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INFORMATION December 3, 1982

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. McFARLANE

THROUGH : ROBERT B. SIM:

FROM:

SVEN KRAEMER €

SUBJECT: Your TV Interview on US/Soviet Defense Spending

The attached are provided for your use in preparing for your
TV appearance on the issue of US and Soviet defense spending
as described in the President's address of November 22:

l.

Attac

Tab I

A memo from a CIA official to me describing the November 22
charts, but denying that the CIA provided us with any pro-

jection data. (I earlier reported CIA's very strong staff-
level concerns about the hypothetical/classified projected

data and the chart.)

The CIA data provided to me (through OSD/PA&E and directly)
on projected and past US and Soviet defense spending and the
actual charts used in the TV address on past and projected
defense spending; also OMB's backup data on US defense
spending as percentage of federal budget outlays. Also
attached is a State Department reprint of the President's
speech incorporating the charts.

The OSD FY 83 Posture Statement charts on defense outlays.
These charts, particularly I-5 and I-20, support the charts
used by the President.

Additional charts prepared by 0SD, for rebutting the freeze
argument and for use with NATO, on the strategic and con-
ventional military balance.

hments

CIA Memo Describing November 22 Charts

Tab II CIA Data on Projected and Past US/Soviet Defense

Tab I
Tab I

ccC:

 CONF

DENTTIAL

Spending; OMB's Backup Data on US Defense Spending;
State's Reprint of President's Speech

IT OSD FY 83 Posture Statement Charts

v Additional Charts from OSD on Rebuttal of Freeze
Argument

Dick Boverie

Decl&&sify on: OADR
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President Reagan

Paths Toward

Peace: Deterrence
and Arms Control

November 22, 1982

United States Department of State

Bureau of Public Affairs
Washington, D.C.

Following is President Reagan’s address
to the nation, broadcast from the White
House, November 22, 1982. Also included
are the President’s letter to Congress and
statement of November 22 concerning the
MX masstle.

The week before last was an especially
moving one here in Washington. The
Vietnam veterans finally came home
once and for all to America’s heart.
They were welcomed with tears, with
pride, and with 2 monument to their
great sacrifice. Many of their names,
like those of our Republic’s greatest
citizens, are now engraved in stone in
this city that belongs to all of us. On
behalf of the nation, let me again thank
the Vietnam veterans from the bottom
of my heart for their courageous service
to America.

Seeing those moving scenes, I know
mothers of a new generation must have
worried about their children and about
peace. And that’s what I would like to
talk to you about tonight—the future of
our children in a world where peace is
made uneasy by the presence of nuclear
weapons.

A year ago I said the time was right
to move forward on arms control. I out-
lined several proposals and said nothing
would have a higher priority in this Ad-

ministration. Now, a year later, I want
to report on those proposals and on
other efforts we are making to insure
the safety of our children’s future.

The prevention of conflict and the
reduction of weapons are the most im-
portant public issues of our time. Yet,
on no other issue are there more mis-
conceptions and misunderstandings.
You, the American people, deserve an
explanation from your government on
what our policy is on these issues. Too
often the experts have been content to
discuss grandiose strategies among
themselves and cloud the public debate
in technicalities no one can understand.
The result is that many Americans have
become frightened, and, let me say, fear
of the unknown is entirely understand-
able. Unfortunately, much of the infor-
mation emerging in this debate bears
little semblance to the facts.

To begin, let’s go back to what the
world was like at the end of World
War II. The United States was the only
undamaged industrial power in the
world. Our military power was at its
peak, and we alone had the atomic
weapon. But we didn’t use this wealth
and this power to bully; we used it to
rebuild. We raised up the war-ravaged
economies, including the economies of
those who had fought against us. At
first, the peace of the world was un-
threatened, because we alone were left
with any real power, and we were using















Reducing the Risks of Accident
and Misunderstanding

There is, of course, much more that
needs to be done. In an age when inter-
continental missiles can span half the
globe in less than half an hour, it's
crucial that Soviet and American leaders
have a clear understanding of each
other’s capabilities and intentions.

Last June in Berlin and again at the
U.N. Special Session on Disarmament, I
vowed that the United States would
make every effort to reduce the risks of
accident and misunderstanding and thus
to strengthen mutual confidence be-
tween the United States and the Soviet
Union. Since then, we've been actively
studying detailed measures to implement
this Berlin initiative.

