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The view was stated that the practical implementation of
this idea, as cf the proposal for the simultaneous withdrawal
of Soviet and US naval fuorces from the Mediterranean, depends
largely on the overall state of Soviet-US relations, onithe
level of interaction between them in settling burning interna-
tional issues.

The postures of the Soviet Union and the USA.express in bold
relief two diametrically opposite lines in womldwpolitics, said

Abdalleh Layachi. Moscow advances more and more constructive

peace initiatives, while Washington rejects o blocks any step
aimed at reducing tensinns, ending, the afms race, and achieving
disarmament. The Soviet Union has a shére line along the Black
Sea, which is a continuation, as it were, of the Mediterranean.
The USA is meny thousands of (miles away from this region. The
Soviet Navy has never been uged as a weapon of aggression. The
US Navy has time and again invaded or shelled countries of the
region, The most recent examples are Lebanon and Libya. Yet it
is the Soviet Union that proposes-the withdrawal of the naval
forces of both powers from .the Mediterranean, while the USA
regponds negatively to this proposal, thereby showing the whole
world its dimperial ambitions once again.

Weshington's attitude to the peace efforts of other nations
is likewise negative., Following the American raid on Libya,

said Francis Xawvier Caruesna, the Maltese government instituted

steps to defuse the explosive situation. At first it offered to
mediate between Libya and the USA, but Washington flatly turned

dbwn this/ offer.
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The Maltese gevernment then addressed the governments of
Central Mediterranean states-~Algeria, Greeece, Egypt,: Italy,
Cyprus, Libya, Tunisia, France, and Yugoslavia--propoging the
convocation of a conferenee at the level of Prime Ministers to
consider the situation and coordinate practical steps to reach
a settlement. In perticular, it was proposed that the countries
concerned should pledge to avoid using armed force against each
other, disellow the uge for such purposes of their respective
territories and of the military bases and imstallations on
these territories, and deny assistance of any kind to terrorist
acts. This proposal took into aecount.the existence of US
military bases in Italy, Greece, and Cyprus over which the
governments of these countries have no control, the presence of
the US Sixth Fleet in the waters between Malta and Libya, and
other cigcumgfances of an analagous naturé.ﬂiﬂ;_iiﬁ§én govern-—
ment accepted this proposal, but the Washington administration

rejected even this limited initiative.

Rachid Akhterini and Hassan S. Grew spuke at length of how

Washington is torpedoing all efforts to secure a fair and all-
-embracing settlement of the Middle East conflict, and providing
Israel with diplomatic cover and massive military and economic
gid, in fact encéuraging its course towards aggression. Here,
too, the obstructionist, hegemonistic ponlicy of* the USA is
countered by the Soviet Union's constructive, purposeful line
towerds extinguishing this flashpoint in the Eastern Mediterra-
nean, The ways and means for doing this are set out in the Soviet

proposals for a Middle East settlement.
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In Syrie, said Rechid Akhterini, the people are closely

following and solidly supporting the Soviet peace initiatives,
for they ere aimed at ensuring freedom and peace, which are
the most precious and cherished aspirations of all of the
world's peoples. The struggle for peace and the gtruggle for

freedom and social progress, Rachid Akhtarini  continued, are

interrelated end mutually complementary. Those who do not enjoy
the blessing of freedom are incapable of making a tangible
contribution to safeguarding international peace. In fighting
and upholding independence and in striving for progress, the
peoples are seeking to have the opportunity to come forward

as sctive subjects of world development, above all of the battle
againgt the threat of war,

Expanding on this,. Abdallah Tayachi undersacored the follow-

ing. The Moroccan Communists are steadfastly pursuing their
course of closely coupling Morocco's national problems with
international issues, central to which is today the problem- .of
averting the nuclear threat hanging over humenity. In other
words, they regard the fulfilment of their internationalist
duty of countering US imperialism's militarist designs and
actions and supporting and explaining the Soviet foreign policy
of peace as a lofty patriotic task, They are dning everything to
get the people of Morocco to understand that their own indepen-
dent, free.existence, that their destiny and that of all Arab
peoples depends directly on the destiny of peace in the world.

