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(202) 628-2409 10:15 A.M. WEDNESDAY, 27 AUGUST 1986

COMMITTEE ON THE PRESENT DANGER RELEASES

NEW NATIONAL POLL ON PUBLIC ATTITUDES TOWARD THE U.S. DEFENSE EFFORT

The Committee on the Present Danger today released the results of a
national, in-depth poll on "public Attitudes Toward the U.S. Defense
Effort." The poll was conducted for the Committee late last month by
the independent polling organization, Penn + Schoen Associates.1

The poll, conducted among a scientific sample of 1,004 Americans,
revealea overwhelming support for the Strategic Defense Initiative
(SDI), approval of current or greater levels of U.S. defense spending
and a strong belief that the Soviet Union is involved in promoting world
terrorism.

Eighty-one percent of Americans favored the development of an SDI

_ S

system -- outnumbering those who oppose it by more than six to one.

—

Seventy-eight percent said they favored using such a system in the
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United States 1f it could be developed.

- more - ra<.

1Penn + Schoen Associates is a highly respected, independent,
national polling organization which has conducted polls for, among
others, former Vice President Walter Mondale, Senator Edward Kennedy of
Massachusetts, Senator Frank Lautenberg of New Jersey, Mayor Edward Koch
of New York City and Mayor Marion Barry of the District of Columbia, as
well as a broad spectrum of corporate clients and public interest
groups. /

A nonprofit, nonpartisan educational organization of citizens devoted to the Peace, Security and Liberty of the Nation

Co-Chairmen: C. Douglas Diilon ® Henry H. Fowler Chairman, Policy Studies: Paul H. Nitze®
Executive Committee: Charls E. Walker, Chairman and Treasurer ® David C. Acheson * Kenneth L. Adelman® e Richard V. Allen
Adda B. Bozeman ¢ Valerie A. Earle ¢ Andrew J. Goodpaster ® William R. Grahani*e Clare Boothe Luce ® Charles Burton Marshall
Richard E. Pipes ® john P. Roche ® Eugene V. Rostow ® Hugh Scott ® Lloyd H. Smith = Herbert Stein ® William R. Van Cleave ® ElImo R. Zumwalt, Jr.
Director: Charles Tyroler, i1 General Counsel: Max M. Kampelman® Special Counsel: Bernard T. Renzy
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Overall, three out of eve ur—Americans oppose cutting the

defense budget. Ninety-two percent believe that the importance of a

strong military has either remained the same or increased in the past
year, with less than ten percent of those polled expressing a decreased

confidence in the U.S. defense effort.
Among the poll's other key findings:

-~ 72Z believe the Soviet Union is trying to expand rather than
simply defend its territory. .
\“—_———.———//’_‘

-~ 80% believe the Soviet Union is involved in promoting world
terrorism.” :

==Uf those who favor increasing the defense budget, 31% believe
that it should be achieved through cuts in non-defense spending and 182
feel that it should come from a tax increase.

-= While a plurality (48%) of those polled believe that the United
States has a stronger military than the Soviet Union, a smaller
plurality (44%) feel that the United States has a stronger nuclear
force. :

-~ 887 have the same or greater confidence in the U.S. defense
effort as compared to a year ago.

A full analysis of the poll's findings and copies of the complete
results are available at the Committee's offices at 905 Sixteenth
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006. Contact: Suzanne M. Crow, .
Research and Education Associate, (202) 628-2409,

k ok k Kk Kk Kk k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k %
The Committee on the Present Danger is a non-profit, bipartisan

research and educatignal organization of private citizens founded in

November 1976 to facilitate a national discussion of U.S. foreign and

national security Policies and programs directed toward a secure peace
with freedom. ‘

- end -



To: The Committee on the Present Danger

From: Mark J. Penn and Douglas Schoen
Penn and Schoen Associates, Inc.

Re: Public Opinion of the U.S. Military

Date: August 25th, 1986

Our poll of 1004 U.S. residents conducted July
21st-23rd, 1986, shows that opinion of the strength and
importance of the U.S. military has greatly increased in the

last year.

Americans remain skeptical of Soviet intentions,
however, as 72%_believe that the Soviets are trying to expand
their territory rather than defend what they have. And they
continue to support the Strategic Defense.Initiative in
overwheming numbers.

Eighty per‘cent said that ‘the Soviets are very (23%) or

somewhat (57%) irvolved in world terrorism.

The successful U.S. action in Libya over the past year

has apparently served to bolster confidence in the military.
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-Forty-eight per cent of the sample said that the U.S. now has a
stronger military than the Soviet Union, while 36% said the

Soviets are stronger.

By 44%-35%, Americans a;;o believe fhat we have a
stronger nuclear arsenal than the Soviets. There are sharp
differences by sex on this question, as men are evenly divided i
on the question while women believe the U.S. arsenal is stronger

by wide margins.

The answers on the military strength of the U.S. are
sharply different from last year, when a plurality felt that the

Soviets had stronger conventional and nuclear arsenals,

Confidence in the U.S. military increased among 35% of
the sample, decreased among 9% and stayed the same among 53%.
44% said that having a strong military became more important in
the last year, 6% said it became less important and 48% said its

importance remained the same,

Twenty-seven per cent said they would like to see
defense spending increased, 22% said it should be decreased and
48% said it shouhd[;emain the same. Among those who wanted more
spent on defense, 57% wanted some new way (such as cutting

waste) to be found to finance it. Thirty-one per cent thought

I'l-‘
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social spending should be cut for defense, and 18% favored
higher taxes. Only 7% of those who favored more defense spending

would want to increase the deficit to pay for it.

Americans continue to support the concept of the SDI
strongly. 81% favor development in principle of a system to
destroy incoming missles before they reach their targets. And if

such a system éould be developed, 78% would favor its

deployment.

METHODOLOGY

A total of 1004 interviews were conducted during the
evenings of July 21st to July 23rd from Penn + Schoen's central

telephone banks in New York City.

To ensure all U, S. residents an equal chance of being
selected for the survey, a sample of phone numbers from 100
randomly chosen communities across the continental United States
was dravn. A computer then replaced the last three digits of
the selected phone numbers with randomly drawn digits. The use
of the 'randomjdggit dialing” sampling method ensured that
individuals with listed and unlisted numbers had an equal

probability of being selected.

- T
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The sample was balanced by region, age and sex to
!
reflect current national demographics.

Sampling error for the CPD Poll is 3 percentage points

in either direction at the 95 percent confidence level.

Fln
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1501 Thurd Avenue. New York. N.Y. 10028 « (212) 734-300

Penn + Schoen : Douglrsa gc:e£

Associates, Inc.

COMMITTEE ON THE PRESENT DANGER

The following volume contains the general summary and
detailed tabular results of a survey conducted by Penn and
Schoen Associates, Inc. for the Committee on the Present
Danger. A total of 1,004 interviews with adult U.S. citizens
were conducted between July 21 and July 23rd, 1986. All
interviews were conducted from Penn and Schoen's New
York City phone facilities.

