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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

February 6, 1987

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT ‘ O————
FROM: DONALD T. REGAN ' [ <l

SUBJECT: February Schedule

Within the next four weeks you can anticipate a series of events
that will have a major impact on the balance of the year. This

next month may well be the last opportunity until next August or
possibly later, to close a chapter on the Iran matter.

The Congressional inquiries can be expected to commence in early
March and not conclude for six months. The inquiry by the
independent counsel will certainly not wrap-up until the end of
the year at the earliest. The Tower Board report, however, does
offer a window, if utilized properly, for you to speak out, act
on and then begin to move from the Iran matter.

If the Report is as comprehensive and in depth as indicated, it
could provide many, if not all, of the answers that are sought on
Iran -- short of testimony from Admiral Poindexter and Colonel
North. Accordingly, a carefully planned and executed series of
events leading to and following on that report will do much to
reassure the American public you are acting responsibly and
qguickly to solve the Iran controversy.

Release of Report

The Tower Commission anticipates releasing their findings
February 19th. The credibility of their work must be maintained
and the manner of the release should be based on reinforcing
their independence and the integrity of their review. To that
end the Commission's report should be released by the Commission,
not through you. I recommend you meet with the Commission on the
morning the report is to be released. Immediately following the
Commission members would conduct a press conference and release
their report to the public.

You can anticipate a great deal of focus on their report,
followed by several days of Iran interviews with the Commission
members. At the conclusion of this "press dissection" of the

report there will be a keen interest in your reaction to the
report, '



Presidential Statement

You have not made a comprehensive statement on the subject of
Iran since November. Your position has been that it would be
inappropriate to respond to piecemeal and incomplete
information. Further, it has been your belief that when a full
report was forthcoming you could be expected to speak out.

Accordingly, I recommend you receive the report on Thursday,
February 19th, read and study the report over that weekend and on
Monday, February 23 you address the nation from the Oval Office.
This speech would allow you to directly communicate to the
American people your thoughts, reactions and planned actions in
response to the Tower Report.

If you were to give an address that Monday it could be followed
by a press conference later that week -- perhaps Thursday.

Press Conference

Your last press conference was also in November. Scheduling one
shortly after your Oval Office speech would serve several

purposes. It would allow you to use those remarks as a reference
point in taking questions on Iran; i.e., "As I said in my speech
on Monday . . .." A press conference the same week of your

speech would allow you the opportunity to form public opinion and
not reporters who would otherwise be expected to "interpret what
you think."

Related Activities

It would be useful to have a series of other activities: meeting
with Hill leaders to share the report and brief them on actions
you are taking in implementing the Tower recommendations; and,
meeting with your foreign policy and intelligence community to
brief them on your actiomns.

Summary

The post-Tower Board period should be utilized as an opportunity
to demonstrate Presidential action in "getting the facts out and
making right what went wrong.” This will be critical and must be
done in that 10-day period following the release of the report
because the Senate and House Select Committees will begin
hearings shortly thereafter and the Iran matter will move into a
new phase,

With the release of the Tower Report, an Oval Office address, a
press conference and follow-up meetings and activities, you can
take a big step forward in addressing the Iran controversy.
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February 6, 1987

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT™
FROM: DONALD T. REGAN

SUBJECT: February Schedule

Within the next four weeks you can anticipate a series of events
that will have a major impact on the balance of the year. This

next month may well be the last opportunity until next August or
possibly later, to close a chapter on the Iran matter.

The Congressional ingquiries can be expected to commence in early
March and not conclude for six months. The inquiry by the
independent counsel will certainly not wrap-up until the end of
the year at the earliest. The Tower Board report, however, does
offer a window, if utilized properly, for you to speak out, act
on and then begin to move from the Iran matter.

If the Report is as comprehensive and in depth as indicated, it
could provide many, if not all, of the answers that are sought on
Iran -- short of testimony from Admiral Poindexter and Colonel
North. Accordingly, a carefully planned and executed series of
events leading to and following on that report will do much to
reassure the American public you are acting responsibly and
guickly to solve the Iran controversy.

Release of Report

The Tower Commission anticipates releasing their findings
February 19th. The credibility of their work must be maintained
and the manner of the release should be based on reinforcing
their independence and the integrity of their review. To that
end the Commission's report should be released by the Commission,
not through you. I recommend you meet with the Commission on the
morning the report is to be released. Immediately following the
Commission members would conduct a press conference and release
their report to the public.

You can anticipate a great deal of focus on their report,
followed by several days of Iran interviews with the Commission
members. At the conclusion of this "press dissection" of the

report there will be a keen interest in your reaction to the
report.



Presidential Statement

You have not made a comprehensive statement on the subject of
Iran since November. Your position has been that it would be
inappropriate to respond to piecemeal and incomplete
information. Further, it has been your belief that when a full
report was forthcoming you could be expected to speak out.

Accordingly, I recommend you receive the report on Thursday,
February 19th, read and study the report over that weekend and on
Monday, February 23 you address the nation from the Oval Office.
This speech would allow you to directly communicate to the
American people your thoughts, reactions and planned actions in
response to the Tower Report.

If you were to give an address that Monday it could be followed
by a press conference later that week -- perhaps Thursday.

Press Conference

Your last press conference was also in November. Scheduling one
shortly after your Oval Office speech would serve several
purposes. It would allow you to use those remarks as a reference
point in taking questions on Iran; i.e., "As I said in my speech
on Monday . . .." A press conference the same week of your
speech would allow you the opportunity to form public opinion and
not reporters who would otherwise be expected to "interpret what
you think."

Related Activities

It would be useful to have a series of other activities: meeting
with Hill leaders to share the report and brief them on actions
you are taking in implementing the Tower recommendations; and,
meeting with your foreign policy and intelligence community to
brief them on your actions.

Summary

The post-Tower Board period should be utilized as an opportunity
to demonstrate Presidential action in "getting the facts out and
making right what went wrong." This will be critical and must be
done in that 10-day period following the release of the report
because the Senate and House Select Committees will begin
hearings shortly thereafter and the Iran matter will move into a
new phase.

With the release of the Tower Report, an Oval Office address, a
press conference and follow-up meetings and activities, you can
take a big step forward in addressing the Iran controversy.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Februarv 11, 1987

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

o

I

FROM: PATRICK J. BUCHANHN

SUBRJECT: TTEoTTTTTTTET o mTmEem T

Three items here of some interest.
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REVIEW & OUTLOOK

The ABM Decision

Ronald Reagan is fast approaching
one of the seminal decisions of his
presidency. He must either order the
deployment process for strategic de-
fense technologies to go forward, or
he must leave that decision to the next
president. Mr. Reagan discussed this
matter last week with Secretary of
State Shuitz, Defense Secretary Wein-
berger and National Security Adviser
Frank Cariucci. A second meeting is
reportedly scheduled for today.

If the president opts for deploy-
ment of antirnissile systems. he will
most likely set in motion a great de-
bate over the meaning of the Anti-Bai-
listic Missile treaty that was signed
back in 1972 by Leonid Brezhnev and
Richard Nixon. In Washington. oppo-
nents of the Strategic Defense Initia-
tive are aiready saying the treaty’s
language forbids deplovment and
much testing, and SDI supporters are
saying that an expansive interpreta-
tion of the treaty permits these ac-
tions. Sen. Sam Nunn (D., Ga.} re-
cently raised the specter of a “"consti-
tutional crisis” if Mr. Reagan tries to
push SDI through the cracks mn the
treaty's prose.

