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( 
Mondale 

"President Rayo, Mrs. Roya, distinguished heads of delegations, 
members of Congress, honored guests and friends. This is 
indeed a proud day for the people of Panama. And it is 
a proud day for the people of the United States. Together 
on this moving occasion, our two nations rejoice as we wrice 
a new chapter in the history of our hemisphere. We meet 
at the magnificent'Canal of Panama. For 65 y~ars it has 
stood as a triumphant symbol of civilization, of the engineering, 

. medjcal, and entrepeneurial genius of the 20th century. 
But from this 'moment forward the p:anama Canal takes on a 
_second symbolic me~ning. It b~comes two success stories; . 
both . of technology and of political ideals; both of engineering 
wizardry and of diplomatic vision; both of the conquest 
of nature and the cooperation of cultures. We now seal 
a relationship between two independent nations to guarantee 
the operation and defense of one of the world 1 s key waterways, 
working together in mutual interest and for mutual benefit. 
The United States and Panama can be confident in our ability 
to achieve our shared objectives. I am here today to say 
that we wili honor in full the terms of the Treaty. We 
will keep the Canal operating smoothly just as it has been 
since its opening in 1914. It will remain a safe and sure 
route of transit for the commerce of the entire world. 
Today the United.States and Panama settle mote than the 
future of the Canal. For as President Carter has said these 
treaties mark the commitment of the United States to the 
belief that fairness and not force should lie at the heart 
of our dealings with the nations of the world. Our partnership 
is the outcome not of the politics of confrontation but 
of a common search for justice. A politics not of domination 
or dependence but of mutual interest and aspiration. And 
other countries of the world near and far can draw a meaning 
of what Panama ' and the United States have accomplished. 
For both our countries have acted with restraint and responsibility. 
Both achieved long-standing goals, and both have strengthened 
their capacity for independent action and influence on the 
global scene. Panama has long been a crossroads of world 
commerce. Today Panama also stands at the midpoint of a 
new heartland of emerging democracy. In Quito, in La Paz, 
we have just witnessed free elections and a successful transition 
to civilian rule. In Lima a new constitution has oeen adopted. 
In Santo Domingo elections brought an orderly transfer of 
power for the first time in our century. In Managua winds 
of democratic progress are stirring where they have long 
been stifled. In Honduras, the return to constitutional 
rule and elections is underway. From the Dominican Republic 
to the North, from the Andean states to the South we celebrate 
today a remarkable advance toward effecti v e democratic institu­
tions. This move toward more open and democratic societies 
is an indigenous process, not a formula imposed from elsewhere 
wiihout regard to the diversities of the people concerned. 
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It is a dynamic and evolving order reflecting national 
diversities alive to aspirations for human rights, and responsive 
to the drive to participate in the political process. The 
process of the past two years refutes the claim that only 
authoritarian methods can provide the social disc ipline 
for_ wellbeing and growth. Instead, as the Quito declaration 
states, the best way to guarantee the prosperity of people 
is to provide a climate of freedom a nd enforcement of human 
r-ights under new .. forms ·of . s_ocial democracy. These are the 
ideals we :enshrine in our· Panama Canal . treaties. 

. . . . 

As 15 ~eir~ of ~~gotia~icins ·i~ach their ~bm~nt of fuifillrnent 
today, let us pay tribute to the countless thousands who 
have made and still make the Canal great. To the French 
pioneers who launched its history, to the Americans, and 
Barbadians, and Jamaicans; and people literally from every 
nation in the world who built the Canal against such over­
whelming odds. To the Panamanians and Americans whose hard 
work day after day has maintained its efficient operation 
and to tho~e who will continue that crucial work by staying 
on with the Panama Canal Commission. The creation of the 
Canal, as its superb historian his written, "was one of 
the supreme human achievements of all time, the culmination 
of a heroic dream of four hundred years, and of more than 
20 years of phenomenal effort and sacrifice. The fifty 
miles between the oceans ·were among the hardest ever won 
by human effort and ingenuity. And no statistics on tonnage 
or tolls can begin to convey the grandeur of what was accomplished. 
The Canal is an expression of that old and noble desire, 
to bridge the divide, to bring people together." So today 
let us celebrate a new bridging of the divide, a new drawing 
together. For 65 years the Panama Canal has joined the 
oceans. Now and forevermore it will join our ideals. 

Thank you." 

Press Release 
Albrook Field, Panama 
October 1, 1979 
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E:-IBARGOED FOR RELEASE UNTII. 
AFTER THE BRIEF ING . Hi\. Y. 14 , 19 8 0 

Office - of the Hhi te House . Pr~ss Secretary . 
-- -------------------- -- - - ~------------------------

THE i·:rlITE HOUS'E 

l·lHITE HOUS'E S7.;~:S.:-!E:~ :7 CC-: 
CUl3AN RI:FUGI:E:S 

After con~ultations with senior advisers an~ ·wi th Congress, and in 
the sp i=it of t h e San Jose Confe~ence, t~e ?~esiCe~t has decided 
to take the following steps to weloo:r.e the C-..:ban refugees in a 
lega.l and . o·rder.ly · p_rocess :. . 

l. 1-ie are· prep_a·r.ed to · start · an a_irlift · or a. sealift 
ir.:.1ediately : as soon as President CZ?.st·ro acce;:its 
this offer. Our Go v e:?:"n;-;:ent is ch:::=::e=inc- t •,; o 
large, sea-worthy shi?s, whic~ wil l go t6 ~ey West 
to standby, ready to go to Cuba. 7o ensure a 
legl;\l and orderly process,. all peo;;,le will have 
to be screened before departure =ro=. Cuba. 
Priority will be given to political prisoners, 
to close relatives of U.S. oernanent residents, 
and to persons who sought freedo~ in the Peru­
vian Embassy and in our Interest Section last 
month. In the course of our discussions with 
the Congress and with the Ct!ban-;,..~erican co~­
munity, the international community and the 
Cubiln Government, we 1·1il1 deter;;;.ine the n~-:!!:ler 
of people to be ta.ken over the next twel ve 
months. Ne will fulfill our hu;:ianitaria.n res.:ion­
sibili ties, and we ho;ie other gover::unents wili 
adjust their pr-evious pledges to resettle 
Cuban refugees to take into acco~nt the larger 
problem that has developed. This will ?rovice 
a safe and orderly way to accoa-:-,cc.ate Cubans 
wishing to enter the U.S. 

2. Tomorrow, we will open a Family ?.egis tra tion 
Office in Miami to receive the names of c lose 
Cuban relatives of U.S. perGanent resicents 
who will be eligible for immigratio~. 

3. The Coast Guard is now cc::::::unica-=.in-:; 1vit..'1 these 
vessels illegally enroute to or frc::-. Cuba and 
those alreadv in Mnriel Harbor tc tell che~ to 
return to th~ United ~iates without taking Cubans 
on boa.rd. If they fo1low this di:eotive, they 
have nothing to fear fro::? the la•.•:. :-/e 1-; ill do 
everything possible to stop these illegal trips 
to Cuba. 1-ie will ta}:e the follo·.-iir:i; ste?s to 
ensure that the law is obeyed: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

The Imii.igrcltio:1 and ~~c.tu::-2.li.2.=~io::. S~!""l_,·ice (I1~ S ) 
~ill continue to i ssue nctic ~s o~ i::::en t to fine 
those unlawfully bringing C~j~ns to this count=y. 
As fines become due, they will be col lec t ed. 

All vessels currc:1tly ~:-:2 u ::1.:l·.;f·..1.!.:.. ·:" carrying 
Cubans to this count=y will hc~ocfo=th be 
seiz~d by the custo~s Servi=8. 

1
\n~·c:1~ ·,..tho :.2~'.".:>:::.:-:; \•: i. t. h ~= s -.:>:~-:s ':::- :-,:; ·.: o i:?. s ;--. :~ 
to Cuna , .. ,:1 .!. •-:;; ~ .:. 3 b eet: :.e: ~ : -~<: ·.: i.l : :: -:: s t :::., j cc~ :c 
scra.r <.1 tc cri:-:-. i r.2. i ;::-os•~c:.; ::~ s :: . 
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4. 

5. 

(d} The Coast Guard will contin~e to review each 
vessel that returns . to the United S t ates for 
viol~tib~s of bo~t safetj law . · ~hose fou~d 
tci be in ~r6ss v iolation of the law will be 
subject to crirnin~l ?rosecution and additional 
fines. Fu=t..,er;:-:cr-e, boa::s ·w· hich a::-e fo:..:.:;d to 
be safety hazards will be detained. 

(e) Any indiv idual 1-:ho '..c.s been notified by I},S 
for unlawfully bringi~g Cuban~ into the country 

-an~ who mak~~ a~~ t her trip will be subject to 
criminal prosecutio ~ a~C the bont used for sue~ 
a repeat trip will be seized for forfeiture 
proceedings. 

( f) ., · Law ... enforcement · ager.cies will ·. take . acdi tional ·. 
steps·, as necessary, to i::iplement this policy 
anc:l to di~·co1.1rage t:-.e unla,....ful boat . truf!ic to 

.:·, .. C:1:lba: .: 

Castro has taken hardened cricinals out of prison and 
mental patients out of hospitals and has forced boat 
owners to tnke them to the U.S. Thus far, over 400 
such prisoners have been detained. We will not per­
mit our country to be used as a dumping ground for 
criminals who represent a danc;er to our society, and 
we will .begin exclusion proceedings against these 
people at once. 

These steps will make clear to the Governraent of Cuba 
our determination to negotiate an orderly process. 
This is the mission of the three-government delegation 
established by the San Jose Conference last week. Our 
actions 8re intended to pro~ote an international solu­
tion to this problem. We intend to continue our con­
sultations with the partici?ants of the San Jose Co.:1-
fercnce and consider additional steps the international 
corn.'":lunity should take to resolve this problem. 

In summary, ··the U.S. will welcome Cubans, seeking freedom, iP- ilC­

cordance with our laws, and we ·.-1ill ?Ursue every avenue to estab­
lish an orderly and regular flo;-; . 

The President continues to be greatly co::::erned about the Haitic:ns 
who have been coming to this country c:-: ·sr.!all beats. He has in­
structed appro~riate federal asencies to receive the Haitians in 
the same ::ianner as others seeking asyli.:..-:i. Ho•,.;ever, our L;i:,.;s never 
contempl=tcd and do not provide adeq~atcly for paople coning to 
our shores in t~e manner the Cubans and H3itians have. ~e will 
work closely with the Congress __ to for~ula"te a long-tcrj;l solution 
to this problem and to det~r~ine the legal status of these "boat 
people"after the current ernerg~ncy situation is controlled. 

The Cuban :American com..-..,uni ty has contribut~d r:iuch to Mia.':ti, the 
State of Florida, and to ou.r cou;1t.ry. Th~ Prcside;-it undc::: s tands 
tbe deep desire to reunite far::ilies ·,/!':ici: h~s led to t.:-lis si t~-1a­
tion a He ·calls u:::,n t:1e C-..:ban-;._-:-.~ric.2.:-: cor:1...rn,.;r.i ty to e:sld th•.= boat. 
flotilla .:i,nd h el:,:,· bring about ;:i s.:1.fe c:nc or: c1 erly rc!:;o.;.ution to 
this crisis. 

JI 
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DEFENSE POLICY / WEAPONS SYSTEMS 

Reagan 

I. Weapon Systems 

Reagan and the Republican Platform call for massive 
rearmament · in .. both · conventional and nuclear forces. 
While both Reagan and the· Republican platform list specific · · 

··we'apo:n · systems· · which- they .. woµ,l.,;L fU:nd, it appears . that 
Reagan fa vors an arms race as ari end i~ iisel£ ~~ as 
a means for challenging Soviet industrial capacity; 

"If we start an arms buildup, they (the Soviets) 
will understand that the alternative to legitimate 
limitation is our industrial might· and power turned 
to a military buildup." 

Wall Street Journal 
June 3, 1980 

Reagan ha~ been a constant supporter of all weapon 
programs. In fact, he has never publicly opposed any 
major weapon system in the last 15 years. 

Neutron Bomb · · 

Reagan strongly opposed any funding cuts in the 
development of the neutron bomb. He views the neutron 
bomb as "an offensive weapon that could bridge the g~p 
for conventional weapons." (New York Times, May 6, 1980) 

Reagan has called the neutron bomb the closest thing 
to the ideal weapon. 

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

"Now some e xpress horror at this and charging 
immortality, portray 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, b u t al l wa r weapons bac k t o 
club, the sli ng and t h e a r r ow , a r e designed to kill 
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the soldiers of the enemy. With g unpowder and 
artillery and later bombs and bombers, war could 
not be confined to the battlefield. And so came 
total war with non-combatants outnumbering soldiers 
in casualties." 

. Reagan Radio Transcript 
March 1978 - April l97a 

• ·•.:. : _ •. · . ,r "·/• . .. :.- ~. _> • :.'.• • , .:· •• • • 

Reagan supports depioym~ri~ of th~ ri~dfi6ri bo~S ih ­
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." 

MX Missile 

Washington Post 
April 24, 1980 

Reagan supports development of the MX Missile system. 
However, because it will be years before the system is 
deployable, he has called for a faster remedy. 

"To prevent the ultimate catastrophe of a massive 
nuclear attack, we urgently need a program to preserv e 
and restore our strategic deterrent. The Administra­
tion proposes a costly and complex new missile system. 
But we can't complete that until the end of this 
decade. ·Given the rapidly growing vulnerability 
of our land based missile force, a faster remedy 
is needed." 

Cruise Missile 

Address to Chicago Council on 
Foreign Relations 

March 17, 1980 

Reagan is a strong advoc~te of the cruise missile. 

"You've got a weapon system they can't counter 
... The cruise missile could be just that." 

Los Angel es Ti me s 



Reagan has attacked the Carter Administration for 
delaying production of the cruise missile. 

"\ve have an administration that in t.nr ee years 
has done aW?Y with ... the cruise missile . . . and you 
could go on with weapon after weapon ... -" 

San. J.ose News-
·· March ro · . 1980 . . t . . 

Republican Platform 

The Republican.platform calls for development of 
virtually every weapon system under consideration: 

"o the earliest possible deployment of the MX missile 
in a pradent survivable configuration; 

a accelerated development and deployment of a 
new manned strategic penetrating bomber that 
will exploit the $5.5 billion already invested 
in the B-1, while employing the most advanced 
technology available; 

0 

0 

0 

0 

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

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

modernization of the military command and control 
system to assure the responsiveness of U.S. 
strategic nuclear forces to presidential command 
in peace or war; and 

vigorous resear6h and development of a/i effective 
anti-ballistic missile system, such a ~) is already 
at hand in the Soviet Union, as well as more 
modern ABM technologies." 

1980 Republican Platform 



B-1 Bomber 

In 1976, when the Senate voted to delay a decision 
on building the B-1 bomber, Reagan criticized its action. 

"The action in the Senate must have been good 
news in Moscow. They rnu~t have been toasting in 
the . Kremlin.;. ·• 

~vashingtcn Post 
May 22, 1976 

Similarly, when President Carter cancelled production 
of the B-1, Reagan questioned the decision. 

Y-C 14 

"I don't think that the current administration 
is doing what should be done - not when it cancels 
~he B-1 bomber, which is probably the foremost advance 
in aircraft that has ever been -- or has been presented 
since we went to the jet engines ... " 

Face the Nation 
May 14, 1978 

Reagan criticized the Carter Administration for 
cutting funding for the Boeing YC-14: 

"All of this sounds reassuring, doesn't it? 
But there is a kicker in the story - Last December 
the Administration cancelled the YC-14 program in 
one of its 'national security' or perhaps I should 
say 'insecurity' decisions. 

