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Introduction 

No task is more important today than that 
of preserving peace and eliminating the threat 
of nuclear or conventional war. Mankind is at 
a turning point in its history. Nuclear 
weapons threaten to destroy not only every
thing that our civilization has created over the 
ages but life on Earth as well. What has 
brought the world to this dangerous point? 
Where does the threat to peace come from? 

This book answers these questions un
equivocally and on the basis of objective 
analysis. The threat to peace comes from the 
US war machine, the militarist policy pursued 
by the US Administration and its efforts to 
conduct international affairs from the position 
of strength. 

The present US Administration began stak
ing on military strength as soon as it took 
office. Its course is toward escala ting the arms 
race, which embraces all types of weapons 
and may now spread into space. In recent 
years the US has been pursuing a policy of 
aggression and confrontation which stems 
from its striving to achieve military 
superiority. 

In 1981 the United States adopted an un
precedented program for building up strategic 
offensive weapons. In the spring of 1983, it 
announced the so-called Strategic Defense 
Initiative (SDI), known as the Star Wars 
program, which exposed the aggressive nature 
of American imperialism even more. In the 
autumn of 1983, the United States, ignoring 
the will of the peoples of Western E urope, 
began to deploy its medium-range missiles on 
the territory of several West European coun
tries. Stationed close to the borders of the 
USSR and other socialist countries, these mis
siles augmented the US strategic nuclear po
tential. The year 1985 saw the endorsement of 
the Pentagon's directive for the buildup of the 
US armed forces up to the year 1992, which 
envisaged various scenarios of war against the 
USSR and its allies. In 1986 the United States 
breached the SALT II Treaty, a major inter-

national legal document that formalizes the 
existence of strategic parity between the 
USSR and the United States a nd limits the 
arms race in the central sphere- in the sphere 
of strategic offensive weapons. 

The Summit Meeting in Reykjavik further 
revealed the actual military a nd political in
tentions of the United States. The construc
tive proposals put forward by the USSR at 
that meeting created an opportunity for 
reaching, provided there is the political will to 
do so, major historic agreements on a sub
stantial reduction and subsequent elimination 
of all nuclear weapons and on preventing the 
arms race in outer space. The US Adminis
tration, however, was clearly unwilling to give 
up its plan to achieve military superiority over 
the USSR and its imperial ambition "to rule 
the world." So responsibility for the failure to 
use that opportunity lies squarely with the 
American side. 

Such are some of the milestones of the 
dangerous course of the present Adminis
tration aimed at escalating the arms race. 
Treated in detail in this book, they clearly 
show the need for all peace-loving forces to 
resolutely oppose the aggressive US preten
sions. The world community is becoming in
creasingly aware of the need to put up insur
mountable barriers to the American military 
threat. 

Washington cannot fail to see that the US 
militarist policy is arousing growing condem
nation in the world and that under the impact 
of the vigorous peaceful foreign policy pur
sued by the Soviet Union millions of people 
are coming to realize the need to wage a large
scale struggle against the threat of war, espe
cially nuclear war. Hence the persistent at
tempts of the White House to camouflage US 
actions, to dampen growing criticism of 
American policy and simulta neously to sow 
mistrust toward the Soviet Union and its 
policies. For this purpose, Washington, and 
in its wake much of the mass media in the 
West, are employing its habitual tactics of 
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distorting the situation, manipulating figures, 
accusing the Soviet Union and the Warsaw 
Treaty of allegedly harboring aggressive de
signs and assuring people that the United 
States and NATO are "lagging behind" them 
militarily. This misinformation is designed to 
camouflage Washington's plans, which 
threaten peace, and at the same time ascribe 
these aggressive plans to the Soviet Union. All 
this slander about "Soviet military super
iority" over the US and "Soviet military 
threat" serves to justify the uncontrolled arms 
race conducted by Washington, its hegemon
istic plans and preparations for a new world 
war. People must know the truth about this. 

So the aim of the fourth edition of the book 
Whence the Threat to Peace is to tell the 
readers this truth by acquainting them with 
new tendencies and the latest international 
developments as well as with new data on the 
state of the US and NATO war machines. 

Chapter I, "Objective Assessments," con
tains data showing that throughout the entire 
post-World War II period the United States 
has initiated the development and buildup of 
all new types of weapons, especially nuclear 
ones. It also shows that the United States and 
its NA TO allies are biased in their assessment 
of the USSR's foreign· policy and the defen
sive character of its military doctrine and in 
making force comparisons between the USSR 
and the United States and between the War
saw Treaty and NATO. 

Chapter II, "The US War Machine," con-

tains data on the US armed forces, which 
even in peacetime are deployed far from the 
US borders; their organizational structure 
and numerical strength provide for the carry
ing out of aggressive, not defensive actions. In 
this. chapter the authors of the book show 
that the modernization and buildup of the US 
armed forces create a threat to peace and that 
pressure from the American arms manufac
turers and military-industrial complex is one 
of the main reasons why the United States is 
set on continued militarization and a policy of 
strength in international relations. The facts 
cited in this chapter testify to the aggressive 
essence of the US military doctrine. 

Chapter III, "The East-West Military Bal
ance," cites facts and figures comparing the 
strategic and medium-range nuclear forces of 
the sides and contains a comparison of the 
general-purpose and naval forces of NATO 
and the Warsaw Treaty. 

Chapter IV, "Two Trends in World Poli
tics," illustrates the attitude of the Soviet and 
US governments to the issues of war and 
peace and of building confidence and security, 
to the solution of disarmament problems, and 
to the observance of treaties concluded in the 
field of limitation of strategic armaments. 

As was the case with the previous editions 
of this book this edition contains, besides 
data supplied by reliable Soviet bodies, in
formatioi;i provided by the London-based and 
other international institutes for strategic 
studies, and also by official American sources. 



Chapter I 

Objective Assessments 

Scientific and technological progress makes 
it possible to ensure a life of plenty on Earth, 
to create the material conditions for the flour
ishing of mankind. Yet these very products of 
man's brain and hand are being turned 
against him due to selfish class-inspired am
bitions and in pursuit of enrichment by the 
capitalist world's ruling elite. Naturally, 
science and technology by themselves do not 
threaten peace. The threat comes from inter
national reaction, and notably, US imperial
ism, using scientific and technological ad
vances for aggressive ends. The unprece
dented imperialist-instigated arms race, pri
marily the nuclear arms race, is a grave crime 
against humanity. 

Nuclear arms were created by American 
imperialism. In August 1945 the United States 
became the world's first and to this day the 
only country to have ever used atomic 
weapons, which it did against the population 
of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. This was not 
prompted by any military need. It was an 
atrocity that will never be forgotten. By that 
wanton act, Washington counted on intimi
dating the nations of this planet with its 
military power in order to establish its domi
nation over the world by means of nuclear 
weapons. In spite of a nuclear monopoly, the 
US did not have enough strength at the time 
to remake the world as it saw fit. And still the 
years of US nuclear monopoly cost the world 
dear-they gave rise to the aggressive Cold 
War policy. A system of US-controlled mil
itary blocs and a network of American mil
itary bases were created around the globe. 
Confident of its military strength, Washington 
has more than once taken steps that placed 
the world at the brink of a catastrophe. 

Since the dawn of the nuclear age, the 
Soviet Union has worked consistently and 
hard toward the banning and elimination of 

nuclear weapons, and toward the use of nu
clear energy for peaceful purposes only, to the 
benefit of humanity. Back in June 1946, the 
Soviet Government presented a Draft Inter
national Convention to Prohibit the Produc
tion and Employment of Weapons Based on 
the Use of Atomic Energy for the Purpose of 
Mass Destruction to the UN Atomic Energy 
Commission. The draft called for the produc
tion of nuclear weapons to be outlawed once 
and for all, for their stocks to be destroyed 
and for their use for military purposes to be 
declared the greatest crime against humanity. 
Had the US accepted the proposal of the 
Soviet Union at the dawn of the nuclear age, 
the world would have been spared the burden 
of a nuclear arms race and would not now 
face the threat of total destruction. 

But removal of nuclear weapons from the 
arsenals of war was not part of US plans. In a 
bid to perpetuate its nuclear monopoly, the 
US submitted to the UN Commission its own 
version of how to resolve the nuclear 
problem-the so-called Baruch Plan, which, 
without providing for a ban on the use of 
atomic energy for military purposes, called 
only for the creation of an "International 
Atomic Development Authority" totally sub
servient to the US. Such a "control" system 
would have perpetuated its monopoly in nu
clear weapons and would have offered an op
portunity for constant interference on the 
part of the US in the internal affairs of other 
nations which would, in the long run, have 
subordinated the economies of those coun
tries t9 the interests of American capital. 
Washington hoped, via the Baruch Plan, to 
bring about a situation where the production 
of nuclear arms would be permitted only to 
the US and thus to secure its military ad
vantage over the USSR for ever. 
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The possession of nuclear weapons gave 
rise to an irresponsible and arrogant attitude 
on the part of the White House leadership 
toward the assessment of the character and 
subsequent development of international 
events and evoked the false premise that the 
Soviet Union had no right to take steps to end 
the US atomic monopoly, to rectify this ab
normal situation, or be on a par with the 
United States militarily. With the use of this 
"philosophy," the Washington leaders, both 
in the past and especially now, have tried to 
justify their militarist course and to shift the 
responsibility for the arms race onto the 
Soviet Union which, they claim, has all along 
been ahead of the US. But no matter what 
"philosophies" are devised on the other side 
of the ocean, the undeniable fact is that the 
roots of the arms race are in American soil 
and that the US and not the Soviet Union is 
responsible for its successive rounds. We need 
only to consider the facts. 

In the 1950s, on a pretext of having "fallen 
behind in bombers," the Pentagon obtained 
large allocations from Congress and set in 
motion a crash program for the construction 
of strategic bombers. When a whole armada 
of these aircraft had been built in the United 
States, however, it was "discovered" that the 
American specialists had deliberately exag
gerated the number of Soviet bombers three 
to four times over. 

In the early 1960s, a howl was raised about 
a "US missile gap," and the US initiated a 
massive deployment of silo-based Minuteman 
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM). 
Then, after about a thousand such missiles 
were deployed, it "turned out" that there had 
been no Soviet "missile threat" at all. A 
former Special Assistant to the US President 
on Science and Technology, Jerome B. Wies
ner commented in 1984 that until recently he 
presumed that US misevaluations on bomb
ers and missiles followed from the mistakes of 
US intelligence services. But a thorough ana
lysis of facts had prompted him to come to 
believe that it was a deliberate manipulation 
or, at least, auto-suggestion. 

At the same time, an American program 
was launched to build nuclear-powered ballis-
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tic missile submarines. At that time, no one in 
the world had them. Moreover, in the mid-
1960s, the Pentagon began outfitting 
submarine-launched Polaris A-3 missiles with 
multiple re-entry vehicles (MRVs). The fol
lowing table shows who initiated the buil~up 
of nuclear-powered ballistic missile subma
rines (SSBNs) and submarine-launched ballis
tic missiles (SLBMs) and who is still building 
up a superiority in terms of nuclear warheads 
on them. 

USA USSR 

Year Number 

SSBNs SLBMs Warheads SSBNs SLBMs Warheads 

1960 3 48 48 none none none 
1967 41 656 1,552 2 32 32 
1970 41 656 2,048 20 316 316 
1975 41 · 656 4,536 55 724 724 
1981 40 648 5,280 62 950 2,000 
1984 39 656 about 62 940 about 

6,000 2,500 
1986 38 672 about 61 922 about 

7,000 3,000 

At the end of the 1960s and the beginning of 
the 1970s, the US was the first to begin 
arming strategic ballistic missiles (ICBMs and 
SLBMs) with multiple independently target
able re-entry vehicles (MIRVs), thus starting 
a new spiral of the nuclear arms race. This 
sharply increased the total of nuclear war
heads. President Reagan alleges that in the 
1970s the US was "inactive," showing "re
straint." Such allegations do not correspond 
to the reality. Precisely in this period, al- · 
though the US had a multiple of the Soviet 
stockpile of nuclear warheads, the US armed 
forces were every day receiving an average of 
three nuclear warheads for strategic delivery 
vehicles. If in 1970 US strategic delivery 
vehicles could carry just over 5,000 nuclear 
warheads to target, their present number is 
14,800. 

It was also in the 1970s that the US laun
ched a crash program to develop a new type 
of dangerous strategic weapon-the long
range cruise missile. And in the early half of 
the 1980s, it set about deploying many 
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thousands of air-, sea- and ground-launched 
missiles of this type. 

In the 1980s, the rate of the arms race in the 
US rose all across the board. In 1981 the US 
President ordered the full-scale manufacture 
of neutron munitions. Seeking at any cost to 
upset the military-strategic balance in its 
favor, the US adopted a "comprehensive pro
gram of America's rearmament." It provides 
for a buildup of advanced offensive nuclear
missile forces for a first "decapitating" strike, 
for the development of space-strike weapons 
and for further qualitative and quantitative 
growth of the arsenal of chemical and conven
tional weapons. 

In the Pentagon's scheme of things, that 
program will enable the US to increase its 
strategic offensive potential to 20,000 nuclear 
weapons by the beginning of the 1990s. Si
multaneously, the program also provides for 
completing by 1988 the deployment in Europe 
of over 570 Pershing II ballistic missiles and 
cruise missiles (by January 1, 1987, the US 
had deployed 364) and for manufacturing 
more than 17,000 new nuclear munitions of 
varying yield and designation between 1986 
and 1989. 

What is the purpose of this program and 
what are the Washington strategists counting 
on? Their one and only objective is to achieve 
military superiority. The idea of strategic 
parity does not suit the US Administration. 
US leaders refuse to accept the fact that the 
USSR must only be talked to on equal terms. 
This explains their attempts to regain military 
superiority at any cost. Director of the Amer
ican Institute for Space and Security Studies 
R. Bowman confessed that the US leaders 
were tired of parity. The only way they could 
get back the lever of political pressure was by 
regaining absolute military superiority. 

One of the principal lines in the US policy 
of gaining military superiority over the USSR 
is the drive to extend the arms race to space. 
The Americans are banking on the develop
ment of a fundamentally new type of arma
ments known as space-strike systems, and on 
the deployment of an extensive ABM system 
with space-based elements. Caspar Weinber
ger, US Secretary of Defense, said in no 
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uncertain terms that if the US could get a 
system that would be effective and that would 
render the Soviet armaments ineffective, the 
US would return to the situation where it was 
the only country with nuclear weapons. 

In order to gain freedom of action in the 
arms race, in 1986 the US Administration 
began undermining the existing treaties and 
agreements. By backing out of the 1972 In
terim Agreement and the 1979 SALT II 
Treaty and by, in fact, refusing to strictly 
adhere to the provisions of the 1972 ABM 
Treaty, it clearly shows its unwillingness to be 
bound by any arms limitation commitments. 
Instead of agreements the White House would 
like to have what it calls a regime of tem
porary restraint based on totally non-binding 
consent not to deploy more "strategic nuclear 
delivery systems" or warheads on ICBMs and 
SLBMs than the other side has. But do these 
two points alone determine the correlation of 
the two sides' strategic forces or, furthermore, 
the strategic relationship between the USSR 
and the US in general? They certainly do not. 

The. essence of this US approach lies in its 
frantic wish to preserve intact its nuclear 
weapons based on heavy bombers. Moreover, 
the Pentagon would like to preserve at least a 
triple superiority there while depriving the 
Soviet Union of the right to compensate for it 
with ballistic missiles, which, for the USSR, 
are the principal component of its nuclear 
deterrent. As it is, the US maintains the same 
position with respect to its sea-launched 
cruise missiles, carrier-based aviation and 
forward-based nuclear forces capable of 
reaching the territory of the USSR. So what 
kind of "restraint" is this if the US wants to 
retain the ability to build and deploy 
thousands of air- and sea-launched cruise 
missiles and other nuclear systems posing a 
real threat to the USSR? How can anyone 
possibly speak of "restraint" when the Star 
Wars program will not only make the process 
of nuclear arms limitation and reduction im
possible, but will add a fundamentally new, 
truly cosmic dimension to the arms race? This 
simply cannot be called "restraint," no 
matter how much Washington may like the 
term. 



At the Summit Meeting in Reykjavik the 
Soviet delegation put forward a comprehen
sive package of compromise proposals, which, 
once adopted, could really lead to a major 
breakthrough in all aspects of the struggle for 
the limitation and elimination of nuclear 
weapons within a short period of time, and 
get things moving toward a nuclear-free 
world. The US President, however, rejected 
the idea of nuclear disarmament for the sake 
of his Star Wars program. In its October 29, 
1986 issue The New York Times wrote that 
" .. . Reagan turned his back on the greatest 
opportunity any President has ever had to 
reverse the direction of the nuclear arms race 
and to nail down major mutual reductions in 
nuclear weaponry." By foregoing real nuclear 
arms reductions in favor of SDI, the Amer
ican side has shown both a lack of readiness 
and an unwillingness to reduce the number of 
nuclear arms. 

Parallel with the nuclear arms buildup 
Washington has launched a multibillion
dollar program of "chemical rearmament of 
America" despite the fact that the US already 
possesses the world's largest stocks of highly 
toxic chemicals: about 55,000 tons of nerve 
gas and more than three million units of 
various other chemical weapons. And just 
recently, in May 1986, despite resistance from 
some of their NA TO allies, Washington suc
ceeded in forcing upon NA TO the decision to 
begin production (and deployment) of a new 
type of lethal chemical weapons known as 
binary weapons. In particular, it is planned to 
augment the US stockpiles of chemical 
weapons with binary weapons, and thus to 
increase their total number to 5 million. These 
weapons are mostly to be deployed in West
ern Europe. In the Federal Republic of Ger
many alone, where the density of American 
nuclear and chemical weapons is higher today 
than in the US itself, the Pentagon intends to 
store an additional 460,000 binary weapons. 

The scope of US war preparations is graph
ically illustrated by the rates of growth of 
allocations for military purposes. Whereas in 
fiscal 1981, when the present Administration 
came to office, they stood at about 190 billion 

dollars, for fiscal 1987 the President has ap
proved a total military budget of 291.9 bil
lion, while for fiscal 1988 the Pentagon is 
asking 312 billion dollars. In other words, the 
allocations on US war preparations average 
about a billion dollars a day. In the period 
from 1986 to 1990, the US intends to spend 
almost 1,800 billion dollars for these 
purposes. 

So the facts mentioned above show indis
putably that the United States has been and 
remains the initiator of the arms race in the 
postwar period. American veteran diplomat 
George Kennan called on the Americans not 
to confuse things by laying all responsibility 
on their opponents. He reminded the Amer
icans that they were the initiators of the 
further development of nuclear weapons at 
each stage; that they were the first to develop 
and test a nuclear devi<;e; that they enhanced 
its destructive power by developing the 
H-bomb; and that they were the first to de
velop the multiple warhead. According to 
him, the Americans turned down all pro
posals to repudiate "first use of nuclear 
weapons" in principle, and they alone used 
these weapons against other people, against 
tens of thousands of defenseless civilians. As a 
result of the race in nuclear and other arms 
launched by American imperialism, the end of 
the 20th century is marked by the question: 
will humanity get rid of the nuclear danger or 
will the policy of confrontation which en
hances the probability of a nuclear conflict 
gain the upper hand? . 

Throughout its postwar history the Soviet 
Union never initiated development of new 
types of weapons. In structuring its armed 
forces it had to react to the threats emanating 
from the USA. The USSR has never aspired 
to military superiority. Everything that the 
Soviet Union has done in the defense sphere is 
aimed at guaranteeing reliable security for 
itself and its allies. Today the USSR con
tinues to do all in its power to stop the arms 
race and prevent it from spreading to outer 
space. It is ready to limit and eliminate any 
armaments on a reciprocal basis. 

The Reykjavik Meeting spotlighted the es
sence of the issue of disarmament, raised the 
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cardinal question: are both sides (the USSR 
and the USA) willing to find radical solutions 
to matters of nuclear disarmament? The Rey
kjavik Summit convincingly showed that the 
USSR is not only willing but will un
deviatingly intensify its efforts to achieve the 
prime aim of Soviet foreign policy
elimination of nuclear weapons. The Reyk
javik Meeting also clearly demonstrated that 
in the United States forces opposing disarma
ment are active. To please them, the US 
delegation in the capital of Iceland, under 
various pretexts, evaded accepting Soviet pro
posals, did not seek the radical reduction of 
nuclear weapons by both sides but wanted to 
assure only unilateral disarmament of the 
Soviet Union thus making it defenseless in the 
face of American nuclear arms and space
strike weapons. 

The USA, using various unseemly methods, 
is trying to camouflage its policy of escalating 
the arms race. For instance, Washington 
propagandists claim a certain Soviet advan
tage in warheads on ICBMs. They declare this 
to be inadmissible but keep silent about the 
USA having about 7,000 nuclear warheads on 
submarine-launched ballistic missiles while 
the USSR has only 40 percent of this number, 
or about the fact that the sum total of nuclear 
warheads on the USA's intercontinental bal
listic missiles and submarine-launched ballis
tic missiles is roughly equal to the USSR's. 
They also say nothing about the fact that the 
USA has multiple advantage in nuclear 
weapons on heavy bombers. 

Furthermore, the Pentagon is trying to 
scare the international public with stories 
about the growth of the Soviet Navy, and its 
now greater capability to operate in remote 
parts of the world. This is said to challenge 
the West's traditional dominance of the open 
seas. The US President has gone so far as to 
state that the USA has a "window of vulner
ability" in this field. Specifically, the appear
ance of air-capable ships of the Kiev class and 
the Kirov nuclear-powered missile cruiser in 
the Soviet Navy is being presented as a se
rious threat. This is a deliberate distortion of 
the actual situation. As distinct from the 
USA, the USSR has no aircraft carriers. Its 
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air-capable ships are designed to combat 
enemy naval formations on the seas and 
oceans bordering on the Soviet Union and 
present no threat to any other country. By 
contrast, there are sixteen multipurpose air
craft carriers, each carrying dozens of nu
clear-capable aircraft and hundreds of nu
clear weapons, in active service in the US 
Navy. These aircraft carriers are stationed in 
the Atlantic, the Mediterranean, the Indian 
Ocean, and in the Pacific. Five of them are 
nuclear-powered. Two more Nimitz-class nu
clear-powered aircraft carriers (the George 
Washington and the Abraham Lincoln) are 
under construction. Appropriations for build
ing another two warships of this class are now 
being considered. All these constitute an of
fensive potential, a constant threat to peace. 

The Washington leaders use yet another 
nasty ploy-ascribing to the Soviet Union a 
desire for "global projection of Soviet mil
itary power." Here again, however, the 
White House is at loggerheads with the facts 
and, indeed, with its own statements. It has to 
recognize the fact that, on the basis of equal 
treaties and agreements, Soviet military con
tingents are stationed only in the territories of 
some allied states in Eastern Europe and the 
countries directly bordering on the USSR
Mongolia and Afghanistan. At the same time, 
the US armed forces are deployed in dozens 
of countries and have a ramified network of 
military installations and bases, mostly near 
the Soviet Union's borders. 

American nuclear-capable aircraft carriers, 
nuclear-powered missile submarines and 
groups of surface combatant ships are on 
continuous patrol near the shores of Europe, 
the Far East, Africa and in the Indian Ocean. 

The almost 400,000-strong Rapid Deploy
ment Force is kept in a state of constant 
readiness for transfer thousands of kilometres 
from the American mainland. According to 
President Ronald Reagan, the USA intends to 
conduct international affairs "from a position 
·or strength," imposing its will on other states. 
Striking examples of the pursuit of this policy 
are provided by US actions toward Grenada, 
Libya, Lebanon and the countries of Central 



America; the military aid to reactionary re
gimes in Africa, Asia and Latin America; the 
declaring of whole geographic areas as zones 
of "vital interests;" and the establishment of 
interventionist formations and special com
mands for the conducting of military oper
ations in the Middle East and Southwest Asia 
and the Caribbean. 

Washington is presenting the Soviet mil
itary doctrine in a distorted light. Referring 
to non-existent "Soviet publications" and 
twisting the statements by Soviet leaders, cer
tain US Administration officials allege that 
Soviet military doctrine is of an aggressively 
offensive nature and that the USSR is pre
pared to win a nuclear war by means of a pre
emptive strike. Such allegations are entirely 
groundless, as are the references to the Soviet 
leadership. No Soviet party or state official 
has ever said, nor could have said, anything of 
the sort. The very opposite is true. 

Soviet military doctrine is of a strictly de
fensive nature. It contains no pre-emptive
strike concepts or guidelines for first use of 
nuclear weapons. The USSR is a most con
vinced opponent of nuclear war in whatever 
form. It proceeds from the assumption that a 
genuine peace can and must be assured with
out nuclear weapons. A compelling proof of 
the defensive character of Soviet military doc
trine is the USSR's pledge not to be the first 
to use nuclear weapons, and also its willing
ness, given reciprocity, to have the level of 
military confrontation drastically reduced, 
nuclear and other types of mass destruction 
weapons fully eliminated, and the sides' mil
itary potentials limited to defense-required 
sufficiency. The Soviet Union seeks neither 
more security at others' expense, nor will it 
agree to less. Equal security for all is the 
essence of Soviet military doctrine. 

In contrast, US military doctrine has been 
based on pre-emptive strike and a constant 
readiness for first use of nuclear weapons virtu
ally from their inception. It still continues to 
be offensive. Its underlying political idea is 
US world hegemony, an ambition to dictate 
the Americans' will in any region, to any 
state, employing all available means for this 
purpose, including weapons of mass destruc-
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tion. From the US doctrine it follows that 
reliable peace cannot be ensured without nu
clear weapons, and nuclear war is viewed as 
a~ acceptable tool for achieving political 
aims. 

The tendentiousness and bias of NA TO 
"experts" building up the myth of a "Soviet 
military threat" are also clearly manifest in 
the way they appraise the correlation of forces 
between the USSR and the USA and between 
the Warsaw Treaty and NATO. In an attempt 
to disguise their aggressive plans, NA TO stra
tegists have been alleging that there exists a 
Warsaw Treaty-favoring "disbalance" in con
ventional arms in Europe. They particularly 
insist on this ·now to cover up their own 
refusal to cut and eliminate nuclear weapons, 
and to justify their non-acceptance of a War
saw Treaty proposal to significantly reduce 
the forces and conventional arms in Europe. 
The West intentionally distorts the real correl
ation in military potentials between the sides, 
gives selective comparisons of individual types 
of conventional arms and disregards military
economic, human and material resources, 
geographic position and other factors of the 
military-strategic situation. 

Genuinely objective analysis of this import
ant issue implies viewing military potentials in 
their entirety, including the population num
bers and force strengths of all states of the 
two military alliances. The forces of France, 
Spain and US and other NATO members' 
reserve formations are groundlessly excluded 
from Western assessments, while the Warsaw 
Treaty armies' numerical strength is consider
ably exaggerated. However, US Secretary of 
State George Shultz, addressing the National 
Press Club in Washington on October 17, 
1986, gave a close-to-real appraisal: "So we 
(that is, NATO-Ed.) have a population and 
resource base that's formidable... So when 
people say that if it comes down to a non
nuclear world and it's conventional forces, 
we're outclassed, I just don't believe it." 

An example of distortions of reality is the 
US approach in evaluating the so-called tech
nological base of military production. When 
the US Administration wants to get military 
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budget increases from Congress or its allies, it 
says that the Soviet Union in many fields of 
military production either surpasses, or has 
achieved an equal technological level with 
NATO, and that divisions of the US and 
other NATO countries are equipped with 
arms inferior to those of Soviet divisions. But 
when the Administration is out for restric
tions on exchanges of technology with the 
USSR and socialist-community nations, it 
says a different thing, claiming the West's 
superiority in arms development and produc
tion methods. So where lies the truth? 

The truth is that the sides' technological 
capabilities tend to level up, though develop
ment gaps persist in individual fields. For this 
reason the sides' armaments in general may 
also be considered as roughly equal in quality. 
In addition, it can be said that not only does a 
strategic balance exist between the USSR and 
the USA, but a scientific and technological 
one as well. There is nothing the USA can 
produce that the USSR cannot. The progress 
in science and technology has reached a point 

where the eternal struggle of "sword and 
shield," of offensive and defensive arms is 
now solved not in one, but in many areas. The 
USSR and other Warsaw Treaty states are 
paying sufficient attention to strengthening 
their scientific and technological potential in 
response to NATO's ever-increasing military
economic preparations and will not allow the 
West an advantage over them in military 
technology. 

There are other unsubstantiated and even 
absurd claims on the part of the USA and 
NATO, all geared to present the current 
rough parity of forces as the West's "lag" 
behind the USSR and Warsaw Treaty and 
thus get the Western public to meekly accept 
arms budget increases and further arms race, 
primarily, the race in nuclear arms. 

