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PREFACE

The Rand Corporation is providing analytical support to the
Assistant Chief of Staff/Intelligence, Hq USAF, on the question of
possible Soviet responses to the U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative
(SDI). This effort examines Soviet policy toward SDI in terms of those
aspects of doctrine and strategy, offensive and defensive force
requirements, internal resource decisions, arms control behavior, and
international conduct that could have a reciprocal bearing on U.S.
security.

This Note lays out a contextual backdrop against which to evaluate
possible Soviet alternatives for dealing with SDI in the decade ahead.
It makes no attempt to predict or otherwise speculate about what the
Soviet leadership will ultimately do in response to SDI. Instead, it
examines Moscow's statements on SDI to date; reviews the highlights of
Soviet doctrine and programs related to strategic defense; considers the
real concerns that may underlie the Kremlin's public posturing on SDI;
and outlines the key political and strategic factors that will constrain
whatever responses the Soviet leaders eventually select. A discussion
of generic response options that Soviet planners might find attractive
is presented in a companion study by Kevin N. Lewis, Possible Soviet
Responses to the Strategic Defense Initiative: A Functionally Organized
Taxonomy, N-2478-AF, July 1986.

This analysis should be of interest to USAF officers in the
operations, plans, and intelligence communities concerned with SDI,
U.S.-Soviet strategic interaction, the arms control process, and trends

in Soviet military doctrine and policy.
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SUMMARY

Since its announcement in March 1983, the Strategic Defense
Initiative (SDI) has been a major bone of contention in Soviet
commentary on East-West relations. Although much of its rhetoric has
been self-serving and propagandistic, Moscow's statements on the issue
have also reflected deeper concerns about SDI and its implications for
Soviet security. Insofar as Soviet planners are genuinely worried about
what SDI portends, their expectations may considerably influence the
degree to which SDI might be used by the U.S. government to help drive
Soviet force deployments and arms control behavior in directions
beneficial to Western security.

Soviet pronouncements on SDI have been consistent from the
beginning. They have also repeated several key themes. The central
allegation has been that SDI is not intended, as advertised, merely to
ensure U.S. survival, but rather to back up a U.S. war-winning posture
aimed at depriving the Soviet Union of any retaliatory capability.

Much of Moscow's anti-SDI rhetoric has misrepresented the intent of
SDI in an attempt to play on U.S. domestic dissension and inflame the
worst fears of our European allies. Nevertheless, Moscow's commentarv
in the wake of President Reagan's SDI speech has sought to occupy the
political high ground by proclaiming that since the signing of the ABM
Treaty in 1972, the Soviet Union has changed its ways on the question of
homeland defenses. By putting Washington on the defensive with an
argument that has a powerful appeal for those in the West inclined to
believe it, this refrain has given Moscow an inside track in the
propaganda war over SDI.

Although the Soviet leaders surely do not believe everything they
have said in their propaganda barrage, they may be genuinely concerned
that SDI reflects a turn toward greater toughness in the American
strategic temperament. They may also believe that SDI will circumscribe
future Soviet power and opportunities if allowed to mature into a

deployed capability, notwithstanding any technical problems it may
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encounter along the way. Particularly in light of other ongoing U.S.
efforts toward nuclear and conventional force modernization, the Kremlin
may assess SDI as proof that the United States has finally decided to
counter Soviet force developments with greater determination after years
of neglect.

Even a less than comprehensive U.S. ballistic missile defense (BMD)
capability would threaten to undermine Moscow's investment in hard-
target ICBM development by increasing the uncertainty that would attend
any Soviet attempt to disarm the United States preemptively in a serious
confrontation. It would also compel Moscow to undertake major new
programs of its own to restore an acceptable military balance. Finally,
Moscow could view SDI as a real threat to use the superior American
technology to a practical advantage and thereby leave Moscow in a
distant second place in the technological competition. Although the
USSR has reaped ample propaganda support from Western criticism that
SD! will never work, the remarkable outpouring of Soviet effort to stop
SDI in its tracks before it develops any programmatic momentum is
powerful evidence of a Soviet fear that it will work only too well. This
implies that the United States could parlay SDI into considerable
bargaining leverage in its across-the-board diplomatic dealings with the
Soviet Union.

