(Paul Gregorios)

I The INF Treaty, Retente and Euphoria

It is now'mo:e.thcn a year since the I.N.F.
treaty was signed in December 1987. C{ertaiinly, it was an
epoch-making event. It has kindled new hope in the hearts
of human beings. People cin hoyc, in raalist;b terms, for
a peaceful future for humanity. It has now become possible
to.conceive of a humanity without weapons of mass d@struétion.
Peace.ﬁovementc have received a new dose of'creﬁib&lity- .?5?9.
can no lorger be accused of being unrealistic in@ utépiau.

'

President Gorbachov of the soviet Qninn has
emerged as a genuine world statesman of the calibre of a
Jayaﬁarlal Nehru, with his global ﬁﬁmanist vision. E&en.thc
image of President apégan of the U.S.A. has gone up in the

estimation of many people as a genuine lover of peace.

A general atmosphere of detente has been:
generated in the world, though tensions still remain. So many
regional conflicts have begun to subside and to secek peaceful
resolution. The Afghanistan settlement, and the cessation of
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the Irage-lran war are outatandﬁg examples of the fruits
of this detente. Even ;{caat:a'l America, Southexrn Africa
and the Middle East, three regions of world where conflicts
once seemed so acute have begun to show hopeful signs of a
democratic, peaceful settlembat,

Israel, which m to be so intractably and
at.-ubbomli committed to sﬁu terrorism, on December 2nd 1988,
showed a radically new attitude of anti-terrorism when the
hijackers of the Ilyushin~76T Soviet Plane landed in Ben Gwr lan
airport in Tel Aviv and were arrested and imprisoned by the
Israeli militia.

And now the UN General Assembly has adopted a
resolution to hold a Middle East Peace Conference, with
only U.S.A. and Lsrael opposing. (Dec 15,1988). The U.S.A.
has agreed to hold direct talks with the P.L.O. The P.L.O.
has now received the new designation: *Palestine® in the
U.Ne, though U.S.A. and Ierael have voted against it.

v 4
The ﬁrazz:f_uo- Peuce Accord for Namibian
independence from April 1, 1989 is another major achievement
of the post=INF detente.
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"Summitry® has become a m jor instrument of international
diplomacy, Go:bachov met Rtaﬁan and Bush in Dec.88, Rajiv
Gandhi in November 88, and the Brazilian President also
earliesr., HRajiv Gandhi went to Beijing for an India=China
summit, and had a visit to Pakistan earlier.
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President Gorbachov's UN address has substantially
helped the detente. iHis unilateral pledge to reduce Soviet
military strength within twe years has in some sense made
history just as much as the INF Treaty. The pledge to
reduce the Soviet armed foréoo by half a million men has sent
earth-quake like tremors even in the Soviet military establishe-
ment with its new head, 50-year cld General Moiseyev. 10,000
tanks, 8,500 artillery pieces .and 800 combat aircraft are
to be eliminated.'

There can be no doubt that the general detente created-
by the four USA/USSK summits leading up to the signing of the
INF treaty and the more recent Gorbachov initiatives have been
eminently productive and fruitful,

et

1. Critics point out that imbalance would s$till remain between
NATO and WPO. Since NATO has only 16,412 tanks compared to
WPO's 51,500, and 14,458 artillery pleces compared to WRi's
43,400, This does not take into account the factors of
technological quality, and non=NATO tanks and artillery
pieces on the Western side.
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Anc yet there is a danger of euphoria in that
very fruitfulness. First af'all the sligning of the INF
treaty to eliminate intermediate and short range land-based
missiles of the USA and the USSR does not necessarily lead
to the second steg::igning of the agreement for 50% reduction
of strategic weapons. The START talks are proceeding very

slowly indeed.

Second, the INF treaty deals only with about 3,6% of
the world's nuclear arsenals, and the remaining 96.4% is
there, still threatening a&ll humanity énd all life with total

destruction.

Third, so long ac»theio is no freeze on the manufacture
of new nuclear weapons, thousands of more deadly snd more
accurate nuclea:~weapons are belng added to the ;taeaals of
the nuclear powers every year. The world nuclear arsenal
today, a year after the signing of the INF - Treaty has both
quantitatively and qualitativelv increased, after the treaty

was signed, and goes on increasing every day.

Fourth, most people are not aware of the fact that
not a single nuclear warhead {out of ﬁhe world's 60,000 nuclear
warheads) will be destroyed as a result of the INF Treaty.
It relates only to delivery systems -~ not warheads.
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The distinction between Intermediate Range and strategic
Range applies only to missixcé. i.2. delivery systems,
not warheads. 5o the INF treaty does not lead to the

reduction of nuclear weapons at all.

