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Interview

STEPHEN BRYEN

Stephen Bryen has been Deputy Undersecretary of Defense for
Trade Security Policy for six years. He is also the current
Director of the Defense Technology Security Administration
(DTSA), established in May 1985 to unify the Department of
Defense’s technology security efforts under one chain of com-
mand.

Multinational Monitor. What is your position on sanc-
tions against Toshiba?

Stephen Bryem: The legislation on the
tableat themo- . atisthe Garnamend-
ment which would cut off imports from
the Toshiba Corporation and
Kongsberg-Vaapenfabrikk in Norway.
Our position is the same as the
administration’s position. That is, we
don’t support thelegislation. Thereare
a lot of reasons why not, but the major
one at the moment, at least in my mind,
is that the legislation would be passed
after the commission of the “crime.”
Thatkind of ex post facte law is not really
the way we do things. It fails the test of
due process in my view. So, I don’t like
it from that perspective. That doesn't L
mea:. that 1 think that companies ought

to get off scot free. 1 just don't think the Stéphen Bryen
vehicle which the Garn Amendment

proposes is the right way to goabout it. Theimpact of the
transfer, collectively speaking, was a great one because it
did explicit harm to our submarine detection capabilities
which are vital to national security.

Monitor: Did the fact that so many major U.S. corpora-
tions, including some large defense contractors, rely on
trade with Toshiba, influence the administration’s po-
sition on sanctions?

Bryen: No, | never heard this mentioned in any internal
discussions of the reasons for taking a position against the
sanctions. 1 do know that these companies have been
lobbying very hard in Congress to prevent the bill from
passing.

Monitor: Generally, in East-West trade, do you think
that the costs to national security outweigh the commer-
cial benefits?

Bryen: | think with controlled goods, there is not much
doubt about it. First of all, the impact on the Defense
budget, and therefore the taxpayer, is huge compared to
whatever benefits go to the various companies engaged
in such trade. The defense budget, on the other hand, is
very largeand gets larger, mainly becausea lot of technol-
ogy has gotten to the Soviets from the West.

Monitor: The National Academy of Sciences' report
concludes that the current system of export controls in
the U.S. is detrimental to the nation’s economy and in-
effective in actually blocking critical technology trans-
fer to the Soviet Union. It is particularly critical of the
Defense Department’s role in policy administration.
How do you view the report and its conclusions?

Bryen: 1try to put it out of my mind. I think it is a sloppy
report. The only reason the program works at all is be-
cause of DoD involvement. Without it the program
would collapse. The program has survived solely be-
cause since 1981 the Defense Department has gotten
COCOM slightly back ontrack. The National Academy of
Sciences is just jealous of the success that the Defense
Department has had. They are anti-defense by nature.

Monitor: There were former Defense Department, Na-
tional Security Agency and CIA officials on the panel
that produced the report, but you think the panel is anti-
defense by nature?

Bryen: Yes, but like other NAS reports, it was just written
by the staff. The former security agency people were not
on the board, they were just observers.

Monitor: What is your view of the Commerce
Department’s management of export controls?

Bryen: There is a difference between leadership and
management. The Commerce Department has no lever-
age with our trading partners in terms of national secu-
rity. Consequently, when they say something in the
Commerce Department about national security, no one
pays any attention to it. So it's not just a question of
management, it’s a question of leadership. That leader-
ship has to come from the most concerned party, whichis
the Defense Department.

Monitor: OneoftheNAS report’s main conclusions was
that the extraterritoriality of U.S. export controls unnec-
essarily increases the costs of controls to the economy
and also threatens allied unity by compromising the
allies’ national sovereignty. How do you respond to this
assertion?

Bryen: That argument is a canard. Basically, the allies
don’t like extra-territoriality because it makes them obey
the rules. The real leverage we have over the allies is on
the licensing of technology of commercial interest, which
they don’t want to see inhibited. Consequently, in order
to get their hands on that technology, they would have to
play ball to a certain extent. You take away any tangible
leverage and you take away the program. I don’t think
that zeroing in on extraterritoriality is really the problem.
It doesn’t have very much to do with the export controls,
in my view. The National Academy of Sciences is trying
to weaken the export control program, and that is one of
the ways to weaken it. They want to weaken it so Ameri-
can companies can dump more goods to questionable
Third World countries. | think that is the name of the
game. What they really are unhappy about is that the
Defense Department is able to stop sales to Iran and other
places which U.S. companies, or at least some U.S.compa-
nies, want to sell to.

Monitor:Do you think the U.S. companies lobbying for
fewer restrictions on trade with the East are indifferent
to national security interests?

Bryen: Companies are not set up to recognize national
security interests. In fairness to companies, they areset up
to make a profit. They’re competing against others who
do sell to some of these questionable countries. They are
looking to be able to sell equally. Consequently, they
don’t like anything that interferes with that. The Defense

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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Department doesn't like sales to Iran and Libya and
places like that. So what they are trying to do is get the
Defense Departmentout of the process of reviewing those
kinds of cases. That is what this whole discussion is really
about. The way they are trying to do it is to get the
Nationa] Academyand others to express views for lessen-
ing the role of the Defense Department as much as pos-
sible, so they will be able to export to these places. Some
of them want to export to theSoviet Union and the Eastern
bloc, but] think that they are in the minority. By and large
they are aiming themselves at what I call a gray area
market in the Third World.

Monitor In 1985 there occurred some reshuffling on the
White House staff responsible for East-West trade pol-
icy. While the older advisory group, the SeniorInterde-
partmental Group for International Economic Policy
(SIG-IEP), included DoD, the NSC and the CIA as full
members, the new advisory group, the Economic Policy
Council (EPQ), is run by the Commerce and Treasury
departments. How did this change affect policy formu-
lation?

Bryen: That doesn't affect export controls. That oversight

group is not the group that looks at export controls; they
look at other trade issues. I don't think the change has
affected trade very much. First of all, while the Defense
Department is not an official member of that [newer]
organization, it has attended all the meetings and played
in the process. Any really important issue there is taken
out of that group and brought up to the President, if
necessary. [ don't think the reorganization has mattered
very much.

Monitor. What is your attitude toward the ongoing
Soviet economic and political reforms? Should we sup-
port these recent efforts as being in the interests of the
United States?

Bryen: I think they are in the interests of the Soviet Union.
They have nothing to do with the United States. The
internal affairs of the Soviet Union are not a part of our
relationship with them. As far as the economic structure
is concerned, that is their business. [ don’t know why we
should encourage the reforms, because to the extent they
are successful they make the Soviet Union stronger, |
don’t see where that helps us out.

Monitor: Do you support the legislation introduced by
Reps. Jack Kemp, R-N.Y. and Toby Roth, R-Wisc, to
push fora multilateralinitiativerestricting untied loans
to the Soviet Union and the East blo¢?

Bryen: We are against untied loans to the Soviet bloc. In
principle, we support the Kemp-Roth bill.

Monitor: Do you support C. William Verity’s appoint-
ment to replace Malcolm Baldrige as Secretary of Com-
merce? Do you think his past activities in promoting
U.S.-Soviet trade mean he will seek an expansion of
such trade above current levels?

Bryen: He says that he will not promote the expansion of
strategic trade, that he will do his best to prevent it. We
have to take him at his word.

Monitor Is Mr. Verity’s definition of strategic trade dif-
ferent from yours?

Bryen: 1 don't know. That remains to be seen.

Monitor: Will a Washington summit and the signing of

an intermediate nuclear force (INF) agreement affect
U.S.-Soviet trade?

Bryen: | dont think it will. It'll affect the arms control
process. Obviously, it will improve relations between the
two countries, but 1 think by itself it will not be enough to
buy anything for the Russians as farastrade is concemed.
I don‘t see where the Russians are making any giant
concessions.

Monitor: 1s there room for liberalization of U.S. export
control policy based on the foreign availability of cer-
tain technology and equipment subject to U.S. controls?

Bryen: There is always room, but I think the foreign
availability argument is a fraud. It has been mishandled
badly by the people in the Commerce Department with
responsibility for determining foreign availability. It is
being used as a way of trying to decontrol some of the
most sensitive equipment. It is sending the wrong signals
to our allies. It's been handled in a dishonest way, in my
view. That's not the way to decontrol items. There are
ways to streamline and improve the COCOM list so we
make sure we don’t deliver anything to the Russians
which will enhance their military ability.

Monitor. What examples are there of technology being
decontrolled on the basis of foreign availability, which
you think are not justifiable?

Bryen: The Commerce Department has several projects
underway to decontrol semiconductor manufacturing
equipment, supercomputers and hydroacoustic equip-
ment for submarine detection, to name justa few. [ think
this is outrageous.

Monitor What do you think of Rep. Bonker’s recom-
mendations for export control reform?

Bryen: Anything that Bonker is for, | am usually against.
I'm right s0 he must be wrong. I don’t know why he is
running for the Senate, because if his views on the subject
are going to become more of a topic in Washington state,
1 don‘t think people are going to like him very much.

Monitor: At one time American companies enjoyed a
substantial share of the Soviet market for oil and gas
technology and equipment. Unilateral U.S. sanctions
ontheseiterns caused a drop inthe U.S,suppliers’ share
of the market. Given that the administration has made
astrong effort torestrict Soviet development of theiroil
and gas sector, why were these controls lifted in Janu-
ary?

Bryen: Well, first of all 1 don't think it is true that the
controls did cause substantial harm to American suppli-
ers. The gas pipeline controlsonly dealt with compressors
made by European licensees of General Electric. The
compressors were shipped by the Europeans, so we
didn‘t lose any business anyhow. The licenses to the
Soviets for oil and gas equipment from 1984 to 1986
constituted well over half of the validated licenses. In
1985 they constituted 85 percent of all validated licenses
to the Soviet Union. They were getting a huge number of
licenses approved. The number one high-tech export was
oil and gas equipment. About all the sanctions did in the
end was to allow the Commerce and Defense depart-
ments to look at the licenses, but they were still being
approved. After the sanctions were dropped in 1987, the
only difference was that we didn’t look at the licenses
anymore. As for why the sanctions were lifted, it was felt
that they were no longer useful. They wereimposed after
theimposition of martial law in Poland, and were used to
try and get concessions in human rights policy from the
Soviets. The State Department felt it was time to remove
the restrictions, but we didn’t agree. We tried to keep
them in place, but we lost that battle. Q
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EXPORT CONTROL
POLICY

by Steve Hirsch

THE EVENTS OF the next few months could make
1987 a pivotal year for U.S. export control policies. The
Reagan administration, which came into power deter-
mined to toughen restrictions on the transfer of technol-
ogy abroad seemed, as the year unfolded, to be moderat-
ing its policies.

