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STRATEGIC DEFENSE 
INITIATIVE COALITION 

·_ I ers Chairman 
316 Pennsylvania Ave., SE, Suite 203, Washington, D.C. 20003 

Phone: (202) 544-4656 



The Strategic Defense 
Initiative is Under Attack: 

Budget Reductions 

On June 20 , 1985, President Reagan's Fiscal Year 1986 SDI 
Budget request was cut 33%, from $3.7 billion to $2.5 billion, in the 
first major Congressional debate on SDI. Only 104 Congressmen voted 
for the President's request. Further cuts are expected by the House 
Appropriations Committee this Fall. 

Eroding Political Support 

Senator Sam Nunn, an SDI supporter and ranking Democrat 
on the Armed Services Committee, has predicted that if the current 
sentiment continues, SDI "will lose virtually all its political support 
in Congress within a year or two ... " (Los Angeles Times, June 7, 1985). 

Increasing Cong ressiona I Opposition 

Congressional attacks against SDI are rising, as evidenced by 
the formation of the Congressional Coalition for the Peaceful Uses of 
Space and the introduction of a joint resolution by Congressman Steven 
Solarz and Senator Gary Hart calling on the President to abandon SDI 
during the Summit. 

Soviet Opposition 

The Soviet Union wants the United States and its allies to 
remain vulnerable to nuclear attack, a concept which forms the 
foundation of their opposition to SDI. According to White House 
spokesman Larry Speakes, "We don 't see any signs of a shift in the Soviet 
position from their outright opposition to SDI. " (UPI, July 26, 1985) 



Soviet Propaganda 

As British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher has warned, 
the Soviet Union is preparing a massive propaganda offensive against 
SDI preceding the scheduled summit between President Reagan and 
Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev in November. "Western republics will 
be presented with alluring prospects for large arms reductions and a stable 
peace if only the United States will give up the SDI, if only Britain 
and France will give up their nuclear deterrent...in other work, give 
up," said Prime Minister Thatcher in a speech before the International 
Democratic Union. (Washington Times, July 25, 1985) 

• Media Bias 

Recent polling data has shown that 60% of Americans 
believe that the United States has a defense against Soviet nuclear attack, 
which is untrue. The 1972 ABM Treaty prohibits deployment of 
anti-ballistic missile defensive systems , however, 83% of Americans 
do not know of this treaty . 

Lack of Pubiic Awareness 

The national media continues to display its bias against SDI, 
particularly through its frequent references to the program as "Star Wars". 
Surveys indicate that public opposition to SDI increases when this 
reference is used. At his January 10, 1985 news conference, President 
Reagan said that the phrase "Star Wars" gives "a false impression of what 
it is we are talking about ... .! wish whoever started that expression would 
take it back." SDI critic Senator Edward Kennedy started the term. 

SDI Opposition 

The major anti-defense organizations are committing their 
resources to increase public opposition to SDI. A coalition to coordinate 
this effort, the National Campaign to Save the ABM Treaty, has been 
formed by the following organizations: Arms Control Association, Center 
for Education on Nuclear War, Common Cause , Council for a Livable 
World , Federation of American Scientists, Lawyers Alliance for Nuclear 
Arms Control, SANE, and the Union of Concerned Scientists. Also , UCS 
has started a major TV ad campaign against SDI. 



The Strategic Defense 
Initiative Coalition Will: 

• Develop a broad-based, non-partisan coalition in 
support of SDI. 

• Conduct a vigorous campaign to educate the general 
public and government officials on the value and 
necessity of SDI. 

• Serve as a clearinghouse on SDI in order to develop 
a better understanding of theproblem by the public, 
Congress, and the media. 

• Publicize the activities of groups and individuals 
deeply committed to promoting SDI. 

• Monitor press accounts of SDI and work toward 
policy of objectivity. 

• Actively counter the activities of organizations 
opposed to SDI. 

• Assist the efficiency and effectiveness of coalition 
members in promoting SDI. 





'Star Wars' Support Seen Eroding 
Goldwater Points to Lack of Trust; Nunn Blames Reagan 

By SARA FRI'f'.l., Times Staff Writer 

W ASHINQTON -President 
Reagan's "Star Wars" space-based 
missile defense system is losing 
support in Congress, despite sever-
al favorable votes in the Senate 
earlier this week, both Republicans 
and Democrats warn. 

"All through this debate, it has 
become more and more obvious 
that members of this body do not 
trust" the program, formally 
known as the Strategic Defense 
Initiative, Senate 'Armed Services 
Committee Chairman Barry Gold­
water (R-Ariz.) said. 

Likewise, Sen. Sam Nunn of 
Georgia, ranking Democrat on the 
Armed Services Committee, pre­
dicted publicly that if the current 
sentiment continues, "Star Wars" 
will lose virtually all its political 
support in Congress within a year 
or two-suffering the same fate as 
deployment of the MX missile, 
which the Senate recently voted to 
cut in half. 

Panel Cut Noted 
Although the Senate voted four 

times Tuesday against proposals to 
slash "Star Wars" research funding 
below $3 billion in fiscal 1986, Nunn 
noted that the committee already 
had trimmed $800 million from the 
President's budget request for the 
program. In addition, he predicted 
that the House would cut the 
program's budget even further­
perhaps as low · as $2.5 billion for 
next year. 

"It's not in trouble with votes 
now, but neither was MX two years 
ago," Nunn said. "These are the 
kind of things you don't measure by 
votes-you put your nose in the air 
and smell. If you give it the old sniff 
test. there's an awful lot of uneasy 
feeling about SDI." 

Nunn charged that the President 
himself has undermined support for 
"Star Wars" by overselling it as a 
program that will lead to the 
abolition of nuclear weapons. In­
deed, the program had more sup ­
port before Reagan began making 
that statement, which he frequent­
ly repeats, he said. 

LOS ANGELES TIMES 7 June 1985 

"I find very few people who are 
informed in this area in either party 
who even come close to the Presi­
dent's definition of SDI-and that's 
people who support the program," 
Nunn said. "I think it's a trap. If 
you define it that broadly, when 
the public finds out-and they will, 
the American people are intelli­
gent-that this is not achievable, 
then there's going to be disillusion­
ment, and we're going to have SDI 
in trouble." 

Moreover, Sen. John H. Chafee 

(R-R.I.) said that while Defense 
Secretary Caspar W. Weinberger 
has said that "Star Wars" research 
will produce a "thoroughly reliable 
and total" defense against Soviet 
offensive missiles, Lt. Gen. James 
Abrahamson, SDI program direc­
tor, has stated: "A perfect ... 
defense is not a realistic thing." 

Chafee argued that development 
of anything short of a perfect 
defense would likely encourage the 
Soviet Union to increase its arsenal 
of offensive weapons to penetrate 
the U.S. space-based system. "The 
real danger is that the SDI program 
could invigorate the already-dan­
gerous U.S.-Soviet military rival­
ry," he said. 

In addition, some senators sug­
gested that rapid development of a 
less-than-perfect "Star Wars" de­
fense actually would work against 
the goal of arms control. According 
to Nunn, many members of Con­
gress are highly skeptical about the 
President's commitment to negoti­
ating an arms control treaty with 
the Soviet Union. 

He noted that while the Soviets 
are demanding limits on "Star 
Wars" development in exchange 
for concessions on their part, Rea­
gan has so far indicated that he is 
unwilling to consider such a bar­
gain. 

"It's awfully hard for me to see 

how you can be flexible in arms 
control with a program y0u define 
as being one that will abolish 
nuclear· weapons from the face of 
the Earth," said Nunn. "If I be­
lieved that, I wouldn't want to be 
discussing it in arms control nego­
tiations, either." 

Chafee also voiced a fear ex­
pressed by other senators that the 
development of "Star Wars" be­
yond the research stage would 
jeopardize the 1972 Anti -Ballistic 
Missile Treaty with the Soviet 
Union. The program calls for test­
ing of a space-based ballistic mis­
sile defense, which is outlawed by 
the treaty. "Without the ABM 
treaty, the prospect of controlling 
offensive forces will be greatly 
reduced," he said. 

Moreover, Nunn said that some 
members of Congress are question ­
ing the Administration's motives in 
widely distributing SDI research 
money. "One thing causing a lot of 
people problems, including me, is 
that they are using these research 
projects to simply go out and buy 
intellectual support for the whole 
concept," he said. 

Nunn said that he has written to 
Administration officials several 
times in the last two months asking 
for information on the research 
contracts, but his letters so far 
have gone unanswered. 



Strategic Defense Initiative Votes 
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1 HR 1872. Department of Defense Authorization, 
Fiscal 1986. Dellums, D-Calif., amendment to the Price, D-IIJ., 
amendment, to reduce from $2.5 billion to $954 million the au­
thorization for the strategic defense initiative. Rejected 102-320: R 
3-176; D 99-144 (ND 92-71, SD 7-73), June 20, 1985. A "nav" was a 

2 HR 1872. Department of Defense Authorization, 
Fiscal 1986. Mavroules, D-Mass., amendment to the Price, D­
Iii., amendment, to reduce from $2_5 billion to $1.4 billion the 
authorization for the strategic defense initiative. Rejected 155-268: 
R 4-176; D 151 -92 (ND 134-30, SD 17-62) , June 20, 1985. A "nay" 
was a vote supporting the president's position. vote· supporting the president's position. • 



3 HR 18i2. Department of Defense Authorization, 
Fiscal 1986. Courter. R-N.J. , amendment to the Holt, R-Md .. substi­
tute for the Price. D-Ill., amendment, to increase from $2.5 billion 
to $3.7 billion the authorization for the strategic defense initiative. 
Rejected 104-315: R 9i-83: D i-232 (ND 0-1 61 , SD i-71). June 20. 
1985. A "yea·· was a vote supporting the president's position. (The 
Holt substitute subsequently was rejected 
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5 HR 18i2. Department of Defense Authorization, 
Fiscal 1986. Holt, R-Md., substitute for the Price, D-Ill. , amend­
ment, to increase from $2.5 billion to $2.9 billion the authorization 
for the strategic defense initiative. Rejected 169-242: R 145-33; D 
24-209 (ND 5-149, SD 19-60), June 20, 1985. 

4 HR 18i2. Department of Defense Authorization, 
Fiscal 1986. Dicks. D-Wash., amendment to the Price, D-Ill., 
amendment, to reduce from $2.5 billion to $2.1 billion the authori­
zation fo r the strategic defense initiative. Rejected 195-221: R 12-
167: D 183-54 (N D 14i-11, SD 36-43), June 20. 1985. A "nay" was a 
vote supporting the president's position. 

123456 

N T N 
NNNNNY 
NNNNNY 
NNYNyy 
NNNY NY 
NNNNNY 
NYNY NN 
NNNN NY 
NNNN y-y 
NNNN NY 
NNNNyy 

NYNY NN 

? ? ? ? ? ? 
NNYNyy 
YYNYNN 
NNNNyy 
NNYNyy 
NNYNyy 
NNYN yy 
NNYNyy 
NYNY ? N 
NNYNyy 
YYNYNN 
NNYNyy 
YYNYNN 
YYNYNN 
NNNNyy 
NNNN NY 
YYNYNN 
NYNY?? 
NYNY NN 
YYNYN N 
YYNYNN 

NNNY NY 
NYNY NN 
N Y NY NY 
NNNNNY 
NNYNyy 
NNNNNY 

Y Y N Y NN 
NNNNNY 
NYNY NN 
Y Y NYNN 
N N Y N y 

YYNYNN 
YYNYNN 
NYNYNN 
Y Y N Y NN 
NNNNyy 
NYN Y ,y 
YYNY NN 
YYNYNN 
N N Y N y y 
N N N N y y 
NNN Y NY 
NNNNN Y 
N N N Y N N 
Y YNY NN 
NNYNyy 
NNYNyy 
NNYNyy 
Y Y N Y NN 
NNNNyy 
? ? ? i ? ? 
NNN Y NN 
NYN Y NN 
N N N N Y 

NYN Y NN 
Y N Y N N 

NNYNY' 
NNYNYY 
NNN Y NY 
NNNNYY 
NNNY NY 
NNNN NY 

???? ?? 

