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Defend America! Terminate the ABM Treaty
The Salt I Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, signed in 1972, 

faces its third five-year review in October 1987. This is a good 
time for the United States to withdraw from the treaty 
according to the procedure set forth in its own terms.

For two centuries, our Federal Government’s highest 
responsibility has been to “provide for the common defense.” 
Yet the ABM Treaty prohibits our government from providing 
for the common defense. Explicitly and specifically, the ABM 
Treaty prohibits our building any anti-missile defense to shoot 
down enemy missiles coming at us.

The 1972 ABM Treaty made Mutual Assured Destruc-
tion (MAD) official U.S. policy. That’s why we call it the 
MAD ABM Treaty. MAD is the perverse notion that the 
American people must be absolutely undefended against 
Soviet missile attack.

Article XV of the ABM Treaty states: “Each Party shall, 
in exercising its national sovereignty, have the right to 
withdraw from this Treaty if it decides that extraordinary 
events related to the subject matter of this Treaty have 
jeopardized its supreme interests.” We would merely have to 
give six months’ notice and state how our supreme interests 
are jeopardized.

Certainly our supreme interests are gravely jeopardized 
by the tremendous buildup of Soviet offensive and defensive 
weapons since the treaty was signed. Since SALT I, the 
Russians have deployed a whole new generation of “heavy” 
missiles and mobile missiles, plus their reload capability based 
on their cold-launch technique, plus a defensive system 
prohibited by the treaty.

In a nationally televised speech on February 26, 1986, 
President Reagan said, “Between 1970 and 1985 alone, the 
Soviets invested $500 billion MORE than the United States in 
defense — and built nearly three times as many strategic 
missiles.” The President said that the United States spends 
only six percent of our Gross National Product on defense, 
while the Soviets spend more than twice as much. If we 
compare the two countries in expenditures on actual weapons 
and research, we spend only 2.6 percent of our Gross National 
Product, while the Soviet Union spends 11 percent, more than 
four times as much.

The U.S. negotiator of the 1972 MAD ABM Treaty, 
Henry Kissinger, used a graphic expression to describe its

effect; he said it gives Russian missiles a “free ride” into our 
country. An even more colorful expression was coined by Lt. 
General Arthur G. Trudeau, former Army Chief of Research 
and Development. He said America is “the world’s greatest 
nuclear nudist colony.”

Since 1969, the United States has had a demonstrated 
ability to produce a workable system to shoot down enemy 
missiles. Throughout the 1960s, we successfully tested the 
intercepting of a missile, which is the most difficult part of any 
anti-missile defense. Our rate of progress in the development 
and testing of all elements of the ABM system was consistently 
impressive and ahead of schedule.

The chief reason why the Soviets were so eager to 
negotiate and sign the ABM Treaty was to stop deployment of 
a U.S. ABM system. They knew that our ABM system was 
designed to protect our Minuteman missile force, and the 
Soviets didn’t want to lose their $30 billion investment in 
“heavy” SS-9 and SS-18 missiles whose only rational use 
would be to destroy U.S. Minuteman missiles.

The 1972 MAD ABM Treaty put the United States in an 
ABM Freeze. The treaty stopped dead in its tracks the one 
system which could have protected American cities and 
civilians from massive nuclear destruction.

How were the Soviets able to persuade the United States 
to accept an ABM Freeze that would prevent our government 
from defending our people? More importantly, how were U.S. 
officials able to persuade the American people to accept an 
ABM Freeze that would keep our cities naked and defenseless 
to attacking nuclear missiles?

The 1972 ABM Freeze was put over on the American 
people primarily because they believed that our government 
MUST have SOME way to shoot down enemy missiles. A 
survey made in 1964 by the National Opinion Research Center 
of the University of Chicago, and published by Missiles and 
Rockets on August 16,1965, revealed that 80% of Americans 
believed that we should have a system to shoot down missiles 
attacking our cities (which is what an ABM would do); but that 
66% believed that the United States already had an anti-missile 
system (which, of course, we did not).

