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SCIENTISTS UNCOVER SERIOUS ERRORS
IN CONTROVERSIAL STUDY ON SDI

(Updating Executive Memorandum No. 158, "Why the Physicists’ SDI Study Is Flawed,”
April 24, 1987.)

It has been a month since some members of the American Physical Society released
their report casting doubt on the technical feasibility of the Stratg%ic Defense Initiative
(SDI). Since then, the evidence continues to grow that the scientific and technical quality
of the APS report is seriously flawed. A number of prominent U.S. scientists, in fact, are
beginning to ask why the authors rushed the report into print before they checked it
thoroughly for errors.

. Dr. Frederick Seitz, President Emeritus of Rockefeller University and a former
President of both the American Physical Society and the National Academy of Sciences,
observes: "I know of no precedent, in my 55-year association with the American Physical

Society, for the issuance of so seriously flawed a document as this, under the aegis of that
Council." ‘

Errors by Factors Up to 100. Two other leading U.S. scientists with intimate scientific
and technical knowledge of the SDI’s directed energy programs also have raised serious
objections to the APS study. Dr. Lowell Wood of the Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory and Dr. Gregory Canavan of the Los Alamos National Laboratory charge that
"The APS report contains a number of major technical errors by factors ranging up to 100,
[and that these] errors are always in the direction of making the task of defending the
United States against Soviet missile attacks seem much harder than it really is...."

No Technical Evidence. Seitz’s observations about the APS report are perhaps the most
damaging because they cast doubt on the objectivity of the authors. In addition to charging
that the APS study contains "numerous errors, inconsistencies, and unrealistic
assumptions,” Seitz took issue with an APS Council statement, issued subsequent to the
release of the report, that condemned all prospects for near-term deployment of strategic
-defenses, in spite of the fact that the study did not deal at all with the most promising of all
near-term detense technologies, kinetic energy weapons. Since the APS Council provided
no technical evidence for this attack on the chances of near-term deployment, Seitz
concludes that the APS Council’s statement "abandons all pretense of being based on

scientific factors, [and that] these actions by the Council of APS represent a political as
well as a scientific declaration.”

Npte: Nothing written here is to be construed as necessarily reflecting the views of The Heritage Foundation or as an
attempt to aid or hinder the passage of any bill before Congress.



There is evidence as well that the APS study contains a number of serious scientific and
technical errors. Wood and Canavan outlined a number of these in a statement before
hearings conducted by the House Republican Research Committee on May 19. They were
particularly perplexed that a number of conclusions in the report’s Executive Summary
were direcﬂtg contradicted by the findings in the body of the report. Finally, they were
concerned that the report did not receive the kind of peer review from fellow scientists that
would normally be expected in a scientific study such as this.

Specific errors identified by Seitz, Wood, and Canavan include:

4 Overestimating the amount of improvement needed in the performance levels of the
chemical laser. The APS Executive Summary says that SDI research is at least a factor of
100 away from adequate performance levels in chemical lasers. Wood and Canavan say
SDI-tested lasers are Toughly a factor of only 10"away from nreen'nt% power levei —
requirements for weapons performance against Soviet threats for the end of the century.

44 Overestimating the amount of power needed for adequate performance of the
excimer laser which someday could knock down missiles shortly after they are launched. -
The report says that one billion watts are needed. But according to Wood and Canavan,
formulas in the report itself confirm that just six million watts are sufficient for an effective
excimer laser defense against Soviet attacks. '

¢4 Overestimating the usefulness of a fast-burn booster (a hypothetical
intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) that burns out faster and at lower altitudes than
normal booster rockets) against directed energy defenses. The APS report states that a
Soviet fast-burn booster can neutralize the effectiveness of a U.S. neutral particle beam
defensive weapon. Wood and Canavan point out, however, that the technical analysis in
the report itself clearly shows that this conclusion is incorrect. They say that, aithough a
fast-burn booster can burn out at an altitude of 60 miles, which is ten miles lower than a
space-based neutral particle beam can reach, a missile cannot release its warheads until it
reaches 90 miles. Thus the missile with all its warheads on board can be attacked by the
neutral particle beam even after the booster rocket has burned out.

4+¢ Overestimating the effectiveness of another theoretical Soviet countermeasure
against U.S. directed energy defenses—-spinning the missiles to distribute the heat of the
laser beam, thus weakening the laser’s effect. Wood and Canavan state that "the ICBM has
to rotate at least once a second to spread the laser energy. The spin exerts centrifugal force
on the walls of the missile which have to be strengthened at the cost of reduced payload
and a complete missile redesign--for a very small gain."

Damning Indictment. The evidence mobilized by Seitz, Wood, and Canavan adds up to
a damning indictment of the scientific and technical quality of the APS report. The
numerous factual errors in the report are compounded by the subsequent statements by
APS Council members on SDI matters that are not even addressed in the study. This raises
serious questions about the manner in which this study was conducted. It seems that the
study was rushed intq print before it received adequate scientific review. Moreover, some
of its authors have gone far beyond the realm of physics in making pronouncements and
judgments on when they think SDI deployment can begin. With evidence mounting,
the credibility of the APS itself is at risk. The APS should recognize its mistake in issuing a
seriously flawed report by withdrawing the report and undertaking a new study that will
follow accepted procedures of scientific analysis and evaluation.

Kim R. Holmes, Ph.D.
Deputy Director
of Defense Studies
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Progress on the Strategic Defense
Initiative is such that deployment
could start in five to seven years, as a’
nearby article explains, But that news
hasn't captured much attention. In-
stead the American Physical Society,
the nation's largest association of
physicists, last week issued a report
that seemed to cast doubt about the
success of SDI and warned of long de-
ployment delays.

In fact, the APS study had nothing
to do with near-term prospects. Its

" purpose was to study the long-term

IR

prospects of the most futuristic con-
cepts; it didn't take up near-term pos-

sibilities, in particular kinetic-kill de-
.vices that destroy missiles and war-

. heads by the force of midair collision."
. This was clearly stated in a letter by
- an APS peer-review committee.

“The stiuly group las not been

¥ charged with examining Ikinetic-en-

ergy weapons| components or sys-
tems; the shift in emphasis of [the
government's SDI program| occurred
while the study was in progress,” the
peer review noted. ‘‘No evaluation
was made of how well the research
and development program is being
carried out, given its objectives,”
adding that the cost-effectiveness of
an SDI system wasn’t estimated.

Finally, the review committee con-
cluded: **The report does not, and
could not, address the global question
of whether, on what scale or at what
pace, the United States should pro-
ceed with programs intended to cre-
ate strategic defenses.” This is, of
course, precisely the use to which the
report is widely being put.

The study group was appointed in
late 1984, as the Pentagon SDI office
was being organized, long before its
shift in emphasis to near-term possi-
bilities. The group looked only at di-
rected-energy weapons, such as lasers

5°/-%7 The Naysayers’ Report

and particle beams, that could shoot
down missiles and warheads., The
panel found that *‘substantial pro-
gress’ has been made but “‘significant’
gaps” in scientific and engineering
understanding remain. This means
that 10 or more years of “‘intensive re-
search” are required before “an in-
formed decision” can be made about
the effectiveness and survivability of
directed-energy weapons.

