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POLICY INTRODUCTION: SDI TECHNICAL PAMPHLET 

Since President Reagan first announced the Strategic Defense 

Initiative, we have made considerable technical progress toward 

determining the feasibility of effective defenses against ballistic 

missiles. We plan to make an informed decision about development 

and deployment of such defenses in the early 1990s. The SDI 

program already has yielded impressive dividends on our initial 

investment. Indeed, we have made considerable progress, meeting 

and exceeding our technical expectations in many program areas. 

This program is a testimony to the skill of our scientists and to 

the dedication that characterizes the program. The details of 

this progress are outlined for you in this technical report. 

As you read this report, it is important to remember that 

the SDI at this point is not a weapons development program. We 

have no preconceived notions of what systems would make up a 

militarily effective and survivable defensive system against 

ballistic missiles. A number of different concepts involving a 

wide range of . technologies are, therefore, being examined. No 

single concept or technology has, as yet, been identified as the 

best or most appropriate. 

The scientists and engineers, both inside and outsjde the 

Government, involved in SDI research have an obligation to hold 

their professions and their work to the highest standards; that 

is, scientific objectivity should rise above partisan political 

debate. While we are finding a healthy diversity of opinion on 

how to resolve key technical issues, there is considerable 

agreement on the most fundamental features of ballistic missile 
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architecture. One of our top research priorities has 

been to examine multilayer defense architectures and to define 

major factors affecting technology decisions. The importance of 

the results of these studies cannot be overstated., A major 

point that has emerged from our studies is that the most robust 

architectures probably would combine both space- and ground-b~sed 

elements. The large number of opportunities to engage the threat 

with this architecture leads to an expectation of achieving very 

low levels of defense leakage even if the enemy were to proliferate 

his offensive forces in response to our defense. 

We understand that as our research progresses, some research 

areas will not bear fruit, others will yield unforeseen dividends. 

We also are aware that during this process the widespread and 

lengthy debate about strategic defenses will continue, and we 

will continue to hear concerns that deployment of strategic 

defenses will undermine crisis sta?ility and spur an· overwhelming 

proliferation of offensive arms by the Soviets. 

Our answer to these concerns remains the strict criteria we 

established for ourselves at the outset of the SDI program. 

First, advanced defenses must be adequately survivable. 

They must not only maintain a sufficient degree of effectiveness 

to fulfill their mission even in the face of determined attacks 

on the defense, but also maintain stability by discouraging such 

attacks. 

The second requirement is military effectiveness. A defense 

against ballsitic missiles must be able to destroy a sufficient 

portion of an aggressor's attacking forces to deny him confidence 
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that he can achieve his objectives. In doing so, the defense 

should have the potential to deny that aggressor the ability to 

destroy a militarily significant portion of the target base he 

wishes to attack. 

Third, like most major military systems, to be deemed 

effective, a deployable strategic defense system must be "cost

effective". That is to say, it must be possible for the United 

States to maintain, and if necessary to strengthen, its system in 

such a way that the Soviet Union would find it too costly 

economically, too difficult technically, or too unattractive 

militarily to try to counter or overwhelm the system with 

countermeasures or additional ballistic missiles. 

The importance of these criteria cannot be overemphasized. 

Their continuing application throughout our research program will 

enable us to make the necessary informed judgments about the 

possibility for effective strategic defenses. 

The primary. goal of the SDI is to reduce and ultimately to 

eliminate the threat of ballistic missile attack. A fundamental 

tenet of our pursuit of this goal is that we are working towar·d 

a safer, more stable basis of deterrence. Since the SALT I 

agreements were ratified in 1972, the Soviet strategic threat to 

Western security has increased as a result of Soviet offensive 

and defensive force improvements, research and development on 

advanced defenses, and non-compliance with treaty obligations. 

The SDI program, by taking steps now to determine future options 

for ensuring deterrence and stability over the long term through 

the introduction of effective strategic defenses, is part of an 
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our offensive nuclear retaliatory forces and efforts to negotiate 

radical reductions in existing and planned offensive nuclear 

arms. We repeat, our aim in these efforts is stability, not 

superiority. 

These three elements are complementary. A noteworthy example 

of the fruits that this strategy has borne already is the fact 

that the SDI program was a key element in bringing the Soviets 

back to the Geneva negotiations where we now are discussing 

nuclear arms reductions for the first time. Our desire to move 

forward in a stable way also is reflected by our commitment --

if our research yields appropriate results -- to consult and 

negotiate, as appropriate, with the Soviet Union on how deterrence 

might be strengthened through the phased introduction of defensive 

systems into th.e force structures of both sides. At Geneva we 

already have begun the process of bilateral discussion needed to 

lay the foundation for this process. 

As we have pledged from the outset, the SDI research program 

is being conducted in full compliance with the 1972 Anti-Ballistic 

Missile Treaty. Over the past year we determined that our 

understanding of the limitations of the ABM Treaty needed greate~ 

precision. As a result, we reexamined the Treaty as it relates 

to future systems based on "other physical principles". This 

review led to the judgment by the President that a reading of the 

ABM Treaty that would allow the development and testing of such 
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systems based on other physical principles, regardless of basing 

mode, is fully justified. 

However, the SDI program was originally structured in a 

manner · that was designed to permit it to achieve critical research 

objectives while remaining consistent with a more narrow 

interpretation of the ABM Treaty. This being the case, in October 

of 1985 the President-~ while reserving the right to conduct 

the SDI program under the broad interpretation at some future 

time -- determined it was unnecessary to restructure the SDI 

program towards the boundaries of the ABM Treaty which the U.S. 

could observe. Consistent with that determ-ination, we continue 

to apply the more restrictive treaty interpretation as a matter 

of policy, although we are not legally required to do so, in 

evaluating the experiments in the SDI program. 

Over the past year we have made considerable progress toward 

achieving our goal of securing the widest possible allied involvement 

in SDI research. Ever since the President announced the SDI 

program on March 23, 1983, a fundamental tenet of SDI policy has 

been that U.S. and allied security are indivisible. We have 

committed ourselves to consult with our allies, and we will 

continue to work closely with them to ensure that, as our research 

progresses, their views are considered carefully. 

Moreover, in March of 1985 Secretary Weinberger invited our 

allies to participate in SDI research because of our belief that 

the SDI program and western security as a whole will be strengthened 

by taking advantage of allied excellence in many SDI research 

areas. We have made it clear that each allied government must 
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decide whether or not to be directly involved in allied research. 

We have no specific timetable for such decisions nor have we 

attempted to establish a set pattern for participation. 

As a result of Secretary Weinberger's invitation, we now 

have concluded agreements in the form of bilateral Memoranda of 

Understanding with three of our allies -- the United Kingdom, 

West Germany and Israel -- and may begin negotiations soon with 

others. Other Governments who have decided not to negotiate such 

agreements will permit participation in SDI research by their 

private sector. Overall we expect allied research institutions 

to make important contributions to the SDI program. 

Since its initiation, the Strategic Defense Initiative has 

been the subject of much discussion within the United States and 

in allied countries. Such exchanges are essential in our free 

societies and can only help ensure that the vision behind the 

research program can be achieved. The publication that follows 

is designed to contribute to those exchanges by explaining the 

technical SDI program and updating you on the technical progress 

we have made so far. 



Dear Friend: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

August 1, 1986 

The White House briefing on the Strategic Defense Initiative 

program originally scheduled for Friday August 8 at 9:45 a.rn. 

has been changed to Wednesday August 6 at 12:15 p.rn. Please 

be at the Pennsylvania Avenue entrance to the Old Executive 

Office Building at 11:45 a.rn. on Wednesday for clearance into the 

building. All RSVPs should be phoned into (202) 456-6411 by 

12:00 p.rn. on Tuesday August 5. We apologize for the 

inconvenience. 

Deputy Assistant to the Pre s ident 

and Director, Office of Public Liaison 

,:11: p ·z!J fr-v 
.J;:;?o<:7----z-:l t (\I; 

---v? 
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Space Policy 
Intentions based on defense, sciences, commerce 

US Space expectations 

-New Group Of Scie 
Engineers Endorse 
Declaring that President Reagan's Strateg1 ense • ·ative {SDI). 
"is worth pursuing and deserves the full support of the scientific com
munity, Congress and the American people," a new group of scientists 
and engineers announced its formation recently in Washington, DC. 

The 9roup is called the Science and Engineering Committee for a 
Secure World. Its founding members include about 80 scientists and 
engineers from around the US. Or. Martin Hoffert, chairman of the 
Department of Applied Sciences at New York University, presented the 
group's policy statement supporting SDI at a recent US Senate Defense 
Appropriations Committee hearing. 

He said: ''We are confident that there are thousands of scientists and 
engineers across America and elsewhere who agree with us that it is 
unscientific and unwise to hastily oppose the promising SDI proposal 
at this early stage of its research and development, and who believe 
that the concept of developing a defensive system to protect our peo
ple from a nuclear attack makes good common and moral sense." 

Among the committee's members are Dr. AMn Weinberg, former direc
tor of Oak Ridge National Laboratory; Or. Eugene Wigner, Nobel 
Laureate in Physics; former astronaut Walter Cunningham; Dr. Dixy 
Lee Ray, former Democratic governor of Washington; Dr. Edward 
Lozansky, Director of the Andrei Sakharov Institute; Dr. Robert Jastrow, 
founder and for 20 years Director of NASA's Goddard Space Institute; 
Prof. Harry Gatos, Material Science and Engineering Department, 
Massachesetts Institute of Technology; Dr. Hans Mark, Chancellor of 
the University of Texas; and Dr. Edward Teller. The acting chairman is 
Dr. Fred Seitz, former President of the National Academy of Sciences 
and president _emeritus of Rockefeller University. 

The complete text of the committee's statement follows. 

'· ' "At present the American people, by past government policy and to 
some· extent by previous limitations of science and technology, have 
essentially no defense whatsoever against a nuclear missile attack 
or even a single accidental launch. The US can only respond to an 
approaching Soviet first strike by killing millions of Soviet citizens in 
revenge, or by doing nothing. 

'' Not only America, but the whole world lives with the fear and insecurify 
caused by the unstable balance of nuclear terror. This 'balance' rests 
on the premise that both the US and the Soviet Union follow the con
troversial doctrine of Mutually Assured Destruction-a doctrine 
rendered increasingly obsolete by powerful new Soviet missiles and 
technological advances on both sides. 

''The genius of American scientific and engineering professionals 
helped, however well meaning, create this world of nuclear terror. But, .,. 
today scientists and engineers from America and around the world 
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by Caspar W. Weinberger 

f he theme of last year's US Space 
Foundation Symposium in Colorado 
Springs, CO, ''Space Expectations,'' 
struck me as especially appropriate. 
It raised an important question: just 
what is it that we expect to achieve in 

• space? This is not a new question, 
but it is a question that has too fre
quently been left unanswered. 

' . 

The variety of subjects covered in 
any discussion of space provide a 
clue to the answer: defense,' 
defense/industry issues, research 
and development, science and com-
mercial space concerns. ' 

America's intentions in space are 
diverse. We have a variety of goals 
based on our desires to move for
ward in defense, the sciences and 
commerce. We have long said, 
"Space is a place, not a mission." 

It's a place for defense, ottedng. the 
ultimate high ground for military mis
sions. It is a unjque location for 
research and development, pro-

. viding an environment that cannot be 
achieved in any terrestrial institution. 
It is a laboratory for scientific investi
gation, furnishing an unobstructed 
view of the galaxy and the Earth. And 

. it is a site for industry, yielding oppor
tunities for new manufacturing pro
cesses and techniques and for ad
vanced telecommunications. 

Space is also a place for alliances, 
offering opportunities for stronger 
mutual defense and the benefits of 
international cooperation in scientific 
investigation. Space is a place of 
high expectations and great poten
tial. And it is a place where our objec
tives always seem to arow. 
We have been in space for more than 

~EINBERGER ... Pg. 10 

The Secretary of Defense's article was 
derived from a speech he gave at last 
November's US Space Foundatlo11 
Symposium. 
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have the opportunity to play a positive and critically important part 
in reducing and perhaps eventually eliminating the threat of nuclear 
war by means of America's SDI program. 