Today, I would like to announce
some of the measures, which I've pro-
posed in a special letter just sent to the
Soviet leadership and which I've in-
structed our ambassadors in Geneva to
discuss with their Soviet counterparts.
They include but also go beyond some of
the suggestions I made in Berlin.

The first of these measures involves
advance notification of all U.S. and
Soviets test launches of intercontinental
ballistic missiles. We will also seek
Soviet agreement on notification of all
sea-launched ballistic missiles as well as
intermediate-range land-based ballistic
missiles of the type we're currently
negotiating. This would remove surprise
and uncertainty at the sudden ap-
pearance of such missiles on the warn-
ing screens of the two countries.

In another area of potential mis-
understanding, we propose to the
Soviets that we provide each other with
advance notification of our major
military exercises. Here again, our ob-
jective is to reduce the surprise and
uncertainty surrounding otherwise sud-
den moves by either side.

These sorts of measures are de-
signed to deal with the immediate issues
of miscalculation in time of crisis. But
there are deeper, longer term problems
as well. In order to clear away some of
the mutual ignorance and suspicion be-
tween our two countries, I will propose
that we both engage in a broad-ranging
exchange of basic data about our nuclear
forces. I am instructing our ambassa-
dors at the negotiations on both strate-
gic and intermediate forces to seek
Soviet agreement on an expanded ex-
change of information. The more one
side knows about what the other side is
doing, the less room there is for surprise
and miscalculation,

Probably everyone has heard of the
so-called hotline, which enables me to
communicate directly with the Soviet

leadership in the event of a crisis. The
existing hotline is dependable and rapid
with both ground and satellite links. But
because it is so important, I've also
directed that we carefully examine any
possible improvements to the existing
hotline system.

Now, although we've begun negotia-
tions on these many proposals, this
doesn’t mean we've exhausted all the in-
itiatives that could help to reduce the
risk of accidental conflict. We'll leave no
opportunity unexplored, and we'll con-
sult closely with Senators Nunn,
Jackson, and Warner, and other
Members of the Congress who’ve made
important suggestions in this field.

We are also making strenuous ef-
forts to prevent the spread of nuclear
weapons to additional countries, It
would be tragic if we succeeded in re-
ducing existing arsenals only to have
new threats emerge in other areas of
the world.

Reaffirming America’s Destiny

Earlier I spoke of America’s contribu-
tions to peace following World War II,
of all we did to promote peace and pros-
perity for our fellow man. Well, we're
still those same people. We still seek
peace above all else. I want to remind
our own citizens and those around the
world of this tradition of American
goodwill, because I am concerned about
the effects the nuclear fear is having on
our people. The most upsetting letters I
receive are from schoolchildren who
write to me as a class assignment. It’s
evident they've discussed the most night-
marish aspects of a nuclear holocaust in
their classrooms. Their letters are often
full of terror. This should not be so.

The philosopher Spinoza said,
“Peace . .. is a virtue, a state of mind, a
disposition for benevolence, confidence,
justice.” Those are the qualities we want
our children to inherit, not fear. They
must grow up confident if they are to
meet the challenges of tomorrow, as we
will meet the challenges of today.

I began these remarks speaking of
our children, and I want to clcse on the
same theme. Our children should not
grow up frightened. They should not
fear the future. We are working to
make it peaceful and free. I believe their
future can be the brightest, most ex-
citing of any generation. We must re-
assure them and let them know that
their parents and the leaders of this
world are seeking above all else to keep
them safe and at peace. I consider this
to be a sacred trust.

My fellow Americans, on this
Thanksgiving when we have so much to
be grateful for, let us give special thanks

“ It
for our peace, our freedom, and our* . .
good people. I've always believed that

this land was set aside in an uncommon
way, that a divine plan placed this great
continent between the oceans to be

found by a people from every corner of
the Earth who had a special love of

faith, freedom, and peace. Let us reaf-
firm America’s destiny of goodness and
goodwill. Let us work for peace, and, as
we do, let us remember the lines of the
famous hymn, “O God of love, O King of
peace, make wars throughout the world
to cease.”

PRESIDENT’S LETTER TO
CONGRESS, NOVEMBER 22, 1982

For many years, U.S. strategic forces have
helped protect our Nation and the Free
World by providing a capable and effective
deterrent. Maintenance of these forces has
historically enjoyed broad bipartisan support.

