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S_ept. 7 Adniinistration. of Jimmy Carter, 1977 

From i968 to 1971; he was senior part­
ner in a N'ew York law firm. 

Since 1971 Goldberg h;is practiced Jaw 
i...-1 Washington. He has se!"';ed on the 
President's Committee on Youth E.:-r.ploy­
ment, the President's Advisory Comrr.:t­
tee on Labor-Management Policy, and 

, the President's Committee on Equal Em­
ployment Opportunity. He is former 
Chairman of the President's Comrr..ittee 
on Migratory Labo_r. 
. Goldberg is the author ·of "AFL-CIO: 
I,.abor .United" ( 195~), . ''Defenses _of · 

. Freedom" ( 1966), "Equal Justice: . The 
vVarren Era 6f the Supreme Court" 
( 1972 ), and numerous article5. 

Mississippi River Commission 
Nomination of William E. ReacI To Be a 
Member. Septem-J!.~ 7, 1977 

The President today announced that 
he will nominate Brig. · Gen. 1\"illiam E. 
Read, Corps of Engineers, to be a mem­
ber of the Mississippi River Comrnission. 
He would succeed Maj. _Gen. Charles I. 
McGinnis, who is being reassigned. 

Read was born :tvfay 17~ 1927, in Char­
lotte, N.C. He has served in the U.S. Army 
since 1950. He holds a B.S. in militarv . I 

engineering from the U.S. Military 
Academy and an ~LS. 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 Comm::md in St. Louis, ).fo., and 
from 1974 to 1976 he \\·as Depmy Com­
manding General of that command. 

Since 1976 Read h:i.s been di\·ision en­
gineer for the Anny Engineer Division, 
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i'>1issouri River. He holds the Legion 
;\[erit with Oak Le::if C luster and t 

Bronze St;:-i.r \vith t,,·o Oak Leaf Clu.ste 

Meeting \r-lith President 
Andres Perez of Vent.Zuela 

Carl, 

Remarks to Reporlen Folla.i:ing the ,\fe, 
ing. September 7, 1977 

President Perez has developed into or 
of my best person3.l friends and is a gre: 
counselor and adviser for me on mat"te 
that concern the nation:. of the Cari; 
bean and Cen tral and South America. 

Also, he was of gr~t assistance in fr. 
·negotiations between ourselves ,-..nd Par 
amain developing the terms of the treat: 

The people of our country look upo 
President Perez as a great leader in th • 
hemisphere and :i.lso, of course, the leade 
of one of the great democracies of th 
world. 

r,;OTE: The President spoke at 5 : l 0 p.m. c, 

the South Grounds of the White Hou;e .. H : 
concluding remarks in Span!sh were not ir. 
eluded in the transcript. 

The transcript of the remarks was mac 
available by the White House Press Office. I 
was not issued in the fo= of a \\'hi te Hou3 
press release. 

Panama Canal.Treaties 
Remarks at the Signing Ceremony 
at the Pan A.merican Union Building. 
September 7, 1977 

lvfr. Secretary General and disting-uishec 
leaders from t!trou.ghou.t our o~,m cozmtr:, 
and from tlzroughout this hemisphere: 

First of all, I want to express my dee;:: 
thanks to the leaders who ha\·e come here 
from 2i nations in our O\\TI hemisphere. 
20 lie:1ds of st:ite, for this histor.:c 
occas1on. 
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Ln proud to be he:-e as part of the In the spirit of reciprocity suggested by 
brgest group of heads of state e\·er as- the leaders at the Bogota summit, the 
sembled in the Hall of the Americas, ?\fr. United States and Panama have agreed 
Secretary General. . that any future sea-level c::ma.l will b~ 

\\'e are here t_o participate in the sign- . built in Panama and with the cooperation 
· ing ·of tr.e:1ties wh1ch \\-ill ·assure ·a peace- : · of the. United ·States: fo this-manner; _ the 

f ul and prosperous and secure futi..:re for best interests· of both our nations are 
an internation;tl waterway of great im- linked and preserved into the future. 
portance to us all. Many of you seated at tr,js table have 
· But the treaties do more than · that; made known for years through the Orga­

They mark the commitment of the United nization of American States and through 
States to the belief that fairness, and not your own personal expressions of concern 
force, should lie at the heart of our deal- to my predecessors in the White House, 
ings with the nations of the world. your own stroqg feelings about the Pan­

If any agreement between two nations 
i; to last, it must serve the best interests 
of both nations. The new treaties do that. 
And by gua:ranteeing the neut..-rality 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. 

l.:nder 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 St.ates will still be able to counter 
any threat to the canal's neut~lity and 
openness for use. 

The members of the Organization of 
American States and all the members of 
the United Nat.ions ,vill have a chance to 
subscribe to the permanent neutrality of 
the canal. 

The accords also give Panama ~m im-
1Jortan t economic stake in the continued, 
sde, ::.nd efficient operation of the c:mal 
?.nd ;:;a;.;c P:1nama a strong J.nd interested 
Da r:·.- in the future success of the 1•.-ater-

ama Canal Treaty of 1903. That treaty, 
drafted in a ,..,·orld so different from ours 
today, has become :m obstacle to better 
relations "'·ith Latin America. 
• I thank each of you for the support and 

help that you and your countries have 
given during the long process of negoti­
ation, \\'hich is now drawing to a close. 

·This agreement has been negotiated 
over a period of 14 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 Johnson 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 Henr;: Kissinger is here 
too. 

This has been a bipartisan effort, and it 
is extremely important for our country 
to stay unified in our commitment to t.hc: 
fairness, the symbol cf equality, the mu­
tual respect, the preser\'ation of the se­
curity and defense of our own :--:ation, and 
.1:1 exhibition of cooperat:on which ;et, a 
snnbol th ~t is im?OrtJ. nt to us all beiorc 
tl1is assemb'.y to:1i;ht <1:1d befo,e th e 
.\mc~icJ.:1 people in the fL:ture. 
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This opens a new chapter in our re!2.­
tions with all nations of this hemisphere, 
and it testifies to the maturity and the 
good judgment and the decency of cur 
people. This agreement is a symbol for. 
the ·\~·orld of the mutual. respect ancl c~­
openition among all our nations. 

. Thank you very much for your help. . . 
... ;O;E t-rh; .Presid~rit ·sp6k~ ai 7: 35 o~m. "in 

the Hall of the Americas :it the headquarters 
of the Organization of American States. In his 
opening remarks, he referred to Alejandro 
Odil.a, OAS Secretary Gener:il. 

Following · the Pr6ident's· remarks, -General 
Torrijos of Panama spoke, and then the two 
leaders signed the Panama Canal Treaty an;! 
the Treaty Concerning the Permanent Neutral­
ity and Operation of the Panam::i Canal. 

Panama Canal Treatie~. 
- ; •,.:;.·•.; . . .. --- .• ~ 

..,, Remarks at a ·white House Dinner for Western 
Hemisphere Leade-rs- Attending the Signing 
CeremOn);;· - September 7;.]977 --- ---

., ·,.,, ----- · · ·--r:~-◄---..-......... .... • . . ~-

\\'e are not going to have to:ists toni~ht, 
but I would like to say a few words of 
welcome to all of you. 

I \\·ould like to sort with one of the 
best friends I ha\-e, and a great leader of 
our country, President Ford, and welcome 
him here this evening. 

:\nd someone else who has inspired our 
countr;·, and who has set an example of 
leadership and beauty and gracious ex­
ample for us, and who also recognized 
the ~farine Strings from olden times­
Lady Bird Johnson. 

I know that most of you were at the 
ceremonies \\·here the treaties were signed, 
so I won't try to introduce all our guests, 
but I would like to present ~o you again 
our special guest for this evening, Gen­
eral Torrijos from Panama and his \,·ife, 
:.frs. Torrijos. 

Some guests that General Torr_ijos cares 
much more about now th,m he. does about 

Senate. [Laughter] We are g!ad to have ai'. 
of you here. It's a \·ery f:ne t...1-iing for you to 

come. 
I think that this was a very fine night, 

too, in the life of the Organization of 
.-\meric:m States. Secrecarv General Or-

- fila,_ we are v_ery proud to kv~ you he~e. 
·. · Mt: EHsworth 1fonke.rand Sol Li~o .... ~-i·tz; 
would :,·ou stand just a moment? Generai 
Torrijos said he's going to- be very !or.e­
some in Panama in the future without 
Ambassador Bunker being th~re. 
[Laughter] He's been negotiating in Pan­
ama now for 14 ye.irs .. -\nd this is a. gre--,H 
accomplishment for our count~. and o.l.;o 
for Panama. · 

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

I was talking to Gener-al Torrijos. As 
. you may know, the Eghtweight boxing 
champion of the world is Senor Durran 
from Panama, and he's very hard to 
match, but \ve tried. to match him by the 
heavyweight champion of the world, 
Muham.-nad Ali, and ,,·e are very glad to 
ha\·e you here. 

There's another man that I would like 
to introduce-he and his wife. I've been a 
very close reader of the sports page for 
the last several weeks, because we have ::-, 
very distinguished Georgian who has, I 
think, come fonvard with a great deal of 
enthusiasm and skill, a great deal of 
understanding of the elements, the oceans 
in P}~ticular. He's exe::::..pi ified, I think, 
the ·lif.:t;.ne of his bo:i.t . He's a ,·ery coura­
geous m2.n-Ted Tu.:-:-ier. \\'e are ve:;-:,­
proud ,o have you here tonight. And 2.s 

you :ill kno\,·, he will re;Jrcsent us in the 
Amcric2.'s Cup races \-ery s::ort!y, h:i.ving 

o\·crwhelmed his opponer:ts m uch better 
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th:m h2.s bee:i the case \,·ith his bJ.seball 
-~:i.r:,, the Atlant:i Braves. [Laughter] 

T},is is an e\·ening of historic impor­
t:i:ice, ::1nd I inviced another speci::d guest 
f ram Gccrgi:i, a worn:i.a whose husb;:md 
i:isµircd che \\·orld, Mrs. Martin . Luther 
K:ng, Jr. 

I was talking to Gener:il Torrijos a few 
m.o::nents ago about hqw import2.nt the 
tre:.ty . was to · Panama. -it ~\-as shown 

-.throughpµt.LatinAmerica (or a full .hour 
' !i~·e . this . e;_.ening_:the cere~onies. And 
he said that because of the demands of 
Jus 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 P::mama City this 
evening. And I think this demonstrates. 
the importance of the treaty to P:mama. 

He said, "Mr. ?resident, I can tell you 
without fear of beinrT wrono- that more "' .;:, 
than · a million Panamanians wept this 
evening during the ceremonies." 

And I could tell from his O'\VTl private 
conversations with me the tremend.Jus 
importance of this .Jong ·search for an 
equitable treaty that has been consum­
mated this evening~ 

There is anot..er sr.ecial di.ff erence be­
tween this treaty anp. the one that was 
signed in 1903. The P,mamanians had a 
chance to read it before it was signed­
[laughter]-which was not the case with 
the first tre:ity. And I believe that the 
American people are big enough and 
strong enough, courageous enough and 
understanding enough to be proud of 
whi,.t has been accomplished, initiated by 
President Johnson in 1963, following a 
temriorary outbreak of violence in the 
P2.nam;.1. Canal Zcne. And the demonstra­
tion that President Johnson gave of our 
good intentions caused an equal demon-

str2.tion of patience and perseverance and 
good faith and good m::i.:mers on the rart 
of the Panamanians. 

And the negotiations continued under 
Presic:ent Nixon and under P:-es'ident 
Ford . And I am very gbd tnat my prede-. 
cessors, their Secretaries of State, their 
Vici:! Presidents and r.egotiators ha,·e led 
up to this successful conclusion of the 
effort this day. · 

.\'(e. .have . an · opportunity no~v. in _ our 
O\\'tl country to demonstrate · again the 
respect and the appreciation which we 
feel toward our neighbors in the southern 
part of this hemisphere. This has not 
always been apparent to our neighbors, 
but I think the Americzm people f;,el 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 opei: up a ne\'..; era of un­
derstanding and comprehe:1sion, friend­
ship and mutual respect, throughout nof 
only this hemisphere but throughout the 
world. 

It's not an easy thing to accept 3. 

change which has been so profoundly bal­
anced in our favor and ,\·hich cm 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 negotiators. Ambassador 
Bunker has told me this more than once. 