TENNESSEE 
1 Ovi/1.n 
2 Duncan 
3 Lloyd 
-' Coo~, 
5 Boner 
6 Gordon 
7 Sundqvisf 
8 Jones 
9 Ford 

TEXAS 
1 Voconcy 
2 Wilson 
3 Bartl.ff 
, Holl . R. 
5 Sryant 
6 Borton 
7 Arch., 
8 Fi.Ids 
9 Srooks 

10 Pickl, 
11 lta!h 
17 Wright 
13 Bault., 
1-4 SwHn•y 
1 5 de lo Gorzo 
16 Colemon 
17 Stonholm 
18 L•lond 
19 umont 
20 Gonzol,z 
21 Lo.ff/., 
22 a.lay 
23 Sustomonte 
2, Frost 
25 Andr,w, 
26 Arm,y 
27 Ortiz 
UTAH 

1 Hanun 
2 Monsoft 
3 N;.~n 

VERMONT 
AL J,fford, 
VIRGINIA 

1 Bot•mon 
2 Wl,it,hurst 
3 Blit.y 
A Sisisky 
5 Do,,iel 
6 Olin 
7 5/ovglrt., 
8 l'orriJ 
9 Boucher 

10 Wolf 
WASHINGTON 

I Mi/lM 
2 Sw;h 
3 Bonke, 
, Morrison 
5 Fol,y 
6 Dicks 
7 low,y 
8 Clrondl•r 

WEST VIRGINIA 
I Mollohan 
? Stogg,rs 
3 Wis.e 
4 Roholl 

WISCONSIN 
1 Aspin 
2 Kostenmeier 
3 Gvnd,rum 
, Kleczko 
5 Moody 
6 l',ffi 
7 Obey 
8 lotlr 
9 S.nu,nbrenn.r 

WYOMING 
AL Ch,ney 

2 3 4 5 6 

NNYNyy 
NNNNyy 
NNNNyy 
NYNY NN 
NNNY NY 
NNNY NN 
?NYN yy 
NNNN NY 
YY?Y NN 

N N Y N 
N N Y N 
N N Y N 
N N N Y 
N N Y N 
N N Y N 
N N Y N 
N Y N Y 
N N N N 
N N N N 
N N N Y 
N N Y N 
N N Y N 
Y Y N N 
N N N Y 
N N N N 
y y N y 

N N Y N 
y y N y 
N N Y N 
N N Y N 
N N N Y 
N N N Y 
N N N Y 
N N Y N 
N N N Y 

N N Y N 
N N Y N 
N N N N 

y y 
y y 
y y 
N y 
y y 
y y 
y y 
N N 
N y 
y y 
N , 
y y 
y y 
N N 
N y 
y y 
N N 
y y 
N N 
y y 
y y 
N y 
N y 
N y 
y y 
N y 

y 
y y 
y y 

? ? ? ? ? ? 

NNNN yy 
NN~IN yy 
N N Y N y y 
NNNN NY 
NNNN yy 
NNNN NY 
NNYN yy 
NNNN yy 
N Y N Y N N 
NNNN yy 

N N N N y y 
NYNY NN 
YYNY NN 
NNYN yy 
NYNY NN 
NNNY NN 
YY'Y NN 
NNNN yy 

NNNN NY 
N Y NY NY 
NYNY NN 
YYNY NN 

NNNY NY 
YYNY NN 
NNNN NY 
N Y N Y NY 
NYN Y NN 
NNNN NY 
YYNYNN 
NNNN NY 
NNNNYY 

NNYNYY 

6 HR 1872. Department of Defense Authorization, 
Fiscal 1986. Price, D-Ill., amendment to authorize $2.5 billion 
for the strategic defense initiative. Adopted 256- 150: R 165-11; D 
91 -139 (ND 29-126, SD 62-13), June 20, 1985. 
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,PECIAL REPORT 

The Public Wants Defenses 
In political Washington, President Reagan's pro­

posal for a space-based defense against incoming 
enemy missiles is considered highly controversial. 

In fact, the idea of having any defense against 
such missiles has been unpopular in the Capital for 
upwards of two decades. Official policy since the 
l 960's has been in favor of dismantling missile 
defenses and related warning systems, and dras­
tically reducing our air defenses. Anti-ballistic 
missile systems are specifically banned by the 
SA.LT agreements of 1972 . 

The theory behind this policy. called "mutual 
assured destruction," is that by leaving our civilian 
population open to attack, we will reassure the 
Soviets of our peaceful intent and encourage them 
to follow sLiit. creating a ··stable balance of terror." 
PresiJent Reagan's stratc:gic defense initiative has 
arouseJ tremendous opposition because it goes 
against th is ruling Joctrine. 

Out in grass-roo ts . ..\mcrica. however, a different 
set ot ..ittitudes prev:.iil::i. One opinion survey after 
another shows the public is strongly in favor of 
missile defenses gener;.illy . Pr~siden t Re:.iga n's 
proposal in particular. These surveys also indicate. 
ho\vever. that most Americans have until recently 
be~n unaware of the policy we are following under 
.\L..\D. 

The gap be tween the conventional Washington 
view of the subject and the attitudes of the public 
is reve~lleJ in opi111on polls conducted by 
Sindlinger and Co. , Penn and Schoen , and Arthur 
J . Finkelstein . among others. The results have 
been remarkably uniform - and overwhelming. 

In 198 2. for example. the Sindlinger organiza­
tion conducted a survey on this subject for the 
Hcrit:ige found;ition. This analysis found that 86 
per cc:1t of those questiont:d favored having 
Jc:tcnsc-; :.ig:.iinst incoming missiles. cornp;.ireJ to 
onl y 10 pc:r cent oprosed. A fo llo w-up poll last 
yc:Jr found ,S ~.0 ptc:r ..:en t in r":.i vo r of ::;uch defenses . 

Thi:, month . H~rit:Jgc has rele:.ised :m o ther 
sur...''.- :o nJuLt ,: d b y SinJlingi.:r. k i.: '.1ed to PresiJc:nt 
R·::.i~:.::,· -i rf()p<)s"d. l n this po ll. 7..J. per cent of 
tho ~..: :--::pl'. ing :;a1J .\1.-\D ::;tr:.i tcgy should be :.iban­
done~. ~u1J 77 p<.:r ct.: 11t ::;:.iiJ t!le R~agan program. it' 
I[ <..: :in be 111ade tu \\()fK . )lwuld be put i1 1 its place. 
Thu:, rn<.>r,: c!la,1 tlln..:c-quartcrs ut" the: people 

questioned in these surveys consistently favor 
missile defenses . 

Similar results appear in a 1984 poll conducted 
by Penn and Schoen for the Committee on the 
Present Danger. In this survey, asked if they 
favored plans to develop a space-based missile 
defense , 75 per cent of the respondents said yes , 
while 1 7 per cent said no . Asked if development of 
such defenses should continue even if there were a 
" nuclear freeze ," 54 per cent said yes, compared to 
34 per cent who said no. 

Even more emphatic are the results of a more 
generalized question posed by Finkelstein early 
this year. Respondents were asked, "Do you want 
the United States government to defend Americans 
against Soviet missiles? " Ninety per cent said yes, 
and only four percent said no . A substantial plur­
ality (45 per cent) said the present fraction of the 
defense budget devoted to this project was too 
little - compared t o 31 per cent who .said it was 
about right and 10 per cent who thought it was too 
mu..:h . 

The finer details of these surveys are also of poli­
tic.:al interest. In the Finkelstein poll , for instance. 
favorabk opinion of missile defense efforts drastic­
ally declined when the "star wars" label was added 
to it. Asked the question this way, only 38 per 
cen t were in favor of the proposal, while 37 per 
cent were opposed . That finding suggests the label 
is a liability for the President , even though the 
issue itself is a plus. 

Also significant is the fact that the issue has 
strong :.ippeal to women - with whom the Presi­
dent's support is said to be comparatively weak. 
Backing for missile def ens es among women, as 
reflec ted in these surveys. is vi rtually the same as 
that among men. and in the Sindlinger poll last 
year was even higher (85 versus 80 per cent ). 

Finall y. there is the fact that m::i.n y A.rneric:rns 
have be \..'ll LmawJre that it is currently official 
po li cy 11ur to have Lle fense against inc o ming 
missiks. Sixty per cen t of Finkelstci n 's respon­
Llents thought the U.S JlreaJy haJ defenses agJinst 
-.;uch :.itt:.ick. whil e 83 per cen t Jidn·t know that we 
11 :.i ve pkd~ec.J ou rselves co J treaty tll..it prohibic::; 
Lkployme nt o t" these --;ystcrns. 

.· I 111cricu11 .\·e1vs Service 



Do you want the United States government to defend Americans against Soviet missiles? 

Yes . No Don't know1retusec 

/1.LL: 90% 5~1o 5%~ 

REGION: 
Northeast 91 4 6 

South 89 5 6 
Midwest 90 6 4 

West 90 6 4 

VOTING BEHAVIOR : 
Registered. always vote 90 5 5 
Registered, usually vote 90 6 4 

Registered, usually don't vote 85 7 9 
Not registered to vole 90 4 6 

IDEOLOGY: 
Conservative 94 3 3 

Moderate 90 5 6 
Liberal 65 8 7 

SEX: 
Male 92 4 4 

Female 68 6 6 

AGE: 
18-25 92 5 3 
26-40 89 6 5 
41-55 91 6 4 
56-65 91 2 7 

Over 65 69 5 7 

RACE: 
White 90 5 5 
Black 68 7 6 

MARITAL STATUS: 
Married 91 4 5 

Single 89 6 5 
Divorced/Separated 89 7 4 

Widowed 89 6 6 

MARITAL STATUS GENDER: 
Married \iVomen 65 5 6 

Unmarried women 67 7 6 
Married Men 93 3 4 

Unmarried Men 91 6 3 

RELIGION : 
Born Again 99 1 0 

Other Protestant 92 4 4 
Catholic 89 5 7 

Jewish 100 0 0 
Alhe,st Agnos11c 86 12 2 

P;l,RTY IDENTIFICATION: 
Republican 94 3 3 

Democrat 87 7 7 
lnaepenoent 90 4 6 

UNION HOUSEHOLD 
Union 90 5 6 

Non-union 90 5 5 

EMPLO'd,IENT GENDER : 
Working Women 87 7 6 

Non-working Women 89 5 6 
Working Men 93 3 4 

Non-working ,'.len 93 ➔ 3 

EwUCATION: 
Less man High School 86 7 7 

High Scnool Graduate 92 3 5 
Some College 91 5 . 4 

College Graduate 91 4 5 

Post Graduate 79 18 3 

INCCME. 
Under $10,000 86 5 9 

Between $10,001-$20.000 94 4 2 

Between $20.001-$30,000 91 5 4 

Between $30.001-$40.000 94 4 2 

8~1ween $40,001-$50.000 93 1 6 
O'Jer $50 ,000 89 4 8 

A professional random sample public opinion survey of 1,005 A.~ericans 
conducted in February, 1985 by Arthur J. Finkelstein of New York. 

For further information: please contact : Richard D. Sellers, 
P. O. Box 576, Tuscaloosa, Alabama 35402 



The United States government is spending less than 2% of the defense budget on finding out how to defend 
America against Soviet nuclear attack-ls that too much, too little or about right? 

ALL: 

REGION : ____________ _ 
Nonheast 

South 
MIawes1 

West 
VOTING BEHAVIOR : _______ _ 

Registered, always vole 
Registered, usually vote 

Registered. usually don·t vote 
Not registered to vote 

IDEOLOGY: __________ _ 
Conservative 

Moderate 
Liberal 

SEX :---------------
Male 

Female 

AGE:--------------
18-25 
26-40 
41-55 
56-65 

Over 65 
RACE : ____________ _ 

White 
Black 

MARITAL STATUS: _________ _ 
Married 

Single 
Divorced/Separated 

Widowed 

MARITAL STATUS/GENDER: ____ _ 
Married Women 

Unmarried Women 
Married Men 

Unmarried Men 
RELIGION : ___________ _ 

Born Again 
Other Protestant 

Catholic 
Jewish 

Atheist! Agnosuc 

PARTY IDENTIFICATION: ______ _ 
Republican 

Democrat 
Independent 

UNION HOUSEHOLD: _______ _ 
Union 

Non-union 

EMPLOYMENT GENDER : _____ _ 
Working Women 

Non-working Women 
Working Men 

Non-working Men 

EDUC ATION ___________ _ 
Less than High Scnocl 
High Scnool Graduate 

Some College 
College Graduate 

Post Graauate 

lt,COME _____________ _ 
Under S 10.000 

Between $10 001-$20.000 
Between $20.001-$30.000 
Belween S30 .001-$40 .000 
B~tween $40.001- $50 .000 

Over $50.000 

Too much 

10~1
0 

11 
9 
9 

10 

,9 
'g 
10 
13 

7 
8 

18 

9 
11 

9 
11 
7 

14 
8 

9 
20 

7 
14 
17 
13 

9 
15 
6 

14 

8 
9 

10 
14 
12 

5 
15 
10 

11 
9 

14 
8 
8 
9 

13 
7 
9 

11 
19 

9 
9 
9 
5 

16 
9 

Too little 

45~1
0 

42 
46 
44 
49 

44 
47 
46 
42 

46 
43 
46 

48 
41 

56 
48 
41 
47 
28 

45 
39 

46 
48 
47 
26 

44 
36 
47 
51 

50 
45 
46 
37 
37 

45 
40 
53 

46 
44 

45 
38 
50 
45 

32 
48 
51 
39 
43 

37 
44 
50 
51 
54 
36 

About right 

31% 

33 
30 
31 
28 

29 
33 
31 
34 

33 
33 
24 

30 
31 

29 
30 
32 
26 
37 

31 
31 

31 
32 
21 
37 

31 
32 
30 
30 

32 
31 
31 
43 
30 

34 
29 
26 

33 
30 

28 
34 
31 
32 

37 
31 
26 
33 
28 

28 
36 
28 
32 
21 
34 

Don 't know/ 
refused 

15% 

14 
15 
17 
13 

17 
12 
14 
12 

14 
16 
12 

13 
17 

6 
12 
20 
14 
27 

15 
10 

16 
5 

15 
24 

16 
18 
1i 

6 

11 
15 
14 

1 
21 

16 
16 
11 

10 
17 

14 
19 
11 
14 

19 
14 
14 
16 
10 

26 
11 
14 
12 
9 

21 

A professional random sample public opinion survey of 1,005 ~~ericans 
conducted in February, 1985 by Arthur J. Finkelstein of New York. 

