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PREFACE

The Ford Foundation has provided a grant to The Rand Corporation
to support a variety of projects aimed at expanding international ties
between Rand and foreign governments and research institutes. Under
the grant, Rand participated in a conference on The U.S. Strategic
Defense Initiative and European Security, held March 22-24, 1985, in
Versailles, France. The conference brought together some thirty
government officials and defense analysts from the Federal Republic of
Germany, France, Great Britain, and the United States. This interna-
tional meeting was a joint undertaking by The Rand Corporation, the
Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik (FRG), the Institut Francais des
Rélations Internationales (France), and the Royal Institute of Interna-
tional Affairs (Great Britain).

This report, one of two documents based on the conference,! sum-
marizes the conference presentations and discussion. In view of the
complexity of the issue of strategic defenses and U.S. and European
security, and the interlinking nature of the conclusions, it does not
reflect the exact sequence of the conference. Instead, it identifies
broad points of agreement about the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI)
discussed in the course of the three-day meeting, and then lays out
conditions to the agreements and defines areas of divergence on each
point. As will be seen, many of the points of agreement were more
apparent than real; the following discussion helps to illuminate these
differences of opinion.

The report should be of interest to analysts working on European
political and defense issues. Although there is no attribution, the views
expressed by all the participants should be regarded as personal ones,
not necessarily representing those of any government or private organi-
zation. A list of the conference participants and their affiliations is
provided in an appendix.

'A collection of the papers presented at the conference will be published in a forth-
coming Rand Note entitled, The Strategic Defense Initiative and European Security: A
Collection of Conference Papers.

iii






SUMMARY

This report summarizes the presentations and discussions of a
conference on The U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative and European
Security, held in March 1985. The conference participants were
government officials and defense analysts from the Federal Republic of
Germany, France, Great Britain, and the United States.

The conferees overwhelmingly supported research on the Strategic
Defense Initiative (SDI) as a hedge against Soviet ballistic missile
defense (BMD) programs. However, support for development or
deployment of defenses hinged in part on whether Soviet actions were
seen as being linked to U.S. actions. Conference participants who
believe that Soviet interest in BMD programs is independent of U.S.
programs recommended that the United States have maximum flexibil-
ity to address the Soviet threat and thus supported development and
deployment of defenses. Conversely, those who believe that the pace of
Soviet BMD programs is linked to U.S. actions tended to argue for
constraints in the SDI program and contended that the SDI research
program went beyond what was necessary to provide a hedge against
Soviet actions.

These views, along with the assumption that the USSR would field
defenses if the United States did, reflected differences in concern about
the implications of strategic defenses for (1) deterrence in general, (2)
NATO strategy and deterrence in Europe, (3) arms control, and (4)
European technological interests.

Defenses and Deterrence

Participants who generally supported the SDI program stressed the
value of U.S. defenses to deterrence of Soviet nuclear attacks. In this
view, the United States should abide by the ABM Treaty in the near
term, but not so rigorously as to constrain technological advances that
would allow the West to shift from offensive deterrence to defensive
deterrence. The latter is preferable because strategy would then focus
on protection against, instead of retaliation with, nuclear weapons.
Despite the inability to achieve perfect defense, deterrence would still
be strengthened because comprehensive denial (denying the Soviets the
entire range of their military objectives) would:

e Increase Soviet attack uncertainties and thus decrease first-
strike incentives.
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e Devalue Soviet investments in offensive forces.
e Provide a basis for negotiations to remove offensive weapons.

Participants who generally questioned the value of the SDI stressed
the implications of Soviet acquisition of strategic defense. They
believe that strategic defenses have the potential to undermine deter-
rence because they could provoke Soviet responses. From their per-
spective, the threat of nuclear retaliation—although not an ideal
deterrent—has provided 40 years of peace. Though these participants
consider an SDI research program to be necessary, Western strategy
should not be overthrown lightly for the obvious uncertainties of deter-
rence based on strategic defense. In the near term, the SDI program
should be constrained by a strict interpretation of the ABM Treaty out
of concern that expanding the role for defenses too sharply would:

e Create arms-control instabilities by abrogating the ABM
Treaty.

¢ Reduce the flexibility of U.S. nuclear forces.

e Undermine deterrence by radically reducing the role of nuclear
weapons.

Defenses and Deterrence in Europe

Many conference participants saw strategic benefits from placing
defenses in Europe to deter both conventional and nuclear attacks.
U.S. defenses in Europe would enhance deterrence by:

e Increasing the survivability of key military assets (e.g., air
bases, nuclear weapons storage sites, etc.).

o Addressing the Soviet offensive threat (SS-20s) and responding
to the Soviet defensive threat (SA-X-12).

¢ Ensuring the U.S. commitment of strategic nuclear forces to the
defense of Europe, though possibly only if the United States
alone had defenses.

Conversely, other participants argued that in spite of the potential
short-term benefits of U.S. defense systems in Europe, the long-term
problems would be predominant. Defenses in Europe raise two types of
problems: concerns about the SDI program itself and concerns about
U.S.-Soviet defense deployments. The SDI program causes concern
because:

¢ Europe would still be vulnerable to a greater range of conven-
tional and nuclear Soviet threats which strategic defenses could
not address—i.e., short-range nuclear artillery, bombers, cruise
missiles, etc.—than would the United States.
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e Current U.S. rhetoric about the “immorality” of nuclear
weapons has further undermined public consensus on alliance
strategy.

® An expensive program could undercut other programs for Euro-
pean defense, and Europe could not make up the difference.

In addition, Soviet defense deployments in response to the SDI pro-
gram could:

¢ Reduce the value of the limited nuclear options called for in
flexible response.
Decouple the United States from Europe.
Enhance the importance of an already unfavorable conventional
force balance in Europe by reducing the risk of escalation.

¢ Undermine the credibility of British and French nuclear forces.

Defenses and Arms Control

Supporters of the SDI program generally believe that it would pro-
vide the United States with leverage over the Soviets in strategic
arms-control negotiations. While these participants advocated adher-
ence to the ABM Treaty, they also believed that strict interpretations
of the Treaty should not be allowed to interfere with the SDI research
program because:

e The United States should not necessarily be held to stricter
standards than the Soviets.

o The Soviets have clearly violated the treaty (e.g., the Krasnoy-
arsk radar) and this should be factored into any U.S. decision.

Participants who questioned the program tended to advocate strict
adherence to arms-control treaties as a means of controlling U.S. and
Soviet defense deployments. Although acknowledging that the pros-
pect of the SDI probably helped bring the Soviets to the negotiating
table, these participants questioned whether the United States would
be willing to exploit its leverage by limiting the SDI program as part of
an arms-control agreement. Thus, they argued for continued adher-
ence to the ABM Treaty because:

e Soviet violations of the Treaty were not militarily significant.
e Unilaterally breaking the Treaty would make it difficult for
European governments to support SDI research.
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Defenses and European Technological Interests

The issue of European participation in technological developments
was not a divisive point at the conference. One set of participants
believed that the United States recognized the problems and the neces-
sity of creating a cooperative program; despite a poor U.S. track record
on such cooperative programs, these participants believed that the
Europeans would have to trust the U.S. commitment. Other confer-
ence participants contended that Europeans could help the process by
first identifying European areas of expertise. However, the group was
generally skeptical about the U.S. commitment to technology-sharing
and explained that Europeans would have difficulty in extending sup-
port for the SDI without prior assurances of cooperation.
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I. INTRODUCTION

An international conference on The U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative
and European Security was held in Versailles, France, on March 22-24,
1985.1 The conference brought together some thirty government offi-
cials and defense analysts from the Federal Republic of Germany,
France, Great Britain, and the United States for informal discussions
on a topic of increasing concern in both the United States and Western
Europe.? The five sessions of the conference covered (1) Western
objectives and technology options; (2) Soviet outlook and programs; (3)
the potential role of NATO defenses; (4) Western strategy, NATO, and
Soviet defenses; and (5) alliance policy options: political strategy,
defense policy, and arms control. The conference was convened to
improve understanding of the technical, political, and strategic issues
associated with the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), and to examine
the effects of these issues on U.S. and European security.

