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letter is also enclosed for your information and files.

Sincerely,
S I A
Mildred S. Dresselhaus
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The President

The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

I am writing on behalf of The American Physical Soclety,
whose members would greatly appreclate knowing your views on the
following issues of particular interest to them:

1) The scientific leadership of the United States 1s belng
challenged by other countries. Moreover, the cost of
research at the frontiers of science is rising steeply.

How would your administration ensure that the U.S. retain
its scilentific leadership? How would you develop inter-
national scientific cooperation on projects too large for
any single nation to undertake?

2) Each year many worthy scilentific projects are abandoned
or deferred for lack of funds. Each such instance
represents a technological risk for the United States.
Yet some projects continue to be funded by direct con-
gressional action, avoiding the process of peer review.

How can the federal government ensure that the advice of
our leading experts 1s considered in establishing prior-
ities for the most essential and promising scientific
projects?

3) The economic and military security of the United States
1s dependent on our continued technological superlority.
In an effort to deny U.S. advances to our adversarles,
restrictions have been imposed on scientific communica-
tion that threaten the very system that has given us our
lead.

What actions would your administration take to ensure a
proper balance between the need for secrecy and the
openness essential to the health of scilence?



-

4) More than a year ago the National Commission on Excel-
lence in Education issued its sober report, "A Nation at
Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform." The report
places particular stress on the urgent need for reform in
math and sclence education.

What should be the role of the federal government in en-
suring that the vital needs of the nation for scientific
and technical manpower are met?

The Society would like permission to publish your reply,
along with that of Mr. Mondale, in the October issue of Physics
Today. This magazine, with a circulation of 75,000, is read by
the majority of American physicists as well as by a large segment
of the public which is interested in scientific matters. We
therefore ask that your response, which should reach us by 21
August, be limited to 1500 words and be in a format suitable for
publication.

Sincerely yours,

Mildred S. Dresselhaus
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A WOMAN VICE PRESIDENT?

\

Geraldine Ferraro
Tip’s top pick

Raymond D. Strother
Special to The Washington Post

S AMERICA ready for a woman vice president?

House Speaker Tip O’Neill seems to think so. He

has endorsed New York Rep. Geraldine Ferraro
as his choice for the Democratic nominee.

Time magazine seems to think so. It put Ferraro
and San Francisco Mayor Dianne Feinstein on its
cover as attractive candidates.

Walter Mondale’s operatives seem to think so. “I
think it’s building rapidly,” a key one said last week
of the increased sentiment in that direction.

Maybe even more important, the numbers
R B . T e e O a8 2 12 o 00 /pf e

Dianne Feinstein
An ‘attractive candidate’

SEXUAL

POLITICS
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The problem
People vote.

What I've learned as a campaign consultant to
women candidates is that getting a woman elected
to high office is tremendously difficult, no matter
what the voters tell the polisters.

Last year, I was contracted by the women who
were running for governor in Mississippi and
Kentucky. I heard voter after voter say things like,
“She may get elected, but her husband will run the
state.” That changed me.

The campaigns of Evelyn Gandy in Mississippi
and Martha Layne Collins in Kentucky turned me
into a frustrated and angered feminist. They forced
me to admit that there are different standards for
women and men candidates.

It is shameful, but it’s true. With few exceptions,
women have failed time after time to gain high
elective office.

I say “few exceptions,” because victory can be
achieved — the late Ella Grasso became governor
of Connecticut, Jane Byrne mayor of Chicago. But it
takes vastly more work than it would for a man.
And it takes a fiercely realistic approach.

A few more women are being elected because a
few more women are running. All it proves is that if
the office is not terribly important, voters will not
take it seriously enough to vote their deepest
prejudices. It high office that’s the acid test.

Evelyn Gandy is one of the most popular public
figures in Mississippi. She was first elected to the
state legislature in 1948 and then became commis-
sioner of insurance, treasurer and lieutenant
governor.

She is known as intelligent and absolutely honest.
She is loved in Mississippi. She can be elected to any
state office she wants — except governor. Twice she
has been defeated.

SEANS /. S BEESIL R SNIESSE

is that computers don’t vote.

HERE were remarkable similarities in the

campaigns for the two women, even though

Gandy lost in Mississippi and Collins won in
Kentucky. ]

Those campaigns taught me that it is almost
impossible to poll gender bias. People in America
tend to be polite and socially conditioned to say the
expected. The same caution limits the polling of
racism. .

To ask the question directly about their bias
didn’t work. In both Mississippi and Kentucky,
fewer than 20 percent of those polled admitted they
would not vote for a woman. :

But when pollsters asked if voters felt their
neighbors and friends were ready to elect a woman
governor, only a narrow majority thought the
answer was yes — 30 points less than the “How
would you vote?” question.

These poll responses illustrate the contradictions
between people in numbers and real people. Under
pressure, in sustained conversations, “‘real people”
would rationalize reasons women could not be
elected. The poll numbers recorded snap judgments
in a telephone conversation, but could not measure
centuries of bias and social conditioning.

After two hours of talking with some voters, the
same people who had agreed on the phone they
could vote for a woman would express doubts about
her ability to lead in a crisis or during a period of
family difficulty. And these questions were as often
raised by women as by men.

A campaign for a woman cannot be conducted
as though there were no gender bias, no matter
what well-intentioned feminists insist. Women teach-
ers and black women tend to be the most
enthusiastic about women candidates.

In post-polling discussion groups, Voters made

" such comments as:

“I wonder what she’ll do about her children if

look good."™

“She keeps using the word ‘tough, tough, Hocww..
It makes me think she’s not tough enough if she has
to always try to prove it.”

“1 don’t think men are as emotional in handling
problems.”

A woman has to prove she is intellectually tough
enough for the job, while male candidates are not
questioned.

HEN there was the problem we faced with the

appearance of the candidate. We spent hours

discussing dress styles, color and shape.
Consideration would be given to the number of
buttons open at the throat and the use of ties.

Discussion groups often dwelt on the dress of the
woman candidate and never mentioned the men.
Commercials tended to wear out because of a
dress being overexposed. “If I see that blue suit
one more time, I’'m going to scream,” one woman
joked.

When Evelyn Gandy changed her glasses, the
press wrote front-page stories about her “new
image.” A change in hairstyle would always be
mentioned in a news story. I have yet to see a
male’s haircut make news.

When polls found voters felt a woman was not
tough enough for the job, Martha Layne Collins
wore square-cut suits and open-neck shirts. When
they said she was too tough, we dropped back to silk
blouses with ties.

While the newpapers discussed the women
candidates’ style of dress, glasses, hair and
language, they discussed the issues of the male
candidates. To turn that around, we repeatedly had
to talk tougher.

In fact, one reporter accused me of using the
word “tough” so often in scripts that my typewriter
wrote out the word when I walked by.
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RECOVERING FROMTHE '60s

'ROUBLE

ViTH

\MERICA

reigner’s view of America:
eatness waiting to be rediscovered

Crozier

to The Washington Post

seasoned traveler landing in
U.S. three years after Ronald
pgan’'s inauguration mav be

dress the issue in terms of good V_.a
evil: The hawks were the bad guys,/the
doves the good guys. This simplistic and
dangerous notion dodges the real issue:
How could a country at the zenith of its
power, claiming to have the best
methods and the best brains available,
plunge into such an absurd adventure?
Viewed from Furope, with the

years, but it will finally begme a

conservative, uninspiring Fordfays, Or
should he try to bring back the §orld-as-
it-should-be — the Pax Amefcana of
the *50s? {3

Reagan has not by any meajs solved
the dilemma, but he has led théway out

of it. This is the real meanif of his
Hollywood style. ; S
One should not be toofharshly

critical. Soothing may be temporarily
the best course. After a nervoll break-
down, a lot of rest is n ry. .
Illusions and dreams may help ".awwﬂ_w.n :
it. :

At least two of Reagan’s §chieve-
ments stand out: the eradicgtion
inflation and the assertion of
tial power against special
Here, Reagan’s success Wwd
possible by his soothing stylé ¥
turn, gave legitimacy to that
seems to me there is morekill in
Ronald Reagan’s behavior thanjust the
nice Hollywood public-relations §bb he is
credited with,

But for that very reason,

pily may be indispensable for sgpe few

source of embarrassment.
The contradictions, and thi
lems looming ahead, may not bgvisible
yet. But as soon as one scratclies the
surface of public conventions,

commitment, a cautiousness.
WENTY, 30 years ago, 2

were genuinely optimistic
and curious. They believed!in the

the public future, They were expansion
ists. They built families and businesses
as if they were settling new terrjories.
They were proud of their achievéments

even then only such change as would
provide more calm. :
The real test is the mood of the
young, who, as always and everywhere,
exemplify, exaggerate and anticipate

the trends of society.
Compared to their Eur and
Japanese counterparts, merican

youngsters, black and white, learn to
take care of themselves earlier in life.
But they also learn to care only for their
personal affairs, however ignorantly
they may conceive them. This may
mean for many of them a refusal of
learning.

They earn good pocket money at the
nearest supermarket or hamburger
joint rather than do homework, or read
about the world or fight for a cause.

Two-thirds of youths between 14 and
18 earn at least $100 a week. Since they
are living at home, they are much
better off than young adults who want
to raise a family. How ‘can one expect
them to show concern for the rest of the
world and for the public good in any but
the most emotionally immature way?

The new conservatism of American

“\youth is not a political phenomenon but
"a cultural one. They reject bureaucra-
cies, big political machines, and trade
unions, but they also reject communi-
ties.
' They have nothing against getting
rich quickly. On the contrary! But their
rejections of Big-Brother bureaucracy
do not redound to the benefit of the

trepreneurial, basically American val-
ues — the respect for effort, the will to
succeed by personal achievement, the
passion to go beyond one’s limits —
“have at least temporarily declined.
There is no fighting spirit, no drive
to conquer and develop the- world.

and cared for the public ~mooa
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ame.
1 F. Kennedy really mur-
/. 22, 1963? America almost
bt it. After all, President
shot on March 30, 1981, also
> young .crackpot. A real
like in the movies!

nake with a happy ending,
erything is as it should be.
t, the star shows his cool
Ise of humor by cracking
tes. The jokes make the
e Dallas tragedy is exor-

m‘.\:-m

| should not matter so
y do. TV screens showed
)cess of aging on the faces
nson,
r. These were tormented
aunted by fate, divided
elves, ambivalent,

ppears unalterable, pro-
_against adversity. He is
alm, as sure of himself as
haugurated. He shows no
ambivalence.

h, at the White House, at
fore the TV screen to
American people, he is
ple and natural self. His
'b. He looks quintessen-
Specially when his loving
| the admiring look that
ro.

O better image of the
I Americans want for
for their country.

nood, it seems to me,
. of the extraordinarily
 of sound and fury the
| from Kennedy’s assas-
| the Vietnam War and
> seizure of the hostages

bservers already main-
ent traumas have been
eper than the ‘earlier
the Civil War or two
Antagonistic emotions
to the point of real
ns. Minds were per-
cherished beliefs shat-
esults finally were not
the process and ‘what
ricans.

