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Foreword

In the spring of 1983, shortly after President Rea-
gan proposed that the United States actively begin
to explore the feasibility of advanced technologies
to defend against offensive nuclear missiles, the So-
viet Union embarked on an extensive propaganda
campaign criticizing the President’s proposal.

Over the past three years, the Soviet Union has
devoted considerable energies to its campaign
against the U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative. State-
ments from high officials, interviews with Soviet
spokesmen on Western broadcast media, news-
paper articles, press releases, pamphlets, petitions
from front organizations and state-controlled So-
viet scientific groups have flooded the West. Soviet
officials have charged, among other things, that the
program is part of a U.S. effort to acquire a “first-
strike” capability against the USSR, that it could
result in the production of new offensive weapons,
that it will upset the military balance and make fur-
ther arms control agreements impossible, that it
will escalate the arms race, and even that it violates
existing arms treaties. Soviet writers and
spokesmen have also echoed charges, leveled orig-
inally by Western critics of the Strategic Defense
Initiative, that the program is technologically in-
feasible and too costly.

Notably, these protests and arguments against
the U.S. strategic defense program come from So-
viet sources at a time when the USSR itself is vig-
orously engaged in its own strategic defense pro-
grams and while the Soviet Union continues to
violate the agreement covering ballistic missile
defenses—the 1972 ABM Treaty.

As suggested by the long-standing Soviet com-
mitment to strategic defense systems as well as by
the current level of Soviet criticisms of SDI, the
Soviets have no doubts about the value of defensive
systems. On the contrary, every indication is that
the Soviet Union values highly its current ballistic
missile defense system and is enthusiastically pur-
suing new technologies.

The aim of the Soviet anti-SDI campaign is stra-
tegic and political: its purpose is to stimulate op-
position to SDI in the United States and other Allied
countries, inhibiting Western research and devel-
opment into defenses — even as the Soviet Union
forges ahead with its own ABM programs, includ-
ing research and development in advanced ballistic
missile defense technologies. The evident Soviet
goal is to forestall any comparable Western defense
effort and, if possible, to ensure for the long term a
unilateral Soviet advantage in strategic defense
systems and technologies. Obviously, a continued

Soviet advantage in defenses, combined with the
ongoing Soviet offensive nuclear buildup, would se-
verely undermine the East-West balance which has
kept the peace.

Honest and informed debate is always valuable;
differences of opinion on major policy issues are in-
evitable in democracies. But few would argue that
democratic debate is enhanced or furthered by the
injection of obfuscation and duplicity from the out-
side. Such, unfortunately, has been the character of
the Soviet statements on the Strategic Defense Ini-
tiative.

Without exception, all the various Soviet charges
concerning SDI are spurious. They are based either
on a fundamental misrepresentation of the nature
of strategic defense research now underway in the
United States and Allied countries, or on a wholly
inaccurate picture of the realities of the current
strategic balance.

One of the most interesting findings of the study
is that the vast majority of criticisms raised by the
Soviets in the current campaign against the Strate-
gic Defense Initiative are virtually identical to ar-
guments invoked only a few years ago in the So-
viet campaign against NATO's decision to deploy
new intermediate-range missiles in response to the
Soviet SS-20 — despite the obvious differences be-
tween the programs at issue then and now.

Arms control negotiations provide the oppor-
tunity for dialogue on differences between the So-
viet Union and the United States. Discussion at
Geneva continues on the subject of strategic de-
fonses. We wish to press forward in this dialogue.
Indeed, if effective defenses against offensive nu-
clear missiles prove feasible, we seek a jointly man-
aged transition to greater reliance on such systems.
We favor defenses that would heighten the security
and reduce the threat on both sides. But an indis-
pensable first step to a serious exploration of these
future prospects will be a candid acknowledgement
by the Soviet Union that it has long been engagedin
strategic defense research of the kind being carried
on in the U.S. SDI program.

Regrettably, the Soviets have to date chosen to
deny their own program.

In the meantime, it is crucial that the citizens of
the democracies keep clear eyes in assessing their
security needs. It is essential, above all, that we rec-
ognize the distinction between honest argument
and mere propaganda. It is hoped that this publica-
tion will contribute to clarification of the issues and
better-informed debate.