"Meanwhile, by some stranse coincidence the 
Soviet Union just happens to be go i ng full-speed ahead 
on an airplane building program. And the plane 
they are building loo ks for all the world li ke a 
mirror image of the YC-14. Well, why not? The 
YC-14 is the most ad v anced idea i n cargo transport 
of combat forces and equipme n t in the world toda y ." 

Reagan Rad i o Broadcast 
June, 19 78 
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MILITARY POLICY 

Bush 

Bush 

"My view is, get a good SALT Treaty and sign it. 
My view is, strengthen defense. So I thin k the 
linkage that I got from your question is though 
I know others feel that way, I think it is; and 
my view has always been judge the Treaty on its 

.: ·.- ·x:ne.c:1,-ts.,. . and:-.. if.·_:it:._' !:i .. goo.d, go ahead ... Strengthe.n defense.; 
yes, ~e're going to have to do that. · You ~ee, when 
Pre-sident · Ca-r.ter came·. in he took. out ·of- the Fo'rd 
~~d~et the B-1, th~ rieutron, improvemerit of the 
Navy. And there was one other major area -- MX 
-- the mobile missile. And he took all this out, 
shifted that money over into the social side of 
the equation, in terms of spending, and I think 
those priorities were wrong. I think we're getting 
too weak." 

CBS Face the Nation 
page 8 
October 7, 1979 

"For even if the Carter administration were able 
to convince the American people that it hasn't failed 
in its responsibility to maintain our nation's strategic 
capabilities -- and I, for one, believe the people are 
wise enough to see·through this orchestrated campaign 
-- the Soviet Union is all-too-aware of our country's 
dimini~hed military, naval and strategic power. 

"The men in the Kremlin know, as Governor Reagan 
has pointed out, that in the past fifteen years the United 
States has lost its deterrent advantage over the Soviet 
Union in all but a handful of milttary categories --
and if current trends continue, they'll surpass us even 
in those. 

"It's a frightening thought. But in this crucial 
year of decision, the operative phrase in that thought 
is, obviously, "if current trends.· continue." 

World Affaii~ Council, Pittsburgh 
September 5, 1980 
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Carter Record on Defefrise ·Programs: 
Claims . and Rea·lity. 

Th c !, cl m j n is tr at ion ' s d cf c n s c bu cl g c ts ;:rn d pro g r ams 
demonstrate its clear commitment to prcscrvinr, our national 
security in the face of sustained Soviet. cl1allcnce. This 
record st;-inds in clear· contrast to the ncrform<.1nce--if not 
th c r h ct or i c - - of pr cc cc ding P. c. pub 1 i Gm ~ dm in is tr at i on s . 

S.omc .. h·avc· - c·J:a .. imed that ' uFord \•.'ould. have don:c more 
·than President Ca.rtcr · has ·done. 11 It is · alh·~ys eas icr to 
claim ,-.rhat · might. :h~ve· been done than to actually · dclive-r. 
Again, the President's record is notc\·:orthy--four years of 
sustained real growth, in contrast to eight years of real 
decline. 

o The last "real" Ford budget i-.'as the one for Fiscal 
Year 1977, submitted in 1976; before GOP primaries stimu­
lated a series of interim ch-a!].ges, and before the Presi­
dent's defeat in November 1976 left his officials just 
before leaving office free to propose a budget that did 
not have to meet the standards of realisra and consistency 
required of a budget that must be defended.nnd executed 
by its authors. · 

e CJ.aims that strategic prog1·ar;:s planned by the Ford 
Administration were vitiated by President Carter are based 
on a combination of misleading assertioais and ·oversimplifi­
cation. These charges simply don't stand up under scrutiny. 

1·le already had 100 '_'extral" ~1inutcr:1an m"issilcs 
(missiles with out launchers) in the inv'entory. Keeping the 
production line in a stand-by status (as suggested by ford) 
at a cost of as m~ch as $300 million a year, made no sense 

_at all, and this Administration wisely declined to do ft . . 
Ford's covered trench-:nobilc i-1X missile might 

have been operational in FY 84, as J1c proj cctcd, but the 
system as designed_ would J_1,ly e been ;~i:ch ~css cap.:?ble thc1n­
the carcflllly studied design noh' uno~rgo::.ng full scale 
development by the Carter Admini.st:ration. 

Me c t in g a FY 7 9 I O C f or t l 1 c TR. I DE 1'\ T S S B N , 
:is pro j cc t e d by th c R c. pub 1 i c;1 n s , \,' :1 s c 1 car 1 y i 111 po s s i b 1 c 
as early <1s 1975. Shipyard 111.:J.n2.::c-::1cnt 2nc1 inc1us~ri:il 
d C 1 c1 y rn Ob 1 C lll s w} l :i. Ch p L1 g l1 C cl t Ji C T); ] u G,:T pr O ~:.r cl i:, u; l d Cr 

yn·c'vious 8d1u-injst1·ations ha\'c no,,· been cJcan:~c1 up. The 
first Tlnl'lENT .subrn:trinc i.s ~it s e a no1; :: ,1 d \-:jll be on 
pc1trol next year. 
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. --- The 13-·1 wo~1.lcl not. be·· ;1S c.:ffcctivc a. way to 
m i1 int~ in t ] I C th i r cl J. Cg O [ 0 U r JC t C.: r r C Jl t - - in t.li C [ J.. CC O f 
v·igoTous Soviet ai_r ·cJefcnsc prcigrarns-- a s . ,-:ouT<l the 

. /,c.Jmini s 'tra t j on I S cl y ni1n j C pror,r c1 rn of /\ LCM . cJc.: v c lo p::i cnt, 
production a nd d e p l oyme nt. Th e ;\LCM contTactor ha s b ce;n 
recentl y s c 1cctecl, 2.nd t h e; p ro gram js on sc lic d ul e. \':ark 
on design , c onstruction nnd c v cnturll pr ocuremen t o f a 
n cw AL CM c arr i c r a i r craft i s a 1 s o u n d e: r \-i o. y and o·n 
scJ1cdu·1c. 1\le noH pr,oject an 1982 IOC [or the fi r st full 
squ;:idron of B-52s, each aircrc1ft equipped with 16 missiles. 
(Funding has also been requested for · nc w penet ra ti ng 
bomber ·. technology ,for _a 1990s rcp1ncc:T:ent to the J3-52.) 

. . . •' . . . . . . ' 

. . . . - ·- · . . . Fina1·1y, .. th~. Carter Adm in is tra-t fen has . . 
ass1gncd 'high priority to re'a-li:Stic ground- a.nd sea~launched . ·· 
cruise missile pTograms, with the result that 1-:c will 
have a GLCM available for deployment in Europe as soon as 
the infra~tructure is available to receive it. In December 
our NATO allies endorsed this deployment as one element 
of the Alliance's TNF modernization program. A SLCM 
prograr.1 is proceeding in para)lel with the counterpart 
g round - J au n ch c d p r o j e ct . By ~--on t r as t , n o d e c i s i on s on 
full-scale develop1:1ent of any cruise missile 1•.1ere 1;iade by 
the Republicans until the last few days of the Ford 
Administration. 

o This Administration has responded wisely to the 
adverse trends in the military balance (trends which 
arise from a doubling of Sovi~t military spending in the 
last twenty years . while ours remained level) and to 
increased dangers to U.S. interests through steady 

-increases in defense budgets, culminating in substintial 
growth in the FY 81 defense budget. Our current Five 
Year Defense Program projects continued real gro,-1th in 
defense spending through FY 1985. 

In the first .year of this Administration, we placed 
the major weight of our efforts be11ind improving NATO's 
early conventional combat capc..bility, primaril y through 
the Alliance's Long Term Defense Program and the three 
percent real growth commitment. h'e next turned to the 
problem of modc::niz.ing our strategic Tri~d. ?--lost recently, 
we have taken steps to modcrni:c our t heater nuclear forces 
in Europe . Thus, progr~ms in ci:lch of t hese o.re2s arc 
u11dcn,·ny and have momentum . \\1c 3re; 1101,' conccntr2.ting spi:;cial 
attention and r cs our cc s on i rn pro\' in g o u T c .:1 p J b i 1 it i c s to 
deal 1,•i th the .. thrc::its and crises a r ound t h e h'o r ld and, in 
p a r t i c u l ;i r , "' e a r c a ct. i n g t o ex p n n d t h c i r:l p r o v c ::: c n t ( b c gun 
t,-.•o yc,n·s ;-:igo) in our .:ibility to z;et i:lcn 2.11d e qu ipment 
q u j c k J )' t o po t c n t i :11 .:1 r c :is of c on f l i ct :in cl to r c L 1 in our 
pr cc 1,1 in c ncc .:1t sc .:1 in :-in crJ. of nc\; t cc lmol o gics . 
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Not only }1as the President's cc,::::1itmc.:nt to i.;ro\•1th in 
lJ C ·r (; n s C C a I> a b i" 1 i t y b C C n s t C ;1 c.l y O V C r t Ji r c.: C y C ;1 rs ) bu t k Cy 

p 1:inni ne- ·· to · 1irc c-t·., -c011 t"i n-gc-nc ic: s., s u-ch- a 5' : th.c pr. c1s.8nt crisis . .. 
in the Persian Gulf has been unclen..-ay [or some tHo years. 
Critics have tricu to cLiiTD tliat our healthy increase in 
1 9 8 1 D c [ c n s c s p c n cl i JJ i ,,.,. a s · a 1 as· t m i nu t c.: c on c o c t i on i n 
response to J\fghc1 nistan, J.nd U1nt o u r R;ipicl Dep lo yment 
F o r c es w c r c 1 i k c \·Ji s c an c l c v c n th h o u r i n v en t i on . 

TJi·;·contrary .i.s'true, · and He hdv;."t.11e public re~ ; ·rd 
to prove it. Our 1981 program was built last summer, 
,.,. i th imp or t an t cm p h as is - - I?..E.£ - h o s t a g c a n d P. r c - /\ f g h ~ n i s t an - -
·on expanded .capa-bi-li t.ies . to d-eploy force:s world\·:ide, -
~u.ts.i _dc the N/\'fO t}ic_atcr. _That_ progTc::r:i and the e::iphasis 

·was . fo"rtnuLitri.d ·. du.ring fhe . ea·i:·I-y · fall ·of 197'1··· tfnd · briefed 
to the Congress by Secretary Bro\-m in early December, 
before the Soviet invasion into Afghanistan. l\'hile some 
members in the Congress (1-.1hich has cut every Carter defense 
budget by $1B or more) have only recently "recognized" the 
need for sustained real growth, President Carter has been 
requesting and urging support for such defense budgets 
since his inauguration. 

The Carter modernization thrust snans the entire 
defense program, with impressive ~apabllities now and in 
the future: ~ 

o For the Army, more than doubling the prepositioned 
combat equipment in NATO to allow rapid reinforccraent of 
our Allies, the new XM-1 tank, IFV armored vehicle, and 
the Ro 1 and a i r def c n s e rn i s ·s i 1 e . 

a For the Navy and Marines, the Trident rnissil~ 
and continued Trident submarine production, the AEGIS 
fleet air defense cruiser, new TAKX ),!arine Haritirne 
Prepositioning ships, the F-18/A-18 fighter and attack 
aircraft, and more FFG-7 frigates for protection of 

· supply convoys. 

e For the Air Force, the MX missile and the air­
launched cruise missile (a far more c;i.pablc alternative 
to the B-1) to modernize and strengthen our strategic 
capability; t1-:cnty-six fully equipped tact:icJ.l fighter 
winns many ,vith nc,-/ F-15, F-16 and A-10 nircr3ft; the 

c, ' 
KC-10 advanced cargo/tanker nircraft to speed rapid 
deployment; ~nd the CX transport aircraft to cxpanJ. 
our ability to airlift men and cquip::1cnt an y,,:hcre on 
the g1obc. 

In ncluition, , -.'c :-ire strci1<'thcni;1~ our ,1Jt j on 's :tbil i ty 
t o r cs pond for cc f u 11 y in ; c r i ;; i ~ b )' ;. ~ i 1.: s ', i ~ ~ i ~ j , : g r ~ .S i :~ t ~ a -
tion for potential 1,1ilitnry scn·:icc. l }lJ.s rcg1:::t1·J.t1on o::. 



young JJi"cn ·sJ16i·'tcns tJic t1.mc it-- ,,rill - ti1kc us to 1~ohil izc in 
_ the Lice __ r:,_f. ~1ny. mtJ.itary c:on -tinecncy, : .. and it wiJ.- 1. tcn<l to 
· incr6asc -c·ntistincnts, ·cs·pccially in our reserve forces. 

I n s um , t }1 c r c c o r cl o f Pr e s j cl c n t C :.i r t c r i s a m c a s u r c cl , 
responsible performance that reflects his c onsistent, long­
term commitment to our nation's security. 

t • • . 

. · . . . ..... . 
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This paper prescirits a · b~·lif o~ervicw of the major defense 
programs in the Carter Administration 1 s Five Year Def8nse Program. 

A. Strateofc For~~s 

1 • . MX - In order to meet the challenge post=d by the . 
vigorous Soviet ICSM . piogr~mi : w~ will deploy · 200 ~ew Mi inter­
continental ballistic rnissil~s (ICBMs) in a mqbile and survivable 
basih·g mode. ··· ~ci:ch· HX ·:will-• ,be~. E!gu.ipp~d y-,'•i .t:h ,. 10: warheads, compare:d 
to three on each of ·our current ~1I1WT:::>1Aii IIT mi"ssi.i-e-s~ · · ·'· .. 

2. TRIDENT - We are modernizing the sea-based leg of the 
strategic TRIAD wi.th two major progra□s. The new highly-accurate 
TRIDENT I missile will be placed on POSEIDON subraarines. This 
missile's longer range will enable submarines equipped with it to 
patrol an ocean area 10 times larger, thus making them more 
difficult for the Soviets to :-Cetect and destroy. The new TRIDENT 
submarine, th~ first of which is sche~uled to go on patrol next 
year, has more (24) and larger mi~sile tubes than the POSEIDON 
boats, is cuieter•and can remain on p3trol much longer. 

• ... · '!, • • 

3. Air-Launched Cruised Missile - The long-range, deadly­
a c cu r a t e a i r - 1 a u n ch e d c r u i s e m i s s i l e ( l-. L C•'i) i s the k e y _to th e · 
modernization of the third leg of the TRIAD, ctir bomber force. 
Our plans are to deploy civer 3,000 ALCMs on 151 of our 8-52 
bombers. The ALCM can be launched from a bomber that is far 
outside the range of Soviet air defenses. This program will 
provide an effective retaliatory force well into the 1980s and 
beyond. 

4. New Strategic Aircraft - To hedge against unexpected 
vulnerabilities in the B-52/ALCM system, we are continuing 
to investigate designs for a new cruise ~issile carrier and 
a new manned penetrating bomber. 

