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COMPUTER BLINDNESS AND POLITICIANS’ HYPOCRISY

The Long Echo of the Challenger Tragedy

Alexandr Lyuty

The course of events is rapidly taking away America from
that fatal day. Other affairs crowd themselves into the
country’s focus. There are ever more frequent calls that the
causes of the disaster should be found out as seon as
possible, the errors corrected and Shuttle spacecraftt flights
expedited. The inquiry commission set up by the Presidant is
to present its report within four months: And some National
Aeronautics and Space Administration officials publicly target
the summer for the resumption of the programme. It is even
said that this would be the best memory for the dead, notes
the TASS correspondent in Washington in his dispatch written

on an assignment of Sovetskaya Rossia.
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Yet one cannot shaké ©ff an impression that NASA is again
becoming obsessed with haste, characteristic of the entire U3
space programme. The well known journalist Thomas Wolfe., who
has written a nationally popular novel about astronauts, has
justly remarked that the race for pre-eminence in competition
with the Russians underlies the philosophy of the US space
programme. It is tragic, however, that Waahlngboﬁ increasingly
persists in giving a purely military character to this "race.”

Most theories now boil down to accepting that a
malfunction of one of the solid boosters was the cause of the
disaster. In NASA TV sequences and photographs one can indeed
well see how fifteen seconds before it a flame burst out from
a gap in the righthand booster’s plating. It gradually heated
up the giant suspended fuel tank, this resulting in an
explosion.

But the question arises:! what place does the faultiness of
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the booster occupy in the cause-and-effect chain? Was it the
main source of the tragedy, or did something else cause a
fuel leak? The first variant suits very much those who are

interested in having the flights resumed. As Philadephia

Inquirer says, rumours are there that if the cause of the
explosion is reduced to a single mechanical fault, Space
Shuttle launchings may be resumed by Juns.

Other NASA officials are all too eager to present matters
so as if someone’s negligence oOr lack of conscientiousness,
that is, a purely human error, constitutes tHe story. For to
say that the computers are unreliable meang to admit that the
entire system of “star wars” migh't. incinerate the world only
because of a computer Fault.

Observers also have not failed to-notice that the NASA
leadership came to believe too strongly in the dependability
of the solid boosters themselves. Emergency situations
involving them had occurred before. A similar disaster was
but narrowly avoided during the eighth Shuttle flight in !
October 1983. So what? Instead of increasing the number of
sensors mounted on thé boosters, which register deviations in
the work of the system, NASA cut them down. Some experts - say
outright that this was done at the insistence of the Pentagon
and commercial companies. They nesded a lighter general design
so as to stuff the Shuttle with as large an amount of
military equipment ard commercial devices as possible. Did not
the seven astronauts become in the end the hostages of the
policy of turning cuter space into a military range?

Such a thesis is not to the liking of official Washington.
it particularly irritates the Pentagon. And although American
news commentators themselves suggest the Pentagon’s indirect
implication in the tragedy, its generals have attacked... the
Soviet mass media, which have only reported the point of view

of some U3 scientists. The notorious Richard Perle, Assistant
‘—_-—_.—‘__-__,'_—-—-‘_'—-_.____’_____.__.—r——-—
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Defence Secretary, in whom everything linked with the Soviet

Union causes an indigestion, has assaulted our press Erom as

far away as Davos, Swltzerland, where he is attending a

e Ba L 2 - e e

sympcalum. n. After hearing t.hat. t.he Soviet press in the light of

the trngedv raised the question of the dangers of the "stur

wars" programme, Perle indignantly exclulmad' "Such atutements

reek of insansitlvlty and hypocrxsy!".- The Chalienger Ehght,

declared Perle, "hud nothing to do with the SDI programme.”

Perle was only t.he herald 7oE a campaign oE bewllderlng
attacks on the USSR. The discussion around t.ha Challenger
tragedy is lately ever more clearly passing from a technical
loock at the causss of the disustér to a political noise with
an unmistakably unti—Soviet‘accanb. "l would like to tell the
U35R," White House spokesman Speakes declared a few days ago,
"“"that the SDI is a research programme and its linking with the
tragedy that has occurred is a manifestation of extreme
callousness.”

But maybe it’s time to say "“enough of hypocrisy” and that
they should better start listening to the voices of informed
people who are ccncernad with the present directions of
American science? What happened to Challenger, science fiction
writer Isaac Asimov feels, "is a lesson for us all.” If 3DI
computer systems fail, then, in his conviction, not seven
people, but the entire Earth will perish. The SDI system,
believes the world famous astronomer Carl Sagan, is "extremely
vicious and ruinously expensive."

«..Christa McAuliffe was going to give two television
lessons from outer space for American children. She wanted to
show the children outer space through a prism of the simplest
peaceful experiments. Those who knew McAuliffe say that she, a
mother of two children, sincerely wished the planet peace and
welfare. Soviet cartograhers have named one of the craters on

distant Venus after the American school teacher. Man’s
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peaceful strides in the Universe, and not its conversion into

a weapon depbt will be a genuine tribute to her memory.

(Sovetskaya Rossia, February 2. In full.)
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WHAT’S BEHIND EUREKA

S.Smolnikov, Ph.D.(Econcmics)

West European political and scientific
communities have been quite busy for some
time discussing a project for technological
cooperation named "Eureka" (ancient Greek
for "I have (found) it!"). The second confe-
rence of ministers of the Wést European coun-
tries involved in the project is due to open
in Hannover, West Germany, on Novaember 5.

So what is the essence. of "Eureka" and what

is it that they "found»?

The idea broached by France of e8stablishing a “European
Technoi@qieal Community” within the'framework of the Bureka
project was approved, in principle, at a session of the
Council of Ministers of the European Communities in Milan in
July 1985. Half a month.later, Bureka came up for a more
down-to-earth discussion at an inter-govermental conference of
seventeen West European countries, including those of the
Common Market, Spain, Portugal and also Austria, Norway,
Finland, Sweden and Switzerland. The conference failed,
however, to clear up the issues that are crucial to the
project,that is funding and the organisation of joint
activities of West European firms. All it did was to agree
that cooperation would proceed under certain subprogrammes.

The first thing that claims attention is that the Eureka
project was proposed in the wake of the U3 Administration’s
programme forslarge-scale military-industrial research and

development 'to create an ABM system with space-based elements.
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Without mincing words, Washington called on its West European
allies not just to "approve" its sinister designs but to get
actually involved in carrying them out. Furthermore, in an
effort to bring the research, financial and intellectual
potential of West European countries into its extremely
dangercus plans, the Administration promised them no end of
technological benefits through military space reseach. The
obvious intention, however, is to shift the stupendous burden
of the "Star Wars” programmes onto West Europasn firms,
thereby drawing off a considerable proportion of the rival
industrial and research potential.

It is not for nothing that President Mitterrand should
have declared that Eureka’s main objective was to "ensure
Europe’s technological independence in/witally important
areas”. Political and business circles in Western Europe want
to forestall a technological decline and stop the 0ld World
from becoming a US industrial hinterland.

At the same time, there are serious misgivings in the
capitals of the 0Old World lest Bureka, conceived as Europe’s
"technological response™ to the American challenge, should
turn into a variety of Reagan’s "Star Wars" plan one day,
which would, of course, fitim psrfectly with the ambitious
designs of some West European politicians and the self-seeking
interests of the military-industrial complex of NATO
countries. It is obvious, however,that the transformation of
Eureka into a full-scale military-technological programme
would, far from responding to the interests of West European
countries and peoples, be fraught with sxtremely dangerous

consequences for peace and cooperation.

(Sovetskaya Rossia, November 5. Abridged.)
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SDI: CONSPIRACY AGAINST PEACE

In this article Academician M. A. Markov, Chairman of the
Soviet Pugwash Committee, Hero of Socialist Labour and member
of the presidium of the Soviet Academy of Sciences, writes
about the present stage of international relations, war and
peace, the need to curb the arms race and the dangers of the
American Strategic Defence Initiative plans.

% ox

Before the development of nuclear weapons and other means
of mass destruction war was thought to be a continuation of
pelitics. Then people created nuclear weapons, which, if war
breaks out, may destroy all life on our planet. War can no
longer be a continuation of politics because after a nuclear
war politics will simply cease to exist. Everything must be
done to avert a world war and this requires new political
thinking.

How is war to be averted? Generally speaking, this is a
part of a bigger problem, the problem of peaceful co-existence
of two opposite social systems. President Reagan suggested a
global solution to this problem. It is a technical solution
known as Strategic Defence Initiative, or Star Wars. President
Reagan and his close aids think that it is quite possible to
develop a weapons system that would make nuclear catastrophe
impossible.

I believe that this is an attempt to solve the problem of
co-existence unilaterally, that is in the interest of the
United States alone. The Soviet Union is still seen as a
source of all evil in the world, "an evil empire,® as the
President said, and must be fenced off with a stockade of
space-missile systems. The message is this: we defend

ourselves and you do as you like.
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The Strategic Defence Initiative, or SDI,does not
presuppose negotiations on arms reductions, though it allows
for strictly pro forma the fruitless talks as camouflage for
US war preparations.

The advocates of SDI claim that SDI is a purely technical
concept which has nothing to do with politics. This is not so.
SDI is in the centre of major political issues, which go
against the grain of the idea of peaceful co-existence and
detente.

You can judge for yourself. The implementation of SDI
would require tremendous expenses. What must be done to get
the money from the taxpayers? There is an old, tested method:
gcare them by communist menace and Soviet ‘threat. This is a
political reality. Furthermore, the United States believes
that the Soviet Union also will have to spend a lot of money
if it wants to build a similar system. Washington politicians
hope that the arms race will exhaust this country
economically. This is also a political factor.

Bent on achieving military superiority, the United States
is trying to hinder scientific and technological progress in
countries which it considers potential enemies. Hence the
policy of embargo. trade restrictions and curtailment of
scientific contacts.

Now I have come to the main point. SDI is a long way off.
It is a programme projected for many years to come. And what
will happen in the meanwhile? In the meanwhile, the nuclear
arms race is escalating to unprecedented proportions. Here are
but some of the US main strategic arms programmes: MX,
Midgetman, Trident, Stealth... Thus, SDI is a political
concept. It is, in effect, a global antithesis to detente and
the latter-day version of the Cold War.

SDI supporters say that SpDI is a strictly defensive

programme. Incidentally, this argument allowed them to win
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many people over to their side. This raises the following
question: is a tank’s armour defensive or offensive? And what
about the Stealth bomber, which the United States is currently
developing? Does its ability to evade radars make it a
defensive or offensive weapon? There was a time when mines
were made of metal and could be found with the aid of a mine
detector, but later they began to make them in wooden and
plastic casings. Incidentally, during the war I worked on a
device designed to detect non-metal mines.

Same with SDI. Suppose space weapons have been created
and put to use. Under the cover of a "space shield," a vast
number of enemy missile launchers is wiped out. Not all will
be destroyed, and the more launchers will survive, the more of
them there initially were. So, should the full-scale develop-
ment of 5SDI begin, there can be no talk of any missile reduc-
tion whatsocever. The opposite is also true:!: the fewer missiles
the enemy will have, the more likely their destruction in a
nuclear strike. This is why, while persistently coming out for
a drastic cut in nuclear armaments, the Soviet Union makes
such reduction contingent upon limiting S5SDI to laboratory
research.

History shows that for each type of weapon a counterweapon
is always found. An answer to SDI also will be given if
necessary, and it won’t necessarily involve the.craation of an
analogous system. Our country’s leaders have more than once
declared this. But there is one more danger inherent in S5SDI -
the spillover of the arms race into a new area which has never
before been used for military purposes - into outer space.
Tests are indispensable for creating fundamentally new weapon
systems. This also explains the US stubborn refusal to stop
underground nuclear explosions which are needed to develop
components of space arms. It is the energy pumping of the

appropriate installations. Under the influence of public
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opinion voices began to be heard in the US Congress suggesting
a yield restriction on explosions. At the Pugwash Conference,
too, some American scientists tried to convince us that
explosions within a one-kiloton range were innocuous, that
they would not make it possible to develop elements of SDI.
But, one may ask, why then conduct them at all? Whereas the
cessation of underground nuclear tests is a guarantee that not
only the realisation of SDI, but also the perfecting of the
usual nuclear arms will be substantially impeded.

The greatest danger of the arms race lies in their
qualitative development. It is the advent of qualitatively new
types of weapons that each time was a major destabilising
factor in international relations. Remember how multiple
individually targeted reentry vehicles complicated the
international situation at a point in the past? Or how the
appearance of tactical nuclear weapons made the negotiations
much more difficult? And the neutron bomb? If SDI is realised,
the arms race threatens to get out of control altogether.

; There is one more. serious danger. Without going into
technical details, I shall say: with the realisation of SDI
the risk of an unsanctioned or accidental nuclear war will
increase. In order to deploy space weapons, it will be
necessary to create unprecedentedly powerful computers which
would instantly calculate for highly sophisticated space and
Earth observation systems and identify thousands of objects.
On the other hand, the qualitative improvement of military
technology leads to the fact that there is less and less time
left for the taking of a response decision. Therefore man is
forced to transfer to the machine the right to decide and
instantaneously fulfill the decisions adopted. But a physical
law exists’according to which the number of failures and
erroneous decisions by a computer with greater sophistication

of supporting systems at first decreases, and then increases
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as the complexity of the tasks before the computer grows. In
other words, the SDI variant leaves deciding on the further
fate of mankind not to human reason, but to the soulless
robot, a "mechanical”™ construction of which science knows that
in principle it cannot be absolutely reliable. So that SDI is
the likelihood of a destruction of mankind by the robot
created by man himself.

In contrast with this very sophisticated, expensive and,
above all, unreliable programme, the Soviet Union has put
forward this simple idea -- once there are no nuclear arms,
there will be no nuclear war.

That is the essence of our peace policy and of the all-
embracing peace proposals of the Soviet leadership. The summit
meeting in Reykjavik gave humanity a very real chance, unlike
the fantastic and dangerous SDI idea, of removing for ever the
damoclean sword of universal nuclear destruction. Although no
accords were achieved in Reykjavik, the historic significance
of the meeting is great, indeed: the Soviet proposals stood
the hardest test in the discussions and came near to
producing major historic decisions. The package of Soviet
peace proposals presented in Reykjavik had a great impact on
the international anti-war movement and once more showed who
really wants peace. The world community has drawn its own
conclusions also from the fact that the talks had "stumbled"
over the Strategic Defence Initiative. That is very important
because Washington has so far succeeded in persuading some of
its closest allies to join the SDI programme. But if the vast
resources set aside for SDI were channelled into civilian
areas, like fundamental sciences, the effect of new
technologies would be no lesser. I know that from the
experience gained in developing new technologies through
fundamental research on the properties of matter.

Of course, the SDI idea has powerful support from the
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corporations deriving fabulous profits from munitions
production. The corporations will want more orders. Obviously,
they will not miss opportunities arising from the production
of Star Wars hardware. For it is some business that involves
profits running into trillions. Neither will the US
Administration so easily accept disarmament and drop SDI.
There has to be some pressure, some heavy pressure,indeed,
from public opinion.

There is this view, besides: aren’t we overestimating the
role of the anti-war movement? Say, three years ago, when it
came to siting American medium-range missiles in Europe, the
peace movement acquired sweeping proportions, and still
European parliaments voted for the missiles.

Nevertheless, the anti-war movement is a great force.
Simply it was not strong enough at that point. It was damped a
little by the hope the Europeans had for the success of the
talks in Geneva and President Reagan was quick to play on
that. I have said it at the Pugwash conferences more than once
and I say it again that talks are good if they produce
specific results. But they are no good if they drag on and on
and reach a deadlock, even though still allowing people to
hope for a happy ending. Regrettably, this situation seems to
be repeating itself. So what Reagan and those around him want
is just that new political thinking so indispans&ble for

humanity today.

(Komsomolskaya Pravda, November 12.
Abridged.)
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FIRST-HAND EVIDENCE

Melor Sturua

Each day makes it increasingly clear that the spread of
the arms race into space and the latter’s becoming an arena of
military rivalry may have extremely dangerous consequences for
mankind. This fact was re-emphasised in Mikhail Gorbachyov’s
reply to a message by the Union of Concerned Scientists, an
American non-government organisation uniting several hundred
leading scientists, members of the US Natiodal Academy of
Sciences.

The development, testing and deployment of weapon systems
in space, envisaged by the American "Star Wars” programme,
would be undoubtedly a fatal step which would increase the
risk of a nuclear war and stimulate jan uncontrolled arms race
in all fields. The fact that the programme for militarisation
of space was dubbed by its advocdtes “Strategic Defence
Initiative™ (3SDI) can hardly mislead anyone. It is an
offensive. aggressive initiative which has nothing to do with
defence.

I shall not repeat the ‘numerous convincing arguments to
prove that S5SDI is an aggressive programme. I shall confine
myself to mentioning only.one fact which for some reason has
been overlooked by the public.

To begin with, I would like to make some preliminary
remarks. Publicising SDI as a humane programme, official
American propagandayclaims that its enactment would replace
the "cynical" concept of nuclear deterrence with a “noble”
concept of an impenetrable shield. Horeover, such
“impenetrability™ allegedly would make nuclear weapons
useless, hasten their "withering sway" and eventually lead to
universal disarmament.,

Critics of that thesis justly argue that an absolutely
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impenetrable space shield is a chimera. It is a product of
fantasy rather than a concept based on scientific and
technological reality. Unwillingly the salesmen of "Star Wars"
agree that this is true but only in the beginning. Later, they
say. in 20 or 30 years or in half a century at the outside
that objective would be achieved. "What will be in the
meantime?” the critics inquire. In the meantime,.the official
doctrine says. there will be a hybrid between “nuclear
deterrence™ and SDI, with the former gradually “withering
away” and giving way to the latter.

Is it so? Of course not. Such a hybrid will lead to the
escalation of the nuclear arms race rather than its withering
away. A very competent person said that “if paired with
offensive systems, they (defensive systems) can be viewed as
fostering an aggressive policy.” This view is 100 per cent
right. It is fully confirmed by the policy pursued by the
United States. While giving & go-ahead to "Star Wars,”
Washington is escalating: the development, production and
deployment of first-strike weapons, such as MX, Midgetman and
Pershing-2 ICBMs, land-based/ leng-range cruise missiles, B-1B
and Stealth strategic bombers and the submarine-launched
Trident-2 missile. Incidentally, the House of Representatives
of the US Congress has allocated more than 500 million dollars
for the production of an advanced submarine-based missile,
D-5. According to the Pentagon’s plans, the United States is
to launch a total of 24 Trident submarines, each with 24
missiles aboard. (It should be noted that at the present time
the United States has 36 nuclear submarines, each with
firepower greater than that used by mankind throughout its
history.) One should also take into account the barbarcus
chemical and bacterioclogical weapons. While waiting for the
deveiopment of an impenetrable space shield, the Pentagon is

stepping up the production of these weapons.



Thursday, July 11, 1985 &

The competent person I have quoted above is right. The
combination of the deployment of defence systems, which
undermine the ABM Treaty, a major element of nuclear ‘arms
control, with a buildup of first-strike weapon systems can
only be regarded as the implementation of an aggressive
policy. I should only add here that the person I have quoted
is President Reagan and the quotation was taken from his
notorious address on March 23, 1983, the first public
statement in which he announced the “Star Wars" programme.

(Izvestia, July 10. In full.)
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FACTS AND FICTION
Velentin Falin, Izvestia political

correspondent
2

From the middle of the seventies Washingtonm was again in
doubt: what if it had made a bad margin by vowing allegiance
to peaceful coexistence, parity and equal gecurity, to the
primacy of reason over force? But things had long so gone with
US politicians that they would rather admit their physical re-
tardation then mental. The lack of selfw=confidence most often
shows itself as suspicion towapd others. And suspicion is a
sheer poiscn for relationships. In am atmosphere of distrust
negotiations get stalled, and signed,treaties are put on ice.

But while the SALT-2.Treaty waited in vain for ratifica-
tion, decisions surfaced omn having Pershings and cruise missiles
placed in Western Europé, ‘on £reating a “rapid deployment force"
and on a five-year program for the rearmsment of the USA, the
implementation of which, as\wes especially qualified, should
not depend on any negotiations on disarmement. Those were
Carter's varisnts of a "renovation” of the US war potential, of
a "cutdown of arsenals through their inflation" and of subordinat-
ing the contemt and pace of the arms control talks to American
plans and scheduleg for the arms race.

In a word, the idea box of militarism inherited by Reagan
was packed to overflowing., More missiles, planes, ships - this

" (The end. See the begimnning in Izvestia N2 100)
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wes good, but, te the taste of the new White House chief,
waiting till quantity evelved into guality would be too long and
troublesome., What if the quality of pelitical amnd military
thinking itself could be changed? But how? It appeared easy:
¥hy not discard the amorphous notions of world peace and of
vague universal prosperity? Did the UBA not bake a pie for it-
self in the first place? To the rest - what there would remain
of it. It was they, the rest, who were peacefully to coexist
with Washington, seeking its trust and respect. The Americans
were strong enough to scorn others' anger or admiration and do
without compromises or familiarity. A state #as no brother to
a state, but a rival or an enemy unless it took its assigned
place of an outrunner in the team. So it had been and so it
would be. Such a philosophy is called necocenservatism.

Among the agreements which the neoconservatives condemmned,
like mammoths, to extinction was the Soviet-American treaty on
the limitation of anti-ballistic missile systems. But before .
the official ceremony of announcing a program of “space wars"
as the antithesis to this treaty ‘something had te be completed.
Obviously enough, the idea of an "impenetrable defemce” could
not have been launched in January 1981. The question would at
once have arisen at NATO: Why %o bring new American missiles
to Europe if several years later such weapons, as claimed by
the USA, would be worthless? A similar question was also relevant
in the spring of 1983, after the proclamation of a line of space
militarisation. It did arise, but the situation had changed:
the missiles had been manufactured, US personnel was already in
the FRG, Britain and Italy to receive them, and Bonn, London and
Rome had been finally tied up hand and foot.

As a safeguard, the "space wars" doctrine was nonetheless
called "defemsive", which, however, by no means implied any-
thing completely outdated as when a plane is ranged against a
pleane, a ship against a ship and a missile against a missile,
but claimed "universality,” meaning that it was designed to kill
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in people any wish to war once and for all. This was presented
as almost a step in the direction of what the antiwar movements
were after. Didn't they want a cessation of the spiral‘of mili-
tary rivalry? Washington now gave them this chance. Never mind
the Pershings and cruise missiles, they were but a forced
measure in order to gain time, so necessary for a revolution
in the art of war, that would open the way for lasting peace.
References to the program of space militarisation as one of

a purely "scientific research” character were /torgive the
enterprise the appearance of respectability amd to underscore
the seriousness of the "noble motives® behindvit.

Ho doubt about it, a time gain was indispensable. Mark it
that of the consequences of the research they begsn to talk,
snd then also not in a full voice, after the placing of the
US missiles in Western Europe on combatrduty. Also then, the
search began for another term, to replace the phrase "strategic
defense initiative". The term "shield" sounds well. But what
kind of shield? “Impenetrable™? No duties are levied on lying,
only from too much salt even a blind merchant might recover his
sight. "All-embracing”? Tikewise doubtful as it is impossible to
embrace the unembraceable. "Reliable"? That seemed closer to
what was being looked for,,though a puncture could occur here
too. In general, they decided as fellows: promise nothing de-
finite and even gradually adjust the public mind to the like-
lihood that the idea of large-scale "defence" may explode earli-
er than it becomes inflated to the skies. In the meanwhile as-
sursnces have been forthcoming: the knowledge and experience
acquired for a2 hefty sum will have their spinoff; if not
applicable in one /sphere, they will work in smother. A "trump
card” has been thrown in: they say that about 90 per cent of the
work planned under "strategic defemse initiative®” will have
civilian ramifications of use. So the program is ealmost "civi-
lian”; and/ify as the traders kmow so well, the public comes
to like a commodity, its opposition will vanish.
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The sops to the public were to conceal the gradual slight
sbhift in the spectrum of research and emphasis of development.
Now in the centre is no specific "defensive” technology, but
a war technology that is entirely new. And not as the substitu-
tion for the current one, but in addition to it. The anti-
missile element is presemt, but it does not set the tone. The
all-inclusive umbrella has been folded down. Offensive systems
are again said to be "universally reliable" and/therefore
irreplaceable. It is emphasized that, whatever.the cutcome of
the research and experiments, the policy of “deterrence", that
is, the use of offemsive arms, will remain the most important
principle of US military doctrines. It tuims out that the
multi-storeyed "strategic defense initistive” has a multi-
layered bottom.

What are the facts that confifm this thesis? Firstly, it
is the statements made by the President and his close aides.
They make no secret of the fact that.the research initiated
within the framework of the Strategic Defence Initiative should
not necessarily produce thé results for which it was started.
Congress does not allocate monéy.for a dubious enterprise. This
is not the case of act first and think later. Such things do
happen in politics but not too often and not with such
extravagance,

Secondly, on March 24,1985, the British Sunday Times said
that since Christmas a number of government officials, includ-
ing Defence Secretary Caspar Weinberger, had beem hinting that
the SDI was more than a research Programme and that the decision
was final and irreversible. Indeed, one cannot doubt the
feasibility of a project and, at the same time, stubbornly
stick to it. This means that something is being kept secret.

Thirdly, Washington is going ahead with the "modernisation"
of offensive nuclear and conventional arms, making special
emphasis on first-strike systems and technologies that make it
more difficuit for the other side to combat missiles, aircraft
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and military satellites.

Fourthly, evidence is gathering that missile-defence
systems deployed in space should be able to hit small-size
land- and sea-based targets.

Fifthly, the advocates of the confrontation policy are
particularly pleased with the fact that the basically new
detection, guidance and homing-in systems, on which research
and development is underway, can be both defensive and of-
fensive and that, regardless of the final decision to develop
or not to develop a large-scale missile defefice system and with-
out waiting for such a decision, they can substantially enhance
the strike potential of existing nuclear and conventional
weapons. Moreover, the side that will besthe first to develop
such super-technology will achieve\vast military advantage over
other countries.

Judging by everything, this is Dot "defence" research of
academic interest but a pragmatic é£fort to develop new genera-
tion means of warfare. New-dinstructions are being written for
the new weapons. In 1984 the Américans issued "for use in
office" the Air Force basic’ combat manual, "Aerospace Doctrine",
which said that the US Air Force should seek to enmsure superiori-
ty in space. The manual further said that the Air Force should
seek to maintain US technological superiority in aerospace and
ensure the potential for protracted combat by developing means
of space warfare because Space ensures unlimited scope and
potentialities for warfare. It is not a passage from a propa-
ganda pamphlet. It ig.an instruction from a msnual "for use
in office".

What about the defence then? The simpletons who persist
in searching forsthe truth begin to annoy the Administration.
Replying to a guestion about the future of tactical missiles in
Burope, Caspaf Weinberger said that tactical missiles were quite
a different €hing. They are battlefield weapons and the
Strategic Defence Initiative has nothing to do with them, as
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it has nothing to do with aircraft. It is a curious statement,
taking into consideration that more than half of the US auclear
warhead yield is carried by bombers. The share of Cruise mis-
siles, which Washington does not consider strategic, keeps
growing. Teking all this into account, one can understand the
implication of the Defence Secretary's statement.

It appears that a missile defence system is mot even
regarded by the United States as a means of proteecting its own
land-based strategic missiles. Of course, a defence system for
missile bases on American territory would be a desirable ad-
dition to the first-strike potemtial, but, on the whole, this is
not the main objective. The principal goal is to find an ef-
fective means of "neutralising" Soviet land-based missiles, which
are the backbone of the Soviet military petential. An effective
method of combating this type of .weapons would enhance the US
offensive capabilities several times‘over. In that case,
Washington would be able, without too0 much risk for itself, to
use nuclear weapons on theatreg of war and in battlefield, as
they are wont to say, and, under favourable circumstances, test
in practice the “Airland Battle 2000" doctrine or the strategy
of deep strikes into the territory of the Warsaw Pact countries.,
Of course, this would be done as a means of "self-defence,"

In short, offence remains the best defemce. All the talk
about "defence", especially strategic defence, is the best ca-
mouflage for the modermisation of offemsive weapons and techni-
ques. What can be more sophisticated than military bases hung
over other people's heads? To maintain the appearance of peace-
| makers, the American leaders changed with one stroke of a pen
the Damoclean sword into the Damoclean shield, trying to make us
forget that to thrust a shield against somecne once meant to
declare a war.

If the sitnation were different, the Washington "research-
ers” would surely try to find out whether the key to the



Thursday, April 11,1985 -7 4

problem of peace on Earth got lost in space, in ocean depths
or in missile silos, It is insatiable militarism that is long-
ing for superkill bombs and shells. To achieve stability ome
should first of all halt the arms race in all fields, including
offensive and defensive, strategic and non-strategic, nuclear
and conventional and land- and sea-based and aerospace weapons.
That would be a great deal more effective and cheaper if one
means universal security and not something elses

The problem is that this is not what the United States
wants. A few days ago US Secretary of State George Shultz re-
affirmed his commitment to Harry Truman's doctrine that peace
can only be ensured through strength because justice, goodwill
and good intentions were not enough for that. Force breeds
violence and violence leads to war. This is something
Washington knows only too well. ‘That is why Washington prefers
to be a kind of connecting rod.in politics. That is why
Washington works out aggressive do¢trines and requests un-
heard-of armaments for themy, whose development is funded in
the budget and presented .by official propaganda under the
inconspicuous heading "résearch”.

(Izvestia, April 10. In full.)
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FACTS AND FICTION

Valentin Falin,
Izvestia political correspondent

I

The phrase "scientific research" nearly always sounds intrigu-

ing, and indeed bewitching when the promise is almost of a revo-
lution in 1ife and concepts. And not Jjust out of respect for the
scientists; common sense intrinsically refuses to associate
science and evil, it expects from science -good things only.

It is on this human dream of.a better future that designs are
built. Piously the US leaders promise to hatch chickens on a
cuckoo's eggs. Of all the manifestations of dishonesty that per-
meates the debate (in the USA) on these issues, noted the
Washington Post, perhaps the most dishonest is the assumption that
the creation of a "star wars" system will somehow end the arms
race.

No, says Reagan with put-on anger, the USA talks of peace,
not war; of averting the need for, not focussing on, retaliation;
of hope, not fear. It, the President asserts, has taken upon it-
self the initiative in carrying out a series of studies that
would ascertain if wars can be precluded. Or is a striving for
progress forbidden? What's bad about the idea of destroying
weapons with weapons? So let us not be stingy, let's cover the
sky with a shield made up of the latest technologies and a re-
solve to depend mot on paper and the seals of treaties, but on
the space "guardians of peace."” An American variety of placid,
idle dreaming? If it only were so...

Actually, the "star wars" system, as the peoples of the world
rightly suspect, is a Pandora's box. So in order to assuage
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their fears, a thesis has been maintained since the end of last
year that no one can now say what the research will end dn or
when. Things may clear up ten years from now, or possibly after
a full twenty. Then, the tests might altogether not justify

the hopes of the developers-theoreticians. In genersal, everything
is uncertain; so far mere theory; no cause for worry. But they
will at once add: you must admit that it would be 80 enticing to
acquire invulnerability, even if relative. And it would do no
harm to the Americans if as a prelude to "worldwide reconcilia-
tion" the bliss first descended upon the United States only! In-
deed, it is no sin to devote the remainder of the 20th century
to "strategic defence initiative.” The game is well worth the
billions of dollars that will have to be seraped up for the
regearch and tests.

The money will be chiefly America'’s,they reassure other co-
untries. But what about time and stability? These will be bor-
rowed from all, though with fhumane intentions" and at a high
interest rate: with its discoveries; if made, the USA will endow
the entire population of ‘the planet or the part of it that will
deserve the gift by "good behaviour." Much, of course, will hinge
on how effective the shield/will prove, if it does at all. Given,
say, a 50 per cent or less reliability, crumbs may also fall to
those of the closest allies who have not shirked their bit of in-
vestment in the research., Be it as it may, the Washington "know-
ledge bank"” will not open before the combat buckling of American
"iefence belts."” Weinberger indites it thus: the promise to
ghare achievements will stand only after the systems have been
fully developed.

Since it is impossible to predict with certainty what kind of
technology the future anti-missile system must be, experiments
proceed in alk directions, including the work on X-ray lasers
that can transform a nuclear explosion into radiation energy.
Propaganda, however, has been ordered to play up the so-called
non-nuclear anti-missile defence, for, as admitted by one of the
directors of the "star wars" program, the use of muclear charges,
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in a gense, kills the whole of the idea.

This is true; it spoils the mass, as befooling others as
well as one's own people is thus more difficult. In inducing
non-nuclear-weapon states to cooperation with Washington in
"gstrategic initiative," the whisper is made: don't miss the
opportunity of equalising yourselves de facto with the powers
having a nuclear potential. But this is a separate topic.

So far let us return to the Reagan assessment: everything is
vague and unclear as to whether the system will work and how
effectively. The firm offers no guarantees. But what if physics
and mechanics are suddenly outwitted? Though according to the
formulas of aerodynamics the may-bugs wouldn't fly, they do fly.
So the "defence initiative" mumber might also come off.

Suppose the enormous sums the US administration allocates on
"anti-missile defence with space-based elements" - four times
the amount swallowed by the creation of the atom bomb and S0
per cent larger than the total spending on all war missile-
related research in the pest thirtyfears - go fully for intended
use. Unlike the developers of the bomb and rocketry, the handlers
of the current program will have to deal not with just the laws
of physics, but also with the human factor. If other countries
deem it undesirable for them to go along with the USA and change
along with it, as Paul Nitze put it, the common approach to stra-
tegy as a whole, they can almost infinitely add to the number of
"unknown quantities" over which the scientists and engineers
are to wreck their brains. Alas, such are the usual ways of
life: th2 only route/often leads to success, whereas a host
to failure.

It is not at 42ll necessary to double or triple the number of
atratezic delivery vehicles of the presently adopted type in
order that the 'strategic shield" should be rendered irrelevant.
According to scientists' estimates, this is achievable with tens
of times lesser expenditure by using heat protection, by the
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imparting to missiles of rotatory movement, by employing wave-
and light-absorbing coatings and so forth. It hardly needs say-
ing that anti-missile complexes will be no less sensitive to
the very same technologies that they will incorporate.

The expenditure gap in variant selection is all too obvious.
Ex-T8 Defence Secretary James Behlesinger thinks that today the
technology of defence costs thrice as much as that of attack.
Let us assume that somewhere down the road in the 2lst century
the ratio will be 2:1. All the same, the comsideration of how,
in the context of the arms race, to secure for oneself adequate
security with greater cost effectiveness will not lose its sig-
nificance. It is not without meaning that Weinberger recommends
figuring out the "real value" of the available military potenti-
al by adding all the expenditures for it since 1950, plus the
spending to replace its components with necessary periodicity.
Against this background the cost of anti-migsile defences, in his
estimation, should not appear exorbitant.

To meke his allegations Sound more convincing the Defence
Secretary omits the details. The main funds for the production of
existing security systems have already been spent by states and
the funds for the deployment of anti-missile systems have not yet
been released. The Pentagon's chief makes out as if he does not
see the great distance between the technology of the past and
that of the present and the record-breaking rise in its prices.
If it is to be deployed, the missile defence system is to pass
through all these stages of infantile disorders, growing up,
increasing sophistication and rising costs. The contractor can
ignore estimates and budgets, but the customer will have to
rack his brains for some inexhsustible source of money to fund
the missile defence programme.

Only a politiecal solution, not the development of counter-
technologies; can put an end to competition in military techno-
logy. I am'@ure that Washington is well aware of that. Planners,
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egpecially in the military field, teke into consideration all
thinkable and unthinkable options. The Americans are not launch-
ing some abstract research programme, blanketed in sentimenta-
lity. They are opening the way to an unprecedented cycle of
actions and counter-actions, threats and counter-threats, ex-
hausting for all countries, to a life on the brink of a fire-
gpitting volcano. In short, whatever the result of the research
begun in the United States, it will inevitably raise the level
of confrontation, further destabilise the situation and increase
the risk of war.

Many American scientists and politicians are trying to con-
vince Reagan by facts that the United States will gain nothing
from his "Star Wars" concept. However, their arguments and es-
timates are dismissed in favour of the views of other experts,
who assure the President that everything is possible in this
world, given the will and the money.

The Americans explain the situation in many different ways.
Some attribute the desire to create a "superweapon" to
Washington's allergy to any manifestation of political dissent,
which the US Administration econsiders heretical. Others say that
Reagen is too ambitious a man to give up at once his brainchild,
the "Star Wars" plan. Still others claim that space may become a
gold seam for the American corporations for decades and the in-
terests of the corporations have always been uppermost in the
Administration's plans. The Washington Pogt put its finger on
it when it said that the “S8tar Wars" programme meant new windfall
profits for the military-industrial complex.

Though each argument is Jjustified, one should dig deeper.

Cne should make clear why the "Strategic Defence Initiative"”
appeared in the first place, shake all the fig leaves off its
family tree, and see what is the soil that makes it blossom and
bear fruit. I shall try to accomplish this task in the next
article.

(Izvegtia, April 9. In full.)
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THE ANATOMY OF A NEW ADVENTURE

Valentin Falin, Political Commentator for Izvestia
I

Before the Gromyko-Shultz meeting and after it Washington
threw piles of paper into a new propaganda campaign and poured
a flood of words upon listeners and viewerss, It did so not to
quench the thirst for truthful information but rather to create
a psychological mood that would meet the(objectives of ruling
quarters in the United States.

The signing of the Soviet-US ABM/Treaty in 1972 was no rash
decision. That treaty formalized the.voluntary recognition by
both sides of an objective necessity. The fact that the treaty
was signed for an indefinite term Served to show that both powers
were convinced that they had made the right choice in favour of
arms control and equitable cooperation. It would be no exaggera-
tion to say that the ABM Treaty was and continues to be a bridge
leading to the limitation of strategic armaments and their sub-
sequent reduction, and to, agreements on all other types of
nuclear and conventional weapons and on the building of a peace
based on equality and equal security.

When the present.administration took office it launched
a campaign of scathing criticism not against some elements of the
policy pursued by Richard Nixon, Gerald Ford and Jimmy Carter. It
denounced the fundamental principle of their policy and the idea
underlying their position. The neo-conservatives came to consider
security ensured by an agreement with another country as a secur-
ity granted ‘them as a favour. They thought that was something
the United .States could not accept. The Americans ought not te
become direetly or indirectly dependent on anyone or have their
freedom of manoeuvre or action restricted in any way. The United
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States with its "inexhaustible” technological and economic
potential cannot fail to find its "own" way out of any hopeless
situation and make everyone clse toe Washington's line.

In an address made on February 24, 1983, that is;& month
before the announcement of the "long-term programme” for a tetal
missile defence, President Reagan demanded that jthe United
States must regain its "leadership” by building/up its military
potential and fostering in itself the determinartion to act with-
cut regard for conventiocnalities and with unflinching beliei
that fate is favourabie to America.

President Heagan took the liberty of interpreting histery
as ne pleased. Washington was not on the defensive when it atiack-
ed Cubvz, the Dominican Republic, Guatemala, Vietnam, Kampuchez
and Laos or wnen it organised intervention in Africa and th=
Middie and Near mast and masterminded coups in the Western
Hiemisphere, Asia and bturope. Nevertheless, the US leaders want
more: some events they want tTo preclude and others they want to
provoke whenever they like, the way they did in Grenada.

The President's American degion address was not the
beginning, however. I shall not make here a tiresome excursiou
into the distant past, but only recall the facts which preceded
the public announcement of the US decision to militarize space.

On January 18, 1983 UPI familiarized the public with details
of the defense guidance for fiscal 1984-1988. The agency noted
that this document had been okeyed by the head of the administra-
tion and represented a key element of the strategy of counter-
vailing. The guidance ignores a possibility of reaching agree-
ment or peaceful coexistence with the Soviet Union, UPI went
on. The document states US intention to change the alignment of
forces with the USSR and to defend its security interests if
need pe and withcut the imposition of arms control. The United
States is not inclined to sign treaties which would interfere
with its effort to develop weapons systems which are to be sited
in space and which add a new aspect to its military potential.
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Nor does it welcome treaties which would impede preparations for
the transfer of troops and for effective conduct of warfare from
space. It is against any restricting commitments, and does not
rule out ammendments to the ABM Treaty.

The 136 pages of the still operating classified, guidance
abound in a host of what UPI called blood-chilling revelations.
It i1s enough to mention its orientation to the decapitation of
the structure of the military-political power,,Duélear and con-
ventional forces, and to the destruction of industries which form
the military potential of the Soviet Union.H0Tr take the US plan
for the accumulation of the reserve of nuclear offensive potential
which would survive the most exhausting nuclear war. No comment
is needed for the demand to draft variants involving the use of
nuclear weapons, which are to be brought into play if the escala-
tion of conventional war would ‘fail to .ensure its completion on
terms suitable to Washington. But here we have reduced our task
to analysing the development of the US position on space. So,
let's focus on this task.

March 2%, 1983 -- the day when Reagan made his "star speech”
-- W8S not a proclamation of the beginning of an arms race in
space. The main idea was presented to the public in the follow-
ing way: in the past two decades US security was maintained on
the doctrine of mutually assured destruction. This is bad. The
Americans must remain alive under any circumstances. It is
time to abandon the "balance of terror” and to adopt a doctrine
of guaranteed survivai: To do this, it is essential to neutralize
the threat created by nuclear ballistic missiles. This can be
done with the use of fundamentally new technology deployed on
Earth and in space:

Launching into the political orbit its doctrine of assured
survival, Washington did not limit in any way the methods and
weapons of anti-missile effort at first. It is only recently
(the new doctrine must be made appealing at least in some
respects!) has Washington specified that nuclear weapons will be
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neutralized by conventional weapons, and begun to presentthe
whole idea as a first real step towards the prohibition“and
elimination of nuclear weapons.

When the President made his March speech, the USSR was not
accused of "violating" the ABM Treaty, nor was Washinhgton's step
presented as a forced response. But, maybe, the desire to
pioneer the military use of space and to gain the\dnitiative was
so great that even the favourite pretext was disearded?

The United States was eager to do away with the remaining
contractual fetters and to unilaterally "ré@tore" its absolute
security. Its impatience led to a hitch: #hHe USA forgot even to
tell the allies about yet another crucial¥cBange. The closest
friends and partners in blocs no longer‘kméw whom to listen to,
what to believe if there was anything/tovbelieve at all.

It is more difficult to disavow(®nme's own words and promises
than those of others. It is better to try and "systematize"
the whole thing. This seems Tovbe‘the most flexible method. This
is how a booklet on strategic defense initiative made its appear-
ance. It begins with a preface addressed by the President to
nis compatriots, You will rushito read it willy-nilly. If you
manage to get through numerdus'reservations, instances of
reticence, and statements goyering up the gist, you will probably
understand that it is notf"omly means on intercepting missiles that
are being studied. The mental abilities of people are being
subjected to test evenvto a greater extent. Have they come up to
understand the peculiar features of our age?

Il
The future of the United States is at stake, says the book-
let of the White House, advertizing the space programs of the
Administration. Stop arguing, say its authors, and start build-
ing space castles all together. These castles are to guard the
peace of the "free world". Having neutralized the weapons of
the otherqgide, and, naturally. having preserved its own
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weapons, the USA will carry out the lofty " humane” mission --
establish its own  indisputable order in the world.

By the beginning of the 1970s the USA and the USSR.reached
a strategic stalemate, notes the booklet. The level of technology
dic not make it possible to overcome it with confidenee. But
science did not mark time, and there appeared at oné time an
opportunity to "render ballistic missiles harmle&smand obsolete™,
to "create a genuinely effective non-nuclear defemse system" and
to "seek other means of preventing war'.

To do this, one "merely" has to belt the'Barth several times
with super-sensitive devices, super-powerfdl energy sources,
super-perfect equipment and super-accurat@sweapons. It is impos-
sible to do this at once and for all. Sogedt's all right if the
Americans alone are to benefit from thits project at first.

‘MMultiple-layer" defense impilieg destruction of enemy
missiles at every stage of théipwflight: when the boosters come
into play and before the mis@iles leave the aggressor's territory.
Enemy strategic forces woul@mbe attacked immediately upon the
issue of warning, no matfém, whethér false or real. In other
words, a war would be sgarfed @@fomatically on the whim of a
computer. The second and thiwd layers of defense would contain
devices for the destruction of warheads which would remain intact
after the "acceleration phase" and reach their combat trajectory.
And, finally, the weapons©f the fourth layer are to intercept
warheads which would surmount obstacles in their way and approach
targets on US territory.

But here comes (the first surprise. We learn that the aggregate
effectiveness of a(@ultiple-layer" defense system does not
necessarily ensupe one hundred percent protection.

The next surprise was not long in coming. "A strategic
defense system"will not solve the problem if it is not backed by
a ramified system of air defense. Without a dependable anti-
aircraft shiaeld, all ABM efforts would be futile.

A thirdvsurprise. is distinct from statements of two years
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ago when not a trace of doubt was left in the ability of,American
technology to do everything, now emphasis is being laid on the
need to grow wise, to learn more, and to stage experiments. The
doubt in the ultimate success of a project is always there. A
failure at the finish is assumed to be quite probable. For this
reason, any hint at curtailing the arsenals of ostensibly
undependable offensive weapons pending the development of absolu-
tely failsafe defensive systems is nipped in.the bud.