The conference marked the second anniversary of President
Reagan’s speech introducing the SDI. In March 1985, the tensions in
the East-West political environment seemed much reduced, as the
United States and the Soviet Union resumed the dialogue that had
been all but closed since December 1983. In January 1985, U.S. Secre-
tary of State George Shultz and then Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei
Gromyko met in Geneva to discuss the state of U.S.-Soviet relations.
The following month, the superpowers announced that a new round of
arms negotiations would open in March in which talks would be con-
ducted on three issues: defensive systems, strategic and intercontinen-
tal systems, and medium-range missiles.?

From an alliance perspective, it was an appropriate time to hold the
conference because after almost two years, political attention had come
to focus on the implications of the SDI for Western Europe. Part of
this time lag can be attributed to (1) a preoccupation with the INF
deployments in Western Europe and (2) the wait-and-see attitude

1A collection of the papers presented at the conference will be published in a forth-
coming Rand Note entitled, The Strategic Defense Initiative and European Security: A
Collection of Conference Papers.

2A list of the conference participants and their affiliations is given in the appendix to
this report.

3t is important to note that the conference occurred long before other significant
developments in U.S.-Soviet relations, such as the Reagan-Gorbachev summit and the
U.S. and Soviet arms-control proposals recently tabled in Geneva, which proposed signif-
icant reductions in offensive forces.
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adopted by many Europeans who hoped that the SDI would not last
beyond President Reagan’s first term in office. West European offi-
cials had generally refrained from public criticism of the SDI program
in order to show alliance consensus over this important strategic issue.
Although early public statements by West German Chancellor Kohl
and British Prime Minister Thatcher tended toward agreement with
President Reagan and the SDI program, these officials also laid down
certain conditions. The balance between public agreement and private
caution is reflected in four points of agreement between Reagan and
Thatcher announced in December 1984:

¢ The aim of the SDI is to maintain a strategic balance, not to
achieve superiority.

¢ SDI deployments would, in view of treaty obligations, have to
be negotiated.

¢ The overall aim of the SDI is to enhance, not undermine, deter-
rence.

» Kast-West negotiations should seek reduced levels of offensive
weapon systems on both sides.

In early 1985, European concerns about the SDI program were
voiced more publicly—in part, it has been reported, because Europeans
believed that their private concerns were being misunderstood or
played down in the United States. Probably the most concise state-
ment of underlying concerns came in a mid-March speech by British
Foreign Secretary Geoffrey Howe to the Roval United Services Insti-
tute in London. These concerns included the implications of strategic
defenses for deterrence, the role of nuclear forces in a strategic defense
environment, and the future role for arms control. In response to the
speech, Assistant U.S. Secretary of Defense Richard Perle sharply criti-
cized Howe’s questioning of President Reagan’s initiative. This
marked the beginning of a more open debate about the SDI in Europe.

The conference thus occurred in the context of increasingly vocal
concern over the implications of the SDI for European security. West
European statements at the conference tended to combine the same
broad agreement and conditions as official government statements.
However, the conference centered around discussing and debating these
conditions.

This report presents the debate over the SDI that took place at the
conference. Given the complexity of the issue and the interlinking
nature of the conclusions, the report does not reproduce the sequence

For a discussion of this disagreement, see Michael Getler, “U.S. Official Criticizes
British Foreign Secretary,” Washington Post, March 21, 1983, p.15.
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of discussion at the conference. Instead, it identifies the major points
of broad agreement about the SDI, and then lays out the conditions to
the agreements and areas of divergence on each point. American and
West European participants reached nine points of agreement, with an
additional point expressed by most of the Europeans. Section II
presents these points, describes why there was agreement, and then
describes the different interpretations or conditions. Many of the
points of agreement were more apparent than real, and the following
discussion should help to illuminate these differences of opinion.



II. CONDITIONAL POINTS OF AGREEMENT

The conference sessions covered a wide range of technological, stra-
tegic, and political issues associated with any U.S. initiative to develop
and deploy strategic defenses. The formal agenda followed a somewhat
logical path from technology to the threat, to strategic issues, to Euro-
pean considerations, and finally to policy options. These issues are
interrelated and this was reflected in the discussion: Political concerns
and objectives inevitably appeared in technology discussions, and ques-
tions about system capabilities came up in presentations on NATO
strategy. Ten points of broad agreement emerged from the presenta-
tions and discussion:

1. Research on defense technologies is needed as a hedge against
continued Soviet interest in BMD.

2. Survivability and cost effectiveness should be important
requirements in developing strategic defenses.

3. A perfect strategic defense system is not a realistic aim.

4. The West must continue to rely on some form of offensive
deterrent to nuclear attack; however, defenses could play an
increasingly important role in deterrence.

5. An increasing role for defenses should not be allowed to
undermine deterrence in Europe.

6. A U.S. SDI program should not be allowed to degrade current
and future military programs that support deterrence.

7. At least in the near term (5 years), the United States should
stay within the ABM Treaty.

8. Consultations should be held between the United States and
European allies on SDI objectives, the threat, and the poten-
tial effect on strategy.

9. European participation in a U.S. SDI research program would
be desirable.

10. The United States should do a better job of presenting the
SDI abroad (a uniquely European point of view).

While conference participants agreed at a very general level on all of
these points, general agreement did not necessarily imply support for
the SDI program and its objectives. The participants tended to fall
into three groups in assessing the long-run value of integrating stra-
tegic defenses into the U.S. force structure: those in favor of the pro-
gram, those in favor of the program in principle but against it in
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practice, and those who saw some benefits to the program and thus
floated between the other two groups during the discussion. The reser-
vations to the above points of agreement stemmed primarily from
differing evaluations of two issues: (1) what the SDI would be designed
to do, i.e.,, what its objectives are, and (2) how the Soviets would
respond to a U.S. SDI program, i.e., whether the Soviets were seen as
reactors to U.S. actions or as independent initiators.

Part of the disagreement over the appropriate objectives for the SDI
program stemmed from what many of the conference participants saw
as conflicting U.S. official statements. For instance, the conditions
that some participants placed on individual points of agreement
reflected a belief that the goal of the SDI was to create a “perfect
defense”—that is, the protection of military assets and population with
impenetrable defenses. This was widely viewed as an enormously chal-
lenging, if not impossible, technological task. Participants who
envisioned a less demanding role for strategic defenses—defense for
military forces only—were less inclined to attach conditions to their
agreement with the points noted above. In short, divergent (and some-
times unstated) perceptions of the objectives of the SDI produced con-
flicting assessments of the technological feasibility and strategic desira-
bility of the program.

The participants’ perceptions of probable Soviet responses were
equally important in their assessments of the SDI program. Most par-
ticipants believed that, in principle, a U.S. research program on
defenses was a necessary hedge against long-standing Soviet efforts to
achieve strategic defenses. However, participants disagreed on the
appropriate size and scope of the SDI program, depending on whether -
the Soviets were seen as reactors or as initiators. Those who saw
Soviet actions as critically dependent on U.S. actions (reactors) tended
to argue for more caution with regard to the future direction of the
SDI. This interpretation revealed a basic fear that an overt U.S. move
toward strategic defenses could trigger a Soviet offensive and defensive
buildup and start a chain of events that would never have occurred
without the U.S. provocation. Conversely, participants who saw the
Soviets as initiators generally recommended that the United States
have maximum flexibility to address the Soviet threat. In this view,
Soviet actions obliged the United States to keep up with, if not sur-
pass, Soviet strategic defense efforts in order not to be put at a disad-
vantage.

The influence of these two issues on participants’ assessments of the
value of the SDI program is evident in the following discussion.
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1. Research on defense technologies is needed as a hedge
against continued Soviet interest in BMD.