Advocates of moderating U.S. policy do not see their
ideas as taking a soft line on strategic trade, but as taking
a more realistic one, aimed at protecting key technologies
from Soviet acquisition while loosening up what they see
as the more unreasonable, draconian portions of the
system. In March testimony before the House Sub-
committee on International Economic Policy and Trade,
Under Secretary of Commerce for Trade Administration
Paul Freedenberg supported the moderate position as-
sumed by former Commerce Secretary Malcolm Baldrige
and other top officials of the Commerce Department. He
stated,

U.S. national security requires that, American
companies must be healthy...We must not,
therefore, continue to bite the hand that feeds
us...We must stop subjecting to over-control the
very same private sector companies upon which
we rely to keep us technologically superior to
our adversaries.We must limit the role of gov-
ernment to doing only what is truly necessary to
protect national security. And then, at that
point, government should get out of the way,
and Jet American business go about its business
of selling quality products at competitive prices.

Hardliners are moreconcerned with the shift. They see
the year’s changes as dangerous steps which could allow
the Soviets too much access to militarily useful U.S.
technologies. Richard Perle, former Assistant Secretary of

Steve Hirsch is a Washington, D.C. based writer specializing
in international trade issues.

Defense for International Security Policy, views Congres-
sionaland Commerce Department efforts to “weaken ex-
port controls” as “lumbering forward behind the banner
of ‘competitiveness,’ this year’s slogan masquerading asa
policy.” He expressed deep concern that “six years of
hard work are threatened by commercial greed, an indif-
ferent Congress and an administrationall tooreadytoac-
quiesce to pressures it once resisted with courage and
determination.”

Thetwo key events which have shaped thedirection of
export control policy this year, and continue to do so are
a National Academy of Sciences (NAS) report on controls
policy and the disclosure of the Toshiba-Kongsberg di-
version of high technology to the Soviets.

The former has had an enormous effect in galvanizing
the reformers; the latter has taken the wind out of their
sails and could reverse the flow of policymaking back
toward a more hardline direction, in the context of this
year's congressional consideration of omnibus trade leg-
islation, consideration next year of export controls legis-
lation and administration policy actions in the future.

Thereare two major fallacies about what causes export
control policies to change. The first is that “perestroika,”
the system of reforms instituted by Soviet leader Mikhael
Gorbachev, is a major factor in U.S. controls policies.
Although the ultimate target of East-West export controls
is Moscow, and although his defenders claim Gorbachev
is throwing off the chains of what the Soviets call the “age
of stagnation,” Soviet reforms, be they real or false, have
yet to have any impact on U.S. efforts to keep its key
technologies out of Soviet hands.

The second fallacy is that the debate on export control
policy is a dispute between conservatives and liberals.
U.S. strategictrade policy is aimed at restricting the East’s
access totechnologies which, although primarily civilian,
have important military uses. Such technologies are re-
ferred to as having a “dual use.” Most export control
controversies revolve around whether orto whatextenta

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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French Deny Le Monde's New Charges
Of Arms Trade With Iran Under Chirac

PARIS, Dec. 22 (Reuters) — The French
government has denied allegations in a
French newspaper that secret arms
sales to Iran have continued throughout
Prime Minister Jaoques Chirac’s 21
months in office.

. The prestigious .French daily Le
Monde said an investigation in Portugal
by its reporters indicated that supplies
of weapons and explosives destined for
that country in 1986 and 1987 were
channeled instead to Tehran despite
government pledges to the contrary.

Two French companies already ac-
cused of arms trafficking, Luchaire SA
and the state-owned National Powder
and Explosives Company (SNPE), sup-
plied Iran by using false end-user
certificates giving Portugal as the des-
tination, the newspaper said.

But a Defense Ministry spokesman,
speaking on behalf of the Budget
Ministry, said: “The material mentioned
was never shipped. Therefore, it could
not have been re-routed.” The Budget
Ministry is in charge of customs, which
gives clearance for arms export.

Government sources said top-level’
officials were summoned to Chirac’s
office immediately after the allegations
were published to draft a response.
Senior members of Chirac’s Cabinet,
answering previous allegations that
France was trading arms for hostages,

have repeatedly denied that arms were
sold to Iran.

The newspaper's allegations follow
weeks of damaging political scandal for
France’s opposition Socialists, accused
of dabbling in arms sales to Iran while
in power from early 1981 until the
conservative’s electoral victory in
March 1986.

Socialist Aide Accused

Jean-Francois Dubos, a senior adviser
to former Socialist Defense Minister
Charles Hermu, was charged Monday
with fraud, corruption, abuse of influ-
ence and infringement of regulations
governing arms sales.

Charges against’ him and two
Luchaire executives were ' made in
connection with the sale of almost half
a million artillery shells to Iran between
1983 and 1985 in defiance of France's
self-imposed embargo on arms sales to
the Islamic Republic.

Describing the newspaper allegations
as “disinformation,” government
sources noted they were made a day
after the charges were laid against
Dubos, implying the newspaper was
trying to smear the conservative co-
alition government before next year's
presidential election campaign.

Le Monde said its investigators,

quoting official and company sources,
had traced three new cases of apparent
illegal sales to Tehran, According to the
newspaper: .

® A Luchaire official last summer
struck a deal in Lisbon with a
PO{'rugu&e firm. to deliver 150,000
artillery shells to Iran by May next
year,

® Twice this year, Le Monde also
alleged, the French government’s arms

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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gressS tha Soviet military
buildup would not be affected by Mr.
Gorbachev’s economic reforms.

That brought a retort from the So-
viet leader.

In a speech in Murmansk Oct. 2,
Mr. Gorbachev said that “militarist
and anti-Soviet forces” have an “ar-
tificially created image of an enemy.”

The head of the committee,
Democratic Sen. William Proxmire
of Wisconsin, later wrote to Mr. Gor-
bachey, saying: “The question in ev-
eryone’s mind is whether the pur-
pose of the reforms is to provide a
stronger foundation for a new mili-
tary buildup.” )

If the Soviets succeed in their
goals, Mr. Wigg told the committee,
they could enter world markets asan
exporter of manufactured goods,
which would affect Western market
shares and prices. Easing up on
tough internal resource allocations
woulq permit higher levels of
spending on the “Soviet military, cli-
ent states, and global adventurism,
he said.

By Caryle Murphy

Washagion Post Seaff Writer

U.S. Customs officials are seek-
ing to impose a civil penalty of al-
most $4 million on Alexandria arms
dealer Samuel Cummings, following
an investigation into the marketing
here of a popular European hand-
gun by his firm, Interarms, accord-
ing to Cummings and his attorney,
Cummings, a former Central In-
telligence Agency employe who
calls himself the “leading [arms)
trader in the world,” said he re-
ceived a letter earlier this month
saying Customs officials had
“reached the conclusion we should
pay approximately $4 million® be-
cause they believe Interarms mis-
labeled the origin of imported Wal-
ther pistols.

WASHINGTON POST (FINAL EDITION)

Alexandria Arms Dealer Faces $4 Million Fine
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. The letter also said Cummings
could meet with Customs officials to
discuss the matter before the end of
January, he said.

Cummings, who said he has been
importing the famous Walther pis-
tols for almost 30 years, denied he
has misrepresented the origin of
the .
The ones he imports are stamped
“made in Germany.” They were as-
sembled in France, then sent to
West Germany for safety testing
before shipment to the United
States.

U.S. laws require imported goods
he labeled with the ountry of or-
igin,

“Even if [Customs) claim{s} $1,
we will categorically disagree,”
Cummings said, adding that “if [
marked [the guns] ‘made in
France,’ [ would be in violation of

DECEMBER 1987

German laws.”

Steuart L. Pittman, Cummings
attorney, said $4 million represents
the value of weapons that Customs
has prevented Interarms from im-
porting because of the dispute. This
amount represents “the outside
penalty” if Customs ultimatly finds
there was an attempt to “mislead
people on the origin of the weap-
ons,” Pittman said.

Pittman said no date has been set
for meeting Customs officials in
what he characterized as “an admin-
istrative step” and “the beginning of
a process” typical in disputes be-
tween importers and Customs.

He said an alternate option avail-
able to Interarms, the exclusive
Walther agent in the United States,
would be to challenge the Customs
findings in federal court.

Pg. 8

Customs officials declined to
comment yesterday on the dispute
with Cummings, saying only that
their investigation was not yet con-
cluded. “One can always appeal any-
thing like that,” one spokesman said
of civil penalties. “These things are
always negotiable.”

The Walther is prized by gun col-
lectors for its history. Adolf Hitler
committed suicide with a Walther,
and it was the weapon of choice for
fictional secret agent James Bond.

In post-World War II, when West
Germany was proscribed from man-
ufacturing arms, the Walther firm
arranged for the guns to be made
under license by a French company.
This relationship has persisted.

A German-made post-World War
Il Walther pistol costs from $700 to
$1,200, while a comparable French-
made gun would cost from $400 to
$700, according to one local arms
dealer,

J
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EMIGRATION:
POST-SUMMIT

"TURN OF THE
SCREW"
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MOSCOW -- Prominent refuseniks, including YULI KOSHAROVSKY,
NATASHA KHASINA, IGOR USPENSKY (see NEWSBREAK, January 8
for all three), and ANATOLI GINIS (see NEWSBREAK, December 21),
have written to governmental leaders in the West. to express their concern
that human rights "may have been bargained away for the major issues
of disarmament and East-West trade," in the wake of the U.S.-USSR
summit.

Based on reports from refusenik-activists in several cities,
Kosharovsky believes that "authorities have deliberately decided to
turn the screw," in their new insistence on adhering to the strictest
interpretation of the 1987 emigration decree's clause on first-degree-
relative status.

Earlier this month, Leningrad OVIR stopped accepting applications
from those without first-degree relatives in lsrael, and is now telling
previous applicants that their old documents will no longer be processed.

On January 5, in Moscow, in the wake of Leningrad OVIR's new
stance, VYACHESLAV ("Slava") USPENSKY (see NEWSBREAK, January
8), was refused permission on the first-degree-relative issue, leading
to speculation by Soviet Jewry activists that Moscow OVIR might also
be hardening its position.

Since then, refuseniks have confirmed that a special order has
been issued to Moscow OVIR officials, instructing them to adhere to
the emigration decree's strict interpretation. The refuseniks also report
a marked change in attitude by the officials toward applicants: Where
recently the officials were civil and even helpful, one refusenik observed,
they are now impolite and even rude. Similar behavior has been confirmed
elsewhere, including Rostov and Kiev.

In response to OVIR's new stance, more than 150 Moscow and
Leningrad refuseniks delivered a petition of grievances to the Communist
Party's Central Committee on January 20, focusing on the failure of
the special Commission to review "secrecy"” refusals; the insistence
on financial waivers; and the reinstitution of the first-degree-relative
requirement,

The petitioners selected a five member delegation, including
VIKTORIA GORELINKA KHASIN, ALEXANDER FELDMAN, GENNADY
REZNIKOV (see NEWSBREAK, January 8 for all three) and TATIANA
ROZENBLIT, from Moscow, and YOSIF LATINSKY, from Leningrad,
to meet with deputy head of OVIR Udavichenko.

The group reported that the OVIR official was "conciliatory
and appeared sympathetic,” urging the refuseniks to cease their public
demonstrations and letter-writing while their complaints are being
looked into.

