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N o w ,  t h u s  f a r  t o n i g h t  I ' v e  s h a r e d  w i t h
you my thoughts on the problems of nation-
al security we must face together. My pred-
ecessors in the Oval office have appeared
before you on other occasions to describe
the threat posed by Soviet power and have
proposed steps to address that threat. But
since the advent of nuclear weapons, those
steps have been increasingly directed
toward deterrence of aggression through
the promise of retaliation,

This approach to stability through offen-
sive threat has  worked. We and our allies
have succeeded in preventing nuclear war
for more than three decades, In recent
months, however, my advisers, including in
partlcular the Joint Chiefs of Staff, have un-
cierwor(’d t h e  n~w{’~~lt~  to brt’,ik o u t  of a
(utur~’  th~t relic’~  ~c)l{’1) on c~tfen~l~  t’ rc~tall-

dt  ion for our ~(’curlt?
()~er the c~jur~r  of thest~ dl~cus~ions,  1‘~ e

b e c o m e  znor( .Ind n]ort d(w p!)  conllnced
th~t th(’ hum.in splrlt mu~t b<> (:ipab}cl o f
rl~ln q ~bo~ (> ~it’.il!ng  \\lth other n.ition~ ,ind

h u m a n  beings by threatt’nlng  their esist-
ence. F’eelin%  this wa]. I belief e JYC>  nlu~t
thoroughly examine e~er? opportun lty for
reducing tensions and for lntroclucln g grc’at -
er st~bilit) i n t o  t h e  ~trate,qlc  calculL]s  on
both sides,

one of the most  important contributions
we can make 1s, of course, t o lower the
Ie\el  of All arms, md  p.irtlcularl} n u c l e a r
arms. \f’e’re  ~>ng~ged right now in sc>~ c>ral
negotiations w’lth  the So\iet (. ”nlon  to bring
about a mutual reduction of w capons. I will
report to ) ou a week from tomorrow m)
thoughts on that ~core But let me just w?’,
I’m totally committed to this course.

If the So\iet L’nlon  \\’ill  join with us in
our effort to achle~  e major arms reduction,
we will ha~e succeeded In stabilizing the
nuclear balance. Sc\ertheless,  it w’111  still be
necessary’ to rel; on the specter of retali-
ation, on mutual threat. .4nd that’s A sad
commentary’ on the human condition.
\$’ouldn’t lt b(’ better to WIC li~ es than to
a~enge them;~ .4re we not capable of dem-
onstrating our peuceful intentions by appl}l-
ing all our abilities ~nd our inqenuity’ to
achie~inq a trul> lasting stabillty? I think
we Are. Indeed, we must,

.After careful consult:itlon  with my ad\is-
ers, including the Joint (;hiefs of Staff, I
belie~e there- is a way. Let me share with
you a \islon  of the future \\hich  offers hope.
It is that we embark on a program to
counter the awesome Soy iet mls~lle threat
wrlth measures that are defensi~e Let us
turn to the \ery’  ~trt~nqth~  in technolog}
that spawned our grc’at  lndustri~l base And
that  ha~e gi~’en us the qualit]’  of life me
enjo)r  today.

\T’hat if free people could Ii\e secure m
the knowledge that their security did not
rest upon the threat of instant C’. S. retali-
ation to deter a So\ iet ~ttack, that we could
intercept and destro}  strategic ballistic mis-
siles before they reached our own soil  or
that of our allies?

I know this is a formidable, technical task,
one that may not be accomplished before
the end of this centur). l’et,  current tech-
nology, has ~ttalned a le~el  of sophistication
where it’s reasonable for us to beg-m this
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effort. It will take years, probably decades
of effort on many fronts. There will be fail-
ures and setbacks, just as there will be suc-
cesses and breakthroughs. And as we pro-
ceed, we must remain constant in preserv-
ing the nuclear deterrent and maintaining a
solid capability for flexible response. But
isn’t it worth every investment necessary’ to
free the world from the threat of nuclear
war? We know it is.

In the meantime, we will continue to
pursue real reductions in nuclear arms, ne-
gotiating from a position of strength that
can be ensured only by modernizing o u r
strategic forces. At the same time, we must
take steps to reduce the risk of a conven-
tional military conflict escalating to nuclear
war by improving our non-nuclear capabili-
ties.

America does possess—now—the technol-
ogies to attain very significant improve-
ments in the effectiveness of our conven-
tional, non-nuclear forces. Proceeding
boldly with these new technologies, we can
significantly reduce any incentive that the
Soviet Union may have to threaten attack
against the United States or its allies.

As we pursue our goal of defensive tech-
nologies, we recognize that our allies rely
upon our strategic offensive power to deter
attacks against them. Their vital interests
and ours are inextricably linked. Their
safety and ours are one. And no change in
technology}’ can or will alter that reality. We
must and shall continue to honor our com-
mitments.

1 clearly recognize that defensive systems
have limitations and raise certain problems
and ambiguities.
systems, they can
aggressive policy,
But with these
mind, I call upon

If paired with “offensive
be viewed as fostering an
and no one wants that.
considerations firmly in
the scientific community

in our country, those who gave us nuclear
weapons, to turn their great talents now to
the cause of mankind and world peace, to
give us the means of rendering these nucle-
ar weapons impotent and obsolete.

Tonight, consistent with our obligations of
the ABM treaty and recognizing the need
for closer consultation with our allies, I’m
taking an important first step. I am direct-
ing a comprehensive and intensive effort to
define a long-term research and develop-
ment program to begin to achieve our ulti-
mate goal of eliminating the threat posed
by strategic nuclear missiles. This could
pave the way for arms control measures to
eliminate the weapons themselves. We seek
neither military superiority nor political ad-
vantage, Our only purpose--one all people
share—is to search for ways to reduce the
danger of nuclear war.

My fellow Americans, tonight we’re
launching an effort which holds the promise
of changing the course of human history.
There will be risks, and results take time.
But I believe we can do it. As we cross this
threshold, I ask for your prayers and your
support.

Thank you, good night, and Cod bless
you.

Note: The President spoke at 8:02 p.m. from
the Oval Office at the White House. The
address was broadcast live on nationwide
radio and television.

Following his remarks, the President met
in the White House with a number of ad-
ministration officials, including members
of the Cabinet, the White House staff, and
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and former offi-
cials of past administrations to discuss the
address.

