











We believe the course of the arms race over the past thirty years makes it
very clear that its continuation can only make both the U.S. and the Soviet
Union constantly less secure. Any increases or modérnization by either super=
power of offensive we. weapons has been and will continue to be matched promptly by
the other power. Thus both nations become targets of more weapons or more-
threatening weapons than before.

Effective national security action will require a bipartisan consensus
which recognizes both the need to enhance national security and that the only
pessible means to achieve that goal is through further verifiable arms -
reduction agreements., Any partisan effort would be either voted down in the
Congress or vetoed when it reaches the White House.

Please support, and try to persuade your colleagues of both parties to
support, such a bipartisan consensus to facilitate early completion of START by
reaffirming the traditional interpretation of the ABM Treaty, establishing -
interim restraints on further deployments of strategic weapons, eliminating °
funding for the MX rail-garrison system, and significantly reducing funding for
the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI).

In addition to enhancing our military security directly, these preliminary
actions and the early completion of START would relieve severe budgetary
pressures, reduce the federal deficit, and help restore a strong and
competitive economy, without which we could not long sustain our military
security.

Ig Senaﬁor Phil Gramm

Same, except first paragraph reads: We thank you for your support for the
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty.

To Speaker Jim Wright (House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 20515):

Same, except the first paragraph reads: - We thank you for your strong
leadership in the 100th Congress for responsible arms control measures and in
support of Peace {nitiatives in Central America.

To Members of Congress John Brjant, Mickey Leland, and Henry B. Gonzalez:

Same, except first paragraph reads: We thank you for your outstanding
support in the 100th Congress for many important arms control measures.

And for Bryant, the next-to-last paragraph starts: Please support, and
try to persuade your colleagues of both parties and especially those on the
Budget Committee to support, ‘such a bipartisan consensus. . .

To Membes of Congress Marvin Leath (both Budget and Armed Services committees),
Dick K. Armey (Budget Committee), and Solomon P. Ortiz and Albert G. Bustamante
(Armed Services Committee):

Same as for Bryant, above, except the first paragraph is omitted and the
next-to-last paragraph refers to the appropriate committee or committees.
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Jersey as substanitive information or for reprint by local Leagues; and
a newsletter focusing on training and citizen education techniques.

3) "Solutions for Survival: 1988"--League members have realized the
effectiveness of video presentations in educational programs, but often
don't know where to find good national security videos. Enclosed is
the latest catalogue from the Educational Film and Video Project which
offers a wide variety of videos on global issues that would add to a
citizen education activity or a League meeting.

4) Access Package--Access is a non-profit clearinghouse of

information on national security issues. Many League members, as well
as the national League office, has found access services and
publications to be valuable tools. Enclosed is a brief description of
the wide range of Access services, their publications list and two of
their recent briefing papers.




Special Report

National Security Leadership Workshop#*

On March 11, 1988 the LWVEF sponsored a gathering of national security
pass-through grant project managers from the mid-Atlantic region. The
group spent a day in Baltimore, MD sharing the successes and obstacles
of their individual projects and searching for solutions to common
problems. The purpose of this report is to inform League members
interested in citizen education on national security issues about the
results of the workshop discussions. Some of the ideas developed at
the workshop may be useful to keep in mind when designing your next
citizen education project.

The most valuable outcome of the day was the opportunity to learn from
each other's experiences, generating new ideas for projects, resources
and citizen education techniques. An example of the citizen education
ideas discussed at the meeting is the appeal of developing pre-packaged
programs, such as a video-tape and accompanying discussion guide to be
presented to other organizations. Such projects are easy-to-use, have
a long-life and can be conducted by a variety of people with minimal
training.

Two of the largest obstacles addressed by the workshop participants in
conducting their projects were getting media attention for their
projects and preserving the unbiased, educational nature of the project
when working in coalition with other groups. It was agreed that an
on-going courtship of press contacts is a must, as well as a project
designed with a "media hook," or a unique component that would make the
project newsworthy.

The project managers found that when working with other organizations,
either in coalition or as an audience, it is necessary to make the
educational goals of the project clear from the start. It is vital
that all actors in a citizen education project understand that the
issues will be presented in an objective manner, allowing participants
to arrive at their own conclusions.

In order to put forth their citizen education experiences in a way that
would be useful for both their own future projects and to other Leagues
developing projects, the workshop participants developed two lists:

The Project Development Process and Criteria for Successful Citizen
Education. The following list describes the steps that the workshop
participants found to be most logical when conducting a citizen
education project.

The Project Development Process

1) Group brainstorming/idea generation--Obviously, the first step is to
develop the basic project concept.
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LEARNING TO WORK EFFECTIVELY WITH THE MEDIA

Do you get good coverage for League activities through your local media? Or
are you frustrated by lack of media attention to League events and issues?

Editorial decisions by newspapers, magazines, radio, and TV stations about what
to cover are based on many factors. If you understand how these decisions are
made, you can learn to work more effectively with your local news media.

In planning for citizen education, effective use of the media is an important
consideration. The media may be an avenue to invite people to educational
events, a means of reporting on events to others who did not attend, or a
source of direct education through articles, radio programs, and TV shows. The
media give you a chance to reach out to citizens in their own homes.

Analyze the Media That Serve Your Community

Start by listing the newspapers, magazines, radio and TV stations that serve
your community. Think about the geographic area they cover and the audience
they reach. WNote whether news is national, regiomal, or local; what topiecs
the editorials address; what kinds of features are used.

Analyzing the media options available in your area will help you target those
most likely to take notice of your activities. Items that are selected for
publication or broadcast will be those that have broad appeal to the typical
readers or viewers. Make special note of any media that encourage community
involvement, such as a cable TV station that provides opportunities for local
programming by community groups.

Make Personal Contacts

Take time to get to know the key media people in your community. Learn who is
responsible for various kinds of decisiomns, sections of the newspaper, or
segments of radio and TV programming.

A newspaper, depending on size and organization, may have a publisher,
executive editor, editorial page editor, managing editor, news editor, and
assignment editor, among others. A radio or TV station may have a manager,
program director, news director, or public affairs director. Reporters may be
assigned specific stories or given a general area of responsibility. Knowing
how the system works will enable you approach the right person.

Ask Yourself: Is It News, Opinion, or Feature?

To get coverage on the news page of the local paper or on the radio/TV news, an
event must be truly newsworthy. It must be of interest to a large number of
people outside your own organization.

The editorial page, or the broadcast editorial on a radio or TV station, is the
place for opinions. You may be able to contribute letters to the editor, or
even a guest editorial, or ask for a meeting with the editorial board to
request an editorial be written on a particular topic.
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LEARNING TO WORK EFFECTIVELY WITH THE MEDIA (Continued)
Feature stories, used both in newspapers and radio/TV broadcasting, offer a
look in greater depth at a person or an event or a topic that has human

interest qualities or some unusual characteristics.

The right person to approach about newspaper, radio or TV coverage may depend
on whether your item is news, opinion, or feature.

Be Clear and Concise in Your Approach

Reporters, editors, and producer/directors are busy people. They are more
likely to respond favorably to a clearly written press release, a brief query
as to whether a particular item is of interest, or a concise presentation of an
educational proposal. Ask if there are written guidelines for submission of
news items. Find out about restrictions on length for letters to the editor or
guest editorials. Inquire as to whom and how feature ideas should be proposed.

Your responsibility is to provide to the media information that is accurate,
clear, concise, and of interest to your community. As you earn a reputation
for meeting these standards, relations with the media will prosper and you may
even find the League sought out as a source for information on other topics of
community interest.

MEETING-READY MATERIALS ON U.S. RELATIONS WITH THE THIRD WORLD

A videotape used by many Leagues during the 1985 national study of U.S.
relations with developing countries is now available for purchase. "The Third
World Challenge to U.S. Policy" is a 20-minute videotape with scenes in
developing countries interspersed with expert commentary on different
approaches to foreign aid and relations with the Third World. The videotape is
accompanied by a discussion guide with reproducible fact sheets, discussion
questions, and additional sources.

Also available is a 12-page publication on "America in the Third World:

" Collision or Cooperation?”, used as a reference by many Leagues during the 1985
national study. In addition, the League has published a more recent l6-page
booklet on "A Time for Choosing: The Role of Foreign Aid in U.S. Policy."

The videotape and 20 copies of each of the two publications also can be
purchased as a "Meeting Package."

A flyer describing the materials and listing the prices for the specific items
is available from the Publication Sales office of the League of Women Voters,
1730 M Street, NW, Washingtom, D.C. 20036, Phone: (202) 429-1965,

As you consider ways to stimulate the national security dialogue in your
community, you may find it worthwhile to invest in one or two videotapes that
can be used in a variety of ways. You can use a videotape as a discussion-
starter for meetings of many small groups, or as a lead-in for a panel of
experts at a larger meeting. You may be able to arrange to lend the videotape
to high school or college teachers for classroom use or to make it available
through public libraries. You might find that a local cable TV channel would
play the videotape on the air.































































ERRATA

A THOUSAND CRANES. Correction on prices:
SALE VHS $65 SALE BETA $85
RENTAL VHS $35 RENTAL BETA $40

NICARAGUA FOR THE FIRST TIME.
Only available in 58 Min. Yersion.
There is no 28 Min. Version.

































RELEVANT READINGS

Basic "Mikhail Gorbachev’s New Revolution," U.S. News and World Reports, 19 Oct. 1987.
Readings International Institute for Strategic Studies, "The Superpowers," Strategic Survey,
= 1986-87 (London: IISS, 1987 [yearly]). Michael Mandelbaum and Strobe Talbott,
Reagan and Gorbachev (NY: Pantheon, 1987). Close Up Special Focus: U.S.-Soviet
Relations (Arlington, VA: Close Up Fdn., 1986). The Public, the Soviets, and Nu-
clear Arms: Four Futures (Providence, RI/NY: Center for Foreign Policy Develop-

ment, Brown Univ./Public Agenda Fdn., 1987).

Background "Containment: 40 Years Later," Foreign Affairs, Spring 1987. John Lewis Gaddis,
Strategies of Containment (NY: Oxford UP, 1982). Raymond Garthoff, Detente and
Confrontation (Wash. DC: Brookings, 1985). Joseph Nye (ed.), The Making of
America’s Soviet Policy (New Haven: Yale UP, 1984). David K. Shipler, Russia:
Broken Idols, Solemn Dreams (NY: Penguin, 1983). Hedrick Smith, The Russians
(NY: Times Bks., 1983). Adam Ulam, Expansion and Coexistence (NY: Praeger,
1974).  Surviving Together: A Journal on Soviet-American Relations (quarterly).
Current Digest of the Soviet Press (weekly). Problems of Communism (bi-monthly).

Analysis  Zbigniew Brzezinski, Game Plan: A Geostrategic Framework for the Conduct of the

Stressing  U.S.-Soviet Contest (Boston: Atlantic Monthly Press, 1986). William G. Hyland,

Dangers Mortal Rivals (NY: Random House, 1987). Charles Krauthammer, "When To Call
Off the Cold War," The New Republic, 16 Nov. 1987. Richard Pipes, Swrvival Is
Not Enough (NY: Simon & Schuster, 1984). President Reagan, "The Agenda of U.S.-
Soviet Relations," Current Policy, No. 1021 (US Dept. of State, Nov. 1987). Dimitri
K. Simes, "Gorbachev: A New Foreign Policy?", Foreign Affairs, vol. 65, no. 3,
1987. Charles Tyroler II, Alerting America: The Papers of the Committee on the
Present Danger (Elmsford, NY: Pergamon-Brassey’s, 1984).

Analy_sis Seweryn Bialer, "Inside Glasnost," The Atlantic, Jan. 1988. Stephen F. Cohen, So-
Stressmg_ vieticus: American Perceptions and Soviet Realities, (exp. ed.) (NY: Norton, 1986).
Opportunities Committee for National Security, The Other Side: How Soviets and Americans Per-
ceive Each Other (New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Bks., 1987). "Gorbachev’s So-
viet Union After Two Years", The Nation, 13 June 1987. Jerry F. Hough, Russia and
the West (NY: Simon & Schuster, 1988). George F. Kennan, "Soviet-American Re-
lations: Breaking the Spell," The New Yorker, 3 Oct. 1983. Marshall D. Shulman,
"Four Decades of Irrationality: U.S.-Soviet Relations," Bulletin of the Atomic Sci-

entists, Nov. 1987. >

Various  Archie Brown, Robert Conquest, Peter Reddaway, Adam Ulam, et al., "What’s Hap-

Views pening in Moscow?", The National Interest, Summer 1987. Mark Garrison and Ab-
bott Gleason (eds.), Shared Destiny: Fifty Years of Soviet-American Relations
(Boston: Beacon, 1985). Arnold Horelick (ed.), US-Soviet Relations: The Next Phase
(NY: Cornell UP, 1986).

Human Rights The Human Rights Internet Directory: East Europe and the USSR, (Cambridge, MA:
and Soviet HRI, ’87). Robert B. Cullen, "Soviet Jewry," Foreign Affairs, Winter ’86-87.
Jewry William Korey, "Jackson-Vanik & Soviet Jewry," Washington Quarterly, Winter *84.

Exchanges 1986 Handbook on Organizations Involved in Soviet-American Relations (Wash. DC:

and Private Inst. for Sov.-Am. Rels., 1986). Miranda Spencer, "To Russia, With Love," Nu-

Initiatives  clear Times, March-Apr. 1988. David D. Newsom (ed.), Private Diplomacy with the
Soviet Union (Wash. DC: Univ. Press, 1987).

Trade "Gorbachev’s Russia: Special Report," Business Week, 11 Nov. 1985. INTERF LO:
An East-West Trade News Monitor (monthly).
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CRISIS IN ARMS CONTROL

In recent moves that threaten to unleash
a major arms race and increase the threat
of nuclear war, the Administration has
acted to abandon existing arms-control
agreements:

* The central provisions of the unratified
but mutually observed SALT Il Treaty
were abrogated by the United States
in November 1986.

» The Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty,
which arms-control supporters con-
sider the bedrock of arms control, has
been dramatically reinterpreted by this
Administration.

« Rapid expansion of the Star Wars pro-
gram, or Strategic Defense Initiative,
threatens to provoke an entirely new
competition in space weapons and a
redoubling of the offensive nuclear arms
race on earth.

But there is hope in Congress. In the com-
ing weeks, the House and Senate will vote
on legislation to cut spending on the Star
Wars program and to reaffirm the ABM
and SALT Il treaties. The strength of these
congressional efforts will depend on vocal
public support.

Members of Congress need to hear
from YOU.

HERE'S HOW YOU CAN HELP:

* Mail the attached posicards TODAY.
Remember to write your name and
address on the postcards so that your
senators will know you are a constitu-
ent. Votes are expected to be very close
in the Senate, and passage of crucial
arms-control legislation will depend on
citizen support.

» Follow up the postcards with letters
to your senators and representative.
Personal letters are an effective way to
increase the impact of your message.

* Join the League’s Campaign for a Safer
World activist network and receive
updates on arms-control legislation.
Send your name and address to the
Arms Control Desk at the League's
address below.

« Call the national office for the latest infor-
mation on League-supported legislation.
Weekdays, contact Kathy Shulman,
coordinator of Grassroots Lobbying, at
(202) 429-1965. Weekends, call the
League ActionLine at (202) 296-0218.

League of Women Voters
of the United States

1730 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036







GRISIS IN ARMS CONTROL

Now is a critical time The arms-control framework . ,
for U.S.-Soviet nuclear that has existéd fornearly two
arms control. decades is under full-scale

assault. Anunrestrained arms
race in hoth offensive and
defensive strategic weapons

lies on the horizon. ...

League of Women Voters
of the United States


































WHAT YOU CAN DO

Congress is expected to consider the question of continued U.S. aid to
the contras in mid-September, but action is needed now to let your
voice be heard in this important debate.

1) Write your senators and representative. Urge them to vote agaihst
continued U.S. aid to the contras in any form and to seek a diplomatic
solution to conflict in the region.

2) Send a League delegation to your members of Congress's district
offices with the message: no more contra aid. Congress is in recess
and members may be in their districts from August 8 to September 8.