A similar public opinion survey conducted by Singlinger 
and Company in 1982 showed that 66% of the American people 
were still unaware that the United States has no means of



defending ourselves from incoming ballistic missiles; that 86% 
were in favor of deploying an anti-missile defense; and that 73% 
would not even consider cost as a major factor in that decision.

For the last fifteen years, we have remained in the ABM 
Freeze that was mandated by the 1972 treaty. There has been 
no change in public awareness or attitudes because the liberal 
media have never adequately reported our vulnerability.

It’s time that the American people come out of their 
cocoon and face the facts of life in the nuclear-space age. 
When we achieve public awareness that America has 
absolutely no way to shoot down enemy missiles coming at us, 
the people will demand that our government fulfill its 
constitutional duty to provide for the common defense.

ABM Treaty “Starkizes” Americans
When the U.S.S. Stark was hit by a surprise attack from 

an Iraqi missile in the Mediterranean in June 1987, one 
question was asked over and over again. Why didn’t the Stark 
fire any of its defensive weapons against the hostile missile in 
order to defend the ship and save the lives of its crew?

The Stark had an impressive assortment of defensive 
capabilities. It had an Mk 92 fire-control system that could 
guide an anti-aircraft missile to intercept any incoming aircraft 
up to 90 miles away. It had an Italian-made OTO gun that 
could fire 3-inch anti-aircraft shells at 90 a minute, knocking 
down in sequence as many as three incoming missiles at a 
range of up to 12 miles. It had rockets that could spray 
radar-attracting aluminum chaff and thereby divert incoming 
missiles. It had electronic defenses that could deceive attackers 
by generating fake radar images of the ship. It had the six- 
barrel Gatling gun called the Phalanx, which could fire 3,000 
rounds a minute of a metal twice as dense as steel and thereby 
create a wall of metal to block any attacking missile. None of 
these defensive weapons was fired, and the American people 
were justifiably angry about it.

It never occurred to the American people, however, to 
consider the possibility that an American ship could have been 
traveling in dangerous waters without ANY way to defend 
itself. THAT would be patently ridiculous. O f course, every 
American ship must be assumed to have the means of 
defending itself against the enemy!

But all 240,000,000 American people today are 
“Starkized,” that is, completely defenseless against attacking 
missiles that could come out of the clouds in a surprise attack. 
W e are all sitting ducks in the face of the Soviet missile force 
because the 1972 ABM Treaty binds us NOT to defend 
ourselves against any missile attack.

Knowledge of the defenseless status of the American 
people has been carefully concealed from the American 
people. All public opinion polls show that the majority of 
American people don’t realize our awful vulnerability.

Knowledge of this dangerous defenselessness led 105 
organizations in May 1987 to call for withdrawal from the 
ABM Treaty of 1972. Article XV gives both the United States 
and the U.S.S.R. the right to withdraw from the Treaty when 
either country decides that events “have jeopardized its 
supreme interests.”

Certainly, the massive Soviet violations of the ABM 
Treaty have jeopardized our supreme interests. So also has the 
massive Soviet buildup since 1972 of numbers and types of 
offensive missiles. So also has the massive spending by the

Soviets for their own SDI-type defensive system.
It makes the United States a laughing-stock in world 

opinion if we continue to remain locked into an agreement at 
which the Soviets thumb their noses. Our people, our ships, 
and our planes, will continue to be made the target of attacks 
by other countries, and we will continue to be poked at by 
pirates and terrorists, until the United States makes it clear that 
we will take whatever action we deem necessary for our own 
national security.

When the ABM Treaty was signed 15 years ago, it was 
not subjected to a tiny fraction of the investigating energy 
plowed into the Irangate hearings. President Richard Nixon 
refused to answer any questions about the ABM Treaty, and his 

• National Security Adviser Henry Kissinger refused to answer 
any questions under oath before Congressional committees.