Fifth very few pecple realize that the Soviet Union
had to make a heavy concessiPR in accepting the principle of
asymmetry in reduction of weapons. Six Soviet missile system
are destroyed, compared to only four on the U.S, side.2
Out of the total reduction of 1599 IRM's and 1096 SRM's
with a range of 500 to %%00 kms (all land-based), the vast
majority ave Soviet miséiles {85A - about 800 missiles, USSR
about 1800). :

‘Sixthly, though it may not be quite fair to say so,
one factor which made it easler for President Reagan and the
USA to agree was the fact that these are weapons against
‘which SDI 1s not effective (due to their shorter trajectory
and consequently less time to intercept), and in a first-strike
strategy the elimination of the cruise missiles of the enemy
is important,

e eSapununes ’ s

2. Sovict systems to be dismantled are :(a) SS=20 (RSD=10)
ballistic missiles -« range ca 4000 Kms, with their launchers;
(b) S5-4{R=12) missiles and launchers - range 2000 Kms,
ic S5=S (R=14) {d) S5C=%~4 (RK 95) Crulse missiles,
e) S5=12 (OTR=~22) ballistic missiles and launchers- range
900 Kn, and (f) $5-~23(0TR-23) Bué- range 500 Xps). U.5. system
are (a) Pershing 2 cruise missles (1800 Kms), (b) Tomahank
cruise missiles and their mobile launchers (2500 Kms), (c)
Pershing t=-A BMs (790 Kms) and (d) Pershing 1-B Bis.
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If we take all ihooo factors into consideration,
the INF treati gives no ground for the peace movements
to engage in euphoria or rest on their ocars. The campaign
for elimination of all nuclear weapons within a time~bound
programme must proceed with redoubled vigour. Peace mow =~

ments should now vigorusly campaign for

1. speeding up the START process to achieve agreement on
30 reduction of strategic weapons by the middie of 1989.

2. Drafting, negotiating, signing and ratifying a compre-
hensive Test Ban Treaty before the end of 1989;

3. agreeing universally on a total freeze on the manufacture
and deployment of all weapons of mass destruction and their

delegitimisationy

4, agreeing on a total ban and illegalisation of all chemical

and bacteriological weapons;

5. ‘a drastic reduction of conventional weapons and forces,
both by bilateral or multilateral agxetmgnt and by unilateral
neasurcs like the ones announced by President Gorbachov in

his UK address in December 883

6. the convening of a world disarmament conference in which
nations will come to agreenment on a time~bound programme for
the elimination of all weapons of mass destruction b y 2010
at the latest, if possible aarlier.
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7. concentrating attention of peace movements on naval
disarmament, in view of the fact that as land-based missiles
(which are very vulnerable) are being eliminated, more and
more warheacs and delivery systems are being shifted to the
oceans and deployed on aircraft carriers, nuclear-powered

submarines and bhattleships}

Be continuing to watch the strategies of weapons manufacturers
and traders to maintain or increase thelr orofit by deviging
new schemes for space-based defence, radar-escaping delivery

systems, and new technologies like directed anergy weapons;

9. watching smaller nations developing or acquiring rockets
for use with cherical, bleloglical and climatslogical weapons
(some nations in the Middle East and North Africa seem to be
moving in.this direction);.

and 10, concentrating on building public opinion for an alternate

system of comprehensive Global Common Security.



-5
I

PEACE Al JUSTILE = THo PAIORIVY QUeSLICN

The concern for Disarmament has definitely grown
outside the industrially a@Wanced countries. Two-third wWorld
initiatives like that of the‘ﬂoanhligned Hovement gseem to be
becomnling more effective tham before. The Six-Nation initiative
has lost some of its strength, since most of the seniorx
statesmen who initiated 1t aze no longexr in power (Olof Palme,
Julius Nycrere, de la Madrid, Alfonsin). The Delhi Declaration
signed by ¥Mikhal Gorbachov and Hajiv Gandhi in 1986 laid down
ten important principles which could promote disarmament, Their
second suemit (November 20, 1988} dssued 2 major statement
emphasizing "tk importance of efforts by all states to develop
2 comprehensive global system of international security®, as
the foundation for "a nuclear-weapon~free and non-viclent world".
India had already put forwaxd an “action plan for ushering in
a nuciesr-weapon-frec and non=violent world order by 2010 A.D."
The second summit statement (1988) affirmed:

"The Soviet Union and India believe that universal
peace and stability c¢an only be built on economically
sound foundationse A new international economic oxder
should be established on a Just and equitable basis.
Urgent and serious steps nead to bs taken to resolve

the growing glcbal debt problem, and the crisis of the
international monetary and financial systeam®,



In the socialist world as well as in the Two-third
#World, there 1s a growing recognition of the integral relation
between justice and peace. I shall try to show that relation
more clearly in the third section of this paper on Compre-
hensive commnon security. Hepe we need only to point out
that one nf the temptations ¥ecing wastorn peace movemeniks
is to separate the issue of peace from that of justice, and

to give a highsr priority to peace over justice,

Almost as a consequence most iwo-third worid people
do not take any great interest in the issues of peace and
disarmament. In Africa or Latin America, Asia or the Caribbean,
it is very difficult today to enlist the interest of the

masses in the Peace Movement.

This problem should receive the special attention
of EHuzopean and American Peace wovenenis, lThe impression
outside the western world is that while wesizrn peace
movements are anxious to eliminate the possibility of a
nuclear war, and are also actively concerned about conserxing
the ecological balance, thexre 18 no corresponding concern
evident in their activities about justice in the world, both
within nations and betwaen ﬁatiﬁﬂ§y:4'
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As far as the Two=third World is concerned, peace
without justice is notl a desired goal fox wmost of us,
especially for those who are aware ithat even without war
millions die every year ia our part of the world from
poverty, malnutrition and leck of hyglene, and millions
live a sub-human lifa without their basic material needs

being mat,

It may be usefal in this connection to point out
that even in leftist clrcles, there is some questioning
of the New Thinking 1n‘the Soviet Union in this regard.
%e can understand the mtatement that if there is a nuclear
holocaust, humanity and 1ife itself on this planet may “ﬂ°k-
suryive. There {5 some logic therefore in the argument
that the survival of humanity should receive a higher
priority than class conflict and class confrontation. It
is obvious that if huwanily does not survive there will be

no classes to counflict or confront each other.

1t 1s possible that the Soviet Union has more inside
informaticn about the intentions of other natlons to wage
a limited os e uniimited nutiesr ware The Soviet Union's
apparent view ithat thezre 1s lLwidinent danger of a nuclear
holocaust which could imperil the survival of huwmanity has

therefore to be treated with respect. But to the oppressed



and expleoited millions of our world, and for thsse who

are vitally concernad about their emancination, even the
threat of a nuclear war is not sufficient o make them
downplay the class struggle or vefrain from ¢lase confront-
ation. The threat of a miéiclear war should not be usged as
an argument for de-~emphad¥dEing the demand for justice
within and among nationss The survival of human life is
iiapor iant, because human 1ife has value in itssslf,
particularly for Christians who belleve that humanity to be
created in the image of God, But an unjust and oppressive
human 1ife is not the iaagé nf God who is good and just.

If the quality of the humanity which survives is as low as
it is for the non-affluent of the world, the argument

about subordinating the class stxuggle to the highexr priority
of humian survival may not carry much weight with them,

The counter-argument 1s: "what if class confrontation
increases the danger of a nuclear war 7 Is it not necessary,
gven as a strategy, to play down class confyrontation in order
1o promote detente, and to create an atmosphere more
conducive to nuclear disarmament ? There is some weighi in
that argument, especially for thosge not foially diséatisf&ed
with their present gquality of lifa,
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It is clear thaé two different strategies are
evolving. The socialist countries, where the working
class 1e already supposed to be in power, may not find
the class struggle concept particularly useful in the
analysis of thelr own domestic problems including economic
staghation, For them restpucturing the economy and being
_able to cope with production demands may constitute a higher
priority than the international class struggle. But in the
Two-third World where the State is still largely an instrument
of the exploiting class, the oppressed and exploited working
class may not see clearly the need to raise productivity,
when they know that a good portion of the surplus value
created by their labour would be appropriated by the owners
of the means of production and hf;r the growing middle class.
In the socialist countries perestroika means greater sharing
by the working class in the power and the profit of the
‘production system: this is not so in most Two-third world
countries where higher economic productivity helps only to
swell the middle class and to make the rich richer.