A concrete and objective review of the 
armed forces, the scale of military production, 
the military strategy and the foreign policy 
objectives of NATO's chief force-the United 
States of America-will help to give a clear 
understanding of all these matters. 



Chapter II 

The US War Machine 

US Military Doctrine and Strategy 
as Instruments of Aggressive 

Policy 

The military doctrine of a state results from 
its socio-economic system and policy, and 
reflects, above all, its attitude to crucial war
and-peace issues. So the military doctrine is 
determined by the social essence of a state, its 
prevalent ideology, and its social system and 
policy. 

The US military doctrine is rooted in the 
idea of global domination which was pro
claimed at the turn of the century. Developing 
this _idea in a message to Congress in 1945, 
President Truman stressed that the victory 
which the US had scored, had brought the 
American people face to face with the con
stant and burning necessity of leading the 
world. Almost all postwar American presi
dents have proclaimed this idea in one way or 
another. The current American military doc
trine was formulated in the main soon after 
the end of World War II when the US had the 
atomic monopoly. The now declassified offi
cial report "American Relations with the 
Soviet Union," which President Truman en
dorsed in September 1946 as a fundamental 
document, read: " ... the United States must be 
prepared to wage atomic and biological war
fare. A highly mechanized army, which can be 
moved either by sea or by air, capable of 
seizing and holding strategic areas, must be 
supported by powerful naval and air forces. A 
war with the USSR would be 'total' in a more 
horrible sense than any previous war and there 
must be constant research for both offensive 
and defensive weapons." 

In August 1948 the US National Security 
Council approved the US Objectives with 
Respect to Russia (NSC 20/1). This Directive 
stated: 

"Our basic objectives with respect to Russia 
are really only two: 

"a. To reduce the power and infl.uence of 
Moscow to limits in which they will no longer 
constitute a threat to the peace and stability of 
international society; and 

"b. To bring about a basic change in the 
theory and practice of international relations 
observed by the government in power in 
Russia.'' 

Further on the Directive said: 
"This is of course primarily a question of 

keeping the Soviet Union politically, militarily, 
psychologically weak in comparison with the 
international forces outside of its control ... " 

This is how US leaders formulated the 
political objectives of the US military doctrine 
in classified directives in the 1940s. They also 
projected them into concrete plans of war 
against the USSR. These plans were drafted 
in detail, and even specified the number of 
atomic bombs which were supposed to wipe 
out Moscow, Leningrad, and other Soviet 
cities. Way back in 1945, the Pentagon con
templated the atomic bombing of 20 Soviet 
cities. In 1948 it planned to drop 200 atomic 
bombs on 70 Soviet cities (Charioteer); in 
~949 300 bombs on 100 cities (Dropshot); and 
m 1950 320 atomic bombs on 120 cities 
(Trojan). 

These documents show what the United 
States had in mind for the world almost as 
soon as World War II ended. Now US offi
cials ~n Washing~on often say that these plans 
are history. But, m the first place, this was not 
so long ago, and, furthermore, little has 
changed since then. Thus, Presidential Direc
tive 59 (1980), which became public knowl
edge, was even more outspoken in formulating 
the US goals: destruction of socialism as a 
socio-political system, first use of nuclear 
weapons, prevalence over the USSR m a 
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nuclear war and its termination on terms 
favorable for the United States. 

Thus, the objectives of the US military 
doctrine are to def eat the USSR as a state, to 
destroy its economy, and to do away with 
communist ideology. President Reagan put it 
like this: "We'll dismiss it (communism-Ed.) 
as a sad, bizarre chapter in human history ... " 

These words are matched by deeds. The 
Soviet Union and other socialist countries are 
enmeshed in a web of hundreds of American 
military bases which host tremendous 
amounts of modern weapons. More than 
twelve thousand strategic nuclear warheads 
are trained on the USSR. 

And one more thing. Since the United 
States acquired nuclear weapons it has never 
denied its intention to use them first. A nu
clear first strike was the backbone of all 
postwar American military doctrines-take 
"massive retaliation," "flexible response," or 
"realistic deterrence." 

With the advent of the Reagan Administra
tion the cult of crude force has become central 
to US policy toward the Soviet Union and other 
countries. The views of the American hawks 
were expressed in the doctrine of "neoglobal
ism," which provides for a vast package of 
political, economic, ideological, and military 
measures to "roll back communism," and for 
the direct use of armed force against those 
countries where the US sees a threat to its 
"vital interests." The US military doctrine has 
also become more aggressive. The strategy of 
"countervailance" vis-a-vis the USSR on both 
a global and regional scale has formed the 
basis of this doctrine in the 1980s. US Defense 
Secretary Caspar Weinberger said that the 
"countervailance" strategy is to reach 
complete and indisputable US military superi
ority, to restore US leadership in the world, 
and to vigorously counter Soviet action 
throughout the world. The Pentagon's guide
lines justify the arms race politically, and fully 
suit the reactionary quarters of the United 
States, and the military-industrial complex, 
which makes greater profits than the other 
spheres of material production. 

But this is a political foundation of the US 
military doctrine, the formulation of objec-
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tives and tasks. And what about war plans? 
How are the American leaders going to wage 
it? 

Specific provisions of the military doctrine 
on this score have been outlined in the 
Pentagon's Defense Guidance. Two items in 
this document deserve special mention. 

First, in a nuclear war, the United States 
"must prevail and be able to force the Soviet 
Union to seek earliest termination of hosti
lities on terms favorable to the United 
States." In order to accomplish this task, it is 
planned to render ineffective the total Soviet 
military and political power structure, and to 
destroy industry critical to military power. All 
this is planned in the belief that the US can 
survive a nuclear war and emerge victorious 
from it. 

Second, the warfare plans provide for the 
first use of nuclear weapons both on a global 
scale and in the theater of hostilities. In view 
of this, timely deployment of new nuclear 
weapon systems in Europe is a priority for the 
United States. The plans stress that it is 
necessary for the US to speed up the develop
ment of new strategic nuclear systems (MX 
and Midgetman ICBMs, Trident II SSBN 
ballistic missiles, new heavy bombers, and 
long-range cruise missiles). The task is set 
before the US that it should be ready for 
waging effective operations using space 
weapons and refrain therefore from signing 
treaties that may hamper the development of 
space weapon systems, systems that will 
strengthen the available US capability. 

The said provisions of the Pentagon docu
ment show that the US military doctrine is 
offensive and stakes itself on the use of nuclear 
weapons. It foresees continued nuclear arms 
buildup and in effect precludes any oppor
tunity for ensuring a lasting peace without 
nuclear weapons. This idea is embodied in the 
programs for armed forces development, and 
in specific plans for their use. 

The US armed forces are getting ready for 
different kinds of wars-nuclear and conven
tional, all-out and "limited," and for "low
intensity" conflicts. The Pentagon directives_ 
lay the main emphasis on preparations for an 
all-out nuclear war. Such a war against the 



USSR and its allies is intended to reach most 
ambitious political and military-strategic 
goals, and to make full use of nuclear and 
conventional arsenals, manpower and eco
nomic potentials. 

While preparing for an all-out nuclear war, 
and in an attempt to ensure US survivability, 
the Pentagon is working on various scenarios 
of what it calls a "limited" nuclear war. The 
US leaders contemplate it as being waged far 
from American territory, primarily in Europe, 
as a war involving a limited number of nu
clear weapons so that the US could avoid 
nuclear retaliation. With this end in view, the 
White House is taking steps to deploy in 
Western Europe over 570 medium-range mis
siles which, in its opinion, will enable the 
United States to attain political ends in Eu
rope in a "limited" nuclear war that won't 
spread to the rest of the world. 

The US doctrine also provides for the con
duct of a total war against the USSR and 
other socialist countries with conventional 
arms alone. In US view, such a war may 
engulf Europe which is regarded as the main 
theater of hostilities, as well as the Middle 
East, Southwest Asia, the Far East, and all 
sea and ocean theaters. It could be protracted, 
in which case it would require mobilization of 
the material and manpower resources of not 
only the US, but its allies too. For this reason 
the White House has accelerated preparations 
of the US general-purpose forces and 
military-industrial potential for a protracted 
war against the USSR and its allies simul
taneously in several theaters of war. This 
policy is reflected in the program for the 
1980s and 1990s which is already being im
plemented, and which envisages overall mod
ernization of the armed forces, improvement 
of their strategic and tactical mobility, com
bat readiness and efficiency, training for pro
tracted warfare, building up stocks of ma
terial resources, and expanding the mobili
zation capabilities of the war industry and the 
country as a whole. 

Analyzing the international situation in the 
context of US-Soviet relations, and regarding 
the USSR as a "threat" to American interests 
in the developing countries, the US military 

doctrine has recently laid special stress on so
called "low-intensity" conflicts. Under this 
term the American leaders imply various 
forms of armed violence which do not es
calate into a "limited" war, as well as a show 
of force, political actions and ideological sub
version. The United States resorts to such 
actions so as to counter the domestic political 
developments in those countries whose govern
ments are not to its liking. 

The term "low-intensity" conflicts stands 
for thoroughly planned and quite polished 
global actions against national liberation and 
other progressive movements or governments. 
Such conflicts include, for example, armed 
aggression against Grenada in 1983; support 
for the pro-American reactionary regimes in 
Central America, and for counterrevo
lutionary forces fighting against legal govern
ments in Nicaragua, Angola, Afghanistan, 
Kampuchea, Ethiopia, and other developing 
nations; and military actions against sov
ereign Libya under a pretence of "combat
ting international terrorism." 

The Reagan Administration views "low
intensity" conflicts not as a special type of 
combat operations but as a method of im
plementing one of the provisions of its mil
itary doctrine which determines the most 
expedient way of armed interference in the 
home affairs of the developing nations in a 
given situation. It also regards "low
intensity" conflicts as a form of global con
frontation with the USSR. This extremely 
reactionary and aggressive concept of the US 
military doctrine has been increasingly re
flected in recent years in the development and 
direct employment of the US armed forces. 

Provisions of the military doctrine are 
being implemented in the framework of nu
merous military-strategic concepts. These 
concepts specify preparation of the armed 
forces, economy and nation for war; deter
mine the strategic tasks of the armed forces, 
as well as manpower and equipment for their 
fulfilment; map out measures to prepare the 
theaters of war; and analyze potential meth
ods of starting and waging military conflicts 
and wars of differing scale and intensity. 

Thus, the "airland battle" concept adopted 
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by the Pentagon in 1982 outlines the use of 
general-purpose major field forces and for
mations in combat operations, primarily in 
the European theater. The concept provides 
for a surprise joint launch of hostilities by 
ground, air, and naval forces applying the 
latest means of warfare to defeat enemy 
troops, achieve an overwhelming superiority 
over the enemy, and capture its territory in a 
decisive offensive. 

The US military strategy is tried out at 
command post and field exercises of differing 
scale and purpose, which the US leaders con
sider important for testing and amending war 
plans. The number and scale of exercises on 
land, in the air, and at sea are growing with 
every year. They are being held as close to the 
Soviet borders as possible. Various scenarios 
for wars, including those that involve the use 
of nuclear weapons, against the Warsaw 
Treaty countries are being tested out more 
and more openly during the exercises. The 
Pentagon is planning and carrying out major 
mobilization deployments and strategic troop 
lifts to overseas theaters, mainly to Europe, 
and joint operations involving conventional, 
chemical and nuclear weapons. 

Many troop exercises still have an obvious 
anti-Soviet tone: the "enemy" troops wear 
Soviet uniforms and use Soviet weapons and 
combat hardware. The overwhelming ma
jority of the ground and naval exercises of the 
US and NA TO are manifestly provocative. 

Such is the gist of the US military doctrine. 
It graphically reflects the global ambitions of 
US imperialism as embodied in the Pentagon
drafted multioptional plans for aggressive 
wars, including those that involve nuclear 
weapons. The US large-scale material prepa
rations for war jeopardize peace; pushing 
mankind to the brink of disaster. 

Armed Forces of the USA 

The United States maintains the largest and 
technically best equipped armed forces in the 
capitalist world. The military and political 
leaders of the country regard them as the 
major, and, in certain cases, the only means 
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for attaining their political ends in the inter
national arena. The overall strength of the US 
armed forces together with reserves has grown 
by almost 200,000 men in the last two or three 
years to exceed 3,000,000. In addition to that, 
the armed forces hire niore than 1,000,000 
civilians. In strength and armaments they sur
pass the combined armed forces of major 
European NA TO countries. 

Structurally, the armed forces of the United 
States consist of the Army, Air Force, and 
Navy, including their regular and reserve 
components. 

The President is commander-in-chief of the 
armed forces. He has in effect unlimited 
powers in using the armed forces if the US 
Congress declares war or if the President 
himself proclaims a state of emergency in the 
US. In the latter case the President may order 
the use of armed force without seeking pre
liminary permission from Congress. This right 
was realized in US aggression against 
Grenada in 1983, in the bombing of Lebanese 
territory and in its shelling by warships of the 
US 6th Fleet the same year, and in the bandit 
attacks of the US Air Force on Libya in 
March and April of 1986. In all these cases 
the President did not request the sanction of 
Congress for the use of armed force against 
sovereign countries. 

To prepare for war in different theaters and 
to make control more effective, the US armed 
forces have set up seven unified and three 
specified commands. They form a peacetime 
operational structure which is geared to the 
execution of wartime tasks. 

Under the strategic concept of "forward 
defenses" which provides for overseas mil
itary operations, five out of the seven unified 
commands are deployed or have a sphere of 
responsibility outside the United States. There 
are unified commands in the Atlantic and the 
Pacific, in Central and South America, and in 
Europe. There is also the unified Central 
Command (CENTCOM) with a zone of re
sponsibility covering 19 states of Southwest 
Asia and Northeast Africa plus adjacent 
waters. The unified Space Command, set up 
in 1985, controls all near-Earth space; there it 
is already planning Star Wars under the 



Strategic Defense Initiative. It has been de
cided to establish a unified command of US 
special-operations forces to incorporate all 
special-operations units of all services, which 
are designed for intelligence and subversion 
both in peacetime and during war. 

To accomplish its aggressive schemes, the 
United States has already permanently de
ployed its most powerful groups of armed 
forces in direct proximity to Soviet frontiers 
in Europe and the Far East. If need be, 
CENTCOM may quickly deploy forces at the 
southern frontiers of the USSR. The Pen
tagon has already drawn up plans for their 
combat use, which are tested out in annual 
exercises of the US Rapid Deployment Force 
in the Middle East and Southwest Asia. 

Depending on.purpose and mission, the US 
armed forces are divided into strategic, gen
eral-purpose, strategic mobility forces, and 
reserves. 

Strategic Forces 

The backbone ofJ the US military power 
and nuclear potentia~ is the strategic offensive 
forces. These include intercontinental ballistic 
missiles (ICBMs), nuclear-powered ballistic 
missile submarines (SSBNs), and strategic air
craft. That is. the so-called American strategic 
triad. 

On October 11, 1986 (the Reykjavik Sum
mit), the US strategic offensive forces had 
2,208 nuclear delivery vehicles: 

- 1,018 ICBM launchers; 
- 672 SLBM launchers; 
- 518 heavy strategic bombers (including 

289 in operational units and 229 in depots). 
The vehicles in operational units can lift 

more than 14,000 nuclear warheads with a 
yield ranging from 50 kt to IO mt each in one 
launch/sortie. 

As of January I, 1987, the ground-based 
strategic missile forces have 540 Minuteman 
III missile launchers, 450 Minuteman II and 
IO Titan II launchers. In addition to that, 10 
fundamentally new MX ICBMs have been 
placed on combat duty, and another 40 are 
being prepared for deployment on silo launch-
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ers. The US ground-based ICBMs can lift 
2,180 nuclear warheads in one launch. More 
than 90 percent of ICBMs are permanently 
kept on combat duty, ready for use at any 
moment. The US military and political 
leaders regard these forces as a means for 
delivering a first nuclear strike. 

The sea-based strategic forces consist of 38 
nuclear submarines equipped with Trident I 
(384 launchers), Poseidon C-3 (256 launch
ers), and Polaris A-3 (32 launchers) ballistic 
missiles carrying nearly half of all strategic 
nuclear warheads. More than half of SSBNs 
are on continuous combat patrol in areas 
from which nuclear strikes at targets in the 
USSR and other socialist countries can be 
delivered from different directions. 

The combat units of strategic aviation have 
291 B-52 and B-IB heavy bombers equipped 
with modern nuclear weapons (air bombs, 
SRAM guided missiles, and air-based 
ALCM-B cruise missiles). In addition to this, 
there are 60 FB-111 A medium born bers spe
cially designed for use in Europe. The basic 
purpose of the strategic aircraft is delivering 
nuclear strikes, but the military-political 
leaders of the US rely on it in other missions 
as well. In peacetime one of its major missions 
is a show of force. For this purpose, B-52 
bombers make regular flights to regions of 
US "vital interests"-the Middle East, South
west Asia, Western Europe, the Far East and 
Australia, to name but a few. The use of 
strategic bombers with conventional mu
nitions is actively practised for the tasks of 
local warfare. 

In estimating the US strategic potential, 
one should take into account the Pershing II 
medium-range ballistic missiles and ground
based cruise missiles deployed in a number of 
West European NATO countries. Although 
these missiles are not intercontinental in 
range, they are essentially strategic weapons 
as regards the USSR because they can hit 
targets on a considerable part of its European 
territory and are meant for first-strike 
purposes. 

The US and NATO are planning to have 
by 1988 in their Europe-based nuclear missile 
forces 108 Pershing II medium-range ballistic 
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THE STRENGTH OF 
US ARMED FORCES 

Total personnel 3,302.000 
including: 
Army 1,532,000 
Air Force 800,000 
Navy 
(including Marines) 970,000 

Organized reserve 1,124,000 
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DEPLOYMENT FORCES 
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B-52G STR ATOFORTRESS STRATEG IC BOMBER. Range: 15,000 km with internally carried missiles. In 
addition to SRA Ms and nuclear bombs, the bomber has been armed with A LCM-B cruise missiles si nce I 98 1. ll can 
carry up to 20 such nuclear missiles with nuclea r warheads. 

FB-11 IA SUPERSON IC 
BOMBER. The US stra
tegic a ir force has 60 such 
planes. Range: 5, I 00 km. 
To increase its combat 
radius, it is equipped with 
an in-0ight refuelling sys
tem and external fuel 
tanks. Combat load: 6 
SRAM missiles or 8 nuclear 
bombs. It can carry up to 
15,000 kg of conventional 
bombs. 



NEW POWERFUL PHASED-ARRAY RADA R built in Thule (Greenland), ostensibly as a moderniza tion 
project. It is planned to build a second radar of this type near F ylingdales Moor in Britain. T he~e radars are 
intended for an early warning of a ballistic missile attack and can be used in the US comprehensive BMD system. 
The deployment of such radars outside national territories constitutes a violation of the 1972 ABM Treaty. 

missile launchers (Federal Germany) and 464 
ground-based cruise missiles (1 60 in Britain, 
112 in Italy, 96 in Federal Germany, and 48 in 
each of Belgium and the Netherlands). These 
plans a re being intensified. As of January I , 
1987, a ll of 108 Pershing II la unchers and 256 
crui se missiles were deployed in Western 
Europe. 

The strategic defense forces of the U ni ted 
States consist of the manpower and equip
ment of the A rmy, Air Force, a nd Navy 
operatio na lly subordinated to the Aerospace 
Defense Command of the North American 
continent. They supplement the potential of 

the strategic offensive forces and continuously 
supply the political and military leaders of the 
United States and NATO with da ta on the 
aerospace situa tion and with intelligence in
formation o n a world scale. 

The US strategic defense fo rces include 
satellites fo r ba lli stic missile launch detection, 
radar and optical posts fo r tracking ballistic 
missiles, space objects and air targets, air 
defense interceptors, and a ramified network 
of ground and underground command and 
con trol centers. About 200 Aerospace De
fense Command installations a re located on 
the territory of the USA, Canada, G reenla nd, 
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Iceland, other European NATO countries, 
South Korea, the Philippines, Australia and 
New Zealand, and other countries. Many 
surveillance posts are deployed in immediate 
proximity to the borders of the USSR, and 
pro be deep into Soviet air space. 

The operational systems of the US Aero
space Defense Command are being constantly 
improved and extended. In the last few years 
alone two new nuclear missile attack early 
warning posts, five space surveillance posts, 
and new control centers of operational air 
defense districts have been set up. The air
space surveillance system for the continental 
US and Alaska has been completely mod
ernized and many air defense fighter units 
have been re-equipped with the latest F-15 
fighters. Now the Pentagon is planning E-3A 
AW ACS aircraft for Canadian territory as 
part of the strategic defense forces. 

At present the United States is building (in 
Texas and Georgia) new powerful Pave Paws 
radars which can be used for BMD (ballistic 
missile defense) of its continental part. An 
over-the-horizon radar for the long-range de
tection of air targets is going up in Maine. Re
equipment of air defense radar posts has been 
launched in the northern districts of Canada, 
and the air defense fighter forces continue to 
be rearmed. The US is planning to build 
another three over-the-horizon radars on its 
territory and to expand the air situation 
monitoring network in Iceland, and to carry 
out large-scale organizational and practical 
measures in the field of civil defense. 

Construction of the latest, phased-array 
radar at the air force base in Thule, Green
land ( disguised as modernization) constitutes 
a direct violation of the 1972 ABM Treaty. It 
is also planned to build a similar radar at the 
Fylingdales Moor in Britain. It is well known 
that the ABM Treaty prohibits deployment of 
such radars outside national territory. 

Not limiting itself to the territory of its 
neighbors, the USA is building up the number 
of installations of its Aerospace Defense 
Command in far-off regions. A new space
monitoring post is being completed on Diego 
Garcia in the Indian Ocean, and another two 
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are slated for deployment in Portugal and on 
the Mariana Islands in the Pacific. Further
more, an over-the-horizon radar for monitor
ing the Soviet Far East is going to be built in 
Japan with US technology. 

To sum up, the United States is deploying 
its aerospace surveillance installations on a 
global scale. In future· they may be used both 
for BMD purposes and for ensuring combat 
use of space-strike weapons. 

General-Purpose Forces 

The US general-purpose forces comprise 
the Army, Tactical Air Force, and Navy (less 
nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarines). 
They are the basic component of the US 
armed forces designed to conduct military 
operations overseas. In peacetime, their mis
sion is to secure US global political interests. 

According to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, ·"de
ployed conventional forces provide highly vis
ible evidence of the US commitment to deter ... 
attacks against US interests." 

In peacetime, the gene.ral-purpose forces 
engage in muscle-flexing exercises, become 
involved in "low-intensity" armed conflicts 
and suppress national liberation movements. 
In wartime, they carry out ground, air and 
naval operations, independently or jointly 
with US allies, in land and ocean war 
theaters. 

The US Army is the backbone of the US 
general-purpose forces. The US Army Field 
Manual FM 100-1 says that "the Army's 
capability to apply force and to establish and 
maintain land control affords the national com
mand authority flexibility in terms of the range 
of political and military options available to 
it." It has been equipped and is still being 
provided with advanced, high-precision of
fensive weapon systems and military hard
ware. Considering its wartime reserves, the 
US Army has: 

- about 300 ballistic missile launchers, in
cluding 150 for sophisticated Pershing Ils; 

- more than 14,000 tanks, including 4,700 
advanced M-1 and M-1 A 1 Abrams tanks; 



M-1 ABRAMS MAIN BATTLE TANK. Army units have been supplied since 1980 with new M-1 Janks which 
have almost twice the combat capability of the M60 tanks. American forces in Europe have been the first to receive 
the new tanks. It is planned to produce about 7,500 M-1 Abrams tanks by 1988. The first 3,200 tanks have been 
armed with a 105-mm rifled gun, and the rest with a 120-mm smoothbore gun developed in Federal Germany. The 
M-1 Abrams tanks will also be supplied to the US Marine Corps. 



- about 24,000 highly maneuverable in
fantry fighting vehicles and armored person
nel carriers; 

- up to 17,000 field artillery pieces and 
mortars, including 4,350 nuclear-capable 
howitzers; 

- over 330 multiple-launch rocket sys
tems, each carrying 12 rockets; 

- 17,000 antitank guided missile 
launchers; 

- more than 5,000 air-defense weapon 
systems; 

- about I 0,000 Army planes and helicop
ters, including over 1,000 armed with antitank 
guided missiles. 

The US Tactical Air Force has more than 
9, I 00 aircraft of various types. 

The US Navy comprises: 
- about 1,000 warships and auxiliary ves

sels (including the reserve), o,f which 450 are 
major combatant ships, including ·106 multi
purpose nuclear-powered submarines; 

- 20 aircraft carriers, including 16 multi
purpose flattops ( of which 5 are nuclear
powered); 

- 5 air-capable ships and 320 other 
vessels; 
_ - more than~ ~,QOO planes and helicopters, 
including 2,650 combat aircraft.- · 

In addition, the· Marines have over 700 
tanks and more than 900 field artillery pieces 
and mortars, including about 400 nuclear
capable howitzers. 

In line with the conception of "forward 
basing," the main groupings of the general
purpose forces have been deployed even in 
peacetime and are maintained outside the 
territory of the United States in possible war 
theaters. 

The most powerful overseas grouping of the 
US general-purpose forces is deployed in Eu
rope. It consists of 355,000 officers and men, 
is provided with the latest offensive weapons 
and equipment, commands a high degree of 
firepower and, together with the troops of 
Federal Germany, is the main strike force of 
NATO's allied armies aimed against the 
Soviet Union and other Warsaw Treaty coun
tries. US General Bernard Rogers, Supreme 
Allied Commander, Europe, says the US Eu-
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ropean Command is muscle in the heartland. 
The US European Command accounts for 

about 30 percent of the US Army regulars, up 
to 220 launchers for ballistic missiles, 5,000 
tanks, 2,500 field artillery pieces and mortars, 
over 5,000 antitank guided missile launchers, 
1,200 Army planes and helicopters, including 
330 armed with antitank guided missiles. 

The US armed forces in Europe have more 
than 900 combat aircraft, including over 400 
F-111, F-4, and F-16 fighter-bombers which 
are medium-range aircraft. They are capable 
of delivering nuclear strikes throughout the 
territories of the European socialist countries, 
including the European USSR. 

The Pentagon is planning a considerable 
reinforcement of its European-based armed 
forces with Army and Tactical Air Force 
personnel and equipment to be brought from 
the mainland United States. To ensure rapid 
buildup of this grouping, it has stockpiled in 
Europe enough hardware for four Army divi
sions and is currently setting up similar stocks 
for two more backup divisions. The US com
mand reckons this puts it in a position to 
promptly airlift six mechanized and armored 
divisions with appropriate combat and logis
tic support units and with a total strength of 
up to 400,000, and by so doing to sharply 
increase the US European Command's of
fensive capability. Work is well under way in 
Norway to lay in stocks of combat materiel 
and equipment and logistic supplies for a 
Marine amphibious brigade. In his report to 
the US Congress on the Administration's de
fense budget for the 1988/1989 fiscal year, the 
Pentagon chief Caspar Weinberger said: "We 
will continue to complement our rapid deploy
ment capabilities by expanding our stocks of 
prepositioned material overseas." 

To carry out operations in NATO's zone of 
responsibility, above all in Europe, the_ US 
Navy maintains its 6th and 2nd Fleets in the 
Mediterranean and the Atlantic; these consist 
altogether of nearly 200 warships, including 7 
multipurpose aircraft carriers, up to 54 
nuclear-powered submarines, and 900 combat 
planes, of which some 300 are carrier-based 
nuclear-capable attack aircraft that can reach 
Soviet territory. 



CARL VINSON, THE BIGGEST NUCLEAR-POWERED AIRCRAFT CARRIER IN THE US NAVY. Carries 
heavy and high-speed aircraft. All in all, the US Navy has 20 aircraft carriers, including 5 nuclear-powered ones. 
Each carries 90 or so aircraft, including 40 nuclear-capable planes. 

In recent years both fleets have been in
volved in a series of criminal adventures of 
US imperialism. Ships of the 2nd Fleet attack
ed Grenada and carried a landing party that 
invaded that sovereign country. Combat air
craft of the 6th Fleet took part in bombing 
raids against Libya. 

More than 7,000 nuclear weapons are avail
able to the general-purpose forces in Western 
Europe. In addition, the Commander-in
Chief of US Forces in Europe has a t his 
disposal several hundred submarine-launched 
strategic nuclear missile warheads. 

At the moment some of the nuclear mu
nitions, either obsolete themselves or with 
delivery vehicles which have become obsolete 
a nd been discarded, are being replaced with 
new ones. Though the grand to ta l of Amer
ican nuclear munitions in Europe will not 
increase as a result of this replacement, their 
destructive power will grow substantially . 

