Ronald Reagan Presidential Library
Digital Library Collections

This 1s a PDF of a folder from our textual collections.

Collection: Fielding, Fred F.: Files, 1981-1986

Folder Title: [Debategate Material Release

06/28/1983 — Version 2 —
Carter Foreign Policy] (5 of 10)

BoX: 44F

To see more digitized collections visit:
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digitized-textual-material

To see all Ronald Reagan Presidential Library Inventories, visit:
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/white-house-inventories

Contact a reference archivist at: reagan.library@nara.gov

Citation Guidelines: https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/research-
support/citation-guide

National Archives Catalogue: https://catalog.archives.gov/

Last Updated: 08/29/2023


https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digitized-textual-material
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/white-house-inventories
https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/research-support/citation-guide
https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/research-support/citation-guide
https://catalog.archives.gov/

:"Foreign“7ffairs/DefenseVISSueéz“

The former permanent representatlve to the Unwted Nations, envoy
to Peking and Director of the Central Intelligence Agency stressed
during his recent campalgn for the Republican Presidential nomina-
tion that because of his background in foreign affairs he is more

- competent- to deal with problems faring the United States around

the world then is President Carter.

Despite a reputatlon as a moderate in forelgn affairs, Bush is a
"hardliner." Hi$s view.of the world is focused on the "menace® of
Communism —-- Russian Communlsm. It is his often stated opinion
that the Soviet Union is "seeking superiority" in the world and =
the United States must take steps to counteract this aggression.
Nearly all of Mr. Bush's foreign policy and military issue pOalthﬂS
reflect his overriding preoccupatlon with the Soviet Union. -

As a Presidential candidate Bush castigated the Carter Administration
for what he termed the following foreign policy failures:

. Projecting a perception of vascillation and weakness in
U.S. foreign policy among our allies and adversaries alike.

. Gutting Amerlcan defense by slowing the MX and cruise m13517e
programs, and cutting funds for the B-1l, a néw carrier and naval

modernization.

. Inltlatlng a mlsgulded human rights campaign, which overloads
. our strateglc interests and harms our allies.

- Falllng to act to release our hostages in Iran.
. Presenting an unverlflable and weak SALT lI agreement to the

American people.

Defense Spending:

If George Bush's view of the world is clouded by Soviet aggression,
his prescription for a stronger, more confident, United States is
crystal clear -— increase defense spending and improve our alliances

with friendly foreign powers.

Bush is clearly a "hawk" on defense spending, and views the need
for additional military hardware as essential. He criticizes the
Carter Administration for falling behind the Russlans in terms of
military strength and calls for the near term funding of the

following defense needs:




N

¥« ‘a new manned. bomber: -- the.B-1;.

o

CN

- an accelerated MX déplOyment schedule;
. a long range cruise missile;
. a strengthened three ocean navy;

b4 +

» improved air defense capabilities;

« expanded and improved strategic airlift capabilities:;

‘”.¢expandedfandLimp;qvedjconven;iqna; Weaponry;.

- support for the volunteer army with regwseraelon for both men
and women; ‘

« an expanded military training program;
« & strong intelligence service, capable of providing accurate
information on events abroad;

. increased military R&D funding.

To meet these defense needs Bush haalargued for an increase in
defense spending of $5-8 billion per year over the President's
latest defense budget flgures. .

Desplte the fact that President Carter has increased spending on
defense every year since the last Ford budget -- an overall
increase of $73 billion —- Bush criticizes Carter for. "gutting”®
American defense by cuts in defense spending, which have resulted
in "underpaid military personnel, inadequate personnel to operate
equipment and equipment malfunction such as the helicopter mal-
function that led to the abortive Iranian hostacgce rescue attempt.’
Houston City Hall Speech, Dallas Morning News, 4/29/80.

~ Bush belleves the U.S. can build the military hardware -— the MX,

the B-1, a three ocean Navy and implement conventional forces
improvements all for $6-8 billicn over several years and still
balance the budget by 1982. He would accomplisih this feat by
"eliminating waste and move away from spendlng programs such
as CETA." Business Week, 2/4/80.

"Tf it came down to2 that {(more for defenss, a tax cuit and a

y balanced budget), I would still have to go with defenss increases

because we really do have a so-called window of danger. But it isg
not unrealistic to think you can increase defense spsnding, have

a simply side tax cut and get a (budget) balance. Eve:ybody says
that's impossible. The economists advising me don't think it's
impossible." Washington Post, 4/20/80. :




Intell;gence~

‘The former CIA Director belleves ‘the American Intélligence System

should be strengthened, but with protections for the rights of U.s.
citizens. He is critical of the President's decision t£to halt

SR-71 £lights (spy planes) over Cuba, anéd points this out as an
example. His only example of a weakening U.S. intelligence capacity.

Bush also feels the U.§7 must "retain the capacity for covert
operations in other countries” and refuses to rule out "Amerlcan
participation in the overthrow of foreign governments."”

Under his direction at the CTA, new guidelines were adopted.

‘While. many.:critics thought they were not tough enough . there

have been no charges of illegal intelli gence activity during the
past six years-

"I would simply follow the law (concerning covert operations and
the CIA)...It excludes assassination, for example. The findings
have to be -— and I think this is proper -- in writing by the
President, that a sensitive operation is in the national interest
and be reported to the Congress.>-But I think covert operations
should be sparingly used ... guiet support for a friend is covert
action." Miami Herald, 2/3/80

>

SALT II:

Bush does not support the SALT II treaty, he beliewves several
amendments should be made to the treaty before it is rassed.

Specifically:

the Soviet backLlre bomber muse be countied as a strategic weapon-

. the size and strength of nuclear warhezds and missiles ﬁust be'
addressed to make the treaty ‘more egual;

obstacles to deploylng the MX missile rust be removad;
. the treaty must be made  verifiable.
£ 1s more verifiable

at
e the changes he has
nting in the Soviet

Bush does support an arms reduction agreemesnt t
and believes the Soviets would be willing to ma!
recommended because he believes pressure is mou
Union against increased defense spending.

h
K
<

- In 1964, during his unsuccessful race for the U.S. Senrnate in Texas,

Bush vigorously opposed the nuclear test ban treaty.
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Nuclear Pbiié? Ab#§éd£'; ;]ui’: t.;i;:;

Bush is one of only a few national politicos who hHas ever stated
the view that there is such a thing as a winner in a nuclear
exchange. In an interview with Robert Scheer, 2 writer with

the Los Angeles Times, Bush outlined his views on nuclear
exchange. :

Robert.Sheer: "Don't ye reach a point with the
weapons where we can 'wipe each other out so ma
no one wants to use them or is willing to use
really doesn't matter whether we're 10% or 2%

- higher (than the Soviets)? ’ ' s

'Buéb;."YeS}fiffiéufbélievéfthéré*i§ﬂnd such thing a5 a winner
in a nuclear exchange, that argument makes a little sense.
I donf;.believe that.”

Scheer: "How do you win in a nuclear exchange?"

Bush: "You have a survivability of command in control,
survivability of industrial potential, protection of a
percentage of your citizens, and you have a czapability
that inflicts more damage on the opposition than.it can
inflict upon you. That's the way you can have a winner,
and the Soviets' planning is based on the ugly concept
of ‘a winner in a nuclear exchange." o ‘

Scheer: "Do you mean like 5 percent would survive?

Two percent?”
d

Bush: "More than that -- if everybody fired everything he

had, you'd have more than that survive." ]

Scheer: "So have we made a mistake, then, in not thinking
of nuclear war as a possible option that we could survive?"

Bush: "Our strategic forces should be consicdered as a
deterrent, and that is the way I'd do it..."

Los Angeles Times, 1/24/80

.
Military Draft:

As a member of Congress, Bush supported President Nizcn's plan
" to eliminate the military draft, and remains oprcosed Lo a peacetime
'draft today.

However, he supports registration, for zoth sexes. He 1is a strong
supporter of the aAl1l1-Volunteer Army, but believes it must be
supplemented, to some degree, 1f we are to keep_ou: forces at
proper levels. He does not explain how be woulc supp}ement the all
volunteer armed forces without implementing a p

zce time dratt.

[{}]
it



Soviet Union'

)r-Bush feels tne root cause of all our forelcn policy: proolems is
' the Soviet Union. Bush believes the Soviets are not satisfied

- with nuclear parity with the U.S., instead he feels .they are
seeking nuclear and conventional force superiority. "The Soviets
want a f£irst strike capability, and don't think they are above
using it." Salinas, California, Californian, 1/28/80.

Afghanistan:

Bush believes the President's failure to spell ocut our commitments
-to our allies and other. non-alleged nations led to the invasion of
Afghanlstan and continues to.cause foreign oolvcv credlolllty

ropblems for the U.S. Bush feels that a redefinition of our
foreign policy should be made, and include the following:

. keep commitments

. strengthen intelligence operations

. place human rights concerns 1n proper balance with
strategic interests. _ ~.

—~

In addition; he favors shlpplng arms to Afgh
Pakistan and is criticzl of the Presmdon, £
that are resisting brutal agg:e551on.

1anistan rebels through

or not helping "people

Soviet Grain Embargo:.

He opposes "the U.S. embargo of grain to thes Soviets because he
feels it hurts us more than it hurts them. Hcwesver, he would
support a total across the board trade embargo against the
Soviets. Bush has termed the President's embarco actions as
ineffective, and inconsistent. His one example 1s "we halt grain
shipments to the Soviets which lower our farm prices and yet we
sell phosphates to the Sov1ets to improve tanelr crops.” Face the

Nation, 1/20/80

Olympic Boyvcott:

Supported the decision to boycott the Moscecw ¢amas, even proposed
withholding athlete's passports to force tham to stay home and not

participate in the games.

AN
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He believes Cuba presents this country with one of its major
Loreign policy challenges. Specifically, he cites the basing
of Soviet troops in Cuba as an outragous afront to our security
and insists they must be removed.

Agrees that the Administration has appeared "important” by not
dealing directly with the issue of Cuban troops in Africa. Bush
has stated, "the Cubans are surrogates for the Soviets...they

are being used as pawns.by the Soviets. to gain political advantages

4and seek hegemony everywhere.““ POllthal Profiles, Inc., 12/78

Bush rldlculed Ronald Reagan S suggest101 Lhat we should blockade
Cuba in response to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan by saying
"the idea. of blockading Cuba, which Ronald Reagan has proposed,
risks nuclear war and would regquire the entirs Atlantic fleet.

It wasn't Cuba that invaded Afghanistan, it was Russia. The way
to peace 15 to keep thils country strong, not through reckless
foreign policy." . Washington Star, 3/22/80

J'.:,UIODe :

Bush strongly favors European unity . . . supports the admission

- of Greece, Spain and Portugal to the EEC.

During the recent campaign he was highly critical of the President's
handling of the issue of deploying the nesutron bomb in Western
Europe. Bush said, "Carter backed off after convincing West
Germany to deploy the neutron bomb, in the facsz of a massive
propoganda campaign launched by the Soviets, and left Chancellor
Schmidt out on a political limb. Face ths Nation, 1/20/80

Human Rights:

Bush believes the U.S. human rights policy, und=sr the Carter
Administration is mnguided and harmful to our z2llies.

He argues that we should decide foreign policy on the basis of
strategic interests and not soley on a DarticuAGr co_ﬁtry s
human rights record. He uses Iran as an example by saving:
"our Failure to defend our ally, the Shah, created a situation
where one form of tyranny is replaced with an even wors=s form
ind one that is not in our strategic intersst.” Dallas Morning

News, 5/1/80

Bush supports efforts to improve human rights, tubt only in concert
with U.S. strategic interests.




.

- Iran:

Bush leveled his harshest criticism of ths President during his
recent campaign over the issue of Iran and the hostages being
held there. 1In an interview with Robert Shogan of the NY Times
" in March, Bush said, "Carter has manipulated the news media, for
the benefit of his own reelection, it is time the American people
recognize our Iranian policy for what it is...one of failure,
inaction and even calculated deception.”

He also charged the President iwth full responsibility for the
hostage c¢crisis by saying, "the wéeakness and inexperience of the
President have both led to this crisis zné managed to isolate
us in .our tragedy."”. Dallas Morning News, 4/29/80

Without offering his own suggestions to rzsolve this hostagas
crisis, Bush demanded we close the Iranian embassy in Washington
and expell all Iranian diplomats. :

He completely rejects the notion that the U.S. should apologize
for any past actions in Iran. For all the criticism of the
Shah's regime American support for Iran wzs the aim of our
policy for nearly three decades, and the wisdom of that policy
has been reinforced by recent events.” La Times, 5/15/80. Bush
considered the Shah "a friend who was less thnen perfect in human
rights.™ The Flint Journal, 5/11/80

. Bush differed with Ronald Reagan's "live in the dust" position on

Iran, which would set a firm date for the release of the hostages
or risk American action to release the, by saying "Reagan owes
the American people a'better explanation of his proposal. 1In the
decade of the 80's a foreign policy based on bluffs is as
ineffectual as it is dangerous.™ LA Times, 5/15/80

Panama:

Bush opposed the canal treaties primarily because of "the appearance’
that we are retreating and pulling back on commitments.” LA Times,
1/24/80 '

Middle East:

He strongly supports the State of Israel,
strengthen our ties with moderate Arab stz
‘Palestinian people should have a role to o
that will determine their future.

elieves we need to
zs and feels the
ay in negotiations
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'Bush iémgénéfailyhsupporﬁiVé'Of”Ehe‘Camﬁ David accords but_aigues-'

that Jordan and other Arab countries must be brought in to the peace
making-process..- He  is.opposed . to allowing the PLO to participate:
in any negotiations until they renounce their pledge to destroy

the state of Israel and cease terrosist attacks. He has likened

the PLO to an international XKK.

on the issue of settlements he is opposed to the construction of
additional settlements on the West Bank, but supports "the
legitimate construction for ngtional security purposes” of those
settlements that currently exist,.

He believes Ronald. Reagan's suggestion that Sinain trooés should

‘'ba based in’ the Sinai would be a mistake and would draw the Soviets

back into the middle east.

China: 

Bush views himself as an expert on China which stems from his term
of duty as U.S. envoy to China in 1974. EHe sees China as a back-
ward country with a large standing conventional army. He also
believes the Chinese are not expansemistic, but rather they seek
+o be self relient by the year 2000.

He is opposed to selling arms to the Chinese until he is certain
they have "no foreign ambitions.”

Bush is highly critical of the way the Carter Administration ended
diplomatic relations with Tawain. "For the first time in our
history, a peacetime American government has renounced a treaty
with an ally (Taiwan) with cause or bensfit." Washington Post,
12/78. | | -

-Bush's assignment in the U.N. was highlighted by the failure of

the United States to.retain a seat in ths General Assembly for
Taiwan. The U.S. position had been to support a "two China policy"

_ with both Taiwan and the People's Republic of China being represented.