N mind still wants to
Juestion left over from
inful years: How come

Richard Nixon and

+4UlC 100KS a4l
nations — Germar
Japan — they have
from their failures. -
while rediscovering
way to reassert a str

England, which
Same traumas, did n
that search, and he
these postwar years
Surely to her incapac
~ into question,

This is the time fo;
again, to forget its dr
and superiority, to
enough to accept that
to learn from the rest
from the facts.

But in order to ¢
must first be ready t
understand its own v
dear Brutus, is not in
ourselves.”
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c ore oo 16ad I Small-business entrepre-
Skillful at providing, first of all, calm,

neurship. Horatio Alger is no longer an
Anglo-Saxon fairy tale. This part of the
American dream is now, above all, the
preserve of Southeast Asian and ILatin
American refugees. :

But sure enough, as soon as the
visitor becomes conscious of this over-
whelming trend toward apathy, selfish-
ness and defeatism, he begins to note,
Here and there, little signs of dedication
-and public-spirited ideas and actions.

The signs are small, but they attract
attention. The media encourage them.
And they seem already to have a vague
impact on people, as if to shame them,
if not yet provoke them.

It 1s as if a new fashion were slowly
in the making and just preparing to take
shape, or as if the earth were ready for
a rich, new crop after a few fallow
years. It is as if something finally has
been liberated in the American mind
with the return to normalcy,

One can only hope now that it will
gradually dissipate the delusions of
Shangri-la, and that a more sensible,
realistic and public-spirited country will
_ finally emerge.
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American crisis. - But the crisis was
much deeper than Vietnam.

Rationality was to suffer ag much in
domestic as "in foreign policy during
those years of confusion in Washington. .
Lyndon Johnson’s war on poverty was
as ill-conceived as his war against the
Viet Cong.

It bore witness to the same incapac-
ity to accept the limits of human
endeavor, and the implied necessity of
making choices.

Was it Johnson’s fault alone? Was it
not a collective delusion on the part of
the whole American society?

All the Western world was, to be
sure, caught up in a deep moral crisis.
But the American crisis, more than any
other, took on a sort of metaphysical
dimension that blocked off the sight of
reality and created the desperate feel-
ing of being caught in a blind alley.

The situations of the blacks and the
war in Vietnam were no longer con-
crete problems that had to be worked
on and gradually improved. Instead,
they were Evil Incamate saturating the
fabric of everyday life.

and only secondarily change — and

EE

'® Michel Crozier,
sociologist, is author
ing book, “The Trou
ica,” from which this i

ICHARD Nixon, too, was the

product of his time and circum-

stances. Watergate was not just
his problem. It expressed some of the
basic probiems of American cuiture,

In short, Vietnam, the: crisis of the
blacks and Watergate were part of a
collective failure a failure that
America still has not fully comprehend- T 8
_ed or confronted. : & ,

Gerald Ford first, then Jimmy [ SSEES
Carter, could have led the country to a [§/8
more moderate, back-to-normal move- \
ment. Both tried hard.

Ford came too early or was too |
candid in attempting to forgive the sing
of the past. People wanted to forget, not
to forgive.

Carter had bad luck and a Hamlet.
like ~quality, an indecisiv ess, that
cried out for failire. Ford was ready to
settle mn_ooE,_a too easily; Carter was
too utterly uncompromisi g. His aim of
purity, %885& the
same megalomaniacal trait that ruined
his predecessors’ best intentions.
Ronald Reagan has his own style.
He is not imposing anything on the
American people against their will.
Rather, he succeeds because he has
perceived the people’s demands  and

4 Neon.
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5 always led to failure

f course, begins and

answered them as only a good profes-
sional can.
At the oftawiiiigeiitih aldee. 5
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THE DEMOCRATIC LOGIC

That old-time
liberal religion

David S. Broder/Syndicated Columnist

AN FRANCISCO —
Hard as it may be to
believe, thexie isa l::;ld
acky internal consisten-
?:; \;’o wl%at Walter Mondale
has been doing the past few
days. The choice of Geral-
dine Ferraro as his running
mate, ' the appogtmen;erg{ )
nce as the gent .

?:;itrrk:n of their clz?n)palgné ;aex:j% :t\;:?s thgfeatrl}l}er
' the religious 0
'g)gglsocx?:ts vs. President Reagan- fit into a
straﬁlggédy it has provei ftq be éauthitgh};—{isilé

capable of backfiring. Bu \
iti??;fggf f!'OIPn saying there is no logic to it at
all

; iving the country
hat the Democrats are giving ; :
is QN liberal ti(ixkett' }g:g);(xin%a ﬁﬁg»tllj:r;lg-ggg
“new ideas” rhetoric king.the ol g
Democratic rehglqn m accen.s R ot

’s strategists hope will soun Y
aMb(igd:rll?i Sfamiliaxg-1 to the core constituencies of
i lggggyi‘on, itself is one of the old-time valuei::l
the Mondale-Ferraro team is trying to reggli-
from the clutches of Reagan and the Repu
SR N i ference as a

o, in her first press confere; :
erfl%;agf the ticket, declared that Rea%a? s
lrarllldgetary and social policies mz::lie ghlxl'lgsl;iano’l:

elieve he was “a go an.
}ltggnéglebf_ollowed by tgeflll.?t% Tfrlsn ?Satr;lgga;;mggg
Chronicle that “my faith unmisl suly s
‘ . me that social justice is p i
‘gl?x%;lttian‘s responsibility,” while Reagan 1is
“out to lunch” on that subject. i
A number of Demograts# mcl; cl:gMa yox"

nn | io-and San-Francisco
Jolin Glenn of Ohio and San- e
i Feinstein, said they wishe )
g;ﬁﬁ?%e kept out of tk;_e ca;rx%pzl%egui ht:tatt hlg
ing to happen. Ferraro at t
%o;ptgxgi;::gzans hac‘i)pl()aroughtl (;tbm by o%t;)%sgé%r:u;gf
i an
how she, a Catholic, could be [Spomaient Of
i- ion legislation. But it’s clea '

ggg E’B)%régg wguld have found a way to discuss
the Eubjeﬂc__t. _

Reagan ana the Republicans have been
having'a field day with it. In the 1980 campaign
and throughout his term, Reagan has embraced
not only the anti-abortion position of man
conservative religionists but the cause of
restoring organized prayer to public schools.

What was revealing was Mondale’s explana-
tion of why he — a liberal minister’s son — was
talking in religious terms. “What I'm trying .to
do is let people know who I am, and that’s what
Gerry (Ferraro) is trying to do,” he told The
Chronicle. “I think the values and beliefs that I- .
have are pretty much what most Americans
have, and I want to make that clear.”

It has been clear ever since she first spoke
as Mondale’s choice for vice president that
Ferraro was picked not just as a woman but as
an ethnic Catholic. Richard Wirthlin, Reagan’s
pollster, said Ferraro’s St. Paul speech last
week, dwelling on “family, faith, neighborhood,
country, and hard work,”” was “a page right out

-of our 1980 play book.”

It was also a page from Jimmy Carter’s
successful 1976 play book. It tends to be
forgotten now, but Carter was the “traditional
values” candidate in that election, the man who
talked about his “born again” experience of
religious faith and who dwelled on his Na
service and his family’s long attachment to the
Georgia land on which they grew their peanut
crops. '

In picking Lance as the out-front strategist
and spokesman for the. 1984 Democratic cam-
paign, Mondale was ,seeking to revive the
Carter association and the Carter theme. Lance
and his wife are not only longstanding personal
and political pals of the Carters but, like Jimmy
and Rosalynn, people who display their religion.
When Lance was under investigation and

standing trial for alleged banking violations, he
and his wife have both said, it was religious

faith that sustained them until he was acquit-
ted.
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Willlam Grelder
Rolling Stone Magazine

HE best
campaign
slogan I've

ever encoun-
tered was the
one-sentence
platform that an
old Kentucky
populist ran on
years ago: ‘“Put

the jam on the lower shelf, whe're.

the little man can reach it.”

Everyone understood what he
'meant: government action to re-
distribute income from the haves
to the have-nots. For nearly two

enerations, that is what most
emocrats believed in doing.

This year, when people try to
explain what’s wrong with the
Democrats, they blame the prima-
ry schedule or the personal defi-
ciencies of the candidates or even
Ronald Reagan and his supposedly
magical qualities. Unfortunately, I
think the trouble lies much deeper.

The problem is that the Demo-
. cratic Party no longer knows what
to believe about governing the
country. It no longer has a coher-
‘ent view of the citizens it wants to
represent, of how they lead their
lives and how government might
effectively help them in their
struggles. Its ideas on how to
produce economic growth — the
touchstone of American politics,
and once the proudest accomplish-
ment of the Democratic Party —
are positively schizophrenic.

The core issue in this confusion
is a subject so tainted that only the
bravest liberals have the nerve to

POLITICS OF 1

Party of the poor now split

R4

their outlook on econom- A\
ics, squeezing the very ' L
working people who had ;&8
been their historic base
of support and reward-
ing the affluent. This
trend is not widely un-
derstood, because el
Democratic oratory |ESSSes
conceals it. Indeed, [p=4
they attack Reagan for
simply taking the trend
a giant step further than
they have. il
In practical political
terms, the Democrats are
trapped between two con-
stituencies, and they cannot
decide where their future
lies. Should they concentrate
on rebuilding the tattered base
of support among working-class
families, threatened farmers and
the alienated underclasses? Or
should they cultivate their new and
growing base in the suburbs?
Without ever acknowledging
the contradictions, the Democratic
Party has actually been moving
steadily upscale over the last

dannada Aacnc Al ciimcan man A man
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\ aPproach over the ]ast 15

doesn’t

W\ Specifically, —the
=\ capital formation

B\ that creates jobs
and rising " in-
come for aver-

between the haves and have-nots
to widen will, in time, undermine
the basic strength of our economy
— the mass market for consumer
goods. We will wind up with a two-
tiered économy: one for the afflu-

for the mass of ~income level that’s

ERY few €conomists, libera]
Or conservative, worry abou

and don’t care much about interng]
shifts of income and consumption,

doesn’t matter In economic term
whether rich people buy boats or

the mass-consumption society and
will someday have to redistribute

economy flour-
ishes, meanwhile, Personal spend-
Ing on luxury items Jike boats and

economic re-
covery. Economists agree that it js
a lopsided one, dominated by
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bottom half
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coherent frame of mind, its leading
at least be dis-

years ought to convince A
the Democrats that it |
produce the
intended results —

Prrvoavcve TyTToy

Small businesses,
higher wages through tax breaks.
This would cost teng of billions, but
would directly Stimulate employ-
ment and consumer demand at the
squeezed the
hardest — the working poor.,

Op a coherent strate
down interest rates,

__Democrats effectively re-
Dealed “interest-rate ceilings in
believe  that

:

ado mited version of credit
allocation, usin tax incentives to

push money toward the housing-

and consumere-goods markets,
Wwhere it is need ;

8 Develop the government’s
role in redistributing income and
wealth. This js forbidden idea in
American politics, but it’s not as
controversial as it sounds,

The government has dozens of
available levers jt never uses that

as stockholders, g company’s pro-
ductivity and profits improve and,
more important, the workers ac-
quire another source of income
over time: dividends
accumulated assets, It would take
a generation or longer for employ-
€€ ownership to become the norm,

> —but it would ultimately reduce the -

mumbling " about - “industr; 1 poli-

3 ¢y’ as the way to rebu%
ica.

