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Peace Efforts

What would our world be like, what would it
be worth and what would it have achieved without
pioneers or discoverers? What would it be like if
mankind were not guided by the spirit of enter-
prise, daring, courage and resourcefulness in the
search for the unknown, unexplored and unexam-
ined, by the insatiable desire for improvement and
unquenchable thirst for progress? It would be a
poor world indeed. Fortunately, it is not so.

The Latin word initium means a start, a begin-
ning. An admirable idea, a fortunate thought, a
discovery—-cureka! A revelation {from which every-
thing begins. Initiative is at the source of every-
thing. It is essential in every sphere of human ac-
tivity. Lack of initiative means stagnation. Some-
body has to display initiative, propose decisions
and solutions and act as leader. That is the way it
has always been and will always be.

The present booklet deals with initiatives in the
sphere of international affairs and world politics,
in the struggle for peace. For it is impossible to
build a better world without creative initiative. The
maintenance of world peace has always been a
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task of paramount importance for all peoples and
slates ever since the earliest projects of an “ctern-
al peace”. Today this task has acquired even
greater importance and urgency, for in the age of
nuclear .missiles war has become suicidal. It can
jeopardise the future of mankind and life itsclf
on [Larth. Therefore, every step that can help save
the world community from this mortal danger be-
comes increasingly important.

However, we must make one reservalion from
the outset, namely, that one initiative differs from
another. The human brain does not always con-
ceive noble, elevated ideas. It can produce schemes
based on intentions that are far from being hu-
mane. Such intentions may be selfish, evil or sim-
ply cannibalistic. Certain quarters hatch intrigues
aimed at opposing one part of mankind to another.
There have been doctrines and conceptions fraught
with war and acts of aggression; there have been
designs posing a threat to human life, and such
types of weapons and weapons systems, including
the neutron bomb, which we call barbaric. There
arc quarters that are hammering together allian-
ces, blocs and axes aimed at splitting the world.

These so-called initiatives have prevented the
establishment of a universal, just and lasting peace
on the planet. They have prevented the world ac-
quiring a really humane character, so that its pro-
gress would not, in the words of Marx and Engels,
“resemble that hideous, pagan idol, who would not
drink the nectar but from the skulls ol the slain”.

Let us examine the motive forces behind the two
opposite worlds—the socialist and the -capitalist
world, what has been and is being produced by
their “‘brain centres”, the impulses prompting them
to action, and the contrasts between their politic-
al, social, and moral outlooks, between their world

6

viows. People of one of these wprlds ha\,/’e ‘El(iv.lsed
doelrines of “containment”, “‘rolling l)a;ck , t}fmt\lN-
ing back”, “petaliation”, and so on. People 0} A 1e
other world have opposed them with only one oci
trine, that ol peaceful coexistence. O{nc.gl"s)up 0
people have invented the “cqrdon samtau'(}al ,e(éﬁn—
omic embargo and sanctions; in response the Ol'l?r
group of people have propqsed honest 1)1'151noss—tl \(i
cooperalion based on principles of equality, mliluz}
advantage, and non—inh‘ingemer&? on one _anoL er's
interests. The former launcheq psychological walr(i
fare”. In reply the latter said t.hat there shou.11
be fair competition and that th_e ideology that wi
win over the majority of mankind shall be‘the vie-
tor and be regarded as the most power.ful ideology.
The leaders of one group of countries started a
cold war. The leaders of the other group started‘
the process of detente. One group discovered for
themselves “gunboat diplomacy’; th'e qther group
put forward the idea of true decol(.)msatlon. to save
{he states of Asia, Africa and Latin America from
all forms of dependence. One group started thel Ir)ulli
itary application of atomic cnergy (let us reca
lliroshima and Nagasaki); the other prefgrred to
use atomic cnergy for peaceful, constructive pur-
poscs. Representatives of one _group of “cou'ntrm‘b
proclaimed the conceptions of l()cal” or peripher-
al” conflicts, “limited nuclear war’, one-and-a-
half war” and many other similar projects. The rep-
resentatives of the other group ealled for elimi-
nating war altogether from the life of 1‘he world
communily and substantiated the concrlilsmn about
war being no longer incvitable.“ lh’? [oLl“mer
brought forth the conceptions of a “first” or pre—
emptive” attack; the latter proposed that the two
sides exchange not blows, but muLuaI. guarapt‘ees
to renounce the use of force in solving political

7




problems and disputes, to refuse to be the first jn
using nuclear weapons and to sign a non-aggres-
sion pact. The former pionecred in the devejop-
ment of more and more new weapons sysleins,
types and programmes; the latter advanced plans
for general and complete disarmament,

This list of contrasts can be extended. But it
is not our purpose here to sottle accounts, but to
emphasise the human significance, the value of ini-
tiatives that could save the planet from all wars,
both “hot” and “cold”, and that could pave the
way for a future without weapons and military dis-
asters.

Though this is a thorny path, the first steps have
already been taken. The main, really epoch-mak-
ing achievement, consists in that it has been pos-
sible to break up the tragically fatal cycle: war—a
brief spell of peace—war. The last salvoes of the
Second World War were fired over 37 years ago.
During all these years mankind has hoped that the
Second World War will be the last in its long-
sulfering history. The continent which was the f{o-
cus of two global disasters has become g cradle
of detente and the most stable part of the world.

Here joint effort has put an end to the cold war,
which could have grown over into a hot war. On
this continent a series of treaties were signed be-
tween the Soviet Union and other socialist states,
on the one hand, and the Federal Republic of
Germany, on the other, aimed at normalising theijr
relations. As a result, the European frontiers which
were a constant source of trouble and conflict have
hecome immutable. A quadripartite agreement on
West Berlin was signed which defused a time bombh
that was ticking in the heart of Europe. A Confer-
ence on Security and Cooperation in Europe was
held here. Its main document—the Final Act—pro-
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vides a sound political basis for the development
of {ruitful relations between Eastern and Western
slates in all spheres of human activity. An.other
basis for peaceful cooperation is the approximate
military-strategic parity belween the two opposite
social systems. The Soviet Union and the_ United
States have started the process of strategic arms
limitation which is vital for inlernatlional securi-
ty. IFor the first time in history the world commu-
nity has signed about 20 international treaties and
agreements which to various extents curb the arms
race in some of its dircetions. The UN Geqeral
Assembly has held its first special session on disar-
mament which was followed by the second one. A
series of confidence-building measures, such as no-
tification of military exercises and invitation of ob-
servers to such events, have been introduced for
the first time in European and world practice.
And now let us ask ourselves what would have
happened to the world in which we live, if such
efforts had not been made and such measures had
not been taken, if there had been no such achlevc‘—
ments in the 1970s—the first decade of detente?
At best the cold war would still be going on and
the world community would still be danger:)usly
balancing on the brink of war (to use John Fosler
Dulles’ expression). At worst there might have been
a thermonuclear holocaust reducing the world to
a heap of smouldering ruins. '
There is another equally legitimate question: to
whom is the world community above all indebted
for peaceful coexistence and cooperation, for t.he
positive balance in international relations, despite
all changes in the world climate, changes thgt are
Sometimes sharp as at present? Without behtthr}g
anyhody's role, a fair and unbias.ed .observer will
justly appraise the obvious and indisputable fact
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that it was the Soviet Union’s efforts that had
made possible the convocation of a Conference,on
Security and Cooperation in Europe and the UN’s
first special forum on disarmament, conclusion of
a series of international agreemenis on curbing
the arms race, the drafting of a quadripartite agree-
ment on West Berlin and the adoption of many
other measures.

Moscow worked for the convening of an all-Euro-
pean conference for about ten years. It worked for
this assiduously, despite the guarded, often icy,
response of several great powers, despite the first
failures. It worked perseveringly, overcoming nu-
merous obstacles, and persuading the sceptics that
such a forum was urgently needed. It would be ap-
propriate to recall here what actually took place
before the idea was eventually adopted and the
Final Act ratified by all 35 participants in the Hel-
sinki Conference. Way back in the 1930s, when
the Hitler clique disunited its future opponents,
setting them against one another, in an effort to
pave the way for aggression, Moscow saw through
its perfidious manoeuvres and its policy of “divide
and rule”. It then proposed that such manoeuvres
be effectively neutralised by the establishment of
a collective security system in Europe. Had this
proposal been adopted, Mitler would hardly have
dared attack single-handed the united front of
peaceful powers. As you can see, the price the
world had to pay for rejecting the Soviet initiative
was very high, and the consequences of this step
were tragic indeed. But more of that later.

The peace after the war has been a better and
more stable one than before. But it is not by far
a peace we could be satisfied with. To meet the
peaceful interests of mankind more fully, it is ne-
cessary to carry out the peace initiatives already
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advanced and to undertake further initiatives. To
put forward such initiatives it is vital to feel the
pulse of international life carefully and identify
the affected areas in time, to make an accurate
diagnosis and to prescribe the necessary treat-
ment. This is precisely what the Soviet diplomats
are doing.

A special place in world politics in the last
quarter of the 20th century belongs to the set of
initiatives proposed in February 1981 by the 26th
CPSU Congress, which are known in the West as
“Brezhnev’s eight points”. Here they are:

Point One. The Soviet Union is prepared Zo
cxtend confidence-building measures in the mil-
itary field carried out by decision of the European
Security Conference on the territory of European
states, including Western regions of the USSR
(advanced notification of military exercises of
ground troops and the invitation to them of obser-
vers from other countries), to the entire European
part of the USSR, provided the Western states, too,
extend their confidence zone accordingly.

Point Two. The Soviet Union would be pre-
pared to hold concrete negotiations on confidence-
building measures in the Far East with all inter-
ested countries.

Point Three. The Soviet Union is prepared
both to participate in a separate seltlement of the
situation around Afghanistan and in a discussion of
lhe international aspects of the Afghan problem
logether with the questions of the Persian Gulf
security.

Point Four. The Soviet Union is prepared
lo continue without delay negotiations with the
Uniled States on limitation and reduction of stra-
legic armaments, preserving all the positive ele-
ments that have so far been achieved in this area.
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Point Five. The Soviet Union is preparedto
come to lerms on limiting the deployment of new
submarines—the “Ohio” type in the US and sim-
ilar ones in the USSR—and to agree to banning
the modernisation of existing and the development
of new ballistic missiles for these submarines.

Point Sixz. The Soviet Union proposes reach-
ing agreement that already now a moratorium be
set on the deployment in Europe of new medium-
range nuclear-missile weapons of the NATO coun-
tries and the Soviet Union, i.e., that the quantila-
tive and qualitative level of these weapons, nat-
urally including the US jforward-based nuclear
weapons in this region, be frozen.

Point Seven. A competent international
committee should be set up, composed of the most
eminent scientists of different countries to demons-
trate the vital necessity of preventing a nuclear
catastrophe.

Point Eight. A special session of the UN
Security Council should be called altended by the
top leaders of its member states and, if they wish,
also by leaders of other states, in order to seek
ways to improving the international situation, to
preventing war.

What do Soviet foreign-policy initiatives signi-
fy? To whom are they addressed? Their range is
wide. They cover all the cardinal problems bearing
on world sccurity, all spheres of inter-state rela-
tions: from the elimination of the existing hotbeds
of war and prevention of clashes bhetween states
to the implementation of the principle of collective
security; from measurcs designed to ensure mil-
itary detente in regions of the more dangerous con-
frontation to prohibition of all weapons of mass
destruction; from complete elimination of coloni-
alism and racism to development of mutually ad-
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vantageous cooperalion of states in solving major
large-scale cconomic, scientific and technical prob-
lems.

The Soviet Union pays special attention to achiev-
ing progress in curbing the arms race. The world
community must concentrate maximum effort on
eliminating the source of the main danger to uni-
versal peace. In searching for ways to remove the
danger the community should display maximum
perseverance and resourcefulness.

Europe is an object of special and constant con-
cern for Moscow, because on that continent there
is the most dangerous military confrontation, and
even a small spark there may kindle a global con-
flagration. Nor should we overlook the hotbeds of
war on the planet which can grow into worldwide
conflicts. Soviet initiatives are invariably aimed at
securing a peaceful political settlement of local
crises, above all in Asia and the Middle East, in
every area where there are smouldering coals and
forces that may fan them. The Soviet Union pro-
posed the convening of European congresses on
environmental protection,* energy supply and
transport. The purpose of these steps was to ad-
vance business-like cooperation endorsed by the
IFinal Act of the Conference on Security and Coop-
eration in Europe, to promote the solution of out-
standing ecological, energy and transport problems
within the framework of the entire continent and
for the benefit of all European countries. It was
the Soviet Union and its partners in the Council
for Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA) that pro-
posed the establishment, on the basis of treaties, of
mutually advantageous relations between CMEA
and the European Economic Community.

. ¥ A conference to discuss the question was held in 1980
in Geneva. — Ed.
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The USSR’s constructive proposals, including
those advanced together with its allies, are ad-
dressed to the entire world community and its
universal representative—the United Nations. They
are forwarded to the governments of individual
states and to the executive bodies of economic
groupings (EEC) and military-political groupings
(NATO).

In putling forward various proposals and proj-
ects aimed at strengthening international security
Moscow invariably appeals both to the governments

and the peoples. It proceeds from the belief that |

only the combined efforts of the peaceloving peo-
ples and states can preserve and strengthen peace.
Lenin said: “Peace cannot be concluded only from
above. Peace must be won from below.” This is
confirmed by historical experience and by current
international developments.

The international significance of the 26th CPSU
Congress also stems from the fact that it has drawn
public attention to the stark danger of a global hol-
ocaust and at the same time added to peoples’
confidence in the possibility of overcoming the
arms race and the danger of war, that it has in-
spired all the anti-war forces and roused them to
an ever more resolute struggle against militarism.
It is easier to fight a danger when one knows its
scale and is well aware of its consequences. The
nations should know the truth about the baneful
consequences of a nuclear war for mankind.

Solly Zuckerman, former advisor to the former
British Premier Harold Wilson, recalls in his me-
moirs that the scientific advisors of British Prime
Ministers and US Presidents had from the ffties
been telling their patrons that further armament
was senseless.

The warning has been wasted, so senseless accu-
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mulation of weapons is conlinuing to this day at
a growing pace. As a result the danger of a nucle?r
catastrophe has grown much more formidable in
the early eighties.

Why have those at the top in the West failed
to this day to heed the voice of the scientists? Be-
cause they very much prefer to hear other voices,
those of the generals. It is often said that war is
far too important to entrust it to the gemerals, and
yet this is precisely what is being done. Foreign
policy is made to serve the purposes of militarist
ambitions, and military strength is rated above
political reason.

Military nuclear power is becoming ever more
deeply-rooted, widespread and uncontrollable. It
sows panic in the United States where incidents
with nuclear weapons are [requent and are even
known as “broken arrows” in Pentagon jargon. A
total of up to 200 such incidents have been record-
ed to date, of which many could have sparked off
a nuclear war “by mistake”, by fatal accident.

The situation is made worse by the fact that the
nuclear menace, the “broken arrows” are being
exported. According to US data the Pentagon has
sent nearly 25,000 nuclear weapons to many parts
of the globe.

So the voice of top brass is being heard clearly
in the White House. But does it heed the voice
of US scientists who in the spring of 1981, symbol-
ically ncar Washington, held the First Congress
ol International Physicians for the Prevention of
Nuclear War? *

The participants sent an appeal to Leonid Brezh-
nev, Ronald Reagan and other heads of UN mem-
ber states stating their expert view which does

* The Second Congress was held in April 1982 in Cam-
bridge, Great Britain. — Ed.
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not differ from that of the “man in the street”: the
interests of present and all future generations de-
mand that nuclear war be prevented. The stock-
piling of immense stores of nuclear arms makes the
world ever less secure. It is the imperative demand
of our time that the very thought of employing
nuclear weapons in any form and on any scale
should be inadmissible.

This idea still seems beyond the grasp of some
generals and politicians thinking in generals’
terms. But the diehard “hawks” should have no il-
lusion that the question of war and peace shall be
left for them to decide. People in many countries
favour the initiative of the 26th CPSU Congress
lo set up a competent international committee to
demonstrate the vital necessity of preventing a nu-
clear catastrophe. Both physicians’ congresses and
other such forums showed once again that the idea
of curing the world of nuclear fever is vitally nec-
essary.

Circles inclining to a policy of confrontation |

have already felt the mounting power of public
resistance and are beginning to be worried and

to panic. The signal to start a campaign against |

the anti-militarist movement was sounded from the
White House which rebuked Western Europe for
its “pacificist” and ‘“‘neutralist” trends meaning in

fact its resistance to US plans for deploying more

nuclear missiles in Western Europe.

Dr. Joseph Luns, NATO Secretary General, readi-
Iy responded to the call from Washington. Accord-
ing to the Dutch newspaper Het Vrije Volk, he is
extremely concerned over the growing protests
against nuclear armament. In the view of the
NATO Secretary General, it is precisely those who
come out for nuclear disarmament that help to
bring about war. Nuclear weapons in the hands
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of NATO are in his view a “deterrent” factor,
guaranteeing peace. Strange logic, to be sure!

" One would find it really difficult to recall so
brazen an attack on the splendid mass movement
for nuclear disarmament.

The Pentagon and militarist NATO circles clear-
ly fear that the mass movement will bar the way
to Furope for US Pershings and Tomahawks. They
fear that the Pentagon will not be able to force
upon Western Europe the December 1979 NATO
decision on missiles which is risky to the point of
suicide and that the NATO militarists will fail to
sccure support in their countries. They fear that
the peoples will not agree to the plans of total
armament of the North Atlantic Bloe.

But it is not pacificism, the peaceful strivings of
the masses, that should be feared. One should in-
stead fear that agreement may not be reached to
limit and restrict arms which are threatening to
run out of control.

Soviet initiatives do not rule out proposals from
the other side, broad discussions, thorough critical
exchanges with account taken of various view-
points. They are oriented towards decisions accept-
able to all parties concerned and they leave room
for compromise. They are by no means regarded as
the last word or final truth. In advancing its pro-
posals Moscow is chiefly guided by a desire to con-
duct joint discussions of outstanding international
problems and bring about their joint solution for
the sake of achieving an aim that should unite all—
i.e., prevention of a new world war. In pursuit of
this aim the Soviet Union is ready to consider any
constructive proposal, regardless of who its author
is.

The Soviet Union and other socialist countries,
therefore, do not claim the exclusive right of blaz-
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ing the trail of world development. Today, more
than ever before, the contribution of every state,
of every leader to peace is important, a peace sub-
jected to severe trials. Two heads are better than
one—this popular adage is quite applicable to big
politics. International security is created through
collective reason and collective effort. Proceeding
from this, the members of the Warsaw Treaty Or-
ganisation proposed back in May 1980 the conven-
ing of a meeting of the heads of state from all
parts of the world to consider the key problems of
world politics. Among these the pivotal problems
are climination of hotbeds of tensions and preven-
tion of war.

The historical experience acquired since the pe-
riod of the anti-Hitler coalition has shown that all
important decisions are usually adopted at the high-
est, the most authoritative level. There are many
convincing examples showing how the most diffi-
cult international problems are solved through
peacelul negotiations on the basis of agreement.
Why should not state and government leaders sit
down at a conference table and try to reach agree-
ment on the cardinal issue, i.e., on preventing a
further aggravation of the international situation
and the outbreak of war? We all remember the
historic results of the Helsinki Conference attended
by leaders of 33 states of Europe, as well as the
USA and Canada. All agreed that the Conference
was a success. A world conference of such repre-
sentatives could certainly become a worldwide
event. The 26th CPSU Congress proposed conven-
ing a special UN Security Council session attended
by top leaders of the Council member countries and,
if they wish, by other leaders of states in order
jointly to seek ways of improving the international
situation and preventing war.

18

One would have thought that no objections could
be raised to such an idea. The present period is
a difficult one, and what reason could anyone have
for abandoning the attempt to lessen the difficul-
ties, if not to remove them altogether? It is true
that the West has not raised any overt or categor-
ical objections to this. But neither have the West-
ern leaders so far agreed to such a meeting. They
have resorted to the long-practised tactics of soft-
pedalling a disagreeable idea and of foiling it with
a conspiracy of silence.

While Western leaders are turning the idea over
in their minds, the Soviet Union and its allies are
not wasting any time. They are purposefully and
constantly conducting a vigorous political dialogue
with the leaders of all groups of stales, big and
small, industrially developed and developing, mem-
bers of various alliances, and non-aligned or neut-
ral countries. Tts purpose is to launch a joint
search for ways to stabilise the present unstable
world situation, to strengthen international security
hoth on a regional and a global scale. Fruitful bilat-
eral consultations with many slates are paving the
way to the proposed summit meeting of leaders of
states from all over the world. For world relations
are made up of bilateral relations. Therefore, any
initiative aimed at normalising or improving rela-
lions between states benefits the infrastructure of
the entire world community.

The Soviet leaders had talks with the leaders of
India, Afghanistan, Syria, Libya, the Yemen Arab
Republic, Ethiopia, Mozambique, Angola and many
other developing states. They are a symbol of co-
operation between two influential forces of the pres-
¢ut period—socialism and the national liberation
movement—in the struggle for universal peace and
progress. In this connection Leonid Brezhnev’s vis-
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it to India in December 1980 was a signilicant
event.

A fruitful East-West political dialogue is also
being carried on between Bast and West.

The parvticipants in it agree on the main point,
which is to work separately and jointly for stabi-
lising the present unstable world situation. Thus,
the Soviet-Finnish communique published in No-
vember 1980 reads in part:

“In view of the tension existing in the interna-
tional situation, the sides emphasised that it was
necessary for all the states of the world to show
greater realism and a constructive approach to key
international problems and to display a genuine in-
terest in secking their solution.”

This and many other documents signed by So-
viet leaders and their Western partners emphasise
the paramount importance of securing tangible
progress in curbing the arms race both in Europe
and elsewhere.

Leonid Brezhnev's visit to the I'ederal Republic
of Germany in November 1981 was of special im-
portance for the whole complex of East-West rela-
tions and the general trend of world politics.

Despite the obvious slowing down of the process
of detente and the new complications in the inter-
national arcna, Soviet-West German relations con-
tinued to make progress. This progress was due
largely to the Soviet-West German summit meet-
ings and to Leonid Brezhnev's previous visits to
West Germany—in May 1973 and May 1978. The
process received a fresh impetus after the Soviet
leader’s third trip there.

Progress in Soviet-West German relations has
been more conspicuous in the economic sphere,
which constitutes the material basis of cooperation.
West Germany has become the Soviet Union’s chief
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trading partner among capitalist states. Trade be-
tween the two countries has increased 10.5 times
in the last ten years. IEconomic ties have grown
both quantitatively and qualitatively, become of a
long-term character, and have acquired a truly
great scale. The agreement covering a period of
25 years signed in May 1978 and the long-term
programme adopted on its basis in July 1980 have
created a firm framework for continuing genuine
cconomic cooperation in the 21st century.

A symbol of fruitful business-like cooperation
has been the large-scale “gas-pipes” project, signed
on the eve of Leonid Brezhnev's visit to Bonn.
The other participanlts in the project are France,
Italy, Belgium, Holland, Switzerland and Austria.
During the next quarter of a century Western Eu-
rope will be receiving annually some 40,000 mil-
lion cubic metres of natural gas from West Siberia,
having agreed to supply large-diameter pipes, com-
pressor stations and other equipment for the proj-
celed gas pipeline. The project will meet the grow-
ing energy neecds of the West. The West has real-
ised the importance to ilself of this undertaking
which has been called the “deal of the century”.
Washington has vainly tried to frustrate the con-
clusion of this contract.

In reply to Washington’s ban on deliveries to
the USSR of equipment manufactured under US
licence for the trans-Siberian gas pipeline the
I‘rench governiment was the first in Western liurope
lo make Dresser-Irance, the branch of a US com-
pawny, fulfil its contract for deliveries of the equip-
ment., French President Mitterand said his country
rejected embargoes of any kind in relation to the
Soviel Union.

