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Sept. 7
From 1968 to 1971, he was senior part-
ner in a New York law firm.

Since 1971 Goldberg has practiced law
in Washington. He has served on the
President’s Committee on Youth Employ-
ment, the President’s Advisory Commit-
tee on Labor-Management Policy, and

. the President’s Committee on Equal Em-

. ployment Opportunity. He is former
Chairman of the President’s Committee
on Migratory Labor. =~ = :

Galdberyg is the author of “AFL-CIO:
, Labo nited” (1936), ‘Defenses of -
. Freedom” (1966}, “Equal Justice: The-

Labor United”

Warren Era of the Supreme Court”
(1972), and numerous articles.

Mississippt River Commission
Nomination of William E. Read To Be a
Member. Septemé?r 7, 1977

The President today announced that
he will nominate Brig. Gen. William E.
Read, Corps of Engineers, to be 2 mem-
ber of the Mississippi River Commission.
He would succeed Maj. Gen. Charles T.
McGinnis, who is being reassigned.

Read was born May 17, 1927, in Char-
lotte, N.C. He has served in the U.S. Army
since 1950. He holds a B.S. in military
engineering from the U.S. Military
Academy and an M.S. in civil engineer-
ing from the University of Illinois.

Read served in Vietnam in 1970 and
1971. In 1971 and 1972, he was district
engineer for the Tulsa District of the
Army Engineer Division. From 1972 to
1974, he was Director of Procurement
and Production for Army Aviation Sys-
tems Command in St. Louis, Moe., and
from 1974 to 1976 he was Depury Com-
manding General of that command.

Since 1976 Read has been division en-
gineer for the Army Engineer Division,
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Missouri River. He holds the Legion
Merit with Oak Leaf Cluster and t
Bronze Star with two Qak Leaf Cluste

Meeting With President Carl
Andrés Pérez of Venezuela

Remarks to Reporters Following the Me:
ing. September 7, 1977

President Pérez has developed into or
of my best personal friends and is a gre:
counselor and adviser for me on matte
that concern the nations of the Cari:
bean and Central and South America.

Also, he was of great assistance in if
‘negotiations between owrselves and Par
ama in developing the terms of the treat:

The people of our country look upo
President Pérez as a great leader in th-
hemisphere and also, of course, the leade
of one of the great democracies of th
world.
~oTe: The President spoke at 5:10 pom. o
the South Grounds of the White House. H:
concluding remarks in Spanish were not in
cluded in the transcript

The transeript of the remarks was mad
available by the White House Press Ofce. I
was not issued in the form of 2 White Hous-
press reiease.

Panama Canal Treaties

Remarks at the Signing Ceremnony
at the Pan American Union Building.

Septemoer 7, 1977

Mr. Secretary General and distinguishec
leaders from throughout our own countr,
and from throughout this hemisphere:

First of all, I want to express my deeg
thanks to the leaders svho have come here
from 27 nations in our own hemisphere.
20 heads of state, for this historic
ocecasion.
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Administration of Jimmy Carter, 1977

I'm proud to be here as part of the’
largest group of heads of state ever as-

sembled in the Hall of the Americas, Mr. -

Secretary General.

We are here to participate in the sign-

‘ing of treaties whi¢h wWill assure’a peace-"
ful and prosperous and secure future {6r
an international waterway of great im-
portance to us all

“But the treaties do more than that.
They mark the commitment of the United
States to the belief that fairness, and not
force, should lie at the heart of our deal-
ings with the nations of the world.

If any agreement between two nations
is to last, it must serve the best interests
of both nations. The new treaties do that.
And by guaranteeing the neutrality of-the
Panama Canal, the treaties also serve the
best interests of every nation that uses the
canal.

This agreement thus forms a new part-
nership to insure that this vital waterway,
so important to all of us, will continue
to be well operated, safe, and open to
shipping by all nations, now and in the
future.

Under these accords, Panama will play
an increasingly important role in the
operation and defense of the canal during
the next 23 years. And after that, the
United States will still be able to counter
any threat to the canal’s neutrality and
openness for use.

The members of the Organization of
American States and all the members of
the United Nauons will have a chance to
subscribe to the permanent neutrality of
the canal. K

The accords also give Panama an im-
vortant economic stake in the continued,
sale, and cficient operation of the canal
and make Panama a strong and interested
narty in the future success of the water-

wav.

In the spirit of reciprocity suggested by
the leaders at the Bogotd summit, the
United States and Panama have agreed
that any future sea-level canal will be
built in Panama and with the cooperation

“of the. United-States. In this-manner; the .-

best interests’ of both our nations are
linked and preserved into the future.
Many of you seated at this table have
made known for years through the Orga-
nization of American States and through
your own personal expressions of concern

to my predecessors in the White House,

your own strong feelings about the Pan-
ama Canal Treaty of 1503. That treaty,
drafted in a world so different from ours
today, has become an obstacle to better
relations with Latin America.

- I thank each of you for the support and
help that you and your countries have

iven during the long process of negoti-
g g gPp g _

ation, which is now drawing to 2 close.

“This agreement has been negotiated
over a period of 4 years under four Pres-
idents of the United States.

I'm proud to see President Ford here
with us tonight. And I'm also glad to
see Mrs. Lyndon Johnseon here with us
tonight. :

Many Secretaries of State have been
involved in the negotiations. Dean Rusk
can’t be here. He has endorsed the treaty.
But Secretary of State William Rogers is
here. We arc glad to have you, sir. And
Secretary of State Henry Kissinger is here
too.

This has been a biparusan effort, and it
is extremely important {or our country
to stay unified in our commitment to the
fairness, the symbol cof equality, the inu-
tual respect, the preservation of the se-
curity and defense of our own Nation, and
an exhibition of cooperation which sets a
syinbol that Is important to us ail tefore
this assembly tonizht and before the
American people in the future.
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This opens a new chapter in our rela-
tions with all nations of this hemisphere,
and it testifies to the maturity and the
dood judgment and the decency of cur
people. This agreement is a symbol for
the world of the mutual. respect and cs-
operation among all our nations.

Thank you very much for your help..

) .'\:"61"3:‘7".1"1*1:' President “spoke at 7:35 pm. in
the Hall of the Americas at the headquarters
of the Organization of American States. In his
opening remarks, he referred to Alejandro
Orfila, OAS Secretary General.

Following the President’s remarks, General
Torrijos of Panama spoke, and then the two
leaders signed the Panama Canal Treaty and
the Treaty Concerning the Permanent Neutral-
ity and Operation of the Panama Canal.

SO -

Panama Canal Treaties

Remarks ét:”??'};i_t—a House Dinner for Western
Hemisphere Leaders Attending the Signing
-~ Cg{gnzgng;' September 7,1977 = ==
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We are not going to have toasts tonight,
but I would like to say a few words of
welcome to all of you.

T would like to start with one of the
best friends I have, and a great leader of
our country, President Ford, and welcome
him here this evening.

And someone else who has inspired our
country, and who has set an example of
leadership and beauty and gracious ex-
ample for us, and who also recognized
the Marine Strings from olden times—
Lady Bird Johnson.

I know that most of you were at the
ceremnonies where the treaties were signed,
so I won't try to introduce all our guests,
but I would like to present to you again
our special guest for this evening, Gen-
eral Torrijos from Panama and his wife,
Mrs. Torrijos.

Some guests that General Torrijos cares
much more about now than he does about

e
a-
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me are the Members of the United Statss
Senate. [Laughter] Weare glad to have ail
of you here. It's a very fne thing for you 0
come.

I think that this was a very fine night,
too, in the life of the Organization of
American States. Secretary Generai Or-
fila, we are very proud to have you here.

""" Mr Ellsworth Bunker and Sol Linowitz,

would you stand just 2 moment? Generai
Torrijos said he’s going to be very lone-
some in Panama in the future without
Ambassador  Bunker being  there
(Laughter] He's been negotiating in Pan-
ama now for 14 years. And this is a great
accomplishment for our country and also
for Panama.

Ve invited a special guest from Brazil
here tonight, Pele, but at the last minute
he had to leave to go to Spain.

I was talking to General Torrijos. As

- .you may know, the lightweight boxing

champion of the world is Sefior Durran
from Panama, and he's very hard to
match, but we tried to match him by the
heavyweight champion of the world,
Muhammad Ali, and we are very glad to
have you here.

There’s another man that I would like
to introduce—he and his wife. I've been 2
very close reader of the sports page for
the last several weeks, because we have a
very distinguished Georgian who has, I
think, come forward with a great deal of
enthusiasm and skill, a2 great deal of
understanding of the elements, the oceans
in pn?x_%ticular. He's exemplified, I think,
the ¥aine of his boat. He's a very coura-
geous man—Ted Tumer. We are verr
proud to have you here wonight. And as
you all know, he will represent us in the
America’s Cup races very shortly, having
overwhelmed his opponeats much better
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an has been the case with his baseball
1, the Atlanta Braves. [Laugiter]
This is an evening of historic impor-
ance, and I invited another special guest
rom Georgia, -a woman whose husband
inspired the world, Mrs. Martin. Luther
King, Jr.
.. T was talking to General Torrijos a few
moments ago about how important the
treaty was to Panama. Tt was shown

-

»
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.throughout Latin:America for a full hour.
live this evening—the ceremonies. And

he said that because of the demands of
his own people, that he used helicopters
to carry to all the remote villages in
Panama television sets; and since they
didn’t have electricity, that he also car-
ried small electric generators so that he
wouldn’t have to carry all the people from
the remote areas into Panama City this
evening. And I think this demonstrates.
the importance of the treaty to Panama.

He said, “Mr. President, I can tell you
without fear of being wrong that more
than a million Panamanians wept this
evening during the ceremonies.”

And I could tell from his own private
conversations with me the tremendous
importance of this Jong ‘search for an
equitable treaty that has been consum-
mated this evening.

There is anot..er special difference be-
tween this treaty and the one that was
signed in 1903. The Panamanians had a
chance to read it before it was signed—
[laughter]—which was not the case with
the first treaty. And I believe that the
American people are big enough and
strong enough, courageous enough and
understanding enough to be proud of
what has been accomplished, initiated by
President Johnson in 1963, following a
temporary outoreak of violence in the
Panama Canal Zone. And the demonstra-
tion that President Johnson gave of our
gocd intentions caused an equal demon-

Sept. 7

stration of patience and perseverance and
good faith and good mauners on the part
‘of the Panamanians.

And the negotiations continued under
President Nixon and under President

Ford. And I am very glad that my prede-

cessors, their Secretaries of State, their
Vice Presidents and negotiators have led
up to this successful conclusion of. the
effort this day. S

We have . an- opportunity now in our
own Country to demonstrate again the
respect and the appreciation which we
feel toward our neighbers in the southern
part of this hemisphere. This has not
always been apparent to our neighbors,
but I think the American people frel this
deep within them, that the most precious
friendships, the staunchest historical sup-
porters, and those with whom we share a
common history and a.common future
arc those who live in Canada and in the
nations to the south. And I believe that
this treaty can open up a rew era of un-
derstanding and comprehension, friend-

ship and mutnal respect, throughout not’

only this hemisphere but throughout the
world.

It’s not an easy thing to accept a
change which has been so profoundly bal-
anced in our favor and which can now
be of equal benefit to both countries. But
ours is a great country, and it’s great
enough to be fair.

I think it's accurate to say that never
in the last 14 years has there been any
semblance of a threat or an expression of
displeasure on the part of the Panamani-
ans toward our negotiztors. Ambassador
Bunker has told me this more than once.

And President Torrijos, I thank you for
the good will that has been brought by
you for the last 9 years as President and
leader of your country to the negotiating
table. And many other leaders who are
represented here -27 countries in our
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hemisphere—have contributed a great
deal of support and advice In times when
the negotiations seemed to be on the verg

of being broken off, when they gave quiet

treaty and what it might mean to all of
us. .

So, I am grateful to all of you leaders
for coming here to give our people an
expression of your interest and your sup-

" port. And I think I can assure you that
our Nation will rally itself to ratify the
treaty, and also, General Torrjos feels
sure that when the facts are presented to
the Panamanians that in the plebscits
that will be held late in October, that his
people will also give their approval tc
this great step forward toward peace and
mutual respect.

We will have a chance during this 3
or 4 days—I will, and my Cabinet mem-
bers—to meet with all of you leaders who
have come from your own great countries.
And I think that you are taking advan-

“tage of this opportunity to meet with one

to work out means of alleviating the threat
of possible arms races that might lead to
- war or to conflict of some kind, and to re-
store friendships that perhaps in the past
have been damaged and to join with one
another in planning for the future, eco-
nomically and politically, that will give
us all a better life. :
So, I believe that we'll always look back
" upon this event that has been made pos-
sible- by General Torrijos and many of
you as the first step toward even greater
progress and greater friendship in what I
think is the greatest hemisphere cn Earth,
the Western Hemispher= of our world.
Thank you very much.
I should have paused for the transla-
tions, but I didn’t, and we will ask the
translator to take his place now. And foi-

demonstrations of their interest in the

: another to resolve longstanding disputes, .

