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Leadership 

Q: A widespread and persistent complaint in this country 
and abroad about US foreign policy under the Carter 
Administration is that it lacks coherence and cor.sistency. 
The various strands of policy are unrela~ed to one another, 
it is said, and the US lurches from one approach to 
another. The Administration has flif-flopped on the 
withdrawal of US troops from South Korea, the neutron 
bomb, the Soviet brigade in Cuba and Ira~ian policy. 

The Republican Platform has charged: "For three and one 
half years the Carter Administration has given us a 
foreign policy not of consistency and credibility, but 
of chaos, confusion, and failure. It ~as prod0ced an 
i~age of our country as a vacillating and reactive nation, 
unable to define its place in the world, the goals it 
seeks, or the means to pursue them." "No failure of the 
Administration has been so catastrophic as its failure 
of leadership," concludes the GOP Platform. 

Mr. President, how do you respond to these charges? 

Response: 

When I took office almost four years ago, our Nation 

was facing a series of problems around the world -- in 

southern Afica, the Middle East, in our relations with 

our NATO allies, and on such tough questions as nuc]ear 

proliferation, SALT II negotiations, the Panru~a Canal 

t~eaty, human rights, and world poverty. My Administration 

has directly, openly and publicly addressed these and 

other difficult and controversial issues, some of which 

had been skirted or avoided in the past. A period of 

debate, discussion, and probing was inevitable. My goal 

has not been to reach quick or easy agreements, but to 

find solutions that are meaningful, balanced, and lasting. 
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more stable world fro~ which I have not ~av~red, and to 

which ~y hd~inistration has directed all its e£:orts. 

I believe an enduring world order means a world 

capable of peaceful change -- not a "status quo" world 

because change is and will continue to be for the fo~e­

seeable future a constant in international a:fairs. I 

have been stri v ing for a strong, confident and progressive 

hmerica leading the non-communist world in devising 

peaceful solutions to our ~any challenges. I want an 

international order which recognizes the basic human rights 

of each individual, and which und~rstancs and responds to 

the deep strivings of all peoples for a decent life, for 

food ·and education for their families, for democratic 

government and for hope for a better future. 

Unlike my opponent, Governor Reagan, I do not believe 

a lasting world order is achievable by substituting the 

threat of intervention for diplo~acy, by suggestino that 

we cuarantine those nations which challenae our interests, 

or by seeking to regain an unachievable military "su?erioritv" 

at unimaginable cost. I understand the n€ed for a strong 

and powerful military in the present unstable international 

situation. And, let there be no mistake;· if our vital 

· national interests are threatened, I will use force to 

protect them. But, I will not order American troops into 

combat whenever there 1s an international disturbance that 

is not to our liking. 
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Cnlike Go~ernor ?eacan, I would not ~b~~don t~e 

arms control process, which has ta}:en so :-:-any years to 

construct. That wouid be the consequence of his 2cc.IT,ent 

O?position to the SALT II Treaty. I believe ar,.1s control, 

like our military forces, can contribute to our security 

and I will continue to pursue balanced, verifiable ~rms 

limitations agreements. 

I believe progress is being made towards the world 

order I have described. Let me describe how I think my 

Administration's policies have fit into this broader 

vision: 

America 1s at peace. For the first time in many 

years, my Administration has seen no engagement of 

American forces in combat. I am deeply proud of this 

fact. We all know the provocations have been many and the 

temptation to use force strong: we could have engaged 

in hostilities against Iran. But, I have chosen the 

course of patience and calmness. We attempted the 

rescue mission, and I believe this attempt was necessary. 

But, it was an attempt to free our fellow citizens; it 

was not a military action. 

America is strong and growing stronger. My 

Administration has increased US real defense spending and 

successfully encouraged our NATO allies to do the same; 

we have launched the NATO Long-Term Defense Program, and 

we have agreed with our allies to deploy new missiles in 

Europe; we have developed the Rapid Deployment Force to 
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threatened. Contrary to the irresponsible c~arges 

of the rtepublican Party, the United States has not 

become militarily inferior, "second to one" as Governor 

?eagan likes to quip. We are maintaining military 

eq~ivalence with the Soviet union. The long-term trencs 

do show steady growth in Soviet military power, and we 

must continue our efforts over the long haul to preserve 

a st3ble balance. 'Vie will de so. 

As a complement to our 6efense program, I ta~e signed 

the SALT II Treaty to limit Soviet strategic forces while 

allowing the US to continue all i~s essential strategic 

modernization progra~s. The SALT Treaty, because it adds 

to P. ..... "7lerican security, wr:ile contributing to nuclear 

stability, is one of the most i8p¥rtant agree~ents of the 

decade. I am determined to see~ its ratification. 

f 
American 1s providing leadership in a time of challenge. 

I have met in five summits, and innumerable bilateral 

meetings with Western leaders to develop and coordinate 

policies to deal with the enormous economic and energy 

problems that confront the industrialized economies. The 

United States has played a leading role 1n stimulating and 

developing the North-South dialogue and in reaching agree­

ment in the Multilateral Trade Negotiations. We have led 

the Western response to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. 

r have stated that the United States will use all means 

necessary, including the use o~ military force, to protect 
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our vital interests on the Persian Gulf. Th e West 

looks to the United States to provide leadership, and 

~e are doing so. 

~...merica is broadening and deepening its relationships 

with the Third World. One of my proudest achievemen ts is 

the normalization of relations with the People's Republic 

of China, while preserving a firm relationship with the 

people of Taiwan. Since normalization, the benefits 

of formal diplomatic relations with China have become 

clear. Trade, travel and, most of all, the security and 

stability of the Pacific region is greater now than at 

any time in this century. And, for the first time, the 

United States has good relations with both China and 

Japan. 

We also contributed to and supported t h e settlement of 

the war in Rhodesia which led to the birth of the new 

nation of Zimbabwe. As a result of our strong support 

for majority rule in Africa, we are once again on good 

terms with that continent . 

America is once again in the forefront in the pursuit 

of human rights. When I became President, I emphasized 

our commitment as a nation to human rights as a fundamental 

tenet of our foreign policy. ·we have sought to stand 
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behind basic principles of respect for the individual, 

for fair trials, for political liberty, and for economic 

and social justice. Our human rights policies have 

given new credibility and new force to U.S. policies 

in Africa, Latin America and Asia. 

America is contributing to peace. P.merica has given 

leadership in the peaceful resolution of regional tensions. 

I 1-,av.e mentioned our role in promoting the settlement in 

Zimbabwe. In addition, my Administration has contributed 

to peace in other ~ays. 

In March 1979, Prime Minister Begin and President 

Sadat signed the Israel-Egypt peace treaty at the 

White House. Israel has finally sained peace with 

its largest Arab neighbor. A framework for a 

comprehensive peace has been established. Within 

the framework agreed to by Israel and Egypt, the 

United States is committe:l and determined, more 

than ever, to help them in their negotiations. 

I am determined to preseJerein this long and 

arduous road, because I believe a just and stable 

peace for all the people of the Middle East lies 

at the end of it. 

In Latin America, in the Panama Canal Treaties, 

we have recognized the deep feeling of the 
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Panaffiahian people, while retaining essential 

security rights to the united States. I believe 

those treaties have done more t6 strengthen U.S. 

influence in Latin America than any other step 

we could have taken. With the Pa~ama Canal 

Treaties, together with our firm advocacy of hlli~an 

rights, we have forged a new, more enduring basis 

for our relations with our fellow -~~ericans in 

the Southern Hemisphere. 

My opponent seems to believe that the challenges facing 

us today are simple -- and so are the answers. I think 

Governor Reaganis looking backward to a simpler worlc­

where .A.i.~erica was the only super-power, and global inter­

dependence was a thing of the future. 

The world is not like that now, if it ever was. The 

challenges are incredibly complex: think of developing 

and coordinating a global energy policy; think of forging 

workable relationships with the emerging nations of Africa 

and Asia; think of leading an Alliance of 15 proud, 

sovereign natiors with diverse interests and foreign 

policies. 

True leadership is not bulling one's way through these 

problems, compelling others to accept solutions made-in-

America. That way leads to failure and animosity. I 
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believe leadership requires a willingness to tackle our 

problems hea~-on, but with an understanding of the need 

to com?romise, to adjust to the possible, the attainable. 

And, yes, leadershio recuires the courace to recoanize 
.I. - -' -

mistakes, and to change policies where necessary. 

is the kind of leadership I have tried to give. 

I believe deeply, honestly, that my vision of a 

better world is attainable. I have directed all my 

That 

energies towards attaining that goal, and I will continue 

to do so. 



Future Goals 

Q. What are your top foreign policy and ~ational security 
priorities for a second term? 

How would these be differ~nt from Governor Reagan's? 

Pes;ionse 

As with mv first term, I will continue to cddress the 

difficult and controversial issues which confront our nation. 

In doing so I have no intention of looking for easy solutions 

or quick fixes. Rather, I will continue to seek solutions 

that are meaningful and lasting and in the long-term interests 

of the United States. 

To this end, I see six basic priorities for the future: 

• First, we will continue, as we have over the. past 

four years, to build America's mil~tarv strenoth and strong 

defense and economic relations with our allies and friends. 

• Second, we will continue to demonstrate to the Soviet 

Union that a price will be paid for its refusal to abide by 

the accepted nor~s of international conduct. At the same time, 

w~ will make it clear to the Soviet Union that we ~eek no return 

to the Cold War, no indiscriminate confrontation. "The choice 

is the Soviet Union's, we will respond to either. 

• Third, we will remain deeply committed to the process 

of mutual and verifiable arms control and the effort to nrevent 

the spread and further develooment of nuclear weapons. I intend. 
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to :::n ::sn for the ratification of the S.Z:..LT II Treaty at the 

earliest O?portunity. This agreeDent is in our national 

interests. We are more secure with it than without it. 

• Fourth, we will nursue an active dinlornacy in the 

world, working -- together with our friends and allies to 

resol v e regional conflicts and to promote peace -- in the 

Middle East, and Persian Gulf, southern Africa, Central 

J._rnerica, the Eastern Mediterranean. 

• Fifth, we will strive to resolve pressing international 

economic problems -- ?articularly energy and inflation -- and 

continue to pursue our still larger objective of global economic 

growth through expanded trace and development assistance. 

• Finally, and underlying all that we do, we will 

continue vigorously to support the process of building democratic 

institutions and im?roving human rights protection around the world 

The objectives I have outlined are in sharp contrast 

to those that could be pursued by Governor Reagan: 

• Unlike my onponent, I do not believe a lasting world 

order is achievable by substituting the threat of intervention for 

diplomacy, by suggesting that we quarantine those nations which 

challenge our interests, or b v seekino to reaain an unachievable 

military superioritv at an unimaginable cost. 

• Unlike mv opoonent, I do not believe we are a weak and 

flounderino nation, dismissed with contempt b v our enemies, 
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abandoned by our allies and sinkinq into decl~ne as a Gaior 

7.:lowe r. Rather, I know our resolve is steady, our military 

is powerful, our alliances are strong and we are gaining new 

friends among the young nations of the world. 

• Unlike my opponent, I do not beli~ve we can return to 

an early day when A.rnerican interests went unchallenged in the 

world arena. The world that exists today is a world of diversity, 

of unequal wealth, and uneven resources. It is a world of 

upheaval and unrest and will be for decades to come. But, as a 

oowerful and self-confident nation, we can live with a good deal 

of turmoil in the world while we protect our interests and be 

a friend to those who seek a new life free from tyranny. 