In a speech on March 29, 1985, President Rea- should never be misconstrued as just another
gan s a i d :l

. . . Two years ago, I challenged our scientific
community to use their talents and energies to find
a way that we might eventually rid ourselves of the
need for nuclear weapons—starting with ICBMs,
We seek to render obsolete the balance of terror—
or Mutual Assured Destruction, as it’s called—
and replace it with a system incapable of initiat-
ing armed conflict or causing mass destruction, yet
effective in preventing war. Now, this is not and

‘Speech to the National Space Club, Mar, 29, 1985.

method of protecting missile silos.
. . . The means to intercept ballistic missiles dur-

ing their early-on boost phase of trajectory would
enable us to fundamentally change our strategic
assumptions, permitting us to shift our emphasis
from offense to defense.

. . . We’re not discussing a concept just to en-
hance deterrence, but rather a new kind of deter-
rence; not just an addition to our offensive forces,
but research to determine the feasibility of a com-
prehensive nonnuclear defensive system–a shield
that could prevent nuclear weapons from reach-
ing their targets.
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The Administration has not presented in detail
its view of how it thinks the U.S./U.S.S.R. strate-
gic relation would evolve as BMD developments
proceed and efforts are made to manage the evo-
lution. Administration spokesmen have, however,
given broad descriptions of the major parts of that
evolution and the reasons why they believe it to
be plausible. Some of these are excerpted in this
appendix. For a deeper understanding, the reader
should read the sources in their entirety.2

In a statement released January 3, 1985, and
published in a White House pamphlet The Presi-
dent Strategic Defense lnitiative, President Rea-
gan said: 3

. . . The SDI research program will provide to
a future President and a future Congress the tech-
nical knowledge required to support, a decision on
whether to develop and later deploy advanced
defensive systems.

At the same time, the United States is commit-
ted to the negotiation of equal and verifiable agree-
ments which bring real reductions in the power of
the nuclear arsenals of both sides. To this end, my
Administration has proposed to the Soviet Union
a comprehensive set of arms control proposals. We
are working tirelessly for the success of these ef-
forts, but we can and must go further in trying
to strengthen the peace.

Our research under the Strategic Defense Ini-
tiative complements our arms reduction efforts
and helps to pave the way for creating a more sta-
ble and secure world. That the research we are un-
dertaking is consistent with all of our treaty obli-
gations, including the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty.

In the near term, the SD I research program also
responds to the ongoing and extensive Soviet anti-
ballistic missile (ABM) effort, which includes ac-
tual deployments. It provides a powerful deterrent
to any Soviet decision to expand its ballistic mis-
sile defense capability beyond that permitted by
the ABM Treaty. And, in the long-term, we have
confidence that SDI will be a crucial means by
which both the United States and the Soviet
Union can safely agree to very deep reductions,
and eventually, even the elimination of ballistic
missiles and the nuclear weapons they carry. [em-
phasis added]
The White House publication which accompa-

nied this statement elaborated on the arms con-
trol implications of the Strategic Defense Initia-
tive as follows:4

The United States does not view defensive meas-
ures as a means of establishing military superi-
ority. Because we have no ambitions in this regard,
deployments of defensive systems would most use-
fully be done in the context of a cooperative, equi-
table, and verifiable arms control environment
that regulates the offensive and defensive devel-
opments and deployments of the United States
and Soviet Union. Such an environment could be
particularly useful in the period of transition from
a deterrent based on the threat of nuclear retalia-
tion, through deterrence based on a balance of
offensive and defensive forces, to the period when
adjustments to the basis of deterrence are com-
plete and advanced defensive systems are fully
deployed. During the transition, arms control
agreements could help to manage and establish guide-
lines for the deployment of defensive systems.

The SDI research program will complement and
support U.S. efforts to seek equitable, verifiable
reductions in offensive nuclear forces through
arms control negotiations. Such reductions would
make a useful contribution to stability, whether
in today’s deterrence environment or in a poten-
tial future deterrence environment in which
defenses played a leading role.

A future decision to develop and deploy effec-
tive defenses against ballistic missiles could sup-
port our policy of pursuing significant reductions
in ballistic missile forces. To the extent that defen-
sive systems could reduce the effectiveness and,
thus, value of ballistic missiles, they also could in-
crease the incentives for negotiated reductions.
Significant reductions in turn would serve to in-
crease the effectiveness and deterrent potential of
defensive systems.
This prediction has been explained by George A.

Keyworth II, science advisor to President Reagan,
in the following terms:5

Strategic defenses of the type we can reasonably
project–even in their early modes—can be vital
catalysts for arms control . . . In fact, early and in-
termediate defenses will undoubtedly be imperfect,
and any nuclear weapon that makes it through to
its target will be devastating. While hardened mili-
tary assets can be very successfully defended by
these transition systems, civilian population
centers will still be hostage to a determined ad-
versary. Critics cite this as a major failing. In fact,
it is crucial to stability during those transition
years, because as long as there is some leakage in
those transition defense technologies, there re-
mains a retaliatory deterrent against first strike.

But we will once again have a common. . .
ground for negotiating real weapons reductions.
After all, realistic, survivable, retaliatory arsenals
do not have to be enormous, not nearly as large

—— —
‘(jeorge  4. Keyworth  II, ‘“rrhe  (’ase  ~’or:  An option for a World  I)is-

armed, ” IS.SU(JS  in Sc;ence and Technology , fall 1984.  pp. 42-44.
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as the arsenals we now require to survive preemp-
tive strikes (or in the Soviet case, to launch them).
With the preemptive option clouded, or even re-
moved, we would have an opportunity to negoti-
ate major arms reductions that would still leave
each side with a strong retaliatory deterrent.

At that point we would have accomplished two
things, two goals that have eluded us for 20 years.
We would have reduced both nations’ perceptions
that the other could launch a successful disarm-
ing first strike, and we would have drastically re-
duced the size of the arsenals.

. . . These options will probably become available
when the strategic nuclear forces we must build
today to maintain our near-term deterrence reach
the limits of their operational lifetimes. We then
have a new option: rather than replace them, let
each side retain only token nuclear forces for their
sole remaining purpose—restricted retaliation.

It is only at this point, in the presence of near-
zero arsenals, that arms control begins to have any
real meaning in the minds of ordinary people. Only
when the prospect of final world holocaust reverts
to “mere” catastrophe–that is, when the stock-
piles can be measured in the dozens, rather than
in the tens of thousands-can we once again de-
pend on the sun coming up the next day.

Soviet habits, attitudes, and policies are the
product of a thousand years of brutal historical
experience. There is no reason to believe that the
Soviet Union will suddenly become a country that
we would trust to respect the legal requirements
of a near-total disarmament treaty.

