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Nuclear Nightmare Redux. U.S. “First Strike”
Nuclear Attacks. “Three Minutes to Midnight”

By John Steinbach
Global Research, June 26, 2015
Global Research 17 July 2002

Theme: Militarization and WMD, US NATO
War Agenda

In-depth Report: Nuclear War

This article published by Global Research in 2002 focusses on the role of nuclear war as a
means to enforcing a coercive and extremist US foreign policy agenda. It also points to the
dangers  of  a  first  strike  nuclear  attack  by  the  US  directed  against  non-nuclear  states  as
formulated  in  the  2001  Nuclear  Posture  Review.

“Not since the dawn of the nuclear age at the end of World War II has the danger of nuclear
war been greater.”1 – Richard Falk

“As the Bush administration relentlessly injects itself  into conflicts around the world in the
name of eradicating terror, rather than bringing peace, it only fans the flames of hatred. If
this is  allowed to continue, it  may carry us to nuclear war,  and to the annihilation of
humankind.”2 – Haruko Moritaki, Hiroshima

UPDATE

In January 2015, the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists set their Doomsday Clock at three
minutes to midnight

Since the rigged election and judicial coup which resulted in the illegitimate installation of
President George W.Bush, and his extremist foreign policy team of nuclear hard-liners, the
world  has  careened  wildly  toward  the  nuclear  precipice.3  Continuing  and  accelerating
existing nuclear war-fighting policies, Bush has radically lowered the threshold to the actual
use of nuclear weapons. The current risk as measured by the “Doomsday Clock” of the
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists reads seven minutes to midnight, the closest since 1990.4
Given the present confluence of international developments including 9-11, impending total
war against Iraq, the Bush Nuclear Posture Review, political instability in the Middle East and
Southeast Asia, and the abrogation of the antiballistic Missile Treaty, the Doomsday Clock is,
perhaps, running a bit slow.
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The purpose of nuclear weapons has never been about deterrence or mutually assured
destruction (MAD), but rather to serve as a coercive foreign policy instrument designed and
intended for actual  war fighting.  In the words of  the Joint  Chiefs of  Staff rebuttal  to Jimmy
Carter’s 1976 proposal to reduce the U.S. nuclear arsenal to 200 warheads,

“U.S. nuclear strategy maintains military strength sufficient… to provide a war-
fighting  capability  to  respond  to  a  wide  range  of  conflict  in  order  to  control
escalation  and  terminate  the  war  on  terms  acceptable  to  the  U.S..”5

First  strike  nuclear  weapons,  designed  to  back  up  military  intervention  and  enforce
geopolitical  dictates,  are  seen  by  Pentagon  war  planners  as  the  backbone  of  war-fighting
strategy and in this capacity have been used at least 27 times between 1945 and 1998.6
Daniel Ellsberg, former RAND Corporation nuclear war planner wrote;

“Again  and  again,  generally  in  secret  from the  American  public,  Nuclear
weapons have been used: …in the precise way that a gun is used when you
point it at someone’s head in a direct confrontation, whether or not the trigger
is pulled.”7

The most powerful empire in world history, the U.S. will use any military force necessary,
including the use of nuclear weapons, to expand, consolidate and maintain control.

Unfortunately, the ‘deadly connection’ between intervention and nuclear weapons is poorly
understood.

“…few disarmament and arms-control activists or leaders have understood the
relationship between the nuclear arms race and the global ambitions of the
U.S..  Similarly,  efforts  to  halt  and restrain  U.S.  intervention in  the third  world
have  too  often  proceeded  in  ignorance  of  the  nuclear  ramifications  of
‘conventional’  conflicts  in  Asia,  the  Middle  East,  Latin  America,  or  Africa.”8

As Bush prepares public opinion for the invasion of Iraq, the overthrow and/or assassination
of Saddam Hussein, and the possible use of nuclear weapons, General Pervez Musharaf is
rattling the nuclear  saber  against  India.  Once again,  the rational  fear  and anger  of  a
mobilized  public  may  be  the  only  truly  effective  force  against  the  mass-murder
psychopathology of nuclear weapons. In his memoirs, Nixon claimed that the only reason he
refrained from using nuclear weapons in autumn 1969 to “end” the Viet Nam war was the
October 15 Mobilization which brought hundreds of thousands of protesters to the nation’s
capital: “On October 14, I knew for sure that my (nuclear) ultimatum failed.”9