As Ronald Reagan's emissary, George Bush rzcently visited China and
Japan to outline what many foreign policy advisors belisve in Reagan's
version of a "two-China policy" for U.S. foreign relaticns in the
1980s. The Chinese are clearly not enthusiastic over Mr. Bush's
return to China, where he 1is viewed as & supporter of Taiwan and

an adversary of arms sales to the Peoplza's Republic. -
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Bush would push’ for stronger ties and security arrangements
“with East Asian countries and. isolate (economically) disruptive

nations ... North Korea, Vietnam.

He would also encourage Japan to assume greater responsibility
in regional defense and security matters. In addition, he
supports an ilncrease: in alr. and naval forces in the Pacific

as well as the establishment of an Indian Ocesan fleet.

LYy
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FENSE BUDGET

D R

Re agan

. . Ronald Reacgan has never wavered from his staunch
support of increased defense spending. He has consistently
favored increases in defense spending at the expense
of other areas of the budget. In a 1971 speech at a
Ropubllcan fundraiser in San Diego, Reagan set- out his
phllosophy of defense spendlng

"5"Thls hétioh ehce had a” slogan, milliions for
defense, not one cent for tribute,' today it is
billions for welfare and take them from defense.”

Press Release
July 24, 1971

Both Reagan and the Republlcan party call for a
massive mllltary buildup to attain military superiority.
By engaging in an arms race with the Soviets, Reagan
believes that wé can use our economic mlght to defeat

the RuSSLans.

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

New York Post
May 29, 1979

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

"...I've always believed that defense is something

in which vou do not make the determination (of a

budget) -- it's made for you by your possible opponent.”

Washington Post.
April 20, 1980

When pressed for figures on how much would te necessary

to achieve military superiority, Reagan avoids specifics.

"Well, I've never gone by the figures. In
fact, I think it's wrong to say we're safe because
we're spending 5 percent more or 3 percent more

or anything. ©No, go by the weapons. Now, I have
outlined a number of weapon shortages that we have,
but I don't have access to the high command. Just

ask these men who would have to fight the war what

T gy

To e




are the essential weapons, the top priority that
we must have now to restore oru ability to deter
the Soviet Union. I tell you, I think we're talking
about the next few years that we must change the
situation, not eventually down the road."

National Journal Interv1ew
“March 8, 1980 S

Whlle Reagan refuses to. give . a spec1f1c figure for-

“defense sperding, his advisors have been mentlonlng some

figures. The Washington Post reported that some of "Reagan's
military advisors believe that nothing less than increasing
defense spending by 10 percent a year will do.” The

Post adds that "such an increase in the Prospective $150
billion defense budget for fiscal 1981 alone would come

to 15 billion -- equal to the Education Department's
total budget for fiscal l9§l." (Washington Post, June

16, 1980)

In another Washington Post story, one of Reagan's
top defense adVvisors, William Van Cleave, mentioned that,
in his opinion, 6 percent of the total U.S. Gross National
Product or "maybe even a’'little more," may be required
to pay for Reagan's defense programs. (Washington Post,
August 27, 1980)

When asked how he would fund the arms bulld ~up,
Reagan's standard reply is: "out of the economy.

New Yorker
March 24, 1980

In fact Reagan would rely on Reagan-Kemp-Roth to
provide the needed revenues for the military build-up:

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

Flint Journal
May 18, 1980
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~ Bush

: "If it came down to that: (more for defense, a tax
cut and a balanced budget), I would still have to go

with defense increases because we really do have a so-
called window of danger. The evidence coming out of

the SALT talks. is overwhelming...But it is not unrealistic
to think that you can increase defense spending, have

a supply-side tax cut and get a (budget) balance. Every-
body says that's 1m90551ble. The econ01lsts adVlSlng
me don't’ thlnk it's lmp0551ble B '

March, Florida airplane interview.
Washington Post
April 20, 1980

Bush

"Qur strategic forces are really gquite wvulnerable,
shockingly so, compared ta the Soviets. I don't have
a specific figure on increased defense spending yet but
I'm impressed that General Jones, the chairman of the
Joint Chiefs, is saying we need five percent."

Political Profiles

%i ________ ' page 9
- 1979

Bush . 0

"There are some things you have toc spend for, even
acknowledglng that! it might be inflationary, but 1f 1it'
in defense of our country, vou've got to build it into
the budget."

Eugene, Oregon, Register-Guard
December 19, 1879

"This 1is Qhat Reagan means when he says, "The cause
peace 1s best served by strength, not bluster.”

"It's what Governor Reagan means when he says that
as president he will work for "an honest verifiable reduction
in nuclear weapons" but that he will not acguilesce to
a SALT II Treaty "which, allows for a clear strategic
imbalance favoring the Soviets.”
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| "It's what Ronald Reagan means when he says that

~our best hope' of persuading the Soviets "to live in peace

is to convince them they cannot win at war."

. "It's why Ronald Reagan 1s the true peace candidate
in 1980 campaign: for the presidency -- and why the present
administration in Washington, 1ignoring the lesscns of
modern history, has allowed our nation's defense to stagnate
and weaken in the face of a.massive Soviet arms program.

-~ "That the: Carte¢. .administration-recognizes. its failure. -

"in this vital area is borne out by the switched signals

that have come from the White House and the Secretary
of Defense 1in recent months.

"After 3-1/2 years of administraticn policies and
rhetoric that have had the effect of reducing our strategic
capabilities, relative to Soviet arms development, the
president and his Defense Secretary are desperately trying
to assure the American people that despite all evidence
to ‘the contrary, our country's military strength has.
kept pace with’quiet arms expansion.”

World Affairs Council
September 5, 1980



Mondale

"The first responsibility of a strong President
is to defend our nation.

"For the eight years of Republican rule -- while
the Soviets were building up their vower -- real American

_defense spending dropped thirty-five percent. That's

the Republican record. We not only have increased real
defense support by ten percent -- we have also invested

~1n- the mest sophisticated.weapons in. the world. Today,

no American general or admiral would dreéeam of ‘exchanging
our forces for any other on earth.

"But Mr. Reagan scolds us for having cancelled an
outmoded bomber that would be obsolete and vulnerable
the day it was launched. President Carter chose instead
the modern cruise missile -- which renders the whole
expensive Soviet air defense system obsolete.

"Up and down the defense agenda, the Republicans
repeat the same mistakes. They want to resurrect decom-
missioned ships. They want to revive the ABM System
-- which even Nixon junked. With obsolete missiles, :
mothballed ships, vulnerable bombers, and petrified ideas,
they would waste billions on defense relics that would

drain and weaken us.

"President Carter does not want to mimic the Soviet's
bulk. He has chosen to offset it with the greatest resource
we have -- the genius of American technology. And as
a result, this nation today is bulding security not for
vesterday, but for the rest of the century.”

DNC Acceptance Speech
August, 1980
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Rapid deployment force

- Conclusion

r

Qur program 1s prudent and resmensible

‘Reversed a declining trend tc one aof growth
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amount we have in four years incrs

CHARGE: The decline in Republican Defense budgets was
not so great as we have said it was.

REBUTTAL:
-— Measured across the years 1970 to 1277, and in

constant dollars, defense spending fell mcre than 35%.

This figure is produced by totalling the decline in deienss
\ :
outlays over those eight years, which are the yazars over

which the Republican Administraticn euercisced control.
i

-- The President's reccrd on defense spending is



-the money actually spent in any
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Year Defense Pro
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tlc eight year period, by 27%.
CHARGE: That soundi g declines from 1570 to 1977 wex
caused by Congressional Leductw ons to the budget regu
and the Cora‘ess waz controlled by Democrats. -
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Thc'Cﬁfrttr'Aduu7uistratiiyi’s Dcfc11 Pud”c Record

Thc Plcc1dcpt S rccord on. defense-has been cons istent,
aﬁd in sharp contrast to the record of przoL ycars.' Wurrnﬁ"
the first half of the 1970s, although most Amcricans failed
to reccognize it, the Sovicts were steadily incrcecasing their
military capabilitics while U.S. defensc cfforts were
declining in real terms--by morc than 37% during the eight

cars preccding this Administration.. :

- QOutlays for dcfcnse.declincd for scven of the
eight years. ‘ co )

- The budget for strategic forces.declined in
seven of the eight ycars--a 20% drop overall.

-This Administration has reversed the decline in defense
strength.  During the first four ycars of this Administration,
we have increcased real defense spending more than 10%. This
record, and the Administration's FY 81-85 Five Year Defense
Program, which projects a sustained 4-5% real increcase
through the next five years, underlines the President's
consistent commitment to sustalnlng and modernizing defense
capabilities.

In late fall 1979, Setcrctary Brown presented to the
Congress a preview of the Administration's FY 81 defense
budget. This preview accurately forecast the January budget
request. In March--once the impact of inflation, o0il price
increases, and the cost of expanded Indian Occan operations
became clear--the Administration submitted necessary FY 80
supplemental and FY 81 amendment requests, to accemmodate
the budget to these changed circumstances. Both these
requests were necessary to adapt the budgets of the two
years to unforescen and unforescecable changes--such as those
arising from the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan--and reflect
the Administration's determination to preserve the program

"in the face of these events.

the President's

With respect to military compensation,
fair pay package announced aboard USS NIMITZ contains threce
clements: Lrupport of a number of Warncr-Nunn proposals,
specific 1mprovenent5 in the evlsLlﬂn CHAMPUS pLOG:an, and
eight other '"legislative contingecncy' items (e.g., 2 pllot
continuation bonus). The FY 81 cost ol this CnLer package

is just over $1 billion.
lecent congressional additions to the President's defense
budgot proposnl threaten to distort both the balance in the
adget hetween defensc and non-delonse programs, and the
Uullﬂcc within the defense budget itsell.  The nLL_cffcct
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would be a fzscally 1rrcspon01b]c Drogrdm onc that would

“cncourage further-inflation, und onc that do¢s not come -

closc to providing improvements to our military capabilities
in proportion to the suins cxpended,

%cyOWd these considerations we must also take into
account the cffect of the Defensc program--and these proposed
addititns to it--in the context of the cconomy as a whole.
Dcfense remains our most important but not our sole national

r

objective. Nor is its achievement independent of the state

"of the national economy. In arriving at his FY 81 submission,
the President weighed the demands not only of national defense,

but of the other- clalms on our national 1csourccs in both the
public and the private sectors,

Of special concern is the danger of a2 profound mis-
allocation betwecen the Department's operating and investment
accounts. Congressional actions require greater procurement
of some major systems (such as aircraft and ships) than in
the Administration's proposed program and in some cases
accelerated production rates of these systems. Procurement
increases historically have come at the expensc of the
maintenance and operation of existing systems, the future
logistic support of the systems newly procured, and the
personnel to operdate the weapons procured. While increased
procurement may offer greater near-term production effi-
ciency, this would be in exchange for the ccmbat readiness
of our forces today and tomorrow.

There has beén no inconsistency in the Administration's
approach to these issues. In his testimony and public
statements, the Secretary of Defense has repeatedly urged
the Congress to. support steady, sustained real increasecs in
defense spending, and argued against one year '"crash"

_programs to attempt to correct twenty years of neglect of

our defense posture.

The Administration continues to believe that a2 stronger
defense and a balanced budget are compatible. "But these
goals cannot be achieved if defense spending is permitted to
incrcase uncontrollably, driven by narrow or partisan self-
interest or unwarranted--and damaging--doubts about our
military capability. o _ .
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‘Department of Defensc*

!
Pl Lo
S

F

P Tad oon the FY 81 RBudget

Revision

(March 1980).

3 .. Total |
TOA OUTLAYS
Current Constant Percent Current " Constant Percen
cal Yecar Dollars FY 81.¢ Real Growth Dollars TFY 81 § Real G
1970 75,517 178,621 —9.6 77,070 179,556 —38
1871 72,815 160,903 —9.9 74,472 -102,695 — 8
1972 76,502 156,156 —3.0 75,076 152,311 — 6
1973 78,924 149,768 . S —4.1. 73,223 139,050 —38
1974 81,682 142,834 —4.6 77,550 135,867 —2
187§ 86,163 137,509 — 3.7 84,900 134,681 —0
187 895,796 143,462 4.3 87,891 130,355% —3
1977 107,872 150,491 4.9 95,557 133,003 2
1978 116,528 150,927 0.3 103,042 134,045 0
1879 124,758 149,489 —1.0 115,013 139,278 3
1980 141,693 153,830 - 2.8 130,885 142,620 2
1981 161,763 161,763 5.2 146,971 146,971 3
1o00) 184,141 169,528 4.8 167,286 153,291 4
{fiyﬂ 206,774 176,987 4.4 188,570 160,036 4
ﬁ(”; 230,488 184,420 4.2 210,968 166,918 4
1985 256,119 192,166 4.2 234;1Q2 173,762 _4
Cumulative Changes
“TOA OUTLAYS
scal Year
1870-77 —25.7% —37.2%
1878-81 7.3% 10.15%
1982-85 17.6% 17.1%



“Department 9f- Defense®

g 411110ns o

Txcludln& Southcast A51a Costs

TOA QUTLAYS

Current Constant Percent _ . | Current Constant Percent
cal Year Dollars. FY 81 § ' Recal Growth | .Dollars FY 81 ¢ Real Gr
370 61,116 144,188 -2.7 59,696 .139,219 — 2.
971 63,245 . 139,264 . =34 63,020 137,468 -~ 1.
972 69,520 141,393 1.5 67,848 137 239 — 0.:
373 73,752 138,842 —-1.7- 67,957 128,086 — 6.7
374 80,392 140,295 1.0 74,824 130,745 2.-
275 85,893 137,094 —-2.3 84,181 133,534 2.°-
376 95,796 143,462 4.6 87,866 130,316 — 2.<
377 107,872 150,491 4.9 85,557 133,003 2.2
378 116,528 150,927 0.3 103,042 134,045 0.7
379 124,759 145,489 —1.0 115,013 139,278 3.¢
380 141,693 153,830 2.8 130,885 142,620 2.4
3181 161,763 161,763 5.2 146,971 146,971 3.1
}“71 184,141 169,528 4.8 167,285 153,291 4.3
P 206,774 - 176,987 4.4 188,570 160,036 4.4
g ----- 230,488 184,420 4.2 210,968 166,918 4,3
- 256,119 192,166 4.2 234,162 173,762 4.1

Cumulative Changes
TOA OUTLAYS
al Year
70-77 1.9% — 7.1%
78-81 7.3% 10.1%
32-85 17.6% 17.1%
2d on the FY 81 Budget Revision (Harch 1980).
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August 28, 1980

What is the nature of cur commitment to defend the
Persian Gulf region?

As I séiamiﬁ my'Stéte“5f>£he:Unibh.éddreés -- an

attempt by any outside force to gain control of the

Persian Gulf region will be regarded as an assault on
the vital interests of the Unitad States of America and
such an assault will be repelled by any means necessary,

including military 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

willingness to defend them. I am sure this is well

understocd.. ¢

H
Over the past year,‘we have made major strides
in improving our capabilities to.resist succeséfully
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.



USSR GRAIN EMBARGO

Reagan
—_——

_ Reagan has long been an opponent of selling wheat to
the Russians. He .has, on two occasions, advocated halting
graln sales to the Soviet Union.

