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Shcharansk_y Release:

On February 11, Anatoly Shcharansky,
human rights activist and campaigner for
Soviet Jewish emigration, walked across
the Glienicke bridge to freedom after
eight years of detention in the Soviet
Gulag. Shcharansky’s release was the high
point of a carefully orchestrated East-
West exchange that has been hailed as
one of the most concrete and dramatic
results of the November Reagan-Gorba-
chev summit meeting,

Although there has been conjecture as
to precisely how the release came about,
it is clear that the personal commitment
and determination of both President
Reagan and Secretary of State George
Shultz were instrumental in the process.
From the summit meeting in Geneva to
lower level discussions, Shcharansky’s
case was raised at every opportunity by
administration officials.

P011t1cal analysts agree that it was the

at Geneva its commltment to a strong
defense and unflagging determination to
pursue development of the Strategic De-
fense Initiative, which persuaded the
Soviets to come to the negotiating table.
The decision to release Shcharansky in
the wake of the summit was made in the
hope that such a gesture would soften
the American position on bilateral issues
such as trade and arms control.

Some, however, have adopted the
Soviet interpretation of the events lead-
ing up to the release: that it was the
warming of relations at Geneva which
created a “climate” in which the swap
could occur. According to this view, Jew-
ish emigration from the Soviet Union is
linked to America’s pliability on issues of
concern to the Soviets. But what brought
the Soviets to the table in the first place,

had its impact on the Soviet Union. The
relentless pressure from the West may
have made a nuisance of Shcharansky,

and what, in the weeks following, per-
suaded them to release Shcharansky, was,
in fact a tough U.S. stance and consist-
ent public pressure.

Harvard law professor Alan Dersho-
witz, Mr. Shcharanskys U.S. attorney,
maintains that his client’s release was the
product of an “eclectic diplomacy”—years
filled with contacts and pressures from
various quarters. Certainly, the efforts of
Shcharansky’s wife Avital and of the tire-
less Soviet Jewry activists were impor-
tant. The letters, rallies and petitions
provided constant pressure on Congress
and on successive administrations to
work for Shcharansky’s freedom.

This public and diplomatic effort also

Jordan Arms

The Reagan administration’s recent
decision to postpone the sale of $1.1
billion-worth of arms to Jordan repre-
sents a singular victory for the Jewish
community. It is a victory which con-
trasts sharply with the defeat suffered by
the pro-Israel community in 1981 when it
failed to prevent the sale of AWACS
(Airborne Warning and Control System)
surveillance aircraft to Saudi Arabia.

The Jewish community failed in 1981
largely because it had neglected to de-
velop working relationships with those
outside the Democratic Party. In a Re-
publican-controlled senate, GOP support
was essential to block the sale, But with-

making his continued detention more
costly to the Soviet image than his re-
lease.

It has also been suggested that the
decision to allow Shcharansky to emi-
grate is part of the Soviet campaign to
crush whatever remains of the refusenik
movement in Russia. Ya’acov Gorodet-
sky, former leader of the Jewish cultural
movement in Leningrad, announced that
the Gorbachev regime was interested in
releasing key Zionist dissidents in order
to further weaken the movement by de-
priving it of leadership. Gorodetsky and
Rabbi Eliahu Essas, another Jewish
leader, were released just before Shcha-
ransky, in early February.

Soviet policies of repression have lar-
Continued, page 4

out significant ties to the Jewish com-
munity, and under strong pressure from
the administration, 41 of 53 Republican
senators voted to provide AWACS to
Saudi Arabia.

The AWACS defeat marked a turning
point. Having failed to prevent a sale
that threatened to undermine Israel’s
security, the Jewish community was com-
pelled to re-think its political strategy. In
doing so, the community came to recog-
nize that in order to ensure the preserva-
tion of Israel’s security, it had to foster
broad bi-partisan support for Israel.

The decision to take a new approach

Continued, page 4
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ARAFAT INQUIRY
URGED

In a letter to the Attorney General,
Edwin Meese, forty-four senators have
urged that the Justice Department give
top priority to the investigation of PLO
chairman, Yasir Arafat’s involvement in
the 1973 murder of U.S. ambassador to
the Sudan, Cleo Noel, and his charge
d’affairs George Moore. Documentary
evidence, including a tape recording of a
telephone conversation between Arafat
and the terrorists holding the diplomats,
reportedly exists showing that Arafat
directly ordered the murder of the two
men.

The letter, initiated by Senators Charles
Grassley (R-Iowa) and Frank Lautenberg
(D-NJ), states that “these allegations, if
substantiated, leave little doubt that a
warrant for Arafat’s arrest should be
issued and a criminal indictment filed
against him.”

Among the signers of the letter are thir-
teen senators who comprise a majority of
the Senate Judiciary Committee, which
has jurisdiction in the matter. In addition
to Sen. Grassley, these members include
Senators Paul Laxalt (R-Nev.), Orrin
Hatch (R-Utah), John East (R-NC),
Jeremiah Denton (R-Ala.), Arlen Spec-
ter (R-Penn.), Mitch McConnell (R-Ken-
tucky), Joseph Biden (D-Del.), Edward
Kennedy (D-Mass.), Howard Metzen-
baum (D-Ohio), Dennis DeConcini (D-
Ariz.), Patrick Leahy (D-Vt.) and Paul
Simon (D-IIL.)

HUMAN RIGHTS GROUP
CITES SANDINISTA
ABUSES

The London-based human rights mon-
itoring group Amnesty International has
released a report outlining a “...pattern
of intimidation and harassment” of dissi-
dents by Nicaragua’s Marxist Sandinista
government. The report’s publication
comes in the wake of Nicaraguan Presi-
dent Daniel Ortega’s announcement on

October 15, 1985 of a new state of emer-
gency which suspended virtually all civil
liberties in his country. Its contents con-
firm White House assertions that the
Sandinistas are escalating their attack on
basic freedoms in Nicaragua.

According to the Amnesty report, the
Nicaraguan government is guilty of ar-

- resting political, business and labor lead-

ers, holding and interrogating them under
harsh conditions. Detained in small cells,
the report states, prisoners must endure
the constant glare of an electric light
bulb, threats of indefinite imprisonment
and being awakened every ten minutes
during the night. Using special powers
under a state of emergency imposed in
March 1982, the Interior Ministry’s State
Security Service routinely holds prisoners
incommunicado in response to Nicara-
guan rebel attacks. The report also noted
a number of unsolved killings and disap-
pearances of persons detained by Sandi-
nista forces in 1981 and 1982.

Nicaraguan Ambassador to the United
States Carlos Tunnermann defended his
government’s detention policy. Tunner-
mann claimed that the prisoners “...were
not arrested because they are civilian
leaders but because they were helping to
destabilize the country’s economy, which
is against the law, or preaching against
the draft or cooperating with the counter-
revolutionaries...”

LIBYA AIDS
SANDINISTAS

According to a report in the London
Sunday Times, Libya has provided a
total of $400 million in aid to Nicara-
gua’s Sandinista regime over the past
four years. In addition, Libya has also
supplied the Managua government with
aircraft, arms, oil and military advisors,
as well as civilian pilots to replace those
who have left Nicaragua since the 1979
revolution.

Roman Catholic and human rights or-
ganizations also report that forty Lib-
yans are currently working with Nicara-
gua’s political police, advising them on
“interrogation techniques.” These organi-

zations also report that Libyan advisors
are stationed in army training camps
near the war zones in Nicaragua, while a

further forty Libyans are reported to be
assisting the army in the Managua sub-
urb of La Colonia las Colinas.

The strong Libyan-Nicaraguan connec-
tion has reportedly been strongly backed
by the Sandinista Interior Minister,
Tomas Borge. Borge, whose ties to radi-
cal Arabs have grown since he received
training in PLO camps during the 1960s,
praised the regime’s ties to Libya during
a 1984 trip to the Libyan capital, Tripoli,
saying “Our relationship with Libya is
eternal.”

GENOCIDE TREATY
RATIFIED

On February 11, the Genocide Con-
vention Treaty was ratified by the Senate,
thirty-seven years after it was first sub-
mitted. The treaty, which codifies geno-
cide as an international crime, passed by
an 83-11 margin.

Although the organized Jewish com-
munity has been urging the Senate to rat-
ify the Convention for nearly four dec-
ades, these attempts repeatedly failed. In
the end, it was a combination of Presi-
dent Reagan’s support for the treaty and
the efforts of leading Senate Republicans
that achieved passage. v

After the President called for ratifica-
tion at an October 1984 convention of
B’nai Brith, Senate Foreign Relations
Committee chairman, Richard Lugar (R-
IN) held hearings on the treaty. After
months of negotiation, the committee en-
dorsed the treaty, and it was brought to
the floor for a final vote by the Senate
Majority Leader, Robert Dole (R-KS).

Several senators who ultimately voted
for the treaty did so in the face of con-
siderable constituent opposition. Senators
Mack Mattingly (R-GA), Don Nickles
(R-OK), Paula Hawkins (R-FL), Jim
Abdnor (R-SD), Mark Andrews (R-ND)
all cast their votes in favor of ratification
because of the treaty’s symbolic impor-
tance as a human rights document, espe-
cially to the Jewish community.
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Jordan Arms

continued from page 1
was strengthened by the growing realiza-
tion that, with some encouragement, Re-
publicans could become staunch allies.
President Reagan’s strong support, in
particular, has encouraged the Jewish
community to build closer ties with Re-
publicans, based on mutual interest. The
community has come to understand that
the Republican Party’s internationalist
view of foreign policy, which favors sup-
port for America’s democratic friends
around the world, accommodates, quite
naturally, strong support of Israel.

Under the Reagan administration,
U.S.-Israel relations have never been bet-
ter. The President and Republicans on
Capitol Hill maintain that American pas-
sivity in foreign affairs encouraged Soviet
expansionism and have seized foreign aid
as an invaluable tool for combatting the
Soviet threat. Thus, aid to Israel has
increased from under $2 billion to over
$4 billion, and has been converted from
a combination of grants and loans to all
grants. In addition, the strategic relation-
ship between the two countries has been
strengthened and a U.S.-Israel free trade
area established.

With the emergence of groups such as
the National Jewish Coalition which have
been building strong relations with the

GOP, Republicans are now playing a
leading role in supporting Israel. This
development has been reinforced by the
growing number of pro-Israel political
action committees (PACs). These groups
have recognized the importance of gen-
erating support among candidates across
the country, not only those in areas with
large Jewish populations. Thus, they have
built ties with Republicans from all parts
of the country, helping to encourage. their
support for Israel. As these relationships
have grown, so have PAC contributions
to Republicans, further reinforcing good
relations. According to a Washington
Post survey, the ten largest of these
PAC:s gave a total of $167,150 to Repub-
licans as opposed to $139,450 to Demo-
crats in the first six months of 1985.

The fact that Congress recently over-
whelmingly rejected administration efforts
to push through the Jordan arms pack-
age, attests to the success of the Jewish
community’s efforts to recruit Republi-
can support. Last October, Congress
passed a joint resolution which called for
the Jordan arms sale to be delayed until
March 1 unless there was a major break-
through in the peace process. The resolu-
tion passed on a voice vote in the House
and by 97-1 in the Senate. In the Senate,
28 Republicans co-sponsored the resolu-
tion, including Jesse Helms (R-NC), Steve

Symms (R-ID), Gordon Humphrey (R-
NH), Thad Cochran (R-Miss.), Don
Nickles (R-OK), Charles Grassley (R-
Iowa), Mack Mattingly (R-Ga.) and
Frank Murkowski (R-AK)—senators
who, on most matters, form a solid bloc
of support for the administration.

The overwhelming coalition that the
Jewish community built in opposition to
the sale forced the White House to halt
its efforts to push the arms package until
Hussein took real steps to enter negotia-
tions with Israel. Under the joint resolu-
tion, the administration would have been
free to proceed with the sale after March
1. But in the face of solid bipartisan con-
gressional opposition, the White House
reached an agreement on January 30,
promising not to go ahead with the sale
if Congress would not put forward reso-
lutions to block it.

Clearly, the recent victory testifies to a
greater political sophistication on the part
of the Jewish community. The lesson
learned by the pro-Israel community since
1981—that it is crucially important for
Jews to have a bipartisan influence on
American politics—has been vindicated
by the clear victory on Jordan arms. In
the end, only by building relationships
with Republicans as well as Democrats
can Jews guarantee that their concerns
are a factor in America’s decision-making,

Shcharansky

continued from p. 1

gely silenced open protest in Russia. Lit-
tle remains of the wide-spread movement
for human rights and religious freedom
that was prevalent during the 1970s.
Criminal trials, exile and harassment have
driven underground whatever activity has
not yet been extinguished.

In the final analysis, it is Moscow’s
perception of Soviet interests which deter-
mines who, as well as how many, shall
be allowed to emigrate. And it was such
a calculated consideration of Soviet in-
terests which prompted the decision to
free Shcharansky. It is clear, however,
that the Soviet Union is trying to replay
its old message: “Look how nice we can
be if you behave nicely toward us.” And
that old message is just as false as ever.

While presenting a moment of triumph,
it is clear that Shcharansky’s release does
not signal a general relaxation of Soviet
policy toward dissent and Jewish emigra-
tion. Just six days after Shcharansky was
freed, seven young Jews were arrested in

Leningrad and subjected to harassment
and bullying for holding an informal
Jewish gathering. Leningrad activists re-
port that the raid was part of a general
process of increased pressure on religious
groups.

Letters written by Andrei Sakharov and
smuggled out of Russia to the West pro-
vide fresh evidence of Soviet repression.
Not unexpectedly, descriptions of the
torture he and his wife Yelena Bonner
experienced while isolated in the closed
city of Gorky contrast sharply with offi-
cial Soviet pronouncements that the two
have been living in “normal conditions.”

While Soviet officials claim that all
Jews who want to quit the Soviet Union
have done so, American Jewish activists
report that 400,000 of some two million
Jews living in the Soviet Union have
applied to get permission to leave but
have been refused.