"As professionals trained in scientific methodology, we believe that the 
feasibility of a promising scientific or technical proposal should not 
be judged in advance of proper research, experimentation and 
testing. Therefore, we believe that the SDI should not be hastily, uns-. 
cientifically or ideologically rejected without this necessary thorough 
evaluation to d~termine its feasibility, its effectiveness and its 
practicality-which is the very purpose of the SDI program. 

"Indeed, we ask our fellow scientists and engineers: is it not our respon
sibility as professionals and as concerned human beings to utilize 
our talents and energies now to see if we can render the nuclear threat 
militarily ineffective and therefore obsolete? 

"New technological breakthroughs have significantly increased the 
prospect that the US can successfully devise effective systems which 
will destroy attacking Soviet nuclear missiles long before they can 
come close to their targets in America, Europe or elsewhere. Includ
ed are such things as electronic miniaturization, super computers, 
infrared sensors, 'rubber mirrors,' greatly enhanced laser beam 
power, the scramjet concept and optical synthetic aperture imaging. 
These and other recent scientific and engineering achievements are 
providing the world with the possibility that the nuclear superpowers 
can move away from reliance on the threat of using nuclear weapons 
designed for the mass destruction of humanity in order to maintain 
security, and instead to reliance on defensive weapons-designed to 
increase stability in periods of crisis, to protect countries from attack, 
and to save lives. • 

"The SDI undertaken by President Reagan and the Congress seeks 
to utilize such new technological means to turn America's strategic 
military policy away from the unreliable, outdated MAD doctrine and 
its death-dealing nuclear missiles to a Mutually Assured Survival 
policy based on new, life-protecting defensive systems. As such, SDI 
embodies a strategy surely ethically superior to the MAD policy, as 
well as a concept of strategic deterrence that is likely more sound from 
a military standpoint. 

"By deve!opinJ ~h7 defensive means to shoot down Soviet (or other) 
nuclear missiles or warheads in space orlhe atmosphere before they 
explode on Earth, SDI is intended to significantly increas~ ~merica's 
deterrence to a Soviet-nuclear attack, as well as to eliminate the 
danger from an accidental launch. Even a less than perfect defense 
system could nonetheless render an attack militarily ineffective, and 
therefore greatly reduce the probability that an attack would ever be 
launched in the first place. In the quite unlikely event that an attack 
did occur, strategic defenses would tremendously reduce the loss of 
life and damage that would otherwise result without any such defense 
system in place. In addition, the technology being developed by the 
SDI could also readily be utilized to help provide successful defenses 
against bombers and cruise missiles, as well as shorter range nuclear 
missiles. 

"SDI is not designed to cause a war in the heavens, as some charge, 
but to prevent nuclear war on Earth. It would not lead to the militariza
tion of space, which was already militarized by the first Spurr»< satellite 
and the first ICBM. Instead, SDI is intended to render space and the 
atmosphere militarily useless for nuclear missiles-to stop nuclear 
weapons in space so they cannot hit the Earth. 

NEW GROUP ... Pg. 11 
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25 years. Throughout those 25 years, 
our horizons have continued to ex
pand. We have seen the seemingly 
unbelievable predictions of scien
tists, science fiction writers and 
futurists turn into simple reality. 
These are the things we now take for 
granted. We have seen this nation 
lead the world, from shortly after Lord 
Kelvin's flat prediction 90 years ago 
that "heavier-than-air flying ma
chines are impossible," to the reali
ties of landing on the moon and 
almost routine Space Shuttle flights. 

And the most amazing thing about 
space is that we have just scratched 
the surface of its potential. Our ex
pectations for space, in the long
term, are almost boundless. In the 
immediate future, of course, our 
goals must be tempered by the reali
ties of budget constraints and the 
pace of technological advancement. 

Our expectations, in the Department 
of. Defense, are realistic-and•1hey 
are tempered. But they remain high 
as they must in an organization with 
a single goal of safeguarding the na
tion's security. Already, space-based 
systems are vital to our daily opera
tions: to warning capabilities, C3, 

navigation and weather forecasting. 
In all things, space-based systems 
will be of critical importance to bat
tlefield commanders as well as in 
strategic operations. 

In the future, we will do even more in 
space. Research and development 
programs are properly aimed at tur
ning the visions of today into the 
realities of the future. 

Examine our Strategic Defense In
itiative and how it relates to space 
technologies. We do not know yet 
which of the SDI technologies will of
fer the most potential as defensive 
systems. So, we cannot be specific 
abou\ expectations of the SDI 
beyond the atmosphere. But, at the 
very least, we know that space 
research brings us closer to the day 

when we can abandon our mutual 
suicide pact with the Soviet Union, 
replacing it with the deterrence 
based on defensive systems . . 

The existence of our SD.I organiza
tion, under Gen. James Abraham
WEINBERGER ... Pg. 11 
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"Th~ fact that the Soviet Union began serious research, development • 

and testing of advanced strategic defense systems some 10 years 
before the US, and is continuing to expand its offensive nuclear 
capabilities, makes the SDI more accurately a response to this Soviet 
effort and buildup. 

"Furthermore, even without additional technological advances on its 
part, growing evidence indicates that the Soviet Union is producing 
the capability, in violation of the ABM Treaty, to rapidly deploy a non-

,, exotic strategic defense system of anti-ballistic missiles. This defense 
system could be effective against a ragged US retaliation in response 

"' to a Soviet first strike on US nuclear weapons. It is estimated that the 
Soviet Union could deploy such a system by the early 1990s or sooner, 
regardless of whether the US proceeds with its SDI. Such a develop
ment could significantly enhance the Soviet Union's nuclear 
blackmail capability and tempt it in very dangerous new ways. 

. • .""These developments make the case for America's SDI effort an even 
more compelling one. Indeed, it can be argued that it is imperative 
for America's continued security and for world peace that the SDI 

~,. research and development program proceed with all deliberate 
speed. Atthe same time, we believe that in the long run the most 
realis.tic and best path toward international stability, better US-Soviet 
relat_ions, and world peace is likely to be found in the US and the Soviet 
Union engaging in a mutual transition from offensive strategic 
weapons to defensive ones, aimed at the flight corridors of potential
ly approaching nuclear weapons, rather than at human beings. Such 
a change in policy would vastly increase real security for both coun-

.. tries and therefore considerably reduce fear and mistrust. 
•~ .: .U o 

"For these reasc,ns, therefore, it is our judgment that the SDI program 
is worth pursuing and deserves the full support of the scientific com- • 
munity, C.ongress and the American people. Under the less restric
tive interpretation of the ABM Treaty of 1972 which the US government 
has stated is the correct one, the necessary testing of potential defen
sive systems can and should be done so that Congress has the 

required information about the effectiveness of particular systems in 
order to make a sound decision concerning eventual deployment. 

"If strategic defenses prove to be feasible and practical after careful 
testing and :,$c:ec:c:~e.nt of costs and effectiveness particularly in rela
tion to possible Soviet counteractions, and in light of Soviet SDI pro
grams; we recommend that a new ABM Treaty be negotiated which 
embraces strategic defenses; and also equitable, verifiable reductions 
in offensive nuclear weapons. Such a treaty should encourage mutual 
deployment of defensive systems so that the era of mutually assured 
survival, instead of destruction, can be ushered in cooperatively. 

' ' In the absence of Soviet agreement to such a new treaty, and in view 
of the extensive Soviet work on advanced strategic defenses and 
Soviet violations of the current treaty, US withdrawal from the treaty
in 'the supreme interests' of the American people (as provided for by 
use of the terms of the treaty itself)-and deployment of its own 

. strategic defenses should be seriously evaluated. Unilateral US com
pliance with the existing treaty would serve neither America's interests 
nor the world's. 

"In conclusion, as professional scientists and engineers, we want to 
express our . earnest hope that history will record that in our day 
America's and the world's best scientific and technical minds sought 
to develop the technology which helped humanity move back from 
the nuclear precipice, and succeeded. We can do no less." • 
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son, and the emphasis given to 
research and development activities 
in the defense budget, also are in
dicative of our expectations for 
space. We increased our investment 
in R&D by 20 percent in the fiscal 
year 1986 budget request. SDI and 
space technologies were major por
tions of that reque~t. 

In addition, the variety of R&D pro
grams, including initial research in
to a follow-on to the Space Shuttle, 
new space propulsion systems and 
laser communications, are vital,steps 
in the right direction. 1 

Perhaps our defense expectations of 
space are best summarized by the 
simple statement that space in
creases our ability to keep our peace 
and our freedom. Space is already 

. essential to national security. It will 
be more so in the future. Conse
quently, we have begun organizing 
the DoD to use the hardware we have 
and prepare for future systems . 

Our preparations for the future are 
well under way. The activation of the 
joint US Space Command last year 
was a major step forward. We also 
are using the Space Shuttle for 
defense missions, developing the 
Consolidated Space Operation 
Center (CSOC) in Colorado Springs, 
making major investments in our 
satellite control and tracking fa'cilities 
and completing the Vandenberg 
Launch Complex. 

The incredible progress we have 
made in developing and using hard
ware obscures another of our space 
expectations-affording important 
defense capabiliti_es that otherwise 
would be too costly or totally impossi
ble. That might seem surprising 
since space systems are among the 
most expensive items in the annual 
budget But, the fact is-without 
space systems-we could never af
ford the communications, warning, 
navigation or weather forecasting ac
curacies that we now have. 

How much would it cost to pr_ovide 
our forces with worldwide com• 
munications that they need using on
ly ground-based systems? Or how 

WEINBERGER .•• Pg. 12· 
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Aid;;;N ;~~ess to ~~;~t; ~halleng~ 
By Stephen Kurkjian Bryen offered to the Israelis. atlon criticized Heymann·s dect- ~-------------1 
and Thomas Palmer Although he said he met with slon to turn down a recommenda-
Globe Slaff the Israeli group as part of his reg- !Ion by Investigators that the case 

WASHINGTON - An Arab- ular duties, Bryen has dented be referred to a criminal grand 
American group urged yesterday making that statement or ever of- Jury. 
that the security clearance of a fertng to turn over any documents David Saad, head of the Arab 
high-ranking Pentagon official be to the Israelis. Americans Association. said a 
revoked because he allegedly of- In a statement released yester- congressional lnvesttgatton was 
fered secret military Information day by his office, Bryen said, needed to determine If lieymann's 
toagroupoflsraellsln 1978while "Over the past eight years I have longtime friendship with Bryen's 
working as a congressional aide. been the object of five separate In- attorney had played a role In Hey-

The National Association of vesttgatlons or reviews, all of man n's decision to end the probe. 
Arab Americans also called for a these the result of false allega- Heymann, a professor at the 
congressional Investigation Into lions." Harvard Law Scho 1>l. acknowl-
why the Justice Department had "As any fair-minded person edg,.d yesterday th:,t he w;1s a 
dropped Its probe of the case. even reading these documents would close friend of Na' han L<' ·VI n. 
though the head of the depart- conclude, they confirm that there llr}l'Jl's lawyer. B1 1 he <k,1ied 
ment's Internal Security section was never a basis for questioning that h<' had had an-- subst.1111ive 
had recommended that It be re- my integrity during my many· conversations with Lewin about 
ferred to a federal grand Jury for years of public service." the case. 

-further Investigation. However. John H. Davitt, for- "I made my decision solely on 
The allegations Involve Ste- mer chief of the Internal Security the fact that the evidence that we 

phen D. Bryen, a deputy undersec- sectt~n of the Ju.slice Depar_t- had developed up to that point did 
retary In the Defense Department. men I s Criminal 1)ivislon, said not Justify our going to a grand 
and a meeting that he had in yesterday that he was surprised, . Jury," Heymann said. 
March 1978wlthagroupoflsraeli "given the information that was In his 1979 memorandum to 
officials at a Washington hotel develoJ ,ed during ti c rm 1rsl' oft Ile Heymann, Davitt cited: 
coffee shop. At the time. Brye-n FBl's investigation. that he was • Apparent discrepancies In 
was an aide to the Senate Foreign given a security clearance." two versions Bryen gave as to how 
Relations Committee. In his present position, Bryen the meeting with the Israelis had 

Michael Saba, a representative has a top-secret security classlfl- come about and who had request
of the Arab Americans Assoc!- cation and Is responsible for over- edit. 
atlon. said that he was tn Wash- seeing the Pentagon's efforts to • Bryen's dental that he pos· 

h It h fl f h sessed a document that the FBI 
tngton on business on the day of a . t e ow o tee nology to the concluded that he did Indeed have. 
that meetind and by chance sat at Soviet Union. 

