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October 15, 1985 Date: 

UPDATE: 

ANTI-MX & NUCLEAR FREEZE CAMPAIGNS 

t roJ'f\ ·st> :r 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------

"The peace movement has always had the most success in cutting . 
nuclear programs during the autumn appropriations process. 
Hopefully, the upcoming Geneva surrmit will help focus attention 
on the military budget and the run-away anns race. We will be 
working to dispel the notion that support of disannament measures 
by Members of Congress might 'undercut the President' shortly 
before a meeting with Gorbachev.• 

--Laurie Duker 
SANE Political Director 
SANE •Action Alert• (Fall 185) 

Mx otMINisAING AS A "LIGHTNING Rob• 

If there fs any clear consensus among activists 1~ the oft-fragmented nuclear 

freeze movement, 1t 1s 1n their belief that the recent decision by Congress to 

limit MX ■1ss11e production to a total of 50 (for deployment in existing 
.... 

Minuteman silos) constitutes• •vfctory• for the movement. Given the fact 

that the freeze movement has essentially failed to halt continued production 

• 
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and deployment of MX on countless other Congressional votes over the years, 

this attempt to put the most positive interpretation or •spin• on the aiost 

recent votes must be viewed as part of freeze leaders• ~trategy for energizing 

their membership -- both to maintain interest and to pr~pare for other 

"battles• ahead. Their declarations bring to mind the oft-quoted statement by 

the late U.S. Senator George Aiken (R-VT) concerning U.S. involvement in the 

Vietnam War: "Let's declare victory and go home.• 

Leading the "victory• chorus is Conman Cause President Fred Wertheimer, who 

continues to argue strenuously that the 50 missile limitation on MX consti­

tutes a "victory" because: "There will no longer be enough MX missiles 

deployed for ft to serve as the 'first-strike' nuclear weapon that the admin­

istration has been seeking ••• • 

This interpretation is also put forth by Christopher Paine in an article 

published in the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. Paine proudly notes that 

"a broad coalition of nongovernmental organizations .has forced a drastic_. 

curtailment of the program ••• This seven-year legislative battle has set new 

standards of tenacity and political sophistication for the U.S. peace move­

ment, which in the past was rarely able to mount concentrated and effective 

political pressure on the Congress.• 

Despite claims of victory, however, we believe that MX opponents will not 

follow all of Senator Aiken's dictull -- the freeze movement 1s unlikely to •go 
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home• or simply "roll over• during the current Congressional appropriations 

process or other decision-making cycles throughout the 1986 elections. Indeed 

there ts growing evidence that freeze leaders and the movement's patd . 
lobbyists believe their own propaganda and believe that achieving "final• 

victory on MX and other related issues may be near. Thfs is evidenced by 

corrments from leaders like SANE's Laurie Duker, who is quoted at the beginning 

of this report. 

sot Focus CONTINUES TO INCREASE AS Mx DECREASES 

As we have noted in recent "Updates,• SDI has increasingly become the move­

ment's primary "target.• drawing more and more of the movement's attention, 

resources. and energies (following the similarly increased attention of the 

news media). This trend away from focusing on MX and towards SDI instead has 

accelerated in recent months and should continue for some time to come. 

For the first time since the beginning of organized opposition to the MX. 

movement leaders have publicly admitted that they are not likely to m·ount a 

major anti-MX. grassroots effort during the FY 1986 appropriations process. 

The highly-respected Congressional Quarterly reports: "Lobbyists from Conman 
.. 

Cause and SANE. who have led the three-year-long battle against MX. said they 

would not mount a major grassroots campaign for further restrictions on MX 
. 

deployment tn the companion defense appropriations bill ••• In particular. 

they vowed not to let further work on MX get 1n the way of efforts to cut back 

Reagan's pl~n to develop space-based ant1-tnfss11e defenses ••• 'Nobody's going 
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to invest institutional energy at the grassroots level.' Mawby insisted.• 

(Mawby is Executive Director of SANE). 

•. 
Thh-- shift in emphasis is demonstrated by the fact that the nationwide 

lobbying efforts on SDI are heating up on both sides. In addition to a strong 

defense of SD I offered by President Reagan. Secretary Weinberger, and other 

presidential aides, private organizations -- pro and con -- are seeking to 

sway public opinion to their side. For example. a recent full-page ad in the 

Washington Times (attached) "thanks• the President for holding fast on SDI. 

The ad is sponsored by the Coalition for SDI, whose chainnan is General Daniel 

Graham (Ret.) and co-chainnen are Senators Ernest Hollings (D-S.C.) and 

Malcolm Wallop (R-WY). On the other side of the issue, the Union of Concerned 

Scientists has announced plans for a nationwide "video conference• on nuclear 

arms control ("From Trinity to Star Wars") and Corrmon Cause has printed up an 

extraordinarily slick question-and-answer pamphlet called "Star Wars: 

Questions and Answers on the Space Weapons Debate." 

Has the freeze movement withdrawn from the fight on MX? Absolutely not. Have 

they continued to move tt downward on their 1 f st of priorities and give it 

decreasing attention from freeze 110vement lobbyists, grassroots organizers, 

and movement spokespersons? The answer is fil· According to Congressional 

Quarterly. this ts a result of internal .problems as well as political strate­

gy: •In part. this judgment reflected the long-standing complaint of the 

_ ,.-:o 
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space-oriented lobby groups that their priorities had for too long been taking 

a back seat to the anti-MX campaign,• they reported. 

SMALL MISSILE: GETTING READY to FIGHT 
~-

As also reported in our last •update,• anti-nuclear activists are hard at work 

laying the foundation for waging a campaign against deployment of small ICBMs. 

Efforts are underway to gather and utilize infonnation about potential small 

missile sites, with emphasis on technical, cost and environmental impact data, 

as well as budget requirements. The movement has been poised to begin a 

larger-scale effort in opposition to small missile for several months now -­

but they have not yet launched any fonnal effort. 

Indeed, current freeze movement literature does not, for the most part, even 

mention small missile. In addition, most of the speeches and media interviews · 

by freeze activists concentrate on SDI and the overall defense spending issue. 

We believe that there is still some hesitation within the movement itself, 

particularly at the national level, to get into a major small missile ca~paign 

-- but only for the present time. After all, some of the most prominent 

Democrats in the country have endorsed the small ICBM program as their 

rebuttal to charges that Democrats are •soft on defense.•. · Consequently, the 

anti-nuclear movement faces a serious dilemna and potential conflicts with 

all fes in dectdfng how hard to push on small mfsstle, particularly among 

"moderate• Democrats who have he.lped them on key votes in the past. 
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This interpretation is reflected in the recent article written by Christopher 

Paine (the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists) which is attached. · Paine 

cri~icizes the movement for losing a •window of opportwnity• during Congres-, 
'--

sional consideration of MX, by "failing to clarify the nuclear debate and 

failing to address the fundamental strategic and psychological premises of 

U.S. nuclear policy.• Paine goes on to sharply criticize those who argued 

that MX should be cancelled -- but replaced by a so-called •better weapon,• 

the small ICBM. 

Until further decisions about the small missile program -- size, basing modes 

and sites, etc. -- are made and gain public visibility, we expect that oppo­

sition will continue to be •1ow key• in anti-small missile activities, partic­

ularly at the national level, where most groups will continue to concentrate 

on SDI and MX. However, we are convinced that small missile's proposed 

deployment will eventually become a major rallying point by which freeze 

groups can mobilize local citizenry within potential deployment areas -- and 

thus build membership, national (and much-needed) publicity, and· ge·nerate 

grassroots pressure on small ICBM •friends• among Democrats in Congress. As 

one small missile proponent told us: •The lack o_f origina.1 opposition ts due 
.• 

to the lack of defintttve data (on the system). · They will come out 1n oppo-

sition; watt 'ttll next year when ~he system ts defined and base11ned.• 

TR£ FREEZE MoV£M£NT AND TR£ sOMMIT 

Historically, anti-defense, antt-al"IIS, and nuclear freeze leaders have been on 

the •defen~tve• durtng U.S.-Sov1et negotiations. Much of the relative decline -

1 
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tn media attention and grassroots activity concerning the freeze movement ts a 

direct result of the renewal of anns reduction talks in Geneva. Members of 

Congress are more likely to offer abtparttsan support• .for the President than 
-~. . 

1s·-.nonnally expected (as evidenced by the March, 1985 vote tn favor of MX at 

the start of the Geneva talks). Significantly, however, movement leaders are 

making a clever attempt to remove themselves fr011 a defensive posture and, 

concurrently, to frame the anns debates and the sunmit itself in a manner most 

favorable to their message strategy. 

Common Cause, one of the most media-wise members of the nuclear freeze 

leadership coalition, demonstrated this new strategy at its September 13th 

press conference, where a "distinguished• group of national security •opin­

ion-leaders• (Paul Warnke, Gerard Smith, Theodore Hesburgh, Stanley Resor, 

Cyrus Vance, et. al) urged the President to seek a major breakthrough on anns 

control in negotiating with the Soviets (see attached Washington Post arti­

cle). 

Leading freeze groups like Conman Cause clearly recognize that the sunmit will 

stimulate intense public interest in -- and media scrutiny_of -- anns control 

and other strategic and military issues. Consequently. they are moving 

forward~ with a campaign desig~ed to put the •blame• on President Reagan 

and his defense buildup if the Geneva · talks fail to produce an acceptable 

agreement. According to the !2!!,: •The conference was arranged by the public 

interest group Connon .Cause at what was described by its president, Fred M. _ 

Wertheimer, as the start of a national campaign to pressure the White House to 
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seek substantive accords at the November 19-20 sunmit meeting in Geneva• 

(emphasis added). 

·~ ; 

Hence, instead of being placed in its historical defensive posture at the time 

of the sunmit, the freeze movement is attempting to put the Reagan Adminis­

tration on the defensive at the outset. This clearly is reinforced by -- and 

reinforces -- Sov f et 1 eader Gorbachev' s propaganda campaign to do the very 

same thing. 

MOVEMENT TRENDS AND LONG-TERM STRATEGIES 

At present, there are two clear priorities for the nuclear freeze movement's 

leadership. The top priority remains generating opposition to SDI (pro-freeze 

activists already are taking credit for the FY 1986 budget cuts in SDI fund­

ing) and influencing worldwide media coverage on the su11111i t and i nterpre­

tations of i"ts outcome. As the Wall Street Journal recently reported on the 

antt-SDI campaigns: "Peace groups in Europe are campaigning against the 

program, and domestic opponents, led by COl'llllon Cause, are gearing up _for a 
' 

fight against it similar to the one mounted against the~ missile.• 

The second priority is to achieve a far better "victory ,record• in the 1986 

elections than they d1d 1n 1984. Most groups app·ear to be avoiding a repeat 

of the mistake they made 1n 1~8• in targeting races too early (announcing 
. . 

their prtortties up to a full year in advance of the elections). Thus far, 

there have been no widely circulated lists of 1986 elections "targets• or 

"priority races• as we reported at this stage in 1983. Nonetheless. the -
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freeze movement is conmitted to a major election effort, looking to 1986 as 

the year in which the disastrous public relations and morale problems that 

plagued it during the 1984 elections are resolved and forgotten. These 

problems are receding as the media covers new activities (such as the 

movement's Hiroshima anniversary activities and the recent •victory• on the MX 

deployment cap). But the movement's problems are far from being resolved, 

however. The outcome of the sunmit and anns reductions talks -- as well as 

the issue focus of the 1986 election year -- will have a great deal to do with 

whether they can remain a truly national, grassroots movement to the extent 

they have been in recent years. 

