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TITLE: AN Interim Strategic Defense Initative AR
Negotation Strategy

AUTHOR: Harvey A. Marshall, Colonel., USAF

Comments on some of the pros angd cons of the Strategic
Detensa Initative (SDI). ¢tey issues discussed relate tc the
projected cost of SDI and the potential violation of the 1972
Anti—-ballistic Misile Treaty. Froposes a solution that has
the patential to signiticantly reduce the total cost,
circumvents the treaty resulting i1n the deplovment of a mores

effective ballistic missile detense system.
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CHAFTER 1

INTRODUCTION

"Whare no counsel is, the pecple fall:but in the multituce qf

counsellors there is safety.”(KJV, Fr. 11:14)

I shall endeavor to protfer military counssl >0 the
sublect of Fresident Reagan®sz Strategic PDefense Initiative
(SDI). The purpose of thi1s counsel 1s to ofter yet another
option that may help as a&an 1nterim EDI ARMS llegotiaticr
strategv that 1f adopted should prove to be more =sfttective,
cost etficient a&and politically more a&acceptable. I Wil
provide the reader with a short introduction followad by
chapters on cost, the 1972 aAnti-ballistic Missile (ABM)
Treaty, the proposal, and conclusion. Now how did this all

come about”™

Robert McFarlane [who was to become the Fresidernt' s
MNational Security Adviserl was worr1ed that
U.S.strateqic-military policy was brezaking Sown. The
nuclear freeze movement was gaining ground 1n Longrass.
Negotiations in (Geneva were going nowhere. McEarlane
could foresee & time when the Soviets might spurt far
ahead 1n the missile race.

Seeking a wav to rattle the chessboard. McFfarlare
reasoned that a defensive research program would attract
bipartisan support at home arnd might someda, ce usstul irn

Geneva. He mentioned thase possibilities to FResagan,
knowing he would be receptive....Lats 1n 1982 McFarlans
and Watkinms £ Admiral James Wathins, Chief ot Maval
Operationsl ccnsultec informally. The product o+ tnoze




talks was & document, known to 1nsiders as the "+freedom
from fear” briefing paper. conveying McFarlane’s views
over Watkin’s name.

Next Watkins got his colleagues on the Joint Chiefs
of Statf ta apprave a briefing +for the Fresident. On
Feb. 11, 1983, they sat down with Resgan .... Thern he
made his pitch: the advances 1in defensive technology were
s0 promising that the FPresident should throw his weight
behind a major research 2ffort. McFarlane interjected:
Are you savying that over time this could leac +o
deplovable systems? Exactly, Watkins replied. McFarlane
then polled the other four military leaders arournd the
table. None dissented. (1:16)

McFarlane’s stratsgy was successful for Y on 22 Marcn
1987 FPra=sident Reagan made his now famous spesch on SDI. (2:8)
Soocn thereafter the Fresident ordered an assessment of
tachnologies and svstems that might provide a defense against
balliszstic missiles, togsther with a study of the policy
implications of ballistic missile defenses for the United
States and i1ts allies. The Defensive Technologies Team and

the Future Security Team’s effarts were submittad to Congress

around March 1984, (Z:1,

This study a&addressed only defense against ballistic
mi1ssiles. ttey to the proposed strategy was an analvsis of
the characteristics of a ballistic misszsile through all fowr
phases of a typical trajectory. The basic finding of this
stugy was that a multi-layered defense which would attack =a
ballistic missile thraoughout its entire traiectorv held the
best chance fcr success. Thus & four-laveresd defernse s stam
mas becom2 the core strategy of this basic research ef+art.

A bv- product of this type of defense is that the cocst  of

-]




achieving the same effectiveness should be ftar less than an

equivalent single-layer defense. (Z:18)

I+ 2ach detense layer could be designed tc aliow only
ten percent leakage, the overall system’sz sffectiveness would
be 92.9%. In other words, if the Soviet Union launched all
10,000 of their warheads at the United States a&at ocne time

oN1y 1D would get thru.