3) Set up League telephone networks to be activated two days before the
first vote in mid-September. Call in your views to Washington and keep
those phones ringing throughout the two days before the vote.

4) Prepare for additiomal votes. The first contra aid vote may be on a
free-standing measure. Additional votes are possible if the contra aid
measure is defeated as a free-standing bill. An amendment could be
offered to the continuing resolution (the omnibus spending bill), thus
warranting additional votes.

5) Use methods appropriate to your community to mobilize opposition to
contra aid.
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NATIONAL SECURITY IN THE NUCLEAR AGE : SHORT BOOKLIST

This list of ten books is derived from a proposal to establish a balanced
up-to-date collection of books and articles on this subject in every library in
the United States. The proposal stresses the need for librarians to encourage
popular interest in these matters. Extensive support for the proposal is
developing. It has been endorsed by the American Library Association's Social
Responsibilities Round Table and its Peace Information Exchange Task Force. In
May 1986 the League of Women Voters of the United States gave the proposal and
its booklist new national level backing by distributing copies to the leaders
of its 1200 state and local chapters. (Cost of the ten books: $50.50)

Nuclear Illusion and Reality : Lord Solly Zuckerman; Vintage - 1982
($2.95) (154 pages) (ISBN 0-394-71363-X)

Nuclear War, Nuclear Peace : Leon Wieseltier; Holt, Rinehart & Winston - 1983
($2.95) [$7.95]1 (109 pages) (ISBN 0-03-064029-6)

Thinking About the Next War : Thomas Powers; Mentor - 1982
($2.95) (172 pages) (ISBN 0-451-62246-4)

Weapons and Hope : Freeman Dyson; Harper & Row - 1984 * (Also note *¥)
($6.95) [$17.95]1 (340 pages) (ISBN 0-06-039039-5)

Hawks, Doves, and Owls: An Agenda for Avoiding Nuclear War :
Graham Allison, Albert Carnesale, Joseph Nye, eds; W.W. Norton - 1985 *
($6.95) [$14.95] (282 pages) (ISBN 0-393-30329-2)

Preventing War in the Nuclear Age : Dietrich Fischer;
Rowman & Allenheld - 1984
($9.95) (236 pages) (ISBN 0-8476-7343-X)

The Nuclear Delusion: Soviet—American Relations in the Atomic Age :
George Kennan; Pantheon - 1983 *
($4.95) (264 pages) (ISBN 0-394-71318-4)

Stategic Defense: "Star Wars' in Perspective : Keith Payne;
Hamilton Press 1986
($9.95) [$20.95] (280 pages)  (ISBN 0-8191-5110-6)

The Fallacy of Star Wars : Union of Concerned Scientists; Vintage - 1984 *
($4.95) (293 pages) (ISBN 0-394-72894-7)

National Defense : James Fallows; Vintage - 1981
($4.95) (204 pages) (ISBN 0-394-75306-2)

* Also listed in Appendix L, "References on Strategic Nuclear Policy", of
Strategic Defenses: Ballistic Missile Defense Technologies ; Office of
Technology Assessment, U.S. Congress; Princeton University - 1986

** 1984 National Book Critics Circle Award

Booklist developed by and copies of complete proposal/booklist available from:

Booklist Updated 5/1/86 Ernest B. Dane
4 Jefferson Run Rd.
Copyright (C) 1985 by : Great Falls, VA 22066

Ernest B. Dane (703) 759-3324





















Brown/Coughlin Amendment voted to resume ASAT
to extend the U.S.-Soviet testing
Anti-Satellite weapons (ASAT)

test moratorium through Fiscal

Year 1987; League supported,

passed 222-197, August 13, 1986

Dicks/Aspin/Fascell Amendment voted to include

to restrict funds for weapons non-binding language urging
that exceed the SALT II the President to abide by the
numerical limits, unless the the SALT II limits

President certifies that the
Soviets are not abiding by
these limits; League supported,
passed 225-186, August 12, 1986

The difference between the House and Senate positions on these three
issues will now be negotiated in conference committee.

Senate Action on Defense Appropriations

The Senate Appropriations Committee is scheduled to vote on the Fiscal
Year 1987 defense appropriations bill on September 16. The Senate
authorized $3.95 billion in funding for the Strategic Defense
Initiative (SDI), a 30 percent increase over last year's level.
Detense appropriations determines the actual amount of money spent on
individual programs. This amount can be no higher than the authorized
level but it can be lower. Following the defeat of the Johnston/Evans
Amendment to the defense authorization bill, Senators Bennett Johnston
(D LA) and William Proxmire (D WI) are renewing their effort to cap SDI
funding in the Senate at 3 percent real growth by offering a similar
amendment to the defense appropriations bill in the Senate
Appropriations Committee.

Along with the recent House approval of a freeze on SDI spending,
passage of the Johnston/Proxmire Amerdment could virtually halt the
expansion of the SDI this year. Fifteen of the 29 Senators on the
Senate Appropriations Committee voted for the 3 percent real growth cap
on the defense authorization bill. These 15 Senators include:

Senators Mark Hatfield (R OR, Chair), Bennett Johnston (D LA), William
Proxmire (D WI), Daniel Inouye (D HI), Lawton Chiles (D FL), Quentin
Burdick (D ND), Patrick Leahy (D VT), Jim Sasser (D TN), Dale Bumpers
(D AR), Frank Lautenberg (D NJ), Tom Harkin (D IA), Dennis DeConcini (D
AZ), Lowell Weicker (R CT), Mark Andrews (R ND), and Arlen Specter (R
PA).

Urgent Action Needed

State and local Leagues with Senators on the Appropriations Committee
should write or call your Senators by September 16.

1.) Thank those Senators listed above who voted for the 3 percent real



2 u)

growth cap on SDI funding on the defense authorization bill and
urge them to continue to hold the line on Star Wars spending by
voting for the Johnston/Proxmire Amendment to the defense
appropriations bill; and

Urge Senators who did not vote to contain SDI funding to
reconsider. Tell them that the 30 percent increase in SDI funding
authorized by the Senate in August is unnecessary and wasteful,
especially in light of budget cuts in other military and domestic
prograns. :

FOLLOWING UP ON HOUSE VICTORIES

This year's victories on League-supported arms control amendments to
the defense authorization bill provide a unique opportunity to
reinforce and encourage the House of Representatives' dramatic
challenge to Administration policy on arms control. Throughout
September and October, state and local Leagues should take every
opportunity to thank those Members of Congress who voted for League
positions on the key votes outlined above.

LEAGUE ACTION NEEDED

1.)

25)

350

Write your Representatives and ask others to write expressing
thanks or disappointment in how your representative voted on the
three League supported amendments to the defense authorization
bill. Consult the enclosed vote chart to check how your
representative voted.

Adapt as appropriate, then send the enclosed sample letter to the
editor to the newspapers in your area. Action this fall to
publicize how your representative voted on these amendments will
help hold them accountable in anticipation of next years vote on
these issues.

Detach and return the Action Alert Response Form so that we
can better gauge the effectiveness of this call to action in our
on-going campaign for a safer world.

Thank you for your help.





















(DOD) and the Department of Energy (DOE).

advertised.

The large majority of these
programs are within the Defense Department's budget, but this year a
large increase in the budget request for the SDI programs within the
Department of Energy (DOE) has called attention to the fact that the
SDI is not solely a non-nuclear program as the President has

The requested increase in DOE programs is primarily for

nuclear-powered directed energy weapons, including the X-ray laser.
Last December, an underground nuclear test was conducted to test the X-
In the last two years, funding for "Star Wars" has tripled,
and this year's requested increase amounts to a 78 percent increase
over that level.

ray laser.

STAR WARS BUDGET

DOD Budget DOE Budget Total Z increase
*FY 1987 $4.8 Billion $603 Million $5.4 Billion 78%
FY 1986 $2.8 Billion $282 Million $3.1 Billion 91%
FY 1985 $1.4 Billion $202 Million $1.6 Billion 447
FY 1984 $990 Million $118 Million $1.1 Billion  -——-

*Requested but not yet approved

The purpose of the SDI is directly opposed to the intent and
understandings embodied in the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty of
1972. 1In December, 1983, following adoption of our Arms Control
position, the League's national board took a position in support of the
ABM Treaty and opposed to the SDI. Since that time, League members
have been working to educate the public and lobby members of Congress
to limit SDI funding to pre-SDI research levels.

At a time of pressing national concern about the federal deficit, the
"Star Wars" program must be subject to the same scrutiny and
congressional restraint as the rest of the budget. In the last two
years, the SDI has become an obstacle, not an inducement, to serious
arms control negotilations. There 1s no national mandate for this
program. There is no need to rush SDI research. Indeed, eminent
scientists and defense specialists have testified before Congress that
it is counterproductive to throw money at the SDI. Contrary to
original promises, Adminstration spokesmen have repeatedly admitted
that the SDI will not make nuclear weapons obsolete. This year, many
of those same spokesmen are saying that it is designed to "enhance
deterrence." The shifting rationales for the SDI defy logic.

For additional information, see the March 1986 edition of the
LWV Prospectus and the April edition of Report From The Hill.
Also, you may order free copies of the National Voter reprint, Space

Age Defense.































GUIDELINES FOR DEVELOPING CRITERIA
FOR THE
SELECTION OF PARTICIPANTS IN CANDIDATE DEBATES

It is essential for Leagues that are sponsoring debates to
establish criteria for determining the eligibility of candidates to
participate in the debates. Leagues should select criteria that will
allow them to conduct a nonpartisan debate to meet the goal of
providing information to as many citizens as possible so that voters
may make a meaningful electoral choice.

League boards should adopt criteria before they invite any
candidates to take part in the debate. The criteria will become part
of League policy, at least for that election year, and should not be
the subject of negotiations with candidates.

Criteria can range from general and simple to specific and
detailed. For example, a League may announce that it will only invite
candidates nominated by the two major parties, or it may require a
candidate to provide evidence of a specific level of public support in
order to qualify. It is always advisable to have the criteria checked
over by an attorney.

Whatever criteria are used, they should be clear, perceived as
fair, and publicly announced well in advance of the debate. A basic
guideline is that a particular League should be able to demonstrate, if
challenged, that it used a reasonable set of criteria to reach a
reasonable decision in an objective manner. When the criteria are made
public, they can be accompanied by an explanation of how they are
related to the League's goals and objectives for the debate.

Criteria that have often been used by state Leagues include:

(1) Constitutional eligibility - the candidate must meet the
requirements of the state constitution and/or the
Constitution of the United States;

(2) Ballot access - the candidate must meet all requirements to
be on the ballot according to state election laws;

(3) Evidence that a formal campaign is being waged (for major
office only) - presence of headquarters, campaign staff,
issuance of position papers, campaign appearances, etc.;

(4) Evidence of significant voter interest and support such
as:

o nomination by major party,
o receipt of certain percentage (usually 10-15 percent)
of support in one or more statewide nonpartisan public
~ opinion polls (or a level of support at least equal to
that of a major party candidate),
o evidence of a significant level of financial
support, and receipt of contributions
from a significant number of contributors.



Worksheet - Proposal Budgets

Sample Budget

Direct Costs

Personnel

Project Manager

Secretary/Clerical

Bookkeeping

Consultants (media, legal, site selection, public relations, survey research)
(Benefits)

Administrative

Telephone

Bank Charges

Duplicating (Printing - Programs)

Postage

Rent and Utilities

Travel (Staff, Consultants, Moderators and Panelists)

Supplies and Equipment
& : In Kind Contributions
Typewriter rental . Attorney
Office supplies LWV Board Member
Volunteer time
On Site Expenses : Consultants

TV Monitors

Podia/ Tables
Security

Transcripts

Tape recording

League Identification
Directional signs

Publicity

Advertising
Design/Logo

Volunteers' Expenses

Parking

Mileage

Child care
Travel and meals

Indirect Costs

Overhead (office space, equipment and services sued for project and not
specifically charged) ‘


















or

(2) devote a major portion of debate content (defined as more
than half the time allotted for the debate, or more than half
the questions addressed in the debate) to global and national
security issues.

In either case, the issue of the threat of nuclear war must be
included in the debate content. Other security issues include such
topics as arms control, strategic nuclear policy, defense spending and
U.S. - Soviet relations, as well as U.S. commitments abroad,
international trade, foreign aid, regional conflicts (e.g. the Middle
East and Central America) and the role of international organizations.
Leagues will be supplied with suggested questions on these issues and a
guide for using the questions. Leagues in states with fall primaries
may apply for funding for a primary election, if that is determined to
be the best way to provide meaningful information to voters.

Leagues are encouraged to cooperate in the planning and production
of debates and related activities. This is especially appropriate
where there is more than one League in a congressional district or in
metropolitan areas where several congressional districts are served by
the same broadcast media. In such cases, one League (this may be a
local League, an ILO or a state League) should be designated to
coordinate and supervise the project, and that League should be the
contact with the LWVEF. The League that takes the lead role in
planning and producing the debate should submit the proposal.

Senatorial debates should be conducted by state Leagues, unless
the state League Board specifically delegates this responsibility to
another League level. State Leagues should be kept informed about any
proposals for congressional debates submitted by local Leagues in that
state.

If Leagues are co-sponsoring a debate with a college or
university, a non-profit, nonpartisan community organization or
another suitable partner, this should be indicated in the proposal, and
the League must retain responsibility for expenditure of funds awarded
through the LWVEF.

Leagues may also include in their proposals such citizen education
activities as forums, discussion sessions or distribution of materials
(written or video) provided that they are related to the debate and
focus on national security issues. All activities conducted with grant
funds must be educational in nature and present more than one point of
view.

Preparing a Proposal

We realize that Leagues will be preparing their proposals within a
tight time frame, and we are not expecting lengthy, polished or
detailed proposals. It will be helpful if proposals include all the















Worksheet - Proposal Budgets
Sample Budget

Direct Costs

Personnel

Project Manager
Secretary/Clerical
Bookkeeping

Consultants (media, legal, site selection, public relations, survey research)
(Benefits)

Administrative

Telephone

Bank Charges

Duplicating (Printing - Programs)

Postage

Rent and Utilities

Travel (Staff, Consultants, Moderators and Panelists)

Supplies and Equipment

In Kind Contributions

Typewriter rental Attorney
Office supplies LWV Board Member
Volunteer time
On Site Expenses 7 Consultants

TV Monitors

Podia/ Tables
Security

Transcripts

Tape recording

League Identification
Directional signs

PubTicity

Advertising
Design/Logo

Volunteers' Expenses

Parking

Mileage

Child care
Travel and meals

Indirect Costs

Overhead (office space, equipment and serV1ces sued for prOJect and not
specifically charged)






























SDI AMENDMENT VOTES - CONTINUED

Note: Members who were absent or not voting on all of the SDI amendments include:
Rostenkowski (IL), Towns (NY), Luken (OH), Gaydos (PA), Daschle (SD),
Jeffords (VT). Speaker of the House O0'Neill: not voting.

For the Administration's Position: Members of the House who are not included in the
above lists voted for the amendments to increase SDI funding above the level adopted
by the House ($2.5 billion).

SENATE - On June 4, the Senate approved $3 billion in spending authority for the
Strategic Defense Initiative. The Senate rejected the League-supported Kerry
Amendment by a vote of 21-78, as well as a less retrictive amendment offered by
Senators Bumpers and Proxmire to cut SDI funding to $1.89 billion. The Bumpers/
Proxmire Amendment was defeated by a vote of 38-57. The two votes listed below
indicate either very strong opposition (on the Kerry Amendment) or moderately strong
opposition to the SDI (on the Bumpers/Proxmire Amendment). Senators not included
in these lists supported funding levels above $2.5 billion.

