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DaviD C. MORRISON

EADY OR NOT, YOU ARE
q{in imminent danger of being

drafted into a massive army
of nuclear pawns. In March the Rea-
gan administration sent officials from
the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA), the agency whose
duty is to see us through disasters,
natural and nuclear, before Congress
to plead for a $4.2 billion, seven-year
drive to “provide for the survival of a
substantial portion of the population
in the event of nuclear attack.” The
centerpiece of this program is acceler-
ated completion of Crisis Relocation
Planning (CRP). A human shell gamce
that rivals in complexity even the
mobile MX basing plan, CRP provides
for the strategic cvacuation of some 150
million Americans from 400 high-risk
target arcas to 2000 or so supposedly
low-risk “host arcas.”

A lopsided House of Representa-
tives majority first voted 240 to 163 to
honor the administration’s $252 mil-
lion civil-defense package in July.
Maybe those represcntatives voting
“Aye” were influenced by the results of
the first of a series of Gallup polls com-
missioned by FEMA and published ear-
lier in the month. That survey found
that 61 percent of the adults polled
approved “strongly” or “somewhat”
of CRP. Twenty-onec percent disap-
proved, and 18 percent had no opin-
ion. The series of polls was launched
by FEMA as part of a campaign to
counter its persistent public-relations
problems. Its image as an asylum for
atomic lunatics had been enhanced in
past months by certain official com-
ments to the effect that, if only we
march into Armageddon with ecnough
shovels, “everybody’s going to make
it.”

While FEMA would like to claim a
mandate on the basis of CRP’s 61 per-
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cent approval rating, asking folks if
they would like to be shiclded from
5000 megatons of nuclear encergy is like
asking if they would like a million dol-
lars. Why . . . sure! But can it be done?
A June 1981 independent Gallup sur-
vey reveals starkly how little faith
Americans have in life after Dooms-
day. Forty-seven percent of those
polled felt that nuclecar war was
“fairly” or “very” likely within ten
years. Of that same respondent pool,
92 percent rated their own likelthood
of surviving such a war as 50/50 or
worse. Significantly, this deep fatalism
was expressed many months before
publication of Jonathan Schell’s The
Fate of the Earth, Ground Zero Week,
and the nuclear freceze march on New
York City.

The Reagan proposal found
rougher sledding in the Senate, which
slashed his request back by almost
$150 million. After some horse-trading
in the Senate-House conference com-
mittee, a total of $152 million was
agrecd on. The new appropriation,
most observers concurred, was a slight
setback for the Reagan forces but was
still a $24 million incrcase over last
year’s FEMA budget—cnough to keep
the CRP program going.

Though it promiscs to ensurc con-
tinuity of life, the chimera of civil de-
fense (renamed “civil disaster” by the
Housc) as resurrected by Reagan is a
picce of nuclear high jinks on a par
with the contingency plans for “pro-
tracted” nuclear wars and claboratc
World War III scenarios to test “con-
tinuity of government.” In onc such
test James Watt, of all people, ended
up running the country. At bottom,
crisis rclocation is a logical codicil to a
steadily emerging, post-deterrence nu-
clear doctrine. Its current popularity
in the White House is onc more step
down a path that lecads us closer to the
final disaster than we have stumbled
since the deep-freeze days of the Cold
War.

In the carly sixties, too, missile rat-
tling was counterpointed by soothing
rcassuranccs on nuclear protection.

Decfense Sceretary Robert McNamara,
in a 1961 manual, “Fallout Protection:
What to Know and Do About Nuclcar
Attack,” acknowledged the horrors of
atomic war. “But,” he hastened to
add, “if effective precautions have
been taken in advance, it need not be a
time of despair.” Reagan aide Edwin
Mecese, the most vocal White House
advocate of the $4.2 billion get-out-of-
town plan, displayed a strikingly simi-
lar sang-froid when he described nu-
clear war in an carly March address to
the U.S. Civil Defense Council as
“somcthing that may not be desir-
able.”