15 Surely the failure of that \

of redistrib-
other chan-

government’s burden

uting income through
nels.

These ideas and many others
would restore €quity while improy-,
ing the economy, but they have no
popular constituency at present.
That’s what an alert and vita]
iti party would set about
building. That’s what the Demo-
cratic Party used to do.

(Copyright, 1984, Rolling Stone Magazine. Dis.
tributed by Los Angeles Times Syndicate.)
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" speak of it in public: the redistribu-
tion of income. .

For 40 years, that policy was
the yardstick for Democratic tax-
and-spending legislation .and the
unspoken purpose of dozens of
programs, from Social Security to
f stamps, from regulated ceil-
ings on interest rates to public-
works programs that created jobs.
Whether through progressive tax
rates or government spending or
other forms of subsidy, the redis-
tribution policies all produced a
similar impact: They moved mon-
ey around the society, from those
who had lots of it to those who had
little or none. :

Naturally, the recipients
promptly went out and spent it.
This tangibly improved their lives,
but it also had the benefit of
stimulating the national economy,
creating buyers and consumer de-
mand that, in turn, stimulated
production. That meant more jobs
and more profit. ¥ £

When the good times ended in

the 1970s, the idea of redistribution',

collided with the politics of the
shrinking pie. ‘Instead of growth,
“liberal economics produced a se-
' ries of damaging peaks and valleys

— recession followed by inflation, /

' then another recession — and
/’ economic growth slowed sharply.
. Average family income stopped

' growing and even declined.
\el\r:_ltlhat climate, the conserva-
jitd itique of redistribution was
' devastating. It’s not right, conser-
. vatives said, to ta’.e money from
someone who’s earned it and give
i it to someone who hasn’t. Instead
| of articulating the economic ratio-
 nale that justified redistribution,
| liberals responded limply with
' lines about ‘“justice” and “fair:
| ness.”

! ODAY, Democrats shun th

idea of redistribution as if it
‘ were an alcoholic uncle
' whose presence is too embarrass-

ing to acknowledge.

! For 15 years, despite their
. campaign rhetoric, the Democrats
. have been drifing rightward in

& { al y U 0, & ;
on affluent voters to win congres-
sional races.

The new, affluent Democrats

O arrd D

agree with the old labor-based

constituencies on many important
issues — civil rights, the environ-
ment, education, nuclear-arms
control — but their self-interest
diverges on the core principle of
the Democratic legacy: redistribu-
tion of income, pushing money
downward on the economic ladder

in order to stimulate the economy.'

Upper-income Democrats are nat-
urally less enthusiastic about . this
idea.

Sooner or later, I think the
Democratic Party will have to
confront this contradiction and
resolve it by returning to its
origins, “the little man.”

1 have a hunch that the idea of
redistribution is going to stage a
modest comeback in the political
dialog. Meanwhile, our great na-
tional economy, the mass-con-
sumption society that is the basis
of our shared prosperity, is under-

\ going a kind of internal erosion. It

is splitting into two parts: the

.struggling majority, which is con-

stantly pressed by  rising prices,

/too little cash, high interest rates -

and periodic threats of unemploy-
ment; and the affluent upper third,
which is loaded with discretionary
income for luxury purposes, and
which enjoys increased interest-
rate earnings from its savings and
is largely immune to the damage
caused by the regular downturns.
The basic .cause, as a number
of ~academic studies have docu*

of jobs — namely, that there are

more at the bottom of the -

income ladder and more at
the top, but fewer in the -
middle. The middle—
class is literally
shrinking, ~with
some families
oving upward in
income and more
of them moving

downward.

For anyone

ented, is the changing structure '
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between the haves and have-nots

to widen will, in time, undermine
the basic strength of our economy
— the mass market for consumer
goods. We will wind up with a two-
tiered économy: one for the affly-

straggl

ERY few €conomists, liberal

or conservative, worry aboy

this, lar, ely because th
look at overa] eéconomic activit
and don’t care much about internd]
shifts of income and consumptio
In theory, they will tell you,
doesn’t matter in €économic term
whether rich people buy boats or
goor people buy us cars. A
andful of old liberal stalwarts
believes, however, that we are
already experiencing the decline of
the mass-consumption society and
will someday have to redistribute
income.

ers.

ishes, meanwhile, Personal spend-

:

economic re-
covery. Economists agree that it is
a lopsided one, dominated b
consumer Spending among the
well-to-do, while the bottom half
scrapes to make ends meet.

Like most problems, it’s easier
to say what’s wrong than to fix jt,
If the Democratic Party were in a
coherent frame of mind, its leadin
candidates would at least be dis-
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mumbling " about “indug
Cy” as the way to rebuild I-
B ica
2,
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“Surely the failure of that
\@PProach over the last 15
years ought to convince

doesn’t produce the
intended results

specifically, —the
~eapital formation
that creates jobs
and rising " in-
come for aver-

i

ent and another for the mass of

- push money

The upscale €conomy flour-

the Democrats that it |

small businesses, to encourage
higher wages through tax breaks,
This would cost tens of billions, but
would directly Stimulate employ-
ment and consumer demand at the

“income level that’s squeezed the

hardest — the working poor.,
o'/lﬂeveroﬁméhrst@tegy
r forcing down interest rates,

The,__yD_g;mocw ts effectively re-
pealed “interest-rate ceilings in
1980, and experts believe  that
deregulation hag added at least 2
percent to the cost of borrowing.
While it would be

cult to reimpose the old ceilings,
the government regulators could
ado imited version of credit
allocation, y ing tax incentives to
toward the housing -
and consumer-goods markets,
where it is needed.

B Develop the government’s
role in redistributing income and.
wealth. This is 3 forbidden idea in
American politics, but it’s not as
controversial as it sounds.

The government has dozens of
available levers jt hever uses that
could push corporations toward
employee ownership. With workers
as stockholders, company’s pro-
ductivity and profits improve and,
more important, the workers ac-
quire another source of income
over time: dividends from their
accumulated assets. It would take
a generation or longer for employ-
€€ ownership to become the norm,

-but it would ultimately reduce the-

government’s burden ‘of redistrib- |
uting income through other chan- |
nels. ’

These ideas and many others
would restore equity while improv-,
ing the économy, but they have no
popular constituency at present.

! an alert and vita]
political party would set about
building. That’s what the Demo-
cratic Party used to do.

!

(Copyright, 1984, Rolling Stone Magazine. Dis-
tributed by Los Angeles Times Syndicate.)
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TOKYO — At age 30, Japan’s Self-Defense Force
is one of the major military establishments in the
world. Yet it avoids calling itself an army, a navy or
an air force for fear of rejection by the pacifist-
minded people it is designed to protect.

Celebrations to mark the anniversary of the
Defense Force’s founding in 1954 were low key, as are
most activities' of the military force in this nation
where “war potential” is constitutionally banned.

As it enters middle age, balancing the Defense
Force’s needs and functions is a major problem for
the government. Prime Minister Yasuhiro Nakasone
must respect popular sentiment for limiting defense

spending and at the same time respond to United
States pressure on Japan to assume a bigger defense

burden.

The United States maintains 45,000 military
personnel in Japan and is committed to help defend it
wmmm:ma attack, but wants the country to increase
military outlays to expanding its ability to protect its
shores and vital Pacific sea lanes.

After Japan’s defeat in World War II, U.S.
occupation forces dismantled the Imperial Army and
drew up a constitution stating that “land, sea and air
forces, as well as other war potential, will never be
maintained.”

But with the dispatch of U.S. troops to Korea in
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the 1950-53 Korean War, the occupation-forces com-
mander, Gen. Douglas MacArthur, ordered creation
of a 75,000-member paramilitary organization to keep
public order. It was euphemistically called the
National Police Reserve.

In 1952, the last year of the occupation, the
organization became the National Safety Forces, and
two years later, under a new law setting up the new
Japan Defense Agency, it became the Ground, Air
and Maritime Self-Defense Forces.

According to a recent poll by-the national daily
Asahi Shimbun, more than 80 percent of Japanese
now accept the Defense Force’s existence, but 75
percent oppose increased defense spending and 21
percent want it reduced or abolished.

Even that’s an improvement. “In the early days,
the children of officers were abused and men in
uniform were spat on in the streets,” recalled
Masamichi Inoki, former president of the National
Defense Academy and now head of the Research
Institute for Peace and Security, a private think tank.

Kazuo Fuljii, whose title is director of the Defense
Division of the Defense Bureau of the Japan Defense
Agency, said in another interview that some.resis-
tance to the Defense Force remains because of the
suffering caused by the wartime military govern-
ment. “But it's changed considerably from the past
when we were called ‘tax robbers,”” he said.

Fujii, one of the agency’s top planners, said the
Japanese have become “more realistic” toward

anese have no yen to modernize their ‘army’ = =
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defense in the face of increasing world tension and
the Soviet military buildup in the Far East.

Yet even today, he said, the word “guntai,” or
“military,” is shunned when referring to the Defense
Force because of the negative connotations. .

In. the 1960s and 1970s several centrist parties
joined the governing Liberal Democratic Party in
saying the Defense Force is constitutional. And this
year even the Japan Socialist Party, the military’s

most vitriolic critic, muddled its position by saying -

the Defense Force is “unconstitutional but legal.”

Originally, the government said the Defense Foxce
was constitutional because it lacked the capacity to
wage modern warfare. In 1980 it took a stronger
stand, saying Japan's constitution “does not forbid
maintaining the minimum level of military power
necessary for the nation’s self-defense.”

The Defense Force still lacks that capability,
experts say. The defense budget for this year is the
equivalent of $12.5 billion, eighth-highest in the world.
But half of that goes for personnel costs for the
240,000-member forces, and the Defense Force has
serious equipment problems.

Modernization is a top priority, Fujii said, noting
that many of the anti-tank weapons are Korean War
vintage. Asahi said half of the artillery consists of
World War II equipment from the United States and
“except for some items like tanks and helicopters,
Japan’s equipment is second class or below on a
___world level.”