"But. isn't there also a moral issue? ATre we not
helping the Godless tyranny mailntain its hold on millions
of helpless people? Wouldn't those helpless victims
have a better chance of becoming free if their slave
masters collapsed economically ?...Maybe there is an

-answer =-- we simply do what's morally right. Stop doing
business with them. Let their system collapse, but
meantime buy our farmers' wheat ourselves and have it

on hand to feed the Russian people when they finally
become free." -

~

Radio Transcript
October 29, 1975

After discldsure of a Russian brigade in Cuba, Reagan
AT Said M

~ "If:the Russians want to buy wheat from us...I
wouldn't sell it to them.”
4 N .
Los Angeles Times
~ September 30, 1979
H
In fact, in 1975 Reagan suggested using a grain embargo

to force the Soviets out of Angola and in June, 1979 Reagan
advocated a "no crude, no food" policy toward Nigeria.

However, when the Soviets invaded Afghanistan Reagan
commented:

"I just don't believe the farmer should be made
to pay a special price for our diplomacy, and I'm op-
posed to what's being done (proposed Soviet grain embargo)."

Washington Post
January 8, 1980

Bush

"you're not going to get the Russians out of Afghanistan
by embargoing eight million tons of grain. What's missing
is a redefinition of our foreign policy."

a£€

M, Gazette

Worces ’
r 6, 1980

Janua

er
1
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- Carter _
e _ "In response to the Soviet armed invasion of Afghanistan .
on Christmas Zve, I took several actions to demonstrate
our Nation's resolve to resist such hostile acts of aggression

against a sovereign, independent nation. One of. the most
important of these actions was the suspension of grain sales
to the Soviet Union beyond the 8 million tons provided under
our 1875 grains agreement. The Soviet Union had intended
to purchase an estimated 25 million tons of U.S. wheat and
feed grains. Thus, the suspension of sales above the 8
million ton agreement level is expected to result in the
freeing of about 17 million tons. _ :

My decision to suspend these sales was a difficult one,
but a necessary one. We ¢ould not continue to do business
as usual with the Soviet Union while it is invading an inde-
pendent, sovereign nation in an area of the world of strategic
importance to the United States. I am fully committed to
a policy of promoting international trade, and particularly
the expanded export of U.S. ‘agricultural products. I am
proud of my Administration's record in this regard. Because
of the aggressive efforts of American farmers and businessmen,
working in cooperation with Federal representatives, and
the providion of.new authorities by Congress, we have set
new export records in each of the past 3 years. Even with
e the Soviet suspension, we intend to set still another record
- in the coming year. In making my decisions on. the suspension,
I believe it would be unfair to ask the American farmer
to bear a greater share of the burden and sacrifice than
their fellow Americans were asked to bear. Farmers should
not be penalized simply because they are part of an agricultural
machine that is of growing strategic importance in the world.

To protect American farmers from the price depressing
effects of the grain suspension, I directed the Secretary
of Agriculture to take several actions:

-- The Commodity Credit Corporation will assume the
contractual obligations for grain previously com-
mitted for shipment to the Soviet Union.

-~ The Department of Agriculture, acting through the
Commodity Credit Corporation, will purchase wheat
contracted for export to the Soviet Unicn for the
purpose of forming an-emergency international wheat
reserve. In this connection, I will propose legislation
authorizing release of this wheat for international
aid purposes.

el



-- To encourage farmers to place additional grain in
reserve, the Secretary of Agriculture has made
several modificaticons in that important program.

~— The Commodity Credit Corpcoration will purchase corn
at the local level to alleviate the congestion within
the transportation system caused by the reiusal of
the International Longshoremen's Association to load
~grain-up to the 8 million metric. ton level.

In combination, these actions are expected to isolats
from the martet an amount of grain eguivalent to that not
shipped to the Soviet Union, thereby avoiding a decline
in grain prices. I am pleased to report that these actions
are having the desired results and that aAmerican farmers
are being protected from the effects of the suspension.

If further actions are necessary to insure that American
agriculture does not bear a disproportionately large share
of the burden associated with this action, I will not hesitate

to take them.

State.of the Union Address
January, 1984
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"In the Pre51dent S address to the nation Frldav night,
he announced that we were suspending shipments of grain
to the Soviet Union in excess of the 8 million tons per
vear that we are committed to sell under the five-year grain
agreement that expires next year. As a result, asproximately
16 million tons of grain ordered. by the Soviet Union will
not be delivered.

In addltlon, he directed that no sales of high technology

" or othet ‘strategict items Will Be-licensed for 'sale to the

Soviet, Unlon untll further notlce whlle we rev1ew our licensing
policy.’ :

These are strong actions. The President took them because
it is absolutely crucial to force the Soviet Union to pay
a heavy price for the aggression it has chosen to commit

in Afghanistan.

Like any strong action, the grain suspension is not without
cost to ourselves. But as the President said Friday night
he is determined that this cost will be shared fairly by
all of us. American farmers are just as willing as other
Americans to carry their share of the burden -- but they
must not be forcéd to carry an extra share just because
they are farmers.

That is why the Administration took a number of immediate
actions to protect farmers from adverse price effects asscociated
with the suspension.

The President has today directed Secretary of Agriculture;
Bob Bergland to take one additional step to make absolutely
sure that our farmers are not unfairly penalized for an
action that is in the best interest of the entire nation.
To minimize disruptions in the nation's grain markets and
economic damage to farmers resulting from the export suspension,
he is directing the Secretary of Agriculture to offer to
purchase contractural obligations for wheat, corn, and soybeans
previously committed for shipment to the Soviet Union.
The Commodity Credit Corporation will assume these contracts
at the contract price minus any costs that have not already
been paid. Our purpose is to protect against losses, not
to guarantee profits. This grain will not be sold back
into the markets until it can be done without unduly affecting

market prices.



This action, in combination with those already announced
by the Secretary of Agriculture on Saturday, will ensure
that the quantities of grain that would have been shipped
to the Soviet Union will be isolated from the market and

.that America's farmers will face essentially the same set

of supply-deemed conditions as if the sales to the Soviet
Union had gone forward.

- 1 know that the President 1s personally gratified at’

the many expressions of support he has received from the

farm community. Although we are determined to see that
the farmers are not unfairly penalized by this suspension,
some sacrifices will be required of everyone. Again, we
will do the very best we can to make certain that these
sacrifices are shared fairly."

Press Statement
January 7, 1980
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Impact of the Grain Suspensicn on the Soviet Fconomv

1. Soviet Grain Recguirements. The 1573 Soviet grain crop of 179
million metric tons’ (MMT) was the smallest since 19735 —— 48 pMT
below plan and 58 IDMT below the record 1978 harvest. UWe orginally
estimated that the Soviets would import 36 MMT during the period
October 1979- Seotembar 1980, the fourth vear of the US/Soviet long
term agreement. Of that 36 MMT, the Soviets planned to buy 25 MMT
from the US. The President s dec157on to limit exports +o the

8 MMT celling established in the agreement denied the USSR 17 MMT
of grain. We estimate that by Sentemb 30 the Soviets will be abl
to import only 8-S MMT of the 17 MMT, leaVLng,then with a shortfall
of 8-9 »MMT during the 1973$/80 agreement vear.-

But viewed on a marketing year basis (July 1979-June 1980), which
relates more directly to the avallaolgy of domestic crops in the
USSR, the impact of the grain suspension is more dramatic. Without
our.gralin embargo, the Soviets would have imported about. 37.5 MMT

during the 1579/8Q marketing year. They acguired 17 MMT before .
the 'embargo went fnto effect and planned_to purchass 20.5 MMT

. .more during the first six months of 1980. We believe thev have
‘obtained only 14 MMT —— 6.5 MMT less o7a1hva._,mnls is equal ©o

10% of the USSR's feedgrain requﬂren_"gs during the six month peric

T e

2. Imnact on Soviet Meat Production. The shortfall in feedgrain s
is hav1ng a substantial impact on the Soviet livestock lndust*y. Sc
economic journals report that state meat production is down 5% in +
first seven months of 1980 compared with 1979. And the trend is
downward. In May, total meat output was down 5.6% from Mav 1379.
. Production in June and July was off 10.72 and 15%, IQSPECuchlY, £
.=borrespond1ng ‘months in 1979. We can attribute much of this stead-
. decline in production to shortages in .xno~bed feedgrains during

'_the first half of 1980.

3. Impact on Soviet Meat Consumption. The availlabity of meat is =
sensitive internal issue in the USSR and is considsared by Soviet
consumers an important measure of their standard of living. The
1979 crop failure and the partial g*aﬁ emargo have caused a2
serious setback in Soviet plans to imzrovea the availability of
m2at and other animal products to the Soviet consumer. Per
capita meat consumption will remain at tha 1975 level of 125 1bs
compared with the 1980 goal of 139 lbs. Soviet per capita meat
consu maption lags behind all Eastern Turopoan count:Les (e.g. 156-
59 lbs in Poland and Hungary) and Zax behind the US (244 1bs) .

Jith meat production falling over tine short torm, the Soviets
'lll not bz able to meet consumption goals o e foresceeable
futurc. There ave recurring reports o savar at and dairy
product shortages throughout the USSR,




4. qov:.et Grgln Prosgects.f Secre;a** Bergland *Ocently +testifie
that Soviet grain production in 19290 should be in the '200-225 MMT
range with the most. llkely estimate placed at 210 "MMT. The latter
figure may now be optimistic. Our =Zmtassy in lMoscow reports that
hopes for a large harvest have: diminished becauss of bad weather.
prospects are for a crop of about 200 0T with the possibility tha
may even dip below this level. The imslications are clear: (1) -
USSR will not be able to rebuild deple;ed grain stocks without a

further cut' in meat production in 1881; and (2) Scviet grain impor

‘demand in -1980/81l will remain strong. With.a crop of between 200-

MMT the Soviets would probably prefer to buy substantially more th
30 MMT to meet current consumption nea2ds and rebuild stocks. But

embargoc has effectively reduced Soviet port capacﬁty_ In shifting
from US to non-US suppliers, the avarzge load par ship has decreas
while.the port turnaround time had lengthened SLosgan;lally- Such
lOngth constraints. 1imit' the Sov1=“ Union's ablll;y to handle mo:
than- 30 MMT of graln imports annually. _



S niine i, i, September 10, 1380

" Grain Embargd

Why do you continue the grain embarco? The Soviets
have apparently covered thsir grain needs from other
sources. Has the embargo had zany noticeabla effect

on: the Soviet economy?
- YI'ordéféd the ﬁafti#i suspsnsion of grain sales ﬁo
theVUSSR to force the Soviet Union to pay a concrete.price
for its aggression in Afghanistan. They have paid --

and are continuing to pay -— that price. Evidence
continues to mcunt that the grain suspension is having

a substantial, adverse impact on the Soviet ecbnomy, in
particular, on the livestock industry.

~— By suspending grain sales abova the 8 million metric

tons (MMT) required by our bilateral agreem=ant, we denied

the Soviets 17 MMT. We estimate that the USSR will be able

to make up anly 8-9 MMT of the 17 MMT during the 19793/80

agreement year (October 1979-September 1980).

-— The impact has been especizlly severe in the first half
of 1980. The Soviets had hcped to import about 20.5 MMT
between January and June. They obtained only 14.0 MMT.

The resulting shortfall of 6.5 MMT is egqual to 10% of Soviet

total feedgrain requirements for that pericd.

-- Meat production has suflerad. 1In the first seven
months of 1980, total meat output was 5% baslow 19739 levels.

and the trenrnd is downward. Msat procduction dropped
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-~ The grain embargo has stvmied Soviet plans to provide

rt

he Soviet consumer more m2at and cairy products. Per
’
capita meat consumption remains at the 1875 level, far

‘short of the’ 1880 target. IMeat consumption in the USSR

lags behind all Eastern European countries.

¢
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Continuation of +
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mbargo
Q: When do you ‘plan

to end the grain em

embargo?
I have no intention of lifting the

partial embargo
on grain sales to the USSR for the

fofeseeable future.
We will honor the US-Soviet long term grain agreement
which allows the USSR to buy uo to 8 million métric
tons of US grain annua;ly.

But we will not sell more

than that amount unless the Soviets stop their aggression
in Afghanistan.

>
-
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Bush

‘Bush

Bush

Bush

"You don't reward brutal agression by giving them
(the Soviets) the opportunity to put a beautiful face
on something ugly.”

Keene State College, Keene, NH,
“Sentinel - ‘January 23, 1980

"First he (Reagan) said he supported the bovcott,

then he said 'Let the athletes decide.' Then he finally
came back around and now agrees the U.S. shouldn't

send a team to Moscow. Yesterday, back again, he

said maybe individuals should have a choice."

~-. Center City, PA
R Philadelphia, PA, News
April 9, 1980

-

"Those who don't (voluntarily comply with Carter's
wishes) must not be allowed to participate and the
president should take the step of withholding their

passports.” 0

World Affairs Council of Philadelph
Washjington Star, April .S, 1980

"The President laid down the gauntlet early "this vyear,
telling the Soviets that 1f their troops were not
out of Afghanistan by Feb. 20 that the United States

would not participate in the Olympics.

"The president's decision in this matter is irrevocable.
And it's time political candidates of both parties,

the United States Olympic Committee and our athletes
give their total support to President Carter on this
matter. Frankly, I'm appalled that some athletes

and a sizable number of delegatss to the United States
Olympic Committee are even considering...participation

in the games."”

World AL
T

Affairs Council of Philadelp:r
Washington

on Star - April 9, 1980



Bush .

"I would .cancel.our participation in the Olympics
in Moscow, put them someplace else. I don't want
to see the Soviets able to use the Olympic Games as
some kind of a turnaround now in the summer, 1in a
peace overture, and showing a good side of a naked
aggression.”

CBS Face the Nation
January 20, 1980

Reagan

'Reagan proposed boycotting the Moscow Olympics even
before the Afghanistan invasion.

"What would happen if the leaders of the Western
world told the International Olympic Committee and
the Soviet Union that torch must be lit in some other
country...If they don't and we participate in the
games anyway, what do we say to our young athletes
about honor?”

g

£ - ' ‘ Radio Transcript

¢ October 3, 1978

However, after the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan
Reazgan vacillated. First he opposed the boycott.

"...threats to refuse to attend the Olympics are
not responsive to the Soviet call of our hand.”

Washington Post
January 25, 1880

Then Reagan changed his mind and supported the boycott.

"...I support the idea of taking the Olympics
someplace else.”

Detroit News
February 14, 1980

Then Reagan opposed the boycott.

"It's a tough one...You'll just have to let me
stew about that one for a while."

Los Angeles Times
£ March 28, 1980



' Then Reagan threw the issue to the athletes.
"I would leave the decision to the athletes

themselves."

Washington Post
April 1, 188¢0

‘Finally Reagan- felt pressured to issue. a clarifying
statement. ‘ ‘ : ‘

" "I support the'boycotﬁ today.' I supported'it
yesterday. And I supported it when the President
first called for it."