The central topic of the talks in Bonn was this
vital issue: how to ward off the threat hanging
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over Europe in view of plans to deploy new types
of US nuclear missiles in several West European
countries, above all in the Federal Republic of Ger-
many, and how to prevent the balance of forces
being upset in favour of NATO?

Expounding the Soviet view on this issue, the
Soviet head of state emphasised that the situation
was a critical one. NATO plans presented an un-
precedentedly formidable danger to the whole con-
tinent. Drawing attention to the danger of the de-
ployment of new US medium-range nuclear sys-
tems and neutron weapons and to the adventurism
of those who preach “limited” nuclear war, Leonid
Brezhnev spoke with pain and bitterness of the
fate the Transatlantic strategists envisage for Fu-
rope. “‘It turns out,” he said, “that the possibility
to use nuclear weapons in the ‘European theatre
of war’ is being elevated to the status of a mil-
itary doctrine. As if Europe, where hundreds of mil-
lions of people live, were already doomed to be-
coming a theatre of war. As if Europe were a box
of little tin figures which do not deserve a better
fate than being melted in the flames of nuclear
explosions.”

These words were highly appreciated by West
Germans and all lturopeans, by all people of good
will. They reflected the anxiety and apprehensions
of those who, after NATO’s infamous decision of
December 12, 1979, to deploy US medium-range
nuclear systems in liurope, atlended mass rallies
and demonstrations of protest in Bonn, London, Da-
ris, Rome, Brussels, Amsterdam and other citics.

Leonid Brezhnev's visit to Bonn far transcended
Soviet-West German relations in another respect
too: it cnhanced the hopes of those who, despite
the extremely alarming situation, refuse to believe
that a new war is inevitable and that man cannot
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avert such a catastrophe. While showing due vigil-
ance, we must not overdramatise the situation.
There is no reason to believe that the world is
irrevocably heading for a nuclear disaster.

The Bonn talks have proved that detente is not
“dead” as its opponents assert, that it has a past
as well as a sufficiently secure political future. It
is still alive and is showing its benefits in the pol-
itical dialogue between KEast and West, in the
conclusion of large-scale economic agreements like
the “gas-pipes’” contract, and in the joint search for
ways of curbing the arms race. The 1970s—the
“decade of detente’—have not passed without
trace; they have left a deep imprint in the minds
and consciousness of nations. Detente has demon-
strated that peaceful and mutually benelicial cooper-
ation is feasible. Moreover, it is an imperative nec-
essity.

Countering the concepts of a ‘“trial of strength”
and of military confrontation, Leonid Brezhnev put
forward the idea of the common destiny of all
slates and mnations, of their common security.
“Whatever may divide us,” he emphasised, ‘“Europe
is our common home. Common fate has linked us
through centuries, and it links us today, too.” The
common fate of the two parts of Europe—socialist
and capitalist—is an objective factor that any real-
istic policy has to reckon with.

In the course of the visit attention was drawn
to the fact that the search for a common language,
and a common approach to settling conlroversial
issues should take priority over differences, which
should be relegated to the background. The dif-
ferences between East and West on many interna-
tional issues, primarily on matters of security, are
considerable. But in tackling the principal issue of
war and peace we must proceced from what brings
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us and must bring us closer together, and not from
what divides us. This is the only approach that
can be truly constructive, {ruitful and promising.
Dilferences in points of view and in assessing par-
ticular phenomena or evenls are quite compatible
with the common concern for peace. However great
ideological and political differences may be, they
must not rule out agreement on the chief issue—
the safeguarding of world peace. That is the start-
ing point for furthering East-West relations.

This approach, which disregards dissimilar polit-
ical notions and lays emphasis on what should
bring nations together, which tries not to deepen
gaps but to build bridges ucross them, constitutes
the essence of the Soviet Union’s policy of inilia-
lives aimed at uninterrupted conlinualion of lhe
process of delente and political dialogue belween
Last and West.

In the present lense situation the USSR contin-
ues to search for a common language with the Unit-
ed States of America. In the development of the
general international situation much depends on
the steps the US administration will take in re-
sponse to Soviet initiatives. Moscow, as in the early
1970s, is calling on the other side to revive the
fruitful dialogue in the interests of the Soviet and
American peoples and universal peace.

It is not the Soviet Union that has caused a wor-
sening of Soviet-US relations. As in the past the
USSR believes (and Leonid Brezhnev made this
point clear to US Senator Charles Percy when he
met and talked with him in the Kremlin in late
November 1980) that there is no reason why the
iwo countries cannol cooperate with one another
as cqual partners. They can cooperate construc-
tively, taking into account onc another’s legitimate
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interests and observing the principle of equality
and equal security. It is time to prevent a further
worsening of Soviet-US relations. It is time to
put to use all that is positive that has been achieved
through joint efforts. It is time that the oth.er
side abandoned its futile attempts to attain mil-
itary superiority over the USSR. Itis ti.n%e to stop
dragging one’s feet in the matter of limiting strat-
cgic arms on a reciprocal basis, bearing in mind
that the fate of international security largely de-
pends on success in this undertaking.

In view of the state of relations between the
USSR and the US at present and the acuteness
of the outstanding international issues the Soviet
Uinion has from the rostrum of the 26th CPSU
Congress stated its readiness lo join an aclive
dialogue at any level. “Experience shows,” says
the Report of the CP’SU Central Committee to_the
Party Congress, “that the crucial factor here is a
meeting at summit level. This was true yesterday,
and is still true today.” .

According to certain officials there is a serious
obstacle to the holding of a Soviet-American sum-
mit meeting. They say ‘‘too many differences’ exist
belween the two powers. Yes, there is no doubt
about that, but the differences will not diminish if
the parties altogether stop talking for a long time.
They will not wither away by themselves. On the
contrary, given Washington’s current hardness
these differences can only grow greater and deeper,
they can fossilise. To avoid this we should sit at
the negotiating table and try to remove and settle
some contradictions, smooth over others as much as
pussible and ecreate condilions for gradnally over-
coming the gravest difficulties. To be sure, we do
not seek to include here each and every difference
as that would not be realistic. But we can and

25




must narrow down and defuse those differences
which may lead to a confrontation.

It took the White House more than a year to
return to the idea of a summit meeting proposed
by Moscow. The truth of the matter is that the
proposal had won many supporters not only in
those parts of the world that were troubled by in-
ternational tension and the stagnation in Soviet-

American relations, but in America as well. A poll |
conducted in the United States in November 1981

showed that the vast majority of Americans con-

sidered an American-Soviet summit meeting would |

be useful.
In early April 1982 Ronald Reagan told jour-

nalists of the possibility of holding a meeting with |

the Soviet leader in New York in June or July,
when the Second Special Session of the UN Gener-
al Assembly on Disarmament was to take place.

This was not a well considered idea, but an im- |
promptu statement inspired by a correspondent’s |

question.

Did he have in mind short unofficial meelings
during intervals between sittings? This is not what
the Soviet Union has in mind. From Leonid Brezh-
nev's reply to a Pravda correspondent we know
that Moscow proposes organising a true summit

meeting. The meeting should correspond to the im- |

mense responsibility the two states bear for the
fate of world peace and it should justify the great
hopes placed on it. Otherwise it will be [fruitless.

It is hardly a normal state of aflairs when the
leaders of the world’s two greatest powers fail to
meet personally, and exchange opinion on the in-

ternational situation, on ways of overcoming pre- |

sent lensions and preventing another cold war and
a nuclear catastrophe. The world knows who is to
blame for the failure to hold such a meeting under
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invented pretexts and for the loss of valuable
time. True, in one respect Washington made gqod
use of this time: it embarked on implementation
of 44 super-armament programmes, on the produc-
tion of another large batch (17,000) of nuclear
warheads. The time lost for strenfgthemng peace
ras used for material preparations for war.

) l'ls‘hl(la Soviet Union is convinced of t}}e bgneﬁt of
summit political dialogue. The tense situation pre-
vailing in the world calls for a responsablp ap-
proach, for energetic measures and competent fieu—
sions—decisions that would help the mt_ernatlonal
community as a whole to curb t.he alarming course
of events and protect delente from the avalanche
ol armaments. .

The Soviet-American summit meetings of the
carly 1970s not only improved the pOl'ltlf',El'l atmos-
phere. They made it possible to start limiting str'aL—
cgic nuclear armaments. They helped to bring
about better regulated and more rel}able peace.ful
coexistence and more stable internatlgnal s9cur1ty,
and they promoted more intensive busmess—hke'afn(i
mutually beneficial cooperation and a more fruitfa
political dialogue between the East and the_ We_st
directed towards resolving conflict and crisis sit-
vations and outstanding international problems.

What was achieved in the 1970s proves that the
possibilities of finding peaceful, mutually accept-
able solulions have by no mecans been exhausled.
The political dialogue ol the 1970s between M()scow
and Washington needs to be contl.nued.ln t'he
1080s. All the objective requisites for .thlS exist.
There is a large package of Soviet-American agree-
ments concluded in the period of detente. The in-
lernational community has given a clear r}mndate
for the holding of a Soviet-American summit mget-
ing, for the promotion of a far-reaching political
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dialogue between the Fast and the West. The
USSR is always willing to resolve by peaceful
means the controversial problems that divide the
world; this willingness is unquestionable. Even a
meeting place is already available: Finland and
Switzerland have expressed readiness to receive the
leaders of the two mightiest powers so that they
may hold a dialogue.

It is far better to meect at a summit confcrence
than on the brink of war, President Kennedy said
in his day. These words are even more meaningful
today. They resound as a summons to the present
US Administration to change its mind and slop
sharpening its nuclear sword while it is not too
late. It would be better still if the United States

and the Soviet Union hammered their swords into |

ploughshares—this is what the Soviet Union has
long been willing to do and has long been calling

for. In a radio speech on April 17, 1982, the US |

President advocated such relations with the Soviet
Union as would not depend on the existence of nu-
clear means of containment. Well, Washington has
the opportunity of promoting such relations, if only
it had the desire to do so, the desire to come to
an understanding, to lake into consideration the
security interests of the other side and to conduct
an honest dialogue truly between partners.

Working for Peace in the United Nations

The Soviet delegation submitted new peace pro-
posals at every one of the almost 40 UN General
Assembly sessions.

The United Nations is a rostrum for states and
oovernments. It is a centre at which world public
opinion is moulded. It is a brain trust that seeks
ways of solving numerous problems.

The Soviet Union believes in the United Nations
and values it highly. And this is reflected in the
lact that its delegation never enters the skyscraper
on the East River in New York empty-handed.

Today the international situation has become
dangerously tense. Apparently it would be no exag-
geration to say that the peace effort will have to
be as great as the effort normally required in war.
It will be equally important to muster the wisdom
and sense of responsibility of governments and
states, of their leaders to prevent war. Mankind
heeds strategists of peace, detente and internation-
al security, and not strategists of war (even if
“limited” war), tensions or confrontation.

When one hears the speeches delivered by some
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US politicians and diplomats from the UN ros-
trum, one is under the impression that they have
been delivered by gencrals, They do not think or
speak in terms of peace. They translate everything
into the language of military force. They constantly
pour forth figures characterising military expendi-
ture and put forward new militarist programmes.
The outcome of this is not surprising: the group
of countries turning out the largest quantities of
arms, namely the USA and other NATO countrics,
have not advanced many proposals for curtailing
material preparations for war. Those who are stak-

ing on a long-term arms race, on thwarting dis- ]

armament talks, upsetting the military balance that
has taken shape in the world, rejecting the prin-
ciples of equality and equal security, have very
little room left for peace initiatives. Those who
come every year to the UN headquarters with few
or no peace proposals cannot have a high opinion
of UN’s role and possibilities. For instance, in re-
cent years official Washington has not submitted
any significant proposals to this forum for consid-
cralion,

Wherein lies the greatest danger today? The an-
swer is: in that the munitions production lines may
develop such a speed that it will be impossible to
stop them; in that the arms race in some fields is
assuming such proportions that soon it will be im-
possible to curb the race effectively with the help
of agreements based on mutual control; in that the
process of escalation may turn the threat of war

into actual war. Many today feel like former Fin- |

nish President Urho Kaleva Kekkonen who was
“oppressed by the thought that in the context of
the present crisis of confidence decisions may be
taken which may for many years tie the world to
the arms race”. One such decision has already
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heen taken. It is White ITouse Directive 59 * pro-
claiming a “new nuclear strategy” and a doctrine
of *limited war”. The term “limited” can hardly
be of real comfort to anybody. How does one “lim-
it a typhoon, an ecarthquake or the eruption of
a volcano?

What is the way out? How can we prevent, how
can we insure ourselves against such a disaster as
a global thermonuclear conflict? _

The best, most reliable and radical way is to
ban war, to reach agreement on eliminating war
from the life of human society, to conclude an in-
ter-state agreement on total renunciation of the use
of force in international relations. The production
of all forms and types of nuclear weapons should
be discontinued. The available stockpiles of nuclear
weapons should gradually be reduced and ultimate-
ly destroyed altogether. _

Back in 1946 Moscow proposed the conclusion
of an international convention on the prohibitio.n
Jor all time of the production and use of atomic
weapons. Later, in 1975, Moscow submitted a pro-
posal to the UN on preventing the development of
new types of weapons and weapon systems of mass
destruction which might prove even more lethal
than nuclear weapons. In 1976 Moscow further
called for the drafting and conclusion of a world
lreaty on the non-use of force in international re-
lations.

We can cite a dozen and more examples to show
that after the war many opportunities for solving
problems of disarmament and international securi-
ty were lost because Moscow’s proposals were re-
jected. It should be mentioned that these prob-

* This official document outlining Washington’s new
Nuclear strategy allowing for “limited” nuclear conflict was
1ssued in August 1980.—Ed.

31



lems have given rise to anxiety hoth in the Fast
and in the West.

Apparently these proposals are not totally unac-
ceptable to those to whom they are dircctly ad-
dressed. When US Dresident Carter took office in
1976, he started off by saying that it was possible
to eliminate nuclear weapons. What did he end
with? White House Directive 59.

Stopping the [urther growth of strategic poten-
tials and subsequent quantitative reduction and
qualitative limitation of strategic nuclear weapon
systems could play a decisive role in decreasing
the threat of nuclear war. In the beginning it
seemed the US was inclined towards participating
in this undertaking together with the USSR. What
did it do in the end? It adopted a decision on the
deployment of nuclear missile systems in Western
FEurope. It “froze” the Soviet-US Treaty on the
Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms (SALT-2).

It got ready to launch the manufacture of new j

types of weapons and weapon systems of mass de-
struction.

It is sad, but the fact is that the US, as are its
closest allies in NATO, is not prepared to under-
take big and radical steps to curb the arms race.

Well, then, we are ready to smaller steps. The
USSR sees no merit in the rigid formula of “all
or nothing at all”, which can only serve the pur-

pose of those opposed to ending the arms race. The |
Soviet Union believes that in the matter of defend- ]

ing peace and removing the war danger one cannot
afford to overlook even the smallest possibilities.
After all, big things are made up of small things.

If it is impossible to accomplish a big task at one |

go, it may be wise to work towards it step by step,
to try to settle separate, specific issues, as long as
such a course gradually leads to the final goal. In
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fact this approach has been tried over the last few
years and has proved fruitful.

In an effort to ease present tensions, to decrease
the danger of war, the USSR had, in the autumn
of 1980, come out with another constructive initia-
tive at the United Nations. Andrei Gromyko has
put forward several urgently needed measures to
lessen the danger of war. The Soviet initiative is
set forth in a four-point programme:

Point One. Agreement not to expand the
existing military-political groupings or to set up
new ones.

Point T wo. Agreement by states not to fur-
ther increase their armed forces and conventional
armaments as a first step towards their subsequent
reduction.

Point Three. In addition to an international
convention on Strengthening guarantees of the se-
curity of non-nuclear states, examination of other
possible solutions of this question, provided all the
nuclear powers are duly prepared for this.

Point Four. The earliest possible conclusion
of an international treaty on general and complete
prohibition of nuclear weapons tests, and before
that—declaration by all nuclear powers of a year-
long moratorium on all nuclear explosions.

The reaching of an agreement on the proposed
urgent measures would help improve the interna-
tional climate and mobilise the efforts of all states
on the main dircctions of struggle for promoting
detente and lasting peace.

All these measures have been proposed as initi-
al steps towards more radical moves first to curb
and then to end the arms race. This would be the
Mminimum the Faslern and Western states could do
Without agonising deliberation and protracted ex-
hausting talks. They should be able to do this with-
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oul delay. But even small steps could be more
effective politically, morally and psychologically.
Implementation of the proposed measures would
demonstrate the readiness of both the East and
the West to reduce the threat of war.

The Soviet Union also presented a comprehensive
programme of measures aimed at ending the arms
race and achieving disarmament in the 1980s, which

the UN Gencral Assembly has proclaimed the sec- |

ond decade of disarmament. This programme was
set forth in a letter addressed by Soviet Foreign

Minister Andrei Gromyko to the then UN Secreta- |

ry General Kurt Waldheim in April 1980. An-
other Soviet document was a systematic collection
of business-like proposals and initiatives submitted
to the 35th UN General Assembly Session, the me-
morandum “For Peace and Disarmament, for Guar-
antees of International Security”.

Two analytical documents, each containing about
30 points, were submitted to the international
community for consideration. They actually list all

the urgent measures which, if implemented, would |

end the arms race. Among them are such meas-
ures as: stopping the manufacture of nuclear weap-
ons of all types and gradual reduction of nuclear
weapon stockpiles, leading to their complete elimi-
nation;

further quantitative and qualitative limitation
and reduction of strategic arms;

conclusion of a ireaty on general and complele
banning of nuclear weapon tests;

reduction of military spending;

limitation of sales and deliveries of conventional
arms;

convocation of a world conference on disarma-
ment and a conference on military detente and
disarmament in Europe.
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The Soviet Union is convinced that fulfilment of
the proposed measures would give meaning to the
second decade of disarmament. This would be of
historic significance [or the struggle for universal
peace and international security. The important
thing is to make this decade a decade of real
disarmament, and not a decade of an accelerated
arms race.

Anyone who reads the history of UN activities
can sec that since the appearance of the first atom
hombs after the Second World War the Soviet
Union has been persistently sccking ways to put
an end to the nuclear arms race. In the 1940s it
was incomparably easier than now to ban atomic
weapons, when huge amounts of these weapons
have been stockpiled. But even now, as Moscow
helieves, this problem can be solved.

It is for this purpose exceptionally important
to impede the development of new types and sys-
tems of nuclear weapons. In particular, such an
impediment is the banning of test explosions in
all media and for all time which all states, with
a few exceptions, demand.

The USSR stated at the 37th Session of the
UN General Assembly in October 1982 that, as a
nuclear power, it was ready for this; it proposed
that the question of the immediate cessation and
prohibition of nuclear weapons tests be included
in the agenda ol the session.

Specifically it proposed that the drafting and sign-
ing of a treaty on the complete and general pro-
hibition of nuclear weapons tests be speeded up
and that the talks on this issue at the Committee
on Disarmament turn to practical issues. The So-
viet Union outlined what could be the main pro-
visions of such a treaty. They took into account
the agreement reached during the discussion of
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this problem, as well as the idcas and wishes of
many states, including the question of verification.

At the same time the Soviet Union drew the at-
tention of the world community to another ques-
tion whiclhh would make it possible (o intensify
efforts aimed at climinating the threat of nuclear
war and also to ensure the safe development of
nuclear power engineering. It proposed that the
General Assembly declare the destruction of peace-
Jul nuclear facilities by conventional weapons lo
be tantamount to nuclear attack. The Soviet dele-
gale proposed that this aclion be equated with
those which are regarded as the gravest crimes
against humanity in UN resolutions.

Who can doubt the urgency and advisability of
these measures when we recall the recent Israeli
air attack on the Iragi nuclear energy research
centre?

The Soviet documents give a clear idea of what
has been and what has not been accomplished in
the postwar period in the sphere of disarmament.
They set forth Moscow’s ideas and conceptions of
the ways and means of ensuring reliable interna-
tional security. They sum up both the positive and
negative experience of the first decade of disarma-
ment. They show the real causes of soaring mil-
itary expenditure and growing arsenals; they focus
attention on factors obstructing progress in the
field of curbing the arms race. These papers iden-
tify the areas in which mankind can achieve suc-
cess in its historic attempt to create a world with-
out weapons and wars.

The Soviet memorandum For Peace and Disar-
mament, for Guarantees of International Security
reads in part:

“There are no insurmountable objective barriers
to durable, guaranteed peace. The chief obstacle
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is the lack of political will on the part ol certain
states. This obstacle must be removed.”

Though there are no objective obstacles, there
are subjective ones, such as false fears, lack of
political will, lack of daring, distrust and lack of
faith.



Three Viewpoints on Disarmament

If one listens to statements by Eastern and West-
ern representatives in the United Nations, onc
may be led to believe that they contain all that
is necessary for an amicable solution of the disar-
mament problem, All the starting points and all
the components are there: an awareness of the dan-
ger arising from the arms race; statements regard-
ing the excessive armament of states; an under-
standing of the {fact that {further stockpiling of
weapons, far from preserving international secur-
ity, will undermine it; clear awareness of the lact
that the arms race is decreasing mankind’s chances
of solving such problems as climination ol back-
wardness, poverty and discase, preservation of the
natural environment, and provision of adequale
energy and raw material resources; and a desire lo
stop the insane race to the fatal line which may
spell the tragic end of human civilisation.

The course of aclion seems clear enough. But
quite often instead ol doing something, the West
starls discussing the general question of whether it
is at all possible to curb the arms race. Instead
of inspiring people with confidence in success (with-
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out confidence it is hard to strive for success),
it starts doubting more and more whether it is pos-
sible to stem the landslide of armaments.

So far we have not succeeded in stopping the
arms race. This is a fact. But would it be right to
say, as The New York Times has done, that man-
kind has already lost the battle for ending the
worldwide arms race? Rheinische Post of West
Giermany says that it is almost impossible to stop
the nuclear arms race between the Kast and the
West, and that NATO is inclined to accept this
conclusion. The Warsaw Treaty Organisation is
not. But if one of the two partners sits down at
the negotiation table without faith in success, with-
out hope for success, if he sits down merely to
“pul in an appearance”’, as it were, and then
leaves without achieving anything, the chances for
progress may be undermined.

Another opinion that has gained currency in
the West is:

The nuclear arms race has long been compelling
the United States and the USSR to accumulate
more and more weapons simply to maintain a pari-
ty. This opinion has been supported by Kenneth
Bacon of The Wall Street Journal. This would
mean that we are faced with a spontaneous, uncon-
(rollable process, a supernatural, demonic force
subjugating peoples, governments and states. It fol-
lows that curbing the arms race is a hopeless un-
dertaking. The arms race is thus fate itself, a law
ol nature.

Such an approach can only help to disarm man,
deprive him of will power and energy. It is diffi-
cult to undertake a task with a sense of blind re-
signalion, hopelessness and doom. A sense of im-
botence, depression paralyses energy and enterprise
1 man. Unless we break down moral and psycho-
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logical barriers inhibiting vigorous struggle for a
limitation and reduction of armaments, the suicid-
al arms race will continue to mount. Unless we
vanquish the paralysing fear, the kind of fear
which a rabbit experiences when faced with a boa
constrictor, we shall not be able to terminate the

arms race. True, in the West they call it “balance |

of fear”.

Wherein lies the secret of Moscow’s energetic,
forward-looking approach to the problem of disar-
mament? It lies not only in its traditional love of
peace and the nature of the social system it repre-
sents, but also in a faith that man’s age-old dream
about a world without war will be realised sooner
or later.

It is not ill fate that accounts for growing mil-
itary spending. Nor is it responsible {or the develop-
ment and production of new types of weapons and
weapon systems. We all know who does all these

things. Stopping the arms race or allowing it to |

continue wholly depends on the political will of
the peoples, states and governments.