1, A spokesman for Bryen said yes-

WASHINGTON POST 
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Navy Explosives Test 
Delayed in Maryland 

United Press Jntel'tllltional 

SOLOMONS ISLAND, Md., Aug. 
13-The Navy has agreed to delay 
testing of 16-pound • explosive 
charges near the'mouth of the J;lau• 
tuxent River, Rep. Roy Dyson (D
Md.) said today. 

Dyson said protests from Ches
apeake Bay watermen, local offi. 
cials and pressure from members of 
Congress now considering the De
fense Department budget helped 
persuade the Navy to delay the 
tests by 10 days. 

The announcement of the weap
ons' tests raised concerns among 
watermen, who said the underwater 
explosions could scare away or kill 
some marine life. 

an adjacent table. In 1979, Davitt wrote to his t d th t th FBI h d c f sed 
In an affidavit. Saba said that boss _at the time, Philip B. Hey- t:o Jocu~ent:. a on u L.,_-------------'-➔ 

Bryen told the Israelis, among 0th• mann. then the head of the Jus- • Twelve specific quotations of 
'Cr things: "I have the Pentagon tlce Department's criminal div!- statements that Saba said Bryen 
document on the bases, which you ston. One part of the letter referred had made to the lsraells, which 
are welcome to see." to "some of the unresolved ques- may have constituted political ad-

cedures," Davitt wrote. 
The House Judiciary sulxom· 

mittee plans to look Into th<' han
dling of•the cast> as part of its- gcn
aal investigation !nto the grant· 
ing of st·curlly clt·arances. ,w,·ord
ing to an aide lo Rep. John '·cm
yen; (D-Mil'h.l. 

A preliminary Justice Oepart· tlons thus far, which suggest that vice and that therefore violated 
ment Investigation determined Bryen ts (al gathering classifled{n- the federal conflict-of-Interest law. 
that shortly before the meeting, formation for the Jsraells, (bl act- • A request Bryen made to the 
the Fort:tgn Relation;, Committee tng as their unregistered agent Defense Department for detailed 
received a document from the Pen- and (c) lying about It." maps of missile sites in Jordan. 
tagon on Saudi Arabian bases. It At its press conference yester- The request was refused because 
Is this document that Saba says day, the Arab American Assoc!- jt "did not conform to normal pro-
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would we verify treaty comG)liances? 
The cost is either astronomical or we 
simply couldn't do it all. . 
When it comes to space, our defense 
expectations are great. However, our 
military space programs-indeed, 
many vitally i:ieeded defense pro
grams-are in danger of being deep
ly cut by Congress. 

In their zeal to cut defense as a 
means of attacking the federal 
deficit, too many on Capitol Hill ap
pear to be neglecting the adverse 
consequences to national security 

,' 

that deep cuts bring. Inevitably, they 
will mean a loss of capability in the 
future. We already have lost $300 bil
lion of funds we need to use during 
the next five years. If Congressional 
leadership reneges on its agreement 
with the President to return to real 
growth in the next two defense 
budgets, as some are urging, then 
we would risk drastic cuts in planned 
capabilities. 

We, must be aware of what this would 
mean, significant stretch-outs, in
creased costs and reduced defense. 
And, it would delay expectations. 
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Still, our expectations from space are 
great, and they must remain great. 
There is no substitute for the defense 
capabilities we can achieve in space . 
And, especially with SDI-related 
research, there is no other means of 
achieving a new hope for the world 
free from the specter of nuclear 
missiles. 

Our future is intimately tied to space. 
In actively and vigorously pursuing 
our space expectations, we are in 
league with the future. Anc:J the future 
will be a secure one for us and for all 
our allies. • 
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Preface 

In March 1983, President Reagan presented a dramatic new vision of a world in 
which we would no longer have to depend on nuclear weapons to prevent nuclear 
conflict. He presented that vision, and that challenge, in this way: 

What if free people could live secure in the knowledge that their se
curity 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? 

The Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), which the President announced that night, 
marks the first, essential step toward the realization of his ultimate goal. The SDI 
is a research program, designed to examine the promise of effective defenses against 
ballistic missiles based on new and emerging technologies. If such def ens es prove 
feasible, they would provide for a more stable and secure method of preventing war 
in the future, through the increasing contribution of non-nuclear defenses which 
threaten no one. 

The Strategic Defense Initiative has been the subject of much discussion within 
the United States and allied countries since its initiation. Such exchanges are essen
tial in our free societies and can only help ensure that the vision behind the research 
program can be achieved. There has been comparatively little public discussion, how
ever, about the trend in Soviet defensive as well as offensive forces which provides 
the essential backdrop to the SDI. Indeed, the Soviet Union has intentionally tried 
to mislead the public about its strategic defense activities. 

As this publication documents, Soviet efforts in most phases of strategic defense 
have long been far more extensive than those of the United States. The USSR has 
major passive defense programs, designed to protect important assets from attack. It 
also has extensive active defense systems, which utilize weapons systems to protect 
national territory, military forces, or key assets. Soviet developments in the area of 
active defenses fall into three major categories: air defense; ballistic missile defense 
based on current technologies; and research and development on advanced defenses 
against ballistic missiles. 

Important recent Soviet activities in strategic defenses include: 

• Upgrading and expansion of the world's only operational Anti-Ballistic Missile 
(ABM) system around Moscow; 

• Construction of the Krasnoyarsk ballistic missile detection and tracking radar 
that violates the 1972 ABM Treaty; 

• Extensive research into advanced technologies for defense against ballistic mis-
siles including laser weapons, particle beam weapons, and kinetic energy weapons; 

• Maintenance of the world's only operational antisatellite (ASAT) system; 

• Modernization of their strategic air defense forces; and 

• Improvements in their passive defenses by maintaining deep bunkers and blast 
shelters for key personnel, and enhancing the survivability of some offensive 
systems through mobility and hardening. 

The following pages examine in detail Soviet programs in defenses _against ~al
listic missiles, air defense, and passive defense. A summary of key Soviet offensive 



force developments is presented in the annex to this document, since those are crit
ical to an understanding of the impact of Soviet strategic defense programs. Soviet 
offensive forces are designed to be able to limit severely U.S. and allied capability 
to retaliate against attack. Soviet defensive systems in turn are designed to prevent 
those retaliatory forces which did survive an attack from destroying Soviet targets. 

Given the long-term trend in Soviet offensive and defensive force developments, 
the United States must act in three main areas to maintain security and stability 
both in near term and in the future. 

First, we must modernize our offensive nuclear forces in order to ensure the es
sential military balance in the near term, and to provide the incentives necessary 
for the Soviet Union to join us in negotiating significant, equitable, and verifiable 
nuclear arms reductions. 

Second, we must act now to start constructing a more reliable strategic order for 
the long term by examining the potential for future effective defenses against bal
listic missiles. The Strategic Defense Initiative is a prudent and necessary response 
to the ongoing extensive Soviet anti-ballistic missile effort, including the existing 
Soviet deployments permitted under the ABM Treaty. The SDI provides a necessary 
and powerful deterrent to any near-term Soviet decision to expand rapidly its ABM 
capability beyond that permitted by the ABM Treaty. The overriding importance 
of the Strategic Defense Initiative, however, is the promise it offers of moving to a 
better, more stable basis for deterrence in the future and of providing new and com
pelling incentives to the Soviet Union to agree to progressively deeper negotiated 
reduction in offensive nuclear arms. 

The third approach is one of negotiation and diplomacy. We are even now looking 
forward to a transition to a more stable world, with greatly reduced levels of nuclear 
arms and enhanced ability to deter war based upon the increasing contribution of 
non-nuclear defenses against offensive nuclear arms. Toward those ends, we are 
endeavoring at the negotiations in Geneva to achieve significant, equitable, and 
verifiable reductions in existing nuclear arsenals and to discuss with the Soviets the 
relationship between offensive and defensive forces and the possibility of a future 
transition to a more defense-reliant deterrence. 

~#l~r 
CASPAR W. WEINBERGER 
Secretary of Defense 

t 
GEORGE P. SHULTZ 
Secretary of State 



Introduction 

In the late 1960s, given the state of defensive 
technology at the time, the United States came 
to believe that deterrence could best be assured 
if each side were able to maintain the ability 
to threaten retaliation against any attack and 
thereby impose on an aggressor costs that were 
clearly beyond any potential gains. That con
cept called for a reduction by both the Soviet 
Union and the United States in their strategic 
defensive forces, the maintenance of a balance 
between the two sides' offensive nuclear forces, 
and negotiated nuclear arms reductions which 
would maintain the balance at progressively 
lower levels. 

In accordance with those principles, the 
United States exercised great restraint in of
fensive nuclear arms and at the same time dra
matically lowered its defensive forces. · Thus, 
we removed most of our defenses against Soviet 
bombers; decided to maintain a severely limited 
civil defense program; ratified the 1972 Anti
Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, which placed 
strict limits on U.S. and Soviet defenses against 
ballistic missiles; and then deactivated the one 
ABM site which we were allowed under that 
Treaty. The basic idea that stability and de
terrence would be maintained if each side had 
roughly equal capability to retaliate against 
attack also served as the foundation for the 
U.S. approach to the Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks (SALT) process of the 1970s. 

The Soviet Union, however, failed to show 
the type of restraint, in both strategic offensive 
and defensive forces, that the United States 
hoped for when the SALT process began. The 
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USSR has consistently refused to accept mean
ingful and verifiable negotiated reductions in 
offensive nuclear arsenals. Since the late 1960s, 
the Soviets have greatly expanded and mod
ernized their offensive nuclear forces and in
vested an approximately equal sum in strategic 
defenses. The USSR has an extensive, mul
tifaceted operational strategic defensive net
work which dwarfs that of the United States 
as well as an active research and development 
program in both traditional and advanced de
fenses against ballistic missiles. Soviet non
compliance with arms control agreements in 
both the offensive and defensive areas, includ
ing the ABM Treaty, is a cause of very seri
ous concern. The aggregate of current Soviet 
ABM and ABM-related activities suggest that 
the USSR may be preparing an ABM defense 
of its national territory - precisely what the 
ABM Treaty was designed to prevent. 

Soviet offensive and defensive force develop
ments pose a serious challenge to the West. If 
left unchecked and unanswered, they would un
dermine our ability to retaliate effectively in 
case of Soviet attack. The situation would be 
even more severe if the Soviet Union were to 
have a monopoly on advanced defenses against 
ballistic missiles in addition to its sizable of
fensive and defensive forces. In that case, 
the USSR might come to believe that it could 
launch a nuclear attack against the United 
States or our allies without fear of effective 
retaliation. At the very least, it might see a re
alistic chance of successful nuclear blackmail. 



Soviet Strategic Defense Programs 

The Soviet Approach 
The Soviet emphasis on strategic defense is 

firmly grounded in Soviet military doctrine and 
strategy, which call for the following actions in 
the event of nuclear war: 

• destruction and disruption of the West's 
nuclear-associated command, control, and 
communications; 

• destruction or neutralization of as many 
of the West's nuclear weapons as possible 
on the ground or at sea before they could 
be launched; 

• interception and destruction of surviving 
weapons - aircraft and missiles - before 
they reached their targets; and 

• protection of the Party, the State, military 
forces, industrial infrastructure, and the 
essential working population against 
those weapons that survived attacks by 
Soviet offensive forces. 

In pursuit of these goals the USSR puts consid
erable stress on a need for effective strategic 
defenses as well as offensive forces. In the So
viet view, the USSR could best achieve its aims 
in any nuclear war if it attacked first, destroy
ing much of the U.S. and allied capability for 
retaliation. Defensive measures, both active 
and passive, would in turn prevent those en
emy forces that survived a Soviet first-strike 
from destroying targets in the USSR. 

Marshall V. D. Sokolovskiy, in Military 
Strategy - the basic Soviet strategic treatise, 
originally published in 1962 - defined the aim 
of Soviet strategic defenses in this way: "They 
have the task of creating an invincible system 
for the defense of the entire country .... While, 
in the last war, it was sufficient to destroy 15-
20 percent of the attacking air operation, now 
it is necessary to assure, essentially, 100 per
cent destruction of all attacking airplanes and 
missiles." 