A final aspect of Soviet commentary has been a recurrent refrain
that Moscow will not be driven down any path preferred for it by the
United States, but will instead respond to SDI with a view to its own
security interests. This line, which emphasizes offensive rather than
defensive countermeasures, has probably been adopted to dash any U.S.
hopes that the USSR might be coopted into working toward a defense-
dominated strategic world. But it also underscores many of the
arguments that Western critics of SDI have given prominent airing. To
this extent, it may reflect more an attempt to gain another propaganda
advantage from Western dissension over SDI than any actual planning
assumptions on the part of the Soviet leadership.

The most probable Soviet short-term approach toward countering
SD! will be a continued effort, already well under way, to drive a stake
through the program politically before it gains enough momentum to
present a tangible threat. Among the highlights of this campaign has
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been a determined Soviet attempt to exploit the natural yearning of
Americans for arms control with a variety of tantalizing force-reduction
"proposals" while stonewalling in the negotiating arena in the hope that
the administration's position on SDI will yield under the pressure of
public opinion. This suggests that Moscow's arms control posturing
remains in a highly tactical phase. But it also dramatizes the Soviet
Union's desire to eliminate SDI on the cheap, if at all possible, by
helping to engineer its demise before hard commitments toward offsetting
Soviet programs become required.

Should this political assault against SDI prove unavailing, Moscow
will have to turn to responses whose feasibility and cost are almost
surely being debated within the Kremlin today. One of the key
problems presented by the multilayered SDI scheme is that the Soviet
Union will have to react to a considerable technological challenge. By
simultaneously exploring a broad range of boost-phase, mid-course, and
terminal intercept configurations, SDI will force Moscow to concentrate
its resources against all these schemes if it wishes to preserve the
offensive advantages it currently enjoys. Obviously, that will stress
Soviet R&D more than would a requirement simply to counter any one U.S.
BMD component. It further explains why cheap solutions such as simply
MIRVing up or adding more penetration aids are not as promising for the
Soviets as they might appear at first glance.

Another factor bearing on Moscow's response will be the Soviet
leadership's assessment of U.S. staying power over the long haul. The
United States has periodically encountered trouble sustaining expensive
military programs that have required the support of multiple leaderships
and multiple budget cycles to achieve full fruition. Soviet planners
appreciate that future U.S. administrations may not share the same
enthusiasm for SDI as the current one does. They are also aware of the
significant budget pressures faced by the Reagan administration's
defense program as a whole. They will make every:effort to take
advantage of such problems.

As for Soviet internal deliberations, the presence of a strong
General Staff able to impose top-down direction on the weapons
acquisition process will tend to minimize the tugging and hauling over

programs and budgets that often characterize interservice rivalries in
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Western countries (the United States not excluded). To this extent, we
should expect a reasonably coherent and disciplined Soviet response,
whatever technical form it may assume,

Moscow's reaction to SDI will be heavily contoured by long-standing
doctrinal proclivities. Here, the important point concerns the
likelihood of Moscow's acceding to any arrangement (whether through
negotiation or tacitly) that seeks to replace the current environment
dominated by strategic offense with one more characterized by robust
defenses on both sides. Some proponents of SDI have suggested that
Soviet participation in such a4 transition should be rendered that much
easier by what they regard as the "natural" preeminence of the defensive
mission in Soviet military thought. Yet the Soviet emphasis on homeland
defense has typically occurred within the context of a continued
parallel stress on the necessity for overwhelming offensive forces. For
that reason, Soviet participation in any cooperative venture aimed at
redefining the character of the current strategic landscape is remote.

Perhaps the most important factor that will govern how Moscow
reacts to SDI involves the question of resource constraints and the
inevitable difficulties that will arise over allocation priorities as
the Soviets attempt to grapple with this challenge. After more than two
decades of sustained force expansion, the Soviets are now finding
themselves saddled with real limits to attainable military growth.