~ Mark Penn

Douglas Schoen

August 15, 1986

"publie Attitudes Toward the U.S. Defense Effort"

!



GENERAL SUMMARY =
COMMITTEE ON THE PRESENT DANGER #977

NO. 1
QUEST: Do you think presently that the Soviets are trying to expand their
territory and influence or are they just trying to defend their own
territory?
expand defend don't know
ALL 72 22 ' 6
Nol 2 .
QUEST: Do you think that the Soviets are heavily involved in promoting
world terrorism, somewhat involved or not involved?
heavily invlvd smwht involved not involved don't know )
ALL 23 57 14 6
"o. 3
QUEST: Who has a stronger military right now -- the United States or the
Soviet Union?
United States Soviet Union don't know
ALL 48 . 36 16
NO. 4
QUEST: Who has the stronger nuclear force -~ the United States or the
Soviet Union?
United States Soviet Union don't know
ALL 44 35 21
NO. 5
QUESTY In general. do you think that spending on defense should be
increased, decreased or kept the same?
( increased decreased kept the same don't know
\ktL\_J 27° 22 48 4

l‘i-
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NOI 6- :

QUEST: How would you finance the increases in the defense budget
-- principally through higher taxes, by making cuts in non-defense
spending, by increasing the deficit or another way? (ASKED ONLY OF THOSE
WANTED DEFENSE SPENDING INCREASED)

higher taxes cut social sp incr the defct another way don't know
ALL 18 31 7 37 7
NO. 7
QUEST: Has your confidence in our defense effort increased in the last

year, decreased or stayed the same?
increased decreésed styed the same don't know

ALL 35 9 53 ‘ 2

: NO. 8 -
QUEST:

In your opinion, has the importance of a strong military increased,
decreased or remained the same over the last year?
increased decreased styed the same don't konow
ALL 44 6 . 48 2
NO. 9
QUEST: The Strategic Defense Initiative, or SDI, is a research program

to develop a system to destroy incoming nuclear missiles before they reach
their targets. Do you favor or oppose the U.S. going ahead with the
research and development phases of the SDI?

favor oppose don't know
ALL 81 13 7
NO. 10
QUEST: If such a system could be developed, would you favor or oppose using

it in the United States?

favor oppose don't know

ALL 78 ° 13 9

qu
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NO. 11

QUEST: In what age group are you?
18-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65 and over
ALL 15 27 27 19 13
NO. 12
QUEST: What was the last grade of school that you completed?
less than h.s. H.S. grad some college college grad/+
ALL 12 37 25 26
NO. 13
QUEST: For statistical purposes only, we need to know your total family

income for 1985. Will you please tell me which of the following categories
best represents your total family income?

- Under $10,000 '$10-$29,999 $30-549,999 $50,000+
ALL - 15 43 30 12
NO. 14
QUEST: Are you white, black, Hispanic or Asian?
White Black Hispanic Asian
ALL 85 10 3 2
NO. 15
QUEST: What is your occupation?

Profl/Exec/Man Sml Bus/Slsmn Clkl/Semi-skid Skilled labor Unskld labor

ALL 21 ‘ 8 12 17 7
Homemaker Retd/dn't work Student Other

ALL 13 14 6 2

NO.. 16
QUEST: Generally speaking, do you consider yourself liberal, moderate or
conservative?

1ibér$1 moderate conservative

ALL 25 40 35

Fir~
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NO. 17
QUEST: Are you registered to vote in the United States? Are you registered
as a Democrat, Republican or Independent?

No, not reg Democrat Republican Independent other

ALL 13 ' k}] 24 21 3
NO. 18 .
QUEST: Are you or is any member of your household.a member vf a union?
yes ‘ no
ALL 26 74
NO. 19
QUEST: CODE SEX
male female
ALL 49 51
No a 20
QUEST: What region of the country are you from?
northeast south midwest west
ALL 28 30 22 20

)
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. NO. 1 CPD #4877 , .
QUEST: Do you think presently that the Soviets are trying to expand their

territory and influence or are they just trying to defend their own
territory?.
expand defend don’t know

ALL 72 22 6
REGION

northeast 71 23 7
south 73 21 6
midwest 72 24 4
west 75 18 7
INCOME

Unger $10,000 66 27 7
$10-$29,999 72 22 6
$30-$49,999 79 18 3
$50, 000+ 74 20 6
AGE

18-24 9 38 3 -
25-34 77 19 5
35-49 76 17 7
50-64 73 21 6
65 and over 69 .19 12
EDUCATION

1ess than h.s. 67 23 10
H.S. grad 70 23 7
some college 77 20 3
college grad/+ 73 21 6
RACE

white 73 21 6
Black 65 26 9
OCCUPATION

Profi/Exec/Man 76 19 5
Sml Bus/S1smn 70 22 8
Cikl/Semi-skia 74 25 2
Skilled labor 78 18 4
Unskld 1abor 71 23 6
Homamaker 69 22 9
Retd/dn’t work 66 22 12
Student 60 37 4
IDEOLOGY

1iberal 69 25 6
moderate 73 22 5
conservative 75 20 5
PARTY ID

No, not reg 61 28 11
Democrat 75 18 7
Republican 77 20 3
Independent 70 26 4
UNION

yes 77 20 3
no 71 v 22 7
SEX

male 77 19 4
female 68 , 24 8

[ o]
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NO.
QUEST :

heavily invivg

ALL

REGION
northeast
south
midwest
west

INCOME

Under $10,000
$10-$29,999
$30-%$49,999
$50,000¢

AGE

18-24

25-34
35-49
50-64

65 and over

EODUCATION

less than h.s.
H.S. grad
some college
college grad/+

RACE
White
Black

OCCUPATION
Profl/Exec/Man
Sml Bus/Sismn
Clk1/Semi-sktd
Skilled labor
Unskld labor
Homemaker
Retd/dn‘t work
Student

1DEOLOGY
1iberal
moderate
conservative

PARTY 1D
No, not reg
Democrat
Republican
Independent

UNION
yes
no

SEX
male
female

2 CPO 0977

00 you think that the Soviets are heavily involved in promoting
uorld terrorism, somewhat involved or not involved?

smwht 1nvolved

not invoived

gon‘’t know

B 0 G e e S P D T S P S D P P - v P - o - = - - = - W W e

22

23
21

23
21
28
19
30
20
26
18

26
18
27

20
26
23
19

23
23

22
24

s3

59
€8

68
58

52
80

43
61
61
54

87
57

60
57

65
a7
S8
48
56

83
64
54

52
54
62
62

59
87

59

56 .

22
12
1
15

15
14

14
14
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NO.
QUEST:

3 CPD #977

Soviet Union?

