c

the USSR and the USA in strategic nuc].ear }reapons on the whole,
taking into acccurrt other kinds of strategic }reapcns.

I have cited only a few examp].es. Their list could easily
be extended but the substance of the matter would retrain the
same - the USA ııas constantly d,eveloping new kinds cf aroanents,
and the ussR had to neei the challenge, since washington does
not wi sh to pause in this mad race. The same was the case with
the development of multip1 e ind.ependently targetabl e reentry
vehicles, the develcpoent of 1ong_range Oruise nissiles and.
a nuober of cther kinds cf arnaments.

Now, contrary- to the USSR's persistent cal}s to prevent
the nilitarisation of space, the us Administration is stubbornly
avoicing negctiations on this questİcn, too, with its military
research institutes and aerospace industry feverishly
develoıİng n eı,ı strİke rıreapons systens fcr ccnductİng war İn
§pace and froE space with respect to the Earth.

So how caa cne şeak after a1_1 that cf the 'ı eQualresponsibilityt' cf the USSR and the USA for the arTns race?
How can the Soviet Unicn be called upon to disarn, ıııilateıally,
sonething which is being d.one by some western leaders vıho tel1us that in that event the nen frcm washington wcu].d feel ashaned,and halt the arms race? Ilow can one state that soviet declara-tİons about its reııunciation of a first strike are not enough _
1et it renounce al so a second strike (tiıat ig a retaliatory
one _ Y. Zh.)?

But imagİne, there are such peopl e, though it must beclear tc everycne that i.n the ev ent of an aggressor using
nuclear weapoas forrj-dable retributicn Eust aı.rait hiın - an a11-crushing counter-strike. Renunciaticn of that ı.ıould. be taatamoı.mtto sui ci d e.

limitation, phased reducti.on and then total abolitioo of
weapons of mass destruction are conceivab1 e only with thestrictest observance cf the principl e of equality aad undioini shedsecurity, which vıas recorded in the soviet-American agreement§
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of L972-197], but is ncw brushed aside by tho Anerican
Adninistration. As recently as Septenber !, President Reagan,
addressing a congress of the most reactiöDary organisation
American T.,egion, declared that his obJeot of concern was
creating a margin , of safety, that İs, a preponderance in
armanents.

The answer to the question of rıho bearg rggp9asibility for
the arms race i.s absolutely clear - this responsibİlity
devolves fully and entirely on the United States. Iie who
genuinely wants to conbat that race, ou§t dravJ appropriate
conc]-usion s frcm this fact.

This is understood by thinkİng people in Anerica who take
a reşonsibl e attitude to the destinİes of their countty. tlere
İs, for exanpl e, what was said İn 1981 by proninent Aoerican
public personality, forner Anbassador to the USSR George Kennan,
who, incidentally, cannot in any way be su§pected. of ltpro_sovietl'
positions: Lıet us not delude ourselves by putting all the blane
on the UssR. It İs the Americans that at every stç were the
first to develop nucl ear weapon s, to produce and test ühen,
to raise their destructive force to a new level by creating
the hydrogen bomb. It is the Americans who reject any proposal
to renoıırıce the first use of nuc1 ear weapons and ııho used this
weapcn agaİnst tens of thousands of helpl ess civilians.

But the ınalicious invention about the '' equa} reşonsibil-
ity" of the USA and the USSR is again and again resorted to by
those who would like tc disorj.ent world public opinion and
the anti_war noveoent and to direct then against the soviet
Uni on .

It is all the more itrportant therefore to tirelessly oppose
this fal se manceuvre with real data cn the actual st and. of our
great sociali st power which was cl early fcrtrulated. by
Kcnstantin Chernenkc: ''The curbing of the nuc1 ear arts race
is, of course, of key inportance for peace and the security of

1Tuesday, october 2. 19§4
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the nations. The Scviet stand here is cl ear. We

rivalry in building up nucl- ear arsenal s" We ı^ıere

favcur cf banning and destructicn of al1 kinds of
1.1eaPCn S. "

(Pravda, October 1"

are a6ain st
and are in
the se

]n ful1.)
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"We do not intend to offer u]tra-radical measures. For

instance, we do not propose to sever historical]-y formed
economic Iinks between the develope<l West and the deve]"oping
South, between the United States anıl Lat.in America. But those
conta,cts have to lıe reformed t<,ı find thc way out of the
situation neo-colonialism hag created; t-o make it possible
for all to dis;ıose of l.heir ınaterial and hunan resources in
naLional interests"' Mikhai.[ Gorbachev said last May in his
La]k ııith Bernard<ı Sepul ve<ia Amor, Minister of Foreign
Affairs of Mexico.