.'\nd President Torrijos, I thank you for 
the good will that has been brought by 
you for the Ja~t 9 years as President and 
leader of you:- 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 grc:J.t 
deal of support and advice in times wh:n 
the negotiations seemed to be on the ve,ge 
of being broken off, when they gave quiet 
demonstrations of their interest in tr.e 
tr'eaty and what it might mean to all of 
us . 

. So, I arn grateful to all of y~u leaders 
for coming here to give our people an 
expressi9n 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 Torrijos feels 
sure that when the facts are prestnted to 
the Panamanians that in the plebscite 
that will be held late in October, that his 
people will also give their approval tc 

this great step forward toward peace ar:d 
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 leade~ who 

... have come from your own great countries. 
And I think that you are taking advan-, 

· tage of this opportunity to meet with or:e 
another to resolve longstanding disputes, 
to work out :means of alleviating the threat 
of possible arms races that might lead to 
war or to conflict of some kind, ar:d 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 bad: 
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 gr~atest hemisphere on Earth, 
the Western Hemispher 0 of our world. 

Thank you very much. 
I should have paused for the tr:ms[a­

tions, but I didn't, and we \,·ill ask the 
translator to t;_ke his pb.ce now . .-\nd fo l-

1546 

lowing that we \,·ill go and h:i.ve a brief 
cup of coffee, and then I think you wili 
hear some of the most delightful enter­
taini1:ent that you've ever heard. 

:-.-on:; The President spo~e :i.t l l p.m. ::i 

State Dining Room at t.r.e White House. 

United States-Canada · 
Agreement on a 
Natural Gas Pipeline· 
Joint Stat=enl by the President and 
Prime ,\.finistn- Pierre Elliott Trudeau. 
September 8, 1977 

the 

Today, we have agreed in principle on 
the elements of a joint proposal to con­
struct the Akan-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 ,-.ill be the larg­
est single private energy project in his­
tory. The detailed agreement we hope to 
sign nex.t week is an example of how both 
countries can work together to meet thei: 
energy needs. 

After the agreement is signed, each 0£ 
us intends to submit our decisions to our 
respective legislative bodies for the ao­
propriate authorizations and assuranc;s. 
\\/e are both hopeful the project wili be 
approved. 

Major benefits from this project will 

accrue to both countries. Vv°hen the pipe• 
line is built, Canada will have a much 
greater ::i.bility to develop its own gas re­
ser.-cs, particularly in the frontier regions 
of the ),fackenzie De!~a. 

The U.S., in turn, will h:i.ve the enor­
mous benefit of new n:i.tural gas supplie: 



Mondale · 

"President Royo, · Mrs. Roya, distinguished heads of delegations, 
members of Congress, honored guests and friends. This is 
indeed a proud day for the people of Panama. And it is 
a proud day for the people of the United States. Together 
on this moving occasion, our two nations rejoice as we wri~e 
a new chapter in the history of our hemisphere. We meet 
at the magnificent ' Canal of Panama. For 65 y~ars it has 
stood as a triumphant symbol of ci v ilization, of the engineering, 
medical, and entrepeneqfial ~~nius of . the 20.th century. 
But from this rnome·nt . forward · the Panarria ·canal . t::akes on a 
seciand symbolic me~ning. It b~comes two success stories; 
both of technology and of political ideals ·; . both of engineering 
wizardry arid of diplomatic vision; both of the conquest 
of nature and the cooperation of cultures. We now seal 
a relationship between two independent nations to guarantee 
the operatidn 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 wili honor in full the terms of the Treaty. We 
will keep the Canal operating smoothly just as it has been 
since its opening in 1914. It will remain a safe and sure 
route of transit,for the commerce of the entire world. 
Today the United States and Panama settle 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 Quieo, in La Paz~ 
we have just witnessed free elections and a successful tr~nsition 
to civilian rule. In Lima a new constitution has oeen adopted. 
In Santo Domingo elections brought an orderly transfer of 
power for the first time in our century. In Managua winds 
of democratic progress are stirring where they have long 
been stifled. In Honduras, the return to constitutional 
rule and elections is underway. From the Dominican Republic 
to the North, from the Andean states to the South we celebrate 
today a remarkable ad v ance toward effecti ve de~ocrat~c institu­
tions. Th is move toward mo re open 2~d democratic societies 
is an indigenous process, no t a formu l a iDposed from elsew here 
without regard to the diversities of the people concerned. 
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It is a dynamic and evolving order reflecting national 
diversities alive to aspirations for human rights, and responsive 
to the drive to participate in the political process. The 
process of the past two years refutes the claim that only 
authoritarian methods can provide the social 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 . ne~ forms of social_ democracy. These are the 
ideals we enshrine in our Pana~a Canal tr~aties. 

As 15 years of neg.otiatior{s. reach their moment of fulfillment · 
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 thoie who will continue that crucial work by staying 
on with the Panama Canal Commission. The creation of the 
Canal, as its superb historian his written, "was one of 
the supreme human achievements of all time, the culmination 
of a heroic dream of four hundred years, and of more than 
20 years of phenomenal effort and sacrifice. The fifty 
miles between the oceans -were among the hardest ever won 
by human effort and ingenuity. And no statistics on tonnage 
or tolls can begin to convey the grandeur of what was accomplished. 
The Canal is an expression of that old and noble desire, 
to bridge the divide, to bring people together." So today 
let us celebrate a new bridging of the divide, a new drawing 
together. For 65 years the Panama Canal has joined the 
oceans. Now and forevermore it will join our ideals. 

Thank you." 

Press Release 
Albrook Field, Panama 
October 1, 1979 
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~:1SARGOED FOR RELEASE UNTIL 
AFTER THE BRIEE.ING . . M.l\.Y 14, 1980 

Office- of the. White Ho.use Press Secretary 
------------------------------------------------------------------

l·lHITE HOUSE STh'!'E:•!:S'.:':' c:-; 
CUBAN REFUGI:ZS 

After con~ultaticns with senior advisers and ·wi th Congress, and in 
the spirit of the San Jose Conference, the ?resicent has decided 
to take the follo,-1ing .steps to welco;r.e the C;.:ban refugees in a 

·Tegal •and . ord:erly pr.cicess, 

/-') ,\ ,r· 

· 1; · \·le .are ·.prepared to start a-n aLrl.ift · or a : sealift 
· ' ir..!T!ediately as soon as· President C;::stro acce;:its 

this offer. Our Govern~ent is charterinc two 
large, sea-worthy shi?S, which will got; Key West 
to standby, ready to go to Cuba. To ensure a 
legal and orderly process, all people will have 
to be screened before departure fro=. Cuba. 
Priority will be given to political prisoners, 
to close relatives of U.S. nernanent residents, 
and to persons who sought freeco~ i~ tbe ?eru­
vian Embassy and in our Interest Section last 
month. In the course of our discussions with 
the Congress and with the Ci.:ban-;...~e=ican co~-
muni ty, the international co:.m:uni ty and tl-:.e 
Cubu.n Government, we \·Jill deter.7!ine the n~--:oer 
of people to be taken over the ne:x:t twelve 
.months. I-le ,..,.:ill fulfill our ):u;:ia.ni t.arian res.:ion­
sibili ties, and we ho?e other go~-er::unents wili 
adjust their pr.evious pledges to resettle 
Cuban refugees to take into acco~nt the larger 
problem t.."lat has developed. This will s,rovica 
a safe and orderly way to accoa-:-,cc!a-::e Cubans 
wishing to enter the U.S. 

2. Tomorrow, we will open a Family :'cegistration 
Office in Miami to receive the narnes of close 
Cuban relatives of U.S. perwanent residents 
who will be eligible for immigration. 

3. The Coast Guard is now cc~::'!'.lnicatin,; wi t.c, these 
vessels illegally enroute to or frc~ Cuba and 
those alreadv in Mariel Harbor tc tell the~ to 
return to th; United ~iates withcut ta~ing Cubans 
on board. If they follow this directi ve, they 
have nothing to fear fro:'.'! the la'.•:. :·!e 1-;ill do 
everything possible to stop these illegal trips 
to Cuba. \Ve will ta}:.e t};e follo• .. .:- in9 ste9s to 
ensure that the law is obeyed: 

(a) 

(b) 

( cl 

The Immigration and ~atur~lization S~rvice (IN S) 
will continue to issue nctic~s oi i~tent to fine 
those unlawfull y b=inginc; C:.;;.;-,r.s to t:1is cou:-itry. 
As fines become duG, thGy will be collected. 

All ,~,~sscls curr~:1tly 2.::2 1..:::2.c::! ·,:f·..;.l: ·;' c.a1.·ry ing 
Cubans to this coun~ry will h~~ccforth be 
seizei by the Cu~to~s Servi=c. 

1\n~·c;-:~ ·,/ho ~~1:--.:;c :-::; \·: i. th s :- s ::.: -::: ·:s '::- :-,:: •.: c ~ s :·\:. p 
to Cuna •.•:!1 .!. ,-: !; h.:..s :·,cc!-: :.e: ~ :. -:-•~: · :i. J ~ ::-~ s\.::Y j cc: :c 
scz:,c1r <1 tc c::-i.;:1ir..s. i ;::-os-:;,::-...: :.:i::::. 
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5. 

(d) 

(e) 

(fl 

T!"le co.ast: .- Guard •,;ill contim:.e tb · review each 
vessel that returns to the United States for 
violations of bo~t sa:ety law. Those found 
to be in grbss violation of the law will be 

•Su~jcct to crimin~l ?rosecutior. and aCdition~l 
.rir:.es. Fu=t..'1er;:-.c~e, boa~s t.-:hic;l a.:-e fot.1:1d ~o 
be safety hazards will be detained. 

Any individual 1,:ho :i.c.s been noti:ied by n ;s 
for unlawfully bringi~g Cubans into the country 

·an~ who rnak~~ a~~ther tri? -will be subject to · 
criwinal ?rosecution and the bo~t used for such 
a repeat trip will be seized for forfeiture 
proceedings . 

La\-. . enforcement:: ager.::ies . . will. take · addi t.i.onal . 
steps, as necessary, to i::iplement this policy 
and. to C?,i,sc:_ourage _t_._.~e unla...,._ful boat t,:-u.f.Eic to 
Cuba:. · 

Castro has taken hardened cri~inals out of prison and 
mental patients out of hospitals and has forced boat 
owners to take ther:1 to the U.S. Thus far, over 400 
such prisoners have been detained. We will not per­
mit our country to be used as a dumping ground for 
criminals who represent a danger to our society, and 
we will.begin exclusion proceedings against these 
people at once. 

These steps will make clear to the Government of Ct:.ba 
our determination to negotiate an orderly process. 
This is the mission of the three-government delegation 
es~ablished by the San Jose Conference last week. Our 
actions are intended to ?ro~ote · an international solu­
tion to this problem. We intend to continue our con­
sultations with the partici?ants of the San Jose Co.:1-
fercnce and consider additional steps the international 
cor:i.,;iuni ty should take to re-solve this problem. 

In summary, ··the U.S. will welcome Cubans, seeking freedom, in ac­
cordance wi t.l1 our laws, and we will ?ursue every avenue to estab­
lish an orderly and regular flO'.·l. 

The President continues to be greatly concerned about the Haitians 
who have been coming to this country on small beats. He has in­
structed appro~riate federal a~encies to receive the Haitians in 
the sane manner as others seeking as:,,11.:.--:1. Ho•,.;ever, oi..r Lr,:s never 
contem~l~ted and do not provide adeq~atcly for people coning to 
our shores in the rnanner the C~bans and H~itians have. ~e will 
work closely with the Congress_to fcr~ulate a long-tcr~ solution 
to this problem and to detcr~i~e the lcgc.l status of these "boat 
people"after the current emergency sit~ation is controlled. 

The Cuban ·American com.-nuni ty has contr.ib'..ltcd much to · Mia."li, the 
State of ilcrida, and to our count:y . The President understands 
the deep desire to re;uni te f~r.ilies ·.·/!":ic=:: !12s led to t.:-lis si t"..!a-
tion. He ·calls u-c::::>n t.!"1c.:: C'..lban-, ... ._-:-.~ 1:-ic-2.:-: cor.i...rn'..:r.i t y to en.c! th•.: !JoE1 t. 
flotilla J,nd hel?. bring about .:: s.::f~ ,~:-!c. o:cc: e r ly rc~o.l.utio:: to 
this crisis. 