In recent years, our deterrent has be-
come increasingly vulnerable in the face of a
relentless Soviet military buildup. As part of
our program to modernize the U.S. deterrent,
I asked last year that you support improving
the capability and survivability of the land-
based component of our strategic forces by
authorizing development and deployment of
the MX intercontinental ballistic missile. I
also agreed earlier this year to provide you
with a permanent basing decision by
December 1.

In response to this requirement, the
Department of Defense forwarded to me a
series of basing options, with associated
analyses of technical, environmental, arms
control, and other factors. I have also re-
ceived the counsel of my senior advisers,
former Presidents and Administration of-
ficials, and Members of Congress. After
careful study, I have decided to emplace 100
MX missiles, now known as “Peacekeeper,” in
superhard silos in a closely-spaced basing
mode at Francis E. Warren Air Force Base
near Cheyenne, Wyoming. Given Congres-
sional support, these missiles will have an in-
itial operational capability late in 1986. I am
prepared also to consider deception and
possibly ballistic missile defense, which are
options if the Soviet Union continues its
military buildup.

We all hope, however, that the Soviets
will join us in seeking meaningful progress in
arms control negotiations. This MX decision
supports and complements the U.S. approach
to arms control. While the U.S. must and will
improve its forces to maintain a credible
deterrent, we remain fully committed to our
standing proposals for significant reductions
in both sides’ nuclear arsenals. We seek to
reduce ballistic missiles by about one-half and
ballistic missile warheads by about one-third.

Under separate cover, I am sending you a
copy of my full statement on the decision
outlined above. I ask that you keep an open
mind on this complex and important question
and permit the Administration to make its
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case for the decision. We are prepared to re-
spond, at yotr convenience, to formal and in-
formal refuests for additional information
that you may desire. I look forward to receiv-
ing your counsel and assistance as we work
toward our commeon goal of . the
security of our Nation.

Sincerely
Ro REAa

£l

PRESIDENT'S STATEMENT,
NOVEMBER 22, 1982

For nearly 2 years my Administration
has examined the matter ot the MX
missile, the development of which has
been supported by my three immediate
predecessors, Presidents Carter. Ford,
and Nixon. We all have strongiv agreed
that strengthening our land-tased
missile systen is absohitely essental 2
maintain America’s deterrent capability
to deter war and to protect wr naton.

I have sought the counsel «: my
predecessors, the opinion of Members of
Congress, and the advice of the best
technical and scientific minds in the
field. My Administration, as weil as the
ones before it, has examined a wide
variety of options, including smaller or
bigger missiles, the development of one
missile for common use on land or at
sea, and the possibility of greater mobili-
ty. And like the preceding administra-
tions, we have concluded that MX is the
right missile and that now is the time.

Deciding how to deploy the missile
has not been that easy. A variety of bas-
ing modes has been studied by previous
administrations and by ours. The con-
cept. of deceptive basing, as employed in
previous planning, was a fundamentally
sound one for assuring the stability of
land-based ICBM [intercontinental
ballistic missile] forces in times of crisis.

It complied with our strategic arms
control objectives, Other sensible growth
options were studied as well. As these
plans progressed through the two
previous administrations, however, they
grew enormously in cost. Not only was
the financial cost high—$40-$50 billion—
but the cost to our western citizens in
terms of water, land, social disruption,
and environmental damage seemed
unreasonable.

For these reasons, we considered
other approaches while proceeding with
the development of the MX missile
itself. The missile work is now nearly
complete. The first test flight is sched-
uled for early next year. While test
flights are just that—tests—I have no
doubts about the technical success, in
fact, excellence, of this missile.

In reexamining how to base the
missiles, we concluded that by pulling

the launch sites much closer together

and making them a great deal harder,
we could make significant savings. We
would need fewer silos, much less land,
and, in fact, fewer missiles. We would
achieve a system that could survive
against the current and projected Soviet
rocket inventory. Deployment of such a
system would require the Soviets to
make costly new technical developments
if they wish to even contemplate a sur-
prise attack. Most of the Soviet counter-
measures proposed are really no more
than technical dreams on which no
Soviet planner or politician would bet
the fate of his country. Thus, closely
spaced basing is a reasonable way to
deter attack, which is our objective.