United States

ALL

REGION
northeast
south
midwest
wast

INCOME

Under $10,000
$10-$29,999
$30-$49,999
$50,000+

AGE

18-24
25-34
35-49
50-64

65 and over

EDUCATION

1ess than h.s.
H.$. grag
some college
college graag/+

RACE
white
Black

OCCUPATION
Prof1/Exec/Man
Sml Bus/Slisan
Clkl/Semi-skid
Skilled labor
Unsklid tabor
Homemaker
Retd/an’t work
Student

I0EQLOGY
1ipberal
moderate
conservat ive

PARTY ID
NO, not reg
Democrat
Republican
Independent

UNION
yes
no

SEX
male
female

48

52
51
41
45

53
49
48
40

53
49
49
46

. 42

§7
48
46
46

a7
60

43
46
53
49
49
54
45
49

48
49
47

54
49
45
45

49
48

45
51

Soviet Unton

39
32

don’t know

16
15
16

10
16
17
V7

13
17

16
17

Who has a stronger milfitary right now -- the United States or the

r LY Penn + Schoen Associate



Soviet Union
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NO. 4 CPD #977
QUEST:
Soviet Union?
United States
ALL 44
REGION
northeast 47
south 43
midwest 40
west 43
INCOME
Unger $10,000 44
$10-$29,999 47
$30-%$49,999 40
$50, 000+ 42
AGE
18-24 44
25-34 42
35-38 45
50-64 48
65 ang over 38
EDUCATION
less than h.s. 48
H.S. grad 44
some College 39
college grad/+ 45
_RACE
wWhite LY
Black 46
OCCUPATION
Prof1/Exec/Man 41
Sm} Bus/Sismn 45
Cikl/Semi-skid 40
Skilled labor 43
Unskld tlabor 43
Homemaker 51
Retd/dn’t work 42
Student 52
1DEOLOGY
Viberatl 43
moderate 40
conseérvative 47
PARTY 1D
No, not reg 456
Democrat 44
Republican 45
Independent 38
UNION
yes 45
no 43
SEX
male 42
female 45

35

33
39
37
30

32
32
42
35

41
38
34
29
32

27
35
41
34

34
s

38
37
32
38
37
22
36
43

38
37
3s

34
34
32
43

36
35

41

29 .

21

20
18
23
27

24
21
18
23

14
20
21
22
30

25
21
20
20

22
17

21
18
27
20
20
27
22

5

22
22
18

20 -

21
23
19

19
22

16
26

Pa

Who has the stronger nuclear force -- the United States or the

Penn + Schoen Associates



NO.
QUEST:

increased

5§ CPD #977

ALL

REGION
northeast
sQuth
midwest
west

INCOME

Under $10,000
$10-$29,999
$30-%$49,999
$50,000+

AGE

18-24

25-34
35-49
50-64

65 and over

EDUCATION

less than h.s.
H.S. grad
some college
college grad/+

RACE
white
8lack

OCCUPATION
Prof1/Exec/Man
Sml Bus/Sismn
Cikl/Sem1-skid
Skilled labor
Unskl1d labor
Homemaker
Retd/dn‘t work
Student

IDEOLOGY
Viberal
moderate
conservative

PARTY ID
NOo, not reg
Democrat
Republican
Indepengent

UNION
yes
no

SEX
male
female

27

22
35
20
28

26
26
31
25

30
24
31
24
24

25
30
25
25

27
25

27
29

31
30
23
25
23

28
22
31
24
30
25

27
27

30

23

decreased

25
27
N
21
24
20
15
28

30
23
1S

26
21
16
25

23
21

kept the same

45
43
53
46
40
49
6
47

39
S2
50

45 |

48
50
48

48
48

45
51

L NAR YA
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In general. do you think that spending on daefense should be
increased, gecreased or kept the same?

don’‘t know

Penn + Schoen Associates



NO. 6 CPO #2977

QUEST : HOwW uduld you finance the fncreases in the defense budget
-~ principally through higher taxes, Dy making cuts in non-defense
spending, by increasing the deficit or another way? (ASKED ONLY OF THQSE

WHO WANTED DEFENSE SPENDING INCREASED)

higher taxes cut social sp

incr the defct

another way

don‘t know

ALL 18
REGION

northeast 20
south 17
midwest 16
west 22
INCOME

Under $10,000 17
$10-$29,999 17
$30-$49,999 17

$50, 000+ 26
AGE

18-24 20
~25-34 16

35-49 16

50-64 20

65 and over 25
EDUCATION

less than h.s. 13

H.S. grad 15

some college 17
college grad/+ 28

RACE

White 19
Black 12
OCCUPATION

Prof1/Exac/Man 19
Sml Bus/Sismn 17
Cikl/Semi-skid 13
Skilled labor 18
Unskld labor 19

Homemaker 7

Retd/dn’t work 22

Student 31
IDEOLOGY

1iberal 19

moderate 18

conservative 18
PARTY ID

NQ, not reg 25

Democrat 17

Republ ican 15

Independent 23
UNION

yes 13 .

no 20
SEX

male 25

female 11 !

3

27
31
38
33

22
32
35
26

32
40
27
30
28

16
Ky
36
34

26
38

-
om Woo~NY WHOO~N
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10
13

15

~ oo

-
HHOW

37

37
42
38
27

33
41

39

33

34
33
43
39
28

53
Q1
31
28

36
42

35
30
43
47
62
20
28
3

42
41
30

3
42
28
40

41
36

41
32
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NO.

7 CPD 4977

decreased

styed the same

Has your confidence in our defense effort Increased in the last
year, decreased or stayed the sama?

don‘t know

QUEST:
increased
ALL 35
REGION
northeast 38
south 38
midwest 30
west 36
INCOME
Under $10,000 29
$10-$29,999 35
$30-%$49,999 41
$50, 000+ 38
AGE
18-24 43
25-34 36
35-49 3%
50-64 34
65 and over 27
EDUCATION
less than h.s. 25
H.S. grad 38
some ¢ollege 36
college graa/+ 36
RACE
Wnite 36
Black 29
OCCUPATION
Profl1/Exec/Man 34
Sm1 Bus/Sismn 38
Cikl/Semi-skid 42
Ski1lled labdor 41
unskld labor 34
Homemaker 30
Retd/dn’t work 29
Student 35
IDEOLOGY
liberal .33
moderate 35
conservative 39
PARTY ID
NO, not reg 34
Democrat 35
Republican 38
Independent 35
UNION
yes 39
no 34
SEX
male 42
female

29

9
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53

54
49
48
49
53
61
55
53

54
55
50

56
50
55
54

47
55

45
61
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NO.
QUEST:

8 CPD #9712

daecreased

styed the same

In your opinion, has the importance of a strong military increaseg,
decreasaed or remained the same over the last year?