.11 
tt " tt 
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DEFENSE POLICY / WEAPONS SYSTEMS 

Reagan 

I. Weapon Systems 

Reagan and the Republican Platform call for massive 
. rearmament. in .. both· conventional and nuclear forces. 
While both Reagan ind the Republican ~l~tf6rm 11st specific 

· weapon sy's.tems which .,they would funq, _ _ it appears that 
Reagan favors an arms ra~e is an end in ifs~lf -- as 
a means for challenging Soviet industrial capacity: 

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

Wall Street Journal 
June 3, 1980 

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

Neutron Bomb 

Reagan strongly opposed any funding cuts in the 
development of the neutron bomb. He views the neutron 
bomb as 11 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. 

"Very 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. 
It is harsh sounding, but all war weapons back to 
club, the sling and the arrow, are designed to kill 



r .. 

the soldiers of the enemy. With gunpowder and 
artillery and later bombs and bombe~s, war could 
not be confined to the battlefield. And so came 
total war w·i th non-combatants outnumbering soldiers 
1n casualties." 

,Reagan Radio Tran.script. 
M~rch 1978 - April 1978 

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

Reagan supports deployment' ~f .. t:h~'-'. n~u -tron' bomb in 
almost every a v ailable delivery system. 

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

MX Missile 

Washington Post 
April 24, 1980 

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

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

Cruise Missile 

Address to Chicago Council on 
Foreign Relations 

March 17, 1980 

Reagan is a strong advoc~te of t he cruise missile. 

"You've got a weapon system the y can't col!nter 
... The cruise missile could be just that . " 

Los Angeles Times 



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

"We have an administration that in three years 
has done aW?Y with ... the cruise missile ... and you 
could go on with weapon after weapon ... -" 

San Jose News;· · 
·March 10; 19-80 

Republican Platform 

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

"o the earliest possible deployment of the MX missile 
in a pr □dent 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 resear6h ind 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." 

1980 Republican Platform 
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B-1 Bomber 

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

·, • . :·: 

"The action in the Senate must have been good 
-news in Moscow. They must . have been toasting in 
the Kreml 1n~ 11 

• 

. i~ashi'ngtOn Post 
May 22, 1976 

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

Y-C 14 

"I don't think that the current administration 
is doing what should be done - not when it cancels 
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 

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

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

"Meanwhile, by some stranse coincidence the 
Soviet Union ·just happens to be 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 equipment in the world today." 

Reagan Radio Broadcast 
June, 1978 



MILITARY POLICY 

Bush 

-Bush 

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

"For even if the C~rter 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 year s the United 
States has lost its deterrent advantage over the Soviet 
Union in all but a handful of mi lttary categories --
and if current trends continue, they 'll surpass us even 
in those. 

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

World Affaii~ Council, Pi t tsburg h 
September 5, 1980 
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Carter Record on Defense Programs: 
Claims _and Reality . 

The /,clmj nistration' s defense budgets .:rnd progrr1ms 
demonstrate its clear commitment to prcscrvinr, our national 
security in the . face of sustained Soviet. chc1lJ.cn;:;e. T11is 
record st □ nds in cl6ai contrast to the nerform~nce--if not 
the rhctori c- - of p rccced ing J"1.cpu b 1 i can ~dm in is tra ti ons. 

· · · - Some. h~vc cJ.a imc·d -th:a.t . '.'Ford · -,.,:oulcl have done more 
' :than Frcs,id_cn t Carter has •done. ,i " ' It·, is ···al_h:ay-s easier to 
claim ,~hat ·· might ha've· been-: done · th2.n to _ act11ally deliver. 
Again, the President's record is notc\•:orthy--four years of 
sustained real growth, in contrast to eight years of real 
decline. 

o The last "real" Ford budget 1-:2.s the one for Fiscal 
Year 1977, submitted in 1976; before GOP primaries stimu­
lated a se1~ies of interim cha.l).ges, and before the Presi­
dent's defeat in November 1976 left his officials just 
before leaving office free to propose a budget that did 
~ot have to meet the ·standards of realism and consistency 
required of ·a budget that must be defended nnd executed 
by its authors. , 

a CJ.aims that strategic progTai;!S planned by the Ford 
Administration were vitiated by President Carter are based 
on a combination ·of misleading assertioc,11s and ·oversimplifi­
cation. These charges simply don't stand up under scrutiny . 

. 
1'/e alre:ady had 100 "extra.J11 }finutc:::1an m"issiles 

(missiles with out launchers) in the inv'entory. Keeping the 
production line in a stand-by status (as suggested by Ford) 
at a cost of as much as $300 million a year, made no sense 

_at all, and this Administration wisely declined to do ~t . . 
Ford 1 s covered trench-nobilc ViX missile might 

h,avc been operational in FY 84, as 11~ projected, but the 
system as designed would have been rn~:ch less ca112.blc than 
t]H~ carefully studied design no,,· undergoing full scale 
development by the Carter Administr2.1:ion. 

Meeting a FY 79 IOC for the T~IDENT SSRN, 
~s projected by the Rcpublic □.ns, \,':-is clca1:ly impossible 
as early c1s 1975. S11ipyanl rn.:2n2.r:c-::1c,1t 2nd indl.lstri:11 
dclny rnoblcms ,,,hich pl.:igucc.l the T!;]UE>a prorram u;1dcr 
yn·cvious ::icl1winjst1·ation.s have no,,· been cJcn:cd u p. The 
first 'J'l~lDE NT sub1n~trine is ~it sc:.:i no,...- ~,1e1 \-:511 b e on 
pc1trol next )'C~tr. 
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. ~ - . The 13-l wo~11~1 · not he :1S c.:.frc:ctivc i1 .way to 
m ;:i i n t ::.i in t l 1 c th i r d l c g oJ o u r J c t e: r r c n t - - i n t l I c L1 c e o f 
vigorous Soviet air defense pro1.:ru.ms--ns Houlc.l the 

. Adm ini st rat j on' s d y·11am j c p rogrJrn . of. ,1\LCM cl eve 1 op:nen t, 
p r oduction and deplo yment. 'flic /\LCM contrc1ctor has been 
T c c c n t 1 y s c J. e c t c cl , 2.. n d t h e: p r o g r am j s o 11 s cl 1 c d u J. c . 1 '/ o r k 
on design, construction c1nd e ventual pr o curem e nt of a 
new AI:CM cnrricr aircraft is also unde:n·i J. Y J.nd o'n 
scJ1cdulc. 1ve r10H pr,ojcct an 1982 IOC for the first full 
sciuc1dron of B-52s, each aircrnft equipped with 16 missiles. 
(Funding has also been requested for · ncw penetrating 
bomber t ·cchnolog_y for a 1990s rcplocc:ncnt . to the )3-52.) 

. •. . •· ' . . ., .. . . . . . 

· . ·:· · · · .. .,. .:... ,. ·;Finaliy-., .-the: Car.te.r . Administra-tion ho,s .. . . 
· assigned high · p1· iority to realistic ground~- ·a.n<l sea-launched 
cruise missile programs, with the result t11at ·1--.,c will 
have · a GLCM available for deployment in Europe as soon as 
the infra~tructure is available to receive it. In December 

. our NATO aJ.lies endorsed this deployment as one clement 
of the Alliance's TNF modernization program. A SLCM 
progran is proceeding in para)lel with the counterpart 
ground-Jaunchcd project. By ~_-ontrast, no decisions on 
full-scale develop1:icnt of any cruise missile were 1:iade by 
the Republicans until the last few days of the Ford 
Administration. 

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

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

In the first ·year of this Administration, we placed 
the major weight of our efforts be11ind improving NATO's 
early conventional combat capability, primarily through 

_the Alliance's Long Term Defense Pi-ogram and the three 
percent real growth commitment. We next turned to the 
pr ob l cm of rn o d c :- n i z, in g our s t r at e g i c Tr i ad . ?-- r o s t r c c en t 1 y , 
we ha-vc taken steps to moclcrni::c our theater nuclear forces 
in Europe. Thus, progr~rns in ei:ich of t hese o.re2s ~ire 
u11den,·ny ~n<l have momentum . We 3re 1101\1 conccntr;i.ting special 
attention and resources on improving our cJp3bilitics to 
deal h'i th the ·threats and crises 3.rou nd. the h'Orld 2.nd, in 
pn1·tic u Lir, "'e arc acting to cxpJ.nd the i 1:1provc:::c n t (begun 
t\•!O years Jgo) in our obility to ~c t i:\cn 2nd C(1 Uipmcnt 
qu ic k J y to potcnti:il :1rc:1s of confl i ct :i nd to 1·cL1i n our 
pl' Cc J:l i 1l C ll CC :1 t S C J. i Jl :rn Cr J. O .f n C \ -: t CC l 1ll O 1 O g i C S • 
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. . . Not only lias .the. J'rcsiclcnt 1 S c~1::::1i tmc~t . to J;TOh'th in 
Dcfc:nsc c1paGility been stc;1dy over- thre:c years 1 but key 
pl:rnnine to meet cont:ingcncics such :1.s ·· the prcse:nt crisis 
in the Pcrsia_n Gu.J.f l1as been un<len..-a-y [or s.ornc t\-/o years. 
Critics }1avc tricJ i6 cL1irn -::hat our l1caltlly increase in 
l 9 s· 1 De f c .n s c s pc .ri cl in i:; \•:as a las t mi nut c . concoct i. on in 
response to /\fghanistan, ,:rnd that our Ropicl Deployment 
Forces were likc\•Jisc an eleventh hour invention . . 

T}1e contrary J.s' true·, . and ,.i·e . have.· th; pubiic record 
to prove it. Our 1981 program was built last surnmcr 1 

with important cmphasis-...,prc-hostagc and 12rc-Afgha,nistan--
on cixpandcd c~pabilities· to deploy forccs ·worldwide, 
_ou_tside the J'{ATO theatc_r. That __ progr~r:, and the · c1:1phasis 
was fo'rmuJate·d during· . the:. early' fall of' J.971 ·aii'd ·brie:Ccd 
to the Congress by Secretary BTo,-m in · early December, 
before the Soviet invasion into Afghanistan. 1\'hile some 
members in the Congress (i.,,hich has cut every Carter defense 
budget by $1B or more) have only recently "recognized' 1 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 ~apabllities now_ and in 
the future: · " 

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

a For the Navy and Marines, the Trident missil~ 
and continued Trident submarine production, the AEGIS 
fleet air defense cruiser, new TAKX J'larine ~far.i:tirne 
Prepositioning ships, the F-18/A-18 fighter and attack 
aircraft_, and more FFG-7 frigates for protection of 

· supply convoys. 

e For the Air FoTce, the MX missile and the air­
launched cruise missile (a far more Cclpablc alternative 
to the B - 1 ) to mod c rn i z e and s tr c n g then o u r s tr a t e g i c 
capability; t,•:enty-six fully eqtiippcd tacticJ.l fighter 
wings, many 1-Jith nc\·/ F-15, F-16 and A-10 ;i,ircruft; the 
KC-J.O advanced cargo/tanker aircraft to speed rapid 
deployment; o.nd the CX tr.:i.nsport aircraft to expand 
our ability to airlift men and cquip::1cnt any ,,:J1crc on 
the g1obc. 

I n J cl J i t i on , \-.' c :1 r c s t T c n :.: t h c n i il g o u r 11 :1 t i on I s ;t b i 1 i t y 
t o r c .s p o n cl f o i- cc f u 11 y in ;i.. c r i :~ is b )' r c i 1 ~ .s ~ i ~ , ; t j , : g r c f, i :~ tr a -
tion for potcnti;:11 milit:1ry sc1.·\'1cc. Tliis rcg.i.:::; ti·::i t ion of 



y o u n g m c n ·s J 1 o i: t c n s · t11 c t i m c. i t · w i 11 tc:1 }~ c u s t o r:; oh i 1 i z c in 
,t ,hc. Lic.c 9f :1i1)' pi_~Jita:ry .,cpnting.cncy,, .a.n<l._ ,it .}vilL tend to; 

· increase · cnl'istincnt.s, . cspcci,dly . in our reserve forces. 

1 n S ll m ; t }1 e· r C C O r <l O f pr C S j cl C n t C ~ r t C r i S a m C 2. S ll r C cl , 
rcsponsib1c performance that reflects his consistent, long­
term cor:1mitmcnt to our nation's security. 

•· 
.• ... ;. 
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AN· ovI•:nvr Ew. or M,.,jbR ; c:::Fr:~:·s:: P!WGRA1-fs 

This paper presc~ts ~ brief overview . of the major defense 
programs in the Carter Ad ministration's Fi v e Year Def~nse Program. 