Now let me outline our overall plan
for our [CBM force.

First, we recognize that the best
survivability, and thus the best deter-
rence, lies in the modernization of all
three legs of the triad: submarines,
bombers, and land-based ballistic
missiles. Each gains security as all are
rendered less susceptible to technologi-
cal or operational surprise.

Second, we are closing down our
force of huge Titan missiles at the rate
of one missile every month or two. Their
immense warheads and antiquated fuels
have no place in our current inventory.

Third, we will maintain an ap-
propriate Minuteman force, but many of
these could be removed if we reach
agreement with the Soviets on strategic
arms reductions.

Fourth, we plan to produce the MX
missile, now named “Peacekeeper,” and
deploy it in superhard silos at Francis E.
Warren Air Force Base, near Cheyenne,
Wyoming. That seems to be the most
cost-effective location, but I appreciate
the enthusiastic offers by the citizens of
Nevada to base the missile in their state.

We will emplace 100 of these
missiles (versus the 200 in some of the
earlier plans) in launch canisters which
can be moved, if necessary, between
closely spaced superhard silos. We plan
to build only 100 such silos, but we will
design the system so that we can add
more silos later, again within the con-
fines of a small land area, if the Soviets
will not agree to strategic arms reduc-
tions, or if they persist in the develop-
ment and production of more powerful
and deadly weapons. We would prefer
that the Soviets dismantle 58-18s,
rather than we build more holes. But we
can accommodate either and maintain
stability.

As far as an active defense is con-
cerned, we do not wish to embark on
any course of action that could endanger
the current ABM [anuba]llstlc missile]
Treaty so long as it is observed by the

——

Soviet Union. Likewise, we do not wish
to build even the minimal ABM system
allowed us by the treaty, even though
the Soviets have done so.

We plan to continue research on
ballistic missile defense technology—the
kind of smart, highly accurate, hopefully
non-nuclear, weapons that utilize the
microelectronic and other advanced tech-
nologies in which we excel. The objective
of this program is stability for our ICBM
forces in the 1990s, a hedge against
Soviet breakout of the ABM Treaty, and
the technical competence to evaluate
Soviet ABM developments. We currently
have no plan to deploy any ballistic
missile defense system.

The entire missile and basing pro-
gram will cost about $26 billion in 1982
dollars, commencing with this fiscal
year. That's a reduction by half, both in
cost and in numbers of missiles de-
ployed, from the other plans on the
drawing boards when I entered office.
The ongoing ballistic missile defense re-
search and development will cost about
$2.5 hillion. Both of these programs are
already reflected in the F'Y 1983 budget
projections, but the specific decisions an-
nounced today allow us to proceed with
the reductions from my February budget
request for this year of a billion dollars,
which we have so carefully worked out
with the Congress.

Continuity of effort in national
security affairs is essential. Turbulence
is wasteful beyond words. These pro-
grams to increase the stability and
security of our strategic nuclear forces
are urgently needed. The planning by
my predecessors made them possible,
but it is for my successor that I make
these decisions., With every effort, the
Peacekeeper missile still will not be fully
deployed until the late 1980s when yet
another president shoulders these
burdens.

I urge the Congress, and all
Americans, to support this program,
developed under several presidents:
those in the past who conceived and
urged the deployment of MX and the
current President who has made these
difficult decisions. It is only by such
steadfastness of purpose that we can
maintain the peace which every nation
needs to work out the hopes and dreams
of its own people.

Published by the United States Department
of State + Bureau of Public Affairs

Offiee of Public Commumcatlon Editorial
Division + Washington, D.C. - November 1982
Editer: Colleen Sussman - ThJs material is in
the public domain and may be reproduced
without permission; citation of this source is
appreciated.
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Chart].A.1

COMPARISON OF US DEFENSE
OUTLAYS WITH ESTIMATED DOLLAR
COST OF SOVIET DEFENSE ACTIVITIES
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NOTES:
U.S. DEFENSE OUTLAYS INCLUDE NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS
FUNDED BY DOD AND DEFENSE RELATED OUTLAYS OF DEPARTMENT
OF ENERGY. COAST GUARD. AND SELECTIVE SERVICE AND THEIR
SOVIET COUNTERPARTS.
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. said, in effect, that counting money is not a rationale for deciding
who is militarily superior. Colby used the David and Goliath
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THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary :ST}