Given the increasing demands on Soviet resources, not only from the
economy at large but also within the defense sector, SDI threatens a
new round of technological competition that the Soviets almost certainly
would prefer to forgo. Moscow's discomfiture over the problems that
will be posed by any requirement to bite the SDI bullet seems genuinely
rooted in an appreciation of the Soviet Union's own resource and
technology limitations.

On balance, Moscow's main near-term worry probably involves the
prospect that a successful U.S. SDI effort will deprive the considerable
Soviet nuclear offensive posture of much of its former political utility.
For the moment, the Soviets show little sign of apprehension that SDI
will result in major deployments on a scale sufficient to bring about
all the dire consequences alluded to in their most exaggerated

forebodings. Indeed, the more astute Soviet America-watchers may be
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privately advising their Kremlin bosses to continue a high-visibility
stance of indignation against SDI, but otherwise to moderate their
deeper concerns in light of the continuing possibility that SDI could die
a natural death at the hands of the American political process--with
perhaps some generous assistance from Soviet propaganda and covert
action.

For the longer term, Moscow's responses will obviously hinge
closely on the bureaucratic and technical fortunes of SDI. Assuming
that SDI does lead to a deployable U.S. ballistic missile defense, the
Soviets will be driven to counter that threat with full determination
within the limits of their economic and technical resources. Any
attempt to forecast the technical details of Moscow's programmatic
response at this stage, however, would be doubly risky in that it would
require a prediction in the face of compound uncertainty not only about
Soviet attitudes and intentions, but also about what the future of SDI
itself holds.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Almost from the moment of its announcement on March 23, 1983,
President Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) has been a focal
point of intense controversy among Western defense specialists. As
one writer observed, it has created a "cottage industry of analysts,
theorists, arguers, and debaters" and has given rise to "more
intellectual effort and concern than anything else to do with strategic

"! During the course of

nuclear forces in the last decade and a half.
this controversy, issues have been broached ranging from technical
feasibility to fiscal practicality and the implications of SDI for U.S.
alliance relations and the stability of the strategic nuclear balance.

Throughout the same period, the USSR has been no less vocal on
these and other points. Although much of its commentary has been
blatantly propagandistic, Moscow's pronouncements have also reflected
deeper concerns about SDI and its relationship to broader U.S. strategic
intentions. Yet for all the verbal crossfire over the so-called "Star
Wars” issue in the American domestic debate, scant attention has been
paid to the Soviet factor in the equation. Extensive efforts have been
under way to itemize and assess the various technical response options
available to the Soviets, but only a few analysts have given much
systematic thought to how Moscow perceives SDI as a political-military
problem, or what it portends for broader Soviet foreign and defense
policy.

This oversight needs correcting, because both the programmatic and
policy dimensions of Moscow's response to any U.S. SDI effort will be
central in determining the ultimate practicality and fate of the
program. Insofar as Soviet planners perceive SDI to be a significant

threat, their expectations will also heavily influence the amount of

'Robert E. Hunter, "Star Wars Erodes Confidence in Nuclear Waiting
Game," Los Angeles Times, February 27, 1985. The last American debate
of comparable magnitude occurred in 1969 in connection with the Nixon
administration's effort to gain Congressional support for its Safeguard
ABM program.
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leverage SDI will offer the West over Soviet strategic force deployments
and arms control behavior. For both reasons, it is essential that we
understand the nature and depth of Moscow's concerns about SDI and its
implications for Soviet behavior.