In addition, the awarding of the 1985 Nobel Peace Prize to the International 

Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War will clearly have a positive and 

rejuvenating effect on the entire nuclear freeze movement. The respectability 

and credibility bestowed by the awarding of the prestigious Nobel Prize are 

incalculable but, at the minimum, the award will lead to increased membership, 

larger budgets, and greater media attention. 

Attachments 
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By fred Wa1beimer 

"A.SPIN SAYS MX MISSILE 
PROGRAM IS Of.AD." That 
~ the headline in the July 
27 edition of Tbe Boston 
Globe. It quoted Rep. LesAs­
pin{~ Wis.), chairman of 
the House Armed Services 
Committee, who h2d been 
one of President Reagan·s 

'"Ibis agreement 
re/]Ml!nJSa 

precedent-setting 
vidoryfor tlaewbo 

haw ba!n jightingfor 
;ears to bait tbe 

MX missile. ,, 

those dtizem and Members 
of Congress woo have been 
fighting tor years to halt the 
MX missile system While 
Common C.ause and the 
many ocher national organi-
7.3tiom involved in this fight 
~ly wanted to prevent 

. theproductionofanyMX 
missiles, winning the perma­
nent starutoryapof 50 is a 
major achievement in the 
nuclear anm suugglc. 

Al. 50 nmsiles-onc..founh 
of the number originally 
~ will no 

be cnouah MX ~ 
siles deployed for it to serYC 
as the "first-strike" nuclear 
weapon that the administra• 
tion has been seeking, ac­
cording to the Air Force's 

Fred Wertheimer 

attraaive potential l3rget, 
particularly in a crisis, be­
cause if it can be destroyed 
by an enemy, im dangerous 
"mst-sttike" capability can be 
eliminated. 

The impact of all this b an 
increase in nuclear tcnsiom 
and an escalation cl the nu­
clear arrm race without en­
hancing our national securi­
ty. And It is this resuh that has 
been blocked. Capping the 
MX at 50 deployed missiles 
mc:UlS the MX is no lol1F, a 
vulnerable "first-strike" · 
weapon. 

The comequences of this 
viaory are profound and in 
some ways historic for the 
followinB reasom: 

1) M noted earlier, this is 
the first time any administra­
tion has ever been stopped 
from obwning a nuclear 
weapom system it sought 

2) The long accepted n<> 
tion that once a military 
weap>m program has been 
swted il cannot be sropped 
has been succes.wlly chal­
lenged So has the notion 
that the Peruagon can get any 
pros.ram it really wants, re­
gardless of the merits. 

d ind1viduak have oome to­
gether, creating a far saon-=~~nu-· dear anm mues than cxm-
ed before dm battle began. 

S) k has been made dear 
that the nuclear anm estd> 
lishment no longer has a mo­
nopoly on making ~ 
aboul nuclear anns issues­
cld7.ens are going to be a key 
part of the decision-making 
proces5 on future nuclear 
arrm qucsuom. 

We know that despite our 
MX victory, we will need to 
be ever vigilant in proteaing 
against eftons to OYCffl1ffl it 
Defense Secretary Caspar I 

Weinberger has already be-
talking about reviving 

~ fight and ~bing for de­
ployment of an additional 50 
nmsiles. 

But we also know Con-
8l'eM is now with us. If we 
stay on top of ttm issue and 
hold firm, we can continue 
to prevail. 

3) While key Members of 
Congress provided critically 
important leadership, in the 
end this battle was won 
through sustained, orga-__ 19111111 _________________ nized and persistent dtiz.en 

aaion throughout the coun­
try. 

The MX baale reminm us 
just how hard and long a 
struggle the nuclear anns 
control fight really is. But it 
also says something else to 
us. It sends a boaom line 
~ge that we can win 
these battles. We can help to 
reverse the nuclear anns 
race and reduce the threat of 
nuclear conflia. 

chief ~ional allies in 
the administtadon's Iona 
running effort to build mis 
"first-strike" nuclear wea-
pon., system. . 

"In my view," Mpin said, 
"there ~ no way we are ever 
going to build more than 50 
missiles. The issue is CNet." 

Aspin's commems came 
after House and Senare 
Members ironed OUl dilfer. 
ences on the dereme ~ 
ri1.3tion bill and agreed 10 
enaa a SCKUl0rf rcsuiak>n 
permanendy "capping" de­
ployment cl the MX ~ 
at no more than 50 miw1es. 

nm ~ 
inJuly by the Senare and vir­
rually cenain to be enacted 
Imo law represcn15 a prec­
edent-setting viaory ix 

lffd \le1#Jeim,r is president 
of Common Cauw. 

own calculatiom. 
In~ the MX ~ a 

••first-strike" weapon to be 
deployed in Minutemansi-
0. the administration has 
been advocating a vulnera­
ble, costly, destabilizing and 
dangerous weaoons system 

A "first-~~ is 
one that pocential1y can be 
fired against an adversary in 
a nuclear aaack, and can de­
stroy the adversary's ability 
to retaliate. nm capability 
obviously would increase an 
adversary's i:ar that il ~ 
be subjea ID anack. More-. 
OYer, It~ that the other 
side will escalate us nuclear 
anm buildup to OYerOOmC 
dm potential "first-strike" 
threat. And when a ''first. 
strike" 'NC3p(X1 is ilself wl­
nerable to aaack--as the MX 
is in Minuteman silos-it fur. 
ther~ the nuclear stllces. 
The weapon becomes a very 

"2 CommonC:aae~ SaxanbcrlOcl0ba 1985 

4) M a result of the long 
campaign agaimt the MX, 
dozem of national groups 
and hundreds of~ 

The fight~ on. • 

i4nd I say if II LOOKS lille a sittin/l dudt, AGn liJte a sitti"IJ dudl. 
a11d SOUNDS lille a silting dudl ... tbffl II IS a sitttns dudlJ • 
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SUPPORT TIIE SUMMIT 
When President Reapn meets Soviet leader GorbacheY t11i1 

November be Intends to broadcut a clear meuaae to the American 
public: that be Is a man of peace, a strona representative ol the U.S. 
and a wile world leader. But early sigm Indicate the ldmlnlltratlon 
Is tryina to lower expectations for concrete results from the meetlna-

Jmt u ltrOnl public opinion pushed candidate Reapn to take~ 
peace posltlona c!urina his reelection campaian, vilible and 
widespread support for a ban on nuclear testina may pusb the Prea­
dent In the rlaht direction. 

Aaoa the country, SANE chapters wW be orpnizina activities aip, 
portlna the summit process and focusina public expec:tatlona on a 
nuclear test ban. You can aet Involved In this important campaip 
In a variety of ways. 
• Collect alpat11ra u part ol a nationwide pedtloll clrhe c:aJI. 

IDI OD leaden to atop tatlD1 Uld revene tbe anu nee. The 
SANE and Freeze canvua staffs have already pthered over 
200.000 names. By the time these petitions are sent to Geneva from 
the Freeze conference In Chicqo on November 17, orpnizen u­
pect to have over a million sianatures. 

• Orpabe Uld parddpate ID canclleUpt YiaDa Oil tbe evenlaa 
olNovember II arr 11ln1 Uae lb'olll de8lft ol tbe A-'­
public to eacl tbe _. nee. Gatherinp will be held In town 
aquara and community centers and will feature local civic and 
reliaioua leaden spealdna out for peace. Ecumenial In nature, the 
viaib will display art from local IChoola. seamenta of the Ribbon, 
and audio-taped m-,a to the two world leaden from local 
children. 

• ~ a raoludoa far ,...... ID yoar dlJ' COllDdl. 
~lcal COllDdl. or ltudent 1owrnment that calla for a 
--1t qreeaent OD a nuclear teat baa. Publicize passa9e In 
the local media and use the opportunity for dvic. rell&ioua, and 
academic leaders to speak out. ♦ 

Hotllnea-
Toi.patnatd~...,.,..on 

s,-»and lfflllcontral--. cal lht~ 
ing ~ taped IMUll(III: 

S'IOP STAR WARS 
Durinl comldetation ol tbe FY '85 Def- Authorization BID la 

June. the Hol.- and Senate refuled to cut fundlna lor Siar Wan below 
the levels recommended by their Armed Servicel Committea Tbe 
final autborizatlon level apprcm,d ... 12. 75 ~ billion dollan 
lower than Prelldent l\eqan'f requelt-but 1ti11 a major IDcreue ID 
the proaram'a fundinl ov• Jut year. 

SANE actlvlltl have another opportunity to cut Star Wan thla laD 
in votes on the Approprlatlona bill debated in late September or urty 
October. ,,,___,.or cd ,-r Rq._..,,._ INq _., 
.,... ,,__ • ""'-'-,...,.. ,_. Sblr Wan. 

Tell them: 
• Siar Wan wlD be tbe .oet apeaahe allltuJ project -

aadertaken. reacblD1 a trlll'- dollan for a fully deployed 
utl-balludc: alMlle (ABM) eyatem. IIC'COl'dlDI to f­
Sec:relu7 ol Defe- Jama Schleabl._.. 

• Siar Wan panatea tbe wont altuatloa for U.S. aatloaal 
NCllrllJ', a clefeuift u well u u olfenalve arma nee. 

• Star Wan tau.lella lo datroy tbe lln ABM,.,_.,., tbe _,.. 
haportut anaa _b'ol ..,._t ever reached by tbe U.S. 
Uld the SoYlet Ulllo&. ♦ 

Swlntu.t 
The followtna Representatlva are key vota on Star Wan. They 

have all either voted for ,ome limitationa on Star Wan lundlna or 
potentially could vote for llmltatlona (based on put votlna records). 
None ol these Repraentativa have yet voted for a freeze or elimira. 
lion ol thOle lundL 
All.01 AleUlldlr 
CA-12 Zieba 
CT'-06 ~ 
D&AL Carpor 
FL-038enld 
Fl,19 Fucell 

GA-45 Fowllr 
HMII IWla 
ID42 SCallinp 
11.,10 Porw 
UI l'ra 
ll'MII V-11elalky 
IIIC!barp 
'"'°' lwllilloll 
IM>Z Taulle 
tcs.oz Sauer, 

KY ,02 Natdw 
KY-03 Muml 
U-02 Boat 
LMNI Loac 
ME-01 McXernM 
ME-02 Snowe 
MD45 Hoye 
Mo.ot lyroa 
MMl2 Boland 
MA-I I Donnell)' 
Ml-42 ""'-I 
MN--03 FNllnl 
MS-01 Whitten 
MS4' Dowdy 
MO-OJ Gephana 
!\I004 Ske!toa 

Nl-03 Smltll 
N.Ml2 H....,_ 
N>-05 Rolluma 
N.MII Rae 

NM-03 Rlcllardloe 
NY•l5 Gna 
NY-19 lliqll 
NY-21 F'IIII 
NC.05 Nul 
NC-OI HeflW 
Olt.01 Jone 
OK-04 McCun1J 
,..... • ltanjonlli 

Pkll Coulldia 
PA•21 llidfa 

SC-03 Denim 
SC.OS 5prall 
SC-Of Talloll 
TN-05 lloMr 
TN,06 Gordall 
TX.OS 11,yaai 
TX-12 Wrilllt 
TX• I 6 Colemaa 
TX-23 llullamanle 
TX-24 FNIII 
TX,zs A10ew1 
TX-27 Orlla 
VA-OI Olia 

