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untested hazard. We have played at the arms limitation table now for more
than sixty years, first against Nazi Germany and Japan, then against the
Soviet Empire. For the most part, we gained little more than euphoria
from being seen in the Peace Casino, while our adversaries went home
to convert “lawful’” winnings into larger stockpiles of more advanced weap-
ons. Arms control agreements have been so ineptly crafted, or so poorly
enforced by the West, that the Soviet military threat has demonstrably
increased in the wake of the ABM, Outer Space, and SALT I and Il Treaties.

Moreover, history is replete with evidence that ‘“‘Treaties” between
nations with incompatible moral and legal premises do not usually benefit
that society which is reluctant to resort to conspiracy and deceit. Between
1983 and 1985, five Presidential Reports to Congress have detailed the
means by which the USSR has evaded the aim of nearly half the arms
control pledges it has signed since the end of World War II. For all its
utopian rhetoric, the arms control “‘process” has had virtually no impact
in modifying ideological zeal and political intentions which, more than
arms, are the genesis of aggression.

Some criticism of the SDI is based on unexpressed premises about
Soviet behavior which, too often, is perceived as being similar to ours, at
least with regard to the paramount need to avoid a nuclear war. Hence,
not a few Americans and Europeans predicate new peace proposals on
their confidence that Moscow — despite both deployment patterns and
military doctrine to the contrary—really adheres to the wisdom of Mutual
Assured Destruction. In this view, it follows that, if (a) the Russians are
subliminally devoted to MAD and (b) Star Wars would nullify MAD, (c)
SDI must be repudiated. Otherwise, the current state of stability-through-
terror would be undermined.

Further, critics of the SDI assert, even if Star Wars research and testing
do not induce a Soviet first strike before the American shield is in place,
the effort to upgrade defense will only cause the Soviet side to vastly
proliferate offensive missiles, warheads, and decoys to overwhelm the
barriers erected against them. '

One trouble with this analysis is the flawed premise: the Soviets have
never embraced the orthodoxy of MAD; they have always been stubborn
heretics from the McNamara dogma, unwilling to concede that Mother
Russia must be delivered as a passive hostage to American warheads. No
number of patronizing tutorials from American arms control enthusiasts
seems likely to deflect Soviet strategy from its historic commitment to a
ferocious defense. Those whose ancestors survived the invasions of Na-
poleon and Hitler are psychologically able to allocate resources to the
defense of the homeland on a scale unimaginable to us. |

For more than two decades, the Kremlin has applied awesome energy
l to achieve both (a) damage-limitation to Soviet industrial plant and (b)
assured survival for the Nomenklatura, the elite who manage the political,
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Soviet Proxies in Central America: Part I

The emergence of ‘‘progressive na-
tional liberation movements’ in Latin
America in the late 1960s (and the sup-
port provided to them by the Cubans
and Palestinians) was not accidental.
To somc degreg, they were the outcome
of a long-term Soviet sirategic plan,
launched in 1966, designed to bring
about the dcterioration of the West
within 20 years. One major element of
the plan was a massive campaigi of
terrorism.

Through economic pressure, the
Sovicts prevailed upon the Cubans to
take the lead. However, while profes-
sional expertise existcd in Cuba, the
island was foo small and, owing to in-
tensive US intelligenee, too exposed for
large scale training and support
facilities to remain secret. In Juiy 1968,

Yossef Bodansky

and Managua. Cuba was designated to
provide “*humanitarian and
economic’ assistance to Nicaragua.
And the PLO was to move a large por-
tion of the lraining activities for
Spanish-speaking  terrorists  from
Lebanon to Nicaragua, including their
Palestinian  instructors. {Following
Operation Peace for Galilee, the
Nicaraguan facilities became the only
functioning PLo asscts [or the training
and support of terrorists.)

In July 1981, the Sandinistas vowed .

to *“Vietnamize Central America’ by
creating a Marxist-Leninist
ground, considering this te be their
regional commitment to the Soviet
Union.

By the 1980s, through exploitation
and manipulation, the Soviets succeed-

The Sandinistas vowed to “‘Vietnamize Central
America’ by creating a Marxist-Leninist
underground, considering this to be their regional
commitment to the Soviet Union.

Egypt’s President Nasser  visited
Moscow to ask for the rebuilding of
the Egyptian armed forces and addi-
tional Soviet support in the escalating
War of Attrition with Israel. He was
accompanied by Yasser Arafat (on his
first visit to Moscow). Arafat, exireme-
ly ambitious, boasted to his hosts of
the unlimited freedom of action his
organization enjoyed in Jordan.

Arafat readily agreed to provide
training and support in return for
Soviet rccognition of him as a world
leader. Nasser, aspiring to remain
lcader of the Arab world, promised to
defiver Jordan’s King Hussein. Since
then, Arab states have provided the
Soviets with vital services in support of
world terrorism. The ‘‘progressive’’
Arab states and organizations con-
sidered the US the enemy of the
Muslim world (and lsrael as its prime
instrument) and were eager to support
the Soviet Union.

Since the late 1960s, Soviet-backed
Palestinian terrorist organizations have
supported virtually all the leftist ter-
rorist groups in the Western
Hemisphere. According to Jorge Man-
di, a Sandinista leader, Sandinista ter-
rorists were fighting in the ranks of the
PLO in Black September. On the other
side, Nicaragua now constitutes the on-
ly place from which the PLO can

launch major terrorist operations
against its enemy—the US.
Nicaragua

Foltowing the success of the San-
dinista revolution in Nicaragua, the
Soviets designated Bulgaria (already
involved in suppert of the PLO and
others in Europe and the Middle East)
as an intermediary between Moscow

cd in establishing in Nicaragua the
Third World revolutionary infrastruc-
ture necessary (o carry out the subver-

sive  offensive in the Wcstern
Hemisphere in suport of Soviet
strategic aims.

Disinforimation
The Soviet Union has always

recognized the value of disinformation
in attaining its goals. Following adop-
tion of the strategic plan in 1966, a ma-
jor disinformation campaign was sct
into motion. Since that time, the Soviet
approach to any strategic-politieal
challenge has had two siages:

1) Consolidation of
military capabilities; and

2) Luring the West, through a disin-
formation campaign, into over-
confidence and sclf-disarming action
to enable the Soviets to attain their
goals with little or no military struggle.

By mid-1984, they realized that
President Reagan would be reelected,
but that he was reluctant to commit US
troops to active fighting in Central
America. Despite their sctback in
Grenada, the Soviets fell strong
enough through their positions in Cuba
and Nicaragua to confront the US and
attain local goals.

They began to consider, and even
start, the supply of strategic weapon
systemms, such as the SA-5, to
Nicaragua. These systems are usually
manned and operated by Soviet crews.
Furthermore, the Soviets deployed
SPETSNAZ (special forces)
detachments in Nicaragua as the
decistve lactor in the subversion offen-
sive planned against the US. By Soviel
definition, all the requirements for

credible

under- -

completion of the first stage and the
onset of the sccond slage above were
fuifilled by late 1984,

Iran
In the mid-1950s, following collapse
of ithe Mossadeq revolution in Iran, the
Soviets realized that the Tudeh Com-
munist Party (like any other socialist-
progressive party) was incapable of

- garnering enough support Lo con-

solidate control of the country. The
Soviets then also began supporting the
most  fundamentalist, reactionary
elements of Iranian society. They
believed that if these elements were in-
flamed, they would destroy the Monar-
chy, creating chaos that would enablc
the Tudeh to takc over the country.
In the lale 1960s, the Soviets decided
to substantially increase the number of
trained and fully equipped fundamen-
talist terrorists in Iran. They picked the
supporters of a relatively obscure
religious leader in cxile—the Ayatollah
Khomeini. For the next decade, the
PLO trained and cquipped thousands
of Iranians in camps in Jordan and
Lebanon. Large caches of wcapons
and ammunition were transferred to
Iran for the revolution. According to
Arafat, Fatah played an effcctive role
in overthrowing thc Shah and con-

solidating Khomeini in power. He
claimed hundreds of Fatah comman-
dos in Iran sabotaged government in-
stallations, trained and organized the
Revolutionary Guard, and exccuted
leaders of the Imperial Army.
(““Keyhan’ 5 July 1984) Palestinians
provided communications and
logistical support for the seizure of the
US Embassy in Teheran.

Over Lhe ycars, the Soviets became
more and more disillusioned with the
ability of the Tudeh Party to be a credi-
ble alternative 1o the fundamental
Muslim rule. By the mid-1980s, a large
portion of thg Party was sacrificed to
the Islamic Revolutionary Party and
the SAVAMA to further Soviet in-
fluence in lran and secure fundamen-
talist cooperation for clandestine
operations ranging from industrial cs-
pionage in Japan, to fighting the
resistance in Afghanistan to bankroll-

ing Soviet activities in Central
America.
The vocal Muslim anli-Soviet

rhetoric and the crushing of certain
elements of the Tudch created the im-
pression of an uncontrollable Iran as
anti-Soviet as it was anti-American. As
a result, Iran can perform scrvices for

(Continved on page 7)

The Honorable Jack Kemp will be
presented with the JINSA
Distinguished Service Award on
Sunday 31 March in Washington on
the occasion of the JINSA Annual
Dinner.

Mr. Kemp, a member of the
Board of Advisors, will be honered
for his commitment to a strong US
defense posture and his staunch ad-
vocacyof US-Isracl strategic
cooperation. Previous recipients of
the Distinguished Service Award in-
clude the late Scnator Henry M.
Jackson and Ambassador Jeanc J.
Kirkpatrick.

The dinncr, which will be held at
the Regent Hotel, [ollows a meeting
of the JINSA Board of Dircctors at
3:00 pm and a scminar on energy
and security at 4:00. JINSA
metnbers and friends are invited to
attend allof the scheduled events.

Plcase call 202-347-5425 for licket
prices and reservations.

Kemp to be Honored at
JINSA Dinner

The Honorable Jack Kemp
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EDITORIALS

Our Soldiers Come First

By 1981, the modernization of our armed forces was long overdue. Equipment
was outdated, spare parts were in short supply or nenexistent, training levels were
low, military pay was a disgrace, and retention rates for skilled personnel were
poor,

Rectifying each problem required cxpenditures of time and money—a great
deal of moncy. For four years, Congress has approved large defense budgets and
most of the programs thc Administration has rcquested. We have been in agree-
ment with most of those large program expenditures—notably strategic mader-
nization. Now, however, in the face of mounting deficits, Congress appears ready
to cut the defense budget.

While not withdrawing our support for weapon systems we have advocated in
the past, it does appear clear (o us that the chief item that must be cnsured in any
future budget is not a weapon system: it is money for personnel and training.

Over and over, wc have heard from our military leaders that the key to our
superiority over our foes will never be numbers—of soldiers, of tanks, or of
pianes. We rely on qualitative supesiority, and this is clearly evidenced in the area
of personnel. We spend a large percentage of our defense budget on salaries,
benefits and pensions. Unlike the Soviets, we concern aurselves wilth the cduca-
tlion of our soldiers and their *‘quality ol life’*. Our military leaders express great
pride in the people who scrve under them in the armed forces.

This is at it should be. Ultimately, we are defended not by tanks or planes, but"

by the men and women who operate and support them. This generation of
military reeruits is the next generation of military Jeaders. Their education, their
training, their morale, and their commitment determine our future security as
well as our present safety. Historically, the draft has produced the highest caliber
soldiers for our armed forces, and to some extent, allowed us to focus less atten-
tion on their compensation. However, the draft is not a politically attractive op-
tion now. Thus we must concern ourselves with issues of compensation, training
and retention.

There isn’t a budget that does not contain extraneous items. Qur defense
budget ¢an, and perhaps should, be reduced in light of other cconomic priorities.
However, [reczing military pay, reducing benefits, reducing training, or other-
wise taking our [iscal difficulties out on the people who defend our nation will
ultimately be more costly than whatever it puts back into the public treasury.

SHORT TAKES

1. White considering the Defense Budget, and any possible cuts to be made
there, it is usefuf to remember that no department spends money that is not
allocated by Congress. And Congress works according to its own priorities, not
necessarily those of national security. Such items as the closing of obsolete or in-
efficient military bases are annually proposed by DoD, only to be rejected or ig-
nored by Senators and Congressmen not wanting to see the cuts take effect in
their districts.

2. African countries still castigate Isracl in publie, but at least in Kenya, the
practical has overcome the political. An American doctor, Nancy Caroline, in-
tends to develop a 5,000 acre cooperative farm in Kenya, funded by the Kenyan
government, and assisted by Israeli agricultural experts. A healthy development
for lsrael and, most certainly, for the Kenyan people who will benefit from
assistance in deseri reclamation,

3. Sovict President Constantin Chernenko must really be ill to have missed a
visit from his one-man European cheering section, Greek Prime Minister Andrcas
Papandreau.

Caveat Vender

We welcome the Administration’s decision to hold off new arms sales to the
Middle East pending complction of a “*‘comprehensive yeview of our security in-
terests and our strategy in the region™, For too tong, arms sales have been used to
achieve limited objectives having little to do with each other. Certainly there has
been little systematic understanding of how to promote US security intcrests, in-
cluding regional peace, by arms sales to the region. All too often, the result has
been costly, destabilizing cscalation.

Arms to Saudi Arabia, for example, have variously been justified as satisfying
different US interests. But arms have brought the Saudis no closer to recognizing
Israel, defying Syrian and PLO demands {for money, opposing Soviet expansion
effectively, or allowing the US access to facilities in the Gulf. Reviewing our in-
terests in the region means more than just debunking some of the myths about
Saudi Arabia. A review such as the one the Administration appears to be
canducting should consist of weighing possible scenarios and the arms various
countrics could bring to bear, in our interest and that of the recipient. We must be
sure thc weapons are not used against our interests, such as in an Arab-Israel war,
or as a result of Khomeini-style revolution, or given to terrorists.

First, the US is determined to block Soviet expansion in the region, While
Saudi Arabia and Kuwait have been unwilling 10 consider that a priority, Oman
and North Yemen could be strengthened to help encourage the Soviet Bloc out of
Aden. Returning Aden to the Western fold would be a truc strategic accomplish-
ment. Turkey, Pakistan and Afghan freedomn [lighters can provide barriers to the
Soviets and should be aided, Israel and Egypt perform a similar function at the
Western end of the region.

Another American priority must be the war against terrorist activity, and pro-
dueiug disincentives for Middle Eastern states to support terrorists. Iran, Libya
and Syria are the chicf culprits, and Saudi Arabia still supports at least one of
them—Syria. In our rclationship with Isarel, there is a great deal we can learn
about combatting terrorism. Counterterrorism requires no big ticket defense
itcins, just cooperation.

The United States has an interest in and an obligation to support democracies
wherever they are. In the Middle East, Israel is the only democracy, and merits
American assistance on those grounds.

The US must deeide which of the regional eonflicts merit our attention. For ex-
ample, in every war Israel has fought, it has [aced combinations of arms {rom
more than one Arab state. Which states might possibly ally against Israel in the
future? Egypt faces a threat from Libya. What arms does Egypt nced to counter
that threat? What is the threat to Saudi Arabia? What combination of arms
would help to counter that, while not providing the sort of offensive capability
that would threaten Israel? Jordan has more trouble with Syria than with Israel.
Can King Hussein rely on assistance from Israel if threatened by Syria? What
combination of assets in lsrael and Jordan would be sufficient?

The best way to consider such a revicw is country-by-country, always bearing
in mind the cumuiative effect of cscalation.

1) Egypt: which seems to believe that Camp David guaranteed them arms pari-
ty with Israel. It did not, and while recognizing the utility of exercises such as
Bright Star, the US must consider those areas in which Egyptian policies run
counter to our intcrests. Not only have they frozen the peace with Isael, but on
the strategic level they arc unwilling to make facilities that we financed available
to us, such as Ras Banas, into which the US put considerable capital.

2) Oman: is one of the few Arab countries which considers the US an ally and,
itself, bchaves as one. It should be treated accordingly.

3 Jordan: is consistently one peace plan behind.

4) Kuwait: finds itself with problems of subversion. Offensive weaponry
should not be their first priority. .

5) Iraq: The mistakc was taking them off the list of terrorist countries. It
should be recailed that Irag, not fran, spent months attacking international ship-
ping in the Gulf.

These countries do have sccurity concerns. Real ones. The US review of
strategic policy and arms sales identify those areas in which we can help [riendly
(or even moderately friendly) Arab states overcome real problems. In exchange,
we should identify areas in which those Arab countries can help us overcome real
American strategic difficulties.

Where there is a confluence of interest, arms transactions are appropriate, but
they must be security deals, not just arms sales. Furthermore, true comonality of
interest should lead to a program that does not produce a threat to Israel.

6) Our arms relationship with Isiacl is also on hold, pending review. However,
the review will show that Israel is strategically located; has voluniecered bases Lo
us: is staunchly anti-Soviel; acts as a US ally in the UN and other international
fora; has supplied us with much intelligence and battle data over the years; and
has been willing to talk to any country in the area about the requirements of a
stabie Middle East. (This is a good place to recall that NONE of the Arab states
currently secking arms—save Egypt—has shown the slightest interest in discuss-
ing regional stability with Isracl.) Israel, accordingly, remains high on our priori-
ty list.
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Charles A. Krohn,
Director of Development

Speaking to the Philadelphia Board
of Rabbis was one of last month’s
highlights, thanks to an invitation by
Rabbi FREDERIC KAZAN of Adath
Israel in Merion, PA. Nearly 40 Rabbis
atiended the event at Gratz Collepe.
Most, although not ali, were suppor-
tive of the principle that a strong US
defense mcans a more secure Israel. At
least one person was concerned about
the negative implication of Israel’s
dependence on US economic support
and armed forces.

In the practical sensc, all agreed that
Isracl necds the specter of a US
military presence to resist Soviet power
expansion, but there was concern that
Israel might sacrifice a measure of in-
dependence. I hope we can pull
together some ideas to explore this ap-
parcnt dilemma in a future edition of
““Security Affairs”.

Logking to the immediate future,
JINSA has two events planned in the
Chicago arca in February-March.
First, 1 will appear at a Mens Club and
Sisterhood breakfast at Beth Hillel
Congregation in Wilmette, following
an invitation by Rabbi DAVID LIN-
COLN. On 10 March will have a fun-
draiser hosted by TED KAPLAN and
assisted by Board Member CLEM
CADITZ.

A JINSA event is planned in Denver
in March, prompied by the interest of

JACK GREENWALD. This will in-
clude a tour of Lowry Air Force Base
and a visit with the commander Major
General William R. Usher.

PAUL PINTEL has been helpful in
arranging spring spcaking dates in the
Newark, NJ area, and ALLEN
DICKERMAN has offered to host
JINSA ¢vents in Boca Raton, FL and
Lexington, MA.

A JINSA event is set for 1 April in
Houston, TX, thanks to the en-
thusiastic support of Board Member
PHIL ARONOFF. Gencral Ury
Simhony, Dcfense and Armed Forces
Attache of the Embassy of Isracl will
speak at the gathering.

Our Philadelphia members have

already seen the splendid article written,

about JINSA in the Jewish Exponent
by Ian Blynn. 1 hopc other Jewish
papers will pick up the idea that their
readership is interested in what we’re
doing to make the US and Israel more
secure.

While continuing work on speaking
and fundraising schedules, I am put-
ting the finishing touches on a JINSA
tour to US/NATO Headquarters in
Brussels, Berlin and Heidelberg. Thus
far, the response to this pilot program
has been enthusiastic on both sides of
the Atlantic, but a few details have yet
to be worked out before we make a
public announcementL.

affecting Isracl.

Maximum 20 pariicipants

Call to reserve: 202-347-5425

JINSA Plans Tour of NATO
1-9 June 1985

Brussels, Berlin, Heidelberg

These are the cities JINSA members will visit on a tour of major US military
headquarters in Europe, includding the one responsible for contingency plans

Highlights include NATOQ briefings and a visit to General Rogers’ HQ in
Brussels; a reception hosted by the US Berlin commander; visits to the US and
Israeli Embassies in Bonn; briefings at the HQ of the US Army and US Air
Forces, Europe, and side trips to sites of Tewish cultural interest.

Cost: $3,000.00 per person/single occupancy, deluxe hotels

Going to Israel?

Join the Third JINSA Trip to Israel
27 April — 6 May 1985

This unique trip is concerned with Israel's defense and security. Hosted by
the Israel Defense Forces, JINSA members will visit military installations,
defense and high technology industries and meet with the military and civilian
leaders responsible for Israel’s security. Several retired American flag officers
will be with us, helping to relate US and Israeli security measures 1o the evolv-

ing process of strategic coopcration.

Visit the Merkava tank factory; the Golan heights; lsrael Aircraft In-
dustries; the West Bank; the Northern Command.

Meet the Minister of Defense; the Chief of Staff; the Director General of
the Ministry of Defense; Commanders in the field; leaders of industry.

Cost: $2,000.00 per person/double occupancy
Space limited: rcserve today 202-347-5425

NOT THE USUAL TOUR!

Qur Readers Write...

Dear Friends:

The enclosed article from the Israeli
weekly  Newsview  may  interest
members of JINSA. Of course, it
merely confirms what we Americans
already knew—that our servicemen are
the world’s finest, and that Israelis
would open their hearis and homes (o
them, Still, it’s pleasant reading.

I do hope the article reaches Pen-
tagon officials. Bad news gets around,
but what about the good?

I look forward to receiving JINSA
newsletters. They  continue (o
demonstrate how easy—and nafural-—
it is to be both a loyal American and an
advocate for a strong Israel.

Sincerely,
Maxine L. Wolf

Stars & Stripes in Haifa
(excerpied from Newsview)

(““The  Americans) are such
gentlemen. Not only the officers, but
also the simple sailors—those young
boys,”” remarks Gila Gerzon, longtime
Haifa resident and director of the new
USO Center.

““They so appreciate what you do for
them. They wrote thank-you letters
cven before they lefi the port. They fell
in love here with the place and with the
peopic. And the proof of what kind of
men they are, even thc oung ones, is
that they didn’t want only to reccive
from us. They wanted also to give.””

Gerzon spoke about four sailors who
went to a school for emotionally han-
dicapped children “‘just te play with
them. To make tricks and entertain
them for the whole afternoon. Not just
one time. They went back three times.
And some of the pilots wenl to a

regular school to sit and talk with the
childien there. Others went 1o the
children’s cancer ward at Rambam
Hospital with gifts and entertainers.”’

Captain Phillip R. Qlson, comman-
ding officer of the Mississippi com-
mented, “‘1 had been therc before 50 |
told the men to get out and meet the
people. If you stay in a bar you might
as well be in any other country. 1 told
them to use the buses and al least find
out that there’s something here besides
a taxi ride to another bar.”

Commander Edward Simmons of
the Eisenhower said he wanted his
sailors “‘out of the bars and seeing the
country. Considering that the average
of our personnel is 19, maybe that
didn’t scem reasonable, but [ think we
succeeded.””

Another officer, who asked to re-
main anonymous, explained ‘‘an imn-
portant difference between Haifa and
other places is that this is the only port
where we're allowed o wear our
uniforms in pogi. In other countries
there is fear of terrorist attacks.”’

“*Every day, 400 or 500 men caine L0
us at the USO, commented Gerzon.
““They came for information or just to
talk, I was surprised how many wanted
to know about agriculture or about
high technology in Israel. Some wasted
te hear the Haifa Symphony Or-
chestra. We gave 2 lot of information,
maps and free tickets.”

The USO, which is not a US govern-
ment agency, is funded by private con-
tributions. 1t maintains canteen and
other services in the US and in most
countries where large numbers of
American soldiers or sailors are found.
Its facilities are usually operated by
volunteers.
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Theatre for American Technology

by

Emanual A. Winston

Ld Note: Mr. Winsion is a Chicago
businessman, Board Member of the
Jaffee Center for Sirategic Studies at
Tel Aviv University, and contributing
Editor (o Israel Today.

The importance of American and
Israeli sirategic cooperation cannot be
overstated in terms of national security
interests. Yet, there is nother aspect of
the allied relationship that is often
overlooked; the micro-economics of
Isragl as a theatre for Amecrican
technoiogy.

America’s armament industry has
immensely benefited from the suc-
cessful utilization by the Israel Dcfense
Forces of sophisticated weaponry. The
magnificent fighting skill and showcas-
ing of American equipment increased
the export sales potential of that
weaponry by billions of dollars in the
world market. The effect of Israel’s
military rcputation established by 35
vears of combat cxperience serves as
the best testament to the selection and
capability of weapon systems, most of
which are of American design. In a
highly competitive export market, be-
ing able 1o refer to the Israeli example
is a very strong advaniage over other
merchants. Since foreign military sales
are almost 2.5 times as profitable as
military sales to the U.S. government,
this  ‘*‘selling’® factor reaps big
dividends. The capital accumulated
from these sales in turn reduces
research and development costs for our
government, hence the American tax-
payer. The economic ramifications are
evident in that c¢ach billion dollars
worth of foreign arms sales translates
into jobs for American industry, (the
claimi  often made is approx.
42,000-52,000 jobs). Based on 1980
data, defensc firms such as General
Dynamics, Northrop, Raytheon, FMC
and Harseo had 25% of their contracts
in foreign sales. (Defense & Foreign
Affairs, March 1983). Thus, the
cmployment benefit of defense and ex-
port sales are substantial and the
reduced costs to the American govern-
menl by exlending production runs and
spreading development outiays has
strong positive economic ramifica-

The direct effect of Isracli battle per-
formance for American sales was best

cvidenced by the Operation Peace For -

Galilec. In 2 span of a short time, the
Israelis demolished more than 20 SAM
missile sites, over 90 Syrian MIGs were
shot down (including MIG-23s) and
over 500 enemy tanks werc destroyed
(including the new T-72, backbone of
the Sovict arsenal). American-made
planes played a viial role in the Israeli
effort. Most notably, the F15 and F16
saw extensive action. One Israeli Fi3
was claimed to have shot down more
than 20 Soviet-made MIGs in
Lebanon. In  addition, the Hughs
5000MD Defender combat helicopter
proved a preat asset for the Israelis in
mountain warfare, destroying large
numbers of Syrian tanks, as did a se-
cond anti-tank helicopter, the Bell
AH-1S Huey Cobra. After the Israelis
purchased advanced helicopter gun-
ships, several other countrics im-
mediately followed suit (the Jorda-
nians, South Korcans, Kenyans decid-
ed to go with the American gunship
rather than the British, Frcnch and
German models). This trend was also
cvidenced with the Japanese purchase
of the Gruman E2C Hawkeyc early
warning plane which followed Israel’s
suit. Morcover, after the Israeli display
of EC mastery in the skies, several
other countries have placed orders with
the American manufacturer. James
Philbin, the E-2C program directer at

Israeli air victories generated prospects
from China, Karea, Singapore, Spain,
Australia and others. He commented
in the September 20, 1982 Business
Week that because of the Israelis,

““The foreign sales potential looks like
30 to 40 airplanes over the next five
years.”” The Chairman of Loral Cor-
poration also confirmed the imper-
tance for American manufacturers of
Israeli ‘‘combat proven” technology
when he stated that: *“The fact that
Israel has selected our Rapport L1 (EW
protection system) for their F-165 is
probably the best sales tool we have.”
The showease of the F-16 in coimnbat no
doubt will also prove highly beneficial
in selling the plane to forcign countries
over the French Mirage 2000. It should
be noted that four powers, the United
Statcs, Great Britain, France and the
Soviet Union account for approximate-
ly B0% of total arms salcs.

The failure of Russian weaponry to
thwart the IDF disappointed scveral
Soviet arms clients. Since arms sales
are a means of promoeting political in-
fluence and provide a stcady flow of
hard currency, the implications of
American weapons superiority may
have a direct impact on American
power projection capabilities, ergo na-
tional security interests. The Israeli
contribution to this aspect of American
active defense is perhaps the most im-
portant and overlooked development
of bilateral strategic cooperation.
Israeli destruction of Soviet-built anti-
aircraft missiles, their ease in destroy-
ing the Soviet T-72 tank and the down-
ing of a MIG-25 Foxbat has caused the
Soviets and the entire Warsaw Pact to

tions. Gruman Aerospace corporation said question the viability of their own
Subscribe
(or send a gift to someone who needs to be informed)
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military hardware, tactics and strategy.
The Israelis not only confrontcd Soviet
weaponry, but were farced to engage
Western icchnologies; the lessons of
their successful combat will provide in-
valuable intclligence data to U.S.
defense planners and save billions
research and development costs, a ma-
jor advantage for the U.S. that her
Soviet adversary cannot claim. Pro-
fessor Steven L. Spiegel sums up Lhe
Israeli asset in real terms: ‘“The facts
speak for themselves. Israel is a unique
and impressive ally. It influences
political developinents in its own area,
causes the Soviets embarrassment and
military lessons which can be fearned
only from combat experience, provides
intelligence on the region, and saves
U.S. defense costs through innovations
and modifications of u.s.
weaponry...if Israeli experiences were
worth only 2% of the annual U.S.
defensc budgelt, that would amount (o
over $4 billion.”* (Commentary, June
1983)

The relationship between the
American and Israeli defense industries
is becoming increasingly developed in
almost every area. Almost every Israeli
corporation utilizes parts and cquip-
ment that were manufactured in the
United Statcs. Moercover, ksracl has
made extensive renpovations on
American technologies by adapting the
lessons of combat cxperience. Thus,
millions are saved in testing time and
the development of armaments are
galvanized through Israeli innovation
passed on to America. Many of the
licenses for weapon features are in turn
sold to American corporations for
mass production. The bottom line is
that Israeli modifications coupled with
cedible experience in destroying the
best in Soviet technologies has enhanc-
ed the performance of American
weaponry, reduced development time
and iaxpaycr costs, thereby eon-
tributing to the readiness of U.S.
Armed Forces in a period when budget
culs have severely reduced their func-
tional capabilitics.

