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FROM THE PUBLISHER

When Senator Nino Pasti retired from Nato in
1969, he was a general, Allied Supreme Vice-Com-
mander in FEurope for Nuclear Affairs — after a
brilliant career in the Italian air force.

In 1968 he wrote in NATO Fifteen Nations
(February — March issue):

’Moreover, a reduction in the number of tactical

weapons in Europe would have favourable

political repercussions.”

This realisation by Nato General Nino Pasti
became the guideline of Senator Nino Pasti’s life
after retirement.

Nino Pasti is an Independent Left Member of
the Senate of the Italian Republic, elected in June
1976 and re-elected in 1979.

We are very grateful to Senator Pasti for making
available to us the vast wealth of information
contained in his important speech before the Italian
Senate on 10 December 1979 and in additional
material, all published in this brochure.

Senator Pasti does not limit his activities to the
confines of the Senate Chambyer. He is a tireless
activist in the world-wide mass movement against the
preparations for war, a sought-after speaker at
demonstrations, meetings and conferences in many
parts of the world.

As Senator Pasti put it himself:

I want to spend the rest of my life contributing
to ensure peace in the world, so that my
grandchildren may live.”




INTRODUCTION

ESTIMATE OF THE ARMED FORCES —
NATO — WARSAW PACT

1. The estimate of the opposing forces of the two
military blocs has a decisive bearing on decisions of
military and foreign policy of the allied and indeed
of all nations. If in fact it were true that the
Soviet Union disposes of far greater forces than
would be needed for its defence and contininues to
acquire more arms, then it would be correct for
NATO to pose the question of the reason for this
alleged arms build-up and to examine, within this
context, the actions undertaken by the Soviet Union
in order to respond with adequate reactions. But if
on the other hand the contrary were true, namely
that the hostile forces threatening the Soviet Union
(NATO in Europe and China in Asia, leaving aside
Japan and all the other U.S. allies in Asia and the
Pacific) are considerably stronger than the Soviet
forces, then all the ideas which I expressed above
must be completely reversed.

Modern technology provides means wilich make it
possible to gain a complete and correct picture of
the quantity and quality of the armed forces of any
nation: this is done through the use of observation
satellites and highly sophisticated equipment installed
on ships and on the ground. However, the
construction, maintenance and operation of these
means require multi-billion dollar budgets. Only the
intelligence services of the United States and the
Soviet Union dispose of such budgets and thus of
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the corresponding means of information. This means
that there is no autonomous and independent agency
or institute which would be in the position to
remain up-to-date regarding the armed forces of the
different nations and to check the information
necessarily and exclusively provided by the
intelligence services of the two super-powers. Yet,
owing to a strange mental orientation, the West
maintains, without any in-depth examination, that all
information of Soviet origin is propaganda in the
derogatory sense of the word, while all information
from U.S. sources is nothing but gospel truth. The
U.S. intelligence service can calmly — either directly
or through the obliging information media of other
countries — propagate those new items which are
best suited to serve U.S. domestic and foreign policy.
It is dangerously gullible to assume that this news is
correct and reflects a true picture of the Warsaw
Pact Forces.

Unfortunately it is this culpable gullibility — not
to quality it in stronger and perhaps more
appropriate terms — which guides the governments
of NATO countries when making their domestic
and foreign policy decisions, decisions which
compromise detente and the seccurity and peace of
the world.

Only a thorough and in-depth technico-military
study of official NATO documentation can lead to a
correction — at least in part — of the erronous
propagandistic estimate put out by the Western
world. This is what I did in a speech in the Senate
on 10 December last, in the course of which I cited

56 quotations taken from official allied and U.S.

documents.

28 I thought it useful to submit to the Senate the

entire documentation quoted in my speech, with a



view to putting it at the disposal of those colleagues
who might be interested in a more thorough
examination of this vital problem and also to avoid
the repetition of petty articles in newspapers —
some of which are even considered serious papers —
which since they lack any real arguments to refute
my documented statements, counter with insinua-
tions, slander, lies.