For the League Position: Senators who voted for the Kerry Amendment to freeze
funding for the SDI at $1.4 billion and eliminate funding for demonstration
projects include:

Bumpers (AR), Pryor (AR), Cranston (CA), Hart (CO), Weiker (CT), Inouye (HI),
Matsunaga (HI), Simon (IL), Harkin (IA), Sarbanes (MD), Kennedy (MA), Kerry (MA),
Riegle (MI), Eagleton (MO), Melcher (MT), Burdick (ND), Metzenbaum (OH), Hatfield (OR),
Pell (RI), Leahy (VT), Proxmire (WI). :

Moderately Strong Opposition to the SDI: Senators who voted for the Bumpers/Proxmire
Amendment but against the Kerry Amendment include:

DeConcini (AZ), Dodd (CT), Biden (DE), Chiles (FL), Grassley (IA), Kassenbaum (Ks),
Ford (KY), Johnston (LA), Mitchell (ME), Mathias (MD), Levin (MI), Baucus (M),
Lautenberg (NJ), Moynihan (NY), Chafee (RI), Gore (TN), Sasser (TN), Rockefeller (WV).

Possible Swing Votes: Over the next two to three months, the League will be developing
a list of Senators who may be considered possible swing votes on the SDI in the

future. Close questioning of Senators who voted for the Bumpers/Proxmire Amendment

but against the Kerry Amendment and especially of Senators not included in either of
these lists will help produce the list of possible swing votes. Please forward any
information you receive at the state or local level to the Arms Control Desk at the
national League office,
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Space-Age Defense

Pipe Dream or Protection?

On March 23, 1983, President Reagan
unveiled a dream to the American peo-
ple. “Itis that we embark on a program to
counter the awesome Soviet missile
threat with measures that are defensive,
." said Reagan. “I call upon the scien-
tific community in our country, those who
gave us nuclear weapons, to turn their
great talents now to the cause of man-
kind and world peace, to give us the
means of rendering these nuclear
weapons impotent and obsolete.” What
the President was proposing, in the
midst of frigid East-West relations, was
an about-face in prevailing arms-control
strategies and a radically different per-
spective on providing for the common
defense.

Ever since that speech, a debate has
raged over whether the Presidents de-
fense plan, dubbed “Star Wars” by the
press, will enhance national security or
simply escalate the arms race. But in
spite of the long and growing list of res-
ervations raised by skeptics, the Presi-
dent remains firm in his support for a
space defense program and in his belief
that protection from Soviet ballistic (i.e.,
space-flying) missiles may be possible.
Pentagon officials, scientists and military
strategists already are working fo make
the President's dream become a reality.

Under the Strategic Defense Initiative
(SDI) — the Administration’s official
name for the new ballistic missile de-
fense program — the United States will
explore a variety of technologies de-
signed fo protect the country from Soviet
missile attack. Possible futuristic
weapons include directed-energy (lasers
and particle beams) and kinetic-energy

©1985 League of Women Voters of the
United States

weapons (explosive nonnuclear war-
heads or nonnuclear missiles that de-
stroy through the force of impact at a
very high speed). These weapons
theoretically would be capable of inter-
cepting and destroying enemy missiles
during their boost phase (the first three to
five minutes of flight) and destroying
warheads at all points along their flight
path. Such a layered defense system,
supporters say, will provide the effective-
ness necessary for an adequate defense.

On the surface, these proposals
sound enticing, but in reality the Presi-
dents Strategic Defense Initiative re-
mains a plan plagued with unanswerable
questions. Military strategists fear that
the SDI will upset the knowledge that
nuclear war is not winnable and that cre-
ation of a less-than-perfect defense
might actually increase the risk of war.
Arms-control advocates, including the
League of Women Voters, believe that
the SDI will lead to more, not less, nu-
clear competition and will nullify the
most important arms-control agreement
in recent history, the Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty. And many scientists challenge the
technological feasiblity of ever designing
a perfect system.

For citizens who want to know more
about the current defense-in-space de-
bate, here is a list of the Administration’s
major claims in support of the Strategic
Defense Initiative — each followed by a
counterargument forcefully presented
by the League. This exercise in polemics
reveals very different perspectives on the
issue of national security and under-
scores the League’s stand that the SDl is
a dangerous proposition.
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CLAIM:

The SDI will stabilize the
current arms race.

The President maintains that by building
defenses against missile attack, the SDI
creates an opportunity “for reducing ten-
sions and for introducing greater stability
info the strategic nuclear calculus on
both sides.” And as former National Se-
curity Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski, phys-
icist Robert Jastrow and arms-control ex-
pert Max M. Kampelman argue in a Feb-
ruary 1985 New York Times Magazine
article, “Such a transition, first of the
United States and eventually of the
Soviet Union, into a genuinely defensive
posture, with neither side posing a first-
strike threat to the other, would not only
be stabilizing but would also be most
helpful to the pursuit of more far-
reaching arms-control agreements.”

NOT TRUE.

Neither developing nor deploying a bal-
listic missile defense system is a step
toward greater stability. If the United
States attempts to build a defense
against Soviet aftack while retaining its
own missile force, the Soviets would un-
doubtedly view the situation as a U.S.
move towards first-strike readiness. In
other words, U.S. ability to attack the
Soviet Union and protect itself against
retaliation would heighten Soviet fears of
a U.S. first strike. Such fear might, in turn,
lead to a preemptive attack by the
Soviets.

As national security experts
McGeorge Bundy, George E Kennan,
Robert S. McNamara and Gerard Smith
point out in a recent issue of Foreign
Affairs, “As long as it [the SDI] continues,
it will darken the prospect for significant
improvement in the currently frigid rela-
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tions between Moscow and Washington.
It will thus sharpen the very anxieties the
President wants to reduce.”

CLAIM:

The SDI will render nuclear
weapons impotent and
obsolete.

The President maintains that by building
a ballistic missile defense system, nu-
clear weapons will be rendered impotent
and obsolete. Mr. Reagan has confi-
dence that the same scientific minds that
put astronauts on the moon and a shuttle
in outer space will conquer the formida-
ble task of creating a foolproof missile
defense. Even if the system is not 100-
percent effective, supporters argue that it
would complicate Soviet attack and
make them see the folly of a continued
arms build-up.

NOT TRUE.

The SDI will do little to render nuclear
weapons impotent and obsolete. Most
experts agree that the Soviets simply will
build more offensive weapons and a
range of other countermeasures to
overpower and outwit the missile de-
fense system.

As for the original claim that a perfect
defense is feasible, many Pentagon offi-
cials and members of the scientific
community admit that a partial defense
against Soviet missiles is perhaps the
very best the SDI can provide. Even the
program’s chief, Lieutenant General
James Abrahamson, has stated that “a
perfect defense is not a realistic thing.”
Arms control experts also question the
survivability—and thus the effectiveness









What led the two nations to this
agreement only 13 short years ago was
the wisdom of limiting defense weap-
onry. Both countries acknowledged the
enormous power of offensive nuclear
weapens and the fact that if national
ABM systems were not severely limited,
a costly defensive and offensive arms
race would follow. New weapons tech-
nology has not—and can not—change
the basic premise accepted by the
superpowers in 1972, Competition will
continue. The question is whether both
sides will agree to limit the race or ex-
pand it to include defensive weapons.

CLAIM:

The United States can
proceed with SDI research,
development, testing and
deployment without
abrogating the Anti-Ballistic
Missile Treaty of 1972.

The 1972 ABM Treaty between the
United States and Soviet Union bans the
deployment of nationwide systems used
to defend against strategic ballistic
missile attack. Specifically, the treaty al-
lows research and some development of
space-based, sea-based, air-based and
mobile land-based ABM systems but
bans their full-scale deployment. Admin-
istration officials repeatedly have stated
that the SDI is just a research program
and, as such, does not violate the ABM
accord.

NOT TRUE.

The ABM Treaty is regarded as the foun-
dation of current arms control and has

made possible subsequent agreements
on offensive weapons. As conceived, the
SDI calls for the deployment of a
nationwide ABM system, which, if car-
ried out, would result in complete rejec-
tion of the ABM Treaty. And as research
and development continue over the next
few years towards that goal, the testing
of components of ballistic missile de-
fense — for example, the “Talon Gold”
laser tracking program, whose compo-
nents are scheduled fo be tested in
space in the early 1990s—also will result
in ABM Treaty violations. Current Soviet
and U.S. antisatellite weapons advances
(see box), which most admit are precur-
sors to the development of ballistic
missile defenses, also threaten the spirit,
if not the letter, of the ABM agreement.
It is not possible to proceed along the
SDI path that the Administration has out-
lined and spend the kind of money that
has been requested without the United
States—or possibly the Soviet Union—
deciding to abrogate the ABM treaty.

CLAIM:

An antiballistic missile
system is more important
than an Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty.

The Administration views ballistic
missile defense as an alternative to more
traditional methods of deterrence and as
a complement to unreliable arms con-
trol. Seeing the SDI as a means of
achieving “mutual assured survival” in-
stead of “mutual assured destruction,”
the Administration may, in the long run,
seek to alter the ABM Treaty so that
components of ballistic missile defenses
and a missile defense system itself can
be tested and deployed. Many in the
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"STAR WARS'" ACTION ALERT RESPONSE FORM

Please return to: Arms Control Desk, League of Women Voters of the United States
1730 M Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036

We wrote to Representative A
We wrote to Senator and 3
We wrote a letter to the editor =

We contacted other local arms control groups in our

community v

We met with our Member(s) of Congress : 5

Other :
Please send me free copies of the VOTER reprint "Space Age Defense - Pipe Dream

or Protections?" for distribution in my community. '

We are interested in working with other anti-SDI organizations. Please send us the
names of any local organizations or contacts you know of.

Name

Address

City, State Zip

Phone ( ) Congressional District

























To be completed by local Leagues. Please return after using the video. Mail to:
League of Women Voters Education Fund
1730 M Street, N.W., Washington, DC 20036

EVALUATION FORM FOR LWVEF VIDEO: “THE THIRD WORLD CHALLENGE TO U.S. POLICY"

FROM: : (name)
LWV of
(address)
(zip code)
I. Please rate content of the video on a scale of 1 to 5.
Excellent Average Poor
A. Overall quality i 2 3 4 5
B. As an introduction to the topic 1 2 3 4 5
C. As a balanced treatment of the subject 1 2 3 4 5
D. In conveying information on the issue 1 2 3 4 5
E. As a means to provoke discussion 1 2 3 4 5

Please add any other comments on the content of the video:

II. Distribution and utility

A. How did your League use the video (small group discussion, statewide meeting,
community program, cable TV, other?)

B. Was the video a good learning tool in your educational activities?

C. Was the video the appropriate length for your purposes?

D. MWere the other LWVEF informational materials (publication and discussion manual)

helpful as background, in follow-up, or in answering questions?

E. What distribution system was used? How well did it work?

Please note on the back any additional comments that you would 1ike us to have in
evaluating this project. Your comments will help us improve future activities of
this kind.



To be completed by local Leagues.

EVALUATION FORM FOR LWVEF VIDEO:

Please return after using the video. Mail to:
Leaque of Women Voters Education Fund
1730 M Street, N.W., Washington, DC 20036

"THE THIRD WORLD CHALLENGE TO U.S. POLICY"

FROM: (name)
LWV of
(address)
(zip code)
I. Please rate content of the video on a scale of 1 to 5.
Excellent Average Poor
A. Overall quality 1 2 4 5
B. As an introduction to the topic 1 2 B 4 5
C. As a balanced treatment of the subject 1 2 3 4 5
D. In conveying information on the issue 1 2 3 4 5
E. As a means to provoke discussion 1 2 3 4 b

Please add any other comments on the content of the video:

II. Distribution and utility

A. How did your League use the video (small group discussion, statewide meeting,
community program, cable TV, other?)

B. Was the video a good learning tool in your educational activities?

C. Was the video the appropriate length for your purposes?

D. MWere the other LWVEF informational materials (publication and discussion manual)
helpful as background, in follow-up, or in answering questions?

E. What distribution system was used? How well did it work?

Please note on the back any additional comments that you would like us to have in
evaluating this project. Your comments will help us improve future activities of

this kind.
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Leagues that receive multiple copies will also receive at least one 3/4 inch
copy, suitable for use on most institutional video machines (libraries, schools,
etc.) and for providing a good copy from which a League that decides to do so
could reproduce more tapes. (Remember, copyright laws require permission from
the author, in this case the LWVEF, before reproducing materials. So do inform
us before making any copies.) We have encouraged state League presidents to
develop a statewide distribution plan to get the videotape to the local Leagues.
Some state offices may choose to contact you directly to find out when your local
League could use the video or they may choose to wait until your fall state work-
shop to determine the best approach. Despite all our best efforts, for some
Leagues there may be conflicts in scheduling and constraints on funds for mailing.

This is the first major LWVEF foray into the use of video as an educational tool.
We are eager to hear your evaluation of the product and how the distribution sys-
tem worked. If you meet up with some problems early on, however, please feel
free to write me or call Deborah Goldman at the national office. We may be able
to help provide some guidance based on what other states have reported.

Overall, we hope that video, as an exciting new way of conveying information via
sights and sounds, will become a more common means of communication between nation-
al, state and local Leagues. As an initial attempt, we hope that you will give it
your best, so that we can make it better and easier in the future.















"The Third World Challenge to U.S. Policy"

STATE

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
[D). @R
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY:
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND

MASSACHUSETTS

MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPT
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

NEW HAMPSHIRE

(Developing Countries Video)
Statewide Distribution Plan

Number of videos
to be sent by LWVEF

58]
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STATE

NEW JERSEY

NEW MEXICO

NEW YORK

NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO

OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS

UTAH

VERMONT

VIRGIN ISLANDS
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING

Number of videos
to be sent by LWVEF

20
2
26
5
2
16
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SUGGESTED MEETING OUTLINE

I. Updating LWVUS IR Positions (Addresses Evaluation Questionnaire Part I.A.)

A. Start with some questions about recent LWVUS actions (see pages 5-6)
in order to bring members up to date on LWVUS activities in the inter-
national arena. For example: "Did you know that the LWVUS opposes U.S.
10 withdrawal from UNESCO? Do you know why?"
min, B. Present one or two of the historical examples (see pages 3-4) as a
means of explaining current trends and developments affecting IR program
issues. Ask participants what they think the LWVUS positon was in
these cases and why. Do members understand the underlying issues?

IT. Interpreting LWVUS IR Positions (Questionnaire Part 1.B.:€))

Break up into small groups, with each focusing on one hypothetical
situation (pages 7 - 9) in order to discuss how the LWVUS might respond.
30 (You do not need to use all four of the examples.) After each small
min. group has reported its responses to the entire group, assess how well
your members understand the process of interpreting League positions.
Are there any problems?

III. Preparing for the Future (Questionnaire Part II)

A. Ask participants to discuss elements or factors that promote
"global security."

B. Highlight some of the common threads in the League's IR positions
(interdependence, importance of developing countries to the United
States, avoiding conflict, use of nonmilitary strategies, cooperation,
etc.). How do LWVUS positions address jssues of global security iden-
tified by the group? Are there important issues that the LWVUS positions
do not address?

C. Ask participants to discuss any new and innovative proposals in

the international relations field (i.e., those that have been suggested
in one form or another but not implemented) that might contribute to
global security? (See Promoting Peace: Agenda for Change.)

25
min.

IV.  Broadening Perspectives (Questionnaire Part III. A-D)
If your League has conducted a Community Survey (see attached) summar-
10 ize these results. Give particular attention to the problems perceived
by respondents as most pressing and to respondents' evaluations of the

(s appropriate balance between military and nonmilitary U.S. policy options.
If your League did not do the survey, you may want to ask meeting parti-
cipants to respond to the interview questions.

V. Opportunities for Advocacy (Questionnaire Part IV)
Review briefly some of the organizations working on international issues
(see attached). Emphasize national coalitions the League belongs to and

15 local organizations with whom your League could work to organize events

min. or develop a network. Discuss how inter-organization connections could

be improved and how your League could mobilize public opinion on in?ernan
tional issues and influence public policy through education and action.
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Be sure to keep in mind how these activities could serve your membership,
public relations and fund raising goals. For example:

--Expand or target your membership campaign to include local affiliates
of other national organizations involved in IR issues. Be sure to high-
light the League's special interest in this topic.