For military planners, Israeli in-
tervention in Lebanon conveyed that
the American ally has approached
mastering the overall electronic bat-
tlefield capability that will dictate the
strategem for all future conflicts. The
prospects of future American-Israeli
strategic cooperation will significantly
strengihen the defense industrial base
of both nations. Joint development
projects employing Israeli battlefield
innovtion and American production
capabilities should be the trend of the
futre. Tcamwork between trusted allies
will serve as a catalyst for upgrading
the Western world’s power projection
ability reducing the intimidation factor
of the Soviet threat. Indeed, 1srael has
been a theatre for American weapons
technology and defense industrial
growth. The microeconomic elements
of this rclationship should not be
treatcd lightly. No other ally has con-
tributed so greatly to American defense
in so many different modes: in-
telligence, rcsearch and development,
combat readiness, expansion of
defense industrial base, export com-
pctitiveness and strategic deterrence.

A reliable democratic partner is
more than an asset in a Western
alliance plagued often by apathy, isola-
tionism and laziness. America should
be  thankful for the  “lsrael
advantage.”’
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Defenses (Continued from page 6)
first few defense battle stations could
shoot down the cnemy’s before it was
prepared to stop massive ICBM laun-
ches. (Whether they—the United
States, primarily—would do so is of
course another question.) Hence, there
nced not be a “window of
apportunity” for a preemptive, or real-
ly a preventive, launch by the encmy.

Space-based Defense on Both Sides?

It has been suggested that there
could be a two-sided *‘all-up’” defense,
with both sides getting inta space at the
same time. This would seem to usher in
an era of defensc dominance, surely a
more comfortable world than one of
offensc-only. However, if, as cxpecied
by many experts, the space-based
systems are some form of directed-
cnergy weapons (DEW-—lasers or par-
ticle beams), they would be “’speed-of-
light”” weapons and could shoot at
each other as well as at slow-rising
boosters. Even kinctic-energy weapons
(KEW) might do this. [n short, an
ABM would also be an ASAT. This
fact could create a dangerously hair-
trigger Mexican stand-off. Not only
“‘eyeball-to-eyeball” but also
“‘weapon-lo-weapon,’””  who would
blink and whe would pull the trigger?

Frightening as this prospect is, one
should examine how it could come
about. There appear to be thrce ways:

1) By mutual agreement, as implied
by the President’s suggestion that
stability might be enhanced if the
United States offered the Sovicis
technological cooperation so that both
sides were frced from the threat of
nuclear annihilation. But the Soviets
might be ahead technologically in at
least same areas, and in any event they
have historically avoided any open
dependence on the United States {turn-
ing down both the Baruch and Mar-
shall Plans). Moreover, agreement by
either side to create such a hair-trigger
situation strains credulity;

2) By sheer coincidence, which also
strains credulity when one considers
the technological decision-making and
deployment complexities that would
have to fead to virtually identical out-

COMmes; or

3) By tacit agreement, as in the
mutual restraint in the first years of
satellites—a situation potentially now
breaking down. Indeed, this analogy is
hardly perfect. When the first satellites
were deployed, neither side could shoot
them down (and when they could, both
sides may have perceived a vested in-
terest in keeping them in sanctuary).
The U.S. unilaterally cancclled pro-
grams for ASATs in both 1963 and
1972. The Soviets showed no such
restraint in the one-sided U-2 case,
when survcillance was by high-aliitude
aircraft, not satellites.

That the Soviets have not actively ex-
ploited their current ASAT system may
simply reflect the poor performance of
their current sysiem; morcover, they
appear to be attempting to use it for
diplomatic pressure to estop a poten-
tially more cffective U.S. system. In
any cvent, the odds appear too great
that the first side to get a partial boost-
phase ABM system in place might fec]
ohligated, if not compelled, to use it to
coerce the other.

While on Dbalance we reject the
‘“*defense is provocative’” argument, we
do not say that there are no risks. As
long as conflict exists, there will be
risks of war. As long as life exists,
there will be risks of death. Are we not
obligated 10 do what we can to prevent
the Soviets from achieving dominance
by the strategic defense route? Soviet
dominance would mean a stable world,
from their point of view, but one
morally, politically, and constitu-
tionally unacceptable to the United
States.

A two-sided defense dominance has
its attractions, but its hair-trigger
nature mighi create an awesome and
unacceptable new balance of terror.

An attempt te usc the U.S. remain-
ing technological superiority, if it suc-
ceeds and lasts long enough, to achieve
U.S. dominance may prove the least
unpleasant way to preserve the
freedoms of the United States, the
West, and Westcrn civilization,

Reprinted with permission from Mdiitary
Science and Technology, February 1985,
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Proxies (Continued from page 1)
the Soviet Union without implicating
the latter.

Although in 1983 there cmerged per-
sonal enmity between Arafat and Kho-
meini, it seems to have had little or no
effecl on cooperation between Palesti-
nian forces allied to the USSR and the
[ranians. Most of the bodyguards of
Iranian lcaders are still Palestinian,
and Palestinians are siill heavily in-
volved in imposing internal security
and training various Shiite national
liberation movements in the Persian
Gulf,

Currently, Iran is dependent on the
Soviel Union and its allies for support
in the [ran-Iraq war, maintaining inter-
nal security and for economic activily
including export of most of its oil and
gas. Elements of the PLO still provide
vital services to the government of
Iran. Thus, the recent visit of the
Prime Minister of Iran Mossavi to
Nicaragua and Cuba, and his promises
of economic suppori, cannot be con-
sidered unilateral actions, The visit and
its aftermalh are a service provided by
Iran to the Soviet Union.

Pulling it Together

The emerging disinformation cam-
paign in Nicaragua is (0 create sudden-
ly political conditions which will [ull
the US into unilateral steps detrimental
to its security, making attainment of
Soviet goals easier. A Soviet plan
would call for a highly visible step
which would force the US into accep-
ting an unfavorable political scttle-
ment, Built along known Sovict prin-
ciples, a disinformation campaign
could include:

[} Cuba a) announcing withdrawal
of its troops (not counting those
“‘naturalized’® in  Nicaragua), and
financial suport from Nicaragua,
1) accepting Contadora, or any other
plan calling for withdrawal of the US
from the region. The Soviets might
even guarantee stoppage of arms

shipments from Eastern Europe.

2) The US forced to accept the
political solution, stopping military
and financial assistance to its regional
allies, and withdrwing military person-
nel from Central America.

3} Iran, ostensibly vehemently anti-
Sovict, taking over the economic and
logistical support of Nicaragua and
subversive activitics in Latin America,
while PLO, Iranian SAVAMA experts
and “‘naturalized”’ ex-Cubans continue
training activities in Nicaragua.

4} In all likelihood, the Soviets
would retain their personnel in
Nicaragua because of the global-
politieal ramifications to superpower
relations of such a move.

5) While Soviet capabilities in Cen-
tral Amecriea continue to improve, the
US would negotiate itself out of direct
presence in a strategically significant
region near its own borders.

Conclusion

The plan outlined above was con-
structed by matching recent events in
Central America with the known struc-
ture of Soviet disinformation plans and
the known Soviel goals in the region.
The key to the success of this, or any
other, disinformation plan is the “‘ac-
tive and willing cooperation” of the
victim—the US.

Watching the current outery in the
US about the possibility of a ‘‘new
Vietnam” in Central America, the
Soviets believe the US still lacks the
resolve to act firmly in its own interest,
Grenada, they believe, was more a
reaction to a too-visible Communist
presence than an indication of new US
resolve, However, the mere possibility
that the US will secure a friendly Cen-
tral American worries them. Thus,
they hope, and believe, a disinforma-
tion campaign will result in the US
signing a binding agreement effectively
neutralizing its ability to protect iis
own vital interesis in Lhe Western
Hemisphere.
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NEWSBRIEFS

SPORTS OR FOOD?: At the same
time that the international community
has been involved in massive efforts to
relieve the starvation of hundreds of
thousands of Ethiopians, the Soviet
Union and Ethiopia have announced a
new sports agrecement for 1985-1986.
The Ethiopian Sports Commission is
“‘planning to carry out a large amount
of work to improve the conditions for
the population to go in for various
sports and to attend physical training
classes.”” The accord specifically calls
for Soviet assistance in establishing
aerobics programs in the African coun-
try.

SOVIETS EXERCISE IN CARIB:
The Soviet Union held sea exercises in
the Gulf of Mexico and the Caribbean
last month. The group of warships,
which included two puided-missile
frigates, a guided-missile destroyer; an
oiler and a diesel submarine, was held
under constant American surveillance
once it arrived in Cuba late December.
However, the US did not mount any
“special”’ surveillance efforts, unlike
the Soviets who sent 150 planes to trail
an American aircraft carrier group that
sailed through the Sca of Japan, off
the eastern shares of the Soviet Union,
in November,

CARRINGTON SUPPORTS SDI:
Lord Carrington, Secretary-General of
NATO, has come out in support of
President Reagan's Strategic Defense
Initiative. While on a trip fo Canada,
Lord Carrington said that it would be
“the height of imprudence’” for the US

to stop research on a ballistic missile
defense system, since “‘the Americans
are absolutely sure that the Soviet
Uinion has been doing research on a
strategic defense initiative of their
own.”

NAYY INVESTIGATES MINI-SUB:
The Navy has begun to look for a
possible contractor to design a propos-
ed remotely piloted mini-submarine.
The sub, which will weigh in ai less
than 4 tons and cruisc at speeds up to
15 knotis 9 feet beiow sea level, will
carry a secret 150-pound electronic
payload, presumably for detection of
Soviet submarines or anti-submarine
wapons. These specifications would
make the tnini-sub the smallest but
fastest submersible in the Navy fleet.
Qther requirements for the boat in-
clude the ability to dive and surface for
up to 30 hours, to loiter at low speed or
even to drift, and to automatically
restari the engine at a predetermined
time.

GREECE BARS MODERNIZATION
OF ARMS: Prime Minister Andreas
Papandreou’s Socialist government
has announced that it will not allow thc

US to update, modernize or replace -

nuclear weapons in Grecce, which were
installed in 1959, The US had re-
guested permission to conduct routine
maintenance work and construction at
the sites as well as tests to determine
the continued uscfulness of the stored
weapons; such permission had becn
granied during previous conservative
governments. Papandreou has been
advocating the establishment of a
nuelear-free zone in the entire Balkan
region since his campaign and election
in 198i.
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UK JOINS SPACE PROJECT: Great
Britain has declared its willingness to
participate in the United States’ plan to
launch a permanent space station in
1992. Although the eommitment will
only be an a step-by-step basis, Prime
Minister Thatcher has agreed to the
first stage—a feasibility study which

wili cost approximately $55.5 miliion.
Thatcher’s government will also
rccommend to the other members of
the 11-nation European Space Agency
that they join the projcct; France and
West Germany, already active in the
European agency, are expected to sup-
port the American station.

WHAT THEY ARE SAYING

GEORGE P. SHULTZ (Secretary of
State, in a speech to the American
Society for Industrial Security, an-
nouncing the formation of a joint ven-
ture between the State Department and
American corporations to combat ter-
rorism): ““Our goal must be to prevent
and deter future terrorist aets, and ex-
perience has taught us over the years
that one of the best deterrents...is the
certainty that swift and sure measures
will be taken...Since we, the
democracies, are the most vulnerable,
and our strategic intcrests are the most
at stake, we must act together in the
face of common danger...[The
Overseas Security Advisory Council's]
goal is to establish a continuing liaison
between officials in both the public and
the private sector in charge of security
matters; to provide for regular ex-
changes of information on
developments in the security field; and
to recommend plans for greater opera-
tional coordination between the
Government and the private sector
overseas.”” (February)

SHIMON PERES (Primc Minister of
Israel): “‘Frankly, I wish [the Egyptian-
Israeli relations] could go a little bit
further than it does. You sc¢ some
Israclis can say, rightly, ‘Look, the
Arabs want land for peace.’ In the case
of Epypt, 99.999 percent of the land
was returned, and many lsraelis are
asking, ‘Did wec get 99.999 percent of
peace?’ The Arab side must sce the way
people arc locking at it here. We took
some unilateral decisions in the domain
of  Arab-Isracli  relations:  the
withdrawal from Lebanon, the change
in the policy of secttlements, the
changes in the West Bank and Gaza,
the open invitation to King Hussein
and the readiness expressed in so many
ways to rcally improve our relations
with Egypt. Now it must be a mutual
cffort, and 1 can’t say that | am
satisfied with the mutuality of the ef-
fort.”” (February)

ARAB SOCIALIST BA’TH PARTY
(as quoted from the Regional Congress
Statement issued in Damascus, concer-
ning its recommendations vis a vis rela-
tions with the PLO): “Extending all
means ol support for the Palestinian
revolution’s factions to continue the
revolution’s  struggle against the
Zionist enemy. Strengthening the arm-
ed struggle course, and rcjecting the
scrious deviation of the PLO’s right
wing which has obstructed the PLO’s
national and militant role and turned it
into a bridge to be used by the con-
spirators to liquidate the
question... The congress also  de-

nounces the Amman  divisionist
meeting [PNC conference] and con-
siders its results contradictory to the
Palestinian pecople’s rights and aspira-
tions. {t also condemns the campaign
of delusion, distortion, and slander
that the Palestinian right wing Jaunch-
ed against Syria and its armed forces.”
(January)

GENERAL BERNARD W. ROGERS
{(Supreme Allied Commander,
Europe): ‘‘Those who indicate that
FOFA [Follow-On Forces Attack] is
designed to enable NATO to adopt a
“no first use’’ option are wrong. Cer-
tainly, we scck to improve our conven-
tional...capability to the maximum
allowable level dietated by our deter-
rent strategy, the level which will pro-
vide us a reasonable prospect of
frustrating a conventional attack. This

in  turn  will '
elimina’ war it
ble nuc __. re., _as

tention of SUgEestin, vy wo wo wirws
with NATQ’s option to be the first to
use nuclear weapons. As long as
nuclear wcapons have not been
negotiated out of existenee, NATO
must retain an adequate and ap-
propriate spectrum of nuclear weapons
for deterrent purposes. With our
nuclear weapons in place, the Soviets
cannot rely on a relatively cheap and
predictable conventional victory. The
price of an attack on Western Europe
must remain the possibility of trigger-
ing an incalculable chain of nuclear
escalation. This incalculability, this
uncertainty, has becn and will remain a
vital component of NATO’s deter-
rence."” (January)

ADOLFQ CALERO (Dircctor of the
Nicaraguan Democratic Front [FDN]):
“What's the sense of fighting a war to
sustain yourself? We’re sustaining
ourselves 1o see if we get real support.
We nced US support, that’s for surc.
Anybody would be crazy to think we
can fight the Soviet Union with out US
support.

“and that’s what we’re doing, we’re
fighting the Soviet Union almost as
Afghanistan is doing, as Angola is do-
ing, with the additional benefit that we
are fighting for democracy, for what is
considered American or Western
democracy, which is somcthing Lhe
Khmer Rouge are not fighting for in
their fight against Vietnam.

“The Afghans, they have no
demacracy there. But they are good
people because they are fighting the
Soviets. And we who are fighting for
democracy, we are fighting Soviet sur-
rogates, we don't gel support.”
(January)
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Kemp Honored by JINSA
Kirkpatrick Joins Board of Advisors

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

March 28, 1985

1 am pleased to send warm greetings to all those
gathered for the Jewish Institute for National Security
Affairs Dinner in Washington. I particularly want to
commend you for your choice of Congressman Jack Kemp
as your honoree. Jack is unghakable in his commitment
to the security of both the State of Israel and the
United States, and I am proud to join in congratulating
him.

JINSA plays an important pert in America's long and
rewarding friendship with Israel: its commitment to our
policy of strategic strength for both the United States
end Israel has contributed significantly to our close
working relationship with the Israeli Government,

[ am proud to have this opportunity to salute JINSA

and Reprcsentative Kemp. You all have my best
wishes.

JINSA V.P. Elliot H. Cole reads the message from President Reagan.

The Jewish Institute of National Security Affairs
is proud to announce the election of
the following members to the Board
of Directors:

Allen Dickerman, Boston
Rabbi Joshua O. Haberman, Washington
Emanuel Kandel, Washington
William Maughan, Washington
Joy Midman, Washington
Steven Sklar, Baltimore
Gordon Zacks, Columbus

(L. to r.) Saul I. Stern, JINSA President; Morris J. Amitay, V.P.; Rep. Jack Kemp, holding
the Distinguished Service Award; Sonny Golden, V.P.; and Herbert A. Fierst, Chairman of

the Board.

Professor Robert Jastrow provided the keynote address.

Congressman Jack Kemp was the
third recipient of the JINSA Distin-
guished Service Award at the JINSA
Annual Mecting and Dinner in Wash-
ington on 31 March.

The award was presented in recogni-
tion of Kemp’s outstanding dcvotion
to frecdom and democracy, and for his
steadfast support of a strong United
States defense policy and a strong and
secure [sracl. In a program highlighted
by a message from President Reagan
(see text) and keynoted by Dartmouth
Professor Robert Jastrow, Kemp totd
the assemblcd, ‘‘Strength never caused
wars; weakness causes wars. And, just
as lsrael cannot be strong without a
strong United States, so America can-
not be strong without a strong Israel.”’

In his addrcss, Dr. Jastrow stressed
the importance of the MX and Per-
shing missile systems and their
value—not as bargaining chips in US-
Sovict arms negotiations, but as
defcnders  of  America’s  deterrent
capability. ‘““We need a full and com-

prehensive program if we are Lo suc-
cessfully crcate a deterrent.”

He spoke of the ‘‘smart rocks'
technology, in which non-nuclear,
computerized missiles seek and destroy
incoming enemy warheads. This
technology exists in a proven form, he
said, and called upon the President and
Congress to further appropriatc funds
for its development and expansion.

Kirkpatrick, Silber, Perlmutter &
Ledecen

Former U.N. Ambassador Jeane 1.
Kirkpatrick, Boston University Presi-
dent John R. Silber, ADL Nalional
Director Nathan Perlmuticr, and
wriler Dr. Michael Ledeen joined the
JINSA Board of Advisors during the
Annual Mecling that afternoon. Am-
bassador Kirkpatrick, a previous JIN-
SA Distinguished Service Award reci-
pient, has had a long association with
JINSA and was featurcd speaker at a
Washington area meeting in December.
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EDITORIALS

Far From Grace

As wc go to press, President Reagan’s itinerary in Europe includes a ceremony
in a German war cemetery where Nazi soldiers lie buried, but omits any recogni-
tion of Nazi victims.

As we welcome ADL national execntive Nathan Perlmutter to our Board of
Advisors, we quote his reaction, “‘His visit to the cemetery... is an act of grace
because it is good to express friendship to a former enemy. But the asymmetry of
doing that while choosing not to visit the graves of thal enemy’s victims is insen-
sitive, and is not a healing act.””

Yarmulkas in the Military

Some things should not be decided by a court of law. The issue of whether
Jewish members of the Armed Forces should be allowed to wear yarmulkas while
in uniform is one of them. Such a case is now under review.

Someone should have asked the guestion, “Should the right 1o wear a yar-
mulka be OFFICIALLY RECOGNIZED in military regulations?’’ The answer

would have been that the interests of all parties are best served by avoiding a for- -

mal policy statement. The issue should have been stopped there.

Presently, no specific policy exists concerning the wearing of yarmulkas. This
means that servicemembers can usually practice their religious beliefs without in-
terference, provided a certain willingness to accommodale service custom and
local conditions. Few Jews, in fact, desire to wear a yarmulka as part of the
uniform. And most, thought not all commanders are willing 1o overlook what are
surely minor infractions of regulations concerning appearance. On balance, the
existing policy of no policy seems to have worked fairly well.

Unfortunately, it appears that stage has passcd. Lawyers for onc side are in-
sisting upon a positive policy Lo allow yarmulkas, while lawycrs for the other in-
sist upon an exclusionary policy. Attempts at compromise based upon litnited ac-
ceptability are unlikely Lo succeed, since an Orthodox Jew is unlikely to accept a
compromise that leaves him bareheaded. The possibility of compromise is further
reduced by taking the issue out of the services and pulting it into court.

The spark of possible compromise was nearly extinguished when certain
members of Congress suddenly jumped on the bandwagon, almost ensuring con-
Linuing trouble. The “‘yarmulka issuc’ seems to be one where those with litile
sympathy for the real security requirements of the U.S. feel they must take a
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public stand. Without attempting to analyze their motives, it is clear that their in-
put only adds fuel to the firc.

JINSA believes that those who desire to wear a yarmulka while serving their
country should be permitted to do so, but not because any secular court says so.

The court would be wise to refuse to rule and send this one back to the services
where it belongs.

The Power (Arrogance) of
the Press

There are two special kinds of arrogance oflen displayed by the media: that
they are entitled to go anywhere to cover any story rcgardless of the conse-
quences; and that they can publish any story regardless of the consequences.,

Case #1: Being where they should not be. Two Lebanese nationals working for
CBS television were killed in the south by Israeli soldiers in the midst of ongoing
guerrilla warfare. The Israclis had made it ¢lear that southern Lebanon was a

“zone of puerrilla operation, in which they could not guarantee the safety of their
own soldiers, let alone that of journalists; that journalists were not welcome
precisely because they could not be protected; that journalists who ignored the
warning risked their own lives. Yet the journalists came.

. The press in Lebanon had known perfectly well since 1982 that the Israelis had
moved into Lebanon so ecarefully that little damage was done to areas outside the
dircet line of fire, Despite media reportape of ‘‘carpetbombing’’, “‘overkill’,
“blitzkrieg”’, and “‘Dresden”, reporters knew—because they saw—that the
Israclis had, generally, hit what they meant to hit and missed what they meant to
miss. There was no wanton destruction, no mass killing of noncombatants.

Therefore, the journalists believed they were safe, despite the change in cir-
cumstances: from one in which the Israelis werc targely unopposed by the people
in the towns and villages; to one of guerrilia warfare, where local Lerrorists bot-
rowed the old PLO habit of hiding behind everyone—women, children, the elder-
ly and journalists,

The ease with which journalists covered the 1982 fighting added to their belief
that, somehow, this was a war in which journalists da not die. This is arrogance.

The obverse belief, that if reporters were killed it must be because the Israelis
meant to kill them, surfaced after this latest incident. Furiher, the reasoning con-
tinued, the Israelis would have wanted to do it becausc the journalists wcre expos-
ing something terrible—Israelis withdrawing. Believing their reports were so im-
portant to Israel that the ariny would kill to suppress them betrays their profes-
sional egocentrism. The journalists became the news they covered.

The fact that CBS officials later retracted the gist of their accusations against
Israel in no way changes the principles of what came before—one can only hope
THEY will be more careful in the next, similar situation, wherever it arises.

Case #2; Prematurely revealing what should not be revealed. In Sudan, the US
government authorized the airlift of Ethiopian Jews to Isracl on US military air-
craft,

This was, in effect, the second phase of Operation Moses—the Isracli opera-
tion to bring Ethiopian Jews Lo Israel. The first phase had been closed down when
a carefully constructed conspiracy of silence between Israel, Ethiopia, Sudan,
Belgium and the United States was blown apart by various charitable organiza-
tions and the press, including reporters on a Jewish newspaper.

Although it was clear from the outset that publicity would endanger the pro-
gram—the journalists wrote and the editors published—not becausc they wanted
Lo expose something evil {for which there might be justification), but simply
becausc they wanted a juicy story. This is, at the least, arogance. Those less
charitably inc¢lined would call it cruelty.

The second phase involved a similar conspiracy of silence, between the US,
Sudan, and Isragl. This time, the LA Times syndicaic wrote the story,
acknowledging that as many as 10,000 Ethiopian Jews remain to be
rescued—thus helping to ensure that they cannot be. This, oo, is arrogance as
well as irresponsibility, given the well known need for secrecy in such an opera-
tion. Again, not an exposc of wrongdoing, just someone’s opinion of a hot story.

As in the case of southern Lebanon, the journalists believed that the fact that
they were in a particular place at a particular time is news. The fact that they had
a story to tell became more important than the story’s content, This is arrogance.

Journalists often hide behind ‘“the public’s need to know’’, or *‘the public’s
right to know’”, when, in fact, their concern is 10 sell newspapers. The question is
often one of timing. Unfortunately, in the case of Ethiopian Jews, they told the
publi¢ far more than it necded to know, long before there was a need to know
anything.

Journalists, including edilors, could eminently well serve their public, if they
would ask two simple questions each time they are asked nol to do something in
the name of security (itheir own, or that of others) or humaneness: 1) what will be
gained if I am right and they arc wrong; and 2) what will be lost if they are right
and I am wrong?

In many cases, the only thing to be gained is prominence {notoriety) and a
chance to thumb one’s nose at the autharities or the competition. To do it for that
is surely arrogance. In many cases, if they are wrong, lives will be lost—theirs or
those of unsuspecting othiers. To fail to consider this is just as surely arrogance.
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Soviet Proxies in Central America: Part 11

The recent visit of the Iranian Prime
Minister to Nicaragua and Cuba raised
the issue not only of Soviet and proxy
involvement in Central America, but
of the role of Central America in
Soviet grand strategy. The visit was a
component of a continuous process in
which the Soviet Union pursues
specific objectives in the Western
Hemisphere in order to strengthen its
global military position,

Currently, the Soviets perceive the
subversion of Latin America to be
critical to its ability to win total victory
in a non-nuclear initial period of war in
Central Europe, causing the collapse ol
the West. For example, an escalation
of the level of insurgency in Central
America could tie up the Rapid
Deployment Joint Task Force {RD-
JTF), and prevent its dcployment to
confront direct Soviet military in-
tervention in the Middle East.

History

After (heir failure (o establish
strategic bases in Cuba in 1962, the
Soviets did not expect tangible gains
from their military activity in the
Western Hemisphere—appcaring to
believe that rapid intensification of
their efforts would be counterproduc-
tive. Major involvement by the US in
Vietnam was the main restraining fac-
tor: a power that went to such lengths
to contain Communist expansion in a
remote corner of Southeast Asia surely
would bc ferocious in its own back
yard.

Yossef Bodansky

1983), Marshal SU Nep. V. Ogarkov
outlined the Soviet perception of
events in Central Asncrica:

The Marshal said that over two decades
ago, there was only Cuba in Latin America,
today there are Nicaragua, Grenada and a
serious bartle going on in El Salvador. The
Marshal of the Soviet Union then stressed
that the US imperialists would try to pre-
vent progress, bul that there were no pro-
spects for imperialisim to turn back history,

(Report of the Embassy of Grenada
in the USSR/Captured Document)

Ogarkov was to write later, in
“Kommunist VYooruzhenykh  Sil’,
“An important factor in the struggle
for the prevention of war and for
peaceful cocxistance is the national
liberation movement and the enhanced
role of the Nonaligned Movement.”’

“Peaceful cocxistance™ was defined
by Boris Ponomarev in December
1969, as:

A nccessary element of the strategy of the
international proletariat in the period of
transition from Capitalism to Socialism.
The principle of peaccful coexistance can-
not extend to the class struggle within the
Capitalist countries, to he ideological
struggle, and to the struggle of the op-
pressed peoples against their enslavers.

Soviet Strategy

The prime goal of Soviet military
operations in the Western Hemisphere
is to support and facilitate their victory
in the Eastern Hemisphcre {particular-
ly in Central Europe) under optimal
conditions. They believe that the US
constitutes a major challenge to their

expense of other theatres.