‘ddministration of Jimmy Carter, 1977

lowing that we will go and have 2 brief
cup of coffee, and then I think you wili
hear some of the most delightful
tainment that youw've ever heard.

enter-

NoTE: The President spoke at 11 p.m. ia the
State Dining Room at the White House.

e e T e [
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Uniégd States-Canada
Agreement on a
Natural Gas Pipeline

Joint Statement by the President and
Prime Minister Pierre Elliott Trudeau.

September 8,1977

Today, we have agreed in principle on
the elements of 2 joint proposal to con-
struct the Alcan-Foothills pipeline along
the Alaska Highway to transport Alaskan
natural gas through Canada to the lower
48 States and at a later time Canadian
gas to Canadian markets.

This joint undertaking will be the larg-
est single private energy project in his-
tory. The detailed agresment we hope to
sign next week is an example of how both
countries can work together to meet their
energy needs.

After the agreement is signed, each of
us intends to submit our decisions to our
respective legislative bodies for the ap-
propriate authorizations and assurances.
We are both hopeful the project will be
approved.

* Major benefits from this project will
accrue to both countries. When the pipe-
line is built, Canada will have a much
greater ability to develop its own gas re-
serves, particularly in the {rontier regions
of the Mackenzie Delta.

The U.S, in turn, will have the enor-
mous benefit of new natural gas supplies
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"President Royo, Mrs. Royo, distinguished heads of delegations,
members of Congress, honored guests and friends. This is
indeed a proud day for the people of Panama. And it is
a proud day for the people of the United States. Together
on this moving occasion, our two naticns rejoice as we wrice
a new chapter in the history of our hemisphere. We meet
at the magnificent Canal of Panama. For 65 years it has
stood as a triumphant symbol of civilization, of the engineering,

.medical, and ent;epeneurlal genius' of the 20th century.
But from this moment forward the Panama Canal takes on a

second symbolic meaning. It becomes two success stories;

both of technology and of polltlcal ideals; both of engineering
wizardry and of diplomatic vision; both of the conguest

of nature and the cooperation of cultures. We now seal

a relationship between two independent nations to guarantee

the operation and defense of one of the world's key waterways,
working together in mutual interest and for mutual benefit.

The United States and Panama can be confident in our ability

to achieve our shared objectives. I am here today to say

that we will honor in full the terms of the Treaty. We

will keep the Canal operating smoothly just as it has been
since its opening in 1914. It will remain a safe and sure

route of transit for the commerce of the entire world.

Today the United States and Panama settle more than the

future ©of the Canal. For as President Carter has said these
treaties mark the commitment of the United States to the

belief that fairness and not force should lie at the heart

of our dealings with the nations of the world. Our partnership

is the outcome not of the politics of confrontation but

of a common search for justice. A politics not of domination

or dependence but of mutual interest and aspiration. And ;
other countries of the world near and far can draw a meaning :
of what Panama and the United States have accomplished.

For both our countries have acted with restraint and responsibility.
Both achieved long-standing goals, and both have strengthened
their capacity for independent action and influence on the

global scene. Panama has long been a crossroads of world
commerce. Today Panama also stands at the midpoint of a

new heartland of emerging democracy. In Quito, in La Paz;,

we have just witnessed free elections and a successful transition
to civilian rule. In Lima a new constitution has been adopted.
In Santo Domingo elections brought an orderly transfer of

power for the first time in our century. In Managua winds

of democratic progress are stirring where they have long

been stifled. In Honduras, the return to constitutional

rule and elections is underway. From the Dominican Republic

to the North, from the Andean states to the South we celebrate
LOdaj a remarkable advance toward effisctive democratic institu-
+ions. This move toward more cpen and demccratic societies

is an indigenous process, not a formula imposed from elsewhere
without regard to the diversities of the people concerned.



It is a dynamic and evolving order reflecting national
diversities alive to &aspirations for human rights, and responsive
to the drive to participate 1n the political process. The
pgrocess of the past two years refutes the claim that only
authoritarian methods can provide the social discipline

for_. wellbeing and growth. Instead, as the Quito declaration
states, the best way to guarantee the prosperity of people

is to provide a climate of freedom and enforcement of human

rights .under new forms of social democracy. These are the

ideals we ‘enshrine in our Panama Canal treaties.

As 15 vears of negotiations reach their moment. of fuIfillment
today, let us pay tribute to the countless thousands who
have made and still make the Canal great. To the French
pioneers who launched its history, to the Americans, and
Barbadians, and Jamaicans, and people literally from every
nation in the world who built the Canal against such over-
whelming odds. To the Panamanians and Americans whose hard
work day after day has maintained its efficient operation
and to those who will continue that crucial work by staying
on with the Panama Canal Commission. The creation of the
Canal, as its superb historian his written, "was one of
the supreme human achievements of all time, the culmination
of a heroic dream of four hundred years, and of more than
20 years of phenomenal effort and sacrifice. The fifty
miles between the oceans were among the hardest ever won
by human effort and ingenuity. And no statistics on tonnage

or tolls can begin to convey the grandeur of what was accomplished.

The Canal is an expression of that old and noble desire,

to bridge the divide, to bring peorle together."” So tocday
let us celebrate a new bridging of the divide, a new drawing
together. For 65 years the Panama Canal has joined the
oceans. Now and forevermore it will join our ideals.

Thank you."

Press Relezase
Albrook Field, Panama
October 1, 1978
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After consultaticns with senior acdvi s a

the San Jose Conference, tha
B the following steps to wel”ome t 12
-"legal and orderly process:

the spirit of
to take
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CUBAN RETUGLZS

this offer.
large, sea-worthy shius,
to standby,
legal and orderly process,

to be screened before departure

Priority will be given to
to close relatives of U.S.
and to persons who sought
vian Embassy and in our In
month. In the course of o
the Congress and with the
munity, the international
Cuban Government, we will

of people to be taken over the nax:

months. We will fulfill o
sibilities, and we hoge ot
adjust their previocus pled

Cuban refugees to take into accocunt
problem that has developsd.

a safe and orderly way to
wishing to enter the U.S.

¢ -with Congress,
President
C

“We arée prepared to start an airlift or a'seali
“immediately as soon as Presicdent Castro acc

DHS

Qur Government is chartering two
which
ready to go to Cuba.

go to Key West
7o ensuxe a

all peopl= will have
Zrox Cuba.
politizal prisoners,
permanent residents,
freecdom in the Peru-
terest Secticn last

ur discussions with
Cuban—nmerlca com-
community and the

det e:nine the number
twelve

ur humanitarian respon-
her governments will
ces to resettle

the larger
This will provide
accommcdate Cubans

Tomorrow, we will open a Family Registration
Office in Miami to receive the names of close
Cubarn relatives of U.S. permanent residants

who will be eligible for immigration.

The Coast Guard is now communiczting with these
vessels illegally enroute to or Ifrcm Cuba and
those already in Mariel Harbor ta t2ll them to
return to the United Staztes withcout taking Cubans
on board. If they follow this directive, they

have ncthing to fear from the law. We will do

everything possible to stop thesas illegal &Zrips

to Cuba. We will take the follcwing staps to

ensure that the law is obeved:

(a} The Im“-gratlon and Naturalizzsion Saervice (I
will continue to 1ssue nctices of intent to £
those unlawfully bringing Cubans £o this coun
As fines become Que, they will be collectad.

() All vessels curraently and unlawfully carrying
cubans to this country will nenceforth be

ervice.

seized by the Customs Se

(c} Anvena who ta r3 wikh .
to Cuma whizh h23 hoen s¢r:
separate crimi 121 pros2cuticn.

and in
nas decided
uban refugees in a
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{d) The Coast/Guard will continue to review each
vessel that returns to the United States for
viclations of boat safety law. Those found
tao be in gross violation of the law will be
subject to criminal prosscution and additional
fines. Furthermcre, boats which are found to
be safety hazards will be detained.

(e} Any individuzl who has been notified by INS

for unlawfully brir~§~g Cubans inte the country
-and who makes ainocther trip -will be subject to-
criminal prosecution and the boat used for such
a repeat +trip will be seized for forfeiture -
proceedings.

9 ¢

S Kf} Law, enforcement agenczes will -take- acdlt;onal

’ ° steps, as necessary, to inplement this policy
. and.to dlscaurage t 12 unlawiul boat traffic to
O Cuba. e - o

4. Castro has taken hardened crininals out of prison and
mental patlients out of hospitals and has forced boat
owners to take them to the U.S. Thus far, ovar 400
such prisoners have been detained. We will not per-
mit our country to be uss4 as a dumping ground for
criminals who represent 2 danger to our society, and
we will begin exclusion proceedings against these
people at once. .

5. These steps will make clear to the Government of Cuba
our determination to negotiate an orderly process.
This is the mission of the three-government delecation
established by the San Jose Ccnference last week. Our

> actions are intend=d to promote’an international solu-
tion to this problem. We intend to continus our con-
sultations with the participants of the San Jose Con-
ference and consider additional steps the international
connunlty should take to resolve this problem.

In summary, “"the U.S. will welcome Cubans, seeking freedom, in ac-
cordance with our laws, and we will pursu= every avenue to astab-
lish an orderly and regular flow.

The President continues to be greatly concerned about the Haitians
who have been coming to %his country con small bcats. He has in-
structed appronriate federal agencies to raceivs the Haitians in
the same manner as others sesking asylum. However, our laws never
contemplated and do not provide adeguately for people coming to
our shores irn the manner the Cukans ard Haitians have. We will
work closely with the Congress.to formulate a long-term solution
to this problem and to determine the legal status of these "boat
people”after the current emergency situation is controlled.

The Cuban Amerlban community has contributed much to Miami, the
State of nlc ida, and to our COLnu~'. The President understands
the deep desire 4o reunite families whi hes led £o this situa-~
tion. He 'calls ugon the C“Jan-,::rican community to end the hoat
flotilla and help bring about a safz and orderly resolution to
this crisis.




DEFENSE POLICY/WEAPONS SYSTEMS

Reagan

-

I. Weapon Systems

Reagan and the Republican Platform call for massive

* rearmament-in. both conventional and nuclear forces.

While both Reagan and the Republican platform list specific

‘weapon systems which they would fund, it appears that.

Reagan favers an arms race as an end in itself -- as
a means for challenging Soviet industrial capacity:

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

Wall Street Journal
June 3, 1980

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

Neutron Bomb

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

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

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

"Now some express horror at this and charging
immortality, portray those who would use such a
weapon as placing a higher value on property than
human life. This is sheer unadulterated nonsense.

I+ 1is harsh sounding, but all war weapons back to
club, the sling and the arrow, are designed to ki1ll



S

PR

the soldiers of the enemy. With gunpowder and
artillery and later bombs and bombers, war could
not be confined to the battlefield. And so came
total war with non-combatants ouenunberlng soldiers
in casualties."

. Reagan Radio Transcript.
'March 1978 - Aprll 1978 -

Reagan supports oeployment of the neutron bomb in

_ aimose every avallable dellvery syseem

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

Washington Post
April 24, 1980

MX Missile .

Reagan supports development of the MX Missile system.

However, because it will be years before the system is
deployable, he has called for a faster remedy.

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

Address to Chicago Council on
Foreign Relations
March 17, 13980

Cruise Missile

Reagan is a strong advocate of the cruise missile.

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

Los Angeles Times




£APY,
{
.

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

"We have an administration that in three years
v has done away with...the cruise missile...and you
could go on with weapon after weapon..."

| | o . A -San Jose News- .
S eSS hoMakch 10, 1980

Republican Plétfofm

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

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

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

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

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

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

o vigorous research and development of an effective
anti-ballistic missile system, such as is already
at hand in the Soviet Union, as well as more
modern ABM technologies.”

1580 Republican Platform



B~1 Bomber

In 1976, when the Senate voted

] to delay a decision
on building the B-1 bomber, Reagan criticize

d its action.

"The action in the Senate must have been good
-news ip Moscow. They must. have been toasting in
the Kremlin.™ S o

. Washington Post .
May 22, 1976

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

"I don't think that the current administration
is doing what should be done - not when i1t cancels
the B-1 bomber, which is probably the foremost advance
in aircraft that has ever been -- or has been presented
since we went to the jet engines...®
Face the Nation
May 14, 1978

¥Y-C 14

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

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

"Meanwhile, by some strange coincidence the
Soviet Union just happens to be going full-speed ahead

on an airplane building program. And the plane
they are building looks for all the world like a
mirror image of the YC-14. Well, why not? The
YC-14 is the most advanced idea in cargo transport
of combat forces and eguipment in the world today."