These physicists are more-or-less
right, of course, but none of this is
news to anyone following SDI, let
alone to the office conducting the re-
search. In reading the 424-page report
(available for $200), we couldn’t help
but wonder what purpose is served by
having 17 physicists with other full-
time jobs trying to second-guess the
Pentagon’s multibillion dollar, 2,000-
person-strong SDI effort. The review
group said giving advice on whether
to build strategic defenses wasn't the
purpose of the report. So what was
it?

This is a question that earnest sci-
entists ought to be asking themselves.
Are such reports undertaken out of cu-
riosity about lasers and particle
beams? Or are they perhaps under-
taken to appease vocal political activ-
ists within -the physics profession?
The result, in any event, is a report
that can be used as a policy prescrip-
tion by those scientists who choose to
use it that way, and disavowed as a
policy prescription by those who do
not. Not, we would say, a very high-
minded exercise.

What remains even after the APS
study are the achievements of SDI re-
search to date. The U.S. is within
reach of a defense against Soviet bhal-
listic missiles. The layers of that
shield will take time and effort to de-
ploy, but the goal is worth pursuing
and getting closer, not further away.
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The Summer in Boston Program at the Institute of
Politics offers Harvard Summer School students the opportunity
" to attend events and discuss some of the most important issues
of the day. All events are free and take place at the Kennedy
School of Government, 79 JFK Street. Evening programs are open
to the public..

Star Wars: SDI a the Feas ty o ected Ener

Weapons, Wednesday, July 8, 7:30 p.m., Forum. Prof. Nicolaas
Bloembergen of Harvard, a Nobel Laureate and Co-Chairman of the
American Physical Society study on directed energy weapons,
will be joined by Lt. Col. Pete Worden, Senior Policy Analyst
in the Office of Science and Technology, at the Executive
Office of the President. The discussion will be moderated by
Prof. Richard Haass of the Kennedy School of Government. A
discussion of the technical feasibility of "Star Wars"™ and its

consequenceg on U.S. policy. Ckﬂ&ﬂ@%qﬁiiﬁf
s WM”W

Tuesday, July 14, 4:00 p m., place TBA. Prof. Robert Reich of
the Kennedy School, a prolific writer and progressive thinker,
will lead a more informal discussion of the challenges facing
the United States in international trade.

Smoking and Public 2 ligx, Wednesday, July 15, 7:30 p.m, Room
140. A discussion of the new Cambridge City Ordinance banning

smoking in public places and in most offices, as well as the
difficulties in enforcing such a law. Cambridge City
Councilman David Sullivan is one of four members of a panel
which will include Nancy Rigottl of the Institute for the Study
of Smoking Behavior and Policy, Lewis M. Rambo of the
international consulting firm, Arthur D. Little, and moderator
Wayne Sharpe of the Cambridge Chamber of Commerce.

The ic ies of Runni or O e, Wednesday, July 29,
7:30 p.m., Room 140. A discussion of the challenges
encountered by candidates for local elected positions. The
panel will include Richard Thornburgh, former governor of
Pennsylvania, Julie Belaga, former Connecticutt state
legislator, Stuart Halsan, Washington State Senator, and
moderator Jin King, Senior Vice President of Northeastern

///EEEXQI
The ve 0 eratione after the Iran/Contra Affair

Wednesday, August 5, 7:30 p.m., Room 140. Former National
Security Council staff members Gregory Treverton and Peter
Zimmerman will lead a discussion of about what will become of
covert U.S. international policy.

S Wednesday, August 12, 7:30
p.m., place TBA. A panel of political journalists including
Marvin Kalb, former host of NBC's "Meet the Press," will
discuss the candidates for President of the United States.







personnel in the battle zones of Northern
Nicaragua” where fighting with Contra
forces occurred.

A Scripps-Howard News Service dis-
patch dated February 9, 1986 disclosed
that the Soviet Union plans to turn Nic-
aragua into a military base in utter vi-
olation of the Monroe Doctrine: “The So-
viets intend to build a dry dock at the
Nicaraguan port of San Juan del Sur that
will enable their warships to operate
from both Pacific and Atlantic harbors ‘in
close proximity to the Panama Canal,
according to CIA Director William
Casey.” According to Mr. Reagan: “Using
Nicaragua as a base, the Soviets and the
Cubans can become the dominant power
in the crucial corridor between North and
South America. Established there, they
will be in a position to threaten the Pan-
ama Canal, interdict our vital Caribbean
sea lanes and ultimately move against
Mexico.”

War Delared on the United States

The Sandinistas who rule Nicaragua
have made no attempt to hide the fact
that they are at war with the United
States. One line in their anthem de-
clares: “Let us fight against the Yankee,
the enemy of humankind.” Humberto
Belli, a former editor of La Prensa, has
offered this explanation: “This line,
which existed prior to the triumph of the
revolution, is .. . born . . . from a philos-
ophy which holds that the United States
is the source of all evil in the world. For
the Marxists, the United States plays a
role similar to that which Satan plays for
Christians.”

As part of their campaign to destroy
the United States, the Sandinistas are
undoubtedly training terrorist squads to
infiltrate and attack the United States.
In 1984, Antonio Farach, a former Nica-
raguan diplomat, revealed that officials
at the highest levels in the Sandinista
regime are involved in a drug trafficking
war against the United States. He dis-
closed that higher-ranking officials in the
regime explained the rationale for the
campaign in this manner: “The drugs did
not remain in Nicaragua. The drugs were
destined for the United States. Our
youth would not be harmed but rather
the youth of the United States, the youth
of our enemies.” As Moammar Qaddafi
of Libya has publicly gloated: “Nicaragua
is a wonderful thing. They fight America
on its own ground.”
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Communist Nicaragua clearly stands
as a glaring violation of the Monroe Doc-
trine, as a threat to the peace of Central
America, and as a menace to the security
of the United States. Mr. Reagan grimly
made this assessment of the situation in
his address to a joint session of Congress
in 1983: “The national security of all the
Americas is at stake in Central America.
If we cannot defend ourselves there, we
cannot expect to prevail elsewhere. Our
credibility would collapse, our alliances
would crumble and the safety of our
homeland would be put in jeopardy.”

This is the grim situation the United
States now faces. Yet, recognizing the
grave threat posed by Communist Nic-
aragua and properly responding to it are
two entirely different matters. Indeed, it
has been the U.S. response to this men-
ace at our doorstep that has proven to be
the most alarming aspect of the crisis in
Central America.