Commenting later on the meeting, Viktoria Khasin stated: "On
the one hand we are being told that an attempt is being made to sort
out the problems; on the other, we are warned to remain silent. We
pray that they (OVIR) will keep their promise and improve our situation
within the next few weeks."

National Office: 10 E. 40 St., Suite 907, New York,N. Y. 10016 (212) 679-6122 Washington Office: 2027 Massachusetts Ave., N-W, Washington, D.C. 20036 (202) 265-8114
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"UNTHINKABLE"
OUTSIDE USSR

ABRAMOVICH
FAMILY VISAS:
CATCH 22

sk

-2-

MOSCOW -- Twenty-nine refuseniks, including participants from Kishinev,
Dushanbe, Odessa and Dnieprodzherzhinsk, who had been led to believe

that OVIR would overlook the parental waiver requirement in their
cases, but were later told they might have to wait up to six months

for word on their permission to emigrate, held a protest demonstration
outside the Moscow OVIR on the morning of January 15.

The event was witnessed by Western media, who interviewed
and photographed the protestors; and by the KGB, who did not interfere.
Among the demonstrators were SERGEI MKRCHYTYAN (see NEWS-
BREAK, January 8), who was originally told he had permission, but
in fact, has been denied a visa; NATALIA SAMAROVICH, YURI
SEMENOVSKY (see NEWSBREAK, November 25 for both), VLADIMIR
MESHKOV (see NEWSBREAK, December 21) and SEMON MLECHIN.

Semenovksy was the focus of another demonstration, outside
his former wife's work place, where he was protesting her refusal to
grant him a waiver.

Several other refuseniks joined the demonstration, which ended
after only eight minutes when police intervened, rounded up the
demonstrators, and took them to the nearest militia station, where
Semenovksy and BORIS ODESSKY were fined (ten and thirty rubles,
respectively). The demonstrators were released after three hours'
detention, and Mkrchytyan was forced before a Kangaroo Court at his
work place, and was then fired from his job.

MOSCOW -- Among the prominent activist-refuseniks denied permisslon
to emigrate on the waiver issue is VLADIMIR DASHEVSKY (see NEWS-
BREAK, January 8), who was reported to have been granted permission,
but in fact, has been refused because his wife's parents will not sign
the required document.

In a letter published in the Philadelphia Jewish Exponent on
January 15, Dashevsky, an eleven-year refusenik and religion teacher,
characterized OVIR's waiver requirement as "Unthinkable in any country
other than Russia. . .Here I am, fifty years old. . .and to leave the country
I have to ask for permission from my Communist parents-in-law."

Seeking support in the West in his struggle to emigrate to Israel
with his wife, and other family members, Dashevsky wrote: "I dread
the day when my little children who are religious will have to go to
Soviet schools and be harassed by their teachers and classmates. Please
help us leave the country before this time comes."

MOSCOW -- The family of sixteen-year refusenik PAVEL ABRAMOVICH
(see NEWSBREAK, December 21) now find themselves in a Catch 22
situation concerning their permission to emigrate.

On December 4, on the eve of the U.S.-USSR summit meeting
in Washington, Pavel and his wife, MARTA, were granted permission
to emigrate and to be reunited with their son, Felix, in Israel.

Earlier this month, on going to OVIR for confirmation of the
exit visas granted to Marta, himself and his mother, he was told that
no visas have been granted because his mother's documents are "missing."
This surprises Pavel, as his mother's documents have always been sub-
mitted with those of the rest of the family, as they were on December
10 of last year.

Complicating matters further, Pavel's brother, Grigory, a refusenik
for six years, was recently curtly told by OVIR that his old invitation
from Israel is no longer valid, and he will have to reapply, with an
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invitation from Pavel, who has now been told he does not have an exit
visa.

In protest against this bureaucratic double-talk and the family's
Catch 22 situation, Pavel held a demonstration on January 20, and plans
another protest on the 29th.

BAKU -- In a potentially tragic echo of the MIKHAIL SHIRMAN case,
another leukemia victim, MIKHAIL BUCHMAN, who is in critical need
of a lifesaving bone marrow transplant from his sister, Frada, who now
lives in Israel, seeks permission to go there immediateiy.

From lIsrael, Frada has appealed to the International Red Cross
and the Soviet Red Cross: "I beseech you to heip my brother come
to Israel immediately, so that he does not die."

MOSCOW -- 1ZOLDA TUFELD (see NEWSBREAK, January 8) did not
celebrate on January 13, her birthday; nor will her husband, VLADIMIR,
have much cause to do so on his birthday, February 14.

The Tufelds are forced by Soviet intransigence to endure the
first separation of their thirty-five year marriage: Izolda is in the United
States on a three month visa for medical treatment, and on January
12, she underwent brain-tumor surgery at Johns Hopkins Medical Center,
in Baltimore; Vladimir was refused permission to accompany her, and
he awaits news of her condition, alone in their Moscow apartment.

MIRON FAINERMAN and family (Erevan) will reapply for permission
to emigrate as soon as they receive their new visov, which has been
sent from Jerusalem by Miron's brother, losif. ...GALINA GENIN
(Leningrad) (see NEWSBREAK, January 8) has found support from nine
local families in her struggle to take her autistic son abroad for treat-
ment. ...YAKOV KATZ (Dushanbe) (see NEWSBREAK, January 8) was
recently forced to attend a meeting at his work place, where he was
criticized for his "personality and behavior,” among the latter, having
spoken to Israelis at the Moscow Book Fair; the teaching of Hebrew;
and being friendly with losif Begun. ...NATALIA KHASINA (Moscow)
was again refused permission to emigrate by OVIR head Rudolf Kuznetsov,
on January 12. She reported that when she requested that her family
be allowed to leave without her, Kuznetsov, "who was rude and offensive,”
told her that it is not OVIR's policy to separate families. ...Also denied
permission again, on lack of first-degree-relative status (all Leningrad),
were VLADIMIR KORENMAN, MIKHAIL OZEROV, MAKSIM RAIKIN,
LEONID RUBINSON, NATAN RODZIN, who last week completed a
week-long hunger strike and was told on January 20 that he can no longer
reapply, as he has no close relatives in Israel; and NATALIA SAFIULINA.
..JLYA REZNIKOV (Moscow), refused on "secrecy" grounds since 1979,
was also denied permission. ...ARNOLD SHPEIZMAN (Leningrad) (see
NEWSBREAK, December 21), who was again refused permission on
November 17, while his wife and son were given visas, has informed
authorities that he will renounce his Soviet citizenship in protest at
the "cruelty and arbitrariness” of the authorities. ...YEFIM SOLODUKHA
(Leningrad), a "secrecy" refusenik, has been told that his classification
will last until 1995, ...SHIMON TSIRELSON, 74, and his wife, ESTHER
(Leningrad), both retired engineers and now in their tenth year as
refuseniks, were told in late December that they have again been refused
permission to emigrate, on "State Security”" grounds. Their sons, BORIS
and MIKHAIL, who applied independently, were told they must obtain
"close kinship" invitations. ...The departure form the Soviet Union
of ARTHUR URITSKY (Riga), who has permission to emigrate, may
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be delayed because his wife's parents refuse to sign the necessary
financial waiver.

PERMISSION: Abovian (Armenia): EFIM BORTNIKER and his
mother, ENA VAISMAN; Kiev: YAKOV FUCHSMAN; Leningrad: LEV
FURMAN and family; INNA ROZHANSKAYA LOBOVIKOV, and family;
Moscow: VIKTOR ELISTRATOV, Professor NAUM MEIMAN, BORIS
NADGORNY (his parents are still refused) and MARK SHAPIRO.,

ARRIVED IN ISRAEL: Erevan: VILI and EVGENIA PALANKER
(c/o their son, Daniel, Kollel Shamir, 6 Rehov David Yellin, Jerusalem);
Moscow: IOSIF, INNA and BORIS BEGUN (Kibbutz Maagan Michael,
and then at Maon Olim, Beit Milman, 30 Tagor, Ramat Aviv, near Haifa)
and ANDREI LIFSHITZ (Merkaz Klitah, Mevasseret Zion A, Apt. 126);
Tbilisi: MENASHE SEPIASHVILI, his wife, LALI and son, ZAZA.

KIEV -- PAVEL YUROVSKY is teaching Hebrew to ten young students
in his apartment.

LENINGRAD -- Authorities are still dragging their feet concerning
allocation of quarters to young Jews seeking to establish a music club.
Told in December that they would be given space in the Kalinin District
Culture Center, they now report that the authorities are being evasive.

MOSCOW -- Activist-refusenik ALEXANDER FELDMAN held
a program of Israeli music in his apartment on January 10. The event
was attended by twenty-five young Jews, refuseniks and non-refuseniks.

Forty unofficial Hebrew teachers from throughout the USSR
met in the capital recently to discuss Hebrew teaching methods. Similar
meetings are taking place elsewhere,

RIGA -- More than forty Jews attended a seminar on Josephus's
account of the historical battle of Yodfat, held in a private home on
January 3.

MOSCOW -- The twenty refuseniks who appealed to the Moscow City
Court concerning their individual suits against OVIR for violating their
civil rights have had their appeal rejected, as expected, on the grounds
that the court is not competent to hear individual actions against the
visa office.

Although they have now exhausted their rights of appeal! within
the Soviet legal system, the complainants, including VLADIMIR KISLIK
(see NEWSBREAK, January 8), have joined forces with the Moscow
Seminar for Legal Aspects of Refusal, and intend to pursue the matter
by presenting a letter to the Ministry of the Interior, proposing that
an "open" court be convened to hear their cases. They have also appealed
for assistance to lawyers in the West, suggesting that individual lawyers
adopt refusenik families, and pressure Soviet legal authorities on their
behalf.

Meanwhile, VLADIMIR and LUBA MESHKOV (see NEWSBREAK,

December 21), DMITRY GOLOVATY (see NEWSBREAK, January 8),
YURI SEMENOVSKY and others who decried Sovietskaya Rossiya's

November 27, 1987 article charging that would-be emigrants seeking
to leave without obtaining parental waivers were "heartless abandoners
of poor relations" (sce NEWSBREAK, January 8), had their complaint
aired, in a preliminary hearing, on January 20 at the Magistrates Court.

Although no representative from Sovietskaya Rossiya appeared,
and another session had to be scheduled for February 9, the complainants
were pleased that they were able to state their cases publicly.
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MR. FITZWATER: The President's schedule this morning is
9:00 a.m., staff time; 9:30 a.m., national security briefing. He has
a meeting with Secretary Carlucci this afternoon.

Q On what?

MR. FITZWATER: His regular meeting.

Q It's the Weinberger meeting?

MR. FITZWATER: It's the Carlucci meeting.

Q How quickly they forget.

MR. FITZWATER: How quickly they forget.

On the budget, we don't have much to report. We received
the continuing resolution last night at 4:00 a.m. in the morning. It
came in a big box about a foot and a half high. And we received the
reconciliation bill about an hour and a half ago.