One of the favourite arguments used for such
insinuations, which ought to disqualify any serious
journalist, is the fact that I belonged to the highest
command eschelon of NATO. I should like at this
point to state that in an article published by the
NATO Fifteen Nations magazine of February—March
1968, when 1 was Allied Supreme Vice-Commander
in Europe for Nuclear Affairs, I wrote: I think that
there are too many of these weapons (tactical
nuclear weapons) deployed in Europe today and that
such a great number may give both sides the
impression that we will use a vast quantity of these
weapons before taking the final step: the use of
strategic weapons. This would constitute a danger
because tactical weapons would destroy Europe on
either side of the iron curtain, but not Russia.
Moreover, a reduction of the number of tactical
weapons in Europe would have favourable political
repercussions.” And further: “Militarily speaking, it
is doubtful that the Russians could achieve a rapid
local success in any part of NATO, except in very
insignificant dimensions.”

But apart from personal considerations, this
article, published in a NATO periodical, shows that
Atlantic solidarity should be understood not as a
supine and servile acceptance of U.S. theses but as
an efficient labour of proposals and discussions
which take into account the interests of the entire
Atlantic community in Europe and in America. The

example given at present by Norway, Denmark,
Holland and Belgium, all of them nations with
unquestionable and profound Atlantic faith, consti-
tutes an irrefutable demonstration.

3. The following text was prepared by me for my
intervention. Its length, despite the “extra-time”
alotted to me by the President of the Senate and the
President of the Council, as shown by the text itself,
obliged me to reduce certain parts of it which were
less directly linked with Euro-missiles. Nevertheless I
think that an unabridged reproduction will facilitate
the reader’s comprehension.

In his reply, the President of the Council was
unable to contest any one of my documented
statements.

Rome, 10 December 1979
Senator Nino Pasti



THE DANGEROUS INVOLUTION
OF U.S. MILITARY POLICY

Mr. President,
Distinguished Members of the Government,
Distinguished Colleagues,

We are all aware of the gravity of the decision
which we shall have to make, inasmuch as it might
tip the scales which could determine Europe’s choice
between peace and a nuclear holocaust; a decision
which is all the more grave because it is being taken
on the basis of total ignorance of the reality of the
problem and of the official documentation of the
United States and NATO. It is a decision which is
being taken, on the crest of a wave of frenetic and
untrue propaganda, orchestrated by the most
extremist U.S. circles.

With a view to combat this propaganda, which is
extremely dangerous for Italy, for Europe and for
the world, I have brought here a very voluminous
official U.S. and NATO documentation which I shall
quote in the course of my intervention. And with
regard to the American warmongering propaganda, I
think that the best starting point for a concrete and
constructive  speech on the Euro-missiles is
Kissinger’s declaration, which found a vast echo
among those of our leaders who are always ready to
accept without questioning any thesis of foreign
ex-stars. Kissinger said that with practical parity in
strategic nuclear weapons between the United States

and the Soviet Union, America would not risk the
destruction of its territory in order to defend Europe
and that, therefore, Europe must possess, on its own
territory, the arms necessary for its defence.

Like all declarations of skilful politicians, this
declaration contains 50 per cent truth and 50 per
cent falsehood, and the conclusion is entirely
incorrect. On 8 October 1973, when Kissinger was
Secretary of State and was staking his personal
political fortune on SALT I, on detente and
reduction of armaments, he declared: “Once
sufficiency is reached, additional increments of
power do not translate into usable political strength,
and attempts to achieve tactical gains can lead to
cataclysm.”(1)

This, incidentally, was the official policy,
illustrated by Nixon when he presented U.S. foreign
and military policy to Congress on 3 March 1973:
”The classical concept of the balance of power
included continual manoeuvering for marginal
advantages over others. In the nuclear era this is
both wunrealistic and dangerous. It is unrealistic
because when both sides possess such enormous
power, small additional increments cannot be
translated into tangible advantage or even usable
political strength. And it is dangerous because
attempts to seek tactical gains might lead to a
confrontation which could be catastrophic.”’(2)
This was the military and foreign policy which was
pursued by the United States for ten years with
optimal results for the entire world. Its inception can
easily be situated: it was the moment of the
Cuban missile crisis in October/November 1962.
Cuba certainly did not have nuclear parity with the
United States, when in April 1961 it was attacked

by forces trained, supported and armed by the
U.S.



