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The War Against ““Star Wars” :

Commentary

Fooert Fastrow

RESIDENT REAGAN offered a new strate-

gic vision to the American people in
his “Star Wars” speech of March 23, 1983. The
policy he had inherited from his predecessors re-
lied on the threat of incinerating millions of
Soviet civilians as the main deterrent to a Soviet
nuclear attack on our country. The President was
troubled by the mnral dimencinng of this policy.
He said: “The ..cccoees opoen- ...t be capable of
rising above dealing with other nations and human
beings by threatening their existence.” And he
called on our scientists to find a way of defending

the United States against a Soviet nuclear attack

by intercepting the Soviet missiles before they
reached our soil.

When 1 first heard the President’s speech, I
thought he had a great idea. I wrote an article
commenting favorably on the proposal® and then,
a little later, I traveled to Washington to hear a
talk by Dr. George Keyworth, the President’s Sci-
ence Adviser, on the strategic and technical im-
plications of the President’s plan.

Since Dr. Keyworth was rumprv"e;q; to have made
a major contribution to the thinking behind the
“Star Wars” speech, I felt that I would be getting
an insider’s view of the technical prospects for suc-
cess in this difficult undertaking. That was particu-
larly interesting to me, because several of my
fellow physicists had expressed the gravest reser-
vations about the technical feasibility of the pro-
posal. In fact, Dr. Hans Bethe, a distinguished
Nobel laureate in physics, had said bluntly, “I
don’t think it can be done.”

Dr. Keyworth started by describing the circum-
stances that had led to the President’s speech.
Then he got into the technical areas I had come
to hear about. “For more than five months,” he
told us, “some fifty of our nation’s better technical
minds [have] devoted their efforts almost exclusive-
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ly to one problem—the defense against ballistic
missiles.” This group of specialists, which included
some of the most qualified defense scientists in the
country, had concluded that the President’s goal
was realistic—that it ““probably could be done.”

“The basis for their optimism,” Dr. Keyworth
went on, “is our tremendously broad technical
progress over the past decade.” He pointed specifi-
cally to the advances in computers and “new laser
techniques.” He also mentioned the promising new
developments that might enable us to protect the
vitally important satellites earrying all this laser
weaponry and computing equipment, and prevent
the Soviets from knocking these critical satellites
out as a preliminary to a nuclear attack on the
United States. “These and other recent technical
advances,” Dr. Keyworth concluded, “offer the
possibility of a workable strategic [missile] defense
system.” .

That was pretty clear language. Defense experts
had given the President’s proposal a green light
on its technical merits. I went back to New York
with a feeling that the President’s vision of the
future—a future in which nuclear weapons would
be “impotent and obsolete”—was going to become
a reality. . '

The following mbnth a panel of univer
scientists came out with a report that flatly s
tradicted Dr. Keyworth's assessment. Accordin;
the panel, an effective defense of the United St
against Soviet missiles was ‘‘unattainable.” ’
report, prepared under the sponsorship of
Union of Concerned Scientists {(UCS),2 leveled
merous criticisms at the “Star Wars” proposa
pointed out, inter alia, that thousands of satel
would be needed to provide a defensive scri
that one of the “Star Wars” devices under
sideration would require placing in orbit a s:
lite weighing 40,000 tons; that the power nee
for the lasers and other devices proposed wc
equal as much as 60 percent of the total pc
output of the United States; and that, in any ¢
the Soviets would be able to foil our defenses 1

1 COMMENTARY, January 1984,

2 A4 Space-Based Missile Defense, March 1984; The Fallacy
of Star Wars, based on studies conducted by the Union of
Concerned Scientists, edited by John Tirman, Vintage, 293
pp., $4.95.







which shoots a stream of fast-moving hydrogen
atoms at the missile. The atoms travel at a speed
of about 60,000 miles a second, which is less than
the speed of light but still fast enough to catch
up to the missile in a fraction of a second. The
beam of fast-moving atoms is very penetrating,
and goes through the metal skin of the missile and
into the electronic brain that guides it on its
course, There the atoms create spurious pulses of
electricity that can cause the brain to hallucinate,
driving the missile off its course so that it begins
to tumble and destroys itself. If the beam is in-
tense enough, it can flip the bits inside the brain’s
memory so that it remembers the wrong things; or
it can cause the brain to lose its memory alto-
gether. Any one of these effects will be deadly to
the Soviet missile’s execution of its task.

The Neutral Particle Beam can also play havoc
with the circuits in the electronic brain that
guide the bus sitting on top of the missile. “The
mischief created here may prevent the bus from
releasing its warheads; or it may cause the bus to
send the warheads in the wrong directions, so that
they miss their targets; or it may damage the elec-
tronic circuits in the warheads themselves, after
they have been pushed off the bus, so that when
they reach their targets they fail to explode.® The
Neutral Particle Beam can be lethal to the at-
tacker in the boost phase, the mid-course phase,
and the terminal phase. All in all, it is a most
useful device.

Now for an important point: to be effective, the
laser or the Neutral Particle Beam must have un-
obstructed views of all the Soviet missile fields.
One of the best ways of achieving that is to put
the device that produces these beams on a satellite
and send it into orbit. L

So this, then, is the esserice of! the plan for a
boost-phase defense against Sovie{ missiles: a fleet
of satellites, containing equipment that generates
laser beams or Neutral Particle Beams, circles the
earth, with enough satellites in the fleet so that
several satellites are over the Soviet missile fields
at all times—a sufficient number to shoot down,
in the worst case, all 1,400 Soviet missiles if they
are launched against us simultaneously.

THE plan looks good on paper. Yet ac-
cording to the UCS report, it has abso-
utely no practical value. This study shows that
vecause of the realities of satellite orbits, the
atellites needed to protect the United States
gainst Soviet attack would “number in the thou-
ands.” The report’s detailed calculations put the
rrecise number at 2,400 satellites,

Now, everyone acknowledges that these satel-
lites are going to be extremely expensive. Each one
will cost a billion dollars or more—as much as an
aircraft carrier. Satellites are the big-ticket items
in the plan for a space-based defense. If thousands
are needed, the cost of implementing the plan will
be many trillions of dollars. A defense with a price
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tag like that is indeed a “turkey,” as a spokesman
for the UCS called it.

It the numbers put out by the UCS were right,
there would be no point in looking into the plan
further. But after the UCS report hit the papers,
1 began to hear rumors from professionals in the
field that the numbers were not right. Since the
whole “Star Wars” plan rested on this one goint,
I thought 1 would just check out the calculations
myself. So I got hold of a polar-projection map of
the northern hemisphere and a piece of celluloid.
1 marked the positions of the North Pole and the
Soviet missile fields on the celluloid, stuck a pin
through the North Pole, and rotated the celluloid
around the Pole to imitate the rotation of the
earth carrying the missile fields with it. Then I
played with the map, the moving celluloid, and
different kinds of satellite orbits for a day or two,
to get a feel for the problem.

It was soon clear that about 50 evenly spaced
satellite orbits, with four satellites in each orbit,
would guarantee adequate coverage of the missile
fields. In other words, 200 satellites would do the
job, and “thousands” were certainly not needed. I
could also see that it might be possible to get
down to fewer than 100 satellites, but I could not
prove that with my celluloid “computer.”

1 talked again with my friends in the defense
community and they told me that my answers were
in the right balipark. The experts had been look-
ing at this problem for more than ten years, and
the accurate results were well known. As 1 had
suspected, a hundred or so satellites were ade-
quate. According to careful computer studies
done at the Livermore laboratory, 90 satellites
could suffice, and if the sateilites were put into
low-altitude orbits, we might get by with as few
as 45 satellites.”

So the bottom line is that 90 satellites—and
perhaps somewhati fewer—are needed to counter
a Soviet attack. That cuts the cost down from
many trillions of dollars to a level that could be
absorbed into the amount already earmarked by
the government for spending ,on our strategic
forces during the next ten or fifteen years, It re-
moves the aura of costliness and impracticality
which had been cast over the President’s proposal
by the Union of Concerned Scientists’ report.

The scientists who did these calculati
for the UCS had exaggerated the number of sa
lites by a factor of about twenty-five. How did t
make a mistake like that? A modicum of thou
should have indicated that “thousands” of satel-

¢ Nuclear explosives, unlike ordinary explosives, do not
detonate if you drop them or hit them with a hammer. A
series of precisely timed steps, controlled by electronic cir-
cuits in the warhead, has to occur before the explosion can
happen. If the circuits are damaged, and the steps do not
occur, or their timing is off, the warhead will not explode.

7 These numbers depend on the power of the laser beams
and the sizes of the mirror used to focus them. All the
studies described here make the same assumptions—a 20- or
25-million-watt laser and a 30-foot mirror.
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lites could not be the right answer. Apparently the
members of the panel did begin to think more
carefully about the matter later on—but only after
they had issued their report—because in testimony
before a congressional committee a UCS spokes-
man lowered his organization’s estimate from
2,400 satellites to 800 satellites.8 In their most
recent publication on the matter, the members of
the panel lowered their estimate again, to 300
satellites.? That was getting closer. Another fac-
tor of three down and they would be home.

But the Union of Concerned Scientists never
said to the press or the Congress; “We have found
important mistakes in our calculations, and when
these mistakes are corrected the impact is to cut
the cost of the missile defense drastically. In fact,
correcting these errors of ours has the effect of
making the President’s idea much more practical
than we thought it was when we issued our re-
port.” Months after the publication of the report,
Science 84, published by the American Association
for the Advancement of Science, was still referring
to the need for “2,400 orbiting laser stations.”

THE work by the Union of Concerned
Scientists on the question of the satel-

fleet is the poorest that has appeared in print,

my knowledge. The report prepared for the
Office of Technology Assessment, which does a
better job on this particular question, says that 160
satellites are needed for our defense. That is
only about double the accurate result that came
out of the computer studies at Livermore.

But the report to the OTA has a different fail-
ing. Because of an error in reasoning-—an ex-
tremely inefficient placement of the satellites in
their orbits—it concludes that if the Soviets were
to build more missiles in an effort to overwhelm
our defense, the United States would have to in-
crease the number of its satellites in orbit in direct
propartion to the increase in the number of Soviet
missiles.10 .

This seems like a technical detail, but it has a
cosmic impact. It means that if the Soviets build
twice as many missiles, we have to build twice as
many satellites. If they build four times as many
missiles, we have to build four times as many
satellites. Since our satellites are going to be ex-
pensive, that can be a costly trade-off, In fact, it
could enable the Soviets to overwhelm our defense
simply by building more missiles. As the New
Republic said: “They could just roll out more
§5-}8’s” (the SS-18 is the biggest and most powerful
missile in the Soviet arsenal). :

But some fine work by the theoretical physicists
at Los Alamos has shown that the report to the
OTA is seriously in error. The Los Alamos calcu-
lations, which have been confirmed by computa-
tions at Livermore, show that the number of
satellites needed to counter a Soviet attack does
not! go up in direct proportion to the number of
Soviet missiles. It turns out instead that the num-

ber of satellites goes up approximately in propor-
tion to the square root of the number of missiles.

That also seems like a fine point—almost a
quibble—but consider its significance. The square
root means that if the Soviets build four times as
many missiles, we only have to build twice as
many satellites to match them. Suppose the United
States built a defensive screen of 100 satellites that
could shoot down-—as a very conservative estimate
—80 percent, or four-fifths, of the Soviet missiles.
And suppose the Soviets decided they wanted to
build enough missiles so that the number of mis-
siles getting through our defensive screen would
be the same as the number that would have
reached the United States if we had no defense.
That is what “overwhelming the defense” means.
To do that, the Soviets would have to build more
than 5,000 additional missiles and silos.** The Los
Alamos ‘“‘squareroot” rule tells us that if the
Soviets went to that trouble and expense, the
United States could counter those thousands of
new missiles with only 100 additional satellites.

With numbérs like that, the cost trade-offs are
bound to favd¥ ghe defense over the offense. If the
Soviets tried to overwhelm our defense, they would
be bankrupted before we were.

The report to the OTA has other defects.
One is a peculiar passage in which the author ex-
aggerates by a factor of roughly 50 the require-
ments for a terminal defense, i.e., a defense that
tries to destroy the Soviet warheads toward the
end of their passage, when they are already over
the United States. Current planning assumes that
as the warheads descend, they will be intercepted
by smart mini-missiles with computer brains and
radar or infrared “eyes,” which maneuver into the
path of the warhead and destroy it on impact. A
smart missile of this kind destroyed an oncoming
enemy warhead at an altitude of 100 miles on

8 The scientist explained that his panel had forgotten that
Soviet missile fields are spread out across a 5,000-mile arc in
the USSR, and had put all the missiles in one spot. This
made it harder for the satellite lasers to reach all the mis-
siles, and meant more satellites were needed.

9 The Fallacy of Star Wars, Chapter 5. The explanation
offered by the UCS for this correction is that its experts
belatedly realized some satellites are closer to their missile
quarry than others, and can polish the missile off in a shorter
time. That means each satellite can kill more missiles, and,
therefore, fewer satellites are needed to do the whole job,

10 The report assumed the American satellites would move
through space in tight bunches, instead of being spread out
around their orbits, By bunching them together this way, it
kept the satellites from being used effectively, and overesti-
mated the number of satellites we would have to put up to
counter an increased Soviet deployment of missiles. The
theorists at Livermore and Los Alamos assumed the satel-
lites were spread out evenly in their orbits when they did
their calculations. I did also, when I took a look at the
problem. Anyone trying to figure out how to build the best
defense for the United States at the lowest cost to the tax-
payer would do the same.

11 The Soviets have 1,400 missile silos and missiles. To get
five times this number and make up for the losses suffered
in penetrating our defense, they would have to build another
5,600 missiles and silos,
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June 10, 1984, in a successful test of the technology
by the Army.

The question is: how many smart missiles are
required? Professionals sizing up the problem have
concluded that at most 5,000 intercepting missiles
will be needed. The answer according to the re-
port to the OTA: 280,000 smart missiles. Though
these smart missiles will not cost as much as air-
craft carriers, they are not exactly throwaways.
Thus the effect of this calculation, as with the
studies by the Union of Concerned Scientists on
the size of our fleet of laser-equipped satellites, is
to create the impression that a defense against
Soviet missiles will be so costly as to be impractical.

How did the report to the Office of Technology
Assessment arrive at 280,000 missiles? First, the re-
port assumed that about 1,000 sites in the United
States—missile silos, command posts, and so on—
need to be defended. That is reasonable.

Second, the report assumed the Soviets might
choose to concentrate their whole attack on any
one of these 1,000 sites. This means that every
single site would have to have enough intercepting
missiles to counter the Soviet attack, if the entire
attack were aimed at this one location.

That is not reasonable. Why would the Soviets
launch thousands of warheads—their entire nu-
clear arsenal—against one American missile silo?
This is'known in the trade as a GIGO calculation
(garbage in, garbage out). The theorist makes an
absurd assumption, does some impeccable mathe-
matics, and arrives at an absurd answer,

HEN theoretical physicists joust over

ideas, a factor of two hardly counts;
a factor of three matters a bit; factors of ten begin
to be important; factors of 100 cail win or lose an
argument; and factors of 1,000 begin to be em-
barrassing. In a study of thé .pradicality of the
Neutral Particle Beam—that most’ promising de-
stroyer of Soviet missiles and warheads—the panel
of the Union of Concerned Scientists made a mis-
take by a cool factor of 1,600. As in the case of the
panel’s estimate of the size of our satellite fleet,
the direction of its error was such as to make this
promising “Star Wars” technology seem hopelessly
impractical.

According to the scientists who wrote the UCS
report, the device—called a linear accelerator—
needed to generate the Neutral Particle Beam
would weigh 40,000 tons. To be effective, this
enormous weight would have to be placed in a
satellite. Of course, the idea of loading 40,000 tons
onto an orbiting satellite is absurd. By compari-
son, the NASA space station will weigh about 40
tons. This finding by the Union of Concerned Sci-
entists makes it clear that the plan to use the
Neutral Particle Beam is ridiculous.

But the UCS’s study panel made a mistake. The
correct result for the weight of the linear accelera-
tor is 25 tons, and not 40,000 tons. Now, 25 tons
is quite a practical weight to put into an orbiting
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satellite. It is, in fact, about the same as the pay-
load carried in a single flight of the NASA
shuttle.12

A UCS spokesman admitted his organization's
rather large error in congressional testimony some
months ago.’¥ But when he made the admission
he did not say: “We have made a mistake by a
factor of more than a thousand, and the correct
weight of the accelerator for this Nentral Particle
Beam is not 40,000 tons, but closer to 25 tons.” He
said: “We proposed to increase the area of the
beam and accelerator, noting that would make the
accelerator unacceptably massive for orbital de-
ployment. Our colleagues have pointed out that
the area could be increased after the beam leaves
the small accelerator.”

That was all he said about the mistake in his
testimony.

Now, this cryptic remark does not convey to a
Senator attending the hearing that the scientist
has just confessed to a mistake which changes a
40,000-ton satellite into a 25-ton satellite. There
is nothing in his remark to indicate that the UCS’s
distinguished panel of scientists had reached a
false conclusion on one of the best *“Star Wars”
defenses because the panel had made a whopping
error in its calculations.

The report prepared for the OTA also makes a
mistake on the Neutral Particle Beam, but this
mistake is only by a factor of fifteen. According to
the report, the Soviet Union can protect its mis-
siles and warheads from the Neutral Particle Beam
with a lead shield about one-tenth of an inch
thick. The shield, the report states, would not
weigh too much and therefore could be “an at-
tractive countermeasure’ for the Soviets.

But scientists at Los Alamos have pointed out
that a layer of lead one-tenth of an inch thick will
not stop the fast-moving atoms of the Neutral
Particle Beam; they will go right through it. In
fact, a table printed in the OTA report itself
shows that the lead shield must be 15 times thicker
—at least 114 inches thick—to stop these fast-
moving particles.

A layer of lead as thick as that, wrapped around
the electronics in the missile and its warheads,
would weigh many tons—considerably more than
the total weight of all the warheads on the inissile.
¥ the Soviets were unwise enough to follow the
advice offered them in the report to the Office of
Technology Assessment, their missile would be so
loaded down with lead that it would be unable to
get off the ground.

That would be a great plus for American secur-
ity, and a nice response from our defense scientists
to the President’s call for ways of making the
Soviet missiles “impotent and obsolete.”

12 The shuttle’s payload is 33 tons in the orbits currently
in use. It would be .about 20 tons in the orbits needed for
the defensive screen against Soviet missiles.

