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Star Wars and Broken Treaties
Star Wars

The expression “Star Wars” has been used by the 
media and the liberals as an epithet to try to ridicule' 
President Ronald Reagan’s proposal to build a defensive 
system to shoot down enemy intercontinental ballistic 
missiles before they rain fire and destruction on our 
cities. The inventors of the label, however, must have 
been fuddy-duddy middle-aged people who didn’t real-
ize that, as a piece of semantics, “Star Wars” is a 
positive for Ronald Reagan, not a negative.

The “Star Wars” from which the label was bor-
rowed is a successful movie trilogy which excited young 
people (perhaps we should say the young at heart) with 
a vision of the future and the use of “science fiction” 
technology. But the “Star Wars” trilogy is much more 
than that; it is a drama of the battle between good and 
evil, and of the triumphs of good over evil through 
adventure, courage, and confrontation.

When the President spoke to the American Legion 
Convention in Salt Lake City in September 1984, he 
confidently adopted the label which his enemies had 
hung upon him. President Reagan told the Legion: 
“Some call this Star Wars; I call it prudent policy and 
common sense.” In explanation of this statement, he 
added, “We must pursue vigorous research on defensive 
technologies that can permit us to intercept strategic 
ballistic missiles — fired deliberately or accidentally — 
before they reach our own soil or that of our allies.” 
President Reagan’s Star Wars system cannot kill any 
people; the only thing it can “kill” is incoming enemy 
missiles.

It is still difficult for the American people to grasp 
the fundamental fact of our nuclear-space age: The 
great United States, which has spent many billions of 
dollars on a military apparatus, has no way to shoot 
down attacking Soviet weapons. The legacy of the 
liberals is that our people and our cities are totally 
vulnerable to attack.

We do have weapons that can kill millions of 
people in the U.S.S.R. But we have no way to shoot 
down incoming missiles designed to kill Americans. We 
are, as Lt. Gen. Arthur Trudeau once said, the world’s 
greatest “nuclear nudist colony.” Most Americans would

far rather spend tax dollars to defend the lives of their 
loved ones in their own communities than to kill people 
on the other side of the globe.

When President Reagan asked the simple question 
on March 23, 1983, “What if free people could live 
secure in the knowledge that their security did not rest 
upon the threat of instant U.S. retaliation to deter 
Soviet attack?”, the pacifists went into a tirade, ridicul-
ing his plan as “Star Wars.” They said President Reag-
an’s plan will make the Soviets “react” by building 
more weapons of their own. But it is self-evident that 
the Soviets build weapons and cheat on their agree-
ments no matter what we do or don’t do.

The pacifist scientists said President Reagan’s plan 
“won’t work.” But the U.S. experiment in the South 
Pacific on June 10, 1984 proved that a defensive 
vehicle can go out into space, with its computers 
calculating the trajectory of an enemy missile, and then 
intercept that incoming missile and destroy it. We saw 
this successful experim ent (demonstrated with a 
dummy warhead) on our TV screens.

But every age has had its share of pessimistic 
scientists who live in a closed world. There were 
scientists who said that heavier than air flight was 
impossible, that nuclear power was impossible, that 
intercontinental ballistic missiles could never work, and 
that we could never land a man on the moon. Speaking 
for those who know that science does not close doors, it 
opens them, Dr. Edward Teller says that the only way 
we are sure not to succeed is not to try.

The pacifist scientists said that the Reagan Star 
Wars plan “wouldn’t be perfect,” that a few bombs 
would get through it. As Defense Secretary Caspar 
Weinberger said, it doesn’t need to be perfect. If the 
Soviets know that 90% of their ICBMs will be shot 
down in the boost phase within minutes after launch, 
that 90% of those still in flight will be shot down in the 
second phase, and that 90% of those remaining will be 
shot down by our terminal ground-based defensive 
system, that’s real deterrence.

The Kremlin bosses are not going to press the 
button and lose 99% of their nuclear arsenal while 99% 
of the U.S. nuclear arsenal is undamaged.



President Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative will 
give us a future without nuclear war. Of the several 
technologies designed to achieve this goal, the non-
nuclear one called High Frontier is ready for prod-
uction. The time to start is now.

High Frontier Will Work
On June 10, 1984 the United States proved that the 

anti-missile system called High Frontier is realistic and 
feasible. Our military successfully intercepted an ICBM 
warhead in space using current technology. That spec-
tacular event, which received front-page news coverage 
all across America, proved that High Frontier (the 
space-based, non-nuclear system to defend America 
against incoming nuclear missiles) will work, and that 
we have the technology available. This event gave the 
lie to all the Helen Caldicott-type propagandists and 
pacifist scientists who have been saying “it won’t work.”