Congress let Kissinger get by with this arrogant secrecy. 
Kissinger answered only a few easy questions in a staged event 
for Congressmen in the East Room of the White House, where 
no follow-up questions were allowed, and where the media 
were not allowed to sound-record Kissinger’s voice.

The third review of the 1972 ABM Treaty in October 
1987 is a good time to ask the crucial question about the ABM 
Treaty. Who dares today to take responsibility for keeping 
America without any defensive system to shoot down 
incoming missiles? Who dares to take the responsibility for 
“Starkizing” the American people?

Soviet ABM Treaty Violations
Hiroshima teaches the lesson that it is terrible to be a 

civilian target of an enemy aerial attack. Some nations have 
learned that lesson, but others apparently have not.

The Soviet Union is protecting its people against an 
attack by the United States (imaginary though that threat may 
be). But the United States is not protecting us against an attack 
by the Soviet Union (real though that threat may be).

The Soviets are ahead of the United States in deployed 
strategic defenses. The 1972 ABM Treaty permits one ABM 
site. The Soviets installed theirs around Moscow, and they are 
constantly modernizing and improving it. They have the 
world’s only operational ballistic missile defense system. The 
United States built ours at Grand Forks, North Dakota, but 
dismantled it the day after it went into operation under a law 
sponsored by Senator Edward Kennedy.

The Soviet system to detect and track ballistic missile 
attacks consists of three layers — a launch detection satellite 
network, two over-the-horizon radars watching for U.S. 
ICBMs, and two networks of large ballistic missile detection 
and tracking radars.

The Soviets have built a large early warning radar at 
Krasnoyarsk. It is well known that this installation violates the 
1972 ABM Treaty because it is a second site. The propaganda 
photographs released in September 1987 do nothing to dispel 
the belief that it was built as an ABM defense system.

Deputy Director of the CIA Robert M. Gates has 
confirmed that the Soviets are constructing three more huge 
phased-array radars in western U.S.S.R. That makes nine 
radars which the Soviets now have guarding the corridors 
through which any missiles directed at them would have to 
arrive. These radars are huge, each one the size of a football 
field. They take several years to design and at least five years to



build. The Soviets must have started working on the first of 
them at the same time that they were negotiating the 1972 
MAD ABM Treaty.

The CIA report calls the Soviet ABM buildup “ominous” 
with “awesomely negative implications” for U.S. security. Com-
ing from the CIA, which has a long record of underestimating 
Soviet military capability, those are alarmist words, indeed.

The Soviets are ahead of us not because they have 
superior knowledge or technology, and not because they have 
more resources, but because they have the political will to 
defend their nation.

Why Don’t We Hear About the Soviet SDI?
The Soviets are doing vastly more than merely violating 

the 1972 ABM Treaty. They are moving forward as rapidly as 
they can with more advanced defensive systems, in other 
words, their own Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI).

CIA Deputy Director Gates reported that “over the past 
ten years the Soviet Union has spent nearly $150 billion on 
strategic defense, or almost 15 times what the United States 
has spent.” The Soviets have spent as much on strategic 
defense, he said, as they have on their massive strategic 
offensive forces.

Every time we raise the subject of deploying Ronald 
Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative, we hear a chorus 
chanting, “it won’t work.” It is obvious that the Soviets believe 
that defenses will work.

Some 30 Soviet scientists who emigrated to the United 
States signed an open letter to President Reagan. They told 
him that “the Soviet scientific community and government 
leaders believe that effective strategic defenses are technically 
possible and doable,” and that “the Soviet Union has been 
intensely working on its own version of the Strategic Defense 
Initiative since the late 1960s and puts much more of its efforts 
and resources into its Star Wars and strategic defense 
programs than does the U.S.”

The Soviets have been working on their laser weapons 
program since the 1960s, using some of the best Soviet 
scientists and engineers. One of them is Yevgeny Velikhov 
who made his scientific reputation in Soviet defensive 
weapons research, but preserved his political safety by signing 
a full-page ad in the New York Times stating that a U.S. 
defensive system (SDI) would not work.