. . . Strategic defense provides the option to
break this cycle. Although we cannot disinvent nu-
clear weapons, and although nations will continue
to distrust one another, heavily defended countries
could nonetheless realistically enter into treaties
to reduce nuclear forces to near zero. The scale of
cheating necessary to provide an arsenal capable
of successfully engaging several layers of active
defenses would be so large as to be impractical
within the context of normal intelligence-gathering
capabilities,

Strategic defense therefore provides an option
for a world effectively disarmed of nuclear weap-
ons, yet still retaining national sovereignty and
security, In fact, deployment of strategic defense
is the only way in which the superpowers will be
able to achieve these very deep arms reductions.
another article6 he wrote:

When [the Soviets] look seriously at the loss of
utility of their ICBMs as a preemptive force, they
will have no choice but to admit that the age of
the ICBM as the dominant weapon is passing,
They, and we, will no doubt begin to replace ICBMs

;eorge  A, Keyworth II, “l’he Case for Arms Control and the Stra.
c Defense Initiative, ” Arms ControJ Today, April 1985, p. 8.

with other weapons, but in so doing we will be
phasing out the most feared and most destabiliz-
ing of the nuclear weapons. This is the key issue
and, to my mind, the strongest reason we have to
pursue the strategic defense initiative. With the
ICBM tarnished and with the need to look to other
options to preserve national security, both the
Soviets and we will have a mutual basis to nego-
tiate reductions in ICBM forces. If ICBMs serve
only to retaliate in case the other side does attack
first, then both sides can consider truly massive
reductions in ICBM warheads. Ten or twenty nu-
clear weapons are virtually all the retaliatory de-
terrent that any country needs—and those are the
levels of weapons that arms controls ought to be
aiming for,

On February 13, 1985, the Director of the U,
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Kenne
Adelman, told the International Institute for St]
tegic Studies:

[If SDI succeeds in making defenses more cost-
effective than offenses], SDI can then prove a real
incentive to deep reductions in offensive nuclear
systems through arms control. We hope for that
kind of incentive from SDI.

We must scrupulously guard against a vicious
cycle of defensive efforts—even research for
defense–spurring the other side onto more offen-
sive weapons in order to saturate prospective
defenses, and so on, and so on. That snowball ef-
fect would undercut stability and weaken de-
terrence,

That risk can be reduced and managed through
the kind of overall strategic discussions Secretary
Shultz launched in Geneva last month and that
Ambassador Kampelman  will take up further
when the arms talks begin again next month. This
type of exchange with the Soviet Union—an in-
depth dialog about critical strategic relationships,
strategic concepts, strategic stability-is in-
dispensable to an effective SDI approach.

No one has a crystal ball in this complicated
business. We need data to provide a sound basis
for decisions several years off on whether or not
to pursue strategic defensive systems further . . .
[a] managed evolution–one involving the Soviets
and the Allies intimately all along the way—could
lead to a safer world.

***
Most broadly, we will be going ‘back to basics’

in looking at the relationship between offensive
and defensive forces. We will be describing to the
Soviets, in some detail and with some care, the
kind of strategic concept that will guide us in the
period ahead. We envision it as falling into three
phases.

During the first phases, deterrence will continue
to rest almost exclusively on offensive nuclear
retaliatory capabilities. We believe that this can

,s.
th
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be done at greatly reduced levels of nuclear forces
and with full compliance with the ABM Treaty,
and we will seek both. We hope the Soviets believe
and will act likewise. This period could last ten or
fifteen years, or longer or even indefinitely, de-
pending largely on the progress and results of the
on-going SD I research,

The second phase will be one of transition. Dur-
ing this period, and assuming successful develop-
ment of some effective non-nuclear defensive sys-
tems, we would begin to move towards a strategic
posture with ever-greater reliance on defense,
rather than offense. A transition of indefinite du-
ration, this period will help lay the technical and
political groundwork necessary for the ultimate
goal of eventually eliminating nuclear arms com-
pletely.

The last period is one with its hallmark being
the complete elimination of nuclear arms. The tech-
nical knowledge of how to make these weapons and
the danger of cheating would persist. These risks,
unfortunately, can never be eliminated, but effec-
tive defenses would give insurance against them,
The enormous and depressing nuclear threat hang-
ing over the world could be lifted,

These three stages have to evolve gradually and,
as I have said, depend critically upon a coopera-
tive effort between the United States, in consul-
tation with its key Allies, and the Soviet Union.

This theme was elaborated on by Ambassador
Paul H. Nitze in a speech to the Philadelphia
World Affairs Council on February 20, 1985, He
summarized the strategic basis for the upcoming
talks in Geneva as follows:

During the next ten years, the U.S. objective is
a radical reduction in the power of existing and
planned offensive nuclear arms, as well as the
stabilization of the relationship between offensive
and defensive nuclear arms, whether on earth or
in space. We are even now looking forward to a
period of transition to a more stable world, with
greatly reduced levels of nuclear arms and an en-
hanced ability to deter war based upon an increas-
ing contribution of non-nuclear defenses against
offensive nuclear arms. This period of transition
could lead to the eventual elimination of all nuclear
arms, both offensive and defensive. A world free
of nuclear arms is an ultimate objective to which
we, the Soviet Union, and all other nations can
agree.

He then went on to say:
It would be worthwhile to dwell on this concept

in some detail. To begin with, it entails three time
phases: the near term, a transition phase, and an
ultimate phase.

The Near Term: For the immediate future—at
least the next ten years—we will continue to base
deterrence on the ultimate threat of nuclear retali-

ation. We have little choice; today’s technology
provides no alternative.

That being said, we will press for radical reduc-
tions in the number and power of strategic and
intermediate-range nuclear arms. Offensive nu-
clear arsenals on both sides are entirely too high
and potentially destructive, particularly in the
more destabilizing categories such as the large
MIRVed [multiple independently-targeted reentry
vehicles] Soviet ICBM [intercontinental ballistic
missile] and SS-20 forces.

At the same time, we will seek to reverse the ero-
sion that has occurred in the Anti-Ballistic Mis-
sile (ABM) Treaty regime—erosion that has re-
sulted from Soviet actions over the last ten years.
These include the construction of a large phased-
array radar near Krasnoyarsk in central Siberia
in violation of the ABM Treaty’s provisions re-
garding the location and orientation of ballistic
missile early warning radars.