The Legacy of Hiroshima and Nagasaki

According  to  Francis  A.  Boyle,  an  eminent  professor  of  International  Law,  the  atomic
bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki were war crimes which violated virtually every treaty
of that era.

http://www.globalresearch.ca/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/hiroshima2.jpg
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“…the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki were egregiously illegal
under the relevant rules of international law that were fully subscribed to by
the U.S. government as of 1945.”10

The targeting criteria used by the Interim Committee including giving no warning, and the
selection of “a vital war plant employing a large number of workers and closely surrounded
by worker’s houses,” were in direct contravention of numerous treaties.11 The deliberate
mass  murder  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  Japanese  civilians,  overwhelmingly  women,
children, elders, and Korean war slaves, was celebrated by Harry Truman on August 9 in a
blasphemous radio message to the American people: “We thank god that (the atomic bomb)
came to us instead of to our enemies, and we pray that god may guide us to use it in his
ways and for his purposes.”12

P.M.S.  Blackett,  a renowned British physicist
and Nobel prize winner argued that there was no doubt that the atomic bombings were “not
so  much the  last  military  act  of  the  second World  war,  as  the  first  major  operation  of  the
cold diplomatic war with Russia.”13 Arjun Makhijani wrote,

“If only implicitly, the decision to… explode the atomic bombs over Japan was
partly in the hope that it would induce a quick surrender thereby providing a
better postwar position for the U.S..”

He pointed out that had saving lives been the “main criteria” for the bombings, no harm
would have come from waiting until mid-August when the Soviet Union was scheduled to
enter the war against Japan.14

Of course,  had the Soviets  participated in  the invasion and occupation of  Japan,  their
geopolitical position in western Asia would have been greatly strengthened, an outcome
totally  unacceptable  to  U.S.  post  war  imperial  designs.  In  1945,  the  U.S.  launched  a  first
strike  with  atomic  weapons  to  consolidate  and advance  its  unprecedented  position  of
economic, political and military power. In 2002, the U.S. remains prepared to do precisely
the same! The strategy has always been, and continues to be threaten to use nuclear
weapons to advance U.S. interests and, if necessary, to launch a first strike.

“Containment”

http://www.globalresearch.ca/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/hiroshima_afterbomb.jpg
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In an unusual moment of candor, George Kennan, the principal architect of the strategy of
‘containment’(see Paul Nitze’s definition below) wrote in a ‘top secret’ memo in 1948,

“We have about 50% of the world’s wealth, but only 6.3% of its population
…we cannot fail to be the object of envy and resentment. Our real task in the
coming period is to devise a pattern of relationships which will permit us to
maintain this position of disparity….To do so, we will have to dispense with all
sentimentality  and  daydreamings….We  should  cease  to  talk  about  vague
and…unreal  objectives  such  as  human  rights,  the  raising  of  the  living
standards, and democratization. …we are going to have to deal in straight
power concepts. The less we are then hampered by idealistic slogans, the
better.”15

This admission, ever more relevant as the U.S. becomes increasingly dependent on imports
of nonrenewable resources, encapsulates the real purpose of military interventions and the
nuclear  arsenal;  “The  exercise  of  U.S.  power  is  intended  to  preserve  not  only  the
international capitalist system but U.S. hegemony of that system.”16

Issued by Harry Truman in 1950, NSC-68, written largely by Paul Nitse, openly discussed a
first  strike  against  the  Soviet  Union,  and  articulated  the  war-fighting  basis  of  the  nuclear
arsenal. The following extended excerpts illuminate the gist of U.S. nuclear policy at the
dawn of the nuclear age, policies which are still largely operative to this day.

“…  Without  superior  aggregate  military  strength,  in  being  and  readily
mobilizable, a policy of “containment”–which is in effect a policy of calculated
and gradual coercion–is no more than a policy of bluff.”..

.“Our overall policy at the present time may be described as one designed to
foster a world environment in which the American system can survive and
flourish.”…  “A  large  measure  of  sacrifice  and  discipline  will  be  demanded  of
the American people. They will be asked to give up some of the benefits which
they have come to associate with their freedoms.”…

“The execution of such a (military) buildup, however, requires that the United
States  have  an  affirmative  program  beyond  the  solely  defensive  one  of
countering  the  threat  posed  by  the  Soviet  Union.”  ..