Ny
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Richard Armitage, American assistant secretary
of defense, recently estimated that the Defense
Force’s ammunition would last three days in an all: |
out attack. Asahi said Japan’s 156,000 ground-troop !
strength ranks 26th in the world behind Britain and .
12th in Asia behind Thailand. X
“Logistics are terrible, and the force has no :
sustainability or survivability,” said Inoki, who noted .
that among the problems are a lack of training space |
in crowded Japan and the “menace of old age.” :
Pension costs for retiring senior Defense Force |
members are rising and at the same time new :
equipment expenses are cutting into the budget for !
recruiting new members. 5
The all-volunteer Defense Force can pride itself :
on well-educated, highly motivated personnel. Along |
with- the United States, Israel and Saudi Arabia, :
Japan has deployed the advanced F-15 fighter, and
has a growing force of sophisticated P-3C reconnais- |
sance aircraft. ¥
Inoki said the military could easily become a ,
highly effective defénse force if it made the most of
Japan’s high-tech wizardry. s
Fujii explained that under the national defense
program now being drawn up, combat aircraft will
increase from 354 to about 430, while submarines will
go from 14 to 16 and anti-submarine surface “ships !
from 56 to 60. ) :
He said that once this buildup is realized — ideally !
by 1990 — Japan will be able to defend its sea lanes :
out to 1,000 miles, as the United States has proposed.
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Volcker joins the chorus—and

Through clouds of political blah from
congressmen and smoke from his own

cigar, Mr Paul Volcker, chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board, told one congres-
sional committee after another this week
that American interest rates could not
come down unless the federal govern-
ment’s budget deficit was brought under
control. Few of his inquisitors felt like a
fight over high interest rates and the tight
money-supply-targets-announced by the
Fed-on February 6th. “We all know wh

_we need to do”, said one congressman of

the tax increases and spending cuts which
President Reagan and congress have re-

the markets hear him

WASHINGTON, DC

February 1st, have gobbled up credit and
prevented interest rates from falling (see
chart). Mr Volcker claimed that the bud-
get deficit absorbedthre

uarters of
America’s net new savings in 1983:

So far, the economy has grown fast
without pushing up inflation—gnp rose
by 3.6% and consumer prices a mer
3.2% in 1983—because demand forcredit

for investment is usually weak when re-
)c\overy——gets’ under way. Productivity

growth spurts, lowering costs as it does
80, since the best machinery and people
ire put back to work first. But Mr
Yolcker asserted that the second year of

fused to grant each other for the past /{'ecov_ery will be a much tougher test of

year, “‘but none of us have the guts to-do
it I

" Mr Volcker’s testimony was full of
warnings about the risks of running up
high deficits. Since fiscal policy had gone
by default because of the deadlock be-
tween the Reagan administration and
congress over public spending, ‘“mone-
tary policy must carry more of the bur-
den”. Large budget deficits of $180 bil-
lion a year in 1985-87, projected in Mr
Reagan’s budget message to congress on
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the central bank’s resolve to keep down
inflation. Demand for credit from compa-
nies is growing strongly, while the govern-
ment, which usually borrows less as the
economy and private loan demand recov-
er, needs to borrow almost as much in
1984 as it did last year to finance its
deficit. To make things worse, personal
savings seem to be falling. So most/pri-
vate forecasters expect inflation and in-
terest rates to end the year a little higher.
Wall Street has come down with a bump.

To cope with this threat to stable
prices, the Fed hasleft almost unchanged
the money-supply targets for 1984 which
it first published last summer. It assumes
that nominal gnp will grow by 9-10% this
year, real gnp by 4-43%. M1, the narrow-
est gauge of the money supply, is to be
allowed to expand by 4-8% this year and
the wider measures of money supply, M2
.and M3, by 6-9%.

Stronger demand for credit is sure to
upset the delicate balance that has been
struck in the Fed’s monetary policy in
recent months. The Fed has tried to keep
jinterest rates stable by merely “monitor-
ing”’ money supply instead of tugging at
interest rates to keep the measures of
money supply exactly on target. At the
sametime, ithaskeptatightenoughreinon
bank reserves to prevent a fall in interest
rates. The minutes of the Fed’s December
policymeeting, justreleased, showthat the
central bank is determined to tighten up
credit unless the pace of economic growth
slows down soon. By ensuring that interest
rates are high but stable, the Fed has
managed so far to maintain the momentum
of recovery while keeping at bay the
market’s fears that fast growth and heavy
spending by government and businessalik
will revive inflation. 5

Mr Volcker warned congress, however,
that the appreciation of the dollar, high
interest rates and huge deficits in the
federal budget and America’s trade could
soon cause trouble. Industry is already-
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There goes Lebanon

Q. “Are you saying that they [the marines] will remain. there [in
Lebanon] until all foreign forces are withdrawn?
A. “Yes, because I think that’s going to come rapidly.”

—Mr Reagan on September 28,1982,
“There are two ways in which [the marines] could be withdrawn. One
of.them would be if we achieve our goal; the second, of course, would
be if there was such a collapse of order that it was absolutely certain
that there was no solution to the problem.”

—Mr Reagan on December 14, 1983.
«T do believe that, yes, that while there’s a.hope for peace, we have to
remain.”

__Mr Reagan on December 27,1983.

Hope, muddle, growing doubt, acquiescence in failure:
the ingredients of Mr Reagan’s Lebanese venture. It
has been a chapter of the presidency he will want to
forget. Yet his sayings recited above are less damning

. than his detractors would insist.
The first betrays an optimism that struck Lebanese

pundits as naive at the time, but which can partly be put
down to that old American vice of clumlﬁ—ngfﬁ?::ﬁ
(0]

idealism-The marines, after all, went into Lebano

save lives—first, by .overseeing the evacuation of the
Palestine Liberation Organisation-from Beirut, then in
orry about the-re ugee camps. It was only later that
the administration blurred the orders, so that the
marines eventually found themselves propping up a
government that could not in the end stay upright. The
second statement reveals a laudable if simple clarity. If
it were to become evident beyond doubt—as it now
has—that_thereis no longer a visible Lebanese ring i
the marines to hold, they should go home. The thir
merely spells outﬂre"m’c)‘s’t'i”?a'sﬁhéﬁl'e.and courageous

of Mr Reagan’s Lebanese sentiments. While there was | The Christian rump of the national army retains much

even'the slimmest chance of President Gemayel accom-
plishing “national reconciliation”, the marines should
and did stay to help the beleaguered Lebanese Jeadeft.
—Once-there-was-virtually no hope-of Mr Gemayel
unifying Lebanon, Mr Reagan was right to cut his losses
and plan to get out. The United States, and the west,
have been hurt. The question is, how badly?

Of course the withdrawal from Beirut is a defeat for
American policy in the Middle East far as the
Syrians-and their Lebanese protégés prove 1o
benéficiaries of American failure, it is also a defeat
e forces of caution in the region. The newly emergent
axis of Egypt, Jordan, Iraq and perhaps Saudi Arabi
will be discomfited by an increase of Syrian power: It1
2 defeat, oo, for. the Israelis, who besieged Beir
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the summer of 1982 to eject the PLO, which they did,
but also in the false hope of creating a pro-Israeli
Lebanon. Lastly, the retreat from Beirut will be seen as
an American defeat by many people in many parts of
the world, precisely because Reaganite rhetoric has
given American foreign policy its most combative
global flavour for years. And yet, all in all, it is a defeat
that may turn out to be much less damaging than the
first cries of horror and glee suggest.

For Mr Reagan facing an clection nine months from
now, the timing may have been providential. The Shia
Moslem militiamen have removed one election prob-
lem: no more dithering about when to get out. He may
get the boys home in time for the American voter to
stop wondering whether it was Mr Reagan’s fault that
265 of them have died for-a cause that cannot easily be
explained in Washington, let alone in Oklahoma.

Survivable, except by Lebanon?
For Lebanon itself, there is not that calculating consola-
tion. The only hope is that this bout of Lebanon’s civil
war is short, sharp and more or less conclusive, so that a
new balance of power can be enshrined in some NEW
and fairer political compact. That now depends in large
part on Syria, whose intentions are as murky as ever.
As in 1976, when President Assad stepped in to save
the Lebanese Christians from total eclipse, it is possible
that he will allow -a cut-down presidency to stay in
Christian hands so long as the Moslems get more power
in other ways. The Maronite Christians are still strong.

of its new American equipment. Mr Assad will think
twice before trying to squash the Christians. The
American navy is still hovering, and shooting, offshore.
The Israelis, however reluctant to remain in the Leba-
nese snakepit, are none the less ready to bite the
Syrians if they too brazenly mark Lebanon down as an
exclusive fief of Damascus.

But is Lebanon preservable? Brave is the man who
swears it is. A de facto partition, even with the ghost of
formal unity, NOW seems inevitable. However tiresome
it is for the Israelis to stay, it will be hard for them to
clear out of their southern Lebanese buffer zone (see
page 34)..The Syrians will be more heavily embedded
than ever, however indirect their influence on the new
government in Beirut. The Maronites will entrench
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themselves in their hilly homeland north of Beirut. The
Druzes may win a strip of coastline south of Beirut,
giving them a semblance of mini-statehood. A weak
and disjointed Lebanon is the failure of an old hope,
but it does not touch any central issue.

It would be a wild misjudgment for America’s friends
or foes to presume that the Beirut retreat means a Mr
Reagan who has lost his global nerve. True, the
Americans were undone partly because they exaggerat-
ed the east-west dimension of the Lebanese mess; if the
marines’ undignified departure is rated a success for the
Russians, that is largely Mr Reagan’s own fault for
portraying the problem in too lurid a shade of super-
power picture-book rivalry.

But for Mr Reagan, for America and for the west as a
whole there are interests far more direct and important
than the rather quixotic sally into Lebanon. Ayatollah
Khomeini need have no doubt about American deter-
mination, by force of arms if need be, to keep the oil
flowing through the Strait of Hormuz. In America’s
backyard, in Central America, the Sandinists can draw
no comforting moral from Beirut. The adventure of the
marines was, in the end, an American mistake. But the
mistake was marginal, and it at least had the merit of
showing that Mr Reagan can stick to a desirable aim so
long as it has any chance of working. Its cancellation
will probably not cause him permanent injury at home
or abroad.

Will Russia vote for

Why it might e o

Reagan

Reagan?

Mondale

Rumours that/])’ézée is breaking out between Rus%West German election, to say which side Russia pre-

and America are exaggerated; but there are hints of
thaw in the late-winter air. The Russians are coming

“back to the east-west armies-cutting talks in Vienna. Mr
Andropov has slightly softened his opposition to resum-
ing the nuclear missile negotiations in Geneva. Now, on
February-4th, comes a message from party neadquar-
ters in Moscow: the military dangers in Europe should
not be “over-dramatised”’.

This slow deflation of Russian huff could mean two
things. After months of furious anti-American propa-
ganda—poor Mr Reagan even got himself compared to
Hitler—Mr Andropov may have realised that he is in
danger of losing his audience in western Europe’s anti-
nuclear movement. He may also, looking at the United
States, be preparing himself for the worst: a Reagan
second term.