B. Forces for NATO 

1. "NATO Long Term Defense ?rogras (~TDP) - This Administra­
t i on bas r e a f f i r r.1 e cl o u r h i st o r i c co r;: ~ i 'c. ::-: e n t to th c c e f ens e o f 
Western Europe against the Warsaw Pact. In 1978, NATO adopted th2 
LTDP (proposed by the United Stc:Jles in 1977), ,-;hich provides for 
l on 9 - t c rm p 1 a n n i n g u n d c o - o pc r .J t i v c e f f o :· t s c:i mo n g t li e U n i t e cl S t u t e 
and our ;,,:1,TO c:!llics. ':tc ond our tJ.\TO aJlie:s are cor~mittE::d to 
incrcnsing rccil defense spcn clin<J (af::.cr infl utio n) by three pcrc·cr. 
per y..:car throush t h e rid-1~! 2,C: s, in o r c2r t:.o bolsLc:: 0ur ccHwc11tior. 
c a p <1 b i l i t i e: s to d e t ~ r - - a r: cl , i f 11 e c c: :::; s c, r y , t.: o c: e: .C ,.::: c, t - - \·:a r s ,v.•: P :c 

a CJ c_; r c ~; t; ion . 
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2. 

2 • Th c a t c r N u c 1 ca r 2 o r_ c ~ - 7 ;·,e a t e r n u.c l e a r f o r c es ( T NF ) 
prc:iv1de an-imporL:lnt link be:ti-18en co,,·;entioncil and strategic 
nu c l ea r ca r a b i 1 i t i es , d em on s t r a t i n s c 'J r . w i 11 i n g :1 es s to use 
nuclear 118apons 1 if necessary, in sup?ort of our ~~-:...TO allies. 
The Soviet build-up in their own .lDng-ran~e theater nuclear 
forces (especially fhe · BACKFIRE borz-,:Je::- and the SS-20 missile) 
cannot go unanswered by NAT O. Thus, ~odernization of our long­
range TNF is a top priority. In Dec2~ber 1979, the Allian6G 
d~cided to deploy in Euro8e 461 groun~-launchcd cruise missiles 
(GLCMs) beginning in 1983 and _repla;e lOB of our older P£RSHING · 

.. IA·: missiles:· 1Ji th···-1 o·hg_e.r·~ range·. PERS'H 1}::'.; · r" I rn i ss i l es. 

3. Pre-positioned Equipment - Our NATO reinforcement 
objectives can be met only if we severely reduce the demand on 
our limited airlift assets during the early stages of a conflict. 
To accomplish this, we are going to preposition more equipment in 
Europe. We have programmed enough ~dditional equi~ment for three 
divisions in Europe by 1982 a~? are considering further increases. 

4. Readiness and Sustainabilitv - In orde~ to inc_rease. 
both the readiness of our forces in Europe as well as their 
ability to. fight fbr longer periods of time, we ·are programming 
in~reases in spare parts, munitions, support structure and 
training, ~ar reserves, and other key support ite~s. In the FY 
1981 budget request, 63 percent of the $59 billion cefense 
logistics dollars are dedicated to SU?port peaceti~e material 
readiness pro~rams~ 

C. Mobil:ty Forces 

Our long~terrn mobility objecti v e is to be able to support 
t h e con c u r r e n t d em a n d s o f a w o r l d - ,,.., i d e l:'! A 7 0 -1 ·fa r s a· .. ..- P a c t con f 1 i c t 
and those of a non-NATO contingency. We will meet those de~ands 
with a carefully balanced program of for~ard deployed forces, 
airlift, sealift and prepositioned eq~ipment. 

1~ A5.rlift - ~·Jc are moving ahecc: •,-.1i th plans for the CX 
t r a r. s p6 r t , \-; h i ch w i l 1 c a r r y o u ts i z e d c a r g o ( s u c h a s : h e av y t a n k s ) 
over i~tercontir.ental ranges and have the capabilit y to operate 
into s~all, austere airfields. We are considering two altetn~tives 
for the CX: a totally new aircraft 2.,:d an ex.istL,s .aircraft (or 
r.,odified version), like the C-5 or 7t.,7. To support dep1oyr:.ent of 
our generc1l ?Ut-pose forces 1 \•Je. have ?r-::,gr2::-. .:icd a nG\,' tanker-cargo 
aircraft, the !<C-10. The KC-10 \-.1ill ::a\'e a un.ic1ue long-ran<Jc, 
l 2 :: 9 e o f f - 1 o ,::: d c .:.: p ,1 c i t y c.J n d t h c c b i l i t y t o c c: r r y c c::: r CJ o i n a cJ c i t. i o n 
to fuel . \·.'i:: a r G al:-:. o en h ,, n c i r:g our Ci ·; i l ;-:: e: :::; e r v c .\ i r F l c: ct (CF~!, :: ) 
;:,,.D,:_;ram , 1Ji1c;cr 1,,hich c oi";;,i,crci,11 c1irc:r.=.'.:t c:re c uil\' c:rtccl lo carry 
r:-,ilito r y ~c~ ss enCJcrs or c ,1rso c1urins iJ c ri sis. 
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2. Sealift - Even with enhanced airlif~ to aug~ent our 
scolift ca-pc:ibility, much of the equii::-:.ent our troops will n2cd in 
combat ri"!u;::;t be carried by ship. Wear~ r:;-urch2.sing eight C0:71 !::ercia.i. 
SL.:...7' cargo' s:hi-r:is· and · cbnvert·in~ the:m to RO/~O (Roll-on/Holl-off) 
ships~ These fast ~hips can carry large a~ounts of equipment to 
European seaports in four days, and the Persian Gulf in two weeks, 
from U.S. ports on the East coast. 

3. Rapid Deplovment Joint Task Force (RDJTF) - In order to 
. be able- to -r.espo.nd (ap-idly to the .. requi remer-its of a non-NATO 
e~ntinge~ci, we hav; desig~ated c~ita1n of : ;ur larrd, se~, ind air ~ 
forces for the RDJTF. The forces available to the RDF include 
both heavy and light Army and M~rine units, naval carrier battle 
groups, and tactical fighter and airlift wings. In a non-NATO 
contingencyr we ~ould initially deploy our light ground forces 
and tactical aircraft, with emphasis on speed and mobility, 
followed by heavy armored RD~ forces, as dictated by the require­
ments of the particular contz~gency. 

4. Maritime Pre~ositioning - Since rapidlj deployclble 
li~ht forces are not adequate for sustained combat, we also need 
a ·capability to d~~ploy heavy armored forces r2pidly. A r.iajor 
initiative to that end is our program to buy new ~aritime Pre­
positioning Ships (MPS). By prepositioning equipDent, supplies 
and ammunition, these new ships will enable us to rapidly deploy 
an armor-heavy Marine division anywhere in the world. In the 
interim, we are turrently prepositioning equipment for certain 
Marine units on seven specially confisured commercial ships, 
which are now en route to the Indian Ocean to provide a flexible 
and raoid resoonse capabilitv for non-NATO continoencies . 

.I.. ~ ..1 .., 

D. Other Modernization Programs 

1. Tactical Air - We are coQpleting a major modernization 
of our tacticul air (TACAIR) forces. Air Force units are no,-; 
being equipped with the F-15, the world's best fighter; the 
highly reliable F-16 multi-purpose fighter; and the A-10, close 
air support and interdiction aircraEt. ,:avy T;,c;..r~ units are now 
flying the F-14, h'hich, \-;ith its so~);·,isticate:c ?H02NIX missile 
system, provides a significant air dcf8nsc c2pability. We are 
also progrc11;1rning a new F/A-18 multi-:=,urpose fic._;ht2r / attack. 
aircraft. To comolc1-:1ent our TACA.IR svstcr:,s, ·,-:2 a-ce also continu­
ing to buy one mo~c cxanple of U.S. s~atc-of-thc-art military 
tcchnoloqy, the Airborne 1-./2.rnincJ and Control Syst2r:: (l\\·lACS) 
~ircraft, ,,,,hich provides c,,rJ.y c:etoc':.ior:, \-:Grr,ing, an ,: cor.:manc1 
ci r) d c o n t r o 1 f o r o L.: t· 'l' T1 C 1\ I i< f o r c: cs • 
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2~ XM~l The XM-1 - main battle tank . ~i-11 provide a signifi~ 
cant improvement in our ability to counter the Warsaw Pact 
~rmored threat. The XM-1 now carri~s a 105mm gun which cQn be 
fired accurately, day or night, e v en ·,:hile the ta::~: is noving at 
speeds up · to 40 mph • . In 1984, we will arm the MX-1 with a new, 
German-designed 12Qmrn gun, which will insu~e i~s ability to 
counter the enemy threat into the 1990s. 

3 •. . Naval Forces - We are modernizing our naval forces both· 
by ouilding new ship_s and by updating existing or.es. Our current 
pl. ~ n s_ c: a 11 f o r ex pa n d i n g o u r fl e e t to a f u l T - 5 5 0 s h i p s _ We w i 11 
maint·ain- '. out fo ·rpe. of -12. o.perat-i-ng . .- airc·raf:t -c .arriers through the , 
year 2000 by ·continuing the Service Life Extension Program . 
(SLEP). We are maintaining the best anti-sub~arine warfare (ASW) 
capability in the world by procuring new attack submarines and 
frigates, and improving surveillance, detection and other ASW 
related equipment. We are continuing to build the AEGIS air 
defense ships which allow our naval forces to operate in "high- · 
threat" areas. With its ph~sed-array rada~ and autonated control 
s ystems, AEGIS will substantially increase our ca?ability to 
p~otect carrier ~attle groups against heavy air-to-surface 
missile attacks., Our ability to conduct amphibious operations 
~ill be enhanced "by our program to buy new LSD-41 ·a..iphibious 
ships and TAKX naritime prepositioni~g ships. Our FY 1981 
program.calls for procurement of a total of 97 new ships, . 
including guided missile frigates, oilers, cine countermeasure 
ships and cargo ships. These prograss -·fully exploit the techno­
logical lead the :u.s. holds in naval force develcp::::ent-. The vast 
capabilities of U.S. naval power cannot be _ measured'1n terms of 
numbers alone. Our technological superiority has kept our Navy 
"second to none." 

E. People Programs 

_ Ensuring that we have capable and ~otivated 2eople for our 
military forces is one of our top priority defense objectives. 
While we have placed greater emphasis on i~?roving our recruitin~ 
programs, we have found that increas2d retention of senior 
enlisted men and wom en as well as officers in c2rtain critical 
s k ills is essential. 

To help meet the needs of our s~ rv ice~en an~ wo~en, Preside 
Carter has supported an 11.7 perce~t ~a y 1nc~e~se 2nd proposed a 
co rn p r e} 1 ens i v e Fa i r D e n c f i t s Pa c l-. a s e , ,.._. h i c h i ri c l ~ ".3 2 s : 

incr e~sed flight pay an~ se2 pay ; 
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cJ variable housing allo1;ance for hiCJ h -cost cJreas ·,.;ithin 
the U.S.; 

higher reimburs~ment rates for travel required to 
assume a new assignment; 

family . separation allowances for lo~er ~nlisted ~anks; 

-con.tinuati.on . b0:nu.~ . .- for . pilo_ts; 

a dental plan for dependents; and 

baby care for dependents under two years of age. 

We are confident that enactment of this pioposal will greatly 
reduce the exodus of many of our most experienced and vcJluable 
military men and v1omen and he!p provide the suality of life our 
people in uniform. deserve. · 



USE OF FORCE / U.S. RESOLVE 

Reagan 

Reagan's record is replete with examples of suggestions 
that force be used to temper international disturbances. 
While he wa~ goverrior; Reagan · called . upon President Johnson 
to escalate the Vietnam war, using nuclear threats. 

" ... rio on~ wo~I~ che~rt~11i want to use atomic 
weapons ... But ... the last person in the world who 
should know we wouldn't use them is the enemy. 
He should go to bed every night being afraid that 
we might." 

Los Angeles Times 
July 3, 1967 

Over the last 12 years, Reagan has suggested or 
implied tha't A"mer ican military forces be sent to Angola, 
Cub~, Cyprus, Ecuador, Lebanon, the Middle East,_ ~orth 
Korea, Pakistan, Portugal, Rhodesia, Vietnam (after our 
troops had been sen~ home) and has hinted at retaking 
the Panama Canal. 

When questioned on his frequently used pledge --
~•no more Taiwans, no more Vietnams" -- Reagan elaborated, 
describing the circumstances in which he would use combat 
troops, naval forces or air strikes to defend an ally: 

Bush 

"Well, it's a little bit like a Governor with 
the National Guard ... You use whatever force is neces­
sary to achieve the purpose ... " 

New York Times 
June 2, 1980 

We live in a nuclear ~ge when no rational world 
leader can fail to recognize that a war between major 
powers risks the future existence of man on this planet. 



Yet that risk hasn't deterred ~he leaders of the 
Soviet Union from aggression against its neighbor, Af­
gbanistan -- or the reckless use of troops from its satellite, 
Cuba, in military ventures in the Middle East and Africa 
-- or from boldly placing a Soviet combat biigade in 
Cuba itself. 

Certainly, the leaders of the Soviet Union don't 
seek a military : confrontation with the United States. 
Thr6ughout Soviet hiitoiy, theii ·~enchant for aggres­
sion has always been for the easy 1 helpless mark 
-- from Poland in 1939, to Afghanistan in 1980. 

But like Hitler at Danzig forty-one years ago, the 
Soviets' perception of the leading nation in the west 
as vacillating and militarily weak could one day result 
in a majoi power confrontation with unthinkable consequences. 

The seizure of Danzig proved to be unacceptable 
to Britain and France. But Hitler miscalculated -- a 
miscalculation' that led to war -- because the nationaJ. 
leadership of Britain and France had already accepted 
the "unacceptable" in the seizure of the Rhineland, 
Austria and Czechoslovakia. 

Forty-one years later, America's leadership has 
accepted what was once described as "unacceptable" -­
the stationing of _a Russian combat brigade in Cuba. 

In and of itself, that brigade doesn't pose a critical 
threat to American security. But President Carter's 
erratic response to the Soviets' action in this instance 
-- a policy of bluff-and-backdown--could well lead the 
men in the Kremlin to some future miscalculation -- an 
act of aggression that would force an American president 
to take measures leading to the confrqntation no one 
wants. 

This is what Ronald Reagan means when he says "We 
Must make unmistakably plain to all the world that we have 
no intention of compromising our principles, our beliefs 
or our freedom. Our reward will be world peace; there is 
no other way to have it. 

World Affairs Council 
September 5, 19 80 
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Carter 

The maintenance of national security is my first 
concern, as it has been for every President before me. 

As I stated , one year ago in Atlanta: "This is still 
a world of danger, a world in which de mocracy and freedom 

. are st~ll challenged, a world in which peace must be 
re-w6n every day.~ 

. We must · ha_v_e both the military power· and the political 
will to deter , our advers·aries and to support our friends 
and allies. 

We must pay whatever price is required to remain 
the strongest nation in the world. That price has increased 
as the military power of our major adve~sary has grown 
and its readiness to use that power been made all too 
evident in Afghanistan. 

* * * 

I se~ fiv~ basic goals for America in the world 
over the 1980's: 

-- First, we will continue, as we have over the 
past three years, to build America's military strength 
and that of our all~es and friends. Neither the Soviet 
Union nor any other nation will have reason to question 
our will to sustain the strongest and most flexible de­
fense forces. 

-- Second, we will pursue an active diplomacy in 
the world, working -- together with our friends and allies 
-- to resolve disputes through peaceful means and to 
make any aggressor pay a heavy price. 

State of the Union Address 
January, 1980 

· , . . . 
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Carter 

As I said in my State of the Union Address -- an 
attempt by an y outside force to gain control- of the Persian 
Gulf region will be regarded as an assault on the vital 

_-·.in-te.rests .of· the • Uni:te-d , States·. of --Ame-r ica and _ such an 
assault' will'be repelled by any means necessary, including 
m_:i,.l i tary force. 