SU !·1Mi\~~y Of PR OGRl\M S 

A. Strategic · ro~~~s 

l_ MX - In order to meet the challe nge posed bv the 
v·1gorous Soviet ICBM . progr,a·m, \:,e wil l deploy 200 .-ne ,,.., t1x' inter­
continental ballistic ·mis~ile~ (ICBMs) in a -~obile and· survivable 
·.b.i:!s.·in•g:·-nrb·de·~· ·· ·Each_:·-- -M-X· will :be . equipp~d :•,:;.ith _ .:10. wa,rh~acs, compared 
to th r e e o n ea ch o f o u r c·u r r en t ~1I N UT ::::--Li.N ! I I m i's s i l i:; s • 

2. TRIDENT - We are moderniz i ng the sea-based leg of the 
strategic TRIAD wi.th two major progra□s. The new highly-accurate 
TRIDENT I missile will be placed on POSEIDON submarines. This 
missile's longer range will enable subDarines equipped with it to 
patrol an ocean area 10 times larger, thus making them more 
difficult for the Soviets to ~etect and destroy. The new TRIDENT 
submarine, th~ first of which is sche~uled to ~o on patrol next 
year, has more (24) and larger mi~sile tuSes than the POSEIDON 
bsats, is .quieter~-.and can remain on p::trol !7'1uch longer. 

3. Air-Launched Cruised Missile - The long-range, deadly-
accurate air-launched cruise missile (J..LCi'•!) is the key _to the · 
modernization of the third leg of the TRIAD, c~r bomber force. 
Our plans are to deploy civer 3,000 ALCMs on 151 of our B-52 
bombers. The ALCM can be launched fro~ a bomber that is far 
outside the range of Soviet air defenses. This program will 
provide an effective retaliatory force well into the 1980s and 
beyond. 

4. New Strategic Aircraft 
vulnerabilities in the B-52/ALCM 
to investigate designs for a new 
a new manned penetrating bomber. 

B. Forces for NATO 

To hedge against unexpected 
s y ste~, we are continuing 
cruise ~issile carrier and 

1. 'NATO Long Teirn Defense Program ( ~TDP) - This Administra­
t i on bas r e a f f i rm e d o u r h i s to r i c co r::::: i ~ ::-: e n t to t h e c 2 £: ens e o f 
Western Europe against the Warsaw Pact. I n 19 78 , NATO ado?tcd th e 
LTDP (proposed by the Un i ted StcJles in 19? 7 ), wh i c h p r ovid es for 
l o n 9 - t c rm p 1 a n n i n g u n d c o- o pc r c1 t i v c e f f o :· t s c:i mo n g t l 1 e U n i t e: d S t a t e 
cind our tU,TO .:!llics. 1.'! c ,:ind ou r tl .:\ TO a J l ic: :; .::i r e c o r:: mittE:d to 
i n c c" ca s i n g r c cJ 1 cJ c f c r. s c s pc n c1 i r! <J ( c1 f t c r i r: f l c:.i t i on ) b y th r e e pc r c· e n 
pe r y,.:::a r th rou c_;h t h e r.. id-1 ~:SC:s , i n o r c er to bo lsL: c~· 0ur c orwc 11t i o , 
ca p<i bi liti e s to d eter -- a;·:cl , i f 11ec c: ::; s 2:-: , lo cc- .'.: ct;t -- \·:ar s c:1-. .- r e: 
a CJ s r (~ :.; ~; i on . 
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. 2. Theater Nuclear rorces The.ater nuclear forces (TNF) 
provide ·· an-importcJnt. 'link be:t-i-1cen co,,-:entional and strati;gic 
nuclear capabilities, · demonstrating our willingness to use 
nuclear 1,capons, if nGces.sary, in · sup?ort of our ~~ATO allies. 
The Soviet buil~~up in their own lDng-range theater nuclear 
forces (especially the · BAC!-(FIRE bor;-,::.:;e::- and the SS-20 r:lissile) 
cannot go unanswered by NATO. Thus, ~odernization of our long­
range TNF is a top priority. In Dece~bsr 1979, the Allian~e 
decided _to deploy- in ELirop,e: 461. grounj~launchcd cruise missiles 
(GLCMs) beginning in 1983 and replace lOij of our . oldec PERSHING 

.. TA.-mi s-s i.l'e S'. ;;,,.r th,. lohg et~ La n'i/-e l?E·RS H I'~;::;"'.t-r r.1 i'ss i le s. 

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

4. Readiness and Sustainabilitv - In orde~ to increase 
both the readiness of ouz:- forces in Europe as well as their 
ability to fight fbr longer periods of time, we are prograr:1ming 
in~reases in spate parts, munition~, support structure and 
training, 0ar reserves, and other key support ite~s. In the FY 
1981 budget request, 63 percent of the $59 billion defense 
logistics dollars are dedicated to SU?poz:-t peaceti~e material 
readiness programs~ 

C. Mobil~ty Forces 

Our long:term mobility objective is to be able to support 
the concurrent demands of a world-,..;ide r!A'i'0-1·fa rsa•,.,; Pact conflict 
and those of a non~NATO contingency. We will meet those de~ands 
with a carefully balanced program of for~ard deployed forces, 
airlift, sealift and prepositioned eq~ip~ent. 

1 ~ A _i_ r 1 i f t - VJ c a re mo v i n g a h e c: c. •,-1 i th pl a n s f o r t 11 e C X 
transport, which will carry outsized cargo (such as ' he tiVY tanx.s) 
o v e r i ri t e r c o n t i n e n t a 1 r a n g c s a n d h c v e t h e c c pa b i l i t y t\5 ope r a t e 
into s~all, austere airfields. We are considcrins two altetn~tives 
for the CX: a totally new aircraft and an cxisti;.9 .2.ircrc1ft (or 
r.,odified version), like the C-5 or 7C,7. To support ceployr;1ent of 
0 u r 9 en e r cl 1 ? u t- p O s e f O r Ce s ' \-/ e h a V e ? r O g r c.: ~. i:'i Cd a :-1 C \,' ta Ilk e r- Ca r g 0 
a i r c r a f t , t h e 1' C "'."' 1 O • Th e KC -1 0 \-J i 1 1 h 2 \' e a u n i c1 \.: 2 1 o n <J - r a n <J 0. , 

l °' ,.. ,.. e or. r-= - 'l o .., ... c ·, l' - c ; ._ ·, c..1 n,,.:; th c ~ b i l i t ·_.: to cc: r r '-' cu r c1 o i n add i l: ion c. - '-J ..L I _,. lJ c. • . d .L '- l \,. .t. J -

to fuel. \·.'8 ar8 al~o enhancing our Ci •l il ;:'_c::;c,:_- vc ,\ir Flc:c t (CFU'-F) 
::, ; ryJram, u11dcr h'hich co;-:.,;:ct-cLll ait-::r::::.-t c1re cui,\' ert~c1 to cc1rr-y 
:.,i litory ~c:"ssenscrs or cilr(_Jo c1uri i1 S o crisis. 
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2. Saal i ft - Ev en with enhanced airlift to a ug~cnt our 
scalift ca-p a b il i t y , much of the equi;::'.ient o ur tr oops wil l n e: ed in 
combat must be carried by ship. 'Ive ,He purch2sing eight co;.i ,:i erc i a l 

. SL-7 cargo ships ·~rnd C'Orivett'ing the::r:i . to· RO/RO (Ro.11-- on/noll-off) 
ships: These fast ~hips can carry large a~ounts of equipment to 
European sea ports in four da ys, and the Pe~sian Gulf in t wo we eks, 
from U.S. ports on the East coast. 

3. Rapid Deplovment Joint T2sl< Force (RDJTF) - In order to 
be, .a.ble to r.e,s .pond . r :ap._idly .. to .. . thG re_gui re1:1ents of a . non~NATO . 
~ontingency, w~ hav ~ designat~d certaii ~f ou~ l~nd, s~a; a~d ai i 
forces for the RDJTF. The forces a vaila ble to the RDF include 
both heavy and light Arm y and M~rine units, na v al carrier battle 
groups, and tactical fighter and airlift wings. In a non-NATO 
contingency, we 0ould initially deploy our light ground faeces 
and tactical aircraft, with emphasis on speed and mobility, 
followed by heavy armored RD~ forces, as dictated by the require­
ments of the particular contrP.gency. 

4. Maritime Prepositioning - Since rapidl~ deployQble 
light forces are not adequate for sustained combat, we also ~eed 
a ·capability to 6~ploy heavy armored for~es rapidly. A raajor 
initiative to that end is our program to buy new ~aritime Pre­
positioning Ships (MPS). By prepositioning equip□ ent, supplies 
and ammunition, these new ships will enable us to rapidly deploy 
an armor-heavy Marine division anywhere in the world. In the 
interim, we are currently prepositioning equipme~t for certain 
Marine units on seven specially confisured commercial ships, 
which are now en route to the Indian Ocean to provide .a flexible 
and rapid response capability for non-NATO conti ngencies. 

D. Other Modernization Programs 

1. Tactical Air - We are co@pleting a major modernization 
of our tactical air (TACAIR) forces. Air Force units are now 
being equipped with the F-15, the world ' s best fighter; t h e 
highly reliable F-16 multi-purpose fighter; a n d the A-10, close 
a i r s u p po r t a n d i n t c r d i c t i o n a i r c r a f :: . ? : a v y T i, C;... I S u n i ts a r e n ow 
f 1 y i n g t h e F-1 4 , \~· h i ch , \-I i th i t s so p h i s t i c a t cc ? H O S N I X m i s s i 1 e 
s y stem, provides a signific a nt air defense c2µabilit y . We are 
also progrr11:1rning a new F/ ,'\-18 r..ulti.-:=i u rp:)se fic_; h t2r / attc1ck 
aircraft. To complement our TACA!R s ystc~s, ~e are also continu­
ing to buy one more cxanple of U.S. state-of-t he-art military 
t cchnoloqy, th<= Ai rbornc \-le rnirnJ and Control Sys t er:: (l\ \•/ .:\CS) 
c1 i r c r a [ t , ,,.,,. h i c h p r o v i c] c s c ti r l y c1 c t c c t i o " , .,.,. G r r, i :, S r a n d c o r:nn a n cl 
a r i c c o 1: t r o 1 f o r o u r 'l' _;1 C 1\ I f<. f o r cc s • 
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( 2. XM~l. The XVi-·l main battle tar.·% ,:ill p:-::,vide a signifi...:; 

I 
·­,, 

cant improvement in our ability to counter the Warsaw Pact 
2rmored threat. The XM-1 now carries a 105mm gun which can be 
fired accurately, day or night, e v en ~hile the tan% is 8oving at 
speeds up to .40 rnph •. In 1984, we will ar~ the . MX -1 with a n2w, 
German-designed 120mm gun, which will {nsuie its . ability to 
co unter the enemy threat into the 1990s. 

3. Naval Forces - \•le are mocernizinc ol]r n~ v al forces both · 
by building _new ships and· by updating exi;tin~ ones. Our current 
p) .. ans _call for expanding our fleet to a full - 550 ships. We will 
maintain-. ou.r force , .of .12 _ope:r·a ting - a i rcra-fr:. ca r-r::-i e.rs through the -. 
year 2000 by contiriuing ihe Sei~i~~ Lif~ E~t~nsion Pr~gram · 
(SLEP). We are maintaining the best anti-suo:-:1ari~e ,-1arfare (!,,S-;,l) 
capability in the world by procuring new attack submarines and 
frigates, and improving surveillance, detection and other ASW 
related equipment. We are continuing to build the AEGIS air 
defense ships which allow our naval forces to operate in "high­
threat" areas. With its ph~sed-array rada= and automated control 
systems, AEGIS will substant·1ally increase our ca?ability to 
protect carrier battle groups against heavy air-to-surface 
missile attacks.: Our ability ta conduct amphibious operations 
~ill be enhanced ~by our program to buy new LSD-41 awphibious 
ship~ and TAKX maiitime prepositioni~g ships_ Our FY 1981 
program · calls for procurement of a total of 97 new ships, . 
including guided missile frigates, oilers, ~ine countermeasure 
ships and cargo Ships. These prograss fully exploit the techno­
logical lead the :u.s. holds in naval force develcpr:-.ent. The vast 
capabilities of U.S. naval power cannot be rneasured '1n terms of 
numbers alone. Our technological superiority has kept our Navy 
"second to none." 

E. People Programs 

Ensuring that we have capable and ~otivated 2eople for our 
military forces is one of our top priority defense ob j ecti v es. 
While we have placed greater emphasis on i~?ro v i~g our :recruitinc 
programs, we have found that increas~d retention of senior 
enl i sted men and women as well as officers in c2rtain critical 
s k ills is essential . 