To be sure, Mr Andropov would prefer almost any
Democrat to win the presidential race in November
rather than see Mr Reagan re-elected. A Mondale
America or a Glenn America would still be the power-
centre of the non-communist world. But it would be
better, for Soviet purposes, than another four years of
Reagan America. It is not just that the Russians have
been infuriated by Mr Reagan’s anti-communist rheto-
ric. He has obliged them to accept what they said they
never would accept—the deployment of ~American
missiles in Europe to face their own SS-20s. He is
readier than any Democrat to go on spending large
amounts of American money (and piling up American
budget deficits) to rebuild America’s military strength.
The Russians are not yet willing to do anything to aid Mr
Reagan’s re-election. The question is, can they stop it?

Not, if they have learnt their lesson, by expressing
their distaste for him. The Russians ought to under-
stand the mood in America well enough to know that a
good word from them for any of Mr Reagan’s oppo-
nents would amount to a kiss of death. When their Mr
Gromyko popped up in Bonn just before last year’s
16

erred, he helped to get the other side elected. The
mericans’ reaction to a Russian intervention in their
election would be even more explosive.

That leaves the possibility of doing something outside
America to damage Mr Reagan’s re-election prospects.
But Russia’s chances of tossing a foreign-policy grenade
into the Reagan campaign are limited by the fact that
there are not many places in the world where both
grenade and opportunity are available.

Lebanon? The Russians have very likely encouraged
Syria’s President Assad to encourage Syria’s protégés in
Lebanon to make life difficult for the American ma-
rines. But events in Lebanon this week gave Mr Reagan
his excuse to start pulling the marines out with some-
thing less than election-losing embarrassment. The
Gulf? A flare-up in the Iran-Iraq war could, in theory,
tempt the Russians to poke a Reagan-damaging finger
into that confusion—for instance, by declaring their
support for an Iranian move against one of Iraq’s Arab
friends in the Gulf. The problem is that this could be
tantamount to challenging the west’s oil supplies from
the Gulf, and Mr Andrepov knows that would be an
enormously bigger risk with world peace than any
amount of pin-pricking in Lebanon.

About face, or lose face?
If the Russians cannot find a way of hurting Mr Reagan
very much, and if the opinion polls in America g0 on
suggesting he is the likely winner in November, Mr
Andropov (or his successor) will have a decision to
make. In the late spring or early summer, Russia may
have to come to terms with the thought previously too
unpalatable to think about: another Reagan four years.
It would then be in the Russians’ interest to do an
about-face. To keep their backs turned on Mr Reagan,
and on the Geneva missile talks, would by that stage be
doing them no good. It would hand Mr Reagan the
peace ticket; American voters and west European anti-
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ianship over such great public issues as detente, disar-
mament and world order, They cannot have jt both
ways. The foreign office keeps its ministers abroad as
much as possible, publishes little and shields its ambas-
sadors and senior officials from public and parliamenta-
I'y exposure. The old gibe that it treats Britain as a
hostile power is often too near the truth. Though
occasionally the foreign office strikes lucky with a
leader of inspirational salesmanship—Bevin, Eden,

Lord Carrington (had he only been in the house of
commons)—by and large it pulls its ministers inside and
slams the door behind them.

Sometimes, as Jast week, the foreign office is forced
by circumstances to sally forth into the market place.
There it is cheated—often most unfairly—robbed and
left bleeding in the political gutter. That is the price it
must pay for its security and its style. It cannot complain
when it gets a little of the rough with its smooth.

The recipe fo

Once it was the church, then it was motherhood, tpd/a

it is small business: the institution that all politicians
have to love and that few know any hing about.
Nowhere is this truer than in Britain. Fhe Conservative
party"has quarrelled with the ¢ , it has lately found
motherhood an e

to make life easier for small firms, and there are
probably more that slipped by uncounted. Nor are the

far left,
capitalist firms and generally non-unionised at that).
Yet amid all this goodwill, how much rests on solid
understanding of what makes small business tick?

Some of the aid is wrong

The question is important because the money and the
manpower involved are important. The general aim is
sound: small business is indeed worth encouraging, if
growth hormone that
admirers make out. But if the government, for exam.-
ple, is shortly to be guaranteeing some £600m in smal]-
business loans; if in 1984-85 the manpower services
commission is to put £37m into helping 35,000 unem-
ployed set up in business on their own; if the industry
department’s small firms service is to spend thousands
of manhours spreading advice: if a few very rich men
are to be subsidised £30,000 a year, and a lot of less rich
men lesser amounts, to buy shares under the business
expansion scheme—then the nation had better ask if jts
goodies are well spent.

obvious problems in trying to define what business is
virtuous and what is not. But when, as at this moment,
money is washing around in some business expansion
funds looking desperately for a home by April 5th, it is
asign that the hand-out has gone too far.

20

all business

%d-outs, more opportunities /

hand-out at all: if the state is going, in effect,
most of the investment, let it take the corresponding
A Conservative government, and not
Just for doctrinaire Ieasons, cannot agree. But it has al]

seeking to encourage. As the changes at the SDA over
the past five years have shown, money on its own is a
great deal less effective than Jess money better applied.

lesson that practical experience of

effectively. What small business needs first from gov-
ernment is not tax subsidies for its financiers nor even
for itself (not even special protection from local rates,
though this case is stronger and many businessmen
would love the 10-year holiday in enterprise zones, the
50% derating for manufacturing—but not commer-
ce—north of the border, the complete exemption
enjoyed by farm businesses nationwide). It should not
need government funds. except to the extent they
unlock private ones—and stil] better if that can be done
(granted there are defects in the scheme) by govern-
ment guarantees. The Thatcher governments have
already gone far enough in these directions. This year’s

further easing the burdens of law and bureaucracy that
it, sometimes necessarily, imposes on business, but
which weigh on small business far more than on large.

Of course, if the government could ensure g healthy
cconomy, that would be far the most welcome step of
all. Let small business earn profits and it won’t need
hand-outs.
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Bank. But nothing will improve unless the policies are
adopted by African governments. They are more likely
to do so if the rich world gets tougher—by, for instance,
saying that from now on it will decide every year
whether the weather justifies food aid: no drought, no
aid.

Two other improvements could be pushed more
directly. Agricultural R&D needs to be boosted in
Africa, to raise crop yields and strengthen resistance to
disease and erratic rainfall. Africa has yet to have its
own Green Revolution—those new seeds that, mixed
with the right amount of water and fertiliser, have
transformed farming in Asia and Latin America. It is
much harder to green the farming in drier parts of the
world, of course, but that is a bad reason for not trying.

The big agricultural advances in Asia and Latin
America came in the 1960s and 1970s: Africa has lagged
behind. Take the example of Zimbabwe which, until
this year, has never had to import maize. Its basic breed
of maize was developed in 1952, and has hardly changed

since then.

Africa and its well-wishers cannot rely on the interna-
tional research centres to upgrade its farming: their
work bears fattest fruit when it is adapted to local
conditions. As a proportion of their farming output,
African countries spend less than half what industrial
countries do on agricultural R&D; given farming’s
much bigger weight in their economies, they ought to be
spending about twice the industrial world’s average.

The other area for international action is to help
Africa finance stocks of food that it builds up itself. Ata
time of empty shelves this may sound academic; but
agricultural progress springs from the right long-term
incentives. The International Monetary Fund already
helps countries in balance-of-payments difficulties to
finance buffer stocks that are part of international
commodity agreements. The IMF or the African Devel-
opment Bank could do the same for countries holding
their own food stocks, giving a new and more lasting
meaning to the notion of food aid.

Britain, the hostile power

For Sir Geoffrey Howe's foreign office?

Britain’s foreign secretary and his department have had
another horrid week. There have been demands for Sir
Geoffrey’s resignation. One popular newspaper prints
his face upside down, headlines deride his every utter-
ance. The reason is a fumbling mistake in the handling
of industrial relations at the government’s communica-
tions headquarters at Cheltenham for which Sir Geof-
frey is answerable in parliament. This has been a
bungled affair, but ministers and ministries make worse
decisions than Sir Geoffrey’s every day: for instance,
Mr Norman Fowler’s shambolic changes in housing
benefit which his social services department deftly
backed away from this week. The foreign office’s
problem is that it lacks any skill in the precision-tuning
of political decisions and appears incapable of correct-
ing its own mistakes (see page 49). The banana skins it
slips on therefore produce disproportionate and accel-
erating glee among politicians, press and public.

Nobody could describe Sir Geoffrey Howe as the
world’s most gifted publicist. Yet he should not lose
office over the Cheltenham affair. He is still the
intellectual backbone of Mrs Thatcher’s cabinet. In a
team long on acolytes, he is independent of mind and
sane of judgment. The Cheltenham affair will blow
over, as will Grenada, the Lebanon and the countless
woes of the world which parliament loves to lay at the
foreign office’s door. But Sir Geoffrey needs to awake.
More to the point, the foreign office needs to look to its
procedures and its images.

The British foreign office shares its Aunt Sally status
with foreign ministries the world over. Like them, it has
to be cosmopolitan and so is characterised as aloof, its
staff more at home with foreigners than with the rough
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and tumble of domestic politics. British diplomats are
custodians of that ethereal continuum, international
relations, and enjoy the status to match. Unlike home
civil servants, they do not wrestle daily with the
treasury, with pressure groups, or with parliament.
Rarely for them the mind-bending problems of match-
ing political manifesto to government reality. In return
they are expected to use their skills to disguise for the
public the reality of Britain’s drastic loss of world
power. Only occasionally, as over the Falklands and
Grenada, does the disguise slip. Then the foreign office
is savaged and reacts with a pained defensiveness.

A sheltered life

Britain’s diplomats do not know how lucky they are.
Their influence over the foreign policy process is still
almost total. The American state department, even
France’s Quai d’Orsay, are too frequently left out in the
cold by presidential foreign-policy-making ever to feel
at ease with their jobs. In Mrs Thatcher and Sir
Geoffrey, Britain’s foreign servants have a dual leader-
ship, experienced and used to working together without
resort to an “‘alternative™ foreign policy bureaucracy
such as the National Security Council apparatus in
Washington. The tight hierarchy of cabinet decision-
taking in Britain may have its critics and is inflexible to
a fault. But it absolves the foreign office from much of
the battling and politicking which dominates the work
of foreign ministries abroad.

Which is really Sir Geoffrey’s problem. He and his
officials lead a sheltered life. They revel in arcane
procedures and nomenclature. They work in a climate
of intense, obscurantist secrecy, while claiming guard-
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Cuffed by the Fed

Wall Street learns why Mr Volcker will
money to finance America’s budget deficits

When Wall Street starts an election year by falling out
of bed, President Reagan should take heed. Share
prices have slipped in eight of the past 10 weeks; bond
yields have been rising since mid-January; the dollar,
which barely paused in its rise last year, has now been
flat for two months (see page 73). The markets are
starting to say what Mr Martin Feldstein, chairman of
the president’s council of economic advisers, has been
saying for months—that present policies will damage
American industry and cut the recovery short.