Soviet offensive and defensive force develop
ments over the past 25 years demonstrate that 
the strategy articulated by Sokolovskiy still ap
plies. The following pages present a detailed 
description of the actions undertaken by the 
Soviets in the area of strategic defenses. In or
der to explain the totality of the Soviet strate
gic military effort, a description of offensive 
force developments is provided in the annex to 
this document. 

7 

Defensive Forces 
Over the last 25 years the Soviets have in

creased their active and passive defenses 
in a clear and determined attempt to blunt the 
effect of U.S. and allied retaliation to any So
viet attack. Passive defenses are non-weapons 
measures - such as civil defense and harden
ing - which protect important assets against 
attack. Active defenses utilize weapon systems 
to protect national territory, military forces, or 
key assets. 

Evidence of the importance the Soviets at
tach to defensive damage-limitation can be 
traced back to the beginning of the nuclear age. 
National Air Defense became an independent 
service in the late 1950s and since 1959 has gen
erally ranked third in precedence within the 
Soviet Armed Forces, following the Strategic 
Rocket Forces and the Ground Forces. 

By the mid-1960s, two new mission areas -
antisatellite defense and anti-missile defense 
- were added to the National Air Defense mis
sion. As a result, the Soviet Union has the 
world's only operational anti-satellite (ASAT) 
system, which has an effective capability to 
seek and destroy critical U.S. satellites in low
earth orbit. In addition, Soviet efforts to attain 
a viable strategic defense against ballistic mis
siles have resulted in the world's only opera
tional ABM system and a large and expanding 
research and development program. 

The Soviet emphasis on the necessity of re
search into defenses against ballistic missiles 
was demonstrated by then-Minister of Defense 
Grechko shortly after the signing of the ABM 
Treaty in 1972, when he told the Soviet Pre
sidium that the Treaty "places no limitations 
whatsoever on the conducting of research and 
experimental work directed towards solving 
the problem of defending the country from nu
clear missile strikes." 

Ballistic Missile Defense 
The Soviets maintain the world's only oper

ational ABM system around Moscow. In 1980, 
they began to upgrade and expand that system 
to the limit allowed by the 1972 ABM Treaty. 
The original single-layer Moscow ABM system 
included 64 reloadable above-ground launchers 
at four complexes and DOG HOUSE and CAT 
HOUSE battle management radars south of 



Moscow Ballistic Missile Defense 
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KM 

ABM-1 B Complex ____ __ _. 
ABM Silo Sites Under Construction -• Roads ________ _ 

The Moscow ballistic missile defenses identified in map at right include the Pushkino ABM 
radar, above, GALOSH anti-ballistic missile interceptors, top left, and new silo-based high
acceleration interceptors, top right. 

Moscow. Each complex consisted of TRY ADD 
tracking and guidance radars and GALOSH 
interceptors (nuclear-armed, ground-based mis
siles designed to intercept warheads in space 
shortly before they reenter the Earth's atmo
sphere). 

When completed, the modernized Moscow 
ABM system will be a two-layer defense com-
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posed of: silo-based, long-range, modified GA
LOSH interceptors; silo-based, high-acceler
tion interceptors designed to engage targets 
within the atmosphere; associated engagement 
and guidance radars; and a new large radar 
at Pushkino designed to control ABM engage
ments. The silo-based launchers may be reload
able. The new system will have the 100 ABM 
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The 11 large HEN HOUSE ballistic missile early warning radars, at left, at six locations on 
the periphery of the USSR provide warning and target-tracking data in support of the Soviet 
ABM system. The DOG HOUSE radar, at right, provides battle management for the anti-ballistic 
missile interceptors around Moscow. 

The Soviets are now constructing a network 
of six new large phased-array radars that can 
track more ballistic missiles with greater accu
racy than the existing HEN HOUSE network. 
Five of these radars duplicate or supplement 
the coverage of the HEN HOUSE network, 
but with greatly enhanced capability. The 

r sixth, under construction near Krasnoyarsk in 
Siberia, closes the final gap in the Soviet early 
warning radar coverage against ballistic mis
sile attack. Together, the six new large phased
array radars form an arc of coverage from the 
Kola Peninsula in the northwest Soviet Union, 
around Siberia, to the Caucasus in the south
west. 

The United States is now constructing new 
ballistic missile early warning radars, known 
as PA VE PAWS, that are located on the periph
ery of our territory and oriented outward. Both 
the U.S. and the USSR, in signing the ABM 
Treaty, recognized the need for ballistic missile 
early warning radars. At the same time, they 
recognized that ballistic missile early warn
ing radars can detect and track warheads at 
great distances and therefore have a significant 
anti-ballistic missil~ potential. Such an ABM 
capability would play an important role in a 
nationwide ABM defense, which the Treaty 
was designed to prevent. As a result, the 

, U.S. and the Soviet Union agreed that future 
ballistic missile early warning radars must be 
located on a nation's periphery and oriented 
outward. In that way, the desirable and legiti
mate goal of early warning could be advanced 
while minimizing the danger that an effective 
nationwide battle management network couid 

, result. 
The Krasnoyarsk radar is designed for bal

listic missile detection and tracking, includ
ing ballistic missile early warning, and vio
lates the 1972 ABM Treaty. It is not located 
within a 150-kilometer radius of the national 
capital (Moscow) as required of ABM radars, 
nor is it located on the periphery of the So
viet Union and pointed outward as required 
for early warning radars. It is 3,700 kilometers 
from Moscow and is situated some 750 kilo
meters from the nearest border - Mongolia. 
Moreover, it is oriented not toward that bor
der, but across approximately 4,000 kilometers 
of Soviet territory to the northeast. 

The Soviet Union has claimed that the Kras
noyarsk radar is designed for space tracking, 
rather than ballistic missile early warning, and 
therefore does not violate the ABM Treaty. Its 
design, however, is not optimized for a space
tracking role, and the radar would, in any 
event, contribute little to the existing Soviet 



space tracking network. Indeed, the design 
of the Krasnoyarsk radar is essentially iden
tical to that of other radars that are known -

and acknowledged by the Soviets - to be for 
ballistic missile detection and tracking, includ
ing ballistic missile early warning. Finally, it 

The Soviet Union is violating the ABM Treaty through the siting, orientation and capability 
of the large phased-array, ballistic missile detection and tracking radar at Krasnoyarsk . 

. , 

r ' The receiver and transmitter of the large phased-array, ballistic missile detection and tracking 

I radar at Pechora. The design of the Krasnoyarsk radar is essentially identical to that of the Pechora 
radar. Unlike the Pechora radar, however, the Krasnoyarsk radar does not meet the ABM Treaty 
requirement that early warning radars be located on the periphery of the Soviet Union and be 
oriented outward. 
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closes the last remaining gap in Soviet ballistic 
missile detection coverage. The Krasnoyarsk 
radar, therefore, is being constructed in direct 
violation of the ABM Treaty. 

The growing Soviet network of large phased
array ballistic missile detection and tracking 
radars, of which the Krasnoyarsk radar is a 
part, is of particular concern when linked with 

r other Soviet ABM efforts. Such radars take 
years to ·construct; their existence might al
low the Soviet Union to move rather quickly 
to construct a nationwide ABM defense if it 
chooses to do so. The Soviets are also de
veloping components of a new ABM system 
which apparently are designed to allow them 
to construct individual ABM sites in a mat
ter of months, rather than the years that are 
required for more traditional ABM systems. So
viet activities in this regard potentially violate 
the ABM Treaty's prohibition on the devel
opment of a mobile land-based ABM system 
or components. We estimate that by using 
these components, the Soviets could undertake 
rapidly-paced ABM deployments to strengthen 
the defenses of Moscow and defend key targets 
in the western USSR and east of the Urals by 
the early 1990s. 

In addition, the Soviets have probably vio
lated the prohibition on testing surface-to-air 
missile (SAM) components in an ABM mode by 
conducting tests involving the use of SAM air 
defense radars in ABM-related testing activi-

"J: ~ ~} .. . . . 
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ties. Moreover, the SA-10 and SA-X-12 SAM 
systems may have the potential to intercept 
some types of strategic ballistic missiles. 

Taken together, all of the Soviet Union's 
ABM and ABM-related activities are more 
significant - and more ominous - than any 
one considered individually. Cumulatively, 
they suggest that the USSR may be preparing 
an ABM defense of its national territory. 

Advanced Technologies for Defense 
Against Ballistic Missiles 

In the late 1960s, in line with its long-stand
ing emphasis on strategic defense, the Soviet 
Union initiated a substantial research program 
into advanced technologies for defense against 
ballistic missiles. That program . covers many 
of the same technologies involved in the U.S. 
Strategic Defense Initiative, but represents a 
far greater investment of plant space, capital, 
and manpower. 

Laser Weapons 
1 l The USSR's laser program is much larger 

than U.S. efforts and involves over 10,000 scien
tists and engineers and more than a half dozen 

11 major research and development facilities and 
test ranges. Much of this research takes place 
at the Sary Shagan Missile Test Center where 
the Soviets also conduct traditional ABM re
search. Facilities there are estimated to m
clude several air defense lasers, a laser that 

. _ ,,. .,,._._.,~_we;·• 
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The directed-energy R&D site at Sary Shagan proving ground includes ground-based lasers that 
could be used in an antisatellite role today and possibly a ballistic missile defense role in the 
future. 
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may be capable of damaging some components 
of satellites in orbit, and a laser that could be 
used in feasibility testing for ballistic missile 
defense applications. A laser weapon program • 
of the magnitude of the Soviet effort would cost 
roughly $1 billion per y·ear in the U.S. 

The Soviets are conducting research in three 
types of gas lasers considered promising for 
weapons applications: the gas-dynamic laser; 
the electric discharge laser; and the chemi
cal laser. Soviet achievements in this area, in 
terms of output power, have been impressive. 
The Soviets are also aware of the military po
tential of visible and very short wave-length 
lasers. They are investigating excimer, free
electron, and x-ray lasers, and have been de
veloping argon-ion lasers for over a decade. 

The Soviets appear generally capable of sup
plying the prime power, energy storage, and 
auxiliary components needed for most laser 
and other directed-energy weapons. They have 
developed a rocket-driven magnetohydro
dynamic generator which produces over 15 

megawatts of electrical power - a device that 
has no counterpart in the West. The Soviets 
may also have the capability to develop the 
optical systems necessary for laser weapons to 
track and attack their targets. Thus, they pro
duced a 1.2-meter segmented mirror for an as
trophysical telescope in 1978 and claimed that 
this was a prototype for a 25-meter mirror that 
would be constructed in the future. A large mir
ror is considered necessary for a space-based 
laser weapon. 

Unlike the U.S., the USSR has now pro
gressed in some cases beyond technology re
search. It already has ground-based lasers 
that could be used to interfere with U.S. satel
lites, and could have prototype space-based 
antisatellite laser weapons by the end of the 
decade. The Soviets could have prototypes for 
ground-based lasers for defense against ballis
tic missiles by the late 1980s, and could begin 
testing components for a large-scale deploy
ment system in the early 1990s. 

The remaining difficulties in fielding an oper-

Soviet ABM/Space Defense Programs 
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13 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

1985 



ational system will require still more develop
ment time. An operational ground-based laser 
for defense against ballistic missiles probably 
could not be deployed until the late 1990s, or 
after the year 2000. If technology developments 
prove successful, the Soviets may deploy oper
ational space-based antisatellite lasers in the 
1990s, and might be able to deploy space-based 
laser systems for defense against ballistic mis
siles after the year 2000. 

Particle Beam Weapons 
Since the late 1960s, the Soviets have been 

involved in research to explore the feasibility 
of space-based weapons that would use parti
cle beams. We estimate that they may be able 
to test a prototype particle beam weapon in
tended to disrupt the electronics of satellites 
in the 1990s. A weapon designed to destroy 
satellites could follow later. A weapon capa
ble of physically destroying missile boosters or 

The USSR's operational antisatellite interceptor is launched from the Tyuratam Space Complex, 
where two launch pads and storage for additional interceptors and launch vehicles are available. 
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The Soviet orbital antisatellite (ASAT} weapon is operational and designed to destroy space 
targets with a multi-pellet blast. 

warheads probably would require several addi
tional years of research and development. 