13 Hearings Before the' Scnate Committee on Armed
Services, April 24, 1984.
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THER suggestions for the Soviets can
be found in the report by the Union
of Concerned Scientists. They include shining up
the Soviet missiles, spinning them, attaching
“band-aids” and “window shades,” as the UCS re-
port calls them, and launching “balloons” as fake
warheads. I am not an expert in this dark area of
“countermeasures,” but I have talked with the
experts enough to understand why the profes-
sionals in the defense community regard many of
these proposals as bordering on inanity.

Putting a shine on the missile sounds like a good

idea, because it reflects a part of the laser beam
and weakens the beam’s effect. However, it would
be a poor idea for the Soviets in practice. One
reason is that the Soviets could not count on keep-
ing their missiles shiny; during the launch the
missile gets dirty, partly because of its own exhaust
gases, and its luster is quickly dulled. But the
main reason is that no shine, is perfect; some laser
energy is bound to get through, and will heat the
surface. The heating tends to dull the shine, so
more heat gets through, and dulls the shine some
more, and still more heat gets through . ... and
very soon the shine is gone.

Spinning the missile spreads the energy of the
laser beam over its whole circumference, and is a
better idea than putting a shine on it. However,
it only gains the Soviets a factor of pi, or roughly
three, at most. And it does not gain them any-
thing at all if the laser energy is transmitted in
sharp pulses that catch the missile in one point of
its spin, so to speak. The experts say there is no
problem in building a laser that sends out its
energy in sharp pulses.

Now to the other proposals by the scientists on
the UCS panel. The “band-aid” is a metal skirt
which slides up and down the outside of the mis-
sile, automatically picking out the spot that is
receiving the full heat of the laser beam, and pro-
tecting the metal skin underneath. The “window
shade” is a flexible, metallized sheet which is
rolled up and fastened to the outside of the mis-
sile when it is launched, and then unrolled at
altitudes above fifty miles. It is supposed to pro-
tect the missile against the X-ray laser, which is
another exotic but promising defense technology.

The trouble with these suggestions is that they
do not fit the realities of missile construction very
well. A missile is a very fragile object, the ratio of
its weight empty to its weight loaded being 10 or
15 to 1-——nearly the same as an eggshell. Any at-
tempt to fasten band-aids and window shades on
theoutside of the missile, even if their contours
are smoothed to minimize drag, would put stresses
on the flimsy structure that would require a major
renovation of the rocket and a new series of test
flights. If the Soviets tried to carry out all the sug-
gestions made by the UCS’s scientists—putting on
band-aids and window shades, spinning their mis-
siles and shining them up—their missile program
would be tied up in knots. That would be another

- .
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fine response from our scientists to the President’s
call for a way of rendering the Soviet weapons
useless.

The “balloon” is still another trick to foil our
defenses. The thought here is that after the boost
phase is over, and the booster rocket has fallen
away, the bus that normally pushes out the Soviet
warheads will instead kick out a large number of
“balloons”—Ilight, metallized hollow spheres. Some
balloons will have warheads inside them, and
some will not. Since the empty balloons weigh
very little, the Soviets can put out a great many of
these. Not knowing which among this great multi-
tude of balloons contain warheads, we will waste
our mid-course defenses on killing every balloon
in sight, empty or not.

A friend who works on these matters all the
time explained to me what was wrong with this
idea. He said that a modest amount of thought
reveals that it is possible to tell very easily which
balloons have warheads, and which do not. All the
defense has to do is tap one, in effect, by directing
a sharp pulse of laser light at it, and then observ-
ing how it regoils. An empty balloon will recoil
more rapidly than a loaded one. Once the loaded
balloons—the @nes with the warheads—are picked
out, we can go after them with our Neutral Par-
ticle Beams, or other warhead-killers.

This list of proposed countermeasures is not
complete, but it is representative. The ideas put
forward by the UCS—the band-aid, the window.
shade, the shining and spinning rockets, and the
balloon—remind one of nothing so much as a
group of bright students from the Bronx High
School of Science getting together to play a game
in which they pretend to be Soviet scientists figur-
ing out how to defeat American missile defenses.
The ideas they come up with are pretty good for
a group of high-school students, but not good
enough to stand up to more than a thirty-minute
scrutiny by the defense professionals who earn
their living in thinking about these matters.

Of course, there is no harm in these pr
The harm comes in offering shoddy work-
ficial analyses, marred by errors of fact, re:
and simple carelessness—as a sound scientif
bearing on a decision of vital importance
American people. The work seems sound
on casual examination, with its numbers,
and theoretical arguments, Certainly tk
York Times was impressed when it descri
UCS report as “exhaustive and highly tec
It is only when you penetrate more deeg
begin to talk with knowledgeable peop
have thought long and hard about thes
lems, that you realize something is wrong h

H ow did published work by competent
scientists come to have so many ma-
jor errors? A theorist reviewing these reports on
the feasibility of the President’s proposal cannot
help noticing ‘that all the errors and rough spot
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Letters from Readers

“Star Wars” & the Scientists

Robert Jastrow ¢ Critics

To THE EpiToR OoF COMMENTARY:

I want to commend Robert Jas-
trow for his article, “The War
Against ‘Star Wars’” [December
1984]. His arguments are painfully
correct in their direction, and, as a
result, Mr. Jastrow has been attack-
ed in a very sharp manner.

His detractors, some of whom are
publicly well-known, have raised
and will continue to raise the argu-
ment that Mr. Jastrow, lacking
clearance, is inadequately inform-
ed. It is important to realize that
by abstaining from getting clear-
ance, Mr, Jastrow has retained hi

freedom of speech. This privilege 1§ .

one of his main weapons, one
which is not available to those of.
us who have spent years working
on the problem of defensive weap-
ons before supporting a major pro-
gram for their development.

It is worth noting that Hans A.
Bethe, one of the outspoken op-
ponents of the Strategic Defense Ini-
tiative (SDI), conceded during a clas-
sified discussion in February 1983
that the relevant arguments in phy-
sics supported the Livermore Lab-
oratory strategic-defense position.
Shortly thereafter, however, Mr.
Bethe changed his mind—not be-
cause the scientific issues had
changed, but on the basis of his
ideas about proper politics and
military strategy. Mr. Bethe has
waited almost two years before
scheduling another (forthcoming)
visit to review the Livermore stra-
tegic-defense work, although he has
felt free to attack it on the basis of
his outdated knowledge in the in-
terim.

The position taken,by Hans
\. Bethe, Victor F. Weisskopf, and

aany other “concerned” scientists
; strongly reminiscent of the hy-
rogen-bomb controversy which
aged more than three decades ago.
Che argument then was that the
roject was not scientifically fea-
ible, and if it were successful, the
esult would be too terrible to
ear. Furthermore, the argument
vent on, if the United States did
ot attempt the project, probably
the Soviets would also forbear.

As it turned out—according to

4

Andrei Sakharov’s biographical
statement in Sakharov Speaks
(Knopf, 1974)—before the hydro-
gen-bomb debate began in the
United States, the Soviet hydrogen-
bomb project was already under
way. Only months separated the
successful tests of a fusion weapon
by the United States and the Soviet
Union. Yet the United States had
the advantage that it had been phy-
sically untouched by World War
11, while the Soviets had suffered
terrible damage.

The consequences of a Soviet
success on this project coupled
with American non-participation
would have speeded up the kind of
behavior today being demonstrated
by the Soviets on the basis of their

. military superiority. However, the

consequences of the Soviets’ suc-
cessful development of protective
defenses and our failure to do so
are incomparably greater. There is
much evidence—evidence that in
comparison with that available in
the earlier controversy should be
called overwhelming—that the So-
viets are hard and successfully ~*
work on strategic defense. Pr
dent Reagan’s Strategic Defe
Initiative would be more appro;
ately named if it were called
Strategic Defense Response.

Mr. Weisskopf, present for Pres:-
dent Reagan’s original speech re-
questing the cooperation of the
scientific community in this effort,
appeared to disapprove before the
President even had time to develop,
his point.

Returning to Mr. Jastrow's ar-
ticle and his purported lack of
scientific information, I would end
with a question. Which better rep-
resents the method of scientific in-
quiry: limited, careful arguments
that include all of the pertinent
perspectives, or dogged support of
narrow convictions based on super-

ficial assessments?

1 appreciate Mr. Jastrow’s cour-
age in attempting to bring reason
and common sense to this vital dis-
cussion,

EpwaRrDp TELLER
The Hoover Institution
Stanford, California
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To THE EpiTorR OF COMMENTARY:
I read Robert Jastrow's article
with great interest. It has always
been a matter of surprise to me
that some members of the scien-
tific community have been critical
of the technical soundness of our
strategic-defense efforts, when it is
clear from my knowledge of the re.
search program that the technical
promise is great. Indeed, rapid pro-
gress has already been realized in
some of the most critical areas. In
addition, prospects for countering
future missile defenses or over-
whelming such defenses seem less
and less likely as we come to un-
derstand better the potential of the
new defensive technologies.
JAMES A. ABRAHAMSON
Lieutenant General, USAF
Director, Strategic Defense
Initiative Organization
Department of Defense "

Washington, D.C. i

To THE EpiTorR oF COMMENTARY:
“The War Against ‘Star Wars'”

by Robert Jastrow was as excellent’

an article on this major public-
policy question as it was overdue.
Those of us constrained by the re-
strictions of government security
clearance often despair of respond-
ing effectively in public forums to
critics of the Strategic Defense
Initiative, Government classifica-
tion rules perversely permit all
manner of nonsensical “straw men”
to be put forward and then
kicked apart by those holding
clearance and exploiting the pres-
tige of being “in the know,” while

strictly forbidding countervailing,

arguments containing compelling
technical material to be aired pub-
licly. Mr. Jastrow’s article demon-
strated that a response to SDI
critics on a more fundamental
level is not only feasible but can be
telling, for these critics unblush-
ingly impeach themselves at levels
of logical consistency recognizable
by a perceptive undergraduate.

A notable example of this gam-
bit of kicking apart a straw man
of one’s own manufacture, and

one with which I happen to be par-

ticularly familiar, involves X-ray
laser technology, which has been
singled dut by the Union of Con-
cerned Scientists (UCS) as “the
leading candidate” among pop-up
defensive systems, and thus has
been extensively assailed by them
in public. The straw man in this
case consists of the assertion that
X-ray laser platforms having care-
fully chosen limitations, when

popped up from carefully selected
sea- or land-basing points in time
of defensive need, cannot engage
even present-generation ICBM’s,
let alone ICBM’s of some future
era employing hypothetical “fast-
burn” boosters, due to limb-of-the-
earth constraints on X-ray-laser-
beam propagation from the plat-
form to the booster targets.

In fact, it has been explained on
many occasions, to a variety of gov-
ernment forums all over the coun-
try, why and how reasonably-sited,
technologically-accessible, popped-
up X-ray lasers can plausibly en-
gage even fast-burn boosters, and
at cost-exchange ratios which
strongly favor the defense. Some of
these occasions have involved face-
to-face discussions with leading stra-
tegic-defense critics, none of whom
has contested the technical points
being made. Nonetheless, the pub-
lic debate continues to be satu-
rated with pessimistic assertions by ‘
these critics concerning this point }
which, to put it charitably, are dis-**
ingenuous.

The stunningly effective support- *

ing barrages laid down by sympa-
thetic sectors of the news media
amplify the efforts of SDI critics
completely out of proportion to
their minuscule numbers, ludi-
crously inflating them into “virtu-
ally all knowledgeable scientists”;
even the Wizard of Oz was less
flagrant in his mummery, more
modest in his pretensions. This
hyperinflation is the more remark-
able as anti-strategic-defense argu-
ments have fared uniformly poorly
in technical debate in the classified
surroundings required by govern- .
ment regulations. In spite of having
failed to make their anti-SDI case
to their well-informed colleagues
in technical discourse, these critics
continue to advocate their rejected
positions to the public in impas-
sioned- terms, immune from the
criticism of their teclinical peers.

Mr. Jastrow has performed a real
service to the thoughtful public
by documenting how sloppily this
tiny group of scientists compound
their nostrums, and with what gen-
erous dollops of bias. Focusing on
this basic point, his article made
devastatingly clear that these indi-
viduals, capable scientists though
they may be, do not merit the po-
litical confidence of their fellow
citizens.

LoweLL Woop

Lawrence Livermore National

Laboratory
Livermore, California

To THE EpiTOR OF COMMENTARY:
Robert Jastrow has done it
again. He seems to be the greatest
single asset we have in making a
strategic-defense system an even-
tual reality. . . . Ever since I took
part in a debate on strategic issues
sponsored by the Union of Con-
cerned Scientists, I have realized
the irrational fear of ABM systems
among many intellectuals. People
who would acquiesce in an actual
U.S. surrender to the USSR to ob-
viate -the risk of nuclear war, but
would not be willing to spend tens
of billions of dollars to banish its
possibility forever, show where their
objectives really lie. .
GEORGE FISHMAN
University of 1llinois
Champaign, Illinois

To THE EpiTorR OF COMMENTARY!

Mr. Reagan's proposed Strategic
Defense Initiative raises issues of
the utmost gravity. We are aston-
ished that CoMMENTARY would

-¥sipresent a brief for SDI in the guise

, of an uninformed attack against the
report prepared by us under the
auspices of the Union of Concerned
Scientists, The Fallacy of Star Wars
(Vintage, 1984). Robert Jastrow’s
“The War Against ‘Star Wars' "
takes issue with our criticisms of
SDI by pretending that the en-
tire enterprise stands or falls on a
precise calculation of how many
laser satellites would be required
by the defense. There are some
honest disagreements among knowl-
edgeable experts that are central
to the SDI debate which we wish
to bring to your readers’ attention,
but this is not one of them.

IN H1s “Star Wars” speech, Mr.,
Reagan proposed to defend the
population of the United States
against Soviet nuclear-armed mis-
siles, and thereby to replace de-
terrence as the bedrock of our na-
tional security. As recently as De-
cember 23, 1984, the President and
his Secretary of Defense restated
this objective in order to proscribe
heresies within their administra-
tion: SDI would not be bargained
away, they asserted, or be devoted
to the lesser goal of merely defend-
ing American missile silos,

A ballistic-missile defense (BMD)
of cities is inconceivable unless the
great majority of Soviet ICBM’s
could be destroyed while their frag-
ile booster engines are still burning
brightly. Missiles that survive this
“boost phase” would pose a much
more formidable threat to any de-
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fense because they would release a
large number of elusive and far
less vulnerable warheads immersed
in a vast swarm of decoys and
other “penetration aids.” The sub-
sequent defensive layers could not,
it is widely acknowledged, cope
with such a prodigious ‘“threat
cloud.” The fact that the earth is
round requires an attack on Soviet
boosters to be launched from space.

We examined all credible pro-
posals for boost-phase defense.
(While infrared and laser homing
projectiles are promising intercep-
tors for mid-course and terminal
defense, they are implausible
boost-phase weapons because of
their low speed.) Orbiting defenses
suffer from a fatal flaw: they would
rely on delicate precision instru-
ments which would be exquisitely
vulnerable to attack. We share this
conclusion with Edward Teller, an
ardent SDI advocate, who has said
that “lasers in space won't fill the
bill—they must be deployed in
great numbers at terrible cost and
could be destroyed in advance of
an attack.” As we shall see, Mr.
Jastrow’s own argument leads to
the conclusion that countering new
Soviet ICBM deployments with or-
biting lasers would be ludicrously
expensive.

These pitfalls could be averted
if the defensive weapons were
“popped-up”’ into space on warning
of attack. But this would pose in-
superable time constraints: the de-
fensive weapon must rise to a height
of at least 650 miles before the

enemy booster completes firing,.

feasible with current slow-burning
Soviet missiles, but hardly practical
against a Soviet equivalent of the
much faster MX. Furthermore, the
Soviets could readily develop boost-
ers that finish burning too soon for
any pop-up scheme to work.!
Claims that the Soviets would find
it difficult to develop such ‘“fast-
burn” boosters should be laid to
rest by noting that our SPRINT
missile, which operated as a BMD
interceptor in 1974, already demon-
strated this technology.

In sum, no technical scheme ex-
ists for a comprehensive strategic
defense free of fundamental con-
ceptual flaws, As former Secretary
of Defense James Schlesinger has
said, “In our lifetime and that of
our children, cities will be protect-
ed by the forbearance of those on
the other side, or through effective
deterrence.” Nor is there any basis
for Mr, Jastrow’s assertion that the
reports of the “blue-ribbon panels,”

appointed at the President’s re-
quest, are “as different” from our
report “as day is from night.” The
technical [Fletcher] panel's sum-
mary emphasizes that “survivability
of the system components is a cri-
tical issue whose resolution requires
a combination of technologies and
tactics that remain to be worked
out.” Major General John C.
Toomay, the panel’s Deputy Chair-
man, has said that the panel tend-
ed to be “pessimistic whether these
technical objectives could be real-
ized but felt that, on balance, the
research and engineering was well
worth doing,” and that the differ-
ence between the panel’s qualified
assessment and its recommendation
is “like the difference between the
horse you bet on and the sentimen-
tal favorite.”2

Not only is there no technical

LETTERS FROM READERS/7

scheme, there is not even the va-
guest outline for a political sce-
nario that might propel us toward
a defense-dominated world. That
political factors are essential was
recognized in the Fletcher report,
which stated that the effectiveness
of the defense would depend not
only on technology, but also on the
: ¢

1The Martin-Marietta Corporation stud-
ied fast-burn boosters for the Fletcher
panel, and concluded that they would im-
pose a payload-loss of at most 20 percent,
a consensus confirmed in writing by the
Deputy Chairman of the panel. Claims to
the contrary stem from an abandoned
Pentagon attempt to discredit Ashton
Carter's Congressional Office of Tech-
nology Assessment report on SDI. This
misinformation is still being spread (eg.,
Wall Street Journal editorial, December
10, 1984).

2 National Journal, July 7, 1984, p. 1316,
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the Soviets in both quality and

* numbers. The net result has been

a steady erosion of American secu-
rity. There is no evidence that
space weapons will be an excep-
tion. It is true that we have a sig-
nificant edge in all the technologies
that strategic defense would de-
pend on. But in the nuclear era a
sophisticated defense can be foiled
by relatively rudimentary means.
Which is easier: the construction
or the disruption of an exquisitely
shaped mirror 30-feet across which
must swiftly turn from one target
to another with very high accuracy?
Moreover, it is cheap to build dev-
astating weapons that could read-
ily penetrate our exorbitantly ex-
pensive “shield.” Unless there is a
breakthrough in defense as revolu-
tionary as nuclear weapons them-
selves, the strategic offense will
reign supreme.