T

For Imme?iate Release November 22, 1982

ADDRESS OF THE PRESIDENT
TO THE NATION
ON ARMS CONTROL

The Oval Office
8:00 P.M. EST

THE PRESIDENT: Good evening. The week before last
was an especially moving one here in Washington. The Vietnam
veterans finally came home once and for all to America's heart.
They were welcomed with tears, with pride and with a monument to
their great sacrifice. Many of their names, like those of our
Republic's greatest citizens, are now engraved in stone in this
city that belongs to all of us. On behalf of the nation, let me
again thank the Vietnam veterans from the bottom of my heart for
their courageous service to America.

Seeing those moving scenes, I know mothers of a new
generation must have worried about their children and about peace.
And that's what I would like to talk to you about tonight -- the
future of our children in a world where peace is made uneasy by
the presence of nuclear weapons.

A year ago, I said the time was right to move forward
on arms control. I outlined several proposals and said nothing
would have a higher priority in this administration. Now, a year
later, I want to report on those proposals and on other efforts
we're making to ensure the safety of our children's future.

The prevention of conflict and the reduction of weapons
are the most important public issues of our time. Yet, on no
other issue are there more misconceptions and misunderstandings.
You, the American people, deserve an explanation from your government
on what our policy is on these issues. Too often, the experts have
been content to discuss grandiose strategies among themselves,
and cloud the public debate in technicalities no one can understand.
The result is that many Americans have become frightened and, let
me say, fear of the unknown is entirely understandable. Unfortunately,
much of the information emerging in this dekate bears little semblance
to the facts.

To begin, let's go back to what the world was like at
the end of World War II. The United States was the only undamaged
industrial power in the world. Our military power was at its peak,
and we alone had the atomic weapon. But we didn't use this wealth
and this power to bully. We used it to rebuild. We raised up the
war-ravaged economies, including the economies of those who
had fought against us. At first, the peace of the world was
unthreatened, because we alone were left with any real power, and we
were using it for the good of our fellow man. Any potential enemy
was deterfed from aggression because the cost would have far outweighed
the gain. :

As the Soviets' power grew, we 'still managed to maintain
the peace.
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The United States had established a system of alliances with
NATO as the centerpiece. In addition, we grew even more respected as
a world leader with a strong economy and deeply-held moral values.

With our commitment to help shape a better world, the United
States also pursued, and always pursued every diplomatic channel for
peace. And for at least 30 years after World War II, the United States
still continued to possess a large military advantage over the Soviet
Union. Our strength deterred, that is, prevented, aggression against us.

This nation's military okjective has always been to maintain
peace by preventing war. This is neither a Democratic nor a Republican
policy. 1It's supported by our allies. And most important of all, it's
worked for nearly 40 years.

What do we mean when we speak of "nuclear deterrents"? Cer-
tainly, we don't want such weapons for their own sake. We don't desire
excessive forces or what some people have called "overkill." Basically,
it's a matter of others knowing that starting a conflict would be more
costly to them than anything they might hope to gain.

And, yes, it is sadly ironic that in these modern times, it
still takes weapons to prevent war. I wish it did not.

We desire peace. But peace is a goal, not a policy. Lasting
peace is what we hope for at the end of our journey. It doesn't describe
the steps we must take nor the paths we should follow to reach that goal.

I intend to search for peace along two parallel paths: deterrents
and arms reductions. I believe these are the only paths that offer any
real hope for an enduring peace.

And let me say I believe that if we follow prudent policies,
the risk of nuclear conflict will be reduced.

Certainly the United States will never use its forces except
in response to attack.

Through the years, Soviet leaders have also expressed a sober
view of nuclear war. And if we maintain a strong deterrent, they are
exceedingly unlikely to launch an attack.

Now, while the policy of deterrents has stood the test of time,
the things we must do in order to maintain deterrents have changed.
You often hear that the United States and the Soviet Union are in an
arms race. Well, the truth is that while the Soviet Union has raced,
we have not. As you can see from this blue U.S. line in constant dollars,
our defense spending in the 1960's went up because of Vietnam. And
then it went downward through much of the 1970°'s.

And now follow the red line, which is Soviet spending. 1It's
gone up and up and up. In spite of a stagnating Soviet economy, Soviet
leaders invest 12 to 14 percent of their country's gross national product
in military spending. Two to three times the level we invest.