Clearly, Shcharansky’s release repre-
sents only a very small gesture on the
part of the Soviets who would have us
believe that they have reformed. Thus,
while Jews everywhere celebrate Shcha-

ransky’s repatriation to Israel and his vic-
tory over repression, the Jewish com-
munity must not ease its efforts to secure
the release of all those who wish to gain
freedom. As the struggle is resumed, it
should be remembered that the crucial
factor in convincing the Soviets to release
Shcharansky was American strength.
Only by maintaining this strength and
continuing to communicate our resolve
can more substantial victories be won in
the future.

NIC Bulletin is published monthly by the
National Jewish Coalition.
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U.S. Foreign Policy
and American Jewry

During the 1970s, America watched
with growing concern as the Soviet Union
expanded its global influence unchal-
lenged by the United States. The Ameri-
can people responded by calling for
America to resume its leadership of the
free world. American Jewry, however,
continued to advocate policies that en-
courage Soviet expansion and teday
threaten the security and welfare of the
State of Israel.

The evidence supporting a reassessment
of American foreign policy was over-
whelming. In Laos, Cambodia and Viet-
nam, Ethiopia, Mozambique and Angola,
forces backed by the Kremlin seized
power, placing their nations firmly in the
Soviet orbit. In Nicaragua, the Marxist
Sandinistas began the process of creating
a Soviet-style dictatorship in Central
America. In Poland, the independent
trade union, Solidarity, was suppressed,
and in Afghanistan a massive Soviet
force established a brutal occupation.

Meanwhile, the Kremlin was stifling
dissent at home. Even as the Helsinki
Accords on human rights were signed,
the Kremlin continued its policies ‘of re-
pression. Shortly after, the independent
group set up to monitor Soviet com-
pliance with the Accords was mercilessly
crushed, its leaders arrested and im-
prisoned.

Throughout, America remained weak
and impotent. Proponents of neo-isola-
tionism believed that the United States
was largely responsible for many of the
world’s conflicts. Under President Carter,
this view became enshrined in govern-
ment policy: as the Soviet empire en-
gulfed nation after nation, the United
States sat back and watched.

The weakness demonstrated by the
Carter administration in the face of
Soviet expansion led revolutionary Iran
to believe that it, too, could challenge
U.S. power with impunity. This resulted
in the Iranian hostage crisis and 444 days
of American anguish and humiliation.

The election of Ronald Reagan in 1980
was a response to the impotence that had
left America bereft of credibility in the
eyes of the world. Americans overwhelm-

ingly rejected neo-isolationism, and sup-
ported President Reagan’s defense build-
up and the U.S. intervention in Grenada.
America understood how U.S. weakness
had provoked Soviet aggression.
Americans came to recognize that the
Soviet Union is a totalitarian state which
vigorously pursues policies of repression
at home and expansion abroad. These
policies, it became clear, pose a threat,

Jews must
recognize that
support for Israel
can no longer be
limited to pushing
for foreign aid.
]

not only to its own citizens, but to the
entire world. The American people came
to believe that only through policies that
promote democracy, support U.S. allies
and defend U.S. interests can Soviet
designs be thwarted.

Jews, too, have become increasingly
aware of the aggressive nature the Soviet
Union as the Kremlin has relentlessly

persecuted Soviet Jewry and aided radi-
cal Arab nations in their conflict with
Israel. But unlike the American people at
large, most Jews have failed to draw the

conclusion that follows from this aware-
ness: that the motivations behind the
Soviet threat to Jewish interests are the
same as those behind Soviet expansion-
ism and repression around the globe.

Led by the Jewish establishment,
American Jewry has resisted the policies
that would strengthen U.S. interests in
the face of Soviet expansion. Enthralled
by the liberal movement which they
helped nurture, many Jews continue—
unquestioningly—to support the liberal
neo-isolationism which advocates Ameri-
ca’s abdication of her responsibilities as
leader of the free world. Were they to
examine the implications of such an ab-
dication, many would understand that
such neo-isolationism endangers the in-
terest the Jewish community has in keep-
ing Israel secure.

Unless the United States is willing to
project its power in defense of its allies
and its global interests, Israel’s security
would be jeopardized. If the Soviets per-
ceive a United States unwilling to protect
its interests in Nicaragua—in America’s
own back yard—why would they believe
that the United States would come to the
aid of an Israel faced with a concerted,
Soviet-backed Arab attack?

American Jews must recognize that
their support for Israel can no longer be
limited to pushing for foreign aid and
opposing arms sales to Arab countries.
For unless the United States demonstrates
its willingness to defend its allies world-
wide, Israel will be vulnerable. For the
sake of Israel and of America, Jews must
work to create and maintain a climate in

e

which America’s commitment to freedom——

is both strong and credible.
C.G.
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BREGER PROMOTED:
NEW FACE AT WHITE HOUSE

SDI AND ISRAEL 3

ARAB-AMERICANS SLAM
ISRAEL'S FRIENDS

AMERICAN JEWRY'S
“UTOPIAN DILEMMA”

OCTOBER 1985

-
NJC Applauds U.S.

Capture Of Terrorists

As the hijacking of the Achille Lauro
ended, the world learned that PLO ter-
rorists, under the leadership of the notor-
ious Abu Abbas, had committed yet
another crime against the free peoples of
the world. With the murder of an elderly
and infirm American Jew and the release
of his murderers by the government of
Egypt, the United States responded by
capturing the terrorists through the res-
trained yet effective use of force.

After hearing of the American action,
the National Jewish Coalition sent a tel-
egram to President Reagan applauding
the steps he had taken to bring the hi-
jackers to justice. The NJC supports the
forcing down of the EgyptAir jet and the
administration’s efforts to bring Abu
Abbas to trial as invaluable contributions
to the war against terrorism.

The Coalition’ telegram read as
shown below:
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Black Community
More Conservative Than
Black Leaders

A recent survey published in Public
Opinion magazine shows that the nation’s
black leaders are far more liberal on
social issues than the black population as
a whole. The survey was conducted by
Linda Lichter, co-director of the Center
for Media and Public Affairs.

Among the survey’s findings:

® Sixty-eight percent of black leaders
considered themselves liberals while only
twenty-seven percent of the black popu-
lation classified themselves in the same
way.

® On the issue of affirmative action,
blacks were asked whether or not minor-
ities should receive preferential treatment
to make up for past discrimination.
Seventy-seven percent of the leaders. said
that they favored such treatment, while
the same percentage of the black public
said they opposed it!

® While seventy-four percent of.the
leaders said they had experienced job
discrimmation, sixtypercemt of the black
public said they had not.

® Asked if blacks were making pro-
gress or slipping backwards, sixty-one
percent of the black leaders said that
they were slipping backwards; sixty-six
percent of the black public said that they
were advancing.

Such disparities are in evidence through-
out the survey. Lichter points out that
the survey is significant because it illus-
trates that the black community is not a
“monolith”, As Lichter observes, the
apparent conservatism of the black pub-
lic on social issues may make that com-
munity more “up for grabs politically”
than either political party may realize.

The survey poses a difficult problem
for the liberal black leadership. If they
are truly to represent their community,

Continued on page 4
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JORDAN ARMS PACKAGE
PROPOSED

On September 27 the Reagan adminis-
tration notified Congress of its intent to
sell a package of sophisticated weapons
to Jordan. The package includes 40 ad-
vanced fighter aircraft (either the F-20 or
F-16), 12 improved Hawk surface-to-air
missiles, 300 AIM-9P4 air-to-air missiles,
72 Stinger missiles and 32 Bradley M-3
tanks. The advanced nature of these
weapons-would constitute an additional
threat to Israel’s security, forcing Israel
to make further sacrifices in order to
defend herself.

Major congressional opposition to the
sale has developed. A joint resolution of
disapproval aimed at preventing the sale
will be introduced shortly and requires a
simple majority in both houses to pass.
The president then has the authority to
veto the resolution after which two-thirds
of each body would be needed to over-
ride his veto and block the sale.

Congressional Republicans are playing
a critical role in this debate, In the House,
Reps. Vin Weber (R-MN), John McCain
(R-AZ), and Mark Siljander (R-MI) are
leading the opposition, joined by Demo-
crats Dante Fascell, William Gray, Larry
Smith and Mel Levine. John Heinz (R-
Pa.), Robert Kasten (R-WI), Robert
Packwood (R-OR), Alfonse D’Amato
(R-NY) and Rudy Boschwitz (R-MN),
along with Edward Kennedy, Alan Cran-
ston and Daniel Inouye are leading the
opposition in the Senate.

SENATORS APPROVE
KOZINSKI NOMINATION

On September 12, the Senate Judi-

ciary Committee voted to approve the
nomination of Alex Kozinski to the
Ninth Circuit U.S. Federal Court of
Appeals based in Los Angeles. The com-
mittee vote cleared the final major hurdle
to the nomination, which is now expected
to be approved by the full Senate.

Mr. Kozinski presently serves as the
Chief Judge of the U.S. Claims Court in
Washington, D.C. On confirmation, Mr.
Kozinski, at age 34, is expected to become
the youngest Federal Appeals Court judge
in the-country.

Judge Kozinski’s appointment was
vigorously opposed by the Institute for
Policy Studies, a left-wing Washington
“think tank.” Rep. Pat Schroeder (D-
Colo.) was also involved in the effort to
halt confirmation of the Jewish immi-
grant from Romania.

However, Kozinski’s nomination drew
broad support from the legal profession.
It was welcomed by Appeals Court judge,
John P. Wiese, who describes Kozinski
as “a superb intellect tied to an unbend-
ing commitment to excellence.”

Involved in numerous Jewish philan-
thropic activities, Judge Kozinski also
served as a volunteer attorney for the
1984 Reagan-Bush campaign.

ADMINISTRATION ACTS
ON ISRAEL BONDS TAX

Assistant Treasury Secretary, Ronald
—A. Pearlman, recently-alerted the Senate
and House tax committees of a 1984 tax
law which could unintentionally impair
the marketability of Israel Bonds. The
new law places a tax on artificially low
interest rates which would directly penal-

ize holders of four percent Isracl Bonds.

Israel Bonds serve to bolster the Israeli
economy and are not viewed as a tax
shelter. The new tax would inhibit the
purchase of bonds and undermine the
Israeli economic recovery.

As a result of the Administration’s dis-
closure, Sen. Pete Wilson (R-Cal.) and
Rep. Charles B. Rangel (D-N.Y.) spon-
sored legislation to exempt the bonds
from tax penalities.

GOP LAWMAKERS
OPPOSE TALKS WITH PLO

The National Jewish Coalition and
Rep. John R. Miller (R-Wash.), produced
and circulated an unprecedented con-
gressional letter urging President Reagan
not to abandon America’s long-standing
policy of prohibiting government officials
from negotiating with PLO terrorists.

The letter, the first of its kind on the
subject of negotiating with the PLO, was
delivered to the White House on Sep-
tember 10. The letter called to the Presi-
dent’s attention the recent surge of terror-
ist attacks planned by the PLO, and
reiterated an American law which states
that “no officer or employee of the Uni-
ted States . .. shall negotiate with the
Palestine Liberation Organization.”

Rep. Miller’s initiative gained the broad
support of House Republican leaders.
Those signing the letter included key
members of the House Foreign Affairs
Committee, a majority of the newly
elected Republican members of the House
and the membership of the pro-Israel
Conservative Opportunity Society.

Continued on page 5

Breger Promoted:
New Face At White
House

President Reagan has chosen Marshall
Breger, special assistant to the President
“for liaison with the academic and Jew-
ish community,” to become chairman of
the Administrative Conference - of the

United States. In his new position, which
carries with it a rank equal to that of an
under-secretary, Breger will be responsi-
ble for making recommendations to im-
prove the operations of other federal de-
partments and agencies.

Mr. Breger has served in his current
position since 1983. He was formerly a
fellow at the Heritage Foundation and is
on leave from the faculty of New York
University’s School of Law.

The Jewish community’s new point of
contact at the White House is Max
Green. Mr. Green, who becomes Asso-

ciate Director of Public Liaison, has re-
sponsibility for Middle East policy and
Soviet Jewry, and for broader defense
and foreign policy issues.

Mr. Green moves to the White House
after serving as acting director of the
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights. Dur-
ing his tenure there, he worked closely
with representatives of the major Jewish
organizations and was responsible for
reorganizing all 50 state advisory coun-
cils to the Commission. Prior to entering
the federal government, he spent ten years
with the United Federation of Teachers.
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Murray Friedman’s

*The Utopian

Dilemma”

A Review By
Rabbi Morton M. Kanter

Milton Himmelfarb, observing the
political behavior of American Jews, has
said that they have incomes like Episco-
palians but vote like Puerto Ricans. The
question of why American Jewry is the
most liberal white group in America is
examined by Murray Friedman in his
recent book, The Utopian Dilemma
(Ethics and Public Policy Center/Seth
Press, P.O. Box 130, Bryn Mawr, PA,
$7.95).

Jewish leaders in this country, both
religious and secular, will welcome Dr.
Friedman’s essay. By providing a studied
overview of the Jewish organizational
approach to public policy since 1945, the
essay lends insight into the present politi-
cal attitudes of American Jewry.

Friedman’s study makes it clear that

liberals always have answers. For them,
the solution is always easy: follow liberal
ideology, no matter what results or how
little good it does. For example, Fried-
man cites the strong support among the
liberal-leaning Union of American Hebrew
Congregations (UAHC) for the liberal-
ization of abortion and for government-
aided abortions for poor women. Fried-
man relates the testimony of Rabbi
Alexander Schindler, president of the
UAHC, before a Senate subcommittee
wherein he argued that a proposed
“Human Life” bill “would impinge upon
Jewish practice, thereby denying Jews
the opportunity to apply their faith’s
moral standards.”

Liberal opponents of the bill also ob-
jected to the use of history as a source of
support for pro-life advocacy. Jews, in
particular, felt a distaste for the “state-
ments of some pro-life advocates who
have likened abortion to the Holocaust.”