But if so, why are the Soviets so
opposed to SDI? Because they are
exceedingly cautious, and have been
playing catch-up with American
nuclear technology since 1945. So-
viet military planners are obliged
to take American pronouncements,
however implausible, much more
seriously than American strategists,
and will respond with an offensive
build-up and by expanding their
already significant BMD research
effort.> They seem to recognize that
this will require vast expenditures
they can ill afford, and that the net
result will be a decrease in their
national security. The same would
be true for us.

We should vigorously exploit our’

technological advantage to acquire
military intelligence about the
Soviet Union, to strengthen our
strategic command-and-control sys-
tems, and to reduce our reliance
on nuclear weapons. The search
for new BMD techniques must go
on, but the distinction between re-
search and deployment should not
be blurred. But in assessing mili-
tary technologies we must recog-
nize that any attempt by either
superpower to increase the threat
to the other’s survival will soon re-
dound to its own disadvantage.

WE Now return to Mr. Jastrow’s
caricature of our case against SDI.
He would have readers believe that
the prospects for SDI.can be de-
cided on the basis of just two num-
bers that we had calculated incor-
rectly in our earliest report, Space-
Based Ballistic Missile Defense
(Union of Concerned Scientists,
March 1984); and that our “many

major errors . . . go in one direc-
tion only—toward making the
President’s plan seem impractical,
costly, and ineffective.”

What did we set out to do? Since
there is no plausible concept for
strategic defense, we sought to fill
this void, To that end the techni-
cal portions of our report assessed
separately the interception mecha-
nisms; illustrated the magnitude of
the defender’s task by estimating
the size of the defensive system re-
quired in the absence of all coun-
termeasures; and examined a large
variety of countermeasures. A real-
istic net assessment would integrate
the last two items, and incorporate
the likely enhancements of Soviet
offensive capabilities. Had we car-
ried that through in a hard-nosed
fashion it would have led to the
conclusion that the cost and size
of the defensive system are un-
bounded. Why? Because the largely
unknown defensive technologies,
whose ultimate effectiveness is still
a matter of speculation, would be
pitted against prodigiously effective
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weapons and many known counter-
measures invented during twenty-
five years of BMD research. We
firmly believe that countermeasures
will carry the day into the foresee-
able future.

Mr. Jastrow’s two make-or-break
numbers are the size of the laser
constellation that would hgve to
be in orbit and the weight of a
neutral-particle-beam weapon. Re-
garding the satellite number, he
claims that “the whole ‘Star Wars’
plan rested on this one point.” But
it is at least as important whether
orbiting lasers . could themselves

5The Soviets’ BMD program seems to
be quite similar in character to what ours
was before the “Star Wars” speech. We
know of no evidence that they are moving
toward a comprehensive strategic defense
of Soviet society. As the Fletcher panel
emphasizes, the most daunting BMD prob-
lems are computer-intensive, an area in
which the Soviets are exceptionally weak.
Indeed, they lag in almost all technologies
critical to space-based BMD, so they
would be ill-advised to start a contest in
this arena.
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withstand attack. As for neutral-
particle-beam weapons, he asserts
that they are “that most promising
destroyer of Soviet missiles and
warheads,” but neglects to mention
that once fast-burn boosters are de-
veloped they would be completely
shielded from such beams by the
atmosphere—the reason we rele-
gated our discussion of the charac-
teristics of such devices to a tech-
nical appendix.®

Mr. Jastrow’s allegation that our
work contains “many major er-
rors” is both false and undocu-
mented. We erred twice in our first
report: in arriving at the number
of 2,400 satellites and in estimating
the weight of the particle-beam
weapon; but these errors had hard-
ly any bearing on our overall assess-
ment of SDI, were corrected in
public at our first opportunity five
weeks after the initial report was
issued, and do not appear in any
of our subsequent publications. *

The calculation of the number
of satellites is not simple. For ex-
ample, the “fine work by the theo-
retical physicists at Los Alamos,”
to which Mr. Jastrow alludes,?
makes just the mistake that we had
made, even though it appeared
four months after our report was
publicly corrected. The claim that
“the experts had been looking at
this problem for more than ten
years, and the accurate results were
well known” is not correct.

How many satellites must then
dance on top of a laser beam? Mr.
Jastrow implies that the calculation
that produces the smallest number
of satellites is the most accurate, a
clear absurdity. A small satellite
fleet is much more vunerable than
a large one. Indeed, there is no
“right” number of satellites, for it
depends on a host of unknown per-
formance parameters, the nature of
the attack, etc. Given the present
level of ignorance, all such calcula-
tions are based on ad-hoc assump-
tions of varying degrees of implau-
sibility. They are meant to be il-
lustrative, and bear no relation to
actual designs, since they all ignore
a host of factors that would greatly
increase the number of satellites.
Taking the rather small differences
in assumed parameters into ac-
count, ‘our corrected estimate of
300 laser stations is consistent with
those by Carter, Drell et. al,8 a fact
Mr. Jastrow neglected to mention.

Unfortunately, Mr. Jastrow has
failed to notice that he is impaled
on his own sword, blunt instru-
ment though it may be. “Everyone

acknowledges that these satellites
are going to be extremely expen-
sive; each one will cost a billon
dollars or more,” he says. Quite so.

. What would be the cost trade-oft

if the Soviets were to deploy a clus-
ter of 3,000 small three-warhead
fast-burn ICBM's at a cost of about
$50 billion?? Let us accept Mr. Jas-
trow’s favorite satellite-number cal-
culation,? and his cost per satellite.
We then find that it would cost
the U.S. $1 trillion to deploy the
additional space defenses required
by this new $50 billion threat{!

Mr. Jastrow has painted a pic-
ture of the Senate hearing at which
our errors were rectified that does
not conform with the hearing rec-
ord.}? He asserts that our statement
on the particle-beam weapon ended
with the sentence: “Our colleagues
have pointed out that the area
could be increased after the beam
leaves the small accelerator.” Mr.
Jastrow then charges us with de-
ceiving the Senators because we
did not say that this correctiof
brought with it a great saving ih,
weight, But that was not all that"
happened. The written testimonwy
of our witness, Richard L. Garwin,
distributed before the hearing to
the press and the committee, and
reproduced in the hearing record,
actually reads: “. leaves the
small accelerator, saving a great
deal of weight” (emphasis added).
Before our witness took the floor,
Donald Kerr, the Director of Los
Alamos, had said:

I think the UGS report in many ways
helps to illustrate the great difficulty
involved in first devising and then

" developing the technology that might

be used for strategic defense. They
have properly focused on the con-
cerns with command and control,
countermeasures, and vulnerability.
In some cases I think their analysis
has either been overly simplified for
the purpose of the public document
that it is, or at least in one case,
they are totally in error.

Kerr then described our error con-
cerning satellite numbers, and ex-
plained how we had overestimated
the weight of the particle-beam
weapon. He then went on to say:

So I think on the one hand UCS has
done a service to the country in
raising these issues. I would hope
that a longer-term, more sophisticated
analysis, albeit one still in the.open
unclassified literature, might dispel

some of the inaccuracies that are also
in it.

That analysis was already under
way, and is continuing. It is re-
flected in our October 1984 Scien-
tific American article and in our
book, The Fallacy of Star Wanrs.
When our witness testified, there
was little point in going over these
errors yet again.1® -

The allegation that we systemat-
ically tilted the case against “the
President’s plan” is untrue. In fact,
we granted it every benefit of the
doubt allowed by the laws of phy-

sics: beams that would be aimed-

instantly from one booster to the
next without ever missing; laser

6 Mr. Jastrow claims that a neutral-
particle-beam weapon would only weigh
25 tons. That agrees with our estimate
of the weight of the accelerator alone,
but ignores the far heavier beam expan-
sion and targeting magnets (see The
Fallacy of Star Wars, p. 97).

7G.H. Canavan, Simple Estimales of
Satellite Constellation Sizing, Los Alamos
National Laboratory, August 6, 1984. A
detailed solution of the satellite-coverage
‘problem has now been found (Richard
L. Garwin, to be published) which shows
that the “square-root law” of the Los
Alamos paper, to which Mr. Jastrow as-
cribes such importance, is incorrect under
all but highly artificial circumstances.

88.D. Drell, P.J. Farley, and D. Holl-

oway, The Reagan Strategic Defense Ini-
tiative: A Technical, Political, and Arms
Control Assessment, Stanford University,
July 1984,

9 This comes from the projected cost of
the Midgetman missile, though not in its
mobile form, and includes the cost of the
extra warheads, the silo, and ten years of
maintenance.

10 C.T. Cunningham, Report No. DDV-
84-0007, Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory, August 30, 1984,

1t This is arrived at from Cunningham’s
number of 120 lasers for 1,400 co-located
boosters with an engagement time of 150
seconds. Our 3,000 fast-burn boosters give
an engagement time of 40 seconds, which
then gives 120 (3000/1400) (150/40) — 964
laser satellites. (All agree that the number
of lasers is proportional to the number of
co-located boosters, not to their square-
root) Cunningham assumed a booster
hardness that is 50 percent of the Fletcher
panel’s baseline figure. Were the latter
used, the laser constellation would cost $1.9
trillion. This illustrates the sensitivity to
assumed parameters.

12 Department of Defense Authorization
for Appropriations for FY85, The Strate-
gic Defense Initiative, Senate Committee
on Armed Services, 98th Congress, Second
Session, April 24, 1984,

13 He did, however, read the phrase at
issue, “saving a great deal of weight.” Un-
fortunately the stenotypist missed pre.
cisely one line of written text, and the last
word, as restored in the record, was mijs.
printed as “height.”
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weapons having a lethality far be-
yond that for which not even con-
ceptual designs exist; no redun-
dancy to compensate for attrition
due to enemy action; no growth in
the size and capability of the So-
viet ICBM force. No military sys-
tern in history has ever attained
the level of perfection that we
granted to ‘‘the President’s plan.”
(One of us, Richard L. Garwin,
even made an original suggestion
that greatly improves the pros-
spects for the ground-based laser
scheme.)

Mr. Jastrow opens his attack on
our treatment of countermeasures
by admitting that “I am not an ex-
pert in this dark area,” and then
reveals that (always anonymous)
professionals of his acquaintance
“regard many of [the UCS] pro-
posals as bordering on inanity.”
His rendition of our treatment of
countermeasures is another carica-
ture. It is he who emphasizes
“tricks” like spinning the missile
or “putting a shine on it.” We
focused on technigques that would
prevent accurate targeting on the
booster, on measures that would
greatly increase the power levels
needed for destruction, and on the
inherent vulnerability of space-
craft. He would also have readers
believe that decoy balloons are a
kind of schoolboy. prank, but in
reality they have been studied for
over two decades!t by “defense pro-
fessionals,” and -are taken very
seriously.

This picture of us as babes in

the cruel woods of countermeasurés -

does not wash. One of us (Richard
L. Garwin) recently participated
in the Discrimination Countermea-
sures Panel of the Army’s BMD
Program Office. We (in particular
Richard L. Garwin and Kurt Gott-
fried) have had repeated contacts
with senior members of the Flet-
cher panel. They have given our
countermeasure suggestions serious
consideration in those few cases
where they had not already been
studied by the panel. Since some of
these men are devoted advocates
of SDI, and not shy, we wonder
why these charges of “inanity” have
not been voiced in public, but have
been whispered only into Mr. Jas-
trow’s ear,

Mr. Jastrow seems perplexed as
to how some of “the giants of 20th-
century physics” could have “lent
their names” to an effort that is

“pretty good for high-school stu-

dents, but not good enough to
stand up to more than a thirty-

minute scrutiny by the defense pro-
fessionals.” He attempts to resolve
his paradox by quoting Lowell
Wood of Livermore: “Is Hans
Bethe a good physicist? Yes, he's
one of the best alive. Is he a rocket
engineer? No. Is he a military-sys-
tems engineer? No. Is he a general?
No.”

As this quotation is intended to
discredit all our work on these
matters, we reluctantly respond.
Three of us (Hans A. Bethe, Rich-
ard L. Garwin, and Henry W. Ken-
dall) have together had a total of
over eight decades of extensive ex-
perience with a wide variety of mil-
itary systems, including BMD tech-
nologies and countermeasures, ex-
tending to nuclear-weapons designs
and effects and missile-and-reentry-
vehicle development. Another (Carl
Sagan) has a twenty-five-year con-
tinuing involvement in the devel-
opment of major U.S. space proj-
ects. While none of us is a general
(in contrast, we presume, to Messrs.
Jastrow and Wood), a member of
our study panel, Noel Gayler, is an
admiral who has served as Com-
mander-in-Chief of all U.S. forces
in the Pacific, Director of the Na-
tional Security Agency, Assistant
Chief of Naval Operations for Re-
search and Development, and as
Deputy Director of the Joint Stra-
tegic Target Planning Staff, which
is responsible for the operational
plans for all our strategic-nuclear

" forces.

Mr. Jastrow concedes that we did
thot engage “in a deliberate, con-
s¢ious effort to deceive,” but sur-

ises that our ‘‘rational judgments
[were] clouded by ideological pre-
conceptions.” What are these “pre-
conceptions”? A defense against
Soviet missiles, he quotes us as be-
lieving, would * ‘have a profoundly
destabilizing effect on the nuclear
balance, increasing the risk of nu-
clear war,”” and “ ‘could well pro-
duce higher numbers of fatalities’
than no defense at all.” But those
are not ideological preconceptions.
They are the unhappy conclusions
to which our analysis has inexor-
ably led. We stand by them.

Hans A, BETHE
RicHARD L. GARWIN
Kurt GOTTFRIED
Henry W, KENDALL
CARL SAGAN
Vicror F. WEISSKOPF
Cornell University

Ithaca, New York
Massachusetts Institute of

Technology
Cambridge, Massachusetts
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To THE EpiToR OF COMMENTARY:

Robert Jastrow attempts to de-
fend ‘““Star Wars" by criticizing oth-
er analysts rather than by setting
forth his own analysis, This ap-
proach would be inconclusive even
if Mr. Jastrow were correct. As it
happens, Mr. Jastrow’s four criti-
cisms of the Congressional Office of
Technology Assessment {OTA)
Background Paper which 1 au-
thored are technically in error. His
essay therefore does not offer a seri-
ous alternative treatment of this
vital national-security issue,

Let me take the four points in
turn.

Mr, Jastrow's first and main criti-
cism rests on his proposition that .
if the Soviet Union increased its
arsenal of missiles by a certain fac-
tor to try to overwhelm a U.S.
laser defense, the U.S. would have
to increase its constellation of or-
biting lasers by the square root of
that factor. This is wrong. The
true dependence is closer to a direct
proportionality, which the OTA
report uses. Mr. Jastrow’s proposi-
tion would be true if Soviet mis-
siles were distributed wuniformly
over an enormous area and the
U.S. laser satellites were at the
same altitude as the missiles. These
are hardly good approximations to
the real world, where Soviet mis-
siles are deployed in a band stretch-
ing from east to west across the
Soviet Union and the lasers are in
space. Careful calculations making
few simplifying assumptions have
recently been completed by com-
petent government scientists, notab-
ly at the Lawrence Livermore Lab-
oratory. Mr, Jastrow's most mis-
ledding error, of course, is imply-
ing' that constellation size is the
key to judgments of the plausibility
of “perfect” defense, whereas in
fact it is a relatively insignificant
issue.

Second, in his footnote 10, Mr.
Jastrow criticizes a pedagogical de-
vice used in the OTA report, which
involved deploying satellites in
clusters. This short-cut has little
effect on most calculations, since
time averages of the constellation
coverage enter these calculations.
This pedagogy was intended to
avoid confusing the reader, but
seems to have confused Mr. Jas-
trow, who thinks it is a serious
“error.”

Third, My, Jastrow misunder-

14 See Richard L. Garwin and Hans A.
Bethe, Scientific American, March 1968.




b s

IERTTEY FOU S Ju) o

S s st Dttt o ddosdo s atit died Lt 2g

12/COMMENTARY MARCH 1985

stands the calculation of the num-
ber of terminal interceptors needed
for nationwide coverage. One thou-

sand defensive batteries are needed ’

for nationwide defense because the
missile interceptors in each battery
have limited range, not because
“1,000 sites in the United States
need to be defended,” as Mr. Jas-
trow supposes. The OTA report
makes clear that 280,000 intercep-
tors would be needed only if one
aspired to a literally leakproof de-
fense that would prevent all Soviet
warheads from detonating on U.S.
territory. The point of the calcula-
tion was to show how absurd that
aspiration is. Mr. Jastrow got the
point, but missed the irony.

*Fourth, Mr. Jastrow claims that
the OTA report said that one-tenth
of an inch of lead could shield a
Soviet booster from a neutral par-
ticle beam. This is indeed untrie,
as Mr. Jastrow suggests, but the re-
port does not say any such thing.
Mr. Jastrow has confused “a few
centimeters of lead” on page 49 of
the OTA report with “a few grams
per square centimeter” on page 50.
The point made on those pages
was that covering the entire upper-
missile stage rather than just parts
of it with enough shielding is im-
practical, a point with which Mr.
Jastrow agrees but thinks the re-
port missed.

Mr. Jastrow is therefore wrong
on every single point. But there is
an interesting pattern to his errors.
Last July some Defense Depart-
ment contractors, in an equally
clumsy attack on the OTA report,
made exacty the same spurious
“criticisms”! How did Mr. Jastrow
hit upon precisely the same points
as these contractors? Obviously he
was simply parroting them, un-
aware that they were incorrect.

It is furthermore a matter of
public record that OTA convened
a panel last summer to review these
criticisms of its report. The results
of this review were conveyed by
OTA’s Director to Congress and
to the Department of Defense,
The panel consisted of Charles
Townes (Nobel laureate, discoverer
of the laser, and adviser to Secre-
tary of Defense Caspar Weinber-
ger), William Perry (former Under
Secretary of Defense for Research
and Engineering), and General
Glenn Kent (USAF, retired). This

panel also found no substance tor

precisely those criticisms that now,
six months later, Mr, Jastrow “dis-
covers.”

