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THE PRESIDENT'S "NUCLEAR JOKE'

Yuri Zhukov, Pravda's
Political Commentator

An incident that took place near President Reagan's

Californian ranch last Saturday created a publisc“uproar in the
world. In a sound test before making his regular broadcast to
the nation Mr. Reagan decided to "relax" andyblabbed out a thing
which was on his mind all the time but whifch)he could not say out
loud because of the pressures of the eleétion campaign.

Taking a wmike he said: "My fellow AMericans, I am pleased
to tell you we have signed legiskation,tHat would outlaw Russcia
forever. We begin boabing in fivé minubes."

The technicians who recorfed the President's address to
the nation were aghast but when the President smiled they
realised that he was only+making'a, "voice test" befores reading
the prepared test of his/@ddress/to the nation which dealt with
routine economic problems.

White House staff immediately rushed to prevent the President's
slip-up from being made public. But, as the saying goes, a word
uttered is past recalling.

News agencies and ngwspapers were set at work. The Gannett
News . - Service wag the first to confirm the rumour about
the incident that was\gpreading in Washington. It gaid that the
President did make s@ich a remark. A representative of the CNN
televicion network’ycaid next that his company had a tape
recording of Pregident Reagan's remark but would not make it
public so as nog to violate the "rules" regulating relations
between the medidm and the White House.

Journaligts rushed to the President's residence but the
confused White House spokesman refused to comment on the report.
He said that" anything the President said before the start of the
recording of his broadcast address was not intended for the press.

A great political scandal broke out. Although President
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Reagan's men assured everyone that the President
was only "joking", political circles in the United States and other
countries interpreted it as a provocation.

"By his dubious joke about a possible war with thé=Soviet
Union Reagan put himself in an embarrassing position'on the eve
of the election," Agence France Presse said on August 13 in a
report datelined Los Angeles. "Senior White House,officials who
accompany the President in California and first, tried to prevent
the further spread of the leak of information mere obviously
worried about the effects of Reagan's remark 4@n'his chances for
re=election."

The agency said that the "President's (g8ffe" which the White
House officials tried to present as a "fdmmy joke" would make more
people regard President Reagan as, a "warmenger ready to press
the button and start a nuclear comflict'.

As soon as news Of Reagan's outrageous pronouncement spread,
it touched off a wave of indignation everywhere in the USA and
allied countries.

Reagan's remark, said<the American Associated Press news
agency, is unlikely to bg forgotten soon, for it came at a time
when . bad relations between Mogcow and Washington became one of
the issues of the presidential election campaign. Reagan's
earlier outbursts against ghe Soviet Union, . including his words
about the "empire of evil", have led to the President being accused
of pursuing an open pelicy of confrontation with the USSR.

In the last six months, on promptings from his advisers,
Reagan did his utmost'ti® present matters as if he were now a
peace champion. On‘February 1ll, he declared that he was committed
to a "serious and/intensive dialogue" with the Soviet Union,
aimed at building a more constructive US-Soviet relationship...
"We should," hey,sald, "find ways to work together to meet the
challenge of preserving peace." Later on he kept repeating
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flowery words about his commitment to cooperation with the USSR
and made assurances that he wanted cuts in and even total
elimination »f nuclear weapons. Now it is becoming clear . to
everyone that such words were uttered only as a blin@ew This
mekes all the sharper the reaction to the prank théel\US President
allowed himself last Saturday.

Walter Mondale, Democratic presidential candidate, said:

"I don't think it's very funny." He recalled  that in 1981 and
1982 members of the administration speculatedPhabout "preventive
nuclear blasts" and "victory in limited nuckedr wars". Such
speculation, said Mondale, created seriougWdiplomatic problenms
and undermined the attempts at ensuring &z#fs control.

Voigt, leader of the group of SocialWbPemocrats in the
foreign affairs committee of thg Bundéstég, made a statement
which reads: "Those who, like Pmerideat Reagan, are guided by
irrational concepts of the SoWlet Union as an enemy are unable
to work for joint security with the USSR in the interests of
universal peace ...Reagan'@Manidesl anti-Sovietism is the
moving spirit of the Ameri®@an A®ms race."

Winnick, Labour MP,/urged WPrime Minister Margaret Thatcher
to tell President Reagan thatWthe British are not amused by his
tlack humour.

West European leaderggand the press, feeling indignation and
alarm over Reagan's escépade, give the most biting comments on
the US President's behaviour.

"The Hollywood agcltar and simultaneously President of the
USA has taken the liberty »f 'making a joke'. This 'joke'
is all permeated with cyniciem and man-hating. Usually, thie ie
the way professi@pal criminale or recidivist killers !'joke'.
This 'joke' is @ Very vivid reflection »f the convictions »f
the US President," I am quoting a commentary in the press
bulletin of QShe Social Democratic Party of the FRG, "Parla-
mentarisch4Politischer Pressedienst".
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"Reagan's political career and world outlook show him as,a
man who draws no distinction between real action and elements
of a show. When he was talking of a decisive battle between
the empire of evil and the empire of good it was no gjoke.
Now he is contemplating an armed invasion of Nicaragua. And
this becomes a reality in the light of his election campaighe.
He is an unpredictable person without any self-gontrol..."

The mouthpiece of the Social Democratic Party of West
Germany clearly reflects the moods caused by,Reagan's words
not only within that party but among millions“of West Germans
as well who are gravely concerned as they ‘are,over the fact
that the present West German government, €0 quote Parlamentarisch-
Politischer Pressedienst, has granted Reagan the supreme right
to dispose of West German territory in his missile deployment
plans.

One could cite many other equally critical and just
evaluations of the latest pramk by the American President.

The White House is deézly hoping now that this incident
will soon be forgotten. {Im, this connection it has undertaken
monumental efforts to make sure’ that the press should keep
silent about the incident that happened on Saturday August 11
at the President's ranch.{The Asscciated Press and the United
Press International report that the White House "keeps dead
silent". It has been amhounced in Washington that a schedul-
ed regular press conference will not take place since the
President and all his"staff are terribly busy. What are
they busy with, one # may wonder. It now turns out, according
to a White Housel{report, that they are preparing for the
wedding of the  President's daughter, which is scheduled for
August 4.

It is very unlikely, however, that the White House will
succeed in/hushing up the latest political scandal soon enough.
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It is beyond any doubt that the President's statementy will be
interpreted everywhere in the world as a confirmation ®hat his
hypocritical deliberations about his affected desire %0 normalize
relations with the Soviet Union and to secure disarmament were
nothing but a smoke-screen for the political course which he
announced on arriving at the White House.

As noted by Comrade Konstantin Chernenko if‘his reply to a
letter from the prominent Irish public figurel S. MacBride,
printed on August 12, "there has been a good deal of words about
peace and talks from the American side. All practical moves by
the US Administration, however, are at variance with its proclaim-
ed drive for talks and for improved relations". The Soviet
leadership believes that only practical Moves but not any words
by the American Administration can cléar the way to the normsliza-~
tion of our relations with the WUS.

While President Reagan ‘stays ‘@t his ranch, the Pentagon is
pushing ahead with the arms race: The Congress is discussing
the biggest draft military, budget¥in the history of the USA.

Cnce in a while the Senators and House members cut on this or
another item of that budget, but these cuts do not affect the
huge arms programme advocated by the Fentagon and the President.

As for the Soviet Uniom and the fraternal socialist
countries, their stand on the issues pertaining to the prevention
of war, ensuring peacefand businesslike cooperation with all
countries, including the United States, in resolving these
tasgks is known to z1l% They have outlined = large-scale realistic
programme for actiomwbased on the principle of equality and equal
security. This ag¥ien would pave the way to mutually beneficial
agreements.

The proposals of the USSR and the fraternal countries, which
have been supp6fted not only by the broad mass of the people,
but also by the governments of the overwhelming majority of states,
have been ‘Pepeatedly put forward at all the most important interna-
tional f6rums on these problems and also in the course of bilateral
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Soviet-American talks. Our side has displayed a lot of goodwill.
But each time the initiatives of the socialist community met with
a tough "No" from the American side.

The attempts made by President Reagan over the past six months
to present the facts in a distorted light and try,te picture things
as if it is not the United States but the SovietiUnion which
opposes an end to the arms race and development of peaceful inter-
national economic cooperation can deceive only those who want
to be deceived.

People are not blind. They can see who, Geclares for peace
and who dreams of military solutions. Reagan's prank before a
microphone of the American radio émn Augugt 1l is fresh evidence
of the dangerous designs hatched by the United States administra-
tion.,

In a bid to lull the vigilance ©of the peace forces, the American
leaders often make statements .alléging that the United States does
not plan to put to use the mountains of weapons which it is ac-
cumulating, but only}%o use, their availability as a "deterrence"
against the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries. But
these gentlemen would be well advised to weke up at long last to
the fact that the Soviet Union and its allies will not be intimidated.

The Soviet Union and its allies have everything necessary to
uphold their security afid, repel any aggression. The response the
United States got to the deployment of its first-strike nuclear
migsiles in Western Europe is convincing evidence that nobody will
ever be able to put om their knees the peoples, which won their
freedom at a dear/{price and are resolved to defend themselves and
uphold the cause.of peace.

The incident, at the presidential ranch on Saturday, August 11,
is fresh proof of the need to preserve utmost vigilance in the face
of the aggrespive plans of the USA and NATO.

(Pravda, August 15. In full.)
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REAGANOMICS: FOUR YEARS AFTER

The slogans and promises of the Republican administrat-
ion in the eccnomic field were not just banal eleetion bluf-
fing. They have proved to be an outrageous decgption even by
the standards of "American democracy" which has seen quite a
lot during its history.

The noisy campaign about the imaginery successes of
Reaganomics is designed to deceive simplefoms who have a
bad memory.

The apologists of Reaganomies arve.tfoday particularly
zealous to stress that over the first half of 1984 industrial
output in the United States grew sewen per cent. But if this
indicator 1s compared with that of 4983, i.e. the time when
the United States economy was hitiby the deepest and most pro-
tracted economic crisis o¥er the,whole postwar period, and if
one compares summer "record" figures with the pre-crisis year
of 1979 a new picture will appear. It turns out that over
a period of five years industrial output in the USA grew only
4.5 per cent. Such are the real fruit of Reaganomics.

Under the pretext of combating inflation both the govern-
mental and business ciréles have launched a ruthless offen-
sive against the living/standards of the working people. As
a result, the living standards of more than 35 million
Americans are now below the official "poverty line". This
has never happendd in the United States since the times of
the Great Depression of the 20s and 30s. This is, perhaps,
the most perceptiable real result of Reaganomics.

On the otheér hand Reagan overfulfills his promises to
the monopolies of the military-industrial complex. In the



Tuesday, August 14, 1984

\J

field of military spendings, the arms race and militariSes
tion of the country, the current administration has dene

so much, that even not a single ardent proponent of @& “Yre-
vival" of the USA military might could have hoped for. Under
the accompaniment of a frenzied anti-Soviet nyste®ld, the
American ruling circles have initisted a nilitariSfic campaign
unprecedented in that country's history. Over gl years of
Reagan's presidency, the military appropriations of the

United States have almost doubled.

As a result of the unrestrained bhuild@p of military
spendings by the cmrrent administration,ghe budget deficit
in the current fiscal year will reach 200,000 million dollars.
And the aggregate national dedbtaed) the United States has
reached the sum which is even hard to Imagine - one trillion,
592 billion dollars.

The baneful impact of faditarisation on vhe general
state of the country’s copiomy & Seen from the decline in
the competitiveness of affwide Pange of American products
in the werld market,

The United States balance of trade deficit is expected
to top 100 billion dollarg i® 1984. This is more than a
half of the total cost of ¥he American commodity exports.

This has never happened tHroughout the whole history of
the United States.

Reagenomics is @efrimental not only to the broad sections
of population of thefWnited States. Washington's cynical, self-
ish policy is ingregasingly in conflict with the interests of
its own partners, ®o say nothing ol millions of common people
in the other g8pItalist countries.

Reaganomics is also heavily detrimental to the developing
countries. @hevYnew protectionist barriers, which have been
sharply raised in recent years by the JUSA and the other West-
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ern countries, have sharply worsened the conditiong of

states. The point atgmssgue

is, as a matter of fact, shameless plunder of the ne ree
countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America, who were robb-

ed by imperislism even without that. v
The pledges and promises to improve “he eco
United States and of the whole capitalist world
Reagan so generously gave four years ago have
helped him to win the preceding pres1uent13
implementation of the Reaq{mlcs policy

there is a vast distanc

the past years of
are evidence that

and realities.

leﬂtlons. But

/een promises

e

(Izvesti i:v$ 2. Summary.)
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PACTOMANTIA
A. Cherepanov

The republican administration of General Eiserhower was
dutbed in its “ime & team suffering from "pactmania." By the
late 1950s, the U.3. bound 42 states with "military ¢ommitments."
That policy fit perfectly into the main concept ofi=the White
House during the cold war, that of "rolling back communism."
The Reagan administration which, incidentally, is also a
Republican one is fecllowing in Eisenhower's fcotsteps.

In order to stifle the Grenadian revelution, the United
States cobbled together a militarist alliance of East
Caribtean states. There are grecundd, for agserting that the
White House has not given up its _ attempts™to form yet another
bloc, the South Atlaniic TreatypOrganizatisn (SATO). Jesus
Iglesias Rouco, commentatox: °of the Argentinian rewspaper
Le Prensa, wrote recently aboutswhat rspresertatives of the state
department and the Pentagon‘prefer to talk about in secret.

The journalist called on Argentina to adopt the strategic posi-
tirns of Washington, wvhich would ostensidly help it obtain from
the United States technologyythe lowering of customs barriers
and even... support for Argedtinian demands with respect to

the Malvinas (Falkland) islands.

In Rouco's opinion, everything is very simple. Argentina
would be ircluded in they"military structure being fashioned
by the West in the Southern zone, thanks to which the country
would ®e able to ensuré the security of its territories in the
South of the contifént and solidify its presence in the
Antarctic."

If the Argentinian government fails to abandon its policy
of non-alignmefnt, the bloc in the making would notv guarantee
its "loyal" ag¥itude to it. It is “hus ®eing proposed that
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Argentina should forgo its sovereignty in return for American
technology and mythical security.

The first steps to create SATO have already heen mddes
the paper noted. With Washington's tacit consent and invelve-
ment Britain is drawing up the scheme of a "military-pdiiticsal
alliance" with South Africa and Chile in the South Atlantic,
patterred on NATO. The Pinochet cligue and the Pretd¥ie racists
have long formed a warmect relationship based on some
"common responsibility" for that part of the world.

The United States and its allies would like %o make their
militarist preparations in the South Atlantic fappear as measures
against "the penetration of commurism" in thgbgregion. But SATO's
tasks will be anything but "dovish." The thmeat of comirg
under imperialist diktat will come to hanggover many countries.
It is with zood reason apparently that Argentira and Brazil
refuce to participate in the contémplated .alliance. And it
is with good reason that the Africar countries in the South of
their continent brelieve that if 8ATONLS formed, the apartheid
regime will hecome one hundre@,timésg Wore dangerous for their
govereignty and national seguritys

(Izvestia, August 17. Summary.)
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USA: A GLOBAL THREAT WHICH IS NO JOKE

Svyatoslav Kozlov,
APN political commentator

The ghastly 'joxa' by President Resgan remgahs in the
focus of public attention, while his closer assObiates are try-
ing to pr;sent the incident as an innocent gaffie and the President
himself as on ardent pcace-lover.

These efforts are mercilessly exposediby present-day reali-
ties. The other day the Pentagon proudly amméunced that it had
carried out the first tosgt of 2 Tomeshawk éruise missile with what
gppears to be o conventional warhead. gdudzing by the tone of the
apnouncement, the missile so farli®ets the expectations of its
designers and owners as far ssfdts numerous characteristics of =
first-strike offensive weapon@re comeerned., The test launch was
made from s submerine, although ifWis common mowledge that the
missile cen also bs fired £rom stweface ships. The US Navy has
instantly reaffirmed its inten¥Pon to buy at least 5,000 (3,000)
Tomshawks with conventional and 750 (750) missiles with nuclear
warheads. The missiles will beVstationed on 175 ships. Those
ships will keep on cruising sbout the Seas and oceans 211 over
the world, posing a mortal $hrest first of all to the littoral
st ates,

The production adg purchases of similar 1and- end air-based
missiles continuc forp the US Army and Aip Force, too. All in all,
the Pentagon plans.to buy 12,000 (12,000) Cruise missiles. This
eens that these misedleg will make up the bulk of the US nuclear
potential.

This does faway with all that ‘peaceful’ verbal camouflage,
and the arms rsde enters a naw material phase. The point is not
only the immiAent quantitative growth of the US offensive nuclear
potential. Thepe is 2 qualitative leap here, too, since the
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characteristics of these new weapons will obviously demzng, =
revision of thes forms and methods of the present stratégy.

The arrival of cruise missiles substentially cxocerbs®dd the
danger of an outbresk of nuclear waer as = result of wnpredic-
table circumstgnces, This explains the highly destabilizing
cheracter of these weapons.

On the other hand, cruise missiles appregiwbly complicate

) NP . _ and dl.sai:m%men )
the possibility of coming to terms on the propfem of arms co
The point is that the potential eneny will bdhunable to distinguish
between a missile carrying a conventional w@&Phead and a missile
with 2 nuclear one. This means that verifydfig the presence of
nuclear warheads becomes very difficult #fJ®mot altozether
impossible, In this manner, the pew spikal of the a2rms race
launched by the US hits right stade gffOrts to avert sn all-
destructive nuclesar catastroph QA3 to ®ecure beace and disarma-
ment. This makes any talks Ve diffd®lt and practically ground-
less since there will be no Opporiimity for reliable verification
of compliance.

This is whet stands behin@Lhe President's 'inoffensive
joke.

And the problem is not confined to cruise missiles, of
course, The US is launching tHe production of ever new types of
weapons. The 'rearmament af America' proceeds at full pace, and
the indisputable 'creditA4 Tor this goes to the Republican administra-
tion, which is working Wg/the war danger.

The Pentagon is Cebting the MX intercontinental first-strike
ballistic missile, ngfIng the final preparations for the production
of single-warhead ECBMs and Trident-2 missiles for its submarines,
and introducing ngWafeatures into the deeign of the B-12 strategic
bomber. There ig™iso » big programme underway to modernize the
weapons of 21U US arms ang services. All this is being done to
gain military Superiority and eventually globsal supreunacy.

Special¥gmphasis is on the President's favourite idoa of
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building 'strategic missile defenses'.. Giving their fu
support to 2ll of Reagen's militsristic undertakings, ?
Republicens are even praising the President in their tion
programme for his 'bold initiative'. They deliberately keep

silent about the fact that the new missile defens tem is
designed to provide the aggressor with favourable ditions for
starting nuclear war with the hope of complete ity. It is

vital to realise the illusory and dangerous ¢ cter of such
'hold' idea. "It is obvious for every thinki erson', said
Konstantin Chernen%o in his reply to the 1 from the well-
knowr. Irish public figure, Sean MacBride,v:z.t any further
nuclear arms build-up and, worse still, drive to extend the
arms race even to space confront 3'1 ith the threat of a
global nuclear catastrophs!” v

Before the arms rece has&cs@reversible, there is still
an opportunity to halt that ger process through negotia-
tions. However, provocative Ook ¥ the President in no way
indicate that he will dlﬂ}r& rious attitude to this problem.

(APH, st 19, In full.)

A
QTHE END _

lfo
3

L/

sé'
A



Monday, August 20,1984

PRAVDA - TRRESPONSIBLE ATTACK

Yu. Kuznetsov

There is an 0ld popular saying that simplicity is worse
than thievery. It means that damage from poorly, $Hought out
actions or statements, to put it mildly, sometdmes is even worse
then that from the actions of 2 commonplace,/ &rivial offender.

A recent example of this popular truth ismow being discussed
and crifticized all over the world.

It is pointed out, however, that the"how notorious remari
of the U.S. President about his intenti®i™o 'bomb Russia' obvious-
ly belies his sinister designs, san ecHowof Reagan's ombitions
which have never come true because ofwfactors outside his control,

The response of the peoples to the malicious attack of
the U.S. President is virtually uamanimous: that attack is de-
nounced as a manifestationfo® the extreme 'hawkish' and ad-
venturistic ambitions whidhy are unacceptable in international
intercourse. That reactifn corfused many White House officials,
who refused to explain or comment on the President's provocative
'admission', obviously trying to play down its importance.

But there is one Snag: ' Reagan continues in the same vein!
All that was like water of'f a duck's back. According to a recent
visitor to the White HouS€, the President was in a good mood.
"Grinning, he said thet ' he was in a hurry to the Cabinet
meeting and that for this reason he undoubtedly would not bomb
Russia in the next %o rinutes",

To all appearances the chief of the Washington administra-
tion likes very gmeh his own cynical statements. But they stink --
for ordinary, norwmal people, and what is most important, they are

hostile and irreésponsible Jamborees aimeq against our country and
the cause of Universal peace."

(Bravda, August 18. in fall.)
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NEW FROPOSALS WITH THE OLD SLANT

Paul Volcker, Chairman of the Federal Keserve ®0ard, =z few
days ago presented to the House Foreign Affairs Gefunitiee some "new
proposals" of the Reagan administration for thef@elution of problems
linked with the huge debts of developing counthies. These "pro-
posals’ are commented on in the newspvaper Pr&¥des by Svetlana Timofeyeva,
answering readers' questions. The concerns@f, cirectors of the big-
gest American banks, who are having a serigg’of meetings in New York
these days, is actually concentrated on/lfhsrs problem, too.

Why do official Washington 4fd baskptycoons alike show heightened
concern over that question?

The economic position of imamy developing Asian, African and
Latin American countries dramfticadl® worsened in the recent years.
The credit policy of the biggest Capitalist states, above all the
Uni ted States, which grantijloansNn fettering terms, plays in
that a prima role.

The manipulations with ghe interest rate done by creditor banks,
their raising discount ratesgy,the growing dollar rate and cost of
Western imports with the §imultaneous reduction in prices of raw
materials the export of awhich gives the main currency earnings to
"Third World" countrieg, l€ad to their snowballing debts.

It has been estimaped, for instance, that a rige in the dis-
count rate by US bankKg8/by one percent increases the debt of develop-
ing states by 4,000pmillion dollars, and this year alone this
rate has increased by 2 percent. The debt of Asian, African and
Latin American®gguntries to the West runs into an astronomic
810,000 milligAmdollars--four times more than in 1975, During the
past year th@)-benefactores" have pumped into their vaults 150,000
million doldars, with interest rate payments amounting to almost half
of that. Realising that aid turned to be outright plunder, many
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developing countries demand deferment of payment and fundamental
revision of the existing relations.

Capitalist creditors, ignoring this rightful demand, resort
to demagogy and all sorts of subterfuges so that themdebtor
countries should not succeed in relaxing the grip.of the "dollar
godlar",

The "new proposals" of the White House are/@othing but a set
of long known methods that American imperialism Bas been using
towards developing states. It is again recommended to increase the
role of the International Monetary Fund, with US banks playing
the key part in it. As was admitted also by Paul Volcker, the
huge deficit of the US federal budget directly assists debt enslave-
ment of developing states.

From the very beginning of its term in office the Reagan
admini stration refused point blank o heed the proposals by
developing countries of a new, fair dnternational economic order,
and till this day its poligy sowa®ds those states pursues the only
goal, that of perpetuatingwtheiz unequal status so that to pump
from them, unhindered, neéwwybillions of dollars, Svetlana Timofeyeva
draws the conclusion.

(Pravda, August 13, In full.)
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INDICTMENT OF IMPERTALISM

Survey Fivp

Two years ago (January 1981) WMR carried Survey Four
of "Indictment of Imperialism". Singe then humanity has
witnessed a new escalation of imperfalist crimes. The
reckless, adventurist policy of the.enemies of peace Has
greatly increased the waxr dangerqand confronted our planet
with a real threat of nuclear annihilation. Imperialism
responds to the oppresse@ peoples' aspiration for freedom
and justice with massiyve texrror and acts of genocide. The
United States and othér industrial powers of the o0ld world
are intensifying the'meocolonial exploitation of developing
countries. The capitaligt system multiplies the hardships
of the working people,/dooming more and more of them to
material and moral privations caused by unemployment.
Subversion against coumtries of the socialist community on
the part of bellicose imperialist forces has reached un-
precedented propo¥tions.

All this is“the subject of Survey Five of "Indictment
of Imperialism!, prepared by the journal's Commission for
Scientific Inférmation and Documentation.

IMPERIALISM IS GUILTY OF THE DISRUPTION OF DETENTE,
THE GROWING WAR DANGER AND THE CRIMINAL ESCALATION
OF THE ARMS RACE

The crucial question and problem of problems of to-
day'ssworld is that of removing the threat of nuclear war,
ending the insane arms race and renouncing force as a mesans
of settling international differences and disputes. Recent
years have repeatedly shown that imperialist policy, pri-
marily that of the United States, is the main--indeed the



only--obstacle to this. Washington is obsessed by,antruly
maniacal desire to impose its will on other nationss This
obsession materialises in an obstructionistic rejection of
every initietive towards a sound, constructive ‘solution of
international problems, an aggressive foreign,policy and a
militarist frenzy that mekeés the country's rulers regard
the attainment of military superiority over #$he Soviet
Union as their chief priority.

Under the Reagan Administration the deeisive role of the
military-industrial complex, that alliancé between a reaction-
ary military establishment and arms manufdacturers, in the framing
of the foreign policy of the chief impewialist power has in-

creased more than ever before., The Gn¥erests of big military

business and related interesfs are behind the negative stance

of the United States on vittually ‘every proposal for the promo-

tion of international sedurity.

This criminal negativism,was manifest during the latest
two sessions of the UN General Assembly (36th and 37th) and its
Second Special Session on Disarmament as well as in the work of
specialised UN agencies®

Nor does the USA _show any desire to seek progress in the

Soviet-US talks (begun in 1982) on strategic arms limitation and

S i
reduction, the talks on nuclear arms limitationin Europe, or the
1

talks on a mutual reduction of armed forces and armaments in

Central Europe that have been going on for nearly ten years.

The imperialists certainly realise that millions of people
would ineviiably lose their lives in the very first hours of a
nuclear mar. Experts' calculations leave no room for doubt on
this point. One megaton bomb dropped on a city of a million in-

habitants would instantly wipe out from 300,000 to 350,000



people and doom another 200,000 to an inescapable and palnful
death. Yet it is plain that in the event of such a war.more
than one megaton charge would be used.

Putting a good face on their criminal gemble4mUS militarist

maniacs have been promoting the idea of "limited™muclear WaX.

This is a fraud. Now that monopoly on arms ofemass destruction

has long been a thing of the past and existing arsenals can

destroy all life on earth many times overf.eny "limitation® of

a nuclear war by those who were to startit. would be absolutely

unrealistic. But even a "limited"™ war would reproduce the

tragedy of Hiroshima and Nagasaki dozens and hundreds of times
over and with far more terrible comsequences. This being so,
there is no need to spell oﬁt the effects of a "protracted"
nuclear war, whose doctrine andistrategic plan have been worked
out by the Pentagon on Reagen's instructions.

The obstructionistic approach of the USA and its closest

allies to measures intended to remove the nuclear threat, and

VWashington's steps towards planning a nuclear war are diamet-

rically opposed to théMital interests of humanity and are a

heinous crime against nations.

However, thereuds something more to the imperialists'
recurrent torpedeing of the initistives of peace forces. Their

owvn "initiatises" are generally aggressive:; they deteriorate

the international situation, add to world tensions and undermine

detente, whoge beneficial effects became evident in the seven=
ties. Thiswapplies above all to Europe. US policy towards

Burope is, in effect, a great-power anti-Buropean policy clearly

militating against the interests of beace, security and mutually



beneficial cooperation on the continent. Its two main pavots
are, first, the transformation of Western Europe into a“poten-
tial theatre of hostilities involving the use of the latest
medium~-range nuclear systems as well as neutron andijchemical
weapons, with all ensuing disastrous consequences, and second,
the disruption of European cooperation in varieus fields,
primarily the economy, to the detriment of beth socialist
countries and the West European competitorg of the USA.

It follows that Washington is out to¥destroy the sound

foundations of international relations 4aid by the Helsinki

Conference, whose Final Act was ‘also @igned by the US President.

Washington is pushing Europe towmeconfrontation between countries

of different social systemsy Withegrowing political and military

tension as a result. Onegindicétion of this is Washington's

persistent effort to complicate *he Madrid meeting of the CSCE
states.

Lately the USA has proc€ecded with increasingly provocative

arrogance as a world gendarme trying to check developments that

do not suit Washingtong_ in particular the upsurge in liberation

movements in Asia, Af¥ica and Latin America. To this end it

has formed a "rapi@fdeployment force® as a means of promptly
"normalising” thégsituation where it takes a turn dangerous to
present-day colkonialists.

The force,exceeds 230,000 in strength and may be sub-
stantially /finereased if necessary. It is, in fact, a powerful
mobile contingent in addition to the more than 500,000 troops
that haveWlong been stationed on foreign soil. The USA has

about 2,500 military bases and installations, including 400 major
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ones, in as many as 114 countries; 380 of its bases are
gituated in the.immediate proximity of the Soviet frontier and
none but naive people could doubt their aggressive purpose.
Roughly one-third of the US nuclear potential is siged outside
the country. It comprises 12,000 warheads, including some
7,000 in Western Europe, 1,800 in Asia and fromwe,b 500 to 2,800
on ships cruising in the ocean round the clofk.

Imperialist policy is to blame for the ®ise of conflicts
and "trouble spots™ in the Middle East, Seuthern Africa and the
African Horn, the South Atlantic, Central”America and the
Caribbean. The Middle East crisis, awproduct of the policy of
aggression of Israel abetted &¥wUS imperialism, is the most
protracted and painful one.

A typical expressiongof impewxialist aggressiveness, of
brazen disregard of thefwill @fFfhations, is the imperialist
powers' opposition to the traWsformation of the Indian Ocean
into a peace zone as enviSagéd by UN resolutions. The growing
US military presence inygtHe region, which lies farthest of all
from the American condinent, poses a grave threat to the
security of the litio®al states. Over 25 military instéllations
of the Pentagon arefsituated there today. The most important
of them, the nayad,and air base at Diego Garcia, is equipped
with nuclear amdychemical weapons. These installations are
manned by 140,000 troops, and the USA goes on building up its
military infeastructure in +the Indian Ocean. Press reports say
that Washington has worked out a five-year programme under which

$3C biMl¥en is to be spent for the purpose.



To lend its global interventionism a semblance of legiti-

macy and tie its military and political allies to the sSame

course , Washington is trying to extend the geographical bounds

of the NATO sphere of action. The likelihood of this  extension

was formally recorded by the Military Planning Committee and

a IJATC Council meeting in Ilay 1982 and June®®982 respectively.
These schemes amount to arbitrary actioftlan regard to

Agsian, African and Latin American countrieg on the part of

imperialist powers headed by the United States under the

spurious pretext of defending their "vi®aY¥ interests”. Nor

does this only affect countries“adhering to an explicitly anti-

imperialist position. "ColleQHiwwe ac®ion"™ by NATO powers in

gupport of Britain's aggresf€lion lagt year hit Argentina, whose

military regime is markeddy#CongSewvative. It is clear, there-

fore, that extension offthe NATO sphere of action would expose

the independence and sovereignty of all developing countries

to imperialist blows.

The Reagan Adminisgration's term in office has been marked

by a further rapid inegxease in military spending. Budget ap-

propriations for mil¥i¥ary purposes went up from nearly $160
billion in 1981 td®232 billion in 1983. A "five-year plan”
has been launchgdf/po escalate the arms race. Real military
expenditures im$he 1983-1987 period, that is, expenditures
allowing forGimtlation, are to increase by an annual 7 per cent
against 5 pe® cent under the Carter team. he American press
sets theqeost of this militarist programme at somewhere between

$1.5 and $2.25 trillion. Provisions have been made for the



construction and deployment of 100 ICBMs of the MX type, ®een
by the Pentagon as a first-strike weapon, 100 strategiey B-1B
bombers, Stealth bombers "undetectable by radar”, df@mic
missile-carrying Trident submarines and several theusand

cruise missiles., The US strategic nuclear arsc@i@y is to be
increased from the more than 15,000 warheads gioday to 20,000 by
the early nineties.

The propagandé smokescreen for the mdditarists' plan is the
battered lie about the "Soviet threat”. ¥lhe actual aim is to
achieve military superiority for the USH and tip the present
rough parity between the USA amd)NAZQ,Yon the one hand, and
the Soviet Union and the Wapysaw Trealy Organisation, on the
other, in favour of the forwmer @xoWp. A particularly dangerous
aspect of this policy willybe %he NATO-decided deployment of .
new US intermediate-range nucléar missiles--nearly 600
Pershing-2 missiles and Tomahawk cruise missiles--in Buropean
countries, Preparationsg,for their stationing are under way in
the FRG, Britain and Ifaly.

IIillions are allgcated for the manufacture of chemical

ammunition, above abllbinary gas, intended chiefly for cruise

missiles. At thisariting there are over three million items
of chemical armgstdn US dumps situated in the United States,

Europe, Japamyand Johnston Island (Pacific Ocean), or enough
to annihilate the world's population several times over, ac-

cording toWshe Washington Post.




Washington is stepping up the development of new saueélear

weagpons systemg. One indication of this is the incréased

number of test explosions: the first ten months of (T982 saw
17 such tests, or more than in any one of the prémibus twelve
years. To untie its hands, Washington has brok€nwoff talks
with the Soviet Union and Britain on a generaikagnd complete
prohibition of nuclear weapons tests. Indeed, the present
administration contemplates carrying out siuclear blasts ex-
ceeding 150 kilotons in power although %he,relevant Soviet-US
treaty prohibits this.

Washington's militarist degigns anhd activities are not

restricted to the surface of ‘enr planet but extend to outer

space. The Reagan Adminigtratien ®lans, according to the US
press, to increase milita®y spending on space "exploration®

in the next five yearsfat agrate surpassing the growth of mili-
tary spending as a whole. It pins special hopes on spaceships
of the Shuttle type. (Realisation of the intensive Shuttle
programme--up to 52 flights a year--is fraught, among other
things, with serious(s#@gative consequences for the earth's
climate, as even US,exXperts admit.)

A system for “Ghe destruction of man-made satellitecs is
being developed“&t a fast pace. Work is under way on laser and
other weapons, The US Air Force now includes a Space Command.

AIl, this is irrefutable evidence of the imperialists’
crimimgl policy of undermining detente, stepping up inter-

nat@gonal tensions, reverting to the cold war and pushing
humanity to self-destruction in a nuclear holocaust.
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IMPERIALISM DOOIMS MORE AND MORE WORKING PEOPLE IN,
INDUSTRIAL CAPITALIST COUNTRIES TO SOCIAL HARDSHIPS
AND PRIVATIONS

The arms race which imperialism has launcheéd and
continuously steps up swallows an increasing®part of the
material and financial resources of nationgg,reducing the
possibilities of economic and social progkeSs, of greater
production for peaceful purposes. This_ e¥iminal policy
directly affects the everyday lives of“&flle working people
of iIndustrial capitalist countries.

The capitalist world is going through@hits third economic
crisis in ten years, a crisis comparabdl® to only the Great
Depression of the thirties. 4n th?se circumstances monopoly
capital is trying harder than“ever to remedy the ills of

bourgeois society at the eXpendeyof the masses. The attack on

their living standards is“intengifying. Government spending on

education, health, socddbk sgcuwrity and housing is cut back

everywhere., Wages and salaries are frozen or even reduced.

This policy is mostmpronounced in the United States.

Under the 1982 Federal ‘budget, appropriations for social needs
were curtailed by mo®é than $35 billion. Cuts bit into 250
programmes, or the Whole system of assistance won by the dis-
inherited through Mng years of hard struggle. Here are some
of the Reagan Administration's anti-social measures. It has

- aboli%hed the vocational training programme for members
of national@minorities and unskilled workers;

- redueed the term of unemployment relief from 39 to 26
weeks;

- abolished food relief to 875,000 needy families;

- sharply reduced it in the case of five million Americans;
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-~ curtailed appropriations for medical aid to low-ifeome
categories, old people and invalids--a measure affecting’ 29 mil-
lion people;

- lowered the subsidy for rent in the case ofe®.4 million
families;

- considerably reduced allocations for publ¥c schools, with
the result that 55,000 teachers lost their Jeby in 1982,

The Federal budget for the 1983 fiscall vear provides for
a further curtailment of social spendingld$ a total of $25.9
billion. The axe of cutbacks has hit medical aid to poor and
0ld people, food relief, vocational‘training and employment
programmes, aid to large families, subsidies for schools, public
transport and other service§.

Spending for social smedds A8™also under attack in meny
other countries. In 1981 the Wped pencil® of reductions left
many a mark on the social items of the budget of the FRG. Ap-
propriations for unemploymént relief were cut by 250 million
marks and for educationg by 100 million. This year "austerity"
will bring down socialgpending by 14 billion marks.

In Britaein the @mohopolies and ruling quarters are carrying
on a "crusade" agaifigt the working people. The Thatcher cabinet
has scaled down gxXpenditures on education, the health service,
social security*amnd housing.

Overall Seeial conditions are declining in Italy. In 1981
and 1982 the government suspended the building of schools.
Universitig fuition fees are up. In 1982 appropriations for

public Nedlth were cut by five trillion lire.
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A swing to "social conservatism® has come about in ‘Ganada.
Taxes are going up, pensioning is being reduced and the ®overn-
ment is taking certain other steps that will tell onmthe inter-
ests of large sections of the population.

The trend is similar in other capitalist commntries, and
this at a time when more and more people find tHemselves below
the official poverty line, that is, are virtdak paupers. In
the United States their number in 1982 wasgnéerly 32 millidon,
or equalled 14 per cent of the populatiowim In Italy there are
eight millipn poeple living below the pQvérty line, according

commission
to an EEC festimate, Data releaded by“6be International Labour
Organisation show that in the @% meﬁber states of the Organisa-
tion of Economic Cooperation @md Dévélopment (OECD) 60 million
people, or 12 per cent ofthe pépulation, have an income falling
short of the subsistencetminimumt

The working people are ©Yundered on an unpreccedented scale
in the interests of monopolyd In the USA, income tax on com-
panies and the wealthiest Ppopulation groups has been sub-
stantially reduced. This enabled them to "save® an impressive
$50 billion in 1982.4™Fhe CPUSA estimates that in the next six
years corporate tafe® will be cut by $164 billion. In the FRG
deductions from fhe, working people's incomes in the first half
of 1981 increage@, by 6.3 per cent while tax on employers' pro-
fits was cut By 6.2 per cent. There is a similar trend in a

number of ofher countries.

We dxe Bthus in the presence of a large-gscale offengive of

ihe monapely bourgeoisie against the social and economic rights

of the masses. This anti-popular policy translates into a real

tragedy for millions of ordinary people.
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The current economic crigis in capi%aiist countriegs “has
led to a sharp upturn in unemployment., In the USA thegwight
to work is denied to 12 million people, or about 11{per cent of
the able-bodied population--a post-war high. A sdimilar "record"
was registered in the EEC countries, where the @@mployed at the
close of 1982 added up to 11.5 million, or 1O0gsgper cent of the
work force, Britain is in the lead with mo¥g tThan 3.3 million.
In Italy the jobless exceed two million au@ there are as many
in France and Spain; din the FRG the unemployment rate is close
to two million, in Cenada it exceeds L.,S5 million and in Japan
it stands at 1.3 million. In add, 3i Million people in 24 in-
dustrial capitalist countrieg“arec jogless. What is more, these
are official bourgeois stapistieg,Wwhich are far from mirroring
the real state of affairs N In@ghic USA, for instance, there are
15 million unemployed gfid nop L2 million, according to trade
union sources, and most of them get no relief at all.

Unemployment is a sgou¥ge for all categories of working
people. It hits women,Wyouth and elderly people hardecst of
all. In the USA, ove®f20 per cent of white youth and nearly
50 per cent of blacky,youth are jobless. Time magazine comments:
"To be young end female is double jeopardy.® People up to 25
years of age exfegd 40 per cent of the unemployed in West
Buropean coumgriés. In the early eighties women accounted for
51 per cent@9f"the unemployed in the FRG, 53 per cent in France
and 60 perWgent in Belgium,

Typie&l of the situation on the capitalist labour market
1s structural unemployment, a consequence of the decline of

"traditional” industries, which are concentrated, moreover, in
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definite geographical areas. This virtually makes 1t impossible
for an unemployed person to find a new job because numerous
members of the same trades or professions and having,iMe same
qualifications are jobless already. And the barrises which
under capitalism must be overcome by those who went to learn a
new trade doom them to a protracted and often ¥iitless search
for work., In Britain over 70 per cent of tH€amnemployed in 1981
had been out of a job for more than 13 wegks¥and 26 per cent,
for more than a year. In the USA unemploFment lasting over

15 weeks affected about one-fourth of Bthe jobless. In I'rance

74 per cent of the unemployed had had¥go job for three months

or a longer time and in the FRE thei¥ proportion was 66 per
cent.

In addition to ecopemi® pfiwations, mass unemployment in
industrial capitalist gdountrieg is a source of severe nervous
strain and a cause of mental @dnd heart diseases. US experts
estimate that a 1 per cen¥ydncrease in unemployment in their
country raises the incidence of deaths from heart failure to
nearly 2 per cent; Phe number of mental patients goes up by
4.3 per cent among Mmeh and 2.3 per cent among women; suicides
show a 4.1 per cenfincrease.

In France @i® or seven suicides a month are a direct con-
gsequence of pmemployment. Cambridge University economists es-
timate that Gew Britain the Tories' current policies doom about
50,000 pegp¥e to premature death from various strains due to
unemployment and reduced social spending. They believe that
for the Same reason another 50,000 people will find themselves

in hospitals or asylums by 1984.
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Behind unemployment growth figures are the unteidd
hardships, shattered hopes, disappointments, cripphed
destinies, distress and despair of millions who“find them-
gselves on the margin of the capitalist system,\g&8lled
the Y'welfare state" and the society ofalequal op-
portunities" by bourgeois propaganda. It is en incontro-
vertible fact that the severe tragedies of ¥hese pcople
are a direct outgrowth of socio-economic(Felations under the

capitalist system.

IMPERTALISM AND ITS UNDERLINGS GO QNCOMMITTING ATROCIOQUS
CRIMES AGAINST FREEDQM=HOVING PEOPLES

Recent years have widnessed acts of aggression and

genocide committed with the disect complicity of im-

perialism and comparagfile inggOme cases to nazi crimes.

The world was horrifkied bj the bloody aggression which US
imperialism's "strategic "all§', Israel, perpetrated in Lebanon.
The result was 60,000 dead and wounded civilians, six cities
reduced to ruins, over 3J@I¥illages burnt out, 14 refugee camps
razed to the ground an@about a million people left homeless.
Specialised UN agencies have reported that from June 4 to
August 15, 1982 itgcame to the killing or wounding of 11,840
children below 15 yecars of ago, 8,688 women and 2,409 people
above 60. The (tragedy of Oradour, Khatyn, Lidice and Son iy
was repeated,Tm, the Palestinians' Sabra and Shatila camps, where
7,000 civildams, including old people, women and children, were

victims oy, Fenocide.
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Us imperialism was an accomplice in these crimes., Wkt gave

the aggressor arms and 1nag+red his crlmlnal act1v1t1es. In

the fi rst half of 1982 Qr shortly bezorc tng aggressxon,
Washlngton rendered Israe%‘ﬁassive military aidgwbrth $1.8 Bil-
1ion;- 90 per cent of the'guns-which devastateauBeifut with
cluster shells came ffomrthe Pentagon's arsenals; As many as
457 af Israél's 56T 5bmbat aircraft have be€h supplied by
'the United States. Vacuum, phosphorus and péllet bombs of US
make were droppéd on the densely popuiated neighboﬁrhoods of
iébaneﬁé-cities——imperialiém made Lebanon a‘testing ground for
the hoéﬁ up-to-date weapons. Under Articles 39, 41 and 42 of
the UN dhérter, effective cosxeive measures should and could
have beeﬁ aéopted to stop Israel'sAéggression. But due to the
use of the fighg of Veto by th€/USA as a Security Council member,
which has prevented tne UY Lvom curblng Israel, the aggressor

continues commlttlng crime aftel crime with 1mpun1ty.