As the Soviet t)nion signed, during Lhe 7th UNCTAD
sessi<ın, t.he mult-i Iat,eraI ağreCment on lr rar.l goods pool to be
tormed, ii. practi.:ırlly demonstrated the new approach to
interrrationııl ec<,ırıtımic alf ııi rs . Wor ld er:onomic security would
gain if all coııntries, the [Jnited Stateg in the first place,
joine<i that po()]..

Aıı the Soviet Union aids developing countr,ies, it helps
1.o overc<ıme tbeir backwardness, and tackle formidable social
and economic problems. In 1986 alone, n()t economic Soviet
ııid to Lhe Thi ı:d W<ırld, computed ac()ording to UN rıethods,
reached 15, l 00 mi] lion rub]es, oı. 2l} bil l-ion dollars, in the
})resen t r-aLe of exı:hange.

To overcome r:c<ınomic backrıardness, to fight poverty and
solve other globaI problems, mammoth ex,t.ra resources are
needed. They can b() obtained only through disarnament. There
i s ncı other major s<ırırce of money.

The progranme ııdvanced in Mikhail Gorbachev's Statement
<,ıf January 15,1986, for ridrlin8 humanity of nuclear and
<ıther weapons of mıtss destruction by 2000 considers the
allocation of the means for aocial and econonic developnent
1-o be a nost important eorollary of arms control and
<iisarmament accords. Should those propogals be accepted,
they would mean saving nany billionlt now being epent for
nıiliLary ends .

The new way of thinking rejecting the worship of
nuc].ear force has infused the initiatives of t-he socialist

Thu Aug 27 1987
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-5-
basis.

We think we ought, whenever necessary, to create new
interna,tional 1evers and instituLions, laying stress on their
possible contribution to international cooperation,
disarmarıent and development,.

The ideas of the soviet union and other socialist
countries on disarmament sınd developmenL issues, a,s lrell as
their specific proposals on that score, have been spel]-ed out
in greater detai] in a collective memorandum of the socialist
countries to be presented by the CSSR delegation t,omorrow.

In the conLext of new political thinking we are raising
the point the fo,I. lowing way. DisarmtlmenL is not an end in
itself, of couı:se. We insist that every neasure ].eading to
arms ],initation ancl reduction and every step Lowards ridding
Lhe nııtions oi' nuclear and oLht-.r weapons should not only
promoLe their se<:ı.ırity buL als<ı helJı earmark more money for
improv ing Lhe people's liv<:g.

Likewise , we Jıroje<ıt t.he princi Jıle tıi disarmament f or
devel<ıpment on thc probleın of developing countries. Their
Lroubles have acqui.red a global scope. Non-equiva]_ent
exchange, Lrade orı unequal tcrns, l,,.r,k İ.L" machinations and

Lheir arbiLrary chıınges 8nd, last but not least,
Lrans,nat!91al. companie"' g_j==q make some countries ever
richer and impoverish others. The connection between
developing countries' tri1] ion-dollar debt and the fact that
Lhe United Stat,es has increased its ıniIitary expenditures by

over 8 t.rillion <loIlars wiLhin this decade--that connection
is la.ld bare for all Lo see. Over 399 biltion dol],ars is
squegzed out of thc Third l,torld every year. The Us military
budget- approaches 3OO bi[.lion dollars. Can that be a chance

coinci dence?
Iıı this siLuation, the Soviet Union proceeds fron the

principles of new l.hinking. It lays stress on joint search
for .iush solutions to internaLional cconomic problems:

so].utions based on Lhe recognition <ıf the existing realities
and6f Lhe ba]ance or interests.

2
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to respond on a mutual baais with the US to regional
initiatives in this direction, the understanding being, of
course, that their results wou].d take into account the
legitimate interests of all the states in the respective
reg i ons .

Sİxth,, İnternational agencies, the United Nations above
a1_1 , ought to play a pivoLal role in promoting the
d i sar:mamen t- for-devel opment strategy.

we think thaL thig conference nust become a crucial
Landnark in the UN activities on a thorny but huoane path of
disarnament and developnerit, bringing the forces of
interdependence betrıeen the two proceases into play.