• Unlike mv ooponent, I would not return us to the davs 

of the Cold War. I do not believe, as he does, that the Soviet 

Union is responsible for all the unrest in the world today. The 

world is much too diverse for such a simple explanation. But 

I will continue to insist, through our actions and our words, 

that the Soviet Union respect the legitimate interests of other 

nations. 

• Unlike my oDponent, I would not accuse our allies cf 

neutralism or accommodation with the Soviet Union. Leading an 

alliance of proud sovereign nations requires tact, patience and 

understanding. We and our allies share profound political, 

security and economic interests, but we must never forget that 

ours is an association of free F9oples, and the United States 

must lead, not dictate. 
.• 
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• Unlike my ooponent, I would not abandon the arms 

co;;trol process, which has contributed to our nation's 

security and has taken so many years to construct. That 

would be the consequence of his rigid opposition to the SALT II 

Treaty. 

• Unlike mv opponent, I would not jeooardize our new 

relationship with the People's Republic of China by tampering 

with the form of our good relations with the people of Taiwan. 

Our new relationship with China is clearly in our national 

interest and contributes to the peace and security of the Pacific 

region. 

• And, finally, unlike my opponent, I would not jettison 

human rights as~ fundamental objective of U.S. foreicn policy. 

I believe the true interests of our nation are best served by 

honoring the ideals of our heritage. 

I do not believe the .American people share Governor 

Reagan's view of the future, a world filled with fears of change 

and unrest and damaging self-doubts about our military caoabalitv . ~ 

and strength. My vision is different. It is based on reality, 

and filled with faith and an unbending deterrr.ination to achieve 

a life of meaning and purpose for every American in a nation 

that is strong and secure. Above all, I want us to be what 

the founders of our nation meant us to become 

freedom, peace and hope throughout the world. 

a symbol of 



Militarv Superiority vs. Essential Equivalence 

Q: After accusing your Administration of permitting the 
Soviet Union to achieve military superiority, the 
Republican Platform states "v:e will build toward a 
sustained defense expenditure sufficient to close the 
gap with the Soviets, and ultimately reach the position 
of military superiority that the P·..iuerican people cerr,and." 

1-.iould you cormnent on this Reoublican defense ob"iective 
and contrast it with your ow~ n ational securityJobjectives? 

Response 

My Administration is dedicated to the mainte~ance 

of a military force that is second to none. Unlike 

Mr. Reagan, however, I do not advocate a policy of 

American military superiority over the Soviet Union. 

The truth is that military superiority for either 

side is a military and economic impossibility if the 

other is determined to prevent it. There can be no return 

to the days of the American nuclear monopoly. There can 

be no winner in an all-out arms race. It is wishful 

thinking of the highest order to assume that the Soviets 

would drop out of a nuclear arms race early, or that 

they would shrink from imposing additional, even 

unimaginable hardships on their civilian society, in 

order to stay in the race. 

As superficially attractive as the goal of 

across-the-board supremacy may be, coIT~on sense tells us 

that: 
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It would mean the end of arms control. By 

definition, strategic sunerioritv and arms 
~ -

control are inco~patible -- a race to 

superiority is an attempt to achieve a real 

military advantage, one which the losing party 

woulc never accept in a formal arms control 

agreement. We will not negotiate from a position 

of inferiority, and neither will the Soviets. 

~ It would mean an uncontrolled, open-ended, and 

enormously expensive arms race. The sums 

involved would be huge even in absolute terms, 

let alone in the face of the Republican's proposed 

30 percent tax c'ut. 

~ It would mean that we would have to skimp on 

conventional forces, where we need to improve, 

and to concentrate on a race in strategic weapons. 

0 It would channel the competition into the most 

dangerous arena -- the one most likely to lead 

to nuclear war, namely s.trategic arms. 

Gov. Reagan's impulse for military superiority must 

be seen for what it is: unrealistic, simplistic, dangerous. 

In the real world, meeting our defense needs is not a matter 

of taking everything we have and increasing it by 10 percent 

or 20 percent or 40 percent. 

There is no quick fix. 

There is no magic formula. 
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My Administration will preserve our national security. 

We will improve our capabilities as necessary to ~aintain 

the military balance that exists today between the United 

States and the Soviet Union. We will continue to make 

steady and sustained increases in defense spending to 

build the capabilities we need. We will buy only the 

weapon systems that best serve our needs, not every 

glarnorous weapon system that comes along. We will continue 

to s~ek equitable and verifiable ar~s control agreements 

like the SALT II Treaty -- to limit the growth in Soviet 

military power, and to avoid spending resources 

unnecessarily in an uncontrolled strategic arms race. 

Prudence -- not impulse -- is the hallmark of a strong 

and a sane national security policy. Military power 

alone, no matter how great, cannot solve all of our 

international problems. 

according to our design. 

Gov. Reagan does not. 

Nor can it make the world over 

I understand this reality; 



Gov. Reasan on Military Su?erioritv 

In January, ~ea.gan called for c.n i:.c:-;eciate "military 
;:iuildup ai.:'1ed at restoring our military superiority." 
(?utland-Herald, January 14, 1930) This same proposal was 
later incorporated in the Republican platform. 

While he called for an i~uediate buildup aimed at military 
superiority, just four days earlier, Reagan outlined the dangers 
of his i mpending stand. 

"What I have said is that our defenses must be whatever 
is necessary to ensure that the potential enemy will never 
dare attack you. Now, if that is equivalence or if that is 
superiority, you must have the degree to know that you are 
safe. I could see if you really strive for an obvious 
superiority then you may tempt the other side into being 
afraid ar1d you continue escalating on both sides ... " 

Boston Globe 
January 13, 19 80 

Reagan's most recent speeches follow both lines of reasoning 
calling for a military buildup to achieve nuclear superiority, 
and, once achieved, negotiate an arms limitation treaty. 

" ... I 1 ve called for whatever it takes to be strong enough 
that no other nation will dare violate the peace. Shouldn't 
it be obvious to even the staunchest believer in unilateral 
disarmruuent as the sure road to peace that peace was never 
more certain than in the years following World War II when we 
had a margin of safety in our military power which was so 
unmistakeable that others would not dare to challenge us?" 

Tw~ days later he stated: 

Veterans of Foreign Wars 
August J 8, 1980 

Since when has it been wrong for Jl.rnerica to aim to be 
first iri- military strength? How is American military superiority 
"dangero-us? 11 

American Legion 
August 20, 1980 
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Militarv Bela.nee 

Q. Your Administration has been accused of allowinc the 
:., 

military balance with the Soviet Union to deteriorate 
to a position of US inferiority and ushering in a oeriod 
of grave danger to US interests around the world. ·The 
Secretary of Defense has said that even with the post­
Afghanistan defense spending increases, it would 
require 40 years to catch up to Soviet expenditures. 

How do you view the trends -- and the implications of 
these trends -- in the military balance? Are we, 
in fact, number two today in military strength as 
Governor Reagan has charged? 

And, do you believe that our security over the next 
several years would have been helped or hurt if your 
Ac.,t1inistration had moved more aggressively on 
production of such weapons as the neutron bomb, 
B-I, MX and Trident II? 

Response 

The charge that the United States has fallen into a 

position of military inferioritv is false. Those who 
0 

claim that the United States is weak, that the United 

States cannot carry out its objectives, ~hat the United 

States cannot deter conflict, and it cannot win a 

conflict -- I think thev do a disservice. h'e have verv 

substantial capabilities. The Soviets are aware of it. 

Over the past 20 years, the military f~rces of the 

Soviets have grown substantially, both in absolute numbers 

and relative to our own. Discounting inflation, since 1960, 

Soviet military spending has doubled, rising steadily in 

real terms by three or four percent a year. 

These Soviet efforts would put the USSR in a most 

advantageous military position if we do not counter their 

programs with force improvements of our c..wn. We will not 

allow any other nation ·to gain military sunerioritv over us. 
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In the strategic area, the Soviets have reached oaritv 
~ .. 

with us. 9y some measures, we are ahead; by others, the 

Soviets are ahead. we·have, for example, thousands more 

warheads than the Soviets do. They have more intercontinental 

ballistic missile payload. 

ballistic missile ~avload. 

We have more sub~arine-launched 

~ - We have a better balanced 

strategic capability bec-ause we have boIT'.bers on alert. 

We have roughly half of our submarine-launch ballistic 

missiles deployed at all times. They have an edge in 

land-based ICBMs. 

reasonably even. 

So, the balance in these terms is 

What is also clear, however, is that in strategic 

nuclear forces, the Soviets have come from a oosition of 

substantial inferiority 15 years aao to one of paritv todav. 

Their forces have improved in quality as well as nurrbers. 

The Soviets have a ootential for strategic advantage, if we 

fail to respond with adequate orocrams of our own. 

We are rescondina. Todav the United States is engaced 

in the most comcrehensive militarv modernization procrarn 

since the earlv 1960s. 

In the strategic area, we are moving ahead on 

strengthening all three legs of our Triad of land-based 

missiles, submarine-launched missiles and bombers. Four 

years ago there·was no program for a survivable mobile 

ICBM. Four years ago the Trident missile submarine 

program was bogged down in contractor disputes and way 

behind schedule. Four years ago there was no long-range, 
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air-launched er· u1·se ~ i ~s1·1e oroc~-m 111-~ • __ c. .• Four years ago, 

the only r.1ajor proposal to modernize our bor.-.ber force 

was the B-1. We cancelled this program beca~se it was 

clear then -- and it is even clearer toca:y -- that it would 

have been dangerously vulnerable to improving Soviet 

air defenses. Quite simply, the B-1 was obsolete and 

a waste of money. 

Mv Administration has also taken steos to reverse a 

decade of decline in the rnilitarv strength of the 

Atlantic Alliance. 

-- ~nen I first began to meet with Atlantic Alliance 

leaders almost four years ago, I found them very troubled 

by the ' state of our military strength in the Atlantic 

Alliance. I promised to raise our own level of defense 

spending in real terms by some three percent per year and 

our NATO Allies responded by making the same pledge. 

-- With .P-.rnerican leadership, NATO also took the crucial 

step of adopting a bold Long-Term Defense Program which 

will extend over 15 years. That progrruu is helping us 

to increase our capacity to deter or defeat any surprise 

attack that may be launched against our European Allies 

and therefore against ourselves. 

-- Last year, the Alliance agreed to respond to Soviet 

nuclear missile and bomber deployments by modernizing 

and upgrading our long-range theater nuclear forces with 

572 PERSHING II missiles and ground-launched cruise missiles. 

Today, this program is underway and on schedule. 
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~hTO is res~onding in a deter~ined and ccordi~ated 

fashion to the rnilitarv comnetition pcsed by the Earsaw 

Pact. ~ever in the history of the Alliance has its ~ilitary 

solidaritv been creater than it is todav. 

The recent chaos in Iran and the Soviet invasion of 

Afghanistan have e~phasized that the challences to our 

vital interests and our securitv are not confined to one 

oeocraphic area. It has also demo~strated that we need 

to correct deficiences in our conventional power projection 

capabilities. The United States must be able to respond 

quickly and effectively to military challenges anywhere 

in the world. 

Power projection is not new for the United States, but 

the demands change over time. That is why we are engaged 

in a systematic and significant enhancement of our 

capabilities to move forces rapidly to distant trouble 

spots. 