WA-Of Didla 
WMII Mpill 

Nudllr Arma CGnlrol Hodne 
(Cculcl b a Livlble Wcrtd) 
202~ 
Cenlnll Ameltca Llgflllt1we Modine 
(Coallllon b a New FCft9I and Milltay 
~ 

Let Them Know 
You're Therel 

Write: 

Your Representative 
U.S. House of 
Representatives . 
Wuhinaton. D.C. 20515 

~~24-3121 . ~ 
(Capitol Hill switchboard) 

202-43-3311 
~-.... Hoelllte 
(~ ldlvilla In~ 
2D2-33MZID 

11111 
711 G Street. S.E. 
Wubintton. D.C. 20003 

Sept./Oct. 1985 

Your Senator 
U.S. Senate 
Wuhinaton. D.C. 20510 

Send Telegrams: 
Call your local Western 
Union office and uk to 
send a 20-word Public 
Opinion Mesap (SUS) 

Nonprofit ~ 
U.5.l'altqt 
PAID 
Permit~ 
Wuhinstaa. DC 
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Lobbying for arms control 
To build upon its considerable success in influencing public opinion, 

the US. antinuclear movement must unify and clarify 
both its ideology and its political strategy. 

by Christopher E. Paine 

ORGANIZED POPULAR resistance to the nuclear 
arm~ race in the United States is fragmented among 

a wide array of religious, scientific, professional, environ­
mental, government reform, and grass-roots peace activist 
organizations. Despite their varying orientations, these 
groups have managed to form national coalitions to achieve 
specific legislative objectives, as well as local coalitions to 
condua educational events and organize demonsttatio_ns. : 

The unp~ted intensity of the mOYCment, along with 
its modest achievements, gift cause for hope; if not for 
optimism. The following dnelopments have been parti­
cularly encouraging: 
Christopher E. PaiM, former senior poli&y onalyst /or Phys~u,,u 
for Social Responsibility. is o-·st4/I consultant with the House Sub­
committee 011 ErrniY Consen,alio,r tuUl Pown-. 

• A broad coalition of nongovernmental organizations 
opposing the new MX intercontinental ballistic missile has 
forced a drastic curtailment of the program. The Carter Ad­
ministtation's original proposal was to spread 200 semi­
mobile missiles over thousands of square miles of the .AJ'l)er.: 
ican West. Today, the program ·has been reduced to probably 
no more than SO missiles, based in existing Minuteman 
silos. This seven-year legislative battle has set new standanls 
of tenacity and political sophistication for the U.S. peace 
mOYement, which in the past was rarely able to mount con­
centrated and effective political pressure on the Congress. 
Unfortunately, however, the prolonged struggle over a single 
weapons system has also entailed an "opportunity cost'" that 
the U.S. peace movement can no longer afford to ignore. 

• The new .. arms control lobby" has repeatedly turned -
back Reagan's requests to begin binary nerve gas produc­
tion, and in 1984 it prompted the House of Reprcseritarivcs 
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to respond to a Soviet unilateral moratorium on anrisatellite 
(ASAT) testing by sidestepping the president and legislating 
a reciprocal ban. The House aaion charts an obvious path 
for further ciri1.e11 aaion to slow down the arms race bi­
laterally, even in the face of concerted Administration 
ancmpts to . prolong negotiations and open new areas of 
military competition. 

• In November 1982, millions of Americans-in eight 
out of nine states and in 28 cities and counties-supported 
the passage of ballot iniriatiftl calling on the president to 
negotiate a bilateral nuclear weapons freeze with the Soviet 
Union. Six months later, after the longest debate in the his­
tory of the House, the freeze concept was endorsed by a 
VOie of 278 to 149. Howe\'er, this resolution, festooned with 
qualifying amendments, supported the freeze solely as an 
"immediate objective" of arms. control negotiations which 
legislators knew to be under the control of an Administra• 
tion hostile to arms control. 

• For the first time in the nuclear age, the public's desire 
to end the nuclear arms race has become a major motivating 
factor for citizen involvement in grass-roots electoral aaivi­
ty. During 1984, the national Freeze Voter political aaion 
committee (PAC), along with Freeze Voter PACs in 38 states, 
raised a total of S3.4 million to finance some 260 grass­
roots organizers working in 244 House and 20 Sena races, 
coordinating the efforts of some 25,000 volunteers. Political 
aaion affiliates of the four other peace organizations doing 
electoral work raised an additional S2.2 million. 

While these figures far exceed sums raised in the past, 
they barely offset the S3.6 million contributed d.irealy to 
ittlection campaigns by PACs affiliated with the nation's 
top 20 defense conmaaon, and do not begin to match the 
more than $14 million raised by the National Conservative 
Political Action Committee and.Senator Jesse Helms,,s Na­
tional Congressional Oub. The result of these fledgling 
eleaoral efforts, hCJWeYer, was that despite Reagan's nation­
wide win, five of the seven new senators elected in 1984 
promised voters they would support a nuclear freeze, and 
most of the representatives who had led the opposition to 
the Reagan Administration's nuclear buildup were returned 
to office. 

• During Reagan's first term the educational efforts of 
Physicians for Social Responsibility and other local and na­
tional organizations, augmented by extensive media cover­
age, gave millions of Americans a refresher course in the 
desauaive effeas of a single nuclear bomb, and in the gro­
taque accumulation of desauaivc powu ill the su~ 
powers' arsenals. Religious leaden and groups, mosr prom• 
inendy the Catholic bishops. by questioning the moral 
underpinnings of the nuclear arms race and deterrence 
theory based on the threat of deliberate escalation, have 
also contributed significandy co public awareness. 

• A recent sunoey by the Public Agenda Foundation sug­
gests that public discussion of the nuclear issue has con­
vinced a significant~ of the American people that a 
nuclear war could not be limited, surYMd, or won, and that 
new nuclear wieaponry will not make them more secure. 

• 
But this reassertion of common sense coexists with- and 
is often submerged by-longstanding public perceptions 
about the importance of .. bargaining with the Soviets from 
a position of strength." These conmadiaory impufses ap- · 
parendy leave a majority of citizens without a dear sense 
of the specific policy initiatives they should support to 
reduce the threat of nuclear war. 

THE RECENT UPSURGE of antinuclear aaivism in 
the United States and around the globe suggests both a fun­
damental change in public attitudes coward the nuclear 
arms race and a quantum leap in individual and organiza­
tional commianents to oppose it. But the American anti­
nuclear movement is stil.l. a long way from developing the 
combination of political smaregy, skilled leadership, and 
awareness of hisroric responsibility that charaaaized earlier 
sttuggles to end such deeply ingrained abuses as slavery and 
-colonialism. 

Unlike the European situation, where both ideology and 
party discipline limit the individual legislator's room for 
maneuver, the comparatively nonideological and issue­
oriented nature of the U.S. political system encourages and 
occasionally rewards a short-term pragmatic approach. But 
the same faaors impede the deYelopment of a broad-based, 
long-term strategy for changing the overall direction of U.S. 
nuclear policy. 

American legislative politics has often been compared to 
a floating crap game, with all the attributes of easy access 
and ephemeral aaivity this analogy implies. Thus, while 
the American peace movement has experienced occasional 
success in controlling specific outputs and activities of the 
military-industrial complex, it has not even attempted to 
mount a sustained attaclc on the ideological hegemony and 
institutional prerogatives of the complex itself. The much 
strengthened arms conaol lobby which has grown up under 
the Reagan presidency relies on a kind of political and ana­
lytical ecleaicism which is both the key to its present sue­
~ and a major barrier to future progress. 

The movement's efforts to organize support around a co­
herent Set of policy alternatives to the status qu9 are made 
more difficult by the endemic "faddism" of U.S. political 
life. In the news media the Set of serious interlocking arms 
control proposals known as "the freeze" was treated like 
the political equivalent of the hula hoop: the sudden feast · 
of coverage was matched only by the instant famine when · 
the media-paclc moved on, leaving behind the partially di­
gcsu:d remains of an issue and a movement sttuggling to 
recover &om a drastically .. oversold" condition. 

An avalanche of news c:overage can be disorienting to ac­
tiyjsts, leading them to mistake their own refleaions in the 
media for a mass of converts. Inevitably this tacit media­
aaivist collaboration arouses expectations which it cannot 
possibly fulfill. When the balloon pops, pundits left and right 
declare the issue .. dead;' when in faa-it may still be gaining 
pol.itic:al sttength, as measured by real indices that have been 
correaed for journalistic hyperinflation. The freeze move-

. ment, for example, reac:bed its peak of organization, expen-
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dirure, and political influence during the 1984 election, long 
after the media had lost interest in it. 

The lesson here is that the American peace movement 
should not, and need not, be completely vulnerable to the 
media's capricious "hot issue" syndrome. Fluctuations in 
coverage are inevitable, but the movement must develop a 
conscious long-term strategy for shaping its message in the 
press. 

THE ABSENCE of a consistent, principled foundation 
for public opposition to the nuclear arms race has been felt in 
the prottaettd campaigns against the MX and the B-1 bomb­
er, as well as in the debar.es ow:r •no-first-use" and the role of 
past and present bilateral superpower negotiations. 

While the current legislative deadlock over the MX must 
be counted as a historic success, it has been achieved pri­
marily by manipulating contradictions within the estab­
lished doctrinal framework. The arms control lobbying 
coalition has relied on the argument that the MX is a dan­
gerous, wasteful, destabilizing weapon because it will be 
a highly accurate MIRVed missile deployed in fixed silos 
vulnerable to a Soviet first strike. But this argument impli­
citly leaves the door open to a whole host of weapons that 
do not fit this narrow criterion: "Midgetman" missiles are 
not MIRVed and need not be "fixed"; Trident II missiles 
deployed aboard submarines will be accurate and MIRVed, 

_ ..a:, 

but invulnerable. Some leading legislative opponents of the l~ 
MX are, in faa, enthusiastic proponents of Trident Il. 

The weaknesses of the current .. target of opportunity" 
approach pursued by the Washington arms control lobby · 
coalition is epitomized by its flip-Bop on the ICBM "vul­
nerability" problem. When the MX opponents were focus­
ing on defeating the Caner Administration's solution-tum­
ing the Western Great Basin region into an environmental 
catastrophe of MX .. racetracks" and concrete "'garages"­
they drove home all the sound reasons why the Soviet first­
strike scenario was really just another instance of worst­
case planning run amok. This is precisely the kind of self­
serving paranoid fantasy unleashed routinely by the Penta­
gon at critical junctures in the weapons acquisition process. 

These same objections to ICBM vulnerability were suffi­
ciently persuasive to be appropriated in subsequent testi­
mony by members and counselors of the Reagan-appointed 
"'blue-ribbon" Scowcroft Commission. Fonner Secretary of 
Defense James Schlesinger, for example, has explained to 
Congress on several recent occasions why the coordination 
problems and operational uncertainties of a first strike on 
U.S. missile silos are so severe that the "window of vul­
nerability" was never really open after all. These same argu­
ments were now being used to bolster the case for deploy­
ment of 100 MX missiles in Minuteman silos, but MX op­
ponents failed t~--use the opportunity for a coherent debate, 

""""' . _iallJ, 
- -~ ,- _._>. ~z. 
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tion, they argue, because such off-setting capacities for in­
tenention could become the main agents of a superpower 
confrontation leading to nuclear war. 