The effectiveness of a hypothetic ABM system is highly
dubious. A bird in hand is worth two in the bush. Isn't it more
sensible to tackle our common problems step by step so as to
settle them by consent and to mutual advantage? This is your
opinion,dear reader. But the present US Administration is
sceptical about this effort, first of all because technology
seems too tempting to 1it.

Nobody in Washington will bet that the "star wars" pwrogram
will justify even the most modest expectations linked with it?
O'key, but neither will (anyone bet that the failure is drevit-
able.

Trying to do away with some lapses, the authors of the
booklet made a lot of othersy A special briefing had to be held,
at which a "high-ranking Administration official” was compelled
to buttress once again s the motives behind the departure of the
US leaders from the prineiples which governed Soviet-US rela-
tions in the 1970s. ~He said that at that time deterrence based
on offensive forces had been not only sensible, but also
necessary (sic), because then none of the sides was capable of
developing a defense system which could effectively deter the
other side from/dealing a strike. Ground-based anti-missiles,
which were discussed at that time, were both expensive and un-
reliable. Progress in their development was not so tangible,
he noted.

So0,/the course towards gaining military superiority reached
a stalemats. No trouble that up to now no weapons have been
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developed for use against many tvpes of missiles, Cruise‘missiies,
for one. There is still much time left before the end ©f the
century, and maybe fresh ideas will come up in this field.

In less than 20 days after the first statement, the same
Administration official added, developing his own thought: Our
country took part in the SALT-1 and SALT-2 talks wher we had no
new systems, when we nad no weapons which would .prompt the
Russians to agree to strategic arms reductionss

Let's make conclusions from what he saids, WS policy is
subject to continuous fluctuations and changes. It is wholily
predetermined not by principles, but by cofisiderations of current
expediency and expected gains. US appros¢h to gains is most
simplistic: yesterday it was too expensive to pursue today's
policy, and, besides, the arsenal-was . short of weapons which
would make "the potential adversary" uncomfortable. And what
about tomorrow? According to/Washington's view of political
morality, if the USA has to (pay toowmuch for something, the
Department of State, the Pentagon 'or the .White House will play
a new trick or, 1f the worst comes to the worst. they wili try
to resume the old line, for the, USA, thank God, is ruled by
"democracy"”, and the next President is not responsible for what
his predecessor did.

And what about the admission that the USA became involved in
the SALT process due to ‘its intellectual and physical weakness?
What the world saw as a ‘sign of Washington's turn to realism and
its belated readiness( to steady down proved to be just a kind of
ailment in real fact. American imperialism was in a rush, made
blunder, was caught into a crafty trap of detente, and so now it
has to get out of it by hook or by crook. Nothing is too bad for
the effort. Reagan’'s predecessors are no longer accused of being
stupid. It is their simplicity that let them down, their dull
imagination whieh prevented them from taking exciting risks.

After the Geneva meeting of the Soviet and US top diplomats,
Washington's non-diplomats tried to outdo one another in a bid
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to prove that the goal of preventing an arms race in spaee, seal-
ed in the joint statement, would not entail any changesiin the
Administration's position. Caspar Weinberger and a number of
other officials see the gist of the talks on space ifnexplaining
to the Soviet side the "greatness" and "humaneness 'Wof the
President's "star" scheme. Their reasoning is as follows: the
Russians are so slow-witted that it will take cne, two or even
three years of intensive lectures to bring home fo them what
alluring prospects will open before them if £hev agree to live
under US guidance backed up by a combinatighnof offensive and
defensive systems. Thus, the Americans themselves assums the
role of a class-marm.

But the USSR does have an ability €9"uphcld its interests,
and to check weather words are matched by deeds. What if we stick
to our own opinion, what if we €ontinme to believe that the Ut
plan for space is fallacious and extremely venturesome? No
trouble, hint Washington's high-4and not-so-high-ranking
officials: the United Statés widkl ‘econtinue doing what it would
be doing without any talks.

The dates of the Soyiet-American talks have been fixed. The
delegations have been appointed. Soon we shall learn the real
wortn of the peaceloving gtatements of the US President and of
the commitments undertakegnwmon his behalf.

Attentive reading ‘of the booklet and of the statements by
US officials stronglyssuggests the conclusion that the decisive
argument for the power$s that be in the United States is "what
price". The debitvand credit of the first and second world
wars have been meticulously calculated in the United States.

It is known what /firms stood to lose from these wars and what
stood to gain, The United States still weighs,

and not at all,on the scales of humaneness, the costs of
"neutralizimg™ its rivals and adversaries. This is one of
characteristic, inherent features of the system. DMaybe, for
this reason the Americans will better understand thne situation
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ON THE SC CALLED "STRATEGIC DEFENCE INITIATIVE" OF

THE USA
lzvestia Editorial

The outcome of the Geneva meeting between A.A. Gromyko,
Poliitbureau Member of the CPSU Central Committee, First Vice-
Chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers and USSR Minister of
Foreign Affairs, and US Secretary of Staté George Shultz has
evoked wide positive response in the world. ‘A way has been
cpened to concrete and purposeful talks on the elaboration of
effective measures.toc prevent an ‘arms race in space and terminate
this race on Earth.

It will be new talks, smbracing,a set of integrally resiat-
ed questions of averting space militarisation and reducing nuc-
iear arms, strategic as weéll as medium-range. By virtue of the
objective current situation, 4 different approach to the matter
is impossible. This hag found clear reflection in the recently=-
published joint Soviet-American statement. Only strict observan-
ce during the forthcoming talks of the reached understanding in
all its parts can, stresses a communique on the discussion by
the CPSU Central Committee's Politbureau of the results of the
Geneva meeting, ensure real progress toward the cessation of the
arme race, the removal of the danger of nuclear war and, ul-
timately, the liquidation of nuclear weapons.

Of course, the way to adopting agreed decisions will not
be easy. But the Soviet Union is ready to travel its part of
this road. It has a right to expect the same from the USA.

Yet the keynote of a continuing spate of remarks by beth
the US mass media and administration spokesmen is significantly
calls not €e give up the plans of extending the arms race to
space but to iead matters toward the creation of a large-scale
anti-baliistic missile system and try to use the forthcoming
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talks for legalising such ventures. Incidentally, at the be-
ginning of January the White House circulated a special booklet
under the title "The President's Strategic Defence Imitiative"
(the “"star wars" program, announced by the President in March
198%, is thus officially styled in the USA) where space miii-
tarisation 1s elevated to the rank of a top priority of US
state policy till the end of this century.

The announced key aim of the "strategic/defence initiative"
is tc set up a comprehensive anti-ballistic®™missile system
which, sc Washington asserts, could shield the entire US ter-
ritory from strategic ballistic missiles6f.the "enemy". A
considerable part of this system is to be deployed in space and
include missile-destroying elements based on new physical
principles (lasers, beam weapofis and"so on).

Billions of dollars have already been aliocated for the
achievement of this aim. Intensive research and development
work is going on to develop experimental samples of individua®
elements of the comprehensive anti-baliistic missile system.
The samples will then be tested to demonstrate that the sysiem
"works". Plens are being devised for its consistent deployment
stage by stage, to the extent that the corresponding technolo-
gical problems are soived. Special commands and centres for
control of its space units are being established.

Confronted with opposition to the so called "defence
initiative™ both from the American public and abroad, Washington
has launched a broad, propaganda campaign, in the course of which
they are trying to Justify the White House space militarisation
line in people's’gyes. The publication of the booklet was just
such an attempt, Complaining that they are simply not being
understood om, this question, the Washington people have churn-
ed out a new portion of provaganda stratagems, exaggerations
and open falsifications designed to bring home to the "slow-
witted" and wavering the "advantages™ of the US administration‘s
"star wars* program.
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Stratagem 1. Mindful of worldwide public concern over
the continuing avalanche of American military preparations,
the architects of the "strategic defence initiative"/are laying
the main emphasis on presenting the creation of a comprehen-
sive anti-ballistic missile system with space-based elements
as a means to reinforce strategic stability. As US leaders
have declared, they have opened up encouraging .prospects of an
effective self-protection capability founded on this system,
which makes it possible to shift from strategy based on an
offensive might threat to a strategy that would threaten no
one. And this, according to them, will assure the possibility of
attaining a more stable deterrent.

But what is the real state of affaire in this matter?

US and Soviet strategic nuclear_.arms have existed for over
30 years, and all this time, since their appearance, the Soviet
Union has been forced in their creation and subsequent deploy-
ment to respond to the challenge“of the United States of America,
which is bent on gaining military'superiority. The strategic
parity achieved by the .early deventies deprived the USA of a
possibility to blackmailuthe USSR with a nuclear threat and
compelled it to agree' te talks on the limitation of strategic
arms.

The USSR and the USAparrived in that period at a clear
understanding of the fdet that in the conditions of parity in
strategic offensive forces the acquisition by one of the sides
of an additional defensive potential would be tantamount to
its acquisition of/a)preemptive nuclear strike capability.

The logic ofvmuclear confrontation is such that the crea-
tion of a ramified anti-ballistic missile system does not pursue
defence objectives at all, but is integral to a bid for mili-
tary superiopity. Such a system would erode the strategic parity
of forces andidestabilise the strategic situation as a whole.

To redress'the balance, the other side would have to react by
reinforcing its strategic potential either by a direct build-up
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of its offensive forces or by supplementing them with defence
facilities. In any case, the net effect would be an unlimited
arms race.

The recognition by the USSR and the US of an interconnec-
tion between the offensive and defensive strategic systems
found expression in the simultaneous signing, oma=May 26, 1972, of
the Treaty (of unlimited duration) on the Limi%ation of Anti-
bBallistic Missile Systems and the Interim Agreement on Certain
Measures with Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive
Arms. The ABM Treaty has become the cornerstone of the whole
process of nuclear arms limitation and reduction. The Contract-
ing Parties said they considered "that.effective measures to
limit anti-ballistic missile systems would be a substantial
factor in curbing the race in strategic offensive arms and would
lead to a decrease in the risk,of outbreak of war involving nuc-
lear weapons". In other words, only mutual restraint in respect
of the ABM systems makes it possible to advance towards offensive
arms limitation and reduetion.

It is this cornerstone provision about the interconnection
between strategic offensive/and defensive arms that is now being
undermined by the American "Star Wars" advocates. They pretend
that the earlier agreement,was arrived at not as a result of the
recognition of the role of the ABM systems as an arms race boost-
er but only because of-the absence of technical opportunities
at the time to create effective ABM systems.

In actual fact, such an interconnection between strategic
offensive and defensive systems has an abiding character and
exists objectively. Nor does it disappear, of course, upon the
appearance of an opportunity of creating technologically more
advanced and effective ABM systems. On the contrary, the crea-
tion of such systems would have an even more appreciable effect
on the stm@tegic balance, making it extremely unstable. By the
same tokem, the danger of a nuclear war breaking out, with all
the consequences it would have for humanity, would drastically
increase. Expert estimates show that even with both sides having
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roughly equivalent large-scale ABM systems, a rather ingignifi-
cant difference in their performance would by itsell ,né&n sub-
stantially eroding the strategic parity and destabilising the
overall strategic situation. Incidentally, sound-minded research
workers in the US proper have been rightfully pointing out that
the work of carrying out the programme announced by Washington
is itself of a provocative and destabilising character regard-
less even of its end results.

Stratagem 2. The US Administration's,spokesmen have been
saying much to the effect that the creatidm.of a comprehensive
ABM system complete with space-based eleféfits has the "humane®
purpose of making strategic nuclear midgile arms "unnecessary"
and "outdated" and will just about opéh.up the way to the eli-
mination of nuclear weapons. Howevery, all that the US Administra-
tion is doing shows that the ‘actual design is entirely dif-
ferent. While getting down feo, carrying out its "Star Wars"
programme, Washington is by 'no meanms proposing to forgo the
multi-billion programmes for building up all the constituent
elements of their so-called strategic triad and, first of all,
ballistic missiles. What kind.of "outdating” of missiles can
one talk about, if the US Administration is, along with keeping
up its large-scale ABM system, developing six new types of
strategic offensive arms simultaneously. The Pentagon intends
to have new intercontinental MX ballistic missiles by 1986,
Midgetman missiles by the early 90s, and new strategic
sea-based Trident-2 missiles by 1989, and is developing two
new types of heavy ‘bombers and planning to devioy over tweive
thousand long-range Cruise missiles of all basing modes.

When the men'in Washington talk about "scrapping balliistic
missiles”, theéy mean the Soviet IBMs which constitute the back-
bone of Soviet strategic power. They mean,by having them sub-
stantiallyseut, to secure a substantial weakening of the Soviet
Union's petaliation capability. And that is all against the
backdrop of the rearming of the American missile-armed sub-
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marine fleet with first-strike ballistic missiles (Trident-2),
with the US having first-strike nuclear missiles statiomed in
Western Europe and with it illimitably deploying around the
USSR long-range Cruise missiles of all basing modes. and new
types of conventional armaments near-equivalent tolnuclear
systems in terms of performance.

One cannot find a better way of commenting on the American
leaders' assurances that the US intends to "defemd" its European
allies with its prospective ABM system. In actual fact
Washington is not particularly concerned over the lot of the
Europeans. There is outspoken speculation /in the US about the
advantages of the deployment of American Space weapons because
that would make it possible to wage a nuelear conflict over
Europe, not over the US.

The true design behind the US "strategic defence initia-
tive" is to disrupt, rather tham strengthen, strategic stability.
The "dependable antimissile/shield™ Washington is dreaming
about is nothing short of 4&n intention to create an opportunity
of carrying out a nuclearattaék from behind that shield and
ward off a Soviet retaliatory strike. So what we are talking
about is not a weapon for defence against nuclear systems but
a new type of weapon for nuclear aggression.

Washington fails to take into account, however, that
those against whom it is taking such measures will not sit
idle. They will do everything to foil the aggressor's ad-
venturous plans and will foil them. The United States will
never achieve military superiority over the socialist countries,
even if it deploys its new armaments in space. By so doing it
will achieve only one thing -- a dramatic increase in the risk
of a nuclear war and a senseless wasting of the material and
intellectual resources of its own country and the world as a
whole. The American "Star Wars" plans are not a favour but a
mortal threat to the peoples.
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Stratazem 3. In a bid to misguide people, the US leaders
say that the implementation of the "strategic defence initiative"
does not go beyond the bounds of research and development
(R&D) and that this R&D does not carry the risk of deploy-
ment of a national missile defence system and does not contra-
vene any of the US commitments in the field of arms control,
especially those envisaged by the ABM Treaty.

There is not a grain of truth in these allegations. It
is clear that billions of dollars are spent on R &D not for
the love of science and technological discoweries. The testing
of various elements of a large-scale missile’defence systen,
which is being conducted or planned by the Pentagon, is designed
to create conditions when the United States would only have to
take a decision on the practical deployment of such systems.

The United States wants the USSR to aecept the fact that the
Americans will have a national missile defence system anyway
and have it soon, and also get from the Soviet side, if
possible, consent for such actions:

It is clear that the Soviet-Union will not sit and wait
to see how the American R & /(Dywill end but will have to
take adequate countermeasurés. The reservations about R & D
change nothing therefore. The US plans seriously undermine
the foundations of the arms ~nriro. process. They not only
block all nuclear arms limitation agreements but directly aim
at escalating the arms race.

A national misSile defence system with space-based elements
can only be deployed at the price of demolishing the ABM Treaty.
The implementation of large-scale R & D and the practical
testing of individual components of a missile defence system
would underming that major Soviet-American treaty. Even the
Pentagon has to,admit this. On September 12, 1984, Caspar
Weinberger bluntly said that the United States was conducting
research to establish whether an absolutely reliable system could
be developed. If it could, he said, the United States would
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have to go beyond the bounds of the ABM Treaty.

Gen. James Abrahamson, director of the missile defence
programme, did not bother to conceal the Pentagon's intentions
when he said on December 17, 1984, that when at least a part
of a comprehensive missile defence system was developed and
ready for use, the United States would have to reach agreement
with the USSR on modification of the ABM Treetyjy, because some
of the clauses of that treaty ran counter to the objectives of
such a system.

The Washington leaders do not seem to/care that the deve-
lopment of a comprehensive missile defence system with space-
based elements would cross out the fundamental provision of the
ABM Treaty, which pledged the sides not %o create a missile
defence of the territory of the country. Nor do they care that
they would violate the treaty.clause banning the development of
space-based components and afiti-ballistic missile systems and
limiting the development cof such.systems on new physical
principles. They also intend to  wreck many other multilateral
agreements, such as the 1963 treaty banning nuclear tests in
three media, the 1967 treaty/on the principles governing the
activities of states in space exploration and use and the 1977
convention forbidding environmental modification for military
purposes.

The USA's continued .violation of its international commit-
ments will not be concealed by allegations that the Soviet
Union does not comply with the ABM Treaty or other agreements.
The purpose of such.charges is all too transparent, and it is
clear who does not want to honour the agreements concluded, and
seeks to steer clear of them, and even scuttie them.

US research,on space ABM systems is jeopardising the whole
fabric of intermational law (which as yet is holding back war-
related efforts by some states) and is likely to make positive
limitation and reduction of arms impossible.

Stratagem 4. Washington, eager to persuade all Americans
of the meed for a national ABM system, is alleging that the
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Soviet Union itself is engaged in anti-ballistic defence
programmes covering its whole territory. But the Soviet Union
nas no such programmes, and this is well known in Washington.
So it is trying to befog the issue by saying that the Russians
are either about to establish such a system, or already have it
in operation. Since any proof is lacking, the fal@ercase is
strengthened by references to the Soviet Union's limited ABM
ana anti-aircraft defence systems.

The authors of these fabrications, intended for the un-
initia‘ced, seem To be unconcerned that the limited ABM system
(defeniing one area only) has been built ifi.the USSR in ac-
cordance with the ABM Treaty (a similar system had previously
been c:reated in the USA) and bears no resemblance to the large~
scale »BD space system conceived in the USA. It is also obvious
to any unprejudiced person thatwthe Soviet anti-aircraft defenc-
es have nothing to do with anti-ballistic defences.

Besides, there is little,if ‘any consistency in the arguments
sat forward by strategic defence imitiative advocates. On the
one hard, the implication ig& that  both opponents - the USA and
the USSR - should have all-territory ABM systeme to have the
promised "stabilising effect". And still, not in the least
embarrassed, Washington politicians claim that the situation
will be "stable" even with the USA alone possessing such a
system, and the sconer this is done the better. If, however,
the Russians were to be ahead in developing such a system,
then, in Weinberger's words, the world will be very dangerous
to live in. It would.be like a world in which the Russians
had nuclear weapons and the USA did not.

That's the “stabilising"” role of defence installations,
short and sweety as hypocritically discussed by Washington.

The US warlords ere well aware of the consequences of an all-
embracing ABM system set up by one of the sides and that is
why they are pushing for one in the USA. That explains also
their attempts to impute to the Soviet Union their own dan-
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gerous plans and veil the efforts to tip the balance in their
favour and get a strategic edge over the Soviet Union.

The fact, however, is that this "initiative" is being
increasingly opposed both in the United States and outside it,
in spite of the US administration's propaganda of a space ABM
gystem. Among the opposition are leading military amd political
experts who neld high posts in previous administrations,
leaders from some NATO countries, and some sections of public
opinion.

US leaders are being warned. They are tautioned time and
again that the Star Wars idea is a highly dangerous miscalcu-
lation. »

To begin with, this a political miscalculation. One cannot
profess a realistic and responsible pelicy and at the same time
bank on ever new weapons developed, .reject arms limitation under-
standings reached, and ignore the, security interests of all
peoples, one's one included.

It is also a scientific and technical miscalculation, as
was made clear in a message by meémbers of the Soviet Academy of
Sclences to all scientists in the world. Their view agrees with
what has been statea by presidents and representatives of aca-
demies in 36 countries. Itris also shared by many American
gcientists who describe the claims of ultimate ABM systems as
the most irresponsible statements ever made recently by the US
administration.

Lastly, it is a highly perilous miscalculation from the
military point of view. The launching of work on a new ABM
system is not the/strengthening of US security, but a step to-
wards the nuclear war threshold beyond which the USA will not
escape retribution. Attempts to weaponise space will inevitably
touch off an even more threatening spiral in the arms race,
with all respomsibility for this falling on the present US
administration.
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The rapid advancement of space technology, the opportu-
nity to use space for military purposes and America's sustain-
ed effort towards this end have made preventing space milita-
risation one of the most pressing tasks. Unless banned, strike
Space weapons would become a major destabilising factor promot-
ing an uncontrolled arms race.

Space non-militarisation is a life-or-death issue for man-
kind. It would be fatal to turn space into ‘an area of the arms
race and a base for aggression. We must dé everything to prevent
this.

The USSR is working to outlaw the use of force in space
and from space with regard to Earth, and from Earth with respect
to objects in space. No weapons,; manned or unmanned, convention-
al, nuclear, laser, beam, ete., should be orbited or deployed
in space. Strike space weapons, based on any principle or
employing any basing scheme, should not be developed, tested,
deployed or used in or from space against targets on Earth, in
the air, or at sea. The existing weapons of these types should
be destroyed.

Space non-militarisation would pave the way to major re-
Giprocal cuts in nuclear wWeapons and their eventual phasing out
with the strict observance of the principle of equality and
equal security. Furthermore, it is clear that the nuclear weapons
issue cannot be tackled without 2 simultaneous ban on strike
Space weapons. Connéected inseparably, nuclear and space weapons
should be tackled at the talks in'package. First priority is
given to strike space weapons. Scrapping the anti-missile de-
fence treaty and not prohibiting space militarisation would
meke the nuclear arms talks meaningless and prospectless.

A.A. Gromyko said this unambigously in a talk with Soviet
political correspondents.

The Soviet initiative, which made talks on all matters
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relating to nuclear and space weapons possible, reflects the
USSR's firm course towards effectively reducing the danger of
nuclear war and improving the international situation. It is
to be hoped that Washington would realize the respomnsibility
which goes to America in connection with the forthcoming talks
and that it would draw practical conclusions to ‘emsure their
progress and major results favouring peace and lessening the
threat of nuclear war.

As K.U. Chernenko put it, it is not deception of one‘s
partner and public opinion -- we would not agree with this --
but the quest for wutually acceptable solutions promoting
peace that should become the objective of the talks. We must
not lose the chance of producing such solutions.

(January 24. In full.}
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ORIOVO-458

PENTAGON PLANNING WARS IN SPACE

Militarisation of space is being propagandized so vigorously
in the United States today that for Americans space is associated
more often not with scientific discoveries but with the term
"theatre of war", L. Koryavin writes in Izvestia. Since the
commencement of Reagan's second term in offiece a big propaganda
campaign has been started in the United States with the aim of
promoting the idea of "strong America”.

The tone of the campaign is set by«the US President. His
programme address to the members of the two houses of the Congress
with the traditional "State of.the Union" message reflected exact-
ly these concepts, mostly thé @¢oncept of "star wars”. Reagan was
joined in besieging the Congress,by»the Pentagon and the military-
industrial complex that fulfils the Pentagon's multi-billion
orders.

The budget of the/Americam military establishment is now
being vigorously debated in Washington.

The size of the budget and the requests for "star war"
weapons are being increasingly criticised by many members of
the Congress who insist on their certain "adjustment" so as
to avert the growth of the budget deficit. Senator Hatfield
stated that if the military budget is not frozen higher taxes
will become unavoidable. But the Republican election programme,
as 1s known, emphatically rejected any whatsoever increases in
taxes.

Representatives of the administration have not only started
their attempts to influence Congressmen so as to make them vote
for the mililtary budget but are also vigorously trying to effect
"psychological imnact"” on broad sections of the American public.
The firsi member of the President's newly formed cabinet to
appear. omn American TV with a programme statement was Caspar
Weinberger who asked the millions of American TV viewers to
support greater military spending and in particular spending on
"star war" preparations, L. Koryavin writes.

(Izvestia, February 13. Summary.)
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WHAT IS SDI?

Lev Semeiko, Disarmament Expert and

Vice-President of a Commission of the Soviet

Peace Committee

I. Attack Plus Buildup

Mankind can and must enter the year 2000 without nuclear
weapons, under a peaceful sky and peaceful spagei without the
fear of destruction. Only then will people be confident of
their own survival and of the survival of the future gensera-
tions. This is a difficult but feasible taski{ The ways and
means o©of bringing about an overall ban ommnuclear weapons are
spelled out in a recent stapement by General Secretary of the
Soviet Communist Party Central Committee Mikhail Gorbachyov.

The problem of banning nudlesr weapons is inextricably
linked with that of preventing the dewelopment and deployment
of space weapons. One is impossible without the other.

The advocates of the Star Wars programme say that it is a
defence against nuclear /weapons, which would eventually lead
to the elimination of these weapons. The opponents of the Star
Wars plan argue that the SDI is not a defence but an offensive
weapon system that would stimulate a buildup in nuclear arms.
What are the key facts on which this view is based?

First. Any defence 'is ‘effesctive if it can effectively
fulfil its task. The kernel of the matter is that a missile
defence system cannet fulfil the task of ensuring protection
against nuclear weapons, even if the “defensive" space strike
weapons realise military and technological achievements based
on new physical processes, even if it is a large-scale defence
in terms of the area it can protect, the amount of technology
and weapons (it incorporates and the comprehensive nature of

various support measures and even if the development of a
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space-based missile defence system costs not one trillion \
dollars, as the United States now bsliesves, but two t,rillio«
dollars or even more.ln any case,the system will not gua 2e

a hundred per cent reliability. Anything that would pen?t.e
o

its layers would inevitably lead to catastrophic dest nN.
Second. The advocates of SDI would like to avert a

catastrophe by reducing US losses to an "accepta leavel.
How are they going to achieve this? $
Judging by everything, the United States i¥ions two
answers, politico-diplomatic and military. The gico—
diplomatic answer (Washington offers it at t ensva
negotiations for fruitless theoretical deba%implies that

the deployment of a space-based missile nce system should

be accompanied by a reduction in, nucle rsenals. The United
States wants this to be agreed n
Soviet Union rejects this plun,Vweve
said, it is futile to expect &to the United States
L/

weaken our strategic poten@. \opposita would happen: to

G
restore parity the Sovie@lon ld have to enhance the

effectiveness, accuracy d de?uctive potential of its arms.

inciple now. The

As Mikhail Gorbachyov

The military answer whic advocated by the hotheads in
Washington and which is not sorstical is thislit is possible
radically to reduce the r#: of missiles and warheads
capable of penetrubing% merican missile defence and thus
reduce American losses, only by delivering - pre-esmptive
(disarming) first stri t the other side’s nuclear missile
bases.

The force of Soviet counter-strike would be reduced

twice, first by sive offensive strikes at missile basss and

then by defensive' strikes in space at weapons that would

survive the tatk.
This m a large-scale space-based missile defence a
purely off ve system, because its zim is to disarm the

Q
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Soviet Union. And it does not matter where a disarming strike
is delivered (on the land, in space or in the air) and hoWs

Third. There is growing awareness in the US today, of, the
fact that reliable anti-missile protection of the entire
territory of the country is impossible even with the use of
space-based lasers and bsam weapons. That is why, the
Administration is already apparently leaning towards the
| establishment “for the time being” of a roof ngtiover the
;entire American territory, but just over the filuclear missile
‘bases.

But these designs are not defensive sither. Protected by a
space “shield”, offensive nuclear weapong, e@éspecially in their
modernized versions, will beccome still mopej)dangerous.

All those statements about “defenge” are just as hollow as
the promises of securing thé elimination of nuclear wesapons by
way of assuming the “defenge'. Th& real stake is being put on
the retention of nuclear weapong,or, rather, on their buildup.
wWhat w®lse can explain all thab, taik about protecting the sites
of future deployment of the latsst MX missiles each of which
carries three times more warhsads than today’s Minuteman-3
missile? And is it not becsuse MX nissiles are typical
first-strike weapons that the US would like te cover them
under a space umbrella?

Fourth. The delibarations about "subssgquent" (after the
implementation of the \ 5Dl programme? slimination of nuclear
weapons can best bé)described as demagogical if one is also te
take into considération such an infrequently covered subject
as the US poligy. in the production of fissionable materials
which serve as fuel for nuclear weaapons.

The production of fissionables in the US is being resumed.
According k&0 the American press, work to develop new, this
time "third=generation", nuclear weapons is conducted within

the frafiework of as many as 22 programhes. Why? This line
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directly contradicts the widely advertised official goal of

the SDI which purports "to liberate the world from nuclear
weapons'. It is also at variance with the Soviet position; in
1982 the USSR suggested stopping the production of_ fissionable
materials for the manufacture of nuclear weapons. And now it
is at variance, too, with the concrete Soviet plan for nuclear
disarmament over the next fifteen years.

Fifth. There is another reason why with the.implementation
of the SDI programme the gquestion of the "elimination”™ of
nuclear weapons will be left suspended in the air. The 3DI is
aimed at destroying missiles with their warheads. But what
about nuclear bombers, cruise missiles, Muclear artillery and
what is described in the West as "suitcase bombs" which are
also nuclear, of course? Why, all these weapons are left
unaffected by laser and other elements of the space
shield!These could be eliminated, of course, by common
agreemaent and irrespective of these or other capabilities of
the SDI. But then there ds)the‘guestion: why not getting down
to the destruction of.all nuclear weapons right now if they
can supposedly be destroyed later? What’s the point of
building a shield costing billions, and possibly aven
trillions, of dollars now only to destroy the nuclear arsenals
“later”? Is it not simpler 'to go straight instead of making an
expensive and dangerpus anti-missile detour?

Sixth. Finally, a few words about the "nuclear madmen"
which President Reagan claims might blackmail the world in the
future. Sure enough, the gquestion of "third" countries -
potential possessSors of nuclear weapons in the future - is a
serious issued Tne danger of proliferation of nuclear weapons
is only too @©bvious. But should it really be averted through
the sstablishment of an anti-missile shield? 0f course, not.In
any eventur:\li.ty involving the arms race - with either
bilateral or multilateral wvariant - action invariably brings
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about counteraction. So, the sstablishment of a shield might
wall stimulate not only the development but also the build=up
of nuclear "swords”™ by third countries. What is requirediis a
totally different approach: consolidation of the nucle@ar
non-proliferation regime and attainment of a universal
agreement on the prevention of revival of nuclear weapons
after their elimination.

Now, could the shisld be advisable against ,agcidental,
unsanctioned nuclear missile launches? This argument is often
used in the West. At first glance, the answer ®eems to be yes.
But such a shield would at best be an uncalled-for luxury.
There are appreciably less sophisticated_systems and
procedures that can be used against such/baunches. Equally
important are pelitical measures. Taks, for example, the
well-known Soviet pledge not to be bthe first to use nuclear
weapons.

In this manner, from the ¥ewpeint of political and
strategic logic, the US "Strategie,Defense Initiative"” cannot
be rightfully called defgnsive/ This is in fact not a
defensive shield but a‘pelitigal smokescreen behind which the
US is trying to get itsSelf @& still sharper offensive sword for

a disarming blow.

II. Line Towards Destabilisation

How would translation of the "Strategic Defenge
Initiative'" (SDI) idt@®) reality tell on strategic stability?
This is, in effectf the central question because preserving
strategic stability is an indispensable condition for
preserving peace’ in the nuclear age. That is why it is
necessary tol sErengthen it in every way. Any shaking of its
foundation mould make peace much more fragile.

The US BAdministration is seeking to convince all that the

“Star Wdrs, concept is a "great boon” in ensuring strategic
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stability. The space anti-missile shield would discourage the

opponents from launching nuclear missiles once and for g\,

they claim. Peace would no longer be based on the thn& of
1

nuclear destruction and would, therefore, become more iable

and secure. i q

It would be very well if it were the way they it. But
the real situation is far more complicated. The v
st

will-o’~the-wisp of "much more stronger" strate ability
disappears as a careful analysis of this que is made.
First. It is relevant to begin with a p ncement by the

US Defence Secretary, Caspar wainbarger,& has said that if
a Soviet ABM defence were set up, it wo necessitate an
increase in the offensive forces and -up of their

capability of overcoming bha‘Sovlet % ce systems. In other
t

words, the Pentagon chief ha irec admitted the objective
truth that development of dvsiv rmaments would cause a
build-up of offensive arms& (=] . We admit this truth.,

too. And not only do we @vit '\ ut also strike the bell in
a

advance, stating that,
extremely dungarousg th?lawpoint of its consequences. It
would inevitably destab li& e situation and incresase the

war threat.

1i vely new arms race would be

But the Washingto officials have adopted an
altogether different ocach. In a simplified form it can be
formulated as followSt Wf an ABM system is deployed over the
USA the Soviet Uni ould better embark on a radical
reduction of its Qutagic offensive potential, but if an
anti-missile umt@lu is spread over the USSR the Americans
should immedi ly build up their cffensive arsenal. At any
rate, this i % idea behind all the claims by Weinberger. To
put it milkdly, this approach looks very strange from the

st.andpoi*f egquality and justice for which the US leaders

themse

&

are calling. The official American approach, taken
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as a whole, is based on the idea that a combination of reduced
offensive armaments plus newly-made defensive strategic ones,

a kind of "equilibrium" between them must strengthen strategic
stability.

But what is the idea of talking of any "aquilibrium"
regulated in the American style if the measures baken by ons
side would inevitably cause countermeasures by {(the other,
which, in turn, would be followed by counter—-countermeasures?
A logical flop in the American stance is clearly visible hersa.
It is not accidental because translation of the SDI into
reality is a deliberate line aimed at uncontrolled escalation
of the arms race but not at agreed-upon curbing of it. As is
known, the arms race has naver done any good. It can maximally
destabilise the strategic situation by introducing ever new
elements of tension, up to emergence of a most dramatic
situation.

Second. The SDI is il @onfliet also with the idea of the
existing strategic balance between the USSR and the United
States.

The realisation of SDI weuld upset all the established
concepts of power balance and even the possibilities of
reducing nuclear arms.,Strategic balance would truly turn into
a strategic chaos. To determine if balance is preserved would
be extremely difficult because not only the offensive
components of balanece, but also the defensive, deployed now
not restrictedly but on the widest scale, would have be
considered, and ‘in interaction at that. A most indefinite
situation would .arise. It is hard to imagine all the dangerous
consequences of one of the sides substantially getting ahead
in something and at some point in the future. The USSR has
never sought and will not seek this. The situation with the
United/Stmtes of America is more complex. On the one hand, at

the ‘meeting in Geneva it was declared, and that is a positive
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=tep, that the American side alsc would not seek to gain «
military superiority. On the other, there are no signs of *

least a slowing down of the whesl of Washington’s giqantv
military programmes. Under these conditions, with the .‘s

realisation of SDI there could arise not only still greater

smsymmetries in the composition of the strateagic Eorsvof the

sidez, which would make much more difficult the a is of
power balance, but the threat of a disruption rategic
balance as a whole would alsc become cbvious. a
disruption - real or even erronecusly perceiy s real (chaos
is chaos) - automatically would msan the pla of a mine

hreneath strategic stability. And undermine stability spells

undermined world security. ; e
“star

Third. The realisation of th = 8" programme
engenders and would engender &z
in all the stages of its impleme

(=] ture a destabilisation
Indeed, nuclear
disarmament is already bein =3 d now at the so called
stage of "research and d 4 m * In order to dispel these
djoubts, it is necessary h g door tightly through which
wespons could penetrate into outer space. To shut it already
at the very initial stage. Twwould permit maintaining in

force the ABM Treaty, whi Vrnhibs (Article V) the
development, testing an loyment of ABM systems or
components which are e&asad, air-based, space-based and
mobile land-based. An is is a treaty of fundamental
significance for th?tire process of the limitation and

=

reduction of strategic offensive arms. Agresed-upon

restrictions on systems are an integral part of relations
and nagobiubig tween the USSR and the U3A as a whole.
Washington’s attémpts at undermining the ABM Treaty by

“innocuocus arch” already tell negatively on

Suviet-t\m.
D

n relations and on the course of the Geneva

negotiat These attempts lay down the basis for
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undermining strategic stability. \

Failing to put up obstacles to the creation and testin £
space attack weapons, the curve of destabilisation would
steeply rise upwards at the feollowing stage - with the
deployment of space attack weapons. Apart from the u&zid
factors, others would also tell, with the appearance of a
possibility suddenly to put nuclear attack eur@urning
satellites out of action among them. And even the e of
these (especially these) or other satellites becgmi
accidentally disabled could be viewed as an uc~ war
undertaken by the other side. Furthermors, itarising outer
space with the employment of the newest sc%fic and
technological achisvements would lead to avn.l greater
automation of the process of the adopti £

AuuVan of "to be or not
to be" would in the end be de ¥ t “by people, but by
electronic machines - with ull& .e%mely dangerous
consequences of possible gcﬁ of the highly
LA

sophisticated computer sy S. this point of view, too,

strategic

decisions in a crisis situation.

one cannot fail to see t‘noﬁ)ortunt thing that 3DI is

really a prelude to the undermining of strategic stability.
Fourth. In examining th oblem of strategic stability,
it is important not to fothhub it cannot be approached
from a narrow technological ‘point of view, that is, from the
standpoint of the infl @ on it of some or other specific

armaments. The point ot that particular missiles or space
attack weapons are 4 lved. The point is that Washington is
beginning a quulita&ly new round of the arms race, both in
terms of nuclear space weapons. It does so attempting in
the process to cloud the close relationship between them.
Such an uppr. of the American side is explosive for
strategic s ity. All the more important it is in practice

to observ pledge, confirmed in Geneva with the signature

'3
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of the US President, a pledge involving the need to carry o©

the objectives set in the Joint Soviet-American Statement

January 8, 1985. Among these objectives is the consolida
of strategic stability. That can and should be nchieved.v a
decisive extent this depends on whether the efforts érevant

an arms race in outer space and end it on Earth will succesd.

And this, in its turn, depends on the political Lgé £

Washington.

The US establishment is insisting that e EBDI will

11I. Erosion of Securit

esnhance security. The argument is that it rest not on the
“balance of terror", on fear of mutual nu@r destruction,
but on the impossibility of such stru@n guaranteed by an
impenetrable "nuclear umbrelia”™. The ST presented as all
but a pioneering approach t.og riky. Actually, this is the
age

greatest hoax of the nuclea .\

First. The pioneering n%o security in the present
L/
conditions cannot give p v he arms race and power
buildup. There is a limi =) thing. And all sensible

limits to the size of military arsenals have long been passed.

Raising their levels furt.hev absurd with the present

multiple mutual destructic apability. But it is even more

absurd trying to get ri this overkill threat by piling up
more mountains of wau@s.

A truly pioneer approach would be:

- renunciation the Stone Age mentality in our times

(having a big nucle stone in one hand and a largse space

shield in the o ; resisting the momentum of the nuclear

race and risg‘ bove national selfishness, tactical

calculations disagreements and differences, all for the

sake of p : readiness to draw a line under the nuclear

confron% before the turn of the century; preparedness to
L/

A
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drop any ambxtion to reach mxllt.ary superiority and reudxn
to be guided by the principle of adequate defence; adop oE

the non-first use concept while nuclear weapons still

Second. Security problems in the nuclear uge are
impossible to resolve if national interests alone are u an
into account, for all their unguestionable 1mportan A
distinctive and novel feature of the present m;l@ and
political situation is that it is wrong to behe s in the
past, that your security grows at the expens your
opponent’s. The reverse would happen: sacur&would decrease,

both your own, the other one’s and the wo%. Military

counter-measures and increased tensions the threat of
growing not just into a war to Sto us" about 15,000
witnessed by humankind, but int stroying war, are

inevitable. Hopes must not th re be pinned on one’‘s own
&1 19 shield. Looked at

security ensured by a space

from this angle, Mikhail Gor@h aid at the Geneva summit,
US diminished security, n with the Sovist Union’s,
would not be good for ecause such a situation may
lesad to mistrust and Lnsbabi GQuite understandably, a
similar US approach to Soviet, security is needed.

Third. Security unde anti-missile space umbrella”
would be fictitious sec v:uso because this "umbrella™
cannot but leak. A r ntory strike, even attenuated by
several echelons of messxle defence, would be disastrous
for the aggressor. Q le should think not only of the known
medical and biologm consequences of nuclear blasts for life
in all forms, L@so of the climatic implications, rscently

discovered & ite possible, of even a relatively small

number of sions. That is why it is sacrilegious to speak
about urity of the Americans who could be not only
turned t es or exposed to deadly radiation but, as has now

basn e%hshed, killed by "a nuclear winter”. And all this
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Fourth. The SDI would not enhance security, because

under "an effective”™ anti-missile umbrella! |«

self-deception as regards a possibility "to survive” ca 1y
push the United States to an attempt to neutralize t.A ISR ab

“a time to be considered proper for this. It is hard to say

what Pentagon people would "think"™ about in a cri

<

situation. However, it is now generally recognise and this
is no exaggeration -- that, given an anti-missi ield,

more Americans, authorised to take a fatal d n, would
favour a first strike. This should put the p t on alert

because this would mean undermining sacuri@,

Fitth. This would inevitably underminev security of
Europe as well, irrespective.of t qun@of a space
anti-missile umbrella over the U s. "Holes" in this
umbrella, as has been shown, %p eg: a fatal decision
which would be disastrous nlLo; countries in Europe. U3
allies in Europe would not hbl % feel secure even in the
improbable case of “the u: 11 ‘kﬂng 100 per cent
effective. In that case &ric knfident of its "security”,
would be more bold in decidi&n a nuclear blow. This would
also make its allies the low.

There can be only on oper conclusion: this nuclear and
space age dictates thek for a new way of political and
military thinking. A so ion to the security issue should be
sought first of all i political field. It can come with
peaceful coexistenc char than uncontrolled military
rivalry.

Orientation ecurity geared to an unpunished first
strike may huv*n y disastrous results for America itself.

Such an oriej&ion should not be tolerated.

If we r want greater security, we must begin with
joint prac efforts without delay. A radical revision of
the Stan’ s concspt and its replacement by the Star Peacs

A
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effective summit meeting. The Americans have every groun

concept would provide the foundation for a subsequent *

rauaaesa"thc illusory "assets™ of the S5SDI.

(Izvestia, January 28-30. Abridgad.)v

K
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Academician B.Rauschenbach:
THE PRICE OF ERROR _IN THE NUCLEAR AGE

@. The Star Wars programme of the present US
administracion which it now calls "strategic defense
initiative™ is being unanimously opposed by the public of many
countries, sober-minded politicians and scholars. What are the
motives and arguments of the scientific community against this
programme?

A. The key motive is that scientists not only clearly see
but also definitely know that the SDI is a road not to peace
but to war. :

when President Reagan announced his "strategic defense
initiative”, the immediate reaction to it was dual. The
"average American" treated the idea quite positively. On the
face of it everything looked quite tempting. The programme
provided for the deployment of & giant shield over the United
States which would not aliow a single missile reach its
territory. 30 why should Americans be opposed to this idea?

So the emphatically negative reaction of the international
scientific community to this idea came as a total surprise for
the U5 administration and for those short-sighted American
citizens lulled by its promises. Not only the Soviet and West
European, but also the majority of American scientists
rebelled against it.

What is behind this vehement opposition? Why is the Reagan
initiative rejected by the Federation of American Scientists,
Princeton University and many other reputed research centres.
The answer is precisely because these are reputed and serious
ressarch centres, serious scientists and serious science. They
are used to getting at the core of all things.

Scientists were probably the first who saw and publicly
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announced that the "defense" initiative was utter bluff. First
of all, they exposed the technological invalidity of all these
laser, beam and other space-based weapons. It did not take
them long to figure out that creating a reliable anti=nuclear
shield with these weapons systems today was unrealistic and
that the prospects for its establishment in 10 to 15 years
were unclear, so they came to the conclusion tHat 'the us
administration was just fooling the public by claiming the
opposite. They also revealed the fantastic costs of this wild
venture. Some are putting these costs at 300 'billion dollars,
others at 500, while still others think that they would be
even higher. The most important thing, HoWwever, is that
@xperts are proving that the establishment of such a system
will destabilize the international situation and exacerbate
the danger of a nuclear conflict.

So, the US administration is painting the picture in the
imagination of the American public of an idyllic anti-missile
umbrella over the whole territory of the country. Scientists
are convincingly dispelling this illusion and proving with
hard facts and figures that this initiative cannot produce any
shield or umbrella over Ameérica. Their calculations show that
at hest it is possible to protect individual points and areas
such as, say, the launching sites of strateqic missiles, but
certainly not the whole territory and even not all the vital
centres of the US. First, because absolute defense is
impossible and, second, because there is a whole number of
weapons systems which practically cannot be destroved by the
planned system -~ for example, bombers, cruise missiles, etc.

What makes the "defense™ initiative particularly dangerous
is that it creates and provokes the illusion of effectiveness
of the first-strike strategy. This fallacy was thoroughly and
accurately exposed in a whole number of recent statements by

Soviet lpaders as well as in the world press and, notably, in
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Izvestia. This allows me not to examine the provocative
nature of the 5DI in greater detail now.

@.The economic and scientific potentials of the US and the
USSR are impressive and are growing at very dynamic rates. So
how can one possibly think of the possibility of building an
impregnable anti-nuclear shield and thereby gaining unilateral
military advantages without taking intoc consideration the
development prospects of the other sidse?