Robert Jastrow has taken up the

lonely task of championing the no-
tion of perfect defense of the
United States, a task that is widely
agreed to be a poor basis for the
Strategic Defense Initiative’s re-
search program. To succeed he will
need to ask those who are aiding
him to keep him better informed.
The issue of strategic defense is
not a simple one of “for” and
“against.” There are many shades
in between. The dim prospect for
leakproof nuclear defense is a fact
that will not be dispelled by shoot-
ing the messenger. Moreover, rec-
ognizing that fact does not end,
but just begins, a serious discussion
of other missions for missile de-
fense. ComMENTARY would serve
its readers better by drawing out
this variety of views rather than by
seeking simplistically to set up op-
posing camps.
AsHTON B. CARTER
John F. Kennedy

School of Government {
Harvard University vk
Cambridge, Massachusetts #

To THE EbpitorR oF COMMENTARY:
I always look forward to the writ-
ings of Robert Jastrow, who man-
ages to be lucid when analyzing
the most complex subjects. All the
more bewildering, then, his para-
graph disposing of decoy balloons.
The picture he paints of laser
beams sorting out the decoys from
the warheads, after which particle
or other beams go after the war-
heads, somehow does not jibe with
my vision of one bullet hitting an-
other, both traveling at enormous
speed through the immensity of
space. How does one “observe” the
recoil of a tapped balloon at such
great distances and blazing speeds?
Are all the balloons tapped simul-
taneously, with separate laser
beams? Does the device then re-
member which ones carry war-
heads, all the while tracking each
one? If each of the balloons must
be intercepted for identification,
why not use the same number of
beams to attack? If it is possible to
intercept them all, is it not then ir-
relevant which of them carry war-
heads? Please, Mr. Jastrow, this sub-
scriber would appreciate a bit
more detail.
A. L. DRUMWRIGHT
Sarasota, Florida

—~Fo—FHE EDITOR OF COMMENTARY!
As an engineer, I would like to
disagree with one aspect of Robert
Jastrow’s defense of the “Star Wars”
ABM concept.

His technique for making such a
system sound plausible, and for
making the possible defensive mea-
sures against it sound absurd, is to
attribute virtually unlimited in-
genuity to those people who are to
design the missile-destroying sys-
tem, and virtual imbecility to those
who are to foil it. For example, he
says that if the Soviets try, among
other things, to spin their missiles
and shine them up, “their missile
program will be tied in knots.”
And what is the fatal flaw in the
shininess defense? According to Mr.
Jastrow, simply that “no shine is
perfect,” and, given time, a suffi-
ciently powerful laser could burn
through it. With a wave of his
authoritative hand he has implied
that we can deliver massive amounts
of focused radiative energy against
a distant target for as long as neces-
sary, whereas the Soviets will throw
in the towel at the very prospect of
mirroring their missiles, Is this the

. "kind of meticulous analysis that

Mr. Jastrow would substitute for
the supposedly biased science of the
Union of Concerned Scientists? In
reality, there are many pros and
cons to the idea of a durable, reflec-
tive missile surface. How reflective
can a surface be made? Can we al-
Iow it to erode like a heat shield
while maintaining control of the
missile? On the other hand, can
we invent a weapon, by an effort
which will not tie our military
economy in knots, which can over-
come with near-100 percent reli-
ability an optimally reflective, ro-
bust missile surface?

Such questions are real. One need
not be soft on Communism to con-
template them. Perhaps shininess
and all other possible defensive mea-
sures could be overcome by some
attainable, affordable laser tech-
nology. However, it is certainly pos-
sible that-they might not; the idea
of missile durability does not “bor-
der on inanity,” If Mr. Jastrow
really thinks so, then I suggest that
his judgment is at least as “clouded
by ideological preconceptions” as
he claims that of the UCS scientists
to be, despite his pose of sweet rea-
sonableness.

LARRY CLIFFORD
Bethlehem, Pennsylvania

To THE Epitor oF COMMENTARY:

Robert Jastrow's “The War
Against ‘Star Wars’” was, like all
his writing, clearly conceived and
powerfully delivered. I agree com-
pletely with his scientific argu.
ments; they needed to be made, Yet
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in the end I was alarmed and frus-
trated; Mr. Jastrow has provided
the right answers, but in doing so
he has legitimized some very wrong
questions.

The most crucial fact in this en-
tire debate is one that has been
totally ignored: “Star Wars” is not
an American initiative, it is a re-
sponse. The Soviet Union has the
initiative. . . .

The data supporting this state-
ment are easily researched; they
have been available in the popular
press for at least seven years, and
important scientific clues have
been available in technical journals
for nearly a decade before that.
The- most important article, “So-
viets Push for Beam Weapons,” was
published in the May 2, 1977 issue
of Aviation Week, The intelligence
data contained in the article sug-
gested that the Soviet program was
at that point already six to ten
years old and was very broad and
deep. Jane’s Defense Weekly, this
year, reported that the Soviets are
clearly ahead despite the very
broad industrial base America can
draw from.

The ramifications of this simple
fact are enormous. For instance,
Mr. Jastrow excuses the Union of
Concerned Scientists on the grounds
that “their rational judgments can
be clouded by their ideological pre-
conceptions.” Yet most of these
scientists, led by Harold Brown,were
deeply involved in the effort to dis-
count all the evidence of the Soviet

program throughout the 70%s. IA--

terestingly, this brought them in di-
rect conflict with Air Force intelli-
gence and the data gathered by
reconnaissance satellites, the very
sources these same scientists claimed
could be relied upon for verifica-
tion of SALT provisions, negating
the ‘need for on-site inspections.
No, these scientists are not inno-
cents, they are quite familiar with
Soviet efforts in this field. . . .
But the more important issue is
the way such weapons tie in with
the evolving strategic picture. The
Soviets already possess a first-strike
capability, an existing ABM sys-
tem which violates the ABM treaty
and forms the basis for a multilay-
ered Dballistic-missile-defense sys-
tem, and an extensive civil-defense
program. Were they to succeed in
being first to emplace even an aus-
tere version of “Star Wars,” the
temptation to launch a first strike
would very likely be irresistible.
Whatever would be left of the 1.8,
strategic forces after a first strike
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might well be handled by the de-
fensive system they are currently
building. Even if events proved
them wrong, once they acted upon
obvious calculations, the world
would see a nuclear war. Thus, Mr.
Jastrow’s tacit acceptance of the
UCS argument that “Star Wars” is
potentially destabilizing legitimizes
a very wrong-headed perception of
reality—the situation is already
seriously destabilized and the Stra-
tegic Defense Initiative is a mini-
Inum attempt to restabilize it.

Even the MX missile plays a sig-
nificant role in the accurate percep-
tion of “Star Wars.” All our cur-
rent ballistic missiles, both ICBM’s
and SLBM’s, are so weight-limited
that they offer no potential for
modifications which might make
them effective 2 decade from now.
Only MX and a projected version of
Trident provide sufficient flexibil-
ity to incorporate a response to
whatever emerges from the mas-
sive Soviet beam-weapon program.
Midgetman, against any potential
Soviet defense system, is an anach-
ronistic joke.

One more point—no matter how
permeable or vulnerable the space
battle stations envisaged in the

_Strategic Defense Initiative might

be, in launching a first strike the
Soviets would have to deal with
them first. Such action eliminates
all possibility of surprise. Indeed,
it eliminates even the very idea of

-a first' strike, since action against

sAmerican satellites would fully
judtify a launch-on-warning stance

fér American strategic forces, as

well as immediate counter-strikes
against Soviet satellites and any
battle stations. The corollary of
this time-sequencing is that, while
launching a thousand complex mis-
siles within thirty minutes is a very
dificult technical feat, launching
sufficient numbers to overwhelm a
“Star Wars” defense within the
time-frame necessary to achieve an
effective first strike is likely to
remain impossible for quite a
while. . .

THOMAS J. RATH
Altadena, California

To THE EpIToR OF COMMENTARY:
Robert Jastrow’s dismissal of the
Union of Concerned Scientists’
proposals for countermeasures to
the “Star Wars” defensive system
leaves me more than a bit confused
about how thoroughly the author
and the unnamed “experts” to
whom he so often refers under-
stand the criticisms they rebut.
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quired to implement SDI would
be virtually impossible to develop,
opponents also offer flawed argu-
ments that it would violate the
ABM treaty and would stimulate a
new defensive arms race.

One way SDI opponents bias their
discussions against the feasibility of
the hardware is to confine their at-
tention to a perfectly leakproof
defense . . ., even though the cost
and technical risk of a partially ef-
fective nuclear-missile-defense sys-
tem would be far less than the
cost of a leakproof defense. Also, a
leaky nuclear-missile defense would
strengthen deterrence significantly
by drastically reducing Soviet con-
fidence in their ability to launch
a successful first-strike nuclear at-
tack. ...

In an apparent attempt to fright-
en the public, opponents also de-
clare that SDI violates the terms of

the ABM treaty. But SDI is a re-_

search program of the kind that is
not prohibited by the ABM treaty;
it contains no development, test-
ing, or deployment activities. If, in
the future, the U.S. determines that
it would be in the national inter-
est to go beyond the research stage,
then a new kind of activity not in
the current SDI program would
have to be initiated, and the U.S.
would have to determine whether
the new activity would violate
treaty limits.

This attempt on the part of
those who oppose SDI to mislead
the public blurs the distinction
between the administration’s SDI
program, which is well within
treaty limits, and some hypotheti-
cal program, which has neither
been proposed nor planned, and
which may or may not confront
the treaty limits,

Arguments that SDI would trig-
ger a new defensive arms race are
contrary to the facts because the
Soviets have been racing in this di-
rection since well before the sign-
ing of the ABM treaty in 1972.
During the past dozen years, they
have developed a new, transport-
able, phased-array ABM radar and
a new interceptor missile, both of
which could be deployed rapidly
should the Soviets choose to do so.
(The U.S. has no equivalent de-
ployable capability.) They have al-
so upgraded the Moscow ABM de-
fense system (the U.S. has no de-
fense system), have deployed addi-
tional phased-array radars on their
periphery for ABM target-acquisi-
tion support, and are now develop-
ing an advanced anti-tactical-mis-

sile-defense system that definitely
has value for strategic-missile de-
fense.

The attack against SDI seems to
assume that all of the initiative in
strategic defense lies with the U.S,
It ignores the chilling and fairly
obvious possibility that the Soviets
will find it advantageous to accel-
erate their own strategic-defense
programs or even break out of the

ABM treaty. The political costs to °

the West of a substantial Soviet
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lead or break-out in defense would
be great.

SDI should be pursued to give
us a chance to strengthen the secu-
rity of the U.S. and the rest of the
world by making nuclear-ballistic
missiles less useful as instruments
of politics and war, . '
Marvin KiNg
New York City

To THE EpitoR OF COMMENTARY:
Robert Jastrow faults the Union
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. « . But no amount of simulated
battle situations could satisfactorily
examine the actual response of a
complex “Star Wars” defense sys-
tem to an actual nuclear attack.
This is so not only because of flaws
or bugs in software . . . but also
because the precise nature of a nu-
clear attack, along with the enemy’s
countermeasures, can never be
known in advance. . . .

JoseEru FORBES
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

ROBERT JASTROW writes:

Edward Teller’s letter makes an
apt comparison between the con-
troversy over the feasibility of “Star
Wars” and the H-bomb controversy
of the early 1950’s. Confident in the
superiority of American scientists,
we were certain at that time that the
decision to build the weapon rested
solely with us. But we now know
that the Soviets were in fact hard
at work on their version of the H-
bomb as we argued over whether it
should be built at all.

Today, as we again debate the
wisdom of research on another
weapons system—this time, a sys-
tem that destroys weapons rather
than people—we assume that the
decision will be made in this coun-
try, whereas in fact the Soviet
Union is already hard at work on
its own “Star Wars” program, and
has been for many years. In the
twelve years since the USSR signed
the ABM treaty, the Soviet Union
has, according to Secretary of De-
fense Weinberger, spent more on

strategic defense than it has on its

arsenal for strategic offense. Ele-
ments of the Soviet missile-defense
effort that violate the ABM treaty
in particularly conspicuous ways
were publicized last October in a
report to the President by the Gen-
eral Advisory Committee on Arms
Control and Disarmament. Because
of this massive Soviet strategic-de-
fense effort, Mr. Teller rightly con-
cludes, our government’s missile-de-
fense program, officially known as
the Strategic Defense Initiative,
could better be called the Strategic
Defense Response.

Soviet emphasis on a defense
against missiles, and the total So-
viet rejection of Mutual Assured
Destruction (MAD), go back at
least two decades. Andrei Gromyko
called for the deployment of a mis-
sile defense by the superpowers in
a speech to the UN in 1962, in
which he strongly criticized the
doctrine of Mutual Assured De-
struction. Gromyko said the “bal-

ance of fear,” as he called it, kept
the world in a “a permanent state
of feverish tension.” He compared
MAD to a duel in which the super-
powers ‘“raise their pistols, aim at
each other’s foreheads, and wait for
the other to shoot.”

JamEes A. ABRAHAMSON's letter un-
derscores the fact that attacks on
his program by a few academic
scientists are entirely at variance
with the rapid technical progress
being made by thousands of scien-
tists and engineers who work full
time on the “Star Wars” project.
Even without access to classified
information, a diligent reader of
aerospace trade journals can gain
tantalizing hints of extraordinary
developments taking place in the
basic technologies of missile de-
fense.

It is also reassuring to have Gen-
eral Abrahamson, who is in a bet-
ter position to know than anyone
else, agree that various Soviet
countermeasures to our defense—
highly touted by the Union of Con-
cerned Scientists and discussed in
my article—are not holding up
well under the scrutiny of the de-
fense professionals, The Soviets
have confirmed General Abraham-
son’s evaluation of their counter-
measures. If they thought the pro-
posals put forward by the Union
of Concerned Scientists were truly

. effective and inexpensive, they

would not be trying so desperately
to stop our “Star Wars” research.
*They would encourage us instead
tg go on with this expensive pro-
gram that could be so cheaply
countered by them. But they are
fighting tooth and nail to kill the
“Star Wars” project. Clearly, they
disagree with' the Union of Con-
cerned Scientists and believe that it
will cost them a great deal of
money and trouble to counter our
defense, if that can be done at all.

Lowerr. Woop of the Lawrence
Livermore Laboratory stresses a
very significant point which has
been made a number of times in
my hearing by scientists working

. on defense matters. The univer-

sity scientists who put forward
the egregiously flawed arguments
against missile defense have been
repeatedly and firmly corrected by
their colleagues in classified tech-
nical discussions that are not open
to the public, But, as Mr. Wood
notes with exasperation, after fail-
ing to make their case to their tech-
nical peers, they continue to pre-
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sent the same rejected arguments
over and over again to the press
and public,

One of the prime examples is
the so-called “pop-up X-ray laser,”
which requires much additional re-
search and development but holds
the promise of being a devastating-
ly eftective destroyer of missijes. In
the report by the Union ot Con-
cerned Scientists and in the recent-
ly published UCS book, The Fal-
lacy of Star Wars, the pop-up X-
ray laser is dismissed as a useless
device, readily countered by Soviet
fast-burn boosters—that is, by mis-
siles that accelerate very quickly
and burn out at an altitude of 50
miles or less. One UCS criticism
relates to the fact that a fast-burn
booster may burn out in the atmo-
sphere at depths to which X-rays
cannot penetrate. But this criticism
turns out to be invalid when classi-
fied information relating to the
intensity of the X-ray laser beam is
taken into account.

The classified information, Mr.
Wood notes, has been presented in
face-to-face discussions with the
critics, who have not contested the
technical points being made. Yet
the critics continue to make their
pessimistic comments in public
where they cannot be countered
by the classified facts.

This behavior seems to me and
many of my colleagues to be less
than responsible,

I snarE with George Fishman his
puzzlement over the fears of a
space-based missile defense ex-
pressed by many academics. These
fears seem indeed to be “irration-
al,*;as Mr. Fishman says, because
the space-based weapons proposed
for the “Star Wars” defense are not
weapons of mass destruction, and
cannot blow up a city or incinerate
millions of civilians. The weapons
that can do that are on the ground,
in silos and submarines. “Star
Wars” space weapons do not kill
people; they destroy the weapons
that kill people.

THE letter by Hans A. Bethe,
Richard L. Garwin, Carl Sagan,
et al. deals in its first section
mainly with the strategic and
political dimensions of missile
defense. 1 should like to pass
beyond these to the: technical
issues which were the principal

thrust of my article, and take up

those in order.
First, Mr, Bethe and his col-
leagues say that fast-burn boosters
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But the design objectives in Gen-
eral Abrahamson’s program call for
a retarget time of 0.1 seconds and
not 3 seconds. If the retarget time
is 0.1 seconds, the results for the
number of satellites are not very
different from those for zero re-
target time. In particular, the im-
portant square-root law is valid.

But how can we hope, in a time
as short as 0.1 seconds, to rotate the
mirror that directs the laser beam,
damp down its vibrations, and lock
In on a new target? A retarget
time of 0.1 seconds would indeed
be difficult to achieve if the ex-
perts were planning to rotate the
mirror mechanically to redirect the
beam from one Soviet missile to an-
other. But the “‘Star Wars” pro-
gram is probably not going to do
that. A part of its funding is going
into research on an extraordinary
new technology that uses “phase
conjugate coatings,” which change
the direction of the laser beam
electronically in a fraction of a sec-
ond, leaving the mirror fixed in
place. The technique is essentially
that used in phased-array radars,
which do not rotate like the earlier
radars, but sweep the sky electron-
ically. This is a fascinating illustra-
tion of the black arts being prac-
ticed on the cutting edge of tech-
nology by the scientists and engi-
neers working with General Abra-
hamson. .

MRr. BeTHE and his colleagues also
take up the critically important
question of cost ratios, saying it

will cost us a trillion dollars in ad- -

ditional satellites to counter an in-
creased Soviet missile force costing
only $50 billion. With a cost ratio
like that, we are lost before we
start, for clearly the Soviets can
overwhelm our defense by out-
building us. But I have looked into
the cost figures, and they turn out
to be entirely different from those
given by Mr. Bethe and his col-
leagues. )

¥irst, on the matter of the cost
to the Soviets of building more mis-
siles, the letter states that $50 bil-
lion will buy 3,000 fast-burn, three-
warhead, Midgetman-type missiles,
including the cost of warheads and
silos plus ten years of maintenance.
This amounts to about $15 million
per missile, or $5 million per war-
head. Missile designers do not
know yet what a fast-burn missile
would cost, because none has been
designed or built, but we can get
an idea of the cost by using the
current life-cycle cost for the MX

missile. This is $40 billion for 100
missiles, each containing 10 war-
heads. That works out to $400 mil-
lion per missile, or $40 million per
warhead.