Obvicusly each phase of this laysrec defensive zystem
will present unigque technical problems to be solved. These

technical problems may not be insurmountable, but 10 the

words of FRichard D. DeLauver, farmer undersecratary of
defense. success depends on breakthroughs in sight
technologies, each "eguivalent ta or greater than the

Manhattan [RA-bombl project.” (4:1) The cost of this basic

rasearch =2£ffort for the fiscal vyears 83-89 is estimated tao be

about 325 billion. "This represents two percent of ths
Department of Def=nze budget and 1S percent of the def2nse
R%*LD budget during that period.” {(S:47) MNow that we oW =
i1ttle mare apbout how this all came about, let’' s ~ztuwrn to

the Fresident’ s speech.

On March Z7, 1?83, Fresident FReagan descriced ris
vislon that one dav nuclear weapons might be made

"impotent and obsoclete., " The president azhed: Twhat 1¢f
tree people could live 1m the knowledge that their
security dig not rest upon the thresat of 1instant w.Zo.
retaliation to deter 2 Soviet attaclh: that we cCould
intercaept and destrov sztrategic bDallistic misziles bhetors
they reached our so1 S that of cour allieszs” (Z2:8)




This excerpt comes from one of the most hotly debatec
soeeches of any president during this century. The media
immediately dubbed our Fresident’s vision "star wars." Here
like 1n so many other cases the media goes for a catchier way

of describing the concept rather than the factual--but that

sells nmnews coverage. Being a bit more fair, the media alsa
does perform & very valuable functicn i1n ouwr open socizt,—--1%
starts and assists 1n public debate. In ow soci2ty the

wpenditure of public funds, not to mention the adopticorn of =
bold new defensive strategy which the Administratian wants
and. needs the American public to support, must be thorouaghl .
depated and discussed. One thing about the debats that has
ensued since the Fresident’s 1987 speech has been 1ts bigpolar
character—--one is either vehemently +or or against SDI. We
need to understand some of the maljor argumernts put forth bov
both sides. Assessmant of these arguments/facts will be used
th

as a basis of my proposed strategy. “irst lst’= acdress =

major reason far the Fresident’s decision.

For the past twenty vears the only opticn cpen to anw

president +or the deterrence of nuclear war has been the

threat of nuclear retaliation. This 13 basic=zliyv the
strateqgy of Mutual Assured Destruction. There Wwas no
alternati1.e’ Ir the opinion of Fresident Reagan and those in

favor o€ this nasic researcnh ef+ort there 1s nPow hope +or a
second optian. = opticn that 13 defensive ratoer than

Sftensive 1n nature and offers the world nops rather tham the




continued tnhnreat of anmihbilaticon. This, 21n my oOp1rmlGn, 13 &

very gocd treasan to pursue SDI. But what has oeen the

.

opinicn oY cur chief enemy -— the 3Soviet Union®? ($:18,.8)

The folliowing quote, I believe, adeguately describes the

i

Soviet’s opiniocn: "Despite U.S5. assurances, the Soviest

percelve Star Wars as part of a U.S. first strike, aliowing

us to launch & preemptive attack and then to destrov the
ramnant of any  surviving Soviet retaliatary forces.”
(73853527 Such a perception should leave little doubt in thea

minds of any American of the real i1ntentions of th= Soviats.
Their intenticn is to deny the United States the very system
they themselves are developing(2:17). I+ they ars successtul
won't they be 1n exactly the same position? Would thev

hesitate to strike first in that situation?

The change 1n  the industrial situaticn,i.2..the recsnt

scientitic resaarch bre=2akthroughs, Nnas been tneE  1mpetuous

behind SDI +rcm the very beginning. Theose 1n favor of 5D1I
nave analyzed recent technalaogical trends and +eel contident
that within the next two decadez the president and Zohgra:ss
will be 117 & pPp@siticen to make an ainfarmed deglavment

decision.
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CHAFTER I1

WHAT WItl IT COST?