Four vears aco, we did not have adeaua~e ca?ability 

to resnond to threats in far way places such as the 

Persian Gulf reaion as auicklv and effectively as our 

interests reauired. Our intensified effort involves a 

nlli'Tiber of different programs, including creation of RDF, 

prepositioning the weapons and supplies for Marine troops 

and Air Force tactical fighters in the region, increasing 

our naval presence in the Indian Ocean, gaining access 

to key port and airfield facilities in the area. 
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We all hoci a~d work and pray that we will see a 

world in which the wecpons of war are no lcn;er necessary, 

but now we must deal with the hard facts, with the world 

as it is. In the dangerous and uncertain world of today, 

the keystone of our national security is still military 

strength -- strength that is clearly recognized by 

A.n1ericans, by our .~llies, and by any potential adversary. 

As long as I am President, I am determinEc to ~aintain 

that strencth. 



Gov. Reasan on the Militarv Balarce 

" ... in military strength we are already second to one: 
namely, the Soviet Union." 

Chicago Council on 
Foreign Relations 

March 17, 1980 

"At the time (1965) we led the Soviet Union in about 40 
strategic military categories. Today, they lead us in all 
but 6 or 8 and may well surpass us in those if present trends 
continue." 

Veterans of Foreign Wars 
August 18, 1980 



Septe~~er 26, 1980 

Defer.se Spe:nc.ing 

Q: The Republican platform accuses your Administration 
of "r::a.ssive cuts in US defense spending." They 
charae that vou have reduced defense spendino by 
over-$38 billion from President Ford's last Five 
Year Defense Plan and have underfunded a great 
number of unglamorous Defense activities such as 
research and development, ~anpower, the reserves, 
just to name a few areas. 

Response: 

How do you respond to these charges? 

Also, how will it be possible to maintain 3-5% 
real growth through 1985 in the defense budget, 
as you have promised, in light of growing public 
support for stem~ing public spending and the great 
difficulties in cuttina back domestic procrarns? 

~ - -

I am eager to compare my defense record of steady, 

sustained increase over the last four v ears with the 

record of underinvesDuent and decline durinc the 

previous eight years of two Republican Administrations. 

Governor Reaaan is fond of cornoarino the real 

accomolishrnents of mv Administration with President 

Ford's FY 1978 budqet, submitted after his cefeat at 

the polls left Republican officials free to prooose 

a budoet that would neither have to be cefended before 

Concress nor executed; that would n6t have to meet the 

tests of affordability and consistency. For example, 

that bogus l~e-duck document proposed twice as many 

ships per year as the average number authorized during 

the previous seven years. 

In contrast the real Republican record, from 

fiscal years 1970 through 1977, shows that outlays for 
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defer.se in constant dollars -- the ~easure of ho~ ~uch 

we are actually s2ending for defense -- declined every 

year. During the eight years prior to my Ad:;1i nistration 

defense spending declined in real terms -- after 

inflation -- about 35%. Again, in real terms,Republican 

requests to Congress declined over $30 billion in the 

eight years before FY 1978. 

Eight consecutive v ears of decline cannot be 

reversed overnight. We are now taking corrective action 

to reverse the shrinking size of our Navy, the increasing 

vulnerability of our intercontinental ballistic missile 

force, the growing obsolescence of our tanks and 
. 

armored personnel carriers. 

When my commitment to national security is evaluated 

under the apcropriate measure of defense expenditures --

outlays -- the record reveals that outlays rose steadily 

from just over $134 billion in FY 1978 to almost $147 billi 

in FY 1981 -- over 10~ real crowth in constant 1981 

dollars over the four-vear period. As projected in my 

current Five-Year Defense Program, defense spending will 

have increased, over the eight years of my Administration, 

by 27%. By 1985, the defense programs and plans I will 

have sent to Congress will involve a cumulative real 

increase of almost $150 billion above the last budget 

yeat of the Ford Administration. 



Moreover, my Administration is the first "::_dminist-~ation 

to commit itself to protecting the level of real crowth in 

defense spendina from the effects of inflation. This 

coDIT1itment underscores my determination to oreserve the 

Defense Drooram in the face of unforeseen events such as 

oil price rises and the cost of expanded military 

operations in the Indian Ocean. 

I intend to carry out my current five-year ?lan. 

The most wasteful and self-defeatinc thine that we 

could do would be to start this necessary program, then 

alter it or cut it back after a year or two when such an 

action might become politically attractive. It would also be 

harmful for the Commander-in-Chief to attempt to justify 

to the ~Jnerican people billions of dollars in unnecessary 

and unneeded programs. Although Governor Reagan has been 

very imprecise about how much his defense program would 

cbst, the plans outlined in the ReDublican Platform would 

cost this nation over $50 billion annuallv by 1985 above 

the substantial increases I have planned. 

The defense program I have proposed for the next five 

years will require some sacrifice -- but sacrifice tnat 

we must afford. I am confident that the lw.erican people 

understand the threats our country faces, and •·will support 

this program. 



Gov. ~ea~an on Sefense s~~nding 

?eagan has never wavered from his strong support of 
-inc~e~s,::,<-< e'er e -~ - -~- - ' .._...._ R b". 
-- J. c. -~ ~ens S;?enc .... ng. r..ea'::lan a.::10 ._,,e . epu 1.ican 
?arty call for a military builcup to attain military 
SU?eriority. By engaging in an arms race with the Soviets, 
Reagan believes that we can use our economic might to 
defeat the Russians. 

"They (the Soviets) know they can't rr,atch our 
industrial capacity." 

New York Post 
May 29, 1979 

However, neither Reagan nor the Republican party has 
made it clear how they would fund this build-up. 

" ... I've always believed that defense is something in 
which you do not ~ake the determination (of a budget)-­
it's made for you by your possible opponent." 

Washington Post 
April 20, 1980 

It would appear that Rea~an would.rely on Reagan-Kemp­
Roth to provide the needed revenues for the military build-up: 

"We would use the increased revenues the federal 
government would get from this tax decrease to rebuild our 
defense capabilities." 

Flint Journal 
May 18, 1980 

When pressed for figures on how much would be necessary to 
achieve military supperiority, Reagan avoids specifics. 

"Well, I've never gone by the figures. In fact, I think 
it's wrong to say we're safe because we're spending 5 percent 
more or 3 percent more or anything. No, go by the weapons. 
Now, I have outlined a nlli~ber of weapon shortages that we 
have, but I don't have access to the high command. Just ask 
these men who would have to fight the war what are the 
essential weapons, the top priority that we must have now to 
restore our ability to deter the Soviet Union. I tell you, 
I think we're talking about the next few years that we must 
change the situation, not eventually down the road." 

National Journal Interview 
March 9, 1980 



2 

Gov. Reagan on Defense Spending 

Recently, Reagan spelled out his case against the Carter 
Administration record on defense spending: 

"(Secretary Brown) argues that defense spending dropped 
more than 35% between 1969 and 1976 under Republic adminis­
trations, and it has risen 10% under (the Carter) administration . 
The truth is that defense spending did go down between 1969 
and 1975--and may I point out for the record that it went down 
by six percent not 35 percent as Mr. Carter erroneously 
charges. But the fundamental problem I have with Mr. Carter's 
rewriting of history is its sheer, blatant hypocrisy. Who 
was it who was principally responsible for the decline in 
defense spending in those years? You and I know the answer 
very well: The Democrats who controlled the Congress--men 
like Walter Mondale and Teddy Kennedy. Those Democrats in 
Congress cut more than $40 billion from the Republican 
defense budget, and they block or delay almost every new 
weapons systems but even more incredibly, let me ask: Who 
was it in 1976 who campaigned up and down the land against 
Gerald Ford's attempts to restore those defense cuts? Who 
said the military budget had to be slashed even more? You 
know and I know that it was Jimmy Carter. 

President Ford had begun the restoration of our margin of 
safety in 1975 with a five-year program for increasing our 
defensive capability. In these last three years, President 
Carter has cut that program by $38 billion. His defense 
budget authorization requests reverted to the annual decline 
that had been halted by the Ford Administration. 

He has since lobbied steadily against congressional 
efforts to increase defense spending. 

Now, by such untruthful devices as manipulating inflation 
factors, shifting the base from authority to outlays, changing 
base years, and even ordering planned defense spending this 
year reduced so it would look as if he had met his promised 
percentage increase for next year, the Carter Administration 
tries to manufacture increases that in fact are largely phony." 

American Legion 
August 20, 1980 



Q: Your critics have claimed that your Administration 

Resoonse: 

has scaled down, can·celled or celayed every stratesic 
weapon program proposed by your Republican preaecessor, 
including production of Minuteman missiles, the B-1, 
ground-, sea- and air-launched cruise missiles, the M-X, 
the Trident submarine and the Trident II missile. 
During this time, the Soviets have not shown si~ilar 
restraint, continuing to deploy several new types of 
ICBMs and SL3Y:s with multiple warheads, and 
de v eloping a new geneiation cf even more threatening 
missiles. 

Bow do you respond to the charge ~nat your Administration 
has failed to recognize the importance of maintaining 
the strategic balance and that only in the past year have 
you moved to fully fund necessary strategic programs? 

That list of charges made by Governor Reagan is a 

combination of half truths, falsehoods and misleading 

statements. Let me surr~arize the strategic programs as 

I found them when I entered the White House four years 

ago and where we are today. 

In 1977 there was no program for a mobile ICBM. 

No final decisions had been made on the M-X m~ssile, nor 

on how to deploy it. There was no program -"' ~ .i. or 1-ong-r2nge, 

air-launched cruise missiles; no program for ground­

launched cruise missiles; no program for sea-l2unched . 

cru ise missiles. There were no plans to deploy additional 

Minuteman III ICBMs, so a continuing production line would 

have been a useless, senseless waste of S300 million 

per year. 

The Trident ballistic missile submarine program was 

boaaed down in contractor disputes and way behind schedule. 

There was no Trident II ballistic missile. In the past 
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three years I have resolved these disputes and gotten 

the Trident program back on schedule. The first Trident 

submarine went to sea last summer. The 4,000-mile 

range Trident I missile is now being deployed on 12 Poseidon 

submarines and will be deployed on all Trident submarines. 

I.Doking further into the future, my Administration is 

committed to developing the Trident II missile, with even 

longer range and greater accuracy. 

When I entered office, the only long-range bomber 

program was the ~-1. It had been on the drawing board so 

long~- in part because Presidents Nixon and Ford were 

doubtful it would work that it was growing obsolete 

before it could be put in the hands of the Strategic Air 

Command. I cancelled the B-1 in 1977 because it had 

very doubtful prospects of being able to penetrate 

anticipated Soviet defenses. In the three years since then, 

it has become even clearer that this was the correct 

decision because the Soviets have gone·ahead and improved 

their air defenses and have programs in the works that 

will improve them further. 

Instead, because the existing cruise missile program 

at that time was inadequate, I initi~ted the long-range, 

air-launched cruise missile program. These missiles are 

designed to be launched from outside the Soviet Union, 

thus the B-52 or other aircraft may be used. These cruise 
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missiles are smaller and harder to detect and defsnd 

against than the B-1~ They will be able to cenetYate 

Soviet air defense svstem at the end of the 1980s and 

into the 1990s when the B-1, as I said, would have had 

very doubtful capability to penetrate. At the same time, 

we are studying a number of different advance ;.-,anned 

bombers -- in cl uding Steal th -- ::or possible deployrrtent 

in the 1990s. 