As stated previously, the conference participants generally believed
that research on defenses should be undertaken as a hedge against
current Soviet ballistic missile defense (BMD) programs. They viewed
a unilateral Soviet deployment of a highly effective BMD as disastrous
for U.S. and European security. This concern over unilateral Soviet
actions was based on the common perception that the Soviets have
always placed greater emphasis on strategic defensive measures than
has the United States. Following the signing of the Anti-Ballistic Mis-
sile (ABM) Treaty in 1972, the United States curtailed many of its
efforts in air defense, limited research in advanced anti-ballistic missile
technologies, and essentially shut down its civil defense programs.
This created what was seen by many participants as an asymmetry
between the United States and the Soviet Union. One participant
cited the relatively different levels of effort of the two superpowers in
the 12 to 13 years since the signing of the ABM Treaty as proof of this
asymmetry: The Soviets have spent approximately 40 percent of their
total strategic budget on defensive measures, while the United States
has spent 10 percent.

Some conference participants believe this asymmetrical pattern in
BMD efforts has been exacerbated by Soviet efforts to move beyond
measures to defend Moscow, toward broader BMD efforts to protect
civilian population and military forces, as well as strategic offensive
forces. Both Americans and Europeans expressed concern about
ABM-X-3 developments, the SA-X-12, and the Soviet radar under con-
struction in Siberia near Krasnoyarsk.! One participant went so far as
to suggest that the SDI should be relabeled SDR—Strategic Defense
Response—to accurately portray the program’s real motivation.

In conjunction with this overall perception of the potential threat
and the need for research, the West was seen as having the technologi-
cal capability to develop a credible defensive hedge that would deny the
Soviets a unilateral advantage, and perhaps also deter them from the
temptation to “creep out” of the ABM Treaty. The Soviets were not
seen to be so far ahead in BMD research that they could not be

'Each of these systems caused concern for different reasons. First, the ABM-X-3,
with more sophisticated exoatmospheric and endoatmospheric interceptors, is part of the
modernization of the Galosh ABM system around Moscow, but is permitted by the ABM
Treaty. Second, the testing of the SA-X-12, a new surface-to-air missile, has raised
questions about possible ABM capabilities which could constitute a violation of the
Treaty. Third, the Krasnoyarsk radar could serve as an ABM component to track
incoming ballistic missiles. The Reagan administration already has argued that the radar
is a clear violation.
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matched. Thus, most participants believed that a prudent research
program by the United States and Western Europe would be sufficient
to address the near- and mid-term Soviet threat.

However, group consensus dissolved over the proper definition of a
prudent research program. Some conference participants viewed the
SDI program as consistent with current U.S. strategy and adequate to
deal with the Soviet threat, while others saw it as excessive—
portending a fundamental change in strategy—and overly provocative
with regard to the Soviet Union.

Supporters of the SDI program saw the proposed $25 billion to $26
billion FY85-FY89 program as a prudent research (not development)
program that did not portend a strategy change. One presentation sug-
gested that the size of the SDI program was determined by three needs:
technological, strategic, and threat response. The technological
requirement demands that the United States have a broad research
program to reduce current technological uncertainties and to allow the
West to investigate the range of defense technologies available. Nar-
rowing down the technological alternatives would allow the United
States and Western Europe to decide on the appropriate role for
defense systems and develop a long-term Western strategy. From a
strategic perspective, defense systems have already become a growing
part of the U.S. research and development budget. Contrary to popular
belief, this participant noted, the SDI program is more than a hedge
against Soviet BMD programs. The United States recognized the stra-
tegic benefits of integrating defense systems into the U.S. force struc-
ture to protect offensive forces long before President Reagan intro-
duced the SDI. In fact, many of the current SDI programs already
existed in the U.S. budget, but with outyear funding levels of $18 bil-
lion, rather than $25 to $26 billion.

However, most supporters of the SDI program linked its size and
scope primarily to the third element of the rationale, threat response.
These participants saw Soviet BMD efforts as clear indications that
the Soviets are on the road to developing an expanded defense system,
regardless of what path the West follows. One U.S. participant posed
the central question to this line of argument: Can we forestall Soviet
defenses by forgoing U.S. defenses? In answering “No” to this ques-
tion, another participant stated that it would be a mistake to develop a
U.S. program on the assumption that future Soviet defense efforts
would merely be reactions to U.S. efforts.

In response to participants who suggested that the SDI program
should be scaled back in overall size and breadth, supporters of the
program reemphasized President Reagan’s near-term goal of having the
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program stay within the ABM Treaty limits.> They noted that treaty
provisions already imposed constraints on the extent of the develop-
ment and testing that could occur in the near future. As one U.S. par-
ticipant explained, further reduction in the program would prevent the
kind of comprehensive investigation that is essential to identifying
feasible defense technologies and potential problems.

Many of the Europeans—in particular, the British and French
participants—viewed the SDI program request as being beyond what
was necessary for a prudent research program. They defined a prudent
research program as one whose primary objective was to hedge against
Soviet BMD programs. To them, the current size and scope of the SDI
program appeared excessive because Soviet intentions with regard to
strategic defense were not clear. Several French and British partici-
pants argued that their information did not indicate that the Soviets
were moving toward an effective comprehensive defense system, as
some other participants contended. They also stated that the U.S.
strategic modernization program would limit whatever gains the
Soviets were making in defense technologies—how could the SA-X-12
defend against the MX, for example?

Thus, these participants argued that rather than constituting a
hedge, the SDI program actually suggested a change in strategy and
threatened to provoke the Soviets. One British participant pointed out
that BEuropean support for R&D applied to research to determine
whether defenses were feasible, on the assumption that their contribu-
tion to Western deterrence would then be assessed, not to research to
determine how the West could proceed down a road to a strategy of
defensive deterrence. This participant further stated that this distinc-
tion between whether and how was a point of contention between many
people in the United States and Western Europe. In addition, many
feared that an expanded U.S. effort could provoke the Soviets to
accelerate their own program and could result in an early breakout of
the ABM Treaty by one, if not both sides. As will be discussed later,
however, most Europeans at the conference did not accept such an out-
come.

As an alternative course, many recommended that before entering
into such a substantial R&D program, the United States should exam-
ine other research program structures in order to minimize the politi-
cally disruptive potential of the current program. These considerations
implied two options that are available to the United States: (1) to

>The Reagan administration recently stated that research, development, and testing
of components based on “other physical principles” is permitted under Agreed Statement
D of the ABM Treaty, but that as a matter of policy it planned to conduct SDI research
in a way that is consistent with a more restrictive interpretation.
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reduce the overall size and scope of the program, and (2) to stay more
strictly within the letter of the ABM Treaty than even the conference
participants who support the program suggested.® Choosing one or
both of these options would avoid either suggesting fundamental
changes in Western deterrence strategy or provoking the Soviets to
break out of the ABM Treaty.

2. Survivability and cost effectiveness should be important
requirements in developing strategic defenses.

Although there are many criteria by which to assess the effective-
ness of defense systems, participants regarded survivability and cost
effectiveness as the most critical and challenging.* They stressed that
a survivable defense system is necessary to avoid catastrophic collapse.
The system must be rugged enough so that when it fails, it fails gradu-
ally. The U.S. program addresses specific design questions to enhance
survivability: how to reduce the incentives for defense suppression,
harden the systems, improve battle management techniques, etc. The
participants also agreed that a cost-effective defense system was neces-
sary to preclude incentives for a Soviet offensive force buildup. If the
United States deploys strategic defenses, it must ensure that it would
not be cheaper for the Soviets to overcome the deployments by increas-
ing their offensive capabilities than it would be for the United States to
deploy additional defenses to deal with the enhanced threat.

The participants saw serious instabilities arising if the United States
deployed strategic defenses that were not survivable and cost-effective.
Without survivable U.S. systems, crisis instabilities could emerge,
because vulnerable defenses would increase the incentive for preemp-
tive attacks. In this case, the Soviets would be able to eliminate the
protection offered by U.S. strategic defenses while perhaps even leaving
their own forces protected. In addition, U.S. systems that are not
cost-effective could contribute to arms race instabilities. The incen-
tives for the Soviets to increase their offensive forces in response to
defense deployments would be great, and this would place the United
States in a disadvantageous position.