A. This is a fallacy which is built into the very
foundation of the 3DI, and this was immediately noted by
scientists. Indeed. only a very naive person can be sold the
notion that while the U5 will be building it&) shield, the USSR
will be passively and enchantedly watching that construction.
It is not that we cannot come up withla Proper responses. If
necessary., we will surely take adequate counter measures.
Investigations clearly show that destroying such a shield is
not really difficult. But this is)certainly not the premise on
which we are building our “star peace'" policy.

We are proceeding from the obvious truth that before it is
to late we can and must stop this madness, i.e. the runaway
space arms race which may well spur up the offensive arms
race, too. As protagonists in Stanley Kramer’s famous
end-of-the-world film "On the Beach™ put it, there is still
time. It is simply impossible now to predict the forms which
this race without end may eventually develop.

8. The practice ©f all the postwar decades has revealed
the following regularity. All the American administrations
sought to break away in the development of new weapons systems
but every time the Soviet Union found an adequate answer to
all such "initiatives". So is there any sense in the attempts
to secure unilateral military advantages now of all times when
the standard of the development of fundamental and applied

sciences/ with the leading scientific and technical powers is
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so0 high that as soon as a discovery or breakthrough is made by
one of these powers, the very logic of research leads
scientists of the other side to a similar discovery?

A. Yes. such attempts are senseless. It is obvious that
neither side will ever come to possess absolute weapons. The
tundamental laws of physics and chemistry which are essential
tor the research and development to modernize arms technology
are known to both sides.It is simply impossible to invent
anything which would leave the other side totally at a loss.
What appears today in the possession of one of the opposed
sides will necessarily appear tomorrow on the other side.

@. Why does the US administration so stubborniy cling to
extending the arm race to outer space?

A. 1 think that it is simply pursuing the strategy of the
military-industrial complex, which has brought it to power.

And the main engine here is the enormous profits that the new,
mankind-endangering round of the arms race gives to this
complex. Even if it may spell deluge tomorrow, superprofits

now is all that they care about. For war, if it happens (and

it might not!), is something belonging to the future. And

today billions of dollars are put on the table. Why not take
them?

A very dangercous “philosophy” and psychology. The
"philosophy"” of an ostrich hiding its head in the sand. If a
particular man takes the money from the table in the hope that
no one will notice that and there will be no consequences,
this is after all a'matter of his conscience, a matter of the
observance of moral and legal standards by him. But here it is
an altogether different thing. It involves the future of
mankind and, of the planet.

There have been precedents in history when a national
economy’s orientation to war only created the semblance of

that this ensured the emplovers profits and the common people
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bread and jobs. But we well know what a tragedy this proved
for nations.

And yet the present situation is without a precedent. For
it involves an ability to think in the nuclear age, an ability

to understand what can and what cannot be done in this age.
Today one cannot think as in the Stone Age, and even in terms
of past-war thinking. The error of a tribe chief. could bring
about the perishment of the tribe at most. The price of the
inability to think realistically shown by the nazi leaders of
Germany was tens of millions of human lives. The price of such
an inability today is the life of mankind.

@. The modern technological level of production has risen
to such a point where man’s physical and psychic potential is
used up and he has to hand over his functions to automatic
machines. In a civilian economy this is in the end a boon. But
what about military technologies, in particular those that
will be taken as a basis for SDI?

A. In nmilitary technologies each new advance in automation
is a new step towards . war, towards the added possibility that
it may break out by acecident.

This factor is usually mentioned less than others. But it
is perhaps the most fearful in all this playing with atomic
fire. From the studies by & number of US universities and by
European scientists (Soviet experts have also cited
mathematical estimates in this field) it follows that Reagan’s
SDI cannot work according to the usual war schenme.

Say, missiles have been launched. This is reported to the
President. A decision on response follows. This chain, which
currently exists, in this case loses meaning. From the
appearance of missiles over the atmosphere to their
destruction, according to American estimates, 100-300 seconds
must pass. During this time it is necessary to detect and hit

the missiles. And there is no time for reporting to the



President. Automatic systems will take decisions and start
war. The President, the political leadership will no longer be
able to play any role here.

Naturally, only automatic machines can respond to
automatic systems at a required pace. So what will we have if
the other side also creates the necessary automatic systems?
The fate of mankind will be placed in the hands of automatic
machines. This is a very remarkable situation which is arising
on the horizon and which is extremely dangerous.

Even from our personal experience, from the way automatic
pieces coperate in our homes and at the workplace, we know that
they can err. That malfunctions occur not only in household
gadgets, but also in computers. Well, what if we relate this
to the implementation of the Star Wars programme?

The problem of an accidental outbreak of a nuclear
conflict becomes extremely aggravated and, in some
researchers’ studies, comes to the fore. They confirm that
atter both sides have produced these most sophisticated
automatic systems, the destiny of mankind will prove to be in
the hands of the automatic machines, not of people. And
automatic machines do err. The more sophisticated they are,
the greater the likelihood of an error. These automatic
systems must operate for dozens of years and not err once.
This is unreal.

The probability of disaster increases also because in this
case we must consider the totality of two automatic systems
not dovetailed between themselves and opposing each other. The
rules for perfecting this kind of systems would require joint
field tests. In a' peaceful international project this would be
logical. But it certainly is impossible in this case! The USA
will not give the Soviet Union its automatic system so that
the latter could adapt its response measures appropriately.

And vice versa.
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So, two unadjusted and uncoordinated systems will! be in
operation. And in such cases the probability of malfunctions
is even greater. This does not only mean that reliability of
both technological systems drops dangerously. This also
signifies i1increased probability of an accidental war which,
according to all its forecast variants, can end_ in complete
destruction of human civilization.

There have already been cases when the American services
sounded false alarms, taking flocks of wild geese and so on
for Soviet bombers. Each time., however, people proved to have
enough time and reason to comprehend the situation. But there
will be no time in that case! And,as a result of a fatal error
or technological failure, the automats will trigger off a war
without asking anybody.

@. So. it turns out that man can be destroyed by the
automats which he himself has developed...In thies connection I
recall one sci fic story. The author visits a scientist at his
home and sees there his double, his genetic replica, preserved
in alcohol in a huge cupping-glass. He naturally feels
horrified by such immorality and inhumaneness. "How could you
first create a living thing, a man, and then kill him?" he
asks. And this is what (he hears in reply: "Why do you think
that | created him? It was he that created me.” Does not this
grim phantasmagoria/temind you of the situation which you have
just depicted?

A. Yes, these two situations are very much alike. But let
us hope that humankind will have enough reason not to entrust
its destiny to mutomats which can go out of control., though
the very idea of transferring military confrontation to outer
space is certainly such a grim phantasmagoria which even the
most pessimistic-minded sci fic writers did not think of.

By the way, the very notion of "star wars"” has come into

political language from sci fic stories. Such wars have long
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been waged in them, from the time of "The War of the Worlds”
by Herbert Wells or even earlier. But it is characteristic
that the "star wars" invented by sci fic writers were always
waged by Earth as a planet, by mankind as a whole against an
aggressive civilisation from some other planet. No writer has
ever thought of a "star war"” between people themselves,.
between the continents and countries of planet Earth. This 1is
sc wild, absurd and contrary to nature that human imagination
simply could not invent it.

Even from the viewpoint of the technical essence of its
exploration outer space brings people together but does not
disunite them. For instance. an aircraft may not cross a state
porder without a special accord on this score. But a satellite
flies over all continents and crosses all borders, and this
has been legitimatised by international agreements. It is
technologically impossible to make a spacecratt which would
fly within state borders., A satellite is something that
belongs to the entire planet. It can be launched by America,
or it can be launched by the Soviet Union. This does not
change its global essence. From its board Earth would be
perceived as an integral whole.

It might seem that, as man penetrates intc outer space
ever more deeply, this would be a way uniting people. This is
so natural! Only an absolutely perverted mind can view space
flights as a way to military confrontation. The road to space
—zan and must remain a road to peace.

The interview was taken by Kim 3Smirnov.

(Izvestia, November 12. In full.)

THE END
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ROGERS ON EUROPE’S VERSION OF SDI

Melor Sturua

In an interview the other day to the West German newspaper
Die Welt, Gen. Rogers, Supreme Allied Commander, Europe,
warned Western Europe against SDI, or the Star Wars Programme.
Though unbelievable, he really did.

Indeed, the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) goes
against the national interests of West European states.
Moreover, it poses a threat to them, as it spreads the arms
race to space. But Gen. Rogers did not mean that at all. His
purpose is to goad Western Europe to have their own 3SDI so as
to ease Washington’s financial burden and te step up still
further NATO’s military preparations. True, Rogers speaks
about an anti-missile system, and ‘not so much about a West
European SDI.

Naturally, he implies nuclear missiles, Soviet
medium-range and tactical ones. But why should a West European
version of SDI be developed if there is a much more reliable
method of ensuring the security of those for whom Rogers is
showing “concern"? The Soviet Union has proposed clearing
Europe of nuclear weapons, both medium-range and tactical.
Together with the other member-states of the Warsaw Treaty
Organisation, we also stand for sweeping reductions in
armaments and armed forces in Europe combined with measures
that would preclude any possibility of surprise attack.

But Rogers’s love of Europe is something really special.
He is against ridding it of nuclear arms. He is even against
the “zero option" of his superiors in Washington. In the above
interview, he said that he was strongly against the idea that
in an agreement on arms control with the Soviet Union the West
should give up the NATO complex of Pershing-2s and Cruise

missiles.
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Rogers is bluffing. But his bluff is not subtle at all. It
hinges on a crude logic: let the Soviet Union not eliminate
its S55-20s: this will give the West a right to keep
Pershing-2s and Tomahawks in Western Europe and, this being
the case, it is, according to him, essential to have a West
European SDI. Rogers’s love of Europe is, indeed, sinister, as
he visualises it as the scene of an accelerating

nuclear-missile and space arms build-up.

(Izvestia, July 24. Abridged.)
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WHO WILL PAY FOR SDI

Remark

V. Drobkov

This question was put by a correspondent of the French

weekly Le Nouvel Observateur to Wassily Lecontieff, a prominent

American economist and a Nobel Prize winner.

The answer was no less overwhelming than it was concrete:

Of course, Europe! You financed our Vietnam war, as you
remember, this was in Johnson’s time - he erdered printing
green banknotes for circulating them in/Burope. Those were
Eurcodollars. Then, by means of the dollar and through the
introduction of higher interest rates Europe was forced to pay
for our deficit. Nothing prevents doing the same in tf:e SDI
case...

It is relevant to add here to this quite correct remark
that Europe had and has to pay now not simply for the deficit
of the US state budget but for what caused it - the unbridled
and wasteful arms race. the Pentagon’s adventures far from the
American coasts and esven beyond the NATO zone, and the
military "aid" which the US Administration so lavishly renders
to the Nicaraguan “contras” and Afghan dushmans.

By skilfully manipulating the bank interest rates,
enticing West European investors with "dynamic character” of
the U3 economy, and imposing its own policy and priorities on
its allies Washington has achieved an unprecedented inflow of
finance from abroad, in this way rendering its partners’
economy lifeless. And now there is ample reason to say that
the White House has managed to prove the invalidity of the old
proverb: in the Western world the United States calls the tune
even when others pay the fiddler.

The American researcher was right to recall this. He has
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proved to be much more far-sighted than some European
politicians and businessmen enchanted with the Washington

promises to "share the profits'" from SDI.
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NUCLEAR REACTORS FOR SD
Y. Zhukov

The San Francisco Examiner has discovered one more
dangerous component in the Star Wars programme, camouflaged
under the false sign "Defence Initiative Strategy.”

As is known, President Reagan has been repeatedly telling
-- how should I put it mildly? -- a knowing lie when he says
that space weapons are not nuclear. But the sharp edge of the
truth cut through the thick records of hiu.speaches and it
became common knowledge that an X-ray laser, for instance, can
be effective only if it is activated by an explosion of a
hydrogen bomb launched into space. In professional jargon this
is called nuclear pumping.

The more the worse. The San Francisco Examiner said that
for space weapons to circulate and work in space, a nuclear
reactor must be stationed on a platform carrying these
waeapons.

General Electric is now developing in its §Enquala.
Califff iﬁboratories an experimental model of a space-based
nuclear power unit which is small enough to be carried aboard
a spacecraft.

According to the paper, this reactor is a pratotyp- of
more sizeable nuclear power unit systems to be designed to
destroy nuclear missiles trained on the United States with the
aid of lasers and beam weapons. Such a system can be composed,
in the long run, of hundreds (sic) of Star Wars battle
stations initiated by nuclear reactors using atomic reactors
as sources of energy. .

The Associated Press confirmed these sensational reports.
It said that a Star Wars reactor with a capacity of several
hundred megawatts was being developed at a nuclear centre in

the State of Washington. The news agency quoted the project’s
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director as saying that such reactors could generate an
electric impulse of tremendous force for beam weapons systems.
Besides, they will be used in manoeuvres of space systems
built within the framework of the Strategic Defence
Initiative. The project, which is codenamed SP-100, is
financed by the Department of Energy and th;ﬁ;;iionul
Asronautics and Space Administration. ‘

The San Francisco Examiner justly noted that the efforts
to develop such systems, whose estimated cost is 4,500 million
dollars, contradicted President Reagan’s statements that a
space defence system would eliminate the threat of nuclear
war.

The President promised that the Star Wars programme would
not be nuclear and that its systems would not be deployed in
our backyard, said Daniel Hirsch, director of the nuclear
policy study programme at University of California’s Adlai
E. Stevenson College in Santa Cruz. However, these reactors
revolving about the Earth at the height of 100 miles would be
closer to us than the nuclear power plant at Diabolo Canyon
and what is 100 miles high may pretty soon fall ‘'on your head,
he said.

Reassuring the alarmed Californians, a consultant to the
General Electric company, Neal Brown, hurried toloxplain that
a space-based nuclear r.acté;“;iii be able to work in the
automatic mode for seven years. But what will happen next? ask
the Americans. There is no answer.

In the meantime, it has turned out that the US has started
developing a still more powerful reactor for Star Wars which,
to quote The San Francisco Exumiﬁer, will probably be ten
thousand times more powerful than the current experimental
model.

The systems built by General Electric are designed for

experiments on board a military spaceship, which are scheduled
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for 1993. Their objective is the development of energy sources
for lasers and beam weapons. Sure enough, these experiments
involve enormous risks and may well end up with the whole

dangerous system falling upon the people’s heads, as Daniel
Hirsch has put it. :

There is also much concern over what will happen when the
term of "useful(?) operation” of such a reactor expires and it
starts gradually slipping down from its orbit and closing upon
Earth, as it happened with the Skylab in 1979. And don’t
forget that the US is planning to orbit hundreds of platforms
with such reactors!

On top of everything, American specialists, notes The San
Francisco Examiner, do not rule out the possibility of an
accident due to the development of a "supercritical mass"” with
the power of the reactor growing beyond any control to cause
melting, evaporation and explosion of the radioactive fuel.

Playing with fire - that /is what the people from the US
military-industrial complex are doing in their readiness to
jeopardize the future of the whole mankind for the sake of

their profits.

(Pravda, November 12. in full.)
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TELLER, HOLD YOUR_ TONGUE!

Y. Kuznetsov

The infamous Edward Teller, who is referred to as the
father of the US hydrogen bomb, has also become noteorious for
his, putting it mildly, blatant pronoumements on various
issues, particularly international ones. Lately, however, he
has just surpassed himself in dilating upon the ‘accident in
one reactor at the Chernobyl nuclear power plant. Teller is in
a hurry to pour oil on the flame of the anti-Soviet campaign,
spreading utterly absurd data on the emigsion of radioactivity
during the accident.

Where did Teller take such data from? He, you see,
"compared indirect data”™ on radiation im a number of West
European countries.

Let us not speak about/the shaky and speculative arguments
based more often than notien the unscrupulous reports carried
by some West European newspapers. Incidentally, could not
Teller be supplied with/the figures from the Federal Republic
of Germany after measurements of radiation were taken by the
reactor at Hamm, where a leak of radioactive gas occurred on
May 47 Indeed, they kept silent about the incident, putting
all the blame on the Soviet Union.

Even more essential, however, is another boint. The alarm
over "Soviet radiation”™ is being sounded by that same Teller
who has long preached the idea of nuclear war against the
USSR, alleging thak such a war can be won. Well known is his

interview to the West German magazine Stern in which the idol

of the US "hawks"” made truly monstrous utterances, saying, for
example, that a'third world war, which might take a toll of
from 100 million to 1,000 million human lives, would not spell

mankind’s qesttuction. Evidently, the magazine was somewhat
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put out by such a contributor:! it introduced him as a
“fanatical anti-communist".

Teller’s profile as a nuclear-war monger would have been
incomplete without another detail. As pointed out in_ the

Washington Times, for example, he was and remains one of the

moving spirits of the SDI, or the Star Wars Programme. It is
also known that Teller views hydrogen warheads, which by far
surpass in their yield of radiation all conceivable leakages
at peaceful nuclear power plants, as just about 'the chief
component in SDI.

In other words, it would have been much more sensible for

Mister Teller to keep silent on the situation.:

(Prayvda, June 6. In full.)
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AGAINST MILITARISATION OF SPACE
Viktor Linnik

Wwashington announced the appointment of General ILew Allen.
former Chief of Staff of the US Airforce, as director of the
California Institute of Technology jet propulsion laboratory. The
appointment of a career military man to the pést that was tradi-
tionally held by civilians is a move by the Reagan administration
to step up the militarisation of US space exploration programmer.

Washington's course towards an arms race in space is part
and parcel of the US strategy to undermine the military equilibrium
between the Soviet Union and the United States. He who controls
space, will also keep the world‘in his sights. These words of a
Pentagon official aptly illustrate the feverish activities of the
Pentagon in near-Earth spaces

The White House's recent directive on national space policy
for the coming decade is, another vivid confirmation of the admini-
stration's militaristic aspirations. A mere enumeration of the
compilers of this document eloquently testifies to its character:

the
National Security Councilgthe Department of Defence, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, and the'Central Intelligence Agency. The National
Aeronautics and Space Administration, which used to lead in space
explorations, is mentioned somewhere at the end of the iigt.

The Pentagon Directive shows that the Pentagon wants to sta-
tion anti-satellite systems in space and orbit military space
stations with laser‘weapons on board. Until 1994 nearly half of
the projected flights of Shuttle space vehicles will be subordina-
ted to the Pentagon's aims. A US space command, which is currently
being established, will begin the tests of anti-satellite missiles
on Septemberil. A bill was submitted to the US Congress to rename
the US airforce into a US space force.
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Officials from the Pentagon and the National Security Council
continue to allege that the Soviet Union is much ahead of the
United States in anti-satellite and Laser weapons. They assert
that "concern" about the notorious "Soviet military threat," in
space this time, gives rise to a series of "retaliatory moves" on
the part of the Pentagon.

This is a trite and unconvincing trick. The numerous initia-
tives the USSR put forward at international forums show that this
country is emphatically against space becoming a place of military
confrontation between the two systems. The international community
is justly outraged with US attempts to enforece an arms race in
space on the world.

(Pravda, August 2. In full.)
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NATO_IN ITS REPERTOIRE

V. Drobkov, Pravda‘’s own correspondent

Brussels, October 30. Nuclear Planning Group méetings have
ended here at NATO headquarters today. To judge by local press
reports, the US delegation led by Caspar Weinberger set the
tone at them.

The Americans were anxious to gain full allied support for
Washington’s SDI (Strategic Defence Initiative) plans. It is
known that the NPG was the first NATO agency to back the US
Star Wars project in March. But since then‘only a few allies
identified themselves with this dangerous scheme, and then

most often privately. Some countries - France, Denmark,

g—

Greece, Norway, Canada and the Netherlands - have even
formally rejected the US solicitations.

So the US emissaries did all they could to force the
doubting partners to join the program for space
militarisation. The Pentagon chief argued that SDI “does not
contradict” the clearly excluding provisions of the ABM
Treaty.

All these unseemly pains were taken in direct relation to
the upcoming Geneva summit. Washington tried at all costs to
wrest unreserved support for its policy, twist the
constructive Soviet initiatives and prevent independent West
European action to /slow down the arms race.

According to NATO, it is "still premature” to give a
concrete reply to the Soviet proposals for drastic nuclear
arms cuts. Obviously, the North Atlantic strategists, despite
everything, intend to carry on their dangerous line of
achieving military superiority.

(Pravda, October 31. Abridged.)
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TO PREVENT AN ARMS RACE IN SPACE

The 39th session of the U.N. General Assembly has
considered, at Soviet initiative, as an important and urgent
question the item "On the Use of Outer Space Exclusively for
Peaceful Purposes, for the Benefit of Mankind." .AS a result of
the discussion, the General Assembly on Decembegr 12 passed a
resolution which was carried by 150 votes, i.sw by the ab-
solute majority of U.N. member-states. The URited States alone
did not support the resolution which meets‘the aspirations of
the peoples of the whole world.

The resolution reads as follows:

"The General Assembly,

Inspired by the great prospects (opening up before mankind
as a result of man's entry into.outer Space,

Recognising the common 4rterest of all mankind in the
exploration and use of outer Space for peaceful purposes,

Reaffirming that the,exploration and use of outer Space,
1nclud1ng the Moon and other celestial bodies, shall be carried
out for the benefit and in the“interest of all countries,
irrespective of their degree of economic or scientific develop-
ment, and shall be the prowince of all mankind,

Reaffirming further{the will of all states that the explo-
raticn and use of outer Space, including the Moon and other
celestial bodies, shall sbe for peaceful purposes,

Recalling that the states parties to the Treaty on
Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Explora-
tion and Use of Outer Space, Including the Moon and Other
Celestial Bodies| have undertaken, in article III, to carry
on activities‘an the exploration and use of outer space, includ-
ing the Moon ,and other celestial bodies, in accordance with
international law and the Charter of the United Nations, in
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the interest of maintaining international peace and security
and promoting international cooperation and understandife,
Reaffirming, in particular, article IV of the above-
mentioned Treaty, which stipulates that states parties to the
Treaty undertake not to place in orbit around the Barth any
objects carrying nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons
of mass destruction, install such weapons on cé€lestial bodies
or station such weapons in outer space in anywether manner,
Reaffirming also paragraph 80 of the final document of
the 10th special session of the General Aggémbly, in which it
is stated that, in order to prevent an afm§ race in outer space,
further measures should be taken and appropriate international
negotiations held in accordance “ith the spirit of the Treaty,
Recalling its resolutions 36/97 S 'and 36/99 of December 9,
1981, as well as resolutions B%/83.of "December 9, 1982, 37/99 D
of December 13, 1982 and 38/70) of December 15, 1983,
Gravely concerned at+the dahger posed to all mankind by
an arms race in outer space, in particular the impending danger

of exacerbating the current state of insecurity by develop-
ments that could further undermine international peace and
security,

Mindful of the widespread interest expressed by member-
states in the course of the negotiations on  and following
the adoption of the aboVe-mentioned Treaty in ensuring that
the exploration and usel of outer space should be for peaceful
purposes, and . taking note of proposals submitted to the
General Assembly at its 10th special session, devoted to dis-
armament, and at(its regular sessions and to the Conference
on Disarmaments

Noting the,grave concern expressed by the 2nd United
Nations conference on the exploration and peaceful wuses of
outer space, over the extension of an arms race into outer
space and the recommendations made to the competent organs of
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the United Nations, in particular, the General Assembly,pand
also to the Committee on Disarmament,

Convinced that further measures are needed for the
prevention of an arms race in outer space,

RBecognizing that, in the context of multilaterad)negotia-
tions for preventing an arms race in outer space,pbilateral
negotiations between the Union of Soviet SocialistiRepublics
and the United States of America could make a Significant
contribution to such an objective, in accordane® with
paragraph 27 of the final document of the 19tW» special session
of the Genersl Assembly,

Deeply regretting that bilateral negdtdations between
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics amd the United States
of America on the prevention of @r arms Tace in outer spaee
have not taken place,

Taking note of the repomnt Of the Conference on Disarmament,

: Aware of the various prop6salS sutmitted by member states
¥850 800 1 chnent o SR RE"ER) BRR TE R ULATA T RORCFRinE Fhe
an arms race in outer spate/and 1¥s draft mandate, which had
been considered extensivedy by & contact group and through
informal consultations and by formal and informal meetings of
the Conference on Disarmaments

Expressing its deep €emcern and disappointment that,
although there was no obgection, in principle, to the establish-
ment without delay of guch an ad hoc committee, the Conference
or Disarmament has nomyfhus far been able to reach agreement
on a mandate for the ‘@@ hoc committee during its 1984 session,

1. recalls the obligation of all states to refrain from
the threat or usgf force in their space activities;

2. reaffirmg that general and complete disarmament under
effective inte®mational control warrants that outer space shall
be used excluSi¥ely for peaceful purposes and that it shall
not become @nwarena for an arms race;
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5. emphasizes that further measures with appropriate

and effective provisions for verification to Preventfemy arms
race in outer space should be adopted by the interngtional
community;

4. calls upon all states, in particular thoSeélwith major
space capabilities, to contribute actively to thewobjective of
the peaceful use of outer space and to take immédiate measures
to prevent an arms race in outer space in the interests of

meintaining universal peace and security am@,promoting inter-
national cooperation ard understanding;

5. reiterates that the Conference onm Pisarmament, as the
single multilateral disarmament negotif@ting forum, has the
primary role in the negotiationwof a.multilateral agreement or
agreements, as appropriate, on the prevention of an arms race
in all its aspects in outer Space;

6. reguests the Conferénce dmDisarmament to consider as
a matter of priority the.question 0f preventing an arms race
in outer space;

7. also requests the Conference on Disarmament to inten-
sify its cons%%gg%tgon of . the question of the prevention of

: space ip
an arms race 1n/all 1ts agpeets, taking into account all
relevant proposals, including those presented at the Thirty-
Ninth Session of the Uni¥ed Nations General Assembly;

8. further requedts the Conference on Disarmament to es-
tablish an ad hoc cofimittee at the beginning of its session
in 1985, with a vidwmto undertaking negotiations for the
conclusion of an agreement or agreements, as appropriate,
to prevent an arm8§frace in all its aspects in outer space;

9. urges, thev nion of Soviet Socialist Republics and the
United States{of’ America to initiate immediately and in a
constructive, spirit negotiations aimed at Preventing an arms
race in outeér space and to advise the Conference on Disarmament
regularlynof the progress of their bilateral negotiations : so
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as to facilitate its work;

10. requests the Conference on Disarmament to report on
its consideration of this subject to the Gereral Assembly at
its Fortieth Session;

11. requests the Secretary-General to transmitsto the
Conference on Disarmament all documents relating to.the consi-
deration of this subject by the Gereral Assembly ‘at’'its
Thirty-Ninth Session;

12. decides to include in the provisionals agenda of its
Fortieth Session the item entitled "Prevention of an Arms Race
in Outer Space."

(Pravday Decémber 14. In full.)
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EDI: WHAT 1S IT?

Yuri Zhukov, Pravda political correspondent

The Western press has been reporting plans for setting up
a so-called "European system of defensive space arms,” a kind
of European SDI that would complement the Amerigan "Strategic
Defence Initiative.” The word "defensive" is, of coﬁrae, used

once more as a blind.

The Woerner Plan and General Rogers’

Clarifications

This design was thrashed out back last spring in the
Rightwing-dominated political gircles of Paris and the
governing quarters of Bonn which showed particular interest in
them. And it is not by chance, apparently, that the EuroSDI
should now be more and ‘meore often associated with the name of
the West German Defence Minister, Woerner.

Here is what the well-informed West German Der Spiegel
magazine said, for example, back in December, 1985: "The
American anti-missile space system will have a Eur‘opeun
brother: Defence Minister Woerner is demanding the approval of
EDI -- ’‘European Defence Initiative’."”

The Associated Press reported on March 2 that Woerner had
proposed a "European Defence Initiative™ as a project to
discuss at the NATO ministerial session in Brussels last
December but the idea did not win too much enthusiasm among
the other Europeans. Yet he did find some friends and
follow-thinkérs in Washington, and there was nothing
particularly surprising about it: for EDI is, indeed, the

*junior brother™ of the American SDI. They have the same

R i — e Do R

father: the Pentagon.

- ——
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As Woerner himself admitted in his article "Europe Needs
Anti-Missile Defence™ in Die Zeit, the Hamburg weekly, ,o0on
February 28, "the Federal Republic has been cooperatingywith
the US for several ysars(!) in working out a system that ...
by its tactical and technical characteristics means going a
stage ahead towards obtaining increased capabilities in
anti-missile defence.” ‘

Though coarse-worded, the idea is quite clear!

To reassure West Eurcpean opinion, theré,is® the argument
that the creation of "independent" space arms would make it
possible for West European states to "become independent™ of
the US.

However, this smart version,came under heavy attack as
early as February 13 from none othersthan the Supreme NATO
Commander in Europe, Amsrican General Rogers, who lashed out
at it in an interview with the West German Neue Osnabrucker
Zeitung. He must have found the West German pfess references
to "European independente" and “autonomy” to be a dangerous
heresy.

Incidentally, this American, General made it quite clear in

his interview with the Frankfurter Rundschau last November,

that is when news about the EDI concept got into the press,’
that all it meant was a military-technological complement to
SDI and that this complementary system would be under his
control.

Moreover, he inadvertently disclosed that the idea of
making such a complementary system had been suggested to West
European allies/ by Washington: "Specialists engaged in the SDI
programme,” he said, “"assured me that it would alsc be
necessary to . create a system against such weapons as the 55-20
and other miseiles. I set much store by our(!) setting up a
defence system against such weapons in Western Europe."

Later on, the restless Rogers, while speculating on the
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“Star Wars” programme, peremptorily declared that "“West
Europeans must (!) begin to carry out a parallel programme, a
European Defence Initiative, as the Germans call it. And he
added that this system was conceived as an SDI sub-programme.

Now, speaking for the Neue Osnabrucker Zeitung last

February, Rogers again made it clear that the "European SDI"
was seen as no more than a branch of the American “Star Wars”
programme. Elaborating on it, he said that the US was prepared
to play its full part in the implementation of the Woerner

plan:! "Should the Europeans succeed in pogling their
technological potentialities and organisingsthis, it would be
possible to work out such a system, notably, through
scientific exchange across the ocean 4dn_conjunction {n
conjunction! -- Y.Zh.) with SDI{

The only thing that has drritated and angered the
high-placed American General has been the lukewarm attitude to
the Woerner plan of a number of West European allies who do
not support it. "I am most disappointed,” he said,”"that other
nations have not followed up the initiative of the official
quarters of Federal Germany: I have not noticed so far any
sign of any particular desire of the Europeans to follow up
the West German proposal... Yes, I am disappointed.”

While playing along with the American Supreme Commander,
NATO’s Secretary General, Lord Carrington declared for the
Italian Corriere della Sera a few days later: “In my view, all
that may induce the Americans to think that we don’t need them
any more and that we intend to go it alone, would only do us

harm.” In his turn, he called on the West European countries
of the North (Atlantic military bloc to get down to making

anti-missiles in a "joint effort"™ with the US...

Witches’ Sabbath in Munich

Since the West European NATO members still have doubts and
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fears, EDI supporters employed the heavy propaganda art.iuar_y.
In early March, at Munich, they called a regular conference of

the military-science society Wehrkunde, which West Germans

rightly style an "Areopagus of cold 7wcu:."

This time it drew 150 high-ranking Atlanticists “fntluding
Fred Ikle, US Under Secretary of Defense; Paul Nifze; special
co‘nsult.-un‘t. to the US President: Maynard Glii:imdain, h;ud of the
US delegztion at the Geneva talks;_-t.he same Esnoral Qernard‘

Rogers; Edward Teller, “father of the American hydrogen bomb";

and the defence ministers of a2 number of Wést Eixropeun states.
Their meeting imﬁ-ediﬁtely assumed the charfacter of a real
sabbath of witches conjuring up infernal,sChemes.

— . o —

Ikle set t.hé tone for this sabbaths As reported by West
Garmuﬁlevision, he declared for achieving military
superiority over the Soviet Union and urged Washington’s
allies to join the 3DI project. FRG Defence Minister Manfred
Worner, seconding him, warned NATO of the dangers (!) inherent
i:; all-pervasive striving to/eliminate nuclear arms. (I
refer here and further to a report of the American news agency
Associated Press.) And right there he spoke for the
realisation of a European programme similar to the American
Star Wars programme.

That fanatic of the Star Wars idea, Edward Teller, also

e o
“sang.” In an obvious ‘wish to inspire the attendees, he, as.

reported by The Washington Post on March 3, boastfully

declared that Soviet near-range missiles could quite easily be
destroyed by a laser beam daflect,ed Efom a mirror lifted up
into space.

These bellicose speeches caused no enthusiasm in Western
Europe, though = even among the firm supporters of military
partnership with the USA. Thus, in Bonn the Free Democratic
Party Bundestag faction’s foreign policy expert Helmut

Schaefer, addressing a press conference, called on the U3
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President to disassociate himself from lkle’s statements. The
SDPG Bundestag faction’s disarmament expert Hermann Scheer
also protested against the speech of this Washington amissary.
Horst Ehmke, deputy chairman of this faction, rejected
Wgrnar’a EDI proposal and said that its realisation would
cause a further arms buildup in Europe.

Protest was also voiced in other West European countries.
But still this does not embarrass the Washington."hawks" who,
as time passes, ever more openly act in the role of the major
interested side in creating EDI. They now beéet on the interest
of West European arms manufacturing concerns, in the profits
that involvement in this scheme would bring them.

It is by no chance that the (same General Rogers, in an

interview with the Nesue Osnabrﬁckar Zeitung, recalled that he

had several years before suggested creating for research,
development, production and ‘adoption a "pool of West European
military concerns,” which could result in the United States
beginning to buy the necessary materiel from (Western) Europe

at more favourable prices.

In Pursuit of Profitable Orders

Blandishments of this kind are a music to death merchants
waxing rich on the arms race. That’s why the
military-industrial corporations of the Federal Republic of
Germany, Britain, France and some other West European states
are in a hurry to draw up plans for participation in both the
US Strategic Defense Initiative and the European Defence
Initiative, a European variant oE.. SDI.

The FRG corporations have begun to invest considerable
funds in R &'D for this end. As reported by the West German
press, Messerschmitt-Boelkow-Blohm (MBB), for example,
together with the flurerﬁbar;“ﬁ;a;ll company, has spent 25

million marks on the development of a high-energy laser model.
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MBB is ready to spend about 100 million marks on research, and
development into and the full-scale production of such lasers.
Their French, British and other competitors are not

lagging behind the military-industrial corporations of the
__~Federal Republic of Germany, which are now openly boasting

-~ that they hope to get profitable orders.

e Datailed information on this was given in the'issue of the

~~American journal, Aviation Week and Space Technology, dated
December 16, 1985. The British corporations British Airspace,
J.E.C. Marconi and Thorn EMI Electronics; Matra of France;
CITES (Italian Consortium for Strategic Technelogies), which
comprises eight major aerospace and electronics companies, and
others are vying with one another in offeming their services
as contractors of both SDI and EOI.

L2 1]

These facts confirm that the EDI is nothing but a branch
of the US programme of preparations for Star Wars, with the
Pentagon interested in establishing it. False arguments to the
effect that this plan meets the interests of strengthening
Western Europe’s "independence'” and very nearly stands in
opposition to, SDI are built on sand and meant to distract
attention.

In reality, however, EDI is nothing but an attempt to
develop a new type of larms, which means opening a new
additional line in the arms race. Implementation of this plan
will sharply destabilise the situation in Europe and make it
uncontrollable. It will considerably lower the level of
security of the European countries, bringing nearer the threat
of nuclear wars. '

The only correct conclusion suggests itself: the peace
forces of Burope should redouble their efforts in the struggle
against the'militarisation of space, no matter under what
signboard-+SDI or EDI, attempts may be made to carry it out.

(Pravda, March 24. In full.)

THE END
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FOR PEACEFUL COOPERATION IN SPACE

Article of US Scientist Sagan

in Parade Magazine

A joint American-Soviet space mission teo the planet Mars
is quite feasible, both from the standpoint of politics, and
technology, a prominent American astronomer writes in the
Parade magazine.

Carl Sagan, President of the US Planetary Society,
stresses that success of an expeditioniof this kind would
create groundwork for establishing settlements on other
planets, and would facilitate the expansion and consolidation
of peaceful cooperation between the USSR and the United
States.

Similar aerospace, electronic, rocket and even nuclear
technologies are usediin space flights and in the nuclear arms
race, Sagan writes. , That  /is why an alternative programme that
would use all that for peaceful purposes would be of positive
importance. A mission by a manned spacecraft to Mars, the
American astronomer stresses, would be much cheaper than the
’Star Wars’ programme. Should a joint expedition be
organized, the cost for each side would be even lower.

Both Houses of US Congress adopted and President Ronald
Reagan signed Reésolution No.236 in 1984, making it a law,
Sagan recalls. ~Joint space activity of the United States and
the USSR is characterized in the document as an alternative to
an arms race in outer space, this race being in no one’s
interests.

Subsequent resolutions, tabled to the senate, review the

possibility of joint East-West actions with regard to Mars,
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which would envisage the taking and delivery to Earth of
Martian samples with the aid of an automatic probesand other
steps that would bring about an international expedition to
that planet.

Mars for decades attracted Soviet pioneer .of space flights
Konstantin Tsiolkovsky and his American colleague Robert
Goddard, the scientist writes. The rockets which they
inventéd‘were intended for the transportation of people to
other planets, not for the destruction of 1ife on earth.

Both countries can act together in &he name of common .
interests, Sagan stresses. This was during the second world
war when the United States and the Soviet Union fought against
the common enemy, and in July 1975 when the American Apollo
and Soviet Soyuz spacecraft docked iin orbit.

We asked Academician R, Sagdeyev, Director of the
Institute of Space Research of ‘the USSR Academy of Sciences,
to comment on the articde in jRarade periodical. This is what
he said:

"Carl Sagan highlights' peaceful cooperation in space by
pooling international efforts to accomplish the crucial tasks
facing mankind as/an alternative to the Star Wars programme.

"0Of interest in this respect are the research exercises
relating to undertaking a manned expedition to Mars, which
have been carried out by our American colleagues,"” the Soviet
scientist said. "The cost of such a project is estimated at
half of the spending on the SDI programme which is planned for
the period ending in 1993.

"Implementation of such a project would not only produce
fundamental scientific results in the exploration of the
planet nearest to Earth but also mark a major advance in the
technological sphere, an advance which would find wide use on
Earth.

"Te be sure, manned expeditions to Mars are not a project
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of today or even tomorrow. Before making a manned flight it is
necessary to organise expeditions with the use of probes to
test and polish technological decisions ensuring safety. At
the first stage, research with the use of unmanned space
vehicles can give not smaller but, perhaps, even greater
scientific results.

"Our experience in preparing projects to,explore far-out
space shows that implementation of such grandiose projects as
an expedition to Mars is impossible withdut 'international

cooperation.™

(Pravda-TASS, February 6 Summary.)

THE END
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MORALITY WASHINGTON STYLE

America is a land of publicity. If they wish.to sell some-
thing, they will try to prove anything they like: that black
is white and that a wolf is a sheep. They will even advertise
the guillotine as a cure for headache. It may Sound absurd, yet
should it serve the Pentagon's book they will try to prove even
that.

This is precisely what is happening now around the "strate-
gic defence initiative" declared by the US President in March
1983. They are advertizing this ‘invention of the Americen mili-
tary thought as no less than a highly humanitarian, exceptional-
1y moral initiative allegedly aimed at delivering mankind from
the fear of nuclear destruction.

A futile attempt is made to prove that the creation of a
large-scale anti-missile system with space-based elements
planned by the Washington administration will make the nuclesr
weapons unnecessary, hence it will even become possible to
scrap them.

The calculation is that an uninformed person may begin to
think that this is almost a program for nuclear disarmament.

Yet this demagogic verbiage does not achieve the aims its
authors would like it to. People alarmed by the Washington
"Star Wars" designs ask simple questions calling for explicit
answers. And under the impact of these questions the cheap
glitter of the trumpery, by means of which they were trying to
camouflage the real essence of Washington's outer space "initia-
tive", begins to fade.

The question is asked, for example: If the said “initiative"
is put forward in order to make the offensive nuclear wearons
unnecessary, why then is it accompanied with 22 unprecedenied
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buildup of the American strategic nuclear arsenal?

This buildup includes the production of intercontinental
MX ballistic missiles, the deployment in Europe of Pershing-2
missiles and the manufacture of B-1 bombers. A go-ahead has
been given to the development and production of new Stealth
bombers, cruise missiles and Trident-2 missiles for nuclear
powered submarines., Meanwhile, US Secretary of Defence Caspar
Weinberger does not even deem it necessary to conceal that the
implementation of all of these programs in the field of strate-
gic weapons is aimed at a sharp increase in /their first nuclear
strike capability. And the outer space ABM,shield is designed
to serve as a cover for these weapons,

A reasonable question is asked: If it is proposed to lay
emphasis on "defence", why should they deploy first strike
nuclear weapons near the borders of the USSR and its allies?

Or such a question is asked: If the USA aims only at
ensuring "defence", why then' does it.refuse to follow the USSR's
example and commit itself not to/be the first to use the nuclear
weapons? At the recent UNiGeneral Assembly session more than
a hundred states declared:that the nuclear powers which have not
yet done so, should make similar statements., The USA voted
against that resolution.

Another question is dsked: If the USA favours the re-
nunciation of nuclear weapons, why is it against nuclear di-
sarmament talks? The latest UN General Assembly session adopted
by an overwhelming majority vote three resolutions calling for
such talks. The USA veoted against all the three of them.

At last comes the question: How do the American statements
on the "humane” character of its outer space initiative tally
with the US stand at the UN on the issue of outer space?

At the ldtest General Assembly session 150 states declared
for taking immediate measures to prevent the arms race in

outer space, The USA was the only country not to support that
resolution:
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They in Washington do not give any answers to these and
other questions, rather they stubbornly evade them.

Then wherein does the morality of the “strategic defence
initiative", which Washington boasts of, lie? Does it J1ie in
the fact that, as Colonel Jack Lousma, commander of the space
Shuttle, has put it with cynical straightforwardness, one can
keep the whole world in fear from outer space?

In other words they dream of obtaining the capability of
launching with impunity the first nuclear strike from beyond
the outer space shield and win a dominating pésition in the
world so as to dictate their will, and bluntlywspeaking, to
blackmail other peoples.

Then wherein does humeneness, which is“even described as
lofty, really lie? Is it in the fact that they are trying to
Jjeopardize the lives of hundreds of millions of people, even
the whole civilization on earth?

Recently a team of authoritative American scientists has
given a short and explicit definition of the publicity wrapping
in which the US administration is'trying to sell its "strategic
defence initiative". A book on that issue, published by them,
is rightly entitled "The,Fallacy of Star Wars”. The American
plans for a militarizafion of outer space are aptly described
as an act of terrorism against the whole mankind.

Washington's stubborm reluctance to give up the drive for
the spectre of military ®uperiority -- now through outer space
-~ capnot but be a source of serious alaerm for the world's
peoples. Particularly now that an agreement has been reached
on the USSR's initiative on Soviet-American talks on the complex
of nuclear and space ‘weapons, that a real opportunity is open-
ing to resolve the tasks of curbing the arms race on earth and
preventing it in‘outer space. The peoples expect the USA to
show a responsible and serious attitude to the talks and a wish
to conduct a eonstructive dialogue at them, and to search for
agreement on the basis of the principle of equality and equal
security.

(Pravda, February 24, In full.)
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A Document That Has Not Been Refuted

All this greatly worries people who realize what disasters
can be invited on mankind by the star-wars plans being currently
worked out by the US military. This matter was in the focus of
attention of a session of the World Peace Council Presidium in
Moscow a few days ago. Calling for intensified effort against
the delirious star-wars programme, the session stated that the
US military experts have already produced plans for space wea-
pons. In particular, participants in the sessiom pointed out to
a major Pentagon document which was made public,by the Washington
Post on January 15 and which has not been refuted by the military.

Not intended for publication, this document confirms, as
the newspaper said, that while US and Soviet.delegates are pre-
paring to discuss space non-militarisatiom; the US air force is
following a policy designed to ensure superiority in space.

What is meant here is an air f6érce manual signed by General
Charles Gabriel, chief of the adixr forcewstaff, and publlshedmas
aerospace “doctrine in 1984. In particular, the manual says that
space ensures an unlimited potential and opportunities for com-
bat operations and a place where the air force can fulfil or
support all its operations and missions. It is further said
that the air force will maintain US technical superiority in the
aerospace field and ensure capability for sustained military
operations by deploying means to wage combat operations in space.

Of course, the US air ferce would have not produced and
enacted this document without the knowledge of the supreme
leadership.

The last thing. (A8 The New York Times wrote on March "
experts in the US government agencies and industry frankly say
that space weapons,are intended not only for defence, but for
major offensive funetions.

The newspaper said further that space weapons can become a
defensive component of an offensive nuclear strike because it
will make it poessible to launch nuclear missiles while defence
will be keptifor cushioning any retaliatory strike that might
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follow. These weapons will be able to attack and kill enemy
satelliteé;

) Furthermore, according to experts, this weaponry can also
be employed to deal lightning strikes from space to relatively
undefended ground tgrgets-—aircraft, tankers, §5wer stations
and crops -- to cause instant fires and damage.