Philadelphia Inquirer
April 11, 1980

7
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'Mondale

"As We meet today, the lesson of 'hé'SEViéE“fhvasioﬁ"m
of Afghanistan still waits to be drawn. History holds its
breath -- for what 1is at stake 1s no less than the future

security of the civilized world.

e TE one natlon can be Subjugatea by Soviét aggression,
is any sovereign nation truly safe from that fate? 1If a
hundred thousand Russian troops, and the barbaric use of
lethal gass, and the spectre-of nightly assassinations --
if these fail to alarm us, what will? If the Soviet lunge
toward the most strategic- 011 rlch soot on earth fails to -
unite Us, what will? ° co :

And if:we and.our allies £fail to useevery avngln peaceful
means available to preserve the peace, what hope 1is there
that peace will long be preserved?

While history holds its breath, America has moved
decisively. To show the Sowviet Union that it cannot invade
another nation and still conduct business as usual with
the United States, our country has embargoed 17 million
tonsOfWgrain, tightened controls on high technology trade;
limited Soviet fishing in our waters; raised our defense

‘budget to upgrade all aspects of our forces; strengthened

our naval presence in the Indian Ocean; intensified development
of our Rapid Deployment Forces; and offered to help other
sovereign states in the region to maintain their security.

In the UN General Assembly, the United States joined
more than a hundred other nations in an unprecedented majority
-- calling for the immediate, unconditional, and total withdrawal
of Soviet troops from Afghanistan. But the President, the
Congress, and the American people understand that a world
which travels to. the Moscow Games devalues 1ts condemnation
and offers its complicity to Soviet propaganda. -

I am convinced that the American people do not want
their athletes cast as pawns in that tawdry propaganda charade.
And I urge you to respect that undeniable consensus. :

Your decision today is not a question of denying our
Olympic team the honor they deserve -- for the American
people deeply respect the sacrifice we are asking our athletes

to make.

It is no longer a question of whether participation
in the Moscow Olympics confers legitfnacv on Soviet aggression.
When the Communist Party prints a million handicoxs to tell
its top activists that the Summer Gaw, mean world resbpect
for Soviet foreign policy, surely that issue is behind us.



.

Nor is it a gquestion of drawing a line between sports
and politics. That line the Soviets long ago erased. When
billions of rubles are diverted to the Games from Soviet

.domestic needs; when Moscow and other Olymplc clities are

purged of dissidents who might speak out;  whemn Soviet children
who might meet Western people and ideas on the strsets are
packed off to internal exile; when Soviet emissaries roam

the globe offering athletes expense-paid trips to Moscow;

when Soviet sports officials distort the number of teams

. rcommitted.’ to-partLCLpatlng -.surely the .issue of Sov1et

politics in Soviet Sports is. also behind us.

Above all, the decision you will make today 1is not
a choice between a sports issue and a national security
issue. For the President and Congress have made 1t clear
that the Olympic boycott 1s a genuine element of America's
response to the invasion of Afghanistan. It 1s an unambiguous
statement of our national resolve. It 1is a keystone in
our call to our allies for solidarity.

We must not =-- and cannot =-- break that link between

.America's power *to check aggression, and America's call

for an Olympic boycott. Your vote is a test of our will,
our confidence, our values, and our power to keep the peace
through peaceful means.”

Address to U.S. Olympic Committee

Colorado Springs, April 1980



~ '~ SOVIET TROOPS IN .CUBA -

Ty

Bush

"Before Carter got there we negated a commitment in
Angola; we waked (sic) up; we f£ind instead of 18,000
Cubans in Africa, 44,000; and instead of some little
training units down there in Cuba, we find a combat
brigade, operating and maneuvering in combat formation
with no training function at all.”

'?SABC-TSéQes ahd Answers
. Qctober 21, 1979

Bush

"I believe that our foreign policy has been very,
very naive and I am absolutely convinced, going back
to my CIA days, that this (Soviet troops in Cuba)

is something new, that this wasn't there all along.
In fact, Castro says it, or Brezhnev says it, doesn't
impress me cne bit.

" There were things we had to watch, ingredients

that should be watched; but I am saying what is there
. (in Cuba) now is different than what was there before.
s That is all I am saying."

ABC Issues and Answers
October 21, 1979

Bush

"I think we ought to have a dialogue with them (Soviets);
I think we ought to discuss with them, but I know

the only way you deal with them is to deal from strength.
They understand that." :

Dover, NH. Foster's Democrat
June 14, 1979

Bush

"I would bring it directly to them (The Soviets).

I would say, 'We know you have a brigade there (Cuba);
we want them out. You want a hell of a lot from us,
so you had better do this in.return.”

Jacksonville, FL, Journal
October 4, 1979



" Bush”

Bush .

"They want technology and grain from us. I would

have explained that the American people will be awfully
upset when they find out about the troops and that

it would be in the Soviets' best interest to move

them out of Cuba.”

. Fort Worth, TX, Star-Telegram
CUn T October 21 1979 ‘

He would "firmly and guietly tell the Russians that there
would be no SALT II treaty, no grain or high technology
until after those troops are removed from Cuba.”

Bush

Rock Island, IL, Argus
September 21, 1979

—~

He resents Carter's attempt "to shift the responsibility
to past administrations rather thanm to move ahead to solve

the problem.

Bush

Bush

"The foreign policy point is to get them. the hell
out of there." A

Houston, TX, Post
September 12, 1979

"If the Soviets did not feel that this brigade-level
force was a provocation, it would not have been sur-—
reptitiocusly placed in Cuba. The stationing is a

clear provocation -- it's a test of the United States
will. The president must meet this test with resolve.”

Houston, TX, Post
September 12, 1979

"After proclaiming that we would do our part, the
Carter administration is, in effect, fighting those
who seek freedom. That 1s a foreign policy outrage.”

Tarrant County Law Day luncheon
Fort Worth, TX, Star~Telegram
May 1, 1980
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Bush

'ABush S

"The President of the United States should insist
those troops be removed. And I believe they would
be. the United States is not so impotent...and the

. Soviet Union.wants so much from us."

Philadelphia, PA, Bulletin
_ September 7, 1979

-

"You've got tO remember there are certain things Castro

wants from the United States. And I think there ought
to be a code of behaviocr that he's held to before

he gets anything.”

n Political Profiles

page 9
~ 1979

~—



" Carter.

"The Soviet Union does not admit that the unit in
guestion is a combat unit. However, the Soviets have made
certain statements to us with respect to our concern: that
the unit in gquestion 1s a training center, that it does
nothing more than training and can do¢ nothing more; that
they will not change its function or status as a training
center. We understand this to mean that they do not intend
to enlarge the unit or to -give.it additional capabilities.

They havegsaid,thathﬁhe,Soviet“pegsonnel,in,Cuba.are N

‘not and will not be a threat to the United States or to

any other nation; that they reaffirm the 1962 understanding
and the mutually agreed upon confirmation in 19870 and will
abide by it in the future. We, for our part, reconfirm
this understanding.

These assurances have been given to me from the highest
level of the Soviet Government.

-

~Although we have persuasive evidence that the unit
has been a combat brigade, the Soviet statements about the

-future noncombat_status of the unit are significant. However,

we shall not rest on these Soviet statements alcne.

First, we will monitor the status of the Soviet forces
by increased surveillance of Cuba. ‘

Second, we will assure that no Soviet unit in Cuba
can be used as a combat force to threaten the security of
the United States or any other nation in this hemisphere.
Those nations can be confident that the United States will
act in response to a request for assistance to meet any
such threat from Soviet or Cuban forces.

This policy is consistent with our responsibilities
as a member of the Organization of American States and a
party to the Rio Treaty. It's a reaffirmation in new circum-
stances of John F. Kennedy's declaration in 1963 "that we
would not permit any troops from Cuba to move off the island
of Cuba in an offensive action against any neighboring countries.’

Third, I'm establishing a permanent, full-time Caribbean
joint task force headquarters at Key West, Florida. I will
assign to this headguarters, forces from all the military
services responsible for expanded planning and for conducting
exercises. This headguarters unit will employ designated
forces for action if required. This will substantially
improve our capability to monitor and to responc rapidly
to any attempted military encroachment in this region.

1]



Fourth, we will expand military maneuvers in the region.
We will conduct these exercises regularly from now on.
In accordance with existing treaty rights, the United States
will, of course, Kkeep our forces in CGuantanamo.

> Fifth, we will increase our economic assistance to
alleviate the unmet economic and human needs in the Caribbean
region and further to ensure the ability of troubled peoples

" .to resist .social turmeil and possible Communist domination. .

‘Tij}k?ThQ@United.stateé;has;&jworldwide“interést,in”peace,;_U

and stability. Accordingly, I have directed the Secretary -

of Defense to further enhance the capacity of our rapid
deployment froces to protect our own interests and to act

in response to requests for help from our allies and friends.
We must be able to move our ground, sea, and air units to
distant areas, rapidly and with adeguate supplies.

We have reinforced our-naval presence in the Indian
Ocean. o :

. We are enhancing our intelligence capability in order
to monitor Soviet and Cuban military activities ~-- both
in Cuba and throughout the world. We will increase our
efforts to guard against damages to our crucial intelligence
sources and methods.

Addréss to Nation
October, 1980



Carter

"In addition, responding to the Soviet military presence
in Cuba and the proxy role of Cuba on behalf of the USSR,
we have taken or are taking the following actions in support
of the rapid deployment force:

(1)

ey |
::- . Headguartersswhich:improves our.ability-to respond °

We are substantially increasing our ability

- to monitor Cuban and Soviet/Cuban activities;

We have established a Caribbeéﬁ Joint Task Force
to events in the region;

We are increasing regional military exercises;
and,

We are intensifying assistance to countries in
the region that are threatened by Soviet or Cuban

intervention. -

State of the Union
1980



\ - HELSINKI/CSCE/MADRID REVIEW

Re agan

Reagan considers the Helsinki accords another means
legitimizing the Soviet Union's imperial ambitions by
jure recognition of the satellite empire.

D rh

|QO

_ "In signing the Helsinki pact we gave the Russians

something they've wanteéd for 35 years. In effect,

we recognized the Soviet Union's right to hold captive
- the Fasteérn-and:Central European nations. they. have =

ruled since World War II. We signed the ‘pact apoarently

because of one clause which had to do with human rights.

Those making the decision to sign claimed the Soviet

Union by its signature had agreed to let people have

some (i1f not all) of the rights the rest of us take

for granted. They are (for example) supposed to be

able to leave the Soviet Union and the captive nations

if they choose. But the Russians make promises; they

don't keep them. :

Radio Transcript
- _ January, 1978
&“” ' As mentioned above, Reagan believes detente was one
~ way in which the Soviets exploited the West's weaknesses
to their own benefit.
. 4
"Detente, which started out worthily and with
a good purpose, has become a one-way street. I think
the Soviet Umion has become more truculent, more ag-
gressive in the world. And we have been responding
with preemptive concessions without getting anything
in return.. I think it is time for us to rebuild our
strength and at the same time ake detente if it 1is
to exist a two-way street by telling the Russians
that is the only way we will observe it.”

Christian Scilence Monitor
June 3, 1976

Reagan compared himself to President Carter.

"I would be very worried about me if the Soviet
Union wanted me to be president.”

Washington Post
Julv 14, 1580



Carter

"There 1s opposition abroad, as you well know, to
the pursuit of the principles espoused by the 35 nations
at Helsinki, and there 1s some skepticism here at home from
others who don't understand the fundamental truth that peace
on theone hand and the pursuit of human rights on the other
are-irrevocably interrelated. Peace and the pursuit of
human rights cannot be strengthened one without the other;
they cannot be successfully advanced independently of one
anpther. That belief, which we all share,. 1is above party,
as the ‘histotry of the Helsinki process proves. A Republican
administration signed the accords, .and now a Democratic

“adminigtration is deeply’ committéd &6 cartyifg out those

agreements.

The accords embody goals and values in which Americans
believe, as human beings who are struggling to build a more
decent and a more humane world. The pledges given by the
35 signatories at Helsinki 5 years ago were not lightly
undertaken,. and they cannot be lightly abandoned or ignored.
The document that was signed there, even though it was called
the Final Act, was not the end of our work. It was just
a fresh start on work that commenced in this Nation more

than 200 years ago.

The Madrid meeting this yvear is designed to assess
whatprogress has been made and, if possible, to speed its
pace and to widen the scope of that progress. Like the
Belgrade meeting in 1977, attended by some of you, Madrid
is an opportunity to look carefully backward and also to
permit us to push forward vigorously.

Some have said that we should stay away from Madrid,
that we ought to drop out of the Helsinki process. Such
ideas spring from ignorance of the meaning of Madrid. Some
have even compared the meeting in Madrid to the Moscow Olym-
pics, suggesting that since American athletes chose not
to go to Moscow, that American diplomats and citizens should
not go to Madrid. This reasoning, of course, is very confused.

As host to the Olympics, the Soviet Union sought to
enjoy both the fruits of aggression in Afghanistan and the
prestige and the propaganda value of being the host of the
Olympics at the same time. American athletes and those
50 other nations rejected that equation as indecent and
unacceptable. I commend them. They stayed at home, at
great sacrifice to themselves, and without them, the Moscow
spectacular has become a pathetic spectacle.
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But Madrid will not be an aggressor's propaganda festival.
The Spanish are the hosts, not the Soviets. The Soviet
Union will be there, as the other 34 states will be there
-~ to give an account of the manner in which the commitments
at Helsinki have been fulfilled or not fulfilled is the
undertaking of the'meeting at Madrid. It would certainly

- please those who are most guilty of violation of the principles
of Helsinki, including' human rights, to be freed of their
. . obligation to account for their actions before world opinion,
T whichvwill be. fecusedypen the-meeting in. Madrid.

There will be no medals awarded in Madrid. 1It's not
a wrestling match or a gymnastic tournament among diplomats.
What it will test is the progress made on the international
agenda of security and cooperation and the firmness of the
principles by which the 35 participants agreed to be bound.

In pursuing the cause of human rights, through the
Helsinki accords, there are no shortcuts. The road that
we're on is the right one. As the Belgrade meeting was
ending, Dante Fascell, who was our congressional chairman
at the time, said, and I gquote from him: "Advocacy of human
rights is not a quick fix. It holds no promise of easy '
victories." We know that all too well. But this advocacy
of human rights, no matter how difficult it might be at
times and how much it is scorned at times, must be pursued.
And at Madrid it will be,pursued, aggressively, persistently,
and with the full focus on it of world opinion."

Remarks at a Cersmony Commemoratinc
‘ the Fifth Anniversary of the Signir

of the Final Act in Helsinki

July 29, 19880



CHINA
Reagan

Since 1971 when he visited Taiwan as an emissary for
President Nixon, Reagan has ardently supported United States
relations with Taiwan. He defended President Nixon's proposed
trip to China.

