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TARGET...Continued

Meanwhile, SDIO announc-
ed a contract with the West
German firm of Messerschmitt
Bolkow-Blohm that could be
worth more than $35 million if
all options are exercised. The
contract calls for MBB to carry
out experiments in space under
the Infrared Background Sig-
nature Survey. Using the free-
flying shuttle pallet satellite
(SPAS), scientists hope to gat-
her data on the how infrared
detection gear can be used
against the earth’s background.

~
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Soviet proposal
on arms aims at
SDI, Perle says

E'! Warren Strobel

WASHINGTON TIMES

The Soviet Union's latest arms
control offer won't be accepted as is,
a senior administration official said
yesterday, because it’s merely an-
other attempt to quash President
Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initia-
tive. .

“I think that’s their goal,” said As-
sistant Defense Secretary Richard
N. Perle. “But we're not going to let
it happen.”

Mr. Perle told a Capitol Hill semi-
nar sponsored by the Fund for an
American Renaissance, a conserva-
tive research group, that the Soviet
offer proposing trading deep cuts in
long-range nuclear missiles for a 15-
to 20-year ban on deploying missile
defenses would place “severe con-
straints on the SDI program” and
probably cause it to be abandoned.

Rep. Jack Kemp, New York Re-
publican and chairman of the Fund,
praised President Reagan for de-
claring in his weekly radio address
Saturday that SDI — also called
“star wars” — would not be negoti-
ated at Geneva.

“We must not only research and
test and develop SDI, we must mobi-
lize a great national commitment to
deploy SDI at the earliest possible
date — and that position must never
be bargained away;’ said Mr. Kemp.

The president’s statement Satur-
day followed reports of a Cabinet-

NEW YORK TIMES
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G.A.O. Says 2 Missile Defense
Projects Were Cut to Meet Deadline

By CHARLES MOHR

Special to The New York Times
WASHINGTON, July 16 — The cost
of a major experiment in the program
1o seek a defense against nuclear mis-
siles was underestimated by 20 get-
cent, the General Accounting Office
said today. As a result, an important

* element of the experiment had to be

eliminated. .

1t appears to be the first documented
and publicly acknowledged case of cost
underestimating in President Rea-
gan's Strategic Defense Initiative. But
such problems are common in other

~weapon projects, and one Pentagon of-
ficial predicted that it would be ‘‘the
first of many’’ for the program.

The Defense Department dealt with
the problem by curtailing experimen-
tation on advanced sensor devices
meant to distinguish between nuclear
warheads and deceptive decoys in
space, according to a report by the ac-
counting office, which is an investiga-
tive arm of Congress.

The weounlw office said the cost of
an experimental airplane carrying a
heat-detecting telescope and computer
equipment to detect warheads in flight

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE

level battle over whether SDI shduld
be sacrificed in hopes of achieving
the administration’s long hoped-for

goal of reducing the Soviet Union's
huge inventory of accurate offensive
nuclear missiles.

Several panel members argued
strongly against using SDI as a bar-
gaining chip to get an arms-control
agreement.

“In my view, it's a repeat of their
earlier attempt to kill our technol-
ogy, in this case SDI technology.”
said Seymour Weiss, a defense ex-
pert and former State Department
official.

Delivered to Mr. Reagan last
month, the Soviet proposal would ex-
tend the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty — which bans deployment of,
and some research on, missile
defenses such as SDI — for at least
15 years.

“That is not adequate [for the
United States] to develop a defensive
system and they know it,” Mr. Weiss
said. .
Mr. Perle argued yesterday that
that advantage — and the failure of
arms control agreements to con-
strain Soviet behavior — is reason
enough to build SDI1.

“It seems to me that we ought to
compete where we are strong [in
defenses], not where we are weak,”
Mr. Perle said. He said the nation
should not allow the Soviets to “de-
fine the playing field.”

He accused the Soviets of “hypoc-
risy” for trying to delay the U.S. mis-
sile defense program while working
on one of their own.

“The Soviets have in place a par-
tial defense,” Mr. Perle said. “The
differenceis the Soviets have been at

it longer, they have invested more.

The Soviets are way ahead.”

In a report to Congress in April,
Air Force officials said that in 20 key
areas of strategic defense research,
the United States was ahead in 14
and the two superpowers were
roughly equal in six.

But Mr. Perle said that the Soviets
have gone much further than this
nation in turning such basic technol-
ogies into an operating missile de-
fense.

“Where it’s been devoted to the
deployment of defensive weapons
systems, they're ahead of us,” he
said.

Mr. Perle compared the decision
to deploy SDI with former President
Truman’s decision to build the hy-
drogen bomb.

Robert Oppenheimer, a lead
physicist on the Manhattan Project,
which developed the atomic bombs
that were used on Hiroshima and
Nagasaki to end World War 11, ar-
gued against building the H-bomb,
saying it would spur the Soviets to do
the same. His colleague, Edward
Teller, argued in favor, saying the So-
vie.s would build a hydrogen bomb
whether the United States did or not.

“We now know, thanks to a coura-
geous Soviet physicist — Andrei Sa-
kharov — that even as Harry Tru-
man was deliberating on that
question, the Soviets were develop-
ing their own hydrogen bomb,” Mr.
Perle said.

If Mr. Truman had decided
against building the bomb, *the
world would be a very different
place today,” he said. “I believe we
stand at a very similar historical
juncture. Because the Soviets will
continue to develop their strategic
defenses whether we do or not”

©16
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bad increased by $103 million in one

fmage of objects in space, was techno-
logically cut back because the Penta-
gon sought to keep to its sched-

ule after Ctrﬁus money for
the project, G.A.O. said.

Deadline Tormed ‘Unrealistic’

Three Democratic Senators who re-
quested the accounting office fnvesti-
gation said the quality of the experi-
ments “‘has been seriously impaired so
Pentagon planners can meet an arbi-
trary and unrealistic deadline.”

The Senators, Lawton Chiles of Flor-
ida, J. Bennett Johnston of Louisiana
and Willlam Proxmire of Wisconsin,
were referring to the Reagan Adminis-
tration’s goal of conducting research
for the program in a way that a deci-
sion on whether to develop and deploy
an antimissile defense can be made in
the early 1990’s. They and other critics
of the program say antimissile tech-
nology experiments should be con-
ducted at what they see as a more pru-
dent pace.

. One of the

with the Soviet Union forbids most test-
ing of antimissile ‘“‘components.”

The experiment will use a modified
Boeing 767 jet transport with a cupola
on its rocf that was to have contained
two experimential heat-detecting tele-
scopes, one designed by the Hughes
Aircraft Company and the other by
Aerojet Electro Systems. The aircraft
was also to contain signal and data pro-
cessing computers to process the infor-
mation obtained by the aptical sensor.

The idea is that the infrared detect-
ing device on the ajrcraft would be able
to discriminate between actual nuclear
warheads and decoys and other decep-
tive devices flying with the warheads.
Passed to ground interceptor rockets,
the data would help guide the intecep-
tors to the right targets.

The §524 million contract was
awarded to Boeing Aerospace in July
1884 and was to be completed by late
1889. Last Jul; Boeing informed the
Army Strategic Defense Command
that the experiment would cost $103
million more thar provided for in the
contract. The Army Strategic Defense
Command manages the program for
the Strategic Defense Initiztive Organ-
ization, the agency responsible for
managing the antimissile research.

The G.A.O. reported that the project
officer who manages the experiment
said, ““The only way to significantly re-
duce the program’s cost was to elimi-
nate one of the two sensors.”

The Aercjet sensor was e:iminated,
even though it was regarded as more
sophisticated than the Hughes sensor

and likely to have better capability.
This was done, the report said, because
the technology used by thg Hughes sen-

sor was ‘‘less risky.”” The three Sena-
tors said an inferior sensor was chosen
to avoid a change in the deadline of 1992
or earlier on whether to proceed with
the program.

Ground-Based Radar Plan

A similar problem arose with an ex-
periment involving a ground-based
radar that also tracks warheads, when
Congress cut the program’s budget last
year. Lieut. Gen. James A. Abraham-
son, director of the Strategic Defense
Initiative Organization, was permitted
to decide how the budget cuts would be
applied, and he cut the terminal imag-
ing radar program from $49 million to
£29 million.

*The Strategic Defense Initiative Or-
ganization directed the Army not to
slip the schedule because such a slip
would impact the planned early 1890's
decision on whether to develop and de-
ploy a ballistic missile defense sys-

tem,” the G.A.O. repo

To achieve this cut, it said, the Army
“‘peduced or dropped some of the tech-
'nical performance requirements’” of
the ground-based imaging radars being
‘designed by two companies.

The G.A.O. report quoted the project
manager as saying the reduction in the
airborne optical experiment posed a
number of problems, including a loss of
competition and ‘‘no backup sensor if
Hughes’s design does not work.”

The accounting office report said
that the Army’s own estimates of the
cost of the airborne experiment ranged
from 15 percent to 28 percent higher
than the Boeing bid, but that the bid
was accepted anyway.

The report said Boeing’s offer flowed
in part **because of the pressure to bid
low created by the competitive envi.
ronment.”” A contractor sometimes
bids low in anticipation that contract
adjustments will be made later.

NEW YORK TIMES 18

JAPAN SET T0 JOIN
STAR WARS' PLAN

General Agreement Reported
on Private-Research Role

By CLYDE HABERMAN
Special to The New York Times :

TOKYO, July 17 — Japan has de-,
cided in principle to join the Reagan
Administration’s space-based defense
research, a senior Government official
said todaty

The official said there was gen-ral
agreement among Japanese leaders to
permit private companies and re-
search institutes to take part in the’
missile-defense 'Lrogrnm, which is offi-
cially calied Strategic Defense
Initiative and is popularly known as
“Star Wars.”

But the Japanese official ac®ed that
divisions remained over whether Gov-
ernment agencies should also become
involved, and that has delayed a final
decision on Japan’s role.

Nevertheless, several officials said
discussions were in the final stage. A,
key Cabinet member in these talks, Mi-
chio Watanabe, the Trade Minister,
told foreign reporters today that a deci-
sion would be reached *“in a relatively
short period of time.”

The pace of J~~anese deliberations is
expected to qi.cken as a result of the

July 1986

Pg. 5

ruling Liberal Democratic Party’'s vic-
tory in parlianentary elections last
week. At least for now, the landslide
has greatly strengthened Prime Minis-
ter Yasuhiro Nakasone, who has not of-
ficially endorsed the **Star Wars" pro-
gram but is widely known to be a sup-
porter,

Mr. Nakasone is also believed to
have grown impatient with the slow
Kace of Japan's deliberations, which

ave dragged on for more than a year,

and he is especially eager that a deci-
sion be made before his term expires in
October

Under present rules, he must ste
down then as party leader, nlthougﬁ
that deadline seems increasingly unim.
portant,

In the Wake of thé election results
last week, momentum has gathered
within the party to keep Mr. Nakasone
in office. An extra full term of two
years is improbable, political analysts
said. But a growing number of Liberal
Democrats, including Mr. Nakasone's
chief rivals, seem inclined to extend his
present term by at least a few months.

“Changing course would mean a be-
traya! of the public,”” the Chief Cabinet
Secretary, Masaharu , said,

Although United States officials have
insisted that Japanese involvement is
not critical for the space defense
f;:ject to succeed, they hope to benetit

m Japan’'s advances in electronics,
lasers and rocket propulsion. In turn,
after showing initial -coolness, Japa-
nese industry has steadily grown more
eager to join the research, largely out
of concern aboutfalling d in
developing technologies.

17
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SATELLITE REPORTEDLY EXPLODES, FALLING TO EARTH

OW141345 Tokyo JIJI in English 1322 GMT 14 Jul 86

[Text] Tokushima,

nuclear reactor has exploded in space and the debri

July 14 (JIJI PRESS) —- A Soviet satellite presumed to be carrying a
s 1s feared to be falling toward

L earth, according to LAT, a Japanese amateur space research group.

The group said 21 fragments of the satellite Cosmos 1736, which was launched on March
21, have been observed since June 26, possibly the result of an explosion of rocket

fuel or the nuclear power reactor.

One of the fragments 1s expected to reach the

atmosphere within a month and could fall to earth between 65 degrees north and (765)
degrees south latitude, the group said.

The LAT (low-altitude artificial satellite tracking station) is a 25-member amateur
group specialized in space satellite tracking based on data provided by the U.S.
National Aeronautics and Space Administration, the British Defense Ministry and other

organizations.

JANE'S DEFENCE WEEKLY

19 July 1986

SDI compromise possible, says Mitterrand

PRESIDENT Francois Mitterrand of
France, back from visits to the Soviet Union
and the USA, has indicated that a
compromise on SDI research may be
possible.

M Mitterrand identified the Strategic
. Defence Initiative as ‘‘the major obstacle’’
in nuclear arms negotiations and a stumbling

block to another superpower summit,

But he referred to the possibility of a
compromise between Washington and
Moscow on the extent of allowable research
on a space-based missile shield.

M Mitterrand said he remained confident
that another meeting would be held between
US President Ronald Reagan and Mikail

Pg. 43

By Jim Wolf in Paris

Gorbachev, the Soviet leader.

A Soviet Foreign Ministry spokesman,
Genadi Gerasimov, twice during the visit
voiced a conciliatory statement about
France’s strike force.

*“The Soviet Union fully respects the right
of France to be free to decide its own nuclear
force,”’ he said.

CHEMICAL & ENGINEERING NEWS

21 July 1986

Scientific debate over SDI intensifies

The battle to capture the hearts and
minds of scientists in the cause of
the Administration’s program to
explore the possibility of render-
ing nuclear weapons, in President
Reagan’s words, “impotent and ob-
solete,” is showing no signs of abat-
ing. Petitions both for and against
the program, officially known as
the Strategic Defense Initiative
(SDI), continue to circulate within
the scientific community. They con-
tinue to be signed. And there is a
proliferation of polls that purport
to identify what scientists really
think of the idea of trying to devel-
op a weapons system to defend the
population of the U.S. and its allies
against ballistic nuclear missiles.
What all the furor really means
and what impact it may have are
impossible to fully define at this
time. The SDI program continues
’

to grow very rapidly. It is already
the Department of Defense’s larg-
est single R&D effort. The depart-
ment is requesting $4.8 billion for
it for fiscal 1987. DOD will get less,
probably about $3.8 billion. But even
that will represent about a 35% in-
crease over the $2.8 billion for fis-
cal 1986. In addition, the Proposed
1987 budget for the Department of
Energy contains about $600 million
for SDI-related activities.