The NATO-Warsaw Paa con&ontation is truly the primal 
case of convmtional power projeaion from which much 
of the current arms race has grown. Much greater trans­
Adantic contaa will surely be necessary if the U.S. move­
matt, and its allies in Congress, are to make a posiriYe con­
aibution to European security. In particular, the arms con­
aol lobbying coalition, by working more closely with ia 
European counterparts, must find a way to short-ciralit the 
Pentagon's praaice of wrapping its nuclear weapons pro­
grams in the endorsements of allied governments to proa:ct 
them from congressional opposition. 

In the usual· discourse of intra-alliance politics, NAlO 
go¥Cfflfflfflts respond to aitical inquiries about new nuclear 
weapons programs by saying. in essence, -Nothing has been 
deaded,:' while in Washington these same programs are pre­
sented as the .. requests" of beleaguered U.S. allies. Alleged 
NATO .. resolYe" to deploy new taaical and intermediate­
range weapons is then used to coerce wavering U.S. legisla­
tors into demonstrating comparable U.S. "'will" by deploy­
ing new strategic nuclear weapons. Increased international 
cooperation between peace movements and parliamentary 
partisans of nuclear arms conaol can do much to penetrate 
this trans-Atlantic fog. 

PERHAPS THE MOST vital wk facing current peace 
mOfflnent strategy is that of OYerCOming the inevitable ten­
sion between the politiul role of arms conaol agreements 
as symbols of mutual superpower accommodation, and 
their subsmntM role in conaolling and possibly ending the 
nuclear arms competition. Since substance is routinely sac­
rificed £or symbolism in superpower negotiations, the peace 
movement is caught in a dilemma. It must choose between 
·a de facto alliance with the right to denounce the agree­
ment and .grudging support £or ratification of a superpower 
compaa to continue the arms race. 

Ironically, arms conaol talks provide a useful ad-versarial 
context for a process which, absent Geneva, is inc:n:asingly 
seen by the public as a dead end of mutual vulnerability, 
overkill, and diminishing retumS. It is no accident that the 
U.S. peace movement made its grearest gains in 1984, the 
year the Soriet Union stayed away from the baipining table. 

But aitics must tread carefully hae. The political impor­
tance of arms conaol negotiations for both sides, and the 
public's £eeling of reassurance when Soviet and U.S. leaden 
hold a summit meeting, means that little political pin for 
genuine arms conaol can come from angry denunciations 
of the '"SA1I process." That task is beaer left ID the radical 
right. 

Still, gOYmUnems must not be allowed ID use the Geneva 
wks as a means to disarm the peace lllCMIDalt. To the con­
trary, the peace m<MmeDt mua learn how ID use the Geneva 
talks as a means ID disarm the govmunents: by constandy 
raising expeaations about what could be accomplished 
with a modiaun of compe1mce and good will; by de6n-

. -~ 
ing arms conaol opportunities more clearly in the' public_ · -j. 
and congressional consciousness; and by using the legi.sla- I"' 
tiYe process to precipitate areas of mutual nuclear restraint, 
which can then be codified in lasting agreements-. 

The OYerall policy which the antinuclear mCMment seeks 
to change is both formulated and implemented, however, 
by vast and only marginally accountable burcauaacies in 
the executiYe branch. The same goes for negotiation of the 
international agreements that will be necessary ID bring the 
nuclear arms race ID an encl 

A further obstacle to arms conaol progress resides in the 
constitutional requirement for Senate consent m aaty rati­
fication by a two-thirds majority. This has given the political 
right and its military-indusaial allies what amouna ID a 
..minority vero" over nudtar arms conaol agreemena. The 
president's historical willingness ID placate this conservatiYe 
minority in advance so as m assure Senate ratification vir­
tually guaranrees that the treaty will impinge as little as 
possible on U.S.-and hence Soviet-nuclear force modern­
ization. On the other hand, battles to fon::e uni"1teral can­
cellation of particular nuclear weapons programs can plant 
the seeds of a political right-wing .. boomerang effect" as 
Soviet p~ proceed apace. 

Overa,ming these obstacles would seem to require nothing 
less than an expansion of the historically-but ·nor legally­
determined boundaries of congressional aaion in foreign 
affairs. There is nothing in the Constitution to bar Con­
gress from taking direct account of the prospect for Soviet 
reciprocal restraint when that body-exercises its right to 
authorize and appropriate funds for the nation's defense. 
Congress could undertake a simple, verifiable arms conaol 
initiatiYe-sucb as a moratorium on MIRVed ballistic-mis­
si.le flight testing, or on underground nuclear explosiYe a:st­
ing above the long-range detection threshold-with the ex­
plicit provision that its continuation after a certain period 
would be contingent on reciprocal Soviet restraint. 

Finally, the diverse grouping of nuclear arms conaol or­
ganizations must come to the colleaive realization that no 
irrnersible progress is likely without major institutional 
reforms to loosen the grip of the military-industrial com­
plex on U.S. security policy. New laws are needed: to in­
crease congressional conaol over the military budget; to 
drastically curb official secrecy; to limit contraaor cam­
paign conaibutions; to Ioele the teYOlving door between the 
Pentagon and its contraaors; and to withdraw from the 
defense industry the task of evaluating potential new weap­
ons systemS. Such legislation is essential to any long-nm 
Strategy to end the nuclear arms race and reduce the threat 
of nuclear war. 

The nuclear arms race will not succumb to a movement 
bogged down in contradictions over short-term objeaiYeS 
and taaic:s. To build upon its considerable success in c:han.g­
ing public opinion and attitudes, the U.S. antinuclear m<M- .. 
ment must now develop both the inclination and the insti­
tutional mechanisms for advancing a broadly shared politi­
cal strategy which can move national policy steadily in the 

. direction of ending the nuclear arms race. D 



based on a common set of faas. Instead, they replayed the 
old rune about silo vulnerability to a Soviet "first strike." 

Thus, an opportunity was lost to clarify the nuclear 
debate and address the fundamental strategic and psycholo­
gical premises of U.S. nuclear policy. The real case for the 
MX, and strategic "force modernization" in general, was 
laid out in some detail in the April 1983 Report of the Presi­
dent's Commission on Strategic Forces; it remained, for the 
most part, unacknowledged and unopposed by the anti­
MX coalition. 

The Scowcroft Report's authors argue that the relative 
balance of U.S.-Soviet nuclear weaponry cannot be "set 
apart from all other calculations about relations between 
nations"-a premise of the nuclear freeze-because trends 
in the nudea·r balance purportedly "heavily influence the 
vigor with which they [Soviet leaders] exercise their power." 
We arc told that the United States cannot afford the "delu­
sion" that Soviet leaders arc going to be deterred by the nor­
mal human concerns that dissuade American leaders from 
undertaking aggressive, risky ventures overseas. 

U.S. strategy must, in this view, focus on persuading Soviet 
leaders that the United States has both the will and the 
capability to initiate the use of nuclear weapons against 
those targets .. which the Soviet leaders ... value most" - a 
list which the report says includes "military command 
bunkers" and .. missile silos" but not Moscow or Leningrad. 
.. A aedible capability for controlled, prompt, limited [nu­
clear] attack on hard targets" would .. cast a shadow over 

.... 

the calculus of Soviet risk-taking at any level of confronta­
tion with the West." And in the short term, the report stated, 
this capability for nuclear intimidation could be provided 
only by the MX. 

Such is the justification not only for the MX, but for 
Pershing 11, Trident 11, and the whole gamut of new nuclear 
weapons systems. It represents the archetypal but seldom 
articulated .. psycho-military" case for continuing the nu­
clear arms race, yet the U.S. peace movement has failed for 
the most part to mount a sustained public campaign to dis-
credit this orthodoxy. · 

Many Americans-perhaps a majority-seem to support, 
at least passively, the Scowcroft Report's recommended 
strategy of threatening nµclcar war in order to deter conven­
tional conflia with the Soviet Union on U.S. terms. That 
is, they support the utility of the nuclear bluff. But what 
little public opinion polling that has been done on the ques­
tion suggests a public belief that the president should never 
be the first actually to use nuclear weapons. 

Without a much dearer public debate over the role of 
nuclear threats in U.S. military strategy, it appears that ma­
jority opinion will tolerate a president who brandishes 
threats of nuclear escalation at the battlefront and of a 
stepped-up arms race at the bargaining table. But wide­
spread public opposition to nuclear civil defense planning, 
and general disbelief in the prospca that a nuclear war 
would remain limited, indicate that the public docs not sub­
scribe to the .. nudear-warfighting" dimension of current 
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strategy. As might be expected, the public wants to enjoy 
the purponed benefits of a fierce nuclear posture while re­
jecting its attendant risks. The freeze movement, unfor­
tunately, was unable to bridge this dichotomy in public 
consciousness. 

THE HISTORY of the B-1 strategic bomber is a painful 
mninder of another persistent weakness in U.S. peace move­
matt ~: the confusion between "cost-cffcaiveness" and 
arms control. Politicians from all parts of the political spec­
trum hPe a tendency to delude themselves and their consti­
tuents with the notion that they are helping to achieve the 
latter by insisting on the former. Regrettably, "more bang 
for the budc" rarely translates into "less bucks for the bang." 

In the mid-1970s antinuclear and human-needs groups 
formed a tacit alliance with a coterie of defense-minded 
systems analysts in the Carter Administration to tum bade 
production of the B-1 in favor of convening the existing 
B-52 bomber force to carry air-launched auise missiles 
(ALCMs). Today, almost everyone recognizes that from the 
perspective of limiting the arms race, this was a temporary 
victory for "cost-effectiveness" but a political blunder for 
arms control. General Dynamics, which lost in the competi­
tion to build the Al.CM, was awarded contracts to build 
ground- and sea-launched variants, creating a new SALT 
limitation and verification problem, and a new dimension 
for superpower military competition. 

Cancellation of the B-1 added fuel to the fires of conser­
vative opposition to SALT ll and created an irredentist cause 
for the military-industrial complex which Reagan was able 
to tap effectively during the 1980 election. Not only was 
the B-1 revived and put into production (as the B-1B), but 
the steady attacks on its "cost-effectiveness" against "an­
ticipated growth in the Soviet air-defense threat" paved the 
way for development of an entirely new radar-evading 
"stealth" bomber which is likely to cost even more than the 
B-1. In the meantime, cruise missiles an: moving into their 
"second generation;' and there is even talk of a B-lC. 

When divorced from broader political objectives, debates 
· about cost-effectiveness can do little to help arms control, 
but they seem to have some potential to subvert it. A similar 
confusion is pervading the MX debate, with the "better 
weapon" role of the auise missile now being played by the 
"Midgetman" single-warhead ICBM. 

The various organizations which comprise the aaive U.S. 
constituency for arms control and disarmament measures 
suppon different combinations of goals and pursue dispa­
rate and sometimes politically contradictory strategies for 
achieving them. Curttnt efforts range from Harvard Uni­
versity's modest proposal to avoid nuclear war through bet­
ter management of crises and more rational procurement 
of "stabilizing" nuclear weapons to the visionary efforts of 
activist religious organizations to abolish all types of war­
fare and establish economic justice and universal human 
rights. 