Kenneth L. Adelman




Introduction: The Idea of a Defense

On March 23, 1983,in an address to the American
people, President Reagan proposed that the United
States embark on a new program to examine
whether it would be possible to devise systems that
could effectively “intercept and destroy strategic
ballistic missiles before they reached our own soil or
that of our allies.” Within a year the President’s pro-
posal had resulted in the creation of the Strategic
Defense Initiative program.

The rationale for new research into defensive
systems was threefold.

First, the President expressed the strong view
that it was important to raise now the long-term
question of whether the deterrence of nuclear war
must remain forever dependent on the threat of
devastating offensive retaliation. Clearly, there is
no ready alternative to the present deterrent re-
gime. The President noted that the idea of mount-
ing an effective defense against nuclear missiles
represents “a formidable technical task, one that
may not be accomplished before the end of this cen-
tury” Yet he added that “current technology has
attained a level of sophistication where it is reason-
able for us to begin this effort.” Indeed, the tech-
nologies relevant to ballistic missile defense have
progressed at such a remarkable pace since the
signing of the ABM Treaty in 1972 that new, defen-
sive options are highly promising. Such research
into new technologies was anticipated in the nego-
tiations and the text of the ABM Treaty. The U.S.
SDI program complies fully with the ABM Treaty.

Second, the United States has been and con-
tinues to be concerned by the threat posed to sta-
bility by the massive growth of the Soviet Union’s
offensive nuclear arsenal. When the United States
and the Soviet Union signed the ABM Treaty in
1972, Americans expected that the stringent limits
on defenses against ballistic missiles would make it
possible to negotiate significant reductions in stra-
tegic offensive nuclear arms. Our expectations have
not been met.

Of particular concern to the United States is the
growth during the past decade in the accuracy and
power of the Soviet land-based “heavy” missile
force, which has posed an increasing threat to our
land-based retaliatory force and, in this manner, to
the stability of deterrence itself. To forego the op-
portunities embodied in new defensive research
would be to leave unattended the growing problem
of U.S. vulnerability.

Finally, the Soviet Union has long been engaged

in both upgrading and expanding its existing ABM
system around Moscow, and in high-technology
strategic defense research of the kind embodied in
SDL. In other ABM activities, the Soviet Union has
violated and is in potential violation of key provi-
sions of the ABM Treaty. The aggregate of those
activities suggests that the USSR may be preparing
an ABM defense of its national territory, which the
Treaty prohibits.

In several areas of defensive technology research,
Soviet efforts have been ahead of the United States.
In particular, when measured in terms of man-
power, capital, and facilities, Soviet research into
the more advanced and exotic ballistic missile de-
fense technologies, such as high energy lasers, ex-
ceeds anything undertaken in the U.S. To fail to
respond to these Soviet efforts would be to put the
security of the United States and its Allies in
jeopardy. While effective defenses on both sides
may greatly enhance the stability of deterrence, de-
ployment of defensive systems by the Soviet Union
alone would pose an unprecedented threat to our
safety. SDI is a necessary response to the combina-
tion of Soviet efforts in offense and defense.

The U.S. View of Strategic Defense

The Strategic Defense Initiative is a cooperative
venture involving the mutual interests and common
hopes and values of free and sovereign nations. The
United States is proceeding with the Strategic De-
fense Initiative in the firm belief that it will
strengthen the bonds between ourselves and our
Allies and friends. The President emphasized this
commitment in his March 23, 1983 address:

As we pursue our goal of defensive tech-
nologies, we recognize that our Allies rely
upon our strategic offensive power to deter
attacks against them. Their vital interests
and ours are inextricably linked —their safety
and ours are one. And no change in tech-
nology can or will alter that reality. We must
and we shall continue to honor our commit-
ments.

The United States remains unambiguously com-
mitted to deterrence. To cite President Reagan
again: “As we proceed, we must remain constant in
preserving the nuclear deterrent and maintaining a
solid capability for flexible response.” We should be
clear about an essential point: SDI is a research .
program designed to determine scientifically and