I{e 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 aI1 UN meınbers,
including a major ()ne, i,n this forum. I{e regard, the u.s.
boycotL of the conference first of a].]_ ag an expression of a
specific politi.cal line. To boycott a co_tlective quest for
ways to resolve t,hat globa} igsue--is it not a vivid example
of an obsolete, seLfish ap;ıroach that, indicates a profound
gap beLween words ıınd deeds?

Nevertheless, we believe Lhat Lhe states attendinE this
r-,on f erence wi l ] su<--ceed in doing an im;ıortant job by ınaking
Lhe conference a beginning of a nııw attiLude to disarmaDent
and development i ssues.

One indicati<ın of this attitude is the Soviet proposal
for pendi,ng recommendations of the conference, ag ııell as
the entire range tıf digarmament and deveİopment issues, to
be discussed at- a special meeting of leadera of the
Sectır i ty Council mt:mber stat.es, Such a aummit could help the
idea oi "disarmarıent for developnent" be interwoven in the
fabric of inLernational relations to bec<ıme a guideline for
practical action.

We support all proposals to create a franeşıork ıJhereby
disarmament should pave the way for development. For our part,
we propose that review conferences should be held on a regular

z
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an end to the spiralling oilitary budgets and ].initing then
to the level of reagongb].e sufficiency. Pressing for
practical steps in this diı.ection, the Warsaw Treaty nenbers
proposed to NATo t.his past April to declare a mutual
moratorium on mi] jtııry bı]dgei. increases for one or tr.ıo years.

T!:ra, even now it would be possibJ.e to set about
elaborating a new econoıDic mode] of the world in the context
of disarmarrent, including conversi.on plannin€ in the
industri alised countrics.

The role of conversion is not confined to the economic
facet.. It also iınpliee the cr:ııplete e].imination of the
negat ive socio-economic consequences of the arms race and a
pracl-ical link betçeen disarrıament and developınent.

The ussR is in favour of conversion regearch on
nationaf and international , state and private ].evels. We

believe the idea of conductinğ international expert research
into the conversion problen in al]. its aspects to be a
promising one.

F:ırrth, the mititary and political confrontation that is
ııccompanied by the unbridled arms race nust be countered by
peace alternatives--a unique fusion of trusL, cooperation
and disarınamenL. lnstead of competing in bui],ding up nuclear
stockpiles He are proposing cooperation in peaceful and safe
use of atomic energy; instead of Star Wars we are proposiııg
interaetion in a peaceful outer space and the forııation of
a world space organisation; instead of producing chenical
weapons we are proposing joint efforts in deweloping a

chemica]_ i ndustry for peaceful purposes; inatead of barriers
of secrecy r.ıe are proposing an exchange of the best findings
of re searr:h for peace.

1_1fth, the USSR believes that broad vistas for
ılevel<>pneııt could be opened up if the deve-loping countries
t.hemstılves casL off the burden of miJ.itary expenditures. The

Soviet. Union is in favour <ıf laun<:hing telks on a
multilateral ag ııel]. as bilateral basis on limiting the
saIe ıınd delivery tıf conventional weapong. l{e are prepared

2
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funds for deve1.opment purposes is a quesLion for col1ective
efforts, and the USSR is prepared t<ı take part in that job.

In our opinion, the role of the mechanisn for the
transfer of funds to deveioping countries cou}d be played by
an international "Di.sarnament for Deve]_opment'' fund. that
wou]"d be open for alI states. Into l.hat fund they would,
Lransfer part of the resources saved as a result of
tlisarmament measures and cııts in defence spending. Such a
fund could be set up within the framework of the UN on the
basis of an internaLional. agreenent. stipulating the order
<ıf its activities and of the formation and distribution of
j_ ts resources .

The Soviet Union has concrete proposals on that Score.
It is prepared to join such a fund and t<ı take part in
relevant- negotiationg ııith the participat,ion of deveJ.oped
and dcve l oping countries.

Second, the nilitary budget reduction problem requires
a comprehensive approach. lt cannot be divided into
parts--polit,ical, economic, technological . This is also a
problem of rnutı.ıal Lrust.

