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ABSTRACT

J%he Soviet response to the Strategic Deferise Initiative (SDI)
during the period March 1983 through November 1985 provided indications
of their view of the program both as a threat and as an opportunity to
weaken NATO. The SDI is seen not only as a threat to the physical
gecurity of the Soviet Union but as part of an effort by the United
States to selze the strategic initiative by neutralizing the military
component of Soviet strategy. A major objective of that strategy is
the politioal separation of Wsstern Europe from the United States which
the Soviets sought to facilitate by aggravating allied concern over the

SDI's potential implications for European security and economic

interests._
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) was announced by President
Reagan in March 1983 with virtually no public (and minim: * official)
debate congerning its implications for United States policy in terms of
the possible reactions of the NATO allies and the Soviet Union to the
program. Since then, a great deal of debate has been generated on both
8ides of the Atlantio ceritering on the SDI's technical feasibility and
strateglo desirabllity. At the hub of the controversy is the Soviet
Union for it is here that the other aspects of the debate largely
hinge.

| The purpose of this thesis 1s to explore the factors that have
gonditionad the Soviet response Ly examining the SDI in the context of
the U3 and Soviet views of thelr opponent's political-military
strategy. Consideration of US strategic motives from the Soviet
perapective enables a fuller understanding of the actual Soviet
perception of the SDI. Such an understanding is necessary to support
Amarican politiocal objectives for the program as well as for countering
Soviet efforts to deny their achievement.

The Reagan Administration's apparent motives for launching the SDI
are presented in Part II. The threat rationale for the 3DI involves
its role 1n ocountering trends in Soviet stratemic force posture. The
Administration has argued that the SDI is intended to restore
equilibrium in Soviet-American strategic capabilities as a necessary

pre-condition for lavge-scale reductions in offensive nuclear forces,



The arms control rationale for the SDI lies in its potential for
providing the Soviets with an ingentive for cooperating with the United
States In achieving the offensive force reductions sought by the
Administration,

Part III aonsiders the SDI in the context of strategic deception.
The Administration's persuasive and compellant objectives for the SDI
are ldentified and distinguished from the potentially deceptive objec-
tives as they might be viewed by the Soviets. It is hypothesized that
the Soviet predisposition to see deception behind the SDI 1s reinforced
by their assessment of US intentions and capabilities and the utility
of military deception in furthering the achievement of political goals.
Using the concept of "transparent cover" as a model, it 1s further
argued that that the SDI as deception i3 theoretically possible.
Therefore, Soviet claims of deception In their response to the SDI
should not be dismissed as mere propaganda.

Part IV examines the Soviet response from the SDI's announcement in
March 1983 to the Geneva summit in November 1985, Commentary drawn
from Soviet open sources was analyzed in order to distinguish the
actual Soviet perception of the SDI from the purely propaganda element
in their public statements and positions,

It was anticipated that the Soviet response would contain both
defensive and offensive characteristics. The defensive aspect derived
from their view of the SDI as part of a US effort to selze the
strategic initiative by neutralizing the military ocomponent of Soviet
strategy. The Soviats thergefore rejected the Administration's

defensive and arms control rationales for the program. In their



discussion of the SDI as a threat the Soviets alsc provided direaot and
indireot indications of thelr view of the SDI as an attempt at
dsoéption.

In order to gain support for the SDI, the Administration has tried
to persuade the NATO allies that the program would insure the main-
tenance of European security. The offensive aspect of the Soviet
reaponse consisted of efforts to reinforce European misgivings on stra-
tegic defense thereby uidermining allied support for the program. The
SDI was thus seen by the Soviets as another opportunity to exploit
existing divergences of interest between the United States and NATO

Europe.



II. APPARENT MOTIVES FOR THE SDI

The Administration's case for the SDI is grounded in two argumenta.
First, the SDI is considered a necessary response to the Soviet
military threat. Developments in Soviet offensive and defensive forces
are seen as congistent with a global strategy that calls for military
superiority across the board. The SDI has teen offered as one element,
of a US defense program that will restore and maintain the balance
between Soviet and American strategio forces. Second, it is argued
that the SDI will help to restore some measure of efflcacy to the arums
control process, The prevalling opinion within the Administration
seems to be that, gliven the nature of Soviet strategic cbjectives, arms
control as it has been conducted in the past has not been to the net
benefit of the United States. The SDI has beén recommended as an
incentive for the Soviets to engage in seriéua négotiations that will

ultimately result in large-scale reductions in offensive forces.

A. THE THREAT RATIONALE

The Department of Defense has identified three developments in
Soviet military capabilities that pose major challenges for US defense
poliocy:

- The Soviet military buildup, both qualitative and quantitative, has
produced a major shift in the nuglear and conventicnal balance;

- The Soviet military offensive capability has inareased
dramatically; and



- The Soviets have signifilcantly extended the global reach of their
military forces, enhancing the ability to projeat influence and
power, especially in the Third World (Ref. 1:p. 1331].

These and other statements by Administration officials reflect an
image of the Soviet Union characterized by the latter's long-term
global policy of (1) revisionism with respect to the strategic balance
of power; (2) obsession with achieving strategioc superiority which
facilitates (3) expanaion into the Third World. Underlying all of
these themas 13 a perception of the demonstrated and potential
political utility of the Soviet military in peacetime in a manner
harmful to US global interests,

A fundamental assumption in the Administration's view of the Eoviet“
étrategic program is the latter's rejeation of'the gongept oF-mutual
assured destruction (MAD). Simply put, MAD assumes:that both the US
and USSR retain sut'ficient non-vulnerable kill oapa@ity,to»gua;antee
destruction of an attacker éven after the atsorption of a kirst strike
[Ref. 2:p. x11]., Since the mid-1960s, US deolaratok& (publiec)
doaotrine has been to favor programs that enhance an "assured
destruction" capability. The United States had apparently concluded
that against a determined and powerful opponent like the Soviet Union,
a major effort to achieve olear-out superiority would be unavalling, at
best needlessly expenslve, and at worst dangerocudly provocative and
destabilizing [Ref. 3:p. B84]. In other words, giver the enormous
destructive power of nuclear weapons, the United States had adhsered to
the concept of MAD a®s the most rational course in limiting the

possibllity of nuclear war. The maintenance of MAD, whiloh assumes the
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maintenance of the strategic balance, was deemed werthy of pursuing
hecause it has worked and there are no praastical alternatives.

The dictates of their strategic culture cause the Soviets to take
quite a different view of the MAD concept. Acsoording to
Marxist-Leninist dootrine, the Soviet Union is compelled to act as an
instrument of the forces of history which will ultimately result in the
worldwide victory of socialism., Therefore, the Soviets must challenge
the status quo in all areas where progress toward the ultimate goal
might be inhibited, Since the MAD concept reinforces the strategic
status quo, it inherently contradicts Marxist-Lenirist dootrine and its
aaceptance by the Soviets could be interpreted as abandonment of the
world socialist mission. The strategic corollary of the Soviet
ideological position would consider permanent parity with the'United
States as equivalent to permanent defeat. The Soviets have thus found
it expedient to abide by the tenets of MAD not as a normative concept
but rather as an objective, and temporary, fact. Similarly, strategic
nuclear parity with the United States is not consaidered by the Soviets
to be necessarily permanent.

The Administration's perception of the Soviet Union's revisionist
orientation is reinforced by the nature and extent of the latter's
strategic doctrine and weapons programs. Over the years, the
declaratory doctrine espoused by the party leadership has consistently
denied any intention of seeking military superiority. Yet Soviet
military literature has shown similar continuity in basic attitudes
toward nuclear war and policies to prepare for it. Central to Soviet

attitudes is their focus on fighting nuclear war and the attending
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requirement for varicus forms of superiority, even if only marginal

[Ref., 3:p. BU4), In the view «f the Department of Defense:
"This dangerous shift in the global balance unmistakenly demonstrated
Soviet intentions to attain a position of military superiority.
Should this trend continue unchecked, one must assume--given Soviet
writings, force deployments, and strategic exercises--the Soviet
leadership could conclude that they had acquired the capability to
ight and win a nuclear war." [Ref. 1:p. 134]

Another major development of concern to the Reagan Administration
is the Scviet acquisiticn of a power projection capability. This
capability and the issue of the strategic balance are directly related.
The attainment of stritegic parity with the United States in the early
19708 was interpreted by the Soviets as their having achieved global
ytatus, Such a view was tacitly reinforced by the United States In the
SALT I agreement., However, the latter did not foresee the effect that
recognition of the Soviet Union as an equal strategic power would have

on the its opponent's global policy, i.e., that such recognition would

be received as conferring upon the USSR the status of an overall equal

to the United States including the right to pursue an activist policy
in the Third World [Ref. 4:p. 21.

By the mid-1970s, as Soviet doctrinal literature increasingly
emphasized the need to be able to act and react in areas distant from
the homeland, Soviet military developments, particularly the growth in
naval and airlift assets, indicated that the Soviet Union was rapidly
acquiring a capability commensurate with its perceived global status
[Ref. 2:p. xiii]. Increased Soviet activism in the Third World is at

least partially attributable to the confidence provided by strategic

12



offensive and defensive forces that had also been undergoing continuous
modernlzation and expansion.

i. Soviet Offensive Programs

The Reagan Administration 1s concerned over what it perceives
as "worrisome" trends in the strategic balance brought ahout by
increased Soviet deployments of multil-warhead land missiles. The
Soviet Unlon, 1like the United States, possesses a strategic "triad" of
land-based, submarine-launched, and airborne nuclear forgces capable of
intercontinental attack. But it is the combination of quantitative
increases and qualitative improvements in the land-based component of
the Soviet strategic nuclear arsenal that the Administration finds most
threatening [Ref. 51.

The Soviet Strategic Rocket Force consists of some 1,400 silo
launchers compared to about 1,026 for the United States as o mid-1985.
Beginning in the mid-1070s, however, the growth in the number of Sovist
ICBM reentry vehicles has been rapid due to the deployment of SS-17,
SS-18, and SS-19 ICBMs, These fourth generation systems carry more and
larger multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles (MIFPVsS) than
the most modern US ICBM, the MINUTEMAN III. The number of Soviet ICBM
reentry vehicles is currently assessed at about 6,300 versus roughly
2,100 for the United States. The newer Soviet systems, moreover, are
believed to be considerably more acrurate and, through sile hardening,
more survivable than the predecessor systems. [Ref. t:p. 29]

Concern within the Administration is further aggravated by
evident Soviet plans to deploy two new ICBMs, the medium-size SS-X-24

and the smaller $8-25. Under the rules of the SALT II Treaty, which
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both powers are observing even though it was not ratified by the
Senate, the US and USSR are allowed to deploy one new missile each.
The Soviets have claimed the SS~X-24 as their entry while the United
States has chosen the MA (Missile-Experimental), or PEACEKEEPER. The
Soviets insist that the SS-25 19 merely an updated version of the
obsolescent S8-.13 and so does not qualify as a new weapon or as a SALT
violation. The Administration continues to dispute both points. 1In
any case, the potential mobility of both the SS-X-2U4 (mounted on a
disguisable train launcher) and the S$-25 (transported and launched
from flatbed trucks) will make the task of locating and engaging these
weapons in a counterforoe strike much more difficult ;f nct impossible.
[Ref. 6]

The perceived quantitative imbalance between US and Soviet
land-based nuclear forces combined with improvements in_Soviet ICBM
capability and survivablility are seen as enhancing the iatter's
potential for the destruction of US nuclear forces either through a
limited preemptive attack or through a massive first strike. According
to Secretary of Defense Weinberger, a fraction of the Soviet
first-strike force-~itself representing only a portion of the Soviet
ICBM force-=has the capability of destroying most of the US land-based
missiles, submarines in port, and bombers on airfields thereby
neutralizing the American retaliatory capacity [Ref. T:p. 3]. The
Administration contends that a future president, left with only
submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) of insufficient accuracy

to destroy anything but Soviet c¢ities, is not a credible retaliatory
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threat. Such an attack would probably only rezult in a Soviet attack
on US population centers [Ref. 81].

The Reagan Administration has thus felt ocompelled to take
steps to restore the strategic balance and, in the process, revitalize
the deterrent posture of the United States, One aspect of the US
iresponse is the Strategio Modernization Program begun in October 1981
which ailmy to redress perceived deficlencies in the US strategic triad,
for example, through the deployment of the PEACEKEEPER (MX) ICBM, and
the TRIDENT II SLBM both of whioh have the capabllity of penetrating
hardened targets. [Ref. 1:p. 135]

A seocond potential US response is the Strategic Defense
Initiative announced in March 1983. The impact that SDI deployment
would have on theilr strategic posture 1s not lost on the Soviets. The
SDI, which 18 intended to engage nuclear delivery systems and warheads
after launch could, in effect, negate whatever advances the Soviaets
have muade in improving the survivability of thelr fourth and fifth
generation ICBMS either through silo hardening or mobile platforms.,
Even if the President's ultimate goal of making nuclear weapons
"impotent and obsolete" is not realized, other Administration officials
have pointed out that the uncertainty introduced to the Soviet decision
making process by even an imperfect US defense could enhance deterrence
by reducing a potential attacker's expectation of success [Ref., 9:p.
3], It is important to note, however, that the President's stated
objective for the SDI of eliminating nuclear weapons has not been

contradicted by any official in the Reagan Administration even as
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arguments against the technical feasibility of this goal began to
mount ,

2. Soviet Defenslve Programs

Soviet efforts since the end of World War II to provide defense
against attaock from aircraft, missiles, and satellites have oxisted on
a scale oconsiderably bayond any such efforts by the United States [Ref.
10:p. 159]. This effort has resulted in the most extensive strategia
defense aystem in the world including thousands of surface-to-air
migsile..(SAM) systems and interceptor aircraft and the world's only
deployed antiSallistic missile (ABM) defense system in the vieinity of
Mosaoow. Tﬂbugh the current Soviet ABM system is relatively primitive
and“rudimentary, the breadth aﬁd'depth of the foviet conventional air
- defense network and its technindl’upgrading along with Soviet research
and developmant in the area of new weapons technology is a soubce of
increasing qoncern to the Reagan Administration.

The Soviet Union haélloﬁg‘been'commihted to the doetrine of
"damage limitation" as reflected in the continuing search for a viable
means of ballistic missile defense (BMD). Soviet preoccupation with
war survival i3 also a manifestation orf their uncase with MAD as the
best available deterrent and guarantee of peace. A fundamental precept
of MAD holds that mutual vulnerability effected through agreements to
refrain from bullding nuclear defenses would provide each side with the
unchallenged capacity to deatroy the other [Ref. 2:p. 3]. The
realization that complete defense against nuclear attack was not
feasible in any case given the technical means at hand and the imminent

deployment of MIRVed warheads led the US and the USSR in 1972 to
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gonelude a treaty limiting the deployment of ABM defenses to one system
for each side, The subsequent abandonment by the US of its ABM system
not only did not result in a reoiprocal move by the Soviets (though
such was not necessarily the intent of the US!' aotion) but also did not
inhibit the continued expansion and improvement of Soviet conventional
air defenses nor slowed down their efforts in BMD research and
development . If anything, Soviet activitles in these areas intensified
[Ref. 10:p. 1591].

Soviet advancements in ABM defense have aggravated the
Administration's concern for the threat to the ICBM and SLBM legs of
the US strategic triad. The Soviets are believad to be in the process
of upgrading the Moscow ABM network with a new interceptor that is much
faster than the original system [Ref, 11], In addition, two new SAM
systems may have the capability to intercept some types of US ballistic
missiles [Ref. 1:p. 501,

Despite the perceived Soviet lead in deployed ABM systems, it
is generally acknowledged that the USSR lags in technologies such as
computers and software, automated control, telecommunications, and
guldance systems. However, the United States must be concerned not
only with current Soviet activities and near-term developments but also
with indications of Soviet capabilities and intentions as much as
twenty years into the future. Thus, on-going Soviet research in the
area of new-in-principle weapons including directed energy are regarded
as ominous, It is feared that such weapons could be intended for

land-based and spaceborne applications as part of a program for
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comprehensive defense of national territory, i.e., a Soviet version of
the Strategic Defense Initiative [Ref., 12],

According to the Secretary of Defense, the Soviet Ualon since
the late 1960s has been pursuing a substantial advanced defensive
technologies program that has been exploring many of the same
technologies of interest to the United States in the SDI program [Ref,
T:p. 16]. Significantly, Soviet progress in the research and
development of these technologies is believed to be equal to that of
the United States. In some areas, the Soviets may ad£ually be leéding
as, for example, in the case of high-power generators for driving some
types of dirested energy weapons [Ref, 1:pp. U4-U¥]. The Soviets are
also believed to possess an operational antiQsatellite (ASAT)
interceptor while the US system is still in.the testing phase [Ref.
13:p. 2511,

The Soviet investment in their advanced teohnologiés program
combined with indications that they have reached the ;rotot&pe phase in
some types of weapons have raised Administration fears of a potential
breakout in the deployment of these systems in an ABM role [Ref. §:p.
3. According to Department of Defense estimates, the Soviets could be
ready to deploy a ground-based laser for ballistiuv missile defense by
the early-to-mid-1990s8., High-energy lasers for strategic air defense
could be filelded sooner and space-based laser systems for BMD after the
year 2000 (Ref'. 1:p. U44],

Key Administration officlals, including the President, are con-
vinced that the Soviet Union has embarked upon a program for extending

the defense of their national territory against not only manned
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airoraf't but also againat the threat from ballistic missiles. As suah,
the SDI can be sald to be intended not only as a counter to existing
and near-term lmprovements in Soviet strategic offensive forces. It is
further intended to close a perocelved "gap" in SoViétwAmerican
strategic defensive potential. As the Administration sees it, Soviet
aativities in the latter area have succeeded in undermining the basioc
deterrent core of MAD and are Iindicative of Soviet contempt for the

arms control process.

B. THE ARM3 CONTROL RATIONALE

The onegoing &ebate on the desirabiiity df the SDI includes argu-
ments on the potential effects th§ progfam oouid have da gtrategio sta-
bility, spéom.cany, that it might stimulate ths Soviets into
aooumulating even gpeateé ﬁﬁmberﬂ gf offensive weapots to offset ug
defensive adVgntgges. Hoquer, tpe Adminlistration's abparent disregard
fdr Soviet ﬁhreats Eo renew.tpeir'qffenﬁive wéaéogé!bhildup”uhdoubtedly,
has caused the Soviets to bedonsider the US' attitude toward arms

control.,

1. The Results of the SALT Process

The Strategic Arms Limitacion Talks (SALT) have ylelded three
ma jor agreements: the SALT I Interim Agreement, the ABM Treaty (both
concluded in 1972), and the unratified SALT II accord of 1979. Despite
high nopes and some early indications of success, the SALT process has
failed to produce the more stable and peaceful world order riginally
envisioned by many of its proponenta [Hef. 14:p. 69]. That the

Administration's disappointment with the arms control procsss is shared
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by some members of Congreas is reflected in the Senate Forelgn
Relations Committee report on SALT IX:
fWhile giving due welght to these modest though useful steps, the
Committee is disappointed that more oould not be achiesved from the
arms oontrol point of view....The most important reason for the
Committea's sense of disappointmeni. is the large increase in warheads
expected on both sides, despite the modest reduction in the number of
permitted launchers. Thus, paradoxically, a vast inacrease in the
quantity and destructiveness of each side's strategic power will
ooaur during the period of a treaty that seeks to limit strategin
of fensive arms ." [Ref, 15]

There waa indeed significant growth in the aggregate numerical
levels of US and Soviet ICI - 3LBMs, and strateglc bombers from the
beginning of SALT I in 1969 to the conclusion of SALT II in 1979. The
number of strategic delivéry systems has remained relatively stable
sinoce SALT II was signed. Beginning in the mid-1970s, however, ICBM
and SLBM reentry vehiocle (RV) quantities have risen considerably on
both sides but in 56 cace more dramatiocally than in Soviet 1ICBM RVs,
According to the Department of Defense, Soviet RVs in thils category
inareased from a total of about 2,000 in 1975 to more than 6,000 in
1985, During the same period, US SLBM RV quantities also rose from
about 3,500 to more than 5,500. [Ref. 1:pp. 30-~33]

From the Administration's perspective, the arms control process
hag not only failed to inhibit growth in the superpowers' nuclear inven
tories but, as indicated above, has resulted in a Soviet advantage in
land-based strategic misailes. In the view of Paul Nitze, a senior
arms control advisor, the failure of SALT to include controls on the
aggregate missile payload, or throwweight, of the forces on both sides,

and not just on the numbers of missile launchers, Institutionalized the

Soviet ICBM advantage. [Ref. 14:p. 661]
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The SALT process, moreover, is probably responsible in part for
aspects of Soviet political-military behavior that have worked to the
detriment of US interests, As discussed earlier, it is believed that
US recognition of the Soviet Union as an equal strategic power through
SALT I was responsible for setting in motion the Soviet program for
inoreased activism in the Third World during the mid-19708. In any
case, the arms ocontrol process 1s not seen by the Administration as
having had a significant effect on curbing the Soviet drive for
superiority as evidenced in thelr strategic offensive and defensive
programs. As implied by Marshal Grechko's assertion that reliable
deterrence can be provided only by strengthening Soviet military
capabllities, arms control apparently does not rank high in Soviet
strategio thought as a means of safeguarding the gecurity interests of
the USSR [Ref. 3:p. 85].