.“In the event we use atomic weapons either in retaliation for their prior use by
the USSR or because there is no alternative method by which we can attain our
objectives, it is imperative that the strategic and tactical targets against which

http://www.globalresearch.ca/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/kennan.jpg
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they are used be appropriate and the manner in which they are used be
consistent with those objectives.”….

“The United States now has an atomic capability, including both numbers and
deliverability,  estimated  to  be  adequate,  if  effectively  utilized,  to  deliver  a
serious  blow  against  the  war-making  capacity  of  the  USSR.”17

NSC-68  laid  the  foundation  of  modern  U.S.  ‘flexible  response’,  ‘counter-force’  and
‘escalation  dominance’  nuclear  war-fighting  startegy.

Counterforce & Escalation Dominance

“The most ambitious (damage limiting) strategy dictates a first strike capability
against an enemy’s strategic offensive forces which seeks to destroy as much
of his megatonnage as possible before it can be brought into play. An enemy’s
residual retaliation, assumed to be directed against urban-industrial targets,
would be blunted still further by a combination of active & passive defenses,
including ASW(anti-sub), ABMs, anti-bomber defenses, civil defense, stockpiles
of food & other essentials, and even the dispersal & hardening of essential
industry.”  -Sec.  of  Defense  Donald  Rumsfeld  from  1978  Nuclear  Posture
Review18

The U.S. enjoyed a quarter century of nuclear superiority, but by the late 1960s and early
1970s  the  Soviet  Union  had  reached  a  rough  nuclear  parity,  seriously  eroding  the
Pentagon’s ability to wield a credible nuclear threat. In response, Henry Kissinger and others
elaborated on Nitze’s policy of “calculated and gradual (nuclear) coercion” to develop a
policy of “escalation dominance.” In essence, escalation dominance is the ability to control
every  level  of  conflict  from  conventional,  to  battlefield  nuclear,  to  strategic.  The  principal
theoretical problem with the theory(aside from the absolute insanity of nuclear war) was the
inability  to  control  the  final  rung  of  the  ‘escalation  ladder’-  strategic  nuclear  war  with  the
Soviets. According to nuclear dogma, control is essential at each escalation level, including
all out nuclear war, otherwise the nuclear threat lacks credibility.

In 1976,‘moderate Democrat’ Jimmy Carter ran on a successful campaign of deep cuts in the
U.S.  nuclear  arsenal,  but  was  soon compelled  by  a  bipartisan claque of  nuclear  cold-
warriors, The Committee On the Present Danger founded by Paul Nitze, to launch a massive
program to attempt to regain absolute nuclear superiority.19 Carter ordered development
and production of the MX missile, Trident 2 submarine launched missile, and Pershing 2
missile,  all  three super  accurate counter  force weapons designed to destroy hardened
Soviet  targets  like  missile  silos  and  command  and  control  facilities.  In  1980,  Carter
implemented  Presidential  Directive  59  which  specifically  targeted  Soviet  missile  silos,  a
threatening  escalation  of  formal  U.S.  policy  which  implied  a  first  strike.  A  meaningless
retaliation  would  destroy  already  empty  silos.

Ronald  Reagan  continued  and  greatly  accelerated  the  policies  of  Jimmy  Carter,  and
embarked  on  his  Star  Wars  program which  was  and  is  an  integral  part  of  first  strike.  The
result of Reagan’s nuclear policies and outrageous political provocations was massive global
anti-nuclear protests, especially in the U.S. and Europe. Faced with strong public opposition,
Reagan negotiated the Intermediate Nuclear Forces(INF) treaty, which removed medium
range U.S. and Soviet missiles from Europe, leaving the British & French arsenals still under
NATO control. Reagan also negotiated the Strategic Nuclear Arms Reduction Treaty (START),
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which  significantly  reduced  the  nuclear  arsenals  by  enabling  the  elimination  of  obsolete
weapons while continuing to produce and deploy counterforce weapons; in essence, pruning
the deadly nuclear tree to the U.S. advantage.