The purpose of my statement was to eliminate the 
possibility of any gross miscalculations by the Soviets 
about where our vital interests lie, or about our willing~ 
ness to defend them. I am sure this is well understood. 

Over the past year, we have made major strides 
in improving our capabilities to resist successfully· 
further Soviet aggression in the region. Our efforts 
are designed· to show the Soviets that we are both willing 
and able to deny them control over this vital region. 

Persian Gulf Commitment 

C-arter -

"Our world is one of conflicting hopes, ideologies 
and powers. It is a revolutionary world which requires 
confident, stable and powerful American leadership -­
and that's what it is getting and that's what it will 
continue to get -- to shift the trend of history away 
from the specter of fragmentation and toward the promise 
of genuinely global cooperation and peace. 

"So we must strive in our foreign policy to blend 
commitment to high ideals with a sober calculation of 
our own national interests. 

"Unchanging American ideals are relevant to this 
troubling area of foreign policy and to this troubled 
era in which we live. Our society has alwa y s stood for 
political freedom. We have always fought for social 
justice and we have always recognized the necessity- for 
pluralism. Those values of ours have a real meaning, 
not just in the past, 200 years ago or 20 years ago, 
but now, in a world that is no longer dominated by colonial 
em8ires and it demands a more equitable distribution 

~ -
of political and economic power. 
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"But in this age of revolutionary change, the op­
portunities for violence and for conflict have also gro~n. 
American power must be strong enough to deal with that 
danger and to promote our ideals and to defend our national 
interests. 

l'Tl:lat' s w:hY the .. tpre.ign. policy which we .' ve shaped 
over the , last three years must be ba~ed sim~ltarieo~~l~ 
on _the primacy of certain basic moral principles -­
~~i~ciples ~ foµndetj ·~n the _enhan~emerit 6f human rights 
-- and 6n the pr~setva~ion ~fan American military strength 
that is second to none. This fusion of principle and 
power is the only · way to ensure global stability and 
peac~ while we accommodate to the inevitable and necessary 
reality of global change and progress." 

World Affairs Council of Philadelphia 
May 9, 1980 



STEALTH 

Reagan 

Ronald Reagan charged yesterday t hat President Carte:'s 
administration compromised national sec urit y f or "p urel y 
political purposes" and "a two-day headl i ne" by lea k ing 
s~cret plans to build a new bomber that could e v ade radar. 

Spea k ing to a businessmen's luncheon at - an outdoor 
. rally in Jacksonville, Florida on his first Southern 
,. ·tr'ip<of" t ·he . fall c .ampaign, ~·.!:h:e Re-publican .presidential 

nominee accuiea· the ·Pent~gon of gi~ing th~ editor of 
the Armed Forces Journal details of the top-secret "stealth" 
program, . then callin~ a . new~ conference to ~nnounce it 
"because of 'leaks' to . the press .. " . 

The "leak" involved, he said, "some of the most 
tightly classified, most highly secret weapon information 
since the Manhattan Project" -- the deve.lopment of the 
atomic bomb during World War II. 

September 4, 1980 
Statement at Jacksonville Rally 

Bush 

"Suddenly we hear of plans for a new weapon in our 
strategic arsenal -- the highly-classified "Stealth" 
bomber -- which we're told gives us an edge over the 
Soviets. And while the Defense Secretary professes outrage 
that information regarding this new weapon has been leaked,a 
we can only wonder at the coincidence that the leak occurred 
at the very time that. President Carter's re-election 
campaign was stressing his new-found interest in our 
national defense posture. 

"All of this may sound and look reassuring in terms 
of our country's ability to conduct a foreign po l icy 
based on strength -- but to those who remember history, 
the d~speration of these administration efforts is ominous." 

World Affairs Council s2eech 
September 5, 1980 
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Carter 

I had one question inside that I thought I 1 d better 
repeat to you all because you 1 re going to get it in the 
transcript. I was asked about the Republican allegations 
concerning whether we have revealed the information about 
the Stealth airplane improperly. This is an absolutely 

· .irr,es.ponsi9le .. and fcilse - c:har_ge . by (;over nor Reagan and 
by a carefully orchestrateo group of R·epublicaris. 

As ···"a:·rrr·atter -of fact,· ·no : irripropriet.y.:, fra-- s been committed .. 
The only thing that has been revealed about the Stealth 
development which is a major technological evolutionary 
development for our country, is the existence of the 
program itself. When I became President in 1977 the 
existence of the Stealth program then was not even classified. 
It was unclassified. Public testimony had been given 
on it and a contract to develop a Stealth device was 
done with an open and published contract. We classified 
the Stealth program in the springtime of 1977. 

Since tha~t time it has grown because of its importance 
and the major natur~ . of it more than a hundredfold. 
Lately large numbers of people were involved in the knowledge 
of Stealth and also the development of it. Literally 
thousands of workers have been involved in this project 
and we have had to brief seve=al dozen Members of the 
House and Senate and the crucial members of their ·staffs 
in preparation for large expenditures of funds for this 
major technological improvement in our nation's defense. 

It's obvious that the Republicans have taken what 
is a major benefit to our country and tried to play cheap 
politics with it by alleging that we have violated our 
nation 1 s security. The fact is that we have enhanced 
our nation 1 s security and we took an unclassified program 
under the previous Republican administration, classified 
it, and have been successful for three years in keeping 
the entire system secret. 

Statement to Newspapers 
September 9, 1980 
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STEALTH 

1. This is a maJor technological advantage to us. It is 

an important achievement that will affect the military balance 

fn the c·oming years. It ·is: one of a numb-er of major technological · 

advantages that .the U~S . possesses. These t~chnological advantages 

weigh heavily in the military balance and keep us second to none. 

In addition to stealth, these include anti-submarine warfare, precis 

guided munitions (smart bombs) and the cruise missile. We have 

publicly discussed our advantag~s in these other technologies in the 

past and· will continue to do so in · the future, because it is importa 

that our potential' enemies, 'our ·allies and the American people 

(!:_·· understand our military strengths. This is an essential factor in 

de tel r i ng wa r • 

2. As with the other programs, we have kept secret the 

technical and operational details of stealth that give us an 

advantage. 

3. secrecy on the details of stealth combined with our 

technological achievements will enable us to keep ahead of the 

Soviets in this program for decades to come. 



• • •• J 

existed for 20 years. When this Admini~tration 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 spr ing of 1977, stealt; 

\'/as . i::~rned into '·a •'maj 'o•r . developm'ent arid - p'roduct_ion' program (do 

not ·say·what v·e·hic·le~ we : wr11 · pr·oduceJ · and' the existence o-f the 

new program was classified at the highest level. The funding 

level is now more than 100 times larger than it was in early 1977 

and there have been major achievements in the program. 
---

5. Hundreds of contractor personnel are now working on 

stealth and . over 40 members of Congress and Congressional staff 

members were briefed on the existence of the program and provided 

.varying details about it before the August 11-14 leaks. The 

increasing size of the program and the increasing numbers of persons 

aware of it made certain that its existence would have come out in 

the near future. 

2 
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osti1e ~·e:i~ons loc:ition has 
ny or armies, I should say, 
npt to take a fresh look at 

nd identification area. is the 
;-ork on what we call "s:inc-

' :ed optics, as well as some 
1Q'Ulg systems. 
~pons location systems, the 
dnnced "ark that they are 
. function, and not tha.t this 
t w:i.s addressed when they 
perform th_is f,unction. 

ook 11ke th:it an assessment 
~--·.11d be ma.de! 
~ -- .d radal"S under develop­
mortar location. The kinds 
1 mn.jor thrust or emphasis 
wohe the. use of distributed 
:h-,:i.lue target- like a radar 
iistribute sensors which are 
h a r:idnr on it. An RPV, 
. Several RPV's working in .. • 
111 commnnicn.tions signals 

esent time ,,e ha....-en't eYen 
sometime in late fisc:il year 

.s particular point in time, 

.i'e a major impact in loc.-it-

hich h:is a Jot of attrn.ctive 
!:i.r where the action is. It 
a !'..'inn rndar system. And 

? p;rts of the s:rstem on the 
5ed to ha Ying them e:-.:posed 

y O'Ood job of covering this 
:it anc" demonstration. We 

n:i.y come b:rck to you for 
?rogrnms. 

:1, Dr; ITc:lmeier, m your 

4929 
.,. 

INTRODUCTION 

Thii is my first ap?earance ;efore this Co=ittee, having 

assumed my present position of Director, ~e=ense Advanced 

Re':iearch Projects Age:-icy in late-Ja."luary. : ·-ould like to 

describe my backgroun~ ar.~ what! bring to A.~?~~ I would also 

like to explaii the role of AR~A, and ::iy o~-:-: view.of the 

unique approach and cont:-ibution o! ARPA to the solution of 

Deiense proble::is, Fin.e.lly, with your pe:-:is sion • I-'.: •. Chair:::an., 
I . 

I will leave for the record a de~cri?tion· a:'l~ explanation of 

th~_ARPA programs that are included in the ?:-esident's budbet 

and respond to any questions the Cor:i=iittee =ay,have concerning 
". 

the program, my backbround and vie~s. 

tolerance for bureau:ratic shuffling, a re~=~ as a 

market-oriented tech:-iologist and a deter~i~ation to give 

,.. 

the country a fair retur:'l on its R~D invest:ent. I also bring ; 

: the va.n'tage point of a ;,osition in the 0:fi:e of the _Director of 
. 

'I 
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>S t.s involved in elim.in;,.ting 
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y several effects; including 
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tive optical clements 
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'.i.s to rtion • 

. t promise for elimiruting 
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sensor errors since t."iey ac:: on the light before it reaches :he!!oe elements; 

Thus, .ARPA·is al.so i."lvesti.gating postdete1=tion c:ompens.a.tion techniques 

which e~c:e .Ln ima.ge eiter it has been formed a.nd recorded. _While . 

these tech."liques are generally less efficient at correcting a.t:mosphcrica.lly 

induced erro:_::s, they are e!!ective in removing blur due to instruznent errors 

uid in enhancing contr:ut in pa.rti.cular area.s o! !.li.e lrnag~. Here, AR.PA'• 

ma.in thrust ha.s been t.'l.e cic~·clopmcnt o! computeri::e<i methods oC blur_ 

removal when the precise mat.'lematica.l represe:,ta.tion o! the ca.use o! the 

blu.r is initia.lly unknown. 

- . ·-. 
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~,-- investigation;" wnil,: ·~·· yd unprovcn~..,..d~~7rert.'icpotcntia17or"'hig~ 
·. ~=~:.-. -~!..J·..::~/-··= ... ;.:~-.-.. _. :_:,~ ... :_·~-~:.;j~~-m--:..·~ -~~-~< .--~~-.-- ~. ,·:-·-· · . .. :. ·_ ~-- .... ·. ~ : ~ ~ . .. 

. '-'.ic~u cti ;;;-:-;;:;-d. minimum-·ai r~v"chTc: icrcd ~ ;(i g;~\~ ob e-=·e {!~·~:..'f e 
. ~ -~:7::~:..:.:,~ .. ~~ -~-·- .. --~~-• .. •---··-----~.:.r..; ..... .= ... ---..J.• 