Imperlallsm is ex tendlnb 1ts undeclared war agalnst the

people of Afghanistan. § Tm 1982 the Uo Senate voted for in-
creased military and Manancial aid to A¢ghan counter- =
revolutlonarles, wnlch in 1atc years has reached $217 million.
Under the direction of Us 1nstructors, “about 60 éubvéféi#e
centres in Pakiéfan train bands bf mercenaries who are then
sent into Afghan territory. Thousands of Afghan civilians have
suffered at the hands of counter- revolutlonary bands a“med and

inspired by 1mperlallsm, to date the bandits have destroyed

l 500 schools and hundredo of houges.
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Imperialism is directly involved in the atrocious Smimes

of the military dictatorship of El Salvador, which isdwaging a

war of extermination against its own people. US aigmit the
Salvadoran junta in the 1980-1982 period totalled, 400 million.
In the same period, the number of victims of gemegide in that
country topped 40,000. Imperialism stands acclged of the
tragedy that occurred in lorazan Department £ Mhere murderers
trained in the USA and using US arms kille@d 1,009 civilians,
from newly-borns to the 95 year-old peopdé) in the matter ofdﬁzg/.

Imperialism is to blame for the faef that Guatemala is
becoming a "second El Salvador!'.y In ¥881 alone, the USA granted
Guatemala's rulers $3.2 milliQ@"in al. In the same year the
Guatemalan junta destroyed _over,13§500 people, 80 per cent of
whom were civilians. Ano%a€r 2,600 people were killed from
March to October 1982.

Extending its secret war ‘against Nicaragua, US imperialism
has set up 17 army camps IWfHonduras, from where more than &0
armed invasions leadingt® massacres among civilians were carried
out between 1980 and 2982, Late in 1982 the US Administration
authorised a new CIA action programme directed against the
Sandinista governmént.

The USA-Sowthf Africa tandem has stepped up attempts to
destabilise $l€ ®ituation in Angola, using the presence of
Cuban troopg'®Here as an excuse. In 1981 and 1982 South African
troops effefted several large-scale invasions of Angola resulting
in the deefruction of towns and villages and in the death or

wounding of hundreds of pecple.
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The sabotage units that have been formed by the imperialists

and racists and cause death and destruction in Mozamblgme are

over 10,000 strong.

Imperialism keeps up its economic, military awnd” diplomatic
aid to South Africa, which is waging a colonial_war against the
patriotic forces of Namibia. In 1980 alone this war took a
t0ll of 1,500 lives. Operating there is a Jfgstruction force™
patterned by the South African racists on H¥tlers' Sonder-
kommandos S3.

Tmperialism and its hierlings red@#¥ to the criminal method

of physically eliminating fighters ggainst imperialigme=-—

politicians and other publicC¥iures, leaders of the working-

class and liberation movemenwd, Cemmunists.

The 1list of those who#logllabheir lives at the hands of
butchers and hired ass@ssSins\if recent years comprises Kemal
Turkler, member of the World%Peace Council, trade union leader

(Turkey); Enrique Alvar@afCordoba, Chairman, Revolutionary

Democratic Front (E1 Sglwador); Nazir Abbassi, youth leader

(Pakistan); Gerardof@uesta, Secretary, National Convention of

Workers, EC memberf Qommunist Party of Uruguay; Magid Abu
Sharar, noted Palégtinian writer and journalist, CC member of

Al-Fatah, a Palédtinian organisation; Avelino Ul, leader of the

Indian Righi#*Meovement (Colombia); Pio La Torre, Leadersghip

member, Italden Communist Party, Secretary, Regional Committee

of the IERYNP; Neil Agzgett and Ruth Pirst, leaders of the

trade yAion and anti-racist movement (South Africa); and many

other noted progressives.
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The lives of many universally known fighters for freedon,
democracy and social progress imprisoned by reactiona@y regimes

are in danger. This is the case of Antonio llaidana, “GC First

Secretary, Paraguayan Communist Party, and Emilio @&oa, General

Secretary, Paraguayan Confederation of Workers; Rock Derose,

member of the Secretariat, United Party of Haiien Communists,

and Sylvio Claude, leader, Christian Democrafi® Party of Haiti;

Jaime Perez, COC Secretary, Communist Party%ei Uruguay, and

Jose Luis Massera, CEC member, CPU, a ppeminent scholar;

Nelson landela, leader of the African @afional Congress of South

Africa.

Imperialism is responsibie forWthe increasingly arbitrary

police methods used by regimes whi®h it supports politically and

financially. US allocati®ns fewr %he maintenance of their re-—

pressive machinery have @mcréaged to $8.6 billion a year; new

thousands of citizens are ¥Wetims of persecution.

In Chile the brutalgregime under Pinochet has over 30,000
people in detention. JI®fContinues torfturing and killing in-
nocent people.

In Turkey upwagmds of 200,000 people. were arrested in 1981
and 1982; 50,000%0f them are still in jail. The regime put 52

Unions
leaders of DISW)(Confederation of Revolutionary Workers' Trade/)
on trial; humdreds of persons charged with Communist Party
membership @er'e tortured to death in prison.

Parafuay has 20 concentration camps where thousands of

patriots Bre being held without charge or trial.
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The military regime of Pakistan has 15,000 politicled
prisoners behind bars.

South Africa has 120,000 political prisoners,gom the

largest number compared with the population. It gecounts for
90 per cent of the death sentences passed throggheout the so-
called "free world'.

lMassive repression persists in the Sudamy Haiti and South

Korea.

lMore and more often, imperialist de@etion openly uses forc

——

against the masses through various terworistic groups and neo-

fascist organisations.

Tn the United States, the rateVof heinous crimes committed

by ultra-rightist organisationg Wike the Ku Klux Klan, Omega-7,
Alpha-66 or the Jewish,PDeftnog Weague increased more than five-
f0ld in 1980 and 19814.according to official statistics.

In Italy 1,200 acts of terrorism were recorded in 1980
alone. They resulted inWilling 123 and wounding 253 people,
including old people,Qwomen and children.

In the FRG neofascist organisations and groups in 1981
committed about 24090 criminal offences, or twice as many as
in 1980,

In Spaindgofitical violence caused the death of 85 persons
in 1981 and¥982. In a single October day of 1982, on the eve
of a genexalwelection, the ultra-rightists exploded cover 20 bhombs
during dm @nti-democratic action.

Imy@reece the neofascist Nationael Renaissance Organisation

carried out about 70 explosions in Athens in 1980 and 1981.
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In South Africa the year 1980 saw 1,600 cases of of-
ficially registered shooting, arson and assassination fvhich hit
opponents of the apartheid regime.

Lately a wave of terror has swept France, Bmpitein and some

other capitalist countries.

The instigation of acts of genocid€Nghd aggression
against freedom-loving peoples, the phySical elimination
of fighters for the working peoplefs Smterests, and lavish
political and financial support fopfanti-popular dictator-
ships are part and parcel of impefimlist policy.

IMPERIALIST ACTIVITY AGGRAVATES “WRGENT PROBLELIS OF TIE
PEOPLES OF DBVEBEOPING COUNTRILS

The marked socio-ccendmic backwardness of many

Asian, African andgpletidmerican peoples is a legacy of

the period of coldmdalgembpires. Today humanity is entitled

to present impeflaiigh With a new bill for the hardships

and privations which il has caused to millions of people

in developing counfeies over the recent period.

Every vear sees @b%ut 50 million people starve to death
in this region of @) globe. Illeanwhile the number of those who
are starving goesioBl increasing, according to PAO statistics.
Whereas there wéne@ 420 million of them in 1976, their number in
1981 came clg@€fto one billion. In Asia this concerns 27 per
cent of the pdbulation of developing countries, in Africa, 22
per cent @@ in Latin America, 13 per cent.

Theeason why people are starving is not that there is
not egomgh food in the world, for the world's annual output of

grain alone averages 330 kilograms per person. Malnutrition is
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a result of the criminal system established by imperiglist mono-
polies which control deliveries and prices of foodst@ffs. The
chief purpose of "food relief® from industrial capialist to
developing countries has never been to feed the umgry. The

aim is to sell surplus foodstuffs with a profit, tie the count-
ries concerned with fetters of dependence andgimpose imperialism's
diktat.

From 700 to 800 million adults in tHg,developing world are
completely illiterate and 1.5 billion people lack elementary
medical aid, according to UN sources gupbhild mortality therc
is six times as high as in ingustrigldecountries. Nearly 40 per
cent of the population of Agian, Al¥ican and Latin American
countries live in "absolufe Poverpy” and some 450 million have
no hope of ever getting @ Jobs

These and other pPedsiamg Social problems could be solved
all the niore easily by acpape on the socialist countries' pro-
posal for the early reduction of military budgets to use part
of the funds saved in G¥8¥s way for aid to peoples in need of it.
But the imperialist FOWers, far from accepting this reasonable
and humanist proposa®, go on increasing their military budgets,
as has been shovilis

Taking aduwantage of the economic backwardness of developing

countries, ifMperialism exploits their difficulties and extends

outright pltder of newly-free peoples.

Ovem The past 30 years, imperialism is estimated to have
pumped ‘@plarger amount of real values out of these countries

thand®he one-time colonial powers pumped out of their colonies



220

in three centuries. Every year imperialist monopolies Balce out
#100 billion. Each new dollar invested in the economiesg oI
these countries earns foreign investors an average & 5240 in
net profit. As for Aslans, Africans and Latin Americans, they
only get from 10 to 17 per cent of themgeal market
value of their natural resources, since the redt goes to the
bank accounts of monopolies. |

Imperialist plunder aggravates econgniC backwardness.
While per capita GDP in developing couli®ies twenty years ago
equalled 1/25 of the corresponding indicator of indusgtrial
capitalist powers, today it aSonly W44 of it. Neanwhile
government "aid" from the 1atter hag been steadily decreasing.
In recent years 17 of the, wealkihlest capitalist countries have
reduced it substantiallyy(the USA Dby 26 per cent), according to
the ORCD. This goes fiand imyhand with rising rates of interest
on loans to developing countries. In 1981 the World Bank raised
them by 2 per cent. Ope“Per cent increase means that newly-
independent states mugt Vspend an additional $2 billion a yeaxr.
Due to imperialism'@fpredatory practices, the foreign debt of
developing countrled in 1982 skyrocketed to $540 billion.

Tn escalatifig its political interference in the affairs of

developing coWiAfries, imperialism has never scrupled to resort

to plots omssabotage. This is attested by facts dating from 1981

and 1982 mliich have come out.

In‘Zndia the authorities discovered a plot againsgt Prime
Ministew Indira Gendhi. Behind it was home reaction closely
collaborating with the CIA and other imperialist intelligence

gervices.
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In Mozambigue US agents operating in the army ang Sgate

-
¥

apparatus and plotting to assassinate President Samogg “iachel
and other leaders of the country were unmasked.

In Zembia US diplomats turned out to be inwelw¥ed in a con-
spiracy against the government of Kenneth Kaundem

intelligence

A secret USplan to physically destroy Aughar al-Gaddafi,
leader of the Libyan revolution, begame Knowh.

In Ghena the authorities discoveredfian imperialist plan
for a landing of mercenaries to overth®ew the Rawlings govern-
ment.

In Mauritius a CIA plot 4k0 assassinateP?ulBerenger, leader
of the opposition party, was\Tevgal&d.

In the Seychelles me¥cehagies made a raid planned and
financed by imperialisi“gecref Services and racist South
Africa with the aim offycarpyig out a coup.

In Zimbabwe a major act of sabotage was committed at the
Thornhill air base, withW¥he CIA participating.

In Democratic Yefdeny the authorities arrested a group of

saboteurs trained bfU¥S instructors in special centres on Saudi
Arabian territorys
In Grenada ¥h€ CIA and its agents made several attempts
to carry out A¥cPunter-revolutionary coup and assassinate
leaders of sfhe“country.
Tmperialist activities in developing countries~-
wheth€r exploitation of the troubles and suffering of mil-

liensy, economic plunder or political intervention--can only
hepdefined as crimes.
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TMPERIALISM IS STEPPING UP INTERFERENCE IN THE AFFAIRS
OF SOCIALIST COUNTRIES

Lately imperialism has launched large-scaléfactions
in the way of sabotage and subversion againsy So0cialist
countries.

The main target of these actions is socialdst Poland. DIy
June 1981, over 400 centres had been set up Im NATO countries to
conduct subversion against people's power &uaWthat country.
Large quantities of printing equipment gfid%radio transmitters
were smuggled into Poland and put at the“disposal of counter-
revolutionary groups; also, thousand8g0f balloons with sub-
versive literature in containers wérg¥floated in. In 1981 the
number of attempts by impexlalistPsecret services to recruit
Polish citizens for spyingfand_SWpversive activities increased
by nearly 40 per cent, @egordind® to the Polish lMinistry of the
Interior.

Instructions and whole scenarios for the organisation of

riots were prepared and{(B¥oadcast over CIA Radio "Free Europe®

In January 1982 the US"Wwulers staged an unprecedented act of
subversion against Podand on television. In September 1982, a
provocative raid gnspired by imperialist secret services was
made on the Polish Embassy in Switzerland.

Extensite economic “"santions" were adopted against Poland,
with the regulyt that consumption of many food products, the
productiom Of medicines, and so on fell off noticeably. These
practige®@yadre incompatible with the universally recognised norms
of infernational law; they constitute gross interference in the
internal affairs of a sovereign state and can only be described

as a crime against the Polish people.
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Taking advantage of events in Poland as an excuse, whe
imperiglists staged new acts of provocation against the,coviet
Union. Late in 1981 the Reagan Administration anno@eed the
suspension of Aeroflot flights to the USA, the poasponement of
talks on sea shipping and grain trade, restrict@®me on Soviet-
US scientific and technological contacts, andgdtHer measures.

It imposed and in June 1982 substantially exXierided a ban on
deliveries of oil and gas extracting and #kansporting equipment
to the Soviet Union. Although these attefipts at economic pres-
sure miscarried, they considerably worsefied the international
situation nontheless and injuredycogpePation and mutual under-
standing among peoples.

In recent years CubaghasS memained an object of active im-
perialist subversion. THEyueth@ds by which the US imperialists
have been clearing thef@gcks, f@r new provocations against the
Cuban people include a tightering of the economic blockade,
sabre-rattling, stepped-up“€spionage and sabotage and threats of
"punitive" actions. IM§1981 it emerged that the Pentagon and CIA
had prepared scenaridSffor a complete naval blockade of Cuba and
even a landing on thel)/Cuban coast.

Arms deliverigs, dollar shots in the arm, political specu-
lation and slandeéx are»all used by imperialism as means of gal-
vanising theofrIhinal Pol Pot bands entrenched in the jungle
along Kampugh®®'s border. Imperialism picks up counter-
revolutioda®y rabble to form various ¥coalitions", hoping to
overthrdWgpeople's rule in that country with their aid and so %o

prevent thne Kampucheans from laying the foundations for a
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socialist society. Using the same device against the pedple
of Laos, the imperialists in October 1982 announced tRegdorma-
tion of a "Laotian government in exile®.

Imperialism'’s psychological war against theaglcialist

countries has gained sharply in scope.

The main foreign political propaganda ggelCies of the USA
spent $489 million for the purpose in 1982 dgd“demanded over
$640 million for 1983. Operating againstf@he Soviet Union to-
day are about 400 propaganda centres andWQ¥ganisations of im-
perialist countries; 40 radio stationsWbroadcast calumnies in
23 languages--a total in excesgnof 200%hours a day. Broadcasting
to Poland are three times ag many,stations as exist in the
country itself; on West Germanege®ritory alone there are 326
transmitters and 38 relayWstat@@iis. The amount of anti-Polish
broadcasts has trebledfef lat

In 1982 allocations for the CIA's Radio "Free Europe®
were raised to $100 million.

In the 1980-1982 period imperialism's propaganda media
mounted vast falsifi¢afion campaigns over alleged human rights

violations in soddalist countries, the so-called "Soviet
military threat", S@viet “complicity" in international ter-
rorism, and so @fi§ the aim being to undermine the pogitions of
socialism. &ITo*ts intended to destabilise and "erode® the
economic an@W®ocial structures of socialist countries were
stepped up " A revealing case in point was the series of se-
minars few’ US propaganda personnel organised in Washington in

1981l. One of them concerned itself with misrepresenting the
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prospects of Soviet economic development and another, with
providing conditions for the "gradual evolution" of sggialist
countries in a capitalist direction.

An instance of ideological subversion fittimgyinto the
concept of the %crusade" against communism anno@@eed by
President Reagan was the conference on the "deldtratisation of
cormunist countries" held in Washington in £R€ autumn of 1982.
It involved CIA experts and high-ranking @S propaganda per-
sonnel, who planned counter-revolutiona®y conspiracies in Hungary
and Czechoslovakia years ago and in Pol@nd recently.

Imperiglist subversion aggdinsi Secialist countries is an

open challenge to the universedly, acCepted normg of inter-

national relations, the Ul Charic¥yand the Helsinki Final Act,

all of which explicitly.PRohib@€ interference in the affairs of

other states, It is c#iminalWecause it endangers peace,

security and progress in cooperation among nations.

The increasedmmilitancy of imperialism is indicative
of attempts to alic® the course of world development,
block the progwegs of peoples and regain lost positions.
These attemptgpd®e as hopeless as they are desperate, and
hence all theWmore dangerous for peace on earth and the
destiny of HWumanity.

DETERMINEDWRESISTANCE TC IMPERIALISH IN EVERY SPHERE OF
ITS REACTIONARY, CRIMINAL ACTIVITY IS NOW IMORE IMPERATIVE THAN
EVER.
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WASHINGTON’S FINANCIAL WEAPON

0. Mozhaiskov and Y. Myagkov, Masters of Science

(Economics)

Growing monetary instability has been increasingly
affecting the capitalist countries economically. This reveals
itself in the unheard-of scale of hot money migration, the
unprecedented fluctuations of the main capitalist currencies
and interest rates , and the inability of the developing
countries to pay their debt. Currency disturbances are leaving
a negative impact on international economic)relations, giving
rise to a wave of bankruptcies and promoting crisis-rooted

slumps.

Militarisaticon

The immediate causes behind the persisting crisis
phemonena in the monetary field are America’s exorbitant
interest rates and artificially high dollar. Both are a
rasult of the economic policy of the pressnt US5S Administration
which emphasizes intensified militarisation. This brings
direct military strategic advantages and it was also believed
that greater military production would stimulate investment
and structural change  nationwide. The two factors were to give
America decisive strategic advantages economically and
politically.

Under President Reagan , military appropriations have been
growing rapidly..Constituting 107 billion dollars under
President Carter#in 1976, they reached 221 billion dollars in
the 1984 fiscal/year and will soar to 359 billion dollars by
1988, The rapid growth of military spending was accompanied by
tax reductions, the bulk of which went to corporations and
private money-bags. As a result, in Reagan’s first four years,

America’s budget deficit totalled 547 billion dollars compared
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with 112 billion dollars under Johnson and Nixon when
Washington had been engaged in the dirty war in Vietnam.

Budget deficit is financed by increasing public débt which
reached 1,576 billion dollars at the end of the 1984 fiscal
year, an increase of 2.8 times for the past ten y&ears.

The USA vividly shows that a growing public ;debt maims the
@conomy. Financing public debt absorbs increasing funds which
could be otherwise effectively used in the civilian sector.
The greater proportion of public funds is uged to finance
military expenditures and debt servicing. Ifi the 1984 tiscal
year interest payments and military spending accounted for 40
per cent of the federal expenditures. It i& estimated that by

1986 interest payments may total 154 billion dollars.

Reagan would have not riskedto increase military
expenditures and simultaneously.to'reduce taxes if he had to
rely only on domestic deficit financing sources. Great hopes
wore connected with conditions,to ensure a massive influx of
foreign money to the USA.

The collapse of the Bretton Woods monetary svstem of
capitalism and the changsover to floating rates have. to all
intents and purposes, relieved the USA of responsibility for
the state of international finance, although the dollar
remains its hub. The USA uses, without hindrances, the dollar
to promote its selfish interests. Putting in circulation the
capitalist world’s main reserve and payment currency free from
any curbs, except the regulations of the US Treasury and the
Faderal Reserve System , allows America to directly influence
the monetary and economic situation in the developed
capitalist nations and the Third World.

The chief aim of Washington’s monetary and credit pelicy

s to attract foreign money to America. For this purpose .,
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mechanism has been created which regulates, via the Federal
Reserve System, the stock of money in circulation. Whersas
earlier the Federal Reserve System strove to maintain, stebie
interest rates, nowadavs they depend on the FRS’s
manipulations with commercial bank reserves. As a result, the
FRS has pushed interest rates skywards, attracting money from
elsewhere.

The figures below illustrate the influx of foreign money
to the USA. Official figures show that betweefi 1981 and the
second quarter of 1984 foreign fiscal assete in the USA qgrew
by 240.2 billion dollars, and the purchasegs ©f US Treasury
bonds by foreigners totalled 43.7 billion ‘dollars. According
to Fred Bergsten, who heads the Institute for International
Economics in London, with the present situation persisting, by
1990 the USA would gulp down @ third of the increment in
savings and capital accumulation in the capitalist part of the
world. Investments betraying Other currencies in favour of the
dollar is the main reason behind the growth of its rate which
has doubled since the beginning of 1980. In the West people
today speak about a “"superdollar” and the USA’s dollar diktat.

Qther Side of the Coin

A "superdollar" has proved a two-edged and very dangercus
weapon. Using it to entice foreign money, Washington has
considerably damaged the civilian sector of the US econonmy.
According to Western économists, the dollar persists some
thirty per cent above its real value. Thie is like having
America’s exports taxed to increase their value and imports
subsidised.

The result is an acute crisis of US foreign trade.

In 1984 US trade deficit reached the astronomical total of
123.3 billion dollars. Between 1981 and 1984 US exports of
machinery and equipment went down by 14 per cent and those af

farm produce by 20 per cent. Foreign competitors are pressing
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US companies even in computers and aircraft technology/
Estimates by US trade unions show that a billion dollarsin
trade deficit leads to the closure of 25,000 jobs.

Having hit the US economy, "superdollar” is alsé hitting
the other capitalist countries. Reductions in the exchange
rates of other capitalist currencies have facilitated, to a
certain extent, an economic revival in Western Europe and
Japan. However, the advantages thus derived by 'some
@Xport-oriented industries are dwarfed by the losses the
capitalist countries suffer through the outflow of money to
America.

"Superdollar” also undermines the world capitalist economy
in other ways. A speculative fever has spread to monetary
markets under the influence of Washington’s policy. The rates
of the main currencies now dépend chiefly on the massive
migration of hot money. Western economists say that of the 300
t< 400 biliion dollars chafging Hands at capitalist monetary
mavkets a day, only 15 ver cedt SBerve traditional economic
contacts with other nations.ThHe'rest is interbank operations,
speculative deals for the most part.

Upe and downs in exchange rates have interfered with the
normal progress of international economic relations. This is
of detriment to all countries, especially to the developing
nations. The worsening aonditions of their trade (i.e., a less
and less favourable export/import price ratio) brought about
by currency fluctuations, adversely affect their financial
stand undermined by the a huge foreign debt. The Reagan
administration refuses to introduce any major changes intc the
capitalist world’s monetary and financial system to retain
America‘’s dominating stand which is the main cause behind the
instability lof capitalist finance.

(Ekonomicheskaya Gazeta No. 25. Abridged.)
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ANTI-REAGAN FRONT PROGRAMIE

James West
Political Bureau member, CC,
Communist Party of the USA

There are more than 10 million unemploye® millions more
underemployed or not registered as unempldgwed; 25-year-olds
who have never worked et all; and massanemployment among
Black youth. The employed live in drqamdyof leyoffs. Hunger
and homelessness are visibly egidents/®There are souplines in
the cities. Racism is rampani. Organised labor is on the
defensive,

Such is the situationfowein®the USA, which is in the throes
of the most devastatingecongmi¢ crisis since the 1930s, while
continuing the biggest milidary buildup in history. In this
situation the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the
USA decided to convene #&ﬁ second extraordinary national con-
ference in the party'§ 63-year history.

The first was hﬂiﬁ in July 1933, likewise in a situation
marked by deep crigis. It geared the party to fulfil its vanguard
role in the masg movements of the working class and people in
the struggles %o achieve economic security and avert the world-
wide menace pFWfascism.

The success of that conference can be measured by the
lasting. a@hievements indelibly etched into the history of our
class, /4The party had a degisive part in the organisation of fhe

basic industries into multi-million member industrial unions,
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the CIO., It organised the Unemployed Councils, a national move-
ment which wrested from Congwress the Unemployment Compensation
Act and the Sq@olel Security System, It raised the struyggles
against racism, discriminatian, bigotry, and anti-Semgfism to
such new heights as 1o mark a new stage in the unifisgtion pro-
cess of the multinational working class,

As a result, it became a mass party with masg influence.

It lived up to the historic challenge placed Y%, the sharp turn
in the country's developmenti., However, theseffects of the
ravages of the licCarthyite repression of thé 1950s, on the one
hand, and of Browder and Gates revisionism{ on the other hand,.
sharply reduced the party's size, and ififluience and created a
generation gap from which it took™"a ¥BAg time to recover. Under
the leadership of Gus Hall and Henfly Winéton, the party's basic
political health had been xzeStorgdyby the end of the 1960s.

The decision of the @PUSA Central Committee to call the
second extraordinary cohfeéremce was the result of a profound
analysis of the new situation at the commencement of the 1980s.

It is as though the ®W&@jority of our people live in a barren
valley surrounded by a meuntainous ring of armaments separating
them from economic and social security and the accumulated profit
of billions, which #h®€ir labor has created. All the gains of the
struggles of the 1930s are threatened by the Reagan axe. But
there is far more To the picture, Militant movements of resis-
tance, of figh&h&ck, are rising from coast to coast and border
to border. Jresh winds of struggle are blowing‘through the trade

unions, gwakehing them frgm the hibernation eof class partnership.



The intermal situation is afiecting the world image of the
USA, which has passed its zenith, its "Golden Age".,

The USA's share of the gapitalist world's production had
fallen to 37.3 per cent in the late 1970s from 48,7 peXr cent
in 1950, while its share of the capitaiist world!s ,eXports had
dropped from 18,1 to 11 per cent, As it came into The 1980s it
Tound itself in seventh place in the capitalisi world in GNP--no
longer No, l--and in tenth place in the standawd’of living. For
almost a century it led the world in the preduction of steel,
automobiles, and machine-toQls., Today it ‘s¥ands third, second,
and third respectively.

The law of uneven development hagfgaught up with US im-
perialism. A big factor beinging thigwabout has been the shift
in economic and fiscal priordties €xom the civilian to the mili-
tary sector. Stubbornly réPasingwto face this fact, and driven
by class fear of victerious sgclalism and advancing national
liberation, the Reagan Admindstration tries to recover US im-
perialism's lost positions by still more infusions of military
spending.

This policy has a seldeefeating mechanigm built into it.
It acts like a narcoilcsy which gives a temporary feeling of
euphoria while furiheé?f eroding the basic economic structure,

All of this reacis 6n the international situation, further
aggravating the{ cr¥isis conditions.,

The Uniteq,States is approaching another great turning
point, a timeiwhen a big change must be made. Great masses are
already imymotion, And this is why the 2nd Extraordinary

National Conference was gelled,
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A thousénd repregsentatives directly from the primary party
organisations, the clubs, in shops and communities throughout the
country assembled in the oity of Milwaukee, Wisconsin, &t the
close of April, The Conference was opened by the Nat@@nal
Chairman Henry Winston. After a Welcoming address ¥ Sandra
Jones, Organiser of the Wisconsin party organisation, Gus Hall,
General Secretary of the CPUSA, delivered the kewiote report.

"Economically, in a very basic sense," he%said, "the United
States 1s in a boomless era of decline and @entraction., All
econonic activities end processes are now opérating qualitatively
end quantitatively on a declining scalegll “The report made a
penetrating analysis of the US economy %eday and drew the con-
clusion that "economic issues will cof%inue to be the key links
and all struggles will, in ode Wayew another, relate to these
economig issues.“l

These extraordinary dgvelopmgnts are having profound effects
on class relations and $he class struggle, compelling the working
class to move to the front ranks in the forward line of march,
This, in turn, refocuses §He spotlight on the party's industrial
concentration policy.2 I% is compelled to re-examine and re-

structure its work so ¥hat industyiel concentration becomes the
- ——
, Keynote Repowd to the Second Extraordinary Conference of
the Communist ngﬁyL USA, by Gus Hall, General Secretary.
liilwaukee, Wisconsin, April 23-25, 1982, p. II-3.

2 Industrial concentration has been a policy traditionally
pursued by the CPUSA to organise party work in basic industries,
notably, stééa, automobile, coal, and elgctrical engineering.
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focal point of this work, in a new way, scrapping all old at-
titudes and forms of routinism., "The poliey of industri@d con-
centration,™ Gys Hall noted, "has to be placed within 4#£h® context
of the new econamic era and of helping the working odast fulfill
its role--a role it is significently beginning to Alstme. "

Gus Hall's report was a comprehensive, rounded-out evaluation
of the world siéuation and the crucial fight fo6PwNpeace, the
Reagan Administration, the class and democratfle, movements and
struggles, and the role of the party. "Thg peace movement, "
he said, "is literally busting out all ov@®m, June 12th will
see the coming together of the great US\pPace majority in a
demonstration at the United NatiQns Se@ond Special Session on
Disarmament. "*

The no=-nuke and nuclear'rregze'movements, the campaigns
against Reagan's foreign .policiéss and the movement against
intervention in El Salvalor hd¥87all becgme & broad all-
people's united movement which¥has recently moved on the of-
fensive. Even Reagan feltWgdmpelled to respond defensively to
the US peace majority, Jhis mass peace movement will continue
to become a tremendougsebstacle to US policies of war and ag-

gression,

° Keynote Régart, ». II-8.

% Ibid.,"®. V~7. lore than a million people marched on
June 12th 1988¢wfrom the United Natiens building to Central Park,
which was thg,largest demonstration for peace 1n US history.
In additiohy, “hearly 200,000 people demgnstrated in Los Angeles,
San Frangisto, Denver, and other cities.



The Republican Administration's statements proclaiming
they are for a nuclear freeze~-after the US nuclear and@military
buildup--are unquestionadly concessions to the populaxr and
Congressional challenge. They are at least forced g talk
about freeze and arms reduction negétiations. TheWwodvement to
cut the military budget is also geining momentum,among the
pecple and in (Qongress,

Discussing the preblerls of the resistauce,and fightback
movement in the working class, Gus Hall said% "Within the
defensive posture, the working class is @eveloping movements
and struggles that are preparing the ground for going on the
offensive in the class struggleW, We‘Must always keep in mind
that the concept of militant @Ightbagk struggles in the context
of defence is not a contradietiond"?

In such a period as.ghis fBals inevitable that the working-
class counter-offensivefwill ®egin from a position of defending
and protecting past gains. “The objective conditions and the
fightback forces arc movifigfin the direction of struggles that
will shift the working l@ss to an offensive posture. In this
respect, most promising are the steps being taken by some
central labor bodie& %o reorganise and restructure the trade
union centers in oéxder to give the trade union movement more
clout. The plangdnclude setting up task forces of union ac-
tivists in alle¥jelds and areas of sotivity--political, legis-
lative, orgahisational, and educationel. From the working-class

viewpoint @femoving fram defensive to offensive struggles these

E Keynote Report, p. VI-6,
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reorganising and restructuring drives can be instrumental. The
working class cannot go on the offensive oxly in one shdb, one
city, or even in one industry. I{ must win the active support
of the public and the trade uniens. )

The many-sided nature of this revifalisation dwive is of
great significance because it is difficult to mowe to an of-
fensive in the eoonomic sector without the suppowt of the poli-
tical sector. The changing scene must be takeéw into account.
The new gituation calls for the rank-and-file’movement to work
more closely within the broad sweep of tHegworking~-class
fightback end less as an oppo;ition foxe®: In other words,
wherever pessible the rank-and-file groups should work as a
force within the mainstream m@jerity ‘end less as an anti-
eztablishment minority, As{the fightback movement develops and
the thinking and mood of.jhe’ wotkers shift, this epproach
becomes both possible and necessary, Another prerequisite is
the organisation of the fightback on the shep and department
levels. In sum, it means‘wofking in a way that will build the
base of unity, raise the Sense of confidence and the level of
class consciousness,

Turning 1o problems of unity of the multinational working
class, Gus Hall sald® "In the era of its decline, =all %he ug-
liest, most ruthless end eriminal festures of capitalism get
uglier and morexuthless. Racism is deeply imbedded, all-
pervasive, persistent and widespread in the US capitalist system-~
in its ecod@my, its educational system, its government, its

ideologyy PPlitics, and culture.“6

-

° Keynote Report, p. VIII-1. :



Racism is 3o all-pervasive that every crisis, every corpo-
rate offensive, every retreat by class collaborationist, Fabor
leaders, every restriction or retreat on democratic rights,
trade-union, human and e¢ivil rights, every decline igmihe over-
all standard of living has a sharper and deeper raglst cutting
edge. Each month the gloomy economic statiskics Bake their
toll in human suffering, Each month the human suffering
statistics go up. In March 1982, joblessnesg emong Afro-
Americans had reached a devastating 20 perfgent and an un-
believable 60 per cent among Black youth{

A fightback movement that does not wndertake gpecial
actions, struggles for special . demandsand programmes against
racism cannot become a winning movement., A working-class
movement that does not take principled, concrete stands against
racism, racist practpees,dand n@fdfonal oppression cannot become
a united, paowerful fightback mevement, There can be no real,
stable shift to offensive sfruggles without a shift in the
struggle against racism, fow justice and equality.

As the fightback mgvement builds up, as the class struggle
sharpens, the need foranity becames more critical, and more
obvious to new millions. Therefore, the struggle againat
racism and netionals eppression mast be placed within this new
context.

Drawing om“the experiences of the many diverse movements
reacting to thes Reagan-monopoly offensive, Gus Hall called for
the formatign"of an All-Peoples Front Against Reaganomics and

Washington's militarist policies, His report projected the
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tactic of developing the independent, class, anti-monopoly
current within a massive anti-Reagan wave for the 1932
Congressional elections., The role of Communist candidat®s was
elucidated within this context.

The discussion on the main report took placey,lh a series
of workshops: Labor in the Struggle Against thegReagan-
Corporate Offensive; Organising the Struggleg\of the Un-
employed; Organising the Grassroots Fightbackrin the Commu-
nities; Reagonomics and the Fight for.Pease; Organising the
Anti-Reagan Electoral Wave; Building theMUnited Fightback for
Afro-American Equality and Against Reagzanite Racism and National
Oppression; Building the Party and the Press, Essential Con-
tribution to Smashing the Redgan-Corporate Offensive.

Another group of workshops, fealt with specialised questions:
Resistipg Economic Ripoffie;” Séndor Citizens Fight for Survival;
Helping to Build the Young‘qukers Liberation League and the
All-Youth Front; Struggle of'the Farming and Rural Communities;
and Special Problems of Womén in the Economic Fightback.

The discussion'fram the primary organisations reflected
the widespread involyeément of party members in the economic,
peace, democratic, @nud anti-racist sffuggles of the working
class and people, ‘and in the peace movement. "The clubs had
more input in the preparetion of the main report and in the
Conference itself than ever before in the 63-year history of
the party," Gus Hall observed.

The diseussion demonstrated solid support and deep con-
fidence 4n/the party's mass line and leadership. The Confe-

rence projected a status and enhanced role of the clubs in the



10.

communities and workplaces, as well as within the party
structure. Without a doubt, it gave a powerful impetus,)te

the process of revitalising the party. It showed thatdhie
representatives from the clubs had a c¢lear focus, kdowr what

had to be done end have a better grasp of how to de.things.
Certainly it was a historic conference, marking @pturning point
in the party's development.

Unanimously endorsing Gus Hall's reporty the Conference
voted to launch a new party and press building campalgn. It
adopted the principles for a New Fconomile’ Bill of Rights, which
was presented to a public mass meeting following the close of
the Conference. The mass meetdng also appro%ed the New
Economic Bill of Rights, which{calls Tor a basic, comprehengive
economic programme o be.enacted.by the US Congress, including
unemployment insurance to be provided from job application
until receipt of the fdwst pay check. federal construction
projects to provide 15 million new jobs, and special measures
in the struggle against gactism and for actual equality.

he 1,000 representatives from the clubs mirrored a healthy,
unified party with alfine corps of young and middle level club
leaders determined %9 meke the turn towards a mass party
geared to the struggles of the working class and oppressed
peoples for peace, economic security, equality, and democratic

advance to atbetter future.
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REAGANOMICS: THE ECONQMIC AND SOCIAL CONSEQULI

Victor Perlo v

Chairman, Economic Commission;

CC member, CPUSA

"Reaganomics" is a term that has come tay in {the poli-

fic al lexicon. It is the economic pollc%ae:bf US imperielisn
carried out by a government representln%alnly. the most
adventurous, aggressive, chauvinist an@eedy sections of the
financial oligarchy, This cl%das, b o ed with coxrruption and
inner conflicts, is fanatlc i ts feéar of the intermational
working class, in its hair working masses of the United
States, in its dread of. Ql%

The "supply side“]g theories associated with
Reaganomics are but a doctrin cover—-up for a set of crude,
direct, aggressive econom!i‘ﬁnd political policies and practices.
These may be summarisedsa$f:

~ the unrestrai offensive of monopoly capital against
the rights and inteets of the working class, Afro~Americans and
other oppressed mi@z’cles--exuendlng increasingly to broader

middle sectors;

regulation o regate demand, supply side economics seeks to
stimulete te~sector production activity {hrough purposeful
reduc‘ciop taxes, mainly by slashing corporate taxes and so to
increas supply of goods and services. The hope is that +this
will sp& economic growth, make the economic mechanism more ef-
Ticient and reduce inflation,~~Ed,

1 1n conéa t to the traditional Keynesian methods of state
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~ the very rapid militerisation of the economy; and
~ the sharpened economi¢ warfare against soc*allﬁ\

countries, against the Third World, and against rive perial

ist states. v

Reaganomics has clearly  worsened the economAituaticn in
vhe United States and, indeed, in the entire ca?alist world.,
The "back-to-back crises” of 1980 and 1981-1 in the United
States have done much to prolong the world italist crisis of
overproduction into the most persistent Aintractable pexriod
of stagnation, inflation, and unemploym@,since the 1930s.

The Anti-;lge_oQOf ive

The offensive against ke!w ng c¢lass takes place on both
the indusirial and the go@un \l levels,

&
lionopoly employers a‘b ed by the existence of mass un-—
employment and by over&ov ental assistance, are imposing

worsened terms on unions-=sg~called "takeaways"; decertifying~-
i.c., ending all dealwth unions; and directly slashing
- wages and eliminating 1th and safety measures affecting elso
the majority of wor who do not have union coniracts,

The huge mod conglomerates, with hundreds and even
thousands of pl s in tens of indusiries and with access to

billions of dcm s in capital, ever more frequently shift out-

put from str unionised areas to low-wage sanciucries in <he
United Sta nd abroad, These giant corporations can sacrifice
whole p if necessary to maintain the upper hand against

mllkta egments of workers, scarcely feeling the cost in “heir



total operations, They have even been helped by sone NK
union officials, who have capitulated to employer pr‘«igm;u_ dege

o

lrom

pite rank-and~file readiness to fight back and win

The racist edge of the employer offensive i z’ll“en“{:
the unrestrained application of the "first to Virod” rule
against Afro-Americans, from the abandonment 21l pretense of
adopting corrective measures to compensate@past discrimination
~—that is, of “effirmative action®,? &\

The budget of the Federal governme%ssi‘sts the enployer
offensive by radicelly slashing the so 1 spending that would
uphold the condition of the w@ra prevent any further ine
crease in unemployment, The@get axe hes fallen on spend-
ing for housing, educatio &1@\ th services, unemployment
benefits, food aid for ,@o@d

works and training prc&amm nat could provide jobs and fulfil

for schoolchildren, public

social needs. Now old age pchsions are the remaining froniliuc
target, V

Never has there b such a shift of the tax burden away
from the capitalistsbd their corporations to the labouring
nasses, Workers h@ higher social insurance deductions, higher
state and local t@s to compensate for reductions in Pederal

aid, and, if ﬂlams of big business and the Reaganites are

£ "ALT X tive action” 1s the policy and praciice of taking
special ne es to overcome many decades of discrimination
against A&Americans and other minorities, and also againss
wonen, %ﬁring them up to the general level of the white majority
in te of work opportunities, advancement to higher skiils,
education and wage levels, etcy~-Ed.
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carried out, they will soon he saddled with additional gic®eral
taxes.” The 1981 legislation included a very radicolledtsh in
taxes on the rich and their corporations,

Using the "getting the government off the ba®k® of business”
slogan, the Administration is eliminating healtiyPEatfcly and
environmental regulations, and is reducing enfe®cement acti-
vities to insignificance, The Justice Depafiént not only re-
fuses to enforce civil rights and other dgmegcratic legislaticn
but, in court, sides with violators. The Recgan cabal unsheathed
its claws against organised labour when“gt smashed the Air Con-
trollers union, It showed itsem@cigd, Venom in its brutal itreat-
ment of Haitian refugees and, ™ the mass roundup of super-
exploited undocumented workers,

At the same time, theYAdmimistration increases regulations
demanded by the capita¥®afs Fo® their profit, Thus, i% has set
up price supports for domestically produced sugar to benefii a
handful of large growersy,This will cost consumers billions of
dollars in higher pricgs. ' It has activated variocus systems of
subsidy for exports, @fild restrictions on imports, And it has
made available billieps in subsidies to banks and oiher financial
corporations to take over bankrupt savings and loen associstions
(mortgage banks degtroyed by the crisis).

What is%fbe cost of Reaganomics to the US workers?

3 Sueh taxes were approved by the Congress in August 1982,
"‘—Ed e
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A reduction ol 15 per cent in average resl after'-"xwages
of employed workers since 1978, BSuch a decreasec is t cedented
in the history of the United States.

Over 11 million workers officially counted eﬁull;f nn-
employed, with many millions more partly unemp (6,6 million)
or labeled "discouraged workers" (1.6 millio ot counted
because they no longer make the hopeless tr@o employment
offices, ‘\

More than 20 per cent officially u loyed~-25 per cent
actually~-among Afro~Americans, and momhan 50 per cent among

black youth. | .‘s

Double digit inflation, v::h sz:cted in 1979, as the main

vehicle for driving down » and providing superprofits

t0 meny corporations in & “a@f a declining volume of bugi-
VK -

llassive evictions of w ers, either because they are unable
10 keep up payment on theMomes or, if they live in New York
and other large citiesAMause landlords wani to renovate their
apartments to proviqury housing for the rich--the genirifi~
cation" programme, o

Reappearance@charity "goup kitchens” for the unemployed
who have used u@eir unemployment benefits and for others
driven to thg ge of starvation,

White—@ar and professional workers, largely imnune in
previous ;Qr-war crises, are now alsc being laid off by the

&

thousands Small business bankiruptcies are far above any pre-

vious h-war rate.