A dear premise of the Nuclear ~pons F~ Campaign 
over the past four ycars·has been that a halt to the nuclear 

-
arms race can be pursued, and possibly achieved, with only \ i 
a tangential coMection to the success or failure of more far­
reaching efforts to transform the international system. 

This is certainly true at the }eyel of dispassionate analysis. · 
But some progre~ toward other goals-particularly a re­
duced reliance on the threat of conventional war-is prob­
ably indispensable for establishing the political and psycho­
logical preconditions for acceptance of the "general nuclear 
settlement" envisioned by the freeze movement. In other 
words, the meze could be the logical outcome to a classical 
arms conttol process of "agreements between adversaries;' 
but the extent to which the Soviet Union and the United 
States actually remain adversaries will probably determine 
the fate of the freeze. 

Implicit differences irt fundamental goals, or a lack of 
clarity about what ultimate goals their policies an: designed 
to suppon, can lead organizations to radically different 
prescriptions for policy even though they share the same 
shon-term objectives. For example, most groups working 
on nuclear arms control issues favor a "no-first-use" policy 
for the United States. Some organizations, such as the 
Union of Concerned Scientists, have suggested that this 
transition be facilitated ·by augmentation and improvement 
of conventional forces, permitting them to shoulder the 
deterrent burden now being carried by tactical nuclear 
forces. Other organizations-such as SANE, Coalition for 
a New Foreign and Military Policy, and Mobilization for 
Survival-whose primary concerns include foreign intcrmi­
tion and the military budget, argue that the suggested im­
provements in the mobility and firepower of U.S. conven­
tional forces will merely elicit similar Soviet improvements 
and make both superpowers even more combative and inter­
vention-prone. An enhanced capacity in conventional forces 
must not be accepted as the price for gradual denucleariza-
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eagan Urged t~ Seek'~:Bf~,~oug~l, 
;ALT Negotiators List App~hea for Suinmit Mee#ng.· ~th _Gorbaclieti -·- --· : .. --::·: 

. .. . . . . .· . . ,· . . "- . 

e, Dml B.. Ottawa., .. ................. 
The two chief U.S. neaotiaton ol the SALT I 

u arint-coatrpl i,reementa yesterday urpd 
· Reapn to me the forthcomina summit 
tint wit!r Soviet leader M~ Gorbachev to · 

idune I •major breakthroutb• like that 
. by then-President Gerald.- R. Ford· and 

.eonid BrahneY in 197 4. '- · ; · . .- -
At I DIWI conference. Gerard Smith and Paul 
amke presented a statement signed by 22 oth­
natioaal security experts and 12 national or-

pruzationa calliq upon the president "to break 
deadJoclt" in arms-control talb at Geneva, 

• resume next ,week, and ·eue tenaioaa. be-
the two auperpowen. . · · 

. • The conference was amn,ed by the .public 
nterat poup Common CaUle at what waa de-
tcrihed by its-president. Fred M. Wertheimer, u "' 
:he start _ol a national campaign to pressure the 
White HOUie to leek aubstantiYe accords at the­
. • 19-20 awnmit meeting in Geneva. 

The statemept liated seven steps the two lead­
~ might tiu' and aid qreement on one ~ 
more would make "an important contributioa9 

lesaening risk ol nuclear war and reduc:-· 
tenaiom. . 

Warnke. chief negotiator ol tbe" unratified 
1979 SALT U accorda, said be waa concerned 
about White H~ suageationa that little of auti­
ttance should be expected from the summit. an 
attitude be called "basically I triumph of low a-
pectationa, • . . . 

-our feelin1 • that the president can do bet­
ter, that be abould do better,• be said. "Thia Clll 
be much more than just I ,et-acquainted sesaioa 
Whether by luck. inadvertence or crafty desip. 
there is now an opportunity~ we feel. for a major 
breakthrouab.. . 

Warnke arped that tbe precedent Reapa 
tbould consider ii the summit in Vladivost~ 
where Ford and Brezhnn broke a two-year 
deadlock in aesotiationa by a,reeing to the basic 
principlea ol nuclear parity and arma ceilinp 
that provided-the foundation for .the SALT U . Pal wuue.·Wt, ud Gerard Slli&II ~ ltateaeat ua.,.:.:. Be.,.. to b~ _., ecmn1.:°*w·· 
ap-eement reached five yean later. Altboqb . 

1 
· --. 

dever ratified by the Senate. the treaty bu been on at &eat the fint two ol t8e seven ~ be 
obaerved bJ both auperpowen. · and Warnke preaented. • • 

In ~ related event. Rea,aa. m.eetina with bil : Tboee propoea1a caH for a reaffitmation of the 
negotiators before their return to the Geneva __. ...J:-. ''" "not un~---'"'ine the 1979 arms talb. c:alled upon the Soviets to offer con- .,. _..... ,,,.,....~ ucn;un_,. 
crete proposals to •get the ta1b fflOYinc.~ Rea- SALT U accorda,.and a aew commitment to up-
pa said anna control woulcf be •one of the im- hold and atren,then the ABM Treaty. Other sug-
portant parts" of the a,eoda for the summit witb aested atepa include a moratorium on testing 
Gorl>ac:hff. . • . antiaatellite weapona and a ~poruy halt of 

Smith, dlief negotiator ol the. 1912 Anb'bal- nuclear testing pendiq qreemeat on a comp~ 
listic ~. (ABM) Treaty, ~ the- "most im- bemift·teat ban. · 
portant pnant,9 now ia to preserve the progre. Additioaal propoaJa are for. a U.S.-5oviet 
the two saperpowen bad already made in put 1,reemeat to bu c:ountermeasurea preventiftl 
anm-c:ontrol •~menta. He emphasized_ ... the the gatberiq of telemetry data oo missile tests. 
need _for • a,reement_ at the November. aummit . another ap-eement to bait deployment oi new · 

multiple-warhead. long-ranae miuilet, and · 
third agreement on an interim atrategic -
accord.-

Among those signing the. statement were • 
liam L Colby; former Central lnteJliaence . ·. 
ey director, Cyrus R. Vance, former secretary • 
state; Theodore M. Heabuigb. president · 
Notre Dame University; Donald M. Fraser, 
or-of Minneapolis; John Kenneth Galbraith. 
mer U.S. ambaaaador to India; Mortonllal · -= 
former deputy assistant secretary of ~ ·· 
Stanley Resor, former aecretary ~ the ~. 
and Raymond Gartboff and Lawrence Weiler 
~ members ol the SALT I deleption. ~ 
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WHAT IS BOST 

Bu•inesa Executives for National Security 1• a non-partisan trade association 

vith over· 2.soo members in almost every •tat• and more than half of the 

Congressional districts. BENS members are businesa executi~es, entrepreneurs, 

and self-employed professional• who work to reduce the threat of nuclear war 

and promote a strong, affective, and affordable national defense. BENS rep­

resents not the 23,000 prime defense contractors, although some defense 

contractors are members, but rather the nation's oth~r thirteen million 

businesses. 

BENS sees our national security•• reEting upon the strength of our economy 

and the vitality of our institutions, as· well u the size of our arsenals. · 

Thus the foundations of our national security are threatened by the nuclear 

arms race and its attendant risk of nltclear war, as well as by. wasteful and 

excessive spending on weapons that don't work or aren't needed. Our national · 

security depends on integrating coherent defense strategiea with a sound 

defense budget. BENS stresses the need for using sound business principles 

and avoiding the hazard• of poor planning and budgeting. 

BENS members come from a broad spectrum of American business, from small 

independent ft.rms to Fortune 500 corporations. Republicans and Democrats. 

liberals and conservatives, they are diverse in their politics but united "in 

their recognition that business insighu can help make this country more 

secure. 

With t~eir authority, po•itioa, expertise, and power, BENS members are unique­

ly positioned to poaitively influence defense policy. And as members of a 

non-partisan national organization, ' they can effectively exercise this 
• 

influence. 



UIS IS A HD ll1ID or IUSDIISS OaGAR'I.ZATIOII 

BOS IS Dtn!Jl!NT ROM OTHEB. TRADE ASSOCIATIONS. 

Moat trade uaociations help particular induatrie• or •upport bu•ine•••• of a 
certain size, in order to get tbea more buaine••• BINS, on the other hand, 
voru towarda atrengthening the entire economy by cutting vuteful defeu~ 
•pend.ins· and reducing tha deficit. JENS vorka on defense isaue• fro• the 
point of view of the entire bu■ineaa ·co111.unity - not juat defense contrac­
tor•, but all of American buaine••• 

:· BENS' BUSINESS SENSE CAN Mil! THIS COUNnY SAF!Jl AND snoNGll 

BENS 1• applyin1 buaine•• principle• to increase our real national sec~rity. 
A buaine•• eucutive knova that a company can't survive without a coherent, 
rati~nal strategy and a budget that make• sense. And a company can't afford 
to buy material• that are too expensive, or to market product• that don't 
work. A buainesa executive knova that competition between s~ppliers improve■ 
the quality and reduce■ the cost of doing buaineas. Thia 1• the kind of 
buainesa ·co11110n sense that_ 1• urgently needed in defense policy. Without it, 
we have inflated prices, coat overruns,. weapons that don't work, and the 
purchue of redundant and unnecessary nuclear weapon■ that increue the risk 
of nuclear var. 

BENS FOCUSES ON THI CRUCIAL ISSUES 

BENS: 
o advocate• freezing federal spending at current levels; 
o aupported legislation to require warranties on Pentagon 

equip•nt purchases; 
o lobbied for legislation to promote competition in military 

procure•nt; 
o · advocated setting up an offf ce to independently test and 

evaluate weapons; 
o oppo■e• the MX missile u unnecessary, costly, destabilizing, 

and vulnerable; and 
o support• a bilateral verifiable nuclear freeze as the first 

step toward.a •topping the arms race. 

BENS IS MAKING A DIFF!Jl!NCI 

Laat year. BENS led an effort to freeze tha entire federal budget. Thia year, 
wia will continue to lead thi• effort. BENS contributed to the lobbying effort 
that . convinced Congress to halt further development of the MX, pending 
reco11sideratio11 in the apria1 of 1985. Coqre■s has pasaed BENS-supported 
legialation to increase competition ln Pentagon purchases, to independently 
teat and evaluate Pentagon wapou purcbaaea, and to require warranties on the 
equip-at the Pentagon does buy. BENS bu been praised by members of Congresa 
for its knovled1able work on th••• iaauea. BENS' story baa been told in 
prominent · national publications such u the !!!! Street Journal, ~ 
Maguine, and the Christian Science Monitor. 



l_s_EN_S_an_d_~_e_MX- ,------------------~ 

As a trade association providing business insights on 
national security issues, BENS generally avoids lob­
bying fm CA' against specific weapons systems. BENS 
does call attention to flaws in weapons systems when 
such flaws help to illustrate largEI' problems in na­
ticmal security dedsion-rnaldng, lib unbusinesslib 
planning or the lack of independent testing c:l 
equipment. , 

The MX has bean an exception to this. 
Having examined the MX program carefully fm 

almost 3 years, BENS amcluded: 
■ the program's •justifications" are amtradictm-y­
dangamsly so fm a nucleer weapon; 

Conp-e91 continued from page I 

In previous years, only the House of Repre­
sentatives had felt the full f~ cl the MX debate. But 
the Senate, long regarded as heavily pro-MX, as­
tonished cffic:ial Vteshington last year by casting a tie 
vote on a motion (that BENS helped aaft) to suspend 
prcxluction of the MX. So this year the Senate borne 
a center rl the MX battle fer the first ti.ma. 