4 10.1 

The grouping of the general-purpose forces 
that ranks second in importance is stationed in 
the Pacific. It has 500,000 personnel, about 
180 warships and over 1,100 combat aircraft. 
Much of this grouping is deployed in the 
Western Pacific, including South Korea and 
Japan, that is, in immedia te proximity to the 
Soviet Far East. A special role is assigned to 
the naval fo rces, notably the 7th F leet which 
is to be greatly reinforced soon and, in an 
emergency, to be futher augmented with 
major parts of the 3rd F leet stationed in the 
Eastern Pacific. 

A large US naval task force is deployed in 
the Indian Ocean, with its backbone consisting 
of a carrier battle group (up to 15 combatant 
ships) of the 6th and 7th F leets. The flattop 
carries up to 90 combat p lanes, including 40 
nuclear-capable attack aircraft. This task 
force can be reinforced in emergency situ
a tions mainly by airlifting the interventionist 
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F-111 FIGHTER-BOMBER. Combat radius: up to 2,000 km. Nuclear-capable. A number of such aircraft, based in 
Britain, took part in the US piratical air raid o n Libya in April 1986. 

Rapid Deployment Force to the Middle East 
and Southwest Asia. 

To reduce the time required for a buildup 
in the Indian Ocean zone, hardware and 30 
days' logistic supplies for a Marine amphi
bious brigade and Army and Air Force units 
have been prepositioned on ships permanently 
anchored at Diego Garcia Island. 

The US armed forces in the zone of Central 
and South America are maintained to secure 
US control of the Panama Canal, to ensure 
US military presence in the region, and to 
suppress the national liberation movements 
there. As General Paul Gorman, former com
mander of these forces, has said, they are a 
"sentinel of US interests in Latin America." 
For this same purpose a regional US Forces 
Caribbean Command has been formed con
sisting of ground, air and naval components. 

The general-purpose forces in the continental 
USA are a strategic reserve meant chiefly to 
reinforce US armed forces overseas, above all 
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in Europe. Most of these forces are part of the 
Readiness Command, whose prime mission is 
to organize rapid transportation of units and 
formations to overseas theaters of war. The 
Joint Chiefs of Staff estimate that the USA 
has great capabilities for a rapid airlift or 
sealift of these forces to any corner of the 
world. 

For the purposes of applying political pres
sure and creating a threat of armed interven
tion in any region of the world, primarily in the 
Middle East and Southwest Asia, and increas
ing the direct military threat to the Soviet 
Union from the south, the United States has 
formed the interventionist Rapid Deployment 
Force, which is subordinate to the unified US 
Central Command (CENTCOM). The total 
strength of the Rapid Deployment Force ap
proximates 400,000 officers and men. Its back
bone is made up of 4-5 highly mobile Army 
divisions (to be increased to six), several in
dependent brigades, and special-operations 



and logistic support Army units. Attached to 
this force are 11 tactical air wings (more than 
700 combat aircraft), 28 strategic bombers, 
airborne command posts, tanker aircraft, 
reconnaissance and AW ACS planes of the 
USAF; three carrier battle groups, one sur
face action group, five shore-based maritime 
patrol aircraft squadrons, an amphibious 
Marine division and an amphibious Marine 
brigade of the US Navy. 

According to Pentagon spokesmen, the 
strength of the Rapid Deployment Force may 
be augmented and its composition changed by 
the additional inclusion of two amphibious 
Marine brigades, tactical aircraft units and 
combat and logistic support units. 

So, in addition to the groups deployed by 
the US in the west and the east, invasion 
forces have also been formed for action in the 
south. 

Worldwide Military Command and Control 
System 

The United States has set up a worldwide 
command and control system to run its armed 
forces deployed around the world. This sys
tem consists of nearly 130 top-level govern
ment and military agencies, including the 
staff of the President as the Commander-in
Chief, the National Security Council (NSC), 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), the Strategic 
Air Command (SAC), the command and con
trol bodies of the unified commands in stra
tegic zones (Europe, the Atlantic, the Pacific, 
and Central and South America), the unified 
Central Command, the unified Aerospace De
fense Command, the commands of the Army, 
Air Force and Navy, the Central Intelligence 
Agency, and so on. It also comprises a large . 
number of primary and alternate command 
centers hardened against nuclear attack, air
borne and mobile ground command posts, 
and the requisite primary and standby com
mand, control and communications systems. 

All command centers operate around the 
clock. A SAC command post is continuously 
airborne. In the Pentagon's military prepa
rations special importance is attached to the 

development and improvement of wartime 
command, control and communications sys
tems, and particularly mobile (space, airborne 
and ground) components thereof, which are 
capable of surviving and functioning effec
tively even in a nuclear environment. 

The US worldwide military command and 
control system makes extensive use of auto
mated systems. In times of crisis and in war
time the command centers and airborne JCS 
command posts can issue orders to employ 
strategic offensive forces directly to ICBM 
launch control centers, to the crews of stra
tegic bombers that are airborne, and to those 
of nuclear-powered missile submarines patrol
ling the high seas. 

By and large, the US worldwide military 
command and control system is maintained in 
a state of standby readiness even in peacetime 
to ensure continuous command and control 
of ground, air and naval forces during nuclear 
or conventional warfare. 

Ramified Network of Military Bases 

The United States has formed a far-flung 
network of military bases and installations in 
all strategically important regions of the 
world in order to carry out its neoglobalist 
policy, a policy from a position of strength. 
Large air and naval bases, Army and Marine 
garrisons, Pershing II and G LCM bases, and 
launch-pads for tactical and surface-to-air 
missiles-these and other military facilities 
are intended to ensure a large US military 
presence in many foreign countries on a per
manent basis even in peacetime, a fast build
up in an emergency, and early· preparation 
for action against the countries of the socialist 
community, primarily the Soviet Union, as 
well as against newly-liberated nations. 

At present, the United States has close to 
1,600 military bases and installations with a 
total of more than 500,000 personnel in 34 
foreign countries and their overseas terri
tories. The United States is using these faci
lities to exert direct pressure on the govern
ments in question and keep them in the main
stream of US policy, and also to threaten 
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NATIONAL MILITARY BASES, 
AIRFIELDS AND PORTS 

USED BY US 
ARMED FORCES 

Countries Number and types 

Bahrain 1 airfield, 1 naval base 
Egypt 8 airfields, 1 naval 

base, 2 naval stations 
Israel 3 air bases, 2 naval 

bases 
Kenya 3 airfields, 1 port 
Morocco 1 airf ield 
Oman 5 airfields, 2 naval 

stations 
Saudi Arabia 3 air bases 
Somalia 2 ai r bases, 1 naval 

stat ion, 1 port 



progressive and bolster up reactionary 
regimes. 

US military facilities abroad include depots 
of nuclear and chemical weapons, ammu
nition and other supplies, air and outer space 
scanning posts, shore-based sonars, signal in
telligence and communications centers, nav
igation and control facilities for space-based 
military systems, and other elements of the 
infrastructure essential to the operation of the 
US armed forces. 

The majority of US milita ry bases and 
installations are located in immediate pro
ximity to the countries of the socialist com
munity, including the Soviet Union. The 
Americans have more than 270 major military 
facilities in West European countries alone. 
Because the Pentagon regards these countries 
as a springboard for attack on the Warsaw 
Treaty states and for a policy of state
sponsored terrorism against other nations, the 
West European countries in question are held 
hostage to the Pentagon's nuclear arms policy 
and hegemonistic ambitions. Notably, the 
number of US military installations in West
ern Europe is steadily increasing. More bases 

are being built at a fast rate in Britain, 
Federal Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands 
and Italy for new first-strike nuclear delivery 
vehicles spearheaded against the Soviet 
Union. The US is expanding overseas faci
lities to make them capable of handling large 
US troop contingents, and is building depots 
for arms, military equipment and supplies. 
Every year the United States allocates over 
500 million dollars for the construction of 
bases and other installations. At the same 
time, the Pentagon contemplates moving the 
US fo rces stationed in Europe closer to the 
frontiers of the Warsaw Treaty countries. 

The Pentagon attaches great importance to 
NATO's southern flank, Turkey, where the 
United States has 60 military facilities. The 
US Defense Department sees that country as 
a bridgehead for military operations against 
the Soviet Union and the socialist countries in 
the Balkans and as a transit base to be used 
by the Rapid Deployment Force in the event 
that it is sent to the Middle East and South
west Asia. 

The United States is completing the first 
stage of a program to build a system of 

C-SA GALAXY MILITARY TRANSPORT AIRCRAFT. The principal means fo r rapid ai rlift of heavy arms to 
overseas theaters. Range with full I 00-ton load: over 6,000 km. 

30 



military bases in the Middle East and South
west Asia, which it has declared a zone of its 
"vital interests," and on the routes expected 
to be used by the Rapid Deployment Force 
on its way to the region. A multipurpose 
military base is going up at top speed on 
Diego Garcia. The modernization of existing 
bases and facilities and the construction of 
new ones is being completed in Oman, Soma
lia and Kenya; these have been used by US 
forces operating in the Persian Gulf region. In 
the next few years, the United States is plan
ning to spend some 300 million dollars on 
military construction in the region and along 
troop movement routes. Furthermore, the US 
armed forces are using national bases and 
airfields in Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Bahrain and 
a number of other countries. The "strategic 
cooperation" agreement with Israel grants the 
United States unrestricted use of military 
bases and the right to build logistic support 
facilities in that country. 

In the Far East and the Western Pacific, 
where its second largest overseas force is sta
tioned, the United States has about 350 mili
tary bases and installations along the peri
meter of the Asia-Pacific region and in the 
mid-Pacific. There are over 120 US bases and 
facilities in Japan and about 130 in South 
Korea, where it has been decided to site US 
Lance missiles equipped to· carry conven
tional, nuclear and neutron warheads. The 
Subic Bay and Clark Field bases in the Philip
pines are the largest in the Pacific. The USA 
has over 15 bases and other facilities in 
Australia. 

The United States and countries hosting 
US bases spend enormous sums on the 
upkeep of these bases and the construction of 
new ones. Japan alone allocates around 300 
million dollars out of its national budget 
annually for building US military instal
lations on its territory. 

In Africa (South Africa, Morocco, and 
Liberia) and on islands near it, the Americans 
are using some 40 military facilities. 

Furthermore, the United States continues 
its unlawful occupation of the Guantanamo 
naval base-a part of Cuban territory that it 

uses as a major springboard for aggression 
against socialist Cuba and newly-liberated na
tions in Central America. The United States 
has turned the territory of Honduras into a 
bridgehead for direct aggression against Nica
ragua. It has invaded Grenada and is turning 
the island into a US outpost in the southern 
part of the Lesser Antilles. And it rendered 
direct support to Britain's aggressive actions 
in the region of the Falkland Islands (the 
Malvinas). 

The ramified network of US military bases 
and facilities abroad, and the plans and prac
tical measures to expand this network are cen
tral to the US policy of neoglobalism, whose 
objective is world supremacy. 

The Bid 
for Military Superiority 

Buildup of the Strategic 
Nuclear Potential 

An intensified buildup of the nuclear poten
tial, primarily of strategic nuclear weapons, is 
a key trend in the US war preparations and 
efforts to secure military superiority over the 
USSR. 

In an attempt to justify this course, the 
Reagan Administration repeats its allegation, 
which long ago became hackneyed, that in the 
1970s its predecessors did nothing to upgrade 
strategic nuclear weapons. At the same time it 
says nothing about the fact that by the 1970s 
the United States had deployed more than 
1,000 ICBMs, 656 SLBMs and nearly 700 
heavy bombers. The United States had one 
and a half times as many delivery vehicles and 
three times as many warheads as the USSR 
had. Nevertheless, in the 1970s the United 
States increased its total of ICBM and SLBM 
warheads by 300 percent. The average in
crease for the US strategic triad as a whole 
(ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers) was 
100 percent. The United States had 5,000 
warheads on strategic delivery vehicles in 
1970 and 10,000 such warheads in 1980. Such 
are the facts. 
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ICBM MX. Latest ground-launched intercontinental 
ballistic missile tipped with ten 600-kt independently 
ta rgetable warheads. Range: I 0,000 km. Accuracy 
(CEP): 90 111. Has more than three times as many 
warheads as the Minuteman III, and almost six times as 
great an aggregate yield , and is th ree times as accurate. 
The first ten missiles were made operational in 1986. All 
in all, it is planned to deploy 100 such ICBMs. 
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New US Programs Building Up Strategic Offensive 
Arms 

Types of del ivery Number Introduction 
vehicles 

ICBMs 
MX 100 1986-1989 
Midgetman 500-1 ,000 1992-1 996 

SLBMs 
Trident II 480 1989-1996 

Heavy bombers 
B-52s carrying crutse 
missiles 194 198 1-1990 
B-!Bs l00 I 985-1988 
ATB bombers 132 1992-1996 

Cruise missiles 
sea-based about 4,000 1984-1994 
air-launched over 3,000 198 1-1992 

As it increased the number of its nuclear 
warheads in the 1970s, the United States also 
laid the groundwork for a massive moderni
zation of its nuclear potential. The develop
ment of the MX ICBM and of the B- lB 
strategic bomber proceeded quickly. The con
struction of a new generation of nuclear
powered missile submarines and the manufac
ture of Trident I (C-4) SLBMs was begun. 
Research and development (R&D) work on 
the Pershing II medium-range ballistic missile 
and a family of long-range ground-, air- and 
sea-launched nuclear cruise missiles went into 
top gear. 

With technological preparations completed, 
in the late 1970s the United States began 
major programs to modernize its strategic 
triad, converting 300 Minuteman III ICBMs 
to carry MK 12A re-entry vehicles, each con
sisting of three enhanced-yield warheads, and 
equipping 12 Poseidon SSBNs with Trident I 
missiles (the two programs were completed in 
1983). 

Furthermore, work was begun on a B-52 
modification capable of carrying ALCM-Bs 
(so far, ALCM-Bs have been installed on 132 
B-52s, and by 1990 the number of such air
craft equipped with strategic cruise missiles is 
to rise to nearly 194). 

The first Ohio-class nuclear-powered mis
sile submarine, equipped with 24 Trident Is, 
was launched in 1979. Eight such submarines 
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Lafayette-class 
{length 129.5 m) 

SSBN 

Ohio-class SSBN {length 
170.7 m) 

OHIO NUCLEAR-POWERED BALLISTIC MISSILE SUBMARINE (below, compared with Lafayette-class 
SSBN). In November 198 I , the US Navy acquired the Ohio-the first SSBN of the Trident system. This submarine, 
having a displacement of 18,700 tons and a length of 170.7 meters, carries 24 Trident I (C-4) missiles. The combat 
capability of one Ohio-class submarine is superior to that of 10 SSBNs with 160 Polaris A-3 missiles. In 1989, the 
Reagan Administration plans to equip Trident-system submarines with a still more powerful missile, the Trident II 
(D-5). The range of the Trident II is half again as great as that of the Trident I, its payload is nearly JOO percent 
greater, and it is 400 percent more accurate. 

Relative dimensions of 
Trident I (C-4), left, and 
Trident II (D-5), right, 
in launchers of an Ohio
class nuclear-powered 
missile submarine. 

5 - 103 

,----111 C:·4 Trident I 
(C-4) 

Range (km) 7,400 
Number of warheads 
and their yield (kt) 8 x 100- 150 

Accuracy (CEP) (m) 460 

Trident II 
(D-5) 

11,000 

7 x600 
14 X 150 

90 



SLBM TRIDENT l (C-4). Range: 7,400 km. Accuracy 
(CEP): 460 m. Carries eight independently targetable 
warheads, each with a yield of 100-150 kt. 
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are now in operation and six more are being 
built. An Ohio submarine has almost twice 
the displacement of a Poseidon submarine, 
1.5 times the number of its missile launchers, 
and 2.5 times the aggregate yield of its war
heads. In combat capability, one Ohio-class 
SSBN is superior to ten Polaris nuclear
powered missile submarines. 

As was said above, with the coming to 
power of the Reagan Administration, the 
United States dramatically intensified its ef
forts to build up strategic arms. In 1981 it 
adopted a comprehensive "strategic prog
ram" for the period up to 1990, adding new 
strategic programs to the earlier ones. 

Special emphasis is laid on the building up 
of strategic ballistic missiles. In the 1990s the 
US Navy is to have 20 submarines with a 
total of 480 Trident II missiles on board. 
Under the Pentagon's tactical and technical 
specifications, the Trident II SLBM has as 
great hard-target kill capability as the MX 
ICBM , which proves that it is a first-strike 
nuclear weapon. 

New ground-launched ICBMs are being 
developed fast as well. MX ICBMs are now 
on assembly lines and their deployment has 
been going on since June 1986. Equipped with 
ten 600-kt warheads, an MX is several times 
as effective as a Minuteman III. Altogether, 
the Pentagon intends to deploy I 00 MXs, 
making some of them mobile. 

Meanwhile, a new high-accuracy mobile 
ICBM, the Midgetman, is being developed. 
This project has been actively pursued since 
1983. Presently, the Pentagon intends to de
ploy, starting in 1992, 500-1,000 Midgetman 
ICBMs. Furthermore, it has been announced 
that another mobile missile system will be 
developed. 

New B-1 B 'strategic bombers have been 
manufactured for the US Air Force since 
mid-1984. These planes are being adopted by 
the US Strategic Air Command. Besides B-52 
aircraft, the Pentagon plans by 1989 to buy 
I 00 B-1 Bs, each capable of carrying up to 30 
long-range cruise missiles. B-52s will continue 
to be rearmed with such missiles as well. The 
second generation of air-launched advanced 



B-1 B STRATEGIC BOMBER. Range: 12,000 km. Maximum combat load: 56,700 kg. The aircraft can carry up to 
30 cruise missiles (ALCM-Bs). 

ALCM-8 STRATEGIC AIR-LAUNCHED CRUISE MISSILE. Designed to deliver pinpoint-accuracy nuclear 
strikes at targets practically throughout Soviet territory. Range: 2,600 km. Accuracy (CEP): 30 m. Armed with a 
200-kt nuclear warhead. Installed on 8-52 bombers in I 981. Currently being installed on the new B-1 B bombers as 
well. 

U.S. AIR FOHCE 
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ICBM MIDGETMAN. The Pentagon has been working on the Midgetman, a land-based lightweight strategic 
missile (left) since 1983. Range: I 1,000 km. Warhead yield: up to 1.5 Mt. In order to enhance its survivability the 
missile will be mounted on hardened mobile truck-launchers. Two prototypes of such launchers (top) were tested for 
resistance to the shock wave of a nuclear blast in 1986. The missile is to be adopted in 1992. In all, 500-1,000 
Midgetman ICBMs will be deployed. According to experts, the entire program will cost 38 billion dollars. 

36 

Stealth cruise missiles with an increased range 
will begin to be produced in 1987. Altogether, 
up to 1,500 such missiles are to be made. The 
Pentagon also has plans for the manufacture 
and purchase of 1,600 AASM supersonic 
strike missiles for strategic bombers. 

Work is being stepped up on a strategic 
advanced technology bomber (ATB) which, 
as it is based on the essentially new Stealth 
technology, the Pentagon believes could es
cape existing air defense systems and thus be 
used in a surprise attack. The first such air
craft will begin to be built in 1987, and by the 
mid-1990s the US Strategic Air Command is 
to have 132 ATBs, in addition to its B-IBs 
and B-52s. 

On completing the deployment of MX 
ICBMs, Trident II SLBMs, air-launched cru
ise missiles and new strategic bombers, the 
Pentagon will have increased the total number 
of nuclear warheads that can be delivered by its 
strategic offensive forces in one launch/sortie 
by at least 50 percent in the 1980s alone. 
Also, by the mid-1990s the US Navy is to be 
supplied with about 4,000 Tomahawk sea
launched cruise missiles, including more than 
750 with nuclear warheads; these are to be 
installed on 150 nucI.ear-powered submarines 
and surface ships. The missiles would be able 
to pinpoint targets anywhere in the USSR 
and other socialist countries. 



Weapons for Outer Space and the Creation of 
a Large-Scale Antiballistic Missile Defense 

In addition to building up strategic nuclear 
armaments, the USA is also developing 
weapons to be deployed in outer space. 

Back in the early 1960s major research was 
conducted into the development of intercep
tor satellites (Projects Bambi and Saint); anti
satellite missile systems were deployed on 

· Kwajalein and Johnston Islands in the Pacific 
and at the Vandenberg Air Force base in 
California; and missiles to intercept target 
satellites were launched repeatedly. At the 
same time work was carried out to develop 
weapons for hitting targets in the atmosphere 
and on Earth from space. For example, de
velopment was started of a rocket plane-an 
orbital aircraft (Project Dyna-Soar) designed 
to strike against ground targets. In its space
related activities the Pentagon was then 
guided by the words of President Johnson to 
the effect that the nation which would do
minate outer space would also dominate the 
Earth. 

In the 1970s the Pentagon continued inten
sive research into space-based combat systems, 
developed new means to intercept artificial 
Earth satellites and studied the possibilities 
for using Spartan antimissiles and Trident 
and Minuteman ballistic missiles for these 
purposes. Work continued on the develop
ment of new antiballistic missile systems. This 
is confirmed by General Rogers, NA TO Su
preme Allied Commander, Europe. In an 
interview given to the French magazine 
Science et vie in October 1985 he said that 
when he was Army Chief of Staff, he super
vised all ABM research, and the instructions 
given to them were: (a) to step up research to 
prevent the Russians from gaining an edge; 
(b) to develop a prototype and test it. This 
research was in full swing in the US as early 
as 1972. 

All those years the Soviet Union had been 
working hard to convince the USA of the 
danger of military encroachments on outer 
space (USSR memorandums of March 18 and 
April 30, 1957, and March 15, 1958). It pro
posed to conclude treaties banning the de-

ployment of any types of weapons in outer 
space and prohibiting the use of force in space 
and from space against the Earth. But the 
militarists would not yield to common sense. 
The United States :stepped up work to use 
outer space for military purposes. 

Washington made a particularly sharp turn 
towards the militarization of outer space 
when the Reagan Administration came to 
office. Since 1981, on personal instructions 
from the US President, work has been ac
celerated to select the most promising ways of 
developing effective weapons for destroying 
targets in outer space, and targets in the 
atmosphere and on Earth from space. A spe
cial presidential directive on US national 
space policy, with its numerous imperial 
claims to US domination in outer space, was 
issued. US military and political leaders re
gard scientific and technological superiority in 
military applications of outer space as a prime 
objective. The gambit is for fundamentally 
new space weapons. Allocations for military 
space programs have increased: in 1983, 1984, 
1985 and 1986 they reached 8.5 billion, 9.3 
billion, 12.9 billion and 15.8 billion dollars, 
respectively. The allocations for militarizing 
outer space are to grow still further in real 
terms: in 1988 they may be as high as 20 
billion dollars. 

While stepping up the race in the latest 
space weapons, the United States is also 
working hard to .develop antisatellite systems 
which are based on existing technologies and 
which can be made operational by the end of 
the current decade. Work is under way on 
developing an ASAT antisatellite system 
based on the F-15 aircraft armed with 
SRAM-Altair missiles. The system is intended 
to destroy targets at altitudes of up to 1,000 
km by homing non-nuclear warheads. It is 
planned to continue its testing in 1987. The 
intention is to have up to 40 such systems in 
two Air Force squadrons stationed on the US 
West and East coasts and, if necessary, to 
station them on the territory of other allied 
states or on aircraft carriers cruising in the 
world oceans. Of course, this is not being 
done for defense. It is offensive weapons and 
preparations for aggression that are involved. 
According to Thomas Karas, the author of 
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numerous studies in the field of US military 
space programs, "there is not much point in 
building up our own antisatellite forces unless 
we are planning to strike first, to start nuclear 
war. " 

The manned reusable Shuttle-type space
craft are being put to obviously military uses: 
various means for detection and destruction 
of space targets are being developed for them. 
They are also to be used for developing and 
testing fundamentally new weapon types. On 
the basis of the experience gained in the 
course of the Shuttle Program, a Pentagon
commissioned effort is under way to develop 
manned and unmanned space planes that 
could take off from Earth, space platforms or 
large transport aircraft. 

In developing space weapon systems the US 
Department of Defense cooperates closely with 
the National Aeronautics and Space Admini-
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stration (NASA). Invariably, up to 25 percent 
of the NASA budget is spent on programs 
connected with military uses of outer space. 
Cooperation between NASA and the Defense 
Department in the use of Shuttle spacecraft 
was outlined in a special memorandum of 
March 27, 1980. A NASA program which costs 
more than 12 billion dollars continues; it 
envisages the creation of a long-term military 
orbital station by the early 1990s. Components 
of the worldwide military command and con
trol system of the US armed forces can be 
deployed on such stations in outer space. 

Large land-based projects are being built in 
the continental United States to direct and 
support active operations in space. The De
fense Department is building a consolidated 
space operations center near Colorado 
Springs, Colorado, a space defense operations 
center in Cheyenne Mountain, Colorado, and 

ASAT AIR-LAUNCHED 
ANTISATELLITE MISSILE 
SYSTEM (An F-15 firing a 
SRAM-AL TAIR interceptor 
missile). The missile carries a 
homing warhead designed to 
knock out space targets at alti
tudes of up to 1,000 km. The 
program costs 3,600-4,500 mil
lion dollars. 



EXPERIMENTAL HOMING 
INTERCEPTOR PROJEC
TILE. Designed to knock 
out ICBMs beyond the a tmo
sphere. Being developed by 
Lockheed. Due to be in
stalled on land-based multiple
warhead BMD missiles. Such a 
projectile propelled by a rocket 
launched from the Kwajalein 
a toll on June 10, 1984, scored a 
direct hit on a real Minuteman 
ICBM warhead at an altitude 
of over 150 kilometers. The de
velopment and deployment of 
multiple-warhead BMD mis
siles, including those armed 
with homing interceptor pro
jectiles, is prohibited by the 
1972 ABM Treaty. 

a special military space Shuttle launch com
plex at the Vandenberg Air Force base, 
California. Due to be operational before 
1990, these faci lities are to ensure control of 
outer space; to choose and implement mea
sures to protect US satellites; to guide air
launched antisatellite missile systems; and to 
launch Shuttle spacecraft into polar and near
polar orbits under Defense Department 
programs. 

The sc0pe of space weapon development in 
the USA is also evident from the organi
zational structure of the bodies charged with 
direct preparations for war in space. That 
structure is being constantly refined. Space 

commands have been set up in all branches of 
the US armed forces: in 1982 SPACECOM 
(Air Force), in 1983 NAVSPACECOM 
(Navy), and in 1986 it was decided to form a 
US Army Strategic Defense Command. A 
unified space command under the JCS was 
established in 1985 for the centralized control 
of preparations within all the armed forces of 
the US for war in space. 

The Pentagon's efforts to turn outer space 
into a battlefield are camouflaged by Wa
shington's propaganda about some invent
ed "Soviet military superiority in space," by 
blatant misinformation that the United States 
is developing space weapons only because 
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MANNED SPACE SHUTTLE, used to orbit military satellites and conduct surveillance from outer space. 
Adapted for testing various types of weapons, detecting and destroying space targets, and deploying space-strike 
weapons. Weight: 70-80 tons. Payload: up to 30 tons. Service altitude: 100-600 km. Following the Challenger 
disaster in January 1986, three space shuttles remain in operation and another one is to be built. For military 
launches a special site has been constructed at Vandenberg Air Force base, California. The program has cost about 
30 billion dollars. 

similar projects have already been "launched" 
in the USSR. All these are deliberate lies. In 
actual fact, the United States seeks to extend 
the arms race to yet another sphere-to outer 
space-and to threaten the Soviet Union and 
other nations from there. 

In March 1983, a most menacing Star Wars 
program, officially named the Strategic De
fense Initiative, was announced in the US. It 
is now being implemented at a rapid pace, 
with some 70 billion dollars allocated for 
research and development in its framework 
alone in· the current decade. 

Washington is trying to present SDI as an 
innocuous "instrument" for "studying ABM 
technologies" which is allegedly necessary for 
taking a decision in the early 1990s on the 
feasibility of deploying an ABM defense 
system on US territory. In fact, SDI is an 
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extensive military program for developing 
strike weapons and deploying them in space, an 
attempt to turn outer space into a potential 
theater of war, to gain military superiority 
through space. Dreams of world domination 
have hypnotized the US ruling circles and the 
SDI program has become the centerpiece of 
the Reagan presidency. Some 7.5 billion dol
lars has already been spent, more than 50 R & 
D projects have been launched and 400 firms 
and research institutions in the US given 
1,200 contracts in the SDI framework. 
Britain, Federal Germany, Italy and Israel are 
already involved in SDI at government level. 
Japan is preparing to sign an appropriate 
agreement. 