Senator Froumire, like those that so adamantly oppoce
star wars, oppose 1t because of its proJjectad cost. Libte Mr.
Proxmire, former Secretaries of Defense Harolg Erown ang
James Schlesinger, and a senior spokesman  of the FReagan
Administration, have all estimated the full star wars cost as
hundreds of billions to ocne trillion dollars. (1:88Z27)

Schlesinger added that star wars’ development would abzors

funds drastically needed by conventional programs. (J:s73)

With the exception of accepting the tact that
conventional programs might have to compete with star wars
for funds., I could not find any basis +0r such an e2stimate.
This 1S not to say that thair estimates were not supported,
only that ncne were offered in the books and the rnumercus
artizles that 1 read. Without this basic 1ntormaticn cre can
only conjecture as to the accuracy of their sstimates. Ir
there estimates were basea upon an extrapolation of the Union
of Concerned Scientists’ (USC) estimate of the number of
laser satellites that would be needed to protect the United
States in a worst cCcase scenario tas originally propcssc).,
their estimate would have oeen cased upaon a reguirement ot
2,400 satelliitas. T I In this cass. 1+ one as=sumed that

zach satellite would cost about E1C0 mi1llian sach their




estimate would have been in excess of $2 trillion. It shoula
be noted that a careful analysis aof the USC estimate reveals
that less than "100" satellites would be required. (Z:21)
Obviously the estimated cost would have to be re-evaluated.

r

[

Now 1+ their estimate was based upon an extrapolation s+ st
wars® F%¥D budget, perhaps a more reasonable sstimate ccoculd be
supportad. Norme—-the-less, this type of i1nformatiocn was nct
provided ei1ther, Because there 15 no support +or this
estimate and the fact that it is so Qgrossly over statec.ore
must only assume that the accuracy of their estimate 1s not
as 1mportant as their desire to strese that the total cost
may. 1n  their opinion, be exceedingly areat. I+ thev are
close by even one order of magnitude, with the Gramm-Fudmar
amendment in force the United States may find 1t extremely
difficult to fund SDI all by itself. (4:24) But what atbcut

the cost to the Russians?

Sernator Froxmire’s position 13  that the cost marsins
will alwavs favor the oftensive. (1:5SI56-SE7C27) A r2sad1ng
of Clausewitz on the-other-nand, would lead ocne to tne
opposite canclusion. For he states, '"that the detensive form
of warfare 135 intrinsically stronger thanm the offernsive.”
(5:388) Little Brown supports Clausewitz when he cited
studies that were dore at Lawrence Livermore that showed that
a single laser or particle-beam satellite (estimated cost: %t

billion) could destroy 27 Soviet 95-18 missiles (cost:$2.70

billion). Thue, 1n an otfense-defense race 1nvolving these




weapons, it would cost the Soviet Union twice as much &as 1t
would cost us. (&6:38) Dr. Robert Jastrow, ona of the
nation’s leading physicists, also supported Clausewits when
he 1nformed the Senate Defense Appropriations Subcommittee
that the U.S. could build a two-layered smart-bullet
ballistic missile defense system for about $60 billion that
would require the Soviets to spend up to $Z trilliocn to
aoverwhelm. (7:112) Who 1s correct; the Froxmiras or
Clausewitzians™ I don*t know, but the raministration’s

position supports the Clausewitzian position.

Faul Mitze, the President’s senior arms control adviser,
stated that before the Administration will proceed with the
SD1 development and test program they will have toc have the
answer to two key questions: "Will the projected defense be
invulnerable to attack? And 1if the offense 1mproves or
1increases its forces, will the defense be able to resist the
challenge for less than what 1t cocsts the offense to mount
1t (6:40) Then and only then would continuance of SDI be
Justified 1n his gcpinion. This appears to be a verw
reasonable pocsition, but how will one really know the answer
to these two questions? Will the Soviets provigde us treir
half of the i1information? If mot won’t the answers be as
speculative as Froxmire’s? If cost 1s to be the primary
criteri1a pernaps parallel cost should be used not simple

system by system analysis.

By parallel cost I mean the combirned Gross fMationai




Froguct (DBNF) of the free world versus the Saoviet Union and
the Warsaw Fact. By free world I would include all of
NATO,Japan, lsrael, Australia, and South HKarea. In this
case, the GNF would favor the free world by a factor of three
to one. In other words, the +ree wotrld could corporately

spendg three times as much on a ballistic missile defense
svstem and sti1ll bpe relatively caost etfective. (o2 403
8:472-475) I believe this would be the wisest course of
action because we nNot only gain financially we might also
have access to the technical communities of all these
countries. It shauld be noted that some would arque that
this is at best optimistic because Western societies have
historically <found it difficult to spend as large a
percentage of their gross national product on defense as the
Saviet Union. Ferhaps they are right, but with the stakes so
high this could change. Although cost is important, BAVING
aur societies has a value that should be 1ncluded 1n  this
decision also. In closing this section let me leave the
reader with the following consideration.