To help meet the needs of our s2r v ice~ e n an~ wo ~ en, P r es i de 
Carter has supported an 11.7 perce~t ~a y increase 2 nd proposGd a 
co rc1 pre liens iv e Fa i r l3 en e: f i ts Pack as 2, ,,._.hi ch i ri cl~ '.'.5 2 s : 

incr e ~s ed fl ig ht pa y a~ ~ s2 2 p~ y; 
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cJ variable housing allo11ance for hiCJh-cost. ar<?as 1.;ithin 
the U.S.; 

higher rei~bursemcnt rates for travel required to 
assume a new assignment; 

f~mily separatiDn allowances for lo~er ~nlisted ~anks; 

con_t.inuati:on bonus .. for _p_ilots; · . . 

a dental plan for dependents; and 

baby care for dependents under two years of age . . 

We are confident that enactment of this pioposal will greatly 
reduce ihe exodus of many of our most experienced and valuable 
military men and wo1nen and he!p provide the suality of life our 
people in uniform deserve. · 



USE OF FORCE / U.S. RESOLVE 

Reagan 

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

~;:~nd bne woul~ che~rfully wan~ to uie 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 A'merican military forces be sent to Angola, 
Cub~, 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 frequently used pledge --
}'no more Taiwans, no more Vietnams" -- Reagan elaborated, 
describing the circumstances in which he would use combat 
troops, naval forces or air strikes to defend an ally: 

Bush 

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

New York Times 
June 2, 1980 

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

Certainly, the leaders of the Soviet Union don't 
s·eek a: mii itar\i- ·:conf.r-onta tion with the, United · States. 
Throughout Sovi~t 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 one day result 
in a major power confrontation with unthinkable consequences. 

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

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

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

.V,::J 
This is what Ronald Reagan means when he say s "We 

ffiust make unmistakably plain to all tbe world that we have 
no intention of compromising our princi~les, our beliefs 
or our freedom. Our reward will be world peace; there is 
no other way to have it. 

World Affairs Co~ncil 
September S, 1980 
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Carter 

The maintenance of national security is my first 
concern, as it has been for ever y 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 wo~ld in which peace must be 
re-won ev~ry day~" 

We must have both the mil ita.r,y, powe·r and . the pol i tica1 
will . to deter our advers·aries ·and to support our friends 
and allies. 

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

* * * 

I see five basic goals for America in the world 
over the 1980 1 s: 

-- First, we will continue, as we have over the 
past three years, to build America's military strength 
and that of our all~es and friends. N~ither the Soviet 
Union nor any other nation will have reason to question 
our will to sustain the strongest and most flexible de-
fense forces. l 

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

State of the Union Address 
January, 1980 
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Carter 

As I said in my State of the Union ~ddress -- 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 St:ates of America and such an 

· assault will b~ repelled by any . means nec~ssary, including 
military force. 

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

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

Persian Gulf Commitment 

Carter 

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

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

I 

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

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

"That's.- , why _. the .. foreign . pol _iqy .wqii:h _we'v~ shaped _ 
over the last three years must be base·d sirnul taneously 
on the primacy of certain basic moral printiples --
pr imcip1es founded . 6n the · enhartce·ment- of ·human rights 
-- and on the pieseiv~tiori ·of ~ri American military strength 
that is second to none. This fusion of principle and 
power is the only way to ensure global stability and 
peace while we accommodate to the inevitable and necessary 
reality of global change and progress." 

World Affairs Council of Philadelphia 
May 9, 1980 
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STEALTH- • .. :. 

Reagan 

Ronald Reagan charged yesterday that President Carter's 
administration compromised national security for "p urely 
political purposes" and "a two-day headline" by leaking 
s~cret plans to build a new bomber that co~ld evade rad~r. 

Spea k ing to a businessmen's luncheon at - an outdoor 
rally in Jacksonville, Florida on his first Southern 
ti-ip of · the: fall ·- c-ampa.-i.gn; ·.- the E,epubl.ican- presidential . 
nominee accused th~ Pentagon .of ~iving the editor of 

. the Armed Forces Journal details_ of the top-secret "stealth." 
· p-rogr: am, ·. then c.ail ing .a, news . co.nference 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 deve.lopment of the 
atomic bomb during World War II. 

September 4, 1980 
Statement at Jacksonville Rally 

Bush , 

"Suddenly we hear of plans for a new weapon in our 
strategic arsenal -- the highly-classified "Stealth" 
bomber -- which we're told gives us an edge over the 
Soviets. And while the Defense Secretary professes outrage 
that information regarding this new weapon has been leak2d,a 
we can only wonder at the coincidence that the leak occurred 
at the very time that President Carter's re-election 
campaign was stressing his new-found interest in our 
national defense posture. 

"All of this may sound and look reassurina 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, 1980 
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Carter 

I had one question inside that I thought 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 ha v e revealed the information about 
the Stealth airplane improperly. This is an absolutely 

, , , :; · i;e:re~pon.sib.le _,,an_iLf..al.~e _cparg:e·· .by:. G<;)Ver_no_r ~eagan and . 
by a tarefully drche~~rated ·gr6~p 6f ~~~~bli~ari~~ 

As a matter . of fact, no impropriety has been committed. 
The only thing that has b~en r~v~aled aSout the Stealth 
development which is a major technological evolutionary 
development for our country, is the existence of the 
program itself. When I became President in 1977 the 
existence of the Stealth program then was not even classified. 
It was unclassified. Public testimony had been given 
on it and a contract to develop a Stealth device was 
done with an open and published contract. We classified 
the Stealth program in the springtime of 1977. 

Since that time it has grown because of its importance 
~nd the major ~ature of it more tha~ a hundredfold. 
Lately large numbers of people were involved in the knowledge 
of Stealth and also the development of it. Literally 
thousands of workers have been involved in this project 
and we have had to brief seve:al dozen Members of the 
House and Senite and the crucial members of their staffs 
in preparation for large expenditures of funds for this 
major technological improvement in our nation's defense. 

It's obvious that the Republicans have taken what 
is a major benefit to our country and tried to play cheap 
politics with it by alleging that we have violated our 
nation's security. The fact is 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 9, 1980 
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STEALTH 

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

an important achievement that will affect the military balance 

in -the ·· coming .. years•;. • · It is one ·oe'··a numbe·r ·cf ·major t~chnological' 

a_.d van l;_ag-~s· . that: the , U.S. _pos-~·e s .se.s •. These. _technological ad van tag es · 
. . . . . . . . 

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

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

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

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

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

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

G· understand our military strengths. This is an essential factor in 

de t e,r r i ng wa r • 
u . 

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

technical and operational details of stealth that give us an 

advantage. 

3. Secrecy on the details of stealth combined with our 

technological achievements will enable us to keep ahead of the 

Soviets in this program for decades to come. 



4 · • . Progr.ams to Iri·ake air-craft less v'isible to radar have 

existed for 20 years. When this Administration came into office, 

stealth was a low-level technology program and its existence was 

not classified as secret. The program had been dealt with in 

open testimony and in open contracts. In the spring of 1977, stealt: 

was · t~rn~~ irito ~ :6ajoi ·~~~~lopmerit· an~ pi~d~ctio~ program [do 

not say wh·at ··vehicles·we will produce]' a·nd' the existence of the 

new program was classified at the highest level. The funding 

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

and there have been major achievements in the program. 

5. Hundreds of contractor personnel are ·now working on 

stealth and over 40 members of Congress and Congressional staff 

members were briefed on the existence of the program and provided 

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

increasing size of the program and the increasing numbers of persons 

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

the near future. 

2 
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:i. !ri..-en rndn.r system. And 
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INTRODUCTION 

assumed my present position of ~i::-ector, te=ense Advanced 

Re':iearch Projects Age:-:cy in late-J'a.."!uary • . :: ·.Jould lixe to 

describe my backgrount ar.1 ~hat! bring to A2?A. I ~ould also .... 
lixe to explairt the role of ARPA, and my o~-:-: view.of the 

unique approach and cont-ibution o! ARPA to the solution 0£ 

Deiense proble::is. ri~al!y, '-ti th your pe=-=i.s sion • H:- •. Chai::::an., 
I 

I wi°ll leave for the :-eco:-d a. cesc:-i?tio:-: a.~~ explanation of 

th~.ARPA programs that a.:-e included in the ?:-,!sident's budget 

and respond to any q~estions the Coi:i::i.ittee :ay ,ha.ve concerning .. . 

tolerance for bu:-ea".!~:-a.-::ic shuffling, a~===~ as a 

market-oriented tech~ologist and a deter~i~a.tion to give 

II." 

the country a fa.i:- :-et".!r:-: on its ;u:n inves-:::e:-:t. I also b:-ing / 

a unique perspective to the jo~ in that , i~ a.c~ition to 

my industrial R&D ex;:erience, Z have also ·rie·-ed A.vA from 

:the vanta~e point of a ;:osition in the o::i:e of the ~irector of 

1 I 



althou1:h not highly 

.:l it.s respon.se. Thi• 

,sts involved in eli.rnin;i.ting 

[ the target. These detec:torll 

con tube and a.s a. linea.r 

y several e!!ec:U; in.eluding 

.. c::uring or alignment 

(\

sir- 0-"' _le 
.... 

n. 

.:-esponsc c:ha.ra.c:ter- · · 
.1 

So long ;u these 

: information they c:an i.n 

c!onr:a.tive image, and 

::ion by ARPA. An 

tive optical elements 

:ions due to the !act that 

;,redic:t~blc ma.nner. These 

~e quality of images £or 

:gh the atmosphere. The 

, ea.surement of the dis tor ti on 

'.i .sto rtion . 

. t promise for elimin.ating 

4951 ... 

sensor errors since t.'-iey a.ct on t.'le light before it reaches these element. • 

Thus, A.RPA ·is also i.·west:i.gating postdetection c:om;,ens .. tion techniques 

whic:h e~ce an image ~ter it ha.s been !or~ee and recorded. _While . 

these tech::iiques .re generally less effic_ient at eorred:ing a.t:mo.spherically 

induced erro_rs, they .re e!!ect:ive_ in removi.ng blur due to instru=ent errors 

a.nd in enh.ncing contra.st in pa.rt:icul.r •re.s o! :..l:ie· lmag~. Here, ARJ?A' • 

main thrust ha.s been t.':ie <!e~·elopmcnt o! c:om?uterizaed methods 0£ 'blu~ . 