On Sunday morning, June 10, a non-nuclear anti-
missile missile, fired from the Kwajalein Islands, sailed 
out into space over the South Pacific and intercepted a 
dummy warhead fired from a Minuteman I ICBM 
launched from Vandenberg Air Force Base in Southern 
California.

Within days, the Soviets sent word to President 
Reagan that they wanted to talk. To paraphrase Sher-
lock Holmes, “it’s elementary, my dear liberals.” It’s not 
diplomacy that makes the Soviets want to talk; it’s 
technology. The minute we start building “a better 
mousetrap” in space than they have, the Soviets are 
most happy to talk about “arms control” of the one 
weapon where we are ahead of them.

But they don’t want to talk about the weapons in 
which they are ahead. Defense Secretary Caspar Wein-
berger has confirmed that the Soviet Union now has 
34,000 nuclear warheads for its bombers, long-range 
and medium-range missiles, whereas the United States 
has only 26,000. Weinberger confirmed that the Soviets 
passed the point of parity in 1978. But the Soviets don’t 
want to talk about that.

The June 10, 1984 intercept over the South Pacific 
demonstrated that the United States can defend our-
selves against nuclear missiles, that we can do it soon 
with current technology, and that we can do it with a 
reasonable expenditure. This intercept proves that we 
need not wait decades and spend billions on a scientific 
research program to produce some sort of exotic laser- 
beam solution.

Chernenko denounced the successful intercept in 
space as a “threat to all mankind.” The only thing it 
threatens is his chance to blackmail us with a credible 
threat of a nuclear attack. Ronald Reagan and most of 
the American people want our nation defended, and 
High Frontier can do it.

An Anti-Satellite Defense
It’s hard to believe in the sincerity of the anti-

defense agitators. For years they have argued against 
nuclear missiles on the emotional grounds that they are 
terrible weapons of mass destruction which, whether 
launched deliberately or accidentally, will probably kill

millions of people by blast and millions more by fallout.
But the anti-defense agitators are just as antagonis-

tic to systems which can kill no one, which produce no 
harmful radiation, which are strictly defensive, and 
whose sole function is to protect the American people 
from the effects of nuclear missiles. One gets the 
impression that the anti-defense spokesmen really relish 
U.S. vulnerability and are afraid that technology will 
obsolete their jobs as lobbyists.

This strange resistance is present whether the topic 
is civil defense, a shelter program, an anti-missile def-
ense program such as High Frontier, an anti-satellite 
program, or even research in any of these wholly 
defensive fields.

Starting with the first man-made satellite called 
Sputnik, which was launched by the Soviets in 1957, 
satellites orbiting the earth have become an essential 
part of our communications system, both military and 
civilian. American technology is so sophisticated that 
we have hung nearly our entire communications system 
up there in space; we have more than a hundred 
operational satellites in various orbits.

Photo-intelligence satellites monitor military activ-
ities. Early warning satellites watch out for possible 
missile launches and prepare to track their flight. Navi-
gation and weather satellites are essential to all effec-
tive military operations and are absolutely essential to 
modern warfare.

To knock out your opponents’ satellites is equiva-
lent to rendering your enemy blind and deaf; an 
effective anti-satellite system (ASAT) can knock out a 
nation’s ability to direct and communicate with its 
forces anywhere in the world. It shouldn’t be surprising 
that the Soviet Union has made interference with U.S. 
satellites a major objective.

The Soviet anti-satellite system has been tested 18 
times and has been operational for years. The world’s 
only operational ASAT, it is a three-ton satellite killer 
launched by an SS-9 booster rocket. Directed by ground 
control stations, the ASAT maneuvers into position near 
its target and destroys it with a blast of pellets.

Comparison of the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. anti-satel-
lite defense programs shows clearly why any kind of a 
freeze would be good news for the Russians and bad 
news for Americans. If we do not test, as some Senators 
and Congressmen demand, the Soviets will have the 
benefit of an operational ASAT and the United States 
will have only an untested weapon.

The U.S. ASAT, using currently-available technol-
ogy and aircraft now flying, is nearly completed. Com-
pared with other weapons, its cost is modest. But the 
anti-defense agitators are trying to prevent it from 
going into operation.

The opposition to further development and testing 
of the U.S. ASAT is led by a coalition of the Federation 
of American Scientists, the Union of Concerned Scien-
tists, Physicians for Social Responsibility, the Council 
for a Livable World, the Center for Defense Informa-
tion, and the Arms Control Association.

The anti-defense agitators argue that the U.S.



