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

The Strategic Context 

The U.S. SD1 research program IS 
wholly compatible with the Anti-Ballistic 
Missile (ABM) Treaty, IS comparable to 
research permitted by the ABM Treaty 
which the Soviets have been conductmg 
for many years, and is a prudent hedge 
agamst Soviet breakout from AB?4 
Treaty limitations through the deploy 
ment of a territorial ballistic missile 
defense. These important facts deserve 
emphasis. However, the basic mtenc 
behmd the Strategic Defense Inltiahve is 
best explamed and understood in terms 
of the strategic environment we face for 
the balance of this century and into the 
next. 

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

forces in particular. 1s to deter aggres- 
sion and coercion based upon the threat 
of mihtary aggression The deterrence 
provided by Ii S and allied military 
forces has permitted us to enJoy peace 
and freedom. However, the nature of 
the mihtary threat has changed and will 
contmue to change in very fundamental 
ways In the next decade Unless we 
adapt our response, deterrence will 
become much less stable and our suscep- 
tibihty to coercion will mcrease 
dramatically 

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

This basic idea-that if each side 
mamtamed roughly equal forces and 
equal capabihty to retahate against at- 
tack, stability and deterrence would be 
mamtamed-also served as the founda- 
tion for the lJ S approach to the 
strategc arms hmitation talks (SALT) 
process of the 1970s. At the time that 
process began, the United States con- 



- 

eluded that deterrence based on the 
capabdlty of offensive retahatory forces 
was not only sensible but necessary, 
smce we beheved at the time that 
neither side could develop the 
technology for defenslbe systems ahlch 
could effecnvely deter the other side 

Today, however, the Wuahon is fun- 
damentally dlfferent Sclentdic deveiop- 
merits and several emerg-mg tech- 
nologes now do offer the posslblhty of 
defenses that did not eslst and could 
hardly hake been conceived earher The 
state of the art of defense has now pro- 
gressed to the pomt where it IS reason- 
able to mvestlgate whether new tech- 
nologes can Jle!d ophons. especially 
non-nuclear options. xlnch could permit 
us to turn to defense not onlk to 
enhance deterrence but to allow us to 
move eo a more secure and more stable 
long-term basis for deterrence 

Of equal Importance. the Soviet 
Umon has hled to show the type of 
restramt, m both strategc offensive and 
defensive forces, that was hoped for 
H hen the S;\LT process began. The 
trends m rhe development of Soviet 
:traregc offensive and defensive forces, 
a well as the growmg pattern of Sovlet 
decephon and of noncompliance with ex- 
isting agreements, If pernutted to con- 
tmue unchecked over the long term, ~111 
undermme the essenhal military balance 
and the mutuahty of vulnerab&y on 
which deterrence theory has rested 

Soviet Offensive Imorovements. 
The Soviet Umon rem&s the prmclpal 
threat to our security and that of our 
allies. As a pare of Its wade-rangmg ef- 
fore further to Increase 1t.s military 
capabilities, the Soviet Union’s Improve- 
ment of its balhshc rmsslle force, pro- 
vldmg Increased prompt, hard-target kdl 
capability, has mcreasmgly threatened 
the survlvab~hty of forces we have 
deployed to deter aggressIon It has 
posed an especially lmmedlate challenge 
to our land-based retahatory forces and 
to the leadershIp structure that com- 
mands them. It equally threatens many 
critical fixed mstallahons m the Umted 
States and m allied nations that support 
the nuclear retaliatory and conventIonal 
forces wtnch provide our collective ablh- 
ty to deter conflict and aggression. 

Improvement of Soviet Active 
Defenses. At the same hme, the Soviet 
Union has continued to pursue strategc 
advantage through the development and 
Improvement of active defenses These 
active defenses provide the Soviet Umon 
a steadily mcreasmg capablhty to 
counter U S. retaliatory forces and those 
of our alhes, especially if our forces 
were to be degraded by a Sonet first 

stnke Even today, Soviet achve de- 
fenses are exrenslve. For example. the 
Soviet Union possesses the world’s only 
currently deployed antlbalhstlc mIsslIe 
system, deployed to protect Moscow 
The Soviet Union 1s currently improvmg 
all elements of this system It also has 
the world’s only deployed anclsarelhte 
(ASAT) capablhty It has an extensive 
air defense network. and It IS ag 
gressively lmprovmg the quality of Its 
radars, Interceptor aIrcraft. and surface- 
to-air misslIes It also has a very exten- 
sive network of balhstlc rmsslle early 
warnmg radars. All of these elements 
provide them an area of relative advan- 
tage m strategc defense today and, with 
logcal evolutionary Improvement. could 
provide the foundation of declslve ad- 
vantage m the future 