The cost per warhead for the
proposed Midgetman will certainly
be more than that, first, because
fast-burn boosters are a new gener-
ation of missiles that must be built
to withstand the stress of high ac-
celeration, and second, because the
cost per warhead is greater for
small missiles than for big ones.
According to Mr. Carter, a fair
guess for the cost per warhead of a
fast-burn booster is two to three
times the corresponding cost per
warhead of the MX missile. It is
safe to say the cost of the proposed
new Soviet missiles is at least $40
million but probably not more
than $100 million per warhead.
Thus, 3,000 fast-burn Midgetman
missiles will cost the Soviets be-
tween $400 billion and $1 trillion.

Now for the cost to us of our de-
fensive satellites. Mr. Bethe and his
colleagues say we will require an
additional 964 missiles to counter
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the new Soviet satellites. Using the
accepted ballpark figure of §1 bil-
lion per satellite, this works out to
$1 trillion in round numbers.
Where does the figure of 964 satel-
lites come from? It rests on the as-
sumption by Messrs. Bethe et al.
that the Soviets will cluster all
3,000 new missiles tightly together
in one spot. But is it conceivable
that the Soviets would do that?
For several reasons, they would
not. For one thing, if all the mis-
siles are located in one spot, and all
are launched at one time, the times
of arrival at their various targets in
the United States will be widely
different. That means the Soviets
cannot effect a surprise attack that
would take out all at once our
command structure, airfields, sub-
marine bases, and missile silos,
since these are located at widely
different fligcht times from any sin-
gle place in the USSR. Suppose the
Soviets try to overcome this handi-
cap by launching their missiles over
an extended period of time, so as
to achieve a simultaneous arrival at
the various targets. Then our boost-
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got its name.

classic London gins.
Today, the martini has an

original.

Its popularity, however, did not grow
dramatically until knowledgeable people
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Gin...the driest and most delicate of the

acknowledged first name: Beefeater.”
We think Jerry Thomas would cheer-
fully admit it’s an improvement on the
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the Los Alamos Laboratory that
contained many detailed criticisms
of Mr. Carter’s work, some of them
devastating. According to Mr, Car-
ter, the panel refuted these criti-
cisms. But the panel that endorsed
Mr. Carter's report offered no tech-
nical arguments whatsoever to
counter the carefully reasoned criti-
cisms offered by the Los Alamos
scientists. The Los Alamos critique
was a serious study, bearing on a
matter vitally important to the
security of the United States, and
its criticisms had to be either re-
butted or accepted. The distin-
guished panel of three experts
cited by Mr, Carter did neither. As
C. Paul Robinson, Principal Asso-
ciate Director of the Los Alamos
Laboratory pointed out, their bene-
diction, unaccompanied by a tech-
nical backup, was without value.
Mr. Robinson went on to note that
“Los Alamos’s concerns have since
been debated in other technical
forums, where they have been sus-
tained.”

In RESPONSE to A.L. Drumwright,
the decoy balloons are tapped
rapidly, one after the other, with
moderate-energy laser beams, and
tracked repeatedly throughout
this process to observe their recoil.
Computers on our satellites keep
track of the separate warheads and
decoys and remember the informa-
tion acquired about each one. As
Mr. Drumwright suggests, a little
more laser energy could destroy the
lightweight decoys, instead of just
identifying them. That would
mean a different kind of mid-
course defense, in which we hit all
the warheads and decoys with mod-
erately energetic laser beams, and
observe what survives. The surviv-
ing objects must be the warheads,
and we would go after these with
our heavy guns.

LaArrY CLIFFORD asks about my ob-
jections to the Soviets shining up
their missiles. This proposal gener-
ates even more problems for them
than I mentioned in my article. For
one, as the booster accelerates it
compresses and heats the air above
it, and the plume of hot air sweeps
downward around the side of the
missile, oxidizing the surface and
taking its shine away. Furthermore,
the shine itself is obtained by ap-
plying a thin coat of reflective
material to the missile, but under
the high heat resulting from the
the laser attack and from atmo-
spheric friction, the coating tends

to disintegrate. Finally, the coating
has a different coefficient of expan-
sion from the metal skin under-
neath, and tends to buckle when
~ the missile is heated by the laser
beam, leading to its catastrophic
failure.

THoMAs J. RATH makes the very
interesting point that if the Soviets
attempt to destroy the satellites in
our space-based defense at the out-
set, before launching their missiles,

they must necessarily give us warn-

ing of their attack. For this reason
alone, our defenses will make it dif-
ficult for them to achieve the ele-
ment of complete surprise that is
essential to the success of a Soviet
first strike,

Epwarp F. HENNESSEY asks about
the possibility of a strippable outer
coating that would keep the missile
surface clean and shiny during
launch. The trouble with this sug-
gestion is that the strippable coat-
ing, which is to be wrapped around
the entire missile, must be quite
thin, or it will weigh too much
and force the Soviets to eliminate
several warheads from the payload.
It must be sturdy, or air resistance
will strip it away. And it must be
heat-resistant, because the missile
gets quite hot as it rises rapidly
through the atmosphere. These re-
quirements are partly contradic-
tory, and reconciling them will not
be easy, A substantial amount of

_development and testing would be

“ pecessary to make certain that such
3 device works well and does not
interfere with reliable missile per-
formance. And all this is for a very
uncertain gain to the Soviets, be-
cause, as noted in my article, when
the coating is stripped away and
the shiny surface underneath is ex-
posed to attack by our laser beam,
the heat of the laser beam will de-
grade the shine rapidly,

ALLeN FiNecorp and David R.
Perles suggest the “Star Wars” de-
fense, even if effective against land-
based missiles, will be vulnerable
to submarine-launched missiles and
cruise missiles. This is not the case.
When our boost-phase defense sys-
tem of approximately 100 satellites
is in place, a dozen or so satellites
will be over the missile fields of the
Soviet Union at any one time, de-
fending us against an ICBM attack.

But most of the remaining satel- °

lites will be over the oceans and in
a position to defend us against mis-
siles launched from submarines.
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Moreover, for several reasons—
slower speed, staggered launches,
and dispersed launch sites—the in-
terception of submarine-launched
missiles is considerably easier than
the interception of land-based mis-
siles.

As for defense against cruise mis-
siles, that is a different problem
from defense against ballistic mis-
siles, but not a harder one. In fact,
it appears to be considerably easier,

UNSATISFACTORY PEOPLE
Ronald Reagan, for screwing up in Minne-
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followed by the big lie, followed by the big
gesture. -

Lee lacocea, for selling 550,000 copies of
his memoir and wondering if that’s good.
The (hee hee hee)
House (hah hah hah)
Ethics (haw haw haw)
Committee.
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because we have many minutes or
even hours in which to find, track,
lock our beams onto, and destroy
the relatively slow-moving cruise
missiles. Lasers in space, contrary
to some views that have been ex-
pressed, are effective against cruise
missiles and bombers because their
beams, being light rays, reach to
the ground. Clouds offer a tempo-
rary screen, but a cover of clouds

. 1s not likely to exist all the way

to the target. And bombers fly
above the clouds, at stratospheric
heights, on their way to their tar-

gets, and are vulnerable to space

lasers for hours,

MAarvIN KING correctly rebuts the
charge by some critics of the “Star
Wars” research program that it is a
violation of the ABM treaty. The
language of the treaty states® that
“Fach party undertakes not to. de-
velop, test, or deploy ABM systems
or components,” but research on
missile defense is not prohibited.

Josepn ForBEs's comments on the
usefulness of the X-ray laser are
taken from a section of the UCS
report which Lowell Wood has
shown to be in error. For example,
the UCS proposes to have the X-ray
laser pop up from submarines lo-
cated in the Arabian Sea. This rela-
tively distant launch site, about
2,000 miles from the closest Soviet
missile fields, would introduce a
substantial delay of some minutes
in the availability of the X-ray
laser for combat—that interval
being the time required for the
X-ray laser device to climb to an
altitude at which the Soviet missile
fields are in its line of sight. But,
as Mr. Wood pointed out, the east-
ern Mediterranean and the Sea of
Japan are much closer to the So-
viet- missile fields, and just as ac-
cessible to our submarines political-
ly. A launch from these waters
largely eliminates the problem
cited by the UCS.

Mr. Forbes also says that satel-
lites are necessarily more vulner-
able to attack than missiles. This is
often stated, but is quite untrue.
A satellite, being weightless in or-
bit, &an be defended by heavy ar-
mor, guns, and maneuvering rock-
ets. On the other hand, a missile,
which must propel itself upward
against the backward pull of grav-
ity, cannot afford any substantial
amount of armor or shielding, or it
loses much of its payload. Today’s
military satellites are quite vulner-
able because no one has been shoot-
ing at them, and we have not both-

ered to go to the expense of pro-
tecting them, but tomorrow’s satel-

lites will be another story. A sub-,

stantial part of the Defense Depart-
ment budget is going into research
on the hardening of our military
satellites.

As for the computations needed
in the “Star Wars”’ defense, as many
as several billion operations per
second may be necessary, but paral-
lel computer architectures should
make this possible. Computing speed
is not expected to be a major prob-
lem for our defense. The prepara-
tion of the complex programs
needed is another matter. This is
one of the pacing items in the
“Star Wars” program, and is receiv-
ing a great deal of attention in
early planning.

““The Bostonians”

To THE EDITOR OF COMMENTARY:
It is not a matter of great rho-

ment, and in no way affects the’

argument of Richard Grenier’s
brilliant analysis of The Boston-
ians [ The Bostonians Inside Out,”
October 1984), but I should like to
point out that his reference to Eliza-
beth Peabody as Hawthorne’s el-
derly sister is incorrect. She was
Hawthorne’s sister-in-law and was
known as one of the famous “Three
Sisters of Salem.” Another of the
sisters, Sophia (a recognized paint-
er in her day), married Nathaniel
Hawthorne, and the third sister,
Mary, married Horace Mann, the
educator, and collaborated with
him in his work.

Elizabeth Peabody was only inci-
dentally a feminist. She opened a
bookstore in Boston which became
the gathering place for intellec-
tuals of the day (mostly male) and
there she printed the Dial maga-
zine (a literary journal) and three
of Hawthorne’s first books. In later
years, her principal interest lay in
the field of education, and in 1860
she established the first kindergar-
ten in America.

CLAIRE L. BARON
Rye, New York

To THE EpiToR OF COMMENTARY:

Should we be terribly concerned
with Christopher Reeve's “explana-
tion” of the ending of The Boston-
tans? According to Richard Gre-
nier, “Reeve feels that . . . Basil
Ransom and Verena [will] live a
life ‘a lot like’ that of Tom Hay-
den and Jane Fonda.” I certainly
did not receive this impression
from the movie. Granted there are
any number of distortions of Henry

James’s novel in the movie, but let
us be fair: this is not one of them.
Verena, in choosing Ransom, has
unequivocally given up her public
life. Throughout much of the
movie, Ransom insists on this.
Notwithstanding Reeve’s personal
wishes, there is no evidence in the
movie that might lead us to be-
lieve otherwise.

My point in this apparent nit-
picking is that in an otherwise fine
movie review, one among many
Mr. Grenier has written, he fails
to distinguish what the movie “ex-
plains” from one of the “explana-
tions” given by an actor outside
the movie. With all due respect,
this appears to be a somewhat de-
liberate confusion on Mr. Grenier’s
part, in order, perhaps, to support
his more general argument, an ar-
gument that I believe to be valid,
namely, the increased politiciza-
tion we are now finding in Ameri-
can movies. . . .

s ApRriaN R, VALENTINO
Hicksville, New York

To THE EpiToR OF COMMENTARY:

I have generally found Richard
Grenier’s movie reviews emotional-
ly galvanizing and intellectually
stimulating, but his article on The
Bostonians contains serious flaws
in judgment. . ..

What Mr. Grenier fails to realize
is that in the triad of major
characters—the other two being
Olive Chancelior and Verena Tar-
rant—both Ransom and Chancel-
lor are power-driven egotists who
fight to possess the poor victim,
Verena. It may be true that Ran-
som is the conquerer, but so was
Attila the Hun. Although James
may have shared some of Ransom’s
anti-feminist sentiments, he him-
self admitted that Ransom was
“rather vague and artificial, quite
fait de chic.” In the novel, James
seems to be saying ‘“a plague on
both your dogmas.”

Mr. Grenier's zeal to paint a
portrait of James in anti-feminist,
conservative colors . . . leads him
to bring in irrelevant corrobora-
tion in an attempt to buttress his
case. For example, he quotes Wil-
liam James’s praise of “martial vir-
tues” . . . and then goes on to cite
the revelation by William’s closest
friend, Oliver Wendell Holmes,
Jr., that his involvement in the
Civil War was “the most exalting
experience of his life.” 1 suppose if
there is such a thing as guilt by
association, then there must be
glory by association. 1 prefer to
think that one should rest one’s




FOUNDED 1914

THE NEW REPUBLIC

A Weekly Journal of Opinion | ISSUE 3,710

WASHINGTON, D.C.

FEBRUARY 24, 1986

Editor-in-Chief and President _
MARTIN PERETZ .

Editor
MICHAEL KINSLEY
Literary Editor
LEON WIESELTIER
Senior Editors
FRED BARNES, ANN HULBERT,
CHARLES KRAUTHAMMER
Managing Editor
DOROTHY WICKENDEN
Associate Editor
JEFFERSON MORLEY
New Republic Books Editor
(Henry Holt and Company)
STEVE WASSERMAN
Films Theater
STANLEY KAUFFMANN  ROBERT BRUSTEIN
Music Poet
EDWARD ROTHSTEIN ~ ROBERT PINSKY
Econtomics Correspondent
ROBERT KUTTNER
Contributing Editors
ABRAHAM BRUMBERG,

ROBERT COLES, HENRY FAIRLIE,
JAMES K. GLASSMAN, HENDRIK HERTZBERG,
JOHN KEEGAN, MORTON KONDRACKE,
VINT LAWRENCE, R.W.B. LEWIS,
MARK CRISPIN MILLER, ROBERT B. REICH,
MAGGIE SCARF, RONALD STEEL,
RICHARD L. STROUT, E. V. THAW,
ANNE TYLER, NICHOLAS VON HOFFMAN,
MICHAEL WALZER, C. VANN WOODWARD
West Coast Correspondent
MICKEY KAUS
Editorial-Corporate Coordinator
LAURA E. OBOLENSKY
Assistant to the Editors
DINA D. HEIZER
Peoduction Manager
PATRICIA A. HOPPER
Copy Editor
JAMIE BAYLIS
Production Associate
BRUCE STEINKE
Literary Assistant
JENNIFER KRAUSS
Reporter-Researchers
EVAN T. BARR, KIMBERLY K. RICE,
WILLIAM SALETAN, JACOB WEISBERG

Publisher
JEFFREY L. DEARTH
Associate Publisher
REED PHILLIPS
Controller
JEAN GANDY
Advertising Manager
JOAN M. STAPLETON
Circulation Director
TOM HICKS
Circulation Manager
PATTY JONES
- Assistant to the Controller
MARIA F. SALATTI
Circylation Assistant
ROBIN CHERRY
Assistant to the Advertising Manager
DARLENE BUSCAGLIO
Alvertising Representative
KEVIN LONDON
Accounting Assistant
CHRISTINA R. OVERHOLSER
Back Issues and Reception
TAMMY FLYNN
Leadership Network Advertising
ROBERT F. SENNOTT JR.

4 TRB FROM WASHINGTON ...... ROCKY HORROR SHOW ¢
- What the Soviets don’t understand about pop culture.
6 CORRESPONDENCE........cc....... Women at work, retirees at risk, &c.
7 THE EDITORS....... ferrereneeneraniae HEROES CITED, FACTS SLIGHTED
Reagan’s evasive State of the Union address.
NOTEBOOK

Corporate deadbeats, New York suckers, &c.

8 FRED BARNES.......... IR WHITE HOUSE WATCH: QUITTERS
Two officials escape from 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue.

10 WILLIAM SALETAN.............. ... RACE FOR OFFICE
On affirmative action, Republicans sing, “Do as

Glitz blitz nixes politix.

18 RICHARD L. MILLETT............. AFTER THE ELECTIONS
Central America’s troubled democratic trend.

20 EDWARD ROTHSTEIN.............. LEAD ME NOT INTO PEN STATION
' The political postures and platitudes of the
“nonpolitical” 48th International PEN Congress.

24 STANLEY KAUFFMANN............ ON FILMS: THE OLD ORDER CHANGETH NOT
Hollywood hip in Down and QOut in Beverly Hills.

4

26 LEON WIESELTIER .........ccocannes A FABLE .
Gtinter Grass visits the South Bronx.

28 AMOSOZ..oocovvevvivrieeieiaeaaannn, A WRITER'S GUIDE
A talk from the International PEN Congress.

29 XAVIER ARGUELLO................. A GUERRILLA AND HIS PEN
The Nicaraguan revolution’s classic: the combat
memoirs of Omar Cabezas, interior vice minister.

35 DONALD FANGER.........cevuenenn SOPHIA’S CHOICE
The Diaries of Sophia Tolstoy
‘ translated by Cathy Porter
36 GARY SOTO...0..c.couee S POEM Our Days

38 DANIELJ. KEVLES ............. .... BRAIN TEASERS  °
. The Mind’s New Science:
A History of the Cognitive Revolution
by Howard Gardner

42 L0OS ANGELES DIARIST ........... TREASURE HOUSES
COVER by Bryan Leister for THE NEW REPUBLIC. Article on page 20.

THE NEW REPUBLIC, Vol. 194, Number 8, Issue 3,710, February 24, 1986. (Printed on February 5, 1986.) Published
weekly (except for combined issues dated Jan. 6 & 13, July 14 & 21, Aug. 11 & 18, and Sept. 15 & 22, 1986) at 1220 19th
Street, NW, Washington, DC 20036. Telephone (202) 331-7494. Leadership Network advertising (212) 684-5500. Yearly
subscriptions, $48; foreign, $73; Canada, $60. Back issues, $2.50 (includes postage & handling). ©1986 by The New
Republic, Inc. (ISSN 0028-6583). Second-class postage paid at Washington, DC. Indexed in Readers’ Guide, Media
Review Digest. Available on microfilm from University Microfilms Intnl., 300 N. Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, MI 48106 and
Bell & Howell, Old Mansfield Road, Wooster, OH 44691, Member, Audit Bureau of Circulations. Unsolicited manu-
scripts can be returned only if accompanied by a stamped, self-addressed envelope. Subscribers: Please send all
remittances, changes of address, and subscription inquiries to Subscription Service Dept., The New Republic, P.O.
Box 955, Farmingdale, NY 11737-0001. For subscription problems call 800-227-5782.