remova.l when the precise ma.t.':iema.tica.l represe:1t.tion o! the cause o! the 

bwr is init:ia.lly unknown. 
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a.c t ivc: RCS c·o:itrol· tcc!inology must demonstrate: a.d;i.pti v e ·:iiice o;nd.-J 
t . . . . . . . . . . . . . ,. . . . . . . ~ 

~~~t;o\-th~~-ubh- \~'~ ;·/ v~;i-ati~-~: in · t; /get·;~p;;t· ;,.n ~; c:~ · {;~· t~r g-~~ :-~r-l~] 
. -:· _;_ -~-~::=~ _: - ~ ·-<·. ~ =-=-:· . . . : _.; ~ ~-:-..:;:.;-..--:;._:·~: . -._:_ .~_.::~_::~ ~~.:::~::.~:-;::-:;-~ 

~a._::~~~_2~---~~- -~ame ,i~_!.3 t.~ .. ~~~cn:.,;:;e _rgy~~.2-:~~f.~ ; ,: .. ~"'::~ral _ ~~- . 
. , . ---~•""!"(11•.f~~~~ .. _ ..... :- - --~~~?~•·;~:.:w--.. »~c.=11~~~-~~~, , .~ -- ..... ......:._ . ..,.,. ___ .. .::,;.~ - :· ' • .. , 

-:,.c,v tcchnique:s· ·a5~~_cU: ;i.s new de_:s-!gn·p i:a_cticc3 __ a:,re _being e·valu7tcd·E;-:~, 
: : _ .. . ..-:- ..,. .... - ... ~~.:..;. .z.; .::~~~~ . c- :=, . ,_ ·'"'--..._:.: ....:..· __ :., ,,.,. 

_" dc~c~; 
0

th_c~r :capabilH:y fo7o~_t_:_?}~RJ,::S:~ 
~:L~--·~·.z:--: ... ,~ --.-:~·--_.!· . .:.·.~·~-r-~-:-:--':0:2~;:- ' ·= ~ --- -- ,- ~ 

,1,.RPA. is _currently. devclopin& advanced: imaginr .i:adar~ opcr.tini · - ·. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

;a,t both mic_row_ • .,.e =d -las.er _frequencies._, Th_ere _ a.z-.e, .however·,. llznit:a.- · 

tion.s in resolution, im.ge dct.il, ;,..nd range, The fi:st a.ppro,ch tQ overcor,,e 

these liznitations is AR.PA'• modification o! the one hundred twCAty !oot 

diameter H,yst,c.k rada.r in Ma..ssachusctu by the .ddit:ion o{ a new RF box 

a.nd signal processing system. nus system uses a more a.dva.nced !orm . . 

0£ the da.ta. p r oc:essin~ technique previously develope~._ Opera.tion.l testbi: 

at the system level is scheduled to be:fn in FY77. The second a.pproa.ch is 

the development o! "' wideband laser· radar operating d I 0. 6" ;.rn wavelength. 

Opi=,r:a.tion.a.l testing o! the la.se.1 _ n~ar is scheduled to occur in F"Y7S. 

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

ARPA i.J1vest:ment in imai:ing radars h.a.s ~een extremely modest (SZS. 4M 

FY72-75) , while the Worm.tion tba.t has-a..:ic will be provided is signi!l• 
1 . 

c::a.nt. 

An PJ'V ra.dar demonstra;..on if beini: started to proyidc dcs~:-oycr . 
escort and smaller-_i;hips with ocean surveillance. This RFV r.d:i.r could 
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August 9, 197~, ~crospace DaJly 

XST: Name being heard for the new stealth aircraft 
·. being bu.ilt c1.t . ·r.ockh.ee<l : ._under sponsorship~·. of the · Def ens:e · 

Advanced Res~~tch Projects Agiricy (DAILY, July 23) is 
the xsr·, which may stand. for ." experimental, steal th 
(or s·11ent), tactical." Aircraft al.so may have a new 
missile. Ben Rich, Kelly Johnsonrs successor as head 
of Lockheed's "Skunk Works," is playing the key role in 
the program. Johnson, although formally retired, has 
continued working two or three days a week at Lockheed 
and is given major credit for convincing the military 
that the plan can be Q~ilt. 

.. 

: 



. . .. -·· ·- . · ". ·. : .- . 

August 2, 1976, Aviation Week 

... . ·· 

Development of . a small fighter intended to 
Jcmonstrate 'stealth, or low signature, technologies 
under contract from Air force Flight Dynamics 
Laboratory, . funded by Defense Advanced Research 
P-roje·cts '" Age·ncy. · · · · 

: _:, 

-.·. :·, ·.· 

.• 

. . . 



' .. . ····: .... 

. .1 ·. May_ S,_:. 1,97,5~, . Cqrnme:i;ce_; .. Busines~ O.a.i·ly: , .. ~i.r Fo:i;Ge . . gives 
them copies of all c.ontract summaries (p~ · 21 col 2} 

A--HIGH STEALTH AIRCRAFT DESIGN STUDY. 
Contr F-33615-75~C-2056 (F-33615-75-R2056) 
funded by ASD/YRPHM, 513/255-4036 (A119), 
Wright-Patterso~ AFB~ OH 45433 . 

. . . .. . . .. . 



. : ::.· ·· :.· ·· . 

· ...... · .. · . 

~ - . . . . . . : .• · . . ·. 

.• · · .. .· ·,• •· 

July 28, 1976, Aerospace Daily from an Air Force contract 
(p. 19 CO 1 3) 

. )>-Lo1t Rcs·\~E}!IC .LE °DESICf.r'H'.\NDBOOK" (/\dili tfonal Work, 

· . . • . • ... · 

Time, and Money) Contr F-33615-7SC-3094 (F-33615-7SR3094) 
funded by J\FFDL/FES, 513 2S5-5066, \'/right-Patterson AFB, 
Oh :4S433· . . · ·: · : · . 
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WRITTEN STATEMENT OF !)R. GEORGE H. HEI~,fEIER 

INTRODUCTION ANO BACKGROUND 

ffCl{lfOL.OCICJJ. !lf?T!ATIVt Axtl 

TI!?: ll.\T!OHAI. S!0.111.tTr 1SSU!S or '!'ME 1980'S 

t. 11Cl"l!OOOc:TIOlf 

\lh .. . I appe&re4 be!are t.hia cocsitte• l••t ye..ar, ! outlined 

aasver• are deeoly rooted 1n a~vanced techaolog. There 1• 

_ll ttlc dlNlat in 'lrf. aind th.ac. thue questia .. a could beco=- cha 

national ••curl~ iaaues ot the 1980'•• we. - revieov the,a 

'briefly: 

• Aze tbere cac.hnolosiea oa the hori:r.an chac could ..ak& 

po•sible a apace-related 11Se of hi&h eaer1:7 laaera aad 

could aucb a laaer ayate:a ia the h.aoda of th& Soviet• . 

threatea ocar·vtt&l aatellit& necvork and atrate1ic 

deterrent capabil~ty? Conversely, could •uch a laser 

• Are there technolosic• OIi the hori~oa th.at caa ptcvide 

aurreill•nc• capable 0£ detectin1 aircraft aad varain1 

u• of aia■ile launcbe■ t 

• Ia a neov claas of w,der,ea surveillance oysce-ms poaaible 

chat could detect and locili~e submerged sub...arines ac 

great range vith aull1c1cllt· accuracy co target them? 

\,'hat are t he 11.aita o! o~eaa hearing? Ca~ the . oceans 

• ~1,•t is the nature oC a,.,..,r on the b•ttle!icld o! the 

!uture? Are there technologle• that could ;er-=it 

unique tradeo!(a to che ,,e-old ?•rameee r s o( ::,ob ( li:y, 

ag ! 1lty , ,..,,.,r. aftd !!r~p<NerT Cou l d ou~h technoloc i •• 

result ln & ncv •nd bettet clan _o( l""'cr- eo•t •~rod 

vehicles? 
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reduce the coat o! jct eng!nes by :..a~ir.t them out o! 

. c~1:~ _al . Mta-ll1c · au;,era•lloya_? ~" the •o;,hin1c.at_1oa­

ana lov coat rc;ccaeotcd bJ the poc~ct calcul•tor a...t 

d1,·1~·a1 Yatch be · ua.ed to 11,::;,lif:, the :.ainten.aoce 

probl=a of <>ur •~ui,.,..,nc and =-aka!: ..ore rel1a.ble% 

and eaiitrol area that e=ld enable ua to~• =r curre..t 

Coreea -r• e!fcct1vely? Tor e,c.a::;,-le, cao packet 

ruace, aod eodurance ot c ... 11 undersea vehicle•? 

•• a reault o{ CAN'A initiatives, ~hile d!!!icult tech<iical 

proble,u r=-ato, the techoolo.ies to answer each oC the•• 

11au Ti&1on.ary anavcra to theoe ~ueationa • realic-y. ~ut vb.at 

are ct.a ia:;,li~tioaa to our ,ec:=ity uausint U>at ve or tu 

• Sovieu are 1ucee1a!ul? 

• Sp••• ~e!ense - !:,th the United States and Rusaia 

quencu o! • 5~&ce &~soc!ated 1y ■ t~2 that could protect 

.;; •= .... 
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o - Cruise misslles- already changing mflltary thinking are 
in their infancy and -~ffer revolutionary potential. Future 
characteristics such as 11zero CEP" accuracy at large stand­
-off ranges ·and supersonic dash, at rel~tively low cost, -wilf 

:_· . fundamenta.J 1 y chang-e:. 1 and, sea, . and air warfare • 

o ~igh energy lasers. 

o New forms of undersea submarine detection. 

o New capabilities in space, includ i ng - satellites used for 
targeting, missile guidance and surveillance • 

· ··:-· -~ ::Appl·'-i caf h:s-n·s· _-of ·· tf're Spac:e. Shutt 1·e " ' · · 

o New forms of defense against ballistic missiles. 

All of these and others will dominate future thinking and our 

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

NATO STANDA_RD I ZATI ON 

There is increasing recognition of the importance of achieving 

efficiencies and improved effectiveness through standard and interopera · 

ble systems in NATO. 

I feel the US should .take. the lead 1n bringing this about throu 

a policy of international cooperation with our Allies which will encom­

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

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

deal of progress despite the co~plexities of national interes ts, inter­
/ -) 

,\ ,i·' 
national economic factors, and industrial pressure groups here and aoro 

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

very supportive of this effort. 

!-14 



-1 · r , 
' \..... \_ 

Mr. President, as the controversy over the stealth program 

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

essential points. 

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

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

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

not only has the current Administration increased spending on 

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

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

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

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

published reports o.f attempts to reduce radar detectability, 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 



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

circumstances. 

~ 

Fourth; a rash of press reports of stealth occurred last monthj 

leaving the Pentagon no practical recourse . but · to acknowledge the 

existence of the program--admittedly slightly earlier than they 

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

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

open literature about such work, could have been tricked into 

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

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

have us believe they are. 

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

little has been declassified regarding stealth and everything else 

about the program. It 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 b~ struck by what and distinguished journalist 

has called the "selective indignation" on the part of some of those 

who are most loudly and fervently deirying alleged leaks about stealt 

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

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

SnLT or about various Soviet strategic programs. 

one doesn't know why. 

2 

One merely wonders; 



The second observation involves current allegations that 

the incumbent Secretary of Defense has broken tradition and engaged 1 
_-1 

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

such as replying to charges made by political candidates about 

·a e fens e po 1 i c y • I have not researched this matter closely and my 

memory is far from p~rfect, but I do seem to recall other Secretarie : 

of Defense--in both Republican and Democratic Administrations-­

addressing party platform committees, correcting inaccurate allega­

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

while replying. 

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

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

c~iticismsr and it is not unusual fbr incumbents to make replies. 

test we get diverted into partisan exchanges that obscure 

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

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

democratic society, yet one which has real adversaries around 
. 

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

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

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

of law, of ethics, of freedom of the press, of justice. These are 

-
the matters to which this body must return. 



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

stealth program is whether the Soviets have benefitted from recent 
--. 

publicity of the program. A secondary, but nonetheless very irnporta n! 
_ ,; 

concern is whether the Carter Administration orchestrated leaks of 
' 

classified information about the program for political gain--and 

thereby giving the Soviets a head start in countering stealth 

technology • 

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

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

he-at than light. 

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

rC it in a broader context and. by · laying out a fuller chronology _of 
\ 

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

attentive observer would get the impression that the whole affair 

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

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

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

with. 

Virtually since the inv ention of radar, scientists have been 

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

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

of high technology, the United States has been in t h e va ng ua r d 

this work. The professional journals and the trade press have 

published articles about such research over the years. 

of 



Contrary to the impression recently left by former President 

Ford and Dr. Kissinger, the U.S. effort in this area was not highly 
-f-~lf L - ,;, 

classified until 1977. In the ~g of that year, after recognizin~ 

the true potential of stealth, the Cartei Administration turned it 
' ' 

into a! r.iajor developm,ent and product:ion p2¢gram; compartme:nitalized 

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 1978, when Ben Schemmer of the Armed 

Forces Journal ·came t6 Dr. Perry with an article about stealth--an 

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

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

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

asked Mr. Schemmer not to print it. To his credit, Mr. Sche~rn~r­

agreed--but let me emphasize that ~r. Schemmer did not initi~te the 

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 d i d--know about it. 

The third landmark is a series of stories this summer, 

beginning with a June 28 Washincton Post article describing a 

new bomber that "could be made inv i sible to e nemy radar through 

h i ghly secret gadgetry." 



Then in the second week of August, three stories in rapid 

succession: 

August 11 -- Aviation Week and Space 
I 
I ' 

Technology ref~rs to "the advanced 

technology 'stealth' bomber." Two 

sentences in the article are worth 

highlighting in our search for who 

leaked what to whom and when: 

"Several in the Senate contend 

Under Secretary of Defense for 

Research and Engineering William 

J. Percy oversold the 'stealth' 

aircraft in order to stop a Senate 

amendment for a new but more 

conventional bomber. Perry's 

stealth bomber, on~ senator 

c~mplained, is too small, will 

cost $14-15 ·bilion for 50 air­

craft and cannot be ready by 

1987, the date requested by 

Congress." 

August 14 the Wash i naton Post 

publishes the article tha t Gen 

Ellis of SAC has said "brought t h e 



The key point is that, while there had been occasional 

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

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

. ~ 
more and more_people~-members of the House and Senate, their 

Defense Department and other executive branch. officials, and 

staffs,-~ 
I 

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

continued to grow in size and intensity and cost. 

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

difference between rare and scattered references to an issue and a 

flurry of stories about one. 

After this flurry of articles, a period of intense activity 

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

August 14 the date of the last two 

stories - Dr. Perry sends Secretary Brown 

new security guidelines for stealth, 

declassifying the existence of the 

program: but drawing a tight circle 

around sensitive technical and 

operational details. 

August 16 -- Secretary Brown, Dr. Perry, 

and Air Force Secretary Mark meet and give 

final approval to the new guidelines, 



f 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 conference and indicates what has been 

declassified. Perry offers to let Schemmer 