Nuclear missiles capable of hitting targets in the
Soviet Union were already deployed in European
NATO countries, and the Soviet missiles which were
to be deployed in Cuba had the same tasks as the
U.S. missiles deployed in Europe. Nevertheless, in
my opinion it was justifiable that the deployment of
nuclear weapons in Cuba, capable of striking at a
large area of U.S. territory, was regarded as
provocative and threatening. It was thanks to the
political wisdom of Kennedy and Krushchov that a
head-on confrontation which would have been
disastrous for both sides was avoided; the strategic
weapons at that time already in the possession of
the two big powers were so terrible that their use
would have led to reciprocal suicide. Thus, being no
longer in a position to fight directly, the United
States and the Soveit Union had of necessity to
coexist.

I should like to invite all those who are
interested in questions of peace to read President
Kennedy’s speech at Washington University on 10
June 1963, which constitutes a spiritual testament.
As everyone knows, he was assassinated in November
of that year. Kennedy urged the American people to
undertake some self-critisism, to recognise their
responsibility in the cold war and in the treatment
meted out to the Soviet Union. This speech ought to
be repeated today, because it is more topical than
ever. Permit me to quote only one paragraph: I
have, therefore, chosen this time and this place to
discuss a topic, in which ignorance too often
abounds and truth is too rarely perceived; yet it is
the most important topic on earth: world peace.
What kind of peace do I mean? What kind of peace
do we seek? Not a pax americana enforced on the
world by American weapons of war, not a peace of
the grave or the security of the slave.”(3)
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The consequences of agreements which
followed the Cuba conference were important and
manifold. With regard to nuclear weapons, these
were not to be deployed on the island, and
simultaneously missiles with the capacity of hitting
the Soviet Union were witdrawn from Europe.
Moreover, the difference between tactical (theatre)
and strategic weapons became much more clearly
defined; strategic weapons are those which can strike
the two powers; theatre weapons are those which
cannot strike the two powers but whose range is
limited only — and I underline only — to the
European allies.

The Jupiter medium-range missiles deployed in
Italy and Turkey at the end of the ’50s merit a
special commentary. The decision regarding their
deployment was taken during a troubled NATO
summit meeting, the first summit meeting of the
Alliance, held in Paris in December 1957. With the
launching of Sputnik one and two, on 4 October
and 3 November respectively, the Soviet Union had
proved that it was capable of building inter-conti-
nental missiles, whereas the United States was not
yet capable of building similar missiles. The strategic
balance was, or seemed to be, upset in favour of the
Soviet Union. It became, therefore, necessary to
re-establish it by deploying in Europe the only U.S.
medium-range missiles which were not capable of
striking the Soviet Union from U.S. territory. With
the construction of U.S. inter-continental missiles the
balance was re-established and the Jupiter missiles
were withdrawn without causing any imbalance.Today,
as I shall show in my presentation, thee U.S. has a
considerable nuclear superiority with regard to
strategic as well as theatre weapons; the
deployment of the Pershing 2 and Cruise missiles
would be dangerous and provocative, just as the
deployment of Soviet nuclear weapons in Cuba
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would have been. Soviet reaction is certainly not
more serious nor more weighty than that of NATO
as a consequence of Sputnik and the Cuban missiles
crisis and is equally justified. And as a final
consideration: with the Jupiter missiles Italy really
had a ’second key” and the missiles could not be
used without our explicit agreement. The need for
Italian agreement to use these weapons necessary for
maintaining the strategic balance between the two
powers obviously conferred on Italy an appreciable
political importance. As far as nuclear problems are
concerned, — and not only nuclear ones — our
country today is reduced to the level of a U.S.
colonial possession, as the following example will
show.