For further information: please contact: Richard D. Sellers, 
P. o. Sox 576, Tuscaloosa, Alabama 35402 



0-id you know that the United States has a treaty with the Soviet Union not to protect Americans from a Soviet 
missile attack? 

Yes No Don't know,refused 

ALL: 

REGION : No11heast 

Soutn 
Midwest 

West 

VOTING BEHAVIOR : _______ _ 
Registered . always vo1e 
Reg1s1erec . usually vote 

Registered. usually don·t vote 
~Jot registered 10 vole 

IDEOLOGY __________ _ 

Conservative 
Moderate 

Liberal 
SEX: _____________ _ 

Male 
Female 

AGE: _____________ _ 

18-25 
26-40 
41-55 
56-65 

Over 65 

RACE: -------------­
White 
Black 

MARITAL STATUS: ______ _ 
Married 

Single 
Divorced: Separated 

Widowed 

MARITAL STATUS GENDER: ____ _ 
Married Women 

Unmarried 1/Vomen 
Married Men 

Unmarried Men 
RELIGION : ___________ _ 

Born Again 
Other Pro1es1an1 

Ca1holic 
Jewish 

Alheisl! Agnostic 

PARTY IDENTIFICATION: ______ _ 
Republican 

Democrat 
Independent 

UNION HOUSEHOLD: _______ _ 
Union 

Non-union 

EMPLOYMENT, GENDER: ______ _ 
WorKing Women 

Non-working Women 
Working Men 

Non-working Men 

EDUCATION : __________ _ 
Less than High School 
High School Graduate 

Some College 
College Gradua1e 

Post Graduate 

INCOME: -------U"".'"r;"".'",d-er-$~t:-:O-:,O:::-;::OO 

Between $10,001-:£20 ,000 
, Be1wei:l£li$JO 001-$30 .000 

8s1w.;sn S30 .001-S40 .000 
i36iwe&n s .. o 001 - sso.ooo 

- q.,,er •150 000 

10% 

9 
11 
10 
9 

11 
9 

12 
8 

8 
11 
9 

11 
9 

ft.4 
n. 
8 

10 
13 

10 
10 

9 
12 
8 

11 

8 
11 
11 
11 

11 
10 
8 
7 

14 

5 
14 
9 

12 
9 

9 
9 

11 
11 

12 
8 

10 
10 
15 

12 
8 
9 

11 
4 

9 

83% 

85 
80 
84 
84 

83 
64 
81 
84 

87 
81 
85 

83 
83 

90 
85 
83 
81 
77 

84 
81 

84 
86 
85 
73 

85 
81 
82 
85 

88 
82 
86 
93 
79 

88 
79 
85 

81 
84 

86 
82 
83 
83 

73 
86 
84 
87 
79 

78 
85 
87 
83 
90 
83 

7'%, 

6 
9 
6 
7 

7 
7 
7 
8 

5 
8 
6 

6 
8 

1 
5 

10 
10 
11 

7 
9 

7 
2 
7 

16 

8 
9 
7 
3 

8 
5 
0 
7 

7 
7 
0 

8 
6 

5 
10 
6 
6 

15 
7 
6 
3 
6 

10 
8 
4 

6 
6 
9 

A professional random sample public opinion survey of 1,005 ~~ericans 
conducted in February, 1985 by Arthur J. Finkelstein of New York . 

For further infu ' ,.:::. tion: please contact: Richard D. Sellers, 
P. 0. Box 576, Tuscaloosa, Alabama 35402 



Does the United States have a defense against nuclear miss~es today? 

Yes 

ALL: 60~'a 

REGION : 
Nonneast 56 

South 63 
Midwest 62 

West 58 

VOTING BEHAVIOR: 
Registerea, always vote 56 
Registered. usually vote 64 

Registered, usually don 't vote 61 
Not registered to vote 68 

IDEOLOGY: 
Conservative 60 

Moaerate 60 
Liberal 62 

SEX: 
Male 57 

Female 63 

AGE: 
18-25 62 
26-40 62 
41-55 66 
56-65 62 

Over 65 42 

RACE: 
White 60 
Black 60 

MARITAL STATUS : 
Married 56 

Single 64 
D1vorced:Separated 58 

Wiaowea 53 

MARITAL STATUS GENDER: 
Married 'Nomen 63 

Unmarried 'Nomen 63 
Marned Men 57 

Unmarried Men 57 

RELIGION : 
Born Again 58 

Other Protestant 61 
Catholic 62 

Jewish 43 
Atheist Agnostic 51 

PARTY IDENTIFICATION: 
Republican 60 

Democral 62 
Independent 55 

UNION HOUSEHOLD: 
Union 60 

Non-union 60 

EMPLOYMENT GENDER: 
Working Women 66 

Non-wori<ing Women 61 
Working Men 60 

Non-working Men 51 

EDUCATION 
Less than H,gn School 51 
H,gh Scnooi Graduate 64 

Some College 61 
College Graduate 58 

Post Graduate 57 

INCOME. 
Under S 10.000 55 

Between S 10.001-S20.000 61 
Between S20.001-$30.000 62 
Between S30.001 -S40 ,000 61 
Between $40.001-550 .000 53 

Over $50,000 57 

No 

26% 

30 
21 
23 
31 

28 
23 
29 
17 

24 
25 
29 

32 
19 

29 
26 
20 
24 
29 

26 
22 

25 
28 
28 
19 

19 
20 
31 
32 

25 
25 
27 
29 
28 

26 
24 
27 

27 
25 

21 
16 
31 
33 

23 
21 
26 
30 
38 

21 
24 
23 
29 
26 
34 

Don't know1refused 

15% 

14 
16 
16 
11 

16 
13 
10 
15 

16 
15 
9 

11 
18 

10 
11 
14 
14 
30 

15 
18 

15 
9 

14 
29 

18 
17 
12 
10 

17 
15 
12 
29 
14 

14 
14 
17 

13 
15 

13 
23 

9 
16 

26 
15 
13 
12 
6 

24 
15 
15 
10 
11 
9 

A professional random sample public opinion survey of 1,005 A.~ericans 
conducted in February, 1985 by Arthur J. Finkelstein of New York. 

For further information: please contact: Richard D. Sellers, 
P. O. Box 576, Tuscaloosa, Alabama 35402 



·what comes to mind when I say "Star Wars"? 

ALL : 
REGION : ___________ _ 

Northeast 
South 

M1dwes1 
Wesl 

VOTING BEHAVIOR ________ _ 
Reg1s1ered . always vole 
Registered . usually vote 

Regislered . usually oon ·t vote 
• Nor regIs1erea 10 vote 

IDEOLOGY: __________ _ 

Conservative 
Moderate 

Liberal 

SEX: -------------
Male 

Female 
AGE : ___________ _ 

18-25 
26-40 
41-55 
56-65 

Over 65 
RACE: ___________ _ 

While 
Black 

MARITAL STATUS ________ _ 

Married 
Single 

Divorced Separated 
Widowed 

MARITAL STATUS GENDER . _____ _ 
Married Women 

Unmarried Women 
Married Men 

Unmarried Men 
RELIGIOn ___________ _ 

Born Again 
Otner Pro1es1anI 

Catn0i,c 
Jew1sn 

Acne,s1 Agnostic 
PAR_TY IDE NTIFICATION. ______ _ 

Republican 
Democra1 

lnoepenaenl 
UNION HOUSEHOLD _______ _ 

Union 
Non-union 

EMPLO YMENT GENDER ______ _ 
Working Women 

Non-working Women 
Working Men 

Non-working Men 
HOUSING STATUS . ________ _ 

Own 
Renl 

EOuc..;T \GN . ----------
Less inan High School 
High Scnool Graduale 

Some College 
College Graduale 

Posl Gradua1e 
INCOME . _____________ _ 

Unoer S 10.000 
Between S 10,001-520 .GOO 
Between $20.001-$30.000 
Between S30.00 1-$40.000 
Between S40.001-SSO.OOO 

Over 550,000 

Don't know 
8% 

9 
9 

10 
4 

8 
7 

13 
10 

8 
8 
7 

6 
10 

6 
3 
6 

14 
22 

8 
9 

., 
I 

6 
4 

32 

9 
12 

4 
8 

8 
8 
6 
4 

2 

7 
8 

11 

6 
8 

7 
13 
3 

13 

8 
6 

18 
12 
3 
-l 

19 
8 
4 
4 
1 
4 

Movie 
28% 

27 
27 
31 
28 

27 
31 
35 
25 

28 
26 
31 

24 
32 

31 
32 
30 
23 
16 

28 
27 

29 
28 
28 
25 

33 
30 
24 
24 

37 
28 
26 
36 
32 

30 
28 
22 

28 
29 

33 
32 
27 
17 

28 
31 

27 
30 
26 
29 
27 

28 
28 
32 
30 
22 
30 

President 
Reagan 's 
program 

15% 

13 
13 
12 
22 

17 
15 
2 
9 

13 
15 
18 

15 
14 

10 
18 
14 
14 
14 

15 
14 

16 
13 
17 
10 

13 
15 
18 
11 

12 
15 
12 
12 
30 

13 
18 
11 

15 
15 

20 
10 
16 
15 

15 
15 

8 
11 
17 
18 
26 

11 
13 
19 
14 
20 
15 

Weapons/ 
space 

9 •. ·• 

10 
7 
9 

12 

10 
10 

4 

7 

10 
10 
6 

12 
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Do you favor or oppose " Star Wars"? It you don 't know, just say so. 

ALL : 
REGION . ___________ _ 

Ncnheas, 
Souin 

M1awest 
West 

VOTING BEHAVIOR. ________ _ 
Registered . always vote 
Regis tered . usually vote 

Registered . usually dan·t vote 
Nat reg1s1ered 10 vote 

IDEOLOGY __________ _ 

Conservative 
Moderate 

Liberal 

SEX: -------- FF,emale Male 

AGE .-------------
18-25 
26-40 
41-55 
56-65 

Over 65 

RACE White 

Black 
MARITAL STATUS ________ _ 

Married 
Single 

Divorced ·separated 
Widowed 

MARITAL STATUS GENDER : ____ _ 
Married Women 

Unmarried women 
Married Men 

Unmarried Men 
RELIGION : __________ _ 

Born Again 
Other Protestant 

Catholic 
Jewish 

Atheist · Agnostic 
PARTY IDENTIFICATION _____ _ 

Republican 
Democrat 

Independent 
UNION HOUSEHOLD: _______ _ 

Union 
Nan-union 

EMPLOYMENT GENDER: ______ _ 
Working Women 

Non-working women 
W0rk1ng Men 

Nan-working Men 
HOUSING STATUS . _______ _ 

Own 
Rent 

EDUCATION : ___________ _ 
Less 1han High School 
H1gn School Graduate 

Some College 
College Graduate 

Post Gradua1e 
INCOME . ____________ _ 

Under S 10.000 
Between S 10.001-$20.000 
Be1ween $20 .001-$30.000 
Between S30.001 -S40.000 
Between 540 .001 -550.000 

Over $50.000 

Favor 
38% 

35 
46 
34 
40 

38 
39 
30 
42 

44 
39 
31 

52 
25 

48 
42 
39 
34 
24 

40 
31 

40 
44 
33 
17 

26 
23· 
53 
53 

37 
38 
37 
36 
41 

48 
29 
36 

39 
39 

24 
26 
55 
47 

38 
40 

28 
38 
38 
48 
35 

25 
40 
35 
48 
51 
46 

Oppose 
37% 

39 
33 
36 
40 

37 
35 
43 
37 

28 
37 
52 

30 
44 

36 
39 
36 
30 
40 

35 
54 

36 
37 
49 
35 

43 
46 
29 
31 

35 
35 
40 
40 
48 

26 
47 
39 

40 
36 

48 
42 
29 
30 

37 
39 

41 
33 
42 
31 
47 

45 
34 
44 
29 
30 
36 

Don't know,refused 
25°0 

26 
21 
29 
21 

25 
26 
28 
21 

28 
24 
17 

18 
31 

17 
19 
26 
36 
37 

25 
16 

25 
19 
19 
48 

31 
31 
18 
16 

28 
28 
24 
24 
11 

26 
24 
25 

20 
26 

28 
32 
16 
23 

26 
21 

31 
28 
20 
21 
18 

29 
26 
22 
23 
18 
18 
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A STAR Is BORN 

Strategic Defense Has Unconditional Support 

A Policy Review /Sindlinger Poll 

After two decades of political disharmony; Americans 
are reaching a new consensus on some of the most impor­
tant defense issues facing the United Scares since the birth 
of the bomb. Americans overwhelmingly support Presi­
dent Reagan's proposed Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), 
also known as "Star Wars." Eighty-five percent favor 
developing a missile defense "even if it cannot protect 
everyone," and 69 percent even if it means "withdrawing 
from our existing arms control agreements" with the Sovi­
ets. Nearly three-quarters of Americans believe that a Star 
Wars system would "make rhe U.S. more secure." 