Q Burying it six feet deep?

MR. FITZWATER: And it's even thicker. So we're
reviewing those at the moment at the Office of Management and Budget.
The President expects to have a decision on the two bills later this
afternoon.

Q Coverage?

MR. FITZWATER: I don't have an exact time or many
details of what will happen. I do expect some kind of ceremony later

in the day on the signing of those bills, but I just don't have any
details at the moment.

Q How much later?

MR. FITZWATER: My guess that the time slot is anytime
between 2:00 p.m. and 4:00 p.m. So we'll put a lunch 1lid on here
until 2:00 p.m. and we'll be back by then.

Q So he will sign it then, if you're arranging between
2:00 p.m. and 4:00 p.m.?

MR. FITZWATER: Well, unless he vetoes it.
Q In your wildest dreams he will not veto it, will he?

Q From what you know, what's -- the intitial reaction
one of satisfaction? What ~--
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MR. FITZWATER: Well, you know, we have said that the
fairness doctrine was one of the issues, and that's not in the bill.
We had talked about Contra aid and that provision appears close. We
required that the budget summit agreement needed to be in the bill,
and that appears to be in the bill as well.

Nevertheless, there are any number of items that have to
be looked at in terms of the spending reductions. There's a lot of
the language in the reconciliation bill we want to examine. So we
just can't give you a final decision.

Q There are also a number of so-called Christmas tree
items -- special provisions for everything from accoutants to reduced
fairs from Wichita to Dallas -- air fares. What's the White House

view of attaching that sort of provision to this bill?

MR. FITZWATER: Well, that's always been the basis for
the President's argument for a line-item veto ~- that those are the
-- those kinds of things =-- kinds of add-ons are the perfect example
of how a line~item veto could prevent all of this last-minute
foolishness by allowing the President to cut out the unnecessary
things and hopefully get a bill much quicker.

Q Would you expect that if he were to sign this, that
congressional leaders would be invited down and you'd do a real
ceremony?

MR. FITZWATER: I would assume that, yes, I would. Those
who are still in town, anyway.

Q What's the reason -- since the first deadline passed
on Saturday, midnight -- for keeping most of the government open?
And what I have in mind are all the monuments, museums -~ the offices
that kept going in expectation of a signature, when if fact, closing
the government's the hammer that -- or the lever that you get -- that
you have for getting your way. Why is the administration violating
the law and spending money without authorization?

MR. FITZWATER: Well, the purpose, of course, is to keep
the government open. I mean that's what we all want to do -- the
Congress and the administration.

Q Is it legal?

MR. FITZWATER: And whenever you have a situation where
there's an indication that the bill is going to be signed or there is
some degree of certaintly that you'll be able to resolve the problen,
that's always the preferred course of action.

Q Did you see the -~

Q Well, is that legal to do? I mean, what's that
based on -- this expectation?

MR. FITZWATER: That's legal, yes. There is a provision
in the law that allows for repayment during those periods. I don't
know exactly where it is, but I do know it's there.

Q Is the President -- is the White House holding out
on a lot of computer notes a la the McFarlane thing and so forth?
Are you still reviewing them in terms of the congressional
investigating committee?

MR. FITZWATER: I don't think so. I think there was this
hex dump of computer prof notes that were turned over to the
committee not too long ago. Most of it was gibberish, but there had
been some -~

Q Written about McFarlane, right? (Laughter.)
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Q Bud McFarlane, huh?

MR. FITZWATER: == there had been some of it that has
popped -- cropped up and I see Lee Hamilton's got another one this
morning. So it must be parts of that piece. Well, we've cooperated
and given them everything they want.

Q Oh, so, you're not still reviewing for
classification and so forth?

MR. FITZWATER: Well, there may be classification review
going on because of the volume. But in terms of access and ability
to get it at some point -- they've got all that. I don't know about
the exact status of the declassification. There is a committee that
continues its work and that might be still going on.

Q I'd like to ask you one other question.
Q What do you mean by "hex dump"?
MR. FITZWATER: Yes, Helen, go ahead.

Q Why has the President been so vocal on the question
of Soviet Jews and so mute on the question of the repression of
Palestinians? Is he afraid of Israel?

= MR. FITZWATER: We view the continuing violence in the
occupied territories with serious concern. It is time for both sides
to step back from confrontation before there are more tragic
casualties.

Q Will you slow down, please?
Q It's time --

MR. FITZWATER: It is time for both sides to step back
from confrontation before there are more tragic casualties. Both
sides share a responsibility for this violence. Demonstrations and
riots on one side and harsh security measures and the excessive use
of live ammunition on the other =--

Q Would you --

Q Could you =--

Q Yes, "Both sides share a responsibility --"

Q Yes, o back to the beginning of, "Both sides -- "

MR. FITZWATER: "Both sides share a responsibility for
this violence. Demonstrations and riots on one side and harsh
security measures and the excessive use of live ammunition on the
other cannot substitute for a genuine dialogue. The continuing
occupation is exacting a toll on the 1.5 million Palestinians in the
territories, and on Israel as well. The effects of occupation are
not felt in the territories alone. They also damage the self-respect
and world opinion of the Israeli pecple. Beyond the impact --

Q Just a minute.

MR. FITZWATER: -- beyond the impact on individual
Palestinians and Israelis, the continuing violence undermines
prospects for serious attempts at economic progress in the
territories, and the broader peace process.

Q What is the President doing personally? Excuse me.

Q Well, nicely put. Has the President -- what is the
President's role in all of this? Has he personally communicated his
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concern to the Israeli leaders?

MR. FITZWATER: The President, of course, has monitored
the situation very carefully, he has discussed it with his national
security advisor, and has been involved in the communications that
have been made with Israel and with some of the Arab nations. We
have stressed that we would like to see an end to the violence. We
have asked for restraint in the use of live ammunition, and have made
our views known in public as well as diplomatic channels.

Q You said that the other day.

Q What do you mean by "communications with Arab
nations"?

MR. FITZWATER: The President has been involved in that
process, but the -- we think the appropriate channel has been
primarily through our various diplomatic means.

Q Well, you said that the other day, but the Israeli
government's response seems to be to announce stiffer crackdown, the
use of more troops, the use of live ammunition. Is it not fair to
conclude that Washington either has no ability to have an impact on
the situation, or is not in fact making a good-faith effort to do so?

MR. FITZWATER: Well, there are any number of countries
that are weighing in on this in expressions of concern. The United
States is taking an action that we think is appropriate, and we are
hopeful for some kind of resolution there. But --

Q Will you not veto a U.N. Security Council resolution
pinpointing Israel as the aggressor here?

MR. FITZWATER: Well, I can't speculate on what we might
do.

Q Well, you said there have been communications with
Arab countries. To what purpose, first of all?

MR. FITZWATER: Discussing the peace prospects in the
region, discussing the situation in general, generally probing to see
if there's any help that can come from any quarter.

Q But what do we expect them to do when the situation
-- the occupied --

MR. FITZWATER: Well, that's part of what we're talking
to them about. I just can't be more specific.

Q And frankly it's a bit confusing as to why this
statement today. People have been asking for expressions of concern
or administration reaction day after day, and there has been none.
What brought the administration to the decision that there should be
some public pressure?

MR. FITZWATER: That's not true. I have made two

statements myself. The State Department has made at least two that
I've heard.

Q What was the --

Q Is there any =--

Q Let me just -- what led to the decision today from
this podium to issue a very strong statement? Was there a concern
that things are really getting out of hand or that the U.S. role is
being misunderstood?

MR. FITZWATER: 1It's very similar to statements that we
have made in the last few days, but, as you suggest, the situation
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has not resolved itself. Tensions have not lessened. It becomes
more serious all the time.

Q ‘Well, the Israeli goverment -~

MR. FITZWATER: And we simply thought it was valuable to

Q -- has stepped up its --

MR. FITZWATER: We simply thought it was valuable to
reiterate our position.

Q The point is, the Israeli government -~

Q Is it -- you have made a number of statements, as
has the State Department, as you said. 1Is there any plan by the
administration to do anything about the situation other than to make
statements, or any sanctions? Sam mentioned the U.N. I mean, is
there -- there seems to be a general view that the statements have
been ineffectual. I mean, so far they haven't changed Israeli

conduct or the conduct of the demonstrators. Is there any plan to go
further?

MR. FITZWATER: Well, there is nothing I can discuss. I
would say only that we are actively engaged in diplomatic discussions
on this matter. We are reviewing it with a number of officials in
the areas, and that includes Palestinians in the territories, and we
are hopeful that some change can come about, but I'm just not at
liberty to discuss those specific plans.

Q Well, have you not -- do you have any reason to
think -- if I can follow you up -- do you have any reason to think
that there is going to be any change in the situation?

MR. FITZWATER: There's just no way to predict at this
point.

Q Well, is there any plan for the President to talk
personally with the leaders of Israel?

MR. FITZWATER: I just don't want to discuss future
plans.

Q In these diplomatic contacts --

MR. FITZWATER: Go ahead, Jerry. Let's go back here.
You've had some.

Q You didn't deny that he might want to -- you said
you wouldn't discuss it, or what?

MR. FITZWATER: Jerry?

Q Is his name Jerry?

MR. FITZWATER: Please, go ahead.

Q Keep quiet up there, Jerry.

Q Glad to have you back, Colonel.
Q Is he still talking? (Laughter.)
MR. FITZWATER: Go ahead, Jerry.

Q The statement you issued a moment ago -- is that in
your name or in the name of the President?

MR. FITZWATER: Oh, I'm not going to get into job
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descriptions. (Laughter.)
Q No, no, no.
Q What's the President's job description?

Q No, I want to know if this is Marlin Fitzwater who
made the statement or --

MR. FITZWATER: No, I'm not going to get into that. 1I've
been asked that last week and made the mistake of --

Q Somebody made it.
Q Well, whose statement is it?

MR. FITZWATER: You know my job and the President's job,
and I'm just not going to do job descriptions.

Q I'm not asking ~-
Q Marlin, who are you talking to among the
Palestinians?

MR. FITZWATER: As I said, Palestinian leaders in the
territories. There are a number of channels for contacts there, but
I can't be more specific.

Q Are we ~- is the United States government making
direct contacts with the Palestinians there or --

MR. FITZWATER: No.
Q -- or through other Arab governments, or what?

MR. FITZWATER: I just don't want to describe that
because of the sensitivity of those contacts.

Q Have there been any contacts made with
representatives of the PLO?

MR. FITZWATER: As I said, I would characterize it only
as Palestinians in the territories.

Q In your formal statement, you twice made mention of
the occupation as being essentially the root cause of all these
disturbances. Is that an implicit signal that the Israelis basically
ought to solve the problem by withdrawing?

MR. FITZWATER: No. We say both sides have a
responsibility. Both sides have a fault, and --

Q What is that?
Q Do you know what it is, Marlin?

Q It wouldn't be the President. They wouldn't haul it
in this way. I assure you.

MR. FITZWATER: I don't. Lesley, will you see what this
is all about?