very lmmecilate and ommous conse- 
quences When operahonal. tlus radar, 
due to I& locatIon, wII increase the 
Soviet Union’s capabJ]ty to deploy a ter- 
ritorlal balhscic rnlssile defense 
Recognlzmg thar such radars would 
make such a contribution. the AB!J 
Treaty expressly banned the construc- 
tlon of such radars at such locations as 
one of the primary mechamsms for en- 
surmg the effectneness of the treat! 
The Sovlec Cmon’s actlvlty with respect 
to this radar 1s m direct vlolatlon of the 
ABJI Treaty 

Improvement in Soviet Passive 
Defenses. The Soviet Umon IS also 
spending slgmficant resources on 
passive defensive measures aimed at Im- 
provmg the survlvablhty of Its own 
forces, military command structure. and 
natIonal leaderstup These efforts range 
from provldmg rail and road moblhty for 
its latest generahon of ICBMs [mtercon- 
hnental balhshc missiles] to extensive 
hardenmg of various crItIcal mstalla- 
hens 

Soviet Research and Development 
on Advanced Defenses. For over wo 
decades, the Soviet Umon has pursued a 
wde range of strategc defensive ef- 
forts, mtegratmg both active and pas- 
Slve elements The resulhng trends habe 
shown steady Improvement and expan- 
Slon of SoLlet defensive capabIlIty Fur- 
thermore. current patterns of Soviet 
research and development, mcludmg a 
longstanding and Intensive research pro- 
gram m many of the same basic tech- 
nological areas which our SD1 program 
wII address, mchcate that these trends 
~11 continue apace for the foreseeable 
future. If unanswered, contmued Soviet 
defensive Improvements wII further 
erode the effectiveness of our own ey- 
Istmg deterrent, based as It 1s now 
almost exclusively on the threat of 
nuclear retahafion by offensive forces 
Therefore, this longstandmg Soviet pro- 
gram of defensive Improvements. m 
Itself. poses a challenge to deterrence 
wtuch we must address 

Agamst the backdrop of this Soviet 
patrern of noncompliance with existing 
arms control agreements the Soviet 
Union 1s also takmg other actlons \! tuch 
affect our ablhty to verify So\let com- 
ollance Some Soviet actIons. hke their 
increased use of encrlpption durmg 
tesrmg. are directly almed at degrading 
our ablhty to momtor treaty comphance 
Other Soviet actIons. too, contrIbute to 
the problems we face m momtormg 
Soviet comphance For example. So~-let 
mcreases m the number of their moblle 
balhstlc mIsslIes. especially those armed 
wlch multiple. Independently-targetable 
reentry vehicles, and other moblIe 
systems. will mahe verlficahon lass and 
less certam. If we fall to respond to 
these trends, we could reach a pomt m 
the foreseeable future where ae uould 
have little confidence In our assessment 
of the ,tate of the military balance or 
Imbalance. with all that Implies for our . 
ablhty to control escalaclon durmg 
crises. 

Soviet Noncompliance and 
Verification. Fmally, the problem of 
Soviet noncompliance with arms control 
agreements m both the offensive and 
defensive areas, Including the ABM 
Treaty, IS a cause of very serious con- 
cern Sovlee activity m constructing 
either new phased-array radar near 
Krasnoyarsk, m central Stberla, has 

Responding to the Challenge 

In response to this long-term pattern of 
Soviet offens1b.e and defensl\e Im- 
provements. the Umted States IS com- 
pelled to take certam actions desIgned 
both to mamtam security and stablhty m 
the near term and to ensure these condo- 
tlons m the future We must act m three 
mam areas 

Retaliatory Force Modernization. 
First. we must modermze our offenslbe 
nuclear retahatory forces This IS 
necessary to reestabhsh and mamtam 
the offensive balance m the near term 
and to create the stratepc condiclons 
that WIII permit us to pursue com- 
plementary achons m the areas of arms 
reduchon negohahons and defensive 
research For our part, m 1981 we em- 
barked on our strategc modermzatlon 
program aImed at reversmg a long 
period of dechne Tlus modf mzahon 
program was specIfically deslgned to 
preserve stable deterrence and, at the 
same hme, to provtde the mcentlves 
necessary to cause the Sovlee Union to 
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Iom us m negotiatmg srgmfmant reduc- 

to improve their own nattonal strayeglc 
nuclear retahatory forces. The US SDI 
research program does not negate the 

tlons m the nuclear arsenals of both 

necessity of these U S and allied pro- 
grams Rather, the SD1 research pro- 

sides. 