Liberal supporters of abortion on
demand use traditional Jewish sources
and recent history to back their demands.
Conservatives, too cite the same sources
in opposing abortion, yet they frequently
fail to examine the moral fall-out. Fried-
man correctly asks whether or not abor-
tion should be available as a matter of

ADC
Continued from page 3

The anti-Israel community’s concern
with the alliance between fundamentalist
Christians and pro-Israel groups was
explained by Rev. Donald Wagner,
director of the Palestine Human Rights
Campaign (PHRC). Noting that Presi-
dent Reagan and Defense Secretary
Caspar Weinberger were fundamentalists,
he commented that “this is serious busi-
ness. It is shaping the political pro-
cess . . . the foreign policy decisions of
our country. And we must stand to
counter it.”

Three outspoken critics of Israel re-
layed their views on the coalition: Rev.
Wagner; Khalid Bin Sayeed, political
studies professor at Queen’s University in
Canada; and Rabbi Elmer Berger,
founder of American Jewish Alternatives
to Zionism. Cal Thomas, vice-president
for communications for the Moral
Majority presented the pro-Israel view.

Rabbi Berger condemned the funda-
mentalist Christian and Jewish coalition
as “Mr. Falwell’s moral majority blank
check for the Zionist state” and “the so-
called Jewish people.” He accused Fal-

well of stifling debate over U.S.-Israel
relations and of “inhibiting the right to
free speech with totalitarian cant.” Aside
from attacking Falwell and other pro-
Israel Christian leaders such as Pat
Robertson and Jimmy Swaggert, Berger
analyzed passages in the Old Testament
which, according to his interpretation,
show no justification for a Jewish state.
Berger concluded that pro-Israel activists
have “polluted Judaism” by “equating it
with Zionism,”

Professor Sayeed also turned to the
Bible to discredit the concept of a Jewish
homeland. Sayeed presented a scenario
whereby Jews and Christians would
“wage a war against all of Islam.” In
condemning Israel’s supporters in the
U.S., he said, “What kind of Israel are
you supporting? . . . You think democracy
will be built on neo-fascism . . . on this
kind of racial intolerance?”

It was here that Sayeed inserted
another popular theme of the conference—
the “Israel-South Africa link.” Sayeed
spoke of a “link between Falwell, Kahane
and South Africa” as an “inexorable”

Continued on page 5

convenience or as a form of birth con-
trol? He concludes: “[Liberal] Jewish
groups seem to be approaching the issues
from the viewpoint of Planned Parent-

hood . . . But Jewish groups are not
Planned Parenthood ... They were
brought into existence to guard Jewish
interests . . . and bring Jewish values to

bear on public policy issues.”

Friedman also points out that the Jew-
ish conservative is stymied by semantics.
Any re-examination of past policies is
branded as a move to the “Right” and
therefore considered as “reactionary.”
Too many Jews are too embarrassed to
admit that they feel more comfortable
with the politics of a conservative politi-
cian than with those of a liberal. They
can only whisper, “We trust Reagan
more than we trusted Carter, because
he’s not so ready to make concessions to
the Russians just to make himself look
good.”

Recent surveys by the American Jew-
ish Committee have indicated that a sub-
stantial number of American Jews have
ceased practicing their religion and have
only the most tenuous sense of religious
identity. When this conclusion is coupled
with the fact that “individual Jewish
congregations are basically autonomous,
and compliance with resolutions of cen-
tral bodies . . . is voluntary,” it should be
clear that American Jews do not always
follow historical precedent or adhere to
social or Biblical laws. The politics of the
conservative movement will draw increas-
ing support from American Jews when it
acknowledges that Jews act on the basis
of their feelings, their tastes and their
wills.

Rabbi Kanter served as Deputy Com-
missioner of Youth Development in the
Ford administration and has led congre-
gations in Ohio, New York and Michigan.

BLACKS . ..

Continued from page -1

they must address the various disparities
illustrated in the Lichter survey.

However, many black leaders, includ-
ing NAACP Executive Director Benjamin
L. Hooks and the Reverend Jesse Jack-
son, dismissed the survey’s findings. But
one NAACP official, spokeswoman
Felicia Kessel, was more candid. Kessel
summed up the implications of the sur-
vey by observing that “the black com-
munity as a whole is more conservative
[than the black leadership}—not that
were happy with that, that’s just the
case.”
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Why Liberals Opposed

Aid To Israel

On July 31, 1985, Congress gave final
assent to the first foreign aid bill to be
passed since 1981. This landmark legisla-
tion, which Rep. Dante B. Fascell, chair-
man of the House Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee, called a “bipartisan measure ...
vital to American interests abroad,” repre-
sents a new congressional resolve to con-
front Soviet colonialism. -

In an historic move, the $12.8 billion
aid package included assistance to anti-
communist guerrillas in Cambodia and
Afghanistan, and $27 million in human-
itarian aid to the freedom fighters resist-
ing the Sandinista government of Nica-
ragua. The bill also repealed the Clark
Amendment which had prohibited any
U.S. aid to anti-communist guerrillas in
Angola. This came as the Soviets escal-
ated the battle against the Angolan dem-
ocratic resistance, UNITA, complement-
ing Cuban troops with Soviet tanks,
planes and personnel.

The aid package also contained critical
assistance for Israel, including $3 billion
in military and economic assistance, plus
an additional $1.5 billion in emergency
economic aid. And, for the second year
in a row, the Reagan Administration
opted to convert the aid from a combi-
nation of grants and loans to all grants
in order to ease Israel’s debt burden.

The strong internationalist aspects of
the bill mdicatea-trend im-Congress away
from the “blame America first” isolation-
ism that has come to dominate foreign-
policy thinking among liberal Democrats.
Led by Republicans, Congress is now
using foreign aid to uphold America’s
global security interests.

In 1984, Republicans played a pivotal
role in passing legislation that provided
important assistance for Israel and em-
battled El Salvador, supporting it 115-46.
But liberal Democrats, unwilling to rec-
ognize the need for America to support
her allies, opposed the bill. Despite its
importance to Israel, House Democrats
voted against the bill, 160-96, because it
would have provided assistance to anti-
communist guerrillas in Nicaragua. When
given a choice between supporting Israel
or retreating into isolationism, many lib-
erals chose the latter.

This trend continued in 1985. In the
Senate, 40 of the 48 Republicans voting
supported the aid legislation. Many con-
servative Republicans, including Bill
Armstrong, Phil Gramm, Charles Grass-
ley, Mack Mattingly, Gordon Humph-
rey, Steve Symms and Jeremiah Denton,
all demonstrated new support for foreign
ad __. -

When given a choice
between supporting
Israel and retreating
into isolationism, many
liberals chose the latter.

In the House, the freshman members
who represent emerging congressional
attitudes, provided firm evidence that
Republican support for foreign aid is
strengthening as Democratic sfipport
weakens. While freshman Republicans
supported the foreign aid bill 274—a
ration of 7:1—support among new Dem-
ocrats dwindled to less than 2:1.

Behind this growing Republican sup-
port lies the recognition that American
passivity in fareign affairs encouraged
Soviet expansionism. Congressional Re-
publicans have seized foreign aid as an
invaluable tool for combatting this Soviet

In Congress, where Democrats once
led the way in supporting Israel, it is now
Republicans who direct attention to the
threat that the United States, Israel and

_democracies everywhere face from the

Soviet Union. In response, Republicans
are supporting the cause of democracy

world-wide by promoting foreign aid to
Israel and other freedom-loving peoples
as a moral obligation and an investment
in our own security.

This year’s foreign aid vote also dem-
onstrated that many liberal Democrats
are not willing to take the steps that will
make America and Israel strong. Para-
doxically, many, including Les AuCain
and Bruce A. Morrison, obtained Jewish
campaign backing on the basis of their
avowed support for the security of Israel.
They, along with several Jewish con-
gressmen, such as Sidney Yates, Barbara
Boxer, Ted Weiss, and Anthony Beilenson—
all liberal Democrats—abandoned Israel
by voting against the foreign aid bill
because it provides anti-communist for-
ces with a few million dollars in U.S.
assistance. In fact Rep. Boxer, eager to
dampen Jewish criticism of her opposi-
tion to the bill, called a meeting of fifteen
of her Jewish colleagues and urged them
to vote against aid to Israel. Fortunately,
most were as outraged at Boxer’s sugges-
tion as other Jews will be.

Friends of Israel must understand the
importance of these votes for the future
security of Israel and America. The
Republicans have embraced policies that
will ensure the freedom of Israel and
America in the years to come. Their

support for foreign aid represents a deter=. -

mined effort not to let liberals who
“blame America first” dictate our foreign
policy.

threat. C.G.
Bulk Rate
415 Second Street, NE., Suite 100 U.S.Pﬁ?l:s)tage
Washington, DC 20002 Merrifield, VA
Permit No. 2446
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AMERICA, ISRAEL & SDI

by Charles D. Brooks

Ed. Note: Mr. Brooks is Quireach Direc-
tor for the National Jewish Coafition and
Liaison Officer (0 the Jewish Community
Sfor High Frontier.

The arguments for the wrgent necessity
of deploying non-nuclear multi-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 experts 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 centercd on how this histor-
ic reformulation of American defense poli-
cy will affect the 18 allies invited o
participate in the project. In particutar, one
ally has more (o0 gain and contribute than
any other nation, Israef.

For Israel, the historical challenge has
and will continue 1o be cnsuring sclf
survival. The geopolitical nawrc of the
Middle East and the xenophobic natvre of
fanatical Arabs sworn to the destruction of
Isract mecessitates a deternincd, but ceo-

nomically cestly vigilance. There are ter-
rorists who cngage in suicide car bombings
and nations who send 12-year-olds to bat-
tle and would no doubt usc nuclear
weapons at the earliest opportunity against
Israel. It is illogical and dangerously naive
1o assume that retaliatory policy would
serve as a deterrence if these nations or
groups cver obtained nuclear weaponry.

The Threat

In 1981, when Israeli intelligence disco-
vered that the Iraqis were on the verge of
constructing nuclear weapons, they made
a decision to0 Jaunch a preemptive attack on
The weapons producing facility. the world
condemncd the surgical strike, but less than
two years later failed to condemn the Ira-
qis on their use of poison gas against fran.
Whar waould have prevented the Iraqgis from
deploying nuclear weapons if the reactor
had not been desttoyed?

Alrcady vastly outnumbered, Israel will
have difficulty in future years mazintaining
the qualitative advantage over the Arabs.
The Strategic Defense Initiative will help
enable them to counter Arab procurement
ol sophisticated wcaponry.

DON'T GET
PERS-ENGULFED
AGAIN

Low oil prices are a boon 10day and a threat for tomorrow, Today, they induce
increased economic activity and lower inflation, Tomorrow they will lead to in-
creasing dependence on the vulncrable supplies from the Persian Guif. The U.S.
has five to ten years to prevent a replay of the oil- shocks of the 1970s.

The strategies are ciear: adopt policies that will decrease U.S. imports and that
will increase exploration and development of oil resources in those pans of the
world both owside the Persian Gulf and where oil is less expensive and more plen-
tiful than within the continental United States.

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

A ten dollar oil tariff would limit U.S. consnmption and maintain U.S. produe-
tion, thereby rnaintaining imports at approximately today's level of 4.5 million
barrels per day. If an equivelent tax were placed on domestic production, U.5.
production would decrease and imporsts would tise to approximatety 7.5 million
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 1o increase to 12 million barrels per day.

In approximately the same time framc, werld demand will increase o such a
level as 10 consume OPEC's cxcess 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 10 the tariff, the 1i.S. could vse its market power to aid countries
with undeveloped resources - such as Mexico, Argentina, West Alrica and Nor-
way - 10 cbiain the funds nceded 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 supplicrs
- outside of OPEC. Production in non-OPEC countries has led to the current oil
glut.

At what level of imposts is there an unwanted economic dependence on a dan-
gerous part of the world? Previous oil shocks occurced at the 8-million barrel/day

import level. A forward looking energy policy could prevent a recurrence of Pers-
engulfment.

Israet is confronted with a far more im-
mediate threat — Soviet installed SS21 mis-
siles in Syria capable of delivering nuclear
warheads at Tel Aviv and Jerusalem. Isracl
would have only minutes of reaction time
and pay a tota) price if Syria werc to equip
the §521s for a random strike. General
Daniel Graham (USA, Ret)) a former
Director of the Defensc Intelligence Agency
and a founder of High Frontier (the con-
ceptual project from which SDI arose) has
noted that one of the {irst technologies 1o
emerge from SDI research may well be
anti-lactical ballisuc missiles. Such
weapons could allow Istacl to defend itself
apainst 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 “HaAretz” newspaper aptly described
how Iscaeli defenses could beactit by be-
ing directly involved with the development
of SDI technologies, “A systcm thal can
make ont, identify, home-in-on, and des-
troy an object less than 100 feet long, mov-
ing at ncar Mach-{ specd at a distance of
10,000 miles, is cssentially a system, the ap-
plication of which could do to the foot sold-
ier, the artillery picce, the tank or the
helicopter what its space-progenitor is sup-
posed 1o do 1o strategic missiles. To be in
on this kind of technology...could mean the
purchase of peace for Isracl, or morc
realistically, the imposition, by non-
aggressive means, of a permanent state of
non-belligerence along its borders”

The Potential

Israel will derive morc than national
security benefits from its participation in
SDI. Israeli Prime Minister Shimon Peres
called SDI, “A new dimension in the tech-
nological, scientific 2nd strategic
spheres... It is like joining a new cra. Im-
agine if Columbus had invitcd an Israeli (o
join his ship. 1, for one, would have sup-
ported this invitation, no rnatier what he
was going to discover.”

