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Last autumn I showed you a copy of the United States booklet "Soviet Military

Power" designed to show in graphic and photographic form the expansion of Soviet

forces in comparison with those of the West., Following its appearance, the

Soviet Union have now issued a riBoste of about the same length and employing the
same "glossy" approach, Sir Frank Cooper has drawn it to my attention, together

with a copy of the minute with which it was submitted to the Secretary of State

for Defence, 1 enclose both documents, which the Prime Minister might care to

look at over Easter,

2, The booklet is a fairly effective piece of Soviet Brogaganda. As the covering

minute points out, its description of the East/West military balance is presented
in such a way as to support the Soviet thesis that there can be no question of
the Soviet Union being responsible for an escalation in the East/West Arms race

e
and that the United States has both nuclear and conventional advantages over the

Soviet Union, and suggests that "the European public, however, is kept completely
in the dark" (paragraph 68),

3. I have told Sir Frank Cooper's office that I am drawing the booklet to the

Prime Minister'!s attention.

ROBERT ARMSTRONG

2nd April 1982
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"WHENCE THE THREAT TO PEACE"-

Before he left on a duty visit abroad, DGI asked me to let
you have a short commentary on this Soviet booklet, copies of
which have recently appeared in London. DGI has seen and agreed
the gist of what follows.

2e "Whence the Threat to Yeace" as ithe Russian riposte to the

US booklet "Soviet Military Power" issued last September. It is

‘a glossy publication cleverly devised in the same style as "Soviet
~Military Power" but has stolen a march on the Americans by providing .

'"ﬁ~what'the US document was widely critised for omitting - a statement

~on the East/West military balance.

3. The balance is presented as one of broad parity in strategic
nuclear terms (which we would not dispute) and also in terms of
the balance of medium range nuETEar weapons in Europe (which we
certainly would dgspute) and which the Russians have demonstrated
by the famillar use of selective evidence in which several of their
own delivery systems are omitted. Rough parity is also claimed
in the General Purpose Forces balance, though superiority is :
admitted for Warsaw Pact in some areas and for NATO in others, -
The greater number oI USSR Ground Force Divisions 1s explained

by the great length of state frontiers (including that bordering
on China) to be defended, the implication being that this offsets
the disadvantage presented by the geographical separation of the
USA from Europe. In Europe, it is claimed that NATO combat ready
divisions out number the Warsaw Pact's,and contain more men in
each division into the bargain. It is difficult to make sense

of the figures purporting to support this statement and it is likely
that they have been arrived at only by including,on the NATO' side,
forces remote from the Central Front.

4. Much of ‘the booklet is taken up by a detailed survey of

US military forces and weapons, illustrated by pictures taken
from 'Janes Fighting Ships','Aviation Week', and a variety of
other Western publications. 1t presemts the US military machine
as a basically offensive weapon in the hands of a reckless
administration bent on ending the present state of equilibrium
and achieving strategic superiority over the Soviet Union.
In support of this claim, it exploits recent statements by
members of the US administration on the use of theatre nuclear
weapons in a war fighting role in Europe. It also claims that




the US was responsible for originating successive modern, weapons
systems, and the USSR was forced to follow suit some years behind.

5 Although the booklet says little that is new, its presentation
has beeq cleverly designed in a number of respects. To take one
example, the US booklet's presentation of the area of the
NIZ&%IY'TAGIL tank complex superimposed on Washington DC is trumped
in the Soviet booklet by the same diagram on which the larger

area of the "Detroit Tapk Complex" is in turn superimposed.

In fact, both illustrations are misleading to the extent that
neither of these huge complexes is wholly concerned with tank

production.

6. Fact and fiction are cmmingly interwoven, 1 have already
-referred to the selective use of statistics in the section on
medium range nuclear weapons in Europe (p 65) and on the con-
ventional military balance in Europe (p 69). Other examples

of selective arithmetic are the figures for tanks (p 69), US
chemical warfare stocks (p 47/48) and the number -

and location of major US bases on foreign territories (p 26/27).

Te It is interesting to speculate how much of this booklet

the Russians themselves genuinely believe. The Soviet apprehension

about the Chinesﬁmn'g-sm?fém overstated, and the
illustration of their country as being surrounded by hostile
forces is probably a genuine reflection of their thinking.

The Russians probably regard NATO's proposed acquisition of

additional theatre nuclear weapons as a real extengsion of the
strategic threat to them because these missiles are within

the range of the USSR and would arrive with much less warning

time than the ICBMs launched from the US. On the other hand,

the Russians must be as aware as we are of the scope for

widely different interpretations in any comparison of forces

introduced by the complications of definition, coverage,

operational capability and geographical distribution; and the

claim on p 75 that "ever since it came into existence, the Soviet
state has opposed interference in the affairs of sovereign states"

must surely have been made tongue in cheek, even by a Russian.

. For all that, the publication has to be taken seriously, not
least because of its apparent plausibility and the way in which

it has used Western sources to present a picture favourable to

the Soviet Union.

8. Distribution of the booklet is something of a mystery.

Until now, copies have been available only from the Collet's
Iq§£§232%§ggl_ﬂggkﬂhgp by private purchase und althougn .
additional copies are said to be on the way, even the Russian
Embassy doeg not seem to know when they will arrive. It is
said to have been producel in a variety of languages and was
reviewed in the 'International Herald Tribune' on 14 January
and in 'The Times', *Guardian' and 'Daily Telegraph' on

26 Januaryﬂ All these reviews remarked on the unusual step
taken by the Russians in launching the booklet at a press con-
ference. There appears, so far, to have been no official US
reaction. It may well be referred to at a press briefing which
I understand is being planned in mid-March to launch the forth-
coming NATO publication on the East/West military balance and in

1 Also The Economist of € Feb 82
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Principal Private Secretary

SIR ROBERT ARMSTRONG

I have shown the Prime Minister your minute
A0O8003 of 2 April and the Soviet booklet "Whence

the Threat to Peace" which you sent with it.

The Prime Minister has looked at the booklet
and has commented that we shall need a brief on
points to make in reply. Perhaps you would care

to pursue this with the Ministry of Defence.

14 April, 1982
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Introduction

~ In the 1970s, the relaxation of tensions
In relations between states belonging to
different socio-political systems made the
cold war yield ground. The restructuring
of internationa] relations ‘on the princi-
ples of peaceful coexistence gained
momentum. But as the world was enter-
Ing the 80s, and especially after the
change of leadership in the White House,
a sharp about-turn occurred in the policy
of the United States and a number of
other NATO countries. Their ruling cir-
cles began to set their sights in interna-
tional relations op force and force alone.
US statesmen and military leaders openly
declargd that nuclear war, both global
and “limited”, was thinkable. Large re-
glons of the world thousands of kilometers
dlStun( from the United States were
proclaimed Washington’s spheres of
“vital interest”.

The present US Administration and its
bf;lllC()se partners in other NATO coun-
tries have set out to upset the military-
strategic equilibrium shaped during the
past decade between the USSR and the
L{SA_. between the Warsaw Treaty Orga-
nization and the North Atlantic bloc. To
justity their line of securing military
SUPErIority over the Soviet Union and the
Warsaw Treaty, the myth of a “Soviet
war threat” fabricated years ago is being
backed up by claims that the USA and
NATO as a whole have “fallen behind”
in the military field and “windows of
vulncrzlbili'ty" have appeared in the US
war machine, and the |ike.

High-ranking political and military
members of the US Administration have
joined the campaign of inventing and
propagating an assortment of various
far-fetched conjectures. A special place
in the campaign is accorded to a Pen-
tagon pamphlet, entitled Soviet Military
Power. Widely advertised by US mass
media, it is clearly designed to frighten
the public, above all in Western coun-
tries, with the military potential of the
USSR, and convince it in the compulsive
necessity of a further build-up of US and
NATO military strength.

The Pentagon pamphlet would not
have by itself deserved any special men-
tion if it did not reflect the political
tendencies reigning in the United States
and directed to torpedoing detente, stok-
ing up tensions in relations between
States, and triggering an unbridled arms
race.

Inasmuch as the ruling circles of the
United States saw fit to publish tendenti-
ously selected and deliberately distorted
information about the Armed Forces of
the USSR, it became necessary for the
sake of objectivity to show the military
potential of the other side. so that true
conclusions could be drawn on the basis
of comparative data.

This book, prepared by competent
Soviet quarters, examines the present
State and orientation of the armed forces
and military-industrial potential of the
United States of America, and other
clements of the US war machine on
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which the US Administration relies in its
resolve to follow a policy “from positions
of strength”, and to secure military
superiority. In order to provide an objec-
tive picture of the strategic situation now
prevailing in the world, the book ex-
amines the balance of East-West military
strength, and the approach of the two
sides to international detente and the
problems of safeguarding and consolidat-
ing peace, and curbing the arms race.
Section I—“They Call This Objec-
tive”—shows that the appraisals of the
military potential of the USSR and its
foreign policy and military strategy made
by members of the US Defense Depurt:
ment, are unobjective and biased, and
that the authors of the US pamphlet were
anything but impartial in selecting data
related to the Soviet Armed Forces.
Section I[I—“The US War Machine” —
offers facts and figures concerning the
armed forces of the United States which,
already in peacetime, are deployed far
away from the US national frontiers and
are organizationally and numerically
maintained to suit designs ‘that have
nothing to do with a defensive war; it
shows their menacing growth, appraises

the US war industry and the role of ti‘
military-industrial complex which IS
large measure the moving spirit behind
the country’s militarization policy and
the emphasis on military force in interna-
tional affairs, and examines the sub-
stance of present-day US military
Strategy.

Section III—“The East-West Military
Balance” —presents authentic facts and
figures to compare the strategic nuclear
forces and medium-range nuclear
weaponry of the two sides, and shows
the correlation of the general purpose
and naval forces of NATO and the
Warsaw Treaty Organization.

Section IV—*“Two Trends in World
Politics” —demonstrates facts showing
the attitude of the Soviet and US govern-
ments to concluded treaties, and to
arms limitation and reduction negotia-
tions.

The book presents, alongside data pro-
vided by competent Soviet quarters, some
facts and figures of the London Interna-
tional Institute for Strategic Studies and of
official US sources, none of which can be
suspected of the least sympathy for the
Soviet Union.

I. They Call This Objective

The authors of the pamphlet Soviet
Military Power saturated it with figures
and commentaries about the combat
strength, structure and groupings of the
Soviet Armed Forces, their armaments,
the number of munitions factories, and
much other data about the military poten-
tial of the Soviet Union.

The nature of the material and the
presentation are evidently fashioned to
Create an impression of impartiality and
objectivity. But are the Pentagon authors
really unbiased?

. To begin with, it strikes the eye that
given the general profusion of informa-
tion, there is not the slightest data in the
pamphlet on the armed forces of the
USA and NATO. Nor is this accidental.

[ information about them had been
given, cveryone would have easily seen
the rough military parity of the sides. the
ztbscncg‘ of any “threat to Western
strategic interests”, . and the non-
existence of the alleged Soviet “chal-
lenge” to the West,

It is essential to turn to the facts if we
want to determine impartially who really
challenges whom, who initiated the arms
race, mnotably of mgss destruction
weapons, who has been pursuing it at an
CVEr Increasing rate for more than three
decades, and who is building up military
power without restraint. Creating a
menace to peace and the security of
nations. }

In August 1945, the world learned of
the appearance of the most destructive
weapon In history—the atomic bomb.

Not only did the United States develop
the bomb, but also used it, with no
military need, against the civilian popula-
tion of Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

The Soviet proposals for banning the
use of nuclear energy for military pur-
poses made subsequently were turned
down by the United States. So. in face
of the threatening danger, the Soviet
Union took countermeasures and de-
veloped its own atomic bomb.

And that is true of all subsequent
developments. The United States became
the initiator of a race of strategic arma-
ments. In the 50s, on the excuse 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. After an armada of these
planes had been built, however, it was
discovered that the Americans had delib-
erately exaggerated the number of Soviet
bombers three to four times over.

In the early 60s, a howl was raised
about a “US missile gap”, and the United
States initiated a massive deployment of
ground-based intercontinental ballistic
missiles (ICBMs). Then, after more than
a thousand of these had been deployed,
it turned out that the Soviet “missile
threat” had been exaggerated 15 to 20
times over.

Simultaneously, an American program
was launched to build 41 nuclear-
powered ballistic missile submarines
(SSBNs). At that time, no one in the
world had them. And in the mid-60s. the




Pentagon began fitting submarine-
launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) with
multiple re-entry  vehicle  (MRV)
warheads. The following table shows
who initiated the build-up of nuclear-
powered missile submarines, ballistic
missiles and nuclear warheads:

USA USSR

SSBNs/ Nuclear SSBNs/ | Nuclear
launchers warheads | launchers |warheads

1960 3/48 48 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

At the end of the 60s and the beginning
of the 70s, the US was the first to begin
arming strategic ballistic missiles with
multiple independently targetable re-entry
vehicle (MIRV) warheads, starting a new
spiral of the nuclear arms race. There-
upon, at crash rates, it began developing
a new type of strategic weapon—air-,
ground-, and sea-based long-range cruise
missiles with nuclear warheads.

Finally, in 1981 the US President
ordered the full-scale manufacture of
neutron munitions.

As for the Soviet Union, it initiated no
new types of weapons throughout post-
war history. In building its armed forces,
it only reacted to dangers created by the
West. The USSR has never aspired to
positions of military superiority, and has
always confined itself to measures that
sufficed to ensure dependable security
for itself and its allies. This has been
repeatedly and officially stated by Soviet
leaders at the highest level. In his replies
to Time magazine, Leonid Brezhnev
said: “We are not seeking military
superiority over the West, we do not
need it. All we need is reliable security.”
And everything that was done, and is
being done, by the Soviet Union in
matters of defense is subordinated to this
goal.

It is the United States that is trying to
upset the prevailing military parity, the
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military-strategic equilibrium. That is th
goal pursued by the US President in
program of comprehensive strategic arms
build-up announced in October 1981.

Reagan’s program extends to all the
components of the strategic offensive
forces, and includes deployment of M-X
intercontinental ballistic missiles and new
strategic bombers, construction of Tri-
dent nuclear-powered missile submarines,
escalated production of various types of
cruise missiles, and other projects.

So, whose is the challenge? Who has
saddled the world with the arms race?

Or take facts of another kind.

In its Soviet Military Power pamphlet,
the US Defense Department says the
Soviet Union has 1.398 ICBM launchers,
950 SLBM launchers, and 156 heavy
bombers with a total payload of nearly
7,000 nuclear weapons. These figures,
taken in isolation, sound impressive. But
the authors of the Pentagon pamphlet
make no mention of the 10,000 nuclear
weapons of the US strategic offensive
forces, which have 1,053 ICBM launch-
ers, 648 SLBM launchers and more
than 570 heavy bombers, plus 65 medium
bombers. In addition, the United States
has thousands of nuclear-capable aircraft
in its forward-based forces in the proxim-
ity of Soviet territory in Europe, the Far
East, and the Indian Ocean.

It should also be borne in mind that
the Soviet Union is confronted not only
by the United States, but also by two
other Western nuclear powers, and that
the threat of China’s nuclear forces is,
for the time being. more serious for the
Soviet Union than for the United States.

Furthermore, the Pentagon is trying to
frighten the world public with the growth
of the Soviet Navy and its now greater
cupablihty in distant regions of the world.
This is said to “challenge the West’s
traditional dominance of the open
oceans”. The US President, indeed, went
so far as to say that the USA is faced
with a naval “window of vulnerability”.

The appearance in the Soviet Navy of
air-capable ships, the Kiev and Minsk.
and of a nuclear-powered missile cruiser.

INITIATIVE IN DEVELOPING NEW WEAPON SYSTEMS

USA

USSR

NUCLEAR WEAPONS

mid-1940s
(used in August 1945)

late 1940s

INTERCONTINENTAL STRATEGIC BOMBERS

mid-1950s

late 1950s

NUCLEAR-POWERED SUBMARINES

el

mid-1950s

late 1950s

NUCLEAR-POWERED AIRCRAFT CARRIERS

early 1960s

MULTIPLE INDEPENDENTLY TARGETABLE
RE-ENTRY VEHICLES

SRS

late 1960s ﬁ 2

2

mid-1970s

NEUTRON WEAPONS

late 1970s-early 1980s




the Kirov, is portrayed as a grave threat
to the West. Yet, for these two ships, the
United States has twenty, and for the
one nuclear-powered missile cruiser, the
United States has nine. In the 60s and
70s alone, the United States built in
quick succession seven of the world’s
largest aircraft carriers, including three
nuclear-powered, with 80,000 to 90,000
tons displacement and 90 aircraft each.
The construction of a fourth nuclear-
powered carrier is in the stage of comple-
tion. Its cost is 4 billion dollars.

It may be proper to recall, too, that in
this period the Soviet Union was building
nuclear-powered icebreakers for - the
peaceful development of Soviet Arctic
regions. ‘ _

A deliberately one-sided appraisal is
also given of the armaments of the
Ground Forces of the USSR. The US
Defense Department pamphlet says, for

ENTERPRISE NUCLEAR AIRCRAFT CARRIER.

Displacement—89,600 tons, with about
90 aircraft, including nearly

40 nuclear-capable.