2. The Question of Soviet Compliance

The Administration's confidence in the arms ocontrol process has
been further undermined by a perceived unwillingness on the part of the
Soviet Union to abide by either the spirit or the letter of arms
control agreements. In his report to the Congress documenting Soviet
violations of their arms control obligations, President Reagan has
stated:

"Soviet noncompliance is a serious matter. It calls into question
important security benefits from arms control and could create new
security risks, It undermines the confidenhce essential to an effeq-
tive arms control process Iin the future. It increases doubts about
the reliability of the USSR as a negotiating partner and thus damages

the chances for establishing a more constructive US~Soviet
relationship." [Ref. 1:p. 23]
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Among the numerous cases of Soviet violations and probable
violationg cited by the President, some of the mora important involve
activities within Soviet offensive and defensive programs. The
Administration has accused the Soviet Union of violating at least two
provisions of the SALT II accord: encoryption of telemetry to impede
verification and development and testing of more than one new ICBM
[Ref. 13:p. 244). The Administration is also convinced of the Soviet
commitment to build a nationwide BMD system similar to that envisioned
for the SDI, But while the SDI is defended on the grounds that the
character of its research is in no way illegal, Soviet BMD-r¢ uted
activities are cited as flagrant violations of the ABM Treaty. Soviet
transgressions are said to inolude the oconfiguration of the radar
located at Krasnoyarsk and the testing of SAM components in an ABM
mode, among others [Ref. 1:p. 231,

The Soviet BMD program as well as their efforts to deny the
United States critical verification data may not be mere violations of
arms qontrol agreements, In the opinion of some analysts, they reflect
a larger Soviet program designed to decelve the West regarding Soviet
strategic capabilities and intentions [Ref. 16:pp. U41-42]. Such a
view i3 not contradicted by the Administration's assessment of the
Soviet approuach to arms control.

3. The Need for "Real" Arms Control

Closely related to the problem of alleged Soviet arms control
violations i3 the issue of verification as a means of inhibiting such
behavior. The Soviet position on this issue (e.g., their refusal to

permit on-site inapections), coupled with the inherent limitations of
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remote surveillance systems, has caused aome in the Administration to
be pessimistio on the shility of the US to monitor Soviet compliance
with specific treaty provisions. Confidence in negotiated agreements
as an effective means of arms Qontrol has thus been ercded:
"Soviet violations cast serious doubt on some of the key assumptions
about arms control that have guided US policy and Western public opi-
nion for 30 years. Specifically, they call into question that the
risk of detection would generally deter the Soviets from violating
their arms control obligations, or in the rare instances when the
Soviets would not be deterred, they would suffer serious
penalties,...Qur verification capabilities have not deterred the
Soviet Union from violating arms control agreements, Moreover, if
the Soviets are not made to account for their actinns, it is unlikely
that they will be deterred from more sorious violations. We must
approach arms oontrol today more carefully than we have in the past."
[Ref. 1:p. 23]

The Reagan Administrationt's goals for achieving "real" arms
control are not substantially different from those of previovus admi-
nistrations, The United States continues to maintain, for example,
that arms control accords should be effectively verifiable., What is
perhaps new in the current administration's position, however, is the
evident insistence that any new agreement be verifiable [Ref., 17].

As with its predecessors, the Reagan Administration also
expects arms control accords to reduce nuclear weapons to equal and
substantially lower levels and to increase strategic stability thereby
reduging the risk of war [Ref. 13:p. 249]). The Administration's
perception of the SALT agreements as having failed to achieve the
former goal have already been noted, SALT I and SALT II, by merely

limiting future arms growth, succeeded only in legitimizing such growth

while simultaneously leading to the current US position of perceived
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deorease, not ingrease, strategic stability.

In the Administration's view, this state of affzirs has arisen
partly through the fallure of the United States to provide the Soviet
Union with incentives to bargain seriouslv. Arms control negotiations
are seen as having been conduoted in relative isclation rather than as
a single element in a range of political, economic, and defense efforts
(Ref, 13:p. 249]). Thus, the results one could reasonably expect from
such negotiations have been unrealistically high particularly when
Soviat predispositions and behavior are cchsidered. The alternative
approach now being pursued by the Reagan Administration haé been to
predicate any new arms control agreement with the USSR on the
restoration of the strategic balanve through mutual and verifiable
reduction, as opposed to limitation, of the strategic nuclear arsenals
of both sides with the ultimate goal of eliminating nuclear weapons
altogether.,

The manner in which the Reagan Administration intends to
restore and preserve the strategic balance is to bolster the US
deterrent canability through the modernization of strateglc and
conventional forces. This provides an incentive for the Soviets to
agree to signhificant mutual arms reductions in the near term. [Ref.
T:p. 2h]

The far-term objective of further reducing or eliminating
nuclear weapons could be attained through the SDI. The implications of
an 3DI deployment decision for US defense policy, however, are enormous,

First of all, it would mean abandonment by the United States of the MAD
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concept which has been widely percelved as the Qore or uUs aecerrenu
dootrine for a generation. Indeed, the Secretary of Nefense has stated
that MAD had already been made "obsolete™ by the Soviet pursuit of
of fensive and defensive capabilities outlined above [Ref. 18],

A fundamental question that remains to be addressed 1s the
Soviet perception of US motives behind the SDI. The overt signal being
sent by the United States 1s that the SDI is a military countermeasure:
asymmetrical in response to the Soviet offensive buildup and
symmetriocal as a means of redressing a perceived imbalance in strategic
defenses, The Administration is saying, in effect, that in the absence
of signifiocant modifications in the Soviet attitude toward arms
control, the United States has no choloce but to zdopt measures similar
in nature to that being pursued by the Soviet Union., The problem is
that the Administration 13 convinced that the objeot of Soviet strategy
(as reflected in their strategio weapons programs) is the attainment of
5uperiority over the United States, notwithstanding Soviet assertions
to the contrary. The question is will the Soviets impute similar

motives to the Reagan Administration.

C. SUMMARY

A Soviet assessment of US motives in promoting the SDI would have
to consider the general olimate of US-Soviet relations particularly
from the American point of view. The Soviets could not fail but to
acknowledge the Reagan Administration's appraisal of relations between
the two powers as bheing primarily one of conflict rather than

acoomodation and competition rather than cooperation., Indeed, the
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Administration has gone out of its way to point out to the Soviets and
to world public opinion its belief in the fundamentally aggressive
nature of Soviet global ambitions and the ideology that underlies them.

The Administration has provided clear signals to the Soviets of its
awareness of the objectives of Soviet strategy and detailed knowledge
of the means available to the USSR for exernuting that strategy. Trends
in Soviet strategic forces, if allowed to proceed unimpeded would, in
the Administrations's estimate, enable the USSR to obtain a decisive
advantage in first-strike potential while eliminating the US capacity
for effective retaliation., Such a capability would enormously enhance
the coercive utility of Soviet nuoleér weapons during a crisis. The
Aduinistration has therefore recommended the Strategic Modernization
Program and the SDI as the means of redressing perceived imbalances in
strategic offensive and defehéive foroces.

That the Reagan Administration perceives it is compelled to resort
to a strategic buildup in order to reinforce strategic atability is an
expression of a lack of faith in the m-nner in which the United States
had previously conducted arms control. The failure to provide the
Soviet Union with adequate incentives to bargain seriously has enabled
the latter to sustain and legitimize the attainment of superiority in
land-based missiles. This situation has provided political pay-~offs to
the Soviets by increasing confidence in their ability to pursue an
activist policy in the Third World with less conacern for interference
by the United States.

The offensive side of the US response, as embodied in the Strategic

Modernization Program, would be interpreted by the Soviets as a
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worrisome but predictable development fully in keeping with the US
doctrine of deterrence through off'ensi e means. The SDI is quite
another matter for it implies eventual US abandonment of the MAD
concept in favor of defenses which, in the context of Soviet strategilo
doatrine, is a component of nuclear war-fighting--a posasibility that

the Soviets can ill-afford to ignore.
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IIT. A DECEPTION HYPOTHESIS

The Administration's stated goal of eventually eliminating nuclear
weapons assumes that Soviet cooperation will be necessary if the goal
is to be achieved. This view was reflected in comments by LTG James A.
Abrahamson, Director of the Strategic Defense Initiative Organization
to the effeot that a "totally effeotive deflense" requires that the
Soviet Union agree to a "ocooperative transition" from current
deterrence based on nuclear retaliatlion to defenses and a "narefully
drawn down" mutual reduction in arsenals of offensive missiles. At the
same time, a "modification" of the ABM Treaty will be necessary to
allow both the Americans and the Soviets to trann.tion from a deterrent
posture based on retaliatict to one based rnn defernse [Re: 19:p. 10].
The problem, of course, i how to elicit Scviet cooperation in the pre-
valling atmosphers of conflict and mntunl susoicion that, from the
Soviet perspeciive, has been aggravatsd, rrt ame''orated, by the SDI.

The solution to this problem 1s suggested by the existence of the
SDI itself and may be summed up in the concept of compellant use ol
military force. 1In theory, the compellant use of force deploys, or
threatens to deploy, military power either to stop an adversary from
doing something he has already undertaken or to force him to do
something not yet undertaken. Compellance, moreover, cah employ force
physically or peacefully. [Ref. 20:p. 29]

The relevance of compellance theory to Soviet strategic behavior

and the Administration's efforts to modify that behavior is readily
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sean, The existing condition of strategic instability and the
resulting reduction in the oredibility of the US deterrent are a fung-
tion of the buildup of Soviet strateglc offensive and defensive forces.
In the long term, the Administration hopes to persuade the .oviets to
abandon their reliance on 3strategio offensive forces and to embrace
strategic defense. In the interim (i.e., during the SDI research
phase), the Administration aims to compel the Soviets to reduce the
size of thelr strategic offensive forces (partioularly the ICBM com-
ponent) on a large scale while inhibiting further advancements in stra-
tegic defenses, The objeoctive, in other words, is to force thae Soviets
to engage in "real" arms control.

The mechanism of compellance is the US' own Strategic Modernization
Program and the SDI which together are intended to evoke a more
ocooperative attitude on the part of the Soviet gbvernment. The relaw=
tionship betwesn thes=2 programs and their combinsd effect on Soviet
arms control behavior was explicitly =stated by both the Secretaries of
State and Defense:

"First, we must modernize our offensive nuclear forces in order to
ensure the essentlal military balance in the near term, and tc pre-
vide the incentives necessary for the Soviet Union to Join us in
negotiating significant, equitable, and verifiable nuclear arms
reductions....3econd, we must act now to start constructing a more
reliable strategic order for the long term by examining the potential
for future effective defenses against ballistic missiles....The SDI
provides a necessary and powerful deterrent to any hnear-term Soviet
decision to expand rapidly its ABM capability beyond that permitted
by the ABM Treaty. The overriding importance of (the SDI), however,
is the promise it offers of moving to a better, more stable basis for
deterrence in the future and of providing new and compelling incen-
tives to the Soviet Union to agree to progressively deeper negotiated

reductions in offensgive nuclear arms." [Ref. 21:p. 4] (Emphasis
added)
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The negative character of the US "incentive" is clear enough though
there 13 obviously no guarantee that the Admiristration's compellant
strategy will sucoceed. Yet the return of the Soviets to the arms
control talks in Geneva in March 1985 (following a 15 month absence)
was encouraging to many SUI supporters particularly when it became
apparent that the SDI had become the central element of the talks [Hef.
221,

The view that rehewed Soviet interest in pursuing seriocus arna
aontrol negotiations was at least partially attributable to the SDI was
reinforced by the Soviet proposal of late-September 1985 for signifi-
cant reductions in land~based missiles in exchange for a halt in SDI
research [Ref. 5]. Though the Administration perceived serious tlaws
in some agpeats of the Soviet offer (beyond the proposed ban on SDI
research whioh was quickly rejected), it was nevertheless received as a
possible basis for more substantial negotiations [Ref. 23]. Some SDI
supporters were inclined to take this one step further by attributing
the apparent change in Soviet attitudes as a direct result of the SDI.
In the words of Richard G. Lugar, Chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee:

"Now, however, Moscow has indicated that it i3 prepared to consider
deep cuts in nuclear inventories, leaving aside for the moment the
specific problems with the Soviet offer, it seems reascnable fo
conclude that it has been because of, not in spite of, the 3Strategic
Defense Initiative. The Initiative has already achieved its first
notable success." [Ref. 24]

While such a conclusion may be debatable, the SDI has undoubtedly

been successful in capturing the Soviets' attention. They are clearly

worried about the SDI but the issue that remalns to be addressed is the
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nature of their concern. The Soviets are surely aware of the
Administration's compellant objeatives for the SDI during the progranm's
regsearch phase. However, they probably also harbor serious doubts that
the Administration's intentions for the SDI are limited only to
achieving those stated or implied objectives relating to arms control
and restoration of the strategic balance. Rather, it 1s likely that
the Soviets will perceive the SDI as part of an attempt by the United
States to regain the position of strategic superiority which it unila=-
terally surrendered in the early 19708. The SDI will be perceived, in
other words, as the key component of a strategic deception with grave
implications for Soviet political-military strategy.

The Soviets have undoubtedly been following the SDI debate with
great interest., The positions of the United States and European NATO
governments on the SDI and how the populations of the prinoipal
gountries respond to these positions will be a significant factor in
the Soviet public campaign against the program. More importantly, the
Soviets will be searching for indications of the Administration's true
intentions for the 3DI, i.e., whether the intent is merely to compel a
restoration of the strategic equilibrium (as the Administration claims)
as opposed to an attempt to achieve sqrategic superiority (which
implies degeption).

It will be argued below that strategic deception by the United
States in peacetime is theoretically possible. An assumption central
to deception theory is that cover, the effort to protect and obscure &
secret, is necessary to all deceptions. Yet there have been instances

(such as the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968) where deception
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serves the purposes of the deseiver better i1f the cover remains
"transparent" [Ref. 25:p. 364]. Using the concept of "tranaparent
gover" as the primary vehicle, the possible deceptive utility of the
SDI will be examined. The object of this investigation is not to
"prove" that the intent of the SDI is anything other than what the
Administration olaims it to be, Rather, if the SDI as deception van ba
established on a theoretical basis, Soviet c¢claima that the program
actually is a deception will appear more coredible as a reflection of
their actual views and not merely as propaganda,

The deceptive potential of the SDI will be aonsidered in terms of
its enabling the United States to manipulate the perceptions of the
Soviet leadership. It will be argued that the nature of the SDI
program has placed the Administration in a position to exploit Soviet
preconceptions regarding their own weaknesses and Western strengths

while heightening Soviet concerns over possible US intentions.

A. DECEPTION PRACTICE IN OPEN SOCIETIES

Faotors that are believed to work against the practice of strategic
deception in peacetime by the United States are of two types: cultural
and institutional. Though the present discuscion focuses on the
latter aspect, the question of deception as a function of oculture
deserves some attention particularly as it is reflected in strategic
gulture,

Conventional wisdom holds that a ccuntry like the United States,
with a culture noted for the openness, even the naivete of its

interpersonal interactions, might find strategic deception uncongenial
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to its habitual ways of thinking [Ref. 25:p. 13]., Highly placed
values such aa honesty and faleplay, it would seem, prun counter to the
practice of deceit as a signifioant element in the American mind.set.
Yet Amerdecan culture 18 not without ita own traits of deception, from
the hyperbole of Madison Avenue, to triok plays In football, the prac-
tice of industrial espionage, the shrewd "Yankee trader," and bluffing
at poker [Ref. 26:p. 421].

© ., These and other examples that the reader 'azn probably offer, while
" trivial in thamge;ves, augéest an important principle: the tendénoy
ltowafd;'Or the ihhibitioné égéinat, the practice of deception in ”
Amgrioan“soﬁiety“bb elséwhere depends upon the ocontext, or environhgﬁt,
in whioh-ihé adtdrs find themselves. That is; the queation of.whethér
or not deception is an appropriate form of.ﬁéha;iorrié nov 80 mush
driven by cultural idiosynoracies as it_is by the pepqg?ved nature of
the existinglsituation, the’goalé of the individual, and hia éSsessment
of the motives of others Ilncluding the willingness of thé latter to
abide by the "rules of the game." Thls should apply to interstate as
well as to Interpesrsonal relations.

In wartime, of course, the Unlited States labors under no inhibi-
tions regarding the use of deception for achieving military goals. For
example, US-British cooperation in the use of Ultra intelligence in
deceiving the Germans during World War II has been well doocumented
[Ref. 27]. Generally speaking, as the factor of surprise has been
clted as a basic principle of warfare over time and aoross cultures, It
is natural to expect that deception as a means of facilitating surprise

would be integral to U3 military dootrire in time of war. The primary
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difference between American and Soviet military doatrines in this
regard ig perhaps the greater emphasis placed by the Soviets on
maskirovka in its various forms.

The ocontrast between apparent Soviet and American attitudes toward
the peacetime use of deception outside of the battlefield aontext are
considerably more pronounced. The source of this difference may be
found in the Soviet view of peace as merely a "cease-fire" in a
continuous and unending war over resources and ideology. In a per-
manent state of war, all means and methods can be justified including
the use of deception in pursuit of strategic goals [Ref., 28:p. 138].
It is the Soviet predisposition to the practice of deception, to the
widespread and systematic use of docelt as poliey, which makes
appraisal of the threat difficult and arms oontrol uncertain [Ref.
26:p. 37].

It 13 the recognition of these fundamental Soviet attitudes and,
more importantly, the skepticism that Soviet behavior can be moderated
without considerable pressurs from the United States (particularly
through negative incentives) that distingulshes the polices of the
Reagan Administration from those of its recent predecessors. The
oonflictive nature of current US-USSR relations, from the
Adnministration's perspective, is the result of a Sovlet worldview that
allows, even mandates, the latter's attempt to secure unilateral advan-
tages by all means short of war. The Soviets have, in effect, set
the "rules of the game" and have compelled the United States to adopt
new initiatives that will safeguard its security. If context is more

important than cultural constraints &3 a factor in strategic deception,
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it would seem that the conditions necessary for the practice of decep-
tion by the United States in peacetime are present whether or not
dedeption is actually being implemented.

A more signifioant conastraint on the practice of strategic decep-
tion by open societies in peacetime is the character of their political
and military institutions. Here the Soviets have a definite advantage.
Soviet-style totalitarianism facilitates their use of deception in such
areas as the requirement for operational security. For most deception
operations this requirement is best satisfied when the operation 1is
well-organized and well-coordinated [Ref., 25:p., 16]. Indeed, the case
for systematioc Soviet deception over the years would seem to imply the
existence of special agenclies for that purpose possibly as part of the
state (KGB) or military (GRU) intelligence organizations [Ref. 28:p.
139]. While the aotual planning and coordinating agencies for Soviet
strateglic deception cannot be substantiated in the open literature,
Soviet strategic culture would dictate the neoessity.of centralized
control at the highest levels.

The Soviet need for control, partiocularly of informaticn, is also
reflected in the nature of their political decisionmaking process and
in the relationship between the Soviet people and their government,

The decision to divulge information pertaining to official policy ig a
function of the will of the Communist Party which reserves the right,
and has the power, to determine when the aonditions for doing 3o are
appropriate, Moreover, once the decision to inform the public is made,
the party's control over the media enables it to determine the form and

content of the information it releases thus providing the capacity to
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control the public debate surrounding any particular governmental
action., Thus, wheh a major defense poliocy decision involves deception,
say, in the oconstruction of a national ABM system, once the decision to
proceed 13 made, Soviet deception planners are limited mainly by the
intelligence capabilities of an opponent.

The freedom to debate public policy issues, including defense
policy is, of course, one of the fundamental strengthe of Western
demcoratic government. It limits the ability of the executive to adopt
poliocies or programs that mgy not be considered as being in the
national interest by other branches of government or by the public at
large. The leadership 18 therefore obliged to justify major
initliatives both to domestic audiences and, if the initiative affeots
strateglo polley, to allies as well if the program 1s to be
suvcessfully implemented.

in its presentation of the merits of the SDI, the Reagan
Administration has emphasized the potential of the program to ultima-
tely eliminate the speoter of nuclear war. Implicit in its case for
the SDI is the perception of a state of strategic Instability resulting
from the growth of Soviet offensive and defensive programs. However,
the implications of the SDI for US strateglc and NATO dootrine have
stimulated a major public debate concerning the program's technical
feasibility and strategic desirability. Tne Administration has
andeavored to defend the SDI on both counts while continuing to main-
tain its originally stat d position, {.e,, the elimination of nuclear

weapons through non-nuclear strategic defense.
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The Administration has further sought to buttress 1ts persuasive
argument in two ways: first, by highlighting the potential spin-offs
of SDI research, for example, in the form of economlc and technological
benefits, and second, by making an explicit connection between the SDI
and Soviet strategia programs and the utility of the SDI in foroing

Soviet concessions in arms control negotiations [Ref. 211].