First Strike

While the sophistication and accuracy of the U.S. nuclear arsenal continued to improve, the
Soviet arsenal, already substantially inferior to that of the U.S., began to deteriorate at
every level. Already at a great disadvantage because of geographical ‘choke points’ and
stunning advances in U.S. anti-submarine warfare (ASW), with the collapse of the Soviet
Union,  the  aging  Russian  nuclear  submarine  fleet,  containing  only  a  small  fraction  of  its
nuclear warheads, became increasingly vulnerable to a pre-emptive strike. Their strategic
bombers became easy targets for  advanced U.S.  technology like AWACS, sophisticated
guidance systems and cruise missile. Meanwhile, their land-based missiles fell under the
bulls eye of super accurate missiles like Trident 2, MX and Minuteman 3 with a circular error
probable (CEP) of 400 feet, close enough to destroy them with a high degree of certainty.
Star Wars, intended to ‘mop up’ surviving Soviet retaliatory missiles, was the only missing
part of a renewed credible first strike strategy.

“The end of the Cold War marked a return to historical patterns repressed or
obscured by the U.S.-Soviet confrontation.”20

The  emphasis  became  access  to  resources  and  human  rights,  echoing  imperialist
propaganda from a century earlier. The specter of nuclear war was increasingly threatened
against non-nuclear nations like Iran, Iraq, Libya and North Korea. When Clinton issued
PDD-60 in 1997, the Washington Post reported,

“”general  planning  for  potential  nuclear  strikes  against  other  nations  that
have… ‘prospective access’  to nuclear weapons and that are now or may
eventually  become  hostile  to  the  United  States.  A  separate  official  described
these countries as ‘rogue States,’ specifically listed in the directive as possible
targets in the event of regional conflicts or crises.”21

The problem with such repeated threats, even ambiguous ones like Clinton’s, is that, like
‘the little  boy who cried wolf’,  with  each threat  repetition  without  the use of  nuclear
weapons the threat credibility is diminished.

Dubya’s Excellent Nuclear Adventure

Rather than “a radical departure from established U.S.(nuclear) policy,”as widely reported in
the mainstream media, the Bush Administration’s nuclear strategy is a continuity of policies
developed during the Gulf  by his  father and further advanced by Clinton.22 The Bush
Nuclear Posture Review(NPR)23 exposed by investigative journalist William Arkin in the Los
Angeles Times, “…myopically ignores the political, moral and military implications- short-
term  and  long  -of  crossing  the  nuclear  threshold,”  and  indicates  that  Bush  officials  “are
looking for nuclear weapons that could play a role in the kinds of challenges the U.S. faces
with Al Qaeda.”24

The NPR calls for contingency plans to nuke Russia, China, Iraq, Iran, North Korea, Syria and



| 7

Libya, and proposes the development of new nuclear weapons to destroy buried bunkers
and reduce collateral damage. The Nuclear Posture Review

“is understood to identify three circumstances in which nuclear weapons could
be used: against targets able to withstand non-nuclear attack; in retaliation for
the  use  of  nuclear,  biological  or  chemical  weapons;  and  ‘in  the  event  of
surprising military developments’.”25

The plan further  blurs  the already fuzzy  distinction  between nuclear  and conventional
weapons by calling for integration of “new non nuclear strategic capabilities” into nuclear-
war plans, and for “incorporation of ‘nuclear capability’ into many conventional systems
under  development.”26  Although  a  continuation  and  elaboration  of  Clinton’s  nuclear
policies, the NPR represents a further lowering of the threshold for the actual use of nuclear
weapons.

Prior to 9-11 it was widely understood that NMD, ‘Star Wars revisited,” was dead on arrival
in the Democratically controlled Senate. However in the wake of the attacks on the twin
towers and the Pentagon, Bush, by arguing “national security” and the fraudulent concept of
‘rogue nuclear states’,27 was able to ram through a massive increase in the “Defense”
budget, including billions for an antiballistic missile system. (The current Pentagon budget
now exceeds total expenditures of the next 25 largest militaries combined.28 ) Although the
workability of such a system is highly questionable, the point is not whether such a system
will work, but, rather, the perception that it might work. Russia, and especially China have
both  vehemently  opposed  NMD,  and  the  Chinese  have  threatened to  modernize  their
archaic and feeble ICBM arsenal in order to maintain deterrence.