The regular ]

US Navy has 14 aircraft carriers
(plus 6 in reserve).

example, that the Soviet Union has
adapted some of its 203-mm and 240-
artillery systems to nuclear shells. Yet
makes no mention of the self-propelled
203.2-mm  nuclear-capable  howitzers
which the armies of the USA, the FRG,
Great Britain, Italy, Belgium, Denmark
and the Netherlands have had in service
for dozens of years. The 155-mm howit-
zers that the troops of all NATO coun-
tries have in their arsenals are also
adapted to firing nuclear shells. It is only
fair to note, too, that more than 600
American, British and Canadian artillery
systems adapted to nuclear shells are
stationed in the territory of the FRG.
To back up the trumped-up claim of an
“alarming Soviet military build-up”, vari-
ous deliberately exaggerated figures are
cited in the West about the military
expenditures of the USSR. Contrary to
the facts, the public is being told that
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SELF-PROPELLED 203.2-mm HOWITZERS.
Range—30 km. Nuclear shells fitted.
Production of neutron shells has begun.

In service with the US Army

and US Marine Corps, and armies of other NATO countries.

these expenditures are continuously ris-
ing. That they have really been practical-
ly the same over the recent years, IS
withheld. )

The military budget of the United
States, on the other hand, has been rising
steadlly_from year to year. Its rate o?
growth In 1978-1980, and this according
to official US figures, was in excess of
13 per cent, and as much as 19 per cent
in 1981. And still higher growth rates of
US and NATO military spending are
envisaged in the years to come. In 1985
alone, the United States is planning to
allocate more than 34( billion dollars for
m'lhitary purposes, and a total of 1.5
trillion dollars in the coming five vears

So much for military cxpgcnditurdcs. 3

There is no trace of objectivity in the
conjectures that the authors of Soviet
Mllztu{‘\.' Power make concerning the de-
fense industry of the Soviet Union. They

declare that the Soviet Union has 135
munitions factories. Yet not a word is
said by them that in the United States
arms and materiel are produced by 146
government-operated plants and nearly
4,000 large-scale private enterprises.

To impress the reader, the pamphlet
draws some comparisons. One of its
diagrams, for example, compares the
exaggerated floorspace of the Nizhniy
Tagil plant (USSR) that makes railroad
cars and tanks with the floorspace of the
by no means largest two American tank
plants. We need only compare the Nizh-
niy Tagil plant with the tank complex in
Detroit to see the kind of fact-juggling
the Pentagon indulges in.

The US Defense Department alleges
that the Soviet Union seeks a “global
projection of Soviet military power”.
Here again, however, the Pentagon is at
loggerheads with the facts, and indeed

9




THE FLOORSPACE OF THE DETROIT TANK COMPLEX
COMPARED WITH THAT OF THE NIZHNIY TAGIL
RAILROAD CAR AND TANK PLANT

(AS SHOWN IN THE PENTAGON PAMPHLET

SOVIET MILITARY POWER)

Nizhniy Tagil Plant

(as cited in Soviet
Military Power)

Detroit Industrial

Complex

ith its own statements. For does it not
it that the Soviet Union has military
contingents in the territory of only some
of its East European allies and in neigh-
boring Mongolia and Afghanistan, and
this, moreover, strictly in conformance
with treaty provisions. At the same time,
US military units are deployed in dozens
of countries up and down the world, and
there are more than 1,500 US military
installations and bases overseas, chiefly
in the proximity of Soviet borders.

US nuclear-capable aircraft carriers,
nuclear-powered missile submarines, and
squadrons of surface warships are on
continuous patrol near the shores of
Europe, the Far East and in the Indian
Ocean. The more than 200,000-man rapid
deployment forces are ready to be moved
many thousands of kilometers away from
the United States of America.

No less one-sided and tendentious is
the account of Soviet arms shipments to
developing countries. The USSR is por-
trayed as the biggest exporter of military
hardware, though the United States ac-
counts for nearly 45 per cent of the
world arms trade. And since other
NATO countries account for more than
20 per cent of the arms trade, it ought to
be clear whence comes the bulk of the
arms flow. It is common knowledge that
US arms go to shore up reactionary and
dictatorial regimes, to suppress revolu-
tionary and national liberation move-
ments, and to consolidate the US military
presence in the recipient countries.

Like other Western propaganda publi-
cations, Soviet Military Power presents
the fundamental principles of the foreign-
policy line of the CPSU and the Soviet
Government in an obviously distorted
light, charging the USSR with “export of
revolution™, “subversive activity in other
countries”, and the like.

There has never been, and never will
be, a single example in history that in the
least confirms the fib of “Soviet export
of revolution”. The Communist Party of
the Soviet Union acts on its conviction
that revolution cannot be imposed on any
country from outside; it can occur exclu-

sively for internal reasons and condi-
tions.

The main guidelines and principles of
Soviet foreign policy are defined in the
Constitution of the USSR, the Program
of the CPSU, and the resolutions of
CPSU congresses, and are designed to
consolidate peace, and to safeguard and
extend detente. In their foreign policy,
the CPSU and the Soviet Government
are guided by such principles as recogni-
tion of the right of each people to deal
with its internal affairs without outside
interference; renunciation of any attempt
to establish any form of domination or
hegemony over other countries and
peoples or to include them in the “sphere
of one’s interest”; strict respect for the
territorial integrity of states and the
inviolability of their frontiers; complete
and unconditional recognition of the
sovereignty of states and their equal
rights in international economic and polit-
ical relations.

Conversely, numerous facts in history
confirm imperialist export of counter-
revolution. And in this field, the leading
role since World War II belongs to the
United States, as demonstrated at greater
length in Section IV.

Soviet military doctrine, too, is pre-
sented in a distorted light. Referring to
non-existent “Soviet publications” and
“statements of Soviet leaders”, the au-
thors of the pamphlet and, for that
matter, also certain officials of the US
Administration, allege that Soviet milit-
ary doctrine is of an aggressively offen-
sive nature, and that the Soviet Union
counts on winning a nuclear war by
means of a pre-emptive strike. These
allegations are entirely groundless, as are
the references to the Soviet leadership.
None of the Soviet Party leaders or
statesmen has ever stated, nor could
have stated, anything of the sort. The
very opposite is true.

Soviet military doctrine is of a strictly
defensive nature. This has been stated at
the highest level. The Declaration of
Warsaw Treaty member-countries of
May 15, 1980 says in so many words:
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“We have not, never had and never will
have any strategic doctrine other than a
defensive one.”

Soviet military doctrine has been and
is based on the principle of retaliatory,
that is, defensive actions. The strategic
nuclear forces of the USSR have never
been called “strategic offensive forces”,
as is the case in the United States of
America.

The Soviet Union considers any nuc-
lear attack a capital crime against human-
ity. This has been reasserted by Leonid
Brezhnev in October 1981, when he said
that to count on victory in a nuclear war
is dangerous madness. “Anybody’s deci-
sion to start a nuclear war in the hope of
winning it,” he said, “is tantamount to
suicide.”

Soviet military strategy reposes on the
principle that the Soviet Union will not
be the first to use nuclear weapons. In
fact, it is opposed to the use of any
weapons of mass destruction.

Conversely, the United States of
America is developing and widely adver-
tising various military-strategic concepts
of an undisguisedly aggressive nature.
Despite a periodical change of names and
content, their main idea invariably cen-
ters on unrestricted use of the US
strategic offensive forces in a pre-
emptive strike against the USSR. The
notion that a nuclear war is winnable
recurs in all US strategic concepts ever
since the 1950s.

Of late, the politico-military leadership
of the United States has been peddling

the idea of a so-called limited nuclear
war. Its true purpose is to limit use
nuclear arms to some geographic region
far away from the United States. That,
indeed, is what President Ronald Reagan
said in October 1981: “It could be where
you could have the exchange of tactical
weapons against troops in the field with-
out it bringing either one of the big
powers to pushing the button.” By field
he quite definitely meant the European
continent.

The idea of “limited” nuclear war, so
popular of late with the politico-military
leadership of the United States, is, in
substance, no more than a variant of the
“first strike” concept. But it cannot
secure the desired aims of its exponents.

The logic of war and the nature of
modern armaments would, if nuclear war
broke out in Europe or anywhere else,
inexorably make it worldwide. None but
completely irresponsible people can
maintain that a nuclear war can be fought
according to priorly elaborated rules.

The above shows how lacking in
Obje'CtIVlIy the authors of the pamphlet
Soviet Military Power were in evaluating
the so widely advertised but in fact
non-existent Soviet threat to the strategic
interests of the West.

It is impossible to get the correct idea
of whence the threat to peace emanates
without a concrete examination of the
armed forces, the scale of military pro-
duction, the substance of the military
strategy, and the foreign-policy orienta-
tion of the United States.

II. The US War Machine

To implement its global aggressive
designs, the United States maintains the
largest and technically best equipped
armed forces in the capitalist world. In
strength and armaments, they surpass the
combined armed forces of Great Britain,
France, the FRG, and Italy. The total
strength of the US armed forces is close
to 3 million servicemen, and 1 million
civilian employees.

Administratively, the US armed
forces, like those of many other coun-
tries, consist of three services—army,
air force, and navy. The services are in
turn divided into regular troops (naval
forces) and organized reserves.

In addition to the administrative struc-
ture, the US armed forces, unlike those
of other countries, have an operational
structure, under which all manpower and
equipment are distributed among five
unified and three specified commands.
These commands have been set up in
peacetime to direct and prepare definite
military groupings for war, and to draw
up advance plans of theater strategic
operations suiting adopted US global
policy.

In accordance with the provisions of
US military doctrine to prepare and fight
aggressive wars in overseas territories,
the manpower and equipment of four out
of the five unified commands are already
in peacetime deployed outside the United
States: in the European zone, the zones

of the Atlantic and Pacific oceans, and in
Central and South America. The two
strongest groupings are stationed in
the West and in the Orient, in the im-
mediate proximity of the Soviet bor-
ders.

Each grouping has strategic nuclear
weapon systems, diverse theater nuclear
weapon systems, and army, air force and
naval formations equipped with the latest
armaments and brought up to wartime
strength.

By purpose and nature of mission, the
US armed forces are divided into
strategic, general purpose, and strategic
mobility forces, and reserves.

Strategic Forces

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

The combat units of the US strategic
offensive forces have 2,112 nuclear deliv-
ery vehicles, including 1,053 ICBM
launchers, 411 bombers, and 648 ballistic
missile launchers installed in 40 nuclear
submarines. These can lift about 10,000

13




& \ - A
o i o s I}QUSAr ®
R xar T e FE o m& Forces
= —"D & . 2 = /
,/:v—_.// - > == P\ [ o < > 1
S e
-
. = —— N ,J/ e
- 3 _Je s ARME/BD’ ES Eua@PE
- &< Y, ==
& = Persorinel . . . .336 2
Di,, Divisions . . . /f\aé\\/ v s N ~ ) Y |
o b/ Separate brigades ar) ;~eg|mems . X / ’ et { | 4
& id Combat aircyaft. . =, | . ... . 75“3—-/ g , p. ) g 5 (, lus ARMED FORCES IN THE PACIFIC
Comf?tfsm ..... W =l d ( ] { . Personnel . ...... < .465 000
3rd FLEET o / — | A D > }’ \. )Divisions.. . . o ol 3 |
{ ) |
Attt amiartos, 2 V' 4 ) | \, jSeparate brigates © . .. .. ... 1 .
Edetetahih 80 - | “Combat aircraft. .. .. .. 1125
Niﬁ;’;ar A0 o A ) ;Combat ships . .. ... ... 140 l
3 °
submarines . .. 30 . ¢ l
Combat { 52 |
alecraft i . /L . b 552 | 2nd FLEET M P R _3 o
Aircraftcarriers. . . ... .. . ... e Sk ‘ i |
y Escortships . . ... 4. ... .. e ) < > ‘
: e Nuclear submarines . LA Y
Combat aircraft. . .. ... ... ‘ ) 7th FLEET |
" Aircraft carriers . . . . . .. 1 |
H | N A . o
b Escortships . . . .. .. w2l |
i L A N T I Submarines . .. .... .. 5 |
Combat aircraft . ... 262 |
¥
Y c E A N l » 4 = Q
¢ ),\,: \ | R Haxgaii
{f N (USA)
\ X G/ .
US ARMED FORCES IN CE 5 : / RS \ a
' AND SOUTH AMERICA 0t ‘ , .. LA apy N <\{ % As )
> ' \ .\
\ > N\ i . -\ ) N } AN Guam I.
WX l\ Y \ ° “ '\\ ot / W V2z (USA) :
PANAMA ™ ¥ G 5/ \ e 0 K V J Uns a |
CONUS ARMED FORCES | B , ./ US NAVAL TASK FORCEUN THE © - A Y ‘
(INCLUDING ALASKA) 7 \ I s S - ‘}Y, INDIAN OCEAN A )
/ ) th FLEET ) « Y /|
Personnel . . ........ 2 133 300 / ) Aircraftcarriers. . . .. ... .... 1 { 2 R o ésl;%rsf:hci;rsners. G P e e 13 (
Aatel Y - H g 2 S ESCOILSRIPS .. v e e e e e e e o\ \
p"“s'd‘?"s' g™ T A R E].:colrt ships . . ... . ... 14 h % 4 Nuclear submarines . . .. ..... S L &
including those to be \ v » clear submarines .. ... .... 5 X b2 T Combat aircraft. . ... .. about 180 \i/)JnN B \
transported to Europe . . . . . 10-12 | Combat aircraft. . . .. ...... 94 | v ( T 0 \ /i
Separate brigades and regiments . . 32 N\ m B R A z \ ! A ) o R Bl E \ ) Bl \
Combat aircraft. . . . ... .. 4312 \ o \ T v\ I N D I A N P = A\ Y, a
Combat ships \ 3 o ) ’l 2 . \\
(including 7 aircraft carriers) . . 54 \ . / © \ \ N 7~~~ 4 '
A" 7 | P\\ ) J\ /
( ~ R ] ] 3 =
\ - { ] / {
\ \/ ) (, R 0 C E A N
J ) Ll | i i - |
COMPOSITION OF RAPID { y ; | / [" \ No = |
DEPLOYMENT FORCES \ > ( \ ; T/ o~ \ \ |
| \ ; \ |
Personnel . ...... about 200 000 | C. ) ( B /,’ ‘ AUSTRALI A |
Divisions!, . . % 3o ity el 5-6 \ fn) \ @ Vi / 2z |
Combat aircraft. . . ... . about 350 \ \ = / Eae k. ) |
Combat ships . . ........ 20-30 iy ™ a4 ( /-: "NATO ‘ WARSAW TREATY |
" z \ : COMPOSITION OF US ARMED FORCES MEMJBER STATES : MEMBER-STATES
J Y — / |
\ - Pl . . &
Strategic offensive forces neral Purpose Forces
THE STRENGTH OF US ARMED FORCES | _ L General Purp . |
Total personnel . .........2949 000 \\ 2 § i e 1050 [ Army i oy ;
including Army ..........1378000 B\ ¢ Strategic bombers . . . .. ... 637 i 2 e Toosy stesingit: g S }
P o Y Nuclear- R BHSTONES ele k0 ) B o b T e v irc ajor ¢ n
Air Force .. ....... 723 000 A s ik ek i GO Separate brigades and BOMBRIS) « . o ox v 8734 (less SSBNS) . . . . .. ... ... 386 |
Navy (including S e iR Bl 648 3 R 40
Marines) .........848000 = WO 0 | Tty including combat Combat planes and helicopters 2 530
0 ized 885 000 \ ArETAtl o e T e by e W43
rganized reserve .......... Marine divisions . . .. ....... 4
— — e cmm W SEEES ML EBE Rt e




TITAN II INTERCONTINENTAL
BALLISTIC MISSILE— .
the mightiest in the US strategic
nuclear arsenal.

It carries a 10-megaton

nuclear warhead.

iclear warheads of 50 kt to 10 Mt each

one launch/sortie. All in all, including
reserve and mothballed heavy bombers,
the US strategic offensive forces have
2,338 nuclear delivery vehicles, including
2,273 vehicles of intercontinental range,
and 65 medium-range bombers specially
designed for action on the European
continent.

The ground-based strategic missile
forces have 550 Minuteman III missile
launchers, 450 Minuteman II launchers,
and 53 Titan II launchers. At one launch,
the US ICBMs can lift 2,153 nuclear
warheads of 170 kt to 10 Mt each. These
forces the politico-military leadership
of the United States considers to be
means of delivering a pre-emptive nuc-
lear strike.

The sea-based strategic missile forces

consist of 40 nuclear submarines armed
with Trident I (216 launchers), Poseidon
C-3 (304 launchers), and Polaris A-3 (128
launchers) missiles carrying over 50 per
cent of total strategic nuclear force load.
More than half the nuclear-powered mis-
sile submarines are on continuous com-
bat patrol in areas ensuring delivery of
nuclear strikes at targets in the interior of
the Soviet Union from different direc-
tions.

Units of the strategic bomber force
have 346 B-52 heavy bombers and 65
FB-111A medium bombers. The strategic
bomber force is based in the continental
United States and partly on Guam in the
Pacific.

Apart from their basic purpose of
delivering nuclear strikes, the US
politico-military leadership relies on

DANIEL BOONE
NUCLEAR-POWERED MISSILE
SUBMARINE

OF LAFAYETTE CLASS.

Displacement—8,250 tons,
with 16 SLBM launchers.

In the spring of 1980,
its Poseidon C-3 missiles were replaced
with Trident I (C-4) missiles.




B-52G STRATOFORTRESS
STRATEGIC BOMBER.
Range— 13,700 km with full combat load.
Armed with SRAM guided missiles

and nuclear air bombs, the B-52G

and B-52H bombers are the backbone

of US strategic air force

striking power.

strategic aircraft in other missions. They
are being used in peacetime as an essen-
tial means of demonstrating force. For

this purpose, B-52 bombers engage in

regular flights, including fligh_ts with nuc-
lear arms on board, to regions of US
“yital interests”—the Middle East, West-
ern Europe, Australia, and elsewhere.