While other administrations may
not have wrestled quite so publicly
with their ambiguous feelings about
nuclcar war, ncither did they shirk
mecasures they thought necessary to
fight and, hopefully, survive one. Pres-
ident Kennedy, while playing atomic
chicken with Premier Khrushchev in
Berlin and Cuba, tried to sell the na-
tion on a $3 billion bomb and fallout-
shelter program. Even in those fearful
days, Congress wasn’t buyving, though
it did cough up $294 million in 1962,
still the largest fiscal endorsement ever
awardcd civil defense.

In the gradually warming intcrna-
tional climatc that followed, the push
by the small but feisty civil-defensc
lobby went largely unheeded. Then,
late in 1978, President Carter issued
Presidential Directive 41, calling for
civil-defense measures costing $2 bil-
lion over seven years. Pinned down by
a blistering fire of acrimonious con-
gressional dcbate and derisive press,
Carter retrcated into “no comments”
only to emerge two months later deny-
ing having cver sertously proposed the
plan.

The civil-defense baton he so uncer-
emoniously dropped was picked up by
Representative Donald Mitchell (R-
N.Y.), who was instrumental in win-
ning CRP’s rccent House victory. In an
intervicw just before Reagan’s initia-
tive was announced last March,
Mitchell insisted there was a growing
constituency for what he admitted
most view as a “laughable subject.”
“We have a different president now,
onc who hangs in there,” Mitchell ex-
ulted. “And we have a different atti-
tude towards defense. If you envision
civil defensc as part of an overall de-
fense program to destroy the encmy,
then I think in that light it will be more
acceptable.”

This aggressive definition of civil
defense, glossing as it does over the
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usual lifesaving rationale, is hardly in-
imical to the mentality that has made
CRP such a favorite with nuclear
thinkers over the last decade. Carter’s
PD-41 sought a civil-defensec posture
that would “enhance deterrence and
stability in conjunction with our stra-
tegic offensive and other strategic
defensive forces.” Reagan’s FEMA del-
egation parroted this objective word-
for-word last March before Congress.

Bardyl Tirana, Carter’s civil-
defensc chief; says that the gravitation
toward CRP came about because it so
neatly complements an ongoing re-
treat from the longstanding strategic
principle of Mutual Assured Destruc-
tion, or MAD, by which the price of
nuclear aggression is nuclear oblitera-
tion.

“The concept that you hold your
populations hostage was under at-
tack,” he recalls. “That the United
States uses its own population to pre-
vent the Soviets from using military
force around the world was, in the
view of some people, a ludicrous posi-
tion.”

In fact, MADness, installed as na-
tional policy by McNamara as an
elaboration on Eisenhower Secretary
of State John Foster Dulles’s “massive
retaliation” policy, was never fully ac-
cepted by the Pentagon’s back-office
strategists. Slowly, the crosion of MAD
as the acknowleged bedrock reality of
the nuclear impasse picked up with
Nixon Defense Secretary James
Schlesinger’s “limited nuclear op-
tions” policy and then accelerated
rapidly under Carter Defense Secre-
tary Harold Brown’s “countervailing
strategy.”

Generally, strategic theory is only a
handmaiden to the hardwarc—in ef-
fect, the caboosc pulls the train. As
targeting flexibility and missile ac-
curacy have steadily improved, strate-
gists have come to believe that one side
could vaporize the other’s retahatory
targets with a “bolt out of the blue”
(BOOB) attack. In theory, at least, the
aggressor thereby wrings surrender
from its disarmed foc before hostilities
escalate to wanton city-busting. This
proposition has been facetiously la-
beled NUT, for “Nuclear Utilization
Theory,” because it implics a willing-
ness to wield ICBM's as surgical scal-
pels in a “limited nuclear war” rather
than relying on them solely as a
sledgchammer responsc to—and so a
deterrent against—a first strike.

The implications NUT holds for civil
defense suggest themselves readily.
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NUTniks argue that, while a popula-
tion may have little defensc against a
massive attack, a limited strike against
strategic targets alone would subject
fewer Americans to the direct effects of
nuclear blast and heat. Fallout, they
concede, would still be a major, if more
manageable, consideration.