Experts have concluded that since the RBM Treaty of

1972, The Soviet Union has spent about as much on

strateqic defenses a3z on their enormous buildup 1n

aof+ensive strategizs nuclear missiles...The Soviets have
invested very heavily for more than two decades in cther

torms of antiballistic missile defense, including
precisely those technologies encompassed by our own
research program. Given these facts, aoes 1t nat seem

hypocritical that the Soviets would excoriate the U.5.
SDI program 1n tones of autrage and moral indigrnation®?
I« 1t not hypoecritical that they are naow constructing a
ragar i1n  central Siberia which blatantly viclates the
very #BM Treaty they claim to want stringently enforcead?
(9: )




CHAFTER III

r 1972 ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE TREATY

J The continued viability of the 1972 Anti-ballistic
Missile (AEBM) Treaty has and continues to be a central 1ssue
in the debate of SDI. But before we get into a discussion of
how the AEBM Treaty should be handled, its purpose needs to be

understood.

Under Secretary of Defense Fred C. Ikle had this to sayv

about the this subiect:

canit is time +tov
the United States to recognize "that aour arms control
theories of 15 years ago were mistaken."

"We did not slow down the build-up 1in offsnsive
nuclear arms by curbing strategic defenses. The AEM
Treaty failed in bringing stability."

In the 15 years since the nmeactiation of that treat..
he noted, the Soviets have added “some 7,900 medium and
long-range nuclear missile warheads to their arsenal. an
increase of 5135 parcent. Since the treaty was si1anad 1n
1972, some 2,850 Soviet missile warheads were added. a
growth of almost 43 percent.

"Clearly the Soviet Union did mot agree with us on
our philosophy for tha ABM Treaty,"” he said. moreaver,
the Soviet Union "not only violated the spirit of that
treaty, but its formal provisions,' e.g3., by construction
of the huge phased array radar at krasnovarsk.” (1:114)

Although I'm sure that Mr. Ikle is absolutely right in
stating the general purpcose of the ABM Treaty and where we

+1nd ourselves today, those who oppose SDI, the

10




Administration. and the JCS clearly see value in continued
compliance. Those who oppose star wars appear to  reason as
Carl Sagan does that enlightened policies not star wars will
save ussy hence, even though these treaties have not been as
successful as we'd hoped, they have done some gocd and they

~

serve as a reminder that we can do better. (2:66,69) Bazed

1}

upon the Soviet tUnion®s continued violations of such treatizss

coupled with our apparent i1inability to attain ouww stated
obiectives,its amazing that this hope of vet a mer e
anlightened treaty has such persuasive force. Al though

N
¥

[

r

m

Senator Froumire’s main argument against star wars iz cle
a sincere warry about the eventual cost of an anmt:-pballistic
missile defense system, he too uses the American rcoe  1n
enlightened policies—-verifiable treaties. He stated his

case as follows:

"..a"s8tar wars’ would Jiecpardize arms cchtrol in the
tollowing ways: First, it advances and extendas the arms
race. Second. if deploved, it obviously violates the
Anti-EBallistic Missile Arms control treaty sccording  to
testimony b&v  the Defense Department’s own leadinc
advocate of "star wars."

Third. it would end any, chance of & treaty limiting
Soviet offensive missiles because the Soviets would

certxinly not agree +to an arms control treat +that
nullified their ability to retaliate eftectively to a
nuclear attack. The easzy response by the Soviets +o
"star wars’ 18 to build more offensive missiles. If we

go ahead with ‘star wars,” thev will do just this ard
they will certainly refuse to agree +to anv treatv that
would prevent them from doing so.

Fourth. "star wars’ would s2ri1ously Jecparai=s the
superpower statellites which constituta the very heart of
arms control varitication. Fifth, "star wars" viould
seriously diminish the credibilitvy of arms ccht-=ol

11
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agreements because 1t would make verification of a much
more complex and far-flung offensive missile system muih

less reliable.

And sixth, any offensive missiles the antimissile
system could intercept and stop could be, and would be,
replaced by new offensive missiles the Soviets wculd
build 1n anticipation of precisely this kind of problem.
(J:5944%5)

Senator Froxmire's positicon 1is typical of thoses that

apnose star wars. These reasons need tao be discussed.