While much intellectual firepower
is being brought to bear on who said
what to whom from 1963 to 1977 and
what they meant when theyv said i,
the treaty’s own language provides
the means for resolving this ambigu-
ity. Surely the president, Sen. Nurn
and al] the rest could agree on the
meaning of Article XV:

1. This Treaty shall be of unlim-
ited duration.

“2. Each Party shall, in exercising
its national sovereignty, have the
right to withdraw from this Treaty if
1t decides that extraordinary events
related to the subject matter of this
Treaty have jeopardized its supreme
interests. it shall give niouce of its de-
cision to the other Party six months
prior to withdrawal from the Treaty.
Such notice shall include a statement
of the extraordinary events the nou-
fying Party regards as having jeop-
ardized its supreme inieresis.”
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nolenousiy fuzzy; attle ceral’s such
as what counts as a “heavy’ mussile
were somehow left unresoived. for ex-
ampie. There nave been endless arcu-
ments over whether its provisions pro-
hsbit such Soviet activities as the en-
crypuion of telemetry. The Soviets

even defend their Krasnoyarsk radar,
which even dovish U.S. analysts agree
is a blatant violation of the treaty.

Specific wording aside, the treaty’s
political bargain was clear enough.
Agreement to limit ABM defenses was
a trade-off for limiting offensive mis-
siles. covered in the accompanying
“Interim Agreement.” U.S. negotiator
Gerard Smith splemniy announced at
the time that further limitations on of-
fensive missiles would be necessary to
contain threats “to the survivability of
our respective retaliatory forces,”
that if this were not achieved within
five years "U.S. supreme interests
could be jeopardized” and that this
would constitute ““a basis for with-
drawal from the ABM treaty.”

The Soviets prompily drove their
$$-19 through the “‘heavy missile”
loophole, an expansion that in itself

threatened the U.S. land-based deter- |
rent. They have continued to expand '

since. Now they are clearly proceed-
ing with a large ABM program of
their own, through loophotes and out-
right viclations where necessary,
counting on the 1972 (reaty to con-
found similar efforts by the U.S.

It is interesung that in 1972 the ne- @

zotiators understood ciearly that sira-
tegic policy is an inherently dunamic
process, that circumstances are jikely
to change. The opponents of SDI-in

Congress, the State Department and °

within the scientific communrity—have

now lashed themselves io the mast of |

a 15-year-old treaty, under the insup-
portable pretense that strategic poiicy
iIs static. And it presumably follows
that circumstances are littie different
now than they were in 1972 and that
the treaty Leonid Brezhnev signed
will protect us.

Mr. Reagan, as always. wil] have
to trust his own instincts and sense of
timing. The Strategic Defense Initia-
tive was his idea. After announcing it,
he caught Beltway flak, but support
for the program has steadily in-
creased. At Reykjavik, he learned two
things: The arms-control process has
pecome manic and the U.S. public
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it. He'll catch more flak. So what else
S new ' e Il have selzed the mora.
high ground, and 1n ume the Beltway,
Congress and the alhies will come
around agamn.




PRESENT DANGERS / ROBERT JASTROW

AMERICA HAS FIVE YEARS LEFT

cd States. Just two months ago,

Robert. Gates, Deputy Director
of the CIA, confirmed reports that the
Soviets were constructing three more
huge phbased-array radars in the west-
em USSR. These mammoth radars,
cach as large as a football field, close
the final gap in the network of radars
guarding the missile corridors into the
Soviet Union.

Some analysts say the Soviet radar
network is intended for early warning.
However, the radars have a combi-
nation of size and power that goes
far beyond early-warning requirements.
They bave the range and angular pre-
cision needed to get an accurate track
on an oncoming warhead, figure out
which target the warhead is headed
for, and alert ABM launch sites in the
warhead’s path so they can send up
missiles to intercept it. In fact, they
have all the properties of “battle man-
agement” radars designed for an ABM
defense of Soviet territory.

The new radars and their fellows—
the compiete ABM radar network has
nine—are the long poles in the Soviet
ABM tent. They take several years to
design and five or six years beyond
that to build. The Soviets must have
started working on the first of them
around 15 years ago, while they were
still negotiating the ABM Treaty.

Mr. Gates also confirmed the exist-
ence of Soviet production lines for
manufacturing large quantities of ABM
cquipment. That means volume pro-
duction of the intercepting missiles
that destroy oncoming warheads, the
launchers that send these missiles into
battle, and the small “ecpgagement ra-
dars” that point the missiles in the
right direction to make an intercept.

TIME 1S running out for the Unit-

Dr. Jastrow is a professor of earth sci-
ences at Dartmouth College and the found-
er and director (retired) of the Goddard
Institute for Space Studies, National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration.

Article I of the ABM Treaty says
cach side must promise not only that
it will not deploy a nationwide ABM
defense, but also that it will not “pro-
vide a base” for such a defense. The
Soviet radar network and ABM pro-
duction lines constitutc a base for a
nationwide ABM defense. This goes
beyond isolated technical violations
like the inland location of the Kras-
noyarsk radar. It tears the guts out of
the ABM Treaty.

The CIA report calls the Soviet
ABM buildup “ominous,” with “awe-
somely negative implications” for Amer-
ican security. This is strong language
coming from a senior CIA official. In
the past the CIA has been copserva-
tive in its estimates of Soviet capabili-
ties in the nuclear arena. Why is the
CIA so alarmed now?

The answer is that this recently dis-
covered buildup of Soviet ABM de-
fenses has been going on in concert
with the buildup of a first-strike ICBM
arsenal. Mr. Gates writes: “Their beavy
ICBM force is designed for the Soviets
to strike first.” As a result of that mis-
sile buildup, the Soviets could, with
baif of their ICBM force, destroy es-
sentially all our ICBMs plus a large
fraction of our bombers, cruise mis-
siles, and ballistic-missile submarines.

Little would be left of our nuciear
forces for retaliation in the aftermath
of a Soviet first strike. Destruction of
U.S. military communications links
would further diminish the effective-
oess of the U.S. response. Against the
ragged retaliatory strike the U.S. could
launch after such an attack, the Soviet
ABM defenses now under construction
would be very effective.

The bottom line is that the Soviet
Union is developing a lethal combina-
tion of a first-strike attack force and a
defense against retaliation by U.S. bal-
listic missiles. That combination re-
moves the ability of the United States
to protect its citizens from nuclear at-
tack. If Soviet plans come to fruition

42 NATIONAL REVIEW / FesrUARY 13, 1987

and the Soviets’ nationwide ABM de-
fense is deployed, the U.S. will have
suffered the greatest military reversal
in its history, with highly destructive
consequences certain to follow.

OW MUCH TIME do we have? Not
H very much. The three new ra-

dars that close the gap in the
Soviet network will be completed
around 1991 or 1992. According to
the CIA, the same time frame—the
carly 1990s—is also the best guess
for deployment of nationwide ABM
defenses in the USSR, constituting the
final Soviet breakout from the ABM
Treaty. That gives the U.S. about five
years before our nuclear deterrent is
cmasculated.

A general understanding of this dan-
ger united the three authors of NR’s
recent special SDI update [Dec. 31] in
their call for an early deployment of
missile defenses. They pleaded for the
immediate use of technologies in hand
now, without “researching the problem
to death,” as Jack Kemp put it. That
means backing away from the laser
and the particle beam as far as early
deployment is concerned. These exoti
devices are promising but they requir:
more research. They will not be avail
able in our time of greatest peril.