3Although the conference occurred well before the controversy over the meaning of
Agreed Statement D of the ABM Treaty, this group clearly favored a more restrictive
interpretation of Treaty limits.

“These two criteria became the focus of discussion because of statements made by
U.S. Arms Control Advisor Paul Nitze in February 1985. In various presentations, Nitze
stated that the United States would be able to work toward the “global elimination of all
nuclear weapons” only if its defense systems were both cost-effective and survivable.
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Despite agreement on the necessity of survivability and cost effec-
tiveness, these criteria raised numerous questions—in particular, what
do they mean for strategic and theater (European) missions? Confer-
ence participants debated whether assessments of the SDI program’s
potential were overly optimistic regarding the ability of defense sys-
tems to carry out these missions.

On one side of the issue, some U.S. participants asserted that the
SDI research program could address the requirements of both missions.
According to one participant, the current program would examine
advanced technologies to counter a range of Soviet nuclear threats,
including intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), sea-launched
ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and intermediate-range ballistic missiles
(IRBMs).

One U.S. presentation outlined some of the technological require-
ments for strategic and theater missions. Defending against ICBMs
differs from defending against IRBMs primarily in terms of flight time
(and altitude) and midcourse discrimination. The longer flight time of
the ICBMs allows the defender multiple opportunities to shoot, but the
greater size and throwweight of the ICBMs allows them to carry many
things to shoot at—the SS-18, for example, has ten reentry vehicles
(RVs) and a potentially large number of decoys. Conversely, the
IRBMs have a shorter flight time, and the problem of decoys is prob-
ably not as serious. Thus, as described by this participant, strategic
defenses would require layered defenses, the ability to distinguish
between warheads and decoys, and many platforms; theater defenses
would depend more on early warning, boost-phase and terminal inter-
cept, and potentially fewer space-based platforms.

The U.S. SDI program was described as dealing with both missions
because it is structured around different technologies. The same
presentation stated that the philosophy underlying defense develop-
ment and deployments would be to proceed on a step-by-step basis. As
kinetic-energy and directed-energy technologies mature, they would be
applied to the appropriate layer of the defense system, i.e., boost-phase,
midcourse, or terminal interception. Potential deployments in the
early 1990s would include kinetic-energy weapons and passive sensors,
chemical rockets, smart projectiles, and infrared detectors in space.
According to this participant, these developments would have a
tremendous effect on U.S. capabilities in surveillance, battle manage-
ment, large area coverage (with precision-guided munitions and
ground-based, nonnuclear interceptors), and boost-phase intercept—
capabilities applicable to both strategic and theater missions.

On the other side of the issue, European and some U.S. participants
expressed skepticism about the suggested near- and long-term
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technological developments of the SDI program, as outlined in the
presentation; more specifically, they questioned the ability of defense
systems to address the unique task of protecting Europe. One Euro-
pean participant argued that the previous discussion of early defense
developments was overly optimistic. He contended that the presenta-
tion optimized the role of the defender in assessing future technological
capabilities. He cautioned that the systems might not be able to
accomplish two central tasks of layered defenses:

e Boost-phase intercept, which would allow the defender to hit a
missile before multiple RVs could be released (a primarily stra-
tegic mission) or would provide defense against short-flight-
time missiles (theater mission).

e Midcourse intercept, which would give the defender an addi-
tional chance to hit RVs before they reentered the atmosphere.

One French participant expressed the view held by many at the
conference that the SDI is primarily a means of defending against stra-
tegic ballistic missiles (a U.S. security interest), but that it does not
address the broad range of Soviet threats to Europe. On this point, the
participants contended that advocates of the SDI program believe that
if defenses can protect against the Soviet SS-20, then deterrence in
Europe (extended deterrence) will be achieved. However, according to
these participants, developing survivable and cost-effective defenses to
protect the alliance from the SS-20 threat would only begin to address
European security concerns. First, Western Europe faces a variety of
nuclear threats, including IRBMs (SS-4s, SS-5s, and SS-20s), and also
air-breathing systems (bombers and cruise missiles), short-range ballis-
tic missiles, and nuclear artillery. In addition, even if effective
defenses against all the nuclear systems could be developed, Europeans
would still be threatened by Warsaw Pact conventional forces, which
are seen as an equally formidable threat to NATO. In this view,
achieving the technological means to protect against IRBMs would not
in itself substantially enhance deterrence in Europe. Thus, many
Europeans argued that the broader-range threats to_Europe minimized
the role of defense against missiles.

3. A perfect strategic defense system is not a realistic aim.

Although conference participants viewed the merits of strategic
defenses differently, all agreed that what had come to be described as
perfect defense was probably technologically unachievable and strategi-
cally and politically contentious. In the context of the conference,
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perfect defenses implied the protection of both military assets and
population with an impenetrable defense shield and the consequent.
elimination of the need for offensive forces and nuclear weapons.

The participants viewed perfect defenses as presenting too great a
technological challenge. Scientists and strategists alike believe it is
unrealistic to count on complete protection for military assets and
population because of the largely untested and uncertain technologies
involved in strategic defenses. This uncertainty results from both the
capability of defense systems and alternative Soviet responses—
additional defense deployments or countermeasures. One U.S. partici-
pant stated that the task was not like going to the moon, because the
moon does not change, whereas the technological challenge of develop-
ing strategic defenses could change because the threat can change.

The elimination of offensive nuclear weapons raised other strategic
questions. Participants believed that the most serious instabilities
would emerge during a transition phase, when both the United States
and the Soviet Union would be developing and deploying defenses.
These instabilities would depend on the state of U.S.-Soviet relations
(i.e., whether defenses were actually being developed and deployed
cooperatively) and on the state of the arms-control process (whether
considerable reductions were being made in offensive forces). One U.S.
participant contended that effective strategic defenses depend critically
on substantial offensive force reductions. Conference participants
agreed that because perfect defenses are unrealistic, offensive nuclear
weapons would have to remain in the U.S. arsenal. Most at the confer-
ence therefore agreed that even if the United States deployed highly
effective defenses, some form of threatened offensive response would be
necessary for a credible Western deterrent.

Conference participants debated the “real” long-term objectives of
the SDI program, given that perfect defenses are not realistic. The dif-
ficulty in defining appropriate long-term objectives reflected disagree-
ment over the current objectives of the SDI program and the strategic
implications of falling short of perfect defense.

Some U.S. participants did not see any inconsistency between the
Reagan administration’s view of the SDI program and the preceding
discussion. These participants argued that although certain official
statements made by President Reagan and others could imply support
for perfect defense, the real objectives of the program were more mod-
est, consisting of the development of the technologies to support a
fairly comprehensive defense capability for protecting military assets.
Unlike the perfect defense concept, the current program does not envi-
sion absolute protection for cities and population centers, although
some urban areas would benefit from being colocated with a defended
military target.
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According to this view, this less-ambitious goal is technologically
feasible, and the resulting system would both enhance deterrence and
provide a high strategic payoff. Several U.S. participants believe that
defenses do not have to be impenetrable because less-than-perfect
defenses would enhance deterrence by increasing the uncertainty of
Soviet attack calculations, protecting military assets, and offering some
protection for urban areas.

This conclusion rested somewhat on assumptions about preferred
Soviet attack strategies. Several participants contended that the
Soviets did not contemplate striking population centers, and that if
they attacked, they would strike military targets. If the Soviets’ pri-
mary interest would be to hold U.S. military forces at risk, require-
ments for strategic defense would be less stringent.