The same message came this week from the most
influential of critics, Mr Paul Volcker, chairman of the
Federal Reserve. He said America’s “twin deficits”, on
its budget and external current account:

pose a clear and present danger to the sustainability of

growth and the stability of markets, domestic and interna-

tional. We still have time to act—but in my judgment, not
much time.
Mr Volcker tightened the Fed’s monetary targets (see
page 23), repeating that “the Federal Reserve is not
prepared to accommodate a new inflationary surge”.

Neither Mr Feldstein nor Mr Volcker was saying
anything new. When economic historians come to
review the Reagan experiment, they will never accuse

aington’s two senior economists of shyness or
silence. Yet the mood has changed in the marketplace,

not—and shouid not—print

and that has bigger implications for America and the
rest of the world than anything that anybody might say.

For the past year Mr Reagan has found it easy to
justify his economic policies. As inflation fell, Mr
Reagan promised, growth would rise. So they did,
moving so sharply that they hogged the headlines.
Other indicators—like interest rates, budget deficits
and the exchange rate—were made to seem peripheral.
Now the miracle phase is over. Inflation is rising a bit,
growth slowing down; the periphery is moving inwards.
All the pieces are starting to link up, allowing people to
make a broader judgment of the Reagan policies.

The results look rather ordinary. The United States
has not made a productivity breakthrough: output per
hour rose less in 1983 than in the first year of any
previous recovery in the past 40 years, and by only 1%
in October-December. That in turn contributed to a
probable fall in corporate profits in the fourth quarter.

Now the awkward questions begin. If profits are
falling, why buy Wall Street? If Wall Street is falling,
why buy the dollar? If foreigners stop putting their
savings into dollars, America will not be able to finance
its overspending at today’s interest rates. And as rates
rise to encourage domestic saving and curb borrowing-
—private borrowing, as nothing is being done to cut the
federal deficit—they could brake Mr Reagan’s boom.

Africa’s empty belly

Help southern Africa with unconditional food aid
now—but with conditional food aid later

Drought grips southern Africa for the third year in a
row. Crops are failing. Stocks of food are largely
exhausted. Unless the well-fed part of the world moves
quickly, many millions of Africans will go hungry this
year and babies will be stunted for the rest of their lives.
Without some cooler and longer-term actions as well,
Africa in the twenty-first century will still be showing
the skeletal arms and overblown bellies that are a fading
memory from the Asia of 20 years ago.

The quick response should be the easiest part. Every
country in southern Africa will have to import food this
year. Only South Africa—where the maize crop will be
ruined unless heavy rains come within 10 days—has the
foreign exchange to buy what it needs. The others will
either be given food as aid or go short. The United
States announced last week that it is providing an extra
$600m of food over five years to the whole of Africa.

That is a start. But it will cost at least $145m this year
alone to provide the food that southern Africa can
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neither grow nor afford to import (see pages 70-71).
Speed is essential: the United Nations Food and
Agriculture Organisation (FAQ) believes that the big-
gest failing of emergency food aid is that it is announced
too late, so that drought-struck countries have no time
to prepare transport and distribution.

A prompt response from the world’s rich countries
will stop people going hungry this year. But food aid
can help only in natural disasters; at other times, it
weakens Africa’s ability and determination to feed
itself. Given reasonable weather, what African coun-
tries need are better policies—not only for growing
more food but for distributing it as well. These policies
include higher prices for farmers, competitive exchange
rates, more emphasis on agricultural advice, ending the
monopoly of inefficient para-statal bodies for supplying
farmers with seeds and fertiliser and for marketing their
crops. Other countries can press for these changes
through international bodies like FAO and the World
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nuclear people alike would see an America steadily
offering to negotiate, a Russia steadily refusing. And if
the anti-nuclear movement flags in its campaign against
the deployment of more cruise and Pershing missiles in
Europe, Russia could have lost its last chance to keep
the number of those missiles below Nato’s originally
planned 572 (see box).

There is another reason why it would be better for
Russia to move back to the negotiating table before the
American election than afterwards. The Russians
would like to see Mr Reagan transformed from a radical
anti-communist of the right into a Nixon-style conserva-
tive of Realpolitik, prepared to deal with Russia as an
unpleasant but unavoidable fact of international life.
The more polite way the president has been talking
about Russia in the past four weeks is not enough to
prove that the transformation has already taken place.
It is partly just good election-year politics. But the
Russians know that the change of tone also owes
something to pressure from Mr Reagan’s European
allies, and to the defence-budget statistics piling up in
his White House in-tray. A Reagan re-elected in this
mellower mood is likelier to stay the new Reagan. A

Reagan re-elected in the face of a barrage of Russian
hostility is likelier to revert to the old Russia-bashing
Reagan.

The difficulty is to get the Russians off the won’t-talk-
to-Reagan hook they impaled themselves on last year.
They are adamant that they will not return to the
Euromissile negotiation in Geneva. The danger is that,
being Russian, they will sit on their hurt pride so long
that they will lose any chance of getting unstuck.

A Russia looking after its own interests this Ameri-
can election year would avoid that danger by quietly
dropping its demand for the removal of the handful of
new missiles Nato put into Europe last November. That
could open the way to an American offer to blend the
Euromissile negotiations with the Start talks on longer-
range nuclear weapons; which could in turn lead to a
deal that cut Russia’s SS-20s but also kept Nato’s new
missiles well below the planned 572 total. This change
of line would not in itself be enough to get Mr Reagan
re-elected. But the Russians would not have damaged
their ability to deal with a Democratic president next
year; and they would be much better placed than they
are now to cope with Reagan redivivus.

When cross-over point comes

In arms control, as in other forms of
politics, a week is a long time. So how
can it be that nothing has happened in
the 11-odd weeks since the Russians
walked out of both of the Geneva nucle-
ar talks? Answer: something important
is indeed happening.

Russia is playing a neat game of inter-
national poker. It is waiting to see if
Europe’s anti-nuclear demonstrators can
achieve what the Russians themselves
failed to achieve in the Geneva negotia-
tions—the blocking of Nato missile de-
ployment in Europe. At the same time,
in case negotiations start again, it has put
a new missile into the field, and so a new
counter on to the negotiating table.

When the Russians went home from
Geneva in November, the general feel-
ing was that Nato had won the first round
of the Euromissile fight. It was able to
start deploying missiles in West Germa-
ny, Britain and Italy, over the passionate
but ineffectual protests of the anti-nucle-
ar demonstrators. The fact that the Rus-
sians had refused to countenance a single
American missile in Europe, while con-
tinuing to deploy their own SS-20s, and
had then stalked out of Geneva, did
nothing to strengthen the anti-missile
lobby in the west.

As the weeks roll by, though, memo-
ries fade. Soon warmer weather will
return to Europe, and protesters will
return to the streets to demand that
Nato’s new missiles be taken away,
whether Russia cuts its own arsenal or
not. The Russians will therefore sit tight
for a time, not only until they have seen
which way the American election wind is
blowing, but also to find out whether the

demonstrators can force the west Euro-
pean governments to un-deploy the
missiles.

But Russia cannot afford to keep up
this waiting game too long. It already has
enough SS-20 missiles in place to hit
every worthwhile target in western Eu-
rope. Nato Europe, on the other hand,
so far has only a handful of the new
American missiles aimed at the Soviet
Union. More cruise and Pershing mis-
siles are on the way, though, and each
new arrival puts the balance of fear a bit
nearer equality.

To deploy even more Russian missiles
does not solve the problem, the Russians
having already passed the point where
enough is enough. A deal at Geneva that
put a lid on Nato deployment would be
much more useful. So as time passes the
Russians will feel the pressure to go for a
settlement. At some point the line of
rising Russian interest in negotiations
and the line of falling Russian confidence
in the anti-nuclear movement should
cross. If they see where things are head-
ing, the Russians will then go back to the
talking table.

When they get there, however, there
will be a new Russian missile on the table
which complicates the negotiation but
also, just possibly, unties one particular
knot. In January the Russians began to
deploy some of their 1,000-kilometre SS-
22 missiles in East Germany—the first
time missiles of such range have been
stationed outside the Soviet Union.
From East Germany the SS-22s can hit
most of the European targets now as-
signed to the SS-20s (see map). The
Russians presumably calculate that they
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are now in a position to offer a big cut in
the SS-20s, in return for a maximum
concession on the western side, knowing
that little-brother SS-22 can do much the
same job.

But the SS-22 may also offer the west
an opportunity. One of the sticking-
points in the Geneva negotiations has
been Russia’s insistence that the British
and French nuclear forces be included in
the calculations: indeed, that these
should be the only forces allowed on the
western side, although they provide no
real protection for any country except
Britain and France. Might it be suggest-
ed to Russia that the British and French
forces should be counted—against the
SS-22s?
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INTERNATIONAL

The programming of disaster

in Lebanon

FROM OUR LEVANT CORRESPONDENT

The dreadful is not new in Lebanon.
Today’s crisis, which has brought the
government teetering to the point of
collapse, is not necessarily all that differ-
ent from what happened in mid-1976 or in
mid-1958, two earlier climaxes in Leba-
non’s endemic civil war. Then, too, Leba-
non had a divided capital, a flagging
army, a president with very little author-
ity, an opposition calling for his head. Yet
Lebanon did not fall apart in 1958 or
1976. The country and the government
may, just, hold together again now.

They will probably not survive if the
main opposition leaders, the Shias’ Mr
Nabih Berri (see next page) and the
Druzes’ Mr Walid Jumblatt, insist on
President Gemayel’s resignation. The
president’s Phalange party, and his Maro-
nite Christians, would dearly like to avoid
the humiliation of his dismissal. Mr Ge-
mayel has never yet shown much will to
stand up to the Phalange, so he could refuse
to go. So if the outcome is to be peaceful,
the opposition leaders, now riding high,
may have to back away from their resigna-
tion demand. That sounds unlikely, but
there are reasons why they might do so.

Pushing things to the bitter end is not
the usual Lebanese way of doing things. If
the Maronites are shoved too hard, they
could retreat into the hills of their heart-
land north of Beirut, where they are
probably strong enough: to defend them-
selves against virtually all comers. That
could set off a chain of cantonisations,
which Mr Berri and Mr Jumblatt do not
want. A dangerous precedent would be
set if one group of Lebanon’s many
factions expelled a president by virtual
coup d’état. The other communities
would not like that, especially the conser-
vative Sunni Moslems of Beirut and Trip-
oli. And, after all, President Gemayel
conceded most of the opposition’s de-
mands in his speech on February Sth: the
basis for an accommodation still exists.

For years there has been talk in Leba-
non of the emergence of ““the Shia giant™.
After this week’s fighting the Shia giant
has decisively lumbered on to the scene.