Indecd, no onc really is quite certain of
what we will discover. America landed 2
man on the moon in less than seven ycars:
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 revolution, Technological
spinoffs could lead to production of new
COMPUIET SYSIEMS, energy SQUECES, Com-
munication devices, medicines and thou-
sands of consumer products. Moreover,
S$DI will heap research funds upoa the
troubled universitics and will revitalize the
Israeli scientific community. [Israeli
defense-related  industries will reccive
lucrative contracts and strategic and eco-
nomic cooperation between Iscaci and the
United States will be strengthencd.

For the drained lsraeli economy, SDI
will mean new jobs and revenue. Chase
Econometric Group revealed that for ev-
ery billion dollars invested in space tech-
nology, over 800,000 new jobs arc created,

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

Israel’s Capability

America would also be the recipient of
numerous benefits from Israeli involvement
n SDI, especially in the area of research
and development. Israel 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 1DF has demonstrated an un-
forseen mastery over command, ¢ontrol
and communication (C3) by downing over
80 Syrian jet fighters with no losses dur-
ing the Lebanon conflict. Their expertise
in battle-tested technologies would im-
mensely enhance development of weapen
systems. In addition, because of the precar-
ious nature of the Middlc East, the Israe-
lis cannot afford to have long research and
development time spans beforc weaponry
is operational. [sraeli involvement can
serve 1o catalyze the entire SDI program

by accelerating the pace of the effort.

Furthermore, U.S. technelogical secrets
are often safer with Isracl than with our Eu-
ropcan allics. The Israeli intelligence serv-
ices arc so competent that former chief of
Air Foree Intelligence Gen. George F. Kee-
gan (USAF, Ret.) has remarked that Israeli
has been worth five CIAs to the U.S. be-
cause of its intelligence-pathering capabil-
ity and transfer of data on the performance
of Soviet weaponry. This has included the
divect transfer of captured Soviet weapons.

SDI constitutes a revolution not only in
defensive strategy, but moves into a new
world of technology that may amcliorate
many of the world's problems. In a nuclear
world, it is not good enough to be morally
right, America and Isragl must also be
strong. The Strategic Defense Initiative can
help ensure that Jews will never have to en-
dure another Holocaust and could lead 0
a world where close democratic allies can
allocate their efforts to socio-cconomic en-
deavors instead of preparations for war and
defense. For America and Isracl, SDI1 is
another giant leap for mankind.
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Charles D. Brooks
Israeli SDI Participation Benefits U.S. and Israel

In March 1983, President

In & paper presented bn testi- noted, a missile sttack on vital
mony before the Senate Armed Israch

Services Comumitiee, W. Seth the country dangerocsty vil-
Carus, a military analyst for the nerable_ In addition, he wrote,
American-Israel Public Affairs existing technologies alone
Committee (AIPAC), called atten-  would be insyfficient to defend
past, this option may no longer cide bombings-in Lebanon and tion to Israel’s growing vulner- against such attacks, even if Is-

Reagan formally announced a be effective in light of the chang-  the use of poison gas in the Gulf ability to missile attack. Carus rael kmew of them in advance.
pioneering defensive strategy ing realities of modern warfare war. To guard against the pointed ot that by 1990 Arab Dr. Robert O'Neil, director
predicated on the notion that itis  and the increasingly fanatical growing baflistic missile threat, armies will possess large num- afmeynh\-basedlynemamn-
better 1o save lives than character of [srael’s enemies. Israel must move beyond de- be:so!nnhx:g—to—sur{agemu— 8 Institite for Strategic Stud-
avenge them. The president's Such threats are unlikely o deter  terrence to develop a defense siles armed with sophisticated fes, has also pointed out the in-
plan, called the Strategic De- enemies whose scant regard against missile attacks If she is warheads. As the Arab inven- herent benefits of lsraet

fensive [nitiative (SDT), was de- for human life is reflected in sui-  to survive, tory of SS-21 missiles grows, he Sce BROOKS, Page 21
signed to replace e doctrine

of Mutually Assured Destruction

(MAD), 2 dangerously obso-

lete and irunoral doctrine of

holding ctvilian population

centers hostage Lo nuclear

atack.

In Israel, a nation faced with
the ultimate challenge of ensur-
ing sell-survivel, the presi-
dent’s vision and the invitation to
U.S. allies w participate were
met wTth great interest. After pre-

Israeli Participation Will Enhance SDI Benefits

Lkmunary discussions, Istaeli
Defense Munister Yitzhak Rabin
formally responded to the
American invilation agreeing “'in
principle’ to parucipate in the
wrutia) research and development
phases of the SDI prograrn.

The strategic, econnmic and
poltiical imphcations of lsraeli in-
volvement in SD! are signifi-
cant. The most inunediate henefit
10 israel wall be the develop-
ment of russile interception tech-
nologies. The invitation sent Lo
the allies specifically states thet
the program will “examine
technologies with potentizl
2ganst shorter-range ballistic
rrussiles,” and antitactical missile
technologies are likely to be
among the [irst to be developed.

The use of surfzce-to-sur-
face mussites against major cities
in the [ran-lraq war has aleried
the Israeli defense establisnment
to the urgent need for such
technologies. Syria, [srael's [ore-
most agversary, has already
deployed highty accurate and le-
tha! S5-21 missiles capable of
reaching Israeli population cen-
ters, air bases, siorage depots
and other vital facilities.

Gen. Dan Graham, USA
(Ret.). founder and director of
High Frontier, the organiza-
uon from which many of the con-
cepts for 5D arose, has noted
these implications for Israeli de-
fense planning. Qbtaining de-
fenses against 55-21s, he said,
“would enable Lsrael actually
to defend itself . . . rather than
synpty deter a.u.ack by threat
of retahiation.”

While the threat of retalia.
tion has served Israel well in the

Charles Brooks is the out-
reach director for the National
Jewrsh Coalition in Washing-
ton, D.C., and also serves as a
Lason {or!ﬂgh Frontier Lo the
Jewish community. He aas edu-
cated at DePauw University in

master’s in international rela-
tiorts from the University of
Clucago.
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participation in SDI. O'Neil be-
lieves that Israel's involvernent
will allow Israc] to remain abreast
of the technologies central to a
tactical missile defense.

Avram Schweitzer, a journalist
with Israel's respected Ha'Aretz
newspaper, perhaps best de-
scribes the benefits of SDI inter-
ception technologies:

“To be in on this kird of tech-
nology . . . could mean the pur-
chase of peace for lsrael, or more
realistically, the impasition, by
ngn-aggressive means, of a per-

manent state of non-belligerence
along its borders. "

Besides the utiltzation of missile
interception technologies, Israel
will also benefit in other ways
from participation in SDI. lsrael’s
industrial future will be greatly en-
hanced by being at the f{orefront
of the SDI technological revolu-
tion while spinoffs could include
new computer systems, encrgy
sources, communication devices,
medicines and consumer prod-
ucts. Research funds from SDI will
help revitalize the universities and
the [srzeli scientific community.

SDI cooperation will be of criti-
cal importance to the lscas! de-
fense industrial base that will oth-
erwise be subject to foreign aid
cutbacks generated by the
Gramm-Rudman-Hallings deficit
reduction bill. In particudar, SDI1
will provide jobs and revenues to
defense-related industries who
have already been forced to cut
back on research and develop-
ment activities because of lack of
{unds.

America will alep benefit from
Israeli invalvermnent in SDI. lsrasl's
high state of technological and

scientific capability can be utilized
in SDI research. The Israeli De-
fense Forces demonstrated an un-
foreseen mastery over command,
control and communications by
downing more than 80 Syrian jet
fighters with no losses during the
recent Lebanon conflict. Their ex.
pertise in battle-tested technol-
ogies would immensely enhance

invitation to participate in SDI
should yield imvaluable dridends
particularly in the critical area of
development of ballistic missile
interception technologies. Unabie
to match the quanttative advan-
tage in weaponry accumulated by
her numerous adversaries, Isrmel's
imvolverment in SD1 should enable
her to maintain a qualitative edge
necessary for survival,

Isreel can only be part of this
and political revohticn if SDI is
funded and promoted by Con-
gress. With the help of lsrael’s

Israel's SDI Role
will aliow the Middte Eastern nation o develp
missike rnbemeﬂmteﬁ’vmwzlmrumv
3/, s3ys commentator Charies D, Erooks of the Ma-
tonad Jewish Coalition in Washigt, 0. IO






In 1983, President Reagan launched the Strategic Defense
Initiative (SDI) to research means for defending against ballistiec
missiles. In the context of U.S. security this meant finding ways
to stop a militarily significant percentage (probably more than
50%) of the intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM) and
submarine launched ballistic missiles (SLBM) which the Soviets
might use to threaten the United States during a crisis. While
there has been, and no doubt will continue to be intense public
controversy over whether deployment of such defenses will enhance
U.S. security and lead to a more stable relationship with_the
Soviet Union, there can be little doubt that a vigorous research
and technology development program will proceed. Over the next
decade it is likely that between $20-$40 billion will be spent on

the SDI program.

Two SDI aspects warrent special note. First, President
Reagan has stressed that strategic defen§es must enhance the
security of U.S. allies as well as that of the United States.
Second, the President has directed that the SDI consider defenses
against ballistric missiles of all ranges, not just those which
directly threaten U.S. territory. 1In addition, the SDI has been
structured to relate closely to work designed to develop effective
air defenses. This paper addresses the relevance of the 3SDI to
the defense of Israel. This relevance includes not only defensive
possibilities against ballistic missile threats to Israel, but

also the military applications of SDI technologies to other

Israeli defense problems.




Ballistic missile defense systems have three main functional
elements. First; the sensor element detects incoming missiles;
identifies and tracks these targets, and determines when they have

been destroyed. Second, the battle management system must compute

target location and status, and direct the third element, weapons.

to target destruction.

Ballistic missile defense systems are most effective if there
are more than one defensive layers. Even if each single layer has
limited effectiveness, multiple layers can combine to for high
overall effectiveness. Moreover, countermeasures devised by an
opponent to defeat the defenses are likely to be effective against
only one of the layers. For the defense of the United States, the
‘ SDI envisions at least three independent layers. The first layer,
the so-called boost phase, would stop missiles early in their

) flights while the main rocket engines are burning to thrust the

l missile toward its target. The next layer, referred to as the
QESQQRQEF phase, would negate the missiles or warheads while they
are coasting toward their targets. This coasting occurs in outer
space for the long-range ICBMs and SLBMs, but is wholly within the
atmosphere for shorter range missiles such as most of those
threatening Israel. A final layer, the terminal phase, intercepts

the attacking warhead in the final minute or so as it descends

towards its target.

Current SDI analyses have identified system options for

f sensors, battle management and weapons in each phase. Sensors for




the boost-phase might be infrared (heat-seeking) devices placed on
Zsatellites deep in space. As many as 100 of these sensor
satellites might ultimately exist. The same satellites could also
carry redundant battle management and communications systems.
These two elements would provide worldwide coverage of all missile
launches. Weapons for the boost phase would proabably consist of
thousands of small homing missiles carried on many hundreds of
\separate small satellites. These homing missiles, or "kinetic
energy weapons" would attack missiles or warheads in space,
destroying their targets by physically colliding with them in much
the same manner as some air-to-air missiles do against hostile
aircraft. Although this boost-phase system would work in
midcourse as well for those missiles and warheads which travel
outside the atmosphere in space, the SDI is pursuing another
ground- and air-based system option for midcourse. For this
concept the homing interceptors would be launched from the ground
on small, relatively inexpensive rockets. Each rocket interceptor
would resemble a surface-to-air missile weighing only a few
thousand pounds and costing about $1 million apiece. An airborne
system would carry infrared and possibly radar sensors, along with
{a battle management system. This airborne optical systems would
acquire the warheads while they are hundreds to thousands of miles
away from their targets and direct the ground-launched interceptor
missiles to these targets. The final, terminal defense layer
would operate wholly within the atmosphere relying on a
sophisticated missile capable of hitting the incoming warhead in

the final few miles before it reaches its target. The problem for




this missile is slightly more difficult than for a missile which
would intercept its target outside the atmosphere because of the
heating and stresses caused by the defensive rocket's high
acceleration flight through the atmosphere. Moreover, this
missile must react faster in order to perform its intercept in the
minute or so it has available. These "endo-atmospheric" (inside
the atmosphere) interceptors would also rely on the airborne
optical sensor, but could also use a ground-based radar sensor.
These radars, using new advances in micro-miniaturized

electronics, could be small enough to fit on a tracked or wheeled

vehicle.

The "strategice" system outlined above would have significant
capability against ballistic missiles of all ranges. Although the
shorter range missiles would only be vulnerable to the terminal
layer, a second intercept layer could also be added in order to
gain the benefit of a multi-layered defense against the "tactical"
missiles. A "low-endoatmospheric" defense system could be added
to underlay the "strategic" terminal system. This system would
rely on a ground-launched interceptor resembling, or possibly even
consisting of an upgrade to, current surface-to-air (SAM)
missiles, Indeed, the Soviet Union is now deploying nationwide
the SA-12 SAM. One version of the SA-12 has been tested against
Soviet tactical ballistic missiles and the nationwide network of
the SA-12s will give the Soviets substantial defense against such
short- and intermediate- range ballistic missiles. These are also

U.S. efforts underway to upgrade the PATRIOT SAM for use againt




tactical ballistic missiles. Within the SDI; a program is
.underway, and a number of preliminary tests already conducted on
an advanced low-altitude non-nuclear defense interceptor. These
systems could also rely on a small mobile radar or even airborne
sensor and battle management system. Although, these systems
would be even more effective if they had available long-range

"strategic™ tracking information from space- or air-based sensors.

Defense against shorter range missiles appears to be less
stressing technically than defenses againt longer range missiles.
Shorter-range missile, such as those threatening Israel, have
flight times between 5-10 minutes, as opposed to the 15-30 minutes
for those SLBMs and ICBMs threatening the United States. The

shortened flight time reduces the time available for intercept.

\ However, there are also several counteracting factors. Shorter

?

range missile have much slower velocities than ICBMs. This allows
a lower-performance defensive interceptor to be effective.