Was it not their political will that has made
possible the conclusion so far of nearly twenty in-
ternational agreements curbing the arms race in
a number of spheres, agreements which constitute
a notable achievement of the first decade of disar-
mament? Nuclear weapon lests have been prohibit-
ed in the atmosphere, in outer space and under

water. The Treaty on the Non-P’roliferation of Nu- |
clear Weapons is in force. Many states have pledged |

not to put weapons of mass destruction into or-
bit, on celestial bodies, on the seabed and ocean
floor. Bacteriological (biological) and toxin weap-
ons have been banned. Military or any other hos-
tile use of environmental modification techniques

is prohibited. The first steps have been taken to |
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curb the arms race in the most dangerous field:
thhe USSR and the US have concluded agreements
on the limitation of strategic offensive arms.

It should be mentioned that it was the Soviet
Union that initiated these measures. They would
not have been adopted at all if it were not for
the USSR.

FEven when detente was on the upsurge the task
ol curbing the arms race called for extreme efiort.
What can we say about periods of tensions? Dur-
ing such periods many are reluctant to reduce the
rate of growth of armaments. But nevertheless
work in pursuit of this goal is carried on even
after 1980, despite a serious aggravation of the
international situation.

In September-October 1980 a UN Conference
was held in Geneva on the prohibition or restric-
lion of the use of certain types of conventional
weapons that may be regarded as excessively cruel
or nonselective. Sceptics predicted that the confer-
ence would be a failure. And what was the re-
sult? Delegations from 80 countries drafted and
adopted four basic documents: a convention on pro-
hibitions or restrictions on the use of specific con-
ventional weapons; a protocol on prohibitions or
restrictions on the use of mines, booby traps and
other devices; a protocol on prohibitions or restric-
lions on the use of incendiary weapons; and a pro-
tocol on prohibiting weapons whose fragments can-
not be detected by X-ray.

In this connection a Reuter correspondent re-
ported from Geneva that the international commu-
nity had acquired its first document imposing lim-
itations on non-nuclear weapons after 1925 when
the Geneva protocol prohibiting the use of poison
gas used in the First World War was adopted.
Thus, given political goodwill, it is possible to
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undertake steps to limit arms even in (imes which
are not too favourable for such measures. This
again confirmed that the Soviet viewpoint was valid.
The USSR is convinced that disarmament is not
a dream, but a realistic goal.

Of course, not everyone in the West believes
that the arms race is inevitable, that it cannot be
controlled. There are people in the West who read-
ily point to the need to control the arms race and
to regulate the competition in armaments. At first
this idea seems attractive. To establish control, to
regulate... But despite all talk about control of
the arms race in the last few years, world mil-
itary spending has soared to 500,000 million dollars
a year. Experts have calculated that if the arms
race goes on at the current rate, military spend-
ing will double by the beginning of the 21st cen-
tury. Despite all attempts to control the arms race,
so far it has proved impossible to prevent the de-
velopment of increasingly destructive and lethal
types of weapons and weapons systems.

People who merely talk about control usually do
nothing more than noting the continuously mount-
ing production of armaments. Of course, the arms
build-up can be marked with little flags, but this
can hardly prevent a disaster.

As for those who want regulation of the arms
race, they maintain that the race will go on infi-
nitely. This would mean that the whole idea is to
organise the arms race correctly, and no more. But
the arms race is not a stream of cars in a street
subject to traffic control. What will happen if one
day someone drives through a red light? Can we
guarantee that this does not take place?

If the arms race continues to grow, as it does
now, when the US continues to announce false nu-
clear alert signals, there can be no guarantee
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against such an éventuality. The final document
adopted by the UN Special General Assembly Se§—
sion on Disarmament on June 30, 1978, reads in
ri:
l)a“i’;l‘oo'lay, as never before, mankind .faces the
threat of self-destruction through a contlnugd con-
test in accumulation in tremendous pI‘OpOI‘th’I’IS of
the most destructive weapons ever produced.” }

True, in his address to the sesgion former US

Vice-I’resident Walter Mondale tried to reassure
the audience by saying that the arms race was not
sontrolled by madmen. . .
LOWe agreeythat in the Pentagon and NATO there
are sober-minded people among those who control
the arms race. These people are fully aware of the
suicidal character of a global nuclear cor}fhct._How-
ever, it is hardly normal to try to gain military
superiority in the present nuclear age when_there
are already sufficient quantities of weapons in the
world to destroy life on earth many times over.

Continuing the arms race is surely no way to
stop it. And it will not be possible to er}d it if it
is regarded as an inevitable and 1rrgmed1able evil,
if brute force is placed above everything else, above
human reason and will, if one is guided by the
postulate: let us continue to arm, but under con-
lrol. But controlled armament will not save man-
kind from the threat of a new destrqctwe war.
Only controlled disarmament can do this.

The Soviet Union has pointed out that a ra-
lional and reasonable approach to the problem is
ot to regulate the arms race, but to aban.don. it aéi
logelher, not to control the arms race which is sttd
Suing on at a mounting rale, but to curb it an
lhen end it altogether.

There is no alternative to such an approach;
lhere is no other way out. The prescnt grave, even
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dangerous situation does not favour further arma-
ment, but calls for disarmament. A true sense of
security, which is what the overwhelming majority

of the people both in the East and the West want,
will not grow out of a nuclear arsenal. One should
also realise that every new round of the arms race

only increases mistrust between states belonging to

different social systems and reduces the possibi-
lity of success in a political dialogue.

Helmut Schmidt, former Chancellor of the FRG,
has stated quite clearly, if somewhat too categor-
ically:

“Further detente with the Soviet Union is im-

possible unless we curb the arms race.” It is high

time one realises that the very fate of Last-West
political relations depends on whether it will be
possible to stop the militarist drive, the lethal pro-
duction lines. The future of peace, the very exisl-
ence of our civilisation depend on this. One should
understand before it is too late that the solution

of many, if not all, of the world’s problems— poli-|

tical, economic, energy, raw material, food supply
and other problems—pivots on the implementation
of military detente. These problems cannot be
solved unless military detente is secured.

The present world situation demands bold ini-
tiatives and resolute action. They are necessary to
prevent a further development of dangerous con-
frontation and the threat of war. The Soviet Union
has come out with initiatives on the key problems
of disarmament, initiatives which provide for the
most radical measures.

The Soviet Union has put forward proposals at
the United Nations at a lime when people begin
to be oppressed by a sense ol impending danger.
But though people talk much about this danger, it
will not subside or disappear by itself. To deal
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wilh it, resolute measures must be taken. The gov-
crnments, states and peoples—all who are opposed

(o (urning the planet into a radioactive wilder-
ness—must act joinlly. The danger is not too far

off. Mankind has already felt the scorching breath
ol this wilderness.

The scars of Nagasaki and Hiroshima on the face
of the carth will never be removed. The tomb-
stones of the vietims of the first and, let us hope,
the last atomic bombardment, which was totally
unjustified from the military point of view, will
remain forever.

The face of the carth will forever retain the
scars of the “‘dirty war” in Indochina. The aggres-
sors were guided by the principle which called for
hurning, destroying and devastating everything. ‘In
a speech at the United Nations the representative
of Vietnam said that 14.5 million bombs and shells,
100,000 tons of toxic chemicals, and napalm were
used against the Vietnamese people. .

How did the country and its people, its land, its
nature, survive the ordeal? Yes, Vietnam did indeed
hold out, though there are regions there which re-
semble a lifeless moonscape. Some of the plant
and wild life species have totally disappearec.l.
Nearly hall the farmland, mango plantations (it
will probably take a whole century to restore
these), much of the jungle, forests and fields have
suffered severe damages. The ecological equilibrium
and water cycle have been upset, and the climate
has changed for the worse. . .

The face of the earth will bear the scars inflict-
el on the coral island of Bikini in the Dacific
Ocean, which the Pentagon turned into a testing
ground for nuclear weapons. The inhabitants of
the atoll were initially evacuated. But later they
Were permitted to return to the island. What did
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they find on the island? Fifty mushroom clouds
had risen over it, contaminating the water, fruit
and fish. ..

The tragedies of Ihiroshima, Nagasaki, Vielnam
and Bikini should serve as a warning, as alarm sig-
nals to mankind, to this and future generations.
We cannot have peace of mind while parts of our
planet are being turned into wilderness: that is a
hazard to life. Existing means of destruction are
already a threat to civilisation. But the threat is
mounting because weapons of ever newer designs
are being developed, weapons far surpassing the
hydrogen bomb.

To avoid that cannot be repaired afterwards, ur-
gent measures are needed. To this end the USSR
submitted to the 35th UN General Assembly Ses-
sion a proposal On [listorical Responsibility of
States for the Preservation of Nature for Present
and Future Generations. Addressing the session the
USSR Foreign Minister said:

“It is the direct duty of the United Nations to
draw the attention of all states to their historical
responsibility for preserving the Earth's nature as
an essential condition for the life of the present
and fulure gencrations and to promote internation-
al cooperation in this sphere.”

The General Assembly endorsed the Soviet pro-
posal. It recognised that the planet’s environment
could be preserved only through the efforts of all
states, through the implementation of large-scale
global and regional programmes. 7The essence of
Moscow’s approach is that protection of the envi-
ronment is not merely an ecological problem, but
also a political problem. Its solution hinges on end-
ing the arms race, abolition of colonialism which
plunders the natural resources of other couniries,

46

on broad international cooperalion and on the fight
Jor economic and social progress.

The arms race is diverting material and intel-
leetual resources from the urgent tasks of preserv-
ing the planet’s uscfulness and beauty for future
generations. Weapon tests, nuclear weapon tests
above all, have a disastrous effect on plant and
animal life. They pollute air and water. The devel-
opment of new types of weapons and weapon sys-
tems of mass destruction may have even more pe-
rilous consequences for nature. Implementation of
the Soviet initiative would halt dangerous devel-
opments, thereby precluding new tragedies in the
age of nuclear missiles.



The Vital Problem of the Nuclear Age

The choice is between peace and a nuclear war.
The issue of war and peace has probably never
been as acute as at the present time. This is due
primarily to such actions by the US Administra-
tion as its decision to start large-scale production
of neutron weapons, the development of new stra-
tegic systems, preparations for the nuclear-missile
rearmament of NATO, the propounding of the doc-
trines of both a “limited” and a “protracted”war,
and the launching of a propaganda campaign dp-
claring nuclear war to be acceptable and permis-
sible.

Ronald Reagan began to show a fondness for
the neutron bomb long before he became master of
the White House. He even praised the bomb. In a
radio speech in 1978 he said it was nothing but
the death ray science fiction writers dreamed of,
killing the enemy but not destroying the environ-
ment. [t was a deterrent weapon, that was much
cheaper. .. a moral advance. _

To President Reagan it was all very simple,
cheap and moral. Without hesitation he ordered

production of the neutron bomb to start. That was"
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in August 1981, on the day when the whole civi-
lised world was honouring the memory of the vic-
tims of Hiroshima, the victims of the first atom
bomb, and wondering how 1o prevent a repetition
ol the horrors of modern warfare.

Why does Washington need the neutron bomb?

It is the brain child of the US military circles
with their doctrine of “limited” nuclear war. In
August 1980 Presidential Directive 59 finally ele-
vated this doclrine to the level of government pol-
icy, which the present US Administration has
adopted.

The prospeet of creating weapons that are never
used has never attracted Pentagon generals. They
belicve weapons are not meant to lie rusting in
depols. But even the most hot-headed hawks among
them realise that in the event of a world nuclear
war they themselves could end up in a radioactlive
graveyard. They are willing to risk this, but not
to the extent of committing suicide. So they want
to try Lheir Juck in a small, local, “limited” war.

The neatron bomb is designed above all for the
luropean theatre, like the Pershing-2 ballistic mis-
siles and the Tomahawk cruise missiles. These
weapons are needed for implementing the doctrine
and strategy ol “limited” nuclear war in Iurope.
Medium-range nuclear missiles and the neutron
boml are the “wonder weapons” for a future “won-
der war” which, so the US strategists hope, will
nol singe the American cagle’s wings.

Washington’s assurance that necutron weapons
will be stockpiled on US soil does not lessen the
danger. Neutron weapons are being mass-prod-
ueed. These sinister products can appear on the
Furopean continent at any moment and within a
matter of hours. Already based in Europe are US
Lance missiles and M-110-AG howitzers that can
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be equipped with ncutron warheads and are just
waiting to carry new lethal charges. So far there is
no threat of the neutron weapons of the Pentagon
being immediately stationed in Europe. But there
is every likelihood of their appearing there within
the next few years on the pretext of a crisis situa-
tion which the American hawks themselves might
create. The US military are still keen on imple-
menting their plans—of siting a missile-neutron
base close to the border of the socialist community
so as to create a first-strike potential. What partic-
ular components of this complex appear first in
Europe is not so important. What is important is
that the infrastructure is already being laid for
both types of mass destruction weapon. Washington
has been waiting for the opportunity to site new
nuclear-missile systems, as well as ncutron weap-
ons, at West European bases. Twice—in 1977-
1978 and 1981 —Washington tried to add neutron
weapons to its West European arsenals but both
attempts failed. But this does not mean we must
not expect a third attempt, which in certain cir-
cumstances could be successful.

For quite some time the Soviet Union has been
aware of the Pentagon’s neutron plans and manoeu-
vres. As ecarly as in 1961 it warned the United
States of the danger of a neutron round in the
arms race. The Soviet statement on the issue said:
“Plans are being discussed in the United States
for the production of the neutron bomb, a bomb
that kills everything living, but does not destroy
material property. Only aggressors longing for con-
quest and subjugation of alien lands and acquisi-
tion of alien property can direct the efforts of sci-
entists to create such a weapon.”

How at that time did Washington receive the
Soviet proposal that it should refrain from adding
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sly resort to intimidation with new types of le-
}c(l)ll:ll 3;veapons. The West should make a point of
remembering this: the Soviet economy, Soviet sci-
ence and technology are capable of .n}a.nufacturmg
any weapon on which Western politicians try _t({
pin their hopes. But, although. it has the potenh}&:
for producing sophisticated military hardware, the
Soviet Union does mot wish to compete 1N the
sphere of military technology. Such competition 18
fraught with grave danger. Thp USSR.l}as always
adhered to a policy not of achieving mll'ltary supe-
riority, but of reducing armaflmex’ztst,_ of disarmament

lessening military conirontation.
an'(}’hee Pentagon’s “wonder bomb’’ can add a new
neutron spiral to the arms race, thereby sharpily
aggravating rivalry in the sphere of military tecn-
nology. As postwar developments ha\fe shown, alx
law of equilibrium operates 1n the 1nter'n.at1.0na
arena. When some states violate th? equilibrium,
others restore it. President Reagan’s decision to
produce the neutron bomb may result in the estab-
lishment of a nuclear balance between the United
States and the USSR at a higher, and consequently
more dangerous and expensive, level.

It should be borne in mind that neutron ;Neapons
present a threat not just to Europe. The Pentagon
does not rule out the possibility of deploying such
weapons in the Middle East, as well as the Fgé
East. It may also give this bomb to ‘1ts rapi
deployment force”’—an interventionist force to he
ghrown into battle wherever Washington thinks 1?5
own ‘‘vital interests” are being encroached on. §0
neutron weapons present a threat to all man-

ind. ‘
kH’}‘o thwart this threat the Soviet Union and other

..list countries as early as in March 1978 sub-
;(L)ftltded a Draft Convention on the Prohibition of

62

Nuclear Neutron Weapon to the Geneva Commiltee
on Disarmament. But the Western powers have
kept the draft on the shelf up till now. After the
LIS President’s decision to start full-scale produc-
tion of neutron weapons, the US representative on
the Geneva Committee described the Soviet draft
as ‘“‘unworthy of serious consideration”. From this
we may draw the obvious conclusion that Washing-
ton aclually wishes to whip up, not curb, the arms
race.

The world public knows that in the past period
the Soviet Union has repeatedly proposed reaching
agreement on the mutual renunciation of the pro-
duction of neutron weapons and on the banning of
such weapons. As a TASS statement in August
1981 pointed out, Soviet leaders still firmly believe
that such a solution would best promote peace and
would be in the interests of all states and peoples.

At the same time no one should have any doubt
that the Soviet Union will make the appropriate
assessment of the situation created by the new
US moves and take the necessary measures to safe-

guard its own security and that of its friends and
allies.

On October 2, 1981, the US President announced
an ambitious and ominous programme envisag-
ing the speedier buildup of strategic nuclear forces,
thereby proving that Washington does not intend
to confine itself to militarist statements. The pro-
gramme embraces the three types of these forces:
ground-launched missiles, sea-launched missiles and
strategic bombers. It contains provisions for:

— completing construction of the new and more
powerful MX intercontinental ballistic missiles, the
first hundred of which will begin to be deployed
i underground silos in place of Minuteman and
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Titan missiles. Tlow they will subsequently  be
based will be decided by 1984;

—- building onc new Trident submarine a year
and equipping it with an improved ballistic missile,
as well as deploying nuclear cruise missiles on
existing submarines; and

— developing and producing B-1 strategic bom-
bers (which President Carter rejected in favour of
cruise missiles in 1977). At the same time, B-52
and B-1 strategic bombers will be equipped with
3,000 cruise missiles. Apart from this, the “invis-
ible” stealth bomber which, according to the Pen-
tagon, can penetrate radar screens will continue
to be improved.

This White House and Pentagon programime,
ostimated in America to be the largest buildup of
US stralegic forces in recent decades, will cost tax-
payers 180,000 million dollars over the next five
years alone. 1t is with this super-programme of
nuclear armament that the United States intends
to complete the 20th and enter the 21st century.
Washington is also extending the nuclear arms race
to space, as testified by its programme of flights
for orbital Shuttle craft with a secret Pentagon
cargo on board.

All these measures of the US Administration
are by no means conducive to the resumption and
success of the process of limiting US and Soviet
strategic armaments. According to a public opinion
poll conducted by the National Broadcasting
Corporation and Associated Press, seven in every
ten Americans want a new US-Soviet treaty limit-
ing nuclear armaments.

The Soviet Union stands for returning to and
carrying forward that process.

The problem of limiting and reducing strategic
armaments was described as paramount in Leonid
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l}rezhncv"s Report to the 26tli Congress of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union because the
fate of world peace largely depends on its solution.
It is paramount because SALT-2 has not only
been shelved in the United States but calls are
belpg I.na(_ie there for non-observance of SALT-1
which is in force. It is paramount because besides’
the USSR and the United States, all other nuclear
powers‘—Great Britain, France and the Ieople’s
Repl}bl}q of China—must participate in future talks
on limiting and reducing strategic armaments.
Tl%e Soviet Union is willing without delay to
conlinue negotiations with the United States on
Zlnjztmg a;;;f reducing strategic armaments, retain-
g everythin ositiv :
achieved !z/n thgt ﬁgld. ¢ that hes o far been
Let us recall that Soviet-US talks on limiting
strategic armaments began back in 1970. They led
to the signing of important documents: the Treaty
on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Sys-
tems and the Interim Agreement on Certain Meas-
ures vylth Respect to the Limitation of Strategic
O_ffepswe Arms (1972) and SALT-2 (1979). By
signing these treaties the USSR and the United
States—the two strongest nuclear powers—em-
barked on the path of curbing the arms race in
its most dangerous trend. All peace-loving nations
;yelcomed these efforts, hoping they would be con-
11517ug;ed. After signing _SALT-2 in Vienna in June
oot , the Carter Administration blocked its ratifi-
eat ion only a fevy months later on the pretext of
vents in Afghanistan. The Reagan Administration
WO(I)I%L even further by declaring it “dead”.
UL course nobody, including the Soviet Uni
;gnslders SALT-2 to be perfect. But is it sensii))ilé
Y cancel ’Fhe results of seven years’ negotiations
Iring which a scrupulous balance of the securits;
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interests of bolh sides was achieved, and start
from scratch? Addressing the 19th Congress of the
Soviet Young Communist League in Mogcow on
May 18, 1982, Leonid Brezhnev emphasised in
connection with the new round of talks: “After all,
the talks will not start from scratch; a great deal
of by no means irrelevant work has already been
done. This should not be forgotten.”

One and a half years—almost half the US Pre-
sident’s full term of office—passed before Reagan
in a speech on May 9, 1982, agreed to continue
strategic arms talks with the USSR. Having put
SALT-2 into storage, the White llouse now pro-
claimed it would propose something betler and far-
reaching. But il was a step backwards rather than
forward. Washington virtually swept evervthing
back almost to the initial stage.

The fact of the matier is that the White llouse
is guided not by the principle of equal security but
by the principle of unilateral advantage. It wants
to eliminate the USSR’s advantages in certain as-
pects, while leaving its own intact. The US wants
to deprive the USSR of the backbone of its stra-
tegic forces, of its defence capability—interconti-
nental missiles—and to retain everything of its
own that constitutes the greatest threat to the
USSR, namely, bombers, cruise missiles and other
types of strike weapons.

While agreeing to continue the arms limitation
talks, the US Administration went along to them
with its old useless baggage. The very premise de-
termining the whole attitude of the White House
is a false omne: it insists that the United States
is “lagging behind” the USSR. Yet the Pentagon’s
official report for the 1982 fiscal year states unam-
biguously that the Unifed States and the USSR
are approximately cqual in nuclear strength. Many
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compelent specialists and leaders of former US Ad-
ministrations are convinced of the strategic parity
ol the two powers and they have anthoritatively
contirmed this. They helieve the United States and
the USSR possess equal nuclear potentials, not-
withstanding all the differences in their steucture
and the particular advantages each side has in
some components of the potential. This fact en-
abled Senator Edward Kennedy to ask his famous
rhetorical question, which stunned those who claim
that the US nuclear potential is nowhere near that
of the Soviet Union. Would any high-ranking Ame-
rican army officer, he asked, agree to exchange nu-
clear forces with the Soviet Union? The answer
would be “No!”, the senator said.
. Wishing to get the talks going, give them an
impetus and ensure good results, the Soviet Union
proposed the [reezing of US and Soviet stralegic
weapons simultaneously with resumption of the
dialogue. Both a quantitative freeze and a qualita-
live freeze were proposed.
- Whether or not agreement is reached on limit-
ing and reducing strategic armaments will largely
defggrmine the fate of war and peace. Thus the
USSR and the United States bear a truly historic
responsibility. Moscow is willing to go its half of
the way to a mutually acceptable agreement. It
has also demonstrated its profound awareness of
the full measure of this responsibility and clear
understanding of the present alarming situation
wlngh requires immediate and resolute action. ’
Washington is giving its blessing not only to the
huclear arms race, but increasingly to a nuclear
]W_a}‘ as well. It is openly talking of the “admissi-
nhLy and “acceptability” of a nuclear war, of
the feasibility of delivering a first strike and achicy-
g viclory in such a conflict. One Pentagon arm-
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chair strategist, Professor Iferman Kahn, of the
Hudson Institute, has said the United States must
be ready to conduct a real nuclear war and win
it. What is this if not a call for legalising the use
of nuclear weapons, if not inculcation of the view
that a global nuclear conflict, which could destroy
all life on earth, is permissible and even inevit-
able? Was not this why in the summer of 1982 the
UUS President announced his refusal to continue
talks with the Soviet Union and Britain on draft-
ing a treaty on the complete and universal prohi-
bition of nuclear weapons tests?

Perhaps some people in the West think the So-
viet Union is overdramatising the situation. Defini-
tely not. Time and again American experts assert
that any alarm could lead the United States to
strike a blow with the nuclear weapons which are
always in combat readiness and aimed at targets
in the Soviet Union. This might be thought to be
the opinion of irresponsible people. So let us look
at the opinion of responsible politicians then. Pre-
sident Reagan says the United States has enough
strength to gain the upper hand if need be. US
Defense Secretary Caspar Weinberger says the
United States pins its hopes of victory mainly on
its new systems of nuclear-missile weapons.

So they want to win a war in which there can
be no victor. Constant thoughts of victory, count-
ing on victory can lead to risking a war. Such
obsession is a dangerous thing!