What are Washington's plans? First, to 
create a large-scale space-based ABM system 
for US territory which would guarantee the 



destruction of incoming enemy missiles. The 
system is to be composed of various types of 
weapons, such as high-energy lasers, particle 
beam weapons, antimissiles (including 
multiple-warhead) with conventional or nu
clear warheads, and electromagnetic rail guns. 
In the past few years, there has been a grow
ing emphasis on developing particle beam 
weapons, as well as X-ray lasers produced by 
nuclear explosions and microwave and kinetic 
energy weapons. Second, at the same time to 
build up considerably the strategic offensive 
arms for quite a definite purpose of achieving 
the potential for a first, "disarming" nuclear 
strike. 

To put it differently, the Was~ngton strat
egists, on the one hand, are seeking to deploy 
new space-based strategic strike forces which, 
combined with offensive · strategic arms, 
would enable the USA to deliver a first nu
clear strike at the Soviet Union with im
punity, and, on the other, to cover US ter
ritory with a multi tiered antimissile defense 
system and thereby disable the USSR from 
delivering a retaliatory strike. Disregarding 
the lessons of history and the actual align
ment of forces, they nurture dangerous plans 
for finding, by means of space weapons, a 
method of assured destruction of the Soviet 
Union and other socialist countries, and at 
the same time for making the United States 
''invulnerable" in a nuclear conflict, in short, 
for sparing themselves, while plunging others 
into the horrors of a nuclear war. The illusory 
hopes for victory in a nuclear war and for world 
dominance are the core of the Washington 
strategists' philosophy. Therein lies the real 
danger of the US Star. Wars plans for the 
whole of mankind. 

By their characteristics, the space arms de
veloped under the SDI program are offensive 
weapons. They can be used for surprise de
struction of the other side's vital spacecraft, in 
particular, its missile early warning satellites, 
so as to "blind" it, to take it unawares, and 
ruin its chances for countering a nuclear 
attack. 

Having a considerable range (up to 4,000-
5,000 km), space weapons can destroy not 
only targets in space, but those on Earth, in 
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the atmosphere and at sea from space. Scien
tists say that such a space strike could in a 
matter of minutes throw an industrialized 
country several centuries back into the Mid
dle Ages. 

The space-strike weapons envisaged by the 
SDI program are, in effect, global weapons. 
Placed in orbit and equipped with a flight 
maneuver system, they can quickly appear 
over the territory of any state and threaten its 
security. With their stand-by readiness and 
almost instantaneous action, they would leave 
no time to take countermeasures. 

The US Star Wars program is highly dan
gerous both militarily and politically. It is 
jeopardizing the entire system of international 
law as regards arms limitation and reduction 
and the strengthening of security. If implem
ented, it could well cancel what has been 
created over decades. The White House has 
set about ruining the treaty system by with
drawing from the 1972 Interim Agree
ment and the 1979 SALT II Treaty. Next in 
line is the 1972 ABM Treaty. The SDI pro
gram runs counter to that treaty. Article I of 
the ABM Treaty commits each party "not to 
deploy ABM systems for a defense of the 
territory of its country and not to provide a 
base for such a defense," while under Article 
V they undertake "not to develop, test, or 
deploy ABM systems or components which 
are sea-based, air-based, space-based or mo
bile land-based." By seeking to take ABM 
components into space, the USA is directly 
threatening these fundamental ABM Treaty 
prOVISlODS. 

Washington sometimes invokes Agreed 
Statement D to the ABM Treaty. But all 
provisions of the Treaty comprise an integral 
whole and are designed to ensure compliance 
with the chief commitment contained in 
Article I. Agreed Statement D is an integral 
part of the ABM Treaty and cannot be op
posed to other provisions of the Treaty, not
ably Article V prohibiting the development, 
testing, or deployment of space-based ABM 
systems or components. Statement D prov
ides for an opportunity to develop and test 
ABM weapons based on physical principles 
other than those existing on the date of signa-
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MULTILA YERED BMD SYSTEM WITH A SPACE-BASED SEGMENT. According to the 
Pentagon concept, the basic components of such a system will be essentia lly new types of 
weapons, including lasers and kinetic energy weapons based on orbiting space platforms. These 
weapons will have characteristics enabling them to strike at any targets both in space and on 
Earth. The 1972 ABM Treaty bans the development of such weapons. let a lone their deployment. 
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US Concept of n Multllaycrcd Ballistic Missile Defense System with n Space-Based Segment: 
I- ICBM boost phase; 2- battle station; 3-early warning satellite: 4-submarinc-launched missile lofting an X-ray laser 
into space; 5-ICBM post-boost phase during which the missiles deploy their warheads and decoys; 6- a powerful land
based laser; ?-orbital rcnecting mirror; 8- warheads in mid-course phase; 9- BMD sensor responsible for the identifi
cation, acquisition and tracking of targets; 10-spacc platform carrying kinetic energy weapons; I I- warheads in terminal 
phase; 12- air-launched antisatcllite missile system; 13- long- and short-range antimissiles. 



SPACE BATTLE STATION EQUIPPED WITH AN ELECTROMAGNETIC RAILGUN, designed to destroy 
ballistic missiles and other space and air targets. Being developed by many US firms under Defense Department 
contracts. Ultimate goal is to create railguns capable of firing 2.5-3 kg projectiles with a muzzle velocity of 35 
km/sec, over a range of 3,000-5,000 km. 

ORBITING LASER BATTLE STATION, designed to knock out satelli tes, ball istic missiles and other targets. 
Being developed by TRW lnc. and Rocketdyne under the supervision of the US Department of Defense. 



Laser rods Nuclear charge 

Tracking 
telescope Housing 
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and propulsion 
systems 

SKETCH OF A NUCLEAR-POWERED X-RAY LASER. This system being developed by the Lawrence 
Livermore National Laboratory is designed to knock out ballistic missiles in boost phase. It will also be capable of 
hitting satellites in orbit. The X-ray lasing action is initiated by a nuclear explosion. The appropriate testing . 
involving underground nuclear explosions has been conducted in Nevada. 

ture of the ABM Treaty, but only with respect 
to limited ABM areas (with a radius of 
150 km) that each party can have under 
Article III of the Treaty, and only with re
spect to stationary land-based systems de
ployed there. Therefore, the USA has no legal 
grounds for implementing the SDI program. 

The US Administration proposes t6 the 
USSR to withdraw from the ABM Treaty and 
thereby to pave the way for implementing the 
US plans for large-scale space-based ABM 
systems. It must be made abundantly clear 
that the USSR wiJJ never agree to blow up the 
ABM Treaty. 

SDI fully undermines the Treaty, makes it 
senseless, and thereby destroys the mechanism 
checking the nuclear arms race. It is directly 
aimed at deploying weapons in space and, by 
virtue of this, would inevitably become a 
powerful catalyst to the arms race in all fields. 
In so doing, it would dramatically weaken the 
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security of the USSR and the USA, and world 
security in general. The program is the chief 
obstacle to a nuclear-free world. 

There is a fundamental contradiction in the· 
US approach to the ABM Treaty. While 
claiming that it wants to go on observing it, 
the United States is in fact seeking to under
mine and ultimately scrap that vital docu
ment. It was no accident that the USA has 
made a number of steps to weaken it. At first, 
there appeared various "interpretations" of 
the Treaty, followed by a proposal to replace 
it by a new treaty which would "squeeze in" 
SDI and provide for the deployment of a 
space-based ABM system. But if SDI is in 
accord with the ABM Treaty, as Washington 
insists, why then did President Reagan pro
pose in Reykjavik that a new treaty be signed 
to replace the existing ABM Treaty of un
limited duration, while making cuts in stra
tegic offensive arms? 



The USSR is in favor of strengthening the 
ABM Treaty regime. It wants the parties not 
to use their right of withdrawal from the 
Treaty for as long as possible and not to do 
anything that might breach the limitations it 
envisages. The USA, though agreeing not to 
withdraw from the ABM Treaty for a certain 
number of years, would like for all these years 
to conduct SDI research and testing of space
based ABM systems or components in· space, 
and to start deploying new space-strike 
weapons immediately upon the expiry of the 
non-withdrawal term. Ostensibly "con
cerned" for the future of the Treaty, the USA 
is, in fact, seeking to erode and undermine it 
both piecemeal and in toto. 

The American side is consciously ignoring 
the key premise of the ABM Treaty, which 
says that the conditions for limitation and 
reduction of strategic offensive arms can only 
be created by renouncing the deployment of a 
territorial ABM system, and is deliberately 
seeking to distort the meaning of the Treaty 
by giving it an interpretation that suits it at 
present. After all, accepting this key premise 
of the ABM Treaty would mean recognizing 
the soundness of the Soviet stand and the 
need to jointly search for accords on non
deployment of weapons in space, and to re
nounce the illusory hopes to gain military 
superiority over the USSR through space. 

SDI research into the development of 
nuclear-powered weapons is endangering 
many other international agreements, such as 
the 1963 Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon 
Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and 

. Under Water, the 1967 multilateral Treaty on 
Principles Governing the Activities of States 
in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, 
Including the Moon and Other Celestial 
Bodies which prohibits taking weapons of 
mass destruction to space, and the 1977 Con
vention on the Prohibition of Military or Any 
Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modifi-· 
cation Techniques. All these documents were 
signed by official US representatives. 

Therefore, the key issue today is preventing 
an arms race in space and preserving the 
ABM Treaty. The Star Wars weapons, if they 
emerge from laboratories to be stationed in 

space and, consequently, blow up the ABM 
Treaty, will bring the world to such a point 
beyond which processes with unpredictable 
consequences will begin. "Any attempt to 
strengthen deterrence by adding strategic de
fenses to strategic offensive forces," said 
former US Secretary of Defense Robert 
McNamara in October 1986, "will lead to a 
rapid escalation of the arms race. Each side 
would develop not only missiles and antimissiles 
but also anti-antimissiles, anti-anti-antimis
siles, and so on . ... Were we to drop futile war
fighting notions, we would see that many things 
· we already have or are busily acquiring are 
either superfluous or downright dangerous to 
us.,, 

Development of General-Purpose Forces 

The US gives much attention to enhancing 
the combat capability and combat readiness 
of the general-purpose forces, to preparing 
them in advance for operations of long du
ration in areas far removed from US territory. 
For this purpose, these forces are constantly 
equipped with the latest arms and materiel; 
the organizational structure and composition 
of command-and-control elements and units 
are being streamlined; the logistic support 
system is being improved; strategic and tac
tical mobility is increasing. The units of 
general-purpose forces are being prepared for 
diverse missions in wars of various scale and 
duration, both with and without the use of 
nuclear weapons. 

Theater nuclear weapons. As part of the 
buildup of general-purpose forces, the US 
military command attaches great importance 
to expanding the theater nuclear forces ( or 
non-strategic nuclear forces, NSNF), and es
pecially in Europe, although the Pentagon 
admits that the US NSNF are available for 
use worldwide. The delivery vehicles and nu
clear munitions of the US armed forces de
ployed in Europe have undergone substantial 
qualitative change. As a result of repeated 
modernizations, their range, accuracy and kill 
capability have been heightened. The obsolete 
and tactical missiles have been scrapped and 
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The USA has 640 nuclear-capable 
aircraft as medium-range delivery 
systems (1,000 km and over) for the 
European theater. In addition, West 
European NATO countries have over 
200 nuclear delivery vehicles with a 
range of more than 1,000 km. In ac
cordance with the decision of the 
December 1979 session of the NATO 
Council since 1983 the USA has been 
deploying Pershing II ballistic mis
siles and ground-launched cruise 
missiles (GLCMs) with a range of up 
to 2,500 and 2,600 km respectively, 
on the territory of W est European 
countries. 
A ll in all, it is planned to deploy 572 
such missiles (108 Pershing lls and 
464 GLCMs). 
The deployment of all Pershing II 
ballistic missiles in the FRG was 
completed in 1985. It is planned to 
complete the deployment of cruise 
missiles in 1988 (160 in Great Britain, 
112 in Italy, 96 in the FRG, 48 in 
Belgium and 48 in the Netherlands). 
The USA has stored over 7,000 nuc
lear munitions in more than 150 de
pots in Western Europe. 

US Medium-Range Nuclear Weapor 
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PERSHING II MEDIUM-RANGE BALLISTIC 
MISSILE. Range: 2,500 km. Nuclear-tipped, with a 
100 kt warhead. Accuracy (CEP): 35 to 40 m. A total 
of I 08 launchers for these missiles have been de
ployed in Federal Germany and put in combat 
readiness. All launchers are reloadable. Pershing II 
missiles are intended for a surprise attack against 
targets on the territory of the European USSR. 

replaced with new, more accurate and longer
range ones. On the territory of Federal Ger
many, in place of the 108 Pershing IA missiles 
with a range of 740 km, the same number of 
medium-range (up to 2,500 km) Pershing II 
nuclear missiles have been deployed. Of the 
464 GLCMs with a range of up to 2,600 km 
scheduled for deployment in Britain, Italy, 
Federal Germany, and Belgium more than 
250 have been stationed so far. These nuclear 
missiles are first-strike weapons designed for 
surprise attack on major targets in the Eu
ropean part of the USSR and on the territory 
of other Warsaw Treaty countries. 

The nuclear-capable artillery of US forces 
in Europe has been modernized. Today, all 
155-mm and 203.2-mm artillery pieces can fire 
nuclear shells. Their range has increased from 
15 to 30 km. 

Mass production of neutron weapons con
tinues. One of the priority areas of research 
work conducted in this sphere is the develop
ment of a 155-mm neutron artillery shell to be 
put into service in the late 1980s. The new 
shell will be a third type of US neutron 
munitions (the first two types- the warhead 
of the Lance missile and the 203.2-mm ar
tillery shell-were put into service in the early 
1980s). Neutron weapons are designed for 
mass destruction of personnel and make it 
possible to conduct offensive operations 
almost immediately after use. 

GLCM LAUNCHER. Range of missi le: 2,600 km. 
Accuracy (CEP): 30 m. Warhead yield: up to 200 kt. 
Over 250 such missiles have been deployed in Britain, 
Italy, Federal Germany and Belgium. In all, it is 
planned to deploy 464 such missiles on the territories , I 
of these countries, as well as in the Netherlands. 
GLCMs are intended for a massive nuclear strike 
against targets practically throughout the European 
USSR. 



The nuclear potential of the US Navy is 
being built up. Fourteen surface ships and 25 
submarines have already been equipped with 
300 Tomahawk cruise-missile launchers. In 
all, some 200 such vessels are to be armed 
with cruise missiles of this type, with the 
number of nuclear cruise missiles to come 
close to 800 by 1995. Work is under way on 
the development of nuclear weapons of four 
new types: Sea Lance and Asroc II anti
submarine guided missiles intended for arm
ing submarines and surface ships, respec
tively; Standard II shipborne surface-to-air 
guided missiles; and new depth-charge aerial 
bombs. 

The US land forces are being modernized 
under the large-scale Army-90 program, 

which provides for re-equipping them with 
more destructive weapon systems, heightening 
their strategic mobility and increasing their 
capability for sustained operations overseas. 
The purpose of the measures taken is to 
prepare the land forces for offensive ope
rations on any scale in any armed conflicts 
outside the US-from so-called low-intensity 
operations for supporting reactionary regimes 
and suppressing national liberation move
ments to wars involving the use of nuclear 
and chemical weapons. 

The basic direction in building up the land 
forces is to increase their striking and fire 
power, and to enhance their maneuverability 
in the battlefield and combat capability as a 
whole. The tank systems of the land forces are 

M-2 BRADLEY INFANTRY FIGHTING VEHICLE. Adopted by the US Army in 1981. Nearly 3,500 such 
. vehicles have been supplied to the Army, and by late 1990 there will be about 7,000 such vehicles. The M-2 vehicle is 
armed with a twin TOW antitank guided missile launch tube (ready-use ammunition: 7 missiles), a 25-mm 
automatic gun (ready-use ammunition: 900 shells), and a 7.62-mm machine-gun (ready-use ammunition: 2,200 
rounds). Fuel endurance: 480 km. The armor protects the crew from small arms ftre, fragments and 25-mm hard
core shells fired from a distance of 300 m. The system is also available as the M-3 Bradley scout vehicle. 
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being constantly renewed. In the 1960s and 
the first half of the 1970s, the land forces 
received several modified versions of the M48 
and M60 tanks which were new at the time. In 
the late 1970s, they began to be replaced by 
the more powerful M60A3 battle tanks. The 
year 1980 saw the beginning of the serial 
production and deliveries to the troops of new 
and more sophisticated M-1 Abrams tanks 
(more than 4,700 such tanks have already 
been supplied, including some 1,800 delivered 
to Europe), M-2 Bradley infantry fighting 
vehicles and M-3 Bradley scout vehicles 
(about 3,500 such vehicles have already been 
delivered). In all, it is planned to supply the 
land forces with some 7,500 Abrams tanks 
and about · 7,000 Bradley fighting vehicles, as 
a result of which the total number of their 
tanks will grow by more than 40 percent and 

the striking and fire power and maneuver
ability of troops will increase. 

The buildup of the land forces' fire power is 
effected through developing qualitatively new 
weapon systems, increasing the number and 
improving the quality of existing field artillery 
pieces and ammunition, developing, in co
operation with the US Air Force, a highly
effective Assault Breaker reconnaissance at
tack weapon system intended for in-depth 
strikes. Since 1983, the troops have been sup
plied with large quantities of multiple-launch 
rocket systems (MLRS). The salvo of one 
such 12-tube rocket system is equal to that of 
three 203.2-mm howitzer battalions. More 
than 20 MLRS batteries, each having nine 
launchers, have been deployed to date. Re
search and development is under way on a 
cluster warhead for the MLRS with six horn-

MULTIPLE-LAUNCH ROCKET SYSTEM (MLRS). Fires rockets with cluster warheads, including binary 
chemical munitions. Provided with a 12-tube launcher. Range: up to 45 km. 
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ing submunitions. The expected range of this 
rocket system will be some 40-45 km. 

Between 1960 a nd 1986, the number of 
nuclear-capable artillery pieces in the la nd 
forces increased from 280 to more than 4,000. 
A 25-percent increase of nuclear-capable ar
tillery in Europe is planned by 1990. It is to be 

AH-64A APACHE 
HELICOPTER GUNSHIP. 
Carries 16 Hellfire antitank 
guided missiles (with laser 
homing warheads) a□d a 30-
mm gun. The program up to 
1989 envisages delivery of 536 
such helicopters to a sum of 
about six billion dollars. 

secured by providing the divisions of the land 
forces with a larger number of 155-mm and 
203.2-mm artillery pieces. 

The land forces are being re-equipped with 
antitank weapons, including helicopter-borne 
ones. The obsolete antitank guided missiles 
(ATGMs) of the 1960s have been replaced by 
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more sophisticated Tow and Dragon missiles. 
A third generation of these missiles- Hellfire 
ATGMs- has been developed and their de
liveries have started to the troops (more than 
15,000 A TGMs have already been purchased 
by the Pentagon; there are plans for purchas
ing about 50,000 such missiles). ATGMs now 
in service are being modernized. Their num
ber is growing along with their qualitative 
improvement. There are more than 2,100 im
proved Tow ATGMs in land forces. Since 
1983, more powerful Tow Ils have been sup
plied to the troops, including those in Europe. 
In all, it is intended to deliver l 41 ,000 such 
missiles. The Copperhead antitank semi
active laser-homing artillery shell with a range 
of 16 km is being put into service. More than 

10,000 such shells have already been supplied 
to the troops. Deliveries have started of AH-
64A Apache helicopter gunships each equip
ped with 16 Hellfue ATGMs. The fust bat
talion of such gunships was deployed in 1986. 
By the end of the 1980s the number of anti
tank weapon systems in the land forces is to 
almost double. 

The organizational structure of units is 
being modernized. A new table of organi
zation of the so-called Division-86 is being 
adopted. The plans of the US command en
visage that such divisions will have a high 
offensive potential and fire power, increased 
mobility, effective antitank and air defense 
weapon systems, and the ability to conduct 
effective operations in the conditions of em-

A-10 THUNDERBOLT ATTACK AIRCRA.Ff. Combat radius: 460-1,000 km. Maximum combat load (missiles, 
rockets, and bombs): 7,260 kg. In service with the USAF since 1974. 
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F-16 FIGHTER-BOMBER. Combat radius: over 1,000 km. Nuclear capable. Maximum combat load (missiles, 
rockets, and bombs): 6,700 kg. In service with the USAF since 1979. 

ploying weapons of mass destruction and 
radioelectronic means of warfare. Two new 
types of divisions (motorized and light in
fantry) designed for rapid airlift to any region 
of the world and for operations in unprepared 
theaters, such as those in the Middle East, 
Southwest Asia and Central America, have 
been introduced in the land forces. 

A drastic reorganization is under way in the 
special-operations forces intended for intelli
gence, subversion and other similar activities 
in various regions of the world in time of 
peace and war. The special weapon systems 
they are armed with are being improved and 
the strength of these forces is being increased . . 
In May 1987 it is planned to complete the 
establishment of a joint command of special
operations forces, which will include all 
special-operations forces and materiel of the 
armed services deployed in the continental 
United States. The Pentagon has even es
tablished the post of assistant secretary of 
defense for special-operations forces and low
intensity conflicts. 

In the buildup of the tactical aviation great 
attention is paid to further increasing its strik
ing power, enhancing its combat readiness 

and ability to conduct sustained combat ope
rations. Since 1976 the US Air Force has 
received all the planned 727 A-10 Thunder
bolt attack aircraft for close ground support. 
Air Force units have been supplied with 116 
F-4C Wild Weasel special-purpose aircraft 
designed to detect and immediately destroy 
land-based air-defense facilities with guided 
missiles and conventional bombs. The deploy
ment of the airborne warning and control 
system (AW ACS), which now includes 34 
E-3A aircraft, has been completed. The Air 
Force has received all its 42 EF-111 electronic 
warfare aircraft. The purchase and supply 
continue of up to 270 all-weather F-15 fight
ers and F-16 fighter-bombers a year. Altoge
ther, 4,000 aircraft of this type are to be 
produced. 

The new aircraft are delivered, first of all, 
to the forward-based air groups, especially in 
Europe, where in recent years the number of 
fighter-bombers has increased by more than 
20 percent to total 650. Over 80 percent of the 
aircraft are intended for offensive operations 
and two-thirds of all aircraft are nuclear
capable. The US command is making efforts 
to ensure the possibility of tripling the num-
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ADV AN CED TECHNOLOGY FIGHTER (A TF) . Tactical aircraft proposed by Lockheed as a competition 
design. Will be based on Stealth technology and have artificial intelligence and other advanced electronic 
equipment. 

ber of US tactical aircraft in Europe in a 
matter of 10 days (to more than 2,000 
aircraft). 

The US preparations are in full swing to 
deploy in Western Europe a fundamentally 
new weapon system- a PLSS (precision lo
cation strike system), which has a greater 
firepower than that of existing systems and is 
designed to neutralize air-defense systems and 
ensure in-depth offensive operations by tac
tical aviation and other forces. 

The United States is continuing to build up 
its naval forces, to which Washington assigns 
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a special role in its aggressive global strategy, 
considering them a major instrument for 
show of force and direct military intervention. 
The implementation of the program an
nounced by the US Administration for in
creasing the overall number of ships in the 
regular naval forces up to 600 in the 1980s is 
in full swing. According to Pentagon officials, 
the aim of the program is to ensure that 
maritime superiority can be maintained by the 
United States and its allies in key ocean areas. 
The US Navy has now received 175 new 
ships, including five Ticonderoga-class missile 



cruisers and 36 Los Angeles-class nuclear
powered attack submarines. Three out of four 
Iowa-class battleships have been reactivated, 
modernized (equipped, among other things , 
with Tomahawk cruise missile and Harpoon 
antiship missile launchers) and recom
missioned as regular naval ships. The fifth 
nuclear-powered aircraft carrier Theodore 
Roosevelt has been built and funds have been 
earmarked for the construction of two more 
nuclear-powered aircraft carriers. 

Surface ships and nuclear-powered subma
rines are being equipped with Tomahawk 
long-range cruise missiles with nuclear and 
conventional warheads. This will considerably 

broaden the traditional functions of the US 
Navy; from now on not only aircraft carriers 
but also escort ships can strike at remote 
land-based and coastal targets. The possibility 
of delivering strikes with all types of cruise 
missiles from torpedo tubes in submarines 
and launchers in surface ships enables the US 
Navy Command to equip any submarine or 
large surface ship operating off the shore of 
any country with high-accuracy nuclear
tipped Tomahawk missiles having a range of 
2,600 km. 

The US Navy is modernizing its air force 
by providing it with new nuclear-capable 
F/A-18 Hornet and AV-8B Harrier aircraft. 

JACKSONVILLE NUCLEAR-POWERED SUBMARINE (of the Los Angeles class). Displacement: 6,900 t. 
Armed with Tomahawk cruise missiles (with conventional and nuclear warheads), Harpoon antiship missiles, 
Subroc antisubmarine nuclear weapons, and torpedoes. The US Navy has 36 such submarines. 
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TICONDEROGA GUIDED MISSILE CRUISER, an important new asset in the buildup of the striking power of 
the US Navy's aircraft carrier forces and surface action and amphibious groups. Displacement: 9,200 t. Armed with 
Tomahawk cruise missiles (with conventional and nuclear warheads), Harpoon antisbip missiles, air defense and 
antisubmarine missiles, guns, and torpedoes. It is planned to build 27 such cruisers. 

Research and development in tactical aviation 
is oriented to modernization of existing and 
creation of new air-to-surface and air-to-air 
weapon systems. 

The firepower of the Marines, one of the 
major instruments of US aggression and mil
itary interference in the affairs of sovereign 
states, is growing. In the late 1980s the M60 
tanks currently in service with the Marine 
Corps will be replaced by M-1 Abrams tanks. 
The number of field artillery pieces in the 
Marine Corps has grown. The 105-mm guns 
are being replaced by new 155-mm howitzers. 
As a result, virtually all the Marine Corps 
artillery has become nuclear-capable. 

The Marine Corps aviation is being sup
plied with a new heavy assault helicopter, the 
CH-53E Super Stallion, which can carry more 
than 90 percent of organic materiel in service 
with an RDF Marine amphibious brigade. To 
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make the Marines' landing operations on 
enemy shores more effective, the landing craft 
of the Navy are being modernized and new 
amphibious ships and air-cushion landing 
boats are being built to ensure the deploy
ment of US armed forces in any region of the 
world. 

To increase the mobility of the RDF 
Marines the United States has built 13 depot 
ships to carry heavy armaments and stocks of 
logistic supplies for combat operations of 
three Marine amphibious brigades. The first 
group of such ships has been stationed in the 
East Atlantic, the second in the Indian Ocean 
and the third in the West Pacific. For the 
same purpose special ships are being built 
which are capable of unloading combat 
equipment and other cargoes in unprepared 
shore areas. Plans are afoot to supply the 
Navy with eight high-speed container ships, 



six of which will be re-equipped to sealift a 
mechanized division of the land forces. The 
ships will be on 5-day readiness for 
embarkation. 

Extensive R & D work is being conducted 
in military radioelectronics to meet the needs 
of all armed services. Special attention is paid 
to increasing the survivability of the strategic 
command, control and communication cen
ters and developing land-, sea-, air- and 
space-based intelligence and early-warning fa
cilities and satellite communication and navi
gation systems. 

To make a breakthrough in the battle man
agement system, which has so far been based 
mainly on microelectronic and computer tech
nology used in civilian industry, it is planned 

to implement a strategic computer program, 
which envisages increasing the speed of com
puters hundreds and thousands of times 
without increasing their weight or size, all at a 
cost of one billion dollars over a 10-year 
period that began in 1984. 

Research is under way on developing pow
erful " intellectual" computer systems for 
troop and weapon management facilities. 
Such systems should be able to quickly evalu
ate data supplied by numerous sensors and 
take decisions on the use of weapons. The 
adoption of such systems, however, is fraught 
with dangerous consequences because the 
likelihood of a failure in a sophisticated elec
tronic device will increase substantially. Even 
simpler systems fail and, as was many times 

NEW JERSEY BATTLESHIP. Displacement: 58,000 t. Reactivated, this battleship has been modernized and 
armed with the latest weapon systems, including Tomahawk cruise missiles and Harpoon antiship missiles. For 
several months in 1983 the New Jersey, as part of the US Navy's task force in the Eastern Mediterranean, 
systematically shelled civilian targets in Lebanon, using, among others, its 16-in main battery guns. 
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the case in the United States, may mistakenly 
signal a missile attack on the USA. According 
to ·the Defense Monitor bulletin, the US early
warning systems had given 20,784 false 
alarms between 1977 and 1984. 