The compelling logic of antiballistic missile defense- since no conceivable ABM system can
stop a massive first strike, the only rational purpose for such a system is for “mopping up”
after your own first strike- led Richard Nixon and Henry Kissinger to negotiate the first ABM
treaty in 1973.29 Admiral Eugene Carroll with the Center for Defense Information said,

“Missile defense sends a signal to the rest of the world, ‘we will hide behind
our nuclear weapon shield and you can’t do anything about it. We will use
nuclear weapons when and if we choose.’ We’ve even said publicly that we will
use them against non-nuclear states. Then we build what we say is a National
Missile Defense System to make certain that we don’t suffer the consequences
of our policies and actions.”30

George W. Bush made ‘national missile defense’ a cornerstone of his campaign platform,
and with Donald Rumsfeld in charge of the Pentagon, and with the Democratic ‘opposition’s’
abject aquiesence, this costly31 first strike weapon can only be stopped by an informed and
mobilized public.  The stakes are enormous,  not  only because NMD will  destabilize the
nuclear  standoff  making  nuclear  war  more  likely,  but  Rumsfeld’s  plans  include  the
weaponization  and  domination  of  space.
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Rumsfeld Doctrine

Of all  the Bush foreign policy team, Donald Rumsfeld is  perhaps the most dangerous.
Tellingly, Henry Kissinger called him ‘The most ruthless man he has ever known.’ 32 While
Gerald  Ford’s  Secretary  of  Defense,  Rumsfeld  championed larger  military  budgets  and
advocated a return to U.S. nuclear superiority. He was responsible for initiating the B-1
Strategic  Stealth  Bomber,  the  Trident  Submarine  and  the  MX  Missile,  all  first  strike
weapons.33 While Kissinger was in Moscow negotiating the SALT 2 treaty, Rumsfeld went
behind Kissinger’s back and persuaded the Joint Chiefs of Staff to kill the treaty.

After leaving Government for the corporate boardroom, Rumsfeld continued to maintain a
high  profile  as  a  nuclear  hawk,  especially  his  advocacy  of  missile  defense.(In  1998  he
received the ‘Keeper of the Flame Award’ from the Center for Security Policy, the ‘nerve
center  of  the  Star  Wars  lobby.’34  The  1998  Congressionally  mandated  Rumsfeld
Commission predictably found that the U.S. faced a ballistic missile threat from “rogue
states” within five years; a finding radically at odds with the CIA’s own estimates. In 2001,
shortly before he became Defense Secretary, Rumsfeld chaired another commission on U.S.
satellite security which implied “active… anti-satellite weapons(ASATs), including ones in
space (for) ‘protective measures’.”35

Bill Berkowitz writing in Working for Change spelled out the basic principles of the Rumsfeld
Doctrine.

“First,  wars  must  be  fought  on  multiple  fronts  —  including  economic,
diplomatic, financial, intelligence-related and law-enforcement-related. Second,
the U.S.  military must operate as one seamless entity.  Third,  international
coalitions, sometimes secretive, will be created and dissolved as the situation
dictates. Fourth, these coalitions must not be allowed to bog down the mission
— committees cannot fight wars. Fifth, pre-emptive action cannot be ruled out,
and indeed, may be required. Sixth, no military option can be ruled out; wars
will be fought by any means and with any weapon at our disposal. Seventh,
highly skilled Special Forces should be used early and liberally.”36

Coupled with the emphasis on nuclear war fighting and new nuclear weapons development,
the ‘Rumsfeld Doctrine’ is a recipie for disaster.

Pathways to Nuclear War

Any  actual  use  of  nuclear  weapons  will  almost  certainly  follow  a  carefully  scripted

http://www.globalresearch.ca/wp-content/uploads/2003/01/Rumsfeld60105b.jpeg
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propaganda campaign, followed by one of a litany of rationalizations- ‘saving American
lives’,  ‘destroying  a  nuclear/chemical/biological  weapons  bunker’,  ‘protecting  Israel’,
‘responding to use of weapons of mass destruction(real or fabricated)’, etc.. The current
highly visible nuclear threats, in conjunction with the calculated demonization of Iraq and
the so called “rogue states”, can be seen as part of a strategy by Bush to reshape public
opinion in support of  using nuclear weapons. With the American public(and worldwide)
strongly  favoring  nuclear  disarmament,  this  would  seem  at  first  glance  difficult  if  not
impossible  task.37

However, a Gallup Poll done during the Gulf War in 1991 showing 45% public support for the
use of nuclear weapons to “save American lives” should give pause to those who believe
that public opinion would not support U.S. use of nuclear weapons.38 The U.S. political
leadership,  especially  under  a  reactionary,  quasi-caretaker  government  like  Bush(and
Reagan), will not hesitate to use nuclear weapons against Iraq or any other opponent if they
calculate that the end justifies the means.