Reagan Radio Broadcast
June, 1978
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MILITARY POLICY

Bush

"My view 1s, get a good SALT Treaty and sign it.

- My view is, strengthen defense. So I think the
linkage that I got from your gquestion is though
I know others feel that way, I think it is; and
my view has always been judge the Treaty on its
merits, and if it's good, go ahead. Strengthen defense;
yes, we're going to have to do that. You see, when
President Carter came in he took out of the Ford
budget the B-1, the neutron, improvement of the
Navy. And there was one other major area -- MX
~- the mobile missile. And he took all this out,
shifted that money over into the social side of
the equation, in terms of spending, and I think
those priorities were wrong. I think we're getting
too weak."

CBS Face the Nation
page 8
- October 7, 1979'

{T: :::: Busﬁ

"For even 1if the Carter administration were able

to convince the American people that it hasn't failed

in its responsibility to maintain our nation's strategic
capabilities -~ and I, for one, believe the people are
wise enough to see through this orchestrated campaign
~-=- the Soviet Union is all-too-aware of our country's
diminished military, naval and strategic power.

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

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

World Affairs Council, Pittsburgh
September 5, 1980



Carter Record on Defense Programs:
- ‘ © Claims -and Reality.

The Administration's defcensce budgets and programs
demonstrate 1ts clcar commitment to prescerving our national
security in the. face of sustaincd Soviet challenge. This
record stands 1n cléar contrast to the performance--if not

the rhctorlc——of precceding Republican administrations

Somc havc cJalmed that "Ferd would have done more

4;Lhan President Carter has ‘done.” 1t is always easier to
claim what might have been-done-than to actually deliver.

Again, the President's record is noteworthy--four vyears of
sustained real orowth in contrast to elght years of recal
decline. B :

e The last ""real" Ford budget wes the onc for Fiscal
Year 1977, submitted in 1976; befoere GOP primaries stimu-
lated a series of interim changes, and before the Presi-
dent's defeat in November 1976 lef{t his officials just
before lcaving office free to propose a budget that did

not have to mecet the 'standards of realism and consistency

required of a budget that must be defended and executed
by 1its authors.

e Claims that strategic programs planned by the Ford
Administration were vitiated by President Carter are based
on a combination of misleading assertiops and oversimplifi-
cation. These charges simply don't stand up under scrutiny.

-~ VWe already had 100 'exvra” Minuteman missiles
(missiles without launchers) in the inventory. Keeping the

production line in a stand-by status (as suggested by Ford)
at a cost of as much as $300 million a vear, made no scnse

~at all, and this Administration wisely declined to do it.

-- TFord's covered trench-mobile MX missile might
have been operational in FY 64, as he proﬁoctcd but the
system as designcd would have bccn much less capable than
the carcfully studied design now undergoing full scale
development by the Carter Administration.

-- ‘Mecting a FY 79 I0C for the TRIDENT SSBEN,
as projccted by the chuol:cans was clcarly impossible

as carly as 1975. Shipyard maenagement and industrial
delay problems which plagucd the TRIDENT program under
WLCVlOUQ administrations have now been cleaved up. The
fllsb TRIDENT submarine is at sca now and will be on

patrol next ycar.



ST --- The B-1 wowld not bc as cffcctlvc a way to
maintain the third lcp of our deterrent--in the face of
vigorous Soviet air defensc programs--as would the

'.Administratjon's'dyqdmlc program .ol ALCM developnent,

production and deployment. The ALCM contractor has been
recently sclected, and the program is on schedule. VWork
on design, construction and eventual procurcment of a

new ALCM carrier aircraft is also underway and on

schedule. We now project an 1982 I0C for the first full
saquadron of B-52s, cach aircraft equippecd with 16 missiles.
(Funding has also becn requested for-new penetrating

 bomber technology for a 19905 rcplacc ent. tc the,L 52 )

Flnally, the Carter Administration has

‘a551gﬁed hlch priority to realistic ground- and sea- launched

cruise missile programs, with the result that we will
have a GLCM available for deployment in Europe as soon as
the infrastructure is available to receive it. In December
our NATO allies endorsed this deployment as one clement

"of the Alliance's TNF modernization program. A SLCM

program is proceeding in parallel with the counterpart
ground-launched project. By Tontrast, nc decisions on
full-scale development of any cruise missile were made by
the Republicans until the last few days of the TFord
Admlnlstratlon.

4

o This Administration has responded wisely to the
adverse trends in the military balance (trends which
arise from a doubling of Soviet military spending in the
last twenty years while ours remained level) and to
increased dangers to U.S. intercsts through steady
increases in defense budcets, culminating in substantial
growth in the FY 81 defense budget. Our current Five
Year Defense Program projects continued real grouth in
defense spending through FY 1985. -

In the first year of this Administration, we placed
the major weight of our efforts behind improving NATO's
early conventional combat capability, primarily through

the Alliance's Long Term Defense Program and the three

percent real growth commitment. We next turned to the
problem of modernizing our strateglc Triad. Most recently,
we have taken steps to modcrnize our thcecater nuclear forces
in Europe. Thus, progr“ms in each of thesec areas are
underway and have womentum. We are now concentrating special
attention and resources on improving our capabilities to

deal with the-threats and criscs around the world and, in
particular, we arc acting to expand the improvement (begun

two ycars ago) in our ability to get men and cquipment
quickly to potential arcas of confl'cL dnd to rotaln our
preceminence at sca in an cra of new technologics.
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Not: only has 1hc Prcszdcnt‘s co mitment to growth in
Defense capability been steady over three years, but key
planning to meet contingencics such as-the prescnt crisis
in the Persian 6ulf has-been underway {or somc two years.
Critics have tricd to claim that our healthy incrcase in
1981 Defense spcndlng was @ last minute concoction in
responsce to Afghanistan, and that our Rapid Decployment
Forces were likewise an cleventh hour invention.

The contrary is’true, and we have. the public record
to prove it. QOur 1981 program was built last summer,
with important cmphasis--pre- hOStagﬁ and pre-Afghanistan--

~on cxpanded capabilities to deploy forces- worldxlde

outside the NATO theater. That progrem and the cmph351s
was. formulated during the early fall of 1971 -and briefed

to the Congress by Secrc;arv Brown in ecarly Docbmaer,
before the Soviet invasion into Afghanistan. While some
members in the Congress (which has cut every Carter defense
budget by $1B or more) have only recently 'recognized' the
need for sustained real growth, President Carter has been
requesting and urging support for such defense budgets
since his inauguration. - -

The Carter modernization thrust spans the entire
defense program, with impressive capabilities now and in
the future: > - '

o For the Army, more than doubling the prepositioned
combat equipment in NATO to allow rapid reinforccment of
our Allies, the new XM-1 tank, IFV armored vehicle, and
the Roland air defense missile.

e For the Navy and Marines, the Trident missile
and continued Trident submarine production, the AEGIS
fleet air defense cruiser, new TAKX Marine Maritime
Prepositioning ships, the F-18/A-18 fighter and attack
aircraft, and more FFG-7 frlga;es for protection of

"supply convoys.

e For the Air Force, the MX missile and the air-
launched cruise missile (a far more capable alternative
to the B-1) to modernize and strengthen our strategic
capability; twenty-six fully equ1ppﬁd tactical fighter
wings, many with new F-15, F-16 and A-10 ﬂl]braft; the
KC-10 advanced carﬂo/tanker aircraft to speecd rapid
deployment; and the CX transport aircraft to expand
our ability to airlift men and cquipment anywhcre on
the globe.

s ability

In addition, wec are strengthening our nation
to respond forcefully in a2 crisis by reinstliuting registra-
tion for potential military service. This veglstration of
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young men shortens the time it will take us to mobilize in
the face of any military contingency, and. it .will.tend to
1ncroasc cnllstmcnte,'CSpec1ally in our rescrve f{orces.

In sum, the rccord of President Carter 1s a mecasured,
responsible performance that refleccts his consistent, long-
term commitment to our nation's security,

-
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AN OVERVIEW OF MAJOR DEFENSE PROGEANMS

This pdper prescntg 2 Brief overvie
programs in the Carter Administration's

£ the major defense
2 Yeoar Defense Program.

SUMMARY OF PROGRAMS

-

A. Strategic Forces:

. 1. MX - In order to meet the chellence posed by the
vigorous Soviet ICBM ~program, we will deploy 200 .new MX inter-
,contlnenual balilstwc missiles (ICBH ) in a mobile and survivable
‘Basing model - EacH-MX-will -be. eguipped with .10 warheads, compared

EN III missiles. s

to three on each of our current MINU““"

2. TRIDENT - We are modernizing the sea-based leg of the
strategic TRIAD with two major programs. The new highly-accurate
TRIDENT I missile will be placed on PCSEIDCN submarines. This
missile’'s longer range will enable submarines eguivcped with it to
patrol an ocean area 10 times larger, thus making them more
difficult for the Soviets to detect and dsstroy. The new TRIDENT
submarine, the first of which is schecduled to go on patrol next
year, hes more (24) and larger missile tubss than the POSEIDON
boats, is .guieter~»and can remain on pztrol much longer.

3. Air-Launched Cruised Missile - The long-range, deadly-
accurate air-launched cruvise missile (ALCM) is the key to the:
modernization of the third leg of the TRIZD, cur bember force.
Our plans are to deploy over 3,000 ALCHMs on 151 of ocur B-52
bombers. The ALCM can be launched from a bomber that is far
outside the range of Soviet air defenses. This program will
provide an effective retaliatory force HEll into the 1880s and

beyond.

e a2gainst unexpected
2 are continuing
ssile carrier and

vulnerabilities in the B-52/ALCH system,
to investigate designs for a new crulse
a new manned penetrating bomber. ‘

4. New Strategic Alircraft - To hedg
A4
mi

B. Forces for NATO

1. °'NATO Long Term Defense Program (LTDP) - This Administra-
tion has reaffirmed our historic comnliiment to the cdelense of
Western Europe against the Warsaw Pact. In 1978, NATO adopted the
TDP (proposed by the United States in 1%77), which provicdes for
long-term planning and co-operative eifcrts ameny the United Stat
and our NATO allies. We and our MNATO allies are comnitted to
increcasing rcal defense spending (after ixflatwor) by three vercen
per year through the nid-1828Cs, In orc Ister our conventicr
capabilities to deter -- and, if necessary, to delcat == Warsaw Do
aggr (Us1on.
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 TA-missileswith: longer~range’ PERSHING 'IT mis siles.

2. Theater Nuclear Forces - Tiizater nuclear forces (TNF)
provide an important link between conventional and strategic
nuclear capabilities, demonstrating cur willingness to use
nuclear weapons, 1f necessary, in-supoort of our NATO allies.
The Soviet build-up in their own long rangde theater nuclear
forces (especially the BACKFIRE bomber and the SS-20 missile)
cannot go unanswered by NATC. Thus, modernization of our long-
range TNF 1s a top priority. In Decazber 1979, the Alliance
decided to deploy in Europe: 464 ground=launched cruise missiles
(GLCMs) beginning In 1983 and replace 108 of our older PERSHING

3. Pre—-positioned Ecuipment - Our NATO reinforcement
objectives can be met only 1f we severely reduce the demand on
our limited alrlift assets during the early staces of a conflict.
To accomplish this, we are going to gpreposition more equipment in
Europe. We have programmed -enocugh additional ecuirzment for three
divisions in Europe by 1982 aand are considering further increases.

4. Readiness and Sustainability - In order to increase
both the readiness of our forces 1n Zurope as well as their
ability to fight for longer periods of time, we are programming
increases in spare parts, munitions, support structure and
training, war reserves, and other key support items. 1In the FY
1981 budget reguest, 63 percent of the $52 billion defense
loglstlcs dollars are dEdlCotEd to support peacetime material

readlness pregrams.

C. Mobil:ty Forces

Cur- long term mobility objective is to be able to support
the concurrent demands of a world-wicde NATO-Warsaw Pact conflict
and those of a non-=NATOC contingency. We will meet those demands

) =4

with a carefully balanced program of fZorward deplcyed forces,
airlift, sealift and prepositioned equipment.