Either peace triumphs and national independence will be assured,
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or the threat to international security will inevitably,turn
into a threat to the freedom of the peoples.

Speaking metaphorically, said Abdallach Layachi, the

Moroccan Communists are holding the banner of patriotism in

one hand and the banner of internationalism in the other. They
are combining what these banners symbolise--the struggle for
the country's progress with the struggle foria life free of the
fear of humanity's extinction., Patriotism'is inseparable from
internationalism, and the battle for indeépendence cannct be
fought in isolation from the battle for peace.

The interview showed thatwlerge sections of public opinion
in Mediterranean countries are more dinstinctly seeing the
causes and sources of the mar threat and increasingly inclined
to unite and conduct concerted actions to eliminate this threat.
To a large extent thisfis fostered by Soviet fcreign policy
moves that lay bare the antithesis between the Soviet Union's
course towards peace and the aggressive hegemonistic strategy
to which the Washington administration is clinging tenaciously.

The movement for peace and security in the region, however,
has its distinctions due to the modalities of the situation in
different Mediter¥anean countries, Some of these are industrial
capitalist statesy but most are developing nations. In the
former the agnti-war protest, based above all on the human
instinct forwsurvival in a fragile world, was almost from the
outset directed towards delivering humankind from the threat
of ennihilation in a thermonuclear holocaust. In the latter the

struggle against the threat of an all-consuming nuclear con-
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flagratien is linked mere elosely with oppositien te imperialist
encroaehments en the freedem and independenee of peoples, with
the efforts to promete the natienal and social progress of the
developing states. This distinetien in aeccents is by no means

a hindrance to joint aetions by the peace forces, The manner

in which the problem of war and peace is raised in dindividual
countries and regions presupposes an active quest for specific
ways of addressing it. There is here a wide field for action

by the most consistent protagonists of the cause of peace,

freedom, and progress, notably by the Communists.
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HELPING THE AGGRESSOR
" " Yuri Glukhov

American and Israeli experts in "strategic cooperation”
have wound up a round of talks in Israel after discussing
Israel’s possible status of the U.S. ally with special
privileges like the ones enjoyed by U.S. partners in NATO.

Once Israel is aﬁarded this status, it will be in a
position to push for consolidating its militaristic alliance
with the United States. Radio Tel Aviv has reperted that the
Israeli military, apart from huving outlays from their usual
sources, may well get an access to the Pentagon’s special fund
of 615 million dellars for the development ©of conventional
weapons. |

So the aggressive military and strategic alliance between
Washington and Tel Aviv is likely to grow even more sinister
than it is. American and Israeli political and military
experts meet on a regular basis, as do officials of both
countries’ secret services. Pilots of the U.S. 6th Fleet have

— E——— ——— e
tralnlng sessions in the Nagev Desart in Israell terrltory.

——— = -

6th Fleet shipa routinely call at the port of Haifa. In 1985

R s g pev— pran—

alone Israel was v181ted by about 30, OOO American navy

-H‘H.' -

personnel.,

U.S5. annual aid to Israel amounts to an average of 4.5
billion dollars. According to the Middle East Times weekly,
while increasing direct subsidies to Israel, the United States
also funds the Jewish state’s military programs indirectly,
through all kinds of its agricultural, medical and research
departments and institutions whose budgets provide for
respective ocutlays. For example, tractors bought in 1982 on
donations from the U.S. Jewish community never reached Israeli
farmers, because they were used to level Lebanese villages

destroyed during air raids, thus clearing the way for Israeli
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tanks.
Israel’s involvement in the multibillion-dollar Star/ Wars
program opens up fresh vistas for pumping more money into the

Israeli military-industrial complex. Tel Aviv in November 1986
signed its first contract worth more than five million

dollars, according to which the Israelis will develop systems

for interception and destruction of short-range missiles.
Israel is increasingly seen by Washington as a strategic

bridgehead and a potential strike force of American

imperialism in the East Mediterranean. One fact mentioned by

U.S. Senator Rudy Boschwitz (Minn-R) and cerﬁainly taken into

—

account by the Pentagon’s strategists is that Israel can put

up a 400,000-strong army within 72 hours.