active RCS c·cntrol· tcc!ino!ozY must demon.s_t:-ate a:d:iptive ,,_;ice 1:,;-;~-J 
~~~--:- ·:·:- . - __ :- :: :.::;,: ··. ,:.:~ . . · · . _··_ ~--: - ' . :-. . · - _ .. · . : -:. · ;' .,! 

_c ontrol throuGh laq:;c variations in t:1rget :ispect anele., tor· t:a.rgct.s _...,r.i<::~ 
._ -. -:-.;.:~-~:::--:. .: - ~--<·_.: ~=-:· . . . ,.: .. :--:--.:=:.; -..--;:..-:..·-: .... _: __ ;_~~~-:~~~~::.:.~:.~:---;:-:;-_ 

arc r ou&hly the same ,izc a., the incident energy wavelen;th ·,· - Seve:al' -·1 .·. ~-~~;~~~~:~-: ~.; ... ~~~===-~::~:;~;~•:,:;~.,::.~~~~~.. -. . -.... :,.c,., technique;; is ~:,:,.ell. .· "-,; new de~.rl gr, P:r'.'_i;ticc.,_. ~re _being ,:val~ed-:o·, ~~ 
~-~~....::.::::-~- • . -~J,;.;:.:..;;.._"..!;.~~ . · s-;-1 · r,. ·• · - - ~ 

- dct.cz:mine th_c~r :ca.pa.bility _fo~oE_tfo})TT::S:~ 
~::,_;;,t.-·~· 1:"·:--.·,~-.. -:···...,_ -!~:..".~•~:-..:.:;-..." .. ·o:,~ ;:- .' ·e , .· · _... ,-,,;;: 

AR:?A:_ is cur:r~ntly ,dcydoping ~d...:anctd .imagine u.dais. openti-ng 

at both. microwa.vc a.:id l~scr· !requcncie•~ There·. a.re,. however, . l,ir:uta.-

tioas ·i.n :-esolution, image det:til, uid range. The first approach t.o overcor.1e 

these limitations is AR.PA'• modification 0£ the one hundred twe.nty Coot 

diameter Haystack radar in Massachusetts by the addition oi a. new RF bo:r; 

a.nd signal processing syste:m.. n.is system uses a. more advanced !orm 
◄ . 

o! the data processin~ technique previously develope~._ Operational testi.."lg 

a.t the system level is scheduled to beiin in FY77. The second approach is 

the development 0£ a wideband laser· radar operating :a.t l 0, 6 ;.m wavelength. 

Op~r:a.tiona.l testing 0£ the lase.t. radar is scheduled to occur in FY78: . 

Compared to the · costs 0£ the various concepts o! the pa.st decade, ~'le 
•• .... t • 

All'A uivesonent i.n· un:a.i:ing rad.a.rs lu.s been extremely modest ($28 . 4M 

FY72-75), while the Wormation th.at h.:a.s-~ will be provided is signi!i-
0 . 

cant. 

~ RPV ra.d.:a.r demonstra.1..on if beinc sta.rted to provide dcs::-oyer 

escort and smallcr·-5hips with ocean surveillance • This RPV :-a.d:i.r could 
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Augus~ 9, 1976, Aerospace D~i~y 

XST: Name being heard for the new stealth aircraft 
.. · .. .being: built ,_a.t L9c,kheed. unde·r spqnsorship.- ·of the · Defense · 

Advanced Research. Projects Agency (DAILY,. July 23) is 
the· XST, which may stand .for "experimental,. steal.th 
(or· silent), tactical." Aircraft also may have a new 
missile. Ben Rich, Kelly Johnsonts successor as head 
of Lockheed's "Skunk Works," is playing the key role in 
the program. Johnson, although formally retired, has 
continued working two or three days a week at Lockheed 
and is given major credit for convincing the military 
that the plan can be Q~ilt . 

. . 
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August 2, 1976, Aviation Week 

Dc.velo.p.mcn.t . of a small fighter intended to 
Jcmonstrate ~tealth, or low signature, technologies 
under contract from Air force Flight Dynamics 
Laboratory, funded by Defense Advanced Research 

·Projects Agency~ 
· .· .. 
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· ,,, .. May .s, _:197_5., .. _Cornme.r.ce. Bu.s·ine_ss Daily: . . . Air F'orce gives 
them copies of ·all - contract summaries (p. 21 . col 2) 

A--HIGH STEALTH AIRCRAFT DESIGN STUDY. 
Contr F-33615-75~C-2056 (F-33615-75-R2056) 
funded by ASD/YRPHM, 513/255-4036 (All9), 

., W-right-.Patters_on; A.FB,, _OH .45433 .. , ·.·· . 

-.· . . : . : . ·.:· . . 

. . :, .. 
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.. :. . . , ~ .. - -.-. .. . . . . .- .. ... . . •, ·: : ; . _;- . -~-. . . . . . 

July 28, 1976, Aerospace Daily from an Air Force contract 
(p. 19 col 3) 

: · · :-·-·-- : ... ·. :_ 

.. ·.- .. . 

) . .-~~Low . RCS ··vEHICLE ' DE'SI'GN' .;H.\NDBOOK (J\cic.litional Work' . 
Time, and Money) Contr F-33615-75C-3094 (F-33615-7SR3094) 
funded by AFFDL/FES, 513 255-5066, Wright-Patterson AFB, 

- - · · ·- .. .- :·• ·. ··:-_:Oh.: 45-43·-3. :· -· 
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WRITTEN STATEMENT OF 'DR. GEORGE H. HEI~,fEIER 

INTRODUCTION AND BACl<GROUND 

T'!CRHOI.OCICAL !N!T!ATIVt AXl> 

T!r? IUT!OMJ.!. SECllltlff 1SSU?$ OT 'n!E 1980 1 S 

t. llmtOOOCTI01f 

1/h- . I appe&red be!are this cccuttee last ye.or,! outlioed 

an,,.,era -•re deeoly rooted in atvanced techaolog. 'n\ere 11 

_little douot: ia rr,. und thac thue queatio"• could beco.._. the 

could auc~ a laaer 1yat..,. 1a the h.&oda o! th& S<>Yieta . 

threatea ~ -vit&l aatellite necvork and atraceiic 

deterranc capabilityr Conversely, could auch a laser 

, • ..,,. the Oaited St&cea in ao- defensive v•y? 

• .A.re there tcchnalogie• oa the hartzoa thac caa provide 

aur-reill•nc• capable oC dececcin& aircraft and varnint 

ue of aiaail• launchect 

• Ia a nev claas of 1U>dersea ~urveillance ,yste,.. ?o•aible 

that could detect and locali:e submerged cuhl!\&r1nes at 

great range vith •ul!1c:1c11c· accura«:7 to urgec them? 

'what are the 11.aita of o~e&a hearing? Cao the oceans 

• •°l'l ■ c ts the nature o! •,._r on the battlefield ol the 

!ucure1 Are there technologi•• that could ,en:i, 

unique tradeo{!a to the ,,e-ol~ ?•••meter• a{ :,ob i li:y, 

agiltcy. an,w,r , •nd !irep~erT Could ouch technolocie• 

reault In a ncv ~nd betat ch•• _of l0Vcr-co•t 1r.,orcd 

veh1clea1 
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a! 1ncre111nc co1ta? Tor ex,ople, can~• dra-..t1c1ll7 

reduc~ the coat o! jet cng!nes by :.alir., t~~• out ol 

.criti_c•l _ .,.ta-llk_ .•uper:all~,:•? ·. Can· .the aophiac.1c:.at109 ·­

. ·-.,.a l"" ~~at u;,rue~c.,; b:r th~ poci.et c.alcui. tor a"4 

•vitc:hing_- intelligent tcnoinala, or co:;,utcr~b••ecl 

.. _'deci.aiOft aid• ,i,,:,1£1cant.ly 1=pr.,..• co=-a,wi and <:Dfltrol? .. , . . 
• Ca.a,,.,. develo~ • n~v class o! air~onie 1y1tca.s vith the 

could lower the coat or ireatly incraa•• th• •~ed, 

ru,1e, ,ad codurance a{ c ... 11 undersea veluclcaf 

Ui.c •=ethinJ ou: o{ 1 ood;r:, ~•v Jule• Ver:,e oovel. ~c,,,eve~. 

•• a reault of CANA initiatives, vhile t!!!~cult techa.ic.al 

quuUca• in the a!!i~tive are aa the har1:=,i ~ aod r~u1re 

are t~c 1r,,licat1oaa :o o..r acevt"ity uauoaint t.hac ve or the 

• Sovieu are aucceaa!ul? 

• Space ~•!ense - !.cth the Ur.it•d Sta:et and lusaia 

our~ oatell!te re•o~rcl!.$ vhile ,~sseaaing the 

ca?ab1l1ty :o ~••troy •~e,:iy ••ttll1:c, !n • surgical 

• 

\ 
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o Cruise miisi~ei al~eady ch~nging military thinkin~ --~ are 
in their __ infancy and a_ffer revolutionary potential. Future 
characteristics such as "zero CEP" accuracy at large stand- · 
off rahges and supersoriic dash ; at relatively low cost. will 

• fi.mdam-e.n_tal 1. y· _cha-nge l a:nd., s.ea.r . and -a•i-r . warfare. 

o High energy lasers. 

o New forms of undersea submarine detection. 

o New capabi 1 i ties in space, including· satel 1 i tes used for 
targeting, missile gui dance and surveil l ance • 

o New forms of defense against ballistic missiles. 

All of these and others will dominate future thinking and our 

future programs. A vigorous technology base must be created now. 

NATO STANDA_RD I ZATI ON 

There is increasing recognition of the importance of achieving 

efficiencies and improved effectiveness through standard and interopera· 

ble systems in NATO. 

I feel the US should .ta)<e. the lead in bringing this about throu 
. · .. 

a policy of international cooperation with our All i es which will encom­

pass joint industrial programs, licensing both ways, and co-production. 

We have been pursuing this goal vigorously . We have made a gre 
, 

deal of progress despite the cor,,plex.ities of national interests, inter -

/J 
· national economic fac t ors, and industrial pressure groups here and abrc 

But we still have a long way to go. The Culver - Nunn legislation has be 

very supportive of this effort. 

!-14 



Mr. President, as the controversy over the stealth program 

continues, let me address a few of what I consider to be the 

essential points. 

First, despite the recent flurry of charges from past, current, 

and would-be public officials, there is simply no evidence of 

planned, high-level Administration leaks about stealth. In fact, 

not only has the current Administration increased spending on 

stealth one-hundred fold, but three years ago it, for the first time 

ever, classified the very existence of the program, and since has 

kept knowledge of it restricted to a named list of individuals • 
.. 

Second, going back at least ~s far as 1976, there have been 

published reports o.f attempts to reduce radar detectability, to 

make aircraft ninvisible," as it were. It is inconceivable to 

me that Soviet analysts missed these various references, so we can 

assume they have been aware for some time that the U.S. was engaged 

in such efforts. 

Third, as the stealth program continued to become larger and 

more expensive, its existence would have had to be made public in 

the near future anyway. The existence of a p r ogram of th i s size, 

with hundreds of contractor personnel and go v e rnm e nt off i c i als 



involved, could not be kept secret much longer--under any 

circumstances. 

Fourthi a rash of press reports of stealth occurred last 
, 

leaving :the Piehtagon no practical recourse but · to acknowledge the 
t I • • 

existence of the program--admittedly slightly earlier than they 

wanted to or would have had to, in the absence_ of such press reports 

I do not see how, in August 1980, the Soviets, who already knew from 

open literature about such work, could have been tricked into 

believing that there really was no such program. They are not naive 

men in the Kremlin, although some in this country apparently would 

have us believe they are. 

Lastly, the Pentagon has now dra~n a clear line between what 
. . 

little has been declassified regarding stealth and everything else 

about the program. It behoovei all of us to honor that line and to 

do all we can to see that others do as well. 

Let me also make two observations in passing. One is that I 

cannot help but b~ struck by what on~ distinguished journalist 

has called the "selective indignatio~" on the part of some of those 

who are most loudly and fervently dedrying alleged leaks about stealt 

,.One wonders why all of these same voices were not raised . in indignati 

when earlier leaks occurred about U.S. negotiating positions during -: 

SnL T or about various Soviet strategic programs. 

one doesn't know why. 

2 

One merely wonders~ 



The second observation involvei current allegations that 

the incumbent Secretary of Defense has broken tradition and engaged 
_.j 

in what are described as unusual, if not unprecedented activities, -~ 

such as replying to charges made by political candidates about 
I I 

defense policy. I have not researched this matter closely and my 

memory is far from perfect, but I do seem to recall other Secretarie: 

of Defense--in both Republican and Democratic Administrations--

addressing party platform committees, correcting inaccurate allega­

tions about defense matters, at times even using very strong languag , 

while replying. 

It is not unusual for national security matters to beco~e 

issues in a campaign. It is not unusual for challengers to make 

criticismsr and it is not unusual for incumbents to make replies. 

test we get diverted into partisan exchanges that obscure 

the real issues, let me offer my opinion that the most important 

question to be answered after the stealth dust settles is: in a 

democratic society, yet one which has real adversaries around 

the world, how do we protect our most vital secrets while not losing 

the freedoms which define our system and our way of life? · The 

answers are not obvious or easy. They involve questions of policy, 

of law, of ethics, of freedom of the press, of just i ce. 

t he matters to which this body must return. 

These are 



Mr. Speaker, the overriding concern in the matter of the 

stealth program is whether the Soviets have benefitted from recent 

publicity of the program. 
.,. 

A secondary, but nonetheless very importan! 
_,;;; 

concern is whether the Carter Administration orchestrated leaks of 
. 

classified information about the program 1 for political gain--and 

thereby giving the Soviets a head start in countering stealth 

technology • 

. I don't know about the infrared signature of stealth aircraft, 

but I do know that, so far, this controversy has generated far more 

heat than light. 

Let me try to shed some light on this matter, in part by putting 

, ( it in a broader context and. by · laying out a fuller chronology of 
\ 

events. From much of the current controversy, even the moderately 
a 

attentive observer would get the impression that the whole affair 

began with a meeting on August ~8, ·1980, between Dr. William Perry, 

Under Secretary of Defense, and Mr. Benjamin Schemmer of the Armed 

Forces Journal. In fact, there is much· more history to be reckoned 

with. 

Virtually since the invention of radar, scientists have been 

working to develop ways to offset it--to blind radars, to fool 

radars, to make objects less detectable by radar. As in many areas 

of h i gh technology, the United States has been in the va ngua r d of 

t h is work. The professional journals and t he trade press have 

published articles about such research over the years. 



Contrary to the impression recently left by for□er President 

Ford and Dr. Kissinger, the U.S\ • .f:,_;f:t_rt in this area was not highly ~=: 

classified until 1977. In the ~g of that year, after recognizin§ -· -
the true potential of stealth, the Carte2 Administration turned it 

into a ~ajor development and production program; compartmentalized 

it, and classified even the existence of this new, intensified 

program. This is the first important landmark in the chronology of 

steal th. 

The second is in June 1978, when Ben Schemmer of the Armed 

Forces Journal ·came to Dr. Perry with an article about stealth--an 

article 98 percent of which, Mr. Schemmer testified, came from 
~ 

unclassified sources, yet which contained so much sensitive infer-. 

mation that Dr. Perry, invoking our national security interest, 

asked Mr. Schemmer not to print it. To his credit, Mr. Schemmer. 

agreed--but let me emphasize that ~r. Sche~mer did not initi~te the 
1 

notion of restraint; Dr. Perry ~id. 

And the secret held for over two years, despite a dramatic 

expansion of the scope and size of the program, and therefore the 

number of people who had to--and did--know about it. 

The third landmark is a series of stories this summer, 

beginning with a June 28 Washincton Post article describing a 

new bomber that "could be ~ade invis i b l e to e n emy radar t h rough 

h i ghly secret gadgetry." 



Then in the second week of August, three stories in 

succession: 

August 11 -- Aviation Week and Space 
I 

Technology refets to "the advanced 

technology 'stealth' bomber." Two 

sentences in the article are worth 

highlighting in our search for who 

leaked what to whom and when: 

"Several in the Senate contend 

Under Secretary of Defense for 

Research and Engineering William 

Je Percy oversold the 'stealth' 

aircraft in order to stop a Senate 

amendment for a new but more 

conventional bomber. Perry's 

stealth bomber, on~ senator 

c~mplained, is too small, will 

cost $14-15 ·bilion for 50 air­

craft and cannot be ready by 

1987, the date requested by 

Congress." 

August 14 the Washington Post 

publishes the article that Gen 

Ellis of SAC has said »brought the 

rapid 



J. 

The key point is that, while there had been occasional 

public references to such work over the years, the summer of 1980 

brought a rapid-fire series of such stories--this at a time when 

more and more people--members of the House arid Senate, their staffs,~ 
I I • ' 
' ' 

Defense Dep~rtment and other executive branch. officials, and 

contractors--were being brought in on the Stealth program as it 
-

continued to grow in size and intensity and cost. 

As members of this House know well, there is a world of 

difference between rare and scattered references to an issue and a 

flurry of stories about one. 

After this flurry of articles, a period of intense activity 

began at the Pentagon--and, again, the chronology is important. 

August 14 the date of the last two 

stories - Dr. Perry sends Secretary Brown 

new security guidelines for stealth, 

declassifying the existence of the 

program: but drawing a tight circle 

around sensitive technical and 

operational details. 

August 16 -- Secretary Brown, Dr. Perry, 

and Air Force Secretary Mark meet and give 

final approval to the new gu i delines, 

-

~ 

~ I 



t order additional Congresiional briefings, 

and decide on an August 22 press con­

ference to announce the existence of 

t~e stealth program. 

August 18 -- With Brown's approval, Perry 

meets with Schemmer, tells him of the August 22 

press conference and indicates what has been 

declassified. Perry offers to let Schemmer 

print the story of what has been declas­

sified, one day in advance of the press 

conference--because Schemmer has honored 

Perry's 1978 request to hold AFJ's earlier 

steal th story. 

August 19 -- Schemmer shows Perry his new 

article, and--at Perry's request--agrees to 

delete about a dozen items, several of 

which Perry felt were particularly important 

from a security point of view. 

August 20 Perry gives SECRET stealth 

briefings to four Congressional committees, 

specifying what has been declassified and 

what remains class i fied at SECRET lev el, and 



states that all other stealth information 

remains compartimented at the highest 

security level. 

August 21 -- Schem□er article appears. 

August 22 -- Secretary Brown, Dr. Perry, 

and Gen Kelly Burke hold a press conference. 