-~ - O P D D P TP G Y TP U e P AP S D . - - - -

incraased
ALL 44
REGION
northeast 42
south 49
midwest 41
wast 41
INCOME
Under $10,000 42
$10~-$29,999 a4
$30-$49,999 45
$50,000+ 48
AGE
18-24 56
25-34 47
35-49 42
50-64 41
65 and over a
EDUCATION
1a@ss than n.s. 31
H.S. grag 48
some college 46
college grad/+ 41
RACE
wnite 42
Black 50
OCCUPATION
Profl/Exec/Man 44
Sml Bus/Sisan 42
Cikl/Semi-skid 46
Skilled labor 52
Unsk1d labor 49
Homemaker 41
Reta/dn’t work 31
Student 51
10EOLOGY
1§beral 42
moderate 40
consarvative 50
PARTY 10D
No, not reg 49
Democrat 41
Republ ican 44
Independent 42
UNION
yes 51
no 41
SEX
male 51
female 37

8
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48

50
46
45
41
40
53
58
42

48
51
44

45
50
47
g0

43
50

40
56
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NO. 9 CPD #4977

QUEST: The Strategic Defensé Initiative, or SDI, is a research program
to develop a system 1O destroy incoming nuclear missiles before they reach
their targets. DO you favor or oppose the U.S. going ahead with the
rese@arch and development phases of the SDI?

favor oppose don‘t know
AL 81 13 7
REGION
northeast 78 14 8
south 80 12 8
midwest 80 13 7 s
wast 85 12 3
INCOME
Under $10,000 81 12 7
$10-$29,999 80 15 S
$30-$49,999 84 12 3
$50, 000+ 81 12 7
AGE
18~-24 82 " 6
25-34 80 14 6
35-49 82 13 5
50-64 80 1" 9
65 and over 76 14 10
EDUCATION
less than h.s. 74 13 13
H.S. grad 83 10 7
some ¢ollege 83 1" ]
college grad/+ 78 18 4
RACE
white 83 12 6
Black 66 18 16
OCCUPATION
Profl/Exec/Man 79 16 4
Sml Bus/Sisan 89 11 o
Clki/Semi-skid 79 15 7
Skilled labor 84 9 7
Unskld labor 76 14 10
Homemaker 80 10 10
Retd/dn’t work 75 13 12
Student 82 18 0
1DECLOGY
1iberal 75 18 7
moderate 80 15 S
conservative -1 7 7
PARTY ID
NO, not reg 81 1" 8
Democrat - 76 15 9
Republican 88 9 4
Independent 83 13 5
UNION-
yes 83 13 4
no 80 13 8
SEX
male 84 12 . 4

female 777 -. 14 9

| o )
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NO.

10 CPD #4977

If such a-system could be devel

oped, would you favor or oppose using

don‘t know

16
16
15

1
14
12
14

19
13
10

12

QUEST: .
it in the Unitea States?
favor
ALL 78
REGION
northeast 75
south 78
midwast 78
west 81
INCOME
Under $10,000 71
$10-$29,999 79
$30-$49,999 83
$50, 000+ 77
AGE
18-24 82
25-34 79
35-48 82
50-64 74
85 and over 66
EDUCATION
less than h.s. 70
H.S. grad 77
some college 82
college grad/+ 77
RACE
wWhite 79
Black 67
OCCUPATION
Prof1/Exec/Man 80
Sml Bus/Sismn 79
Cikl/Semi-skid 75
Skilled labor 84
Unskld laboe 79
Homemaker 70
Retd/dn’t work 70
Student 86
10EOLOGY
1iberail 72
moderate 77
conservative 84
PARTY ID
NO, not reg 80
Democrat 73
Republican 82
Independent 79
UNION
yes 82
no 76
SEX
male 83
female 73
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August 12, 1986

NOTE FOR: MAX GREENQ

FROM: RON SABLE

Max - as.requested - also,
am including some TP's for
use against the Aucoin

amendment on SDI contracts.



OPPOSE THE AUCOIN AMENDMENT
A Buy America Provision for SDI Contracts Over $100,000

A fundamental tenent of our SDI policy has been that U.S.
and allied security are indivisible--from the beginning
we have been committed to consulting with our allies to
ensure that their views are considered.

The U.S. invited our allies to participate in SDI because it
is manifest that the SDI program and Western security as a
whole be strengthened by taking advantage of allied
excellence in many research areas relevant to SDI.

Allied contributions could:

o reduce both the schedule and cost of research

o provide access (not now available to the U.S.)
to existing facilities and special teams of
researchers with special experience

o offer unique insights into theater defense
architecture studies

It has been our policy‘that allied participation should

be considered when it seems that a project can be completed
more effectively, at less cost or more quickly than if
performed by a domestic contractor.

Allied participation in the SDI program will be on the
basis of technical merit, there will be no set-asides or
quarantees of research contracts. Most contracts will be
granted through competitive procurement.

All of our agreements with allies contain provisions
restricting and governing military and commercial uses by
the allies of the research findings -- and ensure the
full protection of controlled technical data.

The AuCoin amendment would be inconsistent with the spirit
of mutual arms cooperation that the U.S. as a matter of
national policty has tried to foster with the allies.

Placing restrictions on the ability of allies to compete
fairly for SDI contracts could undermine existing US trade
relationships with the allies, particularly our defense
sales,
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Talking Points t AycCoin Amencment
A .' Requirin 1 CoO 5 > to be
\\ R Subiect to B c vigions

o Bvér since President Reagan announced the SDI progcam, a
tundamental tenent of our 801 pelicy has been that U

.S. and -
allied mecurity are indivisidle. :

__ -::3% We’Nre cosmitted to conswlt with our allies on the SOI

pgozpc-.:qud ve will continue to work closealy with them to snsure
a8 tessarch progresses, telr viewvs are carzefully considered.

0 Secretary Weinberger imvited our alif{es to participate in
SDI because it {s manifest that the BDI progzam and Western

security as a whole will be stzengthensad by taking agdvantage ot

. allied excellence in sany reseae®h arees relevant toiSbl.

o Allied contributions could reduce both the sthedule and
cost of research; Allied participetion could alec prpvide access
{not now available to the U.8.) to existing facilitips and
special teams of researchers with special experiencey tinally,

the Allies can offer unigue insights inta theater defense
architecture astudies.

© Thus, it has been our policy that allied participation

. should be considered when it 2esas tiat a project ca

be
completed more stfectively, at leas cost, or mor qu?ckly than (¢t

e (<n
" g TR A E 2,

o 1In our discussions wilh allies we havs esphagired that
participation in the SDI program will be on the ba:1: ot
technical merit; there will be nO set-asides or guarjantees of
research contracts, and nost contracts will be granted through
.competitive procurensnt; moreover, all of our agreements contain
provisions restricting and goveraiang military and cosmercial uses

by the allies of the resssrch 2iadiags and will ensute the €ull
protaction of contzolled technical data. l

o We strongly believe, thearefore, that our policy al
providing the widest possible basis for allied pacrtid¢ipation
consistent with US laws, regQulations, and policies i* a sound one.