As a solution to the current Soviet advantage in land­
based missiles, more Americans favor developing rhe Presi­
dent's Strategic Defense system to a U.S. missile buildup or 
to a U.S. / Soviet nuclear freeze. 

These are the results of the Policy_ Review / Sindlinger 
Poll conducted between May 7 and May 27. Sindlinger & 
Company, Inc. of Media/ Wallingford, PA surveyed 2,318 
Americans in proportion to the population of the 48 
contiguous states. Ninety-five percent of the original sam­
ple was interviewed. 

The opinion poll also revealed that a very large number 
of Americans are not aware of a number of critical strate­
gic advantages enjoyed by the Soviets. For example, 43 
percent do nor realize that the United States cannot protect 
itself from a Soviet nuclear attack, and two-thirds do not 
realize that Moscow is ahead of the United Stares in devel­
oping a Scar Wars system. 

The poll found that Americans strongly disapprove of 
current U.S. nuclear strategy, which relies on the threat of 
massive retaliation to deter a Soviet nuclear attack, while 
leaving the U.S. defenseless against a Soviet nuclear attack. 
Sixty-one percent believe that the current U.S. nuclear 

Pa re I. Arms Control 

1) How do you rate your trust in the Soviet Union ro live up ro arms 
control agreements wirh rhe U nired Stares? 
The Soviet Union is very rrusrworrhy most of che rime .... .. . .... 2.5 
The Sovier Union is trusrworrhy about half of the rime ......... 26.0 
The Sovier Union cannot be crusted most of the time ....... . ... 68.0 
No opinion ........ .. .. ................... .. ... . .... .... 3.5 
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strategy is "dangerous and does not sufficiently defend" 
the United Scates and 74 percent believe it "needs to be 
changed." If a missile defense can be made to work, 77 
percent favor developing and deploying it over continued 
reliance on our current nuclear strategy. 

In findings significant for the U.S.-Soviet arms talks and 
the status of the 1979 SALT II treaty, 90 percent favor 
continued arms talks with Moscow. Yet 68 percent of 
Americans believe that the Soviet Union "cannot be 
trusted" most of the time. In the event of Soviet cheating 
on arms control treaties, 92 percent believe the Reagan 
Administration should publicize the Soviet violations and 
62 percent would favor an increase in U.S. defense prepara­
tions. Some 85 percent of Americans would not consider it 
a foreign policy failure were no agreement reached at the 
Geneva talks. As for SALT II, which expires at the end of 
this year, 51 percent oppose U.S. compliance beyond that 
date; only 43 percent favor U.S. compliance. 

Americans appear to support the arms control process, 
as long as it does not weaken U.S. security. For example, 69 
percent believe the United States should build the Presi­
dent's Strategic Defense system even if it involved "with­
drawing from our existing arms control agreements" with 
the Soviet Union. 

The poll found that American females are consistently 
more hawkish than their male counterparts. For example, 
when the Soviet Union violates its arms control treaties, 
only eight percent of American men would favor discon­
tinuing further arms control talks, compared to 26 percent 
of American women. Similarly, while 96 percent of Ameri­
can men agree that the United States should engage in arms 
control talks with the Soviets, only 85 percent of American 
women do. • 

2) Do you agree that the Unired States should currently be engaged in 
arms control talks wirh the Sovier Union? 
Agree ..................... .. . . .... .. .. . . .... . . . . . . . ... 90. l 
Disagree . .... .... .. . ... ..... ............ . . .. . . . ......... 7. 1 
No opinion ......... . . .. ... . . .. ....... . . ........... . ... . 2.8 

3) In the future, if the Sovier Union violates arms control treaties ir has 
signed with the Unired Scares, do you believe we should . .. 

Policy Review 



Trusting Moscow Abiding By Salt II Geneva Negoti~tions 

How do you rate your trust in the So'tiet Union to live up 
to arms control agreements with the un,ted States" 

Do you recommend that u,e United States conllnue to I 
abide by the term a of the unu1tified 1979 SALT II treaty 
that expires later ttus year' 

It no arms control agreement can be reached be tween 
the United Stales and the Sov,et Union at the ongoing 
Geneva-arms control talks would you conside r this• 
1a1tu re in our foreign pohcy '? 

68.0 % 

51 .0 % 55.9 % 

42.9% 

l. I 29 .3 % 
26.0% 

I 
I 

d I 10.2% 
I 3 .5 % 6 .1% 4 .5 % 

The U .S.S.R. The u.s .S .R . The U .S .S .R . Noopin,on YES NO NO OPINION YES NO NO OPINION OTHER 
1s very trust- 1s trustworthy ca nnot be (Failure in (Not farture (Russia 's 
worthy .most about half trusted. most fore ign in 1o re19n fa un> 
ot !he time of the 1tme ol the time policy) policy) 

Opposing MAD U.S. Security Star Wars vs. Arms Control 

Do you think th.at the cu,rent U.S . 1tra1e9y ol threaten • I 
1ng the So't'1et Union with maaa1't'e retaliation to defend 
the United States needs to be changed? 

Would thl de't'elopment of " Star Wars" make the Un ited 
States more secure or IHI Hcure'? 

Would you favor U.S. development and eventual deplo'y' • 
ment ol a " Star Wars" defense system even 1f 11 meant !hat 
the U.S. would have to renegotiate or wi thdraw from our 
eust1ng arms control agreement with the Solt1et Union'? 

73. 1% 

61 .2% 

r I 
I I 29.8 % 

I 

i 
I 

I 
9 .7% 9 .0 % I 8 .7% 

L I I 
YES NO NO OPINION M.Jke U.S . Make U .S. Make no 

69 . 1% 

I I 8 .6% 6 .7% 

I l 
Nol sure YES NO 

24 .2 % n I 
NO O PINION 

..,,_ 
·;; 
~ 
C 

~ 
~ 

·•E 
~ 
J 
" -:.:: 
:: 
~ 

.E c.. more secure less sec ure d1!terence 

'----------------------------------------------------------'8 

A. immediately withdraw from rhe rreary? 
Yes . . ........ .. . .... .. ... ..... . . ................ 37.5 
No . . . . ....... . . ......... ... . . . . .... . ....... . ... 54.0 
No opinion ............ . .. ... .. .. .. . .. .... . . . . .. .. 8.4 

B. increase o ur defense preparation? 
Yes .. .... .. .......... ... .... ....... .... .... . ... . 
No ..... . .. . ....... . ... .. ..... . ............. . 
No opinion ............... . . . . . 

C. publicize the Soviet violations? 

61.5 
29.2 

9.3 

Yes..... .. ............. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 92.3 
No. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.1 

No opinion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.6 
D. discontinue further arms control talks with the Soviets? 

Yes . ......... ... ................. . ... . .......... 17.6 

No ...... . ........ . .... ... . ... ...... . .... .. . .... 79.6 
No opinion .................. . .. . .... . . . .... . . ... . 2.9 

E. continue ro abide by the treaty? 
Yes ..................... . ............... . . .... . . 64.1 

No ..... .. ........ .. ........ . .. . .. . . ... ... ...... 30.5 
No opinion ........ . ..... . ... . . . . .. . . ...... . 5.4 

4) Although the Uni ted Stares never ratified rhe 1979 Salt II arms control 

agreement with the Soviet Union, ou r nation has abided by the terms of 

the treaty for rhe past five years. This rreary expires later this year, and it is 

A Star Is Born 

known that the Soviet Union has violated the treaty in five key areas. Do 

you recommend that rhe United Stares should continue ro abide by the 

terms of the treaty? 

Yes .. . ................ .. .... . ... . .... . .. . . .. .... . . .... 42.9 

No . . ..... ....... ...... . ......... . ........... . . . ..... . 51.0 
No opinion ..... . ........ . .. . . . . ... .. . ..... .... . . ....... 6.1 

5) If no arms control agreement can be reached between the United Stares 

and the Soviet Union ar rhe ongoing Geneva arms control talks, would 

you consider this a fail ure in ou r foreign policy? 

Yes. . . . . . . . . . . . . ......... . .. .. ........... ... ... . . . .. . 10.2 

No .... ... ........ . .... ... ... .. . ...... .. .............. 55.9 
No opinion ................. . . . . . . . ....... . . .. ...... .... 4.5 
Other (Soviets Union's fa ult) ..... . ..... .. .. .. . . . . .. ..... . . . 29.3 • 

Part II : "Star Wars" 

1) Can the United Stares protect itself now from incoming nuclear mis­

sil es? 
Yes .... .. ... .. . . ....... .. ..... .... . . . . . . . .. .. . .. . .. .... 8.9 

No ............... .. ... . . . .. . ..... .. .. . .. . ..... . .... .. 57.1 

Nor su re ..... . . .. ...... ... .... .... ..... ..... ... . .. .... 17.6 

Hope so ............. . ................. .. . ....... .... .. 16.4 
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Thatcher warns of Soviet 
Propaganda before· summit 

By Bill Gertz 
Tl4E~TONTIMES 

British Prime Minister Margaret 
Thatcher last night warned the 
Soviet Union is preparing a "mas­
sive propaganda" offensive preced­
ing the scheduled summit between 
President Reagan and Soviet leader 
Mikhail Gorbachev in November. 

In a speech interrupted with 
frequent applause, Mrs. Thatcher 
praised America's tradition of 
liberty tempered by responsibility 
and self-reliance. 

Vice President George Bush, in 
earlier remarks, read a statement 
from President Reagan who was 
scheduled to attend but is recoYering 
from surgery, which praised the 
IDU members for changing a neg­
ative trend in the world that democ­
racy is "outmoded." 

By its support for democratic 
institutions around the world, the 
IDU has truly created a "Dem~ 
cratic lnternationa.J;' Mr. Reagan's 
statement said. 

Secretary of Defense Caspar 
Weinberger, who also addressed the 
group, said peace won't be achieved 
in Central America as long as the · 
Sandinista regime continues to build 
up its military 'llld expands its influ­
ence outside Nicaragua. 

"The idea of non-military or neg~ 
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tiated solutions to conflicts in that 
region would be rendered meaning­
less." if Sandinista-sponsored vi~ 
lence persists, Mr. Weinberger said. 

Other nations could "hem in" the 
Sandinistas by strengthening their 
own military forces, but that option 
would be costly and time consuming,: 
be said. 

"The resulting peace would be 
highly unstable, subject to being 
upset at any time by an infusion.of 
Soviet or Cuban military aid;' Mr. 
Weinbeger said. 

Deliveries of military weapons 
from the Soviet bloc continue to 
arrive in Nicaragua "in enormous 
quantities;' Mr. Weinberger added. 

1b block Nicaragua's efforts to 
expand communism in Central 
American, Mr. Weinberger urged 
continued assistance to El Salvador, 
Honduras, Guatemala and "other 
forces opposing totalitarian commu­
nism." 

Western republics will be pre­
sented with alluring prospects for 
large arms reductions and a stahle 
peace "if only the United States will 
give up the SDI, if only Britain and 
France will give up their nuclear 
deterrent ... in other words, give 
up," said Mrs. Thatcher, in a speech 
before the International Democratic 
TJnion. 

"That we will not do," Mrs. 
Thatcher told the audience of 1,000 
world political leaders, including 
senior members of the Reagan 
administration. 

The mu is a coalition of 22 con­
servative and moderate political 
parties whose goal is the promotion 
of democracy and pluralism around 
the world. 

Leaders issued a communique 
and condemned South Africa 's 
apartheid system and called on the 
government to begin talks with its 
black majority to promote reform. 