The basic measure of the exploitation of labour- atc
of surplus-—value in manufacturing--~has inc¢reased nor &p, Lfrom
148 per cent in 1953 to 195 per cent in 1960, 227 cent in
1270, and to 290 per cent in 1980, the latest yerr which
these statistics are evailable, During recent V'rs this rapid
rise has been compounded by an increase in i@ect exploltation——
through extireme price differentials agains kers as consumers
and through the transfer of the tax burd&rom capital to labour,

As a result there is a dramatic contras%tween the absolute

reduciion in the living standards of 4 mejority and the rapid

rise in the incomes and conspAu ury consumption of the

rich, even in the midst ofK oy risis.
Corporate cash flow if&:er taxes (reported profits

plus adjusted depreciat@all@nces) jumped from $102 billion
in 1971 to $207 billio&nk and to $342 billion in 198l-~the
increase continuing in the crisis years 1980 and 198l1. Over the
last five years, the ra £ profit on common stock equity of
manufecturing corporamm was at an all-time high {or as far
back as such records@ (to just before the Pirst World Var),
Dividend and inte peyments increased 43 per cent during the
last two crisis yefrs and almost 300 per cent in the past ®n
years, é

The ex '&ives who control the large corporations and take
for themse and their associates the dominant positions
garner ?6 nza from the ocean of surplus~value even before the

remaink profits are reported, "Executives' Pay Goes Up, Up
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and Away" was the headline on a US News and World RQPQ\
erticle telling of a 13.4 per cent rise in top Ofn.c*s
salaries and bonuses in 1981.4 Twenty-six of thes n received
more than a million dollars each and "What's morAnc income

of many executives is as much as 10 times largvhun their
saleries and bonuses. They get assorted extésuch as stocl:‘
options and stock-appreciation rights not ted in ouxr survey®,
the article adds.5 Incredible amounts a&hared out with
associated law firms, accounting firms,% advertising and
promotion outifits. These perquisite vong with "inside® in-

formation, the ability to man‘ a ock itransactions, iax
loopholes, expense accounts ¢a e all a part of “"the profiis
of control®,

Tax swindles added@ %n to the take of the capitalists
in 1981, according to &1 of Roscoe L, Egger, Jr., %he
Commissioner of Internal Revenue, over and above the even larger
legal loopholes at thei posal.

The multimillionak on the high levels of the Reagan
Administration :|.mbue@m.th the stink of their corruption. The
Secretary of Labou.rQaymond Donovan, not long ago was under

rand Jury invesiig@tion for alleged payoffs to thugs end mur-
derers who hel is construction company avoid union wages, the

means by whiwe accumulated mn‘.l'lz'.ons.6 The Attorney Genecral,

“ us4iéWs and World Report, lay 24, 1982, p. 59.

&
L/

2 ‘ em.
- 4 speciel investigator later cleared him of any charges
for "lack of evidence", ~~Ld,
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William French Smith, who is responsible for prosecuti'Na::

UG

swindlers, engaged in a particularly outrageous pers
avoidance gince he has been in office; and Vice Pl?dent
George Bush crudely used his position to thwari Amp‘i:s to halt
major tax evasions by drug companies in which PV\mS niuch stock
and holds a directorship., And President Rea@uimself was
forced tec pay $20,000 for the phoney "busin@ expenses” he
claimed on hig California ranch residenc* he violation must
have bleen blatant indeed to induce the %rnal Revenue Service

bureaucracy %o dare publicise the Pr nt's cheat.,

Y

Iilitarisation and é_ﬁ_‘ciEXC Situation
US imperialism's pre&t’

for global aggression have

an immediete, primary i@t i explosion of military spending
unprecedeiited for pea ir& Sdccessiva escalations by Carter
in 1980 and by Reagan in 1981, and again in 1982, have resulted
in outlays headed for $ billion-~half a trilllon dollars
yearly--by about the *le of the decade. And, 1t is barely
four years since mi&ry spending first passed the $100 billion
mark,

This has important economic consequences, Conservative
economist MC@E. Levy said: “"The sheer magnitude of this
triple escald bon in national defense is staggering ... Total
obligatio ufhority +e¢ 15 scheduled to rise by $32 billion,
or 4645, cen‘c, over this two=year period (ending in 1983--
H);&or defense procurement of weepons systems, the proposed

two-year rise in obligational authority is nearly $42 billion,
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or 87,5 per cent... The Council of Economic Advisers r

some concern, 'real purchases of defense durables ,..
at an estimated rate of 16 per cent annually betwee
1987, This exceeds the 14 per cent annual rate OA‘[CI‘E&SL‘ that
occurred during the 3 peak years of the Vietnam 'ld.up..“7

At the same time, Murray Weidenbaum, hea@ the Council of
8

Economic Advisers, counts on militery spen@ to spark reccovery
from the economic crisis. However, whilek iding a bacchanalia
of revenue and profits for the arms con‘b%ors, it has provided
very little in the way of additional emwyment. The inflation-
ary consequences, the reductio& nment spending Jor social
needs that accompanies the mi X &ildup, and the high in-
terest rates to finance goyer a\ orrowing for the arms race
have all contributed signiica to the current crisis in the
economy., Under these ck:um m:es, very rapid spurts in arma-
ment orders, as in the secor&mli‘ of 1980, can provide only a
temporary jog to economi ﬁivity. An even bigger spurt has
been mde+ay since the of 1981, but statements of Administra-
tion and private econ@sts indicate a lack of confidence that

it can accomplish e@ as much as the 1980 episode, and they

conjecture whethe will contribute to the prospeci of repeated

recessions axl#onged stegnation.

7 Chal#e. Mey/June 1982.

L/
resigne

b
m
written,<®Ed.

aum and other "supply side" economists have
the Reagan Administration since this ariiclec was
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The militery policy of US imperialism is one of Q\‘.JU;

destabilising elements of the world capitalist{ eccnon

the harmful effects threaten to become much more ac unless
a halt is called, A
Under extireme US pressure, most NATO count and Japan

have also been rapidly increasing military ou@s, worsening
their economic and financial situation, e

In each of the six leading imper:.ali&’ount;les, military
spending accelerated during the 19703.9 % three of them (Itely,
Great Britain and Japan), the rate of recse nearly itrebled,

and in each there was a correAdi or even more rapid,

acceleration in inflation. 6 i latlon is, of coursec, far

from accidental.

Armament seles to W@ countries, primarily by the
United States and its g ers, multiplied five-Told during
the decade, Reaching $40-50 billion per year, this contributed

heevily to the overindebgess and superinflation of many of
these developing 11a"cim

Recogrnition tha@'ms orders do not mean jobs is sprecading
in the ranks of the@rklng cless. The International Association

of I;Iachlmsts, ch leads in the number of workers employed
in ermement pr tion, is the most active large trade union
in the stru rTor peace and for shifting from military to
civilian p ction, which would provide more jobs for its

members.,, e

Q e

g eat Britain, Italy, the USA, the FRG, France and
Japan,--Ed.

10

Operates in the United States and Canada.~-Ed.



It must be said that the US economy exhibits many SWyihe
features of a war economy, but withouit the large-scald 8vilisa-
tion of menpower, production of ammunition and replaeeilent of
destroyed weapons which are a part of an actual warSsituciion.
Thus it lacks the drop in unemployment that is ghawacteoristic
of an actual war gtatus, -but is afflicted by mog% of the
negative economic¢ and financial features of & iar econony:

- from 1979 to 1981, inflation was atflaxt annual rate of
over 10 per cent, although it has tempor&sfily slowed cos commodity
stockpiles attain maximum ligquidation;

- massive budget deficits, Wow officially predicted to go
as high as $200 billion per year, are creating panic among
economists end bankers, who' deémagdimore cuts in social gpending
end more increases in workefs' {faXes as a counterbalence;

- alling housing and aujomobile industries, the two cug-
tomary victims of war, are at the lowest sustained level, rc-

lative to population, sinceythe Second World War,

Econoqggéﬁarfare Against Socialist Countrics

The Reagan Administiration has sharply intensified its
economic warfare against the Soviet Union, Poland and other
socialist countr¥es. In addition to the old excuse of preveniing
the Soviet Urden from purchasing militarily useful itens,
Pentagon Chi'ef Cespar Weilnberger end his followers now openly
state thaj ¥heir desire is to weaken the Soviet Union economical-
1y in eyery way possible s0 as to make 1t unable %o keep up with
the US arms race, leaving it helpless before Washington's ag~

gressions.
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This drive is doomed to failure, but it does add i S10n1LcC

strains on the Soviet economy, while doing even gre:."& damage

t0 the well~-being of American working people and tvm giabi-
lity of the US economy. A

Washington restirictions have virtually baxv sales of

industrial goods to the USSR, have shuti off 1l air transpori

and markedly reduced business, cultural an entific contacts.
In the Western Hemisphere, despite propo@of many groups,
including business interests, to resume%ations with Cuba,
the Administration has tightened the blgckade on the socialis?
island. A

The Reaganites are stro reg@suring tiaeir NATO allies to
breck off trade with the Sov t\ on., They went all out to
get West European couant t cel the gas-pipe deal, the
largest single set of &tr to date in Bast-West irade,
The objective is not only to hurt the USSR, but also to prevent
West Buropean countries% strengthening their own econonies
and becoming more comp@tItive through trade with the socialist
countries, Then the@is also the desire to open up new nar-
kets for the crisi@.dden US coal industry, and alsc %o pre-
serve markets for@e US-ovmed international oil companies.

Reagan's ine campaign has proven to be one of the
mest clear- iascos in the history of US economic wariaorc,
The US rep*htatives were left to meke meudlin pleas Tor a
token ges@--—which went unenswered. Gone, clearly, arc the

&
L/

larsha an days, when US imperialism could dictate econonic



policies to weakened West REuropean capitalism and exerj @irect

: . - 11
police power over irade in West{ LBuropesn centres,

Super~Monopoly Contradictions

The atmosphere of wide-opcn profiteering epgouraged by the
Administration has led to a frenzied process & ceniralising
capital, to an orgy of speculation, to fingh@ial extremes among
sections of capital--superprofits in somel'sectors, gigantic
losses and billion dollar crashes in othérs.

With no significant anti-trust emf@rcements in effect, Zhe
most powerful monopolies are buyingpup weaker companies in
mammoth transactions that cut-écrags customary business lines.
The biggest stecl and chemieal tﬁgﬁts-—du Pont and US Steel,
respectively~-each spen{ billiens to buy major oil companies,
while o0il giants are buyingﬂrétail combines, coal and copper
companies, and data processing concerns. Major banks are being
bought out by even largem,banks at twice their book value, To
ease the way for thesg transactions, top officisls and key
shareholders of the @6mpanies taken over are given "golden

parachutes'~-in effeet, millions in personal pay-offs.

& -

4l The West Luropean governmenis concerned and also Japan

refused to degept the Reagan Administration's unilatersl ban on
deliveries ofwequipment for the Siberia-Western Europec gas pipe-
line and ¥gjected the US sanctions against companies nonouring
their comgracis. As the conflict gained in acerbity, the

White HouSe was forced, on November 13, 1982, to announce the
1ifting of the bane==Ed,
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But some losers in the fierce siruggle of the billionaire
corporations are going to the wall, Braniff, one of iMde large
airlines, recently went into bankruptcy. The very nex¥day, =
Wall Streei house went under, unable 1o .pay $160 million in
interest on the many billions it borrowed for bond Speculation,
International Harvester heads the list of promiAgit industrial
corporations on the verge of failure. Brentang®s, the vencrable
bookselling firm,'went bankrupt. Small buglness firms and
farmers are failing by the tens of thousands.

A special feature of the financial CTemtradictions in {he
United States is the super~high rate @f interesi, Since the
autumn of 13979, the “prime rate“le Bas been almost continually
in the 15~20 per ceni rangeg absitmation unprecedented in the
higtory of US capitalism, (fonz=term bond and mortgage rates
are now in a similar ranges

The inflated interest #ates arc partly a consequence of
the huge demand for borrowed funds in order to finance the
swelling federal deficitgmbo provide cesh for corporations being
pressed by creditors in»tﬁe'crisis; to supply funds to the oil

companieg for fresh Ifyestment and to manufacturing concerns for

‘modernisation in thewface of Japanese gompetition, to assure the

billions necled for corporate takeovers and for stock-markes

speculation, N i v i s s

e

2 \ ¥ .
12 Thep Thierest charged by commer¢ial banks on loans %o
thelr "pmime” customers,~«Ed.



But that is not the whole story, PFor, according t48
statistical tabulations, a combination of domestic sagilgs and
the tens of billions in foreign funds becoming available should
be able to meet this demand, A significant role is\played by
ultra-right economist Milton Friedman, whose momeiarist policies
arc being followed by the Federal Reserve Boarfa,w These policies
deliberately keep the money supply lower thafisshe normal needs
of an economy in & period of inflation, PhBe%purposc is to force
a slowing down of industrial activiiy wiflythe laying off of
workers and the weakening of their unioms, so as to provide a
basis for slashing wages and inokxeasing the rate of exploitation
of labour, Undoubtedly monctar¥sm has done much to prolong and
deepen the economic ¢risis and bas helped employers cut real
wages,

However, the contp@dicionry aspects of this cynical oi-
fensive have emerged as ithe profits of mamy big coxporations
finally started downward deg¢isively in the first quarter of 1982,
At the same time, therefa¥e many direci profiteers from the
excessive interest rgfes. But by now more capitalisis may be
losing than gaining(fPom the high interest rates. Viriually
the entire $800 biX¥lion mortgage banking industry (savings and
loan associationg #nd savings banks) have exhausted thoir
capital, susigining huge losses as the interest they pay on
deposits exg@eds the interest they receive on morigages granted

years ago &t"more moderate raies.
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There is mounting pressurc on the Federal Reserve Systen
Trom US bankers, including Chase Manhattan, the former,Smployer
of FRS Chairman Volcker, sections of US indusiry, Wedi Juropean
capitalists, and some trade unions to increase the @emey supply
and bring down the rate of interest. It remainsaad)be sccn how
much damage will be done by massive financial f@#turcs before

el g 13
the financial crisis reaches its climax and igSOvercome. -

Cyclical Prospects

The weekening of the world capitall=sdeconomy is decp-zoing.
It occurs in an era of overall decaymm® deterioration, pari of
the general crisis of capitalf®Wwhimly, as Lenin said, cannot
be overcome except by socizadism,

However, within thismometork, cyclical development will
continue, Capitalism dfes) retodn reserves. There will be a
recovery from the pregemt cFisls of overproduction, but its
expected timing has been repeatedly set back, Hopes of some
revival in the second halfiyof 1982 are based on a certain aciual
and pending improvemen#i\in mass consuming power, resulting from
a temporary slowing 5f inflation and mid-year reductions in tax
withholdings from wewkers' paychecks and increases in pension
payments. Many saw the firs{ noticeable upward movemeni in
automobile selgs¥n & year, and in the so~-called "leading indica~
14

tors", Thesg are as yet isolated and small signs that nay

13 Y. :

3 Sinee the end of the summer of 1982, the FRS has lowered
the intéregt rate on several occasions, and this was Tollowed by
cuts ineemmercial bank rates and a stock exchange boom. But many
economiigts doubt that this could lead %o a real econonic re-

vival.~=Ed.

..’—.—
4 An index designed to signsl in advance the omsct of the
next phase of an economic ¢ycle,~-Ed,
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prove to be no more than flucfuations in a continuing depres-
gion,

The complex knot of contradictions afflicting theabs
econony offers poor prospecis for the extenl and duE&Wicon of
any recovery. Even Treasury Secretary Donald T. Regon, who
was chairman of Merrill ILynch, the largest stockJ@xchange Iirm,
fears that the recovery will be weak and will,éeon be followed
by a renewed recession..

Deep pessimism is vevealed in an intexyiew with a half
dozen US capitalists and their mosit loyal jeconomists in April.
Por example, Herbert Stein, erstwhilegcBief economist foxr
Richard Nixon, siressed the need topreduce the inflation rate:
"It will take three years, probahly, and the economy will be
sluggish and unemploymentighipgh “during that period, I sec no way
to avoid it." Charles L.9chtlize, chief economist for Jimmy
Carter, said: "Even unfdey the pest of pelicies, we have to cx-
pect a relatively painful period of at lecast threec yecrs while
15

we pull down inflation,! All of the recommended “remecdics®

would put further burdens on the working people.

ggg“Fighﬁ-Back'by }Millions

The politigal situation in the United States is explosive,
Reagan has fallen in populerity more then any previocus president

in such a br¥ef period, Workeis and oppressed peaople are

13 ﬂﬁ-meﬁs éndeorid-ﬁepér%, April 6, 1982,
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BENJAMIN SPOCK: DISARMAMENT NOW

What is needed today is urgent and concrete actions,
the world-famous pediatrician Benjamin Spock has Pointed
out in a Pravda interview. It is necessary to give up the
development and deployment of first-strike weapons, prima-
rily the deployment of Pershing and Cruise Missiles in
Western Europe, as well as various crazy dgetrines about
waging "limited" and "protracted" nuclearfigars and the
delirious ideas about a possibility of smeviving in such
wars, it is necessary to give up the m#litarisation of
outer space. This is why peoples.the woPld over are wait-
ing for concrete steps aimed afwbhe nlclear arms freeze
and the complete terminationfof thedm tests. If we want
to survive, we must give up”the vegy idea of the first
use of such weapons.

Today our two countries ®8ar enormous responsibility
for the preservation of peacgdyon the Earth. However,
their positions are diametridally opposed. R.Reagan and
his team oppose any talks offthe basis of equality.

These politicians haye made up their minds to
exhaust the USSR with tHeWhelp of the accelerated arms race,
to corner it and then ‘put forward a nuclear ultimatum.
Only after millions ©f my compatriots came out in support
for the freeze ideds8nd the termination of the arms race
in outer space, the White House came to its senses and
all of a sudden,stigrted talking about the need to hold
"constructive, A€gotiations". This is nothing but hypocrisy
on its parti

In itg furn, judging by the answers of Konstantin
Chernenkec fe,guestions o??%hshington Post, the Soviet Union
again urgeslthe U.S. side in a calm and reserved tone to
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soberly assess the realities of the present-day situation
and to achieve without delay understanding on these mosyt
burning problems. It is the thing that would enable us to
get out of the '"nuclear impasse" in which we find ourselves
at the moment, Dr.Spock stressed in conclusion.

(Pravda, October 20. Summary.)
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REVELATIONS IN DALLAS
Valentin Falin

Dallas is again in the focus of attention. More,than
twenty years ago President John Kennedy was assassinated in that
city. Along with him the first serious attempt was Eilled to
realistically reappraise the policies pursued byp=ithe United
States in postwar world. And now neoconservatives have held a
four-day sabbath in that same city. It all ended with the ap-
proval of the republican electoral platform which is perhaps
the most cynical public claim of Amerie®an, imperialism to
world domination, and the most categoric affront upon the
policy of detente.

Fulfilling the boss's order, the{aithors of the draft
platform rode the high horse until it bordered on indecency.
Even the Department of State, which¥is known to be inhabited not
by angels, deemed it necessafy toMannhounce that this document
did not "shape the foreigmypolicies of the United States." The
concrete declarations whieh Washington addresses to the outside,
call for extreme dodginess, €ve¥y now and then, at least. Dis-
heartened White House employees made heroic efforts to take the
edge off the most tricky f&mmulas there, cutting the most
provocative expressions out of the Dallas revelations. But since
philosophy can hardly begedited, the platform has been presented
as a semi-finished preduct <for domestic use. Because the
elections will pass,, you see, the chauvinistic dust raised by
cowboys will settle down, and everything will turn out all right.
S0 why bother oungéelwves?

We have heard such reasoning, and more than once at that.
We heard it pafticularly frequently when mankind was sliding
down to the Jgcond World War. The Mein Kampf was also presented
then as a sgbeof personal views, and the platform of a single
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obsessed person. At that time they also were trying hard %o
detect the boundary which allegedly divided theory from
practice. What all of that boiled down tc, is known %o gadl to-
day. The deeds of "supermen," rid of the pangs of consglence
and never apologizing for anything they did, make blood freeze
in one's veins even now.

All the evil in the world, yelled the participants in the
Dallas Convention, comes from Communists and MogeOw. The
President urged cohesion in "the national crusade." In :the
election platform that bellicose challenge hgs, assumed the form
of guidelines for using force "for the sakefof liberation.”
Grenada is vaunted as an example for the entire world. The key-
note is to kindle the flame of freedom wherever it sparks in
the darkness of Soviet oppressiong,to prowoke conflicts within
and between states unwilling to @&eognise American pre-eminence.
That is the Washington variant/{ef the eode of a nuclear power's
behaviour.

Minimum international.,céeper@tion, maximum confrontation.
The compilers of the Republican PaFty's platform treat the
United Nations Organisation and,its special agencies with utmost
impudence, insisting in the curtailment of American participa-
tion in their work. One of theé recommendations is to do away
with "UN interference" in  ,th€ Antarctic and space exploration.
The USA should pursue heA€eforth, it is declared, "the dynamic
national policy being cafried out by the Reagan Administration
to counterbalance the (UN)Convention on the Law of the Sea.

Down with "internati@al charitable programmes"! Economic aid
to foreign states should be an effective instrument of American
foreign policy, operations through international institutions
not subject to , JUS ¢ontrol should be abandoned.

The Republicans cited moral and strategic relationship
with Israel ag ®he model. We promise, they say in their pro-
gramme, to help maintain Israel's qualitative military superior-
ity over i®sJopponents. That is, over Arabs. Will the United
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States keep Israel from new acts of aggression and condema

the continued occupation of the Arab lands and outrages Gommit-
ted there, +aking into account that the current fighting

is a joint American-Israeli battle for turning the Middle East
into a Washington domain where "aliens," including PaYestinians,
have no part to play?

It would be futile to seek in the platform asympathy
with the peoples languishing under the Qidel of the
fascist dictatorships and oligarchies in Central, and South
America, Africa and Asia. This is unsurprisifig because the
dictatorships were brought to power by theghmerican monopolies,
exist on American handouts and keep in pqwer with the use of
American bayonets.

The US bosses have no bettexr Eriends than these, just as
they have no better propagandis@swof the "American way of life."
The more frequent repetigior ofhe words "democracy,"

"freedom" and "peace" comparp€d withy,the election platform of
1980 also catches the eye. Me all/appearances, these words are
bound to accentuate the genWine(@Waracter of the '"new begin-
ning" in the struggle for "regaining by America of its great-
ness." But let us remove the husks from what has been written
and said. What is the co®g? "No" to freezing nuclear arms.
"No" to nuclear-free zonesJ "No" to measures for preventing
militarisation of outer“Space. "No" to the earlier-signed agree-
ments on arms control.@No" to everything that can in one way

or another reduce thd militaristic zeal of the United States and
call in guestion it€/@laim to be "power Number One." The defi-
nite course towards prcduction of even more weapons, more
military bases andigreater determination in the practical use of
the huge Amerig¢gan™military potential is being taken.

According to the platform, the USSR exists by mistake.
True, in thegpfinal edition they do not label us as an "anomaly
state." But Ghey keep trumpeting that the maintenance of
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"stable and peaceful relations with the Soviet Union/depends
on "respect for American might and resolve," on the mceting

by the Soviet Union of a heap of preconditions advanced oy
Washington (the principle of "linkage"). If you add temfhis

the promise to "break the postwar political framework in
Burope" you will receive an answer to the questiongwhich has
troubled the world in the past few weeks. This que@stion is
whether Reagan made a slip of the tongue by saying that he will
outlaw Russia for ever or only adjusted the notien of "anomaly
state" for his own purposes. If this state ig viewed not as a
partner in building international security bub only as a
"threat to freedom and peace on all continecmts" and if one can
deal with it only by means of "impressiveymight" then slander
and abuse are certainly 210t enough. The thought of slanderers
will willy-nilly return to "deménStragion explosions," threats
to launch a nuclear attack in Sawcral minutes, though in the
context of the deployment ofgthe fdpsf-strike Pershing-2s with
their flight time of six fminutes. such verbal menaces can
become a prologue for a réalvholocaust.

Any attempt to reverse the course of history is
adventuristic. Nobody has evémBucceeded in this. Chances are
slimmer to remake the social Taws now when history is created
not by money-bags but by pégples. And the cost of adventures
increases with each passing year.

(Izvestia, August 30. Abridged.)
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HITTING QUT AT UN
US Defies World Community
Professor G. Morozov, Vice-Chairman
of the Soviet United Nations Association

Replying to questions from Pravda, Konstantin®Chernenko,
General Secretary of the CPSU Central “ommittee.and President of
the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, has pointed out:
"The men in Washington are cynically paradimgytheir great-power
ambitions and hyperbolic notions of Ameride’s role and place in
the modern world. They lay claim to a ri§h#¥" to be stronger than
anybody else, to decide the fate ¢f nagiems, and to tell their
bidding to everybody everywhere:"™=In ghert, they are now talking
of a ‘crusade’' not only againstig€ocial¥sm but virtually against
the whole world".

The Republican Party's@€lection platform has shown this
assessment to be well grolunded. “IX has openly declared the
intention of the White House toWbuild up its aggressive and
expansionist ambitions not onlyv»in respect of the countries of
the 8ocialist community but against the entire community of
nations. One can see thigmdemonstrated by a special chapter of
the programme on the US &tfitude to international organisations.
Washington has long bzgn known to be seeking either to turn these
organisations into adguncts of the State Department or to blow
them up just like anything else that bars the White House from
conducting an aggressive policy.

The Republigafigplatform is extremely contemptuous about inter-
national organigations, first of all, about the UN. That is
particularly indicative because this document appeared within days
of the 29th 8ession of the UN General Assembly. Playing up their
allegationsfof a harmful Soviet influence in international
organisations, the authors of the programme declared with irrita-
tion thaf many of these organisations acted contrary to American
interests. The framers of the programme stinted no dirty words
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to vilify international organisations. They threatened '"deter-
mined" and "dynamic" subversive action againast them and(warned

that the US would further cut its contributions to theirSbudgets
and withhold its "aid" from the nations that would vete against
American interests. Let me note that an appropriaté™lct has
already been passed in the US on Senator Robert Kasten's initiative,
and financial "sanctions" have already been applded against
Madagascar and Zimbabwe for having supported reselutions denouncing
US aggressive policies.

UB attacks are spearheaded against the AUN,” which has been
chosen as a target of most unbridled invec#iwes and preposterous
charges from the Republican Party platfomm.® It iz the UN that has
been threatened, first and foremost, bygaction of every kind,
including the US withdrawal from It and an undisguised struggle to
get it abolished.

It will be no exaggeratigh to Say that the US has been attack-
ing the UN throughout its exigtente.? However, at the early
stages, when the US had ap4gbedigntr "voting machinery" at its
service in the General Assemblylwthe prime object of those attacks
was the unanimity rule in ¥he/Security Council where the Soviet
veto had served as an insurmountable obstacle to American expan-
sionism,

But times have change@: The collapse of the colonial system
has more than trebled the WN membership with the admission of
emergent nations and that demolished the American "voting machinery".
The US and its allieg have been finding themselves more and more
often in « negligibleMminority at the time of decision-making in
the General Assembly. That is what has fuelled the ipritation of
American reactiomamies who have been loathing the UN ever since the
opening days of 1Ps existence. This has been particularly palpable
during the Reagan Administration's term of office. The US has
totally crogged out the indisputable positive performance of the
UN in the ,past and has been treating this most representative
internatignal organisation as an "arena of pointless disputes", a
"tyranny{of an irresponsible majority", etc.
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The Republican Party's election platform has brought, this
policy directed against the world community as a whole{to'its
peak.

International organisations, like, above all, ghe UN, as a
central vehicle of multilateral diplomacy and coop€®ation, have
naturally been called into being in a complex andgmmotley world of
today which has, for the first time in history,{bgen confronted
with the necessity of resolving global problemsy, first of all,
those of preventing nuclear disaster, as well¥as the problems of
food supply, health, and environnental progfection requiring the
common efforts of all nations and peoplegiy, The UN record is there
to prove that whenever most of its members‘have acted in agree-
ment, the potentialities residing in ifis Charter have been turned
to good account in spite of oppoSition¥rom reactionary forces.

For the UN potential to Beprealidged, naturally, honest coopera-
tion of the states which are .members, of this organization and
faithful implementation ofgfists Charter are required.

Such is exactly the*@ttfitude™of the USSR, and this is
recognized by all objecpive peGple. The firm support by the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republigs, of the efforts of the United Nations
for the safeguarding of peace, security, justice and progress, UN
Secretary-General Javier Pevez de Cuellar wrote recently, is
decisive for this organiz&tion, in the founding of which the
Soviet Union played a “ba®ic role.

In the present exXtremely complicated situation the USSR
continues to uphold(\the principles, the letter and the spirit of
the UN Charter and#to work for the most effective use of the UN
for the purposesgrof making the political climate healthier.

Completely opposed to this constructive stand is the position
of the USA. ¢Jhe” issue of the latest publication of the reactionary
research orgamization Heritage Foundation, called "A World Without
the UN," has bHeen +timed for the forthcoming elections in the
United Stafes. Its foreword is written by former US Deputy
Ambassagor’ to the UN Charles Lichenstein, which speaks a lot about
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the nature of this booklet. It is he who in September 198%
declared in the UN Committee on Relations with the Host Country
that members of the UN dissatisfied with the attitude to ®hem in
the USA "must get away from its territory."

"A World Without the UN" is an apology for the hégemony-
seeking ambitions of the USA and its extreme displéamsure with the
United Nations. The authors are indignant at the&gtk of support
for American policy in the UN General Assembly. _But the fact is
that the UN is not to blame for this, but Amerfean policy. Really,
there is something to think about if in the o on a resolution
on the '"prevention of an arms race in outer sgace” at the last,
28th session of the General Assembly the USA®%iEs the only country
to vote against it and if 108 UN members supported the resolution
that condemned the US aggression im\Grendde .

But Washington, oblivious ofmeommon sense, fulminates against
the UN for the latter's "becomifig¥an Bmti-American, anti-Western
organization hostile to the gystem®ef brivate enterprise" and for
the fact that its activity < ZetHing ever more "politicized."

Lichenstein and his co@lth@®w are made Turious by the attempts
of peaceloving countries foWusgltle UN for the advancement of
disarmament, for the establishment of a new international economic
order, for the solution of glepal problems, etc. The criticism
in the UN of Israel, Chile, amd South Africa, which are accomplices
in the aggressive policy ofythe USA, causes thzir open ire. They
are also angered by the @fiited Nations' outspoken support for
nationalization of thefr®onomies of developing countries and the
consolidation of the @pate sector in them. The authors literally
anathematize the UN,for its having granted official status to the
Palestine LiberatiowyOrganization (PLO) and the South West
Africa People's ,OFfanization (BWAPQO) - organizations which repre-
sent peoples fight¥ng for their freedom and the right to an
independent sta¥e. Racism and chauvinism imbues the American
approach to the,developing countries upholding their rights in the
UN.
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The authors of the book mentioned above demand an endvto
"the politization" of the United Nations and insist on other
reforms that would subordinate the UN to America's interests.

If this i5/done, they say, the United States and ite partners
would examine the possibility of leaving the United Nations
which would certainly lead to the disbandment of the organisation,

This i3, in a nutshell, the position of thdiWnited States
which has challenged the international communi®y. The United
Nations is the main, but not the only organiga®ion exposed to US
attacks.

In 1977 President Carter announced that ¥the United States
was leaving the ILO. That time too, the pretext was the alleged
"politization" of the organisatiofi. I reality, Washington was
outraged with ILO decisions condemning,imperialist and terrorist
regimes. However, the Americam Blackmail had failed to produce
the desired effect. Having found.ifself in isolation, the United
States returned to the ILO, three years later.

In 1982 President Rea®an starfed an offensive on the IAEA.
Referring to the organisation'g decision to expel Israel from
its membership for the bombardment of the Iragi nuclear research
centre, Washington stopped paying money to the IAEA and stated
that it would leave the Agenéy. However, the US State Department
had again failed to reach the target. In the spring of 1983,
having admitted its poldtical bankruptcy once again, the United
States resumed payinggmembership dues to the Agency.

At the same time, America levelled sharp criticisms against
the WHO which support€d the idea of a new international economic
order. After that/fire was opened on FAQ and UNICEF.

The next blLew, was dealt to UNESCO, with America having stated
that unless UNESGO accepted 150 US "recommendations" as regards
changes in itsyactivities, it would withdraw from the organisation
on January 1 ¥985. Az the ground for its decision Washington
again alleged "the politization" of UNESCO, which expressed itself
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in discussing disarmament and a new international order 4n
information and communication, and also in the condemnatien by
UNESCO members of Israel, “hile and South Africa.

American accusations to the effect that internatdemal organisa-
tions go political do not hold water, as is evideneced by UNESCO's
example. Today crucial international issues becomeincreasingly
interwoven. The main of them, the preservation ‘ef’peace, cannot
be separated from politics. In this sense "politization" may
outrage only those who pursue aggressive aimg.

The world is not indifferent to the atfiacks which the United
States and its NATO partners are waging against the United Nations.
A draft resolution submitted by the Coordination Bureau of the
Non-Aligned Movement to the 39th Sessiomfof the UN General Assembly,
rejects attempts to belittle thegimportance of the UN and expresses
the hope that the organisationfwill ®entribute to the efforts of
the peoples for world peace and seeurity, for disarmament,
particularly nuclear disarmamsnt, for comprehensive international
cooperation.

America's stand with Tespéct’ to international organisations
reflects the hegemonism of the reactionary forces shaping
Washington's foreign policy:wHowever, mankind will not permit them
to implement their hegemonistic designs. People of progressive
views throughout the worldhare joining efforts to frustrate the
aggressive plans hatche@™y the Washington crusaders. They continue
to believe in the United Nations. They are sure that the organisa-
tion will implement £he hopes and aspirations of the nations that
established it.

(Izvestia, September 1%. In full.)
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THESE "QULET" AMERICANS

F. Sergeyev
The Intelligence Activities of the US Military-
Diplomatic Staff in Moscow

To reveal the military-economic potentiall T the Soviet Union
and of the Warsaw Treaty member-countries, &€ United States,
along with other methods of spying, makesihgvish use of the so-
called "visual intelligence". What is ¥@?) It means collecting
information through personal observatiom®. In American expert
opinion, it is the most wide-spread webthod in the intelligence
practice of the USA.

Trying hard to collect ,cemprgheftsive information, the US
intelligence bodies give great agfention to visual intelligence
on the territory of the USSR. AlWet people are used to this end?
First, the staff of thelUS)Embadgsy in Moscow, primarily the
personnel of the militémy, naw@l and air-force attaches -- the
main force of the traditiodalw apparatus of legal espionage.
Second, the American newgmen accredited in the USSR, who, in the
view of the CIA top offieddls, have much vaster opportunities
than some officials of, the central intelligence apparatus.
Third, tourists and members of the delegations from the USA and other
NATO countries. Fourth, businessmen from the capitalist
countries, and lagtdy the American specialiste, under-graduate
and post-graduate students and sailors.

According o/ some estimates, the intelligence service of
the Department\of State gete from the reports of the US Embagsies
from 40 to odwper cent of the materisl it needs. This material
is based om the personal observations of the diplomats --
intelligehé® officers, which are carried out, as a rule, in
combinatieon with the analysis of the press.
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The facts of the past few decades point t> the contipguably
increasing role of the American military attachez in cagrygng
out visual intelligence in the USSR.

The . US ruling qQuarters are aware of the fact thaBiffhe c
ditioms for espionage in the socialist countries arecmmiich more
difficult than in the capitalist ones. This explaings the

thoroughness and carefulness which the chiefs of &h® American

intelligence service display in selecting the G&Pf for the
"Soviet direction". Along with high professiod@®” skill, reliability
is viewed as top priority.

CN=-

The military institute of foreign languwag®s in Monterey,
California, is a major centre for training agents. Its special
faculty has the Russian, Ukrainian, Polishfj Korean and German
departments. The Russian department ,
at which the number of traineegyreach®g 1,500, is one of the
largest. The teachers of thefMueciam language alone number over
100. The curriculum which, @ 2 gule, provides for 6-20 months
of training envisages also.@n® of wo visitg of the trainees to
the Soviet Union as diplogdbdc @edriers or members of tourist
groups. For instance, 18909figkre of the American army intelligence
service -- traineeg of the intelligence school at Oberammergau
(West Germany) stayed in tHWeUSSR as tourists for 40 days. Another
time 16 trainees of this seltol came to the Soviet Union as
tourists and stayed heresfigor about a month. The wives of the
military attaches are &lf8o trained in using intelligence methodg ==
they must attend lectites and see special filmg at the strategic
intelligence schoolf®f the American army. Special stress is
laid on the importance of the knowledge of the language of the
country of sojournby the wives of the military attaches.

In different"wears, there have been some 20-25 ingelligence
officers at avlerfige in the US military, naval and air missiong in
Moscow. Mang“@f them have more than once vigited the USSR or
specialised™ig "the Soviets' affairg" and, therefore, freely find
their bearings in the conditions of Soviet realities and know
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well certain areas of our country. The overwhelming mggority
of them are specialistes in the various sectors of the economy,
technology and military affairs. Some time ago, information has
leaked out to the US press on the results of observations by the
US military attaches, who attended a military parade in Moscow.
This is how the report in question ran: Shown durimgrthe parade
today were three new missile systems, compact inwsize and very
mobile on the ground so as to avoid detection by air and space
reconnaissance... The demonctration of equipment, which took a mere
eight minutes, made it possible to draw the conclusion that the
USSR had developed a guidance system for tRegpnuclear warhead on

a rocket put into near=-Earth orbit in advance for targetting it on
an Earth-baged object.

In keeping with the plans approved, Dy the centre, staff
workers of the office of the military attaches systematically vigit
all areas of the USSR open to/foreigners. Moreover, they pay
repeated visits during a yeal!g time, to points where ingtallations
being sought by them are kocated 0 as to know all, if possible,
about changes taking placg there,

Intelligence officers arefim charge of definite areas of the
USSR. Regular visits to those areas, according to some of thenm,
provide real opportunities,for detecting the appearance of new
defensive installations.

Travelling by rail,.intelligence officers are striving to
get a separate compartmemt to themselves sO as to be able to
freely take notes, mamk what is needed on the map and photograph
objects that interest them.As a rule, such trips are made by
groups of 3-4 intg€lligence officers, which enables them to
conduct observations round the clock on both sides of the track.
When travellingyby air, they study take-off and landing runways, make
charts of airfieclds and fuel depots and sketches of airport
installatiodge Touring the country, military intelligence officers
prefer tfawelling in private cars of Soviet makes go as not to
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attract the attention of local residents and to be able tofuse
reconnaissance equipment.

Visual reconneissance by the US military and diplomaiic
missions in the USSR assumed, according to American sources,
extensive proportions even in the very first post-war years.
General Walter Bedell Smith, a professional intelligence officer,
who was eppointed to the post of US Ambassador in Moscow in 1946
and who later became head of the CIA, set up at) the Embassy
a joint intelligence coummittee for coordinating the intelligence
activitiegs of military attaches and staff membgrs of the bureau
of intelligence of the Department of State{#In point of fact,
the ontire staff of the Embassy, includingUits junior : members,
were drawn into collecting intelligenceg

In the territory of the Soviet Union', several dozen military-
diplomatic officials, up to attaehes themgelves, have been caught
spying. Meny of them have been expelled from the USSR. For
instance, staff members of thé office of the air attache of the
US Embassy, Andersen and Cpamer, dmiving a Volga car, °° stole
to a training and testingfairficld. Hiding themselves in a sand-pit
on the edge of the forest, théy bserved the functioning of the
airfield and photographed aircraft there. -  Workers of
a neighbouring enterprise who, happened to be passing by detained
the Americenc. Found on them were three cameras, field glasses,

a writing-pad for intelligence data, and the map with the location
of important defensiveminstallations marked on it. The films
confiscated and developed contained pictures of aircraft perforu-
ing test flights, while the writing-pad had marks showing the
schedule of flight{g’and the types of the aircraft.

Large numbeng)of tourists come to this country. They visit
Soviet governmgnt, institutions, research establishments,
factories andaofficee, and meet Soviet citizens. The US
intelligence gérvice is doing its utmost to use these opportuni=-
ties by having its own agents included in the delegations and
groups of tourists going to the Soviet Union.
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. .Two of them have been found once travelling in a gecond-
hand Renault car. It was driven by a 30-year-old ship mechanic
of 'Amsterdam, Ewert Rejdon, accompanled by & 25-year=0ld Dutch
long voyage navigator Lou de Jaher. They looked likle fourists
at first glance, following what is normally an ordinary tourist
itinerary: Uzhgorod--Kiev—-Kharkov-—Zaporozhie--Yalta-—Odessa—-
Kiev--Lvov-=Uzhgorod. What didn't was that Rejdomnand Jaher showed
the least interest in ancient monuments and Landscape. Nor were
they particularly keen on having heart-to=heart, chats by a bonfire,
sight seeing or meeting people. They kept gtraying off the route.
The men in the second-hand Renault had théir own reasong for that.
They were expected back home by American intelligence residents
who had equipped them for the voyage. Long before their journey
to the USSR, Rejdon and Jaher hadimade what was something like
a "training" auto tour. EwertQliejdon said so during the
questioning after his arrests

R. Christner, who prcsenfled himself in the form he filled
in as a clerk of the US Gongressional Library and a post-
graduate student of &Geopgetown Udiversity, also came to the
USSR as a tourist. But he wasygathering information in the
Ukrainisn Republic about the state of railway, transport,
photographed railway statieus, airfields, and major industrial
projects, noted down the ptans of some localities indicating
bridges, radio aerialsgsand high-voltage power transmission lines.
In Lvov, Christner turn€d up in the vicinity of a military
installation and in Baku he was seen photographing the harbour
with warships in 1i¥%

When detained§  Christner was found to possess notes, film
and drawings relating to intelligence. He hid all that in a gpecial
belt. It was ‘ésgablished that Christner, a railway equipment
expert, had @€én on a miesion to the USSR which the US intelligence
cservice had megarded as Quite important.
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One Kolling wag amoung the foreign experts who had come %0
the Volga Country to help put up some imported equipmeant.y During
hig first few weeks over there, he was Quite active in meeting
Soviet workers and posing as our country's friend. Butya little
later, he = began to show interest in those who hadmserved with
the Soviet Armed Forces and to inquire where their respective
military units were stationed, etc. Kolling even 0ffered two
workers to make a trip with him to a suburb of @ regional centre
where an important defence installation was located. They were
to have passed him off for their friend who /had come over from
Latvia. Acting in disguise, the spy attempted some film ghooting
and picture taking.

To complement what they get from visual intelligence, the
officials responsible for this job, in the United States interrogate
American citizens on their return from the USSR. The CIA
Director R. Helms confegsed omce that ever since the Second
World War, every American, back homeyfrom a foreign trip for
any purpose, had been interrogatédsby military and naval
intelligence service, the StatembDepartment and other government
offices. With the CIA establighed, the questioning of Americans
travelling abroad had been concentrated in this office alone. ...
Suppose a president of a stleel company in New York had travelled
around the Soviet Union tosee some steel plants over there,
and we found it important \to know their output capacity, the kind
of items they produced(and so on and so forth. So, CIA officials
would ask him about everything he might have seen....

But all the attéempts to look through the peep-hole have been
foiled and will certainly be folled. This is how it has been
and that is how i®i#ill De.

(S@vet.ckaya Rossia, Aug. 12. In full.)

THE END
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THE "BIBLE OF LATTER-DAY CRUSADERS"

Washington, August 16 (TASS3). The "Bible of Latter<Day
Crusaders" is thes only description one can give to the‘draft
pre-election platform of the Republican Party of the USA,
which has been circulated here.

- + -

The draft platform is to be approved at the Mational Con-
vention of the Republicans to be held in Dallag,«Texas, over
August 20-23, at which Reagan will be officially announced as
a Presidential nominee in the forthcoming eleetions.

The platform extcls the militaristic poligy of the incumbent
Administration anrd announces the intention/fo continue pursuing
it in the future, too, taking guidance £rom the appeals of the
present head of the White House for a ffgrusade” ageinst the
Soviet Uniocn and other socialisticountries, against the national
liberation movemen®ts.