On October 17, 1981, the US President made
what world opinion and many newspapers regard-
ed as one of the most sinister statements in postwar
history. He confirmed what is causing peaceloving
nations and governments grave apprehension about
the American doctrine of a “limited” nuclear war
in Europe by saying: “... A situation could arise,
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in whieh there would be an exchange of strikes
with both sides using tactical weapons against mil-
itary contingents in the battlefield without any of
the great powers pressing the hutton.”

Under these circumstances mankind must do its
utmost to prevent a nuclear war, to remove the war
danger menacing the world, to defend life itself.
Tackling this task, the Soviet Union has for many
vears been insisting on taking political and legal
as well as practical measures to eliminate the dan-
ger of a nuclear conflict. To the programme of nu-
clear armament which brings a world catastrophe
nearer it counterposes a programme of nuclear dis-
armament that would prevent nuclear holocaust.
For this purpose the USSR again proposes:

- reaching agreement on ending the production
of nuclear weapons of all kinds and gradual reduc-
lion of their stockpiles until they are completely
eliminated;

— on a mutual basis renouncing the production
of nuclear-neutron weapons;

— bringing to a successful conclusion the Soviet-
US talks on limiting and reducing strategic arma-
ments;

— reaching a mutually acceptable agreement at
the talks on limiting nuclear armaments in Europe;

— concluding a non-aggression pact under which
the participants in the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe would undertake not to be
the first to use nuclear and conventional weapons;

— resuming and bringing to a conclusion the
tripartite talks between the USSR, the United
States and Great Britain on banning nuclear weap-
nns tests,

— creating nuclear-free zones in Northern FKu-
"Opeldand in the Balkans, and in other parts of the
world;
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— concluding an inlernational convenlion oblig-
ing the nuclear powers not to use nuclear weapons
against nations which do not possess such weapons
and do not have them on Lheir territory;

- concluding an inlernagtional agreement on the
non-deployment of nuclear weapons on the territory
of states where there are no such weapons gt the
present time.

This is a far from complete list of proposals the
Soviet Union has put before the nuclear powers and
the world community in an attempt to remove the
danger of a destructive global conflict.

In the autumn of 1981 the Soviet Union subhmit-
ted two special new proposals to the 36th Segsion
ol the UN General Assembly. One of them envis-
aged the adoption of a declaration on Preventing a
nuclear catastrophe and the olher—refraining from
extending the nuclear arms race to space, Tt can
be rightfully affirmed that both proposals reflected
the aspirations of present as well as future genera-
tions, because it was a case of preventing the de-
struction of civilisation and Earth from turning into
an uninhabited radioactive desert.

There is no more important and urgent task. The
Soviet Union once again appeals to a sense of res-
ponsibility in international affairs, to reason and
conscience. Finally, it appeals to the elementary
instinct of self-preservation in those who geem in-
capable of nobler feelings, to those in whom reason
is clouded by hostility and hatred for other nations
and states.

What will happen if a war is unleashed on land
or in space with the use of the most destryctive
nuclear weapons of annihilation? Man will po long-
er be able to curse those who brandished the nu-
clear club at him. He simply will have no time to
do so. The nuclear maniacs must be checked now,
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while it is not too late. The Soviet Union has pro-
posed that the United Nations should make the fol-
lowing declaration: States and statesmen who first
resort to the use of nuclear weapons will be com-
mitling the most heinous crime against mankind.
There will never be any excuse or reward for lead-
ers who decide to use nuclear weapons first. All
doclrines which permit a first nuclear strike and all
aclions that push the world to catastrophe are in-
compatible with the laws of human morality and
with the high ideals of the United Nations.

In the USSR’s opinion the minimum that the
United Nations could do without delay to prevent
international developments from taking a danger-
ous turn is to declare itself resolutely and explicit-
ly opposed to a first nuclear strike, designating it
as the most heinous crime against mankind.

The USSR has proposed condemning all doc-
triues and all actions that can lead to a global ca-
tastrophe. There can be no justification for being
the firsl Lo use nuclear weapons. The resolve of the
whole world community to ban nuclear war and
climinale this danger can serve as a serious warn-
ing to the advocates of such a war.

The Soviet proposal met with broad support at
the United Nations. Even those who usually vote
dgainst such initiatives only because they come
from the Soviet Union did not risk opposing the
proposal openly. One question arises: why are such
proposals supported by all the nations of the world
except the United States? Because the latter pos-
%esses nuclear chains and does not intend to give
them up. At the very moment when the Soviet pro-
posal 1o curb the arms race, primarily the nuclear
arms race, was being welcomed at the United Na-
tious and elsewhere, the US President endorsed the
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US programme for a buildup of strategic forces,
thereby challenging the whole world.

At its 36th Session the UN General Assembly
adopted a Declaration on the Prevention of a Nu-
clear Catastrophe and approved the proposal on Lhe
conclusion of a treaty on prohibiting the emplace-
ment of all kinds of weapons in space. It also adop-
ted a resolution banning nuclear neutron weapons,
proposed earlier by the USSR and other socialist
countries.

The Second Special Session of the UN General
Assembly on Disarmament in June 1982 was
marked by a truly historic initiative on the parl
of the USSR. The session became a major inter-
national event of the late 20th century becausc
it saw a new Soviet move paving the way to a
safer world in which nuclear weapons will never
be used.

In a message to the participants in the Special
Qession Soviet President Leonid Brezhnev informed
the UN General Assembly that the Soviet Union
pledges itself NOT TO BE THE FIRST TO USE
NUCLEAR WEAPONS. This commitment came
into force as soon as it was promulgated from the
rostrum of the UN General Assembly. This excep-
tionally important step was taken by the Soviet
Union unilaterally. It is a momentous move because
the present critical situation in the world, fraught
with the threat of a nuclear war, requires energetic,
resolute measures to bring about a marked improve-
ment in international relations; it calls for a mag-
nificent example for other nations to follow.

The delegates to the Second Special Session on
Disarmament, and the whole world with them, were
waiting for the response from the United States.
The leaders of that country had been talking so
much about their aspiration for peace it was ex-
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pecled that the positive step of the other sid
be met with reciprocity. side would

But when President Reagan addressed

G.cneya! _Assembly he failed to respond to ttllllz ISJcl)\I
viet initiative. He thus ignored not only the good
cxample set by the USSR but the will of the
American people too. For, as a public opinion poll
cqnduc‘ted in 1982 by The New York Times jointly
with CBS television showed, Americans remained
opposed to using nuclear weapons first. But when it
came to giving a serious answer to the Soviet initia-
tive, the US leaders dodged it. It was far simpler
to adopt dramatic poses that were in no way bind-
ing and went no further than rhetorical declarations
:1bout‘peace,‘ than to answer the Soviet proposals in
a business-like manner. Such a negative stand can
only )Iead us to believe that the whole strategy of
the Pentagon and NATO is aimed at a first strike
and at enhancing the surprise factor in attack.

By contrast, the Soviet Union’s UN initiati
aims at increasing the degree of confidence inr:t;?l?e‘:
-stat‘e rela}nons. Without such trust there can be no
ﬁ(;?llng with the other task—the transition to prac-
”./d measures for _real disarmament, to the disman-
ling of the material basis for waging war, to the

climination of w
. eapons, to general
lisammaon , g and complete

The ways and means of attaining that
:::]It]hnged in Leoniql Brezhnev’s mes%age togot‘rjﬁeVé‘élc(i
S(»r(nhi pecial Sess1on. and to the UN General As-
' en{i’tl“ci the ng1et memorandum submitted to
und ot be' Averting the Growing Nuclear Threat
Sllbmitl'z dmg the Arms Race. The Soviet Union has
o e Banpther important proposal to the UN,
th.by',t' asic Provisions of a Convention on the
toittion of the Development, Production and
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Stockpiling of Chemical Weapons and on Their
Destruction.

These documents formulate a new comprehensive
idea of drafting, adopting and implementing stage
by stage a programme of nuclear disarmament. Such
a programme in the view of the Soviet Union could
include:

— ceasing to develop new systems of nuclear
weapons;

— ceasing to produce fissionable materials for
creatling various types of nuclear weapons;

— ceasing lo produce all types ol nuclear muni-
tions and delivery vehicles for them;

— gradually reducing the stockpiles of nuclear
weapons, including delivery vehicles;

- totally abolishing nuclear weapons.

The Soviet Union has again proposed thal Lhe in-
lernational community tackle in earnest the matier
of nuclear disarmament and curb the nuclear arms
race both qualitatively and quantitatively. When
discussing the ways and means of solving this prob-
lem, politicians and public figures in many coun-
tries have of late been rcferring to the idea of
freezing, i.c. stopping the further build-up of nn-
clear arsenals. This ideais particularly popular in
the United States, where it has become the banner
of the growing mass anti-nuclear movement. Many

wonder about the Soviet stand on this issue. Leonid |

Brezhnev explained in his message: “The idea of
a mutual freeze of nuclear arsenals as a first slbep
towards their reduction and, eventually, complele
elimination is close to the Soviet point of view.”

As regards nuclear disarmament the USSR, as it §
indicated in the memorandum submitted to the

United Nations, is willing to reach agreement with

all nuclear powers on the complete elimination of
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all nuclear arms—strategic, medinm-range and tac-
tical. ‘

The road leading to the final goal—general and
complete disarmament—is a long and thorny one.
It is all the more important not to trip at the begin-
ning of the road: the first steps should pave the
way for achieving the ultimate aim. One such step
was the USSR’s commitment not to be the first to
use nuclear weapons. If the other nuclear powers
were to undertake a similar obligation, this would
in practice be tantamount to a general ban on the
use of nuclear weapons. The USSR and other peace-
loving nations expect the other nuclear powers to
follow the Soviet example.

The new commitment of the Soviet Union is a
result of the policy it has pursued throughout the
postwar years. As early as in 71949 the USSR pro-
posed the conclusion of a peace pact between the
five great powers. In 1958 it proposed a declaration
on measures to prevent a surprise attack. And in
/9.()‘2 it submitted to the Geneva Committee on
Disarmament a draft declaration on prohibiting war
ﬂrOPaganda. In 1969 the Soviet delegation at the
United Nations tabled a draft resolution defining
armed aggression as a crime against mankind (this
definition of aggression was subsequently adopted
by the UN General Assembly). In 1972 the govern-
ments of the USSR and the United States reached
agreement on preventing incidents on and over the
sea. In the same year on the basis of a Soviet pro-
2{7‘03(7l the UN General Assembly adopted a resolu-
lion On Non-Use of Force in International Relations
%d a Permanent Ban on the Use of Nuclear
; eapons. In 1973 the USSR and the United States
p;)m’luded an Agreement on the Prevention of Nu-
car War. In the 1970s the USSR signed agree-
ments with France and Britain on the prevention of
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a nuclear war breaking out by accident. Severql
years ago the USSR drew the attention of the Unit-
ed Nations to the question of concluding a World
Treaty on Non-Use of Force in International Rela-
tions. After the all-European Conference in Hel-
sinki the Soviet Union proposed that its participants
should agree not to be the first to use nuclear as
well as conventional weapons.

Thus the USSR has been pursuing a consistent
policy of reliably preventing accidental as well ag
deliberate war. This policy has the support of the
majority of the world’s population, who stand for
the prohibition of nuclear war.

Military Detente for Europe

To strengthen peace throughout the world, on all
continents, in all areas, and not only in regions of
war tension, peace initiatives are essentially need-
cd. And they are most needed in Europe, especial-
ly if we consider its past and present. In the past
it experienced two world wars. At present the con-
tinent is characterised by the greatest concentra-
tion of troops and armaments. Two of the world’s
most powerful military-political groupings confront
cach other there. Europe, the cradle of detente, has
alrcady been called by some “Euroshima” as a
reminder of Hiroshima's tragic destiny. Even if
this is an exaggeration, the Old World already has
more than enough nuclear arms.

Since the time when Europe was first mentioned
by Homer it has seen more bloody wars and con-
flicts than any other continent. Many generations
of Europeans regarded these disasters practically
as a natural condition, as an inevitable evil. During
the millennial history of the continent it would be
difficult to find another such prolonged period of
beace as the present one—three and a half decades
without war,

o*
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The decades varied. The 1950s witnessed the
cold war; the 1960s—a thaw, and the 1970s—de-
tente. Perhaps it would be no exaggeration to say
that the 1970s marked a change for the better in
the torment-fhlled history of the Old World, that
they ushered in a long-awaited period of stability
and seccurity, and that they inspired people with
the hope that peace is not an empty, pacifistic
dream, that pcace can be preserved and strength-
ened and perhaps permanently established, and that
Europe would perhaps become a place where the
hatchet of war could be buried forever.

However, this aim can be achieved only through
the joint efforts of the East and the West, through
their political cooperation, through the establish-
ment of mutual trust and understanding replacing
fear, suspicion and hostility. The historic Confer-
ence on Security and Cooperation held in Helsinki
in 1975 showed that the East and the West had em-
barked on such a path, having removed the *“com-
bustible material”’ that had accumulated since the
Second World War. And having cleared the ground
the Eastern and Western states started to erect the
building of European security according to a de-
tente blueprint approved by the Helsinki Con-
ference.

Thanks to its economic, scientific and technolog-
ical potential, Furope has been called the “work-
shop of the world”. Tt has also become the world’s
workshop of detente. Tt is engaged in painstaking
and labour-consuming effort, or, what amounts to
the same thing, an intensive struggle whose signif-
icance will be fully comprehended by future genera-
tions rather than our contemporaries. 1t is trying
to mould peaceful and constructive inter-state rela-
tions, the type of relations which should be estab-
lished all over the world.

a8

But that is not all. Europe will perhaps become
the lirst workbench for the gradual dismantling of
armaments. Even a small reduction of armaments
(we are referring to the progress achieved in the
lalks in Vienna) would enable the Furopeans to
heave a sigh of relief and feel more secure. People
living outside Europe would feel relieved too.

Compared to the world situation as a whole, the
present situation in Europe is better. It is not in a
"Icvcr{sh” state. Nor does it inspire alarm as some
explosive regions of the world do. The European
states have collectively laid a foundation for post-
war settlement and security, which can stand heavy
loads and even overloads.

But does this mean that we need not worry about
the fate of Europe, that peace has been permanent-
ly ensured here?
~ The achievements of detente should not conceal
from us the contradictory, or rather the paradoxical,
charac’per of the European situation. On the one
hand, in the eyes of mankind Europe has pioneered
the policy of detente and has become its core. On
the other hand, the great concentration of troops
and armaments on the continent is inconsistent both
with peacetime conditions and with the current level
ol Fast-West political relations. Although Europe
has done much towards achieving reliable security,
there is still much to be done. It is vital to span
the dangerous gap between political and military
detente. The latter is far behind the former. It is
'iportant to keep out of the Old World the latest
nuc[(»gr missile systems, the neutron bomb and new
1ChOm‘Jcal weapons. In contributing peace initiatives
,-'(.) liuropean  politics  Moscow procecds precisely
lm)n these considerations. ]
‘ l. ostwar experience has shown that states find
o Tar more difficult to carry out imeasures of mil-
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itary delente than measures to promote political
detente. But Europe has no other way of ensuring
its security than through disarmament, if a nuclear
disaster is to be averted ellectively, or of easing
the burden of armaments, which is a feasible task
already today.

What could we begin with? We could begin with
the implementation of the first concrete agreement
reached at the Vienna talks on the reduction of
arms and armed forces in Central Europe: with
reciprocal curtailment of military activities by the
member states of both the Warsaw Treaty Organi-
sation and NATO; with limiting the scale of mil-
itary exercises; with the conclusion by the particip-
ants in the Conference on Security and Cooperation
in Europe of a treaty pledging not to be the first
to use either nuclear or conventional weapons
against one another; and with an agreement on
new measures to strengthen mutual trust.

These measures are feasible, given the will to
implement them. Without military detente, with-
out lowering the level of concentration of forces
by both sides in Central Europe, it will be impos-
sible to follow up the achievements of the Helsinki
Conference.

As soon as the Final Act of the Conference was
signed, the Soviet Union started putting forward
one peace proposal after another. Together they form
a universal, comprehensive and constructive pro-
gramme of military detente. It provides for a whole
range of important practical measures—jfrom mere
“freezing” of the present level of troops and arma-
ments in Central Europe to their considerable reduc-
tion in stages; from reciprocal curtailment of mil-
itary activities by the member countries of the
Warsaw Treaty Organisation and NATO to com-
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plete disbandment of their military organisations;
from new measures to strengthen mutual trust to
practical steps ensuring disarmament; from a trea-
ty pledging not to be the first to use either nuclear
or conventional weapons against one another to the
convocation of a conference on military detente and
disarmament in Europe; from a reduction of armed
forces and conventional armaments to decreasing
the quantity of nuclear weapons deployed on Eu-
ropean soil up to their complete elimination.

And what was the response of the West to the
Soviet peace initiatives? Does it recognise the need
for military detente on the continent? It does, but
only in words. Willy Brandt, Chairman of the
SDPG, believes that the main threat to Europe
stems from the failure so far to find at least one
reasonable starting point for supplementing politic-
al detente with components of military detente. But
haven’t the USSR and the other member countries
of the Warsaw Treaty Organisation put forward
many proposals concerning just such components
and starting points? The real difficulty lies else-
where: the West, NATO above all, is not ready
politically to adopt and implement measures to
promote military detente. Referring to Europe
Hans-Dietrich Genscher, Foreign Minister of the
IFRG, said:

“We must develop models of military security
which would not only ensure stability here, but
would also extend the influence of this stability to
other regions of the world.”

How does this work out in practice? Certain
(quarters are destabilising the situation on the Eu-
ropean continent by agreeing to the deployment
of US Pershing and Tomahawk missiles in their
countries. They are also destabilising the situation
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in regions lying outside NATO’s geographical zone
—in the Indian Ocean, the Persian Gulf and the
Middle East—where military units of some West
European NATO member countries are included
with US units in the “multinational forces” in
Sinai. Thus, far from developing military security
models they are developing models of war threat
and irresponsibility, if not of downright war gam-
bling.

The VFinal Act signed in Helsinki stipulates that

follow-up meetings such as the one in Madrid |

should be devoted to a purposeful exchange of opin-
ion on how best to carry out the provisions of
that document, further improve inter-state relations,
promote security and cooperation in Europe, and
advance the cause of detente in the future. How-
ever, this recommendation was ignored at the meet-
ing in Belgrade in 1977-1978. It was ignored by
those who were unwilling seriously to discuss the
problems of military detente. Instead they plunged
the forum into a futile propaganda wrangle on
human rights.

At the follow-up meeting in Madrid of member |

countries of the European Security Conference
Washington and some of its supporters repeated
their Belgrade performance. They introduced into
the debate two irrelevant items, namely, the “Af-
ghan question” and the “Polish question”. This was
not merely a matter of haggling over procedural
points or of trying to avoid discussion of a distasto-
ful subject. The fact is that NATO’s practical activ-
ities show not the slightest sign of its being ready
for military detente. Certain quarters are determined
that Western Europe should have the “benefit” of
US medium-range missiles. NATO is constantly
slaging noisy military demonstrations. Luxemburg
has been forced to make its territory available for

2

the construction of two US military bases tl'lerc.
Yielding to outside pressure Norway has permitted
the storing of the Pentagon’s military hardware on
its soil. Greece has again been dragged into NATO’s
military organisation and Spain has been mz}de
another new member. A “Greek card” is bgmg
played against Turkey and a “Turkish card” against
Greece, all for the purpose of making both coun-
trics follow the “rules of the game” as laid down
by the Pentagon and NATO. Attempts are made to
impose on Cyprus a settlement on NATQ’s terms.
NATO is also trying to lasso in Portugal.

On its West FEuropean partners in NATO the
Pentagon is imposing agreements providing for
“crisis situation”. These countries are to become
staging posts for transporting US rapid deployment
forces to “hot spots”.

These actions do not fit into the post-Helsinki
pattern of Europe. The same can be said about the
obstructionistic tactics the Western powers have
resorted to at the Vienna talks in response to the
realistic compromise proposals put forward by the
socialist states. Many people are beginning to won-
der whether the Western powers want to reduce
their troops and armaments at all or whether they
are content to have the talks on reduction drag on
indefinitely. If the Western powers really wish to
supplement political detente with military detente,
as they constantly say they do, they can make a
Slart in Europe by working for progress at the
Vienna talks and at the Soviet-US talks in Geneva
on the limitation of nuclear weapons in Europe, and
by agreeing to the convocation of a conference on
military detente and disarmament in Furope which,
it our opinion, should have been the main subject
ol discussion at the meeting in Madrid last autumn.

The key issue in European politics at the moment
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is the setting up of a security system, the imple-
mentation of the programme for military deterte
advanced by the member couniries of the Warsaw
Treaty Organisation. The Western powers have not
submitted a programme of this kind and apparently
have not got one. Their efforts so far have been
concentrated on flatly rejecting every peace propo-
sal put forth by the socialist states.

But despite this, the negative atlitude of Lhe
Western powers towards military detente has not

disheartened the Soviet Union and the other mem- ;

bers of the Warsaw Treaty Organisation. The West
needs detente as much as the East does. This is an
objective factor, and it is bound to prevail in the
cnd. Being convinced of this, the USSR and its
allies presented new important proposals in July
and November 1980 in an effort to break the stale-

mate over both the difficult and controversial issue |

of medium-range nuclear missiles and the Vienna
talks. To show its readiness to ease military con-
frontation and lessen the concentration of troops in
Central FEurope, Moscow undertook what some
Western leaders and politicians have described as an
unprecedented goodwill move. The USSR decided to
decrease unilaterally the strength of its troops and

armaments in Central Europe by 20,000 officers |

and men and 1,000 tanks. Despite a worsening of

the international situation, this move has been car-

ried out.

Limitation of armaments, much less their reduc- |
tion and ending, is out of the question without at |

least minimum confidence. Being aware of this the

Soviet Union stated at the 26th CPSU Congress |

that it is prepared to expand confidence-building

measures in the military field to all the European |

part of the USSR provided, of course, that the

Western states respond in the same way, i.e. expand ;
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the confidence-building zone on their territory. The
Soviet Union proposed to make still more trusting
the confidence-building measures already being
practised (such as prior notification about exerci-
scs of ground forces, the invitation of observers
[rom other countries to such exercises), also to make
prior notifications of naval and airforce exercises
and of major movements of troops. In the opinion
of many politicians, the proposal to broaden the
zone of confidence-building measures improved the
prospect of coming to terms at the Madrid meeot-
ing on convening a conference on military detente
and disarmament in Europe.

Special attention should be given to a question
that has proved to be a stumbling block to military
delente, a question that has given rise to violent
dispute and discord as perhaps no other question
has done. It is about the limitation of nuclear
weapons in Europe, which is now a subject of spe-
cial negotiations. Of course, this is due above all
to the very nature of the subject itself, for no con-
tinent can afford to be drawn into a nuclear con-
flict, Europe least of all. In purely hypothetical
terms one can perhaps speak of a nuclear conflict
being localised and limited, if it should break out
somewhere in the “periphery” (one may recall that
the term *“peripheral war” was put into circula-
ion some time ago in the West). In Europe, which
1S a zone of military confrontation of two different
social systems and a nerve centre of world politics,
A nuclear spark would instantly precipitate a glo-
bal conflagration. Mankind may have to pay a pro-
hibitive price, both in the direct and figurative
Senge, for delays in talks on the limitation of nu-
¢lear stockpiles on the continent. While the ne-
&otliations have bogged down, the arms race pro-
¢teds apace. It is costing more and more money,
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and the danger arising from the stockpiling of these
lethal weapons is steadily increasing.

Several years ago NATO began to consider the
nced to expand its nuclear missile potential alleged-
ly because of Soviet superiority in medium-range
missiles, the S5-20 (NATO’s classification). How-
ever, nobody was able to prove that the USSR en-
joyed such a superiority. On the contrary, it was
admitted until recently that an East-West strategic
parity had been established both in Europe and
in the world as a whole. One can quote dozens, if
ot hundreds, of statements by NATO’s most autho-
ritative spokesmen to this eflect.

Former US President Carter said that between
the United States and the USSR there was great
stability with respect to strategic weapons and
balance of non-nuclear forces in the European
theatre.