- + -

This lays bare the treacherous lie concerning the defensive
character of space weapons to be produced allegedly in the
interests of mankind to make nuclear war impossible. Some people
who gave in to this deception, having realized that they were
duped, are becoming involved all the more actively in the cam-
paign against the intentions frankly set off in the US air force
manual .,

It is the task of all who are against star wars which would
become part and parcel of an aggressive nuclear war to pre-
vent space militarisation, and ensure sticking to the Soviet-US
agreement as regards the subject and cbjective of the current
Geneva talks. These talks can_and must yield constructive solu-
tions if space and nucléar weapons are treated in package.

(Pravda, March %0, In full.)

THE END
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NEWE AND VIEWS

Novosti political analyst Svyatoslav Kozlov.wiites:

The world public has focussed its attentiom-on the forth-
coming talks between the USSR and the USA on nfielear and space
weapons. At = time when Soviet approach to tHe.solution of
problems to be discuesed at the talks is intfegral and consistent
in every respect, the other side's approach gives rise to
doubts,

There is no unanimity on the problems to be discussed in
the US ruling circles, The confliet of opinions and the clash
of influential forces continue. .One. of the forces which is
emphatically against any disdrmement is the Pentagon. Closely
linked by vital interests with the arms merchants for whom
disarmament is like a terminai disease, the Pentagon is
stubbornly defending all of its undertakings. It wants all
its programs to remain intact,

Thus, in the four years of Reagan's first term, the Pen-
tagon's budget grew from 18C billion dollars in 1981 to
280,5 billion in 1984, A /draft budget for 1985 is 305 billionm,
and for 1986 314 billion dellars. This money is primarily
channeled into the development and build up of new generation
weapons, such as the MX and Midgetmen missiles,Trident missile
subs, B-1B and Stealth strategic bombers, first-strike medium-
range ballistic amnd Cruise missiles,

Systems of space weapons which create an additional threat
to peace are likely to set a record in these appropriations.

A total of 26 billion dollars are projected for investment into
the development of these systems, while all in all, it is
planned to.spend from 800 billion to one trillion dollars on
militarization of space.
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1984, in the course of which one migsile warhead was intercept-
ed and destroyed by another. This project has now been/included
in the "Star Wars" programme.

The US Air Force is preparing to build a new giant rocket
for launching super-heavy satellites designed for the "Star
wWars" and for the establishment of a "not too expensive space
defense system".

Other plans provide for the orbiting by thewstart of the
19908 of 100 satellites each carrying 150 intercteptor missiles.
Reporting on these plans, three proponents @©f%the "Star Wars'--
Z., Brzezinski, R. Jastrow and M. Kampelmap=-voiced the following
idea in The New York Times Magazine: "Thére is nothing exotic
about these technical systems. By completing some additional
research and design work, we could develop and deploy a two-
tier defense system even now'".

So it is absolutely clear what these 26 billion dollars are
meant for.

In San Francisco local businessmen told us of the plans to
make profit which are assoeciated with the "Star Wars" programme.
First, the captains of/the military-industrial complex are
thinking not of tens of bildlien dollars for "research" but of
mundreds of billions for "full-fledged" deployment of weapons.
Second, aerospace, elecyponic and other corporations are al-
ready perceiving contracts for the manufacture of various types
of rockets and satellites, lasers, optical reflectors and so on.
And third, the corporations are planning to make extra profits
on the commercial application of some developments in space arms
technology.

"Technical /progress cannot be stopped", said some of our
interlocutors with a tinge of reproach in their voice. Most of
the others agreed, however, that technical progress can and
mist be reversed from the development of new weapons systems to
the settlement of the poignant global}%%&%&%%g on which the
well-being of mankind depends. And the main thing is to prevent
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the imperialist military-industrial complex from putting man-
kind on the brink of catastrophe with their "space games".

In the masses of Americans we saw deep concern over the
continued "star boom" among the Pentagon's arms contractors, a
bright hope for the success of the new Soviet-American talks
which are to open in Geneva in March, and a growing conviction
that the historic task of barring the arme race from space
can and must be accomplished. Much depends here on Washington's
zood will and realism and on its preparedness for reasonable
compromise and for the strict observance of the principle of
equality and equal security.

New York-Los Angeles-San Francisco-Moscow

(Pravda, February 18. In full.)
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CUNNING FRAUD
Yuri Zhukov, Pravda political correspondent

The US Administration has, indeed, 1lsid itself out to 1lull
the vigilance of the peoples disturbed by the ' news that the US
is out to militarise space.

The US President himself as well as his ministers have been
claiming day in day out for almost two years in succession that
all they mean is innocuous research to find out a way of creat-
ing a defensive wonder weapcn that would destroy only the enemy's
missiles, not human beings, so/that nuclear weapons could become
impossible to use, and so would be scrapped. To this, they have
invariably added another argument: this is, generally speaking,
a job that will take uncommonly long to do and that research
studies will not produce any tangible results until the 2lst cen-~
tury. So why worry on that account now?

However, there have been more and more facts coming up to
show that the American leaders' reassuring speeches are cunning
fraud designed to head off the mounting resistance everywhere,
in NATO countries, in particular, to the plans to militarise
space.

Fiction or Reality?

When President Reagan put forward his much advertised
project on March 23, 1983%, for creating a "space shield" which
he claimed would dependably protect the US and its allies,many,
including prominent scientists, reacted to that concept sceptic-
ally, taking'dt for a flight of fancy inspired by the Hollywood
films about "Star Wars".

Naturally, the development of the newest types of weapons,
using leser, high-energy particle beams and other things., is not
for today. However, in the future, such "exotic" means of war-
fare, as the American press has been calling them, may well pose
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8 tremendous threat to humanity. ‘

It 18 not by chance that the US Administration, banking on
the "exotic" types of weapons of the future, is stinting no
money. The initial stage of elaboration and implementation of
this programme, which is scheduled to be carried out before the
early 1990s, will alone cost 60,000 million dollars, four times
as much as the notorious Manhattan Project, and half as much
again as all of the military research relating to missileé techno-
logy for thirty years, from 1954 to 1983. These figures have
been published in a report of February 10 by the Assistant Di-
rector of the Federation of American scientists for space re-
search John Pike. A

EKnowing how practical the Americans are, it"is impossible
to believe that they would be spending such a wast ‘amount of l
money out of sheer curiosity to see whether anything comes out j
of such "research.”

Yet, even that is far from all there is to it. While ad-
vertising the "exotic" types of weapons fom "Star Wars”, which
will require a sustained effort to develop, American representa-
tives have only grudgingly been'referring to another component
of space weaponry--the missile/systems which have already been
tried out and can be deployed withim relatively short time--
limits. It is not for nothing that the Under Secretary of
Defence Fred Ikle, speaking in the'! Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee on February 21, declared that the plan for "Star Wars"
project is not a "reserve programme" but a "central point of
American military planning.""  He said also that a "partial de-
fensive system" -designed to "protect American missiles”
(missiles!--Y.Zh.) will begin to be created as early as the
next decads.

It is worth while noting this "clarification” as extremely
important.

While in March(1983, the US President, trying to make the
space militarisation project look attractive, alleged that the
"gpace shield” was to defend the population of the US and the
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allied nations, now,once the publicity campaign has been egsenti-
ally completed, nobody is any longer referring to that kind of
argument.

What they do talk about now is not the "defence” of the
population but only the cover to be provided for thousands of
intercontinental ballistic missiles, stationed on US territory,
b7 means of counter-missiles which the US is preparing toc deploy,
partly down on the Earth, and partly up in space‘(din violation
of the treaty about the limitation of anti-ballistic missile
systems).

Their Immediate Objective

On December 23 of last year, the New York Times said, quot-
ing reliable sources, that the plan for the near future had been
drastically reduced from that of building an impenetrable de-
fence to that of creating a defence system to protect the US
land-based nuclear systems.

On January 14 the Washington Post, also quoting "official
sources," said that a certaifisgroup,within the Administration
and the military were steppimg up, pressure in a bid to consider
limited use of Star Wars fechnology without waiting for the re-
gults of the long-term researgh programme. They say, the paper
went on, that technological progress in some areas of this re-

search is faster than many_people believe it to be.

Michael Getler, a Waghington Post analyst, said that that
applied to the efforts to develop an anti-missile defence for
Minuteman silos converteéd to accommodate MX missiles, command

centres and submarinel bases.

Lastly, on Janyary %0 the Washington Post reported that the
Pentagon had long been developing a "more prosaic” system to
protect American strategic missile positions. This programme,
the newspaper eXplained, has been carried out for 18 vears now,
getting into public view only occasionally, and the United
States can. gherefore, develop an effective system a great deal

socner than, eXpected.
Explgnations and comments followed in a steady stream. Max
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Kampelman, chief US negotiator at the Soviet-American talks in
Geneva, Zbigniew Brzezinski, former advisor to President Jimmy
Carter, and Robert Jastrow, a researcher, said in an article
published in New York Times Magazine late in January that the
United States was to complement its land-based missile defence
with the launching of 100 large military satellites, \each carrv-

ing 150 interceptor missiies.

They further said that there was nothing exo¥ic about those
systems and that after carrying out some additiomal research and
development, the United States could developi{and deploy a two-
iayered defence even now.

On February 19, the United Press Intgrnational quoted lLt.-
Gen. Abrahamson as saying that the first testing of a space-
based missile defence system was planned for 1987.

On March 27 the New York Times said that a group of American
gcientists had prepared a detailed report for a "private organi-
sation," which said that by 2989 or, possibly, 1988 some of the
techniques now under development, would be brought to the stage
of field testing and engineering development.

Speaking in London on March 13, George Keyworth, chief
scientific advisor to the Président, said, according to the
Financial Times, that a concept had evolved to assembly a missile
defence system by using a‘broad range of technologies available
in the United States. During a homing-in test conducted last
June, Mr. Keyworth went on, US Army experts succeeded in hitting
a ballistic missile by’'@ high-velocity projectile with pinpoint
accuracy. It was a/wonderful demonstration of long-range pre-
cision targeting in.a system built with the use of a set of
standard technologies and worth only (sic) $300 million, the
President's advisor said.

Now I should only add here that on February 22 the Presi-
dent himself/ made it clear at a press conference that Washiogton
would not confine itself to "research and development” and had
quite defimite plans to deploy space-based weapons.
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US BACKS OUT ON ITS TREATY OBLIGATIONS

I. Zekharov

Reagan's "Star Wars" programme has provoked a flood of
letters to Pravda, These letters testify to serious anxiety of
Soviet people and broad sections of the world's public about
the US aggressive policy aimed at achieving military superiority.
One of the questions most frequently asked is this: how do such
actions accord with US legal and politicel obligations in the
field of strategic arms limitation?

The Soviet government has repeatedly warned the US govern-
ment of late about the inadmissibility of flouting the obliga-
tions it has assumed. A principled assessment of US violations
of the arms limitation agreements was made in a memorandum hand-
ed to the US Department of State in January 1984, a statement by
TASS and a memo by the Soviet Foreign Ministry, which were
published in Pravda on Jamuary 30, 1984, October 21, 1984, and
February 28, 1985, respectively. Those documents characterised
the US attitude to the arms limitation and reduction process as
a whole and to compliance with the legal and political obliga-
tions the United States has assumed in various fields, from
strategic to conventional arms, with treaties and with their
individual clauses. That assessment of US actions and the Soviet
attitude to them still hold good to the full extent.

The agreements on the limitation of strategic armaments
include: the Soviet-American Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-
Ballistic Misgile Systems, or the ABM Treaty, which was signed
for an indefinite term, the Interim Agreement on Certain Measures
with Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offemsive Arms (both
were signed in May 1972 and resulted from the SALT-1 talks) and
also the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offemsive Arms
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(SALT-2), which was signed in 1979 but was not ratified by the
United States. It should be noted that when the term of the
Interim Agreement had expired, the sides exchenged official
statements in which they pledged to comply with the obligations
they had assumed under it. The US government made an official
statement that it would refrain from taking any actions that
would run counter to the provisions of the SALT-2 Treaty. These
are the three main agreements that regulate Soviet-American
relations in the field of strategic weapons.

How does the United States comply with the obligations it
has assumed under those agreements?

Signed for an indefinite term, the AMB Treaty is the main
obstacle to the US administration's plans to achieve military
superiority in the world. The US President's "Strategic Defence
Initiative”, known as the "Star Wars" programme, envisages the
development of a large-scale missile defence system with space-
based elements and thus constitutes a flagrant violation of the
letter and the spirit of that treaty. Thus, Article One of the
treaty pledges each side ."not to deploy ABM systems for a de-
fence of the territory of its country and not to provide a base
for such a defence,"” and in Article Five the sides undertake
"not to develop, test, or deploy ABM systems or components
which are sea-based, air-based, space-based, or mobile land-
based,"

It is certainly not "defence" and not development of
"antimissile means" that are now being planned in the United
States. These words are used for camouflaging the essence of
the matter - the plans to develop a whole dangerous class of
armaments, of strike space weapons bound to become a weighty
addition to the/US nuclear arsenal and to ensure for the USA a
possibility of delivering a first nuclear strike unpunished.

Washington makes use of far-fetched arguments, seeking to
justify thesplens of "star wars". The phrasemongering that the
"strategic defence initiative™ means nothing else but only
research, the carrying out of which is allegedly not banned by
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the ABM Treaty, is quite fashionable in Washington. Thig is

a deliberate lie. The US Administration has long meant mot
"harmless research" but purposeful programmes of developing
strike space armaments. This work, in essence, aims«fe destroy
the ABM Treaty and is incompatible with the aims of the Treaty
as a whole and with its concrete provisions.

First, the very aim of the so-called "reSeéarch"” - %o
develop strike space weapons and a comprehensive sntimissile-
defence system - stands in stark contrast to the Treaty. Second,
the measures which are already being taken by the US Administra-
tion show that purposeful work is being dome’ to develop models of
space weapons. This is to be followed by emergence and deployment
of this new class of armsments. Ome can judge of the proposed
"tempo” of this work by the astronomic appropriations--26,000
million dollars for the next five years. Washington clearly does
not intend to spend this money on, "pure science". Third, an
intention to start testing these weapons and their components
in a couple of years has been openly declared. Fourth, Washington
does not make a secret of the fact that it intends to translate
ite plan into reality at all costs, including an open refusal to
observe the existing agreements. US Defence Secretary Caspar
Weinberger has brazenly stated to this effect that at the present
stage the USA is conducting research with a view to finding out
whether a perfectly reliable system can be developed. If it can,
we shall have to go beyond the limits of the ABM Treaty, Weinberg-
er said.

Other facts also show that the American side, to put it
mildly, arbitrarily treats the provisions of the ABM Treaty.

A large radar station has been stationed on cne of the
Aleutian Islands, Shemya. In violation of the existing accords,
elements tested for the antimissile-defence purposes have been
used in its construction. This station can be used for creating
a radar field of the antimissile defence of the US territory,
which contradicts the obligation laid down in Article I of the
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Treaty.

A similar violation of the Treaty - creation of a radar
field covering a greater part of the US territory - is also the
construction of the Pave Paws large radar stations the tactical
and technical characteristics of which have been brought to
the level of the requirements of ABM radars. Two such stations
have already been set up on the western and eastern coasts of
the USA, and two more are under construction in,the south.

In violation of the obligation "not to deploy in the
future radars for early warning of strategic/ballistic missile
attack except at localities along the periphery of its national
territory and oriented outward" (Article VI) the United States
is building a large Pave Paws radar station far beyond its ter-
ritory, in Greenland.

The USA is carrying out work to‘develop components and
systems prohibited by the Treaty, specifically mobile ABM radar
stations and multicharge head parts of antimissiles., The
Minuteman anti-ballistic missiles are being tested with a view
to imparting to them qualities of antimissiles. This also
violates the obligations assumed by the United States in keep-
ing with the Treaty.

Washington's current persistent efforts to involve the
United States' allies into.the implementation of Reagan's
"Strategic Defence Initiative" comstitute a flagrant violation
of the ABM Treaty.

The United States has committed as many violations in the
field of strategic offensive arms where the Soviet and American
obligations are regulated by the Interim Agreement and the
SALT-2 Treaty. In those documents the sides admitted the exis-
tence of strategic balance and determined measures to maintain
it in the future. This is not to the liking of the US administra-
tion, which hasi.set out to tilt it in ite favour and try to
achieve military and strategic superiority over the Soviet Union.
Washington is trying to find loopholes in the agreements and
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whenever it fails to do so, it resorts to their direct
violation.

The protocol to the SALT-2 Treaty, which is an integral
part of that treaty, pledges the sides not to deploy leng-range
sea~ and land-based cruise missiles. Having refused to ratify
the Treaty, the American side violated that provisiom and,
having blocked further negotiations on cruise missiles, began
to deploy land-based cruises on the territory of several Western
European member countries of NATO. Last summerithe United States
also began to deploy long-range sea-based cruises on its sub-
marines and surface ships.

By deploying in Western Europe balligtic Pershing-2
missiles and cruise missiles the United States violated the pro-
vision contained in Article XII ofvthe SALT-2 Treaty, which
pledged the sides not to circumvemt that Treaty "through any
other state or states, or in any.other manner" and "not to
assume any international obligations which would conflict with
this Treaty" (Article XIII). No subterfuge can help the United
States deny the fact that the siting of these first-strike
nuclear weapon systems capable/of reaching targets in Soviet
territory and augmenting the US strategic nuclear potential is
a violation of the SALT-2 provision pledging the sides to
preserve strategic balances

The United States is guilty of flouting its obligations
with regard to deliberate concealment measures. The Interim
Agreement pledged the sides "not to use deliberate concealment
measures which impede verification® (Article V). This provision
was also included in,the SALT-2 Treaty. However, the United
States violauted it so frequemtly that such violations have be-
come 2 rule rather than an exception. The United States used
concealment when it conducted work on its IBM and SLBM launchers.
The Soviet Union had repeatedly told the Americen side that its
actions were illegal, but the practice of using concealment
continued.
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The existing situation is all the graver since it under-
mines the confidence that the United States observes one of the
main accords -- on limiting the number of MIRV-equipped

IBlMs The launchers of the Minuteman-2 monoblock
LBMs re-equipped in shelters, do mot differ
from the launchers of the Minuteman-z missiles, fitted out with
MIEVe. And in this case there are objective reasons to believe
that missiles with three warheads each at the minimum have
been stationed at all the Minuteman silo launchers.

The use of shelters also in carrying out work at the
launchers of the Titam-2 IBMs' ' has also been
noted more than once. And the United States has recently violat-
ed the agreed-upon procedures for dismantling such launchers:
instead of leaving the dismantled launchers open for six
months, as it is envisaged by the agreements, they were filled
with earth after a month or two. This reduces the confidence
in the efficiency of the dismentling measures and does not
guarantee their irreversibility.

The actions of the US Admimistration call in question its
willingness to observe also Article VI of the SALT-2 Treaty which
prohibits development of new types of IBMs
(except one type). The IBMs ©of the MX type have already been
developed, and Washington is embarking on implementing plams to
develop and build IBMs of one more type, Midgetman.

These are only a few examples of the American side's
disregard for the spirit and the letter of the accords reached.
The violations of the provisions of the Treaties inevitably
undermine the basis ofrthe package of legal and political norms
worked out in the past/g:cades, and adversely affect the whole
spectrum of Soviet-US relations.

The US policy aimed at undermining the existing agreements
in the sphere of strategic armaments and at eroding the system
of mutual obligatory agreements drafted through joint efforts
demonstretes not only the unwillingness of Washington to follow
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the road of detente but also its efforts to gain military
superiority over the Soviet Union at all costs, despite the
fact that the entire history of the arms race has shown the
futility of such attempts. As has been repeatedly noted in

the statements by the Soviet leaders, the USSR will not tolerate
such superiority and insists on strict observance by the USA of
its international obligations in the sphere of arme limitation.

(Pravda, May 12. In full.)
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NO TO "STAR WARS"!

Appeal to the Peoples of the World

Humanity faces the gravest danger: all life on our planet
is threatened.

In defiance of the clearly expressed will of millions
of women and men of all continents and the overwhelming majori-
ty of governments, the US preparations for "star wars" are
going ahead relentlessly.

The so-called "strategic defence initiative” has
nothing "defensive" about it.

Its actual purpose is to secure nuclear first-strike
capability from behind a "space shield", and thus threaten
and dominate the whole world., That ‘ig why, while speeding up
the space weapons programme, the'United States has increased
the rate of stockpiling strategic muclear weapons, of station-
ing its medium-range nuclear migsiles in Western Europe, and
of the production of barbarous neutron, chemical and other
weapons of mass destruction.

Militarisation of outer space would mean the start of
8 new extremely dangerous $ype of arms race, increasing conf-
rontation and the threat of a global holocaust.

Peoples and governments concerned for world
peace welcome the beginning of the Soviet-American negotiations
in Geneva which provide a great opportunity to prevent the
arms race in outer space, to stop and thenm reverse it on earth,
with the aim of total elimination of all nuclear weapons.

But the US insistence on the implementation of its
"star wars" plams threatens to wreck the talks.

The "star wars" plans must be stopped now! The Geneva
negotiations must succeed!

We call on all peace movements and other non-govern-
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mental organisations, all peoples and governments which stand
for the prevention of nuclear war, to raise their voices Nlder
than ever in a world-wide campaign against militar on
of outer space.
If the "ster wars" plans are not stopped todayv could
be too late tomorrow.
'No_to star wars!'is the common call of all peace

forces.
Outer space must serve peace and prosreg

(Pravda, March 26, In full.) 4.
)
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NORWEGIAN DECISION

Yuri Kuznetsov

Norway has refused to join the plans for the militerisation
of outer space which the United Statesis forcimg on its allies as
an ultimatum, This has been announced by an 6fficial spokesman
for the Norwegian government, who added that'Oslo was seriously
concerned over the intensified arms race,‘and the danger of it
being taken into space.

Norway 's move, which is the first NATO country to renounce
participation in the Washington!'"star wars" programme, is timely
and reasonable as is indicated by the reaction from the widest
sections of the Norwegian public. The adventuristic programme of
the Pentagon has come in for mosgt sharp criticism in the country.
It has caused active protests im practically all sections of
society, political parties, trade unions, women's and youth
organisations. Many MPs have repeatedly called on Willoch's
coalition government to dissociate itself from the policy of the
United States. In describing the sentiments current among the
Norwegians, Ny Tid wrote that "the absolute majority of the
population are demanding that the govermment display political
independence and resolutely denounce the dangerous intentions
of the Washington Administration which will result in a further
nuclear build-up on Earth and in space and a growing threat of a
world-wide nuclear catastrophe."

In less than five months Norway will go to the polls in
the next parliamentary election. The leaders of the parties
comprising the govermment coalition coyld not shrug off

olute
the clearly expressed opinion of an /a anndority of nlgc%rwesians.

In gpeaking about Norway's decision, it will/be amiss to
recall that the population of Demmark, the second Scandinavian
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NATO member, is also actively opposing the US policy of milita-
rising space. The Danish Folketinget has woted overwhelmingly in
favour of binding the government to make a stand against weapons
deployment in space and the country's involvement in research and
development for space arms.

What is manifest, therefore, is a clear-cut stance by
most people in two Scandinavian countries against the dangerous
plans of Washington. The anti-war sentiments of the Scandina-
vians are merging with similar and increasingly stronger senti-
ments in other West European nations. With each passing day the
people of goodwill are gaining firmer positions in the campaign
for peace.

(Pravda, April 20. In full.)



Friday, June 14, 1985 VORID850614-503

IN CHASE 0O L
“Star Warriors’" Arguments Are Built on Sand

A. Kohkoshin , Doctor of History

The US Administration’s plans to carry through the
so-called "Strategic Defence Initiative" or, to _be exact, a
programme to develop strike space weapons, are coming up
against mounting resistance from the public and political
circles of most diverse nations. There is growing criticism of
this programme in the US itself, from competent scientists, in
particular. The opposition to © space militarisation plans
is compelling Washington to cast about for additional
arguments in an effort to justify them, to resort to trickery
and manoeuvring. In so doing, the Administration has to take
into account the fact that secientists of various countries are
conclusively proving that it is scientifically and
technologically impossible for an impenetrable anti-missile
shield to be crsated.

A number of research studies, including those made by
American scientists, have borne out the conclusion made by
Soviet Academicians in the "Address to All the Scientists of
the World": such weapons,  z/f¢gedly "defensive", wholly or
partially placed out in space, can do next tc nothing to help
the country coming under a massive attack bemcause it is
incapable of protecting the overwhelming majority of the
population. An "anti-missile shield" is more appropriate for
the attacking s&ide to use in an effort to reduce the power of
the retaliatory strike (let me note that it cannot avert the
retaliatory strike just the same).

Contrary to these conclusions, the "Star Wars" partisans
are bent on speeding up the development of space weapons. A

space-based anti-missile system, even if limited in terms of



potentiality, mission and scale, will, they claim, produce. a
"stabilising effect” on the strategic situation in the world.
That does not mean, of course, that the US may consider
forgoing the development of a full-scale anti-missile system
in the long run. It does see the original system as an
intermediate stage on the way to a full-scale one.

One argument played up in an effort to justify the
development of an anti-missile system having a limited effect
is that the US has to defend itself from “third countries",
that is, those that may come into possession of nuclear
weapons before long and can, as some Western experts believe,
use those weapons to blackmail even the Great Powers. This is
2@ preposterous argument, of course. So another one is that a
limited anti-missile system, incapable/ of warding off a
nuclear strike of any consequence, ‘can still make it possible
to safeguard the country concerned from accidental ,
unsanctioned launchings of nuclear missiles.

The advocates of this system maintain, furthermore, that
it will reinforce the deterrence of a nuclear war by adding to
the uncertainty of the adversary’s strategic planning and
creating what they describe as prohibitive complications in
the way of a potential aggressor’s planning of a possible
first strike.

Besides, they consider it desirable and technically
feasible to have a large number of anti-missile facilities
(including those out in spacs) deployed in the foreseeable
future only for the defence of intercontinental ballistic
missile launchers which, in their opinion, bacome ever more
vulnerable as the accuracy and striking power of IBM warheads
increase.

One should note right away that any of the above-mentioned
versions, should it come off, would mean scuttling the 1972



Soviet-American Agreement of unlimited duration on the
limitation of anti-ballistic missile systems, which has been
playing an important stabilising role in the present involved
and strained international situation. The preservation and
unfailing implementation of that treaty is basic to effective
progress towards accords in Geneva on nuclear and space
weapons. It is not by chance that it is heavily shelled by
the US militaristic forces.

The arguments of those who are busy inventing all kinds of
"Star War" versions do not hold water. Suffi¢e it to base
oneself on normal logic , rather than the perverse
self-seeking reasoning of the chieftains of the American
military-industrial complex.to see that a far more effective
way to protect the nations from nuclear blackmail, not to
speak of the use of nuclear arms, would be for all nations in
possession of nuclear weapons to pledge themselves, just as
the Soviet Union has done, to refrain from using such weapons
first and to establish certain'standards of relations between
them to preclude nuclear blackmail and pressure tactics
involving nuclear intimidations Naturally, the U3 and other
nuclear Powers should, following the Soviet example,
demonstrate to other nations by their actual performance their
desire to have their nuclear arms limited and reduced, as they
must, indeed, under the terms of the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.

Now, the argument about the need to create a major
space-based system for defence against accidental,
unsanctioned combat missile launchings, may look attractive to
somebody in the West, at first glance. Yet those who are
putting it forward, deliberately omit to say that the risk of
such launchings can be reduced by technologically far less

sophisticated and not so dangerous measures.
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It is imperative to evaluate the risk of an accidental,

unauthorised launching of missiles not only due to the
military-political and economic troubles involved in the

establishment of a large-scale ABM system, but also due to the
danger of self-activation of such attack weapons as a result
of an error in the system of target detection and
identification or in the control chain. Experts have estimated
that the probability of an error or malfunction of one of the
elements of control over such a missile defence system which
the Pentagon strategists are planning to-build will be
substantially higher than the probability of an accidental
launch.

Equally groundless are the arguments of the US
fidministration that an ABM system with space-based elements,
even if it is limited in terms of its scope and tasks, will
have a stabilizing effect due te an "increased extent of
uncertainty in strategicinuclear=-strike planning for the other
side"™.

First, the authors of this argument ignore the unilateral
Soviet pledge not to be the first to use nuclear weapons
which, incidentally, ensures still tougher control over ruling
out any unauthorized use of nuclear weapons. If the US and its
allies possessing nuclear weapons adopted a similar pledge,
the situation would become much more stable and safer as
regards the reduced probability of both a deliberate first
strike and of accidental and unauthorized missile launches.

Second, the current strategic situation is already
distinguished by a considerable degree of uncertainty because
of the very existence of nuclear weapons which have never been
used in combat operations on a large scale. So what’s the
point of enhancing this uncertainty? Once introduced into

strategic and operations planning of one side, it will
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inevitably heighten the degree of uncertainty for the other
side, too, which would destabilize the strategic situation,

undermine the existing strategic balance and enhance the
threat of an outbreak of nuclear war.

One of the truly effective measures to remove 'the
"first-strike” danger could be a nuclear arms freeze in both
quantitative and qualitative respects. That would prevent, in
particular, the build-up on both sides of the number of
high-precision nuclear systems inherent with the danger of
such a strike (such as the new American MX ICBMs, Trident-2
SLBMs, Pershing-2Z medium-range missilesvand long-range
land-based cruise missiles). It is also necessary to undertake
steps to reduce naval activities and, notably, the operations
by aircraft-carriers, which exacerbate strategic instability,
as well as a series of othermeasures reducing the
probability and possibility of a first disarming strike. It is
common knowledge that the Soviét Union has made important
proposals to this effect.

Finally, if contrary to ther ABM Treaty of 1972 the US
still begins to develop a wariant of an ABM system with
space-based elements, which is alleged to be exclusively meant
to ensure the survival of ICBM silos, then the other side will
have all grounds for regarding this as a step towards the
establishment of a large-scale missile defence system. A
multi-complex US missile defence system for protecting ICBH
installations beyond the limits stipulated by the ABM Treaty
of 1972 and by the 1974 Protocol to that Treaty would itself
constitute a destabilizing system as one of the major means of
material support for the concept of "protracted" and "limited"
nuclear war.

In their mind’s eye American strategists see an exchange
of strikes at ICBM silos without any damage to industrial

projects and administrative centres and without any major
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losses among their own population. They are also contemplating
such a scenario as an unpunished first strike at such silos.

Their arguments are that their "ABM shield"™ will "do the
trick"” and attenuate the force of the retaliatory strike.The

Soviet military doctrine rejects the ideas about "limited"
nuclear war and about fighting such war “"by the rules" as
deceptive and highly dangerous delusions.

Even so, the USSR and its allies must take into
consideration this kind of concepts of American
military-political thinking no matter how unrealistic and
adventurist they may be. Any attempts by the US to upset the
existing military balance and to gain unilateral advantages
will continue to be countered with utmost resolve. In this the
Soviet Union naturally has the opportunity to choose the
measures best meeting the interests of its defence capability
and adjusted to the general tasks of its social and economic
development. At the same time, seeking to prevent a new round
of the arms race and t¢ keep it out of space, the Soviet Union
advances constructive initiatives and is resolutely working
for concrete mutually-acceptable agreements in Geneva.

(Pravda, June 14. In full.)
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PLAYING WITH FIRE

Academician G.Arbatov

A report that the US Congress earmarked a tremendous sum
on “research" undaqﬁhe program of the so-called "strategic
defense initiative" ( commonly referred to as “star wars” )
was almost unnoticed in the United States. Apparently this is
explained by the long-time conditioning of both the American
MPs and the public to this program, which was ‘accompanied, as
always, by many lies. Some of the lies were rather neat. This
is why the action went through Congress practically without
debate. Meanwhile, viewed in terms of the arms race and the
threat of war this is, perhaps, the most dangerous action for
years...

Those who follow US policy have long realised that the
Reagan Administrationhas embarked on the coursse of eliminating
the regime established by arms limitation treaties and
agreements, and of wrecking: the talks on these arch-important
issues. At first -- during)the, 1980 election campaign and in
the first year of Reagan’s térm -- this was openly admitted in
Washington. Treaties with the USSR, especially the SALT-2
Treaty, were declared to Gentradict US interests ( The
President himself called it "fatally flawed” ). The Republican
leaders expressed their readiness to resume talks with the
USSR only after they build up arms and gain military
superiority over it, and are able to dictate their will to it.
However, having met with a serious opposition to this line
inside the country and in allied countries, the Administration
declared that it would abide by the already signed treaties
and agreed .to resume talks with the USSR. But subsequent
developments showed that the aim remained the same, and that
this statement was a manoeuvre, that contractual commitments

were being eliminated gradually, in a new, salami-slicing
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tactics. The talks were being conducted in such a way as to
make agreement out of the question.

Simultaneously the Reagan Administration made a bigystep
backward in its attitude to nuclear war. Contrary to‘its
earlier solemn declarations and even contractual commitments,
Washington concentrated its efforts on the ways 0f breaking
the nuclear impasse and return to a situation where it could
wage a wagﬂaith impunity in the hope of winningqait.” Again, at
first this was openly admitted. I mean the Republican platform
at the 1980 elections, numerous statements/by Defense
Secretary Weinberger and his subordinates and other
Administration officials, as well as official documents as
Defence Guidance for 1984-1988. Their Jdeitmotif is that the
USA must restore its ability toawin a nuclear war. One of the
options was a "limited"” nuclear war in Europe, the plun#:f
which were discussed in the/open in the early ‘80s. Later on
the rhetorics were toned down, again in view of growing
anxiety in the USA and allied countries. But the policy
remained the same. The USA did not give up a single military
program called upon to restore the US ability to go to war
without risking a suicide, to gain what is called in strategic
lexicon a "first-strike capability".

Both schemes are embodied in full in the "strategic
defense initiative"™ (SDI). On the one hand, it is called upon
to serve as the chief weapon of wrecking the whole process of
arms limitation, and on the other, as a means of gaining
first-strike capability ( naturally, in combination with other
weapons systems -- missiles being developed for a preemptive
strike against({Soviet strategic forces of retribution, command
and communication centar@.

Needless . to say., all this is being silenced or concealed.
Moreover, /the US President presents the "star wars" project to

the public as that which will do away with the nuclear threat
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and will lead mankind to universal well-being (as he himself
put it, this is "a way to move away from a future that relies
so heavilybn the prospect of rapid and massive nuclear
retaliation and towards greater reliance on defensive systems
which threaten no one" ). In other words, the Americans, and
the rest of mankind, for that matter, were promised a long-
awaited solution to the security problem, based on new
technology. Those who doubted the feasibility were subjected
to criticism by the US Government which declared. that the
record of technological development convincingly disproves an
unjustified assertion on the technical unfeasibility of
anything.

But the incantations hardly made this fantastic idea more
convincing. To begin with, the assumption 'that any problem has
a technological solution is incorrect. It is wrong even for
technical problems. Thus, it is impossible in principle to
build a perpetuum mobile, to overcome the action of physical
laws, or to make man physiologically immortal.

Likewise, what Reagan promises to achieve with his “"star
wars program™ is unthinkable /in principle. Of course, one can
well imagine that with time (even enthusiasts promise to do
this no sooner than in sewveral decades) it will be possible
to develop a system using new weapons like mysterious beanms,
super-super computers and the like, which would be rather
effective in downing the now existing missiles. But will these
missiles still be "the® now existing"” by that time? The US
President has ignored a perfectly obvious truth! the same
human brain, the same research capacities, and the same
instruments which will be involved in the effort to develop
"defensive weapons' will bes working at the same time on the
weapons designed tc destroy these “'defensive weapons®”, to
overcome or evade them, or will be even trying to invent

something new against which these weapons will be powerless.
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In this sense there can be no absolute weapons promised by the
President -- it is really impossible to stop technical
progress, science and technology.

A failure of technology to ensure security is explained
not by its weakness,but by the fact that the security problem
is essentially political rather than technical. There is no
need to launch an enormous military program to prove this
again. This has already been proved. After all, there was a
time when an ordinary machine-gun was said td be a weapon
which could “put an end to war". Later on Dr.»Teller, who is
now a “star wars" advocate, advertized a thermonuclear bomb as
a weapon of "eternal peace”. In a word, history gave the
answer to a naive question which,.is being raised to mislead
the ignorant people: but what if'we make it, why shouldn’t we
try?

The unfeasibility of the /project in the form in which they
are trying to sell it to the American law-makers, to the
American public and to the allies of the USA, does not,
however, make it less dangerous. Moreover, the danger of the
project will make itself felt not some time in the future. It
is dangerous already now, at the stage which is being
hypocritically referred to.as “research".

In real fact this is (by no means research, not even the
development and testing of new weapons systems, but a new
round of the arms race, which may be unprecedented in scale
and danger.

Take, for one, the scope of this "research" -- 70 billion
dollars have been earmarked for it for eight years. This is
almost five Manhattan projects (in today’s prices), and more
than two Apollc projects. Meanwhile, until now the programs of
the development of atomic weapons, and of man’s landing on the
Moon were recerd in terms of spending.

Standing behind what is called R&D are the plans of
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unprecedented mobilisation of the funds, the scientific
potential, and all possible resources for a new qualitative
breakthrough in military technology all along the line! in
defensive and offensive, nuclear and conventional, space,
beam, kinetic and any other weapons. This is a breakthrough to
new, hitherto unknown dangers which would outdistance by far
the dangers of military nuclear technology although mankind
has not yet managed to cope with the latter, either. Is the
world community ready for such a leap to the unknown, to the
dangers, to the uncertainty? And does it want it? Nobody has
vyet asked this question. The problem has not yet besen even
practically discussed on such a plane.

Moreover, the gist of this problem is being concealed in
every possible way. They are trying to reduce it to something
much safer and simpler. Why not try and do away with the
nuclear threat by means of new defensive weapons? Let’s at
least study this problem and then decide what should be done.

But “then" it will be too late to decide anything for a
whole number of reasons. One of these is that in addition to
the 70 billion dollars a treuendoug’political price will have
to be paid for what is called "research" already "on the way",
so to speak. The Soviet-American talks on arms limitation
would most probably become the first victim. Their goal was
defined in January in an agreement between Andrei Gromyko and
George Shultz as prevention of an arms rac,dn space and its
cessation on Earth. But now, Washington declares, in defiance
of the agreement, the USA will be working on the development
of anti-missile defense in any event in order to find out
whether the proposed system will work or not. When this is
found out ¢ not before 1993 under the current plans ), a
decision on whether an ABM system should be deployed or not
will be taken. If the USA decides to deploy it, a moment will

come for another decision: whether to break the ABM Treaty
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unilaterally, or try to persuade the Soviet Union into
emasculating the Treaty to an extent where it would no longer
interfere with the implementation of the American plans.

A surprising approach! But what are the USSR add the USA
8upposed to negotiate in Geneva in this case in the next eight
or more years? That is, untiﬂ:ha moment when the  USA itself,
depending on the success of its work in military technology,
decides what should be done next? If the question is raised
in such a way, the discussion of space weapons)in the next few
years is ruled out altogether. And in this Case there is no
pPoint in discussing weapcons on the Barth./After all, in the
late ‘60s -- early ‘70s the USSR and the USA agreed that the
limitation, and, all the more 50, reduction of offensive
weapons is impossible without the linitation of defensive
armaments. The "star wars" project does not change one iota
this immutable strategic logie, This suggests the conclusion
that in the next eight or more Yyears the USA is not even
planning to conduct the talks in real earnest,regarding them
sooner as a propaganda  trick, an instrument ( may I be
pardoned for such a free expression) of swindling everyone. I
can well believe that Washington wants this. But do they in
Washington really think that 'the Soviet Union will take part
in these unseemly and dangerous games? Comrade Mikhail
Gorbachyov expressed the Soviet viewpoint on this question in
perfectly clear terms the other day: if the USA continues just
to drag out time in/the future, we shall be compelled to
reassess the entire situation.

What has been said suggests the conclusion: “"star wars"
are a destructive mine under the entire process of arms
limitation andsreduction, it is destructive already at the
current stage of the work on the project. Another conclusion:
"star wars" are a powerful generator of the arms race, which

is destabilizing the military-political situation in the
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world, regardless of the utter inconsistency and unfeasibility
of the idea of building an "impenetrable shield”. The point is
that even a not completely perfect anti-missile defense,of US
territory may become a component of what is planned 4s a
“first-strike" arsenal, all the more 80 since the launching of
work on a new ABM system is being accompanied by the continued
escalation of efforts to develop many types of offensive
systems -- the MX, Midgetman, Trident-2, B-1-B, Stealth and
others. Last but not least, it is being accompanied by the
further deployment in Europe of American Pershing-2s designed
for “decapitation", that is, a strike at the/other side’s
control and communication centers. In sucH conditions a stake
may be placed on the ability of even an imperfect defense
system to cope with the other side’s smail part of the
retribution forces which would survive-a first, "disarming"”
strike, thereby giving an aggressor freedom of action.

This is why far from disappearing, the nuclear threat will
grow with the beginning of work on SDI.

Maybe, for President Reagan himself “star wars" have
become an object of faith, insane faith which has no room for
doubts, a fanatical faith. But, ‘as Emyhs we can judge, there
are few faithful even in his close entourage who support SDI
without any reservations. Pragmatic calculations of the rest
have nothing in common with what the President promises. In my
opinion these calculations consist in the following.

The present Administration represents an extremely
conservative part of the US political spectrum, and is under a
very strong influence of the extremist circles and the
military-industrial'complex, of which the White House host is
a placeman. To be sure, there are quite a few people sharing
these extremist views among the President’s entourage, who
understand that a right, and all the more so, extremist wave

cannot last for long. Therefores the deliberate attempts both
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in domestic in foreign policies to consolidate the policy of
the far right, to impose it on the country for years ahead,
and thus to impose it on Reagan’s successors, no matter who
wins the next elections, and, significantly, also on the
American allies, are becoming increasingly obvious now. People
in Washington are in feverish haste precisely becausé they
want to make irreversible a new highly dangerous round of the
arms race under the present Administration. They want to do
this by using the inertia of the systems started and creating
around these systems economic and political pressure groups
with self-seeking interests.

I don’t know whether the threat posed to peace by this
policy is realized by elderly American politicians who have
nothing to lose, or by their younger colleagues who, without
seeing a real misfortune, not to mention war, have already got
used to playing in it, and have /made this their career. But
I’'m positive that this pastime, so to speak, may lead to the
death of all mankind, that they are really playing with fire.

(Pravda, July 1. In full.)
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TOKYO’S TACTICS AND WASHINGTON’S “DEFENCE" STRATEGY

V.Dalnev

The U5 administration is now increasingly trying_to
involve its allies in the implementation of plans to develop
strike space weapons. Its recent target has been Japan.

At the end of March the Japanese government received a
message from US Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger, which
contained an official proposal that Japan join.in developments
for the "star wars"” programme, called “strategic defense
initiative” in Washington. The Pentagon must have decided that
by tying one of its closest partners to the space
militarization plans it could ease in some measure the problem
of developing strike space weapons through the use of Japan’s
considerable achievements in high technology, and Japan’s
R and D effort, especially in the military field.

The 60-day deadline set for reply to the above
“invitation" in the message from the head of the US military
establishment has expired. Concerning the matter mentioned in
it the Japanese leaders say that the question is "frozen" in
the study stage and Tokyo’s final line will be determined
later on as "more information comes in" about the notorious
“strategic defense initiative". Some day in the future ... But
why is the Japanese progressive public sounding the alarm now,
why is there talk in the country about a very real threat of
Japan’s direct involvement in the practical efforts of those
who are trying to raise the arms race to a qualitatively new
level, which will ‘be considerably more dangerous for mankind?

Here we come across the problem of words and deeds in
Tokyo’s policy, the tactical course of the Japanese government
in relation to the US "presidential initiative" and Japan’s

true approach to the plans of overseas strategists pursuing
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far from "defensive" aims.

The Japanese leadership showed its bias in support of
Washington’s adventurist "initiative" back in January of this
year. during the Japanese-American summit meeting in Los
Angeles. In conversations with the US President the . Japanese
Prime Minister was not slow in expressing his “"understanding"
of the "star wars™ plans, including the setting up of a
large-scale ABM system with space-based elements. This stand
taken by the head of the government touched off a storm of
indignation in Japan where in the course of parliamentary
debates officials had to work hard to "explain” the Premier’s
statement and to motivate it with a certain semantic
difference between the words “understanding"™ and “support”,
with references to a lack of information on the American
“initiative", etc. Meanwhile, resort was made to propaganda
arguments, causing sceptical /smiles even in the US, about the
“purely defensive” nature of the concept of a non-returnable
first nuclear strike and that the "“strategic defense
initiative” pursues the aim of making ICBMs "useless" and is
directed at nothing less than the "elimination of nuclear
weapons'. According to Japanese Premier Yasuhiro Nakasone,
this was an "interesting” and "promising" idea. And that being
s0, it could be supported more vigorously, it seemed. The only
thing to do was to make a thorough "study"” and take into
account the possible dline ot the U5 West European allies in
NATO, where the response to the American plans has been far
from enthusiastic.