gram depends upon our collective and 
national modermzation efforts to mam- 

In addition to the U.S. stratepc 

tam peace and freedom today as ire ex- 
plore options for future decwon on how 

modernmatlon program, NATO IS 

we might enhance securlry and stabihry 
over the longer term. 

modermzmg its longer range 
Intermediate-range nuclear forces 
(LRINF). Our Bntlsh and French alhes 
also have unden\av tmoortant moerams 

nologes is proven, the destabihzmg 
Sovlet advantage can be redressed. And, 

The Sowet Union recogmzes the 

in the process, deterrence will be 
strengthened sngmficantly and placed on 

potential of advanced defense con- 

a foundation made more stable by reduc- 
mg the role of ballistic missile weapons 

cepts-especially those involving boost, 

and by placing greater rehance on 
defenses which threaten no one 

postboost. and mid-course defenses-to 
change the strategrc snuation In our m- 
vesttgatron of the potential these 
systems offer, we do not seek superior]- 
ty or to estabhsh a umlateral advantage. 
However. If the nromise of SDI tech- 

Negotiation and Diplomacy. Durmg 
the next 10 years, the U S obJectwe IS a 
radical reduction m the power of ex- 
lstmg and planned offensive nuclear 
arms, as well as the stablhzation of the 
relatIonshIp between nuclear offensive 
and defenswe arms, whether on earth or 
m space We are eben now looking for- 
ward to a period of transitIon to a more 
stable world. with greatly reduced levels 
of nuclear arms and an enhanced abihty 
to deter war based upon the mcreaslng 
contnbutlon of non-nuclear defenses 
agamst offensive nuclear arms A world 
free of the threat of mihtary aggresslon 
and free of nuclear arms IS an ultimate 
ObJectlve to which we, the Sonet Umon, 
and all other nations can agree 

New Deterrent Options. Hoaever. 
over the long run, the trends set in mo- 
tion by the pattern of Soviet actnoty. 
and the Sonets’ persistence m that pat- 
tern of actwty. suggest that continued 
long-term dependence on offenswe 
forces may not prowde a stable basis for 
deterrence In fact, should these trends 
be permitted to contmue and the Sowet 
mvestment m both offensive and defen- 
sive capabihty proceed unrestramed and 
unanswered. the resultant condition 
could destroy the theoretical and em- 
plrrcal foundatron on which deterrence 
has rested for a generatlon 

Therefore, we must now also take 
steps to provide future options for en- 
sunng deterrence and stab&y over the 
long term, and we must do so m a nay 
that allows us both to negate the 
destabihzmg growth of Sowet offensive 
forces and to channel longstandmg 
Soviet propensmes for defenses toward 
more stabillzmg and mutually beneficial 
ends The Strategic Defense Imtlatne IS 
specifically aimed toward these goals In 
the near term, the SD1 program also 
responds directly to the ongomg and e\- 
tenslve Soviet antibalhstic missile effort, 
mcludmg the exlstmg Soviet deploy 
ments permitted under the ABM Treaty 
The SD1 research program provides a 
necessary and pouerful deterrent to any 
near-term Soviet decision to expand 
rapidly I& antibalhstic missile capablhty 
beyond that contemplated by the ABM 
Treaty Thrs, III Itself, IS a crrtlcal task. 
However, the overridmg, long-term im. 
portance of SD1 IS that It offers the 
posslbihty of reversing the dangerous 
mihtary trends cued above by movmg to 
a better, more stable basis for deter. 
rence and by prowdmg new and compel- 
ling mrentwes to the Soviet Union for 
seriously negotiating reductions m e\- 
istmg offensive nuclear arsenals 

To support these goals, we wll con- 
tinue to pursue vigorously the negotia- 
tion of equitable and verdiable agree- 
ments leadmg to sigmficant reductions 
of exrstmg nuclear arsenals As we do 
so, we will contmue to exercise fle\ibih- 
ty concernmg the mechanisms used to 
achieve reductions but will Judge these 
mechamsms on their abmty to enhance 
the securny of the United States and 
our allies, to strengthen strategw stabill- 
ty, and to reduce the risk of war 

