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�TIillFeature 

Why the West 
should not 
help Gorbachov 
by Paul-Albert Scherer 

West German Gen. Paul-Albert Scherer (ret.) is one of the world's Leading experts 

on questions regarding the Soviet Empire, the Soviet Union, Eastern Europe, and 

related questions. General Scherer has an experience of approximateLy 40 years 

as an observer, and a very acute one, of the goings-on inside the Soviet bLoc. He 

was, during the middle 1970s, the director of the Militiirische Abschirmdienst, 

the military intelligence and counterintelligence for the entire military establish

ment of the FederaL Republic of Germany. 

In April 1989 GeneraL Scherer appeared at the NationaL Press CLub in Wash

ington, at a conference sponsored by EIR, and predicted a bLoody civil war inside 

the Soviet Empire. Last Oct. 18, again at the National Press Club, General 

Scherer ventured the prediction that Mikhail Gorbachov is not likely to survive 

the spring and summer of 1990. With aLL of these forecasts far advanced toward 

being realized, General Scherer made the presentation beLow at his latest EIR 
press conference at the National Press CLub, which occurred on Jan. 24. He spoke 

in German; what follows is the transLation of his remarks, by Webster TarpLey: 

The analysis that I would like to offer today proceeds without any exaggeration 
or dramatization, from the idea that the populations of the Soviet sphere of power 
are now making world history themselves without any censorship. The year 19 17 
has a greater significance in world history than simply the Bolshevik Revolution. 
It was also the year in which American troops appeared in the trenches of the First 
World War. What began in 1917 was therefore a new phase of dualism in world 
history: the domination of two centers or concentrations of power in the world. 
And this condition that we've seen since 19 17�ither the existence of two super
powers, or the tendency toward the development of two superpowers-that kind 
of a system in world politics will come to an end during this decade. 

I am attempting a sober estimate of this situation, and I come to the conclusion 
that one cannot be sure whether the governments in Washington and in Moscow 
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are politically prepared to Lept the fact that the period of 
dualism in world affairs is now coming to an end. 

In this framework, Gor, achov is a fascinating leadership 
personality, but Gorbachov has attempted to launch a revolu
tion or revolutionary reforr from above for the collapsing 
Soviet Empire, and that rerolutionary reform has not been 
accepted by the masses in the Soviet Empire. 

The most significant qJestion that we in the West must 
answer is: From Moscow 

l
oday, from today's Kremlin, is 

there still a Soviet threat? Is that threat still of the same 
dimensions, or has it bec01e a lesser threat than it was in the 
past? I would like to answer that question about the Soviet 
threat very concretely somerhat later on, but in the meantime 
I would like to treat the que tion of Lenin. 

Lenin is a great figure of world history, although he is a 
great figure of a very destructive type. Lenin's remarks made 
in 1905-07 about the nature pf a revolutionary period in world 
history are now very essential for us. The measure that Lenin 
suggests in these remarks i�: What happens when the people 
up there can't obtain what t1�ey want, and what happens when 
the people on the bottom, the oppressed, don't want to go 
along with the will of those up there? Then you've got a 
revolutionary situation. THe question today is: Can we say 
that the people up there and the people down there no longer 
agree, that their desires gb in opposite directions? Could 
there be any more Obvious tProof of that than what we have 
today? It could hardly be more obvious than what we see 
before our eyes. I 
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January: East Germans in one of the famous 
mass Monday-night rallies in Leipzig calif or 
the end of the communist SED's rule
regardless of its recent name change to PDS
with posters bearing political puns such as 
"Better Kohl [West German Chancellor's 

name, means "cabbage" J than red beets!" 
and "SED-PDS = Pack Your Bags." Inset: 
Gen. Paul-Albert Scherer speaking at the 
National Press Club in Washington, D.C. 

Should the West help Gorbachov? 
We now have a revolutionary situation inside the Soviet 

Empire, for both the elite and the masses, and the question 
to the West is therefore posed: Should we attempt to help 
Gorbachov or should we not? 

If my analysis is correct, and this analysis is based on a 
detailed view of the situation, I have come to the conclusion 
that any help offered to Gorbachov and the Soviet Union is 
now too late. It is too late to save the Soviet power structure, 
because the masses are no longer willing to go along. The 
masses are no longer willing to go along, because of the 
collapse of living standards on the one hand, and because of 
the ferment of the nationalities on the other. 

I am in touch with a number of think tanks in the Western 
world, I remain in touch with various intelligence agencies, 
and from these sources I have derived a number of scenarios. 
Those scenarios would point in one of the following direc
tions: that you will shortly have the emergence inside the 
Soviet Union, either of a neo-Stalinist group, or of a group 
of dogmatic conservatives, or of a group of national chauvin
ists, or possibly a group of Russophile racists taking power, 
of fascistic type. Within that framework, there are also very 
interesting scenarios, about the assumption of power by the 
military caste directly. Gorbachov is to blame for all this, 
and Gorbachov of course saw it coming, because Gorbachov 
has repeatedly launched these messages to the West, saying 
that the Red Army marshals are trying to take away his post. 

In the course of these scenarios, there is one person that 
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we should not forget, and that is Boris Yeltsin, who is a kind 
of left-wing extremist. The KGB does not exactly like him. 
He represents a kind of extreme left-wing position which 
says there should be more reforms, and faster reforms, than 
what is going on. You will have to understand if I decline to 
try to read in the tea leaves of these scenarios and try to 
decide among them. 