Under the terms c:l a previous agreement, the Sen­
ate was required to vote on the MX before the House 
this year. 

By two votes, an March 19 and 20, the Senate 
agreed to release the $1.5 billion fer 21 more MX 
missiles. Both votes were 55-45. The House granted 
its approval on March 26 and 28 by votes of 219-213 
and 217-210. The latter vote marked the seventh occa­
sion the MX has survived by 10 votes m fewer; no 
weapons program in American history has so deeply 
divided Congreu and the American people. 

The principal amtention c:l this year's MX ha<> 
bn, including the President hfrnSAlf, was that Qm.. 
grass should approve more MX missiles as a signal to 
the Soviets c:l American resolve in the recently­
revived Geneva anns limitation talb. ~ the 
peaa, and working fer a mere seaire and stable fu­
ture" necessitated the MX, the President stated. Vot­
ing fm it would represent •a a,mmftment •.• to do 
everything possible to achieve significant anns re­
ductions, • he said. Whan vote projections on the eve 
cl Congresmonal action showed the MX losing, arms 
reduction negotiatcr Max Kampelman was flown in 
to lobby fm more MX missiles. By almost all ao­
<DUltl, the -Geneva argument" saved the weapcm 
system. 

The mood in Qmgn,ss was scaroaly one c:l en­
thusiasm fm the MX, however. Reluctant MX sup­
perter Senatm Sam Nunn (D-GA) 1111mmed up the 
feeJings cl many when he told repmers, "Tm OD'd 

4 TRENOUNE Spring 1985 

■ exceptional performan<J1 claims are being made 
for the MX without any operational testing; and 
■ at $25-45 billion. the program la too redundant 
and too expensive to be podua,d at a time rlmassive 
federal deficits. 

BENS previously has urged Qmgress to suspend 
er c:anml the MX program. This year BENS again 
lobbied against it 

F.arly in March, a BENS Action Alert was sent to 
all 3,000 BENS members, urging them to penonally 
oontad their rnemben rlCongreu and express oppo­
sition to mntinuatfon 9f the MX program. 

continued on next page 

ontheMX." 
And Congreu moved with unusual speed to fi­

nally clamp a lid on the program. Before the full 
House even voted on the MX in March, the House 
Appropriations Committee surprised many OOS81'­
ven by 1'1WX)fflmending against MX funding in what 
was supposed to have been a proforma vote in favm 
cl the funding. The C.Ommittee's action oontributed 
to the closeness of the subsequent House votes. 

No soonEI' were the House votes tallied than 4 in­
fluential Senate Democrats who had supported the 
MX announced that they would move to halt MX 
deployment at 40 missiles. The Senators - Sam 
Nunn (GA). Robert Byrd {WV), David Boren (OK) 
and Albert Gore (TN) - indicated that they would 
oppose the proposed 1986 purchase c:l 48 additional 
missiles. 

Within a week of the C.Ongressional votes, the sol­
idly pro-MX Senate Armed Services C.Ommittee 
voted to chop the remainder cl the MX program in 
half. House Armed SEl'vices C.Ommittee Oiairman 
Les &pin~ WI), leader of the MX supporters in the 
House, announced that he •expected" his C.Ommittee 
to slash the program even further. Key MX backer 
Rep. Norman Dicks ~ WA) said that he was giving 
serious mnsideration to •7.el'Oing out" [eliminating) · 
all cl the remaining MX program, and his view was 
echoed even more strongly by members ,:4 the Senate 
and House Appropriations C.Ommittees, which have 
amtrol OVEI' any future MX funds. 

. It may be that the MX finally has exhausted its 
political support. Having begun with great fanfare as 
a huge deployment of hundreds cl. new land-based 
nuclear missiles, the program appears to be grinding 
to a bitter, rancon:K1S halt at 40 to 42 new missiles -
and a legacy cl enormous political oosts to many ci 
its be.clan. {See aax,mpanying stor}t) 



-~~---------------- ------------------
BEI'JS and the MX conr,nued from previous page 

Some of the points the Action Alert noted: 
·: The notion of the MX as a "bargaining chip" 

ignores negotiating experience. The Soviets 
traditionally have "bargained" for weapons systems 
yet to be produced. 1tue to form, when production cl 
the MX began last year, references to it quickly 
disappeared from Soviet pronouncements on arms 
control 

. The Defense Department was requesting $1.5 bil­
lion in MX production funds at a time when only 
$150 million of the previously approved $3 bil­
lion in MX production money had been spent Thus 
the program could have been run on prior year funds 
long enough to evaluate the "bargaining chip" claim. 

The question of MX funding was due to oome up 
within a few months anyway, as a part of the regular 
cycle cl military appropriations. A decision then 
would have offered a better vantage point on the 
Geneva negotiations than one made just after the 
negotiations had begun. 

Serious questions about the MX's purpose, oost, 
and military need still were unanswered. New 
evidence was tending to support claims that the 
missile was wasteful, overrated, unnecessary, and 
dangerous. 

BENS members responded very strongly to the 
Action Alert. Hundreds of telephone calls were 
made and telegrams sent to Congress. Some BENS 
members went even further. BENS members in 
California, Colorado, Connecticut, New York, 
North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Ohio, and Wash­
ington met with Senators and Congressmen &om 
those states to personally urge an end to the MX 
program. 

A BENS delegation in Philadelphia met with Con­
gressman Larry Coughlin (R-PA), a high-ranking 
member of the House Appropriations • Committee. 
Coughlin, a Marine oombat veteran, is respected by 
Committee members on military issues. He s~ 
sequently voted against the MX in the Appropri­
ations Committee (a key factor in the missile's defeat 
there) and repeated his vote on the floor of the House. 

BENS members in another major city met with a 
Republican Congressman who was wavering on the 
MX. He subsequently announced his oppmition to 
the missile - and stood by his decision even after a 
private meeting with President Reagan on the issue. -. 

BENS members participating in the pilot National 
Political Action Program were especially active in 
pressing the MX issue on their Representatives, 
changing or solidifying about 5 votes on the MX. 

In Wclshington, BENS lobbyists met with more 
than 40 Senators, Representatives, and Congres-

sional staffs on the MX issue. These meetings helped 
encourage a number d. undecided Senators and 
Congressmen to vote against the MX, and probably 
were decisive in some instances. 

BENS would like to acknowledge those Senators 
and Congressmen who showed outstanding political 
courage in oppming the MX despite particularly in­
tense political pressures to support it It wwld be 
impossible to acknowledge evecy such member d 
Congress, since much d. what went on involving the 
MX will never be known publicly. But the following 
list represents, by oonsensus among MX opponents, 
those members of Congress who deserve extra thanks 
for the special oourage they showed: 

R.epresentativ• 
Bill Alexander (D-AR) 
Owles Bennett {D-FL) 
Doug Bereuter (R-NE) 
Lindy Boggs (D-LA) 
Ronald Coleman (D-TX) 
Larry Coughlin (R-PA) 
Thomu Ducble (D-50) 
Joseph J. DioGuardi (R-NY) 
Cooper Evans (R-IA) 
Thomas Foley (0-WA) 
Joseph Gaydoe (D-PA) 
William Gradison (R-OH) 
Paul Henry (R-MI) 
William Hughes (0-NJ) 
Ed Jenkins (0-GA) 
Nancy Johnson (R-CN) 
James Jones (D-OK) 
Paul Kanjorsld (D-PA) 
Matthew Martine (D-CA) 
Nicx,las Mavroules (D-MA) 
John Miller (R-WA) 
Dan Mica (D-FL) 
James R. Olin (0-VA) 
Thomas Petri (R-WI) 
Thomas Ridge (R-PA) 
Pat Roberts (R-KS) 
Cllarles Rose (0-NC) 
Marge Roubma (R-NJ) 
James Sensenbrenner (R-WI) 
Norman Sisisky (D-VA) 
Clristopher Smith (R-NJ) 
Vlrsinia Smith (R-NE) 
John Spratt (D-SC) 
Richard Stallings (D-10) 
Robin 1kllon (D-SC) 
Thomas 'Iaub (R-IA) 
Ed Zschau (R-CA) 

Senaton 
Mark Andrews (R-ND) 
Lawton CJiiles (0-FL) 
David Durenberger (R-MN) 
J. James F.xon (0-NE) 
Owles Grassley (R-IA) 
J. Bennett Johnston (0-LA) 
Nancy Landon Kassebaum 

(R-KS) 
Larry Pressler (R-SD) 

BENS hopes that these members of C.Ongress will 
oontinue to oppose the MX and that their political 
integrity on the issue will serve as an example to 
Congress when other national security questions are -
decided. 

-----··- ·- - --- ------- ------- --- --------------
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The MX Vote in Perspective: A Political Analysis 

Congressional action in March extended the amtro­
versial MX missile program. But the MX go-ahead 
oould prove much more politically ex>stly than is 
now realized. Here's why: 

1. Military Justifications 
By framing the MX issue in diplomatic rather than 
military terms, MX supporters basically ex>n~d to 
critics' long-standing arguments that the system is 
oostly. unnecessary. and vulnerable. With veteran 
supporters of military spending programs like Rep. 
Samuel Stratton (D-NY) arguing that the U.S. oould 
not •expect to achieve any effective arms agreement 
without the MX" ancl sidestepping questions about 
the MX's merits, undecided members of Congress 
deduced - in droves -that the MX lacked any mili­
tary justification. This impression was augmented 
when influential Congressional defense spokesmen 
lib Senator Sam Nunn (D-GA) and Senator Albert 
Gore (0-TN) announced their support for the MX 
with the deepest reservations and ambivalence about 
its military value. 16There are not 30 people out 
there [in the Senate] who think you ought to build 
MX, • Senator Lawton Chiles (D-FL), an MX op­
ponent. remarked. "A lot of them say. 'If anything 
happened at Geneva we'd be blamed.'• 

Abandoning any major attempt to justify the MX 
militarily was probably a crucial error by MX back­
ers. The "diplomatic timing" argument. so influen­
tial in this round of voting, is unlikely to present itself 
again. Encasing the MX in a diplomatic rationale 
traded a temporary tactical gain for a major strategic 
loss: &m.en MX funds were released, but at the price 
of serious. probably irreparable, damage to any cred­
ible military justification for basing nuclear missiles 
at fixed sites. A related and more profound impact of 
the whole MX debate was that it forced Congress to 
spend months re-evaluating nuclear weapons 
policy at a time of deepening public doubt about 
such weapons. 

Had the MX's backers sought a quiet ex>mpromise 
rather than a test of strength. its military limitations 
might never have gained wide Congressional aware­
ness. especially in the Senate. As one long-time pc> 
litical observer put it, the legislative strategy on 
the MX "postponed, but made inevitable, a day of 
reckoning.~ I - • 

2. Domestic Bargaining Chips 
A wide swath of Congress and much of the public 
wu exposed to the kind of disturbing 16tradea• 
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__ ..a, 

and •deals" on military spending that normally . 
occur much more privately, and involve far fewer 
members of Congress. A New York Times report 
noted a widely-observed case: 

Congressman Harold Rogers, a Kentucky Republican ... 
wanted the Administration to show more ooncern about the 
tobacco subsidy program. He received the usurances he 
wanted at a White HOU58 meeting and voted fer the MX. 