The Soviets are spending $ 1 billion per year for their laser 
weapons program. It includes a half dozen major R&D 
facilities and test ranges and 10,000 scientists and engineers.

The Soviets are also working on a particle beam weapon. 
Gates believes that they will be able to test a prototype particle 
beam weapon intended to disrupt the electronics of satellites 
in the 1990s, followed soon thereafter by a weapon that can 
destroy our satellites.

Is the Soviet work on future systems a violation of the 
1972 ABM Treaty?

The MAD ABM Treaty was written in obscure, con-
voluted language difficult for lawyers and diplomats, much 
less laymen, to understand and interpret. It was probably 
written that way on purpose so that the semantic confusion 
would allow the Soviets to go ahead with whatever they 
wanted to build, while the United States would be constrained 
from doing what we ought to do for fear that we might be

accused of violating the letter of the treaty.
The joker word in the MAD ABM Treaty is “currently.” 

Article V prohibits developing, testing or deploying ABM 
systems, but Article II defines ABM systems as those 
“currently ” in use in 1972.

The importance of the word “currently” was reinforced 
in “Agreed Statement D ” by which the United States and the 
U.S.S.R. agreed that, if “other” ABM systems “are created in 
the future,” they will be “subject to discussion” and to future 
agreement. We’ve had no such discussion and agreement, so 
both sides are free to do as they please about systems that were 
not currently in use in 1972.

The negotiating record sustains this interpretation. The 
U.S. negotiators pressed hard to persuade the Soviets to agree 
to ban future systems, but they adamantly refused.

It’s time for the American people to ask their Congress-
men a fundamental question. Since the Soviets are going 
forward with their future defensive systems, why don’t we 
immediately test and deploy our future defensive system, 
namely, our SDI (Strategic Defense Initiative)?

It is wrong for the United States to continue to comply 
with an interpretation of a Treaty that is dangerous to 
American national security, when the Soviets are massively 
violating its clear language, and when its ambiguous language 
is interpreted by the Soviets to permit their SDI-type defenses 
while U.S. liberals tell us the Treaty prohibits our SDI.

It is one of the mysteries of the nuclear-space age that the 
Soviets, who have no respect for life and human rights, have 
spent incredible sums of money, bled out of a poor economy, 
to save the lives of their people from enemy attack, while the 
United States, with all our proclaimed dedication to life and 
human rights, has ducked the responsibility of protecting the 
lives of our people from enemy attack.

How can that be explained? Why hasn’t Congress voted 
the funds to defend Americans against a missile attack? Does 
Congress have a death wish for our nation? Or are its leaders 
so peevishly partisan that they just don’t want President 
Reagan to get the credit for proposing the defense called SDI?

The U.S. Defense Force Act
The average American thinks of war as something that 

happens thousands of miles away. He thinks of weapons as 
things we use to zap enemy targets far, far away.

The average American thinks of our armed services as 
made up of the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force. He thinks 
those three branches are made up of men, ships and planes that 
can be sent overseas to fight an enemy somewhere far, far away.

If you ask Europeans to define those same words, the 
answers would be very different. To them, war is something 
that can burn out your home, your cities, and your means of 
livelihood. Weapons are things you can use to protect 
yourselves and your loved ones from the devastation and 
atrocities of war.

American history and geography have combined to give 
our people an incomplete understanding of the word “defense,” 
as that word is used in “national defense” and in “Department of 
Defense.” It just never occurs to Americans that “defense” 
should include defending our homeland from attack, because 
that hasn’t been necessary in the lifetime of anyone living today.

Congress and the armed services seem to be checkmated



by this defective understanding of the word “defense.” 
Practically all the strategy, weaponry and personnel of our 
Army, Navy and Air Force are directed at hitting the enemy 
far away, while no branch of the services or office in the 
Pentagon has the responsibility of protecting our people and 
our cities from an enemy missile attack.