The Soviets do not expect their activities in Central America
to have a drastic impact...(but) the cumulative effect of such
an insurgency would be to increase the attention paid...al the

The pursuit and killing of Che
Gucvara in Bolivia in 1967, and the
alleged CIA involvement in the over-
throw of the Allende rcgime in Chile in
1973 were perceived by the Soviets as
indicators of US resolve in the region.
In fact, until the kite 1970s, the very ex-
istance of Cuba as a Communist state
in the Western Hemisphere was con-
sidered a major Soviet accomplish-
ment,

The US withdrawal from Vietnam
and the emergence of the post-Vietnam
lack of resclve, and particularly the
self-exposure and self-destruction of
US  intelligence, were examined
cautiously by the Soviets. They could
not comprehend the events—a senior
KGB officer who defected in 1976
would not believe the CIA hearings
were not a component of a major
strategic disinformation campaign.

However, once convinced, the
Soviets were quick to act. By the late
1970s, there was a major change in
their approach to military activities in
the Third World. No longer was their
goal simply to support ‘‘anmti-
imperalist’® activities, but to esiablish
and secure loyal, cooperative,
preferably marxist-leninist  regimes.
The Soviels believed that the global
correlation of forces had tilted ir-
revocably in their favor.

In a meeting with the Grenadian
Chief of Staff in Moscow (10 March

grand design and their preferred form
of war in Central Europe (non-nuclear)
in two recspeets:

» Prevention cof surprise. The US
has the best intelligence-pathering
establishment in the West. An alert and
vigilant US can detect Soviel prepara-
tions and either actively restrain the
Soviets cntirely, or alert thc other
NATO members o actively and effect-
ively resist.

s Escalation of the war beyond the
initial period. The Soviets define the
initial period of war as the time be-
tween the surprisc attack and the abili-
ty of the defender to mobilize and
move to the countcroffensive, The
Soviets believe timely arrival of US
reinforcements might slow the initial
Soviet offensive. A prolracted war will
be decided by the production
capabilitics of the two sides, and the
Soviets have no illusions as to US
superiority.

The pragmatic Soviels do not expect
their activities in Central Amecrica to
have a draslic impact on the global
warfighting capability of the US. The
Soviets are trying to achieve a series of
chalienges that will prevemt AC-
CURATE American comprehension of
a threat, and TIMELY reaction toit. A
growing subversive activity in the
American backyard will always be a
top priority of any US administration.

The cumulative effect of such an in-
surgency would be to increase the at-
tention paid to Central America at the
expense of other theaters.

Central America’s Role

The most important ““contribution”
of Central America is the preoccupa-
tion of the American ruling elite, par-
ticularly the President. Discussing
Vietnam, the Soviets point io the
magnitude of the attention paid by the
prime decision makers in the US to the
conduct of the fighting, and their
preoccupation with the micro-manage-
ment of the war,

The Soviets belicve escalaling in-
surgency in Central America wouid
have a telling effcet on the ability of
‘the US to intervene militarily else-
where. American leaders would be re-
luctant o commit forces and assets
from the Continental U.S. to other
parts of the world (such as the Near
East) as long as there existed the
possibility that they might be needed to
contain a sudden flareup of violcnce
near the US itself.

Thus, the mere existance of an es-
calating subversion in Central America
is sufficient to tie up the attention cf
the command and major forces of the
US as a precaution.

In other words, the Soviets know
that the most expedient method of en-
suring that the RDJTF will not be com-
mitted to contain their advance in the
Ncar East, or even their direct in-
tervention in an Arab-Israeli War, as
well as to ensure that there is no
massive resupply of Israel in casc of a
major war in the Middie East, is to
confront the US with a direct chalienge
that will outweigh any other considera-
tion of the use of US forces and assets.

Resupplying Europe

The Soviets believe that the isolation
of Europe from reinforcements and
logistical support from the US is as im-
portant as the defeat of NATO forces
in Burope. The introduction of sophis-
ticated munitions capable of causing
substantial attrition to Soviet forces
makes the strategic isolation of the
European theater even more crucial,
because it is possible that the combina-
tion of attrition in the Soviet forces
with the arrival of US reinforcements
could change the balance of forces in
Europe and contain a Soviet offensive.

Examining the WWII Battle of the
Atlantic, the Soviets point to the con-
centration of losses of commercial
vessels in the Caribbean Basin and off
the US coast. Soviet ability to deliver
sudden strikcs on local lines of com-
munication, which arc well defined and
saturated with lucrative targets even in
peacetime, would create initial confu-
sion and delay the commitment of US
rescrves to Europe. The very existance
of a major and direct threat to the US
coast might influence the magnitude of
allocation of US Navy assets Lo por-
tions of the Atlantic, at least in the
critical carly stages of the war. The
pritne goal of the Soviets would be to
achieve maximum confusion and delay
in US activities with a minimum com-
mitment of Sovict forces and asscts.

Any substantial subversion of the
US war effort would resuit in prolong-
ing the initial period of war in Europe.
In order to achicve maximum effect in
such an initial strike, the Soviets would
necd a diversified nct of bases and in-
stallations, so a relatively large number
of weapon systems (particularly
bombers and submarines) could deploy
simultaneously. The use of locally
available forces and weapons (with
Soviet c¢rews) of friends and allies
should not be ruled out cither.

Hence the importance of Central
America.
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Should Arms Control Stop the Strategic

Ed. Note: This is the third in a series
af articles on the Strategic Defense In-
itiative (SD1). The first dealt with the
demise of the declaratory policy of
Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD) in
JSavor of « US warfighting capabilily
that might, in time, include the com-
prehensive defenses of the SDI. The se-
cond considered whether the SDI
would be “‘provocative® and dunger-
ous. Before further arficles discussing
how the SDI might be carried out, we
ask now whether arms control should
fand could) avoid 1he need for an SDI.

The Soviels, in 1983, walked out of
the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces
(INF) talks in Europe, and refused.to
agree to a date for resuming Strategic
Arms Reduction Talks (START).
However, they came back to Lhe table
after President Reagan’s reclection in
1984, using their concerns with
negotiating on ‘“*space’’-—anti-satcllite
systems (ASATSs) and the Sirategic
Defense Initiative {SDD—in part as a
face-saving device.

They have insisted on the urgency of
a treaty to dismantle and end testing of
ASATs. Their slogan “‘“We must
demilitarize space rather than start a
new arms race in space’’ has received
considerable sympathy (and repetition)
in the U.S.

Before considering the Soviet sug-
gestions, one is tempted to ask why
space is so much more valuable than
our precious, fragile, and vulnerabic
““Spaceship Earth®’, which is where we
happen to live. One might borrow a
line from Jonathan Swift and make ““A
Modest Proposal”: That it be made
mandatory that any nuclear weapons
MUST be exploded on the ground or in
the atmospherc—thus, leaving space
pristine.

The tervestrial side benefits of the
Modest Proposal could include:
population contcol; urban rencwal; a
reversion to MAD; opcrational tests of
nuclear weapons and doctrine, and
even of the nuclear winter hypothesis;
and other contributions now un-
forseeable.

Alternatively, one might consider
detonating all nuclear arsenals in
space. This might direct toward the
Earth cnergy equivalent in order of
magnitudc of the solar energy
deposited on the Earth in one second!
In shorl, the energy of all nuclear
weapons—which would not in practice
be detonated in one second—would be
virtually lost in the vastness of space.
Satellites would also be lost, but they
would no longer be needed for
command-control of retaliation if all
weapons had been fired and they could
be replaced far more rapidly than the
cities, factories, and people that would
be desiroyed by earthly detonations.

Those of less cynical bent might note
that space is already ‘‘militarized”,
The Soviets have operational ASATS
and both sides have surveillance
satellites that collect intelligence, seek
to verify compliance with arms control
agreements, and give carly warning of
the launch of ballistic missiles. There
are also radars that probe into space
for the same warning purpose. ICBMs,

Defense Initiative?

Francis P. Hoeber

and most SLBMs and INF, are design-
ed to traverse space on their way to
their targets. The Soviets have even
complained that use of the Space Shut-
tie in April 1984 for repairing a US
saellite was a demonstration of an
ASAT (conjuring up a PAC-MAN im-
age, taking a captured satellile home as
booty).

The Soviet proposal appears to have
two objeclives:

[} To stop or slow the US SDi, lest
we achieve a significant technological
and even deployment lead over the
Soviets;

2) To stop the US ASAT develop-
ment program, which is much more
sophisticated than the existing Saviet
system.

The first aim seems more important
rcasons. The |

to them for several
Sovicts might relatively quickly catch
up with US ASAT technology, with a
new imitative system or by taking ad-
vantage of the great 5S-9 throw-weight
(about five tons) to substitute a new,

and perhaps even in technology, we
shall have conceded an overwhelming
advantage in strategic defenses and
almost certainly in the overall strategic
balance. This would not necessarily
lead to Soviet preemptive attack or
preveniive war, but it would surely in-
crease their frecedom of action and
strengthen  their  capability for
diplomatic coercion.

The SDI Program (SDIP) is still an
R&D program, which is permitied
under the ABM Treaty. As such, itisa
hedge against Soviet technological pro-
gress and potential Treaty break-out. It
would be a crime to forgo such a hedge
unless an arms control agreement
could conceivably prevent, e¢n-
forteably, Soviet continued R&D in
the field—whieh it could not. If it
could, we would come back to the

. question of the desirability of defense,

per se, as a way out of rellancc on
MAD, which is  demonstrably
bankrupt and already has been aban-
doned in declaratory US policy.

from the ““field tests’’). A better draf-
ting of apgrcements, with fewer com-
promises of wording, might help by
reducing the number of cases in which
“ambiguity’’ provides a rebuttal. Ef-
fective sanctions, ones we would apply,
might be found. The matching of
Sovicet violations—difficult in domestic
politics—might work, despite our onc-
sided national allergy to “’arms races’”.
A pgreatcr US determination to
renegotiate periodically, as provided
for in the ABM Treaty, would be
desirable. New solutions must be con-
tinuously sought.

The Antarctic Treaty has
not yet been violated. When
it was signed...no one
thought it prohibited
anything worthwhile.

If the Soviets should break out of the ABM Treaty with a
great advantage in lead time...we shall have conceded an
overwhelming advantage in strategic defenses, and almost cer-
tainly in the overall strategic balance.

even MIRVed, ASAT payload.
Moreover, the United States puts more
reliance on saiellites than the Soviets,
although we launch fewer (mainly
because ours have longer life-
times) with the perverse effect that the
Soviets maintain a greater and more
rapid replacement capability. and
finally, as pointed out in the
preceeding article, the key space-borne
SDI1 weapons would have an inherent
ASAT (and DSAT, or satellite dcfense,
which might also be called an anti-
ASAT) capability, so that objective 1)
would subsume objective 2).

We come back, then, to the main
question: Should we cooperate in a
search for an agrcement to outlaw
SDI?

The question herc is really one of
future ballistic missile defense (BMD).
The SDI is much broader, covering all
strategic defense, but the Strategic
Defense Initiative Organization
(SDIO) has chosen to focus first on the
inost difficult, least understood aspect
of strategic defense, the new potential
technologies for ballistic missile de-
fense (BMD). The United States has
already effectively conceded an advan-
tage in strategic defenses—e.g., in air
defenses and civil defenses—mainly
(and perhaps misguidedly) because the
ballistic missile is regarded as the
primary threat,

After the ABM Treaty, our govern-
ment stated that air defense did not
seem wvery useful without defense
against ballistic missiles. If the Soviets
should break out of the ABM Treaty
with a great advantage in lead-time,

Soviet Yiolations

On 10 October 1984, the President
sent to the Speaker of the House an
unclassified summary of findings on
Soviet noncompliance with a number
of arms control agreements, based on a
classified report by his General Ad-
visory Committee on Arms Control. In
the covering letter, the President said
he was sending the full report, with its
extensive classified intelligence, to the
two Congressional Select Committees
on Intelligence. On | February 1985,
the President sent a rcport on addi-
tional violations.

Official recognition of Soviet non-
compliance has at long last confirmed
the state of the Emperor’s verification
suit. Verification is of scant use unless
compiiance can be enforced, Although
no one wants to go to war to enforee i,
no one shoutd want to ignore noncomn-
pliance. Altcrnatives in between must
continue to be sought, Publicity.is one
possibility. [tis said Lo have been effec-
tive in halting Soviet and proxy use of
micotoxins since 1983 (though many
contend that the Soviets may have
learned, for now, what they wanied

Verification is of scant use
unless compliance can be
enforced. No one wants (o
go to war to enforce it (but)
no one should ignore (it).

Treaties Observed

Some arms control—and other—-
treaties are observed. The 1963 Treaty
Banning Nuclear Weapons Tests in the
Atmosphere, in QOuter Space and
Under Water (the “Limited Test Ban
Treaty’’) has obvious mutual intercst,
primarily in  preventing  faliout
(although the Soviets did break the
preceding test moratorium in 1961,
when it advantageous to them). The
Antarctic Treaty has not yei been
violated. When it was signed in 1959,
no one thought it prohibiied anything
worthwhile. More recent realization of
both military and resource potentials
of the territory, even possible military
uses such as under-ice basing of
ICBMs, may yct lead to eventual viola-
tion or abrogation. (In the {982
Falklands War, Argentina may have
had in mind, inter alia, expanding its
Antarctic claims).

Some peace treaties involving opera-
tional Hmitations and ‘‘confidence
building measures” (CBMs) may be
observed in peacetimc—their pur-
pose—but are nol expected to be relied
upon in war. The list could go on.
Those who are optimistic about treaties
would do well to read The Treaty Trap
by Laurence W, Beilenson, a colleague
of Ronald Reagan when he was
negotialing labor agreements for the
Screen Actors’ Guild (agreements cn-
forceable by US courts—an oplion not
open in the anarchy of nations). The
book was published in 1969, before
SALT, and the author commenied
that, *“The evidence on disarmament
treaties is mcager.”” But he added,
“Where interest joined strength,
however, breach resulted...In short,
disarmementy treaties have been
unreliable and ineffective...”” (pp.
200-201).

Conclusion

In conclusion, it woutd appear that,
despitc the long history of ireaty-
breaking for pereeived self-interest,
there is a political imperative in the
Western world o seek sgreements {o
tame the beasts of war. There is little
choice but to pursug arms con-
trol—and compliance. But we must in-
sist that defensive measures are good,
not bad., We must also insist on
(Continued on page 5)
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From Russia with Foot-Faults

The 1985 Davis Cup will mark the
refurn of the Soviet Union to the
World Group draw. The Soviets quali-
Jied by defeating Israel 3-2 in a
dramatic series pluyved late last fall in
the Sovier city of Donetsk. Ron Steele,
the Australign-born  nationel teain
coach of Israel, shared his thoughts on
the historic event with ““World
Tennis” readers. Here is his exclusive
report, reprinted with permission.

From the beginning, the Davis Cup
match between Israel and the Soviel
Union was more than just a tennis
event. I saw this when lsracl applied
for 14 visas and the Russians said they
would allow only six people into the
country because they don't have diplo-
matic relations with Jsrael. -

The Russians had precedent on their
side, they said. China awarded only six
visas to South Korea for a previous
Davis Cup match, and since South
Korea had nol objected at the limc, the
Russians felt they could cul some of
our team lcaders and trainers who
might assist with the preparation. But
Israc! objeeted very strongly Lo the cut-
back, and a lot of dialogue ensued be-
tween the countries and the Interna-
tional Tennis Federation. The parties
finally agreed on eight visas; in
retrospect, I'm not surc the Russians
weren’t trying to cut out foreigners like
myself and Allen Fox—an American—

who had been an_ advisor to the leam, |

because they didn’t want anybody
from outsidc commenting, .

Besides myself, the Esracli delegation
in Donetsk consisted of four players
{Shiomo Glickstein, Shahar Perkiss,
Amos Mansdorf and Eylon Sinai); the
caplain, Joseph Stabholz; a masseur,
Michel Portal; and the president of the
federation, David Harnik.

The lsraeli piayers had heard all
sorts of stories about what might hap-
pen in a match against the Russians.
They were not nervous, but they were
apprehensive.,

Interestingly, the hotel we stayed at
was very nice; we dined in a high-
ceilinged banquet room with pink cur-
tains, silver and crystal on the table

By Ron Sieele

and a four-course meal cvery day.
What the players could not have
known was how well they would have

to play to win—omne of the intangibles
in any Davis Cup tie,

Originally, the series was o have
started on a Friday. But Friday was the
first day of Rosh Hashana, the Jewish
New Year, so Israel rcquested a change
in dates. The Russians said no, israel
appealed to the ITF, and the ITF
upheld our request and telexed their
decision to the Russians.

There was no synagoguc in Donelsk.
So the team just held a small ceremony
at the hotel on Rosh Hashana eve.

We obviously had a lot of KGB peo-
ple with us, as much for our safcty as
for waiching what we did. They were

there to prolect us and also to make’

sure we didn’t step out of line. Bul

some things even the KGB couldn’t

control.

One night, for example, Michel Por-
tal brought a Sovict Jew 10 our room.
Eylon Sinai gave the man a beautiful
religious shawl, or taflit. Apparently
Sinai’s brothers send some shawls each
year as presents to Jews inside the
Soviet Union.

Just lalking with our Sovict visitor
was an education for the team. The
man told us how he had wanied Lo go
{o lsrael, had applicd as [ar back as
1978, was still waiting, “*and Lhey are
not going to let me go,” he said sadly.
Joscph Stabholz ialked to him in
Polish, and the man answcred in
English.

We didn’t have a greal deal of con-
tact with anyone outside the official
parly and didn’t fraternize with the
Soviet tcam. We didn’t even sil down
to a mcal with them. The only time we
were together was at the opening
ceremony on the caurt: we presented
them with flags. They didn’t present us
with flags, they didn’t fly our national
flags, they didn't play our national an-
them. This attitude was against Davis
Cup protocol, but we didn't make a
fuss.

We did make a fuss about their offi-
ciating. We had been prewarncd by the
Austrians, who had playcd the Soviets
in the preceding match, about how ter-
rible Soviet officials were on foot-
fauiting. 1 had instructed my players,
who had been training in Austria, to
stand three inches behind the baseline
and serve from there. They did this, in
the opening two singles, but it didn’t
hold up because the Russians were stil!
calling foot-faults. Lots of then.

Fortunately, Patrick Flodrops, the
French referee, did a fantastic job. The
way he handled the situation, he could
be a diplomat.

The speclators were actually quite
good. If a Soviet player lobbed a ball
back, thc crowd would start cheering
before our player had a chance to put
the ball away. 1t was a little disconcerl-
ing and they had to be warned by the
rcferee, but it was done in very good
humor.

The big probtem was the blatant
foot-faulting calls by thc lnesmen. It
bcecame a joke because the chair um-
pire finally began overruling the foot-
fault judge. By thc third day of the
competition, the rcferee just took the
foot-fault judge away fromn the match
and had the chair umpirc call all foot-
faults. Then the officials started calling
““lets’’ on our servcs, anather mnove to
distracl our concentration.

There were numerous overrules. By
my count, there were 25 recorded over-
rules—not counting some the umpire
didn’t overrule but could have. On a
clay court, that’s an enormous amount
because every ball has a mark.

The opening singles were split. We
took the doubles, winning in five sets
after being two sets down. There was a
great fecling of elation on the team
after the doubles, and 1 was even more
elated when I received news from srael
that my pregnant wife, Elana, had
given birth to a baby boy.

Shiemo weunt into the fourth match
against Andrei Chesnokov knowing he
had to win because we wcren’t sure
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Perkiss could beat Alexander Zverev in
the final match. Shlomo knew the
game plan but was so tight he couldn’t
relax and lost the first set 6-0 and was
down in the second before getting his
courage together and winning 9-7. He
dominated the third, and Chesnokov
looked totaily exhausted.

We went to the dressing room for 10
minotes. When they started again,
Chesnokov, who is only 18, played
good tennis. The mental strain on
Shlomo from the opening singles and
doubles—four hours cach day—was
just too much. [ronically, Shlomo has
been the lion of Israel, who probably
plays much better for Israel in Davis
Cup than he does for himself. This
time was just a fraction beyond even
his capabilities.

In the decisive Perkiss-Zverev
match, the match tooked over in the
second set when Zvercv twisted his
ankle and went down. Zvcrev laid there
for about eight or 10 minutes, but we
didn’t want to apply the three-minutc
injury rule. They finally poured some
type of local ancsthetic on his foot, and
kept pouring it into his sock on the
changeovers, and he courageously won
the second set.

Perkiss took a 3-3 lead in the third
but fct it slip to 6-all, when darkness
halted play. Thc next day, Zverev
broke an 8-all and took the fourth set
6-4, and the serics was over.

We didn’t lose the match because of
any cheating. We should have over-
come that. Qur players were not good
cnough to overcome what the Russians
threw at us, and the Russians played
very well, But we had nothing to be
ashamed of; in fact, Isracl’s program
will be even stronger in 1985 because of
the cxperience.

S.D.L. (Continued from page 4)

negotiating on strategic offensive
forces and on compliance issues. Un-
constrained offensive forces in the face
of limited or prohibited defenses are
neither safe nor rational.

It appears to the writer that the
United States has no alternative but to
continue to explore the SDI potential
and that of a balanced offense/defense
arms control regime. It must hang tight
on BMD R&D, the real Saviet pricc in
the Geneva negotiations. It must also
continue to monitor Soviet treaty com-
pliance, as well as R&D progress and
measures with potential for ABM
Treaty breakout. Finally, it must pro-
ceed with what it perceives as
militarily-sensible national security
programs (admittedly difficult on
which to rcach consensus), unless and
untij we can achieve arms control
agrecments that are equitable and serve
US security interesis, and are also
verifiable and enforccable.

These are not satisfying conclusions.
But this remains a world of conflict
among, and within, nations. There will
be no satisfying answers to security
questions until the coming of the
millennium. Until then, matters of
strategic defense, arms control, and
national security will remain con-
troversial and uncertain. Indeed, per-
sonal security and survival has always
been, and remains, uncertain from day
to day. The fact that personal seeurity
has multiplied in recent centuries gives
some of us the eourage to go on seck-
ing to enhance US security and survival
even in the nuclear age.
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NEWSBRIEFS

LIBYAN PURCHASES: According to
a Greek newspaper, Libya will pur-
chase $1 billion worth of weapons
from Greece, including firearms,
“Artemis’’ antiaircraft guns, antitank
guns, rifles, ammunition, and exercise
rockets. News of the sale follows
negotiations between Libyan defense
ministry officials and Greek defense
and industry personnel.

DECLINE IN N. IRELAND VIC-
LENCE: As of 26 December 1984,
Northern Ireland had recorded the
lowest level of violence in 14 years. The
decline is attributed by Irish officials to
the inability of the IRA to get rccruits,
arms and money. Furthermore, the
Sinn Fein—the political party attaehed
to the IRA—appears to have peaked in
popularity and begun a decline,

LIBYAN SALES, NICARAGUAN
PURCHASES: Under the terms of a
$15 million deal reported in Managua,
Nicaragua will pay for Libyan cil with

cotton, sesame, coffee and banana ex- .

ports.

US GAINS FROM ISRAELI DATA:
According to a Pentagon study, Isracl
provided the US with some $30 billion
worth of technological data from cap-
tured Soviet military equipment, Israeli
Ambassador Mcir Rosenne said Israel
saved America ““many years of re-

search and billions of dollars’’ by shar-
ing equipment capturcd from Arab ar-
mies.

SALVADORAN IMPROVEMENTS:
The Salvadoran government has
cleared the use of a second aerial gun-
ship, following evaluation of troop ef-
ficiency with the first AC47, put into
service in January. Foliowing protests
by Salvadoran and US human rights
organizations, the State Department
delayed permission for the second gun-
ship until it was determined that the
heavy firepower would not cause in-
creased civilian casualties.

THE COST OF WITHDRAWAL: The
Israel Defense Forces estimatc that the
three stage withdrawal from Lebanon

will cost approximately $240 milliocn.”

The money does not appear in the
1985/86 defense budget.

SALVADORAN MARCHERS: In late
March, 1,000 women of the Crusade
for Peace and Work, associated with
the Nationalist Republican Alliance
Party, marched through the capital of
El Salvador, demanding US interven-
tion in the country’s civil war to crush
the gucrrillas. The march was a depar-
ture from the group’s previous policy
of opposing US presence in El
Salvador.
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TYPEWRITER BUGS: The Soviet
Union bugged typewriters in the US
Embassy in Moscow so that Soviet of-
ficials could read sensitive documents
before they were seen by the ap-
propriate officials. According to news
sources, the bugs were revealed by a tip
from another country whose embassy
had been similarly wired. It is
estimated that the bugs have been in
place for at least one year, and perhaps
as long as 7 years.

SALE: EGYPT TO IRAQ: According
to Israeli sources, Egypt sold $2 billion
worth of Soviet weapons to Iraq, in-
cluding planes, tanks and heavy ar-
tillery. The US, according to the
reports, supported the sale, as did Jor-
dan and Saudi Arabia. The [raqgi army
is almost totally equipped with Soviet
arms.

What They Are Saying

KAMAL HASSAN AL[ (Egyptian
Prime Minister, regarding Egypt’s role
in Jordanian/PLO talks}: We are not
doublecrossing you, We are not work-
ing bchind your backs...l know there
are hawks in Israel, too...but [ would
like to appeal to thcm and say this:
New steps toward peace are happening

. now, and they could be acceptable to

both Israel and the PLO. I cannot now
go into detail...but | would like to
repeal that I belicve you will be able to
accept the agrecment.

DR. BUTRUS GHALI (Egyptian For-
eign Minister): We in Egypt also have
our “‘Gush Emunim”’. It grieves me to
state that yon Israelis mercly supplied
it with more ammunition by your con-
duct, particularly through the war in
Lebanon.

M., GEN, ORI OR (Commander of the
[DF Northern Command); I feel more
disrespect and pity thr— *-gust. Why?
Because | know that t All continue
to kill each other for many years after
we withdraw f(rom Lebanon. People
want mec to admire the view in
Lebanon, but I am not impressed by
the view, because the real view of a
couniry is the human element, and
therefore I am not impressed by the
beautiful mountains and trees. If an
8-yvear-old Lebanese boy kills all the
birds in the trees, what kind of view
can this be? And this is Lebanon.

URI LUBRANI (Coordinator of Is-
raeli government activities  in
Lebanon): The time has come to look
reality in the face..it is not that plea-
sant, but it is not that terrible. Syria cn-
joys Soviel suppott and it fecls freer 1o
use methods that we do not want and
cannol use in Lebanon,

{Asked il Syria would harass Israel’s
northern border, he continued) All ]
have to do when I gel up in the morn-
ing and contemplate what is happening
in Lebanon is to think: What do they
think about us? If [ think as a Syrian,
then I see no reason why they should
leave us alone. .

HERBERT STEIN (former Chairman
of the Council of Economic Advisors):
Anyone who says that the deficit can-
not be reduced without cuiling defense
should be understood to be saying one
of two things:

1) I don’t wanl to cut the deficit
without cutting defense’, or

2) ““‘Although I would be willing o
cut the deficit without culting defense,
there are other people whose assent is
required, who are less well informed or
public-spirited than [ am, and they
don’t want to cut the deficit without
cutting defense.” (That is what is
meant by saying that it is “‘politically”’
impossible to do s0.)

RONALD REAGAN: (Responding Lo
a CBS correspondent’s question on the
killing of two cameramen in Lebanon
by IDF Forces) Your own news pro-
gram tonight showed an awful lot of
gunfire with  very sophisticaled
weapons, including grenade {aunchers
and they were obviously being used by
civilians—at least by people in civilian
uniforns, They weren't (sraelis. This is
one of the things that happens in this
kind of warfarc there you’re not
fighting another country’s army.

RELATED:

H.D.S. GREENWAY (Boston Globe
Associate Editor); From the point of
view of the Israeli tanker, think of it
for a moment. You are frightcned, ter-
rified that somebody is going to comne
at you with a car bomb or something
mmounted on their slroulder so it looks
like an RPG. So you shoot.

The cameraman holds his camera ex-
actly the same way an RPG man holds
his rocket.

KEYES BEECH (retired corrcspon-
dent, previously with the Chicago Dai-
Iy News and LA Times): In a war likc
that one, | don’t see any rules at all,
Even in thc best of circumstances,
there’s always a risk covering a war
but, in a situation like that 1 don't
think you could blame them (the
Israelis) unless there is some clear
evidence thal they were aflter the two
Lebanese working for CHS.

The Editors of
““Security Affairs’’
welcome your com-

ments and suggestions,

Watch for
our
Defense Budget
Issue
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Editorial

BRAVO!!!

Our admiration for US determination to catch and try the murderers of a US
citizen is unqualified. Our esteem for the US Navy and its ability to perform so
skilifully in service of the defense of our people is likewise ungualified. We believe
our feelings are widely shared, even by some who have not been all that supportive of
our military.

It takes a great deal to bring Americans to the end of our enormous stor¢ of pa-
tience, but the Palestinian terrorists have worked at it exceptionally hard for a long

time. Therc is relief in knowing that you know who the bad guys are, and that your
gavernment knows it too.