--As part of the community survey, consider interviewing important
community leaders who also may be potential League members or donors.
--Write an upbeat analysis of your League's IR activities to demonstrate
how citizens can tackle current foreign policy issues.

MEETING-READY EXERCISES: HISTORICAL EXAMPLES AND HYPOTHETICAL SITUATIONS

I. HISTORICAL EXAMPLES IN WHICH THE LWVUS APPLIED IR STATEMENTS OF
POSITION TO SPECIFIC U.S. GOVERNMENT ACTIONS.

Application of Development and United Nations Positions

In 1977 the U.S. House of Representatives considered two amendments to

the foreign aid bill designed to place "strings" or conditions on U.S.
direct (bilateral) and indirect (multilateral) economic aid. The proposed
amendments prohibited the use of U.S. funds for the production of certain
commodities that compete with U.S. agriculture (palm oil, citrus, sugar)
and economic aid to "unfriendly" governments with alleged human rights
abuses (Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos, Uganda, Mozambique, Angola, Cuba).

U.S. bilateral aid includes Agency for International Development (AID)
programs to promote economic growth in developing countries through
agriculture, population, health, education and energy projects. Multi-
lateral aid is provided through U.S. contributions to economic and social
development activities of the UN specialized agencies and voluntary
programs and to the multilateral development banks (World Bank, Interna-
tional Development Association and the regional banks for Latin America,
Asia, and Africa).

The LWVUS opposed the amendments because:

--they would have subverted the multilateral aid process by imposing
conditions on the nonpolitical lending practices of the multilateral
insti%utions. (The LWVUS development position advocates "reduced tied
aid® s

--they violated the charters of the multilateral development banks and
therefore would have forced them to refuse to accept vitally important
U.S. funds; and

--the commodity restriction would have undermined economic growth in
developing countries and the principle of free trade. (The LWVUS
supports "a liberal U.S. trade policy" and advocates that U.S. policies
"help less-developed countries reach self-sustaining economic growth.");
--Because the LWVUS does not have a specific position on international
human rights, the League did not comment on the alleged human rights
violations.
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IT. SUMMARY OF RECENT LWVUS IR ACTIONS

The LWVUS responds to and initiates contact with members of Congress
(MCs) and Administration officials as the need arises or at opportune
times in the decision making process. The following outline highlights
LWVUS actions taken in the period between January 1983-December 1984.
More information about these actions can be found in Regort from the
Hill and the mini-edition of R/H carried in the National VOTER, You
may want to put some of these in your bulletin as background and have
your members bring them to the meeting.

United Nations

A. Statements to various congressional committees (April, October

and November 1983 and February and April 1984) urging support for U,S.
contributions to the multilateral development banks, UN voluntary
programs, and the UN and its specialized agencies. Response to efforts
to sharply reduce U.S. funding in the FY 1984 and 1985 budgets.

Basis for action: "The United States should support the UN and its
specialized agencies and should provide financial contributions commen-
surate with its ability to pay."

B. Letters, testimony and telegrams to the President and Congress
(March-May 1984) arguing that the U.S, government should suspend its
notice of intent to withdraw from UNESCO and seek ways to achieve U.S.
objectives within the organization. Prompted by the President's December
1983 announcement of U.S. intent to withdraw from UNESCO in one year
unless substantial changes are made.

Basis for action: "The United States should not place conditions on

its participation in the UN except in the most extreme cases, such as
flagrant violations of the Charter."

C. Telegram to the President (February 1984) urging support for UN
Security Council efforts to establish peacekeeping forces in Beirut,
Lebanon. Response to renewed Security Council deliberations on the
Middle East and to hopeful signs of changing positions by Council members.
Basis for action: "UN peacekeeping procedures should be strengthened

and employed wherever possible."

D. Press release (April 1984) calling on the Administration to reverse
its decision to suspend for two years the World Court's jurisdiction in
disputes involving Central America.

Basis for action: "World peace must rest in part on a body of interna-
tional law developed through treaties, covenants, agreements and the
judgments of international courts."

Trade

A. Letters and statements to MCs, testimony and articles (April 1983-
May 1984) opposing the Fair Practices in Automative Products Act, the
so-called "domestic content" bill, requiring that specific percentages
of U.,S. parts and labor be used in imported automobiles sold in the
United States.

Basis for action: "Implicit in the League's support of expanded trade
is opposition to measures that impede trade: restrictive administrative
procedures, quotas, Buy American provisions, and similar measures."
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B. Memo to the House of Representatives (September 1983) urging reautho-
rization of the Trade Adjustment Assistance program for FY 1984-85, which
was due to expire.

Basis for action: "Trade adjustment assistance should be made easily
available to domestic firms and workers injured by import competition."

Development

A. Letter to the Commission on Security and Economic Assistance (August
1983) summarizing the League's positions on foreign assistance. Response
to Commission's consideration of options for U.S. aid policy in the 1980's.
Besis for action: "The League believes that development assistance
enhances the possibilities for world peace. . .favors programs with a

focus on human needs which emphasize cooperative efforts by developed

and developing countries and are long-range, adequately financed,
effectively coordinated and administered."

B. Testimony before the House Ways and Means Committee (August 1983) in
support of the extension of the Generalized System of Preferences (GSP)
permitting duty-free treatment by the U.S. of certain goods produced by
developing countries.

Basis for action: "Because of their need for greater access to U.S. and
other industrialized countries' markets, the League favors generalized,
temporary preferential tariff treatment and certain commodity arrange-
ments for the less developed countries."

Military Policy and Defense Spending

A. Statements and telegrams to Congress and the President (May-October
1984) opposing MX missile funding. The FY 1985 defense authorization
and appropriations bills were under consideration.

Basis for action: "The League does not support any modernization of the
land Teg (of the triad) that would result in weapons systems that are
vulnerable or increase incentives to attack first."

Arms Control

A. Action Alert to Leagues, memos and letters to MCs (May-October 1984)
opposing funding levels requested by the President for the Strategic
Defense Initiative and calling for negotiations to ban anti-satellite
weapons. The FY 1985 defense authorization and appropriations bills
were under consideration,

Basis for action: "The LWVUS advocates limits on the spread or prolif-
eration of weapons to inhibit transfers of nuclear technology or weapons
from one nation to another or to a geographic region such as the seabed
or outer space."

B. Participation in a press conference (August 1984) launching a global
campaign to end nuclear weapons testing by August 6, 1985, forty years
after the bombing of Hiroshima. The press conference was called by the
Center for Defense Information.

Basis for action: "The League supports efforts to inhibit the develop-
ment and improvement of weapons through qualitative limits, including
1imits on the testing of weapons."
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Application of Military Policy and Defense Spending
and Arms Control Positions

Suppose that Congress were asked in 1985 to appropriate funds for new,
sophisticated and expensive conventional weapons for NATO defense. The
proposal reflects a new strategy of attacking Warsaw Pact forces behind
the 1ine of battle in order to delay or stop reinforcements, in contrast
to the former emphasis on repelling forces.after they have invaded NATO
territory. Factors that have led to making this proposal include advances
in weapons technology, doubts about NATO's existing ability to wage
conventional defense, and growing aversion to NATO's heavy reliance on
nuclear weapons for defense. (See also Promoting Peace: Agenda for
Change for more background.) What should be the LWVUS stance?

Consider:
1. Does the LWVUS position supporting NATO's conventional defense imply
a general goal that must also be examined in light of further considera-
tions such as efficiency and effectiveness, or does it imply a blanket
endorsement to all proposals to strengthen conventional defense?

2. In light of the fact that the LWVUS position specifies no particular
level of defense spending, is there a basis for judging the cost of these
new weapons (e.g., readiness over investment; savings through efficiency;
defense spending in relation to other national needs)?

3. Would support of these new weapons further the LWVUS goal of reduced
NATO reliance on nuclear weapons?

4. Would support of these weapons help or hinder the LWVUS goal of
negotiated reductions in conventional forces in Europe?

5.  Would NATO's deployment of such weapons promote or detract from the
LWVUS arms control goals of building confidence and promoting stability?

APPENDICES

The following sections comprise the remainder of this Leader's Guide:

Optional Community Survey
Organizations
Selected Resources

Optional Evaluation Questionnaire (yellow)






Weapons and Hope. Freeman Dyson, 1984. (Harper and Row Bookstores, 10 E. 53rd Street, New York,
NY 10022.) $17.95. An analysis of the current nuclear impasse that proposes complete nuclear
disarmament followed by construction of non-nuclear space defense.

What About the Russians--and Nuclear War? Ground Zero, 1983. (Pocket Books, 1230 Avenue of the
Americas, New York, NY 10020). $3.95. An analysis of present Soviet nuclear policy from the per-
spective of Russian history and culture.

V. Global Resources

Building a Sustainable Society. Lester R. Brown, 198l. (Worldwatch Institute, 1776 Massachusetts
Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20036). Also may be available at bookstores. $6.95 paperback. Outlines
the steps to a sustainable society in the areas of population, resources and renewable energy.

Fate of the Earth. Jonathan Schell, 1982. (Avon Books, 959 8th Avenue, New York, NY JQEI9 T S cori5 R
Author argues that full-scale use of nuclear weapons would lead to extinction of humankind.

The Resourceful Earth. Julian Simon and Herman Kahn, 1984. (Basil Blackwell, 432 Park Avenue South,
New York, NY 10016). $19.95. cChallenges the findings of the Global 2000 Report, arguing that the

world in 2000 will be "less crowded, less polluted, more stable ecologically, and less vulnerable to
resource-supply disruption than the world we live in now."

VI. Journals

Foreign Affairs. Published five times a year by the Council on Foreign Relations. Subscription
Department: P.O. Box 2615, Boulder, CO 80321. Annual subscription, $22.00. Single copies, $4.95.
Recent editions contain articles on "The Nuclear Debate," "Can the Soviet Union Reform?""The United
Nations: The Tarnished Image," "A Monetary System for the Future” (Fall 1984); "Trade and Debt: the
Vital Linkage" and "The American Trade Deficit" (Summer 1984); a series of articles on "The Star Wars
Debate" and "The Rise, Fall and Future of Detente" (Winter 1983/84).

Foreign Policy. Published quarterly by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Subscription
Department: P.O. Box 984, Farmingdale, New Fdenalle AIETASE Annual subscription, $17.00. Single copies,

$5.00. Recent editions contain articles on "The Superpowers: Freeze or Flux" (Fall 1984); "The New
Soviet Challenge" and "The 0ld Russian Legacy" (Summer 1984); "Swapping with the Empire" and "Stab-
ilizing Star Wars" (Spring 1984); and "Reagan Through Soviet Eyes" (Fall 1983).

VII. ORGANIZATIONS WITH LEGISLATIVE NEWSLETTERS

Coalition for a New Foreign and Military Policy. A coalition of 55 national religious, professional,
peace, research and social action organizations working for a noninterventionist and demilitarized
U.S. foreign policy. Membership: $20. 712 G Street, SE, Washington, DC 20003.

Consumers for World Trade. A national membership organization representing consumer interests
in free trade. Membership: $20. 1346 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20036. .

League of Women Voters of the United States. Report from the Hill. Obtain from League Action
Service. Subscription: $12.00/congressional session. $2.00/single copy.

UNA-USA Washington Office. UNA-USA's office that monitors on a weekly basis congressional and
executive branch actions affecting the UN. Subscription to UNA-USA Weekly Report: $40. 1010 Vermoat
Avenue, NW, #904, Washington, DC 20005.

World Federalist Association. A national membership association working to promote global solutions to
world problems. Current focus is on nuclear weapons disarmament strategies. Membership: $20. 418
7th Street, SE, Washington, DC 20003.













I. Updating and Interpreting LWVUS IR positions

A. Do your League members have a low, moderate or high degreee of
understanding of current trends and developments affecting IR program
issues? Explain.

B. What specific problems did your members express in trying to understand
the process of interpreting LWVUS positions?

I1I. Preparing for the Future

A. How do your members describe or define global security?

B. Do your members understand the League process of translating philo-
sophical goals (e.g., promoting peace) into specific actions on trade,
development, international organizations, arms control and military
policy? Explain.

c. Did your members identify areas in which the LWVUS can take action
based on existing positions but hasn't? Are there international issues
of interest to your members on which the LWVUS can't take action based
on existing positions? Explain.

D. What specific proposals to promote global security are the most
important?

III. Community Survey

A. Does your community rank low, moderate or high in terms of international
connections? Explain your ranking.

B. What international problems concern residents the most? How do

they view the use of military and nonmilitary actions to resolve international
problems? How do they view the issue of U.S.-Soviet relations? Describe

any significant contradictions in these views.

C. How would you compare the community's general level of international
(See Part I.A.)

D. What kinds of educational or lobbying activities do you think people
in your community would support with time and resources?

IV. Opportunities for Advocacy

What plans does your League have to mobilize public opinion on inter-
national issues through education and action?






more on these below).

Discussion: While no member agreement will be taken during this first part of the study,
Ceagues should try to hold one discussion meeting--either general or unit--on the examina-
tion phase, as a means of stimulating thinking and exchange about the issues and about League
action. In order to facilitate this discussion, the Leader's Guide will include meeting-ready
exercises (see below).

Feedback mechanism: Leagues will have an opportunity to evaluate member views in a question-
naire (see below).

MATERIALS

Substantive nublication: Promoting Peace: Agenda for Change reviews trends and developments
affecting international organizations, trade, development and arms policies, including pro-
posals for changes and adjustments. Available mid-October.

Leader's Guide: A resource committee tool containing meeting-ready exercises, background in-
formation on League IR program and bibliography. Two meeting-ready exercises will be outlined:
community survey and scenarios. The survey is an optional exercise based on informal inter-
views in the community; it can be used during the meeting as a discussion starter. The survey
process was used by participants in the June 1983 National Security conference and is explained
in detail in National Security: Facts and Assumptions (Pub. #538, $1.50) The scenario section
will be in two parts: 1) Historical scenarios will describe how the LWVUS interpreted IR
positions in specific cases. 2) Hypothetical scenarios will give Leagues an opportunity to
discuss how the IR positions could be interpreted. In order to help answer these questions,

a selected listing of LWVUS action on IR issues and description of groups that the LWVUS works
with on these issues will be included. The bibliography will be annotated. The questionnaire
will be attached. Available early November.

Questionnaire: This evaluation tool is intended to stimulate discussion at the local level

and provide an opportunity for Leagues to let the LWVUS know their views. The open-ended ques-
tions will ask for an evaluation of community awareness of international issues (if a communi-
ty survey is done) and member understanding of the IR positions and the process of interpret-
ing them. The questionnaire will also give Leagues an opportunity to convey to the LWVUS

their members' views on global security. The deadline for responding is April 30, 1985. The
responses will be analyzed and reported in some form, yet to be determined. Since this is

not a consensus process, no statement of position will result. The analysis will, however,

be used by the LWVUS and LWVEF in developing proposals, testimony, field service programs and
technical assistance projects, as appropriate.

NATIONAL SECURITY COMMITTEE
The members of the National Security Committee are:

Joan Rich, Chair ! inda Moscarella

7500 Devon Court West Lake Road
Atascadero, CA 93422 ' Tuxedo Park, NY 10987
(805) 466-2499 (914) 351-2654

Judy Duffy S1oane Robbins (as of October 17:)
505 Lake Avenue 654 Cypress Way E.
Birchwood, MN 55220 Naples, FL 33942
(612) 429-7903 (813) 597-8600

Ginny Higgins Edith Segall

Route 3, Box 112 Woodlands Road

Pelham, NH 03076 Harrison, NY 10528
(603) 635-7025 (914) 967-0523

Laureen Andrews and Alice Hughey are staff members of the Committee and can be contacted
at the national office.






SDI
Page Three

0 The Strategic Defense Initiative is on a collision course with the
ABM Treaty and, if pursued, will lead to violations and eventual
abrogation of the treaty;

0 Abrogation of the ABM Treaty will Tead to a costly and destabilizing
arms race in space weapons;

0 The Strategic Defense Initiative holds out a false hope to the public
that an effective defense against nuclear attack can be achieved through
technological means and, thereby, undermines efforts to achieve arms control;

0 The $26 billion proposed for this program over the next five years may be
only a down-payment on a program estimated in the hundreds of billions
while the technological feasibility of such a system has already
been seriously questioned by leading scientists across the nation;

0 Programs for research and development of ballistic missile defense technologies
should be limited to providing a hedge against a Soviet break with the treaty
and to the pursuit of information needed for potential future treaty
negotiations; :

o U.S. national security interests are served, not by programs such as the
Strategic Defense Initiative that threaten to escalate the arms race,
but by mutual restraint and negotiations to achieve arms reductions.