At the same time, the SD1 research 
program IS and will be conducted In full 
comphance v.ith the XB>l Treaty If the 
research yields positl\e results, we will 
consult with our alhes about the poten- 
tial next steps. We would then consult 
and negotiate. as appropriate, with the 
Soviet Umon. pursuant to the terms of 
the ABM Treaty, which provide for such 
consultations, on how deterrence might 
be strengthened through the phased In- 
troductlon of defensive systems into the 
force structures of both sides Thus corn. 
mitment does not mean that ue lrould 
gwe the Sowets a veto over the outcome 
anymore than the Soviets have a veto 
over our current strategw and Inter- 
mediate-range programs Our commit. 
ment m this regard reflects our recobmi- 
tlon that, If our research yields ap- 
propriate results, \re should seek to 

move forward in a stable way. We nave 
already begun the process of bilateral 
discussron m Geneva needed to lay the 
foundation for the stable mtegratlon of 
advanced defenses mco the forces of 
both sides at such time as the state of 
the art and other considerations may 
make It desirable to do so 

The Soviet Union’s View of SD1 

As noted above. the U S S R has long 
had a vigorous research, development. 
and deployment program m defense e 
systems of all kinds In fact over the 
last two decades the SoLlet L’mon has 
invested as much overall m Its strateac 
defenses as It has m its massive 
srratepc offensive bulldup As a result, 
today It enjoys certain important advan- 
tages in the area of active and paswe 
defenses The Sonnet Umon will certainly 
attempt to protect this massire. long- 
term Investment 

Allied Views Concerning SD1 

Our allies understand the mlhrary con- 
text rn which the Strategc Defense Inr- 
tlative was-estabhshed and support the- 
SD1 research program Our common 
understanding was reflected m the state- 
ment Issued followmg President 
Reagan’s meetmg wth Pnme Mnuster 
Thatcher m December. to the effect 
that: 

First, the U S and Western arm 
was not to achieve superlorny but to 
mamtam the balance, tahmg account of 
Sowet developments, 

Second, that SDI-related deploy- 
ment uould. m vlen of treaty obhga- 
tions. have to be a matter for negotia- 
tions. 

Third. the overall aim IS to enhance, 
and not to undermme. deterrence, and. 

Fourth. East-IVest negotiations 
should aim to achlel e security with 
reduced levels of offensive systems on 
both sides 

This common understanding IS also 
reflected m other statements since 
then-for esample. the principles wg- 
gested recentl! by the Federal Republic 
of Germany that 

l The eustmp S.4TO strateh? of 
flevlble response must remam full! \ahd 
for the alliance as long as there 1s no 
more effectlye alternative for prerentmg 
war. and, 

l The alllance’s pohtlcal and 
strategw umty must be snfeguatded 
There must be no zones of differ ent 
degrees of security m the alhance. and 
Europe’s security must not be deLouplrd 
from that of hot th Xmerica 
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SD1 Key Points 
Followmg are a dozen key pomts that 
apture the dIrectIon and scope of the 

- program 
1. The aim of SD1 IS not to seek 

superiortty but to maintain the 
stratepc balance and thereby assure 
stable deterrence. 

.4 central theme III Soviet propagan- 
,.6 IS the charge that SD1 IS designed to 
secure mmtary superlorlty for the 
Umted States. Put m the proper context 
of the strategc challenge that we and 
our alhes hce. our true goals become ob- 
v10u.s and clear Superlorlty IS certamly 
not our purpose Nor IS the SD1 pro- 
gram offenswe m nature. The SDI pro- 
gram IS a research progmm aimed at 
seekmg better ways to ensure U S. and 
alhed security. usmg the Increased con- 
trrbutlon of defenses-defenses that 
threaten no one 

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

We are conductmg a broad-based 
research program m full comphance 
v&h the ABM Treaty and with no decl- 
ston made to proceed beyond research. 
The SD1 research program IS a complex 
one that must be carried out on a broad 

- front of technologes. It IS not a pro- 
gram where all resource considerations 
are secondary to a schedule. Instead, it 
IS a responsible. orgamzed research pro- 
gram that IS aggressively seekmg cost- 
effective approaches for defendmg the 
Umted States and our alhes against the 
threat of nuclear-armed and conven- 
tlonally armed ballishc missiles of all 
ranges We expect that the research will 
proceed so that unhal development decl- 
slons could be made m the early 1990s 

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

The Umted States is pursumg the 
broadly based SD1 research program in 
an objechve manner We have no pre 
conceived notlons about the outcome of 
the research program. We do not an- 
tmlpate that we WIII be in a posItIon to 
approach any declston to proceed with 
development or deployment based on the 
results of this research for a number of 
years 

We have identfied key crltena that 
will be applied to the results of this re- 
search whenever they become avarIable. 