1. Airlift — We are moving ahead with plans for the CX
transpért, which will carry outsized ﬁargo (such 2s ‘hepyvy tanks)
over intercontinental ranges and have the capabillity £ operate
into smell, austere airfields. Je are con51der1nc two alternatives
for the CX: a totally new alrcraft and an existing .aircraft (or
modified version), like the C=5 or 747. To support ceployment of
our geheral ourpose forces, we have orogrammed a new tanker-cargo
aircraft, the KC-10. The KC-10 will hzve

a2 unique long-range,
go 1n addition

s

large off-lo=zd cepaci;w and the ability

i to carrvy carg
to fuzl. We arc also enhancing ocur Civil Reserve Alr Fleet (CRAF)
ynmgram, under which commercial alrcrzflt are convarted to carry

litary passengers or ¢argo during o crisis.
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2. Sealift - Even with enhanced airlift to augment our
secalift capability, much of the eguipment our troops will need in
combat must be carried by ship. We are purchasing eight ceommercial

""SL-7 cargo ‘ships and converting them to ‘RO/RO (Roll=on/Roll-off)
ships. These [ast ships can carry large amounts of eguipment to
European scaports in four days, and the Persian Gulf in two weeks,
from U.S. ports on the East coast. .

3. Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force (RDJTE) - In order to
..be .able to- respond. rapidly. to. the reguirenents of a. non-NATO

Contlngﬂncy, wé have designated certain of our land, sea, and air
forces for the RDJTF. The forces available to the RDF include
both heavy and light Army and Marine units, naval carrier battle
groups, and tactical fighter and airlift wings. In a non-NATO
contingency, we would initially deploy our light ground forces
and tactical aircraft, with emphasis on speed and mobility,
followed by heavy armored RDF forces, as dictated by the require-
ments of the particular contingency.

4. Maritime Prepcsitioning — Since rapidly deplovable
light forces are not adequate for sustained combat, we alsoc need
a -capability to deploy heavy armored forces rapidly. A major
initiative to that end is our program to buy new lMaritime Pre-
positioning Ships (MPS). By prepositioning eguipment, supplies
and ammunition, these new ships will enable us to rapidly deploy
an armor-heavy Marine division anywhere in the world. 1In the
interim, we are currently prepositioning eguipment for certain
Marine units on seven specially configured commercial ships,
which are now en route to the Indian Ocecan to provide a flexible
and rapid response capability for nen-NATO contingencies.

D. Other Modernizetion Programs

1. Tactical Air - We are completing a major modernization
of our tactical air (TACAIR) forces. ailr Force units are now
being equipped with the F-15, the world’'s best fighter; the
highly reliable F-16 multi-purpose fighter; and the A-10, close
air support and interdiction alrcraft. davy TACAIR units are now
flying the F-14, which, with 1ts sophisticatecd PHOEINIX missile
system, provides a significant air defense capaosility. We are

also programming a new F/A-18 multi-purpose fightar/attack
alrcrafe. To complement our TACAIR systems, we &re also continu-
ing to buy onc morc ecxemple of U.S. state-ofi-the-art military
technology, the Airborne Warning and Con;rol System (AWACS)

do
-
aircraft, which provides carly detection, warning, and command

and control for cur TACAIR forces.
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2. Xt=1 - The Xm~l méin“battTe

e tank will provide a signifi-
cant improvement 1in our ability to counter the Warsaw Pact
armored threat. The XM-1 now carriss & 10Smm gun which can be
fired accurately, day or night, even while the tank 1Is moving at
speeds up to 40 mph. In 1884, we will arm the MX-1 with a2 new,
German-designed 120mm gun, which will insure its ability to
counter the enemy threat into the 19%0s. : .

3. Naval Forces - We are node nizing our naval forces both
by building new ships and by updating existing on2s. OQOur current
plans. call for expanding our fTeeL tc a £ull. 5350 ships. We will
maintain our force of 12 operaulrg eircraft carriers through the-
year 2000 by conulnulng the Service Life Extznsion Program .
(SLEP). We are maintaining the best anti-submarine warfare (ASW)
cagability in the world by procuring new attack submarines and
frigates, and improving surveiWIanc detection and other ASW
related equipment. We are continui ng f£o build the AEGIS air
defense ships which allow our naval forces to cperate in "high--
threat"” areas. With its phased-array radar and automated control

systems, AEGIS will substantially increase our cazability to
protect carrier battle groups against heavy ailr-tc-surface
missile attacks. Our ability to conduct amphiblous operations
will be enhanced *by our program to buy new LSD-41 amphibious
ships and TAKX maritime prepositioning ships. Our FY 1981
program calls for procurement of a total of 57 new ships,
including guided missile frigates, oilers, mine countermeasure
ships and cargo ships. These programs fully exploit the techno-
logical lead the ‘U.S. holds in naval Zforce develcpment. The vast
capabilities of U.S. naval power cannot be measursd in terms of
numbers alone. Our technologicel superiority hes kept our Navy

"second to none.”

E. People Programs

Ensuring that we have capable and motivated pesople for our
military forces is one of our top priority defense objectives.
While we have placed greater emphasis on improving our recrultinc
programs, we have found that increasesc retention of senior
enlisted men and women as well as officers in cartain critical
skills is essential. ‘

To help meet the needs of our szrvicemen anc women, Preside
Carter hes supported an 11.7 percent gay 1ncreesSe and propaosed a

which includes:

comprehensive Fair Renefits Pachkage, wn

P s - mme - - - P e s U -



—= a variable housing allowance for nigh-cost areas within
the U.S.:

~= higher reimbursement rates for travel reguired to
assume a new assignment;

- family separation allowances for lower gnlisted';anks;

“iff;flcontlnuatlon bonus for pllots,‘-
- a dental élan for 5epend : } énd
- baby care for dependents uncder two years of age{:
We are confident that enactﬁent of this proposal will greatly

reduce the exodus of many of our most experienced and valuable
mlllLafy men and women and beip provide the cuality of llfe our

people 1n uniform deserve.

~
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USE OF FORCE/U.S. RESOLVE

Reagan

Reagan's record 1is replete with examples of suggestions
that force be used to temper international disturbances.
While he was governor, Reagan called upon President Johnson
to escalate the Vietnam war, using nuclear threats. '

"...no one would cheerfully want tc use atomic
weapons...But...the last person in the world who
should know we wouldn't use them is the enemy.

He should go to bed every night being afraid that
we might."

Los Angeles Times
July 3, 1967

Over the last 12 years, Reagan has suggested or
implied that American military forces be sent to Angolsz,
Cuba, Cyprus, Ecuador, Lebanon, the Middle East, North
Korea, Pakistan, Portugal, Rhodesia, Vietnam (after our
troops had been sent home) and has hinted at retaking
the Panama Canal.

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

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

Ne& York Times
Juhe 2, 1980

Bush

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

vy
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Yet that risk hasn't deterred the leaders of the
Soviet Union from aggression against its neighbor, Af-

ghanistan -- or the reckless use of troops from its satellite,

Cuba, in military ventures in the Middle East and Africa
-- or from boldly placing a Soviet combat brigade in
Cuba itself.

Certainly, the leaders of the Soviet Union don't

- .seek a military-:confrontation with the United States.
Throughout Soviet history, their penchant for aggres-
sion has always been for the easy, helpless mark
-- from Poland in 1939, to Afghanistan in 1980.

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

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

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

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

v~ |

This is what Ronald Reagan means when he says "We
must make unmistakably plain to 2ll the world that we have
no intention of compromising our principles, our beliefs
or our freedom. Our reward will be world peace; there is

no other way to have 1it.

World Affairs Council
September 5, 1980



Carter

The maintenance of national security is my first
concern, as it has been for every President before me.
As I stated.one year ago in Atlanta: "This is still
a world of danger, a world in which democracy and freedom
are still challenged, a world in which peace must be
re-won every day." ‘ B ‘ B

We must Have both the military power and the political
will to deter our adversaries and to support our friends
and allies.

We must pay whatever price 1s required to remain
the strongest nation in the world. That price has increased
as the military power of our major adversary has grown
and its readiness to use that power been made all too
evident in Afghanistan.

* * x

- I see fivée basic goals for America in the world
over the 1980's:

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

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

State of the Union Address.
January, 1880
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As I said in my State of the Union aAddress —-- 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 United States .of America and such an

.. assault will be repelled by any.méans necessary, including

mllltary force

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

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

Persian Gulf Commitment

Carter

"Qur world is one of conflicting hopes, ideologies
and powers. It is a revoluticnary world which reguires
confident, stable and powerful American leadership --
and that's what it i1s getting and that's what it will
continue to get -- to shift the trend of history away
from the specter of fragmentation and toward the promise
of genuinely global cooperation and peace.

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

"Unchanging American ideals are relevant to this
troubling area of foreign policy and to this troubled
era in which we live. Qur society has always stood for
political freedom. We have always fought for social
justice and we have always recognized the nece551ty for
pluralism. Those values of ours have a real meaning,
not just in the past, 200 years ago or 20 years ago,
but now, in a world :that 1s no longer dominated by colonial
empires and it demands a more eguitable distribution
of political and economic power.

B i & Lis Laa e ISR
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"But in this age of revolutionary change, the op-
portunities for violence and for conflict have also grown.
American power must be strong enaugh toc deal with that
danger and to promote our ideals and to defend our national
interests. '

.+ .« "That's.why.the foreign policy which we've shaped
over the last three years must be based simultaneously

on the primacy of certain basic moral principles --
‘primciples founded .orn the enhancement of human rights

-- and on the preservatlon ‘of an American military strength
that 1is second to none. This fusion of principle and

power is the only way to ensure glcbal stability and

peace while we accommodate to the lHEVltable and necessary
reality of global change and progress."

World Affairs Council of Philadelphia
May 9, 1280
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STEALTH

Reagan -

Ronald Reagan charged vesterday that President Carkter's
administration compromised national security for "purely
political purpcoses” and "a two-day headline" by lezking
secret plans to build a new bomber that could evade radar.

Speaking to a businessmen's luncheon at.an ocutdoor
rally in Jacksonville, Florida on his first Southern
trip of the fall-campaign, .the Republican presidential.
nominee accused the Pentagon .0of giving the editor of
. the Armed Forces Journal details of the top-secret "stealth"
‘program, -then calling .a news.conference to announce it
"because of 'leaks' to the press.” '

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

September 4, 1980
Statement at Jacksonville Rally

Bush : =
"Suddenly we hear of plans for a new weapon in our
strategic arsenal -- the highly-classified "Stealth"
bomber -~ which we're told gives us an edge over the

Soviets. And while the Defense Secretary professes outrage
that information regarding this new weapon has been leakzd,
we can only wonder at the coincidence that the leak occurred
at the very time that President Carter's re—election
campaign was stressing his new-found interest in our
national defense posture.

"Rll of this may sound and look reassuring in terms
of our country's ability to conduct a foreign policy
based on strength —-- but to those who remember history,
the desperation of these administration efforts is ominous."

World Affairs Council Speech
September 5, 1880
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Carter

I had one question inside that I though t I'd better
repeat to you all because you're going to get it in the
transcript. I was asked about the Republican allegations
concerning whether we have revealed the information about
the Stealth airplane improperly. This is an absolutely

;- irresponsible .and.-false. charge by.Governor Reagan and

by "a careFully orchestrated ‘group of- Republlcans.

"As a matter. of. fac;, ne impropristy has been committed.
The only thing that has been revealed about the Stealth
development which 1s a major technological evolutionary
development for our country, 1is the existence of the
program 1tself. When I became President in 1977 the

exlistence of the Stealth program then was not even classified.

It was unclassified. Public testimony had been given

on it and a contract to develop a Stealth device was
done with an open and published contract. We classified
the Stealth program in the springtime of 1977.

Since that time 1t has grow because of its importance
and the major nature of it more than a hundredfold.
Lately large numbers of people were involved in the knowledge
of Stealth and also the development of it. Literally
thousands of workers have been involved in this project
and we have had to brief several dozen Members of the
House and Senate and the crucial members of their staffs
in preparation for large expenditures of funds for this
major technological improvement in our nation's defense.

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

Statement to Newspapers
September 8, 13880
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STEALTH

1. This 1s a major technological advantage to us. It is

’

an important achievement that will affect the military balance

in the-coming  years: It is one of-a number of major technological

éﬁvantagééwﬁhaﬁfﬁhehu;S; bo$$éés¢s;'vThése_;ééhhological advantagesr

weigh heavily iﬁ the military balancé and keep us second to none.

In addition to stealth, these include anti-submarine warfare, precis
guided munitions (smart bombs) and the cruise missile. We have
publicly discussed ocur advantaébs in these other technologies in the
past and will continue to do so in' the future, because it is importa
that our potentialmenemies, our allies and the American people
understand our military strengths.‘ This 1is an essential factor in

deterring war.

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

technical and operational details of stealth that give us an
advantage.

3. Secrecy oa the details of stealth combined with our
technological achievements will enable us to keep zhead of the

Soviets in this program for decades to come,.