But one . thing is very clear. The
SDI program has generated more
public response from the scientific
community than has any other
defense-related issue since the great
debate over antiballistic missile de-
fense of the 1960s. As before, the
new debate is being spearheaded
by physicists. But chemists, too, are

showing "considerable interest and

visibility.

Pg., 18

The most direct challenge to SDI
has come from a pledge of nonpar-
ticipation that has been circulated
quite widely throughout academic
research departments. It calls on
those who sign to neither solicit
nor accept SDI funds to support their
research. According to the petition’s
organizers, 3700 science and engi-
neering professors and senior re-
searchers have signed the boycott
so far, including 57% of the com-
bined faculties of the top 20 phys-
ics departments in the country. -

The petition has been less widely
distributed among chemistry depart-
ments. But data presented by the
organizers indicate that 48% of the

combined” faculties of 21 major
chemistry departments have signed.
At 10 of those departments at least
half of the faculty signed. Distin-
guished chemists who support the

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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pledge include Nobel Laureate
Roald Hoffmann of Cornell Uni-
versity, 1987 Priestley Medalist John
D. Roberts of California Institute of
Technology, Harry B. Gray also of
Caltech, and Kurt M. Mislow of
Princeton University.

This petition has been a grass-
roots effort, triggered by physicists
at Cornell University and the Uni-
versity of Illinois, Urbana-Cham-
paign. It claims that the SDI pro-
gram is “ill-conceived and danger-
ous” and that it “represents not an
advance toward genuine security,
but rather a major step backwards.”
And the petition expresses concern
that “the likelihood that SDI fund-
ing will restrict academic freedom
and blur the distinction between
classified and unclassified research
is greater than for other sources of
funding.”

Some of those who have a more
kindly view of SDI are trying to
counter the considerable publicity
generated by the boycott by forming
an organization of their own. It is
called the Science & Engineering
Committee for a Secure World. One
of its purposes is to “correct the
growing public misconception that
virtually all scientists and engineers
oppose SDI.”

It has been founded by a group
of 80 scientists and engineers in-
cluding seven identified as chem-
ists or chemical engineers. The com-

mittee’s chairman is Frederick Seitz,
former president of the National
Academy of Sciences. Other distin-
guished members include Alvin
Weinberg, former director of Oak
Ridge National Laboratory; and
Harold Agnew, former director of
Los Alamos National Laboratory.

In an obvious swipe at those who
have signed the boycott, the initial
statement of the new group says
that ““as professionals trained in sci-
entific methodology, we believe that
the feasibility of a promising scien-
tific or technical proposal should
not be judged in advance of proper
research, experimentation, and test-
ing. Therefore, we believe that SDI
should not be hastily, unscientifi-
cally, or ideologically rejected with-
out this necessary thorough evalua-
tion to determine its feasibility, its
effectiveness, and its practicality—
which is the very purpose of the
SDI program.”

A further petition is being circu-
lated among government and in-
dustrial laboratories. It is another
grass-roots effort, designed to give
nonacademic scientists a chance to
take a position. It calls for a curb on
SDI funding, without committing
those who sign to refuse to work
on projects supported by such fund-
ing. So far the petition has been
signed by about 1600 scientists and
engineers, including some in the
laboratories of Rohm & Haas, Du
Pont, Procter & Gamble, Eastman
Kodak, and IBM. This effort was
initiated by scientists at AT&T Bell

Laboratories.

That petition, which is in the form
of an open letter to Congress, pro-
tests that “recent statements from
the Administration give the erro-
neous impression that there is vir-
tually unanimous support for [SDI]
from the scientific and technical
community.” It also expresses con-
cern that SDI “has grown into a
major program without the techni-
cal and policy scrutiny appropriate
to an undertaking of this magni-
tude.” It urges Congress “to limit
SDI to a scale appropriate to explor-
atory research.” '

The latest of a series of polls on
SDI was sponsored by the Union of
Concerned Scientists. It garners the
views of a sample of 549 randomly
selected members of the American
Physical Society. By a margin of 54%
to 29%, they see SDI as a step in the
wrong direction for U.S. national
security policy. And for those who
claim to know a lot about the sub-
ject, the margin is even greater—63%
to 25%.

That low opinion of SDI appar-
ently does not stem from any anti-
defense bias within the sample.
Those polled expressed support for
other major weapons programs ini-
tiated or continued by President
Reagan. Those programs include
the Midgetman missile, the Stealth
bomber, the cruise missile, and the
new generation of missile subma-
rines.

Michael Heylin, Washington

AEROSPACE DAILY

21 July 1986

Pg. 106

BERT AND BEAR: Air Force Weapons Laboratory, Albuquerque, N.M., plans to launch a small
neutral particle beam device into the upper atmosphere in December 1987. The Strategic
Dgfe_nse Initiative experiment will be launched on an Aries sounding rocket from White Sands
Missile Range, N.M., to help determine atmospheric effects on a low-energy beam, an Air
Force spokesman said. ‘The program, called BEAR (Beam Experiments Aboard Rockets), is a
continuation of the Beam Emission Rocket Test (BERT) program at the Air Force's Geophysics
Laboratory, Hanscom AFB, Mass. The latter program focused on plasma experiments using

electron gun accelerators.
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Pentagon
May Discard
ASAT System

By Walter Pincus
Washington Post Staff Writer

The Defense Department is like-
ly to scrap its controversial, F15-
launched antisatellite (ASAT) sys-
tem if Congress votes to continue a
ban on tests of the weapon against a
target in space, Pentagon and con-
gressional sources said yesterday.

Dubbed “the flying tomato can”
and designed to be fired into space
from a high-flying F15 fighter, the
Air Force ASAT missile has been
plagued by technical problems dur-
ing much of its eight-year history.
The Pentagon already has cut the
aumber of ASAT bases from two to
one, and reduced the number of
missiles it planned to buy by two-
thirds.

Pentagon ofiicials, who now de-
scribe the troubled system as only
the “first phase” of a broader ASAT
program, said they will focus more
on promising antisatellite technol-
ogies that are being developed as
part of President Reagan’s Strate-
gic Defense Initiative research.

The demise of the F15-launched
ASAT and a return by the United
States to a program that is purely
research would come as the Soviet
Union is seeking a ban on all anti-

satellite systems as part of Mos-

cow’s latest offer on space weapons
in the Geneva arms talks.

Until now, the Reagan adminis-
tration has pushed the F15-
launched missile on grounds that
the Soviets already have an oper-
ational ASAT and the United States
does not. Washington also argued
against negotiating a ban on all
types of antisatellite systems be-
cause such an agreement could not
be verified.

Last year, Congress adopted re-
strictions which prohibit the Air
Force from testing the current
ASAT against a target in space,
unless the Soviets undertake such a
test. Consequently, the next two
tests of the system, now scheduled
for August and September, will tar-
get the radiant energy from a star,

22 July 1986

which is permitted by the congres-
sional ban,

The congressional restrictions
are expected to be renewed for the
fiscal year beginning Oct. 1, and
that would undercut Air Force plans
for three tests against orbiting tar-
gets now scheduled for fiscal
1987.“Without those tests,” a Pen-
tagon official said, “there can be no
confidence in proceeding with the
system.”

Last September, the Air Force
ASAT successfully destroyed an
obsolete satellite, but that is not
considered sufficient by the Penta-
gon to persuade Congress to fi-
nance full production of the weapon,
a military source said.

The House Armed Services Com-
mit*ee has deleted all procurement
money sought by the Pentagon for
fiscal 1987 and slashed the re-
quested research funds. The full
House is expected to add the test-
ing restrictions. The Senate Armed
Services Committee has agreed to
the funds and to allow testing, but
Rep. Les Aspin (D-Wis.), chairmahi
of the House panel, is expected to
hold firm when the testing issue
reaches a conference committee
since he is under fire from fellow
Democrats for failing to support
their positions on-other issues.

Because of the restrictions now
in force, the Air Force already
dropped plans for two ASAT tests
this year against an instrumented
orbiting target launched last No-
vember. The $20 million space ve-
hicle, which has two targets, is still
in orbit.

Only one of the tests now planned
against a star was part of the orig-
inal test program. The other was
added to gather additional data on
the missile’s infrared sensors, ac-
cording to testimony given Con-
gress earlier this year,

“Without targets,” one Air Force
official said recently, “there is only
so much data of value that can be
obtained.”

In an April 26 letter, the Penta-
gon's undersecretary for research
and engineering, Donald A. Hicks,
described the F15-launched weapon
as “only the first phase of a broader
[antisatellite] capability” being stud-
ied. He said the Pentagon had “re-
structured the [antisatellite] pro-
gram in January 1986 into two
phases in recognition of the evolu-

Pg. 1

tipnary nature of the threat, pre-
vious congressional actions and po-
tential complementary systems.”

The president’'s SDI, the so-
called “Star Wars” research pro-
gram, includes study of several |-
ser and “kinetic kill” systems that
possibly could be used against So-
viet satellites as well as ballistic
missile warheads.

Hicks' letter was included as part
of a General Accounting Office
(GAO) investigation of the F15-

launched system that was sent to
Congress June 11. The GAO crit-
icized the program’s cost growth,
testing program, schedule delays
and limited capability.

After the January review, the
Pentagon cut planned production of
the antisatellite missile from 112 to
35. The restructured program
would cost $3.9 billion, slightly less
than the $4.1 billion projected little
more than a year ago for three

.times as many missiles, according

to Aspin and Rep. George E. Brown
Jr. (D-Calif.), two leading congres-
sional critics of the program.

Originally, the Pentagon planned
to base F15 antisatellite squadrons
at McCord Air Force Base in Wash-
ington, and Langley Air Force Base,
Va., in order to be able to attack So-
viet satellites from two differents
ipoints. With only one base, howev-
er, the area of coverage would be
limited. )

The GAO also said the testing
program, as proposed by the Air
Force, is not challenging enough.
The instrumented targets and out-
dated U.S. satellites that the Air
Force will use if congressional re-
strictions are listed have different
characteristics than Soviet satel-
lites, according to the GAO. The
Air Force Operationa] Test and
Evaluation Center (AFOTEC), ac-
cording to the GAO, said the instru-
mented targets “may be of limited
value in projecting the system's
performance in an operational en-
vironment.”

The GAO also said that AFOTEC
believes a-“minimum of 15 flight
tests is necessary to establish the
system’s capability,” whereas only
12 are planned. The system’s Air
Force program office, however, did
not agree, the GAO said.
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Weinberger Warns Against SDI Trade-Off

By Lou Cannon

Washington Post Staff Weiter

Defense Secretary Caspar W.
Weinberger said yesterday that it
would be a mistake for the Reagan
administration to rush into a new
arms control agreement and that
limiting the Strategic Defensive Ini-
tiative (SDI) in exchange for Soviet
cuts in offensive nuclear weapons
would be a “bad bargain.”

Weinberger said he believes “that
the Soviets want and rreed an arms
reduction agreement.” He said the
Reagan administration should not
behave as if “speed or just signing a
piece of paper is the imporant
thing. It’s more important tha.
ever that we pay attention to the
content of the agreement rather
that just having the process drive
an agreement.”

Weinberger's warnings came
during a Pentagon interview with
six Washington journalists which he
used as a forum to oppose what
some have called the “grand com-
promise” of trading substantial re-
ductions in the superpowers’ nucle-
ar arsenals for a delay in the deploy-
ment of any U.S. missile defense
system.

The Soviets have proposed deep
cuts in strategi. nuclear arms in re-
turn for a U.S. promise of continued
adherence to the 1972 Antiballistic
Missile (ABM) Treaty for another
15 to 20 years. President Reagan
will respond to Soviet leader
Mikhail Gorbachev in a letter that
U.S. officials said will be sent within
the next few days.

" Senior officials said over the
weekend that Reagan would offer to
negotiate on all aspects of arms
control. They said Reagan would

reaffirm the U.S. intention to con-
tinue with research on a missile de-
fense system under SDI but would
be willing to discuss limitations on
deployment, with some favoring
five or six years as a U.S. counter-
proposal.

Weinberger declined to directly
oppose such a counteroffer, which
officials said has been favored by
Secretary of State George P.
Shultz. But when asked repeatedly
whether a delay in deployment
would be negotiable, Weinberger
implied that he was unwilling to
make such concessions. -

“Anything that gives up strategic
defense would not be worth it,”
Weinberger said. “It would be un-
desirable in every way.”

Even without a new agreement,
U.S. officials have told Congress, it
would be at Jeast six years before a
missile defense could be developed
and that deployment would take
several] additional years. As orgin-
ally proposed, the plan called for a
defensive system to be deployed in
stages, with the first stage intended
to defend existing U.S. missile
sites.

But Reagan has embraced the
more ambitious idea of a defense he
has called “my dream” of an antimis-
sile shield that he says could protect
the entire U.S. population. Support-
ing this concept in April testimony
recently released by the House Ap-
propriations Committee, Weinber-
ger said that those who favored a
defense that would protect only
missile sites “don’t understand the
system and have not gotten the
word.”

Weinberger yesterday criticized
the ABM Treaty, which was signed
by President Richard M. Nixon, for

abandoning the concept of strategic
defense. Anything that would ex-
change “a promise as hopeful as
strategic defense” for a. Soviet
promise to reduce its offensive ar-
senal is “a bad bargain. for the
world,” he said.

The draft of the letter to Gorba-
chev was worked out during the
past several weeks by a top-level
group consisting of Reagan and his
most senjor foreign policy and de-
fense advisers, according to a sen-
ior official. The top-level meetings,
known only to a few people, sup-

planted the Senior Arms Control’

Group (SAC-G) which is normally
the battleground for interagency
debates over arms policy.

Weinberger, Shultz, White House
Chief of Staff Donald T. Regan, na-
tional security affairs adviser John
M. Poindexter, Director Kenneth L.
Adelman of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency and Adm.
William J. Crowe Jr., chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, were
among participants in the meetings.

Special advisers Paul H. Nitze
and Edward L. Rowny were dis-
patched last weekend to consult
U.S. allies in Europe and Asia, re-
spectively, about the U.S. letter. In
addition, H. Allen Holmes, the State
Department director of politico-mil-
itary affairs, was sent to Europe to
chair a special meeting of a NATO
group dealing largely with policy to-
ward intermediate-range missiles.

