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ONE FINAL VIEW ON THE DRUG TESTING ISSUE

- ———

Art Buchwald

Drug Testmg The Cup Overﬂoweth

sw ke

It all started when someone got the idea to test
horses for drugs.

Then somebody €lse said, “‘As long as we're doing it
" for horses, why don’t awe test football players?” It
seemed like a good ddea, except the baseball teams -
" complained that if the <autharities -were screening
football players, theyshould do the same for baseball
players; The track stars said they wanted tobeinon it
"too,” and . before -you knew it, they were testing
basketball players. ,croquet teams, wrestlers -and:
bowlers. . -~ ..

A female volleyhall team in Alaska went to the state
Supreme -Court ‘complaining that men -were being.
tested 10 times as often as women. . The court ruled that
. gomen -were entitled to equal drug checks under the

(W,

Although the dope screemng started in sports it

" goon hlt the cmhan populatxon <ot

' Politicians urged thit“e‘very schoolchild in America
be tested. Corporations gave all employees little paper
cups as they lined up for their paychecks.

Banks demanded drug checks on customers in
exchange for mortgages. No one could use a credit card
unless he had a favorable report from the lab.

The Army, Navy, Air Force and the Marines
declared mandatory testing for our boys in uniform.
And the White House ordered everyone from the
secretary of state to the lowly secretary of agricuiture
to bring in samples before a Cabinet meeting.

President Reagan declared that everybody in Nica«
ragua had to be tested by the coniras, who were
already tested by the CIA.

There was some hell to pay when the White House
leaked a story that all heads of state would have to take
a drug test before they met with the President. Prime

Minister Margaret Thatcher was particularly disturbed

when they sent her a kit in the diplomatic pouch.

To show there was nothing to it, President Reagan

took: ategt. /A8 everyone suspectéd,’ the :President

passed it ‘with -flying colors, and Nancy .was shown
giving Him a kiss when the results were announced.

Drug screening became the most serious obstacle to
forelgn relanons

h . ~ ) o - . ; . & -

3 H D Y +
One of the big stumbling blocks to holding a summlt
.concerned the question of whether or not Gorbachev
'would . take -a drug test. The Soviets insisted that

Reagan had to take their word that Gorbachev was not
on dope. The Amemcans heid out for on-site inspection.

‘Not only the White House but other branches .of
governnment are now insisting on checks for drug use.
*Congressional candidates .are filming commercials
holding up the results of their tests on telev1sxon and
demandmg their opponents to do the same. *

A suggestion 1o ‘have -the nine members of the
Supreme Court take a test before deciding a case was

kS

‘greeted with stony silence by the court. The reason is
- that the Supreme Court will have to decide sooner or

later whether mandatory screening is constitutionat or
not. And if they take the test and fail, they could be
held in contemnpt.

I don't wish to give the impression that everyone in
Washington is being checked on a regular basis.

Many of us are just being subjected to random testing
when we're in a public place.

['ve only been randomly tested three times--once
when 1 was drinking from a public water fountain
outside Jesse Helms’ office, once when I bought boxer
shorts at Bloomingdale’s, and once when I asked Atty.
Gen. Ed Meese at a press conference if he was having
trouble understanding the Constitution of the United
States.
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SOVIET THREAT

INTERNATIONAL

THE SS-20: TRIPPING WESTERN
EUROPE'S ALARM SYSTEM

Deployment of Soviet SS-20 mobile i'nis_siles has triggered concern
about the US. commitment to the defense of Western Europe and
the future of NATO

by Jonathan Haslam

Pg. 22

carry multiple warheads and has

a longer range and greater ac-
curacy then its predecessors, the S5-4
and S5-5. bui wie cuiliuvelay sulround-
ing the deployment ot this weapon.
which can be targeted to bases as tar
gway as the UK. has prompted con-
cern over q potentially greater threat
to Western Europe’s security: weaken-
ing ot the US. commitment to the de-
tense of {ts European allies.

SS-20 is the Western designation (WD)
for the Soviet intermediate-range bal-
listic missile (IRBM) which the Soviets
call Pioneer. also known as the RS-19. It
is a two-stage. moblle, solid-fuel, sur-
face-to-surtace ballistic missile with a
3.100-mi. range. first deployed in 1977
and directed at targets in both western
Europe and the Far East. The appear-
ance of this weapon precipitated a cri-
sis within NATO in 1977 and led ulti-
mately to the “dual-track” decision ot
December 1977, which in turn ushered
the Cruise and Pershing II missiles into

.Europe beginning {n 1983. Few weap-
ons in history have acquired such rapid
notoriety and, therefore, it is worth re-
considering what exactly is the real
signiticance of the S5-20.!