The most important common denominator of all of these 
groups, is that all of them are extremely angry about the fact 
that Gorbachov as they see it, has fallen on his knees before 
the Western world. And then, we come with that to the 
analytical question of why indeed did Gorbachov carry out 
this symbolic kneeling, why did he go down on his knees, 
before the West? It's not because Gorbachov is a nice guy, 
it's not because of his commitment to reforms. It is that he 
is acting under the irresistible pressure of the situation and 
of events. 

I have expressed this in the past, with the idea that the 
Soviet Empire is now wandering through a valley of exhaus
tion. The Soviets are wandering, they're forced to run a 
gauntlet of internal crisis. This explains many things that 
Gorbachov does. 

My information indicates that what is going on in the 
Soviet Union today, reflects a decomposition in the economic 
sense, and a decomposition in the ideological sense. 

Why revolution now? 
Now we come to the question, why do we have a revolu

tionary change inside this framework of the attempted revolu
tionary reform from above. 

My information is that the crisis in the economy of the 
Soviet Union came into the awareness of the Soviet leader
ship, not even in 1980, but since 1966, the Soviet leadership 
has been aware of a very, very negative economic develop
ment inside the country, as far as the overall economic poten
tial is concerned, and they were at pains to hide these results. 

So this all started only two years after Khrushchov had 
left power. The Soviets then launched into a gigantic military 
development program, with the demands of Admiral Gorch
kov and the Soviet Navy being included in that, and this 
made things significantly worse. 

We should also remember that only four days after 
Khrushchov was removed from power, the People's Repub
lic of China exploded its nuclear bomb, and this was a shock 
for the Kremlin leadership. 

We have to start from the idea that already early in the 
1970s, the Soviet Empire was under significant strategic 
pressure. The Soviet Empire then attempted to solve the 
question of its anxiety about its borders, with the Helsinki 
Accords of 1975. 

Then the interlude of Chernenko, the fact that the Soviets 
lost one year and four months during the time that Chernenko 
was in power, was also a very significant loss for them. 

After 1979, after the decision to invade Afghanistan, and 
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then through the beginning of the 1980s, the difficulties for 
the Soviets were getting worse and worse. 

Gorbachov came in in 1985 and attempted to go full 
speed ahead, and obtain certain results very quickly. In the 
beginning, Gorbachov enjoyed a wide confidence among the 
Soviet masses. They thought, this is our man, but that only 
lasted till about 1987. And what you have then, starting in 
1987, is a kind of collapse of confidence down into the valley. 

There were three monopolies of the Soviet state power 
that Gorbachov found when he came in but he had to give up 
two of them. He kept the monopoly on state property but he 
had to give up the information monopoly that the Soviet state 
had enjoyed, and also the power monopoly of the party. 

As the majority of the Soviet Nomenklatura began to 
sabotage him and began to interfere with his policies, he 
began to attack them and insult them in public, and this series 
of public attacks on the party and on the Nomenklatura, by 
Gorbachov, went on for two years. The number of people 
now in the Soviet Union who refuse to be loyal to Gorbachov 
is very large and is growing very rapidly. That applies both 
to the elites and to the masses. 

We're looking at the death of this failed theory of Marx
ism-Leninism, the theory of socialism, the theory of the with
ering away of the state. All of that, of course is dying, and 
Gorbachov is contributing to this by attributing the negative 
sides to Stalin, to Brezhnev, to all of his predecessors. These 
are presented in a very negative light, and Gorbachov tries 
to use the fact that they were bad to make his own regime 
look good. 

One problem that Gorbachov has is that he talks too 
much, and people are beginning to lose confidence in him 
for that reason. There's also a total crisis of belief. And we 
see, of course, the details of this crisis of belief, that now 
the invasion of Afghanistan is condemned, the invasion of 
Czechoslovakia in 1968 is condemned, lots of other things 
are exposed, Gorbachov is even forced, really against his 
will, to concede there was a Hitler-Stalin Pact, because the 
German Foreign Ministry has a copy, others have a copy, 
the Soviets have a copy, so they had to admit it. Glasnost 
is an attempt to win over the intelligentsia to work with 
Gorbachov by giving up the state or party monopoly of infor
mation to entice the intellectuals to do this. Of course that, 
from the point of view of maintaining power, has been a very 
serious mistake by Gorbachov. 

The biggest mistake, perhaps of them all, that Gorbachov 
has made is the total misestimate of the nationalities question. 
This involves 130 separate nationalities in the Soviet Union. 
This process of decomposition is now unfolding before our 
eyes in breathtaking speed. We have to note that after some 
58 months of Gorbachov's regime, all the reforms that he 
has proposed have now been abrogated and rescinded. Not 
one of them remains in force. The big reforms, the question 
of property reforms, allowing private property, the questio� 
of a broad economic recovery, none of this has been accom-
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plished. It could not even be fully debated. Gorbachov is 
now pulling back on all of these fronts. 

The question of price reform, price increases, would have 
been absolutely essential for the kind of thing that Gorbachov 
wanted to do, but this is not on the agenda now. This has 
been officially delayed until 1993 , simply because the regime 
is too weak, and they know that if they go with price reforms 
now, the masses will not accept it: Then they have a general 
revolution exploding in their faces immediately. 

Another important element in the decomposition in the 
Soviet Union is that Gorbachov and his group have gone out 
of their way to praise Hungary, to praise Poland, to even 
praise the German Democratic Republic to some extent, and 
especially singling out for praise the fact that these countries 
have tended to get rid of their Communist parties and push 
them out of power. 