They confirm: 1.) that a stealth program 

exists, 2.) that tests have been conducted, 

3.) that stealth does not involve a single 

technical approach, and 4.) that stealth 

technology could be applied to many ~ilitar~ 

vehicles. Following the new guidelines, they· 

emphasize that operational and technical 

details will be protected at the highest 

security level. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, we come back to the key question--did the 

Soviets benefit from DoD's public acknowle~gement of stealth's 

existence? 

The answer, I believe, clearly is no. You don't have to be a 

Washington ve t eran or an intellige nce e x pert to know t h at t he 

So v iets read Aviation Wee k , Aerospace Daily, t h e Was hinaton Post, 

a nd other important journals and newspapers. They watch American 



television news as well. So, they had seen, over the years, a 

number of reports in respected and authoritative publications 

a U.S. program that had real consequences for Soviet defense. 

before Brown's August 22 press conference, Soviet scientists and 

engineers--and, no doubt, Soviet intelligence agents--were hard at 

work on stealth and possible counterneasures. 

They weren't tipped off by Harold Brown on August 22, or 

by the Schemmer article on August 21. And nothing Harold Brown 

could have said on August 22 could have turned them off. Given the 

public reports over the years, and given the importance of U.S. 

stealth capabiltie~ to the Soviets, does anyone . seriously believe 

that, had Harold Brown said "no comment," "neither confirm nor deny, · 

or "stories about Stealth are a bunch of baloney," the Kremlin would 

have breathed a sigh of relief and told the scientists, engineers, 

and KGB agents working on stealth to go back to other projects? 

The second que~tion, Mr. Speaker, is whether the Carter 

Administration orchestrated .stealth leaks for political gain? 

Unlike Mr. Schemmer in his sworn testimony before a Committee of 

this House, I will not engage in speculation about other people's 

motives. 

As to leaks this summer , Aviaton Week cites "several in the 

Senate," not administration sources. The Washi ngton Post says its 

June 28 article was based on interviews "with defense specialists 



in Congress and the Carter Administation." 

with DoD officials. 

It does not say only 

As for the Armetj Forces Journal, in 1978 it 1Was Schemmer who 
• i • ' 

came to Perry with the story--not the other way around. It was 

Perry who asked Schemmer not to go public--not the other way 

around. In August of this year, Perry--who as a contractor and as a 

defense official has been working with classified material for 

years--says he gave Schemmer no classified information. in 1978 or in 

1980. Schemmer, whose publication regularly--one is tempted to say 

routinely--prints classified information, says his sources for the 

1978 article inclu~ed people in Congress, in the White House, and at 

the Pentagon. Contrary to what some may believe, the Armed Forces 

Journal was not a virgin as far as classified information is concerne 

In conclusion, let me summarize: Secretary Brown's August 22 

press conference did not tip off the Soviets. Earlier press accounts 

had. In August 1980, no other response could have turned the 

Soviets off. 

Until three years ago, the existence of Stealth was not 

classified. For the past three years it has been, even to the point 

that you yourself, Mr. Speaker, have indicated you were not aware 

of it. 



f An investigation is underway to find the source of the earlier 

leaks. A tight security circle has been drawn around operational 

and technical details of the program. 

The August 21 Schemmer article was not the excuse or the 

occasion or the trigger for the August 22 press conference. 

Earlier ~ress reports led to that course. 

Who leaked what to whom, when, how, and why is a matter 

for the investigators. As testimony before a Committee of this 

House has revealed, there are real and serious problems in mainta ini r. 

security and investigating breaches of it. By and large, these 

problems are not a function of execut i ve policy, but rather a 

function of the law. Legislation is written in this building, not 

in the Pentagon. And i it is to legislation regarding secrecy and 

security that tbos P of us in this bu i lding should turn our attention. 
l 

There is much important and difficult work to be done, and I say 

full speed ahead. 

10 
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MILITARY MANPOWER/ REGISTRATION/ DRAFT 

Reagan 

Reagan opposes both the President's move to reinstate 
draft registration and any peacetime draft. 

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

Acceptance Speech 
July 17, 1980 

He also challenges the underlying premise for registration. 

nindeed, draft registration may actually decrease 
our military preparedness, by making people think we have 
solved our defense problem ... " 

Quoted by Senator Hatfiel 
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.) 

nThere is a need for a million-man active reserve, a 
reserve that is equipped with the latest weapons, trained in 
them and combat ready. We've allowed (our reserve force) to 
deteriorate very badly. It is must 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? 

Bush 

Reagan: yes. 

Q: How, with pay incentives? 

Reagan: Yes, it could be pay incentives. 

National Journal 
March 8, 1980 

"I also support draft registration for both men and women, .~ 
and I would like to see an immediate investigation of the readi- 1 
ness of our military troops. If the facts demand it, we should nrl 
hesitate to increase financial inventives for those in uniform orl 
even to return to the draft. I am confident that our young people~ 
will rally to the flag as the need is there." 



Bush 

The Candidates 1980 
Amerian Enterprise Insti, 
Received May 20,1980 

"I think that we have to have draft registration .... ! 
don't know whether we need a draft now. But when we do need it, 
I'm going to say so. A fair draft with not a lot of exemptions 
that would prevent people from serving, letting rich kids to 
ahead and get a Phd, while some poor ghetto kid gives his life 
in the service of his country .... It'll be men and women. 
That doesn't mean that women will fight, go on the line or in 
the trenches. But I believe in women's rights and opportunities 
and I belive that women should have to serve their country." 

Bush 

Birmingham, Al, Post-Her c 
October S, 1979 

"It would be an equitable draft if we need it. It would be 
a non-sexist draft if we need it •... But that main thing is that it 
would be a fair draft." 

Champaign, IL, Daily Ill : 
January 31, 1980 

Bush 

"I favor registration .... I'm not . convinced we need the draft, 
but if we ever should, it ought to be men and women, exemption 
proof and with a limited period of exposure." 

Bush 

Political Profiles 
page 6 
1979 

nr voted for the volunteer Army. (But) we might have to go to 
a draft, and if we do it's going to be a fair-play draft. Not 
any exemption for a rich kid to get his PhD, and the poor kid 
gets the rifle." 

Christian Science Manito : 
January 24, 1980 



Carter 

"At home, over intense opposition, as you know, but with 
great help from the American Leg ion, · we have won the fight for 
peacetime draft registration. We need the abilitv to mobilize 
quickly and effectively, and we have shown our resolve to both 
friend and foe alike. 

It should be clear to everyone who_ studies national 
security or defense that our work to keep American the strongest 
nation ln the world is not finished. There are no laurels on 
which to rest. There are no victories which are final. There 
are no challenges which have disappeared magically. But we've 
resumed a firm and steady course of diplomacy and defense 
preparedness to lead our allies and our friends and ourselves 
with confidence toward the challenges facing the world of 
today and the world of tomorrow. " 

Address to American Legion 
Convention 

August, 1980 



President Carter hns been explicit. in his op~Josition to 
a peacetime draft; he hns submitted l~gisl~tion for a fair 
benefits pc1ckagc to improve military ;::ay Jnd benefits; he 
has cut military attrition, and (mciJ.S'..l.red a.gai11st the years 
of the prior administration) improved u1ilita.ry re:=nlistmcnt 
rates. In addition he has corrected ~ajar weaknesses that 
arose during the prior adrnini~tration ~i~h respect to our 
pool of mobilization manpower. 

Specifically: 

~ First term attrition (the drop-out rate of those who 
sign up for military service but <lo not complete their 
terms) has fallen from 37% in 1976 to 30% in 1978. 

o Conversely, reenlistment rates for DoD as a whole 
are up from SO% in 1976 to 53% now. (The reenlistment rates 
of first termers are up, particularlr in the Army. Career 
reenlistment rates are down. The net effect is a ~odcst 
plus.) 

~ 

active 
record 

As a general matter DoD has been within 1.5% of its 
force manp6wer pools in every Carter year--·a better 
than in the prior two administrations. 

• Virtually all of the particular items reco~rnended by 
critics of this Administra~ion's military pay and benefits 
policy (right down to the nitty gritty item of increasing 
the allowance for mobile homes) were first publicly recom­
mended by this Administration. 

• Beyond that, the Admi,nistration has been vocal in 
support of many important benefits that go beyond those 
endorsed by its critics. Among these are improvements in 
the military medical insurance prog ra2 ( CHA:-lPUS) ur:d er which 
the President has proposed the creation of dental and other 
benefits. The Administration also supports a variable 
housing allowance. It introduced--and supports--legislation 
that would permit larger pay raises for t he military than 
for civilian government employees. 

This Administration has not proposed reducing nn)' in­
service benefits,* and, as noted, has proposed numerous· 
additions. An Administration proposal ~ ith respect to 

Note, it may be argued that t h e ?:-esi c1 cnt's pJid 
pnrldng operation is such a <.li ,~11:1 u ti o n, but i t more or 
lc:ss incidcnt~lly afCC'cts onl y .:-, s::; :117 f r 0c:lcr:. of 
military personnel. 



....; 

2 

military retirement (first ~dvJnccd br Hn indapcn~cnt 
commission on the subject: \\'Ould odd $7 billion to milit2.rv 
pay and benefits over the next 20 years, ~hilc saving tens' 
of billions of dollars over the lonJer t~rm. 

0 It should be noted that selected reserves (i.e., 
reserves in units) strength declined drasatically every year 
during the last admini:stration, h'hile it i1as increased 
during the last two Ca rt er years; that individual reserve 
strength declined even more dramatically during the last 
administration, but has been reversed by Carter programs; 
and that in reinstituting peacetime registration this 
Administration has restored an important standby mobili­
zation capacity that the previous administration had aban­
doned for budgetary reasons . 

... 



Defense Manpower Policies 

The 1970's: Requirements 

As the 1970 1 s ended, the U.S. fielded its leanest 
active and reserve armed force since the 1950's: slightly 
over two million active duty members; a little over one 
million reservists (attached table 1). This leanness resulted 
from a number of things, but it was in no small measure the 
product of some important doctrinal changes concerning force 
structure that were made in the first half of the seventies. 
Four of these are noteworthy. 

e Worldwide manpower requirements were adjusted 
downward by President Nixon, from a program objective to be 
prepar7d for 2 1/2 wars simultaneously to a less demanding 
scenario that envisaged a major European war and a smaller 
contingency elsewhere. 

c:, At the same time, a concept of global "total force 
planning" was embraced, which . placed greater reliance than 
in the past on the armed forces of allies and regional 
powers to supply initial forces and the first line of defense 
for many warfare possibilities. 

•. Within U.S. manpower aisets, in 1973 a concept of 
"total force planning" was also adopted, one which placed 
less heavy reliance on the active forces and much more on 
the activation and emerge.ncy mobilization of reserves, and 
which worked so~e shifts of wartime functions and assets 
from the active to the reserve structure; and 

• The all-volunteer (or "zero" draft) force replaced 
the partial conscript manning scheme that had existed from 
1948 to 1972. 

Two other factors were at work in the early seventies 
as well: the Vietnam conflict ended, and with it came a 
drawdown of the strength increases that had begun in 1964; 
and the increasing sophistication of modern weaponry, plus 
the need for forward deployments and rapid responses (made 
vivid in the 1973 Yorn Kippur War) were inexorably farcing 
shifts to smaller but more experienced forces that had been 
the case in the first two pqst-war decades. 

For the remainder of the decade, defense manpower 
strategy consisted of: 

~ in part for budgetary reasons, 1n part to reflect the 
changing role of China in U.S. strategic concerns about 
Asia and the Pacific. 



-
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To be augmented in the first instance 1n an 
emergency by a call-up of reserves; 

To be augmented additionally by call-ups of 
pretrained individuals subject to call-up and by a 
resumption of conscription in the context of a mobilization. 

The Administration refined, but did not make fundamental 
changes, in these manpower policies. 

The 1970 1 s: Resources 

The Defense manning performance in the remainder of the 
decade was mixed. Despite some periodic shortfalls in 
enlistments, the active forces were generally successful in 
meeting recruiting goals (Table 2); and since 1974, had 
never been more than one-and-one-half percent below authorized 
strength (Table 3). First term reenlistments remained 
strong. At the same time, reserve strengths lagged notably 
behind the active forces (Table 2), and the Services experienced 
a significant--almost chronic--slippage in retention of more 
experienced enlisted members. (The problem is particularly 
serious in the Navy, where second term reenlistment rates 
have fallen 15 points over the last five years.)· 

This mixed yield took place in a context that circum­
stantially favored military manning needs in a couple of 
ways, but which otherwise was not very sustaining. The 
Services benefitted for most of the decade from two things 
in combination. 

• The demographics--the baby boom legacy-- worked to 
our advantage. By the time it peaked in 1978, the prime re­
cruiting pool (males, 17-21) topped ten million. 

• We met a . smaller manpower requirement in the post-
Vietnam seventies than we had at any time since 19S0. 

But other factors were not favorable, and more than 
offset these cushions .. 

• The relative value of military compensation eroded 
~otably beginning in 1973; 

• There was a similar erosion in the uniqueness of 
the advantages that military service had long offered youth. 
No longer was the military the major source of initial jobs .. 
and training, nor the principal stepping stone to higher 
education. A bounty of federal programs in place by mid­
decade (basic education~l opportunity gr~nts, CETA, the Job 
Corps, Young Adult Conservation Corps, Youth Opportunity 
Acts, and v~rious counter-cyclical programs) now compete for 
young people. 



e The G.I. Bill was replaced in 1977 by an educational 
package for service personnel that is seen by mQny young 
people as much less attracticc (and, as a matter of benefits 
is in fact less attractive); ' 

e The U.S. embraced all-volunteer manning with a 
compensation and incentive structure that is long on tradition 
but short on flexibility. The military retirement system 
(which the Administration studied and has proposed sweeping 
changes in) is a notable examole--a structure built on oer­
verse incentives, such that a·person has littl~ ihducem~nt 
to stay after 20 years, and no incentives to say for less. 
We have no rewards to offer the youth who would give 10 or 
15, but not 20, years of service to country. 

In embracing the AVF in 1973, the nation's policy 
changed faster than its structures; its philosophy outpaced 
its budgets and programs in some key respects. 

Administration Policy 

There are two cornerstones: 

• In. the absence of an exigent international circum-
stance, the nation's military manpower requirements are best 
met on an all-volunteer basis. Current military manning 
problems se~m most capable of solution in an AVF context. A 
return to a peacetime draft is neither necessary not desirable 
at this time. So long as our recruiting needs continue to 
be met, and so long as the demands on the armed forces can 
be met with present force _levels, a return to the draft is 

0 neither prudent nor required. 

• The nation I s ab i 1 it y to augment its forces in a. . .. 

emergency had eroded in mid-decade, however, and requires a , 
reinvigoration. The reinstitution this summer of peacetime 
registration has been taken as a precautionary step to save 
crucial time in the event the nation had to mobilize in an 
emergency. (It was always intended that the AVF be augmented 
by conscription in such emergency circumstances.) 

With the baby boom legacy receding (the prime recruiting 
pool in 1992 will be 20 percent smaller than its 19i8 level) 
and with tougher competition for recruits, DoD has embraced 
two general strategies. · 

• First, we can reduce demand by managing the force 
in ways that permit us to need fewer recruits from the 
marketplace. DoD is already firmly embarked on such a 
course in three respects: reversing the trend of t he 19iO's 
toward higl1 attrition (i.e., wash-outs) of first term personnel, 
pruning manpower requirements in weapons systems acquisit i on 