In the likely event that the Pentagon is ordered to wage total war against Iraq, leading to the
overthrow and assumed assassination of Saddam Hussein, and “war crimes” trials for the
senior Iraqi leadership, several factors may come into play, any one of which could lead to
nuclear war. A desperate, beleaguered Iraqi leadership could order attacks with biological or
chemical weapons(whatever limited ability they may have) against U.S. forces or Israel,
leading to retaliation with nuclear weapons. The Pentagon may use nuclear weapons against
Iraqi ‘weapons of mass destruction,’ real or fabricated. A significant number of U.S. ground
troops may become besieged, as in Khe-Sanh, Vietnam with resulting nuclear weapons
use.(Modern battlefield nukes make this scenerio even more likely today.39) Iraqi leadership
may  take  shelter  in  a  highly  fortified  and  defended  bunker  and  nuclear  weapons  used
against it. These scenarios are by no means the only potential contingencies described in
the recent NPR.

The chaos and confusion sown by unilateral U.S. action against Iraq, and continuation of the
mindless  and  ineffectual  “war  on  terrorism”  may  have  unintended  consequences.  Israel
could attempt to take advantage of a U.S. attack to intensify its already near genocidal
attempt at ethnic cleansing of the Palestinians, risking a military confrontation with the
neighboring Arab states; a war which could easily become nuclear.40 (Those who doubt
Israel’s willingness to use nuclear weapons should consider that in 1998 80% of Israelis
supported the use of nuclear weapons.)41 Complicating the situation further, Israel has
been openly weighing air strikes against a Russian built Iranian nuclear power reactor, a
strategy similar to the destruction of the Iraqi Osirak reactor in 1981. Russia is currently an
ally of Iraq and Israeli nuclear weapons are targeted against Moscow.

Pakistan and India on the brink

The  present  U.S.  “military  footprint”in  Pakistan,  Kyrgyzstan,  Uzbekistan,  Tajikistan,
Turkmenistan and Afghanistan will destabilize all of South Asia and inflame Arab and Islamic
nationalism, which could threaten the stability of several states in the region, especially
Pakistan, which possesses an arsenal of several dozen atomic bombs.42 Destabilization of
the Musharraf dictatorship, reportedly under attack by rogue elements in the Inter-Services
Intelligence (ISI) Agency, could easily intensify the already near war situation between India
and Pakistan over Kashmir, leading to nuclear conflict. Reversing years of India’s opposition
to nuclear weapons, “the Hindu fundamentalist, right wing , Bharatiya Janata Party(BJP),”43
has strongly embraced nuclear weapons. Additionally, there are credible reports that the
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U.S., working in coordination with Israel, is contemplating raids to capture Pakistan’s nuclear
arsenal, a harebrained scheme that if true is likely to backfire with potentially catastrophic
results.44

India and Pakistan have brought the world to the brink of nuclear war. Most press accounts
describe the deadly standoff in terms of a dispute over Kashmir, but the roots of the crisis
are firmly interwoven with U.S. policy. Since the fall of the Shah of Iran in 1979, Pakistan has
been a client state of the U.S. and the cornerstone of the CIA’s anti-Soviet terror campaign
in Afghanistan. It was in the context of massive U.S. support that Pakistan, with help from
China, developed its nuclear arsenal, a project which would have been seriously complicated
without  U.S.  financial  and  diplomatic  support.  The  Pakistani  Intelligence(ISI)  has  been
coordinating the terror war in Kashmir,  largely fought by veterans of the CIA’s Afghan
campaign.

“In late 1997, India’s… RAW(CIA equivalent) estimated that some 800 to 1,000
foreign guerrillas,  many veterans of the Afghan jihad of the 1980s… were
unleashed in the Kashmir battle.”45

In September, 1997 India reported killing 302 guerrillas, including 118 Afghans and 106
Pakistanis.46 This CIA initiated terror campaign is currently being replicated around the
world from Chechnya to the Philippines to Macedonia.