British ex-Foreign Secretary Lord Carrington ad-
mitted that nuclear parity between the East and the
West did exist.

FRG ex-Chancellor Helmut Schmidt said he had
no doubt that equilibrium continued to exist.

If so, then why should the existing parity be
questioned? The USSR couid not possibly have up-
set this equilibrium by rearming overnight. What’s
the point of causing panic or creating a problem
which has become Kurope's headache? Who will
really believe that the NATO experts, who have
carefully counted every Soviet soldier to the last
armmy cook and every Soviet rifle (as is obvious
from the Vienna talks), have overlooked such a
“minor thing” as an “overwhelming missile snper-
iority”?

There is no Soviet superiority. There is only a|
pretext, though hardly a convincing one, for turn-
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ine Western Europe into the Pentagon’s mnuclear
missile arsenal and proving ground.

\oscow did not strike a pose; nor did it respond
to challenge with challenge. Instead, it tried to
understand and assess the apprehensions voiced by
the other side, although it thought them unfound-
ed. In a speech in Berlin on October 6, 1979, Leo-
nid Brezhnev offered a compromise. He said:

“We are prepared to reduce the quantity of me-
dinm-range nuclear weapons, as compared to the
present level, that are deployed in the Western
regions of the Soviet Union, but only if no addi-
lional medium-range nuclear weapons are deployed
in Western Europe.”

NATO rejected this proposal. On December 12,
1079, it adopted a decision on the deployment of
an additional 572 US-made Pershing-2 missiles and
cruise missiles in several NATO countries by 1983.
Thus, the West destroyed a fair, mutually accept-
able and constructive basis for negotiations. A truly
historic opportunity was missed o halt the suicidal
arms race, to embark at last on the road of practi-
cal disarmament, and to combine political detente
with military detente. As a result, the question of
medium-range nuclear missiles was shelved. And
who knows how long it would have remained shelved
if the USSR had not come out with another
initiative? It declared that it was ready to discuss
the question of medium-range nuclear missiles.

Did this mean that the USSR was reconciled to
NATO’s decision on increasing armaments? Not at
all. Rescinding this decision or suspending its im-
plementation, in other words, a return to the state
that existed before it was adopted, remains the best
Way out of the present impasse. But since NATO
has flatly turned down this proposal Moscow is pre-
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pared to consider another version. The main task is
to span the chasm resulting from NATO’s decision.

What is the best way to do this? On July 5, 1980,
Moscow advanced a new proposal: to discuss simul-
taneously and in organic connection questions con-
cerning both the medium-range nuclear missiles in
FEurope and the US forward-based nuclear missiles.
In other words, the USSR proposed a new basis
for the search of an agreement in place of the one
torpedoed by the NATO decision. The question of |
medium-range nuclear missiles should not be con- |
sidered apart from the question of the US forward- |
based systems (comprising both nuclear warheads
and delivery vehicles) which are a threat to the
USSR’s security. The USSR believes both these
questions should be examined simultaneously and
in organic connection with one another,

Several Western policy experts tried to pass off
Moscow’s gesture of goodwill as a forced concession.
They said that NATO had managed to “extract” it
from the ‘“unyielding” Soviet Union by being
“firm”. This is nothing but wishful thinking. As
Moscow sees it, firmness is not thickheadedness,
obduracy or dogmatism. The USSR will not permit
a situation in which its security is threatened.
Could anyone reproach it for this? But it is prepared
to be maximally patient and flexible in the
search for mutually acceptable decisions and com-
promises which alone could save the continent from
being turned into an arena of nuclear contests.

What did Moscow proceed from when putting
forward a new initiative? i

From an assumption that somebody has to take
the first step in getting out of a maze, to set an
example of judiciousness and good sense.

From an awareness that the European public is
unecasy over the lack of progress in achieving mil-
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itary detente and over the growth of stockpiles of
“combustible materials” on the continent.

From a belief that the peaceful future and secu-
rity of Europe come first.

From a belief that a readiness to break the dead-
lock over a pivotal issue of Furopean and hence
also international security may serve as a starting
point for stabilising the present unbalanced rela-
tions between the Kast and the West.

NATO is still congratulating itself for its wisdom
in taking the ‘‘dual decision”: simultaneously to
expand its nuclear missile potential and to engage
in talks aimed at their reduction. There is little
doubt that NATO will try hard to implement the
first part of its two-fold formula. One is less certain
as regards its readiness to fulfill the second part.
The roar of bulldozers and scrapers clearing the
ground for US missile launching pads in Western
Europe hardly inspires confidence in what has now
become routine statements on a readiness to solve
the problem at the negotiation table.

What is the news from the NATO headquarters
in Brussels?

In the autumn of 1980 a Reuter correspondent
reported on what plans the NATO leaders were
claborating. He said, while improving plans for
nuclear war the ministers expressed hope that talks
on nuclear disarmament would be held... So on
the same table at NATO there were plans for nu-
clear war and an olive branch—emblem of peace
lalks. .. What sinister intentions and what cyni-
cism!

After a visit to NATO headquarters in Brussels
a correspondent of Die Welt (a paper published
in Bonn) got the impression that in the current
decade NATO and the Warsaw Pact would live on
the edge of a military precipice. This is precisely
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what the Pentagon and NATO have in mind for
Europe.

What danger does the appearance of another
nuclear complex in the Western part of the con-
tinent present? We hear that new US medium-
range missiles can reach Moscow in 4-5 minutes,
that these missiles carry the potential of a first
strike. This adds to the danger of accidental con-
flict, or, as it is called, ‘“‘war by misunderstanding”,
“war by accident”, while diminishing the possibil-
itics, few as they are, of preventing it atthe last
moment, The Soviet Union cannot but draw ap-
propriate conclusions from this development.

However, Soviet initiatives have opened before
Europe prospects of a different kind—a relaxation
of the armed confrontation, military detente and
reliable security. Here success will largely depend

on whether the Soviet-US talks on the limitation

of nuclear missiles potentials in Europe, which were
started in Geneva in the autumn of 1980 thanks to
the USSR’s efforts, are constructive and fruitful.
Though Moscow has entered these negotiations
without illusions, it was not entirely without hope.

Moscow has a keen sense of responsibility for the |

peaceful future of the long-suffering continent of
Furope, which certainly deserves something better
than existence on the edge of a military precipice.

Surely, those in Brussels who are hatching plans
for increasing NATO armaments are not likely to
be eager to reach agreement on their reduction in
Vienna and Geneva.

Talks on mutual reduction of armed forces and
armaments in Central Europe have been going on
for nine years in the Austrian capital. Nine years!
Much can be accomplished in nine years, that is,
if the parties concerned want it. But that is just

what the Western spokesmen in Hofburg Palace |
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do not want. They have veen consistently postpon-
ing replying to all the initiatives advanced by the
socialist states. If they put forward a proposal of
their own, it is for the purpose of gaining a unil-
aleral advantage.

On July 10, 1980, the socialist countries submit-
ted a proposal which took into consideration the
Western powers’ position and laid a practicable
basis for working out a first agreement. Taking
into account the actual numerical strength of the
Soviet and US forces in Central Europe they pro-
posed a reduclion at the first stage of Soviet and
US troops by 20,000 and 13,000 officers and men
respectively (and at the second stage—that of the
Jorces of other direct participants). It should be
noted that the Soviet Union did not intend to in-
clude in the agreement the 20,000 officers and men
it has already unilaterally withdrawn from the
GDR. Thus, the USA is to reduce its forces by
13,000 and the USSR—actually Dy 40,000 officers
and men. This step is to be taken in condilions of
an approximate equality of strength.

A year passed but the Western spokesmen did
not _do anything more definite than ‘“compliment-
ing” in a perfunctory way the compromise propos-
als. But the socialist countries have no intention
ol playing a game of silence. Nor are they inclined
to take an indulgent view of their partners’ con-
slant foot-dragging over a long period.

On November 13, 1980, the Warsaw Treaty
counlries submitted new proposals which further
developed their initiative of July 10. The Western
states were unwilling to impose individual limita-
Lions on the numerical strength of the forces be-
longing to the direct participants in the talks. Very
well, in this case the socialist countries would be
Prepared to accept, within the framework of the
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first agreement, collective “freezing” of the numer-
ical strength of forces belonging to‘the*direct par-
ticipants in the talks other than the USSR and the
US, in the period between two reduction stages.

The proposal on another point of the future
agreement is also imbued with a spirit of compro-
mise. It calls for the conclusion of the agreement
for a three-year period, which is sufficient for car-
rying out a reduction of Soviet and US troops at
the first stage and for the subsequent transition
to the second stage when the number of troops of
the other direct participants in the talks will be
reduced.

As on many previous occasions, the Western
spokesmen said they were “interested” in the pro-
posals and promised ‘“to study” them. They even
said they would respond with their own sugges-
tions. But where are the results?

Addressing the 79th Labour Party Conference in
Blackpool in the autumn of 1980, James Callaghan
said he regarded it as a disgrace that the Western
countries should be setting a bad example in in-
tensifying the arms race. Calling it a bad example
is to put the matter mildly. In actual fact it is
dangerous, senseless and suicidal.

They say that a bad example is catching. It is,
regrettably. It is thercfore particularly important
to set a good example, one that would offset the
bad example. The lesser of two evils is usually pre-
ferable as the better of two possible solutions. The
best solution was and continues to be the one Mos-
cow proposed in October 1979, namely, rescinding
NATO’s decision on nuclear-missile completive
armament in exchange for a reduction of Soviet
missile strength. Now, three years later, the merits
of the Soviet proposal and the faults of the NATO
decision are even more evident.
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It is not surprising that people in Western Eu-
rope have often referred to that particular Soviet
initiative because it offers a reasonable way out
of a worrisome situation without hurting anybody’s
prestige. Though certain quarters have been eager
to “bury” the Soviet initiative, it is still very much
alive in the social and political consciousness of
people in Europe, urging them to think afresh
about the situation and the hasty decisions taken,
and to seek an honourable compromise and work
out a sound solution. Herein lies the strength and
advantage of constructive ideas.

Since NATO is not prepared to give up its com-
plelive armament the Soviet Union has proposed
from the rostrum of the 26th Party Congress, as
lhe first measure, to draw the line under what has
already been achieved, that is, to stop further
deployment of new and the replacement of avail-
able medium-range nuclear missiles in the Euro-
pean zone belonging to the USSR and the NATO
countries. Moscow believes that there is every pos-
sibility at present of freezing quantitatively and
(ualitatively the existing level of such weapons,
including, of course, forward-based US nuclear fa-
cilities which are an inalienable component of the
lsuropean balance of nuclear forces. The Soviet
l.]nion’s proposal of a moratorium is not a precondi-
tion for entering talks but has been made to im-
brove the conditions for such negotiations.

NATO declared, however, that the Soviet propo-
Sal on a moratorium was inacceptable, it was reso-
lutely rejected as not open to discussion since it
would allegedly consolidate the superiority in me-
dium-range nuclear weapons. But where is this
Superiority, what does il consist in? It was after
the CPSU Congress that US State Secretary Haig
shared the opinion of many experts who agree that

[
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the Easl and the West are at a point of approxi-
mate parity and equivalence. This ought to be a
weighty utterance for the ex-NATO Supreme Com-
mander in Europe should know what he is talking
about.

Ruling NATO circles refused to appreciate the
value and novelty of the Soviet proposal on a mo-
ratorium, or they would not keep repeating: there
is nothing new here. New is the fact that the So-
viet Union is proposing to refuse to raise the quali-
tative level of a weapon which is highly dangerous
as it is, in fact, to stop its further improvement. Is

this proposal to the disadvantage of the West, does |
it put the West in a position of inequality, does it |
consolidate the Soviet Union’s superiority which,
we must repeat, has not been proved, in medium- ,
range nuclear weapons? Military engincering is |
now —expericneing rapid and profound changes. |

Qualitatively new types of weapons are being

developed, above all, weapons of mass destruction, |

such types as can make their control and, con-
sequently, their coordinated limitation very difficult
and at times impossible. It stands to reason that
the Soviet Union will not remain indifferent while

launching sites are being built near its borders i

aund those of its allies for the latest Pentagon nu-
clear-missile systems. This should be remembered

by those who do not or refuse to see anything new |
in the Soviet proposal on a quantitative and quali- |
tative moratorium on new medium-range nuclear |

weapons.

This moratorium could enter into force as soon |

as negotiations on this question begin and remain
effective until a permanent treaty has been con-
cluded on limiling, or even better, redncing such
nuclear weapons in Kurope. Morecover, the Soviet
Union is looking forward to very considerable re-

&

ductions of such systems which could be agreed
nupon in the course of talks on the basis of the
principle of equality and equal security.

There is no more important cause in Europe today
than to put an end to the growth of nuclear poten-
tials on its soil. We must work for this cause. We
must encourage the Soviet-US talks in Geneva on
limiting nuclear armaments at which progress has
been far too slow. The Soviet Union has been giving
such encouragement by the most effective means—
this is how the Soviet Union’s new decisions and
new proposals on nuclear disarmament in Europe,
which were announced by Leonid Brezhnev on
May 18, 1982, addressing a Congress of the Soviet
Young Communist League have been assessed on
that continent and elsewhere.

The Soviet Union has unilaterally stopped the
further deployment of medium-range missiles in
the European part of its territory. It has also an-
nonnced its decision to reduce its arsenal of such
missiles. Our country keeps its promises. We are
tlready effecting a large reduction of our medium-
ringe missiles, the Soviet leader has said. These
“re peaceable actions, moreover, undertaken uni-
lalerally, and not just ideas or projects.

Infortunately, the West is not following the So-
viet example. Instead, it is sparing no effort to dis-
¢redit the Soviet measures in the eyes of FEuropean
and world opinion. Western propagandists argue
that the Soviet Union’s stopping the deployment
of missiles in the Furopean part of its territory is
"0 more than a cunning manoeuvre, that the mis-
Stles will be taken to a place beyond the Urals from
Where all the same they can reach West European
“Oinlries, They have concocted stories about an
Inlimited nuclear arms race beyond the Urals”.

'se political tricksters will now have to hold
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their tongues. The Soviet Union has made it abso-

lutely clear that no medium-range missiles will |

be additionally deployed in places from where
they can reach targets in Western Europe.
It was also claimed that the USSR, having an-

nounced a freeze on the deployment of its missiles,

is continuing to prepare for their deployment and
to build launching pads for them. This claim was
conntered by the official explanation that the uni-
lateral freezing also covers all preparations for the

deployment of missiles, including the building of;

launching pads.

Answering questions put to him by a TASS cor-:

respondent in August 1982 USSR Defence Minister
Dmitri Ustinov described with exhaustive clarity
the Soviet position at the Geneva talks. The Soviet
Union has submitted proposals which envisage the
creation of an extensive European zone of nuclear
arms reduction and limitation extending from the

Arctic Ocean to Africa, from the mid-Atlantic to]

the Urals. In this zone it is contemplated to reduce
the existing medium-range nuclear weapons (of a
range of 1,000 kilometres or more, but not intercon-
tinental missiles) in such a way that within five
years after agreement there should remain no more
than 300 weapons of this class on the side of the
USSR and of NATO.

All types of medium-range nuclear weapons—both

missiles and aircraft—would be subject to reduc-|
tion. It would be forbidden to deploy in the zone|
nuclear weapons of new types including, of course,]
American missiles like the Pershing-2, as well as’

cruise missiles.

The Soviet proposals do not envisage any obliga-

tions whatsoever for third countries. But in the
summary level of 300 medium-range weapons the
missiles and aircraft of Britain and France are
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taken into account along with those of the United
States. The Soviet Union cannot ignore the fact
that these weapons are an inseparable component
of the medium-range nuclear arms of the Ipember-
countries of NATO. They are directed against the
USSR and its allies. _

The Soviet proposals envisage the implementa-
tion in Europe of accompanying measures also to
limit nuclear weapons of a range of less than 1,000
lilometres. Such limitations of numerous weapons
would undoubtedly be in the interests of all the
states of Europe. The USSR has also proposed tha}t
beyond the confines of the European zone of their
reduction and limitation medium-range nuclear
weapons should be deployed in such a way thqt
they cannot reach targets of the other side in this
zone.

Thus the Soviet stand is a realistic and construc-
tive one; it is imbued with goodwill and readines.s
to come to an understanding; it is backed by practi-
cal steps, including unilateral measures. _

There are other weighty positive factors which
offer hope of a relaxation of the nuclear confron:ca—
tion in Europe. These are primarily t_he specific
peaceful actions and constructive initiatives qf the
USSR, which speaks for the socialist community as
a whole. The Soviet moves are becoming an in-
creasingly tangible material force and gaining
growing support from all advocates of a peaceful
and nuclear-free Europe. On both sides of the
Atlantic there has been growing awareness of the
logic and fairness of the Soviet stand with regard
to the alignment of forces in Europe and the ways
of preserving the military parity and of reducln_g
the military strength of both sides as far as possi-
ble. Many prominent leaders in the NATO coun-
tries, including Danish Premier Jgrgensen and Greek
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Premier Papandreou, have spoken in support of
the Sovict initiatives, in particular, of the proposal
for a moratorium. The Soviet proposal for a mora-
torium “must be one of the elements leading to
negotiations”, said the Danish Premier.

At the same time there has been growing aware-
ness in Western Europe of the full magnitude of
the threat posed by the nuclear plans of the Trans-
atlantic strategists. Many in Western Furope today
believe that the main threat to peace comes from
the United States itself and not from the Soviet
Union. In this connection Washington’s ‘‘zero
option” has been increasingly ecriticised. This
pseudo-radical and pseudo-peaceful project is seen
by the public as an obstacle to reaching agree-
ment in Geneva. Describing these new moods, the
West German newspaper Frankfurter Rundschau
wrote: “From the propaganda point of view Ro-
nald Reagan’s proposal is highly successful and
even alluring. The only thing is that nobody can
seriously imagine the Soviet side accepting it. To
the USSR Reagan’s proposal seems hypocritical
if only because it demands that the USSR dis-
mantle its most efficient weapons while allowing
the Americans, the French and the British to keep
all of their atomic bombs. ..” The New York Times
warned the White House that unless the United
States changed its stand it would be sure to feel
the dissatisfaction of Europeans once again.

This dissatisfaction has compelled the White
House to manoeuvre. Without abandoning its
“cold war-mongering”, it is increasingly resorting
to the vocabulary of peace. But rhetoric will not
help Washington evade growing criticism from all
sides. The mass anti-nuclear movement, which has

not yet had its final say, demands action, not “
phrase-mongering. It demands that Washington |
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shonld heed the will of the peoples, respond to the
USSR’s readiness to conclude a mutually accept-
able agreement on the issue vital to the fate of
isurope and the whole world. _ .

We must not let Kurope be turned into a “Euro-
shima”. We must not let it be turned into a chess-
hoard for the Transatlantic strategists to play their
gambit of a “limited” nuclear war.



The Far East: the Way to Trust

We do not call Europe a hot spot yet. But it
gradually may become one if ways are not found
to stop its further nuclear-missile build-up. It is
probably early to call the Far East a hot spot. But
in politics one should be able to see both tomor-
row and the day after tomorrow, to identify danger-

ous trends in time and to lose no time taking j

preventive measures.
Ours is an interdependent world, where distances

between the most remote regions have been made !
much shorter by the development of technology, in- |

cluding military technology. Although we are ac-
customed to speaking of European or Asian securi-

ty, we must never forget that these are intercon- ;

nected parts of the whole, which is general, world
security. Once infringed in one place, a fire leaps
to another, as if carried by a fuse. '

Proceeding from the principle of the indivisibili-
ty of world peace the Soviet Union at the 26th
C_PSU Congress proposed conducting specific nego-
tiations on confidence-building measures in the Far
Ea_st .with all interested countries. Such confidence-
building measures in the military field have proved

their worth in Europe and now the task is to make
them more substantial and extensive. Why not
apply the positive experience already gained in
other parts of the planet where it seems necessary
and where conditions are ripe (which is not yet
true, for example, of the Middle East, where aggres-
sion and hostilities have first to be stopped)? The
FFar East, where the Soviet Union neighbours on
China, Japan and the US, is such an area suitable
for working out and implementing confidence-build-
ing measures.

Bloody wars and conflicts, Pearl Harbor, Hiroshi-
ma and Nagasaki remind us of the past of this
area. Nor is its present altogether bright. Dark
clouds are gathering, strong winds are rising and
creating turbulences, the forerunners of typhoons
which bring so much suffering because of their
suddenness and treachery. And we must not close
our eyes to the possibility of a nuclear typhoon in
the Far East.

The US is turning Japan into a stronghold of
thermonuclear strategy in the Far East. “Compo-
nents” of nuclear weapons are to be found at some
of the nearly 140 US military bases on Japanese
territory. Such weapons are sited in South Korea.

What about Japan itself? Although Tokyo still
refers to its “three nuclear-free principles”—not to
produce, not to acquire and not to deploy nuclear
weapons—experts still think it possible that Japan
will have them by the end of the century. After
all, the Japanese Cabinet of Ministers has stated
that the possession of nuclear arms is not at vari-
ance with Japan’s Constitution.

Tn June 1982 Japanese Premier Suzuki spoke in
favour of the use of nuclear weapons as a “‘deter-
rent” and did not deny the possibility of their fu-
ture use for “preventive purposes”’. Things are
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reaching a point when the US-Tapanese ‘“non-ag-
gression pact” threatens to become an instrument
of the Pentagon’s nuclear strategy, with Japan as
the potential theatre of a “limited” nuclear war in
the Far [ast.

The US military presence, Japan's rearmament,
the militarisation of South Korea and Washington’s
attempts to draw China into its strategic plans are
all Tactors constiluting a real military danger in
the Far Fast. The situation is made even worse
by the insistent attempts to push this area onto
the path of military blocs and groupings. In the
Pentagon they dream of something like a military
axis consisting of the US, Japan, South Korea and
China. Ways are being sought to attach Japan to
NATO. To begin with, the intention is to make
Tokyo take part in Persian Gulf operations. Plans
are being hatched for setting up a “Pacific commu-
nity” (Japan, the US, Canada, Australia, New
Zealand, and the ASEAN grouping— Indonesia, the
Philippines, Thailand, Malaysia and Singapore) as
a form of economic and political cooperation to be
followed by military collaboration. In supporting
the idea of a “Pacific community” Washington
plans to make the US bilateral alliances with Tokyo
and Seoul links in the common chain of NATO,
ANZUS (the military and political alliance of
Australia, New Zealand and the United States) and
ANZUK (the military grouping of Australia, New
Zcaland, Malaysia, Singapore and Great Britain)
and at the same time to make the ASEAN states
collaborators in these strategic designs.

In other words, a potential of imperialist aggres-
sion is being accumulated in the Far East. This
causes concern to many peaceful states. We may
refer to the opinion of Prime Minister of India
Indira Gandhi who has stated that the build-up’ of
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arms in Asia by the USA and Japan would only
intensify confrontation and tension leading to war.

This can be avoided by beginning negotiations
on confidence-building measures in the Far East.
Although this Soviet proposal is of a novel nature,
it follows from the traditional Soviet policy. Back
in the 1930s the Soviet Union, being simultaneous-
ly a European, Asian and Pacific power and striv-
ing to save the world from war, proposed the con-
clusion of a regional Pacific pact of non-aggression
lo be signed by the USSR, the US, China, Japan
and other countries.

After the Second World War the USSR remained
true to the policy of the collective defence of peace
on a regional and global basis. In the 1960s the
USSR proposed collective measures to strengthen
Asian security. As regards Japan, the USSR has
been and remains an advocate of providing a firm
treaty basis for Soviet-Japanese relations. The
blame for this lies at the door of those who have
postponed the conclusion of a peace treaty and are
demanding as a preliminary condition the settle-
ment of a “territorial issue” which in fact does not
exist. To pave the way for a final settlement of
past problems, the Soviet Union has proposed to
Tokyo the conclusion of a treaty on good-neigh-
bourly relations and cooperation. The proposal
still stands.