Q What's going on, Marlin?
What is it?

This is pretty dramatic, Marlin.

0O 0O ©

They'd haul him out the other way. Don't worry.
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Q Anyway?

Q I've heard of devices to avoid a briefing --
Q == D.C. ambulance.

MR. FITZWATER: Let me =-- initial report is there's

someone on the tours -- on the public tour collapsed and is receiving
assistance.

Q Okay. On this same subject, Marlin -- could we
stick to this for a minute?

MR. FITZWATER: Yes?

Q Marlin, can I just follow up?

MR. FITZWATER: Go ahead, Leo. You have a follow-up.

Q What do you mean by both sides -- the Israelis,
obviously, is one side, but the other side -- is that strictly the
Palestinians, or are you also addressing the Arab governments --
Jordan, Syria, Egypt ~-- as also having a responsibility?

MR. FITZWATER: I'm just addressing the trouble in the
West Bank in Gaza.

Q So, the other side, other from the Israelis, are the
Palestinians and the territories? 1Is that --

MR. FITZWATER: Well, it's pretty hard to identify beyond
the people that are there in the West Bank in Gaza. I mean, you
can't really give it much more identification than that.

Q In the past, just to be clear about it, the
administration has made it quite clear that they do not talk to the
PLO -- that they regard the PILO as a terrorist organization. You're
not leaving open the possibility that we're talking to the PLO, are
you?

MR. FITZWATER: No.

Q Marlin, twice at least, you mentioned the use of
live ammunition. 1Is that something that the United States has raised
with Israel? Have we specifically -- has the United States asked
Israel not to use live ammunition in cutting down these riots?

MR. FITZWATER: We have discussed that with the Israelis,
ves. And we have -- have suggested that rubber bullets or other
means are preferrable,

Q And what did they say?

MR. FITZWATER: I don't know -- I don't have a response.

Q Last week I asked whether we were checking to make
sure that none of the ammunition being used was U.S.-supplied,
because of the precedent established for the cluster bombs in Beirut.

MR. FITZWATER: I don't know.

Q ~- it would be a violation -- has anyone checked to
see whether any U.S.-supplied --

MR. FITZWATER: That, I don't know.
Q -- U.S. munitions are being used in this case?

MR. FITZWATER: I don't know.
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Q Has the President made any phone calls to --

MR. FITZWATER: Let's go all the way back in the corner.
Go ahead.

Q Marlin, heading back to the CR =-- did the President
have any reaction to the success in persuading Congress to back off

MR. FITZWATER: Well, he obviously -- that was one of the
markers that he put down as they were debating it, and he's glad that
it's not in there. But -~ that was -- that still doesn't affect the
overall signing of the bill. There are many other things that have
to be considered. But he is =-- he is pleased that it's not in there.

Q Marlin, on the CR -- another question on the South
African amendment -- the Rangle Amendment -- is the President
planning any steps to counteract that?

MR. FITZWATER: Now, I don't know. I haven't -- do we
have anything on that? I don't. That may be one of the things we
have to take a look at.

Q Marlin, what is your reaction to the announcement of
a $25 billion deficit coming up in November, bringing it to $56
billion for the first two months of this fiscal year?

MR. FITZWATER: Deficits are all bad and they need to be
reduced and that is what this bill is all about.

Q Well --

MR. FITZWATER: Whether it is on a monthly basis or
annual basis, I don't think that is anything thats unanticipated in
terms of the overall deficit.

Q Do you think that the revenue levels were less than
anticipated? ,

MR. FITZWATER: That I don't know, Nick. You would have
to ask Treasury Department.

Q Marlin, I know you don't comment on G-7 activities,
but there is concern in the financial markets that the kind of vague
statement in honor of Mom, apple pie, and exchange rate stability
that is being worked on, would be worse than nothing. It would do
more harm than good. In view of that concern, why would the White
House go ahead -- or the Treasury -- and issue such a vaguely worded
statement without any real commitment to support the dollar?

MR. FITZWATER: I am'not aware a statement has been
issued.

Q Well, it's --
MR. FITZWATER: Has it been?

Q Apparently it's a lead pipe sense that it's going to
be issued later today according to all accounts.

Q As soon as he signs the bill.

MR. FITZWATER: I don't have anything on it. We'll have
to wait and take a look at it, I guess.

Q Marlin, would you provide a little more information
about the degree of the President's involvement regarding Israel's
territories?

MR. FITZWATER: There really isn't any more I can add. I
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described his involvement and that is about all I can say.
Q Has he made any calls?

MR. FITZWATER: Let me just say before I go away that the
President will send a letter to President Aquino this afternoon in
the Phillipines concerning the tragic sinking of the civilian ship in
which several hundred people died. He will express his condolences

Q Thousands.

MR. FITZWATER: -- and his sympathy for the families of
the victims.

Q On the phone call from Congress, will there =-- can
you arrange any coverage on this end when it comes?

MR. FITZWATER: We'll see what we can do. We don't have
an exact time on that yet.

- Q You assume that will be before the event this
afternoon?

MR. FITZWATER: Probably.
Q Oh really?

Q They won't adjourn until they know the President is
going to sign the bill.

MR. FITZWATER: Well, I don't know what they might do. I
don't know. I don't think we have a time for the call at the moment.

Q Are you going to put out the Aquino letter?

MR. FITZWATER: We'll try and put that out, yes. I don't
know when that will be available, but hopefully we will be able to.

Q I would like to raise the subject of Contra aid in
this regard. In the Saturday radio address the President said the
Sandinista government is an unprecedented threat to the national
security of the United States and I wonder if you could elaborate on
what the President might have thought about World War II or other
security threats -- how this can be unprecedented.

MR. FITZWATER: The location of the country
geographically in terms of using Nicaragua as a station -- as a
staging area for expansionist activity in Central America, the Soviet
support of nearly a billion dollars a year in arms and equipment, the
very real threat of revolutionary activities from Nicaragua that
would influence other Central American countries this close to the
United States.

Q And that would threaten the national security of the
United States in an unprecedented manner?

MR. FITZWATER: Absolutely. I think if you had a nuclear
beach =-- I mean a Soviet beachhead in Central America that was
staging revolutionary activities in other countries --

Q Well is that the real fear? That there might be a
nuclear presence there?

MR. FITZWATER: I said a Soviet presence.

Q Well, you made a Freudian slip, but is there any
thought that the fear really is a nuclear presence?

MR. FITZWATER: No, that was a mistake on my part.
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Q Let me just ask you to comment on the politics of
the CR a little bit. Of course, the President has consistently
beaten up on Congress for its lack of discipline in the budget
process, and there are those up on the Hill, however, who say that
his lack of leadership in providing direction and never submitting a
balanced budget has merely contributed to it. What is the White
House view as to where this process stands and where the President
thinks he can take it in his remaining year in office? He's tried
without success for a budget reform.

MR. FITZWATER: The President has provided leadership
every year in producing a budget that is a detailed blueprint for the
Congress that they can follow in achieving budget reductions. At
least two of the three of them have spelled out a path to a balanced
budget over a five, six period. That responsibility is clear and has
been met with precision and strength every year. The President will
do the same thing again next year.

Q Are you confident on that regard, Marlin, that they
are -- that the two-year budget that was negotiated essentially last
month is going to prevent a repetition of this almost three-month
delay in getting a budget finalized in six months?

MR. FITZWATER: I don't know that you can -- you can say
that agreement will present -- will prevent the Congress from
delaying and acting as they've done in the past in terms of the
timetable. It does provide some assurances about cuts that take
place over two years. But I don't know that it offers any guarantee
on timing.

Q Marlin, what's a '"hex dump"? You were talking about
that earlier.

MR. FITZWATER: Well, a hex dump is =-- I haven't the
foggiest idea what it is. (Laughter.) 1It's spelled H-E-X D-U-M-P
and it's some computer term that says --

Q It's a program,

MR. FITZWATER: -- basically, when all else is done you
go into the computer and you push a button and it kicks out data
that's been -- I don't know what -- regurgitated down in the --

Q It's a Hatian program.

MR. FITZWATER: -~ lower intestines of those machines and
resides in the lower --

Q Well, what does the President think of wanting to
purge the files?

Q It's a junkyard language.

MR. FITZWATER: We say, fine -- go after everything you
want. They've purged those babies until --

Q No.
Q No, McFarlane wanting to purge all the evidence?
Q Cover up, cover up.

MR. FITZWATER: I don't know, those computers have been
purged and regurgitated and vomitted and everything else.
(Laughter.)

Q Well, since Lee Hamilton has chararcterized the memo
will the White House release the memos?
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Q After shredding and burning?
MR. FITZWATER: Pardon?

Q Since Hamilton has characterized the memo, why won't
the White House at least release it so that people can read it?

MR. FITZWATER: We haven't released any documents.
That's all up to the Committee.

Q Is the Attorney General going to be indicted today
in New York?

MR. FITZWATER: I don't think so.
Q Why not?

Q Why not?

Q On another subject.

If he is indicted, will he resign his post to
President Weinberg? (Laughter.)

MR. FITZWATER: I don't do indictments either.

Q Change it to -- after the Attorney General is
indicted, will he resign?

Q Has the administration made a decision on how it
will vote in the U.N.? Now, I mean, this statement will be worthless
if we veto, as we always have every resolution condemning Israel.

MR. FITZWATER: I can't predict the U.N. =--
Q When does that come up?

Q You mean you haven't made -- the mind isn't made up
yet on this subject?

MR. FITZWATER: We'd have to -- well, you have to debate
and talk and see how it works out. I don't have a =--

Q -~ going to abstain.
Q Well, the debate has been very strong already.

Q Economic projections for '88? Do we have any update
on --

MR. FITZWATER: We might have that tommorrow, if any kind
of luck holds, we'll have economic projections and --

Q Beryl in the briefing room?

MR. FITZWATER: -- get Beryl in the briefing and me out
of the briefing room.

Q Oh, no.

Q What time is that going to be tomorrow?
MR. FITZWATER: I don't have a time yet.

THE PRESS: Thank you.

END 11:30 A.M. EST




loss of advanced production capabilities in critical in-
dustries could place our defense manufacturing base
in jeopardy. We must avoid situations where increased
reliance on other countries for advances in critical
technologies could, over the long term, turn into
vulnerabilities.

Furthermore, the fruits of the free-market economy
must not strengthen the military capability of our
adversaries. We, as well as our allies, must continue to
ensure that economic relationships with the Soviet
bloc do not weaken our national security. For exam-
ple, we have reached agreement on eliminating pref-
erential credit terms to the Soviet Union. Working
through the International Energy Agency, we and our
allies have reduced the substantial risk of Western
European dependence on Soviet energy. Acting with
our allies through the Coordinating Committee for
Multilateral Export Controls (COCOM), we are making
progress toward ensuring that militarily-sensitive
technology does not flow to the Soviet Union and that
competitor firms in COCOM member nations bear the
same export restrictions as U.S. firms. We will con-
tinue to improve the COCOM review process, to har-
monize and tighten national licensing and
enforcement procedures, and to encourage greater
cooperation with allies and friends. The dual objec-
tives of protecting and sharing militarily significant
technologies pose a challenge, one made more dif-
ficult by rapid technological changes. But it is a
challenge we must meet.