We are pleased, too, by the refusal of Greece and Tunisia to allow the terrorists’

plane to land. They have, it appears, learned it is not in their interest to accommodate
terrorists.

Those are the simple feelings.

But there are some feelings more complicated and sobering. ltaly, a NATO coun-
try, a longtime friend, a country able to face hard choices about domestic terrorism
has behaved in a way that is immoral and illegal. The government of Italy broke the
US-Italian extradition treaty and smuggled a terrorist out of the country to escape
justice. ltalian Prime Minister Craxi’s protestation that Abu Abbas had a diplomatic
passport is ineaningless. As is the new warrant for Abbas’s arrest.

Egypt, the US hope for Arab modcration, pro-Westernism and peace with lsrael,
did more than avert its eyes as the Palestinian terrorists left their country. Is Egypt so
threatened by internal dissent that Mubarak had to demand a formal apology from
the US for our interception of their plane carrying terrorists they had rcleased? Presi-
dent Mubarak lied but he feels wronged because we caught him in the lie, It is, ap-
parently, our job not to embarrass him, not his to teli the truth. Egypt does not
deserve an apology for our actions, and will not get one.

One couldn’t expect much of Yugoslavia.

While the Administration considers how to express displeasure with people wc
believed shared some of our most basic assumptions about life, liberty and terrorism,
we must remember that most people don’t.

Italy was behaving true to form: it has long been an Italian policy to fight only one
group of terrorists—the Red Brigade. (This, of course, ignores the well-known fact
that Lhe Red Brigade and many other terrorist groups are intimately linked.} ltalian
governments have assuimed that if they were nice to other terrorists, other terrorists
would leave them alone. They saw no reason to change their policy in the recent con-
frontation. Perhaps they will have learned something.

None of this, however, should keep us from pursuing justice. Nor should it
dampen our enthusiasm for having found that we are not powerless (although clearly
we cannot work in a vacuum) and that it fecls good to exercise our power in a moral,
legal, cthical and effective way.

Bravo!!!

NEWSBRIEFS

TESTING ISRAELI GUNS: The US
Marine Corps has decided to test a
60mm Israeli cannon for use on a new
armored vehicle. A Belgian 90mm gun
is also being tested. Israel Military In-
dustries and Mecar of Belgium beat out
French and British companies for the
testing contract. The eventual winner
of the competition will supply guns for
the Marines’ planned purchase of 758
light armored vehicles (LAVS) ranging
from those used for cominand and
control to those equipped with anti-
tank and air defense missiles.

US FUNDING SOVIET BUILDUP??:
According to a CIA report released by
the Pentagon, Soviet acquisitions {legal
and illegal) over the past ten years of
US technology have resulted in gains
for the Soviet military establishment.
Among the Soviet weapons systems

that use technology obtained from the
West are fire control radar on the
MiG-29  jet  fighter; space-based
chemical laser weapons; a new torpedo
for Soviet subs; and microelectronics
and computers. (See related item

below) (Continued on page 6)

.
Correction

In last month’s News Briefs cof-
umn, we incorrectly stated the
percentage of South Africa’s ex-
ports which go to Israel. The cor-
rect figure is one half of one per-
cent.

NUCLEAR TEST MORATORIUM: WILL
THE WEST BE FOOLED AGAIN?

R.K. Squire

Ed Note: Mr. Squire has served with
both the DOD and DOE offices of Inter-
nationaf Security Affairs (Arms Control}
and was a Special Advisor to the Am-
bassador, U.S. Comprehensive Test Ban
fregotiation) Mission during the Carter
Administration.

When Soviet Jeader Mikhail Gor-
bachev announced a Soviet ‘‘morator-
ium” on nuclear testing many in the
West with long memories felt a sense of
deja vu, for it seemed that the world was
to be subjected to a replay of the cvents
leading up to the 3 year moratorium in
1958 and to the subsequent Soviet
breakout. Even The Washington Post,
hardly a hotbed of nuclear testing en-
thusiasts, noted that *The Sovicts gave
unilateral moratoriums an unforgettably
bad name by breaking, with a huge
bang, theirs of 1958-61.”

But, the larger question, the answer to
which rcsonates with ominous overtones
for the West, is how a ban on the testing
of nuclcar warheads, rather than a ban
on the building of nuclear weapons, ever
came to be seen as a desirable arms con-
trol objective by the U.S. An inquiry into
this question offers sobering insights into
Soviet ‘‘arms control’’ strategies and
Western political valnerabilities.

Originally, the testing of nuclear
warheads was not scen as an issue worth
even passing mention in the efforts to
control nuclear weapons and to defuse
the growing international tensions of the
immediate post World War Il period.
The U.S. Baruch Plan did not single out
testing for any special coneern; what was
at issue was the elimination of nuclear
weapons as Instruments of war. The
Soviet Union apparently embraced a
similar view at the time; when they Jaun-
ched their world-wide ““peace offensive’
in March, 1950, it was Lo ‘“‘Ban thc
Bomb,’’ not to ban tests.

After vyears of frustration and
stalemate on arms centrol, the U.5. al-
tempted a new approach. In March,
1955 President Eiscnhower appointed
Harold Stassen as ‘‘Special Assistant to
the President for Disarmament.” This
action—unprecedented in world history
and rare even today among governments
of the world—raised disarmament policy
10 cabinet status. The move was intend-
ed, among other things, to show U.S. in-
terst in reaching an accord on the control
of nuclear weapons; President Eisen-
hower’s bold action was hailed by the
world.

Mr. Stassen gquickly gathered an
outstanding staff which created a set of
guiding principles on which specifie arms
control policies should be based. At the
head of the list were the cessation of the
production of nuclear weapons and the
development of concrete measures (o
guard against surprise attack. On thc
whote, the White House disartnamecnt
staff under Stasscn’s direction did an cx-
traordinary job, for the recommenda-

tions macde at that time—way back in the
'S0s—are just as valid today. In April,
1956, Mr. Stassen presented these U.S.
concepts for a comprehensive arms con-
tro] program to the London Disarma-
ment Conference.

Originally, the testing of
nuclear weapons was ot
seen as...worth even passing
miention in the efforts to
control nuclear weapons.

But a year carlier the Soviets had of-
ficially tabled at the Bandung Con-
ference a proposal for ending nuclear
weapons tests. The concept had immense
international appeal, for much of the
world had developed an inordinate fear
of fallout from aimospheric nuclear
tests. At the Geneva Summit Conference
in July, 1955, Soviet Premier Bulganin
had repeated the call for a test ban. In
London in 1936, the Soviets greatly
stepped up the pressure for a test ban
and succceded in turning the attention of
the London Disarmament Conference
away from the American proposals. Mr.
Stassen struggled with the Soviet opposi-
tion to the U.S. initiatives and with the
Soviet’s adamant, single-minded ap-
proach to the complex issues of the Con-
fercnce.

After a year of fruitiess negotiations in
London, Mr. Stassen returned to
Washington in May, 1957 for a series of
confercnees culminaling in a meeting
with President Eisenhower and Secretary
of Staie Dulles. After that meeting Mr.
Dulles announced that the President had
decided that the linkage belween the
nuctcar-test issue and a cuioff on
weapon production and other U.S.
disarmament propositions could be
loosened. The U.S. would also, Dulles
said, take up the Soviet “‘offer” of a
temporary suspension of nuclear tests.

The U.S. policy of opposition to a
nuclear test ban, separate from other
disarmameni mcasures, had been over-
turned.

The outcome is well known. From
that day in May, 1957 to August, 1961,
the U.S. became increasingly absorbed
with the concept of a test ban as an arms
control measure and with the mechanics
of a formal negotiation of a test ban with
the Soviet Union. Those in the West, and
there were many, who warned that therc
was little or no relationship between a
test ban and arms control were ignored;
the emotional appeal of a test ban was
too powerful a siren call for the
democracies io resist. Of course in the
cnd the West got ncither a test ban not
arms control.

(Continued on page 6,
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GORBACHEY IN PARIS

When Mikhail Gorbachey hired the Soviet equivalent of J, Walter Thompson to
manage his publicity, he appeared to have hit on a good thing: Westerners, being ac-
customed to political campaigns, would see his campaign Western-style. The reviews
are in on his trip to Paris, and they are mixed. But the West did better than expected.

The Gorbachev show had some style and grace. Mrs. Gorbachev was notably more
attractive than her predecessors. Unfortunately, some “analysts” thought that had
something to do with arms control. French President Mitterand was able to make the
distinction and was admirably firm in his determination not to havc France used as a
wedge between Europe and the US. He flatly refused Soviet-French negotiations on
nuctear weapons. He even swallowed his distaste for SDI and refused 0 condemn it
for the benefit of Gorbachev’s image. Others, including some in the media, appear to
be following Mitterand’s lead.

While campaigning is certainly new 1o Soviets, and while Soviets might find
themselves impressed that their leader can eat with grace in the Palace of Versaille,
Westerners have secn many, many compaigns. We have become just a little bit
cynical when style and substance don’t match.

And, in this case, they don’t match because the “new Soviet man®’ was offering
mainly old proposals. Gorbachev announced *“50-507° as a goal for strategic arms

reductions, but continued to call anything that can hit the Sovict Union ~ '

“strategic’’ —including our medium-range missiles in Europe. He announced his old
desire to ncgotiate separately with France and Britain, dividing us from our allies by
more than an ocean. Britain declined, joining France. Gorbachev’s insistence on
stopping SDI is only a new incarnation of the old Soviet desire to stop anything the
US appears to be doing well,

(That is not to say that he didn’t say anything new. He did. He said, with a straight
face, that if there is a country in which Jews fare better than they do in the USSR, he
doesn’t know what country that is. A large demonstration of Frenchmen turned out
to tell him.}

Whether the Soviet proposals can form the basis of serious arms contro} negotia-
tions remains to be seen. Congenital optimism makes us hope so, but experience and
history make us skeptical. For the moment, it is enough to say that the Gorbachev
show was seen for what it is——an attempt to push style over substanec—and that he
scems to have failed.

And that is good news, as we go to the summit, as much for what it says about us
as for what it says about him.

WHO DID WHAT TO WHOM
AND WHO PAYS THE BILL?

Ahwaz Liberation Front
Al Sa’iga
Anti-Imperialist Fighters for a Free Palestine
Arab Revolutionary Movement
Black June Organization
Black September Organization
Eagles of the Palestine Revolution
Fatah
Free Nasserite Revolutionarics
Justice for Palestine Qrganization
Marabitun Movement
Organization for the Vengeance of the Martyrs of Sabra and Shatilla
Organization of Avengers of Palestinian Youth
Palestine Front Against Qatar
Palestine Liberation Front
Palestine Liberation Organization
Palestinian Revolutionary Armed Forces
People’s League of Free Palestine
Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine
The above arc only some of the Palestinian terrorist organizations which have
claimed responsibility or been blamed for specific attacks. The US State Department,
which maintains a more complete list, qualifies the names by saying:

Certain of the claims of responsibility are probably false. Some of the names
may be fictional ones invented by organizations not wishing to accept respon-
sibility for particular actions or by critninals or psychotics for their own pur-
poses. In some cases the group names listed may be merely different English
versions of the samc group names. In other cases, organizations may have
claimed credit (or have been blamed) for actions they did not take.

Let us now consider Yasser Arafat’s disclaimer that the pirates of the Achille
Lauro and murderers of a US citizen were ‘‘not from the PLO”. Assumec even that
they came {rom one of the other organizations on the list. How, then, can Arafat

claim the PLO as the only legitimate respresentative of the Palestinian people? Ap-
parently, the Palestinian people have more representatives than they could possibly
know what to do with.

If Arafat is taken at his word (a risky proposition at best), the authority of the
PLO in any possible negoliation with Jordan, with the US and certainly with Israel,
dwindles to miniscule dimensions. The only reason we might cver have had to hold
discussions with the PLO was to cnd the cycle of terrorist violence. Arafat clearly
cannot, even if he should want to, and so his bargaining chip is gone.

ISRAEL’S RAID REVISITED

The Admunistration should go back and reassess its reaction to the Israeli
retaliatory raid on PLO headquarters in Tunisia.

When President Reagan spoke last summer about US rctaliation, he said it
depended on the confluence of scveral elements: positive identification of the ter-
rorists; identification of the group to which they belonged; an appropriate target to
hit; and certainty of little or no collateral damage, including, of coursc, no casualtics
among the innocent. Ounly then, he said, would retaliation be acceptable.

Critics immediately charged that by setting the standards high, the President had
ensured that they could not be met. No so. He simply ensured that proportionate
retaliation would not be casily confused with indiscriminate retribution.

“Israel’s raid on PLO headquarters mel all the criteria. It was retaliation, not
retribution. It was sure. It was almost surgical. And the President’s first reaction
{which onc suspects was his real one) was that Israel had acted properly in defense of
the security of her citizens.

Unfortunately, every US reaction after the first retreated from the position ar-
ticulated by the President. The legitimacy of retaliation as self-defense was qucstion-
cd by anonymous worrywarts at the Pentagon. A statement deploring all violence
regardless of source came from the Secretary of State, although it is detennined to
blur the distinction between victims and aggressors. (See “‘Security Affairs’”
Aug/Sept.) Sympathy for the destruction in Tunisia came from almost everywhere,
though there has been little sympathy for the Israclis murdered around the world.

And, finally, there was the cowardly American abstention at the UN. And our
allies were worse. We abstained. They had the nerve to defend the harboring of ter-
rorits—an immoral position which encourages only maore terrorism.

We should have affirmed then, not later, that countries harboring people commit-
ting terrorist acts are not immune to the effects of retaliation. This affirmation
shouldn’t have waited for our interception of the Egyptian airplane holding ter-
rorists. Although we had encouraged Tunisia to take members of the PLO as
refugees, we did not expect or encourage them to permit terrorist acts from their ter-
ritory. .

The fact is, terrorists don’t happen to have their hcadquarters and training camps
in Westernt countries (except maybe Italy)—although they may have operatives there.
The TWA hijackers didn't happen to take the plane to Kansas City. They didn’t hap-
pen to negotiate from Chicago. They didn’t happen to melt into the scenery in New
Orleans. They hide where it is hard to catch them and where they belicve no
democratic government will go after them. They especially don’t hide in the Soviet
Union. In fact, they don’t live in any country with an infrastrueture strong enough to
stop them—if that country wants to.

We have proven that thc US can and will go after terrorists—that it will be harder
and harder to hide from us. We have said now that there can be uo haven f{or ter-
rorists. We are right and we arc on the rccord. Will we go back and admit that our
partner in this fight, Israel, did no more or less than we are willing to do?

Letters to the Editor

To the Editor:

1 was filled with great ¢motion when 1
read the iatest article regarding my com-
rades stationed around the European
and Moditerranean arcas.

Needless to say | was a bit disap-
pointed to see that the only two Rabbis
in uniform in the Pacific, (not by name,
but at least by presence) were not
acknowledged.

1 realize that it was merely an oversight
and am surc that in the future some
device will be conceived to correct this
unfortunate error.

1 am alse writing to inform you that
your newsletter is given great respect by
the members of the Seventh Fleet PAO.
When I am done reading it my friends
over therc eagerly await its receipt in our
guard mail service.

I know that the news you print gives
them a glimpse into nonpropagandist
material. Pleasc don’t flag in your cons-
tant vigilance. I look forward to every
edition of the newsletter.

Respectfully,
Jonathan A. Panitz
LT, CHCC, USNR
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IS THERE A STRATEGIC
VALUE IN ARMING HUSSEIN?

Making arms sale policy is difficult,
The US has numerous intcrests in the
Middle East to balance, and more than
one objective: Although there will be no
further action on arms sales to Jordan
until at least 1 March 1986, the inter-
regnunt would be will spent examining
issues in the absence of pressure. We
should consider whether there is any
common objective among the US, Israel
and Jordan. There is: preventing the
realization of Syrian aspirations to con-
trol ““Greater Syria’’; territory which in-
cludes Lebanon, Jordan and northern
Israel.

President Assad has made no secrel of
his belief that Israel, Jordan and
Lebanon should have no ‘“‘artificial™
borders, and that all should be ruled
form Damascus. Frustration of his plan

Jordan has no diplomatic antidote for
its problems with Israel either—inviting
the Soviets to a conference, clinging to
the PLO and rcfusing to negoiiate direct-
ly with Israel arc not likely to bring peace
to the region any time soon.

It is truc that tension will heighten.
However, the Administration admits
that Syria’s first moves against Jordan
involve terrorism which has already
begun. And Improved I-HAWK surface
to air-missiles wili not do a thing to stop
it. Why has the US not discussed
counterinsurgency and counterterrorist
training, and internal security mcasures?

2) *“The Jordanian Air Force probably
could not hold off a Syrian attack for
more than a few days...Syria’s air power
would operate with relative ease,”

A) the Jordanians wouldn’t have to;

It is absurd to speaik of using Jordanian military capability
to protect Israel from a Soviet presence.

should be seen as the commen element in
US policy toward the three potentiat
“victim"? countries.

In a carefully worded article in The
New York Times, the Administration’s
policy concerning Jordan and arms was
rcvealed to contain some of that
understanding, but also some basic
misconceptions. The major points
deserve to be looked at. More than a
single arms salc proposal rests on these
understandings.

1) “Every step Jordan takes toward
peace with Israel will virtually guarantee
greater tension with Syria. Here is a cycle
of violence for which Jordan has no
diplomatic antidote—ouly the deterrence
of its armed force.”

and b) the Syrians wouldn’t be allowed
to. 1t is not likely thar Syria would lead
into Jordan with its air force. And, in
any event, Syrian planes off the ground
in attack formation would be considered
a prima facie thrcat to Israel. They
would be dealt with by the 1AF as such.
The idea that Isracl would let the Syrian
Air Force operate “‘with ease” anywhere
ncar the Israeli border is naive.
Furthermore, Syria has a weaith of
tanks, and some ability in tank war-
fare—as Israel admits following engage-
ments in the Bekka Valley. [t would be
more appropriate to consider arming
Jordan against the tank threat: anti-tank
missiles, including TOWs (which Israel
uscd with success). More appropriaie,
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more to the point and probably less than
threaicning o Israel.

If HAWKSs arc deemed essential, why
do away with the eminently successful
1977 compromise to sct them in cement
as the new sale proposes ta do? At that
time, the HAWKs were placed around
Amman and vital military arcas to form
a point defense. This time, rather than
supplying mobile HAWKSs, they could be
mounted in northern Jordan. They
would still not address the real threat to
Jordanian security (terrorism and tanks),
but they would pose a lesser threat to
Iscael.

3} Giving Jordan sophisticated air
defense would spare Isracl **The Hob-
son’s choice of either intervening in a
war between Arabs or standing by as its
Soviet-armed enemics took control of its
fongest frontier’’.

For the reason stated above, there is
no Hobson’s choice. Israel intervened in
Jordan’s Civil War in 1970 to the extent
necessary to prevent Syria from taking
advantage of the chaos. And Israel
would do so again.

It is, furthermore, absurd, to speak of
using Jordanian military capability to
protect Israel from a Soviet presence.

‘Onc might more reasonably admit that

the seccurity of Jordan rests upon the
military capability of Israc! and proceed
from there.

And why does the Administration not
do that? First, because of the under-
standable politica! delicacy involved. But
also because the Adininistration operates
under a series of political and historical
misconeeptions. One might, by now ex-
pect not to have to deal in such depth
with history, but someonc hasn’t been
paying atiention. For example:

4} “The absence of any redress for the
political aspirations of the Palcstinian
people has been one factor underlying its
(Jordan’s) 37 years of armed hostility
toward Israel.”

This ignores at least two facts. First,
that most of the Palestinian refugces
were created by Arab leaders telling
Arab residents of the Mandate area to
flee until Arab victory over the Jews,
Those Arabs who remain in Israel are
citizens. Those who remain stateless after
37 vyears do so becawse of Arab
belligerency in the face of the UN crea-
tion of Israel. This was followed by Arab
intransigence.

Second, Jordan had “‘redress’’ for
Palestinian aspirations from 1948, when
Jordan annexed the West Bank in the
facc of near-unanimous world opposi-
tion (only Britain and Pakistan recog-
nized the annexation), until 1967 when
King Hussein lost it in a war he was
warned (o stay out of.

5} “The King has put forward his
peace initiative precisely so that this time
bomb (spreading the cycle of violence to
Palestinians in Yordan) will no longer
threaten the existence of his nation.”

The existence of his natiou is threa-
tened by two factors (aside from Syria)
that would not disappear even in the
event of an independent Palestinian state
on the West Bank: 1) The PLO has
declared Jordan as bastard a state as
Israel and plans to make it part of
“Palestine’”; and 2} the demographic
composition of Jordan do not favor the
Bedouin King.

6) “Israel’s frontier with Jordan...has
been quiet for 15 years. Jordan, a fre-
quent terrorist target, has steadfastly
kept its territory from being used as a
staging ground for terrorist attacks
against (Israel),”

True, of coursc, but why? The 15
years arc those since Black September.
Hussein’s success in throwing out the
PLO was bloody, and came only with
Isracli assistance in keeping Syria at bay.

1t was costly to remove the PLO from
betwecn Jordan and Isreel, but in its
absence, quiet prevails.

Furthermore, the PLO left Jordan for
Lebanon. The previously quiet Israel-
Lebanon border came the only available
opening for PLO terrorist attacks into
Israe),

It should be clearer than ever today
that wherc the PLO goes, terrorism and
other trouble follows. The governments
of Syria, Egypt and Jordan know it is in
their interest 10 Keep tervorists from in-
fiftrating into Isracl, and so they
cooperate.

In sum, the Administration knows
how to make a good case for the impor-
tance of King Hussein (something that
was never in doubt). The Administration
can make a fair case for addressing Jor-
dan’s security coneerns even though the
proposed solution is inappropriate. But
thus far, there has been no case made for
the confluence of US, Jordanian and
Israeli interests which surely exists.

Our own interests are best served by
explicity recognizing that Israel, Jordan
and Lebanon are natural allies against
Syria. The US cannot now arm Leba-
non. We should arm Jordan and Israel in
a mutually commplementary manner—one
which minimizes the threat they pose to
each other.

King Hussein might well be offended
by a presumed affront to his political
stature, but the US has deeper concerns.
It is about time US interests were ex-
pressed in armes sales.

on the report in coming months.

As We Go to Press

The Nunp-Goldwater report, Defense Organization. The Need for
Change, has just been released. The 645-page bipartison siaff study, {aunch-
ed in 1982 by Senators John Tower and Henry Jackson, is of major impor-
tance. JINSA will be presenting relevant selcctions and expert commentary
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SDI AND ISRAEL: OPPORTUNITIES
AND QUESTIONS ARISE

by Emanuel A. Winston

Ed. Note: Mr. Windston is a trustee of
the Jaffee Center for Strategic Studies at
Tel Aviv University and is a contributing
editor 1o Israel Today.

Arnerica is throwing a $25 billion par-
ty and Israel has becn invited. The ques-
tion is, ““Will she come, and will she ar-
rive in time for the main course?’’

The “*party” is the Strategic Defense
Initiative—a scientific initiative planned
to answer the threat of Soviet nuclear
missiles. It is a defensive program which,
with bolis of energy traveling through
space, is designed to destroy missiles as
they leave their launch pad.

It is anticipated that the results of this
almost new fleld of research and
development will hurl our scientific
knowledge forward with blinding speed~
The space research programs of the re-
cent past provided the world with new
knowledge in working materials, medi-

Paying the Bills

It must be recognized that in the US,
Europe and Japan, there are facilities
which have very expensive, in-place,
well-equipped  research  laboratories.
R&D facilities exist in private industry
and in well-financed science-based
universities. Will Israel be able to com-
pete on tender (bid) offers against these
well-financed giants?

When Israeli industry bids, it will
often have to include the capital outlay
for purchase of this basic equipment, in
addition to the cost of the actual work
done. Wiil the US take this into con-
sideration when the bids are issued?
Perhaps Israel’s participation in the Ad-
ministration’s request to Congress will
act as a counter-balance or as an offset
{rom the beginning. 1f not, what con-
sideration, if any, can Israel 1o rcceive?
Has the government of Isracl made any
such requests?

With SDI research, technologies such as laser surgery...are
expected to improve; plastics will replace expensive metal;
ceramics will out-perform metals and plastics; computer and
communications fields will...grow exponentially.

cine, communications, and more. This
knowledge was put to use in profitable
conventional  industry, With SDI
research, technologies such as laser
surgery for the eye arc expected to im-
prove; plastics will replace expensive
metal; ceramies will gut-perform metals
and piastics; computer and communica-
tions ficlds will continue to grow ex-
ponentially.

All of these current and future
technical advances will be very important
for Israel in the next 15-20 years, IF she
keeps pacc with the world leaders.

Most knowledgeable Israelis have
already answered the question, ‘“Will
Israel participate?’’. What presently con-
fronts Israeli industry, the military and
the government is, “How?"’.

What can Israel do to ensurc its full
participation and profit from the con-
tracts to be awarded to the winners of
competitive bidding? How will the US
benefit from Israeli expertise? How will
[srael benefit from future profits which
will come from the technological spin-
offs that can be expected in so many
fields?

There remain even more questions to
be asked and requcsts to be nade, if
Israel is to participate-as a full-fledged
partner with America in SDI.

For example, does the mnere fact of
Israel’s cooperation provide the US with
benefits? Will Congress be more dispos-
ed to pass the required budget if lsrael is
part of the program? Will Israel’s friends
in Congress see the benefits not only in
terms of US defense requirements, but
also warmly approve of the close work-
ing refationship that will resuit from this
long-term project? In a word, will the
appropriation requests be more likely to
pass (without substantial cuts) if Israel’s
name is in the bill?

If so, will Israel benefit in proportion
to a dual roie?

Certainly Israel can expect to sce small
contracts awarded without bids at the
discretion of the program’s US direetors.
These contracts are not to be disregard-
cd, because, although they may be small
in comparison to the total available,
defense contractors and industries will
welcome them warmly. However, will
they receive mcrely token contracts,
while the more luerative contracts are
placed elsewhere?

Significant contracts have already
been awarded in the US, prior to the of-
ficial start-up of the Strategic Defense
Initiative Organization operation. For

instance, “‘Aviation Week and Space
Technology’’ (9/2/85) lists 22 US com-
panies which had becn awarded a total
of $408,258,000 as of April 1984,

fIsrael has) much to offer,
but can’t be disorganized or
expected to sell (its} hard-
won expertise cheap.

Bids on Specifications

There is another area in which Israel
must work to get a fair share of available
contracts, Often whent a new contract is
to be let, and there are no standing plans
or specifications, a leading contractor or
expert is called in to assist in developing
thesc parameters. The participating con-
tractor has certain initial advantages by

. establishing specifications (Mil-Specs),

which fit his capabilitics and equipment.

. Once these Mil-Specs are established, all

other competing bidders must use them
as the basis for their tender (bid). Even if
there are later financial changes allowed,
the initial bid must be made according to
the bid spees.

In certain areas, Israel may be able to
bid competitively (as in
communications}, but in other arcas she
would clearly do better if she par-
ticipated in creating the specs. Is Israel
prepared?

It can be assumed that sophisticated
manufacturers in the US, Europe and
Japan have been mancuvering for some
tine to ensure themselves as large a share
of the contracts as possible. 1t can also
be assumed that various lobbyists have
been employed in Washington 1o line up
political support for their clients. Has
[srae] acted fast enough in this arena? Or
are Israelis arguing the merits of SDI
among themselves while smarl, enter-
prising  corporations have alrcady
secured preferred positions?

In “Newsweek™ (6/17/85), it was
clearly stated that private industry in
European countries has been going
around their governments to evade of-

ficial footdragging and indecision. The
scicnce and military-based industries
recognize that if they wait for their
governments to negotiate or establish
policy through normal, political
bureaucracy, they will lose business. In
s0me cases, governments have even en-
couraged industries to circumvent the in-
ternal political difficulties.

The Benefits

Tsrael’s  science  and military
knowledge is quite advanced and can be
of incalculable value 10 the SDI pro-
gram. In fact, in many areas they are
years ahead of the West and the East.
They have much to offer, but can’t be
disorganized or be expected to sell their
hard-won expertise chcap.

In fact, the opposite is true, Israel
must map a strategy for full participa-
tion in SDI. And further, must decide
what, aside from money, there is to be
gained by participating. If Israel is to
supply technological expertise to the pro-
gram, she must also walk away with new
technology. Areas of SDI research in
which Israel docs not directly participate
must be open to her. Minimally, her
scientists should be altowed to share in
the R&D originating in Israel and
observe the assembiy in the US of the
final products to which they have con-
tributed components. These points miust
be raised early.

In August. there was an international
conference on SPI in Israel, where Dr.
Edward Teller, the “‘father” of the
hydrogen bomb and leader in SDI
decision-making, spoke of the merits of
SDI for America, the world, and for
Israel’s science and industry.