B. STRATEGIC DECEPTION UNDER "TRANSPARENT CQVER"

The Soviets are aware of the inherent limitations of the West in
conducting strateglic deception in peacetime, In the same way that
deception practice is alded by the closed nature of the Soviet system,
the very operness of Western society not only enables the Soviets to
participate in the defense policy debate but also constrains the abi-
lity of Western governments to use deception in peacetime, assuming the
inolination to do g0 exists.

What follows is an investigation of how such constraints might be
alleviated through the employment of "transparent cover" whereby the
Administration's persuasive and compellant objectives for the SDI as
well as deceptive objectives (as viewed by tha Soviets) might be
attained. It bears repeating that the deception hypothesis does not
posit that the SDI, in whole or in part, is actually intended to
decelve the Soviet leadership. The purpose is to establish a framework
for analyzing the Soviet response to the SDI based on the assumption
(reasonable from the Soviet viewpoint) that the intent behind the

program could inelude deception,
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1. The Objectives of Degeption

The process of deception involves the deliberate misrepresen-
tation of reality for the purpose of gaining a competitive advantage
[(Ref. 25:p. 3]. A3 seen by the Soviets, the advantage of the SDI lies
in its potential for elevating the United States to a position of stra-
tegic superiority. It is important to note that superiority in this
sense is not limited to the strictly military attribute of a first-
strike capability though such is obviously a Key Soviet ooncern.
Rather, the main threat of the SDI in combination with the program to
modernize US strategic offensive forces lies in the net impact of an
improved US strategiec posture in altering the global correslation of
forces in a manner unfavorable to the Soviets., The main threat posed
by US strategic superlority, in other words, is the lmplication that
the neutralization of the Soviet advantage in the strategic military
correlation could result in a reduction in the political utility of
military power for the Soviets in peacetime. 1In the efforts of the
Reagan Administration to wrest the strategic initiative away from the
Soviet Union, the latter will be inoclined to see elements of both
intent and capability deception in the SDI.

Earlier it was stated that the primary theme of the
Administration's persuasive argument for the SDI 1s the ultimate elimi-
nation of both American and Soviet strategic nuclear weapons., Yet the
compellant component of the Administration's case includes proceeding
with SDI research as a technological "hedge" while continuing with the

modernization of US offensive forces. HRoth aspects of the US strategila
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program are Iintended as incentives to compel the Soviets into accepting
meaningful arms reductions,

The problem with the Administration's stated intentions, par-
ticularly from the Soviet viewpoint, is the former's position on the
efficacy of arms control, at least as it has been conducted to date.
The prevailing opinion is essentially that arms hasn't worked nor,
given the Soviet tendancy to violate arms control agrcements, is it
likely to work in the future without a fundamental change in Soviet
attitudes. Such a view helps to explain the Administration's adamant
refussl to allow the SDI to become a negotlable issue in the Geneva
talks. Consider the remarks of Secretary of Defense Walnberger:

"Some orities would have us use SDI as a bargaining chip at Geneva in
the hope of gaining concessions from the Soviets on the 3ize of thelr
offensive force. There are two reasons why we will not do this,
First, if SDI bears fruit, it offers the hope, available nowhere
else, of moving the world out of the horrible shadow of the nuclear
threat., Second, history has taught us not to delude ocurselves in
thinking that 1f we halt SDI research, or bargain it away at

Geneva, the 3oviets willl desist in theilr offensive and defensive
buildup."” [Ref. 29

President Reagan has stated that while a negotiated agreement
ofi the mutual reduction of nuclear weapons is the preferred alter-
native, such an agreement would not inhibit SDI research. Moreover,
the United States reserved the right to make the SDI deployment deni-
sion unilaterally following "eonsultations" with the allies and the
Soviet government [Ref. 30]. Thus, the Administration has indicated
that it intends to proceed with SDI research regardless of the outc¢ome
of the arms control talks.

From the Soviet perspective, the Administration's "all or

nothing" position would seem to discredit the SDI's incentive rationale
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for it requires the Soviet Union to forfeit the heart of its strategic
defenses: the ICBM component, If positions were reversed, it is unli-
kely that the United 3tates would agree to such terms. Neither is it
reasonable to expect the Soviets to place their security in the hands
of what they perceive as a hostile power. Since the Soviets ﬁust
necessarily reject any such proposal, and would percelve that the US
government must anticipate this, the former might reason that the
intent behind the SDI presumes the continued existence of nuclear arse-
nals on both sides for 1if the Soviet Union declines significant weapons
reductions then the United States has no incentive to do so either.

The Soviets might well conclude, then, that the actual intent of the
SDI is to provide a shield for US offensive forces which themselves are
undergoing modernization. Indeed, these are precisely the motives
imputed to the Soviet government by the Reagan Administration.

Such a perception on the part of the Soviet leadership is rein-
forced by the inherent limitations of strategic defenses as well as
their potential offensive applications. Taken together, these con=
siderations lend c¢redence to a Soviet view of the SDI as a deception in
capability as well a3 of intent, First of all, it seems safe to assume
that the Soviets are well aware of the strengths and limitations of
strategic defenses if the Administration's assessment of long-term
Soviet activities in this area are correct. If so, the Soviets must
then suspect that a perfect defense of national territory is not
possible, that is, that the system can be countered in a number of ways
or simply overwhelmed by saturation (another incentive for the Soviets

to increase rather than decrease thelr offensive forces;. The Soviets
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have, in fact, made statements to this effect in thelr response to the
SDI [Ref. 31:p. 21] which will be more fully developed below.

The Reagan Administration has continued to stress its commit-
ment to pursue a total "multilayer" defense however ¢ifficult such a
dufense would be to achieve [Ref. 19], Yet spokesman for the
Department of Defense [Ref. 32] and the Director of the U3 Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency have argued that a less than totally effective
defense could still contribute to deterrence., As Kenneth Adelman has
pointed out:

"The results of SDI are years away, and naturally we do not know what
they will be. Estimates vary widely. We can surmise now, however,
that even a less than perfect or less than comprehensive defense
could markedly increase the uncertainty of success to a potential
attacker. And this, after all, 1s the quinteasence of deterrence."
(Ref. 13:p. 252]

The Soviets are aware of this, of course, but what they fear
most 13 that a future American administration might come to the
conclugion that has been attributed to the Soviets themselves: a
limited strategic defense, i.e., one designed to protect key nodes of
an offensive system (ICBM sites, command and control facilities, and so
forth) is far less expensive than one designed for total defense of
national or, if allies are includea, international territory and popua
lations., Such a defense would still enhance a country's war survival
capability by helping to insure the survivability of its retaliatory
forcea against surprise or preemptive attack., But a limited defense in
conjunction with an effective offensive force also Improves a countiy's

abllity to prosecute a war by degrading or cancelling an enemy's capa-

city to retaliate after suffering a first strike [Ref. 33]. It is the
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potential of the SDI for enabling the United States to aonduct a first
strike that 1s at the heart of Soviet oconcerns., Additionally, the per-
ception of strategic advantage provided by the SDI would significantly
increase the political utility of US military power in terms of
bolstering NATO solidarity and providing coercive leverage against the
Soviet Union during crisis situations.

The Soviets would thus be inclined to see the capability decep-
tion aspect of the SDI revealed in the continuing US insistence that
defensive technology will permit the shift to a totally defensive
posture by both sides while Soviet experience and a considerable body
of oplnion in the West indicates otherwise, This view will be rein-
forced by the perception that Western technology will provide the napa-
bility for construoting a limited defense that will still provide
significant military, and hence political, advgntages. Such a defense
will, in any case, be superior to that built by the Soviet Union given
the inferiority of its technology base. Finally, economlic constraints
will probably force the United States into adopting the most effective
system at the lowest coast which inevitably means a limited, or war-
survival, defense similar in nature to that of the USSR,

2. The Dynamies of Deception

The preceding discussion provided what the Soviets might reaso-
nably infer as the deceptive objectives of the SDI. What follows is an
investigation of how the United States might achieve these objectives
in the process of persuading domestic and allied audiences of the need
to force a change in Soviet strategic behavior. The mechanism by which

this can be accomplished is "transparent cover" whereby all but the
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most cruclial aspects of the deception would remain unaoncealed.
Concealment in this case would entall maintaining the ambigulty of
ultimate US intentions for the SDI.

Two important elements of deneption are the goal of surprise
and the mode of secrecy for insuring surprise. In the ca.a of strate-
glec deception, both are axceedingly difficult to achieve because of the
usual size of the operation, the num%er of individuale and organiza-
tions involved (which leads to greater insecurity), and the enemy's
survelllance capability which is continually improving through advances
in remote sensing technology. Constraints such as these are compounded
in the West by the need for a broad consensus on defense issues which
necessarily stimulates a great deal of debate among the public and bet-
ween and:améng gdverﬁments and their bureaunracies who are competing
‘over policy pﬁéfeﬁgngqg,and resources, Such an environment inevitably
promotes "leaks" either deliberate or merely as an unfortunate by-
product of "information exchauge on a large scale.

As concerna the. SDI, the requirement for secrecy for insuring
surprise was eliminated at the outset because, for all intents and pur-
poses, the element of surprisgse in the SDI was achieved by the program's
very announcemant. Indeed, from the information avallable on the
events leading up to the President's 23 March 1983 speech, it would
appear that many of even his closest advisors were purposefully kept in
the dark about its contents until shortly before the address. The
reason for the "close hold" nature of the SDI's early handling was
apparently to avoid any real policy debate. Specifically, it was

feared that had the plan been run through the orthodox interagency
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review process, immediate objeotions would either have slowed its
progress or stopped the plan altogether [Ref. 34]. Such reasoning
remains speculative., What is certain, however, 1s that most of the
governmental bureaucracy was as surprised as the Soviets to learn of
the apparently drastic change in US strategic poliay. This is
reflected in comments by formerr Secretary of State Alexander M, Haig,
Jr., referring to the aftermath of the President's speech the next day
in the Pentagon, "...where they were all rushing around saying, 'What
the hell 13 strategic defense?'" [Ref. 351).

Of more concern to this discussion 13 the Soviet perception not
only of the SDI announcement's content but also of their view of the
Preaident's tactics leading up to it. Unfortunately, it 1a unlikely
that information on the latter will ever be revealed. It is
interesting to note, however, the reflections of strategic deception
ahalyst Barton Whaley:

"The one certain way of assuring perfect secrecy of plans is for the
top decision maker to keep his own counsel, witholding his intentions
and final decision until the last moment..,.Opposing intellizence
services have no direoct means of penetrating this particular veil

of security, short of subverting the reticent top decision maker
himself'." [Ref., 36:pp. 226-227]

The meaning behind these words should certainly be familiar to
the Soviet leadership and deception planners who undoubtedly appreciate
the advantages of centralized decision making in helping to insure
operational security. It would be reasonable for the Soviets to search
for sumilar attributes in the behavior of others. Yet, the most that

can be sald regarding the birth of the SDI from the Snviet standpoint

is that its unusual delivery was bound to arouse thelr suspicions.
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In any case, with the "surprise" of the SDI revealed up-front
the requirement for secrecy now applied mainly to diserete technical
aspects of the program which are much easler to manage. Otherwise, the
Administration has been able to be completely open about the SDI. In
fact, for the broader aspeots of the program including the need to
"sell" the SDI to domestic and West European audiences as well as to
insure that the SDI's compellant message was received be the Soviet
leadership, secreay was not only unnecessary but also undesirable.
Thus, by late-1984, the traditional shroud of secrecy over weapons
research had been lifted from the SDI and the Strategic Defense
Initiative Organization quickly became a fount of information for
anyone wishing to know more about the program, particularly Congress
and the allies, but presumably also the Soviets within obvious limits
[Ref'. 3T7:p. 361].

The reduced requirement for geocurity also faclilitates
Administration efforts to demonstrate the feasibility of the SDI as a
means of bolstering the perauasive argument. A number of tests of SDI
components have been conducted and their results highly publicized.
These tests have ranged from laser-tracking of objects in space to
exploding objects on the ground using a high-powered laser, among other
experiments [Ref. 38]. Demonstrations such as these obviously enhance
the Adminstration's persuasive and compellant cases but they also serve
an lmportant requirement of deception: establishing the plausibility
that the deceiver actually has the capabllity to do what the deception

commits him to do [Ref. 25:p. 18],
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In their presentation of propositions on military deception,
Daniel and Harbig point out that knitting the deception into many
strands of truth 1s an important part of reinforcing its credibility,
i.e., the cover story ought to be as near the "real thing" as posaible
[Ref. 25:pp. 19-20]. AS concerns the SDI, the technical aapects of
the program which are intended to serve the Administration's compellant
objectives are useful for deception as well depending upon the
Administration's ultimate intentions. It is the very ambiguity of
these intentions that oreates the opportunity to exploit Soviet precon-
ceptions in a manner beneficial to ocompellance or deception, as the
following discussion demonstrates,

3. Exploiting Soviet Preconceptions

The success of deception is facilitated if the preconceptions
of the target can be anticipated and played upon [Ref. 36:p. 225].
This view of Barton Whaley has 1ts ocounterpart in the Soviet concept of
"peflexive control" whinsh emphasizes the requirement for a complete
knowledge of the enemy in order to influence his perceptions, and
hence, his behavior [Ref. 39:p. 23], Both views infer that the
stronger the dispositions of the target, the more likely he will ignore
or twist information inconsistent with them and, in the process, become
an unwitting and cooperative victim of the deceiver [Ref. 25:p. 21].

Certain aspects of the Soviet strategic mind-set are subject to
manipulation by means of the SDI. Included here are the need for
superior military power, respect for the potential of Western tech-

nology, and the utility of strategic deception in peacetime.
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The Soviet Union, like the United States, has confronted the
hard realities of modern weapons technology and accepted, on a prac-
tical level, a deterrent relationship based on mutual societal vulnera-
bility [Ref, 40:p. 6)]. However, in their unending search for absolute
security, the Soviets have apparently concluded that deterrence is best
achieved by building a force capable of dominating events in war and
preparing for nuclear war in order to optimize their chances for =sur-
vival [Ref, d41:p., 213].

In the Soviet view, superior military power is not only a pre-
requisite for deterrence against military threats but also oreates an
environment for achieving political aims as well. As the buildup of
Soviet strateglc forces proceeded to a level of parity with those of
the United States, the former's leadership apparently became convinced
that Soviet military might had neutralized US military power and thus
helped create an international oclimate in which socialism and
"progressive [lorces" could flourish [Ref', 40:p. 19]. The Soviet per-
ception of the shift in the global correlation of forces was codified
in SALT I, reinforced by signs that the United States had assumed as
defensive posture during the Vietnam war, and manifiested in an
increased level of Soviet activism in the Third World during the 1970s.
Soviet military power had thus made it more dangerous for the United
States to try to gain political benefits from military threats [Ref.
40:p. 20). By the same token, any relative advantage gained by the
Soviets in military capability would increase their confidence in the
ability to achieve politiocal objectives with relatively less concern

for interference by the United States,
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Soviet poliocy in the 19708 was to continue to pursue improve-~
menty in thelr strateglic poature but to do so without provoking a reaog-
tion from the West. They secemed satisified with the outoome of SALT
{which aassured their advantage in land-based strategioc missiles) and
the ABM Treaty (that contained the threat to their ICBM force from US
strategic defenses) [Ref. 42:p. 18], The Soviet Union continued to
abide by the MAD concept as a practical, but temporary, necessity but
was actively seeking to escape its confines through force structure
adjustments and weapons development (e.g., ABM3) that would lncrease
the credibility of its war-fighting/war-survival doctrine [Ref. U1:p.
217). At the same time, the Soviets were quick to condemn any per-
ceived changes in US strategic doctrine designed to enhance the aredi-
bility of, or hinted at a shift away from, reliance on assured
destruation as the basic premise for that doctrine.

The reason for Soviet alarm over such US dootrinal concepts as
"gounterforce" (in the 19603) and "limited nuclear optiona" (in the
19708) seems clear in retrospect. From their perspective, such strate-
gles indicated that the United States was moving toward the adoption of
a nuclear war-fighting doctrine of 1¢s own. Indeed, a move in this
direction was probably regarded as inevitable. Soviet strategio
dootrine, based on "sclentifically derived laws of war," dictated that
it reflect the capacity for war winning, war survival, and recovery as
the only really logical alternative, Strategie planners in the United
States were regarded as essentially rational and so could be expected
to adopt a similar dootrine eventually. The question was thus one of

whioh side would escape MAD first. [Ref. W3:pp. 171=-172]
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The announcement of the SDI, then, while undoubtedly surprising
to the Soviets, was probably not totally unexpected, The SDT will be
perceived as a deception, however, in the sense that the
Administration's position that the United 3tates seeks no military or
political benefits from the program, from the Soviet polnt of view, are
dubious at best [Ref. 44],

A second aspect of the Soviet strategic outlook susceptible to
exploitation through the SDI i3 the former's deep and even awesome
respect for the economic, soientific, and technological resources of
the United States and the realizable military potential in them [Ref,
4:p. Bl, An attempt by the United States to achieve a tecdhnological
"end run" around Soviet strategy 1s credible to the latter because, as
stated previously, while a total strategic defense may not be possdible,
any limited defense deployed by the Americans 1is likely to be percelved
by the Soviet leadership as more capable than anything Soviet tech-
nology can produce., Here again, military advantage translates to polil-
tiocal leverage in the correlation of forces calculus.

The deceptive utility of the SDI also resides in its potential
as an instrument of economic-~technological warfare. Whether or not the
3DI is ever actually deployed, Soviet efforts to counter the program
would be expensive as they themsslves have admitted [Ref. 46]1. The
proapect of yet another military buildup must be unsettling to the
Soviet leadership Iin view of the existing constraints and weaknesses of
thelr economy. They must alsc consider the possibility that the

"technological breakthrough" potential of the SDI could be intended to
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induge the investment of huge amounts of money, man-hours, and time in
the wrong direction [Ref., 28:p., 1251,

For the Soviets to 3ee deception in certaln aspecta of the SDI
may be natural given their tend2ncy to use this device in peacetime
themselves. Mihalka has provided evidence of a sustained deception
effort that has involved elementus of both the Soviet strategie offen.
sive and defensive forces inaluding their ABM program [Ref. 16],

The Soviets undoubtedly appreciate the limlitations of open
sooiuties in the practice of peacetime deception. On the other hand,
they appear to respect the capabilities of US intelligence agencies and
have not hidden their suspicion of the undue influence that the
Pentagon and qertain M"right-wing" elements have gn the pollioymaking
process. Such anxieties have not diminished during the tenure of the
Reagan Administration, While the Soviet view of the conspiratorial
nature of US intentions should not be overstated, the inclination to
distrust foreigners is deeply rnoted in the Russiai mind-set. This
tendency has only been reintorced by a communist ideology that assumes
that the capltalists will always try to deceive and therefore should

naever be trusted in the first place [Ref, 28:p. 1391].

C. SUMMARY

The purpose of the preceding discussion waa to establish a fra-
mework for an analysis of the Soviet response to the SDI. It was
hypothesized that this response could include indications of the per-~
ception by the Soviets of deaception among Reagan Administration motives

for promoting the SDL{. The Soviet respunse is also certain to inglude
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other themes of a propaganda nature that are designed to uncersout sup-
port for the SDI in Western Europe and the United States., But if the
SDI as deception could be established on a theoretical basis, Soviet
claims of deception would appear more credible as a reflection of their
actual views rather than merely as propagands. This was accomplished
by demonstrating that, given the will to do so, some of the constralnts
that 1imit the ability of an open soclety to use deception on a large
scale in peacetime could be overcome by means of "transparent ccver.
As cénéerns the SDI, transparent cover would involve being as open

about as many aspects of the program A3 pbssible‘exoept for the sen-
sitive militaryQtechnioal details of the syatems involved and the ulti-
maté:intenfibh for-those_systegs folldwing tﬁe décision to-depiay thenm.
Doing‘so permita thelAdminiStration to puréhe persuasive objedtives at
home and in Western Euxope and its compellant objectives vis-a-vis the
“Soviet: Union taklng full advaabage of media resources while simulta-
neously reducing seourity requirements to a more manageable level,

| The plausibility of the SPI as deception is supported by the near
asincidenge of the US' compellant and potentially daeneptive intentious,
The Administration has emphasized the compellant argument, 1.e., the
need to restore strategic equilibrium by forolng a ohange in Soviet
behavier. The intent behind the SDI, it is argued, is limited to rein-
foroing the status-quo {(during the research phase) and ultimately to
eliminate the need for nuclear weapons.

The Soviets, on the other hand, cah be expected to see the SDI

research phase as an attempt by the United States to revise the status-

quo in a manrer favorable to the latter with the ultimate intention of
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achieving a position of gtrategic superiority following deployment. In
their view, superiority is a funotion not merely of capability in a
atriotly military sense but also of the political leverage that milli=-
tary power provides. Of course, such considerations are important to
both sides. But Moscow would be more inclined to see its zero-sum
ramifications since military power is perhaps the sole attribute of
Soviet strength, Therefore, any unfavorable shift in this key aspect
of the correlation of forces 1s bound to be politically and psychologl-~
cally disturbing.