4. - Programs to make. alrcraft less visible to radar have:
existed for 20 years. When this Adminiﬁtration came ihto office,
stealth waé a low—-level technology program and its existence was
not classified as Segret. The program had been dealt with in
open testimony and in open contracts. In the spring of 1977, stealtr
was'tufnédfhto'éfﬁajof:déQéléPﬁeht'ané'Pféduﬁgioﬁ.PKogram [do

'ﬁot'say what vehicles we will produce] and the existence of the
new program was classified at the highest level. The funding
level is ncow more than 100 times larger than it was in early 1977

and there have been major achievements in the program,

5. Hundreds of contractor personnel are -now working on

stealth and over 40 members of Congress and Congressional staff

<§‘ " members were briefed on the existence of the program and provided
varying details about it before the August ll—l; leaks. The
increasing size of the program'and the increasing numbers of persons
aware of it made certain that its existence would have come cut in

the near future,
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assumed my present pesition of Director, Jefsanse Advanced

Research Projects Agancy in late-January.

deseribe my dackground and what

like to explain the role of ARFA, and my own

unique appreach and contribution of ARPA to the solution of

I bring to ARPA

I would like to

.
. -

view.of the

Thic is my first appearance before this Committes, havin
. ’

I would also

De{inse problems. Finally, with your perzission, Mz, Chairman,

I will leave for the record a description ang

L4

the program, my background and views.

A

-

I tring to this joX a sense of commis=ans, a low

tolerance for bureauzrasic shuffling, a rec2rd as a

market-orientad technologist and a deter=iration

the country a fair setura

on its RED

a unique perspective to the jeb

s .
my industrial RED exrserienc

e
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to give
inves<t=ent.

in <hat, in addi<ion *o

have alss visued ARPA from

explanation of

“thq_ARPA programs tha<T ares included in the President's budget

and respond to any questions the Comaittes =ay.have concerning
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I also bring

. the vantage point of a positien in the CZfizs of the Director of
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Jirector,
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' certam degrlédan‘ons. they cannot in -principle co.:;apen::'te for film or

seasor errors since they act on the light before it reaches these elements;
Thus, ARPAis also investigating postdetection compensation t'echniqucs
which ephancea an image alter it bas been formed and recorded. While .
these techniques are generally less efficient at correcting atmospherically
induced err;:‘\r}. they are effectve in rern-ovi.ng blur due to instrument errors
and in enhancing contrast in particular azeas of the ‘\}nagé. Here, {;R.PA':

' main thrust has been the development of computerized rnethods of blur

removzl when the precise mathematical representation of the cause of the
blur is {nifally unknowm. - T S
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ARPA is currently dcvclaptng ad’-rmced imaging. rada.rs operating” ‘-

at both mic;ow_aue md la.ser .{requcncies..‘ 'I'here aTe, _however, }_u-;;u- .

tions in resolution, image d:tnl a.nd range, 'I'he first approach to overcorne

these limitations is ARPA's modification of the one hundred twenty foot

dxzmeter Haystack radar in Massachusetu by the a.ddxtxon o{ 2 new RF 'boz

and signal processing systern. This systerm uses 12 more advanced form
of the data processing technique previously developed. Operational testing

at the system level is scheduled po ‘beg‘in in FY77. The second zpproach is

the develapment of a wideband hser rzda.x‘ operzb.ng at 10. 6 um wavelength
Ope.:an'onal testing of the hse.riruv_hr is scheduled to occur in FY78.
Cormipared to :he costs of the various concepts of t.he past decade, the

..- s . . ewe -

ARPA investment in imaging radars has ?een extremely modest ($28. 4M

FY72-15), while the information thztA has and will be provided is signifi-

cant.

An RPV radar demonstrauon is being started to provide destroyer -
]

.
escort and smaller ships with ocean surveillance. This RPV radar could
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- August 9, 1976, Acrospace Daily

XST: Name being heard for the new stealth aircraft

- being. built -at Lockheed under sponsorship.of the:Defense -

Advanced Research Projects Agency (DAILY, July. 23) 1is
the XST, which may stand for "experimental, stealth

(ot 51lent), tactical." Aircraft also may have a new
missile. Ben Rich, Kelly Johnson's successor as head
of Lockheed's ”Skunk Works," is playing the key role in
the program. Johnson, although formally retired, has
continued working two or three days a week at Lockheed

and is given major credit for convincing the military
that the plan can be built,



August 2, 1976, Aviation Week

. Development. of a small fighter intended to
dcmonstrate stealth, or low signature, technologies
under contract from Air Force Flight Dynamics
Laboratory, funded by Defense Advanced Research

-~ Projects’ Agency - .



4 - May.5,.1975, Commerce.Business Daily:. Air Force gives

them copies of all contract summaries (p. 21 col 2)

A--HIGH STEALTH AIRCRAFT DESIGN STUDY.
Contr F-33615-75-C-2056 (F-33615-75-R2056)
funded by ASD/YRPHM, S513/255-4036 (All9),
Wright-Patterson AFB, OH. 45433 -



........

July 28, 1976, Aerospace Daily from an Air Force contract
(p. 18 col 3)

A--LOW RCS “VEHICLE DESIGN’ H\NDBOOR (Additidnal Work,

Time, and Money) Contr F-33615-75C-3094 (F-3361S- 7SR3094]
funded by AFFDL/FES 513 255-5066, Wright-Patterson AFB,

. Qh -45433 . : “U-'Ms;qnau_,,i_ﬂﬁ,,;JJ_,. , ) _
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WRITTEN STATEMENT OF DR. GEORGE H. HEILMEIER

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND !

TECHNOLOCICAL TNTTTATIVE AND

THE KATIONAL SECURITY ISSUES OF THE 1980'S

1.  INTRODUCTION

When.I appearsd be!nr‘t this cosaittee last year, T outiined

a4z investment strategy vhich focused on soma key questicas vhase

ansvers are deeply tooted in advanced technology. There {3

'll:tl: doudt {a ='y' 2ind that these questious could becoms the

national security {ssues of the 1930's. Tet ma review thea

driefly:

. Are there techoclogies on the horizon that could =ake .
possihle & space-relaced use of high energy lasers And'
could such a laser systea in the hands. of the 'Scrvleu.
threaten our viral satellice network snd strategic
deterrent capability?! Conversely, could such a laser
serve the Uoitsd Staces in soma defensive vaytl .

. Are there tachnologies on the horizon that un.ptw:ld-
surveillance capable of dgte::in; aircraft and varaing

us of missile launches?
. Is a new class of under:e; survelllance systems possible
that could detect lnd localize submerged submarines at
great vange with sufficienc sccuraey to target theam?
Whzt ate the limita of ogean hesring? Caa the oceans

really be asde "transparenc?®

. Uhat 13 the nature of armor on the battlefleld of the
future? Are there technolagies that could per=it
unique tradeoffs to the sge—old paramecery of oobilizy,
agility, armor, snd f{repower? Gould such technelogiee

result in & now and better class of lower-cost armored

vehicles?
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» What can technology do about the see=ingly endless apiral
of increasing costa? Tor example, csn ve drematicslly
reduce the toat of fet engines by zaking thewm out of
nev types of cerazics instead of costly snd strategically
critdeal. setallic sup eralloys? Can “the sophiszicaticn
) and l;v cost represented by V:h‘e pockes calculator and

';1‘;'!.”:::1 v-:c_h‘beused ta l.'u.—,.:ll.fy. !h; :.AALn:‘en.n'-acc s
proble=s of ocur equipment snd make 4% more reliable?

- What are the technolozical f{aiciatives in the command
and control area that could enable us o use our curreat
fortes nore effectively? !‘or. exazple, csn packet
switching, intelligent terminals, or cozputer-based

ifdechi:m aids significantly i=prove command and concrol?

Can wve dgv-zlc: a nev class .ol airborne systems vith the

-
uplbi:li:y of “assured penetratioa”™ of enexsy air defense
syetems?

—— .
&  Are there technological breakthroughs possible vhich

could lover the cost or greatly incressa the speed,

range, and esdurance of emall undersea vehicles?

Zven two yeaTs ago sone of these questions vould have seemed

Rowvever,

as 2 result of DARPA initiatives, while difficulr tachailecal

probless re=aia, thae techoologies to soswer each of these

questicss in the aiflr=ative are on the horizoa today aad require

lizzle in the vay of =ajer, unkaowm, cooceptual breakthrouzhs to

nake visionary ansvers to these questions a realiry, 3Bui what

ate the implications o 'a-ur securily assumsing that ve or the
AY

* Soviets are successfull
Tor a wooeat, L[°d like you to comsider:

. Space Befense - 2oth the United States and Russis

depend hesvily on space assets. Ponder the conse=

quences of & space asxzocisted systea that could protect

our owvm satellite resources vhile possessing the
cspability to destroy enemy satellites {n & surgieal

and tisely wanner.
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o Crulse missiles. -= already changing military thinking -- are
in their infancy and affer revolutionary potential. Future
characteristics such as '"zero CEP' accuracy at large stand-
off ranges and supersonic dash, at relatively low cost, will
.. fundamentally change. land, sea, and air warfare. :

‘..}\-

wily

a.

(Al
‘.\b-"

High energy lasers.

"o New forms of undersea submarine detection.
F\f‘\ New capabilities in space, including satellites used for
targeting, missile guidance and surveillance.

AR s b
(8]

S
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""-_'-6‘3App?i? cat ioAs Of “the Spice Shuttle.

. f""‘"""ﬂ' oo STt ey SO R TR .,z_-:'w,k_:.",s:\._._,___ -
jéitcﬂaffgﬁléggigﬁ;p gg;xg@)qg;tgﬁmake»them;xgrtua{IJ

GAdETectabl e and wich~L S 10l CIpa6 11 i se o
o New forms of defense against ballistic missiles.
All of these and others will dominate future thinking and our

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

NATO STANDARDIZATION
There is Increasing recogrition of the impartance of achieving

efficiencies and improved effectiveness through standard and inieropera-

ble systems in NATO. .
| feel the US should take the lead in bringing this about throu
a policy of international éooﬁé;égion with our Allies which will encom-
pass joint fndustrial.programs, licensing both ways, and co-production.
We have been pursuing this goal vigorously. We have made a gre
deal of progress de;ﬁite the complexities of national interests, inter-
- s

H . . . N
national economic factors, and industrial pressure groups here and abro

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

very supportive of this effort.

1-1h




Mr. President, as the controversy over the stealth program
continues, let me address a few of what I consider to be the

essential points.

i ahadah

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

and would-be public officials, there is simply no evidence of
planned, high-level Administration leaks about stealth. 1In fact,

not only has the current Administration increased spending on

stealth one-hundred foid, but three years agc it, for the first time

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

kept knowledge of it restricted to a named list of individuals.
Second, going back at least as far as 1876, there have been

published reports of attempts to reduce radar détectability, to

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

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

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

in such efforts.

Third, as the stealth program continued to become larger and
more expensive, its existence would have had to be made public in
the near future anyway. The existence of a program of this size,

with hundreds of contractor personnel and government officials

T T



........

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

circumstances,

ahunta

)

bisd,

qurthi a rash of press reports of stealth occurred last monthz
leaving the Pentagoﬁ no practical recourse.but'tb acknowledge the
existence of the program--admittedly slightly earlier than they
wanted to or would have had to, in the absence of such pfess reports
I do not see how, in August 1980, the Soviets, who already knew from
open iiterature about such work, could have been tricked into
believing that there really was no such program. They are not naive
men in the Kremlin, although some in this country apparently. would
have us believe they are. |

Lastly, the Pentagon has'how drawn a clear line between what
little has beén declassified regarding stealth and everything else

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

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

Let me also make two observations in passing. One is that I
cannot help but be struck by what one distinguished journalist
has called the "selective indignation”™ on the part of some of thase

who are most loudly and fervently decrying alleged lezks about stealt

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

when earlier leaks occurred about U.S. negotiating positions during
SALT or about various Soviet strategic programs. One merely wonders;

one doesn't know why.
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~The second observation involves current allegations that

the incumbent Secretary of Defense has broken tradition and engaged

mx“l ty

in what are described as unusual, 1f not unprecedented activities,

I !(“Lh\l |; L‘ L

such as replying to charges made bylpolitical candidateé about

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

memory is far from perfect, but I do seem to recall other Secretarie:
of Defeqse—-in both Republican and Democratic Administrations--
addressing party platform committees, correcting inaccurate allega-
tions about defense matters, at times eQen usingvvery strong languag:

while replying.

It is not unusual for national security matters to become
issues in a campaign. It is not unusual for challengers to make

criticisms, and it is not unusual for incumbents to make replies.