With respect to the growing vulnerability of our 

Minuteman ICBM force, in 1976 there was indeed an M-X 

program, but there was no program to solve our strategic 

problem -- ICBM survivability -- the ability to survive a 

massive Soviet attack 0£ high accuracy intercontinental 

ballistic missile warheads in large numbers. The preferred 

M-X basino plan orr the part of the officials at that time --

1976 -- was to put tham in Minuteman silos. The other schemE 

in 1976 was one of underground tunnels, which at least 

recognized the need for a different deploy~ent system in or6e 

for the M-X missiles to survive. Neither of these proposals 

was workable. Neither would have solved the problem of 

survivability. We then spent about two vears trying to find 

a survivable system and we did. It's not inexpensive. But 

it will cost no more than the Minuteman system or the B-52s. 

And it will be able to survive. So, yes, we cancelled a 

basing system for the M-X that wouldn't work and we 

substituted a system that would. 



Governor Re2canon Strategic Programs 

?,eagan hes been a constant su;_)porter of all v-'ea:;:ion ?rosra:-::s . 
In fact, he has never publicly opposed any major w~apon system 
in the last 15 years. 

The Re~:iublican platform calls for development · of virtually 
every weapon system under consideration: 

"o the earliest possible deployment of the ;v1X missile 
in a prudent survivable configuration; 

o accelerated development and deployment of a new ~anned 
strategic penetrating bornber that will exploit the 
$5.5 billion already invested in the 3-1, while 
employing the most advanced technology a v ailable; 

o deployment of an air defense system comprised of 
dedicated modern interceptor aircraft and early warning 
support systems; 

o acceleration of development and deployment of strategic 
cruise missiles deployed on aircraft, on land, and on 
ships and submarines; 

o modernization of the military cam,,,and and control system 
to assure the responsiveness of U.S. strategic nuclear 
forces to presidential co~~and in peace or war; and 

0 

o vigorous research and deve:opment of an effective 
anti-ballistic missile sy ~~e~, such as is already at 
hand in the Soviet Union, as 1well as more modern AB~ 
technologies." 

1980 Republican Platform 



M-X (including A3M) 

Q: There have been a number of reports that the M-X is 
losing support as a result of its high cost, concern 
about its impact on the states where it woulc be 
deployed, and its viability in the absence of SALT. 

Response: 

In light of these problems, do you think M-X is 
still a viable weapon? If, as seems likely, M-X is 
delayed, what harm do you see to the national security? 
Should the Administration be pursuing alternatives, 
in the event of an extended delay in M-X? And, 
what is your position on an ABM svstem to orotect MX? 

.;. ~ 

The M-X svstern is viable, and it is necessarv for 

the security of our nation. Our land-based Minuteman 

ICBM force is becoming vulnerable and we must act 

promptly to restore its invulnerabilitv. 

When I entered oflice in 1977 there was no program 

for a survivable M-X. One alternative under consideration 

would have put the M-X missile into Minuteman silos -- and 

the M-X would have been just as vulnerable to a Soviet 

attack as the Minutemen are now. ?~other alternative 

at least recognized the need for improved survivability, 

but detailed analysis of this alternative the trench 

or tunnel system -- showed that it would not work either. 

During the next two years I directed the Defense 

Department to pursue a determined search for a M-X basing 

system which would be able to survive and retaliate 

after receiving the most devastating Soviet attack possible, 

and allow the Soviets to verify how ~any missiles were 

Ceployed. 
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After studying dozens of options, we found a 

deployment system for the ~-X which meets these criteria. 

Governor Reagan has criticized ~y decision. I would 

challenge him to be more specific about the alternative 

he favors. Does he want to build a missile and have no 

place to put it? Does he want to put it in the Minute~an 

silos where they will be vulnerable to a nuclear ?earl 

Harbor? Perhaps he wants to build thousands and thcusancs 

of M-Xs and proliferate them all over the country, as 

some of his advisors have stated, at a cost of untold 

billions and a highly dangerous arms race. 

The missile deployment I have approved will protect 

us from a Soviet surprise attack and yet be consistent 

with trying to curb arms and not engage in an arIT.s race. 

I am confident we have made the right decision. 

Strategic nuclear forces necessary for our nation's 

security are costly, but it is a burden we must bear to 

protect our freedoms . The Deferise Depa=t~ent cost estimate 

. for the M-X of about $33 billion in FY '80 dollars was 

worked out with care, and not artificially squeezed to 

make the M-X more saleable -- a tactic that has been used 

to sell military programs in the past. Even at this cost, 

M-X will be no more expensive than the Minuteman or the 

Polaris missile systems, or the B-52 boml:lers. 
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While we have focused on the strategic and security 

necessity for M-X, I have carefully reviewed the Air 

Force's plans to ensure that the M-X will not place an 

unfair burden on any of our citizens. I have met with 

the Governors of Utah and Nevada to assure them that, 

in deploying the M-X, we will respect all state water 

laws and will do evervthing possible to deal with the 

other economic impacts on the states. I am determined 

to see that these issues are resolved to the satisfaction 

of the residents around the deployment areas. I believe 

this can be done while planning to have the first missiles 

in service by 1986. 

Finally, many Republican critics of mv Adrnin~stration 

favor abrogating the ABM Treaty and deploying ABMs to pro-

tect M-X. I believe that would be a gross mistake at this 

The ABM Treaty is a very important achievement, the 

most imoortant achivement of SALT I, and one which holds 

down the arms competition. A decision to deploy AB~s should 

not be ffiade lightly. But if in the a~sence of the con-

straints of the SALT II Treaty, the Soviets deployed 

tremendous numbers of warheads capable of attacking M-X 

shelters, perhaps as high as 20,000 or 30,000 warheads, 

then we might consider other responses, such as an anti-

ballistic missile system. We have a vigorous long-standing 

technology program to develop ABMs and we would consider 

deploying such a system if that becomes necessary in the 

future. 



"To ?re·,·en t the ul tirr,a te ca t2s tro:::>he of a T:'2.S s i ve nuclear 
attack, we urgently need a program to preserve and restore our 
stratecic deterrent. The Administration oro~cses a costlv and 
cc~ple; new missile system. But we can't.co~plete that u;til 
t h e end of this decade. Given the rapidly growing vul~erability 
of our land-based missile force, a faster rer;-1ecy is ne-=-ded." 

Address to Chicago Council 
on Foreign Relations 

:-~arch 1 7 , l 9 8 0 

The race-track deployment pro9csed by the Carter Administra­
tion is enormously expensive and complicatet, and will require 
years to build. This propcsed mode of de9loying the?~ should 
be scrapped, because it is unworkable. 

Response to question posed by 
Arms Control Today , ~ay 1980 

:;epresen tati ve -~.r1c.erson on the MX 

I have O?posed development and deployment of the )1X missile 
system as currently planned. Not only will this system be out­
rageously expensive and environmentally unsound, it will fail to 
ao.dress the fundar.iental need to enhance ?..J~erican security. ':-Je 
should not add thousands of new targets for Soviet military 
?l2nners to conte~plate, but should instead t~ke advantage of 
technological advances in guidance, propulsion systems, cornrnand 
and control systems, and platforms to develo? a secure and 
invulnerable system before the end of the decade. While the 
need for pro~pt counter-silo capability has not been conpletely 
resolved in my own mind, any such tapability should not be 
deployed in a manner that invites attack on the United States. 

Response to suestion posed by 
Arms Control Today, May 1980 



~ew Strateaic Ec~ber 
(Including Stealth Controversy) 

Q: Three years ago you cancelled the B-1 bomber in favor of 
less expensive cruise missiles. Ko~ your Administration 
is apparently on the verge of agreeing with the Air Force 
that a new bomber ~ay be needed for conventional wissions 
as well as for a strategic role. 

Response: 

Given the increasing anxiety over the effectiveness of 
the aging B-52, do you-still believe your 1977 cecision 
to cancel the B-1 was justified? 

Also, your Administration has recently come under attack 
for alleogedly leaking the so-called "Stealth" tech:-i.ology 
for election vear oolitical curooses. Even if the oricinal 

.,;. .. - - _,. 

leaks did not come from the Ac.rninistration, Defense 
Department officials seemed most eager to brief reporters 
and draw attention to the once-secret technology which, 
in Secretary Brown's words, "alters the military balance 
significantly." 

How do you answer the charge that your Administration's 
handling of Stealth was politically motivated and has 
damaged our national security? 

Four years ago, the only major proposal to modernize 

our bomber force was the B-1. In 1977, I cancelled this 

program because it was clear then -- and it is even clearer 

today -- that by the time the B-1 could have been off the 

assembly lines and deployed at our SAC ~ases, improved 

Soviet air defenses would have 

dangerously vulnerable. Quite simply, the B-1 was 

obsolete and a waste of money. Yet Governor Reagan has 

continued to cite the B-1 as a bomber that should have 

been built. The Renublican prosram is a program of 

obsolescence. They want to resurrect decorrmissioned ships. 

They want to revive the ABM system, which President 
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!~i>~on discarded. With vulnerable bo~bers, mothballed 

ships and obsolete missiles, they would waste bi;l1ons 

of defense dollars. 

Instead of the B-1, I chose to moderni7e the bomber 

force by exploiting some of the most advanced and 

effective military technology in the world -- the air-

launched cruise missile. When I entered office four 

years ago, no long-range, air-launched cruise missiles 

were included in the defense program. Today, we are well 

~n ou~~to equipping our B-52s with over 3,000 of 

these verv highly accurate, long-range cruise missiles. 

They will be able to penetrate Soviet defenses not only 

in 1982, when the first full squadron will be ready, 

but through the 1980s and beyond. 

At the same time we are studying a new bomber 

to meet any reauirEJnents for the 19 90s -- the Steal th 

aircraft is part of this study. This is a major 

technological·achievement that will affect the military 

balance in the coming years. Programs to make aircraft 

less visible to radar -- to give them a so-called Stealth 

capability -- have existed for 20 years. When this 

Administration came into office, Stealth was a low­

level technology program and its existence was not 

classified as secret. The program had been dealt 

with in open testimony and in open contracts. In the 

spring of 1977, I turned Stealth into a major develop-

ment and production program. The existence of this 
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new program was classified at the hi~hest level. ~he 

funding level is now more than 100 times la~ser than 

it was in early 1977. 

in the program. 

There have been major achieve~ents 

Hundreds of contractor personnel are now workins on 

Stealth. Dozens of Members of Congress have been briefed 

on the existence of the program. The increasing size of 

the oroaram and the increasing rumbers of persons aware 

of it made certain that its existence would have come out 

in the near future. 

Governor Reasan's charge that the information proviced 

by Secretary Brown's press conference would be helpful 
' 

to the Soviets is simply nonsense. The information 

doesn't tell them how to change their air defense. They 

are already developing and building the best air defenses 

they can. Even if they could push their research harder 

to develop yet better air defenses, they have no idea of 

what characteristics to design against, or how much better 

their defenses must be. Secrecv of the details of the 

proararn, combined with our technological achievements, 

will enable us to keep ahead of the Soviets in this program 

for decades to come. 

Stealth is one of a number of major technological 

advantages that the U.S. possesses. These technological 

advantages weigh heavily in the military balance and keep 
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us second to none. We have publicly ~iscussed our 

advantages in other technologies in the past, anc will 

continue to do so in the future because it is i~portant 

that our potential enemies, our allies and the hrnerican 

people understand our military strength. 

essential factor in deterring war. 