The day after fighting broke out in
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Humpty Gemayel had a great . . .

southern Beirut at the start of February
between Shia militiamen on one side and
Maronite militiamen plus units of the
Lebanese army on the other, the Shias’
Mr Berri called on the Moslem members
of the cabinet to resign, which they did. It
was Mr Berri again who, a day later,
called on Moslem soldiers in the army to
stop fighting, which they did. It was
mostly the militiamen of the Shias’ Amal
movement who erupted on to the streets
of west Beirut at midday on Monday,
February 6th, and controlled them by the
next day. It was Mr Berri who announced
on radio and television that it had been a
famous victory, and called for calm. It
may be a good thing for Lebanon that Mr
Berri rather than his better-known but
erratic Druze ally, Mr Jumblatt, has tak-
en control of events.

Why did things break up when they
did, and the way they did? Because, in
the three months between November 4th
and February S5th, President Gemayel
made four mistakes of judgment and

assorted other people—Syrians, Ameri-
cans and Lebanese—did three things that
compounded his misjudgments.

On November 4th the Lebanese na-
tional reconciliation conference in Gene-
va unexpectedly seemed to have actually
reconciled the country’s leaders. Working
together, they defined the sort of nation
they wanted Lebanon to be. They also
agreed that the May 17th agreement
between Lebanon and Israel could be
neither ratified (as Israel wanted) nor
abrogated (as Syria wanted), and asked
Mr Gemayel to go to Washington.to work
out with President Reagan some Sort of
verbal detour around it. Mr Gemayel’s
first error was not to go to Washington at
once. The Reagan administration had

; M[M given indications that it would consider
[ /
/

“revising” the May 17th deal. With the
friendly consensus of Geneva carrying /
him forward, Mr Gemayel might have got
concessions from America and used them
as a lever against Syria. Mistakenly, he
decided to try to crack the tougher Syrian

o UGSt
~~._The Syrian contribution to the slide

downhill was then to reject the Lebanese
consensus on the May 17th business. All
through November, Syria kept Mr Ge-
mayel waiting for his meeting with Presi-
dent Assad, partly from pique that the
Lebanese had ignored Syria’s wishes,
partly because Mr Assad was ill. Mr
Gemayel never did meet Mr Assad.
When Mr Gemayel eventually got to-
gether with Mr Reagan, on-December

5th, a full month after Geneva, the Amer-"~,

icans had-concluded their strategic agree-
ment with the Israelis, who still wanted
May 17th to be ratified. Mr Reagan
fisappointed Mr Gemayel by alsc asking
or ratification: the American twist to the
growing knot. Mr Gemayel then commit-
ted his second mistake, by not immediate-
lysreconvening the Geneva conference,
reporting his failure to the assembled
leaders and asking them to join him in
finding an alternative solution to the May
17th problem.

He had solid reasons to hope that the
consensus of Geneva One would survive
into a Geneva Two. The technicians the
leaders had left behind in Geneva after
November had produced a memorandum
of 22 points covering the whole range of
political reform for Lebanon. They had
disagreed on some important issues, but
had nevertheless found much common
ground; and, most important, Christians,
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Moslems and Druzes had not agreed or
disagreed as blocks: confessional dividing
lines were frequently crossed. Unfortu-
nately, the minutes of these encouraging
discussions were not released until Janu-
ary 4th.

All through December, Mr Gemayel
was making his third mistake. He got
involved in a sterile debate about whether
a plan to separate the warring parties
should precede political reform, or the
other way round. Because of this, the’
ceasefire which had come into effect last
September was gradually breaking down.
Saudi Arabia led a rather desperate at-
temptyin the second half ef December, to
reinforce the ceasefire. But when this
seemed on the point of being accepted, in
the first days of the new year, Mr Jumb-
latt and the Syrians sabotaged it by sud-
denly upping their demands. That was the
third spanner in Mr Gemayel’s works.

Even then, all was not quite lost. On
January 4th the Phalange party published
a 20-point memorandum in which the
Maronites conceded some of the points

they had rejected in November—notably,
the creation of a senate, one of the
Druzes’ main demands. On January 16th
the spiritual head of the Druze communi-
ty, Sheikh Mohamed Abu Shakra, an-
nounced: “I approve of the working pa-
per presented by the Phalange. It
contains a lot of what we are asking for”.
President Gemayel’s last and perhaps
biggest mistake was not to call Geneva

/ Two into session right there and then.

On January 21st, Mr Jumblatt, exas-
perated with Mr Gemayel’s unwillingness
or inability to start reforms, or to form a
national unity government, or to get back
to Geneva, called for his resignation. The
disintegration had begun, and an elev-
enth-hour attempt by Mr Gemayel to
rescue things came too late. On February
Sth, three days after the decisive bout of
fighting had broken out, Mr Gemayel
made a speech which met almost all the
demands of the opposition—but, typical-
ly, his proposed reconvening of the Gene-
va conference was to take place after a
leisurely three weeks, at the end of

February.

Everybody involved has made miscal-
culations, or otherwise obstructed the
hope of reconciliation; but Mr Gemayel’s
dithering and delaying were a central
cause of the crisis that came to a climax
this week. Why did he so conduct him-
self? Partly because that seems to be his
character. Partly because he did not or
could not resist the Phalangist extremists
who refused to make concessions. Leba-
non hasbeen led, too long, by a Hamlet.

Decision in Washington

If it won't work,
scrap it

FROM OUR WASHINGTON CORRESPONDENT

President Ronald Reagan, unlike his un-
fortunate predecessor President Jimmy
Carter, has the means to extricate Ameri-
can hostages caught in the Middle East;
and on February 7th he announced that

FROM OUR LEVANT CORRESPONDENT

As the main leader of Lebanon’s biggest
single community, the Shia Moslems, Mr
Nabih Berri, head of the Amal (Hope)
movement, could be emerging as the key
to the crumbling country’s future—if it
has one. Unlike most of Lebanon’s flam-
boyant politicians, he is quiet and rather
reserved, He is also, unlike most of his
counterparts, neither the scion of a
prominent family nor a graduate of one
of Beirut’s two politician-producing uni-
versities. He has a tidy lawyer’s mind,
and he rose to the top of Amal chiefly
because nobody had anything much
against him.

Amal tries not to be a Shias-only
movement. Mr Berri has sought to im-
press upon his followers that their loyalty
should be to Lebanon as a whole. He
himself is a devout, even fervent, Mos-
lem but he believes that the Shia variant
of Islam should have a modern face; this
distinguishes him sharply from the back-
ward-looking Shia divines who run Aya-
tollah Khomeini’s Iran. Mr Berri does
not pander to the powerful Shia clergy in
Lebanon, and he was estranged from the
two leading Shia sheikhs for a year until
they were reconciled last December.

The 45-year-old Amal leader has the
ear of almost all the main figures in the
Lebanese crisis, both inside and outside
Lebanon. The Americans can talk to
him. So can the Syrians. But if the
Lebanese fire roars out of control, he
will find it hard to control the more
militant of his armed disciples.

The Shias are three times as numerous
in Lebanon as the more orthodox Sunni

The rather unLebanese Mr Berri

Moslems, and militarily far stronger.
They have three separate power bases in
Lebanon, each of which is producing its
own brand of politics: in the Israeli-
occupied south, in the Syrian-occupied
Bekaa valley, and in Beirut. The poor
southern suburbs of Beirut are the larg-
est single Shia enclave and it was here, in
1976, that Amal was founded.

Amal’s coolness towards the mullahs’
Iran has led to the breakaway of a pro-
Iranian “‘Islamic Amal” faction, under
Mr Hussein Mussawi. Its base is in the
Shia community in the Bekaa valley, and
its headquarters lie next to the small
force of Iranian revolutionary guards
now based at Baalbek. Islamic Jihad,
which provides the Shia suicide squads
operating out of Beirut, is drawn from
Islamic Amal and some even bloodier-
minded splinter groups in the Bekaa
valley.

Despite these divisions, the Shia cler-
gy give some degree of cohesion to the
Shia community as a whole. According
to Shia custom, the obligatory alms, or
zakat, are paid to the village sheikh, who
gains promotion by acquiring respect
among his parishioners. The most pow-
erful Shia religious leaders are the mufti,
Sheikh Adel Amir Kabalan, and his
deputy, Sheikh Majid Shamseddin. Both
are moderates who keep their distance
from the Islamic revolution in Iran and
oppose acts of terror; their politics cen-
tre on a fairer share of Lebanon’s pro-
sperity—such as it now is—for their
community, long the poorest part of the
,population.

s

Berri has tidy mind, high hopes

It was communal loyalty that prompt-
ed the defection of Shia troops in the
Lebanese army this week, once their
religious and political leaders had given
the order. Even the Shia militia groups
set up by the Israelis in south Lebanon
are now liable to turn against their
creators.

If the Maronite Christian ascendancy
in Beirut is broken, the Shias, who once
deferred to the Sunnis, could demand
the best jobs. Mr Berri is first in the
queue. He has delicately hinted that the
prime ministership, always until now in
the gift of the Sunnis, should pass to the
Shias—in other words, to himself.
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N\ \Wednesday the vast 16-inch guns of the

the extrication was about to begin. As the
president arrived in California for a
planned five-day holiday, he declared
that the "redepioyment” of the American
marines in Beirut to ships offshore would
“begin shortly and proceed in stages’.
Defence department officials have sug-
gested that moving 500 of the men out
may take a month; others speculate that
the process might be much swifter.

The withdrawal is an abrupt reversal of
the president’s policy. Both the White
House and the state department have
said, repeatedly, that the administration
was determined not “to cut and run”
from Lebanon. Mr Reagan used these
words himself in his regular Saturday
radio broadcast on February 4th—three
days after he is reported to have ap-
proved, in principle, an evacuation plan.

Mr Reagan’s second main announce-
ment on Tuesday was that ¢‘to enhance
the safety of American and other multina-
tional force personnel in Lebanon” he
had authorised the American navy to
strike at anybody firing into Beirut from
|areas of Lebanon controlled by Syria. On

battleship New Jersey lobbed some 300
one-ton shells into Lebanon’s hills. The
ground rule. until now, has been.that sea
and air support should be called in only
against units that were attacking Of
threatening the marines; the rule, already
stretched, may now be broken.

The question is whether the threat and
use of naval power is designed to cOVeT, i
both the political and the military sense, &
dangerous withdrawal, or whether the
American administration has deepened
its involvement in Lebanon's conflict on
the side of President Amin Gemayel’s
government. Are the marines t0 continue
to have their “safety enhanced’” once they
have been whisked off the ground into the
relative safety of the task force?