ASAT would start a rush toward an arms race in space. 
The fact is that the Soviets have been racing for some 
time; the question is, will we catch up?

Some people claim that the Soviet ASAT tests were 
not successful, and therefore are no threat. But the very 
reason for testing is to find out what does not work so 
that it can be fixed. We cannot afford to assume that 
the Soviets have failed to make use of the information 
they learned from those tests.

The Federation of American Scientists is actually a 
group lobbying for nuclear disarmament, a moratorium 
on the ASAT, cutting the funds for the Strategic Def-
ense Initiative, killing the MX missile and the B-l 
bomber, and a nuclear freeze.

The argument that we shouldn’t build our ASAT 
because that would mean the “militarization of space” 
is one of the phoniest slogans ever developed by the 
pacifist propagandists who want to keep America def-
enseless. In fact, space has long-since been militarized 
by the Soviets, and American national survival depends 
on our ability to knock out the “eyes and ears” of Soviet 
satellites before they can knock out ours.

Treaties Without Compliance
In the hearts of many people, the passion persists 

for treaties as the solution to the continuing dilemma of 
U.S.-Soviet relations. Why can’t we compromise, come 
to an agreement, and put this problem of nuclear 
weapons behind us?

There is just one little fly in the ointment which is 
hard to understand for those who live in a society 
where contracts must be lived up to or damages paid. If 
the concept of arms control treaties is to have any 
meaning beyond providing “busy-work” for the State 
Department, it is essential that all parties comply with 
them.

Although the “emperor who wore no clothes” is an 
overworked metaphor to describe a false establishment 
consensus which no one but a child has the temerity to 
puncture, it certainly is appropriate when it comes to 
“arms control.” That shibboleth is clothed only with a 
sort of imperial invulnerability; everyone must bow 
before it before discussing national defense.

It s time for someone to come right out and say 
that arms control without compliance is a sham; it 
leaves the United States as naked to the elements as 
Hans Christian Andersen’s emperor. Not only have the 
Soviets consistently violated all so-called arms control 
agreements, but they have done it in flagrant disregard 
of both U.S. reaction and world opinion.

How can one talk about' an arms control agree-, 
ment as desirable unless we have confidence that the 
Soviets will abide by its terms? What sense does it make 
to suffer all the diplomatic gamesmanship if the under- 
lying reality is that the Soviets will violate the agree-
ment promptly, repeatedly, and with immunity from 
sanctions? Why would the Soviets behave any differ-
ently in the future when they have gotten by with 
blatant violations in the past without any reaction or 
retaliation from the Americans?

American diplomatic representatives naively go 
into conferences believing that the bargaining table is a 
forum where both sides give a little to reach a mutually 
beneficial compromise. The Soviets, on the other hand, 
believe that one side must win while the other loses; 
they seek unilateral advantages at our expense and look 
upon negotiations as a chance to engage in internation-
al posturing against the West.

Treaty Violations
The President’s General Advisory Committee on 

Arms Control and Disarmament recently issued a 15- 
page report called “A Quarter Century of Soviet Com-
pliance Practices Under Arms Control Commitments: 
1958-1983.” It makes one wonder why we even bother 
to discuss new agreements; the Soviet fulfillment record 
is so bad.

We didn’t hear about violations during the Ford 
Administration because Henry Kissinger was the archi-
tect of SALT I and in charge of overseeing compliance, 
and it was in his self-interest to prevent the American 
people from knowing about Soviet violations. Likewise, 
it was in the Carter Administration’s interest to sup-
press news of the violations because Jimmy was trying 
to persuade the Senate to ratify SALT II.

Let’s look just at the violations of the 1972 SALT I 
Agreements which were immensely advantageous to 
the Soviet Union and disadvantageous to America even 
if their provisions had been faithfully kept by the 
Soviets (which they were not).

The SALT I Interim Agreement prohibits the 
conversion of launchers for light ICBMs into launchers 
for heavy ICBMs. The purpose of this provision was to 
limit the growth of ICBM throwweight and its potential 
counterforce capability (to knock out U.S. missiles).

The Soviets have been converting their launchers 
for light SS-lls into launchers for heavy SS-17s and SS- 
19s, thereby making a mockery of the treaty and 
defeating an essential objective of the treaty. This 
action is one of the principal factors in widening the 
margin of Soviet missile superiority over ours.

The SALT I Interim Agreement and the SALT I 
ABM Treaty both prohibit the use of deliberate con-
cealment measures which impede verification of com-
pliance by national technical means. During the entire 
decade of the 1970s, the Soviets substantially increased 
their concealment activities which clearly impede U.S. 
verification efforts.