The report of these emissaries is
expected by late this week, and of-
ficials said that Reagan's reply to
Gorbachev could be on its way as
early as next week.

Staff writers Don Oberdorfer and
Walter Pincus contributed to this
report. )
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4 estimates
for Star Wars

THE ASSOCIATED PRESS

WASHINGTON — A full-blown Star Wars antimissile
defense would cost between $670 billion and $770 billion to

deploy and operate for 10 years—requ

iring the equivalent of

a $570 increase in the average family’s annual tax bill, a new

study concludes.

The study, done by two
Washington-based defense
researchers, is believed the
first to attempt a comprehen-
sive analysis of the cost of
what President Reagan calls
his Strategic Defense Initia-
tive. More popularly known
as Star Wars, the system
would develop lasers and
other exotic weapons that
could automatically shoot
down nuclear missiles fired
at the United States or its
allies.

The study., by Barry
Blechman and Victor Utgoff.
was prepared for the Foreign
Policy Institute of the Johns
Hopkins University.

Pentagon spokesman
Robert Sims dismissed any
compilation of cost
estimates.

“It is a real exercise in
absurdity to try to estimate
the cost of a system which
has_n't been defined and
which we’re not ready to de-
ploy yet,” Sims said.

Pg.
4 scenarios

Utgoff and Blechman said
they had developed cost esti-
mates for four different Sta:
Wars systems by reviewing
historical data on space vehi-
cles, the results of scientific
research to date and manu-
facturing projections.

The four range from a
rudimentary  ground-based
system that would protect
U.S. military installations
and cost $160 billion to a

full-blown ground and space-
based system protecting the
entire country that would
feature either orbiting lasers
or “battle satellites” with
missiles and cost $670 billion
to $770 billion.

Financing the biggest sys-
tem envisioned “would re-
quire roughly an 11% in-
crease in federal revenues
from individual income
taxes,” the study adds.

“For the average family
earning between $30,000 and
$50,000 per year, this would
mean an increase of about
$570 per year in their tax bill.
Alternatively, under the cur-
rent tax code, the system
could be financed by raising
revenues from corporate in-
come taxes by about 507¢.”

CBS Nightwatch

July 24, 1986

3100 A.M,

Generel Abraehamson Discusses S0

_ CHARLIE ROSE:
stirred up more conver

Thg Strategic Defense Initistive haes sttrascted
criticisem from both friends and foes of the

WUSA=-TY
CBS Network

Wasnington, D.C.

Few of President Reagan's decisions have
sation than the one known as Star Wars.

a wide range of
Unfited Stetes. In

thig country, the debate over funding for the program rsges on.
Administration officials asked for nearly five billion dollars

for SDI in the new budget,

slashed by Congress.

but it sppears thst request will be

Is the President's Strategic Defense Initiative at a

critical crossroeds?

QON'I“_INUED NEXT PAGE
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With us now, the director of the progrem, Lisutenant
General James Abrshaamson.

A pleasure to have you back. Thank you for coming.

| LIEUTENANT GENERAL JAMES ABRAHAMSON: Good morning,
Charlte. ’

ROSE:s Let me -- you want to talk about funding. But
you, since we talked a ysar ago, or so, have obviously been
involved in the center of what you know, And this is an area in
which there's increasing knowledge as you do more research.
Looking at where you sre todsy, when do you think you can begin
deployment?

GENERAL ABRAHAMSON: 1've testified in Congress that,
depending, of course, on our progress and depending on our
"funding levels...

ROSEs Annuiing funding levels of asbout 3.5 billion, or
s0, for this year and... '

GENERAL ABRAHAMSUN: ...tnat we believe that we could be
in a position for a national decision somewhere in the early
'90s. And if that were made positively, that, yes, you go into
development somewhere after the mid-'90s, that you could begin a
deployment.

ROSE: Mid-'9Us. So about ten years from now,
GENERAL ABRAHAHSUN: Yes,
ROSE: Yean,

voes that mean that we cught to consider seriously
foregoing deployment, in a sense, in exchange for sharp reduction
'in offensive weapons for the Soviet Unien -~ oh, say for the next
ten years -- because, scientifically and technically, we're not
going tc be in a position to deploy?

GENERAL ABRAHAMSON: Well, obviously, that's a decision
that the President must make. And I think the most important
thing is that the President has continued to emphasize that we
must continue to do research, just as the Russians are continuing
to do research.

RUSE: There's no question that we will not continue to
do research, is there?

GENERAL ABKRAHAMSUN: I don't believe so.

RUSE Are the Soviets asking us not to resesarch in
their most recent propossal?

JL— -

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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However, tnere will come a time where it's s natural
thing to do. The logical next step would be to go beyond the
treaty, And that is after this political decision, which is in

the early 199%0s.

Now, could we get there faster? bSouwe of the exoeriments
that have been proposed are saround that 1990 time frame. ©But
we're very...

RuSEs 199%0...

GENERAL ABRAHAMSUN: That's a very ‘crucisl time. Ang I
think that's what everybody should be aware of. All of the
experimental programs are laid out anda kind of come together so
that people will get that confidence in that time frame.

RUSE: Wnat's most likely to violete the treaty? 1Is it

the sirborne optical, or what experiment woulc more likely gdo
that?

GENERAL ABRAMAMSON: Well, none of our experiments would
violate the treaty, again, becsuse we've designed them that way.
After that decision is made, then there is a logical point where
a whole seriea of development tests will go beyond tne tresty.,
But again, that's only after this national decision.

ROSE: Have you changed your cefinition of what strateg-~
ic defense can do...

GENERAL ABRAHAMSON: No,
ROSE: ...since you have been invoived?
GENERAL ABRAMAMSON: No.

KOSE: 1s it at odde with what the President and the
Secretary of Defense beliesves it can do?

GENCRAL ABRANAMSON: No.
ROSE:t MNow would you cherscterize §t?

GENERAL ABRAWANMSON: Firet of all, 1'a ssy that we've
got a false. controversy going that .has been picked up ang
emphasized, ths controsrey, in esuch a way that {t sounds like
it's either-or, that it's either the defsnee of military instal-
lations or the defense of people,

The President said from the very beginnings 4{et's see
if a layered defense can be structured, one thet will previde us
sufficient confidence in effectivensas that we can gefend the
ares of the nation as s whole,

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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Obviously, 4f you can defend Washington Cit
o
@leo defend s militery instellstion. It 1ognot an ya’tt’h:rf;:
question. And that's why I think it's @ felse caontroversy,
Qur objectives are exsctly the same s¢ they hsve been

right from the very beginning. And, in fact, the progress of the

rogr '
:hiz... is such that we're gaining confidence thet we can do

RUSEs Reasonable me f
differ on that, cen they not? n differ and reesonsble women can

GENERAL ABRAMAMSON: Sure.

on that. RUSE: And Senator Nunn and Senator Cohen seem to aiffer
GENERAL ABRAHAMSON: Well, 1 believe that there are some
who would say, and we have always said, that this -- if there
were 8 positive decision to go shead, that the defense would not
suddenly spring into beings it would come stage at a time and be
developed slowly, and its capability would improve over time.

50, therefore, many of these questions are about which
level of effectiveness and how should you start that particular
effort. Should you start with terminal defense? We think that
that's 8 wrong answer, that you should not start with terminal
defense.,

And, of course, when they say terminal defense, they
mean terminal defense of migssiles.

We think that it's much better to start with an area
defense, which will provide light coverage of the United States.
And we are also interested in being able to push very hard so
that we can get coverage of our allies as well.

RUSE s Back in a moment. QGeneral Abrahamson.
™ * »

RUSE: General Abranamson, let me come back to the
point, because you strongly feel that it is a false issue and an
arqument that doesn't even have to be made that there's some
difference between, you know, an overall shield that will protect
al]l of us, 8 kind of ultimate defensive system, verus one that,
because of the technology, will only be used, or should only be
used in the beginning to protect our missilgs snd prevent the
consequences of a first strike. ‘

Having said thet, what do you mesn by an area strategic
system? :

GENERAL ABRAHAMSON: We have @always talked about
' CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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defenses really being effective if they were layered defenses, so
that the enemy on the other side, the man who is planning the
strategic strike has to get through not just one layer, but
several layers., If he has to only get through one_layer, no
matter where that layer is, if it's terminal or if it's up in
. space somewhere, tnen he can overwhelm it. He can build more

missiles and overwhelm it.

On the other hand, if he has several layers that he must
get tnrough, he will never know which missile that goes througn
the first layer will also be the one that goes through the second
layer. It introduces such uncertainty that, in fact, the
motivation is to say, "We shouldn't build more missiles. Let's
look for some other way to provide for our security."

it's because we're trying to, in fact, move to a
different strategic regime, a different strategy, to move away
from retaliation, to add defenses tu deterrence, that we keep
saying that that doesn't have to be an issue.

Therefore, you want several layers.

RUSE: Okay., But it seems to me that what you're saying
is, again, that whe you talk in terms of area, you're engaging in
-~ and believe me, 1'm a layman in this, anu as you know, and
it's so hiahly technological.

You are taslking ebout, in a sense, using semantics to
talk about protecting missiles and protecting the ultimate target
of Soviet missiles,

GENERAL ABRAHAMSUON: Wwell, I tnink that's not the case.
An area defense could be an ares of the united Ststes, or an area
in a theater, in EBurope or in the Mideast, or even the Pacific.

Now, if you're able to be partially effective, let's say
50 percent effective, covering the United States, yocu've done
something very, very impressive,

ROSE: but that's not...

GENERAL ABRAHAMSUN: And then you start building up ta
60 and 70 and 80 and higher levels of effectiveness by adding to
more layers.

KOSE: Okay.

What kind of reduction in Soviet offensive weapouns
would, in your judgment, justify a delay in a U.S5S. devslopment or
deployment of SDI17?

GENERAL ABRAHAMSON: Well, 1 don't think thet's my
responsibility to answer that kind of gquestion. Odut let me say
thiss People forget that in the President's speech in March of
1983 ne laid out three challenges. The first one was to develop

, , CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
; — .
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a better strategy. A strategy doesn't mean anything without the
means to implement it, So the second one was to develop tne
technology so that s defense could be implemented. That's tne
research program., The third oune was 8 challenge to the arms
contral community to reduce the level of offensive weapons.

The program has been conducting resesrch and has been
making major efforts in all three of those areas from the very
start. So many people keep tryinag to define this: it's either
SD1 or arms control. I think it's SDI and arms control.

ROSE: WNell, what seems to have happened -- and all
you've got to do is pick up tne newspapers. And here, you See,
this is the Washington Times: "Star Wars Imperiled by Treaty

Push." This is a conservatiave newspaper in Washington. 1t most
of the time supports the Administration., It says, "The State
vepartment is preparing a recommendation that President Reagan
agree to extend the 1972 anti-ballistic missile treaty five to
seven years, in response to a Soviet proposal for a l5-to-2U~-year
extension, government sources said yesterday. The proposal has
sparked sharp criticism within the Reagan Administration because
it rsises ooubts about the U,S5. ability to complete the Presid-
ent's proposed Strategic Vefense Initiative."”

GENERAL ABRAHAMSUN: And tihhe President has sasid,
repeatedly, that he cguesn't want unything to interfere with the
research phase of the program; and future decisions woulao then be
made later about the next phase of the program, )

ROSE: Does that mesn that tnere is no way that SDI1 can
be on the tabple in Genevs before any kind of grand compromise
--i,e., a restriction on SY1 in exchange for offensive weapons --
because research will not be tampered with in any way?

GENERAL AERAHAMSUON: Well, when you look at that
particular trade, once again you've defined & very interestina
trade.

Remember, there's another part of this, There is 8
reduction in offensive weapons that's beiny proposed and discus-
sed on both sides. And when ycu talk about reducing the researcn
proagram or trading it away on our side, you better also talk...

RUSE: Not research. Just deployment.
GENERAL ABRAHAMSON: Okay, deployment.

You better also talk about tradinyg that away on the
Soviet side, as well. And you better understand what is going on
on the Soviet side of the research program.

Certainly the Soviets are very interested in, }ndeed,
trying to structure this exactly the way you have put'lt. gut
that's a Soviet structure: trade this for this. 1 think whst
the American response to that ought to be -- and the President is

e CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
- I
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By Warren Strobel

THE WASHINGTON TIMES

A key figure in President Rea-
gan's decision to go ahead with the
Strategic Defense Initiative said yes-
terday that delaying deployment of
the proposed missile defense shield,
as the president has offered in a let-
ter to the Soviets, would spell the
program’s demise.

“You've lost all the horsepower bx-
hind the idea,” said retired Lt. Gen.
Daniel 0. Graham. “You're stuck
with the balance of terror ad
nauseum.”

The United States should depioy
available defenses against nuclear
weapons as soon as possible, not ne-
gotiate an extension of a treaty that
bans such protection, said Mr. Gra-
ham, director of High Frontier. He
briefed reporters yesterday.

High Frontier, a private organ-

29 July 1986

1zation, conducied a study early in
the Reagan administration. 1t con-
cluded that new technology has
made defense against Soviet mis-
giles feasible The organization has
pushed for depioyment of a strategic
defense systein, which, it says, can
be assembied .juickly from existing
technology wiih a minimum of engi-
neering work

In his reply 1o Soviet leader Mi-
khail Gorbach. . s Junearms control
offer, Mr. Kc. 3n on Friday report-
edly proposcd «in increase in strate-
gic defense tv>carch by both nations
coupled with 4 five- to seven-year
extension of the 1972 Anti-Ballistic
Missile Tteaty.

Such an exiension would block
SDI1 deployment and, some observ-
ers have argued, would destroy con-
gressional iiierest in the program.

Mr. Gorba. nev originally called
for a 15- t; 2~ year extension of the

ABM Treaty and a limit for each side
of 8,000 nuclear warheads on inter-
continental ballistic missiles and
cruise missiles.

That proposal sparked an internal
battle between administration hard-
liners, such as Defense Secretary
Caspar Weinberger, and a second
faction led by Secretary of State
George Shultz. The latter group ad-
vocates a ‘“grand compromise” in
arms control, i.e., trading SDI for
deep cuts in offensive nuclear weap-
ons.

Mr. Shultz met with a senior So-
viet offic.al in Washington yesterday.