The atteınpts taken until now to compare nilitary
tıudgets have failed to yield positive resu].ts as a
consequence of the fundaııenLal differences in the structure
of prices for armaments, and also in the pricing mechanian.
For example, the defence budget of 20,2 billion roubles we

have made public reflects the expenditures of the üinistry
öf Defence of the USSR for the ınaintenıınce of the personnel
of the Armed Forces, naterial and technical supply,
military development, pensions and a nurüber of other
expenses. However, the financing of re9earch and deaign and
eılso of procuremenL of lreaponry and niIitary hardware coıoes
under other articles of the UssR state Bııdget,

The conclusion of our rıdical pricing reform ı,ill make

it possible rea]ist.ically t-o compare overall rnilitary
expend i tures.

Even now tiıe socialist countries are proposing putting

uı!:\ug _aZ 198?
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New York, Aı,lgust 26. (TAss. ) The head of the Soviet
delegation at the International Conference on the
Relationship Between Disarmanent and Developrıent which is
being held here, (JSSR Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs
V.F.Petrovski has addressed the delegates with a gpeech. He
read out the address to the conference delega.tes by the
General Secretary of the CPŞU Central Committee, ğikhai1
Gorbachev .

In 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
disarmaııent, deveJ.oprıent and a nuc],ear-free, non-violent
world.

l'ıe have made tlıat choice.
I.1ithout contendinğ for absolute truth, we wou}d still

like to share some of our ideas today.
First,, without stable rates of developnent it is

impossible today to ensure social and economic stability and
rlurable peace. The problens of developııent are closeIy
entangled with the questions ol international security. To
untangJ.e that knot, it is imperative to begin, without
deJ_ay, the rechannı-.l ing of regourcert f or deve]_opment
purposes .

This apparently refers to the ".ao.r""", saved as a
result of real ]imitation and reduction of nuclear and
other weapons. This is the essence of the concept of
interrelation between disarma.ııent and developınent.

The Soviet Union confirms its preparedness to hand
over to developing countries part of the funds actua].ly
saved by it as a result of concrete measures to curb the
a,rms race.

Iı'laboration of t.he principles of such a hıındover of

2T!.g_acL?-Z__!_9!1
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ZERo PLUS ZERo ğAKİs. .. 72?

v.
on the Global

Mikhai l ov
Approach and Dodg i of

Washinğton and Bonn

The Soviet programme of stage-by-stage and complete

eliınination of nuclear r,eapons everywhere before the end of
this century was nade public a mere eighteen months ago,

This nade it possible for the concept of global nucleaı
d,isarmament to break through at the Soviet-American neeting
in Reykjavik. Peop}e sa.w a prospect of a nuclear-rıeapon free
ııorld. An attenpt çıas made to close it but it failed, The

series of additional Soviet initiatives inpeIled the United
States to switch ower to joint practical preparation of an

agreenent on medium-range and theatre nuclear nissiles, The

Geneva talks have now entered the decisive phase. Thie
explains why the new important step towards an accord made

by the Soviet Union evoked an exceptionally nighty rerıponse

a]_1 over the world.
t{hat is the essence of it? The soviet union met the

rıishes of the Asian countries and expreased its preparedness
to e]"ininate a1]- its medium-range nissileg not only in
Europe but also in Asia. Thie removea the question of
preservation of the 1OO warheadg on nedium-rangle nissiles
şıhich rıere discussed at the Geneva negotiations with the
Anericans, of courae, provided the USA does the aaue. The

theatre missiles rıould also be elininated.
This inparts a ğlobal character to the "double zero"

concept. It ia proposed to deatroy two clasees of nuclear
nissi]-es on two continenta in the areag of the most

concentrated nilitary confrontation.
In fact, this time, too, the Soviet Union expertly

untied the knot tied by others. The point is that at the
Soviet-American sunmit neeting in Reykjavik it was agreed to
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feave 1OO nuclear rıarheads on medium-range missiles both in
the Asian part of the USŞR and the ııest of the UsA. Later
disputes ffared up in Washington and, under the Pentagonrs
pressure, they began to voice the demand to give up this
accord. To all appearances, it rıas 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 ]_ast, get things noving in the field of
nuclear disarmanent and to practically start this important
work. It proposed that the medium-range missiIe igsue be
singled out of the interconnected nissile-space "package".
It agreed not to take into account the British and French
nuclear arnanentg. It expaessed its preparedness to deatroy
also theatre nissilea and to begin negotiations on
shorter-range miasiles. The European socialist countrieg
proposed that the way to a conventional-arms rıar be blocked
by reducing conventional weapons, to begin with, by one
quarter, and that the ııilitary concepts and doctrines of
both blocs be considered jointly with NATO and that the
basing of them on defenaive principles be ensured. La.st but
not -least, we stated that we would proceed from the g]-obal
"double zero" concept. All this was without any
preconditions, the sole condition being that the United
states would do the sane.