The Soviet ICBMs of the nuclear-space age pose the first 
threat that a foreign aggressor can burn our cities since the 
British redcoats burned our Capitol in 1814. The current 
threat from Soviet ICBMs is real, but Congress and our armed 
services have refused to recognize present reality. They are still 
living in the past and pretending that war can happen only 
thousands of miles away.

Senator Malcolm Wallop (R-WY) thinks we need a 
fourth branch of the armed services to cope with the portion of 
defense not addressed by our Army, Navy or Air Force. The 
mission of this fourth service should be “actively to defend the 
United States from all aerial threats, including but not limited 
to enemy ballistic missiles, bombers, and cruise missiles, and 
to provide access to, intelligence from, and control of space for 
U.S. military forces in the event of war.”

In order to carry out this mission, Wallop has introduced 
into Congress a bill called the U.S. Defense Force Act of 1987. 
It would amend the National Security Act of 1947 by creating 
a new service called the Department of the Defense Force, 
with its own civilian Secretary of the Defense Force and 
appropriate subordinate civilian and military officers parallel 
to the Army, Navy and Air Force.

This new branch of the armed services would be 
organized, trained and equipped primarily for the prompt and 
sustained defense of the United States against any threats from 
the air or space. This new branch would be responsible for 
securing, developing, and maintaining logistical access to and 
control of space during warfare. This new branch would, to 
the maximum extent possible, design weapons and procedures 
for use against enemy threats from air or space.

Most important to the mission of defending America 
against aerial and space threats, this bill would impose the 
obligation on the new U.S. Defense Force to produce 
prototypes of defensive weapons systems and “report to the 
President that they are ready to begin initial deployment of 
defenses as soon as they are available.”

Wallop’s bill gives his fellow Senators and Congressmen 
a chance to answer yes or no to a vital question. Are you for or 
against a real defense for the American people?

Questions for Senators and Congressmen
Both the Senate and House have passed a Democratic- 

sponsored prohibition on the advanced testing and quickened 
development of the space-based missile defense system 
proposed by Ronald Reagan and called the Strategic Defense 
Initiative (SDI). This prohibition is part of the Defense 
Department authorization bill for 1988.

The Congress meant this as a rebuke of Reagan’s SDI 
and of the Reagan Administration’s position that such 
development and testing is not barred by the 1972 ABM 
Treaty. It is not clear what will ultimately happen to this bill in 
conference, or if the President vetoes it.

W hat is clear is that the roll-call votes in the Senate and 
House draw the lines of argument over the survival of

America. Will we defend ourselves against the Soviet missile 
force? Or will we kowtow to an enemy that demands that 
America remain undefended? Here are some yes-or-no 
questions to ask your Senators and Congressmen:

1. Are you for MAD (Mutual Assured Destruction)?
2. Are you for the 1972 MAD ABM Treaty?
3. Are you for abiding by a treaty that the Soviets are 

violating?
4. Are you for abiding by a treaty that requires Congress 

to violate its constitutional duty to “provide for the 
common defense”?

5. Are you for keeping the United States locked into a 
“strict interpretation” of the ABM Treaty while the 
Soviets use a “broad interpretation” and go forward 
with their own SDI-type defenses?

6. Have you personally told your constituents that America 
has currently NO way to shoot down enemy missiles?

7. Will you vote for adequate funds to build a defense 
against an enemy missile attack?

8. Since CIA Deputy Director Gates said that, over the past 
ten years, the Soviets have spent on strategic defense 15 
time what we have spent, will you vote for funding parity 
for the United States?

9. Do you believe America should remain UNdefended 
against enemy attack?

10. Do you believe we should have some way to shoot down 
enemy missiles if Gorbachev, Qaddafi, or Castro fires one 
tonight?

M. Do you believe the United States should have some way 
to shoot down an accidental missile attack caused by 
human or computer error?

12. Will you support Senator Wallop’s U.S. Defense Force 
Act?
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