We willingly offer our philosophy of free-market ecc;ﬂ
omies to centrally planned regimes. Indeed, it is only
by adopting market mechanisms that these regimes

can satisfy the economic needs and desires of their
peoples. However, market economies only flourish
where freedom and individual rights are encouraged.

The IMF, GATT and other international economic in-
stitutions are mainly concerned with improving rela-
tions among free individuals, businesses and financial
institutions. While we note recent Soviet policy
statements regarding “reconstruction” and economic
reform, the Soviet economic system remains at this
point fundamentally incompatible with participation in
free-world institutions. Policy statements must be
translated into positive actions before such participa-
tion can be considered.
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U.S. DEFENSE POLICY

A Policy of Deterrence

The third element of U.S. national power is military. In
some cases, the integrated use of the other elements
of national power will be insufficient to meet the
threats to our security interests. We therefore must
be—and are—ready to employ military power in coor-
dination with the other elements. However, the ulti-
mate goal when applying military force, or projecting
military power, is to encourage political solutions.
War is the least desirable alternative, but only by
being prepared to wage war successfully can we deter
it.

Americds defense policy throughout the postwar
period has been aimed at deterring aggression against
the United States and its allies. Deterrence works by
persuading potential adversaries that the costs of their
aggression will exceed any probable gains. Deterrence
is the basis of our military strategy against conven-
tional as well as nuclear aggression. Because any con-
flict carries the risk of escalation, our goal is to
dissuade aggression of any kind.

We seek also to prevent coercion of the United States,
its allies, and friends. Successful coercion could give a
hostile power the benefits of victory without the cost
of war. As discussed earlier, the Soviet threat manifests
itself not only in the danger of an actual attack, but in
the form of propaganda, intimidation and coercion as
well. The Soviets still seek to dominate Western
Europe and Japan without having to fire a shot—a
coercive threat which must and will be deterred by
our political determination, our defense capabilities,
and our alliance relationships.

To deter the Soviet Union, we must make clear to its
leaders that we have the means and the will to res-
pond effectively to coercion or aggression against our
security interests. While emphasizing our resolve to
respond, our policy is to avoid specifying exactly what
our response will be. This is the essense of our
strategic doctrine of “flexible response; which has
been United States policy since 1961 and NATO
strategy since 1967. Specifically, our forces deter a
potential aggressor by confronting him with three
types of possible responses from which we would
choose at the appropriate time:
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e Direct Defense: To confront an adversary with the
possibility that his aggression will be stopped with-
out our resorting to actions which escalate the con-
flict. This is sometimes referred to as “deterrence
through denial” Defeating a nonnuclear attack with
conventional forces only would be an example of
direct defense.

e The Threat of Escalation: To warn an adversary that
his aggression could start hostilities that might not
be confined in the manner he hopes or envisions
and that escalation could exact far greater costs
than he anticipates, or could bear. In this regard,
NATO's deterrence of a Soviet conventional attack is
enhanced by our ability and resolve to use nuclear
weapons, if necessary, to halt aggression.

e The Threat of Retaliation: To raise the prospect that
an attack will trigger a retaliatory attack on the ag-
gressor's homeland, causing his losses far to exceed
any possible gains, Our deterrence of a Soviet nu-
clear attack on the United States is based on our
resolve to retaliate directly against the Soviet
Union.

Maintaining Strategic
Deterrence

While deterrence requires capabilities across the entire
spectrum of conflict, its essential foundation is pro-
vided by our strategic nuclear forces and the doctrine
which supports them. Nuclear deterrence, like any
form of deterrence, requires us to consider not what
would deter us, but what would deter a potential at-
tacker, particularly one whose perceptions of the
world and value system are substantially different from
our own. Since we can never be entirely certain of
Soviet perceptions, we must ensure that both the
effectiveness of our strategic forces and our will to use
them, if necessary, are never in doubt.

In the interest of ensuring deterrence, the United
States maintains diversified strategic retaliatory forces
to hedge against a disarming first strike, to complicate
Soviet attack plans, and to guard against technological
surprise. To this end we maintain a variety of basing
modes, launch platforms, and attack vehicles, achiev-
ing diversity through a triad of submarine launched
ballistic missiles (SLBMs), intercontinental ballistic
missiles (ICBMs) and bombers. Adequate and sur-
vivable command, control and communications are
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essential to our strategic force structure and critical to
the credibility of our strategic deterrent.

Our strategic forces and the associated targeting policy
must, by any calculation, be perceived as making nu-
clear warfare a totally unacceptable and unrewarding
proposition for the Soviet leadership. Accordingly, our
targeting policy:

e Denies the Soviets the ability to achieve essential
military objectives by holding at risk Soviet war-
making capabilities, including both the full range of
Soviet military forces and the war-supporting in-
dustry which provides the foundation for Soviet
military power and supports its capability to con-
duct a protracted conflict; and

e Places at risk those political entities the Soviet
leadership values most: the mechanisms for ensur-
ing survival of the Communist Party and its leader-
ship cadres, and for retention of the Party’s control
over the Soviet and Soviet-bloc peoples.

This basic policy of targeting those assets which are
essential to Soviet warmaking capability and political
control has been an integral part of U.S. strategy for
many years. In implementing this policy, the United
States does not target population as an objective in
itself and seeks to minimize collateral damage through
more accurate, lower yield weapons.

Holding at risk the full range of Soviet assets is
necessary for an effective deterrent, but is not suffi-
cient. As President, | cannot be limited to the options
of capitulation or massive mutual destruction in re-
sponse to aggression. We must have flexibility in the
employment of our strategic forces. For our deterrent
to be credible, it must be clear to the Soviets that the
United States has military options appropriate to a
broad range of plausible situations.

Finally, the United States requires sufficient residual
capability to provide leverage for early war termina-
tion, and to avoid coercion in a post-conflict world.
For this reason, we maintain a nuclear reserve force as
an integral part of our strategic forces. In addition, we
maintain Continuity of Government programs to en-
sure the Soviets cannot escape retaliation by initiating
a quick, “decapitating” attack aimed at incapacitating
our political and military leadership. Our civil defense
program also contributes to the Nation’s preparedness
in the event of an attack.









CHRONOLOGY

1917: The czar was overthrown in March. The Pale of Settlement, the
area where Jews were forced to live, was abolished. More than 500
anti-Jewish laws passed during the 300-year reign of the Romanovs were
abrogated. In November the Bolsheviks came to power, promising equality
of all nationalities and the elimination of anti-Semitism,

1919: The government established the Yevsektsiya (Jewish Section) to
oversee the liquidation of Jewish religious and national organizations.

1920: Within the Soviet Union's new postwar and postrevolution borders
were 2.5 million Jews.

1921: By the end of the Civil War, 200,000 Jews had been killed, many in
pogroms in the Ukraine.

1923-28; 3,000 Zionists in 150 Soviet cities were arrested and
imprisoned.

192%4: Programs were launched to resettle in agricultural communities in
the Crimea and southern Russia tens of thousands of Jews who had lost
livelihoods as traders and petty merchants after the Revolution,

1928: Jewish settlement began in Birobidzhan, a bleak region near the
Manchurian border. In 1934 the area became officially known as the
Jewish Autonomous District, though Jews were a small minority of the
population, with no opportunity for religious or cultural self-develop-
ment. Birobidzhan never attracted many Jews; in 1970 they numbered
12,000, less than 10 percent of the area's population.

Zionism and Jewish culture were attacked. Publication of books and
materials in Hebrew was ended. A number of Zionists and Jewish writers
were imprisoned or exiled to remote regions.

1932: 160,000 Jewish children were studying the Soviet curriculum in
Yiddish-lanquage schools, primarily in the Ukraine and Byelorussia. By
the end of the decade, however, all such schools were closed.



An internal passport, to be carried by all adult citizens, was
introduced by Stalin. "Jew" (Yevrei) was designated as a nationality,
to be shown on the passport.

1936-38: During the Great Terror, many Jews -- including a number who

had been active in the Revolution -- were among the victims of Stalin's
purges.

1938: Publication of Der Emes, a leading Yiddish newspaper in Moscow,
was ended. In 1941, publication of Shtern and Oktyabr, other major
Yiddish newspapers, was also stopped.

1940: With the annexation of Czech, Polish and Romanian territories and
the Baltic states, the Jewish population of the USSR exceeded 5 million.

1941-45: 1.5 million Soviet Jews were victims of the Nazis. Of the
half-million Jews who served in the Red Army, 200,000 died in the war;
20,000 Jews fought as partisans; 160,000 Jewish soliders received
medals, of whom 117 were awarded the nation's top military decoration,
"Hero of the Soviet Union"™ -~- belying Soviet propaganda that Jews did
not fight in the war but were "hiding in Tashkent." '

1942: The Jewish Anti-Fascist Committee was formed, giving Soviet Jews
their first organizational framework since the Jewish Section was
disbanded in 1930. The Committee's primary purpose, however, was to
enlist financial support for the Soviet war effort by world Jewry and
to present a bright picture of the situation of Soviet Jewry.

1947: In a speech at the United Nations, Andrei Gromyko announced Soviet
support for a Jewish state in Palestine. '"During the last war," Gromyko
said, "the Jewish people underwent exceptional sorrow and suffering....
It may well be asked if the U.,N., in view of the difficult situation of
hundreds of thousands of the surviving Jewish population, can fail to
show an interest in the situation of these people, torn away from their
homes and countries."

1948-53: The "Black Years of Soviet Jewry." Solomon Mikhoels, chairman
of the Anti-Fascist Committee, was killed by the secret police, though
his death was reported as the result of an auto accident. Other
leaders of the Committee were accused of maintaining ties with "Zionism"
and "American imperialism," and with planning the secession of the
Crimea from the USSR. 431 Jewish intellectuals, including leading
writers, poets, actors and musiclians, were imprisoned; few returned from
the camps. In 1952, 24 outstanding writers and poets -- Bergelson,
Markish, Feffer and others -- were tried secretly and executed. The
period culminated in the so-called "Doctors' Plot," when prominent
physicians, mostly Jewish, were arrested and charged with killing
government leaders and plotting the murder of others, under the
direction of foreign intelligence services and the "international
bourgeois organization, Joint" (American Jewish Joint Distribution
Committee). A wave of anti-Semitism ensued, and Stalin planned the
mass deportation of Jews to eastern Russia. His death in March 1953




brought the release of the doctors, a diminution in anti-Jewish
sentiment and the release of hundreds of thousands of political
prisoners, including 150,000 Jews. Thousands of other Jews, however,
continued to languish in camps.