Pro-Sandinista Sentiment

The initial response of the government
of the United States to the Communist
conquest of Nicaragua in 1979 was one
of undisguised jubilation, for the Admin-
istration of President Jimmy Carter had
worked overtly and covertly to help over-
throw the democratically-elected govern-
ment of Nicaraguan President Anastasio
Somoza. The nauseating story of how the
Carter Administration collaborated with
the Kremlin to ensure the success of the
Sandinista revolution has been fully doc-
umented in the book, Nicaragua Be-
trayed, written by Anastasio Somoza in
collaboration with Jack Cox.*

Even after the Communist regime had
been installed in Managua, the Carter
Administration openly worked to sustain
it and ensure its permanency, a fact that
was reported by a Los Angeles Times-
Washington Post News Service dispatch
on August 2, 1979:

The main thrust of current
administration policy is to seek
friendly relations with the Sandin-
ista-dominated government in Nic-
aragua.

In fact, United Press Interna-
tional reported that according to a
member of the ruling revolutionary

*Nicaragua Betrayed (hardbound, 431 pages)
is available for $15.00, plus $1.50 for postage
and handling, from General Birch Services
Corp., 395 Belmont, Massachusetts 02178.
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junta, the United States had gone so «
far as to agree in principle to supply
arms to the new government, al-
though supplying food and other es-
sentials is of higher priority.

With the full approval and concurrence
of the U.S. government, money from a

variety of sources poured into Nicaragua -
to aid the Sandinista regime. A gift of °
$500,000 was immediately forthcoming -

from the Organization of American
States. The Inter-American Develop-

ment Bank quickly granted the Sandin- -
ista government $107 million in grants, -

and pledged to extend another $120 mil- :

lion over a four-year period. By the end

of 1979, the government of Daniel Ortega

had been given a total of $89 million in

gifts and offered $490 million in inter- °

national loans.

The Carter Administration itself lob-
bied Congress for and received funding
for $75 million in aid to Nicaragua, of
which the Sandinistas managed to get
their hands on $60 million before the gift

could be withdrawn. It is not known if :
the Sandinistas secretly received arms °
from the U.S. government to kill Con- *

tras; yet, according to a September 15,

1979 dispatch of the Los Angeles Times- *
Washington Post News Service, the Car- -

ter Administration openly extended a

$23,600 military training grant to “send
20 Sandinista soldiers for several weeks
to U.S. bases in Panama, and two San-

dinista commanders on a tour of military -

bases in the United States.”

Agents of Influence

After outraged American voters ousted
Jimmy Carter from office, pro-Sandini-
sta sentiments econtinued to be openly
displayed by many in high places, both
in and out of the Federal Government.
In 1984, for instance, 10 Democratic
members of the U.S. House of Represen-
tatives actually wrote a “Dear Comman-
dante” letter to Daniel Ortega that in-
cluded praise for the Communist
government. of Nicaragua. When Nica-
ragua filed suit against the United States
in the World Court in 1985, it was dis-
covered that the chieflegal strategists for
the Sandinistas were not Nicaraguans —
they were Americans, the most promi-
nent being a Harvard professor and “civil
liberties” crusader named Abram
Chayes. It was especially noteworthy
that Chayes, a member of the Council on
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guerrilla warfare. Every lieutenant in
the Guard could be a guerrilla leader.”
As soon as the Communists seized power,
President Somoza’s son, working with
former National Guard Major Pablo Em-
ilio Salazar, began the process of raising
a guerrilla Contra army to operate from
bases within Honduras. The objective of
the Contras, as expressed by Enrique
Bermudez, a Contra military com-
mander and former Colonel in the Na-
tional Guard, was “to overthrow the
Communists” in Nicaragua.

The newly established Sandinista gov-
ernment in Managua was concerned with
the threat posed by the Contras and de-
manded and secured from the govern-
ment of the United States an executive
pledge to protect the Communists from
the Contras. This pleédge, made by the
Carter Administration, was reported by
the United Press International on July
31, 1979:

American Ambassador Law-
rence A. Pezzullo has reassured the
leaders of the Sandinista-backed
Nicaraguan government the
United States would not support
any attempt to destabilize their
rule.

Pezzullo issued a strong state-
ment Monday telling the five-mem-
ber revolutionary junta and the
Sandinista army command that
the U.S. would oppose any effort to
overthrow the regime.

Taking Control of the Contras

In compliance with this executive
pledge, the CIA was ordered to move in
covertly and take control of the Contra
movement and guide the Contras into a
“no-win” war against the Sandinista gov-
ernment. Newsweek magazine, in 1982, re-
vealed that it was the Carter Administra-
tion, not the Reagan Administration, that
initiated the CIA covert operations.

When the Reagan Administration
came to power, it expanded the effort un-
til it became the largest covert CIA op-
eration since the Vietnam War. From the
very start, the Reagan Administration
decided to honor the executive pledge
made to protect the Sandinistas from the
Contras. Not once has President Ronald
Reagan, despite all his strong rhetoric,
ever specifically called for the ouster of
the Sandinista government,

In 1984, State Department spokesman
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John Hughes said: “The suggestion that
the policy of the United States is to over-
throw the Sandinista regime is not cor-
rect. There has been no change in our
basic policy objectives.” On August 18,
1985, the New York Times disclosed:
“Robert C. McFarlane, President Rea-
gan’s national security adviser, said in
response to a query that it was ‘abso-
lutely not’ the policy of the United States
to overthrow the Sandinistas.” In June
1985, Ronald Reagan himself, in a letter
to Representative David McCurdy,
stated: “We do not seek the military over-
throw of the Sandinista government or
to put in its place a government based
on supporters of the old Somoza regime.”
According to Secretary of State George
Shultz: “Our goals in Central America
are like those we had in Vietnam.”
Despite the fact that the Reagan
Administration supports funding for the
Contras, the Administration’s underly-
ing strategy is to lose the war, and in due
course surrender all of Central America
to Soviet influence. Thus, the Adminis-
tration continues to officially recognize
the Sandinista regime as a legitimate
government, continues to promote aid to
and trade with Communist nations
known to be supporting the Sandinista
war effort against the Contras, and has
done as little as possible to harm the
economy of Communist Nicaragua.

Sanctions or Support?

As late as March 24, 1985, the Houston
Chronicle observed in an editorial: “The
contras have succeeded in damaging Nic-
aragua’s economiy. Yet the United States
remains Nicaragua’s largest trading
partner, buying most of its coffee, cotton
and banana exports.” Embarrassed by
the exposure of this fact, the Reagan
Administration announced on May 1,
1985 the imposition of trade sanctions
against-Nicaragua. The sanctions, how-
ever, were quite mild and stood in sharp
contrast to the severe economic sanctions
that were imposed on South Africa. Ac-
cording to an Associated Press report,
the sanctions were deliberately designed
“to give time to Nicaragua to find other
markets for its products. .. and to find
suppliers for items like machinery which
it imports from the United States.” The
sanctions did not bar Americans from
traveling to Nicaragua, nor did they pro-
hibit U.S. banks from making new loans
to that Communist country.