I might add that the defense share of our United States fed-
eral budget has goné way down, too. Watch the blue Iine again. In
1962, when John Kennedy was President, 46 percent, almost half of the
federal budget, went to our national defense. In recent years, about
one quarter of our budget has gone to defense, while the share for
social programs has nearly doubled. And most of our defense budget is
spent on people, not weapons.

The combination of the
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Soviets spending more and the United States spending proportionately
less changed the military balance, and weakened our deterrent.

Today, in virtually every measure of military power,
the Soviet Union enjoys a decided advantage. This chart shows the
changes 'in the total number of intercontinental missiles and
bombers. You will see that in 1962 and in 1972, the United States'
forces remained about the same -~ even dropping some by 1982.

But take a look now at the Soviet side. 1In 1962, at the time
of the Cuban Missile Crisis, the Soviets could not compare with
us in terms of strength. In 1972, when we signed the SALT I
Treaty, we were nearly equal. But in 1982 -- well, that red,
Soviet bar stretching above the blue, American bar tells the
story.

I could show you chart after chart where there is
a great deal of red and a much lesser amount of U.S. blue. For
example, the Soviet Union has deployed a third more, land-based
intercontinental ballistic missiles than we have. Believe it
or not, we froze our number in 1965, and have deployed no
additional missiles since then. The Soviet Union put to sea 60
new ballistic missile submarines in the last 15 years. Until
last year, we had not commissioned one in that same period. The
Soviet Union has built over 200 modern backfire bombers, and is
building 30 more a year. For 20 years, the United States has
deployed no new strategic bombers. Many of our B-52 bombers are |
now older than the pilots who fly them.

The Soviet Union now has 600 of the missiles
considered most threatening by both sides —-- the intermediate-
range missiles based on land. We have none. The United States
withdrew its intermediate-range land-based missiles from Europe
almost 20 years ago. |

The world has, also, witnessed unprecedented growth
in the area of Soviet conventional forces. The Soviets far exceed
us in the number of tanks, artillery pieces, aircraft, and ships
they produce every year. What is more, when I arrived in this .
office, I learned that in our own forces we had planes that could :
not fly and ships that could not leave port mainly for lack of ;
spare parts and crew members.

The Soviet military buildup must not be ignored.
We have recognized the problem. And, together with our allies,
we have begun to correct the imbalance. Look at this chart of
projected, real defense spending for the next several years.
Here is the Soviet line. Let us assume the Soviets rate of
spending remains at the level they have followed since the 1960s.
The blue line is the United States. If my defense proposals are
passed, it will still take five years before we come close to the
Soviet level. Yet, the modernization of our strategic and
conventional forces will assure that deterrence works and peace
prevails.

Our deployed nuclear forces were built before the age t
of microcircuits. It is not right to ask our young men and women
in uniform to maintain and operate such antiques. Many have already
given their lives in missile explosions and aircraft accidents
caused by the old age of their equipment. We must replace and
modernize our forces. And that is why I decided to proceed with
the production and deployment of the new ICBM known as the MX. .
Three earlier Presidents worked to develop this missile.
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Based on the best advice that I could get I concluded
that the MX is the right missile at the right time. On the other hand,
when I arrived in office I felt the proposal on where and how to base
the missile simply cost too much in terms of money and the impact on
our citizens' lives. I have concluded, however, it is absolutely essen-
tial that we proceed to produce this missile and that we base it in a
series of closely based silos at Warren Air Force Base near Cheyenne,
Wyoming. This plan reguires only half as many missiles as the earlier
plan and will fit in an area of only twenty square miles. It is the
product of around~the~clock research that has been underway since I
directed a search for a better, cheaper way.

I urge the members of Congress who must pass this plan
to listen and examine the facts before they come to their own conclu-
sion. Some may guestion what modernizing our military has to do with
peace. Well, as 1 explained earlier, a secure force keeps others from
threatening us and that keeps the peace. Just as important, it also
increases the prospects of reaching significant arms reductions with
the Soviets, and that is what we really want.