and design, and improving our long term retent io n of those 
who do join up. 



-

e Second, we can expand supply, by embracin g policies 
that would .make more people eligible for military service, 
and would ~akc service more attractive t6 those who are 
eligible. :DoD is doing the first of these by increasing t he 
enlistment . of women for non-combat positions. It is also 
studying whether some of its physical entrance standards-­
many of _these adopted in the draft era when supply was 
virtually unlimited--bear a sound relationship to required 
performance. The y ield from this measure will be finite, 
however, ; to do the second--iijcrease the attractiv~ness of 
service -~ will require some hard decisions. Ther~ has been a : 
serious downward slide in the comparative value of military 
pay and benefits for junior personnel. Other federal programs 
that require no service obligations offer highly valued 
lures to youth . In educational assistance, we now have the 
G.I. Bill without the G.I. 

We have made considerable headway, but certainly not 
enough, in both strategies since 1977. And there is nothing 
to suggest that the strategies themselves are not inherently 
appropriate. 

Are the Services enlisting the "right kinds of people?" 
"The right quality?" The short answer is that there is no 
sure test to tell. - True military readiness is difficult to 
measure and appraise; on-job performance can be graded, but 
its relationship to the testable characteristics of candidates 
for service remains a vague and imperfectly documented one. 

Historically, the caliber of incoming recruits has been 
described using two surrogate measures: graduation from 
high school and entrance test scores. 

By the first of these, high school graduation--a good 
predictor of a candidate's staying power and adaptability to 
discipline but not of his on-job performance--the Serv ices 
have experienced a decline since mid - decade. At the same 
time, however, the staying power of bot h graduates and non­
graduates (measured by attrition rates) has been improved in 
recent years, largely through better management of recruits 
after they join. 

As for the second, we have recent l y found that in 
entrance tests--used to predict "trainab i l i t y"--we have 

-inadvertently inflated the scores of lower-scoring personnel 
in recent years, such that the Services have been mislabeling 
large numbers of recruits as having higher "aptitude" levels. 
The significance of these mischaracter i zat i ons may not, . 
however, be very profound. DoD has now undertaken a special 
anal ysis of the relationship between t hese scores and t he 
job pcrform.:mce of t hose whose scores we r e inflated. The 
first (but still tentative) fi ndi ng s sug gest t hat most of 
the low scoring people h;:i vc s uccessfu lly c ompleted t r a i ni ng 
and are performing adequately . 



The relationship of these predictors to "quality"--o.nd 
the relationship of what a recruit brings to the military 

.J 

and what military service its elf produces 1n the 1vay of 
eventual "quality"--a-re imprecise, at best approximate, 
ultimate unsure. Neither the AVF's critics nor its supporters 
have an indisputable formula for measuring such things . 

• 
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DEFENSE FORCE READINESSS 

Bush 

"I am clearly in favor and continue to be of a three-ocean 
Navy, and that means we should commence work on a nuclear 
carrier. The first year of this, a lot of this spending, this 
extra spending would be to catch up in conventional types of 
categories where we've gotten behind, and inventory. We've 
gotten behind in maintenance. We've gotten behind in a lot 
of just plain replacing of obsolete items." 

Wall Street Journal 
February 19, 1980 



Mondale 

"It is not wrong to ask whether we are strong enough to 
provide for this nation's defenses: that is how we keep the 
peace. But it is utterly wrong to assume we are behind. The 
truth is that today there is no American General or Admiral who 
would propose to trade our defense forces with those of any 
other nation--now, or in the forseeable future." 

I Commonweal~h Club 
· Address, September 5, 19 1 



Carter 

"Yes. The answer is yes. I don't want to go into 
detail now because the Army Chief of Staff and the Secretary 
of Defense today are answering an article that was published in 
the New York Times this morning on the front page saying that 
some of our Army divisions were not prepared for combat, did 
not enjoy combat readiness." 

"We've added, including a bill I signed yesterday to 
increase the pay and benefits of military personnel, we've 
added about $4 billion since I've been in office to improve the 
quality of military persons, to improve the retention rate among 
vital trained petty officers primarily and also to help with 
recruitment." 

"We've had remarkable success that we did not anticipate 
really with the registration for the draft with about 93 percent 
of the young people who were eligible registering for the 
draft. About 15 percent of those who registered expressed a 
desire to know more about career opportunities in the military 
forces. There was a place on the form that they could check 
there, which I think will help us with recruitment in the future." 

"The spirit within the military is very good. They've 
had some onerous assignments that I've given them, for in~tanc~, 
the longterm stationing of aircraft carriers and the support 
ships in the north Indian Ocean. They've performed superbly 
in that respect. I visited a lot of the military bases. I 
happen to be a professional military man by training and I've 
found them to be well trained. so I would guess that our 
military forces are in good condition." 

New Jersey Editors Weekl: 
September 9, 1980 



STATUS OF U.S. DIVISIONS 

The New York Times article of September 9 on Army 
readiness was factual and accurate, but fell short of a reasonable -~ 
explanation of the situation. Forward deployed divisions, the ~J 
combat force of that 45% of the Army which is overseas, are -~ 
maintained at highest status. 1 

State-side divisions have the ~ission .to deploy 
overseas where needed, to reinforce forward deployed units, or 
to go to areas where required. The status of state-side 
divisions is forecast to improve signif·icantly over the next 
several months for several reasons: 

-~ 

Recruiting for the past year has fully met objections 
and those soldiers are now beginning to arrive in units. 

NCO shortages will be improved, as the Chief of Staff of 
the Army announced the other d~y, as balancing of forces 
by reduction of overstrengths in forward deployed forces 
takes effect. 

These actions take about six months to work, and we can expect 
to see reasonable improvements in the status of state-side units 
within the next six months. 

The situation is not as dreary as it might appear on the surface. 

The Army's Units Status Report classifies divisions as 
"fully ready" to "not ready" according to personnel, equipment, 
and training conditions. A division rated low is one of these re­
source areas is capable of operating with two of its three 
brigades if required to deploy immediately. In addition, assets 
could be quickly shifted from one division to improve the readi­
ness of another division. Even though personnel challenges pre­
vail, the Army could cro~s level resources in the United States 
to respond to a crisis. This would provide earlier deploying fore , 
full combat capability. In any event, the Unit Status Report is 
an indicator of a division's resource picture and the time re­
quired to bring it to full : capabil i ty -- excellent for flagging 
divisons rather than a measure of combat readiness. 

It is common practice among all armed forces to man 
units in peacetime at lower levels than would be requ i red in 
wartime. 

It is also important to recognize that the Soviets keep the 
majority of their divisions at less than fu l l combat readiness. 
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Force Rc:-idincss 

a. _/\_i_r_c_r_a_f_t_R..,.._C:_o _d _i n_c~ ( inc 1 u di n g Sf)arcs pJ.r ts) 

~ 0 v c r t }1 c p a s t s c v c r <i 1 y c a r s t h e D c f c n s c b u cl g c t h a s 
g en c r A. J 1 y p r o v i d e d c n o u g h s p 3 r c p a r t s t o s up p o ·r t th c p c n c c -
time fJ.ying hour proer.:im fully. I-lo,,~,.-er, i,_·e are continuing 
to bu i 1 d \•: a r re s e r v c in v c n t o r i c s o f s :J 2 r c n a rt s an cl i t w i 11 
be several years before those invcntoiics ~iil he adequate 
to support all of our combat air forces at wartime sortie 
rates in a major conflict for the full co~bat durations ·for 
Hhich h·e plan. 

~ The claim that our hardware and spares posture is 
such that "only half the planes can fly" is inaccurate. 
This assertion seems to be based on a misinterpretation of 
the so-called aircraft "mission-cable C·lC)" r~te. i\lC rates 
are not a measure of wartime readiness. They are an index 
of the peacetime performance of our logistics support 
system--not a measure of our ability to fly sorties in war­
time. 

~ We ~hould not expect MC rates to even approach 100%, 
for two reasons--first, even under the best of conditions, 
significant maintenance downtime (much of it scheduled 
preventative maintenance and inspections) must be expected 
as an unavoidable cost of doing business; second, we cannot 
predict with certainty which aircraft components will fail 
when, where, or how often. It is not practical or wise to 
buy enough spare components to protect completely against 
the uncertainty involved,· and we typically stock to about 
85% spares availability. 

o If we were to make a transition to war from our 
normal day-to-day peacetime posture, ~e would selectively 
defer nonurgent periodic inspections and preventive main­
tenance; we would also, of course, have unlimited access to 
our war reserve spares and would, as necessary, cannibalize 
serviceable components from out-of-co2~ission aircraft to 
maximize our wa~time sortie capability. 

b. Navy Ship Aviation/Readiness 

o Today, the Navi's inventory of active deployable 
s hips s tan d s at 4 S S . 0 n e h u n d Tc d t ',,-o of our sh i µ s ~ re 
depJoyed. Two hundred eighty-nine (6~%) are reporting 
c om b at r c a cl y . 8 S s h i p s 3 r e in p r o g :· 2 ::.::-: e J r:1 a j n t c n an c e , a 
category h"hi ch :includes ovcrh:lUl, sclcctc·d restricted 
availability, and po st sha ked o~n av~il~bility. Se vente en 
ships are not comb~t rcildy* because of elective ~J.intcnance 

·*---·,,Not Cor.1bat J~catly" mc:ins th,1t the unit h:-is insurfjcient 
res our cc s to inc ct ,..,. ~1 r f i ~ht i n g c: :) ::-: :1 n d s in .:1. JH o j c \.. t c cl 
comb<1t environment. llc)\✓ cvcr, unirs bcjnr, tkploycd in 
this category c;111 execute pL.111::ccl op0ratj,,11s i.n c1 

p C a C C t i DIC C ll V i r O Il l il C 11 t . 
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( t h i s i s \·.' 0 r k t h :1 t i s d On C: c1 u rj 11 g s C h C cJ u 1 C d u r k C: C ? ? ~ [ i O cl s ) ' 
anci fifteen others arc in a corrective rr.<1.inte,;n ,1nce •:atcgory, 
ha vi rq: 5 us t :1 inc d ca s u J. 1 t j c s to corn h r1 t cs s c n t i c1 1 e:: c; 1. : i ::i m c n t . 
The rcm:a.ining 49 arc dcficjcnt principally in c1rcas of 
personnel, training and supply. 

~ Of 157 deployable active Navy squadrons, 36 report 
their primary .degraded area as personnel and 15 report not 
combat ready for the remaining resource areas. 

o Recognizing the inevitability under existing require­
ments that units reporting not combat ready say be =-~quired 
to f on,' a rd de p 1 o y , the Navy' has r cc en t 1 y in i t i a t e d 2. n as s es s -
ment procedure which is required thirty days prior to deploy­
ment for all units reportin~ not combat ready in personnel. 
This assessment either offers a final opportunity for 
improvement measures or furnishes the basis for operational 
limitations in the interests of safety. In the past the 
Navy has augmented ships with personnel from other duty 
stations to meet critical skill shortages. The fleet 
commanders administer this level manning policy in order to 
spread manpower shortages throughout the fleet. Use of this 
practice has been infrequent. However, there will probably 
be some necessary increases in this practice for ships on 
station in the Indian Ocean. 

c. Divisions 

• Our forward deployed Army -divisions are ~ell-
equipped, well-trained, and at a high state of readiness. 
Within the United States, the 82nd Airborne Division is 
maintained at a high state- of readiness. Many of the 
remaining divisions in the United States ha ve serious 
personnel problems, primarily due to shortages of combat 
arms N_COs. · 

o We are taking numerous steps to improve our divi-
sion readiness by alleviating personnel shortages. In 
recruiting, we are expanding bonus programs that are keyed 
toward critical skills. We are also supporting legislation 
now in Congress to improve educational benefits, including 
provisions that would pass on unused educational benefits to 
dependents. To alleviate the ihortage of middle-;rade NCOs, 
we are working to expand bonus progr.ams to include mid-range 
NCOs (6-10 years' service) in inf2ntry , armor, field art i l­
lery, and other selected skills. 



COM.MANDER-IN-CHIEF LEADERSHIP 

Bush 

"The Carter Administration, despite its sudden 
recognition of the American people's concern over our nation's 
ability to defend itself, has shown no understanding of the 
lessons of modern history." 

I i 
"Under a Reagan presidendy, however, the reversal of 

those ominous trends will serve as a keystone of a foreign 
policy based on just such an understanding: a foreign policy 
that proceeds from strength--not simply military strength, but 
the strength of our alliances--and the reinforcement of those 
alliances by America's being true to its word in our dealings 
with other nations." 

Bush 

World Affairs Council 
Pittsburgh, September 5, 

"We don't have the luxury of dealing with one problem while 
the others languish ... They are interrelated, and so must our 
handling of them be. 

"The message will be loud and clear around the world: The 
United States means to maintain her security and to retain the 
ability to stand by her friends." 

Boston Globe 
September 8, 1979 



"We will also stake the contest on the paramount issue 
the Republicans tried to raise in Detroit--the question of 
antional strength. We gladly accept that chall;nge." 

-.z! 

"The President of the United States has an enormous -Ei: -~ job. He's charged with the most powerful responsibility ~ 
to be found in the world--the burden of nuclear power. He is the § 
leader of the civilized world. He must defend its freedom. He -~ 
must grasp the complexities of our difficult -world. He must : 
protect our security by freeing our dependence on foreign oil." 

"And to do all of that, we must have a strong President. 
Yet last month Ronald Reagan spent two days on national tele­
v i sion drawing up a plan to divide the Presidency and weaken 
its powers. Anyone who seeks the Presidency--and in his first 
serious act convenes a Constitutional Convention in his hotel room 
to weaken the office he's seeking--does not understand the 
Constitution, the Presidency, or what national security is all 
about." · 

D.N.C. Acceptance Speech 
August 1980 



NAVAL BALANCE VIS-a-VIS USSR 

Reagan 
. 

Reagan has criticized the Carter Administration for slash- _ 
ing Navy programs. ~ 

:,, 

"In 1969, Admiral Thomas Moorer, then Chief of Naval 
Operations, told Congress that a Navy of 850 ships should be 
attained by 1980. I By the Pnd of tfuis fiscal year only 5 or 6 
weeks away, our convention-al Navy will consist of only 415 
active ships. Carter has slashed the Navy shipbuilding program 
in half, and has provided for -- at the very best -- a one-and­
a-half ocean Navy for a three-ocean global - requirement." 

Reagan Speech to 
American Legion 

August 20, 1980 

Reagan calls for a reversal in this trend. 

"We must immediateli_-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 

August 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 Presi­
dent Ford. We will build more aircraft carriers, submarines, and 
amphibious ships. We will restore naval and Marines aircraft 
procurement to economical rates enabling rapid modernization of 
the current forces, and expansion to ,meet the requirements of 
additional carriers. 

1980 Republican Platform 

Bush 

"A stronger Navy for us, a three-ocean Navy, is essential." 

Political Profiles 
page 9 
1979 
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Carter 

Naval Forces 

"Seapower is indispensable to our global position--in 
peace and also in war. our shipbuilding program will sustain 
a 550-ship Navy in the 1990s and we will continue to build the 
most capable ships afloat. 

"The program I have proposed will ~ssure the ability 
of our Navy to operate in the high threat -areas, to maintain 
control of the seas and protect vital lines of communication-­
both military and economic--and to provide the ~trong maritime 
component of our rapid deployment forces. _ This is essential for 
operations in remote areas of the world, where we can not predict 
far in advance the precise location of trouble, or preposition 
equipment on land." 

State of the Union Addre '. 
January 1980 
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Mondale 

"It has been said that our Navy is inferior to the Soviet 
Navy, because they have more ships. But the number of ships alone 
is a false measure. It assumes that one of their coastal patrol ~ 
ships is the equal of one of our aircraft carriers, and that one -~ 

-:'; 

of their diesels is as capable as one of our modern Trident 
nuclear submarines. The truth is that the technology of our 
carriers, of our submarines, and our new surface ships is far 
more advanced than theirs. Moreover, from frigates on up, we 
have a two-to-one advantage over the Soviets in Surface combat 