L 4
-
end

In 1984, Senator Daniel Moynihan of
New York demanded and received a let-
ter from President Reagan to Senate Ma-
jority leader Howard Baker of Tennessee
that explained the Administration’s ba-
sic policy objectives for Nicaragua. “We
now have for the first time an explicit
Presidential statement about his objec-
tives,” Senator Moynihan declared. “I
don’t think there’s any precedent for such
a letter.” In his letter, President Reagan
explained that his policy objective “does
not seek to destabilize or overthrow the
government of Nicaragua,” but “only,

among other things, to bring the Sandin- |

istas into meaningful negotiations. . . on
peace in the region.”

A Sentinel Miami {News] Bureau ar-
ticle dated May 26, 1985 has identified
the working model for a negotiated
“peace” settlement supported by the Rea-
gan Administration: “The Reagan
Administration, while pushing Congress
to approve financial aid for rebels fight-

ing the Nicaraguan government, offi-
cially supports the Contadora process.” .
This was confirmed by Secretary of State -
George Shultz, who asserted that “there *
is a recognition all around that the center :
of negotiations must be the Contadora '

process.” The ultimate “solution” to the
crisis in Central America sought by the
Reagan Administration, in short, is iden-
tical to that advocated by the undis-

guised pro-Sandinista elements in the |

United States.

Betraying the Contras

There remained only one hitch in the
plot to recognize the legitimacy of the So-
viet-Cuban conquest of Nicaragua and to
surrender all of Central America -— how
to get the Contras to agree to the sellout.
The solution was to put forth the falla-
cious theory that the original Sandinista
revolution of 1979 was supposedly “be-
trayed” by the Communists, and that the
Contras are merely fighting to restore
the “integrity” of the revolution. Ronald
Reagan himself has put forth this theory,
claiming that it is therefore the noble
duty of his Administration to help “those
who fought a revolution to escape a dic-
tatorship to have a democracy and then
had it taken away from them by some of
their fellow revolutionaries.”

In accordance with this fictional the-
ory, the CIA has deliberately placed the
most undesirable supposed “defectors”
from the Sandinista regime in positions
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fect.” The CIA immediately saw in this
man great leadership abilities and made
him a Contra political leader. Alfonso Ro-
belo has given this explanation of his
views of the Contra movement: “We are
not counter-revolutionaries. We are res-
cuers of a betrayed revolution.”
Arturo Cruz. An international
banker affiliated with the Inter-Ameri-
can Development Bank, Arturo Cruz was
akey conspirator in the 1979 Communist
revolution in Nicaragua. Afterwards, he
served the new Sandinista regime as a
member of the ruling junta and later as
its Ambassador to the United States.
While he was serving in the latter ca-
pacity, an Associated Press report dated
October 22, 1981 stated: “Arturo J. Cruz
.. . denied that Nicaragua had been used
as a staging area by Cuba.” Several years
later, he suddenly noticed that Nicara-
gua was a Communist country and “de-
fected” to the “democratic” opposition.
His criticism of the Sandinista regime,
however, has always been a form of
guarded praise. He was reportedly en-
couraged by the phony 1984 elections
staged by Daniel Ortega and claims that
Ortega is a moderate. Cruz is convinced
that “Ortega will make an effort to reach
national conciliation,” and, according to a
Christian Science Monitor article dated
March 3, 1984, he “believes it is possible
that the Sandinistas might ‘democratize’
Nicaragua somewhat,” The CIA was im-
pressed by Cruz’s utterances and, since
1985, he has been openly promoted as one
of the chief Contra political leaders.
Eden Pastora. This man, who is
known to have fathered at least 22 chil-
dren by four different women, once
served as “Commander Zero” in the San-
dinista revolutionary army. Eden Pas-
tora’s idol has always been Fide] Castro,
about whom he has said: “For what he
did to help us in the insurrection, I will
always love him.” Following the Sandin-
ista takeover, Pastora served the new re-
gime as vice minister of defense, vice
minister of interior, founder and first
leader of the Sandinista militia, and com-
mander of the counter-insurgency Ezek-
iel Brigade that specialized in hunting
down and slaughtering suspected Con-
tras. After more than a year of leading
forces to kill Contras, Pastora announced
his “defection,” although he still insisted:
“We are Sandinistas. We support revo-
lutionary changes. We support the gains
already made by the Nicaraguan govern-
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ment.” Eden Pastora wrote an article for
the June 10, 1983 issue of the Houston
Chronicle, proclaiming, “I remain stead-
fast in my loyalty to the true revolution,”
and stating that he was trying “to do ev-
erything within my power to prevent the
revolution from being aborted.” He ex-
pressed dismay over the fact that many
of the Contras were genuine anti-Com-
munists and stated that “my revolution-
ary conscience calls for me to provide an
alternative.” Pastora wrote that he was
“ready to find a political solution” and
would like to guide the Contras to “sup-
port the effort by the four Latin Ameri-
can countries known as the Contadora
Group.” It has long been known that the
CIA regards Eden Pastora as the great-
est Contra political leader of them all,
and an attempt was actually made to
place him in the top leadership position.
The first attempt, however, failed be-
cause the Contras regarded Pastora as
the personification of everything against
which they were fighting. But Pastora
may yet be brought back by the CIA at
a crucial time to “represent” the Contras
at peace talks and betray everything for
which they have fought and bled.

v .
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® The cessation of all trade with .. w.d
to Communist nations known to be sup-
porting the Sandinista regime’s war ef-
fort against the Contras.

® The cessation of funding to all inter-
national lending organizations that
bankroll the Communist government of
Nicaragua.

® The expulsion from leadership posi-
tions in the Contra movement of all those
whose records are tainted by previous af-
filiation with the Sandinista govern-
ment.

® The extension of formal diplomatic
recognition to a genuine Nicaraguan
“government-in-exile” to be comprised of
genuine anti-Communist leaders chosen
by the Contras.

® The open and unequivocal proclama-
tion that the U.S. objective is to assist
the Contras in their effort to eliminate
the illegal Sandinista regime in Mana-
gua.

® The termination of the unsavory prac-
tice of ClA-controlled covert aid to the
Contras, accompanied by the open grant-
ing of military aid to the official “govern-
ment-in-exile” of the Nicaraguan Con- .
tras.

Averting the Planned Disaster 7 ltis questionable whether U.S. troops .

If it were not for the deadly seriousness
of the crisis we now face, the entire cha-
rade behind the plot to surrender Central
America might appear to be nothing
more than a tragic comedy. Yet the sit-
uation the United States faces today is
genuinely grave. Americans who are
anxious to avert the planned disaster
must realize that the menace at our door-
step cannot be removed simply by back-
ing President Reagan in his bids for fur-
ther funding of the Contras. Concerned
Americans must demand that their Pres-
ident assume proper leadership in this

_ crisis and adopt a completely new policy

toward Central America that would in-
clude, as a minimum, the following steps
to ensure our national security and the
integrity of the Monroe Doctrine:

e The severance of diplomatic relations
with Communist Nicaragua with the as-
sertion that its government has been in-
stalled in a manner unworthy of recog-
nition by the United States.