Just as Reagan's provocative gaffe--"'we begin bombing (the
Soviet Union) in five minutes", which betrays the true thoughts
of the U3 President, thig document convincingly shows the worth
of the "peaceable" rhethoric of *the Republican Administration,
to which it started resortimgfor the purpose of promoting its
election aims. Hypocritic&8lWy declaring a '"readiness" for talks
with the USSR on arms control, the authors of the document, which
has been compiled with#he direct participation of leading
officials of the incumbent Admiristration, insist then and there
on the need to counter a Soviet threat. They reach the lengths
of alleging that The 8oviet Union is danger Number One to the
American "democrafi¢ institutions", though it is well known that
none other thangbhe Administration itself has mounted an all-out
attack on thcgeWnstitutions.

Strategists of the Republican Party laud the unprecedented
arms build-@p started by Reagan and assure one and all that in the
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event of his re-election as President, the arms build-up willWbe
continued both on Earth and in space. The document praisgs to the
skies Reagan's "new and bold strategic defence initiative",for
putting arms in space. Its authors openly speak about, the United
States' intention to increase military presence in aldmPegions of

the world, to get its allies in NATO, and also Japan,, still more
deeply invelved in the pursuance of the hegemonisticigeo-political
strategy of the USA and to draw the PRC into it. €4The Republicans

are doing their utmost to justify the deployment, /of the new US
nuclear weapons in Western Europe.

Fully approving of the Reagan Administrafion's policy of state-
sponsored terrorism, the authors of the platferm announce the
intention to continue intensifying and enla¥ging the scale of the
CIA's activities. They openly threaten the peoples of Cuba,
Nicaragua, E1 Salvador, Vietnam, jthe Demepcratic People's Republic
of Korea and .Syria and the Palgstine4hiberation Organisation and
extol the United States' "strategiceugooperation" with Israel
directed against the interestis 6f thewArab countries. The Republican
"ideologists" promise to expand thepsubversive activities of the
false radio voices and the‘USr Information Agency and to go ahead
with acts of ideological subversion against the USSR and other

countries.

(Pravda, August 17. In full.)
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WHAT TF NOT PEACE?

Academician G. Arbatov

Not so long ago The Washington Post cafefSc an article by
Henry Kissinger, former US Secretary of Statg), ®ntitled "Peace Is
Not the Only Goal". The idea expressed in ghe title is reiterated
with boring monotony throughout the article:# £ peace becomes the
only foreign policy goal, blackmail will p¥evail in diplomacy ;
peace must not be made into a slodan, otherwise it will have a
demoralising effect; and so on and soW#8rth.

An inexperienced reader might bewbaffled by such phrases.
Isn't Mr. Kissinger asserting, the @bvious, he may wonder. Who ,
of all people, can suspect thesUS Paesent administration of ever
having peace as an aim, espeeialdy the only aim, of its policy?

It is not against the“White House, however, that Kissinger
is shooting his critical arrows. He is troubled by quite a dif-
ferent thing - isn't peace becédming a major if not the major
goal of foreign policy for{the American public? If so, then the
issue of war and peace will be the central one in the election
race. Yet it is in the fOmeign policy field that the stand of
President Reagan looks Particularly shaky.

And the former Sec¥etary of State, forgetting his grievances,
stretches him a magnamimous hand of assistancs. No, he sgys, the
USA is not to blamel/ for the heightening of tensions and the mount-
ing of nuclear wap,.threat. If, however, it may be involved in that,
then only slightly, Jjust a little bit.

It may benremarked parenthetically that Kissinger admits this
"tiny dose" @f*"responsivility not only for verisimilitude: indeed,
who will realdy bvelieve attempts to depict the US current admini-
stration 4s a snow-white dove with an olive twig in its beak? We see
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here a very distinct desire to remind the administration ,Ofige
more that any President who fails to lend an ear to hig advice
takes great risks and incurs heavy expenses.

But let us not read too much fervour in his critileal
pathos. He rather softly reproves the administration, ever so
kindly and gently. He blames it only for the stridemt anti-Soviet
rhetoric and lack of system in policy planning, gnd solely in
the carly stages. And not to be misunderstood, /Ged forbid, by
anyone, .he explains right awzy that the faulfWfor aggravating
the situation and escalating the threat of & “muclear holocaust lies
not with the chaotic early stages of the Réédgan adminigtration. It
is the misbehaving Russians who are the villain,

Here you are: a wish to accommodaté /Reagan and those behind
him leads to a direct untruth which evénwseasonsed experts would do
well to avoid if they set any gtere by their reputation.

The untruth is above all®im ga$ing that American policy can
be blamed only for excesses, of anpi-Boviet rhetoric and lack of
system. The system, the anti-Soviet system, was in the Reagan
administration's actions, all gdlong.And its policy was not
confined to verbal incontinente ‘and unconsidered expressions. MNo,
the fact is that the United, ,States set course towards achieving
military superiority over &hey USSR, towards whipping up the arms
race as much as possible and creating a potential which it hoped
would help to wage a nuelear . war, survive and even win it.

This political courfe is certainly based on a flimsy founda-
tion of illusions. Butwit is not rhetoric, not words, but a well-
defined system of coherete, real and quite tangible steps: record-
breaking military/budgets, new weapon systems, new strategic concepts,
and the disruptioh of arms limitation talks so natural under the
circumstances. Wt is not words, but aggressive acts committed
by the USA ingré¢ent years: Marines sent to Lebanon, intervention in
Grenada, the mmndeclared war against Nicaragua, military interference
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in El Salvador. Nor will anyone fit into the framework of zh&toric
and lack of system the economic policy of the USA: boycotts,
sanctions, discrimination, and nearly an economic war against the
USSR and the other socialist nations. Moreover, can onemreduce to
mere words the causes of deterioration in political relations?

The political dialogue has for all practical intentg,and purposes
ceased. Cooperation in economics, science and many‘gfher spheres
has Leen cut down to a minimum, if not zero. It wa8®ot water-
falls of words but also lots of actions (bad actiems) that eroded
that modest stock of mutual understanding and _frust which had taken so
much effort to establish.

The anti-Soviet rhetoric within the framework of such policy
was, as a matter of fact, not only shd not' &8¢ much an expression of
wooden anti-communist mentality. Rather, ‘i¥"was an indispensable
ingredient of that policy, a sort,of peychological logistics. It
is only in an atmosphere of fear' ami hatred that a nation can
be made to divert tremendous fuwds and resources from its elementary
needs and to brush aside the Qunprecedented risk of self-destruction.

The second untruth is that thig entire course so dangerous
for peace was not limited only t§ the early phase of the Reagan
administration’'s term of office. As compared with its first years
in the saddle, only one thing(has in the main changed - the admini-
stration ceased to be so outspoken as it used to be when its key
documents and statements m&de no bones about winning military supre-
macy over the USSR, buildimf up a potential sufficient for waging
any kind of nuclear war, including a ‘“protracted" one, and winning
it, when US leaders publicly discussed their plans for a “limited"
nuclear war in Buropg,/proclaimed a “crusade" against the USSR and
threatened to throw ‘that ‘empire of the evil" onto the ash heap of
history.

Now such staté®ents are avoided in public utterances and
sometimes = wigh &s voiced to improve relations with the USSR
and conduct né&getiations for peace and disarmament. But deeds and
policies havg remained unchanged. Military budgets continue to
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grow. The administration has abandoned none of its militarySpro-
grammes. And even at talks to which the USA was pressed bAek by
public opinion, it has done its utmost to prevent agreemen®t. Be-
sides, it was not with us that such talks have been carfied out in
recent years. With anyone but us - with its own Congress, allies,
and the opposition. All US proposals at talks were in advance

framed so as to be unacceptable to the Soviet Uniona And at the same
time to create illusions among American Congressmen or US allies., In
that way, talks to limit nuclesr arms have bitMy. bit turned into
an additional leverage for the intensification®f’the arms race.

And now Kissinger fulminates against thef8gviet "lack of desgire"
to return to that apology for talks.

Kissinger's deliberations on this sub{éet of talks and Soviet
participation in those talks are particulardy incoherent and contra-
dictory. On the one hand, having walkedgout of the talks (the talks,
one mgy add, which were disrupted\ Py theVAmericans with their deploy-
ment of medium-range missiles ifn furepe) the USSR supposedly committed
a mortal sin and came to bear (fRe blame for the latest deterioration
of the situation. But on tHéWothed hand, the US must not allow the
talks and the Soviet position at ‘such talks to interfere with the
"implementation of the vital Am@rican programme of arms purchases’,
What should be the subject of such talks then if all the previous
programmes of arms purchases ere declared taboo? What's more,
the author's final conclusioniis that arms control talks are not the
best forum for securing a’ cdrdinal turning point.

Why not put it straight and say that America does not need
talks but wants the arms race instead? But Kissinger will surely
not repeat the "mistake™ of excessive openness which was committed
by the present Administration at the "early stages" of its rule and
which now threatens with serious political repercussions. He is not
such a simpletons Hisg plan is to protect the present US policy from
attacks and at\\.the same time to get rid of the anxious public at the
lowest possiblencdst and to direct the whole pre-election discussion
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into a safe channel for Reagan.

With this goal in view he puts forward a fairly solidfsug-
gestion that the most crucial things today are political @egotia-
tions and the achievement of political mutual understanding. Who
will ever dispute this? Political mutual understanding;and improve-
ment of the general situation are admittedly very imp®rtant. But
the really essential point is how to secure them. The,Soviet position
is that the thing required today to amelinorate thézg6litical situa-
tion is not words but deeds. Konstantin ChernenkOwhas specifically
named these deeds and pointed to the steps whifW not only could
improve mutual understanding but also set thg stage for a genuine
turnaround in Soviet-American relations andgin the whole interna-
tional situation as well.

These steps do not demand any unilggePal concessions from
the US and do not in the least impair itSynational security. These
steps include ratifying the tredties om{limiting underground tests
of nuclear weapons and on nucl@ar’ explesions for peaceful purvoses,
signed with the USSR nearly t8a ydams¥ago; finalizing the develop-
ment of an agreement on a gémplete/&nd general prohibition of nuclear
wegpon tests; readiness tgy work fwgood faith for an agreement on
preventing the militarization @f Space; concluding an agreement
banning the use, development and production of chemical weapons and
prescribing the destruction Of their existing stocks; and finally,
consent to a mutual freezg On American and Soviet nuclear armaments.
Whose security could be fh®eatened by this latter point when even
Kissinger himself writes’in his article that the current stocks are
so large that even an(80 per cent cut on the existing arsenals
will leave enough warHeads to wipe out the whole mankind.

The USSR has mgver received an answer to these proposals.

Nor does Henry Kigsinger offer such an answer. But then what's

the point of liglefiing to the other side when the obvious objective
is not an agrefment but a devious political manoeuvre essentially
designed to genvince people that something important is being done
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whereas in fact nothing is going on. Specifically, the plemosal by
the former Secretary of State consists in starting ‘coafiidential”
probing as to the "goals in the field of East-West r@lations’.

An amazing proposal indeed! Especially given the fact that
it is made by an experienced person who was once diréetly involved
in fairly important affairs and, notably, in Sovie®sAmerican rela-
tions. Could he, of all people, have possibly ferfotten that these
are not the early 30s when there were no diplema®ic relations
between the USSR and the US and when such cofifidential probing
could be justified, and not the 50s when {a€) first steps to break
out of the icy grip of the Cold War were Pedng made?

These are the 80s which were preced@d by the 708 when fruitful
talks were conducted, important agreement¥concluded (some of  which
still remain in effect by the w&)¥ and Wope-inspiring cooperation
was promoted. And now, after 4l thesevyears, we are invited to
return to "confidential probis®", 2%d cn vague, unclear and evasive
issues at that.

Who can possibly be dhspirediby this plan? Certainly no one.
This is probably the most vuldemable point about Kisgsinger's deli-
berations.

His objective, though, 18 clear. It is to remove from the
electoral agenda in the U§ The issues which are disquieting and
even dangerous for the Reagan administration: the issues of
peace, disarmament, tal¥g/and relations with the USSR. In fact,
Kissinger blurts it oGt/himself by demanding that Washington should
make it clear that 'W0Bcow cannot become a factor affecting the out-
come of our electigns."

Now the instiriflent which he has chosen for influencing the
course of the epre-election discussion: confidential probing of
no one knows yhadb,is too ineffective. Thig is more like rumours
about other pFumdurs, which will hardly convince the alarmed American
public or mak® it forget the importance of peace as a political
goal.
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As for the "lMoscow factor" = in the US presidential{eléctions,
this i8 a vain attempt by Kissinger to exploit the Amerieans'

national feelings. The Soviet Union certainly does not intend to
interfere in the internal affairs of America and, no¥8bly, in its
presidential elections. In fact, it is not Moscowgbut the American
rolicy with respect to the USSR that has been anddwill remain a
strong factor in those elections. There is nothing, insulting or
unfair about this point. This is because the U8 policy towards
the Soviet Union has direct bearing on the probYems of war and peace
and, consequently, on the future of the Amesican (and, naturally,
any other) nation. There is nothing to be @one here, for people
are always most of all concerned about thelr own vital and basic
interests.

Yes, Americans do begin togrealizeythe danger to these inte-
rests which is inherent in thefpresefif, Washington policy. For
its own part, the US adminispratiombégins to realize that Americans
are coming to this awarenegsy ‘Thig s precisely the novelty that
distinguishes the present gstace @mwthe rule of the Reagan Admini-
stration from the "early ‘staged!. There is no new Reagan - that
is a myth, but the situation in the world and in  America itself
1s changing indeed. This is “ex@ictly why today the White House
prefers not to advertise its militarist anti-Soviet line as it did
in 1980 but to conceal ity hand here is where the troubled Henry
Kissinger offers the présént administration a fig leaf of his own
design.

(Pravda, August 13. In full.)



Thursday, August 16, 1984 ORILSVO-2349

TASS STATEMENT

American radio networks which recently were taping,UB
President Ronald Reagan's regular election-year statement recorded
his words which he had said prior to reading out the text of his
statement and which had not been intended for the ‘public.

As has become known, Reagan said literally the following:
"My fellow Americans, I am pleased to tell youpwe have signed
legislation that would outlaw Russia forever. gWe begin bombing in
five minutes."

In the White House they are now trying to make it appear
that the head of the US administratior Jjustsindulged in '"cracking
a joke".

Reagan indeed has not signedsany.such legislation, and no

orders to bomb have been given this time either. But it is not

fortuitous that the President's words have been received with
serious concern both in the (United States and elsewhere.

The episode has been<justly seen as a manifestation of the
selfsame frames of mind which hawve already been formulated offici-
ally before in calls for a "crusade", the doctrines of limited and
protracted nuclear wars and the military-political plans of securing
world dominance to the United States. In the US administration
they now prefer to keep silent about all this, but its practical
actions are speaking for themselves. The crash effort to build
up nuclear, chemical and‘conventional arms is continuing, and a new
class of weaponry - space strike systems - is being developed.

Use is being made of all ways and means, including a policy
of state terrorismsand direct applications of armed force against
independent countries whose home and foreign policies do not suit
Washington.

Simultaneously, the process of the limitation and reduction
of nuclear armements and other talks aimed at ending the arms race
and achieving disarmament are being blocked.
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The unwillingness of the USA to work for peace and strofiger
international security again made itself manifest in Washington's
refusal to seek agreement on preventing the militarisatimon.of
space.

The policy of the ircumbent US administration runs counter
to the vital interests of the peoples. It is futileé and at the
same time extremely dangerous. This calls for high“wigilance of
all those who cherish peace.

No pseudo-peace rhetoric which from time to time is used in
Washington for election-year purposes should mislead anyone. The
fact that this rhetoric is not matched by reé&lactions is obvious.
If anyone has any doubts on this score, thel'latest "outspokenness"
of President Reagan should be an eye-openér.for them as well.

TASS is authorised to state that the.Soviet Tnion deplores
the US President's invective, unprecedentedly hostile towards
the USSR and dangerous to the cause of peace.

This conduct is incompatible with, the high responsibility
borne by leaders of states, pamticularly nuclear powers, for the
destinies of their own peoples and for the destinies of mankind.

Proceeding from this respodsibility, the Soviet Union has
been doing and will continue to do everything it can to cafeguard
world peace. The peoples expect that the leaders of the United
States as well will at long\last start acting with awareness of
their responsibility.

(Pravda, August 16. In full.)
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ELECTIONS OVER, WHAT NEXT?

Washington, November 7. (TASS.) The November 6
elections in the United States resulted in Republidcan
nominee Ronald Reagan's re~election as US President.

It ig indicative that whereas in 1980 hegwaged his
election campaign under openly chauvinistic,“@militarist and
anti-Soviet slogans, during this year's campaign, especially
at its closing stage, Reagan was busy agsuring Americans
of his desire to work for stronger peacg and better relations
with the Soviet Union. This tactic served as a forced response
to the sentiments of millions of Americéns who express mount-

ing anxiety over the growing threat “0f nuclear war as a result
of the Washington administration's policy-.

The latest public opiniom pokls showed that 89 per cent
of the Americans are convincedvsghat there could be no winner in
a nuclear war, while 9C.pef cgntwbelieve that allowing a
further exacerbaticn of ‘®m€lagaens with the Soviet Union would
be a most dangerous adventure. Taking these sentiments into
account, Reagan promised to devote his efforts during his
gsecond term in office to“Rimiting. and reducing nuclear arms.

The Republicans alse0 managed in a certain measure to
play down the acutenessgy,and potential catastrophic danger of
the problems connected with the Reagan administration's
escalation of the @rms race. This race, now being planned to
spread also to outer space, was presented as concern for US
security and even as being an "indispensable condition" of
successful talkg/with the Soviet Union on limiting and reduc-
ing arms. Judging by the elections' outcome, that rhetoric was
believed byl a¥significant number of Americens.

The generously funded promotion of the Republican
Party's candidates on national and local television, in the
press and at campalgn rallies also helped to convince
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a significant part of the voters that Reagan and his "team"
not only stand for a "strong America" but also give priority
in their home and foreign policies to the really vital
interests of almost "all sections" of the US population.

Reagan's promise not to allow tax increases #md to "continue
steering a course" to ensure the country's "ecomomic and
spiritual renewal" played a no small role. The Republicans
shamelessly gave themselves the credit for the.certain cyclic
upswing which came by a natural way after tHe economic up=-
heavals of the late 1970g and the early 1980¢ and resulted in
slower inflation.

The demagogical rhetoric on this themwe helped to draw
attention away from such burning economie and social problems
as the enormous federal budget defici®iwhich is nearing
200 billion dollars, the almogt,two-trillion-dollar federal
debt, the persisting high rate“of @memployment and the growth
of the number of Americansgliving Below the "poverty line"
to 35 million. All theseqproblems, naturally, remained.

The leadership of thesRepublican Party and President
Reagan himself have immediat€ly started to publicize his re-=
election as a manifestation of a nation-wide support for the
domestic and foreign polié¥which the administration has pursued
in the past four years.,K ‘Republican leaders utter statements
to the effect that a2 nathion-wide mandate has becn received for
finishing the work st&rted by the administration. However,
there are obviously meither a nation-wide support nor a
mandate. Just lik€gat the 1980 elections, a minority of
Americans who haye the right to vote voted for Reagan. Accord-
ing to official ‘data, there are 174 million such citizens
in the United Sfates whereas the number of voters who registered
during the ppeseént election campaign was only about 115
million. THWs, it was clear long before the polling day that
almost 60 million voters would not participate in the polling.
There are,many reasons for that.
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These include apathy because the voters do not sée much
difference between the candidates and programs of the.two
major bourgeois parties. These also include such obsHacles
which are insurmountable for many members of the national
minorities and in general for the poorest sectiofiS of popula-
tion as juridical or general illiteracy or simplysthe lack of
knowledge of English.

More than 20 per cent of the registered woters did not
turn out for these and many other objectivg¥measons. They
never decided for whom they should vote <= for the Republican
candidate or for the Democratic one. Fifgh of all, their hopes
that the Democratic Party candidate woudd be able to offer
any concrete and comprehensive altermative to the policy of
the Republican administratiop were not justified,

And although a truly re@cticWelternative to the course
of the administration and Keadership of the Republican Party,
the alternative which wasfeontaimed in the election campaign
of the Communist Party S®¥4thelfX, was put forward during the
elections, the advocatgs ©f €H® alternative could not, of
course, even dream of tensjfand hundreds of millions of dollars
needed in US conditions to get their platform to broad masses
of voters. For example, tHe Communists' candidates for the
presidency and vice-prgsidency, Gus. Hall, General Secretary
of the Communist Part#,Wand Angela Davis, member of the Party's
Central Committee, d¥@inot have an opportunity to appear on
television. Each minute of a televised appearance cost a quarter
of a million of do¥lare in those days. Nevertheless the
Communists succgeded in achieving a considerable success. The
names of theinp candidates were included in ballot papers of
2% states angd 1® the federal district of Columbia where the
capital of the'USA is situated.

The malw question which is now being asked by many politic-
al obsery¥ePs is whether the new administration will act in keep=
ing withaits own promises. Will it back them up by deeds?
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The near future will show. As for the sphere of foreign4policy,
an agenda which has been suggested by the Soviet Unionéiénd
giving an opportunity to look for joint realistic appr®8ches to
matters of war and peace and requiring an urgent solfabion is
literally on the table before the new administrati®m.” The agenda
states the need to contribute to lessening the threat of
a nuclear war, in the first place. Nothing precludes Washington
from assuming an obligation, as has already bg@&m%done by the
Soviet Union, not to be the first to use nuwflear weapons and
to abandon the most dangerous of ventures 4= the endeavour to
upset the military-strategic balance and fhe counting on
military superiority.

Nothing precludes the new administfgtion from meeting the
Soviet initiative which is aimed at pféwenting militarization
of outer space and from freezifiggnhugkedr arsenals on a mutual
basis. Would not it be reasonable for'Washington to abandon
altogether the attempts to pumsuey@ hegemonist policy in the
international arena, and t©f8bandén the interference in the
internal affairs of othér ‘@ount®ies and the policy of states
terrorism. That would pmomotg@ real stability in the world,
stability which Washington €akes so much . care of in words.

There are many problgms, and they are complex. However,
experience shows that ifgthéere is a positive, constructive
approach to them, their{s®lution is quite possible on the basis
of equality and equalggecurity, the more so as such a solution
would equally accordgnot only with the interests of the USSR and
the USA but with thowse of the whole world as well. It would also
accord with the int¥erests of the Reagan administration itself.
As Joseph Kraft fegolumnist of the Washington Post newspaper,
has pointed.out, the Americans' attitude to their government
will in a largg degree depend on whether President Reagan will
manage to egbablish constructive relations with the Soviet Union.

(Izvestia, November 7. In full.)
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AGATINST THE MADNESS OF ANOTHER "CRUSADE"

A Look at the American Journal Foreign Affairs

Tn the USA the election race is in full swing. The
President hes now joined it. His first step was to issue=-
needless to say, not from himself personally but as a White House
project~-a public relations brochure claimingthat in three years
he had achieved more than any of his predgegessors in a four-yearw
ferm. Where he has been really successful is that by his policy
he has brought internmational tension fopen inordinately dangerous
level, seriously impaired US-Seviet yelations, and unleashed an
arns race of unprecedented pmeportiens in US history. The con-
version of Western Europe {fnto & Paunching pad for US nuclear
missiles targeted on the USSRgand its allies, the start of the
militarisation of outer “®padeyw the massive stockpiling of
chemical weapons, the lawlesgness in Lebanon, the occupation of
Grenada, and the undeclaged war against Nicaragua are only a
negligible part of thg wecord of the present leaders in
Washington., Drivengby “their hegemonistic ambitions and rabid
anti-communism, tW@y are cynically disregarding the interests of
the peoples, incl@i@ding those of the American people, and gambling
with the futupey ef the entire human racee.

Naturalidy,, this gives the question of war and peace top
priority ifagbhe nation's socio-political life. "Never before

sn US hiSbery has such a great number of Americans expressed
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opposition to a government war po].icy,“:L gsaid Gus Hall at the
23rd National Convention of the Communist Party of th %

llovember 1983, The mounting anti-war feeling in th
the growing anxiety that Reagan's policies are a mght road
to thermonuclear catastrophe are influencing the én’.tudes also
of a section of the ruling class., An indica'gf this is the

sharp ongoing debate in the US bourgeois medi particularly in

the journal Eoroign Affairs, \

This quarterly of 240~250 pages enj the reputation of
being a focus of foreign policy thinki the USA and in the
West as a whole., In addition con tions from prominent

Americans it has often printed a ti?s by Valerie Giscard

d'Es *ng, Helmut Schmidt, kl -—?rich Genscher, and ovher
:

leaders of the capiiallst@ is published in New York by
the Council on Fore tions, an influential nons

governmental body with c os& nks to monopoly capital groups.

What are the contrib@rs to Foreign Affairs writing about
the US Administration's?‘ei;gn policy? Let us straightaway
note that there is a spectrum of attitudes. Those contri-
butors who represen Qe most bellicose imperialist circles un-
reservedly back t policy. But the majority of contributors
articulate the owing realisation that the Reagan apprcach to
in*terna*’cional&lems, to relations with the Soviet Union in the
Jiwst place .§ unacceptable in the epoch of nuclear missiles.
This grou es a less adventurist and dangerous (in texrms of

consequdees) strategy, which, they feel, would be more in keep

s Hall, Main Report to the 23rd National Convention,
Cieveland, Ohilo, November 10-13, 1983,I111, The World in Crisis,
Pe 4o
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with the aim of stabilising and consolidating the positions of
US imperialism in the world.

What aspects of the Reagan Administration's for@ign policy
are criticised by those ideological spokesmen Of monepoly capital
who are to some extent inclined to reckon with imiernational
realities? What causes the split in the Amerigam ruling class
on questions of global strategy?

The divisions between the Administratdon”end its opponenis
in the bourgeois camp begin with the philosophy behind the Reagan
foreign policy, namely, bellicose anti4gommunism, which not only
prescribes all official White House propaganda but also sets the
.1ine acrogss the board for US £0reign-policy.

“The present Administration, represents a mighty comeback
of the messianic approachsto fereign policy," writes Arthur
Schlesinger Jr., historiam an@  professor at the Clty Universitly
of New York,in the joftzmalbsWdssue for the fall of 1983, The US
leaders are so obsessed with ideological prejudices, he says,
that they urge "a jihad, & crusade of extermination against fhe
infidel®, However, aW'loly war" is "singularly unpromising in
the epoch of nuclea® weapons,“2 Schlesinger concludes.

The bourgeois,politicians, academics, and analysts writing

for Poreign Affalrs have no liking for existing gocialism, but

they feel that¥@t would be much too hazardous for the USA to
gamble on Amcléar weapons in a confrontation with the USSR. And
14 is nuche8¥ weapons that are assigned pride of nlace in the

leagan, Megusade”"s The White House chief has proclaimed his

—
£

2 Arthur Schlesinger Jr., "PForeign Policy and the American
Character", Foreign Affairs, Fall 1983, PPe. Sele
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Adminigtration's determination to fight “evil™, his term for
sccialism, with all the might available to the USA. Q\Pentagon
is building up the material base for the first—stril*%ctrine

at a quickening pace. The Defence Department's yive for
military policy for 1984-1988 leaves no doubt on S score,
saying that the USA would like to have a nuclea?otential to
cnable it to "prevail even under the conditi f a prolonged

Yiers, 3 ' e /
Ny

airs are also worried

Many of the contributors to Foreign
by the fact that the Administration's " inctive anti~-communism®,
which is now the "talk of the town", cludes the very possibi-
1ity of stable coexistence wit h

relations.s They want an a&izﬁ

) . - : IS
"rational® and flexible, ech
an

s let alone promoting
ism of 8 different order,
d not entail the risk of

L 4
nueclear disaster to the

in more subtle wayse & z

This is the tenor, in particular, of an article headed

et allow it to attain its aims

"Habitual Hatred-~Unsou olicy" in which member of the US
Senate Poreign _RelatiA Committec Senator Charles Mathias Jr.
offers a detailed cr¥Wique of the Administration's guideline.
The Scnator is wopRs not only by the increased likelihood of
a militery conflict? between the two nations but elso by the faci
that the USAi arrowed contacts with the USSR to the extent
that it has'wt the "levers' (negotiations, trade, credits,
t’c might heve allowed it to benefit by the Ygericus

cud so on)
3 t

JMpernational Herald Tribune, August 25, 1982,
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difficulties" that he believes are characteristic of the "com-
munist system'. But Reagan's stance towards the USSR4 Mathias
gays, rules out every other approach save "sustainedy confron~
tation,’

The basic elements of this confrontation are now the reclk—
less arms race, chiefly, the nuclear arms racg, and the conduct
of an all-oui economic and psychological waex “against the USSR.

In this way the Washington crusaders counthyoh achieving strategic
superiority in order to compel the Scvighi Union to make political
soncessions, "wearing it down' cconomigaYtly, snd forcing the
Soviet leadership to abandon igs acile foreign policy and soli-
darity with the world's forggg Of peace, democracy, Progress,

cnd national liberation.” Amhis,%wites the French political

anelyst Michel Tatu in PefdignaMfairs, amounts to "eopplying

global and strategic pfegtugeplhtended to destabilisze the eantire
: , b
Soviet systcmi.
This aspect of the Reagan "crusade" also comes under

scrutiny in Foreign Affa¥¥s. The journal is corcerned chiefly

with whether the strff@gy of "total confrontation" with the USSR
is justified Trom glé standpoint of the ultimate objective of

consolidating tofsme hilt the USA's position in the world. Will
it

, as the Whipg House belicves, undermine existing sociglism,

causc the wordd communist movement to disintegrate, erode the

A

“ Chafles lathias, Jr., "Hobitual Hatred~-Unsound Policy*,
foreign &igairs, Summer 1983, p. 1020,

g
% Taternational Herald Tribune, May 23, 19823 larch 11, 125C3.

6 25 chel Tatu, "US-Soviet Relations: A Turning Point?"
3
Rorcicn Affeirs, Winter 1983/1984, p. 600.




progressive regimes in developing countries, and clear the way
for US world supremacy? Or is Washington, by going al¥yout t<
inflame tcnsion, taking an unnecessary risk, settingd 1¥eelf un-~
attainable objectives, and throwing huge suns of memey to the
wind and thercby undercutting its own economic potential and
international positions?

The most distinct division in the US ryling class is scen
éver the question of the role of nuclear weapons in military=
political strategy. The basic premise of the Pentagon's present
doctrine is that after the needed "fir§#Bstrike" capability hus
becn created (it includes MX, Pershingee, and cruise missiles,
and the Trident-2 submarine)gthe USAWwill be in a position to
nprevail® in a nuclear waXy The Pentagon strategists maintain
nat with the element of 8uPprise and with nuclesr warheads of
o heightened accuracy «f %slngle gérushing strike will destroy
Soviet strategic sysjems and control centres and, for all prac-
4ical purposes, deny the USSR the capability for retallatlon.

llany contributors to Foredgn Affairs challenge thesc calculations.

Spurgeon I, Keeny &nd Wolfgang KeH. Panofsky debunk the
"perception that thefjoutcomes and scale of a nuclear conflict
could be conirollled by the doctrine or the types of nuclecar
weopons employed®s They write: "The principal denger of doctrines

that are dirdeftdd at limiting nuclear conflicts is that they

might oe» GorM the basis for action without appreciation of the
physical 48@€ts and uncertainties of nuclear conflict."7

el

Spurgeon M. Keeny, Jr., and Wolfgang Ke.H. Panofsky, "kad
crsdls Tuts: The Mutual Hostage Relationship of the Superpowcrs,
TForeign Affairs, Winter 1981/1982, p. 287. Keceny was Assistant

b Y
|
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The innumerable scenarios produced in the USA in recent
years indicate that practically any conflict involving Pag use
of nuclear weapons will erupt into an all-out nuclear exchange.a
Thies is the firm view of American academic and evengmititary
circles not linked directly to the Reagan Adminisiration., "Iittle

cems to me more dangerous," says Arthur Schlesimger Jr., "than

143]

the current fantasy of controlled and graduatg@Nuclear war,
with generals calibrating nuclear escalationddke grand masters
at the chessboard, Let us not be bamboozledWby models. Once
the nuclear threshold is breached, the géme is over.“9

Under nuclear parity, lcading milile¥y experts and academics
point out, the use of nucleacr wegponsS¥dy the USA would inevitably
spell out its own destructiofPw"TheWUSSR," writes the former
Secrctary of Defence Roberd S ledlomora, "is obviously prepared
to respond if NATO choosgg #C fMigiiate nuclear war,"lo_ Amplifying
these words in an intcowi®w WaPHE Newsweek, he said: %Y...If NATO
initiated the use of nucleaf™Wweapons, it would almost surely lead

40 the destruction of WesSesh civilisation.“ll

Cont'd footnote Tmbpe 5)

Dircctor of the US APMY Control and Disarmement Agency from 1977
4o 1981; Panofsky @ec¥ved for a number of years as White House
consultant on sci@fc and disarmament.

S poreigzn APGairs, Winter 1983/1984, p. 261.
Albertmghlcsinger Jrs, Opecit., p, 11,

Robef#ho, McNamara, "The [Militaery Role of Nuclear Wecpons:
Forceptions ®nd Misperceptions™, PForeign Affsirs, Fell 1983, p.07.

H&mgweok, December 5, 1983, pa 17



Scientific data is piling ub to show that a nuclear war would
result not only in colossal loss of life and destructif but also
in o climatic catastrophe imperilling the Tonditions&ECT biologicul
1ife on earth, This was the conclusion drawn at thdofPost-Nuclcar-
War World Conference held in Cambridge, Massachuseiis, in April
1983, I% attracted nearly 100 people from the U8 academic world,

Beeause of this conference's wide ramifications, Foreign Affairs

invited the eminent astrophysicist Carl Sagenvto comment on thesc
ramifications. In this comment Sagan stresses that a massive
nuclear strike would be tantamount to gul€¥de for the attacker
gven if he were not subjected to o reloliatory strike: the irrevers-
ible changes in the climate, tie bi€8phere, and the environment
would not let him survive,?
A strong impression wa® madeéyin and outside the USA by an
acrticle written for IPoraign Affanirs jointly by four persons who
have held high posts in“thefUS ngernment-;McGuorge Bundy, Georgc
P. Kennon, Robert S. licNamura, and Geraxrd Smith, In this article,
which incurred the cold@isplcasure of Secretary of Defence Caspar
Weinberger, they demomstirated the unacceptability of the firsts=
sirike doctrine and Unged the government to underteke o "no-first:=
use" commitment.l3
While they,arec opposed to the Reagan Administration puiting

its stake moimly¥on nuclear weapons, licNamara and likeeminded

12 garg Segan, "Nuclear War and Climatic Catastrophe: Some

Policy Implfeations", Foreign Affairs, Winter 1983/1984, pp. g

292,

1% X ‘ = o

13 lgGeorge Bundy, George F, Kemman, Robert S. licNumara,
Gerarddomith, "Nuclear Weapons and the Atlantic Allionce", Forecign
AfTqifs@ Spring 1982,
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people urge a substantial buildup of conventional wecapons,
Vhat they wont is not so much a reduction as a redisti@dution of
the military budget. FPurther, these critics of the @drlinistra-
tion are suggesting not the renunciaction of nuclearWWweapons as
such but the renunciation of the approach to them as a means of
warfare.l4 They contrast the Pentaogon's presgn¥fmilitary Qoctrine
o0 the doctrines of previous Administrationge® Therc is o big
difTerence between them, of course. But ig Should also be
renlised that the doctrine of a first strike and a winnable
nuclear war did not appear overnight, o 1% 4s the product of the
USA's undeviating post-war ling towgf@s improving mass destruc-
ticn, chiefly nuclecr, weapous. I€"s well known that US im-
periclism had counted on uging them under certain conditions.
Professor George Fe Kenndwf) who s one of the most experienced
foreign policy experts &nlthe UBA, said: "But we must remember
thet it has becn we AmePicdms who, at almost every step of the
rocd, have token the lead in the development of this sort of
weoponry. It was we wHGPfirst produced and tested such a device;
we who were the first™tp raisc its destructiveness to a new level
with the hydrogen bomb; we who introduced the multiple warhead ;
we who have decljmo® every proposal for the renunciation of the
rineiple of 'Thrst use'; and we 2lone eev who have used the

13

weapon in andervagainst others."

14 pooe%t S. McNomara, OpeCite, De 2720

18 gcorge F. Kennon, The Nuclear Delusion. Soviet-American
Relot@cns in the Atomic Age, New York, 1982, pp. 177-178.
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What, in the long run, hos this policy brought its
ipitictors? DMore security, 48 Recgon argucs?  NO wijfs Besgides,
congiderations of security honve not guided those who€ver since
the nuclear weapon was developed have used 1t as SHe principal
jever for blackmailing cnd pre cssuring the Soviel Union, planned
+the nuclear bombardment of Soviect cities, and \@rc now once again
ruming around with the lunatic idea of “pregsiling" over gsocial-
iom. But instecd of "decisive superiorigyv over the soclualist
conraunity all they have achieved is o Wigher level of strategic
conftrontations BY beginning the deploymeént of first—-strike
weapons in West European countricsfand forcing the USSR and its
allies to take counter-meagsircs, the Reagaon Administration has
brought the world--and tde United States {tself--dramatically
closer to the deadly tHrcehodda

The USA's prescptapolicy is o model of what policy should
not be like in the nuclefiE 4gce Internationcl tension inflamed
by the USA has now brought into sharper focus +than ever beforc
~he necd for realisnQad common serge in the approach %o
jmerican-Soviet reldvions and the importance of cooperation betweer
+he USA and the MSSR ©o prevent cnother world war.

LElemente @& such realism are to be found in some of the

cpticles in Zoreign Affoirs. Republican Senctor Charles Mathios

Jr., whomahave already mentioned, urges the US Administration

o stop @t attempis o deal with the USSR by means of "megaphonc
Jiplogficy” (i.e.,intiml imidation and threats) and lay the foundations
forruRg@erstanding in arecs where this is possible. He feels that

tCNUSA bears the responsibility for the tension in its relaiions
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with the Soviet Union, He writes that "the particular barriers
we would have to lower are largely ones that we raiscdgpWrsclves...
Thus, the first gestures would have to be unilateral Wmcrican

216

cnesSe

Professor of the University of Ohio John L.“Gaddis, who
178 written several books on foreign policy, node8 that it is
i1 the interests of the USA to achieve const@m@iive resulis in

digsarmement and that it should ratify SALT—2, resume the talks

med ium~range
on o total ban on nuclear tests, and begim ruduCLng both [/
. i weapons 17
and tacticzl nuelear / in Europc.

Also indicotive is that in calligmgyfor a restructuring of
roletions with the USSR, spok@smengei ‘circles opposed to Reagan
hold thot it is nccessary te $efute his "Soviet threat” myth--
the cttribution to the SoFigt Unlon of an aspiration for strategic
superiority and an intcéatdon TQ,sturt a war against the USA.
Robert H, Johnson, Redi@entyAssociate at the Caornegic Endowment
for International Peace, writes that these arc purely American
snventions used to justdfy the ropid buildup of the USA's
military copability. By reducing the Soviet aims to an imagined

drive for military Sdperiority, he says, the White Housc and the
forces behind it "pmojcct upon the Russians a way of thinking
is characier¥@tic of Amcrican foreign policy" since it is

14 e -

Viawa V

she Americansawhg "tend to equate power with military capabi-

18

16 Clac®ics lMnthics Jre., ope.cit., pe 1025,

17agoRn . Gaddis, "Ths Risc, Fall and Future of Detente®,
ForcigAdfoirs, Winter 1983/1984, p. 370

18 Robert H. Johnson, ”Pcr*odu of Peril. The Window of Vul~-
nercbility and Other Myths", Poreign Affairs, Spring 1983,

DP e 950, 968-
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0f course, those contributors who costigate the out :m cous
digtortions of Soviet aims and intentions are likewls ur from

any radical reconsideration of the "Soviet threat" m* What
they want is the abandonment of no more than the ¢ form of
the Sovictophobia that is usecd as the ideologicaésis for the
Reagan Administration's course towards confror "gon with the

USSR
Amoricen messianism, the USA's preten gs to unchzllenged

i 1d where the Sovict

lendership, the simplistic vision of th

Union is seecn as the enemy in everythi d in all cases, and the

proclemation of military respogse 4 . most effective way of
resolving foreign policy pro@w
ruling circles of NATO cou&ms t on the whole follow in theo
@ar-.xHoffman, Chairmen of Harvard

Studies, writes in this connecc-

tate and vex even those

wake of the Reagan llne.
0

University's Centre fo;
tion: "Europeans ee. WO r&
vaere priority to the Soxig threateee They worry cbout the

Administration's appare?belief that no diclogue with lMoscow 1s

out the US tendency to give every-

pogsible unless the ets cccept American notions of regtraintess

They worry about w they sec as an Americon nostalgic for the
? American nuclear superilority ese and une
ndd

question w n leadership.
Rea gun'A sade! ogainst socialism is founded on total mis—

concuption \ov' the Soviet Unlon's cconomic potential and the

1950s, for the c

nley Hoffman, "NATO cnd Nuclear Weapons: Reason and
Foreign Affcirs, Winter 1981/1982, p. 342

Unrea ‘f
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srends of its socio-political development. This view is being
ccecepied by a growing body of American foreign policyfglperis,
including leading Sovietologistsa

The feeling of many of them is summed up in gwfarticle
headed "Reagan and Russia™ contributed by Seweryn®Bialer, Director
of Columbia University's Research Institute onWJnternational
Change, and Professor Joan Afferica, They wigite that the US
Administration's principal objectives "to 8ffect a gradual
+ransformation or a collapse of the Soview, system of governmenti"
cnd change the direction of Soviet forelgm policy are fallaclous,
"maximalist, and unrealistic", The #8o¥iet Union, they point out,

z B
[ S S

/ienormous unused reserves of “polifmesl and social stability that
guffice to endure the deepest diifiéulties“;zo
A similar view is offered@hy’ John L. Gaddis. After three
years of Reagan's tenukxe Biin tHe White House, he writes, "{there
seems to prevail in théyhighsr circles of this Administration
the belief that if only we !'stay the course! on defence spending,
we can ultimately forcemgiie Russians to bankrupt their econonmy
in the effort to keepap. If the historical record is any guide,
we should be wary o# fhis vulture-like argument: predictions
of a Soviet economi¢ collapse have been circulating since 1917

end it has not _hafpenecd yet,nzl

A

-

20

e e}

Sewe®yn Bialer, Joan Afferica, "Reagan and Russia',
Foreign Affelirs, Winter 1982/1983, pp. 262~263.

2lag®n T. Gaddis, opecite, p. 368,
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The US Administration's prognostications are debunked also
by a large group of American experts, who compiled a gwo-volume
survey of the Soviet economy for the beginning of the 1980s on
agssignment from the Congressional Joint Economic committee.22

What is the point of departure of the US leaders in their
course towards “"exhausting" the Soviet Union?, "ctually, the
stereotypes of anti-Soviet propaganda that f98.'into the ideolo-
gical prejudices of Reagan and his aides, 4but these do not stand
the test of reality. A compelling illugtirafion of this is the
failure of Reagan's sanctions relétive t@/the trans-Buropean
gas pipeline. In the summer of 1983 the Office of Technology
Assessment of the US Congress pres@fited a special report stating
that the White House's intédrdict@ons and restrictions on trade
with the USSR had not signfificantly affected its economic and
tachnological developmemia It ‘confirmed the opinion of those
who had from the outset’believed that the "economic war" would
sother foster a detericration of relations between the USA an
its West Buropean allid8Jthan a debilitation of the Soviet systen.

This look at theé" journal Foreign Affairs shows that a large
body of opinion withim the US Establishment 1s worried about
the foreign poligy currently pursued by Washington., This anxiety
is seen in thessharp criticism of the Administration in the

media, in thdigrowth of opposition in the Senate and House of

22 S6viet Economy in the 1980s: Problems and Prospects,
US Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1982
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Representatives to the gigantic military budget, and in the
nuclear freeze movenent that involves very large secti@as” of
American society.