So the "study" went ahead full steam , involving the
nation’s leading experts. A headquarters was set up in Tokyo
to look into the various aspects of the "strategic defence
initiative” . It comprised representatives of the National
Defence Agency, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the

scientific and technological board and other official
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institutions. The Japanese Foreign Office set up a special
subdivision to gather appropriate information. Japanese
military departments are reported to have also begun their
"studies”. In April,a group of Pentagon experts visited Japan

at the invitation of its Government and held a series of
breafings with the Japanese side on technological aspects of
the "Star Wars" programme, with accent.naturally, on the
"advantages” of sharing in the development of strike space
weapons. Now, the Japanese Government’s representatives have,
in their turn, kept on hinting at the possibility of joining
the so-called "research studies” , going on in the US within
the framework of the "strategic defence initiative"™ , although
stressing the importance of a “considered approach” to the
matter.

Yet another step was taken by the Japanese leadership
during the latest capitalist summit.in Bonn. While conferring
with the West German Chancellor and the US President, Prime
Minister Nakasone made it already quite certain that he was
willing to accept Washington’s proposal and contribute towards
the implementation of the "Star Wars" concept. He did,
however, come forward with a series of reservations which, in
his judgement, would make that idea more acceptable to the
NATO States, and so help tone down the criticisms on that
account in Japan proper. What reservations?

For example, at the Bonn talks, the Japanese leader
subscribed to the argument that the "strategic defence
initiative" feasibility studies must not clash with the
so-called "concept ©of nuclear deterrence”. But what kind of a
“non-nuclear" character of the "Star Wars" , which Tokyo had
piumped tor earlier on , could one talk about then? And how
is such a “reservation”, put forward as a pre-requisite for
Japanese 1nvolvement in American plans, to be squared with the

status of non-nuclear Power, declared by the Government of
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Japan?

That and other similar reservations did not achieve the
purpose they were designed to achieve: the Bonn summit failed
to produce the "unity” Washington craved for in respect of the
"Star Wars” idea. Yet the Japanese leadership may have had
their political stock in the US raised a little. For Japan has
been among those who made an attempt, even if ineffective, at
hammering out a “common"™ NATO platform on that problem ,
naturally, in the sense of an approval of the militaristic
“initiative" of the White House.

So much for the political dividends. What about the actual
contribution Washington may expect Tokyo /to make towards
putting its “initiative" into effect at this point? Although
there has been no official announcement so far about Japan‘s
participation in the "Star Wars™ programme research , the
Japanese Foreign Office has declared more than once that the
Government “does not object” to private Japanese firms joining
this research venture. So @il that is required is the orders.
Besides, according to press reports, there is Japanese-
American cooperation in/certain research studies which
Jjournalists relate directly to the “"strategic defence
initiative'”. For example, the American Los Alamos Research
Centre is in contact with Osaka University in the area of
laser beam research , and is getting necessary machinery from
some Japanese manufacturing firms. This Centre , as the Asahi
newspaper reports, has been carrying on research for two years
to develop a beam weapon , with its main element, magnetic
block, produced by the Japanese Hitachi Magnetics, a sub-
sidiary of the Hitach: Kinzoku, a well-known company. The two
countries have their representatives cooperating in neutron
and laser beam research at the Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory, California. Yet another point to note is the

appreciably increased links between Japan and the US in
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matters relating to space exploration. The two countries ‘have
quite recently signed an agreement providing for Japan to
share in the construction of an American space orbiting
station, although, as Japanese officials claim, that wouild
have nothing to do nominally with the "Star Wars" research.

The scale of cooperation is not very great so far, at
first glance. But even at this point it implies Japan’s
eventual full-scale involvement in the implementation of the
Pentagon’s "strategic defence initiative'. Lieifitenant-General
James A. Abrahamson , chief of the "Star Wars" programme, in a
recent TV interview named the areas in which the US is seeking
to cooperate with Japan: computer technelogy with operaticnal
and programming equipment, electronic and optical equipment,
and appropriate technology and, laser /egquipment. And it is
Japan that is going to be asked to .supply all that within the
framework of "defence initiative” research, as the USA General
remarked in no uncertain terms. The Pentagon would not care
whether its requests would be met with the Japanese
Government’s explicit permission or by private firms. What it
does care about is the end result.

Judging by all indications, such an approach should not
meat with objections in Tokyo because it accords with the
tactics of the Japanese leaders. In actual fact, real
assistance will be given to the Pentagon while the government
will reserve the right te, as it were, remain uninvolved,
stressing that the question of its "final decision" continues
to be "studied.” Evidently, it is not mere chance that Japan’s
Prime Minister has recently stated in the parliament that the
question of the participation in the "star wars" programme
would not be ‘the subject of official debates and that the
government:'does not intend to conclude any new treaties or
agreements with the USA even if it takes part in research.”

There (s actually no need in any new agreements because
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the existing ones suffice. In November 1983, Japan bound
itself by an agreement with the United States on cooperation
in the sphere of military technology, having "forgotten' for
the sake of its "special partner™ the principles, adopted in
Tokyo, which regulate exports of arms abroad. The
implementation of this agreement is now beginning - a request
to supply the results of the newest military techneological
research exercises has been received from the Pentagon. As the
Japanese press writes pointing to the Japanese military
quarters as the source of information, the matter concerns
prilﬁarily systems which could be used in the "star wars"
programme. Does not this mean the beginfiing of a "new era" in
the Japanese-American military cooperation, an "era" which the
head of Japan’s Defence Agency mentioned in his talks with
Caspar Weinberger?

So, well-grounded is the anxiety of the Japanese and world
public over the dangerous evolution of the Tokyo government’s
position towards ever more open connivance at the US
hegemonistic ambitions which now involve also outer space.

It is well known that those who connive at the attempts of
the forces which are hostile to peace to gain military
superiority and to escalate confrontation by all means,
including space militarisation, also bear their share of
responsibility for the deterioration of the situation in the
world. At the same time, some people in Tokyo voice the view
that participation of Japan in carrying out the "strategic
defence initiative” would help it take a place among the
world’s leading powers, specifically in the military sphere.

But it must be abundantly clear that actions in such a
direction can do tangible damage to the prestige of any
country and that the dangerous effects of the moves in support
of the sinister strategy of war cannot be masked by any, even

the most artful tactic. The point is that the appreoach to the



adventurist "star wars™ plans advanced by Washington is a kind
of litmus-paper, an indicator of the attitude of one or
another state to the questions of strengthening peace and
international stability, and of its sincerity in these

matters.

(Pravda, July 9. In £ull.)
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FALSE ARGUMENTS OF WASHINGTON

Washington, September 6. TASS. In connection with a TASS
statement about the intention of the US Administration to hold

tests of the ASAT anti-satellite system trained on a real
target in outer space, the White House and the Department of
State came up with identical statements which said that the

US Administration intends to continue the/preparations for its
launching.

To justify this decision it is asserted in the statement
that the ending in this connection of the operation of the
Soviet Union’s unilateral obligationwnot to put anti-satellite
weapon systems into space is of little significance from
practical viewpoint since the Soviet Union allegedly has an
operating system which can/implement tasks set before it. The
statement stresses thatthe USA intends to hold the test so as
to promote the discussion of relevant issues at the Geneva
talks.

The Administration’s decision on the test of the
anti-satellite weapon actually means that the United States
has not given a positive answer to the Soviet proposal for a
moratorium on putting,anti-satellite weapons into space. The
assertions that the _Soviet Union was the first to make such a’
test contradict the facts which are as follows: back in 195%9
the United States was the first to effect the interception of
the "Explorer-6/satellite by means of a missile launched from
the B-47 bomber. Research intc the creation of interceptor
satellites (Bamby and Saint projects) was carried out in the
60s. In 1963=1967 the U5 deployed an anti-satellite complex on
Kwajalein/ Atoll on the basis of the "Nike-Zeus" anti-missile,

and the experimental-combat anti-satellite complex on the
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basis of "Thor" missiles was created on Johnston Island in
1964-1975.

In announcing the intention to launch the ASAT system,
the United States actually embarks on testing the second

generation of anti-satellite systems. Washington’s statement
that such tests allegedly give an impetus to holding serious
talks in Geneva on space problems serves to distract the :
attention of the public from the factual aspect of the matter.
It is precisely the United States that is intemsively
preparing the militarisation of outer space and it is in this
context that the planned tests of the ASAT system should be

viewed.

(Pravda, September 7. In full.)
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STAR WARS LABORATORY

Kwajalein is the main laboratory preparing Star Wars.
Three thousand US technicians live there in a territory
measuring 364 hectares,

"Kwajalein is our strategic laboratory,” said one American
general. The missile ground on the Kwajalein atoll (which
forms part of the US Pacific trust territory of Micronesia) is
crucial in three spheres--combat and experiméntal missile
tests, anti-missile defences, and the so-galled anti-
satellite defences.

Twenti five times a year the Vanderberg air base in South
California, USA, fires a missile which cover 7,700 kilometres
to Kwajalein in less than half ‘an hour. Placed around the
atoll’s lagoon is an array of sophisticated instruments which
analyse the trajectory, monitor the blasts of individual
warheads, assess the accuracy. of hits, and rate the efficiency
of electronic interference:. These data go into the Pentagon’s
predictions on the consequences of a strategic nuclear strike.

Apart from that, Kwajalein looms large in the anti-missile
defence programme, i.e. a programme for developing weapons
capable of destroying bailistic missiles. The programme aimed
at killing enemy missiles in flight is a major element in the
“strategic defence initiative"(i.e., the Star Wars
programme--Ed.).

The third sphere where Kwajalein is most important is
space monitoring. Serving as a sentry is Altair radar on the
Roi-Namur Islet north-east of the atoll. Altair is the
principal part of the Pacific barrier, the main uUs
anti-satellite network comprising radar stations on the
Philippines and Guam.

(Pravda, July 9, in full.)
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be withdrawn from Europe. The USSR and its Warsaw Pact allies
also want the 0ld World to be cleared of nuclear weapons.

The Advisory Council proposed that the negotiating
powers should introduce a moratorium on the deployment of any
new armaments as long as the talks were underway. However,
Washington has shown no interest in starting talks“on & morato-
rium. Moscow, on the contrary, declared that such a moratorium
would be an important prerequisite for the negotiations'
success.

Meanwhile, Mikhail Gorbachyov has declared in a Pravda
interview: "We are for an honest diaslogue./ We are again prepared
to demonstrate our goodwill. Since todsy--and I want to empha-
sise it--the Soviet Union imposes a moratorium on its medium-
range missile deployments and suspends. the implementation of
other retaliatory measures in Europe. 'The moratorium will be in
force until next November. What we will decide to do next will
depend on whether the United/8tates follows suit by halting its
medium-range missile deployments.in Europe."

- + -

The real designation of a"space shield" is easy to guess:
it is to protect American first-strike nuclear weapons, writes
Edgar Cheporov, Novosti political analyst. But this is just one
aspect of "star wars" strategy. The other, closely linked to
the first one, consists in the use of space weapons against enemy
targets on Earth. While the politicians keep mum about it, the
generals have said more than once that they are going to use the
space shield as a space sword.

~ One of US Ain'Force high-rankers Robert Marsh says that the
USA must gain a capability of waging a war from the Earth against
targets in space and from space against the Earth. Assistant
Secretary of the Air Force Edward Aldridge does not conceal that
one needn't gtrain imagination too much to see that a nation
which controls space may control the whole world.

These &are not just words. Their desire to"control the
whole world" has brought about practical moves as well.
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The New York Times wrote that the specialists working in
US government bodies and in industry now openly declare that
space weapons are designed by no means for defense alone, but
also for "important offensive functione“. These weapons may be
used as a defensive appendage of a nuclear attack, because they
will make it possible to launch nuclear missiles, while keeping
defense in reserve against potential retaliation. These weapons
can attack and destroy enemy satellites, the paper writes. More-
over, in expert opinion, these weapons can be used for strikes
from space against such ground-based targets as planes. tankers,
electric power stations and fields sown to grain crops in order
to cause immediate fires and inflict damage.

(APN, April 8, In full.)

THE END
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WILL OUTER SPACE BE PEACEFUL?
Leonid Zamyatin

New ABM Defence System -- Weapon of Aggression

In March 1983, the US President declared. establishment of
an all-embracing anti-ballistic missile defence system with
space-based elements to be the aim of his state policy. Accord-
ing to the sche%ggeof the authors of this/project, it is plan-
ned to deploy/a system of weapons (lasen, bPeam and others) de-
signed to destroy Soviet ballistic misgiles on the way from the
start to the final flight path of)\their warheads. Land-based
missile-killers are to be added«to space weapons. As a result,
a multilayer complex is being set up,in the atmosphere, in
space and on the earth.

The Washington Administration believes that in this way
it can protect the US territoryufrom Soviet missiles by destroy-
ing them at all the segments of the flight trajectory,at the
same time preserving the entire system of American strategic
weapons aimed against the Boviet Union, weapone which are sup-
posed to operate under the protection of this "shield."™ The
authors of the "strategic,defence initiative" are trying to
portray their idea of (space militarisation as "highly moral®
and "humane."

wWhat is the real sense of the large-scale space anti-
missile defence system? According to the preliminary estimates,
26,000 million dollars are to be spent on developing it over
the next five years. The advocates of setting up such a system
claim that in this way the United States allegedly wants to
“pave the way to a stable and secure peace.” However, this is
nothing else but the deception of the public. When US Defense
Secretary, Caspar Weinberger was asked what would happen if the
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Soviet Union were the first to build such a shield, he said
that if the Russians were the first to set up such a sygtem it
would be very, very dangerous in the world... This would, very
much resemble a world in which the Russians would hawe nuclear
weapone whereas the United States would have none of them, he
said.

So, this is the real "stabilising role" of{ the defensive
armaments of which the Washington Administratiomhwat all its
levels is now talking hypocritically day and might. The large-
scale anti-ballistic missile space defence,,asyit is called in
the USA, is in fact an offensive system, & wWeapon of aggresion,
which serves the aim of gaining military/superiority over the
Soviet Union from outer space.

In his State--of-the-Union, Message the US President claims
that the deployment of the ABMuspace systems pursues an aim of
"containing war both in space and on the earth.” But this claim
turns everything upside downs, It i8 not mere chance that in the
United States this programmé is _called "star wars.” By deploy-
ing space systems, including ntui¢clear ones, the United States
wants to obtain a possibility of delivering a first nuclear
strike hoping that retaliatiom will not follow. This programme
forms one whole with the intention of the USA to build up its
offensive potential.

One should also keep in mind that these days the US
Administration is sparing no effort to make Congress agree to
new massive appropriations for continuing to develop six new
types of strategic effensive armaments -- the MX intercontinental
ballistic missilely’ the Midgetman mobile missile, the new
Trident-2 sea-based missile, two new types of heavy bombers,
and long-distafnce Cruise missiles (it is planned to manufacture
over 12,000 %of them). The stationing of new American nuclear
missiles in Western Europe continues. Of course, these militar-
ist preparations, which are unprecedented in peace time, have
nothing te do with the statements by Washington about its striv-
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ing for "dismantling nuclear weapons" as the ultimate goal.

The intended US deployment of space-based anti-missile
defence systems increases the danger of a nuclear war and leads
to a new round of the arms race which threatens to spill over
into outer space.

This makes Ronald Reagan's references to the "humane"
nature of the "star wars" idea in a recent "private" interview
with Wall Street Journal, the mouthpiece of thHe Banking commun-
ity, stand out as particularly cynical, with)the President call-
ing for an unstinting expenditure on its implementation.

A "Research Project"? A False Argument

This is yet another of Washington's arguments which has
been widely used by the US propaganda media to prove the alleged-
ly "harmless nature of a large-scalée space-based anti-missile
system." It is contained in the President's State—of the-Union
Address. The same argument ‘came up “in an address by the US
Secretary of Defense in early February to the international
conference in Munich of the West German military research
Wehrkunde society. The "star wars" programme, the Americans
say, is merely a research project and it is so far premature to
talk that it is dangerous. This is not so. Any weapons system
goes through a research stage. The Manhattan project that
brought forth the A bomb had been through a research stage too.
Yet what it led to waS the tragedy of Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

According to competent US specialists, the US research
has approached the boundaries of the Soviet-American anti-mis-
sile defence treaty: Moreover, some US officials claim that
the United States .will renounce the treaty as soon as it con-
siders that the research results make it possible to tackle
the whole of ‘this programme.

It is‘mot by chance that we have mentioned the Munich
conference which was attended by representatives of the main
NATO couatries. Speaking in support of the American plans for
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the militarisation of outer space, Federal Chancellor Helimut
Kohl of the FRG said what even the Americans sometimes prefer
to hold back. According to him, there are serious differences
on all issues involved in the Soviet-US talks, which give no
ground to hope for a positive outcome during at least the next
ten years. It follows from this, he said, that it is necessary
to conduct "research"” in line with the programme for the mili-
tary uses of outer space to bring pressure to bear on the
Soviet Union. One could not spell it out clearer.

The USSR Will Not{ Stand By

Thus, by using cunning propaganda tricks, Washington and
its NATO allies are seeking to 8ell to the public a "secure
project"” of space wars which will allegedly result in the crea-
tion of "non-nuclear space weapons' capable of removing the
nuclear threat to Western Eurcpe amd the United States itself.

This is an illusion and deception. Asked by the Wall
Street Journal whether the alleged "impregnability of the space
shield for nuclear weapoms" was true to fact, the President had
to admit that it gave no one-hundred-per-cent guarantees of
anti-missile security either to the USA or its allies.

The Reagan Administration is doing its utmost to hide
the fact that preparations for "star wars" would dramatically
destabilize the stratégic situation in the world, and entail
2 sharp build-up of mew weapons. Behind the soothing and primi-
tive idea of a "strategic shield" in outer space there is the
fact that the United States is developing new weapons of mass
destruction. US gtrategic armaments are not being reduced by
a single unit, In other words, that will be a "sword" instead
of a "shield," and the former, in US strategists' view, will
increase thei? ability to deliver a first strike at the Soviet
Union.

But'does the United States think that the Soviet Union
will sit idle, awaiting the results of the US "research" in
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the field of space anti-missile defence? Faced with such,danger-
ous plans, the Soviet Union will do all in its power to“prevent
a US superiority over itself, as the leaders of our Party and
State have said more than once. The Soviet Union woudd)have to
increase the power of its weapons in retaliation tg the attempts
of the United States to get an opportunity to deliver a nuclear
strike with impunity. The Soviet Union will do so because the
Soviet leaders have warned many times that the(USSR will never
allow a military superiority of the United States over itself.

Will the Talks Be a Success?

The sober-minded public is aware of the danger inherent
in the American plans; it calls for prevemting the militariza-
tion of space. Such plans, harboured by the White House, are
being opposed in Western Europe:and in the United States. James
Schlesinger, former US Secretary 6f Defense, told the Senate
Foreign Relations Committeeythe other day that the idea of creat-
ing an absolute defence shield for the United States, an idea
80 popular with President Reagan, is thoroughly illusory for it
only channels vast material and spiritual resources of the
country in a direction whichuis fraught with fatal military and
political consequences for the United States.

There is vast positiye response all over the world to the
Geneva meeting between (Andrei Gromyko and US Secretary oghgtate
George Shultz. The world is eager to hear good news about/curb-
ing of the arms racg.nln solving the problems of space and
nuclear armaments thé Soviet Union not just proceeds fron posi-
tions of ensuringdits own security, but is taking into azcount
the interests of*mankind. The agreement reached in Geneva on
the subject and &ims of the Soviet-American talks reflects
this stance ¢f the USSBR. And the question arises at this point:
how will theyGeneva talks proceed? The answer is both simple
and complicated. If the United States adheres to the Soviet-
American/ agreement both within and outside the framework of
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the talks, a real possibility may arise of their succesk\d
by

effectiveness. Meanwhile the talks, as has been recogni
the sides, are aimed at reaching effective agreement:*

N4

(Moskovskiye Novosti, Februv 24. In full.)

avert
the arms race in space and stop it on the Earth.
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FOREIGN AFFAIRS BRIEFING

Gennady Gerasimov, a spokesman for the USSR Foreign
Ministry, described as a “lame duck" at a briefing at the
Foreign Ministry press centre on October 30 a report in the
West German newspaper Bild echoed by Australian mass media to
the effect that the USSR had ullagedlf outstripped the United
States in SDI, installing strategic defence lasers, one at
Sarochiganak in Kazakhstan.

These fabricated reports allege that the Soviet Union has
Put such lasers to combat use and has brought down or, at
least, put out of action three US satellites. On October 29

The Washington Post also carried an article claiming that the

Soviet Union is using anti-satellite weapons. It alleged that
over the past six months powerful microwave beams sent from
Soviet territory into outer spbace have on several occasions
put US reconnaissance satellites out of action.

If the USSR has cutstripped ‘the United States in SDI,
Gennady Gerasimov said, why thén does not the United States
accept our proposal that research in that field be halted,
laboratories be opened for inspection and everything be taken
under control so that no space-strike weapons are created?

The Soviet Union has no laser weapons and the USA is wall
aware of that, because the USSR has already given explanations
to the USA on that score: There is an experimental laser plant
in Sarochiganak, but ‘that is not a weapon. It can neither
bring down nor put satellites out of action; its aim is only
to watch space?rﬁttallutions in space. The West German Bild,

The Washington Post and the Australian mass media have spread

slanders.

Gennady Gerasimov then touched upon the report in The

Washington Times, which is known for its ties with the current

US Administration and which guoted US intelligence sources in
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issuing inventions that the USSR was planning to open
consulates in the Mexican cities of Ensenada and
Ciudad-Juarez. According to the newspaper, the USSR Consulate
in Ensenada would be an ideal base for connections with
"Soviet agents" employed at numerous arms manufacturing plants
in California. As far as the consulate in Ciudad-Juarez is
concerned the newspaper claims it would be very advantageously
placed for Soviet radio-electronic intelligence to monitor
tests within the SDI framework at the US proving ranges at
Fo;t Bl;as and Whitesense.

o This. the spokesman for the US3R Foreign Ministry said, is
a fresh spy-scare. By spreading such absurdities, the USA
would liké to beshadow the development of Soviet-Mexican
relations. In real fact the gquestion of opening the
afore-mentioned consulates was not raised, and no such
guestion has stood at all. Everything was invented from
baginning to end. It is pure fabrication.

Answering a guestion about the arrest in San Francisco on
October 27 of a certain Allan John Davis on a charge of spying
for the Soviet Union, ‘the spokesman for the USSR Foreign
Ministry said that the FBI was continuing its game of FBI
agents posing for officials of the Soviet Consulate General in
San Francisco and tempting Americans into selling them secrets
s0 as to arrest them as "Soviet agents'”. That was the case
that time too. Thus, Gennady Gerasimov noted, you find
thousands of *“Soviet spies”.

That provocative game is used for whipping up anti-Soviet
hysteria and spy-scares in the United States to discredit
Soviet representatives. Gennady Gerasimov added that none of
the personnel of the USSR Consulate General in San Francisco
had ever met Davis or contacted him by phone.

X x x

An announcement has been made in the FRG on discontinuing
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investigation into the cases of former figures of Hitler
Justice, the so-called Judges and prosecuting attorneys as
well as the "people’s court" of the Nazi Reich, which passed
from 1937 to 1945 a total of 5,243 death sentences on
anti-fascists and other opponents of the Nazi regime.

Gennady Gerasimov commented that Soviet people could only
condemn the decision to stop prosecuting former Nazi Judges in
the FRG. He recalled that the Soviet Union suffered the
greatest losses in the fight against Hitler Germany.

Satisfaction was expressed at the briefing in connection
with the decision of the Swedish government to deny political
asylum to Carl Linnas, former commandant of/the fascist
concentration camp in the Estonian city of Tartu, who has been
sentenced by Soviet court to capital punishment in absentia.
The Soviet Union proceeds from .the corresponding international
laws under which the Nazi war/crimifials should be extradrted
for trial and punishment to the countries where they had
committed their crimes. As ragards Carl Linnas, the Soviet
side has repeatedly reguested the USA that he be extradited.

x X X

Moscow, October 30. (TASS.) Asked by the London Times
correspondent the attitude ‘ef the Soviet Union to the 150-mile
"defence zone" proclaimed by the British government around the
Malvinas (Falkland) Islands, the Soviet Foreign Ministry
spokesman stated: "It is regrettable that the British side has
taken unilateral steps contradicting the UN decision on those
islands. Britain has done nothing to fulfil the decision and
is impeding its implementation by its unilateral actions".

(TASS, October 30. In full.)
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THE SOBERING OF AMERICA

T.Kolesnichenko

It is already clear that the latest Congressional
elections in the US will have a special place in the country’s
history. The main distinction about them is that the
pre-election campaign of the Republicans and the Democrats was
centred not only and not so much on the traditional internal
problems as on other issues. This time the fqggg of the

struggle was on the foreign policy of the administration and,

s s

first of all, on the naibfiaagugtrategic Defense Initiative,
or SDI. There is nothing strange about this. The
Soviset-American meeting in Reykjavik has revealed a "moment of
truth"™ and shown who is who and the real wvalue of things. Even
the most apolitical Americans have started asking why such a
unigue chance was missed in Reykjavik although the two sides
were on the verge of the adoption of historic decisions in the
field of disarmament. Is 5DI, they ask, which became the
stumbling block in Reykjavik, really worth rejecting the idea
of the elimination of nuclear weapons which threaten the
existence of mankind, naturally including America itself?

This is precisely the factor that decided the strategy of
the Republicans at the last-week elections. Their task was to
distort by all available means (including downrigﬁt deception
and disinformation) the meaning of the talks in Reykjavik, and
to portray that meeting as a "“US victory". This particularly
applied to SDI - all the more so since the Democrats, having
sensed the mood of the electorate,lashed out against it with
renewed vigour. This is one of the reasons why the US
President himself decided to join the election campaign. Like
an experienced salesman, he travelled all around the US (more
than 25,000 miles altogether), visited 23 states and made 54

speeches, laying the emphasis on SDI in each of those speeches.



Monday, November 10, 1986 7

It has turned out that SDI has two faces. One of thenm
is turned to the outside world and first of all to the Soviet
Union. We are being convinced that SDI is not at all a
Star Wars programme, not the deployment of new weapons in
space and certainly not a first-strike weapon. What 1is wrong,
indeed, about a scheme under which not people but only
ballistic missiles will be destroyed?

But then the President turns to the American audience and
everything gets into its place. Under the "defensive" mask of
SDI comes out the scary face of the god of war. It is
strategic might, “invulnerability" of America.and its position
of strength.

It seemed to the White House that all these propaganda
incantations were falling into receptive soil. Public opinion
polls taken before the Reykjavik meeting indicated that
about 70 per cent of the Americans saw SDI as a "happy
inpf. The Americans were told that in addition to the
promised “invulnerability", SDI would lead to an economic
boom in America and would all but end unemployment. Even
dgzigg the firgE_days after the Reykjavik summit support of

SDI in new opinion polls was stiil guite solid.

Ff&agyithen th;; sudden sogaring? Why the elections which the
President himself actually turned into a referendum on his
policy and, first of all, on SDI ended in defeat for the
RepEEii;FDS and put the Democrats ag;;é-bf_then? Aﬁil see it,
there were several re;séns for that.

First, the "echo of Reykjavik" and, first of all, the
accurate and honas£>§;esantution of facts by Moscow in its
account of the events at the negotiations in the Icelandic
capital has reached America and shown the whole incongruity of
Washington’s propaganda campaign and the perversity of its
logic. Many Americans must be given credit for not buying

Washington’s naive stories that the "position of strength"
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expressed in SDI "has led the Soviet Union to the talks
and concessions'.

Second, the practically-minded Americans have eventually
started to realize that their President has lost, having
chosen a chimera instead of the real, unprecedented proposals
of the Soviet Union which, in contrast to SDI, would have
ensured general security, including that of the United States.

It can be said that the voters have also seen at last that
the SDI programme will not liberate them from dinternal
problems but will only exacerbate them as well as the economicg
situation and push down their living standards. Billions of
dollars have been thrown into the bottomless pit of the arms
race under the pretext of "strengthening the country’s
security”. Where is that security now? Has it really been
achieved? In the meantime, the tax-payers are being now asked
to produce no longer billions but several trillion dollars for
the development of SDI. As it is, America is already
living deeply in dept because of its huge budget deficit.

So SDI is not an "insurance policy™ but a "bankrupt’s
policy" and the way to a still heavier debt.

(Pravda, November 9. Abridged.)
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TECHNOLOGICAL GENIUS IN THE SERVICE OF PEACEFUL
OUTER SPACE

Discussions in the First Committee of the 4lat Session of

the UN General Assembly

V.Sukhoi, Pravda own correspondent

New York, October 30 - The views exchanged in the First
Committee of the UN General Assembly (political issues and
security, including disarmament) reflect the serious concern
felt by the world Community over the dangérous plans to extend
the nuclear arms race to space.

Why does the Soviet Union consider the Strategic Defense
Initiative a symbol of obstruction to the process of nuclear
disarmament? A concrete and well-argued answer to the question
was contained in a speech made at the Committee’s meeting by
Academician R.Z2.S5Sagdeyev.

Proceeding from the results of the Reykjavik meeting, the
Soviet representative ocoutlined the scientific, techological,
&nd military-strategic aspects of space militarisation, which
are all closely interlinked. SDI champions prefer mainly to
fire the imagination of tax-payers with exciting prospects
likely to be offered by ‘the Star Wars Programme to scientific
and technological progress. But they say little or nothing
about dangerous military-strategic consequences which would
inevitably stem from SDI. Among these mention must be made of
a change in the existing doctrine based on nuclear deterrence:;
narrowing down of the strategic balance - and as a consequence
- the loss of ability to move to ever lower levels of nuclear
confrontation, up to and including elimination of all nuclear
weapons; inevitable competition between the offensive and
defensive kinds of weapons, in which, as history suggests, the
advantage will always be with offensive weapons.

Deployment of so-called defensive systems in space would



Friday, October 31, 1986 S

lead to a highly dangerous kind of instability, which may be
described as "space"™ instability. As for speculation about SDI
"secrets" being shared with a potential enemy, there cannot be
any talk of this procedure in the light of the ever-toughening
embargoes clamped by the US administration even on what seems
to be the most lnnocuous types of technology.

The historic lesson of the Reykjavik summit, indicated
Sagdeyev, shows that there is hope for a political way of
removing the nuclear threat, a way leading to elimination of
nuclear weapons entirely. Spreading of the arms race to outer
space has a peaceful alternative - exploration and utilisation
of space in the interests of all humanity. American science
and American technology have made outstanding advances in this
area, including in international space cooperation. So it is
to be hoped that the American strategic thinking proves worthy

of the American nation’s technological genius.

(Pravda, October 31. In full.)
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SDI: US MILITARY AND TECHNOLOGICAL IMPERIALIS

Academician V. Avduyevsky

International security is now at an impermissibly low
level. It survives only thanks to a rough Soviet-US strategic
balance. To upturn this parity, Washington is engaged in the
unprecedented mobilisation of the resources and research and
technological capabilities of the West for another
breakthrough in weapons with the aid of the Strategic Defence
Initiative.

Although its aims are illusory, SDI is dangerous because
it is not just another arms buildup programme. SDI aims at
developing global space weapons to hit in a fraction of a
second targets in space and from space on Earth. The US
militarists want to use space weapons to terrorize other
nations and force them to comply with American diktat. It is
very dangerous that the SDI system will have computers to
decide what targets to hit in space and on Earth.

"To divert attention from its aggressive purposes, the US
Administration is staging a farce. The greatest liar on
record, Washington pledges to remove the nuclear threat and
ensure a hopeful future allegedly possible with ever more
deadly weapons.

To develop such weapons, physical principles, not yet
fully grasped, are to be used and new discoveries made to
facilitate a technological leap.

To handle problems under the SDI programme, the United
States is profoundly militarising its major economic sectors,
research institutions and universities. However,
militarisation and the concentration of effort on new weapons
undermine basic research and new civilian technology, which
can make US commodities less competitive internationally. As a

result, Washington is losing the economic leadership of its allies.
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Bent on global domination, the US military-industrial
complex sees the way out in controlling new technology
research and scientific and technological projects in'other
capitalist countries. What makes this control all the more
important is the fact that some Western countries are much
ahead of the United States in powerful lasers, computers,
optical-electronic systems, optics and control systems crucial
to SDl.

The Star Wars Programme is a major instrument of the
projected economic and technological expansionism. Pledging to
develop a space umbrella for protection from Soviet missiles,
the United States is signing thousands of contracts under the
SDI programme.

The governments of Britain, West Germany, Italy and Israel
have signed agreements on participation in Star Wars research.
Talks are underway on Japan’s involvement.

Some NATO countries are developing lasers to destroy
missiles, and systems for electronic warfare and other
purposes. Greatly ahead of the West in microcomputers,
optical-electronic systems and robots, Japan has agreed to
transfer its secret military technology to the United States.
The Pentagon is signing contracts, running into millions of
dollars, with private firms in those Western countries which
have refused to participate in SDI.

The Western goverments which pledged to participate in SDI
say they want to have access to new technology and enhance
their role internationally. In reality, by joining the 5DI
club they become daﬁandent on America economically and
technologically. Let me say it once again that‘gha hopes the
United States entertains with regard to SDI are illusory.
However, SDI ;;; lead to a massive merger of imperialist
corporation§;'ln view of the existing military alliances,rthis

merger would result in the NATO countries and Japan becoming
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agbordinutad to US military and economic diktat. These nations
would become part and parcel of a Washington-led military and
technological empire. Attempts by some Western states to
develop the Eureka space programme of their own will hardly
change this prospect. I think that the Eureka programme will
for various reasons become a constituent of the American SDI.

The leaders of major capitalist countries certainly have
all information on doubts as regards SDI’s technical
feasibility and its real designation and see through the US
imperialist policy of technological and economic expansionism.
However, some of them deliberately back US imperial ambitions.
Seeing the US as the bulwark of reaction, right-wing elements
in capitalist countries are going against national interests
to preserve their class privileges. It is not accidental that
after the Soviet-US summit in Reykjavik some Western leaders
have come out against abolishing nuclear weapons in Europe.

Contradictory actions by the United States and its allies
in the international stage and their desire to avoid certainty
at disarmament talks show that the political stand of the
opponents of detente is shaky and the aggressive intentions of
the militarists are doomed.

The USSR and other socialist countries counter imperialist
aggressive plans by a restrained and confident policy of peace
aimed at abolishing nuclear weapons and preventing space
militarisation. This policy is meeting with growing
understanding and support on the part of all peace forces and
realistically-minded Western leaders. Acting in concert, they
can and should upturn US domination plans. Science and

technology should and will promote the prosperity of humankind.

(Pravda, November 5. In full.)
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STAR WARS--EARTHLY CONCERNS

Under this heading the newspaper Pravda carries an article
by its Washington correspondent Gennadi Vasilyev telling about the
increasing struggle in the US between opponents and supporters of
a space arms race, with the help of which "Washington hopes to
achieve the elusive but cherished aim of gaining strategic mili-
tary superiority over the socialist states."

It appears that some people in Washington are still think-
ing least of all of preventing an arms race in space ac’ *terminat-
ing it on earth, writes the Pravda correspondent.

"Of late, especially after the Soviet-American meeting in
Geneva, where it was decided that averting space militarisation
would be one of the key poisits of future talks on curbing the arms
race, certain representatives of the US administration have begun
to say that it is still - prémature to be concerned about military
space plans because so far it only involves the research and
experimental stage."”

In particular, according to the Waghington Post, the US
President's national security adviser Robert McFarlane has de-
clared so, notes Vasilyev, adding that ambassador at large
Paul Nitze, informing the West German allies of the Geneva meeting,
argued that the NATO countries "should maintain pressure on the
Soviet Union" and continue the deployment in Western Europe
of 572 missiles "until an agreement is reached which will either
limit, or liquidaté them."

Yet, stregseg the Pravda correspondent in this connection,
pressure on the Soviet Union is an absolutely futile undertaking,
which has never produced the results hoped for by the warhawks.
For the suceess of the talks something different is needed: tha%
they should be conducted on a basis of equality, consideration
of mutual interests and strict observance of the orinciple of
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rarity and equal security.

Realistically thinking Americans, Vasilyev writes further,
are cpposed tc space militarisation. They are concerned-about
the future of their country and the future of the entire world.
In their ranks are people of the most diverse social status and
from different walks of life, representing the Democrats and
the Keoublicans, the liberals and the conservatives: Thus,
the sponsors of the "national campaign to save the Treaty on the
Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Misgsile Systems, " a'ratified and
operating Soviet-American strategic-arms restriction agreement
the existence of which is threatened by Washimgton's plans for
sz large-scale anti-ballistic missile system, include: world-
famous scientisis Fans 3ethe, Sidney Drell, Marvin Goldberger,
Richara Garwin, Carl Sagan, Jerom Wiesner, Herbert York, John
Kennetn Galbraith; former President Jimmy Carter:; former ambas-
sador tc the USSR Averell Harriman; ‘former Secretaries of
State Dean Rusk, Cyrus Vance,”Edmuhd Mugkie; and retired
venerals and Admirals--Tom ‘Davis,/Noel Gayler and John Marshall
Lee,

Among those concerned are/even such apparently unlikely
candidates for the role of opponents of the arms race as former
CIA directors William Colby amd Stansfield Turner.

Recently, the Pravda , eorrespondent notes further, Robert
McNamara, Defence Secretary.in the administrations of Kennedy
and Johnson, McGeorge Bundy, a former presidential national secu-
ity adviser in the same period, and Gerard Smith, former head
of the US delegation at the SALT-1 talks, have strongly denounced
the "star wars" program. Together with eminent historian and
diplomat George Kemman they published a Joint appeal to the US
administration to“stop before it is too late in its space ambi-
tions.

In the USA, Vasilyev writes in conclusion, an ever larger
number of peovle are beginning to see that the world is living
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through an exceptional moment and that it is necessary ¢ de
everything to avert the danger hanging over mankind. It'is
precisely the antiwar movement that has been one of the main

component forces which have induced Washington to start talk-
ing about peace.

(Pravda, Jamary 21. Summary. )
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THE SEVEN STOREYS OF SDI
V. Chernyshev, Ph.D. (Techn.?

As nmilitary experts say, the 5SDI’s mission is to create
the conditions for a pre-emptive nuclear strike at the Soviet
Union without fear of a kratuliut.ory one which must be warded
off by a Ep.;c.!e*based anti-missile defence system. So, the
pre-emptive nqclear strike is the major objective of the whole
Dat:enc:e Initiative. That is what accounts for the present
full-scale drive in the U3 to build up the str;\tegic offensive
nuclear potential -- the ballistic MX. 'Ifrij!_@nt, Midgetman

missiles, strategic B-1B and ATB (Stealth) bombers,. Etrﬁtagic

ulr—. saa-, and ground bused Cruxse nussiles, und the mad:um-

rangs ballistic missiles. Washington strategmbs just need a

— .

“"space shield” to make sure I:.hey c:r.m use t.he whole oE this

arsenal.

There is an intensive development effort under way across
the Atlantic to design strike space weapons, find the ways of
deploying them "most effectively”, choose the orbits for them
to follow and Eigu; out how many space-based combat platforms
are necessary and what particular types of weapons are best to
use in space.

A general "lntegr_gt,eg" plan for a large-scale anti-missile
defence system wit.h space-based elements has already been
worked out in the US. A special group of ten corporations--
Pentagon contractors--working under SDI Programme direction,
has eramined altermative variations of the system which first
comprised four;, then five, six and now seven echelons (in the
U3 they culll t:i;am "storeys™ _ﬁnd “tiers™) for the deployment
of strike space weapons.j '

What dao they mean by the "storeys"?
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Tha first two, those of the propu151on stage, will be
oc:c:upxed by combat space stations with directad radiation
weapons (luser and particle beam weapons) as well as kinetic

weapons (self homing small-sized m155i195 and electromugnatic

guns). The neyt two storeys, also comprising the abave- N

mentioned weapons, nreT’or hitting missiles in the ballistic
stage. . N
There can be yet another, fifth storey of the system to be

created for the ballistic trajectory. The New Yogk Times has

reported that the -ideu in this respect is t;c_a_creute “clouds"

of particles or aerosols which must facilitate target

"selaction” up in space. The last two storeys will be

“"controlled" by grc-und bnsed mterceptnr missxlns of two types

_——

designed to destroy m1z-slla wurhends nqht. bBEore their entry

inb-o the atmosphere and in the dense luyers of the utmosphare.

The Pentagon has already carried out appropriate
calculations for the initial deployment of the Star Wars
system. The first stage will mean putting up 3’_.3(_!(1 space-based
combat platforms capable of carrying self—homing small-sized
missiles as well as Etutimns equipped with rud1olocator5 and

specml SENs0rs. There will have to be some 600 space

-

luunchans to that end during a three-year penod, us
Department of Defence people estimate. Time magazine says that
a total of some 1.2 million kg of SDI devices of all kinds

will have to be put into space within the first year only. The

entire Star Wars programme will require up to 5,000 shuttle

missions.

The strike space arms now in the making must, as the

Pentagon sees it, possess a whole series of unmatched

properties. They are intended for almost insit,untly hitting

their turgets up to thousands of miles away.

Some Amaricnn specmhsts consider chemical lasers to be

best suited for use from space-based combat platforms. Such a
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laser is like a jet engine m _operution: it has the working

chemical mixture pumped through a resonator at a supersonic
o = % 4 o

speed. Some of the energy raeleased in a chemical reaction can
be obtamined as directed streams of electromaanetic radiation

within an optical range. This energy is made to converge

within a narrow directed beam by means of a system of mirrors

and resonance chambers.

An X-ray laser with nuclear blast pumping is particularly

prominen_t, in t.he_‘US Star Wars Programme. Appropriations for an
X-ray laser in fiscal 1986 have recently been estimated at gOD
million dollars. It is the K-ray laser that hmas been reported
to be one cﬂ.-'u the rea=ons why the White House is refusing to
join the moratorium announced by the Soviet Union because this
kind of work requires underground nuclear explosions.

There is an intensive effort under way,too, to davelqp
another type of strike weapon -- particle beam weapon which
will be using high-energy particle beams (electrons and
protons);

- Yat _;not,her line of research is on "elfct.rodynamicrmnss
accelerators’ or "elegtromaqnetic guns". An experimental gun
ol-" this t;r:re, named Ged}, has been déQeloped in the -
laboratories of the electrical mechanics centre of the
University of Texas. A ball-shaped "shell” weighing some 150
grammes has been tiesb-flred at the initial speed of 5 km/sec.

It is pfesumed that the starting velocity of such shells can

- r

be brought up to 45 km/sec, which means. foreign observers

note, making such weapons more effective t;hun missiles in
space. At the present time, work is in progress to develdp yet

dhother version of electromagnetic gun, Gedi-2, 39 metres

long.
" While working intensely on the "new kinetic'" weapons, the
Pentagon . is not giving up “classic™ scheq\ps either. Since

neither/ laser nor particle beam weapons have yet been created
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and since there is atlll no opportunity of maas—producing
electomagnatnc - guns, the men in the Pentagon are reasoning, it
is import.unt, not t,c' lose time in stuEEing the Earth und
space with common mtssiles, such as small-sized m1ssiies with
rudiolocutor or inEra-red salf- homtng warheads.

All that shows what a sweeping front of work is on in the
US to produce arms for tha Star Wars. Some in Washington
clearly hope that, having started the stage-by-stage
militarization of space in the next few years and relying on
its will-o’-the-wisp "technological superiority”, the US will
be in a position toﬁuﬁset the militury-etrgtagic balance to

its own advantage and gel:. an opportunit-y for nuclear

aggression without fear of retaliation.

That is why t.he Pentag;-lixa—:t: pains tc:: try and "legahze
the actual testing and “experimentation™ 7urgc_lq;' the Star Wars
Prc;gramme. That is why it is sg@ adamant in opposing the Soviet
proposal for a more effective enforcement of the Treaty on the
Limitation of the Anti-Ballistic Missile Syntems, including
the mutual commxtment ub;ut unfailing compliance with the
restrictions it provides for.

The Soviet Union’s position with regard to Star Wars
advocates has been spelled ‘out by M.5. Gorbachev, General
Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, in his recent
television Statement. They should not think they can frighten
us in this case either, or goad us into unnecessary spending.
1If we have to, we will quickly find the answer, and t,hat.
answer will not be the one they in the US expect it to be. But

ib will be an unswer thut, wul muke the St.cu' Wurs FProgramme

good for nothing.

(Krasnaya Zvezda, August 28. Abridged.)
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SELF-MESMERIZED BY POWER POLITICS

M.Vasiliev

If anyone cared to analyze Washington’s current political
vocabulary, he would find the word "strength”™ used more often
than any other. In fact, it is uttered practically every day
from the pulpits of the White House and the State Department,
not to speak of the Pentagon. There is nothing surprising
about it, by and large: the present Administration drummed
itself into office six years ago with a clamour for the
restoration of U.S. military superiority. The new thing about
this kind of incantation is the claim that superiority alone
is compelling the Russians to talk about disarmament.

This campaign would seem to have reached its peak in the
few weeks between the Reykjavik summit and the U.S. elections
early in November. But the campaign rhetoric, with everything
it implies -- promises, braggery and downright lie, and with a
poorer-than-expected showing for the Administration, is long
since over. So it would seem to be the right time to consider
what is, indeed, required for the success of the talks on the
most important issue of modern times, that of human survival.