The United States wants deep cuts in the world's arsenal
of weapons, but unless we demonstrate the will to rebuild our strength
and restore the military balance, the Soviets, since they are so far
ahead, have little incentive to negotiate with us. Let me repeat that
point because it goes to the heart of our policies. Unless we demon-
strate the will to rebuild our strength, the Soviets have little incen=-
tive to negotiate. If we had not begun to modernize, the Soviet nego-
tiators would know we had nothing to bargain with except talk. They
would know that we were bluffing without a good hand because they know
what cards we hold just as we know what is in their hand.

You may recall that in 1969 the Soviets did not want to
negotiate a treaty banning anti-ballistic missiles. It was only after
our Senate narrowly voted to fund an anti-ballistic missile program that
the Soviets agreed +o negotiate. We then reached an agreement. We
also know that one-sided arms control does not work. We have tried time
and time again to set an example by cutting our own forces in the hope
that the Soviets would do likewise. The result has always been that
they keep building.

I believe that our strategy for peace will succeed. Never
before has the United States proposed such a comprehensive program of
nuclear arms control. Never in our history have we engaged in so many
negotiations with the Soviets to reduce nuclear arms and to find a stable
peace. What we are saying to them is this: We will modernize our mili-
tary in order tc keep the balance for peace, but wouldn't it be better
if we both simply reduced our arsenals to a much lower level?

Let me begin with the negotiations on the intermediate-range
nuclear forces that are currently underway in Geneva. As I said earlier,
the most threatening of these forces are the land-based missiles which
the Soviet Union now has aimed at Europe, the Middle East, and Asia.

This chart shows the number of warheads on these Soviet
missiles. 1In 1972 there were 600. The United States was at zero. In_
_ A T hloan o, )
1977 there were 600. The United States was still at zero.
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Then the Soviets began deploying powerful new missiles with three war-
heads and a reach of thousands of miles -- the S5-20. Since then

the bar has gone through the roof -- the Soviets have added a missile
with three warheads every week. Still you see no United States blue
on the chart. Although the Soviet leaders earlier this year declared
they had frozen deployment of this dangerous missile, they have in
fact continued deployment.

Last year, on November 18th, I proposed the total, global
elimination of all these missiles. I proposed that the United States
would deploy no comparable missiles which are scheduled for late 1983
if the Soviet Union would dismantle theirs. We would follow agreement
on the land-based missiles with limits on other intermediate-range
systems.

The European governments strongly support our initiative.
The Soviet Union has thus far shown little inclination to take this
major step to zero levels. Yet I believe and I am hoping that, as
the talks proceed and as we approach the scheduled placement of our
new systems in Europe, the Soviet leaders will see the benefits of
such a far-reaching agreement.

This summer we also began negotiations on Strategic Arms
Reductions, the proposal we call START. Here we're talking about
intercontinental missiles =-- the weapons with a longer range than the
intermediate range ones I was just discussing. We are negotiating
on the basis of deep reductions. I proposed in May that we cut the
number of warheads on these missiles to an equal number, roughly
one-third below current levels. I also proposed that we cut the
number of missiles themselves to an equal number, about half the
current U.S. level. Our proposals would eliminate some 4,700
warheads and some 2,250 missiles. I think that would be quite a
service to mankind.

This chart shows the current level of United States
ballistic missiles, both land and sea-based. This is the Soviet
level. We intend to convince the Soviets it would be in their own
best interest to reduce these missiles. Look at the reduced numbers
both sideﬁ would have under our proposal -- quite a dramatic change.
We also seek to reduce the total destructive power of these missiles
and other elements of United States and Soviet strategic forces.

In 1977, when the last administration proposed more
limited reductions, the Soviet Union refused even to discuss them.
This timeTtheir reaction has been quite different. Their opening
position is a serious one, and even though it doesn't meet our
objective of deep reductions, there's no question we're heading in
the right direction. One reason for this change is clear. The
Soviet Union knows that we are now serious about our own strategic
programs and that they must be prepared to negotiate in earnest.

We also have other important arms control efforts underway.
In the talks in Vienna on Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions, we've
proposed cuts in military personnel to a far lower and equal level.
And in the 40-nation Committee on Disarmament in Geneva, we're working
to develop effective limitations on nuclear testing and chemical
weapons. The whole world remains outraged by the Soviets' and their
allies' use of biological and chemical weapons against defenseless
people in Afghanistan, Cambodia, and Laos. This experience makes
ironclad verification all the more essential for arms control.
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There is, of course, much more that needs to be done.
In an age when intercontinental missiles can span half the globe in
less than half an hour, it's crucial that Soviet and American leaders
have a clear understanding of each other's capabilities and intentions.