"I'd be scared to death that a Democratic President
would give something away..." .
. L . Bgltimqﬁe Sun
e T February 26,9°1972°

After Nixon's trip Reagan cautiously supported the
President's efforts:

"The trip is over. And, despite the efforts of
many in the press todistort the outcome of that trip,
I know because I asked him what would happen if the
Red Chinese should attempt to take Taiwan by force.
And the President said to me, 'This country will
protect and defend Taiwan.-'

I know that many of us are uncomfortable. But
gf ---- if we demand 100 percent adherence to what we think
R we would do if we were president, we ignore the fact

that unless we are president and have access to all
the facts that he he has, we don't know whether our
decision would be any different than his.

So let's stop giving him and let's stop giving
each other political saliva tests to determine whose,
Republicanism is better than whose."

Quoted by Senator Goldwater
Congressional Record
April 20, 1972

Reagan was not prepared to improve relations with
China at the expense of Taiwan.

"Frankly, I have to wonder if it isn't time for
China to come visit us...(W)hile I want better relations
with Red China, as I am sure everyone else does, that this
country not, if it means sacrificing our relationship
with Taiwan."

Issues and Answers
November 30, 1973



o Reagan

When he heard rumors that President Ford intended
to renounce the United States Defense Treaty with Taiwan,

Reagan said:

"I don't believe, however, that in pursuing that
relationship we should be persuaded to drop any of
our longtime friends or allies like Taiwan. I think
we should say to the mainland Chinese that they accept
us and our- friendship with the knowledge and under-
- standing that we will not, in return for that, throw
vrany alliiesvaside oribhredk -any-of .our commitments- to -
our allies.™ ' - '

Christian Science Monitor
June 3, 1976

When the Carter administration began normalizing relations
with Peking, Reagan stated: .

~a

"...(I)t's beginning to look as if our government
is willing to pay the price Peking has put on 'normali-
zation,' though it is hard to see whatis in it for
us."™ 7 ‘

ﬁ:i ' . Radio Transcript
. A July, 1978 :

- Just after normalization of relations with China Reagan
began proposing a two China policy -- where both Chilna and
Taiwan would have an official liaison office.

"If the Chinese Communists could handle embassy
functions in Washington by calling it a 'liaison office’
before January 1, why can't the Republic of China's
embassy -- handling much more work -- be called a
tliaison office' after January 1."

Radio Transcript
. January, 1979
¥l
During the first month of normalization with China,
Reagan stated that he thought communism was "kind of foreign

to the Chinese temperament." He added:

"I will do everything to try and perhaps lead
the communist nation away from communism.”

United Press International
January 29, 1830



- Reagan
A favorite theme which Reagan has since dropped was:

"No more Taiwans, no more Vietnams, no more be-
trayal of our friends.®

. Time Magazine
: February 4, 198Q

B Reagan stuck to his two-China stand throughout the
- campaign. : '

"I want to have the bést relations and have the
Republic of China, the free Republic of China, know

that we consider them an ally and that we have official
relations with them...That liaison office is unofficial,
it is not government. It is a private kind of foundation
thing...I would make it an ocfficial liaison office

so they knew they had a governmental relatins.”

~

—~

Los Angeles Times
August 17, 1980

. Realizing that his candidate's position would cause
e trouble, Reagan's chief foreign affairs advisor, Richard
" Allen, held a press conference to deny Reagan would change

the American relationship with China and Taiwan. Allen

said Reagan had been misquoted as advocating a two-China

policy. (New York Times, July 11, 1980)

To clear up any misconceptions by the Chinese regarding
Reagan's statements, Bush visited China &s an emissary for
Reagan. At a joint news conference, before the trip, Reagan
restated his position.

"Yes I will advocate restoring official government
status to the Taipei office.” ‘

Los Zngeles Times
May 19, 1980

Either Reagan did not understand the consegquences
of his own proposal, or he was not familiar with the terms
of the Taiwan Relations Act of 1978. Even as Bush was in
China, Reagan stuck by his proposal, when pressed on whether
he favored establishing official relztions with Taiwan,
Reagan replied, "I guess...yes." (Washington Post, August
23, 1980)



After Bush's unsuccessful trip Reagan reaffirmed his
support of a two-China policy.

"I would not pretend, as Carter does,
relationship we now have with Taiwan, enac
Congress, 1s, not official.”

h

that
ted by our

Associated Press
- August 25, 1980

":-’rAdvisors. and the China Issue .

The public relations firm of two of Reagan's closest
advisors, Michael Deaver and Peter Hannaford, has been on
the Taiwan government's payroll since 1971. 1In fact, since
1977 both Deaver and Hannaford have registered with the
Justice Department under the Foreign Registration Act as
representatives of the government of Taiwan, a job for which
their firm receives $5,000 per month. (Los Angeles Times,
June 26, 1980)

Bush

China has "enormous reserves" of oil and "can be a
tremendous source of oil for the United States and the free
world if we handle our diplomatic relations properly."

Dover, NH, Foster's Democrat
June 14, 1979

Bush
"When I last saw Mao Tse-Tung, the emphasis was 'You've
got time to solve this problem.' Carter didn't understand
it. E

"We should continue to improve our relations with Peking,
but not at the expense of our allies on Taiwan. The
only way for us to have peace is for the United States

to stay strong. I desperately want to see an (SALT

II) agreement, but I wouldn't vote for this agreement

without substantial changes.”

Peoria, IL, Journal Star
August 5, 1979
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The garbled svntax and inaccuracies aside,
there ars sericus Zlaws in RP=aacan's
position on which he is vulneragle:

He very carefully z2vcids making any
commlitmant to honor the ncormalizaition
uncderstandings with China. 2lthouzh ha
concedes that the normalization negotiaticns
are "behind us", implving that he does no:
intend to undo them, he goss on to say thak
his p-lv concarn 1s to "safeguard the

“intérests of bp_f.;ted>5tites and ko enforce
the law of the land”. The implicaticn hars
-is -that -Redgan . woulo merely .be.implimenting,
"the law of the land", which he nas z ducy
to do, ewven thoucgh the Chinsse are not zTleased
w1_h it. This is an evasion.

‘The Conc&ess, in enacting the Taiwan
Relations Act, wisely gavs the President
both the authority and the necsssary
flexibility, consistent with his Constitutional
authoritv to conduct fcreign relations, to
manage the relationship with Taiwan in a
way con SlSt nt w1tn normalization. In signing
the Bill into la the Prasident, as vou
will recall, cﬂovcd any Zoubt as to the
intent of the US Government by saying that

o ]

-2 -
he would implemsnt the law in ways con-
sistent with our 10:maliza ion under-

- Standings with Chin For Reagan to say
simply that he lel lmDTemen* the law, )
while at the same tine remalning silant

_ on the gquestion of whether he will hopnor

| the normalization understandings, side-

! steps the real issue and raises more
questions about his intenticns.
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leaders 1in both ccunitries on wi.l=2 rancs2 oI intarnational topics
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of mutual interest. Amb. 3ush returnzd las*= nich+t and has reporitsd
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US - Japan relations. ur Republ

that Japan will remain a pilla

a Reagan-Bush administration will wcrk har
US-Japanese relaticns are maintainesd in ex
on close consultation and mutual understan
the process of ensuring peace in Asia is a c
must reinforce our ties with this close ally. Japan is our 2ndé
most important tréding partner and we are her
clcsa ties in other fields tco. Ths most importanit example is the
US-Japan Mutual Security, which recently marked its 20th anniversa.
Understanding the Japansese perspective is important for the succes

f American policy. As Amb. Bush will tell you in detail, he foun

view *hat thea US must be a st

K

Japanese leaders unanimous in thei

I am appreciate receiving their views, and I am greatful to them 2

: ¢ 1 < - .
the courtesies extended to Amb. Bush. I wou’ﬂ also like to expres
my appreciation to and rega*d for US Amb. Mike Va sf1eld, who also
extended many courtesies.

Of egual importance was Amb. Bush's trip to China, where he held a
s
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“hat goes beyond trade and cultural ties. "It Is an intersst that

is Fundamental to a Reagan-Bush 2dministraticn. The mestings in

Seijing provicded for =xitensive eiuchanges oI Visws Geoxrge has
etail the points oi similarity andé agreer

3
reported to me in great d
as 1

weall as those of dissi



Vlce Premier. Deng Xﬁaonlng, Foreigﬁ.MiniSter fduang Hua, as well =z

-y -

.Since the objective of the trip was to havs just such an exchange

without necessarily ‘eachwnc any agresement, I believe the cobjecti

ate Tirst-nand (accour

n;

[oh
Ih

was reached. We now have received an upd

f

1~

Of China's views, and the Chinese leaders have heard our pcint oI

t-

-

View.

’

Wriile in Beijing, amb, Bush and Richard Allen met at length with

'J

”'With“dther top £ *'ign DOllCV exnar_s and military leaders. ‘I °

appreciate the courtesies which the Chinese leaders extended to c

pafty,‘aﬁd I also wish to thank US Amb. Leonard Woodcock for his

kind assistance.

We now maintain full and friendly diplomatic relations with China

This relationship began only a few years ago, and it is one w=s
which we: should develor and strengthen in the years ahead. It's

delicate relationship, and the Reagan—-Bush Administration will

o

handle it with care and respect, with due regard for our own vita

—— =3

interests in the world generally and in the Pacilic section

specifically.
China and the US have a common ilnterest in maintaining peace, SO
our nations can grow and prosper. Two-way trade has now reached

approximately 3 1/2 billion dollars annually, and China's paXizy

«

program cf modernization depends in a major way on Western and

us fechnology.

Along with many other nations, we and China share a deep concern

the pace and scals of the Soviet military builéup. Chinese leads
I T
agree with japanese leaders that the US must be a strong and
Ancé thev specifically favor us

vigorous defender of the peace.

holstering our defense and our alliances. It 1s guite clear



-

that we do not, however, see eye o eye on Taiwan. And thus, th:
is an appropriate time for me to state our position on this issucs
I'm sure that the Chinese leaders would place no value on our

relations with them if they thought that we would break commitmer

to them if a stronger power were to demand it. 3ased on my long-

-

fv
[oN)

standing conviction that American can provide leadership and conms

respect only if it keeps the commitments to its friends, large a:

'-Smallk”a=Reagan—Busthdministration~would:obse:ve.these 5 princi;

in dezling with the China situation.

~

~— First, US-Chinese relations are important to America as well
as to Chinese interests. Our partnsrship should be global and

strategic. In seeking impraved relations with the People's

Republic of China, I would extend the hand of friendship to all

- "“ )
Chinese. In continuing our relations, which date from the

mm——— , )
historic opening created by President Nixon, I would continue t

process of expanding trade, scientific,sand cultural ties.

.
e D —

~-- Second, I pledge to work for peace, stability, and eeconem=e

) ; . - ) -
the economic growth of the Western Pacific area, in cogperation

with Japan, the People's Republic of China, the Republic of Kore

and Taiwan.

~— Third, I will cooperate and consult with all countries in the

area in a mutual effort to stand firm against aggressicon or sea:

for hegemony which threatens the peace and stability of the are:

~— Fourth, I intend that US relations with Taiwan will develop

with the law 0f our land, the Taiwan Ralations Act. This legis:

-

is the procduct of democratic process and 1s designed to remedy
defects of the totally inadequate legislation proposed by Jimmy

Carter. By accepting China's three conditions for normalizatio
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Jimmy Carter made concessions that Presidents Nixcn and Tord

had steadfastly refused to make. I was and am critical of his

decision, because I believe that he made concessions that were

Hh
—

not necessary andé not in our national interest. I felt that

a condition of normalization, by itself a sound policy choice,

shoqu have been _he retenulon of a. lizison office on Taiwan

’-—f

of equivalent status tQ the one which we nad earlier established

in Beijing. With a persistant and principalled negotiating

position, I believe that normalization could ultimately have been

achieved on this basis. But that is behind us now. My present
A ——————

concern is to safeguard the:interest of the US and to enforce the

law of the land.

B

It was the timely action, reflecting the strong support of the

Ame:ican‘people for Taiwan, that forced the changes in the in—

adeguate bill which Mz. Carter proposed. Clearly the Congress

was unwilling to buy the Carter plan, which it believed would hav

jeopardized Taiwan's securluy This Act, designed by the Congres
#

s—-lJ—

to provide adequate saFeguards for Taiwan's security and well-bei

also provides the official basis for our relations with our long

term friend and ally. It declares our cofficial policy to cne of -

——

maintaining peace and promcting extensive, clocse, and friendly
relations between the US and the 17 million people on Taiwan, as
well as the 1 billion people of the China mainland.

t specifies that our official pclicy considers any eifort to

0O

Setermine the future cf Taiwan by other than pezceiul means a

the US. And most importa

0

threat to peace and of grave concern t

waapons to Taiwarn

-
-

i+ spells out our policy of providing defensive

and mandates the US to maintain the msans to rasist any resort tc
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force or other forms: of coercion which.threaten the security of. i
social or economic system of Taiwan. | |
This act further spells out in greaz detail how the President of
the US, our highest elected officizal, shall conduct relations wi-

’

Taiwan, leaving to his discretion the specific methods of achiev:

policy..objectives.. The Act further details how our official
i — : - ST . 0 R C. AR

» . . m
personnel,” including diplomats, are to administer US relations w:

Taiwan through the American Institute in Taiwan. It specifies &

—

for that purpése they are tﬁ'resign“for the term of their duty
in Taiwan and then ﬁe reinstated to their former agencies of the
Us Governmeht with no loss of status, seniority or pension right:
The ihtent of the Congress is crystal clear.  Ouxr officizl relat:
with Taiwan willsbe funded by Corgress with public monies, the
éxpenditure of which will be audited by the Comptroller General
the US and'Congreésional oversight will be performed by two stan

committees of the Congress.

Now you might ask what I would do differently. I would not pret

gy,

as Carter does that the relationship we now have with Taiwan, er

-

by our Congress, i1s not official. I am satisfied that this Act

J—

provides an official and adeguate basis for safeguarding our

E3

relationship with Taiwan, and I pledge to enforce it. 3But I wil
- *

eliminate petty practices of the Carter Administration which are

inappropriate and demeaning to our Chinese friends on Taiwan. 7

e

example it absurd and not required by the Act that our represent
e

- L =0
heir ofs:

t

}_l.

are not permitted to meet with Taiwanese ofiicials in

and ours. I will treat all Chinese officials with fairness and

dignity. I would not impose restrictions which are not reguirec

by +the Taiwan Relations Act and which contravene 1its spirit and



purpose.

Here are other examples of how Cartar has oons out of his way o
1)
humiliate our friends on Taiwan, Taiwanese officials are ignored
at senior levels of the US government. The Taiwan Relations Act
S—— ’ <=
fw*fy‘ specificallv recuires that the Taiwanese be permitted to ksep ths
7. .. . .same number. of affices in this couniry that they had before.
.Previously, Taiwan had 14 such .ofiicies. -Today .there are but 3.
Taiwanese military officers are no longer permiitted %o t=ain in

Y the US or to attend service, academies. Recently the Carter

Administration attempted to ban 2ll imports froxm Taiwan labelled

"Made in the Republic of China," but was

/CJ. . Iy =
order after opposition began to mount

for

in the

ced to rescind +he

Congress. The

Carter Administration unilaterally imposed a 1 year moratorium .

be provided with arms of a defensive character.

on arms supplies, even though the Act specifies that Taiwan shall

v

tration abrogated the Civil Aviation Agresement with

The Carter Admirn

Taiwan, whic

e

o <%

People'’s Republic of China,

had been effect since 1947.

he did this.