¢ The imposition of economic sanctions
against Communist Nicaragua that are
as severe in nature as those the United
States has imposed on South Africa,

should be sent to Nicaragua to enforce
the Monroe Doctrine. If the steps listed
above are taken, however, it may be pos-
sible to avoid the use of our own troops.
It is no secret that the Sandinista army,
large and formidable as it is, suffers from
a high desertion rate; and U.S. News &
World Report has recently noted that
“Nicaragua’s economy rapidly is nearing
collapse.” The pressure tactics outlined
above may be sufficient to topple the
Communist regime in Managua without
further steps being necessary. Yet one
thing is certain: Under no circumstances
should U.S. troops ever be committed to
Central America unless and until all of
the measures listed above have been im-
plemented! To commit American troops
without implementing the other mea-
sures would merely doom our own sol-
diers to die in a hopeless, “no-win” war.
Yet, more important than anything
else, the American people must never
again allow their leaders to betray our
true allies and subvert the genuine in-
terests of the United States in Central
America, or anywhere else in the -
world. W
— WARREN L. MCFERRAN
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of an independent America.

- nomic ties with the Soviet Un
- ion gnd was ecritical of thos

Verily, Verity’s Not a Cabinet Maker

urely, C. William Veri-

ty Jr. is not the man for

Secretary of Com-

merce, This is a former

chief executive of the
Armco Corporation.

Verity was nominated hy
President Reagan last Aug. 10 .
to fill the Cabinet vacancy cre-
ated by the death of Malcolm

|

Mel Thomson's

Perspective

Baldrige, former Secretary of
Commerce,

Speaking of Baldrige. the
President said, “He had a vi-
sion, not only for dealing with
immediate issues, but for the
future of the world economy as
well.”” Yes, Malcolm Baldrige
did have a vision, but it was of
a world government and not Agreement on Tariff and
one of America’s greatness and Trade).
prospenty i ’

It is true that Verity is
quite capable of f{illing the
boots of Malcolm Baldrige, but
these are not the cowboy boots

Verity has proposed that
the U.8. extend its most-fa-
vored nation status to the So-
viet Union; that the Soviets be
admitted to the International
Monetary Fund in the World
Bank and that they be granted
membership in GATT (General

During the 1970’s_as_presi-
dent of ARMCO Steel, Verity

Soviet Union.
,ﬁg,sald that if he was ap-

pointed to the position of Secre-
tary of Commerce, he would do
all in his power to extend the
Eﬁ;‘m. to the Soviet
Unjon. Verity was critical of
President Jimmy Carter for
imposing the grain embargo
and other economic strictures

on the Soviet Union in the wake
of the Afghan invasion.

It is interesting to note that
it was Verity who took the lead
role in attacking our own Larry
Brady for his efforts at the
Commerce Department in
seeking to limit transfers of
American technology to the So-
viet Union.

it is ant1c1pated that Veri-

Verity was one of 25 top
American executives of her
giant corporations who, under
the sponsorship of Don Kendall
of Pepsi and vodka fame, who
went together in 1973, with the
blessing of President Richard
Nixon, to organize U.S.-USSR
Trade and Economic Council.
At that time Verity was head o
the ARMCO Company.

As chairman of the U.S.
USSR Trade and Economi
Council, Verity advocated eco

who argued that U.S. economi

investments in the Soviet Union
and her allied countries should ty’s policies and beliefs will
be conditioned on social beha- have a very adverse impact on

‘ior. L cwm LEROER /ﬁ/&“/u?'pt:mse American industries who

Mm_o(

uught to build _steel mills in the

are threatened by unfair slave
labor competition {rom the So-
viet Union.

Finally, William Verity's
presence in a Cabinet would be
another voice for a soft-on-com-
munism policy at a time when
potentially dangerous arms
control treaties are being con-
sidered.

Thus, to put C. William
Verity Jr. in the Presidential
Cabinet or in‘any other position
of policy responsibility in the
U.S. government, would be to
put the wolf in charge of the
chickens. '

As Nackey Loeb, publisher
of this newspaper, said so elo-

qguently in a front page editorial .

: “Tragically, Verity
does not fit in with much of our

on Aug. 21

current trade policy, as immg-
ral as thai is. But neither that,
pohcv fior Verity himsell, fits-
inwith a nation
Treedom.”

Verity has been confirmed
by the U.S. Senate, primarily,
we’ think, because he favors
trading with the enemy, which
seems to be the policy of the
Reagan Administration.

And, anyone who wants to
trade with the Evil Empire is a
friend of those who want to ad-
vance the Soviet Union to the
detriment of America.

at helieves i in.
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AWlnited Hiales Denale

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510

October 13, 1887

Nancy A. Gilbertson
B Springhill Road
Mont Vernon, New Hampshire 03057

Dear Nancy!:

Thank you for contacting me regarding the Reagan
Administration's proposed reinterpretation of the 1972
Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty. |1 appreciate your taking
the time to share your thoughts with me on this matter.

For the past year and a half, the United States has been
embroiled in a contentious and arcane internal dispute over the
correct interpretation of those portions of the 1872 ABM treaty
which pertain to the development and testing of futuristic or
so-called "exotic” ABM systems. This controversy was
precipitated in October, 1985, when the Reagan Administration
announced with no advance notice or congressional consultations
that the interpretation of the Treaty which successive
U.S. administrations had upheld since 1972 was incorrect.

The debate on_the reinterpretation issue has necessarily o
been legalistic. (i;gagigg_g;e, after all, the law of the land’}y
and the President is charged with executing the law. Moreover,
the Senate has a crucial constitutional role in treaty-making and
thus has a direct interest in ensuring that treaties are
accurately presented and faithfully upheld. If the President can
unilaterally change treaty obligations which were clearly
understood and accepted by the Senate at the time it consented to
ratification, it dramatically alters the Senate's constitutional
role as a co—equal partner in this area.

For these reasons, it is imperative that the
Administration's case for the reinterpretation be subjected to a
rigorous legal analysis. Some have accused those who do not
accept the Administration's case for the reinterpretation of
allowing "legalisms” to stand in the way of necessary progress in
the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI). Others have accused the
Administration -- in one columnist's phrase -- of "lookin' fer

loopholes™ in the Treaty through what might be called "sharp
practices”.
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I believe that it is important to put aside accusations as
to motive and judge the facts as they stand. 1If the v
reinterpretation is legally correct, then our Nation has every
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Nancy A. Gilbertson
October 13, 1987
Page 2

right to proceed accordingly. But if it is not legally correct,
then manipulating the law of the land is not acceptable.

I do not believe that the reinterpretation debate should be
cast in terms of whether one is for or against the ABM Treaty.
The Treaty was accepted in 1972 by the Nixon Administration and
the United States Senate on the assumption first, that the Soviet
Union would strictly observe its terms, and second, that
significant reductions in strategic offensive arms would be
accomplished within five years.

Neither expectation has been fulfilled. The Soviets have
not restrained the relentless expansion of their strategic
offensive forces. Their massive investment in strategic defenses
(primarily air defenses) -- while not a violation of the ABM
Treaty -- does contradict the spirit of the agreement; that is,
that both sides recognized and accepted that there can be no
shield against retaliation. Violations such as the Krasnoyarsk
radar further undermine the integrity of the agreement.