The strategic defense forces of the
United States consist of the manpower
and equipment of the army, air force and
navy operationally subordinated to the
Aerospace Defense Command. In pur-
pose, they are subdivided into  anti-
missile, space defense, and anti-aircraft
forces, and missile attack early warning
systems. These forces augment the po-
tential of the strategic offensive forces;
continuously inform the US politico-
military leadership of the global aero-
space situation, and are intended for
use in organizing strategic nuclear
strikes.

General Purpose Forces

The US general purpose forces include
ground troops, the tactical air force and
navy (less nuclear-powered ballistic mis-
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sile submarines). They are the chief
component of the US armed forces in
overseas territories and are designed,
even in peacetime, to secure the global
political aims of the United States. The
general purpose forces are intended for
independent operations or joint opera-
tions (with troops of US allies) in land
and ocean war theaters, for reinforce-
ment of armed forces in overseas ter-
ritories, for show of force, and for use in
crisis situations, armed support of reac-
tionary regimes, and suppression of the
national liberation movement. Armed
with diverse nuclear and conventional
weaponry and other up-to-date military
hardware, the general purpose forces
have great shock and fire power, and
mobility.

The ground forces have some 200
tactical missile launchers, 11,400 tanks,
12,000 field guns and mortars, including
155-mm and 203.2-mm nuclear-capable
howitzers, 16,600 anti-tank guided missile
launchers, more than 5,000 anti-aircraft
guns, and some 8,600 army planes and
helicopters.

The general purpose air force has

more than 8,700 aircraft of different
types.

The US Navy has 848 warships and
other vessels (including the reserve), of
which 386 are major warships, including
79 multipurpose nuclear submarines, 20
aircraft carriers (three nuclear-powered)
and 287 other ships, and over 5,000
planes and helicopters, of which more
than half are combat aircraft.

Meeting the requirements of the offi-
cially adopted strategic “forward base”
concept the main general purpose
groupings are, already in peacetime,
deployed and maintained outside the
territory of the United States of
America.

The most powerful overseas group of
US general purpose forces is stationed in
Europe. Its total strength is 336,200 men,
and it is armed with the latest offensive
weaponry and other military hardware,

MULTIPLE LAUNCH OF PERSHING IA
TACTICAL MISSILES.

Range—740 km.

Nuclear warhead yield—about 400 kilotons.

US Army troops in Europe and the FRG Air Force

have 108 and 72 launchers respectively
at a high state of combat readiness.
The Pershing I system development and
deployment cost was 3 billion dollars.

has great firepower, and is, along with
the FRG army, the main strike force
of the Allied NATO armed forces
spearheaded against the USSR and the
other Warsaw Treaty countries.

The group in Western Europe accounts
for nearly 30 per cent of the personnel of
the regular US army, and has up to 150
tactical missile launchers (three-quarters
of US total), 3,000 tanks, 2,500 field guns
and mortars, more than 5,000 anti-tank
guided missile launchers, and over 1,000
helicopters.

The US air force in Europe has some
850 aircraft, including 660 combat planes,
out of which two-thirds are nuclear-
capable. Its more than 400 F-111 and F-4
fighter-bombers are medium-range air-
craft, and can deliver nuclear strikes
against the entire territory of the Euro-
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F-111 FIGHTER-BOMBER.
Action radius—up to 2,000 km.
Nuclear-capable.

Based in Great Britain.

pean socialist countries and the western
regions of the USSR. -

The Pentagon is planning a consider-
able reinforcement of US armed forces in
the European zone with army and tacti-
cal air force manpower and equipment
stationed in the continental United
States. To ensure rapid build-up of
the group, heavy equipmeng_for four
zu‘my» divisions is prepositioned in
Europe.

For combat in NATO’s zone of re-
sponsibility, first of all the European
zone, the US Navy maintains 1ts Sixth
and Second fleets in the Mediterranean
and Atlantic, consisting, all in all, of
some 180 warships, including 7 multipur-
pose aircraft carriers and up to 50
nuclear submarines, and over 800 combat
aircraft, of which at least 240 are carrier-
based nuclear-capable attack aircraft
that can reach the territory of the
USSR.
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More than 7,000 nuclear warheads are
sited in Western Europe for use by the
general purpose forces. In addition, the
Commander-in-Chief of US armed forces
in Europe has at his disposal a few
hundred Poseidon C-3 strategic missile
nuclear warheads.

The general purpose group second in
importance is deployed in the Pacific. It
has a complement of 465,000 men,
140 warships, and over 1,100 combat
aircraft.

A considerable portion of this group is
stationed in the Western Pacific, includ-
ing South Korea and Japan, that is, in
the immediate proximity of the Soviet
Far East. A special role is assigned to
the naval force, notably the Seventh
Fleet. Reinforcement of the naval group
in the Western Pacific is provided for
with forces of the Third Fleet.

A large US naval force is deployed in
the Indian Ocean. Its backbone consists

f two carrier task forces (nearly 20

mbat ships) of the Sixth and Seventh
fleets. Up to 180 combat aircraft are
based on the carriers, including 80 nuc-
lear-capable attack planes. Reinforce-
ment of this group is planned chiefly
through shipment of the interventionist
rapid deployment forces to the Middle
East region. To reduce the build-up time
of the task force in the Indian Ocean
zone, 7 depot-ships with heavy equip-
ment for an expeditionary brigade of the
Marines are permanently berthed at
Diego Garcia.

The US armed forces in the zone of
Central and South America are main-
tained to secure US control over the
Panama Canal, ensure US military pres-

ence, and counteract any national libera-
tion movement in this region.

The general purpose forces in the
continental USA are a strategic reserve
intended chiefly to reinforce US armed
forces overseas, notably in Europe. The
bulk of their manpower and equipment
come under the Readiness Command
(RC), whose prime task is to organize
rapid transportation of units and forma-
tions to overseas theaters of oper-
ations.

For purposes of direct armed interven-
tion outside NATO’s zone of responsibil-
ity, first of all the Middle East, the
United States has activated a rapid de-
ployment force (RDF). Its total strength
stands at 200,000 regulars and 100,000

NIMITZ,

BIGGEST NUCLEAR AIRCRAFT
CARRIER IN THE US NAVY.
Displacement—91,500 tons.

[t carries more than 90 aircraft,

including 40 nuclear-capable.

Carriers are continuously used by Washington
for shows of force and pressure,

especially on developing countries.
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C-5A GALAXY MILITARY
TRANSPORT PLANE —
the main aircraft for rapid
movement of heavy arms

to theaters overseas.

Range, with full load of 100 tons,
is over 6,000 km.

reservists. The regular Army, Air Force
and Navy have assigned to the RDF 4
divisions, several separate brigades, and
special purpose and logistical ground
units: 5 tactical air wings (some 350
combat planes), 28 strategic bombers,
airborne command posts, tanker-aircraft,
reconnaissance and AWACS planes of
the USAF, and 2 or 3 carrier task forces,
3 expeditionary Marine brigades, and an
air wing of the US Navy.

Strategic
Mobility Forces

To secure the “world leadership”
claims publicly voiced by Defense Sec-
retary Caspar Weinberger, the United
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States devotes special attentio

development of strategic mobililt]y tf(z)rgéi
ensuring movement of troops from its
continental part to any region of the
glo_be that it may declare a sphere of its
Cvital interests”. These forces are crucial
In raising the strategic mobility of tl;e

ger}erzll purpose forces, being designed to
ensure their swift operational deployment
and timely reinforcement of armed forces
ou_tl§}l]de the United States. ‘
¢ strategic mobility forces
bi ces come
gpgledr(ﬁicl)}SAg hMl{ljtmy Airlift ComL—
ang and the avy’
Sealift Command. Ravs Mitieary
hegch(f tMAC has some 1,000 planes and
pters of various types, including
.mrore than 600 heavy and medium mil-
}tldry transport planes. Provisions have
’a.so ‘bfeen made 1o use over 400 reserve
alfrcrat of civil airlines, including 340
of the latest transport and passenger

nes, and 350 military transport
es of the USAF reserve for troop
arrlifts.

In addition to its own facilities, the
Military Sealift Command can call on
some 750 ships of the National Defense
Reserve Fleet and merchant marine for
sealifting personnel and cargoes.

Worldwide Military Command
and Control System

To control US armed forces deployed
up and down the world, a worldwide
system of command and control opera-
tive in peacetime has been set up,
including strategic operational —control
centers designed for war. Preparations
for nuclear war are assigned chiefly to
the specified Strategic Air Command
(SAC).

In each strategic zone (European,
Pacific Ocean, Atlantic Ocean, Central
and South America), armed forces com-
mand and control is assigned to unified
commands.

Armed forces in the continental part of
the United States are under the command
and control of a unified Readiness
Command, and of specified Aero-
space Defense and Military Airlift com-
mands.

The centralized global system of com-
mand and control consists of something
like 130 top-level government and mil-
itary agencies. It is called upon to ensure
reliable and uninterrupted command and
control of armed forces in both a pro-
tracted war, including one with massive
use of strategic nuclear arms, and military
operations on a smaller scale.

The top-level military agencies of the
system are the primary and alternate
national military command centers and
the national Emergency Airborne Com-
mand Post of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
(JCS). At times of crisis and in wartime,
orders to employ strategic offensive
forces may be issued by them directly to
[CBM launch control centers, and crews
of strategic bombers and nuclear-
powered missile submarines.

The functioning of the global com-
mand and control system is ensured
by the Defense Department’s unified
communications system and a number
of special purpose communications
systems.

Ramified Network
of Military Bases

The United States has set up a far-
flung network of military bases and
installations in all strategically important
regions of the world to further its expan-
sionist global policy and ensure the
continuous presence, and emergency
reinforcement, of large US armed forces
in overseas theaters, and for advance
preparations for action, primarily against
the Soviet Union and the other countries
of the socialist community.

Military bases in the territory of other
states are being used by the United
States to exert direct pressure on the
governments concerned, keeping them
within the mainstream of US policy, to
threaten progressive and assist reac-
tionary regimes in the region, and to
suppress national liberation movements
by armed force.

US military installations overseas in-
clude large-scale air and naval bases,
army and marine garrisons, positions of
tactical and surface-to-air missiles, de-
pots of nuclear weapons, ammunition
and other supplies, aerospace observa-
tion posts, shore-based sonars, radio
interception posts, communications cen-
ters. and other diverse installations.

At present, the United States has more
than 1,500 military bases and installations
in the territory of 32 countries. More
than half a million US servicemen are
stationed there permanently.

The greater number of US military
bases are located in the immediate pro-
ximity of the Soviet Union and the other
countries of the socialist community,
first of all in Western Europe. In the
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FRG alone, whose territory the Pentagon
regards as a military springboard against
the Warsaw Treaty countries, there are
nearly 200 large-scale military installa-
tions. Something like 60 US military
installations, including seven large bases,
are located in Turkey, which borders on
the Soviet Union. The Pentagon has cast
Turkey as a staging area for military
operations against the Soviet Union in
Transcaucasia and the socialist countries
in the Balkans and, indeed, as a transit
base for rapid deployment forces routed
to the Middle East.

Large US allocations and funds out of
the joint NATO infrastructure program
are being made available for the con-
struction of new bases in connection with
the planned stationing in Europe of new
weapons systems (ground-launched
cruise missiles, Pershing II ballistic mis-
siles, and others), and for expanding
facilities for the reception of additional
large contingents of ground forces,
marines and aircraft from the United
States. At the same time, the Pentagon
intends to move the points of permanent
US army location in Europe closer to
the frontiers of the Warsaw Treaty coun-
tries.

In the Far East, where the second
largest US overseas force is stationed in
the proximity of the Soviet border, the
United States has more than 300 military
installations.

The United States is urgently building
a web of military bases in the Middle
East, which it has declared a zone of its
“vital interests”. A multipurpose military
base is going up at crash rates on Diego
Garcia. Agreements have been concluded
with Oman, Somalia, and Kenya granting
US armed forces the use of national
military bases there, and providing for
their modernization. New military bases
are to be built, too, under these agree-
ments. The US armed forces are already
using bases and airfields in Saudi Arabia,
Egypt, and a number of other countries.
The “strategic cooperation” agreement
with Israel has granted the United States
unrestricted use of military bases in that
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country. And in South Asia the Uni
States has, in effect, secured access
military bases in Pakistan.

Some 25 military installations are being

used by the Americans on the Afri-
can continent (in South Africa, Libe-
ria, and Morocco) and on off-shore
1slands.
. The United States unlawfully persists
In occupying the territory of the Guan-
tanamo naval base in Cuba. The base is
now one of the chief staging areas for
acts of aggression against socialist Cuba
and the progressive states in Central
America.

In the immediate proximity of the
borders of the Soviet Union and the
other countries of the socialist communi-
ty, the USA has installed more than
30 electronic intelligence centers and
posts.

The ramified system of military bases
and strongholds installed and maintained
by the United States in foreign ter-
ritories, like their planned and ongoing
cxpansion, 1s a crucial element of the
expansionist US drive to win world
supremacy.

The Bid for Military
Superiority

The emphasis on military force in
settling international problems, which
Washmgt_on has raised to the .]cvel of
state policy, and its bid to escalate the
US military presence in various regions
.of the world, predetermines the character
and orientation of the development of the
US mllltury machine. Throughout the
postwar period, the main goal pursued by
the politico-military leadership of the
Umted_ States in military matters was
and still is, to design a war machi(rié
whose Capability would surpass that of
any potential adversary, first of all the
Soviet pnlon. To secure this goal, the
country's scientific and technical p;)tcn—

a|. its material and financial resources,
its manpower, are being used to the
maximum degree. All efforts are directed
to continuously extending the combat
potential of the armed forces as a whole,
of their arms and components, and chief-
ly of nuclear armaments.

Build-Up
of the Strategic Nuclear
Potential

Ever since nuclear weapons came into
the world, the Pentagon has been laying
the main emphasis on building up
strategic offensive forces to suit its plans
of war preparations against the Soviet
Union and the other countries of the
socialist community.

In the early 60s, the United States had
some 1,900 strategic delivery vehicles
(mostly strategic bombers) with more
than 4,700 nuclear weapons. Not content,
it began a massive deployment of the
latest ICBMs and submarine-launched
ballistic missiles (SLBMs). In 1967, it
completed the development of its
strategic “triad”, consisting of 1,054
Minuteman I, Minuteman II and Titan II
ICBM launchers, 656 Polaris A-2 and
Polaris A-3 SLBM launchers, and 615
B-52 and B-58 strategic bombers.

In the 70s, the United States adapted
550 Minuteman I and Minuteman II
Jaunchers to Minuteman III missiles with
triple warheads, and 496 Polaris A-2 and
Polaris A-3 SLBM launchers to Poseidon
C-3 missiles on 31 nuclear submarines
(with 16 missiles of 10 to 14 warheads
each). At the same time, the accuracy of
the ICBMs and SLLBMs was substantially
heightened, Minuteman silos additionally
hardened, and Minuteman III missiles
equipped with remote-control devices
for retargeting to targets of opportu-
nity.

The strategic bomber force acquired
SRAM attack missiles (up to 20 per B-52
bomber and 6 per FB-111 medium

bomber). As a result, though the number

of delivery vehicles was not increased,

the US strategic offensive forces’ nuclear
weapons  lift  capability at  one
launch/sortie doubled in the course of the
70s. Their capacity against hardened
targets and combat flexibility went up
considerably.

In the 70s, while deploying available
weaponry, the United States engaged in
developing new weapon systems (various
types of strategic cruise missiles, M-X
intercontinental ballistic missiles, B-1
strategic bombers, and new warheads for
ballistic missiles), and began producing
new nuclear-powered missile submarines
and Trident I (C-4) SLBMs. Relying on
these technical resources, the United
States tackled the next stage of the
build-up of its strategic nuclear po-
tential as the world was entering
the 80s.

The program launched in 1979 for
rearming 300 Minuteman III ICBMs with
the highly accurate new MKkI2A 350-
kiloton warheads (circular error probable
(CEP)— 180 meters) is in the stage of
completion.

Twelve Poseidon SSBNs have been
fitted with Trident I missiles.

In September 1981, the first B-52G
bomber adapted to strategic ALCM-B
cruise missiles was put into service in the
combat-ready force of the US Strategic
Air Command. The bomber can lift 12
missiles, and will lift as many as 20 after
additional modification. In just the early
half of the 80s, it is planned to arm
nearly half the heavy bombers of the
USAF Strategic Air Command with
ALCM-B missiles. For this aim, the mass
production of ALCM-B missiles has al-
ready been launched.

In November 1981, the US Navy
commissioned the Ohio, its first Trident
nuclear-powered missile submarine
armed with Trident I missiles. This
gigantic submarine surpasses the existing
Poseidon subs nearly twice in displace-
ment, S0 per cent in number of missile
launchers, 20 per cent in number of
warheads, and 150 per cent in aggregate
yield. In combat potential one Ohio class
submarine is superior to 10 Polaris nu-
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clear-powered missile submarines. The
Michigan, the second SSBN of the Tri-
dent system, is about to be completed,
and another seven subs of this class are
in various stages of construction. Before
1990, the Pentagon expects to have 13
such SSBNs, and intends to continue
building them in the years to follow.