True, official Washington propaganda has ld%ely been trying
to create the impression that Reagan has moderated™his tone, that
he has reconsidered some of his attitudes, and %8 prepared to
move towards normslising relations with the UW§SR. However, if
a judgment is made on the basis of what thg White House does
rather than of what it says, it is that Ré&gan's "pecceableness
and his stalements about wanting peace_areinothing more than a
political, situation ploy designed tofcalm American public
opinion in an election year, “The USAwcontinues to inflame Iinter-
national tension, refuses to modify its unrealistic approach to
armg limitation and reducgion, 8mnd goes on with its preparations
for wal,

The White House dhdwthé€ Pentagon are doing everytihing to
speed up the mammoth strategic programme for the 1980s., MX intere
continental ballistic midmsiles, designed to destroy Soviet
strategic installationsy are to be deployed in a number of states
beginning in 1986. T4/is planned tc allocate an asironomical
sum of nearly 27 billlion doilars in 1985-1989 for the developmenw
of an anti~missile " system in outer space to safeguard the USA
against e retalT&tory sirike in a nuclear War.23 The development
of a "third Seperation of weapons” is in full swing at the

Pentagon's. Pesecarch centres: these are based on The relcase of

238t ernational Herald Tribune, October 19, 1983.
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directed energy rays. The physicist Edward Teller, called the
#father" of the US hydrogen bomb, says that by comparisen the
present armaments would be mere toys, The Administxetion has
alrcady intimated that if Reagan is returned as Pgesident 2,000
billion dollars would be spent on the USA's further military
buildup in the period up to the end of the curmpent dr.»cade.z'jr
Thus, all the signs are that imperialismis®mosti bellicose
circles have no intention whatever of surrgndering their posi-
tions. But it is also true that at every turn the Reagan policics
are coming into conflict with the realities of international lifec,

The criiique of the present Washingtom strategy in Foreign Affalirs

ig a further illustration of tHe umbemsbility and futility of
a policy based on bellicosefenti~Sovietism, an unbridled arms

racc, and confrontation with ex¥sling socialism,

Alex Ason

-

2% Ihi@m, Tebruary 4-5, 1984,
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Wednesday, November 14, 1984
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HYPOCRISY OF US JUSTICE

S. Vishnevsky

In a commentary on ths hounding of ackIWists and supporters
of the anti-wer movement in the United Statds, this writer says:
While Washington keeps up its protestatidn®) of peace, the
limbs of the law are seizing peaceful demonstrators not very
far from the White House and dufping @&H&m into police vans. They
arrested about two hundred in Octob&8p™alone. Such acts of violence
against those involved in aptiewamuactivities take place almost
every day in various states.

For quite a long time pead@.activists in the US have been
labelled as "Reds" and ‘agents,of Moscow". That witchhunt did not
work. Nor did the authOPities manage to tag this kind of label on
famous scientists, doctors, lawyers, catholic clergymen and
bourgeois public figures.q.That was when the machinery of repres-
sion was set in motion.

Thousands of members of the anti-war movement have been
subjected to cruel refmession. Whole groups of peace activists
have been sentencedgtig/mprisonment. The Orlando Eight, who dared
to participate in g Peace demonstration, will have to serve
three years in a Fl@rida jail.

Soven anti&war protestors in Syracuse, New York, have been
put behind the bars for two or three years, the commentator goas
on to say. EoWm members of the "Friends of Paace Without Violence",
who had cargi®d snti-militarist slogans near the Grand Forks air
base, Norgh'Dskota, are also in jail, as are three citizens of
the State“of Washington who have said "No" to the arms build-up.
The news of the hour: 26 demonstrators have been put in the dock
at Berlington, Vermont.
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American justiee is acting with the lypocrisy tha®% is typical
of it. US legislation has no provision about "actio¥ for peace
being punishable under the Penal Code.” So it ru¥®Berstamps
sentences on false charges of a ‘'breach of ordeml, "encroachment
on property" and even ... "terrorism", It is #BI informers and
stooges that often appear as perjurers.

Many American citizens, the commentatofwrites in conclusion,
are outraged at the resurgsnce of McCarthyis®. Preparations are
under way for a week of action from December 8 to 15 agalnst
the ruthless suppression of human rights ¥y the US authorities.

An outery is resounding everywhere: ZErsedom for America's Political
Prisoners!

(Pravdéy, Noyember 14, Summary. )
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AFTER THE ELECTIONS IN THE USA

In his analysis of the returns of the elections inmbhe USA
Andrei Tolkunov, a correspondent of the newspaper Prdvde in New
York, writes among other things:

As local observers point out, one of the things that brought
about the Reagan-Bush victory is the fact that the Republicans
have from the very outset appeared united and momelithic in their
struggle against the Democrats. As far as the) Democrats are con-
cerned, in the course of several months of theé9¥primary elections
before the convention in San Francisco in July, Walter Mondale was
not the only one to run for the Presidendyffrom the Democratic Party.
The Presidential hopefuls from among th&Pemocratic Party
included also Gary Hart, a senator frgmgolorado, and Jesse Jackson,
a black American public figure{mand ad,the first stage there were
several more Presidential candidates.V The Republicans were
delighted to see the squabbling betweéen these candidates, and
then quite often mentioned(/fhe siatements by the same Hart and
Jackson who had described Mondale, as a weak leader uncapable of
settling the problems the countryis faced with.

"Indisputably, the fact*®hat Ronald Reagan, who 'looked well'
from the television screen, was conducting his election campaign
on the wave of jingoism,gen speculating on the subject of ‘economic
recovery' (credit for whieh belongs, as a matter of fact, not to
'reaganomics', but togthé cyclic character of capitalist production),
also contributed to his victory. Presenting himself as a President
with a firm and detesmined stance on international issues, Reagan
succeeded in winnifig the support of many "average" Americans.

If one takes intfo account the millions of dollars granted for the
Reagan-Bush Pr@sidential race by the major monopolies, arms manu-
facturing andyaerospace concerns things become clear as day.

A factormof no small significance for the victory of the
Republican@lan the Presidential elections has also been the fact
that, hating realised how America was intimidated by the Washington
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APN Informs and Comments 4

THE USSR _STANDS FOR BETTER SOVIET- AMERICAN

RELATIONS

Vliadimir Xatin, APN political analyst

The election of Ronald Reagan as US Predident for the se-
cond term puts to the fore the problem of the™rospects for
Soviet-American relations and the improvement of the interna-
tional situation at large. Shortly beforé the presidential
elections in the United States Soviet 1lcader Konstantin Cher-
nenko stated: '"We stand for good relations with the USA, and
experience shows that they canfbe sueh™

This statement sets forth Moséow's principled programme.
Yes, the Soviet Union will gontinue to strive for the rectifica-
tion of its relations with' tWe.,UAited States. Yes, Moscow thinks
that a turn for the bettef . dn Soviet-American relations is
possible. Washington should understand that a mutual wish to
build inter-state reldbionsson an equal footing is necessary
for this, and not the chimerical desire to gain a military
superiority over the SovietsUnion.

The American elect@P® who voted for Reagan gave him a
mandate for conducting a foreign policy, for dealing with the
Soviet Union. The sempiments of the American people, the
statements by politdesl figures, businessmen, scientists and
clergymen in the godrse of the election campalign convincingly
show that the overwhelming majority of American voters are
against the comtinuation of the dangerous militarist course of
their administration, against the preservation of tensions in
Soviet-Ameri®an relations. Most of Americans voted, proceeding
from the statements in favour of Deace, from the promises to
start negetiations with the Soviet Union on arms control accords,
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primarily, nuclear arms control agreements. Such statements
and promises were made by Ronald Reagan at the concluding
stage of the election campaign.

It is important now that the President and hismelbsest
colleagues should satisfy the main demand of Amerikans and
all people on the Earth -- to work for the removal of the
threat of a nuclear catastrophe, for arms control:

Moscow believes that it is high time to pass over from
words to deeds. Words about preparedness fopkalks, if they are
not buttressed by actions, remain only words.

Speaking in the Kremlin on November /. Soviet leader
Konstentin Chernenko noted that the int@mnational situation
sparks off justifiable alarm and that wezld tensions are not
abated. He said: "Today it is not eagy to eliminate this
alarm and to relax these tensions. Verbal expressions of peace-
ful intentions are not enoughipReal @actions are needed. "

I think that this appeal is addrgssed, in the first place, -to
the United States. The attainmedt. of agreements on a wide range
of problems -- from the,Mmitati®h and reduction of armaments
to the prevention of the #Milit&¥ization of outer space --
would mean real change whichucould improve the international
atmosphere on the whole and remove people's concern over this
tense situation.

The telegram of greetings sent by the Presidium of the
USSR Supreme Soviet td"Renald Reagan in connection with his re-
election says: "It i8fBb be hoped that the years to come will
see a turn for the better in relations between our countries.
This would be in £he interests of our peoples and in the in-
terests of the cause of peace throughout the world." For its
part the Soviet WUfion is ready to work jointly for the rectifica-
tion of Soviet=American relations on the basis of equality and
respect for @he legitimate interests of both countries, for
the removal, ‘of the threat of war and for the radical improvement
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of the world situation.

The Soviet people are convinced that there are no
reasonable alternative to the constructive development, of
Soviet-American relations. We do take into account that the
USSR and the USA have different social systems. Immour
nuclear age these differences do not rule out efforts for
achieving mutual understanding. Moreover, they,cell for this.:
Such is Moscow's approach to Soviet-American‘relations.

(APN, November 9. In full.)

THE “END
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WHOLESALE AND RETATL

Valentin Falin, political analyst

US voters are yet to cast their ballots. {IH€ presidential
and vice-presidential candidates,as well as tho®e who run for the
Federal Congress and state governorships and for the offices of
sheriffs and Jjudges,are locked in the final"mound of their electoral
tug-of-war. One result is already known, hewever: the 1984 elec-
tions will be the dearest in théjnatién's history, with a total
bill coming up to 1,800 million dollars, or half as much again as
four years ago. It 1s outpaced ORlyqby military appropriations,
arms prices,and the public debt-

There have been some AgtsspagfSed since the Watergate scandal
to put a ceiling to the swllling,financial ammunition of those
competing in the presidenti¥al race. Republicans and Democrats are
allowed to spend a total of 47.%2 million dollars for this race.
But is there any law under cgpdtalism that could not be circum-
vented, naturally, in the AgMeé of free enterprise and "true demo-
cracy'?

Reagan's re-electidnmcampaign opened, as a matter of fact,
with four days of festiWities just after he had been sworn in as
the 40th President ofy the United States. That feast in Washington cost
88 million dollars. The refurbishing of the White House to suit a
"better taste" andieRorcize the spirit of Jimmy Carter devoured
nearly a millione'\, And so it went on, show after show. Campaign
literature was p®inted in millions of copies. ZEvery week the
countless private television and broadcasting stations treated the
Americans tofpresidential speeches which cost some handsome money,
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too, for one mgy have to pay up to 250,000 dollars for®a minute

of appearance in a national ABC programme, for instanee. That is to
say that the presidential "build-up" is worth millions for all -
the discounts that the Conservatives award to each other. That is
something without precedent as well.

The Democrats have been straining every netve to keep pace
with their rivals, but all of no avail. In the 2982 mid-term
elections, the Democratic Party had Just a little over one-sixth
the money that the Republicans had (29.6 mil¥ion dollars against
167 million), and today they can hardly boast, of faring any better.

With this flood of money in play, one can hardly escape the
impression that the hunt for votes, sa Sfrenuously carried on by the
Republican and Democratic electidoh teams; will be most effective.
But that is a deceptive impresgsien, ,to judge by the previous
campaigns. The number of Americans voting with their feet, rather
than with their hands, has Yéen pising all through the last decade.
The turnout dropped fromiever 60 per cent in the 1960s to 55.5
per cent in 1972, 54.3 ger centiin 1976 and 53.9 per cent in 1980,
There were 76 million stay-at-h®mes in the last presidential elec-
tions. Reagan gained officeswith a plurality of only 42.9 million
from the potentially 160.6 mirllion-strong electorate.

One of the reasons behind the "inactivity", above all, of the
population groups with the lowest educational standards and income
rates is the absence of, 4ny actual alternative the rival parties
have to offer in dealing with the nation's major social and economic
problems since both the Republicans and the Democrats stand for the
interests of Big Buiness. Yet another factor of no minor importance
is the artful system of ‘compulsory registration™ of potential
voters requiring,them, as usual, to take time off from work on
Election Day at™their own expense, which 80 million Americans liv-
ing below the ‘tadequate level" find hard to afford. Whether Reagan's
anti-people“policy will spur the mass of have-nots to action thisg
time or gpathy, despair and social depression will prevail, will be
clear next weekend.

(Izvestia, November 1. Abridged.)
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THE ‘MANDATE' OF BIG BUSINESS

The newspaper Sovetskaya Rossia under the headline
"The 'Mandate' of Big Business' November 10 carrié€@ an article
by Gennady Shishkin from New York about the presidential elect-
ions in the United States. If one gets to thesh®art of what
actually occurred on November €, a conclusiQn @an be only one:

the triumph was won as is usually the casefdn America, by big
money, and the 'mandate' to Reagan was giflen not by people but by
the selfsame big business.

And it cannot be otherwise undér U.S. "democracy", the
article says. In order to be elkected.a €ongressman, senator
or governor, to say nothing of fhe Preésident, one should spend
trem&idous sums of money, whidh few /®an afford. This year about
2,000 million dollars were/spent ‘for the entire election cam-
paign of the President, &"®hirdef the Senate, the entire House
of Representatives, governors/ afid :Iegislatures of a number of
states as well as some loralf'‘government bodies. It is clear
that only very rich people and big corporations which are
interested in having their ®wn people in the positions of the
President, governors, senators and congressmen can afford spend-
ing such huge funds, the“euthor points out.

It is for thisfpurpose that the so-called political act-
ion committees have (been set up in America. They finance the
election campaigns(6® candidates for various state posts. Reagan
received 225.4 mdpllion dollars from the funds collected by them
while Mondale g@t®only 57.3% million dollars.

In otller*words, Gennady Shishkin sums up, the positions
of the President, senators, and congressmen are virtually
bought.



sunday, November 11, 1984 ]
-

The America of the propertied voted for Reagan, the
author goes on, whereas lMondale was not supported by the
America of the unfortunate to whom he appealed during his
election campaign. He was not supported because, even with
the most close scrutiny of the election programmes of the) two
leading bourgeois parties, it is practically impossible for an
ordinary person who is burdened with his every-day eencerns which
are far from being light to find any difference between them.
Reagan advocated a "strong America" and so did Momdale. Mondale
attacked Reagan for his administration's failing %o achieve any-
thing in the arms control field and for spoiling relations with
the Soviet Union. And Reagan, too, spoke of a #hirst for peace
and striving for talks.

No, of course, Reagan did no% become a "dove'. He simply
had to take into account the fartgthat, agcording to the lat-
est public opinion polls, 89 perfcent ©f Americans consider that
there can be no victor in a aucleap war and 96 per cent of
Americans are of the opinion.ghat t0)!go to a further aggravat-
ion of relations with the Soviet Union is a dangerous venture.

The peaceable rhetdrie ef@rned Reagan votes but did not
diminish problems for his future administration. The Americans,
in the final analysis, will jAdgé its service record by deeds,
not by words. And it is obvious so far that Reagan's White House
has no tangible achievemenssSyin the field of foreign policy.

In conclusion Genfi@dy Shishkin writes: the power in the
country still remains i $he hands of the ultrarightist group-
ing which ignores the daterests of millions .. 0f ordinary
people and has seriously aggravated the international situation.
But the Washington aduiinistration has brought on a good deal of
most acute problemsafor itself, too, problems connected with
the crisis of U.£S.%capitalism and its imperialist policy. And
if they in Washimgton do not draw lessons from that, the prob-
lems will bearyfieavily on the future administration.

(Sovetskaya Rossia, November 10. Summary.)
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MONOPOLIES BATTEN AT LABOUR'S EXPENSE

Victor Perlo

CC member,
Chairman, National Economic Commission,
CPUSA

The US economy is afflicted with three kinds of interacting

economic and politico~economic crises: the general crigis of

capitalism, the structural crisis and the cyelical crisis of
it _ el
overproduction.

m—

The most important and pervasive igwthe general crisis of

capitalism, the irreversible, mortal crisis of capitalism. This

is manifested, most decisively,. by the social revolutions that
take place in one dountrw'after another, where the people take
power to eliminate man's exploitation of man and buila socialism,
a8 more progressive, just &nd democratic system. There is also
a spread o{ movements for natienal liberation.

The most decisive economic feature of the general crisis
of capitalism is the syétemﬁtic gains of socialism in competition
with capitalism. Politiéalily ‘the most reactionary centres of
world imperialism try_to'reverse the course of history by de-
gtroying, militarily, Socialist and other progressive gtates
and movements wherever they emerge-—Vietnam, Angola, Nicaragua,
Guatemala, Grenada, and Lebanon, among others. The imperialists
now threaten t0'end human 1ifé on this planet in a war whose

prevention ig the most urgent task facing sgll people everywhere,



Incurable Disorders

Like the whole capitalist gystem, the United Statqs ig in

the zrip of s comparatively recent structural crisig,"which is

a feature of the deepening general crisis ang contreibutes to
e e

———

its severity. The basic components of the structéral crisis may
-

never be resolved while capitalism lasts.

Specific features of the structural crigdis include a
slowdown of overall economic growth in the/main centres of world
capitalism; the persistence of permanent high-level unemployment
through all stages of the business cycles’ the drastic weakening
of steel, important branches of heavy machine-building and
transportation equipment-—the very foundation of industrial
power——in the United étates and wps®, other imperialist countries.
This is accompanied by a noticeable deterioration of the infra-
structure. There is also/a military distortion of the economy.
Huge government budget deficits’ have developed in all the major
capitalist countries, and even more extreme deficits in many
developing countries. 4 downward trend in real wages and mass
living standards appear§ato be long ferm.

Along with this, a8 veritable explosion of monopoly profits,
partly masked through a variety of devices, has occurred in the
United States. There is & permanent and rapid growth of inflation
and usurious interest rates. A paragsitic superstructure of
finance, advertising, speculation, gambling, drugs and crime,
corporate buregucracies, wealthy coupon clippers, and an uncontrol-
led "underground economy" have been proliferating.

Uneven economic development of various countries, and

expangion in international economic relations have run in ways
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that intensify instability./The surging growth of transnational
financial, industrial, corporate and billionaire poweryi which is
beyond the control of governments or international agencies,
results in even greater instability and unpredictability of
prices, currency values, trade., Currency transactions at the New

York banks reach a trillion dollars (i.e., a milifon million

dollars) a_week, dwarfing real economic transactions. We are

witnessing the end of any stable system of 4nbernational currency

exchanges; the emergence of systematic hugetrade and payment
imbalances; and massive, unpayable debtshof Third World countries
to the imperialist money centres,“bankspand governments./There is
an accelerating transfer of major limes of production frﬁm the
United States and other developed ‘Gountries to Third World count-
ries, meinly to those thatjare oceupied by the United States or
are under US military dofiInati®n. This is exerted directly by
the transnationals, and by compradore, locally-owned companies.
4s a result, the runaway industries benefit by a 90 per cent or
more reduction in wages,,a8 differential outside of all manageable
bounds that has a grossly destabilising and often catastrophic
impact on the working“edass of imperialist countries, and leads
to repression of the #ew proletariat of the developing countries.
Some of thege features have been in evidence during parti-~
cular structufal crises in earliér periods. However, this struc-

tural crisis @8 Unique in its complexity and severity.
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From Crisis to Grisig

World capitalism is in the process of an uneven sfd un—
certain recovery from the latest cyclical crisis of owerproduc—
tion. The recovery is definite in the United States and Japan,
but production ig still depressed in Western Europey, while large
parts of Latin &merica and some 4Asian countrieg remain in the very
depths of depression.,

This latest crisis of overproduction, Zas%ting in the United
States for three years--from 1980 to 1962#=was the most serious
since . World War II. 4s with the ‘previous cycle of the mig—-
1970s, it was roughly coincident throudghout the capitalist

world in its crisis and depres§ion phases. During this last

crisis, the separate contradic%ions came together in acute

forms, marking the emergenge #0f /the long-term structural crisis.

The dynamics of the/blusinegs’ cycle are indeed complicated.
But we must not forget this fundamental, summary formulation of
Marx's: "The ultimate reasdm for all real crises always remains
the poverty and restricted consumption of the masses as opposed
to the drive of capitalist production to develop the productive
forces as though only"%he absolute consuming power of society
constituted their Amit." " Thug, in the United States, the
doubled rate of eXploitation of labour in the last three decades
and the incressed,deprivation of the working class tend to make
succegsive criges more frequent and severe, a2nd recoveries and

economic growth more restricted in time and extent.

ra
I

Kanl Marx, Capital, Vol., III, New 7ork, 1967, p. 48i.
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During the 1950s and 1960s, bourgeois economists largely
dismissed from consideration crises of overproduction that were
less serious. They even developed the theory that the business
cycle had essentially been solved through state and inter—
monopoly regulation, to be replaced with minor fluctuations,
"recessions"--a term they still use, but without“its former
optimistic flavour. )

The capitalist class has lost confidemce in the stability
of its economic system. Its economists débate not whether there
will be another crisis, but when#lt will "€ome, and whether it may
not be even more serious than the lasts Their consensus is that
the next crisis will break oufy,in late 1985, that is, long before
many capitalist countries will hawe "completely recovered from
the last crisis, so that fhe womking class in the United States
and most other capitalist coumtries would be in a worse situa-
tion than at the outbreak of the 1980-1982 crisis.

But capitalist anarchy=-the influence of powerful political
events, such as wars and revolutions, and/or far-reaching finan-
cial catastrophes--cap,g¥eatly influence the course of cyclical
developments, advanging or delaying the onset of any particular

crigis.

Offensive Against the Working Class

The past,dozen years have seen the most prolonged, far—
reaching deterioration in conditions of the US working class in
its long Bisfory. The fundamental basis for this is the extremely
rapid, unprecedented increase in the rate of exploitation of
labour, or surplus-value, in US menufacturing over the past three

decades,
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2 while

In 1953, the 148 per cent rate of surplus-value,
considerably higher than it was in Marx's time, was at about
the average level for the period since Woflid War I
Thereafter it "took off", inereasing virtually year,by year to
reach the rate of 290 per cent for 1980. From other data,
however, there is little doubt that the rate of ,surplus-value
has increased further, and rather rapidly, in.the years since
1981. Labour's share in the values created, which was more than
two-fifths in 1953, is now down to an exceptionally low one-
fourth,

For some time, due to the rapid ingrease in labour pro-
ductivity, the rise in the rate of exploitation of labour was
accompanied by a modest rise An aveérage real wages. The peak in
officially calculated real wages was in 1972. By 1983, average
real wages of production werkers in the private economy had
declined by about 14 per centé

However, due to the incregase in unemployment, the overall
condition of the working ¢lass has deteriorated by more than the
decline in real wages of employed workers, especially under the
Reagan Administration. The average rate of unemployment increased
from 3.9 per cent in ¥966~1970 to 6.1 per cent in 1971-1975,

6.3 per cent in 1976-1980, and 9.0 per cent in 1981-1983, Accord-
ing to US Labour®epartment estimates, about 50 per cent can
be added to the'wumber of unemployed to allow for so—called

5

"discouraged,Workers'"~” and some of the workers involuntarily put

< Raté of surplus-value equals 100 x surplus—-value divided
by wages,

3 Those who lost their jobs long ago and are vainly trying
to find one, but are no longer on the official register.--Eg.
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on part time. Thus, allowing for this minimum undercounting,
there were approximately 16 million workers, comprising 44 per
cent of the working class, who were actually unemployed in
1983,

The cyclical recovery has reduced officially counted un—
employment by only about 3 million, leaving it higher than in
most post-war crisis and depression periods. The surge of unem—
ployment in Western Europe was even sharper dn'this last crisis,
and has remained ét its pesk.

How the hard-won gains of the US woxking class are being
lost is dramatically revealed by,the 1épid elimination of un-
employment insurance protection. Whilelss4 per cent of unemployed
workers received unemployment insur@imce in the crisis year of
1958, 43 per cent so benefif€d inWthe crisis year of 1975, and
the proportion dropped to433 per @ent in 1982 and 27 per cent in
1963, falling further té 23 per cent in the fourth quarter of
last year. And those workers who receive unemployment insurance
get a fraction—~considerab1y less than half~-of their regular
wages. In this respect, S workers fare far worse than West
European workers. .

Under Reagan, al¥other forms of relief for unemployed
and otherwise poverty-stricken workers, such as food stamps and
aid to dependent{children, have also been slashed.

The numberWef persons with incomes under the official po=-
verty level gragually declined during World War II and
for some tdmeVthereafter, until "only" 25 million were 8o claggi-
fied in 1868. In the following decade, there was no further drop,

and the number soared thereafter, reaching 34.4 million in 1982,
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Undoubtedly, there has subsequently been a further rise. More
realistic counting would show that nearly a quarter of the US
population lives in poverty.

The deterioration in conditions of Afro~Americam,Workers has
been especially serious. There has been an increasewmin dis-
crimination all along the line, overtly encouraged by Reagan
and his Administration. By 1982-83%, the Afro—~Auerdican unemploy-
ment rate was 2,5~3% times that for white workérs, reaching,
for instance, 24 per cent in Cleveland, 26 Pé¥ cent in Pittsburgh
and Chicago, and 34 per cent in Detroit.

The ratio of Afro—~American tpo White “$amily income~-61 per
cent in 1970——wasg down to 55 perygent in 1982, and the actual
relative loss was even greater I¥ theé,change in method of cal-
culation by the Census Bureatw, s taken into account. The per—
centage of Afro—Americans Aiving“@n poverty was three times
that of whites.

In the 1960s and early 1920s, the militant civil rights
struggles of the Afro-imeric@n people--with the support of major
sections of the trade undlen movement—-achieved significant legal
and practical gains infemployment, and in eliminating the most
brutal apartheid pradtices. However,.the Reagan Administration
launched a head-on/offensive against the affirmative action prog-
rammes that are theyheart of the civil rights gains. He haa,
in effect, givehgemployers an open invitation to discriminate,
and landlordg to segregate, They have taken advantage of it.

Duringgpthis period, there has also been a major offensive
by capital @gainst the labour unions, the main organisatiéns of

the working class. The offensive has been most conspicuous in the
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bagic industries, where employers have used various tactics,
such as plant shutdowns, concentration of deelining production
in non-union areas and in foreign ecountries; robotisation: in-
citement of divisions among workers on the basis of race, immig-
rant gtatus, male supremacy, etoc.

The percentage of wage-workers in trade unioms fell from
35.5 per cent at the end of World War II to 27.4 per
cent in 1970 and 22 per cent in 1980. The mogt.dramatic drop was
in material production (mining, construction; manufacturing) and
transport and the utilities, where union memberghip declined from
15.4 million, or 55 per cent of employment; in 1970,t0 11,6
million, or 38 per cent of employment, in 1980. Let us recall
that at the peak, about 70 per centwofrall production workers
in industry were members of: unionse This gharp drop is a serious
blow to the entire working/elasg and is not compensated by a slow
rise in the percentage of service industry workers organised

into unions.

Benefits to the Monopolies

The rapid increase in” the rate of exploitation of labour
in the United States ghd the mounting plunder of developing
countriese-through direct investments and through usurious inter—
est on loans--have yielded unprecedented profits for the monopo-
lies.

Examples of the extremely high rates of profit of major
monopolies early in this century were given by Lenin in Imperialisu,

the Highest Stage of Gagitalism.4 These rates have now bheen sur—

“* See, V.I. Lenin, Gollected Works, Vol. 22, pp. 207-208,
232236,
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passed by the leading US monopolies. But it is not enough to
consider so~called net income after taxes, which has incregfed
rapidly both in amount and as a percentage of equity capitals

In conditions of the decepening general crisis; increased, shares
of surplus—-value-—gross profit—-are going to finance capital

in the form of interest; to the major billionaires in the form
of profits of control, huge executive salaries, exPense accounts,
gtock market profiteering; to promoters, lawyerg,.advertisers,
etce.

Thus, in 1983, Exxon, which reported a Mnet income after
taxes" of $5 billion, reported a “gross profit" of $32.8 billion,
or 90.4 per cent of total inwsted capitalyof $36.2 billion,.

And IBM, which reported a net indome after taxes of 5.5 billion,
reported a gross profit of »23.8%illion, or 73.6 per cent of

its total capital of $32.3 bhilliond Breliminary indications are
that the gross profit of ald eorpo¥ations and unincorporated
capitaligts in 1983 approximated %l.? trillion, or half the

gross national product. By comirast, total wage and salary
disbursements in the private §ector were only #1.3% trillion,
including the salaries taken by corporate executives and managers.

This gross imbalane¢€,in the national economy leads to
greater extremes thanfewer of exorbitant wealth, at one pole,
and mass poverty andshunger at the other. It accounts for the
slow growth of the, overall economy and for the increasing
gravity of cyclidal crigses., It stimulates the mushroom growth of
the variety of parasitic, speculative, gambling and oriminal
activities, “as well as--most destructive of all--the militarisa-

tion of the ‘econony.

4. - : 1 0,0 . 009. coo.000
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In 1982, a crigis hit the international credit system of
imperialism. In the last decade, some 40 qountries have built
up huge debts to imperialist privete banks and the US-dominated
International Monetary Fund (IMF). These debts cannot pogsibly
be repaid through the ordinary sale of goods by the developing
states to the capitalist countries., Most of the loang did not
help develop Third World economies: the funds went.to pay
transnational oil companies multiplied prices;,they temporarily
absorbed the cost of the "price scissors" agdinst the goods and
resources of the debtor countries, Tens of _bidTions were appro-
priated by Latin American (and African and@ dsian) dictators,
capitalist generals and politiciansiy Buf#even more damaging was
the $100 billion in interest paid by the Third World, and the
direct investment profits gardewed b¥, the transnationals. By
1984, the mass revolts in séveral Latin American countries and
the Philippines were a refleetioh of their peoples! unwillingness
to bend to the dictates of the banks and Washington.

The imperialist states thave been using the IMF to divide
and rule separately each of the developing nations, but the prog-
resgive forces in the Third World are urging joint resistance,
mutual cooperation and, stronger relations with the socialist
world to enable their countries to resume economic growth, raise
living standards snd ‘@chieve independence from neocolonialist
rule,

At the rigk of provoking a nuclear war, the US imperialists
are trying to weaken and defeat the resistance forces by military

intervention in several Central American and Caribbean countries.
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But their neocolonialist plunder of the Third World cannot
continue indefinitely. The financial crisis of internatignal
indebtedness is bound to end in large-scale repudiationwer write—
downs and drastically reduced interest payments, trangferring

the financial crisis to Wall Street and the money cqentres of
Western Burope and Japan.

The timing and severity of this next stagelof the crisis
will, essentiaslly, be determined by the developmeént of mass
struggles by the working class and its alligsfin the debtor
countries, and the degree to which these s%ruggles are united

and take revolutionary, consistently anti=imperialist forms,

Two Ways of Develgpment

The world capitalist system is upable to sustain the eco-
nomic, social and politicaljcompeti®ion with socialism. Both
the United States and the USSR Have, of course, had problems in
recent years. But the problems are different in character and in
order of magnitude. The US problems are those of decline and
decay; the Soviet problemsrare those of growth, problems in-
escapable in a society in.ftransition from an industrialised,
modern socialist socigty”to the more complex, advanced social-
ist system that will achieve the highest living standards in the
world, Difficulties in the socizlist world are being overcome,
and the pace of ,eeonomic growth is once again picking up.
There are rapid gains and improved coordination among the CMEA
nations.

With their planned economy and the mass participation of
their pepple, they can cope with any problems without harming

the interests of the working people.
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Militarisation is doingz the people of the United States
a lot of harm and is depressing their living standards. Reggan-
ism is the most dangerous mili+:»istic trend of imperialigt
policy since nazism and, like it, has an unlimited appetite for
world domination. But the agenis of monopoly capital are un-
able and unwilling to evaluate correctly the balamee: of
forces in the world. The reality is that in the early 1980s
the US economy has fared worse than under any,®sher US Admini-
stration since Worléd Wa- i o and wopse than the average--
by every major economic indicator, except fig business profits.
Meanwhile the advance of socialismqin thé& eompetition with
capitalism has reached a qualitaidwely new stage.

The USSR, although still Welow th& USLA in total industrial
production and national incomef ‘hagy sUrpassed the United States
in those basic industries thaf prewide the sinews of future
growth and power. The last yeagldn which the United States pro-
duced more steel than the Soyiet Union was 1973. Between 1973 and
1983, US steel production dé¢¥ined 43 per cent, while Soviet
steel output increased 16“Per cent, reaching 153 million metric
tons in 1983, almoﬁt doubl€ the US output.

The peaceful gaips,0f socialism also strengthen the peace
forces in the capitalist world by emphasising the losses suffer-
ed by working people in capitalist countries as a result of the
policy of the milIaristic circles. Even though consciousness
of the advantgge® of socialism is much less developed in the
United Statésyy, the working class, including the main trade
unions, argynow coming out strongly for a switch from military
gpending to social spending, for restoring the slashes put over

by the Reaganites.



14,

The struggle for peace, combined with the struggle for a
policy that will meet the vital needs of the working clasgy 1s
best formulated in the programme of the Communist Party «©F the
United States. It calls for halving the military budget, for
withdrawal from foreign bases, for a no~first-strike policy, for
a nuclear freeze and rapid disarmament.

The CPUSA's programme is formulated to meet{%the basic needs
of the people: rebuilding the infrastructure, prewiding health
and educational services, erecting affordabld,wgood-quality
housing for the tens of millions who are poonly housed and
homeless ; providing 15 million jobs and emding large~scale un—
employment through government prog¥ammeswend by effecting a
six—hour workday with no reduction ingpay plus a national prog-
ramme of jobs for youth; openifg uptrede with socislist count-
ries, which would bring abolt,)along with other measures, the
revival of basic industriegwasswell as advance the cause of
peace; ending the gross discrimination against Afro-Americans,
Hispanics and women, and thewplunder of Third World countries,
and agsisting them to develep on the basis of economic inde~
pendence; nationalising banks and basic industries to end the
domination of finance capital over the life of the country;
shifting the tax burdew from labour to capital, and freezing
and rolling back monepoly prices.

For the US working class, still suffering from near—
depression conditions, the prospect of an early new crisis poses
& gerious danger, which can be warded off only by action power—
ful and united enough to improve labour's situation regardless

of the stage of the business cycle.
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NEWS AND VIEWS

The recent session of the NATO Council in Halifax and then

the Warsaw Treaty Political Consultative Committee Summit in
Budapest made statements on intentions of each of the sides,
writes Vladimir Katin, Novosti political analyst. Actually in
both cases the meaning of the existence of NATO and the Warsaw
Treaty was subst&ntiated and their military doctrines were set
forth.

The socialist countries of the Warsaw Treaty reaffirmed
the exclusively d?fensiye character agitﬂéir military
doctrine. The NATO countries also spoke about defence. If no

one is going to uttquf what then breeds §UEEiFi°“5 and

concern?
NATO was set up in 1949, At first this was an organization
of 12 countries which claimed that they established it for

salf-defence and that it was open to other countries. But not

ﬁ‘to all, as it turned out. The USSR ugglied for membership, but

was denied entrance. Why? Because NATO founders meant not
defence in géﬁeral. but "containment™ of the "potential
adversary” and regarded "containment™ not in its direct narrow

sense but in the broad sense called "roll-back™ by Harry

- —

Truman.

"Roll-back"”™ and defence, "brinkmanship"™ and peaceableness
are coﬁtradictory combinations. And these were not just
combinations of words. Under the "containment'™ and "roll-back"”
doctrines the United 3States brought nuclear weapons to Europe,
then deployed missiles and nuclear-powered submarines there
and sometimes threatened to use them for dealing preventive
strikes.

In the face of the growing threats East European socialist
countries established as a counterbalance their own

military-political alliance -- the Warsaw Treaty Organization.
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This happened oniy in 1955 as a forced counter-step prompted
by the striving to ensure security and to maintain stable
peace in Europe. :

The establishment of the Warsaw Treaty Organization
complicated NATO’s activities, but, as facts show, did not
compel NATO leaders to abandon attempts to reach -- by hook or
by crook -- military superiority. The "massive retal%gtion"

— el

doctrine was replaced by “flexible response" with the aim

unchanged -- to provide prerequisites for pursuing a US policy
from "the positions of_stz?ngth", of pressure and suppression,
if nee&ga:g; policy in whiégkihe United States would have an
opportunity to choose the means, directions and time for the
main strikes.

The invariability of aims predetermines the invariably
negative response to all proposals by the socialist countries
on simultaneous disbandment of the two military alliances or,
at least, their military setups. NATO countries class these
proposals as aggressiveness and malicious intent because they
are not prepared for such a radical step.

The leaders of the socialist countries call for the
gradual rise in the level of conf idence-building measures in
the military sphere and for reductions in the armed forces and
conventional armaments. They also made a proposal to conclude
a treaty on the mutual non-use of military force, including
nuclear force. According to the latest PCC proposal tactical
nuclear weapons with a range of up to 1,000 km are subject to
reductions along with conventional armaments. The proposed
zone of reductions covers the whole of Europe, from the
Atlantic to the Urals.

It is suggested that the cut-back of armed forces and
conventional armaments in Europe be done according to agreed
schedules, and with a constant military balance observed at

lower levels, so that no one’s security is impaired. Alongside
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formations and units, their complement of armaments, including
nuclear weapon systems, would also be reduced.

A lump mutual reduction in the numerical troop strength in
both military alliances by 100,000-150,000 within one or two
years is proposed as an initial step. Reduction in the
tactical strike aviation would be of much importance as part
of this step. Immediately after that, the WarsawlTreaty is
prepared for further considerable cut-backs, as a result of
which, given reciprocity of NATO, thg_land quFes and the
tactical strike aviation of both alliances  in Europe would be
reduced in the early 1990s approximately /25 per cent on their
preasent level, i.e. Dfér half =a millioéﬂt;;opé”from sach side.
The armed forces of the oﬁgbsing groups in Europe would thus
be reduced by over million.

* » w

The Congress of the Socialist International in Lima
adopted the Manifesto of Lima, which contains an appeal to the
US and the USSR to act in accordance with their statements in
which both powers expressed readiness to abolish their nuclear
arsenals writes Yury Gvozdev, APN political analyst. The
Socialist International demands that research on
anti-satellite and anti-missile weapon systems be banned, the
ABM Treaty of 1972 retained, and militarisation of space
prevented. The USSR works persistently and energetically
against militarisation of near-Earth space and has recently
submitted to the UN a comprehensive programme for cooperation
in the peaceful exploration of space. And the US is openly
advocating a Star Wars course, making NATO allies join in its
designs.

The Lima Manifesto directly urges the US to abandon its
negative attitude to the total prohibition of tests. This is
tantamount . to partial acknowledgement of the far from “"equal

responsibility of the two super-powers" for the arms race.
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A NEWV ROLE FOR A BRITISH LORD

Vikenti Matveyev

A member of the British aristocracy, Lord Carfimgton, has
assumed the post of the NATO Secretary General. ‘He has been
in the upper chamber of the British - Parliament» since the age
of 19. He has served as the First Lord of thewAdmiralty,
defence and foreign secretary. One of the/Western papers has
characterized him as a typical British diplomat, combining
pragmatism, easy manners and the sense ofshumour.

The problem is whether he will need)these personal qualities

in his new position of the NATO Seeretary General where any. and
far less constructive, diplomagy*is totally out of place and
where the militarist spirit garefully maintained and cultivated
by American brass-hats is all=pervading. But then this must be
a personal concern of Lord Qarrimgton himself. Anyway, his
biography clearly shows ghat the military sphere has always
been more attractive for him{than the civilian, and so in his
very first statements he makes it clear that he will attend

to his new responsibilitiges @s best he can.

These statements nowjrequire special attention since they
provide ample food for _thought.

To begin with, let "us examine Lord Carrington's attitude to
the deployment of new,American missiles in Western Europe. In an
interview to the Paris newspaper Le Figaro Lord Carrington sort
of waves these miggiles away, denying that they are a sgerious
source of tension in Europe. "The Euromissiles", he claims,
"have become agsymbol which some people are exploiting in order
to portray NATOwas a military organization, forgetting about
the political _aspects of its activities,

This cerbainly sounds strange. Could this mean that the new
NATO Secretary General intends to convince the public that NATO
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has ceased to be a military organization? And is it ou®fof his
sense of humour that he calls the first-strike missile systems
installed in combat positions in Western Europe by the&nUs
military "symbolic"? Maybe, to improve the situatiom on the
continent, he will suggest doing without such a "gymbol"? No.
he certainly won't.

Having assumed his new post, the British lerd’ speaks up for
the strict observance of the schedule for thefdeployment of new
American missiles and opines that "the most “gerious problem is
over" -- meaning the opposition of the West ‘Buropean public to
these plans.,

As noted in the above interview, in ‘theé past six monthsg 40
American missiles have been deployed in Western Europe.
According to Carrington, the whole plams is scheduled for five
years. The success with the deployment of the first forty missiles
hag apparently put the NATO Seeretary General in a beatific
mood. But there is no way to _egaysthe same about the mood of the
general public in the West.  Thisyvyear, anti-missile manifesta=-
tions in the FRG, . . Breitaip,{Italy, Holland and Belgium were
even more impressive and massive than before. Lord Carrington
of all people must known what, has happened in the tent camp
at Greenham Common near London. Police have used brute force
to disperse the anti-waripickets and have arrested dozeng of
women for participating in those pickets., The repressions against
peace activists in Britéin, the FRG and other NATO countries
continue unabated. _

Apropos, Lord Carrington's statement in the abcve mentioned
interview with Lg Figaro proves to the broad sections of the
public how contradictory are the contentions by proponents of
the new dangerous spiral of the nuclear arms race. When NATO!'s
Secretary Generel was asked if the problem of accounting for the
British and(PFrench nuclear forces could spring up again, he said:
It is quiteypossible that the point will be raised again.



Friday, August 3, 1984 4

o B

Yet it will hardly produce any differences in NATO, for neither
Washington, nor Paris or London want the British and Freach
arsenals to be taken into account during the talks, as 4&hat would
place the US at a disadvantage when it faces the Soviet Union

in weighing up the forces of each side.

Indeed, in that case, as it has been repeatedly 'stated by
the Soviet side, Washington's "estimates" of the gorrelation of
forces would be blown up like soap bubbles. As Lord Carrington has
implicitly admitted the fact, it seems to be a/good reason for
him to oppose the taking into account of the British and French
nuclear arsenals, as it is for the US leaders.

That way of thinking has nothing to doswith serious arguments.
And it smacks more of political stunting than "pragmatism" for which
Lord Carrington is allegedly famoug.,w He mentioned that a resump=
tion of the Geneva talks was desiratle, 'but kept mum about the
most important thing: failure bysthe‘American side to provide
prerequisites which would make such talks possible. The interviewee
heard what the Americang had' to say @nd arrived at a conclusion
that their point of view should met be argued.

To put it differently, the British Lord ventured to summarize
the things he would be or would be not . in a position to do
while holding the new post, ;although he dropped a hint that other
countries sometimes gatheréd ‘an impression that they were members
of an organisation too rigidly controlled by the US.Admittedly,

Lord Carrington does not regard Britain, or at least the British
government, among thosé holding this view.

It seems that Mre Luns has got a really good successpr who
will be sure to promote the interests of NATO's overseas bosses.

But what about Britain's interests? As a matter of fact, NATO's new
Secretary General is prepared to neglect then.,

(Izvestia, August 2. In full.)
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TASS STATEMENT

Recently, the ministers of foreign affairs of the NATO
countries have held in Rome a regular session of the Council of
that bloc and adopted a lengthy communique. In the political
circles and in propaganda in the West, efforts are being made now
to present that session as an event of almost some special signi-
ficance, called upon to make a major contribution to improving the
international situation.

Such assertions have nothing in common with reality. As is
clear from the communique as well as from the statements made by a
number of the participants in the sessiom, its decisions reflected
above all the line of the US Administration designed to heighten
international tensions and to whip up the arms race.