The technology we have in hanc
now is the “smart bullet,” a heat
seeking missile that homes in on it
target like a snake stalking a rodent.
Smart-bullet techmology is relatively
mature and ready to use. It is just an
evolutionary development out of heat-
secking missiles (like the Sidewinder)
routinely used in air defense.

Smart bullets can be fired at their
targets ecither from launchers on the
ground or from satellites in orbit. They
have been tested against targets in
space, including a ballistic-missile war-
head, and are highly effective.

Congressman Kemp says we should
make use of this proven technology by
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" - launchers (the pumber permitted by

the ABM Treaty) as fast as we can. |
made similar proposals last year, after
talking with experts about the rapid
progress being made in the smart-
bullet technology, although my propos-
als involved more launchers and would
not have complied with the treaty.

A great deal of work is going on
in the SDI program on these smart-
bullet defenses, with a view to meeting
the Soviet first-strike threat at the
earliest possible moment. However, the
thinking on this matter in the SDI
Organization, and on the part of De-
fense Secretary Weinberger, is a little
different from what Congressman Kemp
and I, among others, had proposed.

The Secretary and senior SDI man-
agement have concluded that an effec-
tive defense must include smart bullets
based on satellites orbiting over the
USSR, so that the Soviet missiles can
be destroyed in their boost phase as
they risc from their silos, before they
rejease their warheads and decoys. In
the judgment of these DOD officials, &
space-based layer is essential because
& massive Soviet first strike would send
thousands of warheads and perhaps 2
hundred thousand decoys toward the
United States. A “threat cloud” of
those dimensions would confront the
ground-based layers of our defense with
an almost insurmountable challenge.

But if we can catch the ICBMs in
their boost phase, we get them with
all their eggs in one basket. It doesn’t
matter how many warheads and de-
coys each ICBM carries; we kill them
all with one bullet. That greatly simpli-
fies the problem for the ground-based
layers of our defense.

The boost-phase defense, based in
space, also makes it difficult for the
attacker to overwhelm our defense by
conceatrating his attack on high-priori-
ty targets, such as MX silos or the
Nationa! Command Authority, because
he cannot tell beforehand which mis-
silcs and warheads are going to get
through and which will be shot down.

Congressional supporters of an early
missile defense grant these virtues of
the space-based layer but say that the
pace of the Soviet move toward a
nationwide ABM defense does not per-
mit us the luxury of waiting until the
space-based layer is available. We only
have four or five years. We must go
forward with what we have. Even if
the initial, ground-based defense is only

e .
large measure of uncertainty that will
deter the Soviet leadership. Aay factor
that discourages the Soviet Union from
using its first-strike arsenal is a big
plus for American security.

1 myself shared these views, and
belicved that we should go forward
with a ground-based defense without
waiting for the space-based layer. Then,
quite recently, 1 was surprised to learn
that it is not necessary to make this
painful choice. Several independent
studies indicate that a space-based lay-
er can be put in place in the same
time frame as the ground-based layers.
This result came out of the delibera-
tions of the technical panel on missile
defenses convened by the George C.
Marshall Institute. The five members of
the panel have more than 160 years of
combined experience in defense and
space. Licutenant Colonel Worden's
article in the NR special update con-

The Marshall Institute panel conclud-
ed that the technical situation will
aliow deployment of a space-based de-
fense layer starting in six and a half
to seven years from the time the polit-
ical decision is made to go forward.
Deployment could start in 1993 or
1994, if the decision to proceed were
made this year.

The complete defense will have three
layers, the other two layers being
ground-based. One of the ground-
based layers—the so-calied ERIS layer,
which uses smart bullets to intercept
oncoming warheads high above the
stmosphere—hss a more mature weap-
ons technology than the other layers
and can be deployed even sooner, per-
haps as carly as five years from the
time of the political decision to pro-
ceed. That means deployment of the
ERIS layer might start in 1992 if the
decision to deploy is made this year.

As Congressman Kemp and Licuten-
ant Colonel Worden point out, an in-
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would shso provide a useful degree of
deterrence against limited sttacks on
key military sites.

But there is a great danger in de-
ploying an ERIS layer before the rest
of the defense. ERIS has limited effec-
tiveness against a massive attack. If
we deploy ERIS first and say it will
be followed up in two years by a
space-based layer, critics of SDI will
coanvenieatly forget the last half of the
snnouncement. They will say, “See
here, the Soviets can overwhelm that
defense ecasily with more warheads
and decoys. SDI isn't worth much.”

IU's true. A defense without a space-
based layer is very vulnerable to decoys
and would provide a powerful incen-
tive for the Soviets to develop large
numbers of low-cost, lightweight fake
warheads. A ground-based defense by
itself would give us only a few years’
respite. It is essential to follow up the
ERIS deployment as quickly as possi-
ble with the space-based layer.

EPLOYING ground-based defenses

without a space-based layer

would also be tantamount to
handing military control of space over
to the USSR. We know Soviet scien-
tists are working very hard on lasers
to destroy satellites in orbit. They are
also working on lasers as a boost-
phase defense against US. ballistic
missiles. If we do not press forward
as rapidly as possible with our own
space-based defense, by the late 1990s
the Soviets will be in a position to dis-
rupt U.S. communications and recon-
naissance satellites at will. By the end
of the century, they may be able to
keep the United States out of space
altogether. They'll close the door and
say, “You can’t come in.”

We can no more survive as a na-
tion without a military guarantee of
free access to space than we could
survive without a military guarantee of
access to the world’s oceans. We need

defenses as much as we
need the US. Navy. That is why
Gorbachev was so insistent on killing
the space-based part of SDI in Rey-
kjavik, and why the President was so

insistent on preserving it. 0
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live ozt his dxys 23 a free man.
But the US. government wanzs
him departed. And the Soviet

Union wants him put © desth.
By DICK POLMAN




BY DICK

"POLMAN

SHOULD KARL LINNAS

the red suit would be up in front of

the room, beckoning for them, and
it was clear he had the power to reward or
punish.

He had come from the woods, marching
up to the front door of the building; the
kids had watched, their noses pressed to
the window. It happened that way almost
every Christmas during the 1960s, when-
ever Santa Claus paid a visit to the
Estonian recreation center, and the lit-
tlest kids were never quite surs whether
Santa intended to be naughty or nice.
While all this was happening, their imami-
grant parents, ees from communis!
all of them grateful for thm%_
had found on Long Island, would be
secreting their gifts beneath the huge
Christmas tree.

OME OF THE KIDS WOULD
got 80 scared. The strange man in

alive. This Santa always required that
each youngster carn his gift by pc_rfoxzn-_
ing in some way — , dancing (an
Estonian folk dance would L i i
ing a poem, playing an Estonlan instru-
ment (perhaps a zither, one that he had
made himself for the children).

Soon enough, the kids always warmed
up to the kindly stranger who had
from the darkness. They would sit i
lap. They would kiss him. And !

g

i

5

]

g
EE—:
Fecd

i
§s
b
s
i
EF

they were playing,
taught to them by Karl Linnas.

She loved that about him. She thinks
about those days s lot now, about the
goodness she saw in him, about the
wonderful values that he bequeathed to
her. But it's not fun to see him anymore.