For the near term, we will be pursuing the SD I
research program-in full compliance with the
ABM Treaty, which permits such research. Like-
wise, we expect the Soviets will continue their in-
vestigation of the possibilities of new defensive
technologies, as they have for many years,

We have offered to begin discussions in the up-
coming Geneva talks with the Soviets as to ho-w
we might together make a transition to a more sta-
ble and reliable relationship based on an increas-
ing mix of defensive systems.

The Transition Period: Should new defensive
technologies prove feasible, we would want at
some future date to begin such a transition, dur-
ing which we would place greater reliance on defen-
sive systems for our protection and that of our
allies.

The criteria by which we will judge the feasibil-
ity of such technologies will be demanding. The
technologies must produce defensive systems that
are survivable; if not, the defenses would them-
selves be tempting targets for a first strike. This
would decrease rather than enhance stability.

New defensive systems must also be cost effec-
tive at the margin-that is, it must be cheap
enough to add additional defensive capability so
that the other side has no incentive to add addi-
tional offensive capability to overcome the defense.
If this criterion is not met, the defensive systems
could encourage a proliferation of countermeasures
and additional offensive weapons to overcome de-
ployed defenses, instead of a redirection of effort
from offense to defense.

As I said, these criteria are demanding. If the
new technologies cannot meet these standards, we
are not about to deploy them. In the event, we
would have to continue to base deterrence on the
ultimate threat of nuclear retaliation. However, we
hope and have expectations that the scientific
community can respond to the challenge.
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We would see the transition period as a co-
operative endeavor with the Soviets. Arms con-
trol would play a critical role. We would, for ex-
ample, envisage continued reductions in offensive
nuclear arms.

Concurrently, we would envisage the sides be-
ginning to test, develop, and deploy survivable and
cost-effective defenses at a measured pace, with
particular emphasis on non-nuclear defenses. De-
terrence would thus begin to rely more on a mix
of offensive nuclear and defensive systems instead
of on offensive nuclear arms alone.

The transition would continue for some time—
perhaps for decades. As the U.S. and Soviet stra-
tegic and intermediate-range nuclear arsenals de-
clined significantly, we would need to negotiate re-
ductions in other types of nuclear weapons and
involve, in some manner, the other nuclear powers.

The Ultimate Period: Given the right technical
and political conditions, we would hope to be able
to continue the reduction of nuclear weapons down
to zero.

The global elimination of nuclear weapons would
be accompanied by widespread deployments of ef-
fective non-nuclear defenses. These defenses would
provide assurance that were one country to cheat–
for example, by clandestinely building ICBMs or
shorter-range systems, such as SS-20s—it would
not be able to achieve any exploitable military
advantage. To overcome the deployed defenses,
cheating would have to be on such a large scale
that there would be sufficient notice so that coun-
termeasures could be taken.

Were we to reach the ultimate phase, deterrence
would be based on the ability of the defense to
deny success to a potential aggressor’s attack. The
strategic relationship could then be characterized
as one of mutual assured security.

Ambassador Nitze then went on to say:
We would have to avoid a mix of offensive and

defensive systems that, in a crisis, would give one
side or the other incentives to strike first. That
is precisely why we would seek to make the transi-
tion a cooperative endeavor with the Soviets. . .
In an interview with U.S. News and World Re-

port printed March 18, 1985, National Security
Adviser Robert McFarlane said:7

Now, there is a relationship between reductions
of offensive systems and the integration of de-
fensive systems because of the potentially desta-
bilizing effect of either side achieving a first-strike
capability through possession of both.

“’Prospects Are Good for Arms Pact-But Not Soon, ” U.S. News
and World Report, Mar. 18, 1985, pp. 24-25,

So our policy must be to first establish agree-
ment between ourselves and the Russians on the
value of defensive systems. Once we have reached
agreement on that, then we must establish a path
for the integration of these defensive systems into
the force structure that will be stable.
In an interview on ABC Network television

broadcast June 6, 1985, Secretary of Defense
Caspar Weinberger said:

We’re working for a program that could be a
thoroughly reliable defense that could indeed give
us the confidence that all of these missiles could
be destroyed. But if we get only a partial result,
it still will be very worthwhile.
In a speech on March 29, 1985, George Key-

worth described the goal of the SD I as follows:
Is the SDI the means to protect people or to pro-

tect weapons? Protecting people represents no
change in present policy. It simply strengthens—
entrenches—the doctrine of Mutual Assured De-
struction. Protecting people, on the other hand,
holds out the promise of dramatic change.’

This clear purpose of the President has been
repeated time and time again by Cap Weinberger,
Bud McFarlane, and myself. But the ambiguity
over SDI’s real goal remains. It is fostered by
three main tenets: First is the assertion, embraced
by those anxious to protect both past strategic
doctrine and future nuclear systems, that “strength-
ening deterrence” must be the primary goal for
SDI. Second is that protecting weapons, especially
ICBM silos, is the nearer-term and most likely goal
for SDI. And third is that defense of European mili-
tary targets against tactical ballistic missiles is
the most politically attractive near-term goal for
SDI.

If these arguments continue to be used as the
basis to achieve Congressional and Allied support,
I believe the opportunity for strategic change–
and the President’s objective—is lost.

***
Terminal defenses within the SDI also can play

a very real part in an overall “layered” defense,
But attempts to make terminal defense our first
move, within the SDI, does not start us in the
direction of the President’s objective.
Following is the text of a “Fact Sheet” on the

Strategic Defense Initiative, issued by The White
House on June 1, 1985, and published by the De-
partment of State:

—
““l’he President Strategic Defense Initiative, ” remarks to the SDI()

LJniversity  Review Forum, Mar. 29, 1985.
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Special
Report
NO. 129

The Strategic
Defense Initiative
J u n e  1 9 8 5

United States Department of State
Bureau of Public Affairs
Washington, D.C.

In his speech of March 23, 1983, Presi-
dent Reagan presented his vision of a
future in which nations could live secure
in the knowledge that their national
security did not rest upon the threat of
nuclear retaliation but rather on the
ability to defend against potential at-
tacks. The Strategic Defense Initiative
(SDI) research program is designed to
determine whether and, if so, how ad-
vanced defensive technologies could con-
tribute to the realization of this vision.

The Strategic Context

The U.S. SDI research program is
wholly compatible with the Anti-Ballistic
Missile (ABM) Treaty, is comparable to
research permitted by the ABM Treaty
which the Soviets have been conducting
for many years, and is a prudent hedge
against Soviet breakout from ABM
Treaty limitations through the deploy-
ment of a territorial ballistic missile
defense. These important facts deserve
emphasis. However, the basic intent
behind the Strategic Defense Initiative is
best explained and understood in terms
of the strategic environment we face for
the balance of this century and into the
next.