The members of the House and Senate Appropriations Committees are listed in
the enclosed memorandum to state and local League presidents. Please note
the corrected vote on the MX and SDI for the members of the Senate
Appropriations Committee.

































ne person, either by yourself or with your friends, can

Odo something right now that will help prevent nuclear war.
That's because we still live in a democracy. Democracy

operates on the principle that political power is accesible to

the common citizen. Since over 70% of all Americans favor

a bilateral nuclear 'freeze,' if each of us will just use the

political power accesible to us...

-..government will eventually respond by achieving the nuclear

'freeze' we seek.

Sometimes, it's frustrating. The president has closad his ears
and the White House is inaccesible to most Americans. Although
they're supposed to be accesible, the Halls of Congress are out
of reach to most people, too.

But, we hire them and they will listen if we only use the
political system properly. Contrary to popular belief, citizen
political power doesn't begin at the ballot box. It begins at
the neighborhood precinct meeting. In Texas, choosing a
presidential nominee begins at the precinct meeting, not at the
ballot box. Control of the political parties begins at the
precinct meeting. Yes, casting your ballot is very important,
but it is not enough.

Texans who advocate a bilateral nuclear weapons 'freeze' are
going to the neighborhood precinct meetings, Democratic and Re-
publican, May 5th, to promote the 'freeze' in two ways:

f introduce the 'Quick Freeze' resolution into party
platforms, and

{1 elect delegates to the Democratic and Republican con-
ventions who also advocate the 'freeze.'

This kit provides what you will need to gather support in your
neighborhood to take this crucial step. Everyone can heip pre-
vent nuclear war. Because everyone can attend their precinct
meeting. Please, for the sake of all our kids and our grandkids,
carry to your precinct meeting May 5th the potent message that
the bilateral nuclear weapons 'freeze' is urgent.

Thank you for your good
work on this important project,

and best wishes,

John Henry Fau




THE 'QUICK FREEZE' MORATORIUM

WHEREAS. ..
...the only cure for nuclear war is prevention because

..the use of even a small fraction of the nuclear weapons possessed
by the United States and the Soviet Union would trigger a nuclear
winter from which 1life on earth might never survive, and while

-.the massive build-up of nuclear weapons arsenals since 1979 by both
the United States and the Soviet Union, especially the deployment
of first strike weapons, has led the two nations away from meaning-
ful negotiations to freeze and then to reduce nuclear weapons,
and since

...both the United States and the Soviet Union have the national tech-
nical means to monitor and verify each other's testing of nuclear
explosives underground as well as to monitor and verify each other's
flight testing and deployment of ballistic missiles (such as the MX
and the Soviet SS-X-24), therefore

BE, LT RESOLVED.L.

..that the president of the United States should immediately propose
to the new leadership of the Soviet Union a bilateral, verifiable
‘Quick Freeze' moratorium on the underground testing of nuclear
explosives and on the flight testing and deployment of ballistic
missiles in order to lessen tensions and permit

..the president to negotiate with the new Soviet leadership
to produce a bilateral and verifiable comprehensive freeze on the
testing, production and deployment of nuclear weapons and their
delivery systems to be followed by negotiations to reduce the
nuclear weapons arsenals of both nations.

This resolution adopted by the Convention of Precinct
of the Party on , 1984 in the County
of , and the State of Texas.

ATTEST:













Party of Texas" from the
county office of your party.

§ Contact your precinct chair;
discuss the rules guiding
the precinct meeting. If the chair is favorable, ask who else
in the precinct may be favorable.

1 Agree with the precinct chair on the exact point in the meeting
agenda at which you will introduce the 'Quick Freeze' resolution.

DURING THE LAST TWO WEEKS - GATHER SUPPORT IN YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD.

{ Door-to-door canvass. Go first to neighbors you know. Discuss
the issue and determine their opinion. Use the Q and A section
of this booklet in answering concerns. Remember: whenever polls
have been taken in Texas, 7 out of 10 Texans support the bilateral
freeze, although most people share concerns about the Soviet
government and verification.

Eventually, canvass streets where you don't know people. Reaching
out to the 'unconverted' is essential to strengthening support.

1 House Parties. Block parties are fun, we don't do them often
enough and they are a great way to raise this issue. Invite some-
one in the community who's studied the issue and who can answer
common concerns about verification, a university professor, clergy,
ELEE

§f Gather names. Write down the name of every person you speak with
and record their level of support. Use the 2-part form that is
supplied. Keep one copy in your community, send the second copy
to your Regional Coordinator.

ON ELECTION DAY - MOBILIZE SUPPORT
{1 Call every known 'Freeze Delegate,' one who has agreed to attend
the precinct meeting in support of the bilateral freeze; remind
them to attend the meeting that night at 7:15 P.M. In most
cases, meetings occur at the polling place.

q Petition outside the polling place during peak voting hours, record
names and circulate freeze literature.

AT THE MEETING - DEMONSTRATE POPULAR SUPPORT
9 Wear 'freeze' buttons, supplied by the Regional Coordinator.

q Know which 'Freeze Delegates' will be caucusing for each presi-
dential candidate (Democratic).

§ Encourage 'Freeze Delegates' to run for delegate to the County/
District Convention. Urge everyone who runs for delegate to declare
their support for the 'Quick Freeze.'

q At the proper time, introduce the resolution.

§ Then, celebrate the completion of a job well done.
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¥ news release ' '™

CONTACT: Vicky Harian - FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
Jerry Carton FRIDAY, DECEMBER 9, 1983

(202) 429-1965

LEAGUE ANNOUNCES SUPPORT
FOR A NUCLEAR WEAPONS FREEZE

In its first foray into the arms control debate, the League of Women Voters
of the United States today announced its support for a bilateral, mutually
verifiable freeze on the testing, production, and deployment of nuclear weapons,
followed by reduction of those weapons.

In a related action, the League announced its deep regret that the INF
and START talks have been suspended and will urge the merger and resumption of
these negotiations. -

These twolactions are results of the League's newly determined position
in support of arms control measures. The League's 111,000 members across the
country participated in the development of this new posit{on which was ratified
yesterday by the League's national board of directors.

In announcing the new position, League President Dorothy S. Ridings said,
"The League is entering the debate at a critical juncture. World tensions are
high, the government's commitment to arms control is being challenged, and
citizens are looking for some progress towards arms reductions. The League
brings a well-informed, politically active grassroots network to the debate to

help citizens translate their concerns into concrete actions."

--MORE--



2-2-2 League Supports Nuclear Weapons Freeze

Other actions resulting from the new position include:

-- support for a Comprehensive Test Ban

-- support for negotiations to prohibit deployment of anti-satellite weapons

-- opposition to the deployment of space weapons that would violate the
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty.

Ridings noted that the League strongly supports both multilateral and

bilateral negotiations to achieve agreement in all arms control areas. The Leaque

believes that unilateral initiatives are not the most anpronriate means to
achieve arms contro].

An overwhelming majority of local Leagues participated in setting this new
position. "We had responses from 76 percent of our 1,197 local Leagues, an
indication of their strong interest in finding solutions to the arms race,"
said Ridings.

Since May 1982, League members throughout the country have been ‘studying
arms control issues. They considered a variety of viewpoints in meetings and
discussions at the local and staté levels and responded to a questionnaire from
the national office. Their responses were read, tabulated, and analyzed, and
the final position was adopted yesterday by the national board after member
agreement on the issues was determined.

Local Leagues are currently studying US military policy and defense
spending. The national League will be evaluating the study's results in the

spring of 1984 .
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This is going on DPM.

TO: State and Local League Presidents Jecember L ANE

FROM: Dorothy K. Powers, National Security Study Chair

RE: The National Security Study

REPORTING ON ARMS CONTROL

Congratulations on a job well done! The first phase of
the National Security study has resulted in decisive member
agreement on arms control objectives and criteria. We are
enclosing a copy of the new position adopted by the national
Board on December 8, 1983, and a copy of the press release
announcing the League's action. In addition, we are enclosing
some “Questions and Answers" for you to use in making your
own announcements to League units, local press and community
organizations. These sample questions and answers are meant
to be an initial guide for you in determining how the new
position can be applied. There will be more information on
the arms control position, its application and the LWVUS
action strategy in the next issue of Report from the Hill
and subsequent issues.

The adoption of this position comes at an ominous juncture
in the arms control debate. As Dot Ridings noted in the enclosed
press release, "world tensions are high, the government's
commitment to arms control is being challenged, and citizens
are looking for some progress toward arms reductions." That
observation is made starker by the recent suspension of the
Strategic Arms Reduction Talks and the Intermediate-Range
Nuclear Forcesand Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions negotiations.
There can be no question that the League has taken on a timely
and significant issue.

GEARING UP FOR THE FINAL STAGE OF THE NATIONAL SECURITY CONSENSUS

The League's study of military policy and defense spending
issues remains as topical as the new arms control position. You
should take special note of the distinction between these two
phases of the study: the first phaseconcentrates on negotiations;
the second phase focuses on U.S. policies that affect the commit-
ments the government makes around the world and the characteristics
of the nation's military forces. Several of the sample questions
and answers deal with this distinction.

We realize that many of you are under a tight study schedule.
For that reason, we are anxious to make the process more efficient
for you--and us. For those of you who have not already had
units and need extra help, please keep an eye out for a third



class mailing that contains a new workshop outline on military policy and
defense spending and an audio cassette program entitled "National Security:
Not for Experts Only." These educational and training materials were
prepared by the LWVEF for League leaders to ‘use in community outreach
programs throughout 1984, but they also can be helpful to your National
Security resource committee and units.

Given our recent experience with the arms control portion of the
study, we also have developed a few pointers about taking consensus and
reporting local League results. Remember, the deadline is March 15 for
mailing your completed green report form entitled "National Security
Consensus on Military Policy and Defense Spending." As your League
enters the final stages of the consensus process locally, we ask you
to use the following guidelines for filling out the consensus form:

DO

o Follow the instructions Careful]y.' A check mark in the appropriate
space is needed to communicate that your League has reached con-
sensus on the response to a particular question.

o Refer to Providing for the Common Defense: A Military Policy
Reader (Pub. #5371, $1.25), Dollars for Defense: Translating
Military Policy into Spending Choices (Pub. #534, $1.25), and
Committee Guide I1. These League-produced publications are
especially helpful if your League would like clarification on
the terms and issues raised on the report form. Additional
copies may be ordered from the LWVUS.

o Write your additional comments only in the appropriate space
provided after each question or on a separate piece of paper,
identified by your League name. Comments are especially welcome
if your League determines that more information should be provided
to the national board about your members' thinking.

o If your League does not reach consensus on a particular topic,
tell us so in the comments section after each question or write
"no consensus" in lieu of a check mark. Only your League board
can determine whether a minority opinion or the low number of
members participating makes consensus impossible for your League.-

DON' T

o Do not leave it up to the national board to interpret raw data
results to decide whether your League has reached consensus. As
you know, consensus is not a simple majority vote. Only your
League Board can determine the overall sense of the group or
whether there is agreement among units in your League. (See "In
League," page 37, for pointers on determining member agreement.)

o Do not try to rewrite the report form. We ask for your cooperation
in responding to the questions--as they are written--so that your
responses can be equitably figured in with those of other Leagues
according to the same criteria. If your League has suggestions for
designing future consensus forms, we welcome them and we ask you
to write your recommendations on a separate sheet of paper and to
send them along, too.

Best of luck:






Verifiability: Each party should be able to insure that other parties
comply with the terms of the agreement, whether using national technical
means (satellites, seismic sensors and electronic monitors) or on-site
inspection. The League believes it is extremely important to ensure
compliance, recognizing that absolute certainty is unattainable.

Equity and verifiability are critical in efforts to Timit and reduce
quantities of weapons and to prohibit the possession and spread of
nuclear weapons.

Confidence-building: Each party should be assured of the political or
military intentions of other parties. Fostering confidence is vital in
efforts to prohibit the first use of weapons and to reduce tensions.

Widespread Agreement: A1l appropriate parties should participate in and
approve the results of the negotiating process. However, the Leagque
recognizes that, in specific cases, progress can be achieved even though
some key parties do not participate.

Environmental Protection: The quality of the earth's environment should

be protected from the effects of weapons testing or use. Environmental
protection has special significance in negotiations to prohibit the
possession of chemical, biological and radiological weapons and to Timit
the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Continuity: Negotiations should build on past agreements and should be

directed toward future negotiations whenever feasible. Innovative |
thinking and new approaches should, however, be encouraged when appropriate.

Application

Arms Control Objectives

League support of arms control measures includes action on proposals,
negotiations and agreements.

The League supports efforts to achieve quantitative limits or reductions
that focus on nuclear warheads, missiles and other delivery systems, anti-
ballistic missiles, conventional weapons or troop levels.

The League advocates 1imits on the spread or proliferation of weapons
to inhibit transfers of nuclear technology or weapons from one nation to
another or to a geographic region such as the seabed or outer space.

The League's pursuitof bans on the possession or use of weapons may apply
to existing weapons or to those not yet developed.

The League seeks to reduce tensions through better means of communication,
exchange of information or prior notification of military tests and maneuvers
in order to avoid the risks of miscalculation or accident. Other League-supported
measures to reduce tensions and create a climate of trust among nations
include scientific and cultural exchanges, conflict resqlution training and

strengthening the United Nations.. . .

The League supports efforts to inhibit the development and improvement
of weapons through qualitative 1imits, incTuding Timits on the testing of
weapons. These constraints may be selective or comprehensive in their
application.




Leégue of Women Voters of the United States
1730 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036 : December 1983

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS:
THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF THE UNITED STATES'
ARMS CONTROL POSITION

1. Does the LWVUS support the nuclear freeze?

' There are ‘many types of nuclear freeze resolutions. The LWV supports a
bilateral, mutually verifiable freeze onthe testing, production and deployment
of nuclear weapons followed by reductions in nuclear weapons.

2. What took the League so long to become a nuclear freeze advocate?

This new position adds a new dimension to our long-standing commitment
to promote peace in an interdependent world. But before taking on any new
position, our members take seriously the need to become informed about the issues.

3. Will you support freeze measures in Congress?

Qur members will be working in their communities to get citizens involved
in the issues surrounding the freeze. If Congressional measures are considered,
we will take action in support of a freeze that meets our objectives.

4. Does the LWVUS support the strategy of The Nuclear Weapons Freeze Campaign?

The LWV supports the campaign goal and many of the campaign's strategies
for achieving a freeze. For example, we believe it is appropriate to press
the President to pursue bilateral efforts to achieve a comprehensive freeze.
We also believe that all Presidential and Congressional candidates should be
asked to articulate their positions on the freeze and its implementation. We
do not, however, support unilateral initiatives, such as congressional suspension

of funds, designed to lead to reciprocal Soviet action.

5. Does that mean the LWV opposes any unilateral action to reduce nuclear arms?

We prefer multi- and bilateral negotiations. We do not think that uni-
lateral initiatives are the most appropriate means to achieve arms control.

6. Do you support or oppose the MX missile (or other weapons systems)?

The League's new position concerns efforts to negotiate reductions of
nuclear weapons. Apart from negotiations, the LWV is currently evaluating U.S.
military policy. Any positions on specific weapons systems like the MX will
come at a later date.

7. Does the LWV support or oppose deployment of the Pershing II and cruise
missile in Europe?



The League's new position supports negotiations to reduce these nuclear
weapons. MWe regret the collapse of the INF negotiations. The League is current-
ly evaluating U.S. military policy concerning NATO. Any decisions on these
issues will come later next year.