He wears & brown prison jump suit now
and bides his time awaiting her next visit.
Her two sisters visit also. When they all
get up to leave, the father, who is 67, asks
tham, “Can’t you stay s little longer?”

for supporters of human rights and civil
liberties, and for avowed foss of the
Sovists — developmenta that overshadow
the basic question of guilt or innocence.
Any day now, the U.3. Supreme Court
will decide whether the case deserves
another look — and, in effect, whether

DICK POLMAN is an Inquirer staff wniter.
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Linnas should be kept alive.
—L Py

kassqus” to strike a “devil’s bargain”

with a country that was once itself allied
%hh&.Ndlinﬂnn:bdeoﬂd
ar

those things. I lived with him day after
dlt)l';alrhunhim.ﬂoilmyfnhu.}hilmy
father.,”

continued on next page

November 2, 1986

The Soviet
Union has
sentenced the
Estonian
emigrant,
contending that
in a long-
hidden past,
he was an
executioner for
the Nazis.
His case asks
American
authorities to
answer a
difficult
question:
Do we believe
.the Soviets?




KARL LINNAS

mmmm

ELMAR PUUSEPP'S STORY

1t was a turbulent era for his country.
Estonia had been an independent republic
from 1919 10 1940 — until the Sovists
invaded from the east, with tkcma:mp-
ponoﬂlercmadlm.Pn
Communist, became “political d’a KL
tractor stanion.” But the Nazis broks ther ~
pact with the Sovias in 1941, invading
Estomia in July. Puu:epyw.rmmmmd
in a prison in Tartu, a university towon. It *
was here that ke says he met Karl Linnas,

It was a filthy camp that housed civil-
ians. They ate soup made from rocting horse
corpses. There was so much lice that he
couldn't slesp ot night. The Nasis kept him
altve because ke was an expert emgine
mechanic. The Estonian uandl.mmwa:
always there, supervising the guards, under
the command of a German offscer wearing
the insignia of the SS. annd’lhu
camp were often led away on a long rope,
and they didn't return. But the mptmld
come back with bloodsiaing om it, only o be
used again.

Jews were housed separately, at a former
Tartu Hebrew school that had a courtyard.
Onze day, Puusepp was ordered 1o chop
twoad for a camp guard who lived across the
street from thiz school. While resting from
his labors, Puusepp says ha saw a commo-
tion in tluammyard Jews toere being .
— ordered-omo a bus. Kari Livnas was there,
encouraging peopls 1o take all their beiong-
ings. Punsepp says he heard Linnas say,

“We are taking you mngu [admumyl
Do not leave anything bek hmuu)vu
anmmghx&hmmym

He says he noticed Linnas smiling and
helping a Litle girl onto the bus. She twas §
or 6 years old, carrying a doll of her cum
haight. .

“The wery same evening,” Puusepp says,
“ewhen | returned to the camp, ] saw that .
ddlwhmzhcymmrrquthmpmbc

d. There was already o
guardsman, who was holding that doll. -
Thas doli teas so big, about Aalf a meter
from the ground, so that ] cannot mix it
with anything else. . . . That sams evening,
1 saew the bus sianding empty near the
camp, and it’s absolutely sure that nobody
can make a trip (o Riga and back in suck a
short time.”

OSI LAWYERS TRAVELED TO ESTO-
nia and interviewed Elmar Puusepp on
Apn'lz,lm Ryan had mads sn oral
agreemant with the Soviets a yesr earliar

M.ndmmmm
Only the besien remain undisputed:

He wae born Aug. 8, 1919, in Tartu. He
entered the University of Tartu in Sep-
tember 1937 but did not graduate. In
1939, he began mandatory military serv-
ice wi i ependcntEuonnn-my
0nJuly7 1944, ln;otm.me&ln ugust

persons camp thGcm

27, 1046, ba told the USL Anny, "l

m:amd‘ﬂn&tm
lwnnddonotwuhtohvumdnl

regime.”
On Aug. 17, 1951, Linnas, his wife and
two da un('l‘lmmhanlnmﬂ)
entered the United States, sworn
to the authorities that be never
on behalf of the Axis
pml.An making such a disclosure
as barred from entry. Linnas swore that
hndboen eoneganudentnndpun

g

ﬁ;hung as an Estonian patriot.

He settled in Suffolk County, Long
laland, finding friends among other Esto-
nian emigres who had bitter memories of
the Sovieta. Employed as a land surveyor,
he built an exemiplary work record. His
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1944. was wounded while fighting the
shrapnel in his
lbouhiet 24, 1945, his

16

year trek wdm& Supreme Court,
acknowledged a year ot.hnhnmn“hn
been sentenced to v.» in what
lppaultohlﬂboonuhmhd."ﬂhﬂ,
this board hacked the bid to boot him out,

from
AT DUSK ON AN AUTUMN EVE-
ning in Gresnlawn, Long Island, the
neighborhood youngsters are doing
wheelies Homeowners

in the street. are
washing cars, lewna, tying down
e tapaniin (hat cover e boats.
Traffic is light; there are no sidewalks.

Linnas was tried by
the Soviets and
sentenced to death.
What concerns
Ramsey Clark is
that the verdict and
the sentence were
both published one
month before the
trial even began.




themselves a piece of American pie.

Hammer was one of the ﬁm on the
block. “It was like a desert in those days™
he recalls He falt better when some
naighbors arrived, and he remembers bow
huwﬂebnkedlwdoomm(uhinw&
for the nice Estonisn family across the
rud.Hehthulenun;hunyh
was such a high-spirited, my:omg gy,
always stopping by to play bouncy tunes
on Hammer's organ.

And the wnfe" “Very hndhunod.
says Hammer,
g::hmman,mdhhmklhepwhdlﬁrl

use he had such special qualities.”
And the threes girls? “'!'heywendnyno
enthusiastic and happy,” he says. “You'd
‘..me:’muwmam.?dnmmm
wn, doing exercises practicing
cheerleading calls.”

Jahn Glum High School / Layal and
True [ Honor and Glory Will Us
Through. . .. They were popular kids, by
tumunuummhummmm
as volleyball and soccer, singing in the
chorus, playing in the orchestra, whizting
around town in Aou’s Volkswagen Beetls,
which was painted blus to match the hus
on the old Estonian Republic flag.

On some nights, the family would invite
Hammer over. In one part of the back
yud,t.heflmﬂyhndphntedlhruhml

circle, leaving a cozy little space inside for
socializing. They would make a fire, and
the dnughten. who had inherited a talent
for music from their father, would strum
their guitars and sing Eatonian folk songs
long into tha night, with only ths fire's
light playing on their faces. *

Anu, the oldest, once asked her parents
why they had opted to start a family in
the midst of war, at a time when their
future was 30 uncertain, She recalls her
father's telling her, “I will never regret it
because it was you kids that hrought us
through the whole ordeal. Getting out of
there, gotting across the ocsan, getting a
houle — it made it all worthwhile”

most of his relatives had besn shipped to
Siberia by the Soviets in 1940, never to be
heard from again.