In response to demznds from the

I recognize that the People's Republic of China i1s not pleased

with the Taiwan Relations, which the US Congress insisted on as

the of

abundantly clear to Mr.

Carter Adéministration.

fu

+

tq

as President,

Bush arnd,

But it is

-

will

n

I

£h
ma b

ot a

ficial basis for our relations with Taiwan.

am told,
law of

(=]
-

ccept

=

This was made

is clear to *he

our land.

interference of

foreign power in the process of

ma——

[0

n

3]

a

the s+trict observance of

P Y g
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these
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PDamrnlalea

carrying out the laws of our land.

dereliction of my duty as Presidant.

jopnl
=

Revublic of

incip

als

e oz
It i

interests

s mvy conclusion

2311 ;
will b= 1n

China, and the
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people on® Taiwan. The specifiic implementation of these Guties W
have to await the results 0f the election in November. But in
deciding what to do; I will take into account the views of the
People's Republic of China as well as Taiwan. It will be my

intention to preserve the interests of the US, and as President

.will choese the methods.by which this:shall best be accomplished

- That's 'the end’of "tHe §tatsemént.” End now I'm sure you'll have

a great many gquestions for Amb. Bush, who has besen there on tha

scene. ' . .



Questica: I've gol a question for you first, <t seems LBLTLY Cdeme mmoen i

the Chinese have bsen saying publiclJ is that wnst they've objectsd o is not
£ : S . .
¢ 1g-Taiwan Relations Aci, bui vou_ cna¢ac erization of your desire for cux
relstionship with them to be "official.” . They sesm to be most upses with that

So, I want to ask you why vou have insisised that ithat is what

you wani-—an’ ’cial" relation hip

T and I would enforce it.

gan:.JWe_l, as I havs uOld you, zha 1 s very cls

Wn

n=2a

{

~doss gi e cer ualn dlscreulon to uh Presid=nu, and my cuar-e7 is Hth the manner

© . A
5"

in which Jimmy Carter has 2bused t 15t d*scr tic. And I unink iu is a transpsrenc

and ngpocritical to pretend that an act passed by the US Congress resulting in an

azency for a foundatiam cr ea d by 3 Governmenti agency, manned by Gevernment

who, even though they are on leave of absence, hasve 211 ithe predquisites

—

employess

and funded by our

[V

that existed when they weré.on active duty with the Government,

Government is not indeed an officizl relationship. As a3 matﬁer of fact, ths very

weapons to an OuhEI country without officially going uhrouOH the US Govevnn-nt

to do so. : o '
in that press conference ten days ago you

Questicn: Governor,
————————
specifically cited this Act as providing authority for governmental

relations with Taiwan. Amb. Bush has flatly contradicted that, sayi:

the Act calls for non-gover nmental relaticns.

Bush: I don't remember vou saying government.

e

Question: Can you tell what you now believe and whether you still

rhink there should an official, overt US L
Ho, I'm Just saying, I thHink I Jjust answer

iavson Office on Taiwan?
ed that-~thzat the 3¢t has made

Fgagen:
ap—————, = :
it vary clesr--2s I s2y, the uss of the word ”official" is what CGeorge szid when
/f .
thst +he protlem rezlly seemed to be one of semantic

-e was thers, once publicly,
e . . ot —— NS Aha 4 o T
And, ne, the institute thst 1s there and tns 1zw provides for the things tnsc 4,

thst law; 8s I pointed

)
:hr
dl
Py

yihatevar changes I would make are ©2 +&in Che cc

cump—

nut hers in ths étgpementr : ‘ _ . - -



Question: To- VOL. exDect you were clected. :‘:esmen Ty yox_ U -y ew o

:é—zsta‘:ﬁlisﬁ, di; ioaa.’:.ic relations Wluh Taiwvan?
o | : -— -
' r’:eagér.:‘ No, this would then be--this is the very thing where m;E misunderstanding
‘es, and I would hawd .to szy that this came frcx 2 distort im of my positiam

thst has been ﬁickad up by the Chiness press. Z nave never aﬁvocate_d diplematic
relsticns-a-’.:’:.i 1y hss in *the 'la' ngusge of diplomacy, a very-ted‘fnical ’-sani_ng,
whick ~-ecu.:..es an - a*ncassy end so i‘crub—-end you ou_d be vzcﬂa ing h= very tn g
ihat b-bth:f357é~mmsﬁ‘;é~'-§p_-- Gnﬁ_zri;a:—fz_ron‘.dz_.be,*:_‘:'.-c?a::_-:; what At}:ey-b,el_i,eve.. Becausa,

both of Dose govemm:nu L’ISlSu that sacia one of them are—-is ths government of

all of Chlna." Ana there's no way that we can do that. -

Questicn: I dm't understand your refersnce to "boih govermments in China.” |

Bsagen: I mean, the govermem:t of Tsiwan and the government of the Pecple's Rspubli
” R . -

.~f China. Nox-, each one claims to be the government of 311 of China. Now, that

P

is an issus that they'res going to ‘have to sstile between themselves as to how thsad

works out. OCur- Govammenu, due to what the President did a shert tims 2go, has
now officially recegnized the government of the Feople's Republic of China and
astabl :.s‘-zad dlplomatlc relatiams. PFreviously we have recognized the government on

Taiwan, and ‘had an Embassy unere. ' ‘ L A

vramo st
o o m—

0: ...Le Monde. The Eurcpean press 1s concerned by your fierce anti-

communism and they are as interested in your statements about the

current upheavals in Poland as they are about China and Taiwan.

— ———— . — ———

I you were P“SS’ asnu, would you bs willing to establish

S think +he US, thoro®s no reason to interfer, but I thirnk tns US should alsc

- A s o

L e
w13T

ve that tre Soviet Unicn has 2 righit to interfer

make it clear that we dan't belie

in that domesiic problem. thers



. ~Q: Amb. Bu } .. - C _
[fQ = sh, based on your visit, wnat do. you think the Chinese rea
-ﬂ' = - 3 e . . ’

would be to the steps outlined in Gov Reagan's statemant, particular

. e - . C oy .
the training of taiwanese military officers in the US?

M
W
H
m

.Bush: I know what the reaction would be, but thes exarples that ars szt wp

- - L LR ) ‘ i - . = 4
£ what Jimry Carter has dane. I"don't thlnk the CGovernor s takan a positim here

-

on vhich'df Lhesa he’s go#na to do o"nou do. ~uu, Qﬁefé‘é ﬁb”qugstion:ﬁhat’

Coe

Peking would be "mnappy.: Lm. cu..:r.ng xv £rd D, mr missien: *‘asn" to try to

- negov *aue ag*eemcnu, he’fe nou in po WET, Our cuestion wesn't even to try to

minimize differencss. Indeed, I vcry cleargy pointed up Gov. Rezganls sunport
—Droper, in oy view—ILor the Teiwan Relations Act, and ws're bowmd to disagres.
And in aoy rel;tianship as new and as complicated as this one, there's going 4o b=

differences. So, I don'%t think you have ito know anything zbout the Chinz eguatim
. 7 g !

"o suggest thet some of thess things would causs heartburn in Feking. But £k

:elationship, in my view, the way the Governor has described it, the way he's put

his positica here, in my v1ea, we can have improved relations with the Pgople's

Espublié of China and still do what he has suggssted vis-s-vis (Taiwen). He's

szying that these things, you know, that Ubs cci says 7ou can do them; and when

he is, and I presumes, in office, why he makes &z decision.
Question: Vics Pres, Mondals todzy said you siziemenis regarding Taiwan would

cheer only the Sovigts. What do you think of the implications Sesassme—

for the Soviet Unicn of the statements that you ars making that are

obviously making the Chinese unhappy?

Reagzn: I.don't know that I can cww...i on his interpretatic of how the Soviets

!
don t take szriously tco much of whst almest gmcunts To Igysteris rEC°ﬂtly in
tne shrillness of the criticisms of me znd of ocur Yy by Vice rres. lMendale,



-

UUV Pl g ——.,

_on Taiwan to one day recover the ﬁainland?y'You have in *hs base

o~ (supported such hopes).

%ssgan: Well, I have told you that this is 3 problem now: 2 governments both

claiming to bs the legitimste government of Chinz, This is ssmething for them

work out. And as the Taiwan Relaticns Act specifies, we want to sse that dme

peaceflly and without force or coercion Oy €ithsr sida.

.,

. Quastionf Eo you scll_ suDDort the SSDlrat70 2 of the Nsticnalists. on Taiwan o

ne day conurol the wawnland?

Tzagan: Woit 2 minuts. You askirg for 3 cueszAﬂn, thst wnatever I amswer--let

- T

m2 give you woat I think is 2 very broad answer. -I would think that 31l of us

would bs happler if the government, whether the government om Taiwan or ths
e . .
government especially on the mainland of Cblna, would give uwp the ideoclogy of
communism, That would esss 2 lot of problems and make for s much bstiayr
L) N

’eEiEEEEEEizﬁ_ They are 3 Communist government and we have established a.
relastimship.

Q: What would you do to make US relations with Taiwan more "official"®

they are now?

- -

Fszgan: Well, I think, for ome thing, that it is demeaning znd insulting for us
. s

to say thst with the establlshmen* cf their offics in Washingt a1 and our American
Instituts on Taziwan that those people cannot mest on officizl business with
representativas of either our Govermmant or theirs in Governmentalvef Frices——that

they gotta go to a restaurant some place or 2 club or 2 hotel, And this is not

5 his

’,h

contained in the act; this is st the discrsiica of the President and this

whe nave 3 similzr rels



Q: Would it be an officia

“a

e . A g . f
P.,asan.. ho, there would be no need for thst

mske it re CAkd e A D tme I

ska it more open. And what CGeorge has pointsd out is 2 most sicrnid icant thing:
: igrnificant thing:

Lot T - —_— . '

vnev rrance and Jazpan have deme exactly the same thing, with regard to the same

A g ) -~
X2nd oo

cffices o - - 1 - .
s SUPposedly non-govermmental, and zllowed “heir Decpls o mees

W] S

on oIf icilal obusiness in government of fices.

-.a -

1 Lias £E3 : T
._.J_a-s\on Office of Tne US Govermment?

— v —

 Fsagam: Yo, it would be what the Taiwxam Felaticms Aci szys it is—-thai's the law

.

of ths land.

D dogse a5

~Questicm:, Tou szid this American Institute was wmacceptiable, it should be =»

rC .
R . = =
izshaizle), Have you changed zhst?c‘—t-&w , -

Fsagam: Well, if I did in discussions of that, then I misstated. I have alsays
talked sbout, and I have repestedly referred to, the Taziwan Ralaticas Act =nd

said what I was advocating was contained in that aci. Shall I have a show of

.hands on why many of you have read the Taiwan Relaticns Act? TYou mizht be

surprissd,

Questicm: .H'as not thé Taiwan Relations .A'.c't besn the basis of éurrent US relsticms
with Teiwam? And was not everything geing smccihly unt:_'L you raised the questi

of "official® relaticnship?

Reagan: I did not raise the issue. At 2 mecting in Cleveland, mads up of
Heritage groups, sc called, variows athmic grcupé, I was zsked by 3 Chinese
regsrding my positim on this, and I used the word “oi’f;:.cial"—thét I would -
favor an official relatiasmship with témm.l Now, the Teiwan Relaticns Act, zs T

the word "wofficial,”
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say, does not use the word "afficial,” neithex d
anyolace in it. And I think that it is patently an z2ct by ocur Government, 3

crezti=m of ocur Governmment. I'n sztisfied witn
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so forth and so cn. 41t is thers _t'nat I believe the President has, in effect,

1 3 L s YA Qj:!‘i".ﬁﬁj‘_ntent.
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Questicn: But at 3 press conferencs last week you wsre ssked the guesticn whether

vou believe that govemn-n,-uo-gover:ne-xu relstias ‘should be irplementad, and

P—.LI %‘Mcﬁj pdudes gy AT 55T relat g

Ssagan: I dem't Ymow that I said that or not.
Push: TIf ‘you'rs referring to the press conferenceg where I sttended? The

Govermox did not say govermmei-to-governmeni. Somsbody has the text, look it up.

.quejs-':.icn.._ .L've gOu a *ca- '10*-11: he.;e. ’I.hs C—ove.,-._.. .52id thst wder the Taivaxm .

™=lstias é.c* there are provisions for ”gover::mental relatims that just haven'd

tesn implemented.™

Pssgan: Well, thai's what I've just put in this statement. Those a2re "govemrnment
relatians.” For example, for qpita a period of time this AQ."'""’..SU ratia had
refussd to implement tha“‘c. part sbout providing dsfensive military squipment.

‘ s

Now, this was the President of the US violating the intent of the Taiwan

Pelaticns Act, and obvicusly it 1s the governmment of Taiwan thst is going to

buy thoss defensive weaponse.

Questicn: Whst is the difference bstween governmental relaiicns znd government-tc

government rélaetims?

Beagan: Well, T think that it .could be :'.ntsj:preted as intencding a2 changé in

the Tziwan Relatims -Act I recognize that if you've got a2 baskst af wards,

the more yoﬁ have, the more they can be interpreted in differsnt ways by different
people, And I think thst would just mmecessa*ﬂy bz provocztive to--as I say,

I stand by the act as it is; I do not stand oy wnat I think zre the vioclatioms

of the spirii of the act by this Administrsiicn. 4And L think ths issue is net
hew I feel abeout Tziwan. The issue today is thet Carter foreigznm policy and what

1 15 deing to our 2llies and o the US positicn in the world--2nd this is just

[ED

ar.cther exaplme of 1t.
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.things. But I don't view this visit'as a failure at 2ll. An

e

Q: Forgetting the word "official” for just 2 moment, vou have in the

+, Ccorrect?

Py
e

Act the power to use your discretion. You plan to us2

R: Yes, of course.
Q: Would that tend to make relations more official than they ars now:

Well to the extent of cfficials being z2llowed to visit in offices,

]
'a
.

—

vh

fu

10

t do you mean by officizl than?

;’Wéil,‘éﬁgtnaﬁéﬁ.I‘ééia; ‘Ir££i#£ ﬁﬁéﬁﬂif jéﬁ»loék af this entire
péckage; an aét paésed‘by Congﬁess £hat creéééé and agency ox institul
mans it_witb government personnel, funds it with government money, I
hypocritical to pretend that that is not something of an official rele
ship.

Q: Amb. Bush your mission has been described by the Chinese as a failu
Is that how you éee it?