It is only natural that the peoples of Europe and Asia
- and it is their security that is at iasue - have the
right to expect that the United Statea and its alliee 9ril1
finally decide to nove ahead and will cover the rest of the
way, for no one can do it for then. To begin with, the US

and NATO should give up once and for all attempta to put
the USSR and its allies in an inequitable position and
inpair 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 elinination, as
is the case with the attenpt to keep the American nuc.lear
rıarheads on Pershing-lA nissiles out of the double zero
opt ion .

In arithmetic zero plus zero never equals seventy-two.
Conse.quently, the seventy-two American missile-based
rıarheads cannot equal the Soviet double zero.

Washington claims that inasmuch as the Perehings-lA
whol]_y belong to the Federal Republic of Germany it cannot
negotiate a "third country's" armanents. Yet, according to
all official data, çıhen in 1963 the United States started
deploying the first generation of its Pershing nissiles in
l{est German territory, it gawe Bonn only 72 nissile
]aunchers as "adnission fare, " whereag the warheads for the
nissiles renained the property of the United States. The
Bundeswehr was granted the right to uge the missileg for
training, but the United .states kept key to the nuclear
warheads .

In a word, it ig the case of an obvioug attenpt to
camouflage the Anerican nuclear potential as a "third
country'g arnaınents " and to keep it in Europe. Is thig a
zero?

I{hat about West Germany's position? Bonn should have
been the firet to welcome the possibility of a
Soviet-Anerican agreeınent. I an surprised at the
indeciaiveness of the l{eet German ruling circleg. Instead of
being the first, they became the last in Europe among the
NATO allies in spelling out their position on the Soviet
proposal for the e]-inination of mediun-and
shorter-range ınissiles. And when they eventually did spe}l
it out, it was not a clear Yes but rather something bet!.een
Yes and No: On the one hand, the Weat German government
officially stated its support for the double zero option,
ııhile on the other, it expreseed the hope that the
"zero zero option rıill not affect the Bundegırehrrs
Pershing-lA misgiles whose nuclear warheads are controlled
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by the United States. "

If so, West Gernany becomes a, co-oçıner of nuc-Lear
ıreapons, which is a violation of the Nuc]"ear
Non-Prol i ferat ion Treaty. This questiona l{est Germany's
allegiance to its own obligation never to poasegg nuclear
and other weapons of nass deıstruction. And that commitment
was a condition for West Germanyrs ad_mission to NATO, the
comnon Market and other western connunities.

For the sake of the truth it should be noted here that
the idea of keeping the Aınerican Perahings in Europe ııas
originally conceiwed 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 missiles. Virtualty a
couple of days after the Sowiet-American ıneeting in
Reykjavik, the concern came up with a plan of saving ita
progeny. It rıas the concern that suggeated sinply
disnounting the firat stage off the Pershing-2 missiles and
thus converting then into the shorter-rangle cl8as, thereby
circumventing the a,8reeDent threatening with the destruction
of mediun-range nissiles. When the USSR suggested scrapping
that second class of ırissi]es, too, Washington decided to
leave the Bundeswehr missiles out of the ağreement being
drafted in Geneva and replace then later rıith shorter
Pershing-2 missiles. It is clear that the plan suggeated by
Martin Marietta was certainly not dictated by a desire to
scrap nuclear Diasiles in Europe and Asia.

so are the interests of Martin Marietta and other
a'rms corporations really identical to those of the US and
West Germany? It is my €ıtrong conviction that in the lonEi
term this kind of identity wou]"d be extremely dangeroua
both for Anerica and for Western Europe, and not only from
the nilitary viewlıoint. After all, one should not forElet
that in the past weatern Europe had lost itg international
weight for a long period exactly on the battlefield,
whereag the United States is losing it norı 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.

Şure enouElh, the first step is the nost difficult one,

but it is also the nost honorable of all. In the naıne of
saving civilization we must 1ive by the criteria of neç

thinking which rejects fist law and asgerts the suprene

forns of international coırmunication natching the
current intellectual level of nankind. It is onJ,y this
1ogic of our nuclear-nissile age rather than the outdated
arithnetic of the "balance of fear" that can serve aa a
guiding light into the future.

(Pravda, August 10. Abridged)
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