Lest we get diverted into partisan exchanges that obscure
the real issues, let me offer my opinion that the most important
guestion to be answered after the stealth dust settles is: in a
democratic society, yet one which has real adversaries around
the world, how do we proteét our most vital secrets while not losing
the freedoms which define ocur system and our way of 1ife? The
answers are not obvious or easy. They Involve questions of policy,
of law, of ethics, of freedom’éf the press, of justice. These are

the matters to which this body must return.
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'publicity of the program. A secondary, but nonetheless very importa

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

'stealth program is whether the Soviets have benefitted Ffrom recent

Sl ! bt

concern iIs whether the Carter Administration orchestrated leaks of
élassified information about the program for political gain--and
thereby giving the Soviets a head start in countering stealth

téchnology.

.I don't know about the infrared signature of stealth aircraft,
but I do knew that, se far, this controversy has generated far more

heat than light.

Let me try to Shed some light on this matter, in part by putting
it in a broade; context and by laying out a fuller chronology. of
events. From much of the,currept controversy, even the moderately
attentive observer would get the_iﬁﬁression that the whole affair
began with a2 meeting on August 58,.1980, between Dr. William Perry,
Under Secretary of Defense, and Mr. Benjamin Schemmer of the Armed

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

with.

Virtually since the invention of radar, scientists have been
working to develop ways to offset it--to blind radars, to fool
radars, to make'objects less detectable by rader. As in many areas
of high technology, the United States has been in the vanguard of

this work. The professional journals and the trade press have

published articles about such research over the years.
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Contrary to the impression recently left by former President
Ford and Dr. Kissinger, the U.S. §Fort in this area was not highly
classified until 1977. In the\gﬁzfﬁf of that year, after recognizing
the true potential of stealth, the Carter Administration turned it
into agmajor developmént and p:oductﬁon pf&gram; campaftméﬁtalized
it, and classified even the existence of this new, intensified
program. This is the first important landmark in the chronology of

stealth.

The second is in June 1378, when Ben Schemmer of the Armed

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

article 98 percent of which, Mr. Schemmer testified, caﬁe from
unclassified source%, vet which contained so much sensitive infor-.
mation that Dr. Perry, invoking our national security intérest,
asked Mr. Schemmer not to print itt' To his credit, Mr. Schemmer .
agreed—--but leﬁ me emphasize that Mr. Schemmer did not initiaée the

s
i

notion of restraint; Dr. Perry did.

And the secret held for over two years, despite a dramatic
expansion of the scope and size of the program, and therefore the

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

The third landmark is a series of stories this summer,

beginning with a June 28 Washington Post article describing a

new bomber that "could be made invisible to enemy radar through

highly secret gadgectry.

yhuw‘ E i
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Then in the second week of August, three stories in

succession:

August 11 -- Aviation Week and Space

Technology refers to "the advanced

technology 'stealth' bomber." Two
sentences in the article are worth
highlighting in our search for who
leaked what to whom and when:
"Several in the Senate contend
Under Secretafy of Defense for
Research aﬁd Engineering William

J. Perry oversold the 'stealth!

aircraft in order to stop a Senate

amendment for & new but more

conventional bomber. Perry's
stealth bomber, one senator

complained, is too small, will
cost $14-15 bilion for 50 air-

craft and cannot be ready by

1987, the date requested by

Congress."

August 14 -- the Washington Post

publishes the article that Gen

Fllis of SAC has said "brought the

rapid

didli, ! “'wl‘m W
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The key point iIs that, while there had been occasional
public references to such work over the years, the summer of 1980

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

more and more people—-members of the House and Senate, their staffs,™

Defense Department and other executive branch officials, and
contractors—-were being brought in on the Stealth program as it

continued to grow in size and intensity and cost.

As members of this House know well, there is a world of
difference between rare and scattered references to an issue and a
flurry c¢f stories about one.

After this flurry of articles, a period of intense activity

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

-— August 14 -- the date of the last two

-stories - Dr. Perry sends Secretary Brown
new security guidelines for stealth,
declassifying the existence of the‘
program} but drawing a tight circle

around sensitive technical and

operational details.

-- August 16 -- Secretary Brown, Dr. Perry,
and Air Force Secretary Mark meet and give

final approval to the new guicdelines,

l
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order additional Congressional briefings,
and decide on an August 22 press con-
ference to announce the existence of

the stealth program.

August 18 -- With Brown's approval, Perry

meets with Schemmer, tells him of the August 22
press caonference and indicates what has been
declassified. Perry offers to let Schemmer
print the story of what has been declas-~ |
sified, one day in advance of the press
conference—~--because Schemmer has honored
Perry's 1978 request to hold AFJ's earlier

stealth story.

August 19 -- Schemmer shows Perry his new
article, and--at Perry's request——agrees to
delete about a dozen items, several of

which Perry felt were particularly important

from a security point of view.

August 20 —- Perry gives SECRET stealth
briefings to four Congressional committees,
specifying what has been declassified and

what remains classified at SECRET level, and

i M
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states that all other stealth informatien
remains compartimented at the highest

security level.

’

. | - !
-- August 2] -~ Schemmer article appears.

-— August 22 -- Secretary Brown, Dr. Perry,
and Gen Kelly Burke hold a press conference.
They confirm: 1.) that a stealth program
exists, 2.) that tests have been conducted,
3.) that stealﬁh does not involve a single
' technical approach, and 4.) that stealth
o A technology could be applied to many military
| -vehicles. Following the new guidelines, they"
emphasize that operational and technical
details will be protected at thé highest

security level.

Now, Mr. Speaker, we come back to the key question--did the
Soviets benefit from DoD's bublic acknowleigement of stealth's

existence?

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

washington veteran or an intelligence expert o know that the

Soviets read Aviation Week, Aerospace Daily, the Washington Post,

and other important journals and newspapers. They watch American

i) b
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number of reports in respected and authoritative publications about

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

e

ok

1

-

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

Ak

before Brown's August 22 press conference, Soviet scientists and
engineers——and} no doubt, Soviet intelligence agents——were'hard at

work on stealth and possible countermeasures.

They weren't tipped off by Harold Brown on August 22, or
by the Schemmer article on August 21. And nothing Harold Brown
could have said on August 22 could have turned them off.v Given the
public reports over the years, and given the importance of U.S.

stealth capabilties to the Soviets, does arnyone. seriously believe

that, had Harcld Brown said "no comment," "neither confirm nor deny,
or "stories about Stealth are a bunch of baloney," the Kremlin would
have breathed a sigh of relief and told the scientists, engineers,'

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

The second question, Mr. Speaker, is whether the Carter
Administration orchestrated stealth leaks for political gain?
Unlike Mr. Schemmer in his‘éworn testimony before a Committee of'
this House, I will not engage in speculation about other éeople's

motives.

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

Senate," not administration sources. The Washington Post says its

o bl

June 28 article was based on interviews "with defense specialists
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in Congress and the Carter Administation.” It does not say only

with DoD officials.

‘JMwﬂmmmu

As for the Armed Forces Journal, in[l9f8 it was Schemmer who
came to Perry with the story--not the other way arocund. It was
Perry who asked Schemmer not to go public--not the other Qay
around._ In August of this year, Perry--who as 2 contractor and as a
defense cfficial has been working with classified material for
years——says he gave Schemmer no classified information. in 1978 or in
1980. Schemmer, whose publication regularly--one is tempted to say
routinely--prints classified information, says his sources for the
1978 article included people in Congress, in the White House, and at

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

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

In conclusion, let me summarize: Secretary Brown's August 22
press conference did not tip off the Soviets. Earlier press accounts
had. In August 1980, no other response could have turned the

Soviets off,.

Until three years ago, the existence of Stealth was not
classified. For the past three years it has been, even to the point
that you yourself, Mr. Speaker, have indicated you were not aware

of it.
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An investigation is underway to find the source of the earlier
leaks. A tight security circle has been drawn around operational

and technical details of the program.

’

The August 21 Schemmer article was not the excuse or the
occasion or the trigger for the August 22 press conference.

Earlier press reports led to that course.

Who leaked what to whpm, wﬁen, how, and why is a matter
for the investigators. As testimony before a Committee of this
House has reveéled, there aré real and serious problems in maintainir
securiﬁy'énd investigating breaches of it. By and lérge, these

problems are not a function of executive policy, but rather a

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

in the Pentagon. And:it is to legislatien regarding secrecy and

security that those of us in this building should turn our attention.
!

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

full speed zhead.

. ‘*kmu{h G
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MILITARY MANPOWER/REGISTRATION/DRAFT

Reagan

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

itk Lh‘m?;i e

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

Acceptance Speech
July 17, 1980

He also challenges the underlying premise for registration.

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

Quoted by Senator Hatfiel
Congressional Record
June 4, 1980

Asked for an alternative to the peacetime draft, Reagan
calls for a buildup of reserves. (It 1is not clear if he favors
the same buildup as an alternative to registration.)

"There is a need for a million-man active reserve, a
reserve that 1s equipped with the latest weapons, trained in
them and combat ready. We've allowed (our reserve force) to
deteriorate very badly. It is must too small, it is not
equipped with the latest weapons and it doesn't have the training."

National Journal
March 8, 1980

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

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

Reagan: yes.
Q: How, with pay incentives?
Reagan: Yes, it could be pay incentives.

National Journal
March 8, 1980

Bush

: "I also support draft registration for both men and women, 2
and I would like to see an immediate investigation of the readi- #
ness of our military troops. If the facts demand it, we should n

hesitate to increase financial inventives for those in uniform or%

even to return to the draft. I am confident that our young peoplef
will rally to the flag as the need is there." ’



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

Bush

"I think that we have to have draft registration....I
don't know whether we need a draft now. But when we do need it,
I'm going toc say so. A fair draft with not a lot of exemptions
that would prevent people from serving, letting rich kids to
ahead and get a Phd, while some  poor ghetto kid gives his life
in the service of his country....It'll be men and women.

That doesn't mean that women will fight, go on the line or in
the trenches. But I believe in women's rights and opportunities
and I belive that women should have to serve their country."

Wit Ll‘;'u:&« e

Birmingham, Al, Post-Her:
Qcteober 5, 1979

Bush

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

Champaign, IL, Daily Ill
January 31, 1980

Bush

.........

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

Political Profiles

! page 6
‘ » 1979
Bush
"I voted for the volunteer Army. (But) we might have to go to

a draft, and if we do it's going to be a fair-play draft. Not
any exemption for a rich kid to get his PhD, and the poor kid
gets the rifle.”

Christian Science Meonito
January 24, 1980

s
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Carter

"At home, over intense opposition, as you know, but with
great help from the American Legion, we have won the fight for
peacetime draft registration. We need the ability to mobilize
guickly and effectively, and we have shown our resolve to both

friend and foe alike.

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

Address to American Legion
Convention
August, 1980

P
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Defense Manpower--Overview

President Carter has been explicit in his oprosition to

a peacctime draft; he has submitted legislation for a fair
oeneflits package to improve military pay and benefits; he
has cut military attrition, and (measured zgainst the years
of the prior administration) improved military rcenlistment
rates. In addition he has corrected najor weaknessecs that
arose during the prior administration with respect to our
pool of mobilization manpower. : .

Specifically: B

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

o Conversely, rceenlistment rates for DoD as a whole
are up from 50% in 1976 to S53% now. (The reenlistment rates
of first termers are up, particularly in the Army. Career
reenlistment rates are down. The net effect is a2 modest
plus.) - _—

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

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

e Bevond that, the Adminmistration has been vocal in
support of many important benecfits that go beyond those
endorsed by its critics. Among these are improvements in

the military medical insurance prograz (CHAMPUS) under which

the President has proposed the creaticn of dental and other
benefits. The Administration also supports a variable

housing allowance. It introduced--and supports--legislation

that would permit larger pay raiscs for the military than
for civilian government employees.

This Administration has not proposed rcducing any in-
service benefits,* and, as noted, has propcsed numerous
additions. An Administration proposal with respect to

= Note, 1t may be argucd that the President's paid
parking operation 1s such a dimiaution, but 1T morc or
less incidentally af{flects only a small {raction of

military personncl.
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military retirement (first advanced By an independent
commission on the subject: would add $7 pillion to military
pay and benefits over the next 20 ycars, while saving tens
of billions of dollars over the lonzer tarm.

o It should be noted that selected reserves (i.e.,
reserves in units) strength declined dramatically every year
during the last adminlstration, while it hias increcascd
during the last two Carter ycars; that individual reserve
strength declined even more dramaticelly during the last -
administration, but has been reversed by Carter programs;
and that in reinstituting peacetime rcgistration this
Administration has restored an important standby mobili-
zation capacity that the previous administrztion had aban-
doned for budgetary reasons.
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Defense Manpower Policies

The 1970's: Reqguirements

As the 1870's ended, the U.S. fielded ité leanest
active and reserve armed force since the 1950's: slightly
over two million active duty members; a little over one

million reservists (attached table 1). This leanness resulted

from a number of things, but it was in no small measure the

product of some important doctrinal changes concerning force
structure that were made in the first half of the seventies.
Four of these are noteworthy. .