B: In the first place, I don't think it's a failure. The government
officials have not séid that;.‘When you go to‘China,'you are put up ir
a state guest house,.you meet the Foreign Minister for 4 1/2 hours,.wi
holéding 2 position in cur Government. You meet the Vice Premier, Denc
Xizoping, for an hour and 40 minutes. You are accorded great civility
hospitality. You have a frank excﬁange of vie&s. Yoﬁ did not go to =
agreement, to pound out.agreement. You went to clarify and ?ive the
Governor's views, which I think T dié succinctly. I kneﬁ I'a run intc

some differences with them on the Taiwan Ralations aAct and on a lot oI

Sust a rhetorical guestion. Suppose we hadn't seen Deng Xiaoping and

‘
]
L

ua&, as was suggested by some O

there because thsy were supposed to bDa sO outraged o

That. We saw the top officials, and h=are

on in ths US Government. I don't see how that can be categorize
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as a failure or a success. We just went and did what we set out to ac

But really what's relevant is: do they have, as a result of this trip,

oreign pol

)
I"
fl)
H
Hh-

er understanding of the Governor's views, in terms of

as it relates to this one issue ~— that has cdominated ithis press con=z-
Ierence —— and as it relates to many other areas where we have common

-

e, to say nothing of the

i~

ground? Southeast Asia is a very good examp
Soviét UniOn.'”Ahd ;he answer to that guestion LSL Yes, they clearly &
And you. Lnow and- I know the k nd of rhéto 7¢alAthat_¢omé'dﬁt,of Peking
at various times, and I understand‘that. But'wé used these”frtitfﬁl.

maetings ~— i1n my view, we categorizecd them as they have as frank and

iz

earnest. And that means in diplomatic terms that we didn't seek or
certainly hammer. out agreement on every point. But for someone to
suggest that the visit is a failure when I've cited what we did do,

I just simply cannot .accept that. And I am convinced that if Gov. Re:z

" wins this election, he will be a President of this country that the

Chinese understahd, reépect, and indeed I think we'll see relations

improve, as he and Ilboth want.- )

Moderator: Thank you very much ladies aﬁd.gentlemen.

R: Wait a‘minute. This isn't just shutting you off. George has a pl
to catch, and he has to run for it right now. Let me just say before
goes, I am deeply greatful for the long and arduous trip that he made
both of those cégntries and for what I consider to be the success of

Basically the success is simply that his presence there belies the wc

of some of their more hysterical press statements zbout our interest

i.)

relations anéd ...maintaining and promoting relations with the People

cf =rat des:

D

eoublic of China. His very presence thars was evidenc

-
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-
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the sincerity of our intent.
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Moﬁdale

China: A test of Presidential Judgment

"In this election the Republicans seem to be running
on two major planks. The first is their pro-worker policy,
which comes down to blockbuster giveaways to the rich.

And the second is the issue of national strength.

I want. to talk about national strength for a moment..

It means many thlngs ——'strong nllwtary defenses; arms control;

energy..security; a foreign policy: baseéd.on American values.
-—and I'll be speaking about them all as this campaign
moves along. But the element of national strength I want
to emphasize this morning is presidential judgment.

Last week, Lane Kirkland -- the President of the AFL-CIO
-— pointed out that few presidential elections in modern
history offer such a stark contrast between the candidates
as this one. 1In my speech td> the New York State Federation,
I'1l be highlighting that contrast in two areas -- policies
affecting working Amerlcans, and. forelgn affairs.

The last tén days have given the American people an
opportunity to assess the judgment of the Republican nominee
for President. 1In his handling of an area of extreme sensitivity
-- our relations with China -- he has stumbled into a public
argument with the Chinese. He has proposed a change in
our relations with Taiwan which is unnecessary, undesirable,
and which carries with Lt potentially disastrous conseguences
to our national securitv. He has demonstrated nis;lack
of understanding o©of the b351c facts of the issue. ‘And he
has had a public dlsagreement with his running mate, who
has returned in failure from his trip to Peking.

What Mr. Reagan has done, guite simply, 1s to propose
a policy towards this delicate question which would turn
the clock back, and recreate the conditions which made the
Taiwan guestion a perennial source of tension becth in Asia
and in our political debate at home.
")

\f"
The central fact is this: President Carter's historic
decision to complete the normalization process with the
government of China in December 1978 has been a dramatic
success. It has strengthened our strategic position throughout
Asia and the Pacific, and with the government in Peking
-- which represents one-fourth of the world's porulation.



. Our gains with the mainland have been accomplished
wlthout damage to the basic prosperity, stability, and security
of the people of Taiwan.

A1l this 1s jeopardized by Mr. Reagan's confused and
misinformed positions. He says he doses notwant to turn
the clock back -- but advocates creating an "official liaison”
office on Taiwan. His proposal is a violation of the central
fact around which the United States and China were able
to corstruct both the Shanghai Communique issued by President
’ Nixon and Chou. EnLai in 1972, and the announcement of normali-
~zatlon made by ‘President Carter and Premier Hua Guo Feng
in December of 1878.

Mr. Reagan has taken a position which could seriously
damage our national strength and give cheer to only one
major nation -- the Soviet Union. He has demonstrated that
he does not understand this sensitive issue.

Mr. Reagan offered us a "two China" policy. With
Mr. Bush's trip, he now offers us two China policies. Neither
situation will do.

In the coming days, they will no doubt issue clarifications
£ and explanations. But no clarification will obscure the
L fact that in his first foray into the international arena
since becoming his party's candidate, Mr. Reagan has repudiated
the policies of the last three American Presidents -- two
from his own party. It is an inauspicious way to open a
campaign. It is a potentially disastrous way to run our
nation's foreign policy, and I believe the American people
will reject it in November."

New York AFL-CIO Convention
Monticello, New York
August 25, 1980
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SOUTHERN - AFRICA .

Re agan

No where is Reagan's disregard for human rights more
apparent than in southern Africa where Reagan perceives
the confrontation as between Marxism and the principles
of the West, rather than as an attemot by a disenfranchised
majority to gain some measure of control over its destiny.

Reagan stated his appraisal of the election won by
the reverend Abel Muzorewa which excluded. Joshua Nkomo's

'~ZANU and RoberL Mugabe s ZAPU.:A

The cuerllTas were detern1ned to rule the
country, and neither one of them could win an election.

Jefferson City Missouri Post
May 6, 1979

As for South Africa, Reagan favors a policy which
ignores apartheid. ~-

“"Isn't it time we laid off South Africa for awhile?
...As for letting South Africans work at solving their
problems while we solve our own, all in favor say
IAYe.IH

Radic Transcript
October 2%, 1976

Cne of Reagan's advisors, Peter Duignan, claims Carter
is too harsh with South Africa, glVlng blacks "unrealistic"
expectations. (Christian Science Monitor, February 9, 1978)

Another advisor, Kenneth Adelman, states flatly that
one man, one vote probably is not applicable to South Africa.
(Christian Science Monitor, October 6, 1877)

Another advisor, Joseph Churba, would go so far as
to advocate establishing a military relationship with South
aAfrica, including use of the naval base at Simonstown by
the United States Navy and strengthening the South Africa
armed forces. (New York Times, June 13, 1980)
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Mondale

"Our job in ngerla s new democracy underscores the
fundamental change in America's relations with Africa.
When President Carter and I were 1naugura;ed in early 1977,
we were determined to build a new foreign Dol1cy on the
foundation of America's democratic values.

We value justice. And so we cocmmitted our nation
to an Africa free from racism and oppression.

We value pérsonél digﬁity -And so we committed our
natlon to an, Afrlca free from want and sufferlng

We value peace. And so we committed our na;ion to
an Africa free from war and from foreign domination.

These three goals -- human rights, economic progress,
and peace -- were underlined by President Carter here in
Lagos two years ago, in the first state visit by any American
President to Africa. And when he arrived here, he was greeted
by words both friendly and direct. "The Nigerian public"
he was told, "has learned to measure policy pronouncements
by results -- and not expectations."

It was an appropriate point. And tonight is an appropriate
moment to assess those results -- and to survey the work ahead.

First, human rights. For the United States, the guestion
1s not whether we should work to advance justice in aAfrica,
but rather how to do so.

Tonight, as your Vice President pointed out, we celebrate
a historic step forward -- majority rule and independence
for the people of Zimbabwe. It was an achievement of which
Nigeria can be proud, most African governments, the British
government, and all Zimbabweans should be proud. Aand I
am proud that my own country stood firm with yours and others.
For today, the people of Zimbabwe control their own future,
free from outside interference, whether from their neighbors
or from other continents.

Throughout the years of effort to find a solution,
the United States held to a policy of support for free and
fair elections, open to all parties; for a democratic and
fair constitution; and for a negotiated settlement based

on these principles.

The President insisted on meaintaining American sanctions
against Rhodesia until an impartial election process had

begun. There was intense pressure to abandon this course
-- to drop our principles and take a short-sighted view
of our interests. But our President, he and our Congress,

helped by the three great leaders, refused.



We know that it is in our naticnal interest to support
further programs for Zimbabwe. The United States has pledged
substantial assistance to Zimbabwe -- because we believe
that its future will help decide the future of southern
Africa.

" One of our partners in the search for péace in Zimbabwe
was Sir Seretse Khama of Botswana. He was a gifted, gentle
leader of modern Africa -- the father of a state both non-racial
-and- democratic, in a turbulent region that has known too

"Tittle of either guality and we all mourn his passing.

But'we-also-celebrate ‘a. cause hé nurtured -- democratic
government in Africa. We welcome the return of civilian
rule in Nigeria, Ghana and Upper Volta, and the movement
toward democracy in other. nations in this region. We applaud
the heightened emphasis on human rights in many African
nations and in OAU councils. We offer our support for the
future of Zimbabwe. But we must also address those areas
where human rights are trampled.

- Injustice based on racial discrimination is abhorrent
to men and women everywhere. That is why the problems of
southern Africa -have been of special concern.

We believe that an agreement on a plan for peace and
justice in Namibia, based on fair and open elections, is
within reach. The plan proposed by the UN Secretary-General
has received strong African support and the agreement of
the Southwest African People's Organization. South Africa
has accepted the plan -- but does not yet agree on how to
carry it out.

Now is the time for South Africa to put its faith
in the plan it has accepted. If it does not, if instead
it insists on its own formulas and carries the conflict
further afield into neighboring states -- the opportunity
for peace could be lost, and the conflict will continue.
We urge South Africa to build on the experience of Zimbabwe
and to move forward -- not backward -- on the issue of Namibia,

while there is still time.

Events within South Africa concern us as well. 1In
May of 1977, I met in Vienna with the then Prime Minister
Vorster. I impressed upon him, in the clearest terms, that

relations between our two countries would depend upon progress
toward full human rights and full political participation

for 21l the people of his country. I expressed our strong
hope that the South Africa goverment would meet soon with
representative leaders from across South African society

to determine that country's future.



~ I :epeat«that appeal..again today == for. the clock

'1s tlcklng in South Africa.

N We advocate no simple formula. We know there
simple answer. We see the need to solve a oroblem.
we believe that only blacks and whites, talking and
together, can find 1its solution. :

Address 1in Nigeria
July, 1980

~
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reasoning



'HUMAN RIGHTS

Reagan

Reagan's attitude toward human nghts sStems Lrom the

..belief that the. United States -confuses. its friends and allies

with the selective- appllcatﬂon of 2 human rights policy,
making it that much easier for the Soviets to drive for
world domlnatlon

"While the Soviets arrogqntly warn us to stay
out of their way, we Qccupy ‘ourselves by looking for
human rights violations in those countries which have
historically been our friends and allies."

Address to Chicago Council
on Foreign Relations
March 17, 1980

Latin America

'Reagan S disregard for thebasic precepts of human
rights is obvious in the admiring way he speaks of Argentina
after three yearS of rule by a military dictatorship. Reagan
guoted an economic advisor to the junta.

"...1n the process of bringing stability to a
terrorized nation of 25 million, a small number (of
people) were caught in th'e cross fire, among them
a few innocents."

fRadio Transcript
August, 1979

Bush

"You're not always choosing in the world between perfection

and imperfection. In Pakistan, it is in the interest
of the United States to have a Pakistan that will

not be dominated by the Soviet Union. That is our
interest. Now, if that means at least having some
negotiation with General Zia, who is less than perfect
in human rights —-- fine. But what kind of government,
if you don't do it, and if Pakistan falls, do you

get? You get one less interested in human rights.

And I point to Iran as a good example of what I'm

saying. I point to Iran.”
Bill Moyers' Journal
WNZET/Thirteen
March 6, 1830



Bush

Bush

Bush
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"We are up against a strong £force -- the Soviets backing
the Cubans. I'm concerned about our foreign policy
that, along with human rights, hes also to consider

the . strategic: interests-of the country:  I~'fault Carter, "~

because in his concern for human rights, he has sacrificed
that."

Peoria, IL, -Journal Star
November 6, 1979

"My argument with Jimmy Carter is that he lets human
rights drive our strategic interests. Iran is a good
example. Cuba is a good example” of a foreign policy
"where we wake up and we find not only is there less
human rights, but our strategic interests have been
diminished. i
"Yes, there were some human rights violations (in
Iran). But look at today and the adherence to human
rights, plus our strategic interests are totally bludgeoned
and totally diminished."”

Des Moines, IA, Register
November 14, 1979 -

"So, the reality is: (you) need to redefine your poclicies
so you can have a concern about human rights but so
yvou're going to keep in mind at the same time your
strategic interests.”

Los Angeles, CA, Times
December 31, 1979

"We face a threat, which 1s manageable, nevertheless
a threat from the Soviet Union, which compels us to
strengthen our alliances, strengthen our intelligence
and to strengthen our strategic posture around the
world by altering our human rights policy, not to
pull away from human rights, but not to be naive in
our application.”

Le Mars, vy Sentinel

December
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Bush

Bush

"We should not impose our standard of human rights .

on every country around the world. China is a good
example. We must improve relations, but if we start
dictating to them or cutting them o0ff because of human
rights, we will diminish our strategic interest.”

Washington Post
January 27, 1980

NIE you just try to change. governnents because you

don't like their human rights, sometimes you wake up
and you find no human rights at all. We have to recognize
there are varying degrees of imperfections in the world."

Rockford, IL
Freeport, IL, Journal-Standard
January 30, 1980

—~

Bush

Bush

Bush

"Certainly the difference between me and some others
is that I see areas of gray, I don't think everything

is pure and impure, and I think we have been hypocritically

selective in our indignation of human rights, and have
diminished our strategic interests in the process.
That's what I believe.”

Los Angeles, CA Times interview
with Robert Scheer
January- 24, 1980

"I like the concept that recognizes our commitment
to humanrights but also recognizes that we're not gonna
remake the world in our image...And we're also got

to recognize that strategic interests are very important.”

Iilinois interviews and speeches
Champaign, IL, News-Gazette
February 3, 1980

"Im for human rights. Ws're all for human rights.
But when we turn our bacxs on our allies,

P11 0w
W

we promised to suoport .somedav we a 8
£find no human rights at all -- and no stra eglc lnterests.
Greater Miami Kiwanis Club
Miami, FL, Heraild
Februarv 1, 1980



Bush

"If we press our friends for change and change and

change so much faster than their systems can take...
sometimes we wake 'up with that friend gone from the

scene replaced by something less gocd, something worse

in terms in human rights, and something where our strategic
interests have been totally diminished.” i}

Florida meeting’
Washington' Post
February 23, 18980



Carter

“The ultimate aim of our foreign policy must be to
preserve freedom for ourselves and to expand freedom for
others. This is a matter both of national principle and
of national interest. For we believe that free and open
societies are not only better able to meet the rising ex-
pectations of their people; they are alsoc better able to
accommodate often conflicting internal pressures before
popular frustrations explode in VlOlent and radical dlrectlons.