Like so many immigrants, he worked
hard and saved bers

week. She was admonished to study hard,
to become a professional some day.
Homework always cams first. Anu and
Tiina were given quarters if they came
home with all A’s on their cards.
Epp, the youngest, was about the
violent shows on TV. “This isn't very
good for you to watch,” Linnas would tell
her when the action got too hot.
Compassion for the innocent was also
important. When Anu was very young,
she cama upon a bird’s nest one day and
found two eggs inside. She was very
excited and ran home with the eggn. Her
father was appalled. “No way, you can’t
do that to the mother bird,” she remem-
bers his telling her. “She's going to come
back soon and be looking for them. How
would you like it if you came
bome and found your mother and I

“Women see the fine |

gons?” She took the eggs back.
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Ml.lhhul.al.on(hhndnuno'hoh
active in the tight-knit Eatonian commu.
nity, says Linnas was the same way at
scout camp. The immigrants ran a cam
nwndluthobﬂdnhhkwood,hl .y

and Linnss was a fixture there, a leout
lendnrwhowoulduht.he{ounp
nature wdhtodueover.u put it.“dn
tesasures of the woods.
“boys attacked the trees mth their kmvu.
she says, Linnas would set them straight
.in his characteristically gentle way.
e o o s s
" remem saying. “If it
is for a need, fine. But for wasts, na. That
is a living thing, and you ean't just take
dmnlivi.ngthing."
Any, who now works for a financial

institution in Washington, D.C,, says the.

guhneverknat.bemnmu prejudics.
he had & Jewish boyfriend, and her
father never said a word. Her sister Tiina
roomed with a Jewish girl for two years
lﬁurpadunngﬁomcoﬂqa,lnd,ulhe
recalls, “my fatber came “f

our furniture in. She made Jewish food, I
ge&tomfood.mdwhdlmnd

And Anu can still hear her father's
homilies about the importance of being
bonest. Your word is your pride. Your pride
is your integrity. She heard that coe when'
she was 18. She had lent her drivers
license to an underage friend who wanted
to go drinking. This was easy to do in
1963, because New York licenses didn't
carry pictures. But her timing was bad.
Her father asked t0 soe ber license that

must've lost it. But he looked into her
eyes, and she immediately confessed to
her deed. He was atypically upsst and
told her, “You know what can happen?
You could go to jail, your friend couid be

your

Tiina, meanwhile, remembers the time
her father carse home from the store with
a new lamp, packed in a box. When he
openad the box, there were two lamps
ingide. He insisted on bringing one of
them back. “Nope,” he told her, when she
protested, “we didn't pay for this, it
doean’t belong to us, it's not ours. You
don’t get anything for nothing.”

he says he was the same way with the
man from the gas company: “The guy
would put in a couple cents more than my
father was paying {or, so my father would
hand over two mors pennies. The man
was unbelisvabie to the point where you
wanted to knock him over and say, ‘Hey,
the guy doesn't want your two centa’ "

Eda Malders, a real estate agent on
Long Island who has known Karl Linnas
for almost 30 years, says simply, “Karl
'wes never a man with any kind of burden.
Nevermthndmxdovarhm,mu In
wartime, a person can do certain
sometimes, but Karl's personality
never change to the degree that t.ho
government says. This just seems like one

o e e L
0, 843, “You always got wi

;{uldutr ou didn't have to

what was nndeofhlm.Womuylo
each other, ‘Oh good, finally we have
lomebodywhobunohm;-upl. To think
that this man who 1 saw work s0 sweetly
with youngsters — that this man could do
harm to duldrm‘l I am wsorry, it just
doesn't fit”

“He wouldn't huﬁaﬂu."uyl'l‘mn.
“He would come to my house in New
Jersey and- get upeet 'Iun 1 put out
mousetraps to catch mice. He
ustcutchthmmdthmthonouhldu.

years ago, he drove
Island, 244 hours one way i
)mtohel'lgh:nwbcnnyd was havi
puppies. dog
l‘cver.mdlhdtouhhttotbwtlly
father shoveled the drivewsy, more than
100 feet downhill, so that I could get out.”

When all this was brought to the atten-
tion of Eli Rosenbaumn recently, he lis-
tened quite patiently. Then the former
OSI prosecutor, now general counsel to
the World Jewish Congreas, composed his

responsec
“Did you Jnow Adolf Hitler was genu-
inely fond of dogs?”
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OLAV KARIKOSK'S STORY

A former student az the University of
Tam,luwhnbnﬁrwrhmOaabr
1941 when he says he ran inio Karl Linnas
on the street. He says he first met Linnas
w0 years eariter, when both young men
mmmﬁmymndalhm
1 of the old Esionian
But on this day in 1941, Linnas said he
was now the
would give Km&h‘!@.wmm
a “rank-and-fils post.” But he says ha lef
the camp gfier only g few weeks bacause “]
muldnumduntluthuddndarmd
killings.”
nmwmday,hmple.whma
busload and children was
bmugh:mthampmmlmnmhn
location. “Thay were tied by their hand 1o

underwear.” Karl Linnas, he says, “told
me that I must come with him 10 the
execution. Iddhm:hnlmnabmr
that, But ks said this is my order. . .
qubm,dmalywmbus.w
ditch. “The ware told

dw#an(mbm)wdabw
are condemned to doath as @ worthless
hu’tlnmm'...bhuawjmw

Kmhwkmhdmmuthl.m-

spoken in the car.”

ESTONIA IS A FOOTNOTE IN
Holocaust literaturs. The Jewish popula-

oﬁhmemghtmnmth-tmncvenchnl tion — numbering 7,000, less than

ly happen becauss it is too pueutdtheutunm-yu eve of the

believe. It can’t be. It just can't be.” - enjoyed full rights during the
- S P ) . ‘) -

nmuunuu&mm in Bstonia
to historian
hlcyDnndehon Soviets in-
vaded, bowsver, thousands of y pper-ciase
citizens of all faiths were sluppod 7
Sibaria. Most of the remaining Jews later
fled when the Nazis came, loaving only
zm‘hbahnd.m By Jmunry 1942, seven
monf the invasion,
informed that Estonia was “Jew- ft:..."'

can courts “raises serious and unique
qnuﬁnmofdmpmeunndf\mdmenul
" in part because “the infusion of
palitical motives is ever present within
the Soviet system.”

Ryan, the OSI dirsctor who set up the
“mpxohbh marrisge” with the Soviets

to claim those depnuhommgo by
Amnncnn rules. The Soviets p
peopls who recited their stories, but I
eourdn’tgotounphcu'huethuyhved
and worked and find out anything about
them. In Philadelphia, if there are wit-
nesses to an auto accident at Sixth and
Market, you can find out who the heck
those people really are. In the Soviet
Union, you can't do that You don't know
if you'rs talking to a reel live person, who
was really where he says he was on the day
in question, or if it's just someone from
Central Casting
“On the Kowalchuk case, 1 asked to go
to Lubomyl {in the Ukraine], where he

of explanation. They don't even let
fly over it. The whole atmosphere
very oppressive. There is no ‘reality-
testing’ there.”

But Rosenbaum, the former OS] prose-
cutor, says the Nazi-hunters don't swal-
low whatever the Soviets give them.
“Look, in the overwhelming majority of
contirwed on Next boge

-
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- KARL LINNAS

- continued from previow page

instances where we've contacted them foy
evidence, m? come back to us and say,
‘Sotry, we don't have anything.'” he
arguss. “Or they send us witness atate-
uunu saying, ‘Yeah, I remember Joe
dShmoo.buthw_puludukuddxdn't
o anything.’ But the public never hears
about thoss cases.

“And 1 can't imagine them trying to
train those witnesses to tell phony stories.
The Soviets don't know what documents
we have, or what our own witnesses might
say. To this day, not one example of
perjured testimony has ever been proven
in a cass brought by OSL”

“That's a very safe statement,”
counters Carroll. “T'o prove falsehood, I'd
have to go find evidence that contradicts
what the Russians hand over. But they

won't even give us access to their war
archives. of those put the
burden on us [the defensel to prove

innocence. We practically have to prove
that God says the defendant was in the
Himalayas during the war.”