Preparation for Chemical Warfare 

The US armed forces gained vast practical 
experience of using chemicals for military 
purposes during the war in Indochina where 
they made extensive use of defoliants. More 
than two million Vietnamese, over 60,000 
American servicemen and several thousand 
Australians, Canadians and New Zealanders 
were affected. Some 150,000 hectares of tropi
cal forests, 44 percent of pasture land, 70 
percent of the coconut palm groves and 10 
percent of arable land in Vietnam were con
taminated. Irreparable damage was inflicted 
on land and water ecological systems. In 
expert opinion, it will take more than a hun
dred years to restore the destroyed mangrove 
forests. The genetic effect of the agents on 
people is even more dreadful. More newborn 
infants with congenital deformities are one 
such effect. 

Armed with the experience of the Vietnam 
war, the United States is preparing for chemi
cal war now. It has stockpiled an enormous 
amount of ready-for-use chemical weapons. 
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F/A-1 8 HORNET 
AIRCRAFT. A multi
purpose supersonic 
plane being adopted by 
the US carrier-based and 
Marine air forces. Pro
duced in two versions: 
the F- 18 lighter and the 
A-18 attack aircraft. Nu-
clear capable. Combat 
radius: 740- 1,020 km . 
Combat load of the A-18 
(missiles and bombs): 
6,080 kg. ln aH, 1,377 
F/A-18 aircraft are to be 
procured. 

The US stocks of highly toxic agents today 
amount to about 55,000 tons, deadly nerve 
gases and blister and blood toxic agents ac
counting for a major part of them. Over 3 
million artillery shells, hundreds of thousands 
of land mines and charges and tens of 
thousands of air bombs and other chemical 
munitions are stored at military depots. The 
Pentagon maintains ten large chemical 
weapons depots for chemical ammunition and 
lethal toxic agents in containers in the con
tinental USA, the Pacific area and Western 
Europe. The total volume of toxic agents in 
the ready-for-use chemical ammunition stored 
on the territory of Federal Germany alone 
amounts to more than 4 million liters. In 
expert opinion, the US toxic agents stockpiles 
are sufficient to kill the whole population of the 
globe many times over. 

Nevertheless, the US Administration in
tends to step up the chemical arms race, to 
increase and qualitatively upgrade the ar
senals of chemical weapons. 

In the past few years the USA has de
veloped a new generation of chemical 
weapons- binary chemical ammunition-and 
has prepared their production. The USA 
plans to spend from IO to 20 billion dollars on 
a program for such ammunition in all fighting 
services. It is planned to bring the number of 
filled chemical munitions to 5 million as a 
result of such a program. A plant producing 



binary munitions has been built, and as
sembly lines with a production capacity of 
700,000 shells and air bombs a year have been 
prepared for commissioning at Pine Bluff, 
Arkansas. The production capacities for 
manufacturing other military-chemical prod
ucts at other factories are being modernized 
and built up. Work is under way to increase 
the number and capacity of toxic agents de
pots and storage facilities, specifically in 
Western Europe. Plans are afoot to deploy 
binary chemical ammunition in NATO Eu
rope, and particularly in Britain, Federal Ger
many and Italy. 

Along with expanding material plant for 
fundamental research relating to the develop-

ment of newest types of lethal toxic agents, 
the United States is actively using the scien
tific and technological achievements and po
tentials of its allies. Britain, Federal Germa
ny and Israel, jointly with the USA, par
ticipate in developing chemical ammunition. 
Fulfilling the Pentagon orders, many research 
institutions, private firms and transnational 
corporations are carrying out research to de
velop toxic agents against which no individual 
and collective defenses yet exist. The search 
for deadly agents is conducted also among 
toxins of animal and vegetable origin. 

Training for operations involving chemical 
weapons is being conducted on a large scale, 
the number of chemical warfare experts is 

The Reagan Administration continues to step up d irect preparations of the US armed forces for chemical and 
biological warfare. The Pentagon plans to have five million chemical munitions. US chemical weapons are sited in 
the United States as well as in other countries. More than four million liters of highly toxic agents of the Sarin and 
VX type are stored in Federal Germany alone. During the US aggression in Southeast Asia, US troops used 
chemical weapons in 41 operations. 
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being increased and organizational measures 
to form chemical troops brigades are being 
carried out in the US armed forces. The 
program of training troops to fight in 
chemical-war conditions has been substan
tially extended. US military manuals say 
chemical weapons must be used at the earliest 
stage of a conflict. For instance, the US Army 
Field Manual FM 100-5 envisages delivering 
strikes to the whole depth of the enemy de
fense by the whole set of nuclear, chemical 
and conventional means. 

At McClellan Fort, Alabama, there is a 
special center for training chemical-weapons 
specialists. Personnel training in chemical 
warfare has been sharply stepped up in all US 
armed services and reserves. Troops are being 
provided with individual and collective pro
tective equipment against toxic agents. The 
US armed forces are continually developing 
land and sea chemical warfare techniques in 
their operational and combat training. In the 
past few years chemical warfare held a central 
place in the Reforger annual American mil
itary exercise in Europe and the Team Spirit 
joint US-South Korean exercise. 

Development and Stockpiling of New 
Weapons of Mass Destruction of People and 

Nature 

Along with the massive equipment of the 
armed forces with nuclear and chemical 
weapons, the US leaders devote great atten
tion to the development of new mass destruc
tion weapons for use against man and living 
nature in general. 

It has been said already that in 1981 the US 
Administration took a decision on the full
scale production and stockpiling of neutron 
weapons which Pentagon spokesmen are 
trying to portray as "humane." They claim 
that these weapons will kill only the crews of 
Soviet tanks by neutron radiation and do very 
little damage to dwelling houses and struc
tures and, therefore, civilians have nothing to 
fear. Not only is the cynicism of such pro
nouncements obvious, but they are also pat
ently false. A neutron munition includes a 
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charge of fissionable material whose yield is 
commensurate with the yield of tactical nu
clear ammunition. This means that a zone of 
destruction and fire similar to that caused by 
a nuclear explosion would emerge from a 
neutron munition blast. 

The powerful neutron flow generated by an 
explosion of a neutron munition is particu
larly dangerous to people. It can spread over 
long distances, effectively penetrate through 
protective structures and cause much graver 
radiation damage to the human organism 
than smaller-energy neutrons emanating from 
an explosion of a nuclear munition. If a 
person affected by such radiation does not die 
immediately, he would be doomed to long 
agonizing suffering. The advocates of neutron 
weapons do their utmost to conceal the most 
sinister effect of this type of weapons-the 
effect produced by high-energy neutron radi
ation on the future generations of people. 
Geneticists hold the view that even negligible 
doses would cause biological disorders in the 
human organism which would have a bearing 
on many generations to come. So the phrase
mongering about neutron weapons being 
"more humane" is a lie designed to distract 
broad sections of the public from the real 
threat posed. 

Despite the decision officially announced 
by the US President in 1969 to stop develop
ing biological weapons and the Convention on 
the Prohibition of the Development, Produc
tion and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Bi
ological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their 
Destruction ratified by the USA in 1975, the 
US Defense Department continues with an 
extensive biological program. Along with the 
further qualitative development of the exist
ing types of biological weapons, the 
Pentagon's microbiological centers are work
ing to develop new microbes~ausing dis
eases occurring in humans, animals and 
plants. The latest genetic engineering methods 
are widely used to obtain modifications of 
microorganisms with affecting properties un
known before. Since 1980 the US Defense 
Department has been engaged in over 60 
military-oriented research projects. Hundreds 
of millions of dollars are allocated for re-



search and development in the sphere of bio
logical weapons. 

Dozens of laboratories with a high degree 
of antiepidemic defense have been set up in 
the USA in the past few years to carry out 
work on agents of diseases particularly dan
gerous for man and animals, as microbiolog
ical centers of the Defense Department have 
been expanded and modernized. 

Economic and Military 
Foundation of American 

Imperialism 

Financing of Militarism 

Under the Reagan Administration US mil
itary spending has been growing at unpreced
ented rates. The sum of funds annually allo
cated to the Pentagon as the official military 
budget alone has doubled from 140. 7 billion 
dollars in fiscal 1980 to 284.9 billion in fiscal 
1987. Between 1988 and 1992 the sum of 
military allocations will add up to about 1,800 
billion dollars. 

The growth in the military budget occurs 
mostly at the expense of various civilian pro
grams. This has led to a considerable rise in 
the share of allocations for military purposes 
in the expenditure part of the US Federal 
Budget, from 22.7 percent in fiscal 1980 to 29 
percent in fiscal 1987. There will be further 
redistribution of tax-payers' money in favour 
of the arms business over the next five years. 
In fiscal 1992, 31.5 percent of the overall 
expenditure in the Federal Budget is to be 
allocated for that purpose. 

The US military-political leadership is 
trying to gain military superiority over the 
USSR and the Warsaw Treaty first of all by 
equipping its armed forces with new advanced 
weapon systems. This has resulted in substan
tial changes in the structure of US military 
spending. An increasingly great proportion of 
overall defense allocations goes into new 
weapons and combat hardware. 

As compared with fiscal 1980, budget allo
cations to the Defense Department for re-

' search and development have grown 2.7-fold 
to stand at almost 37 .6 billion dollars in fiscal 
1987. The yearly allocations for the purchase 
of arms and combat hardware have increased 
almost 2.5 times from 35 billion dollars in 
fiscal 1980 to 85.8 billion in fiscal 1987. The 
share of this expenditure item in the Defense 
Department's budget has risen from 25.1 to 
30.1 percent. 

Thus, in fiscal 1987 the Pentagon will 
receive over 120 billion dollars for technical 
modernization of armed forces. Priority here 
is given to the offensive weapon systems of 
the Air Force and Navy which are the main 
instrument of the US policy of neoglobalism. 

On the whole, from 1988 to 1992 (fiscal) the 
US Defense Department will receive more 
than 740 billion dollars for its technical 
modernization programs. Over the same 
period more than 45 billion dollars will be 
allocated for military nuclear programs to be 
tackled by the Department of Energy. An 
even greater sum (53 billion dollars) will be 
allocated to NASA for research and develop
ment which have acquired a marked military 
character since the advent of the Strategic 
Defense Initiative. 

Industrial Foundation of American Militarism 

The Washington course of arms buildup 
and military superiority over the USSR close
ly intertwines the interests of the military
industrial corporations and the military and 
state machinery and is leading to an unpre
cedented expansion of arms production. The 
arms corporations together with the military 
and state bureaucracy have formed a mighty 
military-industrial complex which has ac
quired such dimension in the US as to be 
earnestly called "a state within a state." 

The United States has a powerful arms 
industry, the world's largest in terms of both 
production and number of arms factories. 
Pentagon orders are handled by 30,000 main 
contractors and more than 50,000 subcon
tractors. 

In fiscal 1984 the Pentagon placed con
tracts with various companies for the supply 
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The Pentagon's orders in industry are f illed by 30,000 main con 
tractors and over 50,000 subcontractors. A ll in al l, about 300,000 
private companies meet the needs of the US Department of De
fense in materiel and services. 



of armaments, combat hardware ~nd other 
military materiel worth about 150 billion dol
lars. Nearly half of that sum has gone to 25 
major arms and combat hardware manufac
turers. Four corporations, McDonnell Doug
las, Rockwell International, Lockheed and 
General · Dynamics, which specialize in the 
production of offensive weapons (nuclear 
missiles, aircraft and atomic-powered war
ships), have been awarded contracts worth 
more than five billion dollars each. 

Enterprises which fill the Pentagon's orders 
are scattered all over the US. However, with 
the Reagan Administration coming to power, 
California has built up a noticeable lead to 
take about 25 percent of all contracts today 
awarded by the Defense Department. 

In recent time the US Administration has 
been putting through a number of measures 
for further expansion of the production base 
and a higher mobilization readiness of the 
arms industry. Primary attention is given to 
the industries specializing in the production of 
offensive weapon systems, including those 
based on new physical principles, which are 
very close to mass destruction weapons in 
terms of combat characteristics. 

The nuclear industrial complex of the US 
meets the demand of all armed services for 
nuclear explosives of various types and desig
nation, from nuclear artillery shells in the 
kiloton class to strategic nuclear weapons 
with a capacity of up to 10 megatons. These 
weapons are produced at seven plants. 

The US is rapidly modernizing and expand
ing its nuclear industrial complex. In I 985 
new production facilities went on stream at 
the Pantex plant near Amarillo, Texas. As a 
result, the US potential in production of nu
clear weapons, including neutron· munitions, 
has grown much higher. One should also 
mention the expansion of the industrial base 
for the production of fissionables for nuclear 
weapons. In 1984, in addition to the four 
operational reactors turning out those ma
terials, a fifth reserve reactor was put into 
service, and there are plans for a sixth produc
tion reactor. All these measures are aimed to 
secure the ongoing long-term program for the 

production and supply of up to 30,000 new 
nuclear weapons to the US armed forces. 

A powerful industrial base has been set up 
for serial production of MX ICBMs. About 
70 US companies are involved in the produc
tion of the main components of that missile. 
US industry is also actively preparing to pro
duce Midgetman ICBMs and Trident II 
SLBMs. 

A solid production base has been built for 
the mass output of strategic cruise missiles of 
various basing modes. It comprises four pow
erful factories with the latest technological 
equipment, including a new plant of the 
Boeing company at Kent, Washington, which 
turns out air-launched cruise missiles 
(ALCMs). General Dynamics has modernized 
one of its plants in San Diego, California, 
while McDonnell Douglas has built a new one 
at Titusville, Florida, for the production of 
Tomahawks and ground-launched cruise mis
siles (GLCMs). Also in San Diego, General 
Dynamics is setting up a production base for 
the so-called advanced cruise missiles 
(ACMs). 

The production base of US shipbuilding is 
the largest among the capitalist countries. It 
comprises 25 large and about 80 medium-size 
specialized shipyards for the construction of 
warships with advanced weapon systems and 
conventional and nuclear propulsion units. In 
particular, the shipyard at Groton, Connect
icut, specializes in the production of Ohio
class submarines, while the yard at Newport 
News, Virginia, turns out Nimitz-class all
purpose nuclear aircraft carriers. Both yards 
are also building nuclear-powered submarines 
of the Los Angeles class. 

US shipyards, in addition to building new 
vessels, have in recent years stepped up work 
on demothballing and making operational 
Iowa-class battleships, armed with Tomah
awk sea-launched cruise missiles, and on ret
rofitting aircraft carriers and other warships 
to extend their service life. 

The military aircraft industry is one of the 
best developed branches. Military aircraft 
production facilities are being constantly im
proved as robot engineering complexes and 
flexible manufacturing processes are installed. 
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An Ohio-class SSBN being built at the shipyards of General Dynamics' Electric Boat Division m Groton, 
Connecticut. 



M- 1 tank turrets on the assembly line in Detroit (top). M-1 tanks taken to a seaport by train to be shipped to 
Europe. 

American aircraft companies are creating new 
production capacities to fulfil the Pentagon's 
increasing orders for the manufacture of the 
latest aircraft models. 

In 1986, a new assembly plant was com
pleted in Palmdale, California, to produce the 
Stealth advanced technology strategic bom
ber. At a recently modernized plant in Pico 
Rivera, California , work continues to build 
the bomber prototype. Regular output of air
craft is being stepped up at recently built large 
plants: of AH-64A Apache helicopter gun
ships in Mesa, Arizona, a nd of B-1 B strategic 
bombers in Palmdale, California. New a uto
mated plants in Columbus, Georgia, G reer, 

South Carolina, and Wilmington, North 
Carolina, have been geared to supply compo
nents for these and other models. 

In the armor industry, with its more than 40 
plants, pride of place belongs to tank-building 
plants in Detroit, Michigan, and in Lima, 
Ohio, and to a plant of self-propelled assault 
guns and armored recovery vehicles in Bair, 
Pennsylvania. 

A large-scale program ( costing 10 billion 
dollars) to modernize the production of ammu
nition is continuing. It involves the retooling 
of a number of enterprises: a big new plant 
with an annual capacity of 1.5 million 
155-mm projectiles wi th submunitions has 
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In fiscal 1950-1984 the USA 
exported: 

38,500 aircraft and helicopters; 
34,300 tanks; 
55,200 armored personnel carriers 
and armored vehicles; 
26,200 ships; 
33, 1 00 field and antitank guns; 
430,700 missiles of various classes. 

All in all, in fiscal 1966-1985 the 
USA sold 224.8 billion dollars' 
worth of weapons and materiel to 
other countries, including 70 per 
cent in the lat ter half of that period. 

Exports of US Weapons and Materiel 
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been built under this program in Picayune, 
Mississippi. 

The US Administration's drastic increase in 
military spending has been a veritable "gold 
mine" for the captains of the military
industrial complex. The rates at which sales of 
war-related products of the leading military
industrial corporations rocketed in the early 
1980s were measured in two-digit figures. De
spite the tremendous book of military orders 
(146 billion dollars in fiscal 1985), which 
guarantee profits for years to come, the 
Pentagon's main contractors are already gear
ing themselves for future orders of super
sophisticated weapon systems. For example, 
Lockheed (fourth largest volume of contracts 
in fiscal 1984) has adopted a long-term invest
ment program envisaging 900 million dollars 
annually for R & D and production moderni
zation. 

According to leading companies, the big
gest profits for the arms industry in the 1990s 
will come from missiles, space systems, and 
electronics. 

Radioelectronic equipment is currently 
being increasingly installed in every weapon 
system. For example, radioelectronic com
ponents now comprise an average of 33 per
cent of the cost of aircraft equipment, ap
proximately 45 percent of missiles, 66 percent 
of space hardware and up to 88 percent of 
control and monitoring systems. For the 1987 
fiscal year, approximately one-third of all 
appropriations earmarked for R & D and 
purchases were on radioelectronic parts for 
military uses----42.1 billion dollars. The sum 
does not include the cost of Defense Depart
ment secret programs, which likewise and to a 
considerable extent are linked with 
radioelectronics. 

Military-industrial companies are pinning 
great hopes on the Star Wars program, ap
propriations for which are to be doubled in 
the next five years. American experts say that 
in the R & D stage of SDI alone, military
industrial corporations can get orders worth 
70 billion dollars in the next ten years. It is 
indicative that Kenneth Adelman, Director of 
the US Arms Control and Disarmament 

68 

Agency, said that to give up SDI 
would be "killing the goose that lays the 
golden egg." 

The USA-Biggest Exporter of Arms and 
Military Equipment 

Under President Reagan's special directive 
of July 8, 1981, arms sales are regarded as an 
essential element of US global military 
strength and an indispensable component of 
its military policy. In one of his earlier reports 
to the Congress, the US President pointed out 
that arms _sales by the United States pursue 
the following aims: to influence the political 
orientation of countries that possess strategic 
reserves; to exercise a greater influence on 
governments and military leaderships of 
countries whose political orientation is of 
much importance for the US in global and 
regional terms; to produce an impact on in
dividual governments as regards questions 
involving US interests. Besides, arms export 
has developed into a powerful factor for eco
nomic and financial enslavement of other 
countries by drawing them into a ruinous 
arms race. 

The US supplies arms and military equip
ment to more than 150 countries. In the past 
decade (1976-1985 fiscal years) US war ex
ports totalled a huge sum of 157 .8 billion 
dollars. The largest markets for US weapons 
remain the Middle East and Southwest Asia 
(over 50 percent of US arms export) and West 
European states (more than 24 percent). 

As previously, the main importers of Amer
ican arms in the past decade were: Saudi 
Arabia (which bought 43 billion dollars' 
worth of US arms, including over 70 F-5 and 
F-15 fighter planes and five E-3A AWACS 
aircraft, 250 M60 tanks, more than 1,500 
armored vehicles, and tens of thousands of 
missiles of various types); Israel ( 11 billion 
dollars, comprising more than 200 F-15 and 
F-16 fighter planes, over 300 M60 tanks and 
more than 1, 700 armored vehicles, some 
11,500 missiles of various types); and Britain 
(10 billion dollars, including 111 Polaris and 



Trident strategic missiles, and more than 
9,000 missiles of other types). 

It now transpires that the US secretly sup
plied its arms to Iran for further expansion of 
the war with Iraq. Some of the weapons were 
destined for Afghan counterrevolutionaries. 
Besides, money earned from arms sales was 
diverted to the Somoza contras to wage an 
undeclared war against Nicaragua. 

American military aid is being increasingly 
given to reactionary and dictatorial regimes. 
In 1981-1984, for example, El Salvador and 
Honduras were accommodated with some 550 
million dollars in military aid. Recent years 
have seen a considerable rise in US allo
cations to support all sorts of anti
government and counterrevolutionary group
ings in Asia, Africa and Latin America. In 
1980-1985 the Afghan counterrevolutionaries 
were given more than 950 million dollars, 
including more than 480 million dollars in 
1985. All in all, during 1980-1985 the US 

funded over 1.9 billion dollars on the un
declared war against Afghanistan, through 
various channels. Arms supplied to counter
revolutionary groupings include such modern 
weapons as Stinger antiaircraft missiles. The 
US Congress has approved 100 million dol
lars for the Nicaraguan contras for the 1987 
fiscal year, in addition to the 111 million 
dollars provided in fiscal 1982-1986. 

US military exports feature virtually all 
modern types of weapons and military equip
ment, also including some nuclear delivery 
vehicles (F-16 and F-111 planes, and Polaris, 
Trident and Lance missiles). By the end of 
1984, the US Department of Defense had 
export orders worth over 65 billion dollars 
and providing for the delivery of more than 
1,000 aircraft and helicopters, some 30 com
batant ships and boats, 1,200 armored per
sonnel carriers, about 700 tanks, 350 field 
artillery pieces, and 43,000 missiles of various 
types. 



Chapter III 

The East-West Military Balance 

One major fact should first be noted: a 
rough military balance between the USSR 
and the USA, and between the Warsaw 
Treaty and NATO, has arisen and is being 
maintained both in the world at large and in 
Europe, where the most powerful concent
rations of armed forces face each other. 

But then the present level of military con
frontation is excessively high. The stockpiles 
of nuclear weapons in the world have reached 
critical proportions. Even a small part of the 
nuclear weapons now present in the world is 
enough to destroy all life on Earth. Continu
ation of the arms race on Earth and, more 
particularly, its spread into space could raise 
the nuclear parity to a limit that would stop it 
being a military and political deterrent and 
add to the probability of outbreak of nuclear 
war. 

The realities of the nuclear and space age 
make it imperative to halt the.arms race and 
find a way out of the confrontation fraught 
with nuclear catastrophe. That is the only 
reasonable option. 

The USSR has invariably pressed for elimi
nation of nuclear and radical reduction in 
conventional arms, for ending the arms race 
on Earth and preventing one in any new area, 
and for totally abolishing the threat of nu
clear annihilation of humanity in the lifetime 
of the present generation. This policy was 
expressed in the program for complete elimi
nation of nuclear and other weapons of mass 
destruction by the year 2000, as set forth in 
the Statement of January 15, 1986 by Mikhail 
Gorbachev, General Secretary of the CPSU 
Central Committee. The points of that pro
gram formed the base for the major proposals 
for reduction and elimination of nuclear arms 
the USSR advanced at the Soviet-American 
Summit Meeting in Reykjavik on October 11-
12, 1986. Should they have been accepted by 
the American side, that would have signalled 
a turning point in every area of the campaign 
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for nuclear disarmament and would have 
opened up workable opportunities for move
ment toward a nuclear-free world. 

An entirely different policy has been pur
sued by the United States of America. Its 
major efforts have been directed toward 
achievingmilitarysuperiorityoverthe USSR by 
building up the nuclear potential and conven
tional armaments, and by creating an entirely 
new class of weapon-space strike systems. 
The United States' commitment to the Star 
Wars program has thwarted the achievement 
of historic agreements in Reykjavik and is an 
obstacle to deep cuts and subsequent total 
elimination of nuclear weapons. Moreover, 
putting weapons up in space would upset the 
strategic stability and propel unprecedentedly 
and for decades to come every area of the arms 
race, making it uncontrollable. The negative 
consequences of such a turn of events would 
be impossible to predict. But one thing is 
quite certain: the appearance of space strike 
weapons and the buildup of the strategic nu
clear potential would add nothing to the security 
either of the US or any other country and, on 
the contrary, the threat of war would drasti
cally increase. 

Before taking a closer look at where and 
what the Washington course toward the 
utmost escalation of US military power leads 
to, let us answer this question: what is the real 
balance of military strength of the two sides at 
present? 

Let us examine the facts. 

The USSR-US Strategic Nuclear Balance 

By the early 70s, an approximate balance 
had been struck between the two powers in 
the quantity and quality of strategic nuclear 
arms. While the 1979 Strategic Arms Limit
ation Treaty (SALT II) was being prepared, 
the balance of strategic armaments was 



checked and rechecked by competent Soviet 
and American experts. The Treaty registered 
a rough parity of strategic arms: in terms of 
delivery vehicles (ICBMs, SLBMs and heavy 
bombers)-roughly 2,500 for the USSR and 
about 2,300 for the US, and the US holding 
an advantage in nuclear warheads. 

The SALT II Treaty was signed by the 
leaders of the USSR and the USA in the 
summer of 1979. However, Ronald Reagan, 
who succeeded Jimmy Carter at the White 
House, and representatives of his administ
ration started making allegations that no par
ity existed and that the USSR had left the 
USA far behind in strategic offensive arms. 
Much was said to the effect that the USA had 
some "window of vulnerability" which had to 
be "closed" without delay. How so? Is it 
conceivable to achieve, in a year or two, any 
superiority, let alone substantial superiority, 
in strategic arms which take years to produce? 
Or had some new facts come to light, which 
had previously been overlooked? 

But no new facts had come to light. The 
allegations of the US "falling behind" and 
having a "window of vulnerability" were 
needed to bury the SALT II Treaty which fixed 
the parity and restrained the pushing of the 
Pentagon's military programs through Con
gress. Up to a certain point, the SALT II 
Treaty did not require that the USA make 
any substantial reductions in its appropriate 
systems. But as the American military pro
grams were pressed on, the Treaty became 
more and more of a hindrance to the US 
strategic arms buildup. In 1980-1984, with new 
Ohio-class missile submarines becoming oper
ational within the US Navy, the Pentagon 
had to dismantle eight Polaris missile sub
marines and then three submarines with 
Poseidon missiles in 1985-1986. The continu
ing refitting of heavy B-52 bombers to carry 
long-range cruise missiles compelled the White 
House to choose between dismantling ballistic 
missiles with independently targetable war
heads by way of compensation and abandon
ing the SALT II Treaty. What the White 
House actually chose we all know: it publicly 
renounced both the Interim Agreement 
(SALT I) and the SALT II Treaty. 

There is no substance to US Administ
ration claims that the USSR has broken the 
principle of equality and equal security. The 
USSR has never done so. The existence of the 
strategic parity has been confirmed by many 
American experts and, until recently, by the 
US Joint Chiefs of Staff. In Reykjavik, the 
Soviet delegation handed President Reagan a 
table of the strategic offensive arms inven
tories of the two sides as of October 11, 1986. 
It shows that the Soviet Union has slightly 
more delivery vehicles (2,480 as against 2,208) 
than the USA, whereas the USA still has 
more warheads on them. On balance, the 
rough parity is still there. The Americans did 
not object to that assessment. 
Strategic Offensive Arms Holdings of the USSR 

and the USA (October 11, 1986)* 

USSR USA 

ICBM launchers 1,398 
including: 
launchers for ICBMs equipped 
with independently targetable 
warheads 820 

SLBM launchers 922 
including: 
SLBM launchers equipped 
with independently targetable 
warheads 352 

ICBM and SLBM launchers, 
total 2,320 
including: 
ICBM and SLBM launchers 
equipped with independently 
targetable warheads 1,172 

Heavy bombers 160 
including: 
heavy bombers equipped to 
carry cruise missiles 53 

ICBM and SLBM launchers 
and heavy bombers, total 2,480 
including: 
ICBM and SLBM launchers 
and heavy bombers equipped 
to carry independently target
able warheads and cruise 
missiles 1,225 

warheads on strategic delivery 
vehicles, total 10,000 

1,018 

550 

672 

640 

1,690 

1,190 

518 

127 

2,208 

1,317 

14,800 

* These data were supplied by the General Secretary 
of the CPSU Central Committee Mikhail Gorbachev to 
the US President Ronald Reagan during their meeting 
in Reykjavik. 
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It would seem that the truth is obvious and 
has to be recognized. But that appears to be a 
far from easy thing for the US leaders to do. 
They keep on silencing some facts, accentuat
ing others or just making insinuations when
ever it comes to assessing the strategic forces of 
the two sides. For example, they contend that 
the Soviet Union has some 70 percent of its 
nuclear warheads mounted on land-based 
ICBMs while the USA has about 20 percent. 
But they say nothing about the fact that this 
does not upset the parity in strategic capabil
ities since the USA has over 80 percent of the 
nuclear warheads on its submarine-launched 
ballistic missiles and on heavy bombers, that 
is, several times more than the numbers de
ployed in the comparable components of the 
Soviet strategic forces. 

