
DAVID C. MOKRISON 

EADY OR NOT YOU ARE 
in imminent danger of being 
drafted into a massivc army 

of nuclear pawns. In March thc Rca- 
gan administration scnt officials from 
the Fcdcral Emergency Management 
Agency (FESIA), the agcncy whose 
duty is to see us through disasters, 
natural and nuclear, before Congrcss 
to plcad for a $4.2 billion, sevcn-year 
drive to “providc for the survival of a 
substantial portion of the population 
in thc event of nuclear attack.” The  
centerpiece of this program is accclcr- 
ated completion of Crisis Relocation 
Planning (CRP). A human shcll gamc 
that rivals in complcxity evcn the 
mobile h1X basing plan, CRP provides 
for thc strategic cvacuation ofsome 150 
million Amcricans from 400 high-risk 
target arcas to 2000 or so supposedly 
low-risk “host arcas.” 

A lopsidcd Housc of Rcprcsenta- 
tives majority first voted 240 to 163 to 
honor thc administration’s $252 mil- 
lion civil-defense package in July. 
Maybc those rcprescntatives voting 
“Aye” were influenced by the rcsults of 
the first ofa  series ofGallup polls com- 
missioned by FEMA and published ear- 
lier in the month. That  survey found 
that 61 pcrcent of the adults polled 
approved “strongly” or “somewhat” 
of CRP.  Twenty-one percent disap- 
proved, and 18 percent had no opin- 
ion. The  series of polls was launched 
by FESIA as par t  of a campaign to 
counter its persistcnt public-relations 
problems. Its image as an asylum for 
atomic lunatics had been enhanced in 
past months by certain official com- 
ments to the cffcct that, if only wc 
march into Armageddon with cnough 
shovels, “everybody’s going to make 
it.” 

Whilc I‘E.\IA would likc to claim a 
mandate on the basis of C W s  61 pcr- 
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cent approval rating, asking folks if 
thcy would likc to be shiclded from 
5000 megatons of nuclcar energy is likc 
asking if thcy would likc a million dol- 
lars. Why . . . surc! But can it be done? 
A Junc 1981 indcpendcnt Gallup sur- 
vey rcvcals starkly how little faith 
Americans have in life aftcr Dooms- 
day. Forty-sevcn percent of those 
polled felt t ha t  nuc lear  war  was 
“fairly” or “very” likely within ten 
years. Of that same rcspondent pool, 
92 perccnt ratcd their own likelihood 
of surviving such a war as 50150 or 
worsc. Significantly, this dccp fatalism 
was expressed many months before 
publication of Jonathan Schell’s T h e  
Fnle o f t h e  Earlti, Ground Zcro Week, 
and the nuclear freeze march on Ncw 
York City. 

T h c  R c a g a n  p r o p o s a l  f o u n d  
roughcr slcdding in the Senate, which 
slashed his request back by almost 
$150 million. Aftcr some horse-trading 
in thc Senate-House confcrcncc com- 
mittee, a total of $152 million was 
agreed on. T h e  new appropriation, 
most observcrs concurred, was a slight 
setback for the Rcagan forccs but was 
still a $24 million incrcasc ovcr last 
year’s F E l l A  budget-cnough to keep 
the CRP program going. 

Though it  promises to cnsurc con- 
tinuity of life, the chimera of civil dc- 
fensc (renamed “civil disaster” by the 
Housc) as resurrected by Rcagari is a 
piccc of nuclcar high jinks on a par 
with the contingcncy plans for “pro- 
tracted” nuclear wars and elaboratc 
World War I I I  scenarios to test “con- 
tinuity of government.” In onc such 
tcst Jamcs Watt, of all people, cndcd 
up running the country. At bottom, 
crisis relocation is a logical codicil to a 
steadily emerging, post-deterrence nu- 
clear doctrine. Its current popularity 
in the Whitc Housc is onc morc stcp 
down a path that leads us closer to the 
final disastcr than wc have stumbled 
since the deep-frcczc days of thc Cold 
War. 

In the early sixties, too, missile rat- 
tling was countcrpointcd by soothing 
rcassuranccs on nuclear protcciion. 