Speaking in Tashkent just over a year after the
26th Congress of the Communist Party of the So-
viet Union, Leonid Brezhnev paid special attention
lo the situation in Asia as a whole as well as in
the Far East. He called for the holding of talks on
Specific measures for building confidence in the
Far East. Referring to Soviet-Chinese and Soviet-
Tapancse relations, the Soviet leader emphasised
the USSR’s desire to conduct a constructive dia-
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logue aimed at achieving mutual understanding,
and to promote mutually advantageous coopera-
tion which would enhance confidence.

A few months later, in September 1982, Leonid
Brezhnev spoke of the unswerving desire of the

Soviet Union for detente, a removal of the threat

of war and expansion in worldwide cooperation;
he proposed that the leading bodies of NATO and
the Warsaw Treaty countries make a formal com-
mitment not to extend their sphere of influence to
Asia, Africa and Latin America.

The USSR’s peacemaking initiative can serve
well the cause of peace and security in the Far
East. It would be in the interests of the peoples liv-
ing there, as well as in Europe and other conti-
nents, because world peace is indivisible.

Asia: a Zone of Peace or Confrontation!

Asia constitutes one-third of the world’s land
surface and is inhabited by more than half the
world’s population. For more than thirty years
after the end of the Second World War this con-
tinent has not known peace. It is constantly being
Harassed by large and small wars and armed con-
icts.

Tension is a permanent feature of every region
in Asia—the Near and Middle East, the Far East,
South-West and South-East Asia, and the Indian
Ocean area. In each region forces of confrontation
are active, inspired more often than not from out-
side. New hotbeds of conflict are being added to
he old ones.

If a world public opinion poll were to take place
on the question of which region is the greatest
source of anxiety at the moment, the answer would
nndoubtedly be: the Middle East, the Persian Gulf
and the Indian Ocean. The sparks being struck
lhere may spread far and wide.

The most probable region where such a conflict
may flare up is the Middle East—the Persian Gulf
-the Indian Ocean. This is precisely what US
(:eneral Bernard Rogers, NATO’s Supreme Allied
Commander in Europe, said when he talked with
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newsmen about the probability of the outbreak of
a new world war. And he should know what he is
talking about. Virtually overnight, before the eyes
of the whole world, his bosses in Washington have |
managed to turn the Persian Guif and Indian
Ocean area into one of the most explosive regions
in the world. The region of dangerous tension was
created in Asia, a continent which has seen probably
more military conilicts in the postwar period than
any other continent. They included the US inter-
vention in Korea and the US aggression against
Indochina; four wars in the Middle East and the
fiftth onc—the Israeli aggression against Lebanon; ]
two wars on the Hindustan subcontinent; China’s
armed conflicts with India and Vietnam; and the
conflict between Iran and Iraq. The danger that
the chain reaction of conflicts may continue be-
came real especially after Israel’s predatory al-
tack agaiust Lebanon.

It is precisely in regions of dangerous tension,
in areas where international security is threatened
that the levers of stabilisation and peaceful politic-
al settlement should be applied. The Soviet head]
of state, Leonid Brezhnev, did this on December 10,
1980, during his visit to India. Addressing the;
Indian TParliament on that day he advanced a
number of proposals which the press of various,
countries and continents has referred to as a Peace|
Plan for the Persian Gulf. The Plan consists of five
points: )

Not to set up foreign military bases in the Per-
sian Gulf area and on the adjacent islands; not toj
deploy nuclear or any other weapons of mass de-
struction there; i

Not to nse or threaten to nse force against the
countries of the Persian Gulf area, and not to in-
terfere in their internal affairs;
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To respect the status of non-alignment chosen by
the states of the Persian Gulf area; not to draw
them into military groupings with the participa-
tion of nuclear powers;

To respect the sovereign right of the states of
that area to their natural resources;

Not to raise any obstacles or pose threats to nor-
mal trade exchanges and to the use of sea lanes
linking the states of that area with other countries
of the world.

This proposal for ensuring peace and security is
addressed to the countries of the area,i.e., to over
40 littoral, continental and island states of the
Indian Ocean basin, which have about one-third of
the world’s population. It is addressed to the US
and other Western powers, to Japan, China and
all other states interested in an agreement that
would ensure peace and sccurity in the Persian
Gulf area.

The Soviet Union has proposed a comprehensive
peaceful settlement covering all its main aspects—
political, international law, military and economic.
This approach safeguards both the legitimate in-
terests of all parties concerned and the common
interests in ensuring peace, international stability
and the well-being of nations, which in this case
largely depends on normal trade and unobstructed
functioning of sea lanes. This could pave the way
for resolving the present crisis and for reaching a
durable settlement acceptable to all parties.

One can easily see that the USSR proceeds from
the principle of collective responsibility of states
for the fate of international security, for the fate
of peace in one of the world’s most dangerous
spots. It would hardly be advisable to entrust the
settlement of the erisis to a power that is not in-
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clined to consider the interests of other states, that
ignores everything but its own ‘“‘vital interests”.

The Soviet proposal, if implemented, would help
extend detente to an area which probably needs
it more than any other area. And if those in the
West are sincere in calling for making detente
universal, for extending it to all aspects of world
politics, then Moscow’s proposal adequately meets
their wishes.

All those who want to see a relaxation of the
tense situation in that explosive area have ex-
pressed a high opinion of the Soviet five-point plan.
Its merits are appreciated by all who do not wish
to see confrontation in the area, who have no in-
tention of seizing foreign lands in order to set up
military bases there, and who do not covet the
mineral wealth of other countries, in particular
their vast reserves of oil (70 per cent of the
world’s proved reserves outside those of the social-
ist states), uranium, gold, diamonds and tin.

However, amidst widespread support for the So-
viet plan there are also dissenting voices. Some
people are anxious lest the Soviet plan should pre-
vent the carrying out of another plan. Judging by
statements of US leaders and the US press they
call for control over the Persian Gulf, seizure of the
oil fields there by force and conduct of military
operations in that part of the world. On the Rea-
gan Administration’s list of “military priorities”
safeguarding the ‘‘vital interests” (political and
strategic) of the United States comes immediately
after the defense of North America and the NATO
countries. This is attested by the military observer
of The Washington Post.

It is interesting to note that the authors of these
plans have started to accuse Moscow of ‘‘ulterior
motives’”. They forget that the USSR has no mili-
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tary bases in that region and has no intention of
setting up such bases there. They totally ignore the
fact that the Soviet Union has no oil interests in
the region; that it has never sought, nor does it
seck now, “to establish control” over this part of
the world or its sea routes, or to turn it into a
sphere of ‘“vital interests” as Washington intends
to do. Moscow’s only ‘“motive” is to establish peace,
security and cooperation in a region that lies in im-
mediate proximity to its frontiers (which is not
the case as regards the US). This motive would
seem natural and understandable. It should be men-
tioned that the only ice-free waterway connecting
the European and Far Eastern ports of the Soviet
Union passes through the Indian Ocean. And the
USSR, like all other nations, has the right to navi-
gation on the high seas.

The creation of a large zone of peace and good-
neighbourly cooperation to the South of the Soviet
frontiers would be in the interest of the USSR’s
security, which does not in the least conflict with
the proposal of the littoral states of the Indian
Ocean to turn the area into a peace zone. It may
be noted that this proposal has been endorsed in
a number of UN decisions.

Incidentally, certain Western quarters are now
saying that in putting forward its programme for
the normalisation of the situation in South-West
Asia the Soviet Union is seeking to re-establish its
influence in the Middle Fast, to return there after
many years of absence.

The Soviet Union never ‘‘came’” to the Middle
Fast, nor did it ever ‘leave” that area. And so it
does not need to return there. The Soviet Union is
a great world power. This makes it a constant mag-
nitude in world politics, and in the Middle East
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as well. Any realistic-minded statesman has to
reckon with this.

The Middle East and the adjacent areas have not
forgotten the role the USSR played in putting an
end to the conflicts and bloodshed there in 1956,
1967 and 1973. This is a fact that cannot be delet-

ed from history or from contemporary politics. The |
USSR is on the side of the victims of the Israeli |

aggression. Tt maintains that captured territories
should be returned to their rightful owners, that
all peoples should have a homeland. The frontiers
should be made secure; they should be proclaimed

inviolable and immutable. All peoples should enjoy

reliable security and be safeguarded against en-

croachments from outside. Within the framework |

of a comprehensive and just settlement Israel will
not have to worry about its destiny or security.
Having returned what it had seized from others, it
will gain peace.

The Soviet Union’s Middle East policy is aimed
at removing the causes of tensions in the region,
now and in the future, and at achieving a sound
settlement. Such a policy is bound to win support

and influence world public opinion. A number of ;
Arab countries already support it, and what is |

more, it has found support outside the Middle
East area. The Soviet position is a permanently
operating factor in the Middle FEast, a factor con-

tributing to the conclusion of a really comprehen-

sive, not a separate peace treaty, to a just and not
a discriminatory settlement of the crisis, to the
establishment of a genuine and not a predatory or
annexational peace treaty that would legalise the
fruits of aggression.

Immediately after Israel’s invasion of Lebanon on
June 6, 1982, the Soviet Union resolutely condemn-

ed the aggression and branded its initiators and |
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sponsors, demanded that the invader’s troops be
withdrawn to Israel and insisted on urgent meas-
ures to stop the aggression as required by the spe-
cial resolutions of the UN Security Council. In one
of his personal messages to the US President Leonid
Brezhnev stressed that Lebanon’s tragedy would lie
heavily on the conscience of those who could stop
the aggression but did not do so.

Regrettably, this warning went unheeded. The
Israeli military were allowed to capture West Bei-
rut after the withdrawal of the PLO fighters and
carry out a terrible massacre which shocked the
whole world. The Soviet Union condemned this
act of genocide and proposed that the Security
Council make full use of its power under the UN
Charter to curb the aggressor, including the dis-
patch of a UN force and the application of sanc-
tions. Moreover, the Soviet Union raised the ques-
lion of the continuance of Israel as a member of
the United Nations in view of its repeated viola-
tions of the UN Charter.

Had it not been for these carefully considered
and resolute moves by the USSR for the ending
of the criminal Israeli act of aggression and for a
political settlement ol the crisis, the situation in
the Middle liast would undoubtedly have been even
nmore critical and dangerous. The USSR’s firm
stand was conducive to the ever clearer realisation
in the world that there is not, nor can there be,
any reliable and just settlement in the Middle
liast if the aggressor is given overt and covert
help, il separate deals are concluded and machina-
tions resorted to.

After Israel's aggression against Lebanon it is
especially clear how wise and far-reaching was the
Soviet Union's proposal to go back to collective
quests for a comprehensive seltlement of the con-
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flict on a just and reliable basis. This could be
done, as was stressed at the 26th CPSU Congress,
within the framework of a special international
conference on the Middle East. This idea was
given worldwide support.

The Soviet proposal could not have been more

timely. Had it been accepted at once, it would most |
probably have been possible to defuse the Middle |

East bomb, which threatens to blow up world peace
at any moment.

No peaceful settlement had been achieved de-
spite the promises of the makers of the Camp David
deal. Instead there was further aggravation of the
situation in the region. The separatist collusion
between Israel and Egypt under the US aegis could
not be considered the best model of a peaceful

settlement. It proved impossible to force it on other |

peoples, to make it into a broader capitulatory

agreement. Instead it became a blind alley, and a |

Middle East settlement was retarded. The Camp
David agreement and Washington's strategic col-

laboration with Tel Aviv ended up in Israel’s !

bloody act of gangsterism in Lebanon, in genocide
ol the Lebanese and Palestinian peoples.

Whal is the way out of this acute situation? The
most sensible thing would be to scrap the rusty
Camp David model and put into action the mecha-
nism of a collective settlement, of an international
conference.

It is believed in Moscow that a just and stable
peace in the Middle East can and must be based
on the following six principles. These principles,
as Leonid Brezhnev expounded them in September
1982, correspond to both the general norms of in-
ternational law and the concrete decisions of the
Security Council and the General Assembly relat-
ing to this problem.
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First, there must be enforcement of the prin-
ciple whereby no country is allowed to seize foreign
territory by aggression, and this entitles the Arabs
(o the return of all the Israel-occupied lands. The
porders between Israel and its Arab neighbours
must be declared inviolable.

Second, the inalienable right of the Palestinian
Arabs to self-determination, to their own indepen-
dent state on Palestinian territory freed from Is-
raeli occupation must be ensured. The Palestinian
refugees must be enabled to return to their home -
or be paid full compensation for the property be-
longing to them there.

Third, the eastern section of Jerusalem with one
of the principal Moslem shrines must be restored
to the Arabs and become an inalienable part of
the Palestinian State. Freedom of access to the
holy places by worshippers of the three religions
must be ensured throughout Jerusalem.

Fourth, all the countries of the region must have
the undisputed right to secure an independent
oxistence and development on the basis of reci-
procity, for security cannot be assured for some
states, and not for others.

Fifth, the state of war must be discontinued and
pecace between the Arab states and Israel must be
restored, with all the parties in the conflict com-
mitting themselves to respect the sovereignty, in-
dependence and territorial integrity of the others,
and to resolve their disputes by peaceful means,
by negotiation.

Sixth, efforts must be made to work out and
adopt international guarantees for this peaceful
sottlement. In the opinion of the Soviet Union the
guarantor states should be the permanent mem-
hers of the Security Council or the Security Coun-

¢il as a whole.
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This is the way to achieve settlement as envis-
aged in the Soviet proposal to convene an inter-
national conference on the Middle East, with the
mandatory participation of the PLO, the only legi-
timate representative of the Arab people of Pa-
lestine. The opinion has been raised, however,
that the conditions are not yet ripe for such a forum,
that the moment has not yet come, that such a con-
ference can even ‘‘bring more harm than good”.

Is that really so? What greater harm can be done |

to a Middle East settlement than that caused by
the Camp David deal? This is increasingly recog-

nised in Western Europe or else the EEC countries |
would not have come out with their Middle East |

initiative. True, the West European leaders declare
they do not wish “to interfere with the Camp
David process” so as not to irritate Washington,
but the process has not brought, nor could it bring,

any good. It only brought Israel’s aggression

against Lebanon. The facts are there for everyone
to see. The natural way out is to step over Camp

David and take the road of a genuinely collective |

international settlement.
But Washington is currently taking another path

which it wants its allies to follow. This path leads

to a permanent US presence in the Middle LEast.
To begin with, a US military contingent was sent
to the Sinai Peninsula, to form the core of “interna-
tional armed forces”, including military units of
NATO allies.

So Washington is inviting its North Atlantic
partners to a minefield which is very likely to ex-
plode.

It will not do to use the US yardstick of “milita- |

ry presence’ to appraise the influence of Soviet
policy. It is possible to exercise effective influence
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without sending armadas to foreign ‘shore§: with-
out taking recourse to ‘‘gunboat diplomacy . Mos-
cow maintains that the Persian Gulf area, }1ke any
other part of the world, is a sphere of vital interests
(o the states situated in the area, and not to any
other states.

Some US leaders feign surprise and wonder why
should Moscow, an outsider, offer a plan for the
Dersian Gulf. “What has Moscow got to do with
it?” they ask. Confronted with such questions, one
might think that it is the US, and not the USSR,
that borders on Iran. But it is Washington's posi-
tion, and not Moscow’s, that should evoke surprise.
It is Washington that is trying to shut its eyes
to an absurdity which is obvious to all. The Soviet
Union, which is situated only 500 kilometres from
the Persian Gulf, is presented as an “outsider”
while the US, which is separated from the Gulf
by a distance twenty times greater, is not!

But reckless gamblers who are prepared to place
the international community on the brink of dis-
aster in order to gratify their insatiable desire for
oil and strategic advantages will hardly be guided
by reason and logic. Although US hostages already
returned from Iran long ago, US warships are ply-
ing the waters of the Persian Gulf and the Indian
Ocean. US military experts say that the Pentagon’s
armada in the North-Western part of the Indian
Occan is superior to all the military forces of all
the countries ol thatregion taken together. Wash-
ington has set up or is setting up military bases
along the entire coast of the region—in Oman,
Somalia, Kenya, and in Diego Garcia, not to men-
lion the Sinai DPeninsula. A special 200,000-strong
“rapid deployment force” has been alerted and is
ready for action. Its purpose is to seize the main
oil bearing regions in South-West Asia and to hold
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them till the arrival of regular military formations.
White House Memorandum 51 makes it clear that,
if the conventional forces fail to accomplish their
mission, provision has been made for the use of
nuclear weapons.

Thus, a third strategic zone, a zone with a per-
manent US military presence (in addition to West-
ern Ilurope and the Far East), is being formed in
the region. Warships assigned to this zone carry
missiles with nuclear warheads capable of reaching
Soviet territory. This may be a zone of possible
confrontation, nuclear confrontation perhaps.

So who is pursuing selfish aims, who is stirring
up trouble in the Indian Ocean and the Persian
Gulf? The answer is clear enough. There is nothing
very surprising in this. In the past the Indian
Ocean area was coveted by colonial powers. In
their attempt to gain supremacy in the area they
repeatedly clashed with one another. It is still an
object of expansionist ambitions. Though the colo-
nial system collapsed in the middle of the 20th
century and a whole number of independent states
have emerged in the area, the neo-colonialists have
been trying hard to preserve their old privileges,
strategic and economic positions and access to sour-
ces of raw materials in short supply. The old aims
have not been abandoned, and “gunboat diplomacy”
is still being practised, though in an updated ver-
sion, thatis, with the help of atom-powered air-
craft carriers and cruisers equipped with nuclear
missiles.

Is it not clear why in 1978 the White House
broke off talks with the Soviet Union on the limita-
tion and subsequent curtailment of military activity
in the Indian Ocean? That came at the moment
when the talks entered the practical phase and a
dralt agreement was being drawn up. Washington
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did not want to have its hands tied once it had
decided to carry out massive militarisation of the
Indian Ocean.

Is it not clear why Washington has r(?jected the
latest Soviet peace plan for the Persian .Gu.lf?
The plan is seen as an obstacle to the realisation
of the USA’s expansionist intentions, to the world
gendarme’s most favoured divide-and-rule policy.

An entirely different approach to the problems
of this region in South-West Asia has been de-
monstrated by the Soviet Union. The United Na-
lions has sponsored an international conference on
the Indian Ocean due to be held early in 1983. To
ensure its success the Soviet Union has called
upon all countries whose ships used the waters of
this ocean to refrain, pending the convocation of
the conference, from any steps that might further
complicate the situation in this region. This pro-
posal made by Leonid Brezhnev also in September
1982, puts forward the following actions as those
that should be refrained from:

the dispatchment of large naval contingents Lo
lhe area;

the holding of naval exercises; N

the expansion and modernisation of military
bases by the littoral states which have such bases
in the Indian ocean.

The Soviet Union has in addition voiced its
readiness to resume at any time the bilateral
talks, which the American side has broken off, on
limiting and scaling down military activities in
this part of the world, as we said earlier on.

Washington is trying to turn the Mediterranean
into one of the “zones of vital interests to the USA”,
into an “American lake”. Tn the present plans ol
the Pentagon the Mediterrancan is regarded as
NATO’s “extended hand” into the Fast, as a link
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between NATO and the other military bloc—USA-
Israel-Egypt, as a joining of the Southern flank of
NATO with the centre of US militaristic activity
that has been created in the Indian Ocean. The
NATO member countries situated in the Mediter-
ranean are being asked to offer their air space and
airport facilities for possible transport of US in-
vasion lforces to the Near and Middle Kast.

In these conditions it becomes necessary to under-
take effective counter-measures. The Soviet Union’s
position is that the Mediterranean must and can be
turned from a zone of military and political con-
frontation into a zone of durable peace and coop-
eration. From Moscow’s point of view, achievement
of this objective may be facilitated by an interna-
tional agreement on the following matters:

— extension to the Mediterranean of military
confidence-building measures that have already
been proved effective in international practice;

— negotiated reduction of troops in this region;

— withdrawal from the Mediterranean Sea of
vessels carrying nuclear weapons;

— agreement not to station nuclear weapons on
the territory of non-nuclear Mediterranean coun-
tries;

— commitment by nuclear powers not lo use
nuclear weapons against any of the Mediterranean
countries that do not permit the deployment of
such weapons on their territory.

In proposing these measures the Soviet Union at
the same time expresses its readiness to consider,
together with all interested states, any other pro-
posal and idea that hold promise of reducing tension
in the Mediterranean.

After the Second World War no less than 200
military conflicts have broken out in developing
counlries. Is the West aware of this? Do people in

108

the West remember this? It scems that they do.
Are they drawing the necessary conclusions from
this? It seems that they are. But this has not
changed the attitude of some Western powers
which regard the Third World countries as sources
of much needed strategic raw materials and as
convenient areas for setting up military bases and
strongpoints. Militarisation of the Third World, in-
volvement of its regions in intrigues of global con-
frontation, interference in its internal affairs, and
splitting of the Third World into rivalling group-
ings or pairs in keeping with the traditional divide-
and-rule policy pose a constant threat of regional,
and probably not only regional, cataclysms.

Tt is sometimes said in the West in connection
with the Soviet Union’s proposals on the Persian
Gulf that they should be considered together with
the stay of the Soviet military contingent in Afgha-
nistan. The Soviet Union has carefully weighed this
argument. It is prepared to discuss the Persian
Gulf issue as a separate matter and is equally
prepared to make a separate issue of the settle-
ment of the situation around Afghanistan. It is
also prepared, as was stated at the 26th CPSU Con-
gress, to discuss a third possibility: to consider the
questions connected with Afghanistan, i.e., the in-
ternational aspects of the problem (and not intra-
Afghan matters which are the sole prerogative of
Kabul) together with the questions of Persian Gulf
security.

Thus the Soviet Union, acting in response to the
world public’s concern over the situation around
Afghanistan, has once again.demonstrated its good-
will for a peaceful political settlement. What is the
reaction in the West, above all, in Washington?

Secret US operations with the participation of
Pakistan and some other states began right after
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the April 1978 Revolution. The escalation of this
outside interference finally forced Kabul to ask
Moscow for military help. The Carter Administra-
tion carefully concealed and denied its complicity
in the “undeclared war’. The official authorities
would not admit their direct participation in the
training and arming of mercenaries sent to Afghan
territory. Now the Reagan Administration has dis-
carded all camouflage.

William Dyess, State Department spokesman,
stated in early March 1981 that the White House

would have no objection to a coup d’etat in Afgha- |

nistan. After that Defense Secretary Caspar Wein-

berger referred to the secret despatch of arms to

Afghan counter-revolutionaries as quite useful. The
US President himself openly confirmed the fact of
US arms supplies to the rebels.

In an interview with NBC shortly before his |

death Egyptian President Anwar Sadat blurted out

that Washington was paying for the military sup- ’ i

plies Egypt was sending to the Afghan interven-
tionists terrorising the people of Afghanistan. These
supplies were being delivered by American planes.

In a programme presented by ABC, well-known
American journalist Carl Bernstein disclosed that $H

the secret supply of arms to the rebels was more

extensive and complex than Sadat had said. It was |

being coordinated by the US Central Intelligence
Agency.

So the secret is out. How should we now interpret |
White House declarations to the effect that it is |

seeking a political settlement in Afghanistan and

is seeking above all the withdrawal of Soviet troops }
from that country? In point of fact, while conti- :

nuing to support Afghan counter-revolution both

materially and morally, Washington is doing every- |
thing for the threat to Kabul from outside to remain
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and the Soviet military contingent also to remain as
a means of forestalling that threat. The plans for
escalating the US interference are hindering Afgha-
nistan’s development of proper relations with its
neighbours, above all with Pakistan, which is he}ng
used as a springboard for despatching mercenaries,
and hindering the search for a peaceful solution of
the situation around Afghanistan.

Washington’s behaviour makes one doubt whether
it really wants the Soviet troops to be withdrawn.
The Afghan events have served as a most con-
venient pretext for the US to step up the arms drive
and to build up its military presence in the Middle
Fast as an excuse for interfering in the affairs of
the developing countries’ zone. Speaking about the
events in Afghanistan, Indira Gandhi said: “I think
the Soviets would like to get out of Afghanistan.
But I don’t think that the United States and Paki-
stan want them to get out.”