Other conferees believed that official U.S. statements did advocate
perfect defenses and ignored the technological and strategic realities.
These participants cited statements made by President Reagan and
U.S. Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger as proof that the United
States officially was calling for perfect defenses. According to many
European conferees, the mere promise of perfect defenses created stra-
tegic and public-perception problems for their governments. The
French participants in particular were vocal in asking the United
States to scale back the “vision” of defense potential toward more real-
istic objectives. To state that one’s goal is to have a foolproof defen-
sive system and to give up all nuclear armaments is unrealistic. For
the sake of deterrence, explained one participant, Europe needs nuclear
weapons to offset the conventional imbalance and to threaten Soviet
territory from European territory. Not only does advocating the aboli-
tion of nuclear weapons threaten European security, it also creates
management problems for European governments, which must contend
with the promise of changing the basis for Western deterrence. One
participant said that it was dangerous to allow public opinion to hope
that in the near future there would be a possibility of getting rid of or
abandoning nuclear weapons without having absolute technological cer-
tainty.

Even those participants who were convinced that the United States
was not trying to sell the idea of perfect defense felt that developing
less-than-perfect defense was also unacceptable from a European per-
spective. Only perfect defense is interesting, because less-than-perfect
defense would not protect the European population. Both Europeans
and some U.S. participants disagreed with the earlier assumptions
about Soviet targeting objectives in a defense environment. One per-
son argued that if defense of cities was not possible and defense of
military forces was, the Soviets would not necessarily shift from
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offensive to defensive forces, but would have an equal if not greater
incentive to shift from military to civilian targets. European partici-
pants also argued that even if the assumptions about Soviet targeting
were correct, there was virtually no distinction between military targets
and population centers in Western Europe, since European military
targets are much more embedded in cities than are U.S. targets.
Another participant also noted that any leakage in the defense system
would be disastrous in Europe.

4. The West must continue to rely on some form of offensive
deterrent to nuclear attack; however, defenses could play an
increasingly important role in deterrence.

In view of the unlikelihood of perfect defenses, the conference parti-
cipants agreed that the United States and Western Europe would have
to continue to rely on an offensive deterrent to Soviet nuclear attacks,
at least in the near term. In the context of the conference, deterrence
consisted of:

* Denial—the ability to deny Soviet attack objectives.
¢ Retaliation—the ability to hold high-value Soviet targets at
risk.

Increasing the role for defenses would affect the denial side of the
deterrence equation most directly. As one U.S. participant stated, the
SDI program proposed to move from a world of offensive deterrence
(relying on retaliation) to one of defensive deterrence (relying on
denial). However, because this would be a gradual shift and defenses
would not be perfect, the West must continue to rely on offensive
deterrence in the near term, and most likely on some combination of
offensive and defensive in the long term.

There was considerable debate over the extent of the role defenses
should play in future U.S. deterrent strategy and force structure. One
U.S. presentation outlined the four objectives the United States could
pursue in developing strategic defenses. These objectives, in descend-
ing order of technological difficulty, are:

Defense of specific military targets.

e Comprehensive defense of all offensive nuclear forces.
Comprehensive denial capability (denying the Soviets the entire
range of their military objectives).

¢ Defense of population (perfect defense).
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With perfect defense rejected, three opinions emerged concerning the
proper role for defenses, reflecting different evaluations of U.S. techno-
logical capability and probable Soviet responses.

Some U.S. participants contended that the long-term goal of stra-
tegic defenses should be a comprehensive denial capability. To achieve
this, the West would have to shift the emphasis of deterrence from
offensive response to denial of Soviet military objectives, which would
also imply a shift in the nature of U.S.-Soviet competition from de-
structive weapons to protective systems—a change welcomed by some
at the conference. Because defenses are not expected to be perfect, the
participants acknowledged that some undefined amount of offensive
nuclear capability would have to be retained to deter Soviet nuclear
attacks.

The strategic rationale developed by these participants for expand-
ing allied denial capabilities rested on the assumption that the current
form of offensive deterrence was unacceptable. One participant criti-
cized U.S. offensive deterrence strategy for operating under the princi-
ple of mutual assured destruction (MAD), i.e., retaliation that threat-
ens Soviet cities. This participant saw deterrence based on threatening
populations as bordering on immoral. Defensive deterrence would be
preferable, as it would shift the emphasis from striking Soviet cities to
protecting forces and, to some degree, populations. The shift, however,
did not suggest that the United States was forgoing its faith in deter-
rence. As stated by one U.S. participant, the underlying SDI program
objective is to strengthen overall deterrence by:

e Increasing Soviet attack uncertainties, thus decreasing first-
strike incentives.
Devaluing Soviet investments in offensive forces.
Providing a basis for negotiations to remove offensive weapons.

Other U.S. participants foresaw some benefits from relying more on
defensive deterrence but believed that the likely long-term role for stra-
tegic defenses would be to defend specific military targets and offensive
nuclear forces. According to one participant, the current strategic bal-
ance has slipped to the U.S. disadvantage. Hence the United States
must examine options to reverse this trend, one option being the
development of strategic defenses.

According to this participant, the United States should first address
two questions: Where are the Soviets going in defense? And does it
matter what the United States does? Obviously, a major Soviet lead in
strategic defenses would be disastrous for the West, but trying to
define the appropriate U.S. program according to Soviet actions in
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BMD would be beset by unknowns. Moreover, the United States
should compare defense objectives according to cost effectiveness. One
participant concluded that the first two objectives were more feasible.
In that case, denial would play an increasingly important role because
defenses would be used to protect not only the U.S. ICBM force but
also such critical military assests as command and control. Thus, the
West should move toward a greater denial capability only in those
cases where that capability is both responsive to the Soviet threat and
cost-effective.

The final perspective that emerged supported the concept of increas-
ing the West’s denial capability but suggested that in practice defenses
beyond quite limited deployments were bad—a view that supports the
first objective, defense of specific military targets. Several participants
noted that defenses could enhance deterrence in principle if they
redressed the unilateral vulnerability of forces (i.e., point defenses for
ICBMs).

However, many saw President Reagan’s and other conference parti-
cipants’ goal as going beyond deterrence. A move in the direction of
greatly increasing the denial role would create instabilities. The first
challenge to these broader denial objectives came from a French parti-
cipant who sharply criticized the characterization of MAD as current
U.S. deterrent strategy, contending that this ignored the realities of
NATO’s strategy of flexible response and U.S. limited nuclear options.
In his view, U.S. strategy was actually based on the idea of escalation
control through the graduated use of force from conventional to
nuclear weapons. Attacks on Soviet cities figured into U.S. calcula-
tions only as a last resort and not as the first escalatory choice after
the outbreak of hostilities.

Another challenge came from a British participant who criticized
other participants for assessing the value of the SDI primarily in the
context of deterrence of nuclear attacks on the United States, without
due consideration for the NATO allies or for the SDI's effect on con-
ventional defense and flexible response. This participant said, “I don’t
think one can really consider nuclear strategy in isolation from the
total strategic context.”

These participants then critiqued the future role of defenses in this
broader strategic context. Their assessment advocated a limited role
for defenses (if any) because of the following longer-term strategic con-
siderations:

e If the United States and the Soviet Union both deployed effec-
tive defenses, the value of offensive forces would diminish and
the strategic flexibility of the West’s forces would decline for
both strategic and theater missions.



CONDITIONAL POINTS OF AGREEMENT 17

e If both sides developed comprehensive defenses, mutual
defenses would be more likely to lead the East and West into
MAD because the United States and the Soviet Union would be
able to protect only their military targets, leaving their popula-
tion centers essentially unprotected. In this case, as noted by
one participant, it would become a pre-McNamara world where
the United States and the Soviets could threaten only cities.

o If the Soviets competed in defenses, the risk of abrogating the
ABM Treaty would be great, which could result in increased
Soviet defense deployments and an arms race in space. Con-
versely, if the Soviets did not play the game but instead acted
to preserve the capabilities of their offensive nuclear forces, the
strategic competition could shift to both offensive and defensive
systems, or the Soviets could embark on an offensive buildup
before U.S. defenses proved cost-effective.

e The reduced role for nuclear forces would undermine deterrence
in Europe because it would be in direct conflict with NATO’s
strategy of flexible response (addressed in more detail below).