This is an 



Sovernor ?eagan on the B-1 and Cruise ~ issiles 

''I don't think that the current a~~inistration (Carter) is 
doing what should be done - not when it cancels the B-1 borroer, 
which is probably the foremost advance in aircraft that has e v er 
been -- or has been presented since we went to the jet engines ... " 

* 

Face The Nation 
May 14, 1978 

* * 

'' We ha ve an administration (Carter ) that in t h ree years has 
done awa y with ... the cruise missile ... and you could go on with 
wea~on after weapon ... " 

San Jose News 
March 10, 1980 



lSSO 

Neutron Ee,mb 

Q: Critics of your Administration have cited your surprise 
decisior. in April 1978 not to deploy the so-~alled 
neutron bomb as a prime example of inconsistency that 
has seriously harmed our position of leadership in the 
NATO alliance. At that time you said the ultimate 
decision on the neutron bomb would be made in light of 
Soviet restraint. 

:Resoonse: 

What considerations led you to decide so precipitously 
against deploying the neutron bomb in 1978? ~hat is 
the status of your decision to defer production? What 
signs of Soviet restraint have, so far, prevented you 
from deciding to proceed with the neutron bomb? 

My decision of .~pril 7, 1978 to defer a deployr.1ent 

decision still stands. I have directed that the Defense 

Department proceed with programs to modernize battlefield 

nuclear forces with improved weapons -- the LA.NCE missile 

and 8-inch nuclear artillery shell. I have further directed 

that the new warheads for these weapons be so desisned that 

they can accept enhanced radiation elements and thus be 

converted to enhanced radiation warheads in the future, 

should we and our Allies decide on the need for such systems. 

The military need for enhanced radiation weanons is not 

clear. NATO is deploying highly sophisticated, conventional 

"precision guided munitions" in anti-armor roles that are so 

accurate that there is a high probability that each shot would 

destroy an enemy tank. We and our NATO Allies are deploying 

these precision guided munitions by the tens of thousands. 

The question of enhanced radiation weapons remains a 

sensitive one for our European Allies, on whose soil such 

weapons would be stationed. Governor Reagan's bland assertion 

that he would deploy enhanced radiation weapons in Euroce 

betrays an insensitivity to European political concerns that 
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could cause serious strains in the Alliance. Governor 

?ea;an ignores one essentjal fact: ~ATO is an Alli2nce of 

sovereign states. We do not tell our Allies that we are 

going to deploy a weapon on their territory. We consult 

with them, we examine the military requirements, we 

consider the political implications, then we as an Alliance 

decide. 

On December 12, 1979, NATO adopted a plan for modernizing 

the t~eater nuclear forces (TNF) through the deployrnent of 

Pershing II and ground-launched cruise missiles. This plan 

is focused on long-range TNF because of their special contributior 

to deterrence. This decision was the product of rnodel political 

and military cdnsultations with our Allies. 



Governor R2asan on the !~eutron :Somb 

Reagan strongly opposed any funding cuts in the develooDent 
of the neutron bomb. He views the neutron bomb as "an cf::e;sive 
·...iea?on that could bridge the gap for conventional weapons." 

New York Times 
May 6, 1980 

Reagan has called the r1eutron bor:--cb the clc,sest thing to the 
i ceal ,-Jeapon. 

"\iery simply it is the dream of death ray weapon of science 
fiction. It kills enemy soldiers but doesn't blow up the 
surrounding countryside or destroy villages, towns and cities. 
It won't destroy an enemy tank -- just kill the tank crew. 

"Now some express horror at this and charging immortality, 
portrai those who would use such a weapon as placing a 
higher value on property than human life. This is sheer 
unadulterated nonsense. It is harsh sounding, but all war 
weapons back to the club, the sling and the arrow, are 
designed to kill the soldiers of the enemy. With gunpowder 
and artillery and later bombs and bombers, war could not be 
confined to the battlefield. And so came total war and non­
combatants outnumbering soldiers in casualties." 

Reagan Radio Transcript 
March 1978 - April 1978 

Reagan supports deployment of the neutron bomb in almost every 
available delivery system. 

"I favor development and deployment of the neutron warhead 
for U.S. theatre nuclear forces, including ballistic missiles, 
cruise missiles, artillery and bombs." 

'i·Jashington Post 
April 24, 1980 



~u clear Strategy 

Q. The Reoublican Platform charges t~at your Ac.ministration 
relies on a nuclear strategy k nown as mutual assured 
destruction (or I~~D) which would limit the President 
in a crisis to choose between mass mutual suicide or 
surrender. Yet you have recently signed Presidential 
Directive 59, -widely reported in the press to call for 
giving the President greater flexibility to retaliate 
with nuclear weapons against limited groups of targets. 

How do you answer the charge that your directive was 
timed to refute the Republican Plctform statement? 
Why was a Presidential Directiv e on this extremely 
i~portant and sensitive sub j ect undertaken during a 
political ca~?aign? 

Also, other critics claim that increasing the 
President's flexibility to order nuclear attacks 
will only make nuclear war more thinkable, hence 
more likely. Eow do you answer this concern? 

Resoonse 

I deeply regret the ill-informed attacks on our 

Nation's nuclear deterrent strategy. There has been a 

great deal of exaggeration put out 2bott Presidential 

Directiv e 59 in this campaign, and - welcome the 
I 

opportunity to state once again the true facts about 

.:Zvnerica's deterrent doctrine. 

The United States h as n e ver had a doctrine based 

solely and simply on spasmocic, massive attack s on Soviet 

cities and populations, as Gov ernor Reaaan knows -- or 

at least he should know. The Presi0ent is not faced with 

a Robson's choice between suicide and surrender if the 

Soviets launch a nuclear attack on military targets, while 

sparing our cities. Prev ious Administrations going back 

at least two decades recognized the danger of a strategic 

doctrine that relied too heav ily on the threat of attacking 
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Soviet cities to deter Soviet aggression. 

since the early 1960s, the United States has had the 

cacability to launch limited nuclear attacks on 

Soviet targets other than cities. This capability has 

grown as our nuclear forces have become more accurate 

and sophisticated. 

Our strategy and our capability to inflict massive 

destruction in retaliation provide the means of convincing 

the Soviet leaders that there is no rational objective they 

might gain by using or threatening to use nuclear weapons 

against the United States or our allies. The strategy 

set forth in Presidential Directive 59 directs our 

Nation's military leaders to further develop our olans 

to carry out selective, limited attacks on those targets 

we know the Soviet leaders value most. It restates and 

redefines our plans to respond to any level of Soviet 

nuclear attack by striking back in ways that damage 

the political and military structure without hitting 

Soviet cities and population. 

Therefore, it should be clear to all that the 

strategv contained in PD-59 is not a radical departure 

from previous policv of both Democratic and Republican 

Administrations. It is the result of a gradual 

evolution of our doctrine over a number of years in 

response to growing Soviet strategic capabilities and 

to better understanding of Soviet military doctrine 

and operational planning. U.S. strategic forces are 

now, and will continue to be, capable of implementing 

this strategy. 
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I want to st~e ss that the Cnited Sta~es rer ains 

fully caDable of devastating the Soviet Union under any 

circumstances. Assured destruction of the Soviet Cnion 

as a modern industrial society remains the cornerstone 

of the strategy expressed in PD-59. It does not 

signify a shift to a US plan to strike first at the 

Soviet Union with nuclear forces, nor does it mean the 

United States intends to use or threaten to use nuclear 

weapons to gain foreign policy objectives. The only 

sane purpose of nuclear weapons is to deter their use 

by the other side. 

I do not believe either side could "win'' a limited 

nuclear war. In PD-59, I want to ensure as best I can 

that the Soviets do not believe so either. 



Re?resen tati v e Anderso n on Nucl e ar Strategy 

In a S? eech before the Co uncil on Forei g n Relations in 
:Jew York on September 24, Ande r son charged that both President 
Carter and Ronald Reagan "have fo r med an alli a nce of folly" 
in their positions on nucle a r war strategy. 

"Both seem to harbor the fatal illusion t hat n uclear wars 
can be limited and perhap s e ven won. Th at con c l usion is 
reflected in Mr. Reagan's p lat f o rm and i n ~ r. Ca r ter's t win 
commitments to the MX c ounterforce missile an d to t h e n ew 
targeting doctr i ne formulated in Presi d e n tial Directi v e 59." 

"Obviously, neither Mr. Carter now Mr. Reagan is advocating 
nuclear war. But I consider both of them to be seriously 
misguided in their endorsement of the so-called nuclear war 
fighting thesis." 

"[Both] would build s uper-accurate counterforce weapons 
to threaten Soviet missiles. Both would target weapons not 
only on missile silos but on command centers as well. And 
both insist that such weapons would be used only in a second 
strike to disarm any Soviet missiles remaining after an 
initial attack on the United States." 

Anderson then spelled out his views. 

"Any missiles capable of destroying enemy silos in a 
second strike could obv iously do so in a first strike. The 
creation of these weapons and plans would move both sides 
toward a hair-trigger posture in which each would feel more 
inclined to launch its land-based missiles on warning of 
attack, lest they be destroy ed on the ground." 

"The futile pursuit of a capacity to wage limited nuclear 
war may only make more likely the very e vent we dread." 



Defe n se Manpc~er 

Q: According to the GOP, Cart12r _i\dmini stra t ion "mi sr.,anagerr.en t" 
of the all-volunteer force concept has turned it into 

Response: 

a "shambles", a "national scandal" and "disgrace." 
The Party Platform blames your Administration as well 
for a "dramatic exodus" of skilled military personnel 
from the services, a loss which is "the direct result 
of neglect by the Co:rr.r.1ander-in-Chief." Additionally, 
this year it became known that tens of thousands of 
military families are eligible for food stamps. 

How do you answer the charge that your Administration 
permitted this situation to deteriorate? What is 
your assessment of the strength and morale in our armed 
services? What measures have you proposed to solve 
the problems that do exist? 

The continuing ability of our Armed Forces to 

recruit and retain sufficient numbers of qualified young 

men and women is a matter of the highest national priority. 

I am keenly aware, from my own personal experience in 

the Navy and from close attention to the subject as 

President, of the real sacrifices as well as satisfactions 

involved in military service. I greatly admire those 

who are working so hard to protect our country. 

I realize that many experienced men and women are 

leaving the Services because of a feeling that they are 

not adequately compensated. I have taken several 

steps to improve this situation and I will continue 

to look for ways to help our service people as long as 

I am President. In early September, I signed into law 

legislation specifically targeted to the areas of most 

immediate need. These included an increased subsistence 
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allowance, a 25% increase in aviation career incentive 

pay, increased pay for enlisted personnel serv ing at 

sea, and reenlistment bonuses for persons with 10-14 

vears of orior service. 

I also signed into law a 11.7 % pay increase for 

military personnel effective October 1. Pay and benefits 

for the Prmed Forces will rise more than $4 billion in 

1981, the greatest increase in the history of our nation, 

in either war or peace. 

These measures, by themselves, are only a first 

step toward solving our manpower problems. In the past 

my efforts have been complicated by a number of limiting 

factors -- inadequate attention to the problem before 

I came to office, Congressional cuts in my defense budget, 

the need for fiscal restraint in the fight on inflation. 