One example is the encryption of the SS-X-25 
missile telemetry, which impedes U.S. ability to deter-
mine that missile’s characteristics. Another example of 
deliberate Soviet concealment activity supposedly pro-
hibited by SALT I is the probable continued deploy-
ment of the SS-16 ICBM at Plesetsk.

The SALT I ABM Treaty prohibits the develop-
ment and deployment of non-permanently-fixed ABM 
radars. The Soviets did exactly that by the development 
and deployment of a radar on the Kamchatka Peninsu-
la in 1975, and they have continued with their develop-
mental activities there ever since.



The SALT I Interim Agreement requires the Sovi-
ets to dismantle ICBM launchers in order to compen-
sate for building modern SLBM launchers in excess of 
740. The Soviets simply did not dismantle their ICBM 
launchers when they added their new DELTA-class 
submarines in 1976 and 1977. The Soviets admitted this 
but failed to dismantle any faster.

The SALT I ABM Treaty limits the location and 
orientation of radar deployment to sites on the peri-
phery of the national territory and stipulates that they 
be oriented outward. But the Soviets have constructed a 
large, phased-array radar in an interior site near Kras-
noyarsk.

Why Sign More Treaties?
The President s Advisory Committee concluded 

that the Soviets have several motives in noncompliance, 
in addition to the obvious military advantages. They 
may be trying to test the effectiveness of U.S. verifica-
tion capabilities and of our ability to come to conclusi-
ons about noncompliance.

The Soviets may be testing U.S. resolve and re-
sponses to their noncompliance. They may be trying to 
raise the level of U.S. confusion in order to hide more 
serious covert activities such as development and de-
ployment of an anti-missile defense system.

The arms control enthusiasts who ignore all of 
these violations are fond of saying, “Don’t worry, our 
satellites can read an automobile license plate on the 
ground and report exactly what is going on.” But funny 
thing, U.S. intelligence didn’t discover the tons of 
military equipment that had been off-loaded in Grena-
da -- until after our Marines landed.

Furthermore, assuming that our intelligence did 
discover the above massive Soviet violations of the arms 
control agreements, the question then becomes, why 
hasn’t the United States done something about them?

The problem of verification has always been a soft 
spot in the faith of the arms control enthusiasts, but 
compliance is a far more important problem. Verifica-
tion isn’t and can’t be perfect, but it’s good enough to 
verify a long list of outrageous examples of noncompli-
ance.

The question to ask your Senators and Congress-
man is, “Are you for arms control with compliance — or 
for arms control without compliance?” How can we 
sign more treaties when the Soviets continue to violate 
past treaties and get by with it?

The People Protection Act
The People Protection Act is a brilliant use of 

contemporary semantics. Who could be against protect-
ing people? The ABC film “The Day After” certainly 
dramatized the fact that the American people need 
protection against nuclear attack.

“People protection” is the brainchild of Ken Kram-
er, the Colorado Congressman whose district includes 
NORAD and the Air Force Academy. It’s a plan to 
implement President Reagan’s vision of the future 
announced a year ago — a future in which space 
technology would make nuclear war obsolete and the

world would be safe for us and our children.
That’s a vision as high as the sky. But, after all, 

President John F. Kennedy in 1961 made a sky-high 
national commitment to put a man on the moon — and 
8 years later our scientists and engineers fulfilled his 
promise.

If you are planning a trip to the moon, or even 
across country, you need a vehicle to get there and its 
driver needs a map to stay on course. President Reag-
an’s plans for a defensive system are handicapped 
because he has no agency or contingent of engineers 
ready and able to take on this project.

Kramer’s People Protection Act is designed to 
provide the organizational vehicle to carry us where the 
Reagan vision leads us. It would create a new Directed- 
Energy Systems Agency dedicated to research and 
develop lasers, particle beams, and microwave technol-
ogies. No such agency exists today, despite our imm-
ense military establishment; current research and devel-
opment efforts in this field are fragmented, uncoordi-
nated, and underfunded.

Kramer’s bill would restructure the Air Force 
Space Command into a multi-service Unified Space 
Command which would ultimately be responsible for 
the deployment and operation of all strategic defensive 
systems. At the same time, the bill would create a new 
Army Command (under the Unified Space Command) 
responsible for the ground-based air and missile defense 
tier of the program.

The bill calls for a complete overhaul of the U.S. 
strategic policy-making process in order to develop new 
conceptual approaches for the nuclear-space age. Am-
ericans can do whatever we set our minds to do. We 
can achieve remarkable and totally unanticipated tech-
nological breakthroughs if there is a driving commit-
ment to achieve a national goal.
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