As regards the West-European NATO participants, they, as can
be seen, have obediently supported the decisions that were prepared
in advance in Washington.

The vague verbiage included in some places of the communigue
as regards the desirability of a dialogue and stable East-West
relations does not change the essence of the adopted decisions.
Even the bourgeois press does not conceal that this camouflage was
needed in order to mislead the international public and dampen
protests in many countries against the militaristic plamns of the
USA and NATO, against turning Western Europe into a launching
pad for new US missiles; and West Europeans themselves--into
hostages, as it were, of the Pentagon's nuclear strategy. Official
representatives of the USA declare openly, without even hiding
behind a verbal smokescreen, that they see the main result of the
session in the confirmation of the known NATO decision on the
deployment in'MWestern Europe of new US medium-range nuclear mis-
siles.

Such revelations make futile the attempts to create the
impression that it is not the United States and the military NATO
bloc, but the Soviet Union and other socialist countries that bear
responsibility for the present complication of the situation in
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the world. The falsity of such allegations strikes the eye as soon
as it comes to setting forth NATO's positions on concrete issues

of the present international situation, particularly the situation
in Europe.

What are these positions?

Let us take, first of all, the question of limitation of the
arms race. The utterly hypocritical character of NATO's position
manifested itself most clearly exactly in this question. On the one
hand, they speak of desire to attain progress in the sphere of
limitation of the arms race. And on the other hand, they immedi-
ately destroy any reasonable foundation for a solution of this
problem, reducing the entire essence of possible negotiations to
"introduction of substantial restrictiong on the Soviet military
might."

That's where the shoe pinches. There is neither equality
nor equal security here, but it is only on the basis of observance
of this principle that positive results in any negotiations can be
attained.

The NATO members appear to be declaring in favour of reduc-
ing the level of armaments. It would seem that this is a reasonable
task, had it been really implied. But, as it is clear from the
Rome communique, when things come to concrete deeds, the aim is set
not at all of reducing, but of increasing the level of armaments.
It is not accidental that it is emphasized in the communique that
fulfilment of the NATO decision, adopted in December 1979, is
"the only realistic foundation for taking parallel steps of
control  over nuclear forces".

Translated into ordinary human language, this means that
Washington above all strives to station in Western Europe US
missiles at any price, under any conditions and does not wish to
hear anything ‘else. It is also this that underlies the approach to
possible talks which, in the concept of the authors of the com-
munique, must not at all be a hindrance to the attainment of the
above objective.

Such ‘militarist designs have also clearly dictated the NATO
countries' refusal to accept the Soviet proposal to impose a
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moratorium on the deployment in Europe of new medium-range nuclear
missiles.

Against the background of such a position, there isveven less
credibility to the attempts to pass off as almost a grandiose
concession to the Soviet Union the agreement of the United States
to resume, toward the closebf this year, negotiations on limiting
nuclear weapons in Europe.

In the first place, they forget that the talks were suspended
by Washington itself, and, secondly, the point at issue now is not
s0 much readiness to hold talks, as intent to delay their resump-
tion, by enveloping them in all sorts of reservations. In short,
everything is again subordinated to gaining)time for implem:nting
the plans of deploying US missiles in Western Europe.

This time again the participants in the NATO bloc are having
recourse to the invention about..the Soviet Union's superiority in
medium-range nuclear means. THig'is a  deliberate distortion of
facts, and there is no doubt/ that .the authors of the communique know
about it. That is why, they stubbernly keep silence about the
hundreds of units of the.US forward-based nuclear means in Europe
and around it, which are capable of reaching the Soviet Union's
territory, and about the nucleer weapons of some other NATO member—
countries. Had they mentioned it, they would have to admit that
there is an approximate parity in Europe as regards corresponding
arms between NATO and the Soviet Union,.Z:They would also have tc
admit that deploying additionally in Western Europe about 600
US missiles would create for NATO an almost 1.5-fold advantage in
medium-range means and, consequently, to concede that the real
aim of the NATO plam is to upset the current parity in Europe.

To admit all this would mean to say the truth, and this
is the least intention of the NATO politicians. They prefer
to deceive people. And for this reason they resort to fabrica-
tions, to putting forward different types of linkages, conditions
and reservations which even they are unable to explain coherently.
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This approach indicates that its authors clearly lack a sense of
responsibility and integrity in politics.

The Soviet Union favours an early holding, and without ery
pre-conditions, of talks on limiting nuclear wespons in the
Furopean continent.

The proposals, which the USSR put on the.table of nego-
tiations with the United States last year, and smhich express
readiness to discuss and resolve the question of the limitaticn
and reduction of medium-range nuclear arms ifny Furope, including ra-
turally, the American forward-based nuclear means, remain in forcce.
And the USSR is ready to resume these negotiations without delay.

I% should be clear that the solution of thig tagk is nost
essential above all for the European peoples themselves. '

Such an important problem as‘limitation of strategic arms
1s mentioned only in passing in.the NATO communique, while the
question of continuing the rélevant negotiations is simply bypassced.
The US representative openly stated upcn the ending of the NATO
Gouncil's session that he,did nét.at all see the possibilities of
resuming the BSALT negotiations.in the near future. Pc could hardly
have put it more clearly?

And vhat is the attitude of the NATO member-countries to
the question of the talks‘n/force and arms cuts in Central Eurcpe?
Expressing regret over the lack of "substantive progres s", they
seen to forget that for some seven Years now it is precisely the
Western participants intthe Vienna tallts who are going in a cirele
pressing only for oné'thing -- to obtain information about the armed
forces of the socialist countries and their structure without
reciprocating in any way their constructive stepe that meet half-
way the Western{stand. As far as the unilateral steps of the Sovic:
Union, which reduced its armed forces stationed in the GIR by
20,000 men and“&,000 tanks, are concerned, the lecaders of the FARC
countries have simply confined themselves to talzing note of them.

The Communique makes no mention at all of the other talkes
on arms limitation and on disarmament, although there ig no roticesble
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progress in the course of these talks either while talks on some
issues have been even suspended by the US side(ithe Indian Ocean,arms
supplies to sther countries).

The essence of the NATO position was frankly formulated by
the NATO Secretary General Luns who publicly stateds "I repeat
again: It is not true that disarmament can prevent wer."

Neither can the words in the NATOQ commnigure ebout Poland
be explained by anything else except by a desire.to crect as many
barriers as possible in the way of resclving topicel international
issues. While hypoeritically calling for abstaining from any
outside interference,” the authors of the conmmunigue deem it
necessary to hush up the fact that it is precisely from Washington
and the capitals of a number of West-European states that all kinds
of "recommendations" and "advice" continue to emanate on how the
Poles ought to bHchave. Tn effect, this is a direct interference in
the internal affairs of Poland,, and it must be stopped.

If one is to listen/to thé authors of the Rome communique,
it turns out that the United States 'and NATO stand for a political
settlement around Afgahnistan. Nothing could be further from the
truth! All is quite the reverses In the United States and NATO
nobody wanted or wants now to search for a political settlement.
But much is being done to prevent such a settlement. For when Pakig-
tan recently expressed the cautious desire to establish contacts with
Afghanistan, the United States and some other countries did their
utnost to cut short such a possibility. In the NATO cepitals they
are wrong in thinking (6Hat people have a short nemory. Neither have
people forgotten the/White House's open declaration of its inten-
tion to supply arms7td the bands which intrudé into the territory
of Afghanisgtan.

NATO has/neither moral nor any other right to question the
Soviet Union'sslegitimate aid to the friendly Afghan pecple in
repusling aggression from outside. The USSR resolutely supports
Afghanistan's well-known proposals aimed at attaining a political
settlement. Within the context of such a settlement there can also
be resolved the question about the Soviet limited nilitary contin-
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gent there, to which effect relevant statements have repeatedly
been made by the Soviet Union.

The participants in the NATO session have not bypassed
by their attention the developing countries. The subject, doubtless,
is of exceptional importance, especially taking into account the
fact that these countries continue to be the objects of plunder and
exploitation by the major imperialist states. But the problem,
however, was discussed not from the viewpoint ‘of providing real
assistance to such countries. Nothing was adopted on that score.
And this cannot be hidden by a mere combination of words about
desire to contribute to consolidating their economies and to
respect their independence and sovereignty.

Apparently, the small of oil, the craving for other
resources of the developing countries stimulate the appetities of
the NATO strategists and politicians. In practice this takes the
form of encouragement of Israel to.continue its expansionist
course against the Arabs, of cooperation with the racist regime of
South Africa, which keeps the African country . of Namibia under
colonial yoke, and the support for anti-popular dictatorial regimes
in Latin America and other parte of the world.

What can be said about the trend of policy when not only
individual countries, but seven whole continents are declared zones
of "vital interests" of the USA, which is incessantly continuing its
drive for new military bases in the developing countries and,backed
up by the guns of naval armadas, ie trying to dictate to the
independent countries how they should act, and to what way of life
they should adhere. 'One should think that the peoples of these
countries will be able to see through the real intentions of those
who currently go/out of their way to impose their friendship on
them.

The Madrid meeting is mentioned in the NATO communique
from the viewpoint of conducting the East-West dialogue. One could
have adopted-a positive attitude to this were it not for all * kinds
of specious reservations put forward here, too. And the essence
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of these reservations is that progress on the main item of the
agenda of the meeting - on convening a conference on military deten-
te and disarmament in Europe - is perceived by the NATQ politicians
only as a series of unilateral concessions by the Soviet Union and
other socialist countries. It goes without saying, this is not a
realistic approach.

The Soviet Union, as has been the case until now,
will contribute towards reaching mutual understanding at Madrid.
But in common with its allies in the Warsaw Treaty Organization
it has the right to count on the same attitude by the Western
participants in the meeting.

It is believed in the leading circles of the USSR that
the vital interests of all peoples urgently necessitate a change
over to the sensible, realistic way of talks on the basis of
equality, renunciation of attempts to upset the existing military
balance, to force one's will on others. The broad programme of
proposals and initiatives, which was put forward in Leonid
Brezhnev's report to the 26th Congress of the CPSU, is directed
precisely at this. The Soviet Union is fully determined to
consistently implement this programme by cooperating with all
those who strive by deeds for reliable and lasting peace.

(Pravda, May 9. In full.)
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MILITARISTIC ASSEMBLAGES

Vladislav Drobkov

Sessions of NATO's Eurogroup, military command and the mili-
tary planning committee followed each other in the Belgian capital.
They were so to speak the final chords of the "NATO symphony"
that sounded for several weeks now in Bonn, now in Rome, now in
Brussels. Since all these NATO assemblages were conducted by repre-
sentatives of the new US administration, coming out for rejecting
everything positive that has been achieved in the sphere of
detente in the past few years, their "music" merged into one
militaristic march.

Summing up the results of NATO's conferences in Brussels,
it becomes clear that Washington, brandishing the bugbear of the
"Soviet threat'", has again succeeded in pushing its allies further
along the slippery path of speeding up military preparations.
Defence Ministers and NATO's generals ‘have taken decisions to
continue to increase the military machine of NATO, especially its
aggressive potential.

First of all they have decided to continue preparations
for deploying in Europe Pershing-2 medium-range and cruise missi-
les which, according to military specialists, are "first strike"
weapons. The decisions to speed up the conventional arms race,
to secure annual increases in military allocations and to carry
out an expensive modernisation of the military infrastructure
in Europe also pose a considerable threat to peace.

It was also decided at the Brussels meetings to start draw-
ing up plans of military preparations for 1983-1988 and set up a
committee for studying the needs of the bloc in manpower; this
may become the first step towards increasing the numerical strength
of NATO's armies. The Ministers have also defined the basic
guidelines for the long-term military planning in specific spheres,
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including the bloc's approval of new systems of arms, their standar-

disation, and cooperation in their manufacture. All this testifi-

es to NATO's intention to plan the arms race for many years to come.
Just as dangerous for peace is the recognition, displayed

in Brussels, of the USA's '"right" to military adventures outside

the bloc if the notorious "vital interests of the West" are

jeopardised there. Moreover, the final communique of NATO's milita-

ry planning committee even hints on the possibility of NATO allies'

participation in joint actions outside the framework of the bloc.
Against the background of all these aggressive prepara-

tions and plans, references made in Brussels to a certain aspira-

tion of NATO for "genuine detente" and "control over armaments"

sounded especially cynically. However, ‘no camouflage will help.

The assemblages of NATO's military bodies clearly demonstrated

the aggressive nature of the Nerth Atlantic bloc.

Brussels.

(Pravda, May 15. In full.)
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JATO VS. EUROPE
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Erast Genri

That NATO is an azgressive military organis@i¥on
obstructing the establishment of durable peace immBurope--
this not only people in the socialist and developing countries,
but also many in the West understand today. THEbyNATC armaments
are now growing month after month, in fact wegkNafter week,
is no secret either. But what are the stragegic plans of
the NATO headquarters on our continent? hgfNes it preparing
for?

Sources close to it usually say thg@s 1ts entire stratezy
boils down to one thing: defence. They a8se@rt that the NATO
generals are only thinking of how to de@€Ad Western Europe Irom
an allegedly planned "lizhtening attagiey Uy the Warsaw Treaty
states, how to protect it from a "breakfhrough" of Soviet tanks
across the Rhine and to the Aglantilcldcean -- from a terrible
"Soviet threat'.

For years the mass medWg of tite capitalist world have
been loudly talking about gaiS. . Wweole books, looking like
fantasy novels, are beinzgpubldshed on the same theme. Butb,
as a rule, they keep silegt) ab®ut what the Atlantic generals
themselves are really n'@8mninge™ Yet the policy of NATO makes
its military stiatesy JWisfe @Rglious.

Back in the 50s, &t fhe height of the cold war, some-
thing became known about the genuine intentions of NATO,
at least in Central Furopeyp Information had seeped into
the press about a plan giWhe NATO and revenge-seeking forces
to make an eastward thr@st at the right moment and inflict
a number of blows on #heVsocialist states. A break-through %o
Berlin, Prague and BUdT®est was meant in the first place.

I recall: ing®ust 1960 a French newspaper carried
an interview with @uwd Bundeswehr officers who had crossed over
to the GDR--majom”dienzer and Captain von Glieg, a former aide
of General Kammhuhber, the commander of the FRG air force.
Wienzer reported that in an attack on the GDR NATC would first
of all seek to@gUt off Warsaw Treaty participants from one another.

"Use'"e QI *the territory of neutral Austria was envisaged
for this pywD@se. The following operations were planned. The
first armya8¥oup of the aggressors was to start the attack
advancingmalong the southern border of the GDR till the Oder-
Neisse 1lime. In this way they intended to cut off the GDR
from Cgé@hoslovakia. After turning to the north, in the
directionm’ of Frankfurt-on-Oder and Berlin, this group was then
to cupaeff the GDR from Poland as well.
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At the same time, the second army group advancifi® along
the border between Czechoslovakia and Poland was togslrround
Czechoslovakia, invade Hungary and cut it off from €zechoslovakia
and Poland. Meanwhile the NATO fleet was to attack %the
northern coast of the GDR in the area of Rostock gfid the Oder
estuary. The GDR would thus be "surrounded". Qhis is at least
how they presumed it would go according to the ®dan of
Heusinger, a Hitlerite general who was in chafige’ of the
Bundeswehr command and later became the headd@® the planning
committee at the NATO headquarters.

Much water has flown under the bridgeWsince then. FPeople
recovered after the shock of the Second Womld War, but now they
are again looking into the future with glarm. Has the NATO
headquarters abandoned its adventurous Ppléms during this time?

Everything indicates that it hagn®t. Of course,
particular deployments have be&n repe@fedly wmodified, corrected
and supplemented since then.®Wezpgmsyare changing, military
art does not mark time. But €he subStance of the NATO strategy in
Europe obviously remains the Sameg, its edge is directed against
the Soviet Union and the ofHer cetintries of the socialist
community.

Hence the latest gonceptsyof the NATO command: the project
for stationinzg America@ Pershifig-2 nuclear missiles in West
European countries, tHeWwlafisVfor the massive accumulation
of cruise missiles, the plan® to use neutron bombs and nerve
gases, to build new airports in the FRG, Belgium, the Nether-
lands, Norway, Italy and4Gréece...

Hence also the hold@ing of military training exercises in
direct proximity to theéyborders of the GDR and Czechoslovakia,
the plan for using "papid deployment forces", the continuous
growth of the milita¥y/expenditures of the NATO countries and so
forth.

What for (@) all this? To strengthen the defences of
the Western countrfes, which nobody is going to attack? No,
to achieve a cleer military superiority of the NATO forces in
Europe, prepapging for aggression against the socialist states.

And al@e from this finally comes the latest American
military do@trine of a limited, that is, actually unrestricted
nuclear wary,a doctrine that has been announced to the constant
noise of phmases about a "Soviet threat" and¥§£e "defence of
Western,democracy". All this is being done¥ same main aim,
The offacIal policy of Washington and its allies continues to
directly follow the NATO headquarters' strategy for the Euronean
theatrewf operations.
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Trumen and Dulles, who founded NATO and started thejarms
race, have long since been dead. But the line of theig
successors is all the same, with the only difference that it
is now pursued with still greater persistency, still\gTeater
aggressiveness and with still greater--ten-fold--spending of
funds.

The present line-up of the bloc's forces in\@eéntral Europe
also speaks of the invariability of the NATO géherals' strategy.
Two army groups of NATO are concentrated hereéithe group North
along the borders with the GDR and the group/@erdtre near the
borders of Czechoslovakia. Advanced units of “Ghese armies are
deployed just 60-70 km from the borders ofsthe socialist states,
are constantly kept on a high level of combat readiness and can
be reinforced by American troops airlifte@macross the Atlantic.

Thousands of NATO's tanks and warpl@fies are based there
today. Eighty per cent of all deliveryssystems NATO maintains
in Europe for its atomic weapon§, are ‘e¢ncentrated in Central
Europe, and the bulk of the new=US medium-range missiles are
going to be deployed there as@well.

On the left flank the NAEO ferces are deployed in the
Baltic Sea, whereas the right flamk’, the Mediterranean, is
covered by the US Sixth Fleet, shich is not organic to the
NATO forces but operates,in close contact with the allied command.

All these forces put, together represent a solid wall
which passes across the Eurépean continent and faces, above all,
the GDR, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary. But this is not all.

The aggressors beligwe, that the road to Berlin and Prague
is bound to eventually ledd them to Warsaw. This is never said
in so many words, but the propaganda campaign recently whipped
up in the West, partigularly by the West German revanchists,
against the socialistWPplish state throws - sufficient light on
the covert plans of ffhe NATO command in this respect.

It is likewidefelear that operations against Berlin, Prague,
| Budapest and Warsaw*together with actions on the Black Sea (in
the area of Gregteyand Turkey) are merely the first stage of

| the campaign planned by the NATO strategists and that its main

L objective in case of war is Moscow.

. 1t appe@rs therefore that the "ideas" of the North Atlantic
Alliance idéed have not changcd since the fifties.,

But,what do all these strategic schemes remind us of?
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There can be no doubt about it: all this looks very much
like a revised edition of the plans of the Hitler Wehrmaeht
for attacking Eastern Europe: Czechoslovakia is to be hi% first,
Poland next and finally the Soviet Union.

As I have already said, the NATO command has to=develop
many things anew, but the essence remains. Obviously, the
present-day "Atlantic" generals are learning from Keitel, Yodl
and Goering. It is symptomatic in this context that the post
of the Commander-in-Chief of NATO's Central Euriope Command
invariably goes to a West German general; today It is held by
Bundeswehr General Ferdihand von Senger und Etferlin, son
of a well-known nazi general.

But how long will NATO be able to carmy on its aggressive
policy without pushing the world to the brimk of actual cata-
strophe? This question is important not @®@vcomputers but to
everyone in the world, and even more sonto the Europeans.

One spiral of the arms race follows another, one billion dollars
after another is added to milit&ry budgets, one "superweapon'
after another is developed, an@9a new anti-Soviet myth is floated
every week--all this at a time whemythe socialist countries are
doing everything within their“power to reach understanding with
the other side and extend d€senteéw,Dulles, one of the architects
of the cold war, once characteriSed this policy as brinkmanship.
But even imperialist acrébats cammot indefinitely keep their
balance on the brink of an abyss.

However, it is not they who are determining the course of
history today. Let us look back at the past once more.

The peoples of Europeswere unable to avert World War I.
The working class was not §yet prepared to make resolute efforts
for peace, and the world\was controlled by the imperialists.
The Soviet Union was deing whatever it could to avert World War II,
but at the time it was’fhe only socialist country in Europe, and
fascism had caught the)Europeans unawares. Today the lineup
of the world forces, has changed so much that the NATO generals
will no longer be @ble to decide the fate of Europe.

It is necesEdry, however, that the simple and honest
people not onlylrealise their strength but also become aware
of their respomsibility and potentialities and launch in all
countries vigomous efforts for detente; unless these efforts
are successfuly the 20th century may have a worse ending
than any of, the previous ones.

(Sovetskaya Rossia, December 5. In full.)
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MILITARISTIC URGE 3

Vitaly Xorionov

"To return the lost military superiority df9eny cost
certain circles in the United States are using ‘@ll means of
deception, blackmail and diktat. They want te Impose on
mankind a new, ever more dangerous round of.$the arms race,"
says Pravda's political news analyst Vitaly/ Korionov,

According to him hundreds of instit@itions, thousands of
politicians, generals and journalists afe How busy releasing
fabrications designated to keep peopleld®™ the West in constant
fear. "Russians are coming!", the Amemidafs are being intimi-
dated day and night. They in the Pentagon on the Potomac agd
that "America is defenceless", The ghief of staff of the Ut
Army assures in earnest that,.he commamds = "weak arnmy" which is
"understaffed", "ill trained’. and\™nsufficiently financed".
The chief of the Air Force Starf complains that his planes
"have no spares", the chief of ®aif of the Navy announces that
he has to operate in thref Oteans, while having a fleet enough
for "one ocean and a halfM

The author pointsagut tha® the Pentagon's emmisaries in
the NATO headquartersflare trying to present the aggressive war
machine of the bloc 4s fleably” disintegrating. An example of
that is an article by American Genersl Rogers, Supreme Allied
Commander, Europe, published in the December issue of the
Readers Digest magazindWfle offers a ready-made "recipe" of
how to "rectify the sit@ation'.

The General outldhes a new nilitarist programme. Here are
some of its componests: the United States should immediately
start the productioX¥0f modern chemical weapons. The United
States should produce neutron weapons. Congress should immediate-
ly introduce a 1im¥#ed call-up into the first-line reserve.

The General annoufiges that the Pentagon has worked out a Plan
of airlifting gix“divisions to West Germany to reinforce the

morc than 300,000-strong army. So that no one has any doubts
against whom ¥Mr¥Rogers is zoing Yo march, he explains that the

gote%tial COmmQ: enemy 1is the Soviet Union and the Warsaw
reaty.

(Bravda, Descember 10.TASS. Summary)
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ATLANTIC FEVER

S. Zykov

A call to intensify the arms race keynoted a series of recent
NATO high-level meetings. The call is not something new. Since the
establishment of the aggressive North Atlantic Alliance, at all its
sessions and conferences the United States has tirelessly called for
building up the military might of its members. This spring, fanning
the ballyhoo around the "Soviet threat", Washington has exerted speci-
al efforts to increase militaristic fever. It has alrgely succeeded
in this,

At the Rome session of the NATO foreign ministers and in Brussels
which hosted, in turn, NATO's "Eurogroup", military committee and
military planning committee, it was decided to further increase the
military budgets and expand the earlier long-term programme for
building up conventional and nuclear weapons. By resorting to
vague promises to resume. talks with the Soviet Union, Washington
has succeeded, to a certain extent, in influencing in the desired
direction the positions of those West European governments which
under public impact refused to unconditionally fulfil the orders
of their American partner, and to accept new US medium-range nuc-
lear missiles.

Commenting on the efforts exerted by the Pentagon and US
diplomacy at the recent NATO conference, the world press noted
with rare unanimity that they reflect the desire of the US administra-
tion to ensure America a military supremacy in the world. By build-
ing up its armed forces and allocating hundreds of billions of dol-
lars for military purposes the United States wants other NATO count-
ries to follow suit.

The Pentagon strategic plans provide for the active partici-
pation of the NATO countries' armies, navies and air forces in
US adventures pursuing aggressive aims both within and outside the
bloc's zone of operation, primarily in the Middle East, in the
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Persian Gulf and the Indian Ocean.

NATO's military bodies discussed moves connected with these
plans. In particular, they discussed the question of establishing
an "allied" rapid deployment force, the replacement by West Europe-
ans of US troops which could be transferred from Europe to a "crisis
region", the growth of the "allied" armies in the next few years to
come, and so on and so forth.

A major emphasis was laid on siting in Western Europe of
nearly 600 US medium-range nuclear missiles. The United States
demanded that the states which are to accommodate its missiles
rapidly prepare launching sites and build nuclear arms depots and
other infrastructure.

NATO bosses do not conceal their satisfaction with the
results of NATO's spring conferences. A, Haig, US Secretary of
State, and J. Luns, NATO Secretary General, spoke enthusiastically
about the bloc's spring conferences..In anticipation of new con-
tracts, even greater enthusiasm was displayed by the military-indust-
rial corporations, whose shares immediately went up at stock exchan-
ges.

o~ A different reaction to the NATO decisions was shown by the

f working people of Western Europe and America. West Germany, Britain,
Denmark, the Netherlands, Belgium and other countries, see massive
demonstrations of protests against growing military expenditures
and whipping up of the arms race. Before his trip to Washington,
West German Chancellor H. Schmidt was handed in a petition of
protest signed by 800,000 Western Germans. Anti-war demcnstrations
also took place in many cities in the United States.

In reply to imperialist calls to intensify military prepara-
tions, the peoples of the world demand ever more persistently
that the ruinous arms race be stopped and effective measures
taken to promote detente and peace.

(Izvestia. May 25. In full.)
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WASHINGTON'S TRAP

V. Vernikov on Economic an¢ Political
Differences Between the United States and Its

West European NATO Allies

Judging by everything official Washington has put in action
its heavy propaganda artillery, including the Secretaries of
State and Defence, in a bid to present the Administration's
foreign policy to its West European allies in the brightest
colours. It is by no means an easy task to reduce the different
interests of the countries on both sides of the Atlantic to a
common denominator.

Confrontation with the Soviet Union, which may be considered
to be the Bible of the present American foreign policy, is not in
the interests of Western BEurope at all, for that region has
tested the good fruit of cooperation with the USSR and other
socialist nations. That is why, as The Christian Science Monitor
wrote, the allies are not going to put an end to their variant of
detente only to satisfy Washington. It is naturally they do not
like many things in Reagan's foreign policy and do not support it
wholly and completely.

This is the pivotal problem from which other problems of no
less importance grow as branches from the trunk. These are: the
level of military expenditure, nuclear-missile rearmament and
trade. All the problems form a tangle which it is impossible to
straighten by resolving only one of them. Nonetheless, there are
ample grounds to state that economic problems constitute the root
cause for Washington's present foreign policy and rather uneasy,
to put it mildly, relations with its West European allies. As
they say, there's the rub.

It is common knowledge that some West European countries
surpass America in the level of modern technology development
and the United States is unable to continue successfully competing
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with them in the marathon race which has been going on in the
past ten to fifteen years. Among the numerous causes of this

I would like to mention only one -- Washington's high military
spending which has increased as a result of the war .in Vietnam,
support for anti-popular regimes and its Middle East (or Israeli,
to be more exact) romance. The course to promote cooperation
and develop and build up confidence, which has also taken shape
in Europe in the 70s, could not but influence the level of the
allies' military spending, although the current accusation of
Western Europe of "pacifism" and “neutralism” is no more than a
propaganda stunt.

It is in these conditions of tough ecomomic rivalry between
the leading capitalist countries which has been intensified by
the energy crisis that the wise men from the Reagan team decided
to use the evil to the Administration's advantage -- to put a
rope on the neck of Western Europe by imposing on it military
spendings which undermine its economic and social programmes and
draw West Europeans into such a wrace from which only arms
manufacturers and merchants can benefit.

I believe West Europeans have seen through this trick
but notorious "Atlantic solidarity", coupled with Washington's
gross pressure, does not permit them to say this out loud. While
putting up resistance, they only say that their economies cannot
shoulder a greater "defence" burden and that the rates of infla=-
tion and unemployment ‘will be stepped up as a result of the
increase in military spending. What is more, Western European
leaders have to look back on opposition which exists both in the
camp of the left-wing forces and inside their own, ruling, parties.
This is borme out by the latest developments in West Germany, the
Netherlands, Belgium and other NATO countries.

And this is precisely what Washington wants: to weaken
Western Europe economically and to take it in hand by military
measures. . And, perhaps, the surest and most ingenious way to
harness the hesitant and dissatisfied Europeans is by imposing
on them at least a three per cent annual increase in military
spending, urging them to go beyond the geographical boundaries
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of NATO, and deploying about 600 new medium-range nuclear missiles
in European territory.

Not all historical analogies are precise and some of them
are conditional, because times change, as does the mentality of
people. However, in this case the analogy suggests itself:
Washington's present-day course vis-a-vis its West-Buropean allies
is just a militaristic Marshall Plan, modernised and adapted for
a new "abduction of Europe", this time under the threat of nuclear
death from a non-existent "Soviet menace". More than that, the
allies were told once again that resistance to NATO's further
missile build-up would negatively affect their relations with the
United States.

Although the resistance of the West-Europeans does not
manifest itself in spectacular forms, it does exist and it is
felt on many problems. The movement of protest against nuclear
threat and the ruinous arms race keeps growing. Today even the
most ardent supporters of Washington's militaristic course in
Iondon and Bonn cannot hush it up, nor can they disregard it.

"An idea that European security policy can be reduced to
the fulfilment of the demands of US presidents has become outdated”,
Willy Brandt told the magazine Der Spiegel. "One should not dis-
regard once's own interests within the alliance (i.e. within
NATO--V.V.); it is necessary to champion these interests..."'he
went on to say.

Of course, people in Washington realize that West-Europeans
are ready to uphold their interests. However, they do not draw
proper conclusions from this and continue to persist on their
power politics in an attempt to reach their aims at whatever the
price. This cannot but widen the gap separating the United States
from its allies, because this is a question of the future of
Europe.

(Izvestia, June 9. Abridged.)
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PROPPING UP SOUTHERN FLANK

N.Paklin, Izvestia Staff Correspondent

Of late, the Pentagon and NATO have been devoting more and
more attention to the Mediterranean. This points to the growing
political aggressiveness of imperialism, first of all of US impe-
rialism. This was stressed by L.I. Brezhnev, .General Secretary of
the CPSU Central Committee, in his report to the 26th CPSU Cong-
ress.

The United States is working to consolidate its domination
and capture advantageous positions in this region. The Mediterrane-
an means not only Europe's southern flank, but also approaches to
the Middle East and South West Agia, North Africa and the vast
zone of the Indian Ocean, including the Persian Gulf. In an attempt
to camouflage their imperialist designs, US leaders allege that it
is necessary to "protect.the oil Tiches of the Middle East and
South West Asia" and o0il routes leading to the West.

However, as is known, no'one threatens these sea routes. It
was said at the 26th CPSU Congress that the authors of this delibe-
rate lie know very well that the Soviet Union does not intend to
encroach either on oil or its supply routes. Imperialism's desire
to turn the Mediterranean into a Jumping off-ground is rooted in
its far-reaching plans, “Washington strategists are obviously eag-
er to involve dozens ©f other countries in their military prepara-
tions, and to enmesi the world in =a web of US bases, airfields and
arms depots,” L.I. Brezhnev said. This is the central point of the
political manoeuvres conducted by the United States and NATO in
Europe's southern flank.

The United States gives Italy a special role to play in its
plans for building up its might in the Mediterranean. Strategical-
ly, in the Pentagon's opinion, Italy holds the key to the region.
The Italian Peninsula, cutting the Mediterranean into two, as it
were, is/a.natural bridge connecting Europe with Africa. The
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Pentagon regards Italy, Italian newspapers said, as a bridgehead
for US armed forces to conduct direct military operatioms in the
Middle East, the Persian Gulf and in the Indian Ocean.

The United States has, in point of fact, turned Italy into
1ts outpost. The headquarters of the joint NATO naval force in
southern Europe has been moved to Naples after NATO had to clear
off from Malta. The ships of the US Sixth Fleet are based in the
Italian ports of Naples, Gaeta, Spezia, Taranto, The Maddalena Is-
land, near Sardinia, has been transformed into a permanent home of
American nuclear submarines.

Up to one and a half thousand American nuclear warheads have
been reported by the Italian press to be stationed in that country.
There are all kinds of military installations of the US and NATO,
including testing grounds, in Italy. Preparations are now under way
to install 112 American theatre-strategic medium-range cruise mis-
siles in italy. The decision to-this effect is known to have been
taken at the NATO ministerial meeting in Brussels in 1979. Yet ano-
ther plan afoot is to install nettron and cheQEZEI_QEEEEEE there.

"It must be clear: the deployment of new US missiles, target-
ed against the USSR and its allies, in the FRG, Italy, Britain,
the Netherlands or Belgium is bound to affect our relations with
these countries, to say nothing of how this will prejudice their
own security”, Leonid Brezhnev said in the Report to the 26th CPSU
Congress.

Washington does not take into account the real interests of
its European partners. The US is trying to make the Italian gover-
nment enlarge the nation's military potential. Washington's impor-
tunities have met with guarded reaction from the Italian public.
The military are manifestly unhappy about these plans. Defence Mi-
nister Lagorio recently announced a project being worked out to set
up a so-called Mquick deployment force" to be formed of crack units
of all the arms,

Political circles in Rome see this, not without reason, as a
bid to increase Italy's contribution towards the reinforcement of
the NATO southern flank, the idea Washington is so anxious about.
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Then people of Mediterranean countries are showing great con-
cern over the plans of American and NATO militarists. A campaign
is gaining ground in Italy against American cruise missiles and
neutron bombs being stationed in that country.

Democratic sections of public opinion of the Mediterranean
countries see the latest peace proposals, put forward by the
26th CPSU Congress, as evidence of the Soviet Union's commitment
to detente and to promoting confidence and cooperation among na-
tions. The Soviet Union and the other Warsaw Treaty countries have
declared more than once that the Mediterranean must become a zone
of peace. This will respond to the aspirations of the peoples of
Europe and to their desire to strengthen the Helsinki spirit and
further the effort to promote detente, good-neighbourly relations
and cooperation.

(Izvestia, March 24. Abridged.)
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NATO PLANS REJECTED ©

West German Public OQutcry Against US Missiles
E. Korolyov,

Izvestia Correspondent

There has been increased public pressurerin West Germany
in the opening weeks of the new year againstythe decision of
the NATO ministerial meeting in Brussels /dn ‘December 1979 to
have American medium-range missiles stationed in a number of
West European countries.

A large-scale campaign is under way throughout West
Germany to collect signatures to the appeal of a public forum
in Krefeld in November last yédar against the implementation of
the NATO decision. The object of the campaign is to gathkr at
least one million signatures @gainst the installation of NATO
nuclear missiles on West German territory. The Presiding Board of
the German Communist Party issuéd a statement on January 9,
calling on all members of the party to give their determined
backing to the drive fon, Collgcting signatures to the "Krefeld
Appeal”.

In the meantime,/the sponsors of the "Krefeld Appeal" called
on the federal government, which had agreed to the installation
of new American missiles on West German territory, to reconsider
its position.

The latest wave of Pprotests against the deployment of
American nuclear missiles has been touched off by the reports
that the West Germansgovernment has already come to terms with the
United States on thé sites to be used for stationing these
missiles on West Gérman territory. It has come to light that
108 American Pershing-2 missiles are to be stationed on what
are at present the“lsites of Pershing-1 missiles in West
Germany. Ninety-siX cruise missiles are to be deployed at US
military bases/in,West Germany. West German democratic
organisationshave declared that, according to their information,
preparatory work on the sites for new nuclear missile systems has
already started in Lower Saxony, North-Rhine-Westphalia,

Hessen, Baden-Wurtemberg and Bavaria.

Thesé meports are adding to the West Germans® conviction
that the NATO decision runs counter to the vital interests both
of the population of West Germany and the peoples of the entire
Europeéan continent. The NATO decisions, said Peter Tuemnmers,
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Chairman of the Works Council of a large textile mill in
Krefeld, '"contradict the basic interests of the working (man".

Alarm over the stark danger which the deployment gof
American medium-range nuclear missiles will spell fop West
Germany has been increasingly voiced in recent times, By some
of the membership of the SDPG, the largest party of the
government coalition. More than 150 prominent partysefficials,
including a number of Bundestag members, have signed an
appeal to the government, urging it to decline theWNATO
decisions. The Chairman of the SDPG state organisation of the
Saar region, Oskar Lafontain has made a statement typical
of “the current moods in West Germany, emphasising that "it
is not written anywhere that we must particifpate in the arms
race just because the Americans want us to.?

Under these circumstances, official Bonf#,” which has found
itself in quite a predicament because of “its earlier references to
an interconnection between the ratificafion of the SALT-2
Treaty by the United States and the implementation of the NATO
"arming-up" plans, has been trying in{&p¥ery way to assure its
partners that the West German government is still willing to
fulfil the obligations it hasflaseumété. The public are being
told, meanwhile, that everything i&{going on as it should and
that there is no cause for ¢oficern?

Yet the resentment aly, the NATO decisions is being
expressed by a wider crogg-section of the West German population.
Bonn must give up the idea%offinStalling death-dealing missiles
on West German soil! This demand is resounding louder and
louder, drowning the appeals, for "Atlantic solidarity", noisy
speculation about a "SovietWlreat" and criticism of those who
question the official argdfents.

While calling for bhe, dangerous "arming-up" idea to be
dropped, progressive sggfions of West German opinion are
pointing out that the Ondy acceptable way to strengthen peace in
Europe is through nego%iations to end the arms race, under the

programme proposed by ®he Soviet Union and other socialist
countries.

Bonn (January 19. Abridged.)
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NEW NUCLEAR TEST IN NEVADA

A Course for Confrontation

A.Tolkunov

The succession of US nuclear tests is eloguent evidence of
the U5 Administration intending to go on with its course for
confrontation, and a blow to the hopes of those Americans who
expected it to renounce the policy of building up nuclear
\;re-upons and to show a responsible approach to the destinies of
mankind.

Many of these people are becoming active opponents of the
White House policy and demonstrate their resolute protest
against the course chosen by Washington.

Meanwhile, the nuclear arms race continues to gain
momentum in the USA. The Lockheed arms factory at Santa Clara,

——

California, is astir with feverish activity on account of the

White House and Congress having released another hand-out for
the development of Trident-2 D-5 supermissile which is to
missiles aboard one submarine can cause destruction on a scale
equivalent to that brought about by all the wars in human
history taken togsther.

According to a report published by nuclear strategy
experts Robert Norris, Thomas Cochran and H‘illi},m:hin,' the
allocations for nuclear tests have grown dramatically in
recent time. In the next few years the arms factories are to
manufacture 1,800 warheads a year at the least. 7

As it steers toward developing space strike systems,
Washington. is beginning tests with nuclear-pumped X-ray lasers
in Nevada. In this way the Nevada range is being drawn into
the Star Wars programme leading to an uncontrollable arms
race.

To break the vicious circle: this is today the demand of
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the entire world community, including that of miliioné of

sober-minded Americans.

(Pravda, April 23. Abridged.)
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CHASING A SPECTRE

On Washington's Policy of Seeking Military Superiority

V. Matveyev, Political News Commentator
for Izvestia

Developing the atomic bomb when the Soviet Union and the
United States were allies in the common struggle against the
Nazi aggressor and doing everything to conceal that from their
Soviet ally, who bore the brunt of the war, American ruling
circles believed that when they obtained that weapon, this country
would take a long time to develop similar technology.

August 1949 when the Soviet Union successfully tested a
compat atomic device was a shock for those US circles. It had
a cold shower effect on some hotheads in the United States, but
not on all.

At various times US ruling quarters pinned their hopes for
military superiority on nuclear weapons, the intercontinental
bomber, nuclear-powered submarines carrying strategic missiles,
MIRV, the neutron bomb and new generation cruise missiles.

The attempts to make the other side vulnerable backfired at
the United States. The other side, as might be expected, did not
sit idle.

With the benefit of hindsight, when he was not restricted
by his official status, Henry Kissinger deplored the decision by
the Administration, in which he was Secretary of State, to start
the production of MIRVed missiles. This country had urged the
United States to.agree on a ban on the development of such
missiles, but Washington ignored the Soviet offer, believing, as
it often did in the past, that the United States had left the
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Soviet Union far behind in that field. Having quickly developed =2
a similar technology, the Soviet Union eliminated American
advantage. As a result, Henry Kissinger admitted, the United
States became less, not more secure.

The same thing hapvened each time the Pentagon tried to tilt
the balance to its advantage by using some technological novelty
for military purposes. Nevertheless, the United States continued
chasing the spectre of military and political superiority. That
chase slowed down only when the American policy became less
adventurous and when Washington responded to constructive Soviet
initiatives. However, pressure from the extreme right flank in
the United States, from die-hard militarist elements continued
and the United States kept building up the most lethal and
destabilising types of weapons.

The boundless expanses of outer space have long attracted
the attention of those guarters in the United States who
appreciate any technical novelty from the viewpoint of its
military value alone.

While this country was beginning to embark upon its
programme for peaceful exploration of outer space, in 1957
the United States began to develop a missile defence system
called Nike-X. By 1967 allocations for that programme have
totalled 2,500 million dollars and 23 companies were involved
in that project. The aerospace industry was gradually becoming
a leading business in the US military-industrial complex. How-
ever, its efforts to spread the arms race into outer space ran
into growing difficulties. The opposition to the Nike-X programme
and other Pentagon programmes for space was growing inside the
United States. A worldwide campaign to prevent militarisation
of space was mounting.

The ©Soviet Union, which pioneered peaceful exploration of
space, was in tihe front ranks of that movement. On March 15,
1958, the Soviet government proposed setting up a UN body to
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deal with international cooperation in the peaceful uses of
outer space. Persistent efforts in that field resulted 4in the
conclusion in 1967 of the Treaty on Principles Governing the
Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space
Including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies.

Space is mentioned in the Soviet-American ABM Treaty of
1972, which pledged the sides not to develop, test or deploy sea-
based, air-based, space-based or mobile land-based ABM systems
or components.

The signing of that Treaty was a victory of commonsense and
realism in the field of vital importance for progress in reducing
the risk of war and limiting and reducing the most lethal weapons.
That wes the reason why it was fiercely attacked by the military-
industrial tycoons, especially the aerospace corporations which
gelzed the lion's share of orders. Among these are General
Dynamics (the MX missile), McDonnell Douglas (the F-15 aircraft
used in anti-satellite weapon systems), Hughes Aircraft (laser
weapon research and electronic systems), United Technologies
(missile engines), Boeing, Rockwell International, Grumman and
Northrop.

Their stronghold is California where the present master of
the White House has especially close ties with Big Business. The
present US administration dincludes many people who used to hold
high posts in aerospace corporations.

California is the site of leading research centres which
are engaged in space research for military purposes. Among
these are Rand Corporation and Aerospace Corporation, which are
involved in the missile defence programme.

As a Pentagon directive says, their aim is to achieve and
maintain national technological superiority in major military-
related fields of technology. In the latter half of the 1970s
the United States had at various stages of development and
production major weapon systems worth a total of more than
150,000 milXlion dollars.
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It is a set of factors, like an insatiable thirst for/mere
superprofits, unrestrained political ambitions and an inordinate
nelief in the “superiority” of American technology that should Dbe
ssen as the reason behind the unending pressure from the US
military establishment which has for decades been demanding aun
unlimited arms deployment not only on the ground, at sea, and 1in
the air, put in space as well.

Having high-handedly cast away everything that had been
carefully considered, even at top level in the USy before the
present Administration first came into office in 1981, which
restrained and, to a certain extent, neutralised the pressure of
"gpace wars' strategists, Washington has now.decided to give the
green light to a "space arms fever!.