Dcfensc Secretary Robert McNamara, 
in a 1961 manual, “Fallout Protection: 
What to Know and Do About Nuclear 
Attack,” acknowledged thc horrors of 
atomic war. “But,” he hastened to 
add, “if  effective prccautions have 
been taken in advance, it necd not be a 
time of despair.” Reagan aidc Edwin 
Mccsc, the most vocal White House 
advocatc of the 34.2 billion get-out-of- 
town plan, displayed a strikingly simi- 
lar sang-froid \\.hen hc described nu- 
clear war in an carly March addrcss to 
thc U.S. Civil Dcfcnse Council as 
“something that may not bc dcsir- 
able.” 

While other administrations may 
not have wrestled quite so publicly 
with thcir ambiguous feelings about 
nuclear war, neither did they shirk 
mcasures thcy thought necessary to 
fight and, hopefully, survivc one. Prcs- 
idcnt Kenncdy, whilc playing atomic 
chickcn with Premier Khrushchcv in 
Bcrlin and Cuba, tricd to sell thc na- 
tion on a $3 billion bomb and fallout- 
shelter program. Evcn in thosc fcarful 
days, Congress wasn’t buying, though 
i t  did cough up $294 million in 1962, 
still thc largest fiscal endorsement e\xr 
awarded civil defense. 

In the gradually warming intcrna- 
tional climate that followed, the push 
by the small but feisty ci\il-dcfensc 
lobby went largcly unheeded. Then, 
late in 1978, President Carter issued 
Prcsidcntial Directive 41, calling for 
civil-defense measures costing $2 bil- 
lion ovcr scvcn years. Pinned down by 
a blistering fire of acrimonious con- 
grcssional dcbatc and derisive press, 
Carter retreated into “no comments” 
only to emerge two months later dcny- 
ing having ever seriously proposed the 
plan. 

Thc  civil-dcfensc baton he so unccr- 
cmoniously dropped was picked up by 
Rcprcscntative Donald Mitchell (R-  
N.Y.), who was instrumental in win- 
ning CRP’s rcccnt Housc victory. I n  an 
interview just before Reagan’s initia- 
tivc was announced  las t  h4arch,  
Mitchcll insisted therc was a growing 
constituency for what he admitted 
most view as a “laughablc subject.” 
“We havc a diffcrent president now, 
one who hangs in therc,” Mitchcll cx- 
ultcd. “And we havc a different atti- 
tude towards defense. If you envision 
civil dcfensc as part of an ovcrall de- 
fense program to destroy the enemy, 
then I think in that light it will bc morc 
acccpta hlc. ” 

This aggressive definition of civil 
dcfensc, glossing as it  docs ovcr the 
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usual lifcsaving rationale, is hardly in- 
imical to thc mcntality that has made 
CRP such a favorite with nuclear 
thinkers ovcr thc last dccadc. Carter’s 
PD-41 sought a civil-defensc posture 
that would “enhance dcterrcncc and 
stability in conjunction with our stra- 
tegic offensive a n d  o thcr  strategic 
defensive forccs.” Reagan’s FEJ4A dcl- 
cgation parrotcd this objective word- 
for-word last March before Congress. 

Bardyl  T i r a n a ,  Car te r ’s  civil- 
defcnsc chief, says that the gravitation 
toward CRI’ camc about bccausc it so 
neatly complcments an  ongoing rc- 
treat from the longstanding stratcgic 
principle of Mutual Assured Dcstruc- 
tion, or MAD, by which the price of 
nuclcar aggression is nuclear oblitera- 
tion. 

“Thc concept that you hold your 
populations hostage was undcr at- 
tack,” he recalls. “That the Unitcd 
Statcs uscs its own population to prc- 
vent thc Sovicts from using military 
forcc around thc world was, in the 
view of some people, a ludicrous posi- 
tion.” 

In fact, MADncss, installcd as na- 
tional policy by McNamara as an  
elaboration on Eiscnhowcr Secretary 
of Statc John Fostcr Dullcs’s “massive 
retaliation” policy, was nevcr fully ac- 
cepted by the Pentagon’s back-office 
strategists. Slowly, the crosion of MAD 
as the acknowlegcd bedrock reality of 
the nuclcar impasse picked up with 
Nixon Dcfensc S e c r e t a r y  J a m e s  
Schlcsinger’s “limited nuclear op- 
tions” policy and then accelcratcd 
rapidly undcr Carter Dcfcnsc Secre- 
tary Harold Brown’s “countervailing 
strategy.” 