It is still uncertain whether ground-based 
charged particle-beam weapons are feasible -
that is, whether the beam will propagate in 
the atmosphere. A space-based neutral particle 
beam weapon, however, would not be affected 
by the atmosphere or by the earth's magnetic 
field. 

Soviet efforts in particle beams, and par
ticularly on ion sources and radio frequency 
quadrupole accelerators for particle beams, are 
very impressive. In fact, much of the U.S. un
derstanding as to how particle beams could be 
made into practical defensive weapons is based 
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on Soviet work conducted in the late 1960s and 
early 1970s. 

Radio Frequency Weapons 
The USSR has conducted research in the use 

of strong radio frequency signals that have the 
potential to interfere with or destroy critical 
electronic components of ballistic missile war
heads. The Soviets could test a ground-based 
radio frequency weapon capable of damaging 
satellites in the. 1990s. 

Kinetic Energy Weapons 
The Soviets also have a variety of research 

programs underway in the area of kinetic en-



ergy weapons, using the high-speed collision of 
a small mass with the target as the kill mech
anism. In the 1960s, the USSR developed an 
experimental "gun" that could shoot streams 
of particles of a heavy metal such as tungsten 
or molybdenum at speeds of nearly 25 kilome
ters per second in air and over 60 kilometers 
per second in a vacuum. 

Long-range, space-based kinetic-energy 
systems for defense against ballistic missiles 
probably could not be developed until the mid-
1990s or even later. The USSR could, how
ever, deploy in the near-term a short-range, 
space-based system useful for satellite or space 
station defense or for close-in attack by a 
maneuvering satellite. Soviet capabilities in 
guidance and control systems probably are ad
equate for effective kinetic energy weapons for 
use against some objects in space. 

Computer and Sensor Technology 
Advanced weapons programs - including 

potential advanced defenses against ballistic 
missiles- are also dependent on remote sensor 
and computer technologies which are currently 
more highly developed in the West than in the 
Soviet Union. The Soviets are therefore devot
ing considerable resources to improving their 
abilities and expertise in these technologies. 
An important part of that effort involves an in
creasing exploitation of open and clandestine 
access to Western technology. For example, 
the Soviets have long been engaged in a well
funded effort to purchase U.S. high-technology 
computers, test and calibration equipment, and 
sensors illegally through third parties. 

An tisa tellite Developments 
The USSR has had for more than a dozen 

years the world's only operational antisatellite 
system, a co-orbital device which enters into 
the same orbit as its target satellite and, when 
it gets close enough, destroys the satellite by 
exploding a conventional warhead. In addition, 
the nuclear-armed GALOSH ABM interceptor 
deployed around Moscow may have ASAT ca
pability, and Soviet ground-based lasers could 
possibly damage some sensors on some U.S. 
satellites. 

Furthermore, as noted earlier, the Soviets 
are engaged in research and, in some cases 
development, of weapons which ultimateiy may 
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serve as ballistic missile defense systems, 
but probably will first provide antisatellite 
capabilities. 

Air Defense 
Although the United States began disman

tling most of its defenses against Soviet bomb
ers in the 1960s, the Soviet Union has con
tinued to invest enormous resources in a wide 
array of strategic air defense weapon systems. 
Taken together, the Soviet strategic air defense 
network is a potent and increasingly capable 
force which would attempt to limit the retal
iatory capability of our strategic bombers and 
cruise missiles. 

The Soviets have deployed numerous strate
gic air defense systems with excellent capabili
ties against aircraft flying at medium and high 
altitudes. They are now in the midst of a major 
program to improve their capabilities against 
aircraft and cruise missiles that fly at low alti
tudes. That effort includes partial integration 
of strategic and tactical air defenses, the up
grading of early warning and surveillance ca
pabilities, the deployment of more efficient data 
transmission systems, and the development and 
initial deployment of new aircraft, associated 
air-to-air missiles, surface-to-air missiles, and 
airborne warning and control system (AW ACS) 
aircraft. 

Soviet Territorial Air Defense 

Interceptor Aircraft Bases-----• 

Strategic SAM Concentrations __ _ 

Radars (BMD, EW, 0TH types)----• 



Currently, the Soviets have nearly 12,000 
SAM launchers at over 1,200 sites, 10,000 air 
defense radars, and more than 1,200 intercep
tor aircraft dedicated to strategic defense. An 

The new 11-76/ MAINSTA Y aircraft is illustrated 
as configured for its Airborne Warning and 
Control Systems mission. 

additional 2,800 interceptors assigned to So
viet Air Forces (SAF) could also be employed 
in strategic defense missions. In contrast, the 
U.S. has approximately 300 interceptor aircraft 
based in the U.S. dedicated to strategic defense, 
118 strategic air defense warning radars, and 
no operational strategic surface-to-air missile 
launchers. These figures do not include tac
tical air defenses deployed by NATO and the 
Warsaw Pact in Europe. 

The newest Soviet air defense interceptor 
aircraft, the MiG-31/FOXHOUND, has a look
down/shoot-down and multiple-target engage
ment capability. More than 85 FOXHOUNDS 
are nciw operationally deployed at several loca
tions from the Arkhangelsk area in the north
western USSR to the Far East Military 
District. Two new fighter interceptors, the 
Su-27 /FLANKER and the MiG-29/FULCRUM, 
also have look-down/shoot-down capabilities 
and are designed to be highly maneuverable 
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The MiG-29/FULCRUM all-weather, air superiority fighter-interceptor reflects the USSR's 
continuing drive to produce new generations of tactical and strategic aircraft. The FULCRUM 
is fitted with AA-10 missiles and the USSR's most modern look-down-shoot-down radar. 
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in air-to-air combat. These three aircraft are 
equipped with two new air-to-air missiles - the 
long-range AA-9 (for the FOXHOUND) and the 
medium-range AA-10 (for the FULCRUM and 
FLANKER) - that can be used against low
flying targets. 
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The USSR is also deploying the MAINSTAY 
airborne warning and control system (AW ACS) 
aircraft, which will improve substantially its 
capabilities for early warning and air combat 
command and control, especially against low
flying aircraft and cruise missiles. 

.. 



The Soviets maintain the world's most ex
tensive early warning system for air defense, 
composed of a widespread network of ground
based radars linked operationally with those of 
their Warsaw Pact allies. As previously noted, 
more than 10,000 air surveillance radars of var
ious types provide virtually complete coverage 
at medium to high altitudes over the USSR, and 
in some areas well beyond the Soviet Union's 
borders. Three over-the-horizon radars for bal
listic missile warning could provide additional 
warning of the approach of high-flying aircraft. 

The USSR also has an active research and 
development program to improve its air surveil
lance network. In 1983, it began to deploy 
two new types of air surveillance radars which 
will enhance Soviet capabilities for air defense, 
electronic warfare and early warning of cruise 
missile and bomber attacks. The Soviets are 

also continuing to deploy improved air surveil
lance data systems that can rapidly pass data 
from outlying radars through the air surveil
lance network to ground-controlled intercept 
sites and SAM command posts. 

Soviet strategic surface-to-air missiles pro
vide low-to-high-altitude barrier, area, and ter
minal defenses under all weather conditions. 
Five systems are now operational: the SA-1, 
SA-2, and SA-3, and the more capable SA-5 and 
SA-10. The recent Soviet air defense reorgani
zation permits efficient integration of strategic 
and tactical SAM systems. While most tactical 
SAMs have a shorter range than their strate
gic counterparts, many have better capabilities 
against targets flying at low altitude. 

Over the years the Soviets have continued 
to deploy the long-range SA-5 and have repeat
edly modified the system. Further deployment 

The mobile version of the SA-10 SAM will soon be operational. 
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The surface-to-air missiles of the SA-X-12 air defense system are designed to counter high
performance aircraft, will also have a capability against tactical ballistic missiles, and 
may have a potential against some strategic ballistic missiles as well. 

and upgrading of the SA-5 to enhance its capa
bility to work in conjunction with low-altitude 
systems like the SA-10 are probable. 

The SA-10 can defend against low-altitude 
targets with small radar cross-sections, like 
cruise missiles. The first SA-10 site was op
erational in 1980. Over 60 sites are now op
erational and work is progressing on at least 
another 30. More than half these sites are lo
cated near Moscow; this emphasis on Moscow 
and the patterns noted for the other SA-10 sites 
suggest a first priority on terminal defense of 
command and control, military, and key indus
trial complexes. 

In keeping with their drive toward mobility 
as a means of weapons survival, the Soviets are 
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developing a mobile version of the SA-10 which 
could become operational late this year. This 
mobile version could be used to support Soviet 
theater forces and to permit periodic changes 
in the location of SA-10 sites within the USSR 
so as to counter U.S. retaliatory forces more 
effectively. 

The Soviets are also flight-testing another 
important mobile SAM system, the SA-X-12, 
which is able to intercept aircraft at all al
titudes, cruise missiles, and short-range bal
listic missiles. The SA-10 and SA-X-12 may 
have the potential to intercept some types of 
strategic ballistic missiles as well. This is 
a serious development because these systems 
are expected to be deployed widely through-



out the Soviet Union in the 1980s. They could, 
if properly supported, add a significant point
target defense coverage to a nationwide Soviet 
ABM deployment. 

Passive Defenses 
Soviet military doctrine calls for passive de

fenses to act in conjunction with active forces 
to ensure the wartime survival and continu
ity of Soviet nuclear forces, leadership, mili
tary command and control units, war-related 
industrial production and services, the essen
tial work force, and as much of the general 
population as possible. The U.S. passive de
fense effort is far smaller and more limited; 
it is no way comparable to the comprehensive 
Soviet program. 

Physical hardening of military assets to 
make them more resistant to attack is an im
portant passive defense technique. The USSR 
has hardened its ICBM silos, launch facilities, 
and key command and control centers to an un
precedented degree. Much of today's U.S. retal
iatory force would be ineffective against those 
hardened targets. To maintain effective deter
rence, the United States must be able credi
bly to threaten prompt retaliation against the 
full spectrum of Soviet targets, including those 
which have been greatly hardened. 

Soviet leaders and managers at all levels 
of the government and Communist Party are 
provided hardened alternate command posts lo
cated well away from urban centers - in addi
tion to many deep bunkers and blast shelters in 
Soviet cities. This comprehensive and redun
dant system, patterned after a similar system 
for the Soviet Armed Forces, provides hardened 
alternate facilities for more than 175,000 key 
party and government personnel throughout 
the USSR. 

Elaborate plans have also been made for 
the full mobilization of the national economy 
in support of a war effort. Reserves of vital 
materials are maintained, many in hardened 
underground structures. Redundant industrial 
facilities are in active production. Industrial 
and other economic facilities have been equip
ped with blast shelters for the work force, and 
detailed procedures have been developed for 
the relocation of selected plants and equip
ment. By planning for the survival of the essen
tial work force, the Soviets hope to reconstitute 
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vital production programs using those indus
trial components that could be redirected or 
salvaged after an attack. 

In addition, the USSR has greatly empha
sized mobility as a means of enhancing the 
survivability of military assets. The SS-20 and 
SS-25, for example, are mobile. Rail-mobile de
ployment of the SS-X-24 is expected before the 
end of the decade. The Soviets are also develop
ing an extensive network of mobile command, 
control, and communications facilities. 

Soviet Statements on the U.S. Strategic 
Defense Initiative 

These extensive Soviet activities in strate
gic defense, combined with the large Soviet 
buildup in offensive forces over the past two 
decades, have been eroding the retaliatory ca
pabilities of U.S. strategic forces on which de
terrence has long rested. If the USSR in the 
future were unilaterally to add an effective ad
vanced defense against ballistic missiles to its 
offensive and other defensive forces, it would 
pose a very serious new threat to U.S. and 
allied security. 

The U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative is de
signed to counter the trend in the Soviets' 
favor. It is thus not unexpected that Soviet re
actions to the U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative 
have been strongly negative. Through an in
tensive, worldwide propaganda campaign, the 
USSR evidently hopes that it can dissuade the 
United States from pursuing this research pro
gram, thereby preserving the possibility of a 
Soviet monopoly in effective defenses against 
ballistic missiles - a monopoly that could give 
the USSR the uncontested damage-limiting 
first-strike capability that it has long sought. 