In early October 1981, President
Reagan announced his “strategic pro-
gram” for the 80s, containing provisions
for a further build-up of the strategic
nuclear potential. It endorses and ex-
tends earlier adopted programs and, in-
deed, envisages development and deploy-
ment of new weapon systems. To imple-
ment the program, the Pentagon is plan-
ning a nearly 50 per cent increase of the
share of the strategic forces in the US
military budget. For 1982-1987 alone,
the White House estimates expendi-
ture under the program at 222 billion
dollars.

A special place in Reagan’s “strategic
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program” is accorded to 2 plan for
dqplqymg M-X' intercontinental ballistic
missiles. The M-X, now in its final stage
of development, is designed as a first-
strike weapon. It will have ten warheads
of 600 kilotons each. and considering its
high degree of accuracy (CEP—9( bmc;
ters), it is intended for hardened targets
that is, for delivering 2 “nuclc-\uj
knockout”, : ‘
By Reagan’s decision, the M-X missile
will go into service in 1986, A hundfcd
such missiles are to be stationed in
h{ll‘dCl]Cd (after additional modification)
Titan II and Minuteman silos. Further-
more, before 1984 it s planned to
c.omplclc_ research and decide on alterna-
:;Y:\Ilt;:smg modes for additional M-X
Having confirmed earlier construction
pluns. for O'hi() class SSBNs. the Reagan
Administration authorized as ()hliuu[m‘bv a
p(rogrum for building and deploying, from
1989 on, a new submarine-launched bal-

Reentry die

SUBMARINE-LAUNCHED BALLISTIC MISSILE.

- % T
TRIDENES % )flighl of warheads in dense atmosphere.

Trial launch; left—
ange — 7,400 km. _ o
}P{l“‘,‘lg; MIRV warheads of more than 100 kilotons u‘uh‘. e
Pr‘oduclion of 992 Trident I missiles is projected before :
Four or five new British SSBNs are (o be armed i e
with these missiles in the 1990s. Total cost of development <

approach 15 billion dollars.

production of Trident I missiles will

ALCM-B STRATEGIC

AIR-LAUNCHED CRUISE MISSILE.
ded for nuclear prcci\io_n \\mkg\ at targets
in practically the entire Soviet territory.
Range—2,500 km.

Inten

Armed with a nuclear warhead of ZQ(I k{'nlnlunxx.
. Put in service in 1981.
By 1989 it is planned to produce 3,780 muissiles
for massive arming of B-52 strategic bombers
and new aircraft based on the B-I1.




4 OHIO NUCLEAR-POWERED BALLISTIC MISSILE SUBMARINE
elow, compared with Lafayette class SSBN).
. November 1981,
the US Navy acquired the Ohio—the first SSBN of the Trident system.
The gigantic submarine,
of 18,700 ton displacement and 170.7 meters long
(height of the Washington Memorial is 169.2 meters),
is armed with 24 Trident I (C-4) missiles.
The combat capability of one Ohio is superior to 10 SSBNs with 160 Polaris A-3 missiles.
In 1989 the Reagan Administration plans to fit out the Trident system submarines with
a still more powerful missile,
Trident II (D-5),
which is superior to Trident I (C-4) by 50 per cent in range,
nearly 100 per cent in payload,
and more than 100 per cent in accuracy.
Activation of a squadron of 10 Ohio class SSBNs
in the Pacific Ocean will be completed in the current decade,
and the activation of a second squadron will be begun in the Atlantic.
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MOCKUP OF M-X INTERCONTINENTAL
BALLISTIC MISSILE.

Flight tests of the latest M-X ground-based
strategic missile,

with ten independently

targetable warheads of 600 kilotons each,

will begin in the United States in January 1983.
Accuracy (CEP)—90 meters.

The M-X missile has more than triple

the number of warheads the Minuteman III has,
nearly double the yield, and is twice as accurate.
Intended for a steep build-up

of the potential for a first pre-emptive

nuclear strike.

Under Reagan’s “strategic program”
deployment of M-X
missiles will begin in 1986.

Ohio class SSBN
(length 170.7 m)

Lafayette class SSBN
(length 129.5 m)




Trident II (D-5), consider-
ful and effective than the

listic missile,

ably more powerlu .
Trident 1. According to the tactical and

technical specifications of the US De-
fense Department, the missile will have
practically the same combat .capa_blllty as
the M-X ICBM, that is, it will be a
first-strike weapon.

In addition to the earlier planned 172
B-52G bombers, Reagan’s “comprehen-
sive” program also provides for fitting
out B-52H bombers (there are 96 such
aircraft in the USAF SAC) with ALCM-
B cruise missiles. o

The earlier rejected plans of building
B-1 bombers have been readopted, this
time on a qualitatively new level. A new
B-1B carrier of cruise missiles 1s to be
developed on the basis of the B-1, and is to
be put in service with the strategic air
force in 1986. Before 1988, in addition to
B-52 bombers, it s planned to build and

which, as conceived by the Pentagon,
will not be detectable by the existing a
defense means. Hence, it is usable for
surprise strikes. In addition to the sophis-
ticated B-1B aircraft, it is planned to
build 150 Stealth bombers in the 90s to

replace the B-52s.

On completing the deployment of air-
launched cruise missiles, the new
strategic bombers, the M-X ICBMs, and
the Trident system of SSBNs and
SLBMs, the Pentagon will have raised
the total deliverable number of strategic
nuclear weapons in one launch/sortie by
at least 50 per cent in just the current
decade.

And the strategic nuclear potential will
rise still higher when, by decision of the
Reagan Administration, several hundred
nuclear-armed Tomahawk cruise missiles,
designed for high-precision strikes at
targets throughout the territory of the

Trident | (C-4) | Trident Il (D-5)

Range, km 7400 11 000
Number and yield of warheads, 8x100 14x150
kt

ccuracy (CEP), m 460 90

Relative dimensions
launchers of an Ohio clas

put in service 100 such aircraft, each
capable of lifting up to 30 cruise m1551l¢s.
Accordingly, the ALCM-B production
program has been extended by several
hundred units.

At the same time, it is planned to
develop a fundamentally new strategic
bomber called Stealth—an  aircraft

34

of Trident 1 (C-4), left, and Trident II (D-5), right, in
s nuclear missile submarine.

Soviet Union, are installed on nuclear
submarines.

Reagan’s “strategic program” also in-
cludes a set of measures improving the
system of operational control and com-
munications of the strategic offensive
forces in order to ensure reliable com-
mand in a protracted nuclear war.

B-1 STRATEGIC BOMBER.

In the 70s the United States developed

a supersonic intercontinental B-1 bomber.
Range—9,800 km

with a maximum combat load of 34,000 kg.
On October 2, 198].

President Reagan announced plans for developing
and putting into batch produclio;l

100 new B-1B bombers,

a modified version of B-1,

carrying cruise missiles

(30 missiles each).

Under Reagan’s “strategic program’”

the first squadron of 15 such aricraft

is to be activated in 1986.

Total cost of the B-1B program

will exceed 25 billion dollars.




Extensive modernization is envisaged
of all components of the strategic defense
forces.

The program for a radical restruc-
turing of anti-aircraft defense includes
deployment in the next few years of new
long-range radar installations, an in effect
complete renewal of the fighter fleet and
of the electronic equipment of all opera-
tive air observation posts, and construc-
tion of new control centers and com-
munication lines.

Apart from building a system of aero-
space control, intensive development is
under way of active means for hitting
space objects, involving use as delivery
vehicles of ground-based missile weapon-
ry and interception weapons installed on
F-15 aircraft.

Pentagon plans to use the manned
Shuttle spaceships as a space attack sys-
tem. Various reconnaissance facilities
and weaponry to hit space targets, in-
cluding laser, are being developed for
them.

Intensive research is under way to
produce effective anti-missile weap-
onry.

The main effort is concentrated on de-
veloping an in-depth anti-missile system
that would intercept objects in outer
space as well as in dense atmosphere,
involving the latest weaponry, includ-
ing multiple warheads banned under
the Soviet-American Treaty on the Limi-
tation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Sys-
tems.

The Pentagon has, indeed, set its sights
on laying the requisite technical founda-
tion for the deployment of this type of
operational anti-missile system already in
the current decade.

The agreed schedule of the Pentagon
plans for building up strategic offensi-
ve armaments and deploying anti-missile
and space defense systems is timed
to complete the development of a
so-called first-strike potential in the

1980s.

Stepped-Up Development
of General Purpose .
Forces

While building up the strategic nuclear
potential, the US politico-military leader-
ship is also preoccupied with raising the
capability and combat readiness of the
general purpose forces to back up its
positions-of-strength policy. They are
being armed with more sophisticated
weaponry, the organisational structure
and complement of command and control
elements, as well as of formations and
units, are being strengthened and so is
the system of logistics. Strategic and
tactical mobility is being heightened. The
format;ons of the general purpose forces
are being prepared for diverse missions.
both with and without use of nuclear
weapons.

Theater nuclear weapons. As part of
the bu1ld—pp of general purpose forces,
the US military leadership attaches great
Importance to expanding the so-called
theater nuclear forces, especially in
Eurppe. Ever since 1960, the delivery
vehicles and nuclear ordnance of the US
armed forces deployed in Europe have
und_ergone substantial qualitative change.
Their range, accuracy and kill effective-
ness have been heightened. The Corpo-
ral, Sergeant. Mace, Matador, Honest
John, Little John and Lacrosse tactical
missiles, and obsolescent tactical and
carrier-based nuclear-capable  aircraft
have been discarded and replaced with
NEW —more accurate and long-range
weaponry: Pershing A and Lance mis-
siles and F-4, F-111, A-6 and A:7
planes that can deliver nuclear weapons
within a range of 30 to 2.000 kiloi-
meters.

The nuclear-capable artillery of US
forces in Europe has been suf)stzmtiully
modernized. At present, all 155-mm and
203.2-mm artillery pieces can fire nuclear
shells. Their range has gone up from ii
to 30 km. At present, more than 700 US
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GROUND-LAUNCHED CRUISE
MISSILE (GLCM) LAUNCHER.
Range—2,500 km.

Nuclear warhead yield—200 kilotons.
From 1983 to 1988 it is planned to
produce 560 missiles of this type,

of which 464 are to be deployed

in Great Britain,

the FRG, Italy,

Belgium and the Netherlands

under the NATO Council’s decision
of December 1979.

The GLCMs are intended

for a massive nuclear strike at targets
in practically the whole of the European
part of the USSR.

The estimated cost of deploying

the GLCMs is 3.2 billion dollars.




nuclear delivery vehicles of just medium
range, and over 600 tactical missiles and
nuclear-capable artillery pieces are
stationed in Europe.

From 1983 on, it is planned to begin
siting new US medium-range nuclear
systems (108 Pershing II missile launch-
ers and 464 ground-launched cruise
missiles) in Western Europe. They are to
be deployed in Great Britain (160 cruise
missiles), the FRG (108 Pershing II
launchers and 96 cruise missiles), Italy
(112 cruise missiles), Belgium and
the Netherlands (48 cruise missiles
each).

Mass production of neutron weapons
started in 1981 in accordance with Presi-
dent Reagan’s decision. The neutron
munitions for the Lance missiles and
203.2-mm howitzers are designed for use
outside the United States, first and
foremost in Europe. The placing of these
weapons in Europe or any other region
will considerably lower the so-called
nuclear threshold and will increase the
probability of nuclear war. Moreover, the
neutron weapon is in itself an offensive
rather than defensive weapon (though the
Pentagon is trying to prove the opposite
to the layman), since it is designed to
destroy personnel in shelters and permits
offensive operations immediately after its
use.

The plans and practical measures
taken by the USA for building up the
nuclear capability of general purpose
forces, and above all the medium-range
nuclear weapons in Western Europe, aim
at changing the existing balance of forces
in favor of the United States, preparing
the material basis for a “limited” nuclear
war in Europe and thus averting the
danger of nuclear retaliation against the
United States. :

The building, training and technical
equipment of the army are oriented on
preparing it for operations outside the
United States. It is trained and equipped
for offensive operations with nuclear and
chemical weapons.

During the past 20 years the emphasis
in building up the army has been on its
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offensive capability, striking and fizg
power and maneuverability in the b
tlefield.

To increase the striking power of the
army its armor fleet is being continuously
updated. In the 60s and early 70s the
army received a few modified versions of
the M48 and M60 tanks, which were new
at the time. In the latter half of the 70s
they began to be gradually replaced by
the more powerful M60A3 battle tanks,
which at present comprise about 70 per
cent of the tank force. In 1980 serial
production and delivery to the army of
new M-1 Abrams tanks started. It is
planned to equip the army with more
than 7,000 tanks of this type. As a result
the tank fleet will increase by more than
40 per cent and will be considerably
updated.

In re-equipping the army great impor-
tance 1s attached to saturating it with
anti-tank, including helicopter-borne,
weapons. The outdated anti-tank guided
missiles (ATGM) of the 60s have been
replaced by improved TOW and Dragon
versions, a third generation (Hellfire) is
being developed, and ATGMs now in
service are being modernized. Besides
their quality being improved, their num-
bers are being increased. A new Cop-
perhead anti-tank artillery shell with
semi-active homing by laser beam has
been developed. In 1983 the new AH-64
hehcopter.gunship equipped with Hellfire
ATGM will be delivered to the army. A
new Assault Breaker firing system is
being developed.
~ By the end of the 80s it is planned to
Increase  the number of anti-tank
weapons by almost 100 per cent and the
number of helicopter gunships armed
with them by 300 per cent.

G_reater firepower of the army is being
achieved by increasing the number and
improving the quality of the field, includ-
Ing nuclear, artillery pieces and develop-
ing multiple-launch rocket systems. Be-
tween 1960 and 1980 the number of
nuclear artillery pieces in the army in-
creased from 280 to 2,200. There are

g

plans to increase the number of nuclear

AH-64A HELICOPTER GUNSHIP.

To increase the fire power of the Army the USA has developed and in 1983 will supply army units

with the AH-64A helicopter carrying 16 Hellfire anti-tank guided missiles with laser homing head
and a 30-mm gun. The program up to 1989 envisages delivery of 536 helicopters of this type to a total

of nearly 6 bln dollars.

M-1 ABRAMS MAIN BATTLE TANK.

To increase the striking and fire power of army units they have been
supplied since 1980 with new M-1 tanks, which have

almost twice the combat capabilities of the M60 tanks now in service.
The American forces in Europe will be

the first to be equipped with the new tanks.

There are plans to produce more than 7,000 M-1 Abrams tanks by 1988.
The first series of 3,000 tanks will be armed with a 105-mm rifled gun
and subsequent ones with a 120-mm smooth-bore gun developed in the FRG.
M-1 Abrams tanks will also be supplied to the US Marines.

The cost of one tank is 2.5 min dollars.
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artillery pieces in Europe by 50 per cent
by the year 1990 by raising the number
of 155-mm and 203.2-mm artillery pieces
in army divisions.

Large-scale deliveries to the army of
M-2 infantry combat vehicles (to total
more than 6,000), which began in 1981,
will considerably improve the fighting
capability of the motorized infantry units
in the army. _

In drawing up plans for operations
outside the USA the American military
command devotes a great deal of atten-
tion to setting up in advance weapons
and combat equipment depots in the
theaters of war. In addition to the
already existing stockpiles of American
armaments in Europe which are suffi-
cient to equip four divisions it is planned
to stockpile weapons and combat equip-
ment for another two divisions before
the end of 1982. According to the
plans of the American command this
will make it possible to transport six
divisions from the United States to
Europe within ten days of the beginning
of mobilization and thus to increase the
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offensive capability of the forces de-
ployed there within a shorter period of
time.

To increase the capacities for airlifting
troops 1t 1s planned to complete shortly
the modernization of the C-141 and C-5A
alrcraf_t, to buy 40 new KC-10 cargo-
refuelling air transports and according to
tentative plans to acquire 200 potentially
promising C-X heavy transport planes
designed mainly for use by the rapid
deployment forces.

As the army receives ever greater
quantities of new, updated weapons and
materiel, the organizational structure of
Its units also undergoes change. Today
the army is facing a new major restruc-
turing due to the mass service deliveries
in the 80s of the latest combat equip-
ment. Work is conducted on the organ-
1zation of “Division-86, which. accord-
Ing to the calculations of the American
command, is to have high offensive
striking and fire power, increased mobili-
ty, effective anti-tank and anti-aircraft
weapons and the capability to carry out
effective operations using mass destruc-

n weapons and electronic warfare
Quipment.

In building up the tactical air force
much attention is given to increasing its
striking capabilities. During the last 15
years outdated types of aircraft have
been completely replaced by modern
planes. In 1976 the United States began
to implement its long-term program of
upgrading its tactical air force by equip-
ping it with F-15 all-weather fighter
planes, A-10 attack planes for close
ground support, and F-16 fighter-
bombers. It is planned to equip the
tactical air force with about 3,000 of
these aircraft.

The first to be equipped with these
aircraft will be the tactical air force in
Europe.

Simultaneously with modernization,
the number of fighter planes in the US
tactical air force in Europe has been
increased. During the past five years
their number has increased by 20 per
cent to a total of more than 600 planes.
Over 80 per cent of them are de-
signed for offensive operations. Two-
thirds of the aircraft fleet are nuclear-
capable.

It i1s envisaged to further increase the
number of fighter aircraft in the tactical
air force in the 80s. It has been decided

F-16 FIGHTER-BOMBER.

Action radius—up to 800 km.
Nuclear-capable.

Maximum combat load

(missiles and rockets, air bombs) 6,700 kg.
In service with the US Air Force since 1979.