Shorter range missiles also have much less "excess" payload.

thus, there is little to spare weight for countermeasures, such as
decoys, to confuse and exhaust the defense. Indeed, lightweight
decoys will not work for the shortest range missiles which spend
all of their time within the atmosphere. Air friction will
quickly slow a lightweight decoy down relative to the heavy

warhead, thus giving away that the decoy is not a real threat.



THREATS TO ISRAEL

The defense of Israel's air bases provides an example how
defenses can help gaurantee Israel's security. Against Israel's
approximately ten air-bases, her enemies could launch up to 200
surface-to-air missiles. About ten direct hits from these
conventionally or chemically armed missiles would effectively
knock out the base. The ten air bases currently run a high risk
should a crisis situation escalate. This problem differs
considerably in the face of defenses. If Israel had two layers of
missile defense, each layer with 80% intercept effectiveness, the
missile attackers would have to fire 500 missiles at each target
base in order to destroy nine of the ten bases. Israel's enemies
would need over 5000 missiles, an impossible number, to threaten
the air bases they can readily destroy today with their 200
missiles. The missile defenses can thus provide a potent new

dimension to Israel's security.

The types of missile defenses needed by Israel follow
directly from the SDI program. The first layer of defense would
use the same airborne sensor and battle management platform under
development by the SDI for late midcourse and high-altitude endo-
atmospheric intercept. This "Airborne Optical System"™ (AO0S) might
be an unmanned aircraft or a manned system similar to the current
air defense AWACS planes. A single aircraft could cover all of )

Israel. A small number, therefore, could maintain continuous

coverage of the nation. The interceptor missiles would stop thier




targets at altitude above 15,000 meters and can defend an area 100
kilometers or more across. Thus a few sites; each with 50-100

missiles would also protect the entire country.

Israel's second defensive layer could intercept.attacking
missiles at altitude between 5000-20,000 meters. This defense
system would be a "point defense" best suited to individual high
value targets such as an air base. Each site would get accurate
tracking information from the airborne A0S. However, actual
target tracking during intercept would be done by a small mobile
radar currently under investigation by the SDI. An anti-tactical
ballistic missile, under study by the SDI for use in NATO
defenses, would perform the low altitude intercept. Since these
defenses would protect only a small area, each site would probably
require 10-20 missiles per site. Critical military sites in
Israel number about 50, with some sites close enough so that
several could be protected by a single interceptor facility. Thus
a total of 30-40 independent defense sites would provide the

second defenive layer.

Cost estimates for this two layer defensive system are
somewhat uncertain. However, a rough estimate can be made based

on the SDI cost goals. Table I summarizes these cost estimates.

In addition to the Israel-based system described above, a
global U.S. strategic defense system would complement and

strengthen the Israeli defenses. Space-based sensors planned by




the SDI to detect missile launchs world-wide; can provide accurate
early warning and tracking information, enhancing the Israel-based
defense system's response time and effectiveness. Moreover,
should Israel's enemies acquire the long-range Soviet SS-12/22
intermediate-range missile (range approximately 1000 km) the U.S.
strategic defense, probably based in space, could provide
additional intercept layers since the SS-12/22 does spend a good

portion of its flight time outside the atmosphere.

TABLE I

Possible Missile Defense System for Israel

LAYER I NUMBER NEEDED COST/UNIT TOTAL COST %
AOS y $50 million $200 million
Interceptor 400 $2 million $800 million

LAYER II
Radar 40 $20 million $800 million
Interceptor 800 $1 million $800 million

TOTAL COST $2600 million

SDI technologies and systems could also enhance considerably
Isreal's air defenses. The loang-range high-altitude airborne
sensors might be capable of detecting aircraft at distances of up
to 1000 kilometers -~ perhaps as soon as they become airborne. The
low altitude interceptor missiles, as with the Soviet SA-12

interceptors, might have dual capabilities against missiles and




airplanes. The directed energy weapons part of SDI; particularly
lasers which could be based on the ground or on airplanes; would
have near-term applicability against aircraft. 1Indeed, the United
States demonstrated in the early 1980s an airborne laser to shoot
down air-to-air missiles. Because these directed energy weapons
incorporate the most advanced technology, particular computer-
controlled pointing and tracking, it will be a long time before

the eastern-bloec countries and their allies will have similar

capability.

SDI technologies represent a force-multiplier in every level
of conventional conflict. Just as the United States cannot hope
to field comparable numbers of troops as the Soviet Union and its
allies, Israel must also rely on superior motivation and training
and superior technology. However, as Israel's enemies improve
their training and acquire advanced technical capabilities from
the Soviet Union, the numerical advantages of the arab states
becomes an increasingly severe threat. One way to preserve
technological adantages is to incorporate technologies which even
the Soviet Union does not have. These are precisely the
technologies contained in the SDI battale management and
communications research projects -- computers, advanced computer
software, and sensors. The increasing use of ultra "smart"
munitions, integrated battlefield data management, and real-time
‘battlefield surveillance, can all combine to provide Israel's
ground and air forces with a significant long-term advantage over

their opponents. The very presence of such capabilities in




Israel's arsenal would present a strong deterrent to agression.

SUMMARY

SDI technologies and technical capabilities offer a
significant security enhancement to Isreal. The increasing number
of ballistic missile is the arab arsenals present a growing threat
to Israel's vital facilities, air bases, troop concentrations,
supply depots, and key industries. Moreover, these missiles are
an ever present terrorist threat to Isreal's geographically
concentrated population centers. Some of the systems being
pursued in the SDI could counter directly the missile threat to
Isreal. Conversely, the battle management, computer and sensor
technologies under SDi development can provide Isreal's armed

forces a decisive and continuing edge over the adversaries.
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Israeli participation i

By Warren Strobel
THE WASHINGTON TIMES

Israeli participation in the Rea-
gan administrations Strategic De-
fensive Initiative will help both Is-
rael and the program, but it isn't
clear how the Middle East nation
will fare in wmmng SDI contracts.

Participation in the multibillion-
dollar research program would ful-
fill several Is Is. Its prime
goal _Epears 1o be construction of &

t—Soviet $S-21.mis-

“siles.stationed in Syria. Such a de-

fense is one of the first technologies
xpected from the SDI program.
Participation also would keep Is-
rael at the vanguard of warfighting
technology and would help cement
its alhance with the United States.
~Of advantage to the United States
is Isracl’s unparalleled researchand
development track -
~Calling SDI “a project of great in-
terest to the future of the world and

the Free World,” Israeli Defense
Minister Yitzhak Rabin, along with

Defense Secretary Caspar Wein-
berge@rﬁmrﬁmu
Aagreement ouilining israel spamm
pation in the program.

Technologically, “we both can add
to each other;” said Emanuel A, Win-
ston, a Chicago-based experton Mid-
dle East affairs.

“Lsrael has the advantage of being
involvedina very expensive type of
research Which tey (Israet] might
not otherwise be able to afford,’ Mr.
Winston said. * ﬁey give as good as
they get”

Small in number, but highly accu-
rate, the Soviet SS§-21 missiles in
Syria could destroy lsraeli military
control centers and airfields almost
without warning. No defense against
them exists. Similar missiles
threaten US. allies in Europe.

“It {SD1) simply eliminates what
A _mast.. which is quick
response tinme,” said Joyce Starr, di-

" hewis

FECIOr ui ivvar wast stuuivs au
Georgetown University's Center for
Strategic and International Studies.
She called the missiles “not only a
high priority threat for Israel, but
the highest priority threat

Israeli officials belicve that more
_advanced 55-33 missiles soon will be
‘on their way {6 Sytia, she said.

Miss Starr, who last month led a
delegation of 24 U.S, contractors to

More national nevis

on pages 2A-5

Israel, a tiny nation surrounded
by often-hostile Arab states, faces
weapons arrayed against it that have
been made in countries across the
globe, Mr. Winston said. _

S—
e "‘I‘E mix of weapons systems is so

almost a surrealistic approach to de-

P

K:xlraordmary, Israel has to have ,

Heavily dependent on technologi-
cal experts, Israel excels in the de-

NEWS ANALYSIS

Israel in talks credited with paving
the way for the SDI agreement, said
Israeli Primg _Shimon
Peres " was not politely supportive,
enthusiastically
suppomvc" of the SDI concept.

“"Whether they would have moved
as quickly without the direct threat
of the SS5-21s and without Peres — 1
suspect that those were the two
prime elements,” she said.

velopment..of . lasers, computer
software_and nropulsion_systems. It
out-performs the United. States in
such. development technologies as
remotely piloted vehicles,

Proponents of Israeli participa-
tion in SDI said it could serve to cata-
lyze the program, to further U.S.
aims and o bolster Israel’s sagging
economy.

“From the US. standpoint, it's

)

expected to help both sides

good to have anybody support SDI”
said skeptic Peter Stares, a
Brookings Institution ana)ysl.
“From Israel’s point of view, I'm not
sure how much they can hope to gain
from it.

*“The Israelis sce it more as a way
of getting a handle on the technology
in the U.S.," he said.

Observers say the Israeli decision
is unlikely in itself to coax support
from U.S. allies in Europe, where the
SDIprogram remains controversial.

and West Germany .
also. have apgreed o participate in
SDI. Blessed with greater exper-
ience in handling the Pentagon and
U.S. industry, they both may have an
edge when it comes to bidding for
lucrative research con(racts and
subcontracts.

The two countries “are more fa-
miliar with the players,” Miss Starr
said. “It’s going to take a great deal
of work and lollow-up by the Israe-
lis, if they're reafly serious ... ."

“They {Isracl) basxcally!eed [
gel their act together and &t over
here and start dealing withontrac-
tors,” said Charles Fooks,
spokesman for the conserv.ive Na-
tional Jewish Coalition.

“It'll be tough, of course said an
Israeli Embassy spokesmi. “But
that’s the name of the gam/

There are other drawicks.

“The most serious strate c impli-
cation for Israel of partication in
SDI is its passible effect 1 Soviet
global military planning i the fu-
ture,” Dore Gold, a researcer at Tel
Aviv University's Jaffe Cnter for
Strategic Studies, wrote 1 a De-
cember 1985 paper. “Israe}ould be-
come a significant Sovie nuclear
target. ~—

Said Miss Starr: “Tise long,
long-term major questioniarks are
important, but don't hai enough
weight to weigh in againstaking ad-
vantage of the short-rangoppostu—
nities.”
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STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE

m

I~=~~I S*9ns Agreement

;ooperation

t Israel last week

of understanding
governing Israeli cooperation in research
and development for the U.S. Strategic
Defense Initiative.

The Israeli accord follows similar agree-
ments with Great Britain and West Ger-
many (Aw&sT Mar. 31, p.31; Dec 16,
1985, p. 12).

‘“We are ready to cooperate thh the
U.S. in whatever field that we agree to
work on together,” Israeli defense minister

.Yitzhak Rabin said. “We know our limita-

tions; therefore, we expect to do the things
in this research and development program
that .will help our own problems along.”

The memorandim and a supplementary
letter provide for participation in SDI re-
search by Israeli government laboratories,
research establishments, companies, indus-
tries and other entities in Israel, to the
mutual benefit of the U.S. and Israel,
Defense deputy assistant secretary Frank
J. Gaffney, Jr., said.

“The memorandum leaves open the
possibility of- Israeli participation in the
funding as well as in the performance of
contracts,” Gaffney said. “There are ar-
rangements within U. 8. law that are quite
clear on the terms and conditions under
which such joint funding can take place.”
Ballistic Defense

U. S. officials expect the cooperative ar-
rangements to give participants a substan-
tial improvement in defense against
ballistic missiles. Israeli officials have indi-
cated particular concern about the threat
of attack with shorter-range ballistic mis-
siles from nearby countries, Gaffney said,
adding, “I expect that a consistent theme
throughout the Israelis’ efforts in connec-
tion with SDI will be trying to assess how
the technologies they’re working on will
be relevant to their immediate security
needs.”

The U.S. -Israeh memorandum limits
transfer to third countries of the technol-
ogy developed under contracts. All three
agreements include similar provisions on
commercial use of the technology, patent
rights and licensing, Gaffney said.

The U.S. will own the rights to tech-

nology developed under SDI contracts
paid for by the U. S, an SDI official said.
When the U.S. purchases technology
funded and developed by Israel, the con-
tract will define the rights transferred.
Israeli firms and research establish-
ments arc working on technologies with
potential payoff for SDI in the near term;
including space-based sensors, kinetic-kill
vehicles, defense against tactical ballistic
missiles and system architecture for re-

gional defense against surface-to-surface
missiles.

This research is being done by firms
including Israel Aircraft Industries, EIOp
electro-optical company, Tadiran, Soreq
(the Israeli nuclear research center), Israel
Military Industries, and academic centers
including the Negev Institute, the Hebrew
Institute and Technion.

U.S. officials are not negotiating with
other countri ipa-
tion, Gaffney said. J_g_ga_n, dlscussed earlier
as a possible participant, has/not\sought
negotiations leading to an mnderstanding,
he said (Aw&sT Jan. 20, p. 28). Failure to
negotiate a governmeaat-to-government ac-
cord would force foreign firms to seek
involvement through normal Defense
Dept. procurement procedures, with at-
t elays, he

“Israeli officials believe that the 1L.S
/ armed,sewwwmay—bwncreasmgly—recep-

tive to the idea of expanded bilateral co0p-_
eration in research and _development._in

both SDI and more conventional defense..

projects. They believe that Israel has use-
fal expertise to contribute, especially in
using U. S. systems against Soviet equip-
ment.

Israeli officials hope to generate cooper-
ative efforts similar to those covered by a
provision in the Fiscal 1986 defense au-
thorization, providing $200 million for
U. 8. participation in cooperative research
and development projects with NATO al-
lies (AW&ST Apr. 7, p. 26; Mar. 17, p. 65;
May 6, 1985, p.24).

Israel is prepared to shoulder its share
of the costs of research and development
cooperation, they emphasize. “It’s not to

Lavi Thrust Test.