The fact that SDI may or may not extend the arms racsz
tirst i1s not supported by anyvthing other tham Mr. Froumire’s
statement. However, other opponents have voiced ths same

argument and cite that a modest 1ncrease 1n the cffense using

i

penetration aids and the like could easily foil star wars.
As palinted aut earlier this may not be true. Remember Little
Brown and Dr. Robert Jastrow share the opposita
apinion. (4:3831:112) In any case, the race might Just center
around the defense rather than the defense/of fence. I+ the
tarmer wera2 the case, then our Fresident’s aobiective wauld be
achieved. Then perhaps the United States a&and the Soc.:iest
Urnion could negotiate a real and lasting reducticn 10 nuclear
ballistic missiles. This 13 in fact the verv hoce of +he
Administration. (S:9) o+ course there 13 a third
alternative-—an 1ncrease in both defense and offense. I
peliave that as long as we are enemies the later will b2 the

course +ollowed.. Only time wil! tell. Let L3 3h1p tre

s2cang reason and come back to 1t later.




Mr. Froxmire’s third tactor may in fact be true. but cn
the-other-hand 1t may not be. Fraoxmire’s reasoning 135 Sased
upon his arg like opponent’s opinicn  that the Soviest’s
gasi1est and surest answer to star wars 1s to i1ncrease tneir
offensive missiles or the number of warheads. The obvicus
corollary of this reasoning 15 that a ballist:c missile

systam would work much better 1f the cpponentes arssznal WAS

[11]

grastically reduced. As pointed ocut earlier, the Soviet
have :invested as much on defense as on offense. Was 1t ncs
Garbachev, the General Secretary of the Cammunist Farty. that
made the offer to reduce the nuclear arsenal bv S0 perzent
tthis 18 of couwse tied to no U.S. SDIYT  wouldn't it be
difficult to prove that the Soviets had disbanded the ICEM=s
that they had in silos if we agreed to such a reduction? I+¢
1 remember correctly. many of their siloc based ICBMe are ccld
launched and henze they may already have spares. Tec be sure
that this capability was 1n tact dismantled we’'d neec tco
varify that the silos were destrsyed also. Compliance tov the
Soviets would still leave them their mobile ICEBMs  which
s1gnificantlv complicates the verifization tsasi. The +flip
side of the coin woulg leave the U.S. with & se&ricous .2130.
Could we atford the rishk assaociated with Gorbachev’™s soffer at
this time? With his cold launch and mobile ICEMs 13"t
Gorbachnev 1n & much better position than us™ Ferhaps 1t
wouid be wise +or the U.3. to stall the necotiaticrs urntil we

nave cur own mobile ICEM=s and additional time to 48 =@ 2ias1cC

research tor SDI. I for cre believe thi1s suagagestion to te




avpedient.because we’'d be 1n an equivalent negotiating
position and hxaxve perhaps far Qgreater 5SDI basic research
information with which to make an 1ntelligent go-ro go

deployment decision.

Mr. Froxmire would have you believe that stoocing star
wars at this stage waould be not anly exped:ent, but
absolutely necessary 1f we are to save the satellites whiczh
constitute the veryvy heart of an  arms control verification
capatbility. He reasons that anv nation that could find and

bnock out and i1ncoming ballistic missile could perfect an

antisatellite variation of the same weapon. (71359444 This
13 hard to oispute, si1nce 1t reapresents Stning but
conjecture. But 1f 1t°s <true, and 1f¥ Faul Mtze’s public

statement has the backing of the Fresident, then perhaps SDI
will have to be scrubbed. We won't know. however until we
prove 1t to aourselves. Surely we shouldn’t base the detense

of our naticn on mere conlecture?

Again 15 seems that Mr. Fraoxmire’s +14F%h ara s1:0th
posi1tion are based more on conlecture than hard facts. =
wars ar nao, the Soviets appear tao be continuing therr

strateqic missile modernization and buirld-up Erogram.