8. What does the LWV think about the suspension of the Intermediate-Range Nuclear
Force (INF) and START negotiations?

- The LWV deeply regrets the suspension of these talks. We believe that
arms control is essential to reduce the risk of war. We urge the U.S. to push
for resumption and merger of these two sets of talks in order to move the
arms control process forward.

9. Isn't that naive? (The Soviets can't be trusted.)

Arms control is not a question of trust. It's in the interest of both
countries. If the terms are equitable and provisions made for verification,
the security of both nations will be improved.

10. What do you mean by verification?

The LWV believes it is extremely important to ensure compliance. We
recognize that absolute certainty is unattainable. Each party should be able
to ensure that other parties comply with the terms of the agreement, whether
using national technical means (satellites, seismic sensors and electronic
monitors) or on-site inspection.

11. Does the League support build-down?

The League supports the goal of reducing nuclear weapons. We have some
questions about whether the build-down will achieve real reductions and Tead
to greater stability. Should the START negotiations resume, we would examine
build-down and any other proposals carefully.

12. Does the League think there should be cuts in the defense budget?

The League is currently studying military policy and defense spending
issues. Any judgments about the appropriate level of military spending or
specific weapons programs will come later next year.

13. Does the League have a position on U.S. military invoivement in specific
world hotspots (Lebanon, Grenada, etc.)?

Not at this time. The LWV is currently evaluating U.S. military commit-
ments abroad. Any decisions on these issues will come later next year.

14. What does the League bring to the arms control issue? What makes you different?












In August 1981 the Soviet Union submitted to the UN a draft
treaty calling for a prohibition on the stationing of weapons of any
kind in outer space. The United States has not responded to this ini-
tiative. Soviet President Andropov has stated that the USSR will not
test its ASAT weapon provided that the US does the same. In the U.S.
Congress, attempts to delay testing of the new ASAT weapon failed in 1983,
but a proviso was attached to the defense authorization bill requiring
President Reagan, before starting the test, to certify that the United
States is endeavoring in good faith to negotiate a ban on ASAT tests
and that the initial test is necessary to avert a clear and irrevocable
harm to the national security. The Senate Foreign Relations Committee
passed a resolution urging the President to initiate a moratorium on
ASAT testing, to resume negotiations with the USSR to 1imit or ban ASATs
and to initiate negotiations to ban all space-based weapons (both ASAT
and space weapons). Attempts to bring such a resolution to the Senate
floor and to hold hearings in the House Foreign Affairs Committee on
a similar resolution are likely next session.

Space Weapons

In March 1983 the President outlined in a national speech plans
for the development of new "space weapons" designed to shoot down Soviet
missiles and thus provide the United States with an antiballistic missile
(ABM) space defense. The technologies involved utilize directed energy--
energy produced by lasers and particle beams--which have the potential to
inflict damage to a distant object at the speed of light. One such
technology being pursued is the x-ray laser, which would use small
nuclear explosions to activate a laser to destroy incoming missiles.
Other proposals include that of the "high frontier," which envisions a multi-
layer approach to destroying attacking missiles: two "layers" would be
based in space, the third on the ground.

Two government panels have recommended proceeding with research and
development on these technologies. Pentagon estimates of the cost of
developing these weapons range from $18 to $27 billion over the next
five years. Ultimate costs of a full-fledged space-based laser defense
could reach $500 billion, according to some estimates.

Concern about these weapons centers on the likelihood that they
would violate one or more existing treaties. Testing of the x-ray laser
could violate the 1972 Anti-ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, which prohi-
bits the placement of ABM systems in space; the 1967 Outer Space Treaty,
which prohibits the deployment of nuclear weapons in outer space; and
the 1963 Limited Test Ban Treaty, which prohibits the testing of nuclear
weapons in outer space. Concerns also include the potential costs of
such weapons and questions as to whether they would work. The Pentagon's
research director, Richard DelLauer, has stated that eight major technical
problems would each require an effort equal to the Apollo moon program.

Congressional activities concerning these technologies may focus
next session on resolutions calling for negotiations to ban all space-based
weapons (see discussion of ASAT weapons, above) or efforts to block the
appropriation of funds for weapons that violate existing treaties.
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In some areas of the country, it may be desirable for the local League to hold a
follow-up press briefing on this new position. Because of the complex and far-

reaching nature of this issue, it will not be necessary to do so on December 9.

A briefing held within a few weeks after the national announcement should still

attract media interest, especially if its focus is on the local and national implications
of the League adding its voice to the national debate on arms control.

%% Since time is limited, these calls will be kept very brief. On the day of the release,
most reporters will want quick reactions to the news of the League's taking a new
position, and will not necessarily be looking for in-depth information. |f asked

how your League voted, explain that the national League position represents a consensus,
or general agreement, of members in Leagues all across the country, and not a ''vote"

as such. Make it clear that all members in all Leagues had the opportunity to

determine the national position. Finally, any press questions requiring detailed
responses from the national office may of course be referred to the Public Affairs
Department at (202) 429-1965. (Shortly after the press announcement, the national
security board chair will be sending state and local league presidents a special

memo including the position statement and an analysis of the consensus reports.)






Consensus was very strong in support of arms control measures to reduce the risk
of war. The consensus was also very strong on limiting and reducing quantities
of nuclear weapons, limiting the spread of and prohibiting first use of nuclear
weapons, prohibiting first use and possession of chemical, biological and
radiological weapons and reducing tensions. There was also agreement that the
government negotiate measures to inhibit the development and improvement of
nuclear weapons, and the long term goal of the League is the world-wide
elimination of nuclear weapons.

VATioNAL  OFFILE -
























League of Women Voters of the United States 1730 M Street, NW, Washington, D C 20036 Tel. (202) 4291965
/4 memorandum

June 13, 1983 JUN 3¢ 1983

TO: Local and State League Presidents
FROM: Dorothy K. Powers, National Security Chair
RE: The attatched Committee Guide, "Tooling Up for the National Security Study:

Phase II," and other enclosures in this mailing.

Whether or not your League has completed the first phase of the National Security study
and has reached consensus on arms control objectives and criteria, we know that many

of you are anxious to get started on the next round of study and consensus on military
policy and defense spending. This Committee Guide provides resource committees with
some essential material for beginning your planning:

--a discussion outline for a two meeting format;

--recommended books, articles and monographs that can be ordered free of charge or
at nominal costs, purchasedin bookstores or reviewed in libraries;

--additional readings for more advanced study;

--a brief overview of some innovative -- and tried and true -- ways that Leagues have
organized public events and special programs for members;

--a section of difficult-to-obtain facts and figures on the federal budget; and
most importantly,

--a sample copy of the consensus form for the second phase of consensus.

In addition to the attached Committee Guide, we are including some other items in
this mailing that should be distributed to the appropriate people in your League.
You will want to retain the official green consensus form that should be completed
and returned to the LWVUS by March 15, 1984. National Security Chairs will certainly
be interested in the in-depth report on the League's factfinding tour sponsored by
NATO earlier this year. Many of the issues covered in that report are the focus of
the next phase of our consensus. You will also find in this mailing two other items
related to the National Security study: "Gaining Media Visibility for the
National Security Study" and "The Discussion Approach and Effective Questioning "

We have purposely left these two tip sheets separate from the Committee Guide so
that you can give them to the people in charge of public relations and unit chairs.
But we also want to point out that the National Security Study offers Leagues an
opportunity to design an organization-wide approach. The study can be used to
involve all of your members, to build new leadership, to attract new members, to
gain more media attention, and to provide members with a chance to test and

improve communications skills.

The every member publication tentatively titled "Military Policy and Defense Spending:
Options" (Pub. #534, $1.25, 75¢ for members) is scheduled to be printed in late
August, but orders can be sent in now. Be sure to check the publication catalog for
ordering information. In the meantime, if I can be of any assistance to you in

your preparations, please don't hesitate to contact me at the national office.

Best of luck.






STUDY outlined for this biennium.

[] Remind members that the LWVUS already has positions “to promote peace in an interdepen-
dent world through cooperation with other nations and the strengthening of international organiza-
tions." Stress to members that this study supplements IR program inthe areas of trade, economic
development and the United Nations by focusing on military policy.

[] State the goals of the two fall-winter meetings (assuming you are holding two) in preparation for
the March 15, 1984 reporting deadline:

Meeting I: to review and discuss the premises and purposes of U.S. military policy, the role of
nuclear and conventional weapons within this policy and defense spending priorities.

Meeting Il: to achieve member understanding and agreement on military policy objectives and
selected defense spending issues.

Allow approximately ten minutes for this introduction. If you are looking for places to compress,
here's one. To speed up not only the introduction but also the discussion to follow, consider having
the FOCUS, SCOPE and AREAS OF STUDY outlined on blackboards or flip charts. Print the
LWVUS “Positions in Brief” from Impact on Issues. Also urge your members to purchase and
review Providing for the Common Defense: A Military Policy Reader (# 531) and Military Policy
and Defense Spending : Options (#534).

il. Military policy

Review major U.S. foreign policy positions since World War Il and consider the role of
military policy in implementing them.

[] Begin by reviewing Spring 1983 Meeting | discussion (if you held one). In that meeting you were
asked to discuss various military policy issues with particular emphasis on those areas that affect
arms control efforts, i.e., U.S. relations with other countries and weapons’ roles and capabilities.
Discussion questions included:

—How have U.S. foreign policy objectives changed or remained the same over the past 40 years?
—How have U.S. foreign policy objectives been implemented militarily?

—In what ways are current foreign and military policies an outgrowth of or departure from past
experience?

—What impact do U.S. and Soviet military policies have on other nations?

—What purposes are served by the weapons in the U.S. and Soviet arsenals?

For the purpose of this meeting, discussion should examine current military policies and the role
of military forces in implementing them.

Key areas for discussion

1. In what ways do U.S. military policies seek to provide national security?

Back-up questions:

—Is current U.S. military policy a continuation of or departure from past policies? Specifically, does
it continue nuclear deterrence or signal a move toward a counterforce nuclear policy?

—Is military strength necessary to protect the U.S. homeland?

— Are some allies more important for the United States to defend than others?

-—hShO'l?ﬂd the United States be prepared to respond militarily to conflicts outside of Europe? If so,
where?

—Apart from defending other nations, what if any additional interests should the United States be
willing to defend militarily?

Allow approximately 15 minutes for discussion and then summarize the major points with empha-
sis on the purposes or missions of U.S. military forces. This is an area where presentation of basic
information may speed the discussion along.

lll. Military forces and their purposes

Identify and discuss the roles of nuclear and conventional forces in fulfilling U.S. military
missions.

[ ] Begin by recapping Spring 1983 Meeting | discussion question, “How do U.S. nuclear and
conventional weapons compare to those of the Soviet Union?

Key areas for discussion

1. What purposes do nuclear weapons serve in fulfilling U.S. military missions?

Back-up questions:

—Whatwas the rationale for developing the strategic nuclear triad and what purposes does it serve
today?

—What is the rationale behind the NATO policy of “first use” of nuclear weapons? Does it
strengthen or weaken deterrence? (The issue of “first use” was discussed under the arms control
objectives and criteria portion of the study and consensus. You should note that this question is
being asked here with specific reference to U.S. deterrence strategy in Europe.)

—Should the United States threaten to use nuclear weapons to ensure access to vital resources
and/or to respond to conflicts around the world?

2. What purposes do conventional forces serve in fulfilling U.S. military missions?






special emphasis on the sections entitled “Lessons of the Past” and “Theories Underlying Current
U.S. and Soviet Military Policies” and Military Policy and Defense Spending: Options (#534).

(] Provide your members with the charts and diagrams on pp. 5-6 of this guide before they
attend the meeting, by reprinting them in your local VOTER or sending them as a special mailing.
Whether or not you held a background meeting, you should have these available on flip.charts,
blackboards or as handouts at Meeting |I.

[7] The discussion outline that follows is designed to parallel the consensus questions. In order to
answer each consensus question, you need to consider all discussion questions, because the
issues they focus on are interrelated. Therefore, you should wait until the end of the discussion to
ask for the group’s response to the consensus questions. You may want the recorder to fill out the
sample copy of the consensus form as you discuss, but the group should have an opportunity to
assess all of the questions at the end of the meeting. Alert members at the start of the meeting that
they need to stay through the taking of consensus at the end of the session.

Allow approximately ten minutes for introduction and review.

Il. Military policy and budget issues
Determine appropriate missions and characteristics of U.S. military forces and evaluate
significant military budget issues.

Key areas for discussion

1. What military missions should U.S. military forces undertake?

If you held Meeting |, try to keep this discussion brief. If you did not hold a background meeting,
review Section |l of Meeting | (“Military Policy™) and present the major points for a brief discussion.

2. What kinds of nuclear and conventional forces should the United States have?

Review Section Ill of Meeting | (“Military Forces and Their Purposes”).

Back-up questions:

— Should the United States have a deterrence or a counterforce nuclear policy?

—Are some characteristics of the U.S. strategic nuclear triad (e.g., accuracy, survivability, or
command and control) more important in providing deterrence than others? Which parts of the U.S.
triad possess these characteristics? Do some characteristics provide capabilities beyond deter-
rence (e.g., first strike capability)?

—Does deterrence require a triad with three invulnerable legs? How can vulnerability, if it exists, be
addressed?

—Should the United States rely more on nuclear deterrence and, if so, less on conventional
deterrence, or vice versa? How would such changes affect NATO strategy? How do cost consider-
ations affect these policy choices?

3. Whatis the appropriate balance between military investment and readiness expenditures?
Back-up questions:

—What is the purpose of military investment expenditures? Military readiness expenditures? How
are they related to each other?

—How does placing emphasis on long-term investment now affect military spending choices in the
future?

—If you were a member of the House or Senate Appropriations Committee faced with the need to
reduce defense budget authority to meet the budget totals set by the Budget Committee, would you
choose to reduce investment or readiness expenditures—or both equally?

4. What impact does defense spending have on the federal budget and key elements of the
U.S. economy?

Back-up questions:

—How does defense spending compare to other types of federal spending in the number and types
of jobs created as a result of money spent?

— If military spending continues to increase as planned over the next five years, what effect will it
have on inflation?

—If the defense budget were reduced, should the savings be used to spend more in other areas
(social and environmental) or to reduce the federal deficit?

Allow approximately 50 minutes for discussion.

Ill. Consensus

] Proceed to read and discuss consensus questions and record consensus.
Allow approximately 30 minutes for concluding consensus.

Meeting | (90 minutes) Meeting Il (90 minutes)
I. Introduction—10 minutes I. Introduction—10 minutes

Meetings at a glance II. Military policy—15 minutes Il. Military policy and budget issues—50 minutes
lll. Military forces and their purposes—40 minutes |ll. Consensus—30 minutes

IV. Introduction to the budget—20 minutes
V. Conclusion—5 minutes
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In order to have a nuclear deterrent, the United States has developed a triad of strategic nuclear weapons
composed of intercontinental bombers, land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) and submarine-
launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs). Each leg has differing capabilities and somewhat overlapping purposes.
What the United States (and the USSR) does about such weapons affects its deterrence, first-strike and counter-

force capabilities.
What should the United States do regarding each leg of its strategic nuclear triad? (Check one box for each s

leg of the triad.)

No Opinion/
Eliminate Reduce Retain As Is Modernize No Agreement
Air leg
Land leg
Sea leg
Comments

The current U.S. role in NATO is two-fold: to provide a nuclear “shield” over NATO (with nuclear weapons
stationed in Europe and with U. S. strategic nuclear weapons) and to deploy conventional weapons and troops to
defend Western Europe.

A. Should the United States have the policy of “first use” of nuclear weapons in Europe? Yestinl siaNeislol

B. Shouldthe United States maintain as s, increase or decrease its reliance on conventional forces in Europe?
Maintain As Is
Increase
Decrease

Comments

The U.S. defense budget can be divided into two broad categories: investment (procurement of new nuclear and
conventional weapons systems, research and development, and military construction) and readiness (operations
and maintenance, personnel and retirement pay). In preparing and adopting the defense budget, the President
and Congress must make choices between these two categories. (The President’s proposed Fiscal Year 1984
defense budget allocates 51 percent of its funds to investment and 49 percent to readiness.)