FEBRUARY 24, 1986 3




——

at the Heritage Foundation, was looking for someone to
deliver a speech on American policy toward South Africa
as part of the foundation’s biweekly lecture series. Heri-
tage has an in-house expert on southern Africa, Bill Pasco.
Bruce Weinraub, the think tank’s foreign policy director,
had toured the country in late May, and Stuart Butler, the
domestic policy director, was about to embark on a similar
investigation. But when Hart learned that Murdock was
planning to take a tour programmed and sponsored by the
Southern African Forum, an organization well known for
its affiliation with the Botha government (Jerry Falwell
happened to be on the same flight), he offered Murdock
the speaking engagement. Hart concedes that Murdock
has “no connection” to Heritage, is “the youngest of any
of the speakers so far,” and “isn’t an expert on anything.”
Why give him the opportunity to laud American invest-
ment in South Africa? “Well. .. ,” Hart stumbles,

. he’s young, he’s articulate . . .” The suspense is
pamful )

Clearly the question is not whether the Repubhcan Par-
ty has made a special effort to assist potential black GOP
officeholders, but what we are to make of the fact that it
has. Ben Hart's selection of a young black man to preach
patience with South Africa to a white audience is rank
political exploitation. But such cynicism doesn’t have to
discredit the whole idea of race-consciousness. There’s
nothing wrong with Mike Miles’s ethnically influenced
decision to pick the capable Joe Watkins rather than an
aspiring white politico out of a sea of applicants.

Spokespersons for the RNC and the National Republi-
can Congressional Committee reject the comparison to
affirmative action. They point out that Lucas, Andrews,
Watkins, and Murdock could not have won the party’s
favor if they were not bright, personable, and diligent.
The Republicans also argue that, unlike an employer, a
political party must reach out to ethnic constituencies by
elevating role models from those groups. And they ob-
serve that the party’s decisions about where to allocate
campaign resources, such as prestigious figures like Ford,
Bush, and Dole, involve a host of considerations other
than the beneficiary’s “merit.”” In short, they say, there’s
no hypocrisy.

Ironically, they don't realize that what they are defend-
ing is affirmative action. As Ben Andrews observes, af-
firmative action is not a matter of hiring incompetents. It is
a mechanism for propelling capable minorities to positions
(in business or in the Republican Party) in which they are
presently underrepresented. It aims to establish role mod-

_ els (in the eyes of Americans or in the eyes of potential

black Republican voters). It acknowledges that “merit” (in
picking a job applicant or a gubernatorial candidate) is an
important but perhaps not decisive aspect of complex and
subjective judgments. If Reagan and Meese want to pause
in their ideological crusading to consider why so many
Americans want affirmative action, they could start with
their own party.

WILLIAM SALETAN

SDI packs a hidden punch. |
OFFENSIVE STAR WARS

THAS BEEN nearly three years since President Reagan
announced his vision of a world made safe from nuclear
attack through the promise of a Strategic DefenseInitiative
(SDI). In that time, supporters of “Star Wars” have been
hailing the president's wisdom and announcing major
technological breakthroughs, while detractors point out

the propos =s_aumerous flaws and vulnerabili-
ties{ Lost in the4angle of opinig'is what may be the single
most da ' € space-based weaponry: its po-

tential for attack.

In President Reagan’s address to Congress after the Ge-
neva summit, he assured the nation that “’SDI has nothing
to do with offensive weapons.” Only the Soviets contest
this assertion. SDI's domestic critics have focused their
arguments on the technological feasibility of various de-
fenses and their implications for nuclear stability and de-
terrence. In doing so, they have largely limited the terms
of debate to those outlined by the administration. But
Gorbachev’s objections should be taken seriously. The
development of Star Wars weapon technologies by both
sides could result in a world of unimaginable darigers.

There is no such thing as a purely defensive weapon and
there hasn’t been since prehistoric times. The Stone Age
warrior who lost his club quickly discovered that his heavy
wooden shield was still useful for bashing an adversary
over the head. More recent examples include our sales of
F-16 fighter jets to Pakistan and Stinger antiaircraft missiles
to Saudi Arabia. Although these were supposedly “defen-
sive’” weapons, India and Israel have been justifiably con-
cerned that they might be used for offensive purposes.

And so it will be with the weapons of Star Wars. The
offensive potential of this next generation of kinetic and
directed-energy weapons js staggering, with frightening
strategic implications. Consider the following possibility:
suppose that technological advances in SDI research make
it possible to develop space-based weapons capable of the
swift and accurate destruction of targets in space and on
the earth’s surface. Such systems might even be able to
destroy intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) in their
silos in a matter of moments with minimal “‘collateral”
damage. Should they prove feasible, there is no doubt that
both the U.S. and Soviet military establishments would
find suitable rationales for developing such weapons.

The “surgical’” precision of such weapons would make
the temptation of a first strike much harder to resist. Even
more disconcerting is the extraordinary speed with which
space-based weapons could attack. To date, none of the
numerous advances in strategic weaponry over the past 20
years have been able to make a first strike credible. No
matter how overwhelming one’s advantages in mega-
tonnage or accuracy, no attacker could ever escape devas-
tation as long as the enemy had enough time to launch his
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missiles in retaliation. However, space-based weapons
might reduce a half hour of warning to a mere two or three
minutes. Of course, the side that felt threatened by such a
system might well be compelled to shift from a “launch-
under-attack” or “launch-on-warning” posture to one of
“launch-under-crisis” for fear of losing the bulk of its retal-
iatory force before it even knew that it was being attacked.
A more hair-trigger world is hard to imagine.

OW MIGHT Star Wars technologies make such
weapons possible? A space-based laser powerful
enough to destroy ICBM’s in flight could certainly attack
satellites and terrestrial targets as well. Separate studies by
Argonne National Laboratory and R&D Associates, a pri-
vate defense research firm, have concluded that space-
based lasers could incinerate flammable targets and set nu-
merous fires on the enemy’s home soil. Although
deploying a constellation of orbiting lasers with sufficient
power sources would be an extremely difficult task, these
problems might be circumvented by .instead building
ground-based lasers that operate in tandem with orbiting
targeting mirrors. Techniques such as ““adaptive optics,”
varying wavelengths, and a precisely pulsed beam should
enable ground-based lasers to overcome atmosphericinter-
ference and to reach the targeting mirrors tightly focused.
Asthebeam is redirected earthward, it will undergo farless
“angular interference” since the densest part of the atmos-
phereis closest to the earth’s surface. Only the presence of
clouds or smoke would disrupt a strategic laser attack.
Although hardened ICBM silos and command centers
will probably remain invulnerable to a laser strike, many
other jimportant targets may not. These include early-

warning and antiballistic missile radars, “’soft” communi- -

cations networks, and even mobile missiles.

Of course, such an attack would be suicidal unless it
could disable much of the adversary’s retaliatory force. If
lasers cannot destroy ICBM silos, what space-based weap-
ons can? Perhaps most threatening are the various ‘’kinet-
ic energy”” weapons, which range from familiar cannon-
and rocket-propelled warheads to sophisticated hyper-
velocity launchers. These so-called “rail guns”” hurl pro-
jectiles at great speed by means of precisely timed boosts
of electromagnetic energy. Although they may one day
prove effective in an antisatellite role, rail guns are not
likely to be used for ground attack because their projectiles
would not survive reentry. '

The kinetic energy weapon most likely to have the ca-
pacity to “bust silos” is the humble rocket. Imagine a fleet
of satellites, each bearing a number of small missiles, that
passes aver the adversary’s territory in low earth orbit.
Such a system would superficially resemble the one envi-
sioned in the proposals of “High Frontier,” a pro-Star
Wars lobbying group.-In this case, the missiles would be
aimed at ICBM silos and leadership and command cen-
ters. For such a system to carry out a successful first strike,
before the victim could even ‘“launch on warning,” would
require great speed. Hypervelocity missiles launched from
altitudes of 100 miles or less could easily complete an
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attack in several minutes—more than rapid enough to
preempt any response.

This is not a new idea. In fact, it was feared that the
Soviets were developing such an “orbital bombardment
system” in the mid-1960s. The idea was dropped withina -
few years, partly due to the immense technological obsta-
cles and partly because of the great danger and political
difficulties raised by stationing nuclear weapons in orbit.
Finally, the 1967 treaty prohibiting nuclear weapons in
space ended this debate. Twenty years later, though,
many of the technological barriers to such a system have
been overcome. Moreover, advances in warhead accuracy
and guidance technology raise the prospect of using non-
nuclear weapons to attack ICBM silos, thereby avoiding
the many problems associated with basing nuclear weap-
ons in space. Thus Star War technologies, paradoxically,
could give conventional warheads a new and dangerous
role in the strategic balance. .

ERHAPS the most thréatening Star Wars attack would
employ a combination of these systems. The aggressor

"might begin his assault with a laser attack on the other

side’s communications networks and early-warning sys- -
tems, including satellites. The “electromagnetic pulse” ef-
fects of several high-altitude nuclear explosions would fur-
ther paralyze command and control systems. With the
victim effectively blinded, the attacker could quickly follow
with thelaunch of space-based missiles against such targets
as silos, command bunkers, airfields, and other military fa-
cilities. Lasers might also be used to pin down missiles in
their silos until the silos could be destroyed. Strategic
bombers caught on the ground would be highly vulnerable
as well, In a matter of minutes, the victim of such an attack
might find the bulk of his ICBM and bomber force gone and
his command systems in disarray—without having en-
dured any significant damage to his cities and industries.

Assuming that communication with submarines was
still possible, the leader might order his submarine-
launched ballistic missiles to retaliate. However, he would
then be in the position of initiating a major nuclear war
against a far better armed adversary. Partially disarmed,
but with his country largely undamaged, suing for peace
might be the only choice. Of course, the strategic calculus
here would be greatly complicated by both sides’ posses-
sion of equivalent Star Wars capabilities. The odds’ of
keeping such a conflict nonnuclear would be slim indeed.

Is such a scenario likely? Perhaps not, but it and any
number of other offensive possibilities are considerably
more plausible than is the president’s “peace shield”
vision. This is so because in a world of Star Wars technol-
ogies, the offense has a number of basic advantages over
the defense.

For example, the complex tasks of sensing, tracking, and
battle management are less demanding for an attacker
(who has the advantage of surprise and stationary targets)
than they are for the defender (who must respond instanta-
neously to rapidly moving missiles, warheads, and de-
coys). A defensive Star Wars system like that envisioned in




SDI will have to be able to defend itself from a preemptive
strike. Butan offensive Star Wars system, designed to strike
first, will have no such burden. Finally, the aggressor can
wait until atmospheric conditions are ideal for attack, while
the defender must be on guard whether it is sunny or not.

Thus it is likely that as some Star Wars technologies
mature, the capability to develop offensive systems may
be attained well before various defenses prove feasible.
Depending on the prevailing political and military circum-
stances, the pressure to deploy an offensive system might
be irresistible. And if we abrogate the ABM treaty and
move toward deploying various weapons in space, offen-
sive or defensive, what is there to stop the Soviets from
developing a space-based attack system of their own? Cer-
tainly not the president’s vague promise to “’share” our
technology with the Soviets. Indeed, the administration’s
unabashed enthusiasm for the nuclear bomb-pumped
X-ray laser may well convince the Soviets that it is no
longer necessary or prudent to continue observing the
prohibition against nuclear weapons in space.

Why have SDI's critics yet to consider these most desta-
bilizing aspects of space-based weaponry? Understand-
ably, their first priority has been to expose the folly of the
peace shield vision. SDI's supporters, few of whom be-
lieve in the peace shield either, have focused on the more
moderate goal of complicating Soviet attack plans through
some of SDI's near-term capabilities, or simply support
SDI as a bargaining chip. Nobody has yet grappled with
the long-term problem of imagining a world radically
transformed by a myriad of futuristic military capabilities.

Neither the U.S. nor the Soviet Union has yet shown

much ability to assess the long-term impact of new tech-
nologies upon a precarious strategic balance. Every new
weapon, from multiple, independently targetable reentry
vehicles (MIRVs) and antisatellite weapons to sea-
launched cruise missiles, has provided its originator with
" a fleeting advantage at best, ultimately reducing the secu-
rity of both. Former secretary of state Henry Kissinger
candidly admitted wishing he had “thought through the
implications of a MIRVed world” before deciding to de-
ploy these systems in the early 1970s.

The greatest danger may be that as the peace shield
vision collapses under the weight of its own infeasibility,
critical attention may be diverted from the Star Wars tech-
nologies that will eventually bear fruit. Although these
weapons may not come into being until the 21st century,
many decisions determining their future will likely be
made over the next decade. We must put aside such silly
arguments as, “If the Russians are against it, then it must
be good,” or “It’s only a bargaining chip.” The next time
we neglect to ““think through the implications” might be
our last.

L.

ROBERT ENGLISH

Robert English a Defense Department policy analyst from
1982 to 1985, is Soviet affairs specialist with the Commlttee
for National Security.

Stars and pols ink $100 million deal.

AGE OF CELEBRITICS

Los Angeles
ET’S SEE. On March 1 we have the Great Peace March.
Three thousand people walking from Los Angeles to
Washington for nuclear disarmament, starting at a star-
studded concert in the L.A. Coliseum. Endorsed by Ma-
donna. Tents provided by North Face. Shoe sponsorship
under negotiation. Total cost: $20 million. Arrives in
Washington November 15.

Meanwhile, on May 25, there’s Hands Across America.
A 4,000-mile human chain from Los Angeles to New York
to raise $100 million to ““combat domestic hunger and
homelessness.” Organized by USA for Africa (“We Are
the World”’). Chief corporate sponsor: Coca-Cola. Com-
puters by Compagq. Five million to ten million participants,
including “the largest number of celebrities ever assem-
bled.” Ten dollars for a place in line, $25 for a commemora-
tive T-shirt.

Did I mention that May 25 is also the date of the “Free-
dom Festival,” a star-studded concert ““huge in its scope”
designed “to salute America, its music, and its Heroes”
and to raise money for Vietnam veterans, according to
celebrity sponsor Don Johnson of “Miami Vice”’?

It's getting pretty crowded out there, what with all the
monumental affirmations of the American spirit. The
looming prospect of compassion gridlock on May 25 was
only partially alleviated when the hand-holders spurned
the peace marchers’ offer of help and “went south,”
choosing a route that will put some 360 miles between
them. The Great March is currently scheduled to be some-
where between Denver and North Platte when the Great
Chain steams through Albuquerque, Amarlllo and Little
Rock.

True, these coming events are only the latest in a long
line of attempts to harness the power of “Entertainment
Tonight” and the corporate tax deduction for worthy
causes. But they are the most grandiose, and the most
political. Except that politics isn’t really the right word.
What we have here is really the birth of a new form of
social activism. Not politics, but Celebritics. In politics,
movie and pop stars are just one asset a candidate can
throw into the fray. Celebritics is when the celebrities
become so powerful that they frame the issues and run the
campaigns themselves, dispensing with the boring old
politicians altogether.

Celebritics represents the flowering and cross-pollina-
tion of two phenomena. The first is the susceptibility of
Americans to vague demonstrations of pride under corpo-
rate sponsorship. The breakthrough event here was prob-
ably the AT&T Olympic Torch Relay. Now hosts of would-
be Peter Ueberroths are organizing similar logo-laden feel-
good campaigns, from the refurbishing of the Statue of
Liberty to the outfitting of the next America’s Cup con-
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the awesome military strength of the Soviet Union.

A refusal to make distinctions between totalitarian re-
gimes makes it impossible to understand the world today,
as well as making a muddle of history. Vietnam is totalitar-
ian and allied with Russia; Pol Pot is totalitarian (the worst
of them all, probably, short of Hitler), and allied with
China. Can anyone deny that a better totalitarianism has
replaced a worse in Cambodia? We refuse to recognize the
better, not because we prefer the worse, but because we
hope there is a ““third force” that will be preferable to both.

Hannah Arendt, author of The Origins of Totalitarianism,
believed that to say ““totalitarian” told us a good deal about
a political regime. When Hitler ruled Germany and Stalin
ruled Russia, there was much that supported that belief.
But even then there were enormous differences, more
important for some people than for others. In Poland Jews
and communists and socialists knew that it would be
much better to escape to the East (Russia) than to the West
(Germany). It was awful in the East, too, and those who
could got out fast after the war. But the difference between
Nazi Germany and Soviet Russia for many people was as
simple as the difference between death and life.

N OBJECTING to the assertion of “moral equivalence”

of all totalitarian regimes, I am concerned about both
the past and the future. First, we should not obscure the
unique evil of Nazi Germany. That evil had no necessary
connection with totalitarianism. ‘“Totalitarian” Fascist It-
aly (at least it tried to be totalitarian, even if it did not
succeed so well) had nothing against its Jews until Hitler
forced it to adopt anti-Jewish laws. We will never fully
-undefStand the Nazi evil or take its measure. But we can
never say Nazi Germany was a nation like other nations—
even totalitarian nations.

Second, we should not pretend that this concept of
“totalitarianism’ can be a real guide to our foreign policy.
It doesn’t tell us what to do about Russia, or about China.
Obviously we cannot be indifferent to totalitarianism. The
United States prefers democracy, it defends democracy. If
it doesn't, it should. But how that affects its foreign and
military policy, in the light of all other considerations that
must be weighed, is another matter.

One consequence of the emphasis on totalitarianism is
that it lets authoritarianism off the hook. In human terms,
what Argentina did to people was far worse than what
Yugoslavia, for example, does. There is indeed no com-
parison. In fact, using torture as a test, it may well be that
in any given year the authoritarians come out worse than
the totalitarians. But I don’t recommend torture as a single
test, either. The exigencies of foreign policy have caused
us to be friends with torturers. Torture should weigh
heavily in the balance. But I don’t know if one can set up
an absolute rule.

In analyzing our conflict with Soviet Russia, old labels
are less and less helpful. Marxism doesn’t help, Leninism
doesn’t help, and even totalitarianism, I would argue,
doesn’t help much. It does not outline the distinctive char-
acteristics of our conflict that cause it to continue today,
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long past the time when Marxist (or totalitarian) ideologies
served as an internal threat to our friends and allies in
Europe. Something else is going on, and the totalitarian
label doesn’t tell us what it is.

NATHAN GLAZER

Nathan Glazer, professor of education and sociology at
Harvard, is the editor most recently of Clamor at the Gates:
The New American Immigration (Institute for Contemporary
Studies).

How to break the arms control impasse.