One thing that had a tremendous impact inside the Soviet 
Union, I would like to mention this again, is that Gorbachov 
sent a telegram of congratulations to the leadership of the 
Hungarian Communist Party, congratulating them on the fact 
that they had abolished themselves, they had more or less 
self-destructed. The impact of that inside the Soviet Union 
was immense and the Nomenklatura said, "How can he do 
such a thing, when we in this country must have the domina
tion of the Communist Party and its leadership?" 

You have to know that every Soviet leader, every Russian 
political leader knows that the corset of this empire is not the 
idea of the Soviet Union as such. The corset is the idea of a 
police state and of the domination of the party to hold all of 
the subject nationalities in place. So you can appreciate why I 
come to these very grim conclusions about the Soviet Union. 

The actual economic situation 
I would like now to share with you some aspects of infor

mation from sources that I have obtained about the actual 
economic situation inside the Soviet Union today. 

The state deficit of the Soviet Union for the year 1989 is 
over 100 billion rubles. And that is more than 1 1% of the 
gross national product of the country. The second thing is 
that there are basically no factories that are in a position to 
carry out the function of light industry, that is to serve light 
industry and allow light industry to produce consumer goods 
for the population. 

The Soviets had obtained a line of credit of approximately 
4 billion deutschemarks from Germany and the point of that 
was supposed to be to invest in the production of consumer 
goods inside the Soviet Union. What the Soviets have now 
done is, at a very late point in the game, they have now drawn 
DM3 billion out of that line of credit and what they are doing 
with that is attempting to buy consumer goods directly on the 
Western European market--not produce them themselves, 
but simply import them. It's very late. 

Then we have the question of sugar. The sugar consump
tion inside the Soviet Union has gone up astronomically and 
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I am suggesting that this is because of illegal stills, that the 
people are brewing their own. This means on the one hand 
the Soviet state has lost 10 billion rubles in tax revenues that 
would have come through the legal production of this vodka. 
Because of a need to buy more sugar on the world market, 
they've also had to spend 10 billion on that. 

There are, out of all the factories in the Soviet Union, 
only 13% that make a profit. The Soviets never admitted 
before that they had unemployment, but it would now appear 
that the jobless rate in the Soviet Union is at least 8% of the 
workforce. The Soviets have now admitted that the Cherno
byl reactor disaster cost them approximately 10 billion 
rubles. I think that in reality the costs were much higher. The 
Armenian earthquake, slightly more than a year ago, cost 
them more than 10 billion rubles. The subsidies that they pay 
to keep the prices of food and other such goods down cost 
them approximately 100 billion rubles per year. 

The accusation against Gorbachov that you hear both 
among the elite and among the masses is that you've got 
more millionaires who have made money under Gorbachov 
than under Brezhnev. Out of 280 million Soviet citizens, my 
estimate is that 46 million live under the survival minimum 
which is estimated to be 77 rubles per month. So 46 million 
are below 77 rubles per month. You have 50 million pension
ers who seem to be expected to get along with a miserable 
pension of 58 rubles per month. 

If you put these figures together, you will see that this is 
an empire of economic misery unequaled in world history. 
Thus, in the past year of 1989, in order to try and head off 
the internal revolution, the regime has raised the wages of 
teachers by 40%, they have raised the wages of medical 
doctors by 30%, they have raised the wages of nurses in the 
hospitals by 50%. 

If you put this all together you will see that the wage 
increases that have now been granted make up about 14% 
across the board and no country is really in a position to do 
that, and certainly not the Soviet Union under these crisis 
circumstances. 

By the end of 1989, there were about 30 billion rubles 
worth of construction projects, buildings that had been initi
ated that had not been completed. And because for technical 
reasons in these old building projects, projects that had been 
initiated earlier, the wages for the construction workers were 
lower, what the companies did was to simply walk away 
from the projects that they had begun and started new proj
ects, with the idea you could get a better wage on the new 
project than you could on the old one. 

Foreign policy 
Gorbachov has created an inflationary market of disarma

ment proposals-he has launched 42 disarmament proposals 
toward the West. Naturally, what he wants to do is to take 
away from us the idea that we'rethreatened. And of course 
he wants to propose that it's time to save money. But the 
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Soviet defense budget has not diminished. The real, or secret 
Soviet defense budget, the actual Soviet defense budget, 
except for a couple of percent here and there, in certain areas, 
has increased, not decreased. What is going on there is that 
the modernization of the military establishment continues 
and the old rusty junk is being gotten rid of and is being 
replaced with modem equipment. 

I am not saying that Gorbachov is mainly, or alone, re
sponsible for this. There are, after all, four principal pillars 
of power in the Soviet Union and although they're subordi
nated to the general secretary of the party, they nevertheless 
have a great deal of power, and a great deal of decision
making clout. You can see something similar today in East 
Germany, in Poland, in Hungary. You can see, for example, 
that the political police in all these countries, despite the fact 
that they've been disturbed, are continuing their activity, 
quite stubbornly. 

In the Soviet Union, it's even easier, because of the tre
mendous territorial distances involved. It's possible to use 
that essentially, for certain factions to do what they want. 
What that means, in effect, is that along that path where 
Gorbachov wanted to advance rapidly, tremendous boulders 
are being put into his path, so that he cannot make the kind of 
forward progress that he wanted. But there is one accusation 
against Gorbachov which is correct. Gorbachov, it is certain
ly accurate for us to say, continues to conduct a two-faced 
policy, a double policy, which involves on the one hand a 
facade of certain kinds of proposals, and then underneath 
that, underground, destabilization of the Western world. 

The activity of Soviet agents has not decreased. They 
have not been stopped. The Soviet help for terrorist organiza
tions has become more cautious but it still exists. Take the 
example of the Philippines. This is an important question for 
the United States. In the Philippines, what we saw is a very 
important kind of link with the Communist world, with the 
Soviet Union in particular, which is to maintain that under
ground guerrilla army in the Philippines and to allow it to 
take offensive actions at various times. 