Ryan concedes that the Soviets grant
no access to thair archives. “We asked for
that,” he says. “I would've liked it.”

Even the federal district court judge
who in 1981 stripped Linnas of his citizen-
ship said he was “disturbed by language
used by the Soviet prosecutor” im the
presence of the Soviet witnesses. A Soviet
prosecutor oversess the ukin; of all tha
sore point for

defense lawyers. In the Linnas case, noted

Judge Jacob Mishler, the Soviet overseer

repeatedly referred to Linnas as “the

former_war criminal” or as “the Fascist_
prisoner murderer.”” (Mishler, however,

did pot think these comments

enough 10 prejudice Linnas' case.)
°  OSI cases are also replete with in-

stances where the Soviet prosecutor inter-
fered with dafense cross-examinstion. In

Soviet witness, a common Anuricln tac-
ul:.buthewnmto&'by 3

“I'm a citizen of the USSR, and I don't
like this.”

Several American courts have voiced
concerns. A federsl appesls court dis-
missed an OS] case 18 months ago, fearing
that the Sovist testimony was “potential-
ly coerced” and therefore “unworthy of
belief.” And in 1983, another federal
judge scoffed st such evidence, arguing
thltthoSomhldapohnulmuMm
smearing refugees from communism now
living in the United States.

Rosenbaurn remembers the 1988 ru

murpnnunn."l‘hncnmnghuhnnhc
Korean airliner went down. A lot of us at
OSI thought the tragedy played a role in
the judge’s decision.”

In any event, the dispute has yet to help
Karl Lumu. His Judgu lmn not chal-
! the Soviet evid and they have

18
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And ss for the Soviet events of 1962 —
whanh'nnum i santenced
aumuth

HANS LAATS’ STORY

Jorestry inspector before the Nazis rook
Tartu, he joined the Estonian police (the
Omakaw)qﬂammmmhluu
used the police in a support capacity. At
war's end, the invading Soviess sent Laats
to prisom.
Karl Linnas “twas in charge of the
{camp) guards. . . . I saw Linnas during
ons execution. . . . | Prisomers) were t0ld 10 go
mlbcdgu]:batdmh. He
mmma,uﬁugtkainmmoﬂhc
Estonian Republic and the German Army,
you have been condemned 1o death, and
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then he gave the order 10 the squad. . . .»
Quc.mnu Jfrom OSI: “Did Linnas lmvm(f

shoot?”

Answer: “Well, there was that famous
:hmn;tobuunwhaduymlym
dowm in thcbauomafthcdxuh he shot just
in case (0 be sure.”

Q. “Did you actually ses him do thar?”

A.: “Well, the noncommissioned officers
told ma that he had repeatedly done thar.
How many times, I do not know.”

Q. “Did you ses him do it?”

A “Yes, [ som him.”

ANU AND TIINA FOUND THE LET-
ters hidden in a linen closst after their
mother’s fatal heart atsack in 1970. Linda
Linnas had been a very nervous, anxiety-
ridden woman for years; she was only 47
at the time of her death. And when the
sisters read the mail, they felt they under-
stood their mother far better than when
she was alive.

Your kids' fingers are going to be chopped
off and put in your mailbox ... You have
three kids, tomorrow you'll have two.

The mail bad begun arriving after
newspapers ran stories on the 1962 Soviet
trial Anu and Tiina finally realized why
their mother, in Tiina's words, “had put &
choke collar on us during high school that
you wouldn't believe.” They had not been
allowed to go to a Canadian girl scout
jambores in 1962 Their boyfriends

conhnued on Page 27

November 2, 1346

Two of Linnas® daughters, Tiina
(loft) and Anu, join in 8 24-hour
vigil on the steps of the U.S.
Supreme Court last month, urg-
ing the court to halt their fa-
ther's deportation. The protest
was ataged by a coalition of
emigre organizations and
death-penaity opponenis.

“Prisoners were
told to go to the
edge of that ditch
... He pronounced
the sentence,
saying . .. you have
been condemned
to death, and then
he gave the order
to the squad . ..”




bad bees quizzed shout whare the
ﬁmmmqumﬂhbu&
lsash was 80 tight that Anu had gottes
married ot age 18, just to get out of the houss.
-
and told friends that the reason he came hare
was because this country would pever listen
such things. He stuck with his hobbies, the most
ambitious of which was founding and directing
an Estonian 's orchestra — 30 instru-
muinnll.ﬁho’dvﬂhm for each
instrumant. Dick Hammer, neighbor, can
still sos him waving his arms like a real condue- |
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just a few minutss ago, there I was, talking
the phone to one of my kids, saying Put the
b‘byonmt;lkto * I mean, who can sit
in t?"
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to act; to the immigra-
ion people shoukd not be punishable by desth;

too, would have lisd like hall just to get to tha
West. Anyons carrying the peychological bur-

den of five years of war doit”
“I'd love to have a nickel for every immigrant
continued on Page 43

. th:ro the argument breaks down.”

RRMAS -

"application that ia not trus-blue,” scoffs Eda
Maeldars. “I would share the money with every-
ons, and we would all live very happy for the rest
of our lives. Karl was opinionated about the

Communists, m‘but hs never had any good

words 1o say about the Germans sither. He said
tboyv:uMntynnnialudunhixuﬂu

athers.

Ryan is not persuaded by sny of this. “I have
nodvnubtdutt.ho Estoniane hated ths Soviets
and saw ths Germans as liberators,” be says.
“But if someone went beyond that sentimant
and startad killing Jews, like Linnss did, that's

ees, if the Supreme Court decidss,
a8 early as this week, to hear the Linnas case, the
defense lawyers will argue that it's wrong for the
United States to send a man to his death based
on eyewitnasses 'from a sham trial whose out-
comé was apparently preordained. “It's proper
for our courts to do somathing about this,” says
Lawrence Schilling, who, along with Clark, is
defending Linnas. “A man's life is at stake.”

But, ba is asked, what if Linnas is really
guilty? What if, in this case, the Soviets are
telling the truth?

“] don't know how to answer that,” be replies.
“There are issues that need to be raised on his
behalf. He is charged with some pretty dreadful
things. But the fate that awaits him is pretty
dreadful, too.”

“Go 10 slesp / Mommy feads you / Daddy sakes
ca_rlu/yw/ You'll grow up 1o be a big strong
girl.,."

problams.
On Long Inisnd, Malle Paul says she will not
h@dn%mthudopudmuyilm

out. “No way are the values of

ything 3

“But, when you talk about Karl, it only
underiines for me that this country is not a
dreamiand. It is a place with real peopls and real
problems, with things good and not so good,
with many things that are not necessarily just.
But that does not mean I am disappointed. How
could 1 be? Was | looking for a paradise? Na.
Because there is none on this Earth.”

Twenty miles away, Epp Linnas and her
husband are living in the house Karl bought
when it was new, 28 years ago. She is overhaul-
ing the interior, one room at a time, in part to
erase her happy memories of childhood. “I can’t
say the Pladge of Allegiance anymore, because it
hurts too much,” she says. “I've lost my faith in

om is why we came here. Considering our :
{Estonian] histary, we probably cannot value |
an

NOVEMBER 2, 1986
The real Karl Linnas

E WAS NOT JUST A KIND FA.
ther and good neighbor. No, he
took kindness oodness to

their extremes. He pres about the
sanctity of life, to all who would listen.
He dressed up as Santa Claus every year
for the community Chriatmas celebra-
tion. He taught the neighborhood children music, protected baby bisrua
and loved America with a 2eal only refugees can muster.