The tendency of the Soviet leadership to perceive deceptive intent
in the SDI is further reinforcoed by a number of other preconceptions.
Prominent among these 13 the belief that a totally effective defense
(which 1s necessary to the elimination of nuclear weapons) is probably
technically impossible. However, a limited defense is feasible
partioularly for the United States given its technological advantage.,
For the United States to adopt a limited sirategic defense is predic.
table, moreover, since the only rational way to deter nuclear war, in
the Soviaet view, is to prepare to fight and survive such a conflict.
This perception 1s supported by the belief that the United States can-
not really expect the USSR to saarifice its main deterrent (land-~based
missiles), in effeot, plaaing its security in the hands of the enemy.
The United States must therefore expect to keep, and sven modernize,
its offensive component which implies a shift not to defense alone but
to a combined offensive-defensive strategy similar to, but probably

more capable than, the Soviets' own.
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Finally, the Soviets may be inclined to see thelr own attitude
toward strategia deception raflacted 1r the behavior of others. During
the postwar years, the Soviet Union has apparently used deception to
its advantage in some cases while in others such use¢ has backfired as,
for example, in its encouragement of the "missile gap" myth. Yet a
worldview that defines peace as a temporary suspension of international
violence naturally accepts the continuing attempt to sescure strateagic
advantage by all means short of war itself. It is also natural to
expect such attempts on the "imperialisb" Hidé, inoluding the use of
deception, espeaially when the polifioal.environment is oriented toward

conflict rather than detente. -



IV, ThE SOVIET RESPONSE TO THE SDI

In this part, the Sovliet response to the SDI will be examined fion
the time of the program's announcement in March 1983 to the Geneva sum-
mit in November 1985. The objective is to distinguish the actual per-
ceptinn of the SDI f{'rom the pureliy propaganda element in the publiec
atatements and positions of the Soviet leadership.

Research involving the use of Soviet open source materials must
consider their propaganda intent and the resulting effect on reliabi-
1ity. The assumption made here is that most Soviet official statements
are motivated by their potential propaganda benefits. However, this
does not necessarily disqualify such stuatements as total fabrications.
Propaganda simply implies that the speaker seeks some payoff, usually
politicai, from the impact of his statements; the basis for his state-
ments can range frem a lie, on the one hand, to something approaching
the truth on the other, The aim here 1s to determine the degree to
which the various themes employed by the Soviets with respect to the
SDI tend toward the latter end of this continuum. This involves iden-
tifying the meaning behind a given statement by analyzing it in a poli-
tical, military, or other cnntext. In this way, while actual Soviet
beliefs can never be positively determined, they can at least be reaso-
nably estimated. To the extent that this process is successful, the
fact that the Soviet media is closely controlled by the party helps to
reinforce the validity of Soviet public statements as actual views of

the party leadership.
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The approach taken for this analysls was to select a sample . 200
articles from the Foreign Broadocast information Service (FBIS) Daily
Repurt on the Soviet Union during the period March 1983 through July
1985, The data base was subdivided into four periods of 50 articles
each roughly corresponding to the tenures of Communist Party of the
Soviet Union (CPSU) General Secretaries Andropov (March 1983-Fabruary
1984), Chernenko (early sub-period March 1984.3eptember 1984 and late
sub-period October 1984-March 1985), and Gorbachev (April 1985-July
1985). The quantitative portion of the content analysis was restricted
to sources of the party-managed media, for example, TASS, Radlio Moscow,
Fravda, and so forth, which are the responsibility of the International
Information Department of the Communist Party Central Committee [Ref.
47:p. 20]., It was assumed that these sources would reflect the pre-
valling Soviet positlon and would be supported by sources representing
other elite groups such as the military, the scientific, and the acade-
mic establishments.

A qualitiative analysis of selected articles published during the
quantirative study period was also conducted for the period leading to
the Reagan-Gorbachev summit in November 1985, Significant statements
from party and other ellte sources were drawn and, as for the quan-
titative portion. all addressed the subiect of the SDI, The intent of
the qualitative analysis was to expand and elaborate the meaning of
certain themes identified in the quantitative investigation.

It was anticipated that the Soviet response to the SDI would con-
tain both defensive and offensive elements. The defensive reaction

would derive from the Soviet view of the 3DI as part of an effort by
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tha United States to seize the strategic initiative by neutralizing the
military component of Soviet strategy. The Soviets would thus be
inclined to see deception hehind the SDI and would therefore reject the
Administration's threat and arms control rationales for the program.
The offensive aspect of the Soviet response would be reflected in their
efforts to undermine European support for the program which could
contribute to the weakening of NATO.

The quantitative analysis of the Soviet reaponse identified four
major topics of interest (see Table 1), Three of these toplos per-
tained to the Soviet view Of the SDI as a threat, 1l.e., the defensive
uapeot. Specifically, these topios were SDI's role in contributing to
the achievemant of US political-military objeatives (Topiec 1); U3
intentions for the SDI (Topic II); and the consequences of the SDI
(Topie III). Toplc IV concerned the SDI in the context of Western
Europe. Here the offensive aspeat of the Soviet response was revealed
in themes designed to exploit the propaganda opportunities arising from
the European view of the 3DI. Each of these topics had thelr own set
of themes which are described below.

Table 1 illustrates the proportion of the 50 article sample in
which the topio appears. For example, in the first (Andropov) periad,
Toplc I appeared in slightly more than 60 percent of the sannle or
about 30 articles. The purpose of the appearance/nci-apnearance cori-
terion was simply to establish the relative emphasis on topics over
time. What table 1 Indicates is a grad. 1l shift in emphasis away from
those topics pertaining to Soviet-American relations toward attention

to the SDI in the context of Western Europe.

56



2Tq®] fporasad SmWI] Yo®e JOJ IQS JO 109fgns ayj uo saT213J® SIdd 0S5 JO o91dues B UO poSEdxs

“095 ‘epaBad *‘MOOSOW OIPBRY ‘gSyl ‘3o ‘juomsBeuru £qaed Jspun s3IDANCsad BIPSWs

*sgeadde o1dog 9yl yorum ur etdaes 8y Jo uorjJodoad oyl s3iosrjad

*edoany uJejseM pue 1dS Al *IdS 243 40§ SUOTJU8IUT St °II
* fFoqeug3s AJEIITIG
*IdS 3yl Jo saouanbasuo) *IIT ~-IBDIj1IOU Sf JO s3A1309lq0 °T
ssordol
6g Tnr-gg Jdy S8 JER-%¥§ 390 bg da5-4g8 JEH w8 q23-£g JEH
AI II1 II I AT III I1I I AT 11T II 1 AI ITT II I

I
1

0l
o<
ot
On
0§
08
0L
08
06

001

#GQ6L I1OL — £861 HZUVW "SOIJOL NC SISVHIWE HAILVIIY
IGS Ca MOIZOVIH VIAYW SMIAOS

i 31GVL

57



By the time that Gorbachev came to power, the topic of the SDI's
implications for Western Europe appeared to dominate Soviet attention.
The relative decrease in Soviet references to the other toples is more
apparent than real, however, Some of the themes contained within these
topics, particularly those addressing the SDI's consequences, continued
to be emphasized but in terms of their impact on Western Europe.

A fifth topie concerned the Soviet view of deception behind the
SDI. Since this view was indicated in statements and inferences found
within the other toples, no attempt was made to aggregate direct Soviet
references to deception in Table 1. But the deception topic, like the

others, had its own set of themes which are discussed below.

A, SDI IN THE SOVIET-AMERICAN CONTEXT

Prior to 1985, the Soviet public response to the SDI was direated
mainly toward US strategic behavior and the general implications of the
program. Four major toplos were addressed: the objeatives of US
political-military strategy; US intentions for the SDI; the consequen-
ces of the SDI; and SDI as deception. The deception topic is addressed
first since the logic of Soviet statements in the other areas appeurs
to rest in varying degreees on the assumption of deception. The topic
of the SDI's consequences 13 deferred until the later discussion of the
program's implications for Western Europe.

1. The SDI Deception Zampaign

The Soviet view of deception behind the SDI took two forms.
Implied deception pertained to the "true" nature of US political-

military objectives and the role of the SDI in furthering their
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aohievement., The present disgussion addresses overt references to
deception which, in the view of Soviet commentators, oollectively
constituted a deliberate effort on the part of the United States to
deceive Western public opinion ooncerning the SDI:

"The implementation of this program (costing trillions of dollars)
needs the correaponding international and domestic publie support.
This is why the US Administration is using all the mass media and
setting its entire propaganda machine in motion in a vain attempt to
make the 'star wars' program, if not actually popular, then at least
attraoctive and, above all, at all costs to conceal the grim truth
about it from mankind. That is why the SDI apologists are making
more and new propaganda maneuvers in order to degeive the peoples.”
[Ref., 481+

The basis for the SDI "deception campaign" was the
Administration's contention that US motives for the program are essen-
tially peaceful and harmless, This poaition was challenged by vir-
tually all Soviet commentatorse:

"Without any substantiation and jeering at common sense, they pass
off the US President's plans to create an extensive antimissile
defense system as a 'peace-loving defensive measure,' as a 'guaran=-
tee of security and hope for a peaceful future.' However, all
these epithets are only a deception of the public." [Ref., 4g)#u

Such a view was echoed, for example, by G. Arbatov, Director of
the Institute of United States and Canada Studies, USSR Academy of
Soiences:

"The US President is presenting the 'star wars' project to the public
as a weapon that will put an end to the nuclear threat and will lead
mankind to a paradise for all....The impracticability of the project
in the form in which an attempt is being made to sell it to American
legislators as well as to the American public and the US's allies,
does not, however, make it any less dangerous." [Ref'. 50] (Emphasis
added)

#Adm. A, Sorokin, First Deputy Chief of Staff, Soviet Army and Navy
Main Political Directorate.

#%#Col, Gen. N. Chervov, Soviet General Staff.
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Dr. Arbatov's reference to the "form" of the SDI is signifi-
cant. The Administration's primary persuasive arguments for the
program ware initially centered on the "vision" of the total elimina-~
tion of nuolear weapons. This argument was later supplemented with the
stated need to match or counter developments within Soviet offensive
and defensive forces and thus to correct an existing imbalance.
Finally, the SDI was offered as a means of compelling the Soviets to
engage in "serious" arms ocontrol negotiations that would ultimately
reault in the USSR adopting its own version of the SDI. The aim of
Soviet "ocounter-deception" rhetoric was, first, to argue that the SDI
in its advertised form was unachievable, and hence, incapable of
accomplishing the Administration's stated objeatives (thus opening the
question of actual US intentions for the SDI), and, second, to
discourage the idea that the SDI could somehow be useful as an instru-
ment of pressure against the Soviet Union.

The basic elements of Soviet reaction to the SDI on the toplc
of deception are presented in Table 2. The Administration's case for
the SDI as a necessary response to Soviet military developments was
anticipated by CPSU (General Secretary Andropov immediately following
the President's 23 March 1983 speech--well before this line of argument
wad adopted as a major justification for the SDI:

"The importunate and profuse talk about how all this is being done in
response to the 'Soviet military threat,' no matter how often it is
repeated, should not mislead anyone. Nothing the Soviet Union has
done or 1s dolng testifies in any way to a striving for military
supariority.” [Ref. B1:p. 4]

The theme that the SDI represented an unwarranted provocation

on the part of the United States was consistently present during the
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teriures of Andropov and Chernenko. They genarally took the form of
flat denials of any agressive intent behind Soviet strategio posture,
As the foous of Soviet media attentlon shifted to Western Europe,
references to US disinformation oun the Soviet threat not only appeared
to increase in frequendy but became more specifio, particuiarly in
regard to Soviet strategic def'ense aoctivities:

"It is not difficult to understand what is behind the fabrications of
the Pentagon and the US State Department claiming that the Soviet
Union has all but set up an ABM system for the country's territory.
This is decelving the public....We do not have a program for deve=
loping space strike systems, and we have no 'star wars' plans analo-
gous to those of the Americans. The USSR is strictly fulfilling the
unlimited-duration ABM Treaty of 1972." [Ref. 52]%

Shortly after the President'a 23 March 1983 spesch, the Soviet
position on the feasibllity of "total" atrategic defense was voiced by
the solentific community:

"Based on the knowledge that we, as sclentists, possess, and pro-
ceeding from our understanding of the very nature of nuclear weapons,
we declare most smphatically that there are no effective defensive
means in nuclear war and thet thelr creation 1s virtually
impossaible....Such 'defensive weapons' can give almost nothing to a
country that 1is proteoting the overwhelming majority of the
population." [Ref. 53] (Emphasis added)

In 1984, thiuy view was elabcrated upon by the Soviet Committee
for Peace and Against the Nuclear Threat. In a highly detailed and
technical report, the Committee cited the SDI's probable enormous cost
and extreme vulnerabllity to countermeasures as two reasons for conclu=
ding:

"The assertions coming from the Reagan Administration that the new
antimissile defense aystems spell salvation from nuclear missiles for

mankind are perhaps the greatest ever deceptions of our time." [Ref.
31:p. 25] (Emphasis added)

#Marshal of the Soviet Union S. Akhromeyev, General Staff, USSR,
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The maln point underlyving the Committee's evaluation of the SDTI
was the continuing dominance of offensive nuoclear weapons., The
resulting implication that mutual assured destruction remained the
basis for the Soviet-American strategic relationship was frankly
admitted by academician G. Arbatov:

"Whatever may be said, peace today 1s largely the result of
deterrence on both sides. It rests on the proposition that each
side 13 aware that if it started a nuclear war it would be sube
jeoted to a devastating strike in return." [Ref. 54]

Given that total strategic defense against nuolear attaok is
imposaible, US hopes for a return to a condition of invulnerable
"fortress North Amerina" were likewise in vain [Ref., 521.

As Table 2 shsws, themes b. and o. reoeibed rather consistent
play in the Soviet media until the spring of 1985 and then abruptly
fell off. It may have been that thesg themes were found to be incoi-
sistent with propaganda aimed at convincing the West European publioc
that the SDI was Iintended to protect only the United Stateas.

Toward the end of Chernenko's tenure, Soviet olaims that the
SDI represented more than exploratory research were heavily emphasized
(see Table 2). The military missions of the space shuttle and ASAT
tests were regularly identified with 8DI research thus revealing the
propagandistic nature of such statements., Yet the US budgetary commit-
ment to the program combined with on-going and planned feasibility
demonstrations appeared to make an impression on the Soviets beyond
their propaganda exploitation potentlal. 1In the words of Secratary
General Gorbachev:

"We do not consider (SDI) to be a research program. In our opinion,

it 13 the first stage of a project to develop a new ABM system, which
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is prohibited by the relevant treaty of 1972, Just thinlt of the
goale of it alone=~thie plan i3 to allocate $70 billion In the next
faw years, This is an inoredible amount for pure research, as is
emphasized by US solentjists as well....That it is by no means a pure
research program is irdicated by other faots as well, including the
tests that are solieduled for space strike weapons systems." [Ref.
55:p. 16]

Finally, the Administration's contention that the SDI oculd be
used to modify Soviet behavior in some way was characterized simply as
another aspect of the deception campaign. Though Soviet spokesmen
oacasionally admitted that a countermeasures program would probably be
expensivae, it would be less so than for the SDI program itself [Ref.
56]. In any case, Soviet discussion of the SD['s consequences
(presented below) was intended to signal the West that they wounld not
be intimidated by the SDI. More often than not, direct references to
the compellant aspects of the SDI were simply dismissed. Gorbachsev
again:

"Apparently someone in the US thought there was an opportunity to
overtake us, to bring pressure on the Soviet Union. But this is an
1llusion, It has not succeeded in the past, and It will not sncceed
now." [Ref. 55:p. 211

To summarize, most of the overt references to deception were
couched in terms of its being perpetrated on US domestic and foreign
public opinion. In this vein, the Soviets came down squarely on that
8ide of Western opinion that discounts the technical feasibility of
total strategic defense that could eventually permit the abandonment of
nuolear weapona, While the Soviets themselves were not "fooled" by
such rhetoric, they seemed to be impressed by the skill and resources

of the US publlc relations effort and its potential effect on the anti-

nuclear movement [Ref. 57]. The depth of their concern over the SDI
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was perhaps best reflected by prominent Soviet spokesmen arguing in
favor of mutual deterrence through nuclear weapons, While such
admissions were admittedly rare, the Soviet leadership was undoubtedly
uncomfortable with finding itself on the "recelving end" of the disar-
mament. lssue,

2. US Intentions for the SDI

Soviet claims of a US campaign to deceive Western public opiw-
nion centered on what the SDI is not: the SDI could not be intended to
achieve the total elimina%ion of nuclear weapons. As disqussed above,
the Soviets stressed the argument that the'spatn of defensive tech-
nology, now and in the future, would not'permit abandonment of nuclear
weapons for deterrence. The implied aspéot of dedeption behind the SDI.
centered on what the SDI is: a means by which the United States ocould
‘ acquire the capability for achieving a preemptive first strike against
the Soviet Union, This ocontention was established early-on by CPSU
(General Secretary Andropov and became a consistent theme in Soviet com-
mentary (see Table 3)!

"4t first glance, (Lhe SDI) may even Seem attractive Lo uninformed
pecple-~after all, the President 13 talking about what seem to be
defensive measures, But it seems 30 only at first glance, and only
to those who are unfamiliar with theae matters. In fact, the deve-
lopment and improvement of the US's strategic offenzive forces will
continue at full speed, and in a very specific direastion-~that of
acquiring the potential Lo deliver a nuclear first atrike. In
these conditions, the intention to obtain the possibility of
destroying, with the help of ancimisgziie defense, the curresponding
strateglc systems of the other side~-~1.e.,, of depriving lt of the
rapability of inflioting a retallatory strike~-is designed to disarm
the Soviet Union in the face of the American nuclear threat." [Ref.
51:p. 651

Soviet olaims of US intent to obtain a first-strike capabi-

lity did not begin with the SDI. 1In the 1960s, the Soviets asserted
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that a first-strike strategy constituted an integral feature of the
Flexible Fespense dootrine [Ref, 47:p. 59). This theme was invoked
again in the 19708 with the announcement of "limited nuclear optiona"
[Ref. 43:p. 1511, More recently, the deployment of PERSHING II missi-
les in Western Europe was denounced by the Soviets as anotlier mani-
featation of a US prcamptive-strike dootrine [Ref. 58:p. 131.

The question of whether the Soviets actually believed their own
propaganda is debatable given the evident absencs of a first-stiike
capability to accompany purported US dootrine. But onoe again the
Soviets professed to see evidence of efforts by the Uniﬁed States to
acquire such a capebility in elements 6fﬂthe Strategio'Modqrnizab;on
Program and "stealth" aircraft as well as the INF:

"The facts prove that the presant adminiatration oertainly”is not
thinking about 'defense.!' On the contrary, it is putting its hopes
on acquiring the potential for a disabling nuclear [irat strike.

To thls end, th¢ accuracy of American nuclear systems capable of
hitting our retaliatory strikz forces--primarily silo launchers for
intercontinental ballistic missiles {ICBMs)-~is being improvod.
Conditlons are created for a surprise nuclear attack using the
Pershing II missiles that are being placed in West European
countries, as well as the long-range cruise missiles in various
basing modes that are being deployed close to USSR territory.
Various methods are being used to camouflage American missiles and
bombers in flight so as to minimize the possibility of their
detection." [Ref. 59:p. TI#

The esgential Soviet positions on the deceptive versus antual
US intentions f'or the SDI ajpear to be contradictory in some respects,
On the one hand, the Soviets insist that the fundamental advantage of

offensive over defensive technologies makes the goal of assuring the

survival of American soclety infeasible. On the other hand, the

—

¥Marshal of the Soviet Union S. L. Sokolov, USSR Minister of
Defense.
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Soviets appear to be deeply concerned that the SDI, in combination with
the US strategic and INF t'orce modernization programs, constitute a
grave threat to the Soviet Union. The Soviets resol.e this incon-
sistency by concluding that the SL'T need not provide an impenetrable

defense in order to be militarily useful. The fact that the

Congressional Qffice of Technology Assessment came to essentially the
same conclusion (Ref, 60:p. U7], aleng with comments of US officlals
on the advantages of "limited defense," tended to reinforce the Soviet

view of deception. The Soviet military journal Krasnaya Zvezda puts it

this way:

"The White house, despite tremendous efforts, did not succeed in
nalting what was literally an avalanche of testimony from high-
ranking officials to the effect that it is possible to create

only a 'limited' ABM defense. General Abrahamson, responzible for
fulfilling the 'strategic defense initlative,' began to cite as an
argument in favor of creating this ABM deferse its 25 percent or
even 50 percent efficiency. On the basis of these admissions the US
press noted that this approach refutes publicity ploys regarding
the creation of a system designed to 'defend ponulation centers

and render nuclear weapons cbsclete'....Thus there¢ was revealed the
unseemly plcture that the Washington Poat accurately described as
deception--deception geared to misleading millions of Americans in
order to ssek approval for a sinister design: securing for offen.
sive nuclear weapons a 'space shield' under the cover of whieh it
would be possible to attempt, while counting on impunit;, to use
these weapons for a surprise first strike." [R#f. 61] (Emphasis
aaded)

The Soviet amilitary's cc¢itention that the SDI is intended for
purposes other than those c¢laimed by the Administration was obviously
shared by the party leadership as indicated in these comments by CPSU
General Secretary Gorbachev:

"4We cannot take seriously the assertions that SDI would guarantee
invulnerablility from nuclear attack systems, thereby leading to the
elimination of nuclear weapons. In the opinion of our specialists

(and, to my knowledge, of many of yours), this is an unrealizabie
fantasy, an empty dream. But even on the much more modest scale
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in which 3DI, according to specialists, i3 practicable, it 13 very
dangeroua." [Ref. 55:p. 16] (Emphasis added)

The Soviet view of the EPI in a limited defense role was con-
sistent with their perouption of US strategic dootrine which seeks to
control escaiation and limit damage to the United StaiLes through
selected counterforce strikes againsc Soviet ICBM flelds and other
military targetas.