"We condemn apartheid and call 
on the government to open a national 
dialogue with all racial groups with 
a view to introducing major 
reforms" that would guarantee 

• equal participation of blacks in 
political life, conference Chairman 
Alois Mock of Austria told a news 
conference. 

Mrs. Thatcher described the 
emerging new generation of Soviet 
leaders as "new brooms ... who will 
not be used to sweep away commu­
nism, [but) only to make it more effi­
cient." 
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Soviet 'peace offensive' aims to halt 'star wars' 
!Jy M1c t1 c.1t~I J B0 11a f1 e ld 
! 11 1; \\ :,-:,1111·. u i ~ ,I . I 1Mf:S t- ( :Ht lt itJ S t HVIL t 

CENE\',\, Swi1 zcrtand - The Suvict 
ll11iu11 has l'lllharked on a new "peace 
uffe11s1\•e "i1 hopes will hring maximum 
pressure to hear on lhe U11i1ed Stales lo 
scrap ils "slar wars" Stralcgic Ddcnsc 
Initiative, m.: rnnli11g to Western analysts. 

The analysts prcdicl thal i111hc weeks 
anJ mu111hs ahead, leading up lo l'res­
idenl He<1gan's planned summil with 
Suviet leader l\likhail Corhm:hev, Mos-

Wlic11 ll1cse guys say " peace," rcacll 
.fiir your /1t'/111e1. t\11 editorial, µage 9A . 

cuw will on.:hcslrate a series of rallies 
anJ demonstrn1ions by peace groups in 
lhc \\'est. 

These would be similar to, hut more 
intense than. 1he a111i-11udear campaign 
it waged in its foih:,I effort 10 hall deploy­
menl of Pershi11g II a11d cruise missiles 
in Europe. 

The firsl salvo 111 the Kremlin's newly 
lau11cheJ :.peace" drive came last week 
in the form of an eJi1orial in Pravda, the 
newspaper of lhe Soviet Communist 
Party. 

L;iying aside its anti-American dia­
tribes , PravJa called for a new era of 
understanJing and mutual coopcra1ion 
between Moscow ;ind Washing!On. 

The call fell 011 receptive cars. One 
commentator for the British 
llroadcas1i11g Corp. described the mes­
sage us "a significant shift in Soviet 
policy" and the most "conciliatory mes-

suge Moscow has se111 to Washing!lln in 
quite some time." 

In languuge reminiscent of the he}'Llay 
of detcnlC in the miJ-I 970s , l'ravJa 
warmly rernlled the hookup of U.S . and 
Soviet spacecraft and urged tl11it the two 
superpowers work toward returning 
again Lo lhose halcyon days . 

The U.S. spacecraft Apollo 18, with 
astronauts Vance Brand, Thomas P Staf­
ford anJ Donald K. Slayton aboard, linkl'd 
up in space with the Soviet vehicle Soyuz 
19 in .July 1975. 

In the Pravda article, cosmonaut Alexi 
Leonov, who with Valeri Kubasov 
manned the Soyuz 19, remembered the 
mission and the meals and experiences 
shared with his American counterparts. 

The Apollo-Soyuz flight subsequently 
became the centerpiece of an elaborate 
Soviet propaganda campaign Lo deinon­
s1ra1e the sweet fruits of dctL'nle. 

In the Soviet Union, Apollo-Soyuz ciga­
rel tes became the rage, and huge 
replicas of the L wo spacl'crnfl were hung 
from the ceiling of an enormous pavilion 
in Moscow's Progress Park . where an 
estimated 2 million l{ussians a yl'ar have 
since inspecled the photographs, w;tro­
nauts' gear and other memorabilia. 

There is something at work here other 
than a simple desire to relive a time of 
reduced tensions between Moscow and 
Washington, one analyst said. 

"What Pravda was really saying," a 
U.S. official here suid, "is, 'look, delcnte 
was good for us, and it was good for you 
I the United States I. Let's let bygones be 
bygones and get on with the job of 

building a belte,· world." 
"What l'ravda did 1101 say, though, was 

1hat we should huild thal helter world 
according to 0111· ,-:a111e plan . Thal is what 
the arlicle implied . l>etenle wa s 
extremely successful for the Soviets, and 
i1's lilllc wonder that they would like Lo 
lrnve it hack," the official conlinued . 

"What detcnte aclually meant, ,md 
what Moscow means hy it Imlay," said 
rntolher \Vesll'l"ll ,malyst. "is lhat if lhe 
United Stales lavishes enough economic 
benefits 1111 the Soviet Union, it. in lurn. 

NEWS ANALYSIS 
would develop so powerful an interest in 
good relations that it would reciprocc1te 
with restraint in foreign policy. 

"Of course, few in the West ever hoth­
ere~l to try and understand the reason for 
Soviet aggrcssi\1eness. so delcnle was 
hound Lo fail before it started - al least 
from the West's point of view." 

The idea of detente found an all-too­
reccptive audience in the West, espe­
cially in lhc United Sliltcs, analysts say, 
and the allure has not diminished with 
Lime. 

"When Moscow says , 'let's have 
detenleagain; "said the U.S. officic1l, who 
spoke on condition of anonymity, "it is 
saying, 'there is something we wunl.' 

"In the 1970s, it was massive credits 
,ind extremely advantageous trade 
terms. 'Ibday, it is a unilateral decision by 
the United States to forgo the spac'P­
bc1scd defense." 

Soviet opposition to "slar wars," as it 
has hl'corne popularly k11own. is the sin­
gle most pressing concl'rn to the Krem­
lin. 
, "Moscow is positively obsessed with 

this thing," said another Soviet ohserver. 
"They obviously will slop al nothing to 

halt the American effort 10 develop a11 
efficacious non-nuclear defense, and set­
ting up abandonment of SI>! a s the quid 
pro quo for return of detcnte is one of the 
more transparent, c111d lm1ghahlc. ploys 
they've mounted in a long time." 

Analysis believe Moscow is motivated 
by several factors, not least c1mong which 
is the apparent inability of Soviet tech­
nology Lo achieve what the United States 
hopes to prove feasible . 

But the most important consideration 
to Moscow, most c111alysts sc1y, is eco­
nomic. 

" Mr. Gorbc1chev has clearly signaled 
that the No. 1 i1cm on his agenda is 
reforming the nation's industrial l>ase," 
the U.S. official said . 

"That would prove exceptionally diffi­
cult, probably impossible, if at the same 
time the Soviet economy were forced to 
come up with the billions of rubles ·ncc­
cssary to match Americcin" research and 
development resources, he said. 

"The fact is, the Soviet cupboc1rd is 
bare," he said. "So from a Soviet point of 
view, of course it makes more sense to 
wage a propaganda campuign. Com­
pared to what it would cost to launch a 
major weapons progrnm, the money 
spent on a new 'pec1ce' overture may 
seem like a bargain." 
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Presidential Foreword 

Since the advent of nuclear weapons, every 
President has sought to minimize the risk of 
nuclear destruction by maintaining effective 
forces to deter aggression and by pursuing com­
plementary arms control agreements. This ap­
proach has worked. We and our allies have 
succeeded in preventing nuclear war while pro­
tecting Western security for nearly four decades. 

Originally, we relied on balanced defensive and 
offensive forces to deter. But over the last twenty 
years, the United States has nearly abandoned 
efforts to develop and deploy defenses against 
nuclear weapons, relying instead almost exclu­
sively on the threat of nuclear retaliation. We 
accepted the notion that if both we and the Soviet 
Union were able to retaliate with devastating 
power even after absorbing a first strike, that 
stable deterrence would endure. That rather 
novel concept seemed at the time to be sensible 
for two reasons. First, the Soviets stated that 
they believed that both sides should have roughly 
equal forces and neither side should seek to alter 
the balance to gain unilateral advantage. Second, 
there did not seem to be any alternative. The 
state of the art in defensive systems did not 
permit an effective defensive system. 

Today both of these basic assumptions are 
being called into question. The pace of the Soviet 
offensive and defensive buildup has upset the 
balance in the areas of greatest importance dur­
ing crises. Furthermore, new technologies are 
now at hand which may make possible a truly 
effective non-nuclear defense. 

For these reasons and because of the awesome 
destructive potential of nuclear weapons, we 
must seek another means of deterring war. It is 
both militarily and morally necessary. Certainly, 
there should be a better way to strengthen peace 
and stability, a way to move away from a future 
that relies so heavily on the prospect of rapid and 
massive nuclear retaliation and toward greater 
reliance on defensive systems which threaten no 
one. 

On March 23 , 1983, I announced my decision to 
take an important first step toward this goal by 
directing the establishment of a comprehensive 
and intensive research program, the Strategic 
Defense Initiative, aimed at eventually eliminat-
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ing the threat posed by nuclear armed ballistic 
missiles. 

The Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) is a pro­
gram of vigorous research focused on advanced 
defensive technologies with the aim of finding 
ways to provide a better basis for deterring ag­
gression, strengthening stability, and increasing 
the security of the United States and our allies. 
The SDI research program will provide to a 
future President and a future Congress the tech­
nical ~nowledge required to support a decision on 
whether to develop and later deploy advanced 
defensive systems. 

At the same time, the United States is commit­
ted to the negotiation of equal and verifiable 
agreements which bring real reductions in the 
power of the nuclear arsenals of both sides. To 
this end, my Administration has proposed to the 
Soviet Union a comprehensive set of arms control 
proposals. We are working tirelessly for the suc­
cess of these efforts, but we can and must go 
further in trying to strengthen the peac~. 

Our research under the Strategic Defense Initi­
ative complements our arms reduction efforts 
and helps to pave the way for creating a more 
stable and secure world. The research that we 
are undertaking is consistent with all of our 
treaty obligations, including the 1972 Anti-Ballis­
tic Missile Treaty. 

In the near term, the SDI research program 
also responds to the ongoing and extensive Soviet 
anti-ballistic missile (ABM) effort, which includes 
actual deployments. It provides a powerful deter­
rent to any Soviet decision to expand its ballistic 
missile defense capability beyond that permitted 
by the ABM Treaty. And, in the long-term, we 
have confidence that SDI will be a crucial means 
by which both the United States and the Soviet 
Union can safely agree to very deep reductions, 
and eventually, even the elimination of ballistic 
missiles and the nuclear weapons they carry. 

Our vital interests and those of our allies are 
inextricably linked. Their safety and ours are 
one. They, too, rely upon our nuclear forces to 
deter attack against them. Therefore, as we pur­
sue the promise offered by the Strategic Defense 
Initiative, we will continue to work closely with 
our friends and allies. We will ensure that, in the 
event of a future decision to develop and deploy 
defensive systems-a decision in which consulta-



tion with our allies will play an important part­
allied, as well as U.S. security against aggression 
would be enhanced. 