In this vein, Reagan’s civil-defense

. program dovetails nicely with the re-

cent defense guidance issued by his
secretary of defense. As Caspar Wein-
berger would like to have it, we should
be able to wage a prolonged war in
which American nuclear forces “must
prevail and be able to force the Soviet
Union to seck carliest termination of
hostilities on terms favorable to the
United States.” Needless to say, if such
a victory isn’t to be grotesquely Pyr-
rhic, at least a few Americans will have
to survive the unrelenting ICBM volley
and countervolley. Enter crisis reloca-
tion. Exit Mutual Assured Destruc-
tion. Hello winnable nuclear war.

Carter’s PD-59, which codified the
United States’ resolve to maintain a
flexible posture for fighting a nuclear
war—of which the Weinberger guid-
ance is the logical extreme—was in
fact the insecparablc Siamese twin of
his PD-41, which made crisis relocation
an csscntial element of the strategic
balance. In that tradition, it was al-
together fitting and not at all surpris-
ing that Rcagan advocated a $4.2
billion crisis relocation plan the same
week he warned darkly that the Soviets
“have a definite margin of superiority”
that would allow them to “absorb our
rctaliatory blow and hit us again.”

Many strategists hold that MAD is
an ugly fact of lifc that cannot be easily
wished away. However plaintively the
Defense Department frets about the
vulnerability of America’s 1052 land-
based missiles, more than cnough
land- and sca-based warhcads would
survive any conceivable Soviet BOOB
attack to make it a last act of suicidal
desperation. Even a so-called surgical
strike would, in practice, be as neat
and clcan as doing a tonsillectomy
with a chainsaw. Nuclcar weapons arc
too clumsy, too awesome to be used for
much save maintaining a precarious
standoff or committing mass mutual
suicide. “If we usc our 10,000 war-
hcads and they usc their 7000, nobody
will be king,” Paul Warnke, Carter’s
arms-control chief, obscrved last
spring. “We could say, ‘By God, we
beat them, we’re now ahead of the So-
vict Union. Of course, we're slightly
behind the Fiji Islands.””

UT STRATEGISTS SUCH AS

Warnke who recognize and

speak this basic truth find no
receptive car in an administration
chock-full of such NUTs as Paul Nitze,
Eugene Rostow, and Richard Perle.

Rarely docs the civil-defense debate
include the strategic bottom-line.
Rather, FEMA officials juggle survival
statistics in the grisly body-count
arithmetic that defines nuclear vic-
tory. They promisc us the immediate
survival of 80 percent of the U.S. pop-
ulation if only their protective pre-
scription is followed. Even if they
could make good on this pledge, a vast
exhaustive and exhausting literature
on probablc post-attack environments
stands to call the eventual fate of that
lucky 80 percent into doubt. Accord-
ing to the best available evidence,
most of it drawn from an endless serics
of government studies, crisis reloca-
tion will do little if anything to ensure
long-term survival. More likely, it will
only guarantec prolonged agony for
the veterans of World War I11.

FEMA’s cvacuation scenarios arc so
pathetically inadequate that they re-
scmble frightened whistling in the
dark. When pressed to the wall, many
civil-defense planners will offer, as has
one New Jersey official, the weak argu-
ment that there is a “psychological
bencfit to doing something, whether
you belicve in the cfhicacy of civil de-
fense or not. Government, after all,
does have a moral requircment to try
and protect its citizenry.”

“Spending money on civil defense,”
argues a FEMA planner, “is like build-
ing a lifcboat. It doesn’t mean you’re
going to sink the ship.”

But the politicians and local anti-
civil-defense activists who are saying,
in cver greater numbers, “Thanks but
no thanks” to FEMA are not moved by
fear that planners arc working deliber-
atcly to sink the ship of state. Their
concern is that it not capsize acciden-
tally under the oppressive weight of
nuclear-war preparedness and delu-
sions of nuclear survivability.