T he Soviet 55-20 mobile missile can

Why the USSR deployed the S5-20

By the end ot the '60's the Sovist Union
was fast attaining parity with the US. in
strategic nuclear weapons. The USSR
began to consider balance at the the-
atre level. “The dynamic equilibrium
now existing between the US. strategic
torces and those ot the Soviet Union in-
Creases signiticantly the impeortance ot
the US. general purpose torces (includ-
{ng theatre nuclear forces).” stated the
chairman of the US. Joint Chiets of Statf,
Admiral Moorer, on § March 1974.2
The Soviets had reason for concern.
and not merely in the Far East where
China had recently emerged as a new
challenge to Soviet power In Europe

‘the USSR faced growing British and
Appearance of the 55-20 ushered Pershing I missiles into Eurcpe. French nuclear f{orces as well as mod-

o CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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THE SS-20...CONTINUED

ernizing US. torward-based systems
(FBS). which stockpile huge numbers of
US. nuclear weapons. Throughout the
strategic arms limitation talks (SALT).
the Soviets pushed tor the limitation of.
or compensation tor. US. FBS. From the
US. viewpoint, however, the FBS are non-
negotiable, because they represent a
unilateral cdvantage =nd provide ex-
tended deterrence to cover the US.’s al-
lies. above all in Western Europe. Given

strategic parity. any reduction in US. .

nuclear tforces in Europe without a
compensating increase in NATO's con-
ventional strength would ieave NATO
Europe tacing a preponderance of So-
viet conventional forces on land with-
out a compensating superiority in nu-
clear systems at each level of
escalation. This particularly applies to
the Federal Republic of Germany
(FRG). which is forbidden by treaty to
possess lts own’ nuclear weapons.

To the Soviets, the FBS represented an
increasingly signiticant unilateral US.
advantage ever since global parity was
attained—particularly US. lighter de-
livery aircratt (LDA). “In Europe alone

the US ~Antimnimihy mrint~vine more than -

600 tighter aircratit. of which more than
500 are equipped to carry nuclear
weapons. LDA were based in Britain,
the FRG. Greece, ltaly, the Netherlands,
Spain, and Turkey, and could be rein-
forced by some 200 aircratt, ot which
100 were nuclear-capable, from car-
riers in the Sixth Fleet 1n the Mediter-
ranedan. The Seventh Fleet in the Pacitic

possessed an additional £00 nuclear -

capable aircratt.? As Gerard Smith, US.
delegation chief at Geneva, recalls, the
Soviet military "were said to stress the
ability of these aircratt to reach the So-
viet Union in < short time. They were
reported to consider US. FBS aircratt
more etlective in sorne respects than B-
52 bocmbers, because thelr tlight time
was shorter, they could tly at lower al-
titudes, and their bomb release was said
to be more effective.”

The air war in Vietnam heightened
Soviet sensitivity on this issue. The un-

expected eftectiveness of US. LDA, es-
pecially those operating trom aircratt

carriers. and the relative ineftective-
ness of the Soviet air detense system
alarmed Moscow. The speed with which
the US. Air Force (USAF) successtully
adapted both technologically (partic-
ularly electronic counter-measures)
and tactically (low flying) to over-
whelm Soviet-installed air defenses in
North Vietnam gave the Soviets an un-
pleasant surprise. The question they
asked was: It the USAF can penetrate
North Vietnamese air detenses em-
placed by the USSR, cannot the USAF
also breach similar detenses on Soviet
soil? .

In Western commentary much is
made of the sheer scale of the Soviet
air detense systermn. Dont the Soviets

have thousands ot 1nterceptor aircrait
and even more thousands of surface-
to-air missiles criss-crossing the coun-
try? Yet how is it that South Korean air-
liners could tly for two hours through
‘Soviet airspace before being inter-
cepted in both 1978 and 19837

In the '70s the Soviets did not have the
proper equipment to defend against
low-{lying penetration. Introduced in
1976, the MiG-23 (WD: Flogger-B) was
“the tirst Soviet aircratft with a demon-
strated ability to track and engage tar-
gets tlying below its own altitude.”
though it had only a "rudimentary sys-
tem” according to the US. Dept. of De-
fense. Not until the early '80s, with the
deployment ot the MiG-31 (WD: Fox-
hound-A), did the world see "the first
Soviet tighter-interceptor to have look-
down-shootdown and multiple target
engagement capabilities.”” The situa-
tion with respect to surtace-to-air mis-
siles (SAMs) was only outwardly better.
Not until the introduction of the SAM-10
in 1980-81 did the Soviets acquire some
sort of surtace-to-air capability against
small, lowsaltitude targets, and even this
should not be exaggerated.®

Theatre level threats also existed
elsewhere for the Soviet Union. The Chi-
nese began serial production of me-
dium-range nuclear-capable bomb-
ersin 1969. the year battles on the Sino-
Soviet border added a new enemy to
the pre-existing forces of the US. con-
fronting the USSR in the Far East. They
aiso began testing a ballistic missile in
1971. Britain's tirst Polaris submarine
armed with nuclear missiles became
tully operational in the British Royal
Navy and was assigned to NATO tor
targeting in the spring ot 1968.° Three
more entered service by late 1970. [n
addition to some 50 Vulcan bombers
loaded with nuclear weapons—still a
signiticant threat to the Soviets given
their air detense deticiencies-—the Brit-
ish also deployed nuclear-armed strike
aircratt in the Fleet Air Arm.” France
had 45 bombers and was torming 18
IRBMs into two squadrons—the first due
to become operational in 1971. Five nu-
clear missile submarines were also to
enter service between 1971 and 19792
Gerard Smith sums up the position dur-
ing SALT L

“The British and French strategic mis-
sile force in 1970 totaled 84 SLBMs, with
100 to 125 more launchers tc become
operational in the next few years. By
the Soviet definition ot strategic sys-
tems, which included LDA, the two US.
allies then had 375 strategic laun~hers
and sorme 250 more under constructicn
or planned.”