© If the amenément proposed by Representative Kucaln
passes, it would restrict severedy our abflity to take advantage
of allied technical expertise, weald slowv progress ig the SOL

research prograa, would incresse the costs of 80I, agd would

darage the shared U.S. and »llivd pecurily interests upan whien
the 8D program has been Duill,

0 MNoreover, it would be incomsistent with the gpirit of
mutual arms coopefaticn that the B8 28 & metter of nitional
policy has tried to foster with the allies.

o Finally, placing restrictions oa the ability 'af the
allies to compete fairly for 8] comkxaetsy ¢ou2d undqcuine

existing US trade crelaticaships wELF the allies, particularily
our defense sales.
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\\\j AMENDMENT TO HR 4428, as repor
H ¥
Offered by Mr. iﬁC01n of Oregon S
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SDI BUY-AMERICAN -

SEC. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, no funds
authorized to be appropriated for the Strategic Defense initiative by
this or any other Act shall be used to enter into any contract in excess of

$100,000 with any foreign government or foreign contractor.

Ed
Q
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Effect of Bennett Amendment on SDI Program

Amendment would cripple SDI, forcing us to:

° scale back or drop promising technologies;

° incur greater costs as contracts and experimental
schedules would be juggled;

° delay integration of critical technologies, which is
needed to validate them; and,

° forfeit our goal of a decision as soon as possible on the
feasibility of effective defenses.

It is inconsistent to support "a vigorous ballistic missile
defense research program," while urging such funding cuts.
To carry out such a program, for example, we need to continue

efforts already begun, which itself will require approximately
$4.1B in FY 87.

Specific projects in danger of delay or cancellation would
be: space based sensors; directed and kinetic energy
systems; advanced technology for low-cost space transport;
interactive discrimination to detect decoys; and, the
National Test Bed.

Cutbacks also risk losing the best qualified and brightest
researchers, further compounding delay and making attainment
of our goals even more difficult.

In addition to drastic DOD reductions for SDI, Congressman
Bennett proposes to reduce appropriated funds for DOE re-
search in SDI to below FY 86 level.

° It is critical to explore nuclear-driven directed energy
concepts. Soviet research here predates ocur own. We need
to understand the extent to which such weapons could counter
U.S. retaliatory forces, destroy space-based elements of
U.S. surveillance systems,, or counter a future U.S.
strategic defense system.

° Further, of the $371 million authorized by the HASC for

FY 87, $70 million will be used for capital construction.
Therefore, actual research in this area will only experience
a $20 million dollar increase over last year's level.

We are at a critical moment for arms control. SDI funding
cuts or restrictions would tie the President's hands and
could cause the Soviets to misjudge our resolve in reducing

and ultimately hopefully eliminating the threat of ballistic
missiles.
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AmenoMent 1O H.R, 4428, As ReporTeD
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Page 34, line 4, strike out ' '$7,678,782,0Q0  and insert

[T W -

in lieu thereof '$7,124,782,000 °

Strike out section 208 (page 43, lines 7 through 11) and

insert in lieu thereof the following:

1 SEC. 208. STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE.

2 Of the émount authorized in section 201 for research,

3 development, test, and evaluation for the Defense Agencies,

not more than $2,846,000,000 is available for the Strategic
(Doﬁ) -

Defense Initiative (SDI) program, such amount being the

- 6 amount of $2,750,000,000 provided for fiscal year 1986 plus

7 an additional $96,000,000 representing a 3.5 percent increase

8 for inflation.

Strike out section 3013 (page 329, lines 21 through 25)

and insert in lieu therebf the following:

9 SEC. 3013. AUTHORIZATION FOR STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE.

10 Of the funds authorized to be appropriated in sections

®0® 11 3011 and 3012, $279,000,000 is authorized for programs,

12 projects, and activities of the Strategic Defense Initiative,
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1 such amoubt being the amount of $270,000,000 provided for
2 fiscal year 1986 plus an additional s9,ooo.ood representing a

3 3.5 percent increase for inflation.

Page 332, line 23, strike out ~(a) IN GENERAL.--"",

Page 333, strike out lines 4 through 11.
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Jauuary 1985

EDITORIALS

U.5.-Soviet arms control negotiations appear off 1o a good stari; a necessary
Sirst siep in a process fraught with pitfalls. It is our hope that the businesslike
agreemen!t on topics for negotiation and procedures presages talks that will con-
finue in earnest, reduce lensions and reduce the nuclear arsenals of both sides. We
will be commenting from time to time on the course of the talks, beginning here
with an assessment of the philosophical bases from which both sides open.

Arms Control 1985:
A Good Beginning

An arms control trealy that protects the physical security and political integrity
of the U.S. and our allies must answer three qucstions: “‘Does the treaty protect
what we have defined as being vital 10 our interests?’” ‘‘Can we be reasonably cer-
tain the Soviets will fulfill the spirit and letter of the contract?’” and *‘What pro-
tection do we have if they don't?”’

The Soviet nuclear arsenal had grown both quantitatively and qualitatively by
1980, causing the political—if not the actual nuclear—balance to shift toward the
Soviets. However, we have begun our strategic modernization program and are
arguably stronger than we have been in many years.

Within the Administration, there is general agreement that we have regained
the political advantage, but this has led to divergent views on the appropriate
negotiating strategy toward the Soviets. There are those who favor continuation
of the generally hard line policies of the past four years, with changes only in
response to changes in Soviet behavior. There are also those who believe it is time
to alter our own behavior in certain areas. Those who favor this renewed spirit of
‘detente’ emphasize the importance of trade and political deals, and agreement
with the Soviets on nuclear weapons.

While it is not unusual for an Administration to have divergent views repre-
sented internally, it could prove exceedingly costly in the course of negotiations.
1f the U.S. fails to have a coordinated posture and clearly stated goals, we will
forfeit a great deal in the propaganda battle shaping up. The Soviets have access
to our media, and to those of our allies, and they need to influence Western opi-
nion to achieve negotiating, as well as political goals. We need to influence
Western opinion as well, but we cannot be seen as strong and reliable if our own
negotiating house is not in order. (At the same time, we must remember that we
are negotiating with the Soviets, not the Western media.}

JINSA is in general agreement with those who remain skeptical of Soviet inten-
tions and who prefer to negotiate according to Soviet behavior. It is clear to us
that the United States cannot pursue arms talks simply for the sake of a piece of
paper. As the unratified SALT II agreement shows, while we continue to observe
its provisions, the Soviets looked for ways to violate it. That must be one of our
chief concerns this time. A treaty that results in an expansion of the Soviet
nuclear arsenal is worse than no treaty, for it simply lends an air of legitimacy to
agressive Sovict policies.

The Soviets did not return to Geneva because we coaxed them along. The fact
is, their attempt to achieve their ends by cutting off negotiations failed to produce
the desired results; they are operating under weak leadership; and world opinion
is souring on many of their policies. That puts us in a relatively good position.
However, excessive American eagerness for a treaty could cause them to raise
their sights again.

Their objectives are already considerable, and include: blunring the rebuilding
of our defenses; stopping further deployment of intermediate range American
weapons in Western Europe—on their terms, thereby weakening U.S. leadership
in NATO; working to sustain important programs they have underway; and
halting US projects, such as space defense, that threaten their strategic weapons
investment. To succeed, they must sell their own offers of arms reduction as pe-
nuine.