In light of these considerations, the Soviet Union must
recognize that the U.S. commitment to the ABM Treaty cannot be
deemed unalterable or open-ended -- 'whether or not the
traditional interpretation of the Treaty is upheld. 1If arms
control or unilateral strategic modernization efforts (such as
moving to mobile ICBMs) fail to restore stability to the
strategic balance in the future, the United States may well have
to deploy strategic defenses designed to protect its retaliatory
forces and command and control communications. Unless the ABM
Treaty could be amended by mutual agreement to permit such
deployments, this action would necessarily require the United
States to exercise its right under the supreme national interest
clause of the Treaty to withdraw on six months notice.

Certainly a U.S. decision to withdraw from the ABM Treaty
would be enormously controversial at home and aboard. I am not
counseling this course at this time. Nonetheless, the American
public and our allies need to understand that if we cannot solve
current strategic vulnerabilities through arms control or our own
strategic programs, we may have no recourse but to consider
deploying some form of strategic defense.

Second, those who support the reinterpretation in the name
of accelerating the SDI may be laboring under a fundamental
misimpression. There is a strong case that the specific SDI
early deployment now favored by Secretary Weinberger cannot be
developed or tested under either interpretation.
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Finally, those who would cast this issue as a question of
whether one is for or against Soviet violations of arms control
agreements miss the point: there are other, more honorable,
responses available to the United States. These include, first,
insisting that the Soviets correct the violations; second,

proportional U.S. responses; and third and last; abrogation of
the agreement.

For 200 years, the United States has stood for the rule of
law as embodied in our Constitution. The reinterpretation issue
must be approached not with an eye toward near-term gains, but
rather with a decent respect for the long-term interests of the
rule of law and the continued integrity of this Constitution --

that magnificent document whose 200th birthday we celebrate this
year,

I appreciate the opportunity to share these views with you
and hope they put my more detailed analysis of the ABM Treaty
interpretation issue into a broader context.

Sincerely,

e

Sam Nunn
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WASHINGTON. D.C. 20510

October 13, 1987

Nancy A. Gilbertson
8 Springhill Road
Mont Vernon, New Hampshire 03057

Dear Nancy:

Thank you for contacting me regarding the Reagan
Administration's proposed reinterpretation of the 1972
Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty. I appreciate your taking
the time to share your thoughts with me on this matter.

For the past year and a half, the United States has been
embroiled in a contentious and arcane internal dispute over the
correct interpretation of those portions of the 1972 ABM treaty
which pertain to the development and testing of futuristic or
so~called "exotic" ABM systems. This controversy was
precipitated in October, 1985, when the Reagan Administration
announced with no advance notice or congressional consultations
that the interpretation of the Treaty which successive
U.S. administrations had upheld since 1972 was incorrect.

The debate on.the reinterpretation issue has necessarily
been legalistic. (Treaties are, after all, the law of the land/
and the President is charged with executing the law. Moreover,
the Senate has a crucial constitutional role in treaty-making and
thus has a direct interest in ensuring that treaties are
accurately presented and faithfully upheld. 1f the President can
unilaterally change treaty obligations which were clearly
understood and accepted by the Senate at the time it consented to
ratification, it dramatically alters the Senate's constitutional
role as a co—egqual partner in this area.

For these reasons, it is imperative that the
Administration's case for the reinterpretation be subjected to a
rigorous legal analysis. Some have accused those who do not
accept the Administration's case for the reinterpretation of
allowing "legalisms" to stand in the way of necessary progress in
the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI). Others have accused the
Administration -- in one columnist's phrase -- of "lookin' fer

loopholes" in the Treaty through what might be called "sharp
practices".

I believe that it is important to put aside accusations as
to motive and judge the facts as they stand. If the
reinterpretation is legally correct, then our Nation has every
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right to proceed accordingly. But if it is not legally correct,
then manipulating the law of the land is not acceptable.

I do not believe that the reinterpretation debate should be
cast in terms of whether one is for or against the ABM Treaty.
The Treaty was accepted in 1972 by the Nixon Administration and
the United States Senate on the assumption first, that the Soviet
Union would strictly observe its terms, and second, that
significant reductions in strategic offensive arms would be
accomplished within five years.

Neither expectation has been fulfilled. The Soviets have
not restrained the relentless expansion of their strategic
offensive forces. Their massive investment in strategic defenses
(primarily air defenses) —- while not a violation of the ABM
Treaty ~- does contradict the spirit of the agreement; that is,
that both sides recognized and accepted that there can be no
shield against retaliation., Violations such as the Krasnoyarsk
radar further undermine the integrity of the agreement.

In light of these considerations, the Soviet Union must
recognize that the U.S. commitment to the ABM Treaty cannot be
deemed unalterable or open-ended -- whether or not the
traditional interpretation of the Treaty is upheld. 1If arms
control or unilateral strategic modernization efforts (such as
moving to mobile ICBMs) fail to restore stability to the
strategic balance in the future, the United States may well have
to deploy strategic defenses designed to protect its retaliatory
forces and command and control communications. Unless the ABM
Treaty could be amended by mutual agreement to permit such
deployments, this action would necessarily require the United
States to exercise its right under the supreme national interest
clause of the Treaty to withdraw or six months notice.

Certainly a U.S. decision to withdraw from the ABM Treaty
would be enormously controversial at home and aboard. I am not
counseling this course at this time. Nonetheless, the American
public and our allies need to understand that if we cannot solve
current strategic vulnerabilities through arms control or our own
strategic programs, we may have no recourse but to consider
deploying some form of strategic defense.

Second, those who support the reinterpretation in the name
of accelerating the SDI may be laboring under a fundamental
misimpression. There is a strong case that the specific SDI
early deployment now favored by Secretary Weinberger cannot be
developed or tested under either interpretation,
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Finally, those who would cast this issue as a question of
whether one is for or against Soviet violations of arms control
agreements miss the point: there are other, more honorable,
responses available to the United States. These include, first,
insisting that the Soviets correct the violations; second,

proportional U.S. responses; and third and last; abrogation of
the agreement.

For 200 years, the United States has stood for the rule of
law as embodied in our Constitution. The reinterpretation issue
must be approached not with an eye toward near-term gains, but
rather with a decent respect for the long-term interests of the
rule of law and the continued integrity of this Constitution --

that magnificent document whose 200th birthday we celebrate this
year.

I appreciate the opportunity to share these views with you
and hope they put my more detailed analysis of the ABM Treaty
interpretation issue into a broader context.

Sincerely,
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On the surface it would appear that Secretary of State George Shultz
has substantially advanced the cause of arms control by nearly completing
an INF (Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces) agreement that would eliminate
medium and short-range missiles from U.S. and Soviet nuclear arsenals.
However, before we can conclude that this is indeed a landmark in arms

control, Secretary Shultz must supply answers to the following guestions:

(1) How can you justify removing the only U.S. land-based missiles in
Europe that can reach the Soviet Union, while not in any way decreasing the
overwhelming Soviet conventional forces and long-range missiles that

threaten our NATO allies?