The continuing Israeli occupation of :Buthern Lebanon, Tel
Aviv’s anti-Syrian campaign, U.S. and Israeli attempts to
blackmail and intimidate certain other Arab states testify to
the growing bellicosity of the aggressive strategic and
military alliance between Washington and Tel Aviv, an alliance

posing a grave danger to peace and security in the Middle East.
Beirut.

(Pravda, December 30. In full.)
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AN INSTRUMENT OF BLACKMAIL

R e e L. & __LLh S XXTET X

Gennady Zafesov

NATO has launched large-scale military manoeuvres
code-named Dragon Hammer-87 in the Mediterranean, with units
from six member-countries of the bloc: the USA, Great Britain,
Italy, Turkey, the Netherlands and France, taking part.
France, igdugh it is not a member of the military setup of
NATO, is beginning to participate ever more actively in
military programmes of the Atlantic bloc.

The military exercises being held in the Mediterranean by
the USA and its allies have long gone beyond the framework of
war games. They have become some sort of instrument of
blackmail and political pressure. The Pentagon and its allies
pretend that Marine landing operations, the transfer of mobile
naval units and simulated naval and air battles help preserve
"stability" in the region. /In actual fact, however, the
situation in the Mediterranean is very far fronm tranguil. And
as soon as Washington strategists imagine that the smouldering
embers of contradictions and confrontation are beginning to go
out, they immediately start fanning them either by another
show of force or acts of undisguised aggression. Suffice it to
recall the history of Washington’s power politics against
Libya: in the last few years, the USA has staged military
manoeuvres off the shores of Libya more than 20 times.
Moreover, it did not limit itself to manoceuvres. The cities of
Tripoli and Benghazi fell victim to barbarous bombing raids.

Having proclaimed the Mediterranean a zone of its vital
interests, Washington continues building up its military
potential there. Both US and NATO bases, with
American-controlled nuclear weapons deployed at 17 of them,
are being used for the same purpose. The US 6th Fleet, which

is constantly plying the Mediterranean, has become a permanent
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THE SOVIET GOVERNMENT'S ANSWER

The Soviet government has received a statement by the
non-aligned Mediterranean participating states of the
conference, held in the Brioni Islands, Yugoslq:ig, over
June 3-4, 1987. The statement had been sent to.it, on behalf
of those states, by Raif Dizdarevic, Federal ‘Secretary for
Foreign Affairs of the Socialist Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia.

The other day, Eduard Shevardnadze, Minister of Foreign
Affairs of the USSR, sent Raif Dizdareviec an answer by the
Soviet government, which points out that the Soviet Union
treats with complete understanding the striving of the
non-aligned countries to reselutely promote the relaxation
of tension and to make their own ‘eontribution to lowering
the level of military confrontation and to strengthening
security in the Mediterranean. This is consonant with the
objectives of Soviet foreign policy, including its
Mediterranean aspect. The concrete measures proposed by the
non-aligned Mediterranean countries, which are aimed at
achieving a military detente in the region of major
importance to us, echo the Soviet initiatives in many
respects.

Just as the participating states of the Brioni
Conference, the Soviet Union is a convinced supporter of
spreading as fully as possible the positive processes
developing in Europe to the Mediterranean area. It supports
the proposal of Malta, Cyprus and Yugoslavia to convene a
meeting of the participating states of the Conference on
Security aqd‘Cooperation in Europe on questions of security
and cooperaﬁibn in the Mediterranean.

The Soviet Union thinks it important that all the
participating states of the Conference on Security and

Cooperation in Europe should take part in negotiations on
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CALLING A HALT TO THE NAVAL ARHS RACE
A. Sitnikov

To 'repldce the obsolete “gunboat diplomacy” with the

latest “flattop diplomacy" cseems to be one of the aims of
Washingto-;i at present. This is shown by many facts, and
corrobhorated by reports that continue to come in even now. A
new aggression is threateninag l:.ibyn in the Mediterranean where
US 6th fleet ships are on constant putrgl. The battleship New

Jarsey, capable of carrying nuclear Tomahawk missile=, has

—_— [ E— W

been sent to the Japanese port of Sasebo. This and other U3

warships are to hdid provocative manoauvres in the next few
days in the Seas of Japan und‘Okhobgk - in direct proximity to
the Soviet Far East coast, In the neﬁnﬁime Washington is
considering establishment/ of a new military command to control
special air, ground and naval/forces - a sort of mailed fist
ready to be brought down against any country whose policy
diepleases US ruling circles. All this only highlights the
topicality of Soviet proposals to curb the arms race on the
high seas.