print the story of what has been declas­

sified, one day in advance of the press 

conference--because Schem~er 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 



states that all other stealth information 

remains compartimented at the highest 

security level. 

August 21 -- Schemner article appears. 

August 22 -- Secretary Brown, Dr. Perry, 

and Gen Kelly Burke hold a press conference. 

They confirm: 1.) that a stealth program 

exists, 2.) that tests have been conducted, 

3.) that stealth does not involve a single 

technical approach, and 4.) that stealth 

technology could be applied to many ~ilitar~ 

vehicles. Following the new guidelines, they· 

emphasize that operational and technical 

details will be protected at the highest 

security level. 

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

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

existence? 

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

Washington veteran or an intelligence expert to know that the 

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

and other important journals and newspapers. They watch American 



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

number of reports in respected and authoritati v e publications about i 
-· :! 

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

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

engineers--and,
1 

no doubt, Soviet intelligence agents--were hard at 

work on stealth and possible counter□easures. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Administration orchestrated .stealth leaks for political gain? 

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

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

motives. 

As to leaks th i s summer, Av i ato n Wee k c i tes "several in the 

Senate," not ad~inistra t ion so urces. Th e Was h i ngton Post sa y s its 

June 28 article was based oA in t e rv i ews " with defense specialists 

n 

~ 

j 



in Congress and the Carter Administation·." 

with DoD officials. 

It does not say only 

As for t0e Armeq Forces Journal, in :1978 it was Schemmer who 

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

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

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

defense official has been working with classified material for 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Soviets off. 

Until three years ago, the existence of Stealth was hot 

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

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

0 f it• 



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 programe 

The Aug~st 21 Schemmer article was not th~ excuse or the 

occasion or the trigger for the August 22 press conference. 

Earlier press reports led to that course. 

w'ho leaked what to whom, when, how, and why is a matter 

for the investigators. As testimony before a Committee of this 

House has revealed, there are real and serious problems in maintainir 

security and investigating breaches of it. By and large, 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 1it is to legislation regarding secrecy and 

security that thosF of us in this building should turn our attent i on. 
) 

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

full speed ahead. 

10 
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MILITARY MANPOWER/ REGISTRATION/ DRAFT 

Reaaan 

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

ttI 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 is not clear if he favors 
the same buildup as an alternative to registration.) 

"There is a need for a million-man active reserve, a 
reserve that is equipped with the latest weapons, trained in 
them and combat ready. 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.tt 

National Journal 
March 8, 1980 

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

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

Bush 

Reagan: yes. 

Q: How, with pay incentives? 

Reagan: Yes, it could be pay incentives. 

National Journal 
March 8, 1980 

"I also support draft registration for both men and women, .~ 
and I would like to see an immediate investigation of the readi- ~ 
ness of our military troops. If the facts demand it, we shoul d nr4 
hesitate to increase financial inventives for those in uniform orl 
even to return to the draft. I am confident that our young people~ 
will rally to the flag as the need is there." 



Bush 

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

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

Birmingham, Al, Post-Her : 
October 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 . " 

Bush 

Champaign, IL, Daily Ill 
January 31, 1980 

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

Bush 

Political Profiles 
page 6 
1979 

"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 h i s PhD, and the poor kid 
gets the rifle." 

Christian Science Man ito 
January 24, 1980 



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 
quickly and effectively, and we have shown our resolve to both 
friend and foe alike. 

It should be clear to everyone who_ studies national ~ 
security or d,e

1
f ense that our work to keep American the strongest ---,. 

nation in thi 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 allie~ 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 
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President Carter hns been explicit' in his op1Josition to 
a peacetime draft; ~c htis submitted l~gisl~tion for a fair 
benefits pc1ckagc to improve military ?ay Jnd benefits; he 
ho. s cut rn i l it a r y at tr i ti.on , and ( m cu s ~.1 red ~::. g c1. inst the y cars 
of the prior .:idministration) impro ved ;;iilitary re~nlistnent 
rates. In addition h~ has corrected ~3jor weaknesses that 
arose during the µriot administration ~ith respect to our 
pool of mobilization manpower. 

Specifically: 

~ 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, reenlistment rates for DoD as a whole 
are up from 50% in 1976 to 53% now. (The reenlist~ent rates 
of first termers are up, particularlr in the Army. Career 
reenlistment rates are do\vn. The net effect is a :nodest 
plus.) 

~ 

active 
record 

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

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

, Beyond that, the Aclmi,nist:ration has been vocal in 
support of many important benefits that go beyond those 
endorsed by its critics. Among these are improvements in 
the military medical insurance progra2 (CHA:-iPUS) under which 
the President has proposed the creation of dental and other 
benefits. The Administration also supports a variable 
housing allowance. It introduced--~nd supports--legislation 
that would permit larger pay raises fer t he military than 
for civilian government employees. 

This Administrntion has not proposed reducing any in­
service benefits,* and, as noted, has proposed numcrous ­
additions. An Administration propo5nl ~ith respect to 

Note, it mJ.y be argued that the ?:-esic1cn t 's pc1id 
p J. r k j n g op c r cJ t i on i s s u ch a c..1 i i:-1 .1 :1 u t i on , bu t i t mo re or 
less inc.iclcntolly :1{Cccts onl r ~, s;-:;:1 11 ft· :i c : .l oii of 
military 1)ersonncl. 



....; 

2 

mi 1 it a ry re ti r cm en t (first :1. cl v ,:rn cc d b )" ;i. n in cJ c pc n c1 en t 
commission on the subject: ,,..,ould add $7 billion to rnilit.'.l.ry 
pay and benefits over the next 20 years, ~hilc saving tens 
of billions of dollars over the longer term. 

o It should be noted that selected reserves (i.e., 
reserves in units) strength declined drasatically every year 
du r in g the 1 as t a d m in i s tr a t i on , \•:hi l e i t 11 a s in c r ca s c d 
during the 1 as t two CJ.rte r y cars ; th a 'C ind iv id u a_ 1 r cs e rv e 
strength declined even more dramatically during the last 
administration, but has been reversed by Carter programs; 
and that in reinstituting peacetime registration this 
Administration has restored an important standby mobili­
zation capacity that the previous adninistration had aban­
doned for budgetary reasons. 



.. 
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Defense Manpower Policies 

The 1970's: Requirements 

As the 1970's ended, the U.S. fielded its leanest 
active and reserve armed force since the 1950 1 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 requirements were adjusted 
downward by President Nixon, from a program objective to be 
prepar7d for 2 1/2 wars simultaneously to a less demanding 
scenario that envisaged a major European war and a smaller 
contingency elsewhere. 

~ At the same time , ·a concept of g 1 ob a 1 "to ta 1 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 a·ssets, in 1973 a concept of 
"total force planning" was also adopted, one which placed 
less heavy reliance on the active forces and much more on 
the activatiori and emergency mobilization of reserves, and 
which worked so~e shifts of wartime functions and assets 
from the active to the reserve structure; and 

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

Two other factors were at work in the early seventies 
as well: the Vietnam conflict ended, and with it came a 
drawdown of the strength increases that had begun in 1964; 
and the increasing sophistication of modern weaponry, plus 
the need for forward deployments and rapid responses (made 
vivid in the 1973 Yem 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 po.rt to reflect the 
changing role of Chino. in U.S. strategic concerns about 
Asia and the Pacific. 



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. I , 

The 1970 1 s: Resources 

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

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

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

• We met a smaller manpower requ i rement in the post-
Vietnam seventies than we had at any time since 1950. 

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

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

• There was a similar erosion in the uniqueness of 
the advantages that military service had long offered youth. 
No longer was the military the major source of initial jobs 
and training, nor the principal stepping stone to higher 
education. A bounty of fede ra l pr ogr ams i n place by mi d­
decade (basic educat i onal oppor t un i t y grants, CETA, t he Job 
Corps, Young Adul t Conserva ti on Corps, Yout h Opportunity 
Acts, and various counter-cyclical programs) now compete for 
young people. 
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e The G.I. Bill was replaced in 1977 by an educational 
package for service personnel that is seen by many young 
people as much less attractice (and, as a matter of benefits, 
is 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 exarnple--a structure built on per­
verse incentives, such that a person has littl~ inducement 
to stay after 20 years, and no incentives to say for less. 
We have no rewirds 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 
return to a peacetime draft is neither necessary not desirable 
at this time. So long as our recruiting needs continue to 
be met, and so long as the demarids on the armed forces can 
be met with present force_levels, a return to the draft is a 
neither prudent nor required. 

• The nation ' s ab i 1 it y to augment its forces in "' .• 
emergency had eroded in mid-decade, however, and requires a , 
reinvigoration. The reinstitution this summer of peacetime 
registration has been taken as a precautionary step to save 
crucial time in the event the nation had to mobilize in an 
emergency. (It was always intended that the AVF be augmented 
by conscription in such emergency circumstances.) 

With the baby boom legacy receding (the prime recruiting 
pool in 1992 will be 20 percent smaller than its 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: re versing the trend of t he 1970's 
toward higl1 attrition (i . e., wash-outs) of f i rst te r m per so nnel , 
pruning manpo wer requirements in weapons sy s tems ac qu is i t i on 
and design, and improving our long term retent i on of those 
who do join up. 



... 

• Second, we can expand supply, by embracing policies 
that would make more people eligible for military service, 
and would make service 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 physical entrance standards-­
many of these adopted in the draft era when supply was 
virtually unlimited--bear a sound relationship to required 
performance. The yield from this measure will be finite, 
however, to do the second--increase the attractiveness of 
service--will require some hard decisions. Ther~ has been a 
serious downward slide in the comparative · value of military 
pay and benefits for junior personnel. Other federal programs 
that require no service obligations offer highly valued 
lures ~o youth. In educational assistance, we now have the 
G.I. Bill without the G.I. 

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

Are the Services enlisting the "right kinds of people?" 
"The right quality?" The short answer is that there is no 
sure test to tel 1. - 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 
recent years, largely through better management of recruits 
after they join. 

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

· inadvertently inflated the scores of lower-scoring personnel 
in recent years, such that the Services have been mislabeling 
large numbers of recruits as having higher "aptitude" levels. 
The significance of these mischaracterizations may not, 
however, be very profound . DoD has now undertaken a special 
analysis of the relationship between these scores and t he 
job pcrforma.nce of those whose scores ,.,:ere in f lated. The 
first (but still tentative) findings suggest that most of 
the low scoring people have successfully completed trciining 
and are performing ~<lcquately. 



The relationship of these predictors to "quality"--and 
the relationship of what a recruit brings to the military 
and what military service itself produces 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 fa vor 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 pehinq ;in maintenance. , We've gotten behind in a lot 
of just: plain ireplacing of ' obsdlete items." 

Wall Street Journal 
February 19, 1980 



,I. : 

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, 19 



Carter 

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

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

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

"The spirit within the military is very good. They've 
had some onerous assignments that I've given them, for in5tanc~, 
the longterm stationing of aircraft carriers and the support 
ships in the north Indian Ocean. They've performed superbly 
in that respect. I visited a lot of the military bases. I 
happen to be a professional military man by training and I've 
found them to be well trained. so I would guess that our 
military forces are in good condition." 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



force Rc.:ndincss 

a . J\ i r c_r aft R c .:1 din c~ ( inc 1 u di n g spar cs p J. rt s ) 

~ Over the past several years the Defense bu<lgct has 
gencra]ly provided enough spare parts to support the peace­
time flying hour progr::im fully. !·Io,,c'.·er, '.\'e are continuing 
to bu i 1 d \·: a r re s er v c invent or i c s o f s ~ 2 r c n a rt s an d i t w i 11 
be several years before those invento~ics ~iil be adequate 
t o s up p o r t a 11 o f our comb a t 1 a i r f o r c ~ s a t \,' a r t i m e s o r t i c 
rates in a major conflict f6r the full co~bat durations ·for 
which 'n'e plan. 

Q The claim that our hardware and spares posture is 