Within any given level of defense funding, should the United States place more/less emphasis on investment,
which affects long-term defense capabilities, or readiness, which affects near-term combat capabilities?

More Emphasis Less Emphasis Equal Emphasis On Both

Investment

Readiness

Comments _

National security has many dimensions and cannot be limited to military policy alone. It can be defined as ensuring
domestic tranquility, providing for the common defense and promoting the general welfare. Key elements include
the country’s ability to implement social and environmental programs and to maintain cooperative relationships
with other nations. Other important components are effective political leadership and a strong economy. There-
fore, in decisions about the federal budget, political leaders should assess the impact of U.S. military spending on
the nation’s economy and on the government's ability to meet social and environmental needs.

Do you agree disagree

o —

Comments

14
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North Atlantic Treaty Organization:
A Report of the League of Women Voters Fact-Finding Trip
March 19-26, 1983

I. Background

During the week of March 19-26, 1983 ten representatives from the local,
state, and national levels of the League of Women Voters participated in a NATO
fact-finding tour to Brussels, Belgium and Rome and Naples, Italy. The trip,
sponsored and paid for by the NATO Information Service, was one of eight such
trips made each year by U.S. groups. It was offered to the League because of
its longstanding involvement in citizen education on important public policy
jssues and its current study of national security policy.

The League viewed the trip as an opportunity to obtain varying perspectives on
such issues as the deployment of new U.S. Pershing II and cruise missiles in
Europe, political and economic concerns within the NATO alliance, the nature of
the Soviet threat to Western Europe, the prospects for current arms control
efforts, and potential remedies for current tensions between the Soviet Union
and the West. (For more background on these issues, see "NATO in the 1980s,"
National VOTER, Winter 1983 and "The Politics of Arms Control," National VOTER,
Spring 1983.)

Recognizing that NATO tours are intended to present a certain perspective,
efforts were made to ensure that a wide range of views was obtained during the
trip. The League stressed the importance of a balanced program to the NATO
liaison officer and suggested names of people outside NATO with whom its
representatives might meet.

The trip began with two days in Brussels, Belgium, where the ten League
visitors met with a number of officials at NATO headquarters including the
Deputy Secretary General of NATO, the director of NATO's International Military
Staff, the Deputy Chairman of the NATO Military Committee, a panel of Deputy
Permanent Representatives to NATO from the United Kingdom, West Germany and
the Netherlands, the U.S. Deputy Permanent Representative to NATO, and the
director of the Flemish Committee Against Nuclear Arms (part of the Belgian
peace movement). Other events in Brussels included visits to Beauvechain
Air Force Base, where Belgian F-16 aircraft are stationed, the Belgian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and the U.S. Mission to the European Economic Community.

The trip continued with two days of meetings in Rome with political and
military experts at the U.S. Embassy, officials at the Italian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, the League of Women Voters of Italy and a former general of the
Italian military. (For more about the Italian League of Women Voters, see "On
Tour with NATO" in the National VOTER, Spring 1983.) Finally, the League
travellers spent one day in Naples, Italy being briefed by the Commander-in-
Chief, Allied Forces Southern Europe and the Commander of the U.S. Sixth Fleet.

= e
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In addition to the briefing sessions, LWV representatives watched a Belgian
F-16 aircraft "scramble" and take off within six minutes of a surprise alert,
visited the U.S. Sixth Fleet flagship and toured a guided missile destroyer.
The group also attended receptions and dinners in its honor at the homes of
U.S. ambassador to Italy Maxwell Rabb and others.

II. Fact-Finding

Substantively, the briefings provided information and perspectives on the
following major topics: (1) The Soviet threat to Western Europe; (2) Alliance
issues: (a) the deployment of new intermediate-range missiles and the balance
of conventional and nuclear forces in Europe; (b) "out of area" issues such
as the U.S. Rapid Deployment Force and NATO support for military actions in
non-European areas; (c) the strengths and weaknesses of NATO; (d) burden
sharing (the relative share of the common defense to be borne by European
NATO members); (3) Economic issues: (a) U.S.-European Economic Community
relations, (b) East-West issues; and (4) Southern flank issues_concerning
the Mediterranean, Italy, Greece, Turkey and Spain.

The following sections highlight major points made by officials in Belgium
and Italy.

THE SOVIET THREAT

The threat of Soviet attack on Western Europe is currently believed to be
small, provided that NATO maintains adequate conventional and nuclear defenses.
Several officials commented that NATO's position had been "degraded" in recent
years, while Soviet capabilities have improved. Others commented that NATO's
defenses are improving.

The Soviet threat was characterized not as a question of "evil," as
President Reagan indicated recently, but rather as a matter of "historical
inevitability." The Soviet Union, according to officials, logically probes
for vacuums and weaknesses in Western defenses; therefore, a military void
would tend to encourage Soviet actions. The Soviet Union's goal is to
“decouple" the United States from the defense of Western Europe by preventing
the deployment of new U.S. missiles and by weakening the political cohesion of
the alliance. The Soviet Union would then be in a position to employ "political
blackmail" against Europe -- not by actual force but through political actions
aimed at intimidating Western Europe.

NATO's defense efforts are generally not regarded as preparations against an
imminent invasion but as insurance measures to guarantee that the Soviets would
not attempt such an invasion. Soviet expansion, should it occur, was believed
by most officials to be 1ikely in other areas, perhaps the Mediterranean,
North Africa, or the Middle East. (See section on southern flank issues.) One
official, however, stated that the only type of conflict possible was in connection
with a Soviet invasion of NATO's Central Front (West Germany).



Page 3

Officials emphasized that Europeans react differently than the United States
to the Soviet Union because of the experience of war on their own soil, the
resulting division of Europe and the daily requirements of Tiving next door to
such an imposing neighbor. They appear to adopt a more practical approach to
Soviet relations, commenting that the political rhetoric from Washington
concerning the Soviet Union has been more harmful than productive. One official
also added that the United States appears to believe that the Soviet Union can
be forced to its knees economically but that most Europeans disagree with this
proposition.

ALLIANCE ISSUES

INF Deployment and Conventional/Nuclear Balance

Regarding the negotiations to 1imit the deployment of new Soviet and American
intermediate-range nuclear missiles, most officials indicated that, while the
"zero" option is the ideal solution, they would support some type of interim
solution that would allow the U.S. to deploy some Pershing II and cruise missiles
and the USSR to keep some SS-20 missiles. The need for the United States to
consult its allies during negotiations was stressed repeatedly. Some officials
stated that communication between the U.S. and its allies has been very good (and
in general, has improved with the Reagan administration), while others called for
even greater consultation. One official stated that press reports that certain
U.S. negotiators were in political hot water at home dismay European governments,
and he stressed the need for U.S. negotiators to maintain political credibility
both at home and abroad.

Another official commented that since the United States is the only power
recognized as an equal by the Soviet Union, it must be the United States that
negotiates with the Soviet Union. He criticized the NATO approach as "too nice"
in that every nation has a voice in decisionmaking, creating a long and drawn-out
negotiating process.

American officials emphasized that the idea of deploying new missiles in Europe
originated with the Europeans (specifically with former West German Chancellor
Helmut Schmidt), not the Americans. However, the Europeans are said to be fully
committed to the two-track NATO decision: negotiations to limit intermediate-
range missiles and deployment of those missiles if negotiations fail.

Some of the European officials stated that Europe really does not need the new
missiles but that the USSR forced the issue by deploying SS-20 missiles in the
western part of the Soviet Union. Several European officials stated that the
chief value of the new missiles is political, not militarys i.e., NATO does not
gain any technological advantage from the missiles, but deployment would send a
signal to the Soviet Union regarding U.S. willingness to defend Western Europe.
Other important reasons for deploying the new missiles are to increase uncertainty
on the part of the USSR as to NATO's intentions and to improve the 1inkage
between NATO's conventional and nuclear forces (the so-called "continuum of
deterrence"). A representative of the Flemish peace movement, however, stated
that the missiles are not needed and that public sentiment in Europe indicates
a drift toward a united, nuclear-free Europe.
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A1l of the officials agreed that NATO should maintain its policy of threatening
the first use of nuclear weapons if the USSR attacks Western Europe. To abandon
it, officials believed, would undermine deterrence. France and Germany reportedly
took great exception to the much-heralded Foreign Affairs article on no first
use. (Kennan, George, et al. "Nuclear Weapons and the Atlantic Alliance." Foreign
Affairs, Spring 1982.) Many officials agreed, however, that increased emphasis
on conventional weapons (as is being advocated by General Rogers, Supreme
Allied Commander Europe) would be helpful and might "raise the nuclear threshold"
(delay the point at which NATO would be forced to use nuclear weapons to repel a
Soviet attack). NATO is currently evaluating the proper role of new conventional
technologies in NATO strategy. A few officials, however, stated that no matter
how good conventional forces are, NATO will have to continue to rely principally
on nuclear weapons for deterrence. And it was noted that conventional weapons are
very expensive compared to nuclear weapons, and that a major conventional weapons
buildup would take ten years. German officials stated that conventional and nuclear
war are considered equally bad since, in either case, Germany would most likely
be destroyed.

In spite of their support for a first use policy, several officials stated
that they did not believe that escalation, once begun, could be 1imited. Thus
some steps are currently being taken to reduce the reliance, or at least the
appearance of reliance, on nuclear weapons in Europe. Two working groups are
now considering the issue of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe and recent
proposals that they be withdrawn. One group is examining the question of what
the stockpile of tactical nuclear weapons should be and how many weapons are
needed to implement NATO's flexible response policy. A decision is expected at
the end of this year. One official acknowledged the political motivations
behind this policy review, i.e., a reponse to public fears about the existence
of nuclear weapons on European soil. Another official spoke of a little
recognized aspect of NATO's "two-track" decision on missile deployment: the
withdrawal of 1,000 tactical nuclear warheads (on Pershing I missiles) that
was carried out in 1980. Over one-half of these missiles no longer had delivery

systems.

Qut of Area Issues

The term "out of area" refers to military conflicts occurring outside of
Europe and their impact on NATO's defense. The major issue is the U.S. Rapid
Deployment Force (RDF), conceived after events in Iran in 1979 and intended to
provide a highly mobile force capable of responding to conflicts in areas such
as Southwest Asia or the Middle East.

NATO is currently preparing a Southwest Asia Impact Study -- an assessment of
the impact of the RDF on European readiness (i.e., how the U.S. commitment to the
RDF might detract from its commitment to NATO). The initial reaction seems to be
that there will be a negative impact on NATO readiness. The United States was
said to be unwilling to "pull its chestnuts out of Europe" in the event of a
crisis outside of NATO unless the Europeans are willing to take up the slack.
Europeans, on the other hand, are said to be unsure that the United States can
fulfill its current European commitments, much less those outside of Europe, and
are critical of a perceived U.S. tendency to define conflicts in East-West terms.
The Europeans want the United States to state specifically the context in which
the RDF might be used for intervention outside of Europe and the United States is
seen to be unable to do so.
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A11 the officials agreed that there is no near-term alternative to the
Atlantic alliance and that there is no future for NATO without U.S. leadership.
The United States is viewed by many to be the only nation with a NATO-wide
perspective, capable of uniting disparate national interests into a common
policy. Yet, some problems were cited. The ups and downs in U.S. policy caused
by changing administrations are upsetting to European leaders. Isolationist
trends, perceived to exist in Europe (e.g., the Green Party in Germany) and the
United States,are also a problem. Another serious problem, according to some
U.S. officials, is Europe's long-held perception of the United States as "big
brother." These officials believe that Europe does not want to recognize its
equality with the United States because it would require shouldering a larger
share of the defense burden.

Changes in the way NATO operates are necessary, according to some officials.
First, some feel there is too much questioning of the "head of the family" (the
United States). Others believe that there should be more consultation among the
allies. There is also a need to coordinate policies as an alliance and work out
economic, political and military requirements on a global basis in order to
produce a comprehensive policy for NATO. Most officials agreed that, in the end,
it is NATO's political cohesion and not its military strength that is the real
deterrent to Soviet aggression.

Burden Sharing

In general, there appear to be different public perceptions concerning burden
sharing. A recent International Herald Tribune poll was cited that showed that
68 percent of American respondents believe the Europeans are not contributing
enough military power to the common defense. Most Europeans, however, believe
they are. Officials (both American and European) said that European nations are
doing more to carry their share of the common defense burden than they are given
credit for; however, economic problems have prevented large growth in their
defense budgets. NATO force goals for 1984-88 would require increases in military
expenditures of 4 percent annually. While it is recognized that this may be
difficult to achieve in view of budgetary constraints and economic difficulties,
some countries are meeting the 3 percent annual increase adopted by NATO in 1977.
Norway and West Germany were mentioned as nations that are doing a very good
job of meeting commitments, and NATO's overall expenditure record is said to
be good. Several officials pointed out that 90 percent of NATO's ground forces
and 60 percent of its air forces are European. Europeans stressed that Secretary
of Defense Weinberger has stated that the allies are contributing substantially
to NATO's defense effort, but his comments have not been widely publicized
because the United States is trying to encourage the allies to do more.

The prevailing American view seems to be that the Europeans could do more
to share defense responsibilities than they are now doing. Some Americans
believe that "if we [U.S.] do more, they [European allies] do less; if we do less,
they do Tess." The usual U.S. congressional response is to shock the allies into
action by threatening to withdraw troops from Europe. One official criticized
this tactic, saying that the European response would be to say that the threat
must not be as great as believed and reduce their own commitments. Such a
policy would also leave a gap in our deterrence.
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ITI. Summary

A11 of the participants agreed that a major value of the trip was the
opportunity to examine and discuss issues from a European as well as a UL'SS
perspective. And all agreed that the highlights of the trip were the informal
meetings where League representatives were free to talk to officials one on one
and to probe issues that had been presented in more formal settings. The LWV
group came away from this trip with a fuller, more sophisticated knowledge of
the issues confronting the NATO alliance and will continue to communicate to
League members, friends and neighbors some of the new-found understandings
gathered in this thought-provoking exchange.
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December 3, 1982

TO: Local and state League presidents
FROM: Dorothy K. Powers, National Security Study Chair

RE: The attached COMMITTEE GUIDE

We know that you share with us an eagerness to meet the hopes expressed at
Convention 82 for a speeded-up study schedule that will equip us to start
acting aggressively and effectively as fast as possible in the area of
national security. The national board is also aware that the study calendar
we approved in September requires all of us to do a great deal of work to
get ready for spring-summer consensus. This Committee Guide is just part of
our effort to help you do the best job possible to get prepared. We've also
speeded up the publishing cycle to get an overview publication primarily

for resource committees and a publication to help members with the consensus
ready by February. Since both publications will run tight against the an-
nounced calendar, we are including outlines of each of the two publications
along with a resource list in this Committee Guide.

You may remember that the national board advised Leagues shortly after conven-
tion "to put in your calendar a spring 1983 membership meeting (unit or general)
on the National Security Study." After the announcement in the September
Post=Board Summary that we would seek consensus by July 1, 1983, many Leagues
rearranged their calendars to hold two meetings. We know that many of you felt
that you didn't have that kind of flexibility in your calendar, but we also know
that, as time goes on, League calendars do shift. We therefore urge you to

take another look now, to see if a second meeting can be sgueezed in. Though
the discussion outline presented in this guide is based on a two-meeting format,
we've indicated how it might be done in one meeting. (But if that one meeting
is a short one--for example, in units that meet over breakfast or lunch--the com-
pression just won't work.) We urge those of you who can't hold two meetings
this spring to schedule two for the next phase in fall '83-winter '84.

The following is a summary of what is contained in the Committee Guide, a review
of the material that you have already received, and a description of the publications
and materials that you will receive over the next few months.

THIS COMMITTEE GUIDE :

--discusses the background, scope and goal of the League National Security study;

-—offers tips and techniques for managing the study;

-—includes discussion outlines with resource suggestions;

—--provides a sample CONSENSUS FORM (the single copy per League, to use for reporting,
will be mailed later, on colored paper);

--contains outlines of two upcoming LWVEF publications: on military policy and on
arms control.