In a recent statement on Soviet television, General
Sacretary of the CPSU Central Committee Mikhail Gorbachev not
only anounced extension of the unilateral Soviet moratorium on
nuclear explosions, but also dealt in detail with other
aspects of the foreign policy of our country, which has put
forward a comprehensive programme for the elimination of
nuclear and ‘other types of weapons. Much of this programme is
concerned with proposals to call a halt to the naval arms race
and to military activities in the seas and oceans.

Among the latest Soviet initiatives is a broad package of

measures to ensurs security and promote cooperation in the



Asia-Pacific region. With a view to limiting naval activities
in that area, the Soviet Union proposes that concrete talks be
started on the reduction of the activity of naval fleets in

the Pnacific, ubovelall nuclear-armed ships. Restriction of the
rivalry in the sphere of anti-submarine weapons, specifically
an arrangement by the =sides to keep from anti-submarine
activity . in certain zones of the Pacific, would help
strengthen strategic stability.

Life itself is insistently putting the limitation of the
arms race on the seas to the forefront of struggle against the
military threat. The USSR has proposed that the discussion of
confidence-building measures and non-use of force in the
Asia-Pacific region be switched to practical plane and that
start be made from the simpler measures, for instance,
measures for security of sea lanes. Besides, the Soviet Union

would be ready to reciprocate if the U5 gave \;p military

presence, say, in the FPhilippines.
wﬁ‘hub are the realit-ies_réf' tha situation on the high seas?
The armadas under the star and stripe flag are now one of
the major components of the US war machine. Hoping to acquire
a comprehensive superiority and a possibility of massive use
of force in the most remote areas of the planet, Washington
has started a new round of the naval arms race.

New ships with the most up-to-date weapons of destruction
are being built or launched, and the old ones re-equipped with
similar weapons. The US permanent naval presence in different
parts of the high seas is being reinforced, and the base
infrastructure for it expanded. Over recent years the US
Navy’s range of large warships has been greatly increased to
reach 546. The declared aim is to bring up their number to
600. Special emphasis is being laid on equipping surface
combat ships and submarines with long-range cruise missiles.

At the .start of the ’‘90s the USA plans to deploy no fewer than
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4,000 Tommhawk cruise missiles on the sea.

Washington ever moréiéEten ;;;aé fleets thousands of miles
from its shores to put pressure on sovereign states,
especially developing nations, to meddle in their domestic
affairs and to commit acts of armed aggression and
intervention.

The world well remembers how US battle ships “crushed"”
defenceless Grenada, and shelled peaceful Lebanese towns and
villages. Only recently with the employment of US warships
brought to the shores of Libya a naked act ©f aggression was
undertaken against this sovereign Arab country., threats
regarding which have not ceased to this day. By the canons of
political neoglobalism, the US Navy is baing used for "shows
of force" off the shores of Cuba and Nicaragua...

Our country has been consistently advocating the adoption
of concrete measures aimed at limiting and reducing naval
armaments and at winding down naval activity. Independently or
together with other socialist states, the Soviet Union has
offered for discussion a whole series of concrete measures
ralating to a mutual restriction of the activity of navies,
arms limitation and reduction and the taking of
confidence-building steps.

The Soviet-proposed programme for the liquidation of
weaapons of mass destruction till the year 2000 opens up an
opportunity radically and for ever to end the nuclear danger
threatening nations from the sea and from sea depths. Along
with a ban on spaceé attack weapons our country is also ready
to mgree on a 50 per cent cut in the strategic offensive arms
of the sides, a considerable part of which falls to atomic
submarines equipped with ballistic missiles. In order to
advance the talks in Geneva, the USSR has proposed an interim
solution whereby, simultaneously with an agreement on

nonwithdrawal from the ABM Treaty for 15 to 20 years, the
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sides’ strategic arms would be reduced by about 30 per cent
and limited to equal levels. Moreover. this would comprise
cuts both in strategic sea-based delivery vehicles and the
charges mounted on them.