A STAR WARS SOLUTION

HE USUAL danse macabre of American-Soviet arms

control negotiations is about to begin. The process is
typically initiated by a Soviet announcement to leaders of
the U.S. government, and to the myriad self-appointed
American accommodationists trooping to Moscow to seek
on their own a ““fair”” solution, that the ongoing stalemate
is due entirely to American rigidity. The Soviets insist that
they cannot give an inch, and that only a massive display
of American good faith—translated into unilateral conces-
sions—can revive the negotiations.

In the late 1970s the Soviets made it clear that progress
in negotiations would be contingent upon U.S. abandon-
ment of its cruise missile program. In 1984 they premised
even the beginning of arms control talks on the disman-
tling of the U.S. Pershing and cruise missiles already de-
ployed in Europe. Then the MX missile came to be desig-
nated as the impediment to any compromise. And now
the Strategic Defense Initiative, Reagan’s so-called Star
Wars proposal, has been identified as the mortal enemy of
arms control,

These arguments are then faithfully reproduced on the
Op-Ed pages of U.S. and West European papers. Re-
nowned professors, former ambassadors, various politi-
cized scientists, and leaders of the arms control lobby
plead for a demonstration of American good faith—which
happens to coincide with the acceptance of what the Sovi-
ets have been demanding. The process of negotiation thus
begins in earnest—but among us Americans! The Rus-
sians, meanwhile, sit at the table in Geneva and wait for
the eventual U.S. concessions.

It is a normal procedure for the United States to prepare
for serious negotiations with the Soviet Union by defining
a tough opening gambit, to be followed by a more flexible
position that would be exercised in conjunction with some
demonstrated Soviet willingness to compromise. But it is
usually only a matter of time before some disgruntled
official leaks the substance of the fallback position to one




of the ex-ambassadors, peace-loving professors, or any
one of the 535 representatives and senators who have
lately become our surrogate secretaries of defense and
state. Any one of them then feels free to publicize the
fallback position as his constructive suggestion. Indeed,
the latest fashion is to compose a joint letter published
under three or four prestigious signatures, strongly urg-
ing the U.S. to make further unilateral concessions in or-
der to convince the Soviets that we are negotiating in
earnest. After we prove our good intentions, the Russians
may be prepared to accept our third—or fourth—fallback
position as a proper match for their own unyielding
position.

HE SOVIET argument against SDI and the domestic

critics’ case against SDI are politically complementary.
The Soviets say that SDI threatens the militarization of
space, and that there will be no arms control agreement
unless it is abandoned. The American critics say SDI will
not work, that it will cost too much, that the Soviets can
very easily overcomne it, and that the Soviets are dreadfully
fearful of it. The logical inconsistency of these arguments
is less important than the political symmetry of their in-
tended effect—namely that the U.S. should unilaterally
forgo the SDI program.

In fact, nothing could be more damaging to the pros-
pects for real arms ‘control than the jettisoning of SDIL
Indeed, the time has come for the United States to bite the
bullet on the SDI question. Only if a 3strategic defense
system is deployable within the next decade or so, and
only if our will to deploy it is proven credible, can the
United States trade it for a genuine and comprehensive
arms control agreement with the Soviets. It is essential
that this system be capable of disrupting and rendering
militarily useless a Soviet first strike by intercepting mis-
siles early in flight or by knocking them out as they de-
scend toward the United States. Anything less than that
virtually guarantees that there will be no comprehensive
arms control agreement. |

The reason for this proposition, unpalatable though it
may be to the arms control lobby, is rooted both in the
changing character of nuclear weaponry and in the nature
of Soviet strategic deployments. In the 1970s both sides
enjoyed large strategic forces whose primary function was
to pose the threat of annihilation to the other country.
These systems were not susceptible to preemptive de-
struction. The emerging reality of the 1980s and 1990s is
that both sides are deploying far more accurate weapons.
These weapons are capable of a preemptive first strike that
could eliminate the opponent’s strategic forces—and pre-
vent effective retaliation. For the first time it is possible to
contemplate the possibility of an attack that destroys an
overwhelming majority of the other side’s forces while
also disrupting its command and communications struc-
tures to such an extent that any response would be mar-
ginal, spasmodic, and conceivably not totally destructive.
In short, as accuracy increases so does the benefit of strik-
ing first.

This is not to argue that the Soviets (or the United
States) are likely or certain to launch a first strike. It is
simply to say that the nuclear relationship is growing ever
more precarious. This is the current danger in the Ameri-
can-Soviet military situation. It needs to be addressed and
resolved by the arms control process, if possible; or unilat-
erally, if arms control remains stalemated.

But there is another problem raised by the advept of the
highly accurate weaponry. The Soviet Union is now de-
ploying such forces in large numbers; the United States is
not. How can we negotiate effectively in this situation? We
somehow have to convince the Soviets to limit the further
deployment of their new S5-24 and 55-25 missiles, and to
limit significantly the deployment of existing SS-18s and
55-19s, all of. which have counterforce capability. Without
such limitations, by the early 1990s the Soviets—even by
conservative estimates—will have enough missiles to
place the entire U.S. arsenal in jeopardy. Only our Trident
and Poseidon submarines already out at sea might escape
destruction from a Soviet first strike. And with the confu-
sion and resulting disintegration of communications sys-
tems, the submarine forces might not be in a position to
retaliate effectively.

In contrast, the United States is not likely to be able to
threaten the Soviet Union in a comparable way. No ongo-
ing or likely deployment program will enable us to Jdunch
a disarming attack. Even if the U.S. had some torm of
strategic defense in’order to protect its missile forces, we
would still have far too few MX missiles, D-5 missiles on
Trident submarines, and Midgetmen to even permit con-
templation of such a disarming first-strike attack at any
point between now and the end of the century.

N THESE circumstances, the decision to go ahead with

the SDI makes eminent sense. But it also means refor-
mulating it politically and strategically. The U.S. should
drop or atleast de-emphasize President Réagan’s idealistic
hope for total nuclear defense for all our population. We
should also abandon our unwillingness to consider SDI in
the bargaining process. If we implement that part of the
SDI program which by the mid-1990s would enable us to
disrupt a Soviet first strike, we would reinforce deterrence
and promote nuclear stability. That means concentrating
on terminal defense and boost-phase interception.

Once we establish our determination to act on the SDI,
we are in a better position to strike a bargain. We can say to
the Soviets that we both face essentially two choices, one
mutually beneficial, the other especially costly to them,
but both stabilizing. The first choice is to renegotiate the
1972 ABM treaty to permit deployment of strategic missile
defense, but without either side improving its ability to
carry out a first strike. Then, in return for significant re-
ductions in §5-24s, S5-25s, 55-18s, and 55-19s, the United
States would not deploy its strategic defense system. The
second option would be pursued if Soviets were unwilling
to accept such a bargain. The United States would unilat-
erally terminate the ABM treaty and proceed with the SDI.
This would render the Soviets’ new generation of accurate
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missiles useless and wipe out their multibillion ruble in-
vestment in them.

Some critics of the SDI argue that the Soviets could
respond by vastly increasing their offensive deployments.
There are two problems with this line of thinking. First, if
the Soviets do respond by building up, they will confirm
the ominous suspicion that they are intent on preserving a
first-strike capability against the United States; if so, the
urgency of negating that threat is all the greater.

Second, if the Soviets expand their offensive forces, the
strategic defense could be expanded proportionally. Re-
member that such a system would not need to be foolproof
since it would not be designed to defend populations; it
would only need to be capable of significantly disrupting
an attack on U.S. strategic forces. In such a competition we
would have the advantage. It would be far cheaper for us
to add defensive missiles than for them to add highly
accurate offensive missiles. (Those who make the most
ambitious claims for the SDI should bear in mind that we
could not compete so well if we were seeking to build a
foolproof defense of our cities. If our defense had to be 100
percent effective, it would cost us far more to expand it

than it would cost the Soviets to expand their offensive
forces.)

To shape such an effective U.S. defense strategy and a
meaningful negotiating posture, President Reagan’s SDI
needs to be redefined. We must show the Soviets both that
we can deploy a strategic defense system soon and that we
will negotiate over its deployment if they are willing to
make stabilizing reductions in their offensive missile
forces. In the event of Soviet unwillingness to accept such
an arrangement, we would be in position unilaterally to
achieve strategic security for ourselves. And because the
SDI would not be accompanied by a massive deployment
of disarming first-strike offensive U.S. systems, we would
in no way increase our strategic threat to the Soviets.
Either way SDI promises a genuinely stabilized nuclear
equilibrium between the United States and the Soviet Un-
ion. It is time to act.

ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI

Zbigniew Brzezinski was assistant to the president for
national security from 1977 to 1981.

Betty Ford ministers to the rich and famous.

e

ADDICTION A L.A. MODE

BYP. J. CORKERY

Los Angeles

N A CITY that already regards chefs, hairdressers, and

lawyers as acceptable playmates, the flowering of yet
another exotic social type can’t be regarded as particularly
noteworthy. But in Los Angeles this season there’s a new
species of personal companion on the rialto that is not only
positively orchidaceous but that demonstrates just how
chic addiction has become. The hottest companion here is
a “disenabler.”

A “disenabler’’ (also known as a “key voice”) is a per-
son who keeps you from doing drugs or from drinking.
I saw my first disenabler at a party given by a producer
last February in honor of his new mountainside home
in Beverly Hills, an eccentric 35-room pile that looks
like Mount Vernon descending Benedict Canyon. As the
producer’s wife was showing me around, I watched my
host, a dapper fellow in his 50s, being followed around
by a weather-beaten guy about the same age dressed in
jeans, jersey, and a baseball jacket that had the

P. J. Corkery, a Hollywood writer, is addicted to
California. ‘

X
18 THE NEW REPUBLIC

initials “5.0.B.” sewn on the back.

The producer and his follower eventually came by and
the producer said to me, ‘Great place isn’t it? Meet Char-
lie.”” I shook hands with Charlie. The two strolled away.
“Is Charlie somebody I should know?” I asked the produc-
er's wife, fearing that I might have insulted some studio
face card or other local figure of consequence.

"“No," trilled the producer’s wife, “Charlie is just here to
keep Leo from doing any drugs.”

“I didn’t know Leo had a problem.”

“The worst. Leo just got out of Betty Ford’s,” she ex-
plained. “While I was down at the fat farm in La Costa,
Leo checked into Betty Ford's.”

“I thought that was a drying-out place.”

“Yeah, but everyone goes there. Leo went there for
his coke problem. They told him after he got out
to go down to the Cocaine Anonymous meetings at
Cedars-Sinai. Paul, you should see the women at those
meetings. And the men! Primo! All great-looking. Well,
anyway, Leo’s been going. And Leo talked at one meeting
about how hard it is to stay off the stuff at parties.
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Letters from Readers

Strategic Superiority

To THE EpiTOrR OF COMMENTARY:

Robert Jastrow’s otherwise excel-
lent article, “Why Strategic Superi-
ority Matters” [March], has two

serious flaws. The first and fore-.

most is his contention that the
policy of Mutual Assured Destruc-
tion (MAD) is based on the as-
sumption that “both the U.S. and
the USSR will freely offer up their
populations for massacre’’—a policy
he says the Soviets have repudiated.
In fact, all that MAD requires,
from our point of view, is that the
Russians are assured that after a
(surprise) first strike by them on us,
we retain the capacity and the will
to destroy their homeland utterly.
And this is indeed the case. Even
if the USSR demolished all land-
based U.S. ICBM’s, all U.S. bomb-

ers, and all U.S. submarines in port

(whi¢h is virtually impossible withf
present technology), the U.S. would

Russians must be convinced that
instant retaliation—especially di-
rected at their soft targets—would
be the immediate consequence of a
strategic first strike.

The second flaw is Mr. Jastrow’s
implication that civil, air, and mis-
sile defense would significantly
mitigate the effects of a U.S. coun:
terstrike. Most experts agree that
civil defense would at best shield
only a small fraction of the targeted
population from the immediate
blast, radiation, and thermal effects
of the explosion. Even to accom-
plish this there would have to be
widespread movement away from

the population centers and/or into .
shelters, a process that would take

considerable time and therefore
give a clear warning of Soviet in-
.tentions. This would be more than
sufficient for us to place our missile
forces on alert status and would

> obVviate a surprise attack. As for

missile defense, Mr. Jastrow knows

have about 2,400 nuclear warheads< well that present Soviet capabilities

on submarines at sea, essentially in-
vulnerable to such preemptive at-
tack. Mr. Jastrow claims that these
could be used only to attack cities
and soft targets, i.e., not hardened
silos. In this he is correct and that
is exactly what the function of our
counterforce should be. What
meaningful gain could be derived
from striking at the remaining So-
viet missile force after its primary
echelons had already done the job?
The very purpose of a retaliatory-
strike capability in the context of
MAD 1is to convince the aggressor
that any strategic nuclear attack
will bring certain and lasting de-
struction on himself. Clearly 2,400
warheads, each with at least several
times the destructive . power ~of
those dropped on Japan, would
eliminate from the map every large
city and town in the USSR, in
addition to destroying industrial,
commercial, transportation, and
communication facilities.

Mr, Jastrow asks what American
President would order such retali-
ation faced with the certain knowl-
edge of further Soviet strikes against
our cities? A corollary question is
what President would not order
such a strike after 2,000 Soviet ther-
monuclear warheads had impacted
on our territory? Such an attack,
even directed only at our military
facilities, would kill millions of
Americans, both directly and via
the effects of long-term fallout. The

-don’t come close to meeting the

threat; very few of our counter-
strike missiles would be stopped in
this manner. Even the Russian de-
fenses against skillfully piloted air-

craft are imperfect, as has been art-

fully demonstrated by Israel in
Lebanon. :

The above having been said, I
do not mean to imply that Mr. Jas-
trow’s conclusion that the U.S.
needs to improve and modernize,
rather than dismantle, its nuclear
arsenal is incorrect. Our present re-
taliatory capability will not last if
we do not continue to develop
newer technologies. The Soviets
will eventually improve their abil-
ity to track and attack our sub-

marines. Their weapons will be-_

come more accurate and they may.
develop an effective anti-missile
capability. If we do nothing, or
worse, dismantle our forces, we will
eventually become vulnerable, But
it is relatively easy for us to pre-
vent this. By concentrating on
small, mobile ICBM’s (not super-
hardened MX’s), by improving our
strategic submarine fleet, and by
keeping at the forefront of research
on third-generation systems (space-
based, anti-missile weapons), we
can retain what Paul Nitze has re-
ferred to as Situation Q, ie, “a
situation in which the strategic nu-
clear deployments and capabilities
of the two sides are such that
neither side can hope to gain in
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relative- enduring capabilities by
initiating a strike against the nu-
clear forces of the other side.”
LEwis A. GLENN
Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory
Livermore, California

To THE EpitorR OF COMMENTARY:!

Robert Jastrow has alarmed him-
self unnecessarily. He is quite rlght
in thinking that the latest version
of the Soviet SS-18 missile is prob-
ably accurate enough to destroy
American Minuteman missiles in
the Midwest. But he is quite wrorig
to think that the United States, in
the wake of such an attack, would
be forced to shoot at Soviet cities; or
do nothing at all. There are many
thousands of Soviet military targets
in addition to hardened silos—air
fields, tank parks, submarine bases,
missile and warhead production
facilities, warhead storage depots,
communication centers, transship-
ment points, and so on. The Na-
tional Strategic Target List at Offat
Air Force Base near- Omaha cur-
rently includes about 40,000 tar-
gets, the vast majority of them mili-
tary in nature, and all but a very
few vulnerable to attack by SLBM’s
and other delivery systems.

A Soviet attack on U.S. Minute-
man silos, air bases, and submarine
bases would involve several thou-
sand nuclear explosions on U.S.
territory. U.S. casualties would: in-
clude from three to twenty million
dead, depending on the  -exact

r

nature of the attack, weather pat-

Robert Jastrow’s historical .review
in the first part of his "Why Stra-
tegic Superiority Matters,” I be-
lieve’ his subsequent analysis of
whethér the Soviet Union has a
preémptive first-strike capability
dgainst the United States could
haye profited by addressmg some
additional isshes. .

First, Mr. Jastrow faxls to address
exphatly the usefulness of a launch-
on-warning posture by the United
States. My, Jastrow’s analysis
assumes that after the Soviet Union
lauriches some 2,000 warheads in a
preempuve-strlke attempt, the U.S.
response would be 31mply toleave its
1,000 Minutemen in their silos to
suffer the full brunt of such an
all-out attack. If the Minutemen
were instead launched on warning,
the United -States would have up
to 1,000 MIRV-ed missiles (about
8,000 . warheads) with which to
strike “hard” military targets in
the Soviet Union. . . . Do the bene-
fits of a launch-on-warni‘ng posture
offset the presumably increased
nsks of a false warning precipitat-
ing a thermonuclear exchange? .

Second, Mr. Jastrow concludes,
and I agree, that the United States
tan no longer threaten the use of
its strategic weapons to mdke up
for the inadequacies of its conven-
tional-force capabilities. (“Twenty
years ago, or even ten years ago, the
American nuclear -arsenal would
have been sufficient to deter a Soviet
attack on Western Europe, but that
is no longer the case.”) But . . .
Mr. Jastrow begs the question of

terns, and the like. This would be*’, what™ the United States should do

a catastrophic event in American

catastrophic event in Russian his-
tory—the detonation of several
thousand warheads on Soviet terri-
tory, but not including citiés. The
literature on NSDM 242 and Presi-
dential Directive 59 makes this fact
abundantly clear. If Mr. Jastrow
doesn’t believe what he reads, he
might try a few phone calls. There
are many officials in Washmgton
who would be glad to tell him that
a Soviet nuclear attack on the
United States would be followed by
a comparable American nuclear at-
tack on the Soviet Unioh, and that
our attack would hurt Just as much
as their attack.
If strategic superlorlty matters,
Robert ]astrow does not know why.
i THoMAs POWERS
South Royalton, Vermont

To THE EpITOR OF COMMENTARY:
While in general agreement with

. about this situation. . .
history. It would be followed by a !

Even with respect to nuclear
weapons, he gives no clear-cut pre-
scriptions. . . . He fails to tell us
what, if anything, the United States
can do to improve its strategic
posture in the short term, through
the 1980’s. Furthermore, given his
condemnation of MAD, Mr. Jas-
trow is curiously silent about U.S.
efforts to move away from the

. MAD doctrine, such-as Presidential

Directive 59 (set forth in the Carter
administration and the goal of
which is the implementation of a
survivable, highly flexible counter-
force strategy).