such that "only half the planes can f l y" is inaccurate. 
This assertion seems to be based on a misinterpretation of 
the so-called aircraft "mission-cable C-lC)" r:1te. MC rates 
are not a measure of wartime readiness. They arc an index 
of the peacetime performance of our logistics support 
system--not a measure of our ability to fly sorties in war­
time. 

~ 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 coiilpletely against 
the uncertainty involved, · and we typically stock to about 
85% spares availability. 

$ If we were to make a transition to 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, ha¥e unlimited access to 
our war reserve spares and would, as necessary, canni~alize 
serviceable components f r om out-of - co~~ission aircraft to 
maximize our wartime sortie capability. 

b. Navy Ship Aviation/Readiness 

• Today, the Navy's invent-0ry of active deployable 
s h i p s s t a. n cl s a t 4 S S . 0 n e h u n d T e d t ,,- o o f our s h i µ s a r e 
deployed. Two hundred eighty-nine (6;S) are reporting 
c om b at r c a <l y . 8 S sh i p s 3 re in pro g ,.· 2 :-:-;::-; e J ma j n t c n .::in c e , a 
category ~hich includes ovcrh.'.1.ul, selected restricted 
availability, and post sha ke do~n a v a i l~b i lity. Se v en t een 
sh i ps are not comb:-i.t ready :': because of elect iv e wo. intc n an c e 

:-: ' 'Not Co 1i1bat l~cn,ly" 1i1e :1ns th,1t the u n it hi1s ins ur f 5 c i ent 
res our cc s to inc ct h' a r f i l.:- ht i 11 g c: ~~;:; :l n d s in .'.l pro j c 1.: t c cl 
combat environment. Jlcl\.'cvc1·, unirs bcin,G ckplo yccJ 1n 
this c :1tcgory c:111 execute pL.111,~e:cl op0ratj1.,ns in :1 

p C a C e t i DIC e n V i r Q ll l il C ll t . 
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·c th i S i S \·,' 0 r k t h J t i S d On C; c1 U rj 11 g S Ch CU U l Cd U fl k C.: C p ? e; r i O cJ S ) , 

an ci f i f t c c n o t h e r s a r c i n a c o r r c c t. i v c rr. <-1 i n t e; n , rn c e •: a 1_:. c g o r y , 
havinG sust:iincd casu::ilbcs to cornh;:it c:sscntiJl ~cui::,mcnt. 
The rcm~ining 49 arc dcfic j cnt principally in ;-ircas of 
personnel, training and su pply. 

~ Of 157 deployable active Navy squadrons , 36 report 
their primary degraded nrca as personnel 2n d 15 report not 
combat ready for the remaining resource areas. 

o Re,cogn1izing the incvi tabili ty under existing require­
ments that units reporting }'lOt combat ready say be required 
to forward deploy, the Navy has recently initiated an assess­
ment procedure which is required thirty days prior to dcploy­
m en t for a 11 uni ts report in 'g n o t : co 8 b at re a cl y in p e :- s on n e 1 . 
This assessment either offers~a final opportunity for 
improvement measures or furnishes t h e basis for op;:-rational 
limitations in the interests of safety . In the past the 
Navy has augmented ships with personnel from other duty 
stations to meet critical skill shortages. The fleet 
commanders administer this level manning policy in o~der to 
spread manpower shortages throughout the fleet. Use of this 
practice has been infrequent. However, there will probably 
be some necessary increases in this practice for ships on 
station in the Indian Ocean. 

c. Divisions 

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

o We are taking numerous steps to i8prove our divi-
sion readiness by alleviating personnel shortages. In 
recruiting, we are expanding bonus programs that are keyed 
toward critical skills. We are also supporting legislation 
now in Congress to improve educationa l benefits, including 
provisions that would pass on unused educational benefits to 
dependents. To alleviate the shortage of middle-grade NCOs, 
we are working to expand bonus p r ograms to include mid-range 
NCOs (6-10 years' serv ice) in inf2.n t r y , ani1or, field artil­
lery, and other selected skills. 



COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF LEADERSHIP 

Bush 

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

"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." 

Bush 

World Affairs Council 
Pittsburgh, September 5, 

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

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

Boston Globe 
September 8, 1979 



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." 

"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." 

"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 1980 



NAVAL BALANCE VIS-a-VIS USSR 

Reagan 

Reagan has criticized the Carter Administration 
ing Navy programs. 

for slash-

"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 Pnd of tfuis fiscal year only s or 6 
weeks away, our convention-a} Havy will consist of only 415 
active ships. Carter has slashed the Navy shipbuilding program 
in half, and has provided for -- at the very best -- a one-and­
a-half ocean Navy for a three-ocean global · requirement." 

Reagan Speech to 
American Legion 

August 20, 1980 

Reagan calls for a reversal in this trend. 

"We must immediateli::_-reverse the deterioration of our 
naval strength, and provide~all of the armed services with the 
equipment and spare parts they _need." 

Reagan Speech to 
American Legion 

August 20-, 1980 

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

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

1980 Republican Platform 

Bush 

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

Political Profiles 
page 9 
1979 
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Carter 

Naval Forces 

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

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

State of the Union Addre : 
January 1980 



Mondale 

~rt 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 f~lse measure. It assumes that one of their coastal patrol ; 
ships is the equal of one of our aircraft carriers, and that one -~ 
of their diesels is as capable as one of our modern Trident -~ 
nuclear submarines. The truth is that the technology of our 1 
carriers, of our submarines, and our new surface ships is far ·~ 
more advanced than theirs. Moreover, from frigat~s on up, we 
have a two-to-one advantage o v er the Soviets in Surface combat 
tonnage. All of these factors must be weighed ~or any serious 
and realistic assessment of the strength of our Navy -- a streng th 
that is unsurpassed on the high seas. 

Commonwealth Club 
September 5, 1980 



Naval Balance Vis-a-Vis Soviet Union 

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

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

~ In addition to the projected growth in the number of ships in 
our Navy -- in terms of bqth major combatants and support ships -- our 
naval force structure wi1T undergo major qualitative improvements 
through the 1980s. Such qualitative improvements are not reflected in 
numbers comparisons buw a~e taken into account in capability assessments. 
Some examples: 

. Our 12 deployable carrier battlE groups will be maintained 
and strengthened by the addition of two CVNs, AAH improvements 1vith ne\•I 
CG-47 Aegis cruisers and upgrades to other guided missile ships, and ASW 
improvements such as towed tactical array sonars and new LAMPS MK I II 
ASW helicopters. 12 deployable aircraft carrier battle groups represent 
the minimum offensive capability required to meet peacetime needs and 
wartime demands in the face of Soviet opposition. 

We will continue to modernize and increase the size of 
our nuclear attack submarine force with both continued SSN-688 procure­
ment and introduction of a more affordab 1 e yet fully adequate fo 11 m'l-on 
submarine (FA~SSN). 

Our overall ASW capabilities will be further strengthened 
by continued modernization of our highly effective land-based P-3 
maritime patrol aircraft forces. Substantia1 improvements will also be 
made in our undersea surveillance capabilities with improved SOSUS and 
introduction of at least 12 SURTASS mobile surveillance systems (TAGOS 
.)hips). 



Five-Year Shipbuilding Plan 

. The current five-year shipbuilding plan proposes to 
build 97 new ships and modernize 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/TAKX) to support the 
rapid deployment force. 

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

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

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

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

o Enh~ncing the capability of our strategic forces by 
adding 6 Trident subm~rines. 



September 4, J980 

NAVAL ?OSTJRZ IN INDIAN OCEA.~ A..),1) SOVIET CARRIER MINSX. 

Q: ._.,.nat is our naval posture in the Indian Ocean region? 

A: 'lii7e have maintained a strengthened presence in the Indian Ocean si~ce late la.st 

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

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

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

was increased to five ships last fall. '\,i7e currently have 36 ships in the Indian 

Ocean including tvo carrier task groups, headed by the carriers DwIGHT D. 

EISENHOii."ER and MIDWAY. The 36 ships include 21 combatants and 15 .support ships 

(including the 7 maritime near ter:2 prepositioning ships). 

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

combatants and 16 support ships. 

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

week and is curTently operat~ng in the South China Sea (4 Sept). So far, its 

movements have not indicated a move toward the Indian Ocean. 

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

Source: President's State of the Union address 
DoD PTess Guidance 
CINCPAC 

I 
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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, is busy orchestrating a massive public relations 
program to bolster President Carter's image as a Commander-in 
-Chief who recognizes the Soviet military threat. 

"Suddenly, we hear of b presidential directive--PD 59-­
which we're told restructures·American nuclear strategy in light 
of a fresh look at Soviet objectives." 

World Affairs Council 
Fitts burgh 
September 5, 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 j 
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. It ' 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. 

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

American Legion Addres s 
August 21, 1980 



NATO ALLIES 

Reaaan 

Reagan's primary concern is that if the United States 
does not appear a strong and dependable ally, the nations 
of Europe will seek an 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 towa~d -- or have a rapprochement with-­
the Soviet Union, because thev are not sure whether we are 
dependable or not." -

Time 
June 30, 1980 

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

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

Time 
June 30, 1980 

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

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

Los Angeles Times 
June 1, 1975 

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

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

National Journal 
March 8, 1980 



Carter 

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

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

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

"Last month, we and our NATO allies took an historic 

~ 
· ---,;; 

step in Alliance security policies with with the decision to 
improve substantially our theater nuclear capabilities. The 
theater nuclear force modernization (TNF) program, which includes t l 
deployment of improved Pershing ballistic missiles and of 
ground-launched cruise missiles in Europe, received the unanimo u s 
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 Addre~ 
January 1980 
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Mondale 

"Mr. Secretary General, Members of the Council: 

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

come today to NATO ; 
priority. I have come to c~ 
of the North Atlant i c 

--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 

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

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

Address to North Atlantic 
Council 

Brussel, Belgium 
Janu1ry 24, 1977 



DISAR"1J..MENT/ARMS CONTROL 

Reacan 

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

I I I I 
"The President wants to end the cold war era of c6n-

flict and to substitute an era of negotiations,_peaceful 
settlements of disputes betore 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 conquerors bent 
on conquest and aggression." 

. --

Speech to World Affairs 
Council 

October 11, 1972 



Mondale 

"National strength requires more than just military might: 
It requires t~e commitment of the ?resident to arms control. 

"If there is one thing that bothers me more than anvth i na ~ 
else and I think bo~hers you, i t is the fear that someday: sorne- -J 
how, for reasons that don't matter, the wor l d wi l l resort to t h e ~~ 
final madness of a nuclear holocaust. Reason, · common sense, and ~ 
a decent respect for humanity demand t h at we stall this nuclear -~ 
arms race 1 before it bankrupts and destroys us all i 

"Without arms control, everythin is out of control. 
Without the SALT treaty we would be forced to waste bi l lions o n 
weapons that buy us nothing~ 

"And even though it took seven years to negotiate th i s 
treaty; and even thoug h our President, an our Secretary of 
Defense and all the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and every NATO all y 
wants this treaty ratified, Mr. Reagan for the life of h i m 
cannot understand why. 

nWell, let me sav Mr •. Reaoan: We must have arms control 
for the life 6£ ill of-us, -~nd ;e ·need a President Jimmy Carter 
who believes in controlling the madness of nuclear arms." 

DNC Acceptance Speech 
August 1980 



NON-PROLIFERATION 

Reaaan 

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

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

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 1 t think that any of us are succeeding in that. We are 
the only one in the world that's trying to stop it. The result 
is we have increased our problems would ~e eased if this government 
would allow the reprocessing of nuclear waste into plutonium ... 

Monterey, Peninsula Heral 
February 3, 1980 



Mondale 

"Our rel~tionship 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 threshbold 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 refrai~ from resorting 
to their own nuclear weaponry. 

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

Mondale 

L.A. World Affairs Counc 
July 1979 

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

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

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 equally un­
impressed with all this talk about our problems being too 
complex, too intricate, to allow timely decision and 
action. The fetish of complexity, the trick of. making 
hard d~cisions hafder to make; the art, finally df r~tidn­
alizing the non-decision, have made a ruin of Am~rican 1 

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 
for~ign affairs -- answers which reflect his lack of under­
standing of the consequences of his remarks. 

I. Military Involvement 

Reagan frequently rejects a tempered response to inter­
national problems, preferring instead to flex America's 
military might ~t 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 sent 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." 

Cuba 

New York Times 
January 6, 1976 

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

"One option might well be that we surrou,1d the island 
of Cuba and stop all traffic in and out." 

New York Times 
January 29, 1980 