American objectives must include both slowing the Seviet buildup of nuclear
weapons and strengthening alliance confidence in American lcadership. We
earnestly desire an agreement with the Soviet Union. But we must make it abun-
dantly clear thal having security with no agreement is preferable to having an
agreement with no sccurity.

President Reagan summed up the American position well, when he said, *“Our
differences with the Soviets are many and profound, and these new negotiations
will be difficult as we grapple with the issues so central to peace and security...But
we will persevere. And while we must continue to restrict actions by the Soviet
Union that threaten our freedom and vital imterests, or those of other nations, we
must also be prepared to work together wherever possible (o strengthen the
peace...We'll be flexible, patient, and determined. And we now look to the Soviet
Union to help give new life and positive results to that process of dialogue.”’

Battles in the War of Ideas

““Everyday experience is not...a very useful guide to the big ques-
tions:
What does the world want, who stands for what, what is true, what
is right and who is on which side?
“[nformation is the cheapest, safest, most important instrument of
American foreign policy.”
Ambassador Jeane J. Kirkpatrick
Permanent Representative of the
US to the United Nations

Israel is in a dilemma: should the government accede to a U.S. request to locate
a Voice of America transmitter there? The VOA provides people in the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe with one of the few opportunities they have to hear
news that has not been censored by Soviet censors. It is their link to the West, to
free speech and to liberal thought. As such, it is part of the war of ideas—a war
the Soviets have waged very successfully over the past decade, by disinformation
and by jamming—and one which we have too often declined to fight.

The Reagan Administration deserves eredit for placing emphasis on VOA as an
element of U.S. policy, and for secking a transmitter site Lo replace the one lost in
Iran with the fall of the Shah. However, such an operation cannot be undertaken
lightly by israel.

At first glance, Israel would appear to be the ideal location. Technically, it is a
suitable place. Ideologically, Israel is a democratic part of the anti-Soviet West.
Politieally, present emphasis on strategic cooperation underscores the fact that
israel and the U.S. do have generally congruent foreign policy goals.

However, Israel is faced with some tough policy considerations. {t should be
kept in mind that Greecc and Turkey, NATO members are unwilling to locate
transmitters on their soil, presumably to avoid antagonizing the Soviets. Israel,
too, may not be willing to be deliberately antagonistic, although the two countries
have been at odds for many years.

The fate of Soviet Jewry weighs heavily on the Israeli government. Since Soviet
Jews are hostage to the Soviet government, Israel is loath to do anything to pro-
vide an additional excuse to harass the Jewish community. Broadeasting pro-
western information to Soviet cilizens from Israeli soil by YVOA might be just
such an excuse. Ironically, Soviet Jews might pay a price for the Israeli govern-
ment providing assistance to Ukranians, Estonians and Latvians—historically
not friendly to the Jewish people.

Isracl’s present economic situation makes it difficult for her to refuse the U.S.
something the Administration considers important. Clearly Israel wants and
needs a great deal from us, and, while we are willing to help, we may be tempted
to extract a political price for our aid. It would be unfortunate, if the Administra-
Lion were to press Israel to do something she genuinely believed to be harmful to
Jewish people.

On balance, the emigraiion of Soviet Jews appears to have more to do with the
state of U.S.-Soviel relations than with the state of Israeli-Soviet relations, and
internal crackdowns appear to be related to internal Soviet problems. However,
the Israeli involvement in the rescue of FEthiopian Jews should remind us of
Israel’s responsibility to Jewish communities in various parts of the world as she
plans her foreign policy.

If Israel does accept the YOA transmitter, its installation should be aceom-
panied by recognition in this country of the careful balancing of risks Israel is
prepared to do on our behalf. Just as we rightly insist that strategic cogperation
dqes not mean we will subjugate our foreign policy interests to those of our ally

* Istael, neither should be expect Israel do so for us,

SHORT TAKES

1. The Marxist government of Ethiopia accused Israel of ‘‘trafficking in
Ethiopian citizens’” by effecting the rescue of part of the Ethiopian Jewish com-
munity. The Ethiopians know whereof they speak when they talk about *‘traf-
ficking,”” since they have spent the past ten years selling millions of their eitizens
down the river. They used their meager resources to buy Soviet weapons, white
neglecting the food and transportation needs of the people. The drought could
not have been prevented, but somc of the concomilant problems could have been.
The lesson should not be wasted on other African nations.

2. Kudos to the Administration for sticking to its decision to leave UNESCO
after that agency failed to correet its major shortcomings. We are pleased to note
that Singapore, Great Britain and West Germany have announced their intention
to leave at the end of 1985 unless substantial changes are made.

3. The Italian government is willing to conduct counterterrorist actions against
the Red Brigades, and has courageously investigated the Bulgarian involvement
in the plot to kill the Pope. Yet the same government is unwilling to issue war-
rants against members of the PLO in Italy, despite strong evidence by an Italian
prosecutor of Jinks betwseen the PLO and the Red Brigade. Why?

4, W¢ arc not surprised by Jordan’s decision to purchase weapons from the
Soviet Union. Nor are we unduly alarmed. We would simply point out that they
have to look elsewhere, since we have—rightly—chosen not to sell them advanced
weapons until they join the peace process.
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. SDI
(Continued from page 1)

Soviet R&D

While the ABM Treaty has been call-
ed the *““crown jewel” of arms control,
many students find a simpler rationale
than MAD for Soviet acceptance of the
Treaty: the United States had a tremen-
dous technological lcad in ballistic
missile defense; the Soviets wanted to
stop U.S. progress while they caught
up.

If this was their rationale, it worked.
For a decade after the Treaty was sign-
ed, the U.S. R&D on BMD fell to a
fraction of former levels, while Soviet
expenditures on R&D grew to a consid-
erable multiple of the U.S. figure. The
United States, moreover, after the 1974
Protocol to the Treaty, dismantled its
one permanent site {(at Grand Forks,

Many believe the Soviets
are “‘creeping out’ of the
(ABM) Treaty, whether
or not they intend abro-
gation and g declared
breakout.

North Dakota) while the Sovicts kept
theirs (at Moscow) and used it as an
opcrational  tcst-bed  for  steady
development and improvement of their
capabilities.

Today, there is serious question as to
whether the Sovieis are planning, or
even siarting, to build the missing
“‘crown jcwel” of thecir strategic
defenses—BMD. The President has
cited as a Treaty violation the new
Soviet phased-array rtadar at Xras-
noyarsk. The Treaty provided that
such radars should only be deployed on
the national borders, looking-outward
for early warning. Krasnoyarsk,
however, is in southern Siberia, facing
northeast, toward Alaska. Moreover,
it is located near existing Sovict ICBM
fields, 5o that it could easily be used for
defensive “‘battle management.”’ In
addition, others have reported addi-
tional violations of the Treaty, and
many believe that the Soviets are
“ereeping out™ of the Treaty, whether
or not they intend abrogation and a
declared break-out.