Dr. Teller was brought to Israel by the
Institute for Advanced Strategic and
Political Studies (IASPS). The Director
of 1ASPS, Professor Robert J.
Lowenberg, initiated this conference for
the purpose of asking Pr, Teller, who
favors Israel’s participation, some of the
questions voiced in this article. A follow-
up, public SDI conference is planned by
[ASPS for late November, and will focus
ont business opportunities for Israel and
the advancement of scicnce into the year
2000.
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RABBIS AMONG WARRIOR PART 1V

by Albert W. Bloom

STUTTGART, West Germany~—
Chaplain Kenneth J. Leinwand, 33, is
married to preity Bracha (Blessing), an
Israeli of Kurdistani descent (third of
nine chiidren), The ex-Floridian calis
Jerusalem “*home™’. He keeps a Koran in
his Hebrew library for Muslims, and
remarks, “I have more freecom,
Jewishly, in the Army than in any other
form of the rabbinate.”

Chaplain Leinwand is an example of
the bright and many-faceted people who
are in the U.S. military chaplaincy
overseas, ‘‘Rabbis among Warriors® in
the “new’”” Army, Navy, Air Force.

About Chaplain Leinwand and others
itke him, Brig. Gen. Richard G. Car-
dillo, 52, of East Orange, N.J. and
Denver, chief of staff of the U.S.
Seventh Corps, remarks:.

“A good commander turns to his
chaplains for moral advice.” .

General’s Operations Cover
Most of Germany

Gen. Cardillo’s area covers ‘‘half-to-
two-thirds of Germany’*. The general is
a Catholic of ltalian desccnt who *‘made
it” in an America of opportunity. He
notes:

“*We are dealing with a new Army of
young people; youngsters who oflen for
the first time are away from home. They
are frecr, their parental bonds are gone.
They are eager to explore and exchange
ideas. Their philosophical ideas are still
forming. And one of the first things they
change is their attitude toward religion.”

Gen, Cardillo is a vigorous man wilh
an erect military bearing even when sit-
ting comfortably. As he spoke to us, he
was dressed in camouflage uniform. His
Jjet black hair was flecked with a touch of
pray, altesting to his heavy rcspon-
sibilities as commander for in this North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATQ)
post.

“We don’t want to sell our people
chureh or synagogue. But our first job is
to minister to the young. Once we do get
to our men and their families, we want to
encourage them to be part of their own
religious environment.

“l don't have enough chaplains,
Jewish or Catholic.”

We Are All Success Oriented

“The difficult thing is that we are all
success-oriented. We are intercsted in
success with the soldier and with his
family—and they are younger these
days. Attcndance at religious services in
the rnilitary overseas is based on the
family, but there are only a few teenagers
in attendance, and often only about two
percent are the soldiers themselves.

“We fail somewhere. Chaplains of ali
faiths have a heavy duty. It is difficuit
anywhere today (let alone far from
home} to take an 18-t0-20-ycar-old man
or woman and in 18-20 months make a
drastic change in his or her whoic at-
titude toward life. But we do it. We
focus on success.”

Chaplains of Christian faiths often ¢x-
press surprisc that even though Jews are
few and scattercd over the varied com-
mand units, they seem to gravitate to
their Jewish religicus and social institu-
tions in groups disproportionate to their
numbers.

One Jewish soldier remarked to us:
“We are pretty isolated over here. |
don’t sce another Jewish person during
the whole weck.”

HABBIS AMONG WARRIORS 1V:

Cold autumn rain {alis as Chaplain Kenneih J. Leinwand {left with dark stripe on trousers) leads prayer at gravestone unveiling in Stuttgart,
West Germany. German Jewish community feels a “closeness™ to the chaplain and he is frequently asked to officiatc on such occasions.

Chaplain Leinwand observed that
“‘Jewish identity ofien seems more im-
portant to these soldiers than their
religious practices.”

Chaplain Leinwand Runs Open House
Study Groups

While there arc not enough little
children to have a religious school at the
Stuttgart base, Chaplain Leinwand holds
“‘open house” and study groups in his
home for children, youth and aduits. his
wife Bracha is the “‘religious studies
coordinator’. He also provides individ-
vals with self-study texts, compliments
of JWRB’s Commission on Jewish Chap-
laincy.

Here again, ‘““lay leaders™ are needed
to keep a Jewish continuity going in
remote stations where the chaplain rarely
can visit.

Chaplain  Leinwand is also ad-
ministrative  funding officer for the
chaplains under the jurisdiction of Col.
Chandler P. Robbins II, 49, deputy com-
manding officer, Stuttgart.

“Chaplains are as important as
surgeons to the Army,” said Col. Rob-
bins. *“The chaplaincy is as American as
motherheod and apple pie. We could not
imagine our military services without our
chaplains and their help.™

The Stuttgart Military Community is
““like a large American cily within a Ger-
man city...we are scattered all over the
map,” said Col. Robbins, gesturing to a
chart on his wall.

“We support 30,000 soldiers, their
dependents, and civilian employees in
the Stuttgart Military Community, along
with the logistical services. The needs of
the American population here go very
deep, very broad, regardiess of religious
denomination.

“We've Got to Worry Abeut Americans
24 Hours a Day”’

‘“We have got to worry about our
American community 24 hours a day, in-
cluding families with family problems.
This is different from life in the U.S.A.
We also have German law to worry
about, since ‘status of forces’ agrecments
regulaie relationships between

Americans and Germans in the host
country.”

In fact, most German Jews do not feel
or consider themselves West Germans,
though they hold West German
passports. The legacy of the recent past,
Hitler’s murderous legacy, IS present,
even when people put on their social-
blinders.

Therefore, the Stuttgart Jewish com-
munity fecls a closcness in many respects
to American Jewish Chaplain Leinwand.
When the local civilian rabbi of the
“Stuttgart Genieinde” community was
absent on a day we wcere there, Chaplain
Leinwand was summoned o officiate at
an unveiling of a gravestone in the
Jewish ccmetery. He went routinely, as
did we, despite the cold fall rain. The
mourner’s kaddish mingled with the
thundcrs above.

Hardly a word was spoken between
the two communities of mourners. The
raindrops hid the tears in a cemetery
where there was a gap of a generation on
the gravestone markers!

In ceniral Stuttgart, the Jewish com-
munity has a rebuilt, new (1951} “Ge-
meinde Centrum,”” with two synagogues,
a school, a library, a kosher restaurant, a
mikvah (ritualarium), and communal of-
fices, guarded by sophisticated electronic
security services, a precaution against
Arab terrorists.

Dinner at Kosher Restaurant
With Leaders

Leaders of the Gemeinde waited din-
ner for us at the kosher restaurant. They
werc Roman and Lote Mandelbaum, he
of Crakow, she a Stuttgart native. How
did she survive the Nazis? “1 was not
Jewish then,”’ she smiled. After the war,
she converted to Judaism, married, and
became a Icader in the community,
Roman is an engineer. Arno Fern, a tex-
tile manufacturer, who was born in
Nuremberg, was with us, too.

They estimaie there are aboul 700
Jews in the Stutigart area, about 420 in
Lhe city itself—with as many as 200 more
‘‘unregistered’’ for a variety of reasons,
including social and psychological
“‘escapism.”

The future? “*I am not sure that there

Phota by Albert W, Bloom

is a ‘future’ for Jews in Germany,”
Mandelbaum insists. ‘‘People comc back
to die.”’

““Some are afraid of anti-Semitism,
still.”” Why do they come? Somie because
it is more ‘“‘natural’’ for them, despite
the painful memories; some to qualify
for their pensions, which they can only
receive if they reside in the country; still
others are Jewish refugees from Nazi-
shattered, post-war Eastern Europe, now
Soviet occupied.

The chapiain, a graduaic of Hebrew
Union College and the University of
Manitoba, has bcen in the Army for
seven and a half years.

Chaplain Leinwand’s parents have
come from Israel, where they had
retired, to live near their son in West
Germany. Sidney Leinwand is a
volunteer lay leader inn Heilbronn. He
also teaches scicnce in a junior “high
school;  Florence  Leinwand, the
chaplain’s mother, is the registrar of the
City College of Chicago branch con-
nected with the U.S. military overseas.

Chaplain Feels Strongly About His Roles
Chaplain Leinwand views his roles as:
“1. Opportunity for every Jewish per-

son in the military to express his or her

Jewish identity.

“2. The best image of Jews and
Judaism within the Army.

“3. Education to non-Jews about
Judaism and joining in dialogue between
Jews, Christians and other non-Jews.

“4. A patriotic cxpression of the ideal
of religious freedom in America by ser-
vice in the military.”

He urges more Jewish youngsters to
join the military and those who are eligi-
ble, the chaplaincy, for unique Jewish
service.

One of his duties as chaplain is educa-
tional coordinator of religious teachers
of various faiths in the U.S. military. We
met them, all bright young American
wives and mothers.

Now these U.S. civilian teachers are
planning with Chaplain Leinwand to
visit the Holy Land, a pilgrimage which
he will lead ta Jerusalem, a place
Chaplain Leinwand calls ““home.”
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NEWSBRIEFS
{Continued from page 1)

SAUDIS STILL WANT F15s: Aceor-
ding to Prince Sultan ibn Abdul Aziz,
Saudi Defense Minister, Saudi Arabia
wants to add 48 morc F15s to the 60
they already have. This would be in ad-
dition to the 132 Tornado aircraft they
plan to acquire from Britain,

CHEMICAL WEAPONS IN SYRIA:
A 1983 CIA report cited publically for
the first time this year indicates that
Syria has ‘“‘probably the most advanc-
ed chemical warfare capability in thc
Arab world”" with the possible excep-
tion of Egypt. The CIA said Syria had
(in 1983) no production facility for
chemical weapons, but did not need
any since the Soviet Union and
Czechoslovakia wcere supplying chem-
icals in sufficient amounts.

SOVIET SDI: A CIA study indicates
that the Soviet Union, even as they try to
halt the US SDI research program, has
been pursuing laser, particle bearn and
microwave weapons based in space.
They have been doing such research since
the 1960s and, according to one estimate,
have been putting three to five times the
effort into their program as the US hasin
our Own.

IRAN’S NAVY: The Iranian navy held
major exercises in the Strait of Hormuz,
which Iran has threatened to blockade if
0il exports from the Persian Gulf are

completely stopped by Irag. The Interna-
tional Institute for Strategic Studies
cstimated in 1984 that Iran had about 15
major attack craft in service.

10,000 COPPERHEADS: The 10,000th
Copperhead laser-guided missile was
rccently produced for the US Army. The
Army plans to purchase 31,000 missilcs
and, in addition, it can bc fired from all
US and NATO standard 155 mm ar-
tillery pieces. The Copperhead has had a
93% success rate in random testing over
the past two years.

FRENCH PLANES TO IRAQ: France
plans to sell 24 F-1 Mirage combat planes
to fraq in a deal worth about $482
million. France is Iraq’s major supplier
in its war against Iran. At the same time,
the US is selling Iraq 45 American-made
20-seat helicopters originally destined for
Iran. A State Department official said
the Iraqis had assured the administration
that the helicopters were not being pur-
chased for military purposes.

.

SOVIET—OMANI RELATIONS:
Oman, one of the strongest US allies in
the Arab world, established relations
with the Soviet Union, in a move which
appeared to take the US by surprise. The
Soviets have been critical of Oman in the
past—calling the sultan a puppet of the
West—but have been moving aggressive-
ly to improve ties with a number of
countries in the region. Kuwait has
agreed to purchase Soviet arms, and
there are feelers between the Soviets and
Tsrael,
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WHAT THEY ARE SAYING

CASPAR W. WEINBERGER (Sccre-
tary of Defense): It’s a bit baffling to
find a debate raging about the morality
of a strategic defensive research pro-
gram, such as SDL. In the actual conduct
of war, moral issues de play an impor-
tant, sometimes decisive role—at least in
those nations that believe in the existerce
of things beyond the merely material.
And it is surely proper that the strategic,
technical, and political aspects of SDI, or
any defensc system, be subject to vigor-
ous debate. But does it not strike you as
odd that the very idea of defending one-
self, and defending one’s notion of the
good should cause an ethical dilemma?

SOL LINOWITZ (Special Represen-
tative of President Carter to the Middle
East): ““We (the US ambassadors from
Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Syria and Saudi
Arabia) mel in a special, secured office,
a large group clustered in a small area
under a plastic ‘bubbic’ that guaranteed
against eavesdropping. The meeting
lasted more than two hours, and it was
very unpleasant.

The ambassadors, other than those to
Egypt and Isracl, made is clear that they
rcgardced the peace betwcen those coun-
trics and the autonomy negotiations as a
wrongheaded sideshow that was distrac-
ting attention from the real drama and
was in itself probably harmful. The heart
of the Isracli-Arab dispute, they insisted,
was the Palestinian problem, and both
the Palestinians and the surrounding
Arab states had decided that the only
‘legitimate’ spokesman for the people in-
volved was the PLO.

“Finally...I told the ambassadors
that, if they wished, I was willing to...tell
the President that they believed that his
mission to the Middle East was a foolish
mistake.””

Linowitz quoted Menachem Begin in
reference to Begin’s reaction to the

Rcagan Peace Plan. Begin said, ““I got
upset. 1 was off on a vacation, my first in
years, 1 got a call from the US am-
bassador, that he must see me im-
mediately. 1 said, ‘Sam, I'm on
vacation.” But he drove here, he handed
me this large plan about which we had
never becn consulted, it said many things
they had never said to us befare. I asked
him to delay so 1 could eonsult with my
cabinet, but he told me the president was
afraid of a leak and was going to an-
nounce it the next day. So | rejected
it...The time will come to look at it
again,”

YERNON WALTERS (UN Am-
bassador to the United Nations): Calling
Isracl a “‘steadfast ally”’, Walters added,
“T am proud to work with out Israeli
friends in thc UN” and denounced the
“hypocrisy’’ of frequent anti-Isracli
resolutions ““at a time when so many are
dying...in places likc Afghanistan and
Cambodia and in the war between Iran
and Iraq. Yet the UN..,which spends too
much time attacking Israel, cannot even
bring itself to refer to the Soviet oc-
cupiers of Afghanistan or the Viet-
namese occupiers of Cambodia by
name.”

RICHARD PERLE (Assistant Secretary
of Defense, concerning Soviet behavior
in arms control ncgotiations): *‘The
Soviets not on amp T CCing
(anything cor_.. —...._,, __.2y’w ced
out Of the talks. When they came back to
the talks, they had only one proposal
which was that we should halt owr
research on defenses and then they might
talk about reductions. Now they've
begun to talk about reductions. I think
they’ve defined them in a self-serving
way, and we will have to get down to the
business in Geneva of cutting througt
the elements of their proposal that art
obviously not serious.”

MORATORIUM
{Continued from page 1)

Thc moratorium was shattercd on
August 30, 1961—in the wmiddle of the
ongoing comprehensive test ban negotia-
tions—when Moscow radio suddenly an-
nounced the renewal of Sovict testing.
The test series that began in the Soviet
Union two days later was the largest and
most comprehensive the world has ever
expericnced. [t was obvious to all who
had had any experience with such tests
that the Soviets had been preparing their
program for a long time, perhaps for the
enlire 3-ycar period while ‘‘negotiating™
a test ban with the West. By this one
stroke, the Soviet Union caught up and
perhaps even surpassed the U.S. in
nuclear weaponry.

President Kennedy reacted with sur-
prise and anger at the perfidious Soviet
action and vowed never to be so deceived
again; ‘‘Fool me once, it’s your fault;
fool me twice, it’s mine.”

Those Amecrican arms  control
negotiators now at Geneva, subjecl to
the cndless repetition of Soviet attacks
on the SDI program and possibly lured
by the uot-so-subtle hints that, once the
U.8. gives way on SDI, U.S. arms con-

trol objectives will be met, could gai
valuable insight from a study of th
history of the London Disarmamen
Conference. There the student ca
discaver how the Soviet Union used th
test ban concept and vague promises o
future eoncessions to defeat the re:
arms control inecasures and how th
Soviets created a huge advantage fo
themselves out of Western vulnerabilit
to world public opinion.

Will we, in 1985, be wise enough t
avoid being fooled again in the sam
way? Will the West resist the blar
dishment—sweetened by a moratol
ium—of a “‘test ban’” as an arms contre
device? Will the Sovict manipulation ¢
the West in the *50s at the London Disa
mament Conference be remembered b
the U.S. in time to help this nation resi:
the Soviet propaganda in Geneva abtol
the SDI? Will the U.S. reduce or canc
SDI while the U.S.S.R. continues its ow
programs on strategic and tactic
defenses and while it accelerates the e
pansion of its aiready massive nucle:
offensive force? We can only hold ol
breath and hope.
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EDITORIALS

THE U.S. AND PALESTINIAN
MODERATES

It is time for the United States to stop protecting Yasser Arafat and the PLO, It is
time {0 state clearly and unequivocally that no branch of the PLO is, or will be, an
accepiable negotiating partuer in any futurc peace talks. It is time to assert that U.S.
interests are best protected by direet Isracli-Jordanian peace talks, in the company of
a Palestinian delegation that does not include the PLO in any form,

After we make the above declarations, we should stick by them in a way we have
been unable to do in the past.

Consider our “PLO policy.” We have clearly stated our commitment not to deal with
the PLO until certain stringent conditions are met. Most recently, in fact, some Ad-
iinistration officials were saying publicly that negotiating with the PLO would not be
in the U.S. interest - ABOVE AND BEYOND any commitment we might have made
to Isracl. At the same time, however, others were out trying to tempt Arafat, on the
grounds that the U.S. needed to be *“‘certain” of where he stood.

The anomaly is an old one. It led to the U.S. arranging the rescue of Arafat {and

his fighters with their weapons) from Beirut during Operation Peace for Galilec. We

artanged his rescue from Tripoli, Lebanon in 1983 (where he had no business being,
since it was a violation of the terms he accepted during the rescue from Beirut). We
came teriibly close to condemning Israel for a retaliatory raid on Arafat’s headquarters
in Tunis.

Potitically, we have made numerous clandestine overtures to Araflat, “to test his will-
ingness to change.” We watched King Hussein and our British allies try to find a modus
operandi for an official PLO-British Foreign Ministry meeting. Following the collapse
of that effort, the U.S. apparently jumped in again with a “deal”: for the PLO to accept
U.N. Resolutjon 242 and 338 and renounce terrorism in exchange for U.S. acquiescence
to an invitation for the PLO to an international conference.

t was risky for the U.S. Without a commiiment from Israel to aecept the deal, it
could have been scuttled from either end. Fortunately, the PLO behaved true to form.

The assassination of Nablus mayor Zafer el-Masri simply accentuatcs ihe present am-
biguity in our policy toward possible future leaders on the West Bank. We claim to want
to sce them lead, but we are unable or unwilling to help leaders emerge and survive.
This is due, at least in part, to the dual mcssages we are sending about the PLO.

King Hussein has said Yasser Arafat is not a man of his word. If we aligned with
the King’s position (which looks very much like Israel’s assessment of Arafat’s ability
to change his political spots) it would help to define U.S. intercsts and would be a step
toward new realism in U.S. Middle East policy.

But it will be a step over a precipice if we are not preparcd to protect and encourage
new, moderate leadership among the Palestinians. We can’t simply stand here, in total
safety, and ask, “OK, who wants to follow ¢cl-Masri?"" Becanse whoever trics is likely
to follow him to the bitter end. A dead end.

The situation on the West Bank is so much different froin that in the Philippines that
onc cannot cxpect a Corazon Aquino to emerge and fire the imagination and loyalty
of West Bankers. The U.S. has far less influence in the Middic East and cannot demand
supervised elections as we did in the Philippines. Among our limited options, however,
should be the ability to define and state our interests and to stop protecting the PLO.

NOT YET

Congress’s firminess in the face of a possible arms sale 10 Jordan, and the Administra-
tion's wisdom in backing off from an unwinnable fight, seem to have had a salutory
effect on King Hussein. In an uncharacteristically unambiguous move, Hussein
disassociated himself from the obstructionist policies of Yasser Arafat - at least for the
time being. He further declined to assign even peripheral biame to the U.S, or Israel;
and set the stape for offering at least limited political alternatives to West Bank
Palestinians.

So far, sa good. At the same time, however, he has stirred the cauldron of Middle
East passions. The resulting changes in the political political and military alliances among
the Arabs may be good for “the peace process”, and they may not. So, before gushing
about Hussein’s “boldness” and proposing o reinstate the sale of offensive weapons
(which are NOT the weapons he really needs for the defense of Jordan - see “Security
Affairs” Feb. 86), we must recognize that ridding himsclf of this chief obstructionist
is still several steps away from direct Jordanian-Israeli negotiations - even in an interna-
tional forum. Hussein may be on the right track, but he hasn't me1 Congress’s condi-
tions and he hasn't met JINSA's.

1} What prompted Hussein to go this far appears to be a real fear of losing U.S. military
support. He (and his army and air force, keys to keeping him in power) really prefer
our equipment, oar money, our training and our lack of political interference. (On the
other side of the world, the same preferences seem to have deeply influenced the Philip-
pine military.) We may not be loved, but we are wanted.

2) There is some likelihood that the Jordan-Arafat split will help advance the Jordan-
Syrian rapprochement, since Syria backs an anti-Arafat PLO faction. That wouldn't
necessarily bad for the U.S, or Israel IF it meant Jordan could induee Syria to move
closer to negotiations. Since Syria can play a spoiler’s role in any settlement arrange-
ment to which it is not a party, some Syrian participation or acquiescence is essential,

And it may work. Jordan split from the PLO becausc Arafat was reneging on a deal
to come 1o the table when Jordan was ready. Therefore, it is unlikely that Jordan would
warn1 up to Syria in order to become LESS amcnable to negotiations.

But then again, it is Syria that poses a military threat to Jordan, not the other way
around. Hussein's leverage over Assad is unclear, Unless the Saudis, who bankroll Hus-
sein AND Assad, weigh in on the Jordanian side. Which might work uniess the Soviets
then weigh in on the Syrian side.

And, then again, the Jordan-Arafat split may send Arafat back to mend fences with
Assad, forming a new sort of “‘rejectionist front”.

3) Hussein issued a challenge to the West Bank Palestinians: to begin to make
autonomous political choices. The people ostensibly ean choose the PLO, choose Hus-
sein or come up with “something else™. If they fall in behind Hussein in large enough
numbers, the Palestinian presence needed to have scrious peace talks will have arisen.

Butwhat if they choose the pro-Arafat PLO (and sentiment is running high)? Hussein
loses.

What if they choose the Abu-Musa faction of the PLO? Hussein wins only if his ac-

" commodation with Syria brings everyone to the table with some flexibility. That is hard

to envision. Even if Syria agrees to negotiate, Assad is unlikely to be the least bit flexi-
ble. Hussein loses.

What if there is such factionalization that no clear West Bank leadership cmerges?
This has already led to an assassination such as followed Anwar Sadat’s trip to Jerusalem.
Al that time, radicals killed inany West Bankers who proposed to follow Sadat into
negotiations with Isracl. Hussein loses.

What if the assassination of Zafer el-Masri is enough to keep any debate at ail from
emerging? Evcryone loses.

4} Events in the Middle East are tremendously convoluted and it often takes months
for the full effect of political decisions to be felt. What if Israel’s Prisne Minisier Peres
has to hand over power to Foreign Minister Yitzhak Shamir before all of the above
machinations take place? Are we back lo the beginning? (This is, of course, the least
likely to cause the collapse of chances for a settlemnent if there is an Arab side prepared
10 negotiale seriously. However, the change in Israel’s government docs have an effect
on U.S.-Isracli relations, which will, in turn, have a ripple effect on the region.)

Thus, while the King has said and done something that places him more closely in
line with U.S. policy as regards participation of Palestinians in any future peace talks,
it is too catly to open the champagne, or the arsenal.
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GRAMM-RUDMAN-HOLLINGS:
A POTENTIAL DISASTER FOR DEFENSE;
AT BEST, A MIXED BLESSING
FOR THE COUNTRY

Ed. Note: Mr. Sullivan is « nationat
security consultant, He previously served
in the Defense Department as Assistant
Secretary for Program Analysis.

The Gramm-Rudman-Hollings (GRH)
Balanced Budget Act asserts that the will
of the Congress is to eliminate the tederal
“on-budget™ deficit by 1991. (Social Sccu-
rity is now considered to be “off budget”,
is funded by a scparate tax, and currently
operates with a small surplus.) GRH thus
implies that the people of the U.S. arc “‘en-
titled” to a continuously declining, auto-
matically controlled (if necessary) deficit
between now and then.

GRH is moot on whether the balanced
budget is to be achicved by spending cuts
or revemie (tax) increases. However, GRH
is very specific on how any excess deficit
(“‘overhang™) is to be eliminated each ycar:
with a few exceptions or limits (primarily
Medicare), the excess outlays are to be cut
exactly evenly between defense and non-
defense (regardless of their relative size).
Within each half, the cuts are to be taken
evenly among all the thousands of line
items submitted in the federal budget.

That overhang depends on the state of the
Congressional appropriation process on the
15th of August each year, and on the result-
ing best estimate of the next year's deficit.
Estimates of revenues and outlays are to be
made by both Congress (CBO) and the Ex-
ccutive Branch (OMB) — and averaged! If
the Congress has failed to act on the new
appropriations (as has become habitual),
prior year funding levels become the
baseline,

This approach to fiscal integrity illus-
trates both the strength and the weakness
of the American government. Congress
takes on its really tongh constitutional
responsibilities only in occasional intem-
perate spurts. It then forges some crudely
simple solution, and antomates it so the
legislators will not have 1o face repeatedly
it consequences — and its [obbyists. Most
“entitlement™ programs (not subject to the
annual Congressional budget process) con-
tain the same awkward inefficiencies — as
a result of automatic covcrage, automatic
payments, automatic cost of living adjust-
ments (COLAs), and the like.

Assuming that the national mood rcally
favors increased federal fiscal constraint,
then GRH represents a potential disaster
for Defense, and at best a mixed blessing
for the country. Barring tax increcases,
Defense will take very deep and somewhat
disproportionate cuts, although the distri-
bution of these cuts may well be better than
the Pentagon would make for itself. For the
couniry, a permanent zero-deficit goal is
assuredly too stringent, although our cur-
rent borrowing is clearly excessive. There
are major deficicncies in cutting Defense
this way:

(1) As with all such regulation, there will
be a tendency to “game” the solution. Most
serious, if the Congress simply never again
acts on a Defense bill, defense spending
will soon drop to below the lowest level
proposed by President Carter. Congress
could also inflate non-defense spending,
and automatically get half of the increasc
from defense.

by Leonard Sullivan, Jr.

(2) Defense funds for capital investment
(weapons, equipment and facilities) take
several years to spend out. Disproportion-
ately large appropriation cuts therefore have
to be offered up io achieve relatively small
first-year outlay reductions. The remaining
our-year savings will then have to be split
evenly with pon-defense. Hence, to save $10
in procurement in FY&7, the Navy might
well cancel construciion of a 5110 ship: the
subsequent-ycars “savings™ of $100 would
accrue half to defense and half to nan-
defensc — if the overhang persists.

(3) These reductions compound over
time. Hencc although the cuts in 1987 and
1988 might be tolerable, by 1990 they will
be devastating because the new year’s cuts
pile on top of the outyear impact of the
carlier cuts. By 1991, Defense outlays could
be well below 5% of GNP, whercas Rea-
gan was originally shooting for 8% -
some 60% higher.

(4) Even in the near year, Defense culs
that are not planned well ahead of time
often cannot be realized within the first fis-
cal year without very excessive disruption.
For instance, the Pentagon cannot disimniss
a soldier on the first of the new year and
realize more than about half of his that-year
costs, due to separation and redistribution
costs. Should they dismiss two, then, to
save the costs of one?

S —

Congress takes on its really tough
consitutional responsibilities only in
occasional intemperate spuris. It
then forges some crudely simple so-
lution.

However, if the Pentagon can resist “po-
litical budgetting”, then the near-ycar im-
pact of GRH may not be all bad:

(1) Taking cuts evenly across the defense
operating and investment accounts would
assure downshifting to a more balanced,
smaller active military force, rather than
perpetuating one that is too large (in peo-
ple) to be kept well-trained, modernized,
or ready to sustain combat, That smaller
force could eliminate some divisions, ships,
and air wings or place them in the reserves,
or it could preserve existing force structure
and either reduce peacetime manning lev-
cls, or make the units smaller by putting
some of their equipment in war reserve
status.

(2} Smaller or Jess active U.S. worldwide
forces could stimulate our allies to accept
a fairer share of the military burden thetn-
selves — thereby transferring the *“‘Reagan
build-up” to where it belongs. This would
bring atfied security responsibilities mnore
in line with their relative human and
material wealth — and more in line with
their view of the real threats to the West.