[Speaking from the Soviet Union,
Mr. Gorbachev said that his re-
sponse would hinge on U.S. willing-
ness to compromise on SDJ, known
informally as the “starwars" pro-
gram.]

The Soviet offer is a “huge red
herring” designed to further the So-
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Proposed delay will doom SDI, retired general warns

viet goal of curtsiling the SDI pro-
gram, Mr. Graham said.

His High Frontier organization
advocates using available, “off-the-
shelf” technology to build missile
defenses, which would be supple-
mented later with exotic “star wars”
technology.

Mr. Graham said SD1 will be beset
by threats as long as it remains a
research program confined to the
laboratory.

Mr. Graham said two defenses
could be quickly deployed: one
ground-based, one space-based.

Pentagon officials “are unwilling
to screw the nerve up enough to say,
‘Yeah, the ABM Treaty has to go, ”
he said. “They really have to make a
choice between SDI and the ABM
Treaty ... I think they think they
have to make it right now"

WASHINGTON TIMES

—
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Reagan told extending ABM pact
would endanger funds for SDI

“We believe that any proposal made to the

By Walter Andrews

THE WASHINGTON TIMES Soviets should, to the degree we are bound by

the ABM treaty, insist on the legally correct
interpretation of the treaty, not the restrictive
interpretation under which the [SDI] pro-
gram cannot be completed,” the letter said.

Last fall, the White House said the ABM
treaty, correctly interpreted, would allow the
testing of SDI components and subsystems.

Signers of the letter fear that the
president’s proposal to Mr. Gorbachev would
lock the United States into abiding by the re-
strictive interpretation for another five to
seven years, sources said.

The signers of the letter are: Reps. Jack
Kemp of New York, chairman of the House
Republican Conference; Bob Livingston of
Louisiana, chairman of the Republican Study
Committee; Robert K. Dornan, David Dreier,
William E. Dannemeyer, Daniel E. Lundgren
and Duncan Hunter, all of California; Don
Burton of Indiana; Tom DeLay and Joe Barton
of Texas.

Also, Pat Swindall and Newt Gingrich of
Georgia; Mark Siljander of Michigan; Henry
Hyde of Illinois; Toby Roth of Wisconsin; Wil-
liam Cobey of North Carolina; Bob McEwen
of Ohio; Jim Ross Lightfoot of Iowa; Robert
Walker of Pennsylvania; Bill McCollum of
Florida, and Helen Delich Bentley of
Maryland.

A group of House Republicans has warned
President Reagan that his strategic missile
defense program will not receive adequate
funding if he accepts a five- to seven-year
extension of the 1972 anti-ballistic missile
treaty, congressional sources said yesterday.

The president, in a letter to Soviet leader
Mikhail Gorbachev last week, offered the
ABM treaty extension as part of a proposed
arms control agreement.

The treaty, under the interpretation now
used by the United States, bans deployment
and advanced testing of the proposed Strate-
gic Defense Initiative.

The 21 House Republicans, in a confiden-
tial letter to the president sent last Thursday,
said the ABM treaty extension is “certain to
lead members to conclude that the Strategic
Defense Initiative has become a bargaining
chip” in the Geneva arms talks.

“Under these circumstances, it [the SDI
program] will never be adequately funded.
Even the most ardent supporters of the SDI
program here in Congress will question the
prpdgram‘s future,” the congressional letter
said.

Currently, either side can withdraw from
the ABM treaty with six months’ notice.
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NBC NIGHTLY NEWS
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NBC-TV
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President Backs SDI Program

CONNIE CHUNG: President
Reagan vowed today tno keep
alive his Strategic Defense
Initiative, Star Wars. He said
his Administration was, quote,
proceeding as fast as we can
toward full development and
full deployment. Reports to
the contrary, he said, were
wrong.

Chief White House correspon-
dent Chris Wallace has more.

CHRIS WALLACE: The Presi-
dent flatly denied that in a
recent letter to Soviet leader
Gorbachev he offered to trade
his Star Wars defense for big
mutual cuts in offensive
weapons. That's been called
the yrand compromise, central
to a U.5.,-Soviet arms deal,
Today Mr. Reagan rejected it.

PRESIDENT REAGAN: Our
response to demands that we cut

2ff or delay research and
testing in closed shop is, "No
way."

WALLACE: There's been

speculation the President would
make that deal, since in the
Gorbachev lptter he offered to
discu-s Star Wars deployment.
And yesterday the Senate
rejected a big cut in Star Wars
by just one vote, indicating
the program is losing congres-
sional support. But Mr. Rzagan

held out for his nuclear
umbrella.
PRESIDENT REAGAN: When the

time has come and the research
is complete, yes, we're going
to deploy,

[Applause]

WALLACE Arms control
advocates worry the President's
position may kill chances for a
U.S5.-Soviet summit and hope Mr.
Reagan will still trade Star

Wars for an arms deal.

’

SEN. ALBERT GORE: At some
point we have to choose. And
the next four to five months
will bring a moment of truth.

WALLACE: Meanwhile, Soviet
television noted Gorbachev's
year-long moratorium on nuclear
testing has expired, with the
U.S. still refusing to join. A
Soviet official said a decision
will be announced within days
on whether to extend the ban.

Despite the President's hard
line, officials here are
confident that Gorbachev wants
to keep talking and will still
come to the U.,S5. this year,.
And they announced tonight a
new set of arms talks in Moscow
next week designed to clear 'the
way for a summit.

USA TODAY

Reagan denies
he’s dealing
on ‘star wars’

By Johanna Neuman
USA TODAY

President Reagan wants a
space defense shield overhead
— and fewer people reading
his mail over his shoulder.

In a rallythetroops speech
to supporters of his Strategic
Defense Initiative, Reagan said
that “when the time has come,
and the research is completed,
we are going to deploy SDL.”

And in a dig at White House
Jeakers, Reagan knocked down
speculation that in his July 25
note to Soviet leader Mikhail
Gorbachev, “I decided to seek

7 August 1986

Pg. 4

some grand compromise” by
delaying “star wars” in return
for arms reductions.

“They don't know what’s in
that letter; I do,” he said, prom-
ising never to “bargain away”
the missile defense system.”

“Star wars” is taking heat in

The Senate came
within one vote of cutting the
$5.3 billion project. The House
may slash it to $3.8 billion.

Sen. Sam Nunn, D-Ga., said
the description of “star wars”
as a population shield is losing
votes in : “You can'’t
fit (it) on a bumper sticker.”

But Rep. James Courter, R-
N.J.,, said Congress needs to see
short-term progress — re-
search grants to universities,
testing projects for nearby labs
— to keep funding “star wars.”

. Reagan sympathized, but
sald rushing now could delay
overall progress.
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Arms talks must include ‘Star Wars,’

By Bryan Brumley

Associated Press

WASHINGTON — The “Star Wars”
missile-defense program should be
part of arms reduction talks with the
Soviets, but the U.S bargaining
stance should remain secret, the Air
Force general who runs the program
said yesterday.

“I do not believe it’s Star Wars or
arms control. I believe it’s Star Wars
plus arms reduction,” said Lt. Gen.
James Abrahamson, who heads the
Strategic Defense Initiative, as Star
Wars is formally known.

Some conservatives have accused
the Reagan administration of trying

to use Star Wars as a bargaining chip
in talks with the Soviets. Some lib-
eral critics argue that Washington
should abandon the program and
concentrate on arms reduction talks
alone.

Abrahamson, interviewed on the
NBC program Meet the Press, also
disputed assertions by some critics
that certain Star Wars research vio-
lates the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty.

- “Nobody’s junking the treaty.

We're conducting the program
within the limits of the treaty,” Abra-
hamson said.

But he noted that the pact, which
limits the Soviet Union and the
United States each to 100 anti-ballis-
tic missiles protecting a single site,

also allows the sides to propose -
amendments and permits either na-

tion to withdraw on six months no-
tice.

“We are talking about it now, while
we are conducting the research,
which is exactly what the Russians
are doing,” he said.

President Reagan launched the re- -
séarch phase of the program in
March 1983 to allow U.S. leaders to *
decide by the early 1990s whether to -

prodice and depioy lasers and other *:

weapins for 4 ground- and_ space-
based- defense against ‘balijstio mis-
siles. [~ e P

[}

75 havg
Star Wars, ‘and -Yithotig]
sides have been gdiscussing the pro-
gram as part of wider arms control
talks, there is no guarantee’¢hat a
new arms pact will allow it§:déploy-
ment. R

’

A team of US. arms megotiators

-arrived in Moscow yester: y °".,-’,_i

‘talks aimed at preparingfo

A 5BM::
mit. The trip came after pyblished
reports that Reagan had sént Soviét

SANTA g

-Jégder Mikhail S. Gorbachev a letter

roposing a 7%a-year delay in deploy-
~ment. of Star Wars, half the time
quesfed by the Kremlin.

=" 'Rep."Les Aspin (D., Wis.), appear-
~ing on_the same program as Abra-
.hamson, asserted that Reagan
-“hesn't given away much. He has
-offered a-delay of 7% years when
clearly before we are ready to de-
ploy, it is going to take more than 7%
years.” . -

Ly Abrahamson, who has said that re-
«¥earch on Star Wars wéapons would

its director says

%

“not be completed ‘before the early

‘1'9905, declined to discuss the re-
ported offer.

“What you are asking is that what-
ever the negotitating strategy that
the President has ought to be laid
ought now in public beforehand. I
don’t think that's right,” Abraham-
son said.

However, he repeated Reagan’s
statement that Star Wars “is not a
negotiating chip as such” and that
U.S. and Soviet negotiators “need to
‘discuss and find a way to make that
transition” from the current limits
of the ABM treaty to an agreement
that would allow more potent de-
fense against missiles.

NEW YORK CITY TRIBUNE

11 August 1986

SDI Head Says Defense Budget Cut
Wiil Slow but not Cripple Research

WASHINGTON, Aug. 10 (Reuters) —
A cut in President Reagan's military

nouneed. .
SR TwD,

spending request voted by the Senate
will slow but not destroy research
efforts on a defensive anti-missile
shield, the head of the Pentagon’s Stra-
tegic Defense Initiative program said
today.

The Senate Saturday over-
whelmingly passed a $295 billion
defense spending bill for 1987 which
would slow Reagan's arms build-up,
redefine the objectives of the missile
defense system and reduce funding for
it. .

But Lt. Gen. James Abrahamson,
who heads the SDI program, said the
program will survive despite the Sen-
ate’s reduction of the Reagan Adminis-
tration’s $5.3 billion funding request to
$3.9 billion.

“l believe a cut of the magnitude that
we're talking about this year will slow
some things down — vital things,”
Abrahamson said on the NBC News
program, Meet the Press.

“But to say that program is deci-
mated and it can't go forward I think is
not accurate,” he said.

Pg. 5

Abrahamson, who repeated the
administration’s claim that SDI will not
be used as a bargaining chip in arms
talks with the Soviet Union, noted that
the program has been cut by Congress
for the last 3 years.

“I think there's no question that the
cuts we've had in the program have
certainly effected it,” he said.

But the debate among lawmakers
today has shifted from whether the pro-
gram should exist at all to how much
should be allocated to it, Abrahamson
said.

The focus on defense spending and
the SDI program now moves to the
House, which is scheduled to complete

ac;ion next week on a $285 billion mili-
-tary spending bill which differs signifi-
cantly from the Senate measure,
I:louse Armed Services Committee
: Chairman Les Aspin, a Wisconsin Dem-
!ocrat who appeared on the same pro-
_gram, predicted the House would pass
aneven lower SDI budget than the Sen-

ate — between $2.85 billion and $3.2
billion. .

38




STRATEGIC DEIPENSE INITIATIVE ==

SPECIAL EDITION

BUDGET. ..Continued

.. Key differences between the House
-gnd Senate bills virtually guarantee that
House-Senate negotiators will have to
nxuﬁkﬂwhmvanmsdhr&m
}Jess returns from a 3-week recess in
September.
While the Senate gave Reagan most
‘of what he wanted, it cut $25 biltion from
the president’s overall 1987 defense
‘spending request and provides for no
real growth in the military budget, after-
inflation, over 1986.
The Senate also directed the admin-
istration to restructure the SDI
-program so its major focus would be on
.defending U.S. missiles and command
centers rather than the American pop-
ulation.

i, Senators have repeatedly com-
plained that the administration was
,dmhuﬁaml&wﬁﬂahmtwhnﬂu
dnmﬂamum&Thwahoum

] wﬁmcﬁab&g:ﬁdmﬁ
ymudmgmewawﬁmn viet mis-
.siles was unrealistic. .
., Efforts to slash the program even
more were defeated by a close 50-49
vote, indicating that after House action,
the program’s criti¢s may ultimately cut
SDI to $3.5 billion or less.
* Some SDI money was shifted to con-
wentional wesapons research, which
Ben. Sam Nunn, D-Ga., said was a
critical need.

Under limits imposed by the
Gramm-Rudman budget-balancing law,

+Congress is ultimately supposed to
wenact a defense bill with a $292 billion
sathorization figure — setting broad
gpolicy over several years — and a $279
+illion outlay figure — the amount the
Mgonmacmanyspendnextyear

Arizona Republican Barry Gold-
water, chairman of the Senate Armed
Services Committee, and Nunn, the
panel’s senior Democrat, have prom-
ised to -accept the $292 bﬂhon
nﬂnnnumﬁgmnmamkmszM1
the House.

But they said if the Gramm-Rudman

targets are met, the United

Smwsﬁawnnthmsunannm
military cuts over the next 5 yea:s, :
wmmwmwunacmmkw&kn

C8S hurning nNews

August 12,

1906 7:ul A,wm,

Strategic Defense Initiative

BRUCE MORTOUN:
that they are expluratory,

WUSA-TYV
CES Network

Washingtun, D,C,

we've hbeen tolo that they are serious and

but we don't really know what U.S5. and

Soviet arms negutiators are talking spout in their second aay of

telks near oscCouw.,.

pussible second
the topic of Star

unacceptable,

The
Fesgan-Lorbschev sumnit,
vwars has cCute up.,
which the President calls SUI,

wnich the

segsiun 1s d4 necessary step toward a
Ang you can bet that
That's the cefense plan
Suviets have calleo

And we've asked our Pentagon correspondent David hMartin
to stopin thls murning to give us w status report on Ster Wars

and how it fits intu the arms contrul process.
Washington newsroon,.