This Note presents the initial results of a larger effort to
consider the various factors that will shape the context within which
the Soviet leaders will frame their responses to SDI as the latter
evolves during the decade ahead. Although it includes an overview of
Soviet weapon development trends related to SDI, it is not an exercise
in technological or programmatic forecasting. Rather, it is mainly
concerned with political-military issues and explores the implications
of SDI for Soviet foreign and defense policy more broadly defined. The
account begins with an overview of the Soviet declaratory record on SDI
since President Reagan first announced it in 1983. Following a review
of the evolution and current state of Soviet thinking on strategic
defense, the Note summarizes the major trends in Soviet ABM and anti-
satellite technology over the past two decades. The purpose here is
not to paint a full portrait of Soviet technical activity, but merely to
show that there is a good deal less than meets the eye in Moscow's
belated assertions of interest in stability based on mutual societal
vulnerability. Finally, the discussion speculates about the private
concerns that may underlie Moscow's propaganda line on SDI; reviews the
sort of response options the Soviets have publicly stated they might
consider; and examines some of the political, strategic, and insti-
tutional determinants that can be counted on to influence whatever

counter-SDI choices the Soviet leaders ultimately adopt.
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1. THE SOVIET DECLARATORY LINE ON SDI

Moscow's relative slowness to react to President Reagan's "Star
Wars" speech suggested that the Soviets, like most Americans, were taken
by surprise by the announcement.® The first official statement by
Andropov took four days to appear, indicating that the Kremlin needed
more than the usual amount of time to collect its official thoughts.?
The Soviets also may have been unsure at the outset about how seriously
the President's remarks should be taken, inasmuch as they appeared to
catch most of the U.S. national security bureaucracy off guard as well.?

As one might have expected, Andropov made a special effort to
characterize the President's speech as yet another manifestation of
Washington's alleged hope to reestablish military superiority over the
Soviet Union. Yet his remarks also contained other points that were to
become recurrent themes in the Soviet line on SDI in subsequent months.
Most prominent among these was the charge that SDI was not "defensive"
in intent but rather indicated that the United States had embarked on
the pursuit of a nuclear first-strike capability against the Soviet

Union."*

'0n the latter point, see Robert Scheer, "Star Wars: A Program in
Disarray," Los Angeles Times, September 22, 1985.

%This hesitant character of Moscow's initial reaction to SDI was
consistent with the similar pattern of Soviet comportment in the wake of
the KAL 007 shootdown five months later, an event that probably came as
no less of a rude surprise to the top Kremlin leadership.

’For example, they could have had grounds to question whether this
announcement, which was so quickly mocked by the liberal media, was not
just another half-baked idea like airborne basing for the MX ICBM.

*Yu. V. Andropov's Answer to a Pravda Correspondent's Questions,'
Pravda, March 27, 1983. The Soviet leader repeated this line a month
later in an interview with Der Spiegel, when he took offense at SDI's
emphasis "on impunity, on delivering the first nuclear strike thinking
they can protect themselves from the answering strike." Andropov added:
"From here it is not far from the temptation to reach out for the firing
button. This is the main danger of the new American military concept.”
TASS communique in English, April 24, 1983,

t
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Before long, Soviet pronouncements on SDI had come to reflect such
a degree of consistency on the issue as to suggest that high-level
guidance on approved language had been promulgated to all hands.
Despite the many controversial and novel features of SDI, there has been
no sign, at least in public, either of conflicting Soviet "schools" on
the subject or of any notable change in the official Soviet position,
save for a toning down of the more vitriolic Soviet rhetoric since
Moscow announced its willingness to return to the Geneva arms talks. On
the contrary, the various signals emanating from Moscow show every sign
of having been carefully orchestrated to play up certain common points.
These signals have varied from fairly straightforward articles in quasi-
professional forums such as SShA to unrestrained hyperbole from such
Party spokesmen as Vadim Zagladin and Valentin Falin.® In propounding
them, the Soviets have made use of every available communications
channel, from the printed media to interviews with Western journalists
and the citation of prominent Soviet scientists to add technical
credence to Moscow's critique of SDI.® These arguments have uniformly
portrayed President Reagan's initiative as an American subterfuge for
acquiring a war-winning capability. This, the Soviets maintain, will
bring the world closer to nuclear war--or at least an intensified arms
race--by obliging Moscow to pursue offsetting measures whose result will
be to render the strategic balance less stable.