The folluwing statement by Doctor of Historical Scienaas A,
Kokoshin indicates that the Soviets ccrrectly percelved that US
targeting strategy 1s not oriented toward assured destruction (evaept
as a last resort) and the SDI's potential for mak:ng actual US strategy
more efféctive: -

"US strategists envisage an exchange of strikes against ICBM launch
81108 without harm to industrial installations or administrative cen-
ters and wlithout losses of its population, Trey also envisage a sce-

nario in which a first strike is delivered against such silos with
impunity, After all, they say, the 'ABM shield' will do its work and

limit the counterstrike. Soviet mllitary doctrine rejects the idea
of 'limited' nuclear war and of waging it 'according to rules' as
illusory and exceptionally dangerous." [Ref. 62] (Emphasis added)

The Soviets also attempted to portray the SDI as inherently
aggressive in its own right, that is, even without its association with
nuclear weapons. References to "space strike" weapons capable of
destroying targets other than ballistic missiles on the ground, as well
as in the air and at sea, recelved relatively minoir attention in the
Soviet media except during the latter half of the Chernanko period (zee
Table 3). This surge may have been part of a Soviet effort to propa-
gandize their proposal at the United Nations in September 1984 for a
"ban on the use of force in space and from space against the earth, as

well as from earth against objects in space" [Ref. 63:p. 4].
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In the opinion of some sclentists in the United States, the
possibility exists that the SDI could be employed offensively against
aome types of "soft" ground targets and ultimately against "hard"
targets as well in a first-strike mode [Ref. 33:p. 1]. Once again,
spokesman f'or the Soviet zzademlic-sclentific community adopted or, more
preclsely, co-opted this theme as a means of demonstrating the
Administration's militaristic intent [Ref. 64]. This view also was
echoed in comments by CPSU General Secretary Chernenko:

"It is olear from plans announced in the US that 1t is intended to
deploy antimissile systems 1in spacs, to give free range to the opera-
tion of various kinds of ancisatellite systems, and to deploy

ultranew types of weapons designed to strike targets on the earth,
in the air, and at sea." [Ref. 65] (Emphasis added)

The SDI's possible implications for the ABM Treaty was imme-
diately apparent to the Soviets both as a threat to the treaty's con-~
tinued viability and, because of this, the SDI's utility as a
propaganda theme, The.intention of the United States to breach the ABM
Treaty received consistently high play in the Soviet media (as shown in
Table 3). The character of Soviet claims changed over time, however,
with earlier commentary tending to focus on the SDI's impact on the
treaty following a future deployment decision:

"Certain actions of the US with respect to the unlimited duration
Treaty on the Limitation of Antiballistic Missile (ABM) systema can-
not fail to cause concern, and the USSR has repeatedly addressed

the American side on this matter....For what purpose 18 the US
developing ABM systems that, in the eveni of their deployment,

would go beyond the framework permitted by the treaty and, in
effect, would lead to its undermining? After all, it was exactly
plans for the creation of such a Jarge-scale ABM system that the
American side officially announced in March 1983." [Ref. 66]
(Emphasis added)
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Later Soviet references to US violations of the ABM Treaty and
others were oriented more to the present tense [Ref, 67)] and were
increasingly related to olaims that the SDI was not merely a research
program. The reasons for this change in emphasis probably related to
the perceived need to counter increasing US stress on Soviet treaty
violations and to the increasing utility of the ABM Treaty as a propa-
ganda device as the focus of the SDI debate shifted to Western Europe.

In short, the Soviets attempted to portray actual US intentions
for the SDI as being somathing quite different from those stated by the
Administration., In the Soviet view, te:hnological constraints made the
prcspects of achleving M"assured survival!" cbjectively unattainable.
Therefore, the stated US intention of pursuing total, i.e., population,
defense for the United States (and NATO Furope) was nothing more than
deception through propaganda. However, the technical feasibility of
protecting limited numbers of targets was borne out by Soviet
exnerience and “informed" Western opinion both inside and outside of
government, Thus, actual US intentions for the SDI are centered on
acquiring a military advantage over the Soviet Union which, in turn,
implies deception.

The nature of the UL advantage from the Soviet perspective was
cast in typically "worst-case" terms, namely that of placing the United
States in a position to launch a first strike., Such a view was by no
means new to Soviet propaganda directed against US strategic doctrine
and military programs. What was new was that the SDI, deployed for
limited defense of military targets in combination with modernized

strategic and theater offensive forces, could be seen as closing the
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gap between purported US strategy and the capabilities required to exe-
oute that strategy. 1In this regard, it ocould be said that the gap bet-
ween Soviet propaganda and actual perceptions was also olosing.

3. The Objectives of US Political-Military Strategy

As the actual US intentions tor the SDI were seen by the
Soviets as being oconsistent with US strateglc dootrine, so was the
latter perceived as advancing the achievement of US political-military
objectives. The ultimate objective of US strategy, in the view of the
party, was proclaimed by CPSU General Secretary Andropov within days of
the President's 23 March 1983 speech: "After all, the whole point of
the speech is that America should arm itself faster and become the
dominant military power in the world" [Ref. 51:p. U],

Andropov's reference to "military dominance' as a prime objec-
tive of US strategy did not originate with the SDI. This theme has
been more or less constantly present in Soviet propaganda over the
years [Ref, 47:p., 55], It received particular emphasis in Soviet com-
mentary on INF modernization [Ref. £8:p. 12] and, as Table U4 indica-
tes, the military dominance theme received a great deal of attention in
reference to the SDI, The media's apparent deemphasis on this theme
after Gorbachev's assumption of power could be due to the predominance
of other themes more pertinent to Soviet propaganda objectives in
Western Europe. Nevertheless, the role of the SDI in furthering US
Strategic objectives, particularly as the US rationale for the program
increasingly stressed its relationship to Soviet strategic develop-

ments, was regularly cited in the Soviet media:
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"A comparlison between the President's March (1983) statement and his
Saturday radio address reveals a radical shift of accents in 'star
wara' advertising. The former proclaims the 'aim' of making nuolear
weapons 'impotent' and 'obsolete.' The latter does not even mention
that. It turns out that the aim i3 to counterpose the US' own
measures to Soviet threats and strategic challenges....The trua
objective of the plans and actions by the present administration

is to obtain strategic superiority with the help of the so-~called
program of 'rearming America' and developing new types of
armaments-~strike space weapons." [Ref. 68)] (Emphasis added)

Perhaps not surprisingly, it is the political implications of
the 3SDI in furthering US strategic objectives that appeared to be of
most concern *to party officlals and commentators. This is indicated by
the relative lack of emphasis on the SDI's contribution to US wara
fighting potential (theme d., Table 4).

Shultz's and Godson's analysis of Soviet propaganda during the
1660-1980 period revealed that the party apparently did not perceive
any direat threat or challenge to Soviet security interests emanating
from alleged US aggressiveness or militarism [Ref. 47:p. 1011,
Likewise in the case of the SDI, the potential military threat, though
real enough, was neither as immediate nor damaging in the long term as
the potential threat to the achievement of Soviet foreign policy objec-
tives. In other words, the Soviet leadership was as much concerned
with what the Soviet Union stood to lose as with what the United States
might gain through military dominance. Consider the words of former
Defense Minister Ustinov:

"The course of imperialist reaction, headed by US ruling circles,
became especlally aggressive as the 1980s began....The US's and
NATO's intentions to deploy new American medium-range nuclear
missiles in Western Europe as first-strike weapons pose a special

danger., No less dangerous is the Reagan Administration's plan to
develop means of waging war in outer space., And all this is being
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done in order to eatablish world domination, to eregt a barrier on
the nath of progressive changes in the world." [Ref. 69] (Emphasis
added)

From the Soviet point of view, it was the establishment of
strategioc parity in the 19708 that created the conditiona for
"progressive changes" in the Third World and, in certain respects, in
Western Europe. The Soviets define parity as the relative squality
derived from the sum of quantitative and qualitative inequalities
existing between the forces of the Warsaw Pact and NATO. As long as
each side retains a 3secure second-strike capability, parity is pre-
served [Ref. 70]., It is precisely this "equilibrium" that the Reagan
Administration seeks to disrupt, in part, through the SDI (see Table
4)., The party’s assessment of the political-military motivation for
the SDI was expresgsed by V. Falin, former First Deputy of the Central
Committee's International Department:

"In May 1982, reports appeared that the United States was adopting a
polioy of 'devaluing' the Soviet military potential. This is very
important-=not the maintenance of equilibrium, nor identical
security, but precisely 'devaluation,' by deploying nuclear and
non-nuglear first-strike syztems and qreating techniques for the
preemptive deatruction of the enemy's strategic
means....Consequently, Reagan's March 1983 statement on the aonatruc-
tion of an 'impenetrable shield' against nuclear missiles merely
dotted the 'i's in the sense of making ihe final choice of politi-
cal guidelines and concluding the debate within the Administration

itself. Let's go into space, the President decided." [Ref, 71]
(Emphasis added)

In other words, the objeotive of the SDI, in conjunction with
other US military programs, is 'z ercde the primary bagsils of Soviet
global strategy--military power,

In a more purely propaganda veln, the Soviets attempted to

portray themselves as sincerely interested in halting the arms race
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while the objeative of the United States was to obstruot the arms
sontrol process, Soviet references to US opposition to negotlations in
particular and detente in general became more pronounced in the late
19708 a’s the neutron bombt snd INF modernization wer« being debated in
the West [Ref., 47:p. 551. Following the NATO "dual track" cdecision of
Deaember 1979, the theme of US disinterest Iin arms coutrol was promi-
nent in the Soviet campalgn to prevent INF deployment [Ref. 58:p. 18]
and quickly became a major feature of propaganda directed at the SDI
after March 1983. As indicated in Table 4, thls theme appeared to peak
in the early months of Chernenko's tenure., This was due 1in part to
Soviet efforts to absolve themselves of any responsibility for the
-breakdohn of the INF talks in late 1983 and to draw a parallel between
this event and US "intransigence" on the iasue of space weapons talks
as the following TASS statement clearly reflects:
"Thus, .the American administration has again demonstrated in no
uncertalh terms that it doas not intend to renounce its mili-
taristic course or the stepped-up implementation of broad-scale
military programs. It 1s avident that the very possibility of
serious talks ¢n arms limitation is perceived in Washington as an
obstacle to the realization of such a policy. First, the US
wrecked the talks on nuclear arms in Geneva, and now it is making

the beginning of talks on space impossible." [Ref. 72] (Emphasis
added)

The "proof" of the Reagan Administration's unwillingness to
engage In negotiations to prevent the "militarization of space! was
revealed by its negative response to a variety of Soviet initiatives
including thne draft Treaty Prohibiting the Use of Force in Outer
Space and from Space toward Barth [Ref. 73] and their call for an
agreement on the dismantling of existing antisatellite systems and a

ban on the ereation of new ones [Ref. 74] (in August 1983); the
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proposal for space weapons talks [Ref. 75] and the call for a mutual
moratorium on the testing and deployment of spuce strike systems [Ref,
761 (in June 1984); and the proposal for a Ban on the Use of Forae in
Space and from Space against the Earth, aa well as from Earth against
Objeuts in Space [Ref. 63:p. 4] (in September 1984). Questions po=ed
by the United States Government in response to the Soviet proposals
concerning, among other things, the vagueness of language and the lack
of attention to the lssue of verification were aited by the Soviets as
further evidence of the Administration's "obstruotionist" attitude
toward arms control.
Shortly after the resumption of arms control talks in Geneva in

March 1985 (the initiation of whlch the Soviets assumed full credit),
charges of "inflexlbility" were onoce again leveled at the United States
(Ref, 77]. Specifically, the US was accused of attempting to use vho
talks as a means of "legalizing" the arms race whereas the Soviet aim
was to prevent such a race [Ref., 78]. This olaim was made in reference
to arguments by the Administration that SBI research was within the
framework of the ABM Treaty. As to the US poaition on the non-
negotiabllity of the SDI during the research phase, the following
atatement by CPSU General Secretary Gorbachev provides an indication of
the Soviet appraisal of the Administration's uncompromising attitude:

"Washington 1s stating with utter frankness: No matter what the

Soviet Union does at Geneva or in the military field, the US in any

case will develop space strike weapons and antisatellite systems."

[Ref. 55'p. 20]

In summary, a significant portion of Soviet commentary on the

SDI was intended to emphasize the program's role in US political-
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military ntrategy. Some of the assertions on the nature of US objec-
tives in the SDI aontext were virtually indistinguishable from those
appearing in earlier Soviet propaganda campaigns. Yet to the extent
that the SDI could be seen as contributing to the enhancement of
current US strategy, as opposed to creating the conditions for movement
to a new (defensive) strategy, Soviet assertions of an attempt by the
United 3tates to derive military, and hence political, advantage
through the SDI appear to be more than mere propaganda.

4, Interpreting the Soviet Response: The SDI as a Threat

Soviet public statements clearly reflect a high degree of
anxlety over the implications of the SDI. 1Inocluded among the SDI's
dangerous consequenues are a renewed arms race, international instabi-
lity, and the increased risk of war., As will be discussed below, such
outcomes tend to parallel the debate in the Weat and are thoroughly
exploited for their propaganda effeat particularly in Western Europe.
However, much less 13 revealed concerning the threat posed by the SDI
to Soviet strategic programs and objeatives from the latter's perspec-
tive, An attempt will be made here to infer from the foregoing
discussion the Soviet view of the threat in terms of the SDI's poten-
tial contribution to current US strategle doctrine,

The Administration's stated goal for the SDI is that the early
stages of deployment should make the existing US deterrent strategy
more effective, while later stages would allow movement to a different
strategy [Ref., 60:p. 25]. This position could be interpreted in two
ways depending upon one's understanding of "current US strategy" and

brth would be correct.,

78



One interpretation pertalns to the US declaratory doatrine of
"agaured destruction" which the Adminlstration has vowed tn replace
with "assured survival" based nn the SDI. The other interpratation
goncerns the actual US "oountervalling strategy" and 1ts underlying
dootrine of Flexible Response which together envision the employment of
nuclear weapons in ways that are both militarily and politically
useful. From the Soviet point of view, it is the SDI's role in
reinforaing the latter "war-fighting" aspect of US strategy that is of
prime congern,

The public debate surrounding the SDI has tended to overlook
two "mytha" of US strategic doctrine. One myth is that mutual assured
destruction is the basis of US nuclear planning [Ref. 79:p. 541, It
is widely believed that in the event of Soviet attack at any level of
conflict the immediate US response would be rather large-scale nuclear
retaliation against Soviet urban-~industrial (countervalue) targets,

The cther, and related, myth 1s contained within the US<NATO dootrine
of Flexible Response which holds that in the event of Soviet conven-
tional attack against Western Europe, NATO will take the initiative in
golng nuclear [ilef. 80].

Th. reality is that, in the first instance, US vulnerability to
Soviet attack 'z - forged the search for alternatives that would control
ascalation and i'.areby limlt damage to the United States and the
allies. The goal of US strategic dootrine has been to make MAD the
last resort outoome, rather than the initial phase, of 4 nuclear
exchange with the Soviet Union. In the second instance, the very fact

of US vulnerability has made the prospect of nuciear retaliation
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againat a Soviet attack limited to Western Europe lets and less gre-
dible as a detarrent. The challenge confronting US strateglc planners
has been to restore the military and political utility of nuclear
weapons both as a deterrent and as a means of controlling escalation if
deterrence failed in the face of Soviet efforts Lo restrict the United
States to an increasingly incredible assured destruction posture. The
objective, in other words, has been to restore some measure of
tflexibility" to the doctrine of Flexible Response.

As the momentum of the Soviet strategio buildup showed no sign
of slackening either during or after the SALT I negotiations, it became
lncreasingly apparant that the shift in the strategic balance had
denreased the damageulimitiﬁglqapability of US strategic forces [Ref,
42:p. 1151, The United States could neither disaru the Soviet Union
nor could it, through a combination of ¢ffensive and defensive means,
significantly limit damage to itself in an all-out nuclear war [Rerf.
79:p. T7]. The Presidént was thus faced with three choicea: (1)
authorize strikes (preemptive or retallatory) agalnst Soviet focrges
that would probably weaken the US more than the USSR; (2) unleash a
massive assured destruction strike on all targets, military and urban-
industral; or (3) do nothing {Rel. 79:p. 761].

In the view of Defense Secretary Schleslinger, the President
needed to be able to contemplate some kind of purely "military"
exchange--selected strikes against military targets--and yet still be
able to rely on his reserve "second-strike" against civilian targete
[Ref. 81). Thus, the Schlesinger Doctrine (197U4) envisioned the

creation of smaller attack options that would increase the flexibility
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¢of existing war plans, 1In the event deter.'éence falled, the primary US
objective was to control the process of escalation, bringing hostili-
ties to an acceptable olose at the lowest lavel of conflict possible,
thereby limiting the damage to the United States and its allies. If
necessary, escalation control and damage limlitation were to be achleved
through the use of limited nuclear options (LNOs). These options would
gerve both a military and political purpose., 1If escalatlon control
failed, the United States would seek to destroy Soviet military, poli-
tioél, and eoonbmio assets 3o éa to retard the USSR's recovery in the
pospwar\peviéd} Suoh attacks would also be designed to limit the
Sovietvvnidnf§ Abiliﬁy to retard US recovery [Ref. 79:p. 801,

In 1§éo, United States attack optiéhs were further refined in
..Presidehtial piheotivo 59 (PD 59) with emphasis on targeting faoilities
thoh.:hels§viet_;eadership_deemed essential to a successful war
effort, that 15,'ﬁaégetéfthét obmprise the Soviet military force struc-
ture and‘political power structure [Ref. 79:p. 82].

US strategic doctrine had thus evolved from a condition of
almost compliete reliance on assured destruction to a relatively greater
emphasis on the oredible use of nunlear weapons as the hasis for
deterrence. Yet the continuing (and growing) vulnerability of the ICBM
{(counterforce) leg of the US strateglc triad to a Soviet preemptive
strike degraded the potential for exercising LNOsS as a means of
controlling the escalatory process (Ref, 82).

With the growth of opinion in the United States that the SDI's
promise for providing near-~perfect defense againat a massive Soviet

attack was virtually hopeless (though officially this remains the SDI's

81



ultimate goal), the debate shifted to the program's utility in a less-
than-near-perfect defense, i.e., in shoring up the war-fighting aspect
of US strategic doctrine [Ref. 83], ThLe increasing emphasis on the
SDI's near- and mid-term counter-counterfore¢ role (and corresponding
decrease in the long-term goal of Massured survival") is reflected in
the remarks of Defense Secretary Weinberger:
"If the Soviets ever contemplated initiating a nuclear attack, their
purpose would be to destroy US or allied retaliatory capability and
the military forces that would blunt Soviet aggression. BEven par-
tially efffzactive defenses that could deny Soviet missiles their
military objeoctives or shake the Soviets! confidence in their ability
to achieve such dire objeactives would discourage them from con-
sidering such an attack and thus be a highly effective deterrent."
{Ref. 84]

Such reasoning is entirely consistent with current US
"countervailing strategy" embodied in PD 59 that attempts to deter the
Soviet Union from nuclear attack or threat of attack on the United
States or its allies by persuading the Soviets that US nuclear coun-
terattacks would, primarily, lead to unacceptable damage to valued
Soviet assets (punishment), and, secondarily, would cause such Soviet
attacks to fail in their geopolitical objectives (denial) [Ref. 60:p.
251.