5. Expanding the role for defenses should not be allowed
to undermine deterrence in Western Europe.

The participants agreed that an increased role for defenses should
not be allowed to weaken deterrence in Europe. They agreed that the
main elements of NATO’s overall conventional and nuclear capability
to meet the Soviet threat included: -

e NATO'’s strategy of flexible response.

e Nuclear coupling with U.S. strategic forces.

e The continued independence and viability of the British and
French nuclear forces.

The implications of defenses for the credibility of flexible response
and the U.S. commitment to Western Europe provoked considerable
debate, which focused on the near-term benefits of defenses in Europe
and the potential longer-term implications of mutual U.S. and Soviet
defenses.

On one side of this debate, several U.S. participants stressed the
near-term benefits of the SDI, contending that the introduction of cer-
tain types of defense systems in Europe could enhance deterrence by
increasing the survivability of key NATO assets, addressing elements
of the growing Soviet ballistic missile threat, and potentially ensuring
the U.S. strategic commitment. One U.S. participant recommended
that the targets most likely to be hit by a Soviet attack (nuclear
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weapons storage sites, air fields, command and control facilities, and
reinforcement areas) should be protected first. The earliest systems to
come on line would be an upgraded Patriot, an anti-tactical ballistic
missile (ATBM), or a system for late midcourse interception—possibly
with shoot-look-shoot capability, which would substantially enhance its
capability over Patriot. In response to claims that early deployments
would provoke the Soviets to match U.S. efforts, these participants
argued that such deployments would be made in response to similar
Soviet developments, namely, the SA-X-12, and were thus not provoca-
tive.

Finally, in some cases defenses could also enhance extended deter-
rence, ie., the U.S. strategic nuclear guarantee for the defense of
Europe. One U.S. participant suggested that in a strategic environ-
ment where the United States possessed a considerable defensive
advantage, it would probably be more willing to commit strategic
nuclear forces in response to Soviet aggression in Europe, because its
homeland would be protected. However, this same participant stated
that if the United States and Soviet Union both had extensive
defenses, extended deterrence might not be enhanced.

These arguments persuaded very few conference participants, par-
ticularly Europeans. Many agreed that in the short run, Western
deployments of defense systems could help to improve the survivability
of forces and address the Soviet threat. However, in the long term,
U.S. and Soviet deployment of defenses would undermine stability and
deterrence in Europe.  Frustration with the failure of the United States
to match short- and long-term requirements was expressed by one Ger-
man participant, who stated, “I'm fed up with talking about the kind of
strategy we wish to have completely abstracted from the objective con-
ditions for strategy in Europe. We are constrained in all ways, by all
means.”

Several West German participants noted that the alliance’s strategic
maneuverability was first and foremost constrained in the near term by
the need to maintain flexible response. They explained that the con-
ventional imbalance in Europe and increasingly offensive Soviet coun-
terair operations (which could include conventional surface-to-surface
missile and air attacks) were the two most serious threats to alliance
security. Like the other participants, the West Germans saw a poten-
tial role for defenses to address these threats. However, the issue of
European defenses—ATBM and Patriot—had become incorporated
into the broader SDI debate. Thus, one participant complained that
the West could no longer compartmentalize issues like solving the
counterair problem without getting drawn into discussions about the
strategic implications of ABM defenses in general.
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A large number of conference participants expressed concern about
the long-term implications of mutual defenses for European security.
The deployment of Soviet defenses, which U.S. deployments could pro-
voke, would undermine the ability of NATO forces in the near term to
execute the strategy of flexible response, as long there were no alterna-
tive means for deterring Soviet conventional and nuclear attacks in
Europe. Although these participants acknowledged that the Soviets
had been actively engaged in BMD efforts, they believed that an active
U.S. defense program could accelerate the ongoing Soviet program.
Hence, if the Soviets also adopted a strategy of protecting the most
critical targets, this could eliminate NATO’s ability to execute con-
trolled escalation by rendering the selective employment options mili-
tarily ineffective. In addition, the deployment of defenses could make
the United States less, not more, willing to commit its strategic nuclear
forces to European security and more likely to retreat to “Fortress
America.”® Mutual defenses, matched with a perceived U.S. reluctance
to use nuclear weapons in Europe’s defense, would weaken the ultimate
deterrent against Soviet conventional and nuclear attacks.

Finally, mutual defenses could threaten the viability of French and
British nuclear forces, which contribute to the credibility of flexible
response by increasing Soviet attack uncertainty. British and French
participants believed that in the short run, if the Soviets should break
out of the ABM Treaty, British and French nuclear forces could
counter Soviet ABM-X-3 defenses through the lifetime of their new
missile systems.® Various countermeasures could be used, such as
increasing the number of warheads on the later French M-4 missiles
and the British D-5s, exploring cruise missile options, reconsidering
targeting policy-—either through better British and French coordination
or more complete assessments of what the Soviets would defend—and
reassessing Britain’s assignment of nuclear forces to NATO. The
degree and timing of Soviet efforts would affect British and French
countermeasure options, however, and the offensive capability of other
nuclear forces would be seriously diminished if the Soviets decided to
increase their defense deployments substantially .

Overall, these participants agreed that certain defenses could be use-
ful for countering a Soviet missile defense, but serious threats to Euro-
pean security would arise in an environment of mutual defenses. In
short, although defenses might enhance individual elements of

0One French participant argued that because defense systems would not be perfect,
the problems of decoupling and the effect of defenses on British and French nuclear
forces should not be an issue. However, this point was not generally accepted.

6Several conference participants believed that this assessment was very optimistic in
the face of the Soviet potential for ABM-X-3 deployments.
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deterrence, the long-term effect could undermine the total concept.
One German participant suggested that the West needed to set long-
term priorities and reconcile near-term requirements in order to avoid
making decisions now that would undermine deterrence and disrupt
stability in the future.

6. A U.S. SDI program should not be allowed to degrade
current and future military programs that support deterrence.

Although the participants did not explicitly address this point, there
was implicit agreement that to ensure a credible deterrent, the West
must maintain its current forces: the U.S. strategic nuclear triad
(bombers, submarines, and land-based missiles) and the NATO triad
force (conventional forces, theater nuclear weapons, and U.S. strategic
nuclear weapons). Therefore, Western defense spending on conven-
tional and nuclear forces could not be reduced.

However, questions arose over how large an SDI program the U.S.
defense budget could support before tradeoffs would have to be made
between offensive and defensive forces. Conference participants
debated whether the SDI program could be controlled within the
overall U.S. defense budget and whether U.S. forces for Europe would
be affected.

The optimistic view (primarily U.S.) was that the U.S. defense
budget could handle an expanded SDI program. The United States is
currently modernizing its conventional and nuclear forces, of which the
SDI is one part. As previously mentioned, most of the items in the
SDI program already existed in the budget before the creation of the
SDI. Thus, some participants argued that the SDI budget of $1.4 bil-
lion in FY85 and the requested budget of $3.7 billion in FY86 would
not strain the defense budget in the near term.”

In the longer term, choices might have to be made, but they would
not have to result in serious degradation to programmed forces. One
conference participant even contended that decisions about defensive
systems would not affect offensive force size because the SDI would be
a separate debate within the United States rather than part of the
larger debate on the overall U.S. defense budget.

The pessimistic perspective (primarily European) was that the U.S.
defense budget could not sustain the current modernization effort and
that the United States would have to set priorities. Some participants
agreed on the necessity of the Reagan administration’s defense

“As of November 1985, it appears likely that Congress will reduce the SDI share of
the U.S. defense budget in FY86.
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program. However, the size of the SDI program raised concerns that it
would take on a life of its own and grow beyond initial U.S. intentions.
As one French participant pointed out, the Reagan administration’s
request for $25 to $26 billion over 5 years for the SDI program was
equivalent to more than a decade of French and British spending on
R&D and 40 years of West German R&D. He further stated that given
the rate of increase in military R&D in the United States, the SDI
would consume all of the added R&D increment of the DoD program in
1986, and by 1987 and 1988, the SDI would begin to crowd out other
R&D efforts. At this point, sooner rather than later, the United States
would have to make choices.