In short, the SDI is an initiative of
the Reagan Administration, but
strategic defense is not a U.S. in-
itiative; the Soviets took the initiative

first (excluding the U.S. air defenses
built in the 1950s, when bombers were
the only strategic threat).

Toward a New Doctrine

Interestingly, even while ncgotiating
SALT ], and putting at least temporary
brakes on development of its lead in
missile accuracy in order to preclude a
real or putative first-strike capability,
the United States started a doctrinal
shift away from MAD. (Its strategic
targeting plans had never bcen com-
pletely MAD, but its capabilitics had.)
In 1971, President Nixon stated the
crucial dilemma: ‘I must not be—and
my successors must not be—limited to
the indiscriminate mass destruction of
encmy civilians as the sole possible
response to challenges...”” Seeretary of
Defense Schlcsinger in 1974 announced
a new nuclear weapons employinent
policy (NUWEPS), moving away from
Assured Destruction—urban-industrial
targeting, which was all that could be
effectively accomplished with the first
gencration of strategic weapons—

toward greater emphasis on sciective _

options and on military and economic
targeting.

This doctrinal trend
through the 1970s, under Presidents
Nixon, Ford, and Carter.

In this decade, many opponents of
MAD were also getting a better hearing
for their view that the doctrine was im-
moral. Your present author argued in
print that it was, to paraphrasec Men-
cken, illegal, immoral, but no¢ fatten-
ing: population targeting is illegal
under international law; it is to many
of us immoral; and, by the time of the
“window of vulnerability’” (to Sovict
Countcrforce attack) in the early to
mid-1980s, it would not even be feasi-
ble.

The United States could not be con-
fident, after a Soviet first strike and in
the face of Soviet defenses, of achiev-
ing Assured Destruction as it had been
defined by Sccretary of Defense
McNarnara in the 1960s (as a pereen-
tage of population and industry
destroyed, varying over the years, or
even in his most general 1968 formula-
tion as ‘“‘an unacceptabic degree of
damage’’). Moreover, wc would be
deterred by larger Sovict than U.S.
nuclear forces remaining after the first
strike, as well as self-deterred by our
own scruples and fears (i.e., good
sense). In short, by the [980s MAD
would no longer be, if it ever had been,
a crediblc deterrent.

In August 1980, during the Presiden-
tial campaign, a new Carter National
Security Presidential Directive (PD)
was leaked and then briefed to the
press. This was PD-39, which enun-
ciated a new strategic nuclear targeting
policy. Population and cities could no
longer be targeted per se. The tarpeting
priorities would be political, especially
leadership; military, including other
military targets as well as strategic
weapons—what the writer calls ‘“‘lower
case’”  counterforce; and  war-
supporting indnstries, not the general
economy or ‘‘economic recovery

* PD-57 provided for preparation
of a mobilization base and for poten-
tial mobilization in crisis or war.

® PD-53 provided for planning com-
munications to support mobilization in
any war or national security emergen-
cy. The Directive provided for max-
imum utilization of commercial and
private, as well as government assets.

* PD-47 made civil defense a na-
tional policy. (The substance of the
Directive was incorporated into the law
in the Fall of 1980, in Title V of the
Federal Civil Defense Act, as amend-
ed.)

We would be deterred by larger Soviet than US
nuclear forces remaining after the first strike, as
well as self-deterred by our scruples and fears (i.e.,
common sense)...By the 1980s MAD would no
longer be...a credible deterrent.

continued .

assets.”” Thcre would also be the
maintenance and growth of a Secure
Reserve Force (SRF), i.e., a residual
“*assured  Destruction”  retaliatory
force (mainly submarine-launched
ballistic missiles—SLBMs) ta deter
Soviet escalation to city targcting.

‘While much remains to be done to
makc such targeting feasible, and
whatcver the political motives for leak-
ing the document, PD-5% was a
milestone. It codified the shift from
threatening the victims of a totalitarian
regimc to threatening the regime itself
and its tools of regime-maintenance
(there being no¢  orderly. or
constitutionally-provided, process for
leadership succession in the Soviet
Unian, the regimc must always look to
its own preservation and power).

Moreover, PD-59 was supported by
a series of prior decision-dircctives:

e PD-58 (also leaked in August
1980) provided for the ‘‘continuity of
governmcent,’” starting with the protee-
tion of the President and his suc-
cessors, in order to provide not only
for crisis diplomacy and the prosecu-
tion of a possible war but also for the
mainterdance of constitutionality and
an endeavor to assure the survival of
not only the nation but also the Con-
stitution, so that after a war the nation
may be restored as we know it in its
political organization, objectives and
values.
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The Imperative of Defense

These supporting directives reflect
what the author considers the im-
perative of dcfense if we are to imple-
ment PD-59 doctrine, which cnvisages
the possibility of a prolonged war in
which nuclear weapons are used. This
possibility is contcmplated not, of
course, becausc it is desired but in
order to deter Soviet attack or coercion
and to prevent a Sovict short-war vic-
tory if deterrence fails and they have
taken the initiative. Thercfore,

forces,

government,

3,

population, and

industry {including infrastrueture)
must be defended to give them en-
durance, as implicd by: the word
“secure’” in ““Securc Reserve Force’’;
the possible use of forces in “*prolong-
ed war’” and the neced to survive while
prosecuting such a war; and the
necessity for continuity of government.

Defense may be ‘‘active,”” destroy-
ing attacking weapons. It may also be
passive, enhancing inherent character-
istics of targets, including bardness (as
we already do for missile silos, for ex-
ample, and are in the process of doing
for C?), mobility (bombers and sub-
marines, and in the future possibly
ICBMSs), dispersal, and conceatment
(including deception). But the require-
ment for defense underlies the SDI,
both to make deterrence plans credible
and to minimize damage if deterrance
fails (the primary stated purpose of
arms control, which, where it proves
feasible, might be added to our list of
passive defcnses). We may argue later
about the potential relative advantapes
of “‘Star Wars” defenses vs. other
measures, but we must conclude here,
as prelude to analysis of the SDI, that
the answer to our first question is:
MAD is not viable and defenses must
be sought.

We cannot have Assured Survival, as
some have claimed. Nothing is assured
it this life, but we have an obligation
to strive ta assure survival of our na-
tion, its people, their resources, and
their liberty. Some dcfense is by defini-
tion feasible, e.g., hardncss and disper-
sal of some targets. Whether, at what
risks, and how to achicvc comprehcn-
sive defenses are the subjects of future
articles.
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WHAT THEY ARE SAYING

LEON SLOSS (Contributing Editor to
Security  Affairs) AMBASSADOR
SEYMOUR WEISS: ““The Soviets
built their forces to support the
strategy they have held to consistently,
based not on targeting US cities, but
the US military establishment. As a
result, they are today capable in a first
strike (and their doctrine has always
emphasized the importance of surprise)
of reducing the US retaliatory force to
a relatively small fraction of its
nominal strength. Thus, we could be
left with a force that, while having
some countertnilitary capability, was
most suitable for attacking Soviet
cities, even though our own cities had
not yet been attacked by the
Soviets—an unenviable choice for any
president.