AIRCRAFT FLEET OF COMBAT UNITS AIRCRAFT FLEET ‘form three more air wings by 1985 and craft transferred from the regular air

OF US TACTICAL FIGHTER FORCE OF US TACTICAL FIGHTER FORCE I increase the total number of tactical force.
EUROFE fighter planes to almost 3,000. In addi- The striking power of the tactical air
; 618 tion, in July 1981 the Air Force Com- force 1s being raised by equipping the air
Total aircraft mand proposed forming another 3 or 4 units with guided missiles and guided
4008 e air wings and in this connection increas-  bombs of various types and mounting
ing the purchases of F-16 fighter- weapon guidance laser devices on the
bombers to a total of 2,000 and pro- aircraft. To increase the effective use
ducing the F-15E fighter-bomber as a of the tactical air force it has been sup-
~ 5 modified version of the F-15 fighter. plied with 23 of the 34 E-3A AWACS

% 2000 s 400 The air force reserve is also building planes.
& = up stocks of modern equipment. The air The American command envisages a
-3 s units of the organized reserve, which is number of organizational and technical
5 3 the basis for bringing the tactical air measures to enhance the combat readi-
E E force to full strength under the mobiliza- ness and mobility of tactical air units so
Z 1000 Z 00 tion plan, receive A-10 attack planes and that by 1986 up to 80 tactical fighter
also F-4 Phantom and A-7 Corsair air- squadrons (up to 1,900 planes) can be
CALIFORNIA
NUCLEAR-POWERED MISSILE CRUISER
with unlimited cruising range, an important
1975 1980 1985 1975 1980 1985 element in support of the striking power
of the US Navy aircraft carrier forces.
Displacement—11,100 tons.
Armament—Harpoon anti-ship missiles,
anti-aircraft and anti-submarine missiles,
A-10 THUNDERBOLT guns, torpedo tubes.

ATTACK AIRCRAFT.

There are 9 nuclear-powered missile cruisers
on active duty in the US Navy.
It is planned to build 4 more.

Action radius—up to 460 km.

Maximum combat load

(missiles and rockets, air bombs) 7,260 kg.
In service with the US Air Force since 1974. |
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moved from the USA to Europe within
ten days. .

US military leaders attach great impor-
tance to raising the capability of the
Navy, which is assigned a special role not
only in war but in carrying out their
glof)al policies, as an instrument for
demonstrating force and direct military
intervention. :

During the last 20 years the United
States has completely .overhauled its
Navy. It has been building nuclear sur-
face ships (aircraft carriers and cruisers)
with an unlimited cruising range, capable
of operating for a long time 1n the most
remote parts of the globe, and has
replaced outdated models by new types
of ships, modern weapons and equip-
ment. ;

The number of nuclear-powered air-
craft carriers in the US Navy has been
increased to three units and that of
nuclear-powered missile cruisers to nine.
There has been a six-fold increase n the
number of missile destroyers, .mlssue
frigates and nuclcar—powqred missile sub-
marines. The program for the present
decade envisages raising the number of
ships in the regular Navy to a _totul of
600 (not counting the considerable
number of vessels kept in mothballs).

The arming of surface ships with
Tomahawk cruise missiles will enable
them to strike at remote shore objectives
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and will increase their Kkilling range
against surface targets 30 times as com-
pared with torpedoes. Nuclear-powered
submarines equipped with such missiles
with nuclear warheads will be able to hit
in-shore targets as far away as 3,700
kilometers. The USA is planning to equip
its Navy in the early 90s with some 4,000
Tomahawk cruise missiles.

Surface ships, nuclear-powered sub-
marines and anti-submarine aircraft are
being equipped en masse with Harpoon
anti-ship missiles having a range 6 times
that of torpedoes.

During the past 20 years the US Navy
has updated its air forces by putting into
service new attack planes, fighter planes,
anti-submarine carrier-based and land-
based aircraft (AV-8 Harrier, A-6E In-
truder, F-14A Tomcat and others). A
new F/A-18 Hornet plane has been de-
veloped in two versions—as fighter and
attack plane—and is undergoing trials.

Work is apace to increase the fire
power and modernize the armaments of
the Marine Corps, a major instrument of
US military interference in the affairs of
sovereign states. Since 1960 the combat
potential of the Marine Corps has in-
creased several times over. Since 1970 it
has had in service only modern M60
tanks, which will be replaced in the 80s
by M-1 Abrams tanks. The number of
field artillery pieces has risen. The 105-

Quantity

INDIANAPOLIS NUCLEAR-POWERED SUBMARINE OF THE LOS ANGELES CLASS.

Displacement—6,900 tons.

Armament—Tomahawk cruise missiles with conventional warheads,
Harpoon anti-ship missiles, SUBROC nuclear anti-submarine missiles, torpedo tubes.
In 1984, it is planned to start equipping the Los Angeles
class nuclear-powered submarines with Tomahawk strategic cruise missiles with nuclear warheads.
There are 15 submarines of this class in active US Navy.
Before the end of the current ten years another 25 nuclear-powered submarines

TOMAHAWK CRUISE
MISSILE DEPLOYMENT PLANS

4000 |- 4000
3000 (-
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1000 [~ 644
1980 1985 1990

Quantity

4000

3000
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1000

of this class will be built.

HARPOON ANTI-SHIP MISSILE
DEPLOYMENT
4000

I

1980 1985 1990




F/A-18 HORNET AIRCRAFT.

To re-equip carrier-based and Marine air forces the USA has developed a multi-purpose supersonic
aircraft in two versions—the F-18 fighter and the A-18 attack aircraft.

The F-18 has an action radius of 740 km and the A-18, 1,020 km.

The combat load of the A-18 (missiles and air bombs) is 6,080 kg.

Nuclear-capable. It is planned to put the aircraft in service in 1983.

The total program of purchases 1s 1,377 F/A-18 planes.

The cost of one plane is 42.3 min dollars.

mm pieces are being replaced by new
155-mm howitzers. The Marine Corps
has put into service 203.2-mm artillery
pieces. As a result over half of the
Marine artillery has become nuclear-
capable. . -
The Marine Corps air arm has put into
service for transport and landing opera-
tions the new CH-53E Super Sea Stallion
helicopter which can carry more than 90
per cent of the types of weapons in
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service with an RDF expeditionary
Marine brigade.

To make the landing operations of the
_Marmes more effective, amphibious land-
ing craft are being improved and new
landing ships and air-cushion landing
craft are being built.

To increase the mobility of the Marine
component in the rapid deployment
forces it is planned to build by 1987
twelve depot-ships for storing heavy

aments and stocks of logistic supplies

combat operations of three expedi-
tionary Marine brigades. The same pur-
pose will be served by building special
lighter-carriers capable of carrying combat
equipment and various cargoes to unor-
ganized shore areas. It is also planned to
purchase 8 fast container ships, 6 of which
will be re-equipped to transport a mechan-
ized infantry division. It is envisaged that
the vessels will be on a 5-day alert for
embarkation.

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

In addition to the massive; equipment
of the armed forces with nuclear

With the coming to power of the
Reagan Administration the US armed
forces have intensified direct preparations
for chemical and biological warfare.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff is planning
to have at its disposal 5 mln units

of chemical munitions.

Chemical weapons are stored not

only in the United States but also

in other countries:

there are more than 2,000 tons

of American toxic agents in

the FRG alone.

Richard Schweiker,

US Secretary

of Health and Human Services,

has admitted that during

their aggression in Southeast Asia

the American forces employed chemical
weapons in 41 operations.

According to far from complete data,
in South Vietnam alone the United States
used up more than 100,000 tons

of chemicals during the war.

weapons, the US military and political
leadership devote ever greater attention
to developing, improving, deploying and
stockpiling other mass destruction
weapons for use against man and living
nature in general.

Neutron weapons (the decision on their
full-scale production was adopted by
Reagan in August 1981). The genetic
consequences of irradiation with even
small doses of the neutrons released by
the explosion will affect many genera-
tions and make themselves felt in the
form of various grave diseases.

Chemical weapons. The existing stocks
of chemical weapons in the USA amount
to more than 150,000 tons and include
over 3 million shells, tens of thousands
of air bombs, hundreds of thousands of




mines and explosive charges and many
other chemical munitions. New, binary
chemical munitions have been developed.
The USA has more than 10 large chemi-
cal weapon depots on its territory
and in other countries, including the
FRG.

During the past four years the Pen-
tagon has almost trebled expenditures on
its chemical and biological war programs.
In fiscal year 1981 these expenditures
topped 260 million dollars. In accordance
with the Reagan Administration’s instruc-
tions on considerably extending the work
on chemical weapons, the Pentagon is to
increase the number of chemical muni-
tions to a total of 5 million units, to
update and extend storage facilities and
to replace obsolescent chemical muni-
tions by binary ones. Four billion dollars
is to be allotted for these purposes.
During the next five years 2.5 billion
dollars is to be spent on research and
development of chemical weapons
alone.

During the war in Indochina the US
forces made wide use of defoliants. More
than 10 per cent of the crop areas in
Vietnam were affected. As a result
irreparable damage was done not only to
the land but also to the water ecological
systems. The experts say it will take
more than 100 years to restore the
destroyed mangrove groves. The genetic
effects of the substances used are even
more dangerous for people. One of the
effects officially recorded at present IS a
greater percentage of children born with
various physical defects.

Biological weapons. In the 50s and 60s
the USA was engaged in intensive work
to develop agents for biological offensive
operations. In order to work out the
forms and methods of employment of
biological weapons dozens of large-scale
tests with the use of imitation microbes
were conducted. Field tests were carried
out with the unsuspecting population of
big cities and large regions. N

In 1969 the US President officially
announced the termination of work to
develop biological weapons and the de-
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struction of their stocks. However, there
is ample evidence that the USA IS ¢
implementing an extensive biological
program. Military-oriented work 1s re-
flected in the Defense Department
budget. Most of the work, especially in
the field of fundamental research, is
done in the framework of other federal
agencies, which have considerably ex-
tended their microbiological research,
with the emphasis on genetic engineering.
During the last few years dozens of
laboratories with maximum anti-epidemic
protection have been set up in the
US government and private sectors.
They study the agents of the most
dangerous diseases of man and ani-
mals.

Psychochemical preparations. Since the
end of the 40s the USA has been
engaged in developing preparations af-
fecting human behavior. The prepara-
tions thus obtained are tested on volun-
teers, prison inmates, patients of mental
hospitals and on groups of people with-
out their knowledge. The MK-ULTRA
project, for example, provided for ex-
tending experiments to large organized
groups.

Financing
of Militarism

The policy of achieving military
superiority finds expression in the steady
extension of the scale of financing of
militarist preparations.

During the past 20 years (1960-1980)
US military spending under the National
Defense Program has trebled—from 45
to 135 billion dollars. An even sharper
increase in military spending is planned
for the 80s. In the period between 1981
and 1985 alone expenditures on war
preparations will increase by more than
120 per cent reaching 303.9 billion dollars
a year by the end of 1985. Average
annual rates of increase in military
spending in the first half of the present
decade will be higher than at the peak of

aggression in Southeast Asia. Alloca-

s for the National Defense Program
in fiscal 1986 are earmarked at 342.7
billion dollars.

The increase in proportion of the GNP
devoted to military expenditure is evi-
dence of the high priority the American
leadership gives to building up the war
potential. The Reagan Administration is
planning to increase its annual military
spending by an average of 8.6 per cent in
real terms, whereas, according to Ameri-
can estimates, the rates of increase of
the GNP may not be more than 3.5 per
cent a year. As a result the share of
military expenditures in the GNP will
amount to 6.6 per cent in 1985 and to
nearly 10 per cent in 1990 (in 1980 it was
5.2 per cent). It is also envisaged to
considerably increase the proportion of
military expenditures in the Federal
Budget (from 24.3 per cent in 1980 to 36
per cent in 1985) by redistributing funds
in favor of military needs.

Unlike the expenditures which show
the current allocations for the armed
forces, long-term plans of military prep-
arations are reflected in military appro-

priations. Under the five-year military
program for fiscal 1982-1986 drafted
by the Reagan Administration, these
appropriations will total 1,500 billion
dollars.

The United States allocates considera-
ble funds for military research and de-
velopment. In 1980 appropriations under
this item totalled 13.5 billion dollars in
the Department of Defense budget alone.
A sum of 32 billion dollars is earmarked
for 1985. Moreover, about 6 billion
dollars will be allocated to NASA whose
activities are increasingly subordinated to
the interests of the Pentagon; the Depart-
ment of Energy will spend more than 2
billion dollars on research and develop-
ment in the field of nuclear weapons.
This means that at least two-thirds of
federal allocations for research and
development will be used for provid-
ing scientific and technical facilities
for developing new, ever more de-
structive strategic and general purpose
weapons.

The production of new weapons sys-
tems is intensively developed. Appropria-
tions for these purposes are rising at

US DEFENSE DEPARTMENT
ALLOCATIONS
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record rates. In 1982 the Defense Depart-
ment alone plans to allocate 68.5 billion
dollars—four times as much as in
1975—for the purchase of weapons and
materiel. As planned by the Reagan
Administration, appropriations for these
purposes in 1985 will total more than 100
billion dollars.

Emphasis is laid on financing the
production of offensive weapons systems
for the US Navy and Air Force, which
are the main instrument of the US “from
positions of strength” global policy. In
two years (1981 and 1982) alone appropri-
ations for purchasing aircraft and acces-
sories for the Navy will increase by 120
per cent, for the Air Force by 60 per
cent and appropriations for purchasing
missile systems for the Air Force will
rise by 120 per cent.

The USA, the Biggest Supplier
of Arms
and Military Equipment

In its plans to achieve global and
regional supremacy and to extend and
consolidate its military presence, the
USA gives pride of place to the export of
arms and extensive military and
economic aid to pro-American regimes.
During the past ten years US arms
exports more than quadrupled to a total
of 17.5 billion dollars in 1980. There has
been an especially sharp increase in the
flow of arms to the Middle East and
Western Europe. During the 70s the main
recipients of American arms were Saudi
Arabia, which bought 35 billion dollars’
worth of military supplies from the USA
during the last decade, Iran (14 billion
dollars), Israel (11 billion dollars), Great
Britain, the FRG and South Korea (5
billion dollars each), Egypt. the Nether-
lands, Taiwan and Japan (3 billion dollars
each).

The US share in world sales of arms
and military equipment is 45 per cent,
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that of the other NATO countries is ovar
20 per cent. 6

A distinctive feature of US military
exports is an increase in sales of modern
armaments: F-14, F-15 and F-16 combat
planes, tactical Lance missiles, missile
frigates of the Perry class, and tanks. At
the end of 1980 the US Defense Depart-
ment alone had almost 56 billion dollars’
worth of foreign orders for the sale of
nearly 1,000 planes and helicopters, 150
warships and auxiliary vessels, 1,100
tanks, 4,200 armored personnel carriers,
1,500 pieces of field artillery, 110,000
missiles of various types, and a large
number of other items of military equip-
ment. These arms will not only increase
the military power of the recipient coun-
tries but can also be used by the United
States itself, in the first place by its rapid
deployment force.

As a rule, political strings are attached
to the sale of arms. Addressing the
House Foreign Relations Committee on
November 12, 1981, US Secretary of
State Alexander Haig said that the Ad-
ministration would increase military as-
sistance to and extend its strategic coop-
eration only with those states which
helped the USA in the accomplishment
of its aims.

Industrial Base
of US Militarism

~ Washington’s persistent policy of build-
ing up its military strength and achieving
military superiority is leading to a close
Intertwining of interests between the war
industry monopolies and the military and
government agencies, and to an unprec-
edented expansion of arms production.
The arms monopolies have formed, to-
gether with the military state apparatus, a
powerful  military-industrial  complex,
which has gained so much influence in
the country that it is called in earnest “a
state within the state”.

Anti-aircraft guided missiles
ge ballistic

Nuclear-powered missile
Mortars

submarines
Radioelectronic sy st

Missile frigates
Field artillery piecef
Bu rface missiles

Location of US Military Industry

THE US MILITARY INDUSTRY INCLUDES 146 MAJOR GOVERNMENT ARSENALS,

ASSEMBLY PLANTS, SHIPYARDS AND 4,000 LARGE PRIVATE ENTERPRISES

Radioelectronic systems
Outer space systems

Laser equipment
Missiles of various types

Missile frigates
Nuclear materials

Helicopters
APCs




The military-industrial complex plays a
decisive role in planning military, politi-
cal and economic measures, working out
military strategy and concepts, drafting
programs for building up the armed
forces and developing new weapons sys-
tems. This gives the military-industrial
complex a substantial influence on the
national economy as a whole and on its
militarization.

To meet the requirements of the per-
manent military establishment, a giant
arms industry—the world’s biggest in
terms of output and number of enter-
prises—has been set up in the USA.
Twenty-five thousand contractors and
more than 50,000 subcontractors are
engaged in fulfilling the Pentagon’s
orders.

The principal weapons and equipment
systems are manufactured at 146 state-
owned plants and some 4,000 major
enterprises owned by private firms.

Enterprises working on the Pentagon’s
orders are distributed throughout the
USA.

In fiscal year 1980, the Pentagon
placed contracts with various branches of
the economy for over 83 billion dollars’
worth of arms, military equipment and
other military supplies. Nearly half of
this sum will go to the 25 biggest arms
and materiel manufacturers, including
the McDonnel Douglas, United Tech-
nologies, General Dynamics, Boeing and
General Electric corporations, which
specialize mainly in producing offensive
systems such as nuclear missiles, air-
craft armaments and nuclear-powered
ships.