The SDI debate, then, no longer centered on the question of
protecting American cities perfectly but on improving deterrence
through a mix of offensive and defensive forces [Ref. 85), Advocates
of the SDI's limited deployment role argued that the nature of a Soviet
attack would most likely involve limited strikes against US military

targets under the assumption that the Soviets also have an interest in

avolding national suicide [Sef. 386]., Defense against such an attack
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would not only not hava to be perfiect to be useful as a deterrent but,
by enhancing the survivability of US ICBMs, would preserve the strate-
gic options available to the President [Ref. 87],

The Soviets saw American plans for more selective use of
strategic weapons (LNOs and PD 59) as an indication that the United
States was trylng to escape the restrictions of "parity" and to restore
political utility to its strategic forces [Ref, 88:p. 50]. Indeed,
they appeared to perceive LNOs as a move toward a preemptive, war-
fighting strategy similar to their own. The Soviets viewed theirs
as the only truly rational, objective, and scientific doctrine.
Assuming the Soviet perception of American planners as rational, it
followed that the United States was considering a similar doctrine for
its own use. Deterrence, moreover, was not considered to be incon-
sistent with a war-fighting capability. 1In the Soviet view, what could
deter more effectively than an imposing offensive arsenal backed up by
the best possible active and passive defense? [Ref. 40:p. 111

Since LNOs incorporated certain aspects of nuclear war-
fighting, the Scviets looked for the United States to start bolstering
its strategic defenses so as to obtain a credible war-survival capabi-
lity. When no such thing happened, LNOs lost credibility [Ref. H43:p.
1521, Similar motives were imputed to the "countervailing strategy,"
i.e., an attempt by the United States to achieve superiority through
LNOs and through the qualitiative improvement of nuclear forces, for
example, by improving the accuracy of ballistic¢ missiles. But PD 59

was not credible, again, because the United States wasa too vulnerable
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to rationually threaten the Soviet Union with even highly seleative nuclear
attack [Ref. U43:p. 163].

In their propaganda, the Soviets denounced limited nuclear war
concepts as US contrivances to make nuclear weapons lse more
"acceptable™" and to rationalize the quest for counterforce advantages
(Ref', 89]. The Soviets have also acknowledged and criticized the SDI's
relationship to US limited war concepts [Ref. 90]. As discussed
earlier, this criticism has assumed typical "worst-case" form: the
intention of the United States to provide a shield for firstastrike
off'ensive weapons,

Notwithstanding the obvious propaganda intent of such state-
ments, the Soviets are clearly haunted by a "nightmare scenario! in
which the United States beats them to the defensive punch and combines
the SDI with on-going offensive improvements to gain real nuclear
superiority [Ref. 91:p. 86]. At the very least, the SDI is seen as
but one element (perhaps not wholly unexpected) in current strategic
trends that cause Soviet defense planners to worry about the erosion of
their war-fighting options, and hence by Soviet definition, the
weakening of deterrence [Ref. 91:p. 102].

On the other hand, the relative lack of emphasis in Soviet com-
mentary on the capability to win a nuclear war as an objective of US
political-military strategy, partly by means of the SDI, is a reflec-
tion of thelr concern for the program's utility under conditions other
than the "nightmare scenario." Specifically, it is the SDI's potential
for restoring credibility to the war-fighting aspect of US strategic

doctrine (and, by extension, to NATO's doctrine of Flexible Response)

84



that is more worrisome to the party leadership. As has been
demonstrated in the past, the party will view any attempt by the United
States to improve its military position, particularly if it entails
movement away from an assured destruction posture, as being detrimental
to the political advantages the Soviet Union has enjoyed by virtue of
its military policles particularly with regard to Western Europe.

Three major strateglc goals have shaped the evolution of Soviet
defense policy. One is the necessity to provide robust deterrence
againat any military operations against the USSR and its allies,
Another is the maintenance of a military doctrine and force structure
that theoretically enables the Soviet Unlon to prevail in any type of
confliet. The third goal, which derives from the second, is the abi-
lity to maximize the political leverage provided by Soviet force
posture and doctrine while denying the same to their opponents. [Ref,
g1:p, 87]

Ideally, the Soviets would prefler to achieve their political
objectives peacefully, that is, to gain the fruits of war without
having to resort to war in the first place. Thus, in the opinion of
some analysts, the political goals of Soviet military strategy assume
¢rucial importance:

"The main purpose of the Soviet military buildup in Europe is not
first to prepare for and then fight war, conventional or nuclear, but
to influence Western perceptions, It is to change the psychology of
Weatern European and American public opinion and political
leadership. It is to maintain and enhance, rather than alleviate,
Western insecurity; to create an atmosphere in which the first use of
nuclear weapons by NATO is seen as militarily counterproductive and
morally reprehensible; and to convey the impression that Western

Europe cannot and therefore, will not be defended." [Ref. 92:p.
95] (Emphasis in original)
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The Soviet Unlon has thus sought to capitalize on the politico~
psychological benefits of the appearance of superiority, or at least
equality [Ref. 40:p. 5]. Indeed, the Soviet view of the "balance'" in
Europe indicates a belief in the continued and even Increasing utility
of manifestations of preponderant power [Ref. 81]. The image of Soviet
power, moreover, is reinforced by a military doctrine that emphasizes a
willingness to use that power should the need arise.

The Soviet predilection for war«fighting as opposed to
deterrent capabilities has long been cited as a key aspect of their
military doctrine. Actually, as stated earlier, such a distinction is
a false dichotomy since the terms are not necessarily mutually exclu-
sive. Even in the West there are those who believe that the most cre-~
dible form of deterrent would be a capability to fight and win a war if
necessary [Ref. 93:p. 270).

Beyond its utility for deterrence, however, the Soviet emphasis
on war-fighting is also designed to maximize the political effect of
military capabilities. The adoption of a purely deterrent or defensive
posture would have a minimal political effect, or none at all [Pef.
92:p. 94], Thus, the notion of "limited" nuclear war, apparently pre-
ferred by the United States, was undermined by Soviet assertions of the
unavoldable escalation of any war between the superpcwers, An image
was offered of an all-out conflict opening with massive nuclear
exchanges in which few cities would escape unscathed [Ref, 93:p. 2661,

The declared Soviet willingness to engage in such a conflict,
"if unleashed by the imperialists," does not mean the Soviet leadership

believes that it can fight and "win" a nuclear war. Rather, it is part
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of an effort to exploit US=NATO over-reliance on nuclear weapons. The
combined effeat of Soviet offensive dootrine backed up by the threat of
escalation dominance at every level of the arms competition has been to
areate concern on the part of Western public opinion and political
leadership (especially i1 Western Europe) that the link provided by
Flexible Response between conventional and nuclear war, as well as bet-
ween war in Europe and general war, has been weakened and can bs broken
altogether. [Ref. 92:p. 95]

Soviet policy has thus aimed to destroy the credibility of
US-NATO strategy thereby providing the USSR with a military and politi-
cal advantage in its relations with Western Europe, References in
Soviet commentary to efforts by the United States to achleve military
dominance, in part through the SDI, take on a new meaning when seen in
this light,

The most worrisome aspect of the SDI from the perspective of
the party leadership is not so much the potential military threat
though such is obviously a serious long-term consideration. More com-
pelling is the prospect of the 8DI's contribution to the "devaluation®
of Soviet military power and the consequent neutralization of political
leverage which the Soviets have sought to cultivate through the
appearance of superiority. In other words, to the extent that the SDI
makes current NATO strategy more effective, the political benefits of
Soviet strategy are proportionately reduced. 1In short, what has been
taking place between the United States and the Soviet Union is not only
a competition in arms but, perhaps more importantly, a competition in

strategies [Ref. 88:p. 72].
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The SDI's potential for providing the United States with margl -
nal advantages in this competition is the basls for the Soviet view of
deception behind the program. Deception, by definition, is the deli-
berate misrepresentation of reality done to gain a competitive advan-
tage [Ref. 25:p. 3]. In their commentary, the Soviets have provided
direct and indirect indications of their belief that the actual
rationale for the SDI is to improve the US!' strateglc position vis-a-
vis the USSR to the latter's disadvantage. This belief is reinforced
by Soviet preconceptions regarding the continuing dominance of offen-
sive over defensive technology; the limited though useful role that
defensive weapons play even under conditions of offensive dominance;
the probable superiority of a US defensive system regardless of its
deployment configuraticn; and the likely unwillingness of the United
States to forego this advantage once it has been achieved.

The Soviets dismiss the Administration's contention that the
SDI is intended to enhance current US strategy cn the way to creating
the conditions that will allow the transition to a new strategy. On
the contrary, they seem convinced that on technical, military, and
strategic grounds such a transition will never take place., Therefore,
the Soviet characterization of "assured survival" througnh the SDI as
deception probably reflects their actual belief whether the intent is

to deceive Western opinion or the Soviets themselves.

B. SDI IN THE CONTEXT OF WESTERN EUROPE
As 1985 approached, Soviet commentary on the SDI increasingly

focused on the program's relationship to Western Europe. Thils ig not
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to say that the European context was neglected in the two years
following the SDI's announcement. Actually, references to the SDI's
implicaticns for Europe increased during Chernenko's tenure. But there
was also a subtle message for the Europeans in some of the themes that
were apparently directed toward the United States, Both aspects of the
Soviet response will be presented below. AS a prelude to this
discussion, the European reaction to the SDI will be addressed first,

Since the early 1950s, NATO strategy has revolved around the dual
requirement of deterring a Soviet nuclear or conventional attack on
Western Europe and, if deterrence failed, defeating the attack on terms
favorable to the allies, Throughout the post-war period it has been
the deterrent aspeot of alliance strategy that has received the most
attention, with nuclear weapons at the center of that strategy.

The rationale for NATO reliance on the nuclear deterrent has not
significantly changed over the years; 1t is derived essentially from
the coats (political and economic) entailed in a shift to a strategy on
any other basis., Alliance strategy also involves the belief, par-
ticularly among the Euvopeans, that t"victory" in Europe would be
meaningleas because of the destruotion of their homelands that would
result from the defeat of the attacker.

The problem for NATQ has been one of maintaining the credibility of
its deterrent strategy in the context of domestic and intra-azlliance
political constraints, and in the face of the evolving and more ominous
Soviet threat. The source of the problem ls the changing nature of the
threat and diftfering perceptions of both sides of the Atlantic on the

beat measures to deter or defeat it.
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The Flexible Response dootrine was adopted by NATO in 1967 with the
aim of bolatering deterrence by providing a political incentive to the
Soviet Union to refrain from attacking, and to provide the meansa for
early termination of a war should deterrence fail., Its viability
depended upon maintaining the credibility of the triad which together
provide the dootrinet's foundation: the US strategic deterrent;
Buropean national and allied theater nuclear forces; and conventional
foroes in Europe. As time passed, it became increasingly olear that an
imbalance in one or more of the components threatened to subvert the.
credibility of the dootrine as a whole. It was precisely this
situation that the Soviets sought to oreate through an aoroés—the-boébd‘-
military buildup beginning 1n the early years of tha Brezhnev regime.

In the presence of the growing Soviet threat, the basic tensions
between the United States and European interpretations of Flexible
Response were exacerbated. Generally, this has Involved US efforts to"
raise the nuclear threshold by limiting the potential use of nuclear
weapons to carefully defined military target sets in the hope of
controlling the escalation process., In this way, the credibllity of
the actual use of these weapons 1s presumably reinforced and deterrence
is thereby enhanced. The Europeans, on the other hand, refuse to
contemplate any role for nuclear weapons except in thelr capacity as a
deterrent., Particular stress is placed on the massive first use of the
British and French independent nuclear forces, By emphasizing
uncontrolled escalation to the level of the US strateglce component of
the NATO triad, from the European perspective, deterrence is

strengthened.
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The SDI has been offered by the Reagan Administration as a poten-
tial solution to the declining credibllity of NATO's deterrent strategy
because it could be used to reinforce the US strategic leg of the NATO
triad, But rather than reassuring the allies, the effect has been to
aggravate long-standing European concerns over the implications of
ballistic missile defense for European security., Such concerns provide
the Soviet Union with additional.opportunities for exploiting divergen-
ces of interest between the UhitAGLStabes and NATO Europe.

1. The European Reaction’nd.the‘SDI

WGstern Europe's initial reaction to the President's March 1983
gpeaach was a combination of surérisa Pollowed by consternation, oon=
fusion, and misgivings. w1ph appahent}y the sole exception of Prime
Minister Thatcher of Britain, no alliQd ieadérs were Informed in
advance of the speech's balliqtid misaile deferise theme [Ref. 9l:p.
112]1. The getieral European reaﬂtion ranged from one of perplexed
puzzlement to undisguised anger over the lack of consultations, This
applied to the British as well since "informing" Mrs. Thatcher as to
the contents of the speech did not equate to discussing its implica-
tions, 3tate Department officials later confirmed that there were no
previous consultations with the allies, and in fact officials at the
highest levels of the Department itself were informad of the contents
of the speech only hours before it was delivered [Ref. 95:p. 271].

The reaction of surprise to the SDI speech was accompanied by
amazement as to the breadth of the Prewident's goals: "Rendering these

nuclear weapons impotent and obsolete" and "eliminating the threat

posed by strategic nuoclear missiles." In Europe as eleswhere the
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feasibility of constructing leak-proof comprehensive defenses struak
many as being technologically naive. The European governments also
found the insinuation that NATO strategy 1s immoral to be badly timed,
oonsidering their efforts to defend that strategy and to justify the
impending deployment of new US nuclear missiles in Europe. [Ref. 94:p.
113]

Finally, the Europeans indicated a nearly reflexive fear of the
initiation of a new arms race. There was considerable concern that the
Soviet Union would intensify its own BMD activities and prepare
improved countermeasures to penetrate and overcome projected US BMD
capabilities [Ref. 9%:p. 113]., Also, the British and French. were
unhappy with the possible impact on their independent nuclear
deterrents.

The fundamental elements of European concern over the SDI can
be traced back to alliance BMD deliberations of the late-~1960s.

Defense Secretary MoNamara's September 1967 speech announcing the deci-
sion to deploy the SENTINEL ABM system for defense against projected
Chinese strategic capabilities was not favorably received in Europe,
The Europeans feared that strategic stability and prospects for arms
control and detente would be needlessly endangered by highly expensive
technology that probably would not ba reliably effective. It was
argued that even a limited defense (of ICBMs) mighkt lead to area
defense and thus to a virtual "decoupling" of the US security guaran-
tee, a3 well as to the erosion of the European nuclear deterrents as a
resuit of Soviet BMD counterdeployments., The Europeans also believed

that BMD was naturally oriented toward fighting wars rather than toward
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tieir prevention, and as such was inherently inimical to European
security. Additionally, the announcement of SENTINEL was seen as
having been made without adequate allied consultation, which stimulated
sugpicion of American tendencies to subordinate European security
interests to those of the United States. [Ref. 96:p. 144]

In 1969, the Nixon Administration decided to revise the
antl-Chinese orientation of SENTINEL to a SAFEGUARD system dedicated
primarily to protection of US retaliavory forces, and secondarily
against ancidental or small attaoks by the Soviets or theIChinese.
However, the ABM Treaty of 1972 and its 1974 Protosol put an eénd to
these plans. The treaty was welcomed in Western Europe for—cur;ailing
American and, it was believed, Soviet BMD activities, théreby
butressing European security by ensuring the continued oredibility of
the British and French deterrents; inhibiting the tranafer of AEM tech-
nology to third countries; and assuring that the United States would be
just as vulnerable to ballistic missile attack as its allies. [Ref.
96:p. 146]

As the 1970s progressed and Soviet-American relations tock on
an inareasingly unfriendly tone, the ABM Treaty assumed special impor=-
tance to the Europeans as the surviving "keystone" of detente. United
States interest in renegotiating the treaty therefore appears dangerous
and potentially destabilizing to many in Western Europe and still more
30 the possibility of the treaty's abrogation [Ref. 96:p. 146]. Given
the fundamental European opposition to BMD, the question arises as to
whether some factions and governments in Europe might be persuaded that

qualified support of the SDI is in thelr interests,
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Subsequent to the SDI speeoch, the Reagan Administration has
made a vigorous effort to persuade the Europeans that SDI research ser-
ves their interests on political, encnomic, and strategio grounds.
Above all the Administration has sought to reassure the allies that the
SDI will remain in the research phase for geveral years, within which
L.ime the United States intends to abide by the restrictions of the ABM
Treaty L[Ref. 97]. Second, the United States is committed to con-
sultations with the allies up to phe point where a decision to deploy
elements of the SDI is maae [Ref., 7:9.- 17].“Th1rd, the Administration
has indioated;a wiliingness to aooelérape research in technologles

applicable to defense,againsp.shprtqrmrapge ballistio missiles [Ref,
:1§:p. 101, Finall§; the_adminéatbation has attempted to convince the
allies ﬁhat the SDlldoes.not represant abandonment by the United States
of the arms control process, but that the program could help to restore
the efficacy of the process which has been undermined by Soviet activi~
ties [Ref. 9:p. 2].

SDI research has also been defended in terms of its potential
"gpin-off" benefits. 1In the political area, the non-nuclear and
apparently defensive nature of the SDI c¢ould serve to co-opt the
European anti-nuclear movement. The Europeans also stand to gain
economically from the Jobs and civillan applications of SDI technology
that would derive from partioipation in the research phase of the
program. Conversely, fallure to participate could cause Europe to fall
further behind in the technology competition with the United States and
Japan., West European opportunities for influencing US decision making

in the program would also he greatly reduced. SDI research, moreover,
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is likely to produce technical advanoces with ceross-applications to
military programs of intereat to NATO--for example, improved software
for automated command, control, communications, and intelligence in the
European theater,

Generally speaking, while the Europeans remain dublous as to
the 3DI's technical feasibility and strategic desirability, they seem
to be convinced that the United States is genuinely committed to pro-
ceeding with SDI research. As a consequence of this assessment, the
West Europeans prefer not to rejeast the SDI outright because of thelr
goncern that the United States will forge ahead without European par-
ticipation. Additionally, a consensus seems to have developed on the
possible consequences to European security that could result from
failure to respond to advances in Soviet strategic defense. The
recognition of this threat even among governments that have expressed
opposition to the SDI, such as in France, suggests that this may be the
Reagan Administration's strongest case for the program.

A curious aapect of the President's March 1983 speech was the
omission of any reference to the magnitude of Soviet BMD research and
development efforts and to related civil defense and air defense
programs [Ref. 9U4:p, 113], Indeed, emphasis on the SDI as a necessary
response to Soviet strategic defense was, until 1985, a lesser theme in
the Administration's argument for the program. This apparent discre-
pancy has now been rectified, however, and Administration spokesmen
have come out strongly against what 1is perceived as a growing threat in

Soviet active and passive defense programs [Ref. 21].
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The administratior's threat rationale for the SD1 seeks to
jidentify European security with the American view of Flexible Response.
First., to the extent that NATO's selective nuclear strike options
depend upon US ICBMs and shorter-range hallistic missilas such as
PERSHING and LANCE, Soviet BMD could erode the aredibility of NATO
strategy. Second, Soviet control over the escalation process could be
enhanced if they were to gain a unilateral 3MD advantage. In this
event, the USSR would possess a more clear-cut ability to try to
influence US nuclear employment decisions--i.e., to control escalation
by "deterring the US deterrent." Finally, Soviet defensive deployuents
would be congistent with a strategy that prefers to gain hegemony
without war by leading western Europe to accomodate Soviet goals poli-
tically in the face of superior Soviet war~waging potential, The
Soviet Unlon would thus be in a position to conduct strategic blackmail
with the ultimate goal of separating the United States from its allies,
[Ref. 98]

The Administration ha3 =mought to convince the allies that
expanded roles for BMI) are probably inevitable, not because of the SDI,
but as a result of Soviet activities., The "initiative" elemunt of the
SDI resides in its value for providing an incentive for the Soviets to
approach offensive and defensive arms control seriously. According tn
this view, the United States would place iinternguional stability,
Western security interssts, and arms contol at risk If it failed to
proceed with SDI research as a hedge against a potential break-out of

Soviet strutegic defenses., (Ref. 94:p. 1281
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Despite the partial success to date of US afforts to "sell" the
SDI to the allies, European anxieties that were evident during the late
19603 debate on BMD have not gone away. Though apparently cognizant of
the possible consequences of failing to respond to Soviet defense
activities, the Europeans continue to harbor legitimate reservations as
to the effect of the SDI on their long«term security interests.

The SDI appears destabilizing to many Europeans because of
their belief that the deployment of defenses would be more dangerous
than preserving mutual vulnerability. An arms race in BMD could lead
to illusions about the controlabllity of nuclear war in either or both
the United States and the Soviet Union, and to mutual fears of
preemptive attack. The arms race would be intensified by expanded
offensive forces and penetration aids to overwhelm defenses, as well as
by competition in defensive capabilities. [Ref. 9l4:p. 117]

The Europeans are naturally concerned about the implications of
the SDI for the future of Easi-West relations. Despite réassurances
from the Administration to the contrary, many Europeans see the SDI as
a threat to the APM Treaty, which 13 regarded as a monument to detente
[Ref. 9U:p. 118)., The tendency of the Europeans to place top priority
on arms control as a barometer of thelr security has apparently not
been slignificantly affected by evidence of Soviet violations of armsg
control accords--including the ABM Treaty.

lhe Europeans are further concerned over ultimate US intentions
for the SDI. Specifically, 18 the SDI intended for population defenss
or protection of strategic weapons? In his March 1983 speech, the

President stated, and nhas continued to maintain, that the purpose of
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SDI research 1s to see if a system could be built to provide complate
protection of thne Unin-.4 States and 1ts allies against an attack with
ballistic missiles. But many 2ea complete protection (particularly of
Europe; a3 technically inreasible and so fears of differing levels of
vulnerabllity, and hence strategic decoupling, are raised.