Rep. Stephen Neal (0-NC), who had previoosly 
sought to suspend MX production, was ooncemed 
about plans by Republican campaign officials to 
spend heavily against him and 24 other House Dem­
oaats in the 1986 elections. He brought the matter up 
at a meeting with President Reagan on the MX, and 
received assurance from White House political 
operative Edward Rollins that the campaign spend­
ing plans would be called off. Neal voted for the MX. 
(Later, Republican Campaign Committee Oiairman 
Guy Vander Jagt (R-MI) stated that the campaign 
against Neal and the other Demoaats might go on 
anyway without official White House approval.) 

Rep. Tommy Robinson (O-AR) , a freshman 
member who has just gained a seat on the House 
Armed Services Committee. said that he favored the 
MX all along, but used the issue as "a bargaining chip 
with the White House" to have 1,100 Air Force civil­
ian jobs transferred to a base in his district. "One has 
to look out for one's self and one's district," Robinson 
said. "That's just the way the game is played." Robin­
son voted for the MX. 

Asked if the Administration was buying MX votes. 
House Majority Leader Jim Wright (0-TX) replied, 
"No, just renting them." 

Pentagon contractors lobbied much more visi­
bly than usual, as well. Freshman Republican Rep­
resentative Jim Kolbe of Arizona, who is not a 
member of any defense-related oommittee or sub­
committee, probably . would not have been ap­
proached by weapons contractors under normal cir­
cumstances. But Clinton E. Rouche. a consultant to 
MX ex>ntractor GTE. met with Kolbe to give him the · 
ex>mplete "briefing package" prepared by a group of 
~ <X>ntractors. as well as a desk set of models of 
Soviet and U.S. intercontinental missiles. "Kolbe ran -
on a platform of generic support for the President," 
_Rouche said "So anyone who supports the MX 
wants to make sure he is briefed to the teeth." (Kolbe, 
who also voted for the MX, said that a meeting with 
arms negotiator Max Kampelman was "very persua- , 
sive" in his decision.) 

continued on next page 



com,nuea from previous page 

Of the 20 House members who had re<:Eived more 
than $15,000 in campaign contributions from mili­
tary contractors, 17 voted for the missile; so did 13 of 
the 14 Senators who received more than $30,000 in 
such contributions. (The Senate exception -
Louisiana Democrat J. Bennett Johnston.) 

This atmmphere of blandishments by the White 
House and the contractors - for a weapons system 
supposedly aucial to U.S. national security-rein­
forCECI the image of the MX as both unneamary and 
undesirable. · · · 

3. The Deficit-Cutting Consensus 
The "'hard sell" for the $20 - 45 billion MX on 
non-military grounds has heightened Congress' 
cynicism about the whole military budget, and 
increased Congressional suspicions about the 
Administration's sincerity on deficit reductions. 
Conservative Congressman J. J. Pickle (D-TX) cap­
tured this spirit during the debate on the MX. "If the 
House is serious about cutting the massive budget 
deficit. then the House must reasonably restrain gov­
ernment spending," Pickle declared. "The first, mmt 
obvious step in this direction is to withhold MX 
funds." House Budget Committee Olairman William 
H. Gray (D-PA} was blunt about the MX's effect on the 
rest of President Reagan's military budget "I think 
it's going to boomerang," Gray said. "I think winning 
here is going to hurt him. He used his bargaining 
chip here." 

4. Geneva Expectations 
The emphasis on the need for the MX to insure 
negotiating sucnss at Geneva has raised public ex­
pectations about the negotiations to a much higher 
level. Should no "'success" at Geneva occur, there 
is likely to be a major political reaction against 
the MX and much of the policy underlying it. As 
reluctant MX supporter Sen. John Oiafee (R-RI} put 
it, .. I am saying to the President and his negotiators, 'I 
don't want any excuses. I ,~ect you to come 
back with an agreement. I don't want anybody say­
ing you would have suca,eded but for lack of the 
MX' "{emphasis added). 

5. Increased Partisanship 
The strenuous efforts to enforce Republican 
•party discipline" on the MX, which enjoyed 
moderate success, must be weighed against the 
unprecedented unity the issue triggered among 
Democrats. Despite the intense pressure, 24 House 
Republicans voted against the MX - virtually the 

same number as last year. At the same time, polariz­
ing the issue along party lines galvanized Democrats. 
The entire Demoaatic leadenhip of the House 
opposed the missile for the 6nt time. House 
Armed Servia,s Committee Cliairman 1=.es Aspin 
(D-WI), the leading House Democrat to favm the 
missHe, was loudly booed and hissed by his Demo­
aatic colleagues as he spoke-a highly unusual type 
of ocrurrene2 on the House fioor. Half the House's 
Southern Democrats, traditionally strong and all­
but-unanimous supporters of Pentagon requests, 
voted against the MX in March. And Senate Demo­
crats who had grudgingly voted for the MX 
quickJy distanced themselves &om it. On March 
28, Senate Democratic leader Robert C. Byrd (0-WV), 
ranking Senate Armed ServiCES Committee Demo­
aat Sam Nunn (D-GA), Sen. Albert Gore (0-TN), and 
Sen. David Boren (0-OK) jointly announa,d their 
support for a cap on MX deployment at 40 missiles-
2 fewer than the 42 Congress has authori7.ed for pro­
duction. Influential House MX supporter Norman 
Dicks (D-WA) said the program was •down to the end 
of the road." Many Democrats have begun calling 
opposition to the MX a "litmus test" for anyone seek­
ing a leadership position in their party. Democrats 
have almmt never shown this degree cl party unity 
on defense questions, particularly on thme involving 
nuclear weapons. This closing of ranks within the 
Democratic Party's leadership may well be of his­
toric significance for future military and nuclear 
weapons issues. It will clearly have a major impact, 
even in the short run, should the Democrats regain 
control of the Senate in 1986, as is predicted by many. 

Outlook 
Seen in this perspective, the MX's slender "victory" 
looks a great deal like a winning battle in a losing 
war. Congressman Vic Fazio (D-CA), an MX sup­
porter who called the issue the most divisive in his 
political career, said, '"~'re like two tired fighters 
going through the motions in the late rounds." House 
Republican Leader Bob Michel (R-Il.) virtually in­
vited his colleagues to vent their frustrations on the 
remainder of the MX program as well as the whole 
defense budget "If you want to take a shot at defense 
-and everyone seems to want to," Michel conceded, 
"do it in the right plae2." House Republican Whip 
Thmt Lott (R-MS), an MX backer, summed it up 
this way: .. The message from Congress is yes, we'll 
go forward this time. But I think we're going to be 
very cautious and hesitant to take any big step after -
this one." 

Tnc-a.1n1 n.1 t- r- ...:-- , aoc ., 
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;~ , · , 8JANDIIEWIIANN . ·... 2),000mep.toDIDDWltandlDtbe 
·. · . 1u11· Staff wr111r 'world'1 DUclelr U'NUIL j . · . 
. SAN BERNARDINO - With . Moll ·motorllll toot ~ ·-

- ~1be roar of. mWtary aircraft lad· ilae clemoniiradoii - either . - .• 
• Ill tile blcqround, anu.n~ IDS iD 111ppon • tbeJ drcwe . or 
;ar actlvllta bep.n a ~y \1111 beckllq In cUapprcmL I · ' 
outside tbe BaWsUc Miisne Office 1bme pthered ..,. of !9117-
at Norton Air Force Bue to pro- ~ apa and blCqJ'OUDda. but 
.tat tbe contlllullll arm, race. . one common thread runn_lDI 
;• · Tbe event II the conclunon of tb.roulh them wu tbeJr ~ 
· ;a two-wuk observance, coordl- ment to adiq the anm race. · · 

.. : 'nated by the Inland Peace Action One of thON pthered wa Bob 
. · . Center of San Benwdlllo, com- · Moore of Bedlanda, a U.S. llillGry 

UDemOratiDI the 40-year umver- profeaor at Valley Collele.' wbo C of the dropplq of the atomic nld that 0 tbe 1reate1t ~anaer 
• bODBirolblmL , . . IDlllflCIIIIDuclearwar.• ! 
! Cbrtl BroWn. c1lreeta,- ol the Moore, le, 111d be jlllt armed 
leenter, 111d aome 100 people were home Monday from a tbre&iweet 
~cheduled throuahout tbe 72 trip of the Soviet Union. where lie 
boun to ltlnd \'letl outside tile aid be met with peace actlviltl In 
!Jlllsllle beadquarten at MJJI Street tut eountry; · · · 
;and Tippecanoe Avenue. The · "'What we're dolq now· here 
~ daya l)'IDbolizel the period on a IJ'llll'OOtl level would not be 
:IN!tween the bomblnl of. lllrolbl- permitted Ill the Soviet Union." be 
.ma.and the a~ attack of ti11a- aalcS. But Ile added tMt people 
~ tbree da1I later, be aald. there bave a pnullle fear ot war 
. About 25 people pthered at became of heavy euua1tl8I dur- .. 
:5:30 p.m. for the vigil'• tw.,taqlaa. llll the World War D. 
;They ung aplrltual IODII, 1Dclud- "'l'lllle people have a hatred of 
:1ag one with the appropriate line war and a fear of war. I will DOt 
'. •atn"t IODDa study ~ DO more." :' apologize for jbelr laden. 'f '. 

l'be BaWsUc llfulle Office wu : Whlle Moore aid be dolln't 
- 1lqeted for the Ytgll became it Is comtder hJmle1f a "pactflll," be 

the beadquartera for the Air aid be bellevee the dan1er ot nu­
.Foree'• )IX ~cekeeper mamie clear~ II •eey Itron,, especially 

. ·program. • ,-.,en u ~ere tbe . by ,ntscalculatioa Qr en:or-"' 
'. :planned Kideetman mllllle II be- -i do not believe 1D wattma for 
• . iD1 raean:bed. . leaden," Moore added. '"In bdy-

-rb.11 off tee II tbe foeus · of an Ing American hJltory you dllc:over 
; -tbe mmlle d~opmeat 1D tbe Air that many of the major cbanpl In 
i 'Force." Brown told tbcJN pth- IOciety started out at the IP'lll-
1 ered. -rile MldietmaD II beina de- IOOtl level." .· · ! . 
: .ftloped bere. 1be reeearcb on the · 'lberea Bachman, 1B. ol San 
•: ·MX wu conducted here. Let•• ·~: Beniardino aid that, for llw, tile 
. . ,hope DO other ••PCIDI are devel- · 1111le II a rellpoua one, an4 tbat 

1oped b--." lbe became Involved In tbe uU­
l Al motortltl paaed by or were nucl11r movement tbroup the 
. : ltOpped at the lnteraecUon, _.. Johll 23rd Newman Center, a local 
·~1111 pmed out and-nuclear litera- Catholic center for )'OWll adultL 
.J1w, lncludinj a ftyer compartq ._ "M a Cbrtlt1an, I'm called to 
~the three megaton• of atomic love and bring peace amona na­
:anm Uled la -.,orld War D to the uou.· me IAid. "'We need to an 

·\;-~-~.i-~~ rnolll'CN to peaceful alteraa­.. .,._ .. ,. . . 