The history of today's revolutions 
I would like now to ask for you to follow me into a brief 

historical analysis, which is designed to show you that it is 
correct to say that we are now, in the Soviet Union, at the 
end of a revolutionary process of insurrection by the masses. 

We have to start by recognizing that the entire 19th centu
ry in the Russian and Soviet area was one big revolutionary 
period. Recall that the officers of the Czarist Army in that 
period of 1813-15 or 1816, had been through Western Eu
rope, they had seen Western Europe, and they brought back 
to Russia, their experiences of the wars against Napoleon. 
This experience, the exposure to the West during the N apole
onic Wars, led to the insurrectionary movement of the De
cembrists, the attempted Decembrist Revolution of 1825. At 
the same time, you have the beginnings of the underground 
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insurrectionary movement, the Narodniki, the "friends of 
the people," who were attempting to launch an agrarian 
revolution against the Czarist state. The Czar was forced in 
1861 to liberate the serfs, at least to liberate them on paper, 
with a paper decree. So from about 1870 till 1910 or 1912, 
you have this wave of terrorism, waves of political assassina
tion, conducted by the Narodniki and similar groups. During 
that time you've got the assassination of two czars, of prime 
ministers, of interior ministers, of untold numbers of grand 
dukes and other aristocrats, and all this was conducted under 
the cry of freedom, liberation from the Czars. So this is an 
experience that goes on, and is the background for the 1904-
06 Revolution. 

In 1902, you have the foundation of the Social Revolu
tionary Party; in 1905, the big Revolution itself, in Leningrad 
and elsewhere; in 1907, a coup d'etat to carry out a change 
in the election law; and in 1917, as you know, the Kerensky 
Revolution of February to April. And, by October, or No
vember, depending on which calendar you use, Lenin's 
putsch, which was really just a change in the elite, not much 
more. By 1928, you've got the mass liquidation and slaughter 
of kulaks, the rich peasants or well-off peasants, who were 
opposing the idea that their property was going to be taken 
away from them. And the kind of underground insurrection
ary movement that you saw then, kept going in the Soviet 
Union until the time of the Second World War. This probably 
explains why the Ukrainians came forward smiling, with 
white flags, with gifts of food and other things, when the 
Wehrmacht came into Ukraine, they were greeted by the 
Ukrainians. That was naturally a terrible, horrible mistake 
that the Ukrainians were making. But what it shows is that 
the kind of revolutionary waves that I have been indicating 
in the 19th century, continued to roll through the 20th centu
ry. They continued to roll and they roll today. You don't 
really have to exercise too much imagination to see that 
historical background continues to influence decisively the 
194Os, 1950s, 196Os, 1970s, and now our own time. 

There are various Stalinist explanations of what all that 
represented. The Stalinist justifications are that all of these 
were feudal residues who were fighting for their survival, but 
of course that's not true. These were actual popular insurrec
tions, carried out by the people, with perhaps the help of a 
small part of the elites at various times. What they were 
fighting against, were the oppressive conditions inside a colo
nial empire of a thousand years. 

Gorbymania 
Now I would like to treat for a second the personal situa

tion of Gorbachov. It would be good to be able to see a little 
bit more-we may have to wait until the dust settles-but 
there are already some things we can see. 

I would like to talk about Gorbymania and Gorby's mag
ic. I would like to recall for you the opinion that was offered 
by Mikhail Suslov, the previous chief of cadre formation for 

EIR February 16, 1990 



the Soviet Communist Party. He was of course the ideologi
cal pope of the Communist Party. Suslov said some years 
back that Gorbachov was an absolutely reliable man of the 
party who would never leave the straight and narrow path of 
the Communist Party. Remember that in 197 1, when he was 
only 39 years old, Gorbachov became a member of the Cen
tral Committee, which at that time was an extraordinary pro
motion. He's now 59. He's been in politics for 34 years, from 
the time he was in the Young Communists, or Komsomol, to 
general secretary of the party. We should remember what his 
goals are. Also, as he shows what his goals are. 

The first is that the Soviet Union must survive. That's 
fundamental for him. And it must survive as an empire, an 
imperial construct. The idea is that the Soviet Union has got 
to recover, and has got to resume its previous course. And 
the third step is to maintain this kind of double domination 
of the world, worldwide political dualism, U.S.-Soviet 
Union, but with the Soviets increasing their domination. 

In Soviet leadership circles, inside their think tanks, they 
think that they can get back on the track let's say by 20 15, 
or 2020. Gorbachov is therefore a man of the system. He 
seeks to preserve the system. The illusions that are cultivated 
in the West that he is some kind of a Westernizing liberal, 
are absurd. A couple of quotes that can show this: On June 
19, 1986, in a secret speech to Soviet writers, Gorbachov 
said: " Our enemy knows who we are. They do not fear our 
nuclear power. They will not begin war. " What Gorbachov 
then said was: "If we in the Soviet Union can create democra
cy, then we will win. That is decisive." The second quote is 
now from a secret speech to a closed session of the Central 
Committee on Jan. 27, 1987, and here he's explaining to the 
Central Committee what perestroika is designed to do: "It is 
not a question of destroying our political system, but it is a 
question of a better and more effective exploitation of its 
potentials. " 

Therefore, I think that it is a sober judgment, it's not an 
insult at all, it's amply justified by the facts, to say that what 
Gorbachov and his group want to do, what their positive goal 
is, is to save the system, and to save the imperial construct 
of the Soviet Union in all its forms. It's not a gratuitous insult 
to say that this system is the world champion of deception 
since 19 17. I have examined my own conscience on this issue 
over the years, and have asked myself, "Aren't you really 
being unfair to Gorbachov, by putting him in the same cate
gory with all these other Soviet leaders?" and my conclusion 
is no, that's what he deserves; he is in that tradition. 