London—Israel Aircraft Industries Lavi
fighter aircraft prototype completed the
first maximum thrust run of an instailed
engine last week, about 2 month ahead of
schedule at the company's Lod, Israel, de-
velopment center.

The fighter/attack aircraft is powered
by 2 single Pratt & Whitney PW1120 tur-
bofan engine, which is to be produced
under license in israel by Bet Shemesh
Engines, Ltd.

Rollout of the aircraft is planned for the
second half of July, and first flight is ex-
pected to be in September or October.

The company and the Israeli govern--
ment have been pushing for an early first
flight to counter criticism of the program
both in Israel and the U. S., which is par-
tially funding Lavi development (AwasT
Feb. 10, p. 32).

—

be a case of the U.S. paying and Israel
doing the R&D,”™ an Israeli official said.

Israeli subcontract work for U. S. prime
defense contractors amounted to nearly
$22 million in 1985 and $20.6 million in
1984, according to a Defense Dept. offi-
cial.

mm in Washington
plans a =t Séminar on bilateral
cooperation in research and development,
similar to a defense industry seminar held

last year (AwasT Apr. 29, 1985, p.201). |

Maj. Gen. Uri Simhony, embassy defense
and armed forces attache, is organizing
the seminar for Israeli business executives
and ministry of defense research and de-
velopment officials to discuss opportuni-
ties for cooperation in SDI and other
defense areas with U. S. defense and in-
dustry officials.

Delegation Organization

The Israeli official delegation is to be
headed by Gen. Uzi Eilam, director of the
ministry of defense directorate of research
and devclopment

All major Israeli industries will be rep-
resented, including aerospace, electronics,
electro-optics, and metals and materials,
embassy officials said. The Israeli firms
will include those with advanced capabili-
ties and technology in warheads, sensors,
missiles, armor and antiarmor, electronic
warfare and intelligence applications.

“Our interests are in working on im-
provements in weapons systems, especially
those used in Israel and those that would
help in our threat environment,” Col.
Ehud Aviran, Israeli defense research and
development attache, said.

There may be some parts of highly clas-
sified projects that are too sensitive for
bilateral cooperation, but Israel is willing
to accept compartmentalization of a pro-
gram if it has applicable expertise or capa-
bilities, Aviran said.

Cooperative research and development
may be extremely complicated, with two
governments and two sets of businesses
involved, he said.

Embassy officials planning the seminar
expect it to cover:

= U.S. official concerns and policy on
bilateral cooperation, and suggestions re-
garding areas for cooperation, inclading -
possible projects, closed topics, regulations
and procedures.

a Israeli government and industry’s
strengths and capabilities.

w Israeli suggestions regarding U.S.
programs that offer potential areas of co-
operation.

» Israeli government incentives for re-
search and development investment. O
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INSCIENCE AND TECHNDUOGY

MIDGETMAN:
WHY WE NEED A ~
SMALL MISSILE

Les Aspin

PROLOGUE: Since the late 1970s the problem of how to modernize the
nation's land-based missile force has dogged U.S. defense planners and be-
come a subject of public debate. In 1983 President Reagan appointed the
bipartisan Commission on Strategic Forces (the Scowcroft Commission) in
an artempt to resolve the issue. The commission recommended that the
United States deploy 100 MX niissiles in currently existing Minuteman

" missile silos and develop new, small, mobile ICBMs~—now called
Midgetman missiles—that would each carry one warhead. The overriding
Justification offered for the new missile was that its mobility would enhance
its chances of surviving a Soviet attack. .

While Midgetman initially garnered wide support, especially in Con-
gress, it has recently become embroiled in controversy. The immediate issue
is whether Midgetman as originally conceived (a small, mobile missile car-
rving only one warhead) is cost-effective, or whether Midgetman should be
made bigger to carry more warheads. Larger issues seem to lurk in the
background: Does the strategic defense initiative make mobile missiles un-
necessary? Should Midgetrman supplant the MX?

Les Aspin (D-Wisc.), chairman of the House Armed Services Commit-
tee and a leading congressional supporter of Midgetman, argues for the
original, single-warhead version of the new missile. If Midgetman is made
significantly larger so that it can carry more than one warhead, as some in
Congress have suggested, Aspin says its most crucial characteristic—mobil-
ity—will be jeopardized. Aspin also believes that enlarging Midgetman will
delay deployment, with worrisome affects on our national security.

Les Aspin, who was elected chairman of the House Armed Services
Committee in 1985, received his Ph.D. in economics from Massachusetts
Institute of Technology in 1965. Before his election to Congress in 1970
Aspin served as an assistant to Sen. William Proxmire (D-Wisc.) and to the
chairman of the President’s Council of Economic Advisers, Walter Heller.
Previously, during service in the Army, Aspin worked in the Pentagon for
Defense Secretary Robert McNamara.

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE



MIDGETNAN. ..CONTINUED

he increasing vulnerability of the intercontinental ballistic missile
(ICBM) force pervades U.S. national security policy. All current
U.S. ICBMs—450 Minuteman Ils and 500 Minuteman Ills—are
deployed in silos, and the new MX missiles also are scheduled for
silo deployment. However, silo deployment lets a potential attacker know
precisely where U.S. ICBMs are located. Thus, even though the silos could be
constructed to be quite resistant to nuclear explosions, the Soviets could
improve the accuracy of their ICBMs to the point where—Dby aiming just two
warheads at each U.S. ICBM—they could destroy all our land-based ICBMs.

This also means the Soviets could knock out almost all our silo-based
ICBMs by using a relatively small portion of their ICBMs. For example, if
they made no qualitative improvements in their current ICBM force, they
could knock out 90 percent of the silo-based I[CBM force the United States is
likely 1o have in the mid-1990s just by using the 3,080 warheads on their SS-
18 ICBMs. The SS-18s currently carry only 46 percent of the Soviet ICBM
warheads. And if the Soviets made their SS-18s as accurate as we plan to
make the MX, the situation would become far worse.

The vulnerability of our ICBM force could make a Soviet surprise attack
attractive in a crisis, when political leaders become nervous and sometimes
act out of desperation. If the Soviets decided to launch a first-strike attack
against our ICBMs, they would get a high return—knocking out our ability to
retaliate with [CBMs—for a low price: just a portion of their ICBM war-
heads. This vulnerability weakens deterrence, creates serious instability, and
thus increases the likelihood of a nuclear war—the exact opposite of what we
are seeking,

Defense experts have been aware of the threat to U.S. ICBMs for more
than a decade, and the “window of vulnerability” has become a subject of
public political debate. There has been no shortage of proposed remedies.
Yet the problem remains because it has proved extremely difficult to find a
solution that meets three essential, related criteria. First and most obviously,
any proposed solution must make U.S, ICBMs more survivable. Second, it
must do so at reasonable cost. Third, it must be capable of generating
political support that can be sustained.

The most recent serious proposal for solving the missile vulnerability
problem has been to deploy the Midgetman, a small, mobile ICBM. This
article evaluates the Midgetman approach in two parts. The first part
examines whether the Midgetman is capable, in principle, of meeting the
three essential criteria. The second part analyzes the practical questions of
where the Midgetman should be deployed and how it shouid be configured to
best achieve its objectives.

To improve the survivability of the U.S. ICBM force, the Midgetman
would rely on two techniques—mobility and hardness. Instead of'silo basing,
the Midgetman missilc will be mounted on a vehicle—cailed a launcher—
that can move across vast stretches of territory, thereby preventing the
Soviets from knowing the vehicle’s location. To destroy the Midgetman
force, the Soviets would have to resort 10 barrage attacks. dumping many
warheads spread out over the area where each Midgetman might be located.
Thus, they would be forced to use many more warheads to attack the
Midgetman force than they would in an attack on the U.S. silo-based force.

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE



MIDGETMAN. . .CONTINUED

Figure 1: Survivability—
MX versus Midgetman
Current Soviet ICBM accur'acyl
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Shut the Window of Vulnerability,” Feb.

Because mobility is a good way to enhance the ability of [CBMs to
survive an attack, it may seem that the best approach would be simply to
mount the Midgetman missile on a standard truck. Unfortunately, such a
vehicle would be quite vulnerable to a nuclear explosion. A Soviet warhead’
could miss a standard truck by a lot and still destroy both the vehicle and the
missile. Another approach would be to harden the vehicle; that is, make it
more resistant to nuclear effects. Some recently developed technologies
would make the Midgetman and its launcher resistant to nuclear blast
effects. The vehicle will be kept from tipping over or sliding by being sealed
to the ground, by having built-in vents that equalize pressure, and by having
a low-drag triangular cross-section. The vehicle also will be hardened against
radiation. thermal, and other effects from a nuclear detonation.

Hardening can make a dramatic improvement in survivability. For
example, to destroy all the Midgetman missiles in a particular 125-square-
mile area. the Soviets would need to use only a single one-megaton warhead
if the missiles were carried on trucks. If the missiles were carried on hardened
launchers, however, the Soviets would have to attack with more than 44 one-
megaton warheads. ‘ o

Figure 1 illustrates how a mobile, hardened Midgetman can help meet
the first essential criterion—improving the overall survivability of the U.S.
ICBM force. The illustration is based on the following assumptions:

e The Soviets attack with 1,500 SS-18 warheads (each with a 90 percent
reliability and an accuracy of .14 nautical mile CEP!).

e The Midgetman force is dispersed over 8,000 square miles.

e All MX missiles are deployed in Minuteman silos hardened to resist
blast at pressures of 2,000 pounds per square inch.

The first (left-hand) bar in Figure 1 shows that if the United States were
not to deploy the Midgetman but put the currently approved 50 MX missiles
in Minuteman silos and add them to the current 450 Minuteman IIs and 500
Minuteman 1lls, about 870 of our warheads would survive the Soviet attack.
If, in addition to this force, the United States were to deploy 500 Midgetman
missiles (the nominal number assumed by the Air Force), about 1,170
warheads would survive, as indicated by the second bar. For the sake of
perspective, the third bar in Figure | displays what would happen if the
United States were to deploy 100 MX missiles in Minuteman silos but add
no Midgetman missiles. The added 50 M X missiles would result in virtually
no increase in the number of surviving warheads.

If we change the assumptions so that the Soviets improve the accuracy
of their SS-18s to the level we estimate currently for our MX (CEP = 0.05
nautical mile), the results would be as shown in Figure 2. In all cases the
survivability of our ICBM force would go down. (Better Soviet accuracy
would not affect the Midgetman force but basically would wipe out the silo-
based [CBMs.) However, the Midgetman would provide about nine times
more surviving warheads than the MX-only approach.

Thus, the Soviets would be unable to destroy the Midgetman force
without using a very high percentage, if not all, of their I[CBM warheads.
Even if they decided to attack, they would need to use somewhere between
three and seventeen warheads to destroy one Midgetman. Charging the
Soviets an exorbitant price would certainly discourage such an attack, to the
benefit of deterrence and stability. CONTINUED NEXT PAGE



MIDGETMAN...CONTINUED

an the Midgetman meet the second essential criterion? That is, does it

seem affordable? Undoubtedly, Midgetman will be expensive. For
instance, the Air Force estimates the life cycle cost—1o buy 500 Midgetman
missiles and operate and support them for 10 years once fully deployed—to
be about $44.5 billion (in 1982 constant dollars). Nevertheless, this large sum
must be kept in perspective. For example, total expenditures on all strategic
forces over the 10-year life cycle of the Midgetman would be approximately
$840 billion.? Midgetman expenditures over the same period would be only
about 5.3 percent of the total. This outlay would represent an acceptable
defense-spending priority given that the Midgetman would make a signifi-
cant contribution to our security.

Another way to put the Midgetman’s cost in perspective is to compare it
with the MX alternative. The classic way to do this is to determine whether
the MX or the Midgetman provides a cheaper way to ensure that a given
level of U.S. nuclear forces, measured in warheads, would survive a Soviet
attack. If the Soviets attacked a 500-warhéad Midgetman force (estimated
cost: $44.5 billion) with 1,500 SS-18 warheads, standard calculations predict
that 200 Midgetman warheads would survive.! To ensure that 200 MX
warheads survived such a Soviet attack, the United States would need about
340 MX missiles deployed in superhard silos. However, the investment cost
alone for 340 MX missiles in superhard silos would be $59 billion. If
operating and support costs were added, the MX cost would be even higher.
Thus, a force of MX missiles would cost more than a Midgetman force to
achieve the same level of survivability,

Finally, it appears that the Midgetman aiso could meet the third
essential criterion, that of political acceptance. The Midgetman was effec-
tively the creation of a bipartisan body, the President's Commission on
Strategic Forces, led by Lt. Gen. Brent Scowcroft (U.S. Air Force, retired).
The Reagan administration accepted the commission’s recommendation
that the Midgetman be deployed, and the new missile has attracted support
in Congress from liberals, moderates, and conservatives alike.

In theory, then, a mobile, hardened Midgetman seems a promising ap-
proach to improving the survivability of our ICBM force and thus to
enhancing deterrence and stability. Nevertheless, important practical ques-
tions remain: Where should the Midgetman missiles be deployed? How
should Midgetman be configured?

The Air Force is considering the following four main options for
deploying the Midgetman:

1. Continuous dispersal on govérnment land. Midgetman launchers

would be dispersed in peacetime along roads on the periphery of some

existing military bases (four to seven bases are being considered by the Air
Force). This means that the Midgetman force would be dispersed over about
4,000 square miles in peacetime. In a crisis, though, the Midgetman launch-
ers could move off the peripheral roads into the interior of these military
reservations, thereby providing a total dispersal area of about 8,000 square
miles. Upon warning of an enemy attack, the Midgetman launchers could
disperse both toward the base and away from base. Using this government
land deployment option, therefore, and given the warning time of 30 minutes
we would probably have of a Soviet ICBM attack, the Midgetman launchers

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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Figure 2: Survivability—
MX versus Midgetman
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MIDGETMAN. ..CONTINUED

could be dispersed over approximately 18,000 square miles.