(3) Equal cuts within Defense linc items
assure that the “sacred cows” take their
cuts along with the workhorses. Defense
has never been able to define its “real” pri-
oritics — this GRH approach would sim-

ply stretch all programs about equally.
(4) The basic objective of the GRH is to
improve our national financial well-being.
This should have inevitable spinoff for to-
tal Western alliance prosperity. Such po-
litical and economic prosperity could well
do more to strengthen our alliance — and
to prevent its piccemcal intimidation by
Soviet sabre-rattling — than the accrual of
substantiaily greater military capabilitics.
On the other hand, to the cxtent that
GRH fails to contribute to national and
Western prosperity, then it becomes coun-
terproductive and yet another misguided
entitlement. GRH scems to be partially

"misguided on at least thrce grounds;

There is no real advantage to a zero-
defict: There is certainly no realistic cco-
nomic basis for climinating the federal debt
itself. In total, Amecricans ‘“‘owe them-
selves” about ten trillion dollars: 2 trillion
in mortgages: 3 trillion in corporate stocks
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and bonds; half a trillion each in consumer
credit and state & local bonds; 2 trillion
in bank toans and trade credits: and 2 tril-
lion in federal debt. Borrowing — at least
in moderation — clearly contributes to na-
tional and international health and growth.
The federal debt even now accounts for
only about 20% of that total borrowing.

Clearly, then, the basic issuc is not the
existence of the debt, but whether, and how
fast, it should reasonably grow (i.c., the an-
nual deficit). This needs to be pegged to
our national capability and willingness to
pay the “‘carrying charges”. The deficit is
important because it not only increases the
“principal” of the loan, but also impacts
on the interest charges.

No fixed deficit level is appropriate —
zero or otherwise. Qur ability to con-
veniently service the federal debt depends
not only on the size of the debt and the in-
terest rates charged, but on the rate at
which that debt is being “devalued™ by both
inflation  (which makes the principal
shrink) and national growth (which im-
proves our ability to pay). Until rccently,
the level of tolcrance for servicing the fed-
eral debt stayed between 2.0 and 2.5% of
GNP. Unfortunately, servicing the debt has
now grown to over 5% of GNP. As a result,
temporary constraint (3-5 years} is requircd
to bring down this excessive “overhang”.

No fixed deficit countrol solution is
right: The current deficit problem has

{Continued on page 5)

AND THE DEFENSE OF ISRAEL

by Emanuel Kacbeling

Ed. Note: Mr. Karbeling is a frequent
contributor to “Security Affairs’.

Gramm-Randman-Hollings (GRH) is
rapidly becoming a common phrase in the
American political vocabulary. Is it an idea
whose time has come — the golden answer
io the nation’s deficit problem? Or is it 2
concept fraught with danger — one that
could endanger the role of the United States
as a world power and the leader of free na-
tions? Finalty, what will Gramm-Rudmau-
Hoilings mean to Israel and the commit-
ment of the Unied States to provide defense
support for Isract?

Certain cffeets of GRH legislation arc
already clear. The act forces cuts of §11.7
billion in Fiscal Year 1986 - the fiscal year
that hegan in October 1985 and continues
through the end of September 1986, For cx-
ample, the cost of living allowance (COLA)
increasc that was due Federal retirces has
been cancelled, although the Congressional
action mandating that allowance had
already gone into effect.

Other cuts include reductions in Foreign
Aid.

Isracl was scheduled to receive $3 billion
from the United States in FY86. Of that
amount, $1.2 billion was to be received in
military assistance in the form of wcapons
angl equipment needed by the Israeli arm-
ed forces.

The economic aid portion constitutes a
cash transfer from the U.S. to Israel to off-
set the balance of payment problems caus-
ed by the defense burden Isracl carries for
itself and for the nations of the West. In
other words, the economic aid portion
covers repayment of debts incurred by
Israel. Ninety-five percent of those debts
stem from loans Israel undertakes to
finance defense expenditures.

The military assistance segment of the

FY86 aid package from the United States
is 10 be reccived by Israel throughout the
year in the form of weapons and other
defense support items, payment-in-kind
materic]l that has largely not yet been
delivered.

Returning the Money

1t was the cconomic aid portion that the
U.S. turned over to Israel in October 1985,
before the beginning of the fund cuts man-
dated by GRH legislation. Since the money
had already been received, Israel was ef-
fectively protected from any econornic aid
cuts for FY86.

Other nations scheduled to receive
foreign aid allotments, however, had not yet
received their funds. According to one
Washington source, thesc other aid reci-
picnts would have had to suffer 67% cuts
in their scheduled aid to make up for the
funds that had already been turned over to
Isracl. Somec nations whosc assistance
funds were to be reduced began to blame
Israel for the loss.

Isracli officials then announced that
Israel would retura $51.7 million of the aid
it had already received, “The Washington
Jewish Week™ hailed the announcement as
a “watcrshed n the U.S.-Isracl aid rclation-
ship.”

In an asrticle in Jawc January, Senator
Robert Kasten, Chairman of the Forcign
Operations Subcommitiee wrote, “Isracl’s
action was one of true friendship.”

Rep. David Obcy, Chairman of the
House Forcign Opcrations Subcommitiee
and a known critic of foreign aid to Israel,
noted that the action revealed a sensitivity
on Israel’s part to the additional pressure
being placed on the United States budget.

Other favorable comments were reported
from Indiana Scnator Ruchard Lugar,

(Continued on page 5)



saped

March 1986

£d, Noie: Mr, Gelman is a member of
the JINSA Board of Directors. Ms. Bryen
is JINSA's Executive Direcior.

The Reagan Administration has succeed-
ed in facilitating the removal of dictators
in Haiti and the Philippines with a gratify-
ing minimum of bloodshed, And thus far,
U.S. relations with the successor govern-
ment in both countries seem to be on a
satisfuctory course. Meanwhile, the Ad-
ministration has also chalked up im-
pressive, though less spectacular successcs
in Guatemala and Honduras where recent
elections have confirmed a wend toward
moderation and democracy.

Have President Reagan and the State
Department suddenly discovered a
diplomatic formula for dealing with nct-
tlesome allies that can be successfully ap-
plied to future situations? We'd like to think
50, but the answer is aimost certainly not.

Over the past 40 ycars, under many dif-
ferent administrations, the U.S. has
repeatedly sought to perform the samc
trick: to help countries move from
authoritarian to democratic governments.
‘We have had occasional successcs. We have
expericnced some disasterous failures.

Generally, our interference - or moral
suasion, if you prefer - has brought more
complaints than plaudits, not only from the
target governments, but from other coun-
tries and, homegrown, from critics in Con-
gress and the media.

The usual accusation from the left is that
we stick too long with dictators who are
eventually bound to fall. The habitual
charge of the right is that we are too eager,
in our fastidiousness about “so-called”
human rights, to undermine friendly
governments without considering the con-
sequences.

Our attempts to create more favorable
political situations began immediately after
World War i when the Soviets and the U.S.
struggled over the fate of Greece,
Yugoslavia and other countrics at the
borders between East and West Europe.
The pattern of political intervention has
continued ever since - under Democrats
and Republicans. Under hard-line anti-
Communists and advocates of detente.

The Spectrum

Consider, just since 1960: Cuba, Viet-
nam, Angola, Iran, Nicaragua, Korea,
Taiwan, lebanon, Chile, Aden, El
Salvador, Argeutina, Jamaica, Honduras,
Guatemala, Grenada, Uganda, Mozam-
bigue and the Philippines. Litcrally and
figuratively, they are “all over the map”.
U.S. (and in some cases British) experience
produces no clear formula for inducing
less-than democratic  governments to
change without chaos.

Based on those experiences, it is difficujt
to project the future of the Philippincs, let
alone Haiti, Lebanon, South Africa, Aden
and Sudan, where changes arc oceurring
or appear iminent.

Comntinuing along a line of time and
geography, and consider the countries of
the Middlc East - all of which (save Egypt)
are ruled by some sort of dictatorship, all
of which are ripe for some sort of viclent
revolution - Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Jordan,
Oman, Syria, The Emirates, Iran and Iraq.
Moving along the Meditcrranean littoral,
across North Africa, counsider Libya,
Tunisia, Algeria and Moroceo.

It is entirely possible, in many of those

DOING OUR HOMEWORK

by Norman Gelmian and Shoshana Bryen

places, that radical, Soviet-oriented govern-
ments will replace conservative, dictatorial
governments. In no place would the Soviets
have to do more than capitalizc on existing
trends and rivalries.

What have we attempted?

The Choices

1) Isolation: In Cuba, the U.S. first en-
dorsed Batista's ouster, then tricd 1o reverse
the Castro revolution when it became clear
that it was violently anti-American. After
the Bay of Pigs disaster, a strategy of isola-
tion actually worked fairly well, with most
of Latin Amcrica joining the anti-Cuban
boycott. However, the Soviets took up the
slack (as they do to this day with cnormous
subsidies), leading many countrics {and
now U.S. critics) to accuse thc U.S. of
“driving Castro into the Soviets’ arms”,
litcrally.

2) Direct intervention: In Victnam, the
goal was to use American advisors, and
then troops, fo provide a shield for the im-
provement (“uncorruption” was the
voguish word) of ostensibly democratic in-
stitutions that were set in place by anti-
Communist dictators. That operation
failed.

In Lebanon, we tried direct intervention
with Tittle success (1958) and less success
(1983).

In Grenada and the Dominican Republic,
however, direct intervention in fact restored
democratic institutions to the people. They
were, of course, closer by and there were
no indigenous forces to resist U.S. power.

3) Power-sharing between adversaries:
Our discngagement from Vietnam was
preceeded by such an arrangement, as was
the British disengagement from Rhodesia
and Aden (South Yemen), and most of the
peace attempts in Lebanon. Power sharing
is also beiug attempied in Northern Ireland,
under a somewhat different sct of condi-
tions. Howcver, in no case that we know
of, has the sharing arrangement produced
lasting peace.

4) Withdrawing support from the dictator
and encouraging the other side: In
Nicaragua, we (along with the OAS) even-
tually engineered the downfall of Anastasio
Somoza and welcomed the Sandinista
revolution with over $100 million in
econoriie aid in the first 18 months. Critics

have charged that we should have interven-
ed earlicr against Somoza. On the other
hand, our willingness to dcpose Somoza
added to our reputation as ‘‘unrcliable”
among certain Latin American countries.In
any cvent, the Soviets and their allies had
been there well ahead of us and we werc
unable to redecm the revolution for the
West.

5) Simple withdrawal of support for the
government: In Iran we cut off the Shah
but, at least overtly, we had nothing to do
with the revolution. (Later, of course, we
encouraged Israel to supply parts to the Tra-
nian air force, etc.) In Uganda, we
withdrew from Idi Amin, but didn't aid any
of the multiple revolutionary groups.

In Haiti, we “encouraged™ Duvalier to
leave the country, but there was no clear
supportt for his opposition until he left. Our

-options for the future in Haiti will obvious-
ly include help for thosc who opposed
Duvalier.

6) Pressure for elections: In El Salvador,
direct U.S. pressure did produce fair clec-
tions - several of them, in fact. In Honduras
and Guatcmala, fair elections have been
held and the tramsition to democratic
government appears to be working. In the
Philippincs, direct U.S. pressure forced
clections, the voters had a elecar choice, but
their choice was subveried, and we then
withdrew support for Marcos.

7y Continued support for pro-Western
dictatorships: In South Korea and Taiwan,
dictatorial governments have, with U.S.
support, provided a high standacd of liv-
ing for the population. There are prospecis
for peaceful change “some day™, although
the transition could prove difficult. Those
governments appear Very nervous about
cvents in the Philippines.

In Chile, the dictalorship has not helped
the people cconomically and has been ex-
tremely repressive with little prospeet for
peaceful change. The same was truc until
February in the Philippincs, which inspired
charges that we were sticking too long with
unsavory dictators.

8) Supporting leftist governments _in
hopes they will change: In Mozambique,
and as events unfold in Sudan, we are giv-
ing aid to the government, helping it stay
ahcad of rebels. To a certain cxtent, we
entertained similar ideas in Ethiopia, where

we hoped food aid would result in better
U.S.-Ethiopian relations - 10 no avail.

In Jamaica, however, during the strong-
ly leftist Socialist and blatantly anti-
American rule of Michael Manley, we con-
tinued our aid program and were ‘‘reward-
ed” with the election of Edward Siaga -
pro-Amcrican and pro-capitalist.

In Nicaragua, as mentioned earlier, we
supplied economic assistance during the
first 18 months of the Sandinista govern-
ment, while the government was becom-
ing more repressive and leftist.

9) Aid to rebels without concomitant
pressure on the government they hope to
overthrow: In Angola and Cambodia, the
results are not in yet. In Afghanistan, we
have provided the rebels only enough aid
to continue to fight, not enough to win.

10) Limited aid to rebels with concomi-
tant pressurc on the government: Cuba in
carly 1961; a big loss. Nicaragua after 1983;
the signs are not cncouraging.

The Fature

What emerges from this catalogue is an
utter Jack of pattern among countries. Each
series of choices has produced successes
and failures (cxcept power sharing, which
has becn a total failure, and half-way aid
to rebels). The succcsses appear closely
related to U.S. pragmatism and
perseverance accompanied by good in-
telligence on the ground. (it can be argued
that the fall of Nicaragua and Iran were
largely the result of poor planning based
on poor intelligence.)

Where does this leave us? It is necessary
to conclude that at times those who claim
we are too slow to pressure or abandon dic-
tatorial allies may have been right; and at
times those who say we are too cager (o
undermine a reliable ally may have also
been right.

If the past offers a usefu! guide, it is that
we must understand that ‘‘managing” the
transition from awthoritarianism to
democracy is extremely tricky. And that the
ability of the U.S. to influence the outcoine
is limited. And that timing and deft-
handfing of any U.S. intervention is crucial.
And that there is no substitute for high
quality intelligence and pragmatic
judgments - and luck.
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IDIOTS
(Continued from page 1)

timidating words and deeds than through
peaceful-sounding formulations. The
“peace-loving™ track, however, provides a
way statiou to surrender. Persistent Soviet
pressures, intimidation, and violent actions
confront the West with a choice: ac-
quiescence or resistence to Soviet demands.
The “peace-loving™ track provides an ap-
parent way out: one can choose to fixate
on Soviet words and promises of good
things to come. This clearly is meant to
play on known democratic desires for peace
and for simply being left alone. Moscow’s
evident contemnpt for the very people it
seeks to cajolc does not differ from the
pointed sentiments expressed by Lenin in
his phrase “‘useful idiots™.

Afghanistan

The strong parallelism in Soviet and
Soviet proxy contempt for, and approach
to, their andicnces is perhaps most glearly
visible in the context of some of the cur-
rent regional conflicts. Of these the case
of Afghanistan is thc most blatant. The
magnitude of the Soviet big lie — the
discrepancy between Soviet acts of
genocide and “peace-loving™ sounds - is
more obvious in Afghanistan than
anywhere else.

The Soviet technique, paralleled fairly
elosely by its proxies in other regional con-
flicts, has been to blame the very existence
of the issue on the U.S. or the West collec-
tively, and then to insist that a Soviet troop
withdrawal is up to the U.S. The immutable
Soviet position has been that cessation of

outside support for the Afghan resistance
precede any consideration of Soviet troop
withdrawal.

Moscow is in fact saying that withdrawal
will occur only after the resistance has been
climinated. In other words, Soviet troops
might be reinoved when there is no longer
any reason for their being there. Although
they have frequently reiterated this, the
Soviets are still attempting to make the out-
side world believe that they have a genuine
desire to withdraw. This attempt at decep-
tion, visible most recently in Gorbachev’s
declarations at the Communist Party Con-
gress, aims to focus public attention on so-
called withdrawal timctables, on the
possibility of obtaining a withdrawal if only
some SMALL concessions are made.
Moscow does not necessarily expect the
U.S. to fall for this. However, mere discus-
sion of such proposals, of the possibility
of a deal over the heads of the Mujahidin,
scnds tremors through the ranks of the lat-
ter and increases distrust of American
motives and reliability. Soviet objectives .
arc thereby advanced as well.

Cuba in Angola

Cuba has taken a similar approach in
Angola. Castro has stated that he would be
willing to consider a PARTIAL withdrawal
of the Cuban troops propping up the
Marxist-Leninist regime in exchange for
total South African withdrawal from
Namibia, and complete cessation of exter-
nal support for the Angolan resistance led
by Savimbi. Here too the message is that
a]] is the fault of the “imperialists,” that
should they agree to give up, “progress”
on the issue, and on improving East-West

Much of Soviet and Cuban activity these
days is aimed at encouraging doubt,
divisiveness, and political paralysis within
the United States about possible American
commitmeut to these causes. To the degree
that Moseow can induce the U.S. to believe
that “progress” is possible through negotia-
tions alone, that in the meantime nothing
should be done (i.c. helping those in need)
to endanger such negotiations, it is suc-
cessfully blunting moves toward such a
commitment. And democracies, once
disinterested, do not easily recommit. This
is true with regard to Afghanistan, to
Angola, as well as Nicaragua.

Nicaragua

The Sandinista approach to the ongoing
conflict within Nicaragua illustrates in a
slightly different vein the overall approach
to American public opinion and Congress.
In Nicaragua, as in Grenada earlier, the
Sandinistas have heen keenly aware of the
dangers of proceeding too quickly and too
openly toward their goals of a Marxist-
Leninist system tightly and openly aligned
with the Soviet bloc. Yet public statements
of objectives have not been absent. A San-
dinista document of 1979 rcferred to the
foreign policy of the “Revolution’ as bas-
ed on the principles of “revolutionary in-
ternationalism.” Hlustrative also is Thomas
Borge's statement that thc Sandinista
revolution “‘goes beyond our border.” The
objective of abliterating democracy —
another shared goal with the Soviets — has
also been clcarly stated by Sandinista Na-
tional Directorate member Carlos Nunez
in Scptember 1983: “the clectoral process
must basically be aimed at achieving an
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electoral model and elections that will
BREAK COMPLETELY with the con-
cepts or understanding of democracy that
prevail in the various Latin American,
European, or North American countries.”

In view of the open courting of the
American public and Congress one might
have expected a different approach than that
ultimately followed by the Nicaraguan
leadership. Some five days before House
rejection of aid to the Nicaraguan resistance
in April 1985, “Ortega had promised
Senators Tom Harkin (D-lowa) and John
Kerry (D-Mass) that he would respect fun-
damentai liberties and make other con-
ciliatory gestures if the Congress were to
reject new military aid to the Contras™
(Associated Press, April 30, 1985). Three
Days after the House vote denying such
military aid to the Nicaraguan resistance,
Ortega was in Moscow. This “‘contcmp-
tuous nose-thumbing,” as Representative
Thomas S. Foley termed it, was repeated
when Ortega, just before his appearance at
the United Nations to make the case for the
Sandinistas, imposed a state of emergency
and deprived Nicaraguans of additional
freedoms and rights.

These Soviet, and Soviet proxy attempts
to exploit and divide American public opi-
nion can succeed, like hypnosis, only if the
subject is willing. Karl Marx's observation
regarding nincteenth century Russian im-
perialism applies equally well, if not het-
ter, to twentieth century Soviet
imperialism: “The Russian bear is certain-
ly capable of anything, so long as he knows
the other animals he has to deal with to be
capable of nothing.”

DEFENSE
{Continued from page 3)

clearly been caused by President Reagan’s
recommended {and Congressionally-
accepted) program to reduce revenues
without reducing expenditures. Some lead-
ers are thus using the deficit (and the cost
to service it) as a club to force lower fed-
cral spending, while others would prefer
higher revenues of some sort. The Presi-
dent’s spending threshhold appears con-
siderably lower than that of many of his
countrymen — and almost all of his allies.

It seems pateatly clear that two things
must be done:

(I) Some new sources of revenue on a
permanent basis are required to eliminate
the “‘structural imbalance™ between Fed-
eral “on-budget” receipts of less than 14 %
of GNP, while continuing outlays of more
than 19 % of GNP. Revenue sources which
discourage bad spending habits but en-
courage good financial habits (savings, cap-
ital investment, etc.) — and which do not
disfavor the poor — seem most appropri-
ate. Import and/or consumption taxes on
energy; “sin taxes” on tobacco, alcohiol,
(and drugs!); “luxury taxes” on excess con-
sumption ($60,000 cars) and borrowing
(mortgage caps); “corporate waste” taxes
on unfriendly take-overs; these and many
others could be used to raise revenues by
up to 1-2% of GNP without greatly infring-
ing on personal/family finances.

{2) A temporary surcharge for the next
several years wonld probably be appropri-
ate to bring the debt servicing costs back
down to some acceptable permanent lev-
el. This surcharge probably needs to be on
the order of 2% of GNP in the near time-
frame, dropping off to zerc within five sub-
sequent years. There should be a clear dis-
tinction between this temporary surcharge
and the permanent additional source of fed-

refations, is possible.

GRH may change the shape of our
armed forces.

eral income discussed above. Neverthcless,
the types of sources might be roughly the
same: clearly they need to be “excess con-
sumption™ taxes rather than “earning dis-
incentive” taxes.

GRH is iikely to go down in history as
a somewhat flawed — but sorely overdue
- first step towards restoring long-term fis-
cal responsibility in the U.S. By associa-
tion, it might eventually even cut down
somewhat. on the extravagantly socialistic
spending of some of our traditional allies.
Thoughtful people would do well to sup-
port and improve this process — even if a
few temporary “lumps” are taken by the
defense scctor during the transition. It must
be modified, however, before it runs its
five-ycar course, and that modification
must incscapably include some permancut
revenue increases (perhaps as outlined
above) — or very seriously, and perma-
nently, curtail our futurc national sccurity

posture.

ISRAEL
{Continued from puge 3)

Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee; New Hampshire Senator War-
ren Rudman. one of the authors of the GRH
legislation; Hawaii Senator Daniel In-
nouye; Reps. Jack Kemp, Harry Reid and
Sidney Yates.

The Effects

Israel demonstrated good faith as a
bulwark of Western defensc and as a
responsible member of the family of free
nations, by recognizing the relationship
between economic and military security.
But what will be the impact of this action
- and GRH - on the immediate defense re-
quirements of Israel and on planning for
long-range security?

Before consideration of this question, it
should be made clear that Isracl has already
suffered a 20% cut in defense funding. That
reduction, imposed by the Israeli govern-
ment, has been in effect for over a year.

Colonel Ehud Aviran, Research and
Development Attache to the Israeli Em-
bassy, pointed out that one would really
need to go to Israel and talk with the soldier
in the field, the scientist in the laboratory
and the man or woman in the street to get
a sound assessment of the effect of that
reduced funding on readiness, on morale
and on the sense of security felt by the
avcrage Isracli citizen. The psychological
result will only show in time.

In the practical scnse, the reduction
means there will be fewer weapons and
weapon systems avaifable for training.
Maintenance procedures will take longer.
Food and clothing and other basic military
items are in more limited supply and will
need to be more carefully used.

Research and development inpact is
ancther, and potentially more serious, mat-
ter. The soldier in the field does not know

what improved weapons or improved
fighting techniques he will not find
available. Scientists and skilled technicians
find themselves in a tenuous position.

When there is an over-capacity of skifled
rescarch and development personnel in
Isracl, and a cutback in money for research
projects, there is generally not another
comparable employer in Israel. Without
work, and with desirahle skills, these peo-
ple are likely to leave Israel for the United
States, and find employment in defense in-
dustries here. Their skills, and their abili-
ty to plan for an increasingly “high-tech”
future, are then lost o Israel.

The Future

GRH and thc emphasis it places on
limiting costs also holds potential for in-
creased cooperative research and produc-
tion between Israel and the United States.

As a result of the cost constraints man-
dated by GRH, competition for the
development and production of thc most
cost effective weapons and weapons
systems could be increased. Isruel may be
able to bid on more projects and find new
markets for some of its known developed
items (NDIs) that may still be in early R&D
stages for potential U.S. suppliers.

A new effort is underway to develop
cooperative R&D projects with the Depart-
ment of Defensc and American defense in-
dustries. At a conference scheduled for
May 1986, Isracli, DoD and industcy
representatives will outline their needs and
examine ways in which they can help onc
another mect those necds most effcctively.

Gramm-Rudman-Hollings legislation
and its potential impact on the defense re-
guircments of Isracl remain an open ques-
tion. fsraeli and American defense experts
agrec, however, that the defense of their na-
tions and the defense interests of the free
world must not be placed at risk whiie the
question is being answered.
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NEWS BRIEFS

POLL ON MIDEAST: In a recent poll,
Americans were asked which of the coun-
tries or groups in the Mideast were
reasonable and working for a just peace set-
tlement in the region. The result was Isracl
72%, Egypt 69%, Jordan 55%, Saudi
Arabia 51%, Syria 30%, and the PLO 10%.

ARAB ARMS IMPORITS: A recently
teleased U.S. government study shows that
in 1983 (the last year for which figures are
available) six Arab states received 40% of
the world’s weapons imports. They were
Iraq (85 billion), Saudi Arabia ($3 billion),
Libya ($1.9 billion), Egypt and Syria ($1.7
billion each) and Jordan ($1.1 biilion).
Isract imported $370 million worth of arms
that year.

U.S. FIGHTERS TO GREECE: The U.S.
and Greece signed an agreement that opens
the way for the sale of 40 F-16 fighter plancs
to Greece. The sale has been pending for
some time, however, it awaited an agree-
ment providing for both governments to
prevent unauthorized dissemination of
military information. There had becn some
cuncern in the U.S. about Greece’s ability
to protect advanced technology from Soviet
agents,

PENTAGON SEIZES IRANIAN GEAR
FROM STORAGE: The Pentagon seized
“missile testing equipment”” owned by Iran
from a storage facility in Virginia. The
cquipment is part of a $5-10 million inven-
tory that includes F14 jet fighter spare parts
bought by the late Shah. A State Depart-

ment official said the equipment is em-
bargoed because the US. permits no
hardware to be shipped to Iran or Iraq, and
denied that the material was “siolen
“They were taken by the Department of
Defense to a classified warehouse and a
receipt was left behind. There wasn’t any
theft involved whatsoever.”

SALES TO CHINA? The U.S. is close o
an agreement to sell China radar and other
equipment to modernize Chinese fighter
planes. If the deal is concluded, it will be
the largest sale of American military hard-
ware to Chiua since it was authorized to
buy such materiel in 1984, Officials say it
could be hundreds of millions of dollars,

FRENCH BATTLE TANK: The new
French battle tank is designed to operaic
in nuclear and chemical warfare en-
vironments in the 2ist century, according
to French officials. The tank is due o enier

service in 1991, and is planned to have -

unrivaled firepower, mobility and protec-
tion from the latest gencration of antitank
WEAPOTS. :

PAKISTANI ELECTION RALLY: An
estimated 70,000 people rallied in the
capital of Punjab province in late January
in the largest political meeting since Presi-
dent Zia ul-Haq ended 8 1/2 ycars of mar-
tial law in Pakistan in Deccmber. The rally
was organized by un I-party Movement for
the Restoration of Democracy, which must
decide whether its parties should register
with the government’s election commis-
sion. Registration binds the parties not to
criticize the imilitary and to adhere to Islam.
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SOVIET AGENTS AT GREENHAM
COMMON: The authoritative Janc’s
Defense Weekly has charged that Soviet-
trained agents infiltrated the women’s group
protesting U.S. nuclear missiles at
Greenham Common, England. Janc's cited
information from Soviet defectors that
agents have been among the women at all
times since the missiles” deployment in
December 1983, and they are rotated
regularly.

LOSING PILOTS, AGAIN: The U.S. Air
Force and Navy are fast losing expericnc-
cd pilots in a manpower drain attributed
largely to stepped-up hiring by commercial
lines. The Air Force’s rctention rate dip-
ped 10 59%, the warst since 1981.
RELATED: The Army has become the
first branch of the armed forces since 1981
not to meet its quarterly recruiting goal.
BUT IT IS WORSE IN EAST GER-
MANY: East Geriany has set up card-
board soldiers meant to deceive and
frighten would-be escapers fromn East to
West Germany, according to the West Ger-

man Interior Ministry. The mock soldiers
are posied in watchtowers close o the ac-
tual border. Despile that, the border is stiil
heavily guarded.

ISRAELI POLL ON LEBANON: A poll
comimissioncd by an Israeli newspaper
shows that 488% of Israelis regard the
Lebanon war as a failure, 16.7% regard it
as a success, and 26.3% said the war was
“neither a success nor a failure.” A ma-
jority of 688% believe that, despite
katyusha attacks on sites in northern Israel,
Israel should not go into Lebanon again.