He's in wur

David, I get cunfused Just starting out with all this,
because here's the President saying, "well,

Maybe we won't.,
deployable?

DAVID MARTIN:

unknouwns.,

many of tnese aress,

vie will deploy.
I mean is this a physical weapun,
bssic research that's beina done?

maybe we'll delay.,
Ke won't deploy.™

Is this

or is this still
what is the SDI at this point?

well, right now SUI is basic research,
"They are still looking for what scientists call the unknown

nature which says you can't ago this.

In other woras, they're still trying te find out, 1in
whether there is some lew of physics or

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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There are some areas in which they are much more
advenced thsn others. There is one sres in particular, that of
terminal defense -- terminel defense beinyg the last stage uf &
missile's flight towara its target, when the warheaa is descen-

- ding back inta the earth's stmosphere ana coming down on 1its
target. That phesse of terminal defense is well in hand, in terms

of the technology for shooting down one of those incoming
warheads with one of our missiles,

But to say that the technology is understood is by no
means to say that you are reasdy to do deplouy it, Because once
you understana the technology, you still then have to develop the
weapun s8ystem that would use that technology. And then
once you've developed that weapon system, you then have to deploy
it in the numbers that you would neea to make it an effective
weapon system,

Once you begin that development process with an oraginary
weapon, like a tenk or an aircraft carrier, you're talking eight
to ten years for deployment. So if we were to start today, and
assuming there were no glitches in just this one phase, terminal
defense, it would be the mia-1990s before we could deploy.

Now, that's a technology that we understand about as
well as it can be understood. The more exotic things, the examer
(?) lasers, neutral particle beams that would be based in space,
those are still in the explorstion phase, and you really are
talking about systems that, even with a crash program, probably
could not be deployed until the 21st Century.

MORTON: So, when they say, "Well, we might delay
depluyment for five to seven years," aren't we really kind of
fibbing, because we couldn't deploy anything for five to seven
years anyway?

MARTIN: Well, what he's saying is that we will abide by
the ABM treaty for five to seven more years, and that's our sort
of guing-in position versus the Soviet request that we pledge to
abide by the ABM treaty -- that's the snti-ballistic missile
treaty, which is supposed to limit the development of these
defenses against offensive nuclear missiles. The Soviets have
asked us to abiage by that treaty for 15 tou 20 years,

And depending on your interpretation of that treaty =--
anog that's a big qualificaetion to this because there are varying
interpretativons of what that tresty sllows and what it doesn't.
But depending on the variation of the tresty, if you agree to

- abide by that treaty for 15 to 20 years, you will restrict what
you can do in terms of Star Wars testing, Star Wars development.

Sa, in that sense, we, in contemplating the issue of how
long we are going to continue to abide by the ABM treaty, we are
-CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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SDI director Abrahamson, replying in writing to the
GAO's findings, said that during SDI's “formative years
. . . the usual turbulence associated with the initiation of
2 major new program was encountered.” He added that
more controls over SDI spending were now in place.

Research on the contained catapult is being paid for
by SDI's Small Business Innovation Research program.
This program, established by Congress and overseen by
the Small Business Administration, requires large gov-
ernment agerncies to set aside a small portion of their
budget to fund innovative ideas of small firms.

Other such SD] small-business contracts include one
to J. H. Wiggins Corporation of Redondo Beach, Calif.,

for development of armor that would protect satellites
against laser attack, .and ore to San Diego's Jaycor for
ptimized volumetric negative hydrogen ion sources.”
This mouthful is a method of enhancing laser beams.
The reasoning behind such awards is that today's
technology can't answer all SD]'s needs, and some seed
funds are necessary to help develop far-term concepts.
The contained catapult of Creative Enterprises is the
brainchild of the firm's head, Dr. Ralph Cooper, a physi-
cist. The concept is not new. It dates from the 1860s
when the Los Alamos national lab’s Project Rover stud.

:ﬁgb ’tlhe feasiblity of a nuclear-powered rocket to the

BALTIMORE SUN

13 August 1986

House trims ‘star wars,’
calls for SALT adherence

By Vernon A. Guidry Jr.
Washingtun Bureau of The Sun

WASHINGTON — The House
told President Reagan last night to
stick by the limits of SALT 1l and
voted new reductions in his “star
wars” program in a show of liberal
strength on arms control issues.
By a party-line vote of 225-186.
the House sought to block the ad-
ministration from caceeding the lim-
fts of the 1979 SALT Il arms control
agreement with the Soviet Union
The provision is unlikely to sur-
vive the Senate. but it showed that
there is "a change of feeling out
there. People aren’'t buving what
they're being handed.” said Repre-
sentative Nicholas Mavroules, 1-
Mass  a leading arms control advo
cate in the House.
Mr Mavroules also said that con
cerns about a mounting federal defi-
cit helped swing the “star wars™ cut.
Opponents charged that Demo-
crats, by introducing the SALT issue
as an amendment to the defense au-
thorization bill rather than as sepa-
rate legislation. were merely at-
tempting to make a political point
The administration has declared
. the SALT agreement a dead issue
- and has announced that one of the

treaty's provisions will be violated
- this fall when more than 130 B-52
. bombers are equipped with cruise
 missiles. Many democrats have ap-
" posed that action and have sought to
. make plain their differences with
_" the Republican administration

14

“This ts raw politics and every-
body knows it.” said Representative
Henry J. Hyde, R-111.

Opponents and supporters alike
agreed that the Soviet Union has vio-
lated provisions of the SALT treaty,
which has been observed but never
formally ratified by the United
States.

Representative Les Aspin, D-
Wis.. chairman of the House Armed
Services Committee, maintained
that SALT was a break on Soviet
arms expansion and that to aban-
don it now would “just turn over the
arms race to the Soviet Union. The

Soviet Union is in a much better
place to take advantage of it.

In fts “star wars” vote. the House
voted 239-176 to authorize $3.13
billfon for the president’s space-
based missile defense system next
fiscal year. more than $2 billion Jess
than the administration requested
The House Armed Services Commit-
tee had proposed $3.7 billion.

It allows evervthing that's
needed.” said Representative
Charles Bennett. D-Fla.. the prime
sponsor of the amendment calling
for the 8600 million cut.

- The administration requested
85.3 biltion far the m, formal-
ly known as the Strategic Defense
Initiative.

Pg. &4

The Senate voted $3.9 billion for
the program. When the House and
Senate get together in conference
committee next month. they are
likely to split the difference.

Mr. Bennett's figure represented
the current SDI appropriation plus a
3.5 percent increase for inflation.

Backers of the House committee
version had said that the Bennett
amendment would “fatally wound"
SDL. an argument that fafled even
among many of the program's sup-
porters.

Representative Roy P. Dyson. D-
Md.-1st. a supporter of the Bennett
amendment. told the House that re-
search into a strategic defense was a
good idea but one that seemed out of
control.

"Mine is a protest vote,” he said
off the House floor. “1 don't feel they
are spending the money correctly.”

Mr. Dyson sald the way SDJ re-
scarch money has been spread
around smacked of pork barrel, a
theme picked up by other critics.

Representative Robert Mrazek,
D-N.Y., called it “the biggest pork
barrel project.in the history of the
world.”

Representative Ron Dellums, D-
Calif.. sought a drastic cut in the
program, offering an amendment
that would have authorized S1.32
biltion for the .

The House voted 302-114 against
Mr. Dellums”amendment, T
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The Future Of SDI:

Thc future of the Strategic Defense Initiative
depends upon much more than arms control
with the Soviet Union, whether our next
President is a Republican or Democrat, and
even how many dollars are pumped into the
program. In a twist on the old adage warning
of missing the forest from the trees, in the case
of SDI, the trees arc the key to the program’s
success.

Our nationul research effort into ballistic
missile defense technologies is geared to allow
the United States to make an informed decision
about both the potential of the technology and
what kind of strategic defense would enhance
our national security. The biggest obstacles to
reaching this goal are somewhat different than
many suppose.

The success of SDI will be determined fess
by the **big picture.”” high-protile influences
treated so extensively by the media than some
significant SD! management questions starting
to surface. While less heralded, three critical
elements will guide the technical success of the

CAN WE SEE THE TREES
FROM THE FOREST?

——

Jon Englund,
former  Cupitol
Hill and Penta-
gon aide, is Di-
rector of De-
fense Strategy
for Advanced
Perspectives,
Inc. (AP]). Rob-
ert Damashek is
API’s President,

Pg.
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program. In turn, they will determine the future
political (and economic) support of the
program. Even draconian Gramm-Rudman
budget cuts may be *‘small potatoes’ compared
with the following three challenges to General
Abrahamson and his organization,

[0 The **Balancing Act,”" in which General
Abrahamson needs 10 demonstrate progress in
the rescarch, but not so much that it bumps up
against the ABM Treaty or invites charges of
imminent deployments without full
understanding of the long-term implications of
the program.

[23 Allowing flexibility in the development
of alternative SDI systems architecture and
battle management, communications, command
and control (BM/C") to incorporate evolving
policy and doctrine considerations as well as
technical developments. Driving policy and
doctrine based solely on technological progress
will sacrifice political support for the program.
There are strong indications that policy and
doctrine issues are not being treated with the
nceessary care in the prime contractors’ SDI
architecture development.

SDIO must get a handle on program
management, plagued by a plethora of
problems. Examples of overlapping contract
work due to diffused SDI decisions (beyond
General Abrahamson’s direct purview) and a
potentially damaging gap between SDI
expenditures and outlays has attracted charges
that the *‘right hand doesn’t know what the left
is doing.”’ The recent Eastport Study Group
report on SDI battle management has proposed
some innovative solutions to confront these
problems (such as an **SDlnet’" to keep track
of the program—both for speeding technical
progress and running a tight management ship).

These solutions must be carried out before
political confidence erodes any further.

THE ‘BALANCING ACT’

The powers that be in the Department of
Defense and SDIO face the thomniest of
dilemmas: how to dispel the notion that SDI
money is no: being thrown down an R&D
“*black hole’’ without arousing fears that the
administration's veiled intention is to hastily
move toward deployments (without a prudent
assessment of possible strategic instabilities)?

Testing and demonstrating SDI progress is a
political tightrope, with a big impact upon
future levels of support for SDI. Many feur that
too robust a testing effort will threaten o
“sacrosanct’’ ABM Treaty. The Departient of
Defense must be sensitive to this concern over
the short-term, while in the long-termn
conducting a public education effort to reveal
the inherent flaws of the treaty: the mistaken
assumptions and advancing technology that
change the strategic caleulus.

The public needs to be better educated aboul
the flaws of the ABM Treaty, and why a
strategic reassessment of the treaty is so urgent,
When the treaty was signed, we believed that
by severely limiting defenses we would
increase stability through mutual vulnerability.
We believed that such vulnerability would take
away the incentive to build more offensive
missiles. We also believed that the ability of
the US and Soviet Union to retaliate with
unacceptable damage would remain secure.

But these assumptions were mistaken,
History and the facts affirm it: nuclear weapons
have both proliferated and become mare
accurate, threatening the ability of the US to
retaliate. In the last three years alone
(according to the London-based International
Institute for Strategic Studies), the Soviet
Union has increased its long-range nuclear

" warheads by 37 percent, und the US by 10
percent. Deterrence and the strategic calculus
have weakened, with the risks of nuclear war
more pronounced than in 1972, when the treaty
was signed. To put it simply, the treaty has not
been successful, by our own measures and
critical assumptions.

In addition, the Soviets have spent as much
on strategic defense as they have on offensive
strategic missiles. This has eroded deterrence
further. (It is unfortunate that the Soviets do
not have a label for their robust strategic
defense effort—it might more clearly focus
public opinion on the scale and determination
of the Soviet program).

The goal of this public education effort
should be to pave the way for the deployment
of point defenses (within the constraints of the
treaty) to protect our land-based retaliatory
forces, communications nodes and command
centers. This is a vital, near-term use of
strategic defense technology (using largely off-

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE -
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least, we do 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 a .
deterrence based on defensive systems.’
Caspar Weinberger
Secretary of Defense

. cannot'be specificiabour SDI expzctatmns
beyond the -atmosphere. But at.the:very : .

the-shelf technology) that would strengthen
deterrence and provide better focus for SDI.

1t would help encourage political support for
the program, alleviating the **black hole,””
“technological filibuster’ concerns that doom
so many of our military programs to endless
delay and indecision. Even the Chairman of the
House Armed Scrvices Committee, Les Aspin,
scems firmly behind the value of protecting our
retaliatory forees. In 1981 he authored a **one
act play™ in the New Republic; the one arca of
agreement betwceen the two protagonists
(**Hawk" and *'Dove’") was the need to
protect our land-based missiles.

Such an approach balances the need to
demonstrate technical progress and a gradual
reassessment of the ABM Treaty. It would help
solidify bipartisan political support by laying
out in more clear-cut terms the administration’s
direction on SDI. Even more important, it
helps fill a growing problem in our land-based
forces that has weakened nuclear deterrence. .

The administration appears to be moving in
this direction. The DoD is reviewing the SDI
program to glean what cost advantages might
result from a less restrictive interpretation of
the ABM Treaty.

The interpretation of the treaty recently
prompted an interagency battle between the
Dol> and the State Department. President
Reagan decided to follow the more legalistic,
restrictive State Department view of the treaty,
with Gen. Abrahumson restricted to partial test
of the Lomponems, computer simulations and
war gaming,

In recent testimony on Capitol Hxll
Abrahamson said that with no treaty hindrances
**we could go directly to the most convincing
tests,'’ saving money in the process.

Abrahamson also appeared more open-
minded about the role of point defenses of SDI
priorities. He said he was protecting an option
of a **limited near-term deployment of a
limited ABM capability,”” if the Soviets were
close to breaking out of the treaty.

[4

PRACTICAL STEPS

\N} hat are some of the practical steps
Abrahamson should pursue if he were to

follow this course? Greater emphasis should be
placed upon testing and simulation that applics
directly to a limited point defense, particularly
in those promising technologies that have
applications for both limited defenses as well as
broader strategic defense potential,

For example, more resources should be
devoted to ground-based lasers. More should be
spent developing terminal and mid-course
technologies like the Airborne Optical Adjunct
(AOA) and the Homing Overlay Experiment
(HOE). In general, more emphasis should be
placed on simulation and testing, particularly
through the **national test bed™” currently under
development. The goal is to demonstrate that
diverse SDI technologies can work together.
The broad scientific comniunity and the public
should be given some insight on the work’s
progress; as the recent Eastport Study Group on
SDI battle management puts it, ‘‘the simulation
effort will benefit significantly in quality and
credibility if it is not kept behind walls.”’