Attempts by the British and the French
to have these weapons excluded from
all accounts ultimately rebounded to

-their disadvantage. Then Soviet For-

eign Minister Andrei Gromyko cap-
tured the essence ot Moscow’s incre-
dulity: “Imagine that a ghastly tragedy

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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THE S58~-20...CONTINUED
occurred: an English missile with nu-
clear warheads is in flight.” Would it
perhaps. ¢arry the label: '| am Eng-
lish? ... QOr a French missile is in tlight.
Perhaps it will also tly bearing the la-
bel: 'l am French. there is no need to
count me?”° These systermns were not
counted in to the SALT totals because
the US. refused to allow i, so the Soviets
reserved the right to match any in-
creases in French and British torces by
other means.

Soviet intermediate-range weapons
arrayed against targets in Western Eu-
rope and offshore were both vulnera-
ble to a pre-emptive counterforce strike
and increasingly obsclescent. The S5-4
medium range ballistic missiles and SS-
5 IRBMs, deployed from 1959 and 1961
respectively, were due tor replace-
ment. The $S-11 variable range ballistic
missile would have served this purpose
but it was to be counted as an ICBM
under the SALT [ agreement. Further. the
Soviets were gradually withdrawing

aging medium-range bombers from’

service and had apparently decided
not to replace them one for one by the
new bomber, the Tu-22M (WD: Back-
tire). which was deployed from 1974. In
fact, the Tu-22M was mostly allocated
to a naval role during the '70s and its
output dallied tar behind the rate of re-
tirement of its predecessors.

What the Soviets needed was an ef-
ficient intermediate range nuclear
weapons system with the highest de-
gree of invulnerability. As it was. sev-
eral factors coincided to give birth to
the SS-20. The Nadiradze design bu-
reaqu had long been frustrated in at-

tempts to create a mobile ICBM secure,

from existing US. countertorce capa-
bility Tests on the RS-14 (WD: SS-16) were
repeatedly dogged by taildre, evi-
dently because of weight.

US. intransigence to concede to FBS
limnitations in the early ‘70s tinally led
Brezhnev in November 1974 to drop his
insistence on the limitation ot or com-
pensation for the FBS and allied sys-
tems in order to reach agreement with
President Ford on limiting strategic
warheads.'' The Soviet military were
inturiated. Brezhnev had little choice

but to appease their concerns by ap-
proving proposals tor the SS-20.

Testing of the experimental SS-20 thus
began early in 1975.'2 At this stage the
Soviets could scarcely have antici-
pated the storm this ingenious and
money-saving improvisation would

cause. But then their assessment of the
balance in Europe diverged signiti-
cantly from that of the West and one
always discounts the expressed tears of
one's opponents while treating one's
own as incontestable.

The S5-20 immpact

The Soviets did not begin deploying the
$S-20 until late 1977.'2 but sites for the
rnissile were under construction a year
earlier. Each site included a main
building. nine mobile launchers. and
protective earth revetments and it was
these that were spotted by satellite, cer-
tainly well betore the qutumn of 1977
when FRG’s Chancellor Helmut Schmidt
sounded the alarm at a speech to the
International Institute ot Strategic Stud-
ies in Lendon. -

But how real was the new threat?
Opinions vary as to the degree to which
the SS-20 actually represented a signit-
icant enhancement of Soviet theatre
nuclear capability, but it is generally
agreed that it has a longer range and
greater accuracy than the S5-4/5, it is
more survivable as it is mobile. and it
can become a multiple independently
targetable reentry vehicle (MIRV), in
which each missile carries three war-
heads instead of the one carried by
each SS-4/5.- A MIRVed $s-20, though.
would not have as eftective a target
coverage as an ICBM MIRV.

Extended deterrence had hitherto
depended upon NATO superiority over
Warsaw Pact torces at the theatre nu-
clear level. This enabled NATQ to con-
trol the escalation of conflict at the sub-
strategic level: It the Soviets attacked
with conventional forces, the West could
respond in kind and, if necessary, re-
sort to battletield nuclear weapons. It
the Soviets persisted, the West could
move to longer-range nuclear weap-
ons. such as the nuclear-armed F-111.
The 55-20 and the deployment of other
more sophisticated theatre nuclear
weapons systems—such as the Sukhoi
24 (WD: Fencer) nuclear-capable
tighter-bomber deployed from 1974—

represented an attempt to negate this.

important unilateral advantage.

The increased range and accuracy
ot the SS-20 threatened the security of
the British Isles, tor example. Apart trom
its Polaris submarines targeted by
NATO and of which at least a part would
be at sea and thereby out of range ot
a Soviet nuclear striké, Britain still pos-

sessed 'V’ bomber torces whose air-
tields were obvious targets for the SS-
20. as were the US. FBS such as the F-111
deployed in the UK. The question was
whether the F-1l1, dependent as it is
upon long runways, could be relied
upon, even when dispersed on warn-
ing. to survive Q- possible pre-emptive
strike by more accurcte Soviet theatre
nuclear weapons. The 55-20 thus raised
the threat to the US. FBS and some al-
lied systems. while simultaneously re-
ducing the Wests ability to destroy
Soviet theatre nuclear weapons in a
pre-emptive strike. it thereby made So-
viet superiority at the level ot conven-
tional forces all the more menacing to
Western European countries.
Deepening doubts, particularly in
Bonn and London, about the continued
US. commitment to the detense of West-

~ern Europe. even at the cost of good

relations with the Soviets, cast the SS-20
in an even darker light.