In comparing the sides' strategic nuclear 
munitions, the Pentagon deliberately under
states the US figure by almost 2,000 units. 
The Soviet indices are inflated by adding the 
munitions which the Pentagon alleges may 
appear if Soviet ICBMs have acquired a 
MIRV capability with the number of war
heads chosen at random by Washington 
strategists. 

Another strata gem of theirs. The Soviet 
strategic arms are augmented by 270 medium
range bombers, known as Backfire in the 
West, and 39 ballistic missiles installed on 
diesel submarines. However, these two cate
gories of hardware have no relation what
soever to strategic weapons. At the same time, 
the US strategic arms are sent down by ex
cluding over 200 B-52 heavy bombers and 32 
SLBMs carried by two Polaris submarines 
which are in reserve but which under SALT II 
should be included in the limits fixed by that 
agreement. As a result of such juggling with 
figures, the US allegedly has about 2,000 
strategic delivery vehicles as against almost 
2,800 for the USSR. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 
used these fictitious figures in the report to 
Congress on the US Military Posture for FY 
1986. 

Washington often alleges that heavy Soviet 
ICBMs (SS-18) are destabilizers. However, 
such accusations do not hold water. Twenty 
years ago, with the US having considerable 
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superiority over the USSR, the Americans did 
not call the heavy Soviet ICBMs destabilizers. 
However, now that the USSR is capable of 
adequately returning a blow by striking at US 
territory, these missiles have become the 
"main source of instability." The Soviet 
heavy ICBMs, just as other ICBMs, are part 
and parcel of the USSR strategic nuclear 
potential to be reduced by 50 percent by the 
end of 1991, if the proposals the USSR ad
vanced in Reykjavik were accepted. The 
heavy ICBMs would have been halved too. 

Claiming objectivity, Washington delibe
rately overlooks such an important fact as the 
existence of thousands of US forward-based 
nuclear weapons near the Soviet frontier cap
able of hitting targets, including strategic 
ones, deep inside the Soviet Union. As a 
matter of fact, these weapons complement the 
US strategic potential. The Soviet Union does 
not have analogous weapons with regard to 
US territory. Is then the American compa
rison of the sides' strategic systems justified? 

Such ploys are designed to justify unpreced
ented military programs and camouflage the 
aims the US Administration is pursuing in 
fueling the arms race. US Defense Secretary 
Caspar Weinberger claims day in and day out 
that the United States is the runner-up and 
needs to restore American military might stra
tegically. However, as Weinberger admits (the 
report to Congress on the FY 1987 Military 
Budget), the aim is not to restore the equilib
rium but to determine USSR-US relation
ships in a new manner in order to build its 
relations from strength and in prospect from 
greater strength. This points to the desire to 
upturn strategic parity at any cost and reach 
military superiority. That is why feverish et:. 
forts are being made to build up the US 
strategic nuclear forces and develop space
strike weapons. 

However, the US course against strategic 
parity has no prospect. With the sides' present 
record on economic matters, combat tech
nology, and military capability, no efforts by 
either for military superiority could spell suc
cess. The other would not permit that. 
Nowadays no one can win in an arms race. As 
Mikhail Gorbachev put it, "Both sides had 



better get used to strategic parity as a natural 
state of Soviet-American relations. What 
should be discussed is how to lower the level of 
this parity through joint efforts, in other words, 
to carry out real measures for reducing nuclear 
armaments on a mutual basis." 

Correlation of Medium-Range Nuclear 
Systems in Europe 

ln terms of medium-range nuclear weapons 
in Europe, the Warsaw Treaty and NA TO 
have long had an approximate parity. The 
West has a lead in some medium-range sys
tems, while the USSR in others. On the 
whole, since the 1970s, before a session of the 
NATO Council (December 1979) decided on 
an arms buildup, each side had in Europe 
about 1,000 medium-range delivery vehicles 
(missiles and aircarft). 

Many Western officials have often admit
ted that there is a balance in medium-range 
weapons in Europe. The former West Ger
man Chancellor, Helmut Schmidt, said more 
than once that preserving a balance of forces 
in Europe and elsewhere was a prerequisite of 
detente and that such a balance continued to 
exist. In an interview to the newspaper Koiner 
Stadt-Anzeiger in February 1981, after the 
NATO decision on an arms buildup, he said 
that, despite the SS-20s, the balance of forces 
had not changed in the USSR's favor. At that 
time US leaders too repeatedly confirmed the 
existence of such a balance in Europe. 

Military balance has never suited the Uni
ted States. Alleging a Soviet military threat 
and distorting the real correlation of forces in 
Europe, in December 1979 the United States 
forced its allies to rubberstamp a decision to 
install 572 new US medium-range missiles in 
Europe. 

The formal pretext for the decision, it 
seems, was the deployment of Soviet SS-20 
missiles instead of the outdated medium
range SS-4 and SS-5 systems which, incident
ally, had not worried the West. However, the 
strategic situation in Europe did not change 
with the Soviet Union starting to replace the 
obsolete SS-4s and SS-5s with newer SS-20 
missiles. For every two SS-20s it deployed, the 
USSR was removing three older missiles. 

Before the SS-20 deployment, the USSR had 
in its Western part some 600 ground-launched 
medium-range missiles, and their number has 
now dwindled to 355, a third of which are 
obsolete. All SS-5s have been removed. With 
an increase in the number of warheads on the 
Soviet missiles, the aggregate nuclear yield of 
the Soviet medium-range missiles has more 
than halved in the meantime. All this is well 
known. For reasons of its own, however, the 
West keeps silent about this. 

There is evidence that the NA TO arms 
buildup decision was motivated not by the 
emergence of the Soviet SS-20s. It transpires 
that the first contracts for Pershing Ils were 
signed in 1969 and those for cruise missiles in 
the early 70s. In 1975, on the insistence of the 
then US Defense Secretary, James Schlesin
ger, the Pentagon had its budget increased for 
these purposes. The _same year, with not a 
single Soviet SS-20 yet installed, NA TO de
cided to modernize its nuclear potential in 
Europe. 

The Soviet Union took moves against a 
growth in the level of military confrontation 
in Europe and to prevent a buildup in the 
medium-range nuclear systems there. In 
March 1982, the USSR unilaterally an
nounced a moratorium on medium-range nu
clear weapons in Europe. Furthermore, the 
USSR even reduced such systems. At the 
Soviet-US talks on nuclear arms limitation in 
Europe, the USSR did everything for a mutu
ally acceptable solution to cut down the 
medium-range nuclear weapons in the region. 

The United States, however, was against 
any Soviet-proposed compromises because it 
was keen on deploying its medium-range Per
shing Ils and cruise missiles in Western Eu
rope. In 1983 Gen. Bernard Rogers, Supreme 
Allied Commander in Europe, said that most 
people believed the United States was moder
nizing its weapons because of SS-20 missiles. 
It would have been modernizing them, he 
said, even if the SS-20s had not been 
deployed. 

Installing new US missiles in Europe is clear-· .. 
ly aimed at gaining military superiority over . · 
the Soviet Union, and no.t only in medium".' ·. 
range weapons, but in the.- strategic field as · ,-·. 

73 



well. In deploying medium-range nuclear mis
siles in NATO countries in Europe, the Unit
ed States is thinking not of European secu
rity. Washington wants to make the continent 
the main theater of operations and to dampen 
any retaliation to US territory if an act of 
aggression is committed against the USSR. 
This is one of the reasons why, having reluc
tantly accepted their own zero option in Reyk
javik, US officials now say that they would 
prefer an "intermediate" option leaving some 
of their medium-range missiles in Europe. 

Now to the present situation in Europe 
with regard to medium-range missiles. By the 
end of 1986 the United States had installed 
364 missiles ( 108 Pershing Ils and 256 cruise 
missiles) in Western Europe. All told, NATO 
has 542 medium-range missiles in Europe (364 
are American, 64 British, and 114 French). In 
its European part the USSR has 373 medium
range missiles (243 SS-20s, 112 SS-4s and 18 
sea-launched SS-N-5s). NATO has more mis
siles (and more warheads on them) than the 
Soviet Union. Considering its air forces in 
Europe, NATO has more medium-range de
livery vehicles and nuclear warheads on them 
than the Warsaw Treaty. However, in view of 
the Soviet retaliation measures (deployment 
of longer-range theater missiles in the Ger
man Democratic Republic and Czechoslo
vakia, and some other measures) against the 
deployment of US missiles in Europe, there is 
every ground to speak about an approximate 
parity in the sides' medium-range nuclear 
weapons in that part of the world. 

Correlation of NATO and Warsaw Treaty 
General-Purpose Forces 

The problem of the correlation of NATO 
and Warsaw Treaty general-purpose forces is 
now particularly acute. Why? 

The fact is that the simple, understandable 
and yet large-scale proposals of the Soviet 
Union in Reykjavik have opened up real 
prospects for a nuclear-free Europe and a 
nuclear-free world, and destroyed the myth of 
the "intransigence" of the Russians and their 
unwillingness to disarm. At the same time 
they have revealed the political and military 
ambitions of the US and NA TO leaders, their 

74 

eagerness to retain nuclear weapons at all 
costs and possibly increase their stockpiles 
even further. In false justification they refer to 
an alleged Soviet and Warsaw Treaty super
iority in conventional armaments, saying that 
should Europe and the world be left without 
nuclear weapons the West could become the 
victim of this superiority. 

However, the world public has testimonies 
from such authoritative international organi
zations as the London Institute for Strategic 
Studies and the Stockholm International 
Peace Research Institute which, though they 
are not free from exaggerating data on the 
Warsaw Treaty forces, show that the Warsaw 
Treaty has no superiority over NATO and that 
a rough balance does exist in conventional 
arms. The London Institute reports have for a 
number of years, including 1986, pointed out 
that "the conventional overall balance (be
tween NATO and the Warsaw Treaty-Ed.) is 
still such as to make general military aggres
sion a highly risky undertaking" for either side, 
since neither of them has sufficient "overall 
strength... to guarantee victory.,, This is the 
main criterion of the sides' correlation of 
forces. A 1986 US Brookings Institution re
port states plainly that the conventional arms 
correlation is not only close to parity, but is 
even in the West's favor. 

Yet certain Western quarters, referring to 
particular disproportions existing in the struc
ture of the sides' armed forces, disproportions 
which, however, do not undermine the gen
eral parity, sometimes try to pass them off as 
overall superiority of the Warsaw Treaty in 
conventional arms. 

What ploys does the West use to distort 
reality? It does so by ignoring the sides' . 
human resources; by not including the armed 
forces of France and Spain in the count; by 
not giving complete data on the armed forces 
of the USA and its allies; and by disregarding 
US and NATO reserve units and depot stocks 
of arms and equipment. 

Further, it does so by deliberately overstat
ing the amount of the Warsaw Treaty's arma
ments, while understating NATO's. For 
NATO only the armaments of peacetime re
gular forces without their reserve components 



are considered, and again the armed forces of 
France and Spain are not counted. No ac
count is taken of the structural changes occur
ring in the NATO forces and the related 
marked increase in quantity of new tanks, 
multiple-launch rocket systems, helicopter 
gunships and other types of weaponry. 

It is being groundlessly asserted that the 
Warsaw Treaty divisions surpass NATO's in 
the quantity of tanks and artillery. Mean
while, far from inferior in these weapons, 
some of the NA TO divisions exceed the 
Soviet ones in them. In addition, they have 
more helicopters and antitank weapons, 
which significantly enhances their combat ca
pability. In fact, two or three wartime divi
sions could be deployed on the basis of each 
West German division. 

As to tactical aircraft, their number is exag
gerated for the Warsaw Treaty by including · 
air defense planes in its "offensive" air 
potential. 

So what is the real picture of the correlation 
of forces and conventional arms between 
NATO and the Warsaw Treaty? First of all, it 
should be noted that NA TO keeps · 1arge 
armed forces in Europe and the adjacent 
waters, and has a clear edge over the Warsaw 
Treaty in quite a number of arms, including 
tactical nuclear weapons, attack aircraft and 
antitank means. Therefore, based on overall, 
not selective, assessments, there can only" be 
one conclusion: the combat capability of the 
NA TO armed forces roughly matches that of 
the Warsaw Treaty's. Facts bear this out. 

For example, NATO and the Warsaw 
Treaty have approximately equal numbers of 
troops. Paul Nitze, special adviser to the Pre
sident and the Secretary of State on arms 
control matters, confirmed this when he told 
Congress that the question of troop levels was 
not an area where the Soviet Union or the 
Warsaw Treaty had superiority. He added 
that NATO's number of servicemen was 
roughly the same as the Warsaw Treaty's. 
The NA TO countries have superiority in re
serve contingents, since their combined popu
lation is more than 50 percent larger than the 
Warsaw Treaty states' (620:375 million). 
NATO also has an advantage in military 

industrial capacity and in a number of certain 
types of weaponry. 

A comparison of existing battle-ready divi
sions may also give a definite idea of the 
correlation of conventional forces between 
the sides. Precisely battle-ready, as they alone 
can be used to start military actions without 
additional mobilization measures. Those in 
Europe· include: for NATO (counting France 
and Spain)-94 (including about 60 indepen
dent battle-ready brigades); for the Warsaw 
Treaty-78. Moreover, a full-strength US di
vision numbers 16,000-19,000 men, and a 
West German division over 23,000, whereas a 
division of the Warsaw Treaty armies does 
not exceed 11,000-12,000 men. Consequently, 
here too NA TO has an important advantage. 

Now let us turn to the question of tanks. 
The Warsaw Treaty states did have more 
tanks, though this superiority became much 
smaller with Spain's entry into NATO. When 
it suits them, the US and NATO leaders 
count only those of their tanks that are under 
Joint Allied Command in Europe. In this way 
they lower the number of their tanks to 
12,000-13,000. Actually, over 18,00Q tanks are 
directly available to the NATO forces (count
ing those of Spain and France). Besides that, 
about 4,500 US and nearly 6,000 West Eu
ropean tanks are concentrated in depots in 
Europe. Consequently, about 30,000 tanks 
are available to NATO. In addition, NATO 
has several times more antitank weapons. 

There is nothing to support allegations of 
Soviet "tank threat". James Schlesinger, 
when he was US Defense Secretary, wrote in a 
report to Congress that "modern antitank 
weapons deployed in sufficient numbers can 
help to offset the Warsaw Pact's quantitative 
superiority in tanks. Accordingly," he added, 
"we do not believe it necessary to match the 
Soviet Union in numbers of tanks ... " It was 
precisely in this way that the USA and other 
NA TO countries thought it possible, on their 
own admission, to secure an equality of com
bat potentials in both the tank and antitank 
weaponry. Former Defense Secretary Robert 
McNamara and current Defense Secreta
ry Caspar Weinberger confirmed this again 
just recently. The latter, in a report to Con-
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gress on the military budget for fiscal 
1987, declared that "an adequate balance 
of conventional forces does not require 
equal numbers of tanks, aircraft or infantry." 

As for the correlation of tactical aircraft 
between NATO and the Warsaw Treaty, it 
favors NATO. The ratio is 1.2: I in combat 
planes and 1.8: I in helicopters. 

In 1986 the US Joint Chiefs of Staff re
ported to Congress that NATO still had an 
advantage over the Warsaw Treaty in fighter
bombers and attack planes, but that it con
tinued to be inferior in interceptors. Defense 
Secretary Weinberger has admitted the 
NATO Air Force's superiority over that of 
the Warsaw Treaty; in his report to Congress 
on the military budget for fiscal 1986, he 
pointed out that the US "tactical air forces 
have long been considered superior to the 
Soviets in terms of combat capabilities." 

Thus, assessing the correlation of the sides' 
general-purpose forces objectively, on factual 
evidence, the overall picture is as follows: 
NATO and the Warsaw Treaty have approxi
mately equal personnel strengths and roughly 
the same amount of artillery, but the Warsaw 
Treaty is somewhat superior in armor. NATO 
has an edge in the number of battle-ready 
divisions, in antitank weapons and fighter
bombers, which is offset by the Warsaw 
Treaty's somewhat larger number of air de
fense interceptor-fighters. On the whole, 
there is a rough balance in conventional 
armaments. 

NATO and Warsaw Treaty Navies 

Estimating the Soviet Navy, the Pentagon 
leaders allege that it has been transformed 
from a basically coastal defense force into an 
ocean-going force designed to extend the 
military capability of the USSR all over the 
world. This allegation betrays a desire to 
ascribe to the Soviet Navy the main features 
and political role typical of the navies of the 
US and other NA TO countries. 

A short historical survey of the Soviet 
Navy's development effectively disproves 
such claims. Until the mid-1950s, even US 
military leaders had no doubts about the 
defensive nature of the USSR's naval de-
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velopment. But since then everything has been 
invariably turned upside down to make mat
ters look as if the USSR has been going out of 
its way to build up naval power, while the US 
Navy was marking time and making no 
headway. 

But it is a fact that the US Navy has the 
world's most formidable aircraft carriers and 
air-capable ships, advanced nuclear-powered 
submarines armed with ballistic and cruise 
missiles, big surface ships, including battle
ships, and a powerful amphibious potential to 
sealift over a long distance at least one 
Marine amphibious division ( over 40,000 
troops with arms and equipment for offensive 
operations). 

US Navy ships are intensively armed with 
Harpoon antiship missiles of 120-km range 
and Tomahawk cruise missiles whose nuclear 

· warheads can hit targets at a range of up to 
2,600 km. The US naval aviation includes 
more than 800 nuclear-capable aircraft with a 
radius of action over 900 km. What other 
purpose than aggression is served by the more 
than 200,000-strong US Marine Corps ( com
pared with the 12,000 Soviet naval infantry), 
armed with all modern attack weapons? 

NATO's large naval task forces are per
manently stationed in strategic parts of the 
world, which enables the Pentagon to use 
offensive weapons against targets in the ter
ritory of the USSR and other socialist coun
tries. US ships more and more often conduct 
exercises in close proximity to the Soviet 
shores in the Black Sea, the Seas of Japan and 
Okhotsk and off the shores of the Kamchatka 
Peninsula. The Pentagon bosses make no sec
ret of the fact that the US Navy is committed 
to offensive tasks. Admiral James Watkins, 
Chief of Naval Operations, said at the con
gressional hearings in the Senate Appropri
ations Committee in February 1986 that the 
Navy would remain the chief instrument of 
the United States in reacting to crises and 
contingencies. . 

The US Navy is designed to strike at land
based targets rather than sea-based ones. So it 
was only natural for the USSR to respond to 
the US Navy's growing strike capability and 
its moving closer to the Soviet frontiers by 
providing the Soviet Navy with ships, aircraft 



and weapons capable of countering the threat 
posed by American naval forces. To defuze a 
potential threat from American aircraft car
riers, ships armed with long-range missiles 
and amphibious forces, and to discover their 
intentions in good time, a Soviet naval 
presence must be maintained in those parts of 
seas and oceans from where the United States 
threatens or may threaten the Soviet Union. 

The following is a comparison of the num
bers of major combatant ships and naval 
aircraft in the Navies of the United States and 
of the Soviet Union. 

The United States has 20 aircraft carriers, 
five of them nuclear-powered, while the 
Soviet Union has none. The US Navy has 12 
air-capable ships, including helicopter carriers 
and versatile amphibious ships, while the 
Soviet Navy has only six air-capable ships, 
including two antisubmarine cruisers. The US 
Navy has three battleships and nearly 230 
other big surface ships armed with cruise 
missiles to fire at sea~ and land-based targets; 
the Soviet Navy has no such battleships and 
just half the number of US missile ships and 
barely a quarter of NATO's. The United 
States has 150 percent more naval air
craft; moreover, the Soviet naval aviation is 
designed for fighting naval forces, rather than 
striking at the American continent. In his 
report to the US Congress on the 
Administration's defense budget in fiscal 1988 
and on defense programs for fiscal 1988-1992 
Defense Secretary Weinberger spoke of "an 
overall maritime balance favorable to the Uni
ted States." 

What prospects are there for the future? A 
JCS report to Congress in 1986 said that in 
the future the "US naval capabilities will con
tinue to outpace the Soviets. The US Navy," it 
said, "will maintain its open-ocean superi
ority ... " These are not just empty words. The 
US is still vigorously building up its naval 
might. In 1986 it commissioned its fifth 
nuclear-powered aircraft carrier, the Theodore 
Roosevelt, and its third battleship, the Mis
souri. Two more nuclear-powered flattops are 
under construction, and work has proceeded 
apace to reactivate and modernize a fourth 
battleship, the Wisconsin. Every year the US 
Navy acquires about four nuclear-powered 

Los Angeles-class attack submarines, plan
ning to boost their number to 67 by 1995. The 
fire power of the SSN-21-class submarine, still 
under development, will be twice that of a Los 
Angeles-class sub. Over the past three years 
the United States has built five missile cruisers 
of the Ticonderoga-class and is planning 
another 13 for the forthcoming five years to 
achieve a total of 27. Work is proceeding 
apace to build ships of other types and to 
develop new destroyers and frigates armed 
with guided missiles, as well as amphibious 
ships. 

The ultimate goal which the Pentagon's 
leadership plans to achieve was spelled out by 
Defense Secretary Caspar Weinberger in his 
report to Congress on the defense budget for 
fiscal 1986. He predicted that the US fleet 
"will continue to grow as new ships authorized 
in previous years are delivered to the Navy 
faster than older vessels are retired from 
service ... 

"We are also moving steadily closer," he 
added, "to our goal of an extended fleet of 600 
deployable battle force ships, including 15 de
ployable carriers, JOO nuclear-powered attack 
submarines, a one-third increase in amphibious 
lift capacity and expanded support forces." 

These are the facts which some Western 
quarters prefer not to disclose as they strive to 
misinform and mislead world public opinion 
concerning the actual US-Soviet balance at 
sea. 

* * * 
Thus, objective data show that there is 

approximate parity between NA TO and the 
Warsaw Treaty both in nuclear and conven
tional arms. The existing approximate military 
balance between the USSR and the USA, and 
between the Warsaw Treaty and NATO, is an 
objective reality which their leaders cannot but 
see. 

The task is, while preserving parity, to 
achieve a radical reduction in the level of 
military confrontation and thereby strengthen 
strategic stability. The USSR is doing every
thing for that. By building up all types of 
nuclear weapons and abandoning the SALT 
II Treaty, the United States seeks to upset the 
military parity and ensure military superiority 
for itself. 



Chapter IV 

Two Trends in World Politics 

Now, standing at the threshold of the third 
millennium, mankind is faced with the most 
dramatic turning point in its entire history. 
The issues of war and peace have moved to 
the foreground of international life. This is 
quite understandable, for never before has the 
world faced so serious a danger. Too many 
weapons have been stockpiled all over the 
world and their further buildup is certain to 
push the world toward the brink of catas
trophe. There is only one way out: to stop 
the arms race on Earth at once and to prevent 
its spreading to outer space. 

The character of present-day weapons 
leaves no country any hope of safeguarding 
itself solely by military and technical means, 
by building a defense system, even the most 
effective one, because there can be no winning 
in the arms race, let alone winning a nuclear 
war. Security cannot be built endlessly on fear 
of retaliation, on doctrines of "containment" 
or "deterrence." In this nuclear and space 
age, security is increasingly seen as a political 
goal, and it can only be attained by political 
means. 

In the context of Soviet-American re
lations, security can only be mutual, and if we 
take international relations as a whole-it can 
only be universal. This means that all coun
tries must learn to coexist and to keep peace 
on this planet which, .under present-day cir
cumstances, has grown too fragile for wars 
and the policy of force. 

"Now that the world has huge nuclear stock
piles and the only thing experts argue about is 
how many times or dozens of times humanity 
can be destroyed," said the Political Report of 
the CPSU Central Committee to the 27th 
Party Congress, "it is high time to take prac
tical steps to abandon the policy of brinkman
ship, of the equilibrium of fear, and go over to 
normal, civilized forms of relations between the 
states of the two systems." 
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As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, it 
has given a clear-cut answer to the key ques
tion of the present epoch. To promote peace 
and ensure progress of all nations we must 
put an end to the stockpiling of the means of 
destruction and rid mankind of the burden of 
nuclear arms. The Soviet people are con
vinced that nuclear disarmament is the most 
reliable guarantee that nuclear catastrophe 
will be prevented. The struggle to eliminate 
nuclear weapons is a struggle for mankind's 
survival. 

Indeed, it is "struggle," because practical 
progress toward these lofty goals meets with 
resistance from those quarters in the West 
who continue to cling t-o the obsolete "po
sitions of strength" policy and to seek mi
litary superiority in the hope of attaining 
world hegemony. In a bid to go on with their 
old imperialist policies, these quarters, linked 
with the military-industrial complex, place 
their narrow selfish interests above people's 
legitimate and natural desire for peace and 
show no regard for the future of nations. 

Military confrontation, and the formidable 
dangers it entails for all nations, necessitates 
new approaches in world politics. Notably, 
renunciation of the policy of confrontation, 
tensions and military buildup aimed at using 
blackmail, threats and armed force in inter
national relations. 

The Soviet Union demonstrates its readi
ness and resolve to adopt a new line in world 
affairs, one proceeding from the need to pro
mote general security and prevent a nuclear 
war, by putting forward large-scale dis
armament proposals and taking unilateral 
measures to lower the level of military con
frontation and prevent it from rising again. 
The foreign policy platform worked out and 
endorsed at the 27th CPSU Congress is graph
ic evidence of the USSR's sincere desire for 
peace. "We are sincerely extending a hand of 



friendship and cooperation," Mikhail Gorba
chev said, "to all who favor immediate negoti
ations on a complete end to nuclear tests, who 
favor reduction and total destruction of nuclear 
weapons, and development of international re
lations on the principles of equality and univer
sal security. Our door remains open to negoti
ations. But it should also be clear to all that our 
peaceableness has nothing in common with 
weakness. The peaceful labor of the Soviet 
people is reliably protected. The mighty Armed 
Forces of the USSR have everything necessary 
to defend the gains of socialism." 

A comprehensive program for eliminating 
nuclear and other mass destruction weapons by 
the end of this century, contained in General 
Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee 
Mikhail Gorbachev's Statement of January 
15, 1986, is a concrete expression of the Soviet 
Union's stance on the issue of war or peace. 
Work to implement that program is central to 
the Soviet foreign policy for the coming years. 
It should be noted that the program is no 
utopia, but a thoroughly thought-out plan of 
consistent actions whose implementation, 
while bringing people closer to a nuclear-free 
world, would harm no one's security. Therein 
lies the guarantee of the practicability of the 
Soviet program, of its being realistic. 

The Summit Meeting between General 
Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee 
Mikhail Gorbachev and US President Ronald 
Reagan in Reykjavik in October 1986 showed 
the world that the Soviet program for a 
nuclear-free world was realistic. The meeting 
also showed that the Soviet Statement of 
January 15, 1986, was not a utopia, as some 
people in the West claimed, but a concrete, 
far-reaching plan of action, the implemen
tation of which could be started immediately. 

In Reykjavik, the Soviet Union suggested 
coming to terms on a package of measures for 
decisive progress toward a nuclear-free world 
in the conditions of non-militarization of 
outer space. The package envisaged the 
following: 

On Strategic Offensive Arms (SOA). The 
USSR and the USA would eliminate their 
SOA in two stages during 10 years, that is, by 
the end of 1996. Earmarked for elimination 

are all components of Soviet and US SOA 
(intercontinental ballistic missiles, submarine
launched ballistic missiles and heavy 
bombers). 

At the first stage (until the end of 1991) the 
sides would eliminate 50 percent of their 
SOA so that by the end of the period each of 
them whould have no more than 1,600 stra
tegic delivery vehicles (ICBMs, SLBMs and 
heavy bombers) and no more than 6,000 war
heads on them. 

The number of sea-launched cruise missiles 
with a range of over 600 kilometers should be 
limited for each side to agreed ceilings. 

On Medium-Range Missiles (MRMs). The 
sides would reach an agreement on eliminat
ing both US and Soviet MRMs in Europe. 
Negotiations should start immediately on 
missiles with a range of less than 1,000 kilo
meters stationed in Europe, with a freeze 
placed on the number of these missiles such as 
the sides have at the moment. At the same 
time an accord would be reached on Soviet 
MRMs in Asia and on corresponding US 
commitments. Under that accord the USSR 
would cut back its MRMs to 100 warheads in 
the Asian part of the country and pledge to 
deploy the remaining missiles in a way that 
would make their reaching targets on US 
territory impossible. The American side, like
wise, would have the right to deploy on its 
territory no more than 100 warheads on 
MRMs stationed in such a way as not to 
reach Soviet territory. 