1957: The Soviet authorities permitted 3,000 copies of a prayer book,
Siddur ha-Shalom, to be printed -- a rare exception to the prohibition
of Jewish religious publications.,

1961: Sovietish Heimland, a Yiddish literary journal published monthly
in Moscow, appeared. An official publication, it printed only
government-approved articles. Designed primarily to show the West the
existence of Soviet Jewish culture, it was not easily available in the
USSR,

1961-63: Of more than 160 persons sentenced to death for "economic
crimes," 60 percent were Jewish, prompting protests by Bertrand Russell
and other leading Western intellectuals.

1963: A viciously anti-Semitic book, Judaism Without Embellishment, by
T.K. Kichko, was published by the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences. In
1964, at an historic news conference, Morris Abram, president of the
American Jewish Committee and U.S. representative to the UN Commission
on Human Rights, exposed the Nazi-like character of the ideas contained
in this book. It was declared to be but the latest in a long series of
anti-Semitic books published in the USSR. Since that press conference,
dozens of other anti-Semitic books have been published in the USSR and
distributed abroad.

1966: Soviet Premier Alexel Kosygin, at a press conference in Paris,
indicated that the USSR would place no obstacles in the way of citizens
who desired to be reunited with relatives abroad. A rush for ap-
plications for exit visas, mostly by Jews, followed.

1967: The Six-Day War in the Middle East sparked a new sense of national
pride among Soviet Jews, but unleashed a vicious anti-Zionist campaign
by the Government. This was a turning-point in the development of
Jewish emigration and cultural identity movements. At the same time,
the USSR severed diplomatic ties with Israel; they have not yet been
restored.

1970: In a desperate effort to leave the country, a group of nine Jews
and two non-Jews sought to hijack a plane on an internal flight from
Leningrad and divert it to the West. Authorities discovered the plan
and arrested the group and its accomplices -- 34 persons in Leningrad,
Kishinev and Riga. Two of them, Mark Dymshits and Edward Kuznetsov,
were sentenced to death, but their sentences were commuted to 15 years
after vigorous protests from Western heads of state and others.

1971: The First World Conference on Soviet Jewry, held in Brussels,
focused world attention on the plight of Jews in the USSR.




In February, a petition seeking the right to emigrate to Israel was
signed by more than 1,100 Soviet Jews and sent to the United Nations. In
March, 156 Jewish activists went to the Presidium in Moscow and
demanded the right to emigrate. Shortly thereafter large-scale Jewish
emigration from the USSR began.

1972: The Soviet Information Office in Paris was successfully sued by
the International League Against Anti-Semitism for spreading "public
slander against the Jews" in its French-language bulletin. The bulletin
was fined 1,500 francs and ordered to publish the court's ruling in its
next issue.

The USSR instituted an education tax on persons seeking to emi-
grate. The tax, which reached 35,000 rubles for the most highly
educated (the average Soviet salary was about 2,000 rubles per year),
was strongly denounced in the West and dropped by the USSR in 1973,

1975: The Soviet Union canceled the 1972 trade agreement with the
United States after Congress approved the Jackson-Vanik Amendment
linking most-favored-nation status for non-Market (communist) countries
to the right to emigrate, and placed a $300-million ceiling on all loans
to the Soviet Union by any U.S. government agency, including the
Export-Import Bank. Jewish emigration figures dropped significantly 1in
1975 and 1976.

1976: The Second World Conference on Soviet Jewry was held in Brussels.

1977: Anatoly Shcharansky, a Moscow Jewish activist who had sought to
emigrate, was arrested and charged with treason. After being held in
solitary confinement for 16 months, he was sentenced to 13 years'
imprisonment.

1979: A record 51,000 Soviet Jews emigrated, surpassing the previous
record of 34,000 in 1973,

In April, Mark Dymshitz and Edward Kuznetsov, the two defendants
from the 1970 Leningrad hi}tacking trial originally sentenced to death,
were released in an exchange of five Soviet dissidents for two Soviet
spies held in the U.S.

1980: Emigration, which had steadily increased from 1976 to 1979,
declined precipitously as Soviet authorities restricted the definition
of family reunification and made it more difficult even to apply for an
exit visa.

Iosif Mendelevich, the last of the nine Jewish defendants in the
1970 Leningrad hijacking trial, arrived in Israel.

1981: 80 Moscow Hebrew teachers were warned by the KGB to stop all
private lessons.



1982: Four persons were arrested for documenting anti-Jewish dis-
crimination in admissions to Moscow University's Mathematics Department,
the country's preeminent faculty, from 1979 to 1981.

Iosif Begun, well-known Hebrew teacher, was arrested for the third
time. Having already served terms of two and three years in internal
exile, he was sentenced in October 1983 to 12 years' imprisonment and
internal exile on spurious charges of anti-Soviet agitation and prop-
aganda.

1983: The Third World Conference on Soviet Jewry, with more than 1,000
delegates from 30 countries, was held in Jerusalem.

The Anti-Zionist Committee of the Soviet Public, an official body
led by, among others, General David Dragunsky and jurist Samuel Zivs,
was founded in Moscow. At a press conference in June, Zivs denied there
was an emigration problem by falsely claiming that family reunification
was "basically completed.”

1984: 200 Soviet Jews in 11 Soviet cities participated in a hunger
strike to protest the arrests of Hebrew teachers and other Jewish
activists, including Yuli Edelshtein and Alexander Khomyansky, on such
outrageous charges as "illegal drug trafficking" and "weapons pos-
session.”

In October, emigration reached an all-time monthly low of 29 The
total 1984 figure, 896, was the lowest since 1969,

1986: Prisoner of conscience Anatoly Shcharansky arrived in Israel
after nearly nine years of indescribable suffering in the harshest
conditions in Soviet prisons.

A PROFILE

Population

The 1979 Soviet census counted a Jewish population of 1.81 million, a
marked decline from the 1970 figure of 2.15 million and the 1959 figure
of 2.27 million, even allowing for the emigration of 225,000 Jews from
1970 to 1979. Leading Western specialists contest the official figure;
their estimates of the Soviet Jewish population range from 2 to 3
million. Nevertheless, whatever drop may have occurred other than from
emigration doubtless resulted from the low -birthrate among Soviet
Ashkenazi Jews, the decision of most children of mixed marriages to
choose a non-Jewish nationality, and the declaration of non-Jewish
nationality to census-takers by some Jews.




Language

The percentage of Jews in the 1979 census who identified a Jewish
language (Hebrew or Yiddish) as their primary language dropped to 14.2
from 17.7 percent in 1970 and 21.3 percent in 1959,

Where They Live

The largest centers of Jewish population, ‘according. to the 1979 census,
are the Russian Republic (701,000), the Ukraine (634,000), Byelorussia
(135,000), Uzbekistan (100,000) and Moldavia (80,000). Other Jewish
population centers are Azerbaidzhan (35,000), Georgia (28,000), Latvia
(28,000), Lithuania (15,000), Tadzhikstan (15,000) and Estonia (5,000).
The main urban areas of Jewish concentration are Moscow, Leningrad,
Kiev, Odessa, Kharkov, Baku, Tashkent, Kishinev, Minsk, Chernovtsy and
Riga. :

Jews are the most highly urbanized nationality in the USSR; 98
percent live in urban areas.

Studying and Working

Soviet Jews have traditionally been disproportionately represented
among professionals, university graduates and students. The situation,
however, is changing dramatically. A quota system at many universities
and anti-Semitic hiring policies are resulting in smaller numbers of
Jewish university students, especially at top-flight institutions, and
restricted fob opportunities.

Jews constituted 15 percent of all scientific workers in 1950; the
figure today is less than 5 percent. In 1974, Jews ranked third among
holders of the Candidate of Science degree (the second highest academic
degree) and second among holders of the nation's highest degree, the
Doctor of Science -- but the average age of Jewish recipients was ten
years more than that of non-Jews, reflecting anti-Jewish admissions
policies at institutions of higher education in recent years.

Although Jews are well represented in such fields as art, litera-
ture, music, journalism, medicine, law and science, there are no Jews in
positions of authority in their professions, except for those used for
propaganda purposes; Some professions, such as the military, foreign
service and the KGB, are practically Judenrein.

Intermarriage
In addition to such problems as an aging population and a low fertility

rate, the Jewish community faces a serious problem of intermarriage.
Children of intermarried couples have the right to choose the nation-
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ality of either parent when they apply for internal passports at age 16.
In a Soviet study of marriages between Russians and Jews in the Baltic
republics in the 1960s, it was found that some 90 percent of such
children chose Russian rather than Jewish nationality.

Who Leaves and Where They Go
From October 1968 to February 1986, 265,822 Jews left the USSR. They
came from 200 cities, towns and villages in all 15 republics of the

Soviet Union,

Large-scale emigration began in 1971 when 13,000 Jews left the
USSR. The record since then:

1972 - 31,681 1979 - 51,320
1973 - 34,733 1980 - 21,471
1974 - 20,628 1981 - 9,447
1975 - 13,221 1982 - 2,688
1976 - 14,261 1983 - 1,314
1977 - 16,736 1984 - 896
1978 - 28,864 1985 - 1,140

According to the National Conference on Soviet Jewry, an average of
39,000 new invitations from Israel, the necessary first step in the
emigration process, were sent annually from Israel to the USSR from 1974
through 1977. 1In 1978, the number increased to 107,000, and in 1979 to
129,000, but the monthly totals began to decline in the final four
months of 1979, Since then, ever increasing difficulties in securing
exit visas and harsh treatment of activists have caused a precipitous
drop-off.

The "drop out" phenomenon -- Soviet Jews going to countries other
than Israel -- has increased sharply since 1972, when 99 percent of the
emigrants went to the Jewish state. In 1974, 81 percent went there. In
1976, the figure was 51 percent; in 1978, 41 percent; in 1980, 38
percent; in 1982, 27 percent; and in 1984, 37 percent. Whereas the vast
majority of Jews from such outlying and traditionally Jewish areas as
Georgia, Moldavia, Uzbekistan, Azerbaidzhan and Lithuania have chosen
aliyah, Jews from the more populous and often more assimilated areas
such as the Russian Republic and the Ukraine have frequently opted for
emigration to the United States, Canada, Australia and Western Europe.
0f 265,000 Jewish emigrants since October 1948, 164,000 have gone to
Israel.

From January 1968 to 1985 the Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society (HIAS)
resettled 20,000 Soviet Jews in the United States, of whom the largest
number went to New York. Other cities with large Soviet Jewish popu-
lations are Los Angeles, Chicago, Philadelphia, Detroit, Miami, San
Francisco, Baltimore and Boston.




HIAS has also assisted more than 6,500 Soviet Jews to enter Canada
where they have been assisted by the Jewish Immigrant Aid Services of
Canada and the Canadian government. Toronto has attracted 3,500 of the
total and others have settled in Montreal, Winnipeg, Edmonton, Calgary,
Hamilton and Vancouver.

4,000 Soviet Jews have emigrated to Australia, principally to
Sydney and Melbourne, where they have been aided by the Jewish com-
munity. A few hundred have established homes in New Zealand.