° Worldwide manpower rTegquirements were adjusted

downward by President Nixon, from a program objective to be

prepared for 2 1/2 wars simultaneously to a less demanding
scenario that envisaged a major European war and a smaller
contingency elsewhere.

o At the same time, a concept of global '"total force
planning"” was embraced, which.placed greater reliance than
in the past on the armed forces of allies and regional

powers to supply initial forces and the first line of defense

for many warfare possibilities.

¢ . Within U.S. manpower assets, in 1973 a concept of
"total force planning” was also adopted, one which placed
less heavy reliance on the active forces and much mecre on
the activation and emergency mobilization of reserves, and
which worked some shifts of wartime functions and assets
from the active to the reserve structure; and

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

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

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

In part for budgetary reasons, in part to reflect the
changing role of China in U.S. strategic concerns about
Asia and the Pacific.
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-- To be augmented in the first instance in an
emergency by a call-up of reserves;

-- To be augmented additionally by call-ups of
pretrained individuals subject to call-up and by a

resumption of conscription in the context of a mobilization.

The Administration refined, but did not make fundamental

changes, in these manpower policies. \

The 1970's: Resources

The Defense manning performance in the remainder of the
decade was mixed. Despite some periodic shortfalls in

- enlistments, the active forces were generally successful in

meeting recruiting goals (Table 2); and since 1974, had

never been more than one-and-one-half percent below authorized
strength (Table 3). First term reenlistments remained

strong. At the same time, reserve strengths lagged notably
behind the active forces (Table 2Z), and the Services experienced
a significant--almost chronic--slippage in retention of more
experienced enlisted members. (The problem is particularly
serious in the Navy, where second term reenlistment rates

have fallen 15 points over the last five years.) ~

This mixed yield took place in 2 context that circum-
stantially favored military manning needs in a couple of
ways, but which otherwise was not very sustaining. The
Services benefitted for most of the decade from two things
in combination. o .

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

° We met a smaller manpower requirement in the post-
Vietnam seventies than we had at any time since 1950.

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

® The relative value of military compensation eroded
Tnotably beginning in 1973;

) There was a similar erosion in the uniqueness of
the advantages that military service had long offered youth.
No longer was the military the major source of initial jobs
and training, nor the principal stepping stone to higher
education. A bounty of federal programs in place by mid-
decade (basic educational opportunity grants, CETA, the Job
Corps, Young Adult Conservation Corps, Youth Opportunity
Acts, and various counter-cyclical programs) now compete for
young pcople.
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® The G.I. Bill was replaced in 1977 by an educational
package for scrvice personnel that is seen by many young
pcople as much less attractice (and, as a matter of benefits,

'1s in fact less attractive);

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

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

" Administration Policy

There are two cornerstones:

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

neither prudent nor required.

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

With the baby boom legacy receding (the prime recruiting
pcol in 1992 will be 20 percent smaller than its 1978 level)
and with tougher competition for recruits, DoD has embraced

two general strategies.

) First, we can reduce demand by managing the force
in ways that permit us to need fewer recruits from the
marketplace. DoD is already firmly embarked on such a
course in three respects: reversing the trend of the 1870's

toward high attrition (i.e., wash-outs) of first term personncl,

pruning manpower requirements in weapons systems acquisition
and design, and improving our long term rctention of those

who do join up.
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. e Second, we can expand supply, by embracing policies
that would makc mortec pcople eligible for military scrvice,
and would makec servicec more attractive to those who are
eligible. DoD is doing the first of these by increasing the
enlistment of women for non-combat positions. It is also
studying whether some of its pnysical entrance standards--
many of these adopted in the draft erz when supply was
virtually unlimited--bear a sound relationship to required
performance. The vield from this measure will be finite,
however, to do the second--increase the attractiveness of
service--will require some hard decisions. There has been a
serious downward slide in the comparative value of military
pay and benefits for junior personnel. Other federal programs
that require neo service obligations offer highly valued
lures to youth. In educational assistance, we now have the
6.I. Bill without the G.I.

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

Are the Services enlisting the '"right kinds of people?"
"The rtight quality?" The short answer is that there 1s no
sure test to tell.. True military readiness is difficult to
measure and appraise; on-job performance can be graded, but
its relationship to the testable characteristics of candidates
for service remains a vague and imperfectly documented one.

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

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

after they join.

As for the second, we have recently found that in
entrance tests--used to predict "trainability"--we have

~inadvertently inflated the scores of lower-scoring personnel

in Tecent years, such that the Services have been mislabeling
large numbers of recruits as having higher "aptitude" levels.
The significance of these mischaracterizations may not,
however, be very profound. DoD has now undertaken a special
analysis of the relationship between these scores and the

job performance of those whose scores were inflated. The
first (but still tentative) findings suggest that most of

the low scoring people have successfully completed training
and are performing adecquately.
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. The relationship of these predictors to '"quality'--and
the relationship of what a recruit brings to the military

and what military service itself producecs in the way of
eventual ''quality'--are imprecise, at best approximate,
ultimate unsure. Neither the AVF's critics nor its supporters
have an indisputable formula for measuring such things.
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DEFENSE FORCE READINESSS

Bush

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

of just plain replacing of obsolete items.”

Wall Street Journal
February 19, 1880
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Mondale

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

Commonwealth Club
Address, September 5,

: P
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Carter

"Yes. The answer 1is yes. I don't want to go into
detail now because the Army Chief of Staff and the Secretary
of Defense today are answering an article that was published in
the New York Times this morning on the front page saying that
some of our Army divisions were not prepared for combat, did
not enjoy combat readiness." :

i big lli Bk s

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

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

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

New Jersey Editors Weekl:
September 9, 1980
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STATUS OF U.S. DIVISIONS

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

ikt o -
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State-side divisions have the missicn to deploy
overseas where needed, to reinforce forward deployed units, or
to go to areas where reguired. The status of state-side
divisions is forecast to improve signifiicantly over the next
several months for several reasons:

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

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

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

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

The Army's Units Status Report classifies divisions as
"fully ready”™ to "not ready" according to personnel, equipment,
and training conditions. A division rated low is one of these re-~
source areas 1s capable of operating with two of its three
brigades if required to deploy immediately. In addition, assets
could be guickly shifted from one division to improve the readi-
ness of another division. Even though personnel challenges pre-
vail, the Army could cross level resources in the United States
to respond to a crisis. This would provide earlier deploying forcs
full combat capability. 1In any event, the Unit Status Report is
an indicator of a division's resource picture and the time re-
gquired to bring it to full.capability -- excellent for flagging
divisons rather than a measure of combat readiness.

It is common practice among all armed forces to man
units in peacetime at lower levels than would be required in

wartime.

It is also important to recognize that the Soviets keep the
majority of their divisions at less than full combat readiness.
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Force Readines

w

a. Alrcraft Recadiness {including spares parts)

@ Over the past several yecars the Defense budget has
gencrally provi ided cnough sparc parts to support the pcacc-

time flylng hour program fully. Howover, we are continuing -
to build war reserve inventorics of spare parts and it will =

be scveral years becfore those invent ories will be adcquate
to support 21l of our comba” air forces at wartime sortie
rates in a major conflict for the full combat duratloqs for
which we plan. ' -

e The claim that our hardware and spares posture is
such that "only half the planes can fly" is inaccurate.
This assertion seems to be based on a misinterpretation of
the so-called aircraft "mission-cable (MC)" rate. MC rates
are not a measure of wartime readiness. They are an index
of the peacetime performance of our logistics support
system--not & measure of our ability to fly sortics in war-

time.

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

o If we were to make a transition tc war from our
normal day-to-day peacetime posture, we would selectively
defer nonurgent periodic inspections and preventive main-
tenance; we would also, of course, haive unlimited access to
our war reserve spares and would, as necessary, cannivalize
serviceable components from out-of-commission aircraft to
maximize our wartime sortie capabllity. :

b. Navy Ship Aviation/Readiness

o Today, the Navf‘s inventory oi active deployable
ships stands at 455. One hundred two of our ships are
deployed. Two hundred eighty-nine (6+%) are reporting

combat ready. 85 ships are in pzov“ﬂ::ed maintcnance, a
.category which includes overhaul, sclected restricted
avallability, and post shakedown availabllity. Scventeen )

ships are not combat recady® because of clective malntenance

= "Wot Combat Ready' mecans that the unit has insuflicient :
resources to mect warfipghting demands in a projected
combat cnvironment. However, units being deployed in —

this categovry can exccute plannmed operations in a
peacctime environment.



(this is work that is donc during scheduled upkecp periads),
ana {i1fteen others are in a corrcctﬁvo mzintcnance Zatcgory,
'\3 having sustained casualtics to combat c¢ssential ecuinment,

s The remalining 49 are deficient principally in areas of
personnel, training and supply.

a 0Of 157 deployable active Navy squadrons, 36 report
thelr primary degraded arca as personnel and 15 report not
combat ready for the remaining resource arcas. :

Il ° RecognlglnU the inevitability under existing require-

' ments that units reporting not combat ready may be required
to forward deploy, the Navy has rccently 1n1t1aLeA 2n assess-
ment procedure which 1is rcqulred threy days prior to deploy-
ment for all units reportin'g not combat readv in psrsonnel.

This assessment either offers-a final opportunity for
improvement measures or furnishes the basis for opsrational
limitations in the interests of safety. In the past the

Navy has augmented ships with personnel from other Zuty
stations to meet critical skill shortages. The fleet -
commanders administer this level manning policy in crder to
spread manpower shortages throughout the fleet. Use of this
practice has been infrequent. However, there will probably

be some necessary increases in thS practice for ships on
'station in the Indian GCcean.

c. Divisions

SE” e Qur forward deployed Army -divisions are well-

equipped, well-trained, and at a high state of rezdiness.
Within the United States, the 82nd Airborne Division 1is
maintained at a high state of readiness. Many of the
Temaining divisions in the United States have sericus
personnel problems, primarily due to shortages of combat
arms NCOs.

e . We are taking numerous steps to improve our divi-
sion readiness by alleviating personnel shortages. In
. TecTtulting, we are expanding bonus programs that are keyed
toward critical skills. We are also supporting legislation-
now in Congress to improve educational benefits, including
provisions that would pass on unused educational d2nefits. to
dependents. To alleviate the shortage of middle-grade NCOs,
we are working to expand bonus programs to inclucde mid-range
NCOs (6-10 years' service) in infantry, armor, fi21d artil-
lery, and other selected skills.

¥
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COMMANDER~-IN-CHIEF LEADERSHIP

Bush

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

ik i

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

world Affairs Council
Pittsburgh, September 3,

Bush

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

handling of them be.

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

Boston Globe
September 8, 1979

- oo
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i"ondale

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

b

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

!

i,

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

about.,”

D.N.C. Acceptance Speech
August 19890

’
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NAVAL BALANCE VIS-a-VIS USSR

Reagan

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

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

fol ot
RETSTTRRT, U

Reagan Speech to
American Legion
August 20, 1980

Reagan calls for a reversal in this trend.

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

Reagan Speech to
American Legion
August 20, 1980

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

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

1980 Republican Platform

Bush
"A stronger Navy for us, a three-ocean Navy, is essential.”
Political Profiles

page 9
1979
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Carter
Naval Forces

"Seapower 1s indispensable to our global position--in
peace and also in war. OUr shipbuilding program will sustain
a 550-ship Navy in the 1990s and we will contlnue to build the
most capable ShlpS afloat.

! "The program I have proposed will assure the ability
of our Navy to operate in the high threat areas, to maintain’
control of the seas and protect vital lines of communication--
both military and economic--and to provide the strong maritime

component of our rapid deployment forces. This is essential for

i .’,‘m e

operations in remote areas of the world, where we can not predict

far in advance the precise location of trouble, or preposition

equipment on land.

State of the Union Addre:

January 1980
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Mondale

"It has been said that our Navy is inferior to the Soviet
Navy, because they have more ships. But the number of ships alone
is a false measure. It assumes that one of their coastal patrol
ships is the egual of one of our aircraft carriers, and that one
of their diesels is as capable as one of our modern Trident
nuclear submarines. The truth is that the technology of our
carriers, of our submarines, and our new surface ships is far
more advanced than theirs. Moreover, from frigates on up, we
have a two-to-one advantage over the Soviets in Surface combat
tonnage. All of these factors must be weighed for any serious
and realistic assessment of the strength of ocur Navy -- a strength
that is unsurpassed on the high seas. :

sk, ! .Ix Hlvka o,

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

® The CNO stated earlier this year that the U.S. Navy. is the
best in the world and has 1ﬂproved in capability relative to a year ago.
The Navy believes that, in conjunction with our allies, we currently
possess a slim margin of superiority over the maritime forces of the

~ Soviets.