Some opbons whmh could provide in- 
tenm capabmtles may be available 
earlier than others, and prudent plan- 
nmg demands that we maintain options 
against a range of contmgencles How- 
ever, the primary thrust of the SD1 
research program is not to focus on 
generatmg optlons for the earhest 
development/deployment declslon but op- 
tlons which best meet our ldentlfied 
cntena. 

4. Within the SD1 research pro- 
gram, we wrll judge defenses to be 
desirable only if they are survivable 
and cost effective at the margin. 

Two areas of concern expressed 
about SD1 are that deployment of defen- 
slve systems would harm crlsls stability 
and that It would fuel a runaway pm 
liferatlon of Soviet offenswe arms We 
have ldenhfied specrfic crlterta to ad- 
dress these fears appropriately and 
directly 

Our survlvabthty crltenon responds 
to the fmt concern If a defensive 
system were not adequately survwable, 
an adversary could very well have an in- 
cenhve m a crlsls to stnke first at 
vulnerable elements of the defense .4p 
plicahon of this cnterlon will ensure that 
such a vulnerable system would not be 
deployed and, consequently, that the 
Soviets would have no mcentlve or pros- 
pect of overwhelming It. 

Our cost-effectiveness crtterlon will 
ensure that any deployed defenswe 
system would create a powerful mcen- 
tlve not to respond wtth addlhonal offen- 
swe arms, smce those arms would cost 
more than the addlhonal defensive 
capabIlity needed to defeat them This is 
much more than an economrc argument, 
although It IS couched m economic 
terms. We Intend to consider. in our 
evaluation of optlons generated by SD1 
research, the degree to which certain 
types of defensive systems, by their 
nature, encourage an advers u-y to try 
simply to overwhelm them with addi- 
tlonai offenstve capabmty while other 
systems can discourage such a counter 
effort We seek defensrve options which 
provide clear dtsmcentwes to attempts 
to counter them ulth addltlonal offen- 
swe forces. 

In addihon, we are pressing to 
reduce offensive nuclear arms through 
the negohatlon of equatable and 
verifiable agreements. Thts effort in- 
cludes reductions in the number of 
warheads on balhstlc missiles to equal 
levels slgmficantly lower than exist to 
day 

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

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

Discusston of the various tech- 
nologtes under study IS certainly needed 
to gwe concreteness to the understand- 
mg of the research program. However, 
speculation about vartous types of defen- 
save systems that might be deployed is 
mapproprlate at this hme. The SD1 IS a 
broad-based research program in- 
veshgahng many technologes. We cur- 
rently see d merit m the potenhaf of 
advanced technologes provldmg for a 
layered defense, wrth the possibility of 
negatmg a bslbshc mIsslIe at various 
points after launch. We feel that the 
possiblltty of a layered defense both 
enhances conSdence m the overall 
system and compounds the problem of a 
potenti aggressor In trymg to defeat 
such a defense. However, the paths to 
such a defense are numerous. 

Along the same lines, some have 
asked about the role of nuclear-related 
research in the context of our ulhmate 
goal of non-nuclear defenses. Wlule our 
current research program certainly em- 
phasizes non-nuclear technologies. we 
wdl conhnue to explore the prom&g 
concepts which use nuclear energy to 
power devices which could destroy 
ballistic mides at great drstances. Fur- 
ther, it is useful to study these concepts 
to determme the feaslbllity and effec- 
hveness of srmilar defensive systems 
that an adversary may develop for use 
against future U S. surveillance and 
defensive or offenswe systems. 

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

We ulhmately seek a future in which 
nations can live in peace and freedom, 
secure in the knowledge that then na- 
tional security does not rest upon the 
threat of nuclear retahatlon. Therefore, 
the SD1 research program wtll place its 
emphasis on options which provide the 
basts for elimmating the general threat 
posed by balliihc mlss&s Thus, the goal 
of our research is not, and cannot be, 
sunply to protect our retahatory forces 
from attack. 

If a future president elects to move 
toward a general defense aganst 
balfiihc nussiies, the technologiical op 
hons that we explore UIII certainly also 
increase the survivability oi our 
retaliatory forces. This will require a 
stable concept and process to manage 
the tram&on to the future we seek. The 
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concept and process must be based upon 
a realistic treatment of not only U.S. but 
Soviet forces and out-year programs. 