So here’s the question: Was it all for real? Was Karl Linnas, sweet,
grandfatherly pensioner, covering up his own guilt and a criminal past? A
court of law has found Linnas guilty of collaborating with the Nazis in
World War I1, of running a concentration camp in his native Estonia, of
ordering the brutal mass execution of Jewish men, women and children.

But the case, as staff writer Dick Polman clearly shows, is not all that
simple. The court in question was a kangaroo tribunal in the Soviet Union
— a legal charade that pronounced Linnas guilty and sentenced him to

eath before the trial even began.

An odd assortment of liberals and conservatives, friends and strangers,
are holding vigils for his freedom, but any day now, the U.S. Supreme
Court order him deported to an almost-certain execution 2

Should we believe the Soviet evidence against him? Can a man this
good have been that bad? And if we don’t know the answers, should a
man be forced to pay with his life? Reading Polman's account can’t
clarify for everyons Linnas’ guilt or innocence (the editors here were
divided). But it does vividly demonstrate
the stakes involved in trying to right the
egregious wrongs of 45 years ago.

el

our system of justice. But I can't let that
influence my daughter. It wouldn't be fair to
her. This is the country where I was born and
where she was born. She’s going to learn the
pledge, she's going to sing the National Anthem,
she's going to go to school like everyone else.

“1 remnember what my father said to me when

my mother died: ‘Life goes on. You can’t crawl
into a hole and die because something bad is
going on. You've always got to make the bgst of
it, you've got to keep on going.’ | hear that in my
ears, and that motivates me. Life goes on. Life
must go on. And one of these days, I'm going to
be able to sing that Jullaby.” a
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ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAT

MEMORANDUM FOR DON REGAN i/”/ﬂ
FROM: BUD McFARLANE%§2r7
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I want to raise a matter which seems to me of con51derable
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which the President prefers. The experience of the first term
suggests that the President looks to his Cabinet Officers as the
primary source of policy advice. On a given issue that advice
often involves the views of more than one Cabinet Officer and
consequently once recommendations are received within the White
House, they must be faithfully integrated into a single
presentation of the issue. 1In national security affairs, the
responsibility for presenting comprehensive policy recommendations
has rested with the NSC staff. We have made it our practice to
include the views of others on the White House staff in our
submission to the President. These include the views of those
responsible for the budget, for legislative affairs and for
political and public affairs. But the process is oriented toward
order through the submission of a single document as opposed to

multiple proposals which then must be integrated by the
President.

It may be that I am wrong and that the President would prefer to
receive the direct views - of individual Cabinet and White House
Senior Staff Officers. If that is the case, then that is how we
should proceed. My own experience, however, is with the single
integrated approach and consequently if the President prefers
another course he would be better served by another National
Security Advisor.

As you know, we are entering a period in which the President will
deal with a number of issues of great complexity and over which
there is a rich diversity of opinion within the Administration
~-—arms control and other East-West issues are salient cases in
point. 1In order to reach decisions, the President deserves to
receive the views of his Cabinet Officers and Senior Advisors in
their respective domains. I stress the matter of "respective
domains" for it seems to me inappropriate for example, for a
White House staff officer to be offering advice beyond his area
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of assigned responsibility. But here again, the President's view
should govern.

Let me be clear. I am making two points. First, that Cabinet
Officers within the national security community should feel free
to offer whatever advice they believe appropriate and expect that
it will be faithfully transmitted by the NSC staff to the
President. Second, that White House staff principals should also
feel free to submit to me their recommendations, not on the
policy content but on how alternative decisions will be received

in their respective domains -- legislative, political and so
forth. All of these views would then be faithfully submitted to
the President in a single -- indeed the only -- written

presentation to the President. I would very much appreciate your
confirming to me which of the above or other alternative
approaches the President prefers.

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL
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TO: Secretary Regan
FROM: KATHY OSBORNE
Personal Secretary

to the President

DATE: 5_4-85

FYI, I had MKD approve this
because of a mix-up at Camp
David this weekend.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

February 4, 1985

MEMORANDUM TO: DAVID FISCHER
KATHY OSBORNE
MILITARY AIDES TO THE PRESIDENT
SIGNAL SUPERVISOR
ADMINISTRATION BOARD

l ]
FROM: MICHAEL K. DEAVER M

SUBJECT: TELEPHONE ACCESS TO THE PRESIDENT

This memo will serve to clarify direct telephone access to
the President. Only the following people have direct telephone
access at any time: Donald Regan, Michael Deaver, Ed Meese, Vice
President Bush, David Fischer, Kathy Osborne, Jim Kuhn, Bud
McFarlane, and George Shultz, Dr. Burton Smith, Dr. Riker, and
any Reagan family members. However, during normal working hours
all calls will come through the President's personal offices first,
and at Camp David through David Fischer or Jim Kuhn to determine
the President's convenience in taking the calls.

The Military Aide on Duty and designated U.S5.S.S. supervisory
personnel are to have direct access only in cases of emergency
wherein the situation dictates immediate communication with the
President. Routine messages and matters will be handled through
normal procedures using the President's immediate staff as the
conduit for the transmi~-*-m1 of information.
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MEMORANDUM TO DON REGAN
FROM: KATHY OSBORNE

SUBJECT: 'NO CLEARANCE) =~ == ~m=== e

Yesterday we had some confusion regarding the President's speech
in the EOB to the*"--c-=-=~- mm Poldedmee s Tl st (Jim Kuhn
advised me that yOu iuww co me cumavw vuce wi w mewolng to solve
the problem). It would be helpful if we had some guidance on
the following: '

1) Pat Buchanan is not on our Oval Office access list (tc
freely stop by to see the President without advance
notice from you or MKD, or without you or MKD in

attendance). Do you want me to add him to this list
now?

I planned on going over this access list with you (which

I assumed Mike Deaver had already discussed with you) and
the telephone access list, and several other items per-
taining to direct access to the President, and how certain
functions are carried out in our office--when we returned
from Europe and when tke offices were re-structured after
Mike's departure from the White House.

2) When Dick Darman was the Staff Secretary, our policy was
that speech changes could not be made without his approval.
We assumed that Pat Buchanan was showing the President
changes in the speech with your knowledge and with David
Chew's knowledge and approval. When NSC type changes are
made in the speech by someone other than NSC, will David
Chew be advising NSC of the changes, do you want us to, or
is it not necessary to check with NSC? My concern with
letting NSC know is to prevent situations like yesterday
so you don't have to be bothered with these problems and
so that the President doesn't have his speech changed as
he's departing to give the speech.

Looking at the schedule for the next couple of weeks, it's obvious
the days are only going to get worse. If you could give Jim and
me some clarification on the above two areas, it would make it

easier for us to try to keep things running smoothly and without
chaos during this time period.
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MEMORANDUM FOR DONALD T. REGAN

FROM: MITCH DANIELS w2l D, ' db Yl

SUBJECT: TL- [ - VUURPL I B SANA T R, PRS- RIS A E Y Wal PR R T B

The attached concept paper recommends an all-out commitment of
Presidential time and prestige to the fall political campaign,
specifically the campaign to save the Senate majority. I do not
make this suggestion lightly; success is not assured, and I am
fully sensitive to the need to be sparing in the use of
Presidential time.