Until 1973 the need for U.S. strategic weapons
was determined by the strategy established at that
time by the U.S. Secretary for Defence McNamara
when he presented the defence budget for 1969.
This strategy which denotes with the term strategy
against cities either strategy of minimum assured
destruction or of deterrent, was defined in the
following way:“...an ability to inflict at all times and
under all foreseeable conditions an unacceptable
degree of damage upon any single aggressor or
combination of aggressors even after absorbing a
surprise attack’.(4)

”In the case of the Soviet Union, I — it is
McNamara who is speaking — I would judge that a
capacity on our paart to destroy say one-fifth to
one-fourth of her population and one-half of her
industrial capacity would serve as an efficient
deterrent.”’(5) Still according to McNamara, 400
nuclear warheads capable of surviving a surprise
attack would have been sufficient to constitute a
deterrent, a credible dissuasion.(6)
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McNamara’s strategy which, I repeat, persisted
for ten years, confirming its full efficacity and at the
same time favouring détente and collaboration
between East and West, had very important
advantages: it was purely defensive, it eliminated
every possibility of a reciprocally suicidal war and at
the same time required relatively few strategic forces.

In 1973 Nixon was submerged by the Watergate
scandal, and with a — per force — much less
powerful Kissinger, new vistas opened up for the
most extremist U.S. circles. Their drum-major was
Schlesinger — at that time Secretary for Defence and
a personal enemy of Kissinger — who said at a press
conference on 30 November 1973 in the Pentagon in
an indirect reply to Nixon:

”If the strategy which is chosen is a minimum
assured destruction, then sufficiency represents a
relatively small force structure. If sufficiency
represents the way I attempted to treat equality, it
represents a much larger strategic force structure*(7).

At that time the arms race, prompted by the
United States, began and it continues to this day. A
comparison . between the defence budget for 1974,
presented by the then Secretary of Defence
Richardson and the one for 1975, one year later,
presented by Schlesinger, is significant. Richardson,
proud of the many reductions achieved in all sectors
of the American armed forces, said: ”In short, in the
fiscal year 1974 the defence share of the total
federal spending, the total net public spending, the
total labour force and the gross national product
would be the smallest in nearly a quarter of a
century.”’(8)

When  presenting the budget for 1975,
Schlesinger, after having qualified massive reprisals
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against cities as ’’rhetorical”, pointed out: ”...that
targets for nuclear weapons may also include not
only cities and silos (of strategic missiles) but also
airfields and a variety of other important assets that
are not necessarily collocated with urban popula-
tion”.(9) :

The strategic forces considered sufficient in the
framework of the strategy against cities came to be
judged by Schlesinger as only a modest component
of the U.S. strategic forces necessary for a
counter-force strategy. Naturally, the new counter-
force strategy had enormously increased the number
of strategic nuclear weapons needed for its
implementation.

The following year, by now certain of being
firmly in the saddle, Schlesinger pointed out, when
presenting the 1976 budget that dissuasion was
nothing but ”a dangerous illusion”(10) and that
”more recently illusions somewhat similar to those
of the fifties regarding deterrence have emerged
about detente”.(11)

Thus finished the era of ”illusions” about
dissuasion and detente which had produced so many
important and significant agreements between East
and West — 82 between 1963 and 1973, listed by
Senator Mike Mansfield in the U.S. Senate — (12)
the road towards a return to the cold war, a retumn
which was necessary to justify the American arms
race, lay open.

Schlesinger found active successors. Rumsfield
who was at that time Secretary of Defence stated,
when presenting the budget for 1978: “The present
planning objective of the Defence Department is
clear. We believe that a substantial number of
military forces and critical industries in the Soviet
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Union should be directly targeted and that an
important objective of the assured retaliation mission
should be to retard significantly the ability of the
USSR to recover from a nuclear exchange and regain
the status of a 20th—century military and industrial
power more rapidly than the United States.”’(13) In
other words, the strategical superiority of the United
States must allow it to wage and win a strategic
nuclear war impeding the resurgence of the
communist Soviet Union.

Brzezinski, Carter’s personal adviser, said in an
interview with the International Herald Tribune on
10th October 1977 that a nuclear war would destroy
only — and I underline only — 10 per cent of the
world’s population, that there was no need to let
oneself be influenced by the terrifying propaganda
slogans and that he was not there to advise the
American President to do away with the button of
the nuclear holocaust.