Although there is clearly a substantial manipulative element to

this Soviet line, it also reflects genuine apprehensions that threaten

*This campaign bears earmarks of having been orchestrated by the
International Information Department of the CPSU Central Committee. For
a good treatment of that organization's central role in Soviet foreign
propaganda, see Lilita Dzirkals, Thane Gustafson, and A. Ross Johnson,
The Media and Intra-Elite Communication in the USSR, The Rand
Corporation, R-2869, September 1982.

¢See, for example, the conversation with Henry Trofimenko, a senior
member of the Institute of the USA and Canada, reported in Robert
Scheer, "Soviet Expert on U.S. Says Arms Talks May Be Modest Steps
Toward Detente," Los Angeles Times, January 13, 1985. See also
Academician Ye. Velikhov, vice president of the Soviet Academy of
Sciences, "Ambitions in Space--Threats on Earth: Washington's
Adventurous Course," Pravda, April 30, 1984.
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(for the United States and NATO) unpleasant consequences with respect to
Soviet offensive and defensive force deployments, as well as a hardening
of Soviet arms control behavior and international conduct, both of which
could be deleterious to Western security. Whether or not these Soviet
fears are uniformly justified, we must understand them and take them
into account in our own strategic and arms control planning. It is also
essential, however, to avoid the pitfall of accepting at face value any
and every Soviet statement on SDI as a reflection of some underlying
leadership "perception." Although many of Moscow's avowed worries are
real enough, a good deal of the Soviet Union's anti-SDI rhetoric has
been contrived to make propaganda hay out of domestic dissension within
the United States, to play on European fears, to deny Soviet involvement
in comparable activity, and to feign Soviet willingness to accept their
own societal vulnerability as a necessary price for international
security. I will defer treatment of the probable real concerns of the
Soviet leadership regarding SDI for the time being. Let me first dwell
on the more obvious propaganda aspects of the Soviet line.

The central theme permeating Moscow's statements on SDI has been
the allegation that the program's intent is not, as advertised, to
defend the United States or to "eliminate nuclear weapons," but rather
to backstop an American disarming first-strike posture aimed at
depriving the Soviet Union of any retaliatory capability, and thus any
deterrent to vouchsafe its own security.’ General Secretary Gorbachev
echoed this refrain shortly after assuming office when he complained
that the Americans "talk about defense but are preparing for an attack,
they advertise a space shield but are preparing a space sword."® Some
of this rhetoric has been disingenuous, such as Moscow's claim that the
United States developed Minuteman III as a first-strike weapon.® In
fact, the Minuteman III--even with the Mk 12A warhead--has a rather low

overall damage expectancy against the full complement of Soviet ICBM

"Representative of the genre was an editorial entitled "Large-Scale
Provocation Against Peace," Pravda, March 23, 1984.

*Interview in Pravda, April 8, 1985.

’L. Semeiko, "Counting on Impunity: On the White House's New
Militarist Concept," Krasnaia zvezda, April 15, 1983.
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silos. Similarly overdrawn is the assertion by Vadim Zagladin that SDI
represents ''a process of material preparation for war" by the United
States, and the claim by Georgii Arbatov that SDI's full deployment

"will make war inevitable."!®

Behind such distortions, of course,
probably lies a real Soviet apprehension that a U.S. monopoly on space-
based defenses will alter the strategic balance to the Soviet Union's
political disadvantage. But that is a different matter. Again, I will
address this concern and its ramifications more fully below.

A second argument in the Soviet stance on SDI holds that the
President's initiative constitutes a violation of "the spirit and
letter" of the ABM Treaty.!! Leaving aside Moscow's indignant denials
of similar culpability,'? there is a measure of truth to this refrain if
it is taken to mean full-scale hardware development and certain testing.
But there is nothing in the ABM Treaty that precludes pure research, and
the U.S. government has gone out of its way to stress that SDI is a
research-only program at this point. Indeed, in other contexts the
Soviets themselves have insisted that weapons research cannot be
regulated by negotiated agreement, since it is inherently unverifiable.
Perhaps this is why Soviet propaganda has been at such pains to show
that the United States is involved in more than just research.!? 1In all
events, Moscow has repeatedly cast SD] as a symbol of U.S. indifference

to the ABM Treaty and as a threat to derail '"the whole process of arms

1%adim Zagladin, "The World Faced with a Choice," Sovetskaia
Rossiya, December 27, 1984; and G. A. Arbatov, Radio Moscow
international service, April 13, 1983.