Unfortunately, that appears to be the last thing on its
mind. The President ..eeps on saying! "We negotiate from a
position of strength.® He sees that as the way to success.
Moreover, there is a rather uncommon show being put on.
Through a chorus of cheers for Reagan’s "intractability™ on
the arms-in-space business, one can hear a distinct warning
note coming from the conservative elements who are up against
a Reykjavik-style approach even on the issues that were agreed
on in principle. The NATO brass hats as well as the West
German Chancellor, Helmut Kohl, the British Prime Minister,
Margaret Thatcher, and the right-wing elements around the U.S.

President himself have joined in calling for any talks with
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the Soviet Union to be conducted from “tough"™ positions,

Is SDI really building up America’s power and, looking at
this problem realistically, does it increase the chance of
success at the talks? 0Of course, SDI is mobilizing some of the
technological resources of the U.S. and its allies. But it is
drawing these resources off into the "black hole! of
unpredictability. Of course, SDI is a doping injected into the
U.S. economy. But that at the cost of trillions of dollars
that the nation will have to pay, although the U.S. Federal
Budget deficit has swollen to unprecedented proportions and
the nation is in debt as it is. Of coursey SDI is heating up a
wave of chauvinism, but raising jingoist passions means
increasing the danger of war that may well spell the destruc-
tion of all living things and, consequently, those behind it
as well.

To sum up the "tips" that the U.5. Administration has been
following and is, evidently, going to follow at the
Soviet-American talks, these boil down to a denial of the very
essence of the talks, that is;, the pursuit of a compromice
arrangement between egual partners for the sake of common
interests. There is a kind of attack from the right even
against the accords reached in Reykjavik, and those accords
themselves are being called in question. The militarist
circles in the U.S. and in Western Europe recognize only this
concept of negotiation! one side makes concessions, and the
other graceously accepts them. But the world has changed, and
there is no more room in it today for any U.S. supremacy or
for that of any other power, for that matter. It requires a
clear understanding of the need to combine the interests of
each particular state with the interests of others, with the

interests of all humanity.

(Pravda, December 1. Abridged.)
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SDI: PUMPING MONEY, BRAINS AND TECHNOLOGY
OUT OF ALLIES

A.Kireyev

Taking advice from the SDI lobbyists, the Administration
has decided to make a new technology injection to US industry
at the expense of its allies. The best camouflage for the
operation is believed to be 5DI which US propaganda is
selling to Western Europe as the best protection of the "free
world” from the "Soviet threat”.

In view of the character of the Star Wars programme,
Washington’s partners do not haste to take up S5DI. France,
Canada, Norway, Greece, Danmark and Australxu have refused to
JOln SDI officially. Following protracted talks, Britain,
Italy, West Germany and Israel have decided to back the
Pentagon’s space programme, Japun expects big profits from
SDI. Other US allies stlll do not know where they stand on
SDI.

The SDI memorandums Washington signed with some of its
allies deprive them of all rights as subcontractors. It is
clear now why the United States was in no hurry_to place major
contracts with foreign companies before signing corresponding
intergovernment agreements. Washington wanted to have
documentary guarantees that the allies’ new technology would
go only to the US military-industrial complex.

As soon as allies signed the agreements, Washington
demanded a monopoly right on all research projects.

Intimidating the West with the "Soviet threat™ and urging
allies to unite, the United States is projecting their
technological backwardness. Sober-minded politicians in
Western Europe and Japan say that ?ushington wants to see them

as an appendage to the US military-industrial complex.
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Allies increasingly realize that they are being drawn
into another US militaristic programme designed to combat
America’s economic headaches at the expense of other nations.
The space aspect of "Atlantic solidarity” doesn’t give US
partners either billions of dollars in promised contracts,
access to the newest technology or, most importantly, greater
security. Unless they resist American diktat, US allies would

become technological vassals to the " Big Brother".

(Izvestia, November 12. Abridged.)
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SDI: THE GREAT SWINDLE
Prof. G.Tsagolov, Ph.D.(Econ.)

Every day U.S. television networks show American space
craft firing laser rays at Soviet missiles in American skies
as part of a campaign to bolster support for SDI. Knowing that
political and military arguments to justify space
militarization are no longer plausible after the Reykjavik
summit and that many even see them as dangerous, the advocates
of Star Wars are devising a new publicity framework for the
Presidential pet. The American public, not well versed in the
intricacies of politics and strategy, is being told SDI will
mean a thriving economy with' high ‘employment rates, etc.

The U.S. media say in protecting the "free world" from the
"Soviet nuclear threat” SDI will be a powerful locomotive of
the scientific and technological revolution to carry American
. society into the 21st century ahead of schedule. They allege
that the building of ‘the notorious "space shield" will give a
fresh impetus to theé economy, ensure long-term prosperity and
generously share its numerous technological advances with
civilian industries.

But what the SDI program in fact makes quite clear is that
attempts to achieve prosperity through arms buildup are
doomed. Militarism has hit hard at the working people by
bringing down living standards and depriving the working class
of its social and economic gains.

Where will ﬁhe United States get the many trillions of
dollars it needs for Star Wars? Firat of all, from the tax
payers. So taxes will inevitably be up, and so will the U.S.
federal debt, already running into two trillion dollars. This
will rest as a heavy burden on the shoulders of several
generations of Americans who will have to pay for the military

adventures of the present Administration.
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The Administration, which satisfies the demands of the
munitions industry and the Pentagon uncomplainingly, tries to
slow down the record growth of the budget deficit through
drastic cuts on education, health services and other social
needs. SDI will certainly cause a further onslaught against
the social programmes which are already shrinking very much
like shagreen leather. Some American economists fear with good
reason lest SDI cause a new wave of inflation,.dramatic
soaring of prices, and consegquently a drop. in the real incomes
of the American working people.

Can SDI mitigate mass unemployment in any way? All
promises of this kind are a deliberate deception. It has been
proved that investments in the military sector create
approximately one-third of the number of the Jobs which the
same investments would creat@ in the civilian sector. And the
SDI programme stands out among all militarist programmes for
its hypertrophied spending on research and experimental-design
work. By diverting the better part of the scientists and
engineers to military research and development SDI will impede
the growth of the civilian sectors of economy, which will;mln
turn, furﬁher increase the number of jobless.

The gap between the military and civilian work has now
become so wide that development of new consumer goods on the
basis of the SDI research projects is hardly probable. The
bulk of the up-to-date military technology is farizgmoved from
the civilian needs of the mass consumption markgé. Even if SDI
gives soﬁething to the non-military branches this will be much
more expensive than direct investments in the civilian sphere.

The debate on SDI is mounting in the West. But no matter
what propaganda ploys and hypocritical promises of social
prosperity /[its advocates resort to, increasing numbers of the
Americans_are coming to realize that the Star Wars pfogramme

is the main obstacle to elimination of nuclear-missile
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armaments and to establishment of a durable peace and,

therefore, undermines the basis of well-being. This has become
particularly clear after the Reykjavik meeting.

(Pravda, November 3. Abridged.)
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Kolesniche ko

Mobody, I am sur«., neither we ‘n this country . mer anyon-
1n the English-speaking world, has vet such a weaith of datna
put together about the SDT waapon- in-space prograomme as one

can find in “"Weaponry in Space: tha Dilemma of Security™, the

new book just put out bv the ﬁff(Feoce} Publishars in Moscow.

edited by Academicisn Y.P.Valikhov,Vice-Pregident o+ the USSR

Academy of Sciences, Academician R.Z.Sagdeyev and
A.A.Kokoshin, D.Sc.(History). It has been produced (in Russian
and English) by the Committee of Soviet Scientists in Defence
of Peace, Against the Threat of Nu~lear War.The book considers
the possibilities and potential components of the spnce
weapons beiﬁg developed in the United States.

This is the first-ever full analysis of the imnlicati ns
of an eventual large-scale space-based anti-missile system in
terms of science and technology, military strategy as well as
international political consequence. The conclusion: such a
system cannot be regarded as purely defensive. It is, in fact,
28 new, comprehensive type of weapon which would boost the arms
race and increase the risk of a nuclear war breaking out.

The first five chapters consider the comporents of the

space echelon of a large-scale anti-missile QGfencg svstem

and some of the new means of_ﬁqstruction, like laser, bhean,

——— — -

kinetic and electronagne&;g impulse weapons, and counter-

~—— —_— I

missila1c0599t gpaggistatipgg. The authors irrefutably prove

that none of these are "purely defensive" means. Their
Aventual deployment right above the~ enemy territory, the use
of powerful energy sources instantly transmittable over
unlimited distances, and things like that would provicde an
ample opportunity for attacking various air and ground

targets. In short, what is to be cr~ated under the SDI
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programme is a weapon that could be used for a first strike at
ground targets. Significantly enough, this aspect of the
problem is not mentioned, in fact, in any of the official
American documents on SDI because it totally disproves the
"defensive logic" of the programme-makers.

The sixth chapter looks at ways and means to counter space
strike weapons. That is an important matter. For the emphasis
official Washington lays in its SDI campaigning .is on the
"invulnerability"™ of this system which is advertized as a
dependable “shield" to keep the U.S. safe from ballistic
missiles.

The scientists, however, produce undeniable evidence to
prove that it is not difficult even today to find active means
of neutralizing and defeating a large-scale ABM system. Its
most vulnerable elements include space communication which can
be disrupted, blocked or altogether put out of action, a
combat control subsystem and, above all, the central computer
system, all kinds of energy carriers (nuclear installations,
combustible material), ete. S6, it is not the response that
poges a problem. It will be /found. The point is -- and that is
what the book shows quite well -- that SDI will precipitate a
quantitative and qualitative leap in the build-up of strategic
nuclear arms, above all, intercontinental ballistic missiles
(IBMs) and so-called “false missiles".

The deployment of a large-scale ABM system by the U.S.,
with space-based eléments or individual combat subsystems,
would be a clear breach of the 1972 ABM Treaty. In such a
situation, the Soviet Union might well find it necessary, in
the interest of its own security, to consider itself no longer
bound either by Article XII of that Treaty, which proscribes
deliberate deceptive action to obstruct monitoring, or by the
SALT-II Treaty which limits the number of 1BMs and the

construction of additional launchers for thenm. These and other
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measures (like mounting more warheads on IBMs, shorter
engine-on time) would drastically reduce the dependability of
the "space shield". So the scientists arrive at the .conclusion
that one of the dangers of a large-scale ABM(or SDI) system is
that it means bringing about yet another round of the arms
race and compelling the other side to build up its strategic
forces and counter-missile capability with all negative
consequences following therefrom for international security.
It should be noted that many American scientists have
arrived at the same conclusions. Nearly 7,000 scientists,
including 57 per cent of the teachers of /physics at twenty

major U.S5. universities, The Washington Post said, have

declared their "determined opposition’' . to the Star Wars
programme and refused to accept money for SDI research. This
wave of protest is mounting throughout America. An appeal to
scientists to abstain from all work relating to Star Wars has
been distributed at 110 universities.

The closing chapters.of ‘the book deal with SDI’s
international political . and legal aspects. The authors appear
to sum up all the findings from SDI dissection and arrive at
important political conclusions. The main one is that the
objectives of preventing a nuclear-missile disaster
threatening humanity are incompatible with the development,
testing and deployment. of space strike weapons, the
implementation of the SDI programme and violation of the ABM
Treaty. On the contrary, given agreement about the actual
reduction of nuclear arms, still more so about their
elimination, it is necessary to make this treaty more
effective still. It is observance of this treaty that is a
real guarantee against all kinds of "surprises'", tricks,
evasions and other violations of the mutual disarmament
process. Seen against this background, the SDI programme is a

massive attempt at assuring the U.S. a military-strategic
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superiority, a continuation of an international policy from a
position of strength, and, finally, total neglect of
international legal commitments by the U.S. and of the
interests of international security.

The prevention of a nuclear disaster makes it imperative
to impose a total ban once and for all on the use of force in
space and keep space from being militarized. A Star Peace, not-
Star Wars, that is the Principle we counterpose to the SDI
masterminds. It is one that holds out the promise of a
peaceful future for this planet and the very survival of

civilization on Earth.

(Pravda, November 22. Abridged.)
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SDI: ANOTHER "BIG STICK"

Vitaly Korionov, Pravda political commentator

In the light of Reykjavik the sinister role of the
infamous Strategic Defense Initiative has been revealed with
particular clarity. SDI has become an instrument used by the
enemies of international cooperation to block the/path leading
to the settlement of issues which are vital for the entire
mankind.

In the 70s when strategic military parity set in between
the USSR and the US, our countries signed a series of major
agreements which immensely benefited the general peace cause.
In contrast to that, the present US administration has not
signed a single agreement with the USSR and is actually trying
to undo everything sealed before. The damage this would do to
universal peace and, notably, to the security of the United
States itself is obvious to all sober-minded people.

The point is, however, that there is a clear shortage of
sober-minded officials in +the Washington corridors of power.
The strongest positions there are held by the "mad" ones. The

notorious US Under Secretary of Defense, Richard Perle, for

example, insists that SDI is like a locomotive "that pulls
along the arms control train®. The Reykjavik summit has

clearly shown, howevér. that SDI is taking that train in the

exactly opposite direction. As for the question of

verification, it is indicative that as soon as the Soviet

Union announced that it agreed to any form of verification,
the American advocates of verification, who had grown hoarse
shouting that this issue was the only obstacle in the way of
the cessation of the arms race suddenly lost all interest in
the matter.

And now let us try to look at the whole -thing from a

different angle. Washington insists that as soon as it had
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boosted its SDI programme the USSR appeared at the negotiating
table in Geneva to discuss space and nuclear armaments. Hence
the argument that SDI is Washington’s trump card at those
negotiations. Now, what if the Soviet Union resorts to the
same trick and declares that it will by no means agree to
reductions in the number of land-based ballistic missiles
since this particular threat is bound to keep the Americans at
the negotiating table? What will be the fate of the talks in
that case?

In putting forward its far-reaching proposals in
Reykjavik, the Soviet Union made considerable concessions to
the American side. That was done in the name of peace. But let
the officials in Washington not forget the following words by
Vladimir Lenin: "We have relterated and reiterated our deslre
fo£ peaca. our need for peace... E:; w;ﬁzarnot propose to be
strungled tq death for the sake of peaca This is something

e oy, T —ad .
whlch we will certainly never allow to huppen!

(Eravda, November 25. Abridged.)



Tuesday, December 2, 1986 VOMI40-861202-506
6

'PRESSING ISSUE
American Public and SDI
V.Gan

Shortly before the latest press conference of Ronald
Reagan newspaper The Washington Post addressed a number of
prominent US politicians and public figures with a rather
unexpected request. The editorial board asked them to send in
questions which they would like to be answered by the White
House boss.

The guestions varied. But, in my view, the sharpest one
was put by former Congressman J.Brademas. He formulated it as
follows: in the context of the flops in the international
arena, first of all in Reykjavik where no arms reduction was
achieved through the fault of the White House, is the
President planning any changes towards restoration of trust in
the US foreign polic/?

Brademas, most likely, listened to one of Reagan’s latest
speeches in which the President did not say anything
reassuring to this effect and again offered a falsified
interpretation of the Soviet-American meeting in Iceland. And
at the end, losing his bearings in reservations, he preferred
to simply declare that he continues to be optimistic.

Today, a month and a half after the Reykjavik meeting, it
is difficult to say whom the Washington leaders’ regular
expressions of optimism are addressed to. Continuing to think
over the situation obtaining and to sift the real facts from
the lies, America is now pondering over the true. meaning of
what has happened.

It is a generally held view that in Reykjavik Ronald
Reagan had a chance of making a choice in favour of genuine

disarmament but he about-faced at the last moment.
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How are they explaining here the really maniacal obsession
of the Administration with the Strategic Defence Initiative
(SDI>? Explanations are many, and all of them somehow boil
down to the old but continually reanimated dream of dominating

the world and ruling destinies, and of nonplusing the Soviet

Union militarily, politically and econoﬂ?&ally.

This“is their long-term plan.“KBd";tglﬂe present stage (it
is too early to speak about SDI’s practical military
effectiveness) the motives are mainly of the
political-economic character. Apart from the unprecedented
profits which it is already bringing to the munitions
industry, the programme of space militarization is viewed as
the most reliable means of blocking anxngp;qp;ly acceptable
agreements between the USSR and thg;g§ﬂiin the arms control
aphe£e, as an attempt to force the Soviet Union tb work out

countermeasures and, hence, to distract the resources

necessary for implementation of the tremendous plans of

socialist construction, the plans which arouse the whole gamut
of nagutivé sentiments, rangin; E;Qm irritation and quzrpo
open f;a;} in America’s ruling elite. o

It is clear that few, if any, speak about this bluntly
here. This is easy to explain. The matter is that the American
people as a whole unmistakingly demonstrates its striving for
an agreement with the Soviet Union, for a radicallraduction of
armaments and elimination of the nuclear war threat. That is
why right are the experts pointing to the fact that if the
Administration renounced at least its lipservice to the cause
of arms control it would immediately lose all public support.

In this situation, the Washington Administration is
desperately wriggling, manoeuvring and lying in a bid to
mislead people. For instance, while the President himself says
that all American proposals are, as before, on the negotiating

table, the head of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
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Kenneth Adelman, states in Congress that the Administration is
no longer laying ambhusis on these proposals. In turn, his
pronouncements are disproved by Assistant Secretary of Defence
Richard Perle who is a day later refuted by State Secretary
George Shultz who insists on necessity of preserving a small
part of missiles as an insurance policy. And according to
President’s adviser Paul Nitze, it is not the United States
but the Soviet Union that is seeking to revise the ABM Treaty.
The CIA professional liers echo him by declaring that the USSR
is about to annul this Treaty because Moscow, having spent
150,000 million dollars (sic), has already set up an
anti-missile defence system of its own. As a matter of fact,
it is a confused picture of the current stand on armaments
issues, The New York Times has to conclude.

This is certainly true, but there are also obvious facts.
The Reykjavik meeting has galvanized in the USA the debates on
the future of the country and of the world, bared the shortage
of honesty in the present Administration, and showed a split
in the ruling quarters on the issues of nuclear disarmament.
But in this context it becomes clear to many people that the
road to history-making agreements which could be attained in
Reykjavik is always open because the Soviet Union does not
withdraw its proposals. And for this reason the fo;lowing
question is sounding ever more pressingly and loudly: does
America intend to lose another two long years as the previous

six have already been lost?

Washington.
(Pravda, December 2. Abridged.)
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SDI _AND WHITE HOUSE MYTHS

L. Semeiko

From a scientific (purely theoretical, near-ideal) point
of view, the creation of an effective large-scale space
missile defence system may be feasible. In technical terms, it
is more than dubious. From a military point of view, it is
unfeasible. And politically, it is both unjustified and
extremely dangerous. Regarding the political aspect of this
venture Washington is presently contemplating three variants:
SDI No. 1 - covering with a "thick ﬁhiald“ the entire
territory of the country; SDI No._é - protecting missile bases
only; and, finally, SDI No. 3 - seeking ﬁrotection under a
"thln shield” from "nuclear madmen.“ They have to select the
optlmul method of space defence. But it’s sheer confusion so
far.

Weinberger is for the' “protection of cities,” that is a

countrywide defence. His assistant Richard Perle, this "black
“.'...————"_____, —

prince” of the ultrarights, wants to protect US ratallatlon

(ﬁE;E“I;T—ff?Ei strike) weupons.“ Sacondlng him is Juqﬁ Kemp,
who intends to get £E§SG§h to the presidential postrz;
slightly more than a couple of years and demands an immediate
abandonment of the ABM Treaty and the deployment of a limited
anti-missile system already in the eighties.

But this is an obvious political cheat because all the
variants of SDI are full of contradictions. Really, if SDI is

a colossus on clay feet unable to ensure a rallable dafence of

all US cities from'nucleur destructlon. ‘then why make all that

fuss? Why wreck in Reykjavik the opportunity to destroy

nuclear weapons, which would eliminate the very danger of
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nuclear destruction? There is no logic here.

SDI No.2 is also in conflict: Once you exhort for making
nuclear weapons "“powerless and obsolete" (Reagan’s words),
then why try to defend them at missile bases? It likewise
won’t wash. Nor is SDI No. 3 valid. Just as in the war against
terrorism one cannot justify the bomb strikes at Tripoli, so
in the struggle against the danger of missile strikes fron
"nuclear madmen" one cannot justify the construction of an
astrodome. You don’t use cannon to shoot sparrows. It is
necessary to remove the deep-going reasons of both terrorism
and the spread of nuclear weapons - this is far more
promising, even though it requires tremendous efforts joint
and concerted and, most importantly, political.

Of course, the political aspect of the public
misinformation campaign regarding SDI is not limited to this.
So far it is known that Washington is taking advantage of the
fact that for the general public the SDI programme is an
equation with many scientific-technical and military-political
unknown gquantities. But it is already clear: the continuation
of this programme will involve the world in an unprecedented

arms race and destabilise the/strategic situation.
2.

The basic trends of political disinformation circulated by
Washington in the wake of Reykjavik are taking shape day by
day. SDI dominates all comment. The Star Wars programme said
to be designed to "defend" America tomorrow is itself being
defended today. It is pictured in all colours, while Moscow is
blamed for the failure to get an all-embracing accord out of
the meeting in. Iceland, and the Washington Administration,
clinging to this idea, is being cleared of all fault. Stories

to this effect are galore. Here are three that are, perhaps,
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most typical of them.

First. The USSR is said to be in deadly fear of SDI. “One
of the things the Russians fear is that we will have SDI. This
is our trump card. We must not give it up”. This comment was
made by the White House staff chief, Donald Regan, while in
Reykjavik. Let us be straightforward: we do have a feeling of
danger. But not because of SDI as such. In the military sense,
this programme does not worry us because this space "umbrella™
over the US would be full of holes even before we take any
counter-measures, and still more so when we do take them.

What worries us is the inevitable political upshot.The
Star Wars programme would entail dangerous conseguences,
indeed. In fact, SDI, though still in the ‘cradle, so to speak,
has already proved, at Reykjavik, to be a monstrous political
killer for nuclear disarmament. Once it comes of age, the
world would find it far more difficult to avoid creating new
nuclear and space strike weapons and carrying on nuclear tests
and, above all, to escape the growing threat of "universal
assured destruction”.

Now, how do the .ashington leaders see the danger they may
have to face if, suppose, the USSR cared to build a space
shield identical to theirs? Washington’s concern,it turns out,
would be confined to military technology: we would, they say,
have to work harder to build up the weight of and sharpen our
nuclear sword. Those are typical American approaches and just
as typical preoccupations...

Would we, in this country, have problems to worry about in
military technology? Of course, we would. To create a system
of counteraction to the Star Wars programme is not an easy
thing, although, as has been stressed by the Soviet political
and military leadership, it would be done more gquickly and
more cheaply. The point is that the Soviet response would not

be symmetrical to American SDI deployment -- either in the
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choice of means or in the use of ways of counteraction. This
kind of response to the Pentagon’s "astrodome" would be  a
forced one. However, it would be not only quite feasible
technologically but sufficiently effective in the purely
military sense.

To illustrate this point, let us refer to the evidence of
the American experts who have had a chance to leaf through the
seventh volume of a confidential report analyzing SDI prepared
by the Fletcher Commission for the US President. This volume
is devoted to the examination of possible counter-measures
given the deployment of the ABM system. It offers devastating
evidence of the futility of all hope to discover anything
useful in SDI. That is a fairly clear statement. Not only many
American but also Soviet scientists and other specialists have
arrived at such conclusion.

A report by the Committee of Soviet Scientists in Defence
of Peace, Against the Nuclear Threat contains a brief, yet
very conclusive analysis of the particular means and ways by
which to counteract space strike weapons. There are a lot of
means and ways of drastically reducing the combat efficiency
of the ABM system, and the Soviet Union does possess
sufficient economic, scientific and technological capability
to put through the necessary counter-measures. _

There will, one must presume, be inevitable difficulties,
as is common to any new defence or peace-time venture, though
one should hardly attempt to specify their character and
scope. But whatever they might be, they would surely be
effectively overcome. Let us recall, in this context, the
balanced and confident statement by Mikhail Gorbachev in
Reykjavik that SDI does not scare us:!: "I say this with
confidence, for it is irresponsible to bluff in such matters.
There will be a reply to the Strategic Defence Initiative.

There will/ be one, though it will be asymmetrical. And it will
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not cost us much at that",

Second. It is &Ileged that SDI helped return Moscow back
to the negotiating table in Geneva and Reykjavik. "A position
from strength" was allegedly decisive in this respect. This
is an obvious attempt to Justify not only the Star Wars
concept, but the entire programme for America’s strategic
rearming which started five years ago and which will end in
the 1990s.

These allegations have nothing to do with reality. It is
the USSR that on many occasions since the war has called on
the United States to start disarmament talks. Significant
progress in this respect was registered, incidentally, in the
1970s, when, as the present Administration alleges, the United
States could not "act from strength"”. The USSR was forced to
leave the Geneva negotiating table in 1983 when the United
States began to deploy nuclear Euromissiles, trying "to act
from strength™ and thus frustrating the talks. On SDI as
talks stimulant, the Geneva talks became a failure three years
ago, eight months after Reagan proclaimed his Strategic Defence
Initiative.

This does not mean that the USSR did not see the danger
of 5DI, particularly for thdufuture of nuclear disarmament.
That was why this country proposed beginning current
comprehensive talks on nuclear and space arms. So there was no
need to force us back to the negotiating table. On the
contrary, it were precisely the consistent Soviet efforts that
made it hard for the United States to avoid a serious
dialogue.

The Americans ‘are erring, to say the least, on this score.
An error is also found in the plans to make SDI small change
in the talks and to sacrifice some of its elements, at worst,
in exchange for the USSR’s consent to "genuine and fair" cuts

in nuclear weapons in US interests. The USSR firmly believes
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that an agreement should give the sides equal security and
that it is necessaf§ not only to reduce but abolish nuclear
weapons while exclucing the arms race in space.

Third. It is also alleged time and again that S5DI is the
sole salvation from the "Soviet threat™. It is alleged that
Star Wars can save all humans from death in a nuclear war.
However, this myth doesn’t hold water if only because many
things convincingly show that the projected space umbrella
would leak and no anti-missile defence would be salvation from
nuclear catastrophe.

The conclusion suggests itself: to get rid of this threat
(which is real unlike the alleged "Soviet threat™) it is
necessary to get rid of nuclear weapons. ﬁowever, Washington
does not want to get rid of nuclear weapons.

wWwhat about the accords to liguidate nuclear weapons, which
Reagan accepted in Iceland? He did accept them but this does
not mean that he did so willingly. This does not mean either
that the preliminary accords would be eventually implemented.
For those on the right and the far right, S5DI means not so
much salvation from the "Soviet threat™ as refuge behind the
space varieties of the Maginot line from accords to abolish
nuclear weapons.

Juggling with these and other myths around SDI is by no
means evidence of Washington’s serious approach to pressing
issues. Far from saving the US leadership from an
embarrassment, SDI predetermined it: to be two or three steps
from historic agreements and not to make these steps after
covering “struteg{; Kilometres" in talks can be permitted only
by the side which stands for logging more kilometres along the
circular route. Such a side cannot but be seen as the culprit
behind the abortive talks in Iceland. The culprit, who dodged
the realities of the nuclear age, and who is resorting to

myths to save face.

(Izvestia, December 2-3. Abridged.)
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STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE AND AMERICAN CRAVINGS

Vitaly Korionov, Pravda’s

political commentator

The whole world knows today that in Reykjavik there was an
opportunity for accord on the cardinal problems of
international security. The only reason why it was not
exploited is because the American side placed its Strategic
Defense Initiative higher than the vital interests of all
nations, including the American people.

After the Reykjavik summit, the broad international public
and many political circles have clearly understood that the
Star Wars programme became the principal obstacle to radical
reductions and subsequent elimination of all nuclear weapons.
Not so in Washington. There, the time after Reykjavik is being
lost for nothing. The military-industrial complex and the
political and militarit circles /which are at its service are
~stubbornly sticking to 'SDI. Representatives of the
Administration keep praising this scheme which is highly
dangerous for peace and for the future of the planet. It is
being presented in Washington as an all-purpose instrument for
the assertion of American "interests".

Let us find out what these "interests” are. Why are the
Americans so obtrusive with their Star Wars programme, trying
to rope its allies ;;Eo its political, economic, technological
and strategic military framework and pushing mankind wiﬁh all
their migh£{into tﬁ; bottomless pit of neQ spheres of the arms
race? There is no secret here, just as there is none in the
fact that SIK is-tée brainchild of the military-industrial
complex and of the more reactionary circies ihiéie'United
Staﬁas whose interests it reflects instead of those of the
American people.

Equally obvious is the fact that SDI has nothing in
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common with the officially proclaimed goal of the Whiteé House
to remove nuclear weapons. For the irony is that to put into
effect the components of the "non-nuclear space shield"
nuclear pumping in required. The chairman of the American
Natural Resources Defense Council, Kée Wind, puts it as
follows: The development and constructlon of a nuclear pumped
the stubborn refusal of Washington to follow tha USSR’s
example and stop nuclear testing.

The SDI is also a tool in the designs to break up the
international system of treaties and agreements checking the
runaway arms race, which was created at the cost of such great
efforts in the 70s. The primary target ©f this attack is the
ABM Treaty which disrupted the tragic cycle of the defensive
and offensive arms race.

SDI, rabid enemy of peace, is part and parcel of
hegemonistic plots by US/imperialism. As the United States is
losing ground on the international scene, its monopolies see
SDI as a way to ensure American technological leadership in
the non-socialist worild. Biuggs and sophisticated technology
are being drained to US research centres from Western Europa
and Japan; that is one of Ehe means to ensure US supremacy.

. HSDI goes hund in= haﬁ& with imperial appetites, with
attempts to ensure military supremacy, and the US aspirations
to have the global say-so--that is evident. It is no less
evident that the present US Administration offers no
resistance to the demands of the military-industrial complex
and other notorious Star Wars partisans: either the
Administration does not want to do so, or cannot afford to, or
it has some other reasons to mark time. As they watch this sad
picture, millions the world over can’t but wonder if the
Administration is dependent on military-space monopolies to

such an @extent that it can’t raise a finger without their
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consent. If so, can one call it a vigorous Administration?

If such is the present situation, another question arises:
why has the world to suffer from the self-seeking aspirations
of US war tycoons and politicians supporting them, who would
like to make the human race hostage to their ominous policy
and to SDI? Imperial aspirations determine the stance of those
circles who have assumed the right to gamble in the fates of
billions of people. But today’s world isn’t likely to let them
do it,

Naturally, the global peace-loving forces see the
opposition to the sinister plot brewing din Washington as the
focus of the effort to defend world peace, and national
freedom and independence. The Soviet Union counterweighs the
warlike stance of the US ruling circles with the clear-cut
programme it has offered in Reykjavik, whose central premises
include strategic weaponry reduced, medium-range missiles in
Europe eliminated down to the last one, ABM Treaty buttressed,
and nuclear tests banned.

' Vital national interests contradict the dependence of life
on Earth on predatory aspirations by those who want to achieve

global diktat by brandishing the Big Stick in space.

(Pravda, November 1. Abridged.)
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AGAINST STAR WARS

James Carter, former US President, has said in an
interview with a correspondent of the newspaper Komsomolskaya
Pravda in Algeria that he opposes "Star Wars” first because
they have nothing to do with an anti-ballistic missile
defense, being purely offensive weapons. Second because the

T

very idea of putting a nuclear umbrella over the American
continent is sensaless.and faulty. Its raalizatisgwﬁill not
give genuine security to the US. Both sides have accumulated
such a great amount of missiles that even if hdlf are
destroyed, the second half could destroy human civization.
Third this program is absurdly expensive. It is going to cost
not less than two to three trillion dollars, while U3 economy
is not at its best today.

And, finally, the SDI is not a stimulus for talks. On the
contrary, it is a major obstacle, because it makes the arms
race impossible to control, and that makes for unpredictable
conseguences.

Carter said that he had signed SALT-2 in Vienna in 1979
and he was proud of it. /It was an important and necessary
treaty both for the US and the USSR, as well as for the world
in general, because it effectively curbed the development and
accumulation of strategic nuclear armaments. Moreover, he said
he was sure that, in working out any other agreement, SALT-2
had to be the starting point.

The former US President said that he sincerely supported
the proposal for complete elimination of nuclear weapons by
the year 2000 and woﬁld be truly glad to witness it. Although,
unfortunately, one could hardly expect the US administration
to take responsible and positive decision, he was optimistic.
The sincere stand of the Soviet Union expressed in the recent

initiatives ‘of Mikhail Gorbachev, General Secretary of the
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CPSU Central Committee, inspires special hope for a dramatic

reduction in all nuclear armaments, both intermediate-range

and strategic, with their subseguent elimination.

(Komsomolskaya Pravda, March 21. Summary.’
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1‘uunoé1u. dehe Unce g&rmedigi bir savas tux* gordii, yssada
yirm:l.nci yizymlda, Dinys savagidir bu. inseno § hem de iki kez
b4

yesedi bu aca fellketi, Birinei Dimye Sevesa devleti igine slda,

; nsan
7% milyon insen cephelere yollsndi, 10 mil kigk Oldi., 20 milyen
insen ysrelendi, saket keldy.,

| Ikinei Dinys Ssvesa'nin alevleri evleti serdi. 110 milyon .

/ Ikincisini deiil ame s _
Yirminei yuzyll:.nm ilk biyt elaketini {ilkemiz de yasadi,

‘ 1nun silah altins alanda, 55 milye@n yagemni yitirdd,

< ...‘.u =) -zoo.so R ll-l»!ct e aaéi an:.m:.z y.%mm yitimi; 400

| bin kigl yarelsndi. dgixk S azd:l.rd:l.o:. a¢lik ve sslgin hasta-
insaalanm
liklarden dlen¥mrkx say:. lyanu buldu. Her dSrt erkekten

biri demskt:l.r bu.

Bu kez biitiin inssn% bir lelincli diinya savag:. tehlikesiyla
bv uygarligi,
karsa karsays, Cal ara* rydzdndaki butun canl:ll:g:. Gopten yokede~
cek nikleer bir sava”r bu.
Iste Reagen gciminin "Stratejik. Sgvunme Grisim™ denilen

{3ldas Ssvaslara p¥ojesi, niikleer .‘ilahlanman:n en :yiiksek diizeye

.qzkara lms:dzr&%. uzeyin silshlendirilmasi demel olam ¢sfimszm

¥u en canave EgEEe g;ariaimidir bu, Amerilan eskeri-sasnsyi

‘kompl ksi,#canice progrsms bsslasiklsrainy gekmek igin her yolas -

' -bngwfuy@

rénsa, Kansda, horveg, Yunanistan, Depimerka ve Avustralya,
- Jeponya,
Ydaz Savaglari progremime katilmaya reddettilor. 1ngiltere. ‘Bata

Almsnys, talys, Isreil, Pentagon‘un uzayl silahlendirme girigimini
kebul etti, :

~
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Unce Federsl Almenye'mn GSttingen kentindeki toplentadas,
"Uzay savesinin kaderini, coirsfi komumu nedeniyle ye belir-
1oyecgk?‘ deniyordu. Rmpia 137 bilim adamun htz;é& t:opl'ant:tdl
konusln Federsl Almen Profesir Reiner Labusch, Av diyordus "Ceg-

ilk kaa ag¢ikla-
nen Ameriks'min uzay stratejisi, Turkiye'nin?yz elmedsn gergek=-
gemezy Tirkiye' deki raderlar, Sovyebtler Bi@i'nden kelkam 1lk

u'de yepilan NATO Savvnma Bgkanlara toplantis

roketin sinyslini Amerikenm uydularaine bi mekle gdre li, Ayrica
 yine Tirkiye'de kurulmasy hessplonen sm reaktori biyikliZindekd
'iazer sentralleri, Amerikan uydularm%noltilecok Sevyet filizeleri.
‘ni imha etmekle girevlemdirilecek. onumundln otiril, Yaldizlar

1y
Haomis
)

Sevagi'nin kederini ATﬁrki;yoAi

1984) "Amerika'man geliﬁ“ “: stem, 1lk vuranmin ssvasi ﬁa kg~
zenacagl enlamne geliyew vknle, Sovyet fiizelerine karsa

ilk Strbenin Turk:l.ye ﬁ@nﬂn gelmesi de keginilmez oluyor, :
Tirkiye boyle bir rq&ge v“irirﬁ, Aperike'man 500 milyon delar

harcnyarlk geligtirdiii sistem iflas eder.,"
Bunu Sevunna % Zeki Yevustiirk'in su demewui iz]iyordm

ecektip” (Hirriyet, 16 Temmusz

Bierex Silshly KuvySt¥erimiz dginderi kuruluslarimus} gerekse sivil
ensﬂtﬁlerimix, ¥ rsite -lristzrm merkezlerimiz verdar, TUBITAK
verdar, Sil-hl:@vveth riaﬁxin Balistik Arsgstirme Mer tegi vardar,
ASELSAN verdig, Biitiin bunlar sragtirms konulsrinas girebilirler,
Hatte bu keﬁl ag1lacsk :l.hilelore de girebiliriz.,” (Tercumn. : §
Mayas 19@“311 projenin b;l_.z de yeriisti teghizsti var. Atis rem—
‘palara w Raderlarain qilik kerkaslari vai. Insast igleri var.

Bu in@: igleri sbz kemusu oldujunds, gelik konstriiksiyonlara

siz ‘&usu oldugunde, bizde birim vserp, liniversitelerimiz ver, Pro-
jeye Tir a~:iye'nin_k§tk191 tabii yspaim sehssindaki isler olaclk_.'*“
(Cunhuriyet, 1 Hay:s; 86)



. kurmey BagkenliZi'ma verilen "Nikleer
‘runda, Patriot fiizelerinin Boégai'

‘ugaksavar bir silsh niyoj:
RirREYREXRI Rt ERRxgRrktey Tus 2ler: yok etmek iqin de k‘ulla“l.bi.—
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Bir siire sonres Yavuztirk,

"Dgha Once Emmitk
yepmis oldufum agiklams yenlas anla.,.zld:.. Bu ac;:.klamamd\laya bip
mhsndia gbzliyle ysklasmis ve Tiir iye'nin bu proaoyzﬁlmu duru mur

da bazi 2ltyscy ve rampe tesisl,orimn ingsstins kst bulunsgbilece-

&ini ifede etmigtir. Oyse pre;jcnin nasal gerqekleﬁzi heniiz ayd:.n-

lanmamistar ve Tiirkiye'nin Yaldagler Ssvesi'ne iligkin kerarm, liilli

Glivenlik Kurulu'nun omsyini gerektirmektedir, iye'nin bu prejeye

katilmasi konusunda &lmis oldugu ne resmi, % gayriresmi bir kara-
r1 vardar." (BBC, 28 M-ya1s 1985) ~

Ayna ginlerde, NATO Be komutani Ce ’1 Rogers'in Tiirkiye Genel-

8¢ Incelemesi™ adla rapo-
lestirilmsi geregi bildirpi-

n keynaklera
liyordu (Milliyet, 28 Nisen tizelerin Yaldiz Saveslarr preo-
jesinin bir pergesa olduéun&az@ kxBD' 11 Tue,gaaerql Jemes Sears

tirilon Patriot Ruzm siatemipin

L

len "gok amagla™ bir ail &ubunu desruluyocrdu,
Ayna konude di5 pelibike uzmam, Dogent Dre Heldk Gerjer

giyle diyors "Neden Tiirkilge'deki Nike Hercules'lerin sOkilip Petrioe®

fiizelerinin yer estir si giimceme geliyer? Iste bursada Y:.ld:i.a S;us-
lara projesi devrey
sorunu Var: Birin@
diinysnan yuvarl 3E2 aed&.;:._yil'e Sovyet fiizex iislerine gire ufuk ¢izgi-
sinin -ltznd:m“nktzr. '?56:1:}15131: farlatilan Sovyet fizelerini

sncek belirl r yikseklije ulestikben sonre gbrme imkénins sahip ole

riyoxrs gu projenin su ena kader cdziilememisg iki
s CE6 bu%istem, ABD topreklerinda kurulursa,

caktar. enle, Yzld:J .a“f.flarz silahlarimin yerdeki Usleri,
kesinlil ED topraklari disainds ve bu ufuk ¢gizgisi sorununu ¢dzmek
icin S&etlor Birng‘gn en yukan yerlerde bulunmasy gerekiyer, Ikin-
¢i sorun, Tildis S mv&ﬁéﬁz 'man teknolojik gelismesi, egzotik silahle-

rin ysnl sare, antz-ﬁlé_'.‘_ ik fuzelerin de gelistirilnesim bagla. Yani

-
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bir tir entegre proje. ABD gevrelerinde gimdiden, Tiirkiye'den agikes,
Yaldaz Sevesleria Projesi'nin yerdeki lazer sistemlerinin yerlestiri-

lebileceii en elverigli yer olarek siz ediliyer." (Yo@n&en, 12-18
liayas 1986). % ~ Q e
Bui-adn 80z konusu elan exeim;r lazerle o "Bnerjiyi
lreten srag gok sfar ve biiylik olduiu ig¢in bunun AQ (deg tepelerin-
de) iislenmesi gerek. Bu tir lszerderin :.amilrv atmasferd»e_u gece~
. “rek uzays yerlestirilen yensaticilar vesites hedefeo gimiwmwiihx
yoneltilir, Bu lazerler deiisik bir kimyas&cksiyonll gok gligll
asinler liretir ve bir-iki ssmiyede bip fi‘h:. yokedebilir." (Milliyet,
: f Satﬁ. Kohen, 17 Kesam 1985-). Sevyetler Bﬁgﬂ.'m en yakin yiksek
o deglardan biri de A:ra Dega'dar. Ve
' nin ana nedeni de
- inig~giinlam saopdtuichrecisss

| Yine Yildaz Sav @u rojesiyle baflay olarsk, Ameriksn
/ uzey mekiklerinin Diyarba“ g

net Irwin'in AZri Defi'na

'3 kullanmesy ypmi siz konusy edil-

7

/ mektedir, Intermtioul%ald@fiﬁun gazetesinde yly:.n'.flnan' uzay
inekiginin zorunlu ini g:'fla ilgili bir harkteda Diysrbakir ds
gosterilmektedip, - ' . '

_ Strstejik.?,@a Girigimi gﬁrevliloriﬁden General Padien,
Piringlik Ussii' nden gm bilgilerin bu projede Snemli rol oynayaca- ‘
fana sdylemektediy, @u Kohen, m'lliyet. 18 Kesam 1985).

S8G Pre:]esie baga General Abrehsmson, Briiksel'de illiyet.
yazari Birand'a " e bu prejenin belirli slsnlarina kattul.ﬁnln'
nebilecek beyinddy var. Lste biis bu kicdlerle ilgiliyis" demistir.
(Milliyetéo% e ralzc é\zsfv).

& xhx*tmm Y1ldaz Savaglera'yls ilgili olersk bir
heyetin :&&e gidecegini Sévunmn Bekeny s¢iklamigtar (Cumhuriyet,

. &

28 Niss 6)
bu prejede
Orliliyor ki, ABD ybnetimi, tilkemizin politik destegini
elmek ve cogrefi kem mundsn yarcrlaﬁmk igin gegitli yollars bagvur-

muUStur.
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Niikleer silehlenmsd1 nitel olarek bir ist diizeye gikarscak
blan bu canice proje, fzlends dowuiunds snlssmeye varilmesina
engellemigtir, Bu projeyle AED askeri-ssnayi komp e bir
yanden eskeri lstiinlik ssfleyip niikleer sentaj y & diinys hege~
mnyas:kgggﬁtli‘e kosmaktadir, Bir yendsn da, mi mgleriai politik,
@skeri, ve teknolojik bak:.mdcn z:ﬂ:ntmmém kesinkes ken-
dine bailameyi, rehin slmeyi smaglamaktadar v proje, biitin NATO
ilkelerl ve Jeponya'nan ABB'nin askeri ve &omik deyatmalarina |
boyux; zipuxed oimeleri demektir, AED'nin ntisy durumuna gelmele-
ri demektir, & |

TEP Merkez Komitesi Genel = %!:!.- Kutlu yoldsgin yurtdisa
perti Orgitleri won'peaasinda yeo konusmsda belirttigi givi,
“ulusel kurtulus beyrezani § iilkelerdon biri olam Tﬂﬁkiyc‘ﬁi

& insanlifi yokedecek bbyl‘ rdo ig¢in ABD'ye kGlece boyun egen
d

ulmlerin basinda go”& iglindiiriicli, hem de utang verici-

dir, ABD'ye helkimiz ‘gd¥na ilen bu onsyl, halkimizla birlikte
geri slmaliyaz." &
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SPACE AGE RESEARCH: FQR PEACE OR FOR WAR?