The present Defence Secretary Brown was even
more explicit when he stated on the occasion of the
presentation of the 1979 budget: ”In other words,
our total demand for strategic warheads does not
only depend on alert rates, survivavibilty,
penetration probalities and the number and types of
targets to be covered; it is also a function of the
need for some residual post-war capability.”(14)

And so the inversion is completed: from
Kennedy’s peace, based on free competition to
Carter’s peace, based on the forces of a residual
post-war strategic war capacity, i.e. a peace of the
graves for the dead and the security of slaves for the
living.

The terrifying aspect of the involution of U.S.
military policy is the attempt to convince U.S.
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public opinion that it is possible to wage a strategic
war, that it is possible to win it and that the price of
20 to 30 million U.S. dead, leaving aside the
hundreds of millions of dead in other countries, is an
equitable and acceptable price to pay for the
destruction for ever of the Soviet Union and
communism in the world.

The result of the new U.S. strategic doctrines
was the inevitable intensification of the arms race.
General Seignious, the director of ACDA — Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency — the official
body which deals with all arms negotiations, Salt II,
the reduction of armed forces in Central Europe,
nuclear questions, etc., said on 1st May 1979 in a
State Department report: ”During the period of the
Salt I interim agreement we deployed an average of
almost 3 new warheads a day on our strategic forces,
a total of over 5,000 warheads in five years.”’(15)
And production continues at an accelerated rhythm.
At present, according to the same Mr. Seignious, of
the 14,000 existing nuclear warheads owned by the
two great powers, ’“two-thirds of those are
ours.”’(16) — it is Mr. Seignious who is speaking —
and one-third Soviet, which means that the United
States possesses twice as many strategic nuclear
warheads as the Soviet Union. And this calculation
does not include airborne bombs where — with
regard to bombers — superiority is two to one in
favour of the United States.

When presenting the defence budget for 1980,
Defence Secretary Brown stated: “Our strategic
nuclear forces are already armed with more than
9,000 warheads, and that number will increase with
the addition of Trident ballistic missiles and
air-launched Cruise missiles.””(17)
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Mr. President,

These are official U.S. data which leave precious
little space for NATO propaganda and which show
who and what is conducting, promoting and
stimulating the arms race.

The reasons why the United States wish to
maintain an enormous strategic superiority over the
Soviet Union are clearly indicated in the “Military
Posture for 19797, submitted by General Brown —
who was then Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
— in January 1978. Brown writes: ’This means that
the territorial integrity must be assured and that an
international environment must be maintained in
which U.S. interests and U.S. freedom of action is
ensured.”(18)

I do not wish to offend the delicate ears of the
friends of the United States by qualifying this
military policy as imperialist.

The American doctrine is in fact not concerned
with the defence of Europe, which has always been
considered only in the context of the defence of
U.S. interests. According to an interesting American
expression, Europe is an expendable item, i.e.
something which is consumed with usage, as the
munitions of guns; the gun — the United States —
remains intact while the munitions — European
cannon fodder — will be destroyed in case of war.
U.S. interests are concerned with a Europe that will
not fall under Soviet control, with all its productive
capacity intact. In the case of conflict, the
destruction of Europe is by a long chalk preferable
for the United States, especially if the destruction
were to serve to attain important objectives for the
United States, such as the destruction of the Soviet
Union.
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I should like to underline here that this is in no
way cynical. The scorched earth strategy seems to be
a cruel requirement of modern war and has been
implemented by many nations. All the more reason
why this strategy should become interesting when it
is the scorched earth of other countries, even allied
ones. [ shall clarify this point even more, because it
seems to me a very important one.

In the first period following the end of the war,
right through the °fifties, the only delivery systems
for nuclear weapons were aircraft. With a series of
alliances with 42 states the United States had
procured for itself a chain of air bases encircling the
Soviet Union, from which it could launch an
effective nuclear offensive against the entire Soviet
territory. The Soviet Union did not dispose of a
corresponding chain of air bases, but it was in a
position to cover the whole of Europe, starting from
its own bases and/or those of the Warsaw Pact allies.