!1p, Pavlov, "Space: Washington's Words and Ambitions," Izvestiia,
July 28, 1983.

'2Most recently by the Soviet Defense Minister, Marshal Sokolov,
who professed that Soviet military R&D is "not aimed at creating strike
space weaponry, but is linked [only] with perfection of space early
warning, reconnaissance, communications, and navigation systems."
William J. Eaton, "Soviets Warn U.S. Against Space Defense," Los Angeles
Times, May 6, 1985.

13Typically cited as an example has been the ongoing testing of an
ASAT prototype aboard the F-15. But ASAT is not the same thing as an
ABM, a distinction glossed over by the Soviets. They also fail to
mention that the USSR was the pacesetter in this area and currently
maintains the world's only operational ASAT.




control."'* 1In its more outspoken moments, it has gone so far as to
insist that "the militarization of space will cancel everything that has
been accomplished in arms control.'!$®

Beyond misrepresenting the intent of SDI, a good part of the Soviet
Union's rhetoric has sought to exploit dissension among American opinion
elites and inflame the worst fears of the Europeans. For example,
Soviet propaganda has repeatedly cited such American SDI critics as
Kosta Tsipis, Carl Sagan, Hans Bethe, Paul Warnke, and others, who have

provided the Soviets with a cornucopia of quotations to use against the
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Reagan administration. The Soviets have also made effective use of

Wolfgang Panofsky's telling contrast between the Apollo program and SDI,
suggesting that the former was feasible only because the lunar landing

involved "merely a battle with the laws of gravity," whereas the Soviet

"1z

Union could be expected to take 'resolute countermeasures. As for

European attitudes, the Soviet press regularly echoes the often
expressed European concern that an effective U.S. ABM will decouple the
American nuclear deterrent from Europe's defense by making Washington

less inclined to support its allies in a crunch.!®

'*Interview with G. A. Arbatov, Radio Moscow international service,
April 13, 1983.

}$"For Space Without Weapons," Pravda, December 28, 1984.

l¢See, for instance, Andrei Kokoshin, "Space Is Not an Arena for
Confrontation," Vek XX i Mir, No. 12, December 1983, pp. 9-23; Vladimir
Bogachev, TASS dispatch, December 26, 1984; and "Still the Same Stance,"
Pravda, December 30, 1984,

'7Vladimir Matyash, TASS dispatch in English, December 27, 1984.

1*A good example was Valentin Falin's assertion that the Americans
speak exclusively of "strategic" defense, which solely concerns
intercontinental missiles and conveniently ignores "tactical and
operational [i.e., theater) nuclear weapons.”" Because 'there are none
of these near U.S. territory,” he suggested, "their threats do not pain
Americans' hearts.” '"Space: The Moment of Truth," Izvestiia, December
14, 1984. Also of a piece with this line was Vladimir Bogachev's dark
portent of the steep price the "European people;" will have to pay
"while the Americans, under the umbrella of a U.S. space-based
antimissile defense system, will manage to survive Armageddon taking
place thousands of miles away from U.S. shores." TASS dispatch,
December 26, 1984. How much effect such propaganda has had on West
European opinion remains an open question. Mcscow has been careful not
to press this argument too far because of its recollection of having
been burned by similar propaganda against INF deployment. Perhaps also
the Soviets recognize that popular European concerns about SDI, like
rank-and-file American attitudes, are less negative than some Western
press reports have suggested. In this regard, the Wall Street Journal




Perhaps the most insidious aspect of Soviet polemicizing against
SDI has been Moscow's effort to blame the United States for aggravating
the arms competition by suggesting that the Soviet Union has forsworn
interest in strategic defense and accepted mutual vulnerability as a
suitable basis for Soviet security. Unfortunately for the Soviet
position, this claim is contradicted by long-standing Soviet operational
doctrine, as well as by amply funded programs of the Soviet Union's own
in the BMD arena, to say nothing of Soviet investments in homeland air
defense. Nevertheless, Soviet propaganda in the wake of President
Reagan's SDI speech has repeatedly intimated that Moscow accepts the
main premises of classic Western deterrence theory, including its
emphasis on the necessity for nuclear "assured destruction" capabilities
on both sides as a guarantor of each side's security.