Weapons: Roles and capabilities

In order to implement its foreign policy objectives, the United States has developed and deployed
nuclear and conventional weapons and personnel (collectively termed “forces”). Purpose: to ex-
amine the roles and capabilities of forces currently in the U.S. and Soviet arsenals.

Key areas for discussion (See publication outline, Section V1)
You will have to provide some factual background for this part of the discussion. Visual aids such as

charts and diagrams, presented on flipsheets or slides or pass-out sheets, will really help to move the
discussion along.

1. What purposes are served by the weapons in the U.S. and Soviet arsenals (e.g., to defend the
homeland. .. to defend Europe—Eastern or Western—from attack. .. to respond to threats around
the world. .. for deterrence purposes only... as a bargaining chip in negotiations. .. to sustain the
domestic economy. .. as an end in themselves, rather than as a tool of policy)?

2. How do U.S. nuclear and conventional weapons compare to those of the Soviet Union?
Back-up questions:

—Should strength be measured in terms of numbers or quality, or some combination?
— How reliable are comparisons of relative capabilities?
— How important are comparisons?

Allow approximately 30 minutes for presentation and discussion. Summarize the group’s discussion
by trying to link conclusions from the previous discussion of policy issues with the development of
weapons, e.g., how U.S. and Soviet foreign/military policies have led to the development of weapons
systems capable of protecting U.S. and Soviet interests.

If your League plans only one discussion meeting on the National Security study this spring,
the meeting must focus primarily on the goal stated for Meeting Il. You will need, however, to provide
background on the issues covered in Meeting |. Some tips on how to improve members' under-
standing ahead of time:

[] Use all your communications channels to encourage members to read the fall 1982 National
VOTER article, “The Future of National Security."

[] Expand ameeting of the resource committee to include interested members; in effect, make itinto
a workshaop.

[] Excerptarticles, charts and diagrams from other sources in your bulletin.

[] Buy enough copies of Providing for the Common Defense: A Military Policy Reader, for every-
member distribution prior to the meesting.

[] Alert members to lectures and discussions organized by other groups, special TV broadcasts or
radio programs covering foreign and military policy.

Discussion outline: Meeting Il

l. Introduction

[] State the purpose and goal of the meeting:

—to review and discuss the evolution of arms control initiatives with emphasis on the objectives they
seek to achieve;

—to develop criteria for the League to use in applying the LWVUS position in support of “efforts to
reduce the risk of war.”

[] Review topics covered in Meeting |. Whether or not your League held an earlier meeting(s) to
discuss the issues covered in the Meeting | outline, you will want to summarize these three points to
establish a framework for the discussion of arms control initiatives:

—the many perspectives on what constitutes national security;

—the blending/clash of foreign and military policy objectives in the post World War |l era;

—the purposes and capabilities of weapons in the U.S. and USSR arsenals.

ll. Arms control

Examine the evolution of arms control initiatives with emphasis on the objectives and types of
agreements achieved in the postwar era and criteria that have been used to evaluate progress
of a negotiation, merits of a proposal or terms of an agreement.

[] The discussion outline that follows is designed to parallel the three consensus questions. You may
want the recorder to fill in the sample copy of the consensus form as you go along, rather than
stopping the discussion at each phase. The recorder's written conclusions can then be read to the
group for confirmation at the end of the meeting as a way to summarize the discussion.

[] The four major discussion topics parallel the structure of the “every-member” publication, The
Quest for Arms Control: Why and How, as you will realize in reviewing its outline, page 8.
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[] Tospeed your presentation and sharpen discussion, consider preparing ahead of time wall charts
or other displays outlining previous arms control agreements and the status of current arms control
negotiations. Use the lists provided in 1982—84 PROSPECTUS #1, pp. 20—21; Security Through
Arms Control? (out of print); or Section V of The Quest for Arms Control: Why and How (see outline, p.
8 of this COMMITTEE GUIDE).

Historical perspective on arms control agreements

Purpose: to acquaint members with historical background on the evolution of arms control efforts to
reduce the risk of war.

Key areas for discussion (see publication outline, Sections I, Il and V)

1. How doarms control agreements of the past century reflect the changing nature of the arms race?
Back-up questions:

— What purposes were served by early agreements to codify rules of war, to establish procedures
and institutions for settling international disputes and to ban certain weapons?

— In what ways have nuclear weapons changed the scope and purpose of arms control initiatives?

Allow 10 minutes for discussion.

Arms control objectives

Purpose: to identify the objectives of arms control negotiations to reduce the risk of war and the levels
of importance that should be given each objective. (Consensus Question 1)

Key areas for discussion (see publication outline, Section Ill)

1. What have been the primary objectives of arms control initiatives since World War 11?7

Back-up questions:

— Compare/contrast: the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) with Strategic Arms Reduection
Talks (START); the Biological Weapons Convention with the Geneva Protocol; the Seabed or the
Antaretic Treaty with the Nonproliferation Treaty.

— In what way do agreements such as the 1963 U.S. —Soviet Hot Line Agreement seek to reduce the
risk of war?

2. In deciding what level of importance to give specific arms controi objectives, what factors need to
be taken into consideration (e.g., how the arms race is affected. . . the type(s) of weapon involved. . .
political or technical feasibility)?

Allow 15 minutes for discussion.

Types of arms control agreements

Purpose: to consider the appropriateness of multilateral or bilateral negotiations and unilateral
initiatives for achieving specific arms control objectives. (Consensus Question |1)

Key areas for discussion (see publication outline, Section IV)

1. Are there circumstances in which arms control objectives can be advanced best by involving many
or most nations? A limited number of nations? One nation acting alone?

Back-up questions:

—In what way has the increase in the number of states in the international system affected arms
control negotiations?

— How does nuclear weapons competition between the superpowers affect which type of negotiating
forum is most productive?

— What are the possible gains or losses resulting from a unilateral initiative?

Allow 15 minutes for discussion.

Criteria

Purpose: to identify criteria that can be used to judge the quality of arms control negotiations,
proposals and agreements {Consensus Question II1)

Key areas for discussion (see publication outline, Section VI)
1. What criteria or factors have been important considerations in previous arms control agreements?

Back-up questions:

—How did the U.S. Senate apply the criteria of verifiability, equity, linkage and continuity in
evaluating the SALT II Treaty?

— How has the SALT II Treaty been affected by the fact that one of the two essential parties has not
formally ratified the agreement?

— Are so-called “adequate verification procedures” using national technical means sufficient for
nuclear arms control agreements, or is on-site ingpection necessary?
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Providing for the Common Defense:
A Military Policy Reader

I. Introduction
A. Current U.S. military policy based on nuclear deterrence and preparation for one major
conventional conflict and one smaller conflict
B. Basic questions:
1. What are U.S. military security objectives? What questions have been raised about these
objectives and what alternatives have been proposed?
2. Whatkind of military policy will best enable the U.S. to achieve its current objectives? What
policy would support the alternative objectives?
3. What types and levels of military forces are necessary to implement each of these military
policies?
4. How does each of these military policies affect U.S. relations with the Soviet Union and
other nations?

ll. Lessons of the past
A. Historical overview establishing pattern of relations with Soviet Union
B. Foreign and military policies of Administrations from Truman to Reagan: shifts in policies,
extension of U.S. interests overseas, growth in alliances and defense strategies

lll. Theories underlying current U.S. military policy
A. Deterrence theory
1. Definition
2. Mutual Assured Destruction
3. First use policy and flexible response
4. Implications for forces
B. Contrasting concept of “counterforce”
1. Warfighting capability
2. First strike implications
3. Implications for forces
C. Influence of deterrence and counterforce theories on development of U.S. military policy

IV. Theories underlying current Soviet military policy
A. Influence of counterforce theory
B. Influence of deterrence theory

V. Effects of U.S. military policy on other nations
A. U.S.—USSR relations
B. U.S. relations with allies
C. U.S.—Third World relations

VI. Comparison of current U.S. and Soviet military capabilities
A. Functions of military forces
1. United States
a. Defend U.S.
b. Defend Europe and other allies
c. Respond to conflicts around the world
d. Protect access to resources
2. Soviet Union
a. Defend Soviet Union against attack from Europe or Asia
b. Defend Warsaw Pact allies
c. Support client states
d. Protect access to resources
B. Defense systems
1. U.S./NATO
a. Members
b. Roles of U.S. and European NATO members
2. USSR/Warsaw Pact
a. Members
b. Roles of USSR and non-Soviet Warsaw Pact members
C. Comparisons of capabilities
1. U.S./NATO
a. Strategic forces
1. Bombers and number of warheads
2. ICBMs and number of warheads
3. SLBMs and number of warheads
b. General purpose forces
1. Land forces



2.

3.

2. Tactical air forces
3. Naval forces
4. Mobility forces
USSR/Warsaw Pact
a. Strategic forces
1. Bombers and number of warheads
2. ICBMs and number of warheads
3. SLBMs and number of warheads
b. General purpose forces
1. Land forces
2. Tactical air forces
3. Naval forces
4. Mobility forces
Other comparisons of military capabilities
a. Pricing of Soviet defense capabilities in dollars
b. Throw-weight
c. Megatonnage
d. Percentage of gross national product spent on defense

VIl. Bibliography

VIll. Glossary of terms (BOX)

The Quest for Arms Control:
Why and How

I. Introduction
A. What is the arms race?
B. What is arms control?

Il. History of arms control
A. Early agreements prompted by proliferation of arms production, imperialist rivalries, national-
ism and competing alliance systems (early 1900s—World War 1)
B. Postwar agreements prompted by fear of nuclear annihilation, fear of nuclear proliferation and
worry about effects of nuclear technology on environment
C. After mid-1950s, agreements became step-by-step efforts due to arms race and growing

d

evelopment of nuclear power for energy

lll. Objectives of arms control initiatives
A. Possible objectives

i
25

3.
4.

5:

6.

Limit or reduce the quantity of weapons by placing controls on their future growth (“vertical”
proliferation)

Prohibit the possession of weapons, either those already in existence or those that have not
yet been developed

Prohibit the first use of certain weapons

Inhibit the development and improvement of weapons through means such as test bans
and gualitative restrictions

Limit the proliferation of weapons, both horizontally (from one nation to another) and
geographically (to groups of nations in a region or to the sea, atmosphere and outer space)
Reduce tension through means such as information exchange and natification of tests and
maneuvers

B. Importance of objective

s

2

3

How the arms control initiative affects the arms race

. What types of weapons the initiative affects and the inherent danger associated with the
weapons

. Political and technical feasibility of achieving agreement

IV. Types of arms control negotiations or initiatives
A. Multilateral
B. Bilateral
C. Unilateral

V. Brief descriptions of major arms control proposals, negotiations and agreements (BOX)
A. Agreements

1. Geneva Protocol
2. Antarctic Treaty

N’
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3. Limited Test Ban Treaty

4. “Hotline” Agreement

5. Outer Space Treaty

6. Latin American Nuclear-Free Zone Treaty (Treaty of Tlatelolco)

7. Non-Proliferation Treaty

8. Seabed Arms Control Treaty

9. “Accidents Measures” Agreement
10. Biological Weapons Convention
i1
12
13
14
15
16
7

SALT | (ABM Treaty and Interim Agreement)

. Prevention of Nuclear War Agreement

. Threshold Test Ban Treaty (U.S. has signed but not ratified)

. Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty (U.S. has signed but not ratified)

. Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (Helsinki Accords)

. Environmental Modification Convention
SALT Il (U.S. has signed but not ratified)

B. Prbposals and Negotiations

O QN Oy U1t ol =t

Baruch Plan

Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and Committee on Disarmament
Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks

Comprehensive Test Ban Negotiations

Chemical Weapons Negotiations

Anti-Satellite Talks

Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Negotiations

Strategic Arms Reductions Talks (START)

Nuclear Freeze Proposals

VI. Possible criteria for judging arms control initiatives
A. Definition of criteria: standards by which an arms control initiative can be judged
B. Criteria

il

Equity

a. Definition: terms are mutually beneficial and each party, on balance, gains security from
the agreement

b. Examples in which equity played a major role. such as Non-Proliferation Treaty, SALT |
and SALT Il

Verifiability

a. Definition: process of determining, to the extent necessary to safeguard national secu-
rity, that each party complies with the terms of an agreement

b. Examples in which verification played a major role, such as Threshold Test Ban Treaty,
SALT I

. Linkage

a. Definition: process of tying progress in arms contol with progress in another area of
foreign or military policy

b. Examples in which linkage played a major role, such as Limited Test Ban Treaty, SALT |
and SALT i

Continuity

a. Definition: builds on past efforts or provides a framewaork for future negotiations

b. Examples in which continuity played a major role, such as Treaty of Tlatelolco, Non-
Proliferation Treaty and SALT Il

Environmental protection

a. Definition: protects the earth’s resources

b. Examples in which environmental protection played a major role, such as Limited Test
Ban Treaty and Environmental Modification Convention

. Confidence building

a. Definition: helps to reduce the general level of tension and reduce the risk of war

b. Examples in which confidence building played a major role, such as the “Hotline”
Agreement, “Accidents Measures™ Agreement and Prevention of Nuclear War Agree-
ment

Widespread agreement

a. Definition: All appropriate parties adhere to the agreement

b. Examples in which widespread agreement played a major role, such as Antarctic
Treaty, Treaty of Tlatelolco, SALT |

Vil. Glossary of terms (BOX)
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Please weight* the criteria using the following scale:

1. Essential 4. Not Desirable
2. Desirable 5. No Opinion/
3. Unimportant No Agreement
3. What criteria should be used to evaluate arms control proposals, negotiations and agreements?
IF the objective of
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€g Prohibit possession | Prohibit first use of Limit proliferation
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Equity

(The terms are mutually beneficial; i.e.,
no party is vulnerable)

Verifiability

(The process of determining that “the
other side” is complying with
provisions of an agreement)

Linkage

(Tying progress in arms control to
progress in other foreign or military
policy goals)

Continuity
(Continues progress or builds on
previous agreements)

Confidence Building
(Crisis control mechanisms, advance
notification, etc.)

Environmental Protection

Widespread Agreement
(Ratification or approval by
appropriate parties)
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1. What level of importance should the U.S. 2. Which type(s) of negotiations or initiatives
government give to each listed objective of arms (multilateral, bilateral and/or unilateral) are most

Name: _ control negotiations to reduce the risk of war? appropriate for achieving each objective? (You may
2 check more than one box per objective).
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A. Limit quantity of weapons

B. Reduce quantity of weapons.

C. Prohibit possession of certain weapons:
1. nuclear

2. nonnuclear, (biological, chemical, radio-
logical)

D. Prohibit first use of certain weapons:
1. nuclear

2. nonnuclear (biological, chemical, radio-
logical)

E. Inhibit development and improvement
of weapons

F. Limit proliferation of nuclear weapons:

. geographical (e.g., zones, seas &
space)

g

2. horizontal (i.e., to other nations)

G. Reduce tensions, (e.g., hotline)

H. Other:

|. Other:
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Treaty Compliance

Domestic debates over treaty compliance, like those over
verification, have reflected deep divisions of opinion con-
cerning the Kremlin’s objectives and the value of Soviet cheating.
In congressional debates, from the limited test ban to SALT 1I,
supporters of arms control argued that Soviet leaders would be
unlikely to violate agreements that were in their interest as well as
ours; that U.S. capabilities to detect violations of any consequence
would further serve as a deterrent; and that if violations took
place, the United States could respond appropriately, including, if
necessary, abrogation of the agreement in question.

During the limited test ban treaty debate, several potential
compliance issues were raised by treaty opponents. Nuclear
weapon tests in Lake Baikal in the Soviet Union, in deep space,
behind the moon, or under a few feet of earth during periods of
heavy cloud cover were deemed possible by those who foresaw a
determined Soviet effort to foil U.S. national technical means of
verification. The possibility of Soviet nuclear weapon tests at or
Just over the Chinese border was also raised.

President Kennedy was in a strong position to defuse congres-
sional concerns over Soviet noncompliance. If the Soviets reneged
on their treaty commitments in the Kennedy Administration, the
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