2. Location at Minuteman sites. Currently, there are 1,000 Minuteman
silos dispersed throughout the central part of the United States. The
Midgetman launchers would be parked on the same land now occupied by
Minuteman silos, in a position that would not interfere with Minuteman
operations, Upon a decision in a crisis to disperse, or upon warmning of an
incoming Soviet ICBM attack, the Midgetman launchers would travel from
their peacetime Minuteman locations. Using this deployment option,
Midgetman launchers could be dispersed over 30.000 square miles within
the 30-minute warning period.

3. Garrisons for Midgetman launchers. The Midgetman launchers would
be located at approximately 50 garrisons in peacetime. Upon a decision to
disperse in crisis. or after warning of a Soviet ballistic missile attack, the
launchers would move out of their peacetime garmsons and disperse
throughout the region. Using this deployment option. the Midgetman
launchers could be dispersed over 21,000 square miles within the 30-minute
warning period. .

4. Continuous wide-area peacetime dispersal. The Midgetman missiles
would be loaded onto vehicles similar to commercial trucks and would travel
the nation’s public roads.

If each of these options is analyzed in terms of the three essential criteria
of survivability, cost. and political feasibility, wide-area peacetime dispersal
quickly drops out as a realistic alternative. Dispersal on public roads would
require continuous contact between ‘Midgetman and the general public. It
seems highly unlikely that such an approach would be accepted by the public
because of the widespread fear of nuclear accidents. Moreover, Midgetman
missiles would be inviting targets for terrorists.

The other three basing options, which would isolate the Midgetman
system from the general public in peacetime, would have a much better
chance of gaining political support and would involve lower security costs.

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE

Figure 3: Costs of Midgetman basing options
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MIDGETMAN...CONTINUED

It ts useful to now look more closely at the costs and survivability of
these three options (Figure 3).

Costs. Deploying the Midgetman at Minuteman sites would be the
cheapest of the three options to buy and to operate, mainly because it could
use already existing support facilities at Minuteman bases. Its life cycle cost
would be $3.3 billion less than garrison basing and $5.5 billion less than
dispersal on government land. For a similar reason, deployment at Minute-
man fields would require the smallest number of new staff.

Basing the Midgetman on government land or at 50 garrisons would
require roughly equal numbers of personnel. Overall, garrison basing would
be slightly cheaper than dispersal on government land because the garrison
option would involve a slower pace of peacetime operations (the Midgetman
launchers would not have to be continuously on the move) and would
probably draw more heavily on already existing military support structures.

Survivability. For a hardened Midgetman force, the key to survivability
would be the extent to which the missiles could be dispersed before a Soviet
attack. In general, the more territory the force could cover, the better. To
evaluate the relative survivability of the three politically feasible deployment
options, it is necessary to examine the performance of the Midgetman under
a number of scenarios. The chart on the left in Figure 4 examines Midgetman
survivability under the three options, assuming a typical Soviet attack using
1,500 SS-18 warheads. It is evident that the most important survivability
factor for all three basing options is warning time. In the case of a “*boli-out-
of-the-blue™ attack, in which there would be no warning time, none of the
Midgetman missiles would survive under any of the options. This is because
such a Soviet attack could cover 4,800 squares miles. and under none of the
basing options would missiles be dispersed beyond such an area. (The
government-land-dispersal option would come fairly close, with the missiles
being dispersed over 4,000 square miles in peacetime.) However, a bolt-out-
of-the-blue attack is not a serious scenario. What is of greater concern is the
possibility of an attack in time of crisis or war. As warning lime increases.
more and more Midgetman missiles would survive, although each deploy-
ment option performs slightly differently.

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE

Figure 4: Survivability for Midgetman basing options
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MIDGETMAN. . .CONTINUED

. Using the government-land-dispersal option, significant numbers of

Midgetman missiles would survive with only a few minutes of warning time;

. in fact. haif the force would survive with as little as five minutes of warning

time. This is because the Midgetman launchers would be widely dispersed to
begin with under this option.

Using the Minuteman-site option, it would take ten minutes rather than
five minutes for the Midgetman launchers to disperse enough to survive.
However. once they started to disperse, their survivability would increase
rapidly. Because the launchers would disperse from 500 different Minute-
man sites, a lot of dispersal area would be covered quxckly At 15 minutes of
warmning time, though, the dispersal area of one Minuteman site would merge
into the areas of adjacent sites. Past this point, therefore, dispersal area—and
survivability—would grow at a slower rate.

Garrison basing would require more warning time than the other
options to achieve any Midgetman survivability. Because dispersal would
start from only 50 sites (versus 500 sites for Minuteman basing), it would
take more time—at least 20 minutes—to get beyond the 4,800-square-mile
area that would come under Soviet attack.

These differences in minutes are important because it is usuaily thought
that the warning time will be 30 minutes for a Soviet ICBM attack and 15
minutes for a Soviet submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) attack.
Dispersal on government land could give good survivability in both cases.
Minuteman-site basing would provide good survivability against an [CBM
attack but would leave only a small margin for error for an SLBM attack.
Garrison basing would do well for an ICBM attack but might not work if the
Soviets used SLBMs instead of SS-18s.

The chart on the right in Figure 4 (p. 43) illustrates what could happen if
the Soviets decided to attack the Midgetman force using ail their SS-18s,
which carry 3,000 warheads. An all-out SS-18 attack wouid saturate 9,600
square miles, Using any of the three deployment options, it would take a
while for the Midgetman launchers to disperse over an area larger than this
threshold: 10 minutes for government-land dispersal, 15 minutes for Min-
uteman-site basing, and 25 minutes for garrison basing. As a result, the
Midgetman force would have much more trouble surviving an ali-out SS-18
attack than it would have with the 1,500-warhead attack discussed earlier. A
number of factors should be kept in mind, however. In the most likely
circumstances, the United States would-have substantially more than 60
minutes of warning. In preparing for war, the Soviets would almost certainly
improve the low peacetime readiness of their forces. Moving their strategic
submarines out of port, putting their bombers on alert, and dispersing their
mobile missiles would take hours if not days. These actions would give us
warning time and would trigger dispersal of the Midgetman forces. In
addition, the Soviets would not commit their entire SS-18 force just to attack
a fraction of U.S. targets, especially because it would cost them at least six
warheads to destroy one of our warheads.

To sum up, of the four main options under consideration for basing the
Midgetman in peacetime, government-land dispersal and Minuteman-site
basing are the leading candidates. Government-land dispersal has the advan-
tage of continuous peacetime dispersal, thereby offering some hedge against
short warning of a Soviet attack. The Minuteman-site option has a cost
advantage, and it also makes public acceptance of Midgetman deployment
easier. Garrison basing of the Midgetman seems less desirable because it is

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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MIDGETMAN. . .CONTINUED

lems would arise. For example, the weight of tlie launcher could become too
great for bridges in the dispersal area’s road network. And the width of the
launcher could reach a point preventing travel on standard public roads. ;

Although there are no precise thresholds for launcher weight and size. ;
two benchmarks are worth considering. At about 200,000 pounds (the weight
characteristic of a MIRVed Midgetman), bridges in typical deployment areas
may need to be strengthened. Launchers for Midgetman missiles with
MIRVs would be at least 14 feet wide, but preliminary Air Force analysis
suggests that the width of typical roads in the Midgetman dispersal area is
about the same width. Thus, placing MIRVs on Midgetman missiles could
mean either a substantial increased expense to modify existing roads and
bridges or a severe decrease in missile mobility.

Adding MIRVs could also decrease the Midgetman’s mobility by limit-
ing its ability to travel off roads. In theory, given enough horsepower and
large enough wheels, a launcher of any weight can operate off roads. In
practice, however, there clearly comes a point at which certain terrain
characteristics, such as the presence and dimensions of creek beds, small
hills, valleys, and trees, would bog down a monstrous Midgetman launcher..
At exactly what launcher weight and size these practical considerations take
hold is unclear. Air Force results to date appear inconclusive. If the
Midgetman must stay on roads, the Soviets need only saturate the road
network with nuclear weapons and ignore the vast areas in between.

lacing MIRVs on the Midgetman could also delay deployment. Table 2,

drawn from a drafi Air Force report on the Midgetman, shows that if the
missile carries MIRVs, the date of its deployment (called its “Initial Opera-
tional Capability,” or IOC), now set at 1992, could slip at least a year. The de-
lay might be longer because both the Midgetman missile and launcher would
need to be substantially redesigned.’

Although there is nothing sacrosanct about a 1992 deployment, ICBM
vulnerability is a serious problem, and the sooner the Midgetman is de-
ployed, the better. Moreover, deployment delays could cause political prob-

-1

lems and eventually jeopardize the political feasibility of the Midgetman.
Sticking by our planned deployment dates would show the Soviet Union that
we are steadfast in our commitment to protect our security. A delay.

Table 2: Midgetman weight/
payload and 10C date

therefore, would be a signal of weakness and lack of resolve. Delay also Missile
would encourage-the Soviets to work on U.S. public opinion 1o turn short m;"“ g I:‘i"‘;: 1oc
delays into long ones. It \yould give fherp an incentive to seek cuts in US pounds) (pofmds) date
weapons through U.S. unilateral action instead of through mutual, negoti- 30-33 1.000 1992
. 3740 1.300 1992
ated arms control. . : ies. Wi 4549 1,600+ 19930
A 1992 deployment date also sends an important signal to our allies. We 65-71 23000 1993¢
set an immovable date, 1983, for deployment of Pershing and cruise missiles 75-82 2.8004 1993k

“in Europe. The allies resolutely stuck by their commitment to meet this date. , - .
. . . 3Throw weight sufficient for MIRV option.
We should be equally strong in holding up our end of the NATO security "Mecting IOC depends on rate of develop-
bargain by meeting our planned date for Midgetman deployment. ment and production of bovster.
Finally, deploying the Midgetman on time would help in dealing with

the U.S. public. Government flip-flopping over more than 30 basing modes
for the MX missile contributed to the sour public reaction to that system.
Failure 1o proceed with a steady plan for the Midgetman weakens public
confidence that the U.S. government—Congress and the administration—

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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MIDGETMAN. . .CONTINUED

can take firm action. In sum, it would seem that the risks associated with
putting MIRVs on the Midgetman exceed any potential gains.

To meet the challenges posed by the Soviet threat to our [CBMs, the

United States needs a missile force that is survivable and affordable and that
will be supported by the public. This force should consist of 500 Midgetman
missiles, each carrying a single warhead, deployed on mobile launchers at
Minuteman sites or dispersed on government land. a

NOTES:

192

"Circular error probable (CEP) is a measure of the accuracy of a missile warhead. If a warhead

is aimed at a particular target. the warhead’s CEP is the radius of an imaginary circle that
could be drawn around the target and within which the warhead would have'a 50 percent
probabiulity of falling. The smaller the CEP. the more accurate the warhead.

. Congressional Budget Office. Modernizing U.S. Strategic Offensive Forces: The Admunisira-

ton's Program and Alternatives (Washington. D.C.: U S. Congress. {983). 2. Adjustments for
inflation based on Congressional Budget Otfice, Budgering for Defense [nflation (Washing-
ton, D.C.: U.S. Congress, 1986), 14.

. Lou Finch. and Al Tinajero, Cost to Attack: Measuring How Strategic Forces Affect U.S.

Security (Washington. D.C.: U.S. Congress. Congressional Research Service. 1983), 31-37.

. To understand this theoretical result. suppose that the United States dispersed 500 single-

warhead Midgetman launchers over a 9,000-square-mile area. And suppose the Soviets
attacked this force with 1.500 SS-18 warheads. Because each SS-18 could destroy all
Midgetmen within a 3-square-mile area. a |.500-warhead attack would cover a 4.500-squares
mile area. and it would knock out about half of the Midgetman launchers. Obviously,
knocking out 250 launchers, each carrying one warhead. means the Soviets would knock out
250 warheads. . :
Suppose instead that the United States deployed the same number of warheads. 500. overa
9.000-square-mile area. but deployed two warheads on each launcher. In this case. there
would be only 250 launchers spread out over the countryside. A Soviet attack by 1.500 SS-18s
would again cover 4.500 square miles and knock out haif the Midgetman launchers. The
number of launchers surviving would be smaller. 125 versus 250, but as each launcher
carried two warheads. the number of warheads surviving would be the same. The same
principle holds for a Midgetman with three warheads, as long as the total number of

Midgetman warheads. the size of the dispersal area. and the number of attacking warheads
are held constant.

. Once missile weight is increased enough to carry MIRVs (about 45.000 pounds or more). the

missile diameter must increase so the missile will remain swable in flight. With such an
increase. however, the hardened launcher must also be made larger and redesigned so it will
not tip over when hit by a nuclear blast.



0 MARCH/APRIL 1986
Commmaism /

Pg.

72

Wallace Spaulding

THE BASIC functions performed by the major commu-
nist international front organizations during 1985 did not
differ markedly from those performed for many years, al-
though—as we shaill see—there was a perceptible
change in the face that these fronts attempted to pre-
sent to the untutored observer. As with the counterpart
.organizations run by the Comintern between the wars,
$O today's front organizations exist to perform a basic
task: to unite communists with persons of other political
persuasions to support, and thereby lend strength and
respectability to, Soviet foreign policy initiatives. The ex-
tent of Moscow's control is evidenced by the fronts!
faithful adherence to the Soviet policy line, as well as by
the nature of the member organizations that have with-
drawn from the fronts over time (certain pro-Western
groups after the coid war began, the Yugoslav affiliates
following the Stalin-Tito break, and Chinese and Albani-
an representatives as the Sino-Soviet split developed).
The Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) is
said to control these organizations through its Interna-
tional Department (ID),! presumably through those So-
viet officials who serve as fuil-time members of the sec-
retariat headquarters of the various fronts. This is the
case forthe World Peace Council (WPC), the World Fed-
eration of Trade Unions (WFTU), the Women'’s Interna-
tional Democratic Federation (WIDF), the Afro-Asian
Peoples’ Solidarity Organization (AAPSQ), the Interna-
tional Organization of Journalists (10J), the Christian

'US House of Representatives, The CIA and the Media, Hearings before
the Subcommittee on Oversight of the Permanent Select Committee on
Ineligence, Washington, DC, US Government Printing Office, 1978, p.
574

Colonel Spaulding, USAR (ret.) is a Washington-based
observer ofinternational communist affairs. The present
article is a slightly revised version of Col. Spaulding's
contribution to Yearbook on International Communist
Affairs, 1986, forthcoming from the Hoover Institution
Press, Stanford, CA.