tonnage. All of these factors must be weighed ,for any serious 
and realistic assessment of the strength of our Navy -- a streng t h 
that is unsurpassed on the high seas. 

a 

Commonwealth Club 
September 5, 1980 
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Naval Balance Vis-a-Vis Soviet Union 

• The CNO stated earlier this year that the U.S. Navy is the 
best in the world and has improved in capability relative to a year ago . 
The Navy believes that, in conjuncticin with our allies, we currently 
possess a slim margin of superiority over the maritime forces of the 
Soviets. 

I ' .I I . 
~ Current e~timates indicate that the Soviets are cont1nu1ng to 

emphasize qualitati~e improvements and that the trend toward construction 
of 1arger surface combatants and auxiliaries will result in a moderate 
decrease in overall Soviet -Navy force levels over the next decade. For 
example, the total of Soviet principal surface combatants (carriers, 
cruisers, destroyers and frigates) and general purpose submarines is 
projected to decline by 5-10% over the next decade. 

• Conversely, our naval forces are projected to grow from current 
1eve1s (about 540 total ships) to about 590 ships by the mid-1980s and 
remain at this level through the late 1980s, based on Navy force pro­
jections that reflect a shipbuilding program generally consistent with 
the 5-year p 1 an submitted to Congress la_st January (roughly 19-20 new 
construction ships per year). Projecticrns beyond the late 1980s are 
more difficult to make due to the uncertainties associated with future 
shipbuilding plans, ship designs and costs, ~nd the retirement schedules 
of existing ships. Furthermore, our threat projections become increas­
ingly uncertain beyond the late 1980s thus making detailed capability 
assessments extremely speculative. 

~ In addition to the projected growth in the number of ships in 
our Navy -- in terms of bqth major combatants and support ships -- our 
naval force structure wilt undergo major qualitative improvements 
through the 1980s. Such qualitative improvements are not reflected in 
numbers comparisons bu~ a~e taken into account in capability assessments. 
Some examples: 

. Our 12 deployable carrier battle groups will be maintained 
and strengthened by the addition of two CVNs, AA~J improvements 1-1i th ne·..✓ 
CG-47 Aegis cruisers and upgrades to other guided missile ships, and ASW 
improvements such as towed tactical array sonars and new LAMPS MK III 
ASW helicopters. 12 deployable aircraft carrier battle groups represent 
the minimum offensive capability required to meet peacetime needs and 
wartime demands in the face of Soviet opposition. 

We will continue to modernize and increase the size of 
our nuclear attack submarine force with both continued SSN-688 procure­
ment and introduction of a more affordable yet fully adequate follow-on 
submarine (FA-SSN). 

Our overall ASW capabilities will be further strengthened 
by continued modernization of our hi ghly effective land-based P-3 
maritime patrol aircraft forces. Substantial improvements 1·1ill also be 
made in our undersea surveillance capabilit i es with improved SOSUS and 
introduction of at least 12 SURTASS mobile surveillance systems (TAGOS 
~hips). 

' I 

j 
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Five-Year Shipbuilding Plan 

. The current five-year shipbuilding plan proposes to 
build 97 new ships and modernize Solder ships. This 
shipbuilding plan incorporates both a shift toward the high 
end of the mix of combatant ships, and the construction of 
new maritime prepositioning ships (MPS/TAKX) to s~pport the 
rapid deployment force. 

\ The five-year shipbuilding program was derived on the 
basi~ of the Navy being prepared to conduct oromot- and 
sustained combat operations at sea in support of· our national 
interests. Using information from the Navy's -study program, 
we have reviewed carefully over the past year the roles that 
can be played by the Navy in a NATO war, non-NATO contingen­
cies, intervention and crisis control, and in promoting 
strategic deterrence and world wide stability. 

The first priority of our naval forces in a NATO war is 
to ensure the timely delivery of military shipping to Europe 
with acceptably low losses. In_t_ervention and crisis control, 
where the chance of direct U. S .·/USSR conflict is small, 
generate a need for offensive operations by our carrier and 
amphibious forces. We are continuirig to explore the impli­
cations of basing naval forces · program planning on forward 
deployments and intervention outside NATO, rather than 
exciusively planning scenarios that emphasize the Navy as 
primarily a sea control force designed to secure the North 
Atlantic sea lines of communication against Soviet sub­
marines and long range bombers in a NATO war. 

It has been estimated that to maintain the fleet at its 
present level of about 533 ships (active force, naval 
reserve force, and naval fleet auxiliary force) will require 
an average of about $7B (FY 81 $) in the shipbuilding 
account annually. The program that is proposed provides for 
an 11% average real growth over the five-year period. In a 
war with the Soviets and with the help of our allies, this 
force would be capable of performing sea control operations 
in the Atlantic; sea control and projection operations in 
the Mediterranean; and austere sea control operations in the 
Pacific. 

We need not only realistic estimates of force levels 
and capability, but also stability in the shipbuilding 
program to provide a firm industrial base. 

The shipbuilding plan supports the Navy's requirements 
for strategic deterrence and forces to fight a NATO war by: 

• Enhnncing the capability of our strategic forces by 
adding 6 Trident subm~rines. 
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September 4, J980 

NAVAL POST'JRZ IN INDIA..'-1 OCEAN AND SOVIET CAR .. ~IER MINSX 

Q: t,,;"nat is our naval posture in the Indian Ocean region? 
.. 

A: We have maintained a strengthened presence in the Indian Ocean si;ice late la.st 

year and we have made arrangements for key naval and air facilities to be used 

by our forces in the region of Northeast Africa and the Persian Gulf. 

- The size of our per.ii.anent presence in the region, the Middle E.ast Force, 

was increased to five ships last fall. ~e currently have 36 ships in the Indian 

Ocean including t:vo carrier task groups, headed by the carriers D'wIGHT D. 

EISENHO~ and MIDWAY. The 36 ships include 21 cOT12batants and 15 support ships 

(including the 7 maritime near ter.n prepositioning ships). 

--The Soviets currently have 27 ships in the Indian Ocean including 11 

combatants and 16 support ships. 

-The 40,000 ton Soviet carrier MINSK departed the Vladivostok area last 

week and is cur-rently operating in . the South China Sea (4 Sept). So far, its 

movements have not indicated a move toward the Indian Ocean. 

ITI ONLY: MINSK arrived at Vladivostok on, July 3, 1979, after earlier sailing 
from the Mediterranean, around Africa and across the Indian Ocean. Until MINSK ' s 
move last week, the ship had remained at or near Vladivostok. 

Source: President's State of the Union address 
DoD Press Guidance 
CI!iCPAC 



NUCLEAR STRATEGY 

Bush 

ttSuddenly, after long years of administration silence · 
on the subject, the White House, with the help of the defense 
secretary, is busy orchestrating a massive public relations 
program to bolster President Carter's image as a Commander-in 
-Chief who recognizes the Soviet military threat. 

ttSuddenly, we ~ear of a presidential directive--PD 59-­
which we're told restructures American nuclear strategy in light 
of a fresh look at Soviet objectives.tt 

~orld Affairs Council 
p·i t ts burgh 
September 5, 1980 



Carter 

"Recently, there's been a great deal of press and public 
attention paid to a Presidential directive that I have issued, 
known as PD-59. As a new President charged with great responsi- _ 
bilities for the defense of this Nation, I decided that our Nation -~ 
must have flexibility in responding to a possible nuclear attack -J 
--in responding to a possible nuclear attack. Beginning very ~--~-~.-
early in my term, working with the Secretaries of State and _ 
Defense and with my ow~ national security . advisers we have --
been evolving such an improved capability. It's been recentiy 
revealed to the public in outline form by Secretary of Defense 
Harold Brown. It's a carefully considered, logical, and evolu­
tionary improvement in our Nation's defense capability and will 
contribute to the prevention of a nuclear conflict. 

"No potential enemy of the United States should antici­
pate for one moment a successful use of military power against 
our vital interest. This decision will make that prohibition 
and that cautionary message even more clear. In order to 
ensure that no adversary is even tempted, however, we must have 
a range of responses to potential threats or crises and an 
integrated plan for their us'e . " 

American Legion Address 
August 21, 1980 



NATO ALLIES 

Reaaan 

Reagan's primary concern is that if the United States 
does not appear a strong and dependable ally, the nations 
of Europe will seek an accornodation with the USSR. 

"I think there is every indication that · some of 
our European friends ate beg~hning to wonder it they 
shouldn't look more toward -- ' or have a rapprochement with-­
the Soviet Union, because they are not sure whether we are 
dependable or not." 

Time 
June 30, 1980 

To prevent such action, Reagan proposes to consult 
with the allies and reassure them of our interest in preserving 
the alliance. 

"I think the Reagan Administration, first of all, would 
do it by action, by consulting with them, making it evident 
to them that we do value that alliance and want to preserve 
it. fl 

Time 
June 30, 1980 

Reagan has stated he would not be adverse to intervening 
in the affairs of our NATO allies, however. 

"To prevent a Communist takeover of Portugal in 1975, 
Reagan said the United States should have acted 'in any way 
to prevent or discourage' the Communists, adding 'It was 
clearly interest to do so.' But he refused to be more 
specific." 

Los Angeles Times 
June 1, 1975 

Reagan has also suggested that the United States push 
for an extension of NATO's defensive perimeter into the Middle 
East. 

"There would be nothing wrong with us ... appea~ing to 
our NATO allies and saying, 'Look, fellows, let's just make this 
an extension of the NATO Line and you contribute some forces in 
here too." 

National Journal 
March 8, 1980 



Carter 

"At the outset of this Administration I e~phasized 
the primacy of our Atlantic relationship in this country's nationa~ 
security agenda. We have made important progress · toward making ~ 
the Atlantic Alliance still more effective in a· changing security ..:::._.~ 
environment. ~ 

"We are meeting the Soviet challenge in a number of 
important ways: i 

"First, there is a recognition among our allies that 
mutual security is a responsibility to be shared by all. We are 
each committed to increase national defense expenditures by 3% 
per year. There remains much work to be done in strengthening 
NATO's conventional defense; the work proceeding under the 
Alliance's Long Term Defense Program will help achieve this 
objective. 

"Last month, we and our NATO allies took an historic 
step in Alliance security policies with with the decision to 
improve substantially our theater nuclear capabilities. The 
theater nuclear force modernization (TNF) program, which includes t 
deployment of improved Pershing ballistic missiles and of 
ground-launched cruise missiles in Europe, received the unanimous 
support of our allies . The accelerated deployment of Soviet 
SS-20 MIRVed missiles made this modernization step essential. 
TNF deployments will give the Alliance an important reta.liatory 
option that will make clear to the Soviets that they cannot 
wage a nuclear war in Europe and expect that Soviet territory 
will remain unscathed . " 

State of the Union Addre~ 
January 1980 
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Mondale 

"Mr. Secretary General, Members of the Council: 

In behalf of President Carter, I have 
Headquarters as a matter of the first 
vey to you and the member governments 
Alliance: 

come today to NATO .~ 
priority. I have come to c~ 
of the North Atlantic 

--The President's most sincere greetings; 
-~His comrnitment--and the full commitment of the 

United States--to the North Atlantic Alliance as a 
vital part of ~ur deep and enduring relations with 
Canada and Western Europe; and 

--His dedication to improving cooperation and consultations 
with our oldest friends, so as to safeguard our peoples 
and to promote our common efforts and concerns. 

The President's conviction concerning NATOrs central 
role in deep-rooted and firm. As he stated in his message to 
the NATO ministers last month: "Our NATO alliance lies at 
the heart oftl:ae:::pai:tnership between North America and Western 
Europe. NATO is the essential instrument for enhancing our 
collective security. The American commitment to maintaining 
the NATO Alliance shall be sustained and strengthened under my 
administration." 

Address to North Atlantic 
Council 

Brussel, Belgium 
Janu1ry 24, 1977 



DISAR.~.MENT/ARMS CONTROL 

Reaaan 

Regardless of political affiliation, almost all 
public leaders support efforts aimed at reducing conflicts 
through negotiation. But Ronald Reagan has ha a doubts about 
negotiating peace. 

"The President wants to end the cold war era of con­
flict and to substitute an era of negotiations, _peaceful 
settlements of disputes before they flare into war. I am 
sure every American shares that goal. But are we also aware that 
every nation in history which has sought peace and freedom · 
solel y through negotiation has been crus hed by conquerors be~t 
on conquest and aggression." 

Speech to World Affairs 
Council 

October 11, 1972 
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"National strength requires more t han just milita r y might: 
It requires the commitment of the ?resident to arms control. 

"If there is one thing that bothers me more than anything ~ 
else and I t hin k bothers you, it is the fear that someday, some- -J 
how, for reasons that don't matter, t he world will resort to t he~~ 
final madness of a nuclear ho l ocaust. Reason, · common sense, and ~ 
a decent respect for humanity demand that we stall this nuclear . ; 
ar~s race before it bankrupt; and destr6ys ~s all~ 

"Without arms control, everythin is out of control. 
Without the SALT treaty we would be forced to waste billions on 
weapons that buy us nothing: 

"And even t hough it took seven years to negotiate this 
treaty; and even though our President, an our Secretary of 
Defense and all the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and every NATO all y 
wants this treaty ratified, Mr. Reagan for the life of him 
cannot understand wh y . 

.. 
nWe l l, let me sav Mr~ . Reacan: We must have arms control 

for the life of all of- us, -and ~e ·need a President Jimmy Carter 
who believes in controlling the madness of nuclear arms." 

DNC Acceptance Speech 
August 1980 
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NON-PROLIFERATION 

Reagan 

A Reagan Administration might not be concerned with 
pursuing a non-proliferation strategy: 

"I just don't think it's (non-prbliferation) any of our 
business ~" , 1 

: ' 

Washington Post 
January 31, 1980 

Reagan clarified his assertion by adding: 

"I think that all of us would like to see non-proliferation, 
but I don't think that any of us are succeeding in that . We are 
the only one in the world that's trying to stop it. The result 
is we have increased our problems would be eased if this government 
would allow the reprocessing of nuclear waste into plutonium ... 

Monterey, Peninsula Heral 
February 3, 1980 
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Mondale 

"Our rel~tionship with · W~stern Europe and our NATO 
allies can be severely damaged by the defeat of this SALT II 
treaty. They strongly support it. They've been involved in 
it all the way. Their interes~s have been carefully taken into 
account. A.round the world,· as you know, there are several 
so-called threshh6ld nation~ that are within a short distance of 
having their own nuclear weaponry. And we have been pleading ! 
f ith them, don't do it. Please don't resort to nuclear weaponry -~ 
your~elf. And the only basii for persuasion that :w~ have 
is that, despite the fact th~t we are the holder of the most 
sophisticated pool of nuclear weaponry in the world we have 
handled that responsibly and with restraint, and therefore with 
moral authority we can ask them to refraii from resorting 
to their own nuclear weaponry. 

"All of these things and more will be affected by 
the outcome of'tfiis agreement. I am convinced it is in 
our interest. I'm convinced it's in our national security 
interest. And I'm convinced that with the support of tfia 
American people, the ratification of this treaty will take the 
most important step that wa:can take together for our children. 
And that is to reduce the possibilities of the final madness, 
a nuclear war." 

Mondale 

L.A. World Affairs Counc 
July 1979 

"Third, as we limit and reduce the weapons of existing 
nuclear states, we must work in concert to insure that no 
additional nuclear-weapon : states emerge over the next decade 
and beyond. 1 

"The= spread of nuclear weapons to an ever-increasing 
number of countries and regions is a chilling prospect. It 
brings ever closer the probability of . their use. Such pro­
liferation would seriously heighten regional and global tensions. 
It would impede peaceful commerce in the field of nuclear 
energy. And it would make the achievement of nuclear disarmamemt 
~astly more difficblt." 

Address to the U.N. 
Special Session of 
Disarmament 
May 1978 