(2) How can you justify backing down from the kind of unrestricted
on-demand inspection that U.S. negotiators previously maintained was

required to verify the elimination of mobile missiles?

(3) Exactly what means will you employ to insure that all existing

Soviet medium and short-range missiles are destroyed?

(4) How will you insure that the Soviets will not manufacture
additional missiles of the type "eliminated," using factories not
previously used for this purpose, and covertly stockpiling such missiles

and their launchers for future deployment?

(5) How will you insure that the Soviets will not covertly produce
and deploy additional long-range mobile missiles to take the place of the

"eliminated" missiles of shorter ranges?

({6) How will you insure that the Soviets will not produce and deploy
easily—-concealed, land-launched cruise missiles to replace the ballistic

missiles eliminated?



(7) Exactly what methods of on-site inspection do you intend to
employ in Cuba and Nicaragua to insure that the Soviets have not concealed
medium and short-range ballistic and cruise missiles in these countries for

future deployments against the United States?

And finally, how can you justify accepting limitations on the
1spection of medium and short-range missiles that you most
will not be able to accept in agreements on long-range mobile

vhere the stakes are infinitely higher?



INF and START: For Good or for Ill?
by
Gilbert S, Stubbs
November 17, 1987

Many of us who have supported President Reagan on increased defense
expenditures and SDI are deeply concerned about his rush into
ill-conceived, hastily-negotiated disarmament agreements. Purporting to
advance the cause of disarmament and to reduce tensions, the INF and START
treaties will do nothing of the kind.

By removing the only U.S. missiles on NATO soil capable of reaching
Soviet territory, the INF (intermediate-range nuclear forces) Treaty not
only will make NATO more vulnerable to intimidation and invasion by‘vastly
superior Soviet conventional forces, but will make it extremely unlikely
that the imbalance in these conventional forces will ever be redressed by
negotiations. Moreover, by creating the myth that limited on-site
inspection can detect the concealment of missiles which can be dismantled
into stages less than 30 ft in lengtﬁ, the INF Treaty will lead the U.S.
down a path of disastrous verification concession in START.

In START (strategic arms reduction talks), where the stakes to the
U.S. are infinitely higher, Secretary of State George Shultz has already
conceded an undisputed superiority in destructive power to the Soviets. He
has done this (1) by defining "equality" in terms of numbers of warheads,
ignoring the fact that much larger Soviet warheads give them far more
destructive power and hard-target kill capability and (2) by allowing the
Soviets to retain a sufficient number of first-strike ICBMs to destroy
essentially our entire ICBM deterrent along with other key targets. (In
his press conference of Sept. 18, 1987, Secretary Shultz stated that START
negotiations have "moved along" in measuring equality in terms of warheads
and in allowing the Soviets to keep 154 of their gigantic SS-18 missiles,
having over six times the total throw-weight of the planned U.S.

Peacekeeper missile force.)



Secretary Shultz has further bowed to the Soviets in START by agreeing
that limited defenses against a Soviet ICBM attack (which even opponents of
SDI admit are feasible) will not be deployed for at least seven years (and
therefore indefinitely). While thus guaranteeing to the Soviets the future
vulnerability of our land-based forces, Mr. Shultz has agreed to reduce our
currently most survivable sea-based (submarine) deterrent by a factor of
two.

We who have applauded President Reagan's unfinished agenda for
restoring our national and NATO defenses are sickened at the prospect that
much of what has been gained in the past seven years will be negotiated

away in the next few months.



START and INF Negotiations:

Where are they leading us?

by

Gilbert S. Stubbs



INF: DHNot a Good Treaty

The INF (intermediaté-range nuclear forces) Treaty has generated
serious misgivings among ocur NATO allies and among both liberal and
conservative members of the House and Senate. Even most of the Republican
Presidential contenders, with the notable exception of V.P. George Bush,
have expressed serious reservations about this Treaty that would remove the
only U.S. nuclear missiles capable of reaching the Sogviet Union, while
leaving intact vastly superior Soviet conventional and strategi¢ nuclear
forces.

The sloppy way in which the INF Treaty has been negotiated was
indicated in the Reagan-Shultz press conference of October 30, 1987. Here,
President Reagan anncunced the planned signing of the Treaty at the summit
meeting on December 7, 1987, while admitting that key, all-important
provisions on verification had vet to be negotiated! &t this conference
Secretary Shultz and President Reagan made a joke of the fact that the

completion of verifications negotiations was being subject to a deadline:

Shultz: "It's not done, but if it doessn't get done, Mr. Shevardnadze and
I are going to get kicked in the rear end very hard by our
leaders.”

Reagan: "Ha, ha, yes."

One of the arguments now being employved to justify the fast pace of
INF negotiaticns is that we must get this Treaty ocut of the way in order to
get to the far more important START (Strategic Arms Reduction Talks)
Treaty. Actually, as presently being negotiated, the START Treaty is far
worse than the INF Treaty, and it will pose an even more direct threat to
U.S. security. Therefore, if the INF Treaty is an obstacle to completion
of the START Treaty, then we should hold up rather than approve the INF
Treaty.



START: Potentially a Worse Treaty

The 50 percent cut in strategic arms contemplated in START is a good
idea. But the manner in which this cut is to be made is hoplessly flawed.
The cut is not to be made to equal levels of potential destructive power,
as would be indicated by the total weight of strategic warheads deliverable
by each side. Rather, the START negotiations are being based on reducing
to equal numbers of warheads. This would give an overwhelming advantage to
the Soviets whose larger warheads provide them with a much greater
destructive power in both their ICBM and submarine-launched ballistic
missile (SLBM) forces than the corresponding U.S. forces.

Secretary of State George Shultz, in his press conference of September
18, 1987, indicated the kind of fuzzy thinking that is going into U.S.
START negotiations:

"From our standpoint, we're glad to see the position that has
been agreed; the cutting in half of the heavy Soviet missiles to
154 is translated into warheads at 1540. I think that's an
important matter as we seek to have the main unit of account be
warheads' instead of launchers. So that's something that [has]
moved along."

Secretary Shultz did not tell the public that according to U.S.
intelligence estimates, the heavy Soviet SS-18 missiles to which he
referred may have 14 rather than 10 warheads per missile, as he assumed.
He also failed to point out that the enormous throwweight of this missile
would allow it to carry 20 MX-size warheads, giving the Soviets 3080

counterforce, first-strike warheads after START "reductions," compared to
the 500 warheads being allowed by Congress for the U.S. MX (or Peacekeeper)
force.

Not only has Secretary Shultz conceded to the Soviets their

first-strike capability against U.S. ICBMs and other key military



targets —-—- achievable with a reduced $5-18 force alone -- but he has
already agreed in START negotiations to forestall any efforts to deploy
defenses against a Soviet first-strike for at least seven years. Even
strident opponents of strategic defense have admitted that it is feasible
to deploy limited defenses that would nullify the Soviet first-strike
threat within the time interval in which Shultz would proscribe such
defenses.