Abrahamson also has a separate agenda ltor
the test bed effort. It gives him a way to gain
control over a decentralized program. The
effort to give SDIO more centralized control
over the program (and its success at managing
the program effectively) may be Abrahiamson’s
greatest challenge of all.

A recent look at SDI battle management by
the Eastport Study Group is unconventional and
refreshing. It is unexpected (but welcone) to
find computer experts and scientists expounding
the belief that evolving policy and doctrine
must play the central role in the development
of SDI architecture.

Dr. Danny Cohen and the other authors of
the report are right on the mark: policy and
doctrine are the crux of the matter. The
direction and trade-offs of competing SDI
architectures must be founded on this reality.
They are also correct that the prime contractors
involved in the SDI architecture *‘racchorse™
neglected the evolution of policy and doctrine
consideration in their work.,

The contractors relied too heavily upon

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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ing to strike? Should I strike first if
it’s inevitable that they’re going to
strike? So what seems stable now
today and is kind of rather a placid
situation may not be absolutely sta-
ble when the real crisis comes and
when it really builds up . . . .

If anyone really believes and ac-
cepts the idea that what we have to-
day ... makes nuclear war impos-
sible, absolutely impossible, then
sure, we've got the right strategy
and we ought to stick with it. I
guess I'm not ready to bet on that.

Q: But we're still talking about
going from today’s situation in
which the threat of retaliation is
obviously very real and palpable
and effective, to your tomorrow sit-
uation in which we've spent hun-
dreds of billions of dollars and
been through a whole new round of
the game and we're still in a situ-
ation in which in which [deter-
rence], though modified, would
work in exactly the same way.

A: It is a deterrent concept, de-
fensive deterrent. But there are a
couple of new elements in the game
. ... The question is even with a
partial defense, do you add stability?
And then if you get better and bet-
ter defense, do you add more and
more stability? And what happens to
the whole structure and the whole
relationship between the two na-
tions as you begin to do those
things? The assumption in the past
has been no defenses. Why? Be-
cause at the time of the Antiballistic
Missile Treaty—you know, that
was an extraordinary experiment if
you really think about it. I can't
think of any other time in history
where a nation has . .. said, “We
will leave our people, everything
that we believe in, our whole struc-
ture naked to the most dangerous
weapons that man has ever been
able to create.” In order to do what?
To create an atmosphere where

. their retaliatory capability would
never be challenged. And hopefully
if their retaliatory capability were
never challenged, they would agree
that there's some minimum number
that we can all work to and we
could stop. Did that work? 1 don’t
think so. My own personal opinion
is it hasn’t . . . . The next [issue] is
defensive. We're not the only ones
working in this area . ... This is

14

not a U.S, initiative. They [the So-
viets] have believed in defense right
from the very beginning. It served
the Soviets from the days of the
Tartars and the Napoleonic inva-
sion, and that was the second major
trend that the president was con-
cerned with ... not only air de-
fenses against our bombers but mis-
sile defenses as well. And then it
goes even further than that. They
have over 3,000 hard sites for the
defense of their leadership. Now,

tRI e

“If you get better and
better defense, do you
add more and more
stability?”

why would they bother doing all
that? Because they want to fight
and survive a nuclear war.

Q If we can take out 80 percent
of their warheads coming in and
they ... take out 80 percent of our
retaliatory warheads, it seems to
me just to kind of rehearse once
again the basic process of deter-
rence, but you've spent hundreds of
billions of dollars, And I don't see
that you buy a lot more security.

A: Okay, but . . . your premise is
the key here. Your premise is that
they have kept all of their warheads
or increased them and we’ve got 80
percent defense. That’s not what
we're trying to do. We're trying to

modify their behavior. And that’s
what the president indicated when
he said, let’s see if we can make
nuclear weapons, or nuclear ballis-
tic missiles as the most dangerous
of these, impotent and obsolete.
Well, that’s dramatic language, but
what does it mean? It means take
away the military value of these
things . . . . Now, [ offer as at least
evidence that for the first time in
the history of modern arms control
we have probably the most serious
proposal that we've really had on
the table in Geneva now, Why do
we have that there? Well, we didn’t
have that there just by being nice
guys and saying, we really like you
and let’s have some cultural ex-
change programs. And now
wouldn’t you like us nice enough so
that you will be willing to give up a
bunch of the missiles which are, at
this  point, the omnipotent
weapon ., . . .

Q: So are you suggesting that
the real purpose is not to build the
system, but just to use it [as a bar-
gaining chip|?

A: No. The real purpose is
straightforward. Find and use every
way possible: negotiations, a de-
monstration of resolve on the part
of the American nation—and by the
way, that’s just as important as any-
thing else—and, obviously, the abil-
ity to build defenses, to get them to
say, “Let’s reduce our number of
missiles.”

Q: General, last fall you were
quoted as saying ... [that] the
ranks of opposition to SDI had
been reduced to a few sincere die-
hards. In the last couple months
there have been press conferences
with scientists .... There were
some fairly impressive minds
among them .... And I wonder, is
it still a few diehards? How do you
assess that?

A: Well, I'm disappointed. I think
we're beginning—we’re losing a
little bit. What we’re seeing is that
there has been an intensive cam-
paign on the part of the opponent.
They’re going out there and they’re
signing up people. The U.S, govern-
ment doesn’t do that. We don’t go
out there and sign up people. So
that’s having a. lot of impact. A lot
of those people are people that ob-
viously I would like very much to

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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gan to approach a nuclear parity, deter-
rence in this sense was no more. It
assumed a new meaning under a strate-
gic doctrine aptly known as Mutual
Assured Destruction (MAD), or deter-
rence by the threat of retaliation.

In theory, MAD deters a nuclear ex-
change, more specifically a first strike,
through mutual “‘consensual” vulner-
ability. Should one superpower launch a
nuclear attack on the other, the latter
will retaliate — thus establishing that a
nuclear exchange will have no win-
ner. Under MAD theory, deterrence cuts
both ways.

To enshrine this doctrine, the su-
perpowers signed the Antiballistic Mis-
sile (ABM) Treaty in 1972 that was
supposed to guarantee that military tar-
gets and population centers would re-
main vulnerable and undefended, thus
ensuring the success of a retaliatory
strike (i.e. the deterrent).

Along with the ABM Treaty, the
United States and the Soviet Union
signed an interim agreement that was
supposed to limit the deployment of
new offensive nuclear weapons. Iden-
tified together as the Strategic Arms
Limitation Treaty (SALT I), these
agreements constitute the MAD meth-
odology — arms control — whereby
the United States and the Soviet Union
were to regulate deterrence and the
balance of terror.

The notion that the Soviets would
ever accept verification is the primary
flaw in arms control. Means can al-
ways be found to circumvent verifica-
tion mechanisms and counter eye-in-
the-sky technologies.

More to the point, proponents of
verification ignore the context of super-
power relations. The Soviet ideology
is myopically hostile. Even so. MAD it-
self is a doctrine that is incapable of
inspiring trust between the superpow-
ers whether by choice or necessity.
Indeed, the well-documented intrigue
among bureaucratic constituencies in
Washington over arms control has
alone thwarted the policy. Arms con-
trol negotiations may be a worthy exer-
cise, but they are certainly not a se-

cure basis upon which to hang a policy. -

The United States can easily argue
that the deployment of 308 SS-18 and
360 SS-19 multiple, independently

targeted, re-entry vehicle (MIRVed) in-
tercontinental ballistic missiles
(ICBMs) violates the spirit of strategic
arms limitation. The MIRV capability
of these missiles was added after the
1972 agreements.

Further, the development of the
S8-25 and the MIRVed SS-X-24, both
mobile, solid-fuel ICBMs, violates the
letter of both SALT I and SALT II. Both
missiles are new, highly accurate
first-strike systems. As for exploiting
some of the loopholes in SALT, the
Soviets have liberally interpreted the
definition of an intermediate-range
missile in their deployment of the SS-
20, another mobile, solid-fuel
MIRVed weapon that threatens our
NATO allies.

By comparison, the U.S. stockpile
of nuclear weapons is 25 percent less
than it was in 1967. The megaton-
nage is 70 percent lower. The United
States has not built one new silo for
its land-based ICBMs since the 1960s.
We have upgraded our Minuteman
missiles, but the modifications have
been well within the spirit and the
letter of SALT. The Minuteman IIIs were
deployed from 1970 to 1975, and
production was stopped in 1978. Min-
uteman III has three MIRVed war- -
heads. The SS-19 packs six. The SS-18
packs at least 10,

As for defensive systems, the in-
stallation of the Krasnoyarsk radar to-
gether with the upgraded nationwide
network of large phased-array radars
gives the Soviets a battle manage-
ment ABM capability that also clearly

. violates the letter of the 1972 treaty. _
The upgrading of the Moscow ABM sys-

tem still is proceeding. By contrast,
the United States has, against Soviet
ICBMs, no strategic defense
whatsoever.

Together with their offensive build-
up throughout SALT, the Soviet defense
initiative suggests one conclusion —
they are seeking a first-strike capability
and may in fact have it.

Article XV of the 1972 agreement
allows both parties to withdraw if one
“decides that extraordinary events

related to the subject matter of this trea-

ty have jeopardized its supreme inter-
ests.” The Soviet attempt to seize a first -
strike capability is just such an event.
Hence, the United States should consid-
er abandoning the treaty and proceed
with an alternative approach to strate-
gic security such as the president en-
visions with SDI.

Anticipating this response, Soviet
pronouncements claim that with SDI,
the United States will be the first to
“militarize outer space” with “space
strike weapons” that they label a
“space sword.” The truth is that the So-
viets have been researching ad-
vanced ABM technologies since the
1960s.

The fact that ICBMs will use tragjec-
tories in space to rain down their devas-
tation is reason enough to argue that
space is already militarized whether
weapons are permanently orbiting or
not. But to believe the United States will
be the first to *‘militarize” it ignores
the evidence of long-term Soviet mili-
tary space activity.

The long-term goal of SDI is, as the
president said, to make nuclear weap-
ons impotent and obsolete. It may
take a journey of a generation or more.
But every journey, great or small, be-
gins with a first step followed by anoth-
er. Inthe process, we may progres-
sively eliminate the threat of a nuclear
exchange, if not nuclear weapons
themselves. For the next few years, it is
certainly worth fully funding the re-
search to discover what works toward
those ends and what does not.

MAD has institutionalized a mili-
tarily irresponsible situation — no de-
fense. In the near future, more na-
tions will join the nuclear club.
Proliferation could unearth a trigger-
happy regime unperturbed by deter-
rence. What then?

The vision behind SDI has the pow-
er to restore a realistic faith in both
America and the future — not just for
our citizens, but the world. SDI heralds
the only strategic policy worthy of
our American heritage and the responsi-
bilities this present age has thrust
upon us. It must be funded. It must be

. given a chance.
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that it won’t become reality. In this ap-

proach, SDI could be ‘‘researched"’
indefinitely, with fairly substantial
funding, plenty of official lip service,
and occasional reports about its pro-
gress. It would simply never be
deployed.

That death-by-research is the most
likely fate of SDI is indicated by a host
of factors. It is the tactic being pursued
not only by the more subtle critics of
the President, but also by the Reagan
State Department. In addition, it is all
too clearly the favored stratagem of the
Soviet Union—which obviously thinks
that SDI is very feasible indeed and
wants to get it bottled up. This is a
formidable array of forces at work to
suffocate the program.

The key to this negative strategy is
the ABM treaty of 1972, which bars the
deployment of U.S. defenses against in-
coming Soviet (or other) missiles. The
ABM accord is the embodiment of
‘“‘mutual assured destruction’’ (MAD),
which says it is a good thing for civilian

/

populations to be left exposed to poten--

tial nuclear onslaught, since this creates
a ‘“‘balance of terror’’ and therefore
peace. This doctrine is responsible for
our current absence of all homeland
defenses, and consequent vulnerability
to attack.

As the ABM accord embodies MAD,
so strategic defense as proposed by
Reagan would repudiate it. If Reagan is
successful in promoting SDI, a strategic
revolution will be accomplished, and
Mutual Assured Destruction and the
ABM accord will go by the boards.
Conversely, if the ABM agreement can
be kept in place and its constraints
against field testing and deployment

strictly enforced against the United
States, SDI can never be anything more
than an expensive science project.

That is why the Soviets have
countered SDI with a proposal to
strengthen the ABM accord, making it
much more difficult for us to evade its
terms. Under the language of the trea-
ty, which is otherwise perpetual in
duration, we can renounce it by giving
six months’ notice that it endangers our
“‘supreme interests’’ (which it certainly
does). The Soviets want an agreement
that there will be no renunciation for
another 15 to 20 years — the obvious
purpose of which is to make sure we
can’t deploy SDI or its components.

You might suppose that sq

transparent an effort to thwart a

major defense initiative of the

Reagan Administration would be

instantly detected and resisted by

the Reagan State Department.

Quite the opposite, however, has

occurred.

Bemused by arms control dogma and

the alleged virtue of agreements with

the Kremlin, State has seized on the
Soviet proposal with great alacrity, and
is now promoting its own particular
version of consigning SDI to the limbo
of ‘‘research’’ while locking us into the
ABM accord for another five to seven
years.

These maneuverings came to fruition
last week as the President reportedly
agreed to a U.S. negotiating position
that would bind us to the ABM accord
well into the 1990s while contining to
“‘research’’ SDI, in exchange for sub-
stantial cutbacks on offensive arsenals
on both sides. This is being advertised
in the press as a ‘‘grand compromise,’’

but it is in fact no compromise at all. It
is instead a major and. possibly fatal
defeat for SDI, and a stunning triumph
for proponents of MAD theory.

Such a negotiating posture will not
only keep SDI confined to the closet of
““research’’ for an indefinite period, it
will also increase the already serious
problems involved with any future
break-out from the ABM accord. By
enshrining this misbegotten treaty as
the centerpiece of our dealings with the
Soviets, we enhance its spurious
prestige with the public and obscure the
enormous danger that it poses. The
resulting difficulties may be inferred
from the current debate about renounc-
ing the SALT Il agreement — which
was never even ratified.