Through the SDI research program, I have 
called upon the great scientific talents of our 
country to turn to the cause of strengthening 
world peace by rendering ballistic missiles impo­
tent and obsolete. In short, I propose to channel 
our technological prowess toward building a 
more secure and stable world. And I want to 
emphasize that in carrying out this research, 
program, the United States seeks neither mili­
tary superiority nor political advantage. Our 
only purpose is to search for ways to reduce the 
danger of nuclear war. • 
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As you review the following pages, I would ask 
you to remember that the quality of our future is 
at stake and to reflect on what we are trying to 
achieve-the strengthening of our ability to pre­
serve the peace while shifting away from our 
current dependence upon the threat of nuclear 
retaliation. I would also ask you to consider the 
SDI research program in light of both the Soviet 
Union's extensive, ongoing efforts in this area 
and our own government's constitutional respon­
sibility to provide for the common d~fense. I hope 
that you will conclude by lending your own 
strong and continuing support to this research 
effort-an effort which could prove to be critical 
to our nation 's future. 

~~~ 



THE PRESIDENT'S STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE 

"What if free people could live secure in the knowledge that their security 
did not rest upon the threat of instant U.S. retaliation to deter a Soviet attack, 
that we could intercept and destroy strategic ballistic missiles before they 
reached our own soil or that of our allies?" 

from President Reagan 's March 23, 1983 Speech 

The President's Vision 

In his March 23rd address to the nation, the 
President described his vision of a world free of 
its overwhelming dependence on nuclear weap­
ons, a world free once and for all of the threat of 
nuclear war. The Strategic Defense Initiative, by 
itself, cannot fully realize this vision nor solve all 
the security challenges we and our allies will face 
in the future; for this we will need to seek many 
solutions-political as well as technological. A 
long road with much hard work lies ahead of us. 
The President believes we must begin now. The 
Strategic Defense Initiative takes a crucial first 
step. 

The basic security of the United States and our 
allies rests upon our collective ability to deter 
aggression. Our nuclear retaliatory forces help 
achieve this security and have deterred war for 
nearly forty years. Since World War II, nuclear 
weapons have not been used; there has been no 
direct military conflict between the two largest 
world powers, and Europe has not seen suc:h an 
extended period of peace since the last century. 
The fact is, however, that we have no defense 
against nuclear ballistic missile attack. And, as 
the Soviet building program widens the imbal­
ance in key offensive capabilities, introducing 
systems whose status and characteristics are 
more difficult to confirm, our vulnerability and 
that of our allies to blackmail becomes quite 
high. In the event deterrence failed, a President's 
only recourse would be to surrender or to retali­
ate . Nuclear retaliation, whether massive or lim­
ited, would result in the loss of millions of lives. 

The President believes strongly that we must 
find a better way to assure credible deterrence. If 
we apply our great scientific and engineering 
talent to the problem of defending against ballis­
tic missiles, there is a very real possibility that 
future Presidents will be able to deter war by 
means other than threatening devastation to any 
aggressor-and by a means which threatens no 
one. 
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The President's goal, and his challenge to our 
scientists and engineers, is to identify the techno­
logical problems and to find the technical solu­
tions so that we have the option of using the 
potential of strategic defenses to provide a more 
effective, more stable means of keeping the Unit­
ed States and our allies secure from aggression 
and coercion. The Joint Chiefs of Staff, many 
respected scientists, and other experts believe 
that, with firm leadership and adequate funding, 
recent advances in defensive technologies could 
make such defenses achievable. 

What Is · the President's Strategic 
Defense Initiative 

The President announced his Strategic Defense 
Initiative (SDI) in his March 23, 1983, address to 
the nation. Its purpose is to identify ways to 
exploit recent advances in ballistic missile de­
fense technologies that have potential for 
strengthening deterrence-and thereby increas­
ing our security and that of our allies. The pro­
gram is designed to answer a number of 
fundamental scientific and engineering questions 
that must be addressed before the promise of 
these new technologies can be fully assessed. The 
SDI research program will provide to a future 
President and a future Congress the technical 
knowledge necessary to support a decision in the 
early 1990s on whether to develop and deploy 
such advanced defensive systems. 

As a broad research program, the SDI is not 
based on any single or preconceived notion of 
what an effective defense system would look like. 
A number of different concepts, involving a wide 
range of technologies, are being examined. No 
single concept or technology has been identified 
as the best or the most appropriate. A number of 
non-nuclear technologies hold promise for deal­
ing effectively with ballistic missiles. 

We do feel, however, that the technologies that 
are becoming available today may offer the possi-



bility -of providing a layered defense-a defense 
that uses various technologies to destroy attack­
ing missiles during each phase of their flight. 

• Some missiles could be destroyed short ly 
after they launch as they burn their engines 
and boost their warheads into space. By de­
stroying a missile during this boost phase, we 
would also destroy all of the nuclear warheads 
it carries at the same time. In the case of 
ICBMs, they would probably be destroyed be­
fore leaving the territory of the aggressor. 

• Next, we could destroy those nuclear war­
heads that survive the boost phase by attack­
ing them during the post-boost phase. During 
this phase we would target the device that sits 
on top of the missile and is used to dispense its 
warheads while it is in the process of releasing 
its cargo. By destroying this device, the post­
boost vehicle, we can destroy all the warheads 
not yet released. 
• Those warheads that have been released and 
survive, travel for tens of minutes in the void 
of space on their ballistic trajectories towards 
their targets. While we would now have to 
locate, identify, and destroy the individual nu­
clear warheads themselves, this relatively long 
mid-course phase of flight again offers us time 
to exploit advanced technologies to do just that. 

• Finally, those warheads that survive the 
outer layers of defense, could be attacked dur­
ing the terminal phase as they approach the 
er-id of their ballistic flight . 
The concept of a layered defense could be 

extremely effective because the progressive lay­
ers would be able to work together to provide 
many opportunities to destroy attacking nuclear 
warheads well before they approach our territory 
or that of our allies. An opponent facing several 
separate layers of defenses would find it difficult 
to redesign his missiles and their nuclear war­
heads to penetrate all of the layers. Moreover, 
defenses during the boost, post-boost and mid­
course phases of ballistic missile flight make no 
distinction in the targets of the attacking mis­
siles-they simply destroy attacking nuclear 
warheads, and in the process protect people and 
our country. The combined effectiveness of the 
defense provided by the multiple layers need not 
provide 100% protection in order to enhance 
deterrence significantly. It need only create suffi­
cient uncertainty in the mind of a potential 
aggressor concerning his ability to succeed in the 
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purposes of his attack. The concept of a layered 
defense certainly will help do this. 

There have been considerable advances in 
-- technology since U.S. ba~listic missile defenses 
were first developed in the 1960's. At the time the 
ABM Treaty was signed (1972), ballistic missile 
defense prospects were largely confined to the 
attacking nuclear warheads during the terminal 
phase of their flight using nuclear-tipped inter­
ceptor missiles. Since that time, emerging tech­
nologies offer the possibility of non-nuclear 
options for destroying missiles and the nuclear 
warheads they carry in all phases of their flight. 
New technologies may be able to permit a lay­
ered defense by providing: sensors for identifying 
and tracking missiles and nuclear warheads; ad­
vanced ground and spaceborne interceptors and 
directed energy weapons to destroy both missiles 
and nuclear warheads; and, the technology to 
permit the command, control and communica­
tions necessary to operate a layered defense. 

In the planning that went into the SDI re­
search program, we consciously chose to look 
broadly at defense against ballistic missiles as it 
could be applied across all these phases of missile 
flight: boost, post-boost, mid-course, and termi­
nal. Although it is too early to define fully those 
individual technologies or applications which 
will ultimately prove to be most effective, such a 
layered approach maximizes the application of 
emerging technology and holds out the possibility 
of destroying nuclear warheads well before they 
reach the territory of the United States or our 
allies. 

As President Reagan made clear at the start of 
this effort, the SDI research program will be 
consistent with all U.S. treaty obligations, in­
cluding the ABM Treaty. The Soviets, who have 
and are improving the world's only existing anti­
ballistic missile system (deployed around Mos­
cow!, are continuing a program of research on 
both traditional and advanced anti-ballistic mis­
sile technologies that has been underway for 
many years. But while the President has directed 
that the United States effort be conducted in a 
manner that is consistent with the ABM Treaty, 
the Soviet Union almost certainly is violating 
that Treaty by constructing a large ballistic mis­
sile early warning radar in Siberia (at Kras­
noyarsk) which is located and oriented in a 
manner prohibited by the Treaty. This radar 
could contribute significantly to the Soviet 
Union's considerable potential to rapidly expand 



its deployed ballistic missile defense capability. 
The United States has offered to discuss with 

the Soviet Union the implications of defensive 
technologies being explored by both countries. 
Such a discussion would be useful in helping to 
clarify both sides' understanding of the relation­
ship between offensive and defensive forces and 
in clarifying the purposes that underlie the Unit­
ed States and Soviet programs. Further, this 
dialogue could lead to agreement to work togeth­
er toward a more stable strategic relationship 
than exists today. 

Why SDI? 

SDI and Deterrence. The primary responsibil­
ity of a government is to provide for the security 
of its people. Deterrence of aggression is the most 
certain path to ensure that we and our allies 
survive as free and independent nations. Provid­
ing a better, more stable basis for enhanced 
deterrence is the central purpose of the SDI 
program. 

Under the SDI program, we are conducting 
intensive research focused on advanced defensive 
technologies with the aim of enhancing the basis 
of deterrence, strengthening stability, and there­
by increasing the security of the United States 
and our allies. On many occasions, the President 
has stated his strong belief that "a nuclear war 
cannot be won and must never be fought." U.S. 
policy has always been one of deterring aggres­
sion and will remain so even if a decision is made 
in the future to deploy defensive systems. The 
purpose of SDI is to strengthen deterrence and 
lower the level of nuclear forces. 

Defensive systems are consistent with a policy 
of deterrence both historically and theoretically. 
While today we rely almost exclusively on the 
threat of retaliation with offensive forces for our 
strategic deterrence, this has not always been the 
case. Throughout the 1950's and most of the 
1960's, the United States maintained an exten­
sive air defense network to protect North Amer­
ica from attack by Soviet bomber forces. At that 
time, this network formed an important part of 
our deterrent capability. It was allowed to de­
cline only when the Soviet emphasis shifted to 
intercontinental ballistic missiles, a threat for 
which there was previously no effective defense. 
Recent advances in ballistic missile defense tech­
nologies, however, provide more than sufficient 
reason to believe that defensive systems could 
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eventually provide a better and more stable basis 
for deterrence. 

Effective defenses against ballistic missiles 
have potential for enhancing deterrence in the 
future in a number of ways. First, they could 
significantly increase an aggressor 's uncertain­
ties regarding whether his weapons would pene­
trate the defenses and destroy our missiles and 
other military targets. It would be very difficult 
for a potential aggressor to predict his own vul­
nerability in the face of such uncertainties. It 
would restore the condition that attacking could 
never leave him better off. An aggressor will be 
much less likely to contemplate initiating a nu­
clear conflict, even in crisis circumstances, while 
lacking confidence in his ability to succeed. 

Such uncertainties also would serve to reduce 
or eliminate the incentive for first strike attack. 
Modern, accurate ICBM's carrying multiple nu-
clear warheads-if deployed in sufficiently large 
numbers relative to the size of an opponent's 
force structure, as the Soviets have done with 
their ICBM force-could be used in a rapid first 
strike to undercut an opponent's ability to retali­
ate effectively. By signific;antly reducing or elimi­
nating the ability of ballistic missiles to attack 
military forces effectively, and thereby rendering 
them impotent and obsolete as a means of sup­
porting aggression, advanced defenses could re­
move this potential major source of instability. 

Finally, in conjunction with air defenses, very 
effective defenses against ballistic missiles could 
help reduce or eliminate the apparent military 
value of nuclear attack to an ·aggressor. By pre­
venting an aggressor from destroying a signifi­
cant portion of our country, an aggressor would 
have gained nothing by attacking in the first 
place. In this way, very effective defenses could 
reduce substantially the possibility of nuclear 
conflict. 

If we take the prudent and necessary steps to 
maintain strong, credible military forces, there is 
every reason to believe that deterrence will con­
tinue to preserve the peace. However, even with 
the utmost vigilance, few things in this world are 
absolutely certain, and a responsible government 
must consider the remote possibility that deter­
rence could fail. Today, the United States and 
our allies have no defense against ballistic mis­
sile attack. We also have very limited capability 
to defend the United States against an attack by 
enemy bombers. If deterrence were to fail, with­
out a shield of any kind, it could cause the death 



of most of our population and the destruction of 
our nation as we know it. The SDI program 
provides our only long-term hope to change this 
situation. 

Defenses also could provide insurance against 
either accidental ballistic missile launches or 
launches by some future irrational leader in 
possession of a nuclear armed missile. While such 
events are improbable, they are not inconceiv­
able. The United States and other nuclear-capa­
ble powers have instituted appropriate 
safeguards against inadvertent launches by their 
own forces and together have formulated policies 
to preclude the proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
Nonetheless, it is difficult to predict the future 
course of events. While we hope, and expect that 
our best efforts will continue to be successful, our 