On Issues of Anti-Ballistic Missile Defense 
(ABM). 

The Soviet Union wants the 1972 Treaty of 
unlimited duration to be preserved indefi
nitely. No steps are to be taken to erode or 
undermine the Treaty. 

To this end, the sides would assume an 
obligation not to use their right to withdraw 
from the ABM Treaty for 10 years and would 
comply strictly with all its provisions. An 
understanding would be reached that during 
this period all work to develop, test and 
deploy space components of an antimissile 
defense system would be banned, except labo
ratory research and testing. This would not 
affect work on stationary and ground-based 
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antimissile defense systems and their com
ponents, including systems operating on new 
physical principles, permitted under the ABM 
Treaty in specified areas. 

The sides would agree that in the three to 
five years following the said ten-year period 
they would negotiate the issue of antimissile 
defense as a whole, drawing upon the research 
carried out in this area, and with regard to the 
new situation that would have developed after 
the elimination of the strategic offensive arms 
of both sides. 

On Nuclear Testing. The sides would agree 
to start talks immediately to ban nuclear 
testing entirely and completely on a bilateral 
basis. At a certain point, they would invite 
Britain to join the talks. The start of negoti
ations on a nuclear test ban is a condition for 
the elaboration of a strategic arms agreement. 

The talks would also deal with verification, 
lowering the permitted maximum of explosion 
yields and reducing the number of tests, and 
with the future of the 1974 and 1976 Soviet
American Treaties concerning underground 
nuclear explosions. 

In Reykjavik the Soviet side advocated the 
most stringent verification, including on-site 
inspection where necessary, of compliance 
with the entire range of proposed measures. 

For the sake of agreement in Reykjavik, the 
USSR made important compromises: 

- it renounced its insistence on counting 
as part of the US strategic forces the Amer
ican medium-range missiles and forward
based nuclear weapon systems capable of 
reaching Soviet territory; 

- it took into consideration the US con
cern about Soviet heavy missiles, expressing 
readiness to reduce their number by half; 

- it agreed that heavy bombers not equip
ped with long-range cruise missiles but carry
ing only nuclear bombs and SRAM missiles 
should be included in the upper limits im
posed on delivery vehicles and nuclear 
weapons, by analogy with single-warhead 
missiles; 

- it proposed dismantling all Soviet and 
American MRMs in Europe, and leaving the 
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British and French nuclear weapons out of 
account; 

- it agreed to reduce its medium-range 
missiles in Asia; 

- it declared its readiness to negotiate 
about missiles with a range under 1,000 km in 
Europe and to freeze them at the levels which 
both sides have at present. 

Soviet flexibility at Reykjavik enabled the 
USSR and the US to reach an understanding 
concerning the possibility of resolving the 
issue of both strategic offensive arms and 
medium-range missiles. A realistic prospect 
opened up for deep cuts in and complete 
destruction of the nuclear stockpiles. Never 
before had the sides been so close to agreeing 
on a formula for banning all nuclear testing 
for all time. 

However, potential accords failed to ma
terialize in Reykjavik because of the US stub
born unwillingness to create conditions for 
translating the achieved understanding into 
practical agreement through consolidating the 
ABM Treaty. The American side insisted on 
its right, in contravention of the ABM 
Treaty, to test SDI technology in space as 
well as in the laboratory, and to deploy a 
large-scale ABM defense system ten years 
hence. That the Soviet Union could not ac
cept. SDI made agreement at Reykjavik 
impossible. 

Yet the meeting in Iceland took the Soviet
American, and, indeed, East-West dialogue 
as a whole, a stage further, and promoted 
work for nuclear disarmament to a point 
where still greater efforts are needed to drasti
cally reduce and eventually eliminate nuclear 
arms altogether. 

Proceeding from the positive achievements 
in Reykjavik and taking into account the 
reasons behind the failure to bring matters to 
a successful conclusion, the Soviet delegation 
at the Geneva talks on nuclear arms and 
weapons in space tabled a major new package 
of proposals on the entire range of issues 
under discussion. The Soviet proposals give a 
good impetus to talks and raise the possibility 
of achieving accords within a reasonably 
short time and in full conformity with the 
principle of equality and equal security. 



The Soviet Union's consistent stand, and its 
commitment to the positive results of Reyk
javik are evident in all major components 
making up the essence of the Soviet pro
posals, namely in a package approach to the 
issues, in the Soviet Union's call for the Soviet 
and US strategic offensive arms to be phased 
out by the end of 1996, for the removal of all 
Soviet and US medium-range missiles from 
Europe, for the prevention of an arms race in 
space through consolidating the ABM Treaty, 
and for all nuclear testing to be ended on a 
bilateral basis. The Soviet Union's commit
ment to the purpose and the spirit of Reyk
javik is also reflected in its specific proposals 
on resolving the said issues, including the 
problem of verification. Not only does the 
Soviet Union state its determination to carry 
forward the cause of Reykjavik-it acts 
accordingly. 

By contrast, the US Administration mis
interprets the outcome of the Reykjavik meet
ing and has backed away from the under
standing reached-witness the US posture at 
the Geneva talks. There, contrary to the 
stated intention to build on Reykjavik, the 
US side has completely abandoned its Reyk
javik position and reverted to its former 
stance. 

The US proposals at Geneva represent a 
farrago of old views mixed with the conces
sions which the Soviet Union included in its 
package. 

For example, on strategic offensive arms 
the American side-despite the Reykjavik 
understanding-now says that at the second 
stage, following the 50 percent cut in strategic 
offensive arms, it will be ready to reduce 
ballistic missiles alone, leaving heavy bombers 
intact. Evidently, the Americans are hoping to 
gain a more than threefold advantage in terms 
of nuclear weapons carried by strategic air
craft. The US is once again talking about 
introducing subceilings on some types of 
arms, which are designed to erode the struc
ture of the Soviet strategic forces. 

The US is advancing conditions hampering 
the handling of the medium-range missile 
issue. Specifically, the Americans want to ne
gotiate over shorter-range missiles rather than 

medium-range-despite the unambiguous 
Soviet off er of a freeze and immediate talks 
on shorter-range missiles in Europe, pending 
the elimination of Soviet and US medium
range European-based missiles. The West is 
seeking to link the medium-range missile issue 
with those of conventional and chemical 
weapons, in an apparent attempt to make it 
more difficult to put the understanding 
reached on medium-range missiles into effect. 

There has been no positive change in the 
US attitude toward the key issue, that of 
space arms. It has, in effect, repeated its 
Reykjavik proposal concerning the ABM 
Treaty, which blocked nuclear arms accords. 
The US is still against barring the arms race 
from space, and refuses to consider any pro
posals that may limit its Star Wars program. 

So Reykjavik clearly revealed two trends, 
two lines in world politics. One is pursued by 
the Soviet Union and the other socialist na
tions; it is aimed at stopping the arms ra~e 
and averting the war danger. The other 1s 
pursued by those US and NATO quarters 
who continue to rely on force in international 
affairs and are after military superiority, 
which they think indispensable to carrying 
out their neoglobalist plans. 

However, the shaping international 
situation-though still complex and danger
ous because of the imperialist forces' efforts
opens new opportunities for enhancing se
curity of nations and building a world free of 
nuclear arms. These opportunities are rooted 
in the persistent peace policy of the Soviet 
Union, all countries of the socialist com
munity on the international arena, in the 
mounting peace action by the nonaligned and 
neutral countries, and in the activities of large 
sections of the world public-political parties, 
mass organizations, religious groups, etc.-to 
put an end to dictatorial practices and militar
ist preparation. The new way of political 
thinking is gaining more and more ground. 

One indication of this is a growing support 
for the Soviet concept of an all-embracing 
system of international security, a concept 
which reflects a new political philosophy and 
is designed to promote dialogue aimed at 
reshaping international relations on a basis of 
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durable peace for all peoples and nations. Its 
essence is that violence or threat of violence 
should be totally eliminated from inter
national relations. For in the present situation 
no nation, however powerful, can rely on 
military technology alone for protection. It is 
political efforts by all nations, big and small, 
developing and developed, regardless of their 
political and social systems, that can bring 
about effectual security for all peoples and 
nations and provide peaceful conditions for 
their progress. 

The Soviet concept covers all major aspects 
of international life-political, military, econ
omic and humanitarian. In each of the said 
areas, the USSR has been speaking up for a 
mode of action that would make peaceful 
coexistence a rule of international life. 

Further evidence that the idea of an all
embracing system of international security is 
valid was the Delhi Declaration signed during 
Mikhail Gorbachev's visit to India in Novem
ber 1986 and setting out the principles for a 
nuclear-weapon-free and non-violent world. 
This document is of worldwide importance not 
just because it bears the signatures of the 
leaders of two nations which have a combined 
population of a billion, or one-fifth of hu
manity. The ten principles the declaration 
contains are a broad outline of what peaceful 
coexistence means in our time. To strengthen 
the fabric of peaceful coexistence, all the 
members of the world community must be 
sure of their security. The Delhi Declaration 
proclaims the creation of an all-embracing 
system of international security, instead of a 
balance of "nuclear terror," as the immediate 
objective. 

The question of creating an all-embracing 
system of internatibnal security came under 
thorough and committed discussion at the 
41st session of the UN General Assembly in 
1986. This question was put on the agenda on 
the initiative of a group of socialist countries. 
In the course of the discussion, socialist coun
tries, guided only by one criterion-the need 
to achieve mutual understanding and greater 
security-demonstrated their readiness to 
take into account the considerations of the 
forum's other participants. In consequence, 
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the draft resolution was amplified to include 
provisions defining UN objectives in con
tributing toward the creation of a system of 
all-embracing security which would play an 
important part in shaping a nuclear-free 
world and ensuring the international legal 
order. 

The General Assembly resolution, over
whelmingly approved by the UN members, 
referred to the interconnection between dis
armament and the settlement of crises and 
conflicts, economic development and cooper
ation, observance and protection of human 
rights and basic freedoms. As a matter of fact, 
the UN made an unambiguous choice in 
favor of a new mode of political thinking. The 
discussion within the UN framework over the 
idea of an all-embracing system of inter
national security reflected the growing anxiety 
of the international community because the 
policy of confrontation, "crusades" against 
socialism, and imperialist doctrines of intimi
dation by nuclear and, now, space weapons 
become an increasingly unbearable and mort
ally dangerous burden for humanity. 

The joint initiative of the socialist countries 
was opposed by the United States and France 
only. Britain, although it abstained during the 
voting, objected to it all along. 

This stand taken by the Western powers 
brought into focus the intention of their re
actionary circles to cling to outdated meth
ods in politics and their fear of a prospective 
reshaping of international relations in line 
with democratic principles. 

The men in Washington realize perfectly 
well that such a recast-and this is what the 
overwhelming majority of the world com
munity is calling for-would imply giving up 
the policy of interference in the internal af
fairs of sovereign nations and that of suppres
sion of national liberation movements by all 
means. Yet this is a US national policy today. 
There are enough facts to that effect. 

Military strength and violence have always 
played a dominant role in US history. The 
United States has launched over two hundred 
wars and colonial crusades during the two 
centuries of its existence. While self
righteously posing as a champion of freedom 



and democracy, American imperialism has 
been striving for imposing its own scheme of 
things everywhere and blocking the peoples' 
struggle for national and social liberation and 
progress. 

In recent times, the doctrine of "neogloba
lism" underlies the aggressive US policy of 
provocation. "The essence of this doctrine," 
Mikhail Gorbachev points out, "is total con
tempt for the generally recognized principles of 
international relations, encroachment on the 
sovereignty of nations, and an old futile at
tempt at robbing the peoples of their right to 
live as they see fit." The doctrine of "neoglo
balism" provides for using military force by 
the US, up to and including an outright 
armed intervention, in various parts of the 
world which it has declared to be the zones of 
its "vital interest," and for intensifying sub
versive operations against legitimate govern
ments that are not to Washington's liking, as 
well as for lending assistance, including mil
itary aid, to all kinds of reactionary regimes 
and counterrevolutionary groupings. 

In the postwar period (since 1945), the US 
was either an initiator of or a party to most of 
the armed conflicts which claimed some ten 
million lives. Thus from 1946 to 1982, as 
Admiral James Watkins, US Chief of Naval 
Operations, testified, the United States used 
its armed forces in about 250 instances. Ac
cording to American sources, Washington 
contemplated the employment of nuclear 
weapons on 19 occasions, threatening the 
USSR directly on four of them. Bad mem
ories of the infamous actions of American 
troops, aircraft and warships exist almost 
everywhere in the world-in Europe, Africa, 
the Middle East, Asia and Latin America. 

Here are some examples. 
In 1954, CIA-trained rebel forces with 

American air support invaded Guatemala to 
topple the democratic Arbenz government. 

In 1958, a total of 14,000 US Marines and 
ground troops, backed by the Sixth Fleet, 
landed in Lebanon to help the reactionary 
government suppress mass popular action. 

In 1961, there was an abortive intervention 
in Cuba to overthrow its revolutionary 
government. 

In 1965, US Marines and paratroopers in
vaded the Dominican Republic to suppress a 
popular uprising and bring a counterrevo
lutionary junta to power. 

In 1965-1972, the US conducted wanton 
aggression against the peoples of Indochina. 
Its consequences are still felt. The aggression 
involved close on 600,000 US troops with air 
and naval support. 

In 1973, there was a fascist coup in Chile, 
following a military rebellion engineered with 
CIA participation. 

In 1982-1983, there was an act of direct 
intervention in the affairs of Lebanon under 
the umbrella of a "multinational peacekeep
ing force." Punitive operations against the 
national patriotic forces, and the shelling and 
bombing of population centers in the high
land Lebanon caused numerous civilian 
casualties. 

In 1983, there was an unprovoked act of 
international violence and state-sponsored 
terrorism-the armed invasion of defenseless 
Grenada. The occupation of that country, 
with its legitimate government brought down 
and a puppet regime to Washington's liking 
installed, was designed to turn it into yet 
another US military base. 

1984-1986 saw a succession of acts of gross 
US interference in the affairs of sovereign 
nations; this policy still continues. The US has 
set out to crush the liberation movement in 
the countries of Latin America at any cost. It 
organized a massacre in El Salvador and has 
been financing and supplying with up-to-date 
arms the bands of counterrevolutionaries en
gaged in what is, to all intents and purposes, 
an open war against Nicaragua. It sponsors 
subversive actions against the national liber
ation forces of Guatemala. 

US activities in Central America are a veri
table undeclared war against the peoples of 
that region, which looks very much like the 
initial escalation of the war in Vietnam. It 
involves all kinds of actions: arms supplies, 
smuggling in of mercenaries, and acts of sub
version, everything within a hairbreadth of 
direct aggression. 

Warlike ventures and recurrent threats 
against Cuba as well as escalation of aggres-
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sive US ambitions in Africa and the undec
lared war against Angola have assumed dan
gerous proportions. With the help of South 
Africa, the United States intends to desta
bilize the situation in the countries neighbor
ing on Pretoria, to crush SW APO and to 
strengthen US positions in Southern Africa. 

In 1986, the US carried out a pirate armed 
attack on Libya. That action by the US, 
following fabricated charges of Libya being 
involved in international terrorism, was yet 
another indication of the intrinsically aggres
sive American approach to independent de
veloping nations and the irresponsible policy 
of provoking regional conflicts. 

In 1986, the US grossly intervened in the 
Gulf war by selling arms to Iran in violation 
of its own embargo, thereby pouring fuel into 
the flames of what is a senseless and murder
ous conflict between Iran and Iraq. 

US policy in the Middle East and Southwest 
Asia sharply exacerbates the situation in this 
explosive region. Today, the whole world sees 
the horrendous fruits of the American-Israeli 
"strategic cooperation" agreement which is 
increasingly developing into a lever of out
right power pressure on the countries of that 
region. The acts of Israel and its patrons 
create a threat to all Arab states and turn the 
Middle East into a dangerous seat of inter
national tension. In accordance with the 
American-Israeli Memorandum of Under
standing, the US is planning to store in Israel 
weapons, munitions and military equipment 
for the US Rapid Deployment Force. 

The US Sixth Fleet forces operating in the 
Eastern Mediterranean that comprise nuclear 
weapon systems, submarines and surface 
ships, including amphibious forces, and com
bat aircraft, can be used as a forward-based 
detachment of the Rapid Deployment Force. 

US policy in other parts of the world is 
equally dangerous and expansionist in nature. 
Thus the US has turned Pakistan into a 
bridgehead for an undeclared war against 
Afghanistan and has been doing all it can to 
make the Pakistani territory an American 
support base for supremacy-seeking am
bitions in Southwest Asia and in the Persian 
Gulf. The US has been expanding assistance 
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to the puppets in South Korea and backing 
the subversive activities of the Pol Pot groups 
against people's Kampuchea. It seeks to make 
Japan get more involved in the Pentagon's 
aggressive schemes in the Pacific. 

An aggressive US presence is invariably 
evident in any of the flashpoints around this 
planet. And whatever trappings American 
propaganda may use for disguising the im
perialist policy of violence and arbitrary ac
tion, people all over the world are un
equivocally and emphatically demanding that 
this policy be dropped and standards and 
principles of peaceful coexistence be firmly 
established in international affairs. 

* * * 
The Soviet Union attaches great import

ance to confidence- and security-building 
measures and disarmament in Europe. Expe
rience shows that with political will it is pos
sible to search for and come to agreement on 
issues of security, even in today's complex 
international situation. Proof of this is the 
successful conclusion in September 1986 of 
the first stage of the Stockholm Conference on 
Confidence- and Security-Building Measures 
and Disarmament in Europe. 

The confidence-building measures worked 
out in Stockholm are a major advance over 
Helsinki agreements achieved in 1975 and a 
fundamentally new stage on the way to creat
ing an atmosphere of confidence and security, 
which meets the vital interests of all European 
peoples. A greater openness and predictability 
in relations between the participating nations, 
which are of essential importance for over
coming mutual suspicion and reducing the 
risk of an armed conflict, have been secured 
in Stockholm. 

Speaking of the significance of the forum 
Mikhail Gorbachev, General Secretary of the 
CPSU Central Committee, said: "This is a 
victory of common sense, a gain for all the 
thirty-five countries attending the Conference. 
They managed to rise above differences and 
reach accords which are important not just in 
themselves but also improve the prospects for a 
stable situation in Europe. The success at 



Stockholm can serve to expand the atmosphere 
of trust on an international scale as well." 

Accords in Stockholm were reached thanks 
to the active and flexible position of the 
Soviet Union and the other socialist countries 
and to the constructive efforts of the neutral 
and nonaligned countries. The Stockholm 
Conference succeeded in introducing new 
condifence- and security-building measures, 
incorporating in its final document an import
ant section on the nonuse or threat of force. 
Progress was made in lessening military ac
tivity in Europe, in placing major military 
maneuvers of ground forces and troop lifts to 
Europe under control. 

New provisions were introduced concern
ing a prior notification of states' military 
activity. Earlier, in keeping with the Helsinki 
Final Act, notification had been made 21 days 
before military maneuvers involving 25,000 or 
more troops, whereas under the Stockholm 
agreement notification is to be made 42 days 
before military maneuvers beginning at the 
level of 13,000 troops or at least 300 battle 
tanks. Information on the activity of Air 
Force units jointly with ground forces shall be 
included, if more than 200 sorties are plan
ned. Participation in military activity by am
phibious and airborne troops, if 3,000 or 
more troops are to be involved, is also subject 
to notification. 

Despite strong resistance from the United 
States, an important agreement was reached 
on notification to cover ground forces lifts 
from areas beyond the zone of confidence
building measures to Europe and on notifi
cation of troop concentration. 

Detailed provisions were agreed upon on 
extending invitations to observers of any mil
itary activity, including maneuvers, troop 
movements or troop concentration, if 17,000 
or more ;troops are to be involved. This 
confidence-building measure will enable all 
the participating states to become convinced 
that the activities in question conform to the 
notification and pose no threat to anyone. 

Exchanges between the participants of 
yearly plans for military activity subject to 
notification are an essential new confidence
building measure worked out in Stockholm. 

This procedure has been in effect since 
January I, 1987, and plans thus exchanged 
enable all the participating states to get an 
idea of the scale and the number of military 
exercises planned for every coming year. 

his only thanks to the persevering efforts 
of the socialist countries, which acted con
jointly with a number of neutral and non
aligned states, that the conference succeeded 
in elaborating measures to scale down mil
itary activity. Under the agreed-upon provi
sions, all the participating states shall give one 
another two years' notice of military ma
neuvers involving 40,000 to 75,000 troops no 
later than November 15 every year. Major 
military maneuvers involving 75,000 and 
more troops are not to be held at all if two 
years' notice thereof has not been given. 

All these measures are of an obligatory 
nature, making it incumbent upon the par
ticipating states to strictly observe the provi
sions of the Stockholm document. 

In Stockholm the Soviet Union once again 
most convincingly demonstrated its readiness 
to accept any sensible measures of verification 
concerning observance of agreements con
cluded. Thanks to the USSR's constructive 
stand, an accord was reached that every par
ticipating state will have up to three on-site 
inspections on its territory a year. 

The Stockholm agreements are a proof that 
there are great reserves for relaxation of ten
sion in Europe and that the logic of confron
tation is on its last legs, while the trend 
toward building peace, confidence and se
curity is gaining momentum. 

At the same time it must be said that at the 
Stockholm Conference, just as at talks else
where, two attitudes to solving issues of 
European security clearly manifested themsel
ves. From the very beginning of the Stock
holm Conference, the Soviet Union and the 
other socialist countries advocated busi
nesslike negotiations and comprehensive 
confidence- and security-building measures 
with respect to the participating states' mil
itary activity; whereas, the United States and 
its closest NATO allies were seeking uni
lateral advantages, impeding the search for 
mutually acceptable solutions. This tendency 
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was particularly pronounced in the striving of 
the US and NATO to keep the activity of the 
Air Force and Navy beyond. control. This 
activity is a means of implementing the policy 
of force or threat of force and is aimed at 
preventing confidence-building measures 
from covering the territories of the US and 
Canada, despite the fact that the military 
strength there, which is designed for transfer 
to Europe, has a certain impact on the se
curity of European countries. This is the sole 
reason for .the failure to finally reach an 
understanding on all issues put on the agenda 
at the first stage of the Conference in Stock
holm. Under these circumstances, the socialist 
countries suggested putting off till the second 
stage of the Conference questions of notifica
tion of major independent air and naval 
maneuvers, limits to the scale of military 
exercises, and extending confidence-building 
measures to the territory of all participating 
states. 

On the whole, the document adopted in 
Stockholm is the first major agreement in the 
military-political sphere since the signing of 
the Soviet-US SALT II Treaty of 1979. After 
a long period of stagnation, this document is 
an indisputable victory for common sense, 
political realism and responsible attitudes. 

The results of the Stockholm forum can 
serve as a starting point to negotiations on 
armed forces and conventional armaments 
reductions in Europe and for the parallel 
examination of confidence-building measures 
that were put off till the second stage of the 
Stockholm Conference. The Vienna meeting of 
the representatives of the participating states in 
the Conference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe is to play an important role as a 
follow-up to this process. It is to complement 
the mandate for the next stage of the Stock
holm Conference and to take a decision on 
holding at its second stage negotiations on a 
substantial reduction in armed forces and 
conventional armaments in Europe and on 
further confidence- and security-building 
measures on the continent. 

Reduction in armed forces and conven
tional armaments in Europe is an important 
and burning issue. However, the sharp dif-
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ference in the attitudes of the Soviet Union 
and the other socialist countries, on the one 
hand, and those of the United States and its 
closest NATO allies, on the other, is making 
itself felt in this sphere as well. 

In the Address of Warsaw Treaty Member 
States to NATO Member States, to All Eu
ropean Countries of June 11, 1986, adopted in 
Budapest, the socialist countries put forward 
an integrated program of reducing armed 
forces and conventional armaments in Europe, 
from the Atlantic to the Urals. The new pro
posals of the socialist countries complement 
their efforts toward eliminating nuclear arms 
and other types of weapons of mass destruc
tion., At the same time they are of a perfectly 
self-contained nature, and, if put into force, 
would substantially scale down the danger of 
war in Europe. 

The Warsaw Treaty states have proposed a 
sizeable reduction in every component of the 
ground forces and tactical aviation of the 
European countries and of the appropriate 
American and Canadian forces and equip
ment deployed in Europe. Theater and bat
tlefield nuclear weapons with a range of up to 
1,000 km would be subject to reduction at the 
same time as conventional armaments. 

The proposed reductions would be effected 
while constantly maintaining military
political parity at lower levels without dimin
ishing anyone's security. The components of 
armed forces to be reduced would be dis
banded by integrated military formations and 
units and small units of equal value, along 
with their organic arms and combat equip
ment, including nuclear weapons. Their per
sonnd would be subject to demobilization. 

The Warsaw Treaty states have proposed 
as an initial step a one-time mutual reduction 
in the numerical strength of the forces of 
states in the opposing military-political alli
ances by 100,000 to 150,000 troops on each 
side within one or two years. Immediately 
after that, the Warsaw Treaty states will be 
prepared for further cutbacks, so that, given 
the reciprocal readiness on the part of the 
countries of the North Atlantic alliance, the 
ground forces and the tactical aviation of 
both alliances in Europe be reduced early in 



the 1990s by approximately 25 percent as 
against their present level. This reduction 
would total more than half a million troops 
from either side. 

The suggestion is to work out such a pro
cedure for reducing troops and conventional 
armaments that would lead to the lessening of 
the risk of a sudden attack and to consoli
dation of strategic military stability in Europe. 
To this end the sides should agree on major 
reductions at the very beginning in the tactical 
aviation of the Warsaw Treaty and NA TO 
and also on troop reductions along the boun
dary between the two alliances. They also 
should develop and implement additional 
measures such as limitations on large-scale 
military exercises (affecting their number and 
scope); exchanges of more detailed infor
mation on those exercises, including data on the 
manpower and equipment brought into Eu
rope from other regions for the duration of 
the exercises; establishment of zones free of 
nuclear and chemical weapons on the con
tinent; gradual reduction of military activities 
by both alliances; cooperation between their 
members on arms limitation and disarmament 
issues. 

Troop and conventional arms reductions 
would be carried out with reliable and effect
ive verification with the use of both national 
and technical means and international pro
cedures, up to and including on-site inspec
tions. Along with verification measures for 
the reduction process itself, the socialist coun
tries suggest monitoring the military activities 
of the remaining troops. Adequate forms of 
verification should also be applied to the 
coordinated confidence-building measures. 
There are provisions for the exchange of gen
eral numerical data, as well as that covering 
specific parameters. 

An important element of the program put 
forward by the socialist countries is the provi
sion that all parties to the agreement on 
troops and conventional arms reductions in 
Europe should pledge not to increase their 
ground forces or tactical aviation outside the 
zone of reductions. This applies both to the 
territory of the USSR and the US, and to 
other parts of the world. 

As is stressed in the Budapest Address, the 
Warsaw Treaty states are also in favor of 
shedding mutual suspicion and mistrust as 
regards the actual intentions of both military
political alliances and individual states. They 
point out that in the interests of security in 
Europe and in the whole world the military 
concepts and doctrines of the two military 
alliances must be based on exclusively defen
sive principles. 

The USSR and its allies proceed from the 
conviction that the problem of troop and 
conventional arms reductions in Europe must 
be tackled with the participation of all Eu
ropean states. In their opinion, the best forum 
for that purpose is the second stage of the 
Conference on Confidence- and Security
Building Measures and Disarmament in 
Europe. 

NA TO was clearly stalling for time with its 
reply to the socialist countries' far-reaching 
initiative. When the Warsaw Treaty members 
suggested a meeting of the working groups of 
NATO and the Warsaw Treaty and a meeting 
between the Commander-in-Chief of the War
saw Treaty Joint Armed Forces and the 
NATO Supreme Allied Commander, Europe, 
as well as a meeting between the Warsaw 
Treaty and NA TO Secretary Generals, 
NATO's reply to that proposition was essen
tially negative. 

In December 1986, the issue of talks on 
troop and conventional arms reductions in 
Europe was considered at a regular session of 
the NATO Council in Brussels. However, the 
decisions adopted in that connection were 
once again far from being constructive. De
spite having seemingly accepted some of the 
ideas from the Budapest Address (notably, 
the need for a broad approach to con
ventional weapons from the Atlantic to the 
Urals), the NATO Council has in effect made 
no positive proposals for resolving that prob
lem. It follows from NA TO documents that 
the North Atlantic alliance sees its primary 
objective in redressing the allegedly existing 
conventional gap in Europe, which in effect 
means unilateral reductions in the arms and 
troops of the Warsaw Treaty members with
out any matching reductions on the NATO 
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side. Moreover, NATO is insisting on the 
precondition that the Warsaw Treaty mem
bers recognize the fact of their "superiority." 