The US President's speech inwthat wvein in March 1983 had
peen preceeded by his conferences with a restricted group of
personalities who nad long been,pressing for the arms build-up
to be taken out into space. (One of them was David Packard, =2
co-owner of the Hewlett-Packard arms corporation.

No phasemongering of official American propaganda will ever
obscure the object of the new programme which is what it has
always been: to obtain military superiority. Once they have found
they cannot do it on the land, at sea, or in the air, they have
set out to try and bring those deadly weapons of theirs into space.

That is a crazy idea, to put it bluntly. The Deputy Chief
of Staff of the US Space .Command, Major General Nil Beer declared
early in September 1983, that is after the White House had
announced its space weapons programme, that its object must be
+0 "establish control over the space outskirts" of the Earth.
General Beer must be taking space for his own garden!

Perhaps, there is no point in taking that kind of talk
seriously? Fops-after all, Beer is not a policy-maker. But
there has been another statement along these lines, one of
April 8, 1984, by Defence Secretary Weinberger, who stated that
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he had never been a supporter of the ABM Treaty of 1972.. Why?
Because the treaty had put actual obstacles in the way of an arms
race in space.

This pursuit of superiority in space is like chasing a phantom
as the sponsors of that race have been doing in all of their
previous undertakings of this kind. The only difference is that
such a race wiil involve spending, in fact, wasting yet more
means and resources.

fven the arms programmes already in hand, apart from the
space programme, has atrained the US federal Budget so much, as
one can see from record-breaking budget deficits, that even some
of those who have until quite recently been known as the most
hawkish of the nation's hawks have begun to talk about the un-
pearable burden of such programmes. It is for this particular
reason that Reagan's intimate friend, Barry Goldwater, Chairman
of the Senate Armed Services Committee, has voiced serious
reservations about the MX deployment programme which is estimated
to cost between 30 and 35 billion dollars.

The White House's "star wars" programme is expected, as
American experts estimate, to' cost something between five
hundred billion and one trillion dollars!

This figure does not embarrass the tycoons of aerospace
business. On the contrary, it is whetting their appetite. But
the Grummans, Hughes, and Lockheeds are not all of America . as
yet, not even all of its‘top crust. Many of its agents, having
nothing to do with munitions production, have enough reason to

pause to think over the fuss kicked by those tycoons and over
the strategic designs of their friends and colleagues who forget
that actual realities have nothing in common with the Hollywood
"Star Wars" fantasy.

(Izvestia, Pebruary 26. Abridged.)
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110 PAGES AND FIVE MINUTES
(On the election platform of” the US Republican party)
- Melor Sturua

Yesterday, on August 20, the nomination convention of the
US Republican party opened in Dallas, Texas. Its voluminous
110-page election platform has been finally made public. The
quintessence of these 110 pages can be gathered from the evil-
minded statement by the’White House ‘boss about the "five
minutes" remaining before the bombhing of the Soviet Union
"outlawed" by him. The foreign-policy section of the platform
is a real catechism of hegemonism‘and international terrorism
elevated to the rank of a state policy, an arrogant "justifica-
tion" of Washington's imperial Mpight!" to global supremacy and
to unceremonious interferencelin the internal affairs of other
countries :and peoples and a confirmation of the adventurist
course at revving up the arms race and at gaining military
superiority as a "material support" for the policy of diktat
and for the policy "from the pogition of strength."

The platform contains two kinds of promises: demagogical
and genuine. The former deal with freedom, democracy, peace,
good will and all those other elevated notions used as a blind,
while the latter constitute a real guidance to action for the
Pentagon "crusaders" and.their allies united in all sorts of
aggressive bloes.

The election platform of the US Republican party drafted
by its ultra-right wing reflects the truly global appetites of
American imperialism. All the globe with all its land, water
expanses and zyven the surrounding space are announced by
Washington as spheres of its "vital interests." The world knows
from its own bitter experience what this means. These spheres
have been either hit by the Yankees' mailed fist or have fallen
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under the radiosctive shadow of their nuclear missiles.

The platform begins with Certral America and the Caribbesan.
After some indistinct gabbling about "freedoms," its authors
meke a deliberate observation that two-thirds of the US,foreign-
trade shipping lines pass through the Carihbean and the“Panama
Canal. The implication here is only too obvious, andgindeed, the
above observation is immediately followed by undisguised threats
to socialist Cuba and independent Nicaragua. It is "reminded"
that El1 Salvador is closer to Texas than Texas is to New England,
and so on. In other words, the whole of Latin America is
announced a private ranch of Washington, while,the wayward are
advised to recall the example of Grenada.

Although the Middle East is farther from Texas than Texas
ig from New England, the Republican platfomm deftly throws it
into the Pentagon's bag, too. Aftérran awkward attempt to ex-
plainéway the Lebanon tragedy, its prinmeipal makers proceed to
praise the Israeli aggressors whe are, Washington's loyal police-
men in the Middle East. The Platform provides for a further in-
vigoration of the military-gtreategic alliance with Tel Aviv
and for the galvanigation or thg defunct Camp David accords
and the "Reagan plan," and agbounds in open threats to Syria,
Libya, the PLO and all other Arah states and organizations
which refuse to give in to Washington's diktat.

The next item in the Platform is Asia and the Pacific.

This regicn., too, is viewed by the drafters of the platform

as a reserve snd inland leke of Washington's. The main accent
is placed on the constdidation of the existing aggressive blocs
there and on the formation of new ones. The platform guarantees
"aid to the front-line states”: South Korea, Thailand and
Pakistan, and prdclaims the unshakability of the system of
American militafy bases in South Korea, Japan, in the
Philippines and in the Indian Ocean -- naturally "for defending
the vital sea-lenes." To Japan the platform prescribes a major
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increase in military spending and building relations with China
on the hasis of the "common interest in countering Sovic®
expansionism," or on a common anti-Soviet basis. Here,
incidentally, one should poirt to the arrogant imperative
character of the platform. It i~ composed in such a way as if
its provisions are marndatory rot only for the US Republican
party, tut for the whole mankinc as well. But thémthis is
only natural, for imperial ambitions and megalomamia have al-
ways come hand in hand ard have always nourished@ and provoked
each other.

Next Africa. The American neo-colonialig¥s promise in their
platform to safeguard that long-suffering eontinent from the
"threat of new colonialism" coming)from{the "trilateral axis:
the Soviet Union, Cuba and Libya" conceived by their raving
imagination. In reality, the platform calls for the consolida-
tion of the actual axis betweéen Waghipgton and racist South
Africa. The authors of the document make a clumsy attempt to
overlook the policy of apartheid,.pursued by Pretoria and to pave
the way for the continued penetration by multinational corpora-
tions of the economies of developing African countries.

The platform does not maké a mystery of the fact that
American "aid" is motivated Py unambiguous politicsasl demands.
Its recipients must adopt, the capitalist road of development
and ohediently allow thémselves to be hitched to the American
military-economic chariet.

Soviet-Americansrelations and the closely related probtlems
of the arms race natuPally hold a central place in the draft
platform of the US/Republican Party. The platform's approach
to Soviet-American, relations is quite uniform. It is haced on
Dulles's policy from positions of strength, which has been only
slightly reph®ased: a policy of peace from positions of strength.
But this hypecFitical insertion changes practically nothing for
it ig still that same idee fixe !of American world domination.
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The platform authors make openly crude attacks against the Soviet
Union in the spirit of Reagan's speech at the Westminsté® Palace
and at his ranch in Santa Barbara and declare the Soviés

system an anomaly. Disquisitions about the "anomaly'sef

gocialism once again reveal the true meaning and far from
accidental nature of Reagan's brash act. It was net just an
inappropriate joke, but a reflection of Washingt®f®s inmost
aggressive designs, its insane ideas of outlawing socialism and
even crushing it by force of arms.

The simple method of putting the blame_wheére it does not
belong is especially in evidence when the platforn authors g0
over to the problem of problems of our time -- the issue of
war and peace. They reaffirm the principles and tasks of the
1980 platform which proclaimed a_strategy of peace through
force. Four years have passed since then. The United States has
been feverishly building up ifs mili%ary might, but has this
improved the prospects of pgace? Wo, it has not. On the contrary,
it is precisely Wushington#s race ih nuclear missile and other
arms that has made peace fon, this planet still more precarious.
The existing rough balance of fofces in the world ~rena does
not suit American imperialism.pIt is trying constantly if
unavailingly to erode the f#¥itary parity between the USA and
the Soviet Union, between the armed forces of NATO and the Warsaw
Treaty countries. This mamiacal purpose is served by Pentagon
budg:ts which swell frnom year to year, with the momentum of
the arms race acquiring”an ever more dangerous nature. The
principle of equalitysand equal security does .ot appeal to
Washington, for thi#sprinciple is incompatible with its claims
to world hegemonys On the other hand, an upsetting of nuclear
balance is seen®y it as the way leading to imperial heights.

It is thig approach to questions of war and peace that has
teen the root)emuse of disruption of Soviet-American talks in
Geneva -- $both on the limitation of nuclear armaments in Europe
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and on the limitation and reducticn of strategic arms. It“iE
this approach that is holding tack talks in Vienna on muguzl
reductions of armed fcrces and armaments in Central Eurfpe.

It is this approach that underlies Washington's refusal, to out-
law chemical and bacteriological weepons, that underlies its
hypocritical manoeuvres around the Soviet proposal %0 prevent
the militarisation of space. The platform describes 'the United
States as country No.l whose armed forces must dominate the world
scene. It could not be said more clearly. It iByfor this that
the United States is being turned into a garrigon state, with
its rulers viewing the rest of the world ad¥if it were the

Ios Angeles Coliseum stadium, the scerne of $He recent 23rd
Olympic Games of sad fame.

Lenin once called representd¥ives{ofs the extreme right
wing of the Republicans a party of war. And 110 pages of the
platform and Reagan's five minutes show conclusively that
this definition of Lenin's i@ffoday more apt and pertinent than
ever before, It urges, tho peoples to display vigilance
in the face of the "war party's!''‘schemes, to take firm action
in defence of peace and the future of our planet.

"(Izvestia, August 20. Abridged.)
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"STAR-SPANGLED" ARMS BUSINESS
G. Tsagolov

When the US President, in a TV programme in Mapch last
year, called for a new comprehensive anti-missile,defence
system to  Dbe deployed, incorporating space-pased elements,
many Americans did not take that seriously. /hey thought it
was a pure flight of fancy. But they were Wrong.

Fvents followed each other in rapid succéssion. The first
act was to set up special "gnalytical" commissions. With
their estimates to go by, the Pentagon recommended last
autunn that 26,000 million dollars shodld be set aside 1n
the next five years for reseafich’ tQ develop a number of
space weapons systems. Last /January, the President signed
Directive 119 giving an a¢tual go-ghead along these lines.
Next came the first flight Test of the ASAT anti-satellite
system, part of the "Star Wars! arsenal. Each subsequent nonth
bore out Washington's intention to take the arms race out into
space.

x - x

Iocitheed, Hughes Air€raft, Boeing, General Dynamics and
other . firms got down’to research and development with a
view to the military eXploitation of transatmospheric space
when the first artifificial Earth satellites went up.

International /detente and the Soviet-American accords of the
early 70s stood{ln the way of the plans of the space weapons
lobby. And yet, they were at pains to pursue their business.
The efforts Of aerospace corporations and their political
emissaries /60 'secure a decision on the production of orbital-
based weapons became particularly persistent from the latter
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half of the 70s on. The hour of a "Star Wars" bonanza foxnya¥ms
business struck in the full sense of the term when the present
Administration took office. As early as October 1981, the Fortune
megazine wrote that the Administration wanted to havg ‘@ system
capable of destroying anything launched by the SoviesUnion.

It was General D. Grahm, a former director of the Pentagon's
Intelligence Department and Co-Chairman of the pmo-militarist
"Goalition for Peace through Strength," who wagiReagan's advis-
er during the 1980 presidential election camp@ign, that was the
standard-bearer of the "Star Wars" partisang. & "High Frontier"
project was devised and advertised under the General's direct-
ion and with financial support from the eytreﬂe“rlght "Heritage
Foundation" organisation. It contained 2 detailed description
of a large?scale depth-echelonedVanti-ballistic missile systen
using a host of combat satelliges and\gpace stations in orbit
at various distances from thel Earthy, equipped with a wide range
of "death beams" capable ofghittingienemy missiles and. other
targets in no time.

A notable role in prodWedngpand realising the fantasmagoric
ideas of "Star Wars" is‘be@inglpYayed by nuclear physicist Edward
Teller . known as the "father of the hydrogen bomb." He shared
also in creating the worldg/Ffirst atomic bomb and did whatever
he could to encourage the\US ruling establishment to speed up
the "Manhattan Project syt this moment, the "nuclear old man"
is working at the LivérMore Radiation Laboratory outside San
Francisco on an "Exg&¥ibur" programme, -designed to produce X-
ray lasers actuate@®y the energy of nuclear explosions and
targeting it through space at the velocity of light over
distances of scomgg of thousands of kilometres. Teller is, further-
more, one of theypillars of the reactionary "American Security
Council", and awmember of the US Air Force Advisory Board.

Last spring the "Star Wars" programme was put under the
control ofdts official director - General Abrahamson who had
until then jbeen in charge of the programmes for the production
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of F-16 fighter-bombers by General Dynamics and a Rockwell In-
ternational product - Space Shuttle craft desizred toplay an
important part in Washington's space militarisation pdens.

The United States' military-industrisl élite is “@n"the
grip of a "star fever". Lockheed, Northrop, United Technolo-
gies, Avco, and Martin-Marietta besiege the Pentagén and
Congress, offering their choice of sophisticatceW"Star Wars"
armour.

US imperialism has fostered the military=ifdustrial
complex and placed it on a golden pedestalegJ.Galbraith, a pro-
fessor emeritus of Harvard University, wheé®nras studied the
"anatomy of power" under Reagan, conclu@es that this is not
civilian control, but a2 highly perverf®d managemnent of the
military-industrial complex bymille military-industrial
complex itself in the interes€3Mof the same military-industri-
al complex.

The war machine of impezfeligmeghas long been developing
according to the laws of "its OWn logic." During the First
World War, gun and othef arms“magnates of different powers,
while expatiating about patfietism, united among themselves
and participated in the enterprises that supplied weapons used
against their own peoples, WIn the thirtiss American and British
concerns actively partiglPated in the revival of German arms
manufacturing, with the ®onopolies of which they maintained
economic ties even duPing the Second World War. The constant
renewal, sophisticafi®n and upcating of nilitary equipment,
which is being dodeMto a noisy accompaniment of hypocritical
statements aboutya "Soviet threat," has become the principal
way of "self-expPession" of militarism in our time. Uncessant,
expanded reproduetion of arms and large-scale and long-term
military programs that ensure the military business guaranteed
prosperity for a long period - such are the "reguirements" of
the modero"military-industrial complex of imperialist powers,
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sbove all the USA, which are continuously whipping up the
arms race.

The special interest of the military-industrial compleX in
military space progreams is easily explainable. Arms naaufactur-
ing corporations see unprecedented opportunities for enrichment
in the production of sophisticated and highly expengive equip-
ment for "star wars" smnd the newest types of weapeh. According
to the latest estimates made in the USA, the readdrzation of
the "space plans'" of Washington will pump a LWy astronomical
sum of 1.5-2 trillion dollars from the American taxpayers'
pockets into the coffers of the military-industrial complex.

Tt is well known that the more cunninzierne's schemes, the
more sugar-coated one's words to dover fhem up. While shedding
crocodile tears over the fact that a ni@kear "sword of Damocles"
now hangs over the world, the PS{Pregicdent declares that mili-
tarizing space represents a 'New hope, for children in the 21st
century" and urges scientigissto focus their talent on producing
means which would render nliglesr, w€apons impoteut and obsolete.
The White House and the Peatagon are vainly trying to reassure
the public that this only involves a modeling of an anti-missile
defensive shield so as to safeguard the security of the USA and
its NATO allies. WashingtofiJeonceals in every way that the "anti-
missile umbrella" conceived by the US ruling circies is in reali-
ty designed to "serve" @he suicidal doctrine of a first nuclear
strike and that with g help they expect to weaken the might
of retribution and thUS change the existing military-strategic
balance in their favodr. The White House is silent on the fact
that the implemenfédfion of the sinister plans of preparation
for "star wars'"gweuld signify a direct violation ¢f the Soviet-
American TreatyWen the ILimitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile
Systems of 19¥2. This is the most dangerous provocation - far
more dangerué” than the deployment of Pershing 2s or cruise
missiles 4nYPurope, notes outstanding American astronomer C.
Sagan.
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The "new initiative in the field of strategic defencek\
with which the US ruling circles have come out has nothing
in common with defence. The current American leadershi
the yes-man and executor of the will of the military4d
dustrial complex, this most aggressive bellicose iméxalist
force which has for several decades been whipping the arms
race end imparts to modern militarism an ever m zonounc-

ed self-contained character.

Are those who still believe in the sheam A aring posture
of the present White House chief aware of t&. So far time
is still there to avoid a perilous space ﬁ race and to
prevent the militarization of space. v

(Pravda, Ateig 12, Abridged.)
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GREEN BERETS AGAIN

~

S. Demidov

A ceremony devoted to the formation of a newfiWrargest Green
Beret unit of 776 men took place at the Fort Lewii@aair base in
the state of Washington. Speakinc at it, Major &®meral L.Saddet,

o ol _ Bdmgh 4

a representative of the American special-purpgQSe troops command,
declared that the United States again needs /£Green Berets in order
tc check "liberatory wars."” The number offBuch units will con-
tinue to grow.

Well, the current US administratigm Swhich has declared
a crusade against socialism and gfhe natI@nal-liberation forces,
is by no accident opening the h@ghway B0Or Green Berets. These
special troops were establishgld ¥n 1992 as the striking force of
US imperialism outside the Umisted“@f&tes. The thugs in Green Be-
rets particularly "distinguighed{th€mselves" during the "dirty
war" in Vietnam. Incalcal@Ble@emimes in other countries also
feature in their record.“THe MRerican department of 'cloak and
dagger knights" - the CIA - has long since become one of the
secret "bosses" of the GreelWBerets. Now in the guise of "advi-
sers" they are teaching tRg art of murder %o Nicaraguan, Salva-
doran and Honduran punitisre troops.

The Green Berets (I#8&ve their traces wherever Washington
considers it necessanf %o "protect the vital interests!" of the USA.

Before the fogfiation of the new unit, according to the
press, the US armed fOrces included 3,700 Green Berets. In the
near future the pWiber of these murderers and terrorists is
planned to be gcom@iderably increased, which conforms to the poli-
tical line of WaShington.

(Pravda, Sept. 10. In full.)
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FACTS EXPCSE
DANGEROUY SCHEMES OF NUCLEAR MANTACS
S.Shavlov

It is claimed in Washington that the United Stated)does not
need to assume the no-first-use commitment. Presumably, the US
leadership have never thought of using nuclear weapols, even when
the United Gtates had the nuclear monopoly.

Those who claim this probably hope that théreris no evidence
of the opposite. But this evidence -- irrefutable eviderce -- is
found, in particular, in collected official dosuments on the
international relations of the United States’in 1953-19054,
released by the US Department of State. The collection includes
declassified records of meetings with thé/pérticipation of top
political and military leaders of the Ugited States during the
US aggression in Korea.

What do claims about Washington™s, "clean conscience" with
regard to nuclear weapons lpook,likérin the light of the facts
contained in those documentg?

Claim number one. ThewUnited States has never planned the
first use of nuclear weapons.

Factgs. It follows fromathe documents that during 1952-1953%
alone the question of the p@S®ible use of atomic weapons against
the Soviet Union, the People s Republic of China and the Democratic
People's Republic of Konfaywas discussed 22 times at meetings of
the US National SecuripyyCouncil and at other Ligh-level conferences.

President EisenhoweT said on March 30, 1953%: If we go over
to more positive (sic)*action against the eneny in Korea, it will
be necessary to expan@ the war beyoni the boundaries of Korea and
to use the atomic,bomb.

General HullW, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, on May
13, 1953: Ther& are no good strategic targets in Korea itself but
the militarywould like very much to use atomic weapon: in any
option invglving operations outside Korea. Their use would be most
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profitable from the purely military point of view.

P. Nitze, Director for Policy Planning at the US Department
of State, on March 27, 1953 Politically, there is no insUemount-
able barrier to the use of atomic weapons.

Claim number two. US policy is based on the awarness of
the consequences of the use of nuclear weapons and is characterised

by a responsible approach to this matter.

Facts. In reality the US leadership were mogt%ef all pre-~
occupied with overcoming people's fear of nucleam Weapons and
with leading them to the idea that it was admigsible to use those
weapons.

President Eisenhower, on May 6, 195% W&smshould regard the
atomic bomb as merely another type of weap@nmy in our arsenal.

Secretary of State Dulles, on March AL,” 1953: One way or the
other, the taboo on the use of atomit gap¥ns must be broken.

Claim number three. The Unif®d States does not plan a disarm-

ing first nuclear strike.

Facts. The keynote of aillmdocuments is that the United States
should use nuclear weapons £i®st, 44 a surprise attack, and employ
them on a large scale.

President Eiserhower on Jafuary 8, 1954: If we succeed 4in a
simultaneous nuclear attack on all the forward air force bases of
the Communists, the enemy will"be bled white from the outset of the
hostilities. It is our plar For Europe as well.

Admiral Radford, Chairm#n of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, on
January 8, 1954: The mil #¥ary are constantly working to cut back
the 22-hour period needed’'to prepare a nuclear attack so that a
nuclear bombing of thef22 enemy air fields in the Far East could
be carried out as swifily as possible.

Claim number oUWr. The UGnited States does not think in terms
of nuclear escalation, limited nuclear war or attacks on civilian
targets.

Facts. Basitc adventuristic premises on which the US military
doctrine restis today were formulated as far back asz the early 1950s.
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President Eisenhower (January 8, 1954): The worry of tHe
military that they need time to prepare an atomic strike i
understandable. They could begin by using conventional &eapons
until the atomic systems are ready for attack.

Defence Secretary Wilson (January 8, 1954): ThereWis a divide
between the strategic use of atomic weapons, for which Washington's
authorisation is of course necessary, and tactical,

Bowie, Director, Policy Planning at the Depamliment of State
(December 3, 195%): Since the recommendations of Mshe Joint Chiefs
of Staff mean by enemy all the communists withowl exception, in
practical terms all the Soviet and Chinese afméd forces and
military targets in the Far East will have %@ be annihilated by
atomic weapons. Moreover, the proposal off\fhe Joint Chiefs of
Staff means atomic bombings of virtually 8¥. the Chinese cities.

Claim number five. The United"Stdfee, in pursuing its nuclear

policy, thinks about the securiiWof 4its"allies, consults them and
respects their opinion.

Facts. Statements by theé Presidént and his aides leave no
doubt that Washington guide@d, itsglf¥exclusively by its own goals
during that period, too, and viewed its allies as an obstacle to
its plans to use nuclear weapons.

After being advised thag, Churchill was not enthusiastic about
the use of atomic weapons, P¥esident Eisenhower wondered if Sir
Winston had gone soft in his "'head.

Secretary of State Mulles (December 10, 1953): Churchill's
belief that the use ofgatomic weapons by the United States would
disgust the whole wopid“only shows that the US views of atomic
weapons are years ahead of the thinking of the rest of the free
world.

Secretary ofg8ftate Dulles (January 8, 1954): To neutralise
the possible negafiive reaction of the allies to a US nucleatr
strike, it is Mecessary to exchange information with the West
Europeans ind{the atomic weapons field and to allow some of them
to acquirea ‘few atomic bombs.
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Claim number six. The United States has always had a "highly
moral" attitude to nuclear weapons.

Facts. The kind of morality the United States followedVvis
graphically illustrated by President Eisenhower's statement at a
meeting on May 13, 1953. That statement needs no comment:
Counting in dollars, it is cheaper to use in Korea atemic weapons

than to continue to fight with conventional ones. This is
particularly true in view of the cost of bringing genwventional
ammunition from the United States to the frontlines

It 15 the words of American leaders that paint Washington's
true face.

The documents cited above show only a part of that disgusting
face. In January 1954 President Eisenhower ordered that in
future no records should be kept on the "more sensitive" questions
discussed at the closed meetings.

But just as history has brought to“dight this horrible
evidence of plotted crimes, it will ofie day reveal the truth
about what Washington did and planned win the course of the US
aggression against Cuba, Vietnam afidelran and the plans being
hatched in connection with ,the deployment of US nuclear missiles
in Western Europe and preparations  for star wars.

The present US leaders have gone even further than their
spiritual fathers in their gufydiatred for socialism, in their
militarist fever and in thelrx obsession with nuclear weapons.

Paul Nitze, who personallysparticipated in conferences at that
time, now conceals that hé had championed the use of nuclear
weapons but he is the game Nitze. Neither he nor other partici-
pants in those "milité@ry councils" ever showed a mere sign of
moral indecision when they planned in cold blood the holocaust for
millions.

They only fadiled to burn the world in a nuclear fire because
even at that time they were not certain that they would escape
retribution. _This should be borne in mind also by those who are
laying down US policy today.

(Izvestia, August 11, In full.)
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FOLITICS OF GUILE

Valentin Falin

The ciplomatic correspondent of Time magazine, Strobe

Talbott said in his new book significantly called "Deadly Gam-
bits" that some Washington officials had questioned the desir-
ability of any agreement that would settlé relations with Ame-
rica's chief adversary and limit her military potentialities.

In the absence of such accords, those officials believed, the

US would have a greater freedomito put Hew pieces on its half of
the cnessboard and secure such a vodition as would enable it to
mske winning military movesy if need be, in their game against
the Soviet Union.

So the approach to the USSRy _as they see it, must be govern-
ed Dy the overall framework of nostile relations and military
considerations must take.precedence over "high" politics. The
National Security Council, Talbott said, had autnorised the
Joint Chiefs of Staff to nroguce assurances that no pronosal
about strategic arms red@@tion that might be put forward in the
course of the talks and wltimately included in the agreement
would stand ian the way ef resolving the new "strategic obiective”,
implying a defeat ofstie Soviet Union. In that context, Talbott
quoted a member of ,the Joint Chiefs of Staff as having declared
that the Commander of tne Armed Forces hs¢ ordered them to be
ready at any momefit to destroy the whole of the Soviet Union,
all things everywhere, everything in any wav essential.

Because ,0%, Washington’s abruot change of the "rules and
purposes of 4he game”, Talbott concluded, the last few years
had seen af@€ép crisis of arms control. Naturally, that
crisis woulg be impossidble to overcome without the United States
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renouncing the provocative guidelines for achieving American
military superiority and establishing global Americahn negemony.

Sut the reason why I mentioned Talbott was not .only because
I wanted, with that well-known American expert present to bear
me out, to emphasize the full complexity of the situation which
has arisen through the US fault because of its disloyalty to
the accords which made peace more stable in the)70s and opened
up a favourable prospect for the future. I found it important
to show that even many Americans, who have 'am inside knowleage
of Washington's realities, are disturbed byrthe growing ill-feel-
ing in certain US quarters towards equal agreements and law in
generzl and towards the commonly recoguized standards which
enable the elementary order to{be main®dined in international
communication.

An American researcher, R. Kolkowicz has been speaking about
the "liberation of Americafl Stratégic thinking” from most of
"ethical deterrence". Th'et issli¥e saying that any means, even
arbitrary practices, are,good t® achieve this end. The comment
made by one of the mexbers of ‘the Joint Chiefs of Staff, quoted
by Talbott, was outspoken 4s befits a military man. It was,
verhans, more outspoken tham Defence Secretary Weinberser woula
have liked it to be. Théwkatter held forth in his revort to
Congress about the US Qetermination to limit the scale, duration
and intensity of thesconflict. He was merely talking about it
for he has never mowed” a finger to cancel or replace the guide-
lines for a total desStruction of the adversary which all the
services of the US,Armed Forces are known to have been proceed-
ing from all along. Servicemen are being urged in a hundred and
one ways tc aceept the idea of American exclusiveness. The do-
what-you-willyprinciple does not remain a propaganda subject
alone. It i8"™Weing impressed through Army field regulations and
through thewpractice of combat training.

La&Tyyear I had an occasion to offer you an excerpt from
a standing NATO instruction for the North Army Group in time
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of hostilities (No.6%68/1/ Org and Trg NS 316/70). Itgpreferred
to secret re-deployment of North Army Group forces by (small units
in time of increased alert or even before the start of that ne-
riod, in the guise of an exercise, from peace-time Jlocations to
military target areas with a view to preparing forta subsequenl
rapid and unobstructed deployment. The instruction described it
as "preparatory deployment" or "cover deployment"” 1in pursuance,
as another paragraph specified, of "offensive action". That is
to say that the idea, disguised as an exercige or otherwise con-
cealed, is to advance to starting positions and make a sudden
attack. Suddenness, combined with a congentration of fire. is
an earnest of success. In any case, ag fhe NATO legend would
have it, it must give the attacker some irreplaceable advantages.

It is not in Europe alone that sueh "exercises" are conduct-
ed on an American initiativegmpThe Umited States has been doing
the same thing in Central afid ®outh, America, in tre Middle East,
in Asia and Africa. But for ally,I'know it is not everywhere
as yet that such exercises--to make them look best like actual
combat operations--invglve th&pumse of the "notential adversary's”
uniform by the men and offilcers of companies and tattalions as
well as oy Air Force crews, all of them vteing issued with fake
documents.

So what is on? American servicemen in the territory of
the Federal Revublic #fyGermany are made to put on Soviet uniform,
jssued with forged Soviet identification pavers and compelled to
act "Soviet aggresBors”". I am not interested to know how ef-
ficient they are(if this impersonification. Eurove is not a
theatre, although somebody in Washington is still much too eager
to see it as an@ttractive theatre of military operations. I am
convinced that “just as the Gleiwitz drama, which was the prelude
to the Secdnd World War, did not produce any stars for posterity
to remember, so the present fancy-dress-ball shows will not add
anything, te the treasury of Melpomene. It is not for that pur-
pose athall that they are being ovut on.
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I have seen three authentic NATO fakes mentioned in the
guide as "intelligence documents" for "field exercises". . The
first "document" is an "identification card" supposedly issued
by “the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union™. It
has some space left inside for a photo. The heading "name" is
given twice, and there is the space for vital statistics, indicat-
ing your stature, colour of your hair and eyes,. your weight and
your title. Nor are distinguishing marks overlooked. There is a
page with imitated references to your serviceé record and medical
check-ups.

Or take an "officer's military servicde ‘eard". It is again
said to have been issued by "the Ministry‘of Foreign Affairs”.
The order of vital statistics is a little different. It calls,
notably, for information about your "family status", "civilian
education”, "military education"™) "e@mBloyment", "unit".

Finally, there is a thipd\fake, 2 "Komsomol card". Its
reddish back carries the full"nam®(of the Leninist Young Commun-
ist League and a reference %o "The Central Committee of the Kom-
somol” as the organisatiem which“has supposedly handed you the
card. Inside pages carmyua remote semblance of the Order of
Lenin and something that is subposed to remind you all at once
of the Order of the Red Ranner(Military)and the Red Banner (La-
bour) or an unfamiliar béddge with a spade, a crescent and bars
engraved on it. To make it look more convincing, it has indica-
tions of membership dwes paid with a date and a "secretary's"
signature.

Those are all most glaringly insolent fakes, to put it
bluntly. All of thes"intelligence documents" carry a note “only
for exercise". Butywhat does that change? One must presume that
the personnel that are supplied with such fakes have no more
knowledge of The Russian language than do the "specialists"
who made the, "eards”.

The imstruction as to how to use the "documents" contains
a reference to a "plan of attack on enemy forces". This nlan, we
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find, "is usually kept in a battalion headquarters or, w®erhaps,
in that of a company commander'. "Usually", means that, this
plan and its fake accessories are not something out4ef the or-
dinary. In fact, they are part and parcel of the roeutine train-
ing programme. The plan provides for breakthrough operations by
combat infantry machines (CIM) of a battalion with a tank com-
pany to reinforce it. A thousand men on tanks amd CIM's with jet
and conventional artillery attached to them jacting as "red ag-
gressors" are anything but a joke.

For we do know that the men across the, Atlantic, free from
"ethical deterrence"”, get even supersonic aircraft and combat
ships resembling Soviet ones by their eénfiguration and carrying
identification marks used in the Soviet Armed Forces, involved in
their undertakings. 1In short{ theyl afée trying out a full range of
instruments designed to create a mogt realistic semblance of
"threats” and justify the Ameérican "counter-measures" taken for
"self-defence".

Ours are strange times. Zm the last half a century, man has
learned more of the mysteries of matter and existence than at
any time in his preceéding bhistory. And yet the "enlightened"”
United States still has no respect for Charles Darwin: an Ameri-
can cannot be a productyofs somebody or something. He is one in
his own right. DNor dofthose obscurantists honour Ivan Favlov
because his idea is alleged to be "deforming" the minds of Ame-
rican children in as{ommunist spirit. There is a witch-hunt cn
against William Shakéspeare, Mark Twain and other "dangerous"
writers. The fires'of the Ku Klux Klan, an American version of the
Inquisition, flare up here and there now and again. Yet obscurant-
ism and chauvinism are getting along perfectly with militurism.
They are just like twin brothers, birds of a feather.

(Izvestia, January 19. In full.)

THE END
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WHAT'S BEHIND THE US PRESIDENT'S "JOKE"?
A "Test of Voice" with a Nuclear
Accent

Melor Sturua

The world's public is excited and outraged. The remark mads
by President Reagan in Santa Barbarz, California,plast Saturday
roused everyone, though in different ways. One @ust not play with
fire and the Reagan administration has received @ painful burn,
giving the world another chance to see it as & Wwarmonger and the
main party responsible for the arms race.

The "voice test" on the Californian raneh was merely an echo
of the aggressive policy pursued by Washimgton against the Soviet
Union, the other socialist countries, the peoples fighting for
national liberation and, lastly, all peaceloving mankind. In that
"voice test" on the Californiam ranch,one could clearly hear the
bursts of Pershing missiles test-launehed in Florida, the salvoes
of 16-inch guns of the battleship/New Jersey in Lebanon, the
explosions of minec plantedwby terrorists in Nicaraguan ports and
the roar of bombers over #he Idmdian Ocean. The "voice test" on
the Californian ranch was just a continuation of the sabre-
rattling practised by the adwodates of the policy from strength.

Reagan's feelings towards the Soviet Union and to socialism
and communism are well known. The expression "an evil empire"
was not a "voice test." (it was included in the official texts
of his speeches. The problem is broader and deeper, however.
There is more to it than the feelings of one man, even though he
is vested with presideéntial powers. The kernel of the matter is
that these "feelingsy" just as the "jokes," are rooted in the
policy pursued by-Washington today.

Although Reagan has not signed legislation "that would outlaw

Russia," for four consecutive years he signed astronomical arms
race budgets‘and instructed his delegations in Geneva, Vienna,
Stockholm and other places to behave in a way that bars all
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progress in the field of limitation and reduction of mass{déstruc-
tion weapons.

The remark made by Reagan in Santa Barbara last Satwrday is
backed up by the 313-billion-dollar defence appropriations bill
for the 1985 fiscal year, the biggest defence budget in US history
which exceeds the 1981 budget by 72 per cent. The ‘remiark made by
Reagan in Santa Barbara last Saturday has not sippiy settled on a
tape of the CNI television company. It is cryipg Yo the skies
with "Star Wars" plans; it gnaws holes in the ®arth with MX
missile silos; 1t dives under water with Tridemt submarines.

What was clear before has become crystédfjclear after Reagan's
Herostratesan "joke." I mean the monotonougyand routine "no" which
Washington says to all the peace moves méde by the Soviet Union and
the other Warsaw Pact countries. @fhis gendless lire of no's, for
which American diplcmacy won not@riety Im the international
arena, is not a ‘'voice test" edther./Nor is it even a test of
our patience. It is a considtéht and, criminal effort to torpedo
all foreign-policy moves thatimigh®¥, consolidate peace and inter-
national security, help makkind ward off the threat of a nuclear
disaster and guarantee mankinddsypfuture.

The American President's irresponsible "joke" played a bad
trick on Hashington's propaganda machine. Unwittingly, Reagan
brought to naught all its @fforts to create a semblance of a change
in US foreign policy from confrontation to co-operation, peaceable-
ness and readiness for semsible compromise. The "joke" also broke
to pieces the statue ofy/ "a new Reagan™ built to cymbolise the
President's transform@fiorn from an advocate of the cold war into
a promoter of peacg’

The President s outrageous remark has already gone down in
history. It cammot be deleted, just as no one can delete the
notorious Watergate records. Let ths Americans and all mankind
well rememberfwhat kind of jokes are made in the Washington halls
of power. ,/Het them remember this not as an example of cowboy
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humour but as an unambiguous warning about the need to act
resolutely and without delay. Peoples must respond to playing
with fire by increasing their vigilance and to the "voice test"
by raising their voice for peace and the future. The mad plans
harboured by the warmongers should forever remain on television
tapes and never materialise into a real war.

(Izvestia, August USehAbridged.)



Tuesday, January 8, 1985 5

ORIOVO-73

SINISTER TRADITION

Vitaly Gan

It has already become a tradition in the United States that
at the end of the outgoing year the US Administration, as if
confirming its oath of loyalty to the arms industry, begins to
reward the Pentagon's contractors with particula¥ zeal. The eve
of 1985 was not an exception in this respect.

According to the American press reports, in the last days
of December more than 20 companies of the powerful arms industry
received literally a heap of federal contracts on the develop-
ment and production of deadly weapons. The coat of the contracts
amounts to scores and in some cases to, hundreds of millions of
dollars. But the distributiosi of the main "rewards" still
lies ahead -- in the currentr.fisc¢al year of 1985 the appropria-
tions for the Pentagon aretplannedwat an unprecedented level,
over 300,000 million dollars.

The list of those on whom the gifts have been lavished
puts precise accents on the direction of the "main strike",
which the US Administrationwsgow follows in its long-term but
short-sighted programme of unprecedented arms build-up. The list
of the recipients of the eontracts includes the leading corpora-
tions of the aerospacé sector of the American war industry,
which supply ideas and technology in the sphere of space militari-
sation. Its backbdne is formed by Boeing, McDonnell-Douglas,
Rockwell International, General Dynamics, Texas Instruments and
General Electridd /It is in their laboratories and at their
experimental plants that research into technological possibili-
ties of implémenting the adventurist "star wars" # concept is
being conducted.

Thig,fact, among others, graphically illustrates the
hypocrisy,of the Washington representatives who tirelessly
claim that the large-scale ballistic missile "defence" system
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with elements of space basing will become the "decisive means’
for ... radically reducing and even completely eliminating
nuclear weapons. ¥t is absurd even to suppose that the idea

of helping resolve the problem of curbing the arms race and stav-
ing off the threat of nuclear destruction, the problem which

is the most pressing for all mankind, has come toganybody's mind
at the headquarters of the arms manufacturing copporations.

They are dedicated to temsion in the world,,continually
fuelling it by brainwashing the population thegough the use of
anti-Soviet and anti-Communist stereotypesd But the Big Lie
fails ever more frequently. Millions of pegople who do not
want to live on mountains of weaponry join #he ranks of the anti-
war movement which has engulfed all the,continents.

(Pravddy9danuary 8. In full.)

Y
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IN SUPPORT OF UNO

A, Ivkin

Fulfilment of the resolutions of the UN GeneralyAssembly
depends first of all on the attitude of the UN membe®s to them,
i.e. on whether they themselves regard these regolutions as bind-
ing on them. The United Nations is not a "worl@,Zovernment" empower-
ed to force sovereign states to obey its instrietions and orders.
In keeping with the Charter, its resolutiond#0f the general
political character are nonbinding on the goVWernments. But since
such resolutions are adopted by a majorify®wote, it is clear that
the sweeping majority of the world™€ommiimity is inclined to
translate them into reality in thedr political pmactice. It is
also clear that the countries which Wé&ve voted against one or
enother proposal will not folléw the Pecommendations issued in
relation to it. This, in esSence, reflects the struggle of the two
diametrically opposite lines, in,international politics--the
anti-imperialist, peaceable and progressive line, on the one hand,
and the reactionary line tryingsto uphold the positions of imperial-
ism which weaken under the pressure of the objective factors of
the world's development, ofl the other.

There are 159 membeps.in the United Nations, which means
that almost all the stated on our planet are represented in it.
The UNO has won great mewal and political prestige. And those
who try to ignore the™widll of the majority of its members act vis-a-
vis the internation&d,community as enemies of peace and coopera-
tion. Herein lieg\\the root causz of the "digappointment" of the
imperialist countmiecs, first of all the United States, with the
United Nations, "After a great number of countries which had cast
off the yoke gflacolonialism joined the Organisatiorn and the United
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States lost the mechanic majority in the United Nations‘when the
"voting machine", adjusted by it, began to fail ever more frequent-
ly, Washington started talking about "inefficiency" of the United
Nations. Its present position with regard to the UNQ can be
qualified simply as an attack.

The USA, which is accustomed to view everything from the
standpoint of a businessman, formulates the question point-blank:
either the small countries, which make a correspondingly small
contribution to the Organisation’'s budget, will. follow in the wake
of the US policy during the votings, or thé Trited States and other
democratic (this means capitalist--d.I.) countries should consider
| the possibility of their withdrawsTfrom tho UNO, as the extreme
| rightist organisation Heritage Foundatiorn advised the Republican
| Party which is the ruling one in'the WSA.

The Americans’ conduct at the 39th session of the UN General
Assembly accords with- the 4foresaid: The United States voted against
the UN resolutions almost on. all key international issues relating

to curbing the nuclear arms race, 'disarmament, and condemnation of
aggression and repressive regimes. The United States is infuriated
by the efforts of the peaceloving countries to use the UNO as an
instrument for furthering the cause of disarmament, for establish-
ing just economic relations, and for resolving global problems.
The criticism at the United Nations of Israel, Chile and South
Africa--the accomplices of the US aggressive policy--arouses

its open anger.

In the course of, 211 its activity at the United Nations the
Boviet Union has firmly stood for strict observance of its aims and
principles laid down in the Charter. As s result of the principled
position of the USSR and other socialist and peaceloving states, at
this Organisation effective steps in the sphere of disarmament
have been taken and important international treaties and conventions
have been drafted znd signed. The UNO has attained positive results
in eliminating colonialism,
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The Soviet Union fully supports the efforts aimed oost-
ing the role of the United Nations as an instrument fo trengthen-
ing peace and constructive cooperation of the stateg.¥ Fresh evidence
of this are the initiatives which the USSR launcheAt the 39th
session of the UN General Assembly.



&

lw

Qeag &5

EXCHANGE_OF VIEWS, PISCUSSZON

BOURGEOIS CONSERVATISM: REACTION ALL ALONG THE LINE

The WMR Commission for Problems of the Clasgs Struggle
in Industrialised Capitalist Countries spongored an exchange
of views about the substance and dimensiond of the influence
ef bourgeois conservatism today. The partieipants in this
exchange were Bruno Furch, Communist Partyyof Austria, Bert
Ramelson, Communist Party of Great Britain, Johannes von
Heiseler, German Communist Party, Domingos Lopes, Portuguese
Communist Party, John Pittman,, Commynist Party USA, and
Professor A.A. Galkin (Doctor™ef Hist.), department head at
the Institute of the International Working Class Movement
of the USSR Academy of SciengesaThe following is a summary

of the discussion.