{

Communist Fronts in 1985

Peace Conference (CPC), and the international Associ-
ation of Democratic Lawyers (IADL). Judging by past
history, it is possible to infer that it may be the Soviet
vice-presidents who exercise this control function in
three other maijor front organizations: the International
Union of Students (IUS), the World Federation of Demo-
cratic Youth (WFDY), and the World Federation of Scien-
tific Workers (WFSW).2
In addition to Soviet control of each front through the
ID and headquarters personnel, front activity appears
to be coordinated by the WPC. This is a sensible ar-
rangement, because the Soviets consider the “peace
movement' to be the most important common action by
“anti-imperialist” forces and the WPC to be the most im-
portant of the groups “based on common specific ob-
jectives of professional interests’'—that is, of the front
organizations.? A glance at the nearly 250 persons list-
ed on the WPC's Presidential Committee reveals that
they include, in addition to ID Deputy Chief Vitaliy Sha-
poshnikov, one or more of the top leaders of each of the
other fronts just mentioned, except for the IADL (and the
latter does have a representative in the approximately
1,500 members of the World Peace Council proper).*
Moscow may consider an additional two organiza-

tions to be priority front groups. The first is the Asian
Buddhist Conference for Peace (ABCP), which—like
the WFTU, WIDF, AAPSQ, and WFDY, but none of the
other international fronts—has two Presidential Com-
mittee members.® The other is the Havana-headquar-
tered Organization of Solidarity with the Peoples of Afri-
ca, Asia, and Latin America (OSPAAL), which has a
CONTINUED NEXT PAGE

?See Richard F. Staar, Ed., 1987 Yearbook on International Communist
Affairs (hereafter, volumes in this series will be identified as Y/CA with the
respective year of publication), Stanforg, CA, Hoover [nstitution Press.
1981, p. 455.

3kommurust (Moscow). No 17, November 1972, p 103. and No 3.
February 1974, p. 101; J A Emerson Vermaat. "Moscow Fronts and the
European Peace Movement,” Problemns of Communism (Washington
DC). November-December 1982. pp 43-56 )

‘See WPC, List of Members, 1983-1986. Helsinki. pp 7-33. 167

Sord . p. 31

12







g e e e

s " .

A . o5 l:.'. ¢ “ . . .
- The Washington Cimes
’;: FRIDAY, MAY 30, 1986+ WASHINGTON, D.C. SUBSCRIBER SERVICE (z05) 636333 23 CENLS

PAGE 6D / FRIDAY, MAY 30, 1986

- L b R e~

Ehe Washingten Times

National

national DEW'
on pages 2A-5A

Israeli participation in SDI expected to help both sides

E.SX Warren Strobel
T

WASHING TON TIMES

Israeli participation in the Rea-
gan administration's Strategic Dec-
fensive Initiative will help both Is-
racl and the program, but it isn't
clear how the Middle East nation
will fare in winning SD1 contracts.

Participation in the multibillion-
dollar research program would ful-
fill scveral Israeli goals. Its prime
goal appears to be construction of a
defense against Soviet S$S-21 mis-
siles stationcd in Syria. Such a de-
fensce is one of the first technologics
expected from the SDI program.

Participation also would keep 1s-
racl at the vanguard of warfighting
technology and would help cement
its alliance with the United States.

Of advantage to the United States
is 1srael's unparalleled research and
development track record.

Calling SDI "a project of great in-
terest to the future of the world and

the Free World," Isracli Dcfensc
Minister Yitzhak Rabin, along with
Defense Secretary Caspar Wein-
berger, on May 6 signed an
agreement outlining Isracl’s partici-
pation in the program.

Technologically, "we both can add
to each other” said Emanue! A, Win-
ston, a Chicago-based expert on Mud-
dic East affairs.

“Isracl has the advantage of being
involved in a very expensive type of
rescarch which they [Isracl] might
not otherwise be able to afford,” Mr.
Winston said. "They give as good as
they pet.”

Small in number, but highly accu-
rate, the Soviet 88-21 mussiles in
Syria could destroy Israch military
control centers and airtrelds almost
without warning. Nodefense against
them cexists. Similar missites
threaten U.S. allies in Europe.

“1ISDI simply ehminates what
Isracl needs maost, wihieh s guick
response time,” sand Joyvee Staer, dir-

rector of Near East studies at
Georgetown University's Center for
Strategic and International Studies.
sShe called the missiles “not only a
high priority threat for Isracl, but
the highest prierity threat”

Isracli officials believe that more
advanced 55-23 missiles soon will be
on their way to Syra, she said.

Miss Starr, who last month led a
delepation of 24 U.S. contractors to

Isracl, a tiny nation surrounded
by often-hostile Arab states, faces
weapons arrayed against it that have
been made in countries across the
globe, Mr. Winston said.

“The mix of weapons systems is so
extraordinary, Israel has to have . .
almost a surrealistic approach to de-
fense,” he said.

Heavily dependent on technologi-
cal experts, Israel excels in the de-

NEWS ANALYSIS

Isracl in talks credited with paving
the way for the SDRI agreemoent, said
Isracli Prime Minister Shimon
PPeres “was not pelitely supportive,
he was openly and enthusiastically
supportive” of the SDI concept,

“Whether they would have moved
as quickly without the direct threat
of the 88-21x and without Peres — 1
suspect that those were the two
prime ctements,” shoe sand.

velopment of lasers, computer
software and propulsion systems, It
aut-performs the United Siates in
such development technologies as
remotety piloted vehicles.

Proponents of Tsraclt participa-
tionin SDT siid it could serve to citi-
lyze the propram, to turther LS.
aims and o bolster Israels sapping
CCORBINY,

“From e US standpoint, its

goqd to have anybady support DI
said skeptic Peter Stares, a
Brookings [nstitution analyst.

. “From Isracl's pomnt of view, I'm not

sure how much they can hope togain
from it.

“The Israelis sce it more as a way
of gettisy: a handle onthe technology
in the U8, he said,

Observers say the Israeli decision
is unhikely in itself to coax support
from U.S. alhiesin Lurope, where the
SDIpropgram remains controversial,

Great Britain and West Germany
also have agreed o participate in
SDL Blessed with greater expers
ience in handling the Pentagon and
LS. industry, they both may hive an
cdpre when it comes to bidding lor
lucrative rescarch contracts and
subeontracts.

The two cotntries “iare more To
miliar with the players,” Miss Stor
sand, s pomp w take a preat dead
ot work and follow-up by the Tsrac-
e if thev're really semons

“They {Israel] basically need to
get thetr act together and get over

Arepyre) e wicsmsirny Arecsa veds

Isracli Embassy spokesman. “But
that's the name of the game.”

There are other drawbacks.

“The most sertous strategic impli-
cation for Israel of participation in
SDI s its possible elfect on Soviet
plobal miltary planning in the fu-
ture," Dore Gold, a rescarcher at el
Aviv University's Jaflc Center for
Strategic Studies, wrote in a De-
centher 1985 paper. " Israel could be-
comie a sigmficant Soviet nuclear
target”

sard AMss Starr: “These long,
Tong term major question marks are
tmpoertant, bat don't have cnoupgh
werght to weipth m aginnst taking ad-
vantage of the short vange opports
niies”







By JOSHUA BRILLIANT
TEL AVIV. - Lieutenant-General
James A. Abrahamson, head of the
U.S. Strategic Defence Initiative or
Star Wars programme, last week
urged scientists here to take part in
the project as it would help Israel’s
security, too.

Part of the Star Wars research will
be .devoted to ways of countering
short-range ballistic missiles of the

type the Soviet Union has supplied
Syria, he explained. '

Abrahamson made the appeal in
an address to aeronautics experts at
the 28th annual Icrael Conference
on Aviation and Astronautics at the
Tel Aviv Hilton.

Atan earlier meeting with defence
reporters at the U.S. Embassy,
Abrahamson said: “Some of the

technology that we will be inyesting
in and conducting research on, and
in the end developing... will also.
contribute to some of {Israel’s] very
pressing military needs. That is
being able to counter and deal with
short-range ballistic missile threats,”
particularly the Soviet-Made §S21,
$S22, SS23 and possibly the Scud
missiles. .
Later at the aeronautics confer-
ence, Abrahamson said: “we want to
tackle the threat to Israel right across
the Syrian border, because we think
that- your ideas for tackling that
_thredt will help not only the Middle
Eastern theatre but can be applied to
Europe.” It could also help the U.S.

In some, but not all, cases, Abra-
hamson said, countering short-range
low-flying missiles is easier than cop-
ing with the fast, high-altitude inter-
continental ballistic missiles. |

Some of the technology developed
for Star Wars programme will be
placed in space, he said, but it is “a
false impression that it will all, some-
day, be in space.” Surveillance sys-
tems will be located in space, as will
some of the elements the U.S. will

.use to strike at the enemy’s ICBMs

after they are launched. But more
money is being spent on research for
projects “on the ground,” Abra-
hamson stressed.

Thus the Israeli contribution
could be in spheres that directly

‘contribute to its own security.

The Israeli scientific community —
including Israel Aircraft Industries,
Rafael, the nuclear’ establishment
and the Technion - have already

- come up with *“some very good and

U.0.0LlAl yvars O1iiClidl
urges Israel to join

advanced ideas,” Abrahamson'said.

Twelve Israeli proposals are of
“‘very great interest to us,” Abra-
hamson said without disclosing what
they were. However, he did say he
was particularly interested in ideas
on improving rail guns.

A rail gun accelerates a projectile
on an electrical field, as opposed to
the gun power or compressed gas
2used in ordinary weapons. As a,

-result, the projectile shoots out ata .

highet speed. A small projectile
flying at high speed could prove
more deadly than a bigger, but slow-
er, one.

Abrahamson ‘said Israel had
already presented an “absolutely un-
ique idea in rail guns that produces
tremendous power.” Developing
that idea could have wide-ranging
effects, he said, noting that rail guns
could be mounted on tanks.

He said Israel could also contri-
bute in the fields of electronics,

electronic countermeasures, lasers °

and holography.
In the past six months, the U.S.
and Israel have discussed Star Wars

- projects without coming to an over-

all agreement on the programme. In
contrast, Britain has concluded a
memorandum of understanding wit
the U.S. on the matter. . :
“] don’t believe we know yet some
of the Israeli-officials’ final judge-
ment on whether there should be a
memorandum of understanding or

.what kind of format there should be

for the contacts. But we’re not wait-
ing for that,” he told the defence

- Teporters.

No contracts, however,. will be
concluded during this visit. ‘

. Abrahamson said that he has 2
budget of $2.7b. for fiscal 1986 and
that he hopes for $4.8b. next year.
Because the U.S. aims to encourage
competition in the programme, it
will take time to conclude contracts,
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CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS IN THE U.S.-ISRAEL

March 26, 1985

April 17, 1985

August 15, 1985

August 19, 1985

COOPERATION ON S.D.T,

Secretary of Defense Weinberger issues letter
of invitation for participation in the SDI to

the NATO allies, Japan, Australia and Israel.

In an interview in the Hebrew magazine
"Bamahane", Prime Minister Shimon Peres lauds
the American invitation for foreign
involvement in the research effort -
comparing the offer for participation to
Columbus asking an Israeli to join his

expedition to the New World.

The Institute for Advanced Strategic and
Political Studies at Tel Aviv University
holds a one-day seminar on the SDI. Speakers
include: Edward Teller, Hebrew University
physicist Shaul Yatziv, Tel Aviv Univ. Prof.
Micha Sharir, and Member of Knesset and

physics professor Yuval Ne'eman.

U.S. and Israeli officials conclude an
agreement to apply SDI research to the

area of cardiac medicine. The agreement was



December 1985

December 1985

January 30, 1986

February 18-23,

1986

reached between Edward Teller and Israeli
Health Minister Mordechai Gur. The research
was to be coordinated on the Israeli side by
Prof. Dani Gur, a heart surgeon at Tel

Hashomer Hospital.

A large delegation of Israeli industrialists
arrives in the U.S. for two weeks of talks on
SDI. The delegation is headed by Dr. Ben-Zion

Naveh.

The Jaffe Center for Strategic Studies of Tel
Aviv University issues a lengthy report
encouraging Israeli participation in SDI. The
report, "SDI: The U.S. Strategic Defense
Initiative and the Implications of Israel's

Participation" was prepared by Dore Gold.

Representatives of the American Israel Public
Affairs Committee testify before the Senate
Armed Services Subcommittee on Strategic and
Theater Nuclear Forces supporting research

into tactical missile defenses.

Director of the Strategic Defense Intiative
Organization, General James Abrahamsom,

visits Israel for high-~level consultations




April 12-20,

1986

May 6,

1986

on Israel's potential contribution to the

SDI program.

A study mission headed by Joyce Starr of the
Center for Strategic and International
Studies at Georgetown University visits
Israel for meetings with Government and
private sector officials on U.S.-Israeli
cooperation on SDI. 20 U.S. companies were
represented at the meetings including: Boeing
Aerospace, Grumman Corp., Martin Marietta and
General Electric. Among the 16 Israeli
companies participating in the discussions
were IAI, Rafael, El1l-Op and some smaller
firms. The first SDI contract was signed
between an undisclosed U.S. firm and Ben

Gurion University in Beersheba.

In an official Pentagon ceremony, Israeli
Defense Minister Yitzhak Rabin and Secretary
of Defense Caspar Weinberger sign an official
Memorandum Of Understanding setting out the
specifications for Israel's involvement in

the SDI research effort.