India too has been the object of U.S. policies. During the Cold War, the U.S. tried, with
limited success, to drive a wedge between India and the Soviet Union. Following the collapse
of  the Soviet  Union,  India  has became a potential  strategic  asset  in  the campaign to
surround and isolate China and Russia. Since 9-11 the U.S. has resumed weapons sales to
India and announced renewed military cooperation. In return, India has voiced support for
Bush’s  Ballistic  Missile  Defense program. Meanwhile,  the U.S.  has also  resumed direct
military sales to Pakistan. Each side now sees itself as the favored U.S. client state. “The
new relations of India and Pakistan with the U.S. A. have also promoted the prospects of a
nuclear war between the two South Asian neighbors. “Each is interpreting statements and
signals from the endless stream of U.S. and Western emissaries to the region over the
recent period in terms that encourage them and exacerbate the tensions.”47

In a strategy reminiscent of the Iran-Iraq war and numerous other regional conflicts, the U.S.
is arming and abetting both sides in the nuclear standoff. “Advise both sides on the conduct
of war. Arm both sides in the conflict, fueling America’s military-industrial complex. Develop
joint military and intelligence cooperation with both countries, enabling the U.S. to oversee
the  theatre  of  an  eventual  war.  Fracture  and  impoverish  both  countries.  Restore  the
Empire.”48 The purpose of the orchestrated escalation in South Asia is not just to extend
the U.S. sphere of influence in Central and South Asia, but to complete the encirclement and
isolation of  Russia and China as part  of  a strategy to maintain hegemony and secure
relatively untapped resources and markets.

Conclusions

There are still  nearly 25,000 nuclear weapons in existence worldwide, with over 5,000
strategic  weapons  on  hair  trigger  “launch  on  warning”  alert;  more  than  enough  to
precipitate “nuclear winter” and potentially destroy life on earth.49
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The recent much ballyhooed nuclear arms reduction agreement with Russia is a PR sham
designed only for public consumption. The treaty calls for unspecified reductions in nuclear
warheads to a total of between 1,700 and 2,200 by 2012. The lower limit of 1,700 warheads
is entirely voluntary and the treaty does nothing to restrain the proliferation of tactical
nukes, a key element in Bush’s nuclear plans.

The real purpose is

“to create a diplomatic illusion of nuclear arms restraint to accelerate Russia’s
integration into the U.S. led free market system, ensuring Russia’s role as a
natural resource supplier.”50

This treaty allows the U.S. to increase its arsenal at any time, so long as the numbers are at
2,200 in 2012, at which point the treaty expires and the limits would balloon to the 6,000
mandated under START 1. Each side is required to give only 90 days notice of intent to
withdraw.

“‘What we have now agreed to do under the treaty is what we wanted to do
anyway,’  a  senior  administration  official  said  today.  ‘That’s  our  kind  of
treaty.’”51

The real key to preventing the use of nuclear weapons, an act which will inevitably have
calamitous consequences for the entire world, lies in the ability of the anti-nuclear, anti-
intervention, social justice and antiglobalisation movements to understand that their issues
are  inextricably  linked.  The  task  is  not  an  easy  one.  For  example,  In  the  teeth  of
unprecedented nuclear sabre rattling by Bush, the April, 2002 mobilization which brought
100,000 to Washington featured only two speakers on the nuclear threa t(Helen Caldicott
and Phil Berrigan), while the June 12, 1981 anti-nuclear protest in Central Park, during the
height of the Israeli annihilation of Beirut, failed to address the intervention issue at all. At
the April 2000 mass rally against the World Bank in Washington, DC, a single speaker was
given just 2 minutes to talk about the connection between militarism, nuclear weapons and
globalization. The task is complicated even further by the present jingoistic atmosphere and
Constitutional lawlessness that have undoubtedly intimidated millions from speaking out.

In The Dialectics of War, Martin Shaw writes,

“By the time nuclear war is even likely, war-resistance may be largely beside
the point. The resistance to nuclear war has to be successful in the period of
general  war-preparation.  The  key  question  is  the  relationship  between
militarism and antimilitarism, and the wider social struggles of the society in
which nuclear war is prepared.”52

He argues that “If the values which sustain all the social movements for change suffer when
nuclear militarism is in the ascendancy …the relationship between nuclear militarism and
society  implies  a  general  strategic  relationship  between  peace  movements  and  wider
movements for social change.”53 The best strategy for abolishing nuclear weapons and
fighting social injustice is broadening the people’s movement to challenge all aspects of the
corporate imperial state.



| 12

May 29, 2002, The National Network to End the War Against Iraq issued this statement:

“The On August 6th, 2002, local Network members across the United States
will  be holding demonstrations,  rallies and vigils  in protest of  the ongoing
sanctions against Iraq, and U.S. plans to invade Iraq, including the possible use
of nuclear weapons against Iraq.”54
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