Last June in Berlin, and again at the United Nations
Special Session on Disarmament, I vowed that the United States would
make every effort to reduce the risks of accident and misunderstanding
and thus to strengthen mutual confidence between the United States
and the Soviet Union. Since then, we've been actively studying
detailed measures to implement this Berlin initiative.

Today I would like to announce some of the measures
which I have proposed in a special letter just sent to the Soviet
leadership and which I have instructed our ambassadors in Geneva
to discuss with their Soviet counterparts. They include but also go
beyond some of the suggestions I made in Berlin. ‘

The first of these measures involves advance notifica-
tion of all United States and Soviet test launches of intercontinental
ballistic missiles. We will also seek Soviet agreement on notification
of all sea-launched ballistic missiles as well as intermediate range
land-based ballistic missiles of the type we're currently negotiating.
This would remove surprise and uncertainty at the sudden appearance
of such missiles on the warning screens of the two countries.

In another area of potential misunderstanding, we
propose to the Soviets that we provide each other with advance
notification of our major military exercises. Here again, our
objective is to reduce the surprise and uncertainty surrounding other-
wise sudden moves by either side.

These sorts of measures are designed to deal with the
immediate issues of miscalculation in time of crisis. But there are
deeper, longer-term problems as well. 1In order to clear away some
of the mutual ignorance and suspicion between our two countries, I
will propose that we both engage in a broad-ranging exchange of
basic data about our nuclear forces. I am instructing our ambassadors
at the negotiations on both strategic and intermediate forces to seek
Soviet agreement on an expanded exchange of information. The more
one side knows about what the other side is doing, the less room
there is for surprise and miscalculation.

Probably everyone has heard of the so-called Hotline,
which enables me to communicate directly with the Soviet leadership
in the event of a crisis. The existing Hotline is dependable and
rapid -- with both ground and satellite links. But because it's
so importaht, I've also directed that we carefully examine any
possible improvements to the existing Hotline system.

Now, although we've begun negotiations on these many
proposals, this doesn't mean we've exhausted all the initiatives
that could help to reduce the risk of accidental conflict. We'll
leave no opportunity unexplored, and we'll consult closely with
Senators Nunn, Jackson, and Warner, and other Members of the Congress
who have made important suggestions in this field.

We are also making strenuous efforts to prevent the
spread—of nuclear wedpoins to additional countriés. Tt would be
tragic if we succeeded in reducing existing arsenals only to have
new threats emerge in other areas of the world.

Earlier I spoke of America's contributions to peace

following World War II, of all we did to promote peace and prosper;ty
for our fellow man. Well, we're still those same people.
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We still seek peace above all else.
\

I want to remind our own citizens and those around the world
of this tradition of American good will because I am concerned about the
effects the nuclear fear is having on our people. The most upsetting
letters I receive are from schoolchildren who write to me as a class
assignment. It's evident they've discussed the most nightmarish aspects
of a nuclear holocaust in their classrooms. Their letters are often
full of terror. Well, this should not be so.

The philosopher, Spinoza, said, "Peace is a virtue, a state
of mind, a disposition for benevolence, confidence, justice." Well,
those are the gqualities we want our children to inherit, not fear. They
must grow up confident if they're to meet the challenges of tomorrow
as we will meet the challenges of today.

I began these remarks speaking of our children. I want to
close on the same theme. Our children should not grow up frightened.
They should not fear the future. We're working to make it peaceful and
free. I believe their future can be the brightest, most exciting of
any generation. We must reassure them and let them know that their
parents and the leaders of this world are seeking, above all else, to
keep them safe and at peace. I consider this to be a sacred trust.

My fellow Americans, on this Thanksgiving, when we have so
much to be grateful for, let us give special thanks for our peace, our
freedom and our good people.

I've always believed that this land was set aside in an un-
common way, that a devine plan placed this great continent between the
oceans to be found by a people from every corner of the earth who had
a special love of faith, freedom and peace.

Let us reaffirm America's destiny of goodness and good will.
Let us work for peace; and as we do, let us remember the lines of the
famous old hymn "Oh, God of Love, Oh, King of Peace, make wars throughout
the world to cease."

Thank you. Good night and God bless you.

END 8:20 P.M. EST
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