national security interests will be well served by 
a vigorous SDI research program that could pro­
vide an additional safeguard against such poten­
tially catastrophic events. 

Today our retaliatory forces provide a strong 
sword to deter aggression. However, the President 
seeks a better way of maintaining deterrence. 
For the future, the SDI program strives to pro­
vide a defensive shield which will do more than 
simply make that deterrence stronger. It will 
allow us to build a better, more stable basis for 
deterrence. And, at the same time, that same 
shield will provide necessary protection should 
an aggressor not be deterred. 

Insurance against Soviet Defensive Technolo­
gy Program. While we ·refer to our program as 
the President's Strategic Defense Initiative some 
have the misconception that the United States 
alone is pursuing an increased emphasis on de­
fensive systems-a unilateral U.S. action which 
will alter the strategic balance. This is not the 
case. The Soviet Union has always considered 
defense to be a central and natural part of its 
national security policy. The extensive, advanced 
Soviet air defense network and large civil defense 
program are obvious examples of this priority. 

But in addition to this, the Soviets have for 
many years been working on a number of tech­
nologies, both traditional and advanced, w1th 
potential for defending against ballistic missiles. 
For example, while within the constraints of the 
ABM Treaty, the Soviet Union currently is up­
grading the capability of the only operational 
ABM system in the world today-the Moscow 
ABM defense system. 
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The Soviets are also engaged in research and 
development on a rapidly deployable ABM sys­
tem that raises concerns about their potential 
ability to break out of the ABM Treaty and 
deploy a nationwide ABM defense system within 
the next ten years should they choose to do so. 
Were they to do so, as they could, deterrence 
would collapse, and we would have no choices 
between surrender and suicide. 

In addition to these· ABM efforts, some of the 
Soviet Union's air defense missiles and radars 
are also of particular concern. The Soviet Union 
already possesses an extensive air defense net­
work. With continued improvements to this net­
work, it could also provide some degree of ABM 
protection for the Soviet Union and its Warsaw 
Pact allies-and do so all nominally within the 
bounds prescribed by the ABM Treaty. 

Since the late 1960's, the Soviet Union also has 
been pursuing a substantial, advanced defensive 
technologies program-a program which has 
been exploring many of the same technologies of 
interest to the United States in the SDI program. 
In addition to covering a wide range of advanced 
technologies, including various laser and neutral 
particle beams, the Soviet program apparently 
has been much larger than the U.S. effort in 
terms of resources invested-plant, capital, and 
manpower. In fact, over the last two decades, the 
Soviet Union has spent roughly as much on . 
defense as it has on its massive offensive pro­
gram. 

The SDI program is a prudent response to the 
. very active Soviet research and development ac­
tivities in this field and provides insurance 
against Soviet efforts to develop and deploy uni­
laterally an advanced defensive system. A unilat­
eral Soviet deployment of such advanced 
defenses, in concert with the Soviet Union's mas­
sive offensive forces and its already impressive 
air and passive defense capabilities, would de­
stroy the foundation on which deterrence has 
rested for twenty years. 

In pursuing the Strategic Defense Initiative, 
the United States is striving to fashion a future 
environment that serves the security interests of 
the United States and our allies, as well as the 
Soviet Union. Consequently, should it prove pos­
sible to develop a highly capable defense against 
ballistic missiles, we would envision parallel 
United States and Soviet deployments, with the 
outcome being enhanced mutual security and 
international stability. 



Requirements for an Effective Defense 

To achieve the benefits which advanced defen­
sive technologies could offer, they must, at a 
minimum, be able to destroy a sufficient portion 
of an aggressor's attacking forces to deny him 
confidence in the outcome of an attack or deny 
an aggressor the ability to destroy a militarily 
significant portion of the target base he wishes to 
attack. The level of defense system capability 
required to achieve these ends cannot be deter­
mined at this time, depending as it does on the 
size, composition, effectiveness, and passive sur­
vivability of U.S. forces relative to those of the 
Soviet Union. Any effective defensive system 
must, of course, be survivable and cost-effective. 

To achieve the required level of survivability, 
the defensive system need not be invulnerable, 
but must be able to maintain a sufficient degree 
of effect.iveness to fulfill its mission, even in the 
face of determined attacks against it. This char­
acteristic is essential not only to maintain the 
effectiveness of a defense system, but to maintain 
stability. 

Finally, in the interest of discouraging the 
proliferation of ballistic missile forces , the defen­
sive system must be able to maintain its effec­
tiveness against the offense at less cost than it 
would take to develop offensive countermeasures 
and proliferate the ballistic missiles necessary to 
overcome it. ABM systems of the past have 
lacked this essential capability, but the newly 
emerging technologies being pursued under the 
SDI program have great potential in this regard. 

Current Programs 

Today, deterrence against Soviet aggression is 
grounded almost exclusively in the capabilities of 
our offensive retaliatory forces. and this is likely 
to remain true for some time. Consequently, the 
SDI program in no way signals a near-term shift 
away from the modernization of our strategic and 
intermediate-range nuclear systems and our con­
ventional military forces. Such modernization is 
essential to the maintenance of deterrence while 
we a re pursuing the generation of technological­
ly feasible defensive options. In addition, in the 
event a decision to deploy a defensive system 
were made by a future President, having a mod­
ern and capable retaliatory deterrent force would 
be essential to the preservation of a stable envi-
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ronment while the shift is made to a different 
and enhanced basis for deterrence. 

Arms Control 

As directed by the President, the SDI research 
program will be conducted in a manner fully 
consistent with all U.S. treaty obligations, in­
cluding the 1972 ABM Treaty. The ABM Treaty 
prohibits the development, testing, and deploy­
ment of ABM systems and components that are 
space-based, air-based, sea-based, or mobile land­
based. However, as Gerard Smith, chief U.S. 
negotiator of the ABM Treaty, reported to the 
Senate Armed Services Committee in 1972, that 
agreement does permit research short of field 
testing of a prototype ABM system or component. 
This is the type of research that will be conduct­
ed under the SDI program. 

Any future national decision to deploy defen­
sive systems would, of course, lead to an impor­
tant change in the structure of United States and 
Soviet forces . We are examining ways in which 
the offense/ defense relationship can be managed 
to achieve a more stable balance through strate­
gic arms control. Above all, we seek to ensure 
that the interaction of offensive and defensive 
forces removes first-strike options from either 
side's capability. 

The United States does not view defensive 
measures as a means of establishing military 
superiority. Because we have no ambitions in this 
regard, deployments of defensive systems would 
most usefully be done in the context of a coopera­
tive, equitable, and verifiable arms control envi­
ronment that regulates the offensive and 
defensive developments and deployments of the 
United States and Soviet Union. Such an envi­
ronment could be particularly useful in the peri­
od of transition from a deterrent based on the 
threat of nuclear retaliation, through deterrence 
based on a balance of offensive and defensive 
forces . to the period when adjustments to the 
basis of deterrence are complete and advanced 
defensive systems are fully deployed. During the 
transition , arms control agreements could help to 
manage and establish guidelines for the deploy­
ment of defensive systems. 

The SDI research program will complement 
and support U.S. efforts to seek equitable, veri­
fiable reductions in offensive nuclear forces 
through arms control negotiations. Such reduc-



tions would make a useful contribution to stabili­
ty , whether in today 's deterrence environment or 
in a potential future deterrence environment in 
which defenses played a leading role. 

A future decision to develop and deploy effec­
tive defenses against ballistic missiles could sup­
port our policy of pursuing significant reductions 
in ballistic missile forces. To the extent that 
defensive systems could reduce the effectiveness 
and, thus, value of ballistic missiles, they also 
could increase the incentives for negotiated re­
ductions. Significant reductions in turn would 
serve to increase the effectiveness and deterrent 
potential of defensive systems. 

SDI and the Allies 

Because our security is inextricably linked to 
that of our friends and allies, the SDI program 
will not confine itself solely to an exploitation of 
technologies with potential against ICBMs and 
SLBMs, but will also carefully examine technol­
ogies with potential against shorter range ballis­
tic missiles . 
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An effective defense against shorter range bal­
listic missiles could have a significant impact on 
deterring aggression in Europe. Soviet SS-20's, 
SCALEBOARD's, and other shorter range ballis­
tic missiles provide overlapping capabilities to 
strike all of NATO Europe. Moreover, Soviet 
doctrine stresses the use of conventionally-armed 
ballistic missiles to initiate rapid and wide-rang­
ing attacks on crucial NATO military targets 
throughout Europe. The purpose of this tactic 
would be to reduce significantly NATO's ability 
to resist the initial thrust of a Soviet convention­
al force attack and to impede NATO's ability to 
resupply and reinforce its combatants from out­
side Europe. By reducing or eliminating the mili­
tary effectiveness of such ballistic missiles, 
defensive systems have the potential for enhanc­
ing deterrence against not only strategic nuclear 
war, but against nuclear and conventional at­
tacks on our allies as well. 

Over the next several years, we will work 
closely with our allies to ensure that, in the event 
of any future decision to deploy defensive sys­
tems (a decision in which consultation with our 
allies will play an important part), allied, as well 
as U.S. security against aggression would be 
enhanced. 



ASSERTIONS AND FACTS ABOUT SDI 

-· Introduction 

A key fact ignored by many cnt1cs of the 
Strategic Defense Initiative is that SDI is a re­
search program, not a program to deploy weap­
ons. The question of whether to proceed to 
deployment of an actual ballistic missile defense 
system would arise in the years to come when the 
SDI research generates options for effective de­
fenses that are achievable and affordable. 

Many misleading claims and charges are often 
made by critics of SDI: 

Assertion: SDI means a radical change in the 
fundamental concepts of U.S. military-political 
strategy. 

Fact: Fundamental U.S. and NATO defense 
policy is to avoici war through deterrence. A mix 
of offensive and defensive systems is fully com­
patible with that objective. 

The purpose of SDI is to determine whether 
there are cost-effective defensive technologies 
that could enhance deterrence and increase sta­
bility. 

Technological advances inevitably have pro­
found military and political effects. The course of 
statesmanship is not to ignore the advance of 
technology, but to look ahead , to study the prom­
ise and potential pitfalls of these advances, espe­
cially in their implications for international 
security. That is precisely what SDI is designed 
to do. 

Assertion: SDI will leave our allies defenseless 
and mean a return to "Fortress America". 

Fact: The President made clear that no change 
in technology can or will alter our commitments 
to our allies. In particular, NATO's strategy of 
flexible response, which is the basis for deter­
rence and peace in Europe, remains as valid 
today as when it was first adopted in 1967. The 
President made our continuing commitment to 
our allies explicit in his March 1983 speech an­
nouncing SDI. Consequently, SDI is looking at 
the entire ballistic missile threat, including the 
shorter-range threat to our allies. 

Assertion: The experts "know" that there is no 
point in even trying to defend against attack. 

Fact: The history of the development of tech­
nology argues strongly against those who make 
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flat-statements that something is technologically 
impossible. Advances in physics, data processing, 
and other fields offer ample justification to ex­
plor~ whether technologies in these and other 
fields can be applied to defend the United States 
and its allies. Arguments made by Western scien­
tists over the feasibility of defending against 
ballistic missiles can only be resolved with fur­
ther research. 

This argument is also a favorite theme of the 
"concerned Soviet scientists" who argue in the 
West that the United States should refrain from 
even exploring whether it is possible to defend 
against offensive nuclear systems. In doing so, 
they carefully and intentionally refrain from 
noting the Soviet Union 's own efforts at defense. 

Assertion: Through SDI, the United States is 
unilaterally accelerating the arms race. 

Fact: As noted, the Soviets are already hard at 
work on advanced technologies for BMD, includ­
ing lasers and other directed-energy weapons. 
They also have activ·e programs on more conven­
tional approaches to BMD, including upgrading 

the anti-ballistic missile (ABM) system in place 
around Moscow (the only ABM system in the 
world), and research and development on a new 
rapidly deployable ABM system. 

These Soviet programs have been going on 
without regard to U.S. efforts. Most were under­
way many years before the President's speech on 
strategic defense. There is no reason to believe 
they would stop if we now decided to do no 
research of our own. 

Moreover, during the past decade the Soviets 
have engaged in a massive build-up of all catego­
ries of offensive weaponry as well, despite the 
existence of the ABM Treaty and the Treaty's 
commitment to corresponding reductions in of­
fensive (as well as defensive ) capabilities. 

Assertion: Effective BMD would be fantastical­
ly expensive, and easily negated by countermeas­
ures. 

Fact: Judgments of technological feasibility or 
possible costs (including offense/ defense cost ra­
tios) are highly premature. When not the product 
of prejudgment or bias, many critics' assertions 
betray a static approach to complex questions of 
evolving technology and strategic deterrence, 
both of which are by their nature, highly dynamic. 



Assertion: Ballistic missile defenses are in­
tended to give the United States a first-strike 
capability. 

Fact: The United States does not seek a "first­
strike capability" and we will not attempt to 
acquire one. The President has reaffirmed that 
we do not aim for a unilateral advantage in 
BMD. 

In fact, effective defenses against ballistic mis­
siles, by increasing the uncertainty a potential 
attacker must confront, would be a powerful 
disincentive to anyone contemplating a nuclear 
first strike. This disincentive to first-strike can be 
further enhanced by reductions of offensive bal­
listic missiles-precisely the objective we have 
been trying to achieve in arms control. 

The basic U.S. arms control objective is to 
achieve balanced outcomes at the lowest possible 
level, with the forces of both sides deployed in a 
way that increases crisis stability. The U.S. stra­
tegic modernization program is designed both to 
provide incentives for the Soviets to move toward 
such an outcome, and to enhance deterrence and 