Politics and symbolism-

The testing of the SS-20 coincided with
a turning-point in the continuing stra-
tegic arms limitation talks (SALT II) be-
tween the US. and the Soviet Union and
a crisis of contidence in US. leadership
within NATO Europe. Agreement at
SALT II was stymied over US. insistence
on the exclusion of all Cruise missiles
from the ¢ount of strategic warheads to
be limited by treaty. Eventually the

. White House realized that Cruise would

have to be sacrificed at the altar ot SALT
II. in"spite of resolute opposition from
the Pentagon and alarm in the leading
governments of Western Europe that the
Us. was trading away @ weapons sys-
tem that might compensate for the SS-
20 and in the longer term replace the
F-111 (expected to lose its ettectiveness
against Soviet air detenses in the '90s).!4
Was the resolve of the US. to detend its
allies in Western Europe weakening at
a time when US. power was so irreso-
lute and Soviet influence on the rise?
It was not merely the withdrawal ot
the US. trom Vietnam that raised ques-
tions about the steadfastness of the US,
obligation to its allies. Just as West Eu-
ropeans grew anxious when the US. and
the USSR were at daggers drawn., so did
they fret when the superpowers shut
themselves away in confidential talks.
Add to this the moves within Congress

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE



THE S8-20...CONTINUED

to withdraw US. troops from Europe.
disputes over the devaluation of the
dollar, the nuclear alert involving the
FBS in Europe called by the US. gov-

ernment in October 1973 without prior:

consultation of NATO Europe, the back-
wash of Watergate, and apparent US.
indifference to the spread of Soviet
power in Africa. and the alliance

clearly stood on uncertain ground by .

the mid-to-late ‘70s: “The thing that is
troubling our European allies in par-
ticular . . . is not our military capability
but what they perceive to be shaky co-
herence and national unity which may
make it impossible to use those miilitary
capabilities,” Amos Jordan. Principal
Assistant Secretary of Detense for Inter-
national Aftairs, acknowledged in De-
cember 1975. It is the credibility of our
commitment. not the existence of cur
commitment or the strength of our forces
that is in doubt in their minds.”'*

In this sense the 55-20 acquired a
symbolic significance as a test case for
US. determination to answer a cry,of
help from its dependents in Europe.
More than mere weaponry was at is-
sue: it was the entire nature and tuture
of the trans-Atlantic relationship, There-
atter continued Soviet deployments
combined with the renewed resolve ot
the US. to rescue its reputation as leader
of the ailiance to ensure the future de-
ployment of both Cruise and Pershing
II missiles in Western Europe from De-
cember 1983.

Setting otf alarm bells?

Until Genera! Secretary Gorbachev
grasped the nettle on 15 January 1986
by proposing an arms reduction pack-
age including the ofter to remove and
destroy all of the S5-20s based within
the radius of Western Europe in return
for the removatl of all Cruise and Per-
shing Il missiles, it seemed unlikely that
the events of 1977-83 could be un-
done.'* The Soviets may not be willing
to reach a settlement on long-range
theatre nuclear weapons without an

agreement prohibiting turther devel-
opment ot space-based weapons sys-

tems. Indeed. the very threatlposed'by

the US. Strategic Defense Initiative
prompted moves to appease West Eu-
ropean opinion in the first place.

But circumstances that gave rise to
the appearance of the 55-20 wouid not
disappear with the removal of Cruise
and Pershing . The Soviet military, in-
particular, will remain nervous at the
continued presence of US. FBS at the
threshold of fortress Russia, just as the
US. remains ever vigilant at whispers of
Soviet nuclear-capable aircratt arriv-
ing in the Caribbean.

While West Europeans are incapa-

' ble—due to lack ot resolve rather than

lack of ability—oft erganizing common
defenses without US. support, US. FBS will
continue to be seen as vital to the bal-
ance of power in Europe. The Soviets,’
meanwhile, will continue to see them
as a unilateral advantage. For al-
though the FBS offer extended deter-
rence to cover NATO Europe and US.
allies in the Far East, they also serve a
purely unilateral function that is no way
circumscribed by the multilateral ser-
vices rendered to NATO. i
During the 1973 Middle East war, for
example, the US. called a nuclear alert
involving the FBS in Europe without
even consulting those countries in which
the FBS were based. The alert was
called as a means of intimidating the
Soviet Union. to dissuade Moscow from
sending combat forces to the Middle
East. It is not surprising that the Soviets
tend to see the FBS apart from their es-

sential NATO functions and seek to limit

or gain compensation for them: in any
strategic arms limitation agreements.

In such circumstances. the S5-20 might
be negotiated out of existence—much
to the dismay ot the Soviet general
staff—but unless there is a more far-
reaching political détente to sustain this
sacrificial disarmament, an SS-20 sur-
rogate will surely appear in the tuture,
once more setting off alarm bells in
Western Europe.