The Two~third world countxies are therefore likely
to go an ascribing a higher priority to justice ovei,p.act,
while socialist countries seem willing to put the priorites

the other way., This does create an aspect of alienation
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between socialist peoples and the opprassed peoples of
the Two=third world. There is also allienation between

the Peace Movements of the west and the Two-third world
peoples.
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There is no room for euphorla, Mikhail Gorbachov
has given us cause to hope =
a. by making the unfair cencession necessary for securing
the INF agreement, b. by creating an atmosphere of detente,
and ¢, by making bold moves for unilateral conventional

disarmament.,

The responses from the other side have been
congtrained and far from enthusiastic. The attitude still
is that of taking advantage of the other's genuine desires
for peace and disarmament. The philosophy prevailing is
still that of the superiority of one side over the other.
The intention to overthrow and trample on the soclalist system
is far from disappeared. Not only the concessions made by
the Soviet Union, but its very attitude of reconciliation
and detente is taken to be a consequence of the strength
of the West and the weakness of socialism,

Let us hope, though it cannot be a fully sanguine
hope, that the START talks and the Vienna talks will move
very fast and achieve some dramatic results in both the
nuclear and the conventiggf'fields.
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We would still Sa highly inseccure and in danger of
pexishing as a race, sven after 504X of nuclear warheads,
and delivery systems have been destroyed, even after a 50%
reduction of conventional weapons and forces 1is imp!omented.
even after getting a comprehensive Test Ban Treaty elgned,
even after S.D.1 is tottli? abandoned and space technology
is used only for peaceful puzrposes.

The fundamental problems of our present quest for
human security ares (a) trying to make an unjust system
secure for those in power and (b) seeking to build that

security on force, weapons and terror.

A Comprehensive system of Global Common Security is
intended to take care of both these probliems. It involves
radically different perceptions. ¥Fhese Three of these
perceptions are

(a) the nonemilitary aspects of security
(b) Security without weapons of mass destruction
and (c) Security that goes beyond natlonal defense to a
comron programme of cnsuriég gsecurity to a;l nations
and peoples.



The UN Confetoﬁcc on the Relation between Disarmament
and Development has clearly recognized the significance of
the non-military factors in security and insccurity. Economic
and Social Security is just as Lmportant as security against
external attack. There are explosions dcyeloping which arxe
just as threatening as selear explosions - not only in
Southern Africa, Central Amexrica and the Mlddle East, but
also in every situation where the very socio-economic
structure promotes injustice and discontent. Until all
peoples and all human beings are given the possibility of
1iving a dignified and secure human life, there cannot be
real security for anyone. People need to live in freedom
and creativity and sustain their identities, They have to
share in social, econemic and éolitlcal power in an equitable
way in each nation as well as in the international community.
This is the central plank of the platform of comprehensive
Global Common Security (SGCS).

The second plank of SGL5 is security without weapons
of mass destruction, These include nuclear weapons and
delivery systems, directed energy weapons and chemical/
bactericlogical/glimatological weapons. The total eli-
mination and legal banning, enforced by international
democratic authority, of these three classes of weapons

of mass destzruction should receive a very high priority



with peace movements for this 1s the necessary foundation

for a system of comprehensive Global Common Security.

Mass destruction weapens ¢o not increase human
security or the security of a nation. Mass destruction
weapons owned by ono.git&an provide the incentive and the
occasion for other nations te acquire the same; this makes

both sides equally insecure, driven io a suicidal arme race.

How then 1s security to be assured for all nations,
when mass destruction weapons are eliminated ? Clearly
this is the third plank of the C G C & system - a demo=-
cractically controlled international system for the peaceful
resolution of conflicts, in which the security of each nation
becomes the responsibility of the whole international
community. This would involve a radical restructuring of the
UN system and especially the Security Council, a global
system of international law and courts for adjudication,
a democratically controlled high-tech system of global
observation and verification, and a global system of taxation
for the support of the new international machinery and for
undertaking the e:adicatiog of poverty and ill=health, for
removing ignorance and injustice, for fighting backwardness

and lack of cultural creativity, as well as a democratically
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controlled global international peace keeping forces stationed
all over the world., It will also require huge efforts to

remove misunderstandings, prejudices, wrong perception of
conflict of interests and hostiiities among nations, through
Cultural exchanges and scientific and technological co-operation,
through new global and regional imstitutions for the same, and
through radical restructuring ef educational systems and media
programmes. New global and segional institutions will be needad
to regulate trade relations as well as fiscal and banking

relations among nations and peoples,

It 1= only as we begin to build the basic skeleton
for such & CGCE system that the movement towards General and

Complete (isarmament will receive a new momentum,
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