stability whether they do so or not. 

Soviet commentators, of course, can be counted 
on to call any new U.S. weapon a "first-strike" 
system-they have even applied the term to the 
Space Shuttle. Comparable Soviet systems-in­
cluding many deployed for years before their 
U.S. counterparts-never earn this sobriquet. 
Their discussion of the SDI research program is 
fully consistent with this pattern. 

Assertion: SDI violates the ABM Treaty. 
Fact: The United States does not and will not 

violate its treaty obligations. The ABM Treaty 
explicitly permits the kind of research envisaged 
under SDI, and all such research will be conduct­
ed within its constraints. Critics who claim that 
SDI would violate this treaty or others are simply 
wrong-often because they are critiquing an SDI 
program of a nature and direction of their own 
invention, rather than the research program the 
United States will actually carry out. Moreover, 
the Soviets have been conducting analogous re­
search for many years. They have not called their 
research program a violation of the ABM 
Treaty-nor have we for that matter. 

In contrast, the Soviet Union is constructing a 
large phased-array radar that will contribute to 
its ABM potentia l. Because of t he location a nd 
orientation of this radar, it almost certainly con­
stitutes a violation of the 1972 ABM Treaty. 
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The ABM Treaty provides for possible amend­
men ts and periodic review sessions in which pos­
sible changes can be discussed. When the SDI 
research has produced specific options to develop 
and deploy a BMD system, we would then ad­
dress the question of availing ourselves of these 
procedures in order to modify the Treaty. 

Meanwhile, however, the ABM Treaty specifi­
cally calls on the United States and USSR to take 
effective measures to reduce offensive ·nuclear 
weapons. The United States welcomes the Soviet 
Union's decision to return to such negotiations, 
which it has boycotted since late 1983. 

Moreover, we have repeatedly told the Soviets 
we would like to discuss the implications of these 
new defensive technologies with them in a 
government-to-government forum. We have 
made suggestions about the venue and invited 
their ideas. 

Assertion: SDI will mean "the militarization of 
outer space". 

Fact: Recent Soviet propaganda has stressed 
the supposed need "to prevent the militarization 
of outer space". In fact, the Soviets have had a 
fully deployed anti-satellite (ASAT) weapon for 
over a decade; it is the only such operational 
system in the world. (A U.S. ASAT is still under 
development. ) In the late 1960's, the Soviets de-
veloped a Fractional Orbiting Bombardment Sys­
tem, involving an orbiting nuclear warhead-a 
system with no U.S. counterpart, then or now. 
Moreover, the "militarization of space" began in 
the late 1950's when the first Soviet ballistic 
missiles were tested. Thus, professed Soviet con­
cerns about preventing the United States from 
"militarizing space" are disingenuous at best. 

If a decision were made at some future time to 
deploy a BMD system, some components might 
well be based in space. Any such deployments 
would be defensive systems, aimed at preventing 
the use of weapons, which themselves go through 
space to attack targets on earth. It is hard to 
understand why it is wrong even to consider 
possible ways to use space to prevent nuclear 
devastation on earth. 

Today, there are considerable "military" uses 
of space which directly help maintain stability 
and preserve the peace. Both the United States 
and the USSR, for instance, use space for such 
purposes as early warning and the monitoring of 
arms control agreements. 



QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ABOUT SDI 

Q: What is the Administration's Strategic De­
fense Initiative (SDD which is sometimes referred 
to as "Star Wars"? Does it mean we have lost 
confidence in deterrence? 

A: Our nuclear deterrent has kept the peace 
for almost forty years. It has prevented not only 
nuclear conflict but also direct military conflict 
between the United States and the Soviet Union 
and between East and West in Europe. At the 
same time, as President Reagan pointed out in 
March 1983, it is important to examine the po­
tential contribution of defensive technologies to 
see if we can reduce the risk of war even further. 
He described the vision underlying his initiative 
in this way: "What if free people could live secure 
in the knowledge that their security did not rest 
upon the threat of instant U.S. retaliation to 
deter a Soviet attack; that we could intercept and 
destroy strategic ballistic missiles before they 
reach our own own soil or that of our allies? This 
could lead to a safer, more stable world in the 
future." 

The Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) is a re-
• search program to vigorously pursue important 
new technologies that can be used to create a 
defense against ballistic missiles which could 
strengthen deterrence and increase our security 
and that of our Allies. The research effort is 
designed to allow a future President and Con­
gress to decide whether to go ahead with such a 
system. The Strategic Defense Initiative is fully 
consistent with all of our arms control treaty 
obligations. 

Q: Why is the Administration pursuing the 
Strategic Defense Initiative now? 

A: For three basic reasons. First, a defense 
against ballistic missiles could significantly en­
hance deterrence and stability. Second, recent 
technological breakthroughs suggest that it may 
be possible to overcome the difficulties in defend­
ing against ballistic missiles. Third, the Soviets 
have long been hard at work in this area. We 
cannot afford to risk letting them gain a signifi­
cant technological advantage that could in time 
be converted to a military advantage over us. 

By pursuing SDI research now we learn more 
about the prospect for defense against ballistic 
missiles and have a prudent hedge against the 
possibility of a Soviet breakthrough in defensive 
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technologies and breakout or abrogation of the 
ABM treaty. 

Q: Specifically, what are the Soviets doing in 
the area of strategic defense? 

A: The USSR has long devoted many more 
financial and human resources than we have to 
strategic defenses. The Soviets maintain and are 
upgrading the world's only operational anti-bal­
listic missile (ABM) system, which is in place 
around Moscow. They are building a new large 
phased-array radar in Siberia which almost cer­
tainly violates the ABM Treaty. The Soviets are 
also engaged in research and development on a 
potential ABM system which could be quickly 
installed and could form the basis of a nation­
wide defense if they chose to go ahead with such 
a system. In addition, for more than a decade and 
a half, the Soviets have been vigorously pursuing 
research in advanced technologies-including la­
sers and neutral particle beams-with applica­
tion to ballistic missile defense. 

Q: What is the difference between the Strategic 
Defense Initiative and ASAT's? 

A: Both the Strategic Defense Initiative and 
our anti-satellite program aim at enhancing de­
terrence and strengthening strategic stability, 
but in different ways. Many of the technologies 
involved in the Strategic Defense Initiative re­
search and the ASAT program are related. How­
ever, the ASAT program is a near-term effort to 
develop an anti-satellite weapon intended to re­
dress a specific military imbalance. The Strategic 
Defense Initiative is a long-term research pro­
gram to explore the future potential for defense 
against the threat of ballistic missiles and to 
provide insurance against any potential Soviet 
decision to deploy additional anti-ballistic missile 
! ABMl systems. 

Q: Is the Strategic Defense Initiative permitted 
under the ABM Treaty? 

A: Yes. The Strategic Defense Initiative is a 
research program. The ABM Treaty permits re­
search. The United States and, to a greater ex­
tent, the USSR have had research programs 
since the signing of the Treaty. 

Q: How would defenses against ballistic mis­
siles work? What good would it do to defend 
against ballistic missiles if we could still be at­
tacked by bombers and cruise missiles?" 



A: There a re a number of possibilities that our 
research effort is investigating. For example, one 
is whether new technologies can be combined to 
form a defense network-perhaps a series of 
systems based on different technologies-which 
could defend against ballistic missiles. Such a 
system or set of systems would be designed to 
defend against ballistic missiles in various phases 
of their flight , i.e ., during their initial launch, 
during the course of their flight , and as they 
approach their targets. 

We are focusing on defenses against ballistic 
missiles because these missiles, with their speed, 
short warning time, and great destructive capa­
bility pose a greater threat to stability than do 
slower-flying systems such as bombers and cruise 
missiles. There are also efforts underway, howev­
er, to examine technologies for defending against 
bombers and cruise missiles. 

Q: Won't the Strategic Defense Initiative lead 
to another arms race, and make the USSR even 
more reluctant to reduce offensive weapons? 

A: The Soviet strategic defense program has 
existed-and will continue to exist-independ­
ently of U.S. efforts in this field. 

Rather than stimulating a new arms race, the 
U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative could comple­
ment our efforts to seek equitable and verifiable 
reductions in offensive nuclear arsenals. This 
inter-relationship between offensive and defen­
sive forces has long been an important consider­
ation in our strategic thinking and in fashioning 
arms control agreements. To the extent that the 
SDI research proves successful and leads to the 
capability to defend against ballistic missiles, 
then those missiles could lose much of their 
offensive value. That, in turn, would increase 
incentives for both sides to reduce the numbers of 
ballistic missiles greatly. 

Q: Would a missile defense system lead to a 
point where vital defense decisions would simply 
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be made by computers rather than by the Presi­
dent'? 

A: The United States has always placed the 
highest priority on ensuring that control of our 
deterrent forces remains in the hands of the 
President. Nothing in the Strategic Defense Initi­
ative will change that. A major aim of the Strate­
gic Defense Initiative research effort is to ensure 
maximum safety, reliability, and political control 
for any potential defensive system. 

Q: Would having a ballistic missile defense 
mean that the United States would only protect 
itself and not the NATO Allies or Japan and our 
other Pacific security partners? 

A: No. Our commitment to the defense of our 
allies remains intact. We will ensure that any 
defensive system which we might develop in the 
future would strengthen global stability and the 
security of our allies as well as of the United 
States. We are examining technologies for de­
fense not just against ballistic missiles that can 
hit the United States, but also against the short­
er range ballistic missiles that can strike our 
allies. We are consulting closely with our allies 
and other nations on the Strategic Defense Initi­
ative and will continue to do so as the program 
progresses. 

Q: How can we justify spending billions of 
dollars for research on something that might 
never be built? 

A: Given the advances that the Soviet Union 
has made in this area, and the potential contribu­
tion that strategic defenses might make to deter­
rence, pursuit of this research program is a 
prudent and necessary investment in insuring 
our future . We estimate that Strategic Defense 
Initiative research will cost about $26 billion in 
fiscal years 1985 through 1989-about $20 a year 
for each American citizen. 

If it succeeds in deterring war and at the same 
time reduces the importance and value of ballis­
tic missiles, it will prove a worthwhile invest­
ment. 





BIOGRAPHICAL PROFILE 
RICHARD D. SELLERS 

Richard D. Sellers. Chairman of the Strategic Defense 
Initiative Coalition, has a proven record as one of the nation's most 
outstanding builders of grassroots coalitions in the nation. 

Sellers has formed and led coalitions on a wide range of 
issues, including: opposition to the SALT II Treaty (1979) , National 
Strategy of Peace through Strength Resolution (1980-1982), Gramm­
Latta Bipartisan Budget proposal (1981 ), White House Working Group 
on Central America (1983), and opposition to the nuclear freeze (1983). 

Sellers early knowledge of Congress was gained while 
working in the offices of former Alabama U. S. Senator John Sparkman 
and the late Congressman Walter Flowers. 

Later, he served on the staff of the U. S. Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee, re ceiving first-hand knowledge of both America's 
national defense priorities and shortcomings. Sellers resigned his position 
on the committee in 1979 to protest President Carter's ·nomination of 
Paul Warnke as Chief Negotiator for SALT II. He then coordinated 
Coalition for Peace Through Strength opposition to the SALT II Treaty , 
which was withdrawn from Senate consideration in 1979. 

A small businessman, Sellers has served for the last four 
years as Chairman of the Alabama Small Business Administration 
Advisory Committee, appointed to the post by the Reagan 
Administration. 

In recent years, Sellers has worked as a consultant to several 
conserva tive educat ional organizations, including the American Security 
Council, the American Conservative Union , High Frontier , the George C. 
Marshall Institute, the American Space Frontier Committee, and U. S. 
Sena tor J eremiah Denton 's National Forum Foundation. 

Since President Reagan's March 23 , 1983, address to the 
nation calling on the development of the SDI program, Sellers has 
actively pursued the edu catio n of the American public on the concept 
of SDI and its necessity for ensuring the continued security of the United 
States. For more than two years , he has chaired an informal SDI 
coali tion, which has gained the attention of the national news media. 

In a bipartisan campaign in support of the- SDI program, 
Sellers was the only individual to testify before both the 1984 
Democratic and Republican platform committees on SDI. 
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We're Over The Top! 

Sen. David Pryor (D.-Ark.), the 51st co-sponsor of the Peace Through Strength Resolution, is shown with 
Richard D. Sellers (left), the Coalition's Director of Congressional Affairs, and Sen. Edward Zorinsky (D.-Neb.). 
Pryor's support gave the Resolution a bi-partisan majority in both houses of Congress. 

O:vER TWO YEARS of hard work fmally paid off for the The Senator told us the resolution's passage was vitally 
Coalition for Peace Through Strength last month. important for a number of reasons. "For the first time it will 
All of the members of the Coalition's congressional give us a national strategy of Peace Through Strength," 

division were very excited when word swept through both Zorinsky said. He went on to say its consideration was 
houses of Congress that we had fmally made it. On May particularly important at a time when defense critics are so 
28th, Sen. David Pryor (D.-Ark.) became the 51st active in both the budget debate and on the nuclear freeze . 
Senator to co-sponsor the Peace Through Strength Resolu­
tion-and now the legislation has a bi-partisan majority in 
both chambers. Pryor's action was very significant because 
it means the resolution's prospects for passage have been 
greatly increased. 

Sen. Ed Zorinsky (D.-Neb.), a Co-chairman of the 
Coalition, was instrumental not only in bringing Pryor on 
board but also in lining up many other co-sponsors as well. 

Already, many lawmakers have been working behind the 
scenes to develop the best strategy for the Resolution's 
passage. The House version was introduced back in July of 
1981. Now, with an identical resolution being introduced 
in the Senate, we are in a position to move toward final 
passage in the Senate Armed Services Committee, but it is 
stalled in the House Foreign Affairs Committee. D 