Perhaps the lesson to be learned from
this is that. for ‘all its importance, too
much should not be loaded onto the
shoulders of arms control. As the S3-20
story demonstrates, a large part ot the

signiticance of new nuclear weapons
systems lies in their political symbolism
rather than in their war-waging
capability.
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MEDIA PERISPECTIVESI_‘

WASHINGIONIAN
Yes, Journalists Are leferent

The Evidence Is Compelling: The Media Are More Liberal Than
the Public. So Why Won't They Admit That They 're Biased?
By Fred Barnes

OCTOBER 1986

Abe Rosenthal, Ben Bradlee, Ted Koppel, and Lesley Stahl are four leaders of the media elite. Theyareﬁchandhn
extremely well, but odds are that none of them voted for Ronald Reagan in 1980. And neither did the majority of their
Jellow journalists, with whom they share views and backgrounds that are quite different from most Americans’.

ack in 1983 when President Rea-
Bgan ordered the invasion of Grena-

da, he offered as rationale the
threat to the lives of American medical
students on the tiny Caribbean island.
Nearly every reporter I talked to at the
time was suspicious of this explanation.
So was 1. It seemed too pat, too conve-
nient an opportunity for the overthrow of
a Marxist government that had just
seized power.

Only a few days before the invasion,
remember, the administration had suf-
fered a big setback in Leba-
non when 250 Marines were
blown up in their barracks.
Grenada raised the possibility
that the administration was
trying to draw attention away
from Lebanon. And then the
White House lied to reporters
about its invasion plans and
barred the press from accom-
panying the invading force to
Grenada. Could there be bet-
ter evidence that the adminis-
tration had something to hide?

The expectation among re-
porters in Washington was
that the medical students,
once reporters could inter-
view them, would knock

down the Reagan rationzale for the inva-
sion. The Washington Post didn’t even
wait to interview them, running a piece
before the students’ return that said they
hadn’t really been endangered.

When the students did arrive at
Charleston Air Force Base, they didn’t
live up to reporters’ expectations.

On the contrary, they praised the mili-
tary and the administration to the hilt.
One woman student said that the Presi-
dent had saved her life, literally. Anoth-
er kissed the ground. Absolutely, the

Washingtonians Robert and Linda Lichter (above), along
with co-author Stanley Rothman, compile powerful evi-
dence in The Media Elite that the press tends to be more
liberal and more anti-establishment than the general pub-
lic, and that that orientation colors its coverage of issues.

58

students said, they had been in great
peril. The American people had support-
ed the invasion from the start, so the
students’ testimony merely strengthened
the public's backing—and their scorn for
press complaints about being kept away
from the action in Grenada.

There may be better examples of the
divergence of opinion between the na-
tional press corps and the public, but 1
don’t know of any. Yes, there is a na-
tional media elite, and it doesn’t look at
things quite the way most Americans do.

This may or may not be
ominous, but it is a fact. In
1984, Reagan won re-election
with 58 percent of the vote.
But only 26 percent of the re-
porters and editors contacted
in a large Los Angeles Times
poll voted for him.

The antipathy to Reagan
wasn't traditional press hos-
tility toward those in power.
In 1980, according to a
UCLA poll of journalists at
the 50 largest newspapers, 51
percent voted for President
Jimmy Carter, 25 percent for
Reagan, and 24 percent for
John Anderson. And so on.

Poll after poll, not to men-

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE



The price of making the private sector
more efficient in this instance. however, is
to increase the economic resources avail-
able to government. Consequently. the new
jobs created by the aid-cum-reform package
will be public-sector jobs. not private-
sector ones. Moreover, politicians will deter-
mine who gets how much of the aid. Thus,
while the poor country can be presumed to
be better off with the reform measure tied

to the aid than with the aid alone. condition-
ality in no way alters the conclusion that
economic aid, tied or untied, increases the
power and influence of politicians and cre-
ates allegiances to government rather than
to the private marketplace.

Trading Communism Away

nstead of playing a game in which the
Soviets can compete, and compete effec-
tvelv—buying foreign leaders with econom-
1 aid—we should select a game to play
where the Soviet disadvantage is so great
as Lo guarantee a ULS. victory. There is no
way, for example, that the U.S.S.R. could
possibly match the economic impact of the

United States granting unlimited access to
its vast market. The United States could
use trade against the Soviets as they use aid
against the Americans. Let the United States
declare war on communism in Central
Amenica, for example, not by sending in
American troops but by forming a common
market with all countries in Central America
who want to participate.

The United States should agree to elimi-

There is no way the
U.S.S.R. could possibly
match the economic
imgact of the United
tates granting
unlimited access to its
vast market.

nate all obstacles to imports from any Cen-
tral American country that agrees to
reciprocate by removing all obstacies to
U.S. exports. A “common market” with
the Caribbean Basin countries would help
fight communism in four important wavs:
(1 It would increase the exports and
economic well-being of the Central Amern-
can countries, 2) It would create an
allegiance o capitaism in a part of the world
where the economic process has been
dominated by the political process for too
long @ period. (3) 1t would improve the
efficiency of the Caribbean Basin economies
by imposing maore-liberal trade policies upon
them. And (4) it would plice Uncle Sam in
anew hght,

Americans should not underestimate the
resentment many Caribbean people feel
toward the United States. A common market
with the Caribbean Basin would help ame-
liorate that resentment by showing the people
of that region that the United States prac-
tices the competitive ethic it preaches.
Economic aid. on the other hand. reinforees
Uncle Sam'’s image as a nch buliy, all too
willing to use its enormous wealth to manip-
ulate others for its own selfish reasons.

