


40 YEARS OF PEACE ?

Rememberance day has passed. The annual argument between those that
wear red or white poppies is over for the time being. Politicians and
clergymen have filed away their speeches and sermons about those who
died and suffered in the two World Wars. We have wiped away our tears
and everything has gone back to normal.

Back to normal. The speeches and sermons take on a more familiar re-
frain: "Never againd' they shout; '"Peace through strength.' is the

telling cry; '"Deterence or submission.' are the only options we are
told are availables

And here 1s their proof; since the last war Britain and other devel-
oped nations have striven to maintain and strengthen their military

might, and by so doing have ensured that for the last forty years we
have lived in peacee.

- Accepting this argument, we can then see what forty years of peace
actually means.

it means over one hundred and fifty wars having taken place accross
the world since 1945,

1t means over 20 million civilian casualties in war since 1945,

1t means that what the world spends in arms every two weeks 1is enough

tc provide adequate food, water, education and housing for the whole
worlde

It means that 'developed' countries spend twenty times more on their
military than they do on economic aid.

Now, some may insist that this is stretching a point too far, that 40
years of peace means that since 1945 we have averted a further global
war, that Britain and its NATO allies have not been invaded and not
oeen involved in full-scale military engagements.

But even that is not true. It certainly would not be true if you
were to ask the people of Egypt, Aden, Korea, Vietnam, Ireland, the
Falklands, Algeria, the Middle East, Latin America and Indo-=China
to name but a few countries. Have they enjoyed 40 years of peace?

S0; we can only assume that "40 years of peace' refers to the avoid-
ence of military engagement on European or North American soil.

what else does it mean, this 40 years of peace? It means 40 years of
preparing for war. This at least is what our leaders boast has been
the strategy which has averted war. All of our leaders, left or right,
have declared their commitment to this strategy.




If only theywould consult their history books and think. The only
thing that preparing for war has always achieved, eventually is war

itself. This has always been true and there is no reason to believe
it will not always be true.

There 1s no reason to believe that because our weapons are more
sophisticated and destructive; and our armies are stronger and better
equiped, we are less likely to go to war. In history that has always
been said; and it has always been proved a lie.

wWars arise out of tensions and accusations of injustice. There is no
~greater tensiocn than the thought of our own and our loved ones lives
being mercilessly taken away; and there is no greater injustice than
war ltself. By preparing for war we only aggravate war itself and
create strongeraccusations of injustice. To relieve these tensions
we must resolve them, to cohiese justice we must remove our threat
of war. This generation must recognise the depth of our folly before
it becomes to latee

We have not enjoyed '"40O years of peace'". All that can be said is that
since 1945 we are now forty=four years on in our preparation for the
next war; And that war will not arise in spite of us having weapons,
but because of theme.

Qur politicians require our acquiessence to continue preparing for
the next war. We give it then at our own peril. lLet us not give it
to them; but take it awayeo '

Another Deadly Myth - Perhapse

Has the Forest Fields Peace Group ceased to exist? « This could be the
deadliest myth of all. It's less than a myth. The Group is still work=-
ing; striving to promote the cause of peace both locally and worldwide
= by counteracting the mis-information of the mass-media - by meeting
on each Third Thursday of the month at Forest Fields Neighbourhood
Centre.

Please come along at 7.30pm for a couple of hours - new faces are al=-
ways needed,
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BRITAIN OUT OF NATO : NATO OUT OF BRITAIN

This year marks the 4Cth. anniversary of NATO. Is this anniversary a time
for hosannas? Have we lived through 40 years of glorious peace because of
NATU? or just the prelude to a new and more bestial war? In short, what

attiatude shduld we, the British People, take to NATO? and, in particular,
Sritain's continued membership of it?

1i we were to follow the voices of our parliamentary leaders then the ans=-
wer would seem clear. All three (or four?!) main parliamentary parties, not
only support it, but support it vehemently. But, if we analyse things our-
selves, closely, we will not arrive at this conclusion.

For inslance, how does NATO compare with its rival, the Warsaw Pact of the
bastern Bloc.7? We all know that the Warsaw Pact is an aggressive and threat
~ening alliance, held like a knife at the throat of the peoples of Eastern
Europe, ready tc punish in blood any attempts at independence by its subject
people. One need only think of Warsaw Pact troops rumbling through the str=-
eets of a dissident Prague in 1968, or the ignominious debacle of the Soviet
defeat in Afghanistan, very recently. But, can any honest person, who hasn't
prejudged the 1ssue, see NATQO as the opposite of this bloody Pact? A NATO
that was set up fully six years before the alleged danger from that Pact
emerged; A NATO that revived and nurtured former Hitler militarists in Ger-
many a few short years after the war; A NATO that has instigated and connived
at dozens of "small" wars since WeW.2 (wars in which millions of "small"
(ordinary) people have died) and then sold arms to both sides; A NATO with
the overkill firepower of a greedy and vengeful Colossus.

Nod Both of these pacts are steeped in bloodd If the Warsaw Pact has its
Afghanistan, then NATO has its Vietnam; if the Warsaw Pact is the noose

around the neck of the people then NATO is the hangman; if one is the bullet
then the other is the assassine

Just as in Eastern Europe, our country is in the grip of a 30,000-strong
occupation army, but an American and not a Soviet one.

let us, on this fortieth anniversary call on Britain to get out of NATO

and for the dissolution of both of these aggressive blocs, starting with our
"own" aggressor = NATO,