According to lnder Secretary of Defense Ikle 1S vears nhaven’t

achieved the desired results. What mabkes us 30 sure rmow that
anotnar arms control agrzement  will achiave snv Detter
results”T Speabking cof results let ug riow return to Froimire’ =

second pocsition——deplovsment of star Wars would visiate the

14




1972 AEM Treaty.

it

Mr. Froxmire and like ocpponents of szt ar WA = =
pasically right when they say that the deplaovment of star
wars would wviolate the 1972 ABEM Treaty. Stressing the

potantial violation, they fail to point ocut that the traaty

1s  a li1ving gocument and meant to be sc. Thers= are
pravisions incarporated 1n 1t that allow for 1ts
modification. "Article XIV gives each party the riaht <o
propase amendments to the treaty.” (6:2) Articles xIVY and

X111l are provisicns that give the respons:ibility to the
Standing consultative Commission to negoctiate amanamentzs  to
the treaty that either side proposes. According to  Faud
Mitze, it 1s the i1ntent of the United States to fully cocmply
with this agreement. (&:3) If this 15 the case. and I have
no reason to doubt i1t, themn what’'s the praoblem®™ The crstolem
will come when the United States reaches the deploysmernt oraze

and the Soviet Union retus=s to negotiate. What willi be the

United States® &alternative then™

The only reasonable overt couwse of action would be for
the U.5. to revert toc international 1aw. International law
provides that a materi1al Br=zach by on=e partvy entitles the
other to withhold cocmpliarnce with amn  esquivalent provision.
Thne United States nas reverted to this stipulatian i the
past. &and thus shoulig have no compulsion in exarcis=ing 1t

again 70T Thers are several Sgviet vi1alationzs of the




arms treatlES.

In his January 1984 report to the Congress,. tre
Fresident concluded that the Soviet 11on has viclated or
probably violated several of its masor arms controi
abligations and political commitments...They have
viclatad the Helsinka Final Act reguirement of advanced
notification ot certain major military exercises, and the
SALT II limits on encryption of missile test telemetr..
A new large phased-array radar that they are now tuiiding
in the central USSR 1is almost certainly 1in violatizrn of

tne 1972 AEM Treatwv. The S5-25 missile 1s opraosaktly a
secona new ICEM  tvype. profibited by the SALT il
agreement; 14 1t 1s not, 1t wviglates the SALT II
provisions regarding the permitted ratio between wns
weight aof an ICBM reentry vehicle and the missile’ s tctal
throw weight....And they probably have deploveo the 3S5-1s

missiles 1n violation of SALT II1.(8:62-67)
Obviously, the United States nhas ample ammurmition to pursus
tne provisians of i1nternational law. The majlor problem here,
in my opinion, would be the potential loss faor mearmingtul
treaties 1n the future. All-in-all, this may twn out to be
a political stumbling block that can’t be hurdled. It s0. 13

there another alternative?
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CHAPTER 1V

THE FROFOSAL

My proposal is a covert idea. First it reccgnizez that
McFarlane’ s 1dea appears to lack a strategic strateg, and
proposes one; second, it proposes & way to handle the
potentially prohibitive cost of SDI: anmd third it addr=ssas

the problem of testing.

ul

My counsel 135 that the United States deplovy and test it
balliistic missile defense system covertly. Covert deplcvment
and te=sting may prove to pbe extremely difficult but sursl.
not mare ditficult than the SDI venture itseldf. Although Mr.
McFarlane’s i1dea has givern our open society the privilege of
publiz debate, 1n my opinion, it lacks a strategic strategy
that has the potential to be cost effective. The deolowment
S+ an unknown ballistic missile system has a far  graater
chance of being successful than a known system. A borner that

thinks that his opponent lack a defens= on his left 31 de

in

because he can't see anmn arm 135 mor2 likely to be surorised
and his blow countered tham would otherwise be the case.
This would be the same case 1f the Soviets were unaware of
our deploved ballistic missile defense and they decided to
exercize their +irst strike cption assuming that their cwn
detense zZould handle the residual threat. The reader should

note that this a&appears tc be & basic charge 1n our overall

17




military strategy to avoid nuclear war. This 1s noct tha2 case
at all., but a basic assumption of this proposal 1z tnat the
Jnited States would have a far greater chance ot zurvaval
should our basic strategy fail if we had & ballistic mis=ile

detense system that was unknown to the Soviets verses no

detense at all. In my opinion, one must always have a vi1able
altarnative 1+ one’s basic strategvy fails. Hence the
question that we need to address 1s "iust what should we zZc

to give us an even greater chance of survival?”