Ironically, Ronald Reagan, when
pressed, has comc out and stated flatly
that he finds nuclcar war neither desir-
able nor winnable. The urge to believe
him 1s overwhelming. We really have to
believe him. What hope for the future
if our commander-in-chief believed
cither proposition?

But what arc we to think when- his
administration promotes bus trips to the
country as a rational response to an ever-
darkening nuclcar dilemma? [
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Lite Savers

If you’re tired of
climbing ladders and
getting into precarious
(often dangerous) posi-
tions to change an out
of the way light bulb
then you should know
about Mellin Lite-
Savers. Adhered to the
base of any one way
bulb the Lite-Savers can extend bulb life from 50 to 100 times!
Just think of the money saved in light bulbs! Most bulbs have a
rated life of 750 hours or 32 days if used continuously. With
Lite-Savers your bulbs will burn up to 75,000 hours or about eight
years if used 24 hours a day. They’re ideal for hallways, staircases,
or anyplace where replacing light bulbs is a time consuming
nuisance. You’ll notice that Lite-Savers reduce light output so you
may want to increase bulb wattage. They’re safe, dependable and
install quickly and easily. The manufacturer offers a limited eight
year warranty. A package of 6 is $17.00 ($1.95) #As48 or 12 for
$27.00 ($2.95) #A549.

Dust Magnet

If we ever compile a book on The Old
Ways That Were Better Ways, we will
certainly include a chapter on the lambs-
wool duster. On its own it actually attracts
and holds dust like a magnet. The static
charge in the lambswool causes dust lit-
erally to leap off surfaces where it has
accumulated, making this just the thing
for dusting bric-a-brac, crystal, china,
pictures and other fragile items. When
soiled, just wash it in warm soapy water A 20" authentic lambs-
wool duster is $8.00 ($1.95) #A163.

A Space-Age Space Heater

Here is a heater with the sophistication to automatically start
warming your bedroom or bathroom before you get up! The
secret is the built-in timer—it lets you program this portable heater
to go on and off in 15 minute intervals day or night. It’s filled with a
special diathermic oil that never needs
replacing. It has three heat settings
(600w, 900w and 1,500w) and provides
. a maximum of 5,100 BTUs. A built-in
thermostat responds to room tempera-
ture, but this DeLonghi heater never
gets dangerously hot, making it perfect
for a child’s bedroom or playroom.
This unit has easy-roll wheels for por-
tability and all-steel construction in a
neutral oyster color. It’s 18”x87x25",
weighs 38 Ibs. and is UL listed. This
model with automatic timer is not gen-
erally available in stores and costs
$150.00(312.95) # a4s5. This model
without the timer is available for
$140.00 ($12.95) #A487.
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TOOLS FOR LIVING

Watering Whiz

Do your houseplants
run you ragged, back and
forth, trip after trip, wa-
tering can in hand? There
is an easier way: with an
indoor garden hose you
can water them all in a
single trip. Think of the
steps waiting to be saved!
This 50" (that is a lot of
reach) vinyl hose readily
attaches to any household
faucet. From there you

just take the water where you want it—an easy-control handle
allows you to turn a splashless stream of water on and off as
needed. This indoor hose comes with a snap-in misting attach-
ment, so after you water the roots you can spray the foliage and
‘wash away the dust accumulation that impairs a plant’s health as
well as its beauty. The complete indoor garden hose kit costs just
$11.00 ($1.95) #A341.