The point is, that what Gorbachov is trying to do, is to 
obtain what he needs, i.e., the good will of the West, in this 
valley of exhaustion of the Soviet Empire. This can only be 
accomplished through this psychological manipulation, what 
you could call "Gorby's magic." And if you see Gorba
chov's appearance on TV, we have to concede he has a 
remarkable talent for this kind of operation. I have also ob
served with consternation and a good deal of shame, the fact 
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that back last summer the Germans were some of the most 
taken by this Gorbymania. But that is now part of the past, 
because of three experiences that have taken place which 
have changed the situation decisively. 

The first was the massacre in Tiananmen, the Square of 
Heavenly Peace in Beijing. The second was the opening 
up of the Hungarian border, and the third was the flight 
of approximately 350,000 East German refugees into the 
Federal Republic, people who were risking everything, 
bringing their small children and their families with them to 
come to freedom. 

Today, the psychological scene in Central Europe has 
changed completely. The Germans have now heard from all 
their relatives out of the G.D.R. what the situation there is, 
how bad it is, and people can now, even in the last couple of 
weeks, go over and see with their own eyes what kind of 
misery communism has brought in the last 40 years. Now 
you have a situation in Germany, where even the average 
man in the street, who reads about these things in the newspa
pers every day, has a clear idea that the Gorbachov group is 
going to collapse, and the Gorbachov is going to collapse 
because of their incapacity to solve the main ·problems of 
their country . 

The issue of German unity 
The most important experience that has come in the mid

dle of that, is the attempt to deny German reunification in the 
context of freedom in the immediate future. Some may still 
think that the "German problem," the "German question," 
does not have this central position in world politics of today. 
But I would say, that the question of world peace in our time 
depends directly on our ability to solve or not to solve the 
national question of 80 million Germans in Europe. I am 
happy that even in Great Britain there are circles of insiders 
who see these things in a somewhat more sober way than 
they had in previous years. 

I cannot hide the fact here that the visit by Secretary of 
State Baker to East Berlin, conducted in the spirit of Malta
Yalta or Myalta, has created a tremendous loss of friendship 
for the United States in Germany. Please understand: The 
Germans, for the first time in their history, and for the first 
time in European history, are attempting to conduct a revolu
tion without violence in the Eastern part of the German popu
lation. In the middle of that, the American foreign minister 
shows up and meets with [East German Communist Prime 
Minister Hans] Modrow, and expresses his desire to strength
en Modrow, and his regime. 

A second thing to note is French President Mitterrand. 
Mitterrand, obviously shocked by the rapid pace of events in 
Hungary, in Romania, in East Germany, in Poland, and so 
forth, also went to East Berlin and was willing to review 
an honor guard, the so-called Dzerzhinsky Regiment of the 
National People's Army of East Germany, despite the fact 
that this National People's Army of East Germany is a dead 
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Bush troop cut plan 
'would keep Red Army 
in East Gennany 

In President George Bush's State of the Union Address 
on Jan. 3 1, the President announced that he intended to 
reduce the U. S. troop presence in Western Europe to 
195,000, and that he expected the Soviet Union to do the 
same in Eastern EuroPe, a topic he had already discussed 
with Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachov. What does this 
mean for the security of the Federal Republic of Germany? 
And what does it mean for the process of German unity? 

First, it should be noted that the presence of U.S. 
troops in the Federal Republic in the previous quantity 
and quality was an absolute necessity, and will continue 
to be so as long as the Soviet "Western Group of Forces" 

remains in East Germany with their capacity for blitzkrieg 
operations. But how long will the Soviet leadership be in 
the position to maintain this massive offensive military 
presence on the Elbe? 

This has nothing to do with "peace policy" or "disar
mament." Rather, it has to do with the rapidly progressing 
life-and-death crisis of the Soviet empire. The Soviet lead
ershiJ>-with or without Gorbachov-is faced with such 
an enormous "energy loss" and deterioration of forces as 
a result of the crisis, that the postwar status quo in Central 
Europe cannot be maintained. The Soviet leadership well 
knows that, ultimately, the attempt to rigidly maintain all 
strategic positions in an objectively weakened condition 
will lead to a further dissipation of the already-shrinking 
forces and thus possibly, the loss of all positions. Mos
cow's strategy consists of winning time to regenerate its 
own crisis-shaken position. 

duck. But I am happy to note, that since then, Mitterrand and 
the government in France, have taken some very important 
steps for rapprochement to the West German position. This 
increased French understanding of the needs of the situation 
is reflected perhaps best in the decision of the president of 
the European Community Jacques Delors, who will allow 
East Germany to become the 13th member of the European 
Community, without any particular administrative and tech
nical process. These are political steps that reflect the at
tempts of the people in the streets to define revolutionary
political solutions to these questions. 

Because of the pressure of time, I cannot go into the 
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Therefore, Moscow is ready 0 make concessions on 
strategic "space." But this strate ic "exchange," of time 
for space, is being completed under the most difficult of 
conditions, and there will not belany generous "prepay
ments . " They will seek to disgui e their own weakness, 
to bluff, and will only pull back'f important considera
tions are given in return or thei own position actually 
becomes fully untenable. 