When faced with the choice of linking up
with the Soviets or plugging into the Ameni-
can economy, what sane Central American
leader whould choose the former? Even

Nicaragua should be asked to join a U.S.-
Caribbean Basin Common Market. Should
it join, the pressures of free trade would
dampen Sandinista controb over the economy:.
The common market would have rules. and
Nicaragua would have to conform. More-
over, anti-American paranoia would sell at
a discount rather than a premium in Managua
if both contries belonged to the same
common market.

For these reasons, it is doubtful the

Sandinistas would join a Caribbean Basin -
Common Market even if asked. But this,

too. would be good: a refusal to join such
an enterprise would help isolate the Sandi-
nistas in their own region, A U.S.-Caribbean
Basin Common Market is the type of initiative
in which the Sandinistas lose no matter
what they do.

Objections to the formation of a U.S.-
Central American Common Market can be
expected to come from protectionist inter-
ests in the United States that fear the

increased competition from Central Amen- ¢
can exports, Countries such as El Salvador, |

Guatemala. Honduras, and others are rich
in labor and thus could be expected to be

efficient in the production of such labor- .
intensive products as textiles, apparel, toys, -

and plastics. American labur and manage-
ment in these industries undoubtedly will
use their considerable political clout in
Washington to try to sabotage the initiative.

Under normal circumstances. the pro-

tectionists would have a good chance to
succeed, since the opponents of protection-
ism usually are not well organized and are
scattered throughout the population. But
the linkage of the Common Market tocombat -
g the communists in Central Amenca gves
the plin a much broader base of polital

support than it otherwise would enyoy, The

strategic mportance of the proposed U5,
Caribbean Basin Common Market nught he

able to defeat American protectionists, just
as it might be able to defeat the Central

American communists.

A Caribbean Basin Common Market s

one example. The general point ix that in
countering Moscow's moves in the Third

World, Washington must develop tactics and -

strategies appropriate 1o AmMerica’s inst- |

tutions, values, and strengths—not simply
imitate the tactics of our nivals. America's
strong suit is its economy, and this country
must leam how (o use its enomous economic
power to improve the material standard not
only of its own citizens but of foreigners as
well. Other things being equal, the better
off our neighbors, the more secure they—and

we—will be, . £

Motevn Krutess iy a sonion tollone at the Hooeer
Dustihtion at Steastord University and a protesso
ot seonoes al Now Yok Unversity,
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age, the results were consistently ope-
sided,’’ the authors say. ‘‘The media. . .
gave greater credence to the advocates of
busing than to its opponents. They were
more sympathetic to the critics of the oil
industry than to its opponents. In every
instance, the coverage followed neither
the middle path nor the expert evidence.
Instead, it veered in the direction one
would expect on the basis of the atti-
tude surveys and psychological tests [of
journalists]."”

It's not that reporters were pursuing
advocacy journalism, the authors cau-
tion. But when the direction of coverage
was unclear, they followed *‘inner road
maps that mark out routes of ingrained
expectation.’’

Now, I think there’s a name for this that
can be put in less frothy terms. It’s media
bias or, put another way, liberal bias.
Not a single survey or study cited in The
Media Elite shows journalistic attitudes
or coverage tilting in a conservative di-
rection. It always leans the other way.

This doesn’t mean that liberal bias is
always the controlling factor in cover-
age. It isn’t. There are others—a yen for
bad news, an inclination to champion
underdogs against the authorities. Some-
times these factors clash. Lichter and
company found that in coverage of bus-
ing disputes, journalists sacrificed their
proclivity to report bad news in favor of
upbeat pieces about the virtues of bus-
ing. Experts may have cooled on busing
as a method for improving the educa-
tional achievement of blacks, but the
media elite hasn’t.

*If journalists’ sympathies sometimes
override expert evidence, they presuma-
bly also influence coverage on the many
topics where such evidence is either
missing or irrelevant to the story,’’ the
authors write.

Reporters do, in fact, see things from
their own perspective—upper-middle
class and educated. They judge people
and events from this vantage point,
which is only natural.

From where most journalists stand on
the left side of the political spectrum,
there’s vast territory to the right. Those
furthest away are ‘‘ultraconservatives."’
To the left of journalists, there’s not as
much room. No one is an ‘‘ultra-liberal.””

Or in dealing with experts, say, on oil,
journalists find the field cluttered with
shills for the oil industry. Thus, they rely
on a few ‘‘independent’’ souls, who hap-
pen to be sharp critics of the industry.

Journalists aren’t purposefully fol-
lowing an ideological agenda. They're
just following their instincts, which
aren’t the same as everybody else’s.

No wonder they expected the case for
invading Grenada to collapse. (]
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UL wonBBUI-seuse UuseTVations by any-
one who has chatted with a few print or
TV news reporters, shows the same
thing. The press, especially the media
elite in Washington and New York,
tends to be more liberal and more anti-
establishment than the American people.