On the other hand, some officjals in the United States have
indicated that poinc defensas of strategic missile sites might alone be
feasible., But .als option calls ;npo qgestion the singerity of US
intentions (o eliminate or substéhtiﬁlly reduce the leval sf strategic
arsenals, as opposed to providing a shield for modernized‘offeﬁsive‘"
weapons. The latter alternative implies the intént'to:réﬁlace‘@utual'
assured destﬁuotiod?hot with dutﬁal survival through défeﬁ;éilﬁﬁt with
a war-fighting dootéine‘that gould well_leaVe Weétern Euﬁbpaf.
dangerously exposed. To repeat: from the Eurqpean perapective, a
' dootrinerﬁhiéh dontemﬁlateg a role for nuqlear wéapdnsron any other
basis than pure deterrénce is to be avoided.

Closely related to such concerns is the fear that the SDI ocould
lead the United States to adopt a "fortress America" isolationist posi.
tion, and hence abandon Eurcpe to Soviet domination. A less extreme
version of this view i3 that a Soviet-Auerican agreement on strategio
defenses (formal or implicit) could lead to a new form of superpower
condominlum with Western Europe clearly subordinated to the United
States by dependence on US technology [Ref. 9l:p. 121]., Yet another
variant of this line of reasoning 1s the potential detrimental effeqts
of the SDI on the independent deterrents of Britain and [france. These

forces are held to be valuable because (among other reasons) they
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complicate Soviet attack plans thereby enhancing deterrence. ‘The couns
terargument to the SDY is that it would further stimulatﬁ Soviet
efforts to develop countermaasures; 48 a oonsequence; both the British
and French nuclear forces, being smaller than those of the United
States, would experience greater difficulty in penetrating an laproved
Soviet defense [Ref. 95:p. 31].

The Europeans are ill-disposed to accept the financial burden
of yet another expensive‘weapon'aysﬁem. *While the allies are anxious
‘ta galn the benefits that miéht deﬂive From-luorativé SD1 research
i -

contracts, Lhey are not anxious to bear a substnahial part of the coats

of an ant{- taetiual missile defense system for Western Europe [Rer.;,'“

- \95 p. 33] They are furthaer worried OVeP the probable opporbuniby

nosts of the SDI ta both the United States and Euvope--i.e., 1ess
resouroes would be.avallable: for improving oonventional defensos.
Perhaps most frightening ig the" prospect ‘that both the American
and Soviet versions of the SDI might work. Such a condition could make
the possibllity of fighting a conventional » more likely and more
ageeptable. The Europsan view of deterrence through offensive means
continues tc be that it has been successful in keeping the peace,
however imperfectly. The highly-destructive potential of nuclear
weapons is seen as an unpleasant reality, but one that has served for
decades as a successful deterrent to conflicts between the major
powers. Even 1If the SDI proves effective, no European wanks to make

the world safe for conventional war. ([Ref. 95:p. 36]
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2. 3Soviet Portrayal of the SDI's Impact on Europe

The Soviet ocampaigh against the SDI was desighed to reinforce
and exploit some of the existing European concerns outlined in the pre-
ceding discussion. The thrust of Soviet commentary was to portray the
SDI as being harmful to European interests as a result of (1) the
general consequences of the SDI following from increased
Soviet~American strategic competition; and (2) the unequal nature of
the SDI's costs and benefits as they might be viewed by the NATO
allies,

a. Effects of Increased Superpower Competition

Soviet charaoterization of US political-military strategy
as agressive and militaristic i3 a perennial theme of Soviet propaganda
[Ref'. 47]. As concerns Western Europe, the intent of such statements
is obviously to undermine support for the SDI by portraying the Soviet
.lUﬁion as the injured party, while attempting to discredit the Reagan
A&ministration as being opposed to detente, While such a view would
readily be accepted by the pacifist minority, many European moderates
are also disturbed by what they see as a confrontationist orientation
in US policy toward the Soviet Union that places priority on the mili-
tary aspect of US-USSR relations,

The Europeans favor a more differentiated approach which
takes into account the military dimansion, but which also sees the gon-
tinuation of detente as being in the long-term interests of European
security [Ref. 99:p. 5]. Thus, while the Europeans "consider the
source" of Soviet aoccusations of US hegemony-seeking, they are nonethe-

less ooncerned by the latter's emphasia on military solutions to the
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problem of European sacurity, and the relative lack of emphasis on
other approaches for dealing with the Soviets, for example, through
trade and arms control.

It was therefore not surprising when the Soviets agocused
the United States of attempting to secure its strategic objectives by
resort to deception, disinformation (particularly with respect to the
"Joviet threat"), and by obstructing arms control. The deception theme
was usually couched in terms of its perpetration on the allle::

"Washington seeks to secure support for the 'star wars! program fronm
its allies, Jjustify its polioy of militarizing outer space in the
eyes of West Europeans, and remove or dull apprehensions mounting in
Western countries over this new step of the American leadership,
which is extremely dangerous to the cause of peace. By having ‘
recourse to all manner of tricks and downright deception and keeping
silent on the true aims and unavoidable consequences of its plans to
militarize outer space, the US administration is out to mislead
publie opinlon and governments of West European
countries,,,.Washington's plan is offensive and aggressive and aims
to give the United States a military advantage. It is into this pur-
suiv of the mirage of supericrity, which 1s unattainable since the
Soviet Union will not allow it, that they now hope to drag Western
Europe." [Ref, 100:p. AA8) (Emphasis added)

Acoording to the Soviets, the SDI represented a deception
of intent with respect to its allegedly defensive nature, which was
deemed to be inconsistent with the overall militarisitic character of
US strategic objectives., The SDI was also a "capability deception® in
that the statod US goal of achleving a "totally effective" defense was
held to be technically infeasible, The Soviets also claimed that the
United States was exaggerating the Soviet threat in order to garner
public support for the SDI. This theme, along with accusations that

the United States was set on obstructing arms control, became more
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prominent as the focus of Soviet media attention shifted to Wesatern
Europe,

All of these themes were designed to undercut supprrt for
the 3DI by attacking the Administration's coredibility. The arms
oontrol theme was perhaps the most potent, given the prior.i whigh
Europeans place on this subjeot as a gauge of detente. The employment
of this theme appeared to peak with the Soviet proposal for a total ban
on "spaqge wqappns"rand ASAT tes;ing in early 1984, but has generally
been invoked in ocvnnection with the United States' refusal to negotiate
on SDI research.

The Soviets ggnerally condgmned the SDI for 1ts potentially
négativg effect on "strénegio stéﬁility" and specifically its implica-
tions for the ABM Treat&. As discussed earlier, both are sensitive
subjects to the West Europeans. The Soviets attempted to capitalize on
European conaerns by including the military-related activities »of the
apace shuttle and ASAT testing as elements of the SDI. As such, the
United States was accused of already having breached the ABM Treaty.

The claimed consequences of the SDI were particularly per-
tinent to Europe (see Table 5). The loglec of the Soviet position was
simple and straight forward: If the 'nited States proceeded with the
SDI, the Soviet Union will be forced to adopt countermeasures which
will atimulate an arms race in all spheres. Thus, not only would SDI
mean the end of the arms control process, but the international
situation would become more unstable and the risk of war would

increase.
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It is noteworthy that a3 Soviet attention increasingly con-
centrated on Western Burope, their emphasis on the SDI's implications
for the arms ocontrol process appeared to increase even as the other
general aonsequences of the program received relatively less attention,
Again, thils effect was provahly due in part to Soviet efforts to
portray themselves as non-belligeirent and the United States as
recklessly endangering arms control. It was also intended to propagan-
dize the recently resumed talks in Genova.

Soviet references ﬁo military countermeasures to the SDI
weré cast in terms of their being forced upon the USSR. Beyond this,
such statements were intended to undercut two key Reagun Administration
_arguments for the program. First, the Soviets predictably came down on
that side of the feasibility debate which held that countermeasures to
the SDI would be infinitely cheaper to implement than the SDI it;elf
{Ref. 101]. Second, they indicated that the USSR would not be forced
into a transition to strategic defenses against its better intereats,
thus countering the SDI's arms control rationale. Defense Minister
Sokolov:

"If the US starts the militarization of space and thereby undermines
the existing military-strategic equlilibrium, the Soviet Union will be
left with no other choice but to take vretaliatory measures to restore
its position. These could be measures in the field of defensive arms
or 1n that of offensive arms. Needless to say, the USSR will choose
modes of action that correspond best to the interests of its defense

capability, but not those that the people in Washington would like to
persuade 1t to pilck." [Ref. 59:p, 8] (Emphasis added)

Within days of the SDI's announcement, the Soviets assumed
the role of staunch defender of the ABM Treaty. Notwithstanding their

own activities in the area of strategic defense, the Soviets stressed
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offensive~defensive interaction as a controllable cause of the arms

race [Ref. 102], Aa General Secretary Andropov's oomments indicate, it

is this linkage that iz threatened by the SDI:
"Wnen the USSR and the US first began to discuss the problem of stra-
tegic arms, they jointly recognized “hat there is an indissoluble
connection between strategic offenslve arms and defensive
arms....Now, however, the US has conceived the idea of severing this
connection. The practical result of this concept, should it be
realized, would be to open the floodgates to an unrestricted arms
race In all types of strategic weapons--both offensive and
defensive." [Ref, S1:p. 5]

The party's pecsition on the subject of future arms control
talks was laid down by General Secretary Andropov shortly after the
President's 23 March 1983 speech. Andropov argued to the effect that,
unless the SDI were abandoned, the entire process of strategic arms
limitation would be derailed [Ref. 103]. The same threat had been made
in Soviet propaganda against NATO's planned deployment of INF missiles
prior to the Soviet walkout of November 1983 [Ref., 58:p. 321, Their
return to the negotiating table in March 1985 has still not prevented
the Soviets from employing the threat of an arms control breakdown in
their campaign against the SDI.

Stimulating fear of increased tension or war has been a
standard wmajor aspect of Soviet propaganda againgt NATO. This theme
was employed during 1983 both against the planned deployment of INF
missiles [Ref. 58:p. 26] and against the recently announced SDI
program. Andropov again:

"The adventurlism and danger of this whole undertaking is that here
they put the emphasis on impunity, on delivering a first nuclear
strike whlle assuming that they can secure themselves against a reta-

liatory strike. From here, its not far to the temptation to reach
for the launch button., This 1s the chief danger of the new American
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military concept. It 18 capable only of bringing the world closer to
the nuclear abyss." [Ref. 104] (Emphasis added)

As Table 5 indicates, the SDI's potential for inoreasing
the risk of war received relatively less play in Soviet commentary
following Gorbachev's assumption of power. This moderation In tone is
in keeping with Soviet efforts in 1985 to reinforce through persuasion
already-existing European reservations ogoncerning the SDI.

b. The Unequal Nature of the SDI's Costs and Benefits

In their analysis of Soviet propaganda activities, Shultz
and Godson found that a significant amount of attention was devoted to
the topic of problems within the NATO alliance, and specifically, divi-
sions among the ullies. Key factors contributing to these divisions,
according to the Soviets, include the interference of the United States
in West European polities, and American pressure on European govern-
ments to conform to Washington's preferences. [Ref. 4T:p. 97]

A simllar pattern was revealed in Soviet treatment of
United States and allied differences over the SDI. Soviet efforts to
aggravate disunity over this issue appeared to increase after Gorbachev
assumed leadership of the Communist Party. A causal relationship is
not necessarily indicated here because a trend in this direetion had
been established during Chernenko's tenure. It was more likely a reac-
ticn to Increased US efforts to gain European support for, and par-
ticipation in, SDI res~arch. Again, it probably also was part of the
Soviet program t.u influence European public opinion after the resump-

tion of arms control talks in Geneva in March 1985.
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A prominent theme employed by the Soviets was emphasis on
conflicts between United States and allied seourity interests. This
generally took the form of portraying the Americans as being concerned
primarily (or exclusively) for their own security, thereby placing
European interests in Jeopardy:

"In postwar history, the relations of the West European countries
with the transatlantic superally (sic) have known quite a few sharp
differences and disputes but perhaps never before have they been 3o
broad and protracted as they are regarding the question of the 'star
wara' project. Maybe in London, Paris, Brussels, Rome, and Bonn they
do not always speak their minds fully~--lest they irritate their
patron unnecessarily--but the ruling circles of those capitals surely
realize the grave consequences of their participation in Washington's
space madness....It is the sovereignty, security, and waybe the very
existence of the West. European countries that would eventually have
to be placed on the altar of the Reagan program, and many people in
Westaern Europe are well aware of this." [Ref. 105] (Emphasis added)

Desplite the implied threat in this passage, Soviet
attempts to explolt European concerns over the SDI were generally low-
key. The negative implications of the SDI for European security were
held to be the result of agressive actions by the United States which
would prompt a reluctant, and largely undefined, Soviet response. The
main threat to Europe, it was said, derived from US desiras to limit
war to Europe; the SDI was an obvious manifestation of this aim:
"The acquisition by the United States of even minimum opportunites to
somewhat reduce the damage to 1ts territory that would result from a
retaliatory nuclear blow could turn the heads of some people in
Washington, giving them a false sense of security and the false idea
of the acceptablility and admissabllity of unleashing all manner of
*limited' wars far from America's shores, first of all in Europe."
[Ref 100]
Soviet references to US intentions for the SDI alleged that

the United States was attempting to force the program on Surope

(against the latter's better interests), or to lure Lhe West European
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governments with promises of economic and technological gain., The pur-

pose again was to highlight the unequal nature of US-.European

relations"
"At the end of March, US Defense Cecretary Welnberger sent the allies
a message which, in the form of an ultimatum, demanded that they say
within 60 days whether they will participate in research work on
the...Strategic Defense Initiative., The pressure caused considerable
shoek on this side of the Atlantic....Thie is understandable: Who
wanis to publicly acknowledge his shatus as Washington's 'vassal'?"
[Ref. 1061
"It must be pointed out that the unusual wora 'Europessimism,'’
denoting the European community's marked lagging behind the United
States and especially Japan in the technological contest, has become
fashionable in Western Europe. The White House loaders are playing
on these¢ feelings, attempting to entice Westerin Europe with the
opportunity te utilize their participation in (SDI) to obtain tech-
nological benefits." [R-f., 107]

On the 1ssue of SDI technology transfer, the Soviets placed
considerable emphasis on US intentions.to exploit Europe--i.e., by
draining its scientific talent and resources without providing any
substantial technical or scientific returns. The immense profits that
would undoubtedly result from SDI research would likewise remain in the
hands of the US military-industrial complex.

The security benefits of the SDI were also described as
devolving mainly to the United States. This would be a function not
only of US desires to protect itself at Europe's expense, but of the
inability of the SDI to provide defense against missiles targeted on
Western Europe., Thus, the technical infeasibility and decoupling the-
mes were combined:

"The United States suggests the creation of a 'three-tier!' ABM system
for the protection of its territory....It is belleved that c¢ven such
an intricate system ia incapable of ensuring 100 percent interception

of missiles that have the flight time of 15 to 20 minutes to the USA.
The flight time to targets in Europe for medium-range missiles is
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oniy 8-10 minutes, The likiihood of interception will be very

Washingron in advance leaves Western Europe to a_semblance of
defense." [Ref. 108] (Emphasis added)

Not surprisingly, the theme of general Eurcopean cpposition
to the SDI seemed to increase as some of the allied governments
expressed qualified support for SDI research, The alleged reason for
opposition, agaln, lay in tle fear of the SDI's consequences for
European gecurity:

"Representatives of the We:t European countries, speziting at the
spring session of the military policy-making bodies of NATO in
Brussels do not conceai fears that the development of a US sjace-
based antiballistic missile defense .11l seriously destahilize the
military and puolitical slituation in the world and erode the foun-
dation of the current Soviet-US negotiations in Geneva on preventing
an arms race in space and terminating it on earth....Thél: note that
Washington is still striving for a situation whersby it would be
Luropeans, first and foremost, who would have to pay for the ¢on-
sequences of a destabilization of the situation in the
world....Despite strong pressure exerted by Washington, not a single
West European NATO ¢ountry has thus lfar anuounced officlally its con-
sent to participate.in the Americap plans for outer space :
militarization." [Ref. 109] (Emphasis added)

A government or individual that indicated even qualified
support for the SDI was labeled an "accomplice" by the Soviets. The
governments and leadershlp of Great Britain and the Federal Republic of
Germany were particularly criticized, with the FRG receiving the
harshest attacks. When referring to the West Germans, Soviet propa-
ganda occasionally attempted to isolate the government from the people
and other alliance members with claims of militarism and revanchism on
the part of the Kohl Administration:

"The results of public opinion polls attest that the majority of FRG
citizens oppose the 'star wars' program. However, certain circles in
the FRG pin their own revanchist aspirations and plans on the space

militarization plans....French President Mitterrand attributed the
FRG's 'temptation to participate! in the US program to Bonn's desire
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to 'eircumvent the bans resulting from the las: world war.' The FRG
nilitary=-induetrial complex would like not only to negate the factor
of Frenah and British possession of nuolear weapons, but also to gain
access to still more scphisticated military tenhnology." [Ref. 110:p.
AA7] (Emphasis added)

In their presentation of the consequences to Europe from
the SDI, the Soviets made gene¢ral references to "degreased Furopean
gacurity." Such an outeome would be the result of a renewed arms race,
inereased international instability, and so forth, rather than as a
result of specific Soviet actions per se. This approach was consistent
with the line that portrayed the USSR as an innocent victim of US mill-
tarism, The Soviets thus adupted a reasonable tone toward the West
Europeans, urging them to adhere to arms control and a policy of

detente a3 the best n2ans of insuring their security:

"Sober-minded politicians and military experts in Western
Europe.,.are walli aware of the dangers connected with these programs.
They stress that the Unlted States' space plans lead to a new spiral
in the arms race, not only in space but also on earth, to Lhe
lessening of strategic stability, to the enhancement of the threat of
nuclear war., The only alternative to this dangerous road is the
working out of effective agreements aimed at prevention of the arms

rgce in space and its termination on earth, at limiting and reducing
nuciear arms." [Ref. 108:p. AA1] (Emphasis added)

"In 1ts line to quell the anctiety of the West European partners the
US leadership banks on the application of its poliey of confrontatian
against the USSR and other socialist countries. This stake on the
confrontationist goule of Reaganism as a sort of whip in relations
with US partrers can be traced with inereasing clarity to the 'star
warsa' concept itself, which is the next pretext for undermining an
expansion of economic, scientifie, and technological ties between
Western Europe and the socialist countries, This stake goes so far
as to make the West European partners of the United States forget
about any alternative., Yet, the alternative does exist and nothing
has cancelled out the beneficial experience of this realization
during the period of eased tension." [Ref. 111] (Emphasis added)
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3, Interpreting the Soviet Response; The 3SDI as an Cpportunity

The Soviet campaign against the SDI was intended to exploit
existing concerns over the program's implications _or Western Eurcope's
long-term security and economic position vis-a-vis the United States.
As in their anti-=INF campaign, the Soviets scught to dramatize perw-
ceived differences of interest between the United States, on the one
hand, and on the other, those existing between the major Weat European
countrles and their respective political parties, The resulting
polarization of opinior oould be seen as furthering the achievement by
the Soviet Union of its broad political objectives in Europe, which
inolude:

-~ Undermining the military and political cchesion of the Wastern
alilanecsz;

= Decoupling the United States from Western Europe, preferably by
means of American and European self-isolation;

- Neutralizing Western Europe politically, not through
"Finlandization," but within the framework of a European system of
peaceful coexistence,"; and

- Establishing the Soviet Union as the dominant pclitical faactor in
all of Burope, without necessarily incorporating Western Europe
into the 3oviet bloc. [Ref. 112]

As in their campaign to forestall INF deployment, the Soviets
pursued a twofold strategy to erode European support for the SDI.
First, an attempt was made to drive a wadge between the United States
and its NATO partners: the SDI was presented as a program that served
Washington's militaristic purposes while endangering the interests of
the Europeans. Second, the Soviets portrayed themselves as willing to

compromise and reach a negotiatsd solution to the problem, while

simultaneously threatening dire consequences if a solution was nhot
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obtained, The intent of this strategy was to draw attention to the
gondition of "unequal risk" existing begween the United States and
Burope whicn would be further aggraveted by the SDI., Additionally, the
Soviets sought to reinfor¢e the perception of "unequal benefita®
derived From cortinuing US economic and technologloal domiaance. Botﬁ
aspects were reflected to a greater or lesser degree In the intra-
alliance and European national cebates ovar the QDI.
a In the Federél Republic of Germany, thé debate broke down along
party lines, with the ruling CDU/CSU ooalition of Chanoellor Knhl
favoring SDI researoh and the opposition SPD (Social Demoorats)
_Hopposed. Kohl defended SDI research as "jusuifiad, politioally
neuesaéfy, and serving the security interesta of the West as a whole"
[Ref. 113: p. J2]. While acknowledging the researoh program as a
\neoessary hedge against SOViet military activities, the Germans baded
their support of the SDI on political aud economic grounds. Since the
United States was likely to proceed with the research pﬁase of the SDI
in any case, German opposition could only serve to weaken NATO soli-
darity. Abstention, moreover, would restrict German influence over US
development, deployment, and strategy decisions. Finally, German nonw
participation would mean forfeiture of the SDI's technological
"spin-off" benefits and the probable widening of the American and
Japanese lead in high-technology, which threatened the FRG'a future
economio position,

Conditions lmposed by the West German government on its support
for SDI research, however, tended to reflect Bonn's concerns over the

program's potential for providing "unequal risks" and "unequal
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benefits.," In the area of sscurity, it was stated that Europe must not
be decoupled from the Unlted States; Flexible Response must remain
vzlid a1 a war ﬁrevention strategy (versus a warwfighting
strategy--Author); and transitional instabilities must be avolded [Ref.
114). Furthermore, SDI research should be conducted with a view towanrd
praventing an arms race in space while contributing te the reduction of
of fensive wzapons in armsg control negotiations [Ref. 1158], PFinally,
German parti¢ipation was predioabed on full access to the technical and
economic, benufits of SDI research [Ref. 116].