This year we have been very successful in building 

support in the Congress for higher pay and benefits. 

Our continued success through the 1980s will depend on 

r:ecogni tion of the hard fact that sustained comrni th1ent 

0£ the American people will be required to pay the costs 

0£ retaining and supporting a voluntary military force. 



Sefe~se ?eadiness 

Q. In recent years, increasing publicity has been given to 
the low readiness of our military forces: shortages of 
spare parts, fuel and ammunition, growing backloss of 
deferred maintenance through inadequate facilities to 
meet peacetime needs (let alone ~artime requirements) and 
shrinking industrial capacity to supply defense goods. 

More recently, Army Chief of Staff General Meyer has 
stated that we have "a hollow P.rmy". Four years ago, 
all 10 Army divisions based in the US were rated fully 
combat ready. Now 6 of these divisions are rated not 
combat ready and the other 4 are rated marginally 
corobat ready. 

How serious do you believe this problem is? Where do 
the most critical problems exist and what steps has your 
Administration taken to correct them? 

Response 

Today our land, naval and air forces are fully capable 

of substantial and successful corobat. My Administration 

has made extrordinary efforts to maintain readiness in 

the face of rapidly escalating costs -- such as the 

dramatic fuel price increase over the last year -- and 

the shortfalls and inadequate programs when I entered 

office. 

In FY 81 we will spend over $52 billion to support 

the maintenance and operations of our forces, an increase 

of almost $5 billion, or about 10%, in real terms over 

President Ford's last budget year. During the past four 

years, one-third of total military spending has supported 

readiness-related operations and maintenance. Expenditures 

on procurement of munitions and spares -- another indicator 

of immediate combat readiness -- total another $16 billion 

during this same 78-81 period. 
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Four vears aao, munitions and spare parts inventories 

and production suffered from low baseline requirenents 

established by previous Administrations. Imrnedia te ly 

after taking office I co~missioned, and followed through 

on a sustainability study of unprecedented detail and 

comprehensiveness. In part as a result of this study, 

the record of the past four years is of real improvement 

in munitions and war reserves. However, much work needs 

to be done and it will be several years before those 

inventories will be fully adequate to support all of our 

combat forces at wartime sortie rates. 

Let me address some of the specific problems we have 

and the steps I have ordered to correct them. 

Today the Army has 16 divisions, of which 10 are combat 

ready. The forward deployed dfvisions in Europe and the 

Pacific represent 45 percen_,_ of the Army and are maintained 
I 

at highest readiness status. The Army classifies divisions 

as fully-combat ready to not-combat ready according to 

personnel, equipment and training conditions. A division 

rated low in one of these resource areas is capable of 

operating with two of its three brigades if required to 

deploy immediately. But all Army units could not be 

transported at the same time. While early deploying 

units are moving, the later units are brought up to 

full capacity. 

Our current efforts to imorove Army readiness are 

showing results: 
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• First, recru iting f o r t h e o ast year h as full y 

met objectives and those soldiers are now beg inn ing to 

arrive in units. 

• Second, non-commissioned officer shortages will 

be improv ed through reducing unneeded pers on~el in 

forw-ard deployed forces. 

• Third, in recruiting, I am expanding bonus 

programs that are keyed toward critical skills. I have 

also supported legislation to improve educational benefits, 

including provisions that pass on unused educational 

benefits to dependents. To alleviate the shortage of 

middle-grade NCOs, I am expanding bonus programs to 

include mid-range NCOs (6-10 years' service) in infantry, 

armor, field artillery, and other selected skills. (By 

comparison only a third of Soviet ' divisions are combat 

ready. The remaining two-thirds are at reduced or 

cadre strength, having varying percentages of active 

duty personnel and equipment assigned to them, and would 

have to be filled out in an emergency with reserv ists.) 

There has also been much attention focused on the 

readiness of our tactical air forces. It is untrue that 

a significant percentage of our aircraft can't fly. The 

index used by the Air Force is a measure of the peacetime 

logi~tic support system, not of how the air forces would 

perform in war. If we were to make a transition to war 

from our normal day-to-day peacetime posture, we would 

selectively defer non-urgent inspections and preventive 

maintenance; we would also, of course, have unlimited 
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ac ces s to ou r war reserve spare s and would, as necessary, 

use serviceable components from out-of-cor~ission and 

damaged aircraft to maximize our wartime capability. 

Today, our armed forces stand r e ady to figh t, if 

that should become necessary. In respon se to events in 

Southwest Asia, I ordered the rapid deployment of two 

aircraft carrier battle groups to the Indian Ocean . Since 

the beginning of this year, we have deployed two aircraft 

carriers; over 25 other ships and more than 150 combat 

aircraft in one of the areas of the world most remote 

from the United States. To be sure, there have been 

sacrifices and hardships on the crews and their families. 

But we accomplished this deployment rapidly and smoothly, 

and can sustain it in the Indian Ocean as long as it is 

needed. No other Navy in the world could have performed 

as well. 
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I,1 i 1 i ta rv Dr a f t 

Q. Critics on your left have attacked your rei~stitution of 
draft registration as the first step to resuming the 
peacetime draft. Critics on your right have claimed that 
the draft registration program is an empty, syrwolic 
gesture and would do nothing to speed mobilization in 
a crisis. 

What were vour obiectives in orderina draft recistration? 
.. - ..J _, 

How can you claim draft registration will expedite 
mobilization in a crisis when a Selecti ve Service report 
early this year concluded that it would have no effect? 

Response 

I have repeatedly stated mv opoosition to the 

peacetime draft. With the personnel initiatives I have 

taken to raise military pay and benefits closer to 

compensate civilian occupations, I believe that a peacetime 

draft will not be necessary. 

But it is important for us all to realize that the 

U.S. is committed to a sustained response to a long-term 

strategic challenge. We should be prepared to make the 

necessary sacrifices and that these sacrifices be borne 

by all. We should be prepared to reinstitute the draft 

on very short notice, if that becomes necessary. 

What is the argument against registration? That we 

should not be prepared? I for one do not believe this is 

the case. I feel it is a fundamental matter of patriotism 

that Americans support. Symbolically, we would also be 

saying to the Soviet Union that the simple act of 

registration was too high a price to pay to enhan ce our 

security -- certainly a reckless notion to impart. 
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Mcreover, our allies continue to look to us for 

leadership of the Atlantic Alliance. They rightly 

require of us wisdom and strength -- political, economic 

and military -- to properly manage the changing international 

security environment. 

Draft registration is a tangible demonstration to 

our allies and potential adversaries of our national 

strength and will. It also assists our planning for 

national emergencies in which an actual draft could 

be necessary. 



Governor Reagan on the ~ilitary Draft 

Reagan opposes both the President's nove to rei~state 
draft registration and any peacetime draft. 

"I do not favor a peacetiDe draft or registration." 

Acceptance Speech 
July 17, 1980 

He also challenges the underlying premise for registration. 

"Indeed, draft registration r;--,ay actually decrease our 
military preparedness, by making people think we have solved 
our defense problem ... " 

Quoted by Senator Hatfield 
Congressional Record 
June 4, 1980 

Asked for an alternative to the peacetime draft, Reagan calls 
for a buildup of reserves. ( It is not clear if he favors the 
same buildup as an alternative to registration.) 

"There is a need for a million-man active reserve, a 
reserve that is equipped with the latest weapons, trained 
in them and combat ready. ·de' ve allowed (our reserve force) 
to deteriorate very badly. It is much too small, it is not 
equipped with the latest weapons and it doesn't have the 
training." 

National Journal 
March 8, 1980 

To finance this force, Reagan would rely on pay incentives. 

Q: So you believe we can have a million-man reserve 
strictly on a volunteer basis? 

Reagan: Yes. 

Q: How, with pay incentives? 

Reagan: Yes, it could be pay incentives. 

National Journal 
March 8, 1980 



R::.::.:,id Deploy;-:-,2nt Force 

Q: The Administration's critics have charged that the RDF 

Response: 

is just a paper organization, a poli tic:al qinrr,ick 
designed to draw attention away from four years of 
neglect. They also charge that since all of the military 
forces assigned to the RDF are already in existence, 
the main va lue of the Administration's initiative is 
more political than military. Would you corrLi<1ent on 
these charges. 

Also, since our existing forces are stretched so thin, 
how can they be drawn down to take on new commitments 
elsewhere? What will the RDF be able to accomplish 
that could not be done before? If the challenges to 
our security worldwide are really on the rise, don't we 
need to increase the size of our armed forces and step 
up purchases of new equipment? Finally, does the 
formation of the RDF signify an increased willingness 
of the US to intervene militarily in regional disputes? 

Those who charge that the RDF is a political gimmick 

are demonstrating their lack of understanding of military 

forces. The present international challenges we face 

and the interests we must be prepared to defend require us 

enhance our capabilities, not add to our current force 

structure. 

Force structure aside, we are dramatically improving 

our capability to engage and support more of our forces at 

greater distances from the United States. This is the 

essence of the Rapid Deployment Force. Having Rapid 

Deployment Forces does not increase the probability that 

we will use them. On the contrary, we intend for their 

existence to deter the very developments that would 

otherwise invoke their use. 
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~he ?apid Deployment Force d~aws its forces from Army; 

Navy; Air Force; and Marine units which are oriented 

toward non-NATO contingencies and that can respond cuickly 

to crises, primarily in areas in which we hav e no p errr.anent 

military presence. The specific composition of the Rapid 

Deployment Force is not fixed -- the forces employeo by the 

Rapid Deployment Force would be dependent upon the situation 

we faced. A company of 200 men might be sufficient to 

respond to requests by friendly countries to provide a 

natural disaster assistance team or corr~unications-and­

co~mand support teams; a Marine Amphibious Force of 50,000 

men or a mechanized Army Corps of over 100,000 men might be 

required to provide sufficient warfighting capability to 

regain territory overrun by the enemy or to hold critical 

objectives until reinforcements could reach the area. 

Although the forces for the ?apid Deployment Force 

currently exist, we are buying selected items to improve 

sionificantlyits mobility and responsiveness. We are 

developing special ships for prepositioning several brigades 

of Marine Corps heavy equipment -- tanks and artillery. 

We are buying additional KC-10 cargo/ tanker aircraft to 

support our long-range airlift, and we are developing 

a new transport aircraft, the C-X, for hauling outsiz~d 

cargo, like tanks. Our 1981 shipbuilding program has 

been increased to 95 units over the next fi v e years. 
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We have already dep loyed a s even-ship, prepcsitioned 

s uppor t force afloat Diego Garcia, in the In d ian Ocean . 

The seven-ship group is c cmpo sed of chartered Roll - on/ 

roll-off ships, cargo ships and tankers. This group of 

ships stores Marine Corps armored equipment, artillery 

and other large items o f rolling stock that place the 

largest demand on airlift. 

Today, the RDF is readv to respond to a broad ranae 

of military contincenc;es in derense of our viral n~tional 

interests. Throuqh carefully selected orocurement 

programs we are imorovinq siqnificantly that caoabilitv. 

It is important that our potential adversaries understand 

that we have the ability and the will to defend our 

interests and that any miscalculation on their part 

would be extremely costly to them. 