The Challenges We Face. Our na-
tion and those nations allied with us face
a number of challenges to our security.
Each of these challenges imposes its
own demands and presents its own op-
portunities. Preserving peace and
freedom is, and always will be, our fun-
damental goal. The essential purpose of
our military forces, and our nuclear

forces in particular, is to deter aggres-
sion and coercion based upon the threat
of military aggression. The deterrence
provided by U.S. and allied military
forces has permitted us to enjoy peace
and freedom. However, the nature of
the military threat has changed and will
continue to change in very fundamental
ways in the next decade. Unless we
adapt our response, deterrence will
become much less stable and our suscep-
tibility to coercion will increase
dramatically.

Our Assumptions About Deter-
rence. For the past 20 years, we have
based our assumptions on how deter-
rence can best be assured on the basic
idea that if each side were able to main-
tain the ability to threaten retaliation
against any attack and thereby impose
on an aggressor rests that were clearly
out of balance with any potential gains,
this would suffice to prevent conflict.
Our idea of what our forces had to hold
at risk to deter aggression has changed
over time Nevertheless, our basic
reliance on nuclear- retaliation provided
by offensive nuclear forces, as the essen-
tial means of deterring aggression, has
not changed over this period.

This basic idea-that if each side
maintained roughly equal forces and
equal capability to retaliate against at-
tack, stability and deterrence would be 
maintained- also served as the founda-
tion for the U.S. approach to the
strategic arms limitation talks (SAI.T)
process of the 1970s. At the time that
process began, the United States con
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eluded that deterrence based on the
capability of offensive retaliatory forces
was not only sensible but necessary,
since we believed at the time that
neither side could develop the
technology for defensive systems which
could effectively deter the other side.

Today, however, the situation is fun-
damentally different. Scientific develop-
ments and several emerging tech-
nologies now do offer the possibility of
defenses that did not exist and could
hardly have been conceived earlier. The
state of the art of defense has now pro-
gressed to the point where it is reason-
able to investigate whether new tech-
nologies can yield options, especially
non-nuclear options, which could permit
us to turn to defense not only to
enhance deterrence but to allow us to
move to a more secure and more stable
long-term basis for deterrence.

Of equal importance, the Soviet
Union has failed to show the type of
restraint, in both strategic offensive and
defensive forces, that was hoped for
when the SALT process began. The
trends in the development of Soviet
strategic offensive and defensive forces,
as well as the growing pattern of Soviet
deception and of noncompliance with ex-
isting agreements, if permitted to con-
tinue unchecked over the long term, will
undermine the essential military balance
and the mutuality of vulnerability on
which deterrence theory has rested.

Soviet Offensive Improvements.
The Soviet Union remains the principal
threat to our security and that of our
allies. As a part of its wide-ranging ef-
fort further to increase its military
capabilities, the Soviet Union’s improve-
ment of its ballistic missile force, pro-
viding increased prompt, hard-target kill
capability, has increasingly threatened
the survivability of forces we have
deployed to deter aggression. It has
posed an especially immediate challenge
to our land-based retaliatory forces and
to the leadership structure that com-
mands them. It equally threatens many
critical fixed installations in the United
States and in allied nations that support
the nuclear retaliatory and conventional
forces which provide our collective abili-
ty to deter conflict and aggression.

Improvement of Soviet Active
Defenses. At the same time, the Soviet
Union has continued to pursue strategic
advantage through the development and
improvement of active defenses. These
active defenses provide the SOViet Union
a steadily increasing capability to
counter U. S. retaliatory forces and those
of our allies, especially if our forces
were to be degraded by a Soviet first

strike. Even today, Soviet active de-
fenses are extensive. For example, the
Soviet Union possesses the world’s only
currently deployed antiballistic missile
system, deployed to protect Moscow.
The Soviet Union is currently improving
all elements of this system. It also has
the world’s only deployed antisatellite
(ASAT) capability. It has an extensive
air defense network, and it is ag-
gressively improving the quality of its
radars, interceptor aircraft, and surface-
to-air missiles. It also has a very exten-
sive network of ballistic missile early
warning radars. All of these elements
provide them an area of relative advan-
tage in strategic defense today and, with
logical evolutionary improvement, could
provide the foundation of decisive ad-
vantage in the future.

Improvement in Soviet Passive
Defenses, The Soviet Union is also
spending significant resources on
passive defensive measures aimed at im-
proving the survivability of its own
forces, military command structure, and
national leadership. These efforts range
from providing rail and road mobility for
its latest generation of ICBMs [intercon-
tinental ballistic missiles] to extensive
hardening of various critical installa-
tions.

Soviet Research and Development
on Advanced Defenses. For over two
decades, the Soviet Union has pursued a
wide range of strategic defensive ef-
forts, integrating both active and pas-
sive elements. The resulting trends have
shown steady improvement and expan-
sion of Soviet defensive capability. Fur-
thermore, current patterns of Soviet
research and development, including a
longstanding and intensive research pro-
gram in many of the same basic tech-
nological areas which our SDI program
will address, indicate that these trends
will continue apace for the foreseeable
future. If unanswered, continued Soviet
defensive improvements will further
erode the effectiveness of our own ex-
isting deterrent, based as it is now
almost exclusively on the threat of
nuclear retaliation by offenseive forces,
Therefore, this longstanding Soviet pro-
gram of defensive improvements, in
itself, poses a challenge to deterrence
which we must adress,

Soviet Noncompliance and
Verification. Finally, the problem of
Soviet noncompliance with arms control

agreements in both the offensive and
defensive areas, including the ABM
Treaty, is a cause of very serious con-
cern. Soviet activity in constructing
either new. phased-array radar near

Krasnoyarsk, in Central Siberia, has

very irnmediate and ominous conse-
quences. When operational, this radar,
due to its location, will increase the
Soviet Union’s capability to deploy a ter-
ritorial ballistic missile defense.
Recognizing that such radars would
make such a contribution, the ABM
Treaty expressly banned the construc-
tion of such radars at such locations as
one of the primary mechanisms for en-
suring the effectiveness of the treaty.
The Soviet Union’s activity with respect
to this radar is in direct violation of the
ABM Treaty.