In fiscal year 1981 alone, Pentagon
payments under contracts for developing
and manufacturing arms and military
equipment amounted to over 30 per cent of
the total cost of general engineering output
in the USA.

The production capacities of the US
war industry are being constantly ex-
panded, with priority given to branches
specializing in pmduunﬂ offensive, strike
weapons systems.
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The US nuclear industrial comp
meets the needs of all the services of
armed forces by ensuring massive provi-
sion or replacement of nuclear munitions
of all possible types and purposes—from
nuclear artillery shells and torpedoes
within the kiloton range to 10-megaton
strategic warheads. Seven plants are
engaged in mass-producing such muni-
tions. The nuclear industrial complex is
being rapidly modernized to be able to
meet the plans to develop and deploy
new nuclear weapons systems in the
1980s. As a result, the production
capacities are to be increased by nearly
50 per cent in the next few years.
Simultaneously, there are plans to ex-
pand the capacities for producing fission-
able materials by reactivating a stand-by
reactor in 1983 and building a new one
in addition to the four already in oper-
ation.

Neutron munitions—warheads for the
Lance missiles and 203.2-mm artillery
shells—are being assembled at the Pan-
tex plant near Amarillo, Texas.

Highly automated flow lines have been
developed for the manufacture of
strategic ballistic missiles. In the 1960s,
these lines provided the combat-ready
troops with an ICBM launcher every day
and enough Polaris and Poseidon ballistic
missiles to arm up to 14 submarines a
year. In the past 20 years, they produced
six types of intercontinental bd“l\tl(. mis-
siles and five types of submarine-
launched ballistic missiles to allow rapid
massive modernization of the strategic
offensive forces.

Preparations have been completed on
the facilities for mass-producing a new
type of strategic weapons—multipurpose
cruise missiles. In addition to the existing
capacities the Boeing company has
built a large plant to produce over 700
ALCM-B cruise missiles a vyear in
Kent, Washington. General Dynamics is
modernizing its plant in San Diego, Cali-
fornia, to turn out up to 500 Tomahawk
missiles a year for mass supply to
nuclear-powered submarines and sur-
face ships.

OHIO CLASS NUCLEAR-POWERED BALLISTIC MISSILE
SUBMARINE AND LOS ANGELES CLASS
NUCLEAR-POWERED SUBMARINE

at the Electric Boat Division shipyard at Groton.

Under the current Ohio program,

the US Navy is to have 13 SSBNs

of this class by the end of 1990,

and the building of 40 nuclear-powered submarines

of the Los Angeles class is to be completed

in the same period.




The output of these missiles is to be
stepped up to 1,000 a year.

The facilities for building nuclear-
powered warships are being expanded. In
recent years the floorspace of the New-
port News Shipbuilding and Dry Dock
Company in Newport, Virginia, where
nuclear-powered aircraft carriers and
nuclear submarines are built, has been
enlarged by almost 30 per cent. At
present, the building of the aircraft
carrier Carl Winson (of the Nimitz class),
the fourth nuclear-powered aircraft car-
rier to be put into service, iS nearing
completion there. The Reagan Adminis-
tration plans to continue building war-
ships of this class during the current ten
years. The Electric Boat Division of the
General Dynamics Corporation is build-
ing the latest submarines of the Ohio
and Los Angeles classes at its shipyard
in  Groton, Connecticut. Some 30
nuclear submarines of various types
are under construction simultaneously
at the two shipyards in Groton and
Newport.

The military aircraft industry is one of
the leading branches of the war industry.

Its core comprises 33 major assembly
plants, which produced up to 3,8
combat planes and helicopters annually
in the 1970s. The aircraft production
facilities are being constantly improved,
as new highly automated flow lines are
installed. In the past 20 years, the air
force and navy tactical air arms have
twice renewed their aircraft fleet. As
production of new aircraft starts, the
existing capacities for the production of
earlier models are not curtailed signifi-
cantly, enabling the US aircraft industry
to remain in a high state of readiness to
carry out the programs developed for
modernizing the armed forces air units in
the 80s and to rapidly step up the output
of aircraft.

The US armor industry has a vast
potential, which is maintained by more
than 15 assembly plants and over 30
major enterprises manufacturing the ve-
hicle components. The US tank-building
effort is centered on the world’s largest
tank armory in Detroit, which, together
with three tank plants, forms a unique
tank-building complex capable of raising
the output of armor many times over in a

F-16 FIGHTER-BOMBERS

ON THE ASSEMBLY LINE.
These aircraft are mass-produced
in the US and,

under license,

jointly by Belgium,

the Netherlands,

Denmark and Norway.

It is planned to produce a total
of 3,400 F-16s,

including those to be

sold to countries

in the Middle East,

Asia and Latin America.

M-1 ABRAMS TANK
ASSEMBLY LINE

at the modernized tank
plant in Lima,

Ohio,

one of the more than 15
tank plants in the USA.
The Lima plant has

an annual capacity

of 1,200 tanks.

short time. During the Second World
War it turned out up to 1,000 vehicles a
month.

The Detroit armory is producing
M60A3 tanks. It has lately been moder-
nized to a large extent, and now has a
much higher capacity. It is scheduled to
begin in 1982 turning out M-1 Abrams
tanks, production of which began in 1980
at the previously mothballed tank plant at
Lima, Ohio, the capacities of which had
been doubled by extensive reconstruc-
tion. Equipped with modern high-output
machinery, the plant is capable of pro-
ducing 1,200 tanks a year.

The munitions industry is being moder-
nized according to a costly program
(totalling 8 billion dollars), which, besides
the retooling of a number of enterprises,
includes the construction of a big new
plant near Picayune, Mississippi. When
completed in 1983 it will raise the output
of 155-mm cargo-carrying projectiles
(with submunitions) by 1.5 million per
year.

In accordance with the Reagan Ad-
ministration’s directions for building up
stocks of chemical and biological
weapons, the facilities producing this
type of mass destruction weapons are

being considerably expanded. For this
purpose a plant is being built at one of
the three government-owned chemical
warfare depots at Pine Bluff, Arkansas,
to produce new kinds of chemical am-
munition—binary missile warheads, 155-
mm and 203.2-mm artillery shells, air
bombs, etc.

To meet the needs of its own armed
forces and its export commitments to
other countries, the US war industry is
manufacturing several hundred types of
weapons, including 47 basic systems at a
total cost of over 310 billion dollars (in
1974, 40 basic systems costing 150 billion
dollars).

According to Pentagon officials, the
US military-industrial establishment is
capable of producing all the weapons
systems and equipment needed to supply
the armed forces in the 1980s, and has a
stand-by capacity for an immediate 50
per cent increase in the manufacture of
the main tactical aircraft (A-10, F-15 and
F-16), M-1 tanks and missile ships.
This capacity is backed by enormous
stores of strategic raw and other materi-
als worth a total of over 15 billion dol-
lars.

Simultaneously, the Reagan Adminis-
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tration has decided on a drastic reapprais-
al of its policy for preparing a rapid
switchover of the arms industry to a war
footing. Its aim is to raise the capacity of
the war industry to such an extent that it
should be able to mass-produce arma-
ments, with nearly a half of the gross
national product allocated for military
requirements. Bearing in mind that up to
9 per cent of the GNP was spent
annually on the war in Vietnam, 15 per
cent on the war in Korea, and 36 per
cent on the Second World War, one
will realize that the US leadership’s
plans for preparing the United States
for war are without precedent in this
century.

The US NATO allies, too, have a
powerful arms industry capable of pro-
ducing all types of modern weapons and
materiel in huge quantities. Throughout
the 70s, the leading West European
countries alone developed and are now
carrying out new programs for the pro-
duction of about 15,000 main battle
tanks, 7,000 combat aircraft, many
thousands of artillery systems, and hun-
dreds of warships. The military and
political integration of the NATO coun-
tries is now unthinkable without the wide
use of the aggregate capacities of the war
industries in the USA and its NATO
allies, coordination of arms produc-
tion plans and the marshalling of re-
sources for the joint preparation for
war.

US War Strategy— A Strategy
of Aggression

The US Administration’s bellicose
foreign policy and plans to attain military
superiority are reflected in Washington’s
new war strategy, which US Secretary of
Defense Caspar Weinberger calls the
strategy of direct confrontation between
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the USA and the USSR on a global ;
regional scale. This overtly aggres
strategy provides for resolute use of US
military power as a tool to assert
worldwide dictation by US imperialism
and safeguard America’s “vital interests”
in many areas of the world, includ-
ing access to sources of strategic raw
materials and energy resources. This
strategy incorporates all the provisions
of the notorious Presidential Direc-
tive 59.

The principal aspect of the “direct
confrontation” strategy—the most
dangerous for the destinies of all man-
kind—is that it calls for accelerated
preparation of the material facilities in
the US for launching wars varying in
scale and intensity.

The emphasis continues to be laid on
preparations for a strategic nuclear war
and the multi-purpose use of strategic
forces, in accordance with the “counter-
vailing” strategy announced in Directive
59—from so-called limited nuclear
strikes to their massive employment
against the whole range of targets on
Soviet territory.

A massive nuclear strike is planned in
such a way as to reduce to the minimum
the possibility of retaliation against the
United States. The list of targets includes
military objectives, seats of political,
state and military power, major installa-
tions of the key industries, transport and
communications, and the main adminis-
trative centers in the USSR. In other
words, the Pentagon’s strategic plans
focus on striking the first, pre-emptive
blow. These plans provide the basis for
the deployment program of powerful
high-accuracy nuclear weapons Sys-
tems—M-X intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles, submarine-launched Trident II bal-
listic missiles, and strategic cruise mis-
siles.

The Pentagon’s plans of “limited”
operations by strategic offensive forces
contain numerous variants of nuclear
strikes envisaging from a few to several
thousand nuclear munitions units being
employed against various composite ob-

s of the socialist community, and also
in areas of US ‘vital interests”, In
particular, the Middle East. The plans of
“limited” employment of strategic and
other nuclear weapons lower “the nuclear
threshold” and increase the possibility
of militarist forces’ unleashing a nu-
clear war, which would inevitably and

'&tives in the Soviet Union and coun-

unavoidably become  worldwide In

scale.

The new strategy contains also the
Reagan Administration’s directives for a
long nuclear war—for “a few weeks or
even months”, “until victory is achieved
in the war” and accordingly foresees a
set of measures for ensuring a rapid
build-up of strategic nuclear weapons and

MULTIPLE LAUNCH OF MINUTEMAN III ICBMs
(at the Western missile testing range).
The Pentagon’s plans for a strategic nuclear war lay
the main emphasis on

a massive pre-emptive nuclear strike against the USSR.




a more flexible, maneuverable and viable
system of operational control of the
armed forces, as well as developing
qualitatively new armaments.

The new strategy places the accent on
preparations for a “limited” nuclear war
which, as President Reagan officially
confirmed on October 17, 1981, is re-
garded by the US military and political
leadership essentially as a war in regions
remote from the USA, primarily in
Europe, a war in which the USA could
evade destructive retaliation. With this
aim in mind, the USA tried to get the
NATO Council to adopt a decision to
deploy medium-range nuclear missiles
in Europe, within range of practically
every target in the European part of the
USSR.

In Pentagon thinking, surprise attacks
with high-accuracy Pershing II missiles
(flight time of 5-6 minutes) on the Soviet
Union’s strategic weapons would reduce
the impact of a retaliatory blow against
the USA in the event of aggression
against the USSR.

PERSHING II,
MISSILE.

Council session,

for surprise attacks

of the USSR.

ten years.
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Range—about 2,500 km.

Carries a nuclear warhead.

Accuracy (CEP)—35-40 m.

Can be equipped with a MIRV warhead.
As decided by the December 1979 NATO

At the same time, the “direct confrgg-
tation” strategy calls for the arrs
forces to be prepared to wage war with
conventional arms only. The Reagan
Administration’s idea is that in the event
of conventional warfare in a theater of
operations, or a limited area thereof, the
United States and its allies must be ready
to apply the ‘“geographical escalation”
concept, which means spreading hos-
tilities to other theaters “where the
enemy 1s most vulnerable”, using con-
ventional weapons.

In the Pentagon’s view, such a war
would embrace not only Europe, which
continues to be regarded as the main
theater, but the Middle and Far East,
and all sea and ocean theaters as
well.

Accordingly, in its plans for building up
general purpose forces, the Reagan Ad-
ministration is lifting the restrictions im-
posed on “geographical escalation” by the
“two and a half” or “one and a half wars”
strategic concepts, and is adopting a policy
of preparing the conventional forces and

A MEDIUM-RANGE BALLISTIC

108 mobile Pershing II launchers
are to be deployed on the territory
of the FRG from 1983 on.

All launchers are reloadable.
Pershing II missiles are designed

on targets in the European part

A total of 917 Pershing II missiles
are to be manufactured in the current

ncept of Operations
ot US Strategic
Offensive Forces
onthe Basis of
Major Military Exercises
(1970-1980)
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the country’s military and economic po-
tential for a long general war against the
USSR and its allies simultaneously in
several theaters of war, or theaters of
operations. This policy is reflected in the
program for overall modernization of the
armed forces during the 80s, improvement
of their strategic and tactical mobility,
combat readiness, efficiency, training for
protracted warfare, building up reserves of
material resources, and expanding the
mobilization possibilities of the war indus-
try and the country as a whole.

The principles of US military strategy
are tried out at staff and field exercises,
varying in scale and purpose, which are
considered essential for testing and
amending the plans for preparing, start-
ing and conducting war. The number of
such exercises on land, in the air and at
sea is growing from year to year, their
scale is increasing and the areas in which
they are staged are drawing nearer and
nearer to the Soviet borders.

The traditional large-scale US troop
exercises code-named Reforger have
been supplemented, since 1971, by the
Wintex strategic staff exercises and,
since 1975, by the large-scale Autumn
Forge maneuvers, involving more than
300,000 servicemen, 2,000 aircraft and
about 500 warships every vyear. The
exercises are staged in the western areas
of the European continent, between
Northern Norway and Turkey, and in the
North Atlantic.

Various scenarios for a general and
“limited” war, including some involving
the use of nuclear weapons, against the
Warsaw Treaty countries are more and

more openly tested out in the course of
the exercises. Major mobilization depl
ments and strategic troop lifts to over-
seas theaters, mainly to Europe, and
joint operations with the use of conven-
tional, chemical and nuclear weapons are
planned and tried out.

Many of the military exercises have a
clearly anti-Soviet edge: the “enemy”
troops wear Soviet uniforms and use
Soviet models of arms and equipment.

This edge is at its sharpest in the
training schedules of the US strategic
offensive forces. Whereas in the past the
strategic forces staged exercises on a
relatively small scale, the Global Shield
exercises, unprecedented in respect of
the number of troops and quantity of
materiel involved, to test plans of a
strategic nuclear war against the Soviet
Union, have been held regularly in recent
years. They include practice launchings
of ICBMs and mass flights of strategic
bombers in the direction of the Soviet
borders. The exercise areas are bigger
year by year, embracing, besides US and
Canadian territory, Western Europe,
Asia, Australia and the Atlantic, Pacific
and Indian oceans.

Most exercises conducted by the US
and NATO are manifestly provocative.

The US military strategy embodied in
multi-scenario plans for waging aggres-
sive war to satisfy the global aspirations
of US 1mper1allsm and the large-scale
preparations of the material facilities for
war, including one with limited use of
nuclear weapons, are a danger to peace
and are pushing mankind to the brink of
catastrophe.

III. The East-West Military Balance

One indisputable faci must first be
emphasized: an fmrvroxnmarﬂ military bal-
ance has arisen, and is being ateadlly
maintained, between the USSR 2nd the
USA and between the Warsaw Treaty
and NATO, both in the world at large
and in Europe, where the most powerful
concentrations of armed forces confront
each other. This plain fact has been
stressed on many occasions by the most
authoritative Soviet leaders. Only a short
time ago, on November 6, 1981, Soviet
Defense Minister Marshal D. F. Ustinov
stated quite clearly: “I can confirm in all
responsibility that a rough parity in
strategic nuclear arms, medium-range
nuclear weapons and conventional arma-
ments exists between the Soviet Union
and the United States, and between the
Warsaw Treaty and NATO.”

[t must be stressed here that in the
Soviet Union’s view approximate parity
is sufficient for defense needs. The
Soviet Union does not seek to upset the
existing equilibrium and gain a military
advantage over the opposite side.
Moreover, the opinion of the Soviet
Union is that maintaining the military-
strategic balance in the obtaining situa-
tion ensures adherence to the principle of
parity and equal security of both sides
and helps objectively to maintain peace
in the world.

A diametrically opposite policy is pur-
sued by the United States, its ruling

circles having set themselves the aim of
changing at all cost the balance of forces
in the world in their favor and attaining
military superiority over the USSR in the
next few years. Colossal funds, unjus-
tified by any considerations of defense
needs, have been allocated to achieve
this aim, which has officially been given
first priority by the Reagan Administra-
tion; efforts have been doubled to build
up the combat capabilities of the
strategic nuclear forces, pressures are at
work to bring additional US medium-
range nuclear missiles to Western
Europe, and plans have been announced
to raise considerably the combat power
and numerical strength of the US armed
forces. Before we turn to the question of
where or what this policy leads to, let us
answer another question: what is the real
relationship between the armed strength
of the two sides?
[et us address ourselves to facts.

The USSR-US
Strategic Nuclear
Balance

By the mid-70s, an approximate bal-
ance had been struck in the quantity and
quality of strategic nuclear arms between
the two powers. While the Strategic
Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT-2) was
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being drawn up, this balance was re-
peatedly checked and cross-checked by
the most qualified experts on both sides,
who came to the conclusion that approxi-
mate parity existed, with one side having
2,500 delivery vehicles and the other,
about 2,300.