What we ought to be doing is, in all
respects, the opposite of this. As argued
by Rep. Jim Courter (R.-N.J.), who is
rapidly emerging as a major leader on
such issues, we should repudiate MAD
and the ABM accord, then push ahead
as rapidly as we can on SDI, not merely
as a futuristic research project, but as a

. series of technologies that will be

deployed, each in its turn, as soon as
progress warrants. In other words, we
should do on this front what we have
always done when the imperatives of
self-defense and the capabilities of mili-
tary science defined our policy.

At the moment, however, our
strategy is being dictated by arms con-
trol theology and by its legal icon, the
ABM accord. Rather than overturning
MAD theory, the SDI program is in
real danger of being absorbed into it,
consigned to a chamber where it can
spin out the years in endless *‘research”’
while America is left defenseless. [
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Superpowers Developing Robotic Warriors

The “soldiers” fighting in 21st-century
wars are likely in crucial instances to be
automatons and robots. They could safely
pass through nuclear-contaminated areas
and “shoot” straighter than any human sol-
dier. Both superpowers are .conducting
R&D for such high-tech battlefields,
according to defense specialists.

Without doubt, battles in near-Earth
space will be fought with unmanned

4

[4

machines that either are guided from the
ground or “fly” themselves. But military
scientists also project high-tech “automa-
ton combat” on land and at sea as well as in
the air and near-Earth space.

The Soviet Union, say trusted experts,
already is developing or deploying battle-
field automatons and robots.

Dr.John R. Collins, respected Library of
Congress military researcher, writes in the

CONTINUED
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tems, utilizing all kinds ot autonomous
vehicles (unmanned tanks, for instance)
and other mechanisms.

In many ways, the Soviets some time ago
have let the cat out of the bag with regard
to their intentions concerning robotics.

The November 1970 successful
launching and landing of Lunakhod on the
moon is an example. Here was a_nearly
autonomous, “intelligent” machine
unleashed dramatically on the moon and
“driven”by absent humans located 1.5 sec-
onds of communications time back on
Earth.

To us it seemed that the Soviets with
their Lunakhod regarded our natural satel-
lite as a place where humans feared to
tread. Or, as suggested by some space
experts, the real reason that the Soviets
developed Lunakhod was to inaugurate and

advance Soviet robotics in this somewhat
(to us) bizarre fashion. Former NASA
experton the Soviet space program, James
F. Oberg, says that we can expect more
instances of robotic use in space as the
Soviets continue to build up, Erector Set-
like, their Salyut space station.

Moreover, Oberg and others maintain,
Soviet “Star Wars” R&D is some distance
ahead of the U.S. R&D counterpart, Strate-
gic Defense Initiative. The Department of
Defense says the lead stems in part from
the fact that Soviet robotics is keeping up
with developments in other related fields,
including computers. One thing is certain:
Neither side can complete its space-
defense system without well-developed
automation and robotization.

WASHINGTON POST 7 July 1986
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Rowland Evans and Robert Novak -

GOP Pressure on SDI

The arms control lobby, oiled by

chev: a five- to seven-year U.S. pledge
not to withdraw from the Anti-Ballistic
Missile Treaty.

The concern of arms control skeptics
who regard the SALT treaties, including
ABM, as Trojan horses, is that Presi-
dent Reagan might accept such a noose
for his Strategic Defense Initiative with-
out realizing its terminal potential,

“White House aides are pushing
this [the no-withdrawa! pledge],” one
arms control authority told us. They
are doing so with assistance from
political operatives and candidates
who have no special love for arms
control but are desperate to continue
Republican contro!l of the Senate by
exploiting U.S.-Soviet harmony this
fall capped by a post-election summit.

Their allies are Gorbachev’s beguil-
ing propaganda, the domestic arms
control lobby and some NATO allies,
Hard-liners, reflecting what has been
the president’s own conviction, pre-

dict that if the present ABM treaty is
modified to accommodate Soviet fears
of strategic defense—Reagan’s No. 1
military objective—SDI will erode.
Once erosion starts, they insist, it
cannot be stopped.

Evidence is at hand. It took more
than five years before the president
could override detentist diplomatic
advisers and renounce SALT 11, de-
spite many formal U.S. charges of
Soviet violations, Even though the
tréaty was never ratified—and actu-
ally expired last winter—pressures
not to undercut it were irresistible
until the middle of Reagan’s second
term.

As of now, the ABM treaty gives
either side the right to withdraw six
months after serving notice. Gorba-
chev’s brilliance in selling the Soviet
viewpoint and exploiting the negotiat-
ing weaknesses inherent in any de-
mocracy is recognized and feared by
Reagan’s top strategists. Gorbachev
has asked for a 15- to 20-year freeze
on the ABM treaty. But a five- to
seven-year moratorium would put his -
disabling foot on the neck of SDI, the

system that Reagan claims may in -

time place the U.S. beyond Soviet
nuclear threata. o
In return, Gorbachev offers nebu-
lous reductions in the particular Sovi-
et arsenal that is taking on character-
istics of a first-atrike capability:
land-based heavy missiles. :

This is the old Soviet game of
defense-offense trade-offs: the United
States renounces or scales back on
defense, and the Soviets do likewise
on offense. In fact, however, in return
for major American concessions on
antiballistic missile defense 15 years
ago, the Soviet response in reducing
their offense is still awaited.

Instead, jong before Reagan finally
said the United States was no longer
bound by SALT 1I, Moscow was pro-
ducing mind-boggling new land-based
systems such as the mobile SS-25,
declared by the United Statestobe a
violation of SALT II. High administra-
tion officials tell us that no fewer than
72 SS-25s, grouped in roughly eight
separate bases, are now deployed—
with an expectation of double that
number a year from now.

Even on the defense side the Soviet
Union has been taking advantage of
the United States by violating the
ABM treaty, including the illegal ra~ -
dar it has placed near Krasnoyarsk.

On a brief visit here last week, no
less an authority than the new French
defense minister, Andre Giraud, em-
phasized what pro-ABM arms control-
lers sometimes forget: that “‘the Sovi-
ets have ., . . made considerable
efforts on defense and seem to be
going on with them’'—possibly, he
deliberately implied, in violation of
the ABM treaty. He dismissed as
contemptible a suggestion that the
United States might also be violating
the treaty,

A five-year pledge to abide by that
treaty might be marginally acceptable
to SDI managers—if they could be-
licve the Soviets would modify the
treaty to accommodate testing and
other nonresearch functions, and if
they could also believe that the mora-
torium would not be extended.

That would be the method of sell-
ing the president on the moratorium.
One can anticipate silken words as the
argument builds to give Gorbachev
only a small slice of what he wants,
assuring a cozy summit mood for
Republican success in November:
your SDI, Mr. President, will not be
burdened by such a short time con-
straint, and it may bring big reduc-
tions in their land-based heavies.

The issue comes to a head in the
White House within the next few
weeks, [f the president is persuaded
to give up the U.S, right to get out of
the ABM treaty on 8ix months’ no-
tice, rough agreement hailed as the
foundation for a new arms treaty
could be reached just before the Nov.
4 election—the end of the next ses-
sion of the Geneva arms talks.

That could indeed make an election
night for Republican partying. It could
also bury SDI, the sharpest bargain-
ing chip the United States has,
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Some of these brains, like that of Dr.
Parnas, can function quite well, if not
in real time for all problems.

The second essay predicts why the
SDI software will be untrustworthy.
The problem is that the problem is
complex, the equipmentis complex,
the decision time is short, there is
little possibility of human intervention
and no possibility of debugging and

the pieces of the total weapons sys-

tem are many, somewhat autono-
mous and not well-defined at this
time. Furthermore, we have never
done anything like this before.

These problems are expanded and
expounded, and Parnas’ conclusion
is that the problem is so big that we
will never be able to believe—with
any confidence—that we have
succeeded in making a system that
works, Therefore, nuclear weapons
will remain a potential threat.

Again, the arguments are correct,
but the conclusion is wrong or a

nonsequitur. Nobody believes that
nuclear weapons will ever cease to
be a potent threat, at least prior to the
destruction of the planet or the emi-
gration of large numbers of people to
other solar systems (which is a
compelling reason to step up space
exploration). Nobody believes that
cancer will be cured soon or that
heart attacks can be prevented. But
this is no reason for stopping medical
research and treatment, even if one
believes that most physicians are in-
competent. Well, at least as in-
competent as programmers are.

In 1958 and 1959, | was responsible
for the system design of the AN/
ASD-1, the most complex electronic
intelligence system attempted at that
time. It was big even by today’s stan-
dards, and it took up the entire inte-
rior of a KC-135. Many problems
disturbed me, the same sort of things
that now disturb Parnas.

We had the capability of coilecting
data on several million radar pulses
per second, and had no way of pro-
cessing them all. | could think of
many possible radar designs which

we simply could not analyze. The
system was built anyway and it did
useful work for many years.

While still working on ASD-1, | came
up with an idea which now is called
an RF channelizer. Others came up
with the same idea, and now chan-
nelizers are quite common in sys-
tems which must work in dense envi-
ronments. The channelizer splits up
the spectrum into bands which are
processed in parallel. Then it adds
an order of magnitude to the signal-
handling capability of the system.

A year later, | designed the first
ELINT system to use high-accuracy
direction-finding antennas, and pro-
posed itto the Army Security Agency.
it eventually was built (by companies

other than the one | was working for
at the time). The idea of using high-
accuracy direction-finding added
somewhat more than another order
of magnitude to the signal-handling
capability. Through the years, other
people generated other ideas on pro-
cessing the signals. Today, systems
like Litton Amecom’s ADVCAP are
being built. They are much smaller
and simpler than ASD-1, but can get
better resuits in much higher density
tactical environments, under much
worse conditions.

Parnas’ second argument is a denial
of the possibility of evolution.

Unreliable programs? The third
essay argues that conventional soft-
ware does not produce reliable pro-
grams. The arguments are plausible.
Parnas’ conclusion is that a drastic
change in methods is needed. Prob-
ably true. And, because of a wide
awareness that a drastic change in
software technique is needed, ef-
fective changes in software tech-
nology certainly will occur.

Organizations like DARPA and SDIO
recognize the need, and are doing
something about it. Ada, one of
several available first steps, is being
widely supported even though—or,
perhaps especially because—few
programmers are skilled in the art.

DARPA is funding construction and
distribution of a quantity of butterfly

array processors, so that people can
learn to think in arrays. The butter-
flies are constructed of two to 256
identical processors, which can work
on problems in clusters.

Scores of Cray supercomputers are
now working. My son, an expert on
large data base management at
Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory, has four to work with. Ten
years ago, there were no enormous
data bases managed by computers.
Ten years from now, there will be lots
of clever peopie who can program
multiprocessors in much better ways
than we can now, and maybe even
some computers that can do the job.

Parnas’ fourth essay discusses limits
of present software engineering
methods. In sum, software engineer-
ing is tough and most programmers
do not use the fund of available
knowledge. Some methods can be
used to make things better, but they
have not been tried extensively.
Good software engineering is tough,
and Parnas is not good enough to
build the SD! software system.
Ali true.

But Parnas does not expect that.
anyone else will be good enough to
doit either, and this is aimost certain-
ly not true. tn 1895, the head of the
US Patent Office recommended that
the office be closed because every-
thing useful which could be invented
had been. Parnas says, ‘| am not a
modest man.’ Perhaps he should be,
at least a little bit. :

The next target is artificial in-
telligence and SDI. Parnas starts his
kitoword discussion by warning us
not to expect much from Al. He

- closes by saying that artificial inteli-

gence is to intelligence as artificial
flowers are to fiowers. Very clever, but -
he might have added “‘and as intel- -
lectual is to intellect.”

Al may or may not be useful. Deodor-
ants may or may not be useful. But
the technical decision to go ahead
with SDI is totally independent of
either Al or Sure. -

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE '
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Reagan Defense Priorities Wrong

RESIDENT Reagan says anyone who

wants to cut the defense budget should
: “tell it to the Marines.” What the presi-
dent didn’t tell a leatherneck audience
Wednesday was that his military priorities
don’t include conventional forces, such as
the Marines.

The House and Senate have approved Pen-
tagon budgets less than that sought by Mr.
Reagan. Realizing he won't get all he wants,
the president recently told Congress which
programs he considers most vital. Top prior-
ity goes to nuclear weapons and the Strategic
Defense Initiative. Spare parts, training and
personnel costs would bear the brunt of low-
er defense spending.

Mr. Reagan is partly responsible for less
military spending. He signed the Gramm-
Rudman law that mandates equal cuts in
defense and most other government pro-
grams unless other ways are found to lower
the deficit. The president, however, has op-
posed the higher taxes that would .be neces-
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sary to meet deficit goals and increase de-
fense. .

The president is making a bad choice in,
emphasizing strategic weapons. The count
has sufficient nuclear strength to deter the
Soviet Union. The SDI is a long-range project
that can proceed without a major funding
increase next year. The country’'s greatest
military need is in conventional forces.

The United States and the NATO allies are
badly outnumbered by the Soviet bloc in
terms of troops, tanks, aircraft and other
conventional arms. Failure to beef up con-
ventional defenses could compel the United
States to resort to nuclear weapons in the
early stages of a conflict with the Soviets.
Furthermore, if training time and prepared-
ness are reduced, American troops could be
less able to overcome an adversary.

The foundation of the U.S. military, even
in the nuclear age, is the individual soldier
or sailor. The troops in the field shouldn’t be
shortchanged.

Soviet space lead should spur SDI

Critics of the U.S. Strategic Defense
Initiative will find little comfort in the
Jane’s 1986 Spaceflight Directory, put out
:{ the British firm that produces a variety

authoritative and up-to-date publica-
tions on air and spacecraft, modern
weapons systems and the like.

Despite some spectacular NASA suc-
cesses in interplanetary space travel, the
directory contains a clear warning that
the Soviet Union has an ‘‘almost
frightening” .10-year lead overall in the
practical utilization of space. According to
Jane’'s, the Soviet cosmonauts have
clocked up more than 4,000 days in space,
com| with the astronauts’ 1,587 days.

More than that, however, British
scientist Reginald Turnhill, editor of the
directory, observed in a statement that
accompanied issuance of the 600-page
volume that the SDI concept — a
space-based anti-missile defense collo-
quially identified as ‘‘Star Wars”’ — could
be turned to positive uses in more ways
than one. While the Soviets have been long
at’ work to develop such a system

’

themselves, a successful U.S. SDI pro-
gram could point the way to cooperation
between the superpowers to prevent a
‘“‘growing likelihood of irresponsible
random nuclear attack from temporarily
hostile smaller nations,’’ Turnhill said.