Against the backdrop of this Soviet
pattern of noncompliance with existing
arms control agreements, the Soviet
Union is also taking other actions which
affect our ability to verify Soviet com-
pliance. Some Soviet actions, like their
increased use of encryption during
testing, are directly aimed at degrading
our ability to monitor treaty compliance.
Other Soviet actions, too, contribute to
the problems we face in monitoring
Soviet compliance. For example, Soviet
increases in the number of their mobile
ballistic missiles, especially those armed
with multiple, independently-targetable
reentry vehicles, and other mobile
systems, will make verification less and
less certain. If we fail to respond to
these trends, we could reach a point in
the foreseeable future where we would
have little confidence in our assessment
of the state of the military balance or
imbalance, with all that implies for our
ability to control escalation during
crises.
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join us in negotiating significant reduc-
tions in the nuclear arsenals of both
sides.

In addition to the U.S. strategic
modernization program, NATO is
modernizing its longer range
intermediate-range nuclear forces
(LRINF). our British and French allies
also have underway important programs
to improve their own national strategic
nuclear retaliatory forces. The U.S. SDI
research program does not negate the
necessity of these U. S. and allied pro-
grams. Rather, the SDI research pro-
gram depends upon our collective and
national modernization efforts to main-
tain peace and freedom today as we ex-
plore options for future decision on how
we might enhance security and stability
over the longer term,

New Deterrent Options. However,
over the long run, the trends set in mo-
tion by the pattern of Soviet activity,
and the Soviets’ persistence in that pat-
tern of activity, suggest that continued
long-term dependence on offensive
forces may not provide a stable basis for
deterrence. In fact, should these trends
be permitted to continue and the Soviet
investment in both offensive and defen-
sive capability proceed unrestrained and
unanswered, the resultant condition
could destroy the theoretical and em-
pirical foundation on which deterrence
has rested for a generation.

Therefore, we must now also take
steps to provide future options for en-
suring deterrence and stability over the
long term, and we must do so in a way
that allows us both to negate the
destabilizing growth of Soviet offensive
forces and to channel longstanding
Soviet propensities for defenses toward
more stabilizing and mutually beneficial
ends. The Strategic Defense Initiative is
specifically aimed toward these goals. In
the near term, the SD1 program also
responds directly to the ongo]ng and ex-
t(’r)s]~’(’  SOLIet  antlt)all]stic  miss]]e  effort,
i 11(’IuI i irl~ the ex)sti ng Soviet (ie~Iloy -
r~l~>r~ts  ~wrnl]tte(i puder-  the .A 13M Tr-~~tj’.
‘1’tl(’ S1 )[ rest’ ar(”h  pr{)~rarn provides a
r)(’(’(’ss:irj’  an(i ~)(!werfu] (iet~’rrent to any
I)(JAI’  I ($r II I S( )\r IOL (i(’(o IsI( )n to expand
ral Il(ilj Its ar}t II K{]]  ist IC rnlssilt’ (Iapat)ility
t)(’}(~mi  ttmt (or}t(’rr)pl:it(  ~(i  I)y the A B M
‘1’rf’a~y  ‘1’hts,  111 Its(’lL’,  is a (>r]tlca[ Msk.
[](JW’t’\’(’1”,  L})L’  OY’C’rrl(liIlg,  Iong-tt’rnl  i~l-

portar](c  of S1 )] 1s that it f)fft’rs  the
~)1 ,sslt)lllt}  ( )f r-ever-sing  the (iangerous
III I 1 I [<ir)  t rt’n( is (“1 t(’1 i iii )( }L(J 1 I} moving to
a })t[ I (r, rrlfjr(’ stalllc Iwts for (kt,fX-
rt’f)((’ :Ln(l t )y I Ir(~L.11~  I n~ II(IW and compel-
1 i t~~ Ir)(x’r)cli(’s  I(I t})(’ S()\Ict  I Jnion for
s(IrI~ I I IS I L n(’~r( )t lat I n~ r( Y I IIct I( II)S II) (’x-
I > [ 1 I I g I ) i’t’( ‘ I 1>  I i t’ ! i U(’](’;  ( 1’ :1!’S[  ‘ 11;1]  S

The Soviet Union recognizes the
potential of advanced defense con-
cepts—especially those involving boost,
postboost, and mid-course defenses—to
change the strategic situation. In our in-
vestigation of the potential these
systems offer, we do not seek superiori-
ty or to establish a unilateral advantage.
However, if the promise of SDI tech-
nologies is proven, the destabilizing
Soviet advantage can be redressed. And,
in the process, deterrence will be
strengthened significantly and placed on
a foundation made more stable by reduc-
ing the role of ballistic missile weapons
and by placing greater reliance on
defenses whicb threaten no one.

Negotiation and Diplomacy. During
the next 10 years, the U.S. objective is a
radical reduction in the power of ex-
isting and planned offensive nuclear
arms, as well as the stabilization of the
relationship between nuclear offensive
and defensive arms, whether on earth or
in space. We are even now looking for-
ward to a period of transition to a more
stable world, with greatly reduced levels
of nuclear arms and an enhanced ability
to deter war based upon the increasing
contribution of non-nuclear defenses
against offensive nuclear arms. A world
free of the threat of military aggression
and free of nuclear arms is an ultimate
objective to which we, the Soviet Union,
and all other nations can agree.

To support these goals, we will con-
tinue to pursue vigorously the negotia-
tion of equitable and verifiable agree-
ments leading to significant reductions
of existing nuclear arsenals. As we do
so, we will continue to exercise flexibili-
ty concerning the mechanisms used to
achieve reductions but will judge these
mechanisms on their abiiity to enhance
the security of the United States and
our allies, to strengthen strategic stabili-
ty, and to reduce tbe risk of war.

At the same time, the SD] research
pro~ram  is and will be conducted in full
compliance  with the ABM Treaty. If the
rt’search yields positive results, we will
consult  with our allies about the poten-
tial nex~ steps. We would then consult
and negotiate, as appropriate, with the
Sovit’t  Union, pursuant to the terms of
the ABLM  Treaty, which provide for such
consultations, on how deterrence might
Iw strengthened through the phased in-
tro(iuction  of defensive systems into the
force structures of both sides. Th]s  con)-
n)ltrnent  does not mean that Mrt’  would

gIJ’(>  the Smrkts a veto ()\fer the outcome
any rn( )r(’ than t ht’ Sov]ets ha~’e u ~’et( )
otft~ r tJU r current stratcgl( am! I n Ler -
m~wiiate-rangtl  pr{)~wams.  ( )ur  m)mn]lt-
rnc’ nL in this regard  refit’(”ts ( )U r rec( )~n I

t ior)  that,  If our rtwear(’h  jIItJl(is :ip-
I)to[)riatc results , W’t’ Sh( )lll(i S(wk to

move forward in a stable way. We have
already begun the process of bilateral
discussion in Geneva needed to lay the
foundation for the stable integration of
advanced defenses into the forces of
both sides at such time as the state of
the art and other considerations may
mak% it desirable to do so.