The strategy at that time, called the strategy of
massive destruction, meant that any Soviet aggression
would have led to the massive use of nuclear
weapons against the Soviet Union itself and
consequently a massive Soviet retaliation against the
whole of NATO Europe. The destruction of Europe,
not its defence, was the price the United States
would have made its allies pay in order to obtain the
destruction of the Soviet Union. British and Frech
statesmen have repeatedly opposed the attempt, the
wish by the Americans to use nuclear weapons,
exactly because they wanted to avoid reprisals
against Europe. When Truman during the Korean
war, at a press conference on 30 November, 1950 ,
threatened the use of the atomic weapon, the British
Parliament revolted. President Truman himself wrote
about this in his memoirs: ”“In London, one
hundred Labour M.Ps signed a letter to Prime
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Minister Attlee to protest the possibility of the use
of the atomic bomb... No one who read the account
of this debate could possibly escape the fact that the
British were seriously worried.””(19) As is well
known, Attlee undertook a lightning trip to
Washington, and the bomb was not dropped.
Eisenhower, too, experienced British opposition to
use of nuclear weapons. In 1959, during the Berlin
crisis, the plans for defending the city provided the
rather prompt use of atomic bombs. The British
Prime Minister MacMillan was against this.
Fisenhower writes in his memoirs: I was very
disturbed to hear a highly respected British friend of
mine quoted as saying: 'The British will not be
atomised over the stamping of papers.” ”(20) (with
the passing of sovereignty over East Berlin to the
German Democratic Republic control over transit
traffic from and to Berlin would have fallen into the
competence of the GDR). Moreover, in the same
memoirs Eisenhower underlines MacMillan’s “anxiety
about a nuclear attack on England”(21). French
reaction to the U.S. administration’s request to
deploy nuclear weapons on French territory was
even harsher. Eisenhower writes: “The first big
difficulty that Secretary Herter encountered was not
with the Russians but with the French. He had an
unpleasant talk with Premier Michel Debré who
informed him that President de Gaulle was
withholding permission for the basing of nuclear
warheads on Frech territory pending our favourable
actions on three items: 1) full public acceptance of a
’Big Three’ organisation he had proposed; 2) our
acceptance of a proposal supporting the position of
the Frech government regarding Algeria and 3) the
accomplishment of nuclear equality among French,
British, Americans and Soviets. These proposals were
a little more than unrealistic and they implied that
France was far more concerned with obtaining
endorsement of her own ambitions than in acting as
a partner in seeking an East-West settlement.”(22)
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THE STRATEGY OF THE FLEXIBLE RESPONSE
AND THE DESTRUCTION OF EUROPE

With the coming of intercontinental missiles the
strategy of massive retaliation would not have been
of any value because the Soviet Union was now in a
position to retaliate with the same destruction of the
United States. The United States changed its
strategy, adopting one which is called the strategy of
flexible response. It consists of the use of such forces
necessary to stop a possible Soviet attack, without
provoking the use of strategic nuclear weapons which
would cause extremely serious destruction in the
United States. In other words, the nuclear war must
be limited to Europe only, for the defence of the
United States. In the context of the present strategy
of the flexible response, too, Europe continues to be
an “expendable item”. Since one of the reasons
invoked by the Government was that of the
importance of theatre weapons with the flexible
strategy, I consider it opportune to provide the
official documentation concerning their use. General
Brown, at that time Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff — as I have already said — stated in the
Military Posture for fiscal year 1979 already quoted
that ”in the event aggression cannot be contained
conventionally, theatre nuclear forces provide
capabilities to fight the battle and an opportunity to
terminate conflict short of strategic nuclear
war’’(23).
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Mr. President,

I listened this morning with great interest to
your concern to avoid an early use of strategic forces
which would lead to the destruction of the United
States and the Soviet Union. Would it be too much
to ask for a similar solicitude to avoid the
destruction of Europe? For the strategy of flexible
response implies the destruction of Europe, in order
to avoid that the Soviet Union and the United
States. This would be a strategy of the defence of
Europe! A high German official said to two U.S.
Senators visiting Europe: ”’During the last 18 months
NATO manoeuvres have five times defended my
country which was destroyed five times.” Further-
more, the theatre weapons deployed in Europe
would be used solely on the basis of a U.S. decision.
The former Chief of the General Staff of the Army
has explicity confirmed the position of complete
subordination of our country to U.S. decisions in a
document sent to the Senate on 23 February 1977,
in which it is clearly said that there is no right of
veto. Moreover, it is also said in this document —
and this is very interesting — that “further
guarantees are provided for the material possibility
of intervention by the Italian side in order to
prevent the use of these weapons where this was not
authorised by the national authority, even if this
possibility takes on different forms according to the
bases and the warheads in question”. In other words,
in the case of a war against the Soviet Union, we
would have to wage a war against the U.S. bases to
occupy them and prevent the use of nuclear
weapons. This is a theory which I leave to you to
judge!