In Western Europe, West Berlin has attracted several thousand Soviet
Jews. Some went first to Israel and later to Berlin, others made their
way to Berlin from the transit points in Vienna and Rome. They often
qualify for assistance from both the local and federal German govern-
ments.

How to Leave

From the day a Soviet Jews applies for emigration to the day of
departure, months -- often years -- may pass. The process is long and
tortuous, marked by arbitrary delays, beginning frequently with non-
delivery of the vysov (affidavit) from Israel, which is the necessary
first step in the administration process, and constant harassment. The
odds today are heavily against potential emigrants.

To apply for a visa, one must submit to the local OVIR office a
number of documents, including:

(a) A vysov or invitation from relatives in Israel. The applicant
must take this to the records and permissions department of
OVIR to have it registered; there he receives two question-
naires for each adult member of the family.

(b) A declaration of the applicant's wish to emigrate.
(c) A character reference from his or her place of employment,
including a letter certifying that the applicant owes no money

there.

(d) Permission from the applicant's parents regardless of the
applicant's age.

(e) Permission from a former wife or husband when children from
that marriage are involved.

(f) A certificate testifying to possession of a legitimate resi-
dence permit.

(g) A birth certificate for every member of the family, a marriage
certificate and, when relevant, death certificates for parents
and spouses.




(h) Diplomas from educational institutions.
(1) An autobiography and six photos of each member of the family.

Each applicant must also pay 40 rubles for himself and each member
of his family.

In many cases, a reply is not received from OVIR for several months.
If the application is re}jected another cannot be filed for six months.

If an application 1is accepted, the applicant must within a few
weeks:

(a) Resign from his or her place of employment. (In many cases, he
or she is fired when the first application is submitted.)

(b) Pay for repairs to his or her apartment.

(c) Pay 500 rubles for each member of his or her family for the
right to give up Soviet citizenship, if the emigrant is issued
an exit visa for Israel.

(d) Pay another 270 rubles for the exit visa.

The applicant then goes to the OVIR office to turn in his passport,
army registration card, work book and a certificate from his apartment
building superintendent stating that all repairs have been paid for.
When he receives his visa, he must go to the Austrian and Dutch embas-
sies to get entry visas -- the Dutch Embassy (which handles Israeli
affairs in the USSR in the absence of Soviet-Israeli diplomatic ties)
for papers related to aliyah to Israel and the Austrian Embassy for a
transit visa. He must then submit copies of every personal document to
the Ministry of Justice after paying three rubles for each document
given to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

Finally, the amounts of money demanded of each applicant represent
a tremendous financial sacrifice. For example, the 500-ruble payment
for loss of citizenship is approximately three months' salary for the
average Soviet worker.

Prisoners of Zion

There are now more than twenty Prisoners of Zion, including eight
arrested in Moscow after Gorbachev took office 1in 1985, jailed because
of their desire to leave and their efforts to study and teach Hebrew and
other aspects of Jewish culture. They are serving their terms under
often harsh conditions with restricted access to medical care, visits by
relatives and mail.

Among the handful of prominent Soviet Jews released from the Soviet
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Union in early 1986 was Anatoly Shcharansky. After nine years of
terrible sufferings in Soviet labor camps, he was allowed to leave in
February. Because of his activities as a human rights activist, as well
as his efforts to emigrate to Israel, Shcharansky had been a special
target of the Soviet Government. In 1977 he was arrested on trumped-up
charges of working with the CIA and sentenced to 13 years in prison. The
Soviets insisted that he be released in a "spy swap," assuming that it
would lend some credibility to their specious charges of subversion and
spying. In addition to Shcharansky, Eliyahu Essas of Moscow, one of the
pillars of the movement for Jewish religious education, was allowed to
leave as were the activist Goldstein brothers of Tbilisi, who had also
been waiting for many years. A number of other notable refuseniks and
former Prisoners of Conscience, including Ida Nudel and Vladimir Slepak,
remain behind.

Refuseniks

Jews whose application to emigrate have been refused are known as
"refuseniks."

Refuseniks undergo physical hardship and psychological suffering.
Most are fired from their jobs and expelled from universities and
professional associations. They are denied the opportunity to continue
thelr studies and to work in their chosen fields, and they and their
families, including children, are frequently subjected to harassment
and surveillance. Today there are about 15,000 refuseniks. Nearly
1,200 have been waiting to emigrate for more than ten years. They live
as "internal refugees" in a kind of suspended animation without even a
prisoner's knowledge of the length of his sentence.

Culture and Religion

Jewlish culture has been deliberately throttled in the Soviet Union in
recent decades, to the point where it iIs virtually nonexistent today.
From the late 1940s to August 12, 1952, more than 400 Jewish intel-
lectuals disappeared into Soviet prison camps never to return. The
"Night of the Murdered Poets" -- August 12, 1952, when Stalin ordered
the murder of 24 leading Jewish writers, actors and intellectuals
-- marked a low point in this campaign, from which Jewish cultural life
has never recovered.

Today there are no Jewish schools in the USSR, nor such Jewish
cultural institutions as publishing houses, lecture courses and other
intellectual activities. Jewish publishing consists of a four-page
Yiddish newspaper, the Birobidzhaner Stern, which appears several times
per week in 1,000 copies, and, though printed in Yiddish, only reprints
articles from the local Soviet newspapers and contains no Jewish
content, and Sovietish Heimland, a monthly literary journal in Yiddish,
published in Moscow in 7,000 copies, of which approximately half are
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exported to prove to a skeptical West the existence of a Soviet Jewish
culture. The articles in Sovietish Heimland are of varying quality,
essays often sounding like articles in Pravda translated into Yiddish.

Almost all Soviet Jews speak Russian, but the Government does not
permit publication of Russian-language Jewish magazines or newspapers.
For the approximately 2 million Jews in the country, only three or four
books in Yiddish are published each year. When books dealing with
Jewish religion, history, literature, the Holocaust, or language books
for the study of Hebrew, are sent into the country via the mail, they
are confiscated. Brave individuals who attempt to form study groups are
harassed and, if they have no other means of employment, can be threat-
ened with arrest on the charge of "parasitism."

From time to time dramatic or musical ensembles have performed in
various Soviet cities on government-approved Jewish themes. Welcome
even as such appearances may be, they have been few in number.

Despite harassment, several ulpanim -- study groups -- have been
functioning in Moscow and other cities. These and occasional unofficial
publication of articles and manuscripts today represent the only true
Jewish cultural life in the USSR.

Only 55 synagogues remain, served by a half-dozen rabbis. No
rabbinical seminaries exist; the few Jews permitted to study for the
rabbinate must travel to Budapest to attend the only remaining seminary
in Eastern Europe.

Anti-Semitism

A most ominous development in recent years has been the proliferation of
explicit anti-Semitism in the Soviet press and broadcast media. The
USSR, now the world's biggest distributor of anti-Semitic literature,
publishes books by well-known anti-Semites in editions of hundreds of
thousands (among them Trofim Kichko's Judaism Without Embellishment and
Judaism and Zionism, and Yevgeni Yevseev's Fascism Under the Blue Star).
These authors do not bother with such code words as "anti-Zionism"; they
state openly that Jews are disloyal, manipulative, unassimilable, and
the center of an international conspiracy to control the world. Judaism,
Torah and Talmud are attacked in crude, vulgar terms. Newspapers have
carried cartoons reminiscent of Nazi Germany; documentaries on prime-
time television implicate Jewish "traitors" in CIA plots; army in-
doctrination films charge that Jews worked hand-in-glove with Nazis
during World War II. A recent study prepared for the Presidium of the
Supreme Soviet by Valery Emilianov, a researcher for the Soviet Academy
of Sclences Institute, is a thinly disguised update of the vicious and
spurious The Protocols of the Learned Elders of Zion.

Why has the Soviet Government unleashed this anti-Semitic campaign?
Professor John Armstrong of the University of Wisconsin believes that
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while the Soviets hope liberalized emigration will improve their
tarnished image, particularly with the Helsinki process focusing world
attention on their human rights violations, they want to be sure it does
not encourage other dissident groups. Therefore Soviet citizens must
perceive Jews as untrustworthy aliens that the country is better off
expelling. So the Anatoly Shcharansky case was used to "prove" that
Jews are Zionists, that Zionists are traitors, and that other dissidents
are exploited by such traitors -- an object lesson, the Government
hopes, to all dissidents who press their case too vigorously.

Hebrew and Yiddish in the USSR

The use by a minority of its distinctive language has been declared a
human right in a number of international agreements. The International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966), for example, declares:
"In those States in which ethnic, religious or linguistic minorities
exist, persons belonging to such minorities shall not be denied the
right in community with other members of their group, to enjoy their own
culture, to practice their own religion or to use their language." And
the UNESCO Convention against Discrimination in Education (1960)
recognizes "the right of members of national minorities to carry on
their own educational activities, including the maintenance of schools
and, depending on the educational policy of each State, the use or the
teaching of their own language...." The Soviet Union, like scores of
other countries, is a signatory to both agreements.

Jews in the Soviet Union, who numbered 1.8 million in the 1979
census, ranking 16th among more than one hundred recognized Soviet
nationalities, are the only statistically significant group in the USSR
that 1is not afforded the opportunity to study the languages
traditionally associated with it, namely, Hebrew and Yiddish.

It is instructive to compare the situation of Jews with those of the
1.9 million geographically dispersed ethnic Germans and the 900,000
Chechen-Ingush, two national groups who were, for many years, the
victims of internal deportation and official persecution for alleged
collaboration with invading Nazi armies. Both the Germans and the
Chechen-Ingush now have access to mother-tongue secondary schools and
several teacher-training programs, institutes of higher learning and
research institutions where language study and, by extension, cultural
identity is promoted. In other words, few obstacles are placed in the
path of a German or a Chechen-Ingush who desires to become fluent in the
language associated with his people.

The Jews, on the other hand, enjoy no schools. where either Hebrew or
Yiddish is taught as a primary or foreign language (there have been
unconfirmed reports that a few Yiddish classes have been introduced in
the so-called Jewish Autonomous District of Birobidzhan, 5,000 miles
east of Moscow and the home of less than 1 percent of the Soviet Jewish
population), no institutes of higher education where either language is
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taught (with the exception of four institutes in Moscow, Leningrad and
Tbilisi that teach Hebrew for diplomatic, intelligence, Russian Orthodox
theological and archaeological purposes and that are closed to Jews),
and no adult education, correspondence or privately organized but
State-recognized classes, despite frequent documented requests by Soviet
Jews for the establishment of classes and the accreditation of teachers.
As a result, several score self-taught Hebrew teachers are conducting
small groups that are not recognized by the State and subject, there-
fore, to the whim of the authorities.

What we are witnessing is part of a larger Soviet effort to strip
Jews of their national and cultural identity by denying them the tools
for maintaining and fostering that identity, notwithstanding Soviet
signatures on the above-clited international agreements or, for that
matter, the Soviet constitution itself, which acknowledges that:
"Citizens of the USSR of different races have equal rights...to use
their native language...[and] any direct or indirect limitation [of
this rightl...is punishable by law."
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