The ARMs control negotiations should be prolongess £z

il

Jive us time to deplovy more Fesace kKeeper (MX) missi1l2s 50 As

o
—s =

to have an eauivalent cold lauwnch system anmd to  deplo.
small midgetman (SM) missile to have a survivable/mobile ICTEM
like the Soviet’s 55-25 and time to reach the deployment
point of SDI. 0Of course, ouw Congress must be awara of our

reasons for delaving the ARMs negotiations and be willina =

]

+~

fund continued deplovment of the MX and SM svetems, Shtherwl se

we coula be defested before we rezally get started. Civern we
g2t th=2 Congress’® support and arse successtul 1n zorrectly
posturing ourselves. hard-ball negotiations zhould te

zoncluded.

The Soviets appreciats power and shcoculd be approachan
accorgingly. (1 I20-2&T) The J.S. should demand that the
Soviets dismantle all ballistic missiles that 1n "o
JELINIGARY vidlate2  any, previouslv negctiated ARMs aaresements

(85~-16 and S5-I for euample) and demard the dismarntling ot

18




the phnased-array radar at krasnovarsk. Thi=z should be our
going 1n position. Then offer to agive up SDI deplcocvmernt =rd
t2sting for a veri1fiaple reduction of 60 percent of all ICEMs
on both sides. Given the Soviets agree arnd we veritv the

sealing of the silos and the destruction of the mizsilez and

~
1l
(&}
C
n
n
L

the phased-arraved radar. we will have significantly ;
Tne thr=at and tnhne Saoviet Union’'s awnh ballistiz missile
deternse czapabilaity,. Of couwrs=se we will not give uwup 201 zm.-
those parts that we' ve already determine as unworti atci=2 and

cowErt

]

iy

rename SDI something else and press ocn  with

Jeplovment. It"s a gamble and & li1e, but it Just might work.

il

M

(Obvizcuslv. this runs counter to our natizchn 3 LalloeE

Y]

oLrpose., but one must at times weilgh tn2se with oern
important 1ssues —-- such &5 national survival 10 the svert ot

re ot

h
i
h
—
b

A nucliear war.) Femember 1n the long run  wes

about the fruits of negotiation ard thev will protabl. ZDi++z-

yt
-t
8]

trsm ow 1nirtial 3cal =, but the real staectivs i

s1gQnit:cantl. reguce the threat ard &t “he same *1me sSiToLL .

Sur J2ftense.

By simplit.ing our defense requirements we wWill ha.E
r2guced the ast accoraginglyv. Our alli=2s have sust  as
much,1+ rct more, to be gained by this cocverall .ernture arc.

10 My SE1MN1on, they should shoulder their +a1ir share o3+ the

Yl

by

v
[y

fimancial burden ard the problem solving tash. Ezr lel c-=-

wouid o2 th2 Zheag23t way o go. Gut 1nciuging alliss 1rm thy

il
[11]

venture prasents us Wwith 3% many problems as we might Z& at.

il

13




T3 sclive. First and foremost 1= the problem of secrecy and

mert

mn

then there 1s the problem of coordinaticon and the a&gre

St the fair share of the cost.

As far as what represents a fa1r share of the zZcst that
aur allies should be asked to bear 1711 leave that up to our
politicans, pbut I do have & suggestion as to how we might o=t
Sur alli=23s to finance2 their share. With the problasm of our
huge national debt and the continued trend of ever 1ncreasing
trage geficits and the unknown efftect of the Gramm—-FRudman

amerdmernt, I celieve even & partial solution to this problem

235 be

i
]
[
™)

woulad b2 poiinically welcomed. I suggest that our

iD
5
"
1]
a3
it
3
-+

asteg to tirmance specirfic 50 ventures via 10-20 p

1}

tneir trade surplus with the Umnited States. Qur Conagr=as
should 1nturn promisa rnot to pursue protecticnist
leqgislatiaon. Jur allies should be allowed to i1nvest this
money 1N their own economy and thus, reap a positive return
ana we willi 10 eftect reap & si1gnificant cost reducticon for

the overall SDI venture.