* Finally, Mr. Jastrow implies that
the U.S. would be in a good posi-
tion if only it had wmore accu-
rate and survivable missiles than
the Soviet Union. Still, such efforts
may fall short of providing stable
strategic deterrence. Even a clear-
cut U.S. numerical superiority in
missiles would not prevent the So-

LETTERS FROM READERS/3

viet Union from attempting a pre-
emptive strike if, by striking first, it
could destroy the U.S. military com-
mand’s ability to conduct an effec-
tive retaliation. The Achilles heel
of U.S. strategic posture is the stra-
tegicccommand system, at least ac-
cording to John D. Steinbruner
(“Nuclear Decapitation,” Foreign

-Policy, Winter 1982). Steinbruner

claims: “Fewer than 100 judicious-
ly targeted nuclear weapons could
so severely damage U.S. communi-
cations facilities arid command cen-
ters . . . that the actions of indi-
vidual weapons commanders could
no longer be controlled or coor-
dinated. . . ”

Steinbruner believes there is no
technological soliition to the prob-
lem of command-structure vulner-
ability and consequently that pro-
found changes in U.S. strategic doc-
trine are necessary. I would wel-
come an informed discussion of
whether this .command-structure
vulnerability really is a challenge
to some of the fundamental as-
sumptions on which national secu-
rity rests, <

WiLLiAM E. HEwrTT
Chicago, Illinois

To THE EDITOR OF COMMENTARY:

. I find the belief in our na-
tion’s vulnerability to a Soviet
counterforce or emasculation mis-.
sile strike to be completely implau-
sible.

Soviet mlssﬂes are not now nor
could they ever realistically be ac-
curate enough to accomplish the
sort of strike against America’s
land-based missiles that Robert
Jastrow and a number of defense
analysts fear. I admit that under
tdeal test conditions, Soviet rocket
scientists have achieved a CEP
(Gircular Error Probability) of 450
meters with warheads, an accuracy
which, if accomplished under actual
wartime conditions on a vast scale,
would , be sufficient to knock out
our land-based missiles in their
silos. However, it should be kept in
mind that a CEP of 450 meters
does not mean that every warhead
is guaranteed to hit within 150
meters of a. target. Rather, it
means that 50 percent of the war-.
heads will fall within a circle
whose radius is 150 meters—and 50
percent of the -warheads will fall
anywhere outside the circle. Under
actual wartime conditions, how-
ever, it would be realistically im-
possible to achieve such deadly ac-

-curacy b0 percent of the time. The

Soviets would be lucky to achieve
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such accuracy on a wide scale 25
percent of the time. .
This means that Soviet warheads

would be falling all over our coun- *

try,- many unintentionally on or
near civilian population centers.
Even with an ideal-level of accu-
racy, the Soviets would have to al-
lot three (not the two that Mr. Jas-
trow claims in his article) warheads
to each of our 1,054 land-based miis-
siles to knock out about 90 percent
of our land-based missile force.
America would be saturated with
1,500 nuclear warheads detonating
in places other than our missile silos.
In addition, many of our missile
silos are in or near enough to civi-
lian population centers so that even
Soviet warheads that were precisely
on target would -still produce great
numbers of civilian casualties. The
missiles Inevitably hitting off-tar-
get would produce tens of mllhdns
of civilian casualties. 4
Thus a Soviet counterforce strike
only against our land-based missile
silos would inexorably produce
such a high level of civilian casual-
ties that it would be indistinguish-
able from a Soviet attack deliberate-
ly intended to kill large humbers of
our civilians and produce ‘widescale
civilian property damage. . :
Another serious flaw in Mr. Jas-
trow’s fearful reasoning is the
implicit misconception -that the
United States would passively ride
out an enemy attack, after which
our leadership would very carefully
assess the damage and circumspect-
ly consider options before deciding
whether to launch a retaliatory
strike. But actually, at the time of
the attack, we would be operating
under either a launch-under-attack
policy or an attack-on-warning
policy, the latter being likely in a
time of great international ternsion.
Under an attack-on-warning policy,
our retaliation would be ordered
when it is obvious that Soviet war-
heads are on the way; thus many
of their warheads would explode

-on empty American silos whose

missiles had aready been launched
at the USSR.

Under the launch-under-attack
policy, the policy that is usually in
effect,,our retaliatory forces—Iland-
based missiles, bombers, and subma-
rine-launched missiles—would go
into action as soon as it were obvi-
ous that America was under attack.
Contingency systems would insure
that our retaliation would , be
prompt, even if the President were
killed at the outset, or were out of
communication, or if our military’s

main command-and-communication
centers were destroyed. Thus the
longand thoughtful pause envisaged
by Mr. Jastrow after a Soviet coun-
terforce attack, during which our
leadership is supposed to decide to
surrender to the Soviet Union, is,
In practice, an impossibility. It
does not stand up to analysis.

I think Mr. Jastrow makes’far
too much of the Soviet civil-defense
program, a program that many
Russians regard as no more than a
joke. Realistically it. would not
save more than a handful of Soviet
citizens in a nuclear attack; it
would not prevent the widespread
deaths from disease, famine, radia-
tlon, exposure, and civil dislocation
that would follow a nuclear war;
arld it would do very little to pre-
serve the USSR'’s industrial capac-
ity. The Soviets know that their
tivil-defense measures, while per-
haps enabling some of their govern-
mental and technocratic elite to sur-
vive a nuclear war, would not e
able to prevent civilian casualt!és
on a horrendous scale.

Mr. Jastrow is quite wrong i
clalmmg that the Ru551ans ‘have

“rejected” the idea of “avoiding
nuclear war.” The Russians have
most certainly been very careful
about avoiding nuclear war, for
they realize that a nuclear war
would destroy the USSR as a vi-
able, modern nation. Mr. Jastrow
has used some quotations and cita-
tions out of context -.to present a
very distorted and hence highly in-
accurate view of how the Soviet
leadership thinks about’ nuclear
war. In arguing against Malenkov,
who believed that a muclear war
would destroy world civilization,
Khrushchev did claim, from an ab-
stract standpoint in keeping with
Marxist theory, that socialism
would survive a nuclear war while
capitalism would not. But Mr. Jas-
trow does not present Khrushchev $
complete statement in which he
admitted that the Soviet Union
would suffer very grievously from a
nuclear war, and that. therefore the
Soviet Union should be very care-
ful to avoid a nuclear war.

Mr. Jastrow ignores the fact that
Khrushchev believed, as most of the
Soviet leadership now believes, that
socialism can and will win over
capitalism without resort to nu-
clear war.

Mr. Jastrow also ignores the fact
that Khrushchev instituted cut-
backs in Soviet military strength
and expressed the belief that the
Soviet Union could possess only a

fraction of the nuclear weapons
possessed, by its enemies and still be
safe from a nuclear attack because
enough Soviet weapons would sur-
vive the attack to be able to devas-

.tate the attacker. Yes, Khrushcheyv,

in contrast to Mr. Jastrow’s dis-
torted view of him, was amenable
to what we in the West call the
idea of nuclear “sufficiéncy.”

Mr. Jastrow, along with many
other defense analysts, misperceives
the function of the Soviet military
and the significance of speculative
statements found in various Soviet
military publications.

The Soviet military does not
make operative policy, and is under
the control of the Soviet Commu-
nist party. The Soviet military is
the obedient implementer of pol-

icy decisions of the Soviet lead-’

ership. . . . Thus various specu-
lative opinions, essentially abstract
in naturé, in military publications
should not be taken as irre-
vocably binding on the Soviet lead-

“efship. It may be true that one

opinion found in Soviet military
publications is that once a nuclear

war is considered idevitable, the

best way to fight it would be to
strike first. But ‘it is understood
that the decision to striké would
not rest with the Soviet military.
This idea of striking first if a strike
by the enemy is considered inevita-
ble, of “beating the enemy to the
punch,” as the exprédssion goes, has
also been expressed by American
civilian and military thinkers—it’s
called “preemption.” But because
some American analysts have specu-
lated on the possibility of launch-
ing a preemptive strike against the
Soviet Union does not meari that
the United States is implacably bent
on ldunching such a strike and that
America’s strategic nuclear weapons
have been built with only such a
preemptive strike in mind. . . .
The Soviet leadership does, in
fact, believe in deterrence. In the
late 40’s and early 50’s, when the

United States possessed a nuclear -

monopoly, the Soviets believed that
their capability to overrun Western
Europe kept them safe from an
American nuclear attack, while we

believed that our capability to at- .

tack the Soviet Union with nuclear
weapons kept the Soviets from
overrunning Western Europe with
their army. From the time that
both sides possessed nuclear weap-
ons in large numbers, the Soviet
Union has believed that its ability
to retaliate with nuclear weapons
has kept it safe from nuclear attack.
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The Soviet leadership doesn't
want a nuclear war and has estab-
lished its strategic nuclear forces to
prevent a nuclear attack upon the
Soviet homeland, not for the pur-
pose of initiating an unprovoked
nuclear attack upon the United
States. . . .

It may be true that some Soviet
generals have expressed the belief
that a nuclear war is “winnable,”
according to some special definition
of victory. But Mr. Jastrow and
other defense analysts ignore the °
fact that other Soviet generals, as.
well as civilian Soviet leaders, have
expressed the view that victory in
a nuclear war is a meaningless con-
cept. And even those Soviets who .
do believe that victory of some sort
is possible in a nuclear war, don't
actually want a nuclear war.

. JosebH ForbEs
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

To THE EpITOR OF COMMENTARY:

. . . Robert Jastrow makes it
seem that the USSR has left the
U.S. in the dust in the nuclear-
arms race. when others cite good
sources to show that the Soviets

in a light far more congriient with
history. After all, the Russians suf-
fered terrible casualties in their
own homeland in the last world
war, as they have in otheér wars.
They are surrounded by their tra-
ditional enemies, and the U.S.
seems to be aggravating the situa-
tion by arming some of them with
weapons of massive destruction....

James H. CARLISLE
Riverside, California

To THE EpITOR OF COMMENTARY:
. ... I'take exception to Robert Jas-
trow’s belief that the Soviets “‘reject
the view, so widely held in Amer-
ica, that the mass detonation of
nuclear weapons would mean the
end of civilization. . . .” In fact,
they renounce the first use of nu-
clear weapons, while first use is
our official policy in case of an in-
vasion of Western Europe. Our
Vice President said three years ago
that we could win a nuclear war,
President Carter developed a plan
(Presidential Directive 59) to fight
one, and we talk of limiting such
a war to Europe. . .

LETTERS FROM READERS/S

That the Soviet build-up began
in 1963.should tell us something.
In 1968 we had nuclear superiority
and the Russians had been embar-
rassed by the Cuban missile crisis.

Isn’t it possible that what Mr. Jas-.

trow considers a build-up in order
to win a nuclear war if it broke out
is only an attempt to build up an
arsenal so that they needt never be
embarrassed again? That is how I
read it, since they now want a
freeze while not one expert on our
side is willing to trade nuclear ar-
senals with the Soviet Union. . .
Next we come to perhaps the
backbone of Mr. Jastrow's case. I
will not dispute his assertion that
the destructive power of the Soviet
nuclear " arsenal is about twice as
great as that of the United States.
What is groundless and dangerously
incorrect is his statement that “the
raissile forces of the Soviet Union
also have a combination of accu-

racy, destructive power, and num- _
bers that will enable them to de-

stroy most of our Minuteman mis-
siles in their silos in a preemptive
first strike. We lack any such capa-

have simply reached parity, making
the present a unigque opportunity
for both sides to accept a freeze on
a further nuclear arms build-up
(see Randall Forsberg, “A Bilateral
Nuclear-Weapons Freeze,” Sciéntific
Arnerican, November 1982). I won-
der where Mr. Jastrow gets his
facts. . .

His assumption that counterforce -
strategies can replace MAD ignores,
the fact that nuclear weapons yield
massive destruction and that many |
military installations are in or near
major population centers. Tens of
millions will die in either case.
Furthermore, since accuracy is the
key to an effective counterforce
strategy, and American. missiles
have long been recognized as hav-
ing greater accuracy, who would be
more likely to use counterforce
strategy? As argued by three ex-
perts .in the April 1983 issue of
the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists,
counterforce strategy would prob-
ably take out a nation’s command-
and-control capabilities, thus insur-
ing escalation to all-out nuclear
war. It is therefore more dangerous
than MAD. . ..

Mr, Jastrow seems to assume So-
viet imperialistic intentions in the
nuclear arms build-up. George F.
Kennan, whose credentials for un-
derstanding the Soviet mind carry
far more weight than Mr. Jastrow’s,

"explains Soviet military paranoia
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bility. In other words, the. Soviet
Union has strategic superiority.”
All the data that I am aware of . . .
clearly show that the Soviets do
not have a first-strike capability,
but that the next generation of
weapons (MX and Trident 2, as
well as the probable Soviet weap-
ons of the 1990’s) will change that.
To me, this is the reason it is im-
perative that we have a nuclear
freeze now, before the new tech-
nology undermines MAD and gives
whichever side strikes first a possi-
ble chance of “winning a nuclear
war.” . ..

If the Soviet Union wants a

.nuclear war, the species homo

sapiens will be extinct by the year
2000. 1f it does not, then MAD is
valid and will be in effect until the
next generation of strategic weap-

"ons is deployed (hence the necessity

of a freeze) regardless of Seviet
civil-defense measures or rhetéric
to the contrary: . . . N

New York City

To THE EDITOR OF COMMENTARY:
Coming from the NASA area of
Cleveland, as I did, I had complete
faith in Robert Jastrow’s “Why
Strategic Superiority Matters.” But
a doctor relative (retired colonel)
and a Common Cause associate (re-
tired colonel) both say our Tridents
know precisely where they are at
all times. Who's right?
ViviaN BENTON-RUBEL
Clearwater, Florida

To THE EpitTor oF COMMENTARY:

Robert Jastrow argues that be-
cause of its strategic superiority the
Soviet Union could launch a pre-
‘emptive first strike against our land-
based missiles without threatening
our civilian population. Our only
response would .be to destroy its
cities from our submarines, and
that would be suicidal because it
would unleash a Soviet second-
strike attack against our cities.

Leaving aside the enormous risk
that such a preemptive attack
would inflict serious civilian casu-
alties, and an exceedingly generous
assessment of our patience while
our rqissiles were being destroyed,
what ~ would "the Soviets have
gained? Our real deterrent would
still be .intact. Could the Soviets.
move on Western Europe? No more
than beforé. they destroyed our
land-based missiles. This argument
merely confirms the relative useless-
ness of our land-based missiles ex-
cept as a first-strike weapon.

ROBERT DEBARE

Later in his article, after having
conceded that we can overkill the
Soviet Union-from our submarines
alone, Mr. Jastrow then unthink-
ingly argues that if conventional
war breaks out, Soviet nuclear
superiority becomes the decisive
factor. Why? 1f we could destroy
the Soviet Union 10 times over
rather than 5 times over, woyld
that help us repel a conventional
attack? Would it make the Soviets
less likely to launch’a conventional
attack?

A nuclear response might be pre-
cluded in a conventional attack be-
cause of the retaliatory implica-
tions. But this is not an argument
in favor of strategic superiority. It
is an argument for building up
our conventional might, not for
sinking billions more into demon-
strably useless equipment’ like the
MX. .

RaLpH ROSKIES
Department of Physics
University of Pittsburgh {

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania zﬁi‘,; '

To THE EpiToR oF COMMENTARY:
Robert Jastrow’s article lacks
completeness. It is true that . . .
strategic parity is more stable than
the overwhelming superiority of a
ruthless adversary. But the second
aspect of strategic policy is the avoid-
ance of overwhelmingly large num-
bers of strategic weapons on earth.
There are always some unintended
consequences in the implementa-
tion of national-security systems:
witness two world wars in this cen-
tury. There is also the risk of acci-
dental explosion as the absolute
number of weapons on earth in-
creases. The cost of losing influence
in the world has to be measured in
light of this risk as well as others.
‘The advocates of the nuclear-
freeze political movement know
that, in a simplistic sense, “strategic
superiority matters” and ‘“better
Red than dead.” But neither of
these views solves the problem:
freeze advocates are driving the
governments of America and Rus-
sia to face the complicated task of
negotiating a condominium of na-
tional-security interests that will re-
duce the risk of intentional war,
semi-intentional war, and purely
accidental nuclear explosion.
JoHN GELLES
Ventura, California

To THE EDITOR OF COMMENTARY:

The emperor has clothes! The
emperor has clothes! Strategic su-
periority does matter! Alas, my al-

ready battered convictions that
apologists for the current massive
build-up in the’ American nuclear
arsenal are both logical and well-
intentioned were dealt yet another
blow by Robert Jastrow’s article.
.. . I read the article in the hope
that he could convince me that our
submarine-based missiles are not
sufficient to counter any Soviet nu-
clear threat, but it was a vain hope
indeed. ...

Mr. Jastrow is apparently sug-
gesting that if the Soviets launched
2,000 warheads targeted on our
1,054 missile silos (his figures),
equivalent to an attack several mail-
lion times more devastating than
the one launched against Hiro-
shima, the American government
would simply go about its business
as usual, wait for the fallout to dis-
perse, and then call everyone out of
his basement. Why? To protect our
cities—now lacking some of. the
amenities we’ve grown to love (like

.edible food, potable water, and

breathable air), but the best we
have, I guess. .

This is absolute madness of the
most incredible kind. Qur subma-
rine-based missiles are a perfect
deterrent precisely because they
cannot destroy the Soviet nuclear
arsenal, Were they able to do so,
for precisely the reasons Mr. Jas-
trow advances in support of his
arguments, the Soviets would be
tempted to develop and use their
first-strike capability lest they lose
their ability to respond to an Amer-
ican attack. Short of President Rea-
gan’s Star Wars defensive shield,
the Soviets’ understanding that we
can destroy their society as now
constituted after a first strike re-
mains the best deterrent against
such an attack.

Davip G. Post
Washington, D.C.

To THE EpitoR OF COMMENTARY:

Robert Jastrow’s plea for nuclear
superiority seems logical and con-
vincing—until one realizes that Mr.
Jastrow has finessed the issue of
adequate nuclear defense and is
really advocating a strategy for a
limited nuclear war.

Mr. Jastrow’s whole argument
rests on the idea that the policy of
Mutual Assured Destruction (which
he concedes will prevent war so long
as both sides believe in it) has been
undermined by the Soviets’ abil-
ity to destroy our ICBM'’s; the So-
viets could thus wage war on us
while avoiding the large-scale de-
struction of their own society. . . .
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