Thus, Soviet statements on the SDI must be 
seen in light of the extensive, long-term growth 
in Soviet offensive and defensive forces and 
of their major research effort to develop ad-

. vanced weapons for defense against ballistic 
missiles. They should also be viewed in light 
of comparable Soviet propaganda campaigns 
on other issues. The USSR engaged in a ma
jor propaganda effort in the late 1970s and 
early 1980s to preserve its monopoly in longer
range intermediate-range nuclear forces, and 
has adopted many of the same tactics to pre
vent the United States from acquiring an oper
ational ASAT system to balance its own. 



On April 22, 1983, a month after the Presi
dent's announcement of the Strategic Defense 
Initiative, a published letter signed by more 
than 200 senior Soviet scientists denouncing 
the initiative appeared in the New York Times. 
It is interesting and instructive to note that a 
number of the signatories have been instrumen
tal in the development of both traditional and 
advanced ballistic missile defensive systems: 
Petr D. Grushin, Vladimir S. Semenikhin, Fe
dor V. Bunkin, Yevgeniy P. Velikhov, Vsevolod 
S. Avduyevskiy, Aleksandr M. Prokhorov, and 
Nikolay G. Basov. Velikhov, for example, 
was for several years the director of the Insti
tute of Atomic Energy laboratories at Troitsk, 

Dr. Y.P. Velikhov has been a central figure in 
the development of the USS R's high energy 
laser weapons. As Chairman of the committee 
of Soviet Scientists in Defense of Peace and 
Against Nuclear War, Dr. Velikhov is also the 
leading Soviet scientific spokesman against 
the U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative. 

( where lasers for strategic and tactical appli
cations are being developed. A vduyevskiy has 
long been involved with strategic weapons re
search and now has responsibility for a num
ber of projects concerned with the military 
use of space, including a space-based laser 
weapon. Other signatories have spent their 
careers developing strategic offensive weapons 
and other military systems: Vladimir N. Ch
elomey, Valentin P. Glushko, Aleksandr D. 
Nadiradze, and Viktor P. Makeyev in ICBMs 
and SLBMs; Oleg K. Antonov and Aleksandr S. 
Y akovlev in military aircraft; Nikolay Isanin 
in nuclear submarines; Yuliy B. Khariton in 
the Soviet military nuclear energy program; 
and Martin I. Kabachnik in chemical warfare. 
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The U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative 
The U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative offers 

the possibility of a better, more stable de
terrence based increasingly on defenses that 
are survivable, militarily effective, and cost
effective relative to offensive forces. If our 
research shows that such defenses against bal
listic missiles are feasible, they would allow us 
to move from deterrence based solely on the 
threat of nuclear retaliation, toward enhanced 
deterrence characterized by greater reliance 
on defensive capabilities that threaten no one. 
The Strategic Defense Initiative is also a pru
dent and necessary response to the very active 
Soviet efforts in offensive and defensive forces. 
It responds directly to the ongoing and exten
sive Soviet anti-ballistic missile effort, includ
ing the existing Soviet deployments permitted 
under the ABM Treaty. The SDI research pro
gram provides a necessary and powerful deter
rent to any near-term Soviet decision to expand 
rapidly its ABM capability beyond that con
templated by the ABM Treaty. It also provides 
insurance against an eventual Soviet attempt 
to deploy an effective advanced system for de
fense against ballistic missiles unilaterally. 

SDI research complements our efforts to 
achieve significant, equitable, and verifiable re
ductions in nuclear forces. In the near term, 
we are seeking reductions of strategic and 
intermediate-range nuclear forces, and discus
sing defensive and space arms, in the U.S.
Soviet negotiations which opened in Geneva in 
March 1985. The United States and the Soviet 
Union have agreed that there is a fundamental 
relationship between offensive and defensive 
systems and that neither can be considered in 
isolation. 

In the longer term, if we were to deploy ad
vanced defenses against ballistic missiles, such 
defenses could increase significantly the incen
tives for further negotiated deep reductions in 
offensive nuclear forces because they could re
duce or eliminate the military utility of ballis
tic missiles. Such significant reductions would, 
in turn, serve to increase the effectiveness of 
defensive systems. 

The SDI research program emphasizes ad
vanced non-nuclear defensive technologies. It 
will provide to a future President and Con
gress, possibly in the early 1990s, the technical 
knowledge required for a decision on whether 



to develop and later deploy advanced defensive 
systems. Extensive discussions with our allies 
would take place prior to any future decision 
to move beyond research to development and 
deployment. 

Any future deployment would also be a mat
ter for discussion and negotiation as appropri
ate with the Soviet Union, as provided in the 
ABM Treaty. Even now we are seeking to 
engage the Soviets at Geneva in a discussion 
of the relationship of offensive and defensive 
forces and of a possible future transition to 
greater reliance on defensive systems. 
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While we could not allow a Soviet veto over 
a decision which would have such a major 
impact on U.S. and allied security, it is our in
tention and hope that - if new defensive tech
nologies prove feasible - we and the Soviets 
would be able both to move to a more defense
reliant balance. What we envision is thus just 
the opposite of an arms race or a search for mil
itary superiority. We seek instead an approach 
that would serve the security interests of the 
United States, our allies, the Soviet Union, and 
the world as a whole. 



Annex 

Offensive Forces 
Soviet military doctrine and strategy call for 

superior offensive forces capable of executing 
a successful first strike. The Soviet buildup in 
offensive forces over the last two decades has 
been designed to move in that direction. 

Soviet strategic offensive forces introduced 
since 1971 include: 

• four new types of intercontinental 
ballistic missiles (ICBMs) - the SS-17, 
18, 19, and 25. In addition, the USSR 
probably has deployed the SS-16 in 
violation of the SALT II Treaty; 

• five new types of ballistic missile-carrying 
submarines; 

• four new types of submarine-launched 
ballistic missiles (SLBMs ); 

• five improved versions of existing SLBMs; 
• long-range cruise missiles; and 
• a new variant of the BEAR bomber 

carrying strategic air-launched cruise 
missiles. 

That buildup is all the more striking when 
compared to the relative restraint exercised by 
the U.S. in its acquisition of nuclear weapons 
systems during the same period. The number of 
strategic and tactical nuclear warheads in the 
U.S. stockpile peaked in 1967. We had one-third 
more nuclear weapons then than we have now. 
Moreover, the total explosive power (measured 
in megatonnage) of our nuclear weapons was 
four times greater in 1960 than it is today. 

Our latest B-52 bomber was built in 1962. 
Although we modernized the missiles our sub
marines carried with the POSEIDON C-3 in 
1971 and TRIDENT I C-4 in 1979, we did not in
troduce a single new ballistic missile-carrying 
submarine from 1966 until 1981, when we be
gan deploying the TRIDENT submarine at the 
rate of about one a year. In fact, our ballistic 
missile submarine force declined by one-fourth 
between 1966 and 1981, from 41 boats to 31. 
During the time we were decreasing the num
ber of our SSBNs, the Soviet Union deployed 
62 new ballistic missile-carrying submarines. 

Similarly, the U.S. began deploying its new
est ICBM, the MINUTEMAN III, fifteen years 
ago; today, we have fewer ICBMs than we did 
in 1967. By contrast, the Soviet Union has 
added about 800 ICBMs to its arsenal since 
that year. Of greatest concern for strategic 
stability has been the development and deploy-
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ment of the SS-18 and SS-19 ICBMs. Since the 
late 1970s, the USSR has deployed more than 
300 SS-18s, each twice as large as the U.S. 
PEACEKEEPER/MX and carrying ten war
heads, and 360 SS-19s, each approximately the 
size of the PEACEKEEPER/MX and carrying 
six warheads. The Soviets already have enough 
hard-target-capable ICBM warheads today to 
attack all U.S. ICBM silos and launch con
trol centers and will have a larger number of 
hard-target capable warheads in the future. (A 
weapon with hard-target capability has suffi
cient accuracy and yield to destroy targets that 
have been hardened to withstand the effects of 
a nuclear detonation.) 

In addition to the rapid growth in its ICBM 
force, the Soviet Union is engaged in a major 
modernization and expansion of its strategic 
bomber and submarine forces. The bulk of So
viet strategic offensive nuclear warheads has 
traditionally been on ICBMs, while the U.S. 
has maintained a balanced force, with fewer 
than one-quarter of our strategic weapons on 
ICBMs. The growth in modern Soviet strate
gic offensive forces of all types is thus not only 
exacerbating the imbalance between U.S. and 
Soviet ICBMs, but also steadily eroding the 
traditional countervailing U.S. advantage in 
SLBMs and strategic bomber systems. 

When the SALT I Interim Agreement on Of
fensive Arms was signed in 1972, the USSR had 
roughly 2,300 strategic ballistic missile war
heads, and the throw-weight of its ballistic 
missile force was about 3 million kilograms. 
(Throw-weight is a basic measure of ballistic 
missile destructive capability and potential.) 
By the time the SALT II agreement was signed 
in 1979, the Soviet strategic arsenal had more 
than doubled to roughly 5,500 strategic bal
listic missile warheads with a ballistic missile 
throw-weight of about 4 million kilograms. To
day, the Soviet Union has over 8,000 strate
gic ballistic missile warheads and a ballistic 
missile throw-weight of about 12 million kilo
grams. 

Perhaps even more troubling is the fact that 
the USSR's offensive nuclear force buildup con
tinues unabated, with a large number of new 
systems at or nearing deployment. For exam
ple, the Soviets are: 

• continuing production of the BEAR H 
bombers which carry the AS-15 long-range 
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• Available information on the SS-16 is inconclusive, but indicates probable deployment 

air-launched cruise missile. They are also 
developing a new strategic bomber, the 
BLACKJACK, which, when deployed 
before the end of the decade, will be 
larger than either the U.S. B-lB or B-52; 

• completing development of the SS-X-24 
and have announced deployment of the 
SS-25 ICBM_ The SS-25 violates the SALT 
II agreement, since it is a prohibited 
second new type of ICBM; 

• deploying two new classes of nuclear
powered ballistic missile-carrying sub
marines (SSBNs), the DELTA IV and the 
TYPHOON, and associated SLBMs. They 
are also testing a new sea-launched cruise 
missile, the SS-NX-21. 
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The combination of U.S. restraint and Soviet 
expansion and modernization of its strategic 
offensive forces means that U.S. forces are be
coming increasingly obsolete. We are therefore 
modernizing our strategic nuclear forces to en
sure the balance necessary for continued de
terrence. That program includes development 
of the PEACEKEEPER/MX ICBM, a smaller 
single-warhead ICBM (popularly known as 
MIDGETMAN), the B-lB bomber, an advanced 
technology bomber, and the TRIDENT II 
SLBM. We are also deploying long-range air
and sea-launched cruise missiles and TRIDENT 
SSBNs. Our strategic modernization program 
is essential not only for the military balance, 
but also to induce the Soviets to agree to nego-



tiated offensive force reductions which would 
enable us to maintain the balance at far lower 
levels of armaments. 

The Soviet Union has also greatly expanded 
its nuclear forces of less-than-intercontinental 
range, which primarily threaten our friends 
and allies. The USSR has developed an en
tirely new generation of nuclear short-range 
ballistic missiles. Of gravest concern has been 
the creation and subsequent rapid expansion 
of the SS-20 longer-range intermediate-range 
missile force, which threatens our friends and 
allies in Europe and Asia. NATO had no equiv-
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alent systems when the USSR began to field 
this modern, mobile, highly accurate, triple
warhead missile. As of September 1985, the So
viets had deployed 441 SS-20s, with over 1,200 
warheads. Not only is the SS-20 force continu
ing to grow, but the Soviets are also testing 
a modified version of the SS-20 which is ex
pected to be even more accurate. In contrast, 
NATO plans to deploy 572 single-warhead PER
SHING II and ground-launched cruise missiles 
and stands ready to reduce or reverse those de
ployments if we can reach an equitable, verifi
able arms reduction agreement with the USSR. 
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Where Poss.· .. ~--
First, the Soviets have deployed accu

rate tactical ballistic missiles ISS-21s, 22s 
and 23s) that pose a serious threat against 
our "'allies and troops abroad. Although 

By DAN QUAYLE 

The Strategic Defense Initiative faces a 
number of threats. The Soviets want to ne
gotiate it out of existence. The Hill wants 
to slash its budget, and the President 
wants . to bargain with it in the coming 
Soviet Summit. 