Some conference participants feared that in making such choices,
the United States would view strategic defenses as substitutes, not sup-
plements, to current programs. Several European participants sur-
mised that the expansion of the SDI program would force the United
States to choose between high-priority offensive strategic programs
(stealth and Midgetman) and alliance programs (primarily conven-
tional forces). One European participant expressed the view that given
the choice between national and alliance needs and complaints in the
U.S. Congress about NATO, U.S. forward-deployed forces in Europe
would probably be the first to go. Conference participants predicted a
massive diversion of funds from Europe to what was seen as a futuris-
tic defense shield. Because of their own slow economic growth, Euro-
pean governments’ inability to make up for U.S. shortfalls would
further exacerbate this problem.

The prevailing view of this group of participants was that no matter
what the intention of current decisionmakers, the SDI program would
come to dominate choices in the budget process at the expense of other
programs that are directly relevant to European security.

7. At least in the near term, the United States should
stay within the ABM Treaty.

Numerous conference participants emphasized the long-standing
importance of the ABM Treaty and identified it as the key constraint
on SDI development. To many, the Treaty represented the real suc-
cess of the SALT I process, the codifying of détente, and the one sym-
bol of arms-control stability between the United States and the Soviet
Union since the 1970s. For many Europeans, the ABM Treaty
possesses additional symbolic value because of the strong public sup-
port for the détente process. At the time of the conference, the United
States had also defined continued Treaty compliance as one goal of the
SDI program.
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Nevertheless, the current SDI program raised questions about the
Reagan administration’s intentions with respect to the Treaty and gen-
erated debate about appropriate U.S. policy. Two issues were at the
center of this discussion: how to interpret Soviet defense activities and
how the United States should respond to possible Treaty violations.

Some U.S. participants advocated flexibility in interpretation of the
Treaty provisions, arguing in particular that questionable Soviet
actions should affect the U.S. reading of its Treaty obligations. They
expressed the view that the United States should try to stay within the
Treaty, but that it should not curtail the SDI research program for the
Treaty’s sake. In their view, the Soviets had already broken many of
the Treaty’s provisions, citing the Krasnoyarsk radar as a clear viola-
tion. Others argued that, whatever the military significance of the
radar, this obvious violation might represent only the tip of broader
Soviet preparations to field nationwide defenses.

According to this view, because of Soviet violations and the attitude
they reflect, the United States must keep all its options open. In
deciding how to react to Soviet violations, the United States should
weigh the costs of either reaffirming the Treaty, which would reward
Soviet violations, or tightening the Treaty, which would constrain the
U.S. SDI program. Forced with this choice, one U.S. participant indi-
cated that breaking the Treaty might be a reasonable policy option
because the United States should not be subject to a stricter standard
than the Soviet Union.

Others called for closer adherence to the letter of the Treaty and
placed less emphasis on recent Soviet actions. Many Europeans con-
tended that the United States should constrain its research and testing
efforts to adhere strictly to the Treaty, to avoid provoking a large-scale
and unequivocal Soviet breakout. These participants did not deny that
the Krasnoyarsk radar was a possible violation, and they agreed that
the Soviets were conducting research in BMD. However, they ques-
tioned the military significance of this and other Soviet actions. As
one participant commented, the Europeans need to understand how the
United States distinguishes between ambiguities and unequivocal
breaches of the Treaty. Perhaps more important, the military impor-
tance of ambiguities and breaches must be evaluated and explained, if
U.S. arguments are to be accepted on the other side of the Atlantic.

Europeans emphasized that U.S. actions which violated the Treaty
or pushed at its edges could create genuine problems for other alliance
members, and could produce the undesired effect of Soviet deployment
of defense systems with real military implications. When one U.S. par-
ticipant expressed the hope that European allies would support a U.S.
decision to take certain steps in response to Soviet Treaty violations
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(implying potential U.S. violations), he was confronted by harsh criti-
cism. One British participant summarized a general feeling by saying
the United States had to consider the public image problem that unila-
teral renunciation of the Treaty would create, because the Soviets were
not going to renounce it but would affirm adherence to the letter of the
Treaty. Any such unilateral U.S. action would create very real political
problems for European governments that could make them unwilling or
unable to support the SDI program.

In this view, rather than breaking the Treaty, the United States
would be better advised to seek arms-control regimes to enhance stabil-
ity and to rely on diplomatic initiatives in dealing with Soviet viola-
tions. One participant pointed out that despite the ABM Treaty’s
flaws, reaffirmation of it might be necessary to put a cap on defensive
competition. Similarly, the United States could explore ways to induce
the Soviets to dismantle the radar instead of ways to match Soviet vio-
lations. One participant identified the link between defense expendi-
tures and arms control in Europe on a practical level: Support for
spending would come only as long as arms control was active. These
statements and recommendations underscored the European emphasis
at the conference on using arms control as a means to constrain U.S.
and Soviet defensive actions.

8. Consultations should be held between the U.S. and
European allies on SDI program objectives, the threat,
and the potential effect on strategy.

The conference illuminated the current state of alliance confusion
over the SDI program. Discussions revealed that the alliance needs to
develop a common Western approach, for two reasons:

* The alliance has to agree on such an important strategic issue
in the face of a probable Soviet anti-SDI campaign.

* A common Western perception of the program and its objec-
tives will facilitate any effort to consolidate Western public
opinion and to develop a technology-sharing program.

Organizing a series of multilateral consultations to work through an
agenda of alliance issues, from technology to strategy, would be useful.
One U.S. participant stated that the process had intrinsic benefits, no
matter what the value of the product. Although all the participants
recognized the importance of Western unity, differences arose over the
urgency of holding detailed consultations.
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Many U.S. participants noted that the Reagan administration was
already conducting meetings with allies about the SDI. These partici-
pants appreciated the European concerns, but they did not see any
immediate need to conduct alliance-wide meetings. They contended
that the United States could discuss specific concerns on a bilateral
basis and then consider those concerns in making broader program
decisions. Beyond that, a coordinated view of the SDI program would
be a mid- and long-term issue, as decisions were made about deploy-
ment.

By contrast, most of the European participants advocated early
alliance-wide discussions on a range of strategic issues. The current
lack of information about such issues as SDI objectives and the threat
makes it difficult to develop alliance consensus. One German partici-
pant commented that the alliance could not have true cooperation
without a shared strategic concept. Another remarked that European
interest in developing a joint evaluation would not be to reach agree-
ment about conclusions but to see how conclusions are reached. In
general, detailed consultations would make it easier for European
governments and the alliance to address both problems within their
governments and publics and external Soviet pressure.

9. European participation in a U.S. SDI program
would be desirable.

Conference participants agreed that the more European economic
and industrial participation in the SDI program, the better. From an
alliance perspective, cooperative programs would be beneficial to
Western cohesion and could also potentially help European economies.
From a U.S. perspective, getting the Europeans on board would help
ensure their support for the U.S. SDI program—something necessary
for its future viability. Finally, from a European perspective, involve-
ment in the SDI could expand Europe’s advanced technology industries
and ensure that Europe would not be left out of the next technological
revolution.

All the conference participants recognized the shortfalls in past U.S.
promises about technology-sharing, and many believed that an equi-
table technology-sharing package was unrealistic. The absence of a
U.S. cooperative program at the time of the conference generally rein-
forced this opinion.® Questions arose over how likely and to what

8Since the conference, the United States has conducted more detailed meetings with
its Western allies on both a bilateral and a multilateral basis. Currently, Canada,
France, the Netherlands, and Norway have declined offers for formal state framework
agreements. However, this does not ban private industry from participating in the SDI
program.
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extent Europeans could be involved in the SDI program: One solution
focused on what the United States could do first, and another focused
on what the Europeans could do first.