7. U.S. and allied security remains 
indivisible. The SD1 program is de- 

- signed Lo enhance allied security as 
well as U.S. security. We will con- 
tinue to work closely with our allies 
to ensure that, as our research pr+ 
gresses. allied views are carefully con- 
sidered. 

This has been a fundamental part of 
U.S. pohcy since the mception of the 
Strategic Defense Imtiatwe We have 
made a serious commitment to consult, 
and such consultations 41 precede any 
steps taken relative to the SD1 research 
program which may affect our albes. 

8. If and when our research 
criteria are met. and followrng close 
consultation with our allies, we intend 
to consult and negotiate, as appro- 
priate, with the Soviets pursuant lo 
the terms of the ABM Treaty, which 
provide for such consnltations. on how 
deterrence coold be enhanced through 
a greater reliance by both sides on 
new defensive systems. This comnut- 
ment should in no way be interpret4 as 
according the Sovlefs a veto over posse- 
ble future defensive deployments And, 
m fact, we have already been hymg to 
mihate a discussion of the offense 
defense relationship and stability m the 
defense and space talks underway in 
Geneva to lay the foundation to support 
such future possible consultations. 

If, at some future tune, the United 
States, in close consultation with its 
alhes, decides to proceed wth deploy- 
ment of defensive systems, we mtend to 
utllise mechanisms for U S Soviet con- 
sultations prowded for in the ABM 
Treaty Through such mechanisms, and 
takmg full account of the Sowet Union’s 
own expansive defensive system re 

search program, we wll seek to proceed 
m a stable fashion wth the Sowet 
Union. 

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

Sowet propagandists have accused 
the United States of renegmg on com- 
mitments to prevent an arms race m 
space Ths IS clearly not true. What we 
envwon 1s not an arms race; rather. it IS 
lust the opposite-a Jointly managed ap 
preach desrgned to maintam, at all 
times, control over the mu of offensive 
and defensive systems of both sides and 
thereby mcrease the confidence of all na- 
tions m the effectiveness and stability of 
the evolving stratepc balance. 

IO. SD1 represents no change in 
our commitment to deterring war and 
enhancing stability. 

Successful SD1 research and devel- 
opment of defense options would not - 
lead r~ abandonment of deterrence but 
rather to an enhancement of deterrence 
and an evolution in the weapons of 
deterrence through the contribution of 
defensive systems that threaten no one. 
We would deter a potentd aggressor by 
n&&g It clear that we wdd deny hnn 
the gams he mghf otherwise hope to 
achwve rather than merely threatmmg 
ham unth costs large emqh to outumgh 
those gains 

U S. policy supports the basic pnnci- 
pie that our exlstmg method of deter- 
rence and NATO’s exishng strategy of 
5exible response remain fully valid, and 
must be fully supported, as long as there 
is no more effective alternatwe for 
preventmg war It is in clear recogmtion 
of this obvious fact that the United 
States continues to pursue so vigorously 
its own stiategw modernmatron program 
and so strongly supports the efforts of 
its alhes to sustain their own com- 

mitments to mamtam the forces, both 
nuclear and conventional, that provide 
today’s deterrence. 

11. For the foreseeable future, of- 
fensive nuclear forces and the p os- 
pect of nuclear retaliation will remain 
the key element of deterrence. There- 
fore, we must maintain modem, flexi- 
ble, and credible strategrc nuclear 
forces. 

This pomt reflects the fact that we 
must simultaneously use a number of 
tools to achieve our goals today while 
lookmg for better ways to achieve our 
goals over the longer term It expresses 
our basic rationale for sustammg the 
U S stratepc modernization program 
and the ratIonale for the cntmally 
needed national modernlzatron programs 
being conducted by the United Kmgdom 
and France. 

12. Our ultimate goal is to 
eliminate nuclear weapons entirely. By 
necessity, this is a very long-term 
goal, which requires. as we pursue 
our SD1 research, equally energetic ef- 
forts to diminish the threat posed by 
conventional arms imbalances. both 
through conventional force improve- 
ments and the negotiation of arms 
reductions and confidence-building 
measures. 

We fully recognize the contribution 
nuclear weapons make to deternng con- 
ventional aggression. We equally 
recognize the destructiveness of war by 
conventional and chemical means, and 
the need both to deter such confhct and 
to reduce the danger posed by the threat 
of aggression through such means. n 
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