If any further proof is needed, you can
tumn to The Media Elite (Adler & Adler;
$19.95), by three political scientists, S.
Robert Lichter and Linda S. Lichter of
Columbia University and Stanley Roth-
man of Smith College. Their findings,
based on their own surveys and those of
others, have dribbled out in recent years,
and now they are packaged in a book.

It is rather dry reading, and some of
the evidence they present is silly. But the
case they make is compelling. In fact, it
is irrefutable.

Why? Because all the evidence points *

in the same direction. The national press
may posture as the representative of the
public, the little guy, but the journalistic
elite comes from a drastically different
social and political milieu than most
Americans.

As recently as twenty years ago, many
successful journalists came from work-
ing-class backgrounds and had skipped
college. Their roots were the same as
those of most Americans. No more.

t  The authors draw a remarkably homo-
geneous picture of the media elite, by
i which they mean reporters, editors, and
producers at the three national newspa-
( pers (the Washingron Pos:, New York
. Times, Wall Street Journal), the three
newsmagazines (Time, Newsweek, US
News & World Report) and the three
television networks (CBS, ABC, NBC).
These people are cosmopolitan and secu-
lar. “‘Drawn mainly from cities in the
portheast and north-central states, their
parents tended to be well off, highly
educated members of the upper middle
class,"’ the authors write. *‘. . . In short,
the typical leading journalist is the very
model of the modern castern urbanite.”’

Not surprisingly, there is a *‘dominant
perspective’’ among the media elite.
Leading journalists are not religious, are
politically liberal, regularly vote Demo-

_cratic, and are ‘‘alienated from tradi-
tional norms and institutions.*’ Their
liberalism isn’t the stale New Deal brand
Fred Barnes is a senior editor, writing mostly
about politics, for the New Republic, a hotbed of
Harvard graduates and other moncyed members of
the media elite. But Barnes was born in Arlington,
still lives there, goes to church almost every Sun-
day, and probably voted for Ronald Reagan in both
1980 and 1984. He graduated from the University
of Virginia, worked for the Washington S:ar from
1967 10 1979 with a year off in 1977-78 as a
Nieman Fellow at Harvard, and covered politics
here for the Baltimore Sun from 1979 to 1985,

when he joined the New Republic. He appears
frequently on The McLaughlin Group.

—
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but the up-to-the-minute social liberal-
ism of yuppiedom.

““They differ most from the general
ublic on the divisive social issues that
iave emerged since the 1960s—abor-
ion, gay rights, affirmative action,

| etc.,”” according to Lichter and compa-

ny. ‘‘Many are . . . quite critical of
America’s world role. They would like
to strip traditional powerbrokers of their

Leading journalists are
not religious, are
politically liberal, and
regularly vote Democratic.

influence and empower black leaders,
consumer groups, inteliectuals, and . . .
the media.’’

You’d better believe that Ben Bradlee,
Abe Rosenthal, Tom Brokaw, and the
rest think they are a lot smarter than
Ronald Reagan.

It wasn't journalism that made the media
clite this way. According to popular
myth, reporters saw the underside of
life, the part that needed changing, and
the experience made them liberals. Were,
this true, older journalists, those who
have scen the most, would be the mo
liberal. Except that’s not the case.

In their own polling of journalists, tt
authors found that 43 percent of tho
over 50 said their views were libera
compared with 70 percent in the unde:;
35 category. !

Most liberal of all, they discovered

1 from a 1982 sampling of students at Co-

lumbia University's Graduate School of
Journalism, were prospective media
elitists. About 85 percent pegged their
views as left of center, and they looked

_more kindly on the Sandinistas and Cu-

“ban dictator Fidel Castro than on Presi-
dent Reagan. By itself, the authors’ sur-
vey isn't conclusive. But every other
poll of journalists matches their finding
about the dominance of liberal opinion in
the media.

At least two pieces of evidence from
The Media Elite are ridiculous. They
questioned reporters on what sources
they might use on stories about welfare
reform, consumer issues, the environ-
ment, and nuclear energy. By and large,
the national press prefers liberal
sources. But who can blame them? Lib-
eral, activist groups are less suspicious
of reporters and more willing to feed
them information. Perhaps they look on
journalists as allies, but the result is sim-
ply that they are very useful sources of

information, notably in Washington.
The fact that reporters rely heavily on
them, even too heavily, indicates only
that they are good sources.

The authors also cite the response of
journalists to something called the The-
matic Apperception Test, in which they
were shown pictures of several social situ-
ations and asked to write fictional stories
about the people in them. I won’t bother to
tell you the results. Who could care?

The touchiest subject for the authors is
media bias. They insist that they are not
accusing the media elite of bias in news
coverage. And you can’t blame them for
avoiding the buzz phrase ‘‘liberal bias’’
like the plague. Leading journalists tend
to dismiss out of hand any findings that
allegedly prove such bias, and the au-
thors want to be taken seriously.

**The whole notion of bias has be-
come a straw man that obscures the far
less obvious (and less nefarious)
processes that mediate between journal-
ists’ perspectives and their product,’” the
authors write.

Okay, so reporters don’t cover a story
about the White House with the intent of
persuading their readers to vote for a
liberal Democrat in 1988. What happens
instead, the authors suggest, is more
subconscious. Journalists have a view of
the world and how it should work, and
this subtly but inevitably affects their
coverage. Who could argue with that?