Q: In comp aring your defe~se record with that of ?~esident 
Ford, the .most drarr,a tic area of cu ts is naval ship­
building. During the last four years, the naval 
share of the DOD budget has shrunk from 40 percent 
to 33 Dercent. President Ford's last five-vear 
shio c~ntruction olan was cut from 157 shio; to 83. 
You~ shipbuilding~proposals since then hav~ gone up 
and down, showing no consistent pattern. In 1979, 
you vetoed the Defense bill because it contained a 
nuclear-oowered aircraft carrier. And vou have 
requested only about one-third the Mari~e amphibious 
ships needed to maintain the current force level. 

Have you downgraded the NavJ 's role in our national 
defense? How do you answer the charge that you have 
been dismantling the nation's naval and marine forces? 

Response 

I am glad to compare the record of my Administration 

with those of the previous Republican Anministrations 

often quoted by Governor Reagan. During the decade 

before I entered office, the size of our Navy was cut in 

half as older ships were retired and the Republicans 

debated the future role of the Navy. Shipbuilding during 

those years was actually siqnificantly less than the 

oroqram we are now following. 

Like President Ford's defense budget for fiscal year 

1978, submitted after his defeat at the polls left Republican 

officals free to propose a budget that would neither have 

to be defended before Congress nor executed, the Ford 1977, 

156-ship five-year plan was a lame-duck document that did 

not have to meet the tests of affordability and consistency. 

The program proposed twice as many ships per year as the 

average number authorized during ~he previous seven years 

of Reoubiican Administration. 
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In contrast, th e orocram I :1.a v e followed is based on 

a po licv t o structure a rE:alist-ic, exec1..,-'-2.bl e -Fi vs-v sa.r 

sh±pbuilding program within available resources, r at~e r 

than ·to continue to delude ourselves with unrealistic 

shipbuilding plans or to resurrect old mothballed s hips. 

My Adroinistration's fi ve - y ear shipbuilding plan pro­

vides for the construction of 97 new ships, a nd for majo r 

modernization of five other ships, including t h ree aircraft 

carriers. Two-thirds of these new ships are combatants, 

the rest are support vessels. My shipbuilding plan 

reflects two deliberate decisions to increase our strength 

and military flexibility: the construction of highly 

capabl€ cowbatant ships (as exemplified by the construction 

of sixteen CG-47 class, AEGIS-equipped guided missile 

cruisers), and support for our Rapid Deployment Forces. 

through the procurement of 14 newly designed maritime 

prepositioning ships. 

I am determined to keep our naval forces more powerful 

than those of any other nation on earth. Our shipbuilding 

program will sustain a 550-ship Navy in the 1990s; and we 

will continue to build the most capable ships afloat. Sea­

power is indispensable to our global strategy -- in peace 

and also in war. 



G0 ver~or ~eagan on Naval . Strenath 

Rea g an has criticized the Carter Administration for slashing 
Navy pro grams. 

"In 1969, .2'1.dmiral Thomas :'-·ioorer, then Chief of Naval Operations, 
told Congress that a Navy of 850 ships should be attained by 
1980. By the end of this fiscal year, only 5 or 6 weeks away, 
our conventional Navy will consist of only 415 active ships. 
Carter has slashed the Na'V':)7 shipbuilding program in half, and 
has provided for -- at the very best -- a one-and-a-half 
ocean Navy for a three-ocean global require inent. 

Reagan Speech to American Legion 
August 20, 1980 

Reagan calls for a reversal in this trend. 

"We must immediately reverse the deterioration of our 
naval strength, and provide all of the armed services with 
the equipment and spare parts they need." 

Reagan Speech to American Legion 
a~ugust 20, 1980 

The Republican Platform calls for building more aircraft 
carriers, submarines and amphibious ships: 

"Republicans pledge to reverse Mr. Carter's dismantling of 
U.S. naval and Marine forces. We will restore our fleet to 
600 ships at a rate equal to or exceeding that planned by 
President Ford. We will build more aircraft carriers, sub­
marines, and amphibious ships. We will restore naval and 
Marine aircraft procurement to economical rates enabling 
rapid modernization of the current forces, and expansion to 
meet the requirements of additional aircraft carriers. 

1980 Republican Platform 



Arms Control: Role in CS Sec ur ity 

Q: What is your concept of the role of ar~s control in pro­
tecting US security? Do we p ursue arms control in and 
of itself, or as a Deans of advancing specific foreign 
policy or national security obj ective s? Do you have a 
strategy which guides your Ad~inistration and ties our 
defense planning and arms control negotiations together? 
Why do you think there is so much suspicion of arms con­
t rol in the last few yea rs? Doe s arms control have any 
place in the p r esent international a b~o sphere? 

Response 

I remain deeply committed to the process of mutual 

and verifiable arms control, particularly to the effort 

to prevent the spread and further development of nuclear 

weapons. 

Preventing nuclear war is the foremost responsibility 

of the two superpowers. That is why we have negotiated the 

strategic arms limitation talks, treaties -- SALT I AND SALT 

II. Especially now in a time of great tension, observing the 

mutual constraints imposed by the terms of these treaties will 

be in the best interest of both countries. My decision to 

defer, but not abandon our efforts to secure ratification of 

the SALT II Treaty reflects my firm conviction that the 

United States has a profound national security interest in 

the constraints on Soviet nuclear forces which only that 

treaty can provide. 

Governor Reagan denounces the SALT II treaty. He would 

turn away from that treaty to a fruitless pursuit of an 

unachievable military superiority. Then, he says, he would 
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r, e gotiate with the So viets. 

Go verno r Reagan's st r a t e gy : 

There are two prob lems with 

One, the Soviets will no mo re 

let us build to nucl e ar s uperiority over t h em t h an we will 

them over us; two, t h e So v iets are n e t go ing to n e gotiate 

under the condition s Governor Reagan d e scr~bes. So, the 

A..merican people would be left with an all-out -- and 

unwinnable -- a r ms r a ce and n o c h ance f o r n ego tiating limi ts 

on Soviet forces, as we h a v e done in the SALT II Treaty . 

Careful, balan ced and verifiable a~ms control a g re emen ts 

can comolement our defense programs in maintaining the 

militarv balance of power and preserving international peace 

and stability. Let there be no mistake: I believ e the SALT 

Treatv is in the securitv interests of the United States. 

When conditions oerrnit, I will seek its ratification, and 

0 
press on to SALT III. 

My Administration will continue t- p~rsue arms control 
I 

agreements where these clearly can contr~bute to the security 

of the United States and its allies and friends. Unlik e 

Governor Reaqan, I do not regard balanced, verifiable arms 

limitations, such as the SALT II treaty , as "appe2sement." 
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Arms Ccntrol: h~ministration ?ec ord 

Q: Your Administration began with a great emphasis on 

Response: 

arms control. You s ought agreements o n strategic weapons, 
on anti-satellite weapons, on military forces in the 
Indian Oc~an, on restraining conven tional arms transfers, 
on chemical weapons, on force reductions in Europe, 
and others. With the exception of the SALT Treaty, wh ich 
has not been ratified, none of these other arms control 
negotiations have come to anything. 

How do you assess your Administration's arms control 
record after four years? What reason is there to 
believe you will be any more successful in negotiating 
with the Soviets in a second term? 

Significant progress in arms control -- particularly 

in controlling and reducing strategic nuclear weapons -- has 

been one of the basic goals of my Administration from the 

outset. 

Except for concluding the SALT II Treaty, not nearly 

as much has been accomplished as I had hoped. But, I am not 

going to turn away from my deep commitment to the pursuit 

of mutual arms control agreements which enhance the security 

of the United States and its allies, and which strengthen 

international stability and the hopes for peace. 

The SALT Treaty 

The most prominent arms control achievement of my 

Administration is, of course, SALT II. The SALT process, and 

the SALT II Treaty, which Governor Reagan would abandon in 

favor of an impossible pursuit of military superiority, is 

the product of three Republican and Democratic Administrations 
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all of which were conv inced that lim i t ing Sovi et strategi c 

ar8s strengthe ns U.S. security and reduces t h e risk of 

nuclear war. 

Because SALT II limits competiti o n between the Un ited 

States and the Soviet Union in the most cangerous arena, 

this Treaty is the single most important bilateral agreement 

of the decade: 

SALT II will permit us better to maintain strategic 

equivalence in nuclear weapon s and devote our 

defense spending more on our highest priority 

needs for conv entional force improvements; 

Without it, the Sov iets can add more power to their 

forces and better conceal from us what they are 

doing; 

Without SALT II, and the beginning of SALT III, 

deeper cuts would take many more · years to achieve; 

and 

Without SALT II, our efforts to control the 

proliferation of nuclear weapons will be more 

difficult. 

I believe that the Senate will ratify SALT II because 

the Treaty is, in its simplest terms, in the interest of 

our Nation 1 s security. 

The successful negotiation of the SALT Treaty, of 

course, represents only one step -- although an enormously 

important one -- toward a very long-term goal. The short-



term milesto ne is a reflec tion of the treaty itself and 

I know that milestone seems to be getting fart ~er and 

~arther away instead of closer. I am determined to press 

on for greater reductions and tighter controls over 

strategic weapons in SALT III. 

Other A..rms Control Accomp lishments 

More broadly in the area of arms control, my 

Administration has made every effort -- against continuing 

adverse trends -- to reduce the international traffic in 

armaments and in that way to turn the funds which are 

spent in the Third World for swords into outlays for 

greatly needed plough shares. ~y !'_d~i!:.istration has also 

initiated the multilateral negotiations on a comprehensive 

test ban and is pursuing negotiations on controlling 

chemical, biological, and radiological weaoons. We hav e 

also established a negotiating forum for limiting Soviet 

anti-satellite capabilities. 

Progress has been slow. But my determination to 

pursue the goal of arms control is undiluted. 
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Arms Control - SALT Treaty 

Q: What are the prospects for the SALT Treatv? Is it 
dead, or do you intend to seek its ratifi~ation if 
you are reelected? If this Treaty cannot be ratified, 
will you withdraw it from the Senate and try to 
renegotiate it with the Soviets? why is a SALT Treaty 
that does nothing to reduce the Soviet threat or the 
levels of nuclear weapons worth so much effort? Might 
it be better to forget the treaty and start fresh 
negotiations for a real arms reduction treaty, as your 
Republican challenger says he wants? 

?esponse 

The SALT II Treaty is a major accomplishment of my 

Administration. It is not a favor we are doing the 

Soviet Union. It contributes directly and significantly 

to the security of the United Stated and our Allies. 

It is a fundamental element of political and strategic 

stability in a turbulent and dangerous world. 

While the SALT Treaty is pending ratification, my 

Administration will observe its basic terms so long as 

the Soviet Union complies with those terms as well --

as monitored by us. I am determined to seek ratification 

of the Treaty at the earliest opportune I asked 

the Senate to delay voting on the Treaty not to kill it, 

but because I recognized that it lacked sufficient 

political support to win. 

Governor Reagan and the Republican Party would 

abandon SALT and the arms control process built up by 

every President since Eisenhower. Instead, he would put 



off negot ia tion s with t he Soviet Onion until the CS 

had achieved military supeciority -- which in ~he real 

wo rld means never. 

I remain committed to t he mutual, negotiated 

reduction and control of nuclear weapons. SALT II is 

such an agreement. Th e benefits of this Treaty to the 

secu rity interests o f the US are clear: 

o Under the Treaty, the United States will not 

have to reduce any strat egic systems, while 

the Soviets will have to reduce 250. 

o Under the Treaty, the United States will be 

able to carry out all our planned strategic 

modernization programs, including the Trident I 

missile, the air-launched cruise missile, and 

the M-X land-based missile. The Soviets will 

be limited to deploying only one new land-based 

missile, instead of the four that they have been 

developing. 

o The Soviets will be limited to a ffiaximum of ten 

warheads on their large land-based missiles, 

while the US will be able to place ten on t h e 

M-X when it replaces the current Minuteman missile 

which carries only three. 