None of these threats, though, even be
gins to compare to the problems created 
by the popular assumption that a total at
tack is what SDI is supposed to counter. As 
Jong as a total attack (whether it be 

" against cities or silosl is sors first or sole 
. objective, SDI will always appear to be too 
expensive, too controversial, and militarily 
of too little value to bother with. 

Changes in our approach will have to 
take place. If we are serious about promot

·ing SDI, we must not only ask that it be 
deployed in the near-term, but_ also de
mand that it be focused •on s1gmflcant 
threats other than total attacks. 

• In specific, SDI should be directed to 
focus on the shorter range Soviet tactical 
ballistic missile threat now posed against 
our allies and troops abroad, the threat of 
a limited Sqviet strike against our national 
command authority or some other valuable 
military asset, the Soviet anti-satellite 
weapon (ASATJ threat, and the Soviet 

• threat to jam or confuse our surveillance 
and communications systems in Europe or 

• Asia: 
Each of these threats is technically Jess 

stressful than any all-out attack against 
our military or population but militarily 
critical if our country is to remain safe. 
Each would require the deployment of SDI 
components critical to. the working of a 

FBI ... from Pg. 5 
lot of savvy to handle situations like 
this," he said, noting that cases often 
involved detailed interviews of Cabi
net-level officials. 

Several White House officials and the 
Director of Central Intelligence, Wil
liam J. Casey, have long called for 
tougher action to punish those who dis
close Government secrets. 

Threats of p 'rosecutlon 

Earlier this year, Mr. Casey threat
ened to prosecute The Washington 
Post, The New York Times and other 
news organizations that he asserted 
had disclosed American communica
tions secrets. No prosecution was un
dertaken, however. -

Last month Mr. Casey said the Ad- . 
ministration was expanding its efforts 
to control unauthorized disclosures and 
would prosecute if needed. 

"We are putting into place mech
anisms to aggressively investigate ap
parent cases of leaking within the Gov
ernment and to take punitive and legal 
action against Government employees 
who betray the trust placed in them," 

these missiles can carry either nuclear or 
conventional warheads, they are expected 
to become accurate enough by the late 
198Ds to knock out nearly all of NATO's 
key military assets with conventional war
heads alone. 

To answer this threat, development of 
an anti-tactical ballistic missile system is 
necessary. This system would not violate 
the ABM Treaty because it could not de
stroy strategic missiles aimed against ei
ther the U.S. or the Soviet Union. But it 
could teach us a considerable amount 
about the interceptors, radars and other 
sensor systems that defenses against stra
tegic missiles would require. 

Second, we need defenses now to defend 
against an accidental launch or a limited 
intentional strike designed to disrupt our 
national command authority. An attack 
against our national command authority is 
especially frightening since this could be 
done without physically harming a single 
American citizen. All that would be re
quired to make our generals deaf, dumb 
and blind would be the detonation of only a 
handful of submarine-launched weapons at 
very high altitude over the U.S. A defense 
against such a limited attack could be be
gun with mid-course and terminal inter
ceptors deployments under the ABM 
Treaty's !DO-launcher limit. The third 
threat is Soviet ASA Ts. The Soviets can al
ready threaten most of our key military 
satellites in low-earth orbit. By only up
grading their ASATs, the Soviets could 
soon threaten our satellites in higher or
bits. These satellites are critical to our 
military, providing strategic and tactical 
warning, surveillance. communication. 
weather information, and the most sensi-

~ ;:,- said. 
The decision to refer a case to the 

Justice Department for possible inves
tigation is often i . ade on a political 
basis. Sometimes disclosure of classi
fied information is made or authorized 
by officials at the highest levels as a 
means of explaining or justifying Ad
ministration policy. Investigations by 
the Bureau ensue when the news media 
disclose information that one or more 
agencies did not want released. 

While the Government has investi
gated hundreds of unauthorized disclo
sures over past decades, only one in
quiry has led to a criminal conviction. 
In that case, a Navy analyst, Samuel · 
Loring Morison,,was convicted of es
pionage last year for providing a clas
sified photograph to a magazine. 

Inquiries i_n 2 Cases . 
The F.B.I. would not disclose what 

news reports had prompted recent in
vestigations. But law-enforcement offi
cials confirmed that agents were 
trying to find the source of articles by 
Seymour M. Hersh in The New York 
Times last summer about Gen. Manuel 
Antonio Noriella, the army com-
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live military inh:>lligence. 

Yet, against Soviet ASA Ts we still lack 
the satellite surveillance and tracking ca
pabilities necessary just to track a possible 
attack. Two key systems designated to pro
vide such surveillance from space are be
ing developed as the critical eyes for SDI
the Boost Surveillance and Tracking Sys
tem and the Space Surveillance and Track
ing System. If we are at all serious about 
arms control in space or defending against 
ASA Ts, these efforts should be acceler
ated. 

The last threat is the Soviet effort to de
feat the conventional, deep-strike "smart·· 
weapons we are developing for the emerg
ing automated battlefield by denying us 
our ability to find and track targets on the 
battlefield and by jamming or disrupting 
our command and communications sys
tems. To counter this, we don't need 
smarter weapons, but rather more sensi
tive. survivable and powerful communica
tions, surveillance and tracking systems to 
ensure tlJ,e'se weapons arrive on target and 
on time. These technologies include new, 
powerful SDI heat-seeking sensors, high 
resolution radars based on inexpensive sat
ellites, new powerful battle management 
computer systems. non-jammable commu
nication satellites and the like. 

None of'these threats. of course, is as 
dramatic as countering an all-out attack 
against our missile fields or cities but if 
they are not addressed, they can limit our 
ability to deter or prevail in either strate
gic or conventional war. More inwortantly. 
this approach to SDI is incremental. Cer· 
tainlv. ii SDI cannot meet these threats, it 
is highly unlikely that it can counter more 
stressing total strategic attacks. On the 
other hand, if SDI can, it will be. able to 
sustain popular. support both in the near 
and long term. 

Sen. Qu11,11Ie rR .• Ind. I is 11 111r111brr of 
the Armed Serrices subcommillrr 011 strn· 
tcaic and theater nuclear forces. 

mander of Panama, and his purported 
involvement in drug activities and the 
illicit concealment of the sources of 
money, assertions that the general 
denied. 

A Government offical knowledgable 
about intelligence said another investi
gation involved an article in The Los 
Angeles Times earlier this year that 
described a secret Administration re
port on the Government's mishandling 
of the case of Edward Lee Howard, a 
former Central Intelligence Agency 
officer accused of espionage. The bu
reau and the Central Intelligence 
Agency were specifically assailed in 
the report for their handling of Mr. 
Howard, who escaped while under sur
veillance by F.B.I. agents. 

The bureau said the team, made of 
up two agents who specialize in coun
terintelligence and two from the cnm1-
nal division, was part of a larger squad 
that handled cases of domestic terror
ism, such as bombings. 

The four agents currently spend 
most of their time investigating disclo
sures, officials said. 

Bill Baker, the chief F.B.I. spokes-
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Shultz Says Soviet Fails to Stem Gulf Arms Flow 
By BERNARD GWERTZMAN 

Special to The New Yort Tlme:t 

UNITED NATIONS, N.Y., Oct. I -
Secretary of State George P. Shultz 
said today that In his recent talks with 
the Soviet Foreign Minister the two 
men had agreed to seek an end to the 
Iran-Iraq war. 

But In a closed-door speech to Arab 
foreign ministers, Mr. Shultz criticized 
the Soviet Union for failing to act as 
forcefully as the United States in block
Ing the shipment of arms to Iran from 
countries "with which they have Influ
ence." 

Later, a senior State Department of
ficial said that although the Soviet 
Union professed to . be Interested in 
stopping arms shipments to Iran, It had 
In fact done little to stop sales from 
Eastern European countries, particu
larly Czechoslovakia and North Korea, 
which have provided large amounts of 
Iran's arms. 

Syria and Libya also provide the Ira
nians with arms bought from the Soviet 
Union, he said. 

Iran Called 'Intransigent' 
The United States has banned the 

sale of arms made in this country ei
ther to Iran or Iraq. Mr. Shultz said 
that because Iran has been "intransi
gent" in refusing to negotiate a settle
ment of the six-year-old war, "we have 
intensified our efforts to discourage 
our friends from selling arms to Iran 
with significant, but not complete, suc
cess." 

fBI •.. from Pg. 13 
man, said in an interview that the team 
was formed because the bureau 
wanted to consolidate and expedite 
such Investigations and assure that 
they were handled by agents selected 
for their "maturity and experience." 

Full Range of Tools 

The senior official noted that Chim., 
which does not buy arms from the 
United States, has become a major 
supplier to Iran, despite American urg
ing tnat It stop. And the official noted 
that there are persistent reports that 
Israeli arms are finding their way to 
Iran even though the Israeli Govern
ment says it has put a halt to the prac
tice. 

Speaking of the recent talks with 
Foreign Minister Eduard A. Shevard
nadze which preceded the announce
ment ~n Tuesday of the meeting in _ Ice
land on Oct. 11 and 12, Mr. Shultz said 
that "we and Soviet officials agreed 
that we share a common Interest In 
seeing an end to the Iran-Iraq war." 

"However, the Soviets have not acted 
as forcefully as we in moving to block 
arms resupplied to Iran from countries 
with which they have influence," he 
said. "We wish they would do more." 

Regional Issues on Agenda • 
American officials said that regional . 

Issues would be discussed at the Ice
land meeting, but without much pros
pect of success. Mr. Shevardnadze, In 
his speech to the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly last week, called for an 
International conference on the Middle 
East. . 

But in discussions with various Arab 
leaders today Mr. Shultz said he saw no 
reason for Moscow to take part In such 
a conference before it restored diplo
matic ties with Israel and sharply in
creased the flow of Jewish emigration. 
• Mr. Shultz devoted almost his entire 

day In New York to meeting with vari
ous Arab foreign ministers Individual
ly, or as a group at lunch, where he ad
dressed the Gulf Cooperation Council, 
representing the nations on the Arab 
side of the Persian Gulf. 

According to the senior official, the 
main topic on most Arab minds was the 
assumption that Iran was about to 
launch its long-awaited "final offen
sive." American experts have held to 

the view that Iran and Iraq are unable 
to defeat each other decisively, but the 
senior official said that there was seri
ous concern about the continued fight
ing, and the possible "spillover" of the 
war Into other gulf states. 

Mr. Shultz sai<:I the war showed no 
sign of ending. He said that "the height~ 
ened tempo of the fighting this year 
and the heightened threat that the con
flict will spill over to Gulf Coordinating 
Council member states pose real risk 
to the region and the peoples of your 
countries." 

He affirmed again that the United 
States viewed the area as critical to its 
Interests. 

"The United States has made It em
phatically clear that an expansion of 
the war to third parties would consti
tute a major threat to U.S. Interests," 
he said. "Yet the unpredictable nature 
of this conflict remains a cause of con
stant concern and vigilance. Attacks on 
Gulf shipping have intensified. No one 
can predict when neutral ships transit
ing international or G.C.C. territorial 
waters will be hit again." 

Mr. Shultz said Mr. Reagan had af
firmed a commitment to insure the 
free flow of oil through the Strait of 
Hormuz, the entrance to the.-Persian 
Gulf. • 

"I reiterate that commitment here 
today," he said. 

"We support your Individual and col
lective self-defense and are ready to 
work with you," he said. The rationale 
for the large-scale arms sales to Saudi 
Arabia in recent years has been to en
able it to better protect itself and neigh
boring countries against the possibility 
of Iranian attack. • 

Mr. Shultz met separately today with 
the Foreign Ministers of Syria, Omlin, 
Iraq, Jordan, Egypt and Saudi Arabia. 

In his discussion with Eoreign Minis
ter Farouk al-Sharaa of Syria, Mr. 
Shultz called on Damascus to do more 
to bring about the rescue of the Amer
ican hostages In· Lebanon. ; • • • •• 
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full range of investigative tools, includ-
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nd 

Treaty Expected to Sail Through Senate 
Senior law-enforcement officials said 

they did not believe that the bureau 
was tapping the telephones of report
ers, but the bureau would not rule out 
taps against reporters in highly sensi
tive investigations. 

Jane Kirtley, a spokesman for the 
Reporters Committee for Fre~dom of 
the Press, said she was not aware of 
the F.B.I. squad, but she said the com
mittee was concerned about any Gov
ernment effort that might curtail re
sponsible reporting. 