Convert-A-Bulb

How would you like to save more than
$15 per fixture when you next change a
3-way lightbulb? Three-way bulbs have
some major shortcomings. They are no-
ticeably more expensive than regular
bulbs, they come in a limited range of
sizes and styles, and the high setting on a
3-way bulb gives you significantly less
light than you are entitled to expect. A
plain 100-watt bulb gives 1740 lumens of
light; a 30-70-100 watt 3-way at the high-
est setting gives only 1285 lumens. The
Convert-A-Bulb screws into your 3-way
fixture and enables you to have 3-way
action from a regular lightbulb. It accepts any standard base bulb
from 7% to 150 watts, Let’s assume that you replace a 50-100-150
watt 3-way bulb with a regular 150-watt bulb. Because of the
lumen differential between regular and 3-way bulbs, the medium
setting gives the same amount of light that you formerly had at the
high setting—providing a savings of 27 watts per hour. The regular
bulb at medium setting will last 6 times its rated life of 750 hours,
or a total of 4500 hours. If you pay 7¢ per kwh for electricity the
savings amount to $8.50. Plus, 3-way bulbs are usually rated at
1200 hours, so you would need four of them at $2.20 each, to
outlast this one regular bulb, at $1.50. That is another $730 in
savings for an overall windfall of $15.80 over the life of the first
bulb alone! The Convert-A-Bulb is UL listed and available
exclusively from us. Buy one for $9.00 ($1.95) #A495, two for
$17.00 (31.95) #A496 or three for $25.00 ($2.95) #A497.

ORDERING INSTRUCTIONS AND GUARANTEE: We ship via United Parcel
Service wherever possible to insure prompt delivery. The price of each item is shown
followed by its shipping and handling charges in ( ). Be sure to add the price plus
shipping and handling charges for each item ordered to arrive at the total price of
each item. If you are not satisfied for any reason, return the article to us within 30
days, and we’ll exchange it or refund the cost, per your instructions.

payable to TOOLS FOR LIVING.

ORDERS CALL 800-228-5505, TOLL FREE.
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ANKRUPIT,

if you're planning on social security
getting you through your golden years,
forgetit.

ROBERT CAPOZZI
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HERE IS NO FEDERAL PROGRAM MORE
sacred than social security. Politicians foolish
enough to question it—Barry Goldwater in
1964, for example—are punished at the polls.
Surviving politicians, such as Ronald Reagan
(who in 1964 suggested making the system voluntary), have
learned to ignore the system’s fundamental flaws and its
negative impact on the economy, and to pledge to “protect™
and “improve” the system.

This self-imposed political blindness is the causc of one of
the most serious dilemmas of the social security system: the
refusal of the politicians and bureaucrats even to consider a
modest, let alone a fundamental, overhauling of the system.
With striking consistency, members of Congress, social
security commissioners, and court economists have af-
firmed that this keystone of the welfare state is “fundamen-
tally sound”—needing, at most, a little tax hike here and a
benefit cut there. It is, after all, “one of the great triumphs
of American social engineering,” according to cconomist
Lester Thurow, and “the nation’s biggest, broadest, and
probably most successful social program,” in the opinion of
Time magazine.

However, a few government officials are now willing to
tell the truth. John A. Svahn, commissioner of social secu-
rity, warned in a recent interview that “the stark truth is

ROBERT CAPOZZI is a policy analyst at a taxpayers’ organization based in
Washington, D.C.
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this: The projected bankruptcy of social security is immi-
nent.” According to the 1982 Annual Report of the Social
Security Board of Trustees, unless some action is taken soon,
“the main trust fund will be unable to make benefit pay-
ments on time beginning no later than July 1983.” In short,
social security may run out of money within a year.

The problems with the social security system are obvious
yet complicated: obvious because the raw statistics are
startlingly grave, and complicated becausc the system is at
once unfathomable and very popular. Some of the simple
statistics include:

m  In 1940 there were some 300 contributors for every one
beneficiary. That ratio is now 3:1. By the year 2000 it will be
2:1.

m  When the system began in 1935, the average life expce-
tancy was sixty-two. It is now about seventy-four.

m  Annual social security expenditures have gone from
roughly $10 million in 1938 te $175 billion in 1981.

m The combined employer/employee social sccurity tax
rate has increased exponentially from about 0.2 percent in
1940 to 13.4 percent in 1982, and will increase to 15.3
percent by 1990.

m  The so-called trust funds have only two months’ worth
of benefits in reserve. These reserves, which must cover
current operating deficits, will be exhausted in July 1983.

How has the nation’s “most successful social program”
come to the brink of bankruptcy? The prime reason is that
this “great triumph of American social engincering” was

17