The world community expresses serious concern over the
continuing saturation of sea expanses with armaments and the
growth of military confrontation on the seas. Resolutions
adopted by the last few sessions of the UN General Assembly
call for a start of negotiations to restrict naval activity,
to limit and reduce naval armaments and bo extend
confidence-building measures to the seas and oceans.

Our country has immediately responded to the UN appeal.
Expressing readiness to participate in the negotiations, it
has suggested a complex of practical measures covering all
major aspects of this matter. As ‘an urgent step, it has
proposad reaching agreemant on the nonexpansion of naval
activity by states in area&s of conflict or tension. The USSR
thinks it useful to look for ways to eliminate the situation
where large powers’ navies remain long stationed at a
considerable distance from their own shores, as well as to
consider such steps as the withdrawal of nuclear
wanpons-carrying ships from definite areas of the world’s
oceans and the setting of limits to the presence in them of
ships of different classes.

The Soviet Union is prepared to go even further. For
evamplae, to discuss the possibility of adopting such measures
as the limitation of the number of combat ships of the main
clasees, the introduction of restrictions on anti-submarine
forces and systems and measures regarding naval bases on
foreign territories. It is for the future consideration of
the question of reducing on a balanced basis the number of
ships which form the combat part of the navies of large

powers, with particular emphasis on such combat ships as
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aircraft carriers which have an especially destabilising
character. Agreeing on and implementing confidence-building
measures would be of great importance.

The USSR has agreed to conduct negotiations on naval
armaments and naval activity under the auspices of the
Confererice on Disarmament in Geneva or at a special forum with
participation by all major naval powers and other interested
states, in accordance with the principle of not impairing the
security of anyone, with due regard for all the factors
detarmining the balance of forces at sea.

In spite of the urgent calls of the United Nations, talks
on limiting naval activity and naval armaments still have not
begun. The reason for this is the stubborn unwillingness of
the USA and its closest NATO allies.

The Soviet Union is =ager to take practical steps to
resolve the problem in specific regicns and seas. It
consistently backs the @fforts ©f the non-aligned countries to
implement as soon as possible /the UN Declaration on making the
Indian Ocean a zone of peace and to hold an international
conference on this subject in 1388, At the July session of the
UN Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean the Soviet delegation
again called the attention of all states te the proposal made
by the USSR in 1982 that all countries whose ships use the
Indian Ocean should, without waiting for the conference,
refrain from any steps liable to complicate the situation in
the region. They Aare expected not to send large naval task
forces or hold military exercises there and not to extend or
modernise military bases in the non-littoral states having
such bases.

Still standing are Soviet proposals on extending agreed
confidence-building mansurés to the H_gditerraneun, reducing
armed £o;§vé-;5 there, withdrawing nuclear-capable ships from the

area, not deploying nuclear weapons on the territories of
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Mediterranean states, and for nuclear powers to pledge

-_— . -
themsaelves not to use such weapons against any Mediterranean
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country‘ that has not allowed such weapons to be sitgd on its

territory. The USSR thinks it is worthwhile to convene a

confarence on the Hedxterrannun to be attended by

Hed;terraneun countnes and ones adjoining the area. The US
and ot.her states concerned could take part 1n it. Its purpose
would be to agree about recommendatxons Ecrr _‘peace und security

in tha Hedltﬁrraneun rﬁglon. Our country expressed reudxness

ks

to pull the Soviet Elnet out of the Hediterraneun provxded the

i

Amnncun fleat was w1thdruwn at the samn t,une.

The condxtxona of the nucleur age urgently dictate the

necessity of preventxng the replacnment, of infamous gunboat

-— y A N

diplomacy by a diplomacy of strlke air carrier groups. This is

the imperative of the times.

(Pravda, August 27. In full.?