Conference participants interested in U.S. actions recommended
improvements in governmental and private links. One participant
admitted that although the United States recognized the problems in
designing a program, it had no solutions. The United States is con-
strained because defining potential research tasks for the Europeans
requires cooperation on the working-group level, which cannot occur
without formal government agreements. But formal government agree-
ments cannot be made until the working-group level has defined the
research tasks. This participant suggested that one alternative would
be to increase cooperation between U.S. and European universities,
where security classification problems would not arise. Despite these
dilemmas, these participants saw a strong U.S. commitment to a
cooperative effort and better chances for real European benefits from
cooperative development than in the past. However, the exact design
of a cooperative program suitable to both the United States and
Europe will take a long time.

While recognizing the bleak U.S. record in technology-sharing, many
Europeans believe that the first step should be for the European
governments to decide if they want to participate and in what areas.
One French participant outlined a way to accomplish this task: The
French, British, and West Germans should establish an intergovern-
mental group to discuss evaluations of the SDI. Then, these countries
should agree that no official government responses would be made
without consensus among the three countries. Finally, the intergovern-
mental group should establish priorities among the technological areas
best suited for Europeans and direct their financial and human
resources toward these areas. Examples included magnetic fusion, sen-
sors, optics, and space transportation. In defining the technologies,
several criteria could apply:

e Technologies applicable to European and NATO defense. If the
Europeans focused on nonstrategic defense systems, the ques-
tion of ABM Treaty violations would not arise. As argued by
one participant, if Europeans had to choose between benefiting
from technology transfers and violating the ABM Treaty and
not getting the transfers, they would choose the latter course.

e Cooperative programs that do not misuse scarce human resources.
The cooperative effort must not be designed to siphon off to the
United States scarce European human resources with high-
technology expertise. In this context, one participant noted a
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statement by Lt. General James Abrahamson, head of the SDI
program, to the U.S. Congress in which he said that he wanted
to get hold of the best brains in Europe.

Only after the Europeans get their house in order could a joint
U.S.-European program be worked out. Nevertheless, the United
States must not ignore the technology-sharing issue as it has done in,
the past. The European participants contended that because of all the
other strategic questions, if a cooperative program could not be
developed, the SDI program could undermine alliance stability and
make it difficult for European governments to develop support for the
U.S. initiative within their parliaments and publics.

10. The United States should do a better job of presenting
the SDI in Europe.

European participants, particularly the French, referred throughout
the conference to poor U.S. salesmanship of the SDI program abroad.
They contended that President Reagan’s current SDI presentation
undermined European public consensus over nuclear issues. One parti-
cipant commented that public demonstrations surrounding the deploy-
ment of U.S. Pershing IIs and ground-launched cruise missiles had
finally ebbed, but the consensus on nuclear issues is still very fragile in
Europe. The U.S. rhetoric defining nuclear weapons and nuclear deter-
rence as immoral undermined whatever consensus existed in the public
and has provided certain European elements with fuel to challenge
existing nuclear defense programs. Another participant explained that
the SDI was already seen as a threat to flexible response and arms con-
trol, and therefore as attacking the West’s two-pronged deterrence
strategy.

The European participants saw the question for their governments
as one of how to maintain credibility in the face of the U.S. rhetoric.
One participant asked, How can the public understand that for a long
time they would have to continue to modernize existing offensive
forces? Another participant wondered how governments would main-
tain credibility if none of the long-term promises came true. They sug-
gested that U.S. statements should focus on the benefits of limited
deployments to Western security and not on the demise of the
alliance’s current forces and strategy.

While accepting the point, most U.S. participants admitted that they
did not know how to restructure the SDI program to avoid the prob-
lem. Whether or not the U.S. participants agreed with President
Reagan’s rhetoric/vision, they believed that getting the SDI program
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through the U.S. Congress and developing U.S. public support required
a “hard-sell campaign.” As one U.S. participant admitted reluctantly,
part of the political appeal of the SDI program was its long-term objec-
tives. Without them, the program might not survive.



III. CONCLUSIONS

The ten points of agreement described in this report were used as
part of a framework on which to build the conference debate about the
SDI program. On the final three points, there was consensus among
the conference participants about the points, and the conditions or
reservations were minor. On the other seven, consensus was more
apparent than real, and the conditions revealed very deeply rooted
differences over the value of strategic defenses.

While the participants overwhelmingly supported research as a
hedge against Soviet ballistic missile defense (BMD) programs, support
for development or deployment of defenses hinged in part on whether
Soviet actions were seen as being linked to U.S. actions. Conference
participants who believed that Soviet interest in BMD programs was
independent of U.S. programs recommended that the United States
have maximum flexibility to address the Soviet threat and thus sup-
ported development and deployment of defenses. Those who believed
that the pace of Soviet BMD programs was linked to U.S. actions
tended to argue for constraints in the SDI program and to contend that
the SDI research program went beyond what was necessary to provide
a hedge against Soviet actions.

These views, plus assumptions that the USSR would field defenses if
the United States did, reflected differences in concern about the impli-
cations of strategic defenses for:

o Deterrence in general: Whether a shift from offensive deter-
rence to defensive deterrence would provide the United States
with a more viable strategy or would create serious instabilities
that would disrupt the peace that has existed for the past 40
years.

® NATO strategy and deterrence in Europe: Whether placing
defenses in Europe would provide near-term benefits by
addressing the Soviet offensive and defensive threat in Europe
or would create short-term difficulties because of the SDI pro-
gram itself and long-term problems because of mutual defenses.

® Arms control: Whether strictly abiding by the ABM Treaty
would hinder the U.S. ability to counter serious Soviet advances
in BMD or would enhance stability and help control U.S.-
Soviet defense deployments.

28
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e FEuropean technological interests: Whether the United States
could work out an equitable cooperative program or not.

The ongoing debate in the United States and Western Europe over
the SDI program encompasses the same themes that arose at the
conference. As the debate unfolds, many of the policy issues that flow
from these themes will change. Barring any major technological
changes, long-term issues such as the reduction of force flexibility and
decoupling from U.S. strategic nuclear forces will continue be major
points of contention within the alliance, without obvious solutions.
However, the context for debate over some of the other issues could
change as decisions are made about the SDI program.

Four issues raised by the conference will pose thorny questions for
the alliance in the near term:

e The SDI and arms-control leverage: What will happen in
Geneva with regard to the SDI, following the Reagan-
Gorbachev summit? Although the United States has stated
that it will not negotiate a reduction in the SDI at Geneva, will
the United States stick to that position following recent Soviet
proposals for significant offensive force reductions? In light of
statements by Prime Minister Thatcher and Chancellor Kohl
that emphasize reductions in offensive forces as a condition for
supporting the SDI program, what would the Europeans do if
the United States rejected an otherwise interesting Soviet offer
because it also contained limits on the SDI? What would be
the implications for continued European acceptance of the SDI
program?

® Development of a cooperative program: Although the United
States might have the technological capability to go it alone,
would that be politically feasible? Would the United States be
willing to pay the high price of technology transfers for Euro-
pean political support? How will the French Eureka program
affect European support for the SDI? If European governments
decide to support the SDI program, would the costs (subcon-
tractor status and the political burden of SDI objectives)
outweigh the benefits (presumed technological spinoffs and the
ability to influence the direction of the program)? Similarly, by
forgoing official participation in the SDI program, would the
benefits (freedom from political problems) outweigh the costs
(risks of second-class industrial status, potential technological
brain drain, and no control)?
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® The SDI and ATBMs for Western Europe: What has been the

effect of the SDI debate on the potential for ATBM systems in
Western Europe? Many Europeans were interested in fielding
ATBM systems to address the Soviet threat long before the
SDI program was introduced. Since ATBMs are now politically
linked with the SDI, will development and deployment deci-
sions be subject to the same problems as other SDI program
elements? Is there a way to politically isolate the ATBM pro-
gram from the SDI while still using it as a means for the Euro-
peans to buy into defense technologies?

Public presentation of the SDI: Will the United States be able
or willing to curb public statements about the goal of perfect
defenses? Are private reassurances by U.S. officials that the
SDI program does not aim for perfect defenses or the elimina-
tion of nuclear weapons enough to mitigate European concerns?
If not, could the administration soften the rhetorical statements
and still secure U.S. public support?
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