-a'I dlftldtely I NUp,aa IDd 
, IDOal --..- Dht.l C>P•bea, 7f, 
.- o/ WJandl commeated. •Aa Jaaa 
~ ·• ... -, buQcltna ._ -. 
· C1111. bow are we 1o1D1 to fNd tbe 
. •unary aad set Jaatlce la die 
. warldr 

Callab•n aud ..... .._ ID-
. t'OITed wttb Qalll'dlww Uldt­
ecl. a poup dldlcated to -,..ee 
·UdjalUce...._•a..aldtbe 
. taand With tile P!!!P ·&brogh 

I .. :~ • 

CIDlrtl~tbl'NJell':lqO 
. •hnllllNrY andhunpr tbere. 

.,, Iron llkf ~ the Tia· 
I 1beramn will be JN11N4 out to 
•JtJoyNa at t11e eater. ee aid 
tlaoae ID tbt '1&11 wlll proYide 
aatemenu oa "'tfh)' we are here" 

; tbat will be prtated and lffell to 
tbe worten ""to let them lmow 
tbat we're baman blmp Jut like 

. ~:;:; Barry GUetma~. tile 
' JDillile offlc1"1 apoteaman, said 

tbe . office bad beard of the Y11U 
tbroulh newapaper . npon.1, but · 
tbat lien would be -normal ball-··- - --- . ------· · · n••• 11 1a1aal" tbrou1hoat tbe , 
thnt days. Be 111d DO probltlDI 
were anticipated for the fllll • 
lcml u 1t II peaceful. 

· -it•• ktncS of what we're here 
for, 10 people are free to·do tbll." 
GUrkmtn uid Twllda)' before the 
YlallbelUL 

Be uld nearly 800 ,-ople are 
employed at the BaWltic llillile 
Office, tncludln, 482 -tar)' pe,:

1
-

IODDel and a0 ~ ms-t D 
whom are en,tneen ·1nvolved .in 
the NIHltCh and development'of 
theMXqdJ&ldletman ~ 

--t:.· o:~~;:, ~ -- tile bead~~-. 
~ ·.ttrt•u••bNft1D 'Ian Bernardino~ 
I ,tnce 1-·IDd that 1t hu beeU-.Jl 
' MW and · Tippecanoe liDce JIRl_ 
· The of flee. II JUSt outside the p1a1 

• ol Norton Air Force BIie. ! ~ : , • 

·. lrownJ 811d many -- Nll-
4ellta are' not evm aware Illa\ 
IDOlt of lbe development of~-k 
Air Force•, Dllclear anm • IHillll· 

,.place la their OWD backyard. .. 'Y!:., • 
r. . ""I tb1Dk wbat we're ctomaj : = to wake people ap. ·A lo& 111, · 

: , peo: e don't realize that a lot of 
• ~ "tbll stuff II done here. I clort 

· . tb1Dk people realize how man, 
millions dollan 10 tbroulh ber9,.-'~ 
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On NoYember 19, 1985, President Reagan and 

General Secmary Gorbachev will meet in Geneva 
i>r their ao.-awmted summit. The most pasing 
is.we on the agenda of the two world leaders will be 
mlucing the risk of nuclear war. All of the world 
will be Wlk:hing i>r MY sign of progies.1 on the most 
important is.we of ow time. 

.. From 'Dinity lo Siar Wan," just one week 
hem this hiseoric meeting, will provide a key 
opportunity i>r confamt-e participants and viewers 
acros., the country lo gain an undenunding of the 
pment situation between the US and USSR, the 
i~ risk of nuclear war, and the issues lhat 
will be under di9cuaion In OeniM. 

Plnelisas appearing on the program will addres.1 
technological balds which undermine Slability 
between the superpowers, factors thal increase the 
chance of nuclear war during M escalating interna­
tional crisis, and measures dlill could be taken lo 
ffduq, the nuclear risk. 

The program will be moderated by Hoddlng 
Carter. Panelists will incble: 

Dr. Paul Bncken, Associate ProfesM>r, Yale 
School of Management, author of Command 
and Control <f Nucltar Forcts 

Ambuudor Jonathan Dean, Head of the 
US Delegation to the NATO-Warsaw Pact mce 
Reduction Negotiations, 1978-1981 

The Honorable Albert Gore, Jr., 
United Slates Senator, lennessee 

Dr. Henry Kendall, Professor of Physics, 
Massachu9Ctts Institute of'lechnology; 
Outirman, Union of Concerned Scientists 

The program will also feature a specially produced 
interview with Robert McNamara, in which the 
i>rmer Secretary of Defense will set forth his views 
on what the .,_, superpowers should do to reduce 
the risk of nuclear .war. 

fi,rmat of the Video Conference 
The program will take place on Nowmber 12, 

1985 from 8 to 10 pm, FSf. It will be televised 
li\le from the studios of WETA In Washington, DC 
ID six conference sites around the country: 
Amherst, MA, Atlanta, Chicago, Dallas, 
Phlladelphl■, and San Francisco. Each of these 
sites will be equipped with luge video projection 
screens and di~ wice connection to the WETA 
studios. During the program, local audiences will 
be able 10 formulate and addaess questions lo the 
paneli~ in Washi.-OO. 

"From llinity 10 Siar Wars" will also be broad­
cast via a variety of cable 1V sysaems. This will 
allow individuals or community groups to view the 
program eYen if they are not able IO attend any of the 
conference sites In the seYen cities aboYe. Informa­
tion on how and where the program can be seen can 
be obtained by calling 1-800-CALL-800 after 
October 15, 1985. Operators will provide informa­
tion on the availability of the program in all puts of 
the country. 

Union of Concerned Scientists' 
Action Network 

This video conference, like its tM> prede­
cessors, is run under the aegis of UCS's Action 
Net\Wl'k. ronned in 1982, the Action Net\Wl'k 
coordinates scientists nationwide in a variety of 
educational and legislati\le activities designed to 
support arms control. 

Registration 
1b register ID attend one of the SC\'en conference 

sites, please fill out the enclosed registration fonn. 
We encourage )QI to register for a specific site as 
soon as possible, as available space at each loca-
tion is limited, and registration will be closed once 
available seating has been taken. There is a $1() 
registration fee. 

By returning the enclosed registration form and 
a check for $10.00, )IOll will recei\le confirmation of 

· )IOllr registration, a ticket for entry to the site of )IOllr 

... 
choice, background information on the video confer-, 
ence, and a copy of the new UCS report: 7lMran/ a 
1ww S«wity: US$01U <f 1M Forty Jwn Siner 1Hnity. 

We mge )W lo infonn )10Uf colleagues of this 
importanl e¥ellt and we hope )IOll will participate. 
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lHANI\ IUU, 
MR. PRESIDENT, 

FOR HOLDING FAST 
ON YOUR HISTORIC 

STRATEGIC DEFENSE 
INITIATIVE, THE HIGH 
ROAD TO PEACE IN 

',THE WORLD! 
• You have started us on a path that will ensure a peaceful and secure 
Free Wodd in the future. and will~ your place in history. 

• You have seized the moral high ground from those who would have 
. our children live perpetually in the dangerous wortd of Mutual As­
sured Destruction, aptly called MAD. 

• You have resiskd the blandishments and threats of the Soviet 
Union who wish us to remain undefended in the face of their l'llmive 
nuclear buildup. 

• You have preserved the opportunity 10 test promising technical op. 
lions for defense against'" nuclear weapons, and with it, at least the pos­
. sibility that you. and not some future president, will make the decision 
10 deploy a space shield. 

• You have presencd for us and the whole world the historic oppor­
tunity to create a non-nuclear protective system that will get us olf the 
nuclear treadmill. · 

: • You have opened the door for lJ\le anns oontrol. a search for Mutu­
: al Auured Security instead of an unending race to maintain equal 
: levels of dcstnlctive nuclear power under Mutual As.wred Destruc-
: '"'" 

;• 1: 

.. 
•' 

We realize, Mr. Pnsdent, that powerful forces · 
remain at work to derail you from this high pur-·· 
pose; some because they are politically and histori-.. 
cally wedded to the old strategy of MAD; some be- : 
cause they fear any course of action that annoys the 
Soviet Union; some because they see the tattered. 
ABM Treaty often violated by the Soviets as a sort 
of "sacred,, document; and SQJlle object simply be­
cause SDI is your initiative, not theirs. 

But rest ~ured, Mr. President, that you have 
the strong support of this bi-pariisan Coalition, for-~ 
mally representing millions of Americans~ in-: 
Connally representinJ the overwhelmiqg majQrity 
of Americans, who 1n poll after poll applaud the 
idea of space-borne defenses against nuclear mis-· 
siles. 

' 

• 
., 
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e You have given new hope to those who had been led to believe that 
: our only options wm accommodation with the Soviets or nuclear· 
apocalypse. 

·• You have unlea,hed a suqe ortechnoqical advance in the U.S • 
and in the rm or the Free World which will not only solve the techni­
. cal piOblems or strakldc def'eme, but will mo open up space to tap its 
unlimited raourees of material and energy and its unique manufac­
-turina mvironment far the'°°" or mankind. 

We urge you, Mr. t'res1e1ent, to stay tne course. 

·•·•You have made it possible that in the year 1992, 500 yean after 
:Columbus opened up the ·1rontiers or the New World, the U.S. and its 
Ftte World allies wiD open up the high frontier of space for our securi­
. ty and our prospe,ity as~ nations. Free entaprise invest­.men, in space systemS demands long term security be provided. and 
SDI is an ementill first lkp in this direction. 

No Soviet propaganda or promise of arms reduc­
tions should persuade us to forego the historic op­
portunity to once again defend ourselves. Nor 
should any scheme, such as prolongation of the 
ABM Treaty designed to deny you the opportu~ty . 
to build our defenses as soon as technology permits,· 
be part of any agreement with Mr. Gorbachev. 

Get our children out from under the nuclear 
Sword of Damocles. Free men for centuries will 
never forget your role in delivering them from the 
nuclear balance of terror. 

I I 
' . 
• ' 

COALITION FOR 1HE SfRA1EGIC DEFENSE INmATIVE I 

• 

upport the Coalfilon 
The bi-partisan Coalition b SDI was formed 

to com. tine the eflor1S o( ... international. nalion-

1

· 
II and ute orpniDtions thll support the dc\-rl­
opment of non-nudear defenses for the US and 
the Free World. . 

The Coalition b SDI addrmes no oihn i.~"·· . 
Althouah ft!fflltly formed, ii consis1s of O\\T IJO 

orpnizations ■nd 70 U.S. Senators and Rl'Jll\'!lil'I► 
tathoes and is powi .. rapidly. 

We uqe you and your orpnization to ~'''"l"" 
part of this vital ■nd hiskJric.dfort. Please hrfp '"' 
eel this peaceful and hopeful ffle9Slle out lo Ill"" 
pie ~ Ute the coupon on this PIil· lo . 
join us. . 

Thlsan1 te,.Wforl,y: 
Mr. & Mrs. &rte M. Crail Jr. Mr. Pliul Mnunl\'iNla· 
Mr. James D'Agoslino Mr. Ednnl i:. N,itill· ; 
Mr. Richard F1irbanb Mr. Bud ~nilh I 

.. 

o.ir... La.Otllnll DlnictO.OnhlM. USAClldt 
f'..o.ir-Sffl. E""111 HollitlDC0.50 

Sn1. ~ W...Clt•W\'t 

~oiNusi ____ -- I--~ 
IYourNamtar ,_, 

I
;:- z._1: 

And nai~ FREE li1eratme 
Mail to: . 

I Coalition for SDI 

L 1010 Vermont Ave., N.W.,#1000 
Washimon, D.C 20005 
.1!!>...1~140 I --
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