Gcncrally, stratcgic thcory is only a 
handmaiden to the hardwarc-in cf- 
fect, the caboose pulls thc train. As 
targeting flexibility and  missile ac- 
curacy have steadily improved, strate- 
gists havc come to bclicvc that one side 
could vaporizc the other’s rctaliatory 
targets with a “bolt out of thc blue” 
(BOOB) attack. In  theory, at least, the 
aggrcssor thcrcby wrings surrcndcr 
from its disarmed foc before hostilities 
cscalatc to wanton city-busting. This 
proposition has bccn facetiously la- 
bclcd NUT, for “Nuclear Utilization 
Thcory,” bccausc it implies a willing- 
ness to wicld ICBMs as surgical scal- 
pels in a “limitcd nuclcar war” rather 
than relying on them solcly as  a 
slcdgchammcr rcsponsc t-and so a 
detcrrcnt against-a first strike. 

The implications NU-1 holds for civil 
dcfensc suggcst thcmsclvcs rcadily. 

Nu‘l‘niks argue that, while a popula- 
tion may have little defense against a 
massive attack, a limited strike against 
strategic targets alonc would subject 
fewer Amcricans to the direct effects of 
nuclear blast and hcat. Fallout, they 
concede, would still be a major, ifmore 
manageable, consideration. 

In this vein, Reagan’s civil-defense 
program dovetails nicely with the re- 
cent defense guidance issued by his 
sccretary of defense. As Caspar Wcin- 
bcrgcr would like to havc it, we should 
be ablc to wage a prolonged war in 
which American nuclear forces “must 
prevail and be ablc to forcc the Soviet 
Union to seck carlicst termination of 
hostilities on tcrms favorable to the 
Unitcd States.” Nccdlcss to say, ifsuch 
a victory isn’t to be grotesquely Pyr- 
rhic, at least a few Amcricans will havc 
to survive the unrclcnting ICBM v o k y  
and countervolley. Enter crisis reloca- 
tion. Exit Mutual Assured Dcstruc- 
tion. Hello winnablc nuclear war. 

Carter’s PI)-59, which codified the 
Unitcd Statcs’ rcsolvc to maintain a 
flcxiblc posture for fighting a nuclcar 
war-of which thc Wcinbcrger guid- 
ance is thc logical extreme-was in 
fact the inscparablc Siamcse twin of 
his PI)-41, which made crisis relocation 
an csscntial clcmcnt of thc stratcgic 
balance. In that tradition, it was al- 
together fitting and not at all surpris- 
ing that Rcagan advocatcd a $4.2 
billion crisis relocation plan the samc 
wcck he warned darkly that thc Soviets 
“havc a dcfinitc margin ofsupcriority” 
that would allow thcm to “absorb our 
rctaliatory blow and hit us again.” 

Many strategists hold that kIA1) is 
an ugly fact oflifc that cannot bc easily 
wishcd away. Howcvcr plaintivcly the 
Dcfcnsc Dcpartmcnt frcts about thc 
vulncrahility of America’s 1052 land- 
based missiles, morc than cnough 
land- and sca-based warheads would 
survi\,e any conceivablc Soviet BOOB 
attack to make it a last act of suicidal 
dcspcration. Evcn a so-callcd surgical 
strikc would, in practice, be as neat 
and clcan as doing a ronsillcctomy 
with a chainsaw. Nuclcar wcapons arc 
too clumsy, too awcsomc to be uscd for 
much savc maintaining a prccarious 
standoff or committing mass mutual 
suicidc. “If wc USC our 10,000 war- 
heads and thcy USC thcir 7000, nobody 
will be king,” Paul Warnkc, Cartcr’s 
arms-control  chicf, obscrvcd last  
spring. “Wc could say, ‘By God, we 
hcat thcm, wc’rc now ahcad of thc So- 
vict Union. Of coursc, wc’rc slightly 
hchind the Fiji Islands.”’ 

UT STRATEGISTS SUCH AS 
Warnkc who recognize and 
spcak this basic truth find no 

reccptivc car in an  administration 
chock-full of such NUTS as Paul Nitzc, 
Eugcnc Rostow, and Richard Perk. 

Rarely docs the civil-dcfcnsc dcbatc 
includc thc stratcgic bottom-linc. 
Rathcr, FEMA officials juggle survival 
statistics in thc grisly body-count 
arithmctic that dcfincs nuclcar vic- 
tory. Thcy promisc us thc immcdiatc 
survival of 80 pcrccnt of thc U.S. pop- 
ulation if only thcir protcctivc prc- 
scription is followed. Even if thcy 
could makc good on this pledge, a vast 
cxhaustivc and cxhausting litcraturc 
on probablc post-attack cnvironmcnts 
stands to call the eventual fatc of that 
lucky 80 pcrccnt into doubt. Accord- 
ing to thc best availablc cvidcncc, 
most ofit drawn from an cndlcss serics 
of govcrnmcnt studics, crisis rcloca- 
tion will do little if anything to ensurc 
long-term survival. More likely, it will 
only guarantcc prolonged agony for 
the veterans of World War 1 1 1 .  