:Thesa,"feserVations" on the part of the government were cited
  by2SPD’s§okaSm£ﬁ”aq Bbediéaly_the rggsdn& why West Cermany should not
péﬁticipaté ih gheISbI, In ﬁost respects,'the arguments put forth by
the SPD reflected the Soyiet view, at least in terms of the SDI's con-
‘sequences for ﬁeStern"Europé{' Thigwwaa_pndbaply,a manifeastation of the
Soviet téhdancy téleﬁcourage views wﬁieh faéoﬁ their own bosition.
Nevertheless, there was a remarkable similarity between the perceptions
of the Soclal Democrats and the image of the SDI projeated by Soviet
propagandists,

In contrast to the government's posaition, SPD spokesmen did not
acknowledge the threat rationale for the SDI. In fact, Soviet activi-
ties in strategic defense or other military areas was seldom mentionad.
Rather, it was the SDI that preseanted the real threat to West German
security.

The SPD appeared to share the government's concarn that the
SDI threatened to weaken Flexible Respcnse as primarily a deterrent, or

war-prevention, strategy. But the argument that the SDI could ever
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foster a transition to pure or even predominant defense was dismissed,
The SPD'a view that the SDI would instead mix offensive with defensive
weapons [Ref. 113:p. J6] aligned with the Soviet contention that the
program wasd actually intended to reinforce the war~fighting aspect of
US-NATO strategy. By extension, the SFD also indirectly supported
Soviet claims of deceptive intent behind the SDI.

Finally, even i1f the SDI was only partially effective, the SPD
was concerned that Europe might not come under 1ts shield. Therefore,
a real danger existed of Europe being strategically split away from the
United States [Ref. 117:p. J31.

Chancellor Kohl's argument that FRG participation in SDI
research would enhange German influence over US decision making was
rejected by SPD spokesman as "wishful thinking" [Ref. 118:p. JU]. The
SPD maintained, moreover, that it was an illusion to assume that the
West Buropeans could participate in the SDI's research phase without
having to jointly bear the military responsibility, the consequences,
and the burdens of eventual deployment [Ref. 119]. This was, of
course, exactly the case being made by the Soviets.

The SPD's position on the SDI's implications for arms control
reflected the concerns contained in the governmant's conditions for
support of the SDI, hbut flatly contradicted Kohl's argument that the
program could contribute to the FRG's long-term security in this area.
Rather, the SPD shared the Soviet view that the SDI would prompt the
latter's adoption of counterineasures, thereby stepping up the arms race
and promoting instability [Ref. 117:p. J2]. Consequently, the SPD

supported the Soviet proposal for a treaty banning all space weapons
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and a moratorium on 3space armaments at the start of the Geneva
negotiations [Ref. 120].

In short, the "unequal security'" aspeot of the Soviet campalgn
agalnst the SDI found a receptive audience in the West German Social
Democratic Party as well as among less moderate elements of the German
left, As indicated above, however, the governing coalition shared some
of the opposition's c¢oncerns but guncluded that the risks of the SDI
oould be minimized, if not altogether avoided, by German participation
in the program. In addition, it was felt that the German economy stood
to galn by active participaiion in 3DI research. Yet SPD opposition to
the SDI on economic grounds tended to coincide with the "unequal
benefits" thrust of Soviet anti-SDI propaganda.

The SPD maintained that, given the US record on technology
transfer within NATO, the government's hopes for economic benefits
derived from SDi research were unfounded. First, it was pointed out
that for years the tranafer of technology f{rom the United States to
Zurope was hampered for "security reascna--i.e., out of fear that it
would end up in Soviet hands [Ref. 118:p. Jd). Second, it was
unlikely that the United States would be willing to jeopardize its
competitive position by relinquishing control of this technology in any
slgnificant way. Third, there was the possibility of conflioct with
provisions of the ABM Treaty which explicitly prohibited technology
tranasfer in this field [Ref. 1211].

For these reasons, it was considered highly risky to base the
technological future of Weat Germany on the assumption of an unhindered

flow of information and knowledge from the United States. Instead, the
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SPD belisaved that the FRG ought to participate in joint West Buropean
initiatives for tachnological and economic self-assertion [Ref. 122].
This naturally led to support for the European Research and
Coordination Agency (EUREKA) sponsored by France.

As with the West German government's support for SDI research,
French opposition to the program was grounded in a combination of
gacurity, political, and economic considerations. First, there was the
question of the SDI'a impaot ¢« * & French independent nuclear
forces, The soclalist governmen. of President Mitterrand largely
shares the American view of the Soviet military threat to Europe [Ref.
123:p. 228]. Thus, at least in some quarters, there was an
inalination to agree with the Reagan Administration's threat rationale
for the SDI. The prevailing opinion, however, was that the SDI would
gtimulate further Soviet offensive and defensive deployments, and
thereby significantly undercut the credibility of the French deterrent.
So the 3DI was seen as belng not only militarily disadvantageous but,
to the extent that French nuclear forces ensure the country's
independence, politically disadvantageous as well [Ref. 124].,

Furthermore, French calls for a coordinated European response
to the SDI reflected concern for the program's potentially negative
effect on their promotion of increased European defense cooperation,
particularly between France and West Germany [Ref. 125],

Finally, the French socialists, perhaps more than their West
German counterparts, saw the SDI as representing more of an economic
threat than an opportunity. In fact, the French Socialist Party, and

Mitterrand personally, apparently consider the Soviet military threat
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to be of secondary importance to the threat posed by American "economic
1mperialism" [Ref. 123:p. 2291].

Soviet olaims of U8 intent to explolt Weatern Europe
sconomically and technologically werse designed to fuel European
anxieties that the SDI could make them still more depandent on the
United States, J3pecifically, the Soviets sought to craeate the
impression that the United_States was bent on fleecing-:its al}ies,
taking the best they have in solence and technology but giving thenm
nothing of its own [Ref. 1261]. Suoh:fears were abparent in |
Mitterrand's obJection.ho the UDI because’of the risk of a "brain
drain" to the United StatoSVahd'tﬁe prQspeop of Europe's being,reduped
to playing the role of a "subeontractor™ in the reseal*ch progranm.

Another reason for Frenah opposition to the SDI, according to
‘Mitterrand, was because Paris did not wanﬁ to see itself involved in a
syatem "in which it would not be orn an equal footing" with Washington
[Ref. 127]. Thus, Mitterrand revived the old debate between
"Gaullists"™ and "Atlanticists," with France attempting to nudge the
West Germans away from the latter position by offering EUREKA as
another option if not an alternative to the SDI (Ref. 1281,

In the French view, the economic challenge presented by the SDI
could not be met by dealing with the United States on a bilateral
basls., It was argued that the Europeans had no chance of resisting
this effort without a concerted and coordinated response [Ref. 1291,
EUREKA c¢ould provide the focus for such a response. While EUREKA would
investigate much the same technological spheres as the SDI, its

principal advantage was said to be that it offers a broader field of
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applications, partiocularly for civilian uses. 1In contrast, the SDI was
eritiocized as being predominantly a military program whose civilian
apin=-offs would not necessarily be substantial [Ref. 130].
Additionally, EUREKA's eivilian-orientation under European control
would not he as likely to arouse "destabilization" anxieties as had the
3DT.

The viability of EZUREKA depended upon active West German
participation. When this waa not forthcoming, Franco-German relations
could not help but be‘affeoted.'-Mitterrand saw Bonn's attraction to
the SDI as "filling a void" qreated by Fhe denial of an indigenc s
strategic nuclear deterrent to the FRG [Ref. 131]. While Mitterrand
was technically correct in hls assessment of the Federal Republia's
continuihg dependence on the US deterrent, this statement served only
to provide the Soviet Union with another propagznda theme: Bonn's
desire to "oircumvent the bans resulting from the last world war" [Ref.
110:p. AA71].

As the SDI and EUREKA are not, in fact, complementary, the XKohl
government apparently perceived that resource constraints precluded
full German participation in both programs. On the other hand, the
interests of ¢ontinued good relations with France, and Kohl's domestic
political position, made some form of German participation in EUREKA
inevitable. But as West German security ultimately depended upon the
United States--as the French president obliquely pointed out--Kohl
continued to voice his support for the SDI while applauding "in

principle" the goals of EUREKA. Thus, while encouraging intensified

118



European aooperation, Kohl asserted that on the SDI '"there can be no
question of forming a front against the United States" [Ref. 1321].

The British position on the SDI reflected elements of those of
both the French and the West Germans, The British, like the French,
have to be concerned with the SDI's influence on Soviet strategic
waapons developments and the resulting effact on thelr Independent
nuclearlforces. But Prime Minister Thatcher, perhaps more than her
counterparts on the continent, appeared inclined to accept the American
view that Soviet BMD research had disturbed the strategic halance, and
that the SDI was a cautious and negessary response to Soviet activities
in this area [Ref. 133]. In any ocase, verification problems precluded
reaching an agreement to prohibit or control research, and the ABM
Treaty already covered testing and deployment [Ref. 134]. 1In
Thatoher;s view, as long as the Soviets ablded by the provisions of
the ABM treaty, they had nothing to fear from a breach of that accord
by the United States.

The British also had an obvious interest in the economic
aspects of the SDI, and in avolding any negative consequencea that
might derive from their participation in the research phase ¢f the
program. Here again they appeared to accept Reagan Administration
asgurances that the SDI would not result in a technological "one-way
street." If they had any such qualms, they were seldom vocalized.
While the British admit the possibility of a "brain drain," they did
not feel this was reason enough for refusing to participate in SDI

research [Ref. 1351].

119



British ambivalence on thia subjesct was reflected in their
agreement to partieipate in EUREKA in the hopes of encouraging greater
European technological aooperation, even while regarding the prozram as
being quite likely a duplication of effort [Ref. 133). As with Kohl,
Thatoher was probably motivated a. least in part by domestic and
alliance political considerations.

Britain's support for SDI research, like West Germany's,
carried a number of "conditions" which were part of a December 1984
agreament between Prime Minister Thatcher and President Reagan:

= SDI-related deployment would, in view of treaty obligations, have
to be a matter for nagotiation;

- The overall aim is to enhance, and not to undermine, deterrence;

~ East-West negotiation should aim to achieve security with reduced
levels of offensive weapons on both sides; and

- The United States' and Western aim is not to achieve superiority,
but to maintain balance, taking account of Soviet developments
[Ref. 1361].

The British position on the SDI thus paralleled that of the
Wegt Germans and of the French on certain key issues, First, all three
powers sought to maintain the emphasis on deterrence and war prevention
as the primary rationale for NATO's strategy of Flexible Response.
Second, the Europeans viewed progress in arms control as equally
important to, and inseparable from, the maintenance of military
equilibrium. A consensus exists that the objeat of the Geneva
negotiations should be to work out effective agreements aimed at
preventing an arms race in space and terminating it on earth, at

limiting and reducing strategic arms, and at strengthening strategic

stability. Finally, the European powers expressed varying degrees of
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congern over the SDI's potential impact on their future economic
positions vis-a-vis the United States,

Soviet commentary on these issues provides clear indications of
a aoncerted effort to convince the West Europeans that support for SDI
research was neither in their security nor economic¢ interests. From
the Soviet perspective, the SDI presented another opportunity for

widening existing oleavages within NATO.

C. SUMMARY

The Soviet response to the SDI during the period March 1983 through
Novémbér 1985 was aimed at undermining political support for the
program within the United States and in NATO Europe. The positions
assumed by Soviet leaders and other commentators were heavily weighted
toward maximizing the propaganda effects of thelr statements. However,
analy®is of these statements provided indications of actual Soviet
perceptions of the SDI. In the Soviet-American context, which
dominated Soviet media attention prior to 1985, indications of the
Sovliet view of the SDI as a threat were revealed. Subsequently, the
Soviet view of the SDI as an opportunity to widen the political rift
between the United States and Western Europe appeared to receive
relatively greater emphasis.

The hypothesis of the Soviet view of deception was supported in
their commentary relating to the SDI as a threat. In the Soviet view,
deceptlon 13 a funetion of both capability and intent. Capability
deception was indicated by the nature of the SDI's probable techniocal

limitations. With occasional references to Weatern "experts," the
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Soviets argued that the 3DI's ultimate goal of eliminating nuclear
weapons was technically unachievable., For the Reagan Administration to
maintain otherwise was considered a misrepresentation of reality for
the purpose of generating political support for the program. The
Soviet conceded, however, that some form of limited defense was
feasible and militarily useful, and found support for this contention
among statements by scurces in the United States both within and
outside of government, The Soviets cast the capability deception
largely in terms of its perpetration on Western public opinion.

Deceptic. of intent was expressed in terms of Western opinion and
as an attempt to ceceive the Soviets themselves., According to Soviet
spokesmen, the true aim of the SDI was to enhance the oredibility of
existing US strategio doctrine, which presumes the continued existence
of large quantities of nuclear weapons, rather than creating the
conditions for movement to a new strategy, which envisions the
elimination or at least large-scale reduction of these weapons.
Support lor this view was found in the Soviet assessment of trends in
US strategic doctrine and weapons developm~nt oriented toward
maximizing the military effectiveness of nuclear weapons thereby
restoring some measure of their political utility. As seen by the
Soviets, limited defenses could play a useful role in such a atrategy,
as indeed they do in Soviet strategic doctrine.

The Soviets dlsmissed as a ploy the scenario which foresees the
sacrifice of the hulk of Soviet deterrent forces as a necessary
precondition for the mutual transition to reliance on strategic

delenses. It would be highly uncharacteristic of the Soviet leadership
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to so place its security in the hands of a hostile power. In their
commentary, the Soviets sought to remove all doubt that they considered
the SDI as essentlally motivated by hostile intent and seemed convinced
that such a reaction must have been anticipated in the United States.

The Soviets seemed ambivalent about the actual military utility of
the SDI in a limited defense role. Thelr assertions concerning US
intent to achieve strategic superiority partly by means of the SDI were
balanced by an apparent confidence that the system could be overcome by
a variety of countermeaures, however expensive such oountermeasures
might be, Still, both party and military commentators appeared deeply
disturbed by the SDI's potential role of countering a ragged Soviet
retaliation following a first strike by the United States.

A3 much, if not more, disquieting was the SDI's potential effect on
the acocomplishment of certain Soviet foreign policy objectives. Though
less forthcoming on this subject, the Scviet leadership is undoubtedly
aware of the political benefits that the appearance of military
superiority has provided, particularly with respect to Western Europe.
To the extent that the SDI contributes to the reinforcement of US
strategic posture, the political leverage of Soviet posture is
proportionately reduced. It i3 out of such concern that Soviet
accusations of US hegemony=-zeeking arise. More likely, the Soviets
viewed the SDI as a measure that could provide the United States with a
marginal mjlitary advantage, but considerabdble political advantage in
the on-going Soviet-American strategic competition.

Soviet commentary on the SDI in the context of Western Europe was

obviously aimed at exploliting the political discord within NATO, which
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had intensified with US ef'forts to enlist European support for the
research phase of the program. A3 in thelr earlier campaigns against
improvements in NATO defenses, the Soviets sought to highlight existing
divergences of interest between the United States and the allies, and
to reinforoe European oconcerns over the SDI's potential for
contributing to a condition of "unequal security" and "unequal
benefits." Such concerns were shared not only among political elements
opposed to the SDI but, to a oonsideréble degree, among those
governments that expressed qualified support for the SDI as well.

In the seourity realm, European interests include maintaining
equilibrium between the opposing military alliances while reducing
iaternational tension and instability through arms control. The
Soviets attempted to erode support for the SDI by demonstrating that
the program served neither aspect of Eurcopean security, The SDI was
portrayed as part of bid for military superiority which could disrupt
the "exlisting strategioc equilibrium"™ and would lead to an intensified
arms race in all spheres,.

Soviet emphasiz on the SDI's "war-fighting" qualities was intended
to raise European fears of "limited nuclear war," the consequences of
which would be felt mainly 1n Western Furope. At the same time, the
Soviets stressed that the SDI in a partial defense role would limit
damage to the United States while providing little or no coverage of
Eurcope, thus stimulating anxiety over strategic decoupling.

Countermeasures which the USSR would be "forced" to adopt in
response to the SDI would probably be even more effeative against the

small nuclear deterrent forces of Britain and France. The Europeans
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would then be left with the worst of both worlds: the SDI could
inorease oonfidence in the United States in lowering the nuclear
threshold without adequately protecting the allies, while the deterrent
ef'fect of the latters' strategio forces became less and less credible.
The Soviets alsc sought to exacerbate widely=-held fears that the
SDI could further strengthen America's technological and economic
positions vis-a-vis Western Europe. Rather than promoting European
competitiveness, the United States was accused of attempting to exploit
the allies through their participation in SDI research. A similar
argument agalnst participation was advanced by the European left,
particularly the West German Soclal Demooratie Party and the socialist
government of France. However, reservations on this issue were also
expressed by officials in the German Federal government and, to a

lesser extent, the British government,
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V. CONCLUSION

The Soviet response to the Strategic Defense Initilative has
provided some indications of their view of the program as a threat to
their seourity and as an opportunity to weaken NATO. Thiy view has
heen conditioned by a strategic culture that mandates the appearance,
if not substance in all respects, of overwhelming military?power,_at
once to deter attacks and to lniimidaﬁé hostile powers and‘coalitions1
o “The Soviets fear the SDI not only because of the potential physical
threat to the Soviet Union, but-alsd because 1t could undermine the |
;iliﬁéry basis of their strategy that seeks above all to politically
separate Western Europe from the United States. This strateg}.hnm veen
suocessful to the extent that confidence in the American security -
I_l.gu.ar'antee has been reduced on botﬁ sides of the Atlantic. The VSov.i-elets
therefore see the SDI as a means by which the US strategic nuclear
gontribution to European defense may be insured indefinitely rather
than as a measure designed to permlt the mutual transition to wholly or
predominantly defensive postures,

Reagan Adminlistration assertions on the latter are seen as an
attempt at deception on technical grounds and hecause its accomplishe
ment would serve neither American nor Soviet interests. For ohe thing,
progre3s made toward the elimination of nuclear weapons would still
leave intact Soviet conventional superiority in Europe. Sacondly, the
United States cannot realistically expect tha Soviet Union to sacrifice

the level of security achieved through years of strenuous effort. In
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any case, the Soviets reject the ldea that a political acaomodation
between the superpowsrs can be attained through military pressure and
seem aonvinced that the Amerlcans must be aware of this, It is the
fact that this view (3 widely held in Western Europe that presents the
most promising onportunity for the Soviets to counter the SDI and
weaken NATO simultaneously.

Rather than bolstering alliance solidarity, the SDI hag had a divi-
sive effect on NATQO. The program has tended to highlight differing
views between Western Europe and the United States on the definition of
gsecurity and the best means of attaining lt, while aggravating European
feafsiof Amevican economiaq and.teohnolqgioal dominance. The old debate
has been bevived over continuihg Weét German and general European
dependence én the US security guarantee and French efforts to lessén
that dupendence. In Wast Germany, the political discord generated by
the SDI threatens to polarize society iﬁ é manner similar to that which
ogeurred during the INF modernization debate.

Paradoxically, US efforts to improve the military defense of
Weslern Europe, as well as of the lnited States, nnce again have caused
the allies to wonder whether their long-term security interests are in
fact being merved., It is just such noncern that the Soviets heve
acught to aggravate in th2ir response to the SDI.

How the Sovieta will respond to the 3SDI in the future remains, of
ccursa, an open question., One option is to submit to compellant
pressure in the arms 2ontrol arena as some in the West have already
claimed tuv see indications of. Another is to continue their political-

military program as they have in the past,. or perhaps to accelerate
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certain aspeots of 1t, and s0 run the risk of realizing their worst
fears from the SDI "degeption.," Whichever path 1s chosen, the Soviets
have little to lose and a great deal to gain by continuing to encourage

the political fragmentation of NATO over the issue of the Strategie

Defense Initiative,
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