"We've always been troubled by at
tempts on the part of the Reagan Ad
ministration to stiffle the free flow of 
information," she said. "We've always 
believed that exerting pressure on Gov
ernment employees is a regrettable 
thing." 

The F.B.I. noted that the new team 
was answerable only to its Director, 
William H. Webster, and the Justice 
Department. "By keeping it under 
Judge Webster, you retain all of the de
mands he makes on sensitive investi
gations," Mr. Baker said. 

BJ ROBERT F. MORISON 
Journal of eom-<ce StaN 

WASHINGTON - The unique 
military cargo-sharing treaty be
tween the United States and Iceland ; 
seems headed for Senate approval in 
record time. 

Last-minute opposition when the 
treaty is laid before the Senate for 
debate could slow action, but none is 
expected at this point. 

The treaty, negotiated, signed and 
given a bearing by the Senate For
eign Relations Committee in less 
than two weeks, is expected to be 
favorably voted upon by the Senate 
sometime this week and certainly 
before this Congress adjourns. 

However, that doesn't mean there 
won't be further questions raised. 
The House Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee, for example, is 
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none too pleased. 
The prospect of a reduction in the 

scope of the 1904 Cargo Preference 
Act, which reserves 100% of military 
shipments for U.S.-fiag vessels un
less the president finds the freight 
charges to be excessive, is viewed 
w1tb some concern in tbe House 
committee. 

The panel's Merchant Marine 
Subcommittee planned a further 
hearing for today on government 
agencies' compliance with the 1904 
act and other cargo preference stat
utes. 

The main witness is expected to 
be State Department Counselor Ed
ward J. Derwinski, who beaded the 
U.S. team that negotiated the Ice
land treaty and testified on it late 
Tuesday before the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee. 

* * * 
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Rocket's Lihoff 
ls Boost for NASA, 
Star Wars Effort sr~ ) 

By TIM CARRINGTON 

And LAURIE MCGINLEY 
Staff Reporters of THE w ALL STREET JOURNAL 

WASHINGTON-The successful launch· 
ing of a Delta rocket gives the U.S. space 
program a much-needed boost and eases 

Iresearch delays for the Strategic Defense 
' Initiative program. 

The flawless liftoff Friday of the un
manned National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration rocket from Kennedy 
Space Center in Florida was the space pro· 
~am·s first success follov.ing the Chal· 

r 1enger shuttle disaster Jan. 28, which killed 
• even .crew members. 

In April, an Air Force Titan rocket be· 
eved to have been carrying a heavy intel· 

• ::-ence satellite exploded shortly after 
unch from Vandenberg Air Force Base in 

f -._}ifornia. In May, a Delta rocket 
mched from Kennedy Space Center was 
stroyed by ground officials after it 
ered off course. It was carrying a gov
nment weather satellite. 

1 "We feel like we're back in the 
,ove," William Russell, Delta, project 

t nager, said at a news conference after 
launch. "My quality of life had already 

• en to the bottom, and another failure 
, 'd have been the end of me." 

he successful launch also helped put 
.,., 3ident Reagan's Strategic Defense re· 
Ii .rch program, popularly known as Star 
,; -ars, back on track. After months of delay 
, .aused by the grounding of the space fleet, 
the SDI office used the Delta launch to test 
the ability of an interceptor to home in on 
a vehicle in orbit. 

To conduct the SDI experiment, the 
Delta rocket carried two separate vehicles. 
One homed in on the other, and eventually 
:ollided with it. In addition, the Penta· 
gon launched a sounding rocket from the 
White Sands Missile Range in New Mexico 
as part of the experiment. Pentagon offi· 
cials said the test provided data on how a 
rocket can be tracked in space. 

NASA has only two complete Deltas left 
in its inventory. One will be used in No· 
vember to launch a government weather 
satellite identical to the one that was de
stroyed in May. The other will be used to 
launch an Indonesian weather satellite 
next spring. A third that is partly com· 
pleted will be used for another SDI experi· 
ment in the fall of 1987. 

In addition, the space agency plans to 
buy two more Deltas to be used for SDI 
payloads. Mr. Russell said. 

In other plans, the Air Force intends to 
launch an Atlas rocket carrying a low-alti· 
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SDI Death of 1,000 Cuts 
Presid t Rea n's latest arms

control letter hairman Gorbachev 
means that his strategic defense ini
tiative is now on the table. ½'hether or 
not anything comes of this, it was a 
clear defeat tor the Pentagon and 
other SDI proponents. They set them
selves up insisting that nothing worth
while can be deployed anytime soon. 

The letter proposes that the U.S. 
agree not to deploy SDI for five to 
seven years, that the Soviets make 
deep cuts in offensive weapons and 
that the sides agree that defensive de
ployments are allowed after the seven 
years. In some sense, we suppose, this 
can be read as putting a time limit on 
our adherence to the ABM treaty lim
iting defensive deployments. Now, the 
Russians' only interest in this lies in 
stopping our technology, and they are 
not about to change their spots. By 
now. skepticism about their treaty vio
lations is pervasive both in the admin
istration and in the Senate that would 
have ·to ratify any agreement. Any of
ficial treaty remains remote. 

ihe danger is far more insidious. 
Our ~xperience has been that, treaty 
or rio, a U.S. negotiating position be
comes the planning document for de
fense research and procurement. If 
the official line is that SDI eventually 
will be negotiated away, why should 
ambitious young officers and scien
tists hitch their careers to it, or mili
tary chieftains devote their budgetary 
resources to it, or Congress fund it, 
or even its proponents go to the mat? 
This kind of death-by-a-thousand-cuts 
has repeatedly gutted promising 
weapons systems. Indeed, it is the 
principal leverage the arms-control 
process gives the Soviets in curtailing 
our defense programs. 

In its advocacy of SDI, the Reagan 
administration did not walk but ran 
into this trau. Its position has been 
that SDI is only a research program, 
and v.ill remain only a research pro
gram until it solves the problem of 
building a defense against the possi
bility that the Soviets might launch 
their entire missile force agafust 
women and children, ignoring mili
tary assets that might strike back. We 
woqld not deploy anything, the line 
goes, until our research finds a way to 
stop :every last missile in such an in
sane : contingency. 

By taking this preposterous posi
tion in the intramural boxing, the pro
SDI forces led with their chins. The 
pro-arms-control forces have replied: 
Well, if we're not going to deploy any
way, anything we get out of agreeing 
not to deploy comes for free. If the So· 
viets junk some obsolete missiles they 
were going to junk anyway, we still 
haven't lost anything. The Soviets are 
clever enough to frame offers encour
aging this line of reasoning, SDI goes 
on · the table and the death-of-a-thou· 
sand~cuts begins. . 

Now, the reason pro-SDI forces 
have . opposed near-term deployment 

is not entirely foolish. The easiest 
technical problem is defending the 
silos for retaliatory missiles. For our 
part. we would defend the silos today, 
tomorrow or back when the ABM 
treaty was negotiated in 1972. It 's far 
cheaper than any of the cockeyed 
schemes for basing new M:X missiles. 
Doubtless, though, a silo defense-if 
you stop with that-is anything but a 
step away from the policy of mutual 
assured destruction. And if the silos 
were safe, still-powerful proponents of 
MAD would even more strenuously 
argue against defending cities. 

Solidifying MAD is not at all what 
the administration wants from SDI. 
Even if a silo defense succeeded 
against an actual attack, a U.S. presi
dent would be left with the sole option 
of launching a strike to kill Soviet 
women and children. The driving 
force behind SDI is the desire to give 
a president more moral and more us
able options; this requires a plausible 
degree of population defense. The 
Pentagon leadership has opposed any 
limited system for fear of getting left 
with only a silo defense. 

In fact, quite a few things can be 
done in the near term that would be 
highly useful. The technologies now 
being discussed have large ' 'foot
prints," and even if centered on mis
sile fields could protect large sections 
of the country-at the very least 
against accidental, third-party or 
demonstration attacks. Even against 
a significant attack the defense of the 
national command authority looks 
both quite possible and vitally impor
tant. Perhaps easiest of all, we could 
start to deploy a defense against tacti
cal ballistic missiles in Europe. These 
are easier to intercept because they 
travel slower than their intercontinen· 
tal counterparts. 

The Pentagon's own Hoffman panel 
took the common-sense position that 
while a leak-proof defense is far 
away, you have to learn to walk be
fore you learn to run. It concluded 
that the _place. to start is an anti:tacti: 
cal ballistic missile (ATBM). The 
German, British and Israeli defense 
ministries have expressed an interest 
in cooperating on the project. Sen. 
Dan Quayle recently won approval in 
the Senate Armed Services Commit
tee of an amendment to set aside $50 
million of the SDI budget for ATBM 
research and development, with 
matching funds to be provided by al
lies. 

We certainly think the administra
tion has the right goal in population 
defense, but it will never get there by 
waiting for a leak-proof system that 
can be deployed overnight. We'd also 
like to believe the president's letter 
didn't sentence SDI to the death-of-a· 
thousand-cuts. But to insure the mo
mentum of the technological drive, 
the administration now needs to get 
going with the steps it can take sooner 
rather than later. 
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Grizzlies Aren't 
T_he Only Maulers 

In Yellowstone 
The Washington weather is swamplike. 

Normal people are trying to get out of the t. 
city and head for the national parks. Mean- 1 • 
while, we crazies stick around. Our con
nection to the parks is to follow this su:n· 
mer's big political controversy over park 
policy. Here it is: Has the U.S. Park Serv-
ice fallen into the blind pursuit of any pol-
icy labeled "natural "? Has it, as an ironic 1 • 
result, nerlected park wildlife? 

You may say "yes" if you have just 
read the new book by Alton Chase, "Play-
ing God in Yellowstone," which has in
spired stories. debates. rebuttals. Mr. · 
Chase writes about the environmental ex- !
tremism-mystical, pantheistic, anti-scien
tific- that grew in the 1960s. This seeped ' 
into the environmentalist movement as a 
whole-including the Park Service. 

The Park Service began a wildlife man· · 
agement policy of "natural regulation." It 
said humans should not intervene in the 
parks, but let the ecosystem work out its 
own problems. 

ln Yellowstone National Park, says :Mr. 
Chase, the new policy was disastrous. The 
elk, their natural predators long gone. 
grew too numerbus and threatened the 
grizzly bears. Then the Service closed the 
garbage dumps where the bears fed. The 
bears began starving, ranging wider for 
food , and mauling visitors in the process. 

The Park Service, says Mr. Chase, is 
anti-science. It runs a cozy revolving door 
with the environmental groups. It tries to 
suppress the opinions of its adversaries. 

During a recent trip to Washington. Mr. 
Chase said his book is a target of this at
tempted censorship. 

Of course there are people at Yellow· 
stone and in Washington who want not just 
to dispute Mr. Chase but to pulverize 
him. 

Amos Eno, Washington-based wildlife 
director of the National Audubon Society, 

Capital Chronicle 
By Suzanne Garment 

~~e~~i~~~~;if~it~~u!]fh~~~f!·-~~~~~~ \ 
every major factual premise. The elk pop- 1 
ulation was not exploding but stabilizing. j 
Elk were not destroying vegetation. Clos- 1: 
mg the dumps hadnot rea. to more maUJing 
grizzlies. They were not starving. 

Mr. Eno confirmed a tew of the book's 
claims unapologetically. Yes, when Yel- l 
lowstone sheep had gotten pinkeye, the f._ 
Park Service had not given out eyedrops. t 
The disease was "natural" in origin, he ex· 1· 
plained. and eventually "ran its course." ; 
Yes, Park Service policy was based on the f 
doctrine that the parks should be "a rea
sonable illusion of primitive America." 
"You have to start somewhere," he said, 
with at least some idea of your goals. 

The Chase book, he said, was "akin to 
supermarket journalism like that of the 
Star or the Enquirer." 

Denis Galvin is deputy director of the 
Park Service. In his office in the Interior 
Department this week he did not look like 
a commissar in a struggle for the natural 
regulation idea. Mr. Galvin, in contrast to 
Mr. Eno, emphasized not how much we 
know contrary to the book but how much is 
not knov.11 at all. 

"Wildlife biology and management," he 
said , "are not exact scier.ces." In addition, 
"The whole area is fraughr with hind-
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