Cause aDd effect must not bf confused. The actual 
dissolution of the Warsaw Pact �nd the collapse of the 
communist system in Central Eul' pe is the result of revo
lutionary convulsions that can no onger be contained, not 
of Gorbachov' s "reform policy." orbachov' s portentous 
statement on Jan. 30, that he acc pted German unity "in 
principle," means, first, that he r cognizes that the situa
tion in East Germany cannot econ mically and political1y 
be maintained, and, second, that he wilJ attempt to play 
for time while he "allows" the economic rehabilitation of 
East Germany by the Federal Rep blic. 

Concretely and practically, the Soviet position means 
that German unity must not be f+ced by the pressure of 
the "street"-Gorbachov's under-rtanding of the right of 
self-determi.n

.
ation

. 

of the G. erm. �. s-.. but that the victori
ous powers of the Seco.nd World . . ar must have the final 
say. This was formulated with ill minating clarity by So
viet Prime Ministe� Nikolai Ry hkov in Gorbachov's 
presence. 

Thatcher, Bush echo Russ aDS 
Even the casual observer mu t be struck with the as

tonishing similarity of Gorbacho 's statements on Ger
man unity. following his passion,e embrace of East Ger
man Prime Minister Hans Modrow , to the statements 
made by British Pripte Minister pnatcher and the Bush 
administration on the German question. German unity has 
never been contested '�in principlF" in London or Wash
ington either..-only it takes seconll priority to "stability," 
to "balance," .. and.\the rights ofth,e superpowers, and 

details of the various countries in the former Soviet glacis in 
Eastern Europe. But I would like to sum up. First, there is 
total disagreement between the elites and the masses inside 
the Soviet Union. Second, we are witnessing a collapse of 
the authority of the Soviet state and of course the proof 
of that is what you've seen last year in Uzbekistan, and 
Kazakhstan, this year in the Balti region, in Lithuania espe
cially, in the Transcaucasus. And then we have the crippling 
of the collective consciousness which necessarily leads to a 
failure and a collapse. The fact that the Gorbachov people 
have tried to put an end to the extreme hostility against the 
West, have tried to open up to the West, will not be enough 
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there is no reason to hUrry. ks. Thatcher typically refers 
to the third millennium. 

When President Bush nounced that he intended to 
limit U.S. and Soviet troo�s in Europe to 195,000 each, 
he did not forget to add that �e anticipated no further troop 
reduction. The "upper liuft" is thus simultaneously a 
"lower limit" for superpower troops in Europe. Five years 
ago, against the backgroun of the Strategic Defense Ini
tiative plans for NATO 0 erall at the time and a still
functioning Warsaw Pact, that would have been worth 
discussing. But now, Bush s proposal means the imposi
tion of the presence of 195, OOO----unwanted-Soviet sol
diers in Central Europe! 

On closer examination (!)f Bush's proposal, it emerges 
additionally that the space in which the 195,000 troops 
of the Soviets and the Un ted States will be stationed, 
essentially merges togethe in West and East Germany. 
Given the present conditio of the Soviet Union, it is in 
no position to maintain its oop presence in Hungary and 
Czechoslovakia. The press re from those peoples against 
the troops is simply too ,reat. Also, the Soviet troop 
presence in Poland will ob�iously be reduced, so that in 
the foreseeable future ther will only be Soviet logistical 
groups stationed there. 

Thus, the Bush proposrl aims, in its end result, at a 
continuing massive troop wesence of the Soviet Western 
Group in East Germany. Conversely, it is now obvious 
that, in comparison with t e Federal Republic, the small 
U. S. military presence id Great Britain, the Benelux 
states, Italy, Greece, and Tprkey, as wet! as on the Iberian 
peninsula, will be further r duced. The mass ofU .S. forc
es in Europe will stay in Germany. 

The Bush proposal is if blatant contradiction to three 
foreseeable and in no way specuLative strategic trends: 1) 
the further drain on Sovie

t 
forces that is to be expected 

through the intensifying conomic and political crisis 
within the Soviet Union, which will make its forward 
military presence in East Germany increasingly difficult 

to avoid this collapse. 
We have in the Russian pppulation, very important resi

dues of messianic outlooks. IThose messianic outlooks are 
still there. The question is that these messianic outlooks could 
lead the Soviet Union back td the path of military confronta
tion, especially under circumstances in which the military 
caste would assume power, or the state security apparatus. 
Up to now Gorbachov of course has been acting in close 
coordination with the state sdcurity apparatus but that could 
change and then you'd get the messianic element of that also 
becoming the dominant one. I 

Why don't we just take a look for a moment at the c1assi-
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but not mechanically impossible; 2) the expected rejection 
of further Soviet military occupation of East Germany by 
the population there; and, finally, 3) the process of Ger
man unity. 

To keep the Russians in? 
We cannot escape the impression that Bush's proposal 

fundamentally alters the character of the U. S. troop pres
ence in Germany. The Bush plan seems to have turned 
the previous NATO goal, "to keep the Russians out," 
into its opposite. Indeed, we might think that the dictum 
expressing Lord Ismay's goal for NATO, "to keep the 
Germans down," has been completely adopted by Bush. 
Unfortunately, all this indicates that Bush and Gorbachov 
came to the understanding at Malta to deploy, in the ab
sence of any political and economic possibilities for in
fluence and organization, their military presence in both 
parts of Germany in order to assert their power interests 
against the process of German unity and the coming into 
existence of a pan-European economic space from "Portu
gal to Poland. " 

Heretofore, the U. S. troop presence in the Federal Re
public was commensurate with the objective and massive 
threat to Western Europe by the military power of the Sovi
et Union and the W arsaw �act. This threat is now in a pro
cess of change, but certainly hasn't ceased. The potential 
of Soviet military power, especially of the Western Group 
of Forces, is essentially intact. In harmony with the three 
strategic trends mentioned above-with regard to the Sovi
et Union, East Germany, and the process of German uni
ty-Western security policy must aim, not at maintaining 
the Soviet military presence in east Central Europe, and 
especially in East Germany, but rather at ending that pres
ence outside the borders of the Soviet Union. 