On 27 January 1978 the Defence Ministry sent

me a new study of the Army General Staff, in which
these points were confirmed.
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In order to terminate with the nuclear theatre
weapons, | should like to recall that Defence
Secretary Brown, when presenting the defence
budget for 1980, said that U.S. theatre nuclear
warheads deployed in Europe in support of NATO
number about 7,000 — distributed among bombs,
short and medium-range ballistic missiles, artillery
projectiles, surface-to-air missiles, atomic, demolitary
munitions and depth bombs. In addition, Poseidon
submarine-launched ballistic missile re-entry vehicles
are committed to Saceur (who is the Allied
Commander in Europe) for targeting.”’(24)

Against these seven thousand NATO theatre
nuclear weapons deployed in Europe, the Soviet
Union possesses about half that number of similar
weapons deployed on its territory.
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NATO’S SUPERIORITY IN NUCLEAR
AND CONVENTIONAL FORCES

To sum up: the United States has twice as many
strategic nuclear warheads and twice as many theatre
nuclear weapons in Europe as the Soviet Union.

This is the general picture of the nuclear forces
of the two powers, a picture which, however, does
not take into account the British and French nuclear
forces which threaten the Soviet Union from Europe
nor the Chinese nuclear forces which threaten the
Soviet Union from Asia.

But before dealing more directly with the
problem of the SS 20, the Pershing Il and the Cruise
missiles, it is necessary to examine more completely
the so-called Soviet military supremacy. At a press
confererice held on 25 April 1979, after the NATO
Nuclear Planning Group Meeting, Defence Secretary
Brown declared: ”We have reached a point at which
the United States and the Soviet Union have rough
parity in strategic capability, and in conventional
capability we and our allies are again probably in
rough parity with the Soviet Union and its
allies.”(25) Expressed in the terms of specific figures,
Military Balance 1979-1980 of the London
International Institute for Strategic Studies which
enjoys extremely high prestige and greatest
credibility in NATO, informs that the total of the
Warsaw Pact forces amounts to 4.763.000 soldiers
against 4.881.000 soldiers of NATO, which means
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that the Warsaw Pact has altogether 118.000 soldiers
less. But neither Brown nor Military Balance take
into account the fact that three-quarters of the Soviet
territory is in Asia, where the People’s Republic of
China predicts the inevitability of war.Thus the
Soviet Union must defend itself on two fronts many
thousands of miles distant from each other.

As the Chinese armed forces amount to
4.360.000 soldiers, the total of the Warsaw Pact

forces is only 51.5 per cent of that of NATO and
China.

Military Balance also lists (27) the military
budgets for 1978. This reveals that the Warsaw Pact
countries spend 160.406 million dollars, i.e. 89 per
cent of the NATO budgets which amounted to
179.882 million. Taking into account also the
Chinese budget, this figure sinks to 73 per cent. But
the dollar budget evaluations of the Warsaw Pact are
carried out by counting what the military forces of
the Warsaw Pact would cost in the United States.
This system leads to an exaggerated increase of the
Warsaw Pact budgets for various reasons, the main
one being that the cost of Soviet conscripted soldiers
is worked out on the basis of the cost of U.S.
volunteers. An interesting indication of the
unjustified increase of the estimate of Soviet budgets
is contained in an official CIA document which
states that if all the personnel costs are removed
from both sides, U.S. outlays exceed the estimated
dollar costs of Soviet defence activities by about 10
per cent over the period 1966—1977 as a
whole.””’(28)