Jurgen Reusch

deputy director, Institute for Marxist Studies (FRG)

EUREKA is en acronym for "Buropean Research Cooperation
Agency", a West European research coordination project. The
letter "C" which should have been there has been deliberately
replaced with "K" to coinecide with the famous exclamation
weureka" ("I have found it") Archimedes is/said to have uttered
upon discovering the principle of specific gravity. The trans-
parent hint at the great discovery of the mathematician from
Ancient Greeee insinuates that a long sought-after solution has
been found to the issue of how Western Europe--torn by rivelries,
natienal egoism and pressure from its US and Japanese competi~
tors, concerned over the.US/Strategic DefenSe Initiative prog-
ramme, half dragged intg SDI already and half resisting it--
can retain access to the latest. high technology or become ine
volved in its development. However, how specific is EUREKA? Is
it really more than a vision, a castle in the air? Whose inte-
rests are behind it? What objectives do its architects pursue?
How should the pesce movement approach it?

The emergence of the EUREKA project is, on the one hand,

a result of reflections on the need for Western Europe's gréat-
er degree of independence in economic, political and particular-
ly, strategiec military fields. These reflections came to the

surface when US medium-range nuclear missiles began to be deploy~-



ed and gained ground with the announcement of SDI. Washington's
strategy of nuclear deterrence adopted in 1945 does not at all
proceed from the principle that war must be prevented; 1tyhas
always been aimed at military superiority, at advantages for
one side, at a capability to limit--and therefore fight--nuclear
war. So far the Soviet Union has been able to prevent realissa-~
tion of such schemes. SDI is designed to return nuclear deter-
rence to the original stage of nuclear blackmail, to give the
United States an exclusive capability to win'a nuclear war.
This signals a radical change for the worse in the strategic
position of the West European NATO countries.

At the same time, EUREKA was a product of a fundamentally
new stege in the scientific amdptechnelogical revolution. Large-
-gscale transfer of informatiomyproeessing, regulation and control
functions until now performed by man to computers and automatic
devices is the main distinguishing feature of this stage.

The first project, conceived in 1983 to give an impetus
to the too slow process of West Buropean integration within
the EEC framework, was called ESPRIT (European Strategic Prog-
ramme on Research and Development in Information Technology);
it was followed by BRITE (Basic Research on Industrial Techno-
logies for Eurcpe) and RACE (Research and Development in Advanced
Communications Technologies in Europe). However, in April 1985
the French government seized the initiative from the EEC by
proposing the BUREKA project as a follow-up on its earlier

efforts tosstep up cooperation with the FRG. Initially, EUREKA
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was the Preneh response to SDI--not as an alternative to SDI
but as a way to complement it.

Paris had dual reasons for taking this step. On the one
hand, the teechnological competition with the United States
would endanger the advanced positions of Western Burope, parti-
cularly France, if the FRG joined SDI. On the other, SDI under-
mines the role of the French nuclear capability, although it is
excessive even now. Therefore, presented as a mostly civilian
project, EUREKA was supposed to enhance the West European
high-tech effort while benefiting France militarily by promot-
ing cooperation in arms manufacture (perhaps within the frame-
work of the Westerm European Union) and playing on the West
German desire to carry greater weight in matters involving nue-
lear weapons, But the French and the US projects essentially
deal with the same techndlegies. Whether these are used for
civilian or military purposes depends on the socio-political
situation.

The ruling coalition in Bonn did not welcome the French
initiative at once. Having officially joined SDI despite strong
domestic pressure to the contrary and having concluded a secret
agreement with the United States, Bonn identified its priori-
ties clearly. The BUREKA project is being conducted on a dif-
ferent basis.

In July 1985 representatives of 17 West Buropean countries
and of the Commission of European Communities gathered in Paris
oen an invifation from President Mitterrand and gave the offi-

cial seal Qf approval to EUREKA. In November 1985 the second



conference of interested governments was convened in Hannover.
Bverything looked impressive enough at the preparatory stage.

France proposed various projects in the fields of informatics,
bictechnology and electronics. Other countries also submitted

proposals which totalled more than 300. These, however, mostly
remained on paper. Ten projects were approved for Yaunching,

and a small, "flexible" secretariat was established to act as

a coordinating body.

Speeifically, the projects envisage joint development and
manufaéture of a standard minicomputer for student and personal
use; & compact vector computer; a robot. for processing textiles;
a high efficiency laser (Burolaser); technologies for the manu-
facture of liquid silicon crystals and membrane filters and for
neutralising environmentally harmful substances in the tropos-
phere over Europe (EUROTRAC); a‘West Buropean research network,
that is, an international,data processing network comprising
institutions of higher learning, as well as government and private
research centres; diagnostic techniques for AIDS-type diseases;
and a flexible manufacturing system based on the application of
optoelectronics (an automated factory).

The next conference held in London in June 1986 approved
about 60 more projects of different scope and nature; these
will cost 8 totall ¢f 2.1 billion dollars.

Not yet €ully drawn up in detail, EUREKA presents a motley
picture, There is something in it for everyone. Participation

in it is perfectly compatible with different concepts of hege-
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mony and with different types of policy. The French aims have
already been mentioned. Bonn's right-wing coalition seeg EUREKA
compromise solutions as yet another effort to speed up dntegra-
tion and to assert distinctive West European interests=-side by
side with profound loyalty to Washington and suppoxi)of SDI. The
aim is to improve the ability of the West European centre of
imperialism to uphold its political, economic sand military in-
terests while staying under the protective umbrella of US
hegemony.

Acting in accordance with this approach, the government
of the FRG, quite logically, accords priority to SDI and does
ngt support those elements of the French project which impart
or can be construed as imparting an excessively independent
West European slant to it. Partieipation in EUREKA is regarded
as sesondary; today it is @ smokescreen which is to conceal
the frightening scope of.West German sumbissiocn to Washington.

Opinions within the right-wing coalition differ widely on
how EUREKA and SDI should be approached. While Chancellor Kohl,
an open and fervent advecate of the US project, began by ob-
structing the French(initiative and thus provoked a certain
deterioration in French-West German relations, Foreign Minis-
ter Genscher announced his support for EUREKA, He responded
coolly to SDI,. although was ready for a compromise. The right
wing got thesupper hand. Genscher's concept of a large-scale

and concerted EEC policy on research remained unfulfilled.
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The ruling quarters of the FRG interpret EUREKA net so much
as & means of asserting greater West European independence as

clearing~heuse
" v

for projeets, to be eonsidered among the miseel~
laneous items of the agenda. Kohl defines it as an undertaking
whieh, while capable of strengthening the hand of Western Europe,
must not be allowed to confroent the United States with a bloc

in epposition: "We do not want a techneloegical bloc. This is a
matter of considerable political, not only e€onomic impertance.
For the goal is to consolidate our Eurcpean alliance with the
West, not to break it apart.“1 And while the March 1986 agreement
on SDI between the FRG and the United States regulates political
and military aspeets of bilateral relations, the Bonn cabinet
holds that this must not be thevcese with EUREKA. It is no acei-
dent that space projects have beem excluded from its framework.
By eonstantly stressing .thescivilian character of EUREKA, the
West Germen government brings the military aspects of SDI into
bolder relief.

That is why the FRG @dgés not eafmark too much money for
EUREKA. While Mitterrand has announced the Prench intention of
allocating one billion franes (although through a redistribution
of resoureces), the chief of the West German budgetary agency
blocked an attempt by the Research Ministry to appropriaté an
additional 60 million marks foxr EUREKA. The rumour thet another

billion marks.would be allocated from the national budget over
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the next few years remains unconfirmed. The intention is

to finance the project mostly from the private funds of fthe
participating companies. According to Research and Technology
Minister Riesenhuber, EUREKA must not "use money to atftract
participants"; the state should perform only coordinating
functions. Kohl was even more straightforward: "We maintain
that in principle, the enterprises themselves should finance
the BUREKA projects they wish to undertake."2 Thus, in accord-
ance with the right-wing views of encouraging private monopoly
enterprise, the lucrative contracts will be shared among big
and powerful enterprises, and medium and small businesses will
get nothing. This is also true of smaller countries with less
developed state~monopoly struetures.

The ruling coalition considers EUREKA as part of an aggres-
sive strategy to corner the world market. These intentions are,
of course, obscured and ‘embellished in the Declaration on the
BUREKA principles: "The purpose of EUREKA ... is to enhance the
productivity and competitiveness of European /West European-
J.R,/ industries and national economies on world markets."3
The increasingly acute Tivalry involving Western Europe and the
two other imperialist centres, the United States and Japan, will
produce not so much new jobs as a new wave of streamlining and
growing structural unemployment.

The so far civilian character of EUREKA does not mean that
it will necessarily benefit society. Some of the projects may
bring benefits-~for example, EUROTRAC or medical diagnostic

techniques. Still, the degree to which research results will
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be applied depends, in the final analysis, not on their techno-
logical aspects or interests of society, but on the bigicon-
cerns with their unbridled pursuit of profit.

BEven if one does regard EUREKA as a civilian project, one
cannot rule out the possibility of the technologies develeped
being put to military uses. That is obvious, as.is the fact
that Prance has military plans for EUREKA. Of the ten projects
approved in Hannover, at least five can be used directly for
military purposes: compact vector computers (in military aireraft
and tanks); ligquid silicon crystals used in sensor technologies;
fabric~processing robots (to produce fabrics for the armed
forces); powerful lasers (in anti-missile and anti-aircraft
weapons); and the automated factory (for the manufacture of
chemical and biological toxic agents and high~tech types of
weapons), Virtually all new technologies can be used, directly
or indirectly, for similar purposes. Whether this will really
be the case is above all a socio-political question. Conditions
being what they are, it is wery difficult to prevent such abuse,

Agide from joining SDI, the government of the Federal
Republic is considering the possibility of creating & West
European ABM gystems A relevant project has already been drawn
up. It consists of three components-~a West European ABM system
called "Buropean Defence Initiative” (EDI); "smart weapons" deve~
loped within the framework of the NATO "follow-~on force attasck" ‘
concept; and a multisensor surveillance satellite for military
(and alsoy, allegedly, civilian) purposes, to be coproduced by

Prance and the FRG. All these components are technically com=
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patible with SDI and other military programmes. This is all the
more true of project~ not yet approved but slated for the future.
The companies that are to develop these projects are already
participating in EUREKA~~for example, the Messerschmitt-Bolkow-
~Blohm concern, an arms manufacturcr, or Siemens. One cannot there-
fore seriously accept EUREKA as a purely civiliam project.

The fact that EUREKA is limited to Western Europe is another
flaw of this project. Participation of Third World or socialist
countries is virtually ruled out. The government of the Federal
Republic rejected a relevant proposal of the GDR at once, al-
though Chairman Mischnick of the!FDP faction in the Bundestag
did raise the question of possible involvement of European
socialist countries in some 0%, the projects,

Tﬁe general impression is that in terms of foreign policy
and defence, EUREKA reflects thewcontradiction between West
Furopean independence (although deformed in the milifary field)
and submission to US diktat. /Under the conditions that prevail,
it can also be used as s West European contribution to NATO
capabilities.

Those are the reasons why democratic movements and left
forces cannot regard EUREKA in its present form as an alterna-
tive to SDI or upmconditionally accept its positive essence.
Rather, it gives .the reactionaries an opportunity to step up
the confrontation, the arms race and the offensive against
social gains. At the same time, the project reflects the aggra-
vation of interimperialist coantradictions between Western
Europe and the United States, a factor which must not be ignored.

Democratic forces, above all the peace movement, should use the
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contradictions inherent in EUREKA to dissociate Western Europe
more resolutely from the US policy of confrontation.

However, saying a simple "yes" or "no" is not enough.vIt
would be politically pointless with regard to EUREKA. For, even
having said "no", one cannot block the implementation of the
project which is moving ahead, although slowly and rﬁnning into
numerous difficulties, Rather, the question is whether EUREKA
creates a basis for a more realistic policy then. today's aggres—
sive private monopoly course. Can it help Western Burope to steer
clear of the aggressive US stand and to pursue a broadly Euro-
pean peace policy which would also cover the economic and social
spheres? On what conditions and in what areas should one work to
secure this objective?

West Germany's Social Demoerats reject SDI and welcome
EUREKA, criticising the government approach to it. The position
of the SDP (and of the Socialist Parties' Union of the EEC
countries) is that if EUREKA is made into a civilian project, it
can become an alternative to.SDI; the government should allocate
regources to it, and countries unaffiliated in the Common Market
should be given flexible access to it. Several socially useful
technological projects are also envisaged in the fields of envi-
ronmental protectiony energy, health care and food production.
Other wishes expressed in the course of & relevant discussion
within the SDP imeluded arguments in favour of government-sponsored
coordination and planning of research and development, involvement
of the Commigsion of the European Communities in this process,
and more extensive participation by universities and small and

medium businesses, The left demands disarmament, conversion and
nationalisation of the arms manufacturing concerns,
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These SDP views are, of course, better than the stand of the
right~wing bloc, but they cannot fully satisfy peace champions,
The Socisl democratic proposals proceed from a belief in & type
of government which, in contrast to the conservative system, can
be described as etatist and social integrationist, It is oriented
on the state playing a bigger role in capitalist modernisation.

In terms of foreign policy, the preference is for ties with the
EEC and for methods of.collective imperialist domination, although
the policy of detente with the socialist countries is also upheld,

However, this whole concept is not aimed at disarmament;
there is no clear line of demarcation separating it from the
conservative pseudo-solutions suggesting the establishment of s
relatively autonomous West European deterrent capability on the
basis of the military-industrial complex. The concept in question
indicates no readiness to confront Washington. It feils to explain
what the response should be to US reprisals., On the contrary, it
pins its hopes on the allies' ability to "get on well with one
another". The goal is to restore the 1internal consensus in NATO
on a reformed basis.

Still, this policy option opens much greater opportunities
for the democratic forces to bring pressure to bear on the
government in favour of disarmament. If EUREKA is implemented
within the context of this type of policy, the working class and
trade union movement and the peace champions should, taking the
projects's contradictory nature into account, advance an anti-
~monopoly socio—political alternative.

One must admit that for all its inherent contradictions,

the attempt to enhance the role of Western Europe with the help
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of EUREKA does feature certein progressive elements. Objectively,
they are rooted in the clash between the interests of thaey, United
States and Western Europe over issues of security, external
economic policy and attitude to the Third World. The United
States would like to replace the joint (at least with regard to
trends) system of domination by the three major imperialist
centres with its own exclusive hegemony. The US sitrategy of

using military superiority to undermine the positions of Western
Burope is coming increasingly into conflict not only with the
latter's economic interests but also with dits efforts ©o survive
in the nuclear age.

For reasons of Western Europe's geographical position,
traditions, distinctive aspects of economic and political de-
velopment and widespread re¢ognition of the positive significance
of detents, our continentchas a much greater stake in political
normalisation and economic cooperation with the socialist
countries, and this is preeisely what Washington refuses tc
accepts. The so-called commumity of values shared by the United
States and Western Burope is not questioned when the Zuture is
considered. However, West European interests are becoming ever
more pronounced within the framework of this community. These
interests can serve as a basis for switching to a more realistic
policy that would keep clear of the US course aimed at confronta-
tion.

These trends arise inevitably even in imperialist alliances
such as the EEC. But since the right-wing pro—-Atlantic Zforces

are dominant in it, the EEC can hardly be expected to encourage



independence from the ¥nited States. In contrast to the U5
pursuit of hegemony, West European countries would prefex collec-
tive forms of domination; therefore, the EEC can becone a forunm
in which Western Europe's own interests c¢an be identified and
asserted in contrast to US objectives. Projects such as ZUREKA
can enhance or weaken this process depending on which policy
option prevails.

Although hard to discern, the West European interests poctien-
tially built into EUREKA should be oriented om the creaticn of
new "consumer values", democratisation of society and assistance
to disarmament and comprehensive security.

We hold that EUREKA should also ‘“dnclude socially uselul
civilian projects that would bevenvironmentally safe, lead to
greater employment and be consonant with the interests of work-
ing people in capitalist,, sociglist and Third World couniries.
Such projects could be tindertaken to ensure environmental protec-—
tion, develop environmentally safe energy sources, improve
urban trsnsport and the distribution of food, and combat disease.

EUREKA would thus serve society, not make the monopolieé
more competitive on international markets or accelerate the mono-
poly-sponsored "tecﬁnology race"™. The capitalist logic ol profit
and the modernisation and flexibility of production it dictates
should be countered with the use of technology for the benefit
of man, and this aw’proach should determine the organisaticn of
labour and the division of functions between man and machinery.
In that case EUREKA wonld be oriented more on the tackling of
domestic.economic problems, on job creation and on government

support of technological development. Besides, the project should
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also include humanitarian and economic research. Why not raise
the issue of what soecial phenomena breed neofascism in /estera
Europe? All this would make technological policy part of an
alternative economic and social policy.

This restructuring of EUREKA to make it socially useful
would inevitably and soon come into conflict with the constraints
imposed by the capitalist relations of power and. ownezship.
Therefore, it is importent to advance demandg'for demccratisa-
tion not only at the level of individual enterprises or projects.
What we need is a change of the entire soecial background, an
expansion of direct democracy, worker participation in econcmic
- management, democratic control and plamning, socialisation, etec.
Cne must not allow EUREKA to serve the monopolies! pursuit of
profit and the expansion of ‘their.foreign trade. The programme
must be controlled and coordinated by national and international
parliamentary and politieal bodies; simultaneously, they nust
be profoundly democratised.

It is very important 4 to link EUREKA with a consistent and
long-term disarmament effort and with the strategy of comprehen=-
sive securify. As far as our country is concerned, this would
imply above all a gredual and tangible reduction of the military
budget, including the concealed arms expenditures. Besides,
the FRG should refuse to participate in SDI and in West EBurcpean
projects that complement it, such as the European Defence Ini-
tiative (EDI). Only then will the essential basis be laid for
preventing /the abuse of EWREKA for military purpcses. Prcjects

like EDI'.push fthe FRG deeper into the "ster wars" programme,



turning our ¢ountry into a West European supervisor of the new
HATQ strategy which, according to Washington, is to bs‘aimed
at military superiority. The implementation of such plans nay
destroy all elemenis of a more realistic West Buropean policy
inherent in EUREKA. Moreover, EUREKA itself will tuxn into a
catalyst of the arms race. It follows that EUREKA must not be
handed over to the monopolies that take part in SDI.

The task is to draw up a long-term concept for the social-
isatidn of the military industry and of the big concerms as
guch and for their conversion to civilian production. Milita-
risation of seience must give way to civilian research md
development, ineluding studies om the maintenance of peace.

West European military dependence on the United States must
be countered not with pseudo-independence within the ILramework
of the Western European Union which is now being revived, dbut
with g gystem of economic, political, cultural and other ties

throughout Europe, including the USSR. A gradual development

of such ties will render the opposing military capabilities
useless because relations of interdependence and mutual benefit
will displace mistrust.and suspicion. Instead, the principle

of collective security will assert itself, and this principle in-
cludes the dissolution of military blocs. Naturally, this

raises the issue of NATO. If, despite the United States, we

are to uphold the West European striving for detente, open the
way to an all=Furopean order of peace and eliminate blocs, we
nmust oonsider a weakening of the FRG's presently close tics

with NATQ. This would give Bonn greater freedom of political
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action, allow it %o advance its own disarmament initiatives,
end thus consolidate pead¥e in Europe.

An invitation to neutral, socialist and developing countries
to take part in EUREKA on an equitable basis would be din keep-
ing with the principles of all-European cooperation. On the
othey hand, this would reduce the chances of it being used
to further great-~power imperialist ambitions, whether under
the hegemony of France or the FRG.

Should it prove possible to influence the organisaticnal
forms and the activities of BEUREKA, to ordent it on ciﬁicﬁ
socially useful and environmentally safe efforts, it can becoms-
a valuable additional instrument of social change for the
better. Science and technology would then be used for social
- progresgs and serve a democratic «@ll-European policy of peace

and security aimed at arms reductions and detente.
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= "Rede des Bundeskanzlers auf der zweiten EUREKA-llinister-

konferens in Hannover",  Bulletin, Presse- und Informationsamt
der Bunmdesgregierung, No. 121, 1985, p. 1054.

2 Ibid.

3

BUREKA-Grundsatzerklarung, Bonn, 1985, p. 1l.
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"SPACE GAMES" OF THE MILITARY-INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX
S. Menshikov

A short time apc 1 had a chance to visit the US as a
member of a delegation of the Soviet Association for the United
Nations. Among the many people we spoke to there were ordinary
Americans who asked simple and wise questions in the course of
TV debates. businessmen and military-politiealr experts whose
words are rneeded in the white House. They.included General
B.s5coweroft (Ret.) who last year headed the presidential com-
mission on strategi~ forees and the direetor of the California-
based company Pan ruristics, F. Hofman, who supervised the
drafting of one of tne three repdfts on space armaments for the
Us President. We also talked /to prominent scientists opposed
to the militarist course, to taciturn staff-members of the Kand
Corporation which is working-under Pentagon, CIA and other
Fedzral projects and to gxecutives of the space research labo-
ratory near Los Angeles. In other words, the range of the inte-
rests and opinions of our hosts was sufficiently broad.

in all cases though 4the principal point of interest was
the prosvects of Soviet-American relations and especiallyv the
vroblem of preventinz the escalation of the arms race into
space. The words spoken by our hosts reflected the feelings of
anxiety experienced today by millions of Americans over the
"space games" of the Pentagon brass.

We came to the US when the first round of broad public
discussion over the “star wars" programme was alrecady over. Its
outcome was by.no means in favour of the Administration. In the
course of that discussion prominent scholars and experts wana -
ged to proveithat the largely publicized presidentiai goal of
opuilding a‘reliable anti-missile shield for the American popu-
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lation was clearly unattainable at least in the next few
decades. This was openliy admitted by General J. Abrahamson wno
was assigned to supervise the missile defence prdgramme, by the
presidential adviser for scientific affairs, G. Keywortn. and

by other officials. Even Reagan nimself no longer mentions
defence of the population as a task of any foresecable future

in the foreword to the official booklet "The President's Stra-
tegic Defense Initiative" which was circulated in early January.
There are attempts, however, to replace the foiled argument with
ambiguous phrases to the effect that space weapons are allegedly
"designed to destroy missiles but not people.”

Next, the Americans' trust in the official assurances
that space weapons are supposedly meant for exclusively defens-
i1ve purposes has been largely undermined. Many experts convinc-
ingly showed in the course of the discussion that with the con-
tinued build-up and modernization of strategic offensive arma-
ments the pian to establish a "total® ABM system could not be
viewed otherwise than as an aggressive action to enhance the
nuclear first-strike potential. This was indirectly admitted by
the President himself who said that if space weapons were com-
bined with offensive systems, they could be qualifiéd as a fact-
or contributing to an aggressive poiicy.

It was alsc proved that the "star wars" programme was in
direct contravention of the Soviet-American Treaty on the
Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems which was signed
and ratified by the two countries in 1972. Many people in the
US realize that the apbrogation of that treaty would remove the
major internationals legal barrier against the arms race in space
and a powerful means of limiting and reducing nuclear arms in
general. There @are open opponents of that treaty in America.
They are mostly concentrated in the Pentagon and in the mili-
tary-industrial corporations. Due tc a number of factors, how-
ever, and notably under the influence of his West European al-
lies scared by the prospects of the arms race in space,
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President ieagan was forced to g0 on record saying that the US
would abide by the provisions of that treaty, at least for the
next rIew years.

flaving iost the first round iz the heated nation-wide
depates, the advocates of the "star wars' prograamg nave now
adopted new and more devious argumenis which bpafiie many peopie.
accorcaing to Americans themselves. Tnese arguments are briefly

e follows.

First, the proponents of the plan to militarize space are
claiming now that wnat they are actually planning is not the
establishment of an "absolute" anti-missiie ghiesid but just a
svstem to defend the silos of the land-baseda ICBMs. which is
supposed to ennance the American ‘“deterrence potential.” Second,
the programme of a space-based missiie defence system will
ostensibly devalue oifensive weabonsgand wili pave the way for
nuciear aras reduction treatiés. Kinaliy, in the next few years
evervthing will be aiiegedly confined to scientific research in
the field of space wearcons, which is admissible under the ABM
Treaty and will contribute (!{) to scientific and technical pro-
gress.

If cne gives careful thougnt to this, he will understand
that these arguments, too, are meant for deception and will see
the nairy hand of tne milita™ists benind themn.

Let us start with/the "deterrence potential.” Thies term
was conceived in the US,in tne late #Us when it became pointless
and dangerous to spea¥ ©of a "preventive strike"” after the Uoidk
hacd developed nuclearsweapons of its own. But the change of teras
did nct change the essence of the matter. Both the "containtmeni"
ancd "deterrence’” theories meant sxactly the use of nuclear
weapons, including their first use.

It was assumed tnat the US would have a quantitative ana
possibly qualitative advantage in nuciear weapons, for without
it the ability to "deter" or vLlackmail other countries would
simply lack credibility.
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Witr the establishment of nuclear parity and of = strategic
palance in the world in the 70s, the "deterrence" doctrine lost
its material foundation. The result of the arms race, ir which
the initiative invariablv belonged to Washington, was increased
vulnerability of the territory of the US itself and notably
of its military installations. In other words, the, sountrv's
security faiied ©n grow any stronger. It can be @asily zatherec
from conversations with Americans that they dod{realize tnis un-
pleasant truth. The public assurances about "sSelective retalia-
tion", or putting it simply about "limi ted”. nuclear war, nave
done notning to assuage these uneasy feelings. Apart from the
most diehard “hawks", no one in America believes that nuclear
catastropne can be localized by saerificing, say, Europeans,
Asiang or Africans.

S0 now the Pentagon is seeking to regain its "deterrence
potential” by protecting missile silos in the US with space
weavons. And no matter how hard tHe proponents of “"Star Wars®
may claim tnat all tnis aeals wish "defense’ one can nardly
reiieve thew. lecreasing £He vulneranility of the stratesic
weapons designed to destroy the enemy missile launchers is
actually tantamount to upsettindg the existing halance and to

reating a new first-strike potential. This is exactiy wnat the
ABM Treaty. which is meant to prevent nuciear catastrophe, is
aimed against.

None of the expernts we have talked to could deny that space
weapons have a dual purpose. Laser. beam and migsile weapons
stationed in space can' be used both against enemy miseiles and
against other vargets in space, in the ..r and on the ground.
This is in effect a new class of offensgive weapons. This ex-
nlains the obvious militarist gusto with which General Charles
Gabriel, the US Air Force Chief of Staff, has announced that
space is eveatually the most advantageous positien.

Some people tried to convince us that the development of
Bpace weapons would help strengthen strategic stavility and
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would even promote arms reduction. So how could one pogsibly
object against such a highly moral and truly noble plan, they
implied. But experts who examined this question both from the
theoretical viewpoint (notably, from the viewpoint of the mathe-
matical theory of games) and from the practical angle (the
relations between world powers) have come to a néarly unanimous
conclusion that the "Star Wars" programme will precipitate a
still more intensive and staggering arms race. in practically
all spheres.

At Stanford University we got acqueintéd with the well-
known physicist Sydney Drell. He and two other scholars had
recently written a detalled book called "Reagan's Strategic
Defense Initiative: An Assessment from the Technological, Po-
litical and Arms Control Viewpoints”. 'The book convincingly
substantiates the very important. conclusion which is shared by
many people: the accelerated development of ABM systems "will
have a destabilizing effect'on the strategic balance and will
be risky for our own securit¥"./The authors write that this
will lead to "an unnecessary and destabilizing acceleration of
the strategic arms race®.

And now let us turn to that "innocent" space research. If
the matter had dealt with programmes for peaceful space ex-
ploration, this would arouse no doubts or concerrn with anyone.
By the way, professors from the California Technological Insti-
tute made a high assessment of the opportunities for Soviet-
American cooperation in the peaceful use of space. But the 26
billion dollars allocated in the US for research in the field
of space weapons are meant for a totally different purpose.
Here are some illustrative facts from the American press, which
reveal the actual contents of that "research”.

The US Army is developing an ARM system which might be
deployed in the 19908. This programme has been going on for 18
years now, ‘or since the mid-1960s. There were tests in June
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DENMARK AND STAR WARS

Yuri Kuznetsov

In a show of concern over the military ambitions o©of
Denmark’s senior NATO partners, the Danish Folketing
(Parliament) passed another resolution against the growing
nuclear threat to the world as a whole and Denmark in
particular.

That marked the end of a debate over the modernisation of
a large radar installation at the US Thule_{i; base in

— N

Greenland which enjoys internal autonomy within the Kingdom of

e N

Denmark.

The debate had been sparked off by the fact that the
modernisation, according to a number/of US and Danish experts,
would constitute a breach of the Soviet-American ABM Treaty.
Apart from that, the installation,may be incorporated in the
system of the so-called Strategic Defense Initiative (5DI). In
this connection, the Folketing adopted a resolution urging the
government of Paul Schluter to do everything in its power to
ensure that the installation is not used for attack purposes
or be involved in Star Wars preparations. The Danish
government, the resolution says, ought to call on the USA and
the USSR in future to adhere to the strict interpretation of
the ABM Treaty. Given_the US3SR’s insistence on an
unconditional complimance with the Treaty, it is clear that the
demand, in fact, implies the USA.

Around the same time, the Inuit Atagatigiit Party forming
a part of Greenland’s ruling coalition urged greater control
on the part ofl the local authorities over the operation of the
US military facilities on the island, stressing that it was
inadmissible to underrate the seriousness of what was going on
at the Thule base.

Right /until now the Pentagon has been absolutely free to
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ISRAEL IN SDI TUNIC

On a summer day of 1985 British news agency Reuter
reported a sensation from Tel Aviv. Israel’s Defence Minister
Yitzhak Rabin told about a great woe which threatenéd to
destroy the "Promised Land". What was the matter?.The danger
emanated from the “unprecedented weakening of Israel’s
military might™, from the "reduction of the numerical strength
of the personnel of its army combat units"™, ffem the
“diminution of the ammunition stockpiles at its depots to the
catastrophic level of the year 1973", and dastly from the
"drastic cuts on the state’s military budge€.”

x x X

Readers abroad and in Israel itself regarded the
pronouncements by Rabin, who drew a picture which had nothing
to do with reality, as a joke. But it was not April 1 on the
calendar, and the explosiversituation persisting in the Middle
east through the fault ofqWdshington and Tel Aviv did not at
all make for jokes. The press Of many countries has written
many times that Israel is firmly leading the world in the per
capita military spending. In 1972-1981 alone it jumped by 25
times, the military expenditures now making up about two
thirds of the state budget! Tel Aviv is also holding an
absolute record in the'mebilisation of the population for
military service.

It did not take/lomng to find the true motive behind all
this phrasemongering: To put an end to the “"tragic lag" Israel
declared its intention to participate in the "Strategic
Defence Initiative' (SDI) programme which is now being worked
out by the United States. Already several days after the
above-said eyents Rabin modestly stated in response to
Wushingtonfs.offkﬁnl proposal on cooperation which had been

conveyed, by US Defence Secretary Caspar Weinberger that he was
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inclined to favour the invitation to take part in the "Star \
Wars' plans and that he regarded this as further develop &
of the strategic contacts between the two c.ountrlos. :
Some Israeli scientists also supported thes America v
proposal, claiming that it can "give access to naweaA
technology” and help stop the emigration of resear s caused
by the economic crisis in the country. And shortl mrwurda
& Tel Aviv

that at least 3 Israeli universities and 5-6 pr companies

a correspondent of US news agency UPI reported

had begun research the results of which can ‘e‘med in the

"Star Wars" programme.
To date, the US Administration has nlro@) assigned to

Isra2l the carrying out of approximately imty projects for

setting up weapons systems within&ha ramework.
The most important of them ithe%;ect of a laser with

a several hundred kilometres r‘n . Pentagon intends to
the visit paid to

amson, director of the

use it in the “Star Wars" plaans
Israel by US Lieutenant Gs
— e e
special administration for bd
systems, in February IQB&ua&
g

Israeli firms started developin

opment of space weapon
ght new military orders)

echnology for producing

electromagnetic guns. Placev outer space, they can kill

missiles.

At the same time. tlﬂsraeli authorities launched a
clamorous propaganda aign with a view to justifying
Israel’s participation the "Star Wars" programme. Special
stress is laid on t conomic “"bensefits’” of the pro;aclt.,

first of all on the fact that the placement of the Pentagon
orders will scala@n or even eliminate the growth of
unemplovment...l ct, the work on the new weapons for the
Pentagon may \ube several thousand jobs in the munitions
industry. Bu at will their price bea? The sinister,
destubilieii fluence of the SDI on the situgtion in the
)
A
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world, specifically in the Middle East, is perfectly clear.
Suffice it to say that, as the Israeli mass media have
blabbed out, Washington and Tel Aviv are now coming to.terms

on daployxng and st.orlng Amerlcan space weapons on Ilreml’

territory.

Furth—ermore; the 5DI programme promises to be the most
costly in the history of the world military development. It is
clear, therefore, that Tel Aviv will also have to come down
with money.

This deal has become a perfectly logical result of
US-Israeli "strategic cooperation”™. Both sides had certain
experience in the joint use of outer spage for military
purposes long before President Reagan’s) '"Strategic Defense
Initiative™. For a long time Israel had received intelligence
data on the military and economic potential of the Arab
countries from American spy-satellites and then with the help
of its own technical systemse Thelfirst reports to this effect
appeared in the foreign press during the October war of 1973.
After the beginning of the operabion in October 1985 of the
American satellite laser-tracking station at Bar Gior 24
kilometres south-west of Jerusalem, which is one of the 30 US
satellite data gathering stations, Israel received direct
access to that data on a continuous basis. Finally, in the
autumn of 1984 reports’appeared in the Arab and Western
press, saying that Washington and Tel Aviv had signed an

agreement providing/for t.he development of Israel’s own space

syatam with Amerioun techmcul and Emunclal ussistunca, wiﬁch

would .mc:lude the constructxon of an Isrueh satellite and a

cosmodrome in the Negev desert. Thxs fiscal year the US has

ullocuted 150 _mil.hon dollars of its military aid to Israel
for the lat,t.cr B space programme.
A short Eime ago Israel was visited by the "father™ of the

American ,hydrogen bomb and ardent proponent of the Star Wars,
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Edward Teller. His visit there was associated with the
implementation of the plans for the participation of the
Israeli military-industrial complex in the SDI programme. The
American guest combined his mission with provocative
statements actually urging Israeli strikes at Syria.

It is a fair guess that the Arabs should expect the course
of the Israeli ruling circles to toughen'still further. This
is confirmed by the developments around Syria and in southern
Lebanon.

The Israeli government cannot be unaware of the fact that
the whole programme is aimed at extending the arms race into
space and at turning it into an arena of military rivalry and
confrontation. By making its contribution to the conversion of
near-Earth space into an arena of confrontation, Tel Aviv
thereby works up general tension in the world and,
consequently, in the Middle East, too. As is noted in the
Soviet Statement addressed to the Israeli government, it is
beyond any doubt that with the growth of tension the prospects
for achieving a just Middle East settlement meeting the
interests of all the local countries and peoples are getting

even more remote'.

(Sovetskaya Rossia, June 5. Abridged.)
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SOVIET DISARMAMENT PROGRAMME: A YEAR LATER
- I.0ur Proposal

Alexander Bovin, political news analyst of the daily

Izvestia, wrote in the January 9 issue that there was only one
real way to make a nuclear war impossible: to eliminate
nuclear weapons.

The implementation of the Soviet disarmament programme put
forward by Mikhail Gorbachev az year ago would mean a true
revolution in world politics. Howsver, this/radicalism which
is so0 necessary today, the boldness and the thrust beyond what
seems possible have evoked and continue to esvoke doubts and
objections. People expressing such doubts do not take into
account that the dialectics of the historical process includes
the turning of the impossible into theé/ possible and the
realization of utopias.

According to Alexander Beovin, capitalism by nature is not
prone to disarmament and peaceful coexistence with socialism.
He recalled the developments preéceding World War II and its
history. At that time the contradictions between the
national-state interests.proved to be stronger than class,
social solidarity inherent in the nature of capitalism. An
alliance took shape between m socialist state and a group of
capitalist states, directed against another groﬁp of them.
Many people believed that theoretically such an alliance was
impossible.

At present the possibility of a war breaking out between
the leading powers, with the use of conventional weapons is
blocked to a considerable extent by the fear lest it should
develop into a muclear war. The Soviet approach takes this
possibility into account. That is why we propose that
extensive talks on the reduction of conventional weapons begin

at any time.
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Answering those who believe that in a nuclear-firee world a
single nuclear system secretly created by any country would
dramatically upset the military balance, Bovin pointed out
that the Soviet Union was positive that world science could
create control systems guaranteeing the preservation of a

nuclear-free world.

JI. Counter Proposals

In analysing Western proposals to counter the Soviet
disarmament programme, Alexander Bovin singles out three main
groups of alternative approaches to scaling down the risk of a

nuclear war.

First, "defense instead of an offensive’, that is Reagan’s

> ——
-— e y ~

SDI. Alexander Bovin holds that 'a totally impregnable ABM

syEEem is a myth. “Given the existing/ potential of mistrust,
any s;;%”by one side aimed at building an ABM system will
inevitably enduce a retaliatory move by the other sids. The
race in defensive weapons is added to the race in offensive
weapons. The arms race on Earth is combined with an arms race

in space.

"Feurrnnd suspicion will grow, the risk of war will be
magnified. 3till in its embryonic stages, the Star Wars
programme has already deteriorated the strategic situation in

the world.”

Second, "an offensive plus defense’, that is creating an

. —

ABM system shielding co;ﬁaﬁd posts and bases. From
Moscow’s point of view, the moves to develop such a limited,
partial defense can be interpreted only as prggpr;tion for a
firg&_strike. )

“Fragmentary defense is hardly dgg;gned for defense
againstunrﬁué;ive Soviet strike, a gtrike which is launched

first. It is quite another matter if Soviet strategic forces
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will be weakened by a first US strike. In this case, the
planned defense can well soften the impact of a weakened
strike of retribution, ensure survival and, hence, ’‘victory’.”

Third, "neither defense nor an offensive'. This means
that a nuclear-free world is unachievable, unfeasible in the
foreseeable future and in foreseeable conditions. Nuclear
warheads are not weapons, they cannot be used as weapons.
Their sole purpose is to contain an enenmy. It is necessary
that an agreement be reached on a maximum possible reduction
in nuclear forces.

These considerations are fairly close to Soviet pégtions,
Alexander Bovin writes. “We have long since stated that we
would never be the first to use nuclear weapons. We agree
that the sole rational purport of this weapon is to contain a
nuclear attack. But we wish to lé&en and, moreover, to
eliminate the threat of a nuclear war. To render it not only
less probable but impossible. What is needed here is a break-
through to a new mode of political thinking, to a new

understanding of realities.”

III. Security For All

Furthermore, on the issue of security Alexander Bovin
writes that disarmament is a large and complex pfoblem. But
it is per se only a fragment, albeit an important one, of the
comprehensive system ©of international sacurity suggested by
the 27th CPSU Congress.

The Congress nobt only proposed, but also formulated the
basic principles of such a system in the military, political,
economic and humanitarian fields.

This approach to security makes it possible to bring into
sharper focus the fact that the danger of war, despite all its

scale and.gravity, should be seen together with other dangers



Tuesday, January 13, 1387 <}

threatening humankind at the end of the 20th century.

Different analysts classify and define these dangers
differently.Btif one ignores the details so as to be able to
see only the main things, there will apparently remain two
groups of dangers, two groups of problems in the foreground.

They are, on the one hand, tension accumulating in
relations between the industrialized capitalist countries and
the developing countries or, as they sometimes say, between
North and South and, on the other, growing tension between the
‘second’ nature and the original nature -- between the
technosphere created by Man and the biosphere which has
created Man.

Militarism today is not only the prineipal source of the
war danger. It is also the principal obstacle to social
progress and the principal force pushing)humankind towards
ecological catastrophe.

In these conditions the Soviet proposal for a nuclear-free
world and for general and complete disarmament, a proposal
actively backed by many countries, serves a prerequisite for
general and drastic improvements in the world situation, the
political, economic and the social.

The more weapons there are, the more dangers there are.
The more dangers there are, the less possibilities there are
for survival.

The causal relationships are elementary. The threats are
common. And security 'is needed by all.

This is why the course of developments calls for stepping
up the general protest and broadening the social and class
makeup of the anti-war and anti-nuclear movements.

In conclusien, Bovin states that there is room in these
movements for all -- the ‘reds’, the ‘greens’ and the

“violets’ if{they appear.

(Izvestia, January 9-11. Summary.)
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SDI, NEW STAGE OF THE ARMS RACE
(A digest of Y. Lebedev’s and A. Podberezkin’s

article from the magazine Mezhdunarodnaya Zhizn

No. 1, 18987}

The officially proclaimed aim of SDI - the creation of a
large-scale multi-layer antimissile defence guaranteeing the
security of the USA - has nothing in common with the true aim
of the ruling circles in Washington; it has already been
repeatedly shown that the creation of such a defence even
against the now-existing nuclear missiles is an unfeasible
task. Such a defence will be all the more ineffective in
conditions of active countermeasures by the(Soviet Union,
which, quite naturally, will do everything necessary to
neutralise the actions of the USA. ‘Thus, sthe officially
declared aim of SDI looks unconvineing, but the real, far more
ominous and peace-endangering intentions are hidden behind it.

The true aim of SDI is to g&in military technological
superiority over the Soviet Union by creating fundamentally
new types and systems of weapons and combat-control facilities
that will enormously exceed the /combat effectiveness of
existing arms. SDI is a qualitatively new stage of the arms
race, by launching which Washington intends to achieve
strategic superiority in every field of military confronta-
tion, in all the types and systems of weaponry and combat
equipment, in all the forms/of military activity and to shift
competition with the USSR on to the lines of *"technological"
rivalry.

It is essential to stress that the work being conducted
under the SDI and other scientific-technological programmes is
already producing concrete results, which manifest themselves
in an intensification of the arms race. Thus, one cannot fail

to take noticegiof the US policy in the field of military
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research and development. The new military budget of
Washington, continuing the "weapon development requests"
tendency of the 1980s, was increased in 1986 largely on the
side of the requests for military R & D. In just one year
expenditures for these purposes went up by 24 per cent.
Moreover, the bulk of the increase is due to the financing of
the development of basically new weapon types and systems, and
includes a 75 per cent rise for SDI, a 136 per cent increase
for the Midgetman prcgramme, a 46 per cent increase for
anti-satellite weapons, and a 52 per cent rise for strategic
systems of detection, warning, command and control.

The military-technological consequences of the work under
the SDI programme already tell now, long before this concept
of the US President may be materialised as a large-scale
missile defence system with space-based elements. In other
words, the results of the work being conducted under the SDI
programme are being embodied into concrete types and systems
of weaponry before a decision is taken to deploy an
antimissile defence. This essentially gives impetus to the
arms race in new areas - the most advanced technologies - and
the aim is to secure a many years lead over the USSR in the
use of scientific and technological progress for military
purposes.

The newest equipment and production processas,'which are
being devised under the SDI programme, will enable
fundamentally new types of offensive armaments - space strike
weapons - to be developed. These are powerful laser, beam and
kinetic weapons (electromagnetic guns, homing missiles and
shells), which can destroy targets thousands of kilometres
away in space and on the ground, on a mass scale, selectively
and within a very short time. From the viewpoint of the range
of their operation, these arms are global because, stationed

in near-Earth orbits and being able to manoeuvre, they can
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create a real threat to the security of any state at any
moment. Space strike weapons are, above all, offensive
armaments designed to deliver a first strike against the USSR
and its allies.

SDI is a purely military programme aimed at developing a
fundamentally new type of weapons - space strike technologies
which will exceed manyfold the existing offensive nuclear
weapon systems in their combat effectiveness. From the
viewpoint of the possible use of space strike weapons, they
are typically offensive ones.

The results of Washington’s efforts in the development of
anti-satellite means are a graphic illustration ,of how the
work on SDI contributes to the emergence of new types of
weapons. These efforts are now made in three major fields.
First (and this is, in fact, the best-known direction today),
work to develop the ASAT anti-satellite complex has been under
way since 1977. The complex is designed to kill Earth’s
man-made satellites in orbits at an altitude of up to 1,000
km. It comprises the F-15 modernised fighter and the
SRAM-Altair two-stage missile equipped with a small-size
interceptor with an infrared seeker. This weapon has already
been tested several times, specifically against a real target
in space (intercepting the Solwind satellite). These complexes
are expected to be phased in already in 1987, and the US armed
forces are supposed to have 40 aircraft and 112 SRAM-Altair
missiles of the ASAT anti-satellite complex by the year 1992.

The second direction of Washington’s efforts to create
anti-satellite weapons is the development of an artificial
satellite carrying missiles with a fragmentation-type head
(this work is now at the stage of checking concepts and
carrying out research). Furthermore, a variant of using
satellite-mines, which could, at the command from the centre,

approach enemy satellites and blast them, is also being
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studied. All these weapons can be developed and produced with
the use of the existing equipment and manufacturing processes
and with low technological risk.

Finally, there are plans for the development of anti-
satellite systems with the use of directed energy sources
(high-energy lasers, super-high-frequency generators, particle
accelerators) and electrodynamic accelerators.

What we are thus faced with is a wide range of efforts
being undertaken by Washington to develop anti-satellite
weapons. That work is going at an accelerated pace today with
the use of all the latest advances in science and technology.