The way to reduce tension in South-West Asia
is not to step up the armed intervention in Afgha-
nistan, but to conduct a peaceful and constructive
dialogue. That is the approach of the government
of the Democratic Republic of Afghanistan, as out-
lined in its proposals of May 14, 1980, and August
24, 1981. Kabul considers—and Moscow shares
this point of view—that the so-called *“Afghan
question” can be resolved by means of direct talks
between the parties concerned. The main requisites
are: reliable guarantees of a complete end to ag-
gression from outside and the inadmissibility of all
forms of interference in the internal affairs of
Afghanistan. In the summer of 1982 representatives
of Afghanistan and Pakistan met in Geneva and,
with the participation of the UN Secretary Gene-
ral’s personal representative, D. Cordéves, dis-
cussed the main problems and reached agreement
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on matters connected with the procedure of further

talks.

Has a start been made towards a political settle-
ment of the Afghanistan issue? It is difficult to say
although a little progress has been made. But one
thing is perfectly clear: those who continue to plot

against Afghanistan must realise at last that the |

former Afghanistan does not exist and will not
return. What we have is a new Afghanistz}n—a
democratic republic and an independent non-aligned
state.

Conflicts in the Middle East are a warning signal. |
They point to flaws in the present structure of in- |

ternational relations which still permits war as a
means for resolving inter-state disputes; to faults
in the mechanism which the international com-
munity could use to stop wars as soon as they start,
if it is impossible to prevent them; and to the
dangerous lack of a joint security system. There
is still another lesson to be learned or conclusion
to be drawn: if there is an explosive region or
crisis area in the world, it should not be allowed
to smoulder over a period of many years or even

decades. A peaceful political settlement must be §

found. And this is particularly true of an area like
the Middle Fast over which the smell of gunpowder
has hung all these years.

Two hundred conflicts in developing countries §H

have not kindled a world conflagration. But is there

any guarantee that another local conflict might not | |
ret out of control? While there is a threat of in- . :
tervention by a third party in a dispute between ¥

two sides, there can be no such guarantee.
Such is the situation with the conflict between

Tran and Iraq. First of all let us not forget that B
the conflict did not arise out of nothing. Tt could {

only erupt out of a lot of combustible material.
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The colonialists had left behind them a good deal
of old combustible material from the time when they
were masters there, when they recarved the maps
of states as they saw fit. And there is also quite a
good deal of combustible material of more recent
origin, such as increasing US military presence,
militarisation of Israel and now of Egypt, and con-
frontation between Washington and post-Shah Tehe-
ran. There is a danger of intervention on the part
ol those who are eager to gain complete control over
the oil resources of the Middle East, to smash the
anti-Israeli and anti-US front of the Arab peoples,
lo put Iran back under their influence, to bleed
other nations white in internecine wars and to in-
timidate them so that they would accept “‘Sadatisa-
tion” without a murmur.

As the Daily Telegraph of London has noted,
the conflict between Iraq and Iran is perhaps to
the advantage of the West. An armed clash between
two big petroleum-producing countries has seriously
disrupted normal trade in a vital strategic material.
Countries that are far more dependent than the
United States on oil imports from the Middle East
should not forget this. The US gets from the Per-
sian Gulf area only 14 per cent of the oil it con-
sumes, whereas the figure for the European NATO
member statles is 54 per cent. Is it not clear who
may get burnt the worst from an involvement in
a new “hot spot” Washington is kindling? And
Washington is drawing its allies into this risky
gamble.

There has been much talk to the effect that
NATO should not concern itself with regions lying
outside its geographical zone. There have been many
statements denying reports that a combined NATO
fleet is being formed to reinforce the US armada
stationed off the shores of South-West Asia. And in
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the meantime warships of the United States’ NATO |

allies have been steaming towards the conflict
zone,

Most of NATQO’s European members would prob-
ably have prelerred to pay off Washington, as
former British Prime Minister Edward Heath has
put it, by relieving it of the burden of military
concern in Europe and thus freeing US forces now
stationed in Furope for action elsewhere. Wash-
ington, of course, would accept this. But it would
want more than that. It would want to shift the
“burden of military concern” in the Middle East
onto the shoulders of its NATO allies. Though the
mere mention of any risky venture makes some of
them (though not all) nervous, the Pentagon is al-
ready busy planning to involve its European allies
in its operations in the Middle East. And Europe
has sensed this danger. For instance, the Spanish
Foreign Minister has made a special statement in
Parliament that his country will not allow the Unit-
ed States to use its bases in Spain as intermediate
airfields for arms delivery to the zone of military
operations in the Persian Gulf. But Washington
may not even ask Spain and its other NATO al-
lies. .. Some people in Western Europe seem to have

forgotten that their countries were actually used |
as transshipment bases during the intervention in |

Indochina and in previeus conflicts in the Middle
East. :

One point where the Daily Telegraph is right is
that the Iranian-Iraqi conflict is definitely to the
advantage of some Western countries, above all,
the US. Washington has not forgiven Iran or Iraq
for the collapse of CENTO (the Bagdad Pact). The
internecine war between Iran and Iraq, their mu-
tual weakening and exhaustion play into the hands
of those who are trying to break down Arab oppo-
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sition to the collusion at Camp David. Washington
now hopes that Teheran, having been bled white in
the war with Iraq, will fall at the feet of the United
States like a ripe fruit. Then Washington could
offer Iran a Middle Eastern version of the Marshall
Plan and dictate its terms.

Washington took advantage of the Iran-Iraq
conflict to gain a foothold in Saudi Arabia on the
pretext of defending the petroleum-producing coun-
tries (not to mention the turning of Egypt into a
US military base) andto make its military pres-
ence in the Persian Gulf zone permanent. The
aim here is to establish absolute US domination
over a strategically and economically vital region.
Washington’s aim is to strike at the national lib-
eration movement, with the help of its Israeli
emissary to drown in blood the Palestinian resist-
ance movement—the militant vanguard of four
million Palestinians.

Another state that is eager to profit from this
conflict is Israel which is interested in splitting the
anti-imperialist forces. For both Iran and Iraq are
out of the active struggle against the intrigues of
imperialism and Zionism in the Middle East. Israel
took advantage of the disunity of the Muslim world
to attack Lebanon.

In Washington there is much talk about neutra-
lity, about non-interference in the Iranian-Iraqi
conflict. But there is very little substance in the
proclaimed US policy of impartiality and neutrality
with regard to the said conflict. In listening to
Washington’s assurances of neutrality and non-in-
terference one cannot help recalling a remark made
by the sardonic Talleyrand. When asked what non-
interference meant, he replied that he did not ex-
actly know, but thought it meant the same thing
as interference.
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As in the West in general, in the US there may

be people who sincerely believe that the safety of
certain vital sea routes, including the Strait of
Hormuz, is threatened. But should their safety be
ensured with the help of “gunboat diplomacy”?
There is a far more reliable and effective method.
It was proposed by the Soviet Union and its allies
in May 1980, that is, long before the situation de-
teriorated in the Persian Gulf area. The proposal
called for an agreement on lowering the level of
military presence and military activity in the area
to ensure the safe and unobstructed use of vital in-
ternational routes. The timeliness of this proposal
is particularly clear today. Had it been considered
as it deserved to be, it could have rendered the
cause of universal peace a good service and saved
the peoples of the world much anxiety. The idea
underlying the proposal has been developed in Leo-
nid Brezhnev's five-point peace plan which com-
pares the Persian Gulf zone to a minefield where
one must display redoubled caution.

The Soviet peace plan urges prudence. The doc-
trine of aggression and dictation has been opposed
by a doctrine of peace and security. And neo-co-
lonialist plunder (with Arab oil being regarded
virtually as the property of US oil companies) is
opposed by a call to protect the natural resources
of nations to whom they rightly belong.

It is sometimes said and written in the West that
the Soviet proposal is earning the USSR propa-
ganda advantages. But Moscow is not after propa-
ganda effect at all. It is concerned with the sub-
stance of the matter, which is to bring about demi-
litarisation, and not militarisation, of the Indian
Ocean and the Persian Gulf.

Washington had hoped that its negative response

116

to the Soviet initiative would dampen broad inter-
est in it. But Washington miscalculated. The
Soviet initiative is in line with the objective pro-
claimed by the United Nations, namely, to turn the
Indian Ocean into a peace zonme and to neutralise
the demolition mine in the Middle East. It meets
the peaceful aspirations of all the states of the Per-
gian Gulf area. It is in accord with the interests
of those who are dependent on regular oil supplies
from the area. That is precisely why time is on the
side of the Soviet doctrine, and not on the side of
“gunboat diplomacy” or the doctrine of “vital in-
terests’.

Peaceful and safe seas and oceans... Current
events are bringing fresh evidence of the vitality
of the Soviet idea. One proof was the ‘“punitive”
raid carried out by the British Navy against Ar-
gentina.

But the champions of “gunboat diplomacy” draw
their own conclusions from the conflict over the
Falkland (Malvinas) Islands. Applauding the “vic-
tory of British arms”, they anticipate new b!itz-
kriegs, new “limited” wars with the use of Marines
and paratroops. “Naval war” has become a sub-
ject in which the Pentagon and NATO strategists
are keenly interested. They are obsessed with a
mania for naval superiority. The US Secretary
of the Navy, John Lehman, boasted that the Unit-
ed States is capable of landing its troops on 70 per
cent or more of the world’s coasts.

We now know the kind of threat that can hang
over a nation which has an outlet to the sea and
dares to exasperate the American ‘“ruler of the
seas”. Seventy per cent of the world’s coasts—this
means dozens of countries can become victims of
Pentagon operations of the Falkland type.

So it is clear that there is another necessity—
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to demilitarise the seas and occans in the interests
of all mankind,

It is this point of view that the Soviet Union
supports. As Leonid Brezhnev announced in
March 1982 at the Congress of Soviet Trade
Unions, the Soviet Union is willing to negotiate a
reciprocal limitation of naval actions. In particular,
we could agree to the withdrawal of the missile-
carrying submarines of both sides from the vast
expanses they are now patrolling and to a restric-
tion of their navigation to specified limits.

The Soviet Union would also be ready to discuss
the question of extending confidence-building meas-
ures to the seas and oceans, especially to areas
adjoining the busier sea lanes. It is the desire of
the USSR to turn as much of the World Ocean
as possible into a peace zone as speedily as pos-
sible.

Historical experience has shown that if a large
group of states unite to achieve positive goals and
to carry out constructive projects, their position,
their political and diplomatic actions come to ac.
quire the nature of a material force. Having put
on the agenda of world politics the question of
weaving a strong fabric of peace in places where it
has grown thin, the Soviet Union has every reason
to believe that its idea is taking firm root and

will ultimately be crowned by a peaceful settle-
ment.

Price of Peace, Value of Initiatives

If one considers all the useful steps ltlhat_h;i\;s
been taken in the world arena to strengt eItlhmi(;n-
national peace, one will see that they bear the

i Soviet initiatives. '

meI}t (?rt;e were to ask what major constructive pro(i
posals the Western governments have qdvance
recently in the field of disarmgment and 11{1dp1i?ve-
ment of the international situation, one.woud F:‘Jl_ve
to strain one’s memory. They are few indeed. ! in-
land has put forward an 1mportant prop%sa on
creating a nuclear-free zone in Northern dl:lxtope.
France, Sweden and again Flnlangl presenjcg Tl}?ar—
mament proposals at the talks in Mgd.rl . eie
was a time when the US shovyed vmlh;lgm-}'ls.st 0
discuss such questions as curtallm.en.t of m1f1 %{13(;
activity in the Indian Ocean gnd 11m1tat10bn (1){ he
arms trade. Butbit l:Vas V\éashmgton that broke
ions on both questions. o
corIltsuilstaIr:)t our intenti%n to belittle the cor}trlbutl(i)n
of the West to solving the most outstandlnfg prt(})l -
lem of our time. Far from it. If it were noth or this
contribution, the agreements on curbing (;'e S}'mns
race to some extent in a number of directions
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could not have been concluded. However, this con-
tribution could have been much greater. There is
little one can do if many of the NATO member
countries are reluctant to discuss major issues bear-
ing on disarmament and international security.
Where is the spirit of enterprise which is considered
to be one of the main virtues of the countries
of the “free world”? As to enterprise in the sphere
of “market economy”, in business, it exists, even
though it cannot cope with mass unemployment,
galloping inflation and general disorder in the finan.
cial system. But does not the West exhibit rather
too little enterprise in foreign policy matters and
in the work for peace?

The munitions manufacturers are on the alert as
soon as they smell a war contract. They shed their
lethargy and indifference immediately and begin
to display their spirit of enterprise. The long-term
armaments programme alone, which was approved
by the Washington session of the NATO Council
in 1978, incorporates nearly 100 ideas. A compari-
son of this figure with another figure—the more
than 100 proposals on disarmament, advanced by
the USSR after the war—is almost inevitable.

The two figures are two service records, two ap-
proaches to disarmament. One is inert and passive,
the other is vigorous and dynamic. They reflect
two policies: one destructive and the other cons-
tructive. The followers of one policy concentrate all
energy on creating a false concept of security,
which, if it can be called security at all, is ensured
solely by nuclear stockpiles. The proponents of the
other policy have put all efforts into persuading
their Western partners that security can only be
ensured by a process of gradual mutual reduction
of explosive material, and not by its accumulation,
a process leading to the abolition of stockpiles, to
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complete and general disarmament. If the NATO
member countries lead in the arms race, the Sovxe{};
Union prefers to lead in other sphereg It ha.s hel
and continues to hold the initiative in .callmg at-
tention to cardinal problems of international secu-
rity and disarmament and in seeking ways to solve
em. .
thAt this point it becomes possible to explain why
some people put forward proposal.s on d1§arma-
ment and others do not; why one diplomacy is rich
in political content, and another barren with res-
pect to peace initiatives. h
With people, as with social systems under whic
they live, much depends on their fundan_lental na-
ture, on their inborn, and not only acquired, qual-
ities and features. Socialism is a peacefql system
by its very nature. An active peace policy is an
inherent feature of a socialist state. Peacgableness
is an inborn feature of a society in yvhlch there
are no classes, social strata or profesglonal groups
profiting from the manufacture or delivery of arms,
in which there are no persons interested in the
arms race or in war as a source of wealth or as
a lucrative business. War provides food and drink
for those who do not do the fighting themselves,
but send others to the battlefropt and generously
supply them with combat equipment. The more
equipment is consumed in the flames of war, the
wealthier the munitions manufacturel"s become.
Let us recall how the rich in the United States
became richer during the Second World War.
They grew so rich that they cquld afford to throw
war-ravaged Europe a bone in the form .of the
Marshall Plan, and to make profit out of it, too,
when Europe got back on its feet. _ .
War ripens in the depths of a society where mil-
itarism becomes a hereditary feature. Socialism,
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by heredity, is a peaceloving society. This is the
wellspring of the peace initiatives which the Soviet
Union has consistently set forth before the inter-
national community.

Therefore, it is not by chance that the Soviet
Union’s peace actions in the foreign-policy field
started as soon as the Soviet state was born.
Lenin's Decree on Peace * was the socialist state'’s
first practical peace initiative that pointed the way
to the establishment of a lasting, universal and
just peace and reliable international security. It
was then that the Soviet Republic launched its
peace offensive which has been so widely discussed
in the last few years.

Some people in the West say that both the US
and the USSR are equally responsible for the arms
race. Moscow cannot accept this reproach. The
USSR has been reducing its military spending with
every passing year. And it has done this despite
the sharp increase in military appropriations in
the US and other NATO member countries and
despite the present aggravation of the world situa-
tion. The USSR has been proposing one measure
after another to lessen the danger of war, meas-
ures that can lead to a curbing of the arms race.
They are now being discussed at the United Na-
tions, in Geneva and in Vienna. More than that,
to set an example to others the USSR has in a
number of instances undertaken unilateral steps in
reducing its armaments. It was the USSR that has
proclaimed its readiness to limit, reduce or ban any
type of weapon.

* One of the first laws of the Soviet Republic, it was
adopted on Lenin’s initiative on November 8, 1917. It for-
mulated the principles of peace and friendship between
peoples.,
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To work for peace for all nations, to work for a
world without armaments, a world without wars.
This is an ideal, a slogan and a programme of ac-
tion the Soviet Union has been implementing in the
international arena. _

As far as the central issue of war and peace is
concerned, the USSR’s conscience is clear before
the peaceloving public. It does not have to prove
its peaceloving intentions as Western politicians
often do. And it is understandable why they envy
the USSR’s established reputation as a peaceloy-
ing nation. One cannot fail to see that to gain
international prestige today, in the context of de-
tente, a state has to work for peace and conduct
a constructive policy. It cannot be gained by “gun-
boat diplomacy”, by setting up a “rapid deployment
force”, or by taking on the role of a “world po-
liceman”.

“The Russians declaim alot about disarmament.
Hardly a year goes by without their firing off some
claborate declaration or peace proposal. They real-
ise, it is an obvious point, that this is a fertile
field for propaganda,” said former British Foreign
Secretary Lord Carrington in an elaborate speech
in the Royal Commonwealth Society to mark the
35th anniversary of the United Nations and Dis-
armament Week. A week before—what perfect
timing!—in a speech at the Women’s National
Democratic Club in Washington, Edmund Muskie,
ox-US Secrctary of State, expressed a similar
view. He said:

“For the United States to be seen as the op-
ponent of arms control would be a propaganda coup
of enormous value to our adversaries.” Further on,
the ex-Secretary of State admitted that trust in the
US and its position in the world as a peaceful coun-
try depended on the fate of the SALT-2 Treaty.
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Displaying concern about a country’s reputation |
and good name is the duty of its statesmen. It is ;

equally obvious that they cannot ignore world pub-

lic opinion. Very few can afford to appear before !

it as avowed advocates of the arms race.

World public opinion can hardly hold it against |

the USSR for constantly calling attention to the

need for real disarmament. Those who prefer to |

keep silent on this score are willy-nilly playing
into the hands of the trigger-happy warmongers.
Persistent calls for disarmament are obviously an-

noying those who are arming themselves and those ]

who are trying to justify this.

Can a statesman hope to win international re- §
spect if he says one thing one day and another ;
thing the next, if he poses as a peacemaker today §
after trying to revive the cold war only the day i

before?

The Soviet Union has been pursuing a consis- |
tent policy. It has been using the same diplomatic {
vocabulary. Both the policy and the vocabulary |
proceed from peaceful aims and are in complete {
harmony. Its deeds accord with its statements, and !

vice versa.

A movement against NATO’s programme for ]
nuclear missile armament is unfolding in Britain. i
There the biggest anti-war demonstrations in the last i
25 years were held. The American people are |
known for their peaceful aspirations. But the can- 4
didates in the 1979-1980 presidential election cam- {
paign underestimated the peaceful sentiments of the §
people. At the eleventh hour they hastened to as- |
sure the voters of their peaceful intentions. Anti-

militaristic sentiments are a real, potent factor

both in home and foreign policy, a factor which ,‘
politicians may do well not to forget. But while }
some of them recognise it and are earnestly pre- 8
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pared to take account of it in their activity, others
only pay lip service to it.

Facing censure on the international front and
resistance at home the US “hawks” have felt wor-
ried. They have not slowed down munitions produc-
tion. They have not proposed that excessive mil-
itary spending be cut. They have not abandoned
“gunboat diplomacy” or withdrawn their armada
from the Persian Gulf. They have not cancelled
Presidential Directive 59 which increases the risk
of nuclear war. They have not returned to the
SALT-2 Treaty which they had shelved.

No, what they have done is what they always did
as soon as they were threatened by isolation at
home and in the international arena. They began
to tone down the bellicose element in their state-
ments and more often resort to the vocabulary of
peace.

Ronald Reagan said:

“lI want to make certain that the entire world
understands that peace is our first priority.” The
world has yet to understand this—if the words are
backed up by deeds. The former resident of the
White House had failed in this. As far as the
USSR is concerned, it does not need to convince
anybody that it wants peace more than anything
clse, that its words and deeds are never at vari-
ance. Its actions are always in keeping with its
intentions.

This shows why it has been impossible to set up
a joint East-West “initiative bank”, why social-
ism has had to pioneer in the search for ways to
build a world without weapons and without wars.
Socialism is prepared to shoulder this burden, to
carry out this historic mission, if only the other
side would not interfere, if only it would refrain
from putting spokes in the wheels. Those who do
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not bring forth their own initiatives often dislike

others who do. The West has made it a rule to |
spend years over every Soviet proposal. It has tried }
to dismiss them as “sheer propaganda” or even to |

leave them unanswered.

What's wrong with promoting peace and detente? |
It would not occur to anybody to reproach NATO |

member countries for doing the same. But NATO
prefers to engage in a different sort of propaganda

campaigns, namely militaristic campaigns. They |}

frequently refer to proposals put forward by social-
ist states as ‘‘propaganda”. It follows that they
would like to see them transformed into practical
policy. However, strange as it may seem, NATO
has missed every opportunity to take the Soviet
Union and the Warsaw Treaty Organisation at their

word and urge them to live up to what they say.
There are many constructive Soviet proposals ]
lying on diplomatic shelves in the West. Among !

them are:

World treaty on the non-use of force in inter-
national relations;

Proposal on simultaneous disbanding of NATO
and the Warsaw Trealy Organisation (or at least
mutual curtailment of their military activities);

Proposal on the conclusion by all countries rep-
resented al the FEuropean Security Conference in
Helsinki of a treaty pledging not to be the first to
use either nuclear or conventional weapons against
one another;

Proposal on - measures prohibiting the develop-
ment and manufacture of new types of weapons and
weapon systems of mass destruction;

Proposal for the termination of the production
of all types of nuclear weapons and the gradual re-
duction of their stockpiles all the way to their
complete liguidation.
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We can cite many instances of excellent oppor-
tunities lost after the war, opportunities offered by
Moscow for solving various problems in such fields
as disarmament, international security, etc.—prob-
lems which cause concern both in the East and
the West.

Take, for instance, the recent events in Asia
which show that peace there, shaky as it is, is being
put to a severe trial. But in 1969 the USSR called
jor collective efforts to strengthen security in
Asia. Certain powers took a cool attitude to the
idea. It is now clear that in putting forward this
proposal the Soviet Union showed great foresight.
It it had been possible at the time to lay the foun-
dation for collective security in Asia, as was done
in FEurope, the Asian continent and, indeed, the
whole world could have been spared the present
complications in connection with Afghanistan, the
armed fist in the Indian Ocean and the Persian
Gulf, and the dangerous tensions in Indochina.

Countries on both sides of the Atlantic are ar-
guing about the level of military spending. It seems
that even the rather powerful West German ‘“loco-
motive” is slipping, obviously incapable of hauling
the overloaded militaristic train. Replying to Wash-
ington’s reproof the drivers of this locomotive re-
marked with some resentment that the FRG was
not “a hen that laid golden eggs”. Yet, long ago
the Soviet Union proposed in the United Nations
that the permanent members of the UN Security
Council and other militarily powerful countries re-
duce their military budgets by absolute sums or by
a certain percentage. This would create better con-
ditions for the growth of the civilian economy,
curb the arms race and strengthen mutual trust,
and make it possible to increase aid to developing
countries. This was an appeal to reasomn, but the
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other side refused to heed it. And now we hear |
complaints about the heavy burden of military spend- |
ing, about declining production of the capitalist
“hen laying golden eggs”. Meanwhile the rate of |

the arms race is mounting, and international secu-
rity is being correspondingly endangered.
In short, the US Administration under Reagan

virtually frustrated many negotiations in one way |

or another related to curbing the arms race. The

world is entitled to call Washington to account for

breaking off or suspending negotiations on:

— a complete cessation of nuclear tests,

— the prohibition of chemical weapons,

— a reduction of arms sales,

— the banning of anti-satellite systems,

— the reduction of military activity in the In-
dian Ocean area.