Another official indication of how the U.S.
defence budget increased after the change from
compulsory to voluntary military service was
furnished by the then Defence Secretary Richardson,
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whom I have already quoted earlier. He said in the
Senate on 29 March 1973: “There has been a
dramatic increase in manpower costs in recent years.
Despite the substantial reduction of almost 1,6
million military and civilian service personnel from
the F.Y.1968 to F.Y. 1974 ... the total manpower
costs will be more than 11 billion dollars higher.
This is so primarily because the nation has chosen a
different and more equitable kind of armed forces
than it had previously — an all-volunteer force rather
than a draft-based force.””(29)

An official U.S. estimate made by ACDA, which
I have already quoted earlier, says that in the decade
from 1967 to 1976, although the estimates of the
Warsaw Pact budgets are clearly exaggerated, as
already stated, the Warsaw Pact itself spent 946,5
billion dollars on its military budgets which amounts
to 75.5 per cent of the 12558 billion spent by
NATO (30).

Finally a truly neutral source, not subject to any
U.S. or NATO conditioning: the SIPRI Yearbook
1979, of the Stockholm International Peace Research
Institute writes that in 1978 the Warsaw Pact spent
79.816 million dollars, counted at the value of the
dollar of 1973, which was 67 per cent of the NATO
expenses for the same year, also pegged to the 1973
value, which amounted to 119.412 million dollars. If
the 29.000 million dollars of the Chinese budget for the
same year are added to that, the Pact spent only
61.2 per cent of the amount spent by its enemies in
Europe and Asia (31).

In order to finish with the military budgets,
allow me to recall that Defence Secretary Brown
underlines their importance in the already quoted
report for the fiscal year 1980. He says: “Relative
defense spending, annual or cumulative, is the best
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single crude measure of relative military capabilities
if efficiencies are not too different. And in military
matters Soviet and U.S. efficiencies are not as far
apart as in the civilian sector”’(32).

Mr. President, .

I should be grateful to you, if you could explain
to me on the basis of what mental deformations it is
possible to invert the terms of the estimate of
official data from unexceptionable U.S. sources,
showing that the Warsaw Pact has fewer soldiers and
spends less for the armed forces than its enemies in
Europe and Asia, in order to construe a Soviet
military threat?

I understood this morning — I hope I
misunderstood you — that you, Mr. President,refuse
to take into consideration the Chinese threat; I do
hope I misunderstood you, because if not, I think
that you are much more extremist than the U.S.
extremists. You have a deep understanding of
military problems: I remember that you informed
me in detail about U.S. military strategy at various
meetings in which we both participated. So you
must certainly know that until 1969 U.S. military
strategy was a strategy of so-called two-and-a half
wars, ie. that the Americans thought that they
needed sufficient forces to wage simultaneously two
major wars, one in Asia and one in Europe, and a
minor one, probably in Cuba or elsewhere. Chinese
hostility regarding the Soviet Union after 1969 was
judged world-wide to be so permanent a factor that
the Americans changed their strategy and adopted
one which is called the strategy of one-and-a-half
wars, that means they think that they need enough
armed forces to be able to fight simultaneously one
war in Europe and another one elsewhere: the effect
of Chinese hostility has been considered fully valid
from the U.S. politico-military point of view.
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General David Jones, at present Chairman of the
U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, states in a document of
January 1979 that “the presence of nearly a billion
neighbouring Chinese, the reality of a sizable Chinese
military force on the Soviet border and China’s
actual, if limited strategic nuclear capacity also are
undoubtedly sources of deep concern for the
Soviets’’(33).

One last reference to the MBFR, the talks on
Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction in Central
Europe. After six years of inconclusive negotiations,
the process could lead to a positive solution,
inasmuch as the Soviet Union has given a
demonstration that the Warsaw Pact forces in Central
Europe amount to 805,000 and not 962,000 men, as
estimated by NATO.NATO also affirms that its
forces in the same area amount to only 782,000
soldiers. It must not be overlooked that if one were
to take into consideration also the French armed
forces which are in the centre of Europe, NATO
forces would go up to 1,062,000 men. However,
even when excluding these forces, the Pact
superiority is limited to about twenty thousand
soldiers, and it is in this context that Brezhnev’s
decision to withdraw unilaterally 20,000 soldiers
constitutes a realistic move and one which
corresponds to the spirit of detente, leading to that
absolute parity which has always been clamoured for
by NATO in order to really init<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>