Despite critics who condemn the SDI as
a program that would only add to the arms
race, Turnhill envisions it as entirely
possible the super space powers could
eventually conclude a joint space defense
system would threaten neither, but could
well be used to deter terrorist acts from
maverick nations like Libya, should they
ever gain access to rudimentary nuclear
weapons.

Turnhill also offered a unique analysis
of The Challenger disaster, saying it may
have been caused as much by excessive
caution as by excessive haste in getting
the spacecraft aloft. The shuttle lay on its
Florida launchpad for several weeks,
“deteriorating in the worst of the winter
weather,” according to Turnhill, before .
the dfatally flawed decision to launch was
made. .

o
[
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DES MOINES REGISTER

Thirty former Soviet scientists
now working or teaching in
America have sent an open letter
to Congress (reprinted on the op-
posite page) in which they urge
that the U.S. government not let
itself be wheedled out of Star
Wars by Soviet promises.

The first thing to bear in mind
is that they are former Soviet
scientists. Although they profess
a deep and no doubt genuine love
for their motherland, they have
no affection for its government or
its system. Many or most of them
left Russia for one reason: They
are dissidents.

That’s no cause in itself to dis-
believe them, of course. Much of
what they write about Soviet pro-
grams, goals and beliefs is only
too true. But the fact that they are
dissenters, political emigres,
cannot help but color their per-
ceptions. Their undoubted experi-
ence and knowledge must be qual-
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A defense of Star Wafs
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ified by the likelihood that they
are more prone than a disinterest-
ed person to see evil where there
is no evil and to magnify the evil
that there certainly is.

They say that the leadership in
the Kremlin believes a space de-
fense against missiles to be tech-
nologically feasible and is work-
ing on one. The great majority of
American scientists and military
space experts seem to believe
otherwise, but the question is less
whether Star Wars is doable than
whether it ought to be done.

They say yes, do it to foil Soviet
world domination. But so-called
space defense probably is not
even one of the better ways to ac-
complish that.

We are skeptical of most of
what the 30 scientists say, and we

disagree with much of it. But :

their side of the argument —
which also is President Reagan’s
side — deserves a fair hearing.

We need the Space Shield

President Reagan’s greatest political suc-
cess is the Strategic Defense Initiative,
which would protect Americans long after he
left office. And since the acronym SDI still
hasn’t caught on, it might justly be re-
christened the Reagan Space Shield.

Yet appeasement enthusiasts, including
some in the Reagan administration, are try-
ing to trade it for “arms control.” It would be
a bad bargain. Consider the terms now being
weighed. America and the Soviets would
agree to cut land-based missiles by any-
where from 35 to 50 percent. In return, the
Soviets propose that we postpone SDI deploy-
ment for 15 to 20 years. This isn't arms “con-
trol” It’s closer to surrender.

The Soviets are gradually converting their
entire land-based arsenal to mobile missiles
such as the SS-25, currently being deployed,
and the SS-X-24, which is near production.
Using what they call maskirovka techniques,
they wheel these nukes under concrete bunk-
ers or into caves, masking them from Amer-
ican spy satellites. A 50 percent “reduction”

would entail halving our arsenal while the -

Soviets placed half of theirs safely out of
sight.

Moreover, no treaty would keep the So-
viets from pursuing their own Star Wars re-
search and deployment. In an open letter to
Americans, 30 emigre Soviet scientists re-
cently wrote: “The Soviet scientific commu-
nity and government leaders believe that ef-
fective strategic defenses are technically
possible and doable ... The Soviet Commu-
nist leaders can be expected to continue
working on their ‘Star Wars’ system, either
overtly or covertly and with high priority, no
matter what they say or what they sign, or
what the U.S. does.”

Clearly, America must develop and deploy
the Reagan Space Shield as soon as possible.
Delaying deployment for a decade would ef-
fectively kill it. As Defense Secretary Caspar

Weinberger observes, the “Soviets know you

can’t get funding for a program if you’ve said
you’re not going to use it for 10.years.”
The president should hang tough.

America needs the Strategic Space Shield

and needs it now.

WASHINGTON TIMES
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Soviets lead in nuclear defense

As Congress prepares to cut some-
where around 25 percent of the Reagan
Administration’s proposed funding for
SDI, the solons might pause for just a
moment to reflect upon the real world that
their votes will so decisively influence. So
doing, they might perhaps notice that the
United States is not the first nation to in-
vestigate ®the possibility of a defense
against nuclear weapons; the Soviets have
been not only investigating the matter,
they have been doing something
substantial about it.

Despite the two nations signing an an-
ti-ballistic missile treaty geohibiting such
defense systems in 1972, Soviets have
been proc apace with the “Red
Shield,” a ballistic-missile-defense-
system covering the entire Soviet Union.
While SDI remains largely theory, the Red
Shield is rapidly becoming operational. Its
main elements include:

* Completion by next year of a mod-
ernized 100-launcher ABM system around
Moscow,

* Production of a new generation of
ABM interceptor rockets and associated
radars. :

* Continued upgrading of and new
construction on a nationwide network of
long-range detection and bat-
tle-management radars of unparalleled
size and power.

* Intensive work on ‘“‘beam weapons”
and other advanced technology, including
testing of laser weapons.

The Soviets are pouring around $10
billion a year into Red Shield. Already the
Soviet Union has about 12,000 surface-
to-air missile launchers, many with ABM
capability. These SAMs tie into a network
of 10,000 air-defense radars. The United
States, by comparison, has no SAMs with

ABM capability and only 118 air defense
radars. .

It was foolish really to think that the
ABM treag'oof '72 would have any real
effect on Soviet behavior. The Soviets,
quite apart from their ideology of world
conquest, are governed by a long-stan-
ding, deeply-felt commitment to defend
the Motherland, regardless of the cost,
standing treaties or the exigencies of
diplomacy. That they would fail to observe
the treaty was utterly predictable.

Unfortunately, the United States is not
so single-minded in its pursuit of national
security. This nation has honored the ABM
treaty in the face of countless, obvious
Soviet violations. SDI is the first challenge
of any sort to complete Soviet hegemony
in the area of nuclear defense.

Difficult though it may be for the
masters of the 24-second TV byte, Con-
gress needs to think strategically when it
considers programs such as SDI. Actually,
I:hou%:, there are no other programs that
can be compared to SDI. Potentially, it
offers a uniquely high payoff for the
dollars spent. Moreover, it may prove to
be the sine qua non for national security.
Once the Soviets have in place a complete
nuclear defense system coupled with their
steadily increasing offensive arsenal, if
the United States does not have similar
capabilities a first strike will begin to look
awfully tempting to Soviet planners.

The SDI program and the need it ad-
dresses are matters of the utmost
seriousness. Let's hope Congress is
suitably sober abgut the requirements of
national security as it deliberates the fate
of this program, SDI should be funded in
full if the United States hopes to keep pace
with Soviet efforts at nuclear defense.
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Space Defense
Should Go On |

Opponents of the Strategic Defense
Initiative are being shortsighted when
they use the estimated cost of the mis-
sile defense program as a reason for
scrapping the project.

True, some of the estimates are as-
tronomical. The Foreign Policy Insti-
tute of Johns Hopkins University the
other day put the figure at $1 trillion,
which is a year’s worth of spending for
the federal government.

But, as Defense Department offi-
cials pointed out, nobody knows what
the system would cost. Nobody even
knows whether it would be feasible.
Space-based defenses are still largely
ai the research stage. The technology
is not yet available to do everything
President Reagan has said the system
should do. Breakthroughs yet to be
made could change everything,

Why not try, however? The Soviet
Union is trying, despite its efforts to
‘persuade the United States to abandon
the idea at the conference table, The

fact that a space-based missile defense
might be expensive would be the
wrong reason for the United States to
quit investigating the possibilities.

UK role in
Star Wars'

AS A prelude to addressing a
conference on international
participation in the US Strate-
gic Defence Initiative in Brus-
sels today Lt Gen James Abra-
hamson, the director of the
programme, has been talking
with the UK Defence Ministry
on progress in bringing British
technology-based companies
into the project. Under an
agreement signed between the
US and UK Governments last
December, UK concerns have
the chance to bid for potentially
lucrative contracts under the
programme, popularly called
Star Wars, which is due to
spend up to $30bn by the early
1990s in devising a space-based
shield to defend the West from
nuclear attack.

Progress on UK collaboration
since December has been far
from promising. So far, British
companjes &and government
establishments have received
Star Wars contracts worth
about $15m, a far cry from the
$1.5bn that Mr Michael Hesel-
tine, the former UK Defence
Secretary, was talking about
last summer and also from the
“hundreds of millions of
dollars ™ which Gen Abraham-
son himself mentioned during
a visit to Britain in February.

The UK contracts are mostly
for theoretical studies in tech-
nologies such as computing and
sensors where British scien-
tists have particular expertise.
These studies, which cost rela-
tively little and employ few
people, could conceivably lead
to awards to UK concerns for
the .procurement of hardware
such as computer systems in the
later stages of the research
programme. For this type of
work, the cash sums would be
much larger.

Technical thrusts

The possibilities of this
sequence of events taking place
in any significant way, and so
leading to large-scale contracts
for Britain, are looking more
and more remote. The budget
for Star Wars is coming under

increased pressure in the US
Congtess, ""Reagar; ) l.(&(llmintu-
strationy appears ' unlikely-. 10
obtainm "olah “4Bout” $3.90H’

for the anti-missile project for
the year beginning in October,
compared with the $5.4bn which
is has requested.
Furthermore, the longer the
Star Wars project goes on with-
out UK concerns gaining a foot-
hold, the harder 1t will be for
them to build up enough
momentum to obtain substantial
contracts in later years. Many

of the important decisions about
the direction of the programme
have already been taken. Teams
from US aerospace and defence
companies have been working
on the main technical thrusts
for a couple of years. They are
bound to be in a better position
to win the significant contracts
than UK groups which are
becoming acquainted with the
nuances of the programme
relatively late.

Were it not for the high
expectations of UK involve-
ment in Star Wars which both
Whitehall and the US Defence
Department have encouraged.
the current state of affairs
would not be surprising.
British concerns were always
going to find it difficult to
break into a programme whose
centre is 8,000 miles away in
Los Angeles, the focal point of
the Us defence systems
industry.

Procurement policy

More realistically, however,
the UK Government may have
only itself to blame. Ministers
should take a hard look at the
motives which caused them to
sign last December’s agreement
in the first place. On the face
of it, the US won implicit poli-
tical support for its controver-
sial programme by getting a
major ally to agree on partici-
pation in the research. The UK,

as events have turned out,
gained relatively little in
return.

It is questionable whether
British concerns would be in a
worse position to win future
contracts if the intergovern-
mental understanding had never
been signed. This is especially
true as the lion’s share of any
future deals are likely to place
UK concerns as junior partners
in subcontracting deals with
US industry, arrangements in
which only minimal government
involvement appears necessary.

The talks over Star Wars
collaboration have, for the most

part, underestimated the prob-:

lems and oversold the potential
benefits. The endless meetings
over the project between Us
and British offi¢iafd have ledt"to
few useful results other than to
give Whitehall an insight into
the complexities of US military
procurement policy and to hand
airlines operating transatlantic
routes a bonus in ticket sales.
It might have been better, when
it came for discussions over UK-
US Star Wars collaboration, if
the British Government had
stayed on the sidelines.
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Is sharing SDI technology a sound idea?

When President Reagan sent his
latest letter on arms control to the

Kremlin, he added a surprise. What- -

ever Mikhail Gorbachev’s reaction,
the reaction from those who general-
ly favor more cooperation with the
Soviets was a long groan. The reac-
tion speaks volumes about the politi-
cal debate over SDI and the adminis-
tration’s strategic policy in general.

The surprise was a suggestion that
if the United States and the Soviet
Union both erect strategic defense
systems, perhaps they could be oper-
ated jointly. Now, you'd think that
the first to applaud would be those
who complain incessantly about how

badly the President treats the Rus-
sians. But no dice. Instead, they
groaned louder than anyone else.
As with its sister idea, broached
two years ago, of sharing SDI tech-
nology, the idea gives Reagan critics
that rare chance to show they really
are not “soft” on the Soviets. They
can raise their eyebrows at the sup-
posed folly of providing the Soviets
data and expertise on defensive mat-
ters while the U.S. refuses to sell
them computers of far less complex-
ity. How, they ask with mock con-
cern, could the President even consid-
er trusting the Kremlin with such
extremely sensitive defense secrets!
In fact, both sharing the technol-
ogy and jointly operating the eventu-
al defensive systems that result make
sense if considered within the frame-
work of Mr. Reagan’s clearly enunci-
ated strategy toward the Soviets.
Strategic defense is just one of a
set of tactics obviously designed to
check Soviet ambitions in the world.

Another is the tactic of supporting a
range of rebel movements against the
Soviets and their client regimes. An-
other is that of helping democratic
movements oppose right-wing tyran-
nies so as to preempt any Soviet-
backed opposition movement. Others
pit free-market capitalism against the
centralized economy of Soviet com-
munism, so as to lure Third World
‘governments away from the more
rigid forms of socialism.

The goal is not to defeat the
Soviets militarily but to defeat them
politically and philosophically. After
10, 15 or 20 years, the Reagan admin-
istration no doubt figures, the Soviets
will get tired of this and will give up
their imperialism in favor of peaceful
coexistence. Perhaps then the idea of
virtually eliminating nuclear weap-
ons along with a sharing of strategic
defenses — obviously unacceptable
today — won't seem so utopian.

Mr. Reagan’s geopolitical strategy
is a concept of global and historical
importance. This nation attempted
mutual coexistence with the Soviet
Union based on treaties in the last
decade. But, because the Soviets saw
that the West was irresolute in de-
fending its interests and unwilling to
insist on Soviet compliance with a
range of treaties, that approach didn’t
work. Maybe Mr. Reagan’s approach
won’t work either, but why not try?
Ideas such as the joint operation of
SDI should, like the rest of the
Reagan agenda, be open to full dis-
cussion. But for those who have long
urged closer ties with the Soviets to
refuse to take these ideas seriously
suggests that the charge of *“cold-war
mentality” needs redirection.
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