Such a NATO "reply" to the Budapest 
proposals of the Warsaw Treaty members 
shows that the NATO leadership is trying to 
present the problems connected with making 
Europe free of nuclear weapons and those 
concerning lowering the level of conventional 
arms confrontation there as insoluble. A vi
cious circle is thus being created. The attain
ment of nuclear arms elimination in Europe is 
blocked under the pretext of the absence of 
verification measures for conventional arms 
reductions, while on the path to such reduc
tions insuperable barriers are raised by the 
introduction of all sorts of artificial linkages, 
terms and reservations, such as the demand 
for elaborating a special verification "phi
losophy" for conventional weapons first. 

All this attests to the NATO leadership's 
intention to delay even the taking of the 
decision concerning the beginning of talks on 
troop and conventional arms reductions in 
Europe. In the West they talk a lot about an 
imaginary "Soviet threat" in Europe and the 
impossibility of nuclear disarmament while 
there is such a high level of conventional 
armaments there. However, when it came 
down to discussion and adoption of concrete 
reduction measures, it turned out that NATO 
had somehow lost all interest in such 
reductions .. 

Why? The answer is simple. The reac
tionary NATO circles are clearly afraid lest 
such talks should interfere with their plans for 
a further buildup of the bloc's military poten
tial which is far from being defensive. 

NATO's negative stand continues to block 
the successful completion of talks on mutual 
reduction of armed forces and armaments in 
Central Europe that have been going on since 
1973. 

In search of a compromise, the Soviet 
Union, the GDR, Poland and Czechoslovakia 
advanced on February 20, 1986, a detailed 
draft of an Agreement on the Initial Reduc
tion by the Soviet Union and the United 
States of Ground Forces and Armaments 
with a Subsequent Non-Increase in the Levels 
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of the Armed Forces and Armaments of the 
Sides and Associated Measures in Central 
Europe. The draft provided for reducing the 
ground forces of the USSR and the US in 
Central Europe in the course of a year by 
11,500 and 6,500 men respectively, and for 
withdrawing them piecemeal to within na
tional boundaries, complete with their organic 
armaments and combat equipment. All sig
natories to the agreement were to freeze for 
the next three years the levels of their armed 
forces and armaments on a collective and a 
national basis ( or only on a collective basis, 
within each military alliance). 

The draft agreement of February 20, 1986, 
which contained compromise solutions on a 
number of important controversial issues, in
cluding the problem of verification, created 
the required conditions for businesslike and 
effective talks. But the NATO countries have 
been in fact avoiding a businesslike consider
ation of the draft and continue to insist on 
totally unacceptable demands. In particular, 
they seek to put under control areas of the 
USSR that have nothing to do with Central 
Europe. 

For many years the Soviet Union has also 
been working hard to ban chemical weapons 
and abolish their stockpiles. In recent years 
only the USSR has advanced a number of far
reaching initiatives in this field. In 1982, it 
submitted to the UN Second Special Session 
on Disarmament Basic Provisions of a Con
vention on the Prohibition of the Develop
ment, Production and Stockpiling of Chem
ical Weapons and on Their Destruction. On 
April 22, 1986, fresh Soviet initiatives were 
tabled at the Geneva Conference on Disarma
ment. They further developed the task for
mulated in Mikhail Gorbachev's Statement of 
January 15, 1986 of eliminating chemical 
weapons and the industrial base for their 
manufacture as soon as possible. 

These initiatives provide for specific mea
sures to announce the location of every facil
ity producing chemical weapons, including 
binary weapons, regardless of whether such 
facilities are state or private property. 

The Soviet Union is actively working for an 
early conclusion of a convention banning chem-



ical weapons that is being worked out at the 
Geneva Disarmament Conference. The pro
posals made by the Soviet Union created the 
necessary conditions for reaching agreement 
on the total destruction of the industrial base 
for making chemical weapons and marked a 
step forward in agreeing upon provisions for 
the elimination of stockpiles of chemical 
weapons. The Soviet Union also made other 
proposals that opened up a realistic way to
wards the solution of the package of problems 
concerning the non-production of chemical 
weapons by both private and state enter
prises. These proposals contain new elements 
regarding procedures for on-site inspections 
on request, which take into account the po
sitions of practically all other participants in 
the talks. Thanks to the Soviet proposals, the 
task of eliminating chemical weapons has 
come closer to being accomplished. The new 
Soviet initiatives have opened up the way for 
speedy agreement upon a future convention. 

At the same time, one cannot but feel 
anxious that as progress is made in the talks 
on banning this barbarous weapon of mass 
destruction, the United States is showing far 
less readiness than other states to seek so
lutions and compromises. 

The US has also taken a non-constructive 
stand on the issue of verification of compli
ance with a future convention. The draft 
convention on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons, tabled by the US at the Disarma
ment Conference in 1984, contains proposals 
patently unacceptable to other participants: 
for example, a proposal on verification pro
vides for no control over private enterprises, 
including those owned by transnational cor
porations, which make up roughly 65 percent 
of the industrial capacities for manufacturing 
chemical weapons. 

A decision, approved by NA TO under US 
pressure, to begin production of binary 
weapons in the USA has dealt a serious blow 
to the talks. The moves by the United States 
and its closest NA TO allies to add a new 
spiral to the chemical arms race are posing a 
real threat to international security, above all 
to the security of the European peoples. It is 
obvious that as soon as binary weapons ap-

pear in American arsenals, they will inevitably 
be emplaced in areas for which they are 
designated, first and foremost, in Western 
Europe. The danger of chemical weapons 
spreading to other parts of the planet will 
likewise grow. 

Efforts by the USSR to promote peaceful 
cooperation in outer space have a special place 
in international politics. In response to an 
appeal by the 40th session of the UN General 
Assembly to its member-countries to submit 
their considerations on the development of 
international cooperation in outer space to
ward preventing a space arms race and pro
moting peaceful space exploration, a program 
of joint practical measures for the peaceful 
use of outer space was proposed in a letter by 
Nikolai Ryzhkov, Chairman of the USSR 
Council of Ministers, addressed to Perez de 
Cuellar, UN Secretary-General, in June 1986. 
This program has three stages and is aimed at 
creating strong material, political, legal and 
organizational foundations for Star Peace by 
2000. It is aimed at uniting the efforts of as 
many ~tates as possible in the peaceful explo
ration of outer space. "This pooling of efforts," 
Nikolai Ryzhkov stressed in January 1987, 
answering questions put by a TASS corres
pondent, "must proceed on a just and equal 
basis, with account taken of the present level of 
development of space technology and prospects 
in this field, as well as of the actual require
ments of cooperating states." 

To consider the problem of outer space in 
its entirety, the Soviet Union has proposed 
that an international conference or a special 
session of the UN General Assembly on outer 
space be held not later than 1990 to approve a 
program of action for the 1990s, with pros
pects for the subsequent 10 to 15 years, and to 
establish a World Space Organization and, 
under its aegis, specialized programs for spe
cific projects. 

As far as the exploration and use .of outer 
space is concerned, the Soviet Union is pre
pared to cooperate on a broad scale with 
foreign companies, states and international 
organizations on a mutually advantageous 
basis, including in the commercial field. It 
offers services that include launching of for-
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eign satellites by Soviet booster rockets; leasing 
out in geostationary orbit of Soviet Gorizont 
communications satellites placed at a point 
registered by users; survey from space of the 
territory of individual countries and sales of 
data obtained from remote sensing; and use 
of Soviet technological equipment or provi
sion of Soviet spacecraft for installation of a 
customer's instruments for production or pu
rification of materials in space conditions. 

The program of international cooperation 
for the current five-year plan period (1986-
1990), which is being implemented under the 
auspices of the USSR Main Administration 
for the Development and Utilization of Space 
Technology for the National Economy and 
Research (Glavkosmos), covers many themes 
and is entirely oriented toward peaceful uses 
of outer space. The list of the major projects 
of this period includes the exploration of 
Phobos, a satellite of. Mars, with photographs 

. and TV pictures of its surface,- plus a number 
of other complex programs which the USSR 
is carrying out together with socialist coun
tries, Austria, Ireland, the Netherlands, the 
USA, Finland, France, Federal Germany, 
Sweden and European Space Agency. 

All this shows that the Soviet Union ac
tively and consistently works for open, fully 
accessible and fair cooperation in space ex
ploration, cooperation that would open to 
mankind the door to a peaceful third 
millennium. 

At the 41st session of the UN General 
Assembly, to counter the sinister US Star 
Wars plans, the Soviet Union advanced a 
constructive program for Star Peace, which 
envisages prevention of an arms race in outer 
space and the pooling on that basis of efforts 
by states for mutually advantageous cooper
ation in exploring outer space for peaceful 
purposes, including the establishment of a 
World Space Organization. 

The upshot was a resolution that called for 
the prevention of an arms race in outer space. 
By stating the need to refrain from steps 
running counter to that goal, the UN General 
Assembly in fact gave its answer to US at
tempts to make Star Wars plans a sacred cow. 
The resolution was also clearly in favor of 
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international cooperation in outer space. The 
only country to abstain from voting was the 
USA. Even the closest US allies distanced 
themselves from the position taken by the 
American delegation. 

The results of the voting on the draft reso
lutions on limiting the arms race and on dis
armament at the 41st session of the UN 
General Assembly once again demonstrated 
the fundamental difference between the 
stands of the USSR and the USA on these 
vital issues. The Soviet Union did not vote 
against any of the resolutions and abstained 
only in six cases. By contrast, the USA voted 
against 28 of the 70 resolutions on disarma
ment issues adopted by the UN General As
sembly. In 16 cases it did so either alone or 
together with one or two of its allies. The 
United States abstained from voting on 9 
resolutions. 

The USA has also taken a negative stand 
on the principle of no-first-use of nuclear 
weapons which was more than once approved 
by an overwhelming majority of states that 
voted for the corresponding resolutions of the 
UN General Assembly. The Soviet Union and 
the People's Republic of China have assu
med a unilateral pledge of no-first-use of 
nuclear weapons. If all nuclear powers did 
the same, this would be, in effect, tantamo
unt to prohibiting nuclear weapons alto
gether. 

The Warsaw Treaty member states have 
repeatedly made a proposal to the NATO 
countries on the mutual non-use of armed 
force and on the maintenance of peaceful 
relations. In March 1986 the Warsaw Treaty 
member states reaffirmed their proposal on 
concluding an agreement that would be open 
to all European and other interested coun
tries. In the current complicated international 
situation, fraught with the threat of nuclear 
catastrophe, implementation of these specific 
proposals of the socialist countries would re
sult in real progress toward building confi
dence, increasing security and promoting 
cooperation. 

The Soviet Union actively works for inclu
sion of the Asia-Pacific region, the importance 
of which in world affairs is ever growing, into 



the general process of creating a comprehen
sive system of international security. In hi.s 
speech in Vladivostok on July 28, 1986 Gen
eral Secretary of the CPSU Central Commit
tee Mikhail Gorbachev proposed a set of 
major initiatives aimed at increasing security 
and cooperation in this region. In Mikhail 
Gorbachev's speeches in India in November 
1986 this set was supplemented with new 
constructive proposals. 

On the whole, the Soviet line is as follows: 
- without mechanically applying Eu

ropean experience to Asia, to utilize all of its 
positive elements that can take root on Asian 
soil and serve the security of the countries on 
this continent; 

- to mobilize all possible means for at
taining this goal, including bilateral accords, 
subregional agreements and finally a regional 
agreement on security questions if it becomes 
possible with the passing of time; 

- to pay special attention to the need of 
settling the conflicts existing in Asia, making 
use of all possibilities, including contacts be
tween the USSR and the USA, for this 
purpose; 

- to build up military and political sta
bility by reducing the numerical strength and 
limiting the activity of the naval forces of the 
USSR and the USA in the region; to hold 
talks with the United States and interested 
Asian countries on confidence measures in the 
military sphere as applied to Asia and the 
adjacent areas of the Indian and Pacific 
Oceans; 

- to hold multilateral talks on guarantee
ing security of sea lanes, as well as on safe
guarding the coastal states' sovereignty over 
their natural resources; 

- to encourage and support the move
ment for establishing peace zones, specifically 
for turning the Indian Ocean into such a zone; 

- to draft an international convention on 
combatting terrorism involving sea and air 
routes and to participate in that convention. 

Naturally, this is not a full list of measures 
for creating a system of security in Asia but 
they represent the most important steps to be 
taken at the current stage. 

Acting in these directions, it is quite pos-

sible to settle the issues relating to stronger 
peace and stability in the Asia-Pacific region, 
despite the complicated and sometimes con
tradictory situation there. At all events, it is 
clear that, as distinct from the US, which 
banks on building up its military presence and 
fuelling conflicts in this area, the Soviet 
Union proposes and is campaigning for a 
truly peaceful alternative. 

The difference between the Soviet and US 
approaches to resolving the nuclear disarma
ment issue was expressly manifest in the mat
ter of banning nuclear tests. Cessation and 
prohibition of nuclear tests is the simplest and 
most realistic way to stop the nuclear arms 
race. Without nuclear tests it is impossible to 
improve nuclear weapons or create their new 
types. If the USSR and the USA come to 
terms on ceasing nuclear explosions, this 
would get things moving in the entire process 
of nuclear disarmament. 

Seekin :! to achieve termination of all nu
clear tests, the Soviet Union introduced a uni
lateral moratorium on all nuclear explosions 
on August 6, 1985 and called upon the USA 
to join in. 

How did Washington respond? It respond
ed by stubbornly continuing its tests. The 
USA used various far-fetched excuses to ex
plain its refusal to join the Soviet mora
torium, in particular, the claim that it was 
lagging behind in the number of nuclear ex
plosions. It is common knowledge, however, 
that the United States has carried out more 
nuclear explosions than all the other nuclear 
powers taken together. The number of explo
sions it has conducted exceeds the respective 
figure for the USSR by approximately one
third. The USA has also conducted more 
blasts than the USSR in each individual 
medium (in the atmosphere, underground and 
underwater). 

Washington's claims that it is impossible to 
establish effective verification over compli
ance with a nuclear test ban are also ground
less. As repeatedly stated at the top level, the 
Soviet Union is prepared for any verification 
measures in this field. Such verification could 
be fully ensured through the use of both 
national technical means and international 
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procedures, including on-site inspections. The 
Soviet Union expressed its readiness to use 
the assistance offered by the Delhi Six in 
verifying termination of nuclear tests. It also 
proposed to the United States that the idea of 
a supranational verification system be 
considered. 

A vivid proof of the Soviet Union's willing
ness for the strictest verification of the termi
nation of nuclear explosions is the agreement 
between the USSR Academy of Sciences and 
the US Natural Resources Defense Council in 
keeping with which American seismic equip
ment was installed at the Soviet nuclear test
ing ground in the Semipalatinsk area in the 
summer of 1986. 

The true cause of Washington's unwilling-
ness to renounce nuclear explosions lies in its 
desire to change the existing balance of forces 
in its favor by developing new armaments
the MX, Trident II and Midgetman strategic 
missiles and nuclear warheads to be used for 
different purposes in space-strike weapons in 
keeping with the Star Wars program. Other 
reasons do not exist. Nuclear blasts resound 
in Nevada precisely for the sake of creating 
such means of destruction. 

While Washington continued its test series 
(in all, the USA carried out 20 officially 
announced and 4 unannounced nuclear 
weapon tests in the period from August 6, 
1985 to January 1, 1987), the Soviet Union, 
displaying restraint and responsibility for the 
destinies of peace, extended its moratorium 
for several times. The Soviet side expected 
that common sense would prevail in Wash
ington. This, however, did not occur. 

Furthermor~, according to US press re
ports, in just the first three months of 1987 
Washington is going to carry out five nuclear 
tests. And 1987's total number of nuclear 
explosions, in the opinion of US experts, may 
exceed the number of explosions carried out 
in the previous year. 

As the USA stubbornly pursues its nuclear 
test program to create and build up new 
nuclear arms, a situation has developed where 
continuing the unilateral moratorium on nu
clear explosions may seriously harm the se
curity of the USSR and its allies. The USSR 
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cannot display unilateral restraint in the mil
itary field ad infinitum. 

In this context, after profound and all
round consideration of the matter, the Soviet 
Government in its Statement of December 18, 
1986, stressed that the USSR is ready to go on 
adhering to its moratorium after the January 
1, 1987 deadline. But it will resume nuclear 
tests after the very first US nuclear explosion 
in 1987. The Statement stressed that if the 
USA ceases its nuclear tests, the USSR any 
day, any month will be ready-on the basis of 
reciprocity-to stop its program of such tests. 

In other words, the USSR continues to 
regard the moratorium as an important and 
real factor in the matter of terminating 
nuclear weapon tests. It is for immediate full
scale negotiations on a total ban on nuclear 
tests at any level and at any forum, given the 
participation of the USA. 

The USSR wants to see the start of such 
bilateral Soviet-American negotiations. It is 
also willing to resume the tripartite negoti
ations involving Britain that several years 
ago, before they were unilaterally broken off 
by Western partners, came close to specific 
agreements. 

The USSR is likewise ready to come to 
terms on the calling of a special international 
conference to solve the test ban problem. 

At all these forums the Soviet Union con
siders it necessary to agree as soon as possible 
on a radical solution to the issue of terminat
ing nuclear weapon tests once and for all. 

If the USA is not ready for this, the USSR 
is willing to negotiate a step-by-step solution 
to the problem as well. Ratification of the 
1974 and 1976 Soviet-American treaties and 
the introduction of interim restrictions on the 
amount and power of nuclear explosions 
could be initial steps. 

The aim of the USSR is not merely to set 
the mechanism of talks on banning nuclear 
weapon tests into motion, but to achieve 
quick practical results. 

Time will show if Washington will be able 
to reciprocate these Soviet far-reaching peace 
initiatives. 

Of great value from the point of view of 
strengthening the foundations of world peace 



and progress along the road of nuclear dis
armament are the observance of earlier con
cluded agreements in the field of strategic arms 
limitation and the consolidation of the regime 
thereby established. These agreements, in
cluding SALT I and SALT II, provide an 
important starting base from which to ad
vance to new, ever more effective accords 
aimed at lowering the level of military con
frontation and at building a nuclear-free 
world. As to the USSR, it has always strictly 
and faithfully observed its commitments 
under the agreements to which it is a sig
natory. This applies both to the Treaty on the 
Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems 
and the Interim Agreement on Certain Mea
sures with Respect to the Limitation of 
Strategic Offensive Arms, concluded in 1972, 
and to the 1979 SALT II Treaty, which the 
USSR regards as important obstacles to an 
unrestricted spiral in the arms race. 

As to the current US Administration, it 
act~ altogether differently. From the outset it 
has sought to undermine rather than reinforce 
these agreements. 

Conspicuous in the chain of such Wash
ington actions is a US breach of the aggregate 
limit established by SALT II of 1,320 
MIRVed ICBMs and heavy bombers with 
long-range cruise missiles when it equipped a 
131 st American heavy bomber with long
range cruise missiles at the end of 1986. Thus, 
the United States tore up a treaty which fixed 
military-strategic parity between the USSR 
and the USA and for a whole number of years 
restricted the arms race in its key area of 
strategic offensive arms. 

The decision for a strategic arms buildup 
and abandoning SALT II was prompted by 
none other than Washington's desire to upset 
the military-strategic parity between the 
USSR and the USA and gain military supe
riority. These actions are fraught with serious 
consequences for international security. 

The SALT II Treaty was undoubtedly a 
serious obstacle to military preparations in 
the USA. That was why Washington decided 
to get rid of it. 

The interests of those who run the military
industrial business, involving the creation of a 

large-scale antimissile system with space
based elements and space-strike weapons, 
now also come into contradiction with the 
ABM Treaty. Through the Star Wars pro
gram, the USA wants to extend the arms race 
into space, turning outer space into a bridge
head for establishing American hegemony. 
This is why the US Administration views the 
ABM Treaty as the next target after SALT II. 
The US Administration is now gradually un
dercutting that treaty too. 

The timing for blasting the SALT II 
Treaty-the end of 1986, or soon after the 
Soviet-American Summit Meeting in Reykja
vik-can only be regarded as a major provo
cation, as an attempt to halt the tendency 
toward lessening international tensions. This 
step is a logical part of the campaign of 
attacks on the historic Reykjavik vision of a 
nuclear-free world which so frightens milita
rist circles in the USA. 

Washington is making a big blunder. Break
ing the limits of the SALT II Treaty will not 
strengthen US security. 

After six years in office, the Reagan Ad
ministration is proving that it has done 
nothing constructive for arms limitation, but 
has been destroying much in this field. 

The December 5, 1986 Statement by the 
Soviet Government emphasized that these 
moves by Washington gave "the Soviet Union 
reasons to consider itself free from commit
ments assumed by it under the 1972 Interim 
Agreement and the SALT II Treaty. Even so, 
the Soviet side believes there is still a chance to 
halt the dangerous course of developments pro
voked by the irresponsible moves of the current 
US Administration. It is to be supposed that in 
America and beyond, there is still enough po
litical wisdom and feelings of self-preservation 
to prevent the breaking of the strategic arms 
limitation accords framework developed in the 
past 15 years. 

"Considering that the issue is so crucial to 
the whole of mankind and that the key to 
limiting the strategic arms race must be 
safeguarded, the USSR will as yet refrain from 
going beyond the limits established by the 
SALT I and SALT II Treaties." 

The USSR's stand received a lot of appreci-
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ation and support throughout the world. The 
Soviet Union's drive for peace and inter
national security is in marked contrast to the 
irresponsible attitude of the current US 
Administration. 

* * * 
The question is: Who threatens peace? The 

country making proposals to end the arms 
race at all international forums, or the one 
rejecting these proposals out of hand and 
blocking progress toward disarmament in all 
areas? The state proposing that nuclear 
weapon tests be banned forever and pledging 
unilaterally not to be first to use such 
weapons, or the one basing its military doc-

trine on the idea that nuclear war is thinkable 
and backing this idea materially with the most 
sophisticated nuclear armaments? The coun
try proposing that a treaty to ban the use of 
force in relations between states be concluded, 
or the one advocating the cult of force and 
arbitrariness in the international arena? The 
country that has been campaigning vigorously 
for ridding the world of nuclear and other 
mass destruction weapons in the forthcoming 
15 years, or the one that has been avoiding 
serious discussion of the issue using all sorts 
of far-fetched pretexts so as to keep its arms 
buildup projects intact, plan their unre
strained expansion till the year 2000 and 
launch an arms race in space? 

The answers to these questions are obvious. 



Conclusion 

Readers can think over these facts that 
make it possible to see the military and po
litical situation in the world and the reasons 
behind its complication in a true light. The 
book clearly and objectively replies to the 
question put in its title: the real threat to 
peace comes from US military might, prac
tical activities by the US ruling circles and 
reactionary forces in other NATO countries 
to intensify military preparations, to further 
the arms race on Earth, their attempts to 
transfer the arms race to space, and the 
Pentagon's scenarios for wars, nuclear and 
conventional, global and local. 

The book convincingly points to the po
litical hypocrisy of the US Administration, 
whose words are not matched with deeds. 

Alleging a dedication to peace, they fu
riously resist any initiatives to reduce and 
eliminate nuclear weapons and lessen military 
confrontation. 

Alleging a readiness to get rid of nuclear 
weapons, they are giving the green light to 
unrestrained buildup of precisely these arms. 

Alleging a desire to seek strategic stability 
and confidence, they are striving to upset the 
military-strategic balance and achieve military 
superiority, which makes the strategic situ
ation all the more unpredictable. The at
tempts to conduct world affairs from the 
position of strength, to organize "crusades" 
against the USSR, calling it the "empire of 
evil," and against other socialist countries do 
nothing to promote confidence. 

Peace is not facilitated by the reckless con
cepts of a first nuclear strike, a "limited" war 
in Europe, or a world nuclear war. The Star 
Wars program undermines rather than 
strengthens world peace and security. Station
ing more and more US first-strike weapons, 
Pershing Ils and cruise missiles, in Western 
Europe does not make for regional or world 
security. On the contrary, every new US mis
sile in Europe is another step toward the 
abyss. 

Recent military and political actions by the 

US Administration present an alarming pic
ture. These include scrapping the 1972 SALT I 
Interim Agreement and the 1979 SALT II 
Treaty, destroying the contractual foundation 
for limiting the arms race, and showing a 
reluctance to conduct constructive talks on 
this score; new programs to increase offensive 
weapons, both nuclear and conventional; and 
successive nuclear blasts. Further, these are 
rejecting consolidation of the regime of the 
ABM Treaty, refusing calls not to test ABM 
elements in space, and striving to put 
weapons into orbit as soon as possible. Also, 
they include the production of binary chem
ical weapons and the deployment of Lance 
tactical missiles in South Korea. Finally, there 
are the "neoglobalist" actions against 
Grenada, Libya, Nicaragua, Afghanistan, 
Angola and Mozambique, and the policy of 
arbitrariness in international relations, includ
ing military interference in the affairs of 
states. 

It would be naive to think that the US 
Administration's efforts to build up nuclear 
weapons and develop new space-strike arms 
and an antimissile shield for America are 
directed only against the Soviet Union. 
Washington's aspiration for domination in 
space and the world constitutes a direct threat 
to all countries, to all of humanity. 

The book shows that an approximate 
military-strategic equilibrium exists world
wide as a deterrent to the aggressive plans of 
the imperialists and their attempts to rewrite 
history. Mikhail Gorbachev said: "Realizing 
the scope of the military danger and being 
aware of our responsibility for the future of the 
world, we will not let the military-strategic 
balance between the USSR and the United 
States, between the Warsaw Treaty Organiza
tion and NATO, be upset. We will continue to 
pursue this policy, because we have forever 
learned the lessons that history has taught us." 
Any attempts by Washington to violate the 
existing military-strategic balance, to change 
miljtary parity in its favor, would lead only to 
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a new round in the arms race, to greater 
military danger. Unless such attempts are 
stopped now, the arms race may go out of 
control and even parity would no longer be a 
factor of military and political deterrence. 

There is now no more important task than 
to put an end to the arms race on Earth, to 
prevent its spread to outer space, and to 
abolish all nuclear and other mass annihi
lation weaponry. Of crucial importance in this 
regard is the USSR's detailed program, an
nounced on January 15, 1986, to eliminate 
nuclear weapons by the year 2000. The reali
zation of this program would allow the human 
race to enter the third millennium without the 
threat of "nuclear winter," under a peaceful 
sky with a secure future. · 

Peace is promoted by the major Soviet 
initiatives scrutinized in the book, particularly 
those bearing on a total and universal ban on 
nuclear weapon tests, cuts in armed forces 
and conventional armaments in Europe, pro
hibition of chemical weapons and elimination 
of the industrial base for their production, 
and space exploration for peaceful purposes. 

The world public regards the Soviet-US 
Summit in Reykjavik as a major historic 
event, as a political touchstone for the two 
biggest nuclear powers. Reykjavik has shown 
to the whole world where the sides stand. 
While the USSR set forth in Iceland bold and 
radical plans for deep balanced reductions in 
nuclear potentials and their subsequent rapid 
abolition, the United States came to Reyk
javik actually empty-handed. 

Judge for yourself whether the US stand is 
reasonable or not. Washington has brushed 
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aside all Soviet proposals and rejected nuclear 
disarmament in favor of the Star Wars pro
gram. For all the efforts to camouflage its line 
in Reykjavik, it is clear that Washington 
wants to let the "jinni of space weapons" out 
of the laboratory as soon as possible and to 
achieve military superiority, in other words, 
to guarantee US security at the expense of the 
Soviet Union's. 

However, things are not as simplistic as 
Washington sees them. In this nuclear and 
space age, the security of one or several coun
tries cannot be achieved at the expense of 
others. Security can be only equal, mutual 
and comprehensive. Security can be only in
ternational. The world is one and its security 
indivisible. The United States will never win 
military advantage for itself at the expense of 
other nations' security. The Soviet Union will 
take all the necessary practical steps and will 
not permit the military-strategic parity to be 
upset. The American side should have no 
illusions about this. 

The package of major compromise pro
posals the Soviet Union advanced in Reyk
javik remains in force. The main obstacle to 
their realization is SDI. It is either SDI or 
nuclear disarmament, a new round in the 
arms race related to SDI or cuts in nuclear 
weapons. 

The Soviet Union hopes that the US poli
tical leaders will look at the existing situation 
in a sober way and, finally, take a realistic 
stand to remove the threat of nuclear confla
gration from the human race. Reason must 
triumph while there is still time. 