Before presenting these ideas to you, I have reviewed them with a
number of people within the White House (Thomas, Henkel) and
outside (Wirthlin, Timmons, Nofziger, Rollins, and others.) I
have modified the original draft in several places based on the
comments. I think it is fair to say that each of these advisers
has agreed with the general premise of the proposal, although
there was some disagreement about specifics.



I. INTRODUCTION

The premises of this proposal are:

o Nothing is more critical to the balance of the
Reagan Presidency, and to the President's place

in history, than continued Republican Senate
control.

o With 70%+ approval ratings, and no competing
message to deliver on behalf of his own campaign,
the President is in a position to be more
effective than in either 1982 or 1984 at making
an impact on Senate election outcomes.

o The President and the Administration will be held
largely accountable for the Senate outcome whether
we like it or not, and whether the President takes
a routine or extraordinary role in the campaign.

o There is no better - - in fact, no other - - focus
for the President's activity in October than the
off-year election.

The conclusion to which these premises lead is that the
President and his Administration should spare no effort between
now and November to secure a Senate majority. Done properly,
this effort would resemble a Presidential campaign to the extent
that it would be approached as an intergrated national program,
and would demand the closest cooperation of the Cabinet
departments, and the national GOP,

Although the President has been vigorous and the
Administration generally mindful of the coming elections, the
suggestions that follow go well beyond our current level of
commitment. The question is: Are we serious about a political
win this fall? 1Is it as important as I have stipulated? If so,
we should commit soon to the following program, or an
equivalently aggressive one.

In plainer terms: What do we have to lose? What else do we
have to do?



IT. PERSONALIZING THE CAMPAIGN

The first decision to make is that there should be a unified
effort, as opposed to an unconnected series of state-by-state
appearances. This effort may or may not involve a single
national theme, but it would feature a consistent personal appeal
by the President to consider a vote for the local GOP candidates
as a vote for Ronald Reagan.

There may be resistance to this idea (at least to the idea
of supporting it financially) from party committees who remember
the 1982 "Stay the Course" campaign less than favorably.

It is reasonable to distinguish the two situations:
o The 1986 economy is strong rather than abysmal.

o The President's current approval rating is
74%, rather than the 46% of late 1982.

o The 1986 message can be active - - the unfinished
agenda - - rather than passive.

The central message would be: The issue of 1986 is the ability of
the President to continue being effective.

The general framework for Presidential speeches, and any
reinforcing communications, could be:

o I didn't run for reelection at my age in order to
be a caretaker; I didn't run in order to serve
half a term. We've got a lot of problems yet to
tackle, and I need an even break in Congress to
keep moving forward.

0o We have shown that we can work with a divided
Congress to move the country forward. But a
Congress totally dominated by the Democrats
will lead to stalemate.

o Don't tie both my hands by giving the Democrats
a Congressional monopoly. My name is not on the
ballot, but my interests are on the line. A vote
for your Republican Senate candidate is a vote
for me and vice versa.

The Presidential agenda that we say depends on Senate
control need not be defined too specifically, but a few carefully
selected examples of unsolved problems will be essential:
nuclear arms reduction, welfare reform, balanced budget
amendment, and a tougher federal judiciary are candidates for
inclusion. Alarms about the damage of a Democratic takeover --
higher taxes, for example -- would also be an element.



A decision to mount this kind of coordinated appeal, rather
than a series of separate, individual benefit appearances, would
dictate differences in the character as well as the degree of
Presidential campaigning. Events should be structured to

communicate with broader audiences than some host candidates may
prefer.

For example, we would recommend against any large public
fundraisers after about September 20th. Past that point, we
should emphasize bipartisan audiences - - sites of Senatorial
accomplishments, conventions, community celebrations, etc. - - at
which the President could "showcase" the local candidate,
demonstrate that candidate's effectiveness, and appeal to the
broader community to support him.

When the event is under purely partisan auspices, we should
lean to large rallies and other formats open to the public or at
least conducive to broad public appeals.



ITI. PRESIDENTIAL ACTIVITIES

In a previous memo, I sketched what might be described as a
minimum program of Presidential actions this fall. That outline
called for 3-4 days in September and 6-8 days in October.
Properly targeted and executed, this schedule might lead to
enough individual Republican victories to return a Senate
majority.

An all-out unified campaign of the type discussed here would
look very different. In essence, the President would launch,
lead, and wrap up the campaign as a national crusade for his own
"reelection”, a reelection for two more years of effectiveness in
the Presidency.

I have prepared the following outline of the kind of
campaign we recommend. Obviously, each of these specifics, and
others we would devise, would be carefully debated during the
planning phases. This sketch is designed for illustration
purposes only.

SeEtember

0 Major "declaration of candidacy" event on the South
Lawn or other symbolic location, involving all
Senate and House candidates and a rally crowd. This
speech, or one to follow the next evening might be
telecast nationally on purchased air time. Probably
the week of 9/8-12,

0o Immediate followup of the "announcement" with
aggressive Presidential and Cabinet travel.
Simultaneous fundraisers in every state featuring
administration surrogates and a Presidential
speech by satellite. Presidential 2-day trip week
of 9/15-19.

o Louisiana, the first test, to receive 2 September
visits, including a multi-stop day on 9/24 (election
day is 9/27).

October

o From 9/29 to Election Day (5 weeks), President
travels 3 days per week.

0 Paid nationally televised broadcast on Sunday,
11/2

0 Major end~-of-campaign trip on Monday, 11/3, in
selected key states (Ex: Florida, Alabama,
California) ending in Orange County, Ca.



Backup Activities

Our level of seriousness can be measured by our willingness
to take the following kinds of steps:

o Shoot silent footage of President and selected
candidates walking on the colonnade and standing
on the Truman balcony.

o Invite selected candidates for photo op
"consultations" at Camp David and the ranch.

0 Videotape testimonial ads, sign candidate letters

to voters, hold Oval Office photo ops with greater
frequency.



IV. ADMINISTRATION ACTIVITIES *

Cabinet

At this point, the Administration is simply not acting in a
coordinated fashion to produce a winning result in November,
Cabinet political activity is, in most cases, desultory and
random. Discretionary departmental decisions are made with no
central political input except in the rarest of circumstances.

Our shortfall is most apparent in the area of Cabinet
scheduling. Despite repeated attempts to bring about special
concentration and coordination of political travel, virtually no
results have been obtained.

Cabinet members were asked by the Chief of Staff in January
to submit just one day per month for assignment to key races.
Almost none have complied with this minimal request.

Of the 12 most crucial Senate races, 7 have yvet to receive a
single appearance by any Cabinet member. 4 others have been
visited by Secretary Dole only. Only Sen. Hawkins has received
in-state assistance from more than one Cabinet member.

Mattingly, Nickles, and Santini have each extended 5 invitations
without a single acceptance.

The current system is not working. Those Cabinet members
who are politically active are either helping their own special
friends and relevant committee members, or simply responding to
invitations in a random way without reference to where the help
is truly needed. The same principle applies to decisions of all
kinds within the departments.

Recommendations:

o Devote 5 minutes of each Cabinet breakfast to
a quick political briefing on the critical Senate
races, with the goal of maximizing legitimate help
to marginal candidates.

o Insist that each Cabinet member make available a
set amount of time - - say, 5 days - - between
now and the election for assignment to key races by
the Political Office.

* I shared only the first three sections with outsiders for
comment. Section IV on Cabinet and other administration
activities has not been seen by anyone else except Dennis
Thomas.