The early 1980s saw ansactivation of conservative political
forces in the capitalist world.!The most obvious expression of
this is their assumption of power in leading NATO countries—-
notably the USA and alse Britdain and the FRG. Bourgeois conser-
vatism is today affecting various areas of society's life and is
a broad-based ideologicaly philosophical, and political school.
The implementation of Ats tenets, which mirror mainly the interesi:s
of the imperialist cdrcles and big capital, signifies, to use a

phrase by Lenin, "reaction all along the 1ine".1

While noting this activation of conservatism, the parti-

cipants accentg&&gd the fact that this is only one of the trends
in the capitalist world today. There are in opposition to it

' V.I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vel. 23, p. 106.
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bowerful democratic trends and influential political forges,

The objective processes of society's development createﬁrealis-

tic prerequisites for the decline of the influence of conservat-

ism, and this depends largely on how organised the resistance is

of the forces opposed to it. Developments give many, examples of

how the right-wing forces suffer setbacks in theitvefforts to
impose their Supremacy on society. However, th®me should be no
underestimation of the political and ideological offensive
mounted by the reactionary, bellicose quargess’ of the monopoly
bourgeoisie under the guise of modern codgervatism (neoconservat-
ism, ultra-conservatism, right-wing conservatism). '

Depending on the actual siguationgythe "drift to the rightv
in individual countries manifégts igselr differently. In some
countries (Britain, the FRG ;NDenmazrk’, Norway, Belgium) it has
led to the replacement of SoClalydemocratic or bourgeois~liberal
by bourgeois governments with_various hues of conservatism. In
others (France, Austris, Swedeén) , right-wing bourgeois circles
are stepping up their attacks with the objective of seizing poli-~
tical power. In some caseSs&n essentially neoconservative policy
is pursued, albeit in .a toned down form, by ruling social demo-
cratic parties themselves.,

In the USA the)latter half of the 1970s and the first half
of the 1980s havedbeen characterised by a shift of the centre
of political life .to the right. The election to the US presidency
in 1980 of Ronald Reagan, who represents the extreme right-wing
conservativel quarters of the American bourgeoisie, and the policy

pursued by the government in Washington have had some effect on



other capitalist states. To put it metaphorically, the U as
become the locomotive hauling the capitalist world in N~
servative direction. Reagan's re—~election in Novembexva4 p e
another four-year term only réaffirmed the prefere that US
monopoly capitael now gives to conservative method administre-
tion. s

It was stressed at the discussion that d@te the instal-
lation of right-wing bourgeois governments,&\e conservative
trend in Britain and the FRG is not as acc@}xated as in the

USA. The victory of the British Tories ;Me 1979 elections was

in large measure facilitated by& iﬁ

thanks to which they won the ma ity 1% parliament without

in the Labour Party,

polling even half of the votef. o er, this was also a result
of the impact of the majori l@rel system. The Thatcher
government's obvious fai%s i € economic and social spheres
once again left the Tories we&elow 50 per cent of the votes
at the 1983 elections. NeveMless, the unfair electoral system
enabled them even to strﬁ en their position in parliament.

In the FRG the tu owards conservatism was facilitated
by the fact that when @y were in power the right-wing social-
ist leaders pursued @t, in many aspects, amounted to a con-
servative policy, @ this eroded the support that they had
among the populg . The Free Democratic Party's defection
to the opposit*allowed the CDU-C.SU bloc to seize power. It
strengthenede positions at the 1983 elections.

In Fr@, the results of the elections to the European

Parliamen the summer of 1984, even with a small turnout
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at the polls, unequivocally pcinted to a strengthening of e
right-wing forces, including the extreme right that is ¢ g to
the fascists., In Italy the neofascist party compensate & it
were, for the certain decline, due to a number of rea k, of
the influence bnce enjoyed by traditional conservative forces
that dominated the nation‘is political life for se 1 decades.
In Austria the growth of conservative feeling a ted the
resu/lts of the latest parliamentary elections \1 which the
Austrian People's Party came a close second%the ruling
Socialist Party. v

Conservatism is making s wea& sh g in countries that
relatively recently shook off ex er t, fascist regimes:
in Spain, Greece, and Portugal&q% @ds inflicted by fascist
rule and the memories of the @se d that existed between
extremists~fascists and tr Y ) conservatives are still
fresh. Nevertheless, even in tl&: countries congervative ele-
ments are consolidating themwes, tryingbto retrieve, even if
partially, the positions % mave logt.

The participants in discussion were unanimous in the
view that the working movement had to take into account
the changes in the bo@eoisie’s political strategy, for these
changes are gignifi tly influencing the condition of the
working people a.nme struggle they are waging for their inter—

ests. \

¢ of the Right-Wing Forces

&
Local @inctions and national gpecifics do net alter the

basic, gen content of the credo of the monopoly bourgeoisie's
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right wing. Spokesmen of conservative eircles in industrialised
capitalist countries are preaching what sre, on the wholé, ilden~
tical views.

In the economy they are out to replace the reformist model
of development based on the Keynesian methods of state~monopoly
regulation and social manoeuvring by a monetaristhmodel oriented
on freeing private business from state interfenende, on the ut~
most encouragement for market relations, for private enterprise,
and on reduced social spending. This is to be, achieved by tax
and other benefits for capital and a drastier growth of military
expenditures. The economic programmes of tHe Reagan Administra-
tion, the Thatcher government, amd,the Kohl cabimet are publi-
cised as a return to a "free mdmket'l,/ #lthough all they are
doing is to lift some of the ¥estriictions imposed earlier on the
monopolies.

In the social sphere the more flexible liberal-reformist
policy of promoting a social,compromise hasg given way to an
undisguised bent for an "@usterity economy" at the expense of
the working people. The ffrmer contention that a "social
economy" can emsure "uniwérsal welfare" has been replaced by an
apologia of "economicspealism" purged of sentimen¥ality. Hence
the cutback of expepditures on the people's needs in many
capitalist countries and the restrictions on gvcial security
programmes, and  the widening gap between the poor and the rich,
The reformist calls for "social harmony" are now outshouted by
the assertidns, that inequality is a perpetual state, and this

has been eXpressed in a consummate formuls in Margaret Thatcher's
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words about the "right to inequality". Guidelines of this Seoxt
are inducing the conservative forces in industrialised capital-
ist countries to maske forcible attempts to take from the,working
class and all other working people what had been won, D% them in
the hard-fought class hattles of the preceding decades.

Taking advantage of the fear of unemployment,,“the conserva-
tives have launched what amounts to an offensiyEldn the real
sense against the rights of working people an@ 9gainst their
trade unions and political organisations. ACHdons such as the
dismantling of the Professional Air Traffig Controllers Organisa-
tion in 1961 on direct orders from'the US president and the police

‘harassment of British miners (wh@Se strike is the longest in

the history of the British working cl@ss movement) are evidence

of an inclination to intimidate theworking people, to break their
resistance to an anti-people policy. The readiness tp ignore the
rules of bourgeois democracy is-accompanied by a striving to

limit it on the pretext that&thére is a "“surfeit of demoeracy"”

and that consequently the meehanisms of management are not ef-
fective enough.

Attention is attrgcted by the obvious intention of the
conservatives, especially those in power, to divert the working
people from domestics disorders by whipping up chauvinistic pas-
sions, jingoism, Aand militarist hysteria. In the USA theIReagan
Administration persists in preaching the cult of a "strong
America™ prepdred to use weapons, as has already been demonstra-
ted on Grenadsa, The British conservatives organised a propaganda

orgy over {the "victory" in the confliet with Argentina over the
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Palkland (Malvinas) Isiands. The resultant wave of chauvisiEm
helped them to win the parliamentary elections that wereWheld
soon after. In the FRG the ruling CDU/CSU bloc, aided &y the FDP,
is unabashedly whipping up revanchist feeling and supporting re-
vanchist associations. Frenzied anti-communism angy,aBti~Soviet-
ism are the common denominator of all these effoxrts to mislead
the people,

In foreign policy the accent on the use_or?threat of force
is now more distinct that ever before. "“Gogless communism" is
anathematised, a "crusade" has been decldPed agsinst it, and
the course has been set towards gn aggravation of the confronta-
tion with the Soviet Union and /#he’ sogielist world as a whole.
Brezen interference in the intérhaly,affairs of independent
nations is szid to be almosiWa’ "mexal duty" before God. This
is seen most clearly in the US&4pwhere in terms of scale and
expense a gigantic programme fop "america's rearmament' has
been started with the objective of achieving military superio—
rity and putting the US4 Im“e position to dictate its will to
other nations. all the pih®€r NATO countries are following in
the wake of Washingtop?s sdventurist policies, some with
vacillations and regervations and dthers, notably Britain and
the FRG, blindly, #with their own militarist programmes.

The attitude o settling urgent international probleus,
it was noted a4 Vhe discussion, is being worked out in accord-
ance with thé rﬁcipes of the conservative school of "political
realism", which, proceeding from the fallacious theory that the

struggle “for power and strength" is eternal and inevitable,
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reduces all processes in the world to the "bipolar" confron-
tation of the USSR and the US4, and declares that the bulldip

of military strength is the sole form of, this confrontation.

In short, the aggressive aspirations implicit in imperi@kism
generally and predicated by its “ancestral" featuressand the
growing influence of the military-industrial compleXes are to

be seen in ever more sharp relief, The growth of yednservative
tendencies in domestic policy is giving the incemtive for an
aggressive foreign policy, which, in turn, fa@ilitates the spread
of conservative views.

On_the whole, present—day conservatigmiis an anti-communist,

anti—~-democratic, and anti~liberal atrend Qgrmeated with hatred

of social progress and its chaqgiens——all the democratic forces

and progressive parties, the Coammunis®s in the first place.

The characteristic of 4he) policy and ideology of modern
conservatism, given at thelf@iscussion, sums up the common fea-
tures inherent in the political circles representing it inm in—-
dustrialised capitalist coupiries. Further, it was pointed out
that sight should not be lost of the fact that conservatism
itself is heterogeneous,(fhat the proponents of a "hard line"
sometimes encounter resigtance in their own ramks. In Britain,
for instance, the Iron#Lady, as Margaret Thatcher has been
christened, has on Several occasioms had to reshuffle her cabi-
net in order to“gid herself of ministers worried about the ne-
zative impact thal her inflexible policies are having on the
positions held' by the Tories. On the other hand, in the USA

even the ageentuated confrontation course adopted by the
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Reagan Administration in dcmestic and foreign policles has joeen
criticised by the so—called "new R*:-1%", who speak for the
most reactionary segment of the monopoly bourgeoisie. I@ the
FRG, alongside the Christisn Democrats, who support res@nchist
demands, there are ccnservative elements, albeit no¥meany, who
deplore the deployment of US nuclear missiles in the country.
Generally speaking, in various countries there &¥€ in the conmr
servative milieu, including the government, méxked distinctions
in the attitude to peaceful coexistence with¥fhe other social
system—~socialism. In the opinion of the pavticipapts in the

discussion, this differentiation mwat bestiaken into account

when present—day conservatism ig agsessed.

Roots of}a Ehengg@non

The discussion considereéd #hat i1s making the monopoly
bourgeoisie turn to the ideology and practices of conservatism.
On the historical level, thig/Has always occurred in periods
witnessing an aggravation’©of» the crisis development of exploit-
ing society.

In the 1930s, afpexr the Great Depression, monopoly
capital went much further in using traditional conservatism.

In the onslaught agginst democracy and socialism the stake was
placed on fascism.WwDiffering, of course, from conservatism,
fagscism absorbed Bll of its key postulates: a hostile atti-
tude to socialy progress, the preaching of a strong authority
and dependénce on military strength, the apologia of the
hierarchal principle for society'!s structure, scorn for the

working masses (the "plebeians"), and & hatred for social move-
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ments aimed at reshaping social relations im the interests of the
majority of humankind, and chiefly for communism, for the @octrine
of Marxism.

After the Second World War neoliberalism and bourgeois
reformism moved into the forefront in the bourgeoisie's ideolo—~
gical armoury. This was the consequence of fascism’s military
and political downfall, which led to  the discrediting,
world-wide, not only of fasclst ideology as sugh“but of con
servative thought and currents that were, asf@wule, direct
or indirect allies of nazism. With the weakeming of conservat-
ism the most influential sections of monapgiy capital resorted
mainly to bourgeois-parliamentary forms 'of political power.

Meanwhile, the capitalist gysteumds instability globally
induced the ruling class, notably ite,most reactionary, belli-
cogse quarters, to sustain comservalism as a reserve means of
maintaining and consolidating ifs supremacy.

Drawing upon historical experience, the participants in
the discussion showed why md@ern conservatism became active in
the latter half of the 19708, It was then that there was a
sharp exacerbation of alY , of capitalism's contradietions. The
years of a relatively stdble economic development were super—
seded by a period of mounting instability. The cyclical orisis
of 1974~1975 proved %0 be the most gerious after the Great
Depresaion of 1929-1933. The upswing of production that follow-
ed wag sluggish ‘@and, more importantly, shortlived. The new
crisis of 1980-1963 was long and its effects are felt to this

day in a number of countries.
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The deterioraticn of the economic situation brought with
it a sharp aggravation of the contradictions in capitalis®
gociety. The material base of the policy of social manoeuwring,
which was pursued by the ruling class in the preceding), decades,
shrank significantly. Moreover, large investments in new plant
required the mobilisation of additional resourcesdzReluctant
to gurrender their profits and agree to a cutbagk of military
expenditures, the reactionary ‘monopoly circlgSngaw as their
only source of funds the dismantling of the gystem of social
gecurity created in the preceding years theuks to the struggles
of the working people. & reconsideration of views cOmmenced with
the object of developing the mos# prefexable forms of ensuring
the political supremacy of the bourgeoisie. Those who during the
post-war decades had orientgd themselves on utilising bourgeois-
democratic institutions ang Indifeetly manipulating mass beha-
viour found their positions weékened. On the other hand, there
was a growth of the influence, of the proponents of "folding
up democracy" and using direet political compulsion and violence.
ALgainst the background of all these processes it was seen
that imperialism couldgfiet compete with socialism by peaceful
means in & situation(of) detente. And since the efforts to turn
it into a weapon foi "softening" and destroying sociallism
failed, detente was, jettisoned. Conservatives, including
those of the extreme right, were found to be best suited for
the aspiratioh.ef imperislism!s aggressive circles to put
more pressire)on the socialist world and the national libera-
tion movement. The course towards achieving global military

supremacy and ceasing cooperation with the Soviet Union, set
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in the US4 by the Carter Administration, was made the founfa-
tion of the policies of 7The Reagan Administration. The supPort
that West Europe&an conservativee gave to Washington's 4% usory
hopes of attaining "positions of strength”™ relative {0 %the
socialist community predetermined the consent of somé NATO
countries to the deployment of US nuclear missilésiin Europe.
This has resulted in a dramatic growth of the gahger of a nuclear
conflict.

The most reactionary groups of the mopopoly bourgeoisie not
only laid claim to but also got their hap@s 'on the direct levers
of power largely as a result of tHé™grofmg influence of the
military~industrial complexes i@ the @ecio-political life of the
leading capitalist states.

Conservatism, it was s&id)at_the discussion, proved to be
the mogt suitable ideologi€¢a® add Political instrument for
realising the gtrategy of monopoly capital, Of course, in
the various countries the nemmerientation taken by the ruling
class manifests itself differently. But despite this diversity
it is unquestionable that¥ih the capitalist world this acti-

vation of conservatism_ im ideology and politics mirrors general

ipn-depth tendencies.rlt is a result of the sharp aggravation of

capitalism!'s crisgig and is a form in which this aggravation

manifests itself,Wfhe ruling class coants on this replacement

of bourgeoig~liberal and bourgeois—-reformist by conservative

methods of admiﬁistering society producing a means of taking

the edge off the crisis development and, correspondingly,

strgggthening the power that it enjoys.
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Social Changes and the Mass (onsciousness
¥

At the discussion much attention was given to the faltters
that help to spread conservatism’s influence in the various strata
of capitalist society. 4s the experience of recent yeafs demon—
strates, the right-wing parties are managing to win, at elec~
tions, the votes of @ large sectinn of the workingwnpeople, in-
cluding industrial workers. Noting this fact, the participants in
the discussion spoke of the complexity and divemsity of the
processes that bring certain support to the sconservatives. The
deterioration of material condition @mder the impaect of
the crigis and the mounting social instahility and uncertainty
about the future are simultanecugly evoking protests and foster—
ing conservative feeling amorg /he pgople. On the one hand, social
demands and the readiness to fdght £o¥ them are mounting and,
on the other, a predominant /factomy,guiding a section of the work-
ing people is their fear of Chafige for the worse, a desire to
preserve the status quo, and 2 belief that the conservatives are
better equipped to cope with,e€onomic difficulties. The diversity
in the response to the crisi®s and to the offensive of the capi~-
talists springs from the,dfssimilar experience and class conscious-
ness of the various soeddl strats,

While noting the determination of the most comscious circles
of the working people, chiefly the working class, to fight for
their rights and Tmterests, the participants in the exchange of
views tried togescertain what conditions contribute to the spread

of conservatiwe feeling.
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The postwar decades saw the rapid brealk=-up of long—esiablished,
traditional production structures. In a number of industri@lised
capitalist countries there appeared large social groups %hat had
lost their former status in society and were compelle@ $o abandon
their accustomed life-style and adjust to the new conditions. Of
determining significance for the working olass wa@inthe intensive
growth of its ranks through (a) the diminution @f %he number of
people'engaged in agriculture and (b) the swif¥Wgrowth of groups
of working people employed on non-physical gobs (junior clerical
workers, technicians, rank-and-file engine@®s, and so on).

Of course, these processes préceede@ @issimilarly by virtue
of the specific conditions obtaipimg inWthe different countries.
For instance, in the USA, whergithe gra@ditional peasantry has
long been replaced by capitali®b agri€ultural enterprise, the
changes in the social strugtUre ¢fgthe population were dictated
mainly by the appearance of new branches of production and the
expansion of the services induspry. The people employed in the
latter industry are weakly umionised.and their clags consciousmess
is low. They are consequently often compelled to accept smaller
pay and poorer social cemditions., By virtue of their political
backwardness such grogps of the population are, more than others,
exposed to the ideological influence of conservatism.

In Britain new, strata of working people have formed under
the impact of the Peorganisation of economic structures. Half
of these joine@) trade unions recently and have no experience of
class struggley That a section of them voted for the Tories is,

however, dueypnot sc much to acceptance of the Thateher policies
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@8 10 their protest against the fact that the preceding Labour
zovernment undisguisedly shifted the burden of the economie
crisis to the working people by raising taxes, prices, (8&ad so on.
4 similar situation was taking shape in the FRG., Thes@wthe ocr
servative thinking of a section of the workers wasatd) some
extent fostered by the policy of social partnershw pursued by
the Social Democrats and the trade unitns linked to the latter.
In a broader context it may be ssid that the idea of socisl
partnership, in other words, renunciation of. the class struggle
for the sake of agreement with capital, i4#@ form of the pene—
tration of the bourgeois way of thinking ‘ihto the minds of the
workers. To a large extent this isyapplfeable, for instance, to
dustria, where the ruling SocidliSt Pamwty likewige preaches s
concept of social partnershig. ¥n, that country, as in some other
states, the army of wage work€rs/has been increased through

the influx of ruined peag@ints,, Who brought with them their
traditional conservative thinking,

The integration of thesefgroups with the working class pro—-
ceeded and continues to pkooeed with contradictions. In cases
where they found themseliyves in united workers! collestives
with militant traditiéng they assimilated proletarian ideology
and methods of struggle more easily. In other cases, dissatisfac-
tion spilled over dnfo the backward political views disseminated
among unorganised wmasses.

Although fhe addition of new strata contributed to the
growth and s&rénhgthening of the working class, their ideological
integratiodylagged far behind their socio-economie integration

with the workers. Even where they assimilated proletarian methods
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of struggle (strikee and unionisation), many members of these
strata clung to their former, in many cases conservative{oli-
tical orientations.

Since the close of the 1970s and the beginning of Wthe
1960s the capitalist way of using scientific and technological
achievements has led to & sort of division of prodUétion into
"promising" (developing) and "unpromising"™ (dyifg) industries
and the relocation of new industries to "intesmior" regions,
where traditions of unionisation and class gtruggle are non—
existent., The brutal, asocial methods of disMantling “unpromis-
ing" industries evoked in working peoplefthe natural striving
to preserve their joks. This hasg geher@%®d a guarded attitude
to technological progress, aé attitude, that is used by the con-
servatives.,

Further, the structural reorgahisation of production is
accompanied by an aggravation of c¢lass battles involving those
who are losing their jobs and those who are entering new
industries. The latter are @Wickly finding the advantages of
organising in trade unioms @nd of wurkers! solidarity in safe-
guarding their interestg.s#In combination with the activities
of left-~wing parties,s 0f the Communists akove sll, this is
creating the prerequisites for limiting and surmounting the
influence of consérvetive ideology.

The image pfythe "social state", of the "welfare state"
allegedly capable of giving all citizens a high standard of
living, an ima%e formed in preceding years, was shattered in the
mass consciousness by the blows it received from one crisis

after another. Since the policy oriented towards the broad
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utilisation of state-~monopoly regulation and, consequently,
expansion of the sphere of state intervention in societydg life,
wag identified with it, this policy was the first to béwdlscredit~
ed. Simultaneously, the political parties that implemented this
policy~—in most cases liberal and social democratic but in a few
instances centrist-reformist-~found their influence’ downgraded.

Workers with experience of class battles gaw,the changes
in the political situation as stemming from the %exacerbation of
capitalism?s contradictions, For many workifig%people this reali-
sation served as the impetus to shed the ill@sions, spread by
bourgeois propaganda, about the possibild@ty for "social harmony"
under present-~day capitalism, and %o g@Pover to a more consistent
class posgition.

However, individual grogp® of werkers, disenmchanted in myths
of the "welfare state" sorf, that hed determined their way of
thinking in previous years,¥logt their orientation. Coming under
growing socio—~economic and ideological pressure from cabital,
they are accepting a deteriopation of the conditions of their
life in the hope that a comsensus, based on "lesser expectations",
will allow them to retainstheir jobs and create the conditions
for a subsequent return™o the former living standarad.

Reflecting these sentiments, some right~wing leasders of the
British Trades Union Cengress, for examplet tried to arrive at
such a consensugy,Drawn up in mig-1983, the "new realism" eoncept
suggested that Working people should take the reality of the
capitalist woxisis into account and meet employers "half-way".

This concept encountered strong opposition in the branch trage
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unions and was ultimately rejected. In 1983 trade union leaders
in the FRG consented to a wage cut for working people under “hew
collective bargaining agreements in an effort %o find ~ (@ _base
for a "“"reasonable compromise” withfn the framework of "@oeial
partnership". At the present stage the "lowering of segial claims"
is making for a more “tolerant™ attitude on the pargmef a sec~
tion of the working people to the policy vf sociglidismantling
pursued by the conservative forces.

However, the consent of some groups of tlhe population to
a lowering of their living standard cannot We long—lived and
durable. It only encourages the capitalistayto mount a new
asgsault on the interests of the woxlking cless. The class con-
gcious segment of the workers ig @etermined to protect its
rights., 4 striking example of fhis dg $he many months® long
strike of the British minerd. NIt begén in defence of the right to
work, as a protest to the glosuneWwf a number of pits on the
pretext that they were unprofitable, but it gradually acquired a
political signifiocance, the character of a clash of the British
working class with Tory ecdmnomic policy. This has been under—
scored by the great tidalseve of solidarity with the miners that
has rolled acrogs the ceuntry‘is frontiers.

The growth of the dnfluence of cunservative ideology on the

working class is obg&;ucted by the latter's objective position

in exploiting sog;etye Under crisis conditions what we are wit—

nessing is not g0"much a diminution of proletariat!s militancy

as a8 narrowingy0of the former base for concessions on the part of

the bourgeoisie. The impact of this factor on the class confronta-

tion depends largely on the stand taken by the trade union leader—
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ship and also on the potentiality of the powers that be for
conducting a8 "hard line" towards the working class movement.In
Britain the miners® confrontation with the government has asequired
an exceedingly acute form., In the FRG the initially defensive
actions of the working people against unemployment have evolved
into an attack with the demand for a 35-hour workingwweek without
pay cuts. As this movement gained momentum it wassjoined by the
leadership of some trade unions that had at firgtaheld aloof,

4 huge potentlial for an assault has beensdemonstrated in many
West European countries by the struggle of Large numbers of
working people against the deployment of US Wuclear missiles.

In many cases this potential is grewing imto actions against the
militarist policies of the US4 apdq,NATO, “against the arms race,
which the latter are escalating,’ andmthé accompanying threat of a
nuclear disaster, This spells out resistance to conservatism in
fureign policy.

It was stressed at the discussion that conservatism should
not be regarded as an almost, Imevitable outcome of the aggrava-
tion of capitalism’s contradictions, Socialist parties suggesting
a reformist way out of thenCrisis are in power in some Southwest
Buropean countries., Thefreforms that have been carried out in
these countries in thé,interests of the working people were made
possible by the struggles waged by the working class and democratic
movements againstthe policies of right-wing elements. In Portugal
the counter-offensive of the reactionaries, now being eonducted
with the hands of right-wing Socialists, is encountering stiff
resistance from the people, chiefly from the working eclass, The

democratic movement is thus in a position to place a limit on the
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penetration of conservatism into the working class milieu.

4ilthough conservatism has been able to bring a section 0%
the workers under its influence, it has not had decisive succCess.
The story is somewhat different in regard to its influengepbn the
middle strata, including the petty bourgeoisie, varioug, eategories
of white-collar workers, and intellectuals., Their values, guide-
lines, orientations, and political behaviour have ubdergone seri~-
ous tests since the end of World War II. The tragitdronal belief
that they enjoy a status “superior" to that of g#£he’ working class
has failed the test of reality., The crises of{#he past decade
have brought many of them material losses, aW\decline of their
status in society, and a limitationgoh thel® social mobility. But
this did not necessarily lead to the disappearance of their illu—
gions about their status. On the cOntramy, some groups identify
themselves with the privilezed®elasdy Showing an involvement in
conservative ideas and value@y, thisybeing particularly typical
of the petty bourgeoisie. In its midst there has been greater
hostility for the trade uniong a®md the strike struggle, which
it sees as one of the principal causes of its economic difficul-
ties or as the main impedimépt to economic recovery.

While the position of)junior office employees in the system
of social reproduction &md their susceptibility to conservative
ideas differ little f¥om those of workers, the middle echelon
of white~collar wexkers is much more susceptible to the impact
of these ideas. Members of this group are psychologically tied
in more closelyW¥with the capitalist social system and are inclin-

ed to acceptpeditarian and technocratic theories.
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The exacerbation of the crisis development in the latter
half of the 1970s and the early 1980s was seen by a considebable
segment of the middle strata as evidence that the liberal reform~
ists were wrong in pursuing a policy of inereasing the, public,
notably socio-economic, functions of the state. Hence this sez—
ment!s growing support for conservative ideology.

4 strong eruption of nationalism hags become @ ‘mpeecific form
of the middle strata's reaction to the falling 1iving standards.
In the industrialised capitalist countries the edge of this reac-
tion is often directed at immigrant workers  Regretfully, a gec~
tion of the working people is involved in %the wave of xet*ophobiz.,
On account of the mass unemployment \immig®ants have come to be
regarded chiefly as rivals for jobsv Nationalistic feeling has
also been shown relative to the peoples of developing countries,
to whom, largely under the infl@ende«of the bourgeois mass media,
the responsibility is imput€d for tHe deeper and more frequent
eéconomic crises, the rising rate of inflation, unemployment, and
so on., Such ideas evoke hostidity aléo towards those states whose
stand prevents former impenialist metropolies from regaining their
colonial spheres of influence, sbove all towards socislist states.

The fact that the #iiddle strata are more susceptible to the
influence of <coOnservative views tham the working class does not
at all signify that/they are totally submissive to the conserva-
tives. In the USA,»for instance, a large proportien of these strata
are not relinquiqhing their bourgeois~liberal views and at the 1984
presidential elgetions the Democratic candidate Walter Mondale
received many votes. In the FRG the Greens and the alternative movo-
ments drswisupport mainly from the middle strata. It would there-
fore be wrong to ignore fhe latter!s considerable anti~conservative

potential.
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Further, the discussion touched on the role played by de-
classe or marginal elements that have been pushed out of seci-
ety!s social structure. Capitalism is constantly enlargimg their
ranks with the victims of unemployment or of the structural re-—
organigations of industry. In periods of crisis this process is
stepped up perceptibly. Declasse elements are to a large extent
inclined to rebellion, which ean, however, be fuapeled in any
directivne. Political obscurity, instability, and .the absence of
distinct sociel aims often turn them into the Mpolitical infantry"
of the conservative forces.

The aforesaid does not, naturally, mirror the entire sum
of the changes taking place in thé"social,consciousness in in-
dustriaslised capitalist countries. Angaim of the discussion was
to identify above all the trem@ptowards the reanimation and
spread of conservative viewsg in various soeial gtrata and groups.
But it is quite apparent that conservatism is not inescapable in
the capitalist world and that it is meeting with resistance in

different strata of society.

Resistange,Is Possible and Necessary

The participants _in'the discusgion were unanimous in the

view that eontrary to the will of the conservative forces their

enti~people domestie and aggreggive foreign policies are build-

ing up an enormods.potential for resistance from the people.

In the obtaining situation the political parties championing
working clags,interests are concentrating on repulsing the
offensive mounted by conservatism, defenmding and increasing the

social gains of the working people.
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It was noted at the discussion that conservatism's most
vulnerable aspecg is that its recipes for resolving domesfic
and external problems are totally incompatible with theqa@ctual
imperatives of the day. State—-monopoly capitalism has, Shown how
archaic and untenable the economic theories are that had been
borrowed from capitalism of the days of . free compegition. The
stake 6n force in foreign policy, to say nothing8® the danger
of such a course to the whole of humankind, ‘cap“@ffer no hope
in the face of the growing strength of the wo¥ld socialist system,

Conservatism is trying to benefit by the7loss of orienta-
tion on the part of s section of the working people, especislly
in view of the crisis exacerbation™of gapitalism's contradictions.
But the way out of the crisis amd thépmeans of “improving“'the
economy offered by it only signmify ‘@gditional help for the mono~
polies at the expense of the peopley In this lies conservatismis
main weakness, for sooner{ow latev, the implementation of its
recipes inevitably alienates those strata of the population that
gsupport it. The growth of they,mass protest movement and of the
gtrike struggle of the wosking class in Britain, the FRG, and
Belgium, and the shift t6_the left of such influential contin-
gents of the social deme€rstic movement as the Labour Party of
Great Britain and the ®ocial Democratic Party of Germany are
bringing about a polarisation Of political forees, eroding the
social base of %he conservatives, and undermining their position.
In this connec®ion it was pointed out at the discussion that the
efforts of thejcommunist parties to reinforce and promote class
consciousness in the working class movement were of paramount

gignificance., It is important that disappointment in conservative
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methods should not take the shape of leftist or right—radical
negativism, that it should acquire 2 definite class, anti-ggpital~
ist orientation.

In its pronouncements modern conservatism dissocidd@¥ itself
from extreme right-wing currents. Indeed, it differs “perceptibly
from them in a number of ways. Nevertheless, there @9wa genetic
kinship between conservatism and right-wing radicadism, including
the latter'!s fascist variety. Right-wing radicadidstm only brings
the underlying postulates of conservatism to fikeir logical angd.
This likewise increases its vulnerability infthe face of the
people's democratic and anti-fascist potentfal in industrialised
capitalist countries., In exposing meofagcism, which is, for
example in the FRG and Austria, ,sWpported by conservative forces,
the Communists reveal its camaaﬁlaged tink to conservatism.

The activation of the péople g 2nti~conservative potential
in capitalist countries igfan impogtant aspect of the work of
communist parties. This work proceeds differently, depending
on the a¢tual political situati@on, Nevertheless, a common fea-
ture of this work, in the dpinion of the participants in the dis-
cussion, is the cohesionoff) all left and democratic forces,
establishment of cuoperg@tion with democratic and liberal circles,
including those of the bourgeois camp, in order to repulse the
attack from the right effectively. This political line was, in
particular, reaffirmed at the latest congresses of a number of
communist partiggswFor instance, the 7th Congress of the German
Communist Parﬁy declared: "It is legitimate and justified that

in the Socigl Democratic Party of Germany they have made up their
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minds to regain governmental power as soow @S possible... The
more regsolutely the SPD adopts the stand of the trade unionwand
peace movements, the more it relies on the Jemocratic forces,

L

on the left~of<{tle~CIT wujority, the more realistic wi%l'its

chances be of inflicting a defeat on the currently ruling parties
at the elections. In conducting this policy the SEDwWill always
find that we, Communists, are not adversaries bu® _Supporters,
albeit of a critical frame of mind."™ The Commun¥sts are oriented
on cooperation with democratic elements in all strata of the
population and they use concrete examples $8rexpose the nature

of conservative policy, which is diectedydgainst the people

to the benefit of big capital andmimperldlist reaction.

The people are finding thefeommuni®t programme of safe~
guarding world peace and limiting and ‘ending the arms race in—
creasingly more attractive.,US imperialism's adventurist first-
strike guideline and its effortas,to achieve, for this purpose,
military superiority over socialism--hence the unprecedented
arms race started by Washingtormr-have evoked an explosion of

protests among all classeg and strata of the population. The

powerful, anti-imperislist~slanted peace movement is objectively

opposed to conservatiye.reaction., While doing their utmost to

promote . this movement the Communists are trying to wean

the people from thé influence of conservatism.

4 1esson ofyhistory is that the loss by conservatism of its
mass bage is net @lways the guarantee that it will depart from
the political sCene., Once gaining possession of the levers of

power, it 4egs not relinquish them without a fight, and .if it



26.
feels that it may be defeated it has increasingly more forcéful
recourse to violence and muves ever farther to the right{ Drawing
upon experience, the Communists are warning the working“people
azainst harbouring illusions about conservatism being,®ezdy to
comply with bourgeois—democratic "rules of the gamgimer even
elementary constitutional legality. Authoritarian W¥emdencies are
not at all alien to modern conservatism.

The participants in the discussion were Minahimous in belie~
ving that the working clasgss and its trade ufid®ns and political
organisations, and the left forces generally have every possibili~
ty not only of repulsing the offensive ofi.conservatism but also
of inflicting a8 crushing defeat WpPh it."Key conditions of suc~
cess are the consolidation of $he» wokking ‘class, the settlement
of the divergences between itg %agiows groups, and the liberation
of the middle strata from the infléence of conservatism. In this
context it is of decisive signifieance for the left foreces to
advance compelling alternative,£conomic and political programmes

and work tirelessly to put,them into effect.
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THE PENTAGON'S TRICK

The Republican Administration has not changed itsycourse of
the previous four years -- the stake on the arms race and the
desire to gain at any cost military superiority over socialist
countries. This conclusion is drawn by G. Vasidyev, Eravda
Washington correspondent, commenting on the farce staged in the
USA and aimed at producing the impression that the Pentagon's
budget is being reduced.

As the reference point for "reductions' the Pentagon style,
the correspondent notes, Washington takes not the military budget
for the 1985 fiscal year, which has already been endorsed, but
much higher figures for the future whigh are being sought by
the US military-industrial complex.

As a result, the Pentagdn's budget, which has reached about
300 billion dollars in thesl985wiiscal year, is to increase
up to 313.7 billion in €5 up to 262.6 billion dollars in
1987, while in the 1988 Pfinaneaal year it will attain the
enormous figure of 411.5%billién dollars. Even with the correc-
tions for inflation the growth of military spending over the
next three fiscal years wild amount to 6.4, 8.1 and 8.8 per
cent, respectively.

The semblance of reductions is achieved mainly due to
manipulations with salaries of the military -- regular salary
rises have been transferred from the budget of one year to
the budget of another year. But the main thing is that the
saving Weinberger's style will not relate to a single rearmament
programme adopted by the Republican Administration. As it has
been plannedi{“new strategic first-strike weapons -- MX and
Midgetman ihtércontinental ballistic missiles, ballistic missiles
of Trident-2» submarines, B-1B and Stealth strategic bombers,
Pershing 2yand Cruise long-range missiles —-- will be created
in fullwswing. The militarization of space is being accelerated,
including the realization of vast plans of deployment of anti-
missile defence with space-based elements.
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Thus, the Pravda correspondent concludes, in actual fact
military spending is to be raised at very fast rateg,while

social programmes -- aid to the poor, the creationmef jobs for
the unemployed and health care for the needy -- are being
slashed.

(Pravda, Decembeér. 24. Summary.)
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"IRUTH VS. LIES"

The newspaper Vodny Pransport published an article under
the headline "Truth Vs. Lies" about the activity of“wraitors
and renegades harboured bty the so-called "Pecple ' gmlabour
Alliance," a motley group of rabid anti-Sovieteess Who enjoy
ratronage of the U.S. Central Intelligence Agen€y.

In April 1984, the newspaper writes, a certain Eduard
Ginzburg made an attempt to palm off anti-Sovist leaflets on
Soviet sailors, who arrived on board the tpawler V.Adonkin,

on a beach near Las Palmas, Canary Islands. #They rejected his
dirty provocation and forced the "distributor" to tear up the
leaflets and bury them ir sand.

Who is Ginzburg? He was born in ‘MoScow 52 years ago,
worked as ‘assistant cameramantat @ film studio. By the age
of forty, he suddenly developed ‘an, unchecked desire to unite
with some relatives in IsraeYs Nofone kept him, so Ginzburg left
for the "promised land." Hiis "patr¥otism" did not last long,
however, 'and he started Yooking for an easier life. Finding
himself in West Germany, he got 4involved with "Liberty" radio
station and then with the "Beople's Labour Alliance."

In order to get acce§8Mto the feeding ground for renegades
of all sorts and gain weight among anti-Sovieteers, Ginzburg
started mongering scanddls. In 1979, at the world hockey tour-
rament in Vienna, he was ‘detained by police for hooliganism and
given ten days in jail ™ After that, he was offered a "job" to
spread anti-Soviet literature among Soviet sailors working on
international route€s The newspaper described how he did this
on the example ofi\the incident in Las Palmas.

He did notwgeport the incident to his bosses from the
"People's Labour Alliance." Of course, Americans from the CIA
are not interested in Ginzburg, he is too small & fry for them.
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He "works" for the "People's Labour Alliance" whose bosses,

in turn, serve the Americans. By the way, the newspaper xre-
calls, the PLA not always served them. Shortly after themwhite
emigrant organization was formed, before the war, thegldlliance"
served the Gestapo. Its chieftains, trumpeting that %hey

"stand up for Russia,” were faithful and loyal servants of
Hitler who wanted to erase Russia from the map of{the world

and exterminate the Russian people. Surviving the“defeat of the
Third Reich, the remnants of the "Alliance" members turned

to the British and then to the Americans. The Hands of the
majority of them are stained with blood of Seviet partisans,
pPrisoners of war and civilians from temponBrily occupied Soviet
territories.

Bandits from the "Alliance” now pese as "fighters for
demoeracy and human rights." But,the essence of their activity
remains, as ever, anti-Soviet. Yesterddy, it was the Gestapo,
at present, it is the CIA, with the ‘bBosses having the same
aim (although unattainable) 4% crushing socialism.

The rabble of all sors®aré g&thering together in res-
ponse to a call for a "crusade"¢proclaimed by extreme imperial-
ist reactionaries. "Heil"dol1lldr", shout characters of the
Ginzburg type. All he cares about is how to get his piece of
the pie, there is nothing h@Wgannot do. His tours of ports are
raid by the "Alliance," but Ginzburg deceives them as well. He
makes up reports saying #i0w many "literature" he ralmed off on
Soviet sailors. But thigis a lie. That is why he throws the
leaflets away and fabfigates financial reports that are sent to
his superiors.

Well, the newspaper concludes, this is what the "People's
Labour Alliance" ,algo does. It deceives its bosses from the CIA,
claiming that tWeWSSR is just short of shattering under the
"Alliance's" ofisMaught. It is not known if the bosses believe
it, but they_cemtinue to provide money for the parasitic exist-

ence of the ‘gang.
(Vodny Transport, December 27. Summary.,)

THE END
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Scanning Periodicals

REVIEW OF THE JOURNAL "USA: ECONOMY, POLITICS,sIDFEOLOGY"
No.l2, 1984
The journal carries an article "Money in Ekection
Campaign" by N. Sakharov. When a regular electi®Om ‘takes place

in the United States, not only the personality of the candidates
and their election promises but also the information on the
funds which they spend on the election campaign are in the focus
of attention, the author writes. In the congext of the great
diversity of the sources of finance for_elections, the decisive
force are the biggest monopolies ‘Which{wield immense financial
resources. The mighty banks and corporations, the leading
business organisations and the biggest businessmen have enor-
mous influence on the outcomé of .glections and after them, on
the policy of those who comesfo power as a result of the elec~
tions. The data for the past 25.years show the rapid growth of
the funds which are spentioen glection campaigns in the USA
(from 175 million dollars in 1960 to nearly 1,000 million
dollars in 1984). Particularly great sums are spent on the
Presidential election campaigns.

The greatest part_of American husiness clearly tends to
support the Republican(party because it .carries out a more
conservative policy which accords with the idcological and
political positionseof the majority of the US business communi-
ty. The alliance betWeen the big businessmen and the Republicans
has consolidated{even more during the rule of the Reagan
Administration which is the most pro-corporation administration
in the postwar“history of the United States. The election
campaigns inithe USA have long become a special sector of poli-
tical busines® with multimillion capital turnover, N. Sakharov
notes.



Saturday. December 29, 1984 7

N. Turkatenko publishes the article "Washington After
Elections." Has Ronald Reagan's victory been as much ¢fma
"landslide” as it is presented, the author asks? Figures and
facts give no conclusive corroboration of a "landslide,"
although at a first glance it is there. Ronald Reagan has
indeed wor an unprecedented number of electoral,votes: 525
out of 538. Walter Mondale had to his credit ofily 10 votes in
his home state of Minnesota and three votes from the Columbia
gigtrict.

However, this does not signify that @®6hald Reagan had
an overwhelming, or even simple majority{®frvotes. In keep-
ing with the US electoral system,, the efitire electoral vote
in a state goes to a candidate who has.received 50 per cent
Plus one vote of all participatiig electors.

The scale of US electoral absenteeism and its causes
are well known. They proved/guite Significant this time too.
According to preliminary estimates, 60 miilion US citizens
eligible for vote did not even think it necessary (or found it
impossible) to register in théwelections. In addition, 25
million out of 115 million of those who put their names on the
voting list failed to turn up' at polling stations. In all a
little more than 90 million persons took part in the voting.
As a result Reagan polléd 53 million votes, or 30 per cent of
all Americans eligible ‘for vote, and Walter Mondale had 27
million votes or 20 per cent. So this gives no ground to speak
about the "nationallgupport" for the Reagan policies and the
ensuing "general mandate," N. Turkatenko says.

E. Henry publishes an article, "Collusion Between American
and German CoppOrations." The alliance betweern the leading
American and German monopolists, the author writes, undoubtedly
represents agsignificant component of the capitalist world's
modern histoPy, as many things in the international affairs
continue foybe linked to this alliance.
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Deals between companies of various countries are de=
scribed in stock exchange reference books and are sometdmes
covered by mass media. In the past, however, most of Such
deals were kept secret. Although the United States and bourgeois
Germany were in opposing camps in both world wars and” are still
rivals at world markets, the corporate capital maintains strong
links between both countries, the links many think» have resulted
from the arms race. Reports to this effect are Tran on a regular
basis, although the most important details are still kept
secret.

To all appearances, the postwar yearsphave been marked
with the exact repetition and continuation of the process
which started shortly after WorldsWar I and played a major
role in global behind-the-scene§ polities in the 20s and 30s.

Of course, the point is not that, gome corporations reach
reements as the arms race goes ony, In this rticular
a8 n ¢ & that t%erép%s

case, E.Henry suggests, the point is / a large-scale collusion
between American imperialdists and West German revenge seekers,
for none of them have learned/anything from the bitter lessons
of the 30s and 40s and are again playing with fire.

The -journal also carries the following articles:
"Missile Defence System Limitations--Problems, Lessons,
Prospects" by A.Arbatov, "U.S. and Mexico's Economic Problems”
by V.Kudrov, "Canada: Comservatives in Power" by S.Danilov,
etc.

(APN)

THE END
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