We do not seek to impose our system or institutions
on others. Rather, we seek to support, in practical and
concrete ways, the efforts of other nations to build their
own institutions in ways that will meet the irrepressible
human drive for freedom and justice.

Human rights policy commands the strong support of
our citizens, and of the Congress. The world climate in-
crea51ngly favors human rights progress.

Despite new turbulence and conflict, the past year

featured some encouraging positive developments. We cannot

and should not claim credit for them. But it is clear that
we are part of a growing movement. During 1979, we saw:

-— The further strengthening of democratic practices
in Spain and Portugal, with free elections in both
countries;

-— The dlsappearance of several of the world's most
repressive regimes;

-— The freeing of political prisoners in Asia, Africa,
and Latin America;

-- A return to democratic rule in several Latin American
countries and widespread progress in reducing human
rights violations in the region;

-- The growing strength of international human rights
institutions. The Inter—-American Court of Human
Rights held its first meeting. Preparations began
for another conference to review compliance with
the Helsinki accords, to be held in Madrid this
November. The OAU took long strides toward establishing
a human rights commission for Africa. UN bodies
became increasingly active in their human rights
efforts

State of the Union Address
January, 198C



:'Mondale

”Above all -- above all, America's strength dépendé
on American valués. - Every time we have a foreign policy
that reflects Americans' beliefs, we strengthen this nation.

Last month I was in Nigeria -- the world's most powerful
black nation, and the second largest source of American
0il. A few years ago the Secretary of State under the Republicans
was told he was not welcome in Nigeria because they did not

~ ., stand up for the prlnc1ple of human :lghts and majorlty
rule. .

- But when I went to Nigeria I was welcomed -- because
the United States has a President —-- President Carter --
who in his first act in office said from here on out the
United States is going to stand for human rights and majority
rule all over this earth.

And now in Rhodesia we see the same developments --
a new democracy based on democratic institutions, and the
Soviets suffering another reversal. Today our human rights
policy is drawing the nations of Africa and the world together
like ‘a magnet and toward us.

The Republicans say that a strong nation is one that
never apologizes to anyone I say it's a nation whose leaders
are not doing things for whlch we must apologlze. That's
the difference.

A foreign policy that reflects American values advances
American interests.

When President Carter saw to it that we ratified the
Panama Canal treaties, not only did we rid ourselves of
the last vestiges of colonialism: we also strengthened our
influence in Latin America. When the President normalized
relations with China, he not only told one-fourth of the
human race that they exist: he also established a powerful
counterforce to Soviet aggression. And when the President
denounced the persecution of Andrei Sakharov, he not only
affirmed individual liberty: he also unmasked the Kremlin
to other nations.”

Democratic National Convention
Acceptance Speech
August, 1980
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LATIN AMERICA

Cuba

Reagan has long held that Cuba is a mere proxy of the
Soviet Union, and is behind most revolutionary movements
in Afrlca, and Latin America.

"Despite the power the Soviet Union is able to
exert over Castro, the Cuban . dictator still fancies
himself as. a. revolutlonary leader who aids and in-
- spires revolts in Afrlca, Latin America and the Mlddle
.....Bast. . The Russians.aren't hothered- by Castro's delusions
ofgrandeur because much of his international interference
fits nicely into their own foreign policy designs.”

. Jefferson City Missouri Post
October 26, 1879

Relaxing Relations With Cuba

In 1977, when the Administration was considering relaxing
relations with Cuba, Reagan wrote:

"...(t)he U.S. decision on Cuban trade must rest
on broader considerations. Our trade embargo of Cuba
is a little-like a long-running advertising campaign.
Just as its full effects are being felt, the sponsor
may get tired of it.”"

Jefferson City Missouri Post
October 26, 13979

Cuban Refugees

Reagan supported a "Berlin airlift -- massive and swift"”
to rescue those Cuban residents seeking political asylum
from Castro. (Dallas Times Herald, April 10, 1980)

Panama

Reagan has been at the forefront of these opposed to
the Panama Canal Treaties. As negotiations were underway,
Reagan stated his strong objection to the proposed Treaty.

"As I talk to you tonight, negotiations with another
dictator go forward, negotiations aimed at giving up
our ownership of the Panama Canal Zone...The Canal
Zone 1is not a colonial possession. It is not a long-
term lease. It is sovereign U.S. territory, every
bit the same as Alaska and all the states that were
carved from the Louisiana Purchase. We should end
those negotiations and tell the (Parnamanian head of
state): 'We bought it, we paid for it, we built it
and we intend to keep 1t.'"

Los Angeles Times
August 12, 1977



During the 1980 campaign Reagan has raised the issue

of abrogating the Treaties on several occasions.

"If there is any possibility of keeping the
Panama Canal, believe me I would do it because I believe
it was one of the great mistakes we have made so far."

Bangor News
January 18, 13880

Mexico. - . . "ﬂ”.'.‘“' ‘ -

Bush

Bush

‘In ‘his. announcement address,:Reagan proposed a. "North

'"Amérlcan Accord™” between thHe United: States, México and Canada.

"I would be willing to invite each of our neighbors
to send a special representative to our government
to sit in on high level planning sessions with us,
as partners, mutually concerned about the future of
cur Continent." :

77 Announcement of Céndidacy_
November 13, 1979

"The idea of blockading Cuba, which Ronald Reagan has
proposed, risks nuclear war and would regquire the entire
Atlantic fleet. It wasn't Cuba that invaded Afghanistan,
it was Russia. The way to peace is to keep this country
strong, not through reckless foreign policy.”

Milford, CT
Washington Star
March 22, 1980

"Unlike Berlin we do nothave any air rights to fly
through a corridor safely into Cuba. In addition,

these Cuban people have been granted visas by the Peruvian
government.

"What we are talking about here is not a state of war,
pending war, or even hostility. We are talking about
an evacuation problem, a problem the United States
should help to sclve by financial assistance and trans-
portation assistance, especially through the use of
ships or aircraft from a neighboring county (sic),

such as Haiti."

Philadelphia press conference
Philadelphla, PA, Inquirecr
April 12, 1980 i



"The correct approcach (to the Cuban ‘crisis') was to
exert quliet but intense pressure; to inform the Soviet
leadership that there could be no progress on the wide
array of issues important to both sides until we were
satisfied that the combat troops had been removed."

- Washington Post |
- October 18, 1979 -



Central Amerlca and the Carlbbean

'Q;

A.

How serious is the polltlcal 1rsrab111ry in Central
America and the Caribbean? What is the U.S. doing

to stop Cuba in its efforts to transform the Caribbean
into a red sea?

Central America and the Caribbean are passing through

“a period of unusual social and political turbulence,

and the U.S. 1is playing an active and positive role.
Cuba 1s not the cause of the probTems in the area,

‘but its subversive efforts are making peaceful and
democratic solutions more difficult to attain. We have

..~devoted:our efforts. to.assist moderate and democratic

leaders in the area deal more effectively with their
nations' economic and social problems, and at the same

time, we are working to counter Cuba's aggression by

enhanced military and security exercises and by close
consultations with like-minded nations.

Since 1977, the U.S. has more than doubled its aid to
the Caribkean, and when Congress completes action on
the present aid bill, we~will have nearly gquadrupled
our econcmic aid to Central America. We have done this,
despite extraordinary budget restraints, because we
recognize that only by investing in the economic future
of the area can we give people hope and deprive the
Communists of targets of exploitation.

Moreover, we have encouraged increasing aid and activities
by international institutions and by other countries

as a way to multiply our own impact. We have worked

with 30 other nations and 15 international institutions

to provide additional economic aid through thge Caribbean
Group. As a result of these efforts, multilateral as-
sistance has increased fourfold between 1976 and 18840,
from $110 million to more than $400 million. We have

also undertaken regular consultations with regional
leaders on political and security matters.

In summary, the U.S. had done more than any previous
administration to try to ensure that this turbulent
period will lead to democratic and social justice in
Central America and the Caribbean. While there have

been some setbacks, there have also been many more signs
of success, including free elections in St. Vincent,
Antiqua, St. Kitts, Dominica and Costa Rica. An important
land reform has been enacted in E1l Salvador. Cuba has
been racked by a number of serious political and economic
setbacks, and there is no better proof of the failure

of the Cuban mocdel than the mass exodus from the island.
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Progress Toward Acdministration-Goals in .~
Latin America andc the Caribhsean

What progress has been made toward the goals President Carter
set for his policy in Latin America?

. On Pan American day in 1977, President Cazter enunciatead
a new approach tocward Latin Ane:: 2 and the Caribbean. It is
an approach which recognizes and is attuned to the important

changeas whithhave_transformed the nations of the hemispners
during the last two decades; it is an aporoach which is gu’aed

. by the universal ideals of.human rights, demccracy and securiiy
~and by a vision of what we want tHis hemisphere to become.

Rather than bind ourselves to a single, uniform slogan
or policy we have adopted a flexihle appzoach enabling us to
respeond to the diversity of the reg*o“, the growing nrosverity
and self-confidence of some nations, the worsening economic
plight of others and rapid political and soc‘al change in some.
This flexibility comes from the Prasident's orincinla of recocn
zing the indiwviduality ‘and sovereigntv ©f each na:tion.

The naticons in the hemisphere are ncow confident that we
will treat them on the basis of mutual s:ect, and that we
will cooperate in meeting extermal hr“* ..~ This is in respons
to the President's steadfast commitment’ to the-wrincivle of
non-interventicn and to our obLégatlons 1n the Rio Treaty.

Por too long, the US was associated with dictatorships whi
~+trampled on human rightS'a?d‘with the status guo even when thact
meant poverty, political repression, and socizl justice
President Carter has chanced the wav the peovle of Latin Americ
and the Carippean viaw the US; zhe US 1s now asscclatad with
human rights, cemocracv, and mocerate peacsrul socizl cnange.
Becausa the US is now identified with the cause of human rignts
our ability to influence developments in the region in a
direction compatible with universal ideals has been enhanced.

The third principls of the Pan American spesch is to
cocoerate on global economic issues affecting the well-Deing
of all American st The majcr untries in the hemisphers
Rave experiancec T economic g“cw:n in which the private
sector i1s plavin 2l role. OQur EZconomic Assistance to
poorer countries Caribbean and Central America has
than doubled sinc The Administration nhas taken
in negotiatinc lazge reolan;s:meu-s of funds Zor the
American Develooment’ and Bank, the two la
sources oI a: <0
cluced wilth
new interznati
and rubber, and
ticn has taxen t
arrangements witlh ta
areca of sciance '
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Th° Dres:.denh. also att alned SDeCl:lC goals.

. 1. A new traagv ar*anﬂement with ?anaMa nas. bee
The Canal is operating smootily and eificiently. A pot
conflict with the people of Panama has Zeen removed zand ta
security of the canal enhanced. A divisive issue of long-
standing in cur hemispheric relaticns has besn resolved o
the satisfaction of all.

2. Encourage reswnect for human ri sS. The American
Convention on Human Rights, signed by the President in 13577
and- pend;ng in the Senate, has now been ratifiad by 13
.states and is in force. The Inter-Amarican Human Rights

Commission of thHe OAS -has become a respected and VlgO;OUS
voice in support of human rights, completing five maior
reports 1n the last two years. Viclaticns of the i.-ec*l“y
of persons have substantially declined in a number of countries.
Disappearances are down in Argentina from more than 3500 in
1878 to less than S0 in 1879%; and in Chile ané Uruguay there
have been none confirmed since 1978. Political priscners
have been released in substantial numbers, about 3,900 in
Cuba and all those previoﬁsly held in Paraguay. The uses of
torture has declined sharply. Euman rights has beccme a
subject of major internaztional importznce, and progress is
evident in virtually every country in this hemisphere.

ht

[ ‘Q

3. To stand with those countries ccrmmittad +tc cemocratic
government. The trend toward democracy is gaining'strangth.
- Ecuador and now Peru have returned to freely elected democrat
governments. Brazil has maintained a2 steady course  toward
democracy. Urnguay will have nationzl elections next vear,
Chile is .presently considering a democratic constitution.
The new nations in the Caribbean, with the except;on cf
Grenada, remain vibrant models of democracy despiite ssvere
economic hardship. The only setback has ccme in P014v4a,
but even in Boliwviz, where military coups are a tradition,
one is encouraged by the strong new Zozrce of democratic
groups and by the international support these groups have
received. '

4, To promote trade and investment. Long-standing
hostility to US investment nas diminisned. Total trade
reached- $59 billien in 18798, an iacrease ¢f more than 20
percent in one year alone. The US has signed 12 tzade
agreements, increased aid, negotiatad a Commen rfund, an
established new arrangements in science and technolcgy.

5. To consul= r=cularlv cn multilataral issues. This
Adminls=raticn nas camonstwracaed L1Is5 rCasgtect I0r Tae naticns
cf the recgicn by ccasulsing regularly at all levels on
issues of maicr concerm, andé by se=xking whensvear Izasible,
muleilateral agprcachas o croblads.



s

v " 6. The Administration has.successSully advanced US inters
'ﬁj} in human ricghts and other mat=ers in Cuba. 11 Americans

held in Cuban jails £or political reasons have cesturned
uéing Huber

home, and many other political o
na. In

Matos, have been released and hav
1979, over 100,000 Cuban resident
visitad their relatives in Cuba c
the advantzaces of a £free economic ar
Castro's bid for leadership in the
severely compromised. Among otier cks, Cuba £failed to

. Win a seat on the Security Council. The exodus cf Cubans in

1980 exposed the world to the fzilures of the Soviet system.
But Cuba's ‘dependence on the Soviet Union remains and tension
with us continues. Wz have impreved our monitoring of
Cuban/Soviet activities and increased our military rsadiness
in the Caribbean as a precautionary msasure. We now nave
american diplomats in Cuba giving us direct access to the
Cuban government and firsthand kncowledge of conditions o
there.
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7. To force new r=lationships in the Caribbean Basin,
The President has placed special empnasis on developing a
more balanced and respectful relaticnship with Mexico by
-inviting President Lopez Portillc as the first stzte visitor
and subsequently meeting with him regularly, by setting up a
special Coordinator for US-Mexican Affairs with the.purpcse -
of ensuring that all government agencies grant US-Msxican
Affairs the pricrity it deserves. Using this mechanism, the
US and Mexixco have concluded agreements on energy, border
problems, science and technoclogy, and many other issues.
The Administration's attention to the Caribbean and Central
America have resulted in dramatically increasing our aid to
the region, on improving the numbers and quality of our
personnel, on enhancing the security ¢ the area, and on
improving people-to-people ties., Quxr goals in this turbulent
region are to work with those who want mederate, peaceiful
reform and democracy. . -