Then, the Soviet Union can, as Lyndon LaRouche 
proposed in 1988, expect economic cooperation from 
West and Central Europe that will allow it to find a way 
out of its present life-and-death crisis.-Michael Liebig 

cal strategic factors, and see which way they point, negative
ly or positively. First is that the conditions of domination in 
the political structures have now been massively called into 
question. Secondly, again, there is no agreement between 
the masses and the elites. The human potential is no longer 
loyal, everybody wants to leave the sinking ship. The ques
tion of morale, the psychological factor, is at an absolute 
zero point. There's no spirit of self-sacrifice as in the Great 
Patriotic War, the Second World War. The level of psycholo
gy overall is depressive. 

The third question is strategic potential. There we have to 
see that the Soviet available strategic potential is completely 
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inadequate for the tasks that the empire is trying to solve. 
The supply situation has collapsed; that really goes back to 
the Armenian earthquake. The biggest private fear of the 
Soviet leadership is the fear of a general strike by the coal 
miners and/or the railroad workers. The fact that they cannot 
solve their economic problems within the available time, the 
time for them to exist has run out. 

The fourth question is space and the availability of the 
strategic potential. The transportation is not adequate today, 
it really wasn't adequate yesterday. This transportation sys
tem is now about to break down totally, especially if the 
winter gets a little bit more severe. And that means the avail
ability of energy, of food supply, of producers' goods, all 
of that is put into question by the looming collapse of the 
transportation system. 

The fifth question is strategic factor of time and accelera
tion. The time that the Soviets now have available is also 
down to zero. I would say, and I would agree with a number 
of other experts on this, that if the Soviets had started the so
called reforms back in 1975, they might have succeeded, but 
now it's too late. To put it in a medical or a hospital metaphor, 
we would have to say that this terminal disease has now gone 
so far that no medical care or doctors' attention is going to 
make any difference. Therefore, I simply cannot understand 
why people go around yelling, "Help Gorby! Help his 
group!" Without wanting to exaggerate my judgment, I sim
ply think that anybody who bases a policy on that is commit
ting a very severe error of leadership in our time. 

We have a historical compulsion here, and nobody es
capes this historical compulsion. If your name is Gorbachov, 
you don't escape this historical compulsion. If your name is 
Zaikov, if your name is R yzhkov, if your name is Ligachov, 
if you're part of the Leningrad opposition group, all of those 
people are going to be forced into the track determined by 
historical compulsion. What is that? Simply, that the popula
tions of the Soviet Union will no longer accept the old line. 
They want out. They won't go back to the previous system. 
Take the question of Ukraine. Remember there, what is the 
tradition? Between 1945 and 1950, for five long years, there 
was an underground army of 50,000 partisans who were 
fighting against Stalin until they were wiped out and bled to 
death. That tradition is not gone; that is the tradition that is 
coming again. The Ukrainians have their own language, they 
have their own feeling of nationality. In the case of Shcherbit
sky, the old head of the Kiev mafia in Ukraine, he's been 
thrown out. But that will not stop this development of the 
Ukrainian national consciousness. This is the kind of situa
tion any Soviet leadership would now have to deal with. 

The next question, the fundamental one: Is the reform 
process irreversible? That means under conditions when Gor
bachov remains in power, or could remain in power. This is, 
of course, the big question that busies all the foreign minis
tries of the Western world. I would say up to now that nothing 
is irreversible. So Gorbachov may stay in power for a little 
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bit longer, but the process of destruction and the decomposi
tion has now gone so far, the psychological attitudes of the 
masses and the elites are now so negative, Gorbachov now 
has no chance to accomplish anything, and whatever he at
tempts will get out of hand and will boomerang. We have 
to see with a very sober judgment, that historically there's 
nothing more to be had, from this development. We've had 
this tremendous imperial apparatus confronting us in history , 
and it has now reached this level. 

A process of catharsis 
So we would have to say that nothing is irreversible, and 

all of these so-called reforms, are not irreversible. That's 
going to be the case no matter who may be in power. What I 
see as inevitable, is that we're going to go through what the 
Greeks called a catharsis: The entire contemporary world is 
going to participate in or witness the catharsis of this tremen
dous empire. The problem is that we've had this huge imperi
al body that has been poisoned over a period of 100, 200, 
300, 500 years if you will, back to 1480, since the time 
that the Russians succeeded in freeing themselves from the 
Mongols. These negative tendencies have been with them, 
particularly the tendency of rejective Westernizing, modern
izing reforms. The pro-Western forces have always been 
defeated-Peter the Great is an example of this. You can see 
it in the 17th century, and today you see it on the part of 
very strong forces who reject anything that has to do with 
Westernizing or what they call capitalist influences. 

Another important question that we've got to mention, 
is, is the United States a paper tiger in the Soviet view or 
not? You recall that Mao Zedong, starting from his Leninist
Stalinist outlook, always ridiculed the U.S. as a paper tiger. 
It is a life or death question for all of us today to see how that 
question is seen inside the military leadership of the Soviet 
Union. Do they think the U.S. is a paper tiger or liot? 