The strongest part of the authors’ case
is their detailed examination of the cov-
erage of three long-running stories—nu-
clear encrgy, busing for racial integra-
tion, and the oil industry’s role in the
encrgy crisis. Their approach was to
compare the attitudes of journalists and
experts (scientists, academics, etc.), and
then look at coverage in light of this.

On nuclear energy, scientists and en-
gineers were optimistic about its future
and about finding solutions to its prob-
lems. Journalists, including those spe-

_cializing in scientific issues, were pessi-

mistic. The experts favored rapid
development of nuclear power, while
the journalists didn’t. As you might
guess, the predilection of journalists has
dominated. The coverage of nuclear en-
ergy has been negative, reflecting the
views of journalists, not those of ex-
perts. “‘Scientists, engineers, and others
designated as experts cited in news sto-
ries tended to reflect the overall tenor of
media coverage, even though this
clashed with the survey findings on the
actual ettitudes of energy scientists and
engineers,”’ write Lichter and company.

A similar phenomenon has marked
coverage of busing and oil. “‘Even ac-
cording to an arbitrary standard requir-
ing that each side receive equal cover-

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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carceration would be detrimental to her clinical condition.
All these medical recommendations were ignored.

. Upon her return from Minnesota, Anne was placed in the
gencral population of the Lexington federal fucility, where
there is no medical supervision. She had to walk four times
a day in great pain to the pharmacy to get her pills, often to
be told that they weren’t there. On Jan. 4, she was taken
from her cell in a semi-comatose state, bleeding rectally.
Hours later, a doctor finally examined her and found that
she had a 103-degree fever and was losing significant
amounts of bloed. Only then was she admitted to the prison
hospital. .. )

‘Why was she forced to undergo a charade of an examina-
tion, chained to her bed and pronounced healthy? Why were
her guards male when women in prison are normally guard-
ed by female guards? Since she was in a substantially weak-
ened condition, why two strapping male guards? What are
they supposed to keep Anne Pollard from telling or doing?
Why is she being kept in solitary confinement?

Federal prison officials keep Anne Poilard in total isola-
tion, insuring silence, and refuse requests for independent,
qualified medical care for her deteriorating medical condi-
tion. Her attorney is not permitted to see her privately, but
must meet with her with federal marshals present. J. Mi-

" chael Quinlan, director of the Justice Department’s Federal
Bureau of Prisons, has refused or ignored requests for prop-
er medical treatment, release of records and legal rights for
attorney-client privileges, according to Henderson.

Are we one day soon to hear that Anne Pollard, age 27,
suddenly died of a heart attack or found a way to commit
suicide in her cell? Perhaps she may be driven to suicide by
medical maltreatment and what could be considered a re-
fined psychological torture.

What is going on here? This is beginning to sound like the
psychiatric internment of dissidents in the Soviet Union, of
which American human rights groups complain so rigorous-
ly. Mistreating one prisoner to force another prisoner to con-
fess to something is not the American way, particularly if
the manipulators’ purpose is to serve other goals, such as
weakening American support for cur ally, Israel, and ad-
vancing certain Arab aspirations.

. :

E:D ECENT EFFORTS TO commute the Pollards’ excep-

tionally harsh sentences under Rule 35 were side-

"U tracked by a rumor floated to the effect that they

could be part of a spy swap with Russia. Their presence in

jail, therefore, is needed so that they can be pawns for such a
swap.

Why did the Pollard case send the usually unflappable
Caspar Weinberger into an uncharacteristic frenzy, to the
point of demanding Jonathan Pollard’s death by hanging?

Even 16 years of espionage by the Walker brothers, who
sold our most vital NATO secrets to the Soviets, did not an-

ger Weinberger nearly so much as did the Pollards. John .

Walker will be eligible for parole in 10 years, although he

was directly responsible for the deaths of Navy pilots, U.S. -

-intelligence agents and informants, and for the loss of tech-
nological and strategic information to the Soviets.

The Pollards, by comparison, are not eligible for parole
and are the only U.S. citizens in the 20th century to be pros-
ecuted for acting on behalf of an ally. Other individuals,
even Americans caught in other countries, have been dealt
with quietly through diplomatic channels. This method was
rejected by the FBY and the Justice Department for the Pol-
lards, despite pleas from William Casey, then chief of the
CIA, to drop the charges. Casey was aware of the rich intel-
ligence harvest that the Israelis had been furnishing the
U.S. for years, which could dry up under the circumstances.

Regrettably, this story has the makings of anothdr Justice
Department scandal under the stewardship of U.S. Attorney
General Edwin Meese. Haven't Americans had enough of
“all the president’s men” who end up in jail or are acquitted
on a technicality, or of officials who deliberately flaunt the
laws of Congress for personal gain or power?

It is time to have an independent court, including a new ’
judge ~— not influenced by secret briefs — review the whole |

Pollard matter. American fair play and conscience dictate
that Anne Pollard should be released into the care of quuh-
fied doctors who specialize in her rare ailment and who are
{ree from any possibility of covertly working for the people
who would use Pollard’s medical condition to coerce her hus-
band into false accusations. .

To those who know all the facts, it is clear that there is
dirty work afoot in the Pollard case. Congress, the media
and the public had better get onto it — or we may ind that
our judicial system and our political system have become
corrupt and definitely not worthy of our proud democeracy.
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