Add to this list Washington’s refusal to accept
the plan for creating a nuclear-free zone in North-
ern Europe.

As difficult as world affairs experts have found -

it to discover anything comparable to the aversion
to talks evinced by Washington, one analogue has
nevertheless been found—by a West German
journalist who observed that ‘‘there is something
Wilhelmian about the United States today”. Co-
lumbia University Professor Fritz Stern deciphers
it thus: “Wilhelmian is shorthand for that disas-
trous period of increasing German strength and
political ineptitude that helped precipitate the world
war and Germany's first downfall.”

The far from intellectual German Kaiser was

most of all afraid of being considered weak; so j

he began to arm to the teeth in order to secure
military superiority over other nations. Some peo-
ple in Washington too are suffering from an infer-
iority complex. Their motto is: “Conduct talks
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only from a position of strength.” They argue that
to enter into negotiations now, when the White
House, the State Department and the Pentagon are
vying with one another in lamenting the United
States “lagging behind” the USSR in all military
respects, would be like going naked into the con-
ference hall. Perhaps Washington would like to
enter this hall astride a supermissile?

What conclusion can we draw from this? It is
that the world stands to gain when Soviet initia-
tives are treated as starting-points for joint East-
West action, and that it stands to lose when Soviet
initiatives aimed at strengthening security and re-
ducing the burden of military spending are under-
valued or ignored. Of course, the West loses a lot,
though certain quarters therc—a very small mi-
nority— profit from the material preparation for war.
What the military-industrial complexes, NATO
generals and political “hawks” drcad most is that
someone should interfere in their business, plagu-
ing them with peace initiatives and stirring up
public opinion which invariably welcomes every
reasonable proposal designed to ease the danger
of military confrontation and check the arms race.
But the Soviet Union is not about to satisfy the
military-industrial complexes or their political su-
per-structure. It will not stop knocking at the door
just because somebody behind it feigns deafness.

There is a Russian saying: water does not flow
under a lying stone (‘‘no pains, no gains™). How-
ever, if the stone is attacked by powerful streams
from all sides, it could be made to start rolling.

Constructive peace initiatives are always useful,
regardless of the international weather. But their
value increases especially when inter-state talks
run into an impasse, when difficulties arise in the
way of a political settlement of disputes or at dis-
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armanient negotiations. In such cases they can play
the role of Ariadne’s thread helping the parties to
the talks to find the way out of the labyrinth.
Soviet initiatives are being advanced at a time when
the world community has no more important task
than that of preventing present tensions from grow-
ing into something worse. They aim at focussing
the attention of peoples and governments on the
crucial problem of averting a thermonuclear war
and ending the disastrous arms race. That is why
proposals opening new prospects for detente and
disarmament should be heard, win support and be
implemented.

“It took five years for detente to assert itself in
Europe and only two or three months to undermine
the process,” said President Rudolph Kirchschliger
of Austria. It is easy to understand why a leader
of a country that has played no small part in the
establishment of detente should sound bitter and
frustrated.

Let us look into this. We are now witnessing

the effects of a destructive diplomacy which can
cause much harm in very little time. It can inject
discord into the East-West political dialogue, clog
up the channels of cooperation in the economic,
cultural, humanitarian and sports fields, and create

an atmosphere of hostility, suspicion and intrac- §

tability. Obviously mankind needs diplomacy of a
different kind—a constructive diplomacy capable
of overcoming negative tendencies and changes in
the international situation, stagnation and inertia,
of paving the way to new frontiers in detente, dis-
armament and cooperation for the whole of the in-
ternational community.

The price of peace is high in our time. It is es-
pecially high when it is threatened. At such mo-
ments the value of constructive peace initiatives,
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initiatives that can stem the dangormls. tide'of
events, case the war threat and relax tensions, in-
creases correspondingly. The world’s nations do not
want their governments to indulge in abstract con-
demnation of war and the arms race, to give them
sedatives and comforting assurances, to assume a
sceptical attitude that paralyses the will to act, or
to make grim predictions, which is easy to do in
moments of difficulty. What they want is a clear
answer to the question: what should be done now
to avoid the worst? They want initiative and ae-
tion.

Leonid Brezhnev said:

“We strongly favour putting into action all the
mechanisms for a peaceful and just settlement of
international issues.”

This comprehensive formula contains a colossal
force vigorously promoting detente and at the same
time checking the arms race. The USSR has set
in motion the mechanisms of a constructive and
dynamic policy in the United Nations, at the disar-
mament talks in Vienna and Geneva and at the
Madrid meeting of the participants in the Euro-
pean Security Conference, and also in regions where
peace is being endangered.

The Soviet Union is doing its utmost to intro-
duce an element of stability in the present unstable
international situation, an element which is an in-
herent feature of Soviet foreign policy.

To be effective in today’s quickly changing world
a foreign policy must be dynamic, responsive, flex-
ible and adaptable. But though Soviet foreign pol-
icy is flexible, it is also consistent; in one respect
it is unchangeable, namely, in its fidelity to the
ideals of universal peace and disarmament. It has
known no zigzags and maintains continuity on the
road to these goals.
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The policy of peaceful coexistence, the policy of
detente is a principled and continuous long-term
course pursued by the Soviet Communist Party in
the sphere of international relations. It is not affect-
ed by any ad-hoc considerations and is free from
diplomatic manoeuvres. The continuity of this course
was confirmed by the Peace Programme adopted
by the 24th and 25th CPSU Congresses. But de-
spite this, on the eve of the 26th CPSU Congress
Western politicians again raised the crucial ques-
tion: is there any possibility of changes in the
Soviet Union’s attitude towards the policy of de-
tente? Even people well-informed about Soviet for-
eign policy wanted to know if Moscow will play
tough in response to toughness, if it will resort
to the “blow for blow” method.

But this question has already been answered.
A great power which has proved its devotion to
peace over a period of more than half a century is
not going to aggravate the situation or incite anta-
gonism. It does not seek confrontation; nor does
it intend to be a “fighting cock”. According to the
US press, this is the posture of some of the Wash-
ington leaders. Nor will the USSR allow itself
to be infected by the fever of militarisation or bel-
ligerence, to get into fits of anger or pathological
hostility.

Moscow does “declaim a lot about disarmament”,
to use Lord Carrington’s expression. For unless you
do, guns may start speaking. But Moscow is not
“declaiming” about disarmament; it is also taking
practical steps towards it.

Despite the aggravation of the international situa-
tion, despite the threat of ever greater US military
presence on the European continent, Moscow has
kept its word by unilaterally withdrawing 20,000
Soviet servicemen, one thousand tanks and a cer-
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tain quantity of other military equipment from
Centra(ll Europe. Though the US and other NATQ
member countries have sharply incre‘ase'd their
military appropriations, Moscow has not “paid back
in kind” by increasing its defence budget.‘ In fact,
Soviet defence spending has not been zncreas.ed
in the last few years. This is a sign o,f restraint
and composure, an indication of Moscpw s belief in
the potential power of detente whlch is not easy to
destroy, as some people seem to th1.n.k: Moscow is
confident that the resources for stabilising the pres-
ent unstable situation have not been exhausted.
At the same time this is also a signal fo_r the other
gide to exercise moderation and restraint and to
take action and display initiative in response to the
Soviet stand.

Europe and the whole world ha.vg grown acecus-
tomed to Soviet initiatives, one Ir}lght say. Th.ey
are taken for granted. But interest in them remains
keen especially since there is no othqr source of
peace initiatives. Are there many capitalist coun-
tries that can honestly say thatthey have contrib-
ated constructive ideas to European and world
politics?

The world public knows that talk_s on all aspects
of strengthening international security and curbing
the arms race would have been successfully com-
pleted long ago if the matter depended on the USSR
alone. All the same, the fate of disarmament, of
war and peace, is still in the hands of the.peace—
loving forces and not of those that are forging tf_le
swords of aggression. As in the past, the USSR will
do its utmost to curb the arms race, to bring about
the transition to practical disarmament and to ex-
clude all violence and arbitrary acts from the sphere
of international relations. ‘

At present we hear about rather grim assessments
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pf the international situation. The forecasts do not
inspire much hope either. Scepticism, nihilism and
pessimism are political twins of passivity and
apathy. Only constructive peace initiatives can
promole political and military delente, preserve
universal peace and strengthen its structure. The
Soviet Union calls on other states to contribute
more actively to the peace effort. The greater the
number of stales vigorously contributing to this ef-
fort, the greater the chances of success in ensuring
international security. The Soviet Union is ready
to cooperate with all countries in pursuit of this
goal. If Soviet initiatives are supported by good-
will from the other side and if they are translated
into practical politics, peace will be ensured.

The Voice of Statesmanly Wisdom

Moscow is out to protect detente, which is being
viciously attacked by its enemies. It has been stat-
ed from the rostrum of the 26th CPSU Congress
that the main goal of the Soviet Union and its
socialist allies is to defend detentc and impart to
it an energetic rhythm, a second wind. This atti-
tude is welcomed by all progressive mankind. The
peoples of the world are glad to know that a new
constructive, life-asserting, optimistic note has
been struck in world politics. Only those who have
run out into the street to welcome another cold
war are unhappy.

How often does the West lament the lack of mu-
tual trust! Implementation of the new proposals
advanced by the Soviet Union would make it pos-
sible to build up the necessary confidence step by
step. Jt is necessary in order to solve ever more
complex problems of ever greater scope, the most
complex and greatest in scope being the curbing and
ending of the arms race.

This problem cannot be solved if West and Fast
are at loggerheads. It can be solved only by mutual
efforts. But the US position during the Carter Ad-
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ministration, still more under Reagan's Adminis-
tration, has been to tire the other side and bleed
it white by an arms race or to make it drive itself
to death, to use the language of the ‘“‘hawks”.

Though the Soviet Union does not plan to con-
quer the US or NATO in the arms drive it has no
intention of being vanquished in it. What is vitally
necessary is to get rid of the feeling of fatal inev-
itability of competition in arms production, of the
illusory hopes that one can win in this competi-
tion. One must realise at last that the arms drive
is a mortal danger to all involved, that it does not
threaten the Soviet Union and the East generally
more than it threatens the US and the West as a
whole.

The danger of war stemming from the arms race
is looming all over the world and it should be fore-
stalled by joint efforts. We say that our world today
is interdependent and this interdependence is felt
most keenly in the face of the threat of a thermo-
nuclear conilict. The nuclear jinni released from
the bottle won't spare anyone. In his blind fury he
will strike right and left until every living thing is
reduced to ashes.

The Soviet Union has called on the United States,
the European nations and all other countries
to fight the common danger jointly, hand in hand.
We should strive not to outdo one another in the
arms race but together to conquer that race.

To relieve the peoples from the threat of a nu-
clear war is a task which the Soviet Union says
should be given absolute priority.

While advancing its peaceful proposals the So-
viet Union has not accepted the bellicose challenge
thrown down from across the ocean. Yet some
people definitely hoped that Moscow would respond
to Washington’s toughness by taking an irreconcil-
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able, uncompromising stand. This is what the
“hawks” in the West, who are prevented by detente
from sharpening their claws and beaks and unfold-
ing their militarist wings so eagerly expected.
World public opinion gave Moscow its due, noting
that it was concentrating on peace, not confron-
tation, preferring the tone of detente to that of
the cold war, and refusing to aggravate the inter-
national situation, a course to which many would
like to provoke the USSR.

The 26th CPSU Congress in spring 1981 clari-
fied not only the substance of the matter, not only
the nature of relations between states in the East
and the West but also the tone of these relations,
the atmosphere that should be cultivated in the in-
ternational arena. This atmosphere is suffering from
intransigence, a highly-strung tone, quick tempers
and useless polemics. It benefits from self-control,
steadiness and discretion. A tough approach and
an icy tone are ineffectual and have no future,
they close the road to evening out interests, to
compromise and conciliation, which are so import-
ant in the present tense and nervous situation.

The world public has had a good opportunity to
compare the courses followed by the two most
powerful countries on decisive issue of world pol-
itics. Many observers have noted that this compar-
ison is not to the advantage of the US. Viewed
against the background of constructive Soviet for-
eign policy, the tough line of the White House,
which some began to shower with premature
praise, is devoid of a future and barren. The New
York Times pointed out that the Soviet Union had
put up obstacles in the way of the US Administra-
tion’s original strategy aimed at winning support
for tougher line towards Moscow. Here it is ap-
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propriate to note that it is mostly Washington that
is busy putting up obstacles in its own way.

According to a Presidential adviser, Edwin
Meese, President Reagan would like his adversar-
ies each night to go to bed guessing what his
next move will be.

Moscow is not against skilful tactics, well-
thought out manocuvring and subtle diplomatic
moves, which promote a successful outcome ol ne-
gotiations on a mutually acceptable basis, the bridg-
ing of differences and the rapprochement of sides
on matters of substance, in a word, if they serve
peaceful purposes and better understanding. But
Moscow does not at all want others to cudgel their
brains guessing its next move in an atmosphere
of oppressive uncertainty. Its policy is clear and
unambiguous, it is predictable and straightforward.
[t meets the wishes of those quite numerous
politicians in the West who want to have a defi-
nite and well-based idea of the aims, intentions
and motives of the other side. This is the only true
basis for mutual trust and reliability in interna-
tional relations. .

This is how ultimately clear in their invariable
peaceful substance the foreign-policy activities of
the Soviet Union are. Those to whom the Soviet
proposals are directed may sleep quietly so as to
wake up with a fresh head receptive to peaceful
ideas and actions. In general, may the world live
and sleep in peace, without the apocalyptic night-
mares of a nuclear war.

By and large the Soviet Union has every reason
to be satisfied with the way world public opinion
has received the peaceful Soviet initiatives. Of
course, until they have been accepted and imple-
mented they have not brought about the crucial
change which all of us have been so eagerly await-
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ing. But they are paving the way to such a
chapge, creating an atmosphere in which it will be
easier to begin negotiations. These initiatives are
a ray of hope in our life, which is darkened by
tension in international relations.

It is not a matter of Moscow reaping a bumper
prqpaganda harvest, as some observers believe. The
point is that the soil is ready for sowing, ready to
receive seeds to grow good crops, the crops of fu-
ture accords, settled conflicts and problems.

The main task now is to continue and facilitate
the solution of outstanding issues. There is no
search without talks, and there will be no solution
without a search. We must talk, not keep silent.
Bow else can we find the common language which
is essential, especially in such troubled times as
ours?

The tension in the world may easily be seen
with the naked eye, as it were. It is seen both in
the East and in the West, though each reacts dif-
ferently and has different approaches to it. It is
true that calls to overcome the existing difficulties
through negotiations are also being heard in the
West, but they are drowned by other calls— for an
arms build-up, for stepping up more and more mil-
itarisation programmes and activating the US and
European ‘rapid deployment forces”. It’s a pity
that certain diplomatic services are not agile
enough, that their forces are not employed for
rapid reaction to the peaceful moves of the other
side, to its signals and invitations to talks.

The proposals advanced by the Soviet Union are
brought to the notice of other countries’ govern-
ments through two channels: the mass media and
Leonid  Brezhnev's messages. Moscow does not
claim tb be the sole source of statesmanly wisdom.
Nor does it consider itself the supreme oracle of
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truth. It realises that there can be other notions,
views and approaches to problems ripe for solution.
And it is certainly prepared to consider everything
reasonable that can be proposed by the other side,
but there is hardly anything reasonable to be seen
there.

The trouble is that the study of the Soviet pro-
posals in the West has become a very protracted
process—and it is not the first time this has hap-
pened. And the more the West studies them, the
more it forgets. . .

The forgetful need to be reminded of certain
things, as Leonid Brezhnev did in his speech in
Prague on April 7, 1981. Since no proposals are
being advanced in the West we should discuss what
is available, what has already been proposed by
the Soviet Union. Leonid Brezhnev once again
urged his colleagues in the West to conduct busi-
nesslike, constructive talks on urgent international
problems at all levels, without any preliminary
conditions.

The Soviet Union proposes to concentrate the
entire intellectual power, goodwill and energy of
peoples, states and governments in the decisive
direction of attaining peace and disarmament.
The USSR has raised in their full importance the
questions of mutual trust between the East and the
West, of their collective responsibility for the des-
tinies of the world, of their partnership in the field
of detente and disarmament. Moscow proposes to
take up in earnest the painstaking job of jointly
building the edifice of lasting peace, the foundation
for which was laid in the 1970s, above all, on the
construction site of the Furopean Security Confer-
ence.

Such an appeal was contained in the message of
the USSR Supreme Soviet To the Parliaments and
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Peoples of the World adopted on June 23, 1981. It
says that there is now no other sensible method of
solving disputed problems, no matter how acute or
complex they may be, except negotiations. Not a
single opportunity that exists must be missed.
There is no time to lose! Each day lost for nego-
tiations increases the risk of a nuclear conflict.

This is the grim truth and all must know about
it, all those who take part in moulding top-level
politics. It should be clear that the way to prevent-
ing a new round in the nuclear missile armam-
ents and a new world war, lies through dialogue
and negotiations, through the joint efforts and co-
operation of nations, states, parliaments and gov-
ernments for the sake of ridding the world of the
mortal danger that hangs over it.

The USSR Supreme Soviet solemnly proclaimed
that the Soviet Union is not threatening anyone,
it does not seek confrontation with any state West
or East. If other states, above all, the United States
take this stand the world will be rid of the arms
race, enmity and the danger of military clashes.

This voice of statesmanly wisdom was heard
with close attention. Everywhere people under-
stood and appreciated the main thing—that the aim
of the USSR’s proposalsis to preserve all the pos-
itive achievements of detente, to stabilise the pre-
sent unstable situation and provide conditions for
transition to a new fruitful stage in the develop-
ment of international relations.

People all over the world appreciated the calm
and optimistic tone of the call from Moscow. Posi-
tive emotions are needed and are important in top-
level politics as well. World politics is receiving
a positive impetus from Moscow. But for this im
petus to activate the machinery of negotiations aund

111



bring a peaceful settlement of crisis situations the
West must also respond.

One may hold different views on this or that act
or aspect of Soviet foreign policy, but one cannot
help seeing its patently anti-war trend, its devotion
to the cause of world peace, its decisive contribu-
tion to securing a peaceful future for mankind. This
contribution is acknowledged by all objective ob-
SCrVers.

In the 1950s and 1960s the USSR did everything
in its power to prevent the cold war from turning
into a hot war. It withstood the atomic blackmail
of those who counted on their monopoly of the
“absolute” weapon of those days. It initiated the
policy of detente, which in the past decade revealed
the colossal potentialities and advantages of peace-
ful coexistence and cooperation among states.

Today, at this testing time, the Soviet Union is
once again equal to the situation; once again it is
aware of its historic responsibility. It is doing
everything possible to prevent a new cold war and a
nuclear confrontation. It is raising a barrier to
Transatlantic atomic militarism. Maintaining re-
straint and self-control, the USSR is not yielding to
provocation, is not meeting challenge with chal-
lenge and is avoiding aggravation of the situation.
Blocking the bellicose and disorganising activities
of extremist forces in the world arena, containing
their activities, the Soviet Union and its socialist
allies are creating conditions for stabilising and
normalising international relations. Moreover, this
practical peacemaking is already laying the foun-
dation for continuing the policy of detente on a
more fruitful basis.

By its policy, by all its actions the Soviet Union
is proving that the comstructive potentialities of
a peaceful policy are truly inexhaustible. The for-
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cign-policy ideas of the Soviet Peace Programme
are paving the way for productive negotiations, for
solving the cardinal problems of today, for elimina-
ting the ‘“hot spots” on our planet. This is the
cssence and meaning of that programme.

The starting point of the Soviet Union in all its
initiatives and actions undertaken in the world
arena is the axiom that a new world war is by no
means inevitable, that it can be averted, that peace
can be maintained and strengthened. This can be
achieved by combining efforts “from below” and
“from above''—those of the anti-militarist, anti-
nuclear movements and those of peaceloving states
and governments.

This fundamental conclusion is organically bound
up with another: mankind is quite capable of chang-
ing for the betier the present unfavourable course
of international events, of isolating and confining
aggressive circles, of forcing them to reckon with
the peoples’ aspirations for peace.

The third major postulate of Soviet foreign pol-
icy from the very first day it took shape is: The
Soviet Union has never maintained that lasting
peace can be achieved only by military force and
the ‘‘power politics”. Peace can be safeguarded
only by reason and goodwill, by unswerving adher-
ence to the principles of peaceful coexistence and
equitable international cooperation.

However difficult, confused and brain-racking the
problems confronting the world today may be, they
can all be settled by peaceful means, by means of
honest talks aimed at reaching mutually acceptable
agreements and heeding the interests of all states.
There is a way of solving every situation and con-
flict. Politicians and diplomats are there to over-
come conflicts, and not to be overwhelmed by them.
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Underlying the Soviet Peace Programme are the
ideas of the indivisibility of the world, of the com-
mon destiny shared by all states and nations, of
their common security, collective wisdom and re-
sponsibility for the future of human civilisation.
The Peace Programme invites all countries—big,
small or medium-sized, members of alliances or
non-aligned, neutral—to a dialogue to seek ways
of consolidating security on a regional and global
scale. There should be no monopoly in participa-
tion in international affairs, in solving problems af-
fecting the fate of mankind, in resolving the ques-
tion of war and peace. The Soviet Peace Pro-
gramme is open to all. The Soviet Union will con-
sider all constructive proposals made in the name
of peace.

The Soviet Peace Programme is imbued with the
conviction that notwithstanding all dissimilarities
between states and nations, notwithstanding all the
differences in their internal systems, in their inter-
ests and views, in their beliefs, they have at least
one common interest. They are all interested in
preserving mankind itself, in saving it from a
doomsday that nuclear weapons could bring about.

The Soviet Union does not consider that its vital
interests are diametrically opposed tothose of the
United States or any other country; by interests
we mean, of course, primarily the security and pros-
perity of nations. If we look at the path traversed
by mankind in history, we can easily see that the
attempt of one state to ensure its own security and
prosperity at the expense of other states never ulti-
mately led to the desired results and ended in fatal
consequences for all concerned. Such attempts are
particularly criminal in our nuclear-missile age,
when all countries and peoples are for the first time
confronted by the threat of universal annihilation,
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when the security of one depends on that of
another.

However complicated and dangerous the interna-
tional situation may be, there are highly significant
factors that enable us to face the future with hope
and confidence.

The aggressive circles have failed to change the
alignment of world forces in their favour. The in-
ternational scene is dominated by the sirategy of
detente and not by that of the cold war. The East-
West political dialogue has been maintained, though
Washington would like to break it off. There is
business cooperation between the Ilast and the
West, despite attempts to dislocate it.

For the past sixty years the Soviet Union has
not regarded its prosperity and security in isola-
tion from that of other nations. Only such inter-
dependence can cement world peace and make it
truly stable, reliable and unshakable. For this rea-
son the USSR is shaping its foreign policy in such
a way that it may serve not only the Soviet Union,
but the interests of all peaceloving mankind. Con-
tinuity and constancy in devotion to world peace—
herein lie the essence and dynamics of Soviet for-
eign policy, a policy that can be trusted and re-
lied on.

To the programme of nuclear insanity and nu-
clear death the Soviet Union counterposes a life-
asserting programme of reason and goodwill. It is a
programme of talks aimed at progressing from poli-
lical to military detente, to practical disarmament,
to a world devoid of nuclear and other weapons,
a programme capable of ensuring a road of pro-
gressive development, without fear of war, for pre-
sent and future generations. The basic premise of
the Soviet Union is that world peace can be pre-
served and war averted. It is convinced that along
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the road of history mankind is making logical pro-
gress—jrom the inevitability of wars in the past
to the possibility of preventing them in the present
and to the complete removal of war from the life
of nations in the future. The Soviet Union is doing
its utmost to keep this road clear, to see that rea-
son triumph over insanity, war give way to peace
and social progress, so all who cherish peace may
face the fulure without fear.

Ba. Kyanenoe
COBETCKH¥ COI103 NMPEAJIATAET...
Ha aHTJIIHACKOM s3bIKe
Lcna 45 kou.
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