As everyone knows, the compromise proposals introduced by
the Soviet side at the meeting in the Icelandic capital
offered a real opportunity for coming to terms on the most
crucial issues such as the elimination ©f nuclear weapons,
prohibition of nuclear testing and prevention of the
deployment of weapons in space. However, what seemed like a
ready agreement on the major problems of modern times was
never converted into binding treaties because of Washington’s
flat refusal to give up the idea of space militarization. This
was notably reflected in the refusal by the American side to
reinforce the provisions of the ABM Treaty which stands in the
way of the materialization of SDI. So, no matter how the US
may try now to interpret the position adopted by tﬁo American
President in Reykjavik, it has become particularly clear after
the summit meeting in the Icelandic capital that for
successful advance in limiting and stopping the arms race it
is essential that the US give up that dangerous idea of the
"strategic defense initiative" which is nothing but the stake
©on a new spiral in the arms race.

If the work to implement the SDI programme is not stopped
now, mankind will soon enter a new, still more dangerous

phase of the arms race which will have most crucial influence
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on all types of weapons and forms of military activity. The
growing sophistication of weapons is acquiring such a
dangerous pace and momentum that they may strip us forever of
the capability to limit or even control that process. Because
of this unheard-of sophistication of weapons and other
military hardware and the blurring of boundaries between
specific types and systems of weapons, international
verification of the observance of the agreements on the
limitation of the arms race will be very hard to accomplish.

The development of "defensive" armaments will come hand in
glove with the improvement and buildup of offensive nuclear
weapons. It is as plain as day. If the United States proceeds
with its "strategic rearmament” programmes (which Washington
does not like to talk much about these days), in the
forthcoming decade it will be in a position to add thousands
of delivery vehicles and tens of thousands of nuclear charges
to its strategic offensive arsenal. To put it differently, all
talk about "making nuclear weapons obsoclete” is just a
disguise for a drive to develop an entirely new strategic
offensive capability in addition to what the United States
already has.

This perspective can hardly be regarded as conducive to
strengthening international security. The situation is likely
to aggravate further, if a massive ABM defence, a new and
largely unknown factor, is introduced into the existing
strategic balance. A strategic situation in which both sides
have offensive and defensive weapons systems would be much
more dangerous and destabilizing than one in which they have
only offensive armaments. According to some estimates, if one
of the sides gains even a slight edge in defences over the
other side, the strategic situation will be immediately
destabilized to a point of provoking a nuclear war. The danger

will persist even if deep cuts in offensive armaments are
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effected, because there is no way to guarantee stability by

offensive arms reductions if defensive systems remain intact.
The Strategic Defence Initiative is a fraud designed to

nislead the peoples. In addition, it is, as Mikhail Gorbachev

put in in his interview with Indian reporters on November 21,

1986, "the main obstacle in the the way of agreements which we
nearly reached in Reykjavik".

Now that a new situation has emerged in international
relations in the wake of the Iceland summit talks, the peoples
have seen a real outline of a nuclear-weapon free world. The
movement ahead so needed implies a new political outlook on

the realities of today’s many-faceted, contradictory and

integral world.

(APN, January 5. In full.)
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BORROWING FROM THE FUTURE

“Star Wars" Programme and US Economy

A.Kireyev, Ph.D.(Economics)

The United States is the main catalyzer of the arms race.
But it is a specific feature of military production that the
value created in it is not added to the country’s national
income but is deducted from it because military output
acquires the form of objects which are altogether, useless to
society. For this reason, violation of the propertion between
the civilian and military sectors of production is the major
symptom of militarism’s economic crisis. At /the same time,
further growth of civilian production become& impossible in
the context of the existing growth rates of military spending.

On the verge of the 1980s, the 'United States came close to
such a crisis. At that time, the Reagan Administration faced
the dilemma of either continuing, the/militarist race through
direct reduction of the growth rates of civilian production
or, conversely, limiting the military expenditures and giving
a breath of fresh air to fthe civilian sectors. The first
variant disaccorded with the election platform of the
Republicans because the latter promised the Americans to
considerably improve their/well-being, while the second
variant did not suit the Republicans for military-political
considerations because revival of a "strong America” was a
major thesis in the Administration’s programme.

The market economy prompted a temporary way out. The
Federal Government’s high demand for loan funds needed to
patch the budget holes resulted in an upswing of the interest
rate which began' to serve as a pump syphoning capital out of
other Western éountries. Furthermore, Washington, displaying
the skill of ,a Fakir, started manipulating the dollar’s

exchange rate@with a view to attaining the same objective.
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America from the alleged Soviet threat.

The very first year of the Star Wars programme, US$992
million was squandered to implement it: a tiny visible/part of
the arms race iceberg whose summit reaches into space. The
White House’s SDI promptly integrated all ABM research which
cost the US about £40,000 million between 1954 and 1983. War
lasers alone--an essential SDI component--cost over %2,000
million. Getting fat on Reaganomics, the military-industrial
monopolies supplied $30 million a year from th@ir internal
revenues to develop space-based weapon systems they saw as the
most promising. So SDI was started with a considerable initial
capital.

After 1983, Star Wars allocations skyrocketed to reach
£3,500 million by the 1987 fiscal yeari To support SDI’s
reputation for cheapness, the NBC asked economic advisers of
the four preceding Administrations how the effort would
influence the US economy. Thé experts came to the opinion that
SDI implementation presented no ecemomic or financial problenm,
and calculated that it could well stay within the usual annual
Defence Ministry budget A£hroughout the decade.

Really, at its first stage,SDI will be an economic problem
not so much for the United States as for its allies which will
have to finance the new militarist venture. The allies have
already sent funds for this to the US, tempted by the
prospect of easily cashing in on high interest rates.

In their turn, Pentagon men are doing everything to
prevent SDI from exceeding the budget of the Defence
Department, at least during the first years, as the
development and testing of prototypes do not call for huge
spending yet. That is why they are coming out for the further
reduction of 4gocial spending, are manipulating the military
budget, channedling money from one programme into another and

are callingfupon contractors to fork out for SDI from internal
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will attempt to sell to its allies a nicely packaged
merchandise called SDI. At the same time, like the famous
woman character of William Thackeray’s novel, the US intends
to skim the cream and go on living in clover on God knows
what.

The world community is strong enough to prevent the US
military-industrial complex from satisfying its ambitions at

the expense of a nuclear-free future which mankind is out to

get for itself.

(Sovetskaya Rossia, February 26. In full.)
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DENMARK AND STAR WARS
" Mikhail Kostikov

The Pentagon is pressing ahead with the construction of an
gdvanced radar installation at its base in Thule in the

extreme north-west of Greenland. The American military have
long been using that base not only as a bridgehead of
electronic espionage against the USSR and satellite
reconnaissance, but alsoc as one of the centres of its planned
nuclear-missile operations in the North. And now they want to
adapt it to the control of combat operations/in space, too.

The construction of a new radar at the /base in Thule,
notes in this connection the Copenhagen newspaper Politiken,
alluding to the data of a whole number of American and British
arms control experts, undermines the Soviet-American ABM
Treaty of 1972 and is closely linked with the Star Wars plans.
As reported by the Western press, a similar radar installation
is currently under construction at Fylingdales in Britain.

As far as Denmark is concerned (and Greenland is a part of
that state with internal autonomy rights), these plans of
Washington contradict the official position of Copenhagen.
Why, according to a decision by the country’s Folketing
(Parliament), the government must speak up at all
international forums and algc in NATO against the Star Wars
plans and space militarization in general, and for the need of
honouring the ABM Treaty. This contradiction is the subject of
a recent parliamentary inquiry made by the Social Democratic
faction together with the other left-wing opposition parties
to the country’s Foreign Minister,Uffe Ellemann-Jensen.
Although the gquestion deals with matters of real importance,
there is no answer to it still.

Handed over to the Pentagon as all but Denmark’s

contribution to NATO, Greenland is being converted by the
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American militury'iﬁto a major springboard of potential
aggression. The US is turning it into one of its main tools in
undermining the very foundation of Denmark’s military and
security policy. This is being done clearly behind the Danish
people’s backs whose opinion Washington is fully determined to
ignore. The construction of a new radar is the latest
confirmation of this fact. As it is, that radar/ puts Denmark
into a position of an accomplice in the Star Wars preparations
and in the Pentagon efforts to undermine the ABM Treaty.

Copenhagen.

(Pravda, January 30. In full.)



Friday, February 6, 1987 VORI2-870206-511
6

WHAT IS BEHIND RADAR MODERNISATION?

A.Sychev

Stockholm. (Izvestia own correspondent.) A radar facility
at the U.S. military base in Thule in the north-west of

Greenland has been in the past few days the subject of heated

peclitical debate in Denmark.

Concern has been mounting among the parties in opposition
to Prime Minister Poul SEE}Ptar’s right-of-center cabinet over
a possibility that the éroposed radar modernisation is part of
the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), and as such may pose a
threat to the 1972 Soviet-American Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty.

The continuing arms race, which is about to be projected
into outer space in line with Washington’s Star Wars program,
enhances the danger of a thermonuclear conflict. This bleak
vision in the past few years has prompted the Danish Folketing
(Parliament) to adopt a series of resolutions proclaiming,
among other things, Denmark’s desire to contribute to the
cause of peace, help safeguard the termless Soviet-American
ABM Treaty, and avcid being/involved in SDI. As a matter of
fact, Washington’s plan concerning Greenland is an obvious
blow at the foreign policy principles proclaimed by Denmark.

According to the Danish newspapers, the Thule facility is
to be converted into a large Pave Paws phased-array battle
management radar to increase its range to about 5,000
kilometers. Once the modernisation program is accomplished,
the potential of the radar network will grow immeasurably and
by so doing almost certainly constitute a violation of the ABM
Treaty, no matter what the Pentagon officials say to justify
moves by their bosses.

The U.S. Congress in 1980 officially admitted the fact by

rejecting/the plan to modernise the Thule facility and making
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SDI--THE LOCOMOTIVE OF THE ARMS RACE

Major-General Y. Lebedev

This year will mark four years since the US President
announced the drawing up of the Star Wars programme, which he
called the Strategic Defense Initiative for euphony. It has
never ceased disturbing the world ever since. The programme,
which has been extensively publicized by its supporters as
“+he deliverer from nuclear ballistic missiles”, Taises
insurmountable obstacles to a nuclear-weapon free world. SDI
was the main reason for wrecking possible agreements in
Reykjavik on a reduction in nuclear arms and their eventual
elimination. Aimed at deploying in space strike weapons,
components of a large-scale anti“ballistic missile system, the
programme torpedoes the Soviet-US Treaty on the Limitation of
Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems of unlimited duration.

Ignoring the experience of history. the real alignment of
forces and the inevitable fatal implications of the project
for the Americans themselves, the men in Washington hope to
depreciate with the aid of space arms the Soviet nuclear
potential of retaliation, making themselves “invulnerable® in
a nuclear conflict. The stake on victory in nuclear war, on
meeting their global claims--therein lies the real‘thre&t of
Star Wars to all mankind.

The SDI programme lis part of the US military plans based
on offensive nuclear strategy and aimed at attaining military
superiority over the USSR. It is meant to complement the
offensive strategic. arms programmes, which most fully meet the
Pentagon’s demands on first-strike arms. Among such arms are
the latest MX dintercontinental ballistic missile and the
planned Midgetman, the qualitatively new Trident-2 submarine-

launched missile, the new types of strategic bombers and a
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whole generation of Cruise missiles with an increased range
and precision. It must be said that all those nuclear weapon
systems surpass existing types many times over in their
effectiveness.

By their performance, space weapons developed under SDI
cannot be described as defensive. They can be used in surprise
strikes aimed at destroying vital spacecraft of the other side
(early warning satellites, communications satellites, etc.) in
order to "blind"™ it, to take it unawares and thereby to ruin
ite chances of resisting a nuclear aggressiong Having a range
of 4,000 to 5,000 kilometres, some strike space weapons are
able to destroy various ground targets in a matter of seconds.

Obviously, the complex of space weapons within the US
anti-missile defense system will be almost entirely computer-
controlled. In this way mankind will become a hostage to
machines. Even most sophisticated modern automatic systems are
not absolutely safe from malfunctioning, failures, and,
eventually, down-to-earth mistakes. In other words, with SDI
implemented, military-strategic relations in the world will
depend on the complicated space robots suspended over the
Earth.

The White House leaders are duping themselves with the
hope that by the agency of the Star Wars and a breakthrough in
technology they will be able to outstrip others in the
militarily and dictate their will to the rest of the
world, the Soviet Union:included. But these attempts are
futile. This country has all the necessary means to foil these
adventuristic plansa.

In the new year, too, while space is still free from
weapons, there is a chance of a political golution to the
problem. The Soviet Union confirms that its Reykjavik
proposals are on the negotiating table and that it is ready

for mutually acceptable accords, including those on
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strengthening the ABM Treaty and on barring weapons from
space, which would give the green light to the elimination of
nuclear weapons. In the new year, this country will be

pursuing this goal in an even more vigorous manner.

(Pravda, January S. In full.)
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A WAY TOWARD “STAR PEACE"

Soviet Foreign Ministry Holds Press Conference

A news conference was held on January 6 at the Soviet
Foreign Ministry’s press center in Moscow to discuss
international cooperation in a drive to prevent an arms race
in space and promote its peaceful uses as well as the
Soviet-proposed program for "Star Peace'.

Chief Foreign Ministry spokesman Gennady Gerassimov said
the program was based on an idea to convene before 1990 an
international conference or a special session of the UN
General Assembly to discuss all problems pertaining to space
uses, institute a world space organisation and’'work out a
program for space exploration in the 1990s and for a longer
period of ten to fifteen years.

A.Dunayev, chief of the Directorate General for the
Development and Use of Space Technology (USSR Glavkosmos),
told the news conference how the Soviet Union was joining
efforts with other countries in space exploration and uses.
He said the USSR Glavkosmos was prepa;é; to cooperate on a
large scale with foreign companies and governméﬁt and
international agencies on a ﬁﬁiu;lly advantageous and even on
a commercial basis. He said it offered the following

services:

- the launching of foreign satellites by Soviet booster

rockets;

- the renting of Soviet Horizont communication
satellites in a geostationary orbit after bringing them to a
point registered by clients;

- the shooting from outer space of the territories of
some countries and the selling of sounding data;

- the carrying out of works on Soviet equipment and the
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installing of clients’ instruments for the production or
purification of materials in outer space on Soviet space
vehicles.

Yet the chief obstacle to joint space ventures is the
U.5. administration’s embargo on delivery to the Soviet
Union of any objects with American components that might be
launched into outer space. This ban is discriminating not so
much with regard to the Soviet Union as to organisations and
countries which really need space-based facilities for the
development and use of regional and national telephone,
telegraph and television networks. -

The program of international cooperation for the current
five-year period, which is being implemented under the
auspices of the USSR Glavkosmos, is distinguished for the
diversity of projects and its peaceful orientation. Among the
major projects of the five-year period are: a study of Phobos,
a satellite of Mars, including photeographing and TV scanning
of its surface, and a number o©of other involved programs being
carried out by the USSR conjoeintly with the other socialist
countries, Austria, Ireland, the Netherlands, the United
States, Finland, France, the Federal Republic of Germany,
Sweden and the European Space Agency.

Journalists inguired about the present ideas of the
structure of an international space centre, the foﬁnding of
which was mentioned during Mikhail Gorbachev’s visit to India.

In our view, the head of the USSR Glavkosmos said, the
centre will work with space satellites, first of all, for
studying natural resources of the interested countries.
Evidently, it will .require launching grounds for orbiting
satellites, and also tracking stations for guiding them. It
may also become an establishment for training and upgrading
experts in space technology from developing countries.

Besides, the centre will also be responsible for training
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future cosmonauts from the countries which will take part in

founding it.

A correspondent of the Chicago Tribune asked about the

development of a shuttle spacecraft in the Soviet Union.

' “We are engaged in both theoretical and experimental work
along these lines," A. Dunayev said. "We, however, view the
problem on a broad plane. It would be incorrect to say that
reusable systems spell only advantages in every sphere of
space activity. In a word, the question of involving shuttle
craft in the sphere of space activity requires’a thorough
study."

How many applications for Soviet carrier rockets have been
received? Answering this question put by a Reuter
correspondent, V. Ignatov, Director-General of V/0
Litsenzintorg, pointed out that negotiations are now being
held with dozens of organisations, including international
ones.

(TASS)
(Pravda, January 7. In full.>

THE END



Tue Sep 08 1987 2

VORI4-870908DR36

SDI: PARAMETERS CHANGE, NOT GOALS
V. Likhovid

The actions of the present US administration clear show
that the Strategic Defence Initiative, announced by
President Reagan four years ago, has definitely becoeme the
central element of his military and political programme. The
White House attaches so much importance to it bécause it
realises the potential influence it may have on the
strategic balance of forces between the USSR and the United
States, on the course of Soviet-American dialogue on arms
control and disarmament and on the development of the
relations between the two countries.

Presented as a defensive doctreine, -SDT has been devised
from the start as a strategic programme designed to ensure
the United States superiority /over the 'Soviet Union and as a
kind of philosophy of pressure.

However, the implementation of the programme does not
proceed as Washington wants it to. Opposition to the Star
Wars plans is growing, which is particularly felt in
Congress. There are differing reactions to it among the
United States’ allies and there is growing ctiticism in the
world’s scientific community.

However, though Congress had earlier cut allocstions to
the programme, expenditures on it keep growing from year to
yvear. The Péntagon has already spent 9,200 million dollars
on SDI. _

The programme is now at its early stage. The officials
whose job is to get credits from Congress from time to time
report progress_in carrying out the programme, but no
breakthrough has yet been made.

Experts say that technical progress has been made in
some of the,more than 3,000 contracts that have been signed

so far, butithere is a long way from success in some
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projects, such as the development of microelements, optical
devices and cryogenic coolers, and the creation of a
multi-layer missile defence system.

Interception of missiles in boost phase still remainsqa
major problem. Burning a hole in a missile with a laser ‘©on
testing grounds is one thing and destroying hundreds of
ballistic missiles from orbital battle stations in a matter
of seconds is quite another. An experiment conducted with a
Titan missile showed that a laser beam has too great & wave
length to be a weapon.

SDT designers have so far failed in their e®£orts to
make battle stations invulnerable. The problem &s that their
movement is predictable, so they can be watchéd from Earth,
seen from space and, consequently, be constantly a target
for attaeck.

As a result of these difficulties, many projects have
been suspended, re-orientated or dropped altogether. Work
has been stopped on the developmeént ofl an infra-red sensor
for a guidance system and a space-based chemical laser.

Earlier especially big hopeés had been pinned on the
development of the so-called direated-energy weapons, such
as free-electron lasers, but now emphasis has been shifted
to kinetic weapons -- anti-missile missiles and '
gself-guiding rockets capable,of destroying a target by sheer
impact. Such missiles could be launched from Earth or from
orbital battle stations.

Nor does the nuclea: pumped X-ray laser live up to the
Pentagon’s hopes. Its destructlve power is too 1ow for
fighting warheads and m1351les. Nevertheless, it is a fairly
effective weapon agfainst such targets as orbiting stations,
satellites and sensors. On the other hand, it is a weapon
that may hit boéh ways. An X-ray laser meant to neutralize

enemy systems maywpose a real threat to Amerlca 8 own space

systems in orb1t. Even so, the Amerlcans contlnue to peg

hoéésibﬁ th#{t weapon, seeing its primary task now not in the

destruction &f missiles but in the identification of real
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warheads among decoys by the targets!’ emissions under
irFadiation by the X-ray laser.

Alongside these p;oblems there are others whose
complexity was underestimated or deliberately overlooked
earlier. Take, for example, the terms and expenses
associated with the orbiting of anti-ballistic missile
systems. According to some data, the USs would have to deploy

100,000 tons of hardware in space for its ABM systéﬁ, or 200

times more thanri} is capable of launching within a year

now. That would necessitate 5,000 Shuttle flights,rwizh the
t;ansportation costs alone toggiling abotit GOO_Eillion
doiiars. 7

o In these conditions, technical considerationsg play a
meaningful role in the reorientation/ of the SDI programme
from space-based systems to ground weapons, and from
directed €nergy weapons to systems based on traditional
technologies: missiles and/rockets in miniaturized versions.
Having come to the conclusion about the impossibility of
developing a hundred petr cent failsafe anti-missile defence
system, the Pentagon specialists have given up the idea of
an impenetrable shield and ‘have picked up instead the idea

_—

defence of ICBM silos, centrol centres and so on.
Parallelh;;£h this thg;ghhaé been a marked
activization of the discussions in the United States about
an early deployment of an in-depth spacewbagggﬁAQM system.
This option is advoecated by Zhe ?entagon which suggests
deployiné that system in three stages. Under that plan, at
the first stage sthe US would deploy space- and ground-based

kinetic energy weapons in combination wit sensors in

gqggﬁationgpxﬁqrbits and probes for detecting Earth-launched
béllistic migsiles. At theﬂgecond staée additional
monitoring ;Ed warning systems as.well as orbiting stations
armégrwith coﬁhtermissiles would be deployed, and at the
third Qfage the ABM system would be reinforced with "exqﬁic"

means of destruction.
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In advancing SDI, the White House and the Pentagon are
insisting that its materialization will guarantee the US an
important breakthrough in various technological directions,
serve as a catalyst for a "third industrial revolution"” and
lead to new technological iéeas that could be extensively
used for c}vilian purposes. But, in fact, civilian industry
cannot expect anything reallyisubstantiél from beam/ weapons.
The maximum demand for lasers in civilian indﬁ;triesgié muéh
lower than the minimum requirements of the SDI programme. Or
what peaceful application can possibly be found'for the rail
gun? At the same time, the technology associated with the
production of that gun may have lots of peaceful
applications. For example, the ngy”ggggm;pa@aterials
developed for its barrel could prove highly competitive in

auto-making and aircraft industry. But would it not be more

= —

rational in that case to use all .those material and
intellectual resources from the /very beginning for
developing equipment meant for. peaceful instead of military
purposes?

The civilian branches show little interest in the
technology of the SDI program because of its sophisticated
character and high cost. Military equipment is distinguished
by special characteristics, since it must have very high
indicators and be very reliable and super-protected.

The sophistication of military technology results in
its high cost. According to the American data, an integrated
circuit for military purposes costs 5-10 times more than an
analogous circuit designed for civilian purposes and, since
high quality standards are set for it, the rejected products
sometimes account up to 90 per cent of output. In the
conditions of American competition, such low productivity
could lead to bankruptcy of civilian production.

The work within the SDI program is isolated and is
aimed at manufacturing products for military uses. The
equipment and production processes which are being developed

within its framework are designed to accomplish destructive
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but constructive tasks. From the viewpoint of its specifics
and qualitative parameters, such as the destructive
capability, capacity, range and utilization in space
conditions, the program’s technology, being special-purpeose,
would be inapplicable in the civilian sectors.

Contrary to Washington'’s claims about the non-nuclear
character of the SDI program, its nuclear aspects ever
more come into the open. The systems which are being
developed within its framework and which are based on the
use of nuclear-blast energy, are new-generation nuclear
weapons, among them directed-energy weapons.

The project of developing a nuclear-pumped X-ray laser
has become widely known. The possibilities of using atomic
radiation to affect warheads and the ability of orbital
stations to operate in conditions,of a .nuclear war in space
are being studied. One of the projects envisages development
of a device, based on energy of the nuélear explosion,
for destroying dummy warheads by generating a flow of liquid
drops or solid particles accdelerated to superspeeds and
directed at them. In other/words, we are talking about the
work on a new system of weapons.

The adverse effect of the Star Wars plans on the cause
of peace and disarmament is perfectly clear. At the same
time, the Soviet Union does not fear the SDI program in
military terms. As Mikhail Gorbachev noted in his address to
American readers, "the USSR can develop an anti-SDI program
that will not be a duplication of the USA's program, and not
so expensivé. Furthermore, we can develop it sooner than the
American Star Wars program will be carried out. But we
don’t want to do this. SDI and anti-SDI will mean an endless

arms race that ecan get out of control”.

(Izvestia, September 7. In full.)
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"FAUST'S ALLIANCE WITH THE DEVIL",
Or What the Star Wars Advocates in the USA

Are Doing Now
V. Sukhoi, Pravda’s staff correspondent

The past two years were not easy for the' 8D1 advocates.
As many as 6,500 American scientists and researchers - people
without whose knowledge creation of an anti-missile defence
system with space-based elements is unthinkable - have
declared against appropriation of funds for SDI. They hold
the view that such system is too expensive and ineffective.

Peter Hart Research Associates company specialising in
public opinion polls asked 6,549 lecading American physicists
to express their views on the Star Wars. As many as 75 per
cent of them voiced serious doubts in SDI’s ability to
protect the Americans from ballistic missiles while 62 per
cent of those polled deeclared against deployment of any
military system in space. The company published the results
of the poll while the Federation of American Scientists and
the Union of Concerned Scientists made them widely known.

The US legislators could not ignore the arguments of the
scientists and experts. They began to pursue a line of
reducing the expenditures earmarked for the Star Wars
programme. For instance, the Administration asked Congress to
appropriate 5.4 billion dollars for the research work
relating to the dAmplementation of the SDI programme in the
current fiscal year of 1987 but received approximately 3.5
billion. The White House asked Congress to allocate an even
greater sum, 5,7 billion dollars, for the work in the field
of Strategic Defense Initiative during the next fiscal year
of 1988 but the House of Representatives of the US Congress
voted to appropriate 3.1 billion dollars for these purposes.
Since the Senate which has not taken such an irreconcilable

stand had earlier voted for the allocation of 4.5 billion
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dollars the final sum will be now fixed by the House -
Senate Conference Committee. Presumably, the sum will/be
about 3.7 billion dollars, i.e., 2 billion dollars l&ss than
the President has asked.

[n this siltuation the pushers of the Star Waps resort to
a new tactic. They claim that the opponents of 8SDI "distort"
the essence of the programme, reducing it to the.most exotic
technology - X-ray 1asers and beams of directed particles.

Robert Jasigg;; the founder and former director of the
lkGodgard Institute under NASA and a well-known advocate of
SDI ; édasnes the so-called kinetic missile-killers and the
rail gun as "ready technology".

Representative Jack Kemp (N. Y.),a Républican hopeful
at the next presidential election, vehemently advocates a
go-ahead with the first stage of SDI in five to seven years.

Kemp’s reasoning is based on the conclusions of Robert
VJastrow and the George Marshall Institute, a conservative
organization that works out recommendations for the ways of
using modern technologies/for military purposes. Making it
clear that the Star Wars is an important issue of his
election campaign, Kemp introduced in the House a special
amendment which provides the creation of one of the SDI
systems as early as 1993.

The arguments of Kemp and the others who think like him
are very simple. Depléy;ng the first phase of SDI, they
allege, will cost around 124,000 million dollars, which is
far below the recent Congressional allocations for housing
construction and highways maintenance. Aé a result, however,
they go on, America will have an ABM system which will
reliably proteet its ballistic missiles launching pads and
command centers. A "stecel wall"” of numerous metal pins that
will be flying around each installation as a swarm of bees
at a tremendous speed is to encircle these facilities.

Thése kinetic weapons are Lo destroy enemy missiles by
ﬁiercing through them at high speed, rather than blowing

them ‘up.
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The metal pins will be set in motion at such high speed
by electromagnetic guns. An electromagnetic gun is an
electric engine with two rails that form the gun's

1

"barrel.” An intensive electromagnetic field that forms
between the two rails under the influence of a high voltage
electric current is capable of imparting a truly fantastic
gspeed to any projectile.

About 234 million dollars were allocated sfor the
development of kinetic armaments in the 1987 Ffiscal year.
The figure will go up to 303.5 million in 4988 and to 357.4
million in 1989.

At the initial stage kinetic weapons are to be deployed
in space on board specially equipped satellites. Later such
weapons are to be deployed on land-baseéd ABM systems which
have been code-named HEDI and ‘ERIS.{The two systems were
tested last year, and more systems are to be tested again at
the end of this summer.

Do the lately more frequenmt expatiations on the
priority of kinetic arms mean/ that the remaining aspects of
the Star Wars programm&éhhavesbeen neglected? Of course, not.
The fact that the developmént of kinetic weapons has
swallowed up a mere 234 million of the 3,500 million dollars
allocated for SDI in theéjclirrent fiscal year speaks for
itself.

One may be absolutely sure that the enormous Nova laser
installation built at’the Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory at the @eost of 187 million dollars is not
standing idle. The contractor companies fnvolved in
implementing the Star Wars programme, the number of which
has now exceeded 1,300, have not been sitting twiddling
their thumbss either. Boeing Corporation, which has received
from the Strategic Defense Initiative Organization orders
worth 131“million dollars, seized leadership among them in
1986. Itfis followed by TRW concern (61 million), Hughes
Aircraft Corporation (40 million), Lockheed (25 million),

and Rockwell Tnternational Corp. (24 million dollars). The
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activities of the arms manufacturing companies have affected
the American tax-payers, too, each of whom had to parﬂ.';th
13 dollars for the SDI programme in 1986 alone.

There were 57 Nobel Prize-winners among the Am ran
scientists who signed the Appeal for Outlawing Sp?Arms.
One of them has described the Star Wars program as
"Faust’s alliance with the devil”. A very apt and precise
comparison. v
New York, August. s

(Pravda, August Abridged.)
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THE RESPONSE WILL BE EFFECTIVE

Potential Measures and Means for Negating SDI

Col. V. Nazarenko, Candidate of Military Sciences

The Soviet leaders have said more than once that if the
United States implements its notorious Strategic Defense
Initiative, thereby creating a serious threat to the whole
world, the Soviet Union will give an effective response.

Numerous works by Soviet and foreigm experts convincingly
show that despite the assurances of the US Administration,
anti-missile defense which is being developed under the Star
Wars program is an offensive rather than defensive system. To
begin with, the systems envisaged by SDI are strike weapons
which can destroy major satellites in order to blind the
other side, thereby depriving it of its ability to retaliate
a nuclear attack. Furthermore, these weapons can destroy
targets not only in gpace but also in the air, on the ground,
and at sea. They will help the United States to consolidate
its strategic offensive potential, and acquire a first-strike
capability.

Therefore, Sovieti experts believe that the main task in
countering a potential ABM system is to retain an ability ta
inflict unacceptable damage on the enemy in retaliation to
any nuclear attack. Retaliation should be approximately
adequate to what the side subjected to an attack could
inflict on the aggressor if the latter did not have
anti-missile/defense.

Potentiial measures and means of negating a layered ABM
system with space-based elements are discussed at length in
reports, articles and monographs of the Committee of Soviet
Scientists for Peace, Against Nuclear Threat. They are dealt
with im detail in the book "Space Weapons: the Dilemma of

Security” which was put out by Mir Publishers in 1986.
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What possibilities exist in principle for negating a Star

Wars system? What is meant under an

to SDI?

'asymmetrical” response

One of the most important possible
countermeasures igﬁhe development of the "traditional”
strategic nuclear armaments, and the buildup of their ability
to penetrate a "space shield". This may be done by increasing
the number of ballistic missiles (ICBMs andsgSLBMs), and the
number of warheads they carry. "SDI weapons are very
expensive, while ballistic missiles are cheaper,"” noted
Academician B. Rauchenbach. "Suppose one side created a
defensive shield which -- although it is sheer nonsense --
can intercept all of the incoming thousands of warheads. What
will the side whose missiles/may be intercepted do in this
situation? It will produce ~ thousands of warheads more for
this is much cheaper than _te set up a layered ABM system."
Specialists maintain that the development and modernization
of strategic arms with & view te overcoming such a "shield"
will cost 20 to 30 times less than this "shield” itself.

A no small role here would be played by so-called dummy
missiles with a simplified control system and mock-up
warheads having the same gize-and-weight characteristics as
the real ones. It is practically impossible to identify them
as dummies technically. Deployment of such missiles is
economically effective. Massive use of dummies would compel
the enemy’s ABM system to waste much of its striking power.

To preserve.an ability for adequate retaliation against
the aggressor it/ is possible to build uﬁ the arsenal of those
weapons which/ ¢annot be reliably intercepted for the time
being. This applies to SLBMs launched in flat trajectories
(within the atmosphere), and cruise missiles of different
basing modes. Experts believe that their detection and
interception is an incredibly complicated task.

Reduction of the ICBM boost phase, which is possible in
principle, creates additional difficulties for the detection

and tracking systems, thereby lowering the effectiveness of



Fri Aug 14 1987 2

R
anti-missile systems. One more countermeasure consist§ in
ordinary camouflage of missile launches, for instance, with
smokescreens or dispersal of aerosols absorbing laser
radiation in the air. In addition to that, a missile’s body
may be covered with a coating made of materials diffusing or
absorbing laser rays. To sum up, a package of the
afore-mentioned and other measures makes it possible to
substantially enhance the survivability rate of ICBMs and
SLBMs at the boost phase, and greatly complicate their
interception subsequently.

At the ballistic (mid-course) phase the task of detecting
targets and sorting out the true warhéads from the decoys
(whose number may run into tens of thousands in a massive
launch) will be extremely difficult since they are small-size
and do not have missile plumes. The release of warheads may
be accompanied by the dispersal of a cloud of minor, light
metal objects and aerosols whieh sharply lower the
potentialities of radar and infrared means of detection and
tracking. The effectiveness ‘of sensors of an ABM system
largely depends on the enemy’s ability to use radiological,
optical, and electronic countermeasures.

At the terminal phase where warheads and decoys are
easily identified during their re-entry into the atmosphere
by detection and acquisition means, it is possible to use
high-speed maneuverable MIRVs which can only be intercepted
by systems with enormous speed and high aerodynamic
characteristies.

Special mention should be made about the vulnerability of
such ABM components as space battle stations with different
kinds of weapons on board. Soviet specialists believe that
these may‘be reliably destroyed with small-size missiles
(charges) of different basing modes, as well as powerful
ground-based lasers. The point is that it is much easier to
develop such lasers than those which are designed for use at
space platforms to hit ballistic missiles in flight.

Moreover, there are practically no limitations for
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ground-based lasers as regards mass, energy consumption,; and
other critical parameters. It is much easier to track a laser
beam to a space battle station because it is much bigger than
a missile, not to mention a warhead. There is yet another
highly-effective means of nullifying an ABM system --
so-called space mines, that is, satellites placed in orbits
near space battle stations. They can be fitted out with
different fuzes and a powerful charge to be detonated by

command from the ground. A cloud of "space shrapnel"” capable
of piercing through the coating of a battle station may be
used to block its movement in orbit.

And, finally, the entire system of information means
{reconnaissance, targeting, acquisition and communications),
and combat control is a very wulnerable component of space
weapons.

It is very important to give a clear-cut answer to the
question about possibilities of effectively negating SDI. In
its Star Wars propaganda US officials are staking on the
alleged "invulnerability" of an ABM system, claiming that it
will create a reliable shield protecting the US against enemy
ballistic missiles. Meanwhile, even now it is easy to find
the means to neutralize and destroy any elements of a
large-scale ABM system. The USSR stands for star peace, not
star wars advocated by the authors of SDI. Star peace is a

foundation of a peaeceful future for our planet.

(Krasnaya Zvezda, August 13. In full.)
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NEWS AND VIEWS

Four years ago on March 23 the US President announced

the Star Wars programme as a way to save mankind from nuclear

weapons. At the same time the Administration continued and
continues to implement an "all-embracing strategic programme”
envisaging further build-up of the American nuclear strategic
potential, writes Lieutenant General Viktor Pavilov,
military-political expert. National Security Directive 119
which ordered to hold four demonstrations of the most
important technologies of an anti-missile system before 1990
was signed back in January 1984. The Fletcher Commission
appointed by the US President also recommended that
demonstration of the key ABM components be completed by the
end of the decade. Both the document ‘and the recommendation
ignore the essence of the above-mentioned Treaty - prohibition
of anti-ballistic defence for a country’s territory and even
of creation of the basis for such defence.

While the SDI programme gained momentum, work which must
later become an integral part of it - the equipment of US
territory with radars - continued. In addition to the two
latest large phased-array radar stations which existed on the
western and eastern coasts of the USA (Otis and Beale bases)
the construction of three other radars of this kind - two in
the south of the USA (Robins and Goodfellow) and one in
Greenland (Thule) began.

The construction of such radar stations for early warning
of strategic ballistic missile attack contradict the ABM
Treaty in characteristics and the fact that one of them is
outside the USA. These stations perform anti-missile defence
tasks. A simple comparison of the main characteristics of the
radar stations of the Pave Paws type with the characteristics

of the ABM radar stations, for instance, the PAR at Grand
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Forks base, leads to such a conclusgion. Their tactical and
technical data coincide either fully, or in a greater part.
This substantial fact prompts the idea that a networklief such

stations is being deployed on US territory and beyond (Thule)
contrary to the ABM Treaty because a foundation for

anti-missile defence of the country is being thus laid. These
actions fully fit in with the SDI concept, which emphatically
proves that it is aimed against the Treaty.

As for the radar station in Thule, its deployment outside
US territory is an additional gross violation of the ABM
Treaty. The new radar in Greenland and the planned deployment
©of a new radar in Britain create a precedent for SDI
facilities beyond US territory. This way leads to further
practical involvement of the NATO count¥ies in the US
military-strategic plans.

* * *

The Washington Post carries s'contribution abounding in

questions: why does the United States, for instance, always
get into trouble supporting rascally dictators and opposing
Marxists and patent Communists; or why any other views are
sacrificed to the Monroe doetrine., which says that the United
States can do anything it pleases to make other governments in
the western hemisphere acgeptable in Washington. The
contribution does not answer those and other questions, but
the very fact that they are posed is telling. If there are
people who ask them, we may hope that others will think about
answers, says Pyotr Romanov, Novosti analyst.

We should like ;to make the following comment. History
provided ample proof that the White House supports rascally
dictators to oppose not so much communism as any independence
drive in the‘Third World. Here are some examples from the
United States” relations with Latin America. In 1926, US

troops landed in Nicaragua to suppress a Liberal rising
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POSSIBLE SOVIET RESPONSES TO SDI

Maj.-Gen. I. Anureyev, Ph.D.

The US Strategic Defence Initiative, aptly called Star
Wars, aims at militarising space and upsetting strategic
balance between the USSR and the United States.

Speaking at a press conference in Reykjavik, Mikhail
Gorbachev said: "Our response to SDI will be asymmetrical,
but there will be a response. And it will not entail many
sacrifices."”

What are possible responses to SDI? What is to be done
to preserve strategic balance?

The military-technical measures td'counter SDI can be
divided into two groups: active and passive. The measures I
will deal with below are no secret. They are well known to
American specialists. That is wHy an arms race in space
cannot ensure the United States military superiority. It
would only create more difficulties for the efforts to bring
about disarmament and international security.

The active responges indlude: destruction of SDI
targets (elements) deployed in space, in the atmosphere and
on Earth; the use of tactical methods of penetrating through
various ABM defence eche;pns by missiles; suppression of the
ABM defence control system: suppression of electronic
elements of a defence’'system by electronic means; building
up strategic nuclear armaments, modernising them and
upgrading their stfﬁéture.

The passive responses include: deployment of decoys;
reinforcing missiles and warheads to protect them against

laser attack; camouflaging missile launches.

Active Responses to SDI

The destruction of SDI targets (elements) is the most
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effective means of sharply reducing the strength of the
entire US missile defence systenm, allowing ballistic
missiles to penetrate it. The main SDI targets (elements)
are: orbital battle stations equipped with laser andsbeam
weapons (or, possibly, with kinetic-energy weapons),
space-based control stations (including reserve stations):
decoy stations or targets and also a number of ground-based
SDI elements.

The destruction of some major targets, especially those
connected with control, will substantially reduce the
efficacy of SDI and undermine its ability £o perform the
duties assigned to it by American militarf¥gaspecialists. SDI
targets, especially orbital stations, may beé destroyed by
various space-, air- and land-based systems equipped with
directed-energy weapons (such weapons are based on the
principle of direct transfer of energy from a source of
radiation to a target with the speed, of light or at
velocities close to it), kinetic~energy weapons and
interceptor missiles and'®otkets.”These responses may prove
to be especially effective against orbital missile defence
systems with known trajectories.

SDI battle stations in orbit may be destroyed by "space
mines,"” or spacecraft carrying high-yield warheads detonated
on command from the Earth: They should be deployed in space
in orbits close to those of SDI battle stations.

Land-based lasers also can be used to destroy battle
stations and other SDI elements. Such lasers are simpler to
build than space-based lasers (a land-based laser will have
larger targets teo destroy, it will be possible to use one
laser against several warheads and a battle station will
stay within a“laser’s range long enough to be destroyed).

A "cloud" of small objects may be used to destroy

orbital battle stations. Such "clouds'" can be created near

v
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the orbits of battle stations on collision course. Moving at
15 km per second, a 30-gram particle could penetrate a 1Spcm
thick steel screen or the skin of an orbital station. ,A
"eloud"” of smgll particles is as effective as a
kinetic-energy weapon.

The use of tactical methods of penetrating SDI by
missiles will be a major means of sharply reducing the
efficacy of SDI and increasing the effectiveness of a
retaliatory nuclear strike. The essence of a special method
of launching missiles was demonstrated by penetrating a
missile defence system based on the use of nuclear-pumped
X-ray lasers.

In the event of the use of X-ray lasers, an orbital
battle station would explode in space, but laser rods
trained on flying objects would destroy’targets by powerful
impulses. In this case, decoy ‘miesides should be launched in
advance to render a missile , defengce useless. Then a nuclear
counter-strike would be delivered/in planned sequence. 0Of
course, decoy missiles should be build so that no target
selection system could distinguish them from real missiles.

Disruption of the @nemy .missile defence control system is
one of the principal methods of countering SDI.

According to American sghemes, any SDI control system must
comprise a land-based amdgen orbiting subsystem. The land-based
subsystem will be linked with the US supreme military command
and the Federal government. The orbiting subsystem must
comprise satellite gommunication and various radio and
electronic equipmentd Suppression of elements in the control
system will disrupt its functions and increase the probability
of ABM penetratien.

Radioelectronic countermeasures are likewise designed to
reduce the Cembat effectiveness of SDI by Jamming radio,

radar, optical, infrared or laser means which any missile
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defence system is to comprise a plenty of.

Build-up, modernization and structural optimization' of
strategic nuclear forces will be an effective response to the
American SDI.

Since the US continues the work to develop SDI /in order to
gain superiority over the Soviet Union in strategic nuclear
weapons, the Soviet Union has the right to take adequate
countermeasures by building up its own strategic nuclear
forces. They can be built up to such a level that a
retaliatory nuclear strike at the US, even with a fully
deployed SDI, will be truly devastating.

Besides, there is the possibility of /certain modernization
and advancement of the strategic nuclear forces, increasing
the probability of SDI penetration. The emphasis in their
development can be placed on those strategic nuclear systems
against which SDI is ineffectiwve. These may include low-flying
cruise missiles, ballistic missiles with a short booster phase
and flat-trajectory missiles. As the readers must have
understood, the SDI programme will inevitably lead to a new
dangerous spiral in thesarms race, and i1t is to avoid that
outcome that the Soviet Union is campaigning against the

militarization of space and against SDI.

Passive Responses to SDI

Decoys are used to ensure a high level of engagement of
ABM systems, to complicate the selection of targets by the
enemy, to distract active ABM systems’ elements into attacking
those decoys and to reduce in general the effectiveness of
SDI.

Parallel with the separation of nuclear warheads, the
attacking side can send forth a cloud of small metal objects
which will not only absorb but also reflect radio waves and

scatter the radar waves reflected from the warheads. Infrared
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detection and homing systems can be suppressed by spraying
aerosol clouds emitting infrared radiation around warheads.

Protection of missiles and nuclear warheads against laser
weapons with reflecting and absorbing coatings. The wuse of
absorbing coatings will substantially increase (about a
hundred times) the required density of the laser capacity for
hitting missiles or warheads. The spinning of missiles or °
warheads will prevent the fixation of the laser beam on
particular sections of their surface, which will also work for
their protection. One may also mention the provision of
missiles with an additional cooling system,.generation of
smoke and aerosol clouds absorbing laser/radiation in the
atmosphere and other countermeasures against lasers.

Protection against X-ray lasers. In accordance with one of
the missile defence concepts on which the US is working,
combat stations carrying X-ray.lasers are to be put into orbit
at the very last moment befdre a preemptive US nuclear strike.
This is to be done by means of special carrier rockets
deployed on nuclear submarinesi: US experts believe that such
submarines must be kept. on operational duty in the oceans
close to the USSR’s bordersi in the northern sector of the
Indian Ocean or in the Norwegian Sea. It is obvious that
effective measures to detect in advance and destroy such
submarines are perfectly feasible.

Missile launch camouflaging consists in setting up smoke
screens and in using other means of camouflage. This should
complicate the detection of missile launches by space-based
early warning systems.

The Cost of SDI in relation to the cost of
countermeasures. One of the major problems in the development
of all new weapon systems is figuring out the relation between
the cost of /the new weapon system and of the systenm designed

to counter ‘it., If the cost of the counter-system is lower than



Wednesday, March 18, 1987 2

that of the primary system, the development of such a system
may well prove unwise.

Evaluation of the countermeasures against SDI shows that
there are effective and less expensive means enabling to
retain a devastating retaliatory strike potential. This
evaluation also shows that the cost of such countermeasures
may average just a few per cent of the cost of a large-scale

space-based missile defence system.

(Energia: Ekonomika, Tekhnika, Ekologia No.2.
Abridged.)
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