These are the benefits of the SALT Treaty. I want 

the American people to understand clearly what the conse­

quences of a world without the SALT Treaty ~ a world wh ich 

Go vernor Reagan apparently wants, wou ld be like: 



o ~ithout SALT, the Sov~ets could de?loy aver 

3 , 000 boG be rs and missiles , instead of the 

2,400 they are all owed under the Treaty. 

o Withou t SALT, the Soviets c ou ld deploy as many 

warhead s on their large missiles as they are 

capable of carrying, fifteen or t wenty or even 

mo re o n each missile inst ead of ten. 

o Without SALT, the Soviets could target an 

additional three to six tho~sand mo re warheads 

on American cities and military targ et s than 

they would under the Treaty. 

o Without the predictability of SALT, defense 

planning by our military leaders would be much 

more difficult. The M-X programs, a central 

element in our planned strategic modernization, 

would be harder to design and to build, and 

more costly, because we could not know wh at 

the size of Soviet forces would be and would 

have to predict t h e wor st .. 

o Without SALT, our ability to monitor Soviet 

forces -- and thus to evaluate Soviet capabili­

ties -- would be reduced, because the Soviets 

would be freed from the SALT constraints on 

deliberate concealment of strategic forces. 

o Without SALT, the likely incre a se in So v iet 

strategic capabilities would require us to spend 

event more on defense, pe r hap s on the order of 



an additional $30 billion o ver a 10 year 

period. This would coGpound our already 

difficult budget choices. We would of course 

spend what is necessary for our security, but 

with SALT, it would be less. 

We did not negotiate this Treaty to make friends 

with the Soviet Union. We negotiated it because we are 

adversaries, and it is in our security interest to have 

reliable, effective and verifiable limits on Soviet 

forces. In a period of heightened tension, it is all 

the more necessary to have reliable constraints on the 

competition in strategic weapons. 

After the SALT Treaty is ratified, I am determined 

to proceed in SALT III to more comprehensive and deep 

reductions in the numbers of nuclear weapons and to more 

stringent qualitative controls on weapons development. 

SALT III must also bring in new categdries of nuclear 
' 

weapons, such as long-range theater nuclear systems in 

Europe. 

SALT I marked the first step towards slowing the 

arms race. SALT II will bring actual reductions and 

qualitative limits on Soviet forces. SALT III must go 

on to produce even more drastic reductions and tigher 

controls over weapons development. 



Gove rnor Reagan on SALT 

Reagan op?osed the SALT II Treaty as it was negotiated by 
both the rord and Carter administrations. His objections, e v en 
before the details of the Treaty were known, were on the grounds 
it would allow the Soviets to achieve nuclear ?arity. 

"We should be far more aware of our bargaining strength 
than we seem to be. The Soviet Union seems most anxious to 
enter a SALT II agreement. They have reason to be worried 
about a defense weapons s y stem in which we hold a huge 
technological lead, a bright spot for us called the cruise 
missile ... The best way to have an equitable SALT II agree~ent 
is to negotiate from a firmly established position. We 
should not be so eager for an agreement that we Gake unneces­
sary concessions, for to grant such concessi ons is to whe t 
the Soviet appetite for more." 

New York Times 
February 11, 1976 

Reagan then changed his objections. He no longer objected to 
Soviet parity but rather he claimed the Soviets would become 
superior to the United States. 

"President Carter and his supporters in the Congress ... are 
negotiating a SALT II treaty that could very well make this 
nation NUMBER TWO behind the Soviet Union in defense and 
offense capability." 

Ronald Reagan Letter 
February, 19 7 9 

Reagan did not change this latter objection and used it as a 
standard campaign line. 

"SALT II is not strategic arms limitation. It is strategic 
arms buildup, with the Soviets adding a minimum of 3,000 
nuclear warheads to their inventory ... " 

In late 1979, Reagan 
his criticism of SALT II. 
Soviets achieving- nuclear 
new policy. 

New York Times 
September 16, 1979 

began to add his own SALT 9roposals to 
Where at first he had objected to the 

parity, in 1979 he began to advocate a 

" ( an) arms limitation agreement that legitimately reduces 
nuclear armaments . to the point that neither country represents 
a threat to the other." 

San Jose Mercury 
September 16, 1979 
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Go vernor Reagan on S.ZI.LT 

By early 1980, Reagan was joining his standard critic i sm of 
SALT II with his proposal of first achie v ing military superiority, 
and then negotiating a nuclear arms reduction treaty. 

"We also should have learned the lesson that we cannot 
negotiate arms control agreements that will slow down the 
Soviets move ahead of us in every category of armaments. 
Once we clearly demonstrate to the Soviet leadership that 
we are determined to compete, arms control negotiations will 
~gain have a chance. On such a basis, I would be pre9 ared 
to negotiate vigorously for verifiable reductions in 
armaments, since only on such a basis could reductions be 
equitable." 

Chicago Council on Foreign Relations 
March 17, 1980 

Reagan also believes that the United States should not abide 
by the provisions of SALT II prior to its ratification: 

"I believe the SALT II Treaty should be withdrawn, and I 
especially believe that the U.S. should not abide by its 
terms prior to ratification. To abide by the terms of the 
proposed agreement would violate Article XXXIII of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Act of 1961. 

"SALT II is not Strategic Arms Limitation; it is Strategic 
Arms Build-up, with the Soviet Union authorized to add a 
minimum of 3,000 nuclear warheads to their arsenal, and the 
U.S. embarking on a $35 billion catch-up program which will 
not be complete until 1990, if then, and there wil1 be ten 
very dangerous years in between." 

Response to question posed by 
Arms Control Today, May 1980 

Finally, in August, he stated: 

I cannot, however, agree to any treaty, including the SALT II 
treaty, which, in effect, legitimizes the continuation of a 
one-sided nuclear arms buildup. 

Veterans of Foreign Wars 
August 18, 1980 



Arms Control: So~ iet Compli an ce 

Q: There is a long record of serious charces of Soviet 
cheating on SALT I and the ABM Treaty, - o n t he agreemen t 
banning biological weapons and on the 1925 Ge n e v a Pro t ocol 
prohibiting the use of chemical weapons. Recently , 

Response: 

there have been questi ons about whether the Sov iets are 
really abiding by all the limits in the SALT II Treaty 
while it is pending ratification. 

What is your Administration's record on raising -- a nd 
satisfactorily resolving -- compliance issues with the 
Soviets? Has your Administration e v er held back pursuing 
a SALT or other arms control compliance issues with the 
Sov iets? Do you believe the Soviets abide by arms c o ntro l 
agreements? In short, can they be tru sted? 

I am appalled by the ill-informed -- and irresponsible 

charges by the Republican Party that my Administration is 

"covering up" Soviet violations of SALT I and SA-LT II, 

as well as other arms control agreements. It is an 

insult to my integrity and patriotism to allege that I, 

or any official in my Administration, would suppress 

evidence of a Soviet violation of an arms control agreement, 

or would fail to take appropriate action to resolve any 

outstanding question. 

The simple fact is that the Sov iet Union has, on 

certain occasions, pushed to the limits of the SALT I 

agreement. The Soviet Union seems to abide by the letter, 

certainly not the spirit of its arms control obligations. 

This is why my Administration, and all Administrations, 

Republican as well as Democratic, sin ce President 

Eisenhower, have sought to negotiate c arefully drafted 

arms control agreements with the Soviet Union. There were 
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unfortunate ambiguities in the SALT I Interim 

Agreement negotiated by Presiaent Nixon. In SALT II, 

my Administration has taken enormous pains to draft 

an agreement that avoids such ambiguities and loopholes. 

The Soviet Union has abided by its obligations 

in the SALT I Interim Agreement and the ABM ~reaty. 

And the Soviet Union continues to observe the limits 

of the SALT II Treaty, as is the United States, while 

it is pending ratification. United States monitoring 

and other intelligence capabilities are capable of 

detecting potential Soviet violations. I state categorically 

to the American people that my Administration has 

raised with the Soviets every serious compliance question 

which we were justified in doing on the basis of our 

monitoring and intelligence information. All of these 

SALT compliance issues have either been satisfactorily 

resolved, or are still under active consideration in 

the periodic meetings of the SALT Standing Consultative 

Committee, which meets regularly to consider compliance 

and other SALT matters. 



,; rrr. s Con t r- o 1 : TNF Negotiatior.s 

Q: Khy did your Administration recently agree to meet with 
the Russians to have "preliminary discussions" about 
theater nuclear arms control talks in Europe? Wouldn't 
it be better to wait until after November 4 to begin such 
discussions? What do you hope to achieve by such talks? 
Aren't we really entering these talks to pacify our allies 
who fear a nuclear arms race in Eurooe? Do vou believe 
there is any serious prospect of red~cing So;iet SS-20 
deployments? 

Response 

In an historic action last December, NATO decided 

to modernize theater nuclear forces with the deployment 

of 572 U.S. long-range Pershing ballistic missiles and 

Ground-Launched crisis missiles. These new missiles will 

be capable of striking targets 1n the Soviet Union from 

bases in Western Europe. 

The NATO decision was 1n response to an ongoing 

Soviet buildup of its theater nuclear forces, in particular 

with the new mobile, triple warhead SS-20 missile, and 

the Backfire bomber. 

At the same time, NATO agreed that the U.S. should 

offer to negotiate equal limits on long-range thea~er 

nuclear weapons with the Soviets. The U.S. expressed 

its readiness to conduct such negotiations in the ~ontext 

of SALT III. F~~ther, we stated our willingness to begin -------------
preliminary discussions of theater nuclear limitations 

even prior to the start of SALT III. I believe such 

p;reliminary exchanges could be helpful. Negotiations on 



t hea ter nuclear systems will be a ~ew area, with new 

concepts to work out and new objectives to define. 

However, the Soviets chose to set totally unacceptable 

preconditions to accepting our offer of negotiations. 

They demanded that NATO renounce or at least suspend its 

decision to deploy new missiles, before they would begin 

talks. The Soviets would continue their own SS-20 and 

Backfire deployments unabated. Clearly, the Soviet goal 

was to divide the Alliance on the modernization decision, 

which was politically very sensitive in several European 

countries. 

We and our allies stood firmly togeth~r on our 

December decision. Finally, late this summer, the Soviets 

recognized the true extent of NATO's determination; and 

agreed to our December offer of talks. We immediately 

began consulting with our allies in preparation for the 

preliminary exchanges. With the agreement of our NATO 

partners, the initial exhanges will take place this fall. 

NATO is firmly agreed that these talks, and sub­

sequent neaotiations will not delay in any way implementa­

tion of the December modernization decision. We are 

prepared to enter into an equal, balanced agreement 

limiting these weapons on both sides. But we will not 

hold up our essential TNF deployments while awaiting the 

outcome of negotiations. 

These preliminary exchanges on TNF arms control are 

extremely important for the future of the SALT process. 



They will take place in the fra~ework of SALT III, and 

will deal directly with issues of vital concern to our 

~ATO allies. This is another urgent reason for ratifying 

the SALT II Treaty and getting on to SALT III without 

delay. 