The Soviet Union’s View of SDI

As noted above, the U.S.S.R. has long
had a vigorous research, development,
and deployment program in defensive
systems of all kinds. In fact, over the
last two decades the Soviet Union has
invested as much overall in its strategic
defenses as it has in its massive
strategic offensive buildup. As a result,
today it enjoys certain important advan-
tages in the area of active and passive
defenses. The Soviet Union will certainly
attempt to protect this massive, long-
term investment.

Allied Views Concerning SDI

Our allies understand the military con-
text in which the Strategic Defense Ini-
tiative was established and support the
SDI research program. Our common
understanding was reflected in the state-
ment issued following President
Reagan’s meeting with Prime Minister
Thatcher in December, to the effect
that:

First, the U.S. and Western aim
was not to achieve superiority but to
maintain the balance, taking account of
Soviet developments;

Second, that SDI-related  deploy-
ment would, in view of treaty obliga-
tions, have to be a matter for negotia-
tions;

Third, the overall aim is to enhance,
and not to undermine, deterrence; and,

Fourth, East-West negotiations
should aim to achieve security with
reduced levels of offensive systems on
both sides.

7’hls cwmrnon understanding is also
reflected in other- statements since
then-for example, the principles sug-
gested recently I)y the Federai  Reput)]ic
of Germany that:

● The existing NATO strate~q of
flexit)le response must remain fully valid
for the alliance as long as there is no
more effective alternative for preventing
war; and,

● The alliance’s politiml  and
st rat~y,nc  unitj’ must be safqpardwi.
There  must he no zones of different

~ j tyq-(~es of swu  rit y i n the al I ian(’e, and
h;uro~w’s  se(urit) “must not be dw’~mp!ed
from that  of NI lrt h America
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SDI Key Points

Following are a dozen key points that
capture the direction and scope of the
program:

1. The aim of SDI is not to seek
superiority but to maintain the
strategic balance and thereby assure
stable deterrence.

A central theme in Soviet propagan-
da is the charge that SDI is designed to
secure military superiority for the
United States. Put in the proper context
of the strategic challenge that we and
our allies face, our true goals become ob-
vious and clear. Superiority is certainly
not our purpose. Nor is the SDI pro-
gram offensive in nature. The SDI pro-
gram is a research program aimed at
seeking better ways to ensure U.S. and
allied security, using the increased con-
tribution of defenses—defenses that
threaten no one.

2. Research will last for some
years. We intend to adhere strictly to
ABM Treaty limitations and will insist
that the Soviets do so as well.

We are conducting a broad-based
research program in full compliance
with the ABM Treaty and with no deci-
sion made to proceed beyond research.
The SDI research program is a complex
one that must be carried out on a broad
front of technologies. It is not a pro-
gram where all resource considerations
are secondary to a schedule. Instead, it
is a responsible, organized research pro-
gram that is aggressively seeking cost-
effective approaches for defending the
United States and our allies against the
threat of nuclear-armed and conven-
tionally armed ballistic missiles of all
ranges. We expect that the research will
proceed so that initial development deci-
sions could be made in the early 1990s.

3. We do not have any precon-
ceived notions about the defensive op-
tions the research may generate. We
will not proceed to development and
deployment unless the research in-
dicates that defenses meet strict
criteria.

The United States is pursuing the
broadly based SDI research program in
an objective manner. We have no pre-
conceived notions about the outcome of
the research program. We do not an-
ticipate that we will be in a position to
approach any decision to proceed with
development or deployment based on the
results of this research for a number of
years.

We have identified key criteria that
will be applied to the results of this re-
search whenever they become available.

Some options which could provide in-
terim capabilities may be available
earlier than others, and prudent plan-
ning demands that we maintain options
against a range of contingencies. How-
ever, the primary thrust of the SDI
research program is not to focus on
generating options for the earliest
development/deployment decision but op-
tions which best meet our identified
criteria.

4. Within the SDI research pro-
gram, we will judge defenses to be
desirable only if they are survivable
and cost effective at the margin.

Two areas of concern expressed
about SDI are that deployment of defen-
sive systems would harm crisis stability
and that it would fuel a runaway pro-
liferation of Soviet offensive arms. We
have identified specific criteria to ad-
dress these fears appropriately and
directly.

Our survivability criterion responds
to the first concern. If a defensive
system were not adequately survivable,
an adversary could very well have an in-
centive in a crisis to strike first at
vulnerable elements of the defense. Ap-
plication of this criterion will ensure that
such a vulnerable system would not be
deployed and, consequently, that the
Soviets would have no incentive or pros-
pect of overwhelming it.

Our cost-effectiveness criterion will
ensure that any deployed defensive
system would create a powerful incen-
tive not to respond with additional offen-
sive arms, since those arms would cost
more than the additional defensive
capability needed to defeat them. This is
much more than an economic argument,
although it is couched in economic
terms. We intend to consider, in our
evaluation of options generated by SDI
research, the degree to which certain
types of defensive systems, by their
nature, encourage an adversary to try
simply to overwhelm them with addi-
tional offensive capability while other
systems can discourage such a counter
effort. We seek defensive options which
provide clear disincentives to attempts
to counter them with additional offen-
sive forces.

In addition, we are pressing to
reduce offensive nuclear arms through
the negotiation of equitable and
verifiable agreements. This effort in-
cludes reductions in the number of
warheads on ballistic missiles to equal
levels significantly lower than exist to-
day.

5. It is too early in our research
program to speculate on the kinds of

defensive systems–whether ground-
based or space-based and with what
capabilities—that might prove feasible
and desirable to develop and deploy.

Discussion of the various tech-
nologies under study is certainly needed
to give concreteness to the understand-
ing of the research program. However,
speculation about various types of defen-
sive systems that might be deployed is
inappropriate at this time. The SDI is a
broad-based research program in-
vestigating many technologies. We cur-
rently see real merit in the potential of
advanced technologies providing for a
layered defense, with the possibility of
negating a ballistic missile at various
points after launch. We feel that the
possibility of a layered defense both
enhances confidence in the overall
system and compounds the problem of a
potential aggressor in trying to defeat
such a defense. However, the paths to
such a defense are numerous.