8 Currént estimates indicate that the Soviets are continuing to
emphasize qualitative improvements and that the trend toward construction
of larger surface combatants and auxiliaries will result in a moderate
decrease in overall Soviet Navy force levels over the next decade. For
example, the total of Soviet principal surface combatants {(carriers,
cruisers, destroyers and frigates) and general purpose submarines is
projected to decline by 5-10% over the next decade.

] Conversely, our naval forces are projected to grow fram current
Tevels (about 540 total ships) to about 590 ships by the mid-1980s and
remain at this level through the late 198Q0s, based on Navy force pro-
jections that reflect a shipbuilding program generally consistent with
the 5-year plan submitted to Congress last January (roughly 19-20 new
construction ships per year). Projections beyond the lata 1980s are
more difficult to make due to the uncertainties associated with future
shipbui1ding plans, ship designs and costs, and the retirement schedules
of existing ships. Furthermore, our threat projections become increas-
ingly uncertain beyond the late 1980s thus mak1ng detailed capability
assessments extremely speculative.

8 In addition to the projected growth in the number of ships in
our Navy -- in terms of bqth major combatants and suppert ships -- our
naval force structure will undergo major qualitative improvements
through the 1980s. Such gqualitative improvements are not reflected in
numbers comparisons bu. are taken into account in capability assessments.
Some examples: ‘ _

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

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

== Qur overall ASW capab111t1es will be further strengthened
by contlnued modernization of our highly effective land-based P-3
maritime patrol aircraft forces. Substantial improvements will also be
made in our undersea surveillance capabilities with improved SOSUS and
introduction of at least 12 SURTASS mobile surveillance systems (TAGOS

ships).
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Five-Year Shipbuilding Plan

The current five-year shipbuilding plan proposes to
build 97 ncw ships and modecrnize 5 older ships. This
shipbuilding plan incorporates both a shift toward the high
end of the mix of combatant ships, and the construction of
new maritime prepositioning ships (MPS/TAXKX) to support the
rapid deployment force.

© The five-year shipbuilding program was derived on the
basis of the Navy being prepared to conduct prompt  and

sustained combat operations at sea in support of our national

interests. Using information from the Navy's-study program,

we have reviewed carefully over the past year the roles that

can be played by the Navy in a NATO war, non-NATO contingen-
cies, intervention and crisis control, and in promoting
strategic deterrence and world wide stability.

The first priority of our naval forces in a NATO war is
to ensure the timely delivery of military shipping to Europe

with acceptably low losses. Intervention and crisis control,

where the chance of direct U.S.7USSR conflict is smzll,
generate a need for offensive operations by our carrier and
amphibious forces. We are continuing to explore the impli-
cations of basing naval forces program planning on forward
deployments and intervention outside NATO, rather than
exclusively planning scenarios that emphasize the Navy as
primarily a sea control force designed to. secure the North
Atlantic sea lines of communication against Soviet sub-
marines and long range bombers in a NATO war.

It has been estimated that to maintain the fleet at 1its
present level of about 533 ships (active force, naval
reserve force, and naval fleet auxiliary force) will requilre
an average of about $7B (FY 81 §) in the shipbuilding
account annually. The program that is proposed provides for
an 11% average Teal growth over the five-year pericd. 1In a
war with the Soviets and with the help of our zllies, this
force would be capable of performing sea control operations
in the Atlantic; sea control and projection operations in
the Mediterranean; and austere sea contrcl operations in the
Pacific. :

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

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

o Enhancing the capability of our strategic forces by

‘adding 6 Trident submarines.

A
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September 4, 1980

BAVAL POSTURE IN INDIAN OCEAN AND SOVIET CARRIER MINSX

Wnat 1s our naval peosture in the Indian QOcean region?

We have maintained a strengthened presence in the Indian Ocean gigde lata last

i o
b bk

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

by our forces in the region of Northeast Africa and the Persian Gulf. -7

— The size of our permament presence in the region, the Middle East Force,
was increased to five ships last fall. We currently have 36 ships in the Indian
Ocean including tvﬁ carrier task groups, headed by the carriers DWIGHT D.
EISENHOWER and MIDWAY., The 36 ships include 21 combatants and 15 support ships
(including the f maritime near term prepositioning ships).

-=The Soyiets currently have 27 ships in the Indian Oceén ingliuding 11
combatants and 15 support ships.

-~The 40,000 ton Soviet carrier MINSK departed the Vladivostok area last
week and 1s currently operating in the South China Sea (4 Sept). So far, its
movements have oot indicated a move toward the Indian Ocean.

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

Source: President's State of the Union address
DoD Press Guidance
CINCPAC
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NUCLEAR STRATEGY

Bush

"Suddenly, after long years of administration silence
on the subject, the White House, with the help of the defense
secretary, 1s busy orchestrating a massive public relations
program to bolster President Carter's image as a Commander-in
-Chief who recognizes the Soviet military threat.

"Suddenly, we hear of a presidential directive--pD 59--
which we're told restructures’ Amerlcan nuclear Strategy in light

of a fresh look at Soviet objectives.

World Affairs Council

Pittsburgh
September 35, 1980
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Carter

"Recently, there's been a great deal of press and public
attention paid to a Presidential directive that I have issued,
known as PD-59. As a new President charged with great responsi-
bilities for the defense of this Nation, I decided that our Nation 3
must have flexibility in responding to a possible nuclear attack
--in responding to a possible nuclear attack. Beginning very
early in my term, working with the Secretaries of State and
Defense and with my own national security.advisers we have
been evolving such an improved capability. 1It's been recently
revealed to the public in outline form by Secretary of Defense
Harold Brown. It's a carefully considered, logical, and evolu-
tionary improvement in our Nation's defense capability and will
contribute to the prevention of a nuclear conflict.

7]
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"No potential enemy of the United States should antici-
pate for one moment a successful use of military power against
our vital interest. This decision will make that prohibition
and that cautionary message even more clear. 1In order to
ensure that no adversary 1is even tempted, however, we must have
a range of responses to potential threats or crises and an
integrated plan for their use."

American Legion Address
August 21, 1980
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NATO ALLIES

Reagan

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

"I think there is every indication that some of
our European friends are beginning to wonder if they
shouldn't look more toward -- or have a rapprochement WLth—-
the Soviet Union, because they are not sure whether we are
dependable or not."

Time
June 30, 1880

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

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

Time
June 30, 1980

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

"To prevent a Communist takeover of Portugal in 19753,
Reagan said the United States should have acted 'in any way
to prevent or discourage' the Communists, adding 'It was
clearly interest to do so.' But he refused to be more
specific."

Los Angeles Times
June 1, 1875

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

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

National Journzal
March 8, 1980
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Carter

"At the ocutset of this Administration I emphasized
the primacy of our Atlantic relationship in this country's national
security agenda. We have made important progress toward making
the Atlantic Alliance still more effective in a changing security =
environment.

Ml@l b
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"We are meeting the Soviet challénge in a number of
important ways: '

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

“"Last month, we and ocur NATO allies took an historic
step in Alliance security policies with with the decision to
improve substantially our theater nuclear capabilities. The
theater nuclear force modernization (TNF) program, which includes t!
deployment of improved Pershing ballistic missiles and of
ground-launched cruise missiles 1in Europe, received the unanimous
support of our allies. The accelerated deployment of Soviet
SS-20 MIRVed missiles made this modernization step essential.
TNF deployments will give the Alliance an important retaliatory
option that will make clear to the Soviets that they cannot
wage a nuclear war in Europe and expect that Soviet territory
will remain unscathed.

State of the Union Addres
January 1980
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Mondale

"Mr. Secretary General, Members of the Council:

In behalf of President Carter, I have come today to NATO

Headquarters as a matter of the first priority. I have come to

vey to you and the member governments of the North Atlantic
Alliance: :

--The President's most sincere greetings;

--His commitment--and the full commitment of the
United States--to the North Atlantic Alliance as a
vital part of our deep and enduring relations with
Canada and Western Europe; and

1 4
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--His dedication to improving cooperation and consultations

with our oldest friends, so as to safeguard our peoples

and to promcte our common efforts and concerns.

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

Address to North Atlantic

Council
Brussel, Belgium
January 24, 1977
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DISARMAMENT/ARMS CONTROL

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

! ! !

"The President wants to end the cold war era of con-
flict and to substitute an era of negotiations,_ peaceful
settlements of disputes before they flare into war. I am
sure every American shares that goal. But are we also aware that
every nation in history which has sought peace and freedom
solely through negotiation has been crushed by conguercrs bent
on conguest and aggression."

b, | hh’\'inéa .

Speech to Worldé Affairs
Council
Cctober 11, 1972
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. .‘.,i.whn.uxﬂ;m. Coy



Mcndeale

"Naticnal strength requires more than just military might:
It reguires the commitment of the President to arms control.

"If there is one thinc that bothers me more than anvthing

else and I think
how, for reasons
final madness of
a decent respect
arms race before

bothers you, it is the fear that someday, some--

that don't matter, the world will resort to the
a nuclear holocaust. Reason, common sense, and
for humanity demand that we stall this nuclear
it bankrupts and destroys us all.

"Without arms control, everythin is out of control.

Without the SALT
weapons that buy

"and even though it took seven years t £
treaty; and even though our President, an our Secretary
Defense and all the Joint Chiefs of stzff, =
wants this treaty ratified, Mr. Reacan for the life of him

treaty we would be forced to waste billicons on
us nothing.

© negotizte

cannot understand why.

nWell 1let

me say Mr..Reagan: We must have arms control

for the life of all of us, and we need a President Jimmy Carter
who believes in contrelling the madness of nuclear arms.”

DNC Acceptance Speech
August 1880
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NON-PROLIFERATION

Reagan
——— ittt

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

‘ A
itk M&W?& IR

"I just don't think it's (non-prdiiferation) any of our
business." -

Washington Post
January 31, 1980

Reagan clarified his assertion by adding:

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

Monterey, Peninsula Heral
February 3, 1980
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ALY

Mondale

"Our relationship with Western Europe and our NATO
allies can be severely damaged by the defeat of this SALT II
treaty. They strongly support it., They've been involved in
it all the way. Their interests have been carefully taken into
account. Around the world, as you know, there are several
so-called threshhéld nations that are within a short distance of
having their own nuclear weaponry. And we have been pleading
with them, don't do it. Please don't resort to nuclear weaponry
yourself. And the only basis for persuasion that we have
is that, despite the fact that we are the holder of the most
sophisticated pool of nuclear weaponry in the world we have
handled that responsibly and with restraint, and therefore with
moral authority we can ask them to refrain from resorting
to their own nuclear weaponry. '

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

Bk
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L.A. World_Affairs Counc

July 1879

Mondale

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

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

yastly more difficualt.”

Address to the U.N.
Special Session of
Disarmament

May 1978
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. FOREIGN POLICY

Reagan

"In the case of foreign policy, I am egually un-
impressed with all this talk about our problems being tco
complex, too intricate, to allow timely decision and
action. The fetish of complexity, the trick of making
hard decisions harder to make; the art, finally of ration-
alizing the non-decision, have made a ruin of American

- foreign policy."

Reagan Speech
May 21, 1968

~ Reagan has chosen to ignore the progress that both
Democratic and Republican administrations have made toward

a secure peace.

His 1976 attacks on President Ford were at least as harsh
as those he makes on President Carter in 1980. Throughout,
he provides simple answers to the delicate complexities of
foreign affairs -- answers which reflect his lack of under-
standing of the conseguences of his remarks. '

I. Military Involvement

Reagan frequently rejects a tempered response to inter- .
national problems, preferring instead to flex America's
military might at the slightest provocation. Qver the last
12 years, Reagan has suggested or implied that American
military forces be sent to Angola, Cuba, Cyprus, Ecuador,
Lebanon, the Middle East, North Korea, . Pakistan, Portugal,
Rhodesia, Vietnam (after our troops had been sé&nt home)
and has hinted at retaking the Panama Canal.

Angola

In response to Soviet involvement in the Angolan
civil war Reagan said the U.S. should have told the
Russians:

"Out. We'll let them (Angola) do the fighting
or you're going to have to deal with us.”

New York Times
January 6, 1976

Cuba

In response to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan,
Reagan said:

"One option might well be that we surrouad the island
of Cuba and stop all traffic in and out."

New York Times
January 29, 1980
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