It is being argued that when American
ground troops are no longer a target for
retaliation, the American navy can fire
with less restraint at Mr Gemayel’s ene-
mies (with the memory of the two aircraft
shot down in December, and the difficul-
ties in obtaining Lieutenant Goodman’s
release from Syrian custody. air strikes
are less probable). By. the time the ma-

~ rines have been evacuated, Mr Gemayel
may not need protecting, Of may no
Jonger be there to protect. But the threat
of intensified bombardment and, presum-
ably, reprisal gave America’s partners in
the multinational force (who were “‘con-
sulted”, but only the day before Mr
Reagan made his announcement) every
incentive to pull out too-

On Tuesday and Wednesday, the
Americans evacuated “non-essential”
diplomats and servicemen to the Guam,
leaving 1,220 soldiers on the ground in
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Beirut. The British, without a backward
look, airlifted their token force of 115
men to the Reliant on Wednesday. Italy’s
1,500 men will follow suit, though the
Italians say they will continue to provide
limited police protection and medical aid
around the Palestinian refugee camps in
south Beirut. The Italians are urging the
United Nations force in southern Leba-
non to step into their shoes.

So are the French, who are still dither-
ing about whether and when to pull out.
Withdrawal of the 1.240 Frerich troops
from Beirut will be politically painful for
President Mitterrand because the French
presence in Lebanon has been 2 major

One relieved marine gets the news
clement in his activist foreign policy. As
always, France is anxious to be seen to be
taking decisions on its own, rather than
appearing 1O move in Mr Reagan’s
slipstream.

The events of the past few days have
highlighted how irrelevant the multina-
tional force was and is to much of what
happens in Beirut. The 1,200 marines,
“hunkered and bunkered’, as their offi-
cers say, have had no job for several
weeks beyond keeping themselves, be-
hind barbed wire and sandbags, as safe as
they could. In all, 265 American service-
men have died in Lebanon, 241 of them in
the truck-bomb attack last October. The
argument for keeping them on the ground
has been that, though they were not doing
anything, their removal would make ev-
erything worse. This will now be proved,
one way or the other.

The marines went to Beirut in August,
1982, to see the Palestine Liberation
Organisation out of Beirut. They then
left, returning a month later after the

INTERNATICIAL

massacre in the Palestinian camps. Their
mission was enlarged to seeing all foreign
forces—meaning_the Israeli and Syrian
armies—out of Lebanon, and restoring
control and independence to the Leba-
nese‘government. This was not, as it
turned out, within their power.

President Reagan assured congress,
when the marines went in for the second
time, that “combat responsibilities” were
ruled out. As the frustration intensified,
the interpretation of justified self-defence
grew with it. Supporting Mr Gemayel’s
government developed, by natural pro-
cess, into fighting for him. The impor-
tance of the American mission in Leba-
non expanded in Mr Reagan’s mind to the
point where he said, and no doubt be-
lieved, that the stability of the Middle
East depended on its success. Yet, just
before the announcement that a part, at
least, of the mission was soon to.be over,
Mr Lawrence Eagleburger, the under
secretary of state, had separated the pos-
sible from the improbable: the immediate
aim, he told the house of representatives’
foreign affairs committee on February
2nd, was to give Mr Gemayel a breathing
spell to try to regain control. Few Ameri-
cans believe that the bunkered marines
could have achieved even this.

Price of a symbol

The defence department and the joint
chiefs of staff had always been unhappy at
keeping an American armed force in a
dangerous position with so ill-defined a
mission. The message was loud: Ameri-
cans had stopped believing that a ““sym-
bolic’’ presence in Lebanon was worth a
marine’s life. Congress had agreed last
September that the marines should stay in
Beirut for 18 months. There was no legal
way round this, short of stopping appro-
priations, which nobody wanted to do. So
Democrats in the house of representa-
tives set about fashioning a resolution
that would be non-binding on the presi-
dent, but would convey the sense of 2
very unhappy congress.

Some knock-about stuff followed. M
Reagan said he wouldn’t pay any atten
tion to such a resolution. The houst
foreign affairs committee drafted a rathe
rude resolution calling for an undated bu
prompt and orderly withdrawal; then se
tled down to make it more acceptable
Republicans in both house and senat
The Republicans, though more 10y
were equally unhappy. since keeping tl
marines in Beirut risked a tragedy th
could cost their party the November el¢
tion. The administration scolded ¢@
gress, implying that it was aiding a
abetting the enemy. Mr Reagan, in
interview with the Wall Street Jour
published on February 3rd, said that
Tip O'Neill, the speaker of the hou
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“may be ready to surrender but I am
not”.

The general reaction to Mr Reagan’s
decision, including Mr O’Neill’s, was 1e-
lief. Most of the presidential candidates
tempered their approval with cool com-
ments about its belatedness. Mr Walter
Mondale unkindly reminded the presi-
dent that a week ago he had said that
things were getting better: «All of this is
further evidence that they don’t know
what they're doing”. Others expressed
their disquiet at the possibility that Amer-
ica will continue to fight Mr Gemayel’s
war from the sea.

Mr Jesse Jackson, a black leader who is
campaigning for t emocratic nomina-
tion, said that*“he’s withdrawing the boys
but escalating the bombing”’. Mr Jackson

ind that the bombing, unlike the
boys,/does not arouse widespread con-
cern/in an electorate more likely than n
to dgree with Mr Reagan in findin
and/or Iran to blame for the
thinpsthat happen i iddle East.

)

Israel and Lebanon

Stranded

FROM OUR ISRAEL CORRESPONDENT

The Israeli government is aghast at the
prospect of being left alone in Lebanon
with a cock-a-hoop Syria and its victori-
ous proxies. It now has to decide whether
to keep its troops where they are in south
Lebanon, pull back to a more defensible
line, or pull out completely——accepting
that the vacuum would then be filled by
angry Shia Moslems.

The Israeli army is stranded in south
and central Lebanon, bang up against the
Druzes and the Shias, and in the southern
Bekaa valley, face to face with the Syrian
army. In the areas it holds, it has lately
been given a hard time by the Shias, many
of whom welcomed Israeli troops in 1982

Some Israelis want out from Lebanon too

as liberators from the Palestine Libera-
tion Organisation. Israel’s stalwart ally,
Major Saad Haddad, is dead; his little
private army is weakened; and Israel has
not succeeded in organising another mili-
tia force to serve as a buffer against the
hostile forces farther north.

On February 5th Mr Shamir’s govern-

ment let it be known that any offensive
action against Israeli-held positions in the
Bekaa valley or south Lebanon would be
met by Israeli counter-action. On Febru-
ary 8th the cabinet was called into emer-
gency session, but adjourned without
reaching any decision except to reaffirm
that the army will stay in southern Leba-
non until other arrangements are made to
protect Israel’s northern border.
% Israel will not mourn Mr Gemayel. It
ecame disillusioned with him last year,
when he refused to ratify or implement
the troop-withdrawal accord he signed
with Israel on May 17th. Israeli mediators
urged him to broaden his government by
bringing in the very factions fighting him
today. His failure to do so was another
reason for Israeli frustration. Last Sep-
tember Israel began to look to the Druzes
and the Shias as potential replacements
for the Christians as Israel’s partners in
Lebanon. That policy has now hit the
rocks.

It is gloomily assumed in Jerusalem
that the fall of Mr Gemayel would re-
open Beirut as 2 base for Palestinian
guerrillas: not Mr Yasser Arafat's men.
this time, but the steelier intransigents
under Syrian control. Armed Palestinians
belonging to the factions led by George
Habash, Naif Hawatmeh and Ahmed
Jabril fought their way into Beirut this

week as part of the Syrian-backed Shia-
Druze advance. And this, in Israeli eyes,
further reduces the hope that King Hus-
sein of Jordan will now take the plunge of
negotiating with Israel about the West
Bank and Gaza, even with Mr Arafat’s
blessing.

%‘;2?%@ 1 ¢
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Germany and Saudi Arabia

Tanks? Don't
mention it

Is West Germany doing its biggest-ever
arms deal with Saudi Arabia, or is it not?
During a difficult visit to Israel on Janu-
ary 24th-29th, the West German chancel-
lor. Mr Helmut Kohl, said that the details
of his country’s ‘‘defence co-operation”
with the Saudis had yet to be worked out.
The Israelis claim that Saudi Arabia pre-
sented a $5 billion shopping list in Octo-
ber, when Saudi brass toured West Ger-
man arms factories, and that the details
were worked out in December.

There is also a question mark over what
is on the Saudi list. Gepard mobile anti-
aircraft guns and Marder armoured per-
sonnel carriers have been mentioned..
These are, reasonably, regarded as defen-
sive weapons. But what of the Leopard,
one of the best tanks in the world? Mr
Kohl says the Saudis have been told they
can’t have it. Israeli sources say some 300
have been ordered.

Since 1964 it has been West German
policy not to deliver arms to areas of
tension. This principle, which has cost the
Germans a lot of business, was adopted
after President Nasser of Egypt found out
that, under a secret agreement in 1960,
West Germany had been supplying Israel
with tanks, aircraft and other military
equipment. But the recent Social Demo-
cratic chancellor, Mr Helmut Schmidt,
wanted to move to a more relaxed policy;
his Christian Democratic Successor, Mr
Kohl, who has no left-wing rebels to
worry about, concurs.

West Germany has good reason to
remain a friend of the Saudis. Not only is
Saudi Arabia a major oil supplier; it has
over several years (under an agreement
concluded by the Schmidt government)
lent the Germans about $7.5 billion. The
alleged $5 billion deal with the Saudis, say
the Germans, is nothing more than an
extension of this credit line, and nothing
to do with arms. The credit comes from
the same wonderful over-spenders who
are buying $4 billion worth of arms from
France.

India

Turbaned terror

FROM OUR INDIA CORRESPONDENT

Security forces were rushed to violence-
ridden Punjab this week to keep order
during a general strike on February 8th
The strike was called by the less militan
of two rival bands of Sikhs which have
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON >

)
July 20, 1984 ’/i;////////jbei737

/

/ ?/
MEMORANDUM FOR JAMES A. BAKER, 3:/ p Qa’

MICHAEL K. DEAVER ;plﬂ
RICHARD G. DARMAN

FROM: MARGARET TUTWILERMU(

SUBJECT:

—

Attached for your 1nfqrmat1-g

Ted Stivers which the

The original letter is being hand-delivered to the campaign for
forwarding to Mr. Stivers.

cc: Edward Rollins
Lee Atwater



REAGAN-BUSH $4

The President’s Authorized Campaign Committee

July 20, 1984

Dear Ted:

I'm terribly sorry that you never received a response to your
heartfelt letter of December 16. I had understood from the
campaign way back then that Paul Laxalt and Ed Rollins were in
touch with you in regard to your concerns.

Now I realize that somehow your message got misplaced. I wish

I could just tell you that "these things happen," but your
support means too much to me for a mere shrug. I'll never forget
that you stood by me and our shared ideals when things went well
and when they didn't. You deserve the utmost consideration from
this campaign.

I hope that we can always keep our lines of communication open.
Please accept my sincerest apology.

Sincerely,

Mr. T. E. Stivers
Post Office Box 608
Decatur, Georgia 30031

440 First Street N.W., Washington, D.C. 20001 (202) 383-1984
Paid for by Reagan-Bush '84: Paul Laxalt, Chairman; Angela M. Buchanan Jackson, Treasurer