To further even up the levels of
strength, agreement was reached at the
signing of the treaty that when it came
into force each of the sides would
commit itself to limiting the total number
of strategic arms to a maximum of 2,400
units in the beginning, and to 2,250 units
from January 1, 1981. Under the Treaty,
the USSR was to dismantle about 250
delivery vehicles, and the USA, about
30.

As everyone will remember, the
SALT-2 Treaty was signed in the sum-
mer of 1979. Soon after the signing
ceremony, James Carter, and later
Ronald Reagan, who succeeded him at
the White House, started making allega-
tions that no parity existed and that the
USSR had left the USA far behind in
strategic arms. How is this about-turn to
be explained? Could the Soviet Union, in
one or two years, have achieved
superiority, and a substantial superiority
at that, in strategic arms, which require
years and years to produce? Or had
some unexpected facts come to light,
which had previously been over-
looked?

But no new facts had come to light. It
was all sheer invention on the part of the
Washington Administration leaders. US
Secretary of State Alexander Haig had to
admit that it was a deliberate fabrication
about Soviet superiority in this field,
when he stated at a meeting with the
editors of US newspapers in Washington,
D. C.,on June 5, 1981: “And I would put
in the central strategic nuclear area the
fact that we are still in an area of rough
equivalents.” In defiance of the facts and
the admission made by his colleague
Alexander Haig, US Secretary of De-
fense Caspar Weinberger keeps on as-
serting that the US is lagging behind the
USSR in strategic forces, and in order to
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correct the alleged imbalance it must
promptly modernize its strategic tri
i.e., take into service new nuclear sys-
tems in even greater numbers and of
greater destructive power than the exist-
ing ones.

In actual fact, however, the US leaders
are thinking not about restoring the
balance, which no one has upset, but of
far different plans. Chief presidential
adviser Edwin Meese admitted in Los
Angeles on August 18, 1981, that the
nuclear program for the 80s announced
by President Reagan “was intended to
enable the US to regain nuclear superior-
ity over the Soviet Union within this
decade”.

It is not only senseless, it is also
extremely dangerous to continue building
up strategic armaments. Senseless be-
cause whatever efforts either side makes,
no matter how hard it strains its powers,
it would not achieve any tangible ad-
vantage, and still less superiority, in
this field—the other side will not
allow it.

The most authoritative Soviet leaders
have repeatedly made this clear. For
example, answering questions from the
West German magazine Der Spiegel, the
Soviet head of state, Leonid Brezhnev,
said:

“Ar.ly'dreams of achieving military
superiority over the USSR would better
be abandoned. If necessary, the Soviet
people will be able to make further
efforts and do everything required to
ensure the reliable defense of their coun-
try.'lt_ would be far more reasonable and
realistic to speak of maintaining the
existing parity which is, as we know
from experience, not a bad basis for
preserving peace.” On the other hand,
the _danger of the nuclear arms race is
obvious to everyone: the qualitatively
new weapons would make control over,
and consequently any agreed limitation
of the new systems very difficult, if not
impossible. A new round in the arms
race would undermine international sta-
bility and increase the danger of a war
breaking out.

The Balance of Medium-Range
. Nuclear Weapons
in Europe

Still more fabrications are being spread
by US propaganda about the relation of
medium-range nuclear weapons of the
Soviet Union and NATO deployed in
Europe. Attempts are being made to
prove that Western Europe is almost
defenseless in face of the “massive
concentration” of Soviet medium-range
missiles. All these inventions could not
be farther from the truth. The numbers
of medium-range nuclear weapons de-
ployed by the USSR and by NATO have
for years remained at approximately the
same level—some 1,000 units on either
side.

The facts will show any unprejudiced
person that this is so. And the facts are
as follows.

If we consider as medium-range
weapons the main missile and airborne
nuclear armaments of the NATO coun-
tries capable of reaching Soviet territory
from sites in Western Europe and the
adjoining seas, that is, those with a range
(action radius) of 1,000 km or more
(excluding, of course, US intercontinen-
tal strategic weapons), and the corre-
sponding Soviet weapons of similar range
deployed in the European part of the
USSR, then there is at present approxi-
mate parity between NATO and the
USSR in such types of weapons in
Europe.

The NATO countries have 986 deliv-
ery vehicles of this type for use in
Europe. This includes more than 700 US
aircraft (F-111s, FB-111s, F-4s and air-
craft on board aircraft carriers cruising
near European shores). In addition,
Britain has 64 ballistic missiles and 55
nuclear-capable bombers, and France 144
units (98 missiles and 46 bombers).

The Soviet Union has 975 units of this
type.

Despite the obvious facts, Western
propaganda is asserting that the Soviet
Union’s SS-20 missiles make it superior

in medium-range nuclear weapons. It will
be recalled, however, that the overall
situation has not changed since the
Soviet Union started replacing the obso-
lescent SS-4s and SS-5s with the ad-
vanced SS-20s. As the Soviet Union
develops a new model, it dismantles one
or even two older models and scraps
them together with their launchers. Ad-
mittedly, unlike its predecessors, the
SS-20 can carry three warheads, but their
total yield is less than that of the old
one. The replacement process has there-
fore reduced the total number of carriers
and at the same time the aggregate yield
of the Soviet medium-range nuclear po-
tential.

While scaring the public with the
Soviet medium-range missiles, US and
NATO leaders deliberately say nothing
about US  forward-based nuclear
weapons and disregard the British and
French nuclear-powered ballistic missile
submarines as if they did not exist, trying
to compare the opposing forces in terms
of land-based missiles only, out of the
general nuclear potential context. This,
they hope, will convince the West Euro-
peans of the need for “additional” arming
of their countries with US missiles. It
must be clear to anyone with any regard
for facts that this approach is at variance
with the principle of parity and equal
security.

Today, the nuclear potentials of both
sides in Europe are approximately equal.
As a matter of fact, this was confirmed
not long ago by West German Chancellor
Helmut Schmidt, US Secretary of State
Alexander Haig, and other Western lead-
ers. At present, however, they prefer—
for some reason—to express other
views. Still, the parity has not been
upset.

It will be remembered that the NATO
countries have more than once upgraded
their medium-range nuclear weapons, and
are continuing to modernize and stock-
pile them to this day. Britain, for exam-
ple, is introducing improved Polaris bal-
listic missiles—carrying six warheads in-

stead of the previous three—for its
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The US has 723 nuclear-capable aircraft in the p(/\_\

European theater as a means of delivery of me- o Qﬂ
dium-range nuclear weapons (1,000 km and g
over).

In addition, West European NATO countries
have in service 263 nuclear delivery vehicles
with a range of over 1,000 km.

In accordance with the decision of the Decem-
[ ber 1979 Session of the NATO Council the
| USA is planning to deploy 108 Pershing 1l
| ballistic missiles and 464 ground-launched
' cruise missiles (GLCMs) with a range of up
' to 2,500 km on the territory of West Euro-

pean countries, starting in 1983.

| The US has stored over 7,000 nuclear munitions
in more than 150 depots in Western Europe
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submarines, and plans to equip its nu-
clear-powered submarines with Trident
missiles, each carrying eight warheads
and having a longer range, in the 90s. In
France, land- and sea-based single-
warhead missiles are to be replaced with
missiles carrying seven warheads; by
1990 the French Navy .is to have seven
missile submarines, compared with the
present five. The US forward-based
weapons, too, are being continually
renewed.

All these developments are considered
a matter of course. And yet, NATO
leaders are demanding that the Soviet
Union should not only abandon its plans
to modernize its own armaments but also
destroy all its medium-range missiles
(SS-20, SS-4 and SS-5). Obviously, this
would mean unilateral disarmament for
the Soviet Union. The more so as the
NATO command are well aware that
their medium-range weapons are today
capable of delivering at one launch/sortie
almost 50 per cent more warheads than
the corresponding Soviet weapons.

In the event of another 572 US nuclear
missiles being deployed in Europe, the
West would gain an almost 50 per cent
advantage over the Warsaw Treaty coun-
tries in the number of medium-range
delivery vehicles, and NATO superiority
would be even greater in terms of
nuclear warheads. The nuclear parity in
Europe would be upset seriously in
NATO’s favor. The balance of strategic
forces between the USSR and the USA
would be tipped, too, because the new
US missiles would be strategic weapons
in relation to the Soviet Union.

This point deserves special attention.
Although Washington has announced of-
ficially that the new missiles are intended
for defending the West European coun-
tries, it actually intends to use them to
strike “pre-emptive” blows at Soviet
intercontinental ballistic missiles and
other vital objectives in the Soviet
Union’s western areas, in other words, at
strategic targets. It must also be realized
that the Pershing II missiles, which the
US intends to site in the FRG, have a
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range of 2,500 km and pinpoint accuragg
and can strike Soviet targets within 5 ¥

6 minutes of launching. This alters the
strategic situation substantially, not only
in Europe but far beyond. The main
intention underlying the US wish to site
its medium-range nuclear weapons in a
number of European NATO countries is
not to ensure European security but
rather to soften the impact of a retalia-
tory strike against the USA, if it attacks
the Soviet Union.

This is why the additional 572 missiles
must be added to the US strategic
potential. Then the US will have far
more strategic weapons than the USSR.
Political and military circles in Washing-
ton are well aware of this. The European
public, however, is kept completely in
the dark.

The NATO-Warsaw Treaty
Organization
General Purpose Forces Balance

The balance in this field is more
complicated. This is due, first, to the
large number of different weapons sys-
tems each side possesses and, second, to
the fact that the Warsaw Treaty coun-
tries may and actually do have superiori-
ty in certain areas and the NATO coun-
tries in others.

There 1s rough parity, however, in
conventional armaments too. Naturally,
there is no full parity in the number of
divisions and armaments. The armed
forces of the two sides are multiform and
dissimilar and they have different struc-
tures and organization. But certain imbal-
ances between the two sides do not upset
the general balance. Efforts are some-
times made in the West to emphasize the
superiority of the Warsaw Treaty coun-
tries in terms of some components of
general purpose forces or armaments,
such as the number of divisions, tanks,
or aircraft. It is well known, however,
that NATO has well-balanced armed

rces, numerous conventional arma-

nts, tactical nuclear weapons and di-
verse means of their delivery and a great
number of anti-tank guided missiles on
the European continent and in the adja-
cent seas. On the whole, however, the
NATO countries’ armed forces and the
armed forces of the Warsaw Treaty
countries have approximately equal com-
bat capabilities.

One can obtain some idea of the rela-
tion of general purpose forces between
the two sides by comparing the number
of combat-ready divisions at their dispos-
al. Note: combat-ready, because only
these can be used to begin hostilities
without any additional mobilization meas-
ures. In Europe 78 divisions of the
Warsaw Treaty countries face 89 NATO
divisions. It should also be noted that if a
full-strength American division numbers
between 16,000 and 19,000 men, and a
West German division, over 20,000 men,
a division of the Warsaw Treaty coun-
tries has the maximum strength of 11,000
men.

True, the USSR has more divisions in
its ground forces than the USA. But this
is quite natural because owing to its
geographical and strategic position the
Soviet Union has to maintain the balance
of forces not only in Europe but-also in
other regions adjoining its borders. The
total length of the Soviet state frontiers
is about 67,000 kilometers, including
more than 20,000 kilometers on land.
These frontiers have to be protected in
the west against the threat from NATO
countries, in the east and south be-
cause of the American military bases
and also China with its growing nu-
clear potential and the largest army in the
world.

Take the ratio of tactical planes and
helicopters between NATO and the War-
saw Treaty countries:

Combat planes s
Combat load deliverable

within a range of 185 km =
Helicopters 1.8:1

Thus, while the Warsaw Treaty coun-
tries have a somewhat greater number of
combat aircraft, NATO enjoys superiori-
ty in terms of combat capabilities of the
ground-support aircraft and the number
of helicopters. However, considering all
the factors of military power of the two
sides the Soviet Union does not make
this a problem, similar to the “tank
problem”.

The theory of the so-called tank threat
from the USSR does not hold water.
When he was US Defense Secretary,
James R. Schlesinger wrote in his report
to Congress that modern anti-tank
weapons deployed in sufficient quantities
offset the Warsaw Treaty countries’ lead
in tanks. In this context, he noted, the
United States did not consider it neces-
sary to have an equal number of tanks
with the Soviet Union. It was precisely
in this way the USA and other NATO
countries thought it possible, as they
themselves admitted, to ensure “equal
combat capabilities” in tanks and anti-
tank weapons.

It i1s true that the Warsaw Treaty
countries have more tanks but the NATO
countries also have quite a few. When it
suits them the US and NATO leaders
take into account only the tanks in the
NATO Allied Command in Europe. They
thus considerably minimize the number
of tanks they have (allegedly, less than
12,000). In actual fact, however, there
are more than 16,000 tanks in the armed
forces of the NATO countries.
Moreover, about 1,500 American tanks
and 6,500 tanks of the West European
NATO countries are stored in depots in
Europe.

Taking this into consideration, the
NATO countries are only slightly in-
ferior to the Warsaw Treaty countries
as far as tanks are concerned (24,000 as
against 25,000).

Today, when the two sides have
roughly equal technical opportunities for
equipping their armed forces but have
different structures and organization of
forces, an objective estimate of the
balance of general purpose forces can be
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made on the basis of their numerical
strength.

NATO Warsaw

thous. I'reaty Ratio
thous.
Regular armed
forces, total 4,933 4,788 1.03:1
Ground forces,
total 2,713 2,613 1.04:1
Ground forces in
Europe 2,123 1,669 1.27:1

An exchange of figures at the Vienna
talks on reducing forces and armaments
in Central Europe (as of January 1, 1980)
confirms that the ground and air forces of
the two sides in Central Europe are
approximately equal (NATO—991,000,
Warsaw Treaty—979,000).

The Navies of NATO
and the Warsaw Treaty Countries

Appraising the Soviet Navy, the Pen-
tagon leaders claim that “the Soviet
Navy has been transformed from a
basically coastal defense force into an
ocean-going force designed to extend the
military capability of the USSR well out
to sea”.

During the past two decades the USSR
has undoubtedly improved the technical
equipment and combat capability of its
Navy. But the US Navy has not marked
time either and has continued to increase
its combat potential.

The strike forces are the chief compg.
nent of the US and NATO navies. Tk
have 25 aircraft carriers and air-capable
ships (including 20 of the USA), whereas
the Soviet Navy has only 2 air-capable
ships designed principally for anti-
submarine warfare.

The naval forces of the Warsaw Trea-
ty countries have more small surface
ships with a limited cruising range, de-
signed exclusively to protect their coasts.
The US and other NATO countries’
navies have almost 3 times as many
battleships, cruisers, destroyers and mis-
sile frigates equipped with missiles and
designed to carry out missions in the
naval task forces. The lead of the
Warsaw Treaty countries in the number
of submarines is more than offset by the
fact that NATO has 3 times as many
major warships.

The US naval aviation is 2.5 times as
strong as the Soviet naval air force in
terms of the number of aircraft and is
even stronger in terms of striking power.
US aircraft carriers carry more than 520
nuclear-capable attack aircraft which can
strike at targets deep in Soviet territory.
The Soviet naval air forces are designed
to engage warships rather than to attack
the American continent.

The trend in development of the US
naval forces is far from defensive. This
can be seen from the fact that the
strength of the Marine Corps at the

Comparison of the Navies of NATO and the Warsaw Treaty Countries

NATO Warsaw Warsaw
Treaty Treaty
balance
total incl. total incl.
USA USSR
Aircraft carriers and air-capable
ships 25 20 2 2 —-23
Submarines 279 128 385 377 +106
Battleships, cruisers, destroyers,
and missile frigates 300 145 107 106 193
Escorts (frigates) and minor anti-
submarine ships 319 99 187 168 —132
Boats and minesweepers 711 168 1,059 735 348
Landing ships and boats 541 160 132 86 -409
Warships, total 2,175 720 1,872 1,474 303
Combat planes and helicopters 3175 2,530 1,126 1.040 2,047
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isposal of the Pentagon is almost 16

es that of the Soviet Marines (USA—
90,000 men, USSR—12,000 men).
Thus, irrespective of whether we
compare strategic nuclear weapons
or medium-range nuclear weapons in
Europe or general purpose forces
of NATO and Warsaw Treaty coun-
tries, there is evidence of rough parity
between them on all counts. The
USA and NATO are not lagging be-
hind.

In a TV interview on August 21, 1981
Chancellor Schmidt of the Federal Re-

public of Germany said: “American
politicians are. trying to create the im-
pression that they are determined to
restore the balance whatever the cost. In
my view, the balance hasn’t in fact been
upset.”

The balance is there, it exists, and not
on paper, but in reality. There is no need
for the United States to rearm, because it
has never lagged behind the USSR.
Rearmament on the pretext of achieving
parity is in actual fact a drive for military
superiority.




IV. Two Trends in World Politics

In recent years two opposite trends
have stood out more and more sharply in
the approach of the Soviet Union and
that of the United States to the solution
of international problems.

The determining line in the Soviet
Union’s foreign policy activities has al-
ways been and still is the struggle for
peace and security of nations, for detente
and curbing of the arms race. Leonid
Brezhnev emphasized: “No task is more
important today in the international field
for our Party, our people, and indeed for
all nations on our planet, than to
safeguard peace.”