ISRAEL IN COCOM? According to an
Israeli newspaper, Israel and the U.S. have
been conducting negotiations to conirol
direct and indirect exports of sensitive
technological items to Eastern Bloc coun-
tries. There was a further suggestion that
the U.S. might try to incorporate Israel into
COCOM, the NATO commiitee which
supervises exports from the West to the
East. Israel would be only the second non-
NATO country in COCOM (after Japan).

WHAT THEY ARE SAYING

SHIMON PERES (Primc Minister of
Esrael, commenting on his trip to Europe):
I must say [ was pleasantly surpriscd by the
warmth shown to me in the friendiiness,
the openness, and the effort to make this
trip a positive one. The Spanish Prime
Minister came to The Hague especially to
meet me and to give substanee to the
renewed relations with Israel. The British
cancelled their participation in the Arab
boycott. The Germans established a jont
fund for research and development
with. . .The Dutch took it upon thensclves
to handle the matters of the EEC and the
Soviet Union. . .The media made great ef-
forts to show Isracl’s positions in a positive
light,

(Concerning Arab terrorism): If (Palesti-
nians) are in search of a solution for
themselves, they have to take theie destiny
in their own hands. Terror is painfal for
Israel, but terror is catastrophic for Arab
and Palestinian life. They have terrorized
Arab leadership; they have violated Arab
eonscience; they have frozen Arab oppor-
tunity.

YASSER ARAFAT (conccrning the ULS.
position in peace tatks): Regrettably, the
United States is still confused in its stand,
despite international efforts and other Arab
efforts that are attempting with us to make
the United States understand better the
Middle East question and the Palestinian
question and make it deviatc from its total
bias in favor of the Isvaeli view.

MOSHE ARENS (commenting on King
Hussein's repudiation of Yasscr Arafat): [
am sure many Israclis cannot restrain a
smile when they hear King Hussein talk
about the Jurdanian nation and the refation-
ship between the Jordanian nation and the
Palestinian nation, and most Israelis might
ask themselves a rhetorical question: How
long has a Jordanian nation existed, for
2000 years, 1,000 years. 500 years, 50
years? We know there is no such thing as
a Jordanian nation and King Hussein;
maybe that is part of his problem.

ILIAS FRAYJ (Mayor of Bethlehem, com-
menting on King Hussein’s speech): I im-
mediately supported King Husscin’s speech
because he was clear and frank. The King
based what he said on facts. My opinion
is known. [ have always said that the
military solution does not exist and our
Arab situation shows this, There is a
political solution only, and the political
solution would be under the umbrella of an
international conference based on Securi-
ty Council Resolutions 242 and 338, There
would be no harm at all in accepting these
two resolutions.

HAYEZ ASSAD (President of Syria, com-
nienting on Arab leaders who do not follow
his approach to Middle East politics):
Where is (deposed Sudanese president
Jafar) Numayri, the Falasha merchant, who
sold his people and nation for money and
acted as a broker to smuggle Falasha Jews
1o Palestine? Where is Al-Sadat, who sold
Egypt and its decisionmaking? He signed
the document of submission and sub-
missively and obediently handed it over to
the Zionist diehards so they could make
Egypt a Zionist protectorate. There is no
Numayri now. . ‘Therc is no Al-Sadat now.

COMING NEXT
MONTH

From Central Asia
to Afghanistan

Moral Equivalence

® Reforming through
Reorganization
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Warriors
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AMERICA, ISRAEL & SDI

by Charles D. Brooks

Ed. Note: Mr. Brooks is Outreach Direc-
tor for the National Jewish Coalition and
Liaison Officer to the Jewish Community
for High Frontier.

The arguments for the urgent necessity
of deploying non-nuclear muiti-tiered
defensive weapon systems in an effort to
prevent the spectre of a nuclear holocaust
have been eloquently argued in public me-
dia by scholars, military cxperts and scien-
tists on numerous occasions. The political,
strategic, fiscal and moral case has and will
continue to be made for the Strategic
Defense Initiative (SDI). However, few
analyses have centcred on how this histor-
ic reformulation of American defense poli-
cy will affect the 18 allies invited to
participate in ihe project. In particular, one
ally has more to gain and contribute than
any other nation, Isracl.

For Israel, the historical challenge has
and will continze to be ensuring self-
survival. The geopolitical nature of the
Middle East and the xenophobic nature of
fanatical Arabs sworn to the destruction of
Israel necessitates a determined, but eco-

nomically costly vigilancc. There are ter-
rorisis who engage in suicide car bombings
and nations who send 12-year-olds to bat-
tle and would no doubt use nuclear
weapons at the earliest opportunity against
Israel. It is illogical and dangerously naive
to assume that retaliatory policy would
serve as a deterrence if thcse nations or
groups ever obtained nuclear weaponry.

The Threat

In 1981, when Israeli intelligenee disco-
vered that the Iragis werc on the verge of
constructing nuclear weapons, they made
a decision to launch a precmptive attack on
The weapons producing facility. the world
condemned the surgical strike, but less than
two years later failed to condemn the Ira-
qis on their use of poison gas against Iran.
What would have prevented the Iragis from
deploying nuclcar weapons if the reactor
had not been destroyed?

Already vastly outnumbered, Israci will
have difficulty in future years maintaining
the qualitative advantage over the Arabs.
The Strategic Defense Initiative will help
enable them to counter Arab procurement
of sophisticated weaponry.

DON’T GET
PERS-ENGULFED
AGAIN

Low oil prices are a boon today and a threat for tomorrow. Today, they inducc
increascd economic activity and lower inflation. Tomorrow they will lead to in-
creasing dependence on the vulnerable supplies from the Persian Gulf. The U.S.
has five to ten years to prevent a replay of the oil- shocks of the 1970s.

The strategies are clear: adopt policies that will decrease U.S. imports and that
will increase exploration and development of oil resources in those parts of the
world both outside the Persian Gulf and wherc oil is less expensive and more plen-
tiful than within the contincntal United States.

The difficulty is that these strategies have to work in an environment of low
oil prices.

A ten dollar oil tariff would limit U.S. consumption and maintain U.S. produc-
tion, thereby maintaining imports at approximatcly today’s level of 4.5 million
barrels per day. If an equivalent tax were placed on domestic production, U.S.
production would decrease and imports would rise to approximately 7.5 miltion
barrels per day. If there were no tariff and domestic oil sold at the current world
price, imports in five to ten years are likely to increase to 12 million barrels per day.

In approximately the same time frame, world demand will increase to such a
level as to consume OPEC’s excess capacity to produce. Therefore, the U.S. may
well find itself in the same position as in the 1970s, no excess capacity in the world,
peak U.S. imports and OPEC in the catbird’s seat - again.

In addition to the 1ariff, the U.S, could use ils market power to aid countries
with undeveloped resources - such as Mexico, Argentina, West Africa and Nor-
way - to obtain the funds necded for drilling even in a weak oil market. Once
assured of a portion of the U.S. market, developmental drilling can be financed.
In this way, the U.S. could maintain the proliferation of international suppliers
- outside of OPEC. Production in non-OPEC countries has led to the current oil
glut.

At what level of imports is there an unwanted cconomic dependence on a dan-
gerous part of the world? Previous oil shocks occurred at the 8-million barrcl/day
import level. A forward looking energy policy could prevent a reeurrence of Pers-
engulfment.

Israel is confronted with a far more im-
mediate threat — Soviet installed S821 mis-
siles in Syria capable of delivering nuclear
warheads at Tel Aviv and Jerusalcm. Israel
would have only minutes of reaction time
and pay a total price if Syria were to equip
the SS2is for a random sirike. General
Daniel Graham (USA, Ret.) a former
Direetor of the Defense Intelligenee Agency
and a founder of High Frontier (the con-
ceptual project from which SDI arose) has
noted that one of the first technologies to
emerge from SDI research may well be
anti-tactical ballistic missiles, Such
weapons could allow Israel to defend itself
against Syria’s Soviet supplied ballistic mis-
siles without having to rely on the increas-
ingly unreliable deterrent of retaliation.

Avram Schweitzer, an Israeli journalist
with “Ha'Aretz” newspaper aptly described
how Israeli defenses could benefit by be-
ing directly involved with the development
of SDI technologies. “A system that can
make out, identify, home-in-on, and des-
troy an object less than 100 feet long, inov-
ing at near Mach-| speed at a distance of
10000 miles, is essentially a systern, the ap-
plication of which could do to the foot snid-
ier, the artillery piece, the tank or the
helieopter what its space-progenitor is sup-
posed to do to strategic missiles. To be in
on this kind of technology.. .could mean the
purchasc of peace for Isracl, or more
rcalistically, the imposition, by non-
aggressive means, of a permanent state of
non-belligerence along its borders.”

The Potential

Isracl will derive more than national
security benefits from its participation in
SDI. Israeli Prime Minister Shimon Peres
called SDI, “A new dimension in the tech-
nological, scientific and strategic

spheres. . .t is like joining 4 new cra. Im-
agme if Columbus had invited an Israeli to
join his ship. I, for one, would have sup-

ported this invitation, no matter what he
was poing to discover.”

Indeed, no one really is quite certain of
what we will discover. America landed a
man on the moon in Jess than seven years:
10 years earlier the feat was beyond the wil-
dest imagination of all but an intrepid few.
Israel's industrial future will be greatly en-
hanced by being at the forefront of this
technological revoluiion. Technological
spinoffs could lead to production of new
computer systenis, energy sources, com-
munication devices, medicines and thou-
sands of consumer products. Moreover,
SDI will heap vesearch funds upon the
troubled universities and will revitalize the
Isracli scientific community. Israeli
defense-related  industries will receive
lucrative contracts and strategic and eco-
nemic cooperation between Israel and the
United States will be strengthened.

For the drained Israeli cconomy, SDI
will mean new jobs and revenue. Chase
Econometric Group revealed that for ev-
cry billion dollars invested in space tech-
nology, over 800,000 new jobs are created,

the inflation rate reduced by two percent,
and the GNP increascd by $23 billion.
Tadiran, Inc., an Israeli military electron-
ics corporation, has alieady had discus-
sions with American SDI officials about
potential contracts for future projects.

Israel’s Capability

Ameriea would also be the recipient of
numerous benefits from Israeli involvement
in SD1, especially in the area of research
and development. Isracl is a stable ally that
has already worked closely with the Ameri-
can military/industrial complex.

Israel’s high state of technological and
scientific capability can be utilized in SDI
research. The IDF has demonstrated an un-
forseen mastery over command, control
and communication (C3) by downing over
80 Syrian jet fighters with no Josses dur-
ing the Lebanon conflict. Their expertise
in baitle-tested technologies would im-
menscly enhance development of weapon
systems. In addition, because of the precar-
ious nature of the Middle East, the Israe-
lis cannot afford o have long research and
development time spans before weaponry
is operational, lsraeli involvement can
serve 10 catalyze the catire SDI program

by accelerating the pace of the effort.

Furthermore, 1.S. technological secrets
are ofien safer with Israel than with our Eu-
ropean allies. The Israeli intelligence serv-
ices are so competent that former chief of
Air Force Intelligence Gen. George F. Kee-
gan (USAF, Ret.} has remarked that Isracli
has been worth five CIASs to the U.S. be-
cause of its intelligence-gathering capabil-
ity and transfer of data on the performance
of Soviet weaponry. This has included the
direct transfer of captured Soviet wcapons.

SDI constitutes a revoiution not only in
defensive strategy, but moves into a new
world of technology that may ameliorate
many of the world’s problems. In a nuclear
world, it is not good enough to be morally
right, America and Israel must also be
strong. The Stratcgic Defensc Initiative can
help ensure that Jews will never have to en-
dure another Holocaust and could lead to
a world where close democratic allies can
allocate their efforts to socio-economic en-
deavors instead of preparations for war and
defense. For America and Israel, SDI is
another giaat leap for mankind.
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EDITORIALS

Getting our Money’s Worth in
Foreign Policy

There was a time - it now seems long ago - when key elements of U.S. foreign policy
were privately hammered out hy the President and leading members of Congress. Privacy
(though depriving the public of the clash of ideas through debate) was esscntial to pre-
vent all parties from becoming hostage to statements made for public consumption. Later
public discussion then became largely a process of educating the public. The result was
a bipartisan foreign policy and a single voice for the U.S, government.

However, with the diffusion of leadership in Congress, forcign policy is more often
an adversarial process whereby the President has to try to muscle programs through
a hostile and polemical Congress. All too often, the chief question on controversial is-

sues now is, “How much political capital will the President have to expend to get what -

he wants?” and “Is it worth that much fighting about?”
The result is an ineffective foreign policy policy in the area concerncd.

Two recent cxamples of this unhealthy approach were the fights between Congresé -

and the President over Contra aid and arms sales to Jordan and Saudi Arabia. Neither
side distinguished itsclf by statesmanship.

Unasked were the questions, “What is it that the President hopes to achieve in this
a}n;ea of foreign policy?” and, “Is this particular action reasonably likely to help us get
there?”

Applied to Nicaragua, the questions should have been, “What is the preferred out-
come from the U.S. point of view?"” and “Will the provision of $J00 million 1o the Con-
tras help us get there?”

1) If the threat from communist Nicaragua is as grave as the President and some Con-
tra aid supporters claimed, their preferred outcome could only be the dissolution of
the Sandinista government. In that case, a total of $100 million to the Contras is unlikely
to achieve the intended result.

2) 1f there was, during the debate, still hope for the Contadora process, as opponents
of aid claimed, their preferred ouicome in Nicaragua is an opening of the regime to
democratic principles and respect for human rights. While the Contra aid would cer-
tainly not be appropriate under those circumstances, there is no evidence that such a
preferred outcome is possible. There was a time, after all, when the U.5. was the chicf
supplier of economic assistance to the Sandinista government. But even then, the San-
dinistas were becoming more and more repressive.

3) Perhaps the most reasonable outcome the U.S. can expect is to continue to harass
the Sandinistas, and keep our further options open. Part of the Marxist-Leninist San-
dinista revolution s its inernationalist character, and its commitment to worldwide revo-
lution. This is what helps to unite the Sandinistas, the PLO, Libya, Bulgaria and North
Korea. It is in our intercst to make it difficult for them to export their revolution and
to subvert their neighbors. It is a reasonable part of U.S. support for El Salvador, Hon-
duras, Costa Rica and others to keep the Sandinistas busy at home. The Contras are
a logical way to achieve this result and $100 million is not too much to spend to do it.

In the case of arms sales to Arab countries, beginning with the 1978 F-15 sale to Saudi
Arabia, the argument has becn that the Arabs need to see the U.S. as a reliable supplier
and *“evenhanded” in order to bring them into the “peace process™ In effect, we could
huy them in by selling them weapons. But invert the equation and ask how many U.S.
arms it would take to purchase Saudi loyalty. The answer would be, “More than we
have to sell.” '

But if buying Arab loyalty with weapons is not reasonable U.S. policy, should we
stop selling them weapons completely? Presumably not, as there are other, more realis-
tic reasons to seli somc weapons at some times: we do not want to see the fall of the
Saudi Royal family; we do not want the oil fields in radical hands; we do want the Sau-
dis {(and others) to defend themselves in the event of an Iranian attack; we don’t want
to use U.S. troops except as a last rcsort.

Far better cases for certain arms sales to Saudi Arabia can be made than the ones
that have been put forth, But the realistic arguments would not have included sanction-
ing F-13s, conformal fuel tanks or bomb racks. Stingers would be included only under
circumstances where their end use could be assured — and that ean't be done.

Continuing to sefl relatively indiscriminately under faulty assumptions will lead to
pouring endless arms down a bottomless pit in hopes of achieving something that can-
not be reasonably expected.

Consider Egypt. Since the Camp David Accords, the U.S. has been the chief supplier
of weapons to Egypt. For this, we appear to have expected a certain quid pro quo -
continued peace with Israel and politieal support when necded. By holding joint mili-
tary exereises with Egypt as well, we appear to have assumed a certain level of military
support. This is not a reasonable assumption.

As in the case of Saudi Arabia, the U.S. should have expected that Egyptian loyalty
could not be bought with U.S. weapons. However, it appears that the U.S. on several
occasions asked Egypt to join a U.S.-led expedition against Libya based on the joint
exercises we have held in the past. The Egyptians declined because, as Presideat Mubarak

has stated ofien, Egypt will not attack any Arab country that has not attacked Egypt.
That includes Libya.

What was the policy consideration that led the U.S. into these expensive joint exer-
cises with Egypt in the first place? What had we hoped to achieve for our effort? If
the exercises are solely to protect Egypt from an attack against Egyptian soil and Egyp-
tian interests, we are getting very little. If they are 1o call a joint force into action to
protect joint U.S.-Egyptian interests, the Egyptians failcd their first rcal test. If they
are only to be used when the two parties agree on the nature of the threat and the nature
of the enemy, we may be pouring a lot of money down a hole. We might want to renegoti-
ate our options.

In all three cases, losing sight of what we hope and plan to achieve has led us to skip

too quickly over the part of the foreign policy debate that asks what we are getting for
what we are giving away.

-~ Yarmulkas in the Military:
Part 11

In an editorial a year ago, JINSA argued that the U.S. Supreme Court ought to refrain
from deciding whether military personnel who desire to wear a yarmulka while on duty
should be permitted to do so. The issuc should be left to the armed forces, we felt,
and military authorities ought to recognize that the wearing of yarmulkas as a matter
of religious faith poses no threat to discipline.

The Snpreme Court has, in the case of Orthodox Jewish Air Force Captain Simcha
Goldman, sustained the priority of the military dress code over the right of the individual.
While we had hoped they would not choose to rule at all, the way in which the Court
majority articulated its decision — and the grounds on which the minority dissented
— are both reassuring.

In effect, the Supreme Court ruled that permitting Jews to wear yarmulkas might result
in discriminating IN FAVOR of Judaism as compared to other minority religions which
also have distinctive requirements as to clothing or personal appearance.

The dissenting and concurring arguments are well summarized by Justice Brennan
for the minority and Justice Stevens for the majority. Justice Brennan wrote:

Although turbans, saffron robes and dreadlocks are not before us in this case,
and must each be evaluated against the reasons a service branch offers for pro-
hibiting personnel from wearing them while in uniform, a reviewing court could
legitimately give deference to dress and grooming rules that have a REASONA-

BLE basis in, for example, functional utility, health and safety considerations and

the goal of a polished, professional appearance.

Justice Stevens wrote:

The interest in uniformity, however, has a dimension that is of still greater im-
portance for me. It is the interest in uniform treatment for the members of all
religious faiths. The very strength of Captain Goldman’s claim creates the danger
that a sinilar claim on behalf of a Sikh or a Rastafarian might readily be dis-
missed. For the difference between a turban or a dreadlock on the one hand, and
a yarmulka on the other, is not merely a differcnce in “appearance” - it is also
the difference between a Sikh or a Rastafarian on the one hand, and an Orthodox
Jew on the other.

The Air Force has no business drawing distinctions between such persons when
it is enforcing commands of universal application.

Jews are likely to receive this decision with mixed feclings — we do. It is extremely
difficult to sec how a yarmulka harms military discipline and easy, on the other hand,
10 apply the additional criteria Justice Brennan proposes. However, those rules would
likely be perceived on all sides as distinguishing between mainline and fringe religions.
For those of us who have been uncomfortable through the years with the “this is a Chris-
tian country” pronouncements that leave Jews on the outside, the prospeet of being in-
cluded in a “Judeo-Christian” majority that leaves others on the outside cannot be
philosophically pleasing.

Moreover, even the majority opinion does not ban yarmulkas outright. The Court left
room for the sort of informal compromise that had long governed the issue on military
installations, and that we hope will continue to prevail.

Efforts to solve the problem by legislation will, we fear, be more divisive than con-
structive. Good will and pragmatic common sense by all concerned will yield better
results in the long run. A fresh attempt to resolve this type of problem is called for
by all branches of the military service.



The Oil Glut is Not Forever

by Lawrence Goldmuntz

Ed Note: Dr. Goldmuntz is a consultant in
energy affairs and a member of the JINSA
Board of Advisors.

At what level of oil imports is there a
threat to the nation’s economy and securi-
ty? Is the level 4, B, or 12 million bar-
rels/day? Or is there no threat at any level?
If there is deemed to bc a threat at some
level, what is it and what precautions
should the Federal government adopt? In
order to address these issues, consider the
following background facts:

1. U.S. oil resources are being depleted
more rapidly than those in the rest of the
world, The U.S. reserve to production ra-
tio is the lowest among significant
producers. There are 1.2 wells/sq. mi. of
sedimentary basin in the U.S., while-only
0.02 well/sq. mi. of basin in the rest of the
world.

2. Lower o1l prices decrcase exploitable
U.S. resources and the incentive to discover
and deveiop new rcsources. This will be
reflected in decreased production during
the next decade. Domestic exploration and
development budgets have been cut at least
50%.

3. Lower oil prices increase U.S. con-
sumption. This will be reflceted more
rapidly than the decrease in production.
Utilities have stand-by penerating capaci-
ty that could consume 2-million bar-
rels/day.

4. Lower prices decrease incentives to
develop foreign rcsources, leaving thase
significant producers with low production
to reserve ratios — the Persian Gulf coun-
tries — as the most important producers.
This will occur toward the end of the next
decade.

5. Lower prices increase world consump-
tion and will absorb OPEC’s excess capac-
ity before the end of the decade.

Applying long~term (5-10 year) produe-
tion and consumption elasticities to
decreascs in oil prices from $28/barrel, one
can predict the following:

1. At the price of $20/barrel, there is a
possible 190% increase in imports to 9.3
million barrels/day.

2. At the price of $15/barrel, U.S. im-~
ports could increase 250% over present
levels. This equals 12-million barrels/day.

3. At the same time, demand on OPEC
production will increase by 9-million bar-
rels/day if the world oil price settles at
$20/barrel and will increase to 13-million
barrels/day if the the oil price settles at
$15/barrel. This will consume OPEC’s
present excess capacity.

This is the traditional double whammy
made famous in the 1970s: U.S. production
decreases, while increased world consumyp-
tion tightens available world supply. The
U.S. — and many others — then becainc
dependent on the Persian Gulf. Mexico and
Canada will not be able to supply the
projected huge increase in U.S. needs. Fur-
thermore, Mexico follows OPEC’s pricing
and production policies, Canada follows
OPEC’s pricing policies. So OPEC, being
the supplier of last resort, will set prices.
The oil shock of 1979 is estimated by the
International Energy Agency to have cost
the GNPs of OECD countries one trillion
dollars in one year ~ as well as substan-
tial unemployment and inflation. The fu-
ture shock of 1995 could be worse.

This scenario is a threat to our national
security and, at the very least, to the cco-
nomic well-being of the country. The U.S.
government ¢loes have a responsibility to
alleviate this future shock. Free market
economists will argue that if oi! prices in-
crease toward the end of the next decade,
then the world energy infrastructure will
react — as it has in the past. However, the
lag time of such reactions is longer than
the reaction time of market prices. It takes
ten years to turn over the automotive flect
or build a coal or nuclear plant. Certainly
a problem of this magnitude can be antici-
pated and, thereby, handled with less stress.
Our trading partners in the OECD criticize
us for being the largest oil importer with
the lowest prices to our consumers.

Federal Help

For cxample, the Sceretary of the
Department of Energy could be entitled to
allocate U.S. imports of petroleum in the
national interest. His authority could ex-
tend up to some limit of total present and
projected U.S. imports — perhaps 25% —
and up to some limit in time, perhaps 20
years and at prices that reflect, hopefuily,
some concession with respect to world
priees at U.S. ports based on the lenpth of
the contract, the proximity of the country
to the U.S., and the relative economic sta-
tus of the nation involved.

The Secretary of Energy could have the
authority not only to cnter into these long-
lerm contracts with appropriate supplicrs,
he could have the authority to “lay off™ his
purchases on those companics that import
oil. His leverage in this regard could
derive from an authority that enables him
10 require oil importers to accept a pro-rata
portion of his long-term puschases for their
own imports before they could be allowed
to import from other sources.

to I3-million barrels/day.

At the price of $15/barrel, U.S. imports increase 250% over
todays levels. This equals 12-million barrels/day . . . At the
same time, demand on OPEC production . .

. will increase

What must the U.S. do over the next de-
cade? Decrease oil consumption, maintain
oil production, and promate the develop-
ment of additional international oil
resources.

There are a number of alternatives to
meet each objective.

Import Taxes

One could decreasc consumption by
regulation, such as prescribing automotive
fuel economy, the setting of thermostats,
limiting the use of oil in utilities and in-
dustrial plants, etc. Or, one could increase
the cost of 0il by cxcise taxes on gasoline,
fuel oil, and dicsel or by an oil import tax.
One could promote production by provid-
ing all sorts of tax incentives to oil drillers.
Or broad incentives could be provided by
imposing an oil import tax. The experience
of the last few years recommends against
detailed regulations and tax incentives, and
suggests that objcctives in the national in-
terest be achieved by broad financial incas-
ures. A tax on gasoling influences less than
50% of oil-product consumption, and does
not affect oil consumption in some scclors
of the econoiny where there is substantial
clasticity, such as utilities, industry and rail
and river transportation.

With respect to utilities, one should keep
in mind that they have oil-fueled genera-
tors on stand-by of sufficient capacity 1o use
two-million barrels/day of oil. Utilitics may
not complete coal and nuclear plants if they
can buy ol at $15/barrel, and furthermore,
may elect to meet demand growth with
these stand-by plants. So when analysts are
skeptical about price elasticity — quipping
that residents will not rip insulation out of
their homes — it is appropriate to keep in
mind sotne of the other elernents of elastic-
ity, such as utility stand-by capacity.

The development of additional interna-
tional il resources, in the face of temporar-
ily declining prices, can be achieved by
using U.S. market power.

An advantage of such long-term Federal
purchase agreements with an cxporting
country is that they are fungible instru-
ments. A nation can finance oil field de-
velopments, ugrading facilitics and
pipelines with the commercial international
banking comnunity using the long-term
purchase order of the U.S. government as
the basis for loans. Thus, it is not neces-
sary for the U.S. government to advance
funds to underdeveloped countries for them
to exploit their resources; the existence of
long-term U.S. purchase orders should
facilitate international loans to those coun-
tries with potential oil resources. This ar-
rangement has the advantage of broadening
the credit or investment in an underdeve-
loped country from a single comnpany or
country to the international banking com-
munity. A violation of the agreement be-
comes a more serious matter to the
offender.

SPR

What role should the Strategic Petrole-
um Reserve play to help this thrcat to U.S.
seeurity? At a 500 or even 750 million bar-
rel level, the SPR can be important to
relieve a temporary interruption of supply
or can be used for a short period of time
to counter eartel-induced price hikes. It
should be used as both an economic and
strategic resource. It is not useful to coun-
ter the 300-billion barrel resource of the
Middle East when that is deployed against
the oil importing vations for a long period
of time, Over a long time period only
domestie conservation, fuel switching and
continuing prolifcration of international oil
resource development are useful.

Does the economy need the boost provid-
ed by lower oil costs and would an oil im-
port wariff damage the economy? The tariff
can be made revenue neutral by decreas-
ing some other regressive tax proportion-
ally, for example, the Social Security tax.
The geographical impacts of the oil tariff

cannot and should not be alleviated. It is
important for New England to utilize Cana-
dian gas aud hydropower and local coal and
nuclear electric plants. Perhaps New En-
gland could follow the Swedish example
and use coal-based district heating systems
to lower their consumption of fuel oil.

Windfall Profits

Should the U.S. tax away the “‘windfall”
profit s that domestic producers would ex-
perience if an import tax were enacted?
This depends on the level of imports that
is deemed a threat to the economy and na-
tional sccurity. If the “windfall” is taxed
away, domestic production, at a $15/barrel
price level in a 5-10 year time {rame, is like-
ly to decrease by approximately 3-million
barrels/day and imports are likely to in-
creasc by this amount from whatever level
of imports is achicved by the import tax.
The “Windfall” improves the nation’s secu-
rity by a substantial amount, particularly
in a time frame when OPEC has no unused
capacity. It is probably not in the security
interest of the U.S. to tax away “‘windfall”
profits.

No nation should be exempted from the
tariff. It is a national security tariff not a
bar to free trade. Qur neighbors will sup-
ply as much oil as they now do — our secu-
rity concern is that imports should not
double. Mexico could make up some in-
come by exporting gas — which they once
refused to do even though the price was
more than double today’s price; Mexico
could increase its oil production; Mexico
could use its oil in the U.S. strategic reserve
as collateral for their bank loans, thus lowe-
ing the interest rate on their loans.