Along the same lines, some have
asked about the role of nuclear-related
research in the context of our ultimate
goal of non-nuclear defenses. While our
current research program certainly em-
phasizes non-nuclear technologies, we
will continue to explore the promising
concepts which use nuclear energy to
power devices which could destroy
ballistic missiles at great distances. Fur-
ther, it is useful to study these concepts
to determine the feasibility and effec-
tiveness of similar defensive systems
that an adversary may develop for use
against future U.S. surveillance and
defensive or offensive systems.

6. The purpose of the defensive
options we seek is clear—to find a
means to destroy attacking ballistic
missiles before they can reach any of
their potential targets.

We ultimately seek a future in which
nations can live in peace and freedom,
secure in the knowledge that their na-
tional security does not rest upon the
threat of nuclear retaliation. Therefore,
the SDI research program will place its
emphasis on options which provide the
basis for eliminating the general threat
posed by ballistic missiles. Thus, the goal
of our research is not, and cannot be,
simply to protect our retaliatory forces
from attack.

If a future president elects to move
toward a general defense against
ballistic missiles, the technological op-
tions that we explore will certainly also
increase the survivability of our
retaliatory forces. This will require a
stable concept and process to manage
the transition to the future we seek. The
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concept anti  pro(’ess must be I)ased  upon search  program,  we will seek to pro{xwi mitments  tt~ maintain the forces, hoth
a realistic treatment of not onlj’  U.S. hut in a stable  fashion with the Soviet
Soviet forces and out-year prokg-ams,

nuclear and conventional, that provide
( lni~,n today’s tieterrence.

7. U.S. and allied security remains
indivisible. The SDI program is de-
signed to enhance allied security as
welI as U.S. security. We will con-
tinue to work closely with our allies
to ensure that, as our research pro-
gresses, allied views are carefully con-
sidered.

This has been a fundamental par-t of
U.S. policy since the inception of the
Strategic Defense Initiative. We ha~e
made a serious commitment to consult,
and such consultations will precede any
steps taken relative to the SD] research
program which may affect our allies.

8, If and when our research
criteria are met, and following close
consultation with our allies, we intend
to consult and negotiate, as appro-
priate, with the Soviets pursuant to
the terms of the ABM Treaty, which
provide for such consultations, on how
deterrence could be enhanced through
a greater reliance by both sides on
new defensive systems. This commit-
ment should in no way be interpreted as
according the Soviets a veto over possi-
ble future defensive deployments. And,
in fact,  we have already been trying to
initiate a discussion of the offense-
defense relationship and stahility  in the
defense and space talks underway in
Geneva to lay the fr)un(hition  to support
such future possible f’< )nsultati(~ns.

If, at some future  time, the ( ~nited
States, in close consultation  with lts
all ies, decides to pr(~(wd with (deploy-
ment  of defensive systems, we  intend to
utilize n~echanisms f(~r b’. S, - Sf~v iet u Jn-
s ultat ions  ~~r< };i(lwi  f< Ir if] tile A BA1
Treaty. Throug}l  ~uch n~t(hanlsms,  and
taking full act’f~llnt of tht S(}vi(’t  IJnion’s
own ex ~~anslve  iieft~nsi  L’(J  system rw

9. It is our intention and our hope
that, if new defensive technologies
prove feasible, we (in close and con-
tinuing consultation with our allies)
and the Soviets will jointly manage a
transition to a more defense-reliant
balance.

Soviet propagandists have accused
the (Jnited States of reneging on com-
mitments to prevent an arms race in
space. This is clearly not true. What we
envision is not an arms race; rather, it is
just the opposite–a jointly marlaged  ap-
proach designed to maintain, at all
times, control  over the mix of offensive
and defensive systems of tx~th sides antj
therx~by increase  the confi(ienre  of all na-
tions in th(j effectiveness and stability of
the evolving strategic hal;incc,

10. SDI represents no change in
our commitment to deterring war and
enhancing stability.

Successful SDI research and devel-
opment of defense options would not
lead to abandonment  of dt*terrence  but
rather to an enhancement of (iet,errence
and an evolution in the w’capons of
deterren(’c  through the contribution of
defensive systems that threaten no one.
We would dzter a potrntaal aggressor  by
rnukzng zt rleur  th.ut u!e could dmy  h~ m
the gu~ n.s b m rjht othmw~~se h<)pp /(/
wh~erw rwther than rnerelq thre(zterl  in{~

h i m  wtth c~wts {(lrgf~ enough  t(I ()?ltw?g}~
those guins.

U.S. polity supports tht’ basic princip-
le that our existing meth(xi of deter-
rc’n(”e  and NAT()’s  existin~  st rat~~~” ( )f
flexlble response  remain  full} \Talid, and
m u s t  be fullj’ sup~wrttd,  as lt)ng as t ht~re
is n<) mot-e effective alternatik.e  for
r~reventing war. Jt is in clear  recognition
of this ot)vif)us  fact that the ( 1 nited
Stat{’s  (.ontlnues t{) pursut>  so vi~tlr(}llsiy
its ~ ~wn strat(’~nt’  rn[~{i~~rn)zaf  if )r) projq-am

A!l(j so strl lngl~’  su~)~ )( )rts tbt’ f’ff{ )rts ( }f
1 ts :i 1 I It’s  t( ) s~lsta  i n t tl{’1 r < )W n (’~) m

11. For the foreseeable future, of-
fensive nuclear forces and the pros-
pect of nuclear retaliation will remain
the Itey element of deterrence. There-
fore, we musi  maintain modern, flexi-
ble, and credible strategic nuclear
forces.

This point reflects the fact that we
must simultaneously  use a number of
tools to achieve our goals today while
looking for better ways to achieve our
goats over tlw longer  term It expresses
our h~sic rationale  for sustaining the
(J.S. strategic modernization program
and the rationale for the critically
needed national  m(dernimtion programs
bc’in~ conducted by the (Jnited  Kingdom
and Fr:intw.

12. Our ultimate goaI is to
eliminate nuclear weapons entirely. By
necessity, this is a very long-term
goal, which requires, as we pursue
our SDI  research, equally energetic ef-
forts to diminish the threat posed by
conventional arms imbalances, both
through conventional force improve-
ments and the negotiation of arms
reductions and confidence-building
measures.

We fully recognize the contribution
nuclear weapons make to deterring con-
ventional aggression. We equally
rerog-nize  the destructiveness of war by
conventional  and chemical means, and
the need both to deter such conflict and
to reduce the danger posed by the threat
of aggression]] thr~)u~h such means. ~
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