4A’s cvacuation scenarios arc so 
pathctically inadequate that thcy rc- 
scmblc frightcncd whistling in thc 
dark. When prcsscd to the wall. many 
civil-dcfcnsc planncrs will offcr, as has 
onc New Jcrsey official, thc wcak argu- 
mcnt that thcre is a “psychological 
bcncfit to doing somcthing, whcthcr 
you bclicvc in thc cfficacy of civil dc- 
fcnsc or not. Govcrnmcnt, after all, 
docs havc a moral requirement to try 
and protect its citizenry.” 

“Spcnding moncy on civil defcnsc,” 
argucs a FEMA planncr, “is like build- 
ing a lifcboat. It doesn’t mean you’rc 
going to sink the ship.” 

But thc politicians and local anti- 
civil-dcfcnsc activists who arc saying, 
in cvcr grcatcr numbcrs, “Thanks but 
no thanks” to ITMA arc not movcd by 
fcar that planncrs arc working dclibcr- 
atcly to sink the ship of state. Thcir 
conccrn is that it not capsizc accidcn- 
tally undcr thc opprcssivc weight of 
nu cl c a r-w a r prep a rcd n css and  d c I u - 
sions of nuclear survivability. 

Ironically, Ronald Rcagan, whcn 
prcsscd, has comc out and stated flatly 
that hc finds nuclcar war neither desir- 
able nor winnablc. Thc urge to bclicvc 
him is ovcrwhclming. Wc rcally lime to 
bclicvc him. What hopc for thc futurc 
if our cornmandcr-in-chief hclicvcd 
cithcr proposition? 

But what arc wc to think whcn his 
administration promotcs bus trips to the 
country as a rational rcsponsc to an cvcr- 
da rkcn ing  nuclcar  d i l cmma?  15 
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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 bum 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) #A548 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, \I 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 1.5 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 1,500~) 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”x8”~25”, 
weighs 38 Ibs. and is UL listed. This 
model with automatic timer is not gen- 
erally available in stores and costs 
$150.00($12.95)#~485. This model 
without the timer is available for 
$140.00 ($12.95) #A487. 

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) qA341. 

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 74 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 $230 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) #~495, two for 
$17.00 ($1.95) #A496 or three for $25.00 ($2.95) # ~ 4 9 7 .  

ORDERING INSTRUCTIONSAND GUARANTEE: Weship via United Parcel 
Service whereverpossible to insureprompt delivery. Theprice 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 totalprice of 
each item. Ifyou 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. 

I----------------------------‘ -------- 
I Dept. IN102; 400 S. Dean St.; Englewood, NJ 07631 
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I Enclosed is a check or money order for $ payable to TOOLS m R  L I ~ J G .  I We honor 0 MasterCard 0 VISA Expiration Date 

I Account Signature # 

(Sorry, we cannot handle Canadian, foreign or C.O.D. orders.)  plea!^ allow 30 days for delively from our receipt of your order. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  LICENSED TO UNZ.ORG

ELECTRONIC REPRODUCTION PROHIBITED



T 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 cause ofone 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 ofthe 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. I t  is, after all, “one of the great triumphs 
of American social engineering,” according to economist 
Lester Thurow, and “the nation’s biggest, broadest, and 
probably most successful social program,” in the opinion of 
Erne 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 apolicy analyst at a taxpayers’orsanizatio?~ based in 
M’ashington, D. C. 

this: The  projected bankruptcy of social security is immi- 
nent.” According to the 1982 Annual Report ofthe Social 
Security Board o f  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. Somc of the simple 
statistics include: 
rn In 1940 there were some 300 contributors for every one 
beneficiary. That ratio is now 3:l. By the year 2000 it will be 
2:l. 
rn When the system began in 1935, the average life expcc- 
tancy was sixty-two. I t  is now about seventy-four. 

Annual social security expenditures have gone from 
roughly $10 million in 1938 to $175 billion in 1981. 
rn The combined employer/cmployee social security 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. 
rn 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 engineering” was 17 
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