In the long term the U.S. should develop
a strategy that would induce conservation
and fuel switching at the lowest cost to the
U.S. consumer. It would seem that some
combination of an oil import tax and Fed-
eral poticies to stimulate proliferation of in-
ternational oil production, would be helpful
to forestall the next oil shock. The oil im-
port tax should be maintained until such
time as considerable fucl switching had oc-
curred. With further fuel switching and
conservation in the utility, ransportation
and heating sectors, it should be possible
to reduce domestic oil consumption to ap-
proximately two-thirds of the present
15-million barrel/day level. Without an oil
import tax and some Federal stimulation
of additional oil development, OPEC is
likely to be back in the saddle jusi when
U.S. imports peak. Not only will the U.S.
consurner suffer once again, but U.S. na-
tional security will be gravely impaired.
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FROM CENTRAL ASIA TO AFGHANISTAN

by Yossef Bodansky

Ed. Note: Mr. Bodansky is a frequent con-
tributor 1o “Security Affairs’

The Soviet occupation of Afghanistan is
dircetly evolved from the age-old Russian
drive toward Central Asia and the warin
water of the Indian Ocean. This relentless
advance into Asia emerged from the strug-
gle of the Slavic population for fertile land,
and has become the focal point of Russian
(and Soviet) expansionism. Russians (and
Soviets) have historically perceived their
advance into Central Asia as the only
means by which their land-based military
might could translate into strategic gains
short of 2 major confrontation in Europe.
Since the mid-1820s, the Russians have
believed that the European Powers would
acquiesce to the eccupation of a Central
Asian country because such a conmatry
would not be worthy fighting over. THis is
a major determining factor in Soviet
Afghan policy.

Even prior to that, Muslim Turks and
Rnssians had been in contact for a thou-
sand, mostly hostle, years. As a bitter
legacy of thc Mongol invasion, the Great
Russians have always perceived their strug-
gle with the Turkic population of Central
Asia in terms of “KTO-KOGO™ (who gets
whom), in which struggle there can be no
compromises, or even pauses. The legacy
of the “Tatar Yoke” constitutes a second
major impctus for Sovict policy in Central
Asia, including Afghanistan.

The Baluchi Revolt

The Soviets compare their position in
Afghanistan to the suppression of the
Basmachi revolt in the Soviet Union,
revealing the Soviet understanding of, and
cxpectations from, their current military
operations in Afghanistan. The Basmachi
revolt is divided into three stages, the most
danggrous of which started soon after the
1917 Revolution, when Central Asian na-
tionalities sought to assert their independ-
cnce from Russian colonialism. Enver
Pasha, a Turkish general comumitted to pan-
Turkism, ceased cooperating with the
Soviets and assumed leadership of the
Basmachi forces. Special detachments of
the Central Asia CHEKA (CHON)
assassinated Enver Pasha in August 1922,
starting the sccond stage of the revolt.

The rebels still enjoyed strong mititary
forces and major engagements took place
over the next decade, However, the Sovicts
believed that in the abscnce of credible
leadership capable of uniting the Basinachi,
it was only a question of timc before they
were fractured and submitted to Soviet con-
trol. Indeed, in the wake of a series of raids
on Basmachi sanctnaries in northern
Afghanislan in J929-30, external support
to the Basmachi ceased, and the revolt sub-
sided within a year.

A very few zealots continued to conduet
small-scale and infrequent skirmishes up-
il the massive exiles of the late [940s.

Afghanistan Today

The Soviets point out that the Afghan re-
sistance today does not have capable leader-
ship and that it is widely split among
diversified organizations. Therefore, they
believe, it is only a question of time before
it collapses. They compare the eurrent
situation in the more volatile parts of
Afghanistan to that of the Basmachi revolt

in the mid-1920s, and compare other parts
of Afghanistan to Central Asia in the late-
1930s. The Soviets acknowledge that
clashes with resisiance will likely continue
for the forseeable future. However, from
an historical point of view, the fate of the
resistance has already heen decided, and
it is doomed. Combat operations in
Afghanistan might influence the time and
price of suppressing the resistance, but not
the outcome.

While suppressing the Basmachi revolt,
the Soviet Armed Forces chose for long
periods not to enter areas of Central Asia,
leaving them to the control of the
Basmachi, The areas were strategically in-
significant and armed penetration would
have cost the Soviets high casualties with-
out changing the rate of suppression. Such
a policy is currently pursued in
Afghanistan.

Where the Soviets Are

The Soviets claim 25% of the history,
concede that the resistance controls 10%,
and define the rest (63 %) as no-mansland,
reflecting the situation fairly accurately.
Since midl 980, the Soviets have been able
to do whatever they wanted in Afghanistan,
provided they were willing to pay the price.
Professor Rabbani, the leader of Jamiat-i-
Islami, admitted that “the Soviets feel comn-
fortable in Afghanistan”. At the height of
their routine military operations, only 5%
of Soviet troops in Afghanistan were eom-
mitted to fighting the resistance. Current-
ly, as a result of growing cmphasis on
special operations and improvement in the
performance of the DRA (Democratic
Republie of Afghanistan) Arined Forces,
an even smaller numnber of Soviet troops
(about 5%) is actually involved in conduc-
ting combat operations.

The Afghan resistance is incapable of in-
flicting substantial damage on Soviet stra-
tegic assets and infrastructure io
Afghanistan. The Soviei casualty ratio,
from, all causcs, is below the casualty ratio
caused during exercises and routine ac-
tivities of the most active Soviet Fronts
(The Far East Military District and the
Group of Soviet Forces in Germany). In
other words, the Soviet casualty ratio is ac-
ceptable to Sovict authorities.

Soviet Goals

Russian/Soviet military strategy has been
the rapid consolidation of control over local
strategic objectives, and only then, begin-
ning the long and gradual subimission of the
local Muslim population. The Russians
have always adhered to the Kazakh prov-
erb: “It takes 50 years to remold a pcople,”
and Soviet activities in Afghanistan clear-
ly indicate that their goals and priorities
have not changed.

On the basis of accumulated Russian/So-
viet experience since the early 18th century,
precongitions for the occupation of Muslim
territories and the suppression of loca] in-
surrection and resistance are threefold:

1. destruction of the local leadership, and
especially its ability to achieve unity;

2. crosion of the population base through
destruction of the local social and
economic infrastructurc; and

3. cffective isolation of the region.

The primary Soviet goals in Afghanistan
are maintaining a sccure power-projection
strategic infrastructure, a safe “show-case™
Kabul, and preventing escalation of resis-
tance activities from Pakistan. Since Rus-

1ne DOVIES Clalm 10 CONtrol 2% Of Alghan Ierritory, say the resistance controls
10%, with the remaining 65% a noman’s land.

_sian military strategy has been formulated

to deny assets to the enemy rather than to
control the entire territory and pacify the
population - in Afghanistan, the Soviets
have been doing well.

Since 1978, there have been three major
Soviet decision making events in which
their Afghan policy was determined. In the
spring of 1978, the Soviets reeognized
Afghanistan as a Socialist State and extend-
ed the Brezhnev Doctrine to it. {Once a
Soviet-type client state, always a Soviet-
type client state.) Consequently, the Soviets
had to escalate their involvement, leading
to the Invasion of 1979. In the spring of
1980, the Soviets rcalized their forces
would be in Afghanistan indefinitely, and
decided the object of their deployment
would be to further Soviet strategic and
global interests. This determincd the nature
and orpanization of the Soviet deployment.
In the winter of 1983-1984, the Soviets
recognized the intensity of Afphanistan’s
traditional Muslim socicty, and that insur-
rection might become a threat to the stabili-
ty of the Muslim population of the USSR.
This has determined the nature and ferocity
of the current campaign against the resis-
tance. These perceptions of Afghanistan are
the key to understanding the Soviet ap-
proach to Afghanistan and to Central and
South-West Asia as a whole.

The Afghan People

The Sovicis believe the Afghan popula-
tion did not undergo that monumnental cvent
that can transform nationalities from one
status to another - a Revolution. The
Afghan nationalities perceive and define
their identity in accordance with similar ex-
pressions of cveryday life religion,
language and cultural behavior. This makes
it very difficult to establish a Socialist State
within the boundaries of present-day
Afghanistan. Furthermore, the nationalitics
of northern Afghanistan have more in com-
mon with their brethern north of the Awmnu-
Daraya (in the Soviet Union) than with
thesce south of the Hindu-Kush (Southcrn
Alfghanistan).

This has led to an intense campaign of
“Sovietization” in the northern provinces
of Afghanistan; a “creeping annexation” t0
the Soviet Union. The Soviets emphasize
that the boundarics of ethnic territories cor-
respond to the communication potential of
the society at each stage of its social and

economic history. It is those boundaries
that count, for them, not tribal “artificial
borders”. Consequently, they belicve that
long-range stability will be achieved only
in the wake of a “‘regional solution” What
docs that entail? Large-scale changes in the
map of Central Asia.

Redrawing the Map

By September 1985, the Soviets had
escalated their campaign to and foment ex-
acerbate nationalist sentimnents, focusing on
the most turbulent nationalities of the re-
gion: Baluchis, Pushtuns and Nuristanis.
Their tribal territorics were divided among
Afghanistan, Pakistan and Iran by the col-
onial superpowers, and their self-identity
and culture have been suppressed (at times
with extreme violence) since independence
in the course of “nation building” efforts.

After decades of covert exacerbation of
these nationalities, the Soviets have made
them the primary objective of the DRA

_regional policy. As with other snccessful

Russian activities with Muslim nationalities
and ethnic groups over the last 200 ycars,
this campaign is based on indiginous rifts
exacerbated for Soviet gain. In a series of
fierce speeches in the Assembly of Border
Tribes, Afghan president Babrak Karmal
called for the revival of a unified and
antonomous Baluchistan, Pushtunistan and
Nuristan. He emphasized that *“The unity
of Pushtuns and Baluehis is also the
guarantor of freedom, progress, unification
and national maturity for the Pushtuns and
Baluchis.” This unity, of course, would rc-
quire the dismemberment of Afghanistan,
Pakistan, and portions of {ran. There has
been a very favorable reaction to the DRA
initiative among wide segments of the three
nationalitics. In mid-November a series of
tribal uprisings in Pushtunistan culminated
a month later in a major clash with the Pak-
istani Army and the closing of the Khyber
Pass.

Military Policy

Long-term Soviet regional should not be
confused with military policy to address
specific challenges in Afghanistan. The So-
viet military strategy is designed 10
facilitate the eventual attainment of the
long-term strategy.

The Soviet approach to the Afghan re-
sistance is identical to the classie solutions

(Continued on page 6)



YES THERE IS A “MORAL EQUIVALENCE”
BUT NOT NECESSARILY WHERE YOU THINK

by Jim Guirard, Jr.

Ed. Note: Mr. Guirard is a govermmen-
tal affairs consultant and a frequent con-
tributor to “Security Affairs’.

The Reagan administration is much con-
cerned about people who speak and act as
though there were a “moral equivalence”
between the United States and the Soviet
Union. The President, Secretary of State
George Schultz and Defense Secretary
Caspar Weinberger have all addresscd the
subject in rccent months.

Unfortunately, their worry is not farfet-
ched. Last year, when the question “Do you
or do you not hold that the USSR and the
United States ave morally equivalent?” was
put to the Oxford (England) Student Union,
the “nays” carried by only a-slender
margin.

The same would probably result from a
poll of the lcadership of certain radicaliz-
ed churches, certain university facultics and
certain clements of the media in this coun-
try — those who former US Ambassador
Jeane Kirkpatrick has labeled the “Blame
America First” crowd.

In fact, one prominent journalist refus-
ed last ycar even to participate in a con-
ference co-sponsored by the state
Department and the Shavano Institute,
beeause he did not wish to lend his
presence to a debatc whose conclusion
might be that such a moral equivalence did
NOT exist between the US and the USSR.

in the minds and pronouncements of
such people, the American and Soviet arm-
ed forces are cqually mililaristic and war-
mongering. Our nuclear stockpiles are
equally threatening. The CIA and KGB are
cqually sinister. The American liberation
of Grenada is cquated to the Soviet so-
called “liberation”™ of Afghanistan. Any
evil the Sovicts do, America is alleged to
have done as bad, or worse.

More than a few of these strange people
o even one step farther. They speak of
President Reagan as a “fascist” and of
Fide| Castro as a “progressive leader™ —
which suggests that Castroite tyranny is
morally SUPERIOR to American multi-
party democracy.

Evcn the language of politics has turned
to value-free terns -— the “‘superpowers,”
the “East-West conflict”, Such labels imp-
ly that there is minimal moral distinction
betwe en the defenders and the repressors
of human rights and civil liberties in the
world. Virtually forgotien are such power-
ful phrases as President John F. Kennedy
used repeatedly to make the proper distinc-
tion — “the Free World versus the Com-
munist World”, Kennedy knew (and cared)
what the Berlin Wall was ail about. He
knew {and cared) about what Fidel Castro
had in mind for Central and Latin America.

Of course, there is a powerful moral
equivalence afoot in the world of geo-
politics. But it most certainly is not bet-
weell comununist tyranny and civil-
libertarian democracy. It is between the
mirror-image tyrannics of the “ultra-left”
(Leninis m, Stalinism, Castroism) and the
“oltra-right” (Nazism, fascism).

Many prominent liberal-intellectuals
would (and do!) strongly protest the draw-
ing of an equation between communism
and faseism. Some have even branded
President Reagan as cvil for having dared

10 call the Soviet Empire *“evil™. Such peo-
ple prefer to take comfort in the naive no-
tion that thc rulers of the Empire
(Gorbachev, Castro, Mengistu, Qaddafi,
Ortega, et al) really do go around pro-
moting “liberation” and “social justice”
and “people’s democracy™ in the world.
But there are other, morc objective ex-
perts who have drawn precisely such an
equation between the so-called “extremes”
of the imagined left-right “political spec-
trum”. Here is a sampling of their conclu-
sions as to where the real moral
equivalencc in today’s world lies:

SUSAN SONTAG (liberal-intellectual
author and literary critic): “Not only is
fascism (and overt military rule) the pro-
bable destiny of all communist societies —
especially when their populations are mov-
cd to revolt — but communism is itseif a
variant, the most successful variant, of
fascisin.”

ADOLF HITLER (National Socialist
dictator of Germany): “The petit bourgeois
Social Democrat and trade union boss will
never make a National Socialist, but the
communist always will, . .There is more
that unites us than divides us from
Bolshevism. . .above all the genuine
revolutionary spirit.”

SENATOR DANIEL MOYNIHAN
{Democratic Senator from New York):

“The most bruta] totalitarian regimes in the
world call themselves ‘liberation
movements”. . .Yuri Andropov is ‘a terrorist
in a system sustained by terror’”’

JOSEPH SOBRAN {conservative col-
umnist): “On the subject of communism,
history has spoken in a shrill monotone.
Never mind the ideology: communism is
as communism does. Like every other
systemn, it deserves to be judged on its
record, not its promises. That rccord is
bloodier even than Nazism's.”

ANDREI SAKHARQY (Russian dissi-
dent an<d Nobel Peace Prize winner, to
Soviet officials at {978 trial of fellow dissi-
dent Anatoly Scharansky): “You arc not
humans. You are fascists. Hear me, a
member of the Academy of Sciences. You
are FASCISTS.”

BERNARD-HENRI LEVY (French in-
telicctual of the “New Philosophers” maove-
ment): “T am the bastard child of an unholy
union between fascism and
Stalinism. . .The only revolution I know,
the one which may grant notoriety to this
century, is the Nazi plague and red
fascism.”

PROF. A. JAMES GREGOR (author
of The Fascist Persuasion in Radical
Politics, Princeton Univ. Press, 1974):
... faseist and communist regimes are
subspecies of one and the same
species. . .In substance, whatever distinc-

tions there are between *fascist’ and ‘com-
munist’ movements in terms of ideological
commitments — they are singularly super-
ficial.”

HARRY S. TRUMAN (Former Presi-
dent of the United States): “There is no dif-
ference in totalitarian or police states, call
them what you will: Nazi, fascist, com-
munist or Argentine Republics.”

There are, indeed, many “moral
equivalents” in the world of internationat
politics. But these are AMONG the various
democratic systems, on the one hand, and
AMONG the various despotisms, on the
other.

Hitler and Smalin demonstrate the point
to perfection. Following their infamous
Friendship Pact of 1939-41 (which had been
preceded by several years of secret eol-
laboration) those two socialist monsters
came to blows not because they were dif-
ferent but because they were inherently the
same. The moral equivalence they shared
was the brutal AMORALITY of tyrants
bent on world domination. Finally, they
fought cach other to the death for the same
rcasons mad dogs or Mafia bosses do —
for power, for total control.

As Susan Sontag has observed, “Com-
munism is it self a variant, the most suc-
cessful variant, of fascism.” The sooner
true liberals and true progressives
recognize this fact, the sooner they will
cease holding hands with the Gestapo-left.

REFORMING THROUGH REORGANIZATION:
SOLUTIONS TO MILITARY PROCUREMENT PROBLEMS

by Rep. Jim Courter (R-NJ)

America’s defense procurement
problems have made our noble military in-
stitutions the objects of scorn and mdicule.
Tongue-in-chcek television commericals
depict unscrupulous supply officers sub-
stituting inexpensive beer for the high-
priced varicty and absconding with the
differcnee; editorial cartoonists render the
Secretary of Defense laboring under the
yoke of a $700 toilet seat. Fat-cat contrac-
tors and bloated burcaucrats are now
among our dominant national stereotypes.

Unfortunately, all stcreotypes have at
their core a kernel of truth, We do face a
grave ¢risis in confidence in our military
procusement system, but in order o restore
credjbility, the system must undergo fun-
damental changes, not merely cosmetic
cover-ups. And in order to make thesc
changes, we must recognize that all three
major clements of the “Military-Industrial
Caongressional Complex’—~The Pentagon,
the defense contractors and the
Congress—contribute their fair share to
procurement abuses.

Most reform efforts have been focused
upon the defense industry, but the Penta-
gon and the Congress are sorely in necd
of reform, as well. Much of the Pentagon
procurement activity ($15 billion per year)
is conducted by the Defense Logistics
Agency, a 50,000-man omnibus buying
bureaueracy which was responsible for the

$700 toilet seat and other overpriced spare
parts.

The DLA was originally created to buy
items like cornflakes and horseblankets
which all the military services needed.
That was 20 ycars ago. Now, 70% of DLA's
purchases are made for only one service.
What's more, three-fourths of DLA's annu-
al budget goes to pay personncl costs, and
the Agency is headed fiy a high ranking
military officer who is not accountable to
any elected officials. Now you begin to see
wherc some of our military procurement
abuses arise. The DLA, quite simply,
shonld be abolished.

The other major source of concern is
the Congress itself. Forty Congressional
Committees and Subcommittees oversee
the Pentagon, holding hundreds of hear-
ings, demanding countless reports, and
making thousands of requests, Every Pen-
tagon procurement decision, from the
momentous to the mundane, is exhaustively
scrutinized by the Congress. Recently,
when Defense Sccretary Weinberger plead-
cd for some relief from this oversight bur-
den, he was told to prepare four more
reports on precisely how much and what
kind of relief he was seeking. Congress,
quite simply, must curb its appetite for
“over-oversight’ and put its bloated Com-
mittee strircture on a strict diet.

The stowly grinding operations of the
“MilitaryCon gressional Complex’ serve
toconfirm what is knownin Washingion as
Augustine’s Law of Propagation and Mis-

Kep. Jim Courter

ery: “If a sufficient number of management
layers are superimposed on top of each
other, it can be assured that disaster is not
left to chance.”

In this era of tight Federal budgets and
a burgeoning Soviet military threat, Ameri-
ca’s defenses can ill afford any more dis-
asters. The streamlining of our Pentagon
and Congressional defense bureaucracies
will help ensure that we once again receive
the greatest possible “‘bang for the buck.”



rg

.

AF GHAN (Continued from pager 4)

. to Central Asian prohlems overthe last 150
years The most ,mtergsting, modem
.development is the Séviet realization of the
futility of a socialist solution. They have
confronted the Muslim® Afghan realities,
and have proven their w:llmg to‘adopt and
pursue ot only classic Russ;an goals and
aspirations, but also ¢lassic Russian socio-
rmlhtary solutions, The Sovicts are
; devastatingly effective agginst the Afghan

: res1stancc and in 1985-86, are closer than .
i ever to total vnctory.f

The Soviets define the followistg mxlltary
preconditions as the keys ) success in sup-
pressing a Muslim ;insurgency:

1. deep intelligence penetration and
manjpulation of the hostile population;

2. deep raiding capabilities and the abili=

ty to conduct surgical strikes agamst priori- '

ty objectives; and

3. the ability to rapidly inflict masswg
collateral damage ol the civilian infrastrac:
wure to erode popular support for the re-
sistance.

Russian/Soviet conduct of military
operations in Central Asia sincc the
emergence of their modern Armed Forces
(at the end of the 18th century) can be
divided into three major periods. The for-
mulation of the operational art took place
between the 1780s and 1916. The integra-
tion of mechanization (aircrafi, armoured-
cars and chemical weapons} into the
operational art took place between 917 and
1945, In 1980, the Soviets introducted flex-
ible and automated troop-control and
autonomous small unit combat operations
into their operational art and tactics - in
other words, the growth of counterin-
surgency warfare. The most significant
development in the Soviet operational art
has been the complete integration of the
troop-control of the combined arms

.

_subufiits with a diversified array of

weapons, resulting in; their growing
sophistication and effectiveness.
‘The goal of these operations is to put the

. subversive organization constantly on the
defensive through a series of devastatmg L

.
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rear of the. enemy Thcre are. also \quntc 2
few cases where a ;csrstancc comniander,
. who was a KhAD-igent, deliberately led
hls force into a devastatmgly effecnvc So-
v1et DRA anibush.”

" ‘History shows. that the turnmg pomt in

surprise strikes pn ifs very deep sdnc- ; “the Russian/Soviet, struggle for the-control

tuaries. Such operdtlons have three key - .. 9f Muslim territorigs hag been ‘when they
. 7succeeded in isolating ;hc population and
‘ severmg external support to the local re-
',51stzmce Soviet specxal operations have
, brought the “populd ahi to the breaking .

quirements:
1) operational : ﬂe)ciblhty and autonomy-
in the small unif;
2) the availability, of:superior and flex

ble fire powers;(including chcmlcal
wcapons), and

3) a complete ‘intelligence plcruré

1

Sov1et Successes

4

The momdnt tlac"Sovnets succeeded in in-
tegrafjﬂg thq:§e1htue elements, the Afghan
resistance Started:to suffer” senous defeats.

As.mentioned above, Sovxe& fot c'i;S' in
Afghamsmn do not attempt o pacxfy areas
in which they encounter resistance. When
a village is known to b¢’cooperating with
the resistance, the Soviets use special forces
to destroy the entire village so as not to give

away intelligence assets, and o demonstrate ’

to the resistance that Soviet special forces
can get them everywhere - and by surprise.

The Soviets have made a special effort
to penetrate the most conservative, tradi-
tional sectors of the population, and com-
pile an accurate picture of the situation of
the resistance at any given moment, They
also rcty on their excellent intelligence
penetration of the resistance to conduct
deep raids into their sanctuaries. Raids are
usually conducted to seize newly arrived
weapons and supplies before they are
disseminated, and 1 capture or assassinate
resistance commanders. The rnost signifi-
cant special operations are these conducied
by SPETSNAZ 3-man teams in the deep
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" point, while logistical, fiazdships prevent the

effective d1ssermnatxon of aid to the resis-.

tance, resukmg in their;virtual isolation. ! the inability of the resisiance to effectively

Together, these o tréads constitute the
key to Sovief” succcss 1f-they continue,
Afghanistan Can’ be written off by the West
and the Sgviets.will. bgyencouraged to con-
tinue thejr persistant advance toward warm

¢ waters ami toward the Near East.

, The ‘Bayick Anjon’is winning in.
Afghanmtan Onthe-other hand, escalation
of the struggle in Afghanistan is bound to
have long term influence on the Soviet Emn-
pirc. Although the deeision to pursue

regional rather than socialist solutions led

- Soviéts to be more pragmatic and effective,

it has also exposed the Soviet Muslim
population to outside influence and subver-

+ sion, because northern Afghanistan is now
_closer to the USSR. The Central Asian

population has learned that a Sacialist
Revolution can be reversed in favor of na-
tionalist, tribal policies.

" The tenets of Islam have been the source
of the commitment and ferocity of the re-
sistance to Soviet occupation in Central
Asia aud Afghanistan. However, the same
adherance has been the prime reason for

confront the Soviet forces, ultimately
leading to its collapse and the subjugation
of the Muslim population by the USSR.
The Soviets are correct when they identify
the current situation in Afghanistan as a

‘ ¢component of a historical process leading

‘to a regional solution. The West cannot ai-
ter historical realities. Western countries
should understand and capitalize on
historical developments to help bring about
favourable results for the entire region.

NEWSBRIEFS

THE VERDICT ON GENERAL
"UMAR: ON 30 MARCH, THE STATE
SECURITY COURT OF SUDAN SEN-
TENCED GENERAL "UMAR MU-
HAMMAD AL-TAYYIB TO 20 YEARS
IN PRISON. In the March issue of “Secu-
rity Affairs™, JINSA presented the casc of
General "Umar, who was the Sudanese
connection to the rescue of Ethiopian Jews.
Although the trial focused almost entirely
on the General’s role in Operation Moses,
nowhere was it mentioned in the sentence,
It appears that General "Umar received 10
years for “Arti~'= '36/misuse of authority™,
and 10 year Or “Article 136-84/in-
citement”,

The next day, the official Sudanese ncws
agency SUNA carricd a commentary read-
ing in part, “The United States expressed
its displeasure with the Kbartoum trials that
revealed its complicity with the previous
dictatorial regime in transferring the
Falasha Jews to Israel...The trials revealed
aggressive U.S. plots which eventally
serve U.S, monopoly interests and the Is-
raeli enemy.”

Another Sudanese paper notes, “The
U.S. stand is not surprising. The United
States, a supcrpower, continues o topple
the Nicaraguan Government by mining
ports and allocating millions of dotlars to
topple the government of that country.”

BRITS STILL TRAINING LIBYAN PI-
LOTS: The British Oxford Air Training
School has continued to train three Libyan
civilian pilots, even after onc student’s
voice was picked up by the BBC in a Tripoli
Radio broadcast saying, ‘“The Revolution-
ary Force at Oxford Acrodrotne, Bri-
1ain...prepared to becorne suicide squads
against America and its arrogance.”

The Oxford Training School is less than
five minutes flying from the U.S. F-ill
nuclear air base at Upper Heyford, and
near several other major U.S. bases. Co-
lin Beckwith, principal of the school said,
*“I am satisfied our Libyans are not a danger
to anybody.”’

SOVIETS NEAR ISRAEL: According to
a U.S. source, the Israeli Defensc Minis-
try reported two Soviet destroyers and a
Russian spy ship were positioned sore
30-80 miies off the Israeli coast during the
U.S.-Libyan confrontation. In addition,
since January the Soviets have had their
Mediteranean flagship patrolling along the
coast of Libya.

Yuval Ne'eran, former chief of planning
for the IDF, said the Sovicts “are monitor-
ing all Israeli signals, every (internation-
al) telephone conversation...and certainly
messages going in and out of the country
are being ‘captured’ by the (Soviet) spy ship
which has enough electronic equipment o
‘capture’ even most (telephone) conversa-
tions within Israel itself.”

FRENCH WITHDRAW FROM
BEIRUT: Withdrawal of the 45-member
ceasefire observer force came two weeks
after the kidnappers -~ ~ 7
demanded the withdr:

STINGERS TO AFGHANS & ANGO-
L.ANS: The Reagan Administration has
decided to ship Stinger anti-aircraft mis-
siles to anticommunist rebels in Af-
ghanistan and Angola. Previously, the
rebels bad only been supplied with recy-
cled weapons that could not he traced io
the U.S., according to one source.

YELLOW RAIN CONFIRMED: A
Canadian research tcam is prepared to
release the most conclusive proof (o date
that yellow rain is a man-made weapon.
The study, canducted by the Ottawa-based
Defense Research Establishment, found
positive yellow-rain sampled from an attack
site and what appears to be part of a
weapon.

LIBYAN SQUADRON IN GEORGIA: A
squadron of Libyan C-130s, purchased 13
years ago, is still sitting on a field at the
Lockheed Georgia plant. The Libyans con-
tracted for the planes in 1973, and paid for
them, but when they were ready, the State
Department embargoed them. Lockheed
applies annually for a license to ship the
planes to Libya, but is annually denied. A
Lockheed spokesman said, “Libya appar-
ently doesn’t blame Lockheed for the no-
show, or at fcast it isn't making a fuss. We
haven't tatked to those people since 78 or
>79", although Libya paid $42 million for
the planes.

DRYDOCKING SUBS? The Administra-
tion is apparently considering drydocking
two Poscidon nuclear submarines rather
than having them dismantled in May as re-
quired by the SALT 1I treaty. This would
be the first action under what the Adminis-
tration has proposed as ‘“‘proportional
responses”” to Soviet violations of SALT
and other arms-control agreements,