The i1ssue of secrecv might be achieved bv blirnding the

U
O
>
11}
+

'z sat2llites and other caollecting devices through the
use of 5Dl products and by launching the 30! svstems 1m%tc
spac2 9ov23r a prolonged period. Thiz prolonged launch osriod
shoula e so constructed as to appear as ouwr rnormal launch

ATTI L ity.

Girver trhat ocur allies tailr share of the cost and the
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secrecy of the SDI deployment could be favorably resaclved, we
will have sigrnificantly reduced the overall cost cof ZDI.
developed much closer a&allies, and have a ballistic missile
defense i1n place that protects us &ll far more than an cvert
system could. Thisg leaves only one question to be

addressed—-~the confidence factor.

Operational t=sting 13 reguired to demonstrate a
satisfactory level of contidence. What I propose 13 that tre
multi-layvered defense svstem use SM, MX, and s=2&a laurnched
ballistic missiles (SLEM), launched out of Varndenberg anc
Fatrick AFE as 1ts targets. These targ=ts should be laumchzd
with scrambled telemetry data and during times when Zovizt
surveillance is most difficult, Destroying targets over the
Eastern and Western missile Test Ranges 1s ideal for this
purpose, because the right targets are avaliable, the total
missile trajlectory 13 avaliable so that &all1 four phases cof
the lavered-defense could be tested,and the test target
missiles are all constructed 1n  such a manner &s to allow
satety to destroy themy thus, a kill could be publicly

SCns.

[0

explained aF a detocnation by the range for satetv re
Obviously, there 15 a limit to the amount of testing that
could be done, but these ranges aftford us the best cover:
test range avaliable. Demonstrated confidence is necessarv:

complete contidence cannot be demonstrated in either amn owvert

S covert system unless the Saoviets start World War II11.




CHAFTER v

CONCLUSION

The opponents of the Fresident’s Strategic Lefernse
itnmrtiative base their case on the technical aspecsts. the
cost., and the potential vioclation of the 1272 Anti-~ballistaic
missile Treatv. Since SDI 1s a basic ressarch effcort and I
am not qualified to discuss the technical i1ssues, this part

should be left to the expert. Witnh respect to zost,. 1" ve

t

i

shown that &t the verwv minimum their cost prolecticns ars
least gquestionable. However , anvthing near the amount they
are proiecting whenrn coupled with the Gramm-Rudman amendgment
should give one strong cause to seek reliable allies that are
willing to share the cost. In addition to cost. the
potential vialation aof the 1972 ABM Treaty has been stressed.
The cnlyv overt wavs to 1nsure that the treatv 13 noct violatesd
seemsz to be erther a resart to the provision of i1ntarnational
law or the negotiation of a modification to the existima
treaty. Neither way may be politically acceptable or
possible. EBesides, the Soviet’s track record of viclati-g
treaties 15 clear. It 15 doubtful that we can trust them, 0

why put the fate of cur society in another treatv”

[+ anather treaty 13 not the wav to ac, & zaovert
deployment of & b&allistic missile defense matas serse,

However, 1t makes sense2 onlv 1 ¥ the United Statz2s has

2
-~




e o

sufficient Feace heeper and Small Midgetman missiles, SDI
basic research 15 near deolovment, trusted allies are willing
to share the cost, angd we are successful in negotiat:ng e
si1gni1ticant reduction in the offensive strategic nuclear
threat. Sinc2 neilther a&an overt nor & covert ballistic
missile defense system canm be fullvyv tested, a defense svs=tem
that *the Soviets are unaware of should have a much better
chance ot peing effective. Assuming that the number one
politica responsikbility of our dovernmert 1= national
survival this proposal might b2 politically more acceptable
because 1t shoula have a far agreater chance of zucc2s:z than

Aan overt sSallistizc m 112 daftense s=yvstem. Couns=zlimng “rom a

i
(L]

= Tt

U

military stamd point I for one would rscommend this ccour
action from a military point of view. However, fram a moral
point of view which I +or one believe 1s the best apcroach, I

would recommend that this great Mat:on with all ot 1ts allies

proceed wi*th an over*t 3SD1 vsnture. Beirg uvunita2z 1in anm oVEr®
EDI ventura, [ believe, would send the Ssvists  Sne powertul
and =succinct message -—- the frse world 18 uni*ted and will

defeat vou should ,ou chosa war!

tJ
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