In this spirit, one Soviet commentator pointed out that although
accidental wars can always occur, under conditions of "genuine"
deterrence stability (of the sort assertedly provided by the 1972 SALT

1nie

accords), a nuclear war is "simply inconceivable. The Soviets have

also invoked the suthority of their scientists (and frequently ours) in
proclaiming that "no effective means of defense exist in nuclear war."?°
As for the incapacity of such defenses to protect large populations,
Georgii Arbatov noted in passing how this "naive concept' was shared by
"maybe even some people on our side at the beginning," implying that

Soviet planners have since given it up.?!

His son Alexei, in a lengthy
SShA article, added that although Soviet military thought had long

embodied a deep strain of defense-mindedness, the Soviet leadership was
not so foolish as to think it can fight and survive a nuclear war.?2?2

The point is that Moscow now claims the logic of Mutual Assured

referred to "ventriloquist journalism" in creating a "growing balloon of
distortion on 'European concern' over Star Wars." "A U.S. journalist
with some special mind-set contacts three European elites, asks them a
tendentious question and gets the expected tendentious answer. The
headlines read 'Europeans Fear Reagan Plan,' as if a continental
plebiscite occurred.” "Star Wars and Europe," Wall Street Journal,
February 12, 1984,

191,. Semeiko, "Counting on Impunity."

29"Space Deceivers," Argumenty i fakty, September 20, 1983.

21Radio Moscow international service, April 13, 1983.

225, G. Arbatov, "Limiting Antimissile Systems: Problems, Lessons,
and Prospects," SShA: ekonomika, politika, ideologiia, No. 12, December




Destruction as its own, while accusing Washington of ceeking a
counterforce disarming option and thereby threatening to disrupt the
balance that has hitherto prevented nuclear war.

This contention echoes the concern that defense officials of both
the Reagan administration and its predecessors have voiced over the
threat dimensions of comparable Soviet programs under way since the
early 1970s. Indeed, those same Soviet scientists and technicians who
have been at the vanguard of Moscow's propaganda campaign against SDI
have long figured at the center of the USSR's own efforts in ballistic
missile defense.?® Yet by putting the United States on the defensive
with an argument that has a powerful appeal to those in the West
inclined to believe it, the Soviet refrain against SDI has given Moscow
an inside track in the propaganda war. Whatever one may think about the
merits of SDI from a technical or policy perspective, this double
standard in Soviet rhetoric must be recognized if the real meaning and

worth of SDI are to be properly debated.

1984, pp. 16-28. The younger Arbatov achieved a new standard several
months later in grasping for a novel argument against SDI. In response
to a query from a panel of West German interviewers as to why the USSR
was so resolutely opposed to "Star Wars" if, as Soviet propaganda
alleged, it not only was technically infeasible but also could drive the
American economy into the ground, Arbatov replied that this was
undesirable from the Kremlin's point of view, because Moscow knew that
any such economic crisis would impose intolerable burdens on the
American "proletariat," who would be the first to suffer from its
effects! "Auch Inspektionen vor Ort sind Moglich," Der Spiegel, March
11, 1985.