““‘Soviet exploitation of military
power—the one thing the Soviets are
pgood at developing—is not just some
minor  aberration in  otherwise
reasonable behavior. The Soviets
devclop that power because they re-
quire it for purposes of political in-
timidation and, should they fail, for
actual employment, as they pursue
their goal of a world pliant to Soviet
views.”’ (January The Washingfon
Post)

HOSNI MUBARAK (President of
Egypt, during King Hussein’s visit

to Cairo): ““Today we hear voices
accusing us of plotting...We are seek-
ing Arab integration among all Arab
countries in all fields...If this is plot-
ting in the view of certain people, we
are the happiest people with a great
plot to unify the Arabs and make the
Arab will a strong force that can im-
posc its stand and protect its land from
aggression and liberare what the ap-
gressors usurped...From this stand-
point, we greet the PNC which conven-
ed in Amman. The convocation of the
PNC, in our opinion, is an indication
of the Arab ability to surmount ar-
tificial obstacles and proof that the will
to unite and raly around a crucial issue
is much stronger than rccriminations
and acrimonies.”” (December)

TARIQ 'AZIZ (lraqi Foreign
Minister). ““We Dbelieve that it is only
natural that we have normal relations
with the two superpowers and the other
countries with which it is necessary for
us to have relations...The USSR is un-
doubtedly a country which is Iraq's
friend. Thesc relations are based on
mutual respect and on noninterference
in each other’s domestic affairs. I am
certain that the USSR understands our
move to resume relations with the
United States as we understand it and
in the way we view it.”’ {November)
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PEDRO JOAQUIN CHAMORRO
(former editor of La Prensa, the only
independent Nicaraguan newspaper):
‘¢[Censorship} is the clearest symptom
of the diffcrence between a dictator-
ship and a democracy. There is no dic-
tatorship in the world where freedom
of the press exists uufetiered, nor a
genuine democracy where it is an-
tagonized...] cannot stand this situa-
tion any longer, and unless there is a
genuine change in the direction of per-
mitting the right to dissent and of
allowing freedom of the press...I will
not return to Nicaragua...l wish to ask

the following question of the com- -

manders who are guiding the well-
known course of the revolution: if you
cannot tolerate one single independent
newspaper, how will you be able to
tolerate democracy?’' (Jan)

PRINCE SAUD AL-FAYSAL (Saudi
Foreign Minister, at the Islamic
Foreign Ministers Conference): ““The
Afghan problem occupies its place in
the vanguard of the adversities afflict-
ing our Islamic world. It demands the
exertion of further efforts to securc the
withdrawal of Soviet forces from that
country unconditionally and to
guarantee the inalienable right of the
Afghan people to choose the regime
they want without any foreign in-
terference or pressure...As the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan is growing
more ferocious day by day and is ex-
panding, and as the cause of the
Afghan people has been gaining wider
support in international quarters...our
conference should adopt a decision
reflecting the unanimous Islamic sup-
port it deserves...”’ (December)

YASSER ARAFAT (Chairman of the
PLO): ““The PLO rejects [Resolution
242] even if it is amended, and that the
PLO insists that another resolution be
issued which recognizes the Palestinian

.. people’s right to self-determination...

They recent PNC  session has con-
tributed to the escalation of Palestinian

.resistance again the US-Isracli con-

spiracy aimed at establishing sectarian
entities in the Middle East, and...Presi-
dent Hosni Mubarak’s recent stands
have shown that Epypt wishes to free
itself from the Camp David Accords.’’
(December)

YITZHAK RABIN (Isracli Defense
Minister): ““To the best of my know-
ledge, an increasing number of PLO
members who engage in terrorism are
finding their place in Amman...When
it comes to attacks from Jordanian tcr-
ritory, we regard Jordan as being
responsible for them. { am aware that
the Jordanian Government is making
great efforts to prevent them. How-
cver, the very invitation to th¢ PLO
leaders, including the leaders of the cx-
ecutive bodies—or, in other words,
their terrorists—to come and settle in
Jordan jeopardizes the Jordanian ob-
jective, and King Husayn had belter
realize this as soon as possible in order
to prevent a degeneration of the calm
that has prevailed for 14 years along
our joint border.”’ (November)

NEWSBRIEFS
(Conliinued from page 7)

GULF RDF: The six nations of the
Gulf Cooperation Council will estab-
lish a joint rapid deployment force to
protect themselves against “‘any
emergency that threatens any gulf
state.”” The creation of the force,
which will not respond to internal
subversion in any onc country and
which will be comprised of several
units from each nation, was stimulated
by the five-year old Iran-Iraq war.
Although professing neutrality in that
conflict, the gulf nations have actually
supported Iraq because of their fear
that radical Islamic fundamentalism
would threaten them in the case of an
Iranian victory.

NATO TECHNOLOGY: According to
the spokesman for NATO‘S Supreme
Commander, General Bernard Rogers,
NATO’s newly approved Follow-On
Forces Attack (FOFA) strategy will
probably emphasize proven technology
rather than the ‘‘emerging technol-
ogies’’ favored by the Reagan Ad-
ministration. General Rogers must
submit a report in May that will in-
clude the types and numbers of
weapons needed, a schedule for pro-
ducing those weapons and a cost
estimate for FOFA requirements. In
other news, NATQO defense ministers
have recently agreed to a 48% increase
conventional defense spending of $7.85
billion over the next six years. In order
to counterbalance Soviet advantages in
that area, the alliance will work on im-
proving its communications facilities
and airfields, among other projects.

GREECE MAY REDEPLOY: The
Government of Greek Prime Minister
Andreas Papandreou has announced
that it may redeploy some of its armed
forces away from its northcrn border,
which it shares with Eastern bloc coun-
tries, to the east, where it faces Turkey.
Although both Greece and Turkey are
members of NATO, they have been at
odds for centuries over such issues as
Cyprus. Meanwhile, Greece has declin-
ed to participate in any NATO exer-
cises until it is allowed to restation
troops on the Aecgean island of Lem-
nos, restoring her full operational con-
trol over the area. Turkey has demand-
ed that the isiand be demilitarized and
Greece has vetoed the inclusion of
Turkish troops in a NATO presence on
Lemnos.

CHINESE ARMY TO REINSTATE
RANKS: The Chinese army has been
consulting with representatives of the
US military to garner advice on how 10
reestablish its system of military rank
and pay scale, which was abandoned
20 years ago. Dr. Lawrence Korb,
Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Manpower, Installations and Logistics,
said that the US will train Chinese of-
ficials in modernizing China’s military
logistics system, which includes such
topics as distribution of military sup-
plies, military pay incentives and
catalopuing spare parts as part of an
effort to professionalize the Chinese
armed forces.