In allowing the Soviets to retain their first-strike ICBM capability
against defenseless U.S. facilities, the START Treaty would stake U.S.
security almost entirely on the survivability of U.S. ballistic missile
submarines. Eight years ago Dr. William Perry, Director of Defense
Research and Engineering under President Carter testified to a Senate
committee that in the 1990s these submarines could become as vulnerable as
fixed-base ICBMs. In an October 27, 1987 hearing of the House Arms Control
Subcommittee aired on C~-SPAN, Representative Solarz expressed concern that
the Soviets want us to eliminate all but 7 to 10 of these submérines under
START and that our negotiators have so far agreed to reduce their number
from 36 down to 17. During the hearing, Lt. General Brent Scowcroft,
former national security director to President Ford, was asked by Rep.
Solarz whether reducing our submarine deterrent to 17 submarines "is

compatible with stability." He replied," I'd rather not do it, frankly."
Going Beyond START and INF

Further aggravating the problems created by Secretary Shultz's INF and
START concessions are the efforts of the Democratic majorities in Congress
to dismantle our defenses by all kinds of unverifiable test bans, including
a comprehensive nuclear test ban, an anti-satellite weapon test ban and a
ban on important tests of strategic defenses. Five of the six Democratic
Presidential contenders have also called for a missile test ban that would
eliminate the small mobile ICBM. This is the only U.S. strategic
ground-based missile that would have a reasonable chance of surviving, if

START prevents the U.S. deployment of strategic defenses.



A Call for Action

All of these efforts to rush into agreements that are lopsided and
unverifiable, or to initiate test bans that amount to unilateral

disarmament, are based on the assumption that this is what the American

public desires. It is up to us to disabuse our elected and appointed

officials of this notione.
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THE FIX IS IN

by
Lt. General Daniel O. Graham
Director, High Frontier

In a six-minute, dramatic message to Congress describing the sudden Japanese attack
on U.S. naval and air forces at Pearl Harbor, Franklin Delano Roosevelt called December
7, 1941 "a date which will live in infamy." If negotiations between the U.S. and the
U.S.S.R. go as planned, future historians may well describe December 7, 1987, as the
second sinking of U.S. defensive forces.

The President is now committed to a Summit on December 7 and Soviet leader Gor-
bachev seems confident of achieving in Washington that which eluded him in Reykjavik
and Moscow, namely, the killing off of SDI. According to Soviet Defense Ministry spokes-
man Boris Pyadychev just prior to the Summit announcement, "The General Secretary will -
come to the U.S. when work is finalized on SRM and IRM, and also when some agree-
ments in principle are worked out relating to key provisions in the area of strategic offen-
sive arms and in the area of measures to strengthen the ABM Treaty." More recently,
Soviet arms negotiator, Victor Karpov, told the press that the superpowers "have reached
an understanding" on halving strategic arsenals and "barring deployment of space weapons
for a time."

In other words, the INF Treaty is merely window dressing for the main event -- an
agreement to reduce strategic arsenals by 50 percent in exchange for the death of SDI

The INF deal is a fait accompli, and with the Reagan Administration committed in
advance to signing a treaty on December 7, we can be certain that Gorbachev’s minions
will give no ground on the "details" yet to be worked out -- crucial "details" like the horren-
dous problem of verification, and the fact that key elements of the yet-undrafted treaty are
only "implicitly," not explicitly, agreed to by the Soviets.

One such issue: exactly what missiles are involved? The impression given the public
is that all nuclear-capable ballistic missiles with ranges of 500 to 5500 km. will be
eliminated over a period of five or more years. But the original Soviet proposal was to ex-
clude the short-range weapons from East Germany and Czechoslovakia only, leaving 500-
1000 km. missiles elsewhere in Eastern Europe, fully capable of striking any important
NATO target.
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We're told the Soviets have "implicitly” agreed that these weapons would be "totally”
eliminated but does that mean they will be excluded from Poland and Hungary as well?

And what about such weapons in the hands of Soviet armies just across the border in
the U.S.S.R. itself? If they are not eliminated, these powerful and mobile weapons can be
repositioned in Eastern Europe within a matter of a few days, even a few hours. Small
wonder our European Allies greet the vagaries of the INF Treaty with skepticism, and
small wonder that Congressmen from both sides of the aisle have warned that the Ad-
ministration may be creating a treaty which cannot be ratified.

Certainly by setting, in advance, a celebration date of December 7, Soviet negotiators
will now prove intransigent in settling these critical issues and the more concessions our
side makes to insure a positive result on December 7, the less the public will be informed
ot the bad news. '

We have already seen Mr. Shultz diligently trying to obscure the fact that "agreements
in principle" include leaving us utterly vulnerable to nuclear attack for another 15 years.
And we have seen vital issues in the INF relegated to the status of "details" in public
pronouncements. We can expect more of the same with regard to SDL

Quite obviously, Paul Nitze, our chief strategist on arms control deals has been as-
siduously pressing for U.S. acceptance of Soviet demands. Nitze uses "non-withdrawal
from the ABM Treaty" as a semantic veil to obscure the fact that the Soviets’ insistence
that we forego SDI testing and deployment for another seven to ten years would leave the
United States unnecessarily defenseless for at least fifteen years, for it will take six to eight
years after a decision to create the defense.

Such back-door dealing is nothing new to Nitze who has, in the past, felt it wise to
keep the public in the dark about deals with the Soviets. We all remember Nitze’s "walk
in the woods" proposal, an unauthorized effort to forge a compromise with the Soviets in
the early 1980s. And during the Cuban Missile Crisis, Nitze also advised that the public
not be informed that part of the deal with Soviet Premier Khrushchev to get the missiles
out of Cuba was the removal of U.S. intermediate-range missiles from the soil of our allies
in Europe. His advise did not prevail then, but the signs of obfuscation on current arms
control deals suggests that such advice is being taken today.
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Mr. Shultz has accepted Mr. Nitze’s view, and agreed "in principle" that the U.S. will
accept "mon-withdrawal." The "detail" to be worked out is whether to cripple SDI for
seven years or longer.

Certainly, this view is supported by the strong forces in the Adminstration, in Con-
gress, at State, and even within DoD, who would readily forego all possibilities of defenses
in return for an arms deal with the Soviets — forces which will now be strengthened by the
departure of Secretary of Defense Cap Weinberger.

Even the President who seems, on the one hand, to insist that no agreements will be
reached limiting SDI, appears to be ready to negotiate on the matter of deployment. One
can only assume that he has still not been told that he can order deployment of SDI today
and that even SDI’s severest critics admit the technology is in hand.

For good or ill, it seems certain that there will be a treaty to eliminate intermediate
nuclear forces, but the real question is just what else has been promised to be eliminated
in Moscow in 1988.

On that despera:e cay in 1941, Franklin Roosevelt could still express confidence that
we would "gain the inev'table triumph -- so help us God."

If the fix is in, we, today, can be less certain of such an outcome.
#H##
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