I'm expressing this with a certain caution, but I would 
say that the developments on the part of the U. S. government 
over the most recent period-bearing in mind that these 
things used to be somewhat better--do not create a positive 
framework for this question. Please recall that I consider 
myself to be an Atlanticist; my basic strategic starting-point 
is that the two coasts of the Atlantic and the 6,000 kilometers 
of sea lanes in the middle are the vital transport and communi
cation artery of the Western world. This has got to be held, 
the two sides have got to stay together. 

But I also think that it is my responsibility, as someone 
who perhaps knows a little bit more through the information 
I am able to assemble, if! know a bit more on these questions 
I am also obligated to speak out. I would say it in the follow
ing way: If the Red Army marshals-that is to say, the mar. 
shals of the Red Army as a leadership of this military caste 
or military elite----<:ome to the conclusion that by threats they 
can force the U. S. to their knees, then we will have a military 
confrontation in the coming year, perhaps next year, but 
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it could also come this year. You just have to look at the 
Azerbaijan question . Look at e south part of the Transcau
casus. If you want to solve �our internal problems by an 
external adventure, and if yo I are convinced that the domi
nant power of the Western world is a paper tiger that won't 
shoot back, then you have imdortant opportunities . 

To put the Israeli questioh on the agenda, the Turkish 
question, all of these questio s, posed as the Soviets would 
pose them, to put them on the agenda becomes an ongoing 
concern. I have not mentioned the Iranians . I don't want to 
forget the Iranians because that is also very important . Histo
ry shows us, that if you havd a power which is positioned 
with its back to the wall, wi

i 
h no alternative and no way 

out, then that can lead to any hing, and we cannot exclude 
anything. 

I at the age of 7 1 ,  travel around the world, give press 
conferences, speak to university audiences and so forth, and 
what do I want to obtain with this? What I'm interested 
in doing is fighting the blinding of the Western world by 
Gorbachov and by his operation . The last couple of months 
have seen these tremendous, p,opular revolutions from below 
in Eastern Europe, and I conclude that under these circum
stances, former directors of intelligence agencies like myself 
and also the active ones have a lot to say and are obligated 
to come forward with it . 

Before, I said that the " erman question" is the key 
question of world peace, an that is no exaggeration. Re
member 1 922. After the Versailles Treaty, after Germany 
had lost the first World War, the victorious powers undertook 
a very ill-advised policy that forced Germany into fascism . 
Recall that in 1 922 at Rapallo, Lenin's diplomacy, on the 
part of the revolutionary Sov·et Union, attempted to say that 
the Germans have been defeated, the Russians have been 
defeated, let's go in together in an alliance . If my information 
is correct, if we have a situation where the national aspira
tions of unity for the German population are blocked, then 
something similar could happen. This is, of course, what 
Gorbachov is interested in . Gorbachov is opposed to German 
reunification. He is talking ab ut the denuclearization of Ger
many, the neutralization of Germany, and so forth . The Rus
sians are attempting to make friends in Europe with this, 
because the Germans are pe

i
haps not popular in Europe, I 

understand this. But in order to express this I would go back 
to the Bible and say that you Clon't want to sell your heritage 
for a mess of pottage . I 

I would say, as I have been taught, that politics is a way 
of meeting strategic challendes and strategic compulsions . I 
would say that the "German question" ought to be solved 
in the context of European unification . Leadership, as I 
also learned, is first of all I question of setting priorities . 
So I would say that in order to look at the priorities today, 
the compulsions, you've got to let the Germans live 
together in peace and freed6m and not engage in a policy 
of balance of power agains the Germans . One last word 

I 
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LaRouche, not Reagan 
put Russians to the wall 

In a private discussion with strategic analysts in the 
United States , General Scherer made the following 
observation : "We have to remember that in many ways 
it has been the SOl, or at least the threat of the SOl , 
that has driven the Russians to the wall. The SOl , even 
as a perspective, terrified the Russians. I saw a letter 
to the editor of Time magazine, commenting on the 
issue that had Gorby on the cover. The letter pointed 
out that the changes in Eastern Europe and elsewhere 
were not Gorbachov's achievement , but rather 
Reagan's achievement. There is something to that, but 
the adequate way to put the matter is to say that it was 
really not so much Reagan who can take credit, but 
[Lyndon] LaRouche, since it was LaRouche who actu
ally designed the SOl as a policy. LaRouche�maybe 
along with Reagan-but LaRouche was the one who 
has now got the Soviets with their backs to the wall . 
This is something that we ought to hammer on , to get 
the media to begin to reflect it." 

on the quest for domination by mankind on this blue 
planet of ours . It's likely that there will always be a quest 
or a search for dominance among the powers, the big 
ones, the medium ones, the little ones, it's sort of like 
the chicken coop where these things go on . You cannot 
roll back a military-technological revolution once it's 
happened, and therefore a denuclearization, the idea of 
getting nuclear weapons out of the world, is a utopia . 

This is one of the attempts of the Kremlin to blind 
the Western world . They're trying to make us think that 
if we get rid of nuclear weapons, then you've got guaran
teed peace. It's not true . We have the anthropological fact 
that there will be this continued struggle for domination 
but what we've got to make sure is that this militant 
aggressivity of the Soviet Union, be contained, especially 
if in the revolutionary vortex that the Soviets are now 
experiencing should come a renewed impulse toward 
military domination, we have got to be in a position to 
contain that in a military way . In the last days of World 
War II, as a young officer, I saw that there is some raw 
material of the beast in each one of us . 

My parting word today is: " Keep your powder dry ! "  
This is not an exaggeration or a dramatization . This is simply 
a sober estimate of the strategic situation . 
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