23For example, Academician Yevgenii Velikhov (see Sec. VI below)
wrote in an opinion piece in the Washington Post on June 24, 1983, that
strategic defense is "a dream that can't come true." Yet he runs the
Kurchatov Atomic Energy Institute and has been identified by the CIA as
a "central figure" in Soviet laser and particle-beam weapons research.
The same is true of Nikolai Basov, another prominent Soviet anti-SDI
propagandist, who was a 1964 Nobel laureate in quantum electronics and
has evidently spent much of his professional life working on both
conventional and exotic BMD technologies. See Tord Chalfont, "Moscow's
Star Wars Plan: Keeping Facts Under Wraps," Toronto Globe and Mail,
April 23, 1985; and Bill Gertz, “"CIA: Soviets Are Developing Their Own
'Star Wars' System," Washington Times, May 10, 1985.
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1. STRATEGIC DEFENSE IN SOVIET MILITARY THOUGHT

The Soviets have worked hard since the end of World War II to build
what is now the world's most extensive network of aerospace defenses.
The actual capabilities of this network have continued to lag far behind
parallel improvements in the offensive threat, but not through any
flagging of Soviet fiscal or R&D support to the principle of home
defense.

Western analysts often dismiss this record as a case of throwing
good money after bad, or as a continued testament to the ability of the
Soviet air defense establishment (Voiska PVO) to command a
disproportionate share of Soviet fiscal resources. Such arguments fail
to appreciate how strongly the commitment to home defense has held sway
over Soviet military thought since the beginnings of the nuclear age.
Although organizational and bureaucratic factors certainly account in
part for the size of Soviet allocations to PV0O, the main explanation for
Moscow's stress on strategic defense must be sought in Soviet history
and operational doctrine.’®

Until recently, most American defense planners were inclined to
accept as a given that any serious attempt to defend against nuclear
attack, especially by means of ballistic missiles, would be both
technically futile and destabilizing. The prevailing view held that
nuclear war was inherently unsurvivable, so the only reliable key to
security lay in a protected retaliatory force that could threaten
unendurable harm to the Soviet Union in response to an attack on the
United States or its allies, thereby deterring any such an attack in the
first place. This premise led to a U.S. decision, first articulated
during the Kennedy-McNamara years, to forgo further efforts at serious
air defense, on the ground that it made little sense to commit resources
against a modest Soviet bomber threat in light of the impossibility of

handling a far more intractable Soviet ICBM challenge.

'A useful survey of postwar Soviet attitudes toward homeland
defense is offered in Michael J. Deane, Strategic Defense in Soviet
Strategy, Advanced International Studies Institute, Washington, D.C.
(in association with the University of Miami), 1980.




Even when the idea of ballistic missile defense had become more
technically promising later in the decade, continued U.S. adherence to
the MAD premise militated against any repudiation of basic strategic
assumptions. Accordingly, what was initially little more than a cost-

effectiveness case against further U.S. investment in bomber defense

became enshrined as opposition to defense of any sort.
For their own part, the Soviets have apparently preferred to stick f

to the long-standing premise of their fundamentally military doctrine P

that the best security guarantee lies in the capacity to defeat any

ageressor should war come. Although Soviet officials routinely maintain

(and undoubtedly believe) that any nucleiar war would be an unmitigated

disaster for Soviet national livelihood, they insist that such a war

remains possible. In practical terms, this has led to Soviet

unwillingness to settle for a deterrent oriented solely toward

retaliation. As Khrushchev put the point with elegant simplicity in his

memoirs, "if the enemy starts a war against you, then it is your duty to

do everything possible to survive the war and to achieve victory at the .
end."?
This doctrinal predilection does not, of course, bespeak any \
underlying Soviet confidence that such "victory" would actually be
attainable, even in the most favorable circumstances realistically
imaginable. It does, however, reflect a Soviet belief that at least
making every effort to survive a nuclear exchange, within the limits of
Soviet economic and technical resources, remains an abiding
responsibility of the Communist Party. This outlook has been a major
driver behind Moscow's insistence on maintaining a large home defense
establishment.
Of course, the Soviets do not assign absolute priority to home
defense. Occasionally one encounters assertions from PVO spokesmen that

"victory or defeat in war has now become dependent on how much the state

*khrushchev Remembers, Bantam Books, New York, 1970, p. 570. To be
sure, Soviet spokesmen have substantially muted their professions on
this score since the signing of the ABM Treaty. Since the advent of
SD1, some nonmilitary commentators have gone so far as to repudiate
altogether (at least declaratorily) earlier Soviet assertions regarding
the sanctity of homeland defense as a military mission area.