It is only natural that the problem of
maintaining peace and preventing war is
given so high a priority. Man has made
unprecedented progress in science, pro-
duction and culture. On the other hand,
however, the great powers have stock-
piled weapons the use of which could
result in incalculable disasters for man-
kind and irreparable damage to our
civilization. The present situation, with a
nuclear sword of Damocles hanging over
the nations, is a direct consequence of
the arms race which has already been
going on for a long time.

The unswerving peaceful line of Soviet
foreign policy was reaffirmed at the 26th
CPSU Congress, which advanced a series
of constructive proposals on the key
issues of international life, such as limita-
tion of strategic nuclear arms and
medium-range  nuclear weapons In
Europe; cessation of all tests of nuclear
weapons and discontinuation of their
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manufacture and reduction of stockpiles
to the point of their complete liquidation;
banning the development and manufac-
ture of all new types of mass destruction
weapons; lowering the level of military
confrontation in Central Europe; confi-
dence-building measures in the military
field; reducing tensions and eliminating
hot-beds of conflict over enormous ter-
ritories, from Central Europe to the Far
East, through the Middle East, the Per-
sian Gulf and the Indian Ocean.

All these proposals are motivated by
one consideration—that of clearing up
the international climate, deepening de-
tente and removing the threat of war.
While pressing for a radical improvement
in the situation and advancing concrete
initiatives, the Soviet Union presents no
ultimatums. Its proposals are an invita-
tion to a dialogue and negotiations which
can and must cover any possible mea-
sures promoting solution of urgent inter-
national problems.

United States policy is going the other
way. Instead of seeking agreement on the
basis of equality and equal security it
gives priority to achieving military
superiority; stead of curbing the arms
race, 1t talks about rearmament and
development of new, still more powerful,
mass destruction weapons. Ignoring the
realitics of the world we live in, the US
ruling circles are going out of their way
to change in their favor the relation of
forces on the world scene. President
Reagan admitted in a talk with out-of-
town newspaper editors on October 17,

81, that the US is setting the pace in
arms race and said that the Russians
will not be able to catch up with the US.

In actual fact, Washington is doing all
it can to kill detente. It has set its sights
on achieving domination over other coun-
tries and nations, imposing its will on
them, exploiting their territories economi-
cally and using them for its military-
strategic purposes.

The Soviet Union and the United States
take different views of the arms limitation
treaties already concluded and the talks
going on. In the 70s, a mechanism for
talks on disarmament on a multilateral
and bilateral basis was set up on the
initiative of the Soviet Union and other
countries of the socialist community,
matched by a measure of realism on the
part of the USA. Efforts to develop and
improve this mechanism became an es-
sential part of detente and had a favora-
ble effect on the international situation;
they resulted in agreements on the limita-
tion of strategic arms and the prevention
of nuclear war, some confidence-building
measures in Europe, and in the elabora-
tion of the principles of Soviet-American
relations.

The Soviet Union’s attitude to its
international commitments is clearly for-
mulated in the Constitution of the USSR.
The Soviet Union has. never violated the
standards of international law or any
treaties or agreements. It has always
been a reliable partner in international
affairs. “If we put our signature under a
treaty,” Leonid Brezhnev pointed out,
“we mean that we are fully resolved to
stick to its letter and spirit, strictly and
entirely.”

The USA takes a different approach to
the treaties it signs. It has become a rule
in Washington to flout the international
community and generally accepted stan-
dards of interstate relations. In practice
the present Administration has adopted
the line of torpedoing previously signed
disarmament agreements. US Secretary
of State Alexander Haig said: “We are a
little preoccupied with the 1972 under-
standings ... although they were agreed

upon by both sides.” The US has not
ratified the 1979 Strategic Arms Limita-
tion Treaty, SALT-2 signed in 1979,
which could be a major contribution to
curbing the arms race. Washington has
not raised a finger to set in motion the
1974 treaty on limiting underground nu-
clear weapons tests and the 1976 treaty on
underground nuclear explosions for
peaceful purposes.

Attempts are being made to water
down the agreements, already in force,
despite their undoubted efficiency. This
concerns the interim agreement on cer-
tain measures for limiting strategic offen-
sive arms (SALT-1) and the treaty on the
limitation of anti-ballistic missile sys-
tems. For example, chief presidential
adviser Edwin Meese stated publicly:
“We feel there is no legal or moral
commitment to abide by SALT-1....”
Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger
has repeatedly said that, depending on
the results in the development of anti-
ballistic missile systems, the USA might
demand the revision or even cancellation
of the anti-missile systems treaty. “If,”
he emphasized, “we find at the conclu-
sion of the study that there is a far more
effective system that would require revi-
sions in the treaty, I think it’s fair to say
we wouldn’t hesitate to seek those revi-
sions....” This is practically a threat to
undermine one of the keystones of the
whole strategic arms limitation process.

The resumption of negotiations on the
limitation of strategic weapons is being
delayed under all sorts of excuses.
Initially, US Administration officials
suggested resuming these talks in 1981,
now they are talking about 1982. Neither
is the US position made any clearer by
statements that before the Americans sit
down at the negotiating table they would
have, no more no less, to complete the
reappraisal of their attitude to the
strategic arms limitation problem. In
other words, the men in Washington are
waiting for themselves, while thinking up
questionable conditions such as linking the
talks with the Soviet Union’s foreign
policy moves or renunciation of the
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mutually acceptable principles of arms
limitation already agreed by both sides.
This is a way of veiling the unwillingness
of certain quarters in the USA to get
down to a businesslike discussion of
strategic arms issues and their desire to
gain time to complete their own large-
scale military programs.

The US has played a negative role in
the matter of nuclear arms limitation
in Europe. It will be recalled that in
the autumn of 1979 the Soviet Union
suggested starting concrete talks on this
issue. Although, after a considerable
amount of procrastination by the US, the
talks on the limitation of nuclear
weapons in Europe have moved off the
dead point, everything seems to indicate
that the United States is interested more
in pushing through its plans to deploy 572
new US nuclear missiles in Europe than
in achieving a mutually acceptable for-
mula meeting the interests of the Euro-
pean nations and satisfying the principle
of equality and equal security. The
reason 1S not hard to find: it lies in the
US Administration’s efforts to limit only
the Soviet medium-range missiles, leav-
ing the US forward-based nuclear
weapons In place.

The stance taken by the USA and its
allies has virtually deadlocked the talks
on mutual reduction of armed forces
and armaments in Central Europe. The
socialist countries are working hard to
end the deadlock; they are ready to start
reduction by 5, 10, 20 or, the other side
willing, 50 per cent, provided this does
not upset the existing balance of forces
and give one side advantage over the
other. Whereas the USSR has unilateral-
ly withdrawn 20,000 troops, 1,000 tanks
and some other military equipment from
the GDR, the USA has in the past four
years increased the number of its troops
in Central Europe by 26,000 men. Jug-

gling with figures at the Vienna talks, the
US and other NATO countries would not
hear of any compromise proposals. The
general impression is that they have no
interest in reducing the level of military
confrontation in Europe.
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down of talks on such important aspj
of the arms limitation problem as tfe
prohibition of chemical weapons, a
complete and general ban on nuclear
weapons testing, limitation of military
activities in the Indian Ocean, restric-
tions of sales and supplies of convention-
al weapons, and anti-satellite systems.
The Reagan Administration shows no
signs of interest in resuming these talks.
. The Soviet Union came out with a new
important initiative at the 36th session of
the UN General Assembly—it proposed
conclusion of a treaty banning the siting
of all types of weapons in outer space.
This initiative elicited no support from
the USA.

The USSR has urged the international
community to adopt a declaration “To
Prevent a Nuclear Catastrophe™, pro-
claiming that states or statesmen resorting
first to nuclear weapons would be guilty of
a grave crime against humanity, and that
all doctrines permitting first use of nuclear
weapons are incompatible with human
moral and the lofty ideals proclaimed by
the UN. This proposal was approved by a
majority of the United Nations member
countries.

Answering a question from a Pravda
correspondent in October 1981, Leonid
Brezhnev said: “Why should the United
States not support the proposal made by
the Soviet Union at the current UN
General Assembly session concerning the
non-use of nuclear weapons first? Clearly
if there is no first nuclear strike, there
would be no second or third nuclear
strike. This would naturally make absurd
all talk about the possibility or impossi-
bility of victory in a nuclear war—the
question of nuclear war would fall away
altogether.”

The Soviet proposal drew practically
no response from the US and NATO
leaders.

In May 1980, indeed, the Warsaw
Treaty Organization had suggested that
all nations participating in the European
Conference sign a treaty on not using
either nuclear or conventional weapons

The US is responsible for the br?k-

hed aside by the West.

he Soviet Union and the other socialist
countries are firmly opposed to the
world’s division into opposite military
blocs and are calling for the simultaneous
dissolution of NATO and the Warsaw
Treaty. They have advanced the proposal
not to extend the existing military-political
groupings in Europe and on other conti-
nents. and to form no new ones, as is duly
reflected in a resolution of the 35th session
of the UN General Assembly. Defying the
will of the world community, however,
Washington has compelled its NATO allies
to sign a protocol admitting Spain to the
North Atlantic bloc. The United States
intends to set up new military bases on the
Iberian Peninsula and build up its military
presence in Europe.

These facts are, in our view, enough
to show everybody who champions peace
and who is girding himself for war.

Ever since it came into existence the
Soviet state has opposed interference in
the affairs of sovereign states.

The United States, on the other hand,
has elevated interference in the affairs of
sovereign states and suppression of na-
tional liberation movements by all means
at its disposal to the level of its official
policy. In the history of the United
States military force and violence have
always played a dominant role. During
the two centuries of its existence the
United States has unleashed more than
200 wars and colonial campaigns. William
Fulbright, a well-known American politi-
cal figure, wrote that the Americans had
created a society whose chief occupation
was violence. The grim impression was
created that the Americans took wars for
granted. For many years they had been

either waging a war or preparing to start
a war in some part of the world. War and
the military had become part and parcel
of the American way of life, and vio-
lence was the most important product of
America, he noted.
Here are a few figures to illustrate this
appraisal.
According to the American Brookings

f|'ist. This approach, too, has been

Institution, between 1946 and 1975 the
United States directly or indirectly used
its armed forces and threatened other
countries with military interference 215
times. In 19 instances Washington dis-
cussed in earnest the employment of
nuclear weapons, the USSR being directly
threatened four times. The United States
has initiated or participated in most
military conflicts since 1945. In these
conflicts for which the imperialist forces
were responsible, more than 10 million
people lost their lives. According to the
US News & World Report, between
December 1945 and February 1972, exclu-
sive of 1955, 1956 and 1959, American
troops, aircraft and warships interfered in
practically every part of the world—in
Europe, Africa, the Middle East, Asia and
Latin America.

1954. Rebels trained by the CIA and
supported by American aircraft invaded
Guatemala and overthrew the democratic
Arbenz government.

1958. 14,000 US Marines and ground
troops supported by the whole US Sixth
Fleet landed in the Lebanon and helped
the reactionary government (0 SUpPpress
the popular action.

1961. Attempted intervention in Cuba
aimed at overthrowing its revolutionary
government.

1962-1972. Brutal US aggression
against the peoples of Indochina, whose
consequences make themselves felt even
now. More than 600,000 servicemen sup-
ported by the air forces and combat ships
participated.

1965. American Marines and airborne
troops invaded the Dominican Republic,
suppressed the people’s uprising and
brought a counter-revolutionary junta to
power.

1973. Following the mutiny of the
military engineered with CIA participa-
tion, a fascist coup was carried out in
Chile.

The United States is continuing its
gross interference in the affairs of
sovereign states to this day. It is bent on
suppressing at all costs the national
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liberation movement in Latin American
countries. It is instrumental in the slaugh-
ter of people in El Salvador, and is
engaged in subversive activities against
Nicaragua, Grenada and Guatemala’s na-
tional liberation forces. Military provoca-
tions and continuous threats against Cuba
have grown to dangerous proportions.
Some other countries of this region
which do not want to follow submis-
sively in the wake of American policy
have fallen victim to blackmail and
threats.

The US is intensifying its aggressive
ventures in Africa. Using South Africa as
its tool the United States is determined
to crush the SWAPO detachments, to
take Namibia under its control, to de-
stabilize the situation in Angola and
Mozambique and strengthen its positions
in this strategic region.

[t devotes special attention to Egypt
and Sudan, considering them as starting
grounds for penetration into the Middle
East and Africa.

The USA is continuing to arm Israel
and is seeking to station its troops in the
Sinai, which may complicate even more
the explosive situation in this region.
Taking advantage of the situation in
Egypt, the United States is making all
haste to increase its military presence
there.

Large naval forces are massed in the
Eastern Mediterranean, the US Sixth

Fleet and the US-based rapid deployment
force have been alerted.

The USA has involved Pakistan in the
undeclared war against Afghanistan and
IS using it as its stronghold in pursuing its
hegemonistic aims in the Middle East and
Persian Gulf area. It is increasing its aid
to its puppets in South Korea, stepping
up its interference in Iran, and support-
ing the Pol Pot bands in Kampuchea and
the separatists in North-Eastern India.

No matter in what part of the planet
the so-called “flashpoints” may arise, the
US aggressive forces will not fail to
appear there.

The Soviet Union, on the other hand,
prompted by its desire to ease tensions in
International relations and ensure that
they follow the road of detente and
cooperation, to curb the arms race and
lessen the danger of a nuclear war, is
countering the militarist efforts of West-
ern reactionary circles with a balanced,
restrained and confident approach to the
solution of international problems by
negotiation and by search of mutually
acceptable agreements. This policy is not
prompted by considerations of momen-
tary advantage. It is a built-in feature of
socialism, which is fundamentally op-
posed to any policy of expansion and
recourse to war or the threat of force as
an instrument of foreign policy, of inter-
ference in the affairs of other nations
and of imposing one’s will on them. ‘

Conclusion

The reader has been given an oppor-
tunity to acquaint himself with the facts,
including comparative data, which give
an objective picture of the present world
balance of military strength, and of its
components. He has been informed of
the magnitude of the US military poten-
tial, which the ruling circles in Washing-
ton, to judge by their deeds (rather than
statements), would like to place at the
disposal of the Moloch of war.

Anyone who looks at these facts
impartially will see that for more than
three decades the United States has been
building up its war machine and initiating
successive arms race spirals for anything
but defensive purposes. Neither can the
cause of peace benefit from the man-
hating concepts of a nuclear first strike
or “limited” nuclear war in Europe, from
the bid to turn whole continents into a
firing range for nuclear “demonstration”
and “warning” shots. The peoples of
Europe endured a harrowing ordeal dur-
ing World War II, and it is not surprising
that they consider criminal the very
thought of another war, let alone a
nuclear war.

Peace “from a position of strength™ is
what the men in Washington would like
to have. These days, they are not con-
cerned about the equality and equal
security of the sides, and are bent on
developing new, increasingly more de-
structive weapons of mass annihilation,
on securing military superiority over the
Soviet Union, and establishing hegemony
and direct domination over other coun-
tries and nations.

It has been universally acknowledged
that the Soviet Union and the United
States, like the countries of Europe
belonging to the opposite military al-
liances, are at a point of relative equilib-
rium in military capability, and this is
confirmed by the aggregate of facts and
figures on the armaments and armed
forces of the two sides. This equilibrium
is objectively a factor stabilizing the
international situation and was, indeed,
the starting point in the relaxation of
tensions.

It is more than obvious that in the
present conditions no one will succeed in
upsetting the existing military-strategic
equilibrium and winning superiority. And
those who nurse any such plan are
clearly exaggerating their own capacity
and overlooking the capacity of the other
side, which will not remain passive in
face of war preparations aimed against it.

Any attempt at upsetting the equilib-
rium will lead to a new round of the arms
race, to an aggravation of the danger of
war. Whether or not the road to any
increase of this danger is blocked —that
is the chief problem that directly con-
cerns each and everyone, and over which
a struggle is under way today on a world
scale.

The Soviet approach to this problem
meets the vital interests of all peoples of
the world. It means not military confron-
tation between states but common securi-
ty. The orientation of the USSR on
good-neighbourly relations and detente is
not prompted by considerations of

momentary advantage but by its consis-
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tent and unshakable will for peace. The
USSR is not going to attack anybody and
does not aim to be stronger than others.
There is no weapon which it would regret
discarding, provided, of course, this is
done on a reciprocal basis. The Soviet
Union is prepared to confirm this with
actions, that is, to translate it into the
language of concrete obligations in Gene-
va, Vienna or elsewhere.

The new initiatives relating to nuclear
weapons in Europe advanced by Leonid
Brezhnev, head of the Soviet state,
during his visit to the FRG in November
1981 are further evidence of a deep sense
of responsibility for the destinies of
humankind. The Soviet Union advocates
a radical reduction of medium-range nu-
clear weapons and complete renunciation
by the two sides—West and East—of all
types of these weapons. And in general
what it wants is to see Europe free at
last from nuclear weapons.

Leonid Brezhnev gave a straightfga
ward answer to the United States pro @
als in President Reagan’s speech of
November 18, 1981.

These proposals completely disregard
the principles of equality and equal
security of the sides and call for unilater-
al disarmament of the Soviet Union,
dismantling of all Soviet medium-range
missiles, while hundreds of land-based
and sea-based missiles, nuclear-armed
aircraft of the USA and its European
allies are aimed at the USSR and the
other Warsaw Treaty countries.

We in the Soviet Union would like to
hope that those who formulate US policy
take a more realistic approach. Unre-
strained intimidation of peoples with the
spurious “Soviet military threat” is no
longer effective. People in the West